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PREFACE

The Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute was founded in

1915. The first verse of the Mahabharata was written by Sir R. C.

BHANDARKAR on lst April 1919 while inaugurating the work of the

Institute on the Critical Edition of the Mahfbharata, On 4th August

1925 Dr. V. S. SUKTHANKAR took charge of this work as its General

Editor and reorganized it on a sound basis. For the subsequent 17 years

he worked on it with an eagle eye and mature scholarship bringing

international honour to himself and to the Institute. In 1940, the

British Academy, London, put its seal of approval on Dr. SUKTHAN-

KAR’s work on this edition. On the 4th January 1943, the Institute

conferred on Dr, SUKTHANKAR a Distinguished Services Medal in

recognition of his unique services to the Institute as the helmsman of

its work on the Mahabharata on the occasion of its Silver Jubilee

celebrations. On 5th January 1943, Dr. SUKTHANKAR read his stat:-

ment on the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata before the delegatis

for the Silver Jubilee celebration | other audience in the Tata Hell

of the Institute. This statemep raved to be his last testament

more valuable than Ariste¢ fs a national testament. I

quote from it a few sentend an Dr. SUKTHANKAR’S me:-

sage about the Mahabharat

“The part of the Epic ¢r

about four times as great as the

and one and a half times as ou

“All good work costs

money. Good printing costs 1é38:

“ Amid the deepest strand’

zation there is more than ene

1 so far is, I imagine, in bulk

, THiad and Odyssey put together

7s! Good manuscripts ccst

tors cost money.”

Ven in the thread of our civili-

yo originally from Bharatavar:a

‘centre of this vast mass of lite-
rature, there stands this deathless traditional book of divine inspiration, un-
approachable and far removed from possibilities of human constitution.”

“We must therefore grasp this great book with both hands and face it
squarely. Then we shall recognise that it is our past which has prolong:d
itself into the present. We are it : I mean the real WE! Shall we be guilty
of strangling our own soul? Never!”

These stirring words were read out by Dr. SUKTHANKAR on te
evening of the 5th of January and within a fortnight he passed awiy
after a brief illness on the evening of 21st January 1943! Truth is
stranger than fiction !!

Such in brief is the outline of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s association with
the Institute’s Critical Edition of the Great Epic, which he aptly styled
as “the Content of our Collective Unconscious” and in which he
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finally merged his being after spending every moment of his conscious

life in revising his type-script of the last of his lectures on the Maha-

bharata he was to deliver before the University of Bombay on the

following day !

In striking him down within sight of his chosen goal, Death

pierced the base of consciousness, cutting at the very joint of body and

mind. No preparation for the end, no inspiring last words, were pos-

sible. Yet, those of us who knew SUKTHANKAR intimately cannot

doubt that the sentiments of Valiant would also have been his own had

he received the summons of an approaching end to life’s journey.

“ Though with great difficulty I am got hither, yet now I do not repent

me of all the trouble. My sword I give to him that shall succeed me

in the pilgrimage, and my courage and skill to him that can get it.

My marks and scars I carry with me, to be a witness for me, that I

have fought His battles Who will be my Rewarder.” This memorial

volume represents the sword, the keen splendid-tempered image of his

intellect, that he bequeath s the courage and skill to

wield it. If there be such ted by the forces of dark-

ness, let him grasp firm the 2

Side by side with his & work on the Mahabharata

Dr. SUKTHANKAR kept on stud tent and inner meaning and

for that purpose studied man : Philosophy and Religion.

While I was editing the Re ophy and Religion between

1930 and 1937, I received rx these subjects for review.

Dr. SUKTHANKAR seemed very ted in many of them ard

he actually ordered some of the ro library. I was first under

the impression that Dr. SUKTHANKAR periised these books with a view

to get a little diversion to his mind after his fatiguing work on the text

of the Mahabharata day after day for years without rest. I was how-

ever thoroughly surprised when he disclosed to me his scheme of lec-

tures on the Mahabharata which he finally prepared for being deli-

vered before the University of Bombay and before completing which

he took our final leave with a “ Forget-me-not” emphasis! The

mystical vein noticed by the audience in those lectures was mainly due

to the psychological changes gradually brought about in the mind

of the great Savant during the ten years prior to these lectures.

The idea of bringing out a Memorial Edition of Dr. SUKTHAN-

KAR’s published writings was first discussed by myself and my learned

friends Dr. S. M. Katre and Prof. D. D. KosAmsi with Dr. Mrs.

Malinibai B. SUKTHANKAR, M.B.B.S. and the sons of Dr. SUKTHANKAR

immediately after Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s demise. With the substantial

support promised by the Sukthankar family a Memorial Edition
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Committee was formed with Shrimant Balasaheb PANT Pratinidhi, B.A.

the Raja Saheb of Aundh as its Chairman and Diwan-Bahadur K. M.

JHAVERI, M.A., LL.B, J.P. as its Vice-Chairman. With the assurer

support of these two great friends of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and with th:

guaranteed voluntary co-operation of my esteemed friends Dr. KATR:

and Prof. KOsAMBI, it was easy for me to secure the support of th»

innumerable friends of Dr. SUKTHANKAR all over India and outsid»

ior the work of the Memorial Edition as will be seen from the Person-

nel of the Memorial Edition Committee which accompanies this Pre-

face. A printed Appeal was subsequently issued by me on behalf ci

the Committee and circulated among scholars and institutions inter-

ested in the Memorial Edition. The response to this appeal from the

numerous friends and admirers of Dr. SUKTHANKAR was extremel:;

encouraging and the First Volume of the Memorial Edition that is

being presented to the public today is a visible embodiment of this

spontaneous response and a permanent Souvenir of the good will left

behind by an Indian scholar + ced himself on the altar of the

Mahabharata.

The valuable and sch

for themselves and will con

years pass by. As observed °

of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s knowled:

nam) and his native ability wi

Dr, SUKTHANKAR’s literary.

every detail was scrupulog and revised many times

before it saw the light of the” yey page of the Critical Edition

of the Mahabharata and the f= Epic Studies that are bein

presented to the scholars to-day under one cover bear the stamp of his

scholarship and fully illustrate the common adage :—“If a thing is

worth doing, it is worth doing well”. His Prolegomena to the Adi-

parvan of the Mahabharata, the bed-rock of the Mahabharata Textue!

Criticism, was much in demand since its publication. It is being puk-

lished separately for the first time in the present volume along wit

the other Epic Studies of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and thus brought within

the means of individual research scholars through the favour of the

authorities of the B. O. R. Institute. I feel confident that this First

Volume of Dr. SUKTHANKAR Memorial Edition will stimulate the

study of the Indian Textual Criticism on which the attention of Indian

scholars has been now focussed by Dr. KATRE’s able Introduction to

Indian Textual Criticism (1940), which owes much to Dr. SUKTHAN-

KAR’s inspiration and guidance.

It now remains for me to record my feelings of gratitude for th:

unstinted co-operation I have received from several friends and learned

the present volume spea!:

ft: with greater resonance a3

7ERTON they are the product

xperience (Jidnam Savijiie-

utation in three Continent:.

f planned action, in whic1
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bodies in bringing out this [First Volume of the V. S. Sukthankar

Memorial Edition. My cordial thanks are due to the authorities of

the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, many of whom are mem-

bers of the Memorial Edition Committee, for their kind permission to

include in the present volume the Prolegomena and other Introduc-

tions to the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata as also Dr. SUK-

THANKAR’s Epic Studies published in the Annals of the Institute.

Special thanks are due to Principal J. R. GHARPURE, B.A., LL.B., the

Chairman of the Executive Board and Dr. R. N. DANDEKAR, M.A,

PH.D., the Secretary of the Institute who is also the Editor of the

Annals, for their uniform courtesy and kindness in securing the above

permission. To Dr. S. K. BELVALKAR, M.A., PH.D., the present General

Editor of the Mahabharata, I am particularly thankful for keeping at

my disposal a copy of Epic Studies No. VI which he found in Dr.

SUKTHANKAR’s office papers at the Institute. This copy duly revised

by Dr, SUKTHANKAR in his own hand has been incorporated in the

present volume. Evidently JANEAR had an intention to re-

vise all his Epic Studies i and then publish them in

their final form after the work on the Great Epic.

Providence, however, decree ‘As regards the other contri-

butions of Dr. SUKTHANKA® | the present volume I tender

my most grateful thanks—.

(1) To the authoritic

Bombay, and the Editorial |

mission to include Dr. SuUKE

this Edition.

(2) To Mr. B. T. ANKLESARIA, M.A. the Hon. Secretary of the
K. R. Cama Institute for drawing my attention to the two papers of

Dr. SUKTHANKAR viz. (i) Arjunamisra and (ii) An Excursion on the

Periphery of Indological Research and in securing the necessary per-

mission of the authorities of his Institute for their inclusion in the

present Edition. Mr. ANKLESARIA had collaborated with Dr. Suk-

THANKAR for a number of years in connection with his work for the

Cama Institute and his hearty co-operation in this work by the free

supply of the press-copies of the two papers of Dr. SUKTHANKAR men-

tioned above deserves my best thanks.

(3) To the Editors of the Festchrift Prof. P. V. Kane and Dr.

R. N. SARDESAI, L.C.P.S., Proprietor, Oriental Book Agency, Poona,

its publisher, for permission to include Dr. SUKTHANKAR’S paper on

“ Ramopakhyana” in this Volume.

(4) To the authorities of the Deccan College Post-graduate and

Research Institute, Poona and in particular Dr. S$, M. KATRE, M.A.,

RR. Cama Oriental Institute,

J. Modi Volume for per-

“per on “ Arjunamisra” in
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PH.D. its present Director and Editor of their Bulletin for their permis-

sion to include Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s paper on “ Epic Question I—Did

Indra assume the form of a Swan?” in this Volume.

(5) To the Editors of Feschrift Dr. F. W. Thomas and its

publisher Mr. M. N. KULKARNI, the Manager of the Karnatak Pub-

lishing House, Bombay for their permission to publish Dr. SUKTHAN-

KAR’s paper on “ RAmfyana and Nalopakhydna ” in this Volume,

(6) To the authorities, Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic

Society for permission to include Epic Studies I : ‘Some Text-Critica!
Notes’ in this Volume.

Every scholar who came into personal contact with Dr. SUKTHAN-

KAR knows quite well how he loved not only the substantial contents

of any scholarly publication but also its scientific and dignified preseri-

tation. He believed in the identity of Truth, Beauty and Dignity in

the publication of all scholarly work worth the name. T he volumes

of the Critical Edition of the. Mea rata are a visible embodimert

of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s ideal . A good edition according

to Dr. SUKTHANKAR must’ ithin and without, and we

have tried to make the preset tdition as good as possibie

within the means at our disp d Editions cost money, saa

Dr, SUKTHANKAR in his last raent and the credit of achiev-

ing any goodness in the presen al Edition must go to those

donors, subscribers and con save contributed their mite

towards this Edition out of wpreciation for the natioral

work of the departed scholat en from the list of these

contributors (vide Appendix’ rbids me to thank all these

contributors individually. I shall however, be failing in my duty if I

do not indicate here the generosity of the following contributors but ‘or

whose spontaneous response it would have been impossible for the

Memorial Edition Committee to proceed with the work of the Edi-

tion :—

Rs. 650-—Dr. Mrs. Malinibai B. Sukthankar, M.B.B.S. and other

members of the Sukthankar family, Bombay.

Rs. 150-—University of Bombay.

Rs. 100—Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, B.A., Raja Saheb

of Aundh, Aundh.

Rs. 100-——-Right Hon’ble Dr. M. R. Jayakar, Bombay.

Rs. 100-—B. J. Wadia, M.A., LL.B., Vice-Chancellor, University of

Bombay, Bombay.

Rs. 100—Sir Chunilal B. Mehta, KT., J.P. and Lady Tapiba’ C.

Mehta, Bombay.

On the completion of the Memorial Edition it is proposeci to
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publish a full report of the work of the Committee where all contri-

butions and donations will be specified in detail.

I started my work in connection with the Sukthankar Memorial

Edition with the assured initial support of Dr. Mrs, Malinibai B.

SUKTHANKAR and other members of the Sukthankar family. This

support was further strengthened by the formation of a representative

Memorial Edition Committee consisting of numerous friends and

admirers of Dr. SUKTHANKAR in different parts of India and outside.

This support, encouraging as it was for an inexperienced man like

myself, made me confident enough about the success of this enterprise

but I became absolutely fearless in my work when the two great friends

of Dr. SUKTHANKAR, I mean Shrimant Raja Saheb of Aundh and

Dewan Bahadur K. M. JHAVERI agreed to guide me in this work as

the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Memorial Edition Commit-

tee respectively. Their high regard for our National Epic and its Epic

Editor Dr. SUKTHANKAR has bee sonsible in no small way for the

publication of the Epic Studi& SUKTHANKAR appearing today

in the form of the First V« hankar Memorial Edition.

On 5th January 1943, Dr. S$ referred to the Rajasaheb of

Aundh in the following glowit

“Tf you want me to point a

nating and furthering the project

of you, T mean Shrimant Bala:

an who is responsible for origi-

Sbhdrata) he is sitting in front

nidhi, the Raja of Aundh.”

We are fortunate in ha ifist today, the first anniver-

sary of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’Ss ¢& very enlightened Rajasaheb,

now in the 76th year to guide’s ary projects with undaunted

zeal and optimism. I cannot adequately thank the Rajasaheb and

other friends for their spontaneous and active co-operation in the work

of this Edition.

I began my work in connection with the Memorial Edition with

the guaranteed collaboration of my personal friends Dr. S. M. KATRE,

M.A., PH.D. and Prof. D. D. KosaMBl, M.A. These friends have ful-

filled their guarantee to the very letter as they have been responsible

for the entire editing of the First Volume and all credit for the careful

and accurate editing of the Volume goes to them. During their per-

sonal contact with Dr. SUKTHANKAR they knew perfectly well what

good editing meant according to Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s highly critical

standards and consequently the good editing of the present Volume

owes everything to them as they have carried out at great inconve-

nience to themselves all the arduous work of seeing the Volume

through the press. Though these friends have done all this labour of

love out of their high sense of appreciation and respect for the work
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of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and though they are the members of the Memp-

rial Committee, I take this opportunity of thanking them most corci-

ally for their disinterested service to Indology in helping the Memorial

Edition Committee to bring out the present Volume in the best pcs-

sible form and get up.

Dr. SUKTHANKAR was connected with the University of Bombiy

in several capacities for more than two decades. His cordial relatio 1s

with all the authorities of the University are evident not only frcm

the grant sanctioned by the Syndicate towards the costs of this Edition

but by the personal generosity of the Vice-Chancellor, the Registrar,

the Deputy Registrar, the Librarian and many other office-bearers of

the University. I am deeply touched by their prompt and spontaneous

response to my appeal regarding this Edition and I convey to all these

friends of Dr. SUKTHANKAR at the premier academic body of the pio-

vince the grateful thanks of the Memorial Committee for their since:'e

appreciation of the work of ¢ i

In concluding this

rendered to the Memoria!

enterprising Manager of the

but for whose high regard ic

operation on the very day

have dreamt of undertaking

ordinary high cost of prir

all academic enterprises it

Dr, KATRE and Pror, KosamMbBt SARNI has fulfilled his guaréa-

tee also to the letter by publi First Volume of the Memor al

Edition most promptly and e ciently and thus kept up the hi-h
traditions of his Publishing House for excellent printing and typio-

graphy, which are absolutely essential for good ediling according %o

the standards of Dr. SUKTHANKAR.

Mir, M. N, KULKARNI, the

ublishing House, Bombiy,
ANKAR and spontaneous (-

was discussed we would rot

mm at a time when the ext a-

city of paper had chill.d

Like my esteemed frierds

In presenting this first volume of the Sukthankar Memorial E li-

tion to-day, the first anniversary of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s lamented cle-

mise, the Memorial Committee has completed half of its promised

work. Though I am thankful to all my colleagues on the Memor:al

Committee for their continuous co-operation so far, I must reserve ray

final thanks to them to a future date when the Second Volume of this

Edition is completed and presented to the public.

P, K. GODE

Poona 4 \ Hon. Secretary and Managing Edi‘or

21st January, 1944. Dr. V. S. Sukthankar Memorial Edition

Committee,
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FOREWORD’

An elaborate introduction containing a comprehensive account of the

manuscript material as also a detailed discussion of the principles of Maha-

bhadrata textual criticism will be published with the last fascicule of the

Adiparvan. The following cursory remarks are intcnded merely to guide the

reader meanwhile through the labyrinth of a very complicated apparatus

criticus.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

In the Mahabharata manuscript tradition, perhaps as much as in any

literary tradition, the textual critic is faced with a bewildering profusion of

versions as well as an amazing mixture of versions. Divers elements have

been working from the earliest times in favour of the development of different

types, on the one hand : on the other hand, there were not wanting elements

that operated against the evalutic ply differentiated types. To un-

derstand the phenomenon of tb «wth and indiscriminate fusior

of versions, one must apprec etails of historical moment

certain special factors in the 2 Mahabharata—traits which:

distinguish our work from ever text except the Ramayana anc:

possibly the Homeric epopees. iding the fact that we know su

little that is certain and definite arly history of the text, we may.

it seems to me, with confidenc ‘ter its composition the greal

epic was for centuries handed 4 ‘ forms and sizes) from bard

to bard merely by word of TM eover extremely probable thar

even after the text had been w: large portions of it, especially

such portions as were popular, cintihted ts be committed to memory, by

itinerant raconteurs for purposes of recitation. It is further easy to believ::

that no great care was lavished on the text by these custodians of the trad:-

tion to guard it against partial corruption and elaboration or against ar-

bitrary emendation and normalization : to reproduce the received text with

any great precision would be neither attempted by these bards nor rcquire:1

of them. It was then inevitable that the protean oral tradition should in

one form or another react on the written tradition and vice versa, One im-

portant and necessary consequence of such antecedents as these is the int-

possibility of retracing all extant versions to any fixed and authentic arche-

type ; since some of the modern editions could not but be descendants of

fluctuating oral versions reduced to writing in some distant past, indepen-

dently of each other, at different epochs and in different circumstances. In

1 [Adiparvan, Fascicule I, 1927.]
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other words, even in its early phases the Mahabharata text tradition must

have been not uniform and singular, but multiple and polygenous. To com-

plicate matters [2] further there appears to have followed a period in which

there was a free comparison of manuscripts and extensive mutual borrowings,

operations which in the course of indiscriminate crossing and re-crossing have

completely confused the differentie and produced a perfect wilderness of

hybrid types. These are, at least in part, still mere surmises. But the as-

sumption of some such complicated derangements, beyond the normal vicis-

situdes of transmission, is necessary, to account for the strange vagaries of

the Mahabharata manuscript tradition : to explain why in the best manus-

cripts one comes across at every step readings that are manifestly inferior

and additional lines that are incontestably spurious : to elucidate how textual

alterations, especially interpolations, starting from the most inconspicuous

source of diaskeuasis, could extend over large areas with comparative ease

and rapidity.

This state of things, if true. would make it impossible to apply to the

Mahabharata the special canons: 1 exiticism which are derived from

a study of classical (Greek d which depend ultimately

upon there being a more or }é nation of copies and exem-

plars reaching finally back to gtic (written) archetype. The

conflation of codices may, moré en carried to such an extreme

that we may even have to reno ions to disentangle completely,

by means of purely objective intricate mutual relationships.

It would, therefore, be well not £ ely the possibility that a wholly

satisfactory restoration of the tine form-—even the late so-

called gatasahasri sarhhita for ask now beyond the powers of

criticism.

Even though the problem be insoluble on the ideal plane, yet a partial

solution of it is by no means impracticable and may with considerable gain

be attempted. This fascicule will, I hope, demonstrate that a considerable

portion of the inherited text can be incontestably proved to be authentic and

unimpeachable : and that on the other hand certain portions of the ‘ vulgate”

can, equally indisputably, be shewn to be spurious. In other words, we seem

entitled to assert that notwithstanding the existence of what may be termed

“ original doublets” (fluctuations inherited from a period of purely oral trans-

mission), as well as a vast number of secondary variants (brought in through

corruption and emendation during the period of mainly written transmission),
—that despite the vagaries which surround a small part of the poem with a

haze of uncertainty, the unification of the tradition could in regard to the

major part of the epic be carried to a degree of approximation which may be

deemed sufficient for all intents and purposes.

Ordinarily in text reconstruction a safe expedient is to take as basis the

oldest of the “best family” of manuscripts and to authenticate it in the



FOREWORD 3

critical edition. This expedient, though unquestionably safe and in most

cases indubitably effective, fails totally in the present instance, assuming what

has been said above about the fusion of types to be true : because by follow-

ing any manuscript, even the oldest and the best, we shall be authenticating

just that arbitrary mixture of versions which it should be the aim of

criticism to avoid. The peculiar conditions of the transmission of the epic

force upon us an eclectic but cautious utilization of all manuscript

classes. Since all categories of manuscripts have their strong points

and their weak points, each variant has to be judged on its own

merits. When the criteria at our disposal fail to give a positive result, we

have to content [3} ourselves with a stop-gap that will give the required sense

or at least complete the metrical line. A text prepared, with due circum-

spection, on eclectic principles will, I am fully persuaded, present a more faith-

ful picture of the elusive “ original” than any single extant codex could do.

That in these circumstances the editor will occasionally make mistakes—-at

times perhaps gross mistakes—is as certain as inevitable ; for it is to be fear-

ed that there is no royal road in this incomparably difficult field

The method of Mahabharat ean be evolved only from «

special study of the Mahat and of the Mahabharat

manuscript tradition. More th will probably have to be made

before the ideal is attained. {5 >, Be prudent not to expect tou

much from the first critical ectiti

MANU

The manuscripts utilized : of the first two adhydyas of

the Adiparvan are as follows : :

I. Nior EN'SION

Kasmirt (or North-western) Version in Devanagari transcript (K).

K,-= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS, No. 229 of 1895-1902.

K,-= London, India Office Library, MS. No. 2137,

K,:= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 182 of 1891-95. Dated V. Sari.

1694 (ca. 1637 A.D).

K,'= Baroda, Central Library, MS. No. 632. Dated V. Sarh. 1575 (ca. 1518

AD.).

K,i= Poona, Govt. MSS, Collection, MS. No. 565 of 1882-83.

K,.-= Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, MS. Ne. 1.

K,'= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 209 of 1887-91.

Maithili Version (V). e

V,'= Nepal, Darbar Library, MS. No, 1364, Dated La. Sath. 411 (ca, 1530

AD).

Bangali Version (B).

B, = Bolpur, Visvabharati Library, MS. No. 1.

B,'= Bolpur, Viévabharati Libvary, MS. No. 258.

B,'= Bolpur, Visvabharati Library, MS. No. 264.

B,\= Bolpur, Visvabharati Library, MS. No. 415.
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Devanagari Versions (D).

Devanagari Version of Arjunamigra (Da),

Da,'= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 30 of A 1879-80.
Da,'= Poona, Govt. MSS, Collection, Viérambag Coll. I, MS. No. 468.

Devanagari Version of Nilakantha (Dn.).

Dn, = MS. belonging to Sardar Kibe of Indore.

Dn, i= Mysore, Oriental Library, MS. No. 1064.

Dn, '= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No, 234 of 1892-1902.

Devanagari Version of Ratnagarbha (Dr).

Dr, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No, 1264.

Dr,'!==. Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1199.

Dr, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS: No. 1313.

Dr,'= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1339.

Devanigari Mixed Versions.

D, = Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 29 of A 1879-80.

D,'= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1152.

D, |= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 1360.

D, = Tanjore Palace Library, MS. No. 1126.
(44 D, = Lahore, Dayanand AngkEMédic College, MS. No. 4.
D,'= Tanjore, Palace Libr .
D, = Tanjore, Palace Libr
D,'== Tanjore, Palace Libra

D,'= Tanjore, Palace Lib:

D,,.:= Tanjore, Palace Libra

D,,'= Tanjore, Palace Library
D,,'= Tanjore, Palace Library.

D,= Poona, Govt. MSS, ©
D,, = Poona, Govt. MSS.

II.

robig Coll. Il, MS, No. 191.
iz Coll. If, MS. No. 266,

NSION,

Telugu Version (T).

T,i= Yadu Math Collection MS. (without No.)
T,: = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 11865.

Grantha Version (G).

G, |= Yadu Math Collection MS, (without No.)

G, = Yadu Math Collection MS. (without No.)

G,'= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 11823.

G, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 11838,

G,o= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No. 11851.

G,'!= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS. No, 11860.

G,'= Yadu Math Collection MS. (without No.)

Malayalam Version (M).

x, == MS. belonging to Chief ‘of Idapillai, Cochin,
= Cochin, State Library, MS. No. 5.

uM = Cochin, State Library, MS. No. 1.
M,'= MS. belonging to Kallenkara Pisharam of Cochin.

In addition to the above, two Baroda Library MSS. of the commentary

by Devabodha (without the epic text) were collated ; the important readings

found in this commentary have’ been cited with the symbol Cd,
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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

AND THEIR MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP

_An important advance made in the classification of the manuscripts

is the separation of archetype K (which represents Devanagari transcripts

of the Kasmiri or North-western version) from other so-called Devanagari

versions. The affinity of K is documented by the following agreements :

1. 1. 2°: K ( except K; ) wast; Du wait; the rest (inclusive of K; )

mast. .
1.8: K aaeiteans; Vi ctaaio 3°; the rest ae’; Gq or At.

. 1. 49°: K Vi Bi m a@adrdte; the rest Gan’ or Sferey aA’,

1.518: K faa; Vi fatwa; the rest Aether,

. 1, 192°: K ( except Kg ) gaatcata:; the rest (incl. K, ) ganata:.

1, 2, 23°: K (except Ki.c) aeakie deat; the rest ( incl. Ky. ) qeamara-

feet wa,

1. 2. 767: K ( K; missing“

a Walter,

pet pk eek het
ds Ne Searaag c°; the rest qa

Only K,, represent arch

to these in purity stands K, ; w

being conflated with the “ vulgate

1, 1, 26 and 22*, 25*). K,,¢

than either the Bangali or the

these two manuscripts (K,.;}

mparalively pure form. Next

nothing but misch-codices, K,

with some Southern version (cf.

eh is shorter and more archaic

is worthy of note that while

ings in common with manus-

cripts of the Southern recensic er of the two latter groups, yet

they contain not a single “ ine which could be considered as a

characteristic Southern interpolation.—V, stands, as is to be expected, nearest

to the Bangali version, but it is noteworthy that in a few cases V, and K

agree in opposition to all other manuscripts, where it is impossible to consider

the agreement as purely accidental (cf. 1. 1. 8, 49%).—The Bangali version

is slightly superior to the “vulgate,” in so far that it is not interpolated quite

so heavily as the latter. Bangalt omits (like K) not only the Brahma-Ganeéa

episode in the first adhyaya, but (unlike K) also the short dialogue between

Paragurama and his ancestors in the second, both unquestionably spurious

and both found in the “vulgate.” Occasionally Bangali manuscripts agree

with Southern. manuscripts in opposition to K and the “vulgate” (cf. 1. 1.

22>, 422). In these cases I have adopted as authentic the concordant read-

ings of the Bangali and Southern manuscripts in preference to those of K.

Bangali alone has in a few, cases preserved the correct reading as compared

with all the other manuscripts (cf. 1. 1. 62¢).—Closely connected with the

Bangali is the version of Arjunamiéra. It not only agrees with the Bangali

in the omission of the Brahma-Ganeéa episode and of the dialogue mentioned

of
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above, but it shares with the Bangali quite a number of isolated readings

against all other manuscripts. The (epic) text in the Arjunamiéra codices

is frequently contaminated from the “ vulgate’”” and has to be corrected with

the help of Arjunamisra’s commentary (cf. 1, 1. 17, 22°).—Ratnagarbha’s

text is eclectic, standing palpably under the influence of the Southern recension

(cf, 24*, 25*, 27*) —Nilakantha’s version (which may conveniently be styled

the “vulgate”) presents a smooth text, with an inconsiderable amount of

Southern element. It may be noted that in rare cases the Bombay edition

(of Ganpat Kpsnaji) contains readings which have no manuscript support at

all or have at best very weak manuscript support—-Next we have the mixed

Devanagari group represented by D,_,,, misch-codices of small trustworthiness

and of no special value for critical purposes. D,.,, contain a very large num-

ber of old readings in common with manuscripts of the K group, but D,,

shows at the same time some Southern readings and some unique readings

not found elsewhere (cf. 1. 1. 50°, 63¢¢; 2. 101%). Dy_,. are palpably under

the influence of the Southern tradition... -Telugu manuscripts have been placed

in the Southern recension, but they bel in a sense. to both recensions ; they

are eclectic on no recognizable princi difficult to define precisely

the relationship between the Gran yalam versions, which are

very closely allicd ; each of the ‘theless certain features not

found in the other (cf. 1. 1. 184%} le the Grantha version pro-

duces the impression of being iss”: amd more archaic than the

other. This version has two sub-< and G,.. 3 numerous cross-

agreements between the two sub-gra hat our manuscripts are con-

flated. G, does not belong to cit mips ; in point of fact, it is

a misch-codex contaminated: fro adition and closely allied

to T, (cf. 1. 1. 63, 64).—M, ofter agonism to M,_,, sometimes

agreeing with manuscripts of the Northe ibion (cf. 1. 1, 32°, 41¢¢, 714,

128¢), The Southern recension, as already remarked, agrees with archetype

K more closely than with any other Northern version.

{6} The Southern version of the first two adhyayas is on the whole shorter

than the “vulgate’”; but the shortest version of these two adhydyas is

that preserved by K,.,, Ko being probably even shorter than K,. The naive

Brahma-Ganesga episode, the longest as well as the most obvious interpolation

in the text of the “ vulgate”’, has been relegated to the Appendix (cf. 1. 1. 26,

53, 60, 62, 64). Its spuriousness has now been placed beyond the domain

of sane criticism through its absence in K,, V, B Da D, M,. In the South-

em manuscripts (and in some conflated Devanagari manuscripts) Brahma

alone is introduced ; in these there is no talk of Ganeéa, who is unquestionably

a late Northern intruder. The yadasrausam section is also evidently an in-

terpolation, but a considerably older one. Being merely a string of stanzas

summarizing some of the most important incidents and episodes of the epic,

it lent itself easily to being further interpolated by revisers who wanted to
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supply the omissions and thus make the summary as complete as possible.

To present the oldest form of this section now recoverable, I have deemed

it sufficient to accept as genuine only such stanzas as are found verbatim in

both the recensions. Here again K,., have the fewest interpolations, The

“table of contents” in the second adhydya is preserved in two versions, a

longer and a shorter. K,, S (except G,) have the shorter version, which

has been adopted in the constituted text as the authentic one.

Since I have not been able to discover any traces of “‘ secondary interrela-

tionship” between archetypes K and S, I consider the agreement between

these two archetypes as “ primitive”, that is depending upon their primitive

connection through the Ur-Mahabharata. This concord is a factor of supreme

importance for the reconstruction of the text. The originality of the agree-

ment is established, in my opinion, by the following considerations. The con-

cordant readings of K and S represent as often as not a lectio diffcilior (cf.

1, 1. 19, 944, 158¢). Frequently such a reading best explains the other va‘i-

ants (cf. 1. 1. 1. 2%, 148). Furthermore the “additional” stanzas which are

found in the “ vulgate”’ but ar sand S have all the appearance

of being interpolations, length wz the text (cf. 19*, 29*, 35*-

38) ; the same remark applies Wal stanzas that are found in

the Southern recension but ar nd the “vulgate” (cf. 21*,

22*, 27*). The high position of firmed by its being the shortest

of the known versions.

THE ¢@

In preparing the constituted St two adhyayas, I have endea-

vourcd to balance the eclecticismeadyocated-in certain matters with a rigid

conservatism insisted on in others. I have been most averse to reject or cor-

rect the readings of good manuscripts. Interpretation has throughout been

given precedence over emendation ; in the first two adhydyas, no emendation

seemed absolutely necessary, nor any absolutely certain. Solecisms, when

shewn, to be original by a clear agreement on this point between (what ap-

peared to be) independent versions, have been allowed to stand uncorrected

(ef. 1. 1. 5.4, 1704). As a general rule, preference is given to a reading which

best suggests how other readings might have arisen. When such a reading

was not available the choica fell upon one which is common to (what prima

facie appeared to be) more or less independent versions and which is support-

ed by intrinsic probability ; the presumption of originality in such cases is fre-

quently confirmed by a lack of definite agreement between the dis-[7]-cordant

versions. Occasionally one comes across variants where the matter is identical

but the wording of a large part or of the whole of the line is different ; cne

and the same primitive reading cannot in these cases account for the div-r-

gence. In the presence of such alternatives, neither of which can have come

from the other and which have equal extrinsic support and equal intrinsic
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merit, the criteria mentioned above fail to give a positive result. A particular

instance of the variation contemplated here is that of a puzzling form of a

cross-agreemient betwcoen the Northern and Southern versions ; when, for in-

stance, some Kéémiri and Malayalam manuscripts agree in opposition to say,

Bangali and Grantha (cf. 1. 1. 60°). In such cases, I have, owing to the

much greater correctness of the K version, mostly adopted, as stopgaps, the

readings of K,,, the manuscripts which present the archetype K in a rela-

tively pure form.

I have given in the constituted text whatever in each ease appeared to

be supported by the balance of probabilities, indicating all the important ele-

ments—lines, phrases, significant words and word-parts—of the text that are

less than, certain by a wavy line printed below them. Insignificant differences

of spelling (e.g. Naimisa-Naimiéga ) are ignored for this purpose.

Doubt which cannot be resolved by a consideration of the documentary

or intrinsic probability, entailing the use of the wavy line, arises in the follow-

ing cases: (a) when the transmitted. dings appear to be corrupt and no
satisfactory emendation can bes ‘ty; when there are several read-

ings of equal merit ; in partic thern and the Southern recen-

sions offer two different reading’ “"; lastly (c) when the evidence

bro et contra of documentary a ‘Obabilitv is equally balanced.
As regards interpolations, the

ed and cunningly fitted in, that

generally inconclusive. In othe

mentary evidence, no convinci

establish either the originality

cannot, however. entirely ignore f tradition. Everything points

to the fact that what the epic ha or is inflation and elaboration,

and not depletion or curtailment. On principle, therefore, lines that are. pecu-

liar to one recension, having nothing whatsoever corresponding to them, at the

same point, in the other recension, are to be viewed with grave suspicion.

Unless there is overwhelming evidence to prove their originality, they should

be treated as spurious ; because, the probability of error is far greater in ad-

mitting as authentic such one-recension lines on insufficient evidence of ori-

ginality (both recensions being placed on an equal footing and treated with

impartiality) than in rejecting them on insufficient evidence of spuriousness.

It may be added that the presumption of unauthenticity is frequently confirm-

ed by the fact that in the recension in which such lines do occur, they are

found inserted’ in different manuscripts (or different versions) at different

points of the text.

' Unes are so ingeniously fashion-

‘en case the intrinsic evidence is

ré-leave out of account the docu-,

eneral be brought forward to

ess of the added lines. We

I am greatly indebted to Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Chief of Aundh,

for uniform kindness and courtesy ; but still more for the absolute confidence he is

pleased to repose in me, I must also record my thanks, for help of various kinds, to
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my colleagues on the Mahabharata [8'} Editorial Board : Prof. Vaijnath K. Ragvabe,

M.A.; Mr, Vishwanath P. VaIDYA, BAR-AT-LAW ; Prof. Dr. R. ZIMMERMANN, S.J.,

PH.D. ; Prof, Dr. V. G. PARANJPE, M.A., D.LITT. ; and Mr. N. B. UtTciKar, M.A.

But I desire to make a special mention of my indebtedness ta Mr. VAIpYA and 10

Rev. Fr. ZIMMERMANN, whose advice and ready help ‘have accompanied my labours

from the time I first accepted the responsibilities of the work. Nothing has en-

couraged me more in this arduous and fascinating task than the unwavering interest

with which they have followed it. In connection with the help the Editorial Board

has received from collaborators outside the Institute, I have to record the indebted-
ness of the Board ta: Pandit Vidhushekhar BHATTACHARYA, M.A.. Principal of the

Visvabharati, Bolpur; Rajaguru Pandit Hemraj, Director of Public Instruction,

Nepal; M. R. Ry. Sambamurti Row, Honorary Secretary, Palace Library, Tanjore ;

and Prof. K. Rama PISHAROTI, M.A., Principal of the Sanskrit College, Trippunit-

tura, Cochin, These gentlemen have been good enough ta supply the Institute with

carefully prepared collations of manuscripts which are in their charge or which were

kindly procured for the purpose by them. The Nirnaya Sagar Press has rendered

ungrudgingly every assistance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which

appeared to me best suited for the purposes of the work. The illustration accom-

panying this fascicule is prepared from a water-colour painting kindly supplied by

the Chief of Aundh.

efnark that the renown of the

‘for all time inseparably linked

5 than one the greatest epic the

© anyone who bestows a thought

pseparing the first critical edition

ould be carried on and com-

:been undertaken only if it can

In conclusion, I may be

Bhiratavarsa, of its Princes an

with the Mahabharata, which is,

world has produced. It must be

on the subject that the monume

of this colossal encyclopedia &

pleted by the young Institute &

count upon substantial aid {rom and upon co-operation on a

much wider scale. If the Prince: eonle of India were to associate

themselves with this imposing enterprise, they would indeed be supporting

a national work. On behalf of the Institute which I represent, I appeal to

all true Indians to ally themselves with the Institute in supporting the publi-

cation of a work which is in a unique manner bound up with the history of
the Indian people and the prestige of Indian scholarship.

January 1927. V. S, SUKTHANKAR.

POSTCRIPT

Since the manuscript of this fascicule was sent to the press, I was able

to make arrangements for securing collations of Sarada and Nepali manuscripts

of the Adiparvan. These collations will be published later. Here it may just

be remarked that the collations so far received wholly support the constituted

text, especially as regards the interpolated stanzas, proving the correctness of

the method adopted in setting the text.

May 1927. V.S.S.
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The need of a critical or as it was sometimes called a “ correct” edition

of the Mahabharata has been felt (at first, of course, rather vaguely) by

Sanskritists for over half a century.t It was voiced, however, in a clear and

emphatic manner, for the first time, by Professor M. WINTERNITZ, at the

XIth International Congress of Orientalists, held at Paris, in 1897, when he

read a paper drawing attention to the South Indian ‘manuscripts of the

Great Epic and ending with the remark that a critical editicn of the Maha-

bharata was “wanted as the only sound basis for all Mahabharata studies,

nay, for all studies connected with the epic literature of India”? The idea

received a concrete shape in his proposal for the foundation of a Sanskrit

Epic Text Society, which he laid before the very next session of the Oriental

Congress (XIIth), held in Rome (1899). Again, three years later, at the

fcllowing session of the Congress (XIIIth), held in Hamburg (1902), Pro-

fessor WINTERNITZ reiterated his requisition and endeavoured to impress

again upon the assembled savants that a “critical edition of the Mahabha-

rata was a sine qué non for all historical and critical research regarding the

Great Epic of India”.

The reception accorded #6

WINTERNITZ in connection wi

might have been expected fro

Sanskritists. ‘‘ At first”, writes

of a critical edition of the Mak

scholars were of opinion that -it

the Great Epic, and that we

Scuth Indian text, while the N

by the Calcutta and Bombay editi

ment with the plan of one critic

foposals made by Professor

roject was not as cordial as

dl, international assemblage of

INTERNITZ himself,? “the idea

het with great scepticism. Most

le to restore a’ critical text of

be satisfied with editing the

was represented well enough

few scholars were in full agree-

Notwithstanding this general apathy, a committee was appointed by the

Indian Section of the International Congress of Orientalists in Rome (1599)

to consider the proposal of Professor WINTERNITZ for the foundation of a

Sanskrit Epic Text Society, already mentioned. This committee was not in

favour of the said proposal. It recommended instead that the work of

preparing the critical edition should be undertaken by the International

Association of Academies. The London session of this Association, held in

*[To the Adiparvan.] 1 See below.

2 Cf. WINTERNITZ, Indol. Prag. 1 (1929). 58 ff 3 ibid. p. 58.

10
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1904, adopted the above suggestion and resolved “‘to make the critical edi-

tion ot the Mahabharata one of the tasks to be undertaken under its auspices
and with the help of funds to be raised by the Academies.” In pursuance

of this decision, the Academies of Berlin and Vienna sanctioned certain

funds earmarked for the Mahabharata work, with whose help the prelimi-

nary work for the critical edition was actually begun.

{2} In furtherance of this project, then, Professor H. LUDERS prepared

a “Specimen” of a critical edition of the Mahabhérata (Druckprobe einer

kritischen Ausgabe des Mahabharata, Leipzig 1908) with the funds provid-

ed for the purpose by the Kénigliche Gesellschaft der ‘Wissenschaften in

Géttingen.1 The Specimen, which was meant only for private circulation,?

consisted of 18 pages, comprising the constituted text (pp. 1-11)of the first

67 stanzas of the Adiparvan with their various readings (printed as foot-

notes), an Appendix (pp. 12-17), on a similar plan, containing the text of

the Brahm&a-Ganeéa interpolation (with its variants), and finally a list

(p. 18) of the 29 manuscripts, scleeted exclusively from European libraries,

which formed the specimen capardits critics This little brochure, which

must rank in the annals of tes as the first tentative criti.

cal edition of the Mahabhar re the Indian Section of the

XVth International Congress & eld in Copenhagen (1908).

The tender seedling, planted wi , did not, however, thrive in the

‘uncongenial European soil. “Tw ater, in 1928, at. the XVITth

International Congress of Gri t Oxford, Professor WINTER-

NITZ reported that, under the International Association of

Academies, “except this Rorobe) nothing has been

printed ’’«

However, ,in the interval sore preliriinary work, such as the classifying

and collating of manuscripts had been done by Professor LUpERS and some

of his pupils (among them my fellow-student and friend Dr. Johannes

NosEL, now Professor in the University of Marburg), by Professor WIN-

TERNITZ and his pupil Dr. Otto STEIN, and by Dr. Bernhard GEIGER

(Vienna). The last great World War gave its quietus to this ambitious

project, sponscred by the Associated Academies of Europe and America, and

finally diverted the attention of European scholars from the Mahabharata

Problem.

1 It wag printed by the firm of W. Drugulin.
2 Professor WINTERNITZ had sent me, in 1926, his copy, on loan, for perusal,

which I returned to him almost immediately afterwards.

3 The brochure did not contain any preface, or. explanatory notes.

* See also the remarks of Professor A. A. MACDONELL printed in the “Re

port of the Joint Session of the Royal Asiatic Society, Société Asiatique, American

Oriental Society, and Scuola Orientale, Reale Universita di Roma, September 3-6,

1919 in JRAS. 1920, 149° Cf. also ABI. 4. 145 ff.
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After the war, the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, then in its

early infancy, enthusiastically undertook the work, making a fresh start,

fortunately without realizing fully the enormousness of the project or the

complicacies of the prceblem, At a meeting of the General Body of the

Institute, held on July 6, 1918, Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Chief

(now Ruler) of Aundh—the liberal and enthusiastic patron of diverse projects

calculated to stimulate research, advance knowledge, and enhance Indian

prestige—the president elect on the occasion, easily persuaded by a band of

young and hopeful Sanskritists who had returned to India after completing

their philological training abroad, with their heads full of new ideas, urged

upon the audience the need of preparing a Critical and Illustrated Edition

of the Mahabharata, offering to contribute, personally, a lakh of rupees, by

annual grants, towards the expenses of producing the edition. The donor

was warmly thanked for this princely [3} gift and the offer was gratefully ac-

cepted by the spokesmen of the Institute, who in their turn undertook to

prepare an edition that would meet with the high requirements of modern

critical scholarship. In accordance this decision of the General Body

of the Institute, the late lames fishna Gopal BHANDARKAR, the

doyen of the Sanskritists of ° i the inspirer of the critical

and rigorous scholarship of the: atigurated, in April 1919, this

monumental work by formaily ‘cilation of the opening mazri-

tra of the works of the ancient ect, which is found also at the

beginning of some manuscripts of

Then, on the basis of the prorise <ijniation of a lakh of rupees by the

Ruler of Aundh, the Institute appealed for the very large financial support

needed to Indian governments, princes, and men of wealth. Not as many

favourable responses were received as might have been expected; but very

generous aid was and is being given by some, whose names are recorded

elsewhere.

The reasons which have induced Sanskritists both here and abroad to

undertake this gigantic enterprise are easy to understand, The pre-emi-

nent importance of the epic is universally acknowledged. Next to the

Vedas, it is the most valuable product of the entire literature of ancient

India, so rich in notable works. Venerable for its very antiquity, it is one

ee -

2 Cf, Bhavanrao Pandit Pratinidhi, ABJ. 3 (1921-22). 1 f. Also A Pros-

pectus of a New and Critical Edition of the Mahabharata (Poona 1919), pub-

lished by the Institute, p. v.

2 For instance, the stanza is foreign to the entire Southern recension of the

epic. Cf. also BOHLER-Kirste, Ind Stud. No. 2, p. 4, 2; and Sylvain Lévi,
R. G, Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, p. 99.
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of the most inspiring monuments of the world, and an inexhaustible mi:e

for the investigation of the religion, mythology, legend, philosophy, la»,

custom, and political and social institutions of ancient India.

As a result of researches that have been carried on during the lat

thirty-five years or so, there is now no doubt whatsoever that the text « f

the Mahabharata has undergone numerous changes.1 The texts cf tle

Northern and Southern manuscripts--to mention only two of the manu --

cript classes—are widely divergent, and much uncertainty prevails regardir 2

the correctness and originality of the texts preserved by them. The exis'-

ing editions—which cither merely reproduce the version of a particular ty) e

of manuscripts, like the Bombay edition,? or else are eclectic on no reco -

nizable principles, like the Kumbhakonam edition—fail to remove the unce-

tainty of the text.

The present edition of the epic is intended chiefly to remedy this u--

satisfactory state of things. What the promoters of this scheme desire 1

preduce and supply is briefly this itical edition of the Mahabhara 4

in the preparation of which af isions of the Great Epic shel

have been takcn into considei sortant manuscripts collate: ,

estimated and turned to accor divergent readings of any ir:-

portance will be given in the cy ‘tinted at the foot of the pag,

this [4} edition will, for the first § it possible for the reader to hav 2

before him the entire significant. yy each individual passage. Tle

value of this method fer scia tion cf the epic is obviou-.

Another feature of the new ed Since not even the seen.-

ingly most irrelevant line or*s sity found in a Mahabharata

manuscript collated for the editkan aeaiy account omitted, this editic.

of the Mahabharata will be, in a sense, more ccmplete than any previot 3

edition? It will be a veritable thesaurus cf the Mahabharata tradition.

‘B

Under the scheme outlined above, a tentative edition of the Virdtapa -

van was prepared by the late Mr, Narayan Bapuji Urcrkar, M.A., anl

published by the Institute in 1923. Copies of this edition were distribute !

gratis among leading Sanskritists—Indian, European and American—wit')

a view tc eliciting from them a_ frank expression of their opinion on tk»

method worked out by the then editor-in-chief. The opinions received weir

very favourable and highly encouraging. The valuable suggestions macs

1 The carliest systematic study of the subject seems to have been made b?

BORNELL in his Aindra Grammariains ; cf. also his Classified Index to the Sanskr.s

MSS. in the Palace at Tanjore (London 1879), p. 180.

2 Representing the Nilakantha tradition.

* The Institute intends to publish, as a supplement to this edition, a Pratik +

Index of the Mahabharata, which will be an alphabetical index of every singl :

pada of the text of the epic.



14 PROLEGOMENA

by many eminent authorities have becn to a great extent followed in the

subsequent work.

COLLATION OF MANUSCRIPTS

Collation of the manuscripts is being done, regularly, not rnerely at the Insti-

tute, but also at the Visvabharati of Rabindranath TaGoRE in Bengal under the

supervision of Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA, and at the Saraswati Mahal

in Tanjore under the supervision of M. R. Ry. Rao Saheb T. Sambamurtht Raa

Av], B.A., B.L. These outside centres were at first intended chiefly for the colla-

tion of the Bengali and the Telugu-Grantha manuscripts respectively. But provi-

sion has now been made at the Inslitule itself for the collatiun of manuscripts

written in any of the seven scripts (Sarada, Nepali, Maithih, Bengali, Telugu,

Grantha and Malayalam), besides Devanagari, which are ordinarily required for

our Mahabharata work.

The entire Mahabharata stands now collated from a aiinimum of ten manus-

cripts ; many parvans have been completely collated from twenty manusenpts ;

some from thirty ; a few from as many as forty ; while the first two adhyayas of the

Adi, which have special importance for the critical constitution of the text of the

entire epic, were collated from ac les ty reanuscripts.

f ‘pecially trained Shastris (4vor-

3. For the purposes of colia-

“Bombay edition of = Ganpat
ad characters, on the top line of

iscap sheet. The variant read-

ny a line alloticd ta the manus-

riale column, vertically below the

i the Vulgate”. On the rignt

four inches wide reserved for

ete.), and for “additional”

The collation is done by a

thern as well as Southern) und

tion, each Mahabharata stanz

IKRISHNAJ!, Saka 1799) is first w

a standard, horizontally and ve

ings are entered by the collatar

cript collated, aksara by aksara, in

corresponding portion of the rie;

of each of these collation sheets

remarks (regarding corrections,

stanzas found in the manuscripts ¢ nedialely before or after [5} the

stanza in question, Very long “3 written out on separate “ Sodha-

patras”” and attached to the colaté he collations are regularly checked

by a batch of collators different from the one which did the collation in the first
instance, before they are handed over to the edilor for the constitution of the text.

THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

GENERAL ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

{t is by no means easy to answer the question how many manuscripts of

the Mahabharata there are in existence ; firstly, because, no complete list of

these manuscripts has ever been compiled; and, secondly, because the ex-

pression “ Mahabharata manuscript”, as ordinarily used, is ambiguous it.

the extreme ; it may apply to a small manuscript of the Bhagavadgita alone,

as well as to a complete manuscript of the Mahabharata, in several volumes,

containing all the eighteen parvans. Moreover, the parvans are mostly

handed down separately, or in groups cf few parvans at a time, at least in

the oldest manuscripts now preserved. Therefore, in taking stock of Maha-

bharata manuscripts, it is best to take as unit of measurement a manuscript

ol a single parvan.
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As a very approximate computation, I may state that tere are known

to be about 235 manuscripts of the Adi, counting only such as have

ccme within my knowledge from catalogues of private and public librarivs

accessible to me, as also those manuscripts whose owners have sent them 10

the Institute for collation or inspection. But this is probably by a long

way not the total number of extant manuscripts of this parvan, becau-€

there must be quite a large number of manuscripts in private hands, i

which we know next tc nothing. It has been the experience of mix st

manuscript collectors in India that when one takes the trouble to look for

the manuscripts, they turn up in quite astonishing numbers, though thy

are as a tule late and of questionable worth. Of these 235 manuscripts of

the Adi, a little less than half (107) are in the Devanagari script alone. Tie

other scripts are represented in this collection as follows: Bengali © 2,

Grantha 31, Telugu 28, Malayalam 26, Nepali 5, Sarada 3,1 Maithili 1,

Kannada 1, and Nandinagari 1.

Of these manuscripts of the Adiabout 70 (ie. a little more than 79

per cent of the total) were amined and collated for tis

edition. And of these again: ctually utilized in prepari ig

the text. The critical appara wo adhyayas gives the col a-

tions of 50 manuscripts. Mar ‘re, however, discarded in te

sequel as misch-codices of small es and of no special value ‘or

critical purposes. At the sane ¢ other manuscripts (such as ihe

Sarada and Nepali codices), sot available in the beginnirig,

were added to the critical uently. A table given bel ww

supplies all the necessary de i apparatus as to where ° 1¢

collations of the different manu where, they end, and so on aid

so forth.

{6} The choice of the critical apparatus is not casy matter, owing to

the astonishing bulk and the amazing variety of the material, The number of

xact duplicates among these is decidedly small and almest negligible. An

exception to this rule is formed only by manuscripts cf commentators’ vi1-

sions, which show infer se little difference. So that what has been said by

KOSEGARTEN with respect to the manuscripts of the Paficatantra, appl ::,

generally speaking, equally well to the Mahabharata manuscripts : quot vo-

dices, tot lexlus. Notwithstanding these difficulties, the choice of our criti-

cal apparatus has not been entirely arbitrary. Efforts were made to sec.ire

manuscripts written in as many different Indian scripts as possible, which

is the same as saying, manuscripts belonging to as many different Ind.an

1 Of these three, our S, is one, while the other two are paper manuscrijts,

written in modern Sarada characters, with Nilakantha’s commentary, in ‘he

Raghunatha Temple Library ; cf. STEIN’S CATALOGUE (1894), p. 196, Nos. 3712 32,

3951-79. They represent probably the Nilakantha version.
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provinces as possible. Old manuscripts, even though fragmentary and

partly illegible, were selected in preference to modern-looking manuscripts,

though complete, neatly written and well preserved. Within the version,

discrepant types were chosen in preference to similar types.t Of the Nila-

kantha version, only three were selected, though it is by far the most nume-

rous group ; because, firstly, it is one of the latest versions ; and, secondly it

has been edited several times already, though not as well as it should be;

and, thirdly, there is little difference between the individual manuscripts of

the group. The only important scripts unrepresented in our critical appa-

ratus are: Kannada, Uriya and Nandinagari.

Besides the manuscripts collated specially for this edition, I have made

occasional use of the collations of manuscripts preserved in European libra-

ries made by Theodor GoLpsTUCKER, photographic copies of which were

presented to the Institute, for use in connection with this project by thie

University of Strassburg, through the kind offices of the late Professor Emile

SENART, as also of the collations a for the edition planned by the

International Association of Agatie. gade by the pupils of Geheim-

rat Professor Dr. Heinrich Laipes 2 been placed at the disposai

of the Institute in pursuance “ya the subject passed by the

Indian Section of the XVIFth ‘Congress of Orientalists, held

at Oxford, in 1928.2

Sixteen of the manuscripts «

the 19th century. The oldest ¢

Nepali manuscript (N,) whi

The other dates are: A.D. 15!

tes, ranging from the 16th to

of our critical apparatus is a

corresponding to A.D. 1511.*

PY), 1598 (D.}, 1620 (Da,),

1638 (K,), 1694 (K,), 1701 (K,), 1740 (B,), 1759 (B;),

1786 (B,), 1802 (D,), 1808 (Dn,j,°1838 (M,), and 1842 (M,). The

Nilakantha manuscripts are not all dated, but they can scarcely be much

anterior to the beginning of the eighteenth century, since Nilakantha himself

{7} belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth. Many of the Grantha

1 Consequently, our critical apparatus tends to reflect greater diversity in the

material than what actually exists, but that was unavoidable.

2 The Resolutions were worded as follows :

No. 2, That in view of the eminently satisfactory manner in which the work

is being done by the Institute, this Congress is of opinion that the MSS. collation:

made, and the funds collected, for the critical edition of the epic planned by the

Association of Academies, be now utilized for the purposes of the critical edition

being prepared in India, without prejudice to the original project of the Asso-

ciation of Academies.

Ne. 3. That this Congress therefore recommends that: (a) such collaticns

of the Mahabharata text as have already been prepared by the Association of

Academies be placed, on loan, at the disposal of the Bhandarkar Oriental Researct

Institute.......

{*See now Epic Studies VII, injra.]
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manuscripts do bear dates, but since they refer to a cyclic era, it is difficult

to calculate their equivalents.

CLASSIFICATION OF MANUSCRIPTS

The manuscript material is divided naturally into recensions by the

scripts in which they are written. Corresponding to the two main types of

Indian scripts, Northern and Southern, we get two main recensions of the

epic. Each of these recensions is again divided into a number of sub-recen-

sions, which I have called “ versions”, corresponding to the different provin-

cial scripts in which these texts are written. This principium divisionis is

net as arbitrary as it might at first sight appear. The superficial difference

of scripts corresponds, as a matter of fact, to deep underlying textual diffe-

rences. It is common experience in India that when we have a work hand-

ed down in different versions, the script is invariably characteristic of the

version! The reason for this concomitance between script and version ap-

pears to be that the scribes, being as a rule not conversant with any script

but that of their own particu! could copy only manuscripts

written in their special proving on being made only in favour

of Devanagari, which was a ” script, widely used and

understood in India.

30t entirely mechanical or arbi-

; often contravened in practice,

. which is the chief medium of

sand versions. Thus we come

version of Arjunamisra, who

While the principle menfior

trary, it is also not ideal or pe

mainly through the agency of ¢

contamination between the dif

across Devanagari copies of ti

was an Easterner ; similar copie ninentary or version of Ratna-

garbha, who was a Southerner. - gain Devanagari copies of the

Grantha and the S4rad&? versions. On the other hand, a popular version

like that of Nilakantha may be copied in any script. I have come across

manuscripts of the Nilakantha (Devanagari) version written in Sarada,* Ben-

gali, Telugu and Grantha scripts. Another cause of disturbance was this.

Along the boundaries of provinces speaking different languages or using dif-

ferent scripts, there are invariably bi-lingual and bi-scriptal zones. In these

zones there’ was an ever operating impulse, tending to introduce innovations,

obliterating the differentiae and normalizing the text. Nevertheless, though

nothing is impossible, it would be passing strange if we were to find a copy

of the pure Sarad4 version written, say, in the Malayalam script, or of the

Grantha version in the Nepali script.

1 Cf ‘Liners, “Deutsche Literaturalg, 1929, 1140,
2 Like our K, (India Office, No, 2137).

3 here are two such MSS. in the Raghunatha Temple Library, Jammu,
Nos. 3712-32, 3958-79.

4 Some of them were collated for the Institute at the Visvabharati.

2



18 PROLEGOMENA

{8} LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the Adi are as follows :

I. (Northern) Recension,

(a) North-western Group ‘(y).

Sarada (or Kaémiri) Version (S$).

§, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of

1875-76.

Devanagari Group allied to the (Sarada or) Kagmiri Version (K).

K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 ol

1895-1902. Dated V. Sarh 1795 (ca. A.0. 1739).

K, = London, India Office Library, No. 3226 (2137).

K,, =: Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 182 of

1891-95. Dated ¥. Sarh. 1694 (ca. A.D. 1638).

K, — Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 632. Dated V. Sarh, 1575 (ca.

A.p. 1519).

K, Poona, Bombay Govt, Collection

1882-83. Dated Saka 18

K, = Lahore, Dayanand Angt

K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. |
1887-91.

osited at the BORI), No. 565. of

1,

¢ at the BORI), No, 209 of

(b} ce yee

Nepali Version (N).

N, = Nepal, in private posses

N, ~ Nepal, in private possess

WN, = Nepal, in private possess

Maithili Version (V).

V, = Nepal Durbar Library, Ne:

Benealt Version (B).

B, = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No, 1. Dated Saka 1662 (ca. A.D. 1740)

B, = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 258.

B,, = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 782. Dated Saka 1681 (ca, AD.

1759).

B, = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413.

B, = Dacca, University Library, No. 485. Dated Saka 1708 (ca. A.D. 1786).

B, = Dacca, University Library, No, 735.

Devanagari Versions other than K (D).

Devanagari Version of Arjunamisra (Da).

Da, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 30 of A

1879-80.

Da, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI, Visgrambag I,

No. 468. Dated V. Sarh. 1676 (ca. A.D. 1620).

Devanagari Version ef Nilakantha (Dn), the “ Vulgate”.

Dn, = MS. belonging to Sardar M. V. Kibe of Indore.

Dn, = Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064. Dated V. Sat. 1864 (ca, AD.

1808).

Sath. 632 (ca. AD, 1511).

@d La Sarh. 411 (ca. aD. 1528).
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{9} Dn, = Poona Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 2:4
of 1895-1902.

Devanagari Version of Ratnagarbha (Dr.)

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246.

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1199.

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1313. Dated Saka 1623 (ca, AD.

1701).

Dr, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1339.

Devanagari Composite Version.

D, = Poona, Bombay Govt, Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 29 of A

1879-80,

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1152. Dated V. Sarh. 1674

(ca. A.D, 1598).

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1360.

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1126.

D, = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No. 4. Dated V. Sarh 1838

(ca. A.D. 1802).

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1223.

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal. Ligea: O, 1369,

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mz j

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi }

D,) = Tanjore, Saraswathi Ma

D,, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mah

D,, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal.

D,, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Coll

No. 191.

D,,=Poona, Bombay Govt. Cot

No. 266.

i

d at the BORI), Visrambag I,

i at the BORI) Visrambag 1,

JI.

Telugu Version (T).

T, = Melcote, Yadugiri Yatiraj %

T, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahai ¥ .

T,,:= Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809.

Grantha Version (G),

G, = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS, (without number).

‘<= Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number).

3 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11823,

G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11838.

G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11851.

G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11860.

G,'= Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number).

2

19,O ¢

Malayalam Version (M).

M, = MS. belonging to Chief of Idappalli, Cochin,

M, == Cochin, State Library, No. 5.

xe =: Cochin, State Library, No. 1. Dated Kollam 1013 (ca. A.D. 1838).

= MS. belonging to Kallenkara Pisharam of Cochin.

= Cochin (Jayantamangalam); property of the Paliyam family.
0 =: Malabar (Nareri Mana); in private possession.

, = Cochin (Avanapparambu Mana); in private possession.

M, = Malabar Poomulli Mana Library, No. 297. Dated Kollam 1017 (ca. Av.

1842),
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{10} DETAILED ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS

S$,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of

1875-76, Total number of folios 114 (some fragmentary), with about 24 lines to a

page ; size 12” X 93”. Clear Sarada characters (of perhaps the 16th or 17th century),

Birchbark (bhtirjapatra).

This unique and valuable MS. was purchased for the Government of

Bombay, by BUHLER, in Kaémir. It is listed on p. xi, and cursorily described

at p. 64, of his Detailed Report of a Tour in Search of Sanskrit MSS. made

in Kasmir, Rajputana and. Central India, a report printed as Extra Number

of the Journal of the Bombay Branch of the Royal ‘Asiatic Society for 1877,

The lines of writing of the MS. run parallel to the narrow side of the leaf.

There are, on an average, 24 lines on a page, and 36 aksaras (i.e. a little over

a loka) in a line. A page, therefore, contains, on an average, 26 (anustubh)

stanzas. Each folio bears, on its reverse, in the left-hand margin, near the

bottom, a cipher representing the sezial. number of the folio and a signature

indicating the title of the work me of the parvan.—The MS.,

which is unfortunately incomp} ry, must have originally con-

tained at least the first three ; sha and Aranya), written, as

far as one can judge, by the e extant portion contains the

Sabha in its entirety, but only f: © other two parvans, the begin-

ning of Adi and the end of Arany ‘The Adi, which appears to have

extended from the beginning of ti te fol, 154, is particularly frag-

mentary ; a continuous text be sl. 63 (our adhy. 82). Of the

first 62 folios, the extant portion: fhe lower segments (with 10 to

15 lines of writing on each pzge 25, 36-37, 39, 47-48, 53-57 and

61-62 ; the initial 23 folios as alse mediate folios (viz. 38, 40-46,

49-52, 58-60) are entirely missing ; while only 10 of these folios are complete.

Folio number 96 is repeated. The Adi ends at fol. 154a. The colophon repeats

the stanzas of the Parvasarhgraha giving the number of adhyayas (230) in this

parvan, as also its extent in “ élokas”’, ie. granthas (7984). The writing is neat

and careful ; erasures and corrections are few and far between, Occasionally one

comes across variant readings (cf. fol. 115b), entered (probably by the same

hand) in yet smaller letters between the lines ; on fol. 116a, there is a stanza

written in the upper margin, which is meant to be added after 1, 162. 15, and

which is found, otherwise, only in K,, in other words is an interpolation pecu-

liar to 8, K,. Many of the marginal additions are glosses, which are rather

numerous in the first 15 (extant) folios, evidently notes made from some com-

mentary by a student who intended making a careful study of the text. In

a few places—perhaps about half a dozen—corrections have been made with

yellow pigment. Some of the adhydyas bear (serial) numbers, written pro-

bably by a different hand ; the first (legible) figure that we come across is 43,

corresponding to adhy. 32 of our edition, involving a difference of 11 in our
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enumerations of adhyayas! The last adhyadya number noted in this parvan

ig 100, corresponding to our adhy. 87: the difference between our enumeia-

tions thus rises to 13 in 55 adhydyas. The Puranic raconteur is here called,

throughout, Sita, not Sauti. Moreover, the prose formula of reference ger e-

rally omits gaa {11} (resp. wa: ), and gives, as in S MSS., merely the narse

or designation of the speaker, such as §ajqrqa:, However, from the fact that

towards the middle and end of the parvan, the full forms containing ya-q

(resp. By: ) do occur sporadically, eg. 1. 94. 64 (fol. 73a); 98. 1 (fol. 75b);

99. 36 (fol. 77a) etc. : it follows that the usual Ssiqrga: etc. are only abbre-

viations, The names of the sub-parvans are generally added, in the col:-

phons, agreeing mostly with the corresponding divisions of our edition. Tue

extant fragment begins (fol. 24a) with the words @agq: \ fafecar area ageqita

(cf. v. 1. 1. 26. 10) —A facsimile of the folio (154) containing the end of the

Adi and the beginning of the Sabha is given, facing p. 880.

Ky

% ited at the BORI), No. 229 of

; size 14-7” * 67", Devari-

29). Old Indian paper.

Poona, Bombay Government C

1895-1902. Folios 181, with abo

gari characters ; dated V. Sah

The MS. contains the fir

date coming at the end of the Ar

a few corrections of scribe’s erra

same hand ; otherwise the rmarg

numbers sporadically, and nary

generally. On the last folio (1

of major parvans with the «

stanzas, in a tabular form.

vritten in the same hand, tive

titing is clear and fairly correc! ;

in the margin, probably by the

The colophons give adhyaya

sub-parvans or upakhyfnis

given, in different hand, a lit

nber of their adhyayas ard

&

A moderately trustworthy, though somewhat modern and very incorre:t

transcript of a Sarad& exemplar. Even the outward form and get-up of ths

MS. are suggestive of Kaémiri origin. The lines of writing, as in Saraci

(bhirjapatra) MSS. run parallel to the narrow side of the folio. The signi-

tures in the margin are like those found in Kaémiri books. The numerous

clerical errors, which disfigure every page, betray the writer to be a profes-

sional scribe, not thoroughly familiar with the awkward Sdrada script, and

still less so with the language of the text, easily misled by the deceptive sim:-

larity between certain letters of the Sarad& and Devanagari alphabets, He

frequently writes 4 ford (e. g. age for FHS); Sforg and qforg(e. g. gH fer

aa); q for % (e. g. eet for maT); A for a (e.g. waIRi for sa ) or fcr

a (e.g. qianal for gia ); medial g for subscript 7 (e.g. gi for et ) ;
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ay for 3; g for 4, a, 3 (ec. g. staeat, aM:, Haas for ender, aaa: and

faFradta ); z for =; q for 4; medial gy for subscript q; 4 ford (e.g.

afi: for af: ); € for =y Ce. g. faret for feear ). Margins are clean; very occa-

sional corrections, in the body of the text, by yellow pigment. The pages from

42 to 45 are left blank, while 41b and 46a contain only a few lines of writing.

Besides Adi, the codex contains also Viraita, Bhisma and a portion of Anusa-

sana (Danadharma), breaking off at the first half of stanza 39 of adhy. 83 of

the Bombay ed. According to statements at the end of the Bhisma and the

beginning of the AnuSdsana, the MS. was written in V. Sarhvat 1839 (ca, A.D.

1783), by a Brahmana named Gopala, residing in Laksmimatha ; but the

writing of the volume is not quite uniform. It is, therefore, uncertain, in my

opinion, whether the Adi was written by this same Gopdala, in the said year ;

contra EGGELING, Catalogue of the Skt. MSS, [12} in the Library of the In-

dia Office, Part VI (1899), p. 1158, who regards the entire volume as written

by the same scribe. The colophons, which are short, sporadically give the

adhyaya numbers. This is the! only | the Adi belonging to a European

Library that was available for ¢ ke. Institute and used for this edi-

tion !—The reference @ ¢ fn adhy. 1 indicates the inten-

tion of the scribe to “ illu . writing the alternate letters

( a, g, ara ) which are missin

Poona, Bombay Government

1891-96. Folios 296 (of which 22g722:

different hand), with about 1

characters (with sporadic prstha:mé

paper.

Marginal corrections, as also other corrections in the body of the text, are

made by using yellow pigment; the colophons give names of sub-parvans,

adhyaya names, and adhyaya numbers sporadically. In the marginal notes

one occasionally comes across variants and glosses, and additional passages

from MSS. of the central sub-recension (y). The first folio and a part of the

second (the latter stuck on to the original torn) are written in a different

hand. On fol. 186b, three lines are left blank by the scribe. After the four

stanzas of “ phalasruti” mentioned on p. 879, there follow two stanzas of the

parva-sarhgraha, giving the number of adhyayas (218) and Slokas (8984) and,

finally, the date: aq a¢ay at aaa qo cat fefaaiie

K;

Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 632. Folios 407, Devanagari charac-

ters; dated V. Sarhvat 1575 (ca. AD. 1519). Old Indian paper.

This MS. is from Gujarat. At the end of the MS. is given the date :

Sarnvat 1575, éravana, dark half, 5th day, Abhinandana. MS. written by

Nafijika, son of the Nagar Pandit Kalidasa of village Kandalaja, under Sarh-

ited at the BORI), No. 182 of

239-40 appear to be written by a

size 108” -X 4:8”, Devanagari

“Serh 1694 (ca. AD, 1638). Indian
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khetakapura (modern Sankheda, in Baroda State). For further details, s:¢

the colophon given on p, 879.

K,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 565 of

1882-83. Folios 237 (not counting the suppl. folios), with about 15-16 lines to a

page ; size 14:9” X 6”, Devanagari characters; dated Saka 1616 (ca. AD. 1694),

at the end of one of the subsequent parvans. Old Indian paper.

A carelessly written complete MS., with g for @, throughout, which is a

Southern trait ; written by one hand, but preserved in the Collection in iyo

bundles numbered 565 and 566. Supplementary folios at 2, 114, 150, 1£ 1,

205 include certain long passages (some from Southern sources), copied iy

the same hand ; notable among them being the-Brahma-Ganeéa. interpolaticn,

whose point of insertion is indicated by a small mark made in the body »5f

the text, and the marginal remark az apaqaas (cf. v. 1. 1. 1. 53). There

are some excerpts in margins, intended as glosses. Marginal additions of lirs

and stanzas are frequent only in ¢ 35 folios, afterwards few and {ur

between. Corrections are made «picment. Colophons frequently

contain adhydaya names, sub- t no adhyaya number. Tie

copyist was Ganeéa, son of T:

Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedie

1-7 and 9-29), with about 11-13 hi

racters, (said to be) about 350 y

This MS. is incomplete, at

Visvabharati, up to 1. 2. 40, ard

rary, No. 1. Folios 28 (numbei ed

size 12” X 6”, Devanagari clia-

152. It was collated at ite

rted to be missing.

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 209 of

1887-91, Folios 386, with about 8-10 lines to a page; size 122” X 5:8". Deva 1a-

gar characters. Partly old Indian paper and partly modern European paper.

Folios 359 to end are of different paper (modern European, with water-

marks) and are written by a different hand. In the margin, corrections of

scribe’s errors, additional lines and stanzas (some of them probably omit 2d

while copying), and various readings, which are decidedly more numerous in

the beginning. On some folios (after fol. 105) yellow pigment has been w:.2d

for correction. Here and there, lacune mark the’ syllables which the scribe

could not decipher, or which were missing in thé exemplar. The colophons

generally give the adhydya or sub-parvan names ; the adhyaya numbers w:'re

added afterwards, perhaps by a different hand, and are often crowded out or

squeezed in with difficulty—Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 only.

Ny

MS. in Nepali characters from Nepal, in private possession. No specifications

of the MS, (such as measurements, number of folios etc.) are available.
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It begins with a short eulogy (pragasti) of king (sriman bhiimahendra)

Jayasithharama, at whose bidding the MS. was copied. For a king of that

name we have the date (Nepali) Sarh. 516 (ca. A.D. 1395). In the pragasti,

he is stated to have built (?) a temple of Pasupati in Nepal. Collations of

the MS. were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit HeMarAs, C.LE., D.P.I,

Nepal, who had it collated, for the Institute, by local Pandits——-The Prasasti

reads :

So wal wa TRAMT | o* aa: oarafaest: |e? am Hengaaaa |

acaot aAVEA at Ga ACA |

zat aceadt Sa aat sarqzreag tl

ATAU * k OAT eK RO RR Re |

( arary ] Raearafirsecaent fac sttsrafecra: |

aa aenragt wid Reagarasae

ara fafase satel cenleaenta |

jad Saag |

a wea Paar |

Guaat siaaleeudt ey

Ha facopaawrare az
&

PARATARART
maseafs ea quits

qe: sfinaaesaash ea

[14] gaareaaasahien warn ata a: |

@ ay aTatfageaeh fed aat aa II

amahaad Raaafalelsaat at fairer
aeqaonciag ctafencate Soaacaateat |

| Shona vid Racacaty eqgara: vara:
@ sfarqazeat safe aqafaeqrdaaterq Il

Collations begin at adhy. 3. Collated in Nepal.

Np

MS. in Nepali characters from Nepal ; in private possession. No further details

of the MS. are available.

Collations of the MS. were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit HEMa-

RAJ (Nepal), who had it collated for the Institute by local Pandits —Collations

begin at adhy. 3,
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N;

From a private library in Nepal. Nepali characters, written in ink on palm-laf,

Besides the Adi, the MS, contains also Sauptika-Aisika and ViSoka-S ri.

The last folio of this bundle bears the date (Nepali) Sarh. 632 (ca. A.D. 151 ).

Sent to the Institute for collation, through the kind offices of Rajaguru Pan lit

HEMARAJ (Nepal). The MS. was returned to the owner after a hurried col-

lation, and further details of the MS. are unfortunately not available —

Collations begin at adhy. 14.

Vv,

Nepal, Daibar Library, No. 1364. Maithili characters ; dated La. Sarh. 411 (:a.

A.D. 1528). Palm-leaf.

No further details of the MS. are available. The MS. has two lengthy

lacune : 1. 68, 74 to 92. 13, and 96. 37 to 127, 21.—Collations of the MS.

were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit Hemaray (Nepal), who had it

collated, for the Institute by focal :

ratios 207 ; size 28-2" x 2". Bon-

- Palm-leaf,

Santiniketan, Visvabharati

gali characters ; dated Saka 166?

The name of the scribe, as nea : following the last colophan,

is Krsnaramadvija.—Collated ai

g

Folios 82, with about 5-6 lives

= Palm-leaf.

13, in the middle of the Astil:a.

Santiniketan, Visvabharati

to a page; size 253” * 23”, B

This fragmentary MS. breaks
—-Collated at the Visvabharati.

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 782. Folios 199; size 194" x 41",

Bengali characters ; dated Saka 168] (ca, A.D. 1759). Paper.

Name of the copyist, as given at the end of the MS., is Khelarama Vip:a.

--Collated at the Visvabharatt.

{15} B,

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413. Folios 164, with about 7-9 lines

to a page; size 20” X 5:2”. Bengali characters. Paper.

This fragmentary MS, breaks off at 1. 90. 88, in the middle of Sarhbhav a-

parvan.—Collated at the Visvabharati.

B,
o

Dacca, University Library, No. 485. Folios 366, with about 7 lines to a page;

size 17” X 33”. Bengali characters ; dated Saka 1708 (ca. A.D. 1786). Much faced

old Indian yellow paper,

10966
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The MS., which is well preserved and neatly written, containing a few

corrections noted in the margins, was obtained from Malatinagar, Bogra Dis-

trict, Bengal. Collations begin at adhy. 3.—Collated at the Visvabharati.

Be

Dacca, University Library, No, 735. Folios 346, with about 7 lines to a page;

size 19” X 43”. Bengali characters. Old Indian yellow paper.

Appearance, as well as the script of this MS. (which was obtained from

Ula Bisnagar, Nadia District, Bengal), is somewhat more modern than that

of B,; ; belongs apparently to the beginning of the 19th century. Neatly writ-

ten and fairly correct ; contains occasional brief glosses on margin, apparently

by the same hand as that of the copyist—Collations begin at adhy. 54.

Collated at the Visvabharati.

Da,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 30 of A

1879-80. Folios 416, with about 7-10 linev io a page; size 153” < 62”. Devanagari

characters. Old Indian glossy paper.

Text with commentary

corrupt and unintelligible in pt

the exemplar correctly. The A

which support the latter surm

but a large number of variants

three strips : the upper and low

central band, which has generally

references to speaker (such asi Sst and colophons are written in

red ink. The colophons giveTM ya and sub-parvan names.

Slokas are generally numbered ; aghyéyas,are,almost regularly numbered from

adhy. 45 to 109. The MS. is almost consistent in writing qztsq (for waa’)
garq, Punctuation is most imperfect. In the numbering of the folios, num-

ber 2 is repeated,

written neatly but extremely

f the scribe’s inability to read

t and long blanks in the text,

ry few glosses and corrections,

margin. The text is written in

rise the commentary, while the

fargin, is the (epic) text. The

Da,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag I,

No. 468. Folios 415, with about 10 lines to a page; size 15:7” X 66”, Devanagari

characters ; dated V. Sarh. 1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Arjunamisra. The MS. is from Dambal, a

Jagir in the Kanarese District of the Deccan, and the last folio contains seve-

ral stanzas in praise of a certain Gopalabhatta, a learned Pandit of great fame,

who got the MS. written :

[16} weraigaatiangraatradt tht wd

AGRA AASHHAAUTLAAT HALT |
equated seaana aes

aeat agate aa staalet araat BfeTaq Il
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RA Hywadt feast get actrat-

AAATTAIN: TAIRA TAA TAAL |

Harn: ataear ecamant wed er a:
Parental sais Asa GernATTTT: I

famdes anaafaquannten: Rifai

SA TAIAAACAAAHOHeTHATGTT |

fast diaigea ofa eee: gad dha:
qa aetinaatzantad B[ a fast apd carer tl

sat ent faaatadarat afatafe-

qin aa Wear: |

wal aext are aftialagiaata-
c °

aa musts wala Pre ve: gaa Il

The date of the MS. is given as a chron

1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). Double d

in the middle of the text. Ty

but not neat. No corrections

haps, not much used. Notwith

for page, with Da,, there are x

can be a direct copy of the othe

mon source. It appears to b

numbering of the folios, figure

names of adhydyas and sub-p:

numbers only sporadically. Th

mentary.

ogram corresponding to V. Sarhvat

ink are inserted indiscriminat« y

e seen, the MS, being, p:r-

+ that this MS, agrees, péeve

go back to a more remote co-1-

; corrupt, than Da,. In the

The colophons contain the

but Sloka numbers or adhyava

ew blanks in the text and co 11-

Ms. belonging to Sardar M. V. Kipe of Indore. Folios 446, with about 8 10

lines to a page ; size 18:2” X 7:3”. Devanagari characters. Thick Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Nilakantha. Folios 439, 442, 444-5 are writ:en

by a different hand. The commentary, and even the text, is sometimes ccn-

tinued on the margin. Sporadically one comes across corrections or readings

noted in the margin; occasionally also corrections in the body are made by

scoring out the portion to be deleted or by: writing over, or with yellow rig-

ment, The MS, is, on the whole, correct and very clearly written. Dandas ire

marked in red ink. What would have been blanks in the space left for -1e

text or commentary are often filled up by the addition of pious invocaticns

such as ofa waa 1 statwaatiarg qq: 1 etc. Adhyayas are sporadi-
cally numbered and glokas are regularly numbered in both the text and he

commentary. The colophons give, in general, the adhyaya name or sub-p :r-

van name. The last colophon contains the date : ISvara salrhvatsara, mar :a-

sirsa Suddha 13, which cannot be identified,
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{17} Dn,

Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064. Folios 448, with about 22 lines to a

page; size 154” X 64”. Devanagari characters; dated V. Sarhnvat 1864 (ca. A.D.

1808). Paper.

Text with commentary of Nilakantha.

Dn,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 234 of

1895-1902, Folios 683, with about 9 lines to a page; size 15:2” X 7:2", Deva-

nagart characters. Thick Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Nilakantha. Bold and clear letters ; generally

correct ; margins are almost clean. Slokas and adhydyas are throughcut num-

bered. As in Dn,, blanks were filled with invocations and names of various

gods. The lemmata do not always fit the (epic) text. Colophons and the

references to the speakers (and for some initial folios even dandas) are in red

ink, but only up to fol. 470.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Maha

jines to a page; size 15” X 63",

Folios 448, with about 11

vacters, Paper.

Text with the commentary 6

Collated at Tanjore.

3a.—-Collations end at adhy. 2.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal

lines to a page ; size 16” X 64". “F
Folios 306, with about 10-13

tacters, Paper.

Text with the commentary of Rattagarbha—Collations end at adhy. 2,

Collated at Tanjore.

Dr,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1313. Folios 366, with about 11-13

lines to a page: size 16” X 64”. Devanagari characters; dated Saka 1623 (ca.

A.D, 1701). Paper.

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. MS. dated, in the Saka

year 1623 (current) corresponding to Vrsa, Sunday the 13th (of the bright

half) of the month of As&adha—cCollations end at adhy. 2. Collated at

Tanjore.

Dr,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1339. Folios 108, with about 11-22

lines to a page; size 16” X 62”. Devanagari characters. Paper.

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. This fragment contains

only. about 90 adhydyas of this edition. The number of lines of each folio

fluctuates with the amount of commentary which each folio contains, and
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which cf course, varies considerably.—Collations end at adhy, 2. Collat-d

at Tanjore.

{18} D,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 29 of A

1879-80. Folios 230, with about 16-17 lines to a page ; size 12” X 7:15". Devanagi -i

characters. Fine cream-coloured paper.

For the first 140 folios or so, colophons and part references to speakci's

(such as aziqna 3°) are generally in red ink ; then occasionally. Colopho is

sporadically give adhyfya or sub-parvan name and number of adhyayas (1's-

pecially towards the end of the parvan) ; stanzas are not numbered. The M's.

is generally correct ; margins are clean—This is a complete MS. of Mb",

copied apparently from different exemplars ; some parvans have the co:n-

mentary of Nilakantha, while others contain some old text tradition (e.::.

“M.” of the Tentative Edition of the Virataparvan). The MS. is of modern

date, being written cn paper with water-marks. Some of the parvans bear

dates at the end, but these seem to ied from the originals ; thus, Sa iti

(Moksadharma) has Saka f anadharma has Saka 1675, The

last parvan bears the date :

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal 14

to a page; size 13” X 53”. Devanag

1598). Paper. :

The MS. was written on F

1654, at Benares by a Brahr

bhatta.—Collated ai Tanjore.

Folios 340, with about 10 lines

a: dated V. Sath. 1664 (ca. #.D.

sof Asadha suddha of V. Saih.

a, and belonged to Vasudea-

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1360, Folios 120, with about 10 lies

to a page; size 14” X 6+", Devandgarl characters. Paper.

Incomplete, breaking off at the end of adhy. 76 (of our edition), in ~he

middle of the Yayati episode which, in this MS. (as in S MSS.), preceties

the Sakuntala episode.—Collated at Tanjore.

D,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1126. Folios 255, with about 11 lines

to a page; size 16” X 62”, Devanagari characters. Paper.

Many corrections and additions, the MS. being compared with anot ‘er

of the Southern recension, extracts from which have been written out on 1¢

margin, and on supplementary folios.—Collated ai Tanjore.

Ds

Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No. 4. Folios 246, vith

about 12-14 lines to a page; size 12” X 5”, Devanagari characters: dated V. Sith.

1858 (ca A.D, 1802). Paper.--Colfated ai the Visvabharati.
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[19] D,
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1223, Folios 293, with about 12 line:

to a page ; size 14” X 63". Devanagari characters. Paper.

An old MS., but with clear and legible writing ; well preserved.—Colla-

tions end at adhy. 53. Collated at Tanjore,

D;

‘Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1269. Folios 262, with about 11 line:

to a page; size 14” X 53”, Devanagari characters. Paper.

Clear and legible writing ; well preserved—Collations end at adhy. 53.

Collated at Tanjore.

Ds

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329. Folios 196, with about 16-18

lines to a page; size 153” * 7”, Devanagari characters. Paper.

A comparatively modern MS.—Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at

Tanjore.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal 1 Folios 279, with about 11 lines

to a page; size 153” * 53”, Bley ers, Paper,

Fol. 1-2 are badly damages ns end at adhy. 2. Collated at

Tanjore.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal 14

io a page; size 152” X 57". PD

Last leaf torn ; well-preserved

at adhy. 2. Collated at Tanjore.

: Folios 352, with about 10 Hnes

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1340. Folios 290, with about 11-18

lines to a page; size 14” X 53”. Devanagari characters. Paper.

Written, perhaps, by four different scribes.—Collations end at adhy. 2.

Collated at Tanjore.

Dy,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373. Folios 21, with about 12 lines

lo a page; size 145” * 6”, Devanagari characters. Paper.

Incomplete, containing only the first two adhyayas.—Collated at Tanjore

{20} D,,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag

II, No. 191, Folios 221, with about 13 lines to a page ; size 14:25" X 6:05”, Deva-

nagari characters. Old Indian glossy paper.
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Fragmentary, folios 1-7 wanting ; begins with Tea ary (1. 1. 208).

Text very similar to Arjunamisra’s; neatly written and generally correct ;
marginal corrections are few and far between, Adhyaya names or sub-parvan

names are given, but the élokas or adhydyas are not numbered. The refer-

ence to narrators is, at first, given at random as @HAeaat and Ga 3°, but

then the scribe settles down to gq 3’, The collations are given, as a matter

of fact, only from 1.1.205 to the end of adhy, 2.

Dy

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambig

II, No. ‘266. Folios 1-121 (fol. 122-189 of this MS. are found under Visrambag <I,

No, 86), with about 15 lines to a page ; size 18” X 63”. Devanagari characters, Cld

Indian unglazed paper.

MS. No. 267 of the same Collection is of Sabha with commentary and

written by the same hand.—Folio 79 is wanting. Carefully written, has ve-y

few corrections, which are made by use of yellow pigment, and a few margi‘-

al additions ; gives, as a rule, num inkas and adhyayas ; also mentions

generally sub-parvan and adh d up to the end of adhy. 2

only,

number). Folios 195, with abo it

aracters. Palm-leaf.
Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math

11 lines to a page; size 161” .% 2

MS. kindly lent by His Hal

Sabha, written probably by th

yaya ends are shown by a ma ai} design engraved in the right

and left margins of the MS. ; act veFerularly numbered, but nod the

Slokas. It is one of the few southers MSS. which contain the (Northerr. }
salutatory stanza ara wae etc.

T;

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11865. Folios 400, with about 6 lines

to a page; size 21” x 12”. Telugu characters. Palm-leaf.

4] Swami, Contains Adi ard

iting clear and correct ; adh-

Fragmentary ; breaking off at the end of our adhy. 181 (correspondir ¢

to its adhy. 140); from adhy. 182, it is replaced in our critical apparatus Ev

the next MS. T,.—Collated ot Tanjore.

T,
a

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. Folios 164, with about 12 lines

to a page; size 295 x 21”, Telugu characters. Palm-leaf.

An old MS., containing the first five parvans; script small, but clear.—-

Collations begins at adhy. 182; used only to supplement the portion missing

in T,. Collated at Tanjore.
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[21] G,

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 110, with about

16-21 lines to a page; size 187” X 1:8”, Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

Leaves are very brittle, and worm-caten in places; large pieces have

broken off, leaving many lacune. The holes for the string have enlarged.

perhaps from constant use, destroying some parts of the text written round

them,

G,

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folics 202, with

about 15-17 lines to a page ; size 14:5” X 2:1”, Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

The MS. contains the first 4 parvans : Adi, Sabha, Aranya and Virata,

written probably by the same hand. Slightly worm-eaten ; but on the whole,

a well preserved old MS. with clear and legible writing.

G,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Cibrar 11823. Folios 316, with about 10 lines

to a page; size 167" X 13". Gra rg, Palm-leaf— Collated at Tanjore.

Folios 477, with about 6 lines

Palm-leaf,

@ar and legible writing, but many

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal 1

to a page; size 19” X 13". Gran

An old and well-preserved lv

corrections.—-Collaied ak Tanjore.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahai Folios 320, with about 8 lines

to a page; size 19” X 14". Granite Salm-leaf,

The MS. contains the Sabha-:al86, 98 fy written by the same hand. A

well-preserved old MS., with clear and legible writing.-—Collated at Tanjore.

Gs6

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11860, Folios 324, with about 8 lines

lo a page; size 184” X 13”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf,

MS. written by Kasipati, on the 22nd of the month of Kumbha, in the

year Krodhi—Collaled at Tanjore.

G,

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 217, with

about 12-14 lines to a page; size 192” X 2”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

{22} Clear and legible writing ; worm-eaten in places. Being a conflated

MS., it was discontinued after adhy. 2, It is one of the few Southern MSS.

which begins with the (Northern) salutatory stanza, aypyor aqenry etc. added

later in the narrow upper margin of the first folio, in very fine writing. Its

place of insertion is indicated by a “ harhsapada ”, inserted immediately after

its first mahgala stanza (9*).—-Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 only.
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M,

MS. from the private library of the Chief of Idappalli, Cochin. Folios 79. Ma-

layalam characters. Palm-leaf.

Secured on loan and got collated kindly by Prof K. Rama PISHARO‘ I.

No further details of the MS. are available. Incomplete MS., ending wih

adhy, 53, the final adhyaya of the Astikaparvan.—Collated at Sanskril Cc !-

lege, Tripunullura, Cochin.

M,

Cochin, State Library, No. 5. Folios 122. Malayalam characters. Palm-le if,

The MS. was returned to the Cochin State Library after collation. Do

further details of the MS. are available. Incomplete MS., ending with adhv.

53, the final adhyaya of the Astikaparvan.

M,

Cochin, State Library, No, 1. Folios 166, with about 12-13 lines to a pag: ;

size 19°99" X 1:6", Malayalam charagtersec:.daled Kollam 1013 (ca. Ap. 1838).

Palm-leaf, :

5 old ; adhyaya numbers aid

- are shown by a floral desig 1,

A modern MS., perhaps

Sloka numbers are given. The

inscribed in the margins.

MS. from the private library ¢ tsharam, Cochin. Folios 57. Ma i-

yalam characters. Palm-leaf.

The MS. was returned tu &

ther detail8 of the MS. are avail:

final adhy. of the Astikaparvan

iately after collation. No fur-

fete, ending with adhy. 53, the

MS. from the Paliyam MSS. Library, Cochin. Folios 245. Malayalam chare::-

ters. Palm-leaf.

Secured for collation by courtesy of Mr. P. ANUJAN ACHAN, now Sup.-

rintendent, Archzological Department, Cochin State.

M,

MS. from the private library of Nareri Mana, Malabar. Folios 163, with abo t

10 lines to a page ; size 18” X16". Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf.

{23} Incomplete MS., adhy. 1-53 wanting (i.c, begins with the Adivar--

SAvatarana sub-parvan) writing clear and legible ; generally correct : margins

are clean—Collations begin from adhy. 54,

M,;

MS. from the private library of Avanapparambu Mana, Cochin. Folios 170, wi 1
about 10 lincs to a page: size 20:5” X 1-8". Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf,

3
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Clear and legible writing ; leaves are in perfect preservation, not a single

leaf being worm-eaten ; probably not very old. Scribe has left many blanks

in the writing space, whenever the surface of the leaf was uneven or rugged.

-—Collated from adhy. 54.

Mg

Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, No. 297. Folios 183, with about 10 lines

io a page. Malayalam characters; dated Kollam 1017 (ca. A.D. 1842). Palm-leat.

Collated from adhy. 54.

In view of the great unevenness of the critical apparatus, and of the con-

sequent difficulty likely to be experienced by readers using the critical notes

(printed at the foot of the page) in ascertaining what manuscripts have been

added, discontinued, or discarded at different points of the text, I append, on

the following page, a table which shows at a glance just what manuscripts have

been actually collated for different portions of the text. Even the larger lacu-

nae of the manuscripts, which cannot he easily ascertained, have been exhi-

bited in this table. Only such (9m fons have been, as a rule, ignored

as are specifically mentioned If pertaining to the particular

stanza, and which are therefa notice of the reader as soon

as he reads the footnote.



{24} TABLE SHOWING THE MSS. COLLATED FOR DIFFERENT
PORTIONS OF THE TEXT!

i

Adhyaya & Sloka. : Northern Recension MSS. | South. Rec. MS.
|

_ i

1. 1-204 Koc V, B,., Da Dn Dr Dyy, 44 | Tie Gor Mi-
1, 205-2. 39K, Vv, Da Dn Dr Dy, | Tie Gir Mia
2, 40-191 | Koae V, Da Dn Dr Diy, | Tie Gur Mig
2. 192-243 Ky-a6 V, Da Da Dr Diy, | Tie Gor Min
3. 1-44 1 KY ON, V, Dy, FE v2 Gog My.
3, 45~13, 45 Ko-4 Ny» Vv, D,., Ty Gee Mz;

14, 1-26, 9 i Koy Nis Vy D,_; Ti 2 Gig Mis
26. 10-43. 13/8, Ki, Nyy Vy Dye | Tie Gig Mis
43. 14-47.19 |§ Ky, Ny, V, Dy, | Tie Gie Mis

47, 20-53. 36 |S. Kyo 4 Nyy Vy Di, | Tis Gio Mis

54. 1-4 §, Kyo. Nis Va Ds Ty 2 Gio Mg.
54. 5-55. 3" 16 Ky, Nia Vy Dis | Tre Gre Mas
55, 30-60. 612 Kor Nis ¥; Dus | Tie Ge Mo.s-
60. 61-61. 84" 1§ Ky Dis | Tre Gig Mas.
61. 84-62. 2 | Ko4 Dis [Ths Guy Mas.
62.3-68.19 Ky, Dyoas | Tie Gi Mas.

68, 20-744 1S, Ko Divas | Tie Gre Ma.s-
68. 745-69. 41° 1S, Ko-g Dyoas | Tae Gig Mais-:
69, 414-51 5, Kya Diogs | Tie Gre Mss
70. 1-71. 176 | 8, Kyag Dis | Tae Gow Mase
7L. 174-72, 8 1S, Ky, D,_, Tye Gig M554
72, 8-22 Is, Ko-2.4 D,_s Ty Gig Maso
72, 23-74. 4 | Ko-2.4 D,_; Tye Gig My.5-s
74.5-76.35 | Kyy Dis | Tye Gig Myc.

77. 1-78. 200 | Kyy Dregs | tie Gig Mas:

78. 20%-90, 88 §S, Ky, . ; a Dogs Tye Gig My 54
90, 89-92. 134 |S, Ky, Ny BrsgeDaDn Dyogs | Tre Gig Maas
92, 13¢-96. 37° |S, Ky, Nyy Vy ByyseDa Dn = Dyas | Tre Gis Mya
96. 37¢-127. 21¢\S8, K,, Ny, Byy,ePDaDn D,,,5 | Tin Gro Myss

127, 21%-181. 40 18, Ky, N,V, B,,5,DaDn Diss | Ti» Gig Mase

182, 1-225. 19 $s, Ky.4 Nis Vy Buss Da Dn Dio as Ty Gy. My

+ D,, added at 1, 205--K, discontinued from 2. 40.—G, has lacuna from 2

192 to 3, 44.—-K, Dr. D,_,, G, discontinued, and N,. B; M, added, from 3.1—-N,

added at 14, 1.—S, added at 26. 10---B, ends at 43. 13K, has lacuna [rom 47. 21

to 54.4.—D, , M, .., discontinued, and B, M,., added, from 54.1.—S, has lacuna fro

13—K, has lacuna from 47, 20 to 54 4S, has lacuna from

55, 38 to 60, 61%, and from 61. 84° to 68. 19.—D, (which transp. the Sakuntala anc

YayAti episodes) has lacuna from 62, 3 to 69. 51.—-V, has lacuna from 68, 74° tc

92. 13-—K,; has Jacuna from 69, 41“ to 71. 17¢, and from 72, 8¢ to 74. 4—S, has

lacuna from 72. 23 to 78. 208-—-D, ends at 76, 35.—B, ends at 90. 88.—-V, has

lacuna from 96. 37¢ to 127, 21".—T, ends at 181, 40.—T,, begins from 182. 1,
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{25} TESTIMONIA

As testimonia, or aids of a partial or subsidiary character, there are

available, besides the numerous commentaries, the following three important

epitomes of the eleventh century: (i) the Javanese adaptation Bhératam

(ca. AD. 1000), (ii) the Telugu adaptation Andhra Bharatamu by the

Telugu poet Nannaya Bhatta (ca. a.D. 1025), and (iii) the Sanskrit adapta-

tion Bharetamafijart by the Kaémiri poet Ksemendra (ca. A.D. 1050) ; as

also an important Persian rendering made some centuries later (ca, A.D. 1580)

at the instance of that enlightened and sagacious Emperor of India with

catholic sympathies, the great Akbar.

The commentaries collated for this edition are dealt with below, under

the Devanagari versions. Here it will suffice to observe that, even when

accompanied by the (epic) text, the commentaries are, for reasons which

will be explained later on, evidence only for the actual lemmata and the

pathantaras cited. The absence of commentary on a stanza or a group of

stanzas or even on! an adhyava is, i eval, no proof that that particular

passage was lacking in the textetis ommentator. For, cléarly, his

text may have contained th ton, but he may not have

deemed it necessary to commest ‘tion of it. Nevertheless when

the commentary ignores a lengt! passage, then there is a strong

presumption that the text of the tur did not contain the passage.

A case in point is the Kanikanit e of 186 lines, which is entirely

ignored in Devabodha’s comrcex s.evoked lengthy comments from

both Arjunamisra and Nitlakax : is missing in the Kasmiri

version. :

As regards the old Javanes , trom the reports of Dutch

scholars: who have studied ihe oz xese text, it appears that only

eight out of the eighteen parvans of the Mahabharata have been traced so

far; namely, Adi, Virata, Udyoga, Bhisma, Asramavasa, Mausala, Maha-

prasthina and Svargarohana. Three of these (Asramavasa, Mausala,

Mahaprasthana) were the subject of a doctor dissertation, submitted to the

Leyden University by Dr. H. H. JuyNBoLt, as early as 1893, The Javanese

original was edited by the doctor in Roman characters and rendered into

Dutch. Thirteen years later (1906). the same scholar published the text of

the Adi (with different readings) in Roman transcript.2 Of the old Javanese

Adiparvan, only a few episodes have been as yet translated, to wit: the

Parvasathgraha, the Pausya, the Amrtamanthana, the story of Pariksit and

1 Cf. D. van Hinloopen LABBERTON, ‘The Mahabharata in Mediaeval

Javanese,” JRAS. 1913. 1ff., and the literature cited there; also Kurt WuLrr, Den

old javanske Wirataparva (Copenhagen 1917). On the Mbh. in the island of Bali,

cf. R. Friepertcu. JRAS. 1876. 176f., 179 ff.

2 Adiparwa, Oudjavaansch Prozageschrift, uitgegeven door Dr. H.H. JuyNgoit.

S’Gravenhage 1906.
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the Sauparna. Unfortunately these translations are not available in India ;

at least they were not available to me.

The chief value of the Javanese adaptation for us lies in the fact’ that

throughout the old Javanese text are scattered Sanskrit quotations, whic.

appear to have “served as landmarks for writers and hearers or readers.

The text prepared by Dr. JUYNBOLL, which is based upon eight manuscript:

is reputed to be very accurate. But it is admitted that the Sanskrit excerpt:

in the extant Javanese manuscripts are extremely corrupt, and it is a [26]

question how far the conjectural restorations by the editor correctly represer.t

the original readings. It seems to me likely that in his reconstructions

Dr. JUYNBOLL was to a certain extent influenced by the wording of the Vulgate,

which is certainly not always original. To give only one instance. On p. 7(,

the Javanese manuscripts read (in the Sakuntala episode) :

paripatyadayah sunu, harairenugunditah |,

which is corrupt ; it conveys no sense. In. the text the editor gives :

pratipadya pada s ema gunthitah |,

edition (3040). Though th:

e€ they have preserved the cor-

‘), which is the reading of th:

fe have here to thank the Vul

text !

Sewhich this adaptation dates i:
re Known date of the manus-

which is nearly the reading

Javanese manuscripts are palp

rect paripatya (for pratipadye

Sarada and K manuscripts of on

gate for the pratipadya of Er. J

Notwithstanding, that the

comparatively speaking recent, :

cripts by several centuries and - ferable importance for critical

purposes, as a witness" independ xinfluenced by the main line o°

our extant Indian witnesses. Most ‘6rthéSanskrit quotations of the Javanes::

text can be traced both in the Northern and the Southern recensions, as may’

be seen from our Appendix II, at the end of this volume, which: contains i:

concordance of the Javanese extracts with the Critical Edition, the Calcutta

Edition, and Sasrrr’s Southern Recension. A few of the quotations are to

be traced to the “additional” passages in the Northern manuscripts, bu:

none to the specific Southern, “ additions.” The conclusion is inevitable tha:

the text of the Sanskrit Adiparvan used by the Javanese writers must hav:

belonged to the Northern recension, a conclusion already suggested by thr

sequence of the Sakuntald and Yayati episodes, which is the Northert

sequence. This does not necessarily mean that the entire Javanese Bharatar:

represents the Northern recension. It is quite likely that some of the parvans

utilized by the Javanese adapters belonged to the Southern recension. ‘The

late Mr. UTGIKAR? was inclined to think that the Javanese Virataparvar:

ac)

1 Particularly valuable, as the Indian MSS. are mostly conflated.

2 The Virdtaparvan (Poona 1923), Introduction, p. XIII, and ABI, 2, 167 f
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was of the Southern type. The point will have to be re-examined in the

light of further evidence.* The books were preserved and handed down

separately ; consequently the genesis of each parvan must be investigated

separately. :

The Telugu adaptation, the Andhra Bharatamu,' is a metrical epitome

of the Mahabharata, commenced by Nannaya Bhatta, a court poet of the

Eastern Calukya king Vignuvardhana, who had his capital at Rajahmundry,

on the East Coast of India, and who appears to have ruled between 1022

and 1066.2. The torso of the Telugu rendering left behind by Nannaya,

consisting of a version of the first two parvans and of a part of the third, was

completed many years later by two others poets. Nannaya’s version is valuable

for the light it throws on the condition of the Southern recension—or, strictly

speaking, of the Telugu version-—in the eleventh century of the Christian era,

especially in view of [27} the fact that Nannaya has included in his poem an

accurate rendering of the Parvasarngraha, giving the number of Slokas in

each of the parvans of his Mahabh3 8 The figure for the stanzas of the

Adi is 9984, which shows tha ased. by Nannaya must have been

substantially of the same si ved in the extant Southern

manuscripts. The poet is repe wed the original fairly closely.

Notable is consequently his ere ‘s visit to Vyasa.

Curiously enough, the third: nt epitome of the Mahabharata

which we possess, the Bhératay Keomendra, * belongs to the same
century as the two epitomes nr , since this KaSmiri poet must

also be assigned to the middle ntury.¢- BUHLER and Kirste

have given in their Indian Siud £30 ff.), the results of a careful

comparison of Ksemendra’s abst « Bombay text of the Maha-

bharata. They show that Kesey sontains both additions and

omissions as compared with the latter.’ Of the omissions they note: adhy.

4, 24, 45-48, 66, 94, 139, and parts of adhy, 141 and 197 of the Vulgate.

Of these, adhy. 4 is, as pointed out by BUHLER and KIRSTE, a short introduc-

tory chapter, a variant of adhy. 1; adhy. 45-48 are a repetition (with
variations) of adhy. 13-15; adhy. 66 is a variant of the preceding adhyaya ;

adhy. 94 is a variant of adhy. 95 (prose), which is selected by’ Ksemendra

f

*{In this connection see the Introduction to Dr. Raghu Vrra’s Critical Edition

of the Virataparvan, pp. xi-xv.]

2 V. Ramasvami & Sons, Madras 1924-29,

2 Cf. Venkatachellam Iver, Notes of a Study of the Preliminary Chapters of

the Mahabharata (Madras 1922), pp. 97-100,

2 The figures of Nannaya’s Andhra Bhdratamu are now given by Professor

P. P. S. SAsTRI in his edition of the Mahabharata, Southern Recension, Vol. IJ,
Introduction, p. xxx (Scheme of Slokas). They were first published by Venkata-

chellam Iver, op.cit. p. 301,

4 Cf, Venkatachellam Iver, op. cit. p. 99. 5 Ed. Kavyamala, No 64 (1898).

© Keitu, A History of Sanskrit Literature, p. 136, 7 Op. cit. p. 30,
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for his purpose ;! finally, stanzas 44 to end of adhy. 197 are a repétition of

a part of adhy. 169. The reason for the omission of these adhyayas is thus

clear : they are mere repetitions. The remaining adhydyas, which are missirg

and whose omission BUHLER-KIRSTE could not account for, namely, adh~.

24, 139, and 141 (stanzas 1-19) are also missing in many of our Mahi.-

bharata manuscripts and have accordingly been omitted in the constitute:

text as well. To these must be added the important omission of adhy. 14)

of the Vulgate, the Kanikaniti, which is likewise omitted by Ksemendra, at

omission which appears to have been overlooked by BUHLER and KiIrsTE.

The collaborating authors felt justified in concluding that the omissior s

and additions “are just such liberties as any Kavya poet would take ia

making a similar abridgement.’”” They were also of opinion that the origine|

cannot have differed very essentially from our current texts, that is, the

Vulgate. ‘This is correct up to a certain point. A comparison with the

different versions shows that Ksemendra’s version agrees, as was to be e3-

pected, most closely with the Sarada. On comparing the divisions of ths

Mafijart with those given in Bor ta editions of the Mahabharat: ,

BUHLER and KIRSTE were that the Mefijeri divisions

agreed better with the cours * and they give examples t»

show that the arrangement of is more logical. That is quite

natural, because the old Northet, which this edition [28] fo -

lows, fully support the arranger : Manjari, whereas the divisior.

adopted in the Vulgate are seec te corrupt.

The Persian translatior:

Emperor Akbar, being still %

account of this rendering has, | iven by the late Dr. Sir Jivan:)

Jamshedji Mop in a paper read: : First Oriental Conference a!

Poona in November 1919 and published in the Annals of this Institute.* Oi

all the Sanskrit: works Akbar got translated, the Mahabharata, it appears,

had his most earnest attention.

Several eminent poets and scholars had a hand in translating the Grea’

Epic of India into Persian. The A’in-e-Akbavi gives the following names :

Nagib Khan, Maulana ‘ Abdu’l-Qadir Badayiini, and Shaikh Sultan of

Thanesar, to which the Muntekhab-wt-Tewérikh adds the names of Mull

Sheri, and Shaikh Faizi (the brother of Abu’l-Fazl).

“ Badaoni translated,” we are informed by Sir Jivanji,t on the author-

Arata, made in the reign cl

t be consulted. A very fu!

1 As is done also by the redactors of the Javanese Bhdraiam ; cf. LABBERTON

JRAS. 1913. 7: “The knotty points as to ihe more reliable of the two set:

fof genealogies] is decided by our Old Javanese text in favour of the second, tha

being the only one it knows,” \

2 Cf. HoLTzMANN, Das Mahabharata, 3. 110; and A. Lupwic, “Das Maha

bharata als Epos und Rechtsbuch” (Review), pp. 66 ff., 93 ff.

Cf, vol. 6 (1924-25), pp. 84 ff, 4 ABT. 6, 95,
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ity of contemporaneous chronicles, “two out of the eighteen sections. Mulla

Sheri and Nagib Khan did a part of the work and the rest was completed

by. Sultan Haji of Thanessar. Shaikh Faizi converted their ‘rough trans-

lation into elegant prose and verse, but he did not complete more than two

sections.’ Sultan Haji then revised these two sections and verse. Not only

did he do so, but he also revised his work which formed a large share of

the work.” Quoting Badaiini, Sir Jivanji continues: “The Haji aforesaid

revised these two sections, and as for the omissions which had taken place

in his first edition, those defects he put right, and comparing it word for

word was brought to such a point of perfection that not a fly-mark of the

original was omitted” ! The preface to this translation was from the pen

of that. gifted courtier of Akbar who has left us such an admirable account

of the Emperor’s reign, Abu’l-Fazl. This Persian version appears to have

been a free rendering of the original, made by Muslim poets and scholars

at the Court of Akbar, to whom the sense of the original had been explained

by Hindu pandits, under the orders of the Emperor.

There are numerous other,.¥ abstracts of the Mahabharata

besides the Telugu abstract but most of them are of a

late date. Moreover, they aré o be of much use to us in

reconstructing the text of the |

there are parallel versions of

be met with in other works.

tala episode (adhy, 62 ff.), in

hy. 71ff.), in the Matsya-

in the Devibhagavata; of a

Besides these abstracts and

certain passages or even of who

Thus we have a parallel version

the Padmapuriana > of the ¥

purana ;? of the story of Ru

portion of Samudramanthana (2 gain in the Matsyapurana ; of

a portion of a cosmogonic passage , in the Ramayana. [29] There

is more distant connection between our Sauparna (adhy. 14 ff.) and the

peseudo-vedic Suparnadhydya.* Some of the stanzas of the Adi are cited, with

or without mention of the source, in the Tantravarttika of Kuméarila Bhatta

(eg. our 1. 1. 209), as also in the Bhasyas of Acarya Sarhkara (e.g. our 1.

1. 37). A few of the sententious stanzas (e.g. our 1. 74. 1 ff.) recur, with

variation, in Buddhist literature,* while stray stanzas are to be found again

in the Khilas of the Rgveda (eg. our 1. 53. 22f.),5 the Manusmrti® (eg.

1 Cf, BELLONI-Fiuipp!, “La Jeggenda Mahabhitratiana di Sakuniala nell’

edizione critica di Poona,” Giornale della Societd Asiatica Italiana (NS). 2 (1932).

135-140.

2 Cf, Gaya Prasad Dixit, “A Textual Comparison of the Story of Yayati as

found in the Mahabharata and the Matsyapurana,” Proc. Fifth Ind. Orient Conf.

(Lahore 1930), vol. 1,\pp. 721 ff,

3 Cf. Jar] CHARPENTIER, Die Suparnasage, Uppsala 1920.

4 FRANKE, “ Jataka-Mahabharata Parallein,”’ WZKM. 20 (1906) 323, 357 f.

5 Cf, Max MULLER’s edition of the Reveda, vol, 4 (1892), p. 521, stanzas §-8,

6 2, 111,
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our 1. 3. 94) and the Brhaddevata' (e.g, our 1. 59. 12). One of our stanzas

(1, 119. 6) has been cited in the Dhvanyaloka of Anandavardhana, as by

Maharsi Vyasa. There are probably many stanzas which remain to be

identified.

It is perhaps well to add in this place that a certain amount of caution

is necessary in making any critical use of citations of stray Mahabhar: ta

stanzas we meet with again in other works. We must, in the first pla:e,

bear in mind that most of the other works have yet to be properly edit d.

Even in critically edited texts we must take into account the various readings

of the passage in question in the manuscripts collated. Then in the case of

citations we must allow for failures of memory ; since in ancient times -1¢e

stanzas were almost invariably quoted from: memory, and the quotation vas

never compared with the original. Moreover we must never forget t at

probably from time immemorial there have existed local versions of he

Mahabharata. The citations made even by very old writers were from thuse

local versions. A citation by a write re eighth century or even the si:th

century proves nothing for ¢ idtata, that ideal but imposs ble

desideratum ; though: the cit han our manuscripts, it is

evidence only for the text of i arata in the eighth, respectis vly

the sixth century, notwithstand iferences between the vari us

recensions and versions of the fh must diminish as we go b ck

further and further.

{30} PEDIGRE AN VERSIONS

Ur-Mahabhiirata

—~~— Uf).

-a~
| | | !

Sarada K Nepali Maithili Bengali Devanagari Telugu Grantha Malayalam

( other than K )

1) WINTERNITZ, “ Brhaddevata und Mahabharata,” WZKM. 20 (1906). 1 ff.;

especially, pp. 10f., 28f. 31 ff, 34,



Az PROLEGOMENA

EXPLANATION OF THE SIGLA USED IN THE ABOVE PEDIGREE

N is the ultimate source from which all versions of the Northern recen-

sion are, directly or indirectly, derived.

v is the lost archetype of the North-Western group, appreciably shorter

than any of the other known versions (lexlus simplicior).

K is a specific Devanagari version allied to the Sarada (or Kaémiri)

version (sharply distinguished from other Devanagari versions), of which

one MS. (K,) is the direct copy of a Sarada original. The version is largely

contaminated from MSS. of the (central) sub-recension (y), and in part,

also from some unknown Southern sources. Exact provenance of the version

is unknown.

y is the intermediate (inflated) source from which all versions of the

central sub-recension are derived (comprising the Eastern and Western

groups), occupying a position intermediate between the North-Western and

the Southern groups. It contains a considerable number of secondary addi-

tions (including repetitions), as al very large number of verbal altera-

tions and corruptions. :

up (comprising the Nepali,

{rom the additions and altera-

e is the lost archetype :

Maithili and Bengali versions},

tions made later in certain Deva

sions of the Southern recension

: is appreciably longer than N,

S is the ultimate source frora

are, directly or indirectly, derive:

and far more elaborate (lextu

o is the lost archetype of ‘ large number of corruptions

and secondary additions, trom

{31} A CRITICAL SURVEY OF THE RECENSIONS AND THEIR

VERSIONS

THE TWO RECENSIONS

The textual criticism of the Mahabharata proceeds from the incontro-

vertible fact that the text of the Great Epic has been handed down in two

divergent forms, a Northern and a Southern recension, texts typical of the

Aryavarta and the Daksinapatha. With the realization of this patent con-

trast began the Mahabharata textual criticism nearly fifty years ago, when

Pretap Chandra Roy brought out his popular edition of the Mahabharata

(1883-96), under the auspices of the Datavya Bharata Karyalaya. A brief

account of the controversy to which the publication of this edition of the

Mahabharata gave rise is to be found in Roy’s writings.! We are told there

1 Cf. the letter addressed by Roy to the Editor of The Hindu (Madras) and

published on the cover of fascicule XXIX of his translation of the Mbh. (1887),

See also HOLTZMANN, Das Mahabharata, 3. 33,
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that the appearance of his edition was hailed by The Hindu of Mad as,

that great bulwark of Dravidian Hinduism, in its issue dated November 22,

1885, with the publication cf a bellicose letter, headed “ Another edition of

the Mahabharata”, purporting to give an account of the proceedings o a

public meeting held at Mayaveram, and containing an outspoken and tren:h-

ant criticism of Roy’s edition by one Mr. Sreenivasa SASTRIAL. This wor hy

gentleman thought Roy’s edition to be ‘‘ sadly defective in the text and t at

this defect is detrimental to the religicus interests as many portions support-

ing the Advaita and Védsishta-advaila (sic) doctrines, but unfavourable to

the Sakti worshippers of the North, have been omitted”, “It was ¢:id,

therefore,” bemoaned this aggrieved protagonist of the Southern Recension,

“that the generous gentleman of the North, Proetapa Chandra Roy, tat

undertook to edit the text, should decline the respensibility of editing the

text as correctly as possible and to compare various manuscripts of the txt

from Southern India.” Mr, Sreenivasa SASTRIAL, it is reported, “ instanced «ine

or two portions of the Mahabharata, omitted in the Calcutta edition, which

can be proved by indisputabic ve existed in the earliest coy ies

of the work.” One wonders, estimable gentleman cold

have got hold of ‘“ the earliest work ; or rather, just how ez rly

were the copies he was referrin ynany verses’, complained this

Vaisnava propagandist, “ quoted® philosophers of the South in

support of their respective decir f ta be found in Mr. Protipa

Chandra Roy’s edition” !

The reply of Protap C*

He ruefully admitted—what

sot altogether without inter st.

, admit—that “there can he

no edition of the Mahabharaia ‘cited soever, that would ple ise

scholars of every part of India. poother ancient works that have ccine

down to us from century to century by the method cf manual transcripti.n,

large interpolations have been inserted in this great work.’ To settle, at this

fag-end cf the nineteenth century, what portions arc genuine and what ofl er-

wise, is, except in a very few instances, simply impossible”. With hig ily

commendable [32} objectivity, Roy then proceeds to enunciate a critical piin-

ciple, which, simple—nay, obvious—as it is, many a reputable scholar of In ja

will find it difficult to appreciate even at the present day. “J know of no

nithod’’, wrote Roy, nearly fifty years ago, “ excepi that of taking that o ‘ly

as undcubtedly genuine which occurs in all the manuscripts of the East, ‘he

North, the West, and the South”! “ As far as my edition is concernec ”,

he ccntinued, “it is substantially based on that of the Royal Asiatic Soci.ty

of Bengal, published about forty-five years ago under the superintendence of

a few learned Pandits of Bengal aided, as I believe, by an English orienta!ist

of repute.... Manuscripts had been precured from all parts of India ( he

Scuth unexcepted) and these were carefully collated, Although edited with

1 Ttalics mine!
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such care, I have not, however, slavishly followed the Society's edition. I

have compared it carefully with the Maharajah of Burdwan’s text in the

Bengalee character which was edited with still greater care. About 18 manus-

cripts procured from different parts of India (the South not excepted) were

carefully collated by the Burdwan Pundits before they admitted a single sloka

as genuine. I have very frequently referred to this Burdwan edition also for

checking the Society’s text.... Besides the published texts, I have now and

then referred to certain manuscripts. These, however, are all of Bengal. I

am willing to consult any approved manuscript of Southern India.... I

conclude! by repeating that I have no‘ complaint against Mr. Sreenivasa. On

the other hand, I freely admit that an edition like the one projected by him

will be a valuable accession to the libraries of all scholars in India and in

countries out of India. Only the same remarks that he has applied to my

edition will, I am confident, apply tc his, when a Pundit of Northern or

Western India takes it up for notice or review, unless, of course, the learned

SASTRIAL includes, without critical ion, every passage bearing on both

the Advaita and the Cdkta wor! 4a sure Mr. SASTRIAL, however,

that in that case, in his atten body he will, like the painter

in the fable, please none, part: ‘aders of judgment and critical

discrimination. The fact is, ¢ ices of manuscripts are so great

that it is perfectly impossible ic dition that could at once satisfy

both Aryavarta and Ddkshinéiya ition, alas, so bravely and enthu-

siastically planned by Mr. Sreen «, to which reference is made

in the above extract, appears st the interior of any printing

establishment !

I have quoted Protap Chan exienso, not merely because of

the interesting sidelight his rem 1 the question of the different

editions of the Mahabharata, projected or planned, in or just before his time,

but also because of some remarkably sound principles of textual criticism,

briefly, but clearly, propounded therein by him. Protap Chandra Roy had

grasped the Mahabharata ‘Problem in all its essentials. But the time was not

yet ripe for the actual preparation of a critical edition of the Mahabharata.

The differences between the two recensions of the Mahabharata must not

be underrated. Between them there lies, to start with, the irksome barrier

of scripts. It is no exaggeration to say that in India to the Northerners, the

Southern versions written in Southern scripts, ordinarily speaking, were and

are sealed books; on the other hand, the Southerners, with the possible

exception of a few learned Pandits—who, in fact, after a half-hearted admis-

sion of epic poetry into the realm of literature, cheerfully leave the [33]} study

of the bulk of the Mahabharata text to their less gifted brethren—could not

and cannot decipher the Northern scripts, perhaps with the exception of the

Devanagari.

When one laboriously surmounts this initial obstacle, and starts to com-
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pare the two recensions, one finds, to one’s surprise, that the difference be-

ween them begins, as a matter of fact, with the very divisicn of the Maha-

bharata into its various parvans! Against’ the commonly accepted, conven-

tional division of the epic into eighteen books (parvans), there is the Southern

division into twenty-four: More surprising still is the fact that the Adi-

parvan itself, the very first book of the epic (with which alone we are, in

fact, here concerned), is sub-divided in Southern manuscripts into three (di,

Astika and Sarhbhava), or at least into two (Adi and Sarhbhava) separate

major parvans.? Let me emphasize that it is the main large divisions (j:ar-

vans) of the epic I am here referring to, and not the hundred (sub-)parvans

(also called upaparvans or antahparvans). The sub-parvans, in point of f:ct,

could not come into question here at all. Only the Northern manuscripts, as

a rule, mention in their colophons the names of the sub-parvans ; the South-

em manuscripts ignore (as far as I cain say at present, uniformly) this de:ail,

very rarely mentioning, in their colophons, the name of the corresponding

sub-parvan.2 We have, therefore, no means of knowing precisely the nuniber
and the limits of the sub-parvans 3 hern scheme, except, of cot rse,

the meagre and ambiguous dats rngraha (Adi 2) itself.‘

It is true that the South ions (not excepting Professor

P. P. S. Sastri’s critical edit erm recension, as far as it has

gone) follow the division of the ‘into the conventional eighteen

books. But in so far as they . the editars, it seems to me, mus: be

overriding knowingly (but witho ne fact inexpedient prominence)

the clear and unmistakable testi erm manuscripts. They prefer

to sacrifice the Southern mar nd make their editions »ar-

monize with the data of the always a grave blunder

because, clearly, the data of the B a can be manipulated far tore

easily than those of the manuscripts of the text, The Parvasalhgrahe, if

t See the remarks of BURNELL, A Classified Index to the Sanskrit MSS. in: the

Palace at Tanjore (London 1879), p. 180; and WINTERNITZ, Ind. Ant. 1898. 122.

2 In most Southern manuscripts the adhyfyas of these different parts o1 our

Adiparvan are separately numbered. In our critical apparatus a new beginning is

made with (our) adhy. 54 in all Southern MSS. except T, (which is a misch-

codex), an adhyaya which marks the beginning of our AdivarhSavataranaparvan ;

in the colophons of the Southern MSS. it is called the first adhyaya of the “ari

bhavaparvan.

3 On the other band, the Southern MSS. (and in fact even most of the

Northern MSS.) frequently mention the name of the Upakhyang or the name of

the adhyaya ; but even this is never done regularly and systematically.

4 The Parvasathgraha gives only the names of the (100) sub-parvans, and

the contents of the (18) major parvans. But from these data, we cannot say from

what adhyaya to what adhyadya a particular sub-parvan extends,

5 Thus, from these Southern ed., one can never elicit the fact that in the

Southern Recension our Adi is divided into two parts (parvans) and that these

parts have separate numbering of adhyayas !
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compiled, originally, on the basis of some Northern version, would certainly

not fit the Southern recension exactly, even when the Parvasarngraha was first

compiled.

{34} The difference between the recensions does not end there by any

means, unhappily. The manuscripts of the two recensions show numerous

other, big and small, discrepancies : discrepancies in the spelling of most ordi-

nary words (e.g.N ater: s Afar or ajar ), especially of proper names (e.g.

N au: S Rear ); in the readings of words, phrases, lines, stanzas, groups of

stanzas (passim); in the sequence of all these elements (passim); in the rela-

tive position of single adhyayas or of a small group of adhyayas (passim); in

the relative sequence of whole episodes (eg. the Sakuntala and Yayati episodes,

Adi, 62 ff., and 70 ff). What is more disconcerting still is that the recensions

show also complicated displacements of portions of adhyayas; cf. for ex-

ample, the long notes on 1. 106. 11 (p. 474 f.}, and 1. 144. 20 (p. 624).

Besides these variations in spellings, readings and sequences, there are addi-

tions (or omissions, just as one may happen to regard them) of single lines

(often “inorganic”, ie. such as or omitted with no effect upon

the grammar or continuity), passim) and long passages

comprising more than a hund wb. I, No. 55, a passage of 125

lines, setting forth the story of cess Amba). These additions

(respectively omissions) and ve sometimes go to such a length

that, at times, there emerges in otirely different story. Compare,

for instance, the two versions o mular episode “ Rape of Subha-

dra” (Subhadraharana) in a - edition and passage No. 114

of App. I (comprising over 468 nd that the Southern version

of this story is enriched with im xvel and startling features, such

as Arjuna’s masquerading as a paely “nik (yati), or his fierce battle

with the Yadava forces led by Viprthu, which he, of course, routs, alone and

unaided, or rather ‘merely with the help of his newly acquired, valiant and

resourceful wife, who acts as his charioteer !

A notable feature of the Southern recension is that it is considerably

longer than the Northern, The constituted text of the Parvasarhgraha (1. 2.

96) gives 7984 “élckas” (that is, probably, what is technically called

granthas) as the extent. of the Adi:

aa ayRaZa aur awa atatla a!

NRT ACUIAMMALS AeYt AEeAAt Il

1 This is clearly suggested by the fact that the longer Table of Contents (1. 2.

72-233) follows the eighteen-parvan division, which does not harmonize with the

data of the colophons of the Southern MSS., which have the twenty-four-parvan
division,

2 Even the Sakuntala episode gets a somewhat different colouring in the

Southern recension.
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The extent of the Vulgate is computed to be about 8460 “stanzas”. The

length of the Southern text of the Adi edited by Professor P. P. S. SasTRI is

given by himself as 9984 “stanzas’’, slightly in excess of his own Parva-

sarhgraha figure (M. 1. 2, 102), which differs as regards this figure (as in

many other figures in adhy. 2) from our edition. This latter figure (9981)

is perhaps a trifle in excess of the presumable extent of the (normal) Southern

recension, since P, P. S, SASTRI’s text contains some clear instances of inter-

polation (from Telugu, Tamil and even Northern sources),? which need rot

necessarily be put down to the already swollen account of the Southern recén-

sicn, The difference between the Vulgate and SAstri’s text is about 1524

“stanzas”. But even the common Southern text, which will be apprecial-ly

shorter than SAsTrRI’s, may confidently be [35} reckoned to contain appro‘i-

mately 1300 “<slokas”’ (i.e. granthas) more than the longest Northern versi-n

of the Adi!

This excess in the Southern recension is not due to the addition of avy

single lengthy passage or just a few of such passages even, though there : re

undoubtedly among them som assages. The excess is due ‘o

additions, large and small, enly throughout the parvai.

Not only is the Southe reciably longer than the oth-r,

the story itself of the Southe s compared with that of tue

Northern, is, owing to many «& much richer in details, lezy-

ing little or nething to the imag ¢ reader or the hearer. Thus, ‘or

example, in the Northern recen er of Satyavati or Matsyagandha

(Vyasa’s own mother) is a na ‘isher-folk, making a living, on

the banks of the Yamuna, b rather unsatisfactory. T].at

the name of Matsyagandha’s “f eaily only her foster father

according to the fable—should sere: éen preserved, seems a shocking

piece of negligence on the part of the historian, that is, the story-teller, sir ce

history as it is narrated (as has been well said) is a kind of roman a thé:e.

The Southern recension here comes to our help. It-has carefully procuwied

the name of the foster-father of Kali Matsyagandha elas Satyavati: it was

Uccaihéravas (a high-sounding Aryan name), if we are to believe the Sou‘h-

etn recension. He was named after the great snow-white Stallion of the

Gods, which came out of the ocean when it was being churned for Ambro:ia

by the Gods and the Titans.

Then again, the Purohita sent by the Yadavas-to the forest retreat of

‘Pandu in the Himalayas was a Kiasyapa. He was required, of course, to

perform all the little Aryan rites for the Pandavas. Moreover, it is best that

kings always have their Rajaguru by their side, to advise and help them on

all occasions, The Nothern recension does not even tell us that the Yada‘as

1 For instance the Svetaki episode (M. 1. 214, 29-981), which, in the fom

printed there, is missing in alf MSS. of his own critical apparatus !
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had sent any, Purohita at all to Paindu’s hermitage ; so there, no question of

his name arises.

But a really illuminating instance of the richness of information fur-

nished by the Southern recension is supplied by an “ additional” adhyaya'

in this recension, which gives us some new and interesting chronological de-

tails about the Pandavas themselves. These details disperse that haze of un-

certainty and vagueriess which overspreads the ordinary account.

The Southern recension informs us that when the Paindavas first arriv-

ed at the Court of Hastinapura from the forest retreat, after the death of

their father, Yudhisthira was exactly sixteen years old, Bhima fifteen, Arjuna

fourteen, the twins thirteen. We are further told exactly how long the

Pandu. brothers stayed at the Kaurava Court, in the Lac House (Jatugrha),

in Ekacakra, at the Court of the Paficala King, then again at the Kaurava

Court, then in Indraprastha, and so on. Yudhisthira died at the ripe old

age of 108, which is a mystic number. Arjuna was younger than Krsna by

three months, which was also exact! ifference between the ages of Krsna

and Balarama. And so on an ost all these useful details are

lacking in the Northern rece % whether they can even be

reconstructed from the meagre ‘ sion on thege points.

{36} The Southern recers

tization, and thoroughly practical

recension is distinctly vague, unsy

like a story rather naively narra

thus by its prdcision, schema-

Campared with it, the Northern

mmetimes even inconsequent, more

in actual experience.

s thus not merely longer, but

“ibe Northern. It may there-

VauthGrn, the dextus ornatior.

The Southern recension o

also fuller, more exuberent, mo

fore be fitly styled, in relation ic

Notwithstanding these and other discrepancies, there persists through-

out, between the recensions, a distinct and undeniable family resemblance,

and there cannot be the slightest doubt that they both spring from a com-

mon source, albeit a distant and somewhat nebulous source. Follow the

course of these divergent streams as far back as one will, the elusive source

seems to recede still further and loge itself in the mists of antiquity.

It was pointed out above that a noteworthy feature of the Southern re-

cension was that it was appreciably longer than the Northern. The charac-

ter of the principal additions may be seen from the following list of some of

the more important and lengthy passages peculiar to the Southern recension,

whose texts are given in Appendix I.

(1) No. 9 (S except M,) : God Siva (Rudra) drinks up the poison (halahala)

which exudes from the mouth of Vasuki, while the Devas and Asuras are churning

the ocean for Ambrosia (samudramanthana) ; comprising 19 lines,

1 Cf. App. I, No. 67, lines 47-62,
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(2) No. 45-48 and 51: Additions to the Sakuntala episode (together 231

lines).

(3) No, 52: Madhavi is introduced on the scene during the discourse het-

ween Yaydti and his grandsons, in the Yayati episode (43 lines).

(4) No. 55: Anticipation of the story of the Kasi princess Amba (125

lines).

(5) No; 59: Siirya persuades Kunti to have sexual intercourse (21 lines)

(6) No. 67: Details of the early life of the Pandavas in the Himalayan re-

treat (46 lines).

(7) No. 68-69: Pandu’s death and many funeral orations (together ‘.23

lines).

(8) No. 78 (S, and by conflation K, Da, Dn D,.4.;) : Details of a battle

between the Kurus and the Paficdlas, and capture of Drupada (119 lines).

(9) No. 79: Anticipation of the account of the birth of Draupadi and

Dhrstadyumna ; and account of the birth of Drupada (together 194 lines),

(10) No. 87-89: Additions to the Hidimba episode (69 lines).

(11) No, 91-93: Additions to the Bakavadha episode, including a detail:d

account of the fight between ihe tw atched giants, Baka and Bhima (156

lines) . :

(12) No. 95: Drupada

by his Purohita ; decides, at the a

of Krsna, in the hope that the PA

(13) No. 100: Story of Nig:

to justify the polyandrous marriage

(14) No. 101: Story of Bh

(15) No. 103: Mimic wart

Pajficdlas (219 lines).

{37} (16) No, 108: Dhrta

the Pandavas to Indraprastha (58 :

(17) No. 111: Description of Narada, who comes to visit Yudhisthira (£5

lines) , :

(18) No. 113-115: Expansion of the Subhadraharana (562 lines !),

(19) No. 116: Arjuna’s welcome on his return from exile (28 lines).

These passages alone comprise 2250 lines or 1125 stanzas approximately !

the Pandavas, and is consoled

suta, to celebrate the Svayarhva-a

ara up (74 lines).

by Vyasa to the Pa&ficdla kind,

savas (118 lines).

eq on the same occasion (22 lines}.

‘Kauravas and Pandavas aided hy

adhisthira king before despatchir g

The discrepancies between the two recensions, as already observed, ar-:

so numerous and so multifarious, that any attempt to enumerate and classif:

them must remain incomplete and unsatisfactory. Nevertheless it may be

useful to begin a cursory survey of the divergences, noting at the same tim:

the typical characteristics of the Southern “additions”, characteristics which

recur with fair frequency in the Adi, and which are likely to reappear ir:

other parvans. These notes may prove useful for distinguishing betweer:

the different “hands” which have been at work in shaping this imposin;

monument of Indian antiquity, when the entire text has Been treated in the

manner proposed here, and we have sufficient data for undertaking a minute

and systematic study of the variations and evaluating them.

4
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The deviations of the Southern recension from the Northern (taking for

purposes of exposition the latter to represent the norm) are of the following

kind.

1. Variants of isolated words or phrases, (a) unimportant and (b) im-

portant.

(a) Unimportant, such as one comes across in line after line. They

are far too numerous to be listed even approximately completely, but from

among them we may single out these for specific mention :

(i) fluctuations in the spelling of proper names, e. g. S "at ( naa),

aaatior ( stag tor), erecta ( aredts ), eee ( sear), afeaage ( afkaage ), FT

( sez), aarfng ( nafae ), FET (A), etc., etc.

(ii) variations mainly due to mere transpositions of words, e. g. S

nad: aialkg qRrter agra: (NS: Goals TAA a) 1. 1,23; setae oat

wat (aa: sd Us @) 92. 1; etc., stes

(iii) unremitting varias

which are among the most uns
a

a, 4, g, @, &, [a Ja; common

TA, Fes, AA, FAM, TA, AA, Hee,

fa-arft, s-AR, sty-s7, etc., etc

(iv) substitution of met

phrases of similar significaty

dlabic particles and verse-fillers,
ef the received text, such as

sunctions, such as @:, Tal, TAT,

Sq ; and prepositions af—sify—

‘mlent synonyms, or words and

ari-AT; e-gie; sy—fay-

(31 Req; ar-fir; asr-ug ; FF f—adea—mfag—aeay ; Hea

fgrama—aaleaa—lasaeaea ; qa pare TAME nd similar compounds with $4<

and gaa); seifaanee— _gaRangaratang- Tata aR; aaa

avftaq—aatar; aargidlangdal; saleqt—daaenih—ataeee ; afta

aaat-afiagign; Aae-AeyT NATH: ; TAAU-BRaeaa ; AWNszAT—

areata —aeerral—acanstet—( at araltrelt ; aeeret az—arar( aires idai at; reer

AT GT: ; etc., etc.

(v) substitution of equivalent epic iterata; e. g. Sala aeAHAz, qaeat-
emarga ; weeaeaiaa, weTTafio: ; Aeqaed aat al, aera TAT; etc., etc.

For other examples, see [38} HopxKINs’s collection of “ Parallel phrases in

the two Epics” in the Great Epic, pp. 403 ff. (Appendix A).

(b) Important variants, which make a considerable difference in the

sense, and of which the critique must take account. Of such variants, rela-

tively speaking, there are only a few; e. g. discrepant divisions of the epic

into parvans and adhydyas ; variants of the titles of the sub-parvans (e. g.

S gatqasa: N Te ), of the numbers of adhyayas and élokas in

the Parvasarhgraha (the figures for Slokas differ, at times, by thousands).
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~- An example of a different character from another part of the Adi is the

variant q§: yrq in the stanzas which refer to the duration of Arjuna’s

exile. According to the Northern recension it is thirteen years ; according -o

the Southern, only thirteen months! Cf. 1. 204. 28. @ at great asift (S44

WAL, Arata etc. ) sa S At janet TY TAT; 205. 30 ge great aaifr ( S Arai,

arate wait, & ).1-- Then we have in 1. 3. 21 the variant ag-ag. How

was the infinitive really made ? -— And so on.

2. Larger variations between continuous passages, as a whole, the tot.l

extent remaining approximately the same.

We find them (a) mostly in the long lists of names : e. g, of the hundred

sons of Dhrtarastra (adhy. 108), of ancient kings (1. 1. 166 ff.), or serpents

(1, 52. 5 ff.), of kings present at Draupadi’s svayathvara (adhy. 177) ; but

(b) also when there are transpositions of whole or parts of adhydyas (e. &.

the prose genealogy, adhy. 90) ; or again (c) when there is free paraphraw:

of a passage (passim).

3. Expansion of the texi i

the contents or the course of t

sgierially altering the nature cf

(a) By multiplication of

In adhy. 20, S (with K, mm:

to an existing hymn = (eqty} ad

is identified, in turn, with all 0

pre-eminent in the world :

299% eet Prapecrte serrata |

aired eqqaed. crest aaah: |

a ga cast reat: garaeaar |

e@ fe arat Prenat a ed fae: araaa: |
a nein apagad a aeam |

a maeaaaad a aaMATIAT |

ed tia: Gad aM Fa a MIQarAAT |

ist. For instance :

xarg.) adds seven lines of praice

Garuda, In these lines, Garuda

ods, and with everything that is

In adhy. 64, S (with K, Dn D,.,) gives an additional short list of science:

in which the Rsis in Kanva’s penance grove were proficient :

586* qreqSBTMEHA: BOAT: |
FATHANTRAT KCNA: |
HATA TAaaVS AAT AAA: |
ARTY Ga Bora caaaiftay |

2 Cf, Hopkins, Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 342 (footnote).
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{39} In adhy. 74 an additional passage (of 7 lines) in S (with D,) harps
on the well-worn theme of the evils that attend on anger :

745° qenrnra: Sg: HEAP a Pat |

oer fanerda qaagacifa = |
ARTA TA ATEAT Ate ARATT |
a Yat a aaedt @ a Asal a a |
RICA A ai TssSae Blass a a |
garages waar aera: |
aearrreata wrraieer bray |

In adhy. 165, a Southern passage expands in hyperbolic language the list of

edibles and other commodities (such as wines, clothes and blankets) furnish-

ed by Vasistha’s Kamadhenu, by the addition of 6 more Lines :

1753* qTeqESTRMAAT TTT: TAATAT |
fmeqeada o |

In adhy. 213, the Southern rece

of items in Subhadri’s dowry,

fore, exhausts almost all the

us with a supplementary list

long with what has gone be-

sessing in this world :

2082* saree Sy SAT ICT |

quinadaerauardtaatrar |
AAT AAT APATITACTHA |

MAVAA VARA WTA Aa |

2088* aqua | Beara gerne Tay TAT

Barer sation qraretearte ara:
Walesa aed a aaratay aca |

satin hari aaleacnfzaat |
TAU Tee a Tat HITT TAT |

(b) By anticipation or repetition of stories, motives or discourses. For

example :

(i) the miraculous birth of Kysna and Dhrgtadyumha is narrated twice in S:
in adhy, 155 and in App. I, No. 79 (after adhy. 128) ;

(ii) the theme of the amusing experience of a maiden, who, on praying to
Mahadeva for one husband five times, was granted, as a boon, five husbands at one
time—a story which seems to have been very popular in the South—is used, with
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variation, in S, no less than three times in the course of the Adi; cf. adhy. 157, 189

and passage No, 100 (of App. I) 3

(iii) account of the tragi-comic experiences of the Kasi princess Amba, who

was passed on in turn by Bhisma to Salva and Salva to Bhisma, repeatedly, like a

shuttle-cock, a story which is really the subject-matter of the Ambopakhyana in Uc-

yoga 173 ff. (Bom. [40] ed.), apparently a favourite piece, is anticipated n

passage No. 55 of App. I (cf. adhy. 96) and forms a bulky addition of 125 lines |

(iv) the future of the royal family, which is the subjectymatter of the adc:-

tional dialogue between Bhisma and his step-mother, Satyavati, in S, in passaze

No. 57 (of App. I) is only a continuation and repetition (with v. 1.) of the di:-

course between the same parties in adhy. 99.

(v) Siirya’s warning to Karna about the designs of Indra to supplicate Kara

in the disguise of a Brahman, in passage No. 60 of App. I, which is an anticipatica

of the story told in Aranya 300 (Bom, ed.).

(c) Additions in S, due to the explicit mention of the observance of the

correct and complete Brahmanic ritual and ceremonial on the proper o«-

casions. Thus, in adhy. 68, at the birth of Bharata :

625* gunfafs aay

In adhy. 92, at the birth of '

921* Ger See SRA |
TARAS F oy BAaPARATT |
ane a Ry s GCTaHaT |

aiaalcady shear I

In adhy. 100, at: the birth of

losé* aatsiratar, Ga] TMT TAT |
mrcatarea & vreny aterotdecarea: |

In adhy. 115, we have, likewise, with reference to the Pandavas themselv.:s

(App. I, No. 67, lines 13-14, 20-27) :

a aaa: West: Fat AEST |

aqme: fated fae ct gaze |

* FF RR KF &

aad fase near & qatar |
qoratara fafacaeg: qogtsra: |

Ta aat a dev saz Taraarz |
aa: Tg: Baa wal: cesar |
Taranizecaa aera s

AAT: FAAMPATITATHA AT WTA |

2 In Sastri’s edition these stories occur in adhy. 164, 189 and 191.
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TTA TATA AeA:
aareaaa a aaraed TET:

In adhy. 124, at the royal tournament :

1412* zed feed ghorafrarer acca:

We Gat aurea goeq a ATET a I

aii ph ad Gear: |

ara ga: erenreafegea: cartara |

taraqaeeel: TaTUaea FATAL: |

(d) Expansion in S of existing scenes by the addition of speeches or

detailed descriptions and by other digressions. Examples :

[41] (i) in App. I, No. 9, in the account of the churning of the ocean

(samudramanthana), we are incidentally told of the drinking of poison by Siva, which

had exuded from the mouth of Vasuki during the churning ;

(ii) in 998*, we have nine additio:

ment meted out to Bhisma at th

of his daughters ;

(iii) passage No. 59 (of Ap

fines Gepicting the humiliating treat-

of Kasi, during the Svayarhvara

persuasion of the shy and re-

nate threats and promises, like a

teal Don Juan;

(iv) in passages No. 68-69, the:

pathetic scene indeed, depicting the

incident which must have been cox

tic treatment than the perfunci

cension. At the sight of the cor

swoon, like a felled tree. Then ‘he j

the order of their ages, and recit Gis saournful dirges: Yudhisthira gets

8 lines, Bhima 7, Arjuna 4, the iwi 8} only: 3 lines together.1 Then

follow long-winded farewell orations by Kunti, Madri and the rest of the company,
which are followed by a touching scene describing M4dri mounting the funeral

pyre ;

(v) passage No. 78 gives, in 119 lines, the details of a fight, which, in the

Northern recension, at least originally, is disposed of in two lines! The latter I

consider adequate treatment, taking everything into consideration :

(vi) passage No. 93 is a Southern addition of 37 lines giving fuller details of

the titanic struggle between Bhima and the cannibal Baka ;

(vii) 1737* adds a hymn (in Tristubh metre and pseudo-vedic style) by Va-

sigstha, addressed to Surya, when Vasistha presents himself before that luminary

on behalf of Sarhvarana ;

(viii) 1828* ff. describe in turn the discomfiture of each of the suitors for the

hand of Draupadi ;

(ix) passages No. 100-101 add to the existing stock two ‘new anecdotes—al-

ternative explanations—-narrated by Vyasa to prove to Drupada and his son, that

sion has tried to develop a very

e father of the heroes, Pandu: an

eserving fuller and more sympathe-

preserved in the Northern re-

Kunti falls to the ground in a

= come up in a single file, and in

1 This schematic treatment perhaps betrays the hand of the interpolator more

clearly than anything else.
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the polyandrous marriage proposed by Yudhisthira, though apparently immoral and
illegal, is a most righteous and necessary union, being pre-ordained by the ,ods
themselves for the accomplishment of their cosmic plans: these are the well-known

legends of Nalayani and Bhaumaévi :

(x) passage No. 106 gives an almost complete inventory of the presents I cu-

pada gave to the Pandu brothers when they left with Draupadi, for the Kaur«va

Court, at the invitation of Dhrtaristra. The Northern recension ignores this h ige

mass of presents completely !

(xi) passage No. 110 is a farewell scene containing short orations by Kr.na,

Yudhisthira and Kunti, when Krsna sets out for Dvaraka ;

{42} (xii) passage No. 112 contains the farewell of Arjuna to Citrang< da,

telling her that she must not give way to sorrow in his absence, as they would 1 eet

again soon at the Rajasitya, which is going to be performed by Yudhisthira : a y-ro-

phetic utterance! And so on and so forth.

(e) Additions cf little ethical, moral and sententious maxims, to which

S, permeated as it is by a conscious didactic purpcse, is particularly part al.

We meet with the same old proverbs over and over again in S:

780° quaral STAT SAET AaTaT afaat KIT |
sant frapereree rasa: atitet Tet: |

732* efaanftan carcseaed fasale |
qessalinaera Aaa zea 2 fas |

804" gard agate fra: aan caraaya |
aufasntt at Rear tages a at wal

AEM TEA Get Vth Tfacacat a fea |

833* qt aaa qed wate Zou |

TWATADTIATMATSTART: |

856° a @ Haraa eat ued We ada a

Sed a neat kt aaalas Haq |
art frat da aid a agra |
waMaed ST tare aaa afsar |
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armed aaa Freragan: ara ac |

ga: Gert He gdet aera |

SITAR a saad a Pra: |

saul aldol She anda awa: |

1019* qral Sa AAT HAAswaara |

ferger g aceta at carseat aefaeadt |

1101* aval fe areangateraay aenfteate |

a alacaeqaaisa a catentar & far: |

1189° afhegcafa arerat aramat aerate: |

AAR: BHAA ATA TASS: |

Ts ON F atta Get ged ale |

anpaad sit afta fea afakena |

{43} 1423* ise as aleqhuar |

App. I, No. 89 (lines 3-4} ce to Hidimba :

agi fe want

a aad &

No. 48 (lines 78-79), desc

eect |
wad afar & ne aftaratt |

No. 55 (lines 46-47), describing Amba :

taragageart arastaaaa |

shtaisanat caraea rar |

Then also 929" @raaTaTAMaat WHATS aA |

marTRA aftreat deggedt Ree |

189° gst ar Rae att at araifrgrat aut |
cade at egt aifrafigaa aa: |

More sentiments of this type, occurring in the Grantha version alone,

are :

1937* cana: ofratenfaciaar: |

TWIN: GAAS: TaGafaaeore: |
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HATHA Gargsaorea: |

HRA: ERS GALIR: |

SUNAITHAAN GCAIGAAAL: |
wgiscastaan aaareranhTae |

faqualfirneant tearEaraleaa: |

The lengths to which the Muses lead these Southern poetasters may be

judged from the following interpolation in certain Grantha manuscripts of

the Adi. 1334* with 1335* reads :

ATHUFAT eu GANTETET FT |
* 1 ~ :

Gerqgeat esr args act: |

Cf. also lines 73-74 of passage No. 100 (of App. 1) :

ad Fi IASATAATE At Tar |
aqaey aareiipagel at aradshreny

4, Southern additions wit

the Northern recension.

ecting the laxity of sexual :e-

67, the royal Purohita, a har dy

smed the marriage of Duhsanta

;,¢be eponymous ancestor of 1¢

try of his birth and to the

personage in ancient Ind an

Made apparently with th

lations implied in the old narrativ

person, quickly but surely and se

and Sakuntala, in order to legi

Bharatas, who has given his

Great Epic of India, altogeth

history :

{44} 610° qafad autga aad SazaTeg |

TAGEM TEH FT Ta TIARA |
feardt fe a aaeaa gat eaia: |
am Herq male frend at Ft we |

aagear zofaart fas: grata: |
ara uscafa fatten saarlegs: |
MAAMETTLAET FARTHARS: |

In adhy. 77, the marriage of Yayati and Sarmistha is celebrated serii-

secretly, in a secluded corner of the Asoka grove, in the palace grounds, wth

the usual beksheesh to the Brahmins, in the presence of counsellors, chzp-

lains, priests and so on, but unknown to Devayani! All this was done ‘o

legitimize Puru, the eponymous ancestor of the Pauravas :

1 These lines occur in three MSS. (%, #1, & ) of SastRI’s edition (vol. 2), 2.
1209.
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807* aharqiiearntateatrata cage: |
eat Rend faa arerorafeany |

qey aasdati qed fasratara |

In passage No, 114 of App. I, SubhadrA and Arjuna were likewise secret-

ly and hastily married in the presence of gods, rsis, and elders, while Bala-

rama was away from the scene, to legitimize Abhimanyu (the father of the

famous Pariksit and grandfather of Janamejaya, to whom the epic was nar-

rated). Cf. lines 281-286 of the passage :

aerquraaeead afeaear nareha: |

Feraté RATATS: THRTAET TWA: |

aera sal sal alzaclt Fast aur |

frrretifver afkar: Brat vei water

AS: RBG Tal ATA AUTATTA: |

quarire: saihet: aa enka |
Most Grantha manuscrip

aq of Sastri’s) have a pases

were secretly but regularly ma

a somewhat lengthy passage d

tial ceremony at which the anccat

are invoked, all the details of th

gone through, and the marriage.j

YAajfiavalkya and other great Rsi

5. Additions in S, due te

Examples of such additions a

482* which gives a summary of the last five parvans of our Mahabharata

text, and passage No. 79 (of App. I) giving an account of Drupada’s birth.

It appears, from the latter account, that Drupada was born in the same mira-

culous way as two of his contemporaries Drona and Krpa, due to the per-

turbation of his father at the sight of a beautiful Apsaras, Ascetics invo-

luntarily emitting semen at the sight of heavenly nymphs, broad-hipped, fat-

breasted, fair-clad, pleasure-fraught, and the miraculous germination of the

semen into human beings, is the regular Purfinic apparatus for the genera-

tion of the great men of the past, about whose birth nothing exciting was

specially known to the chronicler.

{45} 6. Multiplication of fights and battle-scenes.

I have drawn attention above to the expansion of the description of a

battle (in which the Kurus and the Pandus capture Drupada), and of a fight

(between Bhima and Baka).1 Analogous to it is a battle scene described in

ritical apparatus: 4, @ and

aragara and Matsyagandha

e No. 36 of App. I, which is

ircumstantial detail the nup-

the bride and the bridegroom

du marital rite are scrupulously

1 in the presence of Vasistha,

aimisa forest !

®f lacunae (real or imaginary).

' App. I, Nos. 78 and 92-93 respectively.
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an additional adhyaya in the Southern recension (App. I, No. 108). This

stages a little war between the cousins, a miniature replica of the Great War

to come. Here also Kurus plan the destruction of the Pandavas, who are re-

siding in Kampilya as the guests of Drupada. A regular council of wa is

held, in which Sakuni and Karna advocate hostilities, while the nameless on

ot Scmadatta counsels peace and conciliation. The bellicose party has the

upper hand in the council chamber. The Kuru army marches against she

Pandavas with their allies, the Paficalas. The Kaurava forces are, of couse,

easily repulsed. No great damage is done. The status quo is immediacely

restored : things go on just the same as before, as though no battle had «ver

taken place. There is also no other reference to this battie in the whol of

the Mahabharata. The present parvan does not offer much scope for the

full development of this tendency. We shall probably meet with it again in

the battle-books (6-9).

7, Omissions in S, as compared with N.

These are quite numerous and

parvan, but short and contextud

the somewhat lengthy Svetak

hand, all reference to the ep

version, as also in some manu

(T G) of the Southern recensic

cripts that do contain some ment

ly different place, therefore ¢

Northern interpolation which hi

Southern manuscripts. It is a

tiered almost evenly over the w_ ole

mit, aS a rule. An excepticn is

Wo, 118). Since, on the one

the whole of the Malay ‘am

of the remaining two versions

= other hand, those T G ma:wus-

La variant version at an entire-

w legitimately be considered] a

way, by conflation, into some

irSinic style. King Svetaki sac-

rificed with such phenomenal ze: ess that his priests, in the end,

refuse to sacrifice any more! § sed penance on the Himal yas

with the object of making Rudra his sacrificial priest. Rudra, however ex-

cused himself, asking Svetaki to apply to Durvdsas, who was his part-ince ‘na-

tion (asa). Durvasas completed the sacrifice, and Svetaki poured liba ions

of clarified butter into the fire for twelve years continuously. As a result,

Agni had a severe attack of indigestion! He refused after that every «ffer-

ing, and became enfeebled. At Brahma’s direction, he sct the Khan lava

forest on fire, and tried his best to burn the forest down ; but the denizens of

the forest put the fire out, over and over again. He reported his dis:om-

fiture to Brahma, who then asked him to betake himself to Arjuna and

Krsna, the part incarnations of Nara and Narayana, with whose help ilone

Agni would be in a position to bum the Khandava forest.

It should be made clear that the variants and passages cited hert are

merely by way of illustration, and comprise only a small fraction of the ‘otal

number of deviations.

The presence of an astonishingly large number of additions, sone of

which are undoubtedly late and spurious, should not be allowed to irpair
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our appreciation of some real merits of the Southern recension. It would be,

in fact, a grievous error to ignore cn that acccunt the Southern recension or

underestimate its value. This recension is an [46} indispensable aid for con-

trolling the deviations of the Northern recension, both in point of readings

and sequence. In comparison with y it has unquestionably preserved a very

large number of original readings, proved by actual agreements between S

and v, as well as by their intrinsic merits. The superiority of the Southern

recension in comparision to the Vulgate may be said to be quite evident. It

may, however, quite easily happen that in a particular instance, the whole of

the Northern recension is corrupt, and the true reading is preserved only in

the Southern recension. An instance of this is 1. 214. 5. The Vulgate reads

(B. 1. 222, 5):

argent qt aareaalene Aaac

tirat qureataeatae & saa Il

Nilakantha’s gloss is: ¢ aratert gery sertisrraea | Aare AeA

The stanza has been tran

“ Having obtained him as th

voted to the study of the Veda

who was the protector of all gaé

tion reads similarly : “ And the »

king, obtained in him one that ¥

that was a performer of great sz

good people. ”

But the translations of bot ¥3 are gencrally free and arbi-

trary. As it stands, the stanza car seslated only as follows :

“They, (ie. the people) obtain for a king, one who studied Brahma

(para), employed the Vedas in a great sacrifice, and protected the blessed

words.”

sath Nath Dutta as follows:

fined a monarch who was de-

ormer of great sacrifices, and

rotap Chandra Roy’s transla-

g obtained Yudhisthira as their

ed to the study of the Vedas, one

ac that was the protector of all

This pedestrian stanza will satisfy most people as it has satisfied a long

succession of critics, commentators and translators in the past. About it one

can only say that there are worse stanzas in the Mahabharata. Only a reader

endowed with a fine sensibility and critical acumen will feel that there is

something amiss here. We are face to face with the danger of acquiescing

in a sense which might satisfy us, but which would not have satisfied the an-

cient writer. The Northern variants do not offer much help ; even the Sarada

and K manuscripts have substantially the same readings. It would, consc-

quently, not be easy to réconstruct from this sad wreck of a Dipaka, the epi-

grammatic original, which is preserved intact only in the Southern recension,

which the constituted text here follows (1. 214. 5):

1 For examples from another parvan, see LUDERS, Gvantharecension, pp. 52 ff.
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MAA FE FIA TAME AEA: |

tart a ant She a saa |

No glosses, translations, exegetical notes, and such other accessories are

necessary for the elucidation of this stanza; for it is self-luminuous. The

correctness of the Southern reading is confirmed by the very next stanza (i.

214. 6), which is also an epigrammatic period of the same type :

samara seat: Terao Ara: |

aeguirfaal qedaretegterattaren it
It should thus seem that the infidelities of the Southern recension are

confined mainly to a tendency to inflation and elaboration. In parts unattect-

ed by this tendency, [47} it is likely to prove, on the whole, purer, more :on-

servative and more archaic than even the best Northern version. The

Southern variants, therefore, deserve the closest attention and most syt ipa-

thetic. study.

After this brief survey of thei

we shall proceed to the consid

which each of the recensicns %

aship between the two recensiuns,

rious provincial versions, into

CHARACTER AND MUTUAL > THE VERSIONS AND TF EIR

The archetype v comprise: ms: Sarada and “K”,

The Sdérada version is re; “critical apparatus by the ‘rag-

mentary codex $,, belonging to thé Bamibay-Government Collection (No. 159

of 1875-76), which scems to be the only extant genuine representative of the

old version of Kasmir. The manuscript, which is undated, may be three to

four centuries old. For reasons which will appear in the sequel, I have riade

the Sdrada version the norm to follow.

The text of the Adi (as of other parvans of the Mahabharata) according

to the different printed editions, as is well-known, varies considerably, not

merely as regards the readings, but also as regards the extent. The length

of the Adi, according to the Calcutta edition, as already observed, is osti-

mated to be about 8460 “stanzas”, of the Bombay edition, 8620,1 of the

Madras edition (i. Sastri’s Southern Recension) 9984 (accordin;: to

SASTRI's data), of the Kumbhakonam edition 10889.2_ Now, in a statement

following the colophon (or forming part of the long colophon) of our Saradi

manuscript, the length of its text is given as 7984 in a stanza cited fron, the

4 This is the figure given in LELE's edition of the text with Marathi trensla-

tion (Wai, Saka 1818).

2 See the volume of Index etc., Descriptive Contents, p. 4.
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Parvasarhgraha ; cf. the accompanying facsimile of fol. 155 a of the Sarada

codex. To judge by the amount of textual matter which an average folio of

the fragmentary Sarada codex holds, this estimate of its extent appears to be

approximately correct.* Assuming then that to be the length of the Sarada

version, it becomes the shortest known version of the Adi, and may, there-

fore, appropriately be called the textus simplicior.

While it is the shortest extant version, it is a demonstrable fact that it

contains relatively little matter that is not found, at the same time, in all

other versions of both recensions. It is clear, therefore, that it must contain,

relatively, less spurious matter than any other known version. That is pre-

cisely the main reason why it is taken as the norm for this edition.

Since our codex (§,) is fragmentary, it must be considered a piece of

singularly good fortune that there has been preserved at least one nearly com-

‘plete Devanagari manuscript of the Adi, namely, India Office No. 2137, that

may, as will presently be shown, be used, without hesitation, to supplement

the missing portions, since undoubtedly is a moderately trustworthy,

though comparatively late and nated and incorrect transcript

of a Sdrad@ exemplar.

{48} Further particulars

account of the “K” version.

xsion will be found under the

f the Sarada codex (fol. 155a)

_of the Sabha. The Parvasath-

dent of the Adi, will be found

The accompanying facsimile

contains the end of the Adi and

graha stanza, mentioned abov:

in lines 2-3. of the facsimile.

This version, as already explained, is a specific Devanagari. version,

closely akin to the Sarad& version and clearly differentiated from the (so-

called) Devandgari version.

The affinity of the manuscripts comprising this version is illustrated by

the following concordant readings, selected at random. The references are to

adhyayas and élokas.

1.2 Ko. o6 Hatley: rest ( mostly ) waif.

8 KV, Maeyteara : others gq 3°, dee’, aa.

.49 KV, B, m audits: others daqan”, aereq ara.”

.51 K faa: : rest ( mostly ) watfiron:.

.192 Kos gaacata: : rest guenata:,

.76 K aenomay qerat : rest ( mostly ) amt 4 aatsat.

4.10 K ‘gremat: : rest “Gu:att:.

NFR ee
* {Actual counts of the critical text give 7964} Slokas of 32 syllables each.)
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8.2 KD, gaaed adisaa: : others gat aasisd , Vat atsaey,
etc.

8.16 K aeatse : others wane, etc.

10.2 K Des ( by transp.) a¢a yt eat: rest eat aaa ya.

13.1 K Do, waif : rest qaeq,

13. 25 K Ds atvda: : others agit, etc.

17.9 KDos aa aTaTERT: : others aTaieniia:, ete.

19.4 KDys dad aged: acieiniaefa : others ater agaredettaret:
aarad, etc.

24.1 KD, fazer : rest om. g.

24.14 K Dog Fag: : rest Agras:.

55.8 K eg: : others BU, Bar.

55. 35 K waded: rest geqataa.

56. 14 K ada : rest AT,

57.2 K afeafada: rest

57.8 KD, waa: others

57.43 KD, Wale: rest 4.

58,3 KD, aafrentt : re:

58. 40 K D, aaaq : rest aia}

59. 29 K Ds, dtaary: others 4

60.6 KN; D; ae: Garey

60. 52 K aye: rest Ware

62.6 KD, wed saad :

64, 29 K. D, a@at : rest sa

67. 30 K D; fara wae ea : others fafrara gat wi, etc.

{49} 68, 69 KD; eqeat (or eat) : rest afar.

71,41 KD; at: rest fay.

74.7 Kalone transp. Hani: and Hart.

76. 33 K. D; gfafeaat : rest gaeqat.

150. 18 K araey: rest faeq; etc., etc., etc.

Further examples of the concordant readings of the K version will be

found below.

It was remarked above that K, (= India Office 2137) was a manuscript
of Kasmiri origin, exhibiting specially near affinities with $,, so much so that

K, may be regarded as a copy of some Sarada original. The Kasmiri chai ac-

ter of K, was already fully recognized by Profesor LUDERS,-who hai utiliz-

ed it in the preparation of his speciment of a critical edition of the epic men-

divest TAG Tea: Gat:

1 Druckprobe einer kritischen. Ausgabe des Mahabharata, Leipzig 1908.
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tioned above, although he had no genuine representative of the Kaémiri or

Sarad@ version to compare it with.

The affinity between 6, and K, is documented by:a mass of readings, of

which the following (selected at random) will serve as illustrations. The re-

ferences are to adh&yas and élokas.2

27. 15 S, Ky gtae: : rest rag: ( synonym !).

28. 24 S$, Ky aa: rest adh,

29. 4 S. Ki aa ator : others aeeata, etc. .

30. 7 $,K, s8aaa: others wad, Wa, TI, ate, etc. (original

hypermetric ! ),

31. 6 SK, awa: (corrupt ) : others fistan:, dset:, etc.

37. 25 Si Ki d@aer: fat fa (corrupt) : others efeaem: saree

etc.

42. 7 Si Ky Fant Qaaerd ; others a wey a aTaé, etc.

44.2 Sky Waa: others gery ae, etc,

45. 5 S; Ky, waeq :

45. 19 S, Ky wettd ¢ :
131.3 SK, ayaa, (¢

131.13 $, Ky awa: rest 2

154.24 S$. Ky sgeqt: res

206.3 Si Ky wan: ( core

218.48 S, Ki aaukvad' ae:

The above are examples of ¢ adings of 8, and K,. As instan-

ces of adhyaya division and numbermieray-be pointed out that adhy, 42-44

and 46 of the constituted text (comprising adhy. 46-48 and 50 of the Vul-

gate) are numbered in 8, K, 54-56 and 59 respectively, and are so number-

ed in no other manuscript hitherto collated ; further, after only the third

stanza of our adhy. 40, both manuscripts (S$, K,). interpolate the figure 51,

§, marginally inserting, at that place, an additional colophon : gearfeqquyaq-

arsaateata:, Likewise, after 1.165.34, §, K, insert, an additional colophon,

not found in any other manuscript.

Among “additional” passages peculiar to S, K, may be mentioned

1735*.

K, is, however, by no means, a direct copy §,. There are numerous

discrepancies between them. Notably, there is a big lacuna in K, in adhy.

47-48, where 6, is intact. {50} Again at 1. 107. 26; 154, 10, 117175. 4 and

other places : §,, which generally omits the verbs gaya (resp. aq: in

the short prose formulae of reference to the speaker, does show these verbs,

1 It should. be noted that S, begins only at 1. 26, 10.
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while they are lacking in K,; 1. 208. 14 is an exception where both §, and

K, have garg, §, K, exhibit also numerous minor differences in their read-

ings; eg. 1. 36, 22; 38. 21, 36; 41. 29+ 46. 11; 98.9; 125. 3, 16; 128. 2;

138. 24; 195. 11; 200.3. After 1, 144. 17, §, had a colophon which is miss-

ing in K,.

These agreements and differences show that while §, and K, are closely

akin, their text is not identical. Neither S, nor K, is a direct copy of the

other. They are independent witnesses, a circumstance which adds greate:

weight to their arguments.

I shall now cite some readings (also selected at random) which S, share

with the K version, §, and K standing together against all other manuscript

(barring, of course, conflated specimens). The references are to adhyayas an

Slokas.

28. 18 S,K ‘aaa: rest eae,

22.1 SK

32. 3

32. 12

33. 20

36. 21

38. 2 S,KD, pats
38. 14 SK gota

42. 7 SK &:1es

94. 31 SK D, zeerd

94. 93 SK aftary: rest 'etaiy:

118.1 S,K gar @fa:: rest fatva:.

124. 23 S,K D; Wa: : rest wWasn:,

128. 12 SK D, sigeqmegat : rest arficeme’ ( double crasis ! ),
128. 15 S,K Dy aaferan : others mrad}, anrff, etc.

142, 23 S,K ysrveat arg ateqa: others ast: anaiz, etc.
155.13 S,K ga: aftargar: rest ad Taga,

162.6 SK atsaeaed : rest om. a.

163.7 Si K Ds. awa: others °% aa, etc.

168.3 Si KD; Waa: rest ana,

169. 18 S, KD; @ aa: ata : others 3 HBaat:, etc.

170.9 S KD, aaettg ana: : rest adetaqnerd.
177.5 Si KD; saiffat: rest aarman:.
181. 37 SK Dp °@ 4 ofa: others Ssh, etc.

181. 40 S, KD, sitar ffaa: : others met: mfaraz ; etc, etc
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These concordances are sufficient for postulating the archetype v, com-

prising the versions Sarad& and K, a hypothesis which will be confirmed by

further agreements which are mentioned below.

The K version, though comprising manuscripts akin to each other and

clearly distinguishable from those of the Devanagari version, is by no means--

as is natural—quite homogeneous. Only K,, represent the version K in a

comparatively pure form, while the {51} remaining manuscripts of the group

(ie. K,,) are really nothing more than misch-codices, being conflated either

with y or with S$. On the other hand, just owing to this conflation, some of

the other composite Devanagari manuscripts (particularly D,.,) have so many

features in common with K, that they may as well be separated from D and

classed under K.

The contamination of K,_, with y is illustrated by the following passages :

No. 14 of App. I (found in K, marg., and N V, BD ) ; No. 41 (in K,., and

N23 V, B D except D,) ; No. 42-43 (in K, 34 and N V, B Dexcept D,). K,

includes passage No. 61 (of App. 1: 3i*, like NBD. The contami-

nation, of K,_,,, with y is illust 119", 122*, 124*, 125*, 128%,
132*, 137*, 139*, 142*, 143*, *%& 57*, 160*, 162*, 166*, 167*,

168*, 172*, 173*, 189*, 198” 2&*, 245*, 281*, 305*, 354%,

372*, 405*, 416*, 417*, 438°, 5 2523", 536*, 564*, 692*, 694",
824*, 1000*, 1035*, etc., ete.

The contamination of K,.,

other facts. K, , contain 22*, K.

(125 lines) and No. 100 (11)

passages,

nuified by the following among

(suppl. fol.) passage No. 55

: all of these are Southern

K,.,, moreover, contain the Brakiia episede! in adhy. 1 (a slippery pass-

age, which migrates from place to place), while K,, have found place even

for the venerable elephant-headed Ganeéa, who is unquestionably a late Nor-

thern intruder. In K, these interpolations are written out on separate folios

(called here sjqq3z), and inserted at appropriate places, which shows the in-

terpolations on the high road to recognition as genuine parts of the Maha-

bharata.

Important omissions which distinguish » (really only 8, K,.,} from all

other manuscripts are these :

(i) the adhyaya giving a naive account of the birth of Dub&alA (Bom.

adhy. 116), which uncommonly looks like being an afterthought (App. I,

No. 63) ;

(ii) a passage of about 25 lines describing how Drona’s son Aévatthaman

is given flour mixed with water, which he drinks in the belief that it is milk

(App. I, No. 75);

1 See notes on passage No. 1 of App. 1
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(iii) an adhy. (Bom. adhy. 139), in which there is an incidental allusior

to the installation of Yudhisthira as Yuvaraja and which is repetitious anc

incoherent (App. I, No. 80) ;

(iv) the so-called polity of Kani(n)ka, Kani(n)kaniti (Bom. adhy

140), which is a replica (naturally with many additions, omissions and vati

ant readings) of the advice given by Bharadvaja (apparently a gotra nar

of this very individual) to Satrurhjaya, and duly communicated by Bhisma t«

Yudhisthira in the Santi (App. I, No. 81i) ;

(v) the crossing of the Ganges by the Pandavas (Bom. adhy. 149),

superfluous adhyaya, which only serves to confound the already confusc

geography of the narrative (App. I, No. 85).

These five passages are found in all manuscripts collated except S, K.,

but it is worthy of note that even apart from their omission in vy the doc

mentary evidence with regard to at least two of them, is confused a: -|

unsatisfactory. Na. v (crossing of the [52] Ganges) is inserted in differe t
groups of manuscripts at differe text. In No. iv (Kanikaniti .

on the other hand, most of scripts repeat, after the ints

polation, the immediately pr f the original, apparently 1

order to restore the context rusion of extraneous matte .°

Of important additions in

of 42 lines, at the very end of

which is a variant, abbreviat

found only in &, Ky, 4 and th

of the whole of v (App. I, 8

Nos. 349%, 449*, 451*, 516*, 56 aind in K with or without sc re

Devanagari manuscripts ; while ; ; 2077*, etc, are found in S, K

with or without some Devanagari manuscripts : all these passages are rv «..

ing in B. S.

> "Gestalt interpolation, iti
en be said to be characteri ic

ances of small additions 1

That S, and K are not identical but independent (though allied) sou: i.

may be concluded, for example, from 449*, 452*, 491%, 492*, 516°, 5 Ao,

750*, 866* ete, which are found inserted in some cr all manuscripts of th

K version, but which are conspicuous by their absence in 8, (somet nen

with K,).

It was remarked above that v is the shortest of the extant version

the Adi. Let us examine, without bias, this feature of »v. Those pase we

that are lacking in v in comparison with the other versions, cannot a

omissions in » whether accidental or intentional.

+ Cf. remarks of HoLTZMANN, Das Mahabharata, 2. 33.

2 The reason of these repetitions has been explained by Jaconi, Das J epi
Jana, p. 34, with reference to the Ramayana. The same explanation is appl cet:
here, mutatis mutandis.
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They cannot be intentional omissions, notwithstanding that these missing

passages are mostly of inferior character, intrinsically worthless, repetitious,

superfluous, or finally such as scholars have already (even before the discovery

of this version) marked as likely interpolations. For, this Sarada (Kaémiri)

version of the Adi is moet an abstract or an adaptation. It claims to be the

unabridged text itself, in all its fullness, and I see no: sufficient reason to

doubt the @ priori presumption that it is not an abridged version.

The explanation that primarily with the very cbject of excising what

seems to us to be superfluous or repetitious matter, and abridgement might

have been intentionally made in the past by some Kaémiri redactor or a

syndicate of redactors, would be a grotesque distortion of Indian literary

and religious tradition. No one in the past found the epic text too long.

Far from it. It was perhaps not long enough.

Taking away something from the received text of the Mahabharata and

passing it off as the original work is a thing categorically different from

adding something to it. To add s¢ etatis here and there, embellishing

and amplifying the original ty a gentle and lowly service

ad majorem gloriam dei. hay sometimes be added, if

they are actually found in othe ianuscripts ; and occasionally,

even if they are not found in & nuscripts, provided there is at

least oral tradition to support

{53} No doubt the receiv

and repetitions. But they wa

the difficulties could be solved

a really learned Pandit, whe kn

ed difficulties and obscurities

lye to corruptions of the text ;

f the repetitions explained by

erstands everything.

That the omissions cannot bé 4 preconceived plan to shorten

or to improve the text, follows further from two other facts : firstly, enough

digressions and superfluities still remain in v, which would have all been

swept away in pursuance of the alleged plan; and, secondly, v has its own

interpolations, albeit they are few in number and short in extent, such

as 349* (ia K V, Da D,.,), 451* (K D,), 516* (K except K, Dn D,),

565* (K except K,), 1499* (S$, K D,), 1735* (5S, K, only), 1855*

(§, K N,), 2077* (8, K except K, and N,.; V, D,.,), ete.

While these so-called “omissions” cannot be all intentional, they can

also not be all accidental. The text is continuous and complete in itself.

It has no apparent lacunae, as it surely would have had, if the omissions

had been due to fortuitous Icss or destruction of some intermediate folios of

a parent manuscript.

1 Cf, HortzMaNN, Das Mahabharata, 2. 33, on adhy. 139 of the Vulgate ;

or the surmises of various scholars regarding the GaneSa episode (for literature

see the next footnote).
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It may further be pointed out that many of the apparent “ omissiors ”

of v, in relation to y or the Vulgate (ie. Nilakaytha’s text) are confirmed

by the rival recension, the Southern recension; eg. the GaneSa episcde

(App. I, No. 1), or the anticipation of the list of the hundred sons of

Dhrtarastra (No. 41), or again the story of the birth of Abhimanyu (No. 4°},

or finally the anticipation of the story of the birth of Karna (No. 43) in

the Sarhbhavaparvan. ‘These passages are omitted in S no less than in K.

In these instances, moreover, the intrinsic probability is wholly on ‘he

side of those manuscripts that lack these accretions. It is unnecessary to

dilate on the GaneSa episode, which, on the face of it, is a later additin,

und which has been dealt with so often by different critics: As for ‘he

two passages, Nos. 42-43 of App. I, it is sufficient to observe that the adhyi.ya

in which they occur is meant to be a mere list of the dramalis personae, in

which each actor in the great drama is identified as the incarnation of so-ne

god, goddess, or titan, taking this or that part in cne momentous phase of

an all-embracing cosmic movement. The adhydya being originally a m.re

(metrical) Hist (as it is in the con text and the Southern recensior ),°

such stori¢s as the account of tinanyu and Karna are whcily

out of place here, and cou ive belonged to the origi:al

scheme of the adhyaya. The ion only stultifies the origi:al

writer, making him out to he le lunatic, scarcely a desirate

conclusion from the orthodex v

Likewise many of the appar

recension are confirmed by ut

of the birth of Krsna and Dh;

episode (No. 100), or the acé “tiie between the Kauravas end

the Pandavas (No. 103), whichis cullar to S. In other words, th.se

“omissions” are documented by the whole of N.

{54} One notable feature of + to which 1 must now draw attention is its

frequent agreement with S against y, especially in’ the matter of isolated end

even unimportant readings, scattered throughout this parvan. I shall cite

a few (out of the hundreds of possible) instances to exemplify this interest ng

and important characteristic of v. The readings of conflated manuscri >ts

which serve only to confuse the issue, have been ignored ; the references ere,

as usual, to the adhyaya and Sloka.

1.138 KVWS ged (Text): BD ag:ad,

1144 KS qesq gam: BD aoseqyed.

1.208 KS zea wa aa: : Vi BD waaergdt Sar:

in y in relation to the Southern

isions ; eg. the anticipation

. I, No. 79), or the Nalay ini

1 ~ WINTERNITz, ]RAS, 1898. 380 ff. ; Venkatachellam Iver, Notes of a Stu: Ly.
pp. 23f, 28ff.; LUpERs, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, 1143 f.
WINTERNITZ, Ind. Ant. 1898. 77 ff.

a

® See adhy, 58 of Sastri’s Adiparvan in the Southern Recension.

a-A

Particula ly.



20.

21.

26.

34,

37.

39.

41,

64,

68.

76.

bo

10

9

13

5

16

17

10
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KS faat faongeat ( hypermetric !) others faqoneat frat, etc.

KS ‘aa°: NV,BD( mostly) ‘aa’,

KS adisafatgt : NV, BD ( mostly ) agxseaita( or “fa i.

SKS seeaft agam: : NV, BD (mostly ) afasafa attaa:,
SKS qf: NV, BD ( mostly ) afta,

S. KS aartaada : Ny. 2 Vi BD eqrgat saa &.
SKS goa: Ni. Vi BD A,

K S eafea ad ( or Wt ) Ram: szae: ae ag: NV; BD

(mostly ) gaa warerguoyetat aeieraa:.

14

22

77.4

94,

100.

119.

138.

148

187

193

196.

12

6

8 QKS a aaa,

17 KS mareqaai is

141.4 Si KS ae uae

142. 18 S.K S agen: N34

38 SKS flare asa

154, 20 SKS gfadt ze:

176. :
182.

5

9

. 20 K S qaeaanadnist

189, 23 S$, K Sama: N Vi

1

4

KS aefeaaaar: NV; BD ( mostly ) seranasar,

KS gata: NBD (mostly) 3a: gat.

KS aa:NBD (mostly) gat,

S$, K S gadarnt : N Vi BD ( mostly ) qaaettsug.

SKS war: No Vi B Df mostly) art.

» BD a gated ( regular ).

aaa wWeastal,

mostly ) g3e water @.

tly 3: Tear.

BD sfeitar ware.

K S Bearaat: ¢ *

SKS mgtga: He

SKS feat: NBD Rratsie,

SKNS qe : N23 V; BD ag.

(199.125, K N.S ataftaare: Ny. 5 BD aramart

199.19 SKN, Saaiz:: N53 V,BD an,

Such

cee ee ee ee ee

extensive agreements in pelly verbal details must necessarily be,

in the main, an original inheritance, and could never be, in their totality, the

result of contamination or conflation, as one may vaguely imagine they arc

because ta acheive them would necessitate more expenditure of energy than

an ancient Indian redactor ct reciter or commentator of the epic would

bargain for.

{55} of energy to use in this way, it would appear to him to be a ludicrous

waste of it. We in the present century are apt to get nervous and irritable

over misprints and variae lectiones. But an ancient Indian scribe, redactor

And even if one or (he other of them had the requisite amount

+ Note that the fragmentary Saradé codex begins at 1. 26, 10,
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or even commentator, not to speak of the common reciter (pathaka)-- f I

read aright Indian literary history-- was not perturbed in the least by a I.ttle

difference in wording or in sequence, especially if the variant did not :ive

an appreciably better or appreciably worse sense. The enormous and c -m-

plicated critical apparatus assembled here, mcreover. can leave us in no

doubt as to the attitude of the custodians of the epic tradition tow: rds

paltry verbal details : it was that of total indifference.

Addition or omission of passages is, I may add, a variation of an enti:ely

different order. If a reciter or commentatcr came across, in another mazus-

cript, an additional passage, there was every chance of his copying it d:wn

somewhere, either in the margin of his own copy, or on a supplemem ary

folio; for there would be, in his mind, always present the possibility hat

the passage in question was some part of the original that his owr mat.us-

cript had unaccountably lost. How else, forsooth, could .the passage get

into the other manuscript ?

nf the conecrd between v and $ in

ve lack of agreement as reg.rds

rgument imaginable for the

“fuently for the primitive c -‘ar-

Hess to point out. that this is a

ction of the original.

In my opinion, therefore, this fa

small detaiis, coupled with

the additions peculiar to + or

independence of these two vers

acter of their concordant read

factor of supreme importance for

The text of v is throughout af

conservatism is proved by its

(e.g. atfagap: 1. 2. 144 5 staat

eter as to mspire confidence. Its

saisms and the lectio diffie Yor

gay adv. “ frankly’ 1.10 6;

: Frapt form, while otner marus-

cripts have discarded them in fa ern forms or easy paraphri:ses.

It is well known that, for purpos reconstruction, the mechar ical

corruptions of a stupid but faithful copyist are to be preferred to the it :el-
ligent copying of a less faithful one.

Again, v is often the only version that has preserved the correct readi-g :

eg. 1, 2, 102 :

AT Tawa wags aicarary |
aaa aiediotsaea Tataat Za: |

Gata adt Za AAEAA WIS I:

where the Vulgate version reads (1.3.138 f.) :

aa Tama aa atast aftararg |
gacet aete: tara aag-faarq |
areata aietorsanat Tatra BT: |

gata aat za aMEra WSaT I;

1 Devabodha paraphrases the word with sgtaqerr,
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while Sastri’s reading is (1. 2. 108 f.):

OH Taras AM ATA ATA |

TSSAAMASTEN MM Zarerat JWT: tl

gata act ya Aaeaa TWA |

{56} It is Draupadi who. like a canoe, rescues the Pandavas, who were

submerged in the ocean of the dice-play. The correctness of the text reading,

which is based on that of K, is proved by a stanza in the Sabha (B. 2. 72.

3)*, which is the source of our stanza :

agasrata aarrastay Rrerstarz |

TATA TgT A ALT TCATATT Il

Compare also the following three versions of 1, 166. 23 (=B. 1. 176. 27;

M. 1. 174, 29):

kK, 8, V, B D=Vulgate | Southern Recension

aay TST GALT | | WAAC TAY TSA
AYA AUTGAT | | Ray srterorarhrazy

fraetiseagé ore | atsrage afrsare
ofaaat AEA: Il ah | 4 AEA ATT: |
Obviously, the stumbling bice

is a lect. diff. ; here it means “ f

generally as an uncommon ;

Unless one here assumes y te

divergence of +, y and S, both s possible though weak sense.

An unbiassed comparative different versions leads one to

the conclusion that the Sdrada (KaSmiri) version is certainly the best North-

ern version, and probably, taken as a whole, the best extant version’ of the

Adi, a conclusion not based on abstract considerations, but one that may be

verified inductively and pragmatically. As is natural, this version is, not by

any means, entirely free from corruptions and interpolations. These must be

carefully corrected and controlled with the help of the other versions, parti-

cularly of those of the rival recension.

# of the constituted text, which

seaning cited in our dictionaries

y by Indian lexicographers !

"ts impossible to explain this

SuB-RECENSION y.

This sub-recension comprises the four versions : Nepali, Maithili, Ben-

gali and Devanagari, and is represented by a very large number of manu-

* {See now Crit, Ed. 2.64.3.)

! Cf. LUDERS, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, 1141: “ Das ist um so mehr

zu begriissen, als:die Kaémiri-Verston den relativ Gltesten Text des Epes bietet.”

(Italics mine !}
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scripts ; it is, in fact, the most numerous group. Instances of reading which

distinguish y from v S, have been adduced above (p. LIv), to show the agrer-

ment between v and S against y, The versions comprising this sub-recensicn

have, moreover, quite a considerable number of “additional” passages in

common, which clearly differentiate it from other versions. Noteworthy °3

the substitution of a lengthy passage of 56 lines (App. I, No. 61) for 1. 10.i.

4-7, giving a detailed account of the marriage of Pandu with Kunti an]

Madri. This detailed account is obviously secondary. On no other suppoei-

tion can one, it seems to me, account for the circumstance that §, K,_, and

S should agree in having a short version for the episode for which K, N Bj)

substitute a considerably longer and more elaborate version, both versio» 3

being embedded in a portion of descriptive text with minimal variation. Fo.,

while it is inconceivable that two (more or less) independent groups of manu: -

cripts such as §, K,., and S could arrive at the same short account indepene -

ently of each other, it is, at the same time, extremely improbable that eithe::

group (8, K,., or S) should have conied the short summary from the othe

discarding altogether its own _ account.

{57} The secondary int

subrecension y is documented §

quite a large number of lengthy’

on independent (intrinsic) grount

The following passages, given in /

(1) No, 12 (N,.. V, Bf

the ocean, a similarly worded ¢

ing adhyaya ;

(2) No. 14 (K, N V, B Deexeepe BED, on suppl. fol.), a short Pura.

nie story relating how Sirya resolves to burn the world down, whereupo:!
Garuda, at Brahma’s behest, brings his brother Arma, over the east that h:
might act as Siirya’s charioteer, shielding the world from the heat of th:

enraged Sun—a digression suggested by the casual mention of Aruna in

adhy. 14;

(3) No. 41 (K;,., N,.; V, B D except D;), a list of the hundred son-

of Dhrtarastra—-an anticipation of adhy. 108, whose occurrence here (lik:

that of the two following interpolations in the same adhyadya), as has been

explained above, is obviously contrary to the original plan of the adhyaya ;

(4) No. 42 (K., N V, BD except D,), an account of the scene whicl:

was enacted in heaven before the birth of Abhimanyu, a story which is reall:

meant to explain the mystery of his premature death ;

(5) No, 43 (K, N V, B D except D,), the open secret of the mysteri.

ous birth of Karna, which is an anticipation of adhy. 104; and, finally,

(6) No. 81, lines 193-230 (K, N V, B D T,), meant to be a summary

various versions comprisin «

y by their having in common

sre missing in vy S, and whict

m or may be declared spuriou:.

nstances of such interpolations

g and superfluous description cf

g occurred only in the precea-
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of the Jatugrha episcde, which is, however, a garbled and incoherent version

of the original story.

The view that v and y may stand in genetic relation to each other does

not receive much support frorn the facts cf the case. Neither vy nor y can be

derived from the other. Each possesses original features that the other lacks,

ag is evidenced by their clternate agreement with S, even in the matter of

petty verbal details. All these coincidences need not, of course, be original.

Some could be indeed secondary changes, made independently in the same

direction ; others again may pcssibly be explained as the result of contami-

nation. There will remain still an obstinate residue of agreements between

» and S, or between y and S, that must be set down as the expression of the

ultimate connection of the respective concordant versions through the lost

original source.

Contamination between v and y, owing to the contiguity of the areas in

which the respective versions were current, was inevitable, and must, in any

case, be assumed to have existed; ather hand, contamination between

y and S cannot be altogether :

assages of doubtful character,

ese are certain passages that are

, only ; in other words, they are

K..; for example, the Kanika-

the passages. Thus the second-

spectedly confirmed ; firstly, by

nuscripts (T, Gi...) of two

Particularly interesting is #

to which reference has already

common to y and S, and are mi

found in all manuscripts collated

niti. There is usually other evick

ary character of the Kanikanit

the illogical repetition in cer

preceding adhydyas (129-130) ily, from the fact there is no

reference to the Kanikaniti in Kséni héralamanjari, in the Javanese

version, as also in Devabodha’s [58} commentary. It may, of course, happen

that in particular cases there is no collateral (confirmatory) evidence of this

character available ; e.g. in the puerile account of the birth of Duhsala (App.

1, No. 63), Here the evidence of decumentary and intrinsic probability is

almost equally balanced ; and documentary probability points in one direc-

tion, while intrinsic probability points in the other.

I have in such cases hesitatingly followed + (=S, K), taking into

account, on the one hand, the superiority of v in general trustworthiness, and,

on the other hand, the special characteristics of y and S, which are versicns

rather of the inclusive than of the exclusive type, prone to amplification and

elaboration. Fortunately for us such cases are comparatively rare.

The rejection, on the evidence cf v alone. of the whole of the incoherent

adhy. 139 of the Bombay edition (our App. I, No. 80), an adhyaya which

contains only some necdless repetition, besides minor absurdities, would not

have called forth any ccmment from me, but for the fact that with its omis-

sion disappears the only reference, I think, in the whole epic to this alleged
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installation of Yudhisthira as heir apparent to the throne of Hastinapura.

The Kasmiri version, which omits the entire adhyaya containing the reference,

unexpectedly justifies the indignant outburst of HOLTZMANN (Des Mahé-

thérata, Bd. 2, p. 33) : “ Geradezu Falschung ist es, wenn 1, 139, 1=5317

behauptet wird, der blinde Dhriavash{ra habe mit Uehergehung seiner eigenen

Sdhne den Yudhishthira zum Kronprinzen (yuvaraja) ausrufen lassen.” One

cf the main objects in interpolating this adhydya seems to have been to exo-

nerate Arjuna from the blame or sim of fighting with his own guru (Acarya

Drea) in the Great War. by making the Acdrya himeelf exact from his pupil

in the presence of all his kinsfolk—for no reason that is adduced or can be

seen—the solema but senseless promise that he (Arjuna). when challenged,

would not refuse to fight with Drona. Cf. B. 1. 139. 13:

araraahaat af& arlaraner TET: |

aaritfe asad HeMAATTEE: |

Base sates qeraraTarae |
ate a safe

SqaTa |

There is ne reference to this a

a different solution of the dile

question (Gita 2. 4):

And originally

icusly imagined. To Arjuna’s

Re Hrerg
cata: af

the reply of Bhagavan Sri Kren 32, 38) :

a oy ate aaa zaq
sat at 7 Feravttett ae efea a Bead Ni
aq Safad art dora a afteate |

aa: cau at a Rear qrrerearcerte i
Baa aA Fal Bralaral HATA |

aay Barr qsaey As qrawaceTea Il

{59} ARCHETYPE :

This archetype is represented, in our critical apparatus, by the thre

closely allied versions Nepali, Maithili and Bengali; probably tcgether wit!

Uriya (belonging to Orissa), of which version, however, no manuscripts were

available for collation.

Lhé Nepali Version.

The Nepali version is represented in our critical apparatus by the thre



76 PROLEGOMENA

manuscripts X,, N, and N,.!. The version is closely allied to the Bengali,

with which the agreement of one or the other of the three manuscripts is al-

most constant. That even the manuscripts of distant Nepal are not wholly

free from contamination from some Southern source or sources (direct or in-

direct) follows, for instance, from 224%, 263*, 819*, 991*, 998*, 1096*,

1246*, 1470*, 1569*, 1748*, 1768*, 1788*, 1828*, 1910*, 1957*, 2133°*,

etc., etc. as also passage No. 112 of App. I—-interpolations common to S and

some of the Nepali manuscripts. One of these manuscripts (N,) happens to

be the oldest of the dated manuscripts (A.p. 1511) belonging to our critical

apparatus. *

The Maithili Version.

Of the Maithili version, which is the version of North Bihar, only one

manuscript (V,) was collated for this edition. V, and K agree sporadically

against all other manuscripts (cf. for instance, 1. 1. 8, 49, 162), but such

agreements are few and far between,.and it would not be safe to draw from

them any far-reaching conclusi relationship of V, and K. As

in 306", 321*, 328*, 346%, 41*, V, agrees, on the other

hand, with the typical Benga “up against all other manus-

cripts. V, contains 1548*, a § fs, found otherwise only in Dn

Dyes

Pi

s studied more carefully than

“this version was facilitated by

The Bengali version of su

either the Nepali or Maithili. ©

the extreme courtesy and kindnes Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA,

who has, now for many years, kindly “an seliishly supervised the work of

our collation centre at the Visvabharati, a centre organised by Professor M.

WINTERNITZ, when he was residing at Bolpur as a Guest Professor in Rabindra-

nath TAGore’s University. With the co-operation of a select batch of advanced

students. Pandit Vidhushekhara has been good enough to supply the Insti-

tute regularly with carefully prepared collations of a large number of valuable

old Bengali manuscripts in the rich collection of the Visvabharati, as also

of other manuscripts placed at his disposal by different Bengali Institutes

and scholars, among the latter, my kind friend Professor Sushil Kumar De,

of the University of Dacca. Of the large number of manuscripts thus collat-

ed, ultimately five were selected for inclusion in the critical apparatus

3] may mention here that, unfortunately, in the footnotes to the constituted

iext, towards the end of this volume, the diacritical mark of N has broken off in

many places; but, on examining the passages carefully I found that the context

almost invariably shows whether one has to read N or N,

* {See now Epic Studies VII infra. |
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of the edition. Notwithstanding considerable variation in these manuscripts

as regards petty verbal details, the material appears sufficient to settle the

text of this important version.

{60} The Bengali version is closely allied to the Vulgate, but is un-

questionably superior to the latter in so far that it is happily free from a large

number of late accretions which encumber the Vulgate. Of such “ omis-

sions”, exhibiting the superiority of the Bengali version, the following will

serve as illustrations :

(1) The entire Brahma-Ganeéa complex in adhy. 1, of which the

Bengali version contains not the remotest trace. The spurious character 0}

this passage has been discussed and demonstrated so often that it is unneces-

sary to dilate upon it here.*

(2) The short dialcgue of 8 lines (71*) between Parasurama and the

shades of his ancestors, in the beginning of adhy. 2, which is wholly unneces-

sary here, and is, as a matter of fact, only an excerpt from a detailed des-

cription of the principal Indian hich cecurs in the Arainya (B. 3.

83. 29 ff.).*

(3) <A short passage of

represents a somewhat feeble

to fill out an apparent lacuna in

ef. App. I, No. 13), whick

ecessary aS it is unsuccessful)

(4) A long interpolation

(Bom. ed.), which gives an inf}

capture of Drupada by the

yuddhas—mere by-play for the=}

bellish the Southern recension 2 2. The older version disposes

of the battle in two lines, which, hing into consideration, is afte:

all perhaps not a very inadequate treatment, as already remarked.

78) of 119 lines in adhy. 13&

wf the defeat and the ultimate

me of the miniature Bharata-

'allery—which expand and em-

ot

mw

(5) More than usual interest attaches to another omission in the Ben-

gali version, which concerns a well-known and popular scene describing the

discomfiture of Karna at Draupadi’s svayarhvara, which is commonly be-

lieved to be one of the main reasons why he always entertained feelings of

such deep and implacable hatred towards Krsna (Draupadi), and lost

thereafter no opportunity to hurt and humiliate her.

This passage deserves a detailed consideration. Ramesh Chandra Dutt,

who had to make a very careful selection of the incidents of the epic in com-

pressing the story, has made this scene the centre of his poetic account of

t Cf. p. Liu. footnote 1, above.

* [See now Crit. Ed. 3.81.24 ff.]

2 See F. BELLONI-Finiprl, “L’episodio di Kadrii e di Vinata nell’ edizione

critica del Mahabharata” (Traduzioni di epica indiana), published in the Ascoli

Memorial Volume, Silloge Linguistica (Torina 1980).
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the marriage of Draupadi, and given a vivid rendering of the passage in

his Epic of the Bharatas :

“Uprose Karna, peerless archer, proudest of the archers he,

And he went and strung the weapon, fixed the arrows gallantly,

Stood like Surya in his splendour and like Agni in his flame,—

Pandu’s sons in terror whispered, Karna sure must hit the aim!

But in proud and queenly accent Drupad’s queenly daughter said :

‘Monarch’s daughter, born a Kshatra, Suta’s son I will not wed.’

Karna heard with crimsoned forehead, left the emprise almost done,

Left the bow already circled, silent gazed upon the Sun!”

The situation is, undoubtedly, full of dramatic possibilities. Just at the

moment when the prize was going to be snatched away from the heroes of

the epic by an upstart, [61] the brave little Draupadi comes to the rescue

and snubs openly, in the presence of the assembled princes, the semi-divine

bastard, the understudy of the Villain of the piece, the unwanted suitor, who

thereupon withdraws discomfted.; srybody breathes a sigh of relief.

A tense scene !

@, to judge by the documen-

a very late Vydsaid, as it is

ne manuscript of the K group,

Sevanagari manuscripts, besides

23nd inferior or conflated manus-

dy in the Saradé version and

fy of the interpolations of the

Unfortunately, this mele-

tary evidence, appears to be the

found only in K, N, Dn Dy. .
one Nepali manuscript, and thre

the Nilakantha version! All o

cripts. It is missing, on the o

the Southern recension (as in ¥]

Vulgate), but for once, also in i

It might’ seem a piece of sheer varidalism or perverseness to omit this

seemingly beautiful little passage, which has won its way into people’s hearts,

from any edition of the Great Epic of India, relying merely upon documen-

tary evidence. A little reflection will, however, convince any one that the

loss to the epic is not as serious as one might, at first, suppose, since it is a

palpably faked and thoroughly unreal situation. If one thinks about it at all,

one fails to understand how Draupadi, who was, after all, then only an unexpe-

rienced maiden in her teens, had recognized the King ef Angas (whom she had

probably never seen before) and known him for the son of a coachman, unfit

tc wed a princess. He had been invited by her father. At least he was

given a seat of honour among the princes. He is specifically named by

Dhrstadyumna among the suitors (1. 177. 4). Moreover, it does not appear

as if the bride elect had much choice or voice in the matter, at the time of

these elaborate and formal state functions notwithstanding that they were

called svayamvaras. She had to wed any competitor who excelled in the

particular proficiency test which had been arranged by her father or guardian.

She was viryasulkd : she was given by her guardian to the highest bidder,
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the price paid being heroism, or rather proficiency in marksmanship. This

is quite evident from the words of Yudhisthira, addressed later to the Purohita

of Drupada (1. 185. 237.) :

aReagen gaza cra area Aor autgsar |

a at gig Hat Aaa a Haret a He a TT |

faa asia & aga Asa wet a eras |

ea qataa aacnae Heo Her wetaaaaes |

We accordingly find, as a matter of fact, that without murmur or hesitation,

she follows an unknown and apparently undistinguished Brahman boy—

Arjuna in disguise—-who happens to have hit the mark. She does not know

him from Adam, but she makes no inquiries. about his status or lineage.

Even if this were regarded as a case of romantic love at first sight for the

handsome and heroic bowman (which it certainly is not), she never opens

her lips when Yudhisthira proposes that she should be the common wife of

the five brothers, which must have spattered her romance to smithereens, but

quietly submits to (what is 9 as a most unusual and un-

natural, if not a shocking, p which even her old father and

brother recoil with perplexity It seems to me, therefore,

that the documentary evidence! ts orted here by intrinsic probabi-

lity.

{62} Examples of other j

which distinguish it from the £

277*, 689%, 1171*, 1205*, 12

citation from Manu), 1714* ¢238h6:

1841*, all of which occur in the

version. ,

issions” in the Bengali version

* 60*, 71*, 152*, 171*, 274,

overbs, one of them being a

¢ sacred rivers), 1788*, 1827*,

igate;-bat are missing in the Bengali

Occasionally Bengali manuscripts agree in their readings with the South-

ern recension, standing in opposition to §, K (with or without D); eg. :

1.22 BS afa: K ( mostly ) D ( mostly ) fata,

1.42 BS omaate: Koo-1 D (mostly ) va @,

7. 3 BD( mostly) Sata: K ger,

39. 10 BD ( mostly) S aa: : S; K ( with a few D) gar,

64.29 NBD S aaa: K aaal, etc., ete., etc.

Other examples have been cited under the description of the K version.

In these cases, I have, as a rule, given preference to the agreement bet-

ween B and S, on the postulated principle of the originality of the agreement

between independent versions, adopting in the constituted text, the concor-

dant reading; but owing to the circumstance, that sporadic contamination

between B and S$, as a whole, cannot be altogether denied and that there are,

as a matter of fact, some Bengali manuscripts that stand, palpably, under



80 PROLEGOMENA

the influence of the Southern tradition, even in the matter of minor readings,

it is impossible to be perfectly certain about the originality of a reading com-

mon to B and 5. I am, however, of opinion that the probability is always

on the side of the concordant reading, though the evidence of this agreement

may be rebutted by other considerations, such as intrinsic probability or the

evidence’ of pertinent testimonia.

The Devandgati Version.

The Devanagari script plays in the Mahabharata textual tradition the

important réle of being the commonest medium of the contamination of

different Mahabharata versions. A Devanagari manuscript of the Maha-

bharata may, in fact, contain practically any version or combination of ver-

sions.

Of the four “ Devanagari” scholiasts whose commentaries were collated

for the Adi, Arjunamiéra is certainly an Easterner, and bases his commentary

on the Bengali text ; Ratnagarbha 3 ta be a Southerner, and his text

is evidently a blend betweer and the Southern texts; while

Nilakantha is quite definitel; zh he seems to have written

his commentary in Benares. of the fourth and the last

commentator mentioned above % ermined with certainty ; but it

might be surmised that Devabo Northerner” ; in any case, his

text (to judge by the lemmata in ary) shows remarkable affinities

with the North-western or Ea vw).

Most of the Devanagari iready remarked, are eclectic

on no recognizable principle : 1 & the Southern tradition (S),

now the purer Northern (v). vere to maintain that just. this

composite text was the originai, of disjointed ancient passages,

which had later split up into the Northern and Southern recensions (as might

easily be implicitly assumed by the protagonist, say, of Nilakantha’s version),

it would be a thesis difficult to substantiate. It [63} seems more natural to re-

gard, as already observed, the Devanigari as a sort of “vulgar” script (like

the Latin, in Europe), the script understood by the savants all over India,

into which many of the local versions were, from time to time, transcribed,

a circumstance which facilitated contamination and conflation.

{t has been mentioned above that the Devanagari version contains many

more interpolations than even the Bengali. It would be no exaggeration to

say that the Devanagari manuscripts, which are by far the most numerous

of Mahabharata manuscripts, are, at the same time, the least important of

them, with the possible exception of those of the adjoining version, Telugu.

~

The Devanagari Version of Arjunamisra.

This is in a sense a misnomer, because this Devandgari version, as already

remarked, is nothing but a Devanagari transcript of the Bengali version.
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Instances of the concord of B and Da will be found under: 1. 4. 6; 7. 13;

8. 22; 10.2; 11. 7; 26. 38; 33. 25f.; 111. 4; 141. 21; 143, 6; etc, etc.

The name of the commentary is variously given as (Maha) ‘Bharatarth a-

(pra) dipikaé and Bharatasamgrahadipikad. The commentary on the different

parvans has been handed down singly or in groups of a few parvans at a

time. Complete manuscripts of the commentary are said to exist in Bengal,

but even there they are not common. The manuscripts, which are written

in Bengali or Devanagari characters, have various dates in the seventeerth

or later centuries; the earliest hitherto reported date is V. Sarhvat 1676

(ca. A.D. 1620). Arjunamiéra, who styles himself Bharatacarya in the cclo-

phons of his commentary, was the son of IS4na, who was a “ Recite:”

(pathaka) or “Prince of Reciters” (pathakaraja) of the Mahabharata, and

who appears to have borne, like his son, the title Bharat&carya. Arjunamisra

is cited by name by Nilakantha once in his commentary on the Mahabharata

(ad B. 3. 291. 70) and was, therefore, certainly anterior to Nilakantha, who

belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth century. Arjuna, in turn, m-n-

tions, among his predecessors : Deval Vimalabodha, Sandilya, Sarvajfia-

Narayana (also known as or merely Narayana). Te

appears to have based his sch« of Devabodha, from whuse

commentary Arjuna often cite extracts, without specifically

naming the source. Arjuna w: amentary on the Purusastikta,

to which he himself refers in the B. 14, 25. 26. TELANG? surmi:es

that he is posterior to the Vedant rya ; and HOLTZMANN? assis'ns

him to the thirteenth or four both without mentioning any

cogent reasons for their assum ias treated the Harivarhéa as

an integral part of the epic, ei< ing this position ; his commen-

tary, therefore, embraces the Hari Ns

{64} Following the example of my predecessors, I have utilized De ja-

nagarl manuscripts of his commentary and treated his version asa sub-divis.on

of the Devanagari version. The two Devanagari manuscripts utilized by me

are, however, extremely corrupt. Moreover, the text they contain is evidently

contaminated from the Vulgate, as proved by the glaring discrepancies that

exist between the readings of the text and the lemmata in the commentiury

4 See, for further details, Haraprasada Suastri, A Descriptive Catalogue of
Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Collections of the Asiatic Society of Bengal (Caleuita
1928}, Preface, pp. Ixixff., HOLIZMANN, Des Mahabharata, 3. 67 f. +: and SUKTHAN-
KAR, “ Arjunamiésra,” Dr. Modi Memorial Volume, p. 565 f.

2 The Bhagavadgita (S. B. E. vol. 8), p. 204,

3 Das Mahabharata, 3. 67 f.

*. Haraprasada SHASTRI, op. cit, p, xxxvi, wrongly assumes that it was Arjuna-

migra. who “boldly made the proposal of including the Harivarnéa 12,000” in the

Mbh. This fact is already implied in the Parvasarhgraha, which calls Harivarngéa
the Khila and includes it in the list of the 100 sub-parvans !

6
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(e. g. 1, 1.17, 22). This corruption of the Arjunamiéra manuscripts, I could

not explain at first, but now it is clear that it is due to their being faulty

transcripts of Bengali originals. Two such Bengali manuscriptst (unaccom-

panied by the epic text) were sent to me subsequently by my kind friend Pro-

fessor Sushil Kumar Dr of the University of Dacca from the collection of

the Dacca University. These manuscripts are far superior, as is but natural,

to the Devaniigari manuscripts. It would seem, therefore, expedient to secure

and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arjunamisra’s

commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengali version (with

the symbol Ba); or, still better, such Bengali manuscripts of his commentary

as are unaccompanied by the epic text. The reason of the last precaution

will be presently explained.

A word of. caution is here necessary in regard to what are cited in the

critical notes as the readings of Arjunamisra. The readings found in the

(epic) text accompanying the commentary have, as a rule, been taken to re-

present the readings of Arjunamisr: commentary was consulted by me

only occasionally, in case of dqubt igaliy, or when a pathantara was

noticed during a hurried per ary. It is, therefore, more

than likely that, since the (epic ‘unamisra manuscripts is con-

flated with various types of te Nar with the Nilakantha type,

some errors in our readings hay Such errors can, however, be

rectified only by carefully working the whole commentary word for

word, and comparing the lemmets sic) text of the manuscripts.

Even then one can, of course, b¢ = words and passages actually

cited by the scholiast.

In passing, it may be mentic practice of combining text and

commentary in one manuscript is’ probabhy not very old. It is almost cer-

tain that the autograph copy of the commentator was not made up on the

tripartite system of combining the epic text and commentary in such a way

that [the] text occupies a central strip of the folio, while the commentary is

written in two narrow strips, one at the top| and the other at the bottom of

the folio, which is the prototype cf the Bombay pothi-form editions. The

scholiast must have written his commentary, certainly at first, on separate

leaves, especially in the case of voluminous texts like those of the two epics.

Accordingly the commentaries of Devabodha and Vimalabodha have been

handed down always unaccompanied by the epic text. Those of Arjunamisra

and Nilakajatha, on the other hand, are generally accompanied by the epic

text, but the two Dacca manuscripts (lent to me by Professor DE), as was

mentioned above, contained only the commentary. The two elements—text and

[sscrs

1 Dacca University Collection, Nos. 989 A, and 2318 (dated Saka 1689),

2 Cf. WInTERNITZ, Indol. Prag. 1, 65; and SUKTHANKAR, “ Epic Studies II,”

ABI, 11. 167f.
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commentary—appear to have been combined into the tripartite form by pro-

fessional scribes, If this combination was done under the supervision of tue

commentator or at {65} least in his lifetime, there is some chance of the

scribe’s reproducing, in an approximately correct form, the text of the corn-

mentator. But if the combination is made independently of him and especia-ly

if made some time after the death of the commentator, there is every chance

that the scribe would combine the commentary he was copying with some

text known better to himself than to the scholiast. In the latter case, the e-

fore, it must remain doubtful how far the epic text of such a manuscript re

sembles the text actually commented upon by the scholiast. It is conse

quently best tc use always texts of the commentary unaccompanied by the

epic text, though it is an extremely laborious process to collate such a manus-

cript with any given Mahabharata text ; but we eliminate in this way au‘o-

matically all chances of avoidable errors of commission and omission.

The Devanagari Version of Nilakentha : the Vulgate.

st in India, as the most tru :t-

Srata, was a Brahmin scho ar

{modern Chaudhari), son of

rparagrama (moder Kop:ir-

his commentary on the Malha-

agita), in Benares, in the list

rs to be the author also o: a

Nilakantha, considered urnti

worthy guide for the expositig

of Maharastra, with the surn:

Govinda Siri and Phullamb:

gaon) on the Godavari. Nilak:

bharata (and another work call

quarter of the seventeenth cent

work called Mantrerahasyaprs.

He Great Epic, Nilakantha tulls

us that before writing his scholia iabhavadipa, he had compayed

many copies of the Mahabl: , Cor fram different parts of Inc‘a,

with a view to determining the “best” readings and even consulted “he

scholia of old authorities :

aan Aataratasra a TeAaT |

Tal TRMNIGVyA aaacead wcaaradya: |

We accordingly find that he occasionally mentions (in about 125 places) ,a-

riant readings and additional passages found in different provincial versions

(most of which can be identified among the readings of the manuscripts ccm-

prising our critical apparatus), and cites (as a tule, without naming -he

source) the explanations given by other scholiasts — information, scarity

though it is, yet of immense interest and value for the history of the receied

text. Variants cited by Nilakantha will be found in the footnotes under:

1. 1. 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 18, 19, 22, 41, 80, 100, 118, 129, 185, 188; 2. 6, 64, 243;

At the beginning of his cofti

1 See PRINTZ “ Bhasa-worter, in Nilakantha’s BharatabhZvadipa,”’ Einleitung,

KZ, 44, 70 ff.
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3. 19, 149, 189; 4.1; 5.9; 11. 1; 13. 2, 29; 14. 8 16; 16. 10, 33 (found

only in Cd!) ; 18. 11; 19. 6; 24.9; 27. 35; 28. 24; 30. 5 (not found else.

where !), 11; 32. 18; 33. 20; 38. 30; 39. 11; 46. 25, 29 (not found else-

where !); 49. 4, 17; 50, 9-12, 17; 51. 4 (not found elsewhere !), 5; 53.

34; 54. 3, 8; 55. 3; 57. 21, 22, 78; 58. 35 £., 50; 59. 54; 62. 10; 68. 38;

69. 26; 70. 3, 19, 46; 71. 31, 51; 82. 8; 87. 12; 88. 22; 89. 51; 92. 43;

102. 23; 109. 10, 12, 15 (not found elsewhere!) ; 110. 33; 114. 2; 117.

9; 118.9; 120.10 (Nilp aera as in text; om. through oversight ; cf.

B. 1. 130. 10) ; 124, 32 ; 125. 2; 131. 8; 183. 18 (“ Gaudapatha”) ; 141. 7;

143. 12; 148. 10; 150. 15; 153. 3; 154. 2, 13; 155. 28, 34, 49; 158, 14

(mentions Devabodha!), 46; 161. 4 (not found elsewhere!) ; 168. 25;

169. 20 ; 170, 21; 171. 7 ; 178. [66} 9 ; 186. 1; 188 colophon (mentions S in-

terpolation, the Nalayani episode) ; 190. 5; 191. 18; 192. 10, 27; 197. 14;

199. 19, 30; 206. 2; 207. 23; 214. 9, 11; 218. 31, 33 (not found else-

where !); 219. 3; 221. 5 (not found elsewhere !); 223, 17. The readings

of Nilakantha’s own text are, as a rule, inferior; our text readings will be

found mostly among Nilakanthe’s patia

Nilakantha refers to

garbha, and Sarvajiia-Niarayan

ent parvans. Devabodha, whe

mentators of the Mahabharata |

on 1. 158. 14 (=B. 1. 170, 15.

odha, Arjunamisra, Ratna-

his comments on the differ-

tdest (if not the oldest) com-

wr, he refers while commenting

aft srdta: Gat Baataefeqenaer

Not a single word of this st here, is commented on, how-

ever, by Devabodha! The only word in Devabodha’s scholium which might

possibly have been taken from some reading of the stanza’ before Devabo-

dha is arpar: (=9f:) and that does not occur in the reading of the stanza

cited by Nilakantha. The mention of Devabodha by Nilakantha here, is,

therefore, surely honoris causa. Such mistakes by commentators are far too

frequent to cause surprise or need comment.1 It is, however, noteworthy

that the reason Nilakantha assigns for considering this as an encient variant

is that it had been commented on by Devabodha and others. This shows

that Nilakantha held Devabodha in high esteem, and reckons him among

the ancient authorities. What Nilakantha regards as “ancient” (pracina)

is of course a matter for speculation. Nevertheless I do not think that he

would have called Devabodha a “ pracina” commentator, unless the inter-

1+ Cf. KreLHorn, “On the Jainendra Vyakarana”, Ind, Ant. 10. 75; 16, 24:

and SUKTHANKAR, “ Miscellaneous Notes on Mammata’s Kavyaprakaéa”, ZDMG.

66 (1912). 541 f.



PROLEGOMENA SE

val between them was at least four or five centuries. Nilakantha refers tu

Devabodha again in B. 7. 82.2: ayaa aqvheay qt aff aaah.

Arjunamiéra he cites in his comment on B, 3. 291. 70: srecata fayreiere,

serait,
Since Arjunamiéra also cites Devabodha, we can arrange the three com.

mentators in an incontrovertible sequence ; Devabodha—Arjunamisra—Nila

kantha.*

The text used or prepared by Nilakantha is a smooth and eclectic but

inferior text, of an inclusive rather than exclusive type, with an inconsider .

able amount of Southern element.

As instances of simplification in the Vulgate, I may cite: 1. 2. 144 Text

anfinit: (Vulg. at fait; cf. 1. 13. 20; 41. 21); 2. 189 start ( @tarat ); 10. ©

aaa (ala at; cf. 1. 187. 6); 37. 10 Rear eqeata Paige: (ae eat sfafee |;
39. 16 fea ( 2B ); 45. 16 a1 carfarsndishe ( “fafamie ); 62. 12 wae’ (aa;
96.16 gummi (aaat); 122. a); 122.42 aga ( data!

139, 18 Ramada sat ( BAR aad: (tat: ); 221.1 ge

( az ); etc., etc.

{67} Instances of the cort

93 Text aq ( Vulg. aéieat ); ¢. 2

181.25 aeaa ( sadla); 184. 1 x

T add a selection of the é

the Northern recension by Nilgk

sors in the field : 263*, 299*, 472 700*, 701*, 722*, 857*, 863°

963*, 977*, 1037*, 1054*, 1062*)Ha68* 2063", 1100*, 1101*, 1169*, 1211,

1548*, 1768*, 1828%, etc., etc., as also passage No. 56 of App. I

Hi

scisins in the Vulgate are: 1. ¢

35 119. 8 at xeafet ( ar arafleet |;
}: etc., etc.

; which were interpolated into

ne of his immediate predeces-

Nilakantha’s text has acquired in modern times an importance out of all

proporticn to its critical value,? to the utter neglect of far superior texts, such

as the Kaémiri or Bengali.

Nilakantha’s guiding principle, on his own admission, was to make the

Mahabharata a thesaxrus of all excellences (culled no matter from what

source). At the beginning of his commentary on the Sanatsujatiya, Nilu-

kantha naively remarks (Bom. ed. Udyoga 42) :

1 Many of these facts were communicated by me in a paper read before tlie

International Congress of Orientalists, Leiden (1931), and entitled “ Miscellane-
ous Notes on Mahabharata Commentators” ; cf. the summary in Actes dus XVII'e

Congress International des orientalistes (Leiden 1932), p. 156. [See now Eric

Studies—III below.] :

2 Even HottzMANN, Das Mehabhareta, 3. 74:. “Fir die Erklarung der Eia-

zelheiten; ist er von grosser Bedeutung ”. oo

6-A
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sarah. argaala wraqnaherienadsRaageasy a Ruane

aaa gitdeqttge emeras

That Southern manuscripts were utilized by him is incontrovertibly prov-

ed, for instance, from the fact that he cites at the end of his comment on Adi

196 (Bom. ed.), the Nalayani and Bhaumaévi episodes (in two adhydyas),

which are typical Southern interpolations, not found in any Northern manus-

cript :

aa ade ager frovat adfrsed aneoquevasaitseragaras:

afaegeah qed 1°

Characteristically the scholiast speaks only in general terms (aPaeqea®)

without furnishing any further information about the manuscripts in ques-

tion. But, fortunately, he is not always so reticent. Thus he mentions speci-

fically the Bengali version, while commenting on B. 1. 145. 20 (adeard its-

mS wa eqa) and elsewhere ; cf. his notes on B. 3. 119. 3, and on6. 43. 1

( at tat aaa gee: ara:

It must be said to his &&

honestly confesses his inability

and that is in his comment on @

® at least one place where he

the confused textual tradition,

aia ae Heats gresvataer: asta | atfrzaemr stareqaa a

gates | Het F aMeTsyTaT That

The (printed) editions of

ed. They have arbitrarily char

number of lines which are not fou

examined.

xsion leave much to be desir-

e readings and added a certain

flakantha manuscripts hitherto

Instances of lines of stanzas with which modern Pandits have enriched

most of our (printed) Northern editions and which are lacking even in the

Nilakantha manuscripts, are besides a (Southern) passage of 21 lines given

in App. I (No. 112) and another of 9 lines (998*), the following short inter-

polations :

{68} 27* e¢ qaarered arnt gern |

SHUT: GE TT wed MAGAAR WB. 1.1. 101.

146* eqreenrat dren Blea aa ASAT |

faotzatatacna afaar ararag lB. 1. 2. 261

2 Cf. Tevanc, The Bhagvadagita, p. 203 f.; and WINTERNITZ, Ind, Ant, 27

(1898). 128.

2 Cf. our note on adhy. 188 (p. 757).

8 Cf. our note on adhy. 19 (p. 132).
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148* secret ater eat TTT |
ARIANIT MAT: Bat raat: lB. 1. 2. 262

224” sitaney wala: AaquTTaaeza: |
araeagha ata a feaa: feacsarea: it B. 1.8.3

314° qafé adyatat aaron: ofenrida: |B. 1. 28. 4

752* aeot atad aea ef feast fag: |B. 1. 79. 13

1048* garat HenaS Aer ala zrgala Al B. 1. 105. 9

1099* eqeqaa an ad ala age waz |

aren oe fart ageranemg lB. 1. 108, 12

1805" arefteqerd at site at aafacaf |B. 1. 184. 19

1957* geyerat saat Usifaze | Fraga B. 1. 200. 26

2043" ayer qaqa: card zara ahaa |
ae gag B. 1. 217. 35

trouble to re-edit, from mi-

are far better versions that

id,

It would, however, hard :
nuscripts, the version of N

could be edited instead, for ins

oa (which show among ther)-

of ines which are not found in

y in a few manuscripts of the

7*, 276*, 412*, 493*, 574°,

long perhaps to the oral trii-

reat value and authority as the

The manuscripts of the Ni

selves slight discrepancies) contai

any of the other versions (exc

composite Devanagari versicn }

699*, 765*, 838*, 1270*, 1457 "2

dition which, at one time, had 7:

written text. ,

Nilakantha has misunderstood the text, and given doubtful, far-fetched

or fanciful interpretations at : B, 1. 1.52 ( qg:=arq: |), 275 ( sare: ); v.

33 (alam = qaqa! ; 17 12 ( seq ); 23.15 (Vedantic interpretation); 27, 8
( aaiatst ), 37.15 (the difference between 2g and #am); 43. 22 (a2: )

47, 11 (aaa: ); 50. 3 (sepia !); 61. 11 (ate); 63. 90

( deat: ); 131. 52 ( adit); 164. 9 (context ); 166. 10 ( wHAH); 23°.

1~7, 19 (esoteric meaning) ; etc., etc.

Nilakantha’s stanza (B. 1. 145. 20) :

TE: MATS: Teas Ta: |

Ta Ma: Tee: Teraat Taal

which appears to be sheer nonsense is so in fact. No other version, as far

as I knew, contains this mystifying repetition. The explanation of the stanza

by Nilakantha is childish, to say the least.
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The stanza containing the unintelligible word git (v. L He ) which

Nilakantha has great aumeuty in explaining :

aat FATA: Ye: Bleqet aa feaa: |
Tee aman qIsaeACNS Aq |

looks uncommonly like one of the kitaSlokas, said to be interspersed by

Vyasa at different places in his poem, in order to puzzle and confuse his di-

vine amanuensis, but is, un-[69}-fortunately, nothing of the kind. The

passage is only one of the common instances of “conflate” readings. The

stanza cited above is the Southern variant (473*) of the Northern stanza,

which, in our edition, reads (1. 55. 8):

aay qatar: Re: Holey Tatas: |
avi Foefaatenafaaiet Garcaz it

The Peay in the former stanza is only a mislection of the original

afrgey (often mis-written #Agex, zfeeex). which is the Southern equivalent

HINTED, the reference keing, no dew wirister cr statesman (mantrin)

Kanika (named after the fa ka or Kaninka cited in the
ArthaSastra of Kautilya), who z n the epic, and that express-

ly for the purpose of expoundi philosophy to the Kauravas.

As another instance of conflati
on his text, I may cite Nilakant!

The addition has been made it

ginal has remained hanging ix:

story begins at B. 1. 104. 9. WF stanza 28 :

else Rresaiey ane seq |

aka Tt Ad qacA caTTAe Il

Then we read 29 :

qaara aananes a daame afar |
Gaara 3 at get a gare afa ae it

“ Having spoken thus among themselves, they [scil. the inmates of the

hermitage} to the anchorite Dirghatamas. Then that wife also, having

(already) obtained sons (?) (from him) did nct (seek to) please the hus-

band.”

as had a rather disastrous effect

of the story of Dirghatamas.

that one sentence of the ori-

not be construed at all! The

Bhisma, who is narrating the story, then goes on quite unconcernedly to

speak about the wife (of Dirghatamas) Pradvesi or Pradvisanti ; about the

maryad4 made by the exasperated Dirghatamas, and so on. But what the

inmates of the hermitage (aSramavasinah} did to Dirghatamas, we never

learn from the Vulgate. All mcdern translators try to eke out a sense by

interpolating into the text some words to complete the sense. A reference to
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the constituted text and the critical notes will, however, show that the text

of the Vulgate is conflated ; it is a most clumsy blend of interpclations from

two entirely different sources (y and S), which, as is but natural, alters the

situation considerably and confuses the narrative hopelessly. By athetizin:

either passage we get a tolerable text ; by athetizing both we get the original,

which is the constituted text.

The Devandgari Version of Ratnagarbha.

The critical nctes contain only specimen collations of this version, which

is a blend between the Northern and Southern recensions. Like the Telugu

manuscripts, which will be described presently, it is eclectic, following now

the Northern tradition, now the Southern. It seems to be an attempt to

combine the two recensions by superposition, like the Kumbhakonam editict:,

Its composite character may be seen from 24*, 25*, 27*, 114*, 138*, 149°,

170*, etc., etc. It contains the additional passages of the Southern recer:-

sion, as well as the Ganesga episod! 4 fatter is found only in late Nor-

thern [70} (Devanagari) m ly like the Kumbhakonam edi-

tion. The collation of this v ued after the second adhydyz.

The version may be safely ig: or critical purposes.

The Devens Bevabodha.

A commentary older and

junamiéra, and cne more neg

cited here as Cd. Devabodha

migra and Nilakantha, all of wh vith great respect, and probably

earlier than Sarvajfia-Narayana #¢ adivaia. He is, therefore, most likely,

the earliest commentator of the Mahabharata hitherto known, and, in my

opinion, also the best. The commentary is in any case most valuable, and it:

evidence, both positive and negative, of supreme importance for the consti:

tution of the text.

t than the Arthadipikd of Ar-

he Jfdnadipika of Devabodhae,

+ than Vimalabodha, Arjuna-

The Jfidnadipikd is a concise tiki; that is, a running commentary, ex-

plaining, as a rule, only the difficult words and passages in the text. Occa

sionally it offers explanations of constructional obscurities and grammatica!

difficulties, and gives the gist of passages ; in the latter case, usually, under

citation of entire verses (ie. half dlokas) from the text. The extent of the

commentary on the Adi is given in one manuscript as 1400 granthas. The

homage which Arjuna pays to Devabodha in the Introduction to his scholium

is not a mere matter of form. Arjuna has in fact based his commentary

largely on that cf his predecessor. He has copied very large portions of Deva

bodha’s commentary, sometimes verbatim, sometimes in extract. Moreover

even when the two commentaries differ, the influence of Devabodha is plainly

discernible. In fact, the Arthadipik@ may be considered as a revised anc
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enlarged ediléon of the Jadnadipika. The similarity of the names is sugges-

tive and worthy of ncte.

Unlike the commentaries of Arjunamisra, Nilakantha and Ratnagarbha,

that of Devabodha is unaccompanied by the epic text. The question what

was Devabodha’s text cannot, therefore, be answered with any high degree of

certainty. The entire Southern recension and even the Vulgate may, how.

ever, be definitely ruled out. There remain the Bengali, Sdrad& and “K”

versions. With the latter two, the pratikas of Devabodha seem to show

greater affinity than with the Bengali version. For instance, Devabodha has

no comment on any of the six adhydyas (including the Kanikaniti) of the cen-

tral subrecension (y), which are missing in Sarad4 and K, Worthy of special

note is the absence of all reference to the Kanikaniti in Devabodha’s commen-

tary, since the passage has evoked lengthy comments from both Arjunamiéra

and Nilakantha. Still greater probative value has an addition which is peculiar

to the KaSmiri version. This version adds at the very end of the Adi a sup-

plementary and superfluous adhyaéva.ean addition which is only a variant

of the well-known Puranic tal rifice, occurring earlier in the

course of the same parvan. the king who is called Svetaki

in the first version is here call hat the version of Devabodha

contained this additional ach ‘ by the concluding remark of

Devabodha’s commentary on t Seah an This remark will

not apply to any version which h ditional adhyaya peculiar to the

Kaésmiri version, These conside: © show that the version of De-

vabodha was of the Sarada-& ference is confirmed by many

minor agreements, which need

{71} The Co

The fourteen manuscripts (D,_,,) comprising this version are misch-

codices of small trustworthiness and cf no special value for critical purposes.

Consequently, half of them (D,;_,,) were disccntinued already after adhydya 2.

The characteristics of these manuscripts 'may be briefly noticed here.

agari Version.

D, is akin to Dn and looks uncommonly like a Nilakantha manuscript

minus the commentary. Yet it differs conspicuously from the crdinary Nila-

kantha manuscripts by the unaccountable omission of the entire Biahma-

Ganeéa complex (that is, both the visit of Brahma and the employment of

Ganeéa as a scribe, which arises out of the visit) as well as the description

of the battle in which the Pandavas capture Drupada and hand him over as

gurudaksind to their preceptor, Acdrya Drona (App I, No. 78). The omis-

sion of these episodes points rather in the direction of Bengal, since Kaémir

is excluded by the mass of other interpolations which D, contains, as also by

the almost complete lack therein of readings peculiar to $, K. The manus-

cript may be a blend of Bengali and some composite Devanagari manuscript
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or manuscripts—D, (like D;) is akin to K,., and might have been with

advantage classed with them; see, for instance, the critical apparatus per

taining to the list of the contents of the Arayaparvan in adhy. 2.—D, i:

palpably under Southern influence, to prove which it is sufficient to point ou

that it transposes the Sakuntald and Yayati episodes, a transpositicn whict

is quite peculiar to the Southern tradition.—D, contains notably large addi-

tions from Southern manuscripts, additions which are either entered on the

margin or, when the marginal space would nct suffice, written on supplemen.

tary folios. The Southern influence is illustrated by the following passages .

587*, 594*, 596*, 598*, 599*, 602", 603*, 604%, 605", 609*, 610*, 611°

612*, 613*, 617%, 621", 623*, 624*, 628*, 629*, 630*, 633*, 634*, 635*

637*, 670*, 671%, 713*, 715%, 1255°, 1256*, 1257*, and scores of others.

Cf. also the following passages given in App. J: 35, 46-48, 52, 53, 55, 56.

59, 64, 67-69, etc., etc-—D, (like D,) often stands in opp<sition to othei

manuscripts of this composite class, agreeing with K,_,, with which it might

have been with advantage classed. Like K,.,, it contains Southern additions

as well, eg. 1565", 1579*, 158 gd.nassage No. 89 of App. L-—The

manuscripts D,; were disco 7, 53. Frequently they are

found to be in oppositicn ta agreeiny with the manuscripts

of the « group. They also she is a Southern passage.

only as specim.ns for the first

Of these, D,_...,, are palpably

eir containing one or the other

is*, 21%, 22*, 24%, 32*, 42”,

347", 138*, 149*, 170° --D,,,

which is a fragmentary manusc z almost at the end of adhy. 1,

is used in this edition practical! y, 2, as it is discontinued at the

end of that adhyaya. The text shows strong affinities with the version of Ar-

junamiéra.— The text of D,, is a ccmplex. It contains some old reading:

such as are preserved only in the Kagmiri manuscripts, but also an extra-

ordinarily large number of individual readings, not found elsewhere (cf. 1. 1

50, 63; 2. 101, etc). At the same time, it is contaminated from some Sou-

thern source, perhaps the Malayalam version !

{72} The Devanagari manuscripts of the Mahabharata in the Tanjor

Library seem to have been all copied during the regime of the Maratha Chief:

of Tanjore, and are a blend of the Northern and Southern recensions, and a:

such, of little value for text-critical purposes.

Dg-y4 a8 already remarked

two adhydyas and discontinued

under Southern influence, as i

of the following typical Southé

45*, 48*, 49*, 56*, 80", &

The Telugu Version.

The Telugu version, situated as it is on the boundary line which divide

the Northern from the Southern recension, was particularly open to contami

nation from the Northern tradition. We accordingly find that the majcrit::

of Telugu manuscripts are eclectic on no recognizable principles, presentin:
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somewhat the aspect of a mosaic of the texts of the Northern and Southern

recensions, not unlike the Kumbhakcnam edition. T, is one of the extremely

few Southern manuscripts which contain the (Northern) salutational stanza

arian aqeRey etc, For the Northern element in the make-up of T,, cf. 29*, 30*,

95*, 97*, 98*, 106%, etc., etc. As compared with T,, T, shows a purer Sou-

thern tradition and has distinct leanings towards the Grantha version.—T, only

replaces the fragmentary manuscripts T,, which breaks off at the end of

adhy. 181.

Important variants of one other Telugu manuscript (Tanjore 11809) are

now given by Professor P. P. S. SASTRI in his edition of the Southern recen-

sion. It does not differ appreciably from our Telugu manuscripts.

The Grantha Version.

mtha version—to judge by the

nd for Professor P. P. S.

interpolated than the Mala-

anole, by the Northern recension.

sions, the other being the Mala

manuscripts utilized for th

SASTRI’S Southern Recension---

yalam, and is also more influe Phew

mporarily, the sub-groups Gy,

¥06 to Gy. ». gg Versus G,. ,. The

ern tradition, agreeing with M

as the four MSS. G,.o.4.5 are

For the beginning of the A

and G,_,., but soon the configura

latter group (G,.,) represents th

against the other Southern me

not merely heavily interpolatedTM Sably under Northern influence.

All Grantha manuscripts ate prabab! aminated (directly or indirectly)

from Northern sources in different egrees. G; shows, on the whole, little Nor-
thern influence, but 419*, 494*, 693*, 1310*, 1312*, 1885*, 1975*, and pas-

sage No. 73 of App. I, show that even G, is probably nct entirely free from

contamination, since all these (Northern) passages are missing in M.

SASTRI’s edition of the Southern recension gives the (most important)

variants of five Grantha manuscripts of which three, ¢, @ and ey (the latter

being SasTri’s “ principal text’) are identical with our G,, G, and G, res-

pectively. Extracts from a Grantha manuscript belonging to the Royal

Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland (Whish Collection, No. 65) have

been given by Professor WINTERNITZ! and compared with the text of the

Bombay edition (Saka 1799). The passages which differ from the Bombay

edition [73} have been underlined in his extracts, and the corresponding

passages of the latter are given opposite each line : a convenient arrangement

which shows, at a glance, the relation of the two texts to each other for the

1 Ind. Ant. 1898. 69 ff., 92 ff, 124 ff.
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passages excerpted.

The clearest proof? of the contamination of G,...,.; from some Northern

source is furnished by 294*, a Northern passage, added in this sub-group

irrelevanitly before 1. 20. 1. The two lines comprising this passage must have

been interpolated in a remote ancestor of G,....., by a clumsy scribe, who had

missed the right place by four stanzas, and have remained there ever since,

fortunately. Another rather transparent interpolation in G,...,., from a late

Northern source is a passage referred to already, No. 14 of App. I, which des-

cribes the circumstances under which Aruna becomes the charioteer of the

Sun, an irrelevant digression. Cf. also 1373*, 1375*, 1377*, and passage No.

76 of App. I.

The sub-group contains an amazingly large number of interpolations,

which have not been found, so far, elsewhere, and of which a few may be men-

tioned as illustrations : 320*, 322*, 326*, 330*, 337*, 345*, 351% = (third

line !), 357*, 363*, 364*, 368*, 371*, 373*, 382*, 386*, 387*, 388*, 406%,

519*, 584*, 636%, 705*, 706", 741% é., ete,

But the Grantha’ version

stances of rather lengthy inter

39, 73 and 93 of App. I. Me

sisting, as a rule, of less than

509*, 510*, 511*, 520*, 552*, &

1268*, 1312*, 1313*, 1316*,

1448*, 1452*, 1453*, 1476*, 148

1547*, 1550*, 1551*, 1596*

1868*, 2009*, 2040*, etc., ete

G,, which is one of the few So fipts containing the (Northern:

mantra area autare etc. is, like T,, a typical blend of the Norther

and Southern tradition, and was, on that account, discontinued after adhy. ‘!.

Its composite character may be seen from: 29*, 30*, 96*, 97*, 98*, 106°,

145*, etc., etc.

dmit freely new lines. In-

furnished by passages No. 35-

ations are however short, con:

500*, 501*, 502*, 504*, 507*

S93", 814*, 841*, 897*, 1259*

1372*, 1435*, 1441*, 1447°*,

*. 1542*, 1543*, 1544*, 1545*.

1631*, 1658*, 1666*, 17077,

The Malayalam Version.

This is the version of Malabar, the Southernmost extremity of Indi:.

It is, in ‘my opinion, the best Southern version. It is not only largely fre

from the interpolations of o (=T G), but appears to be also less influenecd

by N then o, wherein lies its importance for us.

1 The collation of the text is accompanied by notes in which WINTERN [7

draws attention to the most striking points of difference between the two versio's,

without entering into a full discussion of all the various readings. The notes cia-

tain nevertheless many valuable text-critical observations. —
2 Cf. SUKTHANKAR, ‘Epic Studies ITI”, ABI, 11. 269.
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Instances of additional passages found in G (with or without T'), but

missing in M, are : 443*, 500*, 501*, 502*, 504*, 507*, 509*, 510*, 511*, 520*>

5o2*, 569*, 570*, 691*, 693*, 814*, 839%, 841*, 897*, 1259*, 1268", 1310*,

1312*, 1313*, 1316*, 1319*, 1820*, 1447*, 1448*, 1452*, 1453*, 1476”,

1489*, 1523*, 1541*, 1542*, 1543*, 1544*, 1545*, 1547*, 1550*, 1551*,

1563*, 1566*, 1596*, 1604*, 1658*, 1666*, 1751*, 1868*, 1872*, 1893*,

1896*, 1935*, 2006*, 2007*, 2009*, 2021*, 2024*, 2032*, 2040*, 2052*,

2053*, 2062**, 2071*, 2106*, etc.; and the following passages of App. I:

35-39 and 73.

{74} M, often stands in antagonism to M,.,, sometimes agreeing with

manuscripts of the Northern recension ; and is, therefore, an untrustworthy

guide. M,., are incomplete manuscripts, ending with adhy. 53; in other

words, with the Astikaparvan. M,., replace these manuscripts in the Sarbha-

vaparvan, which is the name under which the remaining portion of the Adi is

known in the Southern recension. This practice of writing the two portions

of the Adi in separate volumes is werthy:of note, as an archaic survival. It

is, in my opinion, the reflex of n factor connected with the

ecimpilation of the Adi, and % text-critically highly impor-

tant. It should seem that 7% ery completely assimilated the

(Northern) division of the eg itional eighteen parvans.

Instances of additional passs

sions are : 407*, 453*, 800%, 8

1438*, 1613*, 1678*, 1709*, 1

istinguish M from all other ver-

Q*, 1051*, 1052*, 1278*, 1437*,

M,., constitute really oné: 3 is proved, for instance by

their repeating the following in ical errors: (i) in 1. 85. 25,

M,., vépeat inconsequentially the a die wae ayarag:; (ii) in 1, 154.

13, they omit 13° and 134, transposing 13 and 13¢, which they read as one

line ; (iii) in 1.193. 1, they all read the meaningless ere fsa gi (Text

arart fagt aie ); (iv) they read 1. 213. 49-5» erroneously after stanza 31 of

adhy. 212; (v) in 1. 213. 6, M,., omit the words q agftqz, of the text,

for which M, shows a lacuna. Instances of readings peculiar to M,_. ate

(reference to adhyaya and éloka) :

58. 6 Ms-5 aarsg: : rest aartg:.

106.2 Mos aadiqaar : rest qaqa.

157.9 Me-s HategyE: : rest wTqieqs:.

Conflation in M,., is suggested: by 1. 209. 19, where M,., have both the

Northern reading and the Southern reading.

It ‘may be added that the cases cited are merely by way of illustrations.

A careful study of the critical apparatus would easily furnish scores of other

instances.
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This version has several siriking agreements with S,, a fact all the more

impressive, because M, a Southern version, hails from the province at the op-

posite end of India from the province of $,, a Northern version ; for instance,

Malayalam supports §, (against T G) in omiting the spurious parts of adhy.

128-129 of the Bombay edition.

WINTERNITZ has published, in Devanagari transcript, portions of a frag-

mentary Malayalam manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of

Great Britain and Ireland (Whish Collection, No. 158), which contains

twelve chapters of the Sarmbhavaparvan.?. The extracts contain the beginning

of the Piruvarnéanukirtana (our adhy. 90), the passage referring to Sakun-

tal4 and the birth of Bharata (our 1. 90. 27-34), and the end of the adhya-

ya (our 1. 90, 93-96). The ‘manuscript correctly shows the Southern trans-

position of the Sakuntala and Yayati episodes. It is interesting to observe

that this manuscript also further shows the anticipation of 1. 89. 1-16, before

the Yayati episode, which is found in our Malayalam manuscripts (cf. note

on p. 282) and in the conflated MSS..G,. . (ef. note on p. 992), and whict

is text-critically highly import:

to M or such as distinguish M

: 1.1.3. 35, 45, 122, 128, 168

{75} Readings or features &

from G (with or without T) wi

176, 179, 184, 189; 2. 160; 4 .; 36. 3; 39. 2, 16; 53. 31,

54, 6, 7; 57, 81; 61. 98; G7. ¢ i; 69.9; 73. 33; 77.9; 78

23 ; 80. 2; 84, 14; 86. 1; 92. 48 4, 9, 27, 32; 95. 8; 96. 2, 57;

98.5, 12; 113. 22; 117. 5, & 8. 39; 129. 9-11 (om. in M) ;

132. 1; 136. 1 ; 138. 10; 139. 42, 19 ; 150. 10, 26; ete., etc.

With regard to the version Hove, it must be frankly admitte:t,

that they do not, by any means, for ight compartments. The isolec-

tional bicundaries, as is natural, do not coincide, but are independent of eac\

other ; in other words, the textual peculiarities, which are, in final analysi:,

the real basis of our classification, never have, as a matter of fact, an ident--

cal area of distribution. The manuscripts cannot always be squeezed into the

same moulds consistently. Thus, for instance, in the beginning of the Adi,

the Grantha version, as already remarked, shows two sub-groups G,., and

G,.,; but soon the configuration changes and, from about adhy. 25 onward:,

we get the grouping Gy..4.5 : Gs.4. Not only that. Individual manuscript:,

groups, or even versions often overstep the boundaries cf their particular r:-

cension. Thus, for example, on the one hand, G,.,.,.;. frequently agree wit

NV, BD; M agrees with $, ; S, and Dn agree with S ; against other manus-

cripts of their respective recensions.

These discrepancies, as is shown in the sequel, are due chiefly to two

different causes : firstly, initial fluidity of the text ; and, secondly, subseque:t

1 WINTERNITZ, Ind, Ant, 1898, 134 ff.
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contamination or conflation. As regards fluidity : to conceive of the Epic of

the Bharatas—or for that matter, of any true epic—as a rigid or fixed com-

position like the dramas or poems of Goethe or Milton, or even of Kali-

dasa or Bhavabhiiti, would be manifestly grotesque. Such a view can origi-

nate only in a fundamental misconception of the origin, growth and function

of epic poetry. ~

In the case of the Mahabharata, we find, however, the fact of the fluidi-

ty of the original reflected in the tradition as preserved even to this day.

Only a very late interpolation in some inferior Devanagari manuscripts speaks

of the text as having been written down by Ganeéa to the dictation of Vyasa,

a fantastic story that we may ignore with an easy conscience. On the other

hand, we are plainly told that the epic was first published, at an elaborate

sacrificial session, in the form of a free recitation by VaiSarnpayana, a direct

pupil of the author, before king Janamejaya and the assembled guests. It

was again recited by Sita (or Sauti), who had heard it only at the first reci-

tation, and somehow committed the whole poem to memory, After just one

single hearing, he obviously co roduce such a voluminous text ver-

balim et literatim. In the beg: . is clear that the poem, which

was committed to memory, 3 faithfully as the particular

reciter could contrive. This x sion is not calculated to pre-

serve rigid textual purity in an , without stringent precautions,

such as were adopted in the ¢ sts, but which never existed, as

far as one knows, in the case of { fact also we find unexpectedly

preserved by tradition (1. 57. @ are told, taught his Bharata

to his five pupils. Sumantu, } ka, and Vaisayhpayana. And

the five rhapsodists—the direct > ithor--it is reported, publish-

ed five separate versions of the euig

a x ~

{76} dftared: geeraa areata sara: |

As is well known, there is preserved a work which actually passes for the

A$vamedhaparva of the Bharata of Jaimini (whether it is actually so or not)

and which is totally different from our Aévamedhaparvan. .

Here, I think, we have a clear glimpse of the early history of the text.

Two facts emerge rather clearly out of the chaos : firstly, the text was origi-

nally committed to memory and recited freely ; secondly, different rhapsodists

rvecited differently. This has indeed been assumed by many writers on the sub-

ject.1 All that is quite natural and intelligible. As a matter of fact, from

generation to generation, from place to place, from bard to bard, the wording,

even the contents, would vary a little, until the text is committed to writing,

which is the beginning of a different phase in its history. The view that the

epic has reached its present form by a gradual process of addition and alte-

1 For instance, WINTERNITZ, Geschichte der ind, Litteratur, 1. 396.
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the Mahabharata with great limitations Indeed our ideal is the sam: as
that of the classical philologist : restoration of the text, as far as possible,
to its original form. But the original of a Sanskrit poem and that of a classi-
cal poem : how entirely different they are! Particularly, in the case of the
Mahabharata, where, one may well ask, is the original of a whole literature ?

In the Mahabharata we have a text with about a dozen, morc or less

independent, versions, whose extreme types differ, in extent, by about 13.000
stanzas or 26,000 lines ; a work which, for centuries, must have been grov. ing

not only upwards and downwards, but also laterally, like the Nyagrcdha

tree, growing on all sides ; a codex which has been written in nearly a duzen

different scripts assiduously but negligently copied, chiefly as a source of -eli-

gious merit, through long vistas of centuries by a legion of devout and »er-

haps mostly uneducated and inefficient copyists, hailing from different cor ‘ers

of a vast sub-continent, and speaking different tongues; a traditional kook

of inspiration, which in various shapes and sizes, has been the cherished

heritage of one people continuously for some millennia and which to the

present day is interwoven with nd beliefs and moral idea: of

a nation numbering over 30 The classical philologist has

clearly no experience in deali xf this description, an opus of

such gigantic dimensions and ¢ er, with such a long and irtri-

cate history behind it.

TA TEXTUAL CRITICISM

yoblem is just this that there

ay’ enable us to discriminate

THE DIFFICULTIES OF M&

The capital difficulty of

are hardly any clear objectiv

with precision and certainty be “of the rival recensions, .o eva-

luate correctly and confidently thecaing ty large mass of variants. Only

an inconsiderable fraction of these variants represents clear “ misiakes”,
which can be corrected with confidence. As a mule, the variant read ngs, if

they are not mere synonyms, convey a slightly different meaning, but almost

always a possible meaning. From the grammatical point of view als:, they

are both equally valid. One of the variants may be a trifle more suitable

than the other ; for instance, in the discrimination between the Simpi!e and

the Periphrastic Future, or the Parasmaipada and the Atmanepada But

can, we legitimately premise that the original must necessarily have bee quite

flawless from the point of view of the Paninian grammar? Is it not iit least

likely that the supposed solecism may be a genuine lapsus calami of the

author, or (should that supposition be considered inadmissible or unaccept-

able) that the usage fluctuated ?

Then again, as we have seen, there are numerous passages, short ard Jong,

that are found in one recension and are lacking in the other, what I call

1 Cf. WINTERNITZ, Indol. Prag. 1. 61: and CHARPENTIER, Orient. L ‘eratur-

zeitung, 1932, 276 f.
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ration receives strong support from the fact that this process is not stopped

even by scriptal fixation.’ The study of the manuscripts themselves, which

belong to a very late phase in the evolution of the text, shows that texts must

have been constantly amplified and altered by conflation. Such derange-

ments, it may be observed, do not totally destroy, as might be imagined, the

value of our division of the manuscript material into recensions and versions,

but merely complicate its usec and interpretation.

CRITICAL PRINCIPLES FOLLOWED IN THE CONSTITUTION

OF THE TEXT

As already remarked, the Mahabharata versions when they first come

within our ken appear already dispersed in several distinct groups. The ori-

ginal, from which all these versions are derived, is itself preserved in no au-

thentic copy contemporaneous with, or even reasonably close to, its period

cf composition. We can only reconstruct the original, approximately, by

comnarative methods. We recogni y, as already explained, two recen-

sions, descended from the origiad, «cension embracing a plurality of

versions, each version being tiplicity of sub-groups. The

ultimate problem is to unify, 8 * this manuscript tradition : to

evolve, by comparative methods s text that will explain this phe-

nomenal wealth of divergent and exts, and justify it.

followed in preparing the cons-

-other principles of textual eri-

he applicability of these prin-

Before 1 elucidate the criticz

tituted text of the Adi, I must

ticism and textual reconstruct!

ciples to the Mahabharata Fro

Te < VIOREL

The method that naturally presents itself first to our mind is the time-

honoured method of Classical Philology.2. The older school of classical phi-

lologists distinguished four stages in the work of preparing a critical edition of

a classical text : (1) Heuristics, [77} i.e. assembling and arranging the entire

material consisting of manuscripts and ¢ésfimonia in the form of a genealogi-

cal tree; (2) Recensic, i.e. restoration of the text of the archetype ; (3) Emen-

datic, i.e. restoration of the text of the author ; and, finally, (4) Higher Cri-

ticism, i.e. separation of the sources utilized by the author.

Excellent as this method is for the purpose for which it is devised, it

should not be forgotten that it depends ultimately upon there being a more or

less complete concatenation of copies and exemplars reaching finally back to a

single authentic (written) archetype ; and, consequently, can be applied to

1 Litpers, Deutsche Literaturzcitung, 1929, 1143.

: Sec RUBEN, “ Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik des Mahabharata”, Acta Ort-

intalta, 8, 240-256 : and SUKTHANKAR, ABI. 11. 259 ff,

os

f
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“ additional” passages. No {78} convincing proof can in general be given tc

establish either the originality or the spuriousness of any given passage of

this type. What may fairly be regarded as interpolations are in general so

ingeniously fashioned and so cunningly fitted in that, except under vexy

favourable circumstances, the intrinsic (contextual) evidence is inconclusi'e.

For these and other reasons it is not always easy to correlate the dive: z-

ent recensions, to discriminate between the variants, and to constitute a who'ly

unobjectionable single text.

This difficulty has its origin in the circumstance that in the Mahabhar: <a

manuscript tradition, perhaps as much as in any literary tradition, the tcx-

tual critic is faced with a bewildering profusion of versions as also with «in

amazing mixture of versions. Contrary tendencies have been at work in ihe

evolution of the text. While, on the cne hand, some elements have been wo'z-

ing, from the earliest times, for the development of different types ; on the ot! er

hand, there were not wanting elements that operated against the evolution of

sharply differentiated types. To understand the phenomenon of this luxuriz at

growth and indiscriminate fusigy ue) He must appreciate certain cie-

tails of historical moment, c #s in the transmission of the

Mahabharata, traits which rk from every other kno''n

text except the Ramayana and similar ancient epopees.

the differences between the two

af three kinds. Broadly spe: k-

{iy, in peint of readings of the

¢ (or omissions) of short and

mce of the text-units. How da

Let us examine closely the

recensions to start with.t The d

ing, each recension differs fror

common stanzas ; secondly, in

long passages; and, thirdly, in

these differences at all arise ?

Our first thought would be to attempt to explain the additions or oir is-

sions as the result of conscious editorial revision, or of clerical error, or par ly

of one and partly of the other. But the frequent differences in sequence, :s-

pecially when no material gain is perceptible in either arrangement, ratl.er

support the explanation suggested abové that both recensions are, in final

analysis, independent copies of an orally transmitted text. The suggestion

is confirmed by the consideration of the variation of the first type, namely,

minor differences in the readings of the stanzas common to the two rec:n-

sions, which confront us step by step throughout the parvan, nay, throu; 4-

out the epic, as the partial collations of the other parvans now available at

the Institute clearly show.

Tt will be found for one thing perfectly useless to try to derive mecha ‘i-

cally one set of readings uniformly from the other. Hundreds and thousar Js

1. The conditions are analogous to that of the Ramayana recensions, as re-

vealed by the researches of JAcoBI; see particularly, Des Ramayana, pp. 3 ff, ind

LiDeRS, ‘‘ Ueber die Grantharecension” (1901).
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of the minor readings are nothing more than mere synonyms or paraphrases,

grammatically and semantically equivalent, but graphically totally unrelated.

They, therefore, cannot be all ccrruptions, in the ordinary sense of the word,

of a written archetype. The vast majority of these variants cannot again be

due to the zeal cf a purist trying to correct the solecisms of the received text,

or to the whim of a minor poet endeavouring to polish its diction or style.

Had that been the case, we should find that the enthusiasm of the reformer

had evaporated long before he had reached the middle or at least the end of the

first parvan. The {79} Herculean task of cleansing the Augean stables would

be child’s play compared to a systematic purification of the Mahabharata text,

according to later standards. Under these circumstances, however great might

he the divergence between the two recensions in the beginning, it is bound to

vanish or at least diminish towards the middle cr the end of the poem. We

find, on the other hand, as already remarked, that the stream of variation

flows with unabated volume from the beginning to the end of the epic. This

fact can in no way be reconciled with the hypothesis of a single uniform re-

vision (or a series of them eith and rigid text.

All the difficulties in th

vanish, however, as soon as wé

bard to bard originally by wor

That would explain, without any

of variants, of differences in sex;

text has been preserved, for an

and handed down by word «f

not possibly be avoided. It is:

on the text by these custodians o 3 to guard it against corruption

and elaboration, or against arbitrary emendstion, and normalization : to re-

produce the received text, which was not guarded by canonical authority or

religious sanction, with any degree of precision would be neither attempted

by the bards nor required of them. Whenever and wherever the text was then

written down—and it was probably written down independently in different

epochs and under different circumstances—these transmissions by word of

mouth must have contaminated the written text and introduced innumerable

variations in it. The assumption of some of such complicated derangement,

beyond the normal vicissitudes of transmission, is necessary to account for

the abnormal discrepancies and strange vagaries of the Mahabharata manus-

cript tradition. In other words, we are compelled to assume that even in its

early phases the Mahabharata textual tradition must have been not uniform

and simple, but multiple and polygenous.

{ this phenomenal variation

epic was handed down from

$ clearly implied by tradition.

lence, the existence of the mass

additions or omissions. If the

period of time, only in memory

» just the changes that could

great care would be lavished

Moreover, a study of the critical apparatus shows that there has inter-

vened a long pericd in the history of the Mahabharata in which there was a

free comparis@Y of manuscripts and extensive mutual borrowings. A natural

and inevitable source of confusion of the tradition has always been the
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marginalia, comprising glosses, variae lectiones and additions. The copy st

of a manuscript with such accretions copied sometimes the original readings

and sometimes the marginal. It may be incidentally remarked that an examti-

nation of the marginalia shows that the variant readings are taken mostly from

manuscripts belonging to the same version, or at least the same recensicn.

But there is no reason, theoretical at any rate, why readings of the rival recen-

sion could not creep into a manuscript of the text by the medium, say, of

a popular commentary such as Nilakantha’s. And, as a matter of fact, we

do find, océasicnally, readings of the opposite recension noted in the margins

of manuscripts. Under these circumstances it was inevitable that the trie

reading, especially if it was a lectio difficilior or an archaism or a solecisin,

would be partly suppressed, being preserved to us in one or two manuscripts

only.

Furthermore, the texts may be improved by a comparison of manuscrir ts

is not by any means a modern discovery. The process has been known aiid

practised for ages ; [80] the difference js merely in our ideas of what is mea it

by “improvement” of the te i above the instance of Nil:-

kantha, who himself says th -and compared Mahabhara:a

manuscripts from different pa rder to ascertain the “ best ”

readings. The other commenta bodha, Arjunamigra and Ratn:-

garbha, cite pdlthdntaras and s fas (“bad readings”). These

they could have got only from a of different manuscripts.

The text favoured by the g z to have been of the inclusive,

rather than of the exclusive, ¢ ved in the case of Nilakantiia

by a remark of his cited above @ively admits that he had put

together the stanzas which had ted on by the ancient Bhasy:-

karas, and others he had foun et manuscripts, with the idea of

making a “ thesaurus of excellences.” The remark does not apply by ary

means exclusively to the Sanatsujata episode, to which it is appended, at a1 y

rate as far as Nilakantha is concerned. In the Adi, we have abundant evi-

dence that he has borrowed, according to his fancy, passages, short and lon.,

from the Southern recension. The critical notes will show that his text in-

cludes a large number of Southern passages which are not found in any oth:r

Northern version, such as, for example, the catalogue of forest trees, which

serves in a modest way for a description of the sylvan scenery amidst which

Uparicara Vasu finds himself :

513” eaaarrraagafeaaachtg: |

Gat: aitiantar aperrearqza:
TaaAeHaet BATH ATTUT |
WATAAEGA: FOU: LMT HOAAT |

At one place, as was shown above, Nilakantha has disfigured his te: t

in his frantic attempt to squeeze into it a lengthy (Southern) passage cor -

7A

Gs
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taining some details which did not fit into his own text. This he has done,

be it noted, at the risk of making his text whclly unintelligible, without a word

of apology or explanation. Professor WINTERNITZ, while criticizing DAHL-

MANN’s Das Mahabharata, has pointed out this incongruity: : “The story...

which relates how Dirghatamas is insulted by his wife Pradvesi, arid how he

consequently establishes the fixed rule (méry@d@) that henceforth a woman

shall always have to adhere to one husband, whether he be alive or dead, and

that a woman who goes to another man shall go to hell, thus forbidding any

kind of remarriage of widows. ...is strangely out of place? in a chapter treat-

ing of Niyoga.” As was pointed out above, in consequence of the intrusion

of this foreign matter, the first half of the stanza of the original text is sepa-

rated from the second half by 27 lines! That in itself is, however, not a very

serious matter in Mahabharata textual tradition, where such transpositions

are a common occurrence. But in the present instance, this transfer has had

the unexpected and undesirable result that the subject of the sentence, which

was left behind in the first half of the stanza, remains ta the end without its

predicate, which latter, being sh such a remote distance, was

furnished with a new and ¢ subject! ‘The effect of this

arrangement on the original s sy imagined.

detect and prove as in the case

th fair accuracy. Again, Nila-

entators, has himself vouchsafed

his text. We have no such re-

anuseripts or versions of our

{81} Conflation is in gerieral

of Nilakantha. We-can date N

kantha, who is one of the latest af

some information as to how h

liable data in the case of the

critical apparatus.

Take, for instance, the case 6 OUP Gyogs Of the Grantha ver-

sion. In opposition to other manuscripts belonging to the same recension and

even the same version, G,.,.,., contain, as shown above, an astonishingly large

number of passages which are found otherwise only in some inferior manus-

cripts of the Northern recension. Now is this a case of contamination of the

four MSS. G,..; from a Northern source ; or are the common passages a

remnant of the lost archetype, which were somehow lIcst in the remaining

manuscripts of the Southern recension ?* There is apparent agreement here

between independent versions. But is this agreement original? The clumsy

interpolator of a remote ancestor of G,.,.,.; happens to have supplied us

with the means of answering these questions. He has left behind, quite un-

intentionally, an impress of his “ finger-prints,” so to say, by which we can

easily and confidently trace him and examine his handiwork. The said manus-

1 JRAS. 1897. 723 footnote. 2 Italics mine !

38 Cf. Rupen, Acta Orientalia, 8. 250; SuKTHANKAR, “Epic Studies III”,

ABI. 11. 269 ff.
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cripts contain a Northern stanza (belonging to manuscripts of class y)-~a

mere string of attributes of Garuda—wedged in at a place where it can he

construed neither with what precedes nor with what follows. This proves

incontrovertibly that these four manuscripts G,.,,, have been compared with

some Northern manuscripts, and makes it highly probable that the other

doubtful stanzas, which they have in common with the Northern recension,

have crept into their text in the same surreptitious way. ‘At! least this is the

most plausible explanation of the anomaly. But even such confirmatory

evidence is not always available.

The reader need not be sceptical about the possibilities of such indiscri-

minate conflation and addition. The critical apparatus, if closely scrutinized

and properly understood, will reveal numerous instances of a similar charac-

ter. Even a close study of the Kumbhakonam edition, prepared in our own

times by two excellent Southern Pandits, will throw some light on the men-

tality of the old redactors of the Mahabharata : parallel and even contracic-

tory versions are placed quite unconcernedly side by side, regardless of the

effect on the reader, regardles i that sentences are left hanging in

the air, that passages do nc % one notices above all the

anxiety that nothing that wa: found in the Mahabharita

manuscript should be lost. Eve wrefully preserved, assembled in

a picturesque disarray.

Another important fact that

interpolations is this. The cick

passage borrowed, the wider wi

new habitat. It then becomes 4

Thus there is a certain grog passages which are found in all ver-

sions except in §, and K (that is, in the group y), for example, the Kari-

kaniti+,In the particular case of the Kanikaniti, there appears to be sufficient

extrinsic and intrinsic evidence to make it [82} highly probable that the pas-

sage is spurious, and the corresponding agreement between some of the

(more or less) independent versions is unoriginal.

{ in view in dealing with these

i. and the more interesting ihe

yer which it will spread in its

# the borrowal.

There are indeed yet more difficult cases, where the evidence pro et conira

of documentary and intrinsic probability is equally balanced, as far as we

can at present judge. In such cases we are forced to look for small thir.zs

which Icok suspicious and lead us to probabilities, not facts.

The problem is clearly not solved by formulating @ priori a hypothesis as

to the interrelationship of the different versions and fix the text in terms of

some preconceived formula; for instance, by assuming as absolutely ince-

pendent a certain number of these divergent versions, and laying down 2n

arithmetical rule that whatever is common to two or more of such and such

1 App. I, No. 81,
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versions must be original. In this method, we can easily deceive ourselves and

others ; for the results arrived at will appear sounder than in reality they

are. Even though the formal operations may be a piece of flawless logic,

nevertheless the results, being based on premises possibly unsound though

apparently clear and definite, may be wholly fictitious, The study of the

manuscripts themselves must first teach us what their interrelationship is.

And they unmistakably indicate that their interrelationship is of most com-

plex character. The critical apparatus is a veritable labyrinth of complicated

and intermingled versions, each with a long and intricate history of its own

behind it. We have unfortunately no single thread to guide us out of the

maze, but rather a collection of strands intertwined and entangled and lead-

ing along divergent paths. With the epic text as preserved in the extant

Mahabharata manuscripts, we stand, I am fully persuaded, at the wrong

end of a long chain of successive syntheses of divergent texts, carried out—

providentially—in a haphazard fashion, through centuries of diaskeuastic

activities ; and that with the possible exception of the SaéradG (Kaésmiri)

version, which appears to have 5 tected by its largely unintelligible

script and by the difficulties cwvince, all versions are indis-

criminately conflated.

Now it goes without sayin

archetype and a stemma codiun'

and conflated manuscripts ; for,

utterly impossible, to disentangi

criteria, their intricate mutual

doubt supremely important, b

of the documentary probability, ¥ Sy tested in the light of intrinsic

probability. No part of the text: wysidered really exempt from the

latter scrutiny, when we are dealing with a carelessly guarded text such as

we have in the present instance. A careful study of the critical notes will

show—if, indeed, the foregoing remarks have not made it abundantly clear—

that all the problems which present themselves for sclution in editing any

text from manuscripts are present in the case of the Mahabharata on a colos-
sal scale and in an intensified form. We must, therefore, clearly recognize

that a wholly certain and satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine

form—even. the so-called Satas@hasri samhita form—may be a task now bhe-

yond the powers of criticism.

tic method (operating with an

ictly be applied to fluid texts

it is extremely difficult, if not

by means of purely objective

‘he documentary evidence is no

ived at from a consideration

CRITICL EDITIONS OF THE DIFFERENT VERSIONS

No doubt, in view of some of these difficulties, one scholar has sug-

gested that to expedite and facilitate the work, we should, as a first step,

before any attempt is made [83] to constitute the final text of the Maha-

bhiirata, critically edit all the different versions. That, it must be said, is a

1 (Cf, Lesny, Archiv Orientdlni, vol, 5 (1933), p. 159,
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rather tall order, as any one will admit, who has any practical experience of

editing the Mahabharata in any shape or form, critical or otherwise. But

perhaps funds and workers—not to speak of patience—can be found to edit a

dozen or more lakhs of stanzas comprising the dozen or more versions of the

Great Epic: There remains, however, yet another and a more fundamental*

difficulty, which appears to have wholly escaped the attention of the learned

critic. The difficulty is that it is practically impossible to edit even a single

version of the Mahabharata—or for that matter of any other text—wholly

satisfactorily, without considering the entire evidence, that is, without, at the

same time, consulting the readings of all other versions. Suppose we examine

six manuscripts of a version (Grantha) in order to prepare a critical text of

that version. It may happen that four of them (G,.o.4.,), which are con-

flated manuscripts, have a “secondary” reading, while only two (G;.,) have

the correct reading. In these circumstances, the true character of the variants

could never be inferred from the readings of this version (G) itself ; it would

be shown only by other versions (T or M or N).° In fact, there is no way

of finding cut whether any of th scripts of a particular version are

conflated (if they happen without consulting the other

versions. And, if for the ed indivual versions, we have

to scrutinize and weigh the ex re might as well®get busy with

the work of preparing the final of course that a final (critical)

text has to be prepared.

That consideration apart,

that all the dozen or more ver

our main task is not made any

the same mental processes in pe reconstructing the correct read-

ings, whether, as at present, the ¥# igetiones are concentrated on a single

page of the critical edition or have toi be searched in a dozen or more different

provincial editions, arranged round about the critic in a semi-circle. Prepar-

ing all these different editions would not by itself give us the correct readings,

Some of them, moreover, would but slightly differ from each other, for

instance, the editions of the Bengali and the Devanagari versions, and it

would mean useless duplication of labour. All that is really needed to facili-

tate our work is a critical edition of the Southern recension. An attempt

to supply that need is now being made by Professor P. !P. S. SAsTRI in his

edition of the Mahabharata, referred to already.

ume, for the sake of argument,

8 in a critically edited shape,

count. One has to go through

THE VULGATE AS BASE

Another high authority, while full of apparent admiration for the

way in which the work is being done at present at the Institute, has with

much pathos and eloquence deprecated this hastily prepared, eclectic text.

All that we need to do at present, according to this scholar, is to reprint the

Vulgate, giving merely the variae lectiones of the manuscripts collated and
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leaving each individual reader to constitute his own text, unhampered and

uninfluenced by the obtrusive personality of some editor who stands like a

monitor between the reader and his author. The learned critic is evidently

of opinion that any average reader, who picks up an edition of the Great

Epic for casual study is better qualified to reconstruct the text than the editor

who has made a special study of the [84} problem! That is a paradox

natural to the subtle mentality: of the learned critic. But we need not take

it too seriously. Whatever the Average Reader might or might not be able

to do, I beg to submit that the Critical Reader, like the learned scholar whose

opinion I am quoting, would not be any the worse off, if he is put in posses-

sion of this “ Recension of Poona”.t For, who and what is to prevent him

from constituting his own text from this critical edition ? Whoever makes the

text—-even if Brhaspati himself were to come down and constitute the text—

the Critical Reader would undoubtedly reject it as it would surely not fit

in with his ideas of what is right and what is wrong. The Critical Reader

has the same freedom of action whether he has before him the critical

text or the Vulgate. The Vulgz saa.f can judge, is no better suited

for serving as the base than ¢

It may, however, be th

really due to @ categorical object

the received text. Should that

ciate the veneration of this schoila

probably, also in great haste &

only in the last quarter of the

years ago. It is surely illogica 2

up largely on unscientific conte eyond the reach of conjecture.

A simpler and more proba © still of the hesitating attitude

of the learned critic might perhaps be that his theoretical misgivings are

based on a rather hasty study of both the Vulgate and the critical text. For,

the text of the Vulgate is so corrupted and so obviously contaminated that it

would be a criminal neglect of his duty for any intelligent editor now to re-

print the Vulgate, when he has at hand the material to control its vagaries

and to correct its absurdities.

of the learned authority is

s in so definite a manner with

t is certainly difficult to appre-

mm of a text which was made up,

wate and insufficient materials,

tury, that is, only about 250

t a text which has been built

ONE SELECTED MANUSCRIPT AS BASE.

No doubt to remedy the inherent defects in the last method as also to

avoid the dreaded samkera of pramanas, it has been suggested by other

scholars that the best course would be to select ove manuscript, the best

manuscript extant (of any version presumably) and print it, with minimal

change, correcting only the obvious and indispensable clerical errors and add-

ing the variants of the collated manuscripts.2 This expedient, though un-

1 Journal Asiatique, Oct.-Dec. 1929, p. 347.

2 C. V. Vapya, JBBRAS. 1920. 367,
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questionably simple and “safe”, and in most cases indubitably effective,

fails totally in the present instance, for two reasons: firstly and chiefly,

owing to the negligible age of our manuscripts, which are barely five hundred

years old ; and, secondly, owing to the systematic conflation which has been

carried on through ages of revisional and amplificatory activity. By follow-

ing any manuscript—even the oldest and the best—-we shall be authenticating

just that arbitrary mixture of versions which it is the express aim of this

method to avoid !

This suggestion, however, has special interest, because the princirie

underlying it has now been, partly and timidly, put into practice by Profes-

sor P. P. S. SAsTRI, in preparing his edition of the Southern recension, whereas

the three foregoing methods are mere castles in the air of theoretical critics.

{85} A ‘CRETIQUE OF PROFESSOR SASTRI’S METHOD

Professor SasTRi’s edition is an excellent demonstration of the inad:-

quacy of the underlying principle, which has been repeatedly advocate:,

showing up its defects as nothin What Professor SASTRI set out

to do is (to quote his own wort he text as it is in the originul

palm-leaf, liberty being taken o¥ torial blunders,) ta weigh the

different readings in the additios and choose the more import-

ant ones [Scil. readings} for bei he text by way of footnotes’.

How difficult it is to carry this nm oractice and at the same time

to present a half-way readable t alized when we see how SAST:l

has had to doctor his text. / ay be added to elucidate the

point. To begin with, SAstr the parvan division, nor the

adhydya division, of his basic’ adding and omitting colophons

arbitrarily, in order to reach sox oeATy norm. Secondly, he adds én

adhyaya of 40 lines after his adhy. 164, which is not found in his manu:-

cript! Thirdly, he omits one whole adhydya of 40 lines, after his adhy. 18),

where ail Southern manuscripts, without exception (including his own exeri-

plar) have it, and is moreover unaccountably silent about the omission !

Fourthly, in one place (his adhy, 122) he has omitted fourteen lines of the

text of his manuscript and added instead thirteen lines which are not fourd

in any Southern manuscript !° . Fifthly and lastly, in yet another place (his

adhy, 214) he has added an interpolation (upa@khydna) of 114 lines of which

not a single line (as actually printed in Sastrt’s edition) is to be found :1.

any of the six manuscripts utilized by him! These are some of the thinys

that an extremely orthodox Southern Pandit actually does when he sets ont

with the avowed object of printing up a Southern manuscript as it is, correci-

ing only ““ scriptorial blunders.” I will not here speak of a certain number

2 Italics mine!

2 The Mahabharata, Vol, I, Introduction, p. xiii.

3 Sasrri’s ed. 1, 122, 23-84 (page 803 f.),
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of spurious lines which appear to have crept insidiously into his text from

the Vulgate and whose existence even he probably does not suspect.1 The

changes mentioned first are of a different order : they have been made by

SASTRI consciously and intentionally.

Let me not be misunderstood. I do not blame SAstrI in the least for

taking such liberties with his manuscript, which is a tolerably good manus-

cript (though probably not very old), but has its faults like any other manus-

cript. I myself have had to proceed similarly, only more thoroughly, more

systematically. Our methods are similar in practice, though not in theory ;

that is, in his theory. SASTRI’s text is eclectic (an epithet often used by critics

with a tinge of reproach, the ground of which it is not casy to perceive) :

as eclectic as any other Mahabharata text, printed or in manuscript, that I

have seen. I have adduced the above instances chiefly to show what correct-

ing merely ‘“‘scriptorial blunders” in Mahabharata textual criticism really

ends in.

Thus it will be seen that the method of printing a Mahabharata manus-

cript as it is, viewed as a rigid prind a, deplorable failure. The lateness

of our manuscript material [9 ar conditions of transmission

of the epic are responsible fo Rey force upon us an eclectic

but cautious utilization of al asses. Since all categories of

manuscripts have their strong X points, each variant must be

judged on its own merits.

WHAT

The Mahabharata probler

think of reconstructing a fluid *

SSIBLE ?

sui generis. It is useless to

{iy original shape, on the basis

of an archetype and a slemmma. ¢ vat is then possible? Our ob-

jective can only be to reconsiruct vm of the text which it is pos-

sible to reach, on the basis of the manuscript material evailable? With that

end in view, we must examine as many manuscripts—and above all as many

classes of manuscripts—as possible, and group them into families. We must

try to ascertain and evaluate the tradition of each family, eschewing late and

worthless material. We may then consider the relation of these traditions

in regard to the variae lectiones, and the genuine and spurious parts of the

text. Beyond that, we have to content ourselves with selecting the readings

apparently the earliest and choosing that form of the text which commends

itself by its documentary probability and intrinsic merit, recording again most

carefully the variants, and the additions and omissions. A little critical re-

1 eg, 1. 22, 284: 58. Jel: . 82. 4ub 5 184. 276 (S has v. 1.): 194. 624 (no
Ms. has this line !); 203. 28> ; 212, 667 ; 215. 544> 5 216, 41, 43 (found only in N,
Dn and printed editions) ; etc. References are to SAsTRVS edition of course. It
must be admitted that, when compared with the mass of the text these interpola-

tions ard really negligible.

* Cf. Lupers, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, 1145.
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maniement of the text need cause no alarm. For, a3 I have already observed,

it is hardly logical to assume that a text which is largely based on conjecture

is now beyond the reach of that principle. Of course there will always re-

main many doubts, but that consideration should’ not prevent us from cor-

recting those parts which can be corrected with confidence ; moreover, that

limitation applies to our comparatively well preserved classical texts, despite

the guarantee of the careful editings they have undergone. However, owing

partly to the fluid character of the original and parly to the fragmentary and

inadequate information we possess as regards the origin, growth and trans-

mission of the text, it is incumbent on us to make Conservatism our watch-

word. We must abstain from effecting any change which is not in some

measure supported by manuscript autharity.:

THE METHOD OF RECONSTRUCTION EXPLAINED

The method I have followed in reconstructing the text cannot, unfortu-

nately, be presented in the shape of short general rules. I shall endeavour,

however, to explain it as briefly a

The main principle underiytr

postulated originality of agre

or less) independent {87} verst

giously—and I hope I have nev

reading or feature which is doct

(N=S).

For instance, we frequently

lines is an “ inorganic line”, §

without detriment to sense o

if proved by both recensions, h: deleted ; they have been kep!

scrupulously intact. A more im nce is of the initial adhydya..

of this parvan. The connection between adhy. 1-3 and what follows, as als:

the connection between the three adhyayas inter se, is of most loose characte «.

There is further the suspicious circumstance that adhy. 4 begins precisely i+

the same way as adhy. 1; both adhyayas have in fact the identical openir z

(prose) sentence :

BEING T SAAT: Ga: Tense AFarcesd sa HeT
POTASTAANT AA |

1 Few scholars, I imagine, would endorse the view of Pandit Vidhushekhe ra

BHATTACHARYA (Modern Review, Calcutta, for August 1928, page 176), that the

first prose sentence of our Mahabharata (ataeqagay TRA: Fa: etc. s, though fou id
in all MSS. without exception, should be deleted from the Critici! Edition, becan:se

it is intrinsically inappropriate in the context. He writes: “They [s:il.

those lines] are to be found in all the different versions of which MSS. ire

collated for the present edition, though with some variant readings, but can we be

satisfied only with this ground as to their being genuine’? That is a little oo

radical! This edition cannot and should not proceed so far.

ation as to authenticity is the

i may be proved to be (more

ple I have tried to follow reli-

vi it—is to accept as original <

Hiormly by all manuscripts alike

uree-lined! stanzas, one of whos:

ich can be added or omitte:!

: seemingly superfluous lines.
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In other words, adhy. 4 begins as though nothing had gone before! The prose

sentence seems to fit better the context of adhy. 4 than the context of adhy. 1;

but that is not material to my argument. It would have been possible to

athetize the first three adhydyas in order to remove this anomaly, relegating

them to the Appendix. But as all the four adhyayas are handed down in

exactly the same form (with the usual amount of variants) in all manuscripts

of both recensions, they were left perfectly intact. Here we have an old con-

flation of two different beginnings. They were not harmonious in juxtaposi-

tion, but each was too good to lose, in the opinion of the ancient redactors.

They therefore put both in, making but a poor compromise.t

Another passage that may be thought to need some radical treatment is

the account of the cremation of Pandu and Madri. We are first told that the

king died in the forest, and Madri mounted the funeral pyre and was burned

with him (1. 116. 31). After this we read that their “bodies” (Serire) are

brought to the capital of the Kurus (1, 117, 30), and an elaborate royal

*funeral takes place. In the account iven in the following adhyaya (118),

from the description of the an ihe aed dressing of the king’s body, and

from the remark that the & 2 were alive (1. 118. 20) :

SSA: FF ALTA: |
it is clear that no former burni ‘After Pandu had been burned

with his favourite queen Mid: eral pyre, there could not have

been (as Hopkins? has justly p much corpse left or not enough

to dress and smear with sand the manuscripts do not render

us any help here. The passage im identical form in all manus-

cripts of both” “recensions.
The above examples wii! diaskeuasts did not always em-

ploy any great art—I may add, Jorhir in conflating two discrepant ac-

counts of an incident, which is by no means an easy task. To resolve such

anomalies, however, is beyond the scope of this edition, since the entire

manuscript evidence unanimously supports the conflation, which is too old

and deep-rooted to be treated by the ordinary principles of textual criticism.

If we went about, at this stage of our work, athetizing such passages as were

self-contradictory or as contradicted the data of some other part of the epic,

there would not be much left of the Mahabharata to edit in the end.

{88} I give in a footnote? the text of a hundred selected. stanzas for

1 Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 172, footnote.

; Adhy. 1 AAT ana 1

MT Gera TeET JOLT | Bert ser dees arama yo
RIAA HA CAMOTH FATAL N Xo | qsmkarharedt aeser aahaar: |

. Adhy. 26 PAA aeena aTaNTAET 42
aaa @ fier aif Reret én qartazener waTIa a Dee t

asitaaattd aatareaieay th € | gaa goad = aamfsanea: 22
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which no variants, or only unimportant variants, have been recorded in the

Adhy. 27

amaqey fender et F ofa ga:

HI: TAA AT IAAT HAT, Ue

fTts7 guoeq arate TRIES |

Il A aga: aaa Hr uv

AAT: FARA ATE TSTTA: |

MAPS Vat Taal eesfes 4

uaftasa ae g Say saree war

fara ATA eI Gawar qaeaat vw

ATA AAT Aral Gaga DAA |

SUPHR HAE TANT BAT: (LR

Adhy. 29

agaraeagyt sat aralsedie Say

a ay ag fasaqadearaitan: us

Adhy. 31

ysaraat aaer aay Bagaa ai |

IAAT STH ICT AAA

Adhy. 32

aashencaaet waar faa]: |

fRlae HA aa sora alka Fs
Sra TT ast sngat F Aiea

HIGAATTTS AGT F AERA Way

Adhy. 35

aa: MIR at Heat aah: Tae |

WUE IAL FT TE ATT TNR

Adhy. 38

GA FUISIA HATHA |

fateq tage ara afteared eae ua

Adhy. 39

WAG: Fale: HIATT AaleTAT

aaa AAT TATA: Ns

Heya cat gal Tatiezey aa

Hel aT AAT. HIT TTA i wv

faa tateg 999 Asfeneqaeray |

He Solaray TAS BATA | c

Adhy.. 40

aat at aaaasar et

Tat aat: Tela: |

grea wager

aaa a cer rey afer 4

Adhy. 41

argued fica: geraecgia: 1

a gaa dard wermarragarr

e

’ Adhy. 42

ga feats aoe a Sat aes
fas 3 aa Aaya Hat TITS: 3

j OBS Had: Teealitg Bra:

ar gfenaraaitvaraar:

Adhy. 45

Eyagey @ BAT Tera |
ay

aaagin qat agate uv

_Adhy. 46 —

read aaa agaiert i

Cees galt aeat aegdese way

Adhy. 48

AARZ F aR: qtadaaay |

Ta: sear ust Af waa as

sae Rrra ary aag:faa: |

ATTICA TGP: TAT W 9%

Adhy. 49

qT AEA FT 4 BETES |

qgnatnaaey TaMezaTaT UY

qa: & TeHaleasaly aalsae

MNT ARAASAZ SIT eaRaT TAT UR

waa T as wa: BAR gH:

Hara qairgrraedtat aada: ke

T TANITA AMIGA |

aa aceseh: qaafegaawa: yyw |
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Adhy. 53

@ ya: Tosstaey wa: wifey = 1

SAaIMAAgT A AR TANT: Fe

sefareq: Tagen F AaaeaATA: |

{89} aeqer saat fed artattsy BEST 9

qaurad sae a4 pasa |

after qaemt F afSay warwat a4

Adhy. 54

aaaes aed Salinger |

GAMA USE: Maa BATT HW 9

Adhy. 55

WY Usa He: PANS |

cst gata areas any

_ Adhy. 56

afaa t aarea ar ad festa

AEnCTAeMT FST ARG AA

ay Tat Ag: Ga aeq ails

are: Fea Sa aearea graibe:

uaaraer Fag qaad aaa |

Fae HAAACA TA AA ARIAT: |

aed: aaeley qacrey AEA: §

sae ad Ker oma:

Adhy. 58

Brags: geet zea ReearBat ge

HAAICATETT ASF TAT tt ¥

eae a acer qatar area:

TAATATATASTATT ATE: NY

agral @ wel eat aa asa F |

aneen aal aaifeaqeeyaneary yey

AY WHIT: VF Yat HIVaIA: |

eyed sy ey a ger A Taga! ve

Adhy. 59

Sao aaa: gat Rat: qoasta: |

Heese YeeA: FE: FY: ye
WS: FARA Gareedearaey |

ageaeqaasypens fafa 4¢
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Aza AM Tat Teaacaaeaa4r |

ary alrerneg gat qatar tye

Adhy. 60

HA: RITA: Gals GanaTatlor:

agatiey sty qT: UN <

giadarka: gar: age Aas |
AwUAATSH ATA Star sfafBar: vw a4

Adhy. 61

aquaasat seq ages: cieatfia: 1

yforen fae eer feral usifiiaena: ues

qeerdagedaatate ART

SMART AAMT wUgAAA AST Ge

agtian Fea AH ARET: |

fa a Usedygakagay v vk

<7: Ga da xatiga: |

qoregtad TATA ATAT |

aq TAA AeRAM Wl RY

Adhy. 71

aaa He Aaesraare. |

Tray aapaet Bea wv

. Adhy. 73

HAT HA Wa eer alna: |

pared at Rat warat wast 4

ear sient seat Baaret dt aa

| argeat doktor gefadt arrraadta uee

Adhy. 76

a a 8 aed) aed ame aa aay

glean arraexey ag agra: us

Adhy. 81

aeq faedlaga: aeratadeera: |

afta aateare Ria Ae a aaa: tl <

Adhy. 91

Ay Tl azast aaa |

| Te ATA: Maa Arectet ATA
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Adhy. 93 a Waa Srey

@ qretreaqedt ataarcaa | aR Bal AT AAT FE Nw

aa gurpat 2e: MIgqeTAay wv

area: eat Rare: cag at a gage

aa ayaa a slafearchaa: nv 9s

WaT J A Bat Ta aaeTAT |

aa ATAIMT walt aarHAT v Ro

Adhy. 94

a aarige ot agatha age

ndatitaamnRaacagen 9

qa: asta sag eqraatiteray |

ON tardiseter at aed 1 My

Adhy. 96

aeat qaaraaare: ae PPiae:

aarareaeather: Avea TAT

Adhy. 102

aaa ses afar aaafezor: |

waaqha a meq taqha gata =

Adhy. 117

cat Ragaaenat aersatatsaar.

a afreatieiavaaigay: 3%

{90} Adhy. 125

aaeara a ated aot aeasra |

qaraatargad aaa 34

Adhy. 127

anata daca giicaataa: |

amistraaater: Riceat aaaeeT i 2

at: Wea Tard aT: |

gale thaidardiarare: 1 2

ad sutra: argent aga: |

MTT Faq Ba: ts

Adhy. 132

qosat zaruser Sar aT |

sera Rakes yause MTA, Ul
8

Adhy. 138

Teg at seared serzarlsra: |

at feat RATEI: STAT: BATTAL RS

Adhy. 139

Tes oes F AA Beg aagarbrar 3

MIN aaraeN sm adadta Fu ¢

Adhy. 152

a TeAGUAy Tat wHaT TH

da aa waaay Aas FAT 1 av

Adhy. 158

BME AleTRT TAA: |

aE AsaraIeTTaT 3

afatsa ait 3 er gaa 1

SCT WAT AVAL STITT SMa (139

Adhy. 159

mene ye wartaere |

al ai Grea gat argue 99

Adhy. 162

eSBs sal Bo: warrBereea: 1

afestsehie seat a arardt waa 4 5

Adhy. 170

malt gar yet aap Aa gaa:

aaa TAT HAT TIT Ta: 2

Adhy. 192

ay sated ast Bara aah: ae

TAMA AGO Wit A HIT A Us

Adhy, 194

ian a sates erfirerer frat 3 t

aa fe eva: ert ena: afta 1 9<

& Fea a4 UseAEMT Facer |

waey aoe ateraaa|S wesay 1 4%
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critical notes ; of these about {91} thirty have no variants at all, while the

remaining (seventy) show only insignificant variants, such as transposition,

substitution of synonyms, and so on. The number of the latter class of

stanzas could naturally be easily augmented, by increasing the latitude of

permissible variation. Being handed down uniformly in all manuscripts

alike, they may be regarded as authentic (as least as far as manuscript evi-

dence goes), forming so to say, pieces of firm bedrock in the shifting quick-

sands of Mahabhirata poetry. As such they will be valuable for the study

of epic style, diction, vocabulary and so on.

To return to the question of text reconstruction. The rule arising out of

the agreement between independent recensions or versions is easy to compre-

hend and simple to apply ; only its sphere of operation is rather restricted.

Difficulties arise when there is fluctuation; and that is the normal state.

When there was fluctuation, the choice fell, as a corollary of the previous

rule, upon a reading which is documented by the largest member of (what

prima facie appear to be) meré or less independent versions, and which is

Adhy. 198 Adhy. 206

freat sftafa & ovat feear stata Ps meat a cafe Renae |

fear x7zerat a wedaedt Azle senatraerarrattar 1 98

Adhy. 199 Adhy. 210
at g Arad ale: Secigat ara

sftadansat Sa ant a gerd a

TB a Tag Aas TIS

Si: VATS FT TWST: |

Nala WAASAT TNL Ne

wat & geroqmdat Hawes eat ve « Adhy. 211
Adhy. 200 | Heid Tea qlee |

cart aaarten eiaett atest | GA: AAA aerate GAT: Ul &

ser at are ee ee NTA Nge | CS Tat: etrierts sarge y |
aged faa staataPat sat 9%

Adhy. 202

aqaurieeat werent serait Peale: 1 Adhy. 212

swqfing aet eer ardigeraM: UX | Ft amata aaa: Gaatafta: aa |

Adhy. 203 TANNA TTY: TRL A Fe

act aegeet ae 3a: frovae Adhy. 220
Rresefifiaa gasarerianicery, Ub 2 a Meat aaa: OTe ReMRSET ANTE |

Ua FaGa: eae eaSHATTT | aaa figaiar a BS ay aHST NY
AM GAIAIAT TT TATA: || XE

' Adhy. 205 Adhy. 225

at nasfdeat sara | Fal HAA wTaTeAaaa aA |

nya Fen etal natal anaftat u < ava dar serenity aesqrenftr aaa: 1 4°
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supported by intrinsic probability. Diagrammatically we might represent the

types as follows :

(i) N,=S=Text. (ii) N =S, = Text. (iii) N, = S$, = Tex

N, S, N, 5S

N, : S, N, S,

ete, etc, ete. etc.

The presumption of originality in these cases is frequently confirmed by a

lack of definite agreement between the discrepant versions. The commonest

application of this rule is when §, K or B (with or without D) agree with

S against their own agnates, Numerous examples of this type of agreemexit

have been adduced above (pp. Liv, LX),

Occasionally we get “double” agreement, that is, agreement between two

or more groups of each recension (N, = S, and N, = S,) ; for example, when

(1) §, K=M, and simultaneously B= TG,

or (2) 8 K=G, and.s

Here one of the agreements

both can hardly be original ;

intrinsic merit. Owing to the TM

K, I have, as a rule, adopted the

equal.

neausivy B= M.

eaking, be accidental, sinc:

adopted, if they have equei!

srectness and reliability of §,

this group, other things bein:

adings neither of which cat

al intrinsic merit (N: S), |

When the two recensions }

have come from the other and

have, for the sake of consistent? jew to avoiding unnecessary

and indiscriminate fusion of ver 2d, as @ stop-gap, the reading

of N. This rule is of very common application, since one constantly comes

across readings which are but paraphrases of each other and between which

it is impossible to discriminate, Examples of such alternative readings are ;

N S

1. 23 wat: qferete aaae wanna: | | wed: adaleg qBaer wera: 1. 23

1. 51 ara are at ara ae SCL

54. 3 aferateneaa: eeraia ade: =. |. , 54. 8
57, 30 sasaaner Saat: aa 4: TTR. 57. 30

60. 9 aaeaaraTgprerorgTarale: | exgaefnge set reg | 1 60. 9
60, 10 arTgrTatgErgral aes aaleAa: | HeleTET Ag anngUETAT) 60. 10

{92}65. 20 gaat atretara see Geage! | HETATAa BAK ger Ak Meta: | 65. 20

65. 35 vat ae walt «send | carerenia eal zat 2a

sage | ! faster. 6 |. 65.85

65. 35 aaa at fat ama gee wks. 65. 85
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N

66, 2 ager qateieag

66. 3 afta ad: at a

66. 9 HAE aaeiaraaRdaa

73. 4 aa aqtaiga

106. 6 areata aeqer: oflareatiad

TH |

107, 20 seat amacqraen af

faa 71

ama ava dlarfeenacd

reals

200. 9 angeay Zahara yezeT |

PROLEGOMENA

TIAMAT BAAT 66. 2

aatshrata at aay. 66. 3

SHYATAMT TAHA HT MANTA: | 66. 9

AIA AeA 73, 4

THUT: BUTEA TT HATTA | 106.9

og ates deer gondqaaeta | 107. 20

sma gaaa ava ara:

AAA TAIT F RVHTAST AWE: 1200. 9

When the above tests break down or when they give only a negative

result, the expedient adopted b

how the other readings may i

often proved to be a lectio dij

to eliminate them being the |

find a reading which best explains

rue reading in this case has

jaism or_a solecism, the desire

variation. Here follow some

ye

examples of variation due to the

57. 7 wa: “udder” (¥. | oeat:, Wa: Nil, Ie, Ta, Fes,

ae:, wae, etc )

_ viet, dart)

“younger” (v. 1 @aé, al aa:

98. 18 agx (v. 1. agz, AAs, Tae, etc. )

102. 18 ayfiit (v. J. at fit, Rar, areaar: )

103. 13 arasttat (v. 1. aad, aed a, arcagat, aafrat, etc. ).

EMENDATION

Emendation has played a very inconspicuous réle in the preparation of

the constituted text. Jnterpretation has in general been given preference over

emendation. Even in the case of corrupt passages, the reading of some

manuscript or other gives sense, though it may not be the original sense, not

even a wholly satisfactory sense. Precipitate emendation is, however, to be

deprecated ; for experience has shown that but a small proportion of scholars’

corrections are really amendments. Moreover, in this special case, we know,

as yet, too little about the epic idiom and the epic world altogether ; as also

about the vicissitudes of the epic text. Besides, who can say that the original

was linguistically uniform, and conformed to any particular norm? What
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would be the style of a work which in the main is obviously a compilation ?

The text, as it has been fixed by me, contains about 35 emendations.

The corrections are generally very slight, being concerned mostly with sinzle

isolated words, never with whole passages. Wherever even a single letter has

been added, omitted or altered, without the authority of any of the man is-

cripts, I have inserted an asterisk (*) in the text.

Only in very few instances do the emendations effected in this edition

make any difference to the sense, e. g. 1. 41.5 Tassearanaesa:, where he

word ( af ata, has been [93] added to the pada, a word found only in D2; -he

other readings are: a@ aate, ad atari, ad ear, aay ari, ad eam

( hypermetric ! ), wasf@aert, 7a Garr, seven combinations, each having a

different syllable between 4 and at! Ina few cases the emendation affects

merely some grammatical form of the stanza in question; e. g. 1. 8€.5

afatersiidt “ages fei, where the readings for aa are UEs, ATE, aL,

eyyéea ( corruption of last? ), enaiy,.% weegea ( hypermetric | ).

But the large majority of, gus concern merely metre end

sandhi. My study of the man ded me to the conclusion tiat

there was an ever growing arti hypermetric padas, in fact to

any form of metrical irregularit ¢ondly, to forms of sandhi not

sanctioned or countenanced by F* > grammar. In particular, there

is noticeable a strong aversion to ft where it was. permitted by rules

of grammar, Hiatus between ‘inc to be disapproved and was

removed by such expedients ak! & a meaningless f&, J or a

at the beginning of the posterior

Manuscripts betray the surreptite orts of the scribes and redactors

to eliminate hiatus ( sometimes even . when it is grammatically permissib 2 )
in the following instances among others: 1. 2. 91 (between pads)

qaqas | sera af dng: ; 2. 130 qesar sigurega (8 readings) ; 2. .50

aA ua sane; 2. 212 aq seraaqrerey; 9. 11 ( between padas) “arr |

afisa; 15. 2 geen aq; 21. 3 ae sey Tad; 33. 18 wfeaeey

seftam: ; 33. 22 ar amtand fa wa; 36.70 at (vila ga, aa),

41. 8 aa aftaaitgan; 41. 21 ad dat aatyer (v.!. watqa:); 45. 13

( between padas ) gag 1 Teas (v. 1. ater’, Adee’, Ga ); 50. 17 ust

aan "fast (v. 1. aes) gemma: ; 60. 4 adirrie aif: (v. 1. “cenBr,

wfa:, Ue: ); 65. 24 ( between padas) ggah i sh (S “atelh ) ; 72. 2:.N

at ex° (S Bavaex’); 76. 18 setter aeitgaes (v. |. “aregie?, Careia®, “arg,

eqafi’ ); 83. 3 ater etraara (v. 1 gaa’, aed’, aa”); 84. 13 aadt ats 3;

85. 8 aat taht tacit (v. 1. aera a aR); 94. 38 AF area ( aren’,

aa’, aeat’); 96. 42 (between padas) wet 1 BeHAT (v. 1 aaa’,

aan’, Aer, aaa’, aa); 98. 8 aradet ae (v1, ae, ae, se

B-A
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“wafer 3); 99.15 a afaga; 99. 39 ( between padas) “adltari stare

(v. 1. qa); 100. 2 traf enmiteaia ; 101. 3 @ ster’ (v. 1. apr’, atm);
103. 5 ( between padas ) ear i etgeat (v. 1. aa’, ag’, wa’, Ga’, etc. );

107. 32 (between padas) wagaeatr 1 amari (S:Ki eat); 109. 7

( between padas ) “dst 1 ef8° (Mc, af’); 109, 21 (between padas )

a1 srafas a; 110. 28 af& enat; 112. 31 ar egetat; 114. 38 eaaiat (v. 1.

“carat, “aonat, arat, Caefint); 116. 25 aster eqarrat; 148. 1 falar

agate ; 152. 19 ad omg: 157. 13 eat ae: (6 readings ); 183.3 ( bet-

ween padas) aia 1 adtafgr (Nins. arf); 218. 11 ( between padas )

algeaqa i aqsfast. — It is evident that sandhi was originally more flexible.

It is only in later phases of literature that writers make a shibboleth of it.

Similar efforts to correct hypermetric lines may be seen from:

20. 2 faat faomagat (v. 1. faonedt Aaat, fact aaagat, Aeonagat

2: )

78. 23 ate Gaal ae

cata, aT He

92. 4. meant f& I eat

fa & sett ace)

94, 74 qaaETACTAT (

aa for wad; also ftg: aan

H ste sear, aca trae,

, HF BIA’, BE AIA? ).

solecism, we find likewise

different efforts made, indepe h other, to purge the text

of what came to be regarde ic blunders or corruptions in

the ancient text. Examples of attempts made to {94} remove solecisms

are: 1. 1. 190 Q @ adffa (v.1 aaa 4 a, F ata a); 2. 93

at va ama (v.l. ade aor sma, Tea atewi ael); 7.26 gate
(v. lL getaeg, “aa, “at7); 9. 2 Rea (v. 1 weal, aa); 21.6 TAMA

(afiitsa’, artsy); 43.14 ana (v. lL ama, ene); 46. 37 okaad

(v. 1 aiget at); 48. 24 ar aren (v. 1. armen); 96. 44 ger

grasa (v. 1. garage); 123. 16 atteawi va ( v. |. “aqomdt ); 124. 24

seed! pass, pres. part. (v. 1. sara); 141. 7 afeaqit(v. 1. & o7 J Aenft),

151, 23 gq atadt( v. 1. ataearara ); 154. 24 anfteezragpat ( v. 1. sieeqraag” );

165. 24 aenfigafe % ae (v. 1. Ba st aTarBR etc. ); 169. 20 ara aa

(v. 1 ey aabtg etc. ); 184.18 arta (vl aaa, aaa, aera, fafa;

siafa, aafta, aia |); etc., etc.

Iadd examples of Aypermetric padas (generally with the scheme

verve »===) which are the result of emendation: 1. 30.7 sitvaafteart

H*; 1, 155. 35 saraed H Ga Aa,

Owing to the increasi
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And, finally, examples of iatus as the result of emendation :

51. 8 ereal* sex: eqatansina 110, 28 fe “erat aera

57. 20 Prag *exext Zt: 116. 25 aaer sxaAeaat

98. 8 aradet “ed wen 119. 11 qaqa *erftanat

99.15 waa 4 “afsage 147, 2 delta “evaaaa,

100, 2 faaft *ennfirer 148, 1 fafa “eae

103. 5 gad med ae *etaea | 157. 13 cage “oT:

FOE A: | 207. 17 ge *afearaya z

110. 20 me araita ant *eelagamt- | 214. 9 amas “atlas

Fra 224. 5 dacqarar (sing. ) “erfrdt.

It is important to remember that emendation has been resorted to merely

for the purpose of unifying divergent and conflicting manuscript evidence,

never in opposition to clear and unanimous testimony of manuscripts, The

emendations are thus not amencmner the text in the ordinary sense of the

word, made in order to eke or “hen the manuscripts yield nc

sense or an unsatisfactory sen an effort to find, so to say.

a hypothetical focus towards ¥! nt readings converge.

THE “4 SAGES

the different manuscripts, vei -

“lained, is disturbed chiefly ky

constant and fruitful source

4 * always been the marginalia.

A more dangerous and troubiesox ‘au the practice of incorporating

into one’s text-——without stating ¢ nd without much explanatovy

comment—passages found in other versions. It may be surmised that ce’e-

brated places of pilgrimage like Ujjayini,s Ramesvaram, KA, and othe’s,

with recitations of the epics held periodically in their famous shrines, have

played an important réle in the dissemination of the knowledge of local vzr-

sions among the pious visiting pilgrims, whose number undoubtedly incluc ed

the bards and the professional reciters of the epics.

{95} Much light is thrown on the origin of these misch-codices by she

MS. K, a manuscript belonging to the Bombay Government Collection de.so-

sited at the Institute. In this manuscript we find long extracts from otier

cognate versions (such as y) as also from the Southern recension, written out

on separate folios and inserted at appropriate places in the body of the ina-

nuscript, with the words apyatqqaqhs written on the margin of the orig zal

The uniformity of the interre

sions or recensions, as has he

comparison and conflation of

of confusion, as was pointed

4 Bana’s Kadambarit (ed. PETERSON, p. 61) refers to a recitation of the Nibh.

on the fourteenth day of the half month in the temple of Mahakala at Ujjain, wich

the queen attends,
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folio, near the place where the passage is to be interpolated. Should this

manuscript happen to be copied again and should the copyist insert the

passage at the place indicated by the previous scribe, the interpolation would

become an integral part of the new text which is externally absolutely indis-

tinguishable from the rest of the text.

Thig leads us to the question of “ additional” passages in general. Our

attitude with regard to them is quite clear, in my opinion. The first and

foremost source of our knowledge as to what the Mahabharata comprises, is

and must remain the manuscript evidence itself. For example, the question

—which seems to trouble a great many people, judging by the inquiries on

the point received at the Institute-_whether the Uttaragita, Gajendramoksa

and Anusmrti are parts of the Mahabharata, must be answered by the

manuscripts themselves. If none of our manuscripts contain these passages,

itis prima facie evidence that they are not parts of the Mahabharata. Thereis

nothing to suggest that our Mahabharata manuscripts have suffered any

serious loss at any time, There ne any lack of manuscripts, many of

which were preserved carefully. which must have been copied

repeatedly, for the enhancemeh is no evidence of any break

in the tradition at any time hin the confines of India at

least. The probable inference ? imuscripts contain all that was

there originally to hand down, 2: hat Jate writers and commenta-

tors have said about passages no ry manuscripts is always a mat-

ter of secondary importance ; i te nullify or override the pri-

mary evidence of manuscripts testimony has only local or

personal value ; it can always Ne evidence of the Mahabharata

manuscripts.

Likewise, whether an episode, adhyaya, passage, stanza or line may be

regarded as belonging to the Mahabharata or not must primarily depend up-

on whether the manuscripts contain it. Extrinsic evidence, in so far as it is

valid, will principally hold good only for the period or locality to which it be-

longs. Intrinsic evidence may be considered ; but, being of a subjective cha-

racter, it must be used with caution. Our primary evidence being the ma-

nuscripts themselves, we are bound to view with suspicion, as a matter of

principle, any part of the text which is found only in one recension, or only

in a portion of our critical apparatus. Therefore, the evidence for such pas-

sages as are contained only in one manuscript, or a small group of manus-

cripts or versions, or even in a whole recension must be pronounced to be

defective. Consequently, all lines belonging to one recension only, and @

fortiori such as pertain to a combination of manuscripts amounting to less

than a recension, for which there is nothing corresponding in the other recen-

sion and which are not absolutely necessary for the context—all lines, in

short, with ai defective title—have been placed in the footnotes or the Appen-

dix, pending further inquiry regarding their credentials.
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Such passages are not all necessarily spurious. There might be a hun.

cred good reasons why the questionable passages are missing in a particular

recension or version. It might conceivably be, for instance, that the shorter

recension represents (as certain [96} scholar has said) “a mutilated anc

hastily put together composition of the Middle Indian Redactors, who coulc

not lay their hands on all manuscripts of the Mahabharata”. The shorte:

version might again be, theoretically, a consciously abridged cr expurgatec:

version. Or, more simply, the omission might be due to mere oversight o°

some scribe who had quite unintentionally omitted the defaulting passage anc

this mistake of the first scribe had been perpetuated by the other copyists.

And so on and so forth. But all these are mere possibilities. All these reasons

in general and particular must be adduced and proved, or at least made pro-

bable, in any given case. Moreover, the manuscripts clearly show that thers

has been in progress, through centuries, constant comparison’ of manuscripts.

In view of this circumstance, the explanation that the omission of a passag::

ina whole version might be duc ia a.seribe’s oraission loses much of its force.

Omission is as much @ fact i) iig..textual tradition as addition.

And it igs fair to demand of ‘ges the authenticity of suc’

one-recension passages why the does not contain it?

The general condemnation ‘or version that it is mutilatec,
merely on the ground that it jac! sages that are found in a rive!
recension or version, is entirely for the argument might easily

be reversed, so that the contro ve merely into mutual vitupe-

ration. What I mean is this. ; nat one of the recensions, say

N, does not contain a certain” 5 ain set of passages found in

another, say S, it is illogical te ig a mutilated version ; because

such an argument can with equal cogency applied to S, in regard to certain
other passages that are missing in S but found in N. The point is so in:
portant and at the same time so difficult to grasp that I shall endeavour to

make my meaning clearer with the help of a concrete illustration. My cori-
tention is this. From the fact that the Southern recension contains, say, the
Nalayani episode (App. I, No. 100), which is missing in the Northern re-
cension, it would be illogical to argue that the Northern recension is defective

£

* P. P. S, SastRi, The Mahabharata, Vol. 2, Introduction, p. viii.
2 Cf. Lipers, “Zur Sage von Rsyaériga”, Nachrichten von der konigl. Ge-

sell. der Wiss. zu Géttingen, Phil-hist. KI, 1901. 42: “Allein wie man tiber clie
Erklarung solcher Verschiedenheiten innerhalb der Nagarirecension auch denk«n
mag, soweit es sich um die Verschiedenheiten zwischen N und G”"—then, @ fer-
tiori, between N and S—* handelt, halte ich es fir ein durchaus richtiges Princip,
in den Abschnitten, die im allgemeinen Vers fiir Vers tibereinstimmen wie z. B. der
Text des ReyaSriga-sage, einen Vers, der entweder in N oder in G fehlt, als ver-
dachtig, und wenn sich ein einleuchtender Grund fir seine Einftigung darbietet, z!s
interpoliert. zu betrachten, Wer solche Verse fiir echt halt, muss erkldren, wie 2s
kam, dass sie in der einen Recension fortgelassen wurden.”
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or mutilated ; because one can, with equal cogency, seek to establish the muti-

lation or defection of the Southern recension by pointing, say, to the Ganesa

passage, which is found cnly in certain Northern manuscripts and is entirely

missing in the Southern manuscripts. The argument could have been em-

ployed with greater semblance of reason and plausibility, had there been only

a mere plus or minus on either side, but is entirely without cogency in the

present instance where there are both additions and omissions on both. sides.

{97} Originality and authenticity are, unfortunately, not the prerogative

of any single recension or version or manuscript.2. They must be established,

laboriously, chapter by chapter, line by line, word by word, syllable by syll-

able? The optimistic view that any extant manuscript, however old and

trustworthy, of some favoured version or recension, could give us, with a

few additions and alterations, the text of Vydsa’s Bharata or Mahabhirata

is the index of a naive mentality and. does not need any elaborate refutation.

The argument in favour of any particular recension or version or text

is frequently sought to be streng’ a reference to the authority of the

Parvasathgraha (Adi 2), a we ‘every tyro leans rather heavi-

ly in the beginning, and it wo e the argument here.

THE PARYS GUMENT

ained that the Parvasathgraha-

solution of the perplexing ques-

Abharata. But the paradoxical

ifferent editors of the Virata-

Until lately high hopes h

parvan (Adi 2) would supply the:eh

tion of the reconstruction of the:

situation created by the circurn

parvan, both of whom rely main # of the Parvasathgraha for es-

tablishing the originality and authenticity. eir respective texts, have pro-

duced critical editions of that parvan’ which differ by no less than 1467

stanzas," has created grave misgivings in the minds of unbiassed critics as to

whether the Parvasathgraha can render us any help at all in reconstructing the

text of the Mahabharata, and these misgivings appear justified by the facts

of the case.

The exaggerated importance which the late Mr. UTGIKAR was inclined to

attach to the numerical data of the Parvasathgraha, was, I believe, mainly,

if not wholly, due to his mistaken belief that there was complete agreement

between the two rival recensions in all material particulars as regards the

text of this adhyZya. This erroneous and wholly unfounded notion seems to

4 Lupers, op. cit. p. 43, justly asks : ““Wenn aber die Grantha-recension Zu-

satze erfuhr, warum sollen wir denn annehmen, dass die Nagari-recension von ihnen

verschont geblieben sei? ”.

2 Cf. WINTERNITZ, Geschichte der ind. Litteratur, 1. 398f.

3 Mr, UtcrKar’s text contains only 2033 stanzas; while in Professor SASTRi's

Southern Recension, the Virdtaparvan has 3500 stanzas! And both are said to be

supported by manuscript authority.
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have been induced by the ambiguous and thoroughly misleading character of

the text of the Khumbhakonam edition, which claims to be an edition “mainly

based on South Indian texts”, but presents a version of this adhydya whicn

has been unblushingly copied from the Bombay and Calcutta editions, ignor-

ing wholly the Scuthern divergences, which are quite considerable.

Not only are there discrepancies between the two recensions as regard:

the numbers of the adhydyas and the Slokas in the various parvans, there is mu

complete agreement even between the different versions of the same recer-

sion. Take, for instance, the case of the Adiparvan itself. Our constitute:

text (following the Saradé codex) gives (1. 2. 96) the number of élokas j1

the Adi as 7884, But this is not the only reading of that number. For the

digit representing the thousands alone, the choice lies between seven, eigh”,

nine and ten! There can, therefore, be no doubt that the text of this adt-

yaya also has been tampered with and designedly altered, from time to tim:

in various {98} ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated versio

of a later epoch. It will thus h > admitted that the parvasarngrah:

argument is of secondary impa :.niot be pressed too far.

atic whether we could mak::

wmeration of Slokas in the case

£ to compute the extent of this

ecause this parvan, as is well

(3 and 90). Taking the figur::

tent of the whole of the Ad..

muted by the compilers of the

Be that as it mal, it is ex

any use whatsoever of the Pa

of the Adi at least, because it w

parvan and that for two reaso

known, contains two lengthy x

of the Parvasathgraha to repr:

it is not clear how the prose »

Parvasathgraha. Most of the m era add the numbers of stanzas

to the number of their respective prose stevens, and arrive at the length of

the Adi in glokas ! But this is bad arithmetic. P. P. S. SastRI offers a solu

tion which is more ingenious than convincing. He holds the compiler of th:

Parvasathgraha down to the letter of his statement. The Parvasarhgrah:

tells us, says SASTRI, merely the number of Slekas which the different parvans

contain. Nothing is said about the prose sections. He therefore ignores thi:

prose adhyayas in computing the extent of the Adi, and is satisfied that hi:

text exactly agrees with the data of the Parvasarhgraha !

The other difficulty in the way of using the Parvasathgraha figure in

the case of the Adi is that this parvan contains a large number of Tristubl

stanzas, which again introduce an element of uncertainty in the computation,

Was each Tristubh stanza counted as one gloka ; or did the Bharata-cintaka:

‘(mentioned in 1. 2. 172) compute the exact equivalent of the long-metr:

stanzas in Slokas? It is difficult to .say. The difference in the reckoning wil!

be, however, between 40 and 50 per cent. of the total! As a very rough esti-

mate, the Adi may contain something like 500 long-metre stanzas. This fac-

tor alone would introduce a difference of about 225 stanzas !
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These are some of the obvious difficulties in the way of making any prac-

tical use of the figure recorded in the Parvasarhgraha for text-critical purposes.

The computation may have some value in the case of a parvan in which

there is no prose at all, which is almost wholly in anustubh metre, and for

which finally the Parvasathgraha figure is certain, the manuscript evidence

being unanimous.

It is quite within the range of probability that the apparent extent of

the critical text of a parvan may fall appreciably below or rise appreciably

above the figure recorded in the Parvasarhgraha, as is actually the case with

other editions. Moreover, unless it can be made probable that the compi-

lation of this “Table of Contents” is nearly contemporaneous with the pre-

sent redaction of the Great Epic, these discrepancies will be without much co-

gency in matters relating to the constitution of the text. The value of a

manuscript, version, or printed text of the Mahabharata must not

be thought to depend exclusively or even mainly upon its agreement with or

discrepancy from the numerical data of the Parvasarhgraha. It must in final

« it occupies in a logical andanalysis be regarded as depend:

convincing scheme formulate ‘lution of the different extant

versions and types of Mahabh

It should further be careful

agreement as to extent between |

this fact alone is no guarantee «

line for line, because the same &

innumerable different ways by

thenticity and uncertain docutyi ich there is always a plentiful

supply in every parvan. The dif A nally not be solved even if we

happen to light upon a unique manuscript which agrees with the Parvasaii-

graha exactly as to the number of stanzas in any particular parvan and we

should adopt its verbatim; because there is every probability that while

it satisfies the one criterion of extent given by the Parvasarhgraha, it may not

satisfy, in every respect, other and more exacting critical tests, when compar-

ed line by line and word by word with other extant manuscripts.

‘imul that even if there be exact

graha and any constituted text,

e@ correctness of the entire text,

sf stanzas could be made up in

ecting stanzas of doubtful au-

In the above discussion I have implicitly assumed, as is done by most

writers on the subject, that the word sloke in the Parvasarhgraha chapter has

the usual meaning “stanza”. This interpretation was called into question,

by the late Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasad SHAstTRI, who offered a new in-

terpretation, which I cannot but think is far more plausible, although I do

not agree with all the conclusions he deduces therefrom.

The really valuable discovery of the Mahamahopadhyaya, in my opi-

nion, is that the word Sloka cannot mean here stanza or verse or anything of

the kind, but must denote (as in the parlance of scribes and vendors of ma-

nuscripts) @ unit of measurement of written matter, comprising 32 syllables
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of aksaras.1 The difficulty of computing prose passages and the long-metr:-

stanzas mentioned above finds a satisfactory solution at once in this interpre-

tation of the word “éloka”. And that is moreover the only interpretation

of the word which, as far as I can see, can successfully solve that. difficult,,

in view of the circumstance that the text is heterogeneous, consisting of Sl.-

kas, prose, and long-metre stanzas. But in this supposition we shall have 19

count, not only the actual text (consisting of prose and verse), but the whcle

of the written matter. And that enumeration, whether it be 7884, 8884,

9884 or 9984, will include not only the text properly so called but also thie

colophons and the hundreds of the prose formulaic references (like ziqresq

saa ) besides perhaps the captions of adhyayas, sub-parvans and parvans,

and even the numerical figures denoting the numbers of Slokas, and so on.

The number of adhydyas in our edition (225) does not tally with the

number given in the Parvasarhgraha (218), any more than in any of the

previous editions : the Calcutta edition of the Adi has 234 adhydyas, the

Bombay editions vary between 234 and 236, while the Kumbhakonam edi-

tion reaches the astonishing figure. we the Parvasarngraha figure in

the case of each of these latter ye, 227.

livision in our extant manu:-

Heth of our adhyayas should be

our edition contain only 5 stan-

me instance) has over 100 stan-

is also there is much inconsist-

va ends with the remark that

i, which may be quite short,

It may be pointed out th

cripts is extremely arbitrary. TR

about 35 stanzas ; but adhy. 12

zas each, while adhy. 57 (te ment

zas. As regards the contents of:

ency. Thus we frequently find: the

a certain person spoke as folie

forms the beginning of the following ¢. Then again the manuscrip:s

are far from being unanimous in er of marking the colophons :

they show in fact wild [100} fluctuations. Even the reading of the Parva-

sarhgraha figure is not entirely free from doubt (eg. our SaradA codex gives

the number of the adhyfyas as 230!), though the reading 218 seems highiy

probable.

Under these circumstances, nothing would be easier than to manipulaie

the colophons, by arbitrarily combining the conflicting data of the different

recensions or versions or even manuscripts and arriving at any required

figure. This has actually been done by Professor P. P. S. SastTRi in his

edition of the Southern Recension, which thereby achieves the dubious dis-

tinction of being the only edition of the Adiparvan in which the adhyaya

number agrees exactly with the Parvasathgraha figure but the colophons a:e

mostly at the wrong places. This procedure is the less excusable in his case

1 Cf. Haraprasada SHastri, A Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscritts

in the Collection of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, Vol. 5, Preface, pp. xxxii, xxx¥,

XXXVI, XL,
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as he is at great pains to create the impression that he is just reproducing

the text of one selected manuscript, correcting only “ scriptorial” blunders,

Now his basic manuscript (/ a i= our G,) divides the Adi into two separate

major parvans, Adiparvan and Sarnbhavaparvan, with 40 and 200 num-

bered adhydyas respectively, which makes a total of 240 adhyayas, and which

is nearer the Kumbhakonam figure (260) than the Parvasarhgraha figure

(218). While correcting “ scriptorial blunders”, Professor SASTRI has, so to

say, spirited away 22 colophons before our very eyes

A more careful study of the manuscript evidence may tend to reduce

the discrepancy between the constituted text and the data of the 'Parvasath-

graha as regards the number of the adhydyas, or at any rate may enable us

to account for the difference, though at present it seems impossible to har-

monize the manuscript evidence (consisting of the actual colophons) with

the Parvasarhgraha.

There has been an extrac:

fact that the Mahabharata m

ties of spurious matter. But

The critical apparatus of this &€

of lines which are evidently and 4

passages from our Appendix, each

No, 2 (in K, marg.: contair

(B, : 23 lines) ; No. 7 (G, : 4

lines) ; No. 26 (B,: 6 lines?* 12 2¢ lines); No. 34 (K,: 6

lines) ; No. 44 (D, : 24 lines) @Nosd8<80Da, : 21 lines) ; No. 66 (D, :

47 lines) ; No. 70 (G, : 8 lines); No. 74 (B,: 9 lines) ; No. 94 (D,: 31

lines) ; No. 98 (D, : 50 lines) ; ete, etc. These are passages from the Ap-

pendix alone, to which many of them have been relegated on account of either

their length or their irrelevancy ; but the foot-notes contain hundreds, nay

thousands, of lines of precisely the same character. Then there are also lines

which are found in only two or three manuscripts, of which I have counted

some 300 instances. A number of new additions have been now given by

Professor SASTRI, who has examined other Telugu and Grantha manuscripts

for his edition of the Adi in the Southern recension. And I am fully persuad-

ed that if we examine yet other manuscripts, we shall still find fresh passages

which had never been seen or heard of before. No sane person would main-

tain that these are all original passages lost in all manuscripts except the few

late and inferior manuscripts in which they happen to occur.

{101} It is not always easy, as has already been remarked, to prove

that these “ additional” passages are interpolations. The epic metre is easy

to imitate ; the epic grammar is flexible ; the epic style is nondescript. The

additional lines are generally fashioned with skill, and fitted in with cunning.

among scholars to face the

entain and do contain quanti-

excuse for such recalcitrance.

4s a unique record: of hundreds

bly spurious. Here is a list of

exe manuscript only: App. I,

Yo. 4 (K,: 14 lines); No, 5

4:9 lines) ; No. 25 (D,: 4
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The following interpolated stanzas, by a poet aspiring after higher things, in

fancy metre and classical style are rather exceptional :

1859" aa vara |

& quant ate yateed a fafa-
cafés erat Gat sl qiaET |

HI Wel RUARTAATTY aT
mT age anaamel sya |

HEA HON VAa a Je cata Fanaa

FANT: FETA fragaiara: |
t ata: rama aye arerorEaTey aah
wa gal caag gatiaacrwatiay ll

An interesting instance of a passage which is betrayed by its contents is

an extravaganza in some Grantha scripts. This bizarre interpolatio:+

‘describes among other things, % tantial detail, the marriage of Fa-

ragara and Satyavati (alias } At this ceremony, the shades

of the ancestors of both the bi ‘room are invoked, all the dev-

tails of a regular Hindu marital fely observed, and the marriaze

is solemnized in the presence © jfiavalkya and other great Reis

living in the Naimisa forest, with tion of baksheesh to Brahmins.

It is an interesting speculation ity can go so far as to regard

even such passages as an authet original Mahabharata or Bhi-

rata of Vyasa, just because ound in some Mahabharata

manuscripts.

The foot-notes contain a ra passages that are either palpab-

ly absurd, sometimes contradicting the immediate context, or else have litle

connection with the context in which they lie embedded : quotations, glossis,

fanciful additions of details, the jetsam and flotsam of Mahabharata poesie.

These bewildering fluctuations in the text are quite unique, being pecu-

liar to the Mahabharata. T hey are not found in the manuscripts of the Vecie¢

literature or in those of grammatical, philosophical, or rhetorical texts or of

the works of the classical poets and dramatists. This only proves that tie

Mahabharata was peculiarly liable to inflation and elaboration.

When I say that the Mahabharata manuscripts contain quantities of

Spurious additions, I intend no disparagement or condemnation of the text

or of the manuscripts. The process is normal, inevitable and in 4 wider sense

wholly right. Jf the epic is to continue to be ‘a vital force in the life of any

progressive people, if must be @ slow-changing book! The fact of expurga-

2 App. I, Nos, 35-36,
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tion and elaboration is ony an outwavd indication of its being a book of inspi-

ration and guidance in life, and not merely a book lying unused and forgotten

on a dusty book-shelf. Those are probably just the touches that have saved

the Mahabharata from the fate of being consigned to the limbo of oblivion,

which has befallen its sister epics like the Gilgamesh.

{102} To give only one illustration. The awkwardness of the sexual

relaticns of some of those epic characters of bygone ages must have been in-

deed a puzzle and a source of constant tribulation to the reciter of the epics

(Pauranika), who was called upon to narrate, explain and justify those old-

world stories to his devout and impressionable audiences, in the course of his

recitations, which were, in the post-epic period, nothing more than edifying

popular sermons. It is then no wonder that the shrewd ones among these pas-

tors of the people, these professional keepers of their morals, should have oc-

casionally taken the bull by the horn, so to say, and boldly added or subs-

tituted, bene fide, details which harmonized better with their own conceptions

of right and wrong or with those of their pics flock.

A PROBLE YNAMICS ”

After what has been said

text is based on all versions of 6

ciples. I have given in the text ¥

ed by the balance of probabilitie

cripts are noted in the critical ap

posal, the entire material for

where necessary. All importa:

ficant words and even word-patt: ss than certain, are indicated by
a wavy line printed below them." "Sight <diffgrences in the spellings of words,

of proper names (e.g. aq: aif) and some minor details (such as the ex-

pletives or the prose formulae qe Sara arfaeaa, qa: etc.) are ignored for this

purpose. This device is, by nature, hard to apply strictly, and there are

bound to be many inconsistencies in its application. I have retained it all

the same with the express object of obviating all false sense of security. This

wavy line, running through the entire length of the text is, to my mind, the

symbol and constant remembrancer of this essential fact in Mahabharata

textual criticism that the Mahabharata is not and never was a fixed rigid text,

but is fluctuating epic tradition, a theme avec variations, not unlike a popular

Indian melody. Our objective should consequently not to be tc arrive at an

archetype (which practically never existed), but to represent, view and explain

the epic tradition in all its variety, in all its fullness, in all its ramifications.

Ours is a problem in textual dynamics, rather than in textual statics.

To put it in other words, the Mahabharata is the whole of the epic tra-

dition : the entire Critical Apparatus. Its separation into the constituted text

and the critical notes is only a static representation of a constantly changing

iiess to add that the constituted

: and prepared on eclectic prin-

4 Case appeared to be support-

portant deviations in the manus-

jai every reader has, at his dis-

orrecting the constituted text,

he text—lines, phrases, signi-
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epic text—a representation made for purpose of visualizing, studying and ana-

lyzing the panorama of the more grand and less grand thought-movements

that have crystallized in the shape of the texts handed down to us in our

Mahabharata manuscripts.

WHAT IS THE CONSTITUTED TEXT ?

To prevent misconception in the mind of the casual reader, it is best t:

state at first what the constituted text is nof.t The editor is firmly convince:

that the text [103} presented in this edition is not anything like the auto

graph copy of the work of its mythical author, Maharsi Vyasa. It is nol, im

any sense, a reconstruction of the Ur-Mahabharata or of the Ur-Bharata, tha

ideal but impossible desideratum. It is also mot an exact replica of the poen

recited by Vaisarhpayana before Janamejaya. It is further wholly uncertair

how close it approaches the text of the poem said to be recited by the Siita

(or Sauti) before Saunaka and the other dwellers of the Naimisa forest.

It is but a modest attempt to present a version of the epic as old as thi
extant manuscript material will perygitems to r¢ach with some semblance ol

confidence. It is, in all prob: : text of the Great Epic, pos-

sible or existing, nior' necessar 2. It only claims to be the

most ancient one according to ivansmission, purer than the

others in so far as it is free fro errors of copying and spurious

additions. It may be regarded, i = done his work properly, the

ancestor of all extant manuscript recise, of the manuscripts exa-

mined and collated for this edi tituted text cannot be accurate-

ly dated, nor labelled as pert

Since our manuscripts are com:

very cld. It goes without saying.th ely like every other edition) it

is a mosaic of old and new matter. "That‘is to say, in an average adhyaya

of this edition (as of any other edition) we my read a stanza of the second

century B.c. followed by one written in the second century A.D. Sometimes

the gap will occur in the middle of a line, precisely als in every other edition.

This unevenness and these inequalities are inevitable, conditioned as they are

by the very nature of the text and the tradition.

The Vulgate text of the Mahabharata is fairly readable and will appear

in places, at first sight, to be even “better” than the critical text, because the

fn, our text cannot claim to be

4 Thus Professor SAstri (Southern Recension, Vol. I, Introduction, p. xiii)

writes about this edition: ‘ Whilst the Poona edition leys claim to constitute the

text of the Mahabharata as closely, as [103} possible to Vydsa’s version of the

same, the principle underlying this edition” etc. Even Professor Sylvain Levi, in

a review of this edition (JA. Oct.—Dec. 1929, :p. 347); wrote: “Si josais me per-

mettre une suggestion dans ce domaine, je conseillerais 4 l’éditeur de renoncer, par

pitié pour nous, 4 la part méme du travail qui lui tient le pius a coeur et qui apporte

A son esprit le plus de satisfaction, la reconstruction de “t’Ur-Mahabharata” comme

il se plait & dire”, etc, (Italics mine!). Both statements are false !

9
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former has been purged by the continuous emendations of scholars for cen:

turies. A whole army of anonymous scholars and poets must have workec

at the text to make it smooth and easy of comprehension, and to increase it:

popularity and usefulness by adding to it interesting anecdotes, incorporating

into it current and popular versions and explanations, bringing it in a line with

the ethical, moral, religious and political ideas of essentially different ages.

The reader will find that the constituted text is by no means smooth. Ii

contains fresh instances of loose and archaic linguistic forms and construe:

tions, anacoluthons and lack of syntactical concord. There remain many

contradictions and superfluities There is evident lack of finish in the hidder.

parts. These blemishes—if they be blemishes in epic poetry, which is dyna-

mic poetry, with no necessary pretensions to niceties of style, in the narrowet

sense of the term—-must have been inherent in the old poem. Where they

are met with in the critical text, they are not speculative fiction ; they are do-

cumented by the manuscripts themselves or at least are inferable from them

with a high degree of probability.

{104} For the shortcom

merits also. It cleanses th

errors of repetition, which lengt’

number of textual riddles (hs

standing corruptions and unski

oblivion many an authentic arch

course of transmission of the te

bove, the constituted text has

todern accretions and obvious

the text. It solves a certain

hich were the outcome of long

m. It rescues from undeserved

ad been gradually ousted in the

anuscript, however reliable it

may be, declining to shoulder ¢ Nes attaching to the work of an

editor, I have ventured on the pe ti of text reconstruction, in the

hope and belief that it will present a more faithtul picture of the original

than any extent manuscript could do. That to prepare such a text is a phe-

nomenally difficult task, no one can realize better than the editor himself. It

is as certain as inevitable that in preparing a text like this the editor will

frequently make blunders, even gross blunders.

It is to be feared that there is no royal road in this incomparably diffi-

cult field. The only path left open to us by which we may return to the ori-

ginal Mahabharata or Bharata is the rough, narrow, scientific foot-path of

repeated trial and error. More than one attempt will probably have to be

made before the ideal is attained. It will, therefore, be prudent not to claim

too much fer the first critical edition, nor to expect too much from it.

Sooner than print up th

OTHER EDITIONS

Of the old editions it must be said that they are creditable performances,

but they lack the critical apparatus. We do not know on what manuscripts

they are based, according to what principles the editors have prepared the
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text, information essential on account of the wild fluctuations of the manus-

cripts. That is why they have been almost wholly ignored in the present

edition.

The editio princeps (Calcutta 1836) remains the best edition of the Vul-

gate, after the lapse of nearly a century. The later text editions, as is unfor-

tunately too often the case with our editions, add to the edifio princeps onlv

a fresh crop of spurious lines and misprints.

The well-known pothi-form Bombay editions (published by Ganpat

KRISHNAJI in Saka 1799, and Gopal Narayan in 1913, and others), whic

include Nilakantha’s ‘scholium, are supposed to represent Nilakantha’s tex’. ;

but they contain many readings and lines which are not to be found in the

Nilakantha manuscripts, and are therefore nct wholly reliable.

The Kumbhakonam edition, which is said to be “mainly based on thie

South Indian texts”, is a fine representative of the composite Telugu versior ;

it has been of immense help to me in the study of what may be called “ con-

flate’’ readings. In former yearg.i value lay in that it gave the read:r

glimpses, however imperfect le important Southern rece

sion. It is now rendered obs¢ us by P. P. S. SAstRI’s new

edition of the Mahabharata, w Btly be described, and which is

unquestionably a better represe Southern, tradition.

{105} The Grantha editi japuram 1896) and the od

Telugu edition (Madras 1855} mined : they are not likely «9

contain anything of high imp * found in the other editions

or manuscripts collated for thi

The editions accompanied b translations, which form a very

numerous class, are mostly bad reprints ‘of “one or the other of the earlicr

(printed) editions and may be completely ignored here; they are perfect'y

useless for critical purposes.

The new edition! of the Southern recension of the Mahabharata by Pr:

fessor P. P. Subrahmanya Sastri of Maidras, now in the course of publici-

tion, which has been referred to several times already, is a laudable attempt

to supply a long-felt want. He deserves the cordial thanks of all lovers of

Sanskrit literature in general and of the Great Epic in particular, for his

courageously undertaking such a stupendous and exacting task and pursu-

ing it steadfastly, single-handed, during the scanty leisure permitted by his

official duties as Professor of Sanskrit in the Presidency College of Madras,

and Editor of the Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the ex-

tensive library. of the Saraswathi Mahal at Tanjore. ‘The edition is in ro

1 The Mahabharata, Southern Recension, critically edited by P. P. S. Sasrit,

B.A, (Oxon.), M.A. Professor of Sanskrit, Presidency College, Madras, etc. V. Ram:-

swami Sastrulu & Sons, Madras, 1931 ff. .
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sense rendered superfluous by the Critical Edition, although most of the in-

formation it contains is or will be included, in some shape or other, in the

present edition. The gulf between the Northern and the Southern recensions

is so vast, that it is extremely difficult, if not practically impossible, to re-
construct the Southern text, completely and correctly, from the critical notes

of this edition.

The principles on which the text of this edition of the Southern recension
of the Mahabharata is prepared have been set forth and briefly discussed
above. The editor, it was pointed out, fondly cherishes the unfounded be-
lief that he is printing a Grantha manuscript as it is, but consciously and un-
consciously he has introduced so many important innovations, that the text,
as a whole, must be pronounced to be eclectic; ag eclectic as any text—at least
as far as the Adiparvan is concerned—published so far. For far less important
deviations from the manuscripts have I condemned, above, the editions of
the Vulgate. Judged as an eclectic edition, it must be pronounced to be in-
ferior. The principle Sastr: has Jai wr is a simple one to follow; in
fact nothing could be simpler ; &% he text of a selected manuscript
as it is, only correcting clerica to be greatly regretted that he
dces not follow rigorously this stantly flouts it, in pursuit of
some imaginary norm. Clear a his actual procedure is some-
what paradoxical. He has left minor “inferior” readings in
possession of the text (when } with perfect confidence, if not
certainty, put into his text the ¢ s), because he ostensibly wants
to present the text as it is in oj script ; on the other hand, he
has light-heartedly, on utterly “} nds, effected very substantial
additions (in one instance exten ines), omissions and other un-
warranted alterations (such as trans ns Of adhydyas), in the utterly mis-

taken (though unquestionably bona fide) belief that he is correcting only the
“ scriptorial blunders ” of his exemplar, when they are in reality (as is shown
by the evidence of cognate versions) nothing of the kind.

{106} The sub-title “Southern Recension” is perhaps a trifle ambi-
tious, at least as. far as the Adi is concerned ; because, firstly, he has utilized

only six Southern manuscripts (1 Telugu and 5 Granthas), even less than the

number (18) of the Southern manuscripts collated for our edition; and,

secondly, he has completely ignored one whole Southern’ version, the import-

ant Malayalam version, in my opinion, the most important of Southern

versions,

Further, it may be questioned whether the edition deserves to be called a

critical edition at all, since, as was pointed out above, the editor is avowed-

ly aiming only at reproducing the text of one manuscript, categorically re-

nounicng the obligation of the textual critic to restore the text, as far as pos-

sible, to its original form.
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The inclusion in SASTRI’S text of a certain number of stray lines and even

a few lengthy passages which are peculiar to the Northern recension and

absolutely fereign to the Southern,’ throws much light on the unconscious

process of the growth of the epic and the irresistible influence which the Vul-

gate exerts on a text that is coming into being, in other words, on that subtle

process of textual osmosis (if I may term it so) by which the epic texts have

become conflated. Sastri’s explanations in his Introduction as well as his

procedure elucidate much of the psychology for the ancient scribes and re-

dactors, who have in the past shaped our Mahabharata texts for us. Uncon-

sciously he seems to have worked on the identical principles on which the an-

cient scribes have worked. His edition is a true lineal descendant of the Ma-

habharata manuscripts of South India.

In preparing Appendix I of this edition (in which there is a strong pre-

ponderance of the Southern element), I had to go rather carefully over

Sastri’s text of the Adi, when I came across far too many inaccuracies in the

passages for which I checked his text-aed. critical notes with the collations oi

the manuscripts common to o ‘acus. The critical notes of the

edition leave much to be de ‘iy shown correctly the addi

tional passages in the manuser him ; but he fails, as a rule

to note the transpositions, omiss ve all repetitions, which ofter.

ate, critically, highly significant, tim in the erroneous belief tha:

they are negligible “ scriptorial Some of them are undoubted:

so, but not all. Likewise he hy » shown correctly the addition:

and omissions of the. colophe s evidently most anxious ty

reach the number 218, given bys aha. All deviations, howeve:

trivial they may seem to him, he scrupulously noted, as a matter

of principle, because he must re th his utterly negligible criticz!

apparatus—comprising only five or six manuscripts out of a total of more

than three hundred manuscripts of the Adi—it is wholly impossible for him

to. understand and explain the full significance of all the textual features

and anomalies of the manuscripts examined by him. I will not take him

to task for the numerous wrong readings which have inadvertently crept

into his text, because I know, from personal experience, that it would be

a physical impossibility to combine any high degree of accuracy with the

pace at which he is compelled to bring out the volumes. But it is inevitabie

that. the discovery of such inaccuracies should give rise to a sense of insecur-

ity and suspicion in| the mind of the reader in respect of those matters that

he has to take from the editor on trust.

{107} The minor deficiencies pointed, out here do not, however, detract

materially from the many merits of the work, from the incalculable advar t-

age we derive from having a Southern version of an entire parvan in Deva-

1 See above, p. 108 and foot-note 1.

9-4
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nagari transcript, printed in handy volumes, because the Southern manuse¢-

cripts are really most inconvenient for the purposes of rapid consultation.

I should be indeed very ungrateful if I did not frankly admit that Professor

SASTRI’S edition has been of immense help to me, personally, for the study

of the Southern recension, and I have no doubt that it will also help other

workers in the field in future.

There remains for me the pleasant duty of recording all the encouragement and

assistance I and my colleagues on the Mahabharata Editorial Board have received

from different quarters in the course of our labours in this connection.

To Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, B. A., Ruler of Aundh, whose libera-

lity made it in the first instance possible for the Institute to undertake this ambitious

project—the greatest philogical enterprise undertaken in India within living me-

mory---I have to tender on behalf of myself and other people like myself interested

in the study and regeneration of our ¢ tional Epic, our most sincere and cor-

dial thanks. For the numerous # ai. kindness with which the Chief

Saheb has favoured me, in this ccasions, I have to offer him the

expression of my profound gratit: pz zeal and irrepressible optimism

have helped me to carry on the 4 of heavy odds. The Chief Saheb

has been pleased to enliven the d character of the work by contri-

buting to this edition excellent pai “nes selected from the Great Epic,

paintings especially prepared under guidance and supervision, for the

purposes of this edition. : _

I have next to record the g

distinguished donors: the Impe

ments of Bombay, Madras and

of Hyderabad, H. H. the Maharaj é

Chief of Phaltan and other enlightened and patriotic Rulers and Chiefs of Indian

States; the University of Bombay ; and diverse other generous donors: who have

all rendered valuable financial assistance to the scheme and contributed their share

to that measure of success which has already been achieved. In this connection 1

must not forget to mention the kind offices of my old friend the Honourable Mr.

Mukundarao R. Jayaxar, M. A., Bar-at-law, Member of the Legislative Assembly,

whose selfless interest in the success of this project has moved him to exert his

influence for enlisting the sympathy and securing the help of some of the distin-

guished donors mentioned above. .

I must next record my grateful thanks for help of various kinds I have received

from my colleagues on the Mahabharata Editorial Board, namely: Prof. S. K.

BELVALKAR, M. A,, Ph. D., I. E. S.; Prof. A. B. GAJENDRAGADKAR, M. A., B.

E. S.; Mr. P. V. KANg, M. A,, LL. M; Principal R. D. KarMARKAR, M. A. ;

Prof. V. G. PARANJPE, M. A., LL. B., D. Litt.; Prof. V. K. RAJAvADE, M. A.;

the late Mr. N. B. Urcikar, M, A.; [108} Prof. P. L. Vaipya, M. A., Di Litt.;

Mr. V. P, Vaipya, J. P., B. A., Bar-at-law; Prof. M. WINTERNITZ, Ph. D.; and

the late Rev. Father R. ZIMMERMANN, S. J., Ph. D. No Board of which I have

been a member has worked, ever since its inception, more smoothly and harmo-

niously.
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But I desire to make a special mention of my indebtedness to Mr. V. I.

Vaya, Bar-at-law, of Bombay, and the late Rev. Father R. ZIMMERMANN, S. J.,

whose advice and ready help accompanied my labours from the time I first under

took the responsibilities of the work. The interest of my late lamented fellow-stu-

dent and friend Father ZIMMERMANN in this project did not flag even a3 he lay,

in 1931, in a Nursing Home at Faldkirch, waiting prepared to meet his Maker !

Nothing encouraged me more in the early stages of this arduous and fascinating

work than the active and unwavering interest with which these two friends fo'-

lowed it.

Nepal and Kashmir in the North and Tanjore and Travancore in the Sout’

are known to contain vast treasures of unpublished and valuable Sanskrit manu:-

cripts ; and the course of Indological studies of the last two or three decades may

be said to have been dominated by discoveries of outstanding importance mace

during that period in the three last mentioned centres. On the other hand, in r:-

gard to the large and well-stocked public and private libraries which are known to

have been in existence in the country, Nepal decidedly appears not have contvi-

buted its quota to the stock of fresh material which is now required for unrave'l-

ing further the tangled skein of the history of Indian literature. Satis Chand:a

VIDYABHUSHANA and Haraprasad Ss indians, and Sylvain Lévi an:

Giuseppe TuccI among Europeans done valuable pioneering wor,

but in view of the immense po been achieved thus far must he

said to be tantalizingly little.

Under these circumstances,

Hemaraj PAnNpiT, C.1.E., Direc

good offices the doors of the rich

open to us—material which is all &

placed in a position toa publish, fe

studies, collations of valuable N

profoundly learned patron of Sans

plying to the Institute, free of cost, Nepali manuscripts available to him

in local libraries. Realizng that the? : able manuxripts to be had outside

Kathmandu, the headquarters of the Rajaguru, he caused a search to be made, at his
own expense, throughout that distant outpost of Hindu culture and civilization, for

old Mahabharata manuscripts, and the find of the valuable Ms. N,, the oldest of tue

dated manuscripts of our critical apparatus, is the unexpected and welcome fruit

of the Rajaguru’s exertions in the cause of Mahabharata research. Only those who

know the difficulties in the way of obtaining any manuscript from Nepal will be

in a position to appreciate fully the debt which the editor and the other membzrs

of the Mahabharata Editorial Board, and beyond that the whole world of Indolo-

gists, owe to the Rajaguru. Sanskritists have much to hope for from the dispassicn-

ate efforts of this truly patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportun -y

of placing his immense learning and unbounded resources freely at the disposal of
all serious workers in the field of Sanskrit research.

uifficiently grateful to Rajaguea

instruction, Nepal, through who:e

{ the Nepali material. were thrown

2 to Indologists—and we have beon

» in the history of Mahabhdara'a

This supremely unselfish and

lly done more than merely sup-

{109} In connection with other help that has been received from extra-mural

collaborators, I must put on record our special obligation to Pandit Vidhushekhira

Sastri BHATTACHARYA of the Visvabharati, and to M. R. Ry. Rao Saheb T. Sambiar

murthi Rao Avl., B. A. B. L., of the Saraswathi Mahal, Tanjore. These gentlemen

have been good enough to supply the Institute, for many years past, with czre-

fully procured collations of manuscripts which are in their charge or which w:re

kindly procured by them, on loan, for the purpose, unselfishly supervising the work

of their collation centre, at great sacrifice of their time and labour. To Professor
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K. Rama PisHaroti, then Principal of the Sanskrit College at Trippunittura in

Cochin State, I am indebted for the collations of Malayalam manuscripts for the

first two adhyayas of this parvan,

My special thanks are due to the Managing Committees and Trustees of the

following libraries and institutions for supplying me with the manuscripts required

by me and allowing me to retain them as long as necessary: the Adyar Library,

the Baroda Oriental Institute, Benares Sanskrit College, Mysore Oriental Library,

Shri Yadugiri Yatiraj} Math (Melkote, Mysore) and the India Office (London).

The latter deserves special mention as the only European library I know, which

sends out freely its Indian manuscripts, on loan, back to India, for the use of In-

dian scholars, A few manuscripts were sent to me by my kind friends Professor

Sushil Kumar De, Head of the Department of Sanskrit and Bengali, Dacca Uni-
versity, and Professor BHaGavappaTta of the Dayananda Anglo-Vedic College,

Lahore, to whom I wish to thank for this kind help, I am obliged also to Sardar

Kise of Indore for the loan of a Nilakantha manuscript. The Chief of Idappalli,

Mr, Anujan ACHAN, Mr. Kallenkara PisHARAM, all of Cochin, as also the Pro-
prietors of the following estates in Cochin, Poomulli Mana, Avanapparambu Mana,

Nareri Mana, have put me under heavy obligation by sending me freely Malayalam

manuscripts in their possession, for c a time when it was rather difficult

for me to secure any Malayalat ttl,

I desire further to express

lowed the publication of the fas

cally publishing reviews of them

views expressive of their interest

SASTRI, BARNETT, BELLONI-FILIPFI,

JAYASWAL, Konow, Krishnaswam

WINTERNITZ and others. These

courteous and sympathetic tone

have always reminded me of tho:

qTIOTTTATN PAs :
fasgiz faaaea: alta cea: Praca: |

I must next recerd my thanks for the ungrudging assistance I have uniformly

received from the members of the permanent staff of the Mahabharata Department

of the Institute. Mr. S. N. Tappatrikar, M.A., Supervisor of Collations, was

always by my side, helping me with useful suggestions, when I constituted the text

of the Adi. Mr. TADPATRIKAR has been associated with the work, in various capa-

cities, since 1919. He has assisted my predecessor, the late Mr. UTerkar, in pre-

paring the Tentative Edition of the Viratparvan and seeing it through the press.

The compiling of the critical notes (printed at the foot of the page) was entrusted

by me to Messrs. B. G. Buie and D. V. {110} NARAVANE, For the conscientious

manner in which these two gentlemen have discharged their duty, I feel greatly

obliged, since it is a most tedious and trying piece of work to collect the variant

readings from the different collation sheets, and to arrange, in a prescribed form,

according to stringent rules of sequence and enunciation, that ponderous mass of

variants which is and will remain the unique feature and abiding achievement of this

edition, The Sdrad& codex was collated by the Head Shastri of the Mahabharata

Department, Shankar Shastri BHILAVADIKAR. The comparative paucity of printing

mistakes in this volume is largely due to the vigilence and conscientiousnesd of the

Collator and Reader, K. V. Krishnamurti SHARMA, Sastri, of Erode (South India),

arious scholars who have fol-

furne with keen interest, periodi-

of different learned Societies, re-

iHiori; to wit, Professors BANERJI,

2, S. K. De, Epcerton, R. Fick,

Lesny, Kalidas Nac, WELLER,

ave adopted uniformly q most

Their sympathy and courtesy
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Photo taken on the occasion of an At Home given by Dr. V. S. Sukthankar

on 4th August 1937, after completing 12 years of work as General Editor.

Sitting: (left to right) Dr. P. L Vaidya and Dr. V. S. Sukthankar
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These and other members of my staff have uniformly worked with exemplary zeal

and untiring patience, to make a success of this edition, and I gladly take the op-

portunity of putting on record their loyal help and willing co-operation.

It is but right that I should also mention here that the Manager and the er-

pert compositors of the renowned Niranaya Sagar Press have rendered ungrudging

ly every assistance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which appeare:|

to me best suited for the purpose of the work, meeting requirements that woul:

have tried the patience and exhausted the resources of any other press in India.

Last but not least, I must express my profound gratitude to my revered Gur:

Geheimer Regierungsrat Professor Dr, Heinrich Lipers of the University of Berlin.

What little merit there may be in the present work is due wholly to that excellent,

though somewhat rigorous and exacting training in philological methods which !

had the benefit of receiving at his hands in the Indogermanisches Seminar, as ii

student in the University of Berlin. It is my firm conviction that there is no living

scholar who has a deeper insight into the history of the Indian epic and the compl -

cacies of its tradition than Geheimrat Lijpers. It was, therefore, an unlucky da:

in the annals of Mahabharata studies when, for lack of sympathetic co-operatio::

and adequate financial support, he must have been compelled to abandon his epic
studies, and our Great Epic losi the be redaction at the hands of one.of the

greatest living philologists. His 4.studies, Ueber die Grantharece?.-

sion, ;Die Sage von Rsyasrnga ¢ have been to me like beaco>

lights in the perilous navigation < ‘ata Ocean. May this work be t>

him a small recompense for the has taken to initiate me in the

mysteries of textual criticism !

August, 1933. V. S. SUKTHANKAR
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{115} CONCORDANCE OF THE SCHEME OF ADHYAYAS

in. the following three editions : the Critical Edition, the Bombay Edition

(Ganpat Krishnaji, Saka 1799), and the Madras Edition (Southern Recension, 1931)

|

Crit. Ed. | Bom. Ed. | Mad. Ed. | Crit. Ed. | Bom. Ed. | Mad. Ed,

1 | 1 1 39 43 35
2 | 2 2 40 44 36
3 3 3 41 45 37

4) 4 4 42 46 38

5 f 5 t 43 47 39
6 6 5 44 48 40

7 7 6 45 49 AL

8 8 7 46 50 42

ol 9) &7 51-52 43
10 10[ ; 53 44

11 il 54

12 12 | a 45
13 13-15 $- 56 46
14 16 57 47
15 17 58-59 48-49. 1-10
16 18 60 49. 11-34
7 19 61 50
18 20 62 51
19 21 63 53-54
— 22 64 55

20 23 65 56

— 24 66 57
21 25 18 61 67 58
22 26 19 62 68 79
23) 27) 63 69 80
24 { 28 § 20 64 70 81
25 29 21 65 71 82
26 30 22 66 72 83
27 31 8 67 73 5-08
28 32 + 4-46

29 33 25 68-69 74 158, 103-105
30 34 26 70 75 59

31 35 27 val 76 60
32 36 28 72 77 61
33 37 29 73 78 62
34 38 30 74 79 63
35 39 31 {116} 75 go 64
36 40 32 16 81 65
37 41 33 77 82 66

38 42 34 78 83 67
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Crit. Ed. | Bom. Ed. | Mad. Ed. | Crit. Ed. | Bom. Ed. Mad, Ed.

79 84 68 118 127 117

80 85 69 119 128-129 118-120

ne ee ee§ 122

83 88 72 122 131-132. 123-124
84 89 73 123 | 182.55°* 4539 125-126

85 90 74 124 134 127

86 91 75 125 135 128
87 92 76 126 136 129

88 93 77 127 137 130
78 128 138 131

89 o4 | arts — —, 132-133
90 95 52 — 139 134
91 96 89 —. 140 135

97 90 129 141 136
% 98 130 142 137
93 99 143 138
94 100 144 139
95 101 145 140
96 102 146 141
97 1030 147 142
98 104 148 143
99 105 149 145. 991

100 1060 (144
101 107-108 150 4145.4

102] 109) [145. o0-25
103 § 110 § 151 146
104 111 152 147
105 112-113 153 148

106 114 j107. 154 150

108. _ bs 151-153. ,,
107 115 110, o4-4o 6 | {117} 114) 156 153. a1-se

| 110. g-s2 45 | s187 154
— 116 111 146 158 155

108 117 112 147 159 156

109 118 106. a5-72 148 160 157
110 119 107. 3-51 490 16 158

§ 107. 50-70 150-162-163. , 159. «on

uh 120 |)108. o1-26 151 |) 163.405 | 159. ,, 160
112 121 108. 54-74 152 164 161
113 122 109-110. ,, 153 165

([ 110. ,4-95 154 166 162

114 123 110. 45-66 155 167
{ais — — 163

115 124 114 156 ) 168) |

116 125 115 157{ | 169 164
117 126 116 158-159 170 166-168
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Crit. Ed. | Bom, Ed. Mad. Ed. Crit: Ed. | Bom. Ed. | Mad, Ed.

102) 169 193 201) |
161 172 170 194 202$ | 195. 55-95

162 3 g 171 195 203 i | ,
1634 | ) 172

196 } 204) |

164), -174Q) 197 { 205 {| 196
165 § 175 § 173
166 176 174 198 ) 206 }
72) ya7 (175 199 { 207 § 197
168 § 1176 200: 208 199
169 178 177 201 209).
170 179) 202 | al
171 1805 178 208 [ 211 200
172 181) 204 | 212)

| 205 213 201

173 182 | 214 202
174 183 215 203

175 184 216

176 8 217 i 204
177 186 } 218 205

178 ; 187 § 219 206
220 207-209

179), 188 221 210-212
130f } 189f 202 213-214. a1
181 | 190 223-225 QNA. 2-146

192-1838 | 191 |
184 | 192 226)

185 ) is} 187 mf | 227 t 215
186 { 194 ‘

219} | 228)

187] 195] 188 2204; 229 216

188 { 1964 221 j | 230 (
~ | — 189
189 197 190-191. .; 222) 231)

190 198 191. 9-45 203¢ | 2326 a7
191 - 199 192 |

192. 4-7 200. 1-7 193 4-16 224] | 233) 18

192. g-05 | 200. 9-31 195. +97 225{ | 2346



INTRODUCTION’

THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the Aranyakaparvan are :s

follows :

I. Northern) Recension,

(a) North-western Group (v).

Sarada (or KaSmiri) Version (S).

§, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of

1875-76. (The Sarada Codex.)

Devanagari transcripts of the Sa#rad& (or Kaémiri) Version (K).

K, = Poona, Bombay: Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 471 of

Visrambag I.

K, = Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No. 15 (= Institute's Collecticn,

No. 246). Dated V. Sath, 1828 and Saka 1693 (ca. A.D. 1772).

K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Colicctidn (deposited at the BORI), No. 184 of

1891-95,

K, = Poona, Bombay Govi

_ 1882-83,

Bengali Version (B).

B, = Dacca, University Libra

B, = Santiniketan, Visvabhiarat:

1261).

B, = Dacca, University Libra

B, = Dacca, University Lit

Devanagari Versions other thax

“Dated Saka 1393 (ca. AD. 147°).

9g. 781, Dated Saka 1183 (ca. A.D.

mied Saka 1678 (ca. aD. 1756).

ated Saka 1739 (ca. AD. 1817

Devanagari Version of Caturbhujarit

De, = Poona, Bombay Govt. ©

A 1879-80.

De, == London, India Office Library, No. 3170 (1908). Date a. 1765 (?)

Devanagari Version of Nilakantha (Dn).

Dn,'= Indore, Private Property of Sardar M. V. Kise of Indore. Dated V.

Sarn. 1839 (ca. A.D. 1783).

Dn, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 236 of

1895-1902.

Dn, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Gollection (deposited at the BORI), No. 496 of

Visrambag I.

tdépasited at the BORI), No. 32 of

Devanagari Composite Version.

D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 269 of

Visrambag WH.

1 [to Aranyakaparvan).
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{2} D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229

of 1895-1902. Dated V. Sarh 1795 (ca. aD, 1739).

D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 168 of

1887-91, Dated in year 1677, probably V. Sarnvat (then = A.D. 1620).

D,'= Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 767. Dated V. Sarh. 1655 (ca,

A.D. 1599). .

D, = Pudukottah, State Library MS. (without number). Dated V. Sarh. 1712

(ca. AD. 1656).

D, = Madras, Adyar Library, No. 36 G, 15.

Ii. S(outhem) Recension,

Telugu Version (T).

T, = Lahore, D. A. V. College Library, No, 3908.

T, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809.

Grantha Version (G).

G, = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number),

G, = Poona, BORI, Mbh, Collection, No. 53 (= Institute’s Collection, No. 266).

G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11839.

G, = Pudukottah State Library, No. 322.

Malayalam Version (M).

M, = MS. (without numbe

Alwaye, Travancore.

M,, = Malabar, Poomulli Mat

“nokkottu Mana Nambudiripad,

DETAILED ACC MANUSCRIPTS

(Fh

Poona, Bombay Government :

1875-76. Total number of folio

at ends), with about 24 lines to

Birchbark (bhirjapatra).

The codex, which is unfortunately incomplete and fragmentary, must

have originally contained at least the first three parvans (Adi, Sabha, and

Aranya or Aramyaka), written, as far as one can judge, by the same hand.

The extant portion contains the Sabha in its entirety, but only fragments of

the other two parvans, the beginning of Adi and the end of Aranyaka being

lost. The text of Aranyaka begins on fol. 211la, line 1; and ends, or rather

breaks off, at the end, of a folio marked 194b (sic). The numbering of the

pages is most erratic. There are in all 192 folios pertaining to this parvan. The

fragment breaks off in the middle of our 3. 253. 184, ending with the words :

aersrmitea, The margins are mostly clean, and corrections are few and
far between. Erasures have been made in-a few places with green pigment.

{3} In good many places (e.g., folios numbered 156a, 185b, ‘186a, 193b,

194a, etc.) the scribe has written dots to denote portions of the text which

were cither lost or illegible to him: sign of a conscientious copyist. On

fol. 220a, some stanzas which had been omitted (? hapl.) in the text have

been written on the margin (sec, m.), in a different and inferior ink. The top

ed at the BORI), No. 159 of

¢ 192 (some frayed and patched

” 19", Clear Sarada characters.
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parts of the four folios numbered 89-92 are broken off and lost, involving a

loss of from 5 to 8 top lines on each page. The names of sub-parvans have

been sporadically mentioned. The manuscript has been fully described at

p. x of the Prolegomena to Adiparvan (q. v.)

K,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambig

I, No. 471, Folios 486 (numbered 55-540; first 54 folios missing), with about 10

lines tol a page. Size 123” X54". Devanagari characters. Thin glazed super or

Indian paper.

First 54 folios are lost ; fol. 55 begins with 3. 32, 4%. Number 237 is

given to two consecutive folios, but the second folio thus marked is sub-

sequently corrected (sec. m.) to 238. The missing portion of the text at the

end of the first of the two folios marked as 237 is written out in. small letters

(? sec. m.) at the bottom of the page. Fol. 485 is written only on one sid» ;

and at the end of this folio is the remark :syart aa o4 fad u ead 7 U. the

contents of this folio (485): have beate-eapied out again sec. m. (on a separz-te

sheet. of modern paper with w: tucing the final remark gyq qt

...U era an, with the adc mer Ans ae Su ay a,
which shows that the copyist ; some Gujarati scribe. The

handwriting of the original, whict a in style is not quite uniforrs :

some folios show very thick, bia ght characters, while others < te

appreciably thinner and somewha yequently in the colophons, aid

the references to speakers, only 4 fs are written, blanks being 1.ft

to be filled with red ink, whi not been done. Mere fol-!s,

without vertical lines, mark the wgins of folios. The ink used

is jet black and of a superior ¢ sub-parvanl names are generally

mentioned.

Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection No. 15 (i= Institute’s Collection, No, 242).

Folios 300, with about 14 lines to a page. Size 133” X 63”, Devanagari charactes.

Dated V. Sarhvat 1828 and Saka 1693 (ca. A.D, 1772). Grey Indian paper.

This manuscript is described as D, at p. vit of the Introduction to ihe

Udyogaparvan, for which parvan it was first used. The name of the serie,

which comes after the date (year) at the end of this parvan, appears as:

stu fasted Ras 1 fl aarigsft; the day and month come last : Ret enaia-
say 94 ga dqiq, In the Udyogaparvan, the scribe’s name is given as Kins

miriya Sadananda. Very incorrect, containing numerous little errors of sp:l-

ing, such as writing 3 for a. Adhyaya colophons and margins are marked

with red pigment, corrections with yellow pigment. Marginal (vertical) lines

of pages are in black and red, separated by a thick yellow line. The mar-1-

script is almost without any marks of punctuation. The dandas were proba'sly

to be marked with red ink, but the [4} revision was never actually carr-ed
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out. It may be noted that this is a parvan from an almost complete manus-

cript of the Mahabharata written by one hand, and as such important.

K,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 184 of

1891-95. Folios 285, with about 17 lines to a. page. Size 104” X 53”. Devanagari

characters. Indian paper.

Total number of folios is 294, of which fol. 270, 272-279 are missing. Fol.

152a has only six lines of writing, the greater part of the folio being left

blank, and the writing continued on the reverse, without any loss of text. In

the references to speaker the word gaya (resp. Say: ) is generally omitted ;

the name of the speaker to be generally given in, some abbreviated form like

aft, 33h, ate The manuscript seems to be fairly old. The edges, especially

of the last folios, are brittle and worn. Characters are short and broad, re-

presenting an old style of writing in. Writing is incorrect on the whole.

There are occasional corrections in margin (sec. m.). Adhyaya colophons

and names of speakers are generallycoloured with red pigment. The manus-

cript mentions sub-parvans as 30t distinguish between q and

q; both are again often confus

Poona, Bombay Government ' sited at the BORI), No, 57 of

1882-83. Folios 370 (numbered about 10 lines tol a page. Size

12} x 52”. Devanagari characters. paper.

3. 36, 1%. The hand-writing

e scribe, is not uniform. For

+ flourishes, while for others

First’ 51 folios are lost ; £

of the manuscript, though it s

some portion we have large x

the characters are thin and uprigtx matras are almost invariably

used. Marginal notes, especiaily ‘variants, are written (sec. m.) with the

clear remark that it is a patha; there are explanatory notes also, written on

the margins. Colophons, references to speakers, and Sloka endings .{the

latter sporadically) are marked with red pigment——The manuscript breaks

off at the last folio (421), where it ends with the colophon of the last adhyadya

of this parvan. There is no phalasruti, nor the list of contents, which we

often find at the end of Mahabharata manuscripts.

B,
Dacca, University Library, No. 495. Folios 1-323, and 325, Bengali characters.

Dated Saka 1393 (ca. A.D. 1471). Paper. Slightly damaged.

The manuscript contains two correction slips, one between fol. 163 and

164, and another between fol. 247 and 248.—Collated at the Visvabharati.

Bp

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 781. Folios 264. Size 20” x 43",
Bengali characters. Dated Saka 1183 (ca, AD. 1261). Paper—Collated at the Vis-

vabharati, :
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{5} The manuscript is written in one running hand, and has marginal

corrections. It is described as “looking very old”, and being extremely fra-

gile. It was collated in 1931. With lapse of years its condition is said to

have become steadily worse-—Collated at the Visvabharati.

B;

Dacca, University Library, No. 601. Folios 326 (fol. 141 wrongly numbered

as 142 and the mistake continued up to fol. 240; fol. 241 wrongly numbered as 231,

and the mistake continued upto the end; fol. 227 duplicated), Bengali characters,

Dated Saka 1678 (ca, AD. 1756), Paper-—Collated at the Visvabharati,

B,
4

Dacca, University Library, No. 728 B. Folios 280 (fol. 185 wrongly nur

bered as 285, and 214 as 215). Bengali characters. Dated Saka 1739 (ca. Aw.

1817). Paper—Collated at the Visvabharati,

De,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 32 of .4.

1879-80. Folios 506, with about 11-13 lines to a page. Size 132” X 6”. Devanagai!

characters. Indian paper.

Text with commentary

handwriting is not uniform ;

gradually becomes slanting tow

a broad, short, round, broker st¥

the style of writing again becanns

end the lettering becomes a Little £

marked by double lines in. red,

also marked by double dand

manuscript are a little soiled b

entitled Vékyadipika. The

longish upright style, which

fol. 164; fol. 165 begins with

265 ; from the next fol. (266),

ing and thin; and towards tt.s

Right and left margins a:s

© text and the commentary, ave

wer borders of folios of this

London, India Office Library, No. 3170 (1908). Folios 502, with about 10..4

lines to a page. Size 153” X 64”, Devanagari characters. Date of writing 4.D.

1765 (?). Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Caturbhujamiséra, entitled Vékyadipikd. 1765

is the date given by EccrLine in the India Office Catalogue (1899), though

the manuscript itself appears to be undated.

Dn,

Manuscript belonging to Sardar M. V. Kise of Indore, on loan at the Irsti-

tute. Folios 523, with about 11 lines to a page. Size 16” X 6”! Devanagari cita-
racters. Dated V. Sacivat 1839 (ca. AD. 1783). Thick Indian paper.

{6} Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, called Bhdratabhdvadi pa,

The date of writing this parvan is noted on the back-cover as : Yo 4638

Tey aE Ber aaa: HreITQHaarat < gaat —
The first) part of this manuscript is described as Dn,, at p. xvi of the

Prolegomena to the Adiparvan, and the details of that description apply to

this parvan also.

10
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Dn,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 236 of
1895-1902. Folios 768, with about 9 lines to a page. Size 154” X 7", Devani-
gari characters. Thick Indian paper.

Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, calied the Bhératabhavadipa.

The manuscript is written in a uniformly neat. upright handwriting. Right and

left margins are marked by two double lines in red, Double daindas in red

are used! on: some folios to mark the stops in the text as well as in the com-

mentary. Adhydya colophons in both the text and the commentary are also

in red ink. On some pages, continuations are written on the right’ side along

the marginal red lines. ,

Dn,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag I,

No, 496. Folios 626, with about 12 lines to a page. Size 16” X 64”. Devanagari

characters, Indian paper.

Text with the commentary of Ni

The manuscript has its right and

in red as usual. The first tt

border. with floral designs. The

Numerous corrections are made ¥

439 are written with ink of a fair

in a shaky’ style, with, short and

rections, entered sec. m., throug

marked with red pigment. Th

complete, and the last but one f

first Sloka of the Virata too, is e, while the last folio is num-

bered 626 in one (right bottorn} 627 in the other (left top) cor-

ner. The usual table of contents is also wanting, All this suggests that the

actual fol. 626 is lost.

santha, called the Bharatabhévadipa.

arked with close double lines

ast folio have an illuminated

incorrect, is bold and upright.

using yellow pigment. Fol. 401-

Subsequent portion is written

There are also marginal cor-

seript. Adhyaya colophons are

r. the commentary is left in-

off with: sfimRegita, The

D,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag II,

No 269. Folios 225, with about 16 lines to a page. Size 18” X 63”. Devanagari

characters. Old Indian unglazed paper,

A few folios of this manuscript are missing. This mahuscript was writ-

ten by the same scribe who wrote manuscript No. 266 of Visrambag II,

which is described as D,, at pp. xx of the Prolegomena to the Adiparvan. Most

folios of this manuscript have a soiled appearance, while the last (225) reveals

at its top left corner signs of burning by [7} fire; some folios are partly

damaged. The manuscript is carefully written in a perfectly uniform style

and the characters are short and round. The name sijqfqz_ is written at

the lower right margin above the folio number. The corrections in the text

are made by: deleting the original incorrect reading with yellow pigment and



rr

INTRODUCTION 14’

putting in the correct one in black ink. Adhyaya colophons and reference:

to speakers are marked with red pigment.

D,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229 «f

1895-1902. Folios 234, with about 15 lines to a page. Size 142” < 62”, Devanaga i

characters. Dated V. Sarhvat 1795 (ca. A.D. 1739). Old Indian paper.

This manuscript, which contains the first three parvans, is the same as

manuscript K, of the Adiparvan, described at p. xi of the Prolegomena. The

date of the manuscript is recorded at the end of the Aranyakaparvan. Th:

manuscript is very corrupt and full of spelling mistakes. It frequently writes

a for a and sometimes z for a; in other words, it confuses q and = g.

It likewise confuses q and q, The date is given as: qaq que at alaTTT

(read wigqg )afe 928 (2?) ge UI

D;

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 168 «uf

1887-91. Folios 240, with about 14 age, Size 133” * 5”. Devanageri

characters. Dated in year 167; arhvat (then = 1620 A.p.). Old

Indian paper.

An old and valuable but f

ing, some of which have beer: 8

Many of the! folios are badly nm

mistakes. The last preserved fo

with our 3-28, 108 ; while the ig

is pasted on to another sheet o

and the final colophon but no é

qe vv MAT ara spats ale slash 92: ajay The specification of the era 3

lost on a missing portion of the ioiid, but it is probably the Vikrama era

(Caitradi). In that case it would, correspond to Thursday, the 28th Septembrr

1620 A.D. The edges of some folios are coloured yellow ; while for margins

there are four close lines in black, on the right and left. Handwriting is w:-

even and there are many corrections. Single or double dandas are used "o

mark the stops. There are corrections entered sec. m. on the margins and at

some places in the text also by using yellow pigment. Colophons and ref:-

rences to speakers are marked by red pigment in many places. The scribe

writes 4 for q, and makes little distinction between q and q, as also

between q andy,

seript with many folios mis:.-

eplaced, being written sec. nt.

saly copied and full of scribe 5

8 mumbered 372 and breaks oif

+ has its borders worn away and

st three Slokas of the parvaii,

asruti. The date is given as:

D,

Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 767. Folios 437, with about 11 lires

to a page. Size 12” X 44”, Devanagari characters. Dated V. Sarhvat 1655 (ca.

AD, 1599). Old Indian paper.

{8} The characters are short and round, which later become thin arid

upright. Margins are marked by three close lines in red ; some pages have
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black lines; while double dandas, which mark the stops in the text, as also

adhyaya colophons and references to speakers are marked by red pigment.

There are no marginal corrections, and blanks are left in the text where the

scribe could not read the exemplar correctly or the exemplar was defective. The

following statement containing the date and some other details comes after

the last colophon : aq 9444 a9 ate edt » Aagrat as ataanita atearett

ges aa 9a (sic) aH sae anlar t Get aagdat nu asd sitet eeare ara

gran Sgats uy serehy: sla: GAT Tea YRS 34 Tart y Then follows sec. m. : ||

USsASSass STA Aas Boss wselt aust aeqeAs BaTHssA-

daarata ag ftaatsht aa ez Fete Tq

D;

Pudukottah, State Library Manuscript (without number). Folios 334, with

about 10 lines to a page. Size 142” * 54”. Devanagari characters. Dated V.

Sarhvat 1712 (ca. A.D. 1656), Indian paper.

Many of the folios are cofour f

marked to the right and left,

die. Double dandas in red i

are a few marginal corrections, a

made by using yellow pigment

upright. The date is given at the

Nol name of the scribe or place

ai both the sides; margins are

with one red line in the mid-

rk stops in the text. There

‘Those in the body of the text are

ers are uniformly longish and

jaarad emeqgg Ma 9892 Ul.
mentioned.

g

Q

Madras, Adyar Library, N¢&

bearing number 199), with about

gari characters. Old Indian paper

Style of handwriting is upright and narrow. “Double dandas in’ red ink

are used tc indicate stops, Margins have, in places, additional stanzas, glos-

ses etc. added séc. m. Many pages are coloured yellow ; the right and left mar-

gins are marked by fine double lines in black, the intervening space being co-

loured red. The manuscript has a very old appearance, with worn and fray-

ed folios.—A separate additional folio, numbered 199, written (sec. m.?) on

both sides is inserted as a Sodhapatra after fol. 199 with the remark :

ad aagaaaaMagIeaaeA Hada TET |

T,

Lahore, D. A. V. College Library, No. 3908. Folios 144, with about 13 lines

to a page. Size 184” X 12”. Telugu characters. Palm-leaf,

Incomplete, breaking off at 3. 297. 60%.

T:

Taniore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. Folios 146 (numbered 248

393), with about 12 lines tol a page. Size 293” X 23”. Telugu characters. Palm.

leaf. :

303 (including a Sodhapatra

Size 54” *134". Devana-
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{9} This manuscript contains the first five parvans and is the same as

T, of the Adiparvan. It is written in small clear letters of good style. The

manuscript, bears no date, but it appears to be old —Collated at Tanjore.

Gy
Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library Manuscript (without number). Fo.ios

130 (numbered 165-294), with about 15-21 lines to a page. Size 183” X 12”. Gran:ha

characters. Palm-leaf.

The manuscript contains the first four parvans and a part of the fifth.

G,
Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No. 53 (= Institute’s Collection, No. 263).

Folios 216 (two of which, namely 117 and 125, are missing), with about 12-14

lines to a page. Size 154” X 2%”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf.

The manuscript contains parvans three and four. It belongs to the Insti-

tute and was purchased a few years ago from a South-Indian manuscript col-

lector, the late Mr. Rangaswamy AIYANGAR of the Oriental Library, Myscire.

It is in a very good state of preservation, only one folio (149): being broken.

The manuscript is undated, but.dé appear to be very old. The mat-

gins are clean ; but there are srrections.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Li

with about 9 lines to. a page, Size!

The manuscript, which conta

At fol. 75, the Sabhaparvan on

immediately. After the end

Virata are written on the las

ript originally contained some mc

Folios 277 (numbered 75-351),

grantha characters. Palm-lea’.

: tw and three, seems to be old.

sranyakaparvan begins therea‘ter

about five slokas from ‘the

ich indicates that the manus-

Collated at Tanjore.

Gy,
Pudukottah, State Library, No. 322. Folios 168, with about 10-14 lines ta a

page. Size 19” X 23”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf—The manuscript contiins

parvans Nos, 3 and 14-18.

M,
Travancore, Alwaye. Fiom the private Library of Ponnokottu Mana. Fclios

300, with 8 or 9 lines to| a page, Size 173” * 2”. Malayalam characters. Palm-l:af.

The leaves have been cut regularly and are of uniform size. The mavw-

script is undated and is probably not very old. It is in a state of good pre-

servation, having a fresh and clean appearance, The margins are clean, No

corrections are noticeable.

M,

Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, No. 299. Folios 259, with about 9 lines ta a

page. Size 213” x 12”. Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf.

{10} The numbering of the folios begins with the second folio, the first

being marked sf and not counted. The manuscript has an oldish appear-

ance. The leaves are uneven and discoloured in places. The edges are

10-a .
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considerably worn and uneven; the central holes are enlarged, apparently

from: constant use ; one corner of the last folio (numbered 258) is broken off

and part of text is lost. The margins are clean; corrections, which are

interlinear, are few and far between.

MANUSCRIPTS NOT INCLUDED IN THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

Besides the twenty-eight manuscripts detailed above, the following two

manuscripts were also examined by me, which deserve notice.

1. Calcutta, Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal Collection, No, 3312 (4065).

Folios 166; size 13” X 10”. S&arada characters. Dated Saka 1630 (ca. A.D. 1708).

Kaémiri paper.

2. Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society’s Collection, No. 966 (=

B.D. 245). Folios 235, with about 15 lines to a page; size 143” X 63”. Old Deva-

nagari characters. Dated Sarhvat 1573 (ca. AD. 1516). Indian paper. Illustrated.

The dated SaradA manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of

Bengal is a very fragmentary and fragile manuscript, in an extremely delapi-

dated condition. The custodians af manuscript would not part with it

for collation at the Institute, be %& be collated and photographed

on the premises of the Socie in the way of collating—-as of

photographing—it, was that m were stuck together and could

be separated only at the risk of % yriting, A partial study of the

manuscript showed that the basi ably Kasmiri, but it is contami-

nated deeply from the Mid-Indi Bengali-Devanagarl). The ma-

nuscript is briefly described in H SIASTRI’S Descriptive Catalogue,

Vol. 5, at p. 106. A facsimi m this manuscript, containing

the text from 3. 242. 20° to 243; 4at the end of Volume 4 of this

edition. Note the bits of comm wrongly incorporated, in lines

9-10, and in lines 12-13.

The other manuscript, which belongs to the Bombay Branch of the Royal

Asiatic Society, is, on the other hand, an extremely valuable old manuscript,

dated in V. Sarhvat 1573 (= Ap. 1516). It would have been fully collated

and used for our edition, but for the circumstance that it is also very frag-

mentary, nearly one-third of the number of folios being, unfortunately, irre-

coverably lost. The original manuscript was written at Yoginipura (modern

Delhi) during the reign of “Sulitran Sikandara”, who appears to be the

famous Sikandar Shah Lodi, Sultan of Delhi, for Bhanudfsa Chaudhari—a

resident of Kacchauva (a “ water-fortress”, jalddurga).t. The manuscript was

constantly [11]} consulted by me in case of doubt to see what help it could

give. I have cited its evidence occasionally, in the “Critical Notes” at the

1 This Kacchauva may perhaps be identified with the modern “ Kachola”, a

town in Udaipur State. The Imperial Gazetteer (1886) states that in former times

the town, which stood on the western bank of a large lake, must have been a place

of some importance ; for all around, the ground is strewn with fragments of extremely

fine sculpture, and half way up the hill the ruins of a temple are visible,
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end of this Book, on important matters. I append here in full the somewhat

lengthy post-colophon statement, which is not without interest. The copyist

was probably a Jaina. Here follows the statement :

fiaatg aise: waa wag AIM: | DT: wig ai way Tel wy

BME UUW UN aT 4S? aT sear ae. AA nl aay Mrfigee glean

Raaciarsy saa WN ala sestarsegt un dargdfranea: aq fea:

alt aad fat | vey ay aad aver ae ga Sons (1) rat efaraara te

TaN ereoaras repre feertd 1 flat aertisraq | (sign ) Aeandisa

(sign) 1 ware ul ga waa aes Temteda erat 1 weed

w@ od aale gers: Wn GARE seat) PgR eae ( read freer) fe 1

a az ge Rem (read) St grad gaz sane Us lt

The manuscript is briefly described in H. D. VELANKAR’S Descriptive

Catalogue of the Society’s manuscripts, Vol. 2, p. 292.

f ancient commentaries arid

the case of this parvan.

+ has unfortunately been lost,

he same is true of the Javanese

cks two of the oldest—and txe

andbharata,—works which have

= already edited.

re is, as far as I know, extaxt

at least one complete manuscri mentary of Arjunamiéra on the

Aranyaka. It belongs to the G nskrit College Collection in Cz!-

cutta (No. 310); cf. Catalogue, Vol. 4, p. 190. There are also incomplete

copies of the commentary in the Sanskrit College at Benares (MSS. No. 227 ;

and 7 16 g 34). I had the use of a rough copy of the Calcutta Sanskrit

College manuscript mentioned above, which was kindly supplied to me, at my

request, by the Principal of the College. The copy was however found to he

full of clerical errors and was not exactly suitable for collation. It was ther:-

fore used by me merely for occasional consultation. The text used by Arjuna-

migra is, as usual, of a superior type, and his commentary would repay car:-

ful study, if good manuscripts of the commentary could be obtained. A fa:-

simile of the single extant page of a paper manuscript of what proved to Tie

Arjunamiéra’s commentary on the Aranyakaparvan, written in Sarada cha-

racters and’ included by: chance in the Saradaé manuscript of this parvan be-

longing to the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal, forms the frontispiece of the

second part of the Aranyakaparvan (Vol. 4). The passage commented on °3

3. 133. 20 to 134. 9. Note the consecutive numbering of the lines in the le‘t

margin.

The testimonia of the

epitomes, of which there are

Devabodha’s commentary ¢

or at least has not been receve:

version. This parvan thus unfo

As regards other works of:
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Another useful testimonium of the Mahabharata is the Bhératamafijari

of Ksemendra. Ksemendra summarizes the Arainyaka in about 2000—to be

precise 1964—-stanzas, divided into the following 51 sections :

(12] (1 ) qaeaa ; (2 ) Aguaaa; (3 ) areqmena; (4 ) ARaar; (5 )
federa'; (6) aeaaa; (7) dua; (8) Aenean; (9) exer;

(10) ators ; (11) guetta; (12) ated; (13) emer; (14)

meer ; (15) aadiinenat; (16) dat; (17) aenagent; (18)

wearers ; (19,) serait ; (20) asraaty ; (21) areata; (22) eqaglaaara ;

(23) geeeemt; (24) segert; (45) afage, (26) Sxameem; (27) -

frararaad ; (28) caratfarar; (29) ens; (30) arate; (31) ae

qena ; (32) aeadiaeidag; (33) meRavena ; (34) arsetaaaent (sic); (35)
afeay ; (36) avgatarena; (37) exeinera; (38) gegatiarena; (39)

aeadarena; (40) enfea; (41) aladtaerarda; (42) staan; (43)

gaaaTATAT ; (44) atdusat; (45) anerasasia; (46) adatie; (47)

aadisarer ; (48) cratavera ; (49; fea; (50) goserect; (51) sieata.
From this list of content hat almost all the stories and

episodes which we now find in® ranyaka were there already in

Ksemendra’s time (ca. 1050 A. must therefore have had then

the same general form and app More significant is the fact

that all important passages—with that are lacking in our manus-

cripts of the Kagmiri version ar ing in the Mafijari. This fact

alone cannot prove that these y; king in the Kasmiri version of

the eleventh century. Some or could have been omitted by

a poet who was making an epi ensive work like the Aranyaka-

parvan : he would be within bis 1igh{siigedame so. But the Movijari does not

emit any important episode or passage which i is not omitted at the same time
in the Kaémiri version of the Great Epic, Consequently, unless the version of

the Aranyakaparvan used by Ksemendra was nearly indentical with our

Kagmiri version, the coincidence that our Kaémiri manuscripts omit just

those passages which Ksemendra had considered not worth including in his

epitome, and no other, would be extremely curious, if not miraculous. It

seems accordingly most probable that the episodes which are not found in

Ksemendra’s Marfijari were already lacking in the Kaémiri version of the Maha-

bharata i the eleventh century. I think, therefore, that with the help of this

testimonium, we can establish for the omissions of the KaSmiri version an anti-

quity much higher than that vouchsafed solely by the age of our manuscripts,

which are later by some centuries than the period of the composition of Kée-

mendra’s Bhaératamafijari.

Noteworthy among such such omissions of the Matijar are the following three

Peate,
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lengthy passages : (1) the Temptation of Arjuna by Urvaéi (App. I, No. 6);

(2) Karna’s Conquest of the World (App. I, No. 24); (3) the Visit of Dur-

vasas to Yudhisthira (App. I, No, 25). The first of these three interpola-

tions has insinuated itself in the manuscripts of almost all versions and is now

lacking only in some manuscripts of the Kaémiri version.1 The second among

them is documented only by Devanagari manuscripts, excepting a few con-

flated manuscripts of other versions ; consequently its claim to be recognized

as an authentic passage is not very substantial. Finally, the last passage in-

troducing Durvasas into the story, a passage which is really restricted to the

Nilakantha version, with the casual support of a few Devanagari and some

conflated manuscripts, does not really come into question ; because its spurious

character is very [13} evident and does not need an elobate proof.

The versions of the commentators Caturbhuja and Nilakantha are des-

cribed below under the Devanagari version.

PEDIGREE OF THE APARVAN VERSIONS

= wed om
| | [ aSarada K Bengali (Nake) Tele Gratltha Malayalam

($) (B) Devansean (T) (G) (M)
)

1 See below, p. 160.

2 With this story disappears one of the very few episodes in the Mahabhar: <a

in which Sri Krsna is represented as hearing from a distance, a’ it were by clair-

audience or divine omniscience, the prayers of his distressed devotees and as either

coming instantly to their help in person or providing invisibly the means of their

rescue or safety. The other episode I had in mind, which has likewise proved to

be an interpolation, is the well-known scene, in the Sabhiaparvan of the disrob og

of Draupadi (Draupadi-vastra-harana), when, according to the Vulgate version,

Draupadi prays to Si Krsna, who hears her prayer and comes running to her rescue.

( Saal Tad Wat wig: auarame) B. 2. 68. 45), and she is clothed again and

again, miraculously, but presumably by the intervention and grace of Sri Kr-oa.

They undoubtedly represent a later phase of Krsna worship.
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A CRITICAL SURVEY OF THE RECENSIONS AND THEIR

VERSIONS

\

GENERAL SURVEY

A description of the forest life of the Pandavas constitutes the topic of the
Third Book, the Aranyaka—-(Aranya—or Aranya—), parvan, commonly

called (for short) the Vanaparvan, whose extent is between 11,000 and 12,000

élokas (i.e. “ granthas”). The actual incidents narrated, pertaining to the life-

history of the heroes in this parvan, are indeed few and unimportant compar-

ed to the size of the book. The entire narrative has been condensed by

Ksemendra in his Bhérelamasfijari into less than 2,000 stanzas, without omitting

any of the main incidents. The great extent of the parvan has been made

up by the inclusion of episodes of the most diverse kind : stories of ancient

kings, sages, and virtuous women ; description of places of pilgrimage (tirtha-

yatra); discourses [14} on moral, ethical and philosophical topics, ancient

gathas and anuvarmhéa stanzas. It was a fashion for some time to obelize this

episodic matter as late interpolatict bai is a misguided view, originating

with a certain type of critics da uniform lack of under-

standing of the meaning of t fid of the basic plan and aim

of the creators of our great e tical material in the Mahabha-

rata is, in general, not seconda ed: it belongs to the original

plan and serves a distinct purpo i has pointed out in his paper

on the “ Rise of the Mahabharat milk of didactic and episodic matter

has been used to fill up the hhiatuses ” in the narrative, viz,

in the first place, the twelve ye t (Aranyaka), and then the

long interval between the end & “War and the last adventure of

the Pandavas (Santi and Anuiasana: distribution”, remarks PISANI,

“to fill up temporal hiatuses has not only the scope of not disturbing the

course of narration, but also that of helping the reader to pass over irrele-

vant years without striking against too strong a contrast between periods mil-

nutely narrated and others rapidly surpassed. In a not different manner Ho-

mer introduces often dialogues and episodic stories when he must conceal the

flowing of times without noteworthy events.’?

The episodic material is largely Puranic in character. Many of the Pu-

ranic stories we find here narrated over again. Moreover, as the references

given in the foot-notes to the text and the critical notes at the end of this

Book (pp. 1091-1109) will show, there is considerable verbal agreement bet-

ween the epic and Purdnic’ versions of the stories. The Puranas which show

the closest contact and widest parallelism are the Skanda, Padma and Brah-

ma. The entire story of Skanda (adhy. 213-221), together with the passage

containing the 108 names of the Sun (our adhy. 3, stanzas 18-28), recurs

1 A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies presented to Prof. F. W. Thomas,

etc. (1939), p. 170.
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almost verbatim in the Skanda Purana. The story of the Bhargava sage

Cyavana and the princess Sukanyd, the prose story of the Frog-girl, and a

considerable portion of the Ramopakhyana are also to be met with in the

Skanda, worded almost identically: with the Mahabharata. The 108 names

of the Sun, recur besides in the Brahma Purana, which, moreover, has a por-

tion of the story of Markandeya in common with the Aranyakaparvan. Fur.

thermore, sections of our tirthayatra are to be met with again in the Padm::

and Matsya. A Bengali manuscript? of the Padma Purana contains besides 3

version of the Réyaérnga legend. In all these cases, the parallelism of ver-

bal expression of the epic and the Purdinic narratives is so complete and strik-

ing, that the possibility of their having originated independently of each other

is at once ruled out. Many stray stanzas from our parvan are found in th:

Kitirma, Varaha, Vayu, Visnu, Visnudharmottara, and in the Harivarhéa.

Our recensions of the Puranas are admittedly of a very late date, and i,

is not to be expected that the Mahabharata would have borrowed any of it:

material from our Puranas. The claim that the the Mahabharata owed certain

geographical and cosmographical: {.the Bhismaparvan to the Padm:

Purana, preferred by Luise ft as been answered and liqui

dated by Rao Bahadur Profe LVALKAR, who has shown tha’

in reality the converse of this true? This scholar has nov

shown from internal evidence t . Purana must have written uy:

its geographical section from the & supplied by the Mahabharata

Similarly, the question of relatios our Pulastya Tirthayatra and <

very similar episode in the Pad “been discussed by my assistant.

Mr. M. V. Varpya, M.A., whe | sy from intrinsic evidence tha’

the Mahabharata passage is the Padma Purana version.*

It must, however, be admits tgii in most cases the compiler:

of our Puranas appear to have drawn their material from the Mahabhirata

there may be—indeed there must be--a few cases in which both the Maha.

bharata and the Puranas may have drawn independently upon a third com-

mon source. We can also say this with regard to episodes like the SAvitr:

episode, which likewise occurs in the Matsya Purana, where it is narrated in

an entirely different manner from that in the epic, and where all traces ci

‘%

1 The Bodleian MS., Wilson 111-116, mentioned by LUpERs in “ Die Sage vor

Rsyagrnga.” Nachrichten von der Kénigl. Gesell. der Wiss. zu Gottingen, Phil

hist. Ki., 1897, pp. 88, 94.

2 Did Kosmographische Episode im Mahabharata und Padmapurana (= Bon-

ner Orientalistische Studien, Heft 4), Bonn 1934,

3 S. K. BELVALKAR, “ The Cosmographical Episode in Mahabharata and Pad-

mapurana”, A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies presented to Prof. F. W

Thomas etc. (1939), pp. 19 ff.

4 M. V. Vamy4, “Tirtha-yatra in the Aranyakaparvan and the Padma-

purana”, A Volume of Studies in Indology presented to Prof. P. V. Kane etc.

(1941), pp 530 ff.
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mutual relationship are absent or obliterated, except for two or three common

stanzas and stray padas.

The reference in our parvan to Vayu, aqirmaaneer (3, 189, 14),
worth considering in this connection, Nothing corresponding to the general
contents of the passage where it occurs is to be found in the extant Vayu

Purana, as is remarked by Hopxrins,? or for the matter of that in any other

Purana proclaimed by Vayu. There are, however, a few stanzas in the Vayu

describing the dissolution of the world where verbal similarity with some

stanzas of this passage is pronounced, even though they are introduced in. the

Vayu in a different context. The Mahabhirata, as mentioned in it (3. 189.

14), draws upon a Purana of Vayu—and indeed, the topic narrated belongs

properly to a Purana in its right, a Purana which is older than the extant

Puranas and which must be presumed to be now irretrievably lost. The evi-

dence for establishing a relationship between the extant Vayu and its old

namesake to which the epic is indebted is lacking, barring these few stray

stanzas.

Our parvan also contains ¢

ratha, the hero of the Ramays

258-275) ; but in the Parvasz

(1. 2. 126). Does this name int

Jaconi has tried to show that |

the work commonly known as ¥

been confirmed by subsequent re

This book, as already obae

India. Among them are threes

Nala, the Réyasmga Legend and virtrl which have been critical-

ly edited here for the first time. these, the Tale of Nala, has by

way of translations into English, [16} French, German, Dutch, Italian and
other European languages, passed into the great stream of world literature.

The second, the Réyagrnga Legend, though not so well known, has yet a long

and interesting history and shows many modulations and ramifications, as has

been convincingly shown by Professor Heinrich LUprers in his well-known

monograph on the subject, “Die Sage von Rsyasémnga.”* The story of

Savitri portraying woman in the réle of the saviour of man, which represents

the high-water mark of epic poetry, is in a class by itself, and deserves to be

more widely known. It is to be hoped that this first critical edition of the

three of the most famous episodes of the Mahabharata will evoke the interest

of Indologists and encourage further study of them.

legend of Rama, son of Daga-

wn as Ramopakhyana (adhy.

age is called CTAATY TET!

tion. with! our. “ Ramayana”

hydina is indeed an epitome of
“ayana, a conclusion which has

rly rich in legends of ancient

ial mention, viz., the Tale of

2 The Great Epic of India, p. 481.

2 Cf, V. S. SUKTHANKAR, “Epic Studies VIII”, in A Volume of Studies in

Indology presented to Prof, P. V. Kane etc. (1941), pp. 472 ff.

3 Nachrichten von der Kénigl, Gessell, der Wiss, zu Gottingen, Phil- hist. KL,

1897, pp. 87-135 ; see also ibid. 1901, pp. 28-56,



INTRODUCTION 157

THE TWO RECENSIONS

The text of the Aranyakaparvan is, relatively speaking, remarkably

smooth, offering no special difficulties for textual reconstruction. There ar:

of course, as usual, discrepancies between the Northern and the Souther:

recensions, and between the various versions comprising these two main recer

sions. But it is noteworthy that in the whole if this big parvan, comprisin:

between 11,000 and 12,000 “Slokas”’, there are not many transpositions ct

any consequence and there are also remarkably few “substitute passages ”’.

By the latter I mean parallel versions of fairly long passages in two or mor#

conflicting recensions which agree in general sense but are worded differentl

in different groups of manuscripts, so that they cannot be co-ordinated line b:

line,—passages which we find in large numbers in some of the other parvans,

notably in the Virataparvan. These substitute passages are very clear evidence;

of textual corruption—or, shall we say, derangement ?—and indeed very em-

barrassing to the textual critic. As for the transpositions, there is only one tha:

is worth noting here, and that i | adhyaya of this parvan. Th:

whole of this adhyaya is bodii the Southern recension to th:

next parvan. and appears thex

van! It is not possible to say

all probability is itself an inte

or to the next ; but it appears to’

ern setting, as its intrusion in the

repetitions as well as disturbar:

“whether this chapter, which i:

3 legitimately to our parvan

more appropriate in its North.

2 seems to lead to some obvious

There are naturally quite

various versions. But. in this

¢ and small insertions in the

“Gresent parvani prepares a sur-

prise for us, From the experience ur critical editions of the Adi,

Sabha, and Virata parvans especialy, ='inclined to regard the Souther

recension as a highly inflated version of the text. Now, in this parvan—strang:

to say—the Vulgate version, which is based on the late Northern tradition, 13

actually considerably longer than the Southern, as may be seen from th»

extent of this parvan according to the existing printed editions of the Vul:

gate and the Southern recension: the Calcutta edition has 12,848 éloka:

(corrected figure) as against 11,138 Slokas in SAsTri’s Southern Recensior.

{17} The large excess in the Calcutta-Bombay editions compared with:

SASTRI’S is explained by the fact that the Vulgate text contains about a dozen

adhyayas which are lacking entirely in the Southern recension ; whereas th:

Southern recension contains only two passages of any considerable length

(App. I, Nos. 4 and 23); which are not found in representative manuscript:

of the Northern recension, they being peculiar te the Southern,—with th.

result that the Calcutta edition has 1710 Slokas in excess of SASTRI’s edition

1 See H. Lipers, “ Uber die Grantharecension des Mahabharata”, Abhana-

lungen der Kénigl. Gesell. der Wiss. zu Géttingen (1901), p. 53f.
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of the Aranyaka-parvan. Thus we see that though, as a whole, the Southern

recension is unquestionably inflated, yet the process of inflation, as is evident

from this parvan, is not uniform throughout the epic.—which is a very im-

portant and significant fact.

Though the best version of the Northern recension—namely, the SArada-K

version—and the Southern recension. agree remarkably well as regards the

general extent of the parvan, there are nevertheless numerous specific indivi-

dual readings, characterizing the two recensions—-Northern and Southern—-

and distinguishing them sharply from each other. Here is a selection of

readings peculiar to the two main recensions, the references being to adhyayas

and élokas.

Northern Recension Southern Recension

1. 37 Re . . . . . wat

141 gay. . . . . BAIT

2.13 freer. fguat ( text )

2. 31 4 fede . ergy: ( text )

2. 34 ear zomg ( text )

2.45 tay ante

2.50 Fa, fay

2. 74 “aara aR

5. 8 uy att afe UaTSIRTT

8. 2 qaqa WaT Ae Tey

12. 16 =yiteaq aa frreama gat

12. 59 gay wet gaa . . . Aaa Fares:

13.13 aa(oraa esiames:. |. geomifSeataetae:

13. 28 wet . . . . , wait

13.50 aq. . . . . oat

13. 78 ga: GAL . .- . . Fe: FAC

13, 83) wart afertta a. . . . alert gfarfee

48. 4 faefoaeat , ; . afer Renal

101. 11 qaaisaaraneay Maas Feet

TIAA FTL . . are agate:

I may add here examples of snort passages found in the Southern Re-

cension which are lacking in the Northern, and thus distinguish it from the

latter : 6*, 17*, 18*, 100*, 118*, 176*, 197*, 201*, 207*, 208*, 209*, 217%,

256*, 237*, 239*, 241*, 246*, 273*, 289%, 304*, 306*, 314*, 315*, 331%,
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341*, 347*, 351*, 367*, 383*, 385*, 386%, 407*, 425*, 471*, 474*, 475”

481*, 489*, 491*, 496*, 497*, 500*, 503*, 506*, 507*, 509*, 513*, 515”

518*, 519*, 520*, 523*, 524*, 525*, 526*, 527*, 533*, 534*, 573*, 594*, 598*

606*, 612*, 615*, 626*, 634*, 645*, 650*, 653*, 709*, 721*, 739*, 740°,

742*, 745*, 751*, 756*, 759*, [18} 78l*, 782*, 807*, 808*, 816*, 854*, 935°,

941*, 950*, 954*, 975*, 988*, 995*, 997*, 1002*, 1006*, 1030*, 1092

1093*, 1102*, 1114*, 1204*, 1206*, etc. etc., etc.

It may be observed that all these additions in the Southern recensicii

(with the exception of only one or two), numerous as they are, are uniformly

short, each usually consisting of not more than a couple of lines.

’

,

As remarked already, the text of this parvan is remarkably smooth, nut

presenting any unusual difficulties in the way of restitution. When the

Saradaé-K version (which is the best Northern version) and the Southein

recension are placed vis-d-vis, we can in general reconstruct the original with

confidence, barring a certain number of minor verbal fluctuations in the shape

of synonymous phrasings, which remaain.inceterminate without affecting the

construction or obscuring the card between the Sdrada-K ver-

sion and the Southern recen meral content is striking, ard

forms a sure basis for constitu (Contamination between the

Kaésmiri version and the Southe annot be proved, but contami-

nation between the Bengali-Deva + and the Southern recension is

not impossible. The agreement e Bengali-Devanagarl and tlie

Southern recension have neverth a Tule utilized to arrive at a

tentative stop-gap, based on t: documental evidence. But it

should be noted that the Kasmit ements have for greater docu-

mental authority and probative 1@ Bengali-cum-Devandgari aril

Southern agreements.

Let me put the matter in a slightly different way. The highest doc::-

mental probability we can demand and expect is when all manuscripts of our cri-

tical apparatus—which is the same as saying, all our different versions—agruve

on a reading or a feature. We must accept this as the original ; at least we

do not want to question it, at present. In the absence of such complete cor:

cord, the next best combination is the agreement. between| the Sarada versicn

and the Southern recension (against Bengali-Devanagari). Third in impor'-

ance is, in my opinion, the concord between the Southern recension and tlie

Bengali-cum-Devanagari version (against the Sarada). Fourth in ord:r

stands the agreement between only Northern versions or only Southern ver-

sions inter se, which I consider, in general, as of equal value. With the pr:-

viso that a passage or a stanza or even a line, which is not necessary to the

context, may be rejected, if it is actually omitted entirely in even one of tie

important versions, since—as experience has shown-—-the chances of confl:-

tion are always very much greater than those of accidental or intentional

omission.
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CHARACTER AND MUTUAL RELATIONS OF THE VERSIONS AND THEIR

MANUSCRIPTS

The Saradé (or Kasmiri) Version.

We are fortunate in possessing for this parvan also, a genuine Kaémiri

manuscript written, in old Sarad@ characters, on folios prepared from the

Himalayan birch-bark (bhirjapatra). The manuscript is no other than the

now world-famous “Sarada Codex”’, the unique birch-bark manuscript of

the Mahabharata belonging ta the Bombay Government ‘Collection, now

deposited at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, with identification

No. 159 of 1875-76, which is the only extant genuine representative of the

old [19} version of KaSmir.t. Our manuscript is, in other words, the conti-

nuation of the Sarad&é manuscript used for the Adi and Sabha. The manus-

cript is fragmentary, breaking off in the middle of 3. 253. 184, thus lacking

unfortunately the last 46 adhyayas of our text. For this lacuna we have to

depend upon the “K” version, some manuscripts of which have proved to be

moderately good copies of the ion, especially K,, which is des-

cribed below.

orities on the subject that the

. faithful representative of the

vakaparvan as preserved in cur

It is now recognized by

Sarad& version is, im many re

original now extant ; and the tex

Sarada Codex only confirms this

The Sarada text of the Ar

and the Sabha. The stanza

counted—it would not be eas

oe
at

iece with the texts of the Adi

text have not been actually

exact extent, as the text com-

prises Slokas, tristubhs and two passages—but it is, in all prob-

ability, the shortest version of e Hiow extant, since it omits many

passages which are found in other versions and manuscripts, while it does not

contain new additions of any consequence. The text includes many archaic

survivals in point of linguistic usage and shows what may fairly be regarded

as “difficult readings” (lect. diff.), in comparison with those of other

manuscripts,

The most striking omission of the Kaémiri version is the story of Urvaéi

(adhy. 45-46 of the Vulgate=passage No. 6 of our App. I), which relates

how Arjuna is tempted by Urvasi during his sojourn in Indra’s heaven, and

1 The Kaémiri character of the text of our Sarada manuscript, which is sug-
gested by the script (Sarada) and the writing material ( bhirjapatra), is confirmed
not only by the reading sg7q in the third pada of the introductory mantra NTT
amen etc. ; but also by the regular omission of the word sara in such reference as
asta sand; and further by such KaSmiri spellings of names like saaieq, (for qpezer7)
in 3. 17, 22. corresponding to gateqt (for gzeqy) in the Virata; cf. RacHu Vira,
Introduction to the Virataparvan, p. xi, The Bhdratamafijari has ‘ajeg}soy in 3. 159
and gpa in 4, 36, etc. That is a real Kaémiri trait,
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how he refuses her advances on the ground that she is ain ancestress of his.

Although this piquant story has permeated all versions of the epic except the

Kaésmiri (S$, and some K), there is no reason to doubt that it is a late addi-

tion. The highly erotic description of the voluptuous hetare of the gods, Urva ‘i,

with its pronounced sex appeal, is in my opinion totally incompatible with

the epic setting, which lacks all “ feminine” interest and eschews all erotic

topics as such. The stanzas I refer to are (App. I. No. 6. lines 50-57=Born-

bay ed. 3. 46.8-11 = Calcutta ed. 3, 1824-1827) :

feng gaat Reraegaefaat i
TST AM CAHN LAN ACA TISTT? |
CAM FLAGAAATAAAT TT VT |

fradtaaGan atari aifiat |

wana Raaaahacy |
WAI Ba Taagrtay |

seitoraly Genal aa

to be further revealed by two 3%

(App. I, No. 6, lines 157-16

1878) :

#? with which the passage enjs

3. 46. 62-68=Cal. ed. 3, 1877-

tq FI
oe,

q ee szopl

A Ata RI ea |

FTAA HET

gta waite Gbtata aieaer |

SAAT AAT TACT ST

fafanaticara aaere: |

The object of the interpolations seems to be also clear. It is primarily

intended to motivate Arjuna’s masquerading as the dancing master to Prin-

cess Uttara in the harem at the court of Virata, which is narrated in the

next parvan. The devout see in it a trial, a test, to see if Arjuna’s mind wis

as pure as his body was strong. Arjuna withstands the test successfully. But

the reward he gets for his patience and self-control is a curious one; he is

cursed by the angry and disappointed nymph that he would live as a eunuch

among women! This apparent curse is, however, looked upon as a blessing

in disguise, for it was to take effect and serve its purpose in the thirteenth

year of the exile through which Arjuna along with his brothers must rema.n

unrecognized (ajfiatavasa).

This jejune invention creates, however, many complications not foreseen

by the interpolator, as it is unfortunately contradicted by Arjuna himself in

11
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the very next parvan, when he confesses to Uttara, that though he has been

telling people that he is a eunuch (4, 10. 8-9), he is in reality nothing of the

kind, and that he has only been practising strict continence, having taken the

vow of rigid celibacy for one full year by order of his eldest brother, Yudhis-

thira (4. 40. 12-13) :

aataimnsager dacahs aay |

aca Faas F Geawagala a |

ata grat Real Tara: |

aaraaagela fais at et gars |

If that be so, then we must assume that either Urvaéi’s curse had failed

to materialize or—what is more plausible—that Arjuna was never under any

curse such as the one implied in this interpolation. Such an interpolation

could have been made only when it was considered necessary that Arjuna

ought.in reality to have been a eunuch to be admitted into the ladies’ apart-

ments at the Virata court, or fet tee y his specific statement to the

effect that he was a eunuch. » realism is as clumsy as it is

unnecessary. The original cof fously quite different. At the

end of the twelfth year of th a tells Yudhisthira that they

cculd go to Viraita’s kingdom inTM Por with any profession, and no

one would recognize them under stances, Their samkalpa would

be so strong that they would < rs in any shape or form desired

by themselves, without any ext e-up (3. 298. 17, 19) :

oo,

(21] ag: Gated &

aed atzat aa Sezat area |

In these circumstances I think there is not much doubt that the sus-

pected episode is in fact a clumsy interpolation, and the circumstance that

the Sarrada version lacks is only an additional proof of the superiority of

this version. ‘

I may add here that the whole story is likewise missing not only in the

Bharatamafijari but also in the fragmentary but excellent Devanagari manus-

cript of the Aranyakaparvan belonging to the Bombay Branch of the Royal

Asiatic Society (No. 966, fol. 43b), which I have occasionally consulted in

doubtful cases.t

Further particulars of the Sarad version will be found under the account

of the “K” version, which follows next, and with which the Sdrada version

is intimately connected.

1 See above p. 150f.



INTRODUCTION . 153

A facsimile of a page of the “Sarada Codex” (S,) appears as the fron-

tispiece of this volume. The text is 3. 45, 1-25.

The “K” Version.

This version, as is the case of the other parvans, is a specific Devanag ri

version, closely related to the Sarada, and clearly differentiated from the s:-

called Devanagari version. The manuscripts comprising this version must in

part be merely Devanagari copies of Sarada originals and may in part repre-

sent the version of a province or a region adjoining the Sarada zone, which

it has not been possible to localize more precisely.

That the manuscripts of the K version are akin to and cognate with 4,

may be seen from the numerous readings common to S$, and K. (with or wit 1-

out some other Devanagari manuscripts). But it is demonstrated especial'y

forcibly by their common omission of certain important and well-known pa:-

sages found in all other manuscripts, or at least in all other manuscripts =f

the Northern recension. Of such p yes, given in our App. I, the mo:t

important are numbered 16-15, ‘

Of these passages No. 16

lines, and is a medley of legen

the legend of the rescue of the }

omitted in all five manuscripts o

ern recension, It is, in other wo

Bengali and late Devanagari.—a

retum of the Pandavas to th

widely, and is now found not

Sarate adhyaya of about 169

the story of Narakasura ard

12 in the Boar incarnation,— is

K, besides D,_, of the North-

istic of the Mid-Indian groun,

; (42 lines), describing the

Sadari, has permeated more

fe Southern recension but also

in all manuscripts of the Norti xcept S, K (with D,_,.,). Here

also we notice that the group 8, Kis clearly distinguished from the typical

Central sub-recension B Dc Dn D,.,.—Neo. 18 is a short passage of 24 lines

of exactly the same type ; that is to say, it is omitted in 8, K (with sore

other allied Devanagari manuscripts) in opposition to the typical Mid-Indien

group B Dc Dn D,.,. K, secondarily incorporates in its text only the first

four lines of the passage, which is as indication of the manner in which the

additions of the Central sub-recension (B D) have contaminated the Saradil-

K. version.—Another passage of that type is No. 22 (giving the names cf

Skanda); which is omitted in the whole group (S$, K), with [22} the single

exception of the conflated manuscript K,.—The next passage of that kind is

No. 27, a lengthy passage of 87 lines describing in detail how Jayadrathz,

after being released from captivity by Yudhisthira, seeks the help of the gol

Mahadeva in order to avenge himself ; it is found in all Northern manuscript:

except §, K D,.—The last passage in our list is No. 31, a long spun out lamer:t:

by Yudhisthira on seeing his brothers lying on the ground as if dead near

the Enchanted Lake, a passage which is also found in all Northern manu:-

cripts except §, K (with D,.,.,).
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The contrast between §, K and the Mid-Indian group is well brought

out by two different single-line insertions, which are nothing but twoi different

attempts to fill out a supposed lacuna after 3. 107. 18. After this stanza,

S, K Ds ins. : B Dc Dn Dy. 4. ¢ ins. :

531* qracent a aeafta aa | 532" aaaat maaita amant
¢ Cn

qafraraac | FETA |

Both of these, as shown by S (which our constituted text here follows), are

superfluous, as will be clear from a perusal of the text (3. 107. 18-19) :

aged farsa cat arat a Beara |

ATA Wear at ASarhalseayle Il

eal ay WET AkaraTcrAsT |
aor sfrarate aad & ara

Notwithstanding the fact th

show many striking agreement

the K group itself cannot be

distinctly conflated and rather

While preserving a large nur

(especially in the early adhydya'

times even showing readings pecul

is really a manuscript of the s

is considerably less. K;, of:

readings, coming closest to it.

scripts comprising the K version

guish them from other groups,

Homogeneous. Of these K, is

contaminated than the others.

Ti readings, it sides frequently

Bengali-Devanagari group; at

late Nilakantha tradition. K,

ii the degree of contamination

1ares with §, many unique

: uiclined to regard the concordant

readings of §, and K, as the spec caclings, In K, the last manus-

cript of the K version, the conta as gone yet further than in any

other K manuscript, K, incorporating occasionally not merely Southern read-

ings, but sporadically even what are characteristic Southern insertions.

I append here examples of readings showing special affinity between §,

and K, (references are to adhyayas and élokas) :

Si Kg Other MSS.

7.10 sta asrqeqer Gaal ae

aes gt ays SnRaeRIEae TA (or SH) |

7.15 w@zaaedi > asta a aft ( ov. cafe )

» Taal : @ fast (text ), alta, afar, etc.

7.16 (withDi.) amt : mag (text ), aT

7. 18 aad fase seat 2 Taal welts ( or HEIST, “AST:, ata: )

UST Tea, > TET: Cas: TATA,

9 5 (with Dis) aft oo: ata.
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{23} Here follow examples showing the contamination of K, with B I);

and especially with the group B Dc Dn D,,, :

K, B + some D Other MSS.

2. 6 aa aft > Barareh:

2. 9 grasa > grarfeaarr,

2.10 -=aratia > ary g, Trai, Tea

2. 32 gty : ety (text ), way

13. 54 anita A

13. 98 qéaqt: > yeaa:

17, 3 Beagetter : 3a Beata

25. 15 aa:fael aaa: : aagftaa: aerafer:

34, 11 gaan : after (text ), erate’.

The contamination of K, is further proved by the circumstance that it

has incorporated in its text the followingsinse

sion: 10*, 14*, 16*, 22*, 5

192*, 215*, 249*, 390*, etc., af

Examples showing special

follows :

37,

37,

37.

37.

38.

38.

44,

52.

D4.

61.

61.

81.

9

10

26

38

5

8

16

5

3

82

111

68

ttions of the Central sub-reccn-

1*, 97*, 107*, 126*, 184",

between K, and Dn are as

!

K, Dn & aff : res

K, Dn aut : res

K, Dn wane: :

Ke Dn “faanean: s 2

K, Dn am ( Dn, ay reek Ay

K» Dn waa fetearh : rest af srqaalems, etc.

K, Dn 233i : rest 23¢

K, Dn & : rest q

kK, Dn transp. Het — and Far:

Ky Dn Ds wy : rest guy

K, Dn D; aq: : rest aey:

K, Dn Ds [at}quate.: rest gear,

Examples of insertions almost restricted to K, Dn are : 50*, 55*, (beth

very clear interpolations), 326 * (with K,) 390* (with D,,.;), 412* (wiih

D,); and passage No. 12 of App. I (also found in D,, but with a different

point of insertion).

The contamination of K, from Dn is especially noticeable in the Nila

Episode. Its Kaémiri character, however, again comes to the surface in such

wrong transcription from the Sarada as qeqraq (for geqrga) in 3. 97. 17.

lla
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Sporadic contamination of K, from S is seen in the insertion 159", and in

passage No. 4 of App. I (cf. v. 1. 3. 38. 18).

Manuscripts D,., of the Devanagari version show pronounced affinities

with the K version, often supporting the specific readings and omissions of

the latter, and they might have been classed under the K version.

The Bengali Version.

Our four Bengali manuscripts forrn on the whole a very homogeneous

group, presenting generally a single common reading. The version has very

close affinities with [24] a particular type of Devanagari manuscripts repre-

sented by our Dn D,,, (with or without Dc). These two groups--B and De

Dn D,,,—show as a rule the same readings, and contain the same insertions. A

notable exception is 939*, which is a specific Bengali insertion lacking even in

Dc D,., and found only in Dn ‘of the Devanagari manuscripts.

The affinity of B (Dc) Dn D,., (often with the conflated manuscript

K,,) is exemplified by the following readings :

11. 27 K, B Dn &

28, 32 K,BDe}

32. 13 B Dn Dy.s

34. 11 K, B De Ds

91. 2BDn Day %

93. 10 BDn Dac f

104. 9 BDn Dy.

Similarly B (Dc) Dn TB, n% most other manuscripts, have

the following short additions : {246 48", 455* (also in two Southern

MSS.) 466*, 467*, 477*, 498*, 512*, (with K,), 532*, (with D,), 540%,

541*, 684*, 806*, (with K,), 844", etc., etc,

The Devanagari Versions (other than K).

1 have divided the Devanagari Versions into three groups: (1) the

Version of Caturbhuja; (2) the Version of Nilakantha; and (3) the Com-

posite Version. The first two are the versions respectively of the commen-

tators Chaturbhuja and Nilakantha, being accompanied by their glosses ; the

third is a group of Devanagari manuscripts not associated with any commen-

tary.

The Devanagari Version of Caturbhuja.

The version of the commentator Caturbhuja has little to recommend fot

itself. It generally sides with the BD group, showing a slight preference for

B ; thus B and De have a common insertion 415*, not found in other manus-

cripts of our critical apparatus. But it is definitely superior to the version

of Nilakantha, in so far that it lacks many of the very clearly spurious addi-



INTRODUCTION 167

tions of the latter. The best known of such additions is a passage of 39

lines (App. I, No. 12) inserted in the Nala Episode after our 3. 62. 10, which

is found only in K, Dn D, and is comparable to the passage substituted in

K, D,., for stanzas 1-17 of our adhy. 62 (cf, App. I, No. 10). Especia ly

in the later adhyayas of this parvan, Dc and D, go together, showing numer-

ous agreements peculiar to themselves. Dc shows some unique additions,

though their number is small ; examples are 129* and 402*, both being or:e-

line insertions.

Manuscripts of Caturbhuja’s commentary on different parvans are ave.il-

able ; that on the Virfta has been published by the Gujarati Printing Pross

(Bombay 1915). It is not unlikely that Caturbhuja had written a commen-

tary on the whole of the Mahabharata, though it is doubtful whether co-n-

plete manuscripts of the whole of his commentary are now extant. The

manuscripts I have hitherto seen were invariably of individual parvens

separately handed down.

{25} Very little is known about, th

title Misra, like his fellow com

that he hails from Eastern In

with precision even in relation

Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Sar

But it is most unlikely that he }

cripts the commentary is called

is scholiast. He bore the surname or

j Misra. It is therefore like !y

4 possible to fix his clironolo zy

cr Mahabharata, commentators,

, Arjunamigra and Nilakantt.a.

commentator? In our manus-

(fol. 1):

STATA |

commentaries by Devabod.a

2 a respectively ; compare aiso

aha bhavadipa.the title of Nilakantha’s comment

The Devandgart Version of Nilakantha: the Vulgate.

The version of Nilakantha has never inspired confidence, and in the cz se

of the present parvan, it is singularly disappointing. It contains (along w:th

some other manuscript’ groups) fourteen additional adhyayas, some of which

are palpably very late interpolations. Notable among the latter are ad! y.

262-263 of the Vulgate (our App. 1, No. 25), which relate how Duryodhana

sends the Rsi Durvasas, with 10,000 disciples, to Yudhisthira at a moment

when the latter would not be able to feed such an alarming crowd of hungry

mendicants. In answer to Draupadi’s prayers, however, Sri Krsna appeais,

all of a sudden, from Dvaraka, and so contrives it that the mendicent

fraternity, without having eaten a morsel of food, inexplicably feels all cf a

sudden completely satiated and slinks away in fear and trepidation. They

vanish without even making an effort to explain the situation and express

1 Mr, P. K. Gone, the Curator of the Institute, tentatively assigns him to the

period A.p, 1350-1550,
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their apologies to Yudhisthira, who had managed in the meantime to cook

food enough to feed that astonishing large troop of beggars. This naive

story, which is not without an element of humour, is found only in De,

D,.2.6 Gg besides Dn, a very poor collection of manuscripts, and is therefore

obviously a very late interpolation. Its omission from our text, I feel sure,

will not be regretted.

The Vulgate contains many lines which are extremely weakly supported,

at least by manuscripts of our critical apparatus. Thus, besides Dn, 5* is

found only in D, ; 25* only in §, K, ; 30* only in K, D,; 48* only in D, :

50* and 55* only in K, ; 874* only in D, ; 1193* only in D, ; and passage

No. 32 of App. I (a long interpolation of 72 lines) only in D, G, !

Dn also shows a surprisingly large number of unique readings, not found

in any other manuscript, a few of which are noted below as illustrations ;

32. 31 Dn area : rest seat

33.

43.

60.

82,

82.

84,

87.

93.

{26} 100.

145,

146. 53 Dn dierdiz’ :

167. 8 Dn aueat: others qq (text ), aa, Tat

195. 14 Dn “aia: rest “arfatd,

Other specific readings of Dn, not supported by any other manuscript,

will be found in: 3. 33. 35 (varar), 36 (wa), 46 (4%), 52 (fare);

81. 21 ( ara ), 156 (ma: ); 82. 46 ( ataa: ); 85. 1 (aar), 10 (az), 16 (at

[or ot Jreraact wy: ); 86. 13 (ga: ); 178. 25 (at Rat); 198. 15 (aan),

19 (4% or Ge); 200. 54 (fat H); 229. 16 (aaa: ); 230. 23 ( wea);

235. 3 ( quad: ); 244. 13 (eat ); etc. ; etc.

In his commentary on 3. 291. 70 (Bombay ed.), Nilakantha mentions

Arjunamisra : qrecary Baa eoniteasaites: showing that Arjunamisra, is prior

to Nilakantha, as has been proved by me elsewhere on other grounds also.1

1 Cf, SUKTHANKAR, “ Epic Studies (V)”, Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental

Research Institute, vol. 17 (1935), p. 189 £,
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In commenting on 3. 33. 59 (Bombay ed.):

fret zen agai aan qearstaara |

fea saa TSA TIT: |,

Nilakantha notes certain commentators ( sa: ),

qere: atta, geet agataaaer fret aa aera weal agfret a
BA DAT Tail MA:

Owing to the ambiguity of the word aI, it ig not possible to say for

certain whether Nilakantha is here referring to eastern commentators or

merely to old commentators, but he probably means the latter, as he calls

easterners “ Gaudas.”

Nilakantha appears to have been an adept in the Kama-dastra. also. In

the course of his commentary on the chapter describing the general de; .:-

neracy of the Kali age, he discusses certain pornographic details with a frank-

ness which is as astonishing as it is.disgoncerting. The stanza in question is

TENA FETT Naat: |

qa fer oe TAT Ul,

on which Nilakantha has the glo

ATMA BAT THIET BIAS TAK: | ote

In the beginning of his

Laksmandrya, Narayana-tirthe

TNET ATTA

Nilakantha’s guru Ndarayana-tirtha— 0 be confused with the Mahi-
bhdrata commentator Narayana-Sarvajfia or Sarvajfia-Naraéyana—has beca

identified by Mr. P. K. Gobe with the author of the Mim’rhsa work Bhétt :-

bhasd-prakasika (c. AD. 1650).+

fen ay afar: sad qa

Variants cited by Nilakantha will be found in his commentary on thie
following stanzas (references to the adyhaya and éloka of the Bombay ed. :

2, 37; 3. 63; 4. 19; 6.3 ( aqqae: ) 7.5; 8 11-12; 9. 15; 10. 24, 32, 37;

11, 4, 8 ( sraT8: ); 12. 23, 35, 36, {27} 80; 15. 7; 20. 10; 22. 4; 23. 8; 25. 1

29. 8, 22 (atten: ), 29; 30. 23, 41; 31. 8; 32. 13, 38, 59; 33. 8, 59 ( set: )

63, 68, 72; 35.3 (st9qa: ); 37.34; 40.4; 43.6 (arte: ); 71.16 (ix

1 Cf. P. K. Gove. “ Date of the Bhattabhasaprakasika and identification of iis

author with the Guru of Nilakantha Caturdhara”’, Mimamsd-Prakaéa, vol. 3 (1938 :,

pp. 65 ff—For further particulars about the life and family of Nilakantha, see now :

P. K. Gone, “ Nilakantha Caturdhara, the Commentator of the Mahabharata—Hs

Genealogy and Descendants,” Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institut»,

yol, 23 (Silver Jubilee Volume), 1942, pp, 146-161,
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sive: wR TAA); 82. 36, 38 ( sf aA gersrdty zea ); 84.9; 110. 3, 23

( prenfers: senfes: ); 117, 12 (saves: ); 119. 13 (sem ); 120, 2; 125.

18 ( meeg ...... aft -atznanfa gafea ); 129. 9 ( mer:, eat: ); 147. 8; 161.

20 ( attea ); 162. 28: 169. 8; 172. 9: 176. 9; 177. 22; 179. 15; 207. 49, 97

(Giccics ); 211. 9,16; 219. 22; 222. 1; 233. 8; 236, 31; 264. 12; 269. 3,

10; 297, 24, 36; 315. 9; etc.

The Composite Devandgari Version.

The Devanagari has always been found to be a composite version. Our

composite Devanagari manuscripts may be roughly divided into three groups.

(1) The best group, from our view-point, is D,_, which frequently agrees

with §, K (but especially K,) in opposition to other D manuscripts and

might have been classed under the K version. Of these D, agrees, however,

frequently—especially in later adhyayas—with De, the version of Caturbhuja.

(2) Then there is the group D, ,, which generally agrees with B De Dn.

(3) The remaining manuscript EB. i s by itself, presenting a text

which is, for large parts, almos hat of the Nilakantha version,

but which shows exceptional! hy discrepancies. Groups 2

and 3 are frequently seen in co we accordingly very often get

a wider group B De Dn D,., (8 by K,).

The affinity of the group D npiified by the following concordant

readings of these three manuseri

1. 3 Di. am fare : ( Pagisin

5 a 3 aaifaat : other

12 Dy. ala: oe ae:

1 ( text ), aftafiat

1 other MSSea aai( or at)t: ga: ge

1.14 D,.s garg : other MSS. geet text ), guet

1.15 Dy, ag: ( Parasm. ) afgat: rest arg aeaTAz ( Atm. )

1. 34 D,-, Gaetan: : rest qrealar:

2. 5 D,., ar afd: : rest afat ( by transp. )

6. 22 Dy, afeeariy : rest afteqriey

48. 29 D,-s aat: other MSS. wat ( text), aa

167. 19 D,-; aig : other N MSS. mrad (text ) etc., etc.

Examples of insertions, almost peculiar to D,., and showing the close

affinity between these three manuscripts, are: 182* (with K,), 288*, 334*

(with K,), 1025*, 1186*, 1188*, 1190*, 1194* (latter four with K,), etc, etc.

As remarked above, the group D,_,, differing from other Devanagari

manuscripts, frequently agrees with §, K. Examples of insertions common

to §, K and D,., (often with D,) are : 640*, 707*, 711*, 715%, ete. ete.

Group D,-, is important for the reason that it lacks (like S, K) many

of the interpolations of the B D group ; e.g. 44*, 128*, 130*, 131*, 133", 162",
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163*, 166*, 167*, 168*, 178%, 184*, 185*, 187*, 188*, 189*, 193*, 195*,

224", 238%, 240*, 244*, 245*, 247*, 248*, 249", 540*, 541*, 895*, 985%,

etc., etc., etc.

The Telugu Version.

Only two manuscripts of the Telugu version were collated, of which onc

(jas is often the case with these manuscripts) is certainly: contaminated, 9

a very high degree, from [28} Northern sources. In, such conflated parts, ‘I’,

is generally associated with G,. Examples of such contamination will be found

below, under the Grantha version.

T,, differing from T, often sides with G, M, (with or without M,),

giving what: appears to be the real Southern reading,

For examples of contamination of T, through the Northern recension,

cf. 174*, 248*, 484*, 563*, 570*, 572*, 577*, 661*, 673*, 932*, (with M,).

991*, etc.,-etc. Many of these are marginal insertions, added sec. m.

The Grontha.V ersion.

Most of our Grantha mag

the Northern recension. The's

case of G,, and it increases icy

in the final chapters G, often

recension, absorbing at the san

Northern! Such manuscripts

recensiong.

fortunately contaminated fron

“particularly noticeable in tle

the parvan ; so much so that

cif insertions of the Southern

characteristic insertions of the

fer a study of the fusion of

Examples of omission in ' uthern insertions are: 1050°,

1059*, 1060*, 1061*, 1062*, 186 *, 1077*, 1082*, 1085*, 1086",

1091*, 1092*, 1093*, 1102*, 12 £374, 1138*, 1139*, 1142*, 1146",

1148*, 1149*, 1152*, 1154*, 1326", 1343*, 1372*, 1373*, ete. etc —Exampls
of the incorporation of Northern, insertions in G, (sometimes with T,) are;

1046*, 1048*, 1063*, 1065*, 1066*, 1067*, 1073*, 1074*, 1088*, 1103°,

1120*, 1126*, 1131*, 1134*, 1167*, 1203*, 1224*, 1226*, 1227*, 1229°,

1230*, 1279*, 1331*, 1337*, 1358*, 1365*, 1382*, 1385", etc., etc. ; and passages

Nos. 24, 27, and 32 of App. I.

But the most striking instance of conflation is the inclusion in G, of ou:

final adhyaya (299), which is regularly transposed in all genuine Southera

manuscripts to the beginning of the Virataparvan. The evidence of G, 5

thus seen to be fully inconclusive and therefore untrustworthy for the const -

tution of the Grantha version and the Southern recension.

The Malayalam Version.

While forming an integral part of the Southern recension, the Malayé.-

lam version has its own peculiarities, which distinguish it clearly from the

T G version, as regards both readings and insertions. Here is a list of T (;
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insertions, which are lacking in the Malayalam version : 183*, 218", 232*,

243*, 286%, 356%, 620", 667*, 674*, 685%, 802%, 803", 805*, 824%, 856%,

859*, 867*, 868", 869%, etc., etc.—On the other hand, M also shows a certain

number of specific insertions which are not known to the Telugu and Grantha

versions, such as 307*, 494*, 560*, 581*, 949*, 1028*, 1041*, 1083*, 1158*,

1262*, 1336*, ete, etc—Nearly all of these insertions (of both types) are

single-line insertions ; a few are of two lines.

But our M is not homogeneous, M, and M, exhibiting among them-

selves numerous differences. M, shows clear signs of contamination from

Northern sources, and is by no means a good representative of the Malaya-

lam version. Examples of Northern accretions in M, are 96%, 99*, 466",

516*, 796*, 955%, eta. etc. M, is again often excepted from the common

Southern reading, as in 3. 41. 24: S (except M.) eqizdereqamta: against N

(with M,) {29} eqi azgeqgara:, where M, agrees with N. M, (like G;)

also omits a few of the typical Southern insertions ; ¢g., 102*, 723%. M, is

not altogether free from contaminati 4 some Northern source or sources

as is indicated by 629*, 677", uarg. sec. m.), etc., ete.

of M, from N is furnished

reads fjeqeeyet t a8 Op-

, reads § sqeAATYCAT, which

{ the Southern and Northern

NN}. But the most convincing

M,. The manuscript inserts

fier 3. 28. 162, but line 2 of

A. very good example of

by the conflated reading of Mg 1

posed to S, which has yaaa

is very evidently a result of the
- readings: eqagaq (S) #

proof is furnished by a paly

line 1 of a Northern additional

that stanza after 16°. The tw stanza, though superfluous, do

convey some meaning when rea t arranged as in M,, they serve

no useful purpose except to betray the conflated character of the manuscript

in question.

With regard to the status and merit of the Malayalam version in general,

I am glad to cite here an observation of Professor P. P. S, SASTRL, which I

am, able to confirm from my own experience. In, the course of his remarks

on the Southern recension in the Introduction to. his edition of the Aranyaka-

parvan, Professor SASTRI writes : “Not having been subject to Nayak influ-

ence in any manner whatsoever, the tradition handed down by the Malayalam

manuscripts preserved the Grantha text, in a purer and more unmixed form

than even some comparatively early Grantha manuscripts, as the Malayalam

Mss. do. not at all seem to have come into! contact with the Northern Recen-

gion till very recent times”. This is in substantial agreement with what

I had stated in my Prolegomenad to the Adiparvan regarding the Malayalam

4 The Mahabharata (Southern Recension), Vol. IV (1933), Introduction,

p. lif,
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version, namely, that it is “the best Southern version.”+ JT am happy to find

that this cautious remark of mine has subsequently been confirmed by the

editor of the Southern Recension himself in a clear and unambiguous manner.

THE PARVASAMGRAHA

The number of adhydyas and élokas of the Aranyaka, according to te

Parvasarhgrahaparvan, in our edition, and in the current editions, can be secn

in the following table.

COMPARATIVE TABLE OF THE NUMBER OF ADHYAYAS AND SLOKAS
IN THE ARANYAKAPARVAN

Parva- | Cit, Ed.) Cal. Ed,| Bomb. Ed. /Kumbh, Eq,| South Rec.
sarhgraha (Saka 1799) (SASTRI)

Adhyayas 269 299 314 315 | 315 269
Jee oto

Slokas 11,664 ?* 12,476 11,136

{30} With: regard to the

noted: According to the count o

this parvan is 17,478. But this

thousands. The Calcutta Par

apparently not very good mat,

the counting of the lines, being

lation at the turn of the century © numbered the lines, by fives,

without committing any: mistake i S66: They make their first mistake

by putting down the next figure (after 3095) as 4000, in place of 3100; and

this is followed. by several other lapses of that type! The correct total <5

computed by JAcoBi? is 12,848 as shown ‘above.—The figure! for the dlokas of
the Bombay edition has been taken from the edition of text and Marathi

translation by Kashinath alias Bhau Shastri Lee of Wai (Saka 1821), who

has counted the stanzag in his edition, adhyaya by adhyaya; and, after

correcting his own errors in three different places, gives the correct figure,

according to him, at the end of the Vanaparvan: volume (p, 1344) as 12,002."

-~The figure for the stanzas of the Kumbhakonam edition has been taken

from the Index Volume (p. 5) of that edition—The extent of Professcr

following particulars may he

edition the number of élokas ..0

ses the correct figure by several

for the edition, who were

» made repeated mistakes in

by the complicacies of calcu-

1 Prolegomena, p. LXXIII,

*[By actual counts, 11,421 élokas of 32 syllables each.].

2 Das Mahabharata, Inhalisangabe, Index, etc., p. 257.

8 According to another computation, that of the Chitrashala Edition (Poona

1930), the correct number is 11,859, as given in the footnote on p. 500 of its edition

of the “ Vanaparvan.”
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P. P. S. Sastri’s Southern Recension has been given by himself in the Intro-

duction to the second part of his Aranyakaparvan (vol. 5, p. xiv).—-The

figure for the critical text has been intentionally left blank by me, since the

parvan contains two prose adhyayas, in addition to a large number of Tris-

tubh stanzas, and it is difficult to compute their equivalent in Slokas. Indeed

the figures given for the other editions are all defective for the same reason.

In fact they are all purely fictitious, being obtained by the addition of figures

for the stanzas and prose sections, but may be taken to represent a very rough

approximation of the extent. It will thus be realized that it is futile to com-

pare these figures with the Parvasarhgraha figures, which are often themselves

doubtful. It has been the general experience that ancient figures, when at all

complicated, seldom come out quite right. And there is no reason to think

that the Parvasarhgraha figures for the number of stanzas are an exception

to the rule. ,

‘We do not expect strict agreement between our figures and the Parva-

sarhgraha figures in respect of the ¢ ‘ stanzas in such a voluminous

work but we do expect some ds the number of adhydyas.

It is, therefore, surprising to iH extant manuscripts contain

about 30 adhydyas at least w ure given by the Parvasarh-

graha! This discrepancy is ing, aS the manuscripts of the

Parvasarngraha, of all versions ; s without exception, agree—for

a change—in giving the sarne umber of adhyfyas, namely,

269. As regards the manuscript tavaka, the KaSmiri (Sarada)

and the Southern manuscripts bout 300 adhyayas, while the

Central Sub-recension (Benga Youp) show in fact about 315

adhyayas. The former may be talx @ more reliable figure. Professor

P. P. S. Sastri’s device of arriving at the Parvasarngraha figure (269), by

omitting arbitrarily about 31 colophons actually contained in all of his

manuscripts is hardly commendable.

{31} Due to these discrepancies between the data of the Parvasarhgraha

and the manuscripts, which are patent, two probabilities are presented to us :

either, the compiler of the Parvasarngraha had made a mistake in counting

the adhydyas, or some thirty adhyadyas have been added to our parvan since

the time of the Parvasarngraha count. No third explanation is possible, and

both these are significant alternatives. If we admit that there has been an

original error in the counting of adhyayas, it is roughly a mistake of 30 in

300, that is 10 per cent., which is indeed a very high percentage of error. If

we could prove even two or three such errors, the value of the figures in the

Parvasarhgraha will dwindle down to an insignificant quantity. If, on the

other hand,—as is more likely—our critical text contains about 30 adhyayas

(equivalent to about 1500 stanzas) more than the text which was the basis

of the Parvasarhgraha calculation, then even in the matter of general contents
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it is nowhere near the Parvasathgraha standard and must be very far re-

moved from the hypothetical archetype of the Mahabharata ; for it is hardly

credible that as many as thirty colophons could get displaced or lost in a

mere aggregate of 300 colophons. There are moreover no means to excise

these spurious accretions except by methods of higher criticism, which owiig

to the peculiar character of our work would be a very delicate operation

indeed, and withal one of doubtful utility. We thus see how easy it would

be to delude ourselves that just by collating a small fraction of the extant

manuscripts, we could arrive at the archetype.

The passage in the Parvasarhgraha giving the contents of this parvan

exists in two versions (1. 2. 111-126) : the longer version of the Vulgate

being based on the Central Sub-recension (the Bengali-Devanagari), tye

shorter version on the Kaémiri-Southern tradition. I have adopted the latter

in this edition, relying mainly on the superiority of the agreement betwe:n

what appear prima facie to be independent versions. But I think it is pcs-

sible to fortify the argument in the ~xresent.case from intrinsic considerations.

It will be seen that in the sho equence of the incidents men-

tioned in the list of content th the actual sequence in te

original text of the parvan, ¢ 7 all extant manuscripts ; te

sequence of the longer version 6 and tallies exactly with tlie

present text. Moreover, the } , the longer version—is much

fuller, containing as it does { ails. Is it now likely that the

Kaémiri and Southern § tradity endently—or in collusion with

each other—discarded the orig ore correct version in favour

of a shorter and defective ver far more probable that tlie

defects of the original short ver: a been preserved independently

by the Kaémiri and Southern traditions, een noticed early, and that hzd

led to its being modified and corrected by the revisers of the Central Sus-

recension, which then adopted the revised version of the contents.

The Parvasarhgraha mentions sixteen sub-parvans, which is also ouvir

number, but the Vulgate has twenty-two; that is six more. The latter

number is obtained by adding to the list the names of certain episodes like

the Nalopaikhyana, Ramopakhyana, Savitryupakhyana, which originally did

not form separate sub-parvans at all, as will be seen from the following tabl:.

{32} Critical Edition Vulgate Editions

(and old Parvasarhgraha ) (and revised Parvasarhgraha)

1 apurs ( adhy. 1-11) 1 ayug ( adhy. 1-10)

2 fedicra (12 ) 2 fedizat (11)

3 asatftinaa ( 12-37 )
3 Sara (13-42 ) 4 Bea ( 38-41 )
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Critical Edition

(and old Parvasathgraha)

4 sexetaftiana ( 43-79 )

5 attarar ( 80~153 )

6 sararaa ( 154 )

7 qagqe ( 155-172 )

8 arse ( 173-178 )

9 arersqqaen ( 179-221 )

10 giadlacnmardae ( 222-224 )
11 stwarar ( 225-243 )

12 aneaqay ( 244 )

Vulgate Editions

(and revised Parvasathgraha)

5 sexatatfinaa (42-51 )

6 qatqemta (52-79 )

7 qtaarat ( 80-156 )

8 seravat (157 )

9 qaqa ( 158-164 )

10 fraraHaage (165-175 )

11 ems ( 176-181 )

12 arensquamrem ( 182-232 )

13 aladiaematardae ( 233-235 )

14 aqarar ( 236-257 )

15 waeqatga ( 258 )

13 Ateertrs ( 245-247 )

14 Aadtaen ( 248-283 )

6 ABR (259-261)

tier (262-271 )

8 sagataatern (272 )

9 qatarema (273-292 )!

SP 20 qaqaraer ( 293-299 )

{ gveetacT ( 300-310 )
sagtiy ( 311-315 )

xed, as a rule, with tolerable

fy manuscripts, which give indi-

mate identification.

OTHER EDITIONS

Of the numerous printed editions of the Aranyaka-parvan (almost uni-

formly passing under the name Vanaparvan), I have consulted the following :

(1) The editio princeps of the Mahabharata printed in Calcutta between 1834

and 1839. Its Vanaparvan comprises, according to its own data, 17478 Slokas in

314 adhyadyas, It gives in general the Nilakantha version, which we have called

the Vulgate and which has been reproduced in many subsequent editions, sometimes

accompanied by translation and commentary. The editio princeps still remains the

best edition available of the Vulgate version of the Aranyakaparvan, though that

is not saying very much.

(2) The oblong pothi-form edition, published by Ganapat KRISHNAJI in

Saka 1799 in Bombay (hence commonly known as the Bombay edition). It is

accompanied by Nilakantha’s commentary, Bh@rata-bhavadipa, and should there-

fore represent the {33} Nilakantha tradition, But it cotains as a\ matter of fact

15 gusset ( 284-294 )

16 apeiy ( 295-299 )

1 The Parvasathgraha of the Vulgate cites Nos. 19 and 20 in reverse order,

that is, the Pativratamahatmya precedes the Ramopakhyana.
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quite a large number of lines and readings not countenanced by Nilakantha himsel!,

The text is divided into 315 adyhayas, and contains (according to some editions

which give the aggregate number of stanzas in the parvan) 12,002 stanzas.1

(3) . The Kumbhakonam edition published by T. R. KRISHNACHARYA and T. FE.

VYASACHARYA, and described on its title-page av “ A New Edition, mainly based on
the South Indian Texts”. Its Vanaparvan comprises (according to the Index

Volume) 12,476 Slokas and 315 adhydyas, but contains like our misch-codices a gocd

number of specific Northern passages unknown to the true Southern recension.2

(4) Professor P. P. S. Sastri’s Southern Recension, Volumes 4-5, comprising

(according to his own} count)’ 11,136 Slokas divided into 269 adhy‘iyas.

As these old editions contain nothing of any serious importance whic)

is not to be found in the different manuscripts already collated for this ed -

tion, they have been only sparingly used and cursorily studied by me. The

following observations may be of use to those who may wish to consult thee

editions,

As remarked above, there are some grave mistakes in the numbering «af

the stanzas of the Calcutta edition... The first mistake cccurs after stania

3095, where the next number > to 4000 (when it should he

3100). Similarly after 8895 ber jumps up to 9900 (when

it should be 8900). For the 10,095, the following number

is given as 11,000 (instead of the fourth time, after 11,065,

the next number jumps up to 12 should be 11,100. At the next

step, however, the number equa y jumps back to 10,200! Thus

at one place three successive 1 ‘ich are supposed to increase hy

five at each step) are 11095, After adhy. 117, there a;-

pear to be no new mistakes, “point onwards the numbering

may be taken to be continuwus Sut the result of these earlier

miscalculations is that the exter in appears to be 17,478, whon

it should in reality be (according to JAcosI’s computation) 12,848, the P: r-

vasarhgraha figure being 11,664! Several numbers occur twice, and in giv-

ing reference to the Calcutta edition, it is advisable to cite the adhyaya num-

ber as well.

The Bombay edition, like the Calcutta, is based on the. Nilakantha ver-

sion but (like yet other editions of the Mahabharata prepared in the same

fashion, eg., the Chitrashala edition) does not represent the Nilakantha t:a-

dition very faithfully. In the footnotes to the text, and the critical notes at

the end, I have frequently drawn attention to unwarranted departure from

Nilakantha’s original text. The vagaries are small and of no great con:e-

quence, but they are there nevertheless. They prove very clearly that wi:h-

2 According to the Chitrashala Edition the number is 11,859, though the txt
is precisely the same in both editions.

2 It seems not to have been noticed that in the old printed editions though the

name of this parvan is given on the title-page and in the captions as “ Vanaparva”

the colophons invariably give the name correctly as Aranya-or—Aranyakaparvan

12
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out any conscious effort at alteration or emendation—and perhaps, notwith-

standing the half-hearted efforts to preserve intact the received text—

discrepancies do arise in course of time, and the text does drift away from the

norm, imperceptibly, within a relatively short period of time. Thus in 3. 9.

7 for our gf&qaat: (which is documented [34} uniformly by almost all our

manuscripts), the different editions printed in the Bombay province, and exa-

mined by me, all have the reading yfgggaf, a reading which has not been found

in a single manuscript! In 3. 83. 30, the Bombay edition (with the Kum-

bhakonam and some other editions) reads qaj aeaqq , when the Nilakantha

manuscripts themselves (along with a. host of other manuscripts) have the

correct reading nayyay (lect. diff.), which is the reading of the constitut-

ed text! Likewise in 3. 249. 8, out edition reads gaueq which is the read-
ing offered by all manuscripts collated for our edition, except one inferior

Grantha manuscript (G,), which reads guaeq, and yet this latter reading

( ga7e7 ) has been adopted in many of the Bombay editions .

. chiefly on four manuscripts, of

in Grantha, and one ( § )

: about 64 adhydyas out of

(a )was partly utilized. Ac-

tha) “represents the Principal

x to A.D. 1795, that is, it is less

thern recension, Professor SAs-

Superior to the Kumbhakonam

on the manuscript material

“it should have been. Judging

Professor SASTRI’S edition is

which one ( @ ) is in Telugu sg

in Malayalam.. For adhydyaé

his total of 269 adhydyas, a £

cording to the editor, manus

Text printed”. It bears a date <

than 150 years old. As an editior

TRI’sS edition is preferable and

edition. But it seems to me t

has not been as fully and careft

by the Southern manuscripts collg edition and examined by me,

which cannot be very different from his, it should seem that too often

SASTRI’s edition agrees in its mislections and other short-comings with the

Kumbhakonam edition to the exclusion of the genuine Southern tradition. I

miss in his critical apparatus many of the readings which are given uniformly

by all Southern manuscripts. Even if the editor, for some occult reasons, did

not wish to adopt in his text these perfectly good and authenticated Southern

readings, they should have appeared in the footnotes as discarded readings.

Instances of Northern readings having contaminated his text will be found in

the following stanzas (reference is to Slokas and adhydyas of his text) :

1, 27°, 28°, 2. 133", 22%, 46°, 714%, 802; 4. 84, 8°, 15: 5. 14, 6°, 7°, 29% 7. 28,

2°, 9°, 23°; 8. 17°; 10. 49%, 554, 667; 11. 603%, 724°; 12. 2344, 41°; 13, 1:
14, 6%, 16° 17. 108%, 1147; 18. 5°. ete., etc. These examples have been select-

ed at random from the first 18 adhydyas only ; but such lapses keep turning

up on page after page up to the end of the book.

As his edition is based on four manuscripts only and even these manus-

cripts appear not to have been rigorously collated and fully utilized, I should
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hesitate to accept his text as a true representative of the Southern recension,

even ignoring the deficiencies of the critical apparatus.

In the division into adhyayas, Professor SASTRI seems to have follow.:d

the Grantha edition of Sarabhojirajapuram (Tanjore District) printed in

1895. The reason given by Professor SAsTRI for following the edition insted

of the manuscripts is that the division of the Tanjore edition “accords ex-

actly with the enumeration of the number of chapters for the Vana Parvin

(sic) in the Anukramanikadhyaya of both the Northern and the Southe’n

Recensions””.1 This is a dangerously vicious circle! As the Tanjore edition

does not pretend that it has followed any manuscript tradition, the adhya,a

division of both these editions (Tanjore and SasTRI) remain unsupportel by

manuscript authority [35 and therefore perfectly arbitrary. Adopting the Par-

vasarhgraha figure, SASTRI has divided the parvan into 269 adhydyas, wh le

the actual numbering of the adhyayas in Southern manuscripts reaches tue

figure 300 approximately, the number according to our Southern manuscripis

varying between 299 and 302.

While Sastr1 by arbitr

adhyaya-number to that given

figures for the Slokas tally! A

slokas should be 11,664. “The

SASTRI, “printed in the Text o

which is short by 528”? As hi

tion of the number of adhyadya

omission of about thirty colcs

cripts, has no significance, and

manipulation. :

colophons, has equated t:s

yngraha, he could not make te

Parvasarhgraha the number -f
’

y of stanzas,” says Professor

crn Recension comes to 11,135,

rt. by over 500 stanzas, his equ.i-

sarngraha figure, by arbitrary

ound in all Southern manus-

ece of useless and unmeanirig

It is exactly seventeen years since I took over charge of the Mahabharaca

work, and reorganized, on somewhat different lines, this Department of the Ins‘i-

tute, having profited by the experiments and experiences of my predecessor, tue

late lamented Mr. N. B, Utcikar, M.A. During this interval the Mahabhiara a
Department of the Institute has prepared andi published critical editions of fo:1r
whole parvans (in this sequence) : the Adi (1933), the Virata (1986), the Udyoxa
(1940), and now the Aranyaka (1942). These four parvans comprise, accordiniz
to the data of the Parvasarngraha-parvan, about 28,400 “ilokas”. In addition <o
this: the Sabhaparvan, which is being edited by Professor Franklin EDGERTON if
the Yale University (U.S.A.) and which has been ready for some time, has beara
taken up for printing, and its printing has made considerable progress ; nearly tie
whole of the text, along with the critical apparatus pertaining to it, has been
printed off, and the printed portion may even be issued, in the near future, as a
separate fascicule. Furthermore, the press-copy of the Bhismaparvan, which is b.-
ing edited by Rao Bahadur Dr. S. K. BELVALKAR, LES (Retd.), is almost rea ly
and is now undergoing final revision at the hands of its editor. Funds permittin.s,
it will be sent to the press in the not very distant future. Thus, during these seve:

4 The Mahabharata (Southern Recension), vol, 5, Introduction, p. xiii.
2 Op. cit. p. xiv.
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teen years the Institute has critically dealt with the first six parvans of the Great

Epic: the Adi, Sabha, Aranyaka, Virata, Udyoga and Bhisma. These six parvans

make up a total of about 36,800 “élokas”, out of the aggregate of about 82,150

“Slokas” comprising the entire Mahabharata, a portion which is approximately 45

per cent, of the aggregate, excluding of course the “ Supplement”, Harivarhga, which,

for the time being, we have placed aside. This is no mean achievement, we think.

The part of the epic critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk, about four

times as great as the Hiad and the Odyssey put together, and one and a half times

as great as our Ramayana.

That a work of this nature and these dimensions is not one man’s job is very

evident. Many collaborators, sympathisers, friends, benefactors and patrons have

contributed to such measure of success as has been achieved so far, and they in-

clude among them, princes and potentates, persons owning manuscripts, curators

and librarians, printers and parvan-editors, not to speak of the General Editor

and his modest staff in [36} the background. Surely the most potent among these

multifarious contributory’ factors have been—

WU Fey TY Tawaal 4 Teale |
—the generous patrons of learning, wha out of regard for this venerable monument

of Indian antiquity, this great and. lust? tage of Bharatavansa, have liberal-

ly supplied the Institute, all thro ith funds to carry on this cost-

ly but very vital work,

First among these generous

saheb Pant Pratinidhi, B.A., Ra

it, in the first instance, possible f>

bitious project. The RAJASAHER

dation Grant of a lakh of rupees

ligations not only the Institute bul

42 our estimation Shrimant Bala-

fi, whose princely liberality made

ia think of undertaking this am-

paid up a large part of the Foun-

im, and thus placed under his ob-

sve the Great Epic of India.

I have next to record the #

has now become nothing less the

other distinguished and generous d all over India, who have. con-

tributed liberally to our Mahabha: Fund, the chief among them be-

ing : The Imperial Government of India, the Provincial Governments of Bombay,

Madras, Burma and United Provinces ; the Gwalior, Hyderabad (Deccan), Baroda,

Bhavnagar, Phaltan, Mysore, Porbunder, Kolhapur, Patiala, Sangli, Ichalkaranji,

Ramdurg, and other Indian States. The Trustees of the Sir Dorab Tata Trust,

the Savitribai Bhat Trust, and the Tulsidas Charities also deserve a grateful men-

tion here for their kind help to our finances. We must gratefully think also of

those persons less gifted by Fortune, who have contributed smaller sums—with the

one idea of helping on this great cause—each according to his ability.

The Institute is indebted, for subsidies to its Mahabharata work, to the Trus-

tees of the Mahabharata Fund of Great Britain in London; and indebted also for

a token grant, in appreciation of this work, to the British Academy of London.

moterd of this scheme—which

tal undertaking—to a number of

And last, but not least, I must mention, in this connection, our Alma Mater-~

The University of Bombay-—-who has been exceptionally generous and appreciative

of our endeavours in this field, supply us with funds, lending us manuscripts, and

generally taking a very keen and active interest in the welfare and rapid progress

of our project.

In connection with further assistance rendered by extra-mural collaborators and

helpers, I must put on record our special obligations to Pandit Rajaguru HEMRAJ,
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C.LE., of Nepal; as also to Professor Kshitimohan SEN, who has succeeded Profts-

sor Vidhushekhar BHATTACHARYA as Principal of the Viévabharati; further to Mr.

S. GopaLANn, B.A., B.L., who has succeeded the late Raosaheb Sambamurthi Rao,

as Honorary Secretary of the Saraswathi Mahal Library of Tanjore. Both these

jatter gentlemen have been kind enough to carry on, in a purely honorary capacily,

the onerous and responsible task of supervising the Mahabharata collations do:c

in their respective institutions.

The thanks of the Institute are also due to the Curators, Trustees, and Cust:

dians of the following libraries and institutions for keeping us equipped with tre

manuscripts required for our Mahabharata work, during almost two decades: the

Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengul,

the Bangiya Sahitya Parishad, the Adyar Library, the Oriental Institute of Baroca,

Madras Government [37} Library, Mysore Oriental Manuscripts Library, Sri Yadu-

giri Yatiraj Math (Melkote, Mysore), Cochin State Library, Pudukkottah State Lib-

rary, and the India Office Library (London). The Institute has also received mia-

nuscripts or photo-copies or hand-made copies of manuscripts from the Bomb: 7

University, the Visvabharati, Dacca University, Dayananda Anglo-Vedic College of

Lahore (Research Department), Benares Sanskrit College, and Calcutta Sanskrit

College—all of whom I wish to thank on-besalf of the Institute very cordially for

their kind help in the matter. Th oreover, obliged to Sardar M. *’.

Kree, M.A. of Indore for the . Nilakantha manuscript of tha

Mahabharata, It is further indeli an of Southern manuscripts «t

the Mahabharata to the Chief o sailienkara PISHARAM, Mankavu

Padinnare KoviLaKaM, Killimang: wPAD, and to the proprietors of

the following Malabar estates : Poort vanapparambu Mana, Nareri Man3,

Ponnokkottu Mana, Paliyam Estate, hgalam,

Once more I would fain expres

my colleagues on the Mahabharg

very generously, full confidence 3

the true spirit of camaraderie.

tde for help of various kinds from

who have throughout repose,

nd supported me invariably in

. that before we are even. hal.

way through our work, several members: Editoial Board, formed in 192i),

are no longer with us; from among whoi T° “rernember particularly my friencs

Father R. ZIMMERMANN, S.J., Professor M. WINTPERNITZ, and Mr. Vishvanat"

P. VAIDYA.

I have to record here my keen appreciation of the willing compliance and ur-

grudging assistance I have uniformly received from members of the Permanert

Staff of the Mah&bhdrata Department of this Institute. Mr. S. N. TADPATRIKAI!,

M.A., Supervisor of Collations, who is in special charge of the collations, ha:

been moreover, aS usual, always by my side, helping me with useful suggestion:

when I was engaged in constituting the text of this extensive parvan. The critic!

notes were compiled from the collation sheets by Mr. B. G. Buipe SHASTRI, Mi.

D. V. Naravang, and Mr. G. G. SoMAN. We shall miss, in future, the expert

assistance of Mr. Brive in several fields, who having served the Institute in the

Mahabharata Department since 1921, has now owing to old age, retired from ser-

vice, The Saradi manuscripts have been invariably collated by our Sarada expert,

Shankar Shastri BHILAVADIKAR, Head Shastri of the Mahabharata Department. Th:

proof-reading has been done by the Collator and Reader Pandit K. V. Krishnamurti:

SHARMA SHASTRI, of Erode (South India}, who is now helped in that work by Mr.

M. V. Varpya, M. A., both of whom have worked with praiseworthy diligence.

exemplary zeal, and signal devotion to their work. Collations of Southern manus-

cripts have been done at the Institute uniformly by the Pandits K. V. Anantana-
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rayan SHastTRI of Erode, and K. S$. Vishvanath SHASTRI of Kolengode (South

India), both of whom also are very accurate and conscientious workers, exhibiting

characteristically a single-minded devotion to duty.

The superior finish of the Aranyakaparvan Volumes, from the typographical

viewpoint, is due solely to the care and thought personally bestowed on them by

my indefatigable friend Professor Dr. Raghu Vira of the International Academy of

Indian Culture, who, as part of a programme of multifarious activities for the re-

generation of our culture, has equipped at Lahore a small but efficient printing es-

tablishment—the {38} Arya Bharati Press—which is solely devoted io the cause of

the service of the drya-bharati for endowing Sarasvati with better vestments than she

grudgingly receives in India at the hands of very mercenary printers and publi-

shers. At great trouble and inconvenience to himself-—and, I fear, even at the risk

of pecuniary loss—he undertook and has carried out successfully the printing of

these two big tomes, and thus led us safely out of the first big forest our little party

of explorers had encountered on our way to the yet distant Utopia of a complete cri-

tical edition of the Mahabharata.

If Maharsi Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa tells us that he has cried himself hoarse,

urging people to follow the Path of Duty :

his shouting with uplifted arms !

in his mission, Across the reverb

still hear dimly his clarion cali t

spirit of reverent homage to that’

Voice of the Collective Unconstious

ed to broadcast to mankind, in this
sage of the Maharsi :

rely in vain. He has not failed

of Time, we his descendants can

¢ im response to that call and in a

athomable wisdom—that embodied

frat ea: gene
sitar faeat zaqcer ealAer: Il

August 1942, V. S. SUKTHANKAR.



{39} CONCORDANCE OF THE SCHEME OF ADHYAYAS
in the following three editions: the Critical Edition, the Bombay Edition

(Ganapat KRISHNAJI, Saka 1799), and the Madras Edition

(P. P. S. Sastri’s Southern Recension, 1931).

}

Crit. Ed. | Bom. Ed. Mad. Ed. Crit. Ed. | Bom, Ed. | Mad. Ed.

1 1 1 37 36 | 32

2 2 2 38 37 | 3

Sante [3+ aa, 2-35 3. 44 39 38 | 34
"15-38 3. 3-31 3. 28-47 40 39 | 8D. yg

—~ 3. 35-70 —_ 41 40 | 35: 70-96
4 3. ro-86 8. 45-20 42 41 | 86
5 4 4 43 4287

6 5 5 44 43 | 38

7 6 6 _ 45-46 39

8 7 7 a4 40.46

9 8 47 40. 5-38

10 9 48-49 41

il 10 50 42

12 11 51 43

13 12 52 44

14 13 53 45

15 14 54 46. +09

16 15 55 - p0-b6

17 16 56 47

18 17 57 48

19 18 58 49. 445

20 19 59 49. 46-23

21 20 60 50. a5

22 21 61 50. 26-61

23 | 22 62 50. gs-96
24 23 63 51

25 24 64 52

26 25 65 53

27 26 66 54

2% = 237 67 58
2 | 88 68 56. aap

30 29 25 66 69. 0a 56. 40-08
31 30 26 67. 69. 25-50, 56-40-00
322s 27 68 70 BY. yg
33 Be 28 69 TL Bag os

34 | 33 29 70 72 3

35 | 34 30 71 73 59
36 | 35 31 72 74 60. so
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Crit. Ed. | Bom, Ed. | Mad. Ed, | Crit. Ed. | Bom. Ed.

{40} 73 75 | 60. 5-20 121 121
74 76.405 | Gl. ave 122 122

75 >» 96-58 61. os-s1 123 123
76 77 124

77 78 125

78 79 126

79 80 127

80 81-82 128
81 83 129
82 84 130

83 85 131
84 86 132

85 87 133

86 88 134
87 89 135. 4-42

88 90 135. 43-0

89 91 136
90 92 137
91 93 138

g2 94 139

93 95 140

94 96 141

95 97 142
96 98 143

97 99 144
98 100 145
99 101 146
100 102. 147-148
101 103 Lies-98 148 149
102 104 82 149 150
103 105 83. 4-01 150 151-152
104 106 83. 984. » 151 153
105 107. 4-29 84, og-n5 152 154

106 10?. s0-70 84, 56-100 153 155
107 108 85 ~ 156

108 109 86 154 157
109 110. 4-01 87. 21 | {41} 155 158

110 | MOor58 | B7ran-58 156 159
it 111 88 157 160
112 112 89. 148 158 161
113 113 89. s9-43 159 162

114 114 90 160 163
115 115 91 161 164-165
116 116 92 162 166
117 117 93 163 167

118 118 94 164 168. 4-61

119 119 95 165 168. go-s0
120 120 96 166 169

Mad. Ed.

97

98

99

100. 4-25
* 26-50

101

102, 4-94
102. oo-42

103

104

105

106

107

108-109

110. 442
110. 45-60

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121-122

123

124

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139

140. 4.60

140. 61-86
141
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i ! : {

Crit. Ed | Bom. Ed. | Mad. Ed Crit, Ed. | Bom. Ed. Mad. Ed.

167 ' 170 : 142 213 223-224 183
168 © 143 214 225 | 184
169 Ct s«d1: 144 215 2260 185. 4-95, 56

170 173 145 216 227) | 185. ag ue

iwi 174 146 217 228 185, yy-—186. 4
W001 147 218 229 | 186. as.s3

173 176 148. 50 219 230 187
174 177 148. 95-46 220 231. y 27 188. 4-26
175 178 149 221 231. vea4s 188. o7-1i5
176 179 150 —~ 232 _
177 180 151 222 233 189
178 181 152 223 234 190

179 182 153 224 © 235 191
180 183. aise 154 225 | 236 492
181 BB. gags 188 226 B37 498

182 | 184 é f 1 238 194

183 185 | 239 195
184 186 ' 240 196

185 187 5 BAL 197
186 = 188 , 242 198

187 | 189. gr | | 243 199
188 = 189... 190.97 | | 244 200
189 0} 491 | 245 201
190 1920 246 202
_ 193-198 | 247 208

11} 199 248 204
_ / 200 | 249-250 205~2
192) 201 251 208
193 202 | 252 209
194 | 203 253-255 210
195 | 204 256 au
196 ' 205 257 212
197 206 258 213
198 / 207 209 214-215
199 208 260 216

200 | 209 201 | az
201 ' 210 262-263 _
202 211 264 218
2038 =| -212-213 265 219
204 = 21d 26 | 999
205 5 — e7 | pat
206 | 216 | 268 299
207 : 217 ! 269 ‘ 993

208 = 218 2700 224
29 2g 

am 225
210 i 220 272 226
211 : 22} 273 | 227
212 | ape 274 228
3
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Crit. Ed.

259

260

261

262,

263

264

265

266

267

268

269

270

271

272

273

274

275

276

277

278

279

=

3

i
Bom. Ed.

275

276

277

278

279

280

281

282

283

284

285

286

287

288

289

290

291

292

293

294

295

{

Mad. Ed. Crit. Ed.

229

230

231--232

233

234

235

236

237

238

239

240

241

242

243

aid

Bom. Ed. |

296

297

298

299

300

301

302

303

304

305

306

307

308

309

310

311

312

313

314

315

Mad, Ed.

251

252

253

254

255

256

257

258

259

260

261

262

263

264

265

266

267

268

269

Trans. to

Virata p.



EPIC STUDIES

I. Some Aspects of the Mahabharata Canon.*

The problem of the Mahabharata textual criticism is a problem sui generis,

Here the principles of textual reconstruction must first be evolved from an

intensive study of the manuscript material and the manuscript tradition.'

They can be finally considered as settled only after prolonged and considet-

able discussion and exchange of ideas and opinions.

The vulgate text of the Mbh. is fairly readable and appears, in places.

to be even “ better’ than the critical text, because the former has been purged

by the continuous emendations of scholars for centuries. The reader is cor-

sequently apt to prefer, at first sight, the readings of the vulgate text, but +

thorough and sympathetic study of the author’s language and thought and +

critical evaluation of the variants would show him that the constituted text

is sound.

Of the many reviews of the first fascicule of the critical edition of the

Mahabharata that have appeared during the past year there are two

that deserve my special attention eview by Dr. Hermann WELLER in

the Zeitschrift fir Indologie wz el. 6, pp. 166ff.), and that by

Professor EDGERTON in the Je an Oriental Society (vol. 43,

pp. 186-190). Both reviews ar ucts of a very close study of

the text and the critical appar! larly valuable is the review by

Prof. EDGERTON, who can appre ficulties of the problem I have

had to confront perhaps better tha rs, since he has had to strugg:e

with problems of a like nature work on the Paficatantra and

the Vikramacarita.

In the succeeding pages { ¥ed to set forth my reasons for

adopting in the text the reading cermmended [158} themselves ‘o

me, in those cases which have se by WELLER and EDGERTON in

the reviews mentioned above. They concern the readings of 1. 1. 19, 42, 4%,

62, 201, and of the identification of the hundred sub-parvans of the Mb*.

enumerated in the second adhyaya of the Adiparvan, that is, in the Parvasari-

grahaparvan.?
# 3 * *

* [[BBRAS (NS) 4. 157-78}.

1 Valuable hints are to be found especially in the writings of Prof. LUDERS.

2 As most of the references in these studies will be to the Mahabharata, ill

numbers without alphabetical prefix refer to the evitical edition of the epic. When

a reference is made to other editions of the epic, I have prefixed to the reference «in

indicatory letter enclosed within parantheses: thus (C.) denotes the Calcutta erli-

tion, (B.) the Bombay edition, and (K.) the Kumbhakonam edition.
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1.1.19:

vedatg caturbhih samitéim (v. 1. sammitdém).

WELLER suggests an emendation—in fact, two alternative emendations.

He first proposes to read sammitém for my samitém. The former variant

is found only in one MS. which besides transposes the first two words of the

pada. His alternative suggestion is more radical. Seeing that the variant

preferred by him yields a pada metrically defective, he proposes to. mend

matters by recasting the pada thus: caturbhih sarimitém vedaih. This

pathya he thinks, must have been the original reading of the pada. The

only reason WELLER has adduced for rejecting the text reading is the sup-

posed intrinsic fitness of the alternate; it suits the context much better, he

believes. K,, the solitary MS. which contains the reading preferred by

WELLER, stands sixth on my list of K MSS., whose relative value diminishes

in the order there given ; it is full of clerical mistakes, due probably to the

difficulty experienced by the copyist (either of this MS. or of one of its

ancestors) in deciphering the { ? $8 exemplar. I consider it an inferior

codex. With WELLER’s reacting prior pada with the scansion

dy of the relative frequencyaa ve | ee, He

of the different forms of the ¢, p. 236) shows that this is

that the line does not reada “rare” combination. Even

smoothly and calls therefore th > sixth syllable a ‘ metrical

‘} without the anusvara) recursarchaism.” Now samitdm (of thi

in a similar context, also at thesé ior pada, and apparently in the

same sense in (B.) 1. 95.90 amitém. It also occurs, in a

different context, in Sugruta 22) fhaparvasamitam, If we read

sammitaém in the passage under should have peri passu to read

it in the two latter passages als, which then would be metrically

defective ; the scansion of the first would be nearly the same as that of the

pada in question, the second would end with three consecutive iambs. Are

these all instances of “ metrical archaisms” ? For that, it seems to me, the

documental probability of the reading perferred by WELLER is not strong

enough. The text reading, which is mentioned by Nilakantha as a variant,

is supported indirectly by K, (samatam) and directly by Ky.34. My.a., On

the other hand, WELLER’s reading, as has already been remarked, is found

only in one inferior MS. Worthy of note is Nilakantha’s gloss : samitém itt

pathe tulydm ity arthah. The initial mistake of WELLER lies in supposing that

sammitém suits the context better than semita@m, whereas, in point of fact,

se@mmmitdém is nothing more than a doublet of the other word. WELLER does

not realize that his attempt to substitute an “easier reading” has been anti-

cipated by the scribe of K;, who likewise finding the emended line (metrically)

unreadable has transposed the words of the pada, reaching a new combina-

tion : caturbhir vedaih saxnmitém, which according to HOPKINS (loc. cit.) is

of “very rare, sporadic” occurrence. The word semita has been perfectly
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correctly explained in PW. : samita (sa + mita) = sammita, “ gleiches Mass

habend, gleich.” The relation between the two words is clearly revealed by the

more familiar doublets seteta : samtata, sahita : sanvhita and so on, se-and sam

being the unaccented and accented forms of one and the same prefix. When

the accentual factor became inoperative, the choice was conditioned solely by

metrical considerations. The identification in the case of samita may have

been helped by contamination with sam.+ ita (= samgate), “ conformable

to, in harmony with” (a meaning not unsuitable even here), or by its sup-

posed connection with sama, “equal” (cf. WACKERNAGEL, Altind. Gramm.

II, 1. § 30 b@). The semantic values of the words in question being the

same, the combined {160} force of documental probability and metrical pre-

ference decides the question of choice incontestably' in favour of the adopted

text.

The text reading really needs some further justification. WELLER’S mis-

understanding of the text is, in) my opinion, a direct confirmation of my re-

mark in the Foreword (p. vi) that it is a leetto difficilior. The word was,

T suppose, early misunderstcod ; the character of the variants,

it was commonly, though errog 1 as sam-+ ita, “ united, com-

bined with.” In this sense, 3 if must have been ousted by

its easier synonyms samyukia it in V, B D) and sahite

(mainly in T and G). Both ate inadequate. Nilakantha’:

explanation caturvedarthavatim ble ; the phrase can at best mean

caturvedavatim’ (‘ possessing “} which is of course shee

nonsense. Roy’s “ comprehen: the four Vedas” and Dutt’:

“contains the sense of the fo qually inaccurate paraphrase:

(based upon the explanation far ‘scholiast), because the passagr:

in the yulgate cannot bear the meatitig-here forced upon it. On the other

hand, the Hteral meaning of saizyukia or sahita is, as already t-

marked, wholly unsuitable. For what could the assembled sages mean by

saying that they wished to hear the (Mahabharata) Sarhhita “combined wit!

the four Vedas” ?

To return to. the manuscript evidence. The K group is partly corru:t

and indecisive though the majority has the text reading : Ko,» . ¢ aS in tert;

K, sehitam ; K, samatém ; K,; sarmmitam. All these stand resolutely agairst

somyuktam of the vulgate; but, from the point of view of transcriptior al

probability, none of them is wholly incompatible with samitdm of the text.

Three out of the four Malayalam MSS. have also preserved the true readin ;

the remaining Malayalam MS. has sahitam, the reading of the T G group.

With this data I should explain the genesis of the variants thus. The text

reading is a lectio difficilior, preserved in the majority of K intact, and in

the remaining MSS, of the K version in a corrupt condition. The K reid-

ing being partly supported by M, there is a partial agreement between tivo

more or less independent versions, a condition almost wholly absent in the

134
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case of the rejected variants. Being a difficult and unfamiliar word, it was

{161} early misunderstood and finally dropped—independently in certain

groups of the Southern and Northern recensions—in favour of such words as

were thought to be its equivalents in sense but which do not fit the context

and are wholly inadequate.

After what has been said above, it is hardly necessary to consider the

alternative proposed by WELLER. But in passing it may be pointed out

that it is methodologically wrong to expect to find the original reading by

picking out a stray variant which appears to give a better meaning, and shuf-

fling the words of the pada until the pathya form turns up. For one thing,

it is by no means certain thati the original must be a pathya ; the MS. evi-

dence, so: far as I have examined it, is all in favour of the hypothesis that

originally the vipulas were far more numerous than what one is led to sup-

pose from the study of the vulgate text, which has modernized many of the

archaic lines of the original and successfully covered up the traces of the

metamorphosis.

x

dasajyotth Satajyotih evan (v. 1. eva ca.)

ording to WELLER the variant

‘Quite true. But about the text

an that. In point of grammar,

“se between the variants. But

are totally different. eva ca

Flere the situation is muci®:

eva ca is not quite wrong (" 3b

reading, I think we can say mu

metre or even sense, there is 2

in point of documental probat

is the variant offered by K, » 5. “y2 1 the text, on the other hand,

is documented by a much stronger oo ¥, B Da, (marg.) D,, S.

It is further attested by another good MS. of a different category, I have

since compared: a Nepali MS. belonging to the Benares Sanskrit College

Manuscripts Library. The text reading figures also in GoLpsTUicKer’s colla-

tions from European codices, of which I have photo copies? The position

them, is this. On the {162} one hand the K version is indecisive, agrecing

partly with D, which is the main witness for the rejected variant ; on the

other hand B S (probably together with the Nepali Maithili version) form a

solid group in favour of the text, further attested by three K MSS, including

the important India Office codex K,. It will be seen that the documental au-

thoritv is almost wholly on the side of the text. For a contamination between

Devanagari transcripts of Kasmiri MSS. and Devanagari MSS. must be postu-

lated to be far more likely than a contamination between the entire Bangali

version and the entire Southern recension, The different Indian scripts being

1 The photographs were kindly presented to the Bhandarkar Institute by

the University of Strassburg, through the kind offices of the late Prof. Emile SENART.

I take this opportunity to thank the University publicly for this service.
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all but unintelligible outside the provinces where they were developed, there

is already a prima facie reason for assuming the independence of B and 5S.

This principle was long ago recognized and enunciated by Prof. Lupers, than

whom no scholar has a profounder acquaintance with and a clearer insight

in the problem of Mahabharata textual criticism. In Die Grantha-recension

des Mahabharata (Berlin 1901), Prof. LUpEeRs has said : “ Das beweist, dass

die Grantha-handschriften nicht etwa auf Bengali-Handschriften zuriickgehen,

-—etwa, was von vornherein nicht gerade wahrscheinlich ist,—sondern dass in

den Fallen wo B und G zusammengehen, ihre Lesarten als alt zu sehen sind.”

Now what is true of the consensus of B and G is a fortiori true of the con-

sensus of B and S. This presumptive independence is wholly confirmed by

my intensive study of the first 3,000 stanzas of the Adiparvan from the ex-

tensive collations at my disposal, during which study I have not been able to

detect the slightest trace of ‘‘ secondary interrelationship”’ between the Bangali

version as a whole and the Southern recension as a whole. Equally funda-

mental in character is the agreement between K and S, the only difference

between K. and B being that i& ely purer and freer from inter.

polation than the other. The yiual criticism, in its sirnples:

form, may therefore be said Saital character of the consensu:

of K and S on the one hand, ar sn the other, provided of cours'-

the concordant reading is of su at it could not be the result o°

a fortuitous coincidence.

when K B (then generally [163 ;

8 against S. Here each cas.

it may sometimes be possibl.:

Doubt can, and frequently

with D; in other words the 7

must be judged and decided on :

to adduce evidence of a decisive x one side or the other. Suc)

evidence may be intrinsic ; cne r be intrinsically better than th:

other. Or it may be extrinsic ; when it is possible to supplement the evidenc:

of MSS. from other ancient and independent sources. But as a rule, when

there is a conflict between N and S, the evidence is so nicely balanced that

no definite decision is possible.

To return to the instance under consideration. The agreement between

B and S raises such a strong presumption in favour of the text reading that

its evidence cannot be rebutted by the possibility conceived by WELLER that

atmavén might have crept into the text secondarily, under the influence sf

atmench and atmajah in the following lines.

In this particular instance, I think, intrinsic probability is, to some ¢x-

tent, also on the side of the text. It is a feature of epic technique that cut

of three consecutive proper names occurring in the same hemistich, the list

name is very frequently accompanied by a qualifying adjective. Scores of

illustrations may be produced ; here are thirteen selected at random,

1.31.14. Virajas ca Subtihus ca Sdlipindas ca viryavan,
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(K.) 1.88.9: Reeyur atha Kakseyuh Krkaneyus ca viryavan

Standileyur Vaneyus ca Jaleyus ca mahayasah

(K.) 6.25.4-5 : Yuyudhano Virdtas ca Drupadas ca maharathah

Dhystaketus Cekiténah Kasirdjas ca viryavan

Purujit Kuntibhojes ca Saibyas ca narapungavah

17: Dhrstadyumno Viratas ca Satyakis ca pardjitah

(K.) 8. 83.9: Krpas ca Krtavarma ca Draunis caiva maharathah

(K.) 9.2.17: ASvatthamé ca Bhojas ca Magadhas ca mahabatah

Brhadbalas ca Krathas ca Sakuni§ capi Saubalah

(K.) 9.3.12: hate Bhisme ca Drone ca Karye. caiva mahérathe

(K.) 9, 5. 2: Salyas ca Citrasenas ca Sakunis ca maharathah

(K.) 9.24.40: Asvatthdma Krpas caiva Kriavarma ca satvatah.

{164} The practice being the outcome of a natural desire to avoid the

monotony of a bald enumeration of names, it is not surprising to find that

even the Homeric epics furnish amplethisirations of it ; here is one with the

trick repeated in consecutive he ad, 24.250-1) <

yadov te IoAtcyy,

a’ yauoy.

Tapprova 7’, “Av ridoile

AnipoBov te, nat ‘ers

After having proved that ¢

but in itself very plausible, we +

can be suggested how the va

tions—-both mere possibilities —é

the original @imavan may hav

g is not only better documented

to consider whether any reason

ay have arisen. Two explana-

is for one thing possible that

: aly suppressed in order to avoid

the monotonous reiteration of ‘uct of three consecutive verses.

A more likely reason for the sur have been the lack of a copula

in the original line, which had been crowded out by the succession of three un-

usually long names (two of four syllables each, and the third one of not less

than five), taking up by themselves 13 syllables out of an aggregate of 16 of

the éloka line.

1.1.49 :

vistiryatan. mahaj jiidnam rsih samksepam. abravit

(v. |. samksepato *bravit).

The two rejected variants are: samksepato ’ bravit K V, Bim D,, and

semksipya cabravit B Da Dn Dr Dy, 42 S (except G,,5 Ms). WELLER finds

samksepato satisfactory (“ befriedigend”). As a matter of fact, of the rejected

variants, the reading samksipya cabravit is far superior to the other. In it

the sense is clear ; grammatically it is correct, metrically flawless. It is more-

over the reading indicated by the principle of agreement between indepen-

dent versions. being supported by the Bangali and Devanagari versions on the
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one hand and by one section of the Southern recension on the other. But

the compelling power of this agreement is weakened by the circumstance that

one Malayalam MS. and three (out of the seven) Grantha MSS. are outside

the group. Had the whole of B agreed with the whole of S, it would hive

been difficult, if not impossible, for reasons explained in the previous sectiun,

{165} to reject the concordant reading. The weak point of this variant lies

in the fact that it does not at all explain, as far as I can judge, how the other

readings may have arisen. There is the same flaw in the other rejected

variant, though not in the same degree. The text reading, though weakly

supported by MSS, serves admirably, in my opinion, to account for the

existence of the variants, especially if savzksepam is taken as an adverb.al

gerund in-am (Panini’s na@mul), as I think it should be; cf. WHITNEY, Saz's-

krit Grammar, § 995. For there would then be an inherent tendency to substi-

tute for it simpler readings. samwksipya ca and samksepatah would be very

neat paraphrases of the awkward adverbial gerund : the second (samksepata::)

preserving nearly intact the original aksaras, the first (samksipya) involving

a more radical change from thesai ‘m, but! closely following the

original in sense. The latter # ve been directly suggested hy

vistirya in the first: pada whic Aces. I assume, of course, that

sanksipya was introduced inde 2 Don the one hand and S cn
the other. In other words, 1 | « concordance between certa:n

sections of the Northern and the snsions is purely accidental, ard

it is unquestionable that it c# . must frankly admit, however,

that there is a strong element this choice, which. can in ro

way be said tol be compelling. ext reading, fully realizing thit

others may prefer either of the ings ; but that is precisely why

a wavy line has been printed i aw samksepam. 1 doubt very

much whether any compelling reason can be advanced to prove the absolute

superiority of any one of the variants over the others.

* * * Es

1.1.62 :

anukramanim adhyayam (v1. anukramanikddhydyam)

This again is a somewhat difficult and complicated case. The text reac-

ing is perhaps less than certain, as has been indicated by the use of the wav’

line ; but it can, I think, claim for itself greater certitude than the readin:

in the preceding case. The apparatus contains five variants for this pada.

They are :

K, o-¢ V, B; Da Dn Dr Dy-y, grea, D, anukramanikadhyayam

, K, °kramdnimadhya°

{166} T, G.;., °kraminam adhya°

T. °kramikam a°
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Gag °kramanam ia®

By»-4 D; as in text

Along with this passage, we must consider 1.1.199, where the pada recurs

and where again there are five variants, in part different from those of the

passage under discussion. The second set of variants is :

Ko, o-ae Vi Dn Dr Dyas oto-ra anukramanikadhyayam

T Gyg Miss °krdminam a°

G, “kramanim a®
(S Recension -

G,; M ) °kramanam a°
G, °kramanam a°

K,,, B Da D, ; as in text.

We have here very remarkable vascillation for a perfectly simple pada.

Every textual variation presupposes a cause. Therefore that reading is best

which best explains how the various different readings may have arisen. The

variant preferred by: WELLER, which is also the reading of the vulgate text,

though: perfectly satisfactory in its wheily to explain why there are

so many variants. What is w manikadhydyam ? Nothing

apparently, if taken by itself. closer look at the variants

and try to understand the ca’ We shall first consider the

variants at 1.1.199, where the s ‘atly clearer. The text reading

is supported by K,, B Da BD, va. af the K MSS. (including the

important K,) together with the dangAli and Arjunamiéra and two

Devanigari MSS., a combinst spised. The rejected variants

fall into two natural groups ; e have the majority of K and

Devanagari (with the noted “Axjunamigra MSS., which, as

remarked in the Foreword, fp. i ide with Bangali) having anu-

kramanikadhyadyam ; on the other hand we have the Southern MSS., which
show anukraminam adhydyem, with some unimportant variations. The case

is somewhat similar at 1. 1. 62, the difference being that the manuscript sup-

port for the text reading is slightly weaker. The two sets of variants, it may

be remarked, have this noteworthy feature [167] in common that in both

places there is partial agreement between K B on the one hand and S on the

other, in so far that they both have as the first part of the pada, a word un-

compounded with adhydyam. The explanation of this chaos is, I think, fur-

nished by 1.2.34, where the name of the adhyaya (or rather of the parvan) is

found to be anukramani (and not enukramanika) :*

pear

parvanukramani pirvam.

Here the reading is certain, the variants (mainly in G) being negligible.

1 Accordingly I have called the parvan Anukramani-parvan, differing from

the Calentta, Bombay and Kumbhakonam editions, in which it is called Anukrama-

nika-parvan,
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All printed editions of the text without exception have the same reading, an

indication that the large majority of all reliable MSS. hitherto examined read

the name of the adhyaya as in text. The name in this form occurs al

1.1.200 :

anuknamanya yavat sydd ahné ratrya ca samncitam,

where again the variants though numerous, do not concern us since they are

also mainly restricted to a single version, the Grantha.

As remarked already there is partial agreement between K B Da and 3

in so far that they break up the compound of the vulgate text into words, ore

standing in epithetical or appositional relation to the other. A little refle:-

tion will show that, used by a writer familiar with the older name of the

adhyaya, the first word uncompounded with adhydya could be no other then

anukramanim. With this word, however, we should get the awkward prior

pada vy —v v —4+—— —, which, according to HOPKINS (op. cil.

p. 236), is a “ very rare, sporadic ” combination. Now it is well known the:,

in the epic, grammatical accuracy sacrificed to the observance of pre-

ferred vipulé forms. The a

(anomalous) shortening of 1

word, Examples of shortening

(op. cit. p. 246) are: svadhd &

the fifth syllable) ; apakramet,

na sriy jahati vai tanuh, (B.3 11

be very easily multiplied.

the pada was removed by tic

© 7 in the final syllable of tie

d from the epics by Horknys

mam, Ram. 7. 23. 23 (again in

62; sakhiganavytd, Nala 1. 24;

examples, as is well known, cain

{168} The assumption « uknamanim adhyayam couid,

as far as I can judge, suse’ ii the different variants of this

pada. It accounts for the nea sf the manuscript evidence irito

the vulgate text (with vartial velexes in the K version) and the Southern
group. The vulgate text may be seen to have successfully overcome the di fi-

culty of the anomalous shortening by substituting in the lame foot a fom

with a legitimate short vowel where required by the (later) stringent rulu :

pancamam laghu sarvatra ; it had to sacrifice the original appositional cun-

struction and substitute for it a compound. The Southern editors, on ‘he

other hand, adhered firmly to the appositional construction, and eked ou' a

tolerable pada with various synonyms having a short vowel in the fifth syllable

such as: kraéminam, °kramikam, °kradmanam, °krémanim.

It may be argued that even anukramanikadhyayam as the original reid-

ing might likewise furnish reasons for the growth of this singular crop of

various readings, because the name enukramaniké here given to the adhyiiya

was felt to be inappropriate, the correct name being anukramani as given in

1. 2. 34. But such an interpretation would not be valid, because the original

postulated here would at best serve to explain only one variant, namely, auu-

kramanim adhydyam ; it fails wholly to account for the vascillations of the
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entire Southern recension, since nothing would have been gained by substitut.

ing enukraminam, °kramikam and so forth, which all equally fall short o:

reproducing the original name of the adyhdya. So at least it seems to me

must the variants be interpreted. I consider the text reading all but certain

A comparison of the extant manuscript material should show that, clericai

errors and occasional anomalies apart, the Bangali MSS. uniformly, Arjuna:

mista (? together with Devabodha) MSS. frequently, and K MSS. sporadi-

cally will have the text reading ; MSS. of the vulgate text and other MSS.

contaminated from this source will have the compound; while MSS. of the

Southern recension will mostly have synonyms of anukramanim such as

°kramanam °kramikam and so on.

* * Ba *

1.1. 201:

{169} bharatasya vapur hy etat satyam camrtam (vl. canytam)

eva ca.

p.variation amylam : anrtam and

ERTON’S arguments are briefly

not do justice to the emphatic

cial word ;” secondly, anrlam is
tam, which has been substituted

coyists) who, missing the “ para-

sting ‘falsehood’ to the epic.”

ally as to the value and im-

unquestionably true that eve

EDGERTON discusses at 30

decides emphatically in favo

these : first and foremost, the

particle eva in the same line,

intrinsically far superior to the i

for the original lectio difficilioy b

dox” intended, “naturally gag;

In the first place I differ frox

portance of the word eve in th

does emphasize the preceding w but this is neither necessarily

nor universally true. Very freq Secially in the epics and the

Puranas, the emphasis is so slight that it is almost negligible, and the word

is nothing more than an expletive. My experience fully corroborates P. W.,

which has the following note s. v. eva : “ Nicht selten, namenlich nach einigen

Partikeln, ist die Bedeutung von eva abgeschwacht, dass wir auch den Nach-

druck aufgeben.” But the best answer to EDGERTON’s contention as to the

value of eva is to show that it figures very frequently at the end of the pada,

in long enumerations of names and attributes where no emphasis could be

intended whatsoever. Here are some examples chosen at random :

(K.) 1. 68. 95.: Durmarsano Durmukhas cd Duskernah Karna eva ca

(B.) 2. 100. 2: Dronam Krpam nrpams cényin Asvatthéménam eva ca,

(B.) 13. 254. 17: avyayah purusah saksi kéetrajfio ’ksara eva ca

120 : yajfiéntakrd yajiiaguhyam annam anndda eva ca

Brahma Pur. 182. 7: tuaml svéhd tvam svadhaé vidyé sudhé tvam jyotir

eva ca

Bhavisya Pur. 10. 8. 38 : jyotis cakram jalam tejo nabhasvaén vidyud eva ca
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It would be clearly preposterous to see in these eva ca “ emphatic parti-

cles” or “crucial words” emphasizing paradoxes ; [170] they are nothing

more than copulative expletives. My impression is that the epic “poets”

use the conjunctions oa, caive or eve ca according as they require one, two or

three syllables to fill their line! This, I hope, will suffice to dispose of tre

alleged necessity of looking for and finding any striking paradox in

this line.

But I think EpcERTON is making another and a graver mistake. Tis

remark that “the panegyrist of the epic [italics mine] starts out to claim that

it contains everything’ makes me suspect that EpcGERTON has possibly mis-

understood the hemistich in question. Here the subject matter of glorifica-

tion is not the epic at all, but merely the first‘ adhyaya thereof. The hemis-

tich occurs in a passage at the end of the first adhyaya, and the passage is

evidently of the nature of a phalagruti, The hemistich says : “This is the

body of the (Mah&-)Bharata.” Here “this” refers not to the whole epic but

merely to the Anukramani chapte med in the previous stanzas. The

whole line is a subordinate (4 fing upon the main clause ccn-

00) He who repeats (in imtained in the immediately p

soth twilights is freed immecti-undertone, even) a little of the

id during the day and the nigh: ;ately from as much sin as has

vrata (that is) Truth and a‘so(201) for, this is the body of tt :

Immortality !” It is owing to its vi ¢ the qualities of (or, as the pare-

eing) Truth and Immortal: rygyrist of the adhyaya will have

that it is able to absolve the 4 ic adhyZya immediately from

sin. The emphasis, if any, is of “not on eva. Objection may be

taken to the neuter gender of ¢fat: % yeade to refer the Anukrame.i

(f.) chapter as I do here. The gender may be explained either as a case of

attraction by the gender of the predicate (vapus, n.) or as referring indisc?i-

minately to anukramani (f.) or adhydya (m.). But if EpcerTon does rot

like that, I have no great objection to his translating: ‘‘ For this form of the

(Maha-)Bharata is Truth and Immortality.” According to this interpre’a-

tion, the variant enrtam is wholly inappropriate and inadmissible ; and in fect

on second thoughts I am inclined even to dispense with the wavy line uncer

amrtam.

{171} The paradox conceived by EDGERTON might apply fitly to the

whole epic, which may be said to mirror all phases of life, “ Truth,—y:'s,

and Falsehood too!” but it is clearly unreasonable and even impossible to

say that the Anukramanf chapter by itself could be “ Truth—yes and False-

hood too.” Furthermore, even if this wonderful chapter be the Truth as well

as Falsehood, I fail to see how it should follow that such a chapter could on

that account be able to give absolution to a sinner. If one bears in mind

that the subject matter of the panegyric is the Anukramani chapter (and not
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the epic), one cannot, I think, come to any other conclusion than that the true

reading is amrtam.

It may be added that EpcERTON’s mistake is quite natural and is caused

primarily by the misleading division of the passage (stanzas 200-202) into

distiches, which suggests that the subject matter of the preSasti is the Maha-

bharata. The first half of stanza 201 is logically and grammatically con-

nected with the preceding stanza (200);.on the other hand the second half

ig part and parcel of the following stanza (202). The first half clearly refers

to the Anukramani chapter, the second half equally clearly to the epic as a

whole. Could I have foreseen the confusion it is apt to cause, I would cer-

tainly have joined the first half of stanza 201' to 200 and the second half to

stanza 202, notwithstanding that this arrangement yields two consecutive three-

line stanzas. In such cases I have mostly made three distiches, sometimes,

I fear, as in this instance, clouding the sense.

There remains now only one point to be considered. By saying that

amrtam is a lectio difficilior, Race plies that the change from amrlam

into enrtam. is ordinarily inc y copyist would have fought

shy of attributing falsehood 4 view would, in my opinion,

be entirely incorrect. The cis ture of scribes’ emendations is

that it is superficial. The ser op to think very deeply about

the consequences of the change, yy, the variant has arisen merely

because, in entirely different contex nd anytam are found frequently

combined into a phrase, song tombined into the compound

satyanrta (eg. satydnrle yo + 3. 152; satyvanrte avapasyan

jananim RV. 7.49.3), 1 [1727 % that the substitutions of anrtam

for amrtam is wholly within the range rovability and even quite natural

for an Indian scribe.

te e

Although it is prefectly true that all previous efforts to make the text

of the Mbh. agree with the numerical data of its extent and size have ended

in dismal failures, EpGERTON is needlessly nervous about my attempt to re-

duce the number of the (sub-)parvans exactly to one hundred. EDGERTON’S

view is that the traditional hundred should be regarded as an approximate

or “round” number. This is the explanation given also by C. V. Vampya

in his Epic India (p. 189) when he is faced with the anomaly that his list

of “hundred parvans” contains 107 titles. In support of the view, one might

cite the use of the word sataka in titles of anthologies like the Srigdresatake,

which frequently, if not uniformly, contain more than 100 stanzas. The paral-

lelism would, in my opinion, be not quite exact, because, I think, here the suffix

ka (miscalled svd@rthe by Indian grammarians) probably suggests, if it does not



PIC STUDIES J 19g

actually connote, the approximate character of the denomination. Less co-

vincing still is the analogy (mentioned by C. V. Vatbya, loc. cit.) of the ay-

pellation setasdhasri of the Mbh. This expression is admittedly mot intended

to mean exactly one hundred thousand, whatever else it may mean. But. the

latitude implicitly allowed in the use of the expression Sefasahasra in stating

the number of stanzas which are approximately a lakh cannot, it seems to re,

be claimed by a person giving the number of chapters which are appros'-

mately only one hundred. That question apart, when the old experts of the

Great Epic (bd@rataciniaka, 1. 2. 172) had calculated and stated toe

exact number of adhyayas and Slokas, parvan by parvan for all the eighte-n

parvans, apparently correct to the last digit, would if not be exceedingry

strange if the number of the chapter-groups alone, given in the very sare

adhyaya, in the same context, were to be only approximate? A few stanz:s

more or less in an aggregate of several thousand stanzas, or a few adhyay is

more or less [175}} in an aggregate of several hundred adhyayas would not ha-e

mattered very much one way ar the! *s but a few parvans more or Ie-s

when the total was only in th theud of hundred! So careless 1

suppose even the careless cus' bb Veda were not. Their c.l-

culations may have been wrot tion, is perfectly clear. Thy

say and mean that the number i¢ hundred : notice the purnam

in the first pada of the hernisti the amazing difference in t1e

lengths and characters of these oups-—there are some containi:g

only 1 adhyaya and less than 76 “te are others which contain mcre

than 70 adhyayas and consider: ,800 stanzas !—could, I thir kk,

only have been the result of desire on the part of sore

old editor or editors to reach, rook, some such predetermin'd

“round” number.

EDGERTON is perfectly right when he says that the attempt to reconstrw st

the original text of this passage presents some very serious textual difficulti s.

Whether my text will finally prove correct in every respect or not remains of

coursd to be seen. I hope it will fit the constituted text of the whole epi:.;

but I shall not be greatly shocked if it does not. The texts of the present

editions, Calcutta, Bombay or Kumbhakonam, do not conform to the details

given in the “ Table of Contents.” There are all kinds of discrepancies bet-

ween them : the sloka numbers do not agree’; the same is true of the adhya-a

and the parvan number. These discrepancies cannot be helped,—so long 1s

we do not know who had done the counting and: when it was done. As jor

the constituted text of the passage in question, I will only say that I have

formed it rigidly on the principles of textual criticism worked out by me aid

followed elsewhere in the course of my work on the edition. These princip es

have been applied independently of the question of the past, present or futt ve
form and divisions of the epic. The constituted text is based

mainly on documental and intrinsic probability. It is
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more than likely that it contains some slight errors ; the different versions are

interwoven in such an intricate manner that to disentangle them with com-

plete assurance or to one’s complete satisfaction is not yet possible, or perhaps

is no longer possible. I honestly believe that the discrepancies between the

constituted {174} text and the present “Table of Contents,” will be very

considerably diminished. But about one thing I feel perfectly confident and

that is that the number is intended to be exactly one hundred. EDGERTON

himself would probably have been less sceptical had he known that both

Arjunamisgra and Nilakanta have left behind them in their scholia mnemonic

stanzas, stating the exact number of (sub-)parvans in each of the eighteen

(major) parvans. In both cases the total is exactly one hundred ; besides

that, the individual figures tally exactly in. the two lists,

Here are the stanzas themselves.

ekonavirhsati tu paryabhir

khydtam, Sabha naval

Aranyakam, nanu V.

ekadhikair dasabhir

Bhaismem ca paficabh

ekena Karnam, athe MM

Sauptam. tribhis, tad «a

Sarlis caturbhir,-Aniéé

dvabhyam usanli He;

ahus tribhir, ATusalape

ekaikago gamana-Nékag:

Vamso Harer, itt krid ¢

Nilakantha (ad 1. 2. 396).:

eaturbhil

« Angandnam
Te

1 { 16 1 i

Adi-dhyana-Sabhé-dhanath Vana-cayath Vairdta-bhiidyoga-yuk,
: 5 3 1 . 4 3

Bhisma Droya-majam ca Karna-ku tathé Salye-bha Sausuptagam

5 wow oad . 1 at ow, _ i. 3

Stri-sath Sanit-bha Dédnadharma-ku Hayejyd-r-Asramavdsa-gam

1 1 ot 1

kath karh Mausala-Yanayor Dyugati-karn Vamse-kham etac chatam ||

{175} According to my list the various sub-parvans are distributed

among the eighteen major parvans as under :

‘ The @ priort attempt of BRocKHAUS (ZDMG 6. 528-532) to identify the

hundred parvans from these stanzas of Arjunamisra was premature and doomed

to fail.
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I. Adi (19) : 1 Anukramanit 2 Parvasarhgraha.

3 Pausya. 4 Pauloma. 5 Astika.

6 AdivarnSavatarana. 7 Sarhbhav:.

8 Jatugrhadaha. 9 Haidimba. :0

Bakavadha. 11 Caitraratha. |2

Svayathvara. 13 Vaivahika. (4

Viduragamana. 15 Rajyalambha.

16 Arjunavanavasa. 17 Subhadrii-

harana. 18 MHaranaharika. 19

Khandavadaha.

II. Sabha (9) : 20 Sabha. 21 Mantra. 22 Jarasari-

dhavadha. 23 Digvijaya. 24 Ri-

jasiyika, 25 Arghabhiharana. 26

Sisupalavadha. 27 Dyita. 3%

Anudyiita.

III, Aranyaka? (16) : myaka. 30 Kirmiravadha, (11

22 Indralokabhigamara.

thayatra. 34 Jatasuravadha.

aksayuddha. 36 Ajagara. 37

andeyasamasya. 38 Drau-

Satyabhamasarhvada, 39

osavatra. 40 Mrgasvapnabha-

41 Vrihidraunika. 42 Dra-

wivana. 43 Kumndalaharana,

mop

IV. Virata (4): fairata, 46 Kicakavadha. 17

Gograhana. 48 Vaivahika.

{176} V. Udyoga (11) : 49 Udyoga. 50 Safijayayana. 51
Prajagara. 52 Sanatsujata, 33

Yanasarndhi. 54 Bhagavadyana.

55 Vivada. 56 Niryana, 57

Rathatirathasarnkhya. 58 Ulika-

ditagamana. 59 Ambopakhyara.

VI. Bhisma (5) : 60 Bhismibhisecana. 61 Jambukh-

andanirmana, 62 Bhiimi. 63 Bhi-

gavadgita. 64 Bhismavadha.

1 This is the correct name of the first (sub-) parvan, miscalled Anukramanika&
in modern editions. See above, tha discussion on 1, 1. 62.

2 This is the orthodox name of the third parvan, miscalled Vanaparvan in
most Northern MSS., and modern editions. The Southern MSS. generally adhere
consecutively to the older names,

14
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VII. Drona (8): 65 Dronabhiseka. 66 SarhSaptaka-

vadha. 67 Abhimanyuvadha. 68

Pratijfia. 69 Jayadrathavadha. 70

Ghatotkacavadha. 71 Dronavadha.

72 Narayanidstramoksa.

VII. Karna (1): 73 Karna.

IX. Salya (4) : 74 Salya. 75 HradapraveSa. 76

Gadayuddha. 77 Sdrasvata.

X. Sauptika (3) : 78 Sauptika. 79 Aisika. 80 Jala-

pradanika.

XI. Stri (5) : 81 Stri. 82 Sraddha. 83 Abhiseca-

nika. 84 C&rvakanigraha. 85

Grhapravibhaga,

86 Rajadharma. 87 Apaddharma.

“88 Moksadharma.

XII. Santi (3) :

XII. AnuSasana (2) : sanika. 90 Bhismasvargaro-

XIV. Asvamedhika (2) vamedhika. 92 Anugita.

XV. Asramavasika (3) . Acramavasa. 94 Putradaréana.

Néradagamana.

XVI. Mausala (1) : isala.

XVII. Mahaprasthanika (1 E

{177} XVIII. Svargarohana (1)

(Khila) Harivathéa (2) : 99 Harivarh$a. 100 Bhavisyat.

My series differs from that of the mnemonic stanzas only as regards

the two (consecutive) parvans Santi and AnuSdasana. The aggregate number

of the two parvans is the same in our lists; the discrepancy is only with

regard to the division of the five sub-parvans between the two major parvans.

My figures for these parvans are 3 and 2; those given by the scholiasts in

their stanzas are 4 and 1 respectively, differing only by one each from mine.

IT am unable to account for this discrepancy at present.

These stanzas, it will have to be admitted, make the case for the ex-

actitude of the figure 100 very much stronger. Is it conceivable that two

different scholiasts would make up two different mnemonic stanzas, each

giving a perfectly fictitious series of figures, with the total exactly hundred,

yargarohana.

2 It will be noticed that 17 (out of the aggregate of 19) names of the (major)

parvans, in this scheme, are identical with the names of the initial (sub-) parvan

of each group. This is valuable because it suggests how the names of the 19

(major) parvans were obtained from the (older) list of the hundred (sub-) parvans.
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for the number of chapter-groups in each of the eighteen’ books of the epic?

These stanzas establish, in my opinion, irrefutably that as late as the time

of Arjunamiéra the total number of (sub-)parvans was believed to be exactly

one hundred, and (what is much more important) the exact number of

(sub-)parvan in each of the (major) parvans was also believed to be

accurately known. Whether or not these figures tallied exactly with the

actual divisions of the version of the text prepared by these commentators

is an entirely different question, which I am not yet prepared to answer in

the affirmative. These stanzas stand, in my opinion, for an effort to seve

from the limbo of oblivion some precious fragment of traditional knowlec ge

regarding the epic. Like fossils these skeletons of the old Parvasarhgrahia-

parva have survived, despite the frantic efforts of centuries of editors and

critics to make the “Table of Contents” agree with the form of the text

known to them.

Many. of EDGERTON’S suggestions and queries relate to the uses of the

wavy line: mostly cases where he has either less or [178} more confiderice

in the readings I have adopte: as EDGERTON himself admits,

“by its very nature hard md consistently.” Moreov-r,

most of the words cited by mmonplace adverbs, conjurc-
tions and other expletives like caf , viduh), tha, vdi, to-atra, cai,

kim-va (v. l. v@ kim) and se herefore forbear from entering

into a detailed discussion of th rits of the variants, especialy

as, in the majority of the ca cripnt evidence is so conflicting

that absolute certainty is imp:

I cannot conclude this 3 expressing both to Profescor

EDGERTON and to Dr. WELLE® ¢ nks for the very kind remarks

they have to make regarding the eral, and my keen appreciation

of the uniformly courteous tone of their very sympathetic reviews.

Il. Further Text-critical Notes.*

The organizers of the new Indian project of preparing a critical edition

of the Mahabharata are deeply indebted to both Gehetmrat LUpERS and

Professor WINTERNITZ not merely for their taking personally a keen interest

in the scheme, but for their bringing the project formally to the notice of

the savants assembled at the historic XVIIth International Congress of

Orientalists held at Oxford in August 1928, and’ moving resolutions convey-

ing messages of appreciation and congratulation A singularly happy

feature of this event was that this gesture of cordial sympathy and willing

co-operation should have proceeded spontaneously from just those two

* [ABORI, 11. 165-191].

1° The text of the resolution moved by Geheimrat Lipers and adopted 1.-

animously by the Indian Section of the Congress has been published by WINTERNITZ

in Indologica Pragensia, 1, 63,
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veteran scholars who not merely enjoy the greatest amount of respect and

confidence in the world of Indologists but whose names are most intimately

connected with the earlier scheme of the International Association of Acade-

mies of publishing a critical edition of our Great Epic. It is a matter of

high gratification to the members of the Mahabharata Editorial Board that

their modest efforts in the cause of Mahabharata studies are being so keenly

appreciated by their fellow workers in Europe, just as it is a matter of relief

to the responsible editors that the general method and principles underlying

the preparation of this edition have won the warm approval of the two

eminent European critics' who have themselves made the closest study of

the central textual problem and enriched the literature on the subject by

the contribution of several valuable papers and monographs.

At the said session of the Congress of Orientalists, WINTERNITZ read

a paper entitled “ The Critical Edition of the Mahabharata”, dealing with

the history of the project from its early beginnings. Much of what WINTERNITZ

says in this {166} memorable address of his bears the unmistakable stamp

of being personal reminiscence 8 the first scholar who more

than thirty years ago, at the %& Congress of Orientalists held

in Paris (1897), emphasized portance of a critical edition

of the Mahabharata and proy cr its preparation?

After nearly thirty years «

small group of the first collabs

During 1922-3 he used his oppo

sity of the poet philosopher FR;

vanced pupils at the Viéva

avour, he is again one of the

» great and ambitious project.

<auest Professor at the Univer-

SORE to train some of his ad-

se Sliation work, thus helping to

establish there a centre for the angali MSS. of the Mahabha-

rata, a centre which is still do 5 work under the supervision of

the Principal, Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA. Finally, WINTERNITZ

has taken over some of the editorial burden on his own shoulders by kindly

agreeing to edit for the Institute one Parvan, the Sabhaparvan. This is in-

deed a very happy augury for the continued success of our cherished project.

To the text of his Congress address, which he has published in the

first issue of his Journal, Indolegica Pragensia, Vol. 1 (1929), pp. 58-63,

WINTERNITZ has appended (pp. 64-68) some critical remarks on my edition

‘of the Adiparvan. While expressing his whole-hearted agreement with the

general principles underlying my reconstruction of the text, he has given a

long list of passages in which he differs from me with respect to the readings

of the constituted text. With unerring judgement he has picked out those

2 Cf. WinteRnitz, ABI. 5. 24, 30, and Ind. Prag. 1. 62, 67 ; LUpERS, Deutsche

Literaturzeitung, 1929 (Heft 24), Sp. 1137-1146.

2 Cf. also ABI. 4, 145 ff.

2 Annual Report of the B. O. R. I. for 1922-23, p. 11 f.
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passages in the first two adhyayas that had given me most trouble, and he

has criticized the readings of the constituted text, weighing the pros and cons

with great acumen, and pointing out the errors and imperfections with much

delicacy and courtesy. While tendering him my cordial thanks for tlie

honour he has done me by making so close and penetrating a study of my

critical work, I shall endeavour here briefly to answer his queries and criti:-

ism. I write these notes not so much to justify my selection and establish

the readings of the critical edition as [167} to set forth the reasons tht

have guided me in the choice of the readings in question and that may nut

have occurred to my critic---remarks which will not fail to throw some fitful

light on the obscure and complicated processes which go to make up Mah.i-

bharata textual criticism.

MINOR QUESTIONS.

“in the notes the interesting r -

aaa itt prayasah pdthah, but the

ye reading of the Da MS».

formity with a tacitly assur:-

he text reading, namely, pari-

the Da MSS. (Le. of Arjun.-

A complete and correct, because

adc. in point of fact, read pari.

referring to the commentary

1. 1. 30: WINTERNITZ obser

mark of Arjunamisra is given ; ~

actual reading of the Da M&S

not being specifically mention

ed Paribhdsa, be taken to be

mesihy atha. In that sense

misra) has been given, and my

both the Da MSS. collated for 4

mesthy atha.! Nevertheless, a:

once more, the note does not sis fully and correctly, because

the MSS. which are corrupt, beit ted from the vulgate, had su:-

ceeded, for the time being, in ce leading me.

That the true Arjunamisra reading must, against the testimony of MS‘,
be assumed to be paramesvarah (agreeing then with B, D,.s C,) follow:,

with certainty, from the commentary itself, a fact I had overlooked when

{ wrote the note. The commentary runs thus :

aa: afte: |: ae: 1 cer AR Tae: soa | Tsar VF wae

ls: | WAG HVAT: |

In the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. 1), I have already drawn attenticn

to the fact that “the (epic) text in the Arjunamisra codices is frequent!

contaminated from the “vulgate” and has to be corrected with the help cf

Arjunamigra’s commentary.” The examples cited there are 1. 1. 17b and

1 A reference to Prof, LUpers’ Druckprobe (p. 6) will show that the (Deve

ndgari) MSS. of Arjunamiéra’s commentary collated by him for his Specimen edition

read likewise paramesthy atha; only in one instance has the reading been co--

rected (by a later hand) to parameSvarah. Accordingly Prof. LUpeRs has also

taken paramesthy atha as the reading of the version of Arjunamiéra.

A4a
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22b. In the former case, the Da MSS. read jpunyarin (like the vulgate, with

which the constituted text here agrees; the true Arjunamisra [168} read-

ing is, however, puxya-, as follows clearly from Arjunamisra’s own observa-

tion :

quaetagaa | gat seal gauter aaa a goaege | ae

maa: Tea: | eat areTae

In the latter case (1. 1. 22 0), likewise, the Da MSS. read Sivam, agree-

ing with many K and D MSS.; but the commentary shows (as I have

pointed out in the notes) that the true Arjunamisra reading is Ssucim, agree-

ing with the constituted text, Sivam being only a variant mentioned by the

scholiast :

aad feqaaaad at agit alert aa wr ge 1 aaa a

fata Hemet Heat aT

I must here add, therefore, a word of caution. In the critical notes

published with the text, the reacing: dually found in the (epic) text (in

contradistinction to the com : Arjunamigra codices have, as

a rule, been taken to repres¢ ¢ Arjunamiéra ; the commen-

tary was consulted by me only 3 case of doubt or difficulty,

or when a péthantera was n herefore, more than likely that,

owing to the fact our Da MSS. by contamination with various

types of MSS., in particular with antha type, a few errors of the

kind pointed out by WINTE inadvertently crept in. Such

errors can be rectified only by the whole commentary, word

for word, and comparing the “the (epic) text of the MSS. ;

even’ then one can of course be sure-on! ihe words and passages actually

cited and explained by the scholiast.

The version of Arjunamisra, as I pointed out in the Foreword to Fasci-

cule 1 (p. v), is closely allied to the Bangali version. The reason for this

affinity (as I have stated elsewhere) appears to be that Arjunamisra was a

native of Bengal.t Following the example of my predecessors, I have uti-

lized, for the critical edition of the Adiparvan, Devanigari MSS. of Arjuna-

miéra’s commentary. The two MSS. I am using are extremely corrupt. In

fact, all the MSS. of Arjunamisra’s commentary I have seen—and they are

all Devanagari MSS—have been remarkably corrupt. Not only that, the

text they offer is, as already remarked, obviously contaminated from the

{169} vulgate. This corruption of the Devanagari MSS. I could not ac-

count for at first ; but it must be due, I cannot but think now, to their being

copies of Bangali or Maithili originals. It would, therefore, be expedient

to procure and use, whenever possible, Bangali? or Maithili MSS. of Arjuna-

2 See my note on Arjunamigra in the Dr. Modi Memorial Volume, p. 565 ff,

2 The Asiatic Society of Bengal does contain some Bengali MSS. (Descrip-
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migra’s commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bangali (res-

pectively Maithili) version.

a * *

1. lL. 62: WHINTERNITZ points out that the lengthy interpolation App. [,

No, 1=(B.) 1. 1) 55¢ed—93 is inserted in the R. A. S. Whish MS. No. €5

after 62ab, and not after 62, as in most of the Southern MSS. used by me.

But two of my MSS. (T, G,) also insert the passage in question after 62ai:,

like the Whish MS.; only between 62ab and the Appendix passage, my MS!.

further interpolate 29*, 64 and 30*, as stated in the very note cited by

WINTERNITz. The point of insertion of this interpolation varied in the di-

ferent MSS. Thus of the MSS. collated by Prof. Lipers for his Druckprob:,

two G, [? read G,] T, read it after 62ab, while two others (G, T,) read it

after 62; moreover, in T, (of the Druckprobe) the inserted passage is pre-

ceded by 29*, 64 and 65 (somewhat like T, G,)

ca ba *

ret, to say, is responsible for the

} in this stanza; the correct

at 1. 2. 56 and 160. Mor:-

y at 1. 2. 56, and, through some

nd 1. 2. 160. I make good the

ngs are as follows. Ky, 2-46 Fo

Sarsapata®; K, Bi-3 Dng Dro

ia: Vy Samsapta®; Ks Dog

sn Dap Dn Dri. 14 D.-4. qo WOT 14

re Dy 5 6 g 9 To G. 36

1. 1.131: The printer’

erroneous spelling Samsaptak

spelling Samsaptaka—(with :

over, the various readings have

unfortunate oversight, omitted

omission here. At 1. 1. 131 the

Da Day. ng Dry rs. re Dima «¢

D;. 8 ge Ale 12 Te G (G. 2
missing. At 1. 2. 160 they &

[170] Ti G, Samsapta? ; K

Samsapta® ; G. Samsapta® : Ky x8
From the readings of the three passages in 1 question, it should seem that,

anomalies apart, K, (or the India Office Codex), Bangali and Southern MS!.

read it correctly (that is, with the palatal 5), while the rest of K agrees with

the commentators in reading it with the dental s. The balance of probability

inclines to the side of the palatal, I think, even if we restrict ourselves to the

MS. evidence. C. V. Vatpyva (The Mahabharata: A Criticism, p. 159)

speaks of them as the “7 clans who came probably from the Afagan (sic i

borders,” but it seems to me more likely that they got their nickname froin

the fact that they had bound themselves by an oath to kill Arjuna or die in

the great Bharata battle (Dronap. 17).

* * Py

tive Catalogue, vol..5, Nos. 3371-3374, 3422), but it is very difficult to move the

Society to send out its MSS. on Ioan.

1 That would also account for the frequent divergence of Da from the D clae:.

2 The passage is found inserted not only after 62ab and 62, but also after

26, 53ab, 59ab (according to the Druckprobe), and 60.
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1. 2. 85: The spurious line (102*) kitasya Dhartaradstrena presanam
Péndavién prati stands in the MSS. noi before 97* ‘(as WINTERNITZ imagines

and very naturally), but after 101*, as correctly stated in the critical notes.

I have re-examined the MSS. concerned on the point and find that my note is

perfectly correct. One cannot be dogmatic about the Mahabharata MSS.;

there is no knowing what they may or may not contain. ‘The line was found

only in six Nilakantha MSS. in Devanagari or Bangali characters, collated

for the first two adhyZyas. In all these six MSS. the line is found inter-

polated at the same place, the place mentioned in the critical apparatus

(namely, after 101*), although all printed editions without exception place

it elsewhere (namely, before 97*), which is no doubt the reason of WINTER-

NITz’s remark. A note drawing attention to this patent discrepancy might

have been usefully added in the critical notes. But I have found the printed

editions so arbitrary and unreliable’ that I have almost [171} completely

ignored them in the foot-notes, which have necessarily to be rather brief and

to the point. The meaning of this tic line found in Nilakantha MSS.

is as obscure to me as the cay igcition in the first printed edi-

tion. We need not inquire rs in the wrong place in the

other editions as well, since th ats appear to have studiously

and uniformly avoided consulta ERNITZ could easily convince

himself of the correctness of 1 egarding the point of insertion

of this line in the MSS. by referr 3 complete copy of the Maha-

bharata in Sarada characters, a’s scholium, he purchased in

Kasmir during his stay there.

oo

2,102: Da Dn Dr do have snaps nd Draupadim, as found in the

printed editions and as rightly surmised by WINTERNITZ. This group has,

through oversight, completely dropped out of the long list of MSS. that read

Draupadim, and 1 am thankful to WINTERNITZ for drawing my attention to it.

The correction will be duly notified in the list of Errata, which will be added

at the end of the volume. In passing I may draw attention to the superiority

of the K MSS., the only group which, as WINTERNITZ rightly remarks, gives

the undoubtedly correct rendering of the whole stanza ; all other MSS.—even

such as do not contain the interpolated line 112*—are in utter confusion.
* - * a

2B

1. The Kumbhakonam edition contains a misleading colophon after its adhyaya

100, which is not found in any MS, and is, moreover, unnecessary.—All printed edi-

tions contain the line (B.1.28.4cd=K. 1.28. 5cd)

gurur hi sarvabhitanaan brahmanah parikirtitah |

which is not found even in Nilakantha MSS. The note on 1.74.12 mentions a

line (B. 1. 79. 13 efi= K. 1. 73. 23 @b)

maranam Sobhanam tasya iti vidvajjand viduh |

which was not found in any of the 60 MSS. collated for that adhyaya !
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MAJOR QUESTIONS.

1.1.129: yaddérausam Sukrasiiryau ca yukiau

Kaunteyéném anulomau jaydya |

nityam casman svadpada vydbhasantas

tadé nisSomse vijayaya Samjaye ||

This is indeed a difficult case, and I for my part doubt whether any

definite decision can be reached as to how the stanza originally read. I must

say, I cannot share the confidence with which WINTERNITZ decides for the

reading :

yadé Vayuh Sakrasiiryau ca yuktau,

which is mentioned as a patha by Nilakantha’ and was adopted in the edti‘e

princeps. It is one of the eight rival readings and is found chiefly in the

Bangali version, and in MSS. and editions allied to or influenced by it. Toe

combinations found {172} in the different MSS. may be arranged schema’ i-

cally as follows :

Vayu Sirya: Majority of N

Vayu . Surya: K, + some D

Vayu Sivya: Dn

(@) Srausam Sérya: Text (T Gis:

(a)snausam Sirya: Majority of M

(a) srausam Strya: <A few G

(a) S$rausam Vayu

(a@)Srausam Vayu

Sarya: D, (inferior MS 5

Sirya: M, (conflated)

According to WINTERNIT2,* érs to (B.) 7. 7. 34 ff. “whee

the line vaétoddhitam rajds tvrax testifies to the reading véyui,

while Sekra (= Indra) probably refers to the rain of pieces of flesh, bones

and blood.” To start with I doubt whether Sakra could be held responsibl::

for the “rain” of flesh, bones, and sundry other articles ; but that is a mincr

point, immaterial to the present discussion. In believing, however, that our

stanza refers to (B.) 7. 7. 34ff., WINTERNITZ is partly’ mistaken, as wi!

presently appear. The important point is that in the opinion of WINTERNIT:

the stanza alludes to certain forces of Nature, certain elements, such as wind.

rain and so on, which were favourable to the Pandavas and unfavourable to

the Kauravas. The commentators Nilakantha, Arjunamisra and Devabodhi:

(with the readings which they had adopted or which were befor

them) have explained the stanza in a similar way. I hold a different view

however. When I selected the reading of the constituted text, I thought—

and I still think—that in this stanza there is allusion not to the elements, bui

to some astrological factor or constellation—an allusion which was not under.

stood by commentators and which I could not then fully explain. On read-

ing the criticism of Prof. WINTERNITZ, I therefore made a reference to my



210 EPIC STUDIES

friend Prof. Jyotish Chandra GHATAK, M. A., of Calcutta University, who

has made a special study of Indian Astrology and allied sciences and is rightly

regarded as an authority on these topics ; and I was not disappointed. Hav-

ing already worked through the whole of the Mahabharata in special search

of references which have a bearing on Astrology, Augury and kindred subjects,

he could at once lay his fingers on the right passage, the prototype of our

stanza, which throws a flood of light on the question, without however fully

solving the riddle of the stanza, so far as I can judge. The said stanza,

(B.) 6. 20. 2, reads :

{173} [Dhrtarastra to Sarhjaya]

Hat weet aga aay,

Sat Aah agar sarageg |

eat ast gaat: Hea:

aa Bae ae aed saa

While the connection between

questionable, the discovery o:

our real difficulties unsolved. :

the Bhismaparvan stanza is thé

MSS. of Nilakantha. These fai

or Sukra altogether) like Som

Nilakantha reading then the aig

where, we are apt to prefer, st

appear to be better than thes

the text of the vulgate has be

wy starisas is patent and indeed un-

eaves, unfortunately, most of

eh agrees closest with that of

iext and is found only in the

a-Chandra-Surya (lacking Sakra

of the Bhismaparvan. Is the

? As I have pointed out else-

®. readings of the vulgate, which

ext ; but that is only because

“the purging of the original by

the continuous emendations of s¢ uries.. It seems to me that there

is a long history behind the read Vulgate in the present case also.

Nilakantha had evidently arrived at it by an emendation, by collation with

the prototype, because there is no indication of there being any MSS. before

him which could have contained that particular combination. This fact may,

perhaps, supply us with a clue to the labyrinth of the readings recorded in

the critical notes for the line in question. An important factor is that Sukra

(or Sakra)', which persistently occurs in all the various categories of our

MSS. and which must, therefore, be regarded as an essential feature of our

stanza, is entirely lacking in the later stanza. This proves irrefutably that
the combination of the former was not identical, in every respect, with that

of the latter originally. That is an important point to remember. WINTER-

NITz is emphatic in asserting that yadd Vadyuk of the original was changed

in S into the usual yaddsrausam. This assumption does not seem to me to

1 See my Epic Studies (1), JBBRAS. (NS.) 4 (1928). 157. A patent example

of correction is grhitua haranam praépte (in Devanagari MSS.) for haranam grhya

samprapte (1, 2. 93).
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be at all well founded, because the very next stanza (130) begins yoda
Drono vividhin astramargan, and here no attempt has been made in S ‘or

anywhere else) to change the beginning into yaddsrausam. There are ai few

more stanzas (133, 140, 145) in [174} this series which do not begin with

the oft-repeated formula. It seems to me much more likely, therefore, that

Vayu was introduced into our passage, secondarily, by some early North:m

redactor who knew the prototype and had noticed the omission of one of -he

elements in the prior stanza; precisely as Nilakantha, much later, appears

to have further altered the line by changing the difficult Sakra (or Suk:a)

to Candra, thus equating the combination to that of the prototype. I there-

fore adhere to my original choice, explaining the genesis of the variants as

follows. The stanza in question, which was suggested to the author of the

yaddsrausam section by the Bhismaparvan stanza but was composed from

a vague recollection of the original, began like the other stanzas of the series,

and contained, moreover, an allusion to an astrological situation. Some Nor-

thern redactor (who had known the.Bbismaparvan stanza and noticed that

the first stanza did not contai leted (a)Srausam and substi-

tuted for it the missing Vay ar, the original feature Sukra.

The corruption of Sukra inte | ged as easy and even natural

(in juxtaposition with Sirya}, famous episode of the Mana-

bharata which narrates how ind a mendicant Brahman, begs

for the miraculous ear-rings and which had been Karna’s from

his birth and which had mad The emendatory activity of

the early Northern redactor , Nilakantha, who expunged

the Sakra (or Sukra) which he s MSS. (and perhaps did sot

fully understand) and substitute ra, thus equating the two com-

binations.

J am confirmed in the supposition that the original line contained caly

two agencies instead of three by the fact that no MSS. hitherto. collated

show yuktéh (plu.) for yuktew (dual) in the first line, as they certainly

would have done, had there been three names in the original instead of two,

as I have given.

The question then arises whether Sukra and Siirya, as gridhas, were at

that time favourable to the Pandavas or, what comes to the same thing,

adverse to the Kauravas. About [175] Sirya I cannot say. But as far as

Sukra is concerned, we may safely answer the question in the affirmat ve.

My friend Prof. GHATAK has kindly drawn my attention to a stanza in Vara-

hamihira’s Brhatsamhitad which, if dyutajivin may be taken to apply to the

1 It should be noted that even in the explanation of WINTERNITZ, Sakra and

Siirya do not make any combined effort. If the three elements wind, rain «nd

sun operate all together for the success of the Pandavas, then yuktah is indeed the

correct. word. What is the point of the dual, when the plural form would be even

metrically equally suitable ?
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Kauravas, would indicate that at the time of the Bharata battle the planet

Sukra, which was then in the Pirvabhadrapada (cf. 6. 3. 15), was in a

position which augured disaster to the Kauravas and was therefore favour-

able (dnuloma) to the Pandavas. The Brhatsamhitd reference (9. 34) sup-

plied to me by my friend runs.

TAMAS MifsraasET gasiteat det 1

Rasa By ateattad: afsaq i

As Vayu is missing in the whole of S except M, (which latter is a

conflated MS.), it can never be established that Vayu is an essestial element

of the original stanza; on the other hand, (a)Srausam, though of course no

less doubtful because it is documented also by only half of the entire evidence,

is rendered probable, if not required, by the context. But I am prepared

to leave the line as “ less than certain,” as indicated by the wavy line below

the words in question.

lL. 1, 18e;

WINTERNITZ complains

cally”. To have called for

the original must indeed have®:

to read fava putrair mahatharGh,

for the text reading. It is quite

but so are almost all the readi

cannot be considered the origi

The text is based on K,, & “ WINTERNITZ’S reading is not

much better supported ; in its emtirety ound only in IX, M; because,

of the MSS. which do contain the questionable mahatiarah, K, begins the

pada with tvetpuirair ye and K, with tvatsutebhyo. I submit, therefore,

that the reading preferred by WINTERNI?TZ is not better documented than

mine. That is the first point. WINTERNITZ then seeks to explain the

variation on the ground that the scribes must have found difficulties with

the {176} instr. putrath. Now the so-called instr. comparationis is very

common in both epics and, I submit, that alone would not account for this

plethora of readings in the case of a simple linc with a perfectly obvious

meaning. I know instances in the Mahabharata text where this instr. com-

farationis has called forth no variants at all in the MSS., no doubt becaus«

it was felt to be quite normal by the copyists, editors and readers alike.

The cause of disturbance in this case must, therefore, be looked for else-

where, and that was principally, I think, the use of the superlative joined

to the instrumental.

nohatlaman.

s “very awkward grammati-

-nine attempts at emendation,

awkward. WINTERNITZ prefers

i that there is not much evidence

> text is weakly supported ;

Sof the vulgate, which certainly

t is palpably an emendation.

In settling the original reading, the question is primarily one of fact, of

the actual MS. evidence, not of grammar. The Shakespearean “ This was
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the most unkindest cut of all” cannot be judged and emended by modera

standards of grammar. It sounds harsh to our ears ; but there is, I suppose,

sufficient documentary evidence to prove or make it probable that the lire

as I have quoted it was in point of fact written by the author of Julius Czser

(who knew his English quite as well as, if indeed not better than, we do,

consciously or unconsciously using what our purists stigmatize 25

vulgarism. The argument that a dramatist like Shakespeare could not cor -

mit such a blunder (if blunder it be) would be without cogency, when the

MS, evidence supports the questionable reading.

The Mahabharata, I may point out here, has suffered from the great

misfortune of being always edited by learned Paindits, who were concerne:

more about. the purity of diction than with the determination and preserva-

tion of the words of the author or the authors of the epic. One of the very

worst offenders in this way was Pandit BOHTLINGK who, in the passages

edited by him in his Senskrit-Chresthomathie, has “corrected” away the

few oddities of idiom and style of. th nal which had escaped the vigilence

of mediaeval Indian scholiasts cund their way stealthily int»

our printed editions !* :

{177} The nine variants 9

fied as follows. Readings

critical notes may be class: -

(1) in which the comparis ized

(a) by change of th

aga ABA:

aq gate: to

(b) by a double change of Super! to comp. and of instr. to ab.

(the “correct ” construction) :

eqegarat ugar: | Ky (inferior MS.) ;

OMp.:

(2) in which the awkward instr. is done away with

(a) by changing the instr. into abl. :

aegaen agaat: | K,

at garagaat: | V2

2 Inj the Pausyaparvan (Adip. 3); especially, his editorial activities are very

much in evidence. He has not only introduced, with scrupulous care, the correc‘

Sandhi wherever it was at all possible, he has substituted the correct bandhus:

for the (irregular) baddhum (1. 3. 21), found even in the printed editions an:

made many similar “corrections” independently of the MS. evidence. Mos!

amusing, however, is his regular and systematic substitution of the correct forn:

as required by the Siitra of Panini, out of etad and enad, a rule probably unknow:

at any time to anybody outside a select coterie of Acaryas of Vyakarana.
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(b) by using the adj. predicatively (mostly in G) :

agar ada: 1 Te Gis, am.z

aa Gat wzaat: 1 Ga

(3) in which the line has been recast (the vulgate) :

aq gat gq mit | Ke BD (mostly) T, ;

and (4) corrupt :

aa gaderal: 1 Dro.

It is an admittedly sound principle of textual criticism to give preference

to a reading which best suggests how the other readings may have arisen, and

it would be hard, I think, to find another reading which could explain all

these nine variants more satisfactorily. .WINTERNITZ’s choice, for instance,

does not at all explain the origin of any of' the readings which contain

mahaitamah (superl.) such as 2 (a) and (b) and the text reading ; because

there is in that case nothing to be gained..by changing the (supposed) original

comparative into superlative.*

En passant it may be p

is not a distinct category of th

the (Prakritic) coalescence of tb

valence which comes out very ¢}

aU WTNAATIS

o-called instr. comparationis

all; it is only a special case of

abi. pl. (metri causa), an equi-

parallel phrases as :

{178} and

d 494 *.

s” but “he is freed from all

aah: TTT
The latter does not mean “ he

sins.”

That the superlative is used in the epic in the sense of the comparative?

may be seen from:

aut % atafiaar: ; Gita 12.1

a a qenreaaerg saat fereca: 1 ibid. 18. 69

“Of these which are more versed in Yoga?” “Nor among men shall

there be any whose service is dearer ta me than his.”

The superlative is normally construed with the gen. or loc.; but that it is

1 Unless it be a scribe’s error perpetuated through centuries or repeated

independently in different places and times.

2 This pada recurgy frequently in the Ramayana also.

8 These derivative forms have probably a merely intensive value, and do not

necessarily and invariably connote comparison. The Prakrits frequently confuse the
tara and the tama endings, It is further worth noting that a separate formation

of the comparative and superlative is unknown to the Modern Indian dialects.
The epics alsq sporadically furnish instances of the use of the positive in the sense

of the comparative.
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construed sometimes also with the abl. may be seen not merely from the

example last cited but also from :

aia sata qty: aieq: qa: | ibid. 4. 36

“Though thou art of all sinners the most sinful.”

Then the above-mentioned equivalence of the instr. and abl. pl. ushers

in finally the construction of the superlative with the instr., which we find

in the passage in question.

Formally the two constructions teva puirair mahatiarah and tave puirair

mahattamah are almost equivalent ; but there may be just a slight difference

of meaning between the two locutions. While fava putrair mahattarah

(comp.) evidently means only “greater than thy sons”, the other clause

(tava putrair mahattamah) may have been intended to convey some such sense

as “far, very much, greater than thy sons.”

It may be finally observed that in dealing with the first two adhyayas

of the Adiparvan (as in fact with the whole of the earlier portion of this

Parvan) the critic should never forget.that he has before him what HOPKINS

has justly called the “ pseudo-ei sters responsible for the com-

pilation of these passages ar ist blunders of every descrip-

tion.

{179} 1.1. 209: makative Wlivde ca.

As WINTERNITZ rightly ¢

balanced. Moreover, graphical

readings that we cannot expec

it may be pointed out that they

side of the text reading. Wnts fad. Ant. 27. 93) admits that thi

lines (69*) caturbhyak etc. and tada@ prabhrti etc. are “ quite superfluous.

When these lines are expunged from the text, as has been done by me, th:

line mahaltve ca gurutve ca of 208¢) stands adjacent to mahativad bhara

(of 2092). The idea of 208e¢ is evidently reflected and repeated in 209c.

Just as mahattvat corresponds to mahative, so bhara°® should correspond t:

gurutve. This clearly shows, as far as I can judge, that the doubtful wot :

(bhGra°), which should be a paraphrase of gurutve, must be bhdravativai

and not bhdratatvat. The latter seems to be an emendation made by som.:

revisor who wanted to squeeze in somehow the significant word Bharata int

the context ; and, it must truthfully be confessed, it is a very ingenious emer -

dation indeed. But as to which is the orginal reading there cannot be muc i

doubt, The importance that WINTERNITzZ (like BUHLER, Ind. Stud. 2. 9 1,

before him) attaches to the circumstance that the verse is quoted in (our ed -

tion of) Kumiarila’s Tantravartika with the reading bkdratatvat is wholly uw -

justifiable, and that for two reasons: firstly, because we have no critic]

edition of the Tantravarttika, and so we cannot be wholly sure of what tte

wi the side of the MSS., thougt

nes, if at all, just a trifle to th
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MSS. actually: read at that place ; and secondly, because, even if Kumirila

should, in point of fact, have quoted the verse with bhérafatvdt, it does not

at all follow that this is ipso facto the original reading, notwithstanding that

Kumirila’s work is far older than the extant Mahabharata MSS; because

Kumarila may have cited the stanza from one or the other of the versions

which contained (and still contain) that reading. Or again he may have

known both variants and preferred, for reasons similar to those adduced by
BUHLER and WINTERNITZ, the variant rejected by me.

The situation is somewhat clearer and the facts better capable of demon-

stration in the case of the other great mediaeval commentator Sarhkaracarya.

In many cases when the readings of the Mahabharata verses and stanzas cited

by him [180] differ from those of the Bombay and Calcutta editions, I was

able to identify Sarnkaracairya’s readings in the Southern MSS, Being a

Southerner, he had naturally studied and cited from the Southern recension

of the Mahabharata. It is quite clear that he was not going to work through

all available MSS. and establish the original reading of the numerous Maha-

bharata stanzas cited by him ith { his voluminous commentaries.

Therefore his citations, altho: antiquity than the oldest of

our extant Mahabharata MS* ‘dy give us in every case the

“ original” readings. Salhkara’s wiles to and affects mainly the

version or the recension used 9. m; and that was probably the

Southern recension in its Malayalg Even in the time of the Acdrya

the Northen MSS. must have. mtiy in places, as they do now,

because the divagation of the » assumed to be far older than

the epoch of the great Vedantis e

I shall give only one exary : clarify my meaning. 1. 1. 37

of the critical edition reads vat wi, agreeing with other printed

editions and with the majority of the MSS. of the Northern recension. Sarh-

karacdrya in his Bhasya on the Brahmasiitra (1. 3. 30; Anandaérama ed.,

p. 313) cites, however, the verse with the reading yathartusv rtulingani.t

Now this reading is found only in Southern MSS, and in such of the Northern

MSS. as can be shown to be contaminated from the Southern source, but not

in any Kaémiri or Bangali MSS. collated so far. Here it would be clearly

wrong to cite the Bhasya as an authority older than our MSS. to establish

the text reading as yathartusv ztulingani. The Bhasya citation affects directly

the Southern version only, documenting that the divergent reading of our

Southern MSS. is as old as (or rather older than) the time of Sarhkaracarya ;

and that is all. It does not take us beyond the Southern recension, much

less beyond the two rival recensions to the archetype.

When WINTERNITZ further observes that ‘“‘ from the etymologizer’s point

of view” bharatetvat is a “ better” etymology, since with the other reading

1 Only one of the Bhasya MSS. has our text reading.
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the ta of the Bharata remains unexplained, he is bringing into the discussicn

an element of finesse that is quite foreign to the view-point of {181} tle

Pur&nic writers, as will be evident from the following specimens of “ etymc-

logische Spielerei”’ culled from the earlier adhydyas of the Adiparvan :

(B.) 1. 30. 7 = line 3 of 343* (Garuda) :

TS We aaAAta TT Asa: 1

1. 36. 3 (Jaratkaru) :

aU ames set wea.
1. 56. 31 (Mahabharata) :

ANA ALAA AAA TAS |

Ll. 69. 23 (Bharata) :

Wass al yeaah TaAaaey

AeA Teal Aca aA FT A: tl

In view of these bizarre specimens, it would be extremely strange shoulc

a Puranic “ etymologizer ” fight sh erificing a ta, if he, for the moment

could not think of anything bettas

*

12. 2: SuSrityd yadt va

I admit that my reconstr

The reading preferred by WINTER?

as it does not wholly appeal ic

readings found in the 48 MSS

unluckily or luckily, omits th

which WINTERNITZ takes except?

the sake of ready identification.

l. aqraat = fat gact A get: wat 1K,

2. gyre aa fas gaat A mat: gas 1 Ke.

2. aged aaa A gace eaten K,

4. gat aa at fas saat aa: ga: t K; (corrupt)

5. Oa Aa at fas ayaa aan gar Ke V, Da Das. wn
6. BAM wa at aot gaa wat: gar 1 B Da (Da, corrupt) D,,
7, epg aw at fast gaa gat: gat: | Dr D,
; 

aA“

9

a kathah subhaéh.,

dine is not wholly satisfactory.

3By also not appeal to other scholars.

refore cite here the 15 different

8 passage, of which one (D,),

The lines containing ca (to

idilar) have been underlined for

me aay fas aaa: aeaat gui D,

pa aa ay aor gaa gar: gat Ds

10. gaat aay aaa ear gat 1 De. ae

11. gas ae at fast gaat ger sar T Go

12. gan afe at fast saad fae wat: 1 Ge a2

1. gaa at fim gad a wer: gar i Ma,
15
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14. gat ae at fam gaat & ae: gat) M;

15. yam af at fas aaa ae: gat: 1 Text (K, Dy, G,. «5 My).

{182} As for the doubtful ca, I may remark that, besides its norma

use as a conjunction meaning “and”, ca is very frequently used in the Maha

bharata (and the Ramayana) as an expletive, a pure and simple verse-fille:

(paédapirana), without restriction of position, like Ai and vai. It may occa

sionally have served as a particle of emphasis, stressing the previous worc

like eve. ‘The second use is somewhat doubtful ; but of the first, one can finc

scores of perfectly clear and certain instances in any portion of the epic, ever

in the printed editions. In the line in question, I consider, ca has

been used in the first sense, as a mere verse-filler. Sporadically me, whick

improves this awkward line ever so slightly, appears to have been substituted

for it, independently in both recensions. The first half of the line was sc

uncouth that it was recast in the vulgate. There are numerous instances of

lines being recast in the vulgate, as a careful study of the critical apparatus

will show.

1. 2. 29 : yat tu Saunaké

akhyasye tatra Paut

This is again a most diffict

“full of almost hopeless edito

therefore, almost entirely a matt

surmised that I' regard the Ps

stanza, which, in my opinion

as WINTERNITZ rightly remarks,

The reconstruction would be,

ion. WINTERNITZ has rightly

an accretion later than this

eh earlier stratum of the text

of the Mahabharata. That Sq line 1 is a regular trap for the

unwary. Misled by the printed ‘saitigrs; acl myself treated the words as

separate at first, realizing only much later that in this adhyaya the Sita is

addressing not Saunaka but the Rsis, among whom Saunaka is not

yet present. Saunaka is not mentioned in the foregoing portion of the text

except once, in connection with his twelve-year sacrifice in 1. 1.1. In

adhyaya 4, moreover, it is plainly stated that the Sita first approaches the

Rsis assembled in the Naimisa forest and asks them what he should narrate.

The Rsis request him to await the arrival of Saunaka. The latter, as soon

as he arrives, asks the Sita to relate the history of the Bhargavas (adhy. 5).

Tf Saunaka was not among the audience in adhyaya 4, I do not see how he

could have been there in adhydya 2. Moreover, in the latter adhydya the. in-

terlocutors are throughout stated as being the Rsis, while it is only from

adhyaya 5 onwards that Saunaka appears in this [183} rdle. It should,

therefore, seem that the reading Saunaka satre is not easy to understand or

explain by any means. Or does WINTERNITZ mean that it should be adopted

as the lectio difficilior? It would be admissible, in my opinion, only on the

supposition (which is not as improbable as it may at first sight appear) that
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the compiler of adhyaya 2, when he wrote stanza 29, had overlooked the fact

that Saunaka was not then among the audience. I have preferred to give

the “ poet” the benefit of the doubt and assume that the remark is addresse:

to one of the Rsis present.

WINTERNITZ has misunderstood my reconstruction in some other parti-

culars as well. yet, at the beginning of the stanza, is not a neuter pronou»

but an adverb = yadd. The words dditah param. offer no difficulties at a!

for interpretation ; dditak does not mean “ from the beginning,” but “at the

beginning” (=ddau) ; parami= excellent.” Gkhydsye must of course be

supplied in the first line ; but that is not difficult as it is the very first word

of the second line. Therefore I translate :

“But when, during Saunaka’s (sacrificial) session, I (shall narrate) to

thee the very extensive Bharata Story, then shall I narrate, to begin with, th:

excellent Story of Pauloma.”

Even a cursory examination, of.

sufficient to convinee anybody

again. With its history is ba

of the three episodes Astika, &

been appended successively to

question seems to have been writt

the Pauloma, but before the adit

was originally not—as WINTE

which the Mahabharata beg

then made, namely, the Pautloy

ariants given in the critical notes i:

thas been recast over and over

ty of the successive addition:

usya, which appear to hav:

in this order. The stanza in

e of or soon after the addition of

*auaya. The purpose of the line

“go state all the episodes with:

ficate the latest interpolation

the Sita declare beforehand his

intention of narrating that &khy, beginning of the Mahabharata

The Astika must have formed at that time the recognized beginning of th:

epic (cf. Manvadi Bharatem kecid Astikddi tathé pare 1. 1. 50), and th:

Pausya had not yet been added. This is the state of things the constitutec!

text envisages.

A study of the critical apparatus of this adhyaya shows that the adhyay«

is best preserved in the Southern recension; [184] in the MSS. group on

which the vulgate is mainly based (namely, BD) numerous additional stanza:

are found which are missing in S and Ky, ,, ; but even the three latter MSS

occasionally include some of such additional stanzas, which also nevertheless

since they are missing in S, may safely be regarded as interpolations. Of this

character is interpolation 74*, which is found in almost the whole of N anc

which must have been made with a view to documenting the fact—or rathe!

the fiction—that the Mahdbhdrata as narrated by the Sita to Saunaka wa:

identical with that narrated by Vaisarhpayana to Janamejaya (cf. Nilakanthe

ad loc.). Ko, , agree with S on the reading of this stanza except for the in

clusion of 74* in the one and the addition of the name of the Astika to the



220 EPIC STUDIES

other. The text is formed by collating S with the inferable version of K

before the addition in the latter of 74*. The subsequent steps leading to-

wards the reading of the vulgate consisted in the addition of the name of the

Astika episode (which intervenes between the Pauloma and the beginning

proper of the Mahabharata), of a statement of the identity of the Siita-

version and the Vaisathpayana version, and finally of the name of the Pausya

interlude, all these changes being made in our stanza with a view to setting

the seal of authenticity on the three spurious additions. That adhyaya 3

must be an interpolation follows from the fact that it is wholly unconnected

with the previous adhyaya and only loosely connected with what follows.

Noteworthy is also the fact that adhyayas 1 and 4 have the same beginning :

Lomeaharsandputra Ugrasravah siitah pauraniko Naimisaéranye dvadasavar-

sike safre! And in the text itself there is no explanation why after the Sita

has finished ‘his narration of the Pausya episode, it is necessary to reintroduce

the Siita in the same words as approaching the same Rsis assembled at the

same twelve-year sacrificial session © naka in the Naimisa forest. There

is clearly a new beginning made as.two adhy&yas.

Since many of the inter: issing in the MS. evidence, it

is not possible to reconstruct thy portion of the text fully and

satisfactorily ; but that it must

I have no doubt. Accordingiy

the reading of the vulgate (wh

I would arrange in a scheme lik

been printed in black type. [

vistaram of the text and of the:

tarariham” of the vulgate ; on ¢ x the latter the first line was fill-

ed up with uttamam when the or ya was used in the interpolated

stanza. The view of WINTERNITZ that at least Astikam must remain in the

text is quite untenable ; because if the stanza had Asfikem there is no reason

why it should not have Pausyam as well. On the other hand, if Pausyam is

not indispensable, then Astikam could go with it as well.

ing preferred by WINTERNITZ)

, in which the innovations have

iw among other things that the

sion is not “a remnant of vis-

Stage 1 (Constituted Text)

ag away & acaretareancd |

area ag detamerad aka: TATU

Northern recension.

Stage 2 (K,) : by addition of 2 lines to the original.

ay aaeay F aTeIAAaAT |

HAIHAeT Acas carafareser efraar tl

wferd fread a want da adiRaarg |

aTreMes aT Tela Als: TL
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Stage 3 (Da Dy... is) : by addition of aredth to stage 2,

ae ataaad g ATRIA AAT |

HARAST AAT saraacagy eae |!

afad freacel a aan ate wetieary |
Mea aT Talaareds Aled: VAT |!

Stage 4 (Dn Dr D,.5-12): by addition of qjsq to stage 3.

Ag alaTay F aRTSIAATA |

HAARACT AAA saTafarean aaAt |

afd Rreacid a aatt aya adtfarare |

diet az a didaaredta: ait: Se MI

Stage 5 (B) : by addition of 1 line to stage 4.

aa alasay g ATeTAAAA |

AAAAALA THAT 7

1. 2. 46: nieeepHebieyadh Latah

Here again WINTERNITZ prefers the reading of the vulgate (mygastcp-

nodbhavai). It is clearer but, 1 must say, 1 am very doubtful about .ts

originality. The MS. support for this variant is only slightly stronger than

that for the reading of the constituted text. It is worthy of note that B,

which generally sides with the vulgate, has here a third and entirely differ ‘nt

reading : mrgasvapno ‘bhavat tatah! How would WINTERNITZ account ‘or

that? I explain the compound of the constituted text as an irregular cc.n-

pound with inverted sequence, common in Prakrit (PISCHEL, Gramm. Ver

Prakrit-Sprachen, § 603): and not unknown to the Low Sanskrit of the ep cs.

Hopkins, JAOS. 20 (1899), 223, has cited two instances from the Rarsa-

yana : 7.22.36 drstva dandodyalanh Yaman (for udyatadandam)*‘ like Ya a

with upraised staff”; and ibid. 7. 26. 2 tulyaparvatavarcasi (for parva'a-

tulyavareasi) “ glorious like the mountain (Kailasa).” I accordingly t:ke

the compound in question as equivalent to svapna (drsta) mygabhay im

“(Parvan) in which there is the fright of the deer (seen) in a dreari”

(cf. the compound Svapnavasavadatiam). Yudhisthira, in any case, vas

154
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not frightened : that is certain ; but that the deer were, follows from (K.)

3. 259. 8, which WINTERNITZ himself cites :

TAT ATA PAARA TATA |

AULA FEraral qs gfahee:

The readings of the vulgate and the Bangali version seem to represent

different attempts at emendation of the irregular compound which stood

originally in the Northern recension and which was perhaps misunderstood,

if it was not totally unintelligible. The wavy line below the pada was called

for also by the variant reading of S, which has parva or tatah) prayope-

vesanam. ‘This refers to an entirely different section of [187} the narrative,

the name being derived from the vow of fasting taken by Duryodhana.

* * *

1, 2. 89: tathaé rajyadrdhasdsanam.

The variants are °Sdsanamt, “lembhanam, °sarjanam (vulgate), °mdrgc-

nam, ° badanam, °dapanam ' 4 sarjanam corresponds better to
one portion of the contents o wm may be said to correspond

‘etter to a subsequent portion aya : °sarjanam was followed

by °Sdsanam, Intrinsically u to choose between the two.

The sub-parvan name is really aite different : rajyalambha or

*labha, which has given rise g of K, rdjyardhaiambhanam.

The reading preferred by Wi und only in the vulgate group

supported by four Southern M4 The text reading was adopted

on the direct testimony of K,. 3 ¢ has partial support of T, and

of two K MSS. (K,. ,), one o e important India Office codex

(K,). These MSS. (K,. 2) re fatter of fact rajydnusdsanam, but

the nu of these MSS. is obviously wrong (perhaps representing a mislection

af the ligature rdha), being opposed by the remainder of the MS. material

ollated and conveying no satisfactory sense. There appears to be an agree-

ment between independent versions on the reading °serjanam, but the con-

cord, I believe, is only apparent, being due to the conflation of MSS. That

G,. ; are contaminated from some late Northern source, I think, I have esta-

blished with tolerable certainty in the note on 1. 20. 1; the conclusion is cor-

roborated by many less certain instances where these MSS. (along with G,. ,)

agree with Northern MSS. against other Southern MSS., and the agreement

cannot be regarded as one derived from: their connection through the arche-

type That further G, and M, are not reliable representatives of the

Grantha and the Malayalam versions respectively, I have already pointed out

in the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. v). There remains only one other MS.

(M,;), which represents a moderately pure (Malayalam) tradition and must

1 For instance, cf. v. 1. 1. 5, 26 (220*); 13. 34 (255*) . 20. 15.



EPIC STUDIES II 3

have acquired its °sarjanam, secondarily, through some complicated infiltra-

tion of the reading of the vulgate.

{188} In this instance, we have, moreover, a complex cross-agreemelit

between the different versions.

°Sasanam : Ky, 4-2 Det Tz Gy, «

°sarjanam: Vulgate (BD) + G, ; M, ,

Graphically there is no connection between the conflicting readings. The

reading of the vulgate is found in only one MS. of the K group (K,), an

inferior conflated MS. It will thus be seen that the MS. evidence is utter y

confused. That being so, I have adopted the reading’ °Sdsenam, giving pre-

ference to the side on which the majority of K stand, according to a princigle

enunciated in the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. VIZ).

% * *

1, 2.96: In the Editorial Note appended to Fascicule 3, I have given

my reasons for selecting 7984 as thefigure representing the number of dlokas

in the Adiparvan. That is the: chy the India Office MS. (K,)

and corroborated by the S4rz ¢ may, therefore, be regarded

as the extent of the Sarada vé ‘Ate. I consider, as I have fre-

quently stated, the Sarada (Kz ‘the best version now preserved,

and my edition of the Adiparva nainly (though not wholly) on

this version.

I fully agree with WIN?

argument is necessarily of se

too far Be that as it may, 3 :

make any use whatsoever of the ahal enumeration in the case of

the Adiparvan at least, because # wit to compute the exact extent

of this Parvan, and that for two reasons. Firstly, because this Parvan, as is

well known, contains two lengthy prose adhyayas (3 and 90) ; and it is dilfi-

cult to say [189} now how the extent of the prose sections was computed by

the compilers of the Parvasathgraha ; our section-numbers certainly can g:ve

no indication of the extent in “Slokas.”2 Secondly, this Parvan also contains

: p. 61) that the Parvasathgraha

e and should not be pressed

roblematic whether we could

aie

2 The exaggerated importance UTGIKAR attached to the data of the Parvas: rh

graha was, I believe, mainly due to his erroneous belief (induced probably by ihe

misleading character of the text of the Kumbhakonam edition) that the Northern

and Southern MSS. agreed completely with each other in all material particulars

for this adhyaya. The Kumbhakonam edition, which claims to be an edition

“mainly based on the South Indian texts”, presents a text of this adhyaya which

is almost identical with that of the Calcutta and Bombay editions, taking no no’ ice

of the Southern divergences, while in other sections of the epic it introduces nunier-

ous innovations which are based on the Southern tradition.

2 The lengths of the prose sections must have been computed on the basis of

32 aksavas to a Sloka, but such a computation in the case of long prose sections :an

be only approximate. ,
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a large number of Tristubh-Jagati stanzas, which again introduce an element

of uncertainty in the computation. Was each Tristubh-Jagati stanza counted

as one “Sloka” or did the Bharatacintakas compute the exact equivalent of

these long-metre stanzas in “Slokas”? No definite answer is possible as yet.

The difference in the reckoning will be, however, between 40 and 50 per cent

of the total. As a very rough estimate, the Adiparvan may contain some-

thing like 500 long-metre stanzas. This factor alone would then introduce

a difference of a little less than 250 “Slokas” in the total!

We must, moreover, not lose sight of the fact that the reading of the

number itself is never entirely free from doubt, since the MSS., as WINTER-

NITZ remarks, differ sometimes quite essentially in the Parvasarngraha itself ;

the figures differ not by units or tens, but by hundreds, and even thousands in

extreme cases! There can be no doubt, as I have pointed out elsewhere,

that the text of the Parvasarhgraha has been tampered with and designedly

altered, in various ways, in order to.make it harmonize with the inflated ver-

sions of a later epoch.?

These are some of the

use of the figures recorded in ¢

the Mahabhirata. The comput

in which there is no prose at a

and for which finally the Pary

yay of making any practical

aparvan_ for fixing the text of

ave some value for a Parvan

iost wholly in Anustubh metre,

« is tolerably certain.

It-is quite within the rangé :

that the extent of the critical

below or rise appreciably above’ ded in the second adhy4ya, as

is actually the case with about heli:the pumiber of Parvans in the Calcutta,

Bombay and Kumbhakonam editions when checked up with the figures given

in their respective Parvasathgrahas.? Moreover, unless it can be made prob-

able that the compilation of this “ Table of Contents” is nearly synchronous

with the final redaction of the Great Epic, this discrepancy will be without

any cogency in questions relating to the constitution of the text. The value

of a MS. or a version cannot be said to depend exclusively or even mainly

upon its agreement with or discrepancy from the data of the Parvasarhgraha.

It must, in the first analysis, be regarded as depending upon some intrinsic

criteria, upon the place it occupies in a logical and convincing scheme formu-

as far as I can judge now,
. may {190} fall appreciably

1 Thus for the Viraitaparvan, the Northern figure is 2050, the Southern 3500 ;

the difference therefore is 1450 Slokas.

2 Cf. the Editorial Note (2) appended. to Fascicule 3 (p. iii).
8 The actual number of Slokas falls below the Parvasathgraha figure in the

following 10 Parvans: Adi, Udyoga, Bhisma, Sauptika, Santi, Anuéasana, Af$va-

medhika, Asramavasika, Mausala and Mahaprasthanika ; while it rises above the

other figure in the following 8 Parvans: Sabha, Aranya, Viraéta; Drona, Karna,

Salya, Stri, and Svargarohana.
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lated to explain satisfactorily the evolution of the different extant versions

and types of Mahabharata MSS.

. It should further be carefully borne in mind that even if there is an exact

agreement as to extent between a constituted text and the Parvasarhgra’a,

this fact alone is no guarantee of the originality and the absolute correctn:ss

of the entire text, line for line ; because the same number of stanzas could be

made. up in innumerable different ways by accepting or rejecting, hesitatingly,

stanzas of doubtful authenticity and uncertain documentation, of which there

will always be a plentiful supply in every Parvan.1 The difficulty will finally
not be solved even if we happen to light upon a unique MS. which agrees

with the Parvasathgraha exactly and we should adopt its text verbatiri ;

because there is every probability that while it satisfies the one criterion of

extent given by the Parvasarhgraha, it may not satisfy, in every respect, other
and more exacting critical tests when compared, line by line and word >y

word, with other extant MSS.
*, * *

{191} 1. 2.105: pauranuzesi

WINTERNITZ is mistaken

of, K: it is missing in only ¢

These MSS. (K,. ,) are, howe

of the apparatus will show. Th

conclusive. In this instance, no

but there is a corresponding li

Text. paurénugamar

S (except M,) : paurdnukant

tarmaputrasya dhimatah.

@ line is missing in the whcle

group, albeit the best MSS.

ins, infallible, as a.careful study

3, therefore, rebuttable and not

he line occur in the rest of IM,

mot think that the two lines :--

ebutrasya dhimatah

cy starajasya dhimatah

a

could have arisen wholly indeperilert f; other. Even though the pur-
port of the lines is different, the construction is identical, which is a very

important point in its favour. Either these lines are connected through the

archetype, or else there is wholesale contamination. between S and N except

K,, 1 The latter contingency being improbable in the extreme, we are led

to conclude that there must have been a line of that description in the ori-

ginal ; only its precise reading is doubtful ; the doubtful words have accortl-

ingly been indicated in the usual manner.

* * *

The problem of the Mahabharata textual criticism, as I have pointed

out already, is a problem sui generis. Here the principles of textual recom-

struction, which must first be evolved from a study of the MS. material and

the MS. tradition, can be considered as finally settled only after considerable

discussion and exchange of ideas on the subject. I would, therefore, earr -

estly request. Prof. WINTERNITZ. to continue his searching and exhaustive

1 See WINTERNITZ, ABI, 5. 25.



226 EPIC STUDIES

examination of the fascicules as they are issued and publish periodically the

results of his scrutiny, a proceeding which cannot but throw much-needed

light on at least some of the difficult problems the editors have to face, and

thus advance the cause of Mahabharata studies.

Il. Dr. Ruben on the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata *

Iam bound to form and express an opinion on the issues raised in the

article ‘“‘ Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik des Mahabharata” published in the

current issue of the Acta Orientalia (vol. 8, pp. 240-256), in which the

author, Dr. Walter RUBEN of the University of Bonn, has reviewed Fasci-

cules 1-3 of my edition of the Adiparvan, criticizing at considerable length

and in great detail the principles underlying the preparation of the edition

and the constitution of the text.

From his discursive remarks it is indeed hazardous to say what precise

opinion RUBEN has formed of the critical edition. But it seems to me that

his general verdict is anything &

It is not my intention

answer all his queries and criti

even necessary, as will appear

to a few points of outstanding im

lead the casual reader, creating

of the results achieved by the

*

- statement of the writer and

ncumbent on me to do so; nor

4. I shall confine 'my remarks

UBEN’s paper which might mis-

impression regarding the value

The Bogey

At the beginning of his pap the learned reviewer from Bonn

formally recites the canon of the caturvarga of the Classical Philologist, The

Classical Philology, we are explained, distinguishes: 1. Heuristics, ie. -as-

sembling and arranging the entire material consisting of MSS. and teséi-i

monia in the form of a genealogical tree; 2. Recensio, i.e. restoration of' the

text of the archetype ; 3. Emendatio, i.e, restoration of the text of the author ;

4, “ Higher Criticism,” ie. separation of the sources utilized by the author.

{260} Tested on this touchstone of the classicist, the critical edition

of the Mahabharata is found wanting in no less than three items, namely,

Nos. 1, 3 and 4, The third and the fourth items of the programme, R. points

out, have been left wholly untouched ; even the first has by a long way not

been done full justice to by the hapless editor !1 But as one reads on, one

finds that the dereliction is after all not as serious as one might be led to

Philology

* {ABORT 11. 259-283].

1 R. has inadvertently omitted the mention of the 23 Devanagari MSS. in

the description of my critical apparatus ; cf. op. cit. p. 241, lines 3-6 from the bot-

tom. .
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suppose at first, For, as regards No. 1 (Heuristics), R. himself admits that

it is not yet possible to concentrate the entire material, and that in all likeli-

hood it will be for ever impossible to prepare a genealogical tree of the

Mahabharata MSS.—As for No. 3 (Emendatio), I must plead guilty to

having perpetrated so far, perhaps somewhat unnecessarily, minor emenda-

tions in 13 instancest in about 3800 stanzas ; that is, on an average 1 emen-

dation in a little under 300 stanzas. R. has not taken any notice of my con-

jectural corrections ; I take it that he approves of them. I feel greatly flat-

tered, I must confess, by R.’s (implied) suggestion that I should have gone

in more systematically and vigorously for emendaticn. Most scholars will

I fancy, be sincerely grateful that I have been so moderate and that I have

declared it as my policy to give preference to interpretation over emenda:

tion2—In speaking at all of “ Higher Criticism” (No. 4 on the programme:

in this connection, R. seems to show a lamentable lack of understanding o.

the objective of the edition, having mistaken evidently the beginning for th»

end of the critical work on the Mahabharata. Higher Criticism can begin

only after Lower Criticism ha and not until then.. And ou:

critical edition is just layin; . the. Lower Criticism of the

Great Epic. But I imagine, ® 6 say anything special at ali,

when he mentions his “ Hoher the 1833 slokas of the const: -

tuted text (=2161 of the Bork 2208 of the Calcutta edition»

so closely investigated by R. in: # of his erudite paper, he dors

not mention even a single pas .' Héhere Kritik” could have

{261} earnestly and usefully “ @ item is probably introduced

here merely pro forma, as the & estage of the ertya-magga.

But R. might have mercifil this learned prooemium on tlie

aims and methods of the Class + and their application to the

problem of the Mahabharata textual criticism, The same thing has becn

said by others before R., more simply but with ample clearness and emphas:s.

In the paper? he read at the XVIIth International Congress of Orientalists

(Oxford 1928), WINTERNITZ remarked : “ The general principles followed in

critical editions of classical texts, Greek or Latin or Sanskrit, can be appli:d

to a critical edition of the Mahiibharata only with great limitations and

modifications. It is simply impossible to trace a genealogical tree of all the

MSS, of the Adiparvan, and only in some cases are we able to state how

MSS. are related to one another. On the whole, we have to be satisfied w.th

a Classification of the MSS. according to script, and the provinces to whch

they belong. And we have more often to refer to classes of MSS., than to

1 In the first 86 adhydyas, the following stanzas contain conjectural readin::s :

1. 14, 15; 30. 7; 37. 10; 41.5; 45, 15; 48. 9; 51. 8; 57. 20; 68. 25; 71. 36; 3d.

3, 13; 86. 5.

2 Cf. Foreword to Fasc. 1, p. vi, column 2.

3 Indol, Prag. vol. 1 (1929), pp. 58-68.
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individual MSS.”? I had myself pointed out in the Foreword (p. ii) to

Fascicule 1 that “it is impossible to apply to the Mahabharata the special

canons of textual criticism which are derived from a study of classical (Greek

and Latin) texts and which depend ultimately upon there being a more or

less complete concatenation of copies and exemplars reaching finally back

to a single authentic (written) archetype”.

And how would it be possible to apply to the Mahabharata the canons

of the Classical Philology in toto? Where has the Classical Philology, I

should like to know, the necessary experience of dealing with a text with

about a dozen recensions whose extreme types differ in extent by something

like 13,000 stanzas (or 26,000 lines) ; a work which for centuries has been

growing not only upwards and downwards but also laterally, like the Nyag-

rodha tree, growing on all sides; a codex which has been written in seven

or eight different scripts, assiduously and lovingly copied through a long

vista of centuries by a legion of devout—-and perhaps mostly - ignorant

{262} and inefficient?—copyists speaking different tongues ; a traditional book

of inspiration which, in varic izes, has been the cherished

heritage of one people contins » millennia and which to the

present day is interwoven wiih beliefs and 'moral ideas of a

nation numbering over two hi No, the: Classical Philology

has no experience in dealing wit is description, a work of such

colossal dimensions and compte: vith such a long and intricate

history behind it. That is wh nere also said that the problem

of the Mahabharata textual cri a sui generis? The method

of the Mahabharata textual cy - evolved from a special study

of the Mahabharata manuscripts Mahabharata manuscript tradi-

tion. Its results and achievements dged only by a standard of its

own,

RUBEN’S Exaggerations and Generalizations

In his endeavour to maintain consistently an attitude of dogmatic doubt,

R. has been unconsciously led to make wild exaggerations and rash generali-

zations, which such a meticulous and captious critic as R. should have taken

pains to avoid.

Thus in one place (p. 242), R. observes that the Sdrad4 MS., as a mat-
ter of fact, does not differ at all from other MSS.! As a matter of fact,

this statement of R. is demonstrably false. If a difference of something like

1000 stanzas (which is probably the difference between the Sarada and the

1 See op. cit. p. 61.

2 The critical note on 1. 85, 20: mentions an instance whether the scribe (of
K,) has first copied the reverse of the folio of his exemplar and then the ob-
verse !

$ See my “Epic Studies 1” (JBBRAS, vol. 4), p. 157.
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Grantha versions of the Adiparvan), not to speak of innumerable minor vat-

iants, is no difference, I should like to know what, in the opinion of R.,

would constitute a difference. Did R. expect that the Kaémiri Mahabharata

would be a poem of 8800 élokas in Old Prakrit in which Krsna was still a

tribal hero ?

On p. 253, R. remarks that every contextual criterion is problematic? This

is a rash generalization. In the Editorial Note (3) appended to Fascicuie

4, I have now pointed out (p. ii f.) three passages for which there is tie

strongest in- [263} -trinsic probability, amounting to certainty, that they are

interpolations in the recension in which they are found. All three are instan-
ces in which according to the Northern recension the parties to be married were

united only by a shadowy and clandestine form of marriage known as te

Gandharva-vivaha, which is no marriage at all, while according to the Sou-

thern recension (respectively, in one case, the Grantha version only) tue

same parties were married, so to say, in church, in due form, with great pomp

and ceremony. I maintain thz jeast in. these three instances the crite-
rion of the intrinsic probability’ ablematic. I challenge R. «0

prove the contrary.

g instance of intrinsic proba-

bility. In the Paulomaparvan, craving for the life of his wife

who has just died from the bite 4s serpent, says (1.9. 4-5) :

“Tf I have (practised) chart } practised penance, if I have

duly served (my) Gurus, th: that (merit of these virtuo.xs

acts) let my beloved be restor <a (the moment of) my birch

I have restrained myself and 1 “vows, so let the beautiful Pra-

madvara even now arise!”

The fulfilment of Ruru’s fervent utterance is thought to be due merely

to the efficacy of his pious acts in the past: they by themselves operate as

a charm or spell to restore to life the dead Pramadvard. This is a form of

an “impersonal” prayer belonging to a comparatively older stratum of reli-

gious life and thought, which would never occur to an ordinary interpolator.

At this place, G,, 2, 4 5 have some additional lines including the following

prayer (233*).

“If my faith in Krsna, Visnu, HrsikeSa, the Lord of the Worlds, the

Foe of the Asuras, unshakable, then let this beloved of mine be restored to

life 1”

This belongs to a later stratum, the period of the Bhakti cult. This is

just the thing that would be interpolated by a devout Vaisnava, to whom tie

former prayer would be meaningless and unintelligible.

I maintain that here also the intrinsic probability as to what is original

I shall mention only one:

1 Cf. also RUBEN, op. cit. p. 244,
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and what is interpolation is so strong as to be conclusive in favour of the text

and against G1», 4, 5. No [264} one with a modicum of the historical sense

can doubt it. Can R. adduce even a shadow of a reason to show that the

intrinsic evidence in this instance is in any degree problematic? Scores of

illustrations of this character may be produced where the contextual evidence

is not problematic at all, but quite definite and conclusive.

R. (p. 254) has magnanimously set the seal of his approval on “ Die

Sage von Rsyasrnga”’ by Professor LUDERS,? citing it approvingly as a piece

of investigation that belongs to the coveted domain of emendatio. It is un-

guestionably that. Had R. now thought over the question a little more

deeply than he appears to have done, he would have easily perceived that

the whole thesis of “ Die Sage von Rsyaérnga”’ rests on the exploitation of in-

trinsic probability. There was, in fact, nothing else except the vulgate text

before Prof. LUpers when he framed his brilliant hypothesis about the diffe.

rent strata and the cross-currents in the Mahabharata version of that legend.

If now every contextual criterion # ery problematic, then what is the va-

lue, may I ask, of Prof. LUDER: ig which R. professes to admire so

fervently ? R. has been cont

graph (p. 253 f.).

Theoretically considered afsd;

has been tampered with on « i

complished the interpolator ma

patches and paddings added by

incapable of detection. It is

something somewhere, produce # “raw edges which do not meet.

Therefore R.’s dictum (p. 253 }e:“-ehense-.problematisch ist schliesslich je-

des® inhaltliche Kriterium” is, in the iorm in which he has put it, funda-
mentally wrong and is to be unhesitatingly rejected.

Here is another instance of R.’s misstatements. On p. 242 he observes

that among the fifty MSS. collated for the Adiparvan [265} there are not

even two that may be directly connected with each other. This is of course

a wild exaggeration. The two Arjunamisra MSS, show inter se no more

difference than any two (carelessly made) copies of an original would show ;

as a matter of fact—but this could not have been known to R.—they agree

almost page for page. If they were not copied from the same original, their

respective exemplars could not have differed from each other very consider-

on is untenable. When a text

wevyer careful and however ac-

nconceivable that all the frills,

tor should remain for all time

® interpolator should bungle

1 For instance, it is on grounds of intrinsic probability that Prof, Lupgrs

(DLZ, Heft 24, Sp. 1142 f.) decides for and defends the reading amrtam of the

constituted text (1. 1. 201). Here the documentary evidence is inconclusive, but

Prof, LUpERS is on that account in no doubt as to which the true reading is.

2 Nachr. d. Ges. d. Wiss, z, Géttingen, 1897, pp. 87ff.

Italics mine.
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ably. The same is the case with the three Nilakantha MSS. The MSS. of

the text as fixed by commentators (like Arjunamigra and Nilakantha) are,

in general, as like as two peas. The number of such replicas can be increased

almost indefinitely. I have intentionally restricted their number to the mini-

mum necessary for fixing the text of the respective versions, always giv ng

preference to a divergent type. But even apart from such texts with com-

mentaries, there is considerable similarity and kinship to be noticed among

the different MSS. In the Editorial Note (2) appended to Fascicule 3

(p. ii), I have demonstrated the kinship between S, and K,. 1 pointed out

there that “the India Office codex must be a transcript not merely of @

Saérada codex, but, as a careful comparison with S, would show, of an ex-

emplar very closely allied to our Sairada codex”, This conclusion is supported

by numerous other agreements throughout the Adiparvan. That the three

new Malayalam MSS. M, ;. , again go back to the same original follows

not merely from the numerous readings these MSS. have in common, >ut

conspicuously from one particular mistake where they repeat inconsequen-

tially, at the same point, a fra anza (1. 85. 25): pijayantiha loke

nasa@dhavak, Further the fou Gi. 2. 4. 5, (which will come

up for detailed discussion be! to a not very distant com-
mon original. This group has: cus readings in common, but

it contains quite a considerable terpolations peculiar to itself.

Their close affinity is, however, ; d the pale of reasonable douht

by the fact that they all contain @ *) interpolated at a place where

it is, as will presently be show rrelevant that with it the yas-

sage does not construe even !

It will thus be seen that t ons of R. are absolutely un~

warranted. They appear to hav ark: duced [266} by R. merely for

the satisfaction of having made some pointed and effective little statement.

The Four Types of Variants.

After pointing out that no pedigree of the Mahabharata MSS. is pos-

sible, R. proceeds (p. 243) to consider the different types of characteristic

combinations among the variants, whose consideration must take the piace

of the formation of the usual genealogical tree. He distinguishes four diffe-

rent types of constellations. They are as follows: 1. Complete Agree-

ment, where the two recensions N and S register one concordant reading ;

2. No Agreement, where N and S stand opposite to each other with two

divergent readings ; 3. Cross-Agreement, where a part of N agrees with a

part of S against the rest of N, which latter agrees with the rest of S; 4.

Partial Agreement, where a part of N stands against S and the rest of N (or

vice versa).

1 See infra p, 273.
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Diagrammatically the four types of constellations may be represented

thus,

Type No, 1: Complete Agreement : Ne=S

Type No. 2: No Agreement : N #S

Type No. 3: Cross-Agreement : Ni x Ny
Si S:

Type No. 4: Partial Agreement : Ny VN: \

$ Si ‘NS,

Type No. 1 (Ni=S). In this case I have assumed that the concordant

reading of N and S must be postulated as having already belonged to the

archetype. To my proposition R. adds the rider that there is a possibility

that even such a concordant reading (or feature) might have been an inno-

vation made in one recension and then borrowed in tole by the other recen-

sion. He cites (p, 244) Ramayana, Ayodhya 6 (Bombay ed.), which (ac-

cording to R.) is an interpolation in.gne, recension, which had been borrowed

en bloc by the other (independer: on, R.’s proposition would be a

contradiction in terms ; only put forward the proposition

in this form.

If the two recensions N ai
terpolation in common, they w

recensions must be assumed’ to

prove any “ second-[267}ary &

S as a whole, at least for the 3

which stands in such an apparé! 3

(a priori) be regarded as an i t would be no more difficult—

in fact it would be, in my opinioti/farcessietiand ‘much more natural—to as-

sume that the contradiction was already present in the “archetype,” before

the bifurcation of the recensions than to premise that one independent re-

cension had borrowed it from another independent recension.

For example, adhyayas 1 and 4 of the Adiparvan begin with the iden-

tical sentence, depicting the identical situation, that the Siita approaches the

Rsis assembled in the Naimisa forest at the twelve-year sacrificial session of

Saunaka. This implies that a new beginning is made at adhyaya 4, totally

ignoring whatever has gone before it in the text as it now stands. Both pas-

sages occur with minimal variations in both recensions. It is evident that

this double beginning (adhy. 1 and 4), as we find it in our version of the

Mahabharata, was not conceived and depicted by one and the same poet.

But it does not at all follow therefore that the interpolation was first made

in one recension of cur text and was subsequently borrowed by the other

from this recension. There are various possibilities! Perhaps both versions

xabharata should have an in-

truly) independent. But these

i, and R. would not be able to

* between N as a whole and

asid there be found a passage

with the context that it may

1 Cf. HOLTZMANN, Das Mahabharata, 2. 12.
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of the beginning lay before the diaskeuasts of the last redaction of the Ma-

habharata : one giving the very useful table of contents, the other containing

some interesting old tales of gods, Rsis and serpents. They were not consistent

in juxtaposition, but each was too good to lose. The redactors put both in,

making but a poor compromise. This is one possibility. The other possi-

bility is that one of these sections was composed and tacked on to an existing

version of the beginning by the diaskeuasts of the last redaction themselves,

using the same opening device. That would only show—as R. himself con-

cedes in another connection (p, 254)—that though we might regard the ori-

ginal epic as a more or less homogeneous [268} work, the archetype of our

MSS. already contained some inconsistencies and contradictions.2

Type No. 2 (N=4S). IL agree with R. that when there is a conflict between

N and S and they stand opposite to each other with two divergent readings.

no definite decision is, in general, possible as to which is the original ; the

versions should «@ priori be placed on an equal footing and treated with im-

partiality? Accordingly, in such cases, I have adopted as stop-gap the

reading of N, placing a wavy . Sow that the reading is uncer.

tain. R. mentions an procedure of mine, bu

the exception is only apparen d°to understand my motives ir

departing from my usual pr jlitary instance of the benedic.

tory stanza with which the ep véyanam namaskriya etc.), |

have printed it above the line no ; found in K ,, or in K or ever

in N, but simply as a mangal: hat the stanza is missing in S$

There is, therefore, every pr did not belong to the arche:

type. I am also fully aware s a characteristic mark of the

works of the Bhagavata sect an ‘to the Mahabharata.* There is.

however, the fact that all our MSS.gf GhecAdiparvan begin with some bene

dictory stanza. These stanzas have probably usurped now the place of som

simpler mangala with which the epic once began, No orthodox Hindu worl.

can begin without a mangala ; and this edition of the Mahibharata, critica

though it be, is and remains a Hindu work, which could not dispense witl

1 For instance, the story of the birth of Bhisma contains a patent contradic:

tion, The reason why the Vasus were cursed by Vasistha as given in adhy. 9°

(= 96 of the Bombay text) is quite different from and inconsistent with tha:

given in adhy. 93 (=99 of the Bombay text). Both versions occur, in substan.

tially identical form, in both recensions.— Cf. also the passage regarding the eighi

forms of marriage (1. 67. 8-12) in the Sakuntal4 episode. The passage is mad:

up of two different and mutually inconsistent systems of rules, taken from tw»

different sources. llcd and 12¢b have been borrowed from a icontext which men

tions only five forms of marriages; cf. (K.) 13. 79. 9 and DAHLMANN, Das Ma

habharata pp. 203 ff. The sama passage, with some variation, but with the sam:

inconsistency, occurs in Manu (3. 21-26).

2 See my “Epic Studies 1” (JBBRAS Vol. 4), p. 163.

%» BUHLER, Indien Studies, 2. 4 (footnote 2).

16
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a mangala. My recognition of the unoriginal character of the stanza is,

however clearly implied by the fact that I have omitted to give the [269]

stanza a number, differing in this respect conspicuously from the earlier edi-

tions, which treat it as the first stanza of the epic and an integral part of the

text,

The Position of Gy 24.5,

One of the most perplexing forms of variation in the Mahabharata text is

Type No. 4, namely, Partial Agreement. The critical apparatus is a verit-

able labyrinth of complicated and intermingled versions, each with a long

and intricate history of its own behind it. We have unfortunately no single

thread to guide us out of the maze, but rather a multitude of strands inter-

twined and entangled and leading along divergent paths. How difficult it

is to find one’s way in this maze may be realized from the fact that so pains-

taking and able a critic as R., despite his close and conscientious study of

the critical apparatus, could totally lose his bearings the moment the network

gets a little more complicated than

angle is that while the agree-

and fundamental, those of

spurious. Let us first consider

‘ppears to have caused R. most

‘en put forward by R. himself

The really perplexing pa

ments of S$, K, with S are

G,, 2. 4 5 With N are mostly $

the position of the group G, ,

trouble. I shall state the case

{p. 249 f.).

Suparnadhyaya 19 conta

Kasyapa. Garuda introduces £

x of Garuda with his father

giin voristha and makes some

polite inquiries regarding his fat 3 tata kusalam grhesu) and his

mother (kaccit...méata na socatt 4er replies that they are doing

well at home (veddham etot kuSalam grhesu) and then pronounces a blessing

on Garuda (...tvd raksatu...rco yajumsi ; then svastyayanam), This con-

versation assumes in the Mahabharata (1. 25. 7-25) the following form.

Garuda asks his father for some new and substantial food and the father re-

commends the mammoth elephant and tortoise (as in Supama 13. 1 f. Ga-

ruda’s mother does) and proceeds to relate their history. In this scene

the contents of the Supam. are to be found in the “ interpolated”. verses

(here adapted to the new contents). In the beginning (324*: K,.,, N V;

B D T,), the father asks Garuda if he is doing well “in respect of food’?

(kaccid vah kusalarn [270} nityar bhojane) ; the three lines of this N in-

terpolation (says R.) correspond to the equally long S interpolation (326%:

1 This is R.’s rendering (“ fragt nach seinem Wohlergehen ‘in Bezug auf das

Essen’”); but he has evidently misunderstood the line, which may be translated

thus: “Have you (all) been doing well? (have you had) always plenty of

food? ”’.
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Gy. 5. « 5), in which Garuda introduces himself as patetaria Srestha. In

both these N and S groups there follows a common interpolation (327*) in

which Garuda says that his mother is well (matd me kuSala), etc. At the

end of the scene follows in these MSS. (N V, B D T, Gy. 2 4 «3 in Ky. ,

only partly) the blessings of the father (335* ....svastyayanem...T¢0 :'0-

jumst).

Garuda has stolen the Amrta; Indra hurls at him his Vajra; Garuda

shows his strength and drops just one feather (Mbh. 1. 29. 19-= Suparn.

27. 6). Mbh. 1. 29. 23 is similar to Suparn. 28. 2 (Indra then tries to

make friends with Garuda); Suparn, 28. 3 is similar to Mbh. 1. 30. 4 ff.

(Garuda boasts about his great strength).+ In Suparn. 28. 1 it is narrated

that out of Garuda’s feather, which had split in three parts (chinnam tridha

tat kulisena patram), there sprang the peacock, the “two-mouthed serpent-

lords” and the mongoose. The last three padas of this stanza are interpo-

lated at this place in K, , (358*); the first finds an echo in 361*, an inter-

polation of T, Gio4, (tridh@ krlugtadé vajram). K,, has then further

actually cited verbatim Supamn.<%% 35

R. admits that in the

Further 361*, according to R

interpolation in the S MSS., thé

hovered before the eyes of the :

terpolated 358* in K,, After pi

now regard the first scene also a

and S$? Consider that G,, .. ,

N (1. 20. 15; 301* ; 329%; 3:

nquestionably cite Supara.

udged similarly. That is an

of the Suparn, (28. 1) haviag

s in the case of those who in-

all this R. asks: “Should one

ation made independently in N

equently in this episode with

Salone have a remarkably large

number of interpolations, and " sind only G, . 4; M and cere
responds to Supam. 13. 4... up then [271} interpolated tre

passage under the influence of the Suparn. and in its turn influenced the N
groups ? SU[KTHANKAR] gives in 1. 20. 1 the diametrically opposite answer

with an assurance which is out of place in such difficult passages. It cannot

even be strictly proved that these “ interpolations ”? in the first scene, which

are common to N and S, are not an old remnant of the archetype.”

There are in the Adiparvan far more complicated. passages than this ;

this is one of the simpler complications. I shudder at the thought of wht

ne

1 Jt is by no means certain that (as R. says, p. 249) the stanzas which are

common to the Mbh, and the Suparn. have been borrowed by the Suparn, from tiie

Mbh. I believe, on the contrary, that the Suparn, has to be looked upon here 4s

the source from which the stanza in question have been taken over by the epic.

Four of the stanzas are nearly identical in the two works, because they occur as §]:-

kas in the Suparn, and could be utilized by the redactors of the epic version witi-

out change of metre and with some trifling change of language.

-R. means the passaged which have been regarded as interpolations by nie

and excluded from the text,
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R. would have done if he had to handle one of the really difficult cases of

conflation? In the present case, it can, as it happens, be strictly proved

that the doubtful passages of the first scene, which are common to certain N

groups and S groups, are interpolations and no rest of the archetype. Also

I may repeat here most emphatically what I have said in the note on 1. 20. 1

that the irrelevant insertion of 294* in G, , , ; is irrefutable evidence of the

contamination of these four Grantha MSS. from late Northern sources.

We shall consider the second point first. I imagine, R. has misunder-

stood or overlooked the little word “irrelevantly”” in my note on 1. 20. 1.

Otherwise he would have tried to visualize the passage, by reconstructing it

carefully from the critical notes, and then he would have surely come to the

same conclusion as I. All that is necessary in order to prove that 294* is

an interpolation in the Grantha group is to cite the passage in extenso, Here

is a transcript of the passage as it is found in G,, the better preserved of

the two Grantha MSS. belonging to the Bombay Government collection, col-

lated for the Adiparvan.

App. I, No. 13:

{272} Reta fetearca w

294*: agraraqatta: aBe

1. 20. 1: @ aggatiera aaa ag |

waragereneat + Rrifea eta £10)

2: fey a aerqerHegesqararsy |

Raat Apna agai asa |

Even a cursory reading of the passage will show that lines 7-8 of this

passage (which constitute 294*) are thoroughly irrelevant here. The lines

comprise merely a string of attributes of Garuda. There is no finite verb in

1 That would happen when the interpolation may have filled out a factitive

lacuna or what looks like a lacuna in the archetype. Cf. the case discussed by

BELLONI-FILIPPI in his paper in the next footnote.

2 In the stimulating article entitled ‘‘L’episodio di Kadri e d Vinata nell’

edizione critica del Mahabharata” (Traduzioni di epica indiana IT) published in

the Ascoli Memorial volume Silloge Linguistica (Torino 1930), F. BELLONI-FILIPri

justifies the excision of passage No. 13 of App. I (Bombay text 1. 22. 1-3), showing

that the lacuna is only apparent and the textus simplicier is quite in order.
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the sentence and there is no reference to Garuda in the foregoing or follow-

ing lines. The only rational explanation of this state of things is that the

lines were interpolated in an ancestor of G, » 4 ; by a clumsy copyist, who

had missed the right place by four stanzas. Such mistakes occur frequently

in Indian MSS. because the additional lines were, as a rule, first written in

the narrow margin of the MS. and a small mark was made to indicate the

point of insertion. Should the mark get obliterated, the lines would be in-

serted by the next copyist wherever he considered they belonged or fitted

best. If those lines (294*) belonged to the archetype of our MSS. we

should have to assume that they were accidentally mis-placed in a sub-group

of the Grantha version, omitted (for an unknown reason) in another grour

of MSS. K,, D, Ts. M and are found in their correct place only in

Kyo. N V, BD (except D,). Is this plausible? I can hardly think that R

would say so. I am inclined to believe that R. had failed to realize how the

passage actually read in this particular sub-group of the Grantha version

Taking all things into consideration, it is difficult to escape from the con

clusion that an ancestor of the Grai wzbh-group had been compared with:

some MS. or MSS. of the N hich contained the spuriou:

passage 294*. This is the o remember with regard t.

this interesting sub-group of on. It is quite in harmony

with [273} the other fact the tains 25 interpolated passages

in 52 adhyayas (24-75) or ab which have not been found

so far anywhere else. They are 326*, 330*, 337*, 345", 351*

(third line !), 357*, 363*, 364 S873", 382*, 386%; 387*, 388°,

406*, 519*, 584*, 636*, 705 This group moreover co:!-

tains in the same section the fa! $s which it shares only wich

two or three other MSS. (in sor ‘ y on the margin) : 312*, 348",

353*, 399", 404", 421*, 423*, 442*, 469* (phalagruti!), 831*. How these

passages originate is somewhat of a mystery. But as no one would be so

inane as to maintain that these are rests of the archetype preserved only in

a sub-group of the Granthai version and lost without a trace elsewhere, rot

only in the remaining MSS. of the Grantha version but in all other versicns

of both recensions as well, we are inevitably led to the conclusion that tis

sub-group of the Grantha version must present a text exceptionally heavily

padded with indiscriminate additions. This noteworthy fact renders its -ig-

reements with N immediately suspect. And a priori also it is more likely

that, when there is agreement between a sub-group of one version and scme

entirely different version or versions, the sub-group is the borrower. It niay

further be pointed out that 294* is by a long way not the only passage which

this sub-group of the Grantha version shares with the vulgate text, aga:nst

the rest of the Grantha version together with the Sarada-KaSmiri and the

Malayalam versions. Here is a list of these passages (in adhyayas 20-¢3),

which must all be assumed to be interpolated in the sub-group in ques:ion

16A
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under the influence of some MS. or MSS, on which the text of the vulgate

is based, that is, of some late Northern sources.: 294*, 301*, 307*, 327%,

329*, 335*, 341%, 343*, 355*, 385%, 392*, 393%, 396%, 402*, 411%, 419%,

etc.

After this preamble we may proceed to consider the case of the Su-

parn. passage. Here the indebtedness of Gy. ». 4, 5 to the Northern recen-

sion is equally clear and would have been manifest to R., had he but attempt-

ed to visualize the whole passage as it stands in the sub-group instead of

contenting himself with merely counting the number of lines, R.’s initial

mistake lies in thinking that 324* and 326* are equivalent passages, whereas

the passages, although of the same length and inserted at the same point,

are utterly different in contents and have an entirely different significance.

The passage 324* [274} contains a kuéala-question and an inquiry as to whe-

ther Garuda gets enough to eat ; 326*, on the other hand, contains a question

as to where Garuda is going in such hurry ! Remembering this and reading

the various passages together, the relationship between the MSS. will be

clear. It is again a case of irre ertion in the conflated group. The

passage in question reads in | groups as under.

Kos4 NV, BD T, Gh. 2. 4 5

(7ab and 324” ) ( 7ab and 326* )

adisapea Rat goaremaatizqe: | aq at aad aaa |

AMMAR T AMAT ATTLN: | gael Bel mal waaat aA
aed Sa | { qwaeaaay: TATA t

afag: gad Re asa age ge ( saqq cara)

afa alae ah aat Raat ag i att Sta aa cf amnela !

Ky, 3 sNV, BD, Gi « 5

(327*) ~

Tes aT |

Ma A PAG AIGA Ala TAT DEA |

fH gas oa Hise ES aT |

Placed in this way, the reader will see at a glance that while 327* is a

proper rejoinder to the query in 324,* it is totally irrelevant after 326°; be-

cause in G, 4, ;, in reply to Kaéyapa’s question where Garuda is going, Ga-

tuda says “My mother is well, so is my brother, and so am I” etc. This

clearly shows that in G, 4, 5, 327* is a secondary interpolation. Then the

question arises whether 326* could be a rest of the archetype. The probabi-

lity of this being so is reduced to nil not merely by' the fact that the passage

is found only in the highly inflated group G,. 2, 4. 5, but also from the note-

worthy circumstances (which I fear has escaped the vigilant R.) that in
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G,, 2, «, 5, 7ab has been altered from prstes cdkhydtavdn pituh to Kasyapem

diptaiejasam in order to accommodate the additional lines. In any cuse

these interpolations are net common to N and §, as erroneously believed by R.

The history of these interpolations must be something like the following.

The question (which is ‘missing in S except T,) and the answer (which is

found only in T, G, , ; of the S MSS.) regarding Garuda’s gastronontic

requirements (324* and 327*) were interpolated in a part of N (name'y.

the base of the vul-[275}gate), inspired by Suparn. 19. 2. Independent ty

there was inserted in G, , 4 ; a question by Kaéyapa (“‘Where are you

going with such speed ?”) in anticipation of the reply of Garuda in 1. 25, 7

ed, an interpolation which probably has nothing to do with the Supara.

Subsequently, after comparison with some MS. or MSS. of the N recensica,

the answer of Garuda 327* (which, as I have remarked above, fits only to the

question in 324*) was irrelevantly added in an ancestor of G, ». 4, ; by 2n

ignorant copyist after 326*, where it does not fit in the least! This seco-zd

mistake of the copyist of an ancestor of G, ,, ,, , is another valuable piece of

ivrefuiable evidence of the conis these four G MSS, from sore

late Northern source.

I have remarked above th

1. 25, 26 must also be regard

thing from the MS. evidence, a:

of the siita : sa tac chrutud pitur

as to what Garuda should nexi

galya altogether. That is why

The reader need be not see

xx svastyayana (335*) befcre

polation. This follows for one

ated by the fact that the worrls

+s Srulud to smrtva |

ossibilities of such indiscrinii-

nate conflation and addition. aratus, if closely scrutinized

and properly understood, will revé: s instances of a similar charz.c-

ter. Even a close study of the Kumbhakonam edition, prepared in our own

times by two excellent Southern Pandits, will throw some light on the men-

tality of the old redactors of the Mahabharata : parallel and even contrad 1:

tory versions are placed quite unconcernedly side by side, regardless of tie

effect on the reader, regardless of the fact that sentences are left hanging in the

air, that passages do not construe. Here one notices above all the anxiety

that nothing that was by any chance found in a Mahabharata MS. should

be lost. Everything was carefully preserved, assembled in a picturesque d.s-

array. The guiding principle was to make the Mahabharata a “ thesaurus

of all excellences,” culled no matter from what source. At the beginning of

his commentary on the Sanatsujatiya,1 Nilakantha naively remarks :

{276} satnaaith vacgarha wvaaeheaieeanataageaay a earaesslay

MET UNI ATAMHA METAS |

1 Cf. Udyoga 42. See also TELANG, Sacred Books of the East, vol, 8,

p. 203 f.; and WINTERNITZ, Ind, Ant, 27 (1898). 128,
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That is why it is safe to assume that far more stanzas must have been

added to the Great Epic than omitted from it. It follows from this as a co-

rollary that the archetype must almost completely-——if not quite completely-—

be contained in the extant MSS.2

It will thus be seen that the assurance with which I have spoken (in the

note on 1. 20. 1) of the contamination of G, ,. 4. ; from late Northern sour-

ces is amply justified ; and that the passages common to this sub-group and

the vulgate text (324*, 326*, 327*) mentioned by R. are in fact interpolations

and no remnants of the archetype.

The Position of K,

If I understand R. (v. 248, lineg 1-3) right—his remarks are somewhat

confused—he questions the propriety of my treating the concordant readings

of the Southern recension and the Kaémirt (Sarada) version (against the

rest of N) as original readings, But in the course of the same paragraph,

he expresses his unqualified approval of the procedure of Prof. LUpErs in

accepting as original the consenaig nd.8 {against the rest of N). Now,

as a matter of documentary. ier&, is no difference whatsoever

between the consensus of K 4 D on the one hand and the

consensus of B and G against 1 because the relationship bet-

ween the different versions nis 1c following’ type :

a

4 | 7 | | |
*S (*K) *N *B “1 *T 4G *M

where X is the intermediate archetype of the vulgate, and *K, *B, etc. are

the (uncontaminated) archetypes of K, B, etc.

{277} If Prof. Luprrs gives preference to the consensus of B and G

against the D MSS., it is to be presumed that he would likewise give prefer.

ence to the consensus of K and S against B (with or without D). Let us see

what Prof. LUpERs himself has to say on the point :*

. .Dagegen ist es sehr erfreulich zu héren, dass von Adhy. 26 an noch

ein altes Saradd-Manuskript auf Birkenrinde zu Geboté steht, voraussichtlich

der einzige vollkommen echte Vertreter der KiSmiri-Version.

“Das ist um so mehr zu begriissen, als die Kaémiri-Version den relativ

4ltesten Text des Epos bietet. Mit keiner der iibrigen nérdlichen Versionen

1 Cf. RUBEN, op. cit. p. 245.

2 Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1930, Heft. 24, Sp. 1141,



EPIC STUDIES II 241

stimmen aber die siidlichen Handschriften so genau iiberein wie mit der

Kasmiri-Version. Andererseits zeigt diese keine der offenkundigen Zusiatze

der stidlichen Rezension. Die raumlich weite Getrenntheit der beiden Hand-

schriftengruppen schliesst die direkte Abhingigkei der siidlichen Rezension

von der Ki§miri-Version nahezu aus. Es ist daher anzunehmen,.dass da, wo

die beiden in Lesarien zusammenstimmen, die Lesungen des dltesten Textes,

der erreichbar ist, vorliegen. Zu dieser Beurteilung des Verhdéiltnisses der

Kasmiri und der siidlichen Handschriften, die Sukthankar vertritt, war auch

ich bereits bei der Herstellung der Druckprobe gelangi wenn mir auch von

der Kaémiri-Version nur die ziemlich nachlassig geschriebene Handschrift det

Bibliothek des India Office 2137 vorlag.... Selbstverstindlich kann auch dic

Kaémiri-Version Textanderungen enthalten, und der Herausgeber ist meine:

Erachtens im Rechte, wenn er gelegentlich der Bangali-Version, mit der dir:

Maithili-Version und der Text des Arjunamiéra in allgemeinen zusammen:

gehen, da wo sie mit den siidlichen Handschriften tibereinstimmt, den Vorzu::

gegeben hat.”

Prof. LUpERs, in other

Herr Dr. RUBEN dissents !

The Exia

When I adopted 2050 as the

parvan, I did not do so, as R.

UTGIKAR or anybody else. 21

it represents the reading of ¢

MS. (V,) and Nilakantha vé

there is a certain amount of pr 3 being well represented in the

old Northern MSS. of his time. whether R. knows that it is the

reading of all printed editions as well ; it looks as though he does not.

- adopting the figure was that:

< supported by the Maithi.i

* When Nilakantha adopts it,

Now let us consider the claims of the other variants. S has an obvious! y

inflated text.2 This inflated text appears to have been recounted in the South

by the diaskeuasts and the Parvasarngraha figure altered accordingly to 3500.4

So the reading of S may be left out of consideration altogether. The othr

Northern variants are as follows :

2015: wat: aaa g Ks

2300+ =ytr staat a K,; Vim By. 3. am Dy. 2. 14

2500: aa -atastarft a Bi Dy

1 Ttalics mine!

2 See my remarks in “Epic Studies II”, pp. 188 ff. supra, on the value of the

figures in the Parvasarhgraha.

3 See Liipers, “ Ueber die Grantharecension des Mahabharata”, Abh. d. Ges.

d, Wiss, z. Gottingen, 1901, p. 52.

4 See Editorial Note (2) to Fasc. 3, p. iii.
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aa oa zat 4 Ky Bi Da Diy

ater ta gaia = Dr Dy

Only one thing that is plain in the midst of the prevailing confusion is

that the text has been counted and the figure adjusted more than once. The

peficadasaivea of K,, however, is obviously only a corruption of paficasad eva

of the text1 Thus the text reading represents the reading of K except K).;,

There is no adequate reason for giving preference here to the readings of K,

or K,, because they not only disagree among themselves, but each finds only

desultory support from other Northern MSS. What could the editor do under

these circumstances but leave the reading of the vulgate (supported by the

majority of K) in possession and mark it as doubtful? The text figure

appears, however, in a certain measure, to be supported and even made prob-

able by the facts of the case; because there are in existence, as a matter of

fact, a few MSS. of the textus simplicior (F A M)2—and with the constantly

operating [279} urge towards inflation their number will be necessarily small

--which are approximately cf that

The figure 2500, I must «

regards 2300, which approxitr

and which is documented by §&

guess that it represents the mea!

version in which the Kali (or Dhy

with some other accretions. Ali

justified in adopting in the P:

‘What R. means‘ by sayi

might have been :

WeaTH Whaat THR a

is beyond my comprehension. Does he mean that I should have set this

(imaginary) line in the constituted text in place of the one which I have,

or does he only want to show that he can compose an Anustubh line? If it

is the latter, I will readily admit that the line is metrically, grammatically

and stylistically impeccable, and does him credit. As we do not, however,

want to réwrite the Mahabharata, such manufactured lines have no value

for us. The only sound test of the correctness of a reading is the evidence

it. adequately explain.? But as

re extent of the vulgate text

: others, one may hazard the

of that section of the Bangali

3ad been first interpolated along

ictered, I think I was perfectly

reading which I did adopt,

the reading of the archetype

ee een ele ane

1 The only difference between K, and the text is that the former has

°cadagai® for °cdsade°® of the latter

2 UtTcIKAR did not realize it, but I surmise that his F A M are also MSS. of

the K version, that is, Devanagari transcripts of Sarada originals.

2 J surmise that it is the extent of some composite text (like that prepared

by the scholiast Ratnagarbha), comprising the vulgate text plus some interesting

additions gleaned from the Southern recension.

¢ A line made up by R. on the basis of UrcrKar’s statement that there are

1729 stanzas common to N and S. ,
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of MSS. In overriding this evidence, R. is unguardedly opening wide the

door to a subjective ‘‘ Héhere Kritik”, which is the only thing that we must

rigorously avoid doing at this stage of the Mahabharata studies and which

R. would be the first to deprecate if any one else were to attempt it.

Ruben constitutes the Text

At the end of his paper R. has appended, as a specimen, the text of 3

stanzas (1. 26. 1-3), as it should be constituted. The reader who has wad:d

through 15 pages of R.’s disquisition on the complicacies of the Mahabharata

textual criticism will be amazed to discover that notwithstanding the over-

whelming mass of variants and “additional” lines which stand at tic

{280} disposal of the exacting critic and despite the alarming theoretical

doubts and scruples expressed by R. in the earlier part of his paper, his con-

stituted text differs from mine principally in the readings of two aksaras, aid

the addition of a line which he himself subsequently (p. 256) admits to ce

a probable interpolation! The difference between our readings is as follov’s.

In line 1 he hesitatingly sets ’matre’.fox.my °médtré, and in line 3 bhanki-d

for my bhagnadm. R. (doubtfy vour of °mdtre on the ground

that it is a lectio difficilior ang himself—of course in another

place (p. 253)—the criterion ‘, is problematic and proves

nothing. Here is a neat little § refers the lect. diff. and sets it

in the text, because the criterior ff. is problematic and proves

nothing !—-As regards the secon admits that though he prefers

bhankivd, the differentiation ali bhagnam to bhankiva may

be an innovation (p. 256).

The other difference in thé: fited by R. and by me lies in

the underlining of the uncertain ext. Let me at once admit that

I have been rather remiss in shi extain portions in this passage.

The device is a practical makeshift and by its very nature hard to apply

strictly and consistently, But the difficulty is not solved by R.’s marking

below the text wavy and straight, single and double lines, in season and ot

of season, as soon as he espies a variant in the critical apparatus. An edition

prepared on R’s plan would be indeed not critical but hypercritical. Evin

a constituted text is after all a text, meant to be read like any other tert,

and not a chart of the aberrations of careless copyists of the last two mille+-

nia. While it would be foolish to underline bhagndm (line 2) merely on thc

1 Even with his reading, R.’s translation is inaccurate. The translation should

be: “ Aber kaum hatte der tibermiachtige Garuda (den Baum) mit seinen Fiissen

beriihrt, als der Ast des Baumes abbrach”, etc. and not “ Nachdem (der Baum}

von Garuda beriihrt war, brach von ihm ein Ast,” etc. R.’s translation omits i,

fpadbhyam and baliyasG and ignores the force of °matra—(ifc.) |With R.’s reading

°matre, the word s@ in line 1 (for which there is no variant even in TGM,) ie-

mains unclaimed and has to be forcibly connected with sa@kha in the middle of the

following line. Altogether the reading adopted by R. is unsatisfactory.
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ground that three (inferior) MSS. D,.,,, read for it lagném, which is obvi-

ously a clerical error, it is fatuous to underline text-words merely because

some MS. [281] or other has a divergent reading, as R. does in the case of

baliyasa (K, mahdimandé), sa tad- (G, sarsih), tesim eva? (N, tesdm

caiva’), etc.

With regard to the short explanatory notes (p. 255f.) added by R.

below the specimen of the text, I have to make the following comments.

The participle s#ayamana is not “episch”, but smayan (of the text)

may be, since the root smi is commonly used with middle endings——-The line

340* being an interpolation (even R. admits, p. 256, the possibility of its

being that), the adhomukhan of the text is opposed virtually only by the

avanmukhén of the two Grantha MSS. G,, ,, because the remaining adverse

MSS. (G,, 2. ; M), while trying to interpolate the Vaikhanasas -(under the

influence of Suparn. 13.4), have obviously altered the last. foot of the line

(2d) ;* therefore the text reading adkomukhdan is hundred per cent. certain

and in need of no underlining, straight .or wavy.—In view of the fact that

340* is missing even in T G,,, to the general character of

G,, 2. 4, 5 explained above, th shtest doubt about the spuri-

ousness of 340 * ; the line was exted in M and copied thence

by the highly inflated group G5 orm jagrhe is found only in

five Devanagari and two Souther Malayalam and one Grantha).

In old Devanagari MSS. (wriit “matras), jegrhe would be all

but indistinguishable from jag7i% So the reading of these Deva-

nagari MSS. may be ignored x¢ Bangali and the Southern

MSS., which would carefully : yeon. the two words, have jag-

raha, with two insignificant exce Southern recension. It is on

that account that jegraha was 2 text, and it is not doubtful —

3ef is certainly a third line, but is in spite of that quite certain. The line is

not missing in any MS., and as for its reading there is agreement on all

material points between all versions of both recensions. Thus K and S agree

completely with each other as far as e is concerned, which is a very signi-

ficant fact in its favour and should not be lightly ignored. The variations

concern mainly f. The difficult pravisdiayat, a lect. diff., preserved only in

K, was the cause of the remodelling of the pada in S and the vulgate. Of

{282} course all guesses as to how the variants have actually arisen must be

more or less problematic. I would, however, hazard the conjecture that the

way to the variant previcdlayan was virtually paved by the southern tend-

ency to confuse the palatal sibilant (5) and fricative (c) : the successive
Lea

steps in the corruption would be pravisdiayan, corrupted to *°catayan and

1 Gy 94, 5 have used their adhomukhaém in 340*. They therefore substitute

tapodhanan in its place in the original line. M has worked out another combina-

tion (tapodhandn-avanmukhan).
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then “corrected” to * °caleyan. The vindsayan of K, D, is perhaps an ori-

ginal gloss; or (more probably) a wrong correction of an original mislec-

tion, the successive steps being visétayan, *visdnayan (ta and na being writ-

ten almost alike in old Devanagari MSS), and vindgayan. The difficuly

with the word pravisdétayan may be realized when it is remembered that the

Dh&tupatha knows no root like Saf or Sat; it cites only Sad !

* Ba e

RUBEN’s long disquisition on the difficulties of the Mahabharata textual

criticism boils down to this: only that portion of the text! which is doct-

mented by both recensions, in identical terms, is folerably certain ; the rest

is doubtful in varying degrees, there being no criterion whatsoever which can

enable us to discriminate with complete confidence between the variants ;

even the concordance between K and S (against B D)# is not conclusive evi-

dence of the originality of the common reading. This is a more or less ob-

vious standpoint, though partly | erroneous and distinctly timid and conser-

vative, It was hardly necessars eferent ” to write so much in order

to say so little. His attitu abt has caused him to make

unwittingly some wild exagze arranted generalizations as |

have shown above. His perfun the manuscript. evidence has le:

him occasionally to make gross @ estimation of the relationship

of the different manuscript grav ons, some. of which have been

pointed out above. Many of yf the Mahabharata. textual cr'-

ticism of which he speaks in h } due to his failure to under-

stand the modus operandi of copyists of the epic and his

lack of insight into the charac! rent manuscripts—an insight

which can be acquired. only af eiimillarity with the manuscripts

themselves and a close and patient study of their tendencies and idiosyr.-

cracies. RUBEN’s paper is, in general, quite intelligent, but not at all im-

portant for the Mahabharata textual criticism.

IV. More Text-Critical Notes.*

The Mahabharata Textual Criticism is unquestionably making progress :

slow but steady progress. There are many things in it still that are

obscure, but some things have undoubtedly been cleared up. Thus there

seems to be consensus of opinion among scholars now on the following points.

-

1 R, seems to have somehow a lurking partiality for the consensus of B and

S (or even Band G). If he only knew, the agreements between K and S are likely

to prove much sounder than those between B and S; for, while there are indic: -.

tions that there may be sporadic contamination between B and G (and perhaps

even between B and S$), the (genuine) Kasmiri version (S$) and S as a whole have

certainly the appearance of being almost wholly independent of each other through

out the Adiparvan.

* {ABORT 16, 90-1131.
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The Mahabharata textual tradition, as we know it, is far from being

quite uniform. There are now two main streams of tradition, the Northern

Recension and the Southern Recension. Each recension is further sub-divided

into a number of provincial versions, which differ inter se in many parti-

culars, But the text of the Mahabharata must have been in a fluid state for

a very long time, almost from the beginning. Clearly therefore a wholly

satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine form-—even the late so-called

Satasdhasti samhitéd form—would be a task now beyond the powers of criti-

cism. All that we can attempt now is to reconstruct the oldest form of the

text that is possible ta reach on the basis of the MS. material available. The

peculiar conditions of the transmission of the epic necessitate an eclectic but

cautious utilization of all MS. classes. The Kasmiri version (fexius simpli-

cior) has proved itself so far to be unquestionably the best Northern version ;

and the Malayalam, which in many respects is superior to the Grantha, is

likewise the best Southern version (fextus ornatior), The agreement between

the Kaémiri version anid the Soutt ‘<nsion (or sometimes even ‘merely

the Malayalam version) can wale sdication of originality. But

contamination between the 4 was inevitable and must be

admitted. The Telugu MSS. the Grantha MSS. frequently

contaminated from Northern 968 the Malayalam version, which

is on the whole free from North may show some contamination,

in unexpected places. [91} in fs: ons, with the possible exception

of the Kaémiri, are contaminate srees. It is, therefore, often a

very ticklish question to deci nents are original and which

secondary. Notwithstanding ¢ “experience has now shown, the

case is not as desperate as it mig sear. For one thing, there is

a considerable bulk of text wher 2 and Southern versions are in

full agreement, where there are no variants at all, or—more frequently—only

unimportant variants : this part of the text is fortunately certain. There is

then the question of the “additional” passages, that is, passages found in

only one of the rival recensions. There is only one rational way of dealing

with these “additional” passages: they must be carefully segregated from

the rest: of the text, and examined individually. The onus of proving the ori-

ginality of these “additional” passages will naturally rest on him who

alleges the originality : the documents speak naturally against them, but their

evidence is not by any means conclusive.

These are some of the principal findings of the Prolegomena. It is assur-

ing to find that these conclusions have been restated and endorsed emphati-

cally by so cautious and judicious a critic as Prof. M. WINTERNITZ in his

recent review of the Adiparvan volume, in the pages of these Anmals (Vol. 15,

pp. 159-175), The outlines of the reconstruction may, therefore, be taken

to be correct, and the method of reconstruction sound. There is bound to be

difference of opinion as regards details. When there are hundreds of thous:
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ands of readings to be considered and weighed, it is natural that all the selec-

tions would not satisfy all readers ; and there are bound to be smail slips in

so enormous and difficult a work as this. But the reader has the advantage

of having the full critical apparatus before him, prepared with all possible

care and presented in a convenient manner. The reader may easily substi-

tute in the text any reading that appeals to him better. Prof. WINTERNITZ

has thus shown his preferences, in the article mentioned above, in a certain

uumber of cases, where he differs from me as regards the choice of readings.

They are passages, as he tells us, which he came across in reading parts of

the Critical Edition with his pupils in the Indologisches Seminar at Prag.

He has thus published these criticisms after much thought and discussion

with [92} other scholars. I gladly take this opportunity, therefore, to present

my view of the case, setting forth the reasons which have guided me in the

choice of the readings adopted by me in the Critical Text.

1. 3, 60: gird va Samsdami.

I have indeed assumed that agesement between K (strictly speaking,

between the original Kasmiri éast the Sarada MS. 8,) and £

is a sufficient though not a ‘originality. But there is no

ugreement here between K and €, represents the version K ir

a comparatively pure form (Pré 3; but Ky is not K; and k,

is, on the whole, decidedly a b&b niative of the Kaémirni versior

than K, (Prolegomena, p. XLIX e K, and K, have differen

readings : K, agrees with S, and vest of N! This fact has bee.

ignored by WINTERNITZ. As f of N, and S, I have pointe:

out in the Prolegomena (p. UE fr the manuscripts of distan

Nepal are not wholly free from co om from some Southern source o:

sources (direct or indirect).” Thus the agréément between N, and S cannc:

be considered as compelling evidence, by any means. Moreover, it shoul *

be borne in mind that this agreement between K, N, and S concerns merely

the omission of one syllable ; and it is clear that this trifling omission coul'

quite easily take place uilerly independently in the respective groups. Ther: -

fore, even the documental probability in favour of the reading preferred Lv

WINTERNITZ is not at all strong. It is, in fact, considerably weakened kL 1

the following (intrinsic) consideration. N has vé@ and a dodeka (hyperm--

tric) line; S omits v@ and has the eleven-syllable (normal) line, This is 4

circumstance suspicious in itself. It is by no means certain or necessary th it

all the padas of our Tristubhs should be of the eleven-syllable pattern. Sor ie

of these hypermetric padas can indeed be made normal by the omission :f

one or more of the additional syllables, often merely of an expletive. B it

there are many lines which defy such athetization ; for instance, the secoid

pada of the very next stanza (1. 3. 61; ndsatyadasrau sunasau vaijayontau.

Such lines ought to [93]} warn us against giving hasty preference to these nc r-

malizing readings. I have cited elsewhere (Prolegomena, p. XCII) clear
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instances of efforts made by redactors to correct hypermetric padas of Slokas.

Similar efforts are,to be found among the variants of our Tristubhs. But as

the scheme of the Tristubh is more variable and arbitrary, or at least more

complicated and obscure, it is difficult to prove the alterations made by the

different scribes or editors. In this particular instance, however, it seems to

me, there is no reason to assume that the original pada was not hypermetric,

because our pada is a standard hypermeter—a type of which HopKins has

cited numerous instances. Cf. No. 6 of the typical, oft-recurring varieties

(mentioned by Hopkins in The Great Epic, p. 275):

wy v

vwe vows-~-----|

The scansion of our line is:

vn eee | wv nw Le

which, it will be seen, is a pada of the identical pattern.

From the examples given by Hopxins, I will cite here only the follow-

ing :

3. 13.193 mamaiva

5. 42. 9 tatranu (te)

5. 48. 77 vegena (iva):

13. 94. 13 ma (hy} w

Hari, 2, 72. 44 vise

Are we to omit the bracke;

each case, on the ground that £

do not possess yet the collai :

that there will always be sorae versions (or even a whole recen-

sion), which omit these extra sylla ome reason or other. There is

this other consideration. The ancients had as good an ear for the rhythm

of their Tristubhs as we have, if not better. Why and how was the offend-

ing syllable first inserted, and then tolerated by generations of editors? All

N MSS. except D, contain the hypermeter. Is it not, under these circums-

tances, more probable that the original was a hypermetric line, which was

emended by some redactors in conformity with the later ideas of the regular

Upajati metres? [94} This particular hypermeter is moreover antique, for

we find (as HoPKINS has pointed out) already an example of it in Mund.

Up. 3.1.6:

tha jivalokam

2} vidvan samegrah

x some similar syllable—in

metre, if not the sense? We

passages, but I am confident

yaira (tat) satyasya patamam nidhanam,

with the scansion ~ vy ---v | v » — v —- ~> which differs from our
line as regards the quantity of the first two syllables only ; ours has an

iambic opening, the Mundaka line trochaic. Here, also, we can with im-

punity omit the bracketed syllable (tat), and get a line which is metrically

a “better”? line, but obviously not the original one. I am, therefore, fully

persuaded that in all such cases we have original hypermeters. These old
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stanzas were not built at all on the pattern of the later, more regular, class:-

cal metres, but followed some other finer rhythmic principle, which escap-s

our methods of rough analysis by syllable-counting—Now as regards the

sense, The exact explanation of the phrase giré vd Sarzsami is, 1 admit, difficult.

Nilakantha offers the facile explanation: va@sdbdas carthe (ie. va = ca,

which can hardly be considered satisfactory. Devabodha analyses the phra:e

into giravt+a@=Saisdmi (with girau, loc. of giri), but that hangs togeth:r

with his interpretation of the ASvins as the Sun and the Moon, which is n +

very convincing. It is possible to interpret the words as ‘ gird v@’ Saiisdnii

(i.e. vaitasamsami), as is done by some editors. On the other hand, it 15

also possible to emend v@ to vam (“ye two,” acc. dual), which would give

a satisfactory sense. This reading, which is menticned as a patha by Arju-

namiéra, is found in only one of our inferior MSS. (D.). It seemed to mie

such an obvious emendation that I did not like to adopt it on such slend.r

MS. evidence, and I have hesitatingly (as shown by the wavy line) set

the text the old Northern reading vd, which is unquestionably a lectio difi-

cilior. The whole hymn is, howevé ture and full of interpretative ar -J

other difficulties. It will ha d dealt with more minute 7

before we can be sure of it: But I am fully persuadd

that vd@ (or some such word} { the original line, and it wou d

be a mistake to omit it.

1. 3. 145

Why WINTERNITZ should }

understand. It is merely an

imperfects are most common it: ¢

prepositions, as in this case. FE xy (Sanskrit Grammar, § 587c )

remarks : ‘ Besides the augmen rms with md prohibitive, thee

are also found occasionally in the later language augmentless imperfec -

forms (very rarely aorist-forms), which have the same value as if they we 2

augumented, and are for the most part examples of metrical license. They

are especially frequent in the epics’ (whence some scores of them are quoi-

able).” To this, in 1884 (that is now more than fifty years ago), HOoLT'-

MANN added the note :

“Beispiele von fehlendem Augmente des Imperfects sind ziemlich hat -

fig, besonders in Compositum und hier wieder in solchen, die mit auf @ au--

lautenden Prapositionen, eva, upa, ape, zusammengesetzt sind: aber nicht

ganz vereinzelt ist der Mangel nur bei bhavan sie wurden 3, 110, 3 = 9971.

ll, 27, 14:= 813. 16, 1,9=9 u. a.”

He has given the following examples: prcchat, patan, cintayan; mar»

yadhvam, budhyetam ; vyapagacchataém ; adhyavasyan, avabudhyata, avati: -

thata, aveksetém, avapadyanta, paryavasthépayat ; abhyupamantrayat, upe -

ivasatam.

bts about xivasatam, 1 fail -o

tiect, and [95} augumentle:s

ially in the case of verbs wilh

1 Italics mine.
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tisthetam, upanrtyanta; abhistuvan, abhidhavetam, abhyarcayat ; samuttis-

(han, utihépayan, uccdrayan ; paripdlayan, nivartayetam, nirjayat; sam-

grhuitam ; svikarot. ‘The Critical Ed. has, besides nivasatdm, the following :

radhydta 1. 58. 8, avabudhyata 120.11, avatisthat 189.11, avameamsthah

(no. v. 1. !) 189. 21, samabhidravat 218, 28. There are many others, less

certain. A number of instances will be found in the Tentative Edition of

the Virdtaparvan by Mr. Utcixar; the Critical Edition of this parvan, I

may add, will again contain quite a few instances of this particular solecism.

How many examples are really needed before it is admitted that augument-

less imperfect forms occur regularly in the Mbh., and we cease to talk of

“correct” and “incorrect” forms? The augmentless forms are quite

as “correct” as the other as far as the Mbh. is concerned.

WINTERNITZ points out that the “correct” form “is given by the Kaémi-

rian transcript K,, by the Maithili and Bengali MSS., by Arjunamiéra, and

by some Southern MSS.,” and therefore he prefers it. It is a wonder that

{96} it is not given by more MSS. ; because the tendency is always to change

an “incorrect” form into the “ ¢ox We have here to look not to the

MSS. which have the “ corre ose which have not the “ cor-

rect” form! Let us look at If nwasatdm be the original

reading, then there are two w. the text: (i) keep vasatam

of the original and change the safadm, and thus make it “ cor-

rect”” (Central sub-recension an am, independently), or (ii) keep

ni- intact, and change the word t nivasatah, (“K” version) ;

both are represented here. Il, d, nyavasatam were the origi-

nal reading, no one would th it later to nivasat@m ; and

nivasatah of K would also be gible. The text reading niva-

satém thus explains, to a certai ww the other readings may have

arisen and has therefore been preferred. And I think there cannot be much

doubt about its correctness and originality.

1. 3, 183 prabrihi va kim kriyatém dvijendra,

If WINTERNITZ prefers me kim, he must, at the same time, also prefer

karaniyam adya | yendsi karyena etc., found in N (except K B, D,,;) ; but

he did not realize it. The me kim of the Vulgate cannot be joined to kriya-

tam dvijendra of KB, D,,, S. There is no MS. which reads prabrihi me

kin kriyatan dvijendra | susrusur asmy ddya vacas tuadiyam. The reading

of the line proposed by WINTERNITZ will be like an animal with the head

of a horse and tail of a donkey ! The text reading of the entire line—nay, of

the entire stanza—occurs verbatim in K,, ;, I think, the original Northern

reading was probably prabriihi vd kim, as in text. If vé@ be useless after pra-

brahi, it is more than useless after kim, where WINTERNITZ would have it.

It is conceivable that the (original) Northern reading (preserved in K,. 4 4.

is corrupt, and we ought to give here preference to S$. That is another mat-

ter. Not being convinced that v@ kim of K,. , , was “secondary” or cor-
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rupt froin Rist va of S, I have adopted, in the text, vd kim underlining it to

show that it is less than certain. But mds kim, maim yat, me kim, me tvain,

vakyam of the Northern MSS. are clearly all secondary, and need not he

considered at all.

{97} 1. 55. 3 Srotum patram ca rajams tiem.

I have taken the Saradia MS. only as the norm for my edition ; I have

not undertaken to reproduce its text verbatim, The Srotrpatram ca rajancs

ivam of $, K is opposed by all other MSS. And, moreover, as there is agre:-

ment between B D and S—-more or less independent versions—on the readir.z

Srotum patrarn ca réjams tuam, this reading is indicated as the original, ard

has been adopted, without wavy line; a procedure quite in accord with the

principles of text reconstruction laid down in the Prolegomena (p. XCI!.

WINTERNITZ finds Srotrpatrem. ca réjams tuém of K “ better Sanskrit,’ but

I must frankly confess that I could not make head or tail of it, and I cati-

not understand it even now. The text reading is the same as the reading of

the Vulgate and of the Southern re nm, and is besides quite clear, ancl,

as far as I can judge, flawless, ; be translated : “ And thou

art, O King, a fit person to ki frati Katha),” a sense which

suits the context admirably. ras here an entirely differer:

reading for the whole stanza. Tf : reading preferred by WINTEF-

NITZ, then we must read the sta

Srotrpairam ca rajaps t

guror vaktraparispandd;

in Bharati Subhé |

fativa mam ||,

the variants of the other ve-

iginal reading. Our text! repre-

vhich has here, in my opinior.,

which is apreciably different fr

sions do not at all suggest that»

sents the reading of the Souther

the greatest probability.

1. 56, 8: kathem vyatikraman dyite.

It is natural that W. should demand wavy lines for this verse. I admit

the line is most puzzling, and I only lighted upon the solution of the puzzle

by accident, after prolonged wrestling with it. An explanatory note was reall.

called for, because the first line is absolutely unintelligible unless one know:

the particular meaning of the root vyatikram intended here, which is “ta

wrongly submit or surrender oneself to, wrongly take to (a thing or person.

ace.)”, It is a rare meaning, but not unknown. It is given in the dictionarie.

of MONIER WILLIAMS (ed. 1899, s. v. [98} vyatikram), and MACDONEL,

(s, v. kram). It appears not to be given in PW, but pw has (s, v. kram)

“-verkehrter Weise sich einer Sache (Acc.) hingeben”. One example of the

use is (B.) 12. 174, 36:

atha ye buddhim aprapta vyatikrantés ca miidhatam

te ’tivelam prahrsyanti samtapam upeyanti ca | |
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Here vyalikrantas ca mudhatéim must mean “ those who have surrender-

ed themselves (wrongly) to folly” ; no other meaning will fit, as far as I

can judge, Our stanza is, therefore, to be traslated thus : .

“ How (indeed) did the two sons of 'Prtha, as well as the two sons of

Madri, (tamely) surrender themselves to the tiger among men (Yudhis-

thira), who was being cheated at dice by those wicked men, ard (how did

they) follow him?”

This strange submission consists in their consenting, in the first instance,

to be used as pledges or stakes in that dire game of dice, and acquiescing

dumbly to everything that Yudhisthira did. The Southern recension is un-

animous on the point that the doubtful word was some form of vyatikram ;

and the eight readings recorded in our crit. app. show that it must have been

‘some word which was as unintelligible to the scribes and editors as it is to

WINTERNITZ. WINTERNITz is again mistaken in thinking that the S reading

is vyatikramadyite, This is the reading not of S but of only two MSS.

(G,.,) out of the thirteen Southern ©. of our crit. app. I myself have

followed S in reading wyatikrann fich is the reading of five of the

Southern MSS. In fact, my: reading of the majority of

the Southern MSS., and is, i se, the true S reading. It is

needless to add that vinirjitem wisaninam of the Central sub-

recension, are emendations, ma ho could not make head or tail

of the original. For it is clear ¢ wad change vinirjitam or vya-

saninam to any of the Southern ic the reverse would be the most

natural thing in the world. £ ‘orthy of note that while the

Northern MSS. have the eas is no agreement between the

Kaémiri and the Central sub-r ey must therefore represent in-
cllowing certain other S MSS.dependent alterations of a thir

P. P. S. SAstri has adopted the reading [99} vyatikramom dyite (without

recording any v. 1.) ; but I am inclined to think that this is a wrong analysis

of °kramandyute which in S MSS. stands for both °kramam dyite and

°kraman dytite-—Now that I have explained how the awkward word is to

be interpreted, I have no doubt that WINTERNITZ will agree with me that the

text reading is correct.

1. 57, 20: kriyate *ucchrayo nrpaih.

There has been extraordinary reluctance among scholars to face the fact

that the Mbh, text once contained far more examples of hiatus than what one

deems right or reasonable for such an ancient and venerable text. But there

is hardly any excuse now for such hesitation. On p. xciii of the Prolegomena,

I have given numerous instances of the surreptitious efforts of scribes and

redactors to eliminate hiatus, which show that hiatus was an anathema to

them. It is well. known that the Sandhi is not rigidly observed in the Vedic

Sarnhitas, the Brahmanas, and the Upanisads, in Pali, and in Prakrit works.



EPIC STUDIES IV 253

Why must the Sandhi then be rigidly observed in the popular epic, a work

which has its roots firmly embedded in the soil of the heroic poetry of the

Siitas, and which has throughout preserved vestiges of its humble origin? The

only reference (so far as 1 know), in the poem itself, to the Mbh. being a

Kavya (kriemn mamedam bhagavan kavyam paramepijitam) -has now ¢'s-

appeared with the Brahma-Ganeéa interpolation in the Adi, and we are thus

left only with a Purana, Itih’sa or Akhyana. A specimen of this class of

work may surely contain sporadic instances of hiatus, without our being

scandalized, It is futile, I may add, to try to apply to this category of popu-

ler literature the rules of the dialect of the high-brow Sistas. We may exp:ct

every conceivable solecism in the language of the Mbh., and we find, in fact,

an amazing variety of them; the hiatus, which was extremely common, is

only one of such so-called irregularities. But for this strange modern anti-

pathy towards hiatus, WINTERNITZ would have recognized that the emenca-

tion is quite legitimate and certain. WINTERNITZ considers the North-

erm readings but wholly ignores the Southern, which is fatal to his

argument. S does not contain: ter. abhi) which is found only in

certain N MSS., and is besic G0} TG have recast the linc :

kurvanty ete dhvajocchrayam, note the active voice!), that

is, a form of the root kr (hk & the head of the pada, All

these versions have the verb, it _ in the beginning of the pada.

M contains the same three wor ate, ucchrayah and nrpaih, but

transposes Rriyate and wechray rayah kriyate nrpaih. This 13

the key-reading, which gives inal. You can explain ever:-

thing else, but you cannot sition in M (which normaly

ought to agree with TG), unk from the hypothetical kriyaie

*ucchrayo nrpaih. If you args ex hand, that the reading of M

is an arbitrary variant, which is in no need of a special explanation by mearis

of an emendation, then there is no need of a critical edition either ; because

all MSS. contain approximately the same text and the same story, and the

few differences could be regarded as arbitrary variations which needed no

explanation. With this reading, containing the opprobious hiatus, you ca*

explain all the variations. N inserts a futile and innocuous abhi (corrupte:!

in some MSS. to ati) to destroy the hiatus, M transposes the ucchrayo, whic’

is the chief cause of the trouble; TG recast the original, and substitute «

reading which fits badly in the context, with an active kurventi (having m

proper subject), after kriyate in stanza 19. That is how I regard this litth

complex of readings, and hence the emendation, of whose correctness I mysel

have no doubt whatsoever.

1. 57. 21: hasyariipena samkearah.

This reading is undoubtedly, as WINTERNITZ rightly observes, the lectic

difficilior, but there is not the slightest doubt about its being the origina

reading, judging by documentary evidence, and therefore, there is absoluteh

17A
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no need of underlining it. It is, in the first instance, the reading of the whole

of M, which WINTERNITZ appears not to have realized. I have stated, as my

opinion, that the Malayalam version is the best representative of the Southern

recension (‘Prolegomena, p, LXxiI1). I am glad to note that WINTERNITZ

(Annals, Vol.. 15, p. 170) agrees with me, and that even my learned friend

Vidydsagara Prof. P, P. S. Sastri now endorses it. In the introduction

(p. ili) to Vol. IV of his edition [101} of the Southern Recension, SASTRI

writes : “ Not having been subject to Nayak influence in any manner what-

soever, the tradition handed down by the Malayalam Manuscripts preserved

the Grantha text, in a@ purer and more unmixed form than even some com-

paratively early Grantha manuscripts, as the Malayalam MSS. do not at

all seem to have come into contact with the Northern Recension till ‘very

recent times.”* Now this reading of the Malaydlam version is supported by

the reading of the Kaémiri version ; for though §, is missing, yet K, (India

Office 2137) has the corrupt hémychamya® (for hamsa°® of the rest of N),

and it is well known that in Nagaxi jes of SArada MSS., s is frequently

transcribed wrongly as m ; so t ad hasyahasya (dittography ).

The reading is further borne ’s gloss (the MS. reads hasa°

for our hasy@°) : haseripexn (cf. p. 9910 of the Crit.

Ed, for the gloss), where Aar:s would not fit, for it is not clear

how hamsaripa would be kris urther, Samkarak is the read-

ing of all MSS. except B; Dr, ¥ sarah (an obvious emendation )

and TG which has vdsavah (wt ise be an emendation), origi-

nally, perhaps, only a gloss. the whole of N is supported

by M. Savikerah is here not a but only an epithet, an attri-

bute meaning ‘ auspicious, benefi in (B.) 3, 229. 6 samkara is

used with reference to Skanda : ato bhava. In (B) 3. 201. 29

the epithet mahesvera (“great lord”) is applied to Visnu tvayi .nil-

yam mahesvera. Further in 1. 58. 43, the epithet is@ (“lord”) and

Sambhu (“auspicious”) are applied to god Brahma: prabhavah sarvabha-

tindm isah Sambhuh prajapatih. This shows that the words Samkara, Sambhu,

isa, ma@hesvara, and so on, which are now generally regarded as proper names

of Mahadeva, were still not specialized, but were applied to other gods as

well, as mere epithets, descriptive of their beneficence or omnipotence.

1. 57, 58 : @vayor drsyator ebhih,

Here it is not difficult to see on what authority the adopted reading

tests. The footnotes give here the reading of N V, B D [102} (except D,)

of the Northern, and of G of the Southern recension. The adopted reading

(which is partly supported by the dréyayor of B,) is, therefore, the reading

of the remaining MSS. K D, T M (since §, is missing, as mentioned on

p. 244, at the beginning of the adhy., or as may be seen from the table on

1 Ttalics mine.
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Pp. XXIV of the Prolegomena). The Vulgate lacks here the support of the

Grantha version, which has an enitrely different reading :

Guvayos ca katham brahman bhevisyati samagamah |

The Grantha version dispenses altogether with the troublesome drSya'oh

of the original (or the unsuitable v. 1. drstayok of the Vulgate), thus reveal-

ing its secondary character. The line was recast in the archetype “Sigm: ”

(see the pedigree in the Prolegomena, p. xxx). The textual relations h:re

are ideal, being clear as crystal. WINTERNITZ is right in regarding it as pzss.

part, praes. with active ending. Passive forms with active endings are quite

common in the epic. I adduce a few examples to dispel the remaining dou ‘ts

of sceptics : 1. 11. 15 isyati (v. 1. isyeta, erhati etc.) ; 16. 15 dksipyatah (a0.

yv. 1. explanation); 34. 13 moksyanti (v. 1. moksyante); 47. 9 sambhriyaniu

(v. 1. °bharantu, °bhavantu); 48. 12 daehyatam (no. v. 1.!) 48. 13° pacya-

tam (v. 1. jvalatim, dehyatam) ; 48, 22 diryati (v. 1. Siryatt) ; 53.6 vidiyela

(no. v. 1!) ; 71. 44 dréyet (v. 1. pagyet) ; 124, 24 uhyontah (v. 1. uh

yante) ; 147, 8 vyucchidyet (v. la coeghindydl, chidyeta) ; 165. 24 hriyusi

(v. 1. grhyase, hriyase, pravé dyadbhih (v. 1. adréyaté «a,

adrsyau tau) ; 217. 13 math wine); 218. 49 pravisiryatal: ;

219, 5 adrsyan (vy. 1. adréya, x.

1, 92. 2:

The configuration of the Mi

ings are different in the two line

authority in the first line than

in all MSS. except §, K, (S <

S Ganga salilat), and is, ther xg, obviously far better doc.i-

mented than sayandt of 8, K, of second line, therefore, we have,

practically, only two readings : Sayandt of §, K,, against salildt of the rest ;

therefore the reading of §, K, has been rightly re-[103}-jected. Such is net

the case in the first line. Here we have three nearly independent readin;:s

(S, K, Gangé Srir iva ripint : Vulgate G. striripadharini : S lobhaniyate-

makrtih, which latter is our fourth pada), UHere, while the two Northern

readings are somewhat allied to each other, the Southern reading is entirely

different, having very little connection with the Northern. None of the

readings can be mechanically derived from the other, and intrinsically the:

are all more or less of the same value. Such being the case, the Northern

tradition was, as usual, followed. WINTERNITZ does not say why he think:

striripadharini is better than the other. The reason why 1 chose Srir ivi

ripini (“beautiful like Laksmi”) is that it is nearer in sense to lobhaniyata

makrtih (“with a most enticing form’) of S, than strirtipadharini (“ assum

ing the form of a woman”) of the Vulgate. I have here explained in detai

the exact reasons which have weighed with ‘me in making the difficult choice

but as a matter of fact, they are all three epic iterata and these iterate

se vupini.

the intrinsic merit of the rea:i-

w 'S, K, appear to be of greater

‘ne salilat of the text is found

he word: Text salildi tasme!,
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keep alternating with each other indiscriminately. In such cases, it is im-

possible to decide, with certainty, which is original and which is secondary,

and the matter is also of no great consequence. The uncertainty of the

text tradition has been duly indicated by a wavy line.

1. 92. 7: rajan kanyvarin varastriyam.

I am glad WINTERNITZ has drawn my attention to a wrong reading

which has crept in here, through oversight, and J gladly take this opportun-

ity to publish a correction. The reading I had intended to adopt, or at

least I should have adopted, is precisely the one advocated by WINTERNITZ :

rajan kamydm vara’, that of the Kaémiri version (8, Ky...). The fact is

that just for first two words of the last pada of this stanza, there is a con-

fusing array of readings in Northern MSS., all meaning, more or less, the

same thing : réjan kémydin (8, K-24), tajan divyam (K,), divydm kanyam

(Vulgate), kémyamn divyém (B), divydm kaémyam (N,.,). Under these

circumstances, clearly, the Kadmiri reading should have been adopted, ac-

cording to the principles erunei< : FProlegomena, but through a

clerical error kanydm (of thé ‘} has crept in, in place of

kamydm (of the Kaémiri), sded.—_I do not agree with
WINTERNITZ however when fh: epithet kanya is “not very

appropriate for Ganga”. It we gyoropriate, as far as I can see.

It would imply that she was d virgin, which is the regular

meaning of kanya; compare :

1. 57. 63 uvdca matpriye

1, 104. 12 pradde ca tasyik:

(B) 3. 307. 16 sé mayé sa. punah kanya bhavisyasi

It would then answer Pratipa’s obj Cl. 92. 6):

nahat perastriyom kamat gaccheyam varavearyini.

a tvam bhavisyasi

ah sa paramadyulin

But kanydém is not supported by the MS. evidence, and kaémydm is:

that is the main point. The constituted text should therefore be corrected

accordingly by changing kanydm to kamydm.

1. 92. 45: na ca tam kimcanovaca.

Here I do not agree with WINTERNITZ. I am fully persuaded that the

text is quite in order. The first mistake WINTERNITZ makes is in thinking

that sa is the reading of S, K; it is actually given in the crit. app, as the

reading of §, Ky 3. D,;, WINTERNITZ has overlooked the fact that S,

differs from K,, which is in itself suspicious; and K, is also excluded from

the group. If ca has to be translated by “but”, there is no help for it ; for

ca has frequently to be rendered in that way. For the Mbh., I may add,

ca and tu are almost synonymous, ¢# having entirely lost the specific ad-

versative force. It is quite clear that there must have been a period in the

history of Sanskrit, as it was spoken, in which the two smal] particles ca
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and iu were confused in the mouths of the common people, and were used

indiscriminately. That is, in fact, the only explanation of the curious particle

cu one comes across in certain Asoka inscriptions, which is evidently a com-

bination of ca and tu. The SaradaA MS. undoubtedly offers a “better”

reading, but, as a comparison of the different versions shows, ,it is a clear

innovation or emendation. That the original had something like na ca (of

the text) is proved by TG, which has na tu, only in a slightly different

combination : {105} uvdca kiticin na tu tam. M differs from TG, and

has a third combination, with a new word vacanam, not found in the other

versions : novaca vacanam kimcit, which has neither na ca nor na tu, and

which does not help to solve our difficulty. The sa of some of the Kaémiri

MSS. is not necessary for the context, as the subject mahipatih (“the king’)

occurs in the same line,

1. 92. 50: asteme Vasavo devah.

Practically all the MSS. except those of the D version begin with astau.

which makes it probable (if it dees..not directly prove) that the origina:

must have begun with astat : ‘ 4% (one of the readings pre.

ferred by WINTERNITZ) mu > an emendation, probably a!

a lectio difficiior. The (final and the initial ime of some

Nagari MSS. suggest that the he conjectural * asteme, whic

combines the characteristics of ¢ and which is very close to the

asta me of N,. It is also sug certain extent, by the Benga’ i

astau ye. The conjectural « zct,, the hypothetical form to

which the various readings asf: tau ye, astau hi, and imestau

seem to converge, The convergi satter of which a mathematic:]

proof can be supplied. If Wy s not see the convergence, lie

may substitute for the text read the five readings found in the

MSS. I did not know which to choose ; hence the emendation. The chanze

is not quite unmotivated. The motive appears to have been the seemingly

irregular Sandhi (double crasis) : astau + ime = astd + ime = astenie.

But as a matter of fact, there need not have been any irregularity at all in

the Sandhi, for asteme may simply be resolved into ast@+ime, or asta-+inve,

since besides the heavier @stau, both the forms wsf@ and aste@ were in use,

of which the latter (asta) particularly was used, I think, in all periods of

the language (cf. WHITNEY, Sanskrit Grammar § 483). The translation of

WINTERNITZ is not quite accurate; at least it is not literal. The stanza

has no word for “ obtained birth,” which WINTERNITZ interpolates into it,

in order to justify the reading me, “of me,” which he has further to explin

as “in my body”. Translate: “Those gods, the Eight Vasus, had on

account of Vasistha’s curse become men (lit, attained the state of mer. ).”

{106} 1. 93. 1: manusizn tanum dgatah.

The agreement between S and N V, Dn D, signifies absolutely not ing
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for the original reading ; it is purely the result of conflation. V, is, more-

over, not a version; it is merely a single MS., written in Maithili script,

and as such, capable of showing any reading at random. Again, the agree-

ment of NV, with Dn and S against B Da is most unnatural and thoroughly

suspicious. In other words, the MS. evidence here is extremely confused.

Ordinarily I would have adopted the S, K reading mdnusatuam upagatah,

which has occurred already in the previous adhy. (1. 92. 50), and occurs

again in (B) 3. 83. 66; but owing to the mdnusim of B, which recurs in

S, I have given here preference to the reading of the Bengali version. I

may point out that it is the reading of the entire Bengali version, and not

of a few unimportant MSS., as WINTERNITZ imagines. The readings are

these :

S, K mdnusatvam upagatah

B mdnusimn tanum dgatah

S manusim yonim agatah,

This being the constellatic: j

as good as certain, as suggeste

fore the real variant is onl

was yontm which was corrupte

manusim ltanum Ggatah (preset

recurrent tag mdnusatvam upag

was the original which was cha

to manusim yonim @. In an

here as secondary (cf. Proleg

Band S. Dn D, appear to ha

N V, possibly from Dn.

readings, mdnusim and dgatah are

‘ mit between B and S. There-

:It is likely that the original

#4, and then the original pada

ali only) was replaced by the

ia most unlikely that the latter

wmdnusimn tanum a@°, and in S

wiri reading must be rejected

as shown by the evidence of

wm. from S (ibid. p. LXvir), and

1. 93. 11: devadevarsisevitam.

WINTERNITZ is mistaken in thinking that the hermitage in question was

frequented by Rsis only, and not by gods as well. In fact, the talk is not

about a hermitage at all, but about the [107} forest (vanam) containing

the hermitage. Moreover, it was not an ordinary hermitage, but the hermit-

age of Vasistha, situated on the slopes of the celestial mount Meru (1. 93.

15f.):

Vasistho nama iti sa khyata apava ity uta || 15

tasyasramapadam punyam mrgapaksigandnvitam |

Meroh parsve nagendrasya sarvartukusumavrtam || 16

The forest, therefore, in which Vasistha’s hermitage was situated, was

inhabited and frequented by divine rsis (like Vasistha) and by gods (like

the Vasus). That is how, in fact, the Vasus found themselves in that her-

mitage on that fateful day. If the forest were not frequented by gods, the

Vasus would not have come there at all. If we adopt the reading deva

deuarsisevitam (which is plausible) then the compound must be taken to
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mean “frequented by gods and rsis” (and not by divine ris, as WINTER-

NITZ understands it). According to our text, the forest was frequented by

gods and divine rsis. As will be seen, there is not much to choose betwen

the readings, but I prefer the text, because only the divine rsis like Vasistla

could reach those regions, not ordinary rsis. Moreover, such adjectives

(forming the entire second half of the line) are extremely common in t:e

descriptions of sacred forests, hermitages, tirthas, with many variants, 3s

may be seen from the following examples from the Aranyaka’ (Bom. Ed.) :

3. 82. 41 devarsipitrsevita

84. 46 siddhagandharvasevita

87. 5 rdjarsigandasevita

89. 7 devagandharvasevita

89. 8 devarsiganasevita

90. 21 brahmarsiganasevita

156. 10 siddhacdranapijita

and 145, adevarsipujita,

which latter has our combin

separated from devarsi, for

d in which deva cannot he

= arsipujitam |

yvopasobhitamn | |

tatrapasyata d

Nara-N aréyanasths
2

fam) is used with referen:e

ike the [108} penance grov.s

ayan peaks. I do not wish

The adjective devadevarsi.

to the most sacred and inace

cn Meru or Gandhamadana,

to suggest that the simple ph: 4fam would not have sufficed

here. I only want to show t! bing wrong with the text reac-

ing, which is proved by the Kasmiriversioni (S, K). From the graphicil

point of view, the difference between the readings (dev@ and deva-) is <0

slight that the documentary evidence actually counts here for very little. <C

is just owing to this uncertainty that the reading has been underlined in tke

critical text.

1. 214.9: Dhermeraje * atipritya.

Here again we notice WINTERNIT2’S prejudice against hiatus, to whic

I had drawn attention in the discussion on 1, 57. 20, above. But here my

case is stronger still. As far as the Vedic tradition is concerned, ¢ (like @}

remained unchanged before a which was generally elided in the written tex’,

but, according to the evidence of metre, must almost invariably in th:

Rgveda and generally in the Yajurveda and Atharvaveda, be pronounce!

whether written or not. According to the statistics prepared by Vedic

scholars, it must be pronounced in the Rgveda in 99 per cent of the case:

in the Atharvaveda and the metrical portion of the Yajurveda, in abou!

80 per cent of its occurrences. This shows that in the older stages of th:
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language, at any, rate, any Sandhi between final e (or 0) and initial a was

rare. The rule becomes more and more rigid as we advance, until with

classical authors, ignorance or violation of the rule came to be regarded

as a capital blunder. Now the Mbh., whatever its age be, stands unques-

tionably midway between the Vedic and the classical epoch, and therefore

partakes naturally of the linguistic characteristics of both. In the Vedic

literature, where the scribes or editors did not dare to add even a single

syllable to the received text, the later antipathy towards hiatus shows itself

in the efforts to coalesce, in the written text, the adjoining vowels, accord-

ing to rules of (Sanskrit) grammar, leaving a correct but unmetrical and

unreadable line. The subterfuge is however so obvious that no one hesitates

to dissolve the Sandhi automatically and restore the hiatus. Much reluctance

is felt, on the other hand, by scholars [109] in admitting that the epic text

likewise contained originally ‘many instances of hiatus, though of course

they are not as frequent as in the Veda. The reluctance is due to two

causes. Firstly the Mbh. text looks on the surface so like a classical text

that scholars, who have so far studi text mainly from printed editions,

insist on applying rules of c’ the text. The second reason

is that the ancient redacter: e same compunction about

making small alterations in t as is evident from our critical

apparatus) as they had in it Yedic texts, have not resorted

to coalescence in order to remo :, but have boldly added little

expletives like ca, tu, hi for sa

cedure which, as it leaves tt

of their nefarious interference

Mbh. looks on the surface Hk: there are many peculiarities

of Sandhi and grammar—even 3 sted editions and the Vulgate—

which distinguish it from a classical text. Coalescence unknown to classical

usage is seen in amale ’imanam (1. 68. 64), te ’jiayd (1. 70. 41), manyate

‘tmanam (1. 198. 19). We have hiatus in a compound in Néréyana-

urogatah (1. 16. 35) ; 'Pragrhya Sandhi in semupeie ’dbhute ’naghe (fem.

du, 1. 14, 5), jajfiate ’strevi SGradau (1. 57. 88) etc. Double crasis in panna-

gabhaven (1. 21. 6), Vasumandbravit (1. 87, 18), ja@yateti (1. 11. 13).

Hiatus between padas, caused by the change of as to o (1, 76. 35) : jagama

svapuran hrsto anujfidto mahdtmand. Frequently we come across Prakritic

Absolutives like grhya (1. 2, 93; 9. 19; 39. 23, 30; 119. 16; 123. 12, 16,

50; 124. 20 etc.), tosya (1. 1. 109), cintya (1. 9. 2), usya (1. 71. 58),

etc. etc.; and the converse (fvd@ for ya) in sam-pijayitva (1. 54. 15), d-

nayitud (1. 66. 12), ni-stanitvd (1. 85. 18), enu-Sistvdnugatva ca (1. 133.

24), praépayitvd (1. 189. 25) etc., some of which may however, be explained

as absolutives of verbs with separable prepositions. Such a separable pre-

position we have in 1. 65. 34:

prati Sravanapurvay naksatréni sasarja ha|,

ly intact, makes the detection

impossible. Now though the
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where prati is to be construed with sasarja, as pratisasarja: a line often

misunderstocd by editors, commentators and translators alike. These vic-

lations of (Sanskrit) grammar are not so rare that one has to hunt for them

with a microscope, There is an endless list of [110} them. One meets with

them at every step. If these and scores of other irregularities do occur as a

matter of fact, why could there not be hiatus as well? Scholars are not y:t

familiar with this phenomenon, because they have been dealing, so far, wi:h

the clarified text, from which most of these irregularities have been carefully

expunged, as is evident from our critical apparatus, by purists who have had

the handling of the epic text during a long succession of centuries. I have

noted that even BOHTLINGK, who was otherwise a careful and conscious

editor, has in editing Mbh. passages for his Chresthomathie, rigidly enforced

Sandhi rules, even in prose passages, with a zeal which was worthy of a better

cause, where there was not the slightest manuscript) authority for doing’ so.

My study of the Mbh. MSS during the last{ten years has convinced me now

that it is the grammatical and ma Ldrregularities of the original that a-e

responsible for quite a large # mass of variations which we

come across in the MSS. ~ my reconstructions can he

proved only by adducing the hich it is not possible to cio

here, but which may be underta when a large part of the text

has been dealt with in a like ma ully persuaded that the Critic.l

Edition, as it advances, will su or confirming most of my cor-

clusions.—To return to the ¢ eration. WINTERNITZ points oitt

that Ai is found in all N MS at he ignores that K, shows

here fu, not hi? Now K, is a%é € of a Sarada MS., and agre:s

with our §, to such an extent th reased it as my opinion that it

is a copy of a Sarada original to our Saradé MS. It is, ro

doubt, a very small and insignificant variation, but how would WINTERNITZ

explain it all the same? kya cannot be misread as fve, even in the Saraca

script. Why should just K, show here tua? Is it not, perhaps, because a not

very distant ancestor of our S, and K, had still the obnoxious hiatus, as in

our text? The Kaémiri version does contain many original features ard

archaisms.

1. 215. 2: ekam trptim prayacchatam,

prayacchatam of the text, I may point out, is not entirely wrong ; it may

be construed with bhavantau, understood, ai more [111} respectful form of

address than the second person. In stanza 5, however, the reading saipri:-

yacchatam has been accepted, because the subject in the second perscn

(yuvdm) is expressed. We cannot argue that since in 5 we have sempri-

yacchatam, therefore in 2 we must have also prayacchatam, Because in

the Mbh., which is not and never was polished literature, we do come acro:s

such strange yoke-fellows. Changes of subject and changes of constructicn

are frequent. That is the view I had taken when I adopted the text reading.
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But on second thoughts I decided that prayacchatem would nevertheless be

a better reading, and the correction now proposed by WINTERNITZ had been

already published by me, in the “ Addenda et Corrigenda,” at the end of the

volume (p. 996).

. 1. 216. 10

sasarja yat svatapasd Bhauvano bhuvanaprabhuh |

prajapatir anirdesyam yasya ripam raver iva ||

The matter is not simple as WINTERNITZ imagines. Of course, with the

reading yam, any one can see that the relative may be construed with ratham

in 8.. We then get two sentences: “ Which (scil. chariot: of Arjuna) was

fashioned by Bhauvana....by (the power of) his austerities,’ and ‘‘ whose

beauty was like that of the sun.” But the reading yat is actually found in

S,K (except K,) V,G (except G,) ; ie. in the Kaémiri version (except K,),

agreeing with the Grantha version (except G,), plus the Maithili MS. How

is it that so many MSS. give what WINTERNITZ considers, an “ impossible”

reading ? The reading is, in fact, mpossible at all; only the construc-

tion is a little involved and .diff derstand. By reading yat we

actually get better sense. ‘Con! iva, yat anirdesyam rupart,

(tat) Bhauvanah... .svatape we indefinable (or incompar-

able) loveliness (or splendour}, fe Sun, Bhauvana had fashioned

by (the power of) his austerit onstruction avoids the two dis-

jointed and halting sentences yar “ Bhauvanah... .svatapasa sa-

sarja, and yasya Tipam raver i Hhauvanah....sviatabasd sasarja,

and yasya anirdesyam ripar kk result from the wrong read-

ing yam for [112} yat, yal is: ct example of the lectio diffi-

cilior, and a regular trap for unw

1. 218. 14: jaladhéramuco ’ kulan.

WINTERNITZ is. here again mistaken in thinking that °mucotuldn is the

reading of S. It is the reading of only five of the thirteen Southern MSS.

(T, Gy. » Ms.5) ; three others (T, G4) read °muconilan, three more (Mg-s)

read mumocivan, two (G,.,) read as in text (°mucokulan). ‘The question is,

in fact, what was the original reading of S, That question I have not been

able to answer definitely, and I have, therefore, put in, as a stop-gap, the

reading of G,., which seemed to me not improbable, since initial @ is curi-

ously enough, sporadically treated in the Mbh. text, like @ The reading

°samakulan is useless; it is obviously a substitute for some reading which

was difficult to understand or explain.

I have underlined muco in the text, but I now think that it is as good

as certain. It is documented not only by the whole of S, but also by K,.5

N V,D,. If muco be admitted, then samékulén of the Northern group be-

comes secondary, but with an important residue in the shape of the final

kulan, agreeing with the final of °mucokulan of G,.. rhyming with °muco-
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tulan of Ky, T, G,3, M;.5, and finally reflected faintly in muconilan T, G,.

The documentary evidence, therefore, points unmistakably to a reading jala-

dhardmuco(x)lén. Query, what is the value of x? The adjective dkulan (“con-

fused”) qualifying meghdén would be not inappropriate, referring to the cor-

dition of masses of clouds confusedly hurled about by al cyclonic wind ; nct

so appropriate, to my mind, the atuldn (“incomparable”) preferred by’

WINTERNITZ, and adopted by P. P. S. SAstri, against the evidence of his

basic MS. ey, which has our text reading. In SasTRi’s adoption of atulay

and his ignoring of variants, which must have appeared to him meaningless

corruptions or clerical mistakes, we have an illuminating example of how thi:

readings get indiscriminately distributed, disturbing the relationships estat

lished by the stemma codicum, and how the lectio difficilior is gradually effacec!.

{113} 1. 218. 27: vydtisthania mahaujasah

The text reading vydtisthanta, it must be confessed, has not been adop"-
ed because it is the reading of S, K, ; it is a mere slip. I am thankful to

WINTERNITZ for drawing my atte The reading vyatisthanta shoul!

be adopted without doubt.

®

I may repeat here what i '

Mahabharata Textual Criticism

ples of textual reconstruction, whi.

MS. material and the MS. tradg

after considerable discussion a

therefore, repeat my request to:

continue his searching and exhau ation of the fascicules or volumes

as they come out, and give us th his ripe experience and valuabe

opinions and findings. His publications on a subject which has engaged hus

attention, off and on, for the last forty years cannot but throw some mucli-

needed light on the obscure question of the Mahabharata Textual Criticisin

(which has unfortunately not received much attention so far from scholars),

and thus advance the cause of Mahabharata studies,

In conclusion, I must express my grateful thanks to Prof. WINTERNITZ

for the very kind and encouraging remarks he has made regarding the work

in general as also my keen appreciation of the uniformly courteous tone of

his sympathetic and appreciative review.

where that the problem of tke

sui generis. Here the princi-

ist evolved from a study of the

ensidered as finally settled only

gag on the subject. I would,

ifZ, made some years ago, to

V. Notes on Mahabharata Commentators *

§ 1. CHRONOLOGICAL NOTES,

A necessary complement to a critical study of the Mahabharata is en

intensive study of the commentaries of the Mahabharata, of which there is

* [ABORT 17. 185-202].
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quite a large number preserved still, mostly in manuscript form. Among
the \scholiasts who have written commentaries on the Mahabharata—either
on. the whole, or only on selected parts of the Great Epic—are : (1) Ananta-

bhatta, (2) Arjunamisra, (3) Ananda, (4) Caturbhuja(misra), (5) Jaga-
disacakravartin, (6) Devabodha, (7) Nilakantha, (8) Mahanandaptinmna,

(9) Yajfia-Narayana, (10) Ratnagarbha, (11) Ramakimkara, (12) Rama-

krsna, (13) Ramanuja, (14) Lakgmana, (15) Varada, (16) Vadiraja, (17)
Vidyasagara, (18) Vimalabodha, (19) Sarhkaracarya, (20) Srinivasa, (21),

Sarvajfia-Narayana, and (22) Spstidhara. Very little is at present known
about these commentators : only very few of them have been, so far, pub-

lished. The only collective study made of these commentaries is by Hotz-

MANN in Das Mahabharata, Vol. 3, p. 67 ff., and that was in 1897, that

is, nearly forty years ago. The material at his disposal was very scanty,

and so are his notes.

But the study of these commentaries must be now taken up more seri-

ously, not so much for the sake of the explanations contained in the com-

mentaries—though even the gz ereynentator like Devabodha are

extremely important—as for th athantaras recorded in them ;

because, most of [186] the ider—some very much older

——than our manuscripts ; and th Hcumentation of these readings

by the commentators takes us > further in our investigation of

the history of the epic.

The usefulness of these corg:

shed by the fact that we kno

themselves. In particular, we :

not. easy to fix in Indian literatu he dates cannot be determined,

it would be a great help if we ir relative chronology. An at-

tempt is made in the following pages to fix, to start with, the relative

chronology of some of the more important Mahabharata commentators.

A fixed point in the exegetical literature centering round the Mbh. is

furnished by Nilakantha, who until lately was considered, at least in India,

as the most trustworthy guide for the exposition of the Great Epic, and

about whose date there is not much doubt. The available personal data

about him has been put together by Wilhelm Printz in the biographical note

on Nilakantha appended to his Berlin dissertation entitled Bhésdwoérter in

Nilakantha’s Bhéaratabhavadipa und im anderen Sanskritkommentaren*

Nilakantha, according to his own statements, was a Maharastra Brahmin

of the Gautama Gotra, with the surname Caturdhara (modern Chaudhari),

eldest son of Govinda Sfiri and Phullambika, residing at Kiirparagrima

(modern Kopargaon) on the Godavari: Nilakantha wrote his commentary

owever, considerably dimini-

gz about these commentators

about their dates, which are

* Zeitschrift fur vergleichende Sprachforschung, Vol. 44, pp. 69-109 : see parti-
cularly p. 70f.
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on the Mbh. and on the GaneSagita (a section of the GaneSapurana) in

Benares, in the last quarter of the seventeenth century, the latter (Ganega-

gita) being composed in A.p. 16942

In the beginning of his commentary on the Mbh. Nilakantha

tells us that before writing his commentary, the Bhdratabhdvadipa, he hid

compared many (bahin) copies of the Mbh., collect-[187}-ed together fron

different parts of India (vibhinnadeSydn) in order to ascertain the corre:t

reading (pdtham agryam) and also consulted older commentaries.? We a--

cordingly find that he frequently mentions variant readings and “ additional ”

passages found in the versions consulted by him, and he cites the explani-

tions given by older scholiasts ;* information, scanty though it be, of ini-

mense interest and value for the history of the received text.

(i) Devabodha and Sarvajtia-Naréiyana.

In marked contrast to Nilakantha stands Devabodha, whom I regard

as probably the oldest and therefore the most important commentator of the

Mbh. He is extremely reticent about..bimself and his predecessors, but '3

cited or mentioned by seversi ho must therefore have lived

after him. One of such su viha was Sarvajfia-Narayani:.

Sarvajfia’s Bhératarthaprakése been preserved, though it

not definitely known whether : on all the eighteen parvans «f

the Mbh. is now available. 3 on the Virata and the Udyoga

has already been published by } hastri BAKRE.®© The Bombay

Government MSS. Collection (sé 31-95) contains a fragment cf

his commentary on the Adi, , the first adhyaya with the

beginning of the second ; while # rnment Collection (No. 2169:

contains another fragment whic! beginning. In the colophon c{

the latter MS., Sarvajfia is sty nansa-parivrdjakacarya ; he wes

therefore a sarhnyAsin.

Now Sarvajfia explicitly refers to Devabodha in the beginning of his

commentary on the Udyoga :

SRT Rarathaey avatars: |

ftaeg’ srgaiaaaiemaanta ti

1 He was apparently a protégé of Aniipasirhha, who was a contemporary ci
Shah Jahan.

® The year of composition is given as Sathvat 1750. The name of the con -

mentary is Ganapatibhavadipika. Cf. the name of his Mbh. commentary, Bhérata-
bhavadipa ; see next note.

3

8 aR Ate a NeAay |

Wat TRNAS aA areaaaata: Ut
4 Cf. my Adiparvan (Poona 1933), Prolegomena, pp. Lxv ff.

5 The Virataparvan was published in 1915, and the Udyogaparvan in 192¢

by the Gujarati Printing Press of Bombay.

° Read faaraai 2
18
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{188} This stanza is curiously enough not found in the commentary

of Sarvajfia as printed in the Gujarati Press edition of the Udyoga, but

occurs in both the MSS. of the work in the Bombay Government Collection

(deposited at the Institute), bearing Nos. 33 of A 1879-80 and 168 of

1884-87 respectively. The priority of Devabodha is, however, independ-

ently established by another direct reference to Devabodha in the body of

the published commentary itself, to which my attention was recently drawn

by my friend and colleague Professor Sushil Kumar De of Dacca Univer-

sity, who is editing the Udyoga for the Institute. In Sarvajfia’s comment

on B. 5. 96. 41 (on p. 327 of the Gujarati Printing Press edition), we find :

SATATITIT |

BNA Saal ATA TAT

anatiéandt Fa wea saear:

af | SRrq areas afriee... 17

This quotation can unfortunate

Bengal Asiatic Society’s palm-!

mentary on the Udyoga by E

But there is no reason to doukt

This establishes Devabodi

i be verified ; for in the very old

89) of the unpublished com-

responding folio is missing !

¥.

; Sarvajfia. We therefore get

Sertes 1: —-Sadrvajiiaa

identical—as has indeed been

d others®—-with the Sarvajfia-

author of the Manvarthavziti

Now this Sarvajfia-Naraya

assumed by JOLLY,® BUHLER,

Narayana (also called Narayar

or Manvarthanibandha, a {189} oramentary on the Manusmrti,

published by V. N. MANDLIX.* ainéd identity of the two commen-

tators at present rests, it is true, merely on the identity of the names, but

can scarcely be regarded on that account as doubtful. It is hardly conceiv-

able that there were two different Sarvajfia-Narayanas, both commentators

of well-known works on Dharmaéastra like the Mahabharata and the

Manusmrti. .

The date of Sarvajfia has been fixed on the basis of certain quotations.’

1 This important passage was verified by me in a MS. of Sarvajfia’s com-

mentary. deposited at the Institute, namely, Bombay Government Collection No. 33

of A 1879-80 (fol. 194°).

2 Tagore Lectures, p. 11; passage cited in BURNELL’s Tanjore Catalogue,

p. 126. Cf. also Recht und Sitte, p. 31.

’ The Laws of Manu, S. B. E., vol. 25, p. CXX.

Das Mahabharata und seine Theile, Kiel 1894, 3. Band, p. 71 £.

Cf. Kang, History of Dharmasastra, Poona 1980, vol. I, pp. 157, 708.

Manava-Dharma-Sastra, Bombay 1886.

Cf. R. G. BHANDARKAR’s Report on the Search for Skt. MSS. for 1883-84,a a ot &
p. 62.
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BUHLER cautiously remarks that Sarvajfia-Narayana “cannot have written

later than in the last half of the fourteenth century,”? but the recent resear-

ches of KANE tend to show that Sarvajfia flourished between A.D. 1100 and

1300.2

(41) Arjunamisra,®

Both Devabodha and Sarvaifia are mentioned and cited several times by

the Bengali commentator Arjunamiéra, the manner in which Arjunamisra

refers to Devabodha suggesting that in his time Devabodha’s commentary

possessed an established reputation. These references are as follows :

(a) In the foreword to his scholium (Bombay Govt. Coll. No. 30 of

A 1879-80 = Da, of the Critical Edition), Arjuna pays homage to his prec 2-

cessors, citing by name several of them. Devabodha, he mentions with

special reverence, whose commentary (among others) he had carefully

studied before writing his own commentary on the Mbh.:

qroqradataatadaaaetaaagaanseaTa TER Ta:

ARatanakean

Worth noting is the fact

caryas cited by Arjuna at

first four names Vyasa and Yai

have been recited in the correct

to which we shall return in the

(b) Arjuna mentions th

and remote) “ Gurus’’, placin

which ends with the name of h

was a well-known reciter (pathak

sacha mest became
ators aaa: fat a geal aa hi

(c) In the short introduction which prefaces his commentary on tlie

Virata,’ Arjuna twice mentions Devabodha, once to give expression to the

high esteem in which Arjuna holds him and again to record his gratefuine:s

to his illustrious predecessor :

qeaTaeasaled TWAIATTLAT |

Saayed Yat Saat AMAT Ui

ig series of names of Bharat.-

f of the above extract, the

evabodha [190} and Sarvajiia

edence and chronology, a poi:t

in the list of his (immediate

mdha at the head of the list,

as we know from other sources)

Abn,

BUHLER, op. cit. p. cxxix.

2 KANE, op, cit. p. 157.

8 See also my paper on Arjunamisra in the Sir J. J. Modi Commemoraticn

Volume, p. 565.

4 See my “ Arjunamiéra,” p. 566.
re

5 Gujarati Printing Press edition, p. 1 (right column),
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ARatanaerattanaaar |

Prarastatan sucadtta 7
(d) Finally, while commenting on 1. 143. 34 (a difficult stanza, giving

a fanciful derivation of the name Ghatotkaca), Arjuna mentions two read-

ings which had both won the approval of Devabodha :

Aosgs Baatarseal (sic) qaaq i}

These two readings are in fact mentioned by’ Devabodha : vide fol. 37°

of the Baroda MS. of Devabodha’s commentary on the Adi.

The above extracts taken together indisputably prove that Arjunamiéra

was posterior to both Devabodha and Sarvajfia-Narayana. Adding the name

of Arjunamiésra to Series 1, we get

Series 2: Devadbodha—Sarvajna—Arjunamis ra.

Some faint light on the question of the age of Arjunamiéra is thrown by

a dated MS. of Arjuna’s commentary listed by the late M. M. Haraprasada

SASTRI in his Notices of Sanskrit } second {191} Series, Vol. I (Cal-

cutta 1900), p. 298 (MS. Nes Mahamahopadhyaya reported

that it was a carefully writtes Arjuna’s commentary on the

Moksadharma, called Moksed, ¥ written in archaic Bengali

characters and belonging, app: 44 Saradaprasanna GHOSE of

Kelomal, Tamluk. The MS. ga of writing as Saka 1456 (ca.

A.D, 1534).?

I may here draw attention

are to the effect that already

MSS. of Arjuna’s commentary ®

commentator, which can orily by assuming, as pointed out

already by Mahadeva Shastri BA iere was a considerable interval

of time between the two. The stanzas I am referring to are :

fag: agaaaa Aggaaa: |

meaerey GySl SM WAsgAT AAT |

qeraistaeygVaawga4: |

Rest Fear seaTea agar
The date Saka 1456 (ca. A. D. 1534) is then the lower limit of the age of

Arjuna, but the date of Arjuna, if we rely on the information vouchsafed by

the copyist, must be long prior to A. D. 1534.

(iit) + Nilakantha.

We return to Nilakanitha, who is the next great Mbh. commentator, and

who cites or mentions Devabodha, Sarvajfia-Narayana and Arjunamisra, not

zas added by the copyist, which

. the copy was made, correct

en in Bengal, the home of the

1 Read aaqjuqrtail daa? - 7

2 The reference is given in the Gujarati Printing Press edition of the Vira{a-

parvan, Introduction, p. 6,



EPIC STUDIES V 269

indeed in the introduction to his commentary on the Mbh., where he mentions

a number of his “Gurus”, but elsewhere in the course of his well-known

scholium. Here are the references.

(a) While commenting on 1, 158. 14, a stanza with numerous variants,

Nilakantha cites an old variant of the entire stanza, mentioning Devabodta

in that connection.

aT Aeat: Vix a a a BaAAAT:

HAT JAG 1S At aqradaz

{192} afa sata: gat Saaterhefretreqratcary,

It is worthy, of note that Nilakantha regards the variants as ancient,

owing to its having been explained by ‘“ Devabodha and others”. He must

therefore consider Devabodha as an ancient authority.

What Nilakantha regards as ancient is of course a matter for specul:-

tion. Nevertheless I do not think that Nilakantha would have used the word

précina in connection, with Devabodha unless the interval between them w.s

at least three or four centuries.

In passing it may be meti

Nilakantha is yet another in

Acaryas honoris causa (pujart

kantha is probably not that of

mata in his commentary must

the corresponding stanza of the

for kunapah of the Critical

stanza as cited by Nilakanth

found otherwise only in three ¢d¢ MMSS., and in a fourth one written

in the margin; while the last pada-was fend by me only in four MSS. (/<,

B; Ms, ;) of my critical apparatus, one of them (B,) having as a matter of

fact the reading of our text in the margin! It is therefore most. improbable

that Devabodha had commented on the particular variant version cited by

Nilakantha, and it is really doubtful to me whether Nilkantha had at all

Devabodha’s commentary before him. Devabodha is referred to by Ni‘a-

kantha merely as one of the ancient Acaryas.

(b) While commenting on B. 7. 82. 2, Nilakantha notices a variant

interpretation of madhuparkika given by Devabodha :

MATH: TTHART Teta aaa: 1
(c) Nitlakantha’s reference to Sarvajfia will be found in his comment

on B. 5. 40. 10 (Gujarati Printing Press ed., p. 131) :

{193} fag sae aaa: 1 eriata: areata: | airorsd: aE aA aRTTT:

ts reference to Devabodha hy

tice of mentioning names of

the reading cited by Nila-

all, who to judge by the lem-

ore him a stanza differing from

ion merely in reading Sekunik

14). The third pada of the

reading of the T G versicn,

1 This passage was already cited by me in the Critical Edition of the Adi-

parvan, p. 666.

2 Cf. ZDMG. Vol. 66 (1912), p. 541 f,

18A
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and again in the same adhydya, a few stanzas further on (B. 5. 40. 26),

we find :

aitaedtaiedter eat: | wtahaqreert® aa: | geet] Baer &
et tare aerate: |

A referénce to Sarvajfia’s commentary printed in the same work
(p. 131 £.) will show that all these explanations do as @ matter of fact occur

in the commentary of Sarvajfia, while they are mot met with in any of the
three other commentaries printed there.

(d) For Nilakantha’s mention of Arjundmigra, I may draw attention tc

Nilakantha’s comment on B. 3. 291. 70, a stanza at the end of the Ramo-

pakhyana, where he mentions various explanations of the word jérithya,

among them the one given by Arjunamiéra, whom he mentions by name :

wreearr aaterniae state:

These various extracts establish the posteriority of Nilakantha to Deva-

bodha, Sarvajiia-Narayana and Arjunamiéra. Adding Nilakantha to

Series 2, we get :

Sertes 3: B

Arjuna vi

It will be remembered that

clearly cifes one or more of his p

whose correctness is absolutely i

a1vajna—

antha.

ther of this series of four names

this is a chronological sequence

le.

i

¥

There is moreover a subs ected with a Mbh. commen-

tator called Vimalabodha,’ to W yow turn our attention.
It will be recalled that in theexé ren. above from the commentary

of Arjunamiéra, the commentator twice mentions Vimalabodha in close proxi-

mity to Devabodha. Therefore it is evident that Arjunamigra is posterior

to Vimalabodha, whose commentary (tika) variously known as Durghatartha-

praka@sini {194} or Visamasloki has fortunately been preserved. In the intro-

duction to this unpublished commentary, a copy of which is to be found in

the Bombay Government Collection (No, 84 of 1869-70), while speaking of

his predecessors, Vimalabodha says (fol. 1) :

PengaeaaTaMEiN AT: |

deitaadtars taearhaanh a 1
aey caren Retser grarion fey

Again while giving the etymologies of the name of the Sita, Loma- (or

Roma-)harsana, Vimalabodha observes (fol. 2) ;

Teaat gala sidtenagenteaarr et Sastre Saarrqtar TE: |

1 See HOLTZMANN, op, cit. vol. 3, p. 72.
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Undoubtedly the Devasvamin mentioned in the first excerpt is the same

as the Devabodha (who in the colophons of his commentary is styled paramu-

hamsa-parivrdjakacarya) in the second. Incidentally it may be pointed out

that the etymology of Loma- (or Roma-)harsana mentioned by Vimalabodh.a

is actually to be found in Devabodha’s scholium. In the Baroda M>.

(11372) of the unpublished commentary of Devabodha, we read (fol. 3 0,

line 1 f.) :

qaat qataaihermna drageankaaiees sais |,

which substantially agrees with the excerpt in the commentary of Vimals-

bodha.

Since Arjunamigra mentions Vimalabodha, and Vimalabodha cites Dev:-

bodha, we get a subsidiary series, namely,

Series 4: Devadbodha Vimalabodha—Arjunamisra.

Thus far we have been treading on solid ground and the correctness of

Series 1-4 is, as far as I can judg tely unimpeachable.

In trying to combine Seri wer, there arises the difficulty

that no cross reference has fut din the works of Vimalabod ia

on the one hand and Sarvajfia- ie other. Their relative chroro-

logical position is, therefore, 4 eculation. It is possible, how-

ever, to combine the two series the equivocal testimony of

Arjunamiéra, which we shall » ® more closely.

{195} In one of the lists

the sequence, Veda-Vyasa, ©

Sarvajfia-Narayana, Sandilys ere the first two pairs, as was

pointed out above, have been a: correct chronological order, ‘he

earlier author being placed first, in conformity with the rule governing “he

sequence of the members of a Dvandva compound (P. 2.2.34 Va. ). Deva-

bodha is, as we have seen, prior to Vimalabodha as surely as Vyasa, «he

reputed author of the Great Epic, is prior to Vaisatnpayana. Further in

both lists the father of Arjunamisra is mentioned last. These facts suggest

the surmise that the whole series is arranged in the strict chronological

sequence. If this surmise be correct, then Sarvajfia-Narayana would be

posterior to Vimalabodha, and we get, tentatively, the sequence: Vimzla-

bodha—Sarvajfia.

ited by Arjunamisra, we heve

Devabodha, Vimalabod':a,

It maly, however, be noted that such names are often found arranged on

the diametrically opposite principle of uttarotteragariyastva, i.e., naming the

more important persons later, which is however not admissible in the parti-

cular instance ; or even arranged on no principle at all; or at least on scme

principle which it is difficult for us to comprehend. In fact a subsequent

enumeration of these same Acaryas by the same Arjunamiéra is in parcial

conflict with the earlier list! There the sequence (already given above) is
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Devabodha, Vimalabodha, SAndilya Madhava, N&rayana-Sarvajfia. Here

Sarvajfia-Narayana has been placed after Sandilya Madhava, while in the

former list he is placed before them! This irregularity apart, the lists tally
with each other.

It is not, however, impossible to resolve this contradiction and harmonize

the data. ‘There is a notable difference between the two lists. The first one

is in prose, the gecond is an anustubh stanza. I am disposed to attach more

importance to the sequence of the prose enumeration, and to regard the change

of sequence in the other as due to the exigencies of metre. The first: again

is a formal expression of homage (nemaskriya), where the principle of prior-

ity has been, it seems, rigidly observed; on the other hand, the second is

merely a collective metrical list of the author’s “ Gurus,” where the considera-

tion of rank and precedence did [196} not perhaps prevail so much. I may

also point out that the first list is in the form of a Dvandva compound, while

in the second the persons have been all independenily mentioned. If these

considerations have any value, thea-we.raay postulate, at least tentatively,

another series, "

Series 5: D

Sarvajiia—

Pualabodha—

tiakantha,

where the relative position of '

doubt.

Of these five commentator

and Sarvajfia alone is open to

‘tioned above, Sarvajfia could not

have lived later than the latte teenth century and flourished

probably between A. Dp. 1100 « ¢ Arjunamiéra lived some time

prior to A. D, 1534.7 Moreove ition assigned in Series 5 to

Sarvajfia be correct, then both De ad Vimalabodha must have lived

long prior to A. D, 1300."
* * ¥

§2. WHat WAS DEVABODHA’S VERSION OF THE MAHABHARATA LIKE?

The only commentary of the Mahabharata completely printed so far is

1 Since the above was written, two efforts have been made to fix the date ol

Arjunamigra. Mr. Jogendra Chandra GHOSH (Indian Culture, Vol. I, p. 706 £f.),

working on the data supplied by certain ancient pedigrees preserved in Bengal,

arrives at the date ca. AD. 1300 for Arjunamiégra ; but it may be pointed out that

the method of fixing precise dates on the basis of pedigrees alone never gives entirely

reliable results. On the other hand, Mr. P. K. Gove of the Bhandarkar Institute

(Indian Culture, Vol. 2, p. 141 ff), relying on his identification of the Satya-Khana,

who was a patron of Arjunamigra (see Sir J. J. Modi Commemoration Volume

p. 566), argues for a date between A.D. 1450 and A.D. 1500. There is thus ¢

difference of about 200 years between the two computations. But the matter is stil

sub judice,-and more light on the question may be expected from further investiga:

tion of the question which is being carried on by these two scholars.

2 See further the Appendix at the end of this paper (below, p. 202).
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the Bhératabhavadipa by Nilakantha. The Gujarati Printing Press of Bom-

bay has done, however, inestimable service to the cause of Mahabharata

studies by publishing other commentaries at least on the Viraita and Udyoza,

edited by Mahadeva Shastri [197} BAKRE. The Virataparvan Volu ne

(published in 1915) contains, besides (1) the Bhératabhavadipa, the ccm-

mentaries of (2) Arjunamisra, (3) Caturbhuja, (4) Vimalabodha, (5)

Ramakrsna, (6) Sarvajfia-Narayana and (7) Vadiraja, as also a commenti:ry

called (8) the Visamapadavivarana of unknown authorship. The Udyo:ra-

parvan Volume (published in 1920) includes, on the other hand, besides (1)

the Bhéretebhavadipa, the commentaries of (2) Arjunamigra, (3) Vimela-

bodha, (4) Sarvajfia-Nara€yana and (5) Véadiraja* A commentary mure

important than any of these and one more neglected still is the Jfanadip:ka

of Devabodha. Until recently nothing was in fact known about Devabocha

or his commentary on the Mahabharata save what is contained in perfunetc ry

notices of Sanskrit MSS., which has been summarized in HOLTZMAN’s meri-

torious work Des Mahabharata ; section 14, para 3, p. 70 £). A

selection of Devabodha’s readi as for the first time published

by me in the critical notes o ume?

I have shown in the pr at Devabodha is indubitatly

earlier than Nilakanta, Arjun fia-Narayana or even Vima.a-

bodha, and is therefore in all he earliest commentator of the

Mahabharata hitherto known. ft > needless to add that the com-

mentary is most valuable an oth positive and negative, of

supreme importance for the ca

igccompanied by the epic text)

utilized by me for the Adi belong be. Baroda Central Library (Sansk ‘it

Section)’ and was kindly placed at my disposal by Dr. Benoytosh BHAT1A-

cHARYA, Director of the Oriental Institute of Baroda, to whom my sincere

thanks are due for the kind loan.2 This paper MS. which bears the identiti-

cation No. 11372, contains the commentary on Adi only and is written

in {198} Devanfgari characters of about the seventeenth century. The bulk

of the MS. is in a fair state of preservation, though in many places the text

is extremely corrupt. In our MS. the name of the commentary is given 2s

Jilanadipika ; but, according to HOLTZMANN (op. cit. Vol. 3, p. 71), it is alsa

known as Mahabharata-tatparyatika or tatparyadipika. MSS. of this cora-

mentary are rare, and no complete copy has yet been found.

1 Vadiraja’s commentary on the Sabha has been published by Prof. P. P.

Subrahmanya SastRI as an Appendix to his edition of the Sabha according to tie

Southern recension (Madras 1932). For Vadiraja’s date see further below (pp. 2C5-

210) the note on the subject by Mr. P. K. Gove.

2 See also my Prolegomena, p. LXX.

8 There is another MS. of the commentary in the Asiatid Society of Bengal,

which was also consulted by me.
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In the colophon the author is described as paramahamsa-parivrajaka.

He must therefore have belonged to an order of Sarhnydsins. The name of

his Guru is given as Satyabodha. This is all the personal data we have at

present about Devabodha.

The Jfidnadipika is a concise tika, that is, a running commentary para-

phrasing the difficult words of the epic text and occasionally explaining the

gist or purport (#étperya) of the original. The extent of the text of the

commentary on the Adi is given at the end of our MS. as 1,400 granthas.

The homage which Arjuna pays to Devabodha in the Introduction to his

scholium is by no means a matter of mere form. Arjuna appears to have

made a very close study indeed of the scholium of Devabodha, and based his

own commentary, on the Adi at least, largely on that of his predecessor. He

has copied very large portions of Devabodha’s commentary, sometimes ver-

batim, sometimes in extracts. Moreover, even when the commentators differ,

the influence of Devabodha is plainly discernible. In fact, Arjuna’s Artha-

dipika may be considered, as f hay arked elsewhere,? as a revised and

enlarged edition of Devabodh = Unlike the commentary of

Nilakantha, that of Devabod d by the epic text. The

question, therefore, naturally a evabodha’s text like ?

When we read the comm ith any of the old printed edi-

tions of the Mahabharata, like ¢ y the Bombay or the Kumbha-

konam editions, we are at once he singular disparity between the

text and the commentary. Nog: évabodha’s commentary contain

many words or expressions wi at all in the Vulgate, but it

also cites, at times, verses hich read differently in the

{199} Vulgate. One also comes: acres spassazes and even adhyfyas of the

Vulgate on which one expects some comment but. which are left wholly un-
commented by Devabodha.

_ The Southern recension may be categorically ignored in our search for

the prototype of Devabodha’s commentary, as this commentator does not

know even ai single one of the many passages peculiar to the Southern recen-

sion. He further does not show the typical Southern transposition of the

Sakuntali and Yayéti episodes, nor the characteristic position of the prose

genealogical adhyaya (called piiruvarinsSanukirtana), after the chapter con-

taining the eulogy of the epic (iBharataprasamsé).

The vulgate (with the Bengali) may likewise be excluded. It agrees

with Devabodha’s text up to a certain point ; but the divergences, which are

numerous, remain inexplicable. ‘There remain then only the Sarada and the

“12” versions. And ‘with them, the version of Devabodha does, as a matter

of fact, show very close affinity.

It is worthy of note that Devabodha has no commentary on any of the

1 Adiparvan, Prolegomena, Pp. LXX.
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six adhyayas of the Vulgate which are completely missing in the Sdrad4 and
the K MSS. and which have also been completely omitted in the Critical Edi-
tion of the Adi. They are the following adhyayas of the Vulgate: (i) adhy.
22 (duplicate description of the ocean) ; (ii) adhy. 24 (Aruna is appoint:d
charioteer of the Sun, am evident digression and interpolation), ; (iii) adhbv.

116 (birth of Duhéala: a fairy tale of questionable authenticity) ; (i)

adhy. 139 (an absurd chapter describing further exploits of the Pandavas

and containing a reference to Yavana kings) ; (v) adhy. 140 (Kanikaniti : ;

and finally, (vi) adhy. 149 (Pandavas’ crossing the Ganges, a passage of

doubtful value).

But on principle, we cannot attach very great importance to such om/s-

sions, as a commentator is apt to skip in the Mahabharata any adyhaya which

he thinks too simple to need any comment. This explanation will apply to

most of the omissions mentioned above, but will not hold good in the case of

the Kanikaniti an adhy. of 140 stanzas, which has evoked lengthy commer ts

from both Arjunam#éra and Ni . we expect some comment on this

adhyaya by a commentator |

{200} Much more imp

characteristic of the Kaémiri ve

the Adi a supplementary (and ei

merely a variant version of the w

occurring earlier in the course o

Ksemendra. Curiously enou

version is here called Svetakeiu

this interpolated (supplementary

remark of Devabodha on this adi

Aaa AasGrA a |

This remark, as I have pointed out elsewhere, will not apply to any ver-

sion which did not have the supplementary adhyaya containing the story >f

Svetaketu, which in fact is peculiar to the Saradd and the K. versions. These

facts demonstrate that the version of Devabodha agrees with the Sarada and

K versions with respect to both addition and omission of whole adhyayas.

ane

point of view is an addition

sion adds at the very end of

yous)! adhyaya, which contains

ranic tale of Svetaki’s sacrifirs,

avan, and which was known to

is called Svetaki in the first

raion of Devabodha contained

is proved by the concluding

SB):

The conclusion regarding the affinity between the two versions is fortified

by many minor agreements in point of shorter passages and even readings of

individual stanzas.

For example, Devabodha has no comment on any portion of the Brahmi-

GaneSa episode (40 stanzas in the Vulgate), which is missing in its entirety

only in the Kasmiri and the Bengali versions. Again, for 1. 105. 4-7 of the

Critical Edition the Vulgate substitutes a lengthy passage of 56 lines, which

is entirely ignored in the commentary of Devabodha, who on the other hand

cites 7¢ (a line not known to the Vulgate), in exact agreement with the
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Sarada and K versions (besides the Southern recension), but in direct oppo-

sition to the Bengali and the Devanagari versions. In connection with the

omission of adhy. ‘139-140 of the Vulgate mentioned above, the Sarada and

K versions omit the first 19 stanzas of the following adhyaya (namely, adhy.

141 of the Vulgate). In conformity with that, the first 19 stanzas of adhy.

141 are ignored completely in the scholium of Devabodha. It may be noted

that the omission of adhy. 129-140 together with the first 19 stanzas of adhy.

141 of the Vulgate [201} makes an aggregate and continuous omission of 139

(= 27.+ 93+19) stanzas of the Vulgate, a not inconsiderable portion of the

text. Likewise there is no commentary on nearly 70 stanzas of adhy, 128

and 129 of the Vulgate, which are omitted only in the Sarad4-K group and

the Critical Edition.

This affinity is further borne out by agreements as regards minor read-

ings too numerous to mention.

These considerations ma

version of Devabodha is close}

inion, perfectly clear that the

da and K versions.

Though the Sarada versic:

for the most part parallel to eac

between the MSS. of these versic

on the one hand, we have for th

Sarada (or Kaémiri) version,

provenance of the Devanagari

“K” (on account of their 4

stage not easy to explain these dis¢

be also premature to say whether

Sarada or the K version.

e called the “ K” version run

re in fact minor discrepancies

icate different sources. But as,

itary MS. (8,) of the genuine

ier hand we do not know the

have denoted by the symbol

#sion of Kaémir), it is at this

tween Sarada and K. It would

a’s version was more akin to

I may, however, draw attention to one instance which suggests to my

mind and affinity with K rather than with the Sarada version. In 1. 68. 72

the text reading is asatyavacand naryah (nom. plu.), “women (are) perfidi-

ous,” a general statement. Only K,,, B, (m as in text) have, on the other

hand, esatyavacane ’nadrye (voc, sing.), “O thou perfidious (and) dishonour-

able (woman) !” Ky, appear to have corrupt forms of the same. The

vocative appears to be, therefore, peculiar to the K version, which differs here

from the Saérada, and which latter has the nom. plu. as im all other MSS.

Now in agreement with K, Devabodha has anérye = vakre! One instance of

an agreement like this is, I will readily admit, wholly inadequate to prove the

point. It can only give an indication and may perchance give wrong

indication. The question may, therefore, be left over for future investigation.
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{202} APPENDIX.

217

List of five major Mahabharata commentators arranged according to the

probable chronological sequence, with the names of their commentarics,

approximate date, and sundry data about them.

No. Commentator Commentary Age Remarks

1 Devabodha

2 Vimalabodha

3 Sarvajfia

Narayana

4 Arjunamiéra

5 Nilakantha

Caturdhara

Jianadipika,

Mbh.—tatparya-

tika,

Tatparyadipika

Visamasloka-

{ika,
Durghatartha-

ae

&

grahadipika

Bharatabhava-

dipa.

ca. 1700

Sarhnydsin: pupil of

Satyabodha, me-

tioned or cited by

Vimala, Arj., Nil.

(Mentions Vaigampii-

| yana’s Tika ard

cites Devabodha

. (once as °svamini.

|

I

‘Mentions Dev. and :s

; cited by Arj. ard

Nil, as also by a

lexicographer Rayii-

mukuta. (A.D. 1431).

‘Mentions Dev., Vini-
' ala, S. Narayana,

| Sandilya Madhavi.
[Belongs to Eastern (or

Gauda) school.

Cited by Nil. One M&.

of his comm. dated

Saka 1456 (=c3,

AD. 1534)

Maharastra Brahmin.

| Son of Govindastiri
and Phullambik:i,

resident of Kopa:-

gaon on the Godi-

vari. Mentions Dev.,

S. Narayana, Ari.

Ratnagarbha and

others.

1 For Arjunamiéra’s date, see also Mr. J. C. GHosn’s recent paper in Indian

Culture, vol, 2 (1936), p. 585 ff.
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* VIL The Bhrgus and the Bharata: A Text-Historical Study,

The Bhrgus are unquestionably an interesting old clan” Tempted by

the tantalizing affinity between the Sanskrit name Bhrgu and the Greek

psy in the name of ®@Xevbas and of the OAevvat, A. WEBER’
postulated a genetic connection between the Indian and the Greek names,

and even ascribed Indo-germanic antiquity to a certain legend about Bhrgu

Viaruni preserved in the Satapatha Brahmana (11. 6. 1), a legend of which

he thought he had discovered a parallel in Greek mythology. The facile

phonetic equation put up by WEBER has not, however, commended itself to

other scholars, and we are not specially concerned with it either. But it

cannot be gainsaid that the clan is very ancient and that some of their legends

are of hoary antiquity, There are scattered notices about the Bhrgus to be

found from the Vedic Sarnhités onwards through the Brahmana, Aranyaka

and Upanisad literature up to the Epics and the Puranas, steadily growing in

volume and importance.

{2} Not only is the clan

So suggestive in fact are the «

years engrossed the attention

called forth a variety of inter

the Bhrgu myth of the Revera 2

tradition about the descent of f

and A. BARTH® agreed in regarcli

ning flash, and KUHN? tried t

cent of fire with the Vedic. A

preserved in the Satapatha

mythology. But even the late

gends also are highly interesting.

.clan that they had in former

nt of Indian mythology, and

, A. BERGAGNE? looked upon

ore developed form of the early

Hed Bhreu with Agni. A, KUHN¢

s personifications of the light-

reek myth regarding the des-

.dy remarked, saw in a legend

- of primitive Indo-germanic

ann these people are not without a

* [ABORI 18. 1-76.]

1 The best general account of the Bhrgus has been given by Sriec in the

Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (edited by Hastincs), s. v. “ Bhrgu,” from

which the following details regarding previous work on this subject have been mainly

extracted. For Vedic references see also MACDONELL and KEITH, Vedic Index of
pot

names and Subjects, s. v. “ Cyavana”, “ Bhreu”, etc.

2 ZDMG 9 (1855), 237-243; “Eine Legende des Satapatha Brahmana

uber die strafende Vergettung nach dem Tode.”

3 Religion Védique (1878-83) I, 52-56.

4 Herabkunjt des Feuers und des Géttertranks (1859) 8ff [2Mythologische

Studien, Vol. I. (1886), 10 ff.]

5 Les Religions de ’Inde (Paris 1885), 8.

6 Op, cit. 13. ff.[914 ff.].

7 ZDMG 9 (1855), 242.
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certain amount of grandiosity and ostentation. Just consider the figure of

Paragurama : a matricide, annihilator of the Ksatriyas and finally an avataa

of Visnu (the ‘“ Preserver’”’) all in one.

‘The popularity of the Paragurama legend in India is attested by tle

number of places, scattered all over India, which are associated with his name

and his exploits and held sacred to his memory... Near the Kangra

District? of the Punjab there is a very ancient temple dedicated is

Paragurama, (a name not yet applied to him in our epic), in which is depc-

sited a copper-plate grant recording the gift of a village to a Brahmin study -

ing the A. V. In the State of Udaipur® there is a sacred pool called Mai-

kundiah where Rama is said to have bathed and atoned for his sins ;

likewise in Cape Comorin, In the Bijapur Districtt of the Bomba,’

Presidency, an axe-shaped rock situated on a riverbank marks the spct

where Rama is represented as having washed his famous axe (perasu ,

which has given him his nick-name Parasurama, Rama-with-the-Axe ; a stons

boulder situated in the river bed reserved Parasurama’s foot-printe.

Even, this irresistible axe of } i, and there is in Mysore State ‘

a temple dedicated to it. G red pool dedicated to Mahi -

deva, which is said to have h = son of Jamadagni. Even th:

Lakhimpur District’? of dista sal to show to which, accord

ing to popular belief, Paraéuné itreadered his dreaded axe, anc

which attracts pilgrims from ¢ India.

Notwithstanding the abso of the Bhargava myths, it i:

primarily not their interpretati Wpted here. [3 } That is a tas

fraught with difficulties and wit aise one which would call for

range of knowledge and a corap o which the present writer can

lay no claim. The modest aim: ‘ris to collect and collate th:

Bhargava references in the Mahabharata, in other words, to give a succinc’

account of all that the*°Great Epic of India has to say about the Bhrgus. Th

choice of the source-book is, I think, abundantly justified, because the Maha-

bharata, as I believe, is the richest mine for the exploration of the Bhargavv.:

material, a veritable thesaurus of Bhargava legends, containing as it doe.

the largest number and the greatest variety of such legends. Even thi:

material is naturally not entirely new, having already attracted the attention

of scholars, but it seemed to me that it has not been studied with that degre:

of attention to details which it deserves. It is a trite observation but never:

1 Cf, ANUJAN ACHAN, Parasuréma Legend and its Significance, p. 8 f. citin:

the Imperial Gazetteer of India, The paper was read at the Eighth Session of th

All-India Oriental Conference (Mysore 1935) and has since been published sepa-

rately with the special sanction of the Government of Cochin.

2 Imp, Gaz. 19, 124. 8 ibid, 16. 26.

+ ibid. 5. 129. 5 ibid. 13. 148,

6 No reference given by ACHAN. * Imp. Gaz. 9. 8.
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theless true that even what appears on the face of it to be a most insignificant

detail might yield a valuable clue if looked at from the correct angle, which

is often difficult to get.

My intention is to pass under review here all the important myths and

legends relating to the different Bhrgus, which occur in the Mahabharata,

subjecting them to a critical analysis : to study the manner in which they are

presented, to investigate their repetitions and even to examine their discre-

pancies. We shall find that there are many more Bhargavas mentioned in

our epic than commonly known and many more references to Bhargavas

than commonly suspected.

In essence, it must be admitted, this is merely a text-critical study, a

subject which, having engaged my attention for a number of years, has ac-

quired considerable fascination for me. But at the end of the paper it is

shown that the investigation might at the same time yield results which are

not without general value for a partial elucidation of the obscure history of

this venerable old text.

The Bhargava reference

different ways, but it appeared

in which they appear in our ep

chapter by chapter. The totai

which the Bhargavas are ment}

space, {4} however, compelled tt

of only the more important o

I add here a genealogica

presented here in many

:up for study in the sequence

%@ material book by book and

assages of the Mahabharata in

oushingly large. Exigencies of

restrict himself to the discussion

} enable the reader to follow

the legends of the Bhrgus and, = about them with greater ease.

The table is made up from the dat; Sahabharata itself, but it is un-

doubtedly incomplete ; it appears to be very much abridged, lacking many

details and intermediate links.

GENEALOGICAL TREE OF THE BHRGUS (ABRIDGED)

Bhrgu (m. Puloma)

|

|
Kavi Cyavana (m. Sukanya & Arusi)

a
Sukra i

\ (by Arusi) (by Sukanya)
Devayani _ Aurva Pramati (m. Ghrtéaci)
(m. Yayati)

_ | Rcika (m. Satyavati) Ruru (m. Pramadvara)

Yadu © Turvasu. Jamadagni (m. Renuka) $unaka

Krsna Rama Jamadagnya
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ADIPARVAN!

Strangely enough, already in the second chapter of the Adiparvan, the

Parvasarngraha, which is in fact, for the greater part of it, something

like a Table of Contents, we make our acquaintance with one of the Bhiir-

gavas, the most famous of them, Rama Jamadagnya,” not yet ‘a full-fledged

avatéra,? a character which in reality has no connection whatsoever with the

action of the sublime tragedy which is going to be unfolded in the epic. That

comes about in this way. The place where the Mahabharata war was foug:t,

as everybody knows who knows anything at all about the war, was called

Kuruksetra (Gita 1.1):

{5} dharmaksetre Kuruksetre samaveté yuyutsavah |

mamakah Pandavas caiva......

But the Sitta Ugraéravas, son of Lomaharsana, who: recites the epic at

the twelve-year sacrificial session held in the Naimisa Forest under the auts-

pices of Saunaka, gives the name of the place as Samantapaficakal and is

careful enough to add that he had #isited that sacred spot (punyari desay)

and was as a matter of fact j rore it (1. 1.118):

Samantapavicakam: enisevitam. |

gatavan asmi tam aes yatrabhavat pura ||

Pandavénaém Kurtinay ca mahiksitdm |

didrksur Ggatas tasimdii- vatam tha ||

That obviously needed a littl

beginning of the second chapt

sages who formed the audienc

of pilgrimage (1. 2.1):

Samantapanicakam i yadowbtate-sitanandana |

etat sarvam yathanyadyam srotum icchamahe vayam. ||

And from the story narrated by the Sita it proves to be a Bhargava pleve

of pilgrimage, situated probably somewhere in the neighbourhood of or with-

in the limits of Kuruksetra.t It was in fact, as the Stita proceeds to explain,

ion. Accordingly we find in the

this Samantapaficaka from the

snow all about this new plzce

1 In the Adiparvan, the references are to the Critical Edition of that book

published by this Institute (Poona 1933); elsewhere to the Vulgate, the editian

used being the Chitrashala edition (Poona 1929-1933). References to the Vulgzre

are distinguished by prefixing ‘“B.” to them.

2 Special studies on Parasurama: Irawati Karve, “The Parasurama Myth”

in the Journal of the University of Bombay, vol. 1 (1932), pp. 115-139; and the

paper by ANUJAN ACHAN cited above, Parasurdma Legend and its Significance

(1985), and Jarl CHARPENTIER, Parafu-Rama, Kuppuswami Sastri Comm. Vol.

(1937) pp. 9-16.

3 Cf. Hopkins, Epic Mythology (Grundriss d. indo-arischen Phil und Altir-

tumskunde III. Bd., 1. Heft B), p. 211.

4 In the Salyaparvan it is said that it is a holy place of pilgrimage situat:d

on the Sarasvati C. 9. 2136.

19
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the sacred spot where the Bhargava Rama, the foremost of weapon-bearers

(Sastrabhytém varah 1. 2. 3), after extirpating the warrior race during the

interval between the Treté and the Dvapara Ages, had made five pools of

blood, probably forming a circle (hence obviously Samantapaficaka), and

standing in the middle of the pools the terrible man offered the uncanny

oblation of congealed blood to his forefathers, until the shades of the departed

ancestors appeared before him and pacified him, giving him the boon that

those sanguinary pools of his would become holy places of pilgrimage (1. 2.

3 ff.);

Tretadvdparayoh samdhau Ramah Sastrabhytam varah |

asakyt parthivam ksatram jaghanamarsacoditah || (3)

Sa sarvam ksatram uisddya svaviryendnaladyutih |

Samantapatcake pafica cakdra rudhirohradan || (4).

sa tesu rudhirambhahsu hradesu krodhamiicchitah |

pit~n samtarpayamasa rudhireneti nah Srutam || . (5)

{6} A few stanzas later we read that the Kuru-Pandava war was also

fought at this Samantapaficaka.

antare cava samprési

Samantapancake yud nuavasenayok ||

Samantapaficaka is thus made another name of Kuruksetra :

evidently a Bhargava name.t THe pec india have forgotten this Bhar-

gava synonym: they remember

deep root in the memory of ih

there is held at Kuruksetra, «

thousands of devout pilgrim

ey abhit |

which alttracts hundreds of

: the different corners of India,

who reverently visit the spot had blood of their beloved kings of
yore, those shining examples oi nd chivalry, who counting their

lives as straw fell fighting, waging a holy war (dharmayuddha), which has

made the Kuruksetra a dharmakseira.

In passing, it may be mentioned that this short account of the annihila-

tion of the Ksatriyas by the Brahmin Rama Jamadagnya—a very popular

theme, as will be seen later on, with the redactors of our Mahabharata—has

been even amplified in later times by the interpolation of a short dialogue

1 Samantapaficaka mentioned in Parvans 1, 3, 6, 7 and 9 only. That the war

took place at Samantapaficaka is also mentioned in:

B. 6. 1.6: SAMANTAPANCAKAD bahyarh Sibirani sahasragah |

karayamasa vidhivat Kuntiputro Yudhisthirah ||

C..7, 2725: Svah Srosyate éiras tasya Saindhavasya rane hatam |

SAMANTAPANCAKAD bahyarhn visoka bhava ma rudah ||

C. 9, 3032: etat Kuruksetra-“Samantapaficakam |

Prajapater uttaravedir ucyate ||

C. 9, 3620-21: Samantapaficake punye trisu lokesu visrute |

ahah nidhanam asadya lokiin prapsyami sa$vatan ||

2 Imperial Galettder of India, (1886) vol. 8, p. 374 f,
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(of eight lines) between Rama Jamadagnya and his Bhargava ancestors

(Adi 71*; cf. B. 3. 83. 29 ff.) ;

Réma Rama meahabhaga pritah sma tava Bhargava |

anayd piirbhaktya ca vikramena ca te vibho |

varam vrnisva bhadram te kim icchasi mahadyute |

Rama uvace |

yadi me pitarah prita yady anugrahyataé mayi |

yac ca rosabhibhiiena ksatram utsdditam maya | etc.

This passage, which is an abridged version of a dialogue occurring in the

Tirthayatraparvan, a sub-section of the Aranyakaparvan, is found at this

point only in certain Devanagari MSS. (including those of the “K.” Versior },

and is missing in the Bengali MSS. as well as in the entire Southern recen-

sion, and therefore certainly suspect. We shall have occasion to mention

other similar enlargements of Bhargava anecdotes.

[7] The next reference to the Bhargava Rama occurs in adhy, 58 3f

the Adi. and the theme is the sary chapter, as a matter of fact, des-

cribes the circumstances whi nation of the gods and gol-

desses of the Purdnic panthé of ours. But the accou:t

begins with an allusion to the ne Bhargava Rama, his total

extirpation of the bad old kings BR. 4):

trihsaptakrtveh prthivix atyiyam pura |

Jémadagnyas tapas i parvatottame || (1)

The first line of this stanza is note. It occurs, with slight

variations, over and over again“# arata, its exultant note ringirg

like a distant echo in the rema nd crevices of this huge epo:,

which was composed by Krsna Dvaipayara to spread in this world the farre

of the high-souled Pandavas and of other puissant Ksatriyas (1. 56. 25f.) :

Krsna-Dvaipayanenedam kriam punyacikirsund ||

kirtim prathayata loke Péndavénim mahdtmanam |

anyesam ksatriyanarh ca bhiiridravinatejasam \\|

When the Bhargava Rama, after making a clean sweep of the Ksatriyas.

retired to Mount Mahendra, on the eastern coast of India, to practise austet-

ities, there remained of the warrior caste only the females, and the Ksatriy.:

race was in imminent danger of becoming totally extinct (Adi, 58). Wher

the earth was thus bereft of Ksatriya manhood, the Ksatriya women, castin;:

aside their pride, approached the Brahmins for offspring. With thes:

Ksatriya women cohabited the Brahmins of rigid vows of those times, in

pity for their sad plight. They cohabited with the Ksatriya women, no

from passion, only in season, never out of season. Thus thousands o

Ksatriya women conceived from their intercourse with pious Brahmins

Their children were the virtuous Ksatriyas, who ushered in again the Golder
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Age. Thus sprang up a second Ksatriya race from the surviving Ksatriya

women, owing to their intercourse with ascetic Brahmins.. The new genera-

tion, blessed with long life, throve in virtue. And there were again esta-

blished the four castes, having Brahmins at their head (1. 58. 8. 10);

{8} evan tad bréhmanaih ksatram ksatriydsu tapasvibhih |

jatam rdhyata dharmena sudirghenayusanvitam |

catvaro ‘pi tadd varnd babhivur brahmanottaréh ||

t@h prajak prthivipala dharmauratapardyanah |

Gdhibhir vyddhibhig caiva vimuktah sarvaso narah ||

Later the Asuras, defeated by the gods and expelled from heaven, in order

to continue their fight for supremacy, took birth in royal families, among

animals and elsewhere on this earth, and so again godless kings were born

here on the earth. The goddess Earth, oppressed by this vicious and: godless

creation, lodged a complaint with Brahma, who, with a view to freeing her

from the tyranny of her oppressors,..o¢dains that the various gods and god-

desses, gandharvas and apsaras xemselves, in different forms

and shapes, to wage war wit annihilate them.

In this legend, which is fk Erwoven with the much lauded

exploit of the Bhargava Rama in appears in the réle of the

de facto Creator of the Later ut in a variant version of the

same incident, which occurs in by. 48-49 of the Vulgate) and

which will be discussed in due grator, Sri-Kpsna himself, while

admitting that there was a of the Ksatriyas, allows that

some Ksatriyas had escaped & s of the Bhargava Rama and,

after his retirement to the fores om their places of concealment

and resumed sovereignty. But wuec to the Adiparvan, however,

Vaisarhpayana, as we have seen is quite certain that the Ksatriyas were totally
annihilated by Rama and the race was entirely regenerated by Brahmins.

Another little digression, adhy. 60, which explains the origin and geneal-

ogy of the different orders of beings, from the gods downwards, contains also

a genealogy of the Bhargavas, the only Brahmanic genealogy, besides that

of the Angirasas! (a clan closely connected with the Bhrgus) considered by

the epic bards worthy of inclusion in this chapter.

This confused cosmogonic account (1. 60. 1 ff.) begins with the enumera-

tion of the six mind-born (manasa) sons of Brahma and the eleven sons

of Sthanu, namely, the eleven Rudras. The six mind-born sons of Brahma

re: Marici, Angiras, Atri, Pulastya, Pulaha and Kratu, which list does

not include Bhrgu.2 Daksa [9} was born from the right thumb (arigusthe)

1 Even the Angirasas are shown scant courtesy. Only one generation of the

family is mentioned : the sons of Angirasas were Brhaspati, Utathya and Sarhvarta ;

they had a (nameless) sister.

2 These six “mind-born ” sons are mentioned again in 1, 59. 10,
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of Brahma, and Daksa’s wife from his left thumb. Daksa begat fifty

daughters on his wife, of whom he gave away thirteen, in a lot, to Kaéyapa,

_ Son of Marici. Kaéyapa’s offspring were the gods and the titans.t The

list of gods and demi-gods closes with the progeny’ of Kasyapa (1. 60. 39) :

esa devagano rdjan kirtitas te ’nupurvasah |

yam kirtayitvé manujah sarvapapaik pramucyate ie
Immediately, after this list of celestials, come Bhrgu and his descendant:

(1. 60. 40) :

Brahmano hydayam bhitivd nihsyto bhagavén Bhrguh |

The close proximity to the gods is perhaps intended to be an indication o:

the high position of the Bhrgus in the Precedence List. The genealogy
given here is short and mentions only the well-known descendants of one

branch of the Bhargava clan, the branch made famous by Rama Jamadagnya

The pedigree begins with Bhrgu, who also was a son of Brahma, being borr

by piercing his heart (Ardaya).

But this ancestry of Bhrew is

the epic (AnuSasana 85 of th

from the seed of Prajapati °

The latter account has part

Brahmana (3. 34) that the s

parts, from which were born

hand, in the Paficavirhéa Brahma

two others is attributed to

(11. 6. 1. 1), Jaiminiya Brat

Taittiflya Aranyaka (9. 1) al

from Varuna, it is said, he abtaine nC

There seems to be partial synthesis of § some of these divergent version:
in the confused Anusdasana account cited above, according to which, whik

Mahé&deva, in the form of Varuna, was performing a sacrifice, Brahma wa:

presiding and all the gods and the goddesses were present. Seeing tha’

assemblage of celestial damsels of exceeding beauty, desire sprang up in the

mind of Brahma, and he had an emission. As soon as the seed came out

Brahma took it up with the sacrificial ladle and poured it, like a libatior

of clarified butter, with the necessary maniras, on the burning fire. There

upon [10} three beings emerged from the sacrificial fire. One arose fron

the flames (bhrk) and hence he was called Bhrgu ; another came out of thc:

burning charcoals (a@/gdra) and hence he passed by the name of Angiras

the third originated from a heap of extinguished coals and was called Kavi

This tradition we find faintly reflected in a stanza (Adi. 216*), interpolatec

aflict with another account found ir

‘cling to which Bhrgu was borr

in the fire.

rt, for we read in the Aitareyz

pati became divided into thre

gu and Angiras. On the other

Qf 2 the paternity of Bhrgu witt

in the Satapatha Brahman:

ittiriya Upanisad (1. 3. 1. 1)

ssid to be the son of Varuna

1 1, 60, 33: Kaéyapasya surdsurah.

* Cf. Maitr. Sarhhita 4, 3.9; 49.4; Jaim. Brahmana 2. 202.

194
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in most MSS. of the Northern recension after 1. 5. 6:

Bhrgur maharsir bhagavén Brahmané vai svayambhuve |

Varunasya kratau jatah pavakad iti nah Srutam i|

Here we see that the great seer, “Bhagavan” Bhrgu is said to have been

produced by the self-create Lord Brahma during Varuna’s sacrifice from Fire.

However, to return to the pedigree of the Bhrgus given in Adi 60, we

find the statement that Bhrgu had two sons, Kavi (whose son was Sukra)

and Cyavana. About both Sukra and Cyavana, we hear a great deal in our

Mahabharata. From Cyavana the short pedigree runs as follows: Cya-

vana-Aurva-Reika-Jamadagni-Rama. About Kavi and Reika alone the epic

has not very much to narrate, but it is full of the amazing powers and the

wonderful exploits of the remaining Bhargavas mentioned here, for whom

our epic shows great predilection.

Thus we find, only a few chapters later, the epic relating at great length

the well-known story of Yayati (Yayetyupakhyana, Adi. 71-80), in which

Sukra, the Asura priest, and his and ambitious daughter Devayani

play a prominent, réle, and wtains a solid substratum of

historic truth. Between Ya Havas there intervene, according

to the computation of Pare enerations. And thus although

the connection of this episode wi ic story is of most slender char-

acter, it possesses considerable B t, which is probably the main

reason why it has been excerp oxoe Puranic source, The story

of Yayati is introduced in t! owing manner,

ches the early history of the

Lunar Dynasty, incidentally ra yaiti and his five sons. Jana-
mejaya is not satisfied with this “ant and requests Vaisathpayana

to relate in detail the story of Yayati, a remote ancestor of the Pandavas,

“tenth in descent from Prajapati” (dasamo yah Prajépateh 1.71. 1). The

story of Yayati is as follows.

{11} Brhaspati, son of Angiras, was the preceptor of the Devas, the

Bhargava Sukra (Kavya USanas) that of the Asuras. Sukra, a powerful

sorcerer, like all the other Bhargavas, had the knowledge of the secret of

reviving the dead (samjivant vidvé); not so Brhaspati. The Devas were

therefore handicapped in their wars with the Asuras. So at the instance

of the Devas Brhaspati’s son Kaca goes to Sukra, who was then the priest

sorcerer of the Asura king Vrsaparvan and lives with him as his disciple in

order to obtain from him a knowledge of the art of reviving the dead.

Sukra’s beautiful daughter Devayani falls headlong in love with Kaca, son

of Brhaspati, and boldly proposes marriage, an honour which Kaca politely

but firmly declines. Subsequently one day when Devayani and Sarmistha,

In adhy. 70, Vaisarhpayay

4 It recurs almost verbatim in the Matsya Purana (adhy. 25-42),
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the daughter of the Asura Vrsaparvan, are having a bath in a neighbour-

ing river, Indra tossed their clothes about, which had been left by the girls

on the river bank, so that Sarmistha by mistake took up the dress of Deva-

yani. There ensues a hefty quarrel between the girls, and Sarmistha throws

her rival into a dry well overgrown with grass. And there she remains until

she is seen and pulled out of the well by the gallant king Yayati, whom she

promptly woos and who with the approval of her father, Sukra, marries her.

Previously, as a recompense for her overbearing conduct towards Devayani,

Sarmistha, the Asura princess, had become Devaydni’s slave. She now ac-

companies Devayani to the capital of Yayati and the three people live ir

happiness together for some time. Yayati has been warned beforehand by

the Asura priest Sukra that! he must on no account call Sarmisth® on to: his

bed : she was only a slave-girl belonging to Devayani’s entourage. But

Sarmistha prevails upon the soft-hearted and indulgent Yay&ati, by dint o!

immportunity and feminine logic to act so that her menstrual period will no!

be wasted, “for the husband of one’s friend is as good as one’s own hus-

band”. Yayati moved by her. i raits the logic of Sarmistha’s

requisition and begets on h 38, while Devayani has only

two. Devayani learns the tr affair one day by accident

and goes in a huff to her fat g bitterly of the perfidy of he

husband. The enraged Asurs curses Yayati that he woulc

instantly suffer the effects of crepitude, and so it happens

Sukra relents, however, and 4 .Yayati had acted from pure

motives he might transfer his ge at will to any one who i:

willing to take it on in his aely Yaydati exchanged his de

crepitude for the youth of his , {12} Piru son of the Asurz

princess Sarmistha, who was it “nf his five sons willing to take

on’ his old age and to whom he subsequently handed over his vast kingdon

as a reward for his filial affection.

In this version of the Yay&ti legend, the Bhargavi Devayani has it al

her own way and poor Sarmistha, the Asura princess has been thrust in the

background except in the finale, which raises Sarmistha’s youngest son tc

the throne and the tables are turned on Devayéini, the daughter of the Asurz

priest, Sukra. In spite of the Yayatyupakhyana, Indian tradition honour:

Sarmistha as the pattern of a wife most honoured by her husband ; for ir

Kalidasa’s famous drama, when Kaéyapa gives his parting blessing to his

beloved daughter, Sakuntal, he could think of no better boon than to wist

that she might be like Sarmistha :

Yayater iva Sarmisthé bhartur bahumaté bhave |

me

“Be thou highly honoured of thy husband, as was Sarmistha of Yayati!’

The extermination of the Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Rama and the

subsequent regeneration of the Ksatriya race by pious Brahmins find <
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mention already for the third time in adhy. 98 of the Adi: this time in the

course of a conversation between Bhisma and Satyavatil. The continuance

of the royal family of Kurus was sorely jeopardized by the untimely death

of both the sons of Sarhtanu, Citrangada and Vicitravirya. Satyavati asks

Bhisma to marry the young and beautiful widows of his half-brother

Vicitravirya” and beget children on them for the continuation of the race
of the Kurus, a proposal which Bhisma firmly rejects as that would mean

a deliberate breaking of his vow of celibacy. He proposes instead that a

Brahmin be called to officiate (miyoga) and do the job. He cites a prece-

dent for this dpeddharme. It is no other than the story of the Bhargava

Rama and its sequel. To avenge the death of his father, Bhisma relates,

the Bhargava Rama slew Arjuna, the son of Krtavirya, king of the Haiha-

yas. Then he set out on his war chariot to conquer the world. And taking

up his bow, he hurled his mighty magical missiles (astras) and exterminated

the Ksatriyas more than once. In days of yore this illustrious descendant

of Bhrgu annihilated the Kesatrivas..thrice seven times (1. 98. 3):

triksaptakrtveh prt saiviya pura| (11)

Then from a high sense of ¢ :Brahmins of the [13} day,

skilled in the Vedas, co-habitedt, va of the Kastriyas massacred

by the Bhargava Rama and be Sffsprings and thus revived the

almost extinct race of the Ksat ati should unhesitatingly follow

this excellent precedent and srrar evival of the dying race of the

Kurus.

So far we have come ac

the Bhargavas. The first ref

and one of the epic characters o¢ 121 of the Adi. In this pseudo-

historical epic, the myth may rly regarded as concerned with

events in time. Therefore the Bhargava Rama, who only a few chapters

previously is said to have lived in the interval between the Tretf& and the

Dvapara Ages is here represented as the teacher (guru) of Acairya Drona,

who lived in the interval between the Dvapara and the Kali Ages.. The pu-

pilship is only symbolical, but the basis of the symbolism is significant.

Ac&rya Drona is the guru of the Kauravas and the Pandvas and of all the

other valiant Ksatriyas of the time, and he was also one of the greatest war-

riors on the side of the Kauravas in the Bharata War. But Acarya Drona

must also have a guru. And who would be more suitable as guru than the

Bhargava Rama, who is the foremost of all weapon-bearers (sarvasastrabhr-

tém varah) ?

Once the symbol has been accepted, it is treated as real, and the myth is

worked out in great detail. Thus we are told that when Drona had finished

his studies and taken up the duties of a house-holder, he began to feel the

pinch of poverty. He then happened to hear that the Bhargava Rama was
bestowing wealth on Brahmins. No inconsistency or anachronism is felt, be-

of the past achievements of

contact between a Bhargava
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cause Rama is assumed to be “ ever-living” (cirajivin). So Drona presented

himself before the great Bhargava, who was about to-start for the forest, and

asked for some wealth for himself. Rama ruefully confessed to him t:at

whatever wealth he at one time possessed he had freely presented to ‘he

Brahmins ; he had even presented the earth to KaSyapa, his sacrificing priest.

And now he had nothing left except his mortal body and his weapons and

magical missiles (astras). He asked Drona to choose what he wanted.

Drona of course chose the famous missiles with which Rama had conquered

the whole earth. Rama accordingly gave all his [14} weapons to Drona,

instructing him at the same time fully in the science of arms.

This story of Drona and Rama was apparently popular, for we find it

repeated in an abridged form in adhy. 154, it being related there to the Pan-

davas by a Brahmin, who was urging them to proceed to the capital of Dr--

pada to attend the svayamvara of Draupadi.

We learn another fragment of Bhargava history from adhy. 169 to 1''2

of the Adi, the Aurvopakhyfna, which is, as a matter of fact, a digressica

within a digression.

While the Pandava brot ax by slow stages to the cari-

tal of king Drupada to atten: smvara, they are opposed ca

the way by Citraratha Angara e Gandharvas, whom Arjura

after a brief fight overcomes. nad Arjuna soon become close

friends. This sudden friendship ¥ ‘sary opportunity to the ski -

ful raconteur to smuggle in so itraratha, as a matter of fac,

relates to Arjuna a number o ‘ flimsily: motivated anecdotes,

which are a pure and unadult among them the well-know 1

story of Vasistha. It is related” tra, king of Kanyakubja, trie!

to seize Vasistha’s sacred cow ( Manadhemisand, failing, turned ascetic and

in the end became a Brahmin; how king Kalmiésapada Saudasa was curse!

by Vasistha’s son Sekti (or Saktri)! to become a cannibal and how he begar

his career as a cannibal by devouring Vasistha’s own sons including Sakti ; hov

Vasistha subsequently freed the king from the effects of the curse. Ther

finally to dissuade his enraged grandson ParaSara, son of Sakti, from destroy-

ing the whole creation in his frenzy, Vasistha relates to him the story of the

Bhargava Aurva. It will thus be seen that the Bhargava legend is emboxed

within the Vasistha legend, which is itself an episode of the Caitraratha

section. This story of Aurva is as follows.

Once upon a time there was a king by name Krtavirya of the Haih-

yas, whose family priests were the Bhrgus. On them he bestowed great

wealth. After his death the princes of his family, for some reason or other,

demanded it back. The Bhrgus came out with some of it, but not all. It

then happened that one of the Ksatriyas, accidentally digging the ground in

the settlement of the Bhrgus, came upon a large store of wealth buried under

{15} ground. Enraged at what they naturally considered deceitful conduct
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on the part of the Bhrgus, the Ksatriyas used violence to the Bhrgus, and

slew them all indiscriminately. The Ksatriyas even hunted down the women

of the Bhrgus, and with a view to exterminating the race killed all those that

were pregnant. Pursued by the Ksatriyas, some of the Bhrgu women took

shelter in the jnaccessible fastnesses of the Himalayas. One of these women},

in order to perpetuate the race of the Bhargavas, had concealed her embryo

in her thigh. The Ksatriyas, when they came to know of it, pursued her

with the intention of decimating her embryo ; when, lo and behold, the child

was born from his mother’s thigh, blinding the Haihayas with his lustre.

Bereft of sight, they roamed about in the forest, and, meekly approaching

the faultless Brahmin lady, prostrated themselves before her, begging that

their eyesight might be restored. “My good sirs”, said the Brahmin lady,

“YT have not robbed you of your eyesight, nor am I angry with you. But

this scion of the Bhrgus seems certainly to be angry with you. Your eyesight

has no doubt been destroyed by this high-souled Bhargava, whose wrath has

been kindled by the massacre of his kinsmen. When you took to destroying

even the embryos of the Bhrgu +3 was held by me concealed in

my thigh for one hundred y: y do good to the Bhrgu race,

the entire Veda with its six a ‘to him when he was still in

the womb. Being enraged at t is kinsmen, he desires to kill

you. It is by his divine effulgen resight has been destroyed, Pray

therefore, my good sirs, to ti n of mine, born of my thigh

(tru) ; and pacified by your ! rating yourself before him, he

may restore your eyesight’. T hose Ksatriyas on their bended

knees said to that high-born s”, and the high-born child

forgave them. But that descend ‘ergava race did not forget that

outrage and resolved in his mind:sipon: desttoying this wicked world. With

that object in view he started performing the most severe austerities. By
the intensity of his austerities he afflicted all the worlds. On learning what

Aurva was doing to avenge the wrong done to them by the Ksatriyas, the

shades of his ancestors came to him and addressed his as follows: [16} “O

Aurva, O child, the prowess of thy fierce austerities has been seen by us.

Control thy anger and forgive the people.’ They explain to him that the

Ksatriyas were really not to blame for the slaughter of the Bhrgus! How

could those puny Ksatriyas ever hope to kill the Bhargavas? That contre-

temps was a little contrivance of the Bhargavas themselves. The fact was

that the Bhargavas were tired of their lives and longed to die, but death dared

not touch them, those sinless effulgent specimens of humanity, and suicide

was a cowardly act and a sin. They had therefore staged that little quarrel

with those foolish and arrogant Ksatriyas, so that the Ksatriyas might get en-

1 According to C. 1.2610 her name was Arusi :

Arusi tu Manoh kanyé tasya patni manisinah \|

Aurvas tasvar samabhavad Urum bhittva mahayasah ||
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raged and kill them, as they did. Of what use could wealth be to those

emancipated souls, whose sole desire was to obtain heaven? Aurva replies

that they may be all true, but he had made a vow to destroy the world in

order to calm his own anger and he must destroy it, or else he would be

destroyed himself by the fire of his uncontrollable wrath. And so the world

was in imminent danger of being totally destroyed! But the ancestors of

Aurva show him a way out of the dilemma. They wisely advise him to

fling the fire of his wrath in the waters, which are the primeval source < nd

support of the world, and Aurva does so. And now, in the shape of hor:’s

head (hayasiras), his wrath dwells in the ocean, consuming its waters, which

are the world (loké hy adpomayaéh smrtah. 1. 171. 19).

In the above legend we may notice some of the repeated motives of Bhiir-

gava stories. There is first of all the feud with the Ksatriyas, which finelly

develops into the creation of the figure of the Bhargava Rama, “the forem.st

of all weapon-bearers, ” who single-handed, with the aid of his magical wea-

pons, the astres, conquers the whole.garth, annihilating the Kesatriyas thiice

seven times. Then there is th portune birth of a miraculous

child, whose effulgent lustr ppressor (as here) or con-

sumes him (as in the case of 2 is, lastly, the appearance of

the shades of the ancestors, wh the carnage either contemp! at-

ed (as here) or actually perpe’ the case of Rama), to avenge

some private wrong done with

{
e book with 81 chapters aid

about 2700 stanzas (in the Vulg vith the Erection of the Dart ar

Hall and ends with the Second Gsnibu fatch. Here the story marclies

forward by rapid strides, consisting as it does mainly of spirited dialogue and

dramatic action. The digressions are few and far between, and of upakh-4-

nas as such there are none. The real important digressions, which occur ea:ly

in the beginning, are two: firstly, the somewhat lengthy and imaginat.ve

descriptions (a@khyanas) by Narada of the halls of the celestials Indra, Yana,

Varuna, Kubera, and Brahmi, preceded by a short Niti tractate (adhy, 5-12);

and, secondly, the previous history of Jarasarndha, narrated by Krsna (adi 7.

17-19). Consequently, in this parvan, the Bhargava material is extremly

scanty. .

The Bhargavas are nevertheless briefly mentioned several times, Thus,

naturally, many of the Bhargavas, to wit, Bhrgu, Markandeya, Rama, Ja-

madagnya, are several times mentioned as being present, along with other

famous sages and seers of the past, in the halls of the celestials mention:d

above, as also as a matter of course in the newly erected hall of Yudhisthira.

In adhy. 8, Rama has been placed by mistake among the royal sages (14-

jarsis). They are likewise present at the coronation of Yudhisthira. These

The short Sabha, which
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static figures are like mural decorations, and of no special interest to us.

We shall therefore ignore them. .

Rama’s extermination of the Ksatriyas, which is really never quite for-
gotten by our bards, is mentioned in adhy. 14. Krsna prefaces his long

reply to Yudhisthira regarding the prerequisites of the Rajasiiya sacrifice by

pointing out, quite irrelevantly, that the contemporary Ksatriyas were far in-

ferior to that old race of Ksatriyas that was exterminated by the Bhargava

Rama (B. 2. 14. 2):

Jamadagnyena Ramena ksatram yad avasesitam |

tasmad avarajam loke yad idam ksatrasavijfitam ||

It was ‘mentioned above that the high esteem in which our epic bards

held Rama Jamadagnya had led to his being represented as the teacher of

Ac&arya Drona in the science of arms. The same ideology is responsible for

the sedulously fostered belief that Rama was the ‘teacher of Bhisma also, an

idea which is taken hold of {18} and further developed in that late addition

to the Udyoga, the Ambé episode (Ambopakhyana). Rama is represented as

standing in the same relation heopratégé and ally of Duryodhana.

So, in his denunciation of Kr tons Kanna’s pupilship under

Rama as one of Kamna’s quai ng him to receive the argha

(B. 2, 37. 15 f.) :

ayam oa sarvarajndss

Jémadagnyasya dayiick

Yendimabalam Gsriiva

tam ca Karnam atiked

mehabalah |

sya Bharata ||

fitch |

suas tuayarcitah ||

This book is a veritable ti cient Brahmanic myths and le-

gends. We accordingly find that cant of Bhargava material has

been incorporated in it. We further find that one Bhargava takes a con-

siderable share in the story-telling that is done here.

The first important deference to the Bhrgus is in the Tirthayatra sec-

tion. The list of firthas given in adhy. 82ff (of the Vulgate) is said to

have been first communicated by the sage Pulastya to. Bhisma and. then re-

peated by Narada to Yudhisthira. It is in reality a material compendium

of tirthas, which gives, in the space of a stanza or two, the necessary details

about the particular tirtha : the name of the tirtha, the ritual acts to be done

there, and finally the merit (puxya@) accruing from these acts. Thus, for

example, we read (B, 3, 83. 18 ff.):

“O king, going to Salikini and bathing in the Dasaévamedha, the pil-

grim obtains the merit of performing 10 esvamedha sacrifices—Then going to

Sarpadevi, that excellent firtha of the Nagas, one obtains the merit of per-

forming 1 agnistoma sacrifice and goes to the world of the Nagas—One

should then proceed, O virtuous man, to (the shrine of) Tarantuka, the gate-

keeper. Staying there only for one night, one obtains the merit of giving
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away 1000 kine—-Then going to the Paficanada, with regulated diet and sub-

dued soul, and bathing in the Kotitirtha, one obtains the merit of perform.

ing 1 asvamedha sacrifice. Going to the firtha of the ASvins, a man is bort:

handsome (in a future birth, of course).—One should then go, O virtuou:.

man, to the excellent [19} tirtha called Varaha, where Visnu in times of yore

appeared in the form of a boar. Bathing there, O foremost of men, one

obtains the merit of performing 1 agnistoma sacrifice —O king of kings, one

should then visit Somatirtha, situated in Jayanti. Bathing in it, one obtains

the merit of performing 1 rajasdya sacrifice-—Bathing in Ekaharhsa, one ob-

tains the merit of giving away 1000 kine-—O ruler of men, going to the

Krtagauca, the pilgrim becomes purified, and obtains the merit of perform-

ing 1 pundorika sacrifice—Then going to Mufijavata, the place sacred to

Sthanu, and fasting for one night, one acquires the position. of génapatya”’ —

And so on and so forth.

Only very rarely is. this dreary enumeration interrupted by a brief ac-

count of some myth or legend conpested with the place of pilgrimage in

question. Now we find embed ist the legend connected with the

Ramahradas (B, 3. 83. 26 to have considerably roused

the interest of the compiler as devoted not less than 32

lines. The story is of course 1% that of the extirpation of the

Ksatriya race by the Bhargava ich this is already the fourth

repetition in some form or other is as follows.

The greatly effulgent and & alter exterminating the Ksatri-
yas with great valour, formed fi th the blood of the slaughter-

ed warriors. And he offered the Blation to his forefathers, who

were most gratified by this supr tal piety. The shades of these

ancestors appeared before him an him as follows: ‘‘O Rama, O

Rama, O fortunate one! We are pleased, O Bhargava, with thy filial piety

and with thy great valour. Ask for a boon, O greatly effulgent one, What

dost thou wish to have?” Having been thus addressed by his ancestors,

Rama, that foremost of smiters (Ramah praharataém varah B. 3. 83, 31),

thus spoke with joined hands to his ancestors : “If you are pleased with me

and if I have deserved your favour then by your grace I desire that I may

again derive pleasure in asceticism. By your power, may I be freed

from the sin I have incurred’ by killing these Ksatriyas in a fit of

wrath. Also may these sanguinary lakes become holy places of pilgrimage

celebrated throughout the world”. Wearing these righteous words of Rama,

his ancestors were highly pleased, [20} and filled with joy they thus replied

to Rama : “ Let thy austerities prosper, especially by virtue of thy filial piety.

Forscoth thou hast exterminated the Ksatriyas in a fit of wrath, but thou

art already freed from that sin, for they have fallen owing to their own mis-

deeds. ‘These lakes of thine shall without doubt become places of pilgrimage.

He who will bathe in these lakes and: offer here oblations to his ancestors will
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please his manes and they will gratify all his heart’s desire, and lead him

to the eternal celestial regions”. Having granted these boons to Rama and

affectionately taken leave of him, the shades became invisible. It was thus

that the bloody lakes of that illustrious descendant of Bhrgu became sacred

places of pilgrimage-—Leading the life of a student of the sacred lore and

observing sacred vows, if a person bathes in the Lakes of Rama (Ramahra-

da) and worships Rama, he will obtain much gold.

The reader will easily recognize this as the story which was briefly re-

lated already in connection with Samantapaficaka. In fact Ramahrada ap-

pears to be only another name of Samantapaficaka, one of the dirthas explicit-

ly mentioned as having been visited by the Stita (that is, the putative narrator

of the Mahabharata), before he came to Saunaka’s sacrifice. It will be re-

called that some information was asked then about Samantapaficaka in adhy.

2 of the Adi, and in that connection this story was briefly narrated by the

Sita to the sages of the Naimisa Forest. There the story was originally

summarized in four stanzas, but .se stibsequent reviser, apparently not

satisfied with such a cursory a och-making feat of Rama, had

interpolated at that place ven Rama and his ancestors

(compressed into eight lines} of bits and pieces of verses

borrowed from the present cont all interpolations proving itself

to be somewhat of a bad fit.

A few chapters later, we i

different avatdras of the sam

and the Daéarathi Rama, tcid

in the three worlds, which Yu

story of a conflict between two

ween the JAmadagnya Rama

th a Bhrgutirtha, “ celebrated

8 party are said to have visited

(B. 3. 99. 34 ff). Once upon a y goes, Rama Jamadagnya went

to Ayodhya to meet Rama (2: o test his strength. [21} Rama

D. was sent by his father te the boundary of his kingdom to receive Rama

J. hospitably, but was flagrantly insulted by the latter. Rama D. nevertheless

bends the bow given to him by Rama J. to test his strength and shoots an

arrow which convulses the whole world, astounding Rama J. Rama D. further

confounds Rama. J. completely by showing him his cosmic form (visSveriipa),

made popular by the Gita (adhy. 11), and rebukes him for his overweening

conduct. Abashed, Rama J. returns to Mount Mahendra, having lost his

lustre (tejas), which he regains later at some firtha or other. Yudhisthira is

asked to bathe in the same firtha that he might regain the lustre he had lost

in his conflict with Duryodhana.

This grotesque story, composed probably with the object of glorifying

the Ksatriya Rama at the cost of the Brahmin Rama, must be quite a modern

interpolation, in the Mahabharata. Contextually it is an obvious mis-

fit, being incongruously wedged in between two halves of the Agastya legend,

with which it has absolutely no connection. Not only is this bizarre story

contextually a misfit, it is a very poor piece of composition, and it strikes
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moreover a discordant note, involving disrespect towards the Bhargava Rama,

who in our epic is otherwise throughout held up for our admirations as the

foremost of weapon-bearers and fighters. Fortunately we are not left to

deduce the spuriousness of this passage merely from intrinsic argument:,

which are apt to be discredited ; for, the passage is missing entirely in tke

Southern recension, an omission supported by the KaSmiri version and even

by some ancient Devanagari MSS. The story, which is narrated at som:

length in the Ramayana, is not even alluded to in the Ramopakhyana of our

epic and belongs evidently to a different complex of legends, quite inharmc-

nious with the Mahabharata context. It appears to have been smuggled into

the capacious folds of the Aranyakaparvan in quite recent times by som:

well-meaning but ignorant Northern interpolater anxious to vindicate the

claim of the epic to be a complete encyclopaedia of the Hindu legendary lore *

But the next chapter (100) again contains a Bhargava story, the legen:l

of Dadhica. Lomaéga relates how the Kalakeyas under the leadership cf

Vrtra persecuted the celestials, who betook them-[22}-selves to Brahma ask.

ing for his protection. The latter thern to go to the (Bhargava) Da-

dhica and ask for his bone animously gives up his bod:

for the good of the three we s took the bones of Dadhic:

to Visvakarman, the architect who fashioned out of his bones

the thunderbolt, with which ind it the enemies of the gods, The

story is repeated in the acconi ise of Baladeva (Salya 51 in

the Vulgate), where it is said i3t he was the strongest of all

creatures, tall as the Himalayaé dya was always mightily afrai

of him on account of his: lust;

Yet again, a few chapters ai of Yudhisthira and his part,

at Mount Mahendra, the heacdqwartérs: ofRama, now a sarnyasin, affords

a welcome opportunity to the bard for the presentation of a full-length por-

trait of the hero of the Bhargavas, Rama, son of Jamadagni (Aranyaka 115

117 in the Vulgate) .

The Pandavas bathe at the mouth of the Ganges and proceed to the rive:

Vaitarani in Kalifiga, where the altar of KaSyapa is. They rest on Moun.

Mahendra and hear there from Akrtavrana, a disciple of the Bhargava Rame.

the well-known story of Rama, which may be summarized as follows.

Gadhi, king of Kanyakubja, had retired to the forest to practise reli-

gious austerities. There a most beautiful daughter was born to him, Satya-

vati, whom the Bhargava Rcika wooed. Giadhi perhaps did not re

lish his suit and tried to evade it by demanding a present o°

a thousand peculiarly coloured horses, but Reika supplied then

and gained her. Then a Bhrgu (perhaps, Aurva is meant), who

was a great sorcerer, visits the newly married couple and gives his young

1 Yad ihasti tad anyatra yan nehasti na tat kvacit.
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daughter-in-law the boon that she would give birth to a gifted son, and so

would her mother. To fortify the boon, he prescribes that she should em-

brace an udumbara tree, her mother an asvaitha, and both should partake of

different dishes of some special caru prepared by him with powerful incanta-

tions and endowed with magical potency. These good ladies go and ex-

change the frees as well as the dishes of caru which were apportioned to them

by the great sage, with the result that the daughter was about to: give birth

to a Brahmin son with Ksatriyan qualities and the mother a Ksatriya son

with [23} Brahmanic qualities. But the Bhrgu, who comes to know of this

interchange by occult means, comes rushing to the hermitage and tells his

daughter-in-law what was going to happen. Moved by her entreaties, he gives

a further boon to the young woman who had really been deceived by her mo-

ther, postponing the action of the potent charm. Thus her son Jamadagni

was saved, from the taint of Ksatriyahood, which ultimately fell upon her

grandson Rama, who turned out to be, as prophesied, a revengeful and blood-

thirsty warrior, perpetrator of cruel and sanguinary deeds. Jamadagni,

though a peaceful Brahmin whe inthe study of the Vedas, as de-

sired by his mother, was not _ equipment, for “the entire

science of arms with the four missiles spontaneously came

to him, who rivalled the sun icul any instruction from any-

body” (B. 3, 115. 45). Jara Renuka, daughter of king Pra-

senajit. She gave birth to fv nvyat, Susena, Vasu, Visvavasu,

and last but not least Rama. T d happily for some time. Then

one day when Renuka of ri to see Citraratha, the hand-

some king of Marttikavataka er with his numerous wives,

her fortitude forsook her anc : es of desire. When she return-

ed to the hermitage, Jamadagni & olution and guessed her secret.

In a fit of rage he called in turn upon each of his sons to kill their unchaste

mother. Four of them refused to do the atrocious deed and were cursed

by the angry and disappointed father for their disobedience. Then came the

last of all that “slayer of hostile heroes,’”” Rama Jamadagnya. A military

type, accustomed to receive and obey orders, Rama, when sternly command-

ed by his father to slay his mother, took his axe and without hesitation

chopped off his mother’s head! Jamadagni, mightily pleased with the ins-

tant obedience of his son, granted Rima several boons, among them the boon

that the mother whom Rama had decapitated might be restored to life.

And the family lived again happily for some time. Then one day Arjuna

Kartavirya Sahasrabahu came to the hermitage and was hospitably received

by the Bhargavas. The ungrateful king, intoxicated with the pride of power,

not heeding the hospitality, seized and carried off by force from the hermit-

age the calf of the sacred cow of the sage (a variant of the kémadhenu motif

of the Vasistha-[24}-Visvamitra legend), and spitefully broke the big tree

in the hermitage grounds, This was the beginning of a terrible feud. Rama
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first slew the arrogant Arjuna K4rtavirya, and Arjuna’s sons then slew the

unresisting Jamadagni. Then Rama slaughtered the sons of Arjuna K. and

finally destroyed all Ksatriyas off the earth thrice seven times and made five

pools of blood in Samantapaficaka (B. 3. 117. 9) :

trihsaptakrtuah prthivin krtvd nihksatriyann prabhuk |,

Samantapayicake pafica cakéra rudhirehradan || (IIT)

Standing in the. middle of these pools of blood—as has already been ne :-

rated several times above--Rama offered oblations to the manes until at

last his ancestor Ricka appeared and stopped him, Rama then perform.d

a great sacrifice to gratify Indra, in which he bestowed the earth upon Kas-

yapa, his priest. Then this annihilator of the Ksatriya race was at last sat.s-

fied and retired to Mount Mahendra, engaging himself in austerities of a

rather severe type. “ Thus did hostility arise between Rama and Ksatriy+s

of this earth, and the entire earth was conquered by Rama of immeasuratie

lustre” (B. 3. 117. 15). It is then narrated that the Bhargava Rania

appeared there in person on Mount Mahendra to meet the Pandavas. Fle

was duly received and honcured dhisihira and his party, and he

honoured them in turn,

This account has been ani

gava episodes—by the additi

which is prefixed to it and whic!

suggestion it contains to the eff

Visnu. This interpolation begi

virya, king of Haihayas. He

treya, by whose favour he ha

chariot. Intoxicated with the 7 x, Arjuna Kartavirya insulted

Indra, trampled upon the sages aad a the celestials, and persecuted

all creatures. Thereupon the celestials and the sages met together and went

in a body to Visnu to ask for his protection. Then the exalted god (Visnv )

held a consultation with Indra. The god of gods (Indra) told Visnu whit

had to be done. Thereupon the exalted god, promising to do the needful,

went to Badari, his [25} favourite retreat—Here the introduction suddenly

breaks off, and the story narrated about Gadhi and Rcika begins (B. 3, 115-

20). The suggestion probably is that at the consultation between Indra

and Visnu it was decided that Visnu should incarnate himself on the earth

as the son of Jamadagni, as Rama Jamadagnya, who should, in the fulness

of time, slay Arjuna Kartavirya, but that is left unsaid. The passage s

missing in the entire Southern recension and in some Northern manuscrip:s

including’ those of the Ka$miri version. There can therefore be no dout+

about its being a comparatively recent interpolation.

As already remarked above, Rama Jamadagnya and the other Bhargaves

such as Cyavana, Reika and so on are generally used as static figures, along

with other ancient sages like Narada, in the description of largely attende

20

xes—like several other Bhar-

i 23 lines (B, 3. 115. 9-19),

nterest on account of the vague

irgava Rama was an awvatara of

yious history of Arjuna Kart:-

here ‘as a worshipper of Datti-

len vimana and a wonderful



298 EPIC STUDIES

and important meetings and state functions, and such treatment of these

characters is quite intelligible, if not natural, But the Bhargavas—and es-

pecially the Bhargava Rama—are accorded a somewhat different treatment ;

they are represented as taking part in the action more definitely and more

frequently. We have seen that the Bhargava Rama is said to have given all

his asiras to Drona. He is also said to have taught Bhisma and Kama.

Here he is represented as having shown himself to the Pandavas, as a special

favour, In another context Rama is said to have fought with Bhisma, a fight

which lasted for twenty-three days but was absolutely barren of any conse-

quence, Elsewhere also we shall find Rama and some of other Bhargavas re-

presented as taking some innocuous part in the action, which in no way

affects the course of events but which serves to establish and maintain con-

tact between the Bhargavas and the epic characters.

The above story of Rama, which is miscalled the Kartaviryopakhyana,

ends at adhy. 117 of the Vulgate. At adhy. 122, we have another Bhargava

story, which covers adhy. 122-124 and ahout half of adhy. 125: the story

of the great wizard Cyavana, so

The Pandavas reach the £

Lomaéga the story (updkhyand

a young princess, by name

tingly blinded him ; how he tec

and how he gave them on that

arm of Indra, who would hay

Jarmada rivers and hear from

ow he demanded in marriage

261 had innocently and unwit-

cht by the grace of the Aégvins

Soma libation, paralyzing the

The story runs thus.

ss in a forest so long that an

a day to that place king Sar-

Cyavana, son of Bhrgu, p

ant-hill was formed round himk

yati, acompanied by his daugf: with beautiful eyebrows and

tapering thighs. The sage imp the ant-hill gazed longingly at

the youthful princess, clad in a single garment and adorned with costly orna-

ments, and addressed some words to her which she did not hear. Sukanya

saw, however, the gleaming eyes of the sage, engaged in self-mortification in

the ant-hill, and mistaking them for a species of glow-worm, in youthful

heedlessness, pierced the eyes of the sage with a thorn. Little did she think

of the dire consequences of her childish act. For through the anger of the

offended sage, smarting with the pain thoughtlessly inflicted on him by the

heedless princess, the king’s entire army suffered suddenly from a complete

stoppage of urine and excreta. The bewildered king inquired about the cause

of this strange mishap, but none of his soldiers and companions could en-

lighten him. The occurrence remained a mystery until the guilty princess

confessed her misdemeanour, Saryati forthwith set out to pacify the irate

sage. The sage would relent only if the mischievous but fascinating princess

is given to him in marriage. Without reflecting, the king agreed to bestow

his beautiful daughter on the high-souled Cyavana and returned to his own

city. Some time later the Aévins saw the faultless Sukanya bathing in the
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lake adjoining the hermitage of the sage. They also were smitten by her

ravishing beauty and asked her to accept one of them for her husband instead

of the blind old sage. As she would not consent, they propose that they would

rejuvenate Cyavana, and then she should choose. With the permission of

her husband she consents to the second proposal. Cyavana had to dip ito

the waters of the lake, into the primordial element, the womb of all creation,

along with the Aévins (Fountain of Youth motif)... The three of [27} th:m

came out of the water, all looking exactly alike. Here is a dilemma (Naia-

Damayanti motif). By virtue of her unswerving loyalty to her husband,

Sukanya is however able to choose the right man. In gratefulness for the

gift of youth and beauty, Cyavana promises the Asvins a draught of the

Soma juice during a regular sacrifice. Soon afterwards, Saryati comes to visit

his son-in-law Cyavana and the latter arranges a great sacrifice for Saryé ti,

at which he offers the first draught of Soma to the Asvins, who used to he

altogether excluded on these festive occasions on account of their being

medicine-men. Indra tries to stop the sacrilegious act ; but as Cyavana will

not heed, Indra then attempts thunderbolt at him. But Cyavauia

was too quick for him. Instant! yzed Indra’s arm and brought

him to his knees. At the sz f sorcerer created by his magic

a terrible demon (Rrtya@) calle ieation). ‘When Mada ruses

towards Indra to slay him, inc wish of Cyavana, who triump!.-

antly continues the sacrifice arid évins, the promised libation of

Soma. Since that time the As ipate regularly in the sacrificial

offerings on a basis of equali pods, Indra at the same tire

apologizes and explains that | ‘yavana merely to spread tie

fame of Cyavana and his fa ti throughout the world: a

significant and prophetic utterars

Bhrgu, the father of Cyavana, had only cursed Agni, a minor god, :n

fact, merely the “mouth” of the gods, to be sarvabhaksa, devourer of <i

things, good and bad (1. 6. 13). Cyavana did even better. He thorough’y

humbled Indra, the king of gods, who had to submit to the will of Cyavan:.

In the next chapter again we have a passing allusion to a Bhargav:,

who remains unnamed. The background is a Bhargava hermitage, though

the main actors are not Bhrgus. The pious Yuvanidéva Saudyumni js

practising austerities for the sake of progeny. One night he became very

thirsty. Searching for water, he enters the hermitage of the Bhargava who

was engaged in performing some magical rites in order to make Yuvanaéva 3

queen give birth to a son. ‘This sorcerer had actually prepared a potion, er -

dowed with magical efficacy, for administering it to the queen and kept the

jar containing the dose in a corner of the {28} hermitage. - The thirsty kin«

found it, and, not knowing that the water was charmed and intended in fat

t An alluring explanation of the idea underlying this intriguing motif has bees

given by H. ZrmMMer in his Maya, Der indische Mythos (Stuttgart 1936), pp. 42 fF
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for the queen, drained the potion to the dregs. Here was a mess. But the

potion prepared by a Bhrgu is infallible in its effect, Whoever drinks it must

give birth ta a son. Consequently the king became himself pregnant, and a

son, Mandhatr, was born to him, ripping open his left side, but owing to some

propitiatory rites performed by the Bhrgu, Yuvanaéva himself escaped unhurt.

It is interesting to compare this version of the story of Mandhatr with
the one which occurs in the Dronaparvan (adhy. 62 of the Vulgate). There

we are told that once upon a time king YuvanaSva, when out hunting, became

thirsty, and his steed was exhausted, Seeing at a distance a curl of smoke,

the monarch guided by it reached a sacrificial enclosure and found there

some sacrificial butter (djy@), which he greedily swallowed. Thereupon the

king became pregnant and was delivered of a son (Mandhatr) by the Aégvins.

The rest of the story is nearly the same,

In this version, king YuvanaSva was not practising austerities for secur-

ing the birth of a son, but had gone out hunting, Nor did he partake of the

magical preparation at night in the.dazk, but presumably in full daylight,

when the smoke from the sacre t be seen by him. The second

version moreover makes no irgu, playing the réle of the

officiating priest and saviour < e the first, which is an im-

portant discrepancy. The secori tchy and lacking in definition,

and appears to be the older ver first the details are filled out,

by adding a Bhrgu as an officia cd generally making the picture

more vivid and realistic.

The next Bhargava of im

sage Markandeya, whose discdt i

51 chapters (182-232) in the V ning about 2200 stanzas (Mar-

kandeya-samasya), which he de delectation and edification of

the Pandavas. This is not his first visit to the Pandavas by any means. For

early in the beginning of their exile, when the Pandavas had settled in the

Dvaitavana Forest, Markandeya had paid a flying visit [29] to them (adhy.

25). He turns up again, as a matter of fact, also towards the end of their

exile, without notice or warning, to console Yudhisthira and relates to him

the Ramopakhyana, the popular story of Rama and Sita, as well as the

SAvitryupakhyana, that immortal story of a wife’s splendid devotion. These

two upakhydnas, narrated by Markandeya, together comprise about 1060

stanzas. Thus the Markandeya-samasya together with the two latter upd-

khyanas comprise 3260 stanzas, which is nearly one fourth of the entire

extent of this extensive parvan.

with in the Aranyaka is the

yst_ divers topics extend over

Markandeya was one of the cirajivins : eternally youthful though many

thousand years old. How he was exactly connected with the two well-known

Bhrgu families of our Mahabharata (Bhrgu-Cyavana-Rama arid Bhrgu--

Cyavana-Sunaka) is not exactly known; but that he was a Bhargava is be-

yond doubt. He is referred to as Bhargava in B. 3. 183. 60; 189. 97;
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190. 2. 13. 22. 15: as iBhargava-sattama in B. 3. 201. 7; 217. 5: as Bhr-

gu-nandana in B. 3. 205. 4: as Bhrgukula-srestha in B. 3. 205. 15, More-

over Markanda is explicitly declared to be a gotre founder of the Bhrgu chin

in the Matsya Purana (195. 20).

Some of the subjects of Markandeya’s discourses to the Pandavas aye

the following : great power of Brahmins ; merit of benevolence to Brahmin; ;

wife’s duty to her husband ; and different forms of Agni. He relates, among

others, stories of Manu, Yaydti, Vrsadarbha, Sibi, Indradyumna (father of

Janaka), Kuvalaééva and of Skanda Karttikeya, He is also responsible [or

the famous story of the Righteous Hunter (dharma-vyddha) of Mithia.

Besides these, there is, as is well known, a whole Purana named after hin,

the Markandeya Purana.

The most mteresting of Markandeya’s stories, however, is how he <c-

tually witnessed the act of creation and dissolution in progress. We hae

here in fact in Markandeya a Brahmanic counterpart of the Ksatriya Manu,

that distant cousin of the Semitic Noah with his ark, seeds and so on.

- The legend of Manu, like th:

to this legend (Matsyopakhy

Aranyaka 187 in the Vulgaé

usual prayers on the bank of x

to protect it. [30} Manu rears

fish soon outgrows. The fish |

places the fish successively in a

Before parting from Manu, th

and advises him to build an

kinds. When the deluge con

ng

y the same sage Markandeya,

# Vivasvat, while saying | is

little fish, which asks the saze

mall earthern vessel, which t ve

wing larger and larger. Manu

iver Ganges, and in the ocean.

fa of the impending catastrop xe

efully a store of seeds of ill

9 the ark with the Seven Sagv:.

The ark is towed by the horned therocean, which during the deluze

flooded everything. The ship, “like a drunken wench”, staggered from sie

to side on the bosom of the agitated ocean. In the end the ship is fastened on

to the peak of the Himalayas, called Naubandhana, which is projecting out =f

the water. When the ficod subsides, Manu quietly gets out of the ark and,

as he has all the necessary seeds with himself in the ark, there would be 10

difficulty in creating the world anew. Before parting again from Manu ard

the Seven Sages, the Fish says, “I am Brahma, the lord of creatures. None

is greater than I. In the form of a fish I have saved you all from this pe-

ril. Manu will create all beings : gods, aswras and human beings, the mobile

and the immobile creation. ”

This story, which appears to belong to a different complex of myths ard

does not at all fit well in the Mahabharata cycle, is, as has been surmise ‘4

probably of Semitic origin? If Manu creates all beings, Brahma is throv o

1 Cf. WINTERNITZ, “Die Flutsagen des Altertums und der Naturvélker”, n

Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft im Wien, vol. 31 (1901), pp. 3211.,

327 ff.

20A
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out of employment. The Puranic theory of creation is that there is a deluge ;

nothing remains of the universe except Visnu-Narayana, reclining on the

coils of the Eternal Serpent (Sesa-Ananta) floating on the waters. Then

out of Narayana’s navel emerges Brahma, seated on a lotus, the creative as-

pect of the deity. From Brahma are born his mind-born sons (mé@nasa-pu-

ivGs). Then other beings, male and female, emerge from his heart, breast,

thumbs and so on. These are the Prajapatis. They propagate this world

of ours, The process is repeated at each dissolution : it is an eternal recutr-

tence. In this complex there is clearly no room for the Semitic legend,

which would imply a_ parallel creation by Manu, a state of things

which is not at all what is intended by the legend. Since a [31} variant

version of this legend is found even in the Satapatha Brahmana (1. 8. 1),

it should seem that the Semitic legend was introduced into India at a fairly

early date but has remained unassimilated. Its exotic character, however,

appears to me to be clearly betrayed by the phalasruti at the end of the chap-

ter, an addition which accompsnics all.late accretions to the Great Epic (B.

3. 187. 58 emended) :

ya idan srpuyan ni

sa sukhi sarvasiddhér

The Indian Noah is a may

neither boat nor horned fish to

seeds with himself. The man wit

world can only be a perfect Yo

is none equal to you in years

to the Bhargava Markandeya.

He can walk on water as easily So when the world was over-

whelmed with floods and the cre dually submerged, Markandeya

found himself alone, walking on the waters of the ocean. After some time

Markandeya, being human after all, begins to feel a little tired and lonely,

tramping about all by himself on the surface of the endless ocean. He also

felt inexpressibly sad at that awful destruction. Then all of a sudden he

noticed a little child resting on the extended branch of a huge banyan tree

(nyagrodha). Markandeya could not at all imagine how that little helpless

child could have survived all that cataclysmal devastation, and he kept ponder-

ing over that matter, standing near the child. Seeing his confusion, the

child softly told him to go into his body and rest there, and the child opened

its little mouth and drew him gently inside. And, lo and behold, inside the

child he found the world whose destruction he had seen with his own eyes.

The sun, the moon and the stars, all the oceans, seas and rivers of the world,

all the men, women and children whom he had known, all animals, gods and

demons,—they were all there, inside the little stomach of that wonderful little

child. He wandered about inside for hundreds of years and still he could not

find the end of it all, when he suddenly found [32] himself outside the child,

une aditah |

iyaén narah ||

ifferent character. He requires

nor does he keep a store of

through the dissolution of the

fect Yogi is deathless. “ There

ramesthin,” says Yudhisthira

neither food nor drink to live.=
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blown out by his gentle exhalation. Then the child spoke to the sage, and

then it suddenly dawned on Markandeya who the Child was. He sees and

recognizes God.2

As this Brahmin Noah had no need for the ark, he had no need f

any seeds. The seeds are there permanently, There had been in fact no
destruction at all : that destruction was an illusion. There was only an in-

volution : the world had been only withdrawn into the interior of God. Crea-

tion, moreover, was not Méarkandeya’s concern: it was the business of

Brahma. Like the seed which has been well planted, the universe will grow

of itself, putting forth in due time blossoms and fruits and other seeds, Miir-

kandeya, the Yogi, is interested only in knowing and understanding thir zs.

He had seen God, but that is not sufficient for him. He wants to know God,

know about His nature and character, His Maya, that Maya which had «ot

been understood even by the gods themselves (B. 3, 188. 135):

Jiiatum icchami deva tvam mayan caitam tavottamam |

The divine Child declares itself to he Narayana, the indestructible source

of the world, and reveals to Maik ‘fis real nature and character.

The Bhargava Markandé « this account, the only nian

who had survived the last dehi e act of dissolution and cr-a-

tion in progress, stood in his é to face with Narayana in “he

utter solitude of total annihilatic: where made clear why Mark 3n-

deya was singled out for this u : it is an unmotivated therie.

It is left to us to infer that arkandeya is the only periect

Yogi that ever lived.

A little later, as already ekandeya relates to the Pan:ia-

vas the famous Ramopakhyiin 273-292 in the Vulgate),

abridgement of the Rama siary SO stanzas. The occasion for re-

lating the story arises in the following way.

Jayadratha, a near relative of the Kurus and the Pandavas tries to cairy

off Draupadi, but is defeated and captured, and ultimately pardoned and re-

leased. Yudhisthira mourns his fate {33} and asks Markandeya, who seems

to be rather abruptly introduced for the purpose of the story, if there is eny

mortal more unfortunate than himself. Thereupon Markandeya relates :he

story of the Dagarathi Rama. Now the entire story of the attempted ripe

of Draupadi by Jayadratha is so ill conceived and unconvincing that it p>

pears to have been invented solely for the purpose of introducing a sum-

mary of the Ramayana. Who could be now a better narrator of the st: Ty

of Rama than the Bhargava Markandeya, age-old and yet eternally young,

the only man who had witnessed the happenings in this world in all the cii-

ferent ages, witnessed even the dissolution and creation of the world ?

1 An illuminating commentary on a different version of this same myth is

given by H. ZIMMER, Maya, Der indische Mythos, pp. 52 ff.
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After hearing the story of Rama, Yudhisthira, the “dummy” of the

bard, says that he did not grieve so much on his own or his brothers’ ac-

count as he did on account of the daughter of Drupada ; and then asks Mar-

kandeya if he had ever seen or heard of a woman as devoted to her husband

as Draupadi. To console Yudhisthira, Markandeya then relates the well-

known story tupdékhydna) of Savitri, who rescues her husband from death by

the insistent importunity of her pleading, by her deep feminine intuition

and by her unflinching devotion to her husband (Aranyaka 293-299 in the

Vulgate). And that is the last episode of the Aranyaka narrated by the

Bhargava Markandeya and in fact the last episode of this parvan in which a

Bhargava is concerned.

VIRATAPARVAN

In the short Virataparvan, as is in the Sabha, the narrative is plain and

straightforward, unembellished by any episodic enlargement, and the story

marches rapidly forward. This bool tains consequently no upakhyanas

and there is no room for any B i The references to the

Bhargavas are few and far be incidental allusions to the

greatness or heroism of the | i these may be adduced for

the purpose of illustration. Add hana, Bhisma asks : “ Who is

superior to Drona except Rama, * madagni?” (B. 4. 51, 10).1

{34}

The Udyogaparvan furnis?

at least to the Bhargava Ra

AN

‘eferences to the Bhargavas,

: Rama Jamadagnya emerges

from the obscurity of myth an¢ ve find him coming into direct

contact-—and in one case, actual <eoe avith some of the epic characters.

In adhy. 72 ff. of the Vulgate version of the Udyoga, we have an ac-

count of a council held by the Pandavas, where Krsna is commissioned to go

and treat with Dhrtarastra, which is followed in adhy. 83 ff. by a descrip-

tion of Krsna’s journey to Hastinapura. On the way he meets a com-

pany of ancient sages, whom he duly honours. On his asking them whithe:

they were bound, the Bhargava Rama, who is apparently their spokesman,

explains that they were on their way to attend the council meeting which

was going to be held at Hastinapura in order to witness the proceedings and

listen to the discussion. The sages then take leave of hirn and proceed on

their way. Led by Rama Jamadagnya, they atrive in due course at the

capital of the Kurus and present themselves in the darbar hall, where they

are received with due honours by Bhisma (adhy. 94). The proceedings be-

gin with a long peroration by Krsna, in which he announces that the Panda-

vas were ready to obey implicitly the commands of Dhrtarastra, provided

1 But this is 852* of our edition, and it was found only in Dn D,.,.; that is,

it was added perhaps within 3 or 4 centuries !
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they were assured that they would be treated with fairness and given what

is theirs by right (adhy, 95). The Bhargava Rama, taking advantage of tie

spell of silence which followed Krsna’s diplomatic speech, gets up and, adv.s-

ing peace, relates, unasked, the story of Dambhodbhava (adhy, 96). The

foolish king Dambhodbhava, who wants to be acknowledged the unconquer::d

and unconquerable hero, challenges in his cupidity the sages Nara and Ni-

rayana (who were then practising penance at Badari) to fight with hii.

The ascetics meekly decline, but Dambhodbhava is importunate. So in te

end Nara takes up a handful of grass and, charging the blades in his hand

with mystic potency, flings them at the enemy. They change into deadly

missiles, overpowering the soldiers of Dambhodbhava, and compel him ‘o

surrender and acknowledge his defeat. Nara reads Dambhodbhava a sermon

on selfscontrol, on kindness to all creatures and humility towards Brahmirs.

The Bhargava Rama appearing here in the réle of a {35} peace-maker co:1-

cludes by advising conciliation and pointing out that Nara is Arjuna, wh le

Narayana is Krsna. The stor unnecessary digression, with tie

very obvious object of reiterating» zing the identity between Nar t-

Narayana and Arjuna-Krena

The Udyogaparvan closes

Bhargava Rama plays a very

the Vulgate). Bhisma explains t

taken, he would not fight with $

then relates the whole life hist:

Amba, the daughter of the ki

ing been disappointed of marr

pess his death and how the Bh: , raving promised to help hur,
fought with Bhisma at Kuruksetr rity-three days, a fight which en-ls

in a stalemate. The story is developed in this way.

When Amba was repulsed by Salva, to whom she was engaged and w xo

subsequently refused to marry her on account of her abduction by Bhisr a,

she left him and wandered about alone in a neighbouring forest, nursing Ler

grief and vowing vengeance. There she meets a company of ascetics, wo

sympathize with her and devise means to help her. While the ascetics are

cogitating as to how they should help her, there comes along by chance Ain-

ba’s grandfather, the royal sage Hotravahana, who advises her to seek tie

help of his friend Rama Jamadagnya. While these deliberations are p1o-

ceeding, Rama’s disciple and faithful follower Akrtavrana appears on te

scene. Hotravahana tells him the previous history of Amba and also ler

future plans. Akrtavrana decides that Bhisma is certainly responsible fr

Amba’s misfortunes, and is the party deserving punishment. By a fortunete

accident Rama—on the war-path, armed with a bow and a sword and his

famous axe (parasu)—comes there the following morning. Amba again 1e-

lates the whole story of her unfortunate life to the Bhargava Rama and be-

Arbopakhyana), in which the

ument part (adhy. 173-196 of

faa that, because of a vow he hid

rho at birth had been a girl, and

1, who in a previous birth wis

ma narrates. how Amba, hav-

sma’s action, vowed to cor:-
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seeches him to slay the offending Bhisma. But since Rama has taken the

vow that he would on no account take up arms except at the bidding of the

twice-born, he has to be persuaded by the sages to espouse Ambfi’s cause.

{36} He then proceeds with Amba and all the assembled sages to the banks

oi the Sarasvati and from there sends a message to Bhisma, who meets him

at the boundary of the Kuru kingdom. Rama orders Bhisma to take back

Amb4 or failing that fight.a duel with him. Since Bhisma cannot do the

former, he decides to fight, goes back to the city and returns, furnished with

all arms and accoutrements, in a chariot made of silver, drawn by white

horses. Bhisma’s mother Gafgadevi (identified with the river Ganges) tries

to stop the impending fight but without success. The fight lasts for several

days, when at last Rama wounded by an arrow of Bhisma falls down in a

swoon. Bhisma stops fighting : it is a gentlemanly duel, following minutely

all the strict rules of chivalry, and unlike the deadly combats of the Bharata

war. The fight is continued on the following days, with varying luck. Even

after many days of constant fighting, in which millions and billions of ar-

rows are showered by each cami ent up by the opponent, various

magical missiles are flung by the combatants get wounded,

fall down, recover and resum contest continues indecisive-

ly. Then one night Bhisma, he Vasus, saw in a dream a

group of eight Brahmins (the , who had supported him and

encouraged him that same day ¥ lying wounded and unconscious

on the battlefield. They remin maical missile of his, by dis-

charging which he could put the ia to sleep on the field of bat-

tle. Next day the fight began nbatants hurled at each other

simultaneously the terrific Bra viich is capable shattering the

earth. The two missiles clash a@-aniddie and neutralize each other.

During the commotion caused by these weapons, Bhisma thinks of the

sleep missile. As he is about to discharge that missile, the gods intervene.

With Bhisma’s mother, Gafiga, the gods go from one to the other of the

combatants, trying to pacify them. Seeing that neither of them is prepared

to yield and be the first to retire from the field of battle, the gods stand bet-

ween the combatants and make the fight impossible. Still the combatants are

not pacified and will not leave the field. Finally the shades of his ancestors

persuade Rama to lay aside his weapons, which he then reluctantly does.

That is sufficient for Bhisma. He puts down his bow and arrow, goes to

Rama, his guru, and prostrates [37} himself at his feet. They soon forget

their quarrel and become friends again. Thus this titanic conflict between

Bhisma and the Bhargava Rama, which is said to have lasted for three and

twenty days, is utterly barren of any result beyond adding a few hundred

lines to the text !

mel

One peculiar thing we notice about this story is the sudden change of

heart on the part of the Bhargava Rama. While in all other accounts of
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him he is represented as the inveterate foe of the Ksatriyas and the epic bards

are never weary of telling us that he had exterminated the Ksatriyas thrice

seven times, here we find him befriending the royal sage Hotravahana and

championing the lost cause of an unhappy Ksatriya damsel! The episode

shows another inconsistency in the behaviour of Rama; for, here

we are surprised with the statement that in Bhisma Rama “had taken a

Xsatriya pupil and had apparently taught him so well that the pupil knew not

only as much as the guru but perhaps even more. This does not prevent him

subsequently from cursing Karna, who had learnt the secrets of the science

of arms from Rama in the guise of a Brahmin but later had to confess that

he was a Ksatriya. There Rama is reported to have said to Karna that the

Brahma weapon can never be learnt by one who is not a Brahmin (B. 12.

3. 31), though Bhisma had used the Brahma missile successfully against

Rama in the combat mentioned above.

BHISMAPARVAN

be called the “battle books,’

i the kernel of the Mahabha .

e growth of a vast amount 0°

% form a more or less harmo-

plan of the epic is preserved in

the first book (1. 55. 43):

With the Bhismaparvan }

which in some shape or othe

rata, which kernel has served «

secondary material, cohering tox

nious whole. A rough sketch of

a stanza occurring in one of the ¢
&

evam etat puravrttan

bhedo rajyavindgas cx # vera ||

4 trilogy consisting of the story

clory, among some descendan:s

The Bharata, according to this

of the dissension, loss of the kingdoy

of Bharata,

{38} The Bhismaparvan, according to the Vulgate, is divided into four

sections (upaparvens). Of these the first two are mainly geographical trac-

tates : Jambiikhanda-nirmana-parvan and Bhiimi-parvan. The third is tve

famous philosophical discourse, the Bhagavadgita, which is, so to say, tne

keystone of the whole new superstructure of the remodelled Bharata and

which has passed into world literature. The fourth and last section of this’

book is a lengthy account in eighty chapters (or about 4300 stanzas) of the

fight of the first ten days of the Great War, up to the fall of Bhisma, Af:er

the Bhagavadgita, the account of the fight runs on smoothly and is not allow-

ed to be interrupted by any digressions. Consequently this sub-section also

contains no Bhargava episode or for that matter any other episodic nar+a-

tive at all. But passing allusions to the Bhargavas are not by any me:ns

wanting even in this final section of the Bhismaparvan. They are, however,

for the most part trivial and confined to the glorification of Rama JAamadig-

nya, playing on the theme of his encounter with Bhisma. The Bhargava
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Rama is subtly praised by saying that Bhisma was a hero whom even Rama

could not defeat.

But the Bhagavadgita itself contains an interesting allusion to the Bhr-

gus and that is in the tenth chapter, in the enumeration of the so-called

vibhitis of Sri-Krsna. The vibhiitis are said to be infinite (nasty anlo vis-

tarasya me, Gita 10. 19 in the Vulgate version), but about sixty of them have

been specifically enumerated and they are worthy of close study, Some of

these vibhulis are pure and simple gods, such as Indra, Visnu, Siva and so

on. Some are yet other supernatural beings, such as Kubera, Citraratha and

others. Some are celestial luminaries such as the Sun, and the Moon. Some

are merely terrestrial features such as mountains, rivers, the ocean and so

on. Some are even animals such as the serpent (Sesa), elephant (AirAvata),

eagle (Garuda) and so on. There are mentioned among these wibhdtis

only nine human—or at least semi-human, that is, semi-divine—beings,

wnom we may regard as historical or semi-historical personalities. Three

of them, Vasudeva, Arjuna and well-known and important

epic characters, and as suct n this list is expected and

may be said [39} to be qu y may therefore be ignored.

Then, further, of divine sage i-Krena declares himself to be

Narada, the official messenger ds and the men. Of perfected

beings (Siddhas), Sri-Krsna say a, a celebrated sage, probably

the codifier of the Sarmkhya m most popular with the

epic bards. Of household aa identifies himself, quite

naturally again, with Brha's ' the gods, one of the An-

girases, a clan closely connec fous from very ancient times.

There remain three; of these 2. at two-are clearly Bhargavas.

Of Kavis, Sri-Krena says, he is te Bhargava priest of the Asuras,

the asuric counterpart of Brhaspati. Of weapon-bearers (Sastra-bhrt), Sri-

Krsna declares himself to be Rama, who is identified by some authorities

as Rama son of Dagaratha, but who in my opinion is meant to be no other

than the much lauded hero of the Mahabharata poets, Rama son of Jama-

dagni, the Bhargava Rama. Lastly, of great sages (meharsis), ~ Sri-Krsna

says he is Bhrgu (maharsindm Bhrgur aham, Gita 10. 25). All other vi-

bhiitis are more or less intelligible ; for each vibhiti is or may be regarded,

more or Jess, as the foremost or the first of a class ; but why Bhrgu should be

considered as the greatest of the great sages (Maharsis) is somewhat enig-

matic. He is not reckoned among the Seven Sages (septarsis). He is no

doubt said to be a son of Brahma, but Brahma had nearly a dozen sons of

that kind, who all became Prajapatie and founders of gotras. And about

Bhrgu’s greatness even the Mahabharata has nothing to narrate beyond the

WOUTRE chy

+ C.V. Vaipya, Proc. & trans : lat Or. Conf. (1922), p. 39 (“Gotra and Pra-
vara” p.p. 34-45) explains it differently. He is of opinion that of all Rsis Bhrgu

was actually considered as the foremost.
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fact that his wife Pulom& was abducted by a cannibal called Puloman (Adi)

or Darnéa (Santi), and that he had cursed various people.

, DRONAPARVAN

The Dronaparvan supplies what is for our purpose one of the most in-

teresting of Bhargava references in the Mahabharata. °

On the thirteenth day of the Great War during Arjuna’s temporary a)-

sence, Abhimanyu with a small following pierces the Kaurava ring-formaticn

(cakra-vyiha), but Jayadratha intercepts his followers and isolates him, ard

Abhimanyu is slain after a brave fight; one of the most tragic episodes of

the Great Epic. [40] To console Yudhisthira for the untimely death of Abhi-

manyu, Vyasa tells him many stories illustrating the transitoriness of humz.n

life. At that time he relates how Narada comforted Srfijaya in a time ~f

bereavement by telling him of the sixteen kings of great merit, who never-

theless all died when their time came (adhy. 55-71 of the Vulgate). The:e

kings were, as a matter of fact, all cakravartins, sovereigns who had con-

quered surrounding kingdoms af ainder their sway and esta.

lished a paramount position ensive regions around their

own kingdoms. The episode, as the SodaSarajakiya, r»-

counts the heroic deeds and ctions of sixteen of such f2-

mous kings of antiquity. The are these: (1) Marutta, son

of Aviksit ; (2) Suhotra Atithina § ava (Brhadratha, king of Anga';

(4) Sibi, son of USinara; (5) # { DaSaratha; (6) Bhagiratha,

son of Dilipa; (7) Dilipa Ait hdtr, son of Yuvanaéva; (©)

Yayati, son of Nahusa; (10) Nee (11) Sagabindh.u,

son of Citraratha; (12) Gaya ; (13) Rantideva, son of

Sarhkrti: (14) Bharata, son of : 5) “Prthu son of Vena; an,
last but not least, (16) the Bhargava Rama, son of Jamadagni.

Accordingly we have here a vivid and colourful description of that gre xt

feat-of the Bhargava Rama, the extirpation of Ksatriyas, an account which

courts mistrust by its appalling exaggeration and staggering figures (adhy’.

70 of the Vulgate). We are told how Rama took a vow to relieve the Ear-h

of her burden of Ksatriyas. Thereafter he first slew Kartavirya, who wis

never before defeated in battle. Then of Ksatriyas he slaughtered 64,0()),

cutting off their ears and noses and breaking their teeth, besides stifling in

smoke 7000 Haihayas (the clan to which Arjuna K&rtavirya belonged) ard

torturing them, and butchering 10,000 with his own axe....Then the pus-

sant son of Jamadagni, marching against the Kaémiras, the Daradas, the Ku+-

tis, the Ksudrakas and Ma&lavas, the Angas, Vangas and Kalingas, the Vice-

has, the Tamraliptakas, the Raksovahas, the Vitihotras, the Trigartas, the

Marttikavatas, the Sibis and other warrior races, thousands in number, slew

them all with arrows of exceeding sharpness. Going from country to cout

try, he slew [41} thousands and hundreds of thousands of Ksatriyas, creet-
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ing a veritable deluge of blood and filling many lakes with i¢.,..Then

bringing under his sway all the eighteen divisions of the earth, that descen-

dant of Bhrgu celebrated a hundred sacrifices, like a second Indra, when he

gave away costly gifts (daksind) to Brahmins. The sacrificial altar, full eight

nalas high and made entirely of gold, embellished with hundreds of gems and

adorned with thousands of banners, as also this earth abounding in domestic

and wild animals, was accepted by KaSyapa from the Bhargava Rama as his

sacrificial fee for performing the sacrifice. Rama also gave him many thou-

sands of huge elephants adorned with golden crnaments. Freeing the earth

of robbers that infested her, making her full of righteous and amiable peo-

ple, Rama gave the earth to Kagyapa at his great horse sacrifice. Then

comes the Bhargava slogan (B. 7. 70. 20):

triksaptakrivah prthivim krtvé nihksatriyarh prabhuh | (IV)

Having cleared the earth of Ksatriyas thrice seven times, having cele-

brated a hundred sacrifices, Rama gave the earth to the Brahmins. When

the earth with her seven grand divi stowed by him upon Kaésyapa,

then the latter said to Rama this earth at my command !”

Hearing these words of Kaé : of weapon-bearers, obedient

to the command of a Brahmin, ar. to roll back and to give him

a new strip of land to live in, ¢ k up his abode on Mount Ma-

hendra.

It is instructive to compare.

version of it in the Santi (adi

Yudhisthira by Sri-Krena.. Af

outside the capital on the ban e3. Yudhisthira, very dejected,

proposes to renounce the kingdo vet to the forest. At Arjuna’s re-

quest, Krsna tries to console him and so relates to him the Story of Sixteen

Kings, which Narada had once related to king Srfijaya. The stories are na-

turally almost the same as those related to Yudhisthira by Vyasa after the

death of Abhimanyu. There is, however, one very striking difference. Fif-

teen of the kings in the list are the same ; the sixteenth “king” of the Drona

list, namely, the Bhargava Rama, is conspicuous by his absence in the Santi

{42} list! He is replaced by a real king. Sagara son of Iksvaku, who was

indeed a very famous king, fully deserving to be included in this list of the

celebrated sixteen kings of antiquity, whereas the Bhargava Rama was no

king at all and does not properly fall into this enumeration. His “ extermin-

ation” of the Ksatriyas was merely an act of vendetta. And although he is

said to have conquered the whole earth, he never was crowned a king. There-

fore the propriety of including his exploits in the Sodagarajakiya is more

than questionable. In fact it would never strike anybody except an unscru-

pulous Brahmin redactor—with strong Bhargava leanings—to perpetrate

such a tendentious perversion and father it upon Vyasa.

{ Sixteen. Kings with a variant

gate), as related to the same

month of mourning is spent

aS
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KARNAPARVAN

Karna is represented in our epic as a pupil of the Bhargava Rama, like
Bhisma and Drona. So there are several casual references—in his capacity

as the guru of Karna—to Rama Jamadagnya in the course of this parvan.

In adhy. 31 (of the Vulgate), we have a reference to the bow (Vijaya:

which Karna had received from the Bhargava Rama, who in his turn ha

obtained it from Indra himself.. Indra had used it in his fight with ths

Daityas: Rama had used it in his campaign against the Ksatriyas of th:

earth, which he had conquered thrice seven times (B. 8. 31. 46):

triksaptakrtuah prthivi dhanusd yena nirjité | (V)

On the seventeenth day of the war, Duryodhana persuades Salya to b:

Kanna’s charioteer and to encourage him tells the story how Kanna had be.

come possessed even of celestial weapons through the Bhargava Rama,

To emphasize further the great importance of Karna, Duryodhana the:

narrates a story which shows’ the greatness of Karna’s guru, Rama Jamad-

agnya (adhy. 34 of the Yu Rama is generally represented

in the Mahabharata as a mat Sgperman—who had fought. his

battles on this earth with ¢ “s like himself. Here we are

told that he had fought with : ven the Daityas. The story is

this. To obtain celestial weaprr deva, Rama (like the Pandava

Arjuna later) was practising ¢ fies. At that time [43} the

Asuras had become so powerfu ii the gods together could not

subdue them, and so Mahadev rgava Rama to fight with them

(as Arjuna later fought with s and other demons). Rama

went up to the Asuras and sai Asst invincible in battle as you

are,-O Daityas, give me hati he Daityas began to fight with

Rama. Then that delighter of the Bhargava clan slaughtered those Daityas,

on the battle-field by strokes that were like the strokes from Indra’s thunder-

bolt. After Rama had vanquished the invincible Asuras without the use of

any special weapons, then Mahadeva gave him those celestial missiles for

which Rama was practising the terrible austerities. Perhaps feeling that

the story might be disbelieved, Duryodhana hastens to add that he had heard

it himself from the lips of a pious and truthful Brahmin while the latter was

relating it to king Dhrtarastra, Duryodhana’s father,

Then in adhy. 42 (of the Vulgate), Karna relates that under the guise

of a Brahmin he had been a disciple of the Bhargava Rama in order to learn

from him the secret of certain magical missiles known to Rama alone. One

day while Rama was sleeping with his head resting in the lap of Kanna, the

thigh of the latter was bored through by Indra (Arjuna’s de facto father)

in the form of a ferocious centipede, and Kama was weltering in blood but

did not move a muscle, for fear of disturbing the sleep of his guru and thus

incurring his displeasure. When Rama woke up and saw this state of things,
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he concluded that his disciple was no Brahmin, as only a Ksatriya could

suffer such agony and keep still. Then Karna confesses his guilt and begs

Rama’s pardon. Rama pronounces a curse on Karna, saying that at the

critical moment the magical missiles of which he had obtained knowledge

from Rama by such a dastardly trick—even the great Yogi could not see

through it—would fail him. Brahma could never reside firmly in one who is

not a Brahmin : abrahmane brahma nea hi dhruvam syat (B. 8. 42.9.) And

so it happened, needless to say.

In a variant version of this tale (Santi 3 in the Vulgate) the worm

which had bored through Kamna’s thigh is said to have been not Indra in

disguise, but a demon suffering the effects of a curse pronounced on him by

Bhrgu.!

{44} SALYAPARVAN

In the Salyaparvan there are only stray references to the Bhargavas, es-

pecially in the account of Balarima’s pilgrimage—another very obvious dig-

ression—during which Balaréros se all the places sacred to the

Bhargavas such as Ramatiri and so on, which lay on

his way.

At Ramatirtha we have a

at the sacrifice celebrated by Fe

earth and annihilating the Ksatr

yatra Raémo mahabhé

asakrt prihivim jitud

upadhyaéyam purasky

ayajad vajapeyena so

pradadau daksindrt ceive

story’ that KaSyapa officiated

a after conquering the whole

9.74):

sumahatapal ||

SAUPTIKAPARVAN

The Sauptika is one of the few books of the Mahabharata which are

entirely, or almost entirely, free from reference to the Bhargavas, The book

is short, consisting of 18 chapters and about 800 stanzas in the Vulgate ver-

sion, and comprises only two sub-parvens : the Sauptika and the Aisika, The

first sub-parvan describes the slaughter of the sleepers in the camp of the

Pandavas, while the second gives an account of the use of the world-destroy-

ing dart Aisika by Aévatthaman.

STRIPARVAN

In the next book, the Striparvan, which like the former is short, con-

sisting of 27 chapters and about 800 stanzas in the Vulgate version, there are

only three incidental references to the Bhargavas. The pervan consists almost

wholly of the description of the obsequial ceremonies of the warriors killed in

the war and lamentations of women over their dead kinsfolk, which is fortu-

nately held free from digressions and interpolations. The tragedy also does
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not permit the development of any other sentiment. The absence of reference

to the Bhargavas, who, as already remarked, had strictly speaking no cor.-

nection whatsoever with the Kuru-Paficila heroes, is not only thoroughly

{45} appropriate, but is an omission for which we may be truly grateful ts

the redactors of our Mahabharata.

SANTIPARVAN

The Santi, which is in essence a manual of instruction in king-craf!

(rajadharma), conduct in time of calamity (dpaddharma@) and emancipa

tion (moksadharma) compiled in the peculiar pedagogic technique develope!

by the redactors of the Great Epic for the edification of the people combine!

with their entertainment, supplies its quota of Bhargava material, making uy:

in some measures for the deficiency of the last three books.

Already in adhy. 2 f. (of the Vulgate) we hear of the Bhargava Rama

The month of mourning is spent by the ‘Pandavas outside the capital on the

banks of the Ganges. There Narada relates to Yudhisthira the story of the

early career of Kanna, which is be a secret of the gods (deva

guhya). In the course of da repeats with more detail:

the story we have already ne anna had easily deceived the

Bhargava Rama and obtained £ refully guarded secret of the

famous Brahma missile (brahx the false pretence of being <

Bramin, and a Bhrgu too. An nt of difference between this

version of the story and that Kamaparvan is, as mentioned

already, that the worm which bores a hole through his leg

is not Indra but a demon cati ad tried to carry off Bhrgu’s

wife. If this wife be Puloma, th s name was given as Puloman

in adhy. 4 of the Adi, where, hows f = no mention of Bhrgu’s curse ;

but we are told on the other hand that the ravisher of Puloma was reduced
to ashes by Bhrgu’s son Cyavana. But perhaps this demon Darh§a is some

other ravisher of Bhrgu’s wife.

In any event the happy result of this discourse of the sage was that

Yudhisthira, casting off grief, enters the capital in state, is installed on the

throne and performs the cbsequial ceremonies of his departed kinsmen. Later

Krsna in an ecstatic trance communes with the distant Bhisma, who remains

lying on the battlefield on a bed of arrows and who in a long hymn of ado-

ration invokes Krsna, Krsna then sets out with the Pandava brothers and

his followers [46} to visit Bhisma on his death-bed. The arrival of the party

at the battle-field, which it will be remembered has been identified by the

redactors of the epic with the Bhargava firtha Samantapaficaka, affords an

easy opportunity for another repetition of the legend of Rama’s heroic exploit.

That was the very spot where the Bhargava Rama had established those

five lakes of blood. Sri-Krsna in passing points to those lakes and says

(B. 12, 48.9) :

21
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trihsaptakrivo vasudham kytvd nihksatriyam prabhuh |

thedaninn tato Rémah karmano virarama ha IL (VI)

Yudhisthira, the “dummy” of the rhapsode, has an insatiable longing to

hear all about the extermination of the Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Rima

though he had heard it all before from other story-tellers, and he has besides

some doubts which he forthwith refers to Krsna (B. 12. 48. 10):

trihsaptakrtvah prthivi krté nihksatriya pura |

Ramegeli tathatiha tvuam atra me satnsayo mahan || (VII)

To solve this doubt of Yudhisthira Krsna gratuitously volunteers to re-

peat the whole story of Rima from the very beginning, a full-size account

of the birth of the Bhargava Rama, of the extirpation, of the Ksatriyas and of

the subsequent regeneration of the race, Here we have now an attestation of

the entire story by Sri-Krgna, a variant of the story told by Akrtavrana, a

disciple of Rama, to Yudhisthira himself in the Aranyaka. There are natu-

rally several discrepancies between the two versions, two of which are note-

worthy. In the first version ii-.w: ‘fa father-in-law who prepares

the magical cerus, which were wanged by the good ladies who

were to partake of them ; her: nusband himself, Rcika, who

prepares them. The other is a: : serious discrepancy. In the

Aranyaka version, Jamadagni ¥ his calf by Arjuna Kartavirya

himself, who is represented the ct fiend. In the story as told

by Sri-Krsna, Arjuna is a perfect man, always devoted to peace,

ever obedient to Brahmins a ect all classes; he had given

away the earth to Brahmins ce which he had performed.

His sons on the other hand we @ cruel”, and it was they who

brought away the calf of Jamiacagn SEHR al £47} cow. As it is difficult,

at this distance of time, in the absence of independent evidence, to say whe-
ther Akrtavrana or Sri-Krsna was more truthful, it must remain a moot point

whether the guilty party is Arjuna Kf&rtavirya or his sons. Then Sri-Krsna

goes on to tell Yudhisthira that the Ksatriyas were annihilated by the Bhar-

gava Rama thrice seven times, speaking exactly like a Bhargava (B. 12. 49.

64) :

trihsaptakrivah prthivim krivaé nihksatriyam prabhuh |

daksindm. asvamedhante Kasyapayddadat tatahk || (VIIT)

The matter being now attested by Sri-Krena himself, it cannot be described

by revilers of Brahmins as a fabrication made by the Brahmins themselves.

Tt must always have been something of a puzzle to all thoughtful persons

where Ksatriyas like the Kauravas and the Pandavas and even SriiKrena

himself came from after the Ksatriya race had been wiped out thrice seven

times by the Bhargava Rama, and that was in fact Yudhisthira’s doubt,

which he had expressed to Sri-Krgna. Various explanations of the ‘mystery

have been propounded. In the earlier chapters of the epic, as we have seen
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several times, it was the pious Brahmins who procreated children on the

widows of the Ksatriyas slain by Rama and they became Ksatriyas by the

Vedic rule panigrahasya tanayah (1. 98. 5) : the child belongs to him wh»

has gone through the form of marriage with the mother. That was howevcr

not the view of Sri-Krsna. His explanation was that the Earth had conceale:!

some Ksatriyas She had concealed some Haihayas among women, som”

Pauravas among the bears of Mount Rksavant, Some other Ksatriyas wer:

brought up in the forest among the kine, some in the cowpens among th:

calves. Some were protected by the Ocean, some by the wolves? on Moun:

Grdhrakiita. These had all escaped destruction at the hands of the formid

able Bhargava. And the old Ksatriya dynasties were resuscitated by Kaé-

yapa, who first ordered Rama to clear out from the earth which he had given

to KaSyapa as a part of the sacrificial fee and restored by and by thosc

scions of the old Ksatriya families to their rightful heritage. Sri-Krenc

evidently did not know anything about the procreation of Ksatriyas by piou:

Brahmins on the widows of the Ksatriyas slaughtered by the bloodthirsty

Bhargava. He con-[48}-cludes4 i nat the present Ksatriyas are

the legitimate offsprings of th as (B. 12. 49. 88 f.):

tatah prthivyd nird

abhyasitican mahipals ‘yarammatan ||

tesam putras ca pauty.

At the beginning of the th

dharma, we have a lengthy dise

vision of the Santi, the Moksa-

ed to Bhregu, called the Bhrgu-

the form of questions and ansv

the subject of (1) the elements..(2

(4) good and evil, (5) the four stages of life, and finally, (6) the other

world. It will be seen that it is a complete tractate on Hindu Ontology,

Sociology, Eschatology and Ethics that is here attributed to Bhrgu, the

eponymous ancestor of the Bhargavas.

The oft-cited stanza B, 12. 339. 103 f. :

Hamsah Kiirmas ca Matsyas ca pradurbhavad dvijottama |

Varého Narasimhas ca Vamano Rama eva ca}

Rémo Déérathis caiva Satvatah Kalkir eva ca |

frora the Moksadharma is important as containing one of the two actual

references in our Mahabhfrata to the Bhargava Rama as an auatdra of

Visnu, one of his ten eavatdras ; but the passage is suspect, as it is missing

in sorne Grantha MSS. and some old Devanagari MSS. which have been

1 The relevant passage is cited and translated by J. C. GHOSH, in an article

which has appeared in the Annals (Vol. 12, pp. 168 ff.) entitled’ “Some additional

notes on ‘Foreign elements in the Hindu Population ’.”

2 Monkeys? [Mon. WILL.]
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collated by the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute for a critical edition

of that book. The other reference is in the same chapter, a few stanzas

earlier (B. 12, 339. 84) :

Tretayuge bhavisyami Ramo Bhrgukulodvahah |

Ksatram cotsddayisyami samrddhabalavahanam \|

This stanza cannot be impugned on the score of documentary evidence,

which is unanimous in its favour. But both references occur in the Naraya-

niya section of the Moksadharma, which is notoriously a late addition to

our Mahabharata. This shows that the theory of avatdnas is still develop-

ing in the epic and their number is not yet fixed, nor are the avatdras fully

canonized. It should thus seem that the Mahabharata does not [49} neces-

sarily presuppose the Bhargava Rama to be an avatéra of Visnu.

ANUSASANAPARVAN

The Anué4sana, for some reason that is not yet quite clear, is the richest

in Bhargava material.

Early in the beginning of

tition of the legend of the

relates the mighty deeds of the

ing the coveted status of a B

came about that Visvamitra w

parentage was born in the Ksatr

nephew Jamadagni, under simi!

with Ksatriyan qualities. ‘We

Reika married Gadhi’s daughte svho obtained some boons for

herself and her mother. The mo [ xc daughter exchange the trees

they had to embrace and cerus ‘of which they had to partake. The wise

Reika had purposely made the prescriptions differently. He had in fact put

the entire accumulated energy of Brahmanism in the caru of his wife, while

he had put the entire accumulated energy of Ksatriyahood in the cary in-

tended for her mother. The consequence of the exchange slyly effected by

the mother was that the son of Gadhi’s wife turned out to be a man with

Brahmanic propensities, while the son of Reika’s wife would have been a

model Ksatriya ; but, owing to the pleadings of Satyavati, the great sage

graciously gives his consent to the postponement of the doom to Satyavati’s

grand-son.

This story we have had at Aranyaka 115 and Santi 49 of the Vulgate.

In passing it may be mentioned that the present version agrees with the

S4ntiparvan version in making Rcika the giver of the boons, whereas in the

Aranyaka version this person is some ancestor of Rcika, either Reika’s father

or perhaps Bhrgu himself.

The mere mention of Bhargava Rama in B, 18. 14. 273 at once calls

forth the reaction :

4), we have the third repe-

: The previous chapter (3)

amitra, which led to his attain-

fay. 4, Bhisma explains how it

ingled Brahmin and Ksatriya

Brahmanic qualities, while his

was born in the Brahmin caste

tition of the old story how



EPIC STUDIES Vi E17

{50} trihsaptakrtvah pythivi yena nikksatriyad krta |

Jamadagnyena Govinda Ramendklistakarmana || etc. (TX)

in adhy. 30 (of the Vulgate) we are told how a Ksatriya Vitahavya was

made a Brahmin by the mere word of a Bhrgu. The story is as follows.

Vatsa, a descendant of Saryati had two sons, Haihaya antl Talajangl:a.

The hundred sons of Haihaya attacked and killed Haryasva, king of Kasi,

whose son Sudeva succeeded him on the throne. Sudeva was likewise ¢2-

feated and killed by the Haihayas. Sudeva was succeeded by Divodasa, wo

built Varanasi, on the northern bank of Ganges and the southern bank of

the Gomati, Likewise defeated by the Haihayas, he fled to his priest Bhara:t-

vaja, who obtained for him, through sacrifice, a son Pratardana. The son

of Divodasa defeated in turn all the Haihayas, when Vitahavya pursued hy

Pratardana, fled to the hermitage of Bhrgu. When Pratardana demand:d

from Bhrgu the surrender of Vitahavya, who was hiding in Bhrgu’s hermii-

age, Bhrgu in order to save the life of Vitahavya said that there were ony

Brahmins in the hermitage. Through that declaration of Bhrgu, who coud

not tell a lie, Vitahavya actu rahmin. His descendants ae

set out for fifteen generation amada, whose eleventh de:-

cendant was Pramati : his sor aon was Sunaka, from whorn

came the Saunakas.

In adhy. 40, Bhisma exp2 fascination and frailty of wo-

men, the root of all evil, and t statement he relates the story

of Vipula, another Bhargava, . tory in which mesmerism c+

hypnotism plays some part { adhy. 40-43 in the Vulgate .

a beautiful wife Ruci (Beat -

ty) by name, who had attracie n of the gay king of the gods,

Indra. Once upon a time it so ut Devasarman had to go away

from his hermitage on some sacrificial business. Not feeling quite sure about
his little Ruci, the old sage taking into his confidence his disciple, the Bhiai-

gava Vipula, told him to protect his slender-waisted wife, especially against:

the amorous advances of Indra, who was an adept at assuming different form:

at will, Devasarman pathetically en-[{51}-joined his disciple to take ever

care and see that the lascivious king of the celestials did not defile that frivol-

ous wife of his, like a wretched dog licking the avis placed near the sacrificial

altar. To protect the virtue of Ruci, who was peerless on earth in beauty,

Vipula decided to enter into her by his yogic power and live in her withou.

her being conscious of it, until the critical moment was passed. Indra come:

as expected and makes overtures to the beautiful Ruci, who had captivated hi:

mind. Ruci, though anxious to reciprocate, remains externally indifferen:

to the blandishments of Indra, through the influence of Vipula, who wa:

living within her and guiding her actions. Indra, puzzled by the behaviour

of Ruci, reflects and realizes how matters stand. At that moment Vipulz

leaves the body of Ruci and re-enters his own body. Then Vipula faces the

21a

The sage Devasarman,
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philanderer and soundly rebukes him, and Indra slinks away abashed. Only

one man had been able to protect a woman and that was the Bhargava Vi-

pula (B. 13. 43. 27):

tenaikena tu raksa vai Vipulena krté striyah |

nangah Ssaktas triloke ’’smin raksitum nrpa yositam ||

This story was told by the Bhargava Markandeya to Bhisma (B. 13.

43. 18) and repeated by the latter to Yudhisthira.

A few chapters later we have again a Bhargava story, the Cyavanopa-

khyfna in seven chapters (50-56), which is divided into two parts : the first

two chapters (50-51) illustrate the sanctity of cows, the last five deal really

with that topic of perennial interest, the mingled Brahmin and Ksatriya pa-

rentage of the Bhargava Rama,

The first story, in which a cow was found to be the only equivalent

possible for the ransom of the sage Cyavana, may be passed over.

In the second story (adhy. 52-56), we come back to the anecdote of

Rama Jamadagnya, and we have here practically a repetition of the explana-

tion given above (in adhy. 4 of:¢! +) of the circumstances under

which Visvamitra, who was 2 .and Kgatriya parentage was

born in the Ksatriya caste wit ilities, while Rama under simi-

Jar conditions was born in. the with the oppo-[52}-site quali-

ties. The repetition comes abu Yudhisthira, whose curiosity

about the Bhargava Rama is. marked, never satisfied, says to

Bhisma (B. 13. 52. 1 ff.) : “ { curiosity, O Lord, about Ja-

madagni’s son Rama, that ic ghteous persons. You shouid

satisfy that curiosity. How was sat truly valorous hero? He

belonged by birth to a family sages. How did he become a
follower of Ksatriyan practices me in detail the circumstances

of Rama’s birth. Also how did a man born in the family of the Kusikas, who

was a Ksatriya, become a Brahmin? Great indeed was the power of the

high-souled Rama as also that of Visvamitra!”

The answer is given by Bhisma by relating the prophecy which had been

made by Cyavana, an ancestor of the Bhargava Rima. Cyavana wants te

prevent the harm that will come to his clan by Rama’s adopting the practices

of the Ksatriyas, a danger of which he has prophetic knowledge. He repairs

to Kusika, through whose descendant the harm was to happen, in order to

vex him, and, if he finds a favourable opportunity to pronounce a maledic-

tion on Kuéika, damning him and his descendants to eternal perdition. When

the sage presents himself before the king and says that he wants to observe a

certain vow while living in the palace with the king, he is warmly welcomed

with unfeigned joy, and also served with meticulous care and obsequiousness

by the king and the queen. The sage has a meal and he then sleeps for

twenty-one days, during which the king and the queen wait upon him with-

out food or drink, gently massaging his legs. Suddenly the sage wakes
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up and goes out, followed with trepidation by the king and the queen, ard

as suddenly vanishes! The king looks for in vain, and, returning in a de-

jected mood to the room set apart for the sage, finds him again, stretched as

before on his luxurious bed! The sage practises many tricks of this typ:,

calculated to try the patience of the unfortunate couple, and ultimately yokvs

them to a heavily laden war-chariot. During the drive through the city,
the sage gives the royal couple vicious digs with a heavy iron goad, distr -

buting all the while in charity the entire wealth of the king. Still the sage

finds no change in their behaviour. So in the end he has to {53} expres

himself as satisfied with their treatment of him and he goes back to tre

forest, asking the royal couple to come there on the following day. The kirz

and queen take a little rest for the first time after forty-two days of trial and

spend the night happily in each other’s company. The next morning tle

king and the queen go to the forest to pay their respects to the sage and see

there a magnificent palace standing in a big park, a fair imitation of Indras

paradise. After a short while, the magical palace and the park vanish, an‘

there sits in the solitude of the 4 » sace who had yoked them to the

chariot and ill-treated them : n the king feels that Brat

mic power was the summum en he approaches Cyavan: ,

the sage gives him a boon. now why Cyavana had come

to live with him and what sl ts implied. Cyavana tells hir

frankly what his intention waa ati yphesies that Kusika’s wish woul i

be fulfilled in so far that a des Sika’s (Visvamitra) would be:

come a Brahmin. Through Bhrgus, Kusika’s grandso:)

(Viévamitra) would be an a¢ th the splendour of fire (EB.

13. 55. 32) :

Reap eva tejasa |

pautras te bhavité vipras tapasvi pavakadyutih ||

Then follows in the final chapter Cyavana’s prophecy about the persecu

tion of the Bhrgus, about Urva (or Aurva), about Rcika, and Jamadagn‘,

who will marry Gadhi’s daughter, that is, Kusika’s grand-daughter. Of th:

boons that will be given to the two ladies by Bhrgu, the exchange of the tree:

and the carus by the mother and the daughter, about Visvamitra, and so oi!

and so forth. Incidentally it may be mentioned that this is the fourth oc-

currence of this interesting story of the birth of the Bhargava Rama, it hav:

ing occurred already at adhy. 4 of this very pervan, and before that in th:

Santi (adhy. 48) and the Aranyaka (adhy. 115-117).

Some chapters later we again meet with the Bhargava Rama wher:

Bhisma tells Yudhisthira about the merit of the gift of gold. The shades o°

his ancestors had appeared to Bhisma and told him that the gift of golc

purifies the giver. Now it happens that the same advice had been given to

the Bhargava Rama by Vasistha and other sages. In this connection wi

have again an [54] allusion to the extirpation of the Ksatriyas and the con-
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quest of the earth by Rama (B. 13. 84, 31):

trihsaptakrivah prthivi kria nihksatriya pura |

tato jitua mahim krisnamn Rame rafivalocanak || ete. CX)

The next chapter (85), a long rambling chapter with 168 stanzas, deals

with the mystery, already alluded to above, of the birth of Bhrgu, Angiras

and Kavi. They are said to be prajdpatis and progenitors of many tribes

and clans, in fact of the entire mankind .

It will be a surprise to many that our sandals and umbrellas we also owe

to a Bhrgu.’ Chapter 95 relates how the practice arose of giving umbrellas

and sandals to Brahmins at Srdéddhas and other religious rites. Once upon

a time Jamadagni was amusing himself by shooting arrows at a distant tar-

get, and his wife Renuka was fetching the arrows shot by him. Sorely afflic-

ted by the scorching heat of the midday sun, she rested just for a moment

under the shade of an umbrageous tree. Being kept waiting, the. irascible

Bhrgu scolded his wife for her tardiness, but on learning the real cause of

the delay, wanted to shoot down tf ending sun from his high position

in the heavens. The frighten ¥aes to him in the guise of a

poor Brahmin, who tries to d arrying out his terrible threat,

but is recognized by the Bhr anced. In the end Jamadagni

is pacified and receives from the umbrella and the first pair of

leather sandals. Brahmins is highly meritorious.

This account of the origin of sh ais ts, I believe, not found out-

side the Mahabharata.

In adhy. 98 (of the Vulg

sion between the Bhargava Suk

appropriate to be offered to godsson,

from the presentation.

Above, while discussing the Dronaparvan version of the Sodagarajakiya,

I had referred to palpable evidence of the “ bhrguization” of a legend. We

have another illuminating instance of the process in the next story (adhy.

99-100 of the {55} Vulgate) told by Bhisma to Yudhisthira. It is another

version of the well-known legend of Nahusa’s fall from heaven.

Neahusa, when king of the gods, neglected the daily offerings to the

gods including the bali, losing thereby some of his spiritual power. Subse-

quently, having oppressed the sages, he was hurled down from heaven and

turned into a boa by the curse of a Brahmin sage, Bhrgu.

A similar version of this legend occurs in the Udyoga (adhy. 11-17)

and is again alluded to in the Santi (adhy. 342). There it is related that

Nahusa became extremely arrogant and caused the sages to carry his palan-

quin. While being carried about in this way, his foot touched the head of

Agastya, who by his curse turned him into a boa. The defect in the cons-

truction of this naive story is very obvious and must have been early noticed

by the diaskeuasts themselves. Nahuga, by the terms of the boon which

port by Bhisma of a discus-

‘Sout flowers, lamps, aromatics,

scasions and the merit accruing
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Brahma and the gods had foolishly given him, could absorb the power of

any being on whom he set his eyes. Under these circumstances, even the

resourceful Agastya could not effectively curse Nahusa, because Agastya,

when kicked by the tyrant, being in full view of the other, was ipso facto

deprived of all his spiritual power, like all the gods and sages who had be:n

oppressed by Nahusa and were utterly powerless before him,

The revised version of the legend in the AnuSdsana stages beforehand a

confabulation between Bhrgu and Agastya. Agastya wants to damn Nahu.a

but does not know how to. Bhrgu befriends him and gives him the assuran:e

that he (Bhrgu) would somehow bring about the downfall of the tyrar‘t.

Bhrgu, who knows beforehand, by spiritual prevision, that Nahusa was g-

ing to kick Agastya, proposes to Agastya, in anticipation of it, that on a

certain day he would sit hidden inside the matted locks of the sage and from

that position he would curse Nahusa. So.when the opportune moment cams,

Bhrgu, possessed of great lustre, addressed Agastya as follows: “Do you

shut your eyes, Agastya, while I enter into the matted hair of your head’ .

Having said this, Bhrgu of unfadi

locks of Agastya, who stood nm post. Soon after, Nahus:

saw Agastya approached for h ariot. Bhrgu, who was si -

ting in the matted locks of Ag . care not to look at Nahusi.
Fully acquainted with the powe lustrious Nahusa had acquired

on account of the boon which B given him, Bhrgu had acted thu:

Agastya though thus treated hy ot yield to anger, Then Naht -

sa urged Agastya with his gna xe Agastya still did not yiel:l

to anger. The lord of celesti ad at this pusillanimity, the.

struck Agastya on the head w aot. When the sage was thus

struck on the head, then Bhrzu, 3! itting within the matted locks cf

Agastya, became incensed and cursed the sinful Nahusa saying, ‘ Thou has!

kicked the head of the great sage, fall down therefore on.the earth, change’

into a boa!” Thus imprecated by Bhrgu, who had not been seen, Nahus:

forthwith became transformed into a boa and in that form dropped down on

the earth.

Yudhisthira, who had heard a different version of the story from Saly:,

as narrated in the Udyoga, maintains naturally a discreet silence about thes»

discrepancies and proceeds to question Bhisma about some other matters on

which he wanted information,

Next, in the course of a long passage devoted to the praise of Brahmins.

showing that the Brahmins are mightier than even the gods, the story 0:

Cyavana is repeated (adhy. 156).

Cyavana, who had been rejuvenated and cured of blindness by the Aé

vins, had, as we have seen, promised them that they should drink Soma witt

Indra and the other gods. The gods were wavering in their mind, but Indr..

was adamant. He refused to accept the Soma libation in Cyavana’s sacrifice,
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if those low-caste Aévins were invited at the same time. When Cyavana

was going to put his magic in operation, Indra rushes on him with a moun-

tain and thunderbolt, but is instantly paralyzed by Cyavana and brought to

submission. Then Cyavana creates a fearsome monster, Mada, who is about

to gobble up all the gods. Beseeched by the gods, who were frightened to

death by this terrible apparition, Indra apologizes to Cyavana; and the

Aégvins, patronized by the great wizard, are allowed to share the Soma liba-

tion with the other gods. This story was already narrated to Yudhisthira

by the sage Lomaga in the Aranyaka (adhy. 123 of the Vulgate).

{57} ASVAMEDHAPARVAN

An echo of the above story we find early in the course of the Aévame-

dhaparvan. In adhy. 9 we find Agni taunting Indra about the humiliation

of the latter at the hands of Cyavana, which has been just described (B. 14.

5. 31): :

yatra Saryatim Cyavane

sahasvibhyadm se

lank tvam kruddha

Charyatiyajfian

Agni might have added the

of another wizard of the same when he was indiscreet enough

to divulge some secret to Puloman of Bhrgu’s wife Puloma, but

for obvious reasons he does not

In another digression, th we have an allusion to the

annihilation of Ksatriyas by the Sma, used this time for a diffe-

rent purpose (adhy. 29-30 cf it it is here made the basis of a

homily on the vanity of life. After the murder of Arjuna Kartavirya and

the extermination of the Ksatriyas, the Bhargava Rama was taught by the

shades of his ancestors that greater than any victory over kings was the con-

quest of one’s own self: the ascetic ideal. This conquest is made by self-

mortification. -Thus admonished by his departed ancestors, the Bhargava

Rama practised the most austere penances, and as a consequence of this

exercise of self-control, that highly blessed one acquired that supreme felicity

which it is so difficult to obtain.

The last Bhargava story of the Mahabhirata is the Uttahkopakhyana of

this parvan (adhy. 53-58 of the Vulgate), which we shall next consider.

After the death of Bhisma, Krsna returns to Dvaraka. On his way he

meets in a desert the sage Uttahka, who is ready to pronounce a malediction

on Krsna when he learns that the latter had not brought about peace bet-

ween the contending Kauravas and Pandavas. Sri-Krena pacifies Uttanka

by enlightening him about his divine nature and divine mission, complain-

ing that the Kurus, intoxicated as they were by the pride of pomp and power,

had not listened to the wholesome advice he had given {58} them for their



EPIC STUDIES VI 323

welfare. At Uttanka’s request, Sri-Krsna shows him his cosmic form (ré-

pam aigvaram), made popular by the Gita, giving him rare boons.

This story impels the intelligent Janamejaya to ask Vaigarnpayana wiiat

penances the great Uttanka had practised so that he had the temerity to

threaten even Visnu (Sri-Krsna). Vaisathpayana replies that it was his

supreme devotion to his guru that had endowed him with this great. spiritual

power, and he proceeds to relate the story of Uttanka. He relates how Uttiin-

ka had escaped being eaten by the cannibal king Saudasa and obtained -he

ear-jewels of Saudisa’s queen Madayanti as fee for his guru Gautama, how

on the way the ear-jewels were stolen by a snake (néga), and how Uttar-ka

recovered them from the subterranean world of the Nagas.

It will be noticed that this Uttankopakhyana is but a variant (metricil)

version of Pausyaparvan, a (prose) sub-section of the Adi (adhy. 3), but

with some significant differences in the details. The dramatis persone are in

part different. The preceptor is not Veda, as in the Adi, but Gotama, the

husband of Ahalya; likewise the king from whom Uttanka gets the exr-

jewels is here not Pausya but.S Saunasapada), who had become a

cannibal by the curse of so: un the arrogant king had be-

laboured with a hunter. Mere version, the name of the snake

is given as Taksaka, the snak tten king Pariksit and been t1e

cause of his premature death : he remains nameless, The only

reason for citing the story of in this paper, is that in the

Asvamedha version of the stor tal times called a Bhargava, a

fact which does not appear fr version. We have thus here

a documentation for a Bharg: ower of his austerities—dev.:-

tion to one’s guru is a kind « i @ position to curse an avatda
of Visnu himself for his appare * conciliating the Pandavas ard

the Kauravas and preventing the fratricidal war, and who had to be gently

pacified by the great god by showing him his cosmic form to support his a‘-

sertions.

if we now go back to the Adi. we shall find that this figure of Uttank.

has been further deftly woven into the fabric of {59} the epic and not allow-

ed to remain merely as a loose appendage. For, in the short metrical taii

of the (prose) Pausyaparvan, it is narrated that, after his adventure in th-

world of the Nagas Uttanka betakes himself straight to the Pandava Jana:

mejaya in Hastinapura and prevails upon the king to punish Taksaka fo-

causing the death of Pariksit, At Uttatika’s instance Janamejaya institute:!

the snake sacrifice; and at this sacrifice VaiSarhpayana first recited the

Mahabharata. Now the Mahabharata that we now possess is said to have

been recited by the Sita Ugragravas before Saunaka exactly as he had hearc

it during the recitation of the poem by Vy4sa’s own pupil Vaisarhpayana ai

the famous snake sacrifice which was instituted by king Janamejaya at the

instigation of Uttanka. Our debt to this Bhargava is therefore very obvious,
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This Uttankopakhyana contains the last smportant reference in the Mahi-

bharata to the Bhargavas, linking up with that in adhy. 3 of the Adi.

There are still a few more Bhargava stories in the Mahabharata, the

consideration of which I had intentionally postponed and to which we shal!

now turn.

We run into a nest of Bhargava legends, as a matter of fact, already ir

the fourth sub-section of the Adi, the Paulomaparvan, which have not been

discussed above.

The Mahabharata, as is well known, has two variant openings, In the

first (Adi. 1), when the Siita (or, according to some editions, Sauti) Ugra-

Sravas, who is to recite the Mahabharata, presents himself at the hermitage

of Kulapati Saunaka, during the twelve-year sacrificial session inaugurated

by the sage in the sacred Naimisa Forest and offers to recite stories for the

edification and entertainment of the guests, the sages assembled there express

their desire to hear the celebrated Mahabharata (1. 1. 18 f.) :

Janamejayasya yam. raifio Vaisanpayana uktavan |

yathdévat sa rsis tustvé.s evandinaya |]

vedais caturbhih sez

samhitam Ssrotum ic

The Sita accordingly: commen

{60} ddyan purusam tax

ytam ekdksaram brah

which are followed by a sort of

off somewhere.

In adhy. 4 of the Adi,

]

” |

papebhayapaham ||

wagala stanzas (1. 1. 20):

via Durustutam |

aktem sandtanam || ete.,

ch latter languishes and breaks

other opening, which totally

ignores the first! The Sita The scene is the same, but

the programme is changed. Here:theiaspernil sages do not themselves order

the entertainment, . but ask the Sita to wait until the Kulapati Saunaka
comes. When in the next chapter (5), the Kulapati joins the company, after

having duly performed his round of daily duties, he instead of asking the Siita

to narrate the Mahabharata, as the sages in the first instance had done, tells

him, strange to say, to relate first the history of the Bhargavas (1. 5. 3).

tatra vamsam cham piirvarn Srotum icchami Bhargavam |

kathayasva katham etd kalyéh sma Sravane tava }|

The Stita obediently proceeds to relate the history of that “ most illus-

trious family of the Bhrgus, which is honoured even by the celestials with

Indra, Agni and the Maruts” (1. 5.5). Here the Bhargava interest is very

clear and unmistakable. Accordingly eight chapters (5-12), which form the

Paulomaparvan, are entirely consecrated to an account of the wonderful deeds

of some of the Bhargavas, an account which is not even remotely connected

in actual fact with the incidents or characters of our epic. It is a digression

pure and simple, introduced with the very obvious object of glorifying the

Bhargavas and giving a permanent form to some of the Bhargava myths and
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legends. These chapters are a short history of one special branch of the

Bhargava clan, represented by : Bhrgu, Cyavana, Pramati, Ruru and Sunaka.

The significance of this branch and its connection with our version of the

Mahabharata will become apparent presently.

Bhrgu, a sage of almost mythical character, the eponymous ancestor of

the family, is here said to have been created from Brahma ftom the sac‘i-

ficial fire during Varuna’s sacrifice (216*):

Bhrgur meharsir bhagavaén Brahmané vai svayambhuva |

Varunasya kratau jatah pavakdd iti nah srutam ||

{61} This interpolated stanza (found only in N) contradicts the sta:eme:t

in the main body of the text (documented jointly by N and S) to the effect

‘that Bhrgu was born by piercing the heart of Brahma (1. 60. 40) :

Brahmano hydayam bhittva nihsyto bhegavan Bhrguh |

While Bhrgu’s wife Puloma was pregnant, the story continues (adhy. 5-6),

there came to Bhreu’s hermitage, during his absence, a demon (réksasa’,

Puloman, who became enamoured and wanted to carry her off, To

make sure of his facts, howe ked Agni whether she wis

really Bhrgu’s wife. The fi fuloma was first betrothed -9

Puloman and afterwards give Bhrgu, and Puloman wanted

to have his Puloma back, @ Agni an answer in the affirm::-

tive, the demon, assuming the boar, carried her off. On the

way Cyavana is born. His fu reduces to ashes the demon.

ravisher of his mother and s very awkward predicameni.

Puloma returns home safely w argu only learns of this inc’-

dent after his return to the he sd at the outrage, he curses the

god Agni, whom he regards # use of the disaster, saying th:-t

Agni would be an eater of ali things; 2 ad bad (sarva-bhaksa).

There follows in adhy, 8 the story of Ruru, son of Pramati. Menaki

an a@psaras, abandons her beautiful daughter near the hermitage of the sage

Sthillakesga. She is called Pramadvara. Pramati arranges her marriage wit 1

his son Ruru, who has fallen in love with her. Shortly before the celebratio 1

of their marriage Pramadvara is bitten by a venemous snake and dies, leav-

ing Ruru disconsolate, By the miraculous powers of his austere penance.

this Bhargava gives up half of his life to Pramadvara and revives her, ani!

ultimately marries her. Ruru takes a vow to destroy all the snakes in th:

world, like Janamejaya before him, whose father ‘Pariksit had died as th:

result of a snake-bite. One day Ruru comes across a harmless old snake o/

the variety known as dundubha (adhy. 9). The snake begs to be spared and

so Ruru does not kill it. The serpent body only concealed the metamor

phosed soul of a sage, who was suffering the effects of a curse pronounced o1

him in a previous birth (adhy. 10). The [62} sage declares ahimsd to b

the highest duty of a Brahmin. Janamejaya had once tried to destroy the

race of snakes by performing a snake sacrifice ; they were saved by the Brah

a
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min Astika (adhy. 11). Ruru subsequently hears the story of Janamejaya’s

snake sacrifice from his father Pramati (adhy. 12). This story of the snake

sacrifice as told by Pramati to his son Ruru was repeated verbatim by the

Sita to Saunaka and forms in our version of the Mahabharata the Astika-

parvan, the fifth sub-section of the Adi. (adhy. 13-53).

It will bé noticed that from adhy. 4 to adhy. 12 of the Adi. a section

which, as already mentioned, is entirely concerned with the history of a

branch of the Bhargava clan, there is no mention of the Mahabharata at all.

Nor is there, as a matter of fact, any mention of the epic in the immediate

sequel up to adhy. 53 of the Adi! Only in adhy. 53, after having heard first

the Bhargava legends and then the story of the snake sacrifice (which had

been previously related by the Bhargava Pramati to his son Ruru), Saunaka

at last expresses the desire to hear the Mahabharata of Krsna Dvaipdyana,

which was narrated to king Janamejaya by VaiSarnpayana in the intervals

of that snake sacrifice (1. 53, 32 £.) :

Mahabharatam akyhanann Péndevénatn yasaskaram |

JOamejayena yat prs Ducibdyanes tadé ||

Srivayamase vidhivek sah |

tam ahamn vidhivat ¢ chami vai katham ||

This completes our surve ‘gava material in the Mahabha-

rata2 But even this analysis an adequate idea of the total

number of Bhargava references t {63} Epic. The Bhargavas

regularly occur as static figures her ancient sages, in the des-

criptions of martial combats, { & state functions, council meet-

ings and all important asser; ng incidents of their history

are frequently alluded to, brief course of other narratives. The

names of their heroes are haldtiaAlt ‘Sileced in similes and metaphors :

they are the standards of comparison (#bamdana), to which everybody else

is compared, especially the epic heroes, Thus a man is praised by saying

that his intelligence is like that of Sukra. A warrior is eulogized by saying

that in heroism he was the equal of the Bhargava Rama. Bhisma is once

praised by saying that he could not be defeated even by Rama. In other

places the valour and effulgence of Cyavana and Aurva are utilized for the

sake of a passing comparison. The devotion of Sukanya to her husband

1 The following yages should probably further be included among the Bhrgus:

(1) Arstisena, a sage, mentioned several times in the Aranyaka; a legend is told

about him in the Baladeva-tirthayatra (Salyaparvan) ; (2) Grisamada, mentioned

briefly in the Anugasana; (3) Veda, who was the teacher of Uttanka and chaplain

of Janamejaya and Pausya; (4) Paila, one of the pupils of Vyasa; and (5) Maz-

davya, who curses Dharma in the celebrated story (upikhyana) of Animandavya

in the Adi. The part they play in our epic is small, and therefore they have been

ignored in this paper. Moreover, none of them, except Grtsamada, is actually called

a Bhargava in our epic. Sri-Krena himself was distantly connected with the Bhar-

gavas, being a descendant of Yadu, the son of Yayati by the Bhargava Devayani.
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Cyavana has been made proverbial by constant citation. These details could

not be considered in the present paper for want of space.

RETROSPECT

From the legends preserved in our epic it should seem that the Bhir-

gavas were a Brahmin clan, perhaps more intimately associated with the

ancient Ksatriyas than most of the other Brahmin clans, being largely ccn-

nected with them by matrimonial ties, Thus Cyavana is said to have marri:d

Sukanya, the daughter of king Saryati. Rcika had married Satyavati, tre

daughter of king Gadhi of Kanyakubja and sister of the famous Viévamitia.

Jamadagni’s wife Renuka is likewise said to have been a princess by birth,

being a daughter of king 'Prasenajit of Ayodhya. The Bhargavi Devayani

was moreover married to king Yayati: one of the very few pratiloma mar-

riages on record in Brahmanical literature? King Vitahavya had been adog t-

ed and made a Brahmin by a Bhrgu, and his descendants became Bhargava:..8

On the other hand some of the ancient Bhargavas seem to have come seti-

ously into conflict with the Ksatriy. ‘he relations of Rama Jamadagni a

with the Ksatriyas are so well ve been repeated above so oftin

that it is [64} unnecessary i here. But even in the cae

of Aurva and Jamadagni, the » conflicts with the Ksatriya-,

which have been alluded to abé

In these conflicts the Bharg:

sages, domineering, arrogant, un

they are at the same time omng

become so chiefly by virtue of

ritual powers acquired by thera;

vas were like gods walking or ather greater than mere gods.

Thus Bhrgu pronounces 4 cut gni—a god fervently laude

and worshipped by the simple Aryans—for no faults of his. He also curse!

(according to one version) Nahusa, who had been elected king of gods an!

who had become arrogant and irreligious owing to this sudden elevation t»

power. The wizard Cyavana paralyzed the arm of the recalcitrant Indre.

a high god of the Vedic Aryans. Jamadagni would shoot down the Sur.

another Aryan god. The Bhargava Uttanka, when about to curse Sri-Krena.,

the supreme god of the Bhagavatas or Vaisnavas, was gently pacified by

the avatdra, The kings of the earth are of course like vermin before thes

Bhargavas. ‘The mighty Haihayas tremble before the infant Aurva, whc

blinds them by his effulgence, and they have to beg for mercy on their bendec

knees. King Kusika grovels at the feet of Cyavana and meekly submits tc:

all varieties of indignities for fear that the great sage might curse him,

o

esented in our epic as irascib.¢

revengeful, To our epic barcs

aninotent. Supermen, who hal

tities and the magical or sp -

se occult powers, the Bharg: -

1 Even these may be considered later, if a suitable opportunity presents itself

2 Two others: Apnavana’s with Nahusa’s daughter Ruci, and Prabhakara’:

mentioned by PARcITER, Anc, Ind. Hist. Trad., 304 f.

8 Devapi, brother of Santanu, becomes Arstisena, a sub-class of the Bhrgus
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Bhrgu, the eponymous ancestor of the Bhargavas, was onc of the pra-

jdpatis, While the other prajapatis like Daksa are said to have issued from

different limbs of Brahma, Bhrgu is represented as having sprung from

Brahma’s heart, the noblest of the internal organs of man of god.’ In an-

other context in our epic, it is implied that Bhrgu was the greatest of the ma-

harsis, though his name is not included even in the list of the famous Seven

Sages.

But the Bhargava most popular with our bards is surely Rama Jama-

dagnya. The bards love to dwell on his martial exploits, repeating them

whenever the slightest opportunity for it presents itself. The shadow of

this colossus overspreads the entire epic, excepting the short tale at the end

of the poem. In our epic he is not yet a full-fledged avatara, but on the

high way to be ele-[65}-vated to that rank, surreptitious efforts being made

to make the epic document his divinity. He conquers the whole world, alone

and unaided; such is the prowess of his fierce austerities. He frees the

earth of the burden of Ksatriyas thrice seven times and makes the gift of

the earth to Kagyapa, his priest ides it among Brahmins. Rama

fights even the enemies of the same assurance and success,

enemies whom the gods the ' subdue. As the Bhargava

Rama is the perfect warrior ( diag vareh a phrase the bards

love to apply to him), three of & arriors of the Kaurava army---

Bhisma, Drona and Karna—are ve been initiated into the science

of arms by Rama Jamadagnya, t jatter according to the epic itself,

lived at the end of the Treta ira Paadava war took place at

the end of the Dvapara. :

The epic contains a numbe (upakhyanas) relating to the

Bhargavas, such as, the Aurvopalshyér i}, Kartaviryopakhyaina (Aran-

yaka), Ambopakhyana (Udyoga), Vipulopakhyana (Santi), and Uttankopa-

khyana (Aévamedha), and so on. The entire Pauloma and a large section

cf the Pausya two independent sub-parvans of the epic, are also devoted to

the legends of the Bhargavas. Besides these there are important discussions

and discourses attributed to some of the celebrated Bhargavas, such as the

Bhrgu-Bharadvaja-sarhvada, the Cyavana-KuSika-sarnvada and the Mar-

kandeya-samasya,

Another striking feature of these Bhargava legends in our Mahabha-

rata is the frequent repetition of these legends on different occasions in the

course of the epic. Thus the legend of Uttanka, the myth of the alterca-

tion between Cyavana and Indra, the story of Drona’s obtaining weapons

from the Bhargava Rama, and the account of Karna’s pupilship under him,

is each told éwice, in different contexts. The legend of the birth of Jama-

dagni and Rama is related in all feur times. That the Bhargava Rama ex-

icrminated the Ksatriyas thrice seven times is mentioned ten times, in nearly

4 ‘TSvarah sarvabhitandm hrd-dese 'rjuna tisthati; Bhag. Gita.
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identical form (triksaptakrivah prthivi kriad nihksatriyad purd, which appears

to have been a slogan of the bards) ; but the humiliation of the pride of

the Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Rama is mentioned about a score of times.

It is to be noted that the Bhargavas spring into this promi-[66}nence

all of a sudden in the Mahabharata. We look in vain for any reflection of

their phenomenal power and glory in the Vedic literature? There the

Bhargavas are frequently alluded to as devoted to the fire-cult and they a»-

pear in the réle of a group of ancient fire priests. They are said to have

procured fire for mankind. In the Battle of Ten Kings, the

Bhargavas are mentioned with the Druhyus. In many passages they ave

associated with the Angirases. The Atharvaveda is also known as Bhrgvan-

giras, and it seems certain that both the Bhrgus and the Angirases dabbled

a great deal in the black art and were feared on that account. That they

probably came into conflict with other clans and especially perhaps the Ksz:-

triyas is indicated by the fact that in the last-named Veda the name cf

Bhrgu is chosen to exemplify the dangers incurred by those who oppreis

Brahmins.. The Sriijaya Vaita! as the result of an attac«

on Bhrgu. ‘The Aitareya Bri ‘gu in a similar light.

Thus we see that the Ved no ground for explaining th:

eminence of the ancient Bhargz f the epic account. These refe-

rences supply nevertheless rudit of ideas and sentiments whict:

were probably magnified in the of the remote decendants of i:

powerful ancient clan, influenced y the cult of ancestor worship.

Thus, for example, the close co: Shreus with the fire cult may

perhaps serve to explain the ; ys in many of the Bhargave

legends in the Mahabharata. éyins legend of the epic finds

some support in the statement. < veda to the effect that the Aévins re

juvenated Cyavana, making him “ acceptable to his wife and a husband o:

maidens.” The Brahmanas amplify this account. The connection of the

Bhrgus with the Atharvaveda explains the element of witchcraft in the

Bhargava legends of our epic, such as, for example, the revival of the dead

by the Bhargava Sukra, or the paralyzing of the arm of Indra by Cyavana

and of the creation of the monster called Mada, mentioned above. That the

Bhrgus had in some way championed the cause of Brahmins against other

clans is, as [67} already mentioned, supported by a reference in the Athar-

vaveda. Their intimate association with the Angirases implied in the Vedic

literature is reflected faithfully in many of the stories and genealogies of our

epic.

Taking a collective view of these Bhargava references in the Great Epic,

we cannot avoid the conclusion that the Bhargava heroes occupy a surpris-

ingly large portion of the canvas—which is said to depict the Bharata

War—filling up as they do much of the available space of the background.

1. MACDONELL and KeitH, Vedic Index, vol. 2, p. 109.

22
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And it is more than probable that if the epic is examined yet more minute-

ly, still further evidence of Bhargava material, hitherto undiscovered, will

be brought to light. Their myths and legends are uniformly distributed over

the entire extent of the Great Epic with the exception of some short and

unimportant parvens (10 and 15-18) at the end (comprising in all not more

than 2500 stanzas, a negligible fraction of the epic), books on which the aver-

age reader of the poem bestows but scant attention. The figures of the

Bhargavas have also been magnified to colossal proportions, painted with a

thick brush and in vivid colours. In short, the Bhargavas are represented in

cur epic—the Mahabharata, the epic of the Bharata’s or the epic of the

Bharata War—throughout as the people. How does that come about ?—

“Cui bono?”, as the Roman lawyer would have asked.

To imagine that all this fulsome eulogy liberally showered upon the he-

roes of the Bhargavas, and the interminable repetition of their stories and

legends are entirely unconscious—at least unintentional—and without any

ulterior motive, being just ordinary features of epic treatment, would be in-

deed naive In the first place, clear and definite evidence of

the fact that our epic has mad deliberately expanded at

least in one instance: the s tion of a bunch of Bhargava

legends to the Kuru-Pandava e ac of the so called Paulompar-

pan in the Adi which is entirely® Bhargava legends and has not

even the remotest intrinsic c with the story of the epic,

Then we have equally clear vite evidence of the tenden-

tious “ Bhrguization ” of older occur in the epic itself in two

forms, one with and the othe portant Bhargava element, to

wit, the Stories of Sixteen K Hklya) and the Nahusa-{68}

Agastya legend. We have alse fiSticed 4hal our Mahabharata contains two

variant openings, one of which is clearly inspired by a Bhargava,’ both for-

ee ee}

1 There is only one explanation of the childish exaggeration and this repeated

mention on the annihilation of the Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Rama. A deep

analysis of the motives underlying this (phenomenon) would suggest that these

fabrications are only a form of ‘over-compensation’, and endeavour to make the

Bhrgus feel important and ‘worth while’, after the disastrous blow to their ego-

ideals. It is the psychological revenge of the Bhrgus who were all but exterminated

by the Ksatriyas. The slaughter of the Bhrgus admitted by the Bhrgus them-

selves in the Aurva legend deserves all the credence which unfavourable evidence

by a witness against one’s own self ordinarily does; what the Bhrgus in turn did

to the Ksatriyas--namely, the annihilating the Ksatriyas by Bhargava Rama 3X7

is known to us only from the account of the event from Brahmin sources. This

myth—the dream of the Bhrgus—is the sublimation of that intolerable inferiority

feeling which had been repressed, but which was clamouring for expression.

2 This was noticed by HOLTZMANN, Das Mahdbirarata, vol. 2 (1893), p. 12.

“Es liegt hier die Einleitung des Mahabharata der Bhargava vor, gerade wie im

Gesetzbuche des Manu die Fassung der Bhargava sich eingedrangt hat’. He did

not follow, however, this fruitful idea any further, being misled by the immediate
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tunately preserved by the conservative instinct of the redactors, helped by <«

process of conflation peculiar to the Mahabharata, which tolerates a clos:

juxtaposition of discrepant versions. We have further indirect testimony o°

the effort made to connect some Bhargava or other with the propagation o

the epic. We are thus told that it was the Bhargava Uttanka who instigatec!

Janamejaya to undertake the snake sacrifice at which the Mahabharata was

first publicly recited. Our Astika is that tale which was narrated to th:

Bhargava Ruru by his father Pramati. And last but not least, we must tak

account of the very important fact that the Kulapati Saunaka himself, be

fore whom the Mahabharata is said to have been recited by the Siita Ugragra

vas, was also a Bhargava! So when Saunaka says that he wants to hezr

the history of the Bhargavas before anything else (1. 5. 3):

tatra vamsam aham pirvam Srotum icchami Bhargavem |,

the reason for this peculiar predilection, of the host of the Siita' is very ev -

dent.

But it might be contended thatewe are unnecessarily emphasizing the

Bhargava element ; that the Mahabharata was-or has come to be an encyclu-

paedia of Brahmanic tradition and it therefore contains also all the Bhargava

legends—in a slightly exaggerated form perhaps. The epic itself says (:.

56. 33):

yad ihasti tad anyatra yan nehasti na tat kvacit |

That is undoubtedly true, to a certain extent. One can, however, easily co-

vince oneself that the diaskeuasts who boldly conceived the colossal idea >f

converting the popular Epic of the Bharatas into the Encyclopaedia Bra}

manica, though generally catholic in their selection of Brahmanic legends and

doctrines, and eclectic as regards-their religious and philosophical outlock,

yet they {69} were probably not entirely without their preferences and pie-

judices, and that they do not apportion anything like the same amount of

space and breadth of treatment to the myths and legends of other Brahmaniic

families such as the Agastyas, Atreyas, Kanvas, Kaéyapas, Gautamas, V4-

sisthas, and so on. The legends of these other. families or clans are by no

means entirely ignored in our Mahabharata, but they are comparatively few

in number and hardly ever repeated. They appear like negligible detzils

on the vast canvas of the epic and are easily lost sight of in this colossal

accumulation of apparently most heterogeneous elements, which are all -he

same carefully balanced so as to produce a more or less homogeneous imprcs-

sion. Very differently treated are the Bhargava legends in our Mahabhar: ta.

To make any impression by the side of the titanic figures of the old epic like

Bhisma and Kama, Krsna and Arjuna, the Bhargavas had to be magnifiel a

great deal and their legends, which were probably not so well known tlien

sequel, “ Unser Mahabharata” he remarks, “kehrt aber sofort wieder zur an:ler-

en Fassung zuriick. In Folgenden erzahlt nicht Pramali den Ruru, sondern, ‘vie

friiher, Ugrasravas dem Saunaka”
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as now had to be repeated. And we accordingly find that the legends have

been repeated, so often that the redactors themselves must have in time come

to believe in them; and the figures have been magnified, so liberally that

they. appear almost to eclipse the heroes of the Great Epic itself.

Just for the sake of contrast, we might compare the other great epic

of India, the Ramayana, for Bhargava references.. That epic also is a Brah-

manic epic, containing a host of Brahmanic legends and stories.

The result of his quest for Bhargava references will astonish the

reader. The references are remarkably few and extremely meagre.

About our Bhrgu, a vibhiti of Sri-Krsna, the only thing recorded in

the Ramayana is that his wife was decapitated by Visnu! Cyavana has

been introduced in Valmiki’s epic only to narrate some stories. The solitary

reference to our Rama Jaimadagnya (sarvasastrabhrtam varah) has been no-

ticed above; it is the one in which he challenges Rama Dééarathi and is

worsted in the encounter! We learn nothing more about Jamadagni from

the Ram&yana than the bald fact that he was slain by Arjuna Kartavirya.

Aurva, who as an infant had & : Haihayas by his effulgence, is not

mentioned at all, so far as ?.

{70} Now there can be

our present Mahabharata is en

cof the Bharatas, occurring as i

of the epic. There should be,

cluding that in our version of

deliberate—weaving together o¥

pends with the Bhargava my

The question how precisely va element, which we find con-

centrated mostly in the updkiydne a to the cycle of the Bharata le-

gends is intriguing, but unfortunately the answer is largely a matter of spe-

culation. Even according to the traditional view, it was not the work of Vyasa,

the reputed author of the Mahabharata, because the diaskeuasts have been

fortunately frank enough to admit that kis work, the Bharata, which originally

consisted merely of 24,000 stanzas, had no episode to speak of (1. 1. 61):

caturvimsatisahasrim cakre Bharatasamhitém |

upakhyénair vind tivad Bharatam procyate budhaih ||

It could again hardly have been the work of Vaisarhpayana, the direct

pupil of Vydsa, according to tradition, who is said to have recited the Bha-

rata of Vyasa, in the presence of Vyasa himself, as he had been taught by

his guru, during the intervals of the short snake sacrifice celebrated by king

Janamejaya.

The case was different with the next recorded recitation of the Maha-

bhdrata : it was by the Sita Ugrasravas in the presence of the Bhargava

Saunaka during the twelve-year sacrifice instituted by the latter (1. 1. 1 ff;

4. 1ff). Even before the recitation commences, Saunaka explicitly asks the

all this Bhargava material in

> the plan of the original saga

wholly in the episodic portion

xy opinion no hesitation in con-

rata there is a conscious—nay

z together of the Bhérata le-
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Stita who had come there to recite his Mahabharata, to narrate first of all the

history of the Bhargavas and, as directed by his host, the Stita obediently

does sq. There is a very clear shifting of the centre of gravity. Here

we have a different milieu and a, different interest. The scene changes from

the bustling and scintillating pageantry of the Kaurava Court to the refl.c-

tive calm and leisure of the sylvan retreat of the Bhrgus. -

Few scholars, I imagine, would now be inclined to deny that our epic

text has undergone momentous alterations in the course [71} of its long and

eventful history. It is now generally recognized that the Bharata, like the po-

pular lays, ballads and early epics of all countries and all people, has alwzys

been a fluid text, adjusted to the varying needs of the occasion and the differ-

ing tastes of the audience. No disparagement or condemnation of the text is

thereby implied. The process is quite normal, inevitable and in a wider

sense wholly right. To continue to be a vital force in the life of a progrs-

sive people, the epic must be a slow-changing book. The fact of expurgation

and elaboration is only an outward indication of its being a book of inspi-a-

tion and guidance in life, and nat 1 a book lying unused and forgotten

on a dusty book-shelf. And yack in the case of our text.

Therein lies on the contrary ‘ and importance for us. It

is a rapid motion picture reel o ndian culture—not necessar ly

factitive history—arranged in : something like the sculptured

panels on the gateways and the 2 Buddhist Stipa at Sanchi or

the mural frescoes of Ajanta, w? scoped all in one plane, withcut

much regard to perspective or { “own peculiar technique of pe:s-

pective.

As already remarked, it s<é hat in the formative period of

the epic a powerful Bhargava infiteness-cirest or indirect—has been at wo.k,

so to say behind the scenes, in shaping our epic for us. This element had

obviously obtruded itself upon the original nucleus, certainly after the tune

of the original author Vyasa and probably after that of Vaisampayana. The

next traditional link, however, in the transmission of the epic is the Stta. Is

the Stita then responsible for the conversion of the Bharata into the Malh.i-

bharata? Now I do not doubt that some of the Sitas probably were gifted

versifiers, able to compose ex tempore short bardic poems and to improv:se

lays to suit them to the varying tastes and requirements of the audien:e.

But if we consider these Siitas capable of composing on the spur of the ro-

ment such masses of narrative episodes and didactic discourses as we find in

our Mahabharata, we shall be crediting these minstrels with an accomplish-

ment far beyond their natural capacity. Nobody is, however, so credulcus

nowadays as to imagine the Siita as the author of those extensive innovation

that must [72} have been necessary in order to convert a heroic poem of abcut

24,000 stanzas (taking the traditional figure as a rough guide for our spe-

culations) into an encyclopaedia, of the present dimensions.

22A

tel
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We are not in any case, as far as I can see, constrained to accept every

single statement of the epic in its exact literal sense. And when I say that,

I mean no disparagement either of the text ; far from it. Our epic does not

pretend to be a dry, prosaic, matter-of-fact chronicle, nor a statistical history

in the modern sense, based upon a laboriously compiled critical apparatus.

If it were that, it would surely not have lived for 2500 years. We have on

the shelves of our libraries hundreds of ponderous tomes and compendiums

of national and world history, prepared along approved lines by laborious

professors of history. But hardly anybody reads these works twice, and they

are mostly forgotten, in a generation or two, by an understanding and un-

grateful posterity. The Mahabharata never was a scientific chronicle of that

type and it would be egregious folly to regard it as such. It is above all

an inspired poem. It was actually regarded by later generations as a kavya :

kriam mayedam bhagavan kavyam paramapijitam |,

the highest type of Indian poetry, like its sister epic, the Ramayana. It was

before everything else a work of art, creative art, idealistic in conception,

informed with deep religious feel wed by a conscious didactic pur-

pose, focussed more on idea x. facts and figures, in which

people were not interested the aww ; a work in which a moral

was conveyed by a parable, a ‘by al tangible facile myth. And

to the inspired creators of a ird of that type we must at least

allow poetic licence and common

The entire story that the S

by Vaisarhpayana and reprocl

committed it to memory after is so obviously unnatural and

improbable that it seems clearly stiate to regard it merely as a

‘poetic fiction, a “ frame-story,” thé midst papular of Indian devices of literary

composition. But there is no symbolism without a basis, however difficult

it may {73} be for us to reach the elusive subconscious or unconscious. To

my mind, the frame-story of our Mahabharata is directly an unconscious

admission of the fact that the Bharata had at a critical stage of its evolu-

tion passed into the sphere of influence of the Bhrgus, through the medium

of the wandering minstrel. The Bhargava influence is implied in the person

of the Kulapati Saunaka. The Siita, who used to recite the poem in the

Heroic Age, is kept on, with due regard to traditional usage, to give the new

recension a setting appropriate to it and indicating the source at the same time.

The influence of the Bhargavas in the narrative portion of the Great Epic

is very evident and can hardly be disputed. But their influence in an en-

tirely different sphere, though less tangible and therefore more difficult to de-

monstrate, is to my mind nevertheless probable : I mean the incorporation

into the epic of large masses of didactic material, concentrated chiefly in the

Santi and AnuSdsana, especially so far as it concerns the Dharma and Niti

elements. Though the philosophy of the Mahabharata is often times rather

.

i the epic at its first recitation

at Saunaka’s bidding, having
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shaky, being in places abstruse and confused, and though the religious be-

liefs which find expression there are perplexingly eclectic, oscillating betwecn

Vaisnavism and Saivism, between Henotheism and Pantheism, there can be

no two opinions about the fact that the Mahabharata offers a very sound and

complete exposition of Dharma and Niti according to Indian theorists, a

feature which has given this venerable old monument of Indian antiqui.y

its rank as Smyti and its abiding value and interest to the Hindus, nay to «I

true children of Mother India.

Now it happens that Dharma and Niti are just the two topics in which

the Bhrgus had specialized and with which their names are prominently a:-

sociated. The connection of the Bhargava Sukra with Niti, which is prover-

bial in the Mahabharata, is so patent that it does not need to be especial y

pointed out. The connection of the Bhrgus with the Dharmaégastra is perha:s

not so well known, but is nevertheless equally certain. One has only to re-

call that, according to a tradition preserved in the work itself, our Manusmr‘i,

the most famous and popular of ancient Indian works bearing on the Dhar-

magastra, is the ancient Code 1 Aanu in the form in which it wis

communicated to mankind byt therefore even commonly knov'n

as the Bhrgusamhita, an exp! se not the slightest reason “0
question or doubt. It is ais there is intimate connection

between the Mahabharata and The Manusmrti, it may »e

pointed out, has an introductio: tr conception to the first chapter

of our epic : a few stanzas agree ent even in their wording. The

opinions of Manu have beer: n our Mahabharata (ity eva

Manur abravit). According routation, there are about 260

stanzas of the Manusmrti, that per cent. of the total, which ace

onl atiations) in pervens 3, 12 and

13 alone of the Great Epic Then on the side of the Mahabharata, Dharnia

is the foundation on which the whole stately edifice of the Great Epic his

been reared, and to a great extent also the material of which it is composed.

Our Mahabharata is itself a dharma-grantha. The putative hero of the epic,

Yudhisthira is called Dharmardja, himself a son of Dharma; he is Dharna

incarnate. The Bharata was a dharma-yuddha: yato dharmas tato jayh.

The field of battle was a dharma-ksetra. Narayana incarnated himse!f

as Sri-Krsna to restore the fallen Dharma. The essence of the book (Bhar+-

ta-sévitri), embodying the moral of the story, is given as (B. 18. 5. 62 f.)

tirdhvabéhur viraumy esa na ca kascic chrnoti me |

dharmad arthas ca kamas ca sa kimartham na sevyate ||

na jatu kaman na bhayan na lobhéd

dharmam tyajej jivitasyapi hetoh |

nityo dharmah sukhaduhkhe tv anitye

jivo nityo hetur asya tv anityah ||

1 Bourrr, The Laws of Manu (S, B, E, 25), py LXXx.
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The infiltration of masses of Bhargava material in the shape of Bhargava

myths and legends, the manner of its treatment, and even that strange admix-

ture of the Epic with the Dharma and Niti elements, which latter especially

has.so long puzzled many inquirers into the genesis of the Mahabharata,

thus appear to find a simple and straightforward explanation in the assump-

tion of an important unitary diaskeuasis of the epic under very strong and

direct Bhargava influence. But this does not at all [75} imply that the text

has remained untouched after this first diaskeuasis; far from it. Like all

traditional works, it was a slow-changing book ; and additions and alterations,

as already remarked, must have been made in it continuously throughout its

long history of about 2500 years.1

These further additions were in the main probably made in the first ins-

tance by the Bhargavas themselves in the centuries that immediately fol-

lowed! the first important diaskeuasis under Bhargava supervision, since it is

most likely that just as the different collections of Vedic hymns, the various

Brahmanas and the ritualistic manuals.avere all, for some time, the closely

guarded property of diverse Veet iti families of sages, which had

respectively cultivated and d ‘also our remodelled Bharata,

now elevated to the rank of t must have remained for some

time in the exclusive possessia aves as their close literary pre-

serve. That would, in my o for the apparent homogeneous

character of this heterogeneous i came from different hands, but

out of the same mould.

If the above consideraticx idity, they might help us to lift

up a comer of the thick veil ex teat Epic and allow us to have

a covert peep into its history .~eep would show that there existed

in India, in very ancient times an ‘epic poém of about 24,000 stanzas, attribut-

ed to Vyasa (the “ Expander’), which described in great detail the Bharata

War and sang the glory of the Pandavas. This heroic poem, the Bharata,

which used to be recited by the Stitas mostly at royal courts and had in

course of time become very popular, was at a critical stage of its history ap-

propriated by the Bhrgus (who had certainly specialized in the Dharma and

Nitigastra and probably also developed leanings towards Visnuism), with the

idea of developing the epic into a vehicle of popular instruction and edifica-

tion combined with entertainment. These anchorites, full of age-old wisdom

1 The most conspicuous instances of such latter additions (not found in all

mss. even) :

Adi: 1. The Brahma-Ganeéa episode; 2. Kanikaniti; 3. Svetaki-upa-

khy4na.

Aranyaka: 1. Siirya-stotra (B. 3. 3, 36-69) ; 2. Additions to Markandeya’s

discourse (B. add. 193-198, 200).

Virata : Durgastotra.

Bhisma : Durgastotra.



EPIC STUDIES VII 337

and wonderful masters of the art of myth-weaving, took from the Siitas the

Bharata and gave back to the world the Mahabharata, the same book yet

different. In the process of the redaction by the Bhrgus, the work, naturally

and to an extent unconsciously, received that characteristic and indelible

stamp [76} which was predetermined by the eventful history, the natural

proclivities, the special endowments, and the peculiar “ Weltanschauung ” of

the Bhrgus. It was this little episode in its history that necessarily gave cur

poem the anomalous character of an Epos and “ Rechtsbuch” combined. It

may be surmised that this remodelled Bharata remained for some consid«r-

able time in the hands of the Bhargavas, who had developed it and so to say

re-created it, as their exclusive literary property, and they exploited it thee-

after and propagated it in their own way. The colossal success of the Bhir-

gava tecension of the ancient Epic of the Bharatas, a success which in cite

sense was richly deserved, was the indirect cause of the neglect and sub:e-

quent disappearance of the original heroic poem, which probably still existed

at the time of the composition of svalayana Grhya Siitra (3. 4. 4 2

Like other branches of the hierg ren the epic at last passed cut

of the hands of the Bhreus 4 damon property of the literati

of India, it still remained a trely closed to minor altera-

tion and expansion, but retaine: s a traditional work, revered
and cherished by the people as ¢ harsi Vyasa and serving still as

a vehicle of popular education, and edification as intended by

the Bhrgus. The further we py sof the traces of Bhargava in-

fluence on the Epic of the Bha: + seems to me, will become the

history of our Mahabharata, Bharatavarsa.

VU. The Oldes: ©

Introductory,

€ the Adiparvan.*

A discovery of capital importance for Mahabharata studies is the accident-

al but singularly lucky find by Manyavara Gurujiu Hemray Panditjiu, c.1e.,

D.P.I., the well-known savant of Nepal, of a new Nepali MS. of the Adiparven,

which according to the Panditjiu is between seven hundred and eight hundred

years old, and therefore easily the oldest extant MS. of the Mahabharata. It

was only a few years ago that I had remarked in the “ Prolegomena” to the

Adiparvan : “Only those who know the difficulties in the way of obtaining

any MS. from Nepal will be in a position to appreciate fully the debt whi:h

the editor and the other members of the Mahabharata Editorial Board, and

beyond that the whole world of Indologists, owe to the Rajaguru. {202}

1 N, B. Urcikar, Proc. & Trans. Ist. Or Conf, (1922), pp. 46-61 ; “ The men-
tion of the Mahabharata i in the Aévalayana Grhyasiitra.”

* [ABORI 19.201-262].
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Sankritists have much to hope for from the dispassionate efforts of this truly

patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportunity of placing his im-

mensd learning and unbounded resources freely at the disposal of all serious

workers in the field of Sanskrit research”. How prophetic those words have

proved and how the Rajaguru has more than justified our expectations, is

manifested in the recovery of this singular old Nepali MS.

The MS., of which complete collations and specimen photos (reproduced

here in facsimile?) were kindly sent to me for my use by Rajaguru HEMARAJ

Panditjiu, was recently acquired by him and is in his possession. The mate-

rial is palm-leaf and the writing, which is throughout uniform, is in old faded

ink. It contains only the first parvan of the Mahabharata, but is complete

in itself, there being no folios missing. The average folio measures

21” X 23” and each folio contains uniformly 7 lines of writing, except the

last folio, which has only 44 lines. The MS. is not dated but the high anti-

quity claimed for it is authenticated, apart from its antique look,? by con-

vincing internal evidence. The best. f is that it is almost entirely free

from those modern accretions ¥ Appendix I of the Adiparvan

Volume, as also in great pa = smaller insertions which are

listed in the foot-notes. Moar Hi is the fact that out of the

textual emendations hazarded ky fty per cent. are actually docu-

mented by this MS. It is the eration to say that this remark-

able MS. opportunely affords we to the Critical Edition in most

crucial matters. Moreover mary ot readings of the new MS. are

difficult and obscure, marking stinctly archaic. And, finally,

in many of its readings it agrees with a certain other MS. from

Nepal, which is symbolized as | ical apparatus of the Adi, and

which is again the oldest daied M ne Adiparvan. The tradition is

therefore fairly complete and well attested.

{203} The greatest value of this MS. lies, as hinted already, in its cor-

roboration of the constituted text of the Critical Edition. Indirectly it

attests and justifies, as an independent witness, the principles according to

which the reconstruction of the epic text is achieved, thus placing the consti-

tuted text on still surer foundations.

Long Insertions of the Vulgate.

Hitherto, it-may be observed, the data of the Sarad@ and the “K”’ ver-

sions had mainly to vouchsafe for the purification of the epic text attempted

1 The photographs are of the written surface of the first and last folios and

two intermediate folios (one of which latter is the penultimate folio of the MS.).

2 J have compared the script with the specimens reproduced in BUHLER’s

Paleographische Tafeln. It comes closest to the script of Tafel VI, No. XI (Cam-

bridge MS. No. 1691, 2 of a. 1179),
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in the Critical Edition. Now, the omissions of the constituted text are sup-

ported from a new source and from an entirely different version, the Nepali.

Our MS. is in fact surprisingly free from most of the matter pronounced t: be

spurious on the evidence of the then available MSS. of different versions. ‘lhe

longer insertions given in Appendix I are conspicuous by their absence in ‘his

MS. Here is a list of the long passages which are missing in the new MS

No. 1: The Brahma-GaneSa complex ; inserted at different points in

K,., Dn Dr D241. S, Le, om. in its totality only in K,., D,.

No. 13: A passage of six lines ins. in K (except K,) V, (marg.) Da )n

D,.; Gy o4.s,
No. 14: The Puranic story of Aruna, who is made to act as the chari-:t-

eer of the Sun; ins. in K, (marg.) N V, B D (except D,, D, on suppl. fo'.)

T, Gress.
No, 41: Names of the hundred sons of Dhrtarastra ; ins. in K,, N..;

V, BD (except D,).

No. 42 : Story of: the bir

cept D,;).

No. 43 : Story of the birth

No. 61 : Details of the mar

4-7,in K, NBD.

No. 62: Story of the birit

No. 71-72 : Details of the

ins. in K, , N V, B D (ex-

in K, 8 V, B D (except D,'.

ta and Madri, subst. for 1. 106.

ius. in all MSS. except §, Ky.:.

a); ins. in K, N BD.

# son ; ins. in all MSS. excep.

mong the pupils of Drona ; ins.{204} No. 76: Arjuna’s pre

inK, NBD Ty, Gog.

No. 78 : Description of the conquest and annexation of Drupada’s king-

dom by the Pandavas exacted by Acirya Drona as gurudaksind ; ins. in K,

Da, Dn D, (supp. fol. sec m.),5 S.

No. 80: Installation of Yudhisthira as heir-apparent : ins. in all MSS.

except §, Ko-5,

No. 81: Kanikaniti : ins. in ell MSS. except $, Ko-s,

No. 85 : Story of the boat sent by Vidura for the use of the Pandavas;

ins. in all MSS. except §, Ko.s,

No. 118 : Svetaki-episode ; ins. in all N MSS. Cf. also passage No. 120

ins, in T, G,4, and No. 121 ins. in 8, Kyi4

Short Insertions of the Vulgate.

Like these long insertions our MS. omits most of the shorti insertions

given in the foot-notes to the constituted text. There are more than two
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thousand of such passages, the majority naturally from the Southern Re-

cension. The following instances, selected at random, of “short” passages

omitted by our MS. may be mentioned for the sake of illustration : 128*, 220",

250*, 301*, 313%, 402*, 429*, 463*, 528*, 558*, 560*, 564%, 573%, 693%,

756*, 892* , 1001*, 1036*, 1038*, 1129*, 1131*, 1188*, 1242*, 1308*, 1312*,

1330*, 1331*% 1341*, 1365*, 1368", 1377*, 1379*, 1444*, 1477*, 1492*,

1494 *, 1503 *, 1515 *, 1516 *, 1517 *, 1686 *, 1729*, 1742 *, 1793 *, 1824%*,

1847*, 2132*.

These, it may be noted, are some ot the many passages (extending from

three to twenty lines) which are found in all N MSS. (except S, K)~—with or

without some S MSS.—but which are omitted by our MS. The following

omissions from among these deserve special notice :

128* : This is a passage of 72 lines, consisting of the longer version

of the contents of the Aranyaka-parvan, found in certain MSS. of the North-

ern Recension. It may be noted in passing that in its Parvasarhgraha chap-

ter, the new MS. gives throughout the shorter version, which has been adopt-

ed in the Critical Edition and whi with the version of this adhyaya

in P. P. S. Sastrr’s edition of:

560* : By omitting this, 6

all N MSS, except those of th

{205} 693* : This is a pact

couplet na jatu kémah kamaniion

892*: This passage, occ

In the place where it is insert

original, filed up by the two

tuted text the place is marked 6y

1036* : Details of Brhaspati’s cohabitation with Mamata, wife of Ute-

thya and the godharma mentioned in that context, inserted in all N MSS.
except 8, Ky. Ny,s.

1341* : A passage of ten lines found in all MSS. except 8, K. It des-

cribes the approch of Drona to Rama Jamadagnya for the astravidya.

1793* : A passage of seven lines found in all MSS. except T, Giss M

These significant omissions, major and minor, prove that the text of our

MS. is shorter than that of all other MSS. hitherto known, Accordingly we

find that in the Parvasarhgraha chapter of this MS. the figure of the stanzas

for the Adi is given as 7784, which brings down the figure of the Vulgate by

eleven. hundred and the figure even of: the Saradi MS. by two hundred

stanzas! It is however, curious that it apparently has the same number of

adhyayas as the Critical Edition viz. 225, while the Parvasarhgraha figure

for the same is 218 both in this MS. and the Critical Edition. In other

words in differing from its own Parvasarhgraha figure, our MS. exactly agrees
“with the critical text! The number of adhyfyas in the Vulgate, it may be

noted, is 234, while that of the Southern Recension can be computed to ex-

‘i lines and contains the famous

a ia many places.

. 51, is found in all N MSS.

to have been a lacuna in the

ifferent ways. In the consti-
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tend to about 250 adhyadyas. On the other hand, the number of adhyayas

in the Kumbakonam edition reaches the astonishing figure 260!

Small Infiltrations.

Even though our MS. is appreciably shorter than any other MS. of the

Adi so far known, we cannot indeed suppose it to have been absolutely free

from inflation and contamination. This MS. has in fact just a few inser-
tions not countenanced by the Critical Edition. For instance :

{206} App. I, No. 12: The first three lines of this passage (of sixteen

lines) are substituted in our MS. in place of 1. 19. 1-2. This substitution is

common to N, also! The passage is characteristic of all N MSS. except those

of the Kasmir? Version.

App. I, No, 33: This passage is found in all N MSS., the Kaémiri Ver-

sion showing variation only in sequence. The passage is inserted after 1.

56. 31, and is a continuation of the eulogy of the Mahabharata, serving as

an introduction to that redaction of the epic which begins with the episode

of Uparicara. Here our MS. : in omitting lines 3-11.

App. I, No. 58: This pass mron heritage of all N MSS

It describes how Stirya, when * #4, presses her to have sexua’

intercourse with him,

Besides these major additio#

constituted text have filtered

passages is not very large, bein

single lines. These are the p

476*, 478*, 479*, 485*, 494”:

750*, 868*, 873*, 875*, 879%,

1017*, 1018*, 1022*, 1068%*, 1104", 1110*, 1120*, 1124’,
1141*, 1142*, 1144*, 1146*, - 1162*, 1166*, 1173*, 1178,

1186*, 1196*, 1212*, 1219*, 1224*, 1230*, 1240*, 1305*, 1309*, 1357’,

1430*, 1436*, 1463*, 1470*, 1623*, 1644*, 1665*, 1698*, 1786*, 1789*, 1796 ,

1812*, 1815*, 1818*, 1855*, 1882*, 1883*, 1919*, 1920*, 1921*, 1922*, 1951",

1953*, 1960*, 1975*, 2016*, 2087*, 2097*.

All these insertions are uniformly met with in all N MSS., or at least a

the majority of N MSS., and not a single one of them is sporadic.

An insertion of a single stanza from the yadds§rausam section (adhy. | )

is the only unique insertion in this MS.

Conflation of Mchaébhdratea texts.

Here we may note, in passing, the light this MS. sheds in an indirect

way on how the text gradually gets inflated. At several places we find adiJi-

tions made marginally by another and a later hand. For instance, after 1.

5. 26, we find a marginal insertion of two lines dgfeyaqazerey etc., which is

taken from a passage [207] of eight lines found in all N MSS. (except K ,,

D,). Again, after 1. 19, 15 we have a marginal addition of two lines

fiions from the footnotes to th:

cur MS. The number of suc:

7, and they consist mainly o°

ion : 90*, 220*, 288*, 2917,

31*, 678*, 708*, 709*, 710°,

, 962*, 999*, 1004*, 1013”,
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weradifradii: .etc., of which the first line is merely a variant of a line

included in our text, but the second is an “additional” line found chiefly

in late Northern MSS, of the Central Group. It is clear that the copyist of

such a MS. as this, without further investigation—which of course is not his

business !---cannot determine whether the lines added in the margin belonged

to its origial exemplar, or whether they were taken from some other source.

It is not the custom of the copyist to be very squeamish about such things.

He copies whatever he finds before him, provided it makes sense and has

something to do with the epic. It is thus that the corpus has got gradually

inflated to its maximum capacity. Cf. the example of K, cited in the Adi-

parvan Volume (Prolegomena, p. xit).

Minor Readings.

Let us now consider the individual readings of our MS. Here also the

agreement of this MS. with the constituted text is quite remarkable. That

it cannot and must not be expected to have complete agreement with the

constituted text is only obvious; # | other Mahabharata MSS., it also

represents a particular version acl nothing more.

Our MS. shows in point: greatest agreement with MSS.

of the Nepali group : quite n ‘ritten in the same script and.

belongs to the same provincia? articular, its agreements with

N,, the best and the oldest MS. version belonging to our appa-

ratus, are unique and striking. raber of variant readings in our

MS. amounts approximately to e than 2500. Out of these, its

unique agreements with N, (or :; along with one or two other

MSS.) against all other MSS. ¢ © This shows that our MS. de-

finitely belonged to the Nep3ii ig not a copy of a MS. of the

Sarada or “K” version—a v point—though it has marked

affinities. in many a place with the latter groups. Here are appended about

sixty. instances, chosen at random, as specimens of the unique agreements of

our MS. with N,.

{208} 14.17° @rafiraaan ( for aa | 38.227 searaetrar ( for wat AeA: )

qearat ) 44,14? agg var ( for neTEA )
16.26” @aat ager (for warat gaan) = |.45.27 an (for wang)
16.31° sara: (for aa ) 48.1° qaqa: ( for Tae: )
17.6° Baa ( for aor) 48.10" as ( for a2 )
17.249 fitataa saeq (for wate. | 52.4° werrerg ( for Fae)

met ) 53.347 mead ( for qaH )

19.4° dyad ( for aear) 55.23) afar: (for ayaa: )

21.3? sara # ( for aaa ) 56.19° wét arte wateTat

27.23% eat ( for ane ) 57.55° weaadt ( for aeradt )

30.15¢ @aar: ( for gant: ) 60.5? wenatfa ( for dadar )

32.8° sraait ( for wat) 61.2° ‘aie ( for wet )
33.21° a@araa: ( for are: ) 64.34? saaraty (for WES: )
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71.26 avedrmaa (for ea way) | 111.26 srt &.( for a8 F )
76.26 asx aera (for sexe far | 111.289 afieat:( for afeat )

at) 113.7° gertag ( for aarat )
79.16° gat ea aRerii 115.6% areal ( for caer )

84.3° aa ( for “are ) 116.7% wart at ( for saat )
89.33! davai wr ( for @ wa GA ) 122.26" arre ( for andy )

90.32? wémay ( for gaara ) 1 123.712 aera: (for RR: )

90.42 arama ( for aerarz ) 134.107 aga: Of: ( for géreu: )
92.15° qed: ( for a: ) 134,24" eqafat ( for sat: )
93.14° efanft ( for 3% ) 136.12" aff: ( for afta )

93.337 wat agearafteaa: (for | 141.2" cerarat aatter

, WaraGTS! TAA ) 143,22" aftrenfaag ( for qahereagay )
94.55” aaremt: ( for fatar: ) 149.77 gee area ( for gé-ard )

94.847 4 agra ( for arqat aq ) d . 796.17% snaeeardife: (for 8 qrearate:) 149.7 sparta (for Fa ster

09.6% aeftdat (for oneftet) a ,100.12 StF (fore) 49.11" aa wat ( for a gare)

103. 17° aqarara ( for FAAS ater ( for arr )
111.12? wa maar (for FEST aera (for reat )

Here it is necessary to ex us circumstance that while the

new MS. is almost on a~* "N. in) respect of individual

readings, it is far superior to * that it lacks about ninety pur

cent. of the insertions which Si son with the Vulgate, that is t»

say, the Bengali-Devandgari gives its welcome support to

the Sarada-K group and our ° as regards that large mass cf

passages ini which [209} these ¢ g. It may be incidentally r-

marked that N, is relatively pureiMthaxe (Re-Gther two Nepali MSS. and occi-

sionally has definite leanings towards the Sarada or Kaémiri version.. Thess
additional passages in MSS. like N,, we may reasonably infer, were gradv-

ally added by the epic artists, who worked out the details and filled in the

lacunz of this colossal composition. There must have been a free give-anc -

take of these passages in the extensive comparisons of different manuscripts

of the epic text at holy places and centres of pilgrimage and seats of anciert

learning. Beginning in the lowly way of marginalia and Sodhapatras, these

additions must have got embedded in the text, through their transmission

from copyist to copyist, undergoing in this process a strange variation of de-

tails.

In a small percentage of cases, our MS. shows, it must be admittec.

readings documented mostly by Southern MSS.—with or without support c!

a few other N MSS. It is naturally the most difficult thing in the world t:

decide in these cases whether this sporadic agreement is due to late contami

nation or to primitive connection through the lost archetype. In the ligh:

of such variants, some readings of the Critical Edition will have to be recon.
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sidered, and it may, in sporadic cases, be found necessary even to alter slight-

ly the readings of the Adiparvan in the Critical Edition. That work must

however be left over now for further research by a future generation of

scholars.

Unique Readings.

Like all MSS. modern or ancient, our MS. thas quite a large number of

unique readings, that is to say, readings which have not been found in any

MS. so far collated for the Critical Edition. They consist of variants of pro-

per names, consciously or unconsciously manipulated ; synonyms or paraph-

rases ; and sometimes of mere transpositions of words and phrases ; or even

insignificant’ variants of expletives and verse-filling particles. In a few ins-

tances the variants are obscure and archaic, but generally weak and incon-

sequential as compared to the readings of the Critical Edition. The Maha-

bharata problem is made a problem of problems and a problem sui generis

by the amazing diversity of MSS. in all imaginable details ; and our MS. is

not [210} behindhand in liber ing to this diversity. Here I

specify, a few samples of uni.

1.1812 faa: ( for free: } * agua ( for Bea )

1.194? garam ( for eater ara arg ( for rear )
2.77° — wresea ( for TRAE) A a BETA
2.26" wa ssreatatia (forwnaa 18" gait ( for qarFaat )

2,104" are Tus I 8 faeqrat ( for Saas )
2.136" amg ( for faite ) Aa aera

2.139° mae ty ( for af ) wae: (for ea: )
2.214% site: qeaegeat ae {for a ita: ( for yea: )

qSTGAT UT ) 86:0" gran (for aafa )
711° geet ( aera) 186.7° ferarfit ( for arzarfir )
13.15% warqaa: (for va aemera:) | 190.8 asasetert (for afin
13.44° serareat ( for qreat ) attr )

20.12% arat am: ( aaaT ) 191.6° aRfe: ( for WAT)

43,25° — arat ( for wat) 194.2" Sie amar: set
57.127 @ ( for wraq ) 195.57 fast ( for aur )

59.417 aeqrea: ( for @ aga: ) 199.32° are: ( aed: )

67.304 Baait ( for east ) 201. 18° Hered ( for sei 4)
68.66° ater ( for usrq ) 207.18" ser areat Bah

71.58” vai ( for at) 207.23" Sf aaa ( for Siar aan: )
79.21 aat Tae 211.24¢ feat (for usry )

84.177 quar ( for WeTz) 214.30° apf :

88.25° agETTCTRATH, Oe ATR:
102.165 9 yareraaeinar: 218.18" aaataRe
108.1° - Saiqrera ( for etrgqeet ) 218.22° faeqsiar? ( for Frere? )
112.277 earecemenfaett 223.97 sree (for & a: af

114.38" gaerg ( for gaz: ) w° )
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Our Emendations.

Now we may turn to what is perhaps the most surprising feature of our

MS. That is the support our MS, affords to the constituted text of the Cri-

tical Edition, with regard to the emendations attempted therein. It is re-

markable to find that this single MS., which is certainly older than any of the

MSS. we had before, supports and confirms, as already remarked, fifty pet

cent of these emendations. Out of the total of thirty-six emendations [211}

made in the Critical Edition the following eighteen are corroborated by our

MS :

30.7 sfaaperanfirarti* A (hyper- [110.20 ar arata ani “ori
metric ! ) ( hiatus )

37.10 fea easeqaTM fafea: 110.28 aff “erat agua (hiatus )

51.8 way geq: cagaarrma (hia | 147.2 deft *erterag ( hiatus )

tus ) 149.6 Ray “aaa wa (hiatus )
57.20 feat “sepa gi: ( hiatus )

. as 157.13 qauxaeaat “se: (hiatus )
84,13 ad Barada “ssa F 7.17 g@ “ataraya g (hiatus )

( hiatus ) ..

92.50 #®a* aaa Rat ( do sala safeeeat ( hiatus )
sandhi ) dafea ganraqTM (shorte:-

{ing metrt causa )

gaccaar “eafral ( hiatus )

ana & eq
@ put forward more as a hypo-

they have evoked severe c:i-

be advisable to consider here

98.8 wre “ae orm (he

103.5 wad arady rat “ste

( hiatus )

Now, even though these «me

thesis than as a dogma (Preie

ticism from certain scholars. ft :

some of these criticisms in the } adings of our new MS.

Professor A, B. KEITH, in of the Adiparvan, admits that,

“the editor has quite justly relied often on the maxim that the more diffictilt

reading is to be preferred to the simpler, since it is easy to explain the latter

as correction of what was poorly understood by careless scribes”, but co1-

tinues, “ we need not, therefore, accept as a necessarily correct theory the view

that we are to restore hiatuses, whenever we find variants in the MSS., which

might be explained, by assuming that they are the different efforts made hy

scribes, who were not accustomed to hiatus to remedy the irregularity’.

Whether the said view represents a correct theory of Mbh. text-reconstru:-

tion or not may be best judged from the circumstance that out of the eightevn

emendations which are actually documented and attested by this new M-.,

not less than thirteen were made just on the ground of {212} hiatus! A

glance at the above list will convince the reader of the truth of this contenticn.

1 One stanza 1. 71.36 in which there is an emendation is unfortunately omitt :d
in the new MS.

2 Indian Culture, Vol. 3, pp. 766-771.

23
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In all these thirteen instances there are violent fluctuations in the MS.

readings, These uncommon fluctuations pointed towards the possibility, which

this MS, has turned into a certainty, that they represent more! or less inde-

pendent attempts at correcting some solecism to which the scribes, editors or

commentators would naturally take violent objection. It is natural to infer

that this solegism is the hiatus to which a steadily increasing antipathy is

noticeable as wa pass from the earlier to the later Sanskrit literature. It is

well-known that Vedic texts frequently contain hiatus which does not caus¢

any serious offence to the susceptibilities of the modern reader, but the same

hiatus in the work of a poet of the classical period would be rated as a capi-

tal blunder. The view of Hopkins (which Prof. KEITH endorses) to the

effect that there is nothing peculiarly epic in hiatus, and that it is found in

precedent and subsequent poetry, is quite non-committal, and, if anything,

favours our position, The point at issue is the legitimacy of the hiatus in

the subsequent literature and not merely its occurrence. It is quite legiti-

mate in the earlier literature, but comes to be progressively regarded as a

solecism and therefore is an anthent ibes bred and brought up in the

classical tradition. It is no do rly, as Prof. KEITH observes,

in the later stages of the grow ture, but not necessarily so

throughout its history. Prof, | s not much faith in his own

scepticism and consequently mu ism loses point, as he concedes,

though reluctantly, the validity torations of hiatuses.

significance of the variation of

ese instances of emendations.

tion from MS. to MS., as is

Prof. KEITH has altogeth

MSS. between particles like, 4i

It is true that these particles $k

only natural in the corpus of 2 { t the scribes did not go out of

their way to vary the text and to ‘Geiberately one particle by another.

Often enough these small particles are very instructive in determining the

complex relationship of MSS. Our present MS., for instance, agrees with

N, scores of times in the choice of just {213} these particles against all other

MSS. But we need not press the point too far. It is sufficient to note that

the variation is not as arbitrary as it might at first sight appear. Moreover,

it is easy to understand that these small particles do come in very handy

whenever the question of avoiding a hiatus arises and can be sandwiched

between the vowels without disturbing the metre: This is clearly the sim-

plest and most natural mode of avoiding the hiatus and explains the violent

fluctuations of the text. That it is not the only mode of avoiding the seem-

ing blunder may be seer from 1. 57. 20 kriyate '*ucchrayo nrpaih, where TG

have entirely recast the pada, changing it to: kurvanty ete dhvajocchrayam.

1 Cf, Hopkins, The Great Epic, p. 199f.: “ In both metres, to avoid hiatus,

irrational particles are often inserted. A good example is: pura krtayuge tata hy

asid raja hy Akampanah, vii, 2,029, where B., 52, 26, omits the first hi”.
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So the proof of an original hiatus does not always rest upon a mere variation

of particles, as Prof. KEITH thinks.

Prof. KEITH starts from the conviction (which is quite @ priori), that

if at all a hiatus occurs, it must occur either between the pddas where txe

absence of sandhi is natural ; or else before a vocative, where it is easy io

feel a natural pause. He does not grudge the restoration of hiatus in 1. £9.

15: 103. 5; 110. 20; 119. 11 etc. on these grounds. In 1. 57. 20 kriyate

*ucchrayo nrpaih and 1. 100. 2 nisithe agamisyati, he haltingly admits txe

validity of the restoration of hiatus and tries desperately to defend it on

grounds of metrical facility. He is adamant, however, when it comes to ~

what he styles—*‘ unmotived” hiatus. He has exemplified his scepticism in

the following instances.

In 1. 147. 2 he considers roravithas tu andthavat as more legitimate.

Proceeding further, Prof. KEITH says that it is very difficult to believe in

1. 207. 17 kule asmin babhiiva ha : since such a hiatus as this is “ unmotived ”.

He can, however, easily persuade i ico believe that “the sambabhi:a

of a large body of MSS. was e ed to babhiva with the result

that Rule ’smin had to be ext

In 1. 119. 11 tathty ué

KEITH is “ uncertain” ; tu mx

{214} In 1. 98. 8, antarve

opinion of Prof. KeiTu, “by eng

that “tv is original, ty would be

1. 224, 5, samtapyamand

* position according to Prof.

e Ambikayd.

atyg may be explained, in tie

Bat it is quite probable, he ads,

it and hy a correction”.

needless”, according to Prof.

KEITH. The MSS. suggest, ace 1, samlapyamdnan as “ clearly

correct”. “ Misunderstanding o accnadtive ”, we are told, “as follow-

ing on the previous line has led to the mere corrections samlepyamand bah s-

ahé or purato’”,

In 1. 157. 13, paficekrivas tuayé uktah “seems unmotived and the vaci-

ants of the MSS. hardly justify it”.

Prof. KEITH calls 1. 110. 28, yadi dvd mahdprajfa, “very dubious ”,

and in 1. 51. 8, athe Indrak svayam evdjagéma according to him is “ not at

all certain ”’.

1. 214, 9. is an interesting case. The pada in dispute reads Dharmaraie

*atipritya, which is an emendation. It was first criticized by the late Prof.

WINTERNITZ as being “really unnecessary”. A reply was given to his cri-

ticisms in these Annals by me and I have devoted three pages of the journal

(vol. 16. pp. 108-110) to explain the circumstances which, in my opinion,

necessitated the emendation. Prof. KeitH was left unconvinced by these

arguments. Rejecting this explanation, he dogmatically lays down: “in 1.

214. 9, Dharmaraje hy atiprityé should be read; the variant tv is normal,

and the hiatus is unmotived ”.

Now that most of these unmotived, needless, dubious, illegitimate, un-
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necessary hiatuses are actually documented and are no longer merely my con-

jectures, I am intrigued to know what hidden motives Prof. KEITH will dis-

cover in them in order to explain their occurrence in an authentic MS. in the

possession of the Rajaguru of Nepal.

It is sad that Professor WINTERNITZ should not have lived to see some

of his doubts*about the readings of the constituted text finally dispelled by

the evidence of this MS. The discovery of this valuable MS., so consequent-

ial for the text-criticism of the Adiparvan, would certainly have delighted the

heart of this veteran scholar, who took a passionate and life-long interest in

epic studies. The text of the Critical Edition objected to in the [215} fol-

lowing places by thd late lamented Professor WINTERNITZ is supported by

our MS.

57.20° frae esegeat ai: 93.11 saxatarag

57.21" grereanl ata: 214.9 wera seiasfrer
57.58° zaaee 215.2,5 saReany and dase

BY

91.8% area 16.107 aa

92.45° a aat fadiara :

92.507 sigat* S

I append below the collzt

were received from Panditjiu

ings which are obvious mislectio

Nepali MS. exactly as they

ing only a few corrupt tead-

COLLATIONS OF T e

OF THE MAHABHA SEONGING TO GURUJIU

HEMARAT PuNINT SE oF NEPAL

x= Corrupt readings have been mostly ignored in this list. The readings in

parenthesis ( ) are those of the Critical Edition. [U] after a reading shows that

it is unique to this MS., and not found in any other MS. collated for the Critical

Edition. The MS. symbols after a reading show that the reading is elsewhere found

in those MSS. ozly.

Adhy. 1 48 °) sferaer Yareat [UJ

9°) a(for®) [U] 48 °) gfa (for gz) [U]
18 °) quraeattftreqear 49 *) wera ( for wesatt )
27 °) serey ( for satay ) 9) QaTATRTATORT,

29 °) werd ( for afeet) [U) 50 %) qeaif@ ( for azarae) [UJ
34 °) aan (for oma) 51°) faataa: ( for air) [Vi J

*) gat: ( for aat) [U] 54°) ear (for gr) [U]
35 °) exon: ( for ear) [ U] 57 %) qegsy (for ge: ay) [U]

40 °) feargat ( for feaegat ) 60 °) qua ( for cae )

*) @ ( for 4) 63 °) wfaetea: (for aye? )

41°) qd) for ad [U] 67 9) aru wa are sqaerTATe (U]
*) garetat warae: 70°) @edg (for gg) [U]
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{216} 71°) ae (for a)

73°) get ( for gear)

77 °) qeaaat ( for aren) §V, |
79 °) diet Ferrers
95 °) ara (for area) [U)

97 °) qrerara ( for seer )
98 J) sraaay ( for waaay )

99°”) qreeqenftdtea: [Mj
100 °) faeeat efett ( for frraer° )
101 eeat ( read °st )f ( for gent )

102 Om.

104 °) Om. a

109 ‘) aq (for az) [U]

112 °) afire ( for aiteact )
118 Om.

122 Om.

125 °) @ Sat ( for Fat )

122 °) aat ay: am (fo

ae )
133 *) ewe (for at) [U]
834 °) aea Qaniaa ( for Geak =

[U]

138 °) arrgé ( for Came) (1
140-141 Om.

142 After 142, ins, -

Ta HerTqdaaet
fast Se wart anfeettarray i
anast aya aaa
aa aa fase asa lf U ) |

143 *) ar apart ( for Femarart )
[ Corrupt ]

150 °) waned (for °ag )
154 °) aa ( for 4a )

155 °) ay ( for at)

156 °) Borat Bara ( for a: Oat )
4) araratay ( for arama )

166 °) afar aanaa
167 °) wenfrafid waa [ M, |
169 °) faea° ( for Faq? )

173 ") ge (for FH) [ Ky]

174%) Bay: ( for Bat )
175 °) feat az: ( for Fad as: )

234

178 °) gare: ( for zéqi@ )

181 °) fara: ( for Resa) [UI
184 °) arrar (read °@ ) gat ( for

arargat )

186 “) [S] faafad ( for faftg )
187 °) fafa fated ( for fara) 11"
188°) eifSrq® (for ded) (U]

‘) freee sen: are: [U)

194 °) ggg ( for ata) [ U]
195 °) stera ( for seca )

196 °) ae (for aa) [U]

197 °) ad affat am
198 “) fageqa (for 7q° )

199 °) eat ( for quay) [ M, |]

200 *) fairey ( for aftr) [ Ks]
202 Om.

} pare sratteafa
a (for ag) [U!
area: ( for 4 a? )

: Om,

) areaearer ( for areata)

Adhy. 2

par ( for af at)
seat ( for weazat )

} afta (for Cattaa )

) fohrer eq ff [0 |

) aa (for aa) [U]
12") feseraat: (for a” )

“) gaan: ( for faa: )
16 “) sftrafra: (for eftrefte® )

(By Vv, G,)
20 °) en (for aa) [U]
21 °) aaa ( for am aa) [K,]
23 °) wa (for ata:) [U)
29 °) ated wiRa: er

| {217} 31% Transp, sqeta and Af:
wig [U]

32 °) fafitar (for aiffar) [U]
37 °) werent: ( for asaeew: )

38 °) Ser swear
42-43 Transp. 42° and 43”

46 °) weaned (for sa) [U]
50 *) Transp, santé and aa: [ U]
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52 °) fadeag (for Bare) [U|

°) farrrat wa fast
Reads 54 after 55 [M, |

‘) waargrgeaa

») Sra, ( for eae )
) dddaagqaag [U)

i (for g &°)
4) qaane ( for ° ae: )

After 71, ins. 93* (om.

line 4 )

74°) = (fora)

77 °) apeeeq (for ewan ) ( U |
78 °) fae: (for Rf) [U]
89 “) asardasiag ( for Carey )
90“) wagareata (for aa sm? )

{ Corrupt |

95 4) gseataat ( for Castar }

96 °) aa street (for an
[U] :

*) aequarag (for aeqeR }

) aeeqay (for sera }
) AASAA AAT wat [ Ko.

104 *) stat Fue g [ U |

105 Om, 105% [ Kor |

106 4) queaenfedaisa: [ U |
108 °) qft#fay (for aay )
{11 After 111) reads 127 § Gig |

Om. 111° [ T, Gy]

*) qerant: (for Cats) ( U |
122 Om. 122°

123 Reads 123” after 126
124 °) ayearraait (for arg?) [ G: |
128 ‘) sireataara ( for weqra® )

[U]

*) wepraaafa: ( for ware” )
LU]

136 *) werag (for rite) | U!

137 °) a: (for a)

*) gerade ( for Cafa:) [U!

139 °) at ( for afd) [U]

145 °) east mat ( for caarmg.) | U)

151 9) afanedray

54

57

60 °)

‘)
71

101

103

1i3
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152 ") wa sarearata a

159 %) ax (for qa) [U!
164 °) sera ania: [U |
170 °) fara: (for dara: ) [ M, |

‘) greqaairag (for sate-atay)

{ Corrupt ]

°) wpraaala: ( for wate? )

[U]

») geqa (for afaa) [U)

“) weppaafs: ( for waraafe: ) [U |

4) aa atteral ( for gaat? )
9) Ferg (for Ray) [U)
*) aa at ABT BR

») ferarg (for ferrarg)
194 “) saifaar ( for sareat: )

195 f) °Sgpeanasracteray

56 9 ey2 ( for art )

sara ( for vast) [UJ

ceafeaagery ( for Carrrary )
metaomitad | U |
@ (for f&-) [U]

wa aaa ( for aga?) [U

hhareaerataieta, | Corrupt |

ate azarae | U |

wapasa ( aftesa )
214“) ste: qaaegeay gat (for

draaergaang ) | U |

) AEB IQA ( for quad.

aaa) 1 U!

218 °) graeatfiare ( for a” )
[Ky]

219 *) wa (for ws) [U!

229°) aereaTan HARA: wah

ata A

931 °) Transp. art and att

234 %) faftad ( for vfs )
[Ky De J

243 °) faded ( for fare )

Adhy. 3

After eet ins. ara (N, Mi]
Transp. saa: and waa

[Bis J
apamesg (for sarang )

172

176

183

186

192

21D?



a OO
o>)

“I

12

15

20

22

24

25

a7

28

29

30

38

39

42

43

45

47

48

52

54

60

62

64

65
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HA (for HR)
Om. 74

After @ at ins. arat | Ny D; 1]
gagaral ( for °atrerat )
warsg (for sam )

ager ( for svaqatay )

met: ( for aa: )
After 7a@:, ins. a]

aftea: (for ata: )

Om. wea ( after Fea

Fearean: )
Om. aai: ( before qiqKeat: )
yaaarara ( for yearn) | U |

Om. Jara

waar ( for an° )

waa ( for ara )
Om. 7s

arqraasé ( for aera
GE ( for aerg )

Om. gfa ( after sarea(® 3
Before uaa, ins. a

farraqeag, ( for fara:
qet Sagara ( for ggtars }

sqearaenaa: ( for Saas

arena )

Om. af ( after aur )

Om. & ( before waz )

dara ara ( for dara )
anager ( for aq? )
Before wfa, ins. wa q

eaatg (fort)

Om, a ( before @: )
Om. wi ( before zq7eat )

*) gat ( for qtr)
») Om. at

‘) qantas ( for qaait fait )
) @rarn ( for aar )

*) sfreren (for afer )
“) gram ( for grea )

*) aan (for ware )
") fasta: ( for °xaz )

a5].

67 “) Om. wat

69) aTaepaaa ( for
“margarzarae )

760 aaaTeaaerrast ( for

aftrarara °)
80 flAewrt ( for ef’)

sawn a ( for qararia )

81 geag ( for gag ag )
86 ORetaa ( for Osta )

{219} 87 snfee ( for sites |

|
i

|
|
|

|

|
'

|
j

i
:

|
|

i
|
|
|

|

88 Tag @ Berg: ( for OF Taq? :

89 Om. a ( before aaz )

92 waa: ( for wary)

| 95 Faaagara ( for atseraat )
| meat ( for gestae )

After aTarqag, ins. a1

‘ for waf )

x. 7 ( before ag )

113 (Om. aia

115 Om. & dear

118 Transp. aa aeq and ama

121 Gererprer sates (for Carerant )
123 - sepfeedy ( for TRB )

124 sme ( for sq )

125 @afisrarara ( for am? )

126 Om. ami

128 - wRengtearag ( for wafer

Way )
| 132 °) fara: ( for RBar: )

°) aracten ( for Catt) [ Kis |
After aq, ins. #

After afta, ins, sta

139 %) q@aaaerste (for 7 ta )

140 4) gem ages

|?) srepeit (for aan )

134

137
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143 *) & Seqaquatta .

145 °) g@aaat ( for faa® ) [Ni Mia!

146 °) f@ waa (for werafia) [Ul

147 = Transp. t@ and eqaq

afrear (for aftr )
154 = Transpt @ and wa

155 ga: ( for ga: )

156 arama ( for wae )

157 straq ( for ara? )

158 =. sqaieer ( for afta: )

159 -g@& ( for wa)

160 ware ( for afasene )

161 ay ( for way)

maar ( for ame )

162 ae ( for aa)

166 = After aaa, ins. #

167 ae ( for ay )

Om. afar 92
177 Oma

181 °) sar &a ( for seqza ) {I

‘) ). Retire Bet a7
183 °) aaa ( for afeareierit |

°) weateeat at ( for ar t& t

[U]

186 °) art are ( for errare

193 °) sagarearasr [ U]

Adhy. 4

1 Om. qherfieet

Om. grewartee
2 wenden: ( for gave: ) [U]

» Om. are

wranai ( for qari) [U !
3 saeara: ( for neaTH: )

wary ( for HTT )

4) Sr ageier: [ Ky Gog J
5°) apeqta: (for genie: )

10 ') AAga Fa
{220} 11 °) fier ( for aa: )

Adhy. 5

2°) erga ( fora: a )

5S) anita farewa [ U)

8 *) qAffarae: ( for °neTa)

9 *) faereera: ( for Raa: )

[Bs ]
12 *) gaara: ( for waa) [ U)

13% geal ( for gata ) here and in

the sequel [ U ]

16 °) aa (for at) [U]

) geanietaiee: [U)
18 °) gemaa@ ( for ge Raa a) (U)

*) & ( for ®)
26 After 26, ins. (marg. sec. m. )

AaerTTeaiy ATT THE |

agd & aat a ah Aaralania!

Adhy. 6

Om. (? hapl, ) 5“

6 °) wa@ ( for af )

} Transp. @ and wag [ Ko. |

( for a)

ferwg: (for airez: )

ot

) eater: (for af: ) [U]

) geqeeara (for seqara )

") wa (for aat) [U J

Adhy. 8

2") grea qaNATA [U]
74 Te. a and mi [U])
.a at | Corrupt |

°) waaefa a eepeaat
) ce fr ){uv)

16 °) @ ears ( for azarae )
a

meOo
o

—w
ou

Adhy. 9

3%) Raat (for Ha ar)
5 °) qa: ( for wa?)

°) eererey ( for ware )
*) sfteq aafeatt (Ki)

6 °) gare ( for gaa )
8 *) wreq@y ( for smeerdrat) [U)
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9 °) aftete ( for wat a)
11 “) Before siigq, ins. a
12 ) ae (for ady) [U]

*) wa ( for zz )
16 %) TIT at wa LU]

°) amet aaerer
18 °) “asa

Adhy. 10

2°) gent aga seat [U)
5°) gugwea ( for aarer )

°) sea ( for ararare )
6 °) fre ( for ga)

Adhy. 11

1°) ara (for ava) §U]
2°) ga ( for ary)
3%) Transp. ase @ and

6 °) weacera & ( for a &)
[ Corrupt]

8 °) 4 fiaeg ( for fata:® )
9%) aa ( for ae) [Bs]

12 °) ag ( for za: )

{221} 12 °) faq ( for fear }
[ Gs My J

17°) af (for af) [U]

Adhy, 12

3 °) aa ( for ade)
4%) era ( for =f )

Adhy. 13

“) ae ( for ast )

“) wee aay ( ( for aaa % )
°) afar: ( for aera: )
*) Carey .

8 °) Transp. sredté and sreari

11 *) srarexery ( for airy? )

12 *) 3 eater: (for ar en’ )
15 °) eerereay ( for dafaeaar )

>) safer: ( for aa: )

aS wre

“) aappaee: ( for wa eared: )

[U]

17 “) gaa (for awa) |G, ]

18 “) aaatifaay ( for wasiaaa )
23 *) apftetia ( for afteana )
25 “) aqraret ( for sqtey) [U)
28 °) atara ( for aerat )
36 *) at aal ( for saat) [U]
43°) aged: (for afear: @:) [U)
44°) yerareat ( for qaeat) [U!

Adhy. 14

3 5°) enemy for suet Bret
(N

5 + mmr (for ra
58) etre ghee) | N, J

} Searg ( for a) (N, T,

Taran: ( for “area: )
( for a)

serera ( for szaraTM )

aeatiee (for are: )
ceria ( for Stare

Adhy. 15

qaareey (for Fe )

9 5) ageamnd fray ( Ne)
‘) sige: ( (for sige )

10 °) war fraameezat:

11“) ) aise srreaarars
aaa [ N; ]

Adhy. 16

3°) wyq (for wa) [U)

8 °) srgate ( read °si)rq ( for

ATA )

“) fahren & ( for Caz )
10 + aay ( for gga) [U]
11 () & Rrerres ( for ea AoE )
12 °) at ( for aut)

S) Reena: (for Gera?) -
14 °) sparfarag (for srarfer® )

19°) faferger ( for fataferer )
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24 ") ater: ( for ada: ) Adhy. 19

25 2 arareen: ( for arate: ) 1-3 For 1°-3° subst.:
26 °) eat agar ( for vara ret ) aaa Grd eat aia FaeaA

[Ns] AG: THA Te Te AeA:
31 mete oy Frey Se reareret FETT |

. (for aa ) Re ater N
349) Cn) sg (for gor) 107 mercer seas
5°) attreaat (for Faas: ) 3) fatémrernaie [ D; |

[LU] “) aat ( for wat) -
) arena: [CU | 4 4) dae ( for ater) [N; |

Adhy. 17 6) Om.
1°) aerseenn ( for ara” )

{222} 4") qrerarg (for suite) [Ns]
6 % Baa (for aio) [ N, |
8“) sere ( for wai ) [Nis !
13 9 area [N, Dy |

“) gag: (for fra: ) [8

14 t) faq: ( for freer: ) |

> ( for ara:

16 °) efrmin (for Ga)
18 9) wena® (for wara® }
20 °) asrafred ( for Oz

[Ns]
22 °) fetesraerg ( for Ff

[Ns]
23%) stewed (for aa?) £U

24 %) sarge Riker
*) Rngatara: sara (for aaa
aftiaqa ) (NJ

25 °) sia ( for nfam )

Ns ]
27 ©) qaargd ( for mA? )
28° = (fora) [§,]

29 °) ada: ( for ade) (U ]
30 °) ae: ( for eat)

4) ne (for gap )

Adhy. 18

“) wa ( for 42)

4°) and (52) ererara (for
arden’ )

") a( fora)

10 °) araraarradiea
11 4) aera ( for aga )

roy

5%) Om. (Ny!
6“) Om. LN, M, J

After 6%, ins. (marg. see. mt.

aemiindsirers [eer] arent
(cf. v. 1. 15%)

maga AAT:

(cf. v. 1 291% )

aagaaaraag [U ]
gaat ( for aaa )

> Tarn ( for warat) [NJ
a} Seger (for Ostet ) Ww
°) angara ( for epiaa ) [

Adhy. 20

3 Om. [K; Ds M, ]

4 *) santa ( for a )
cy, a aero a)
8 ) ager for sgeeat: )

[Ns]

9 °) wey ( for sear ) [Ns]
10 °) saat ( for aA) [UI

12 *) grat aa: ( for agua: ) [U ]

13 °) eef (for ef). [Ny]

Adhy. 21

1) suet (for wert)
“) areas ( for aretrarery )
34 zara ¢ ( for sata ) | N, J
7 °) eda ( for Faz? )

{223} 13 °) feafa: ( for fai: )
14 °) gaya ( for gaat) [U)

oH
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5) By transp. asm afe:

17°) @ BerainaaPa (for ar

grarm ) [U]

Adhy. 22

3°) wer& (for awa) [ G ]
4°) angaa ( for day )

Adhy. 23

1°) Pray ( for Bara )
*) qitaafiranttay
*) sqnfstta ( for sqisate: )

*) gua ( for wy) [M1

“) qey ( for eet )

Adhy. 24

8 °) sea: ( for area: )

») @ ( for g)
°) Transp. & and ate;

10 °) ferret ( for fara )
12 °) wafté ( for afta: )

Adhy. 25

2 *) fa] ad ( for fatries )

LNs M; | ne
4°) ferepar (for Pear)
7°) srg: (for fig: )

’) gam ( for sea: )

9°) srasaa (for aera) |
10° ayer (for aeq) [ U)

12) g (fora) [Ky]
") gaa (for way) [|

15 °) greet vera
17 °) wa ( for wf)

21% meq ( for vet)

) # (for aa) [Ns]
22) 4 (fora)

31 °) Wetiraea: (for eon? )
) A TE ASTRA,

32 °) ga ( for eat )

33 °) steer ( for aftrqer )

[G, M, ]

*) qaza ( for aaa )

Adhy. 26

2°) at wg gaertat

3°) aqaex ( for sar )

4

5

Ul

*) Sa (for wr) [N,]
S) qdaiar faery [ N; |

7% sabres ( for Ras)
20 %) Transp. aa: and @

23 °) aenera: (for aaraa:) [N, ]
24 > at (for wat } )
25 °) wat: ( for att:

27 °) grade ( for sradea) [U)
‘) wrerahara: ( for “afta: )

[Ns Bam |
28 °) squfea ( for eanfaary )

[Ny Gi Mg J
29 » aai ( for jut)

30 °) tagrae ( for °€Sfq = )
31 » za (for off) [ K, N, |
32 %) x ( for)

) garg: ( for aad: )

geetaci ( for qaeraai )
taal ( for sara )

ace ( for adres, )
[ Corrupt |

19?) auserage:
0 aarat ( for ° zarat )

14 °) eq (for wa) (N, J
21 *) Baas ( for afrae) [ U |
23 %) wget ( for wae ) [Ny]

27 *) Serera rat ( for & wag” )
29 %) aa ( for am: )

5) apeftrera: ( for ff )
°) Stecarfaar ae
4) aarehtat Pema

Adhy. 28

2%) arfq ( for Qa )
; °) fafarrat ( for fafara® )

9 *) ada ( for aa )

17 °) qaqa:

18 Transp. 18°? and 19”

*) qaita ( for aq )
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20 °) fawaraqs: (for ° area: )
21° aera aeraat:

Adhy. 29

; ) waferaitssas: [ NT. |
2%) grag | for ctemarea )

[ N,]

3%) safari ( for saaare” )
[Ns By] .

‘) areetanaers [ N; ]
4°) qafada (for qefa? ) [Ul‘) Sey (fer eevee) EN a]
5 °) wera (for pe) [U]
6 “) west ( for zat )

11 °) ada: (for Mary) [Ds Te ]
20 “) aera ( for war? )

Adhy. 30

gv zara ( for ae =”

24 eecraraerietar [N,]
°) af ( for aa) .

15 °) gaat: (for gam) [Nj
20 %) fRatgat ( for Fetaat )

4 axeftess: ( for aR )
18 ”) aa ( for agar )

[N, Gus 5 ]

Adhy. 32

1 *) waft ( for aru f° )
2) arena ( for arret ) [N; Gi J
3°) arr: (for ater: )
4°) faaaitqa: ( for fafa? )

[ Ky Ns]

5 4) naaerrerg [ N 3 G
*) sarmgzcafory [ N, J8 *) rages
+) aprait (for wrt) (Ns, ]
*) Waal Aaarzany (for agarag’)

{ Corrupt | .

9 °) arfes (for enfar )
12 °) eqearfty ( for atteat )

[ Ky N, J
18 frarag sara ( for saitara )
20 °) aera: ( for agate: ) CN}
23 °) aa ( for aat)
24%) aaa ( for sat aa: )

Adhy. 33

3°) qareaet (for pene)
12 *) Transp. ata and aa [N; ]

16 = Transp. 16% and 19% [U ]

19 °) serrey ued
21 “) @araa: ( for afrea:) [ N,]

[225] 21 °) quae: (for afrga: )
[N;]

ge are ( for gaa )

Adhy. 34

fdtwaer: ( for fasteaon: )
Here and in 10° [U]
area ( for fraftears )
siaeafe (for afacafa) fu)

Adhy. 35

searer 3a (for aarda a )
sary (for sammy) [0

areq t@ ( for Faar) | N. |
*) ge (for wet) FU |

Adhy. 36

7") tequitae: (for dtrereaa:
aq ) [Mas |

8°) erator (for aft fear )
[Si Ky Ne]

h

CN]

Adhy. 37

°) aaa: ( for aq? )
) ara (for vez )

) aararat& ( for aarat are: )
[ Corrupt J

8 ") at ag (for ag cera) (N, Gs]

4)

C1 Bee a
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9 °) Bar ( for sera )
[ Corrupt ]

10 “) wag ( for ayy )
25 *) fait ( for aa)
26 *) weq ( for 3a )

Adhy. 38

3°) ara ( for 9a)

5 °) aetiong (for weraang )
7 > aay ( for seer )

9 °) quent TOTAAL
1 °) aeereanag ata

3°) wera (for werag: )
[ Ky Gras J

22 %) Hara: ( for Wet AEA: )
[Ns ]

27 *) a(for®) [NJ

37 °) waite: ( for ara)

Adhy. 39

Sara for zBRy ) [ Koes N
) ery (for on [EN
*) wei wat (io: ate om

[N; ]
14 ° ) aaarter ( for gear }

DN, G J
15 @ ) ee a)

16 °) apdreat ( for Er )

17 *) aad tesraaa [ Ny J
25 °) aat( for ar.)

32 1) ttt (for a?) (0 ]
33°) seaarber (for afMa°) [ Dy]

Adhy. 40

6°) qaiPaoreta ( for aie a )
7 °) soa: ( for aaana: )

[ Corrupt J

10 “) aig ( for aay )

11) Oma [U]

Adhy. 41

) aig arony ( for waS* ater )
*) starz ( for wT )
*) aza ( for aat)
*) Transp. ata and aqa:

*) watery ( for saz)

1

1

IN LO oe

wown

357

17 °) wer ( for aft) [U]
{226} 23 %) aq ( for 3 wag)
25 °) agra (for ° w)

27 °) aera: ( for-frarde: )
29 9) a( for a) .

°) eureny ( for esa) [ Ne ]

Adhy. 42

6 °) @arat ( for qarafi )

11 9) serra fern® a
15 °) q@arm ( for aan )

18 4) wa (foraat)
20 *) arate ( for arg’ )

Adhy. 43

2%) erat (for art) (N53 ]
20 4) yfexqeat ( for afararat )

55.) ary (for wat) [U]

ransp. ferat and feray [ §; |

Adhy. 44

faraat (for dat wat) [Ns J
wet (for gat) [ N; J
“& (for ® )

dha: ( for adiaay )

“wae aat (for sere) [ N, |

10%) aietaa: ( for ahaa: )
4) @arara (for sree )

Adhy. 45

1 *) aat ( for ger )

2) aay (for aera) CN I
*) aaa: (for qa: ) [N, ]

3 ) Stated fe agae: [ Corrupt ]
11 °) eeaper ( for gefasrt )
13 >) srsfisere (for erst )

15 f) aqureaitaftag [ U ]
16 *) geqeare ( for “ste )

) edyarateny ( for grag: )

7°) Brea, ( for fax )is *) wraga & ( for srraered )
[NJ

22°) aapanerras [ K, Ni |
*) Transp. at and fFar [ U J
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Adhy. 46 2) garden: (for Care )

2°) weraat: (for Catt ) 10 *) a& (for aa) [Ns]
3°) @ gana (for waar ) 12 %) wat Reraer: ( for qara? )

?) at ( for aut ) ’ Ce,
7°) ae ( for “ger 18 °) aeq ( for aa

11 ) Gaye 26») gadnadt (for ge° )
14 *) Here and in the sequel #347: [ Corrupt ]

( for se ) Adhy. 49
") gee (for weed [ U ) a

7 6) wom Parad (for wear) (U7 4%) Transp. at and aew [ N;]
8 °) #a (for asa) 5 ) oxen ( for safe: )
25 *) aa ( for ad) 6 9 stenaerrrast (Gi
26-32 Om. . ») pete at ( for a gat HH )

34 °) Feri ama a (for Rareat set) 9 ? afzara ( for gf? )
[Ns] 12 9 at (for eff )

36 °) wera ( for gue ) 13 _ fearre sara ( for mattara )
CS, Ne Der] “ a ioreed) C0]

38 ° BEC re beibe | or

) sien (for Se) trea (for gavitaa) [N.:To]
Adhy. 47 saafaea (for araer )

Adhy. 50

} savara (for Carey) Here et.

=. geg, in this adhy.

era’ ( for qe: )

qaaaraaa: ( for ergaret® )

1°) & (fora) [Nis Ge]
3%) at (for #) 1S. Ki Ny]
4% grete 5 aareara [ Ne |
6 *) qitqeaa ( for wea gz}

7°) starfaq ( for aa? )
8 “) ga (for afer)

0

1

Sm

10 °) Transp. %at and @ ’ seaq (for wet)

11°) feasrarges (for fasmengey ) 8 aaa ( for wtad )
°) syyeerrarrde 9 °) wat ( for fafa )

{227} 154) qearead ( for aearena ) 6 a ( for
22 °) wara ( for atery ) 10 0) Pasig ( for Cua ) [Ny]
24°) gem: ( for gee ) > °) strait ( for mater ) .

_ Adby, 48 12°) war ( for wae) [Nis J
y: 13 *) ware

1 ar: ( for aRAaT: ) [ Ny ] 15 i) AATARL ( for TAT ) (Ne Mi)
dg
i) waa 5 ( for ara )
*) weraz (for weraqa) Adhy. 51

2 aafaeata ( for #° ) [Ng |

*
4 2 ea wa: ( for ween FE )
6?) aeraersieer: ( for deere? ) 3 4) ave ( for araet) [Ks Mos |

[Ny ] 7°) seafgeafe ( for safe®) [U1]

4) anfetage: ( for aa? ) 8 9) gaat: swera (for a aa ag)
7°) Ree (for ae) [Ns ]
8") agfinga: ( for BR ) 9°) afta: eqgrara: (for aftder, )
9%) qareaearaatieary, °) sraftamrat ( for stqmra° )

°) area ( for wétel ) 4) After frara:, ins. a [ Bi J



EPIC STUDIES VII 356

12-15 Transp. 12-13 and 14-15

12 °) azday (for erat )
15 aatara ( for watery sare )

*) awifarara ( for Rrever )
[ Ns ]

5) aarreqa ( for qq’ )
*) afeed (for efe fart)

16°) srataaa ( for af) [K, Ns]
18 “) fax ( for zz ) [ Nus ]
20 “) a (for # ) .

22 °) weqg (for azz) [ Ni Gy |

Adhy. 52

) ReTaery ( for faeteaors )
pm!

pn] 5”) aa: qret ( for ae: Feat )
7°) frrserer ( for “3a )
8°) shee qa (for sow

CRN]

°) Rarctareranit (for Cat )

10% az ( for Hi: )
) ste: Geary: [ Ns |

11 2) qf&at ( for ser )
12 *) aftie: ( for tftee: ) | §;

°) Sopenma: ( for Sfn° )
°) qwae ( for a: )

15 “) smamge: ( for strates: )

5) eae ( for Areat ) LN, |
°) wusaany: ( for yre° )

16 °%) arm: ( for ara )

17 °) qt (for aftr: )

°) qerar: ( for Sara: ) [ Ge J
") aitftrerma: (for af) [ Ns; ]

21 °) aremrgaeartr [ Ni.3 |

22 *) @raaet (for raat )

Adhy. 53

1 °) great ( for Cart )

4 5 argreeaa (for HeffSouey )
“) ial a UOT

Ns

5 waded ( for eyaca )
®) feet ( for feet) [ Kon]

° Taare ( for tire)
[ Ks Nuys J]

7°) afen@a: (for Rat werz.
[U]

18 ‘) @ (for ¥)
22 Om. [U]

24 ) & (tor @ )
27 °) ata ( for wfrd-)

") gata (for ¥a) [ U]
28 °) gaeart a (for searf aa )

4) faaea ( for saga)
29 ") am wa ( for aeTEe )

30°) aa fae a (for a9

frat: )
34 4) qeqa (for gas) [ N;]
35 *) e gavarlt ( for & wreath |

Adhy. 54

wrareag, ( for seats )

ast: ( for meat: ) TNs]
ger oP aay: ( for aera:
: a)

asa (for wer) [ Ko. MJ

sever ( for eet) [NJ

3) siegart (for at art)

) sree adi gpm [ K; N; |
17~21 For 17—21 ( both incl. ),

subst. 476.* (for v. 1. see below

476* [(L.) Transp. afar anc

TNT

(Ls) fara ( for at )

(Lit) a4 ( for 4 )
(Lay) FIs AeraAy ( fo:
maz araaataa )

Las) Atal ae Tat: ( for
arauEratizat: )

(Lees) TSTSY ( for qa’ ) J

23 Sf) waferetaet ( for wafarere )
[Ns |

26 %) Transp. aa and & [ N,]

30.) at (for ararat ) [Ny]
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31 After 31°, ins. 478*, reading | 27/4) wa (for ag: )

in 313, asaarfad (for a 29 *) arg: (for aa) [ Kas

WTA ). Brg Ds J

After 31, ins. 479%. 31 S) afegens ( for [a] 4 fara)

[229] Adhy. 56 [Ns]

6 *) aaa ( for arma? ) 34°) qdagaa (for wda: era)
[LU] CT; Gps]

8 Om. [ Kis N, ]

10 *) quate (for fae?) [U]
12 In place of 12, ins. 485*

[§] ;
19 °) wet arly seregeat [ N; |
24 Om. [N,]

26 = After 26, ins. 494* & 495* ~

27) 0 =—Om.

28 °) gat (for g¢) [U]
3° FA TR MATT
°) MRA ATT

3 aa (for ara )
*) saradferarte :

31 4) ageaa (for ager ) [
31 After 31, ins. ( with v. 1.

App. I, No. 33. (

3-11)

Adhy. 57

1 ae fae ( for @ eae}
3%) adnan ( for Caz)

4) Bay: TRNAS UTTAR
5 Barwa: (for gx vara)

4) qreaa (for area )
8 °) arqay (for areas )
9 *) afae [2] (for fq) [Corrupt]

12 °) warmer: (for ead? )
4) gaa (for waaq) [U]

14 *) waa ( for °aatg ) [N31
e ®) Starr az (for wart daz )
7°) gener ( for sere )
18 wa: (for qat) [U]
20 %) aear (for arem: )

24 °) aeq ( for aa)

26 °) sat: (for at)

*) Far ay + (for azata? )
CNs Bs m J

41 *) asa: (for tae: )

42 °) @ (for a:)

*) arg (for #7)

45 %) sifasergeat (for Carga) [Ne]
49 f) Matai a argat [Ny]

529) salam aigaiat 3
amfaat [Ny]

53 *) wa: (for aa) [Ds ]

9 & Cora) [U]

1%. arrenanrpet [ K, N, Ms]
aqadl (for aradt) [ N; |
arate ( for OTA )

aati @ (for ware ). EN]
ARaarataad ( for Car arate)

L Corrupt J

ge neg Yat (for we WE We)
. aa: (for amt )

) afatgary ( for qityaq) [U]

.") maaeereerat (for Pmt )
77°) mottarger: (for ah° )

1) aiBRag: (for Rak) [0]
84°) pat gat avery: [Ny J
86 °) fase (for fae ) .

87 °) adateftaraa: [ N; Gis ]
) waders

88 f) opifaraat ( for sereret)
{230} 39 ) Transp. Seat and

Hat) [N, |

1“) qareqr (for qraere )
[ Corrupt |

93 *) Basar (for gare) [Uj

101 °) qarafaaren:

103 9 adt (for aa) [U]

106 °) ada: ( for aaa: )

4) ga (for aay) EN; Gia]
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Adhy. 58 |

1°) area ( for stay )

2°) wae (for wera ) [Ns J
10 S) Waa ( for aaatr )
1l 4) ater
13°) sretrarary (for Cattrar )

CN, ]
*) sarfan (for au’ )

21 °) saadea: (for °qgqea:) [U]
22 *) eraafarar (for eal? )

27 > Ga: gat ( for wafera: ) [ Ng ]
28 *) wiemaay ( for safeag )
29 > azt (for amatat) [N; Dy G5]
30 °) awnaeaat: (for aeaneara: )

[N, Bs Da]

4) Satera ( for aeareters )
32%) ndisay ( for aadreay
33 °) aaa: ( for ada: )
34 %) qawaeza (for aga )

41“) aear werent var [ N; |
42 j ater (for SERRE) [Ba
45 °) adt Qara (for aat aate) £

46 °) eden: ( for arate) [ §N

Adhy. 59

7°) @arat ataarat a

*) [a] & (for® )
11°) Transp: gar and ya:
12 °) arg: ( for wary )

°) svat ( for grat)
16 °) svaeyq (read rat) a: (for a-

mr for €6)5) gam ( for saat

’) Premera [ Ni, }
4) ayer arate [ N; ]

27 °) Transp. aa and SPrat:

34 qayaraar ary (NJ
*) zap: ( for wate: ) (N,]

7) Fag ( for fafeer ) [Ns |
1 ») gaatane ( for Caren) [Ns]
36 °) wm (fat) eat (ior Hea’ )

{ Corrupt ]

37 °) afqaed anton
*) Transp. agent and aeat

24

361

38

40

") gure ( for gore )
°) wee: (for alee) [ Gio]

| 41") erga: ( for = aaa: ) ful
43

44

°) Wat ( for a )
“) we: segarit (for sraeg a” )

[N, Bi]
“) sgt aviat ( for separate )

[Bi Da J

*) seaet BAT sanz

: grt ( for grat)

5, aoe for SIR) [Ns J
>) feat ( for frgeqnt ) [ N; Jse" ®) Om. [U]
*) mremirercfray (for Rag? )* Transp. waa and a
“\ aft (for aa: )

Adhy. 60

Apaese: (for aan) [U]
' Sraysgene: (for ratSaa: )

14 wiRueriife
senate (for aadar) [ N, ]

a

frahad ( for °a ® ) [U]
vansp. feat and war

) apiqea: (for aa° )

5 Saat: (for fea: ) [N, Ds]
17 °) Transp. afte: and ew:

‘) avait: (for wera) [ N, |
‘) Srearom (for Cafe )

[Da Ds |

) eran (i ( for ee
) ay ( for af N; ]

42 °) 3a (for aft ) [ Ns, |]
43 “) wafeieea: (for Peay)
51") qurargeatadia

mete

31

40

53 After 53, ins. 549% ( transp.

wral and gar )

54°) amuntaeit (for st war)
55") aria (for srfaa) [Ki N,

Bss J
56 “) [a ]f (for a)

57°) gertaaaaer (N)
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*) eran | U )
58 ?) am (for aft) (N, 1

wy) ehaat aarafa ) [N; |
60 *) areer ata
61 *) ara ( for art ) .

*) Saran: (for Caa:) [ SK; Ny]
64 °) feat mateg Aer a

4) Jat sea
65 °) gran (for qf )
66) Reads 66” after 67

°) ag: warren, [ N, J

S) wean ( for gat) ('N; Vi Da]

Adhy. 61

2%) ait ( for waa) [Ns]
4°) qeqdar: (for araaqa: )
7°) aaa ava: (for sreteng?

7°) aaaftae ( for wasae }<
12 4) awa geod:

13 °) saeaeg (for sfrareaeg } |
16) Om. @

18 4) Om. @

19 %) gat ( for wary)

21 %) serrate: ( for fear }
24 °) qaeg: ( for gated: ) [.

25 °) ge: (for wae) [Ns !

30°) ayatteada: [U]
32 *) ga gattiaena: | U |

34 %) : ( for 2) [U]

‘) rat Breet) [U]
36°) [Slaa aan ( for weraT )

[ Koes J

39 °) gargs: ( for stan? )

41°) af geafarereata:
*) qlegeere: ( for Cae: ) | U |

45 °) grsarat ( for area: )

48 °) favarfaafa: ( for Frararta’ )

53 °) aerfaa: ( for aan: )

°) arn ( for ast)
54 °) gee atfta: ( for uses? )

[U]

55 5) aframn: ( for fea: ) [ N, J
56 *) ara a: ( for aaa: ) [U]

57 °) arfia: (for ara) [U)

EPIC. STUDIES

58 *) arzara (for araztat )
59 °) aaceer: ( for ere? )

°) aga: ( for sea: )

61 °) ag ( for wa )
64 *) @ wR (for ane )

{232} 69 *) ayer: .
78 *) Rad ( for dares: ) [Ns]
79 Reads 79 after 81

*) qaergara ( for “srr )
[ Corrupt ]

*) ara ( for we) [U]
80) @® (for wf) [Ns]
81 °) aedd ( for agitd) (Ul.

86 °) @ aaa ( for geatfet )
[ Ks Ns Vi Ds J

4) qreeaTeTsit aatt
2 sarq (for sat)

dtat aa gear ['N;]

Adhy. 62

weatea ( for we? )

) eeaferey ( for Canny )
[Ul

Adhy. 63

jeararmate: (for aaah” )
. —©Ns Mss] .
ayaa: (for ataara: ) (N, ]

6 °) agantt ( for ara? )
18 %) CH

19 4) wq (for a)
23°) q®eaeg ( for afer a) [U]

Adhy. 64

2°) weréiiory ( for wed?) [U ]
3°) afeserasrrt [ N; ]

5 9 qenargtirrad
7°) @®: ( for ga: )

8%) arearafgar: ( for Certfee: )

[Ns J

*) qaqa: ( for afer: )
°) g ( for =)

19 °) serqsrery ( for erent )
20-22 Stanzas 20-22 are ins. on the

margin,
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21 *)

23 2 After w@tq, ins. 4 [ U ]

*) wa ( for eg) [Ti Ge]
25 2 a & ( for aa ) [Ns]
26 °) qaraamdgeray
29 4) ee ior aA )
30 °) arnfasmmeay | U )

34 °) searefa ( for ora: ) (N,]
35 *4) Transp. (-arard-and-faata) [U]

36 °) sitaarenaan: [N, |

Adhy. 65

1% After atgzaa, ins. a

4°) aferasrerg ( for “aya =)
{Ky Ng]

5”) = ( for &)
°) warad ( for sma) [ %

6 °) aq ( for vat)
9 4) werfe (for zeq@)

12 °) ar et wea a (for aa

13 ‘) Pe Fag ( for era srg
Ns ]

2 >) ar ( for at)
*) ayadaea at ( for Ser

37 5 frafeqaafe exta_[ K;
41°) asa (for ta) [Ns]

*) ait (for 2a) [Ng]

Adhy. 66

1) we : (for at)
4°) sree ( for feat )

DN]
After 4, ins. 601*

{233} 5 °) gat arate dost

6 “) wamomy ( for °gpi )
10 *) srarar: ( for apart: )

12 °) ga (for [S]wa) [N,]
13%) wafer’ ( for Prat )

14°) [ald (fora) [Ke]

16 °) asia (for wysnfaa) (N,]

Adhy. 67

2 *) qavintet ( for Saret )
4°) @ (for at) [N3]
’) wa ( for af )

*) anire ( for wits) [U]

12 %) First a@om. [NV]

13 *) Transp. wat and a [Ns]
15 *) aq ( for sit) [Ns]

16 *) a@& ( for at) [U]

>) aranat ( for aah )
17°) splits & ( for wet 2)

") @arét ( for art: ) [T Ges]
18 °) faaearf ( for atrenfa ) [N.]
20 4) Transp. ffard and @

[ KN; Ds]
24 °) Transp. @ and at

27 °) gear: ( for gaiream )
°) weqares: ( for spates: )

[ Ky.2 J

‘) a ( for a: )
. Tyansp. ap and aq [ U]

(fora) [U]

rare ara arearg [ U
eraterancaat [ N,]

Adhy. 68

Transp. arr and faery

eatga: ( for aaret: )

safq ( for s1e7 ) [Ke ]
eeleRTATTIL [N, Ds ]
arega ( for aaa ) L Ns]

srs 5) eaegat aoe (85 ]
16 °) gga: ( for qeta: )

20 °) entiaafers [2a Jer (for
eurgfwaraet )

23 ®) arm (for ee)
24 %) aa (for wft) [Ne] _

) fara Bd ( for wera) [Ny]
25 °) aa ( for aa )

°) pearet aa arafior (2) ( for
aoa” aa arelt & )

27 °) ex (for a) (U]
30 *) Rast ( for dag) [U]

“) ferret ( for firafa?)
32 °) seat (for anarvat) [Ns]

37 °) aaqsi ( for az” )
38 *) alata ( for <qq? )
40 °) qerattera: ( for fri aR? )

43 °) smeareala ada



364

*) faerea: (for faaren: )
50 °) eat wat (for wart) [Ns]

4) we (for a)

51 *) aren a (for waraa) [S.Ki]
53 °*) ga ata (for tama) [U]
54 %) fara: { for faa ) [Sy Ky

Bim. 45 ]
55 %) aenfaa: ( for aur qe )

7°) apfa (for HB) [Ns]
60 *) aga wag ( for aq aTaTsa)

[Ny]
61 *) arog | ( for °aftt )

62 °) wet (for we )
66 ‘) are ( for ara) [U]

*) fasfafe: (for ara: )

5%) cored (for ara at [ Ry
75 ») Transp. @& and fiat

* sarafar (for [31]

77 *) @ Aa ( for aaa )
{234} 78°) aetshrawarg ( fo:

aTersia a? )

79 °) @t Aart (for Aawat) [L

Adhy. 69

faearianfa ( for Pearce

by afa ( for ay) [Ny]
6 9) wraenra ( for Caz)

14%) am (for a }

9) ( for gta: )

18 °) (for fafierg) [U]
19 °) aaftaden: (for sift?) [U]
20 4) erardtes ( for ag afte ) [U]

28 *) ETD ( for waTagret )
[ Ns

) [SKN

29 °) wat arat fear ( for wer arat

fag: )
30 °) tira: ( for fetter )
) anfedta Bat wat AAAS:

garcorg [ Ni, ]
35 %) et (for aq )

©) aeaanded ( for rete )
® ayerat (for stars)

[Si Ki Ds]

EPIC STUDIES

37 After 37, ins. 678*

38 °) faBeB: (for fasar )
40°) &(for¥) [Ds]
41°) arada fe (for aeaa Sa) |

[ Ko. Ds ]

Tra aed and & [ Ds ]
(for aa) [Ns]

[U]

2 i)

5 °) ast

6“) at
8 *)

mat (for SIT)
vitfaadt (for wad) [ Koo

Da |

49 °) ¢ (fora) [U]

“) weet (for wreat )
51 °) erereary, (for Oat)

®) wart ( for ara) [N;]

Adhy. 70

2°) damnt (for FR )
sraae: (for 78° )
are gare ( for afracrarz )

[U]

aire (for gtr) £S) Kor]

4: aenfrafaar ( for aaa? )
* sfta (for are) [U]

afgeat ( for entearg )

ga: (for aa: ) [Ns]

Raarareal azeara, [ U |
witeay ( for aay )

) ararnmeserar [ K: |

*) afte dae: (for aefifr:

28 *) artery ( for Tare )

6 °) altar lat ( for ert )
0°) aaera (fora a aer) [N,]
4 *) warart_( for @areuta )

[ KNi.3 Ds J
z ( for a) L Ko Da ]

Adhy. 71

2 y saat fest ( for fEsitwa) [NJ
®) gyait dermerg ( for agtdan® )

6 5 draifeears ( for festa )

46 °)
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8 ° Transp. @ and ary

10 %) &[Sla ( for @ gq)

12 *) a (for @)
*) Transp. # and @ [ Ds G; ]

13 °) afarq (for @faaz) [ N, D; Gi]
{235} 16°) aaaasata (for area-

gate) (Nis!
) aay ( for a: )

‘) B (tor at) [U]
) qeary ( for qr )
j aasnaies ( for Swear) [ U |

20 ¢ ) sree ( for Bm ) [N;]
21 °) & agterara (for serge )

t
17

18

[Nis]
24°) Rrerasaarhory
26 /) srpeftgera ( for fawn: gaa )

[Ns]
28 °) Sa (for ara) [ Ns]
30 > areata ( for staza )

? aq ( for aeq)
31°) saree [2 read aeat ] (

Tas )
32 °) wat ( for adt )

34 >) ‘Transp. art and freee

36 *) wa (for at) [Ds]
After 36", ins. 708”

After 36, ins. 709%

v. 1)

7°) aanare: far (for fiat agree)
[NJ

38 = After 38, ins, 710°

39 *) feat amargaafer (for Sted

( with

anna azatea ) [ N; J

40 Om.

43) arget cra arat ( for eee

aa art )

48°) steer ( for aeftérer) [ U]
52 °) Sanarer ete ( for a aar-

faciz ) dE N; ]
56 °) Safaqeurarg ( for “getty )

[N, ]
24a

58°) qa (foram) [U |

') fagaeag ( for freaeay |
[ Ky Ns ]

Adhy. 72

1°) fred gen aa [ U)
3 “) Transp. at and aa

5 ) ) @ srgneta ( for wig? )
[Ny]

8 °) fara ( for ada) [ [Ng]
9 %) Sah (tor ga) [Ns J

10 *) geamnaa (for Aa) [U]

*) saat aa ( for waa) [U |
11%) drevgargeita (for ° S argent

a) (U]
12°) syetererq ( for #8) [U]

*) Transp. @ and at [ Si: Kow

=. Ds]
( for # )

ae meres ( for aa araTer ;

| fas ( for afta) [N3 ]
igagea (for Caaa: )
Bu ya: ( for garfeaa:) [ J!

wrrarea ( for Care )

Adhy. 73

waq ca (for 2 aq )
TR]: & (for [a ]fa)

*) @et ( for a )
9 *) Transp. @ and a [ N,]

21 *) dered ( for dare )

25 °) seafedt ( for 4°) [M]
26 °) wersrery ( for Cam) [Ny]
30°) areg at at at (for seq ar

are )
*) Sat ( for wae) [ Ca ]

{236} Adhy, 74

3°) faaeait ( for farcata )
A Ko. 204 Ng ]

8 °) arfrawraey ( for aria a° )

11 °) saftarafa ( for sree )

After 11, ins. 750* (with

v. l. asin K )
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Adhy. 75

6 °) Transp. waa and ai 4

[ Ns Bs Gs ]

7°) aaera ( for erqerz )
*) After saraz, ins a: [ KD; ]

10 *) @ (for ar)

11°) qafea fefeexfant [ N;]
*) Qa ( for & )

14°) afternttarae [UJ
* genrea ( for areata )

18 %) Transp. at and 4

20 °) eTagarenfat ( for at wa a”)

[Ns ]

Adhy. 76

12 °) at ara ( for farat )
13%) Transp. aa: and 3 2

[N, Ds] .
15 *) ang ( for azat) [ Ns!
18 °) After aah, ins. af@

19 °) waratataat ( for Rates
[NJ

25 °) fawerta ( for faaerit )
{ Ky.9 Ms Cd Arj. ( com

26 *) waa aearat ( for

at) [Ns]
) feat ( for £2)

29 *) Transp. areq and St%

2°) aa awa (for aqaer at )
°) afeary (for wferz)

33 *) eaatyfe ( for Carenfe )

Adhy. 77

16 °) aaa ( for vat )

°) eebaarferate ( for Carvere) [M]
18“) awa (for egy)

25 °) a (for a)

Adhy. 78

1 %) at ( for g) [Ns]
i ma: )

>) yadarearet: (for eatet
aaa’) (NJ .

5 9) stew ( for ae) [N; Ds]

6 *) Transp. ef and aear

4) ‘Transp. afte: and arr, [Ns]
8 >) amar ( for “gee )
1 *) sar eet aay
14 °) mara ( for f@° )

15 °) ara (for wer) [U]

18 *) & ( for fax)

20 %) wat ( for wet )
23 °) eafeat ( for Pa )

25 *) @ ( forg)

28 2 aft ( for wa) [K, N;]
3 °) ear ( for faq)
2%) at ( for) [ Kos Ns Ds ]

35 *) wea” ( for az° )
? fremraret ( for ° areq) [U]

36 9) : ( for argqeaat )

[N, Ds G; |
( for at)

Adhy. 79

eraaaint ( for aaa g )
) wapttae: (for @ ai?) [Dy Gs]
+ 9 aa (for Qa) IN]

ccaraé a erat [Ne]
Transp. ® and ¥

® (for g) [K, Ny]

*y gftrereanta ( for grater )
i saad (for afaqeema) (U]

10 “) Transp. @raat and sti

16 *) & (for g) [Si Ny]

‘) wat eq maaan [ N; |
17 °) serat a arae ( for set

ativan’ )

*) aergaaare ($: Kou]
sy orceafa (for [si] areafe )

[ Koa Ns Dn]
21 4 asata area [U)

22 °) wa (forat) [U]

24 °) az (for fa: ) [N5]
25 °) fefears ( for Rees )
30 *) wa ( for ae )

*) warta (for aarfer )

Adhy. 80

1%) war ( for aqar) [NJ
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*) waar ( for wart: ) [Ns |
2°) & (for ®) [Ns Bs Ds |

10 *) @¥ ( for ta)

11 *) aang ( for at) [Ds |

12°) gga ( for qaft) (5, Ki Ds]
20 *) gq ( for ®)

Adhy. 81

2°) at (for gat) [Ng]
3°) eatara ( for qzarad [ N, ]

8 ') guy? ( for a’) [U]
9 “)

13 °) qpafter ( for gsrarata )
15 °) ga: (for 3 )

Adhy. 82

4°) aeraea tag ( for arty eer,
[Ne]

5°) & usr (for & ae) {

11 9) aradg @ ( for at wag
12 °) aredtest daar

Adhy. 83

2°) Tweedy qafag (for ae
)

3 °°) aerate: ( for aera
9) qftana (for qritarfe }

11 4) a(forg)

*) @aezaarreq ( for 23° )
13 *) erg: ear afa: (for apart:

aay: ) [ N; Bs Da ]

Adhy. 84

2°) a ( for sae) (§, Bw]

3°) anaare: aeiaa (for ana:
eta ) [Ns ] .

*) qat ( for *araq) [ Ng]
4°) qreeterg ( for qrérenz)

°) ara: aat ( for qzd}Saat )
5 *) santa ( for age )

14°) graeitearcary ( for arrarg )
[ Ko, Ns Gig]

15 *) sad (for ame) (8)
*) gue ( for gam) [Ny]

17%) eq ( for am) [D; Gy]

*) gvarg ( for wer) [U]
19 %) aarara ( for aezara) [ Ns]

*) aatarat ( for aera) | U]

Adhy. 85

1 *) wer aay ( for Saat )
{238} 3 °) aa ( for afer)

5 ; Bien for we)
6 *) gra ( for g ay

4 wit aaed ( for a vrrare )
[Ns]

7 °) syewn ( for eau )

8 °) sqara: ( for °aa: )

*) Staten ( for deoreet: ) [ U |
9° da ( for Hart) (U]
10°) aga (for a) (M]

anit (fos nA) [U]

ssufea ( for safafa )
erpeaa ( for fraeaa )

aan aaa (for area

Saad ) (Ns |

seared (for asa) (5, Ki Ns
G; ]
> Se: ( for aa: )

urea ( for srry: )

Adhy. 86

“60°) sage usr (for *agear fei )

11 °) srearg ( for arn )
12%) After afteaar ins. af§
13 °) (for (wlez) (U]

15°) am ( for aar) [ N;]

Adhy. 87

2%) afated ( for “Sat )

°) eaereray ( for atarer: )
“) wwe ( for gaat) [Ns ]

*) aed ( for atseaq) [Ns]
*) seaery ( for aye)

6 °) fandior: ( for fase: )
°) sed ( for waza )

*) eavafea ( for crete )
9 *) adt (for aa) [Ns]
12 ») arfy ( for arf )

14 +) agreqerf® ( for aarerert )

m OO
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°) gaget ( for Saw) [ K+ Ds ]

15 “) aarfet get at ( for gant at sat)
16 °) After Sagara, ins. a [U]
17 *) gata oa ( ( for gala )

[ Ks N, Bi Da]

18 *) agua (for agwt )
un 88

ge [K Ds J
> gai af (for Heft Pa)
) waney (for qaqa: )

8 °) saga ( for saree € )

11 *) agate were
°) Casa (for Cacti }

[Ki Nis Ds ]
12 °) qoesaea ( for afae° )

a) we a atetafware

13 %) praeata ( for fa) | [Re
°) sepraredt ( for Cate )

4) safwar (for sqerdt) 8
14 °) faerzera ( for zat )

°) ara areaat ( for wae” |

*) gut ( for qat )

15 °) fae: ( for fara: )
4) Sarat: ( for Cat: )

16 °%) qq& aor ( for qgeraat: )
17 2) sea for TL) ) (UJ
20 ¢ (for gaa) [ N, Gis J

24 5 sey (for mg) [N; Gi]
After 24°, ins. 868" (with

vy. Las in K, )

°) gay Stat rsa Fa: .

25 °) fgsnfeea: ( for teartea: ) [Ns]

{239} °) stemradteay [ U |

Adhy. 89

1°) aevaerg ( for aararre )

2%) hada ( for stredrt ) CN]
5°) gerze (for daa) [Nia]
7

8

NOD we a Oo

b

After 7, ins. 873*

°) aeéteaet ( for aeearat) [ Ni, ]

9-10 The ten names ending with

g are spelt with q. After 10%,

ins. 875°

10 °) eardte, ( for ata )

S) UAT TA

11%) afar af& earat ust TA
satis:

14 %) a: ( for gary) [Ns]

) wagaigar aa [ N; J

) garg ( for a )
15 % ont geet ( for ae ts a)

a) sHATAAAA ( ( for aT ae
17 After 17, ins. 879"

11 Transp. 18” and 20”

20 °) ategea ( for adtezer )
°) aat faired (for am: a f& at)

geet (for wal)
qt ( for aar )
add aera: ( for ofa: )

; waretact af ( for Rurat: ) (UJ
ear ( for crane)
gtaataseaat [ U |

ar for ANAT )
. Sat (for aa )
sae ai ( for a OF aa )

[Ns ]

59 affaqaqtet

“S) azat ( for arat )
37 °) wear ( for arar )

2 aada: (for da) [Ns Da Dsl

a

a

*) qaufaeafid ( for werent Ze )
[N;]

42° qua ( for qyt ) ) [Ke Ne]

is Sen, (fOr STAR
>) Sere ( for faa? )

“Oa a (for art) [S: Ny]
1) sear ( for Ea? ) {N; T.G,]

45 %) saeaa: ( for afer: )

45 45% is repeated ( with v. 1. )

4) freqa: ( for were: ) [U]

47 *) aq ( for a )
51 1) afar: ( for eftew: ) [Ne]

©) gear ak: ( for cect fram: )
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*) afer: ( for sfacstar: )

[Nog Bram |

53 9) waafigacaar ( for saqdeert )

54 °) attra: ( for were: )

Adhy. 90

*) & ( for ®)
>) ania ( for arata ) .
*) qvara ( for faearag) [Ne]
>) garg (for wea) [Ns]

*) qa ( for gr ) [K; Ng]
®) oar ( for Hat)

11 = After a, ins. &

12 qtraea ordiears (for siPararaq)

[U]

14 -wéafa: ( for wéqna: )
15 geerter gigaey ( for we

PiU)
17-18 gerata: ( for sma”) [N
19 amareang: ( for aged

armen ( for araz )
230 asinrma ( for asia )

25 = After aweaeat, (ins, qusret

{240} emeza ( for amen )
26 ana ( for faa) Befor

ins. &

1°) Transp. arat and wet,

32 °) wena (for marae) [ Ny
35 fasat (for gai) aea ( for

aeqraeq ) | U
40-41 From aearmea up to art

ara Om.

42 wen (for wear) here &

below [ N, ]
45 ewmaeriatrd ( for Ger st

qaaat wag: ) [Ke |
Om. garg [ Ns Bs.s ]

8 *) gare ( for eat )
*) Here and in the sequel aide

is

( for srry )

50 «Om. amt [Ns]

51 Aa Sataed (for seater)
araereta ( for Carett )

52 Before 3, ins. stay

56

61

63

66

68

70

71

77

78

95

96 “)
ed)

369

siatarara et a ( for

faraarata ) [ N; |

a=e¢ aaa ( for sReee )

Om. a

After grat, ins gut

After faavreq:, ins. wet

Om. @

Om. ai

Om. 4

aft area ( for gar: )
[ Nu. J

After 77 ins. 903” ( with v. 1.

aifear fagequiPada ( for
afer fagrafars )

wlaraet ( for req )
ana ( for eet)
aeuni ( for aut )
sanlqott (for the first ara!

ter J@aqVa, ins. <avaqaaqea-

sm grey ada | quar

wqeaea afad amamg (fer
awarara )

After Saaz, ins. ARTA

afanat gferer
aa uaa ated (for werent

gerard ara )

gorrearata ( for Harare )
After 89, ins. 3ai aered Sitraeey

Om. aftarg
After 91, ins. 906”

After saa, ins. arated wary,

( for ste )

wait ( for serasare )

After ay, ins. saa

aartieea® Stat ga sevdis-

ATT

Om. %,

Om.

After 96”, ins, the following
passage followed by 909*

& arg: qua: qa: aaet sera
AAMT aA: ea
aafa: «— waraeaaehasadt
aaeasheraa aut yale



370 EPIC STUDIES

Previgaie: srareae tt 26 i
909* Om, farean Rat tara,

Adhy. 91

1°) afraaa: ( for aera: )
2°) arate ( for arta? )

3 *) area ( for *srrerz )
6 %) atqeardt ( for aq? )
9 *) ageenftredt a: | Corrupt |

pear} 13 9) aaert a ada [ N,)
17 °) feataiia ( for afte )

Adhy. 92

2 *) efteqarfictt ( for atta whieh )
4°) arafertia ( for aa” )

°) garf ( for wear )

16) sa ry (for sr 6)
CN]

*) Raat areat ( for sat
15 °) qed: (for g) [Ne]
21 4) arg ( for arg )

22°) aspen ( for sear at }
30 °) Baar ( for 2at ar)

9) meat ( for neaat) [NS
32 *) [a] envafa Cla) rer

WATT )

39 *) (for at)

44°) fist ( for gt) [S, Ny}
46») seadte ( for efter )

2) ara (for gag) [U]

47° ) wat ( for ft) [Ns]
49 8 Ufor a)
50 *) sient ( for @ar ) [Na]
53 4) seat (for weRaT ) [Nus]
55 %) of (for aq) [N; D; J .

°) worge ( for aan? ) [S. Ny]

Adhy. 93

1 *) afta ( for tay)
3° sqeea (for seqaer) [ N,

Dan |

6 *) aadaargay

8 °) aftrerBzar ( for afaafaar )

8 ) aq vrata (ior g wat)
4°) aparfa ( for f@2 3) [NJ

15 *) eanfiat agermit a

27 °) [ea] wa (for a7) [ N; De]
*) aa: (for aat) ( Nis]

30 *) at (for at )
33%) ayst ( for usty), and arm

afraaa: ( for Tet ATTA: )
[Ns]

35 °) Transp. a and afar

37 °) ara (for aa) [U]

Adhy. 94

1% aq (for ed) [N, My]
4 After 4, ins. 962*

5 *) sift ( for srrerg ) CN; ]
°) GeIae ( for wea )

2) eae ( for ferferear )
wg rearea [Ns]
agaenett (S] ae ( for qetererit)

‘afte (for enrat )
eer (for at) (N5]
q ( for @ )
Transp. @ and game [NJ

anager [S; K ]
at ( for adi )

faeaay: (for serra
Here g (for dear ag

oS) aa wet (for aaraa: tN Nl
ey Om.

48°) wa: (foraa:) [Ns]
55 ®) qarem: ( for fat: ) [N,]

‘) ga ( for ge )

56 9) ereqarer ( for aur arr) [NJ
58 *) ateeta ( for sratafe )
59 ° aifrararg ( for Sart ) [N,]

2) eee fae ( for aa Bat )
M5 SATA ATTA,
60°61? Om. [ Nig Vi Be |

61 f) Raarat ( for saarat )

‘64 °) erat ( for seat )

) seg eri (for grat Se)
{242} 74° ) gente (for weed )

[Ns]
84 *) t aarat (for aan Ty) CN.)

88 4) gfa ( for fafa) [Ns]
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92 “) seaqaa (for Waa? )

[ Ky Ns]

Adhy. 95

4) gen ( for seers)
9 %) fagd ( for gga) [N; ]
14 °) Sars ( for aareit )

9) qetqreaa ( for se4° )

Adhy. 96

1°) Qa ( for viet) (N, J
6°) arantt (for antag) (N]

-10 For 10°, subst. 999*

17%) arate: ( for & grease: )

[NJ
) aearaag

21 ) qrara ag ( for “arene )
24 °) edarenzat az:
28 °) ETE: ( for Past’ )

*) agrereresa: ( for agte
afea:) [U]

After 28, ins. 1004* :

30 > fafratadt ( ( for Frater } | i
») ast

37‘) gent ( for sraeare ) [S,
38 °) aver ata ( for arcadia.

[K Ni. 3 D; ]
39 After 39, ins. 1013”

41 After 41, ins. 1017*

43 °) ary ( for [a] da) IMs D, |
44%) gar ( for cqat) [N]

4) For 44°, subst. 1018* [N,.5]
46°) aaa (for aat) (NB, ]
50 °) at ( for ear)

51”) wrimdadartiz:
54 *) Sa ( for arf )

55 °) afaeta ( for °warsal ) [UJ
59 ‘) seamed: ( for Grits: )

Adhy. 97

1 After 1, ins. 1022* (with v. 1.)

2°) afr ( read °fft ) aft ( for ar
feretr )

5%) ar (fora) [Ns]
4) Bez ( for Yer; in both places )

(Ns; D; J

10 °) wetaret ( for aerate )
12% q (for a)

Adhy, 98

1°) wen Waa Wa
) Om. [Nis]
3) aga ( for aac ) [U]
4°) aaeaa: ( for earearat: )
5) Om. [ Nis]
6 *) an ( for an? ) .
7 °) @tearqae ( for arsea° ) (Ny. ]

12 °°) wast ( for.@ ta )

13 “) afé ( for a& ) E Nig J

») wep- (for wt) [ Ny]
15 °) eaaqaieatad
17 ) Hert ( for war )

* wet (for aa )

“pvaa (read °AR ) (for Fa)
fet ( for wear )
Transp, ara: and ge [ N; ]

Adhy. 99

After aq, ins. ff

) ama ( for ger af: )
sare (for artnet ) [N°
starry ( for sa ara )
[Ky N; GJ

© After @, ins. af [S, KN, ]

29 *) frarafafea: (ir frara® )
36 °) war aa went
41 °) After ef, ins. @

) qrefirg ( for arefrg ) -
*) aaahreafe ( for t a° )

43 %) sfaqae ( for *aare ) CN]
44 After Sgrqta sara, ins. 1068

45 °) warearat ( for az° )
46 °) [sier( for a) .
47 %) eqarefien ( for aardiar) (N;.

) gst araa at car
%) wa ( for a ) iS, Ki]

Adby. 100

1°) erga: ( for aaa: ) [Ny]
2 %) After fait, ins.

3°) q ( for ag)



372

5) spam ( for a)
‘) werwary ( for arary)

4°) gent afte TL

15 ’) faut aera [NJ
17 *) [alfa (for [a] ft)
28 *) [a] fartisra: ( for meta: )

[ Ko Ny] .

) [at jefetsr: ( for Cavasr:) [Ns]

After 28, ins. 1087*

29 °) earara ( for Ha) [Ns]
30 “) wat ( Oe (for at)

%) & faguaa: ( for garaarate )
[Ny]

Adhy. 101

4 °) ada: ( for fsa: )

10 *) @ata ( for 3a)
14 °) saaater ( for gaa’ )
15 °) wea ( for are: )

) (elfa (for (alfa) i
After 15, ins. an ad

colophon

16 After 16, ins. 1096"

17°) gear a oat Sat [N; 0,

) Prfarer ( for farsret )
23 ") dexy( for geaft) [U!

5 5) wa: ( for Hat )

27 °) watsra: (for wevarat) [ Koo |

Adhy. 102

6% wifearraetion

>) gepeataorm: [Ns | .

®) ga: sar (for sareat ) [ Ns!
7 °) [alaraegea (for Pavdear )
8% @ (ford) [S: Ki Ns]

11 °) °eraran~
After 11%, ins. 1104”

( with v. 1. )

12 *) srezenrfteratiet [ Ky Ng]
16 °) Fereqraaeerar: [ U )
18 ? arf ( for arfirat )

19 °) avg ( for aera )

Adhy. 103

1 *) aaa ( for are )

) [Ng]

EPIC STUDIES

10 “) atea ( for area ) [ Corrupt |
13 °) aaq ( for gar)

14 After 14, ins. 1110*

17 °) dreaqara ( for atareres )

[Ns]

Adhy. 104

) aararer ( for sata )

°) wa for for ai )
4) Transp. ga and aa [ Nis

Du D; J

{244} 8 °) aea ( for a)

9 After 9, ins. App. I, No. 58

( with v. 1, omitting lines

8, 10, 11)

10°) dayg aa ae
} =a ate: aarag

: (for Te)

agat ( for eat di Nis D; |
ea: gee (tor aa: )
After 12, ins. 1120*

*) seared gat a Te Hedt

FETASA

eqegga aat ( for at aearaTe )

E Nis J .
wg (fora) [Si Ki3 Ns]

1°) aftrrars a age:

) eq ateer ata:

) ag fafarndiae [ N; |

@) ayer ( for grat )
) BATRA, ( for aaa: )
) wad ( for gree )

4) rere fee ta:

19%) @ arrest
w freatraay (for eee

a

3

4

7

a

18
o

oO

b
)

‘) FRNA TET After 19, ins

24" ( with v. 1.)

wat aie qeala:

5 a aTaaayara &
°) 4 arse aga [Nis]

) gear vet ort

°) finett ( for ae )
©) agai Satara

20 7

| 21
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Adhy. 105

1 *) @eteqqpirta

2 °) werepeaq ( for m° )

i) avarat ( for sa” )
5 °) afetsta ( for star) [Si Kis]

4) aa ( for wat)
6) ered (for mm? ) [G:]

") aera’ ( for =a” )
°) Transp. gg and eet

10 5 agararrat at
*) Set ateaaerg [ N; 7, G
*) amreraea ( for ager) [ Ns]

12°) deg a veda

14 °) aeaatg (for ax°)
18) aaaenteravant UgareTTet
20 °) erga: ( for se dU]

23 *f) Transp. Ores and 28]

24°) arvana? [Ns]

i) arrears [ Ni, ]
*) wanfae: ( for [a]

26‘) a(forg) [U]

27 °) wegen ( for adder: Garg

Adhy. 106

7°) Com)areonfe ( for rears
[Nis Bs Dy]

Adhy. 107

5 °) et (? read @ ) e@ aererar ( for
aa TerrAt )

8%) sett (for améia )

[ Corrupt }

12 °) fRadtafeai ( for °ehzai )
17 “) getsat ( for gattsequr )

[Si Kes NJ
19 %) eater ( for *ergter )

) aaa aerar ( for “errregerat )
21 *) ga ( for aa )

24 ~=After 24, ins. 1141*,

followed by line 1 of 1142*

25 After 25, ins, 1144*

27 °) ava (for ae)
[245] 29 After 29, ins. 1146* ( with

v. 1.)

31°) feat aa ( for wee )
After 31”, ins. 1148* ( with

v. 1.)

*) gent ged ( for wb gecary )

>) fydecar ( for fgsiraa: ) (UJ
os (for aat)s

34 4) Sy ( for Sar) [K; N Dg]
36 °) qaerer ( for aaeTeat )

[Si Ds]
7°) da ae (for aarz

S:aTeT )

Adhy. 108

1%) agit ( for dat) [Ke4]

Transp. @a and ag:

2°) gaa (for edaa) (5, ]
Freetaa: (for faa: at: )

i RE: ( for wart: )

} geet ( for after )

APIM AAT
eosgren ( for raat waft = )

18 erht aaa ( for wat wat )
*) serardt ada:
4) fatter aan

Adhy. 109

I ) merarftet_( for fereat )
9°) gear farterern [ N; J

13 %) at ( for a) .

) gerfa ( for gore ) [ Ns]
15 °) grea: aneare, ( for aRTEATA)

[K §, BJ
4) f (for®) [N Bo]

16 °) sapafet ( for @) [U]

6
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17 *) agh: (fer gafr ) [Ks Ny]

19 After 19° ins. 1162*

*) ag ( for ed )
t) area free ( for aera frat )

) adunbioataa [ N; ]
23 °) & aa: ¢ for arazat )

°) fanram: ( for feraran: )

25°) [at] aerery (for [ at ]dererz)
31 *) grard: ( for atrert: )

Adhy. 110

2°) era (for aa) [Ns]
12°) ear ca at ( for? 49a 4)
16 °) fatariesrafeera:
17 °) qffirerafeters:

21°) [Sle (for [S] at)
24°) gram: ( for ara: )
26 After 26%, ins. 1166"

ve ) [Ns ]
30 *) Caarart:

86 > arama ( for sa’ }
») qearfeaarg ( for Can erars.

[ Corrupt ]

43 5) ayaa ( for araonz }

Adhy. 111

6 After 6%, ins. 1173*

9) afenta ager

[246 12 °) wa arean: ( for wast
aa) [N3]

“) arate waa: ( for erect: )
[ K; Ng ]

13 4) qafaeg ( for Ff: )

14 °) g ( for a)

15 After 15”, ins. 1178*

15-16 Reads 15%-16~ after 12 (?)

17 °) wettor ( for AetaTat )
18 %) safeera (for afer) [U]
19 °) dase ( for Fazs )

fs

20 *) sitet ate (for sifaarceafe)

23 *) eatarfee: ( for Career )
26 *) saeat ( for we a) [ N, J

5) & ( for ®)

4) ga ( for aa)
27 ») Transp. q& and Tat:

28 °) grata: ( for Caraaz ) .

* wfitrai ( for zafteat ) [Ns ]
29 °) wa: mtctafata: [ N; ]
30 *) ya Gaara

*) [Slqery ( for gaz)

32 *) [alé (for [ele)
33 °) gasrafr ( for [ager )

Adhy. 112

7) qeaght: ( for afte: ) [S, K
N; Ds ]

8 °) aa (for aa )

*) Fafift: ae ( for ag aE: )
13. After 13%, ins. 1186*

( with ve 1.)

14 ‘ Transp. #ét and way

) waravarrararg [S; K ‘|
> sats for Hat® ) aN

*) eared ( for orefta = )

®) wat (for at) [K ] (except K;)

[Ns]
33°) areeatar ( for Rasa )

>) [ar] fa aedar ( for aah )

Adhy. 113

2°) astrs ( for aie )

4°) sapearfaft ( for “aaa )
3 *) sarrest ( for gem? )
7 *) aertag ( for area: ) [ NJ

4) faerem: ( for Ca: )
20 °) farrrsner ( for sereReT )
21 °) arate ( for wire )

>) [er] qeqaatftn ( for sae )
24 4) wqeatfit ( for aaifin) [ N; J
26 °) aig ( for ar@g) [N3]
32 ° a@ ( for az)

33 °) afer ( for dfirer® ) [Ny]
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35 For 35°7, subst. 1196*

37 9 gen at ere seit
38 °) aeaaat ( for wafaat ) [U]
40 2) a (fora) [ Ks Ns Ds ]

Adhy. 114

1%) qaveafee ( for area) ['N; J
3°) dat ( for aie )

*) fee ( for aay)

6°) airafe fahren
7° arg (fora)

21 *) wer ( for 7H) [Ns J

23 °) ftramnt ( for zarat ) [Ns]
{247} After 23”, ins. 1212*

( with v. 1.)

8 °) afearant ( for ataare )

After 28, ins. 1219* on line ;

29 *) fa (for afea ) (
elsewhere )

31 °) ates (for Fant: )
34 ’) fara’ (Nis J
38 °) @acarai ( for dander }

5 qaery ( for ag: ) [ua
41 °) &( for [Sla) [ §,!

43 °°) saree’
After 43, ins. 1224*

44 °) atqar ( for aiafa: ) [ Ko.
48 ’ srearat ( for feat ) CK
50 °) art (for art) (Ns; ]

51 j wateat ( for adivat) [UJ
52 *) [ule ( for a)

53 4) germeret [ N; J]
61 °) agar ( for aster )

*) wera ( for spat )
[ Ks N; Ds ]

62 After 62, ins. 1230*

65 °) eAfeot ( for arth )
®) Transp. qay@ and seat

66 *) wa ( for aa )

Adhy. 115

*) FATS ( for Fash )
6 °) ara ( for camit) [N,]
8 °) aeat ( for aRat )
9 4) Transp. &8 and firra [ N, |]

No

bo

275

11 *) anfieged f& ( for sree
[ Ns]

14 %) yaaa ( for gata )

15 *) arat ( for art) [Ny]
16 %) wp ( for wa ) .

8 %) ena froteea E Ns |
19 *) ut ( for tat ) [Si Ky]
21 After 21, ins. .1240*

v. las in Ns)

22 *) war ( for gar) [Ns]
3%) grant ( for aréot)

26%) Om. [U]

Adh. 116

7%) wet mat (for aaaat) [N, |
a) areaqera (for °gera) [ Be.
2 *) gem ( for oaram )

at (for am )

( with

eraak (forge a®) [U]

After 33st, ins. #

Transp. fq and He

Adhy. 117

aa ( for gat )

shea qaaerat [Ko NJ
64 get teat (for gar agar) (U

*) feearg ( for ear) [Ns]

° a) safe & (for fare =)
[Ns]

21 9) ae ( for aeq)

26 °) qaqeen: ( for Waa )

9) gat stitaarcerer

Adhy. 118

18 ) sat stay ( for weary) [U)

19 ‘ aed (for get) [U)
22 *) qaer ( for wae: )
27 j qed: ( for aeare: )
29 °) fara ( for qaqa: )

{248} Adhy, 119

1”) Transp. a@at @ and wieaar

[ Ks Ms ]
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1e eraraaed ( for °At )
5) qaadag ( for ae )

5 4) aat ( for aat) [ Kos N; ]
7 ~~ After 7, ins. 1305*

>) goraitefrafeara | N; |
11 °) eaftanat ( for *sfta° )
14 %) Seeanray ( for gear )

15 °) weqmewt (for wearhreat )
[U]

18 °) weg ( for mes }

4) “frttaert [Ns]
21 4) qare, ( for qe )

23 %) ardudeg ( for Cargrnt) [ NJ
26 *) fafreeaare ( for af? )
28 °) faftrat qa ( for a frat art )
29 = After 29, ins. 1309*

33 °) ard ( for ara )

41 4) aeare ( for aafa )

Adhy. 120

2») attea: ( for arqa: )
8 *) seametat ( for CMa) |

9%) atta at Predt

Adhy. 121

6% aataat ( for aaazai) |

7 °) weg ( for args )
4) geqqere ( forse) [Ul

19 *) amrarfeat ( for aa® ) [Ns]

21 °) ada: ( for aria )

Adhy. 122

*) area (for sara)

4) srrate ( for TzAe ) [Nis Ti]
6°) Magaefe ( for wayITEs )

[ Ke Ns ]

8 >) sera ( for FaR )
°) frag aet a (for aet fratest )

11 After 11, ins. 1357* ( omitting

1. 2 and with v. 1. )

12 4) a ( for g) [ Kos Ne ]

19 °) amata & ( for CA )
22 2) ware ( for TAH) [M]

i)
)

[Ma

a
1

ore

23 °) qaegey ( for qege) [U )

25 % Rrgarat [ Ns]

26 ”) gaa ( for aera) [N,]
8 *) & war aa ( for warara at )

2°) @aonnara ( for green )
°) at afte ( for ser at & )

Adhy. 123

2°) erga ( for vat” )

7°) gag ( for Wg)
2) Se i ee)

8 “) areara ( for q7eaR )
14 %) Transp. $a and Sat

[ Ko Ns D; J
18 *) & (fora) [K; Ns]
23 “) araarag ( for mq’ )

25 °) aa (for aa)

26 ‘) eraerra ( for aa )

) derarkae ( for andiaany )
(for @at) [U]

gia (for aa )
: wat ( for at)

vraretieat ( for Carat )
area (for caret) [N; ]
area arfa ( for °F a)

waeaq ( for voit )

7) aden: ( for aaa: )
’ marag: (for wry) CN, ]

f) get (for ara) [Ks J

8) arerarg ( for farreaany )

60 °) are ( for wee )

62 %) am ( for at )

66 °) aun fareat a: [ N, J
7 °) qrea (for Gaya) here and

in the sequel

1°) aarft: ( for farfara: ) [ N, J
74°) Ae (for ata )

78 ') gaz (for garg) [U]

Adhy. 124

6 °) earerst ( for qeeEars )
16”) Om. [Si K ( except K, ) ]

9 °*) yaipi ( for °F )

32 °) Heya ( for araat )

Adhy. 125

9%) & (in both places for at )

353
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13 *) ager ( for [al ger)

°) weraeiges: (for ard: )

15 °) were ( for @) [U]
18 y, Tare rag)

20%) [alwafx: (for [alan

fats )
21 *) Transp. mig: and gea: [ Ng]
25°) [slae (for [al waq)
28 *) Transp. % g and fre: [ N; J
32 °) merqanti(:] earaterd: fear:

Adhy. 126

i) FISSISIAT AUT: [Nig]
) aa ag (for addr) [N;]
2 aq ( for a ) Koa Ds ]

15 °) Transp. @aq and a |S; Kis

N, J
20 °) eeprt ( for azar )

28 4) afta: qeafrarte: |
32 *) serge ( for age: )
39 5) separa ( for wea )

Adhy. 127

1“) saefta (for gafer) |B,
2°) amaeea ( for aa? )

4°) afafaga: ( for ae° )
8 °) mephtarrt: ( for Carat: }

14. After 14% ins. 1430*

( with v. 1)

15 °) enfeeraeat ( for °derat )
“) smear ( for afer )

[ cf. N; |

19 °) sye® ( for ser a2 )
Adhy. 128

oY freng ( for at erg) [U |
>) ararftag ( for aeeat ) [ Ky N;

Vi) .

Adhy. 129

2 2‘) ae ( for vat ) [S; Koo. |
3°) afro
4 After 4”, ins. 1436"

11 °) aftasa (for f°) EN, Do]
‘) Bet TTS: gear

18 °) afe f @ gu ust [N, Giz M]
25

Ha Ww

377

i) waara: frat at | Nie]
4) saateaft ( for st a )

{ Corrupt ]

Adhy. 130

5 °) aearfaf: ( for Ra) (U)

°) fraqatrars ( for frataraere )
]

{250} 7 °) dizat ( for rear )
8 *) wererst ( for wat ata )

i) wifaa ( for anfadt )
11 °% aa: (for azrt) EN, ]

13 °) aparerer a ( for # aret t a
[NM]

14 “) faatra: ( for wafer: ) [Sy
Koo Ns Ds J

8") gage: sae: ( for eee @ ae: )

ces Adhy. 131

Saray ( for atarg) CN. |
syaeged ( for °adet )

P aaa ( for weer )

Adhy. 132

jcard arg ( for areata) [U!

Adhy. 133

) eaarag ( for wen apt ) [N°

} arene ( for aenattea: )
17 °) arfttaze ( for aftrace )

18 °) tea sag ( for qrsane )

*) grat: ( for stat)
’) adaateatarg [D,]

28 *) qe’: ( for amet) [ Ny |
29 “) seepent ( for gat )

Adhy. 134

8 ») wea { for gam: )
10 4) axe: Ge: (for geteg: ) [N.]
13 *) area ( for eter )
14°15? Om.

After 15, ins. 1463*

21 “) qataret ( for va )
22°) after aeaay [ U)

After 22, ins. 1470*

( with v. 1. )

i
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24 °) qareanSra: ( for Ctfira: )

4) aqitat ( for seit: ) LNs]
26 °) saerit (for ata) [Ny]

Adhy. 135

6 *) stparerarong ( for faara® )

Adhy. 136

te aed ( for qeer )
*) ware (for fran® ) [Kors

Nis]
10 °) wa: (for var) [K Ny Ds]

11%) ae ( for aq)

12%) ever (for wt) [Ny]
“) afaft: (for afeaom ) [Ns |

Adhy. 137

5“) atarg (for ret )
[Nis Mss J

16 > aa: ( for rat: )

*) stpeateaan: Mer ® TEAC
[U]

18 %) fararaty ( for fase)
21%) aaa ( for ware) [Ni

Adhy. 138

2°) arfeaeaiar ( for are? )

[ Ko.g4] .
6 °) saree ater [Ni M

13 °) ahaa ( for aat aq )
14 % a. THT [ Ko Ny ]
18 °) sarmeradettay [Si KN. |

‘) gat ( for gz ) [Kw Nya]

Adhy. 139

1%) Transp. aa and ay LN; ]
{251} 2") sage ( for “gua )

[ Ks Nis Ds J
5 °) etwea: (for Paar) [N:]

11 9) wyathr: (for °aar )
[S, Kyg Nug |

12 *) sroeaa (for se g )

[ Ko. 253 Da Gy]

°) mataaitea ( for afeaa )

[Ns]
°) fe awarg ( for [S] frawary)

*) argareny ( for °areey )
[ Ks Ny Gs J

*) agdatt ( for attra )
[Ky Nis]

17 °) werara ( for aerag )

23 ‘) safeares ( for gearfer ) [ K, Ny]
27 °) atate: ( for after) (N,]

4) aff (for ga) [U]
28 “) aw ( for gar) [K Nia]

*) araredftre (for erata ga) [N,]

Adhy. 140

5 %) viv (for die) [ Ky N53]
0 ota ae)

Ns

6 °) aferearit ( for mA° ) [K, Ny]
*} ggesiith (for fae? )

. [S1 Kiow Ny ]
ai ( (for gat) [Ky Nis J

7

Adhy. 141

arararat aattet (= 4") [Ns]
2 fala (for [ale) [Ns]
+ eepret: (for aearet:) [ cf. N, |]
5 aeet X ( for wa deer) (N;]

Adhy. 142

15 *) earfema (for “fact )
[ Ko Nie Mos]

>) oa: aa: ( for eq )

6 °) fanaa ( for freraat )
> i) amerarata ( for Caria )

[SN] ;

25°) [ela (for (ala) [Ns]
26 *) faqrerary ( for frerrary )
29 ? avy (for aa) [U]
34 °) werem: ( for wert: )

Adhy. 143

6 >) arerrdtere ( for Cseftarat ) [Ns]
8°) torte tare [ NJ
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11 4) aff: (for aar) [ Corrupt |

4) ada: ( for “Garg )
12 > sawarta ( for arena )

*) apdteaaray ( for cera: )
[Si Kis Bs Ds ]

20 %) gig (lor es

Ko. Nie |

22 “) aint ( for qaitereaag )

3 ? dedi ( tor ag
“) wag ( for grag )

"4 zaaaaayg a [ N; J
27 °) aeraerg ( for “ae )

[252] 28 “) wereny ( for “aery )
[N; T: G]

36 °) at ( for & ) LK (except K; )]

[Nis]
Adhy. 144 -

13 9) gaiftreit (for gsi )
14 %) [orl eeraay ( for Sara:
15 °) agree: (for ‘vm: )

*) ar ( for var )
16°18" inserted marg.

Séc. Mm.

Adhy. 145.

3) (sla ( for 3)

5°) darren Hat (for Fat gear:
7 *) ae (for use) [N,]
8 >) qeaqefat: (for wz’ )

13 4) @ aateiie ( for agar: )
15 > went ( for gat) [S, K N,]

*) farrarraay ( for fase? )
[ Nis Bs]

22 ae, ( for ar aee)
[ Nig

29 ) Ree (for gel ) [Ky Ny]
31 4) eft ( for aay)

34 °) get ( for gat )

°) arent ( for arene)
36 °) af ( for Fa)
40 “) gon ( for Fats )

Adhy. 146

i) AARMATART: [Si Kou. J

Th ‘eM

16 °) Sqeqatfaa ( for Fett ae)

[ Ne]
18 °) aastagry ( for ag?) [ U)
20 °) aa (for aa) [Ki]
22 °) arg sara (for 4g ATE)

31°) wey ( for war)
“) sttfereray (for [ st ] sitferaay )

[$, K, NJ

Adhy. 147

1°) feraren g (for freer a )
[ Nj.3 1

5°) area ( for anaa) | Ns]
6°) aff (for [alfa

9 *) waa ( for faa) [Ns De |
18 Reads 16°, after 1623”

(cf. 18 )

Sgg:feen (for qaraat) [ U |

After 18, ins, 1623* (cf. 16}

er we ( for Wratte )
*) Transp. aaa and ary

“\ @yaferefa ( for Cadfa ) [ Ki J

Adhy. 148

ama ( for *sq° )
[ Ko Ny Ds Mg ]

& (for) [Ns]

12 °) eatrareat ( for °F area )

13 *) wef (for wat) [N,]
2 sens aagmmsiaa (Ni; ]

16 *) atarota ( for gn°) [N51
*) wat ( for aa?) [U]

") sqeieenta ( for Cstterfe )

Adhy. 149

7%) wm area ( for oé oT) LN, ]
4) gaearnad ( for Set

*sraaat ) [N5]
8 °) aad ( for 4 ae )

{253} 11 *) aepate ( for gate )

>) aq eat ( for a gate) [NJ
12 j garat ( for qer° )
20 °) aq (foram) [M]

4) amg ( for at) (U!
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Adhy. 150

15 °) wary (for wea) [Ne]
16 *) aatevas ( for °aet )

[K (except K; ) N; D, ]-

>) a creat + sifterta
20 “) fer) atéat ( for afta) [ K:

NB; ]

*) wag ( for gay) [U]

25 °) at ( fora)
26 ~=— After 26, ins. 1644*

Adhy. 151

9 °) Serarait ( for Aer® )
11 9% @(for@) [U]

14 *) sie ( for fxd )

£S: Kos Ds ]
9 °) gaia ( for sem )

Adhy. 152

6 After 6, ins. 1665*

7 » aq ( for ¢) [Ns]
8 2) aa wt ( for are 3
15“) aftag ( for “area )

2) fearea ( for ararez )
Adhy. 153

2 fart ( for fagre )

>) afeeecon ( for fatter a
*) wastdam: (for gea®) [ N,]

Adhy. 154

9 *) fEsrraa (for feared )

13%) iit (foray)

°) were ( for srarei) [N; ]
16 °) ware (for ame) [Ns]

| Adhy. 155

1) qameaadt aaa: [S.J

2% a(for®) [SK Ny. Ds Ms]
8 °) sarearrara (for atara® )

10 3 erareraray ( for Crrrry) [Ns]
18 *) gaia ea ( for a aria )

[ cf. N, ]
20°) 3 (for [glé)
21 *) at (for @)

4

6

9

22 °) qenre ( for wearg) [U]

4) vaeia a & afe [ N]
° > Om. a#@ [ Corrupt J

6) (sl aasnftateaany
39° ) aaaat (for a 9° )
43 j mane % ( for saree )

Ns Bus M3.5 |
After 43, ins. 1698*

48 °) seat g ( for zara) [DJ

Adhy. 156

5°) wef ( for cert )

Adhy. 157

4 >) era ( for ara) (N;]
18 by He: ( for ga: ) [K Nis]

aa ( for ara )

Adhy. 158

aerate ( for Caraura )
ware: ( for Smart: )

ary (for dra) [Ns Mens |
sebareg (for aa
10 9) née gerraatg, [Nis]
area ( for aweata) [ N; J
a ( for art )
[ Nig Bs m Di J

18 °) fread (for Seas ) [U]
*) arapareramt ( for afer? )

[ Corrupt ]

*) [si] wamreqaray ( for Carey )
{ Koes Nis Bi J

22 °) sraea (for sae )
°) aarag ( for gar) | [Corrupt]

24 %) Fetiet 9 ( for faarar )
) spisria, (for sgsaa) [N;]

25 °) ana ( for wax) [ N,]
31 4) afta ( for fa? )

32 °) agrart ( for °ast) [U]
34 ©) amaff (for mead) [U]

37 °) arenfin ( for an?) [U]

40 “) wa ( for wat )
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41 °) apy (for wa) [S: Kye]
*) sat faata (for mae? )

[ K (except K, ) Ns ]

50 °) at amen ais [UU |

Adhy. 159

4°) Om. [Si K Nia
10 *) sna: ( for anf: )

[S: K (except Ky) B; Gi]
14°) aus (for qiay) [NL3B

( except Bs ) Dy J
15-16 Transp. 15” and 16” [U]

19 ° way ( for By)
21 *) at ( for a)

Adhy. 160

3“) a (fora) [Nus Ti Go J
12 *) aart (for aa) [U]

13 *) “aretaernat [ Ko.

21°) seaaitas: ( for °aatt %
30 “) wea ( for wear)

32 % Parka: [ Koga Ny.3 ]

Adhy. 161

8°) aareqara (for maya }

17 °) weg ( for Sg) [U)
19 9 ®(for®) [U]

Adhy. 162

4%) Om. [Ny 3]
7°) gftaararsard a [ N, |

*) adige ( for Pas ) [Ns GJ
18 4) qeaea ( for Sse )

[ Bi 5.5 De]

Adhy. 163

17 *) afaeraa: ( for asaaaq )

Adhy. 165

10 °) srgefeat ( for wa )
13 °) geqerrargery
19 4) watcer (for wafaargy )
20 °) aff ( for aif )

22 %) °safeat

°) waraarn (for gear? )
35 °) sata ( for area )

36) agurqery ( for aarseary )
A,

38%) green ( for ata’) [U])

i) avaar ( for area” ful
39 2) aaa Ararat [Ng]

{255} Adhy. 166

20 °) aera ( for ga: )

) waaeaza: ”

Adhy, 167

10 = After 10, ins. 1786*

11 %) sige ( for wae: ) TNs]

> ara freer
21 °) wa srefad ( for wait saree )

[Ns Mos J

Adhy. 168

4 i aeara ( for dra) [ N; J

*) gard ( for tatar )
4) Fasaay ( for Cat )

2S [Si N; G; | -
“stator ( for Cama) [Ng J

maaeaihy ( for dean) [U-

} ae Xa 8 ( for afeatsae )
*) warat grat ( for cart gzae )

TATRA T TA .
agra: ( for tra: ) [ Ns ]
za (for trea) [U]

Adhy. 169

gfe 48 (for waa) [K;
Ny M; J

) are aa aera:
8 °) ata (for ver) [N,]

9 *) wetaa: ( for °mat: )

15 >) @aeit ( for wat) [ cf. N, 1
18 °) aeiqter: (for aBvarar:) (Ni,
19 °) searaartsy ( for sftga° )

20 *) [si] erat ( for Paar )
[S; K, Ny]

>) aber ( for ara) [Ki Ny J
22 9) eater: gar ( for afar )
23 *) ventas (for atear’) [ N, ]

Adhy. 170

12 °) Squats { N; J
17 ~— After 17, ins. 1789*

( with v. 1.)

on
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19 *) ae ( for ara) [ N;]
*) wag ( for a )
¢) saqerareat ferarietra:

219 aa (foram) [U]

Adhy. 171

i) afaga ( for sifaas )
* aat (for aat) [UI

‘) cease qa
°) aang ( for Tater )

[ Corrupt ]

u ‘ ast ( for asf ) [

°) wyera ( for we N
Adhy. 172

4 eaderat (for Aaaat) (N,]
5) afta: ( for aftr: )

*) gaentad ( for agai? )
*) aa: ( for aa )

°) aaragead

Adhy. 173

2°) qu aa aefion [? J
After 2“, ins. 1796*

‘e ware aay ( for HA Aw Y

*) gartaarg ( for ga)
* qa ( for aa )

(Si K Nis Ds J
16 °) °sefirett

{256} 23 °) armatfea: ( for arr” )

[U]

guredy ( for a aaa )

Adhy. 175

4) agary ( for anoty )

on mD &

com ft

nfaaqsa ( for Saat )
(for aq)

(for ag) [ Nis]

Adhy,. 176

6 %) fare ( for faze )

EPIC STUDIES

9°) (a laraed (for Caer )
10 °) wean afd ( for aan afed )

[U]

14°) adifaar ( for aseq? )
After 14, ins. 1812*

15 ? fargarerad (for at)

16 °) wfaeet ( for ara) [Ns M; J
18 ? reremtaree (aa:
21 *) feet:
24 °) FEAST

*) gsrge [ Corrupt |
*) Here and in some places in

the sequel qaTe° ( for qrare° )

Adhy. 177

5 “) ta lait ( for ae
“) gra: (for afta: )
“}Paaee: ( for aqex® )

ary ( for qzret )

y wera ( for art)

| tea: (for dea: )
After 15, ins. 1815*

3m.

. amare: ( for Cae: )
iter 18%, ins. 1818*

© (with v. 1.)

atfiaisrr: (for ar )

caer (for fast)

Adhy. 178

#] 9 ( for [aa] f& ) [Ul
: (for gam) [U]

“) art 0 (for wa?) [U]
“) quai (for gaula) [UJ

) sen: ( for qty )

) sradarorratat ( for Caronfizean)
5) fataeraron ( for Frege’ )

L Ko.o-4 M3-3 ]

4) geaft = ca afar: [ N, J
18 “) a (fora)

Adhy. 179

11 °) fag ( for at )
19 °) &fran: (for qeaat: ) [U]

20°) [a] faerie (for [a] faa
qt) [U]

27

’)
’)

a

éA rnwmoON DD Owae
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22 °) aeerrares ( for avaTeqata )

L cf Ky |
23 °°) [al Rrer we (for [ali

=apat) [K]

Adhy. 180

2 After 2, ins. 1855*

( with aaa for arte )

SKM).
3°) & genet ( for fae° ) [S; K Ge]

4 °) are ( for Sarg )
[ Ni Bss Ds J

*) arazeara ( for Ra 2° )
[U]

9 *) grat ( for aafa) [U]
10 %) Sa ( for wag)

13 °) aereatat ( for Hat) 6 U
16 *) afer ( for ge) [U]

18°) faetuacaned ( for aa

mat) [Ni]

Adhy. 181

4%) syrer (for arara) [ N:
+) gerae: (for °er )

9 >) fra: ( for fate: )

31 After 31, ins. 1882*

eaquaita ada as post
pada )

") aeara weaq (for Cad ama )
After 31, ins. 1883*

Adhy. 182

2 °) gent ( for weat )
4°) @( for f& )

7°) Sete (for ae’ )
8

4

{257} 5

*) sattaa (for tarsi) [U ]

4) qeary ward

Adhy. 183

1 Om, [U]

*) erase ( for ag° )
8°) ear ad Tae Bet

Adhy. 184

3 *) faazaratg: ( for fraaarar: )

[ D: M; J

J

ot

5 2) seat (for sant
6") aaea ( for gare) [S: K Ds |

©) faretrcgeren ( ( for Fada?
7“) (Sleqasg ( for [S] 4a? )

[Nv
9% am g ( for 7 )

18 9) dam (for gar) [ Ke Gi]

Adhy. 185

8 °) frat (for frat )
11 °) fear ( for fEer=e ) [U)

12°) [s] fResra ( for aera) £U]

16 °) aedt aeeéi (for gaat aeElt )

20 °) sentir (for aqztet )

[Vi Mas J

21%) aya ( for at aa) (U]
sr (fora) [U]
da (for Si?)

Adhy. 186

ayant (for xeatitr) [Ni]
apatite araifar ( for werrrat hi )

CN Da dD, I
. Beart ( for amearar) [UJ

ot] dreary, ( for Carat: )

Adhy. 187

S ayer ( for wat )

"26 4) aefast (for ear?) [U]

Adhy. 188

2) [at] waren ( for Casrery )

®) ofreney ( for art) [U]
>) [aa] feearor (for [et] faa

astat) [Ds]

*) gaara ( for fart aa: )
[N, B Dy]

Adhy. 189

4 *) gata ( for 9° ) [Si Kis
10 *) aa Bay oT Gad ATT

18 °) saaeat ( for Mar) [UI]
19 %) faadird (for fades )

22 *) sraqarat aaattfreate,
{258} 24 4) tea ( for Tea)

wn re
ae

| 27°) [aaleare (for [=] ear,
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29 ») sé (for ge) [U]
31 After 31°, ins. 1919*

After 31, ins. 1920*

38 = After 38°, ins. 1921*

39 “) [st] Bea (for [ei] aree )

») [si] fergeny ( for ga

Siti = )
After 39%, ins. 1922*

48 °) sarret (for an) [ Ks ]

Adhy. 190

1 5) astarr ( for aeitag )
4) sqarat ( for sama) [ U]

8%) [a] aT (for [a1] ft
saranda ) [U]

’) feRoigedere”
) sqaeata [U]

12°) qdtovarara ( for arta

Adhy. 191

6°) are: (for wat) [U]

7 *) non

12 9) straraaa ( for °dgare }
13 ¢) great ansraTfa a ( = 15°)
14-16 Transp. 14” and 16”, <

om. 15

17 Transp. 17 and 19”, .

18 °) aan (for war) [S; Kaa Ni 3

Adhy. 192

1°) aguataa ( for agadtae )

3°) sarc (for [al araaz )[U]
°) smratata (for areaamte ) [U]

“) gaerg ( for gaara) [U ]

5 “) egt ( for get ) [Nis]

) eaeanggara ag ( U]
6°) gaalariva start

20 4) ea ( for vat)
21 after 21, ins. 1951*

22 = After 22, ins, 1953*

26 ») avega: ( for weaa: )

°) qeata: ( for agara: )

29 °) AGAT QAI

Adhy. 193

3% [alft (for ad) (Mi

4») gaya: ( for gga: ) [Kos]
10 After 10 ins. 1960*

( with v. 1.)

13%) awéiag (for awa) [ Kos Ni]
14 *) aerated ( for Care )
16° Seren: ( for Catt: )

[Si Kiss]
4) qrearaTaTeRETRT:

19) ered ar afe arareat

Adhy. 194

2°) aat( for wat)

4») Sate ater sat [ U)
) farera ( for aaa) [ Vi Ds]

) qa (foraa) [U]

9 %) sqererat: ( for fsa )
[S; Kora]
fare ( for vt) [U]

am

darerada aft

gaa (for mea) [U]

aerragraa ( for are a° )

( except K, ) Ni]

“wereatd ( for ma) [U]

1259} Adhy. 195

5 *) fast (for gar) [U]

8 *) a: (for a)

9 *%) warg ( for v4 ) [ Ko.g Vi G, |
4) wfreafe ( for wfaeafa) [ U]

13 °%) great ( for aya )
19 ®) weet Bat ( for werent) [Mocs]

Adhy. 196

1°) wa ( for a7)
25 *) wreara ( for wife) (U)

28 °) seftt@ ( for fr )

Adhy. 197

13 °) ey ( for &q )

16 *) way ( for aff) [U]

19 *) greed saB ( for qrrsaNs )
23 %) g feraa ( for fdrtay) £U)

After 23, ins, 1975*
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29 °) = wafer ( for fare )

[U]

Adhby. 198

24 *) waa ad wa

Adhy. 199

6°) aar(for var) [U]

9») qrggar ( for af? )
24 5) wed ( for g¢ Tat)

*) ara: tesa [ U )
25% ) Om.

32 °) aa: (for weg: ) [U]

37 °) ea@areafas: ( for Cararfaa: )

Adhy. 200

°) aecaten (for wera) [U) |

4) sens ga ( for meme ) LUT
)

Q3

Adhy. 201

4°) feoaat aaepaT
14 4) qrétia (for ardtfa) [0]
15 °) arqararg ( for San )
18 *) wataa ( for ny Fa) [

24°26" Om.

29 °) face: safza: aa:

Adhy. 203

5°-6° Om.

12 *) @ fae ( for aaeaa: )

Adhy. 204

5°) saver ( for am?) [ Ni. Ds |
Adhy. 205

8 *) [ 9] ftreeaa ( for Cmatfa ) (U]
17‘ After 17%, ins, 2016"

30 Om. with colophon

Adhy. 206

*) Atarar (for Sreata) [T; Gy]
7 °) serat ( for waz )

[Si K (except Kz) ]

18 °) eerg ( for art )
19 *) [ea] fafeeear (for [ 2] fea’)

bo

Il

25 ') & (fora) [U]
28 aaa(foraaa) [U]

Adhy. 207

3°) amrattaa ator

{260} 5 4) gaqda: ( for uza’ )
6”) Om.

13 *) amay ( for ANE ) here and ‘n

the sequel

18°) sara ma | Ud

19 °) wp meat ( for Cha get )
20 9) wag Aa BRIT

4) seqrast ( for sara) [S,]
23 *) afrftt aeaerg (for faigat: aan: )

fU)

Adhy. 208

saan ( for “are )
eear ( for azar )
sat ( for amt )

watery ( for Sqaray )
fa] gagary ( for Paar )

Adhy. 209

STATO AAT
(fore?) [U]

Adhy. 210

wary (for aft) [Ki §, Vi]
) aaregqa: ( for ReTefe: )

12 *) aafaa ( for are )

19 °) raf (for az) [U]

Adhy, 211

10 4) aug ( for wax )

13 9) merge ( for ga )

24 °) fasarg ( for wr) [U)

Adhy, 212

8° errarBa (for arertae )
12 °) aaaa: ( for aut aa: )

19 “) gas ( for dee )

31 4) afta costa:

Adhy, 213

6 *) ga: ( for 2f& )
12 *) sq: ( for ae )
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13‘) saa: ( for afer )

14%) Om.
15%) Om. [Si Ki ]

17 °) qatraeate
19 °) afwara (for afer ) [U)

26 *) werrae( for Saat: )

28 >) wat ( for fret )
32-33 Om.

38 °) sedftaat ( for wResit )
42°) sarpatazaarat [ Corrupt |

*) qexreanasar [| U )

45 °) eqeeparg ( for qaraary )
After 45, ins. 2087*

49 °) arfaqeitrs ( for qrzate” )
4) garg oft ATTY

51 ? wera: ( for az: )

57 ') qarat a marae:
After 57, ins. 2097*

68 *) sarerataaeraey [ B

Adhy. 214

3) aatararaty ( for wa? }
8°) qrak ( for fast) [U }

20 *) wat (for gat) [Di |
30 ) arpaeearame: [ Ud

1 *) Sfatan ( for xen? )
32 ) saad & ( for arta }

Adhy. 215

34 [a
9°) ater: [2 fet) serdier

[ Ka. 4 N, Dio ]
12°) swisriesd ( for aH wears )

[ Gs. ]

5%) att: aat (for ata Asaf) [Ul

i261} Adhy. 216

5 “) qatarasarhe (for sarfr )

[si N, D;]
12 : amargaaargat (NB; Da Ds]
13°) Reeoreqeearn:
16 °) aat ( for ty )
17 °) wa: (for [S] qa: )

28 °) gata ( for sitar )

|aeq (for [alaer) [U]

Adhy. 217

6°) aay ( for area)
5 ") aaa ( for aay )

Adhy. 218

6°) @ farrg ( for FiR° )

10 *) wqrareatagar:
14 °) ferest ( for fameeat) [ Koss ]
15°) [alae ( for [3] sq)

18 *) asatar® [U]

22°) eqatanteat Para [ Ko. ]
*) fanaa’ ( for faa) [U

23 °) qwarfta: ( for wn?) [U]
27 ") editsar (for wate )

[Si Ki Vi J

31°) feeeat (for fre) [U1
28..°) aaraa ( for ea)

& aetterrary ( for vara )

Adhy. 219

faq] farastaer ( for ware: )
ee } °aq? ( for Cag? )

Adhy. 220

fat q& ( for aaa) [Vi 1
aeterat ( for Sarat )

frasiq ( for frasta )

Adhy. 221

3°) deizay ( for adtaaay) (U)
14°) @aat (for grat) [U)
19 *) ata ( for Baa )

Adhy. 223

9 *) [er] eqreatefrer® ( for @ a
afer) [U]

10 *) areafyit: ( for fear: )

11 °) eat (for vat) [Ke]

14°) qe: (for are: ) (U1

Adhy. 224

°) deta (for [stlaftatay ) [Ni]

*) @( for g)

) epleag rat a
)

)

[Si Ky.

4) 4 eae ( for dealea )
13 °) qeat ( for azz )
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") age (for #°) [U] | 29 %) sreqemta (for oma?) [Gra |
15 °) at ware qaeadt: [U! 32.) sqreag ( for sa) [ Ko |

‘) seney ad star [Ud
16%) ape Bert [ U Adhy. 225

17 *) gat ( for aa: ) 4°) Ger ( for arg)

19 “) CECT qT qalearearalaragaa [Si K ( except Ky ) Die -
[U] °) Sraet ( for wey eat )

20°) Oma [U] [Si K ( except K, ) J

21°) Carat Wb 7 >) gama: ( for qvat )

°) aaa (for arget) [U] o@) add a a grat a eat are wed
“) aaa: (for aaft) [U | a [ Corrupt ? | .

22 °) aaa ats 15 5) @ qagaferne ( for aan’ )
23 °° [slf (for [er] fea ) ( Kowa Ds |

{262} 24 °) °S wa ( for (Aa at) 16 % area ( for sweat )

[S: Koa J 17 *) seat qa arse [ Corrupt ]

25 °) wa ( for 7ea ) 19 °) aat (for aa: ) [U]

VIL. ‘fhe. Rama Episod. aga) and the Ramayana *

the recensions of the Rami:-

of the relationship betwen

the Mahabharata, a question

Veper.2 WEBER had contented

‘rnatives : (1) the Ramopi-

ie Ramopakhyana constitut:s

b syana more primitive than the

epic in its present form; (3) ¢ wana represents an epitome «f

the Ramayana, but an epitorse vewhat by the compiler of the

Episode himself; and lastly ; (4) the two poems are derived independent

from a lost common source. The alternatives worked out by WEBER me

be admitted ; but then logical possibilities, unfortunately, do not carry Us

very far in historical investigations.

SLUSZKIEWICz’s elaborate “d

yana has revived the interest

the Ramayana and the Rama

which appears to have been first

himself with formulating the £

khyana is the source of the &

an epitome of the Ramayan

%

Jacosi, who has dealt with the question at great length in Das Réme-

yana, Geschichte und Inhalt (Bonn 1893), held firmly to the opinion thi «

the Ramopakhyana was based on the Ramayana, on our Ramayana, on the

Rama Epic as we have it,the episode forming a rather careless abridgmer t:

* TA Volume of Studies in Indology presented to Prof. P, V. KANE, 472-87].

1 Eugeniusz SLuszKiewicz, Prayezynki do badan nad dziejamj Redakc!

Raméyany (Contributions & Vhistoire des recensions du Ramayana) =Polska Akade-

mia Umiejetnogci Prace Komisji Orientalistycazne} Nr. 30 (Kraké6w 1938), pp. 1-86.

2 “Ueber das Ramayana”, Abhandlungen der Berliner Akad. der Wiss., Phil

hist. Klasse, 1870, 1-88 (see especially, p. 36f). Referred to by Jacosr, Da.

Raméyana, Geschichte und Inhalt, p. 71£—Cf. also E. W. Hopkins, The Grea’

Epic of India (New Haven, Yale University Press, 19207), pp. 58 ff,
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of Valmiki’s epic (op. cit. p. 70). In discussing the question he has drawri

attention to certain passages in the Ramopakhyina which presuppose a

knowledge of the Ramayana, and which would be indeed unintelligible if

the reader did not know certain facts and circumstances which were detailed

in the Epic but omitted in the Episode. This argument {473} seems to be

not quite as sound as it appears at first sight ; because, for the allusions

in question, the compiler of the Episode might have been indebted to any

other source or sources which likewise contained those explanatory allusions

which happen to be omitted in the Episode. The allusions do not point

unequivocally to any one single definite source.

But JAcopr did not of course base his case on this fact alone. He

strengthened it from another side. He pointed out (op. cif. pp. 72 ff.) about

a dozen passages which the Episode had in common with the Epic. These

parallelisms carry naturally far greater weight than the allusions mentioned

above. Exact verbal agreement between the works of two poets, even though

they may be working on the same theme, are always suspicious. The

human mind is not easily daphi ilar ideas may arise independ-

ently : but the words in whic athed are still something per-

sonal and characteristic, vary: wtividual.

JACOBI attached special Sone particular stanza in the

Episode,—a veritable doggerel ¥ ding to JacoBi) was evidently

a copy of the perfect Ramayan ice heard never forgotten :*

The Mbh. caricature of ‘hf tding to JACOBI, was:

FART AT LE TT |

awa THs TITAAT

JAcoBI was of opinion that this stanza of inferior form proves borrow-

ing because it is inferior. This unquestionably proved also, JACOBI argued,

that the Episode is merely an epitome of our Ramayana. The argument

is again not quite conclusive, and the point has been contested by HOPKINS.

“A great poet,” says HopkINs, “is more apt to take a weak verse and

make it strong than is a copyist to ruin a verse already excellent” (Great

Epic, p. 63). . Whatever the merits of this latter contention, JACOBI’s con-

clusion appears to be correct in the main, though his argument is certainly

fallacious. Jacosi should have stopped short with the stanza. The Maha-

1 Op. cit. p. 74: “Sollte aber noch Jemand davon Zweifeln, so verweisen wir

auf den schon oben p. 14 citierten Vers: sagaram ca’mbaraprakhyam .

Dieser wirklich grossartige Vers, der einmal gehért nicht wieder vergessen wird,

wird in Mbh folgendermassen wiedergegeben : Dasgakandhara-rajasiinvos ,

Nach Inhalt und Form eine klagliche Umschreibung, die sich auf den ersten Blick

als Nachahmung verrat.’
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bharata stanza appears to be—and very probably is—a weak [474} imita-

tion of the Ramayana stanza. The fallacy lies in the extension that the

Ramopakhydna is therefore a weak imitation of the Ramayana. The re'a-

tion between the two stanzas does not necessarily prove anything about the

relationship between the Ramayana and the Ramopakhy&na as wholes.

WINTERNITZ? has already warned us that each stanza of the Mbh, mt st

be judged on its own merits,—it may be added, when we want Yo use the

stanza for historical and comparative purposes. We could not find a better

example of this dictum than the stanza on which JAcosI has relied for

establishing the posteriority of the R&amopakhyana. The stanza has an

intricate history. Though found in all our old printed editions, the MS.

support for it is surprisingly meagre. Of the two lines comprising the stanza,

the second was found only in Bengali MSS. in addition to some stray Nage:ti

MSS. ; but the first line is itself known in two variant versions! The form

known to and cited by JAcosI, namely,

alternates with another :

aa: sree

ictures.2 Both lines are however

completely missing in Kasmiti an€ _AESS. (besides many old Nageri

MSS.*)! This fact leaves ne ¢ doubting that the stanza in

question is but a very late ate reat Epic. It can therefore

naturally prove nothing whatssey age or the character of the

original Episode to which it haseeeassecendarily appended by a recent

interpolator. All disquisitions based on this stanza from the Ramopakhyana

have consequently become futile. We must look for other criteria.

This only shows how very precarious are the conclusions that are basc-d

on the Vulgate text of the Mbh. And it is very remarkable that many’ of

those very passages that have been used in the past for’ literary-historical

purposes have turned out to be unhappily but also unquestionably spurious +

1 History of Indian Literature (Calcutta 1927), p. 469: “the date of each

section, nay sometimes of each single verse, must be determined separately, . . .”

2 Op, cit. p. 74. Cf. footnote on p. 473 above [= 388}.

3 For instance, in the fragmentary Devanagari MS. of the Aranyakaparvin

belonging to the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, Bhau Daji Collectica,

No. 245,

4 1 cannot givea a better instance than that of a passage which was cited by

H. OLDENBERG to illustrate his Akhyana theory. It is well known that OLDENBENG

always maintained that the oldest form of epic poetry in India wad a mixture >f

prose and verse, the speeches being in verses, while the events were narrated :a

prose. In this connection he drew attention to the story of Sibi in the Vanaparvin

(adhy, 199 of the Bombay ed.). This adhyaya which OLDENBERG (Das Mahs-
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[475} However the fact that one particular stanza cited by Jaconr has

turned out to be unauthentic does not affect his general conclusion about

the relationship between the Ramopakhyana and the Ramayana which, in

my opinion, is quite well-founded and can be supported on other grounds.

As far as I can judge, the minute differences in the details of the story,

which have been pointed out and exaggerated by some critics of JACoBI’s
theory, tell us nothing whatsoever about the matter which is the subject of

discussion. The verbal agreements have, on the other hand, an unusually

great probative force. To strengthen the case of JACOBI, we need therefore

a large number of agreements. I had this fact in mind when I was studying

the Ramopakhyana for my edition of Vanaparvan or—to give it its correct

name—Aranyakaparvan.

Jacost had found just twelve concordances. They are obviously too few.

But their actual number should be very much greater, even if we exclude

the epic iterate and standing phrases, which are the common heritage of the

epic bards and which have been Jig ately by HOPKINS in an Appendix

to his Great Epic. It woul eems to me, to discuss the

question which of the existing &mayana our Episode stands

closest to. That question can fy when we have ai really criti-

cali edition of the Ramayana, w axi by my friend and colleague

Professor RAGHU VIRA of Laha ternational Academy of Indian

Culture. In the meantime, {i er the concordances which I

have been able to find, irres ersions of the Ramayana to

which they may belong? & nows his Ramayana better

than I do would naturally be a : the question with more com-

[476]}petence and find more conenrdanices But in the absence of such an

exhaustive study by a savant who has mastered both the poems, the follow-

ing table which I have prepared may be found useful. I have consulted

only the Bombay edition (published in 1888 by the Nirnaya Sagar Press)

and Gorresio’s edition (1843-1867). Of the latter edition, moreover, the

last volume (Uttarakfnda) was not available to me and therefore could

not be utilized.

bharata, p. 23) regarded as a survival from the oldest form of our great epic can

now on manuscript authority be proved to be one of the latest interpolations in

the epic. We are not concerned with the date of this passage, The passage may

be of hoary antiquity—though I doubt it personally—, but it certainly never formed

a part of the oldest strata of the Mahabharata: that much we can now say with

confidence. One sees how even a scholar like OLDENBERG can make abysmal

blunders in the estimation of the age and character of passages of the Mahabharata.

1 I must acknowledge here the help I have received from Mr. M. V. Vaibya,

M.A., and Pandit KRISHNAMURTI SASTRI, two of my assistants in the Bhandarkar

Oriental Research Institute, in tracing out and identifying the parallel passages

listed below,
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Concordance of Parallel Passages in the Mbh. (Ramopakhyana)
and the Ramayana.

Mbh. Aranyakaparvan

(Ramopakhyana), Crit. Ed.

(B. = Bombay Ed.)

(1) 258. 2¢

(B. 274. 24)

Ta WA WAZA

(2) 258. 4°

(B. 274. 4°)

fara: faceea:

(3) 258. 5?

(B. 274. 5#)

UACATETAT:

(4) 258. 92

(B. 274. 94)

waa afedt rary,

(5) 259. 13%

(B. 275. 132)

aa Fehrs: au:

ad gaftaran: |

{477} (6) 259. 30

(B. 275. 30)

qa RTCA

ana F afeiad |

sierard WaT

mare oferare Fu [J]

Ramayana, Bombay Ed. (=B.)

(G. = GorresIo’s Ed.)

B. 1. 1. 53°

(G. 1. 1. 584)

Ws SA HEI

(G, like Mbh., gat mi @°.)

B. 3. 24. 2°

(G, 3. 38. 2°)

freq: Berna:

(G, like Mbh., fafa: (&°.)

B. 5. 42, 34°: 43. 9?;

6. 41. 778: etc.

(G. 5, 38. 319; 6. 16.

79° ; etc., etc.)

aaeaigeadan:

B. 3. 50. 264

(G. 4, 49. 24)

amet afedt Bran

B. 1. 18. 25e¢

aa aefie: aa:

aa arated Val: I

B. 7. 10. 304-312

; (G. 7. 10. 30)

wearers

wa aa afaaad |

afrira a sere

wrested & ui
(G, like Mbh., transp. gaye and

are, )
t Stanzas identified by JAcoBI have been marked in the list with “J”: this

[J], A few of the other passages have been noted by SLUSZKIEWICz also, and have

been marked with “S” in the list. SLUSZKIEWIC2’S arrangement seemed to tie

rather complicated and confusing. From his various lists it is difficult to estimzte

the actual range and extent of the similarities.
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(7) 259. 31

(B. 275. 31)

URATTTAAT A A
waa RAT

arad wa 3fz-

weet Saft & [JS]

(B tae for wa and earia

for Zar. )

(8) (259, 267)

(B. 275. 36°)

Rrfrneg water

aat WAATAATT |

( B artag® for aag’.)

(9) 260. 7#

(B. 276. 74)

MASTS ATL,

(10) 261. 6°

(B. 277. 6°)

wrrara f& son: [S|

(11) (261. 9%)

(B. 277. 9°)

Aaa ey

(12) (261. 15¢)

(B. 277. 15°)

ann: afrarat

(13) 261. 17e#

(B. 277. 17¢4)

awat eat gah | [S]

(B ag for aa. )

{478} (14) 261. 18

(B. 277. 18%)

quam ay sae

wen: yarshaeae |

EPIC STUDIES

B. 7. 10, 24°¢-35%

(G. 7. 10. 34)

TATAAGAAL A

TAS AATTA |

aad saa afr-

wet caf ou
(G, like Mbh., “sgt for “ater,

and qa@ for a7. )

B. 7. 10. 6

Raton wrar

fet aaiat: gf: |

G. 1. 20. 14°

PAST TETleaA :

G. 1. 19. 28%

wrarna fF as:

B. 2. 3. 28%

(G. 2. 2. 134)

FATT TL

LL. 8. 14e [ef, 1. 8. ile; 12. 3¢

(G. 1. 11. 15¢)

aan: atrarat F

(G4 for 3%. )

G. 2. 7. 38

arattaqeat sata

ae afeaaartata |

B. 2. 8. gu

(G, 2. 7. 42%)

quam fee Bae

TEN: TshaSsae |

(G aaeqt gaat ae and

‘fazad for ° tera. )
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(15) 261. 22°¢

(B. 277. 22°)

saa) avaat esu

avy: ase fgerarat [JS]

(16) 1245* (line 1)

(B. 277. 24)

abeai aauisha (S|

(17) 261. 25”

(B. 277. 26%)

airaafaé aa

wartgrafeaay | [S]

(18) 261. 254

(B. 277. 274)

ad new Waa:

(19) 261, 33@

(B. 277. 34%)

war: Tae F

afd a gaqtaat 1 (S|

(20) 261. 394

(B. 277. 404)

TRGAA fe

(21) 261. 40°

(B. 277. 41¢)

vat marae wary,

(22) 261. 42e¢

(B. 277. 43°) ©

agia ara
wart af eran)

(B qetarg for ta”, )

262. 3?

(B. 278. 3°)

afeaa gat [JS]

(24) 262, 12°.

(B. 278. 13°)

AEA ST BEY

B. 2. 10, 332

(G, 2. 9. 11)

Mag Tat B aT

ay: a at frygery |

(G saat Tea sts and qq:

for 7: )

G. 2. 9. 13"

ghisat usastsfer

G. 2. 12. 3e

snfiratag zee

aagreterd |

B. 5. 38. 214

(G, 5. 31. 157)

i rs WaT:

G. 2. 76. Zed

aa aera afer

aft Gorn aa |

B. 3. 5, 20!

(G. 3. 9. 157)

sTergror aie

B. 3. 64, 3"

(G. 3. 68, 30")

wat marae wai

B. 5. 37. 16

(G. 5. 35. 17%)

aget arenth
aararat Sarl wz: |

B. 3. 35. 414

Ba EAS UaeVRaT wATAA

B. 3. 40. 20%, 220

(G. 3. 44. 182)

ATHY A BART
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(25) 262. 22¢¢

(B. 278. 23%)

at ata senna

games zt [JS]

(26) 262. 27"

(B. 278. 28°)

faatt ar gary,

(27) 262. 30°

(B. 278. 32")

amen wearer [JS]

(28) 262. 33¢¢

(B. 278. 35)

aa we Te ATT

war oR weaa: | [|

(29) 263. 8

(B. 279. 9%)

a ast firftaet

Tal TACHA |

(30) 263. 11°

(B. 279. 14°)

at Taraatad

(31) 263. 22°.

(B. 279. 25°)

saqtargayaay,

(B° aaa. )

{480} (32) 263. 39

(B. 279. 43*)

Tad Ta Arar

(33) 263. 40°

(B. 279. 44°)

TASRISATTM

EPIC STUDIES

B. 3. 44, 24%

(G. 3, 50. 22°)

al are wena

AER F ACTA |

‘Gat anna aaa aaeala aera )

G. 3. 51. 418

afatra garerat

B. 3. 46, 9°

(G. 3. 52, 14*)

MAEM WETSV

(G “sat af for “Saar, )

B. 3. 47, 290; 48. 10”

(G. 3. 53. 354%; 54. 147°)

Ue TWA AG

nd G both second time

aa Tt RARE. )

aed aa AES |
(B second time agr ata git a;

second time agr a FEIge. )

B, 3. 54, Led

(G. 3. 60. 5¢)

aaat firftqareard,

qa araeerary |
B. 3. 57. 16!

(G. 3. 64. 184; 66, 22)

am wereatad

B. 3. 60. 7

fantraaditeey,

B. 3. 71. 21°

(G. 3. 75, 37%)

waa EA ATA
(G, like Mbh., dar for at. )

G. 3. 79. 40¢

faswrsagai
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(34) 263. 41%
(B. 279. 45%)

age: aa: ae [J]

( Baad aa for dae. )

(25) 264. 24

(B. 280. 22)

wa wate Prany

(36) 264. 23«

(B. 280. 232)

area faze

sR : |

(B fRlaeanfe. )
(37) 264. 272

(B. 280, 274):

@ aT Aw gt: [S]

(38) 264. 32¢

~ (B. 280, 324)

ghanfaa frost

(39) 264. 34eb

(B. 280. 34%)

@ mewn aa diz:

VIA Besa 1

(40) 264. 37%

(B. 280. 37%)

eee rege Ay

{481} (41) 264. 422

(B. 280. 422)

arqettaqarkert

(42) 264, 550

(B. 280. 562”)

aftecat ara Frardt

gat waadra: 1 [S]

B. 3, 72, 1202

(G. 3. 76. 36¢¢)

fraaenaardr. .

wae: ae aay: 1

(G aftrraqaft gcitaaati:

afd: ae"! )
B. 4. 30. 6¢

(G. 4. 29, 54)

waa waa Bray

B. 4. 50. 6%:

(G. 4, 50. 62%)

daa fefreda

STPAaTaaly |

(G Riad, and sraaias: )

> G4. 15, 20

Sl AT AG Ga:

B. 6. 90. 374

{G. 6. 70. 114)

gRaenita feyat

B. 4. 12. 412

(G. 4. 12, 4722)

q da gy vary

STM PSA |

(G, like Mbh., diz: for star,

and area for saat, )

B. 4. 48, 20¢

(G. 4. 48, 222)

araleeeaggay,

( G “aigza. )
G. 5. 18. 21°

arqetraarentiont

B. 5. 37. 12%

(G. 5. 35. 13%)

wfaecat ara Frat

fagreragira:

(G det for Heart
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(43) 264. 64°65", 65"

(B. 280. 65°-667, 667)

TAFMTG F
@ qafia fea: |

aria

CHAUTRNGSTT

(44) 264, 662

(B. 280. 67¢2)

AAATATSS

ae wa faite: 1 [S]

(45) 265. 47.52

(B. 281. 44-52)

[S]

(46) 265. ge

(B. 281. 82)

aa qataaeraq-

EM ARGHE : |

265. 17¢4

(B. 281. 17¢4)

GUA > FAT

agar Prarreq) [JS]

[482} (47)

(48) 265, 21¢

(B. 281. 21¢)

a Sahat ari

(AS) 266. I¢

(B. 282. 1¢)

TAAICTAT: Te

EPIC STUDIES

B. 5. 27, 21°, 332

(G. 5. 27. 16%, 22c)

CM GUA

CHANTAL : |

erraniqaaa

G. 5. 27, 23

RATAMATST

ge oa freitact: |

B. 5. 22. 29

(G. 5, 20. 24a)

@ aeqganiftat

aera ga afar |

HrATPTarTtaat

aaftersti wax: 0
which has only the latter

aera, for °sfe, like Mbh.)

B. 5, 24. 21%

(G, 5, 25. 20°¢)

ava vaiawaray-

ad: Se: nei: )

( G wamatiaait for the

posterior half.)

B. 2 56. 1e¢: 5. 21. gat

(G. 3. 62, 17)

ANAT : RAT

WAT TETAITT |

(B second time gfaftacn.

G arpa, for ° seq. )

B. 5. 21. 6¢

(G. 5, 23, 4¢)

amy ara

B. 4. 28. 1¢

(G. 4, 27. 12)

TAATETAT : WB



(50) 266. 49¢

(B. 282. 512)

fardrager: qftetr

(51) 266, 58%

(B. 282. 602%)

aa Gat Aa Ter

Taner : Fe ady i

(52) 266. 67¢

(B. 282. 70°)

frerfidtet sree [S]

( B ararz for ae )

(53) 266. 674

(B. 282. 70>)

Farge varity

(54) 267. 206

(B. 283. 22¢)

wa: aaran

aro artery |

{483} (55) 267, 4e4

(B. 283. 4°2)

TITERS ASR

Trae wire: |

26A
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B. 4. 58. 7«

(G. 4. 58. 84)

fraraqa : afar
(G, like Mbh.,, °qaz: for q3: )

B. 5. 65. 11¢¢

(G. 5, 66. 10%)

wa tat Aart zeq

TATRA Ge Ady

B. 5. 40, 4¢

(G. 5, 37. 4c)

feareitat sree

G. 1. 4. 358

Rage verti

B. 4, 39. 19°; 40, 18ce

4. 39. 27¢¢; 40. 174)

ga: stare

RTUMATLAT |

cond time aqaeem for af’,

and are for azqq. G, first tinie

mel”, and TBAT for FRML; G
second time #12]° and like Mb:.

atkeaarg for Hew. )

B. 4. 39. 19%: 6 42. 2ge6

(G. 4, 39. 279: 6, 17. 202%)

MOTESAETT

Tratatt afta: |

(B second time target Fela !

vat wragta: G first time mes :

and aa aad: for ata’; G second tim:

ror meer ae set: )
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(56) 267. 444

(B. 283. 44¢4)

aarar sta reare-

aad Aaa |

(57) 267. 464

(B. 283. 464)

wae: BA: aE

(58) 267. 49°

(B. 283. 49°)

[| eae
(59) 267. 52°

(B. 283. 525)

(60) 268: 10+

(B. 284. 107)

RMS At Waa AHL

(61) 268. 11.

(B. 284. 11.)

AFATATATAL

WAAAY TH |

Ragearaaet

Rater ATT TA

{484} (62) 268. 15*

(B. 284. 157)

arate Si aaTei

(Baan )

EPIC STUDIES

B. 6. 22. 720

(G. 5. 95. 122%)

aqarentarr erator

MANTA TTT
(G, like Mbh., aqaq seats

for aq. )

B. 6, 16. 174; 17. 7%

(G. 5. 88. 147; 89. 3°)

agel: ae waa:

(G first time af¥F: ag [ like

Mbh.], and second time affF :

ag for au’, )

B. 6. 19. 26°

(G. 5. 92. 34)

avatar,

B. 6. 25. 9%, 26°

(G. 6. 1. 12¢, 36)

TTA TRAY

B. 6, 41. 784

(G. 6. 16, 807)

Me at Weal Wa:

B. 5. 21. 11

(G. 5. 23. 9)

FETAL

UAT CT I

amalt farasaira

erin afr a

( G waaay for asta; and gaz

fazeated Baer an’. )

B. 6, 41. 79%

(G. 6. 16. 812)

erat ai AEA

( Gag eat aa’. )



(63) 268. 16¢4-

(B. 284. 16¢4)

aura Bre

aarterr ffBa : Bik

(64) 268. 174

(B. 284. 174)

TAT: BTS :

(65) 268. 18°

(B. 284. 18°)

SAR TATAT :

(66) 268. 36¢

(B. 284. 37¢)

AS Sax a .

(67) 270. 134

(B. 286. 134)

aeararigega :

(68):. 270. 14¢

' -(B, 286. 142):

GTAFATSAAT :

(69) 270. 17°

(B. 286, 17%)

gaa ferret:

(70) 271. 4?

(B. 287. 54)

ARITA TTL

(71). 271. 2128

(B. 287. 232)

a: qe qe-

TARAS IT |

{485} (72) 272. 10

(B. 288. 1*)

qa: He et AVY

ERIN BETA |
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‘i [JS]

B. 6.41. 67%

(G. 6. 16. 68%)

aaa Zs

ater fafbie: sits

( G aaa for aaifea. )

B. 6. 26. 6°

(G. 5. 47. 362)

wan: erase :

B. 6. 41. 84¢

(G. 6. 16. 864)

Sa wrraT :

G. 6. 65. 22¢

aQdeaa Frat

B. 6. 52. 304

(G. 6. 28. 322)

repraraauga :

B. 6. 52. 30%, 32%

AG. 6. 28, 32%, 34%)

STMT |

B. 6. 52. 374

(G, 6. 28. 408):

gaatat fragt:

B. 6. 67. 964

(G. 6. 46. 794)

AAAS ATT,

B. 3. 25, 34¢a

(G. 3. 31. 44e¢; 6, 18, 2302)

TMT Te
WES Tew |

(G first time aq° G second time

cadence gad ahi? )
B. 6 68. 6%

(G. 6. 47, 225)

wat faired at

SAB Aeasa |

(| & get f° for year FIR? )
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(73) 272. 26°

(B. 288. 264)

Mat Wasa

(74) 273, 5°

(B. 289. 5°)

aasat faite:

(75) 273, 20°

(B. 289. 20°) -

watt: arergisa :

(76) 273. 204

(B, 289. 20)

TUT TAL,

(77) 274, 54

(B. 290. 54)

TWAT WAAAT :

( B weranfirq: )

(78) 274. 124

(B. 290. 12+)

arate: weRaTee :

(79) _ 1298*, 1299*

(B. 290. 19°-20°)

Sarasa ra

BM FIAT |

ASONITAATA

aaa TURATT |i

(MSS. v. |. for the first line

| at: TaIe FS TUTTE | )

(80) 274, 21¢

(B. 290. 23°)

arent: fafrartr a

{486} (81) 275. 25¢

(B. 291. 264)

START ALAA,

B. 6. 44, 364; 45. 18%; 46. 1¢ etc.

(G. 6. 19. 54%; 20. 13%; 20. 14

29° etc.)

Way WABHANT

G. 6. 24, 42¢

gaa fetta:

G. 6. 70. 19°

wali: steraftea:

B. 6. 88, 41?

(G. 6, 68. 5%)

arerarettfararqars,

95. 324; 97. 24; 100. 10°;

24, 27°; etc. (G. 6. 80. 10°)

WAY TAA :

B qemarfaa: in 97. 2¢ and ff.)

B. 6. 112. 5¢

(G. 6, 97. 6°)

Arafes: sree :

B. 6. 107. 51°-52?

ANE AFaATIET-

Areal ATA |

aaah

B. 6. 103. 29?

(G. 6. 88. 35°)

mart fafa a

G. 1. 4, 72%

ar AAA
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(82) 275. 33 B. 7. 26, 55¢-56°

(B, 291. 34)

afe aararaaa- war eeerat eae

freraanatt aaa | aera ata |

RATA GO qat J ATA TA

aye: aswage 0 [S] ween Fat

(B zat for 3g. )

(83) 275, 484 B. 6. 100. 564

(B. 291. 50°) (G. 6. 81. 222; 112. 1024)

arg. yferaticater araz afiraficata

(84) 275, 52 B. 6, 122. 26%

(B. 291. 53¢2) (G. 6. 107. 25%)

gear frat waa Praia

@ain fuasat 1 [S] SRR AAT |

ain Barat arta fers. )

(85) 275. 65¢ B. 1. 7. 4¢

(B. 291. 66°) G 1 7. le: 2. 69, 2%)

afast aradaa afast aazaa

( G aft )

(86) 275. 69¢¢ B. 6. 128. 95¢¢

(B. 291. 70°) (G. 6. 113. 10%)

sreeara fraiey t ATAPI,
(G {like Mbh.} areata, for

award, )

This cannot be considered as an exhaustive list In fact I must

frankly confess that my study of the Ramayana has been rather {487} per-

functory, and moreover it is difficult to identify. passages in a work like the

Ramiyanal in the absence of a verse-index. A closer study of the Epic and

Episode, I am confident, would result in the tracing of many more parallelisnis

in diction and phraseology. I must here add that I have intentionally e::-

1 In the above list Nos. 5, 8, 23, 31, 79 and 82 were traceable to the Bombay
ed. only ; Nos. 9, 10, 13, 16, 17, 19, 26, 33, 37, 41, 44, 53, 66, 74, 75 and 81 wei

traceable to GORRESIO’S edition only ; while the remaining 64 are common to the
two editions of the Ramayana——En passant 1 may add that even from these figures

one can see that text of Gorresio’s edition is nearer to the Critical Edition of the

Ramopiakhyana than that of the Bombay Edition of the Ramayana, a conclusio"

which is confirmed by the numerous agreements in individual readings betwee"

GorrEsIo and our text as against the tradition represented by the Bombay text,
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cluded such passages as show merely parallelisms in ideas, and I have strictly

confined myself to exact verbal similarities. The greater the number of such

verbal similarities the weaker becomes the case for HopKins. He, relying

on the many minor differences in detail, argues that the fact that the subject-

matter of the Epic and the Episode is treated differently in several particulars

“points to different workings-over of older matter rather than to copying or

condensing’ (HOPKINS, op. cit. p. 63). HOPKINS loses sight of the fact that

differences like those pointed out by him do not prove anything in such cases.

Differences are natural and may be expected; nay, they could scarcely be

avoided—as far as I can judge—when one is condensing a work of about

25,000 stanzas. But agreements in the bulk can never be casual or acci-

dental ; they show invariably identity of source. And the source, as already

pointed out by JACOBI,’ was not a manuscript of the Ramayana, but a memo-

rized version of it, current in the time of the adapter and in his locality. Then,

I expect, the compilers of such works could hardly avoid the influence from

oral tradition which existed then. is restricted sense we must under-

stand the statement that the Kame jade an epitome of our Ramayana,

a fact which we may regard count of the numerous verbal

agreements which have been ¢ ween the two poems.?

1 Op. cit. p. 72.
2 For my views on the relationship between the Mahabharata and the Rama

yana, see my paper entitled “The Nala Episode and the Ramayana” in A Volum

of Eastern and Indian Studies in honour of F. W. Thomas, pp. 300 ff.



ARJUNAMISRA *

A commentator of the Mahabharata who has suffered undeserved neg)cct

at the hands of scholars and publishers alike is Arjunamisra. Not only is

Arjuna’s commentary better than that of Nilakanntha, his text also is su ‘e-

rior, in many respects, to that used or fixed by the Western commentator.

And yet Arjuna’s Dipikad has never been published in its entirety? and, be.ng

difficult of access, is seldom consulted by scholars. HoLTZMANN has devo ed

a paragraph to him in his compendious work Das Mahabharata, Vol. 3, »xp.

67 ff., but WINTERNITZ does not mention him even once in the 130 pages he

devotes to the Mahabharata in his Geschichte. He is referred to en pass int

by BrockHAus, ZDMG, 6. 528; by TELANG, Bhagavadgita Translation ; by

Rajendralal Mitra, Notices, Vols. 5 and 6; and in some other manuscripts

catalogues.

The version of Arjunamiéra, as I pointed out in the Foreword (p. v)

to the first fascicule of the critical edition of the Mahabharata (1927), is

closely allied to the Bengali version. The simple reason for this affin ty,

not known to me then, is apparently that. Arjunamisra was anative of Benyal,

to judge from the extracts fre of his commentary recer tly

published by Mahamahopad » SHASTRI in the Descriplive

Catalogue of Sanskrit Menusr?ij ic Society of Bengal, Vol 5

commentary that I have b-en

may be briefly summari::ed

Y given as (Mahé-) bhdratiir-

inkd. The commentaries on

singly or in groups of a ‘ew

able to glean from the various

thus. The name of his commer

tha- [566} (pra) dipika and &

the different Parvans have beer#

Parvans at a time. Complete MATL he commentary exist in Benj:al,

but even there they are not common. ‘T‘hé ‘manuscripts, which are writ en

in Bengali and Devanagari characters, bear various dates in the seventeer:th

or later centuries : the earliest hitherto reported date is Sarhvat 1676 (ce.

A.D. 1620).

Arjunamigra, who styles himself Bharatacarya in the colophons of he

manuscripts of his commentary, was the son of Is4na, who was a “ reciter”

(pathaka or pathakaraja) of the Mahabharata and who appears to have,

like his son, borne the title Bharat&acarya. Arjuna is cited by name, by

* [Dr Modi Memorial Volume, pp. 565-568.]

1 The commentary on the Virdtaparvan and the Udyogaparvan has b en

published by the Gujarati Printing Press, Bombay.
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Nilakantha once in his commentary on the Mahabharata (ad 3. 291. 70) and

is, therefore, certainly anterior to Nilakantha, who belongs to the third

quarter of the seventeenth century. He in turn mentions among his

predecessors the commentators Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Saindilya, Sarvajfia-

Narayana, and he appears to have based his scholium closely on that of

Devabodha. He wrote also a commentary on the well-known Vedic hymn

Purusasiikta, to which he himself refers in the Dipiké on Mbh. 14. 25. 26.

TELANG (op, cit. p. 204) surmises that he is posterior to Samkara, and

HOLTZMANN assigns him to the thirteenth or fourteenth century : both with-

out adducing any cogent reasons for their assumptions. Arjuna regarded

and has treated the Harivaméa as an integral part of the Great Epic, elabo-

rately defending this position: his commentary, therefore, embraces the

supplement Harivaméa also,

Arjunamisra lived in North India, in a town or village on the banks of

the Ganges and, according to his own statement, compiled the great commen-

tary on the Mahabharata under the patronage of one Satyakhana. {567} Re-

lying on one Bengal Asiatic Sgej igcript examined by him, Hara-

prasada SHASTRI asserts th: rendra Brahman of North

Bengal. The Mahamahopad be right in this, but I am

not wholly convinced. I find i ’§ circumstance that this word

Varendra occurs only in one pis uscript (No. 3422), while it is

conspicuous by its absence in tha hich contain a similar colophon.

There is, however, another word repeated in these colophons but

not discussed by the Mahama 4%. which I think also contains a

place-name. The word is spelt variously as Campahet(t)iya,

Campahethi, Campihetika. It an attribute of Kula. I take

the reference to mean that Arjwiaiitsra mily (kula) belonged to a town

or village, called Campahet(t)i. Could this place be identified with cer-

tainty, we should have a very definite clue as to Arjunamisra’s provenance.

I am tempted to identify it with Campahati mentioned in the Imperial Gazet-

teer of India (1885) as a “small village. ...15 miles south-west of Calcutta,

in the district of the Twenty-four Parganas, Bengal”; but owing partly to

the erratic manner in which proper names are spelt in the Imperial Gazet-

teer and partly to the lack of sufficient data as to the situation of the place

in question, the identification proposed above is necessarily uncertain,

Following the example of my predecessors, I hawe utilized Devanagari

manuscripts of the commentary of Arjunamiéra and treated his version as a

sub-division of the Devanagari version. The two Devanigari manuscripts

I am using for my edition of the Adiparvan are extremely corrupt. In fact

all the manuscripts I have consulted—and they are all Négari manuscripts

—have been surprisingly corrupt. Not only that, the text they contain is

1 PrRINTZ, KZ, 44, 70ff.
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obviously contaminated from the vulgate text, as evidenced [568} by the

glaring discrepancies that exist between the readings of the text and the

lemmata in the commentary. This corruption of the Devanagari manus-

cripts I could not understand at first, but is, I cannot but think now, due

to their being copies of Bengali originals. It would, therefore, be expedient

to secure and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arju-

namisra’s commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengé.li

version. Arjunamiéra certainly seems to belong to the Eastern school >f

Mahabharata commentators.



THE NALA EPISODE AND THE RAMAYANA *

There must. be indeed very few Sanskritists who have read the justly

popular Nala-Damayanti episode of the Mahabharata and not felt disposed

to echo the sentiments of A. W. V. SCHLEGEL that the poem “can hardly be

surpassed in pathos and ethos, ini the enthralling force and tenderness of the

sentiments.” * It is without doubt one of the most beautiful love stories of the

world, striking on account of the simplicity of its style and the beauty of its

imagery. Owing to its innate attractiveness and transparent lucidity, it has

been the custom, since a long time, at almost all Western Universities, to

begin the study of Sanskrit with the reading of this romantic little poem, for

which purpose it is no: doubt excellently suited. Its popularity may be judged

from the fact that it has been translated not only into English, French and

German, but also into Italian, Swedish, Czech, Polish, Russian, Greek and

Hungarian among the European languages.? Every province of India can

of course boast of its own version of this superb little epopee.

Regarded as an integral part of the Mahabharata,* the episode is a pal-

pable “interpolation”, impendi ingly the march of the epic story,

and is forced upon the reac the most barefaced manner.

During the exile of the Pandavs casual visit from a peripatetic

sage called Brhadagva. Yudh al with him—complains to

him of the misfortune which ha mand his family, and asks the

sage whether there has ever be snfortunate king than himself.

Thereupon Brhadagva forthwith ala story, in 27 adhyayas, com-

prising something like 1100 ste There could be no clearer

instance of deliberate interpo: | with a coolness difficult te

match. Yet we are really inter heart in this case, as in the

case of the Savitri episode,—the twa iranminttal stories that are known and

loved throughout the length and breadth of India—that some meddlesome

interpolator had the courage to interrupt deliberately the smooth flow of the

epic narrative with these beautiful digressions and thus saved them [295}

from falling a prey to the ravages of Time. And so with a number of other

* [A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies in honour of F. W. THOMAS, CLF.

294-303.)

% Cited by WINTERNITZ, A History of Indian Literature, Vol. I (Calcutta,

1927), p. 382, referring to Indische Bibliothek, I, 98 f.

2 WINTERNITZ, Op. cit., p. 238 n.

s Kranyakaparvan, adhy. 53-79 (Bombay edition). In the Critical Edition

these adhyayas have been tentatively numbered 50-78. The abbreviation “B.” in

the references means the Bombay ed. of the Mahabharata.
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interpolations in the Great Epic. Many of them richly deserved to be “ inter-

polated” in this Golden Treasury of the Myths and Legends of India.

Not only has the Nala-Damayanti poem what may be called a lively

story-interest, but it is also clothed in a most attractive garb, The charm-

ingly simple diction of this exquisite little poem is marked by a rigorous eco-

nomy of words and “ornaments” ; the construction of the story is also on
the whole remarkably faultless: qualities which have endeared it to con-

noisseurs all the world over. The narrative, like a sylvan brook, runs its

meandering course naturally and smoothly to its destined conclusion. And in

spite of a few inevitable scenes of divine intervention and a little exaggeration

necessary for artistic effect, we carry away the impression that the story rests

on a foundation of fact, and we feel that it may all have happened, in thvse

wonderful bygone times, exactly as it is narrated here.

In the whole length of this carefully and artistically constructed poum

there is just one passage which is apt ghgntly to perplex a careful reader. It

is the soliloquy. of the Brahmi apter 16 of the poem (B. 3.

68. 8 ff.). On reading this ig reader would notice for cne

thing a sudden change to a ra rnarked by a plethora of e.1-

thets and a rich embroidery oi §

The situation is this. Kin

she lay asleep, strode through

king Karkotaka, who, in retu

the handsome Nala into an ugi

and seek service as a chariot “Rituparna. Nala does so aid

remains at the court of Rtupar xvice of the king. His where-

abouts and identity are not known to any living soul besides himself : which

is a very important point in the narrative. Damayanti, in the meanwhi e,

after a number of perilous adventures, reaches, by a fortunate coincidence,

the palace of the queen of the Cedis, who is no other than Damayanti’s own

aunt (as is revealed later), who takes compassion on her and gives her shelter.

In course of time the evil tidings of the fateful game of dice and the subsv-

quent exile of Nala and Damayanti reached king Bhima, Damayanti’s fathe«.

Thereupon he called to him some Brahmins and enjoined them, with promise

of rich gifts, that they should search for Nala and Damayanti and bring then

back to him. One of these Brahmins, the fortunate Sudeva, comes to tlic

country of the Cedis and there, in the palace hall, he sees Damayanti ard

recognizes her forthwith. On seeing the wan, unkempt and forlorn appearan-e

of the beautiful princess of Vidarbha, he indulges in a soliloquy befo:e

addressing her directly. This passage, as already remarked, seems marked

out from the rest of the poem by attempts at higher flights of imagination,

approaching the requirements of what is known as the Kavya style. Damit-

yanti is here successively compared by Sudeva to Sri (or Laksmi), to the full

alessly until he met the snab.e-

ra done to him, transform:d

advised him to go to Ayodhva
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moon, to Rati (Cupid’s consort), to the splendour of the full moon, to a lotus

stalk, to a full-moon night, to a river, to [296] a lotus pool, again to a lotus

stalk, and finally to the crescent of the moon (B. 3. 68. 10-17). That, how-

ever, is A minor matter.

The really perplexing part of the soliloquy is the way in which Sudeva

refers to Nala in the following stanza (B. 3. 68. 20) :

duskaram kurute ’tyarthan hino yad anayd Nalah |

dhérayaty Gimano deham na Sokendvasidati ||

“Extremely difficult is the trial of Nala who, deprived of her (scil.

Damayanti), supports his body and does not pine away in sorrow !”

This can be properly said by a person who knows that Nala is heroically

bearing the cruel blow of fate which had temporarily separated him from his

beloved, and above all that Nala is alive. But for all Sudeva knew, Nala

might have been dead. Here is a slight incongruity to start with. It might

be argued that as it was not definitely known that Nala was dead, Sudeva was

to a certain extent justified in assum t Nala was alive, and so this out-

burst was after all not so verys ut, even if he were alive, how

was Sudeva to know whether | ver Damayanti ; in fact, to

know at all what feelings Nala nen about Damayanti: they

might conceivably have been ex all Sudeva could say. Such

minute analysis of hidden mative nt possibilities might, however,

be regarded as captious criticiem, idering such an old-world love

poem as this.

The disturbing thought }

(B. 3. 68. 23 ab) :

asyé ninam punarlaihady A pritim esyati |

“Through her recovery Nala will become happy indeed ”’,

en a few lines later we read

words which again definitely presuppose that Nala is alive and anxious to

rediscover his lost Damayanti, neither of which facts could have been known

to Sudeva, and whose assumption by him is quite gratuitous and most puzzling

to the reader. Inappropriate to a certain extent are in the same context the

adjectives aprameyasya and viryasativavatah (stanza 25) applied to Nala.

Was it not through Nala’s own insane infatuation for dice that Damayanti

was reduced to this condition, and all that great disaster was brought upon

the two families? A discordant note is likewise struck by the words Naisadhe

"rhati Vaidarbhim (stanza 24), which under these circumstances seem pecu-

liarly inappropriate. One rather feels at this stage that poor Damayanti had

definitely made the wrong choice at the svayarhvara : she would have been

much happier had she chosen, in preference to the profligate Nala, one of the

four gods who were wooing her.

Another very curious thing we notice about this passage is that while

Sudeva waxes eloquent about Nala and his sufferings, he has no thought at
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the moment for king Bhima, who is Sudeva’s patron and who has dispatched

him on this errand. Sudeva has not a, word to say in this long soliloquy as

to how glad the fond parents would be on seeing their beloved Damayanti

and how happy Damayanti would be on being reunited to her kinsfolk. From

{297} his present words we could never guess that he had been sent by king

Bhima or that he had any connection with the House of Vidarbha.

Our first thought is that the whole passage is one of those modern int.r-

polations which have unintentionally disfigured many a fine old poem. The

manuscripts do not however countenance such an idea. The passage is docu-

mented uniformly by all manuscripts alike. It is therefore not in any czse

a recent interpolation. Moreover the idea itself of the soliloquy is not sy

any means inherently inappropriate ; only the precise wording and some of

the sentiments expressed seem a little incongruous.

We are therefore led to conclude that the poet’s own knowledge of tne

real state of things, that Nala was not dead and that, repenting his hasiy

abandonment of Damayanti, he wagthem raking reproaches to himself ard

was in fact longing to meet hig Ait, had betrayed the poet in:o

putting those words in the m: Sticipating what was actual-y

going to happen: a mistake coy orks of careless and inexper!-

enced writers.

That this also is not the corre

ever, from the fact that almost al

recur almost verbatim in the log

(adhy. 18 ff., ed. GORRESIO)

Sita in the Agoka grove of Ra’

made clear, is the source of the

episode.

The two situations, it will be recalled, have a superficial similarity. Th:

heroine is lost, and messengers have been sent, by persons interested in he:

recovery, to find out her whereabouts. One of these messengers, more fortu-

nate than the rest, suddenly and unexpectedly lights upon her, whereupon

he just stands gazing at her and giving vent to his mixed feelings of joy and

sorrow in the form of a soliloquy.

The one important difference between the two situations—a difference:

obviously overlooked by, the adapter—is that in one case-—the Ramayana—

the messenger, Hanumat, has been sent by Rama himself, and the messenger

therefore knows exactly the state of the mind of the husband of the missing

princess ; whereas in the other case, the Nala episode, the messenger, sent

by king Bhima, has not only no knowledge of Nala’s feelings towards Dama-

yanti, but he does not even know whether Nala, who is missing, is alive or

dead. And that makes a deal of difference. The words of the Ramayana

soliloquy are wholly appropriate in the mouth of the Monkey Chieftain ;

27

on of the anomaly follows, hov'-

orming this soliloquy of Sudeva

fanumat in the Sundarakanda

at the time when: he first sees

a soliloquy which, as will be

mder discussion from the Nala
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but the same words, in spite of a few necessary verbal alterations made by

the adapter, prove on close scrutiny, as shown above, just a trifle incongruous

in the soliloquy of Sudeva.

The extent of the similarity between the two passages will be clear from

the following table in which the related lines are given in parallel columns.

{298} Mahabharata (Bom. ed.)

3. 68. 8 ff.

{Emended ]*

8 mandaprakhyaéyaménena

ripendpratimena tam |

pinaddhath dhimajalena

prabhim iva vibhavasoh ||

9 tam samiksya visalaksi

adhikarh malinarh krsam

tarkayamasa Bhaimiti

karanair upapadayan }|

10 yatheyarh me pura drsté

tathariipeyam angana |

krtartho ’smy adya drstvevit

lokakantam iva Sriyam |!

li pirmacandrananath $yamarh

caruvittapayodharam |!

kurvantin prabhaya devirn

sarva vitimira digah {|

12 carupadmapalasaksim

Manmathasya Ratim iva |

istath sarvasya jagatah

pinnacandraprabham iva | |

Ramayana (ed. GORRESIO}

Sundarakanda®

(Adhy. 18, 19, 21, 29)

mandain prakhyayamanena

riipenapratimena tam |

pinaddham dhimajalena

prabhim iva vibhavasoh ||

(cf. 10 cd also)

ari samiksya visalaksim

adhikarh malinarh kréim |

iarkayamasa Siteti |

kdranair upapddayan ||

yatha pura vai drsta me

tathariipeyam angana |

tarh drsiva taptahemabham

lokakantéam iva Sriyam |

18 24 parnacandranana syama

caruvrttapayodhara |

kurvanti prabhaya devi

sarva vitimira disah ||

18 26 = padmapattravisalaksim

Manmathasya Ratim iva |

istarh sarvasya jagatah

piirnacandranibham iva ||

1 The readings adopted here are readings of the “ Vulgate,” emended in the

light of collations prepared for the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata and available

at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute.

* The text given here is that of Gorresio. The Bombay editions have a

slightly discrepant version, but most of the stanzas cited here do occur in the Bom-

bay editions also which were compared by me.
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13 Vidarbhasarasas tasmad

daivadosad ivoddhrtam |

malapankanuliptangirh

mmalim iva térh bhrsam ||

14 paurnamfsim iva nisarh

Rahugrastanisakaram |

patisokakularh dinarh

éuskasrotérh nadim iva ||

{299} 15 vidhvastaparnakamalarh

vitrasitaviharhgamam |

hastihastapariklistarh

vyakulim iva padminim ||

16 sukuméarith sujatangirh

ratnagarbhagrhositim |

dahyamanam ivosnena =

mmlim aciroddhrtam {|

18 kamabhogaih priyair hindsdr

hinath bandhujanena ca |

deharh dhdrayatirh dinasa

bhartrdarganakanksaya

19 bharta nama parath nary

bhiisanarh bhiisanair vind

esi virahita tena

Sobhanapi na éobhate ||

20 duskararh kurute ’tyartharh

hino yad anaya Nalah |

dharayaty atmano deharh

na okenAvasidati ||

21 imam asitakeS4ntarh

éatapattrayateksanam |

sukharhfarh duhkhitarh dretva

mamfpi vyathate manah ||

22 kad& nu khalu duhkhasya

parath yasyati vai subha |

bhartuh samagamat sadhvi

Rohini éa$ino yatha ||

19 15cd Iksvikusarasas tasmad

Ravanenodhrté balat |

18 16cd malapankadhararh dinar

mandanarhim amanditam |

21 14ab paurnamasim iva niéarh

Rahugrastanisakaram |

21 15ced patisokaturarh dina&rh

guskasrotonadim iva |

21 14cd vidhvastapattrakamalazh

vitrasitaviharhgamam |

21 15ab hastihastapariklistam

akulath padminim iva ||

1 16ed sukumérirh sujdtangirh

; ratnagarbhagrhocitim |

tapyamanim ivosnena

mrnalim aciroddhrtam ||

cd kAmabhogavihineyatrh

hind bandhujanena ca |

ab dharayaty Gtmano dehazti.

tatsamfgamakanksaya ||

‘i bhartA nama pararh na-ya

bhiisanarh bhisanair vird |

Gab esi tasyanuragena

gobhate ‘py analarhkrta |

19 26ed duskararh kurute Ramo

hino yad anaya vibhuh

19 27ab dharayaty @tmano deharm

na éokenfvasidati ||

19 27cd imam asitakeSantarh

éatapattranibhananam !

19 28ab sukharharh duhkhitarh drstva

mamapi vyathitam man:h ||

19 28cd kada tu khalu duhkhasy.:

pararh yasyati Maithili |

19 29ab Raghavasyaprameyasya

Laksmanasya ca jivatah ||
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23 asya niinarh punarlabhan 19 22cd niinam asya punarlabhad

Naisadhah pritim esyati | Raghavah pritim esyati |

raja rajyaparibhrastah 19 23ab raji rajyaparibhrastah

punar labdhveva medinim || punar labdhveva medinim ||

24 tulyasilavayeyuktarmh 19 32 — tulyartipavayoyuktam

tulyabhijanasarhyutam | tulyabhijanalaksanam |

Naisadho ‘rhati Vaidarbhirh Raghavo ’rhati Vaidehith |

tarh ceyam asiteksana || tarh ceyam asiteksana ||

29 yuktarh tasyaprameyasya 29 6 yuktarh tasyaprameyasya

viryasattvavato maya | satyath sattvavato maya |

samasvasayiturh bharyah | samasvasayiturh bharyarh

patidarSanalalasim |] ‘patidarSanalalasiam ||

{300} 26 ayam a$vasayamy enarh

pirnacandranibhananst adrstaduhkhé duhkhasya

adrstapiirvarh duhkhi ? na hy antam adhigacchati |
dubkhartarh dhyanaiat

param. ||

The question which of the

detain us long. It is @ priovi

with having composed an epi

3s is the original one, need not

iy that Valmiki who is credited

yank of the Ramayana would

need to borrow the idea or the such a commonplace soliloquy

from a poem like the Nalopakhyana. redactor of the Nala story is,

therefore, clearly indicated as the poet who would be under obligation for his

inspiration to the Adi-kavi. This @ priori conclusion is happily confirmed in

the present instance by the fortuitous circumstance that the passage turns

out to be somewhat of a misfit in our poem. The anomaly, as has been

suggested above, can be explained only on the supposition that the Nalopakh-

yana lines were borrowed em bloc from a slightly different context. The

exact phrasing of the speech of the messenger was originally conceived for

a somewhat different set of circumstances as pictured in the Ramayana, in

which the soliloquy fits perfectly. The borrowed plumes, as is very often

the case, do not fit the new incumbent as well as the adapter had imagined

or at Jeast hoped. ‘We have, therefore, here an indubitable proof of the direct

borrowing of some Ra&mfyana material by one of the Mahabharata poets.—

2 The corresponding line has been omitted by Gorresio, but is correctly giver.

in the Bombay (Nirnaya Sagar Press)! ed. (1888), 5, 30, 7ab (cf. p. 83), and in the

Gujarati Printing Press ed. (1916), 5. 30. Zab (cf. p. 1856), both editions reading

aham for our ayam. Both Tilaka and Govindarajiya mention (the pratika) afvdsa-

yami, showing that they knew the stanza, ‘
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not necessarily of course Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa, but one of the “ Epigoni ”,

the Vyasdids, who carried on the good work commenced by Vyasa.

* Bg * Pa

The conclusion that the idea of this soliloquy of Sudeva in the Nalopi.kh-

yana of the Mahabharata must necessarily have been borrowed by onc of

the redactors of the Great Epic from the Ramfyana is perhaps not witl out

some significance for an understanding of the general interrelation of the

Ramayana and the Mahabharata to which we may here advert in passing.

The ‘soliloquy discussed above is, as is well known, not by any means the

only passage in which the Mahabharata, shows contact with its sister ey:ic,?

and the question arises each time in the mind of the textual critic whe her

{301} the Mahabharata or the Ram&yana is the source of the passage c:m-

mon to the two epics, a question to which, owing to the peculiar chara -ter

and development of the Indian epics, no general answer is possible, tho:tgh

a partial solution of the problem may be attempted.

e is not the only passage for which

Agiparvan, for instance, in a “os-

on to the fact that a passage

Edition) recurs almost verbatim

Sagar Press). No definite -vi-

fice to show whether the passage

i Been borrowed by the Ramayana,

crowed by both epics independ-

e, however, to be some sh ght

were introduced in the Meha-

a parallel exists in the Ramay:

mogonic chapter, I had occas

of some 30 lines (1. 60. 54-67 ¢

in the Ramayana (3. 14. 17-32

dence was available in that mart:

was original to the Mahabharata

or vice versa, or again whether i

ently from a third source. ‘Ti

abruptness in the manner in w! ;

bharata, which would suggest bo: the Ramayana where the con-

text id smoother ; but, as the cori passage were of a very gen:ral

nature, the third possibility mentioned above, namely that both epics owed

the idea to a common (Purdinic) source, could not be entirely eliminate’.

The Sabhaparvan again supplies the well known kaccit chapter (achy.

5), which has its counterpart in the Ramayana.* Here also the contents are

of a very general character, having no direct bearing on the context of either

the Ramayana or the Mahabharata, and the whole passage could well have

been adapted by both epics independently from an older Niti tractate.

On the other hand, in the Aranyakaparvan, commonly known as the

1 The question has been discussed at some length by Hopkins, The G eat

Epic of India, chapter 2 (“Interrelation of the two Epics”) ; and by WINTERNiTz,

op. cit., pp. 501-517. See now also EUGENIUSZ SLUSZKIEWICZ, Przyczynki do balan

nad dziejami redakcyi Ramayany. (Contributions a Vhistoire des recensions du Ra-na-

yona). Polska Akademia Umiejetnogci. Prace Komisji Orientalistyczne Nr. 30.

Krakdio 1938.

2 Several such passages are mentioned by HOPKINS, op. cit., p. 73 ff.

3 Cf. HopKINS, Amer. Journ. Phil., vol. xix, p. 149.

27A
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Vanaparvan, the Ramopikhydna closely follows in general our Ramayana,

notwithstanding some isolated though striking discrepancies between’ the two

accounts. There are also not wanting in the RAmopakhyana a few of our

genuine Ram&yana stanzas which have been reproduced either verbatim or

with but slight verbal alteration. ‘To suggest that the Ramopakhydna was

the original source which had inspired the revered Adi-kavi to compose his

Ramayana would be again a reductio ad absurdum. The inevitable con-

clusion is that the diaskeuasts of the Ramopakhyfna knew and summarised

an extensive older Rama epic. The only doubt is whether the redactors of

the Mahabharata had utilized our version of the Ram&yana or some other

older version unknown to us, to which the discrepant traits of our episode

might be traced, After an intensive study and a close comparison of the two

texts, the late Prof. Jacosi had definitely expressed, himself in, favour of the

former alternative, namely, that the Ramopakhyana was a passably accurate

summary of our Ramayana, the discrepancies between the accounts being

due either to casual misconception to natural and unavoidable failure

of memory, of which instances" on, i summaries and. abstracts.?

{302} Jacosl’s view, it seems further confirmation from the

instance discussed above of ci vam our Ramayana text in a

case where there is no intrinsi Hever for any reference to the

Ramayana at all. Evidence see Herefore, gathering to show that

our Ramayana text—or the & 'at any rate—was used as 4

“source” by the diaskeuasts a hévata. We can even go further

and admit with Jacosr that t fist already have been “ gene-

rally familiar as an ancient w Mahabharata reached its final

form.”? On the other hand be admitted that the Maha-

phirata makes in various ways : ore archaic impression, a fact

which has led some scholars to regard it as even a much older work than the

other epic. We thus arrive at the apparent paradox that the Ramayana is older

than the Mahabharata and the Mahabharata is older than the Ramayana.

The only way we can resolve this paradox is by supposing—as has already

been suggested by WINTERNITZ* and other writers on the subject—that the

period of composition of the Ramayana, which is a work with a distinctly

more unitary character, falls within the much longer period of the evolution

of the Mahablrata, which latter compared to the other is a very complex
and complicated work indeed.

4 Jacosi, Das Rémdyana, pp. 71 ff.

2 Jacosi, loc. cit. Contra HOPKINS, op. cit., p. 63: “ the subject-matter of the

Kavya and episode is treated differently in several particulars (details, loc. cit.)

which points to. different workings-over of older matter rather than to copying or

condensing ”’.

JAcoBI, op. cit., p. 71.

+ Op. cil., p. 505.
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This statement of the relationship between the two epics will appear per-

fectly valid and even natural when we remember that the evolution of the

Great Epic of India falls into two distinct and separate phases, namely, the

Bharata and the Mahabharata, the calurvinsatisahasri (1. 1. 61 Crit. Ed.)

and the Satesdéhasri, a fact which is documented in very clear terms by the

work itself—and there is no reason to disbelieve it—but which for some un-

intelligible reason is not taken very seriously by people. Assuming, howe ver,

this to be a fact—-which it undoubtedly is—we may hazard what seems to me

to be a perfectly legitimate conjecture that the Ramayana was composec’ in

the interval which separated the Bharata from the Mahabbrata. Tiius,

though we may admit that the Ramayana was, as JACOBI says, a well-known

work before the Mahabharata reached its ulitmate form, we must reckon with

the possibility that when the Ramayana itself (minus perbaps Books 1 ond

7) was composed by the poet Valmiki, the heroic poem Bharata—-the nucleus

of our Mahabharata-—was already long in existence, current perhaps in scime

distant part of the country and in a different miliew. The Bharata and ihe

Ramayana may have been indeed lesa independent products, different

in origin and treatment. But ' redactors' set to work cnd

converted the [303} Bharatz irata, conceived on a much

larger scale and with a much : ; programme, they had alreedy

the archetype of our Ramayana m and they made full use of it,

absorbing in their own encyclepa’ ui that they possibly could, and

they were perhaps also influenced aw. small degree. In fact the very

impetus to the conversion of ¢ the compilation of the Malii-

bharata may well have been gt cf with the sister epic, which

appears to have had a more ele andard, a more serious didactic

purpose, a much higher idealistic: e, and a wider popular appeal.

A priori, then, whenever our Mahabharata shows close verbal agreement

with the older books of the Ramayana, the presumption would be that -ve

have to look upon the Ramayana as the source, assuming, of course that the

common element is not of such a character that it could have been. borrow ’d

by both epics independently from a third source. It is naturally not exclud.d

that the Ramayana in its turn might have been influenced to a certain extestt,

at a still later epoch, in its further development, by the Mahabharata, tie

new encyclopaedic Dharma Sarhhita. In fact there is every indication that

the interrelation between the two epics will reduce itself to a very complicated

system of mutual actions and reactions, and it would be interesting to inves'i-

gate the question more fully by collation, of all possible parallelisms in ideas

and expression between the two great epics of India.

Ba

1 For the part played by the Bhygus in the development of the Mahabharat :,

see my “Epic Studies (VI) : The Bhrgus and the Bharata ; A text-historical study ’

Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. 18, pp. 1-76 (particulariv

pp. 63-76).
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No. 1: Does Indra assume the form of a swan ?#

Mbh. (Crit. Ed.) 1. 57.21 : hésyartipena Sarikarah.

This is the second pada of a stanza occurring in the Adiparvan which

reads :

bhagavan pijyate caétra hasyaripena sarrkarah |

svayam eva grhitena Vasoh pritya mahadtmanah ||

The Vulgate (1. 63. 21cd—-22ab) differs from this only in so far that

it reads the second quarter of the stanza as harisarupena césvarch.

I have discussed the text-reading briefly in the Annals of the Bhandarkar

Oriental Research Institute (vol. 16, p. 100 f.) and justified it, in my reply

to the late Professor WINTERNITZ, who in the course of a lengthy review of

the Adiparvan' had drawn attention to it, observing that as the reading was

a lectio difficiior and was “far from certain” it requires a “wavy line”.

While admitting that the reading 2 in the Critical Edition was a lec-

tio difficilior I contended that .sing geumentary evidence in its favour

was complete, therefore it ne | as uncertain and there was

no need of a “wavy line.” been no reason for me now

to revert to it but for two fact : hand, it has been again, inci-

dentally, criticized? by the late fessor J, J. MEYER in his last

publication, Trilogie ialtindisen } Feste d. Vegetation® (Zurich-

Leipzig 1937),—a thick opus ly rich and varied contents, en-

livened as usual by the author’ trenchant style. On the other

hand, the reading receives so from a new and unexpected

source.

MEYER argues for the readii igate, characterizing the Adsya-
raipena of the Critical Edition as an astonishing (“ verwunderliche’’) read-

ing, and dismissing hasya- as the stupid mistake of some scribe (“ein dum-

mer Schreibfehler”) .

The context in which the Mbh. stanza occurs is as follows. The righteous

king Uparicara Vasu, having laid down his arms, retired to the forest and

* [Bulletin of the Deccan College Research Institute 1. 1-7.)

t ABORT, vol. 15, pp. 159 ff; cf. p. 166.

2 Apparently, in complete ignorance of the previous discussion on the point

in the Annals.

8 In the last part of the Tvilogie, dealing with Indra. The reading in ques-

tion is discussed on p. 5f. The references are to the pagination of this part of the

Trilegie.



EPIC QUESTIONS I AL7

began practising penance. Indra and the {2} other gods, apprehending trouble,

appeared before him, and, dissuading him from continuing his fierce austcri-

ties, induced him to return to his royal duties. He should rule the king-

dom of Cedi as Indra’s special friend. As a mark of his favour, Indra pre-

sented Vasu with various uncommon gifts, among them a crystalline aerial

car (sphatikam vimdnam) and a garland of unfading lotuses* (known as J7-

damald) which would protect the king against the missiles of his enemics

and bring him wealth and victory (va@ij@yantim). But he gave him also a

bamboo staff (vainavint yastim), which would protect the good (Sistdndin

pratipdlinim) and of course chastise the wicked. King Vasu brought home

these precious gifts, according the. wonderful staff full divine worship. Tha’

was how, we are told, the custom began of bringing from the forest, at <

certain specified season, the staff, pole or tree, which was then set up, deco-

rated with flowers, wreaths, flags, and with pitakas—-whatever these latter

«re—and worshipped in due form. Here we find the. stanza cited above,

which says in effect that on this eccasion Indra is worshipped, according to

sncient rites, in a certain forr the god of his own accord, out

4 love for Vasu Uparicara.

What was this form?

and as MEYER argues? Th

“of a swan, as the Vulgate has

Before we try to answer thi would be well to examine the

is, evidence a little more close ER appears to have done. The

caportant MS, reading (igns , a8 given in the Critical Edi-

mi, may be put in the foll

N (except K,) havinser

. kavah (B; Dn) césvarah.
K, M (C= Text) Adsvard

T.G. Yastiripena Vasavah.

ro this we may now add the important, newly discovered eight hun-

‘ vears old Nepali MS. of the Adi (of which I have given full collations

PORE, vol. 19, pp. 201 ff.), which agrees exactly with K, M and there-

«apports the critical text in an unambiguous manner.

“ow let us see what MEYER has to say about these readings. Accord-

». ‘a him (p. 5), the original césverak (found in the Vulgate) was mis-

wes: sood as referring to god Siva; and, with a view to clarifying its mean-

ir, « was deliberately changed by some scribe into Sarikarah, which latter

is . vell-known epithet of Siva. And further Adsyariipena of the Critical

‘the actual reading of K, is G@mmyahamyarapena, which is clearly corrupt.

Th smal s has been wrongly transcribed as m: a common mistake in Deva-

nas cvanecripts of Sarada MSS.; there is moreover dittography. The portion

of + vest under discussion is missing in the Sarada codex.
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Edition is, according to MEYER, as already [3} remarked, nothing more than

the stupid blunder of some copyist for the original hamsariipene.

It may be made perfectly clear once for all that at least as far as the

Mahabharata text is concerned, the time when one could juggle with read-

ings of MSS and lay down the law ex cathedra as to what is the original,

what is an emendation and what is a scribe’s mistake, is long past. It has

now become a very much more serious and complicated matter, since the

publication of the Critical Edition. To entitle anyone to a hearing, he must

first of all show that he understands the critical apparatus and that he has

studied the stemma codicum published by me on p. xxx of the Prolego-

mena of my edition of the Adiparvan.

Let us now go back to the MSS. There we find that Savikarah (of the

Critical Edition) is documented by the whole of the Northern Recension (in-

cluding the new Nepali MS.) and the Malayalam version, while césvarah

{championed by MEYER) is merely the reading of B, Dn! Now one would

like to know why what MevER-« ihe original reading (césvarah) is

found only in the most rece ed by Nilakantha (end of the

17th century) with the spor aberrant Bengali MS. (B;),

while what he considers a r (Samkearah is found in still

older versions represented by 4 ail over India from Kashmir

to Malabar and from Gujarat xchiding the distant Nepal and

excepting (in addition to the Va the Tamil-Telugu zone, which

latter has moreover a third ag eading (Vdsavah). How is it

that only the Nilakantha ve ed the correct reading, while

all other—much older—versions ta together with the entire Ma-

layalam version from the Sout at MEYER regards as a corrup-

tion? If Samkarah of all N and M MSS. be a corrupt reading, as MEYER

maintains, then Nilakantha could have got his césvarah only by emendation,

because I do not think that Nilakarjtha had access to any really old Maha.

bharata MSS., containing very criginal readings. In thousands of cases his

text shows what can be proved, with absolute certainty, to be secondary, in.

ferior, or corrupt readings.

‘

et

This inability on the part of MEYER to recognize in a patently simpk

case what is original and what is secondary shows that he had only vers

vague notions of the relationship between the different recensions, version:

and manuscripts, And the ignorance of this relationship is absolutely fata

to any attempt to discriminate between original readings and emendations anc

scribes’ mistakes. You can never find out an original reading by selectiry

one which suits your purpose, or satisfies your esthetic sense, or appeals t

you in some other way, and then looking about for reasons in support of you:

a priori choice; because almost always “good” reasons can be found foi

nearly every reading. It is not a question of dialectic, but [4} of documenta
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tion. And no amount of tendentious arguing will refute the objective evi-

dence of "MSS.

MSS. in this case clearly prove that the process of alteration has bezn

the reverse of what is imagined by Meyer. Here, it is evident, ceSvaréir

has not been changed into Semkarah for the sake of clarity, as MEYER mai:-

tains ; but, on the other hand, Samkarah has been very clearly changed into
cesvarah—already rendered suspect by the expletive ca—perhaps, to avoid

confusion, Samkara being here not the women proprium of Siva, but an epithet

meaning “beneficent, promoting welfare’.

We can now turn to the other word of the pada, the more difficult of the

two: was it hasyariipena, hamsariipena or yastiriipena? MEYER (p. ©)

tightly rejects the last. It is correct as far as the sense goes ; but it can hard.

be the original reading. Were it so, no scribe would think of deliberately

changing it into the obscure and almost unintelligible Adsyariipena or hamsari'-

pena, both of which are, moreover, graphically unrelated with the former.

From what we know of scribes’ ns they tend generally to simplif,

the text, not to complicate it. Hen either hdsyariipena or han:-

sartipena is the correct readit istivupena is confined (like Va-

savah), to T G, and does. not r rt even from M, which in in

numerable cases has preserved —% nfo the T G version—the origi-

nal reading, which has been erie ified in T G2

There remains, therefore,

by K, M with the new Nepalé

cept K,). By! the test of the

yariipena is clearly indicated as. reading, since we have here ar

agreement between the independ of the extreme North and the

extreme South, it being preferable to haviseriipena, supported only by thi

central sub-recension. It is, moreover, undoubtedly the lectio difficilior (as

was tightly observed by WINTERNITZ in the course of the review mentionec

above), which accounts for its being surreptitiously ousted by the other.

Both documentary and intrinsic probability are thus unquestionably in fa-

vour of the reading hésyaripena adopted in the Critical Edition.

alternatives—hdsyaripena give

rapena supported by N (ex

n, independent! versions,” has

What indeed are we to understand by the hamsaripena of the Vulgate ?

The word hamsa has a number of meanings. MONIER WILLIAMS gives the

following :

{5} a goose, gander, swan, flamingo (or other aquatic bird); the soul or spirit

{sometimes ‘the Universal Soul or Supreme Spirit’, identified with Viraj, Narayana,

i This point has been discussed by me in the paper mentioned above, ABORT,

vol. 16, p, 101.

2 For this point also cf. ABORI, vol. 16, p. 101.

3 Cf. Prolegomena to Adi, p. XCI.
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Visnu, Siva, Kama, and the Sun); one of the vital airs (Lex); a kind of ascetic; a

man of supernatural qualities born undér a particular constellation ; an® ambitious

monarch (Lex.) ; a horse (Naigh) ; an excellent draught-ox (according to some, ‘a

buffalo’) ; a mountain (Lex.) ; a temple of a particular form; a kind of Mantra or

mystical text ;.silver (Lex.); envy, malice (Lex.); name of two metres; (Music) a

kind of measure ; a mystical name of the letter 4; a spiritual preceptor ; name of a

Deva-gandharvas of a Danava; of a son of Brahma; of a son of Vasudeva; of a

son of Arista ; of a son of Brahmadatta and general of Jarasaridha; of various au-

thors ; of one of the Moon’s horses - of a mountain.

Meyer (p. 6) has cited copious examples for the meanings of hansa

as the sun, the sun-god, as Visnu and as Krsna (son of Dharma).

Unfortunately none of these fit in the case of Indra. MEYER (p. 6)

found, however, a loophole in the meaning of harisa as “ sungod ”, and he sur-

mised that perhaps the idea of this hamsaridpa of Indra was to be dated back

to the period when Indra was still recognized as a sun-god !

his stanza, had naturally some diffi-

rdine to him Indra was : hemsari-

asya visesanam svayam eva

rly in the mind (buddhistha)

hand, who was a realist with a

satisfy. According to him (p.

ortais, takes on the concrete form

ais subjects. MEYER further found

Sthe mirth and gaiety and the

Nilakantha, who has comment

culty in explaining this hamsatage

pena yukto hamsaripi | tasy

etc. To Nilakantha the hari:

of the worshipper. To MEYER

vengeance, this explanation nati

4f.), Indra, who is ordinarily ix

of a swan, so as to be visible t

(p. 5) the aquatic bird adrmi

sportive games that accompar

Now which is the original - s the emendation of these two

readings ? The characteristic of ° endation, as has been well said,

is that it has all the appearance of improvement without its reality. Ours

is a case in point. Hayhsariipena is a phrase under which you can think all

sorts of things, all equally vague ; but: on closer inspection they prove to be

uniformly inadequate,

For why should Indra appear before Vasu, or the kings who followed in

his footsteps, in the form of a swan of all things in the world, whether in a

concrete shape before the eyes of his worshippers or in an abstract form

in their minds? He had assumed one form already : that of the yasii, the

staff. MErYER (p. 101) has himself established—absolutely' incontrovertibly---

that the tree or the pole or the staff which figures so prominently in the In-

dramaha ceremony, was worshipped, if not by Vasu, at least by the people

whom the writer of the Mahabharata account had in mind, as a symbol, [6} an

image, or an incarnation of Indra himself, and not merely as a remembrance

of a present from Indra to Vasu. As MEYER has pointed out, the Puranic

writers, when speaking of the pole, refer to it unhesitatingly as “Indra” (or

its synonyms “Sakra”, etc.) in such expressions as Sakrasthéna or Indra-
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sthana, Indra (or Sakra). pada, Indraprayana, Sakrotthapana, Sakrocchray a,

Indram utthapayanti, Purarndaram utthapya, uitisthate (or nisidati) vajr-t-

panih, etc. Visnu-dharmottara 2. 157. 3cd. and (agreeing with it) Agnipu-

rana 268, 6cd say in so many words that here is the god Indra himself, core

to earth (bhimistha).

And what a funny form to assume for the thousand-eyed god of gods,

who had performed a hundred sacrifices, the wielder of the thunder-bolt, the

destroyer of enemies’ forts, the killer of Vala (or Bala) and Vrtra, and the

hero of a thousand other wonderful exploits ; the form of a bamboo staff, with

wreaths and bells, flags and buntings hanging from it and with those curious! y

shaped pitakas, some of which at any rate, according to Mey r

(p. 96), were shaped like penies! It was indeed a laughable form (hdsyarii-

pa), calculated to provoke mirth and laughter. And this form, it must le

borne in mind, was not given to Indra by any man ; such a thing would have

been very likely resented by him. The great god, wishing to do good (Savitke-

ra) to Vasu, had assumed, it himsel{.{seayem eva grahitena) out of his grect

love for the high soul Uparic pritya mahdtmanah). Tte

jocular form—kriddvetérari 2 puts it—assumed by tre

mighty god on this occasion ¢ ment ; and the feast was ac-

cordingly celebrated with much & iety, as described in the Brha-

sarnhita, the Visnudharmottara 2 3 (MEYER, p. 103 f.).

Thus both documentary ;

the reading hasyariipena Sas:

nishing as MEYER seems te

MEYER who had with prai diligence extracted and tran:-

lated very lengthy passages frori-abe xzen original sources describing

the ceremony in great detail, and not found anywhere (except in the Vu -

gate) the remotest reference to Indra’s assuming the form of a swan or to h:s

being represented as a swan, should have been so enamoured of the Vulgate

reading, a reading which I am fully persuaded is nothing more than a scribe s

emendation in the archetype of the Central group. But perhaps even MEYER’:

mistake is not so very astonishing : it is only an example of wishful think.

ing. Does it not connect Indra with the sun (haviisa) [7} or at least with th:

sun-god ? And MEyeEr’s whole thesis (pp. 134-144) is that Indra was ori-

ginally just not a rain-god or a thunder-god, but a sun-god, the vernal sur.

the “genius” of fertility and vegetation, in fact, a phallic deity !

tatrinsic considerations suppo:*

ing is therefore not so astc-

but it is astonishing thet

The redactors of the T G version were, perhaps, after all wise, in dis-

1 Devobodha has the gloss : hdsa (sic) riipena kridavatararupena. Here hamsa-

triipena would certainly not fit, as it is not clear how hamsariipa would be kridé-

vatarartipa—Devobodha is the oldest known commentator of the Mahabharat,

and, in my opinion, the best,
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carding a reading which has caused so much confusion and misunderstanding,

and adopted the plain and simple yastirdpena Vasevah, which i8 a correct

paraphrase of the original and has the additional advantage of being ab-

solutely fool-proof,

T am convinced that this amsa-incarnation of Indra is nothing more

than a canard:

Il. The Parvasamgraha Figures.”

The Parvasarngrahaparvan (Adi, adhy. 2) is a document of considerable

importance. But its value has been unduly exaggerated by some scholars,

a circumstance which has led to some highly misleading results and some

curious conclusions It is thus supposed that Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa had

himself counted and noted down the number of Slokas he had composed, and

that our ‘Parvasathgraha was composed by Vyéisa himself. No doubt it is

sometimes stated in the Parvasarhersha chapter that that sage had stated the

extent of each of the eightee this attribution to Vyasa is

naturally only piijarthe (hon owhere suggested in the work

itself that the first two adhyfy r= composed by Vyasa. They

could not be, because they ar 4 a report of the conversation

which took place between the vas, son of Lomaharsana) and

the sages assembled at Saunaka’s sacrifice in the Naimisa Forest.

The erroneous supposition regat horship of this adhyaya has led

to the naive attempt on the ' fars to produce a text-——-a so-

called critical text—of the ¥ @iaining the same number of

adhydyas and Slokas as that giv vasamhgraha, Such an attempt

is already negatived by our manus testimonia, which contain many

variants of the figures in the Parvasarhgraha. Thus the figures for the Adi-

parvan itself vary, according to different sources, between 7984 (Kaémiri

Version and the Critical Edition) and 9984 (Andhra-Bharatamu). That is

sufficient to discourage any attempt at too close a reliance on the data of this

adhyaya of the Adiparvan, It has been common experience that figures in

ancient works, if at all complicated, seldom come out right, and the figures

of the Parvasarhgraha are probably no exception to this rule.

{550} The figures given in the Parvasarhgraha could have been obtained

* [Silver Jubilee Number, ABORT 23, 549-58].

1 Cf. my Prolegomena to the Adiparvan, pp. xcvii ff ; “ Epic studies (TIT) ”

ABORI, vol. 11, pp. 277 ff.

2 Cf. P. P. S. Sastri in the Introduction to vol. 15 of his Mahabharata (Sou-

thern Recension), p. xxii: “Vyasa’s description of his Mahabharata that he com-

posed it in 18 parvas of 2,000 chapters and 100,000 stanzas is not a fanciful account

but an accurate statement. And I have tried to substantiate this in this edition
of the Principal Text of the Southern Recension,”
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in one of many different ways. The most probable suggestion has been that

they were arrived at, not by actual counting of the stanzas, as we should orci-

narily do now, but by computing the extent in some other way, Even now

we speak of a story of 5000 words or a broadcast talk of 1500 words, and +o

on. The individual words are never counted in such computations; the

figures are only approximations. The figures given in our Parvasarhgral a

chapter must be approximations of that type. They are not “dlokas” or

stanzas as we ordinarily understand them ; but are, properly speaking, whut

are technically known as, “ granthas,” a grantha being a unit of measurement

of written matter equal to 32 aksaras.

. Assuming this to be the case, the first difficulty is that the figures given

in the lists appear not as round numbers, as we should expect them to be, but

are apparently correct to the last digit ; for instance, the extent is given not

as 8000 Slokas, but as 7987, ‘We actually come across such figures as these :

6698, 7998, 8909, 14525, where true approximations would be 6700, 8000,
8900, 14,500, and so on. The aps ion seems to me to have been

reached by some such proces an average was obtained by

counting carefully all letters of lines. This average wes

then multiplied by the numbe age and the total number cf

complete pages. The number * of the last page, which wes

rarely fully written out, seems & emputed separately, and adde:l

to the previous total. The gran ers (@ksdras) was then dividel

by 32 to give the number of nthas,” fractions being omit-

ted. That is how figures lik i above must have been ot-

tained. They are careful appr approximations all the samc

Moreover, as has been pointed ong :

to count the exact number of sianzas in a composite text made up of élokas,

tristubhs, “fancy metres” and prose passages, which we actually find in man’

of the parvans of the Mahabharata, as for instance in the Adi, Aranyaka and

Anuéasana,

The figures we find in the Parvasarhgraha chapter are fairly old; w-

cannot say now exactly how old. They are certainly prior to 1000 A. D..

when the Javanese Bhérata and the Andhra Bhératemu were composed ; be

cause both these works contain similar lists, which agree in many particular:

with our list.

Here are the figures given in three different sources.

1 Prolegomena, p. xcix.
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{551} TABLE I

Adhyayas

ciB A.

“a >| Oo

218] 818) 218 ae

72| 72, 72 I.

269| 272) 269 i.

67| — | 67 IV.

186, 186, 186 V.

118| 117) 117 VI.

170| 170/170) ‘VII.

69) 69| 69 ‘VIII.

59| 121) 59 IX.

18 18 18 Xx.

27| 70) 27 XI.

339) 333) 339) «9 XII.

156} — | 146, XIII.

133] 133) 133} XIV.

42} 92) 42) XV.

8) g & XVI.

3}— | 3) XVIL

5) — | 5) XVIII.

1959 1948

Parvan ~ Stokas

aisle

g ALBA

ADI 7984| 8884] 9884

SABHA 2511| 2511) 4511

ARANYAKA 11,664) 11,224! 11,664

VIRATA 2050' 20151 3500

6698, 6928, 7998

5884 5884) 5884

g909| 8984, 8909

4900, 4970! 4900

3220 3220) 3220

870, 870, 870

STR 775 770) = 775

SANTI 14,525|14,525114,525

ANUSASANA 6700, — | 12,000

ASVAMEDHIKA 3320, 4420| 4420

ASRAMAVASIKA 1506, 1508| 1906

MAUSALA 300, 300! 300

MAHAPRASTHANIKA 124 123] 120
SVARGAROHANA 200, 200) 200

Total 82,136 "95,586
|

(The average number of “ élokas ” per adhyaya is about 45.)
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{552} The above is a conspectus of the figures for the adhyayas and ¢ilo-

kas of the eighteen parvans of the Mahabharata according to (1) the Criti-

cal Edition, (2) the Javanese Version,: and (3) the Southern Recension by

Professor ‘P. P. S, SASTRI,

OBSERVATIONS ON THE FIGURES OF THE ABOVE TABLE.

I. Adi: The first figure (8) of the Javanese number for the edhyda-as

of the Adi (818) is obviously wrong ; the other digits agree in the three te..ts.

So we may take as correct the figures 218,2 which is given us by the Critical

Edition and Southern Recension, the Vulgate reading (227) being certainly

a mistake.—The number of Slokas is no doubt a problem. I have adopted

the figures given by the Sarada MS. and one “K” MS. (K,),? which is cn-

firmed by: the Rajaguru MS. from Nepal,* and I am still inclined to suppose

that that was the original figure. The Javanese and Southern figures 8884 and

9884 respectively differ by 1000 exactly, the Javanese figure being the same

as that of the Mid-Indian group (Bengali-Devanagari).

Il. Sabha: The numbe

edhyayas, there is perfect a

giving 72, which is also the ¢

tion of the Sabha now passing

for the Sloka is therefore unque

certainly 2511, as the Southern

increased to 4, is demonstrat

polated text, and the additi

approximately amount to 2008.

and 2511.

{553} III. Aranyaka (com i as Vana): As regards tie

adhydyas, the Javanese records 272 against the concordant figure 269 of «il

Indian versions. The latter may be taken to be the right figure, the discie-

pancy of the Javanese, which is negligible, remaining unexplained.—T We

same is true of the figure for the Slokas, the concordant figure (11,664) of

all Indian versions being the original Parvasarhgraha figure.

IV, Virata: The Javanese figure for the adhydéyas is unfortunately

missing. But as our Critical Edition of the Virataparva has successfully

tely certain. As regards the

ke three sources, all of them

chyayas of our Critical E-li-

ess, The Vulgate figure (7%)

ug—The Sloka number is aso

which the first figure has been

ake it conform with the inter.

the Southern Recension ‘lo

“tires for Sabha are therefore 72

1 The figures for the Javanese Version have been taken from JuyNBOLL’s Addi-

parwa, Oudjavaansch prozageschrifi, Gravenhage, 1906. pp. 5-6. The passage is re-

produced in a note by H. Kern, “ Inhoudsopgave van ’t Mahabharata in ’T Ka-

wi” in Bijdragen, ser III, Vol. IV, pp. 92-95, KERN has given in this paper a com-

parative table of the Indian and the Javanese figures,

2 KERN, op. cit., p. 95 also remarks that the Javanese figure 818 is incorrect,

and that it should be 218.

3 See the Critical Edition of the Adiparvan, p. 878.

4 See my “Epic studies (VII),” ABORT, vol. 19 (1938), pp. 215 ff.

28
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identified the adhyayas on the basis of the colophons given in MSS, there is

no reason to doubt that the correct figure is 67, as given by the Sanskrit

Parvasarhgraha.—The three sources give three different figures for the Slokas.

The Southern Recension is obviously inflated, and may therefore be ignored,

its figure having been revised—as in Sabh&—to accord with its interpolated

text. It is likely that the Javanese translator has confused the Sanskrit words

for 50 and 15 (pavicdSat and poficadasa). ‘The first two digits of the figures

given in the Critical Edition and the Javanese Version do agree. We may

therefore reasonably assume the original figure to be 2050, which is given by

the Critical Edition of the Parvasarhgraha, though the two last digits natu-

rally remain somewhat uncertain.2

V. Udyoga: The three sources agreeing exactly as regards the num-

ber of adhydyas of the Udyoga, the figure 186 may be taken as certain.—The

figures for the slekas, on the other hand, are in a chaotic condition, the three

texts giving three different figures 6698, 6928, 7998; which agree only in

respect of the last digit! The fg: for the Slokas remain, therefore,

doubtful.

VI. iBhisma: The num

Critical Edition and the Java

gives their number as 118. In:

and the number may be assumed

garding the number of Slokas, w

VIL. Drona: ‘There is Hi

adhyayas and slokas of the DB

regards the number of Slokas, 4

both the Critical Edition and th cension agree on the figure 8909,

that is indicated as the correc! probability in favour of this

figure is strengthened owing to the circumstance that the last two figures of

the Javanese Version (84) are in all probability due to contamination with

the previous éloka-figure 5884, which ends in 84. We may therefore adopt

with confidence the concordant figure of the Indian versions 8909, the differ-

ence between the Javanese and the Indian numbers being 75; the

etror is in any event not more than 1 per cent.

VU. Karna: The figures for Karna are exactly of the same type.

The three sources agree in giving 69 as the number of adhydyas.—The Java-

nese MSS. give the number of Slokas as 970, which is obviously wrong, it

being almost certain that the word for 4000 has been omitted by the scribe

by oversight ;? so we get the original Javanese figure as [4]970. We may

the Bhisma is given by the

7, but the Southern Recension

ifference is not very significant,

118—There is no such doubt re-

mously given as 5884.

able agreement as regards the

vé number [554] is 170.—As

(89) are certain. And since

1 See Raghu Vira, Virajaparvan, Introduction, p. xxiv; and SUKTHANKAR

“Epic studies (111), ABORI vol. 11, pp. 277 ff.

2 KERN, loc. cit., also recognizes that the first figure has been omitted by

mistake in the Javanese text.
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tentatively adopt the figure 4900, on the concordant evidence of Indian ver-

sions. The difference between the Indian and Javanese figures being only

70, the discrepancy is only about 1-4 per cent.

IX. Salya: In this parvan there is fortunately no doubt about ‘he

Sloka number, which is unanimously given as 3220.—And again, fortunately,

as regards the adhydya number, the discrepancy between the Indian (59) and

Javanese (121) figures is so great that the Javanese may be ruled out as

hopelessly corrupt. There is another test we may apply, the Javanese figure?

(121) for adhydyas gives the average of about 27 slokas to an adhydya, while

the Indian average is 54. Now the total number of adhyayas in the Maha-

bharata is supposed to be 2000, and the number of stanzas 100,000 (Sa‘a-

sahasraini?), which gives the average of Slokas to an adhyaya as 50 and that

is much nearer the average for the Indian figure for the adhyaya number of

the Salyaparvan than the Javanese figure.

X. Sauptika: The figures for the Sauptika call for no remarks. They

are uniformaly given in all the th ces as 18 and 870 respectively.

{555} XI. Séri: The +

of adhydyas, but the Javanese

as large as the Indian (27)

tentatively take the concordant

between the Javanese and Inlian &

seem that the last digit was los

correct number is 775, as give!

XII. Santi: The Sloke i

ree as regards the number

: is nearly two and half tires

robable.2 We may therefcre

(27) as correct.—The difference

1¢ Slokas is only five. It would

se tradition ; if that be so, txe

the Indian MSS.

j (14,525) is given unanimous|y

by all the three of our sources, ortunate coincidence and also a

remarkable proof of the reliab tradition. The Vulgate figue

(14,725) for the Slokas is positively wrong.—There is a difference of only six

between the Javanese and Indian figures for adhydyas, the Indian tradition

giving the figure as 339, the Javanese as 333. The agreement between thie

different Indian versions is a weighty point in favour of 339, which we mzey

tentatively assume to be the correct figure.

XIII. AmnusSdsana: ‘The evidence of the Javanese Version is unfortt-

nately missing, the version ignoring this parvan altogether, for some reascn

which it is hard to guess. It cannot be argued that it is included in the

Santi, since there is no appreciable increase in the number of adhyayas or

1 Kern, loc. cit., likewise considers the Javanese figure (121) as ver.

suspicious,

2 See the Critical Edition of the Adiparvan, additional passage No. 486*,

given on page 241.

3 As in the case of the Salyaparvan, KERN (loc, cit.) regards the Javanese

“figure is very doubtful, ,
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Slokas of the Javanese Version of the Santi, as there would surely have been,

had the two parvans been amalgamated as is done sometimes“ There

being also no agreement between the various Indian versions, the figures for

both adhydyas and Slokas of the Anugasana remain uncertain.

XIV. ASsvamedhika: ‘The number of adhydyas is unanimously given

as 133, which rhay therefore be accepted as the correct: figure——There is a

discrepancy as regards the number of glokas : the Critical Edition gives the

figure as 2320, while the Javanese and the {556} Southern Recension agree in

giving the figure as 4420, this being one of the rare instances in which the

Javanese and the Southern Recension agree against the Northern Recension.

The Southern Recension contains here an additional sub-parvan, comprising

23 adhyayas and about 1700 Slokas, known as the Vaisnavadharma parvan.

There is no mention of any such parvan. in the list of 100 pavans, given in

the Parvasarhgraha, though some Southern MSS. do insert, in another place,

a line which mentions the Vaignavadharma among the contents of the Aéva-

medhika. In this Section, Yudhist xastructed by ‘Sri-Krsna in the

Dharma of the Vaisnavas, whi relly necessary, after the instruc-

tion he had received from Bf 4n 21,000 stanzas on general

Dharma (Santi and AnuSdsana - Southern number must there-

fore be regarded as due to this itt an in any case not be accepted.

Nevertheless the peculiar agreem: : the Javanese and the Southern

is a disturbing factor. The mimbe may be regarded as doubtful.

doubt about the aedhydyas of

high figure (92): against the

XV. Asramavadsika: Th

this parvan, though the Javané

unanimous Indian figure 42, w med to be the correct figure.?

—As regards the number of seke a slight discrepancy of 2 between

the Critical Edition and the Javanese Version, the former being 1506, the

latter 1508. But the last digit in this number is not in doubt ; it must be

six. The Southern Recension gives the figure 1906, which must be regarded

as extremely doubtful, since even Professor SastRi, who has edited the

Southern Recension, could not find more than 11084 stanzas for this parvan.3

There has been clearly a mistake in the counting of the stanzas of this par-

1 It is perhaps worth noticing that so late a commentator as Vadiraja (cf.

P. K. Gope, ABORI, vol. 17, pp. 203-210, who assigns him to the seventeenth

century), treats the Santi and AnuSdsana as one parvan and has colophons like:

afa aera aaa daa Fates area sagas aeneanttiest

aa FNMA: | eff Mera Gaz MI
—which is quoted by Professor P. P. S. SAStRI in the Introduction to vol. 17,

(AnuSasana Parvan, part 2,) p. xxiv.

2 KERN (loc. cit.) likewise suggests reading 42 for 92 of the Javanese.

% It is interesting to note, as pointed out by Professor SastrI, Nannaya’s

Andhra-Bharatamu gives 1106 as the figure of Slokas in the ASramavasika parvan,

That probably is due to a fresh coynt.
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van, and the Southern figure being palpably incorrect, we may utilize che

approximate agreement between the Critical Edition and the Javanese Ver-
sion and adopt 1506 as the probable original Parvasarhgraha figure for the

Asramavasika.

XVI. Mausala: All sources agree in giving the number of adhydvas

as 8 and the number of Slokas as 300, which may accordingly be taken as -he

correct figures. The text also seems to con-[557}-tain actually 300 stan:.as.

Consequently the vulgate reading 320, in the Parvasarhgraha chapter is

clearly faulty and has been properly rejected.

XVII. Mahaprasthénike : The Javanese figure for the number of

adhyayas is missing ; but the Indian sources, including the MSS., uniforr ily

divide this short parvan into three adhyayas: and the unanimous Ind an

reading cannot be called into question—The number of Slokas may also be

regarded as correctly given in the Critical Edition, which is supported by he

Southern Recension, though the Javanese Version adds, erroneously, three to

the number, giving the figure as 12 rise that this addition of three to

the Sloka number is a wrong a. the adhyaya number, wh ch

is missing in the Javanese Vew © figure (320) for the Slol as

is absurd and unquestionably :

XVIIL. Svergarohana: £

is lost in the Javanese Version

rect figure is 5, which is given: i

—The sloka number is unanirn

is a sufficiently correct approxi

of the Great Epic; and the ¥'

rejected.

Gus case the adhyaya numicr

annot be any doubt that the c r-

ad MSS. of the Mahabhira a.

r three sources, as 200, which

wal extent of this Jast parv in

(209) may be unhcsitatiny ly

The table on the following page gives the figures for the adhyay 1s

and Slokas, book by book, arrived at by a collation of the various extant

versions of the Parvasarhgraha chapter of the Adiparvan.

28A
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{558} TABLE II

Table giving the authentic figures for the Adhyayas and Slokas of the

eighteen Parvans of the Mahabharata, based upon a collation of the MSS. o!
the Sanskrit Parvasarhgrahaparvan and of the Javanese Version (ca.

1000 A.D.).

{ :

Parvan | Adhyaya Sloka

| |
,

I. ADI 218 1 2
Il. SABHA a 72 | 2511

Ill. ARANYAKA we 269 ‘11,664

IV. VIRATA Le 67 | 2050

V. UDYOGA we 186 ?

VI. BHISMA V7 (or 118) | 5884

VII. DRONA 170 8909

VIL. KARNA 69 ' 4900

IX. SALYA 59 : 3220

X. SAUPTIKA 18 870

XI. STRI 27 775

XU. SANTI 339 | 14,525

XII. ANUSASANA ? ?

XIV. ASVAMEDHIKA 133 ?

XV. ASRAMAVASIKA 42 i 1506

XVI. MAUSALA 8 300

XVI. MAHAPRASTHANIS 3 120

XVIII. SVARGAROHANA 5 200

1



A STATEMENT REGARDING THE PROGRESS OF THI

CRITICAL EDITION OF THE MAHABHARATA

Read by the General Editor, Dr. V. 5S. SUKTHANKAR, on the occasion of
the publication of the Udyogaparvan and the presentation of it to

the RAJASAHEB OF AUNDH, on 6th July, 1940

Mr. CHAIRMAN, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN,

On this happy and auspicious day, which is the twenty-third anniversary

of the foundation, of this Institute, I am glad to announce the publication of

the edition of the UpyoGAPpaRVAN by Professor Dr. S. K. De of the Dasca

University, which is volume six of our Critical Edition of the Mahabharz ia.

This is, as you are no doubt aware, the third parvan to be completed by as.

The Adiparvan, edited by myself, was completed in 1933. It was followed

three years later by the Viraétaparvan edited by Professor Dr. Raghu Vira

of the Sanatan Dharma College, Lahore. And now we have the Udyozga-

parvan, which, I hope, will testify te.gur. industry and perseverance,

The amount of matter py

mencement of the work in 1

that some editions of the Mab

started have already been leng

editions with ours. Those ather

and proof-readers. Their pr

editions of thé: Mahabharata <

ceed to manufacture a new ecii

old mistakes and adding-some 9:

last 21 years, since the ccm-

you small. And it is a jact

vere begun long after we lad

ut you must not confuse those

af only work for compositors

very simple, is this. Older

nds of compositors, who pro-

ying, in every detail, all he

aking, in the bargain.

When this Institute undert g cut a Critical Edition of he

Mahabharata, it was not meant to bring out a new edition in this time-

honoured way, which has made the term “Indian edition” a synonym o° a

“bad edition.” In Indian editions of the past, the paper was bad, the t.pe

was bad, the ink was bad, and the text also was generally bad. I do cot

wish to say that we have produced an ideal edition of the Mahabharata, ‘jut

I do maintain that we have taken a distinct step forward in that direction,

and that our work has marked an appreciable advance in the technique of

the editing of Sanskrit texts. And when I say that I am giving you not ay

own opinion but the considered opinion of savants, published repeatedly in

the course of lengthy and elaborate reviews of our edition, in high-class end

authoritative Journals throughout the world. The edition has been before

the world of scholars for nearly fifteen years, and there has been a steady
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chorus of enthusiastic approbation greeting the appearance of every successive

fascicule, whose publication is eagerly awaited by Indologists in all ‘parts of

the world.

When we say we are bringing out an edition of the Mahabharata, we

are really considerably underrating our own work. It is not merely a text-

edition that we are preparing. What we have undertaken is a research into

the Mahabharata manuscript tradition, which, you will realize, is a very dif-

ferent thing and which—let me emphasize-~—-has now been undertaken for the

first’ time in the long history of our Great Epic.

Let us glance for a moment at the history of the project. Since 1897

there has been a steady and persistent demand for a critical edition of the

Mahabharata, which was wanted, as the late Professor WINTERNITZ put it,

“as the only sound basis for all Mahabharata studies, nay, for all studies

connected with the epic literature of India.” In 1904, as a result of the

agitation which was kept up inedh ¥.certain Indologists, the Interna-

tional Association of the Ac and America undertook the

work. And for that purpose, ¥ was collected by the Sans-

kritists in England, through th State for India, from certain

sources in India, and the amou in the hands of Trustees in

England, which is still lying ame of the Trustees, in some

English bank. The last great ‘put an end to this project of

a European edition of the Mi: ich ended as a matter of fact

without, achieving anything be inary work. After that war,

this Institute undertook the w fresh start. The difficulty was

of course the money. What reall ‘ sible for the Institute to launch,

some twenty years ago, this gigantic and ambitious scheme was the promise
made by Shrimant Balasaheb PANT Pratinidhi, Raja Saheb of Aundh,—-our

worthy guest of this evening—to contribute a lakh of rupees to the Maha-

bharata Publication Fund. Sir Ramkrishna BHANDARKAR, the then senior-

most Acarya of Indology in Western India, was naturally consulted. He is

reported to have said that the project was certainly worth undertaking, but

it would cost ten lakhs of rupees; and it was no use undertaking the work

unless there were prospects of raising that sum. When he was assured that

that amount would be found, he agreed to sponsor the undertaking, and as a

matter of fact himself inaugurated it “here, in this hall, in April 1919, by

writing down the mantra of the Great Epic, ndérdéyanam namskrtya etc. The

Institute, it may be observed, undertook then to prepare an edition in which

all the different versions of the epic have been turned to account and which

will meet with the highest requirements of critical scholarship.

mh

With that our work has been chalked out for us. It divides itself natu-

rally into five stages: (1) search for old and reliable MSS. ; (2) collation

of the MSS.; (3) constitution of the text with the help of the collations ;
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(4) preparation of the critical apparatus, to be printed along with the consti-

tuted téxt ; and, finally, (5) seeing the matter through the press.

From the published volumes you will see that on every page from a half

to two-thirds of the space is taken up by the critical notes, which give a very

detailed account of the MSS. examined and collated and which form the bulk

of our evidence for the text. It is this which necessitates laborious work end

demands endless patience ; and its completion for the parvans so far publich-

ed is, I consider, the abiding achievement of our edition. Our edition thus

gives you not only a text, a critical text, but also a digest of the MSS. tra:li-

tion of the Mahabharata extending over nearly 2000 years. I may obse've

that in the case of every text, when the manuscript tradition fluctuates to < ny

extent, it is only a careful study of the collations of the MSS., and nothing

else, that can give you an authentic text ; just as when there is a disp ite

between two or more litigants an impartial judge trying the case would decide

it only after examining the depositions and hearing the evidence of all the

parties and their witnesses.

has been worked out by ‘he

tual problem has commended

s8 an opinion on the merits of

he University of Ankara, v'ho

nas declared that the same 1ie-

: Ramayana also. Appreciative

have been published during

also in English, French, Cer-

I am glad to say that th

Institute for dealing with the

itself to all scholars who are cay

the question. Professor Walter
has made a close study of Rim:

thod may be applied, mutatis :

reviews of our edition, as I r

the last thirteen years not only:

man, Italian, Czecho-Slovakian, yerican Journals. The scheme

has been commended by the f 3riental Congress, by the Jll-

India Oriental Conference and by many of the learned bodies specializing in

Oriental studies. There have been heard a few dissentient voices, but they

are mostly of persons who do not know the ABC of textual criticism «nd

who have never even seen a Mahabharata MS. in their whole life. Stich

uninformed criticism of self-styled scholars we may safely ignore.

But we need not rest on the judgment of other scholars alone, fo: a

justification of our method. The correctness of the method adopted by us

has been vindicated now by independent and objective evidence. The row

famous Rajaguru MS., discovered in Nepal by the Rajaguru Pandit Hemza-

RAJ, which is nearly 800 years old and is therefore the oldest extant MS. of

the Adiparvan, confirms not only many of the disputed readings of the critical

text but justifies even some of the emendations made by me, which is-~it

will be admitted—unimpeachable evidence of the correctness of the metl:od

we have been following.

We have completed now in this fashion, as I said, three whole books of

the Mahabharata : the Adiparvan, the Virataparvan and the Udyogaparvan.
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As for the other parvans, you are no doubt aware that the Sabhaparvan has

been assigned to Professor Frankling EDGERTON of Yale University, who came
over to Poona in 1938 in order to examine for himself the MSS. of the Sabha

which had been collated by the Institute for him, and also to give the finish-

ing touches to his edition in consultation with me. His work has been lying

with him ready for publication and would have been sent to the press long

ago, but for this war, which is hampering inter-communication and delaying

the publication of the parvan.

The next parvan we took in hand is the Vanaparvan (or rather the

Aranyakaparvan, to give it its correct name), which is being edited by myself.

It is passing, through the press as rapidly as we can take it through. It will

comprise about 1100 pages of our edition, of which nearly 700 pages have

already been printed off. I hope to finish it-—-if nothing untoward happens

to hinder its progress—by the end of this year.

As regards the Bhismaparvan, which has been assigned to Rao Bahadur

Dr, BELVALKAR, I am glad ic. considerable advance has been

made by the editor in the p wess-copy. Not only has Dr.

BELVALKAR completed his dra itited text, but the compilation

of the critical notes has been ¢ is proceeding apace.ce

‘When the Bhismaparvan. is

over a year from now, we shall

gigantic work. You will realiz

ed when I tell you that we she

Slokas and printed about 4500°:

The collation work has made-.considerable advance and is a long way

ahead of the publication. We possess now nearly complete collations of all

the parvans up to the AnuSa4sana, which means that we have neatly finished

that part of our task ; because there remains now only the short tail, consist-

ing of some easy and unimportant’ parvans, which I am confident, will offer

no great difficulties either to the collator or to the editor.

‘hich we hope to do in a little

ied nearly 45 per cent. of this

~£ work that will be accomplish-

ealt with a little under 40,000

I have given you, gentlemen, a very brief outline of the main work done

under the name of the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata. Our work has,

moreover, given rise to many other subsidiary undertakings, which dre being

carried out by different scholars, in different places, to some extent independ-

ently of our work here.

Noteworthy among these works are the following four. Our edition has

given to a student of the Dacca University a subject for a Ph.D. thesis en-

titled “Studies in Epic Grammatical Forms,” which is an essay towards the

compilation of epic grammar and which is based entirely on our edition of

the Adiparvan. Our Mahabharata researches have further inspired another

student of the epic to submit to the Bombay University a Ph.D. thesis on
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the Bhrgvangirasa element in the Mahabharata. There is a third Ph.D.

dissertation for which. a subject has been furnished by our edition. The

subject is the phenomenon of case-variation in the epic dialect, which is being

investigated by a student of Dr. S. M. Katre at the Deccan College Research

Institute. A Spanish professor, Dr. Jose CANEbo, I understand, has plar ned

an elaborate grammatical work on Epic Syntax, which has made consider ible

advance and which would have been published by now but for this war, which,

as you know, is paralyzing all literary and scholarly activity in Europe.

IT shall pass on to some minor studies which have arisen out of our Mz ha-

bharata work. Arising out of his study of the Sabha@parvan, Professor Epc tir-

TON has recently published three important papers. One of them is akout

the mention of the city of Rome in the Digvijaya section of the Sabhapar\ an,

which is the first time that a clear reference has been found in Indian litira-

ture to the name of the capital of ancient Italy, Roma. Another paper by

him deals with the question of “‘ Epic Tristubh and its Hypermetric Varietics.”

A third paper by him concerng,4} nc interpretation of a Sabha-

parvani stanza, an old crux, mous as the parable of the

“Goat and the Knife” (“ a

maparvan, which is being edited

1 valuable papers, among them

ron of the Bhagavadgita,’ he

the “ Cosmographical Epis«de

de has other papers in presa-

In connection with his stuch

by him, Dr. BELVALKAR has pu

the “ Miscarriage of the attemp

“Kashmiri Version of the Bhag

in the Mahabharata and the }

ration,

You will thus see, gentlemen; :thatthe-Gime and the money spent during

the last twenty years of silent and arduous work of the Mahabharata Depart-

ment of the Institute have not been spent in vain. The Institute has not

only brought out critical editions of three of the parvans of the Mahabharaia,

but it has built up an independent school of textual criticism and perfected

the technique of the editing of Sanskrit texts. It has opened out new vistas

of work with immense possibilities, which will occupy Indologists, I imagite,

for at least half a century, if not more. It has stimulated vivid interest in

Mahabharata studies, which were languishing for want of a critical edition

of the text. They are carried out now on a sound basis and in a scienti‘ic

spirit, differing conspicuously from the somewhat gassy ebullitions of previous

writers on the subject of the Mahabharata.

The Critical Edition of the Mahabharata is thus a comprehensive and

many-sided literary activity, with ramifications in many directions. It is

this aspect of our Mahabharata work, I imagine, which impressed the British

Academy in London and which induced that august body to vote a grant <o

our Mahabharata Publication Fund in order to show its appreciation of the
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work which is being done by the Institute and which is not merely of national

but international interest and importance.

It is gratifying to note that we have all along been staunchly supported

in our enterprise financially by the Governments, the Princes and the People

of India,—and at least by one University, the University of Bombay, During

the last twenty years they have contributed in the aggregate some Rs. 3,50,000.

That is a considerable sum, you will admit. But much more will be needed

to complete the work. As we progress and inspire confidence among the

people, who will begin to realize the great literary and scientific importance

of this project, more help will, I am confident, be coming forth. Indeed there

are indications that these are no false hopes. As the Secretary of the Insti-

tute, Dr. DANDEKAR, has just told you, the Sir DoraBJeEE Tata Charities

have only recently, despite the prevailing financial strigency, sanctioned a

grant of Rs. 5,000 for the Mahibha rk, which has been a welcome addi-

tion to our attenuated resour aich we are extremely grateful

to the Trustees of that Fund tial subsidies, which had been

granted for a fixed period of y We have been endeavour-

ing to get them renewed, and as been very encouraging, not-

withstanding the chaos into whic s thrown our national economy.

Of the patrons whom we have tha ached, the first one to respond was

the Chief Saheb of ICHALKARA @ Secretary has just announced,

has kindly promised to continu "This is a great encouragement

to us and we are most grateful heb, who is a staunch patron

of learning and a great friend af students. On behalf of the

Mahabharata Editorial Board I e soress our most grateful thanks

to Shrimant Raja Saheb ef PHALTAN, who in response to our urgent appeal

has, as announced by the Secretary, been pleased to continue his annual

grant of Rs, 500 for the Mahabharata work for a further period of five years.

If the work is not finished by then, we shall again have to approach the kind

Raja Saheb, who, I am sure, will again be pleased to renew the grant. Small

though these donations be which we have now secured, there is no need to

lose courage. They are indicative of good-will and confidence, which are

worth a great deal. When the war clouds have passed away, better days

will surely dawn for us ; when the thoughts of men will again turn to the pre-

servation and growth of cultural values. We shall then have again, I am

confident, the same share of bounty from our patrons of learning which we

have hitherto enjoyed and which will help us to carry to completion one of

the most important of our national projects.

ay

July 6, 1940.
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CRITICAL EDITION OF THE MAHABHARATA

[Read by Dr. V. S. SUKTHANKAR, on the occasion of the presentation of the

Aranyakaparvan to Shrimant RAJASAHEB of Aundh on 5th January 1943.]

Mr. CHAIRMAN, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN,

It is now more than seventeen years since I took over charge of ‘he

Mahabharata work and reorganized, on somewhat different lines, this ]e-

partment of the Institute, having profited by the experiences and experi-

ments of my predecessor, the late lamented Mr. Utcrxar. During this

interval the Institute has published Critical Editions of four complete Bouks

of the Mahabharata: Adiparvan (1933), Virdtaparvan (1936), the Udvyo-

gaparvan (1940), and now the Aranyakaparvan (1942). These four

parvans comprise, according to the Parvasarhgrahaparvan, about 284.00

Slokas. In addition to this a fascicule of the Sabhaparvan edited by Prof.

Franklin EDGERTON of Yale University (U. S. A.), which has been ready

for some time and which. could ior printing only owing to «he

very generous special grant o| iy made by the Government

cf Bombay, is being publish rmore, the press-copy of «he

Bhismaparvan, which is being « shadur Dr. S. K. BELVALK4R,

is almost ready and is now und 1 revision at the hands of its

editor. It will be ready for bei: he press very shortly. In fact
the work is advanced as far th got ready for the press within

three months. But can we sent ress? Not unless we can find
a generous donor prepared tc * of the printing of the new

volume, in these days when th ing has almost doubled. The

present financial situation of the Degattinéit4s such that we can just mange

to get the press-copies ready ; but the large world of scholars outside “he

walls of this Institute, eagerly awaiting the appearance of our now-famous

yellow-covered fascicules, must unfortunately be kept waiting until more

funds are available.

Any way, during the past 17 years the Institute has critically dealt with

the first 6 parvans of the Great Epic: the Adi, Sabha, Aranyaka, Virata,

Udyoga and Bhisma. ‘The six parvans make up a total of about 36,800

SIckas, out of an aggregate of 82,150 Slokas, a portion which is approxi-

mately 45% of the entire Mahabharata, excluding, of course, the Harivarhia,

which I have kept out of my calculation in order not to frighten you {oo

much, Even this is no mean achievement, I think, The part of the enic
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critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk about four times as great

as the Greek epics, Iliad and Odyssey put together and one and a hfif times
as our Ramayana,

That a work of this nature and these dimensions is not one man’s job

is very very evident. Many friends, collaborators, sympathisers and patrons

have contributed. to such measure of success as has been achieved so far,

and they include among them princes and potentates, curators and librarians,

printers and parvan-editors, not to speak of the General Editor and his

modest staff of collators in the background. Surely, the most potent among

these multifarious contributory factors have been our generous patrons, who,

out of regard for this venerable monument of Indian antiquity, this great

and lustrous heritage of Bharatavarsa, have in the past liberally supplied

the Institute, through all these years, with funds to carry on this costly but

vital work.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I must tell you frankly this is a costly work.

All good work costs money od manuscripts cost money.

Good printing costs money. _ money.

co

The British nation once

of the Bible. Would India pa

Are the British people greater

greater lovers of religion, greater to

tainly not. Great Britain is a sm sung nation, compared to India.

And our love of knowledge, } love of scriptures, is greater.

We are the inheritors of the & “book of books” composed

at a time when Great Britain ¥ titered on the map of civilized

nations. And the entire cost of Making this Critical Edition of the Maha-

bhdrata is only one million! rupees—and not pounds—which is only 1/15th

of the cost of the Bible. We have collected and spent already 5 lakhs of

rupees. We want now only 5 lakhs more. And we are not pessimistic

about it. We have no reason to be that. When the war clouds have passed

away, better days will surely dawn for us; then the thoughts of men will

again turn to the preservation and growth of cultural values. We shall

then, I am confident, enjoy the same generous support from patrons of

learning as we have hitherto enjoyed and that will help us to carry to com-

pletion one of the most important of our national projects.

ion pounds for one rare Ms.

ant for any book? Why not ?

ike, greater lovers of literature,

wiedge than we Indians? Cer-

If you want me to point out to you just one man who is responsible

for originating and furthering the project, he is sitting in front of you, I

mean, Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, the RajJA OF AUNDH.

The question may occur to you. Is it worth all this expenditure?

Whether we realize it or not, we still stand under the spell of the Mahia-

bharata. Amid the deepest strands that are woven in the thread of our
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civilizavion, there is more than one that is drawn originally from Bharat.-

varsa atfd from Sanskrit literature. And well in the centre of this vast mess
of literature, there stands this deathless, traditional book of divine inspiraticn,

unapproachable and far removed from possibilities of human competition.

There is a danger that in our pseudo-scientific mood, we may ‘se

tempted to discard this great book, thinking that we have outgrown it. That

would be a capital blunder! That would in fact mean nothing but in

indication of our will to commit suicide, national suicide, the signal of cur

national extinction. For never was truer word spoken than when the late

German Indologist Hermann OLDENBERG said that “in the Mahabharata

breathe the united soul of India, and the individual souls of her peop.2.”

And why is that ? Because the Mahabharata is the national saga of Inia.

It is, in other words, the content of our collective unconscious. And | ust

for that reason it refuses to be discarded. We must therefore grasp his

great book with both hands and face it squarely. Then we shall recog :ize

that it is our past which has projon itself into the present. We are it:

I mean the real WE! Shall £ strangling our own scul?

NEVER !
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