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PREFACE

The Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute was founded in
1915. The first verse of the Mahdbhdrata was written by Sir R. G.
BHANDARKAR on Ist April 1919 while inaugurating the work of the
Institute on the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata, 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 Mahdbharata on the occasion of its Silver Jubilee
celebrations. On 5th January 1943, Dr. SUKTHANKAR read his state-
ment on the Critical Edition of the Mahibharata before the delegates
for the Silver Jubilee celebrations and other audience in the Tata Hall
of the Institute. This statement has proved to be his last testament
more valuable than Aristotle’s will as it is a national testament. I
quote from it a few sentences which contain Dr. SUKTHANKAR's mes-
sage about the MahAbharata :—

“The part of the Epic critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk

about four times as great as the Greek Epics, Ihad and Odyssey put together
and one and a half times as our Ramayana.”

“All good work costs money now-a-days! Good manuscripts cost
money. Good printing costs money, Geod editors cost money.”

" Amid the deepest strands that are woven in the thread of our civili-
zation there is more than one that is drawn onginally from Bharatavarsa
and from Sanskrit literature and well in the centre of this vast mass of Iite-
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 1t
§quar§1y. Then we shall recogmise that 1t is our past which has prolongerd
itself into the present. We are it : I mean the real WE! Shall we be guilty
of strangling our own soul? NEVER!”

:I'hese stirring words were read out by Dr. SUKTHANKAR on the
evening Of. thg 5th of January and within a fortnight he passed away
after a brief illness on the evening of 21st January 1943 ! Truth is
stranger than fiction !

Suc'h in brief is the outline of Dr. SUKTHANKAR's association with
the“Instntute’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 1n revising his type script of the last of hus lectures on the Mahd-
bharata he was to deliver before the University of Bombay on the
following day !

In stnking lim down within sight of his chosen goal, Death
prerced the base of consciousness cutting at the very jomt of body and
mind No preparation for the end, no mspining last words, were pos-
sble  Yet, those of us who knew SUKTHANKAR intimately cannot
doubt that the sentiments of Vahiant would also have been his own had
he receved the summons of an approaching end to life’s journey
“Though with great difficuity T am got hither, yet now I do not repent
me of all the trouble My sword I give to lum that shall succeed me
n the pilgrimage, and my courage and skill to him that can get 1t
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 memortal
volume represents the sword, the keen <plendid tempered 1mage of his
intellect, that he bequeathed to tum that hags the courage and skill to
wield 1t If there be such a person, undaunted by the forces of dark-
ness let im grasp firm the hilt and smite on

Side by side with his text critical work on the Mahidbhdrata
Dr SUKTHANKAR kept on studying its content and inner meaning and
for that purpose studied many books on Philocophy and Rehigion
While I was editing the Review of Philosophy and Religion between
1930 and 1937, I recetved numerous books on these subjects for reviewn
Dr SUKTHAMNKAR seemed very much interested 1n many of them ard
he actually ordered some of them for his own hbrary 1 was first under
the mmpression that Dr SUKTHANKAR perused these books with a view
to get a little diversion to his muind 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 Mahzbhirata which he finally prepared for being delt
vered before the Unnersity of Bombay and before completing which
he took our final leave with a “Forget menot” emphasis! The
mystical vein noticed by the audience 1n those lectures was mamnly due
to the psychological changes gradually brought about in the mmd
of the great Savant during the ten years prior to these lectures

'The 1dea of bringing out a Memonal Edition of Dr SUKTHAN
KAR's published wntings was first discussed by myself and my learned
fnends Dr S M KaTre and Prof D D KosAMBI with Dr Mrs
Maliuba: B SUKTHANKAR M.BBS and the sons of Dr SUKTHANKAR
immediately after Dr SUKTHANKARS demuse  With the substantial
support promised by the Sukthankar family a Memonial 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,, " LLB., J.P. as its Vice-Chairman. With the assured
support of these two great friends of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and with the
guaranteed voluntary co-operation of my esteemed friends Dr. KATRE
and Prof. KosaMBI, it was easy for me to secure the support of the
innumerable friends of Dr. SUKTHANKAR all over India and outside
for 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 of
the Committee and circulated among scholars and institutions intér-
ested in the Memorial Edition. The response to this appeal from the
numerous friends and admirers of Dr. SUKTHANKAR was extremely
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 who sacrificed himself on the altar of the
Mahibharata.
The valuable and scholarly contents of the present volume speak
for themselves and will continue to speak with greater resonance as
years pass by. As observed by Prof. EDGERTON they are the product
of Dr. SUKTHANKAR's knowledge and experience (Jfignam Savijfid-
nem) and his native ability which made reputation in three Continents.
Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s literary life was a life of planned action, in which
every detail was scrupulously worked out and revised many times
before it saw the light of the day. Every page of the Critical Edition
of the Mahabhdrata and the Critical Epic Studies that are being
presented to the scholars to-day under one cover bear the stamp of his
scholarship and fully illustrate the common adage :—“1If a thing is
worth doing, it is worth doing well”. His Prolegomena to the Adi-
parvan of the MahZibhirata, the bed-rock of the MahzZbharata Textual
Criticism, was much in demand since its publication. It is being pub-
lished separately for the first time in the present volume along with
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 the
unstinted co-operation T have received from several friends and learned
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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. SUuK-
THANKAR's Epic Studies published in the Annals of the Institule.
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
Anmals, {or 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 Mahibharata, 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 Dr. SUKTHANKAR had an intention to re-
vise all his Epic Studies in course of time and then publish them in
their final form after the completion of his work on the Great Epic.
Providence, however, decreed otherwise | A% regards the other contri-
butions of Dr. SUKTHANKAR inclided in the present volume I tender
my most grateful thanks—

(1) To the authorities of the K. R, Cama Oriental Institute,
Bombay, and the Editorial Board of Sir J. J. Modi Volume for per-

mission to include Dr. SUKTHANKAR'S paper on * Arjunamiéra” in
this Edition. .

(2) To Mr, B. T, ANKLESARIA, M.A. the Hon. Secretary of {he
K. R, Cama Institute for drawing my attention to the two papers of
Dr. SUKTHANKAR viz. (i) Arjunamiéra and (if) 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 2 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-
tinned above deserves my best thanks. ,

(3) To the Editors of the Festchrift Prof. P. V. Kane and Dr.
R. N. Saroesal, L.C.PS., Proprietor, Oriental Book Agency, Poona,

its publicher, 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. KATgE, M.A,,
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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 “ RamAyana and Nalopakhyéna ”, in this Volume.

(6) To the authorities, Bombay Branch of the Royal ~Asiatic
Society for permission to include Epic Studies I : ‘ Some Text-Critical
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 presen-
tation. He believed in the identity of Truth, Beauty and Dignity in
the publication of all scholarly work worth the name. The volumes
of the Critical Edition of the Mahabhfrata are a visible embodlment
of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s ideal in this respect. A good edition accordmg
to Dr. SUKTHANKAR must be good both within and without, and we
have tried to make the present Memorial Edition as good as possible
within the means at our disposal. But good Editions cost money, said
Dr. SUKTHANKAR in his last public statement and the credit of achiev-

ing any goodness in the present Memorial Edition must go to those
donors, subscribers and contributors who have contributed their mite
towards this Edition out of sheer love and appreciation for the national
work of the departed scholar as will be seen from the list of these
contributors (vide Appendix). Space forbids me to thank all these
contributors individually. T shall however, be failing in my duty if T
do not indicate here the generosity of the following contributors but for
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.BB.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 Tapibai C
Mehta, Bombay.
On the completion of the Memorial Edition it 1s proposed 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.

1 gtarted my work in connection with the Sukthankar Mem?rial
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 Committes 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 1 became absolutely fearless in my work when the two great friends
of Dr. SUKTHANKAR, T mean Shrimant Raja Saheb of Aundh and
Dewan Bahadur K. M, JHAVER! agreed to guide me in this work as
the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Memorial Edition Commut-
tee respectively. Their high regard for our National Epic and its Epic
Fditor Dr. SUKTHANKAR has been responsible in no small way for the
publication of the Epic Studies of Dr. SUKTHANKAR appearing today
in the form of the First Volume of the Sukthankar Memorial Edition.

On 5th January 1943, Dr, SUKTHANKAR referred to the Rajasaheb of
Aundh in the following glowing terms :—

“1f you want me to point out just one man who is responsible for origi-
nating and furthering the project (of the Mahibhirata) he i3 sitting in front
of you, I mean Shnmant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, the Raja of Aundh”

‘We are forfunate in having in our midst today, the first anniver-
sary of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s demise, this very enlightened Rajasaheb,
now in the 76th year to guide all our literary projects with undaunted
zeal and optimism, 1 cannot adequately thank the Rajesaheb and

other friends for their spontaneous and active co-operation in the work
of this Edition.

“1 began my work in connection with the Memorial Edition with
the guaranteed collaboration of my personal friends Dr. S. M. KATRE,
MA., PHD. and Prof, D. D. Kosavisi, MA. 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 edx'ting of the Volume goes to them. During their per-
sonal contact with Dr. SURTHANKAR 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 Jabour of
Yave out of their high sene of appreciation and respect for the work -
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of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and though they are the members of the Memo-
rial Committee, I take this opportunity of thanking them most cordi-
ally for their disinterested service to Indology in helping the Memorial
Edition Committee to bring out the present Volume in the best pos-
sible\ form and get up.

Dr. SUKTHANKAR was connected with the University of Bombay
in several capacities for more than two decades. His cordial relations
with all the authorities of the University are evident not only from
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 pro-
vince the grateful thanks of the Memorial Committee for their sincere
appreciation of the work of the Committee,

In concluding this preface I must record the valuable services
rendered to the Memorial Edition by Mr. M, N. KULKARN], the
enterprising Manager of the Karntak Publishing House, Bombay,
but for whose high regard for Dr. SUKTHANKAR and spontaneous co-
operation on the very day this scheme was discussed we would not
have dreamt of undertaking this Edition at a time when the extra-
ordinary high cost of printing and the scarcity of paper had chilled
all academic enterprises in this country. Like my esteemed friends
Dr. KATRE and PROF. K0saMBI, Mr. KULKARNI has fulfilled his guaran-
tee also to the letter by publishing this First Volume of the Memorial
Edition maoet. prompily and efficiently and thus kept up the tugh
traditions of his Publishing House for excellent printing and typo-
graphy, which are absolutely essential for good editing according to
the standards of Dr. SUKTHANKAR.

In presenting this first volume of the Sukthankar Memorial Edi-
tion to-day, the first anniversary of Dr. SUKTHANKAR’s lamented de
mise, the Memorial Committee has completed half of its promised
work. Though I am thankful to all my colleagues on the Memorial
Committee for their continuous co-operation so far, I must reserve my
final thanks to them to a future date when the Second Volume of this
Edition is completed and presented to the public.

P. K. Gobe
Poona 4 } Hon. Secretary and Managing Editor
21st January, 1944, Dr.V.S. Sztkéhanka;}lemonal Edition
ommittee.
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FOREWORD*

An elaborate wntroduction containing a comprehensive account of the
manuscript matenal as also a detailed discussion of the principles of Maha-
bharata textual entiosm will be published with the last fascicule of the
Adiparvan  The following curcory remarks are mntended merely to guide the
reader meanwhile through the labynnth of a very complicated apparatus
crittcus

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS
In the Mahibharata manuscnipt tradition, perhaps as much as i any
lterary tradition, the textual cntic 1s faced with a bewildering profuston of
versions as well as an amazing mixture of versions Divers elements have
been working from the earhest times 1n favour of the development of different
types, on the one hand on the othcr hand, there were not wanting elements
that operated agamnst the evolution of sharply differentiated types To un
derstand the phenomenon of this luxunant growth and indiscrimimnate fusion
of versions, one must appreciate clearly certain details of historical moment,
certamn special factors in the transmssion of the Mahabharata—tratts which
distmguish our work from every other known text except the Riimayana and
possibly the Homeric epopees Notwithstanding the fact that we know so
little that 1s certamn and definite about the early history of tha text, we may,
1t seems to me, with confidence assume that after its composttion the great
epic was for centuries handed down (in differing forms and sizes) from bard
to bard merely by word of mouth It 1s moreover extremely probable that
even after the text had been wntten down large portions of it, especally
such portions as were popular, continued to be commutted to memory, by
1tinerant raconteurs for purposes of recitation It 1s further easy to believe
that no great care was lavished on the text by these custodians of the trad:
tion to guard 1t agamst partial corruption and elaboration or agamst ar
bitrary emendation and normalization to reproduce the recetved text with
any great precision would be neither attempted by these bards nor required
of them 1t was then imnevitable that the protean oral tradition should in
one form or another react on the wntten tradition and vice verse One m
portant and necessary consequence of such antecedents as these 1s the im
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 wnting 1n some distant past, indepen
dently of each other, at different epochs and i different circumstances In

1 {Adipartan Fasacule I 1927
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other words, even n its early phases the Mahabhirata text tradition must
have been not uniform and singular, but multiple and polygenous To com-
plicate matters 27 further there appears to have followed a period 1 which
there was a free comparnison of manuscripts and extensive mutual borrowings,
operations which in the course of ndiserimunate crossing and re-crossing have
completely confused the differentie and produced a perfect wilderness of
hybrd types  These are, at least i part, still mere surmises But the as-
sumption of some such comphcated derangements, ‘beyond the normal vicis

situdes of transmussion, 15 necessary, to account for the strange vaganes of
the Mahabhirata manusenpt tradstion  to explan why i the best manus-
cnpts one comes across at every step readings that are mamfestly nferior
and additional lines that are incontestably spurious  to clucidate how textual

lly terpalations, starting from the .most mconspicuous

source of diaskenass, could extend over large areas with comparative ease
and rapidity

This state of things 1f true, would make 1t mmpossible to apply to the
Mahabharata the special canons of textual enticsm which are denved 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 exem
plars reaching finally back to a single authentic (wntten) archetype The
confiation of codices may, moreover, have been camed to such an extreme
that we may even have to renounce all pretensions to disentangle completely,
by means of purely objective cntenia, theirr intricate mutual relationships
1t would, therefote, be well not to sgnore eatirely the possibslity that a wholly
satisfactory restoration of the text to its pnstine form—even the late so-

called Latasihast] samhita form—may be a task now boyond the powers of
cnticrsm,

Evin though the problem be nsoluble on the ideal plane, yet a partial
solution of 1t 13 by no means mpracticable and may with considerable gamn
be attempted This fascicule will, 1 hope, demonstrate that a considerable
portion of the mhented text can be meontestably proved to be authentic and
urumnpeachable  and that on the other hand certam portions of the  vulgate”
<can, equally indisputably, be shewn to be spurious  In other words, we seem
fmmed to assert that notwithstandmg the existence of what may l')e termed

onginal doublets (fluctuations inherited from a penod of purely oral trans-
nussion), as well as a vast number of scondary vanants (brought in through
e—orru\\;p‘ugn and emendation during the penod of mainly wntten transmussion),
s of :&px\e the vaganes which surround a small part of the poem with a
maror :c:;tau:tf lzhsc unification of the tradition could 1 regard to the
deemed sufficient f:r all I::::te:l ;:dap(:xcrposesgme of approvimation which ey be
dd&?ri;m&iy.u&;tm ru:ms‘trumon a safe expedient 15 to take 33 basis the
family * of manuseripts and to authenticate 1t in the
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cntical editton This expedient, though unquestionably safe and in most
cases indubntably effective, fails totally in the present instance, assuming what
has been said above about the fuswon of types to be true  because by follow-
g any manuscript, even the oldest and the best, we shall be authenticating
just that arbitrary muxture of versions which 1t should be the aim of
cnticism to avord  The peculiar conditions of the transnussion of the epic
force upon us an eclectic but cautious utihization of all manuscnpt
classes Since all categones of manuscripts have their strong points
and their weak poimts, each variant has to be judged on 1its own
merits When the cntena at our disposal fail to give a positive result we
have to content 37} ourselves with a stop-gap that will give the required sense
or at least complete the metrical lime A text prepared, with due circum
spection, on eclectic principles will, I am fully persuaded present a more faith
ful picture of the elusive “ongnal ’ than any single extant codex could do
‘That 1n these circumstances the editor will occasionally make mistakes—at
times perhaps gross mistakes—is as certamn as mevitable , for 1t 1s to be fear-
ed that there 1s no royal road to success in thisTincomparably difficult field
The method of Mahabharata textual criticism can be evolved only from a
special study of the Mahabharata manuscripts and of the Mahabhirata
manuscript tradition  More than one attempt will probably have to be made
before the 1deal 1s attammed Tt will therefore, Be prudent not to expect too
much from the first critical edition, nor to claim too much for 1t.

MANUSCRIPT MATERIAL

The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the first two adhyfyas of
the Adiparvan are as follows

I N(ORTHERN) RECENSION -
Kasmiri (or North western) Version m Devanigari transcnpt (K)

K, =Poona Govt MSS Collection MS No 229 of 1895-1902
K, = London India Officz Library, MS No 2137
K, = Poona Govt MSS Collection, MS No 182 of 1831 95 Dated V Sam
1694 (ca 1637 AD)
K,'= Baroda, Central Libracy MS No 632 Dated V Sam 1575 {ca 1518
BDp )
K, = Poona, Govt MSS Collection M$ No 565 of 1882 83
K, = Lahore Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College MS No 1
K, = Poona, Govt MSS Collection MS No 209 of 1887 91
Maithili Version (V)
V,1=Nepal Darbar Library, MS No 1364 Dated La Sam 411 (ca 1530
AD)
Bangali Verston (B)
B, = Bolpur Vsivabhirati Library MS No 1
B,i= Bolpur, Visvabharati Library, M5 No 258
B, = Bolpur, Vidvabharati Library, MS No 264
B,'= Balpur, Visvabhirat: Library, MS No. 415
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Devandgari Versons (D) ta (Da)
D agari Vermon of ArjunamiSra (Da
r-lag:gz Poona, Govt MSS Collectson, MS No 30 of A 1879 80
Da: < Poonia, Gavt, MSS Collection, Viérambag Coll I, MS No 468

Devanigari Verson of Nilakaptha (Dn)

MS belonging to Sardar Kibe of Indore

,+= Mysore, Ornental Library, MS No 1064

Dn, = Poona, Gavt MSS Collection, MS No 234 of 1892 1902

Devanigan Version of Ratnagarbha (Dr)
Dr, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No. 1264
Dr, = Tanjore, Palace Library, M5 No 1189
Dr, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No 1313
Dr, = Tanjore, Palace Libraty, MS No 1339
Devanagan Mixed Versions
D, = Poona, Govt MSS Collecuion MS No 29 of A 1879 80
D, = Tanjore Palace Library, MS No, 1152
D,t= Tanjore, Palae Libraty, M5 No 1360
D, = Tanjore Palace Library, MS No 1126
{4} D; = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Yedic College, MS No 4
Dgi= Tanjore Palace Library, MS No 1223
D, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS Na, 1269
D, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No 1329
D,t=Tanjore, Palace Library, MS Ne 1176
D, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No 1293
D,,'= Tanjore Palace Library, MS No 1340
D,, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No 1373
D, ;1= Poona, Govt, MSS Collection, Visrambig Coll 1I, MS No 191
D, ="Poona Govt. MSS Collection, Visrimbag Coll II, MS No 266

T S(ouTHERN) RECENSION

Telugu Versson (T)
T, = Yadu Math Collecion MS (without No)
T, = Tanjore, Palate Library, MS No 11865
G-antha Verzon (G).
G,t= Yadu Math Collection MS (without No )
G, = Yadu Math Collection M5 {without No?)
G,'= Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No 11823
G, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No 11838
G, = Tanjore, Palace Library, MS No, 11851
Gq = Tanjore Palace Library, MS No 11860
G; = Yadu Math Collection MS ({withour No)
Mala}\y{ilam Version (M)
1 = MS belonging to Cheef of Ida llaz,
M, = Coctun, State Library, MS Na{n 5 Gochun
M, = Codun, State Library, MS No 1
M =MS belnging 1o Kallenkara Pisharam of Cochin
In addstion 1o the above, two Baroda Library MSS of the commentary
by Devabodha (urthout the epic text) were collated , the mmportant readings
found 1n this commentary have been aited with the symbol Cd
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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MANUSCRIPTS
AND THEIR MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP

An mportant advance made mn the classification of the manuscripts
15 the separation of archetype K (which represents Devandgati transcripts
of the Kaémiri or North western version) from other so-called Devanagari
verstons  The affimity of K 1s documented by the following agreements

1.1.2° K (except K ) 7diT,; Du @&t ; the rest (inclusive of K;)
A,

11 8 K Jmgifmm; Vi Swgin 3% the rest ifie’; ga 3° or .

1 1. 49°: K V; B; m aRqaiea, ; the rest §Raag® or afireq wr1°,

1.1.51° K Ragor; V) BRmas; the rest s,

1.1 192° K ( except K; ) gaqiea ; the rest {inel K; ) zriaior-,

1.2 23%- K (except Ky o) aumaRg gewm; the rest (] K, ;) geamra-
o ..

. 1 2.76° K (K missing ) qeonaer texan; Ne Smmme 1°; the rest Jeqon
T WIS,

Only K, , represent archetype K 1n a comporatively pure form Next
to these in punty stands K, , while K; ; are nothing but misch codices, K,
being conflated with the “ vulgate ” and K, with some Southern verston (cf
1 1 26 and 22%, 25*%) K, contams a text which 1s shorter and more archaic
than either the Bangali or the {57 “ vulgate” It 15 worthy of note that while
these two manuseripts (K,,) have more readings mn common with manus-
cripts of the Southemn recension than either of the two latter groups, yet
they contamn not a single “ additional” hne which could be considered as a
charaéteristic Southern interpolation —V, stands, as 15 to be expected, nearest
to the Bangall verston, but 1t is noteworthy that i a few cases V; and K
agree mn opposition to all other manuscripts, where 1t 1s 1mpossible to consider
the agreement as purely accidental (cf 1 1 8, 49%) —The Bangali version
1s shightly superior to the “vulgate,” in so far that it 1s not mterpolated quite
s0 heavily as the latter Bangali omits (Iike K) not only the Brahma Ganesa
episode m the first adhydya, but (unhke K) also the short dialogue between
Parasurama and his ancestors m the second, both unquestionably spurious
and both found 1n the “vulgate” Occasionally Bangdll manuscripts agree
with Southern. manusenipts tn opposition to K and the “ vulgate™ (cf ,1 1
22, 422)  1In these cases I have adopted as authentic the concordant read
ings of the Bangdli and Southern manuscripts 1n preference to those of K
Bangali alone has 1n a few cases preserved the correct reading as compared
with all the othen manuseripts (cf 1 1 62¢) —Closely connected with the
Bangali 1s the version of Arjunamista It not only agrees with the Bangill
1 the omis<ion of the Brahma Ganela episode and of the dn\a!ogue mentioned
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ment, the cnteria mentioned above fail to give a posstive result A partscular
m<tance of the vanation contemplated here 15 that of a puzzling form of a
crocezgreement between the Northern and Southemn versions , when for in
<tance some Kasmun and Malayalam manuscripts agree 1n opposition to say,
Bangah and Grantha (cf 1 1 607) In cuch cases I have owing to the
much greater correctness of the K vercion moetly adopted as stopgaps the

readings of K,, the manuscnpts which present the archetype K mn a’rela
tnely pure form

I have given 10 the constituted text whatever m each case appeared to
b~ cupported by the balance of probabilities indrcating all the mmportant ele
ments—hnes phrases <ignificant v ords and vord parts—of the text that ars
less than certain by a wavy Iine printed below them  Inaignificant differences
of epciing (e g Naimisa Naimisa) are 1znored for this purposz

Doubt which cannot be resolsed by a eonsideration of the documentary
or mtnnsic probability entailing the usc of the wavy line ariss 1n the follow
g cases  (a) when the transmitted readings appear to be corrupt and no
satisfactory emendation can be cuggested  (b) vhen there are scveral read
ngs of equal ment , 1n parti-ular where the Northemn and the Southern recen
s1ons offer two different readings of equal valye Jastly (c) vhen the evidence
10 ¢t contra of docunventary and mntrmsic probabihity 15 equally balanced

As regards mterpolations the additsonal limes are so ingentously fashion
od and cunningly fitted 1n that 11 any given case the intrinsic evidence 13
generally inconclusie  In other vords 1f we leave out of account the docu

g nolhuing whatsoey ey coTresponding to them
seme pont n the other re

cension are to be vieved with ve IcIom.
Unless there 13 overvhelming evidence to prove therr ongxmlftr; 4h;q;’hou1d
be treated as spunious » breause, the probability of error 1s far greater m ad
mtting as authentic such one-recension lines on neufficient evidence of ont
gnahty (both Jeansions beng placed on an equal footing and treated with
impartiality } than jn regecting them on meuffigent evidence of puriousness.
It may be added that the presumntyon of unauthentyeys
ed by the fact that gn the recenson gn which

found meerted 1n different

roits of the text,
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my colleagues on the Mahibhirata {8} Edutorial Board : Prof. Vaijnath K, RAJVADE,
M.A.; Mr. Vishwanath P. VAIDYA, BAR-AT-LAW ; Prof, Dr. R. ZIMMERMANN, S.J.,
PHD ; Prof. Dr. V. G. PARANJPE, MA., p.LITT. ; and Mr. N. B, UTGIKAR, M.A.
But l desire to make a special mcnu'on of my indebtedncss ta Mr. VAIbYA and to
Rev, Fr. ZIMMERMANN, whose advice and ready help have accompanied my lzbours
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
hag received from collaborators outside the Institute, I have to record the indebted-
ness of the Board to: Pandit Vidhushekbar BHATTACHARYA, M.A., Principal of the
Vidvabhirati, Bolpur; Rajaguru Pandit HeEMRrAJ, 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 gentlemon have been good enough to supply the Institute with
carefully prepared coliations of manuscripts which are in their charge or which were
kindly procured for the purpose by them. The Nimaya Sagar Press has rendered
ungrudgingly every tance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which
appeared td me best suited for the purposes of the work., The tllustration accom-
panying thiy fascicule is prepared from a water-calour painting kindly supplied by
the Chief of Aundh,

In conclusion, I may be permitted to remark that the renown of the
Bharatavarsa, of its Princes and its People, is for all time inseparably linked
with the Mahabharata, which is, in more senses than one the greatest epic the
world has produced. It must be manifest to anyone who bestows a thought
on the subject that the monumental work of preparing the first critical edition
of this colossal encyclopzdia of ancient India could be carried on and com-
pleted by the young Institute by which it has been undertaken only if it can
count upon substantial aid from other sources and upon co-operation ofi a
much wider scale. If the Princes and the People 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.

Jenuary 1927. V. S, SUKTHANKAR.

POSTCRIPT

Since the manuscript of this fascicule was sent fo the press, I was able
to make arrangements for securing collations of $arada 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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above, but it shares with the Bangili quite a number of 'isolal?d rcadl_nzﬁ
against all other manuscripts. The (epic) text in the Ar)unan}xéra oodxﬁ
is frequently contaminated from the “ vulgate” and has to be corrected wn'
the help of Arjunamiéra’s commentary (cf. 1, 1. 179, 22"),——-Ratnagarbh’as
text is ecletic, 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 clement. It may be noted that in rare cases the Bombay edition
(of Ganpat Krenaji) contains readings which have no manuscript support at
all or have at best very weak manuseript support.—Next we have.the mixed
Devanagar group represented by D4, 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 manuséripts of the K group, but D,,
hows at the same time some Southern readings and <ome unique readings
not found dsewhere (cf. 1. 1. 507, 63%7; 2. 101%). D,
the influence of the Southern tradition.—Telugu manuseripts have been placed
in the Southern recension, but they belong in a sense to both recensions ; they
are eclectic on no recognizable principles—It is difficult to define precisely
the relationship between the Grantha and the Malayilam versions, which are
very closely allied ; each of them exhibits nevertheless certain features not
found in the other (cf. 1. 1. 1841), On the whole the Grantha version pro-

duces the impression of being less interpolated znd more archaic than the
other. This version has two sub-groups, G,., and G, ; numerous cross-
agreements between the two sub-groups show that our maruscripts are con-
flated. G, does not belong to edther of theee groups ; in point of fact, it is
a misch-codex contaminated from the Northern tradition and dosely allied
0Ty (cf. 1. 1. 63, 64).—M, often stands in antagonism to M,_,, sometimes
azrecing with manuseripts of the Northern recension (cf, 1. 1. 32¢4, 414, 719,
128'). The Southem vecension, as alrcady Temarked, agrees with archetype
K more closcly than with any other Northern version,

12 are paipably under

{6} The Southern
than the “vulgater

version of the first two adhyayas is on the whole shorter -
¢ but the shortest version of these two adhydyas is
Braho g by 1 ;)a. Kx; being probably even shorter than K,. The naive

I &2 episode, the Jongest as wrell 3 Tous § ion
in the text of the » g 1 amost obvious i

53, 6, 63, 64) 1‘“1§atej'. has been relegated to the Appendix (cf, 1. 1. 2,
nl'mné c;i’ﬁcjv . ‘hfs puriousness h?s now been placed beyond the domain
«n menuys o mugh' its absence in K, ViBDaD, M, IntheSouth
alone is n:o:apf;;m e conflated Devandigari manuscripts) Brahma
a late Mo 0 7 in these there i3 ng talk of Ganega, who is unquestionably
Sorthern intruder. The yad@Erausam section is also evidently an in-
censiderably older A
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supply the omussions and thus make the summary as complete as possible.
To present the oldest form of this section now recoverable, I have deemed
1t sufficient to accept as genuine only such stanzas as are found verbatim m
both the recensions Here agam K,, have the fewest mterpolations  The
“table of contents” in the sccond adhydya 1s preserved i two versions, a
longer and a shorter K,, S (except G ) have the shorter version, which
has been adopted n the constituted text as the authentic one

Since I have not been able to discover any traces of “ secondary mterrela-
tionship” between archetypes K and S, I consider the agreement between
these two archetypes as * pnmutive”, that 1s depending upon their pnmitive
connection through the Ur-Mahabhirata This concord 1s a factor of supreme
mmportance for the reconstruction of the text. The ongmnality of the agree-
ment 15 established, 1n my opinion by the following considerations  The con
cordant readings of K and S represent as often as not a lectio difficithor (cf
11 197 944 1587)  Frequently such a reading best explams the other vart-
ants (¢f 1 1 1 27, 14®) Turthermore the * additional ” stanzas which are
found n the “ vulgate” but are missing i K and S have all the appearance
of being interpolations, lengthening and weakening the text (¢f 19*, 29%, 35¢-
38) , the same remarh applics to the a@ditional stanzas that are found m
the Southern recension but are mussing 1n K and the “vulgate” (cf 21*,

22%,27*)  The high position of K scems confirmed by 1ts being the shortest
of the known versions

THE CONSTITUTED TEXT

In preparing the constituted text of the first two adhyayas, I have endea
voured to balance the eclecticism advocated in certain matters with a ngid
conservatism tnsisted on mn others 1 have been most averse to reject or cor-
rect the readings of good manuscripts. Interpretation has throughout been
given precedence over emendation , n the first two adhyayas, no emendatton
seemed absolutely necessary, nor any absolutely certain  Solecisms when
shewn to be onginal by a clear agreement on this point between (what ap-
peared to be) independent versions, have been allowed to stand uncorrected
(cf 1 1 52 1707) As a general rule, preference 15 given to a reading which
best suggests how other readings might have ansen When such a reading
was not available the chowce fell upon one which 1s commeon to (what prime
facie appeared to be) more or less independent versions and which 1s support
ed by intrinsic probahility , the presumption of ongmality mn such caces 1s fre
quently confirmed by a lack of definite agreement between the dis {7] cordant
versions Occasionally one comes across variants where the matter 1s 1dentical
but the wording of a large part or of the whole of the line 1s different , one
and the same primitive reading cannot in these cases account for the diver
gence In the presence of such alternatives, neither of which can have come
from the other and which have equal extnnsic support and equal intrinsic
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After the war, the Bhandarkar Onental Rescarch Institute, then in iis
early infancy, enthusiastically  undertook the work, makmng a fresh st«’:hr!,
fortunately without realizing fully the enormousness of the project or the
complicactes of the preblem. At a meeting of the General Body of the

Institute, held on July 6, 1918, Shnmant Balasaheh Pant Pratindhs, Chiel

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

calculated to stimulate vescarch, advance knovledge, and enhance Indwn

prestige—the president elect on the

of the Mahabhirata, offering to

contribute, personally, a lakh of rupees, by
annual grants, towards the ex

pences of producing the editiont The donor
%as warmly thanked for this prncely [3] gift and the offer was gratefully ac-
cepted by the spokesmen of the Institute, who m ther turn undertook to
prepare zn edition that would meet vtk the high requirements of modem
entieal scholarstup I accordance with ths decision of the General Body

of the Inststute, the Jate lamented Sir Ramkrishna Gopal BHANDARKAR, tne
doyen of the San<kritiets of W,

estern India and the mspirer of the critical
and nigorous scholarship of the present day, mnavgurated, 1n Apnl 1919, this
monumental work by formally beginning the collation of the opetung ma-
tra of the works of the ancien

t Bhagavata sect, whch 15 found also at the
beginning of some manuseripts of the Mahabhirata =

amuuiﬂﬂmaf%ﬂ'c‘ml

product of the entire iterature of ancrent
Venerabte for S very antiquity, 1t 13 one
1 Ct )
Thed by e o - 191 of the Mahabhgrosy (Poomz 1913), pub-
2 For muame theszz:xzauf
OTEZN (0 the 2
';'"’c (1_.; h;:a ch"m hiere, o St 0 ;nure fouthem Tecenuon of the
larkar Commcmomvn Volume, Pw P42 and Syivan Léw,
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of the most inspiring monuments of the world, and an inexhaustible mine
for the investigation of the religion, mythology, legend, philosophy, law,
custom, and political and social institutions of ancient India.

As a result of researches that have been carried on during the last
thirty-five years or so, there is now no doubt whatsoever that the text of
the Mahabhirata has undergone numerous changes® The texts of the
Northern and Southern manuscripts—to mention only two of the manus-
cript classes—are widely divergent, and much uncertainty prevails regarding
the correctness and originality of the texts preserved by them. The exist-
ing editions—which either merely reproduce the version of a particular type
of manuscripts, like the Bombay edition? or else are eclectic on no recog-
nizable principles, like the Kumbhakonam edition—fail to remove the uncer-
tainty of the text.

The present edition of the epic is intended chiefly to remedy this un-
satisfactory state of things. What the promoters of this scheme desire to
produce and supply is briefly this: a critical edition of the Mahibharata
in the preparation of which all important versions of the Great Epic shall
have been taken into consideration, and all important manuscripts collated,
estimated and turned to account. Since all divergent readings of any im-
portance will be given in the critical notes, printed at the foot of the page,
this [4] edition wilt, for the first time, render it possible for the reader to have
before him the entire significant evidence for each individual passage. The
value of this method for scientific investigation of the epic is obvious.
Another feature of the new edition will be this. Since not even the seem-
ingly most irrelevant line or stanza, actually found in a Mahabharata
manuscript collated for the edition, is on any account omitted, this edition
of the Mahabhirata' will be, in a sense, more ccmplete than any previous
editions It will be a veritable thesaurus cf the Mahabharata tradition.

Under the scheme outlined above, a tentative edition of the Virdtapar-
van was prepared by the late Mr, Narayan Bapuji UTGIKAR, MLA,, and
published by the Institute in 1923. Copies of this edition were distributed
gratis among leading Sanskritists—Indian, European and American—with
a view to eliciting from them a frank expression of their opinion on the
method worked out by the then editor-in-chief. The opinions received were
very favourable and highly encouraging. The valuable suggestions made

2 The earliest systematic study of the subject seems to have been made by
BURNELL in his Aindra Grammaridns ; cf. also his Classified Index to the Sansktit
MSS. in the Palace at Tanjore (London 1879), p. 180,

2z Representing the Nilakantha tradition,

3 The Institute intends to publish, as a supplement to this edition, a Pratika
Index of the Mahabharata, which will be an alphabetical index of every single
pada of the text of the epic.
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The need of a eritical or as it was sometimes called a “ correct’ tlzd;llg‘;
of the Mahzbhirata has been felt (at first, of course, rather vaguely

Sanskritists for over half a century It was voiced, however, in a clear and
cemphatic manner, for the first time,

connected with the epic literature of India "z The idea

Pe in his  proposal for the foundation of a Sa{lskrll
Epic Text Society, which he laid before the very next session of the Oriental
Congress (XI1th), held 1 Rome (1899).  Again, three years later, at the
fellowing session of the Congress (XI1Ith), held in Hamburg (1902), Pro-
fessor WintERNITZ Teiterated his requisition and endeavoured to impr§3
again upon the assembled favants that a * critical edition of the Mahabha-
1312 %25 a sine qud non for 41) histotical and eritical rescarch regarding the
Great Epic of India”,

The reception accorded o the various proposals made by Professor
WINTERNITZ in connection with his favourite project was not as cordial a5
might have boen expected from an enlightened, international assemblage of
Sanskritists. * At first”, yyges Professor WiNTeRNITZ himsell? “ the idea
of a entical edition of the Mahabhirata met with great scepticism. Most
scholars were of opinion that it was impossible to restore 2 critical text of
the Great Epic, and that we shoy!

Scuth Indian text, while the

1d have to be eaticfieq with editing the

'as appointed by the
! emational Congress of Orientalists in Rome (1599)
1o concider the Proposal of Profecsor WinteERN,
Sansknt Epic Text Soci

ety, already mentioned.
favour of the 82id propesay

“en by the International
e London session of (e Association, had in
*[To the Adman’an.l 1 e
L o “'x.vrtm.m, Indoj, Prag 1 (1929), 58e [fb&b'ﬁ'.
19



FROLEGOMENA 1

1904, adopted the above suggestion and resolved “to make the critical edi-
tion of the Mahibhirata one of the tasks to be undertaken under its auspices
and with the help of funds to be raised by the Academies.” In purstiance
of this decision, the Academies of Berlin and Vienna sanctioned cerfain
funds earmarked for the Mahibhiirata work, with whese 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 Mahabhirata (Druckprobe einer
kritischen Ausgabe des Mahabhdrate, Leipzig 1908) with the funds provid-
ed for the purpose by the Kénigliche Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften in
Géttingen®  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 Brahmi-Ganeta interpolation (with ils variants), and finally a list
(p. 18) of the 29 manuscripts, -selected. exclusively from European libraries,
which formed the specimen apparatus criticus® This little brochure, which
must rank in the annals of Mahabhirata studies as the first tentative criti
cal edition of the Mahabharata, was laid before the Indian Section of the
XVth International Congress of Orientalists, held in Copenhagen (1908).
The tender seedling, planted with infinite care, did not, however, thrive in the
tncongenial European soil. Twenty years later, in 1928, at the XVIIth
International Congress of Orientalists, held at Oxford, Professor WINTER-
NITZ reported that, under the scheme of the International Association of

Academies, “except this specimen (Druckprobe) nothing has been
printed ” 4

However, in the interval some preliminary work, such as the classifying
and collating of manuscripts had been done by Professer LUPERs and some
of his pupils (among them my fellow-student and friend Dr. Johannes
NOBEL, 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. -

* It was printed by the fim of W. Drugulin,”

.2 Professor WINTERNITZ had sent me, in 1926, his copy, on Joan, for perusal,
which I returned to him almost immediately afterwards. -

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

¢ See also the remarks of Professor A, A, MACDONEIL 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. CE. also ABL. 4. 1456, .
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by many eminent authorsties have been to a great extent followed 1n the
<ubsequent work,

COLLATION OF MANUSCRIPTS

Collation of the manu.cnpts is bang done, regularly not mercly at the Insh
tate, but alo at the Visvabharati of Rebindranath TAcoPE in Bengal under the
supervision of Pandit Vichushekhara BHATTACHARYA and 2t the Sarzsvati Mahat
1n Tanjore under the supervision of M R. Ry Rao Saheh T Sambamurthi RA0
Al BA. BL These outside centres were at first intended chiefly for the colla
tion of the Benzzh and the Telugu-Grantha mewsenpts respectnely  But provs
o1 has now been made 2t the Institute steelf for the collation of manusenpts
wntten 10 zny of the seven serpts (Sarada Nepali Maithifi, Bengali Telugu
Graatha and Malayalam), besides D~vanagan, which are ordinanly required for
our Mzhabharata work,

The entire Mahabharata stands now collated from 2 mimmum of ten manus-
enpts many panans have been completely collated from twenty manusmpts
some from thitty a few from as many as forty whle the first two adhyayas of the
Adi vhich have spcaial ymportance for the entical constitunion of the text of tne
entire epic were collated from no less than sixty manuscnpts,

The collation 15 done by a permanent staff of epecially tramed Shastna (ior
themn a3 well 25 Southern) znd Unnersty graduates For the purposes of oolfa
tion each Mahabharata sfanza  (2crording to the Bombay edition of  Ganpat
hrisnAJL Saka 1799) s first wntten out, 1n bold characters on the top line of
a standard, honzontally and vertially ruled foolcap sheet, The vanant read
ngs are entered by the collator honzontally along a lme allotted to the ranus-
cnpt collated aksara by akgara i the  appropnate column vertically below the
correspondirg portion of the ongnal reading of the “Vulgate On the nght
of cach of thest collation thests, there 1s a column four inches wide reserved for
remarks (regarding ¢ 3 1 add ete), and for  additional
stanzas found 1 the manu.cnpts collzted ather immedsately before or after {53 the
stanza n question. Very long “2dditons  are wniten out on sparate sodha
patras™ a2nd attached to the collatn sheets. The collatims are tegularly checked
by 2 batch of collators éufferent from the one which ¢'d the collation m the first
snstance before they are handed over to the editor for the constitution of the text

THE CRITICAL APPARATUS
CENEFAL ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS
1t 15 by no means easy to answer the question h USCTT
0% many man

the Mahabhirata there are 1n exxctence firstly beeanse, myc(rnplae ]I:;i z{
thete manuscripts has ever been compiled  and sceondly  because the ex
grfsm Mzhabharata manuseript |, as ordinanily used 13 ambiguous i

e:l:rm » 1t ray 2pply 1o a emall manuseript of the Bhagavadyta alone,
2s vdl as to a complete manuseript of the Mahebharata, 1n several vol
containg all the eighteen  parvans. Moreor o octs

of a smgle parvan, > untt of Measurement g manusenpt
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As a very approtimate computation, 1 may state that there are known
to be about 235 manuscripts of the Adi, counting only such as have
come within my knowledge from catalogues of private and public libraries
accessible 1o me, as also thote manuseripts whose owners have sent them to
the Institute for collation or inspection. But this is probably by a long
way not the total number of extant manuscripts of this parvan, becausc
there must be quite a large number of manuscripts in private hands, of
which we know next to  nothing. It has been the experience of most
manuscript collectors in India that when one fakes the trouble to look for
the manuscripts, they, turn up in quite astonishing numbers, though they
are as a rule late and of questionable worth. Of these 235 manuscripts of
the Adi, a little less than half (107) arc in the Devanigari script alone. The
other seripts are represented in this  collection as follews :  Bengali 32,
Grantha 31, Telugu 28, Malayilam 26, Nepili 5, Saradd 31 Maithili 1,
K da 1, and Nandinigari 1.

Of these manuscripts of the Adi about 70 (ie. a little more than 29
per cent of the total) were fully or partly examined arnd collated for this
edition. And of these again about 60 were actually utilized in preparing
the text. *The critical apparatus of the first two adhydyas gives the colla-
tions of 50 manuscripts. Many of these were, however, discarded in the
sequel as misch-codices of small trustworthiness and of no special value for
critical purposes. At the same time a few other manuscripts (such as the
Siradi and Nepili codices), which were not available in the beginming,
were added to the cntical apparatus subsequently. A table given below
supplies all the necessary details of the critical apparatus as to where the
collations of the different manuscripts begin, where they end, and so on and
so forth.

{G] The choice of the critical apparatus is not easy matter, owing to
the astonishing bulk and the amazing variety of the material. The number of
exact duplicates among these is decidedly small and almost negligible. An
exception to this rule is formed only by manuscripts of commentators’ ver-
sions, which show inter se little difference. So that what has been said by
KOSEGARTEN with respect to the manuscripts of the Paficatantra, applies,
generally speaking, equally well to the Mahabhdrata manuscripts : quof co-
dices, tot textus. Notwithstanding these difficulties, the choice of our criti-
cal apparatus has not been entirely arbitrary. Efforts were made to secure
manuscripts written in as many different Indian scripts as possible, which
is the same as saying, manuscripts belonging to as many different Indian

1 Of these three, our §, 1s one, while the other two are paper manuscripts,
written in modern &3irada characters, with Nilakantha’'s commentary, in the
.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 10 ¥ s ¢ to modern looking manuscripts
though complete, neatly wntten and well preserved Within the version,
iscrepant types were chbsen 1n preference to sumilar types?  Of the Nila
kantha version, only three were sclected, though 1t 15 by far the most nume-
rous group , because, firstly, 1t 1s one of the latest versions , and, secondly it
has been edited several times already, though not as well as it should be,
and thrdly, there 15 httle difference between the individual manuscripts of
the group The only important scripts unrepresented n our cntical appa
ratus are  Kannada, Unya and Nandimigan

Besides the manuscupts collated specially for ths edition I have made
occastonal use of the collations of manuscripts preserved in European hibra
ries made by Theodor GOLDSTUCKER, photographic copies of which were
presented to the Institute, for use :n  connection with this project by the
Unuversity of Strassburg through the kind offices of the late Professcr fmile
SENART, as also of the collations mtended for the edition planned by the
International Association of Academues and made by the pupls of Geheim,
rat Professor Dr Heinnch LUDERS, which have been pldced at the disposat
of the Institute in pursuance of a resolution on the subject passed by the

Indian Section of the XVIIth International Congress of Orientalists held
at Oxford, in 19282

Sixteen of the manuscripts collated bear dates ranging from the 16th to
the 19th century The oldest dated manuscript of our eritical apparatus 15 2
Nepalt manuscript (N,) which bears a date corresponding to ap 15117*
The other dates are Ap 1519 (K,), 1528 (V,), 1598 (D,), 1620 (Da,),
1638 (K,) 1694 (K,), 1701 (Dry) 1739 (K,), 1740 (B,), 1759 (By),
1786 (B;) 1802 (D,), 1808 (Dn,), 1838 (M,), and 1842 (M,) The
Nilakantha manusenipts are not all dated but they can scarcely be much
anterior to the beginning of the eightecnth century, since Nilakantha umself
{7} belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth Many of the Grantha

LI

ly our entical tends to reflect greater diveraity wn the
matenal than what actually exsts, but that was unavordable Y

; The Resolutions were worded 23 follows

No 2 That in view of the emunently satisfactory manner m which the work
13 bang done by the Institute this Congress 13 of opimon that the MlSS collations
made 2nd the funds collected for the entical edition of the epic planned by the

Asotation of Academnies, be now utthzed for the
beng prepared in India wathout D h ehe entical edition

aation of Acadermucs, Prejudice 10 the onginal projct of the Asso-
No 3 That this Congress therefore recomsme:
nds that
T TR T G s
Institute. at the disposal of the Bhandarkar Onental Research

1* See now Epic Studies VII, infra }
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manuscripts do bear dates but smee they refer to a cyelic era 1t 15 difficult -
to calculate their equivalents

M CLASSIFICATION OF MANUSCRIPTS

The manuscript matenal is divided naturally nto recensions by tae
scripts m which they are wntten  Corresponding to the two main types of
Indian seripts Northern and Southern we get two mamn recensions of the
epic  Each of thece recensions 1s 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 wntten This principrum disistoms 1s
nct as arbitrary as it mught at first sight appear The superfial aifference
of scripts corresponds as a matter of fact to deep underlymng textual diffe
rences It 1s common experience n Indin that when we have a work hand
cd down n different versions the script 1s mvarnmbly charactenstic of tae
version® The reason for this concomitance between script and version ap
pears to be that the senbes being as a rule not conversant with any script
but that of thewr own particular province could copy only manuscripts
written in their special provinaral <cripts exception being made only 1n favour
of Devanagan which was a sort of a vulgar script widely used and
understood 1 India

While the principle mentioned above 15 not entirely mechantcal or ars
trary, 1t 1s alco not ideal or perfect It 15 often contravened in practice
mamly through the agency of the Devanagan which 15 the chief medum of
contamination between the different recensions and verstons Thus we come
across Devanagan copies of the commentary or version of Arjunamisra who
was an Easterner simular coptes of the commentary or version of Ratua
garbha who was a Southerner There are again Devandgan coptes of the
Grantha and the Sarada” versions On the other hand a popular version
Iike that of Nilakapntha may be copied 1n any scpt 1 have come across
manuscripts of the Nilakantha (Devanagan) version written m 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 bilingual and br scriptal zones In these
zones there was an ever operating impuise tending to introduce mnovattons,
obliterating the differenttae and normahizing the text Nevertheless though
nothing 1s impossible 1t would be passing strange if we were to find a copy
of the pure Sarada version wrtten <ay mn the Malayalam script or of the
Grantha version 1n the Nepah seript

1 Cf LubeRs Deutsche Literaturztg 1929 1140

Like our K, (India Office No 2137)

There are two such MSS 1n the Raghunatha Temple Library Jammu
Nos 3712 32 3958 79

4 Some of them were collated for the Institute at the Visyabharati
2
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{83 LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATUS
The manuscnpts utitized for this edition of the Adt are as follows :

1 (Northern) Recension

(a) Notth western Group (v).
Saradi (or Kasmin) Verson (5). i
§, = Poona Bombay Govt Collection  (deposited at the BORI), No 159 of
1875-76
Devanigan Group alhed to the (&aradd or) Kasmiri Version (K).

K, = Poona, Bombay Govt Collection (deposited at the BORI), No 229 of
18951002 Dated V Sam 1795 (ea Ap 1739).

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

K, =Poona Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI),

No 182 of
189195 Dated V Sam 1694 (ca AD 1638).

K, = Baroda, Onental Institute Library, No 632 Dated V. Sam 1575 {ca
AD 1519)

K, =Poona Bombay Govt Collection (deposited at the BORI), Ne 565 of
188283 Dated Saka 1616 (ca AD 1694)

K, = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No 1

K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposted at the BORI), No 209 of
1887 91

(1) Central Group (v).
Nepall Version (K)
R, = Nepal, 1n private possession
R, = Nepal, m privete possession

R, = Nepal, n private posseszon  Dated Nepali Sam 632 (ca Ap 1511).
Masthuly Version (V)

V, = Nepal Dubar Library, No 1354, Dated La Sam. 28,
Bengali Verson (B) * AL (@ ap 159

B, = Santimketan, Visvabharatt Library, No 1 Dated Saka 1 1740)
B, = Sanumketan, Visvabharati Librany, No 258 aka 1662 (ca AD

B,=Six;15u9n;kctan, Vinabharati Library, No 782 Dated Saka 1681 (ca AP

I;. = Ssnhmkclan, Vissebharati Labrary, No 413

5 = Dacea, Unwversity Labrany, No 485 Dat,

Bg=Dacca Unnersity Library, No 735 o0 SIa 1708 (e av 178D
Devan?:gau Vercons other then K (D)
Dc;;mga; Vereon of Arjunamfra (Da)

2, = Poona  Bomba
) = Poms 3 Govt. Collection (drpouted at the BORI), No 30 of A
= p,
Da, w(;on:éaaomhay Got. Collectuon (drpostted at the BORI, Vierambig L
o No 4 Dated V, Sam 1676 (ca, Ap 1620) ’
:c‘;:nagan Verson of Nitakegtha (Dn), the “Vulgate*
Dn;iiiisg bekm,-:&ng to Sardar M. V. Kibe of Inzrz
= Mjtore, tal L X
g wolal Librery, No 10659 Dated V. Sam 1861 (e AD
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{9} Dn, = Poona Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 234
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.
Devandgari 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, 1654
(ca. AD. 1598).

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

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

Ds = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No. 4. Dated V. Sam 1858
(ca. AD. 1802).

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mzhal Libraty, No. 1223,

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Maha! Library, No. 1269,

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329.

D, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No, 1176.

D, =Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1203,

= Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1340.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373,
NDH = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), Visrambag I1,

0. 191,

D,,=Poona, Bombay Govt, Collection (deposited at the BORI) Virambag IF,
No, 266.

‘Telugu Version (T).
T, = Melcote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without mumber),
’I‘ = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No 11865.
'Y = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1180.
Grantha Version (G).
G, = Melhote, Yadugin Yatiray Math Library MS. (without number).
G,= Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS, (without number).
G, = Tanjore, Saraswatin Mahal Library, No. 11823.
G, = Tanjore, Saraswath: Mahal Library, No. 11838.
G; = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11851.
G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Maha! Library, No. 11860.
G, = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS (without number).
Malayilam Version (M).
M, = MS. belonging to Chuef of Idappalli, Cochin.
M, = Cochin, State Library, No, 5.
M; = Cochin, State Library, No. 1. Dated Kollam 1013 (ca. A.D. 1838).
M, = MS, belonging to Kalldnkara Pisharam of Cochin.
M; == Cochin (Jayantamangalam); property of the Paliyam family.
M, = Malabar (Nareri Mana); in private possession,
= Cochin (Avanapparambu Mana); in private possession

y M, = Malabar Poomulli Mana Library, No. 297. Dated Kollam 1017 (ca. AD.
842),

I1. S{outhern) Recension.



20 FROLEGOMENA

{10} DETAILED ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS
Sl
Poona Bombay Government Coflection {d posited at the BORI), Do 159 of
187576 ‘Total number of folio~ 114 (<cme fragmentary) with about 24 lines 10 2

page =ze 12" ¥ 9} Clear Surada ¢characters (of perhaps the 16th or 17th century),
Birchbark (bhirjapatra)

This unique and valuable MS was purchased for the Government of
Bombay, by BUHLER, n Kasmic 1t 15 histed on p x, and cursonly described
at p 64, of lus Delaled Report of a Tour in Search of Sanskrit MSS made
n Kesmir, Rajputana and Ceniral India, a report printed as Extra Number
of the Journal of the Bombdy Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society for 1877
The hnes of wnting of the MS run parallel to the narrow side of the Teaf
‘There are, on an average, 24 hines on a page, and 36 aksaras {1¢ a hitle over
adoka) inalime A page, therefore contans on an average 26 (anustuoh)
ctanzas Each folio bears, on its reverse, m the left hand margin near the
bottom a cipher representing the cerial number of the folio and a signature
ndcating the title of the werk, as well as the name of the parvan —The MS,
which 1s unfortunately incomplete and fragmentary, must have oniginally con
tained at least the first three parvans {Ad: Sabhh and Aranya), wnitten, as
far as one can judge, by the same hand  The extant portion contamns the
Sabhi 1n 1ts entirety, but only fragments of the other two parvans, the begin
ning of Ad1and the end of Aranya being lost The Adi, which appears to have
extended from the begmming of the volume up to fol 154 1s particularly frag-
mentary , a continuous text begins only from fo! 63 (our adhy 82) Of the
first 62 folios the extant portion contains only the lower segments (with 10 to
13 lines of wniting on each page) of fol 24 25, 36 37, 39, 47 48, 53 57 and
61 62, the inttial 23 folios as also 15 other intermediate folios (viz 38 40-46
49 52, 58 60) are entirely mussing , while only 10 of these folios are complete
Folio number 86 1s repeated  The Ads ends at fol 1542 The colophon repeats
the stanzas of the Parvasamgraha giving the number of adhyayas (230) n this
panan as also its extent in ‘dokas™, ye granthas (7984) The wnting 15 neat
and careful , erasures and corrections arc few and far between  Occastonally one
comes across vanant readings (cf fol 115b), entered (probably by the same
hand) in yet smaller Jetters between the bines , on fol 116a there 1s a stanza

vatten m the upper margn which 15 meant 1o be added after 1 162 15, and
which 1s found otherwise only mn K, n othes words 15 an nterpolation pecu
har 10 $, K, Many of the »n arginal additions are glosses which are rather
numerous 1n the first 15 {extant) folios evidently notes made from some com
mentary by a <tudent who intended maving a careful <tudy of the text In
a fen places—perhaps zhout half a dozen—cotrections have been made with
yellow pigment. Some of the adhyayas bear (senal) pumbers written pro-
bably by a different hand , the first (legible) figure that v e comse across 15 43,
comresponding 10 2dhy 32 of our edition mvolving a differcnee of 11 1n our
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enumerations of adhyayas! The last adhydya number noted in this parvan
is 109, corresponding to our adhy. 87 : the difference between our enumera-
tions thus rises to 13 in 55 adhyiyas. The Purdnic raconteur is here called,
throughout, Siita, not Sautt  Moreover, the prose formula of reference gene-
rally omits g [11] (resp gg:), and gives, asin SMSS, merely the name
or designation of the speaker, such as  Jsigrgs:. However, from the fact that
towards the middie and end of the parvan, the full forms containing g
{resp #J: ) do occur sporadically, eg 1. 94 64 (fol. 73a); 98 I (fol. 75b);
99. 36 (fol, 77a) etc. : 1t follows that the usual Fziqrga: ete. are only abbre-
vigtions. The names of the sub parvans are generally added, in the colo-
phons, agreemg mostly with the corresponding divisions of our edition The
extant fragment begins (fol 24a) with the words gz 1 R aer ggaldd
(cf.v.1 1,26 10).—A facsimile of the folio {(154) contaimng the end of the
Adi and the beginning of the Sabha 1s given, facing p 880.
K,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No 229 of
1895-1502  Folios 181, with about 15 lines to a page, size 1477 X 67”. Devani-
gari characters, dated V Sammat 1795 (ca ap 1739) Old Indan paper

The MS contains the first three parvans written n the same hand, tie
date coming at the end of the Arenya The writing 1s clear and fairly correct ;
a few corrections of scribe’s errors are noted mn the margin, probably by the
same hand ; otherwise the margins are clean The colophons give adhyaya
numbers sporadically, and names of adhyfiyas, sub-parvans or upikhyanas
generally  On the last folio {181) of the Adi is given, in different hand, a list
of major parvans with the corresponding number of their adhydyas and
stanzas, in a tabular form

Kl

London, India Offire Library, No 3226 (2137). Folios 169, with about 33
lines to a page , =1ze 164" X 9”. Devanagari characters, dated (possibly) 1783 AD
Indian Paper

A moderately trustworthy, though somewhat modern and very incorrect
transcript of a Sarada exemplar Even the outward form and get-up of this
MS are suggestive of Kasmiri origin  The lmes of wniting, as i $irada
(bhirjapatra) MSS run parallel to the narrow side of the follo The signa-
tures i the margin are hike those found 1 Kaémiri books The numerous
clerical ertors, which disfigure every page, betray the wnter to be a profes-
sional scribe, not thoroughly famihar with the awkward $3rada scupt, and
still less so with the language of the text, easily misled by the deceptive simi-
larity between certain letters of the Siradi and DevanAgari alphabets He

frequently writes Hforg (e. g. #gS for Y3S); I fora and gfory (e. g.garfor
Tar); | for % (e, g. xan for waq ); @ for @ (e, g, wwm for w7 ) or for
7 (e. g utel for qEwY ); medial 3 for subscript @ (e. g. g for &),



22 PROLEGOMENA

o for 7; @ for &, 9, 7 (e g «gere, wg , GG for wmdery, WO, and
RRA ), 11 for =, 1 for 0, medial 3 for subscnpt @; W fora{e g
afyy for AR ), € for o {e g B for femr ) Margins are clezn, very occa
sional corrections 1n the body of the text, by yellow mgment. The pages from
42 to 45 are left blank while 41b and 46a contam only a few lines of wntm_g
Besides Ady, the codex contains also Vuta, Blusma and a portion of Anufa-
sana (Danadharma), breaking off at the first half of stanza 39 of adhy 83 of
the Bombay ed  According to staterments at the end of the Bhisma and the
beginning of the Anusasana, the MS was wnitten in V. Samvat 1839 (ca AD
1783), by a Brahmana named Gopila residing n Laksmimatha , but the
writing of the volume 15 not quite umform. It 15 therefore uncertam, 1 my
opinion, whether the Adr was wnitten by this same Gopala, i the said year,
contra EGGELING, Catalogue of the Skt MSS [12] m the Library of the In
dia Office, Part VI (1899), p 1158 who regards the entire volume as wniten
by the same scribe  The colophons which are short, sporadically give the
adhyiya numbers This 15 the only MS of the Ad: belonging to a Luropean
Library that was available for collation at the Institute and used for this edi
tion '—The reference &% g fig before stanza 8 of adhy 1 indicates the mten
tion of the scribe to  illurmnate’ the MS by writing the alternate letters
(7, &, ar) which are missing 1 red ink.

K,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) No 182 of
189196 Folos 296 (of which 220 226-30 232-33, 239-40 appear to be wntten by
different hand), with about 11 lines to a page, sze 108" X 48" Devandgard
characters (with sporadic prsthamiteas), dated V Sarh 1694 (ca. AD 1638) Indan
paper

Marginal corrections as also other cotrections in the body of the text, are
made by using yellow mgment, the colophons give names of sub-parvans
adhyiya names and adhyaya numbers sporadically  In the margmal notes
one occasionally comes across vapants and glosses, and additional passages
from MSS of the central sub-recension (y) ‘The first folio and a part of the
scoond (tho latter stuck on to the ongmal torn) are wrtten 1n a different
hand  On fol 186b three hnes are left blank by the senbe.  After the four
stanzas of * phalasnutt” mentioned on p 879, there follow two stanzas of the
parva sarhgraha, giving the number of adhyiyas (218) and €lokas (8984) and,

finally, the date w37 95¢v qu aaaf 90 [ienizee
K!

Baroda Onental Instute Library No 632 cyansy chara
ters dated V Samwat 1575 (ca. A.nrylmg) Old ?:;?n‘igpcrm et ¢

This MS s from Guarat. At the end

of the MS 15 given the date

i‘,”ig‘;:&lsm éravana datk half, 5th day, Abhmandana MS wrtten by

jika, son of the Nagar Pandit Kalidzsa of village Kandalaja under Sary
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kheyakapura (modern Sankheda, in Baroda State), For further details, see
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 149" X 6", Devanigari 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  for @, throughout, which is a
Southern trait ; written by, one hand, but preserved in the Collection in two
bundles numbered 565 and 566. Supplementary folios at 2, 114, 150, 151,
205 include certain long passages (some from Southern sources), copied by
the same hand ; notable among them being the Brahmi-Ganesa interpolation,
whose point of insertion is indicated by a small mark made in the body of
the text, and the marginal remark &% A (of vl 1, 1. 53). There
are some excerpts in margins, intended as glosses. Marginal additions of lines
and stanzas are frequent only in the first 35 folios, afterwards few and far
between. Corrections are made with yellow pigment. Colophons frequently
contain adhydya names, spb-parvan names, but no adhyaya number. The
copyist was Ganea, son of Trimbaka.

{131 K5
Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No. 1. Folios 28 (numbered
17 and 9-29), with about 11-13 lines to a page; size 12" X 6", Devanagari cha-
racters, (said to be) about 350 years old. Paper.
This MS, is incomplete, ending with 1. 3. 152, It was collated at the
Visvabharati, up to 1, 2. 40, and was then reported to be missing.

K,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 209 of
188701, Folios 386, with about 810 Yines to a page; size 12 27 X 58", Devana-
garl chfu'dctexs. 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 omitted
while copying), and various readings, which are decidedly more numerous in
the beginning. On some folios (after fol. 105) yellow pigment has been used
for correction. Here and there, lacune mark the syllables which the scribe
could not decipher, or which were missing in the exemplar. The colophons
generally give the adhydya or sub-parvan names ; the adhyiiya numbers were
added afterwards, perhaps by 2 different hand, and are often crowded out or
squeezed in with difficulty.—Collated up to the end of adhy 2 only.

N,

MS. in Nepali characters from Nepal, in private possession. No specifications
of the MS. (such as measurements, number of fohios etc.) are available,
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1t begins with a short eulogy (pradastt) of kung (§riman bhiimahendra)
Jayasymhardma, at whose mdding the MS was copied For a king of that
name we have the date (Nepali) Sam 516 (ca AD 1395) in the pradasty,
he 15 stated 1o have buslt (7) a temple of Padupat1 in Nepal Coltations of
the MS were kindly supphied by Rajaguru Pandit Heaarag, CIL, DPI,

Nepal, who had 1t collated, for the Institute, by local Pandits —The Prasast:
reads

S Y AT A | &5 am: e | S am g |
AT ARTEA S AT |
Bt arrendt s aa g
qUGTOT %+ SART ¢ 2 % %7 # ¥ %4 ¥ % |
N .o
[ ] Framrrengzt Brme dsmiGaum: 1
“rar Bt aract grfiasg |
FanAEIRe R At frel gt st
foxeow e o oo 290y Jard SRzag N
mmﬁmaamémwﬁml
guEm et aefearragad ag
&3 freaaurmE aEsaad =%
TETUARTIIAT %+ ¢~ % % |
-matmiff =0 guafied Frcared agg,
I/ HfertRaag Al aenafeampe: |
[14] srarzmaERRol o =ik @ |
o o wwrnhaugeadd e 7@ m: )
wmkrred Praefladina 4t fies
ma-?:‘nrr‘aa’:; Talrrnlt grrmradem )
Akl Tt Bty wodam: wa:

@ HmraREEY sl egateartmeez |
Collations begin at adhy 3 CoYaled 1 Nepal

N

M5 10 Nepdh characters .

of the M5 ave svaat 1 (rom Nepel, 50 prvate possession No further details
1L;

RAY flze:s;c;:sw:t:?:dl::iolréfl ’;mdly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit Heaa-

begn at adhy 3 or the In<titute by local Pandjts —Collation3
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Ng -
From a prnate library 11 Nepal Nepah characters written in inh on palm feaf
Besides the Ad: the MS contams alco Sauptika Asika and Visoka Stn
The last folio of thts bundle bears the date (Nepah) Sam 632 (ca Ap 1511)
Sent to the Institute for collation through the kind offices of Rajaguru Pandit
HEMARAT (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

v,
Nepal Daibar Library No 1364 Maithil: characters dated La Sam 411 (ca
AD 1528) Palm leaf
No further details of the MS are available The MS has two lengthy
lacunz 1 68 74 to 92 13 and 96 37 to 127 21 —Collations of the MS
were kindly supphed by Rajaguru Pandit HEMARAJ (Nepal) who had it
collated for the Institute by local Pandils

B,

Santinthetan Visvabharatt Library, No 1. Folies 207 size 282 X2 Ben
galt characters dated $aka 1662 (ca AD 1740) Palm leaf

‘The name of the scribe as given 1n a stanza following the Jast colophon
15 Krgnaramadvya —Collated at the Visvabharalt
B

Santimketan Visvabharat: Library No 258 Folios 82 with about 56 lnes
to 2 pag> «ze 25,” X 2}" Bengalt chara~ters Palm leaf

This fragmentary MS breaks off at 1 43 13 in the muddle of the astika
~—~L Hated at the Visvabharal)

BS

Sattimketan Visvabharati Library No 782  Folios 199 size 181" X 41"
Bengalt characters dated $aka 1681 (ca &p 1759) Paper

i Name of the copyist as given at the end of the MS 15 hhelarama Vipra
—Collaled at the Visvabharate

{15} B,
Santiniketan Visvabharati Library No 413 Folios 164 with about 79 line
to a page size 20” X 52" Bengah characters Paper
This fragmentary MS breaks off at 1 90 88 n the middie of Sambhava
parvan —Collated at the Visvabharatt
B

Dacca Umisersity Libraty No 485  Folios 366 with about 7 Lnes to a page
size 177 X 33" Bengal: characters dated Soha 1708 {ea Ap 1780) Mu b faded
old Ind an yellow paper
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The MS, which is well preserved and neatly written, containing a ftfw
corrections noted in the margins, was obtained from Malatinagar, Bogra I?IS-
trict, Bengal, Collations begin at adhy. 3.—Collated at the Visvabharali,

B,

Dacca, University Library, No, 735. Folios 346, with about 7 lines to a page;
size 197 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

187980, Folios 416, with about 7-10 lines o a page ; size 154" X 63", Devanigari
characters, Old Indran glossy paper.

Text with commentary of Arjunamiéra ; written neatly but extremely
corrupt and uninteligible in places, on account of the seribe’s inability to read
the exemplar correctly. The MS, has many short and long blanks in the text,
which support the latter surmise. It has very few glosses and corrections,
but a large number of variants noted in the margin. The text is written in-
three strips : the upper and Jower ones comprise the commentary, while the
central band, which has generally a still wider margin, is the (epic) text. The
references to speaker (such as G5 z9r9 ) and colophons are written in
red ink. The colophons give generally adhydya and sub-parvan names.
Slokas are generally numbered ; adhyayas are almost regularly numbered from
adhy. 4510 109. The MS, is almost consistent in writing wq%g ( for SH)
2, Punctuation is most imperfect. In the numbering of the folios, num-
ber 2 is repeated.

Da,

'Poonz, Bombay Government Collection {deposited at the BOR] Visrambag I,

No. 488. Polios 415, with zbout 10 Lines 1o a page ; size 157" X6 ;:'. ;evanigﬂﬁ

characters ; dated V. Sath, 1676 (ca. AD, 1620), -

Text with commentary of Arjunamisra. The MS is from Dambai, 2

Jagir in the Kanarese District of the Decean, and the last folio contains seve-
ral stanzas in praise of o

certain Gopalabhatta, a | Pandi ,
*ho got the MS viritten | 1t earned Pandit of great fame,

D6} armnf ganfimgatad di o
TRTEATTEEUSETY e

T w4 Sty S w1

Indian paper,
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et Gt Frfomaedt gt aofra-
AT QO SRR aRE |
g SR ERRAT T O @
ST R SR RSa GUARATRTed: |

Ptarerer R fafaw
SRR AT TR |
B WirigeR st Sea: gag W
v arrmgatantas of @ e g |l
oitar et Rifaetmat afafaf
Jam € of TRIgTEEEET: |
Fl Y TR whntaafeata .
S sy wat (Fe wer ggEe U

The date of the MS. is given as a chronogram corresponding to V. Sarhvat
1676 (ca. A, 1620). Double dandas in red ink are inserted indiscriminately
in the middle of the text. The writing, which is full of mistakes, is uniform
but not neat. No corrections are, however, to be seen, the MS, being, per-
haps, not much used. Notwithstanding the fact that this MS. agrees, page
for page, with Da,, there are many small differences between them ; neither
can be a direct copy of the other ; they must g0 back to a more remote com-
mon source. It appears to be older, and is less corrupt, than Da,. In the
numbering of the folios, figure 1 is repeated. The colophons contain the
names of adhyzyas and sub-parvans generally ; but ¢&loka numbers or adhyaya

numbers only sporadically. The MS. has a fes blanks in the test and com
mentary,

Dn,
1me.ffs belonging to Sardar M. V. Kipg of Indore, Folos 446, with about 810
0 a page ; size 182" X 73", Devanagari characters Thick Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Nilakantha. Folios 439, 442, 444-5 are written
bAY a different hand. The commentary, and even the text, is sometimes con-
:2&? on the margin. Sporadically one comes across corrections or readings
seori in the margin ; occasionally also corrections in the body are made by
men;‘ g;ut the Ifortion to be deleted or by writing over, or with yellow pig-
marked he MS. is, on the whole, correct and vexry clearly written, Dandas are
text or ; ted ink. What would have been blanks in the space lefc for the
such as mmentary are often filled up by the addition of pious invocations
cally nu“:ﬁqq A | 2AEEEEE W | etc. Adhyayas are sporadi-
commenta red and €lokas are regularly numbered in both the text and the
van namery.TThe colophons give, in general, the adhyaya name of sub:par-.
sirsa éuddh he last colophdn contains the date : Tévara samvatsara, mArE

2 13, which cannot be jdentified,
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{17} Dn,

i i i A 7 Vimes to 2
Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064, Folios 448, with a?mx %
page ; gu 151 % 61, Devanigari characters; dated V. Sarmwvat 1864 (ca. AD
1808)  Paper.

Text with commentary of Nilakantha.
Dn, R

Poona, Bombay G Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 234 of
1895-1502, Folios 683, with about 9 lines to a page; size 152" X 72", Deva-
nagari characters. Thick Indian paper, s

Text with commentary of Nilakantha, Bold and clear letters 5 generally
correct ; margins are almost clean, $lokas and adhyayas are throughcut num-
bered. As in Dn,, blanks were filled with invocaticns and names of various
gods. The lemmala 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 cnly up to fol. 470. -

Dr,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246,

Folios 448, with about 11
lines to a page; size 15”7 X 6§".

Devanagarl characters, Paper,
Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha—Collations end at adhy. 2.
Collated at Tanjore,
Dr,
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1199, Folios 306, with about 10-13
lines to a page; size 16" X 6}”. Devandgari characters. Paper.

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha.—Collations end at adhy. 2,
Collated at Tanjore,

Dr,
 Tanjore, Saraswatin Mahal Librasy, No. 1313, Folios 366, with about 11-13
lines 10 a page; size 16" X 61", Devenigarl characters; dated Saka 1623 (ca
AD. 1701). Paper.
Text with the

y of Rat bha. MS, dated, in the Saka
year 1623 (current) corresponding 1o Visa, Sunday the 13th (of the bright

half) of the month of Asagha—Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated al
Tanjore.

Dr,
_ Tenjore, Saraswathi Mzhal Library, No. 1339, Folios 108, with obxat 1422
lines 10 a poge : size 167 > 61", Devenigari characters, Paper.
Text with the

y of Rat bha. This containg
only about 90 adhyZyas 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 of course, varies considerably.—Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated
el 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 2 page ; size 12" X 7-15". Devanagari
characters.  Fine cream-coloured paper.

For the first 140 folios or so, colophons and part references to speakers
(such as g 3°)are generally in red ink ; then occasionally.  Colophons
sporadically give adhydya or sub-parvan name and number of adhyayas (es-
pecially towards the end of the parvan) ; stanzas are not numbered. The MS
is generally correct ; margins are clean —This is a complele MS of Mbh,
copied apparently from different exemplars ; some parvans have the com-
mentary of Nilakantha, while others contain some old text tradition (e.g-
“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 scem to be copied from the onginals ; thus, Santi

(Moksadharma) has Saka 1680, while Danadharma has Saka 1675, The
last parvan bears the date : §§wv gqmuéam.

D.

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11562, Fohos 340, with about 10 hines
to a page; size 13" X 54", Devandgar characters ; dated V Sam. 1664 (ca. AD.
1598). Paper. .

The MS, was written on Friday the 13th of Asadha éuddha of V. Sam.
1654, at Benares by a Brahmana called Govinda, and belonged to Vasudeva-
bhatta.—Collated at Tanjore.

. D,

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1360 Fohos 120, with about 10 hnes
to a page; size 147 X 61", Devanagari characters Paper

Incomplete, breaking off at the end of adhy. 76 (of our editicn), 1 the
middle of the Yayat: episode which, in this MS (as in § MSS), precedes
the Sakuntala episode.—Collated at Tanjore.

DA

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No 1126 Folos 235, with about 11 lines

to a page; size 16” X 631", Devanagari characters Paper

Many corrections and additions, the MS. being compared with another
of the Southern recension, extracts from which have been written out on the
margin, and on supplementary fotios —Collated a Tanjore.

D;
Lahore, Daya‘nand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No 4. Folios 246, with

about 12-14 himes to a page , size 127 X 5°. Devanigari characters; dated V. Sarht
1858 (ca AD. 1802). Paper—Collated at the Visvabharati.
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{213 G,
Melkote Yadugin Yatiray Math MS (without number), Folios 110, with about
16 21 hines to a page, size 187" X 18  Grantha characters  Palm leal ‘
Leaves are very bnttle, and worm caten n places, large peces havg
broken off, leaving many lacunz The holes for the strng have enlarged

perhaps from constant uce, destroying some parts of the text wrtten round
them

G,
Melkote Yadugm Yatira) Math MS (witheut number) Folos 202, with
about 1517 lines to a page wmize 145 ¥ 21”7  Grantha tharacters  Palm ]ea[_
The MS contamns the first 4 parvans Adi, Sabha Aranya and Vira{a,
written probably by the same hand  Shghtly worm eaten , but on the whole,
awell preserved old MS with clear and legible writing

GZ

Tanjore Saraswath Maha} Library, No 11823 Folios 316, with about 10 lines
to a page mze 161" X 13" Grantha characters  Palnt leaf —Collated at Tanjore

G,

Tampore, Saraswatht Mahal Library, No 11838  Folos 477, with about 6 hnes
to a page size 18" < 13" Grantha characters Palm leaf

An old and well preserved MS, with clear -and legible writing, but many
corrections —Collated at Tangore

.

G

Tenjore Sara.wathy Mahal Library, No 11851  Folios 320, with zbout 8 hnes
toa page wmze 19" £ 14" Grantha characters, Palm leaf

The MS contams the Sabhi also probably written by the same hand A
wdl preserved old MS  with clear and legible wrsting —Collated at Tanjore

G,
Tan,ore, Sarasy athy Mahal Library, No 11860 Folios 324, with about 8 h1es
1o a page  wze 18§" ¥ 1} Grentha characters  Palm leaf

MS wntten by Kaipaty, on the 22nd of the month of Kumbha, m the
year Krodht —Collated gt Tanjore

G’
Mclkote Yaduzin Yauray Math MS
about 12-14 fin 5 1o 2 page amze 192~ £ 2~
{223 Clear and legible wnting , worm-eaten 0 places  Being a conflated
MS it was diccontinued after adhy 2 It 15 one of the few Southern MSS
which begins with the (Northern) salutatory stanza, AT Awerg ete added
later 1 the narrow upper margm of the first folio in very fine wnting  Its
place of mnsertion 13 indcated by 2 “hamsapida *, inserted immedratd, after
1 first mangala stanza (9°) —Collated up to the end of adhy 2 only.

(vathout number)  Folios 217, with
Grantha characters  Palm leaf
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M,
;
MS from the pnvate library of the Chuef of Xdappalli, Cochin  Folies 79 Ma
layalam characters. Palm feaf
Secured on loan and got collated kindly by Prof K Rama PISHAROTI
No further details of the MS are available. Incomplete MS, ending with

adhy 53, the final adhyaya of the Astikaparvan —Collated at Sansknt Col
lege, Tripumitura, Cochin

M,

Cochin, State Library, No. 5 Folos 122 Malayilam characters Palm leaf

The MS was retumed to the Cochin State Library after collation No
further detads of the MS are available Incomplete MS, ending with adhy
53, the final adhydya of the Astikaparvan

M3
Cochmm State Library, No 1 Folios 166 with about 12 13 lnes to a page,
size 199" X 16 Malayalam characters, dated Kollam 1013 (ch AD 1838)
Palm leaf
A modern MS, perhaps less than 100 years old , adhydya numbers and
§loka numbers are given The adhydiya ends are shown by a floral design,
mscribed in the margins

M,
MS from the private ibrary of Kailenkara Pisharam, Cochun  Folios 57 Mala
yalam characters. Palm leaf
The MS was returned to the owner immediately after collation No fur
ther details of the MS are available Incomplete, ending with adhy 53 the
finaf adhy of the Astikaparvan

M;
MS from the Palyam MSS Library, Cochin  Fohos 245 Malayalam charac
ters Palm leaf
Secured for collation by courtesy of Mr P ANUJAN ACHAN, now Supe-
nintendent, Archwzological Department Cochin State
MG
MS from the private hibrary of Naren Mana Malabar Folos 163, with about
10 lines to a page, size 18" X16  Malayilam characters. Palm leaf

{237} Incomplete MS, adhy 153 wanting (1¢ begmns with the Adivam
§avatarana sub-parvan) wnting clear and legible, generally correct , ‘margins
are clean—Collations begin from adhy 54

M,

MS from the-prnivate hibrary of Avanapparambu Mana Coclun  Folios 170 with
about 10 lines to a page size 2057 X 18" Malayalam characters. Palm leaf
3
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Clear and legible wniting ; leaves are in perfect preservation, not a single
leaf being worm-eaten ; probably not very old. Scribe has left many blanks
In the wnting space, whenever the surface of the leaf was uneven or rugged.
—Collated from adhy. 54.

M,
Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, Nol 207. Folios 183, with zbout 10 line:
to a page Malayalam characters ; dated Kollam 1017 (ca. AD 1842). Palm-leaf
Collated from adhy. 54

In view of the great unevenness of the critical apparatus, and of the con-
sequent dufficulty 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-
nze of the manuscripts, which cannot be easily ascertained, have been exhi-
bited mn this table. Only such (small) omissions have been, as a rule, ignored
as are specifically mentioned in the footnote itself pertaining to the particular
stanza, and which are therefore brought to the notice of the readcr as soon
as he reads the footnote.



{24] TABLE SHOWING THE MSS., COLLATED FOR DIFFERENT
PORTIONS OF THE TEXT?

Adhyaya & Sloka, j Northern Recension MSS. South. Rec. MSS,
1. 1-204 } Koo V,B,, DaDnDrD,,,,|Ti: G My,
1. 205-2 39 1 K,, VyB, DabaDrD,,, [Ty:G M
2. 40-191 Koo VB, DaDaDrD,,, |TyGrM,,
2192243 e VB, DabaDrD,,, !Ty2G, M,
3144 Koy Nyp V; B, ;7 DaDn 11 Ty2 Goog My |
3 4513 45 Kex Niz Vi B, DaDn D, [Ty, G M,
1 1-26 9 Koy N, VB, DaDn D, |TysGugM,.,
26 1043.13 |3 K,, ®,,V,B,; DaDa D, |TysGusM,,
43 1447.19 1§ K,y N,,V,B, . .DaDn D,, |TysGeM,,
47.2053.36 1S, Ko,y Ny, V, By .,DaDn D, |(Tys G M,
54 14 § Kooy N3V, B, ;. DaDn Dy Ti2 Gis Mag,
54.555.3° 18 Ko, NV, B o, DaDn D,, [Ty,GuoM,,
55 3560 61 Koy Ry VB ,.DaDn D, |TipGusM,,
60. 61-6L 84 S, K,, N, ,V;B, ., DaDn D, |[T,;G,q My,
61. 84b-62, 2 Koy N VyB, . DaDn D, |Ty2G,4M,,,
62. 3-68. 19 Koy N4 VB, ..DaDn  D,.,, |Tis oo Msog
68. 20745 $, Koy K 3V,B, ,.DaDn  D,,,, |Tis G Mg,
68 74269 41° |8, Ko, K,; B, . DabDn D,,,, |Tys Cis Mises
69. 41451 8, Kpos Nyy By o,DaDn  D,,., |TyzGog Mags
7 17L17° 18, Ko,y N,; B, . DaDn D, |TysGea Migy
717728 §§, K,y N,, B, DaDn D,, |Ti;GsM,,,
72. 8022 $, Koy N,; By, DaDn D, |Ty;GpsMy,
72 23-74. 4 Koza Npg B, s.¢Da Dn D, Ty2 Gs My g
74. 576 35 Koy N, B;,DaDn D,, |[T,,G, M,
77. 178 200 Koy Nz B geDaDn D, ., 1Tiz Gis Myoe
78 200-90 88 |5, K,, N,, B, ,..DaDn D, ,ss|Tiz Cie Msog
90 89-92 137 |8, Ko, N,, BosePaDn Dy, |Tiz Gis Mysy
92 13¢-96. 370 {S, Koy Ny 3 Vy By;5,Da Dn Dioss |Trz G Magsg
9% 37e-127. 21448, Koy N,y BygyeDaDn heas [ Liz Gris Mass
127, 219181, 40 |§, K,y N, ,V, B,;,.DaDn o5 |Trz Gio My s
182 1-225.19 (8 Koy Ny V; Big Dabn Dyyys |Tis Gios Mass

1 D,, added at 1. 205—K, discontinued from 2 40—G, has lacuna from 2.
192 to 3, 44 —K, Dr. Dy, G, discontinued, and N, , B; M; added, from 31 —8,
added at 14, 1.—8, added at 26 10 —B, ends at 43 13—K, has lacuna from 47 20
0 54 4D, ; M, , , discontinued, and By Mg_g added, from 54.1.—$, has lacuna from
13—K, bas lacuna from 47. 20 to 54 4—$, has lacuna from
65, 3% to 60 61, and from 61, 84° ta 68 19D, (which transp the Sakuntald and
Yayiti episodes) has lacuna from 62. 3 to 69 51—V, has lacuna from 68 74 to
92, 13‘—-1{& has lacuna from 69, 41¢ to 71. 17¢, and from 72 8¢ to 74 4—S,; has
lacuna from 72. 23 to 78, 20°—D, ends at 76 35—B, ends at 90 88—V, has
Iacuna from 96. 37¢ to 127. 219—T, ends at 181, 40—T; begins {rom 182. 1.
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{257 TESTIMONIA

As tesimomia, or ads of a partial or subuidiary character, there are
available, besides the numeroiis commentanies, the following three important
epitomes of the cleventh century (1) the Javanese adaptation Bhdrelam
(ca Ap 1000) (u) the Telugu adaptation Andhre Bhdrotamu by the
Telugu poet Nannaya Bhatta (ca. Ap 1023), and (1) the Sancknt adapta
tion Bharefameiijers by the Kasun poct Ksemendra (ca AD 1050) , @5
also an important Per<ian rendering made some centuries later (ca AD 1580)
at the smstance 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 Devandgari versions Here 1t vill suffice to observe that, even when
accompanied by the (epic) text, the commentanies are, for reasons which
will be explamed later on, evidence only for the actual lemmate and the
pathantaras ated. The absence of comnwntary on a stanza or a group of
stanzas or even on an adhyiya 1= n general no proof that that particular
passage was lacking 1n the text used by the commentator For, clearly, s
text may have contained the passage in question, but he may not have
deemed 1t necessary to comment upon any portion of it.  Neertheless when
the commentary 1gnores a lengthy and difficult passage, then there 1s a strong
presumption that the text of the commentator did not contain the passage
A cate 1 pomnt 15 the Kamkanti, a passage of 185 Imes, which 1> entiely
1gnored mn Devabodha s commentary (but has evobed lengthy comments from
both Arpunamusra and Nilzkaptha), and which s missmg m the Kasmir?

version.

As vegards the old Javanesc adaptation, from the reports of Dutch
scholars' vho hase studied the ongimal Javanese text, st appears that only
eight out of the eghteen parvans of the Mzhabharata have been traced s0
far, namely, Ad1 Virita, Udyoga, Bhrma Asramavasa, Mausala, Mzahi-
prasthina and Svargarchapa. Three of these (Astamaviesa Mausala,
MahZprasthana) were the subject of 2 doctor dissertation, submitted to the
Leyden Unnversaty by Dr H. H. Juy~eoLt, 25 early a> 1893 The Javanese
engmal was edited by the doctor 1n Roman characters and rendered nto
Dutch. Thirteen years later (1906) the same scholar publiched the text of
the Adi (with different readings) n Roman trancnpt? Of the old Javanese
Adiparven only 2 fer epsodes have been 2s yet translated, to vat  the
Parvasargraha, the Pawrya, the Amptamanthena the story of Panket and

—_—

? G D van Huloopen Laszemror  “The Manzbhirata ga Medizeve!

J'z;zxse, kquélS 1913 1ff, and the Iterature ated treve 2"y Kurt Wo1sy, Den

©:3 joverske Wrataparva (Coperhizren 1917) O the \bh, mn the 10

o R PrommcnJRAS 1675 1761 17960 o (b vind of Bl
= 1pariee Qud, k gt *pOtl.

S G £ joroarsch Proza eschnft wigegeven door Dr HLH. Juy
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the Saupama. Unfortunately these translations are not available in India;
at least they were not available to me.

The chief value of the Javancse adaptation for us lies in the fact that
throughout the old Javanese text are scattered Sanskrit quotations, which
appear to have “served as landmarks for writers and hearers or readers.”
The text prepared by Dr. JuyNeoLL, which is based upon eight manuscripts,
is reputed to be very accurate. But it is admitted that the Sanskrit excerpts
in the extant Javancse manuscripts are extremely corrupt, and it is a [26]
question how far the conjectural restorations by the editor correctly represent
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. 70,
the Javanese manuscripts read (in the Sakuntala episode) :

paripatyadayal sunu, hiranirequgunditah |,
which is corrupt ; it conveys no sense. In the text the editor gives :
pratipadya padé siinur, dharanirenu gunthitah J,
which is nearly the reading of the Calcutta edition (3040). Though the
Javanese manuscripts are palpably corrupt, yet they have preserved the cor-
rect paripalya (for pratipadya of the Vulgate), which is the reading of the
Sarada and K manuscripts of our edition. We have here to thank the Vul-
gate for the pratipadya of Dr. JUYNBOLL'S text!

Notwithstanding, that the peried from which this adaptation dates is
comparatively speaking recent, it yet precedes the known date of the manus-
cripts by several centuries and is hence of considerable importance for critical
purposes, as a witness® independent of and uninfluenced by the main line of
our extant Indian witnesses. Most of the Sanskrit quotations of the Javanese
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 a
concordance of tﬁe Javanese extracts with the Critical Edition, the Calcutta
Edition, and SAsTrr's Southern Recension A few of the quotations are to
be traced to the “additional” passages in the Northern manuscripts, but
none to the specific Southern “ additions.” The conclusion is inevitable that
the text of the Sanskrit Adiparvan used by the Javanese writers must have
belonged to the Northern recension, a conclusion already suggested by the
sequence of the Sakuntali and Yayati episodes, which is the Northemn
sequence. This does not necessarily mean that the entire Javanese Bhiratam

represents the Northern recension, It is quite hkely 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 Virdtaparvan

1 Partscularly valuable, as the Indian MS§. are mostly conflated.
® The Vidfaparvan (Poona 1923), Introduction, p. XII, and ABIL 2, 1671,



a3 PROLEGOMENA

was of the Southern type. The pomnt will have to be re-cxamined in the
ight 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 ing Vispuvardhana, who had his capital at Rajahmundry,
on the East Coast of India, and who appears to have ruled between 1022
and 10662 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 Jight it throws on the condition of the Southemn recension—or, strictly
speaking, of the Telugu version—in the eleventh century of the Chsistian era,
especially in view of [27] the fact that Nannaya has included in his poem an
accurate rendering of the Parvasarhgraha, giving the number of $lokas in
each of the parvans of his Mahiibhirata® The figure for the stanzas of the
Adi is 9984, which shows that the text used by Nannaya must have been
substantially of the same size as that preserved in the extant Southem
manusenipts. The poet is seported to have followed the original fairly closely.
Notable is consequently his omission of Brahma’s visit to Vyasa.¢
Curiously enough, the third old important epitome of the Mahibharata
which we possess, the Bharat jari by K dra,* belongs to the same
century as the two epitomes mentioned above, since this Kalmiri poet must
also be assigned to the middle of the eleventh century.® BUHLER and KIRSTE
have given in their Jndian Studies, No. 2 (pp. 30 fi.), the results of a careful
comparison of Ksemendra's abstract with the Bombay text of the Maha-
bh:'x.m&'z. They show that Kscmendra's text contains both additions and
omissions as compared with the latter.” Of the omissions they note : adhy.
4, 24, 4548, 66, 94, 139, and parts of adhy, 141 and 197 of the Vulgate.
Of thrse, adhy, 4 is, a2 pointed out by Bunten and Kinste, 2 short introduc-
tm'): chapter, a vatiant of adhy. 1; adhy. 4548 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

*[In this connectson see the Introduction to Dr. v e .
of the Viritaparvan, pp i xv.} Dr. Raghu Vira's Critical Edition

‘: \(/':.{ R‘?mﬂmi & Sons, Madras 1924.29,
. Venkatachellam 1¥Er, Notes of a Stud; imis
the Mohibharata (Madras 1922), pp 97-’1(‘;0  of the Prelininary Chapters of
3 The figures of Nammaya's Andkra Bharatamu ate now given by Professor

P. P. S SAsTP1 in his edition of the MahThhara i
! A t2, Southern Recens; . 10,
Introduction, p. xxx (Scheme of Slokas), e oy Venkata:

chellam Ivez, opat. p. 311 Thes were first publ by Veskats:

4 CI Venkatachellam Ivir. op at. p 99 3 Ed, Kavyamals, No
! 1 3 ¥ No 64 (1898
® Kemmm, A History of Sanskait Litesature, p. A6 K ?: (;,; citf P 3‘))
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for his purpose ;* finally, stanzas 44 to end of adhy. 197 are a repetition of
a part of adhy. 169. The reason for the omission of these adhydyas is thus
clear : they are mere repetitions. The remaining adhyiyas, which are missing
and whose omission BUHLER-KIRSTE could not account for, namely, adhy.
24, 139, and 141 (stanzas 1-19) are also missing in many of our Mahd.
bhirata manuscripts and have accordingly been omitted in the constituted
text as well. To these must be added the important omission of adhy. 140
of the Vulgate, the Kanikaniti, which is likewise omitted by Ksemendra, an
omission which appears to have been overlooked by BUHLER and KIRSTE,

The collaborating authors felt justified in concluding that the omissions
and additions “are just such liberties as any Kiavya poet would take in
making a similar abridgement.” They were also of opinion that the original
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 ex-

. pected, most closely witlt the &iradi. On comparing the divisions of the
Maiijari with those given in Bombay or Caleutta editions of the Mahibharata,
BUHLER and KIRSTE were struck by the fact that the Maiijeri divisions
agreed better with the course of the narrative ; and they give examples to
show that the arrangement of the Medjari is more logical. That is quite
natural, because the old Northern manuscripts, which this edition {28} fol-
lows, fully support the arrangement of the Mefijari, whereas the dwistons
adopted in the Vulgate are secondary and quite corrupt.

The Persian translation? of the Mahibhirata, made in the reign of
Emperor Akbar, being still unedited, could not be consulted. A very full
account of this rendering has, however, been given by the late Dr. Sir Jivanji
Jamshedji Mop1 in a paper read before the First Oriental Conference at
Poona in November 1919 and published in the Annais of this Institute® Of
all the Sanskrit works Akbar got translated, the Mahébhdrata, it appears,
had his most eatnest attention.

Several eminent poets and scholars had a hand in translating the Great
Epic of India into Persian. The A'in-e-Akbari gives the following names :
Naqib Khin, Maulinid ‘ Abdu'l-Qadir Badayiini, and Shaikh Sultin of
Thanesar, to which the Muntakhab-w't-Tawdrikh adds the names of Mulla
Sher?, and Shaikh Faizi (the brother of Abu'l-Fazl).

“Badaoni translated,” we are informed by Sir Jivanji,* on the author-

1 As is done ako by the redactors of the J: Bha; L of La
JRAS 1913 7: “The knotty points as to the more reliable of the two sets
tof genealogies] is decided by our Old Javane<e test wm favour of the second, that
being the only one it knows.” -

2 Cf. HoOLTZMANN, Das Makabharata, 3. 110, and A. Lvpwic, * Das Mah3-
bhirata als Epos und Rechtsbuch” {Review), pp 66ff., 93 1L

? Cf, vol. 6 (1924-25), pp. 84 1. * ABI 6, 95
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ity of contemporaneous chronicles, * two out of the eighteen sections. Mulla
Sheri and Nagib Khiin did 2 part of the work and, the rest was completed
by Sultsn Haji of Thanessar. Shaikh Faizl converted their ‘rough trans-
{ation into elegant prose and verse, but he did not complete more than two
sections”  Sultan Hajl then revised these two scctions and verse. Not only
did he do so, but he also revised his work which formed a farge share of
the wotk” Quoting Badadni, Sir Jivanji continues : “The Hajl 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 tendering 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 mumerous other vernacular abstracts of the Mahabhirata
besides the Telugu abstract mentioned above, but most of them are of a
late date. Morcoves, they are all far too free to be of much use to us in
reconstructing the text of the Mahabharata,

Besides these abstracts and adaptations, there are parallel versions of
certain passages or even of whole episodes to be met with in other works.
Thus we have a parallel version of the Sakuntald episode (adhy, 62f.), in
the Padmapurdna ;* of the Yayiti episode (adhy. 71.), in the Matsya-
putima ;¢ of the story of Ruru (adhy. 81f.), in the Devibhagavata; of a
portion of Samudramanthana (adhy. 161.), again in the Matsyapurana ; of
a portion of 2 cosmogonic pascage (L 60. 54 ), in the R&mayana. {29} These
is more distant connection between our Sauparmna (adhy. 14ff,) and the
peseudo-vedic Supamidhy3ya.® Some of the stanzas of the Adi are cited, with
or without mention of the source, in the Tantravarttika of Kumarila Bhaita

(eg. our L 1. 209), as also in the Bhasyas of Acirya Sarhkara (eg. our 1.
1. 3‘7): A few of the sententious stanzas (e.g. our 1. 74. 1ff.) recur, with
variation, in Buddhist liferature* while stray stanzas are to be found again
in the Khilas of the Rgveda (eg. our 1. 53, 22£)# the Manusmmtis (eg-

* Cf. BruoniFiurel, “Lla leggenda Mghibhiratizna di Sakuntald ¥
A ] TEL 2 tala nell
;&133‘;’?3 critica di Poona,” Giornale della Societd Asiatica Holians (NS). 2 (1932).

. ; 'Cl;h(}a‘)"a z:}fd Dixim, “ A Textual Comparison of the Stoty of Yayati 23
ound in the and the M ana,” Proc, Fifth Ind. Orient Conf.
(lzh:xec}m), vol 1, pp, 7214,
3 . Jarl CuavvENTIER, Die Suparnasage, U,
Jar] Cita , , Uppsala 1920,
. ‘Zﬁ?fx (JasaMatabiien Paralidn” WZKM. 20 (1905) 323, 3571
. z. 'm MULLER's edition of the Rgveda, vol, 4 (18g2), p, 521, stanzas 5-8.
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our 1. 3. 94) and the Brhaddevata® (eg. our 1. 59. 12). One of our stanzas
(1. 119. 6) has been cited in the Dhvanyiloka of Anandavardhana, as by
Mahargi 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 Mahiibharata
stanzas we meet with again in other works. We must, in the first place,
bear in mind that most of the other works have yet to be properly edited.
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 fadures of memory ; since in ancient times the
stanzas were almost invariably quoted from memory, and the quotation was
never compared with the onginal. Moreover we must never forget that
probably from time immemorial there have existed local versions of the
Mahabharata. The citations made even by very old writers were from these
local versions A citation by a writer of the eighth century or even the sixth
century proves nothing for the Ur-Mahabhdrata, that ideal but impossible
desideratum ; though the citation is far older than our manuscripts, it is
evidence only for the text of the local Mahabhirata in the eighth, respectively
the sixth century, notwithstanding that the differences between the various
recensions and versions of the Mahfbhirata must diminish as we go back
further and further

{30} PEDIGREE OF ADIPARVAN VERSIONS
Vyasa's Bharata

Ur-Mahabhirata

<
— g

@ —

I
1
1

R S N PO SO »
Sarada K Nepali Maithili Bengali Devanagari Telugu Grantha Malayalam
( other than K )

1 WINTERNiTZ, “ Brhaddevatd und Mahabhirata,” WZKM 20 (1906). 1 ff.;
especially, pp 10f, 28f, 31ff, 34
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EXPLANATION OF THE SIGLA USED IN THE ABOVE PEDIGREE

N 15 the ultimate source from which all versions of the Northern recen-
ston are, directly or mndirectly, denved

v 15 the lost archetype of the North Western group, apprectably shorter
than any of the other known versions (lextus simplicior)

K 15 a spectfic Devandgari version allied to the Sarada (or Kasmirl)
version (sharply distinguished from other Devanagari versions), of which
one MS (X,) 1s the direct copy of a Saradd onginal  The version 15 largely
contaminated from MSS of the (central) sub recension (y), and n pat,
also from some unknown Southern sources Exact provenance of the version
1s unknown

v 1s the intermediate (snflated) source from which all versions of the
central sub-recension are derived (compnsing the Eastern and Western
groups), occupying a position mtermediate between the North Western and
the Southern groups It contams a coniderable number of sccondary add
tions (including repetitions), as also a very large number of verbal altera-
tions and corruptions

¢ 15 the lost archetype of the Eastern group (compusing the Nepil,
Maithih and Bengali verstons), which 15 free from the additions and altera-
tions made later 1n certain Pevanagatd MSS

S 1s the ultimate source from which all versions of the Southern recension
are directly or indirectly, denved and which 15 appreciably longer than N,
and far more elaborate (texfus ornatior)

@13 tne lost archetype of T G, contaiming a large number of corruptions
and secondary additions, from which M 1s free

{31} A CRITICAL SURVEY OF THE RECENSIONS AND THEIR
VERSIONS

THE TWO RECENSIONS

The textual crticism of the Mahibléirata proceeds from the incontro
vertible fact that the text of the Great Epic has been handed down 1n two
dnve-rgem forms, a Northem and a Southern recension texts typical of the
Aryavarta and the Daksingipatha With the realization of this patent con
trast began the Mahibhirata 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 Diatavya Bharata Kinyalaya A brief
aceount of the controversy to which the publication of this edition of the
Mahabhirata gave nse 1s to be found 1n Roy’s wntingst We are told there

? Cf the letter addressed R0
publiched on the cover of mg:,‘{ ROY to the Editor of The Hindu (Madras) and

e XXIX of h
See also HOLTZMANS  Das Mahabharate 3 33 13 translation of the Mbh (1837).
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that the appearance of his edition was hailed by The Hindu of Madras,
that great bulwark of Dravidian Hinduism, in its issue dated November 22,
1885, with the publication of a bellicose letter, headed “ Another edition of
the Mahabharata”, purporting to give an account of the proceedings of a
public meeting held at Mayaveram, and containing an outspoken and trench-
ant criticism of Roy’s edition by one Mr. Sreenivasa SASTRIAL. This worthy
gentleman thought Roy's edition to be “sadly defective in the text and that
this defect is detrimental to the religious interests as many portions support-
ing the Advaita and Vasishte-advaita (sic) doctrines, but unfavourable to
the Sakti worshippers of the North, have been omitted”. “It was sad,
therefore,” bemoaned this aggrieved protagonist of the Southern Recension,
“that the generous gentleman of the North, Protapa Chandra Roy, that
undertook to edit the text, should decline the responsibility of editing the
text as correctly as possible and to compare various manuscripts of the text
from Southern India.” Mr, Sreenivasa SASTRIAL, it is reported, ** instanced one
or two portions of the Mehabharata, omitted in the Calcutta edition, which
can be proved by indispufable testimony to have existed in the earliest copies
of the work.” One wonders, where and how this estimable gentleman could
have got hold of “ the earliest copies” of the work ; or rather, just how early
were the copies he was referring to. * Again, many verses”, complained this
Vaisnava propagandist, “ quoted by the great philosophers of the South in
support of their respective doctrines, are not to be found in Mr. Protapa
Chandra Rov’s edition” !
The reply of Protap Chandra Roy is not altogether without interest.
He ruefully admitted—what we must even now admit-—that “there can be
no edition of the Mahabharata how carefully edited soever, that would please
scholars of every part of India.. ... Like other ancient works that have come
down ta us from century to century by the method of manual transcription,
large interpolations have been inserted in this great work To settle, at this
fag-end of the nineteenth century, what portions are genuine and what other-
wise, is, except in a very few instances, simply impossible™. With highly
commendable {32} objectivity, Roy then proceeds to enunciate a critical prin-
ciple, which, simple—nay, obvious—as it is, many a reputable scholar of India
will find it difficult to appreciate even at the present day. “I know of no
method ”, wrote ROY, nearly fifty years ago, “ except that of taking that only
as undeubtedly gensine whick occurs in all the manuscripls of the East, the
North, the West, and the South” ! “As far as my edition is concerned ”,
he continued, “it is substantially based on that of the Royal Asiatic Society
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 orientalist
of repute. ... Manuscripts had been precured from all parts of India (the
South unexcepted) and these were carefully collated. Although edited with

3 Itahes mine!
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such care, I have not, however, stavishly followed the Society s edition 1
have compared it carefully with the Mahardjah of Burdwan's text n the
Bengalee character which wag edited with still greater care About 18 manus-
crpts 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. 1 have very frequently referred to this Burdwan edition also for
checking the Society s text Besdes the published texts, T have now and
then referred to certan ot These, however, are all of Bengal 1
am willing to consult any approved manuscnpt of Southern India I
conclude by repeating that 1 have no complamnt aganst Mr Sreemvasa. On
the other hand T freely admit that an edition live the one projected by him
will be a valuable accession to the hibranes of all scholars 1n Indra and m
countries out of India Only the same remarks that he has apphed to my
edstion will T am confident, apply to ks, when a Pundit of Nosthemn or
Western India takes it up for notice ot review, unless of course, the learned
SaSTRIAL includes without critical examuation every passage beaning on both
the Adveris and the Cukte worsp 1 may assure Mr SAsTriaL, however,
that 1n that case, mn his attempt to please everybody he will hke the pamnter
1 the fable, please none, particularly among readers of judgment and cnitical
disenmnation The fact 35 that the divergences of manuscripts are so great
that 1t 15 perfectly impossible to produce an edstion that could at once satssfy
both Aryavarta and Dakshinalya’ That edition alas so bravely and centhu-
sastically planned by Mr Sreemvasa SASTRIAL, to which rteference 15 made

in the above extract appears never to have scen the mtenior of any pninting
establishment !

1 have quoted Protap Chandra Roy 1 extenso, not merely because of

the anteresting <idchight Ins remarks throw on the question of the different
editions of the Mahabharat: d or pl

but also because of some remarkably sound prindiples of textual criticism
brefiy, but deatly propoanded therem by Tum. Protap Chandra Roy had
grasped the Mahibhirata Preblem 1n all its essentials  But the time was not
ye¢* nipe for the actual preparation of 2 entical edition of the Mahabharata.

The differences between the two

4, 1 or just before hus tume,

of the Mahabhs must not
be underrated  Between them there lies to start with the irksome barmer
of senpte 1t 15 no exaggeration to say that i India to the Northerners the
Southern versions wntten 1 Scuthern scnpts ordinanly spea¥ing, were and
are gealed books, on the other hand the Southemers, with the possible
:;;ﬁv:pt:{ a ftew h.-arr:(;i Pa:;dxts—who m fact after a half hearted admis-
ie poctry into realm of Iiterature checrfy v
of the bulk of the Mahusbhirata text to ther lecs g:i%!:‘:h’;he:ﬂlz uﬂ‘g

and cannot decipher the Northern senpts
Devansgan pts perhaps with the exception of the

‘When one laboriously curmounts this mitial obstacle, and starts to com
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pare the two recensions, one finds, to one’s surprise, that the difference be-
tween them begins, as a matter of fact, with the very divisicn of the Maha-
bhirata 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 fdct 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 (Ad,
Astika and Saribhava), or at least into two (Adi and Sarihbhava) separate
major parvans.? Let me emphasize that it is the main large divisions (par-
vans) of the epic I am here referring to, and nof the hundred (sub-)parvans
(also called upaparvans or antahparvans). The sub-parvans, in point of fact,
could not come into questicn here at all. Only the Northern manuscripts, as
a rule, mention in their colophons the names of the sub-parvans ; the South-
ern manuscripts ignore (as far as I can say at present, uniformly) this-detail,
very rarely mentioning, in their colophons, the name of the corresponding
sub-parvan? We have, therefore, no means of knowing precisely the number
and the limits of the sub-parvans in the Southern scheme, except, of course,
the meagre and ambiguous data of the Parvasarhgraha (Adi 2) itselfs4
It is true that the Southern (printed) editions (not excepting Professor
P. P. S. SastRI'S eritical edition of the Southern recension, as far as it has
gone) follow the division of the epic uniformly mto the conventional eighteen
books.® But in so far as they do that, the editors, it seems to me, must be
overriding knowingly (but without giving the fact inexpedient prominence)
the clear and unmistakable testimony of Southern manuscripts. They prefer
to sacrifice the Southern manuscript tradition and make their editions har-
monize with the data of the Parvasamgraha : always a grave blunder?
" because, clearly, the data of the Parvasamgraha can be manipulated far more
easily than those of the manuscripts of the text, The Parvasathgraha, if

1 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 adhydyas of these different parts of our
Adiparvan are separately numbered In our critical apparatus a new begunning is
made with (our) adhy. 54 in all Southern MSS except T, (which is a misch-
codex}, an adhyaya which marks the begmnng of our Advam$avataranaparvan ;
in the colophons of the Southern MSS it 1s called the first adhyaya of the Sari-
bhavaparvan. .

3 On the other hand, the Southern MSS (and in fact even most of the
Northern MSS ) frequently mention the name of the Updkhyéna or the name of
the adhydya ; but even this 1s never done regularly and systematically.

4 The Parvasarhgraha gives only the names of the (100) sub-paryans, and
the contents of the (18) major parvans. But from these data, we cannot say from
what adhyzya to what adhydya a particular sub-parvan extends.

5 Thus, from these Southern ed, one can never elcit the fact that in the
Southern Recension odur Adi is divided into two parts {parvans) and that these
parts have separate mumbering of adhyayas!
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compiled, onginally, on the basis of some Northern version would certainly
not fit the Southern Tecension exactly even when the Parvasarhgraha was firet
compsled

[34] The difference between the recenstons does not end there by any
means, unhapply  The manuscuipts of the two recenstons show numerous
other, big and small, discrepancies  discrepancies m the spelling of most ordt
nary words (eg N sty gfrenorsira ), especially of proper names (eg
N';,m: S “m )’ W the seadimgs of wands phrases hues stanzas groups af
stanzas (passim), in the sequence of all these elements (passim), 1n the rela
tive positton of «ingle adhyayas or of a small group of adhyayas (passim); in
the relative sequence of whole episodes (¢ g the Sakuntali and Yayat: episodes,
Adi 62ff and 70f) What 15 more disconcerting still 1s that the recensions
show also complicated dieplacements 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 vanations in spellings readings and sequences there are addi
tions {or omussions, just as one may happen to regard them) of single hmes

(often “ mnorgamic’, 1e. such a< can be added or ormtted with no effect upon
the grammar or continuity), of short passages (passim) and long passages
compri<ing more than a hundred Imes (cf App I, No 55, a passage of 125
lines, setting forth the story of the K3sT princess Amba)  These additions
(respectively omussions) and verbal vanants sometimes go to such a length
that, at times there emerges 1 the end an entirely different stery  Compare,
fer 1nctance, the two versions of the hughly popular episode * Rape of Subha
drd’ (Subhadraharana) n adhy 211-212 of our edition and passage No 114
of App T (comprising over 460 hines '} " We find that the Southem version
of this story 15 ennched with many entirely novel and starting features, such
as Anunas masguerading 25 a penpatetic mont (yati), or tus fierce battle
with the Yadava forees led by Viprthu, which he, of course, routs, alone and
unasded, or rather merely with the help of his newly acquired, valiant and
seowrefel wife who ats 26 R dansfesr b
A notable feature of the Southem recension 15 that 3t 1s considerably
longer than the Northern The constituted text of the Parvasarhgraha (1 2

96) gves 7984 * ¢lckas’ (that 1s, probably, what 15 techmically called
gronthas) as the extent of the Adi

. FA TS aa 77 g e |
oTFR FFTAMGTEN FG1 AZewert 1l

! This g clearly suggested by the fact thet the Jonger Table of
Z?G)r 'i}c:lbwa the aghteparvan divison, which dr:q not hzrrnc::::mv';x!d(ll ﬂfn
data sagn e colophione of the Southern MSS., which have the twenty four parvan
2 E 3
Swummvm lh:mv&un!a]a episode gets 2 somemhat d flerent mlounng i the
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The extent of the Vulgate 1s computed to be about 8460 *stanzas’ The
length of the Southern text of the Adi edited by Professor P P & Sastri 15
given by himeelf as 9984 *““stanzas”, shghtly n excess of his own Parva
samgraha 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 (9984)
is perhaps a tnfle 1n excess of the presumable extent of the (normal) Scuthern
recension, smee PP S Sastri's text contains some clear nstances of mter
polation (from Telugu, Tarmil and even Northen sotirces),® which need not
necessanly be put down to the already swollen account of the Southern recen
sicn  The difference between the Vulgate and SAsSTRI's text 1s about 1524
“stanzas” But even the common Southern text, which will be appreciably
shorter than SASTRI’S, may confidently be {357 reckoned to contain approxi-
mately 1300 “slokas’ (1¢ granthas) more than the longest Northern version
of the Adi!

This excess 1 the Southern recension ts not due to the additron of any
single lengthy passage or just a few of such passages even, though there are
undoubtedly among them some fairly long passages The excess 15 due 1o
additions, large and small, distributed almost evenly throughout the parvan

Not only 15 the Southern text thus appreciably longer than the other,
the story itself of the Southemn recension, as compared with that of the
Northern, 15, owing to many of these additions, much richer in details, leav
ng hittle or nothing to the mmagmation of the reader or the heater Thus, for
example, in the Northern recension, the father of Satyavati or Matsyagandhi
(Vyasa’'s own mother) 15 a nameless king of fisher glk, making a iving on
the banks of the Yamung, by fishing This 1s rather unsatisfactory That
the name of Matsyagandhi’s father—he 1s really only her foster father-—
according to the fable——should not have been preserved, scems a shacking
piece of neghgence on the part of the histonan that 1s the story teller, since
history as 1t 1s narrated (as has been well said) 1s a kind of roman a these
‘The Southern recension here comes to our help It has carefully procured
the name of the foster father of Kali Matsyagandha chos Satyavati it was
Uccathsravas (a high sounding Aryan name) 1f we are to believe the South
e recension He was named after the great snow white Stallion of the
Gods, which came out of the ocean when 1t was being churned for Ambrosia

by the Gods and the Titans

Then agamn the Purchita <ent by the Yadavas to the forest retreat of
Pandu 1 the Himalayas was a Kasyapa He was requited of course, to
perform all the httle Aryan rites for the Pandavas Moreover, 1t 15 best that
kings always have therr Rajaguru by their side to advise and help them on
all occasions The Nothern recenston does not even tell us that the Yadavas

1 For instance the Svetaki epsode (M 1 214 2098!) which m the form
printed there, 18 missing n all MSS of lus own cntical apparatus '
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had sent any Purohita at all to Pandu'd hermutage , so there, no question of
g name anses

But a really ilummating instance of the nchness of nformation fur-
nished by the Southemn recension 15 <upplied by an additional”’ adhyaya?
1n this Tecension, v hich gives us some new. and interesting chronological de
tails about the Pandavas themselves These details disperse that haze of un-
certanty and vagueness which overspreads the ordinary account.

The Southern recenston informs us that when the Pandavas first arm-
ed at the Court of Hactinapura from the forest retreat, after the death of
their father, Yudhisthira was exactly sixteen years old, Bhima fifteen, Arjuna
fourteen, the twins thurteen We are  further told exactly how long the
Pandu brothers stayed at the Kaurava Court, 1 the Lac House (Jatugrha),
n Ekacakra at the Court of the Paficila King, then agam at the Kaurava
Court, then n Indraprastha, and so cn. Yudhsthira died at the npe old
age of 108, which 15 2 mystic number Arjuna was younger than Krsna by
three months, which was also exactly the difference between the ages of Krsna
and Balarima, And so on and <o forth  Almost all these useful details are
lacking 1n the Northern recension, dnd 1 doubt whether they can even bc
reconstructed from the meagre data of this recension on these points

{361 The Southern recension impre<ees us thus by its precision, schema
tization, and thoroughly practical outloop Compared with it, the Northem
Tecen ton 1s dictinctly vague, unsystematse, sometimes even nconsequent, more
like a slory rather mmcfy narrated, as v.e find 1n actual expenience.

‘The Southern recenston of the Ads at least 1» thus not merely longer, but
also fuller, more cxuberent, more ornate than the Northem It may there
fore be fitly styled, in relation to the Northam the festus ornatior

Notwithstanding these and other discrepancies, there perests through
out, between the recensions, a distinct and undemiable family blance,
and there cannot be the <hightest doubt that they both <pring from a com
mon source, albat a ditent and somewhat nebulous souree  Follow the
course of these dnergent streams as far back a3 one will, the clusive source
seems to recede stidl further and lose stself i the murts of antiquity

1t was pointed out above that a notevorthy feature of the Southern re-
cension was that 1t was appreciably fonger than the Northem, The charac-
:;r of the printipal zdditions may be seen from the following 112t of some of
e move ymportant and lengthy patsages peculiar to the Southern o
whose texts are given 1 Appendix 1 o recenton.

1) No 9 (S excepr M)
which exudes from the 5
the ocean for Amd

God &va (Rudra) dnnks up the poson (halzhala)
mnth <‘>f Vawly, while the Devas ard Asurzs z:i dxumxr‘;
1 (saT thana) Z 19 Lnes

1 CLAPp I No 67 lines 4742
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(2) No. 45-48 and 51: Additions to the Sakuntald episode (together 231
lines).

(3) No. 52: Nadhavi is introduced on the scene during the discourse bet-
ween Yayati and his grandsons, in the Yayati episode (43 lines).

(4) No. 55: Anticipation of the story of the Ki$i princess Amba (125
lines).

(5) No, 59: Stirya 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 123
hnes).

(8) No. 78 (S, and by conflation K, Da, Dn D,. ;) : Details of a battle
between the Kurus and the Paficalas, and capture of Drupada (119 lines).

(9) No. 79: Anticipation of the account of the birth of Draupad and
Dhystadyumna ; and account of the birth of Drupada (together 194 lines),

(10) No. 87-89: Additions to the Hichmba episode (69 ines).

(11) No. 91-93: Additions to the Bakavadha episode, including a detailed
account of the fight between the two well-matched giants, Baka and Bhima (106
lines).

(12) No. 95: Drupada bemoans the loss of the Pindavas, and is consoled
by his Purohita ; decides, at the advice of the Purohita, to celebrate the Svayarhvara
of Krsn3, in the hope that the Piandavas might turn up (74 lines).

(13) No. 100: Story of Nialdyani namated by Vydsa to the Paficila king,
to justify the polyandrous marriage of the Pandavas (118 lines),

(14) No. 101: Story of Bhaumasvi related on the same occasion (22 lines).

(15) No, 103 : Mimic warfare between the Kauravas and Pandavas aided by
Paficalas (219 lines).

{37] (16) No, 108 : Dhrtardsira crowns Yudhisthira king before despatching

the P:?mdava.s to Indraprastha (58 lines).

{07 Wo. 111 : Deseripion of Warada, wno comes o visit Yudnisthira {55

lines).

{18) No. 113-115: Expansion of the Subhadriharapa (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 discrepancies between the two recensions, as already observed, are
so numerous and so multifarious, that any attempt to enumerate and classify
them must remain incomplete and unsatisfactory. Nevertheless it may be
useful to begin a cursory survey of the divergences, noting at the same time
the typical characteristics of the Southern * additions”, characteristics which
recur with fair frequency in the Adi, and which are likely to reappear in
other parvans. ‘These notes may prove useful for distinguishing between
the different “hands” which have been at work in shaping this imposing
monument of Indian antiquity, when the entire text has been treated in the
manner proposed here, and we have sufficient data for undertaking 2 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. Veriants of isolated words or phtases, (a) unimportant end (b) im-
portent,

(x) Unimportant, such as one comes across in lne after lne. They
are far too numerous to be listed even approximately completely, but from
among them we may simgle out these for specific mention :

(i) fluctuations in the spelling of proper names, e.g. S A ( NARm),
i (S ), wehs (i ), 0 (7)), o (@ier ), 399
(zoar), gt (R ), 76 (93), etc,, ete,

" (ii) variations mainly due to mere transpositions of words, e. g. S
et wig aRwe age: (N °d: gfwg et o° ) 1. 1, 23; Sdig &
aw (@ T T |) 92. 15 ete, ete.

(i) unremitting variation of: monosyllabic particles and verse-fillers,
which are among the most unstable elements of the received text, such as
7,3, g, % &, [ Ja; common adverbs and conjunctions, such as &, ¥, AT,
T, T, T, T, 7, A, W, T, 49, W, A7 ; and prepositions erfir-sihi-
fr-=tfy, afy-uft, smg—gu, etc., etc,

(iv) substitution of metrically equivalent synonyms, or words and
phrases of similar sigoificance; e. g T—wrg—Av; =f-gh; wmy-Rg-
(= Yowy; Be-R s w025 T ;. AeR-slen-afe-mi ; safoe-
Raaaa-afna-Rgee;  wer-gaTem (and similar compounds with $4¢
and IGH); SIHRARZ-TERIE - TR AN~ ERE TR ;| AR
TRIT-aafeT; amgidl-amgHl;  Faira-Smeh-ateniy ; sfi-
- s ATAO-TONE- ORI AR ARl AR

TN R o1 Yot ; et av— (v Yot 9¢ ; e
< u3q: ; ete, eic.

(v) substitution of equivalent epic j
qt pic iterata ; e. g, IA qFARR, GAGEr
WFor w; qrEtfTEa], T, TR ; PLATE 241 A0, TR 9% et ete.
er e.xaﬁlg es, see [38] HOPKINS'S collection of *Parallel phrases in
the tvo Epics” in the Greal Epic, Pp. 403 fi. {Appendix A)

{b) Important vanants, which make a considerable difference 1n the

sense, and of which the entique must take
accou -
tively spealang, there are only a few, ¢ e oh vanants, rea

t ar g discrepant dr

,S,-,u;:;x:—dm and adhyfyas ; vanants of the mle:pof ‘hev::gme(f :

5 Pam Nhawr?em ), ©of the numbers of adhyiyas and élokas in
graha (the figures for dlokas differ, at times, by thousands).
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—.;An example of a different character from another part of the Adi is the
wariant ¥ A in the stanzas which refer to the duration of Arjuna’s
exile. According to the Northern recension it is thirteen years ; according to
the Southen, only thirtcen months ! Cf. 1. 204, 28 & A &F& adiftr (¥

A, ma etc. ) aw( S 7 Yl % 79 ; 205 30 4 grm it (S
?mﬁ,m f)} — Then we have in 1. 3. 21 the variant g-3<. How
¥as the infinitive really made ? — And so on.

2. Larger variations between continuous passages, os & whole, the tolal
extent remaining approximately the sane.

We find them (a) mostly in the long lists of names : e. g. of the hundred
sons of Dhytarfstra (adhy. 108), of ancient Kings (1. 1. 166 ff.), or serpents
(1. 52. 5fi.), of kings present at Draupadi’s svayarivara (adhy. 177) ; but
{b) also when there are transpositions of whole or parts of adhyayas (e. &
the prose genealogy, adhy. 90) ; or again (¢) when there is free paraphrase
of a passage (passim). .

3. Exponsion of the text in S wwithout materially altering the nature of
the contents or the course of the narrative

(a) By multiplication of the items of a list. For instance:

In adhy. 20, S (with K, marg. Dn D, marg.) adds seven lines of praise
to an existing hymn (&) addressed to Garuda, In these lines, Garuda
is identified, in tum, with all the principal gods, and with everything that is
Ppre-eminent in the world :

299* & PngeaTa: o @Gt s |
atweg 'z;zzgmaisrt{aimﬁn 1
o g aEat Rroreantis qameadt |

In adhy. 64, S (with K, Dn D,.;) gives an additional short list of sciences
in which the Rsis in Kanva's pepance grové were proficient :
586* qrEETEIREER: mﬁﬁmé: {
<
FETRIE FrERTRTE: |
ta|

A_ S
FeEEETERE

Y g gAE egariiad |

1 Cf. Hopks, Ruling Caste in Ancient Indwa, p. 342 (footnote).
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{391 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 :

A QY 7 auEd F @ 9 A 7 aRE | o
ﬁw%aﬁ@agzmﬁaal
IR T g |
FeiaraTmEta sraree MiE |

In adhy. 165, 2 Southern passage expands in fyperbolic language the list of
edibles and other commodities (such as wines, clothes and blankets) furnish-
ed by Vasistha's Kamadheny, by the addition of 6 more lines :

1753¢ aeqraTRAEREdT TR TEATTn |
Frerata = g afagearada = 1
FAT FATGUEALA AT |
e e
[T A TR A0 1
AT = TR e FeE: |
In adhy. 213, the Southern recension furnishes us with 2 supplementary list

of stems in Subhadrd’s dowry, which, taken along with what has gone be-
fore, exhavsts 2lmost 28 the things worth possessing in this wonld :

2082* FRAITREAEFITFgTata AR |
PSR AR |
SARAMAET TAREA |

s WG T |
2088* 3yAOTHE & HEAT AR 25} WA )
FmETater g et e |
ST WEE T A A |
mel
qaZ R = 2w |
(b) By anticipation or repetition of stories, motives or discourses. For
example :

(i) the mraculous birth of Kyspa and Dhstadyumha § jece in 52
i adhy. 155 and in App. I, No. 79 (after zd‘;;f 1’28); fs mamated twe in S
{u) the theme of the amuung experience of 2 mai i

- lw' bt
Mahideva for one husband five umcs,mgranwd,aaboondm gv: hu!;anm prd?’ig“‘e
Lu::e—.asu)rywh:chl@emsl-l)hav:bmmvcrypo;:vu!azmv.!n:St:mth—is\xsa:d,“’i’-‘l



PROLEGOMENA 53

variation, in S, no less than three times in the course of the Adi; cf. adhy. 157, 189
and passage No. 100 (of App. ) 3
(i) acoount of the tragi-comic experiences of the Kaéi princess Amba, who
was passed on in tumn by Bhisma to &ilva and Silva to Bhisma, repeatedly, like 2
Shuttle-cock, a story which is really the subject-matter of the ‘Ambopakhyana in Ud-
yoga 13fl. (Bom. {40] ed.), apparently a favourite piece, is antidpated in
passage No. 55 of App. I (ef. acdhy. 96) and forms a bulky addition of 125 lines!
_ (v) the future of the royal family, which is the subjectrmatter of the addi-
‘{m dialogue between Bhisma and his step-mother, Satyavati, in S, in passage
No. 57 (of App. 1) is only 2 continuation and repetition (with v. 1) of the dis-
course between the same partics in adhy. 9.
) (v) Sfrya’s waming to Kama about the designs of Indra to supplicate Kama
in the disguise of 2 Brahman, in passage No. 60 of App. I, which is an anticipation
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 oc-
casions. Thus, in adhy. 68, at the birth of Bharata :

625+ it aaward Braw SR |
In adhy. 92, at the birth of Sarhtamtt :
o21* e e TR ST SR |
£y
SRt fa R FARTE |
s = fstreg, TE qaEeEe |
SR S AR |
In adhy, 100, at the birth of Dhrtardstra and Pandu :
1084 v @ FAEETETE |
RN o
' et & A st 1
In ddhy. 115, we have, Yikewise, with reference to the Pindavas themselves
(App. 1, No, 67, lines 13-14, 20-27)
q aERATEE qusy: g AEEEn |
quest: Rratgawadt 37T & gt |

% In Sastrr's edition these stories occur in adhy. 164, 189 and 191



54 PROLEGOMENA

Sty gearA T |
HRrroTad | SATIR TICT: |

In adhy. 124, at the 1oyal tounament :

1412* TEasy Foad SromiaaTT 0 | -
=5 @umﬂm'lmal
W'ﬂrﬂiﬁ mam |

(d) Expansion in S of existing scenes by the addition of speeches of
detailed descriptions and by other digressions. Examples :

in A I\ogmtbcacxmnto(th-dmmgofthcmﬂ
H’“ (‘) ; \,337;2 idesttally 101d of the drinking of poison by Siva, which
had exuded from the mouth of Vasuki during the churning ;
(it) in 998, we have nine 2dditional lines depicting the humiliating }real-
ment meted out to Bhisma at the court of the king of K2¢i, during the Svayarhvar2
of his daughters;

(iii) passage No, 59 (of App. I) depicts the persuzsion of the shy and u'
lutant Kunti by Sarya for intercourze, by altermate threats and promises,
ezl Don Juan;

{iv) in pessages No. 6869, the Southem recension has tried 1o develop 2 sery
pathetic scene indeed, depicting the death of the father of the heroes, Pangu: 2n
incident which must have been amsidered 23 deserving fuller 2nd more sympathe-
tic treztment than the perfunctory notior we find preserved in the Northern re-
cension. At the sight of the corpse of her hushand, Kunti fzils to the ground in 2
swoon, like 2 felled tree. Then the five brothers come up in a single file, and in
the oxder of their 2709, and recite their little moumful dirges:  Yudhisthira gets
8 §ines, Piima 7, Arjunz 4, the iwing {in chorus) only 3 Yines together3s Then
follow lonz-winded farewell oretions by Kunti, Madri and the rest of the company,
wiich are followed by a touching eene describing MEdST mounting the funeral
pire;

(v) prz2ge 1\0 78 gives, in 119 lnes, the detzils of a fight, which, in the
N t Jeast

Ty, is esposed of in two Imes! The lztter 1
amdder 2dequate tmml t¥ing eversthing into considerztion ;

(w) pesizge No 9 is a Southern addition of 37 Imes giving fuller details of
the titznic struzzle betnern Bhima 2nd the cznntbel Baka;

{vn) 1737* 2dds 2 hymn (i Trigebh metre znd pecudovedic style) by Va-
sqtha, addessed to Sirya, when Vamciha presents himeelf before that huminzry
on bebalf of Seravarema;

{vu) 1828° £ desnbe 1n tum the discomfiture of exch of the suitors for the
hand of Drapedii

(1) pesges No. 100101 244 to the existing stock two e znacdotes—el-
temative explanations—namated by Viza to prove to Drupada znd his som, thet

P Ths schemztic treatment perhops betrzys the hend of the mterpelztor more
Cezrly than aoything else. i
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the polyandrous marriage proposed by Yudhisthira, though apparently immoral and
l\llegal, is & most righteous and necessary union, being pre-ordained by the gods

tves for the accomplishment of their cosmic plans : these are the well-known
legends of Nalagani and Bhaumiévi;

(x) passage No, 106 gives an almost complete inventory of the presents Dru-
pada gave to the Pandu brothers when they left with Draupadi, for the Kaurava
Court, at the invitation of Dhrtarista, The Northem recension ignores this huge
mass of presents completely ! .

(xi) passage No. 110 is a farewell scene containing short orations by Krsna,
Yudhisthira and Kunti, when Krgna sets out for Dvirakd; -

42} (xit) passage No. 112 contains the {arewell of Arjuna to Citrangadi,
telling her that she must not give way {o sorrow in his absence, a5 they would meet
again soon ot the Rajasiiya, which is going to be performed by Yudhisthira : a pro-
phetic utterance ! And so on and 50 forth.

(e) Additions of little cthical, moral and sententious maxims, to wh'mh
S, permeated as it is by @ conscious didactic purpose, is particularly partial.
We meet with the same old proverbs over and over again in S

595* mmwﬁﬂﬁmﬂfgm|
aqﬁma,_i‘fqét%ﬂmm\m=

605* Rran Tt HIAR § weafer AR 1
mmh?m&ﬂ@amﬂéﬁ‘l

B3

ﬁmaﬁmzmﬂwﬂ:l
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rres wAR Proawas: Frad 706 |
Fo: g= 5T e Teaa)
Taeans T T g 1 et )
A T BT AT ST |
1019* T g AATEE GaAEeaaat |
Fm g aeeta o e Tt |
1101* @t g preaET=eaAl TEio |
A ATroFAaRisT A Jgrerty ¥
1189* mﬁrﬁvz@mmnﬁzﬁ:l
AR GAEE @ §F THEET: |
o g g A g gl o |
EREA Gt e el gieiad |
143} 1423* orzalysiiciaa: F=ATaAl Zeghaad |
Hat Tt & TNy Ay Tt |
(f) Additional stanzas 1n S with, perhaps, a certamn amount of sexuzl
appeal, bearing the taint of later decadence. Examples ¢

App I, No 89 (lines 34) with reference to Hidimba ¢
o4 EI’: T g ﬁﬁl’ﬂﬁn}ﬂ?ﬁq\l
A T FEY AFFRAEA 7R

No 48 (lnes 78-79), describing Sakuntals ¢
sRaTaATeRt a1 gEail Hrawag |
7 grars § o wRewawh |

No 55 (lines 46-47), describing Amba .
q:ﬁ\‘mazau’ 731 Brarzantmen |
ANTAUZ R WAAZAA

‘Then also 929* FNEWENAETRT THEIEE 97 |
st et degmedt e |

1189* ot o1 fr diet a1 wwitagrad @ |

TeHTE At g AT 9 )

More scatiments of this type, occtrnng in the Grantha verswon 2lome,
are:

1937" TETOUEET: A T: |
T TAEAT TRTRTAEA: |
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ageAEtast J 1

Tagee i b O
_ The lengths to which the Muscs lead these Southern poetasters May be
judged from the following interpolation in certain Grantha manuscripts of
the Adi. 1334* with 1335 reads:

SAFTEY TG GaTERaEt 27!
GRrgRESt €g At |
Cf. also lines 73-74 of passage No. 100 (of App D¢

e wATET IR i arrastre !
4. Southern additions which alter the purport of the fablé as narrated in

the Northern recension.

Made apparently with the object of correcting the laxity of sexual Te-

lations implied in the old narrative. In adhy. 67, the royal Purohita, a handy
age of PDuhganta

person, quickly but surely and secretly, performed the marri
and Sakuntald, in order to legitimize Bharata, the eponymous ancestor of the

Bhiratas, who has given his nameé to the country of his birth and to the

Great Epic of Indsa, %itogether an jmportant personage in ancient Indian

hist(yry .
[44] 610* gQifed THET qo S |

In adhy. 77, the marriage of ayati and Sarmisthd. is celebrated semi-
secretly, in a secluded corner of the Afoka grové, in the palace grounds, with
the usual baksheesh to the Brahmins, in the presence of counsellors, chap-
lains, priests and so on, put unknown f0 Devaydni! All this was don¢ to
legitimize Puru, the eponymous ancestor of the Pauravas

1 These lines occur in three MsS. (% T Q) of SASTRI'S edition (vol. 2 P

1209,
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807* FRETIARETTRR AT T |
e Frag Exferargen oo |
o erEanT ged forgfi |
a likewse secret-
In passage No 114 of App L, Subhadra and Arjuna were
Jy and hastilly mamed 1n the presence of gods, 1515, and elders, while Bale-
rama was eway from the scene, to legiumize Abhimanyu (the father of the

famous Parsiksit and grandfather of Janamejaya, to whom the epic Was nar-
rated) Cf lLines 281 286 of the passage

ApEEeEd afan agfita |

fraw Ty TRTAE wad |

areeady e 2 <Pl 3as aar ) :

T Y S e AreAy: |

Ui SR o eeeEan |

Most Grantha manuscoipts (G, , of our cutical spparates 5, @ aod

1 of SastRI's) have a passage to show that Pardsara and Matsyagandhi
were secretly but regularly marmed Cf passage No 36 of App 1, which 18
2 somewhat lengthy passage descibing with arcumstantial detaul the nup-
tia) ceremony at which the ancestors of both the bnide and the bndegroom
are invoked, all the detatls of the regular Hindu mantal nte are scrupulously
gone through, and the marnage 1s solemmzed 1n the presence of Vasstha,
Yajfiavalkya and other great Rgis hiving in the Naimisa forest !

5 Addtwns S, due to the fillmg out of lacunae (real or tmagiory)
Examples of such additions are

482¢ whch gives a summary of the last five parvans of our Mahabharata
text, and passage No 79 (of App I) giving an acoount of Drupada’s birth
1t appears, from the latter account, that Drupada was born mn the same mur2
culous way as two of his contemporanes Draga and Kipa due to the per
turbation of hus father at the sight of a beautiful Apsaras  Ascetics mvo-
luntanly emittng semen at the sight of heavenly nymphs, broad hipped, fat-
breasted fair-clad, pleasure fraught and the muraculous germunation of the
semen into human beings, 1s the regular PurZmic apparatus for the genera
ton of the great men of the past, about whose birth nothmg exating was
specially ¥nown to the chronicler

{451 6 Muluspheation of fights and batle scenes

1 have drawn attention abo e to the expansion of the descniption of 2
battle (1n which the Kurus and the Pandus capture Drupada), 2nd of 2 fight
(between Bhima and Baka) ' Analogous to 1t 15 2 battle scene descnbed 19

——

Y App 1 Nos 78 208 2D respectively
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an edditional adhydya in the Southem recension (App. I, No. 103). This
stages a litlle 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 6f Drupada. A regular council of war is
held, in which Sakuni and Kama advocate hostilities, while the nameless son
of Scmadatta counsels peace and conciliation. The bellicose party has the
upper hand in the council chamber, The Kuru army marches against the
Pandavas with their allies, the Paficalas. The Kaurava forces are, of course,
easily repulsed. No great damage is done. The status quo is immediately
Testored : things go on just the same as before, as though no battle had ever
taken place. There is aJso no other reference to this battle in the whole of
the Mahabhirata. 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 scattered almost evenly over the whole
parvan, but short arid contextually unimportant, as a rule. An exception is
the somewhat lengthy Svetaki episode (App. I, No. 118). Since, on the one
hand, all reference to the episode is missing in the whole of the Malayalam
version, as also in some manuscripts of each of the remaining two versions
(T G) of the Southern recension, while, on the other hand, those T G manus-
cripts that do contain some mention of it insert a variznt version at an entire-
ly different ploce, therefore the episode may legitimately be considered a
Northemn interpolaticn which has insinuated its way, by conflation, into some
Southern manuscripts. It is a story in true Purdnic style. King $vetaki sac-
rificed with such phenomenal zeal and keenness that his priests, in the end,
refuse to sacrifice any more! Svetaki practised penance on the Himalayas
with the object of making Rudra his sderificial priest, Rudra, however, ex-
cused himself, asking Svetaki to apply to Durvasas, who was his part-incama-
tion (anse). Durvisas completed the sacrifice, and Svetaki poured libations
of darified butter into the fire for twelve years continuously. As a result,
Agni had a severe attack of indigestion !_' He refused after that every offer-
ing, and became enfeebled. At Brahmd'’s direction, he set the mdam
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 H(? reported his discom-

~ then asked him to betake himself to Arjuna and
fiture to Brahma, who . .

- carations of Nara and Natayana, with whose help alone
Krsoz, the part mmposiﬁm 10 bumn the Khindava forest.
Agni would t:;ne?m de clear that the variants and passages cited here are
mere}; ;};m;:ay of illustration, and comprise only a small fraction of the totat

jations .
number of devi an astonishingly large number of additions, some of

of .
. c;].“he puf:‘:(‘: btedly late and spurious, should not be allowed to impair
which are
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our appreciation of some real merits of the Southern recension. ;t would be,
in fact, a grievous error to ignore on that acccunt the Southern recension or
underestimate its value. This fon is an {467 indispensable aid for con-
trolling the deviations of the Northern recension, both in point of readings
and sequence. In comparison with ¥ 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 Southem
Tecension in comparision to the Vulgate may be said to be quite evident. It
may, however, quite easily happen that in 2 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):

aredart of Sgrim HEre |
drar Far R & Fafmg )
Nilakantha's gloss is : g srant qeer AerisRI=IGT, + 33T S5, 1
T'he stanza has been translated by Manmath Nath Durta as follows :
*Having obtained him as their king, they obtained a monarch who was de-
voted to the study of the Vedas, who was a performer of great sacrifices, and
who was the protector of all good works” Protap Chandra Roy’s transla-
tion reads _simxlarly ¢ *“ And the subjects having obtained Yudhisthira as their
king, obtained in him one that was devoted to the study of the Vedas, one

that was a performer of great sacrificed, and one that was the protector of all
good people. ™

But th_e translations of both these scholars are genenally free and arbi-
txary.‘ As it stands, the stanza can be translated only as follows :
They, (1e. the people) obtain for a king, one who studied Brahma

(pa;u), employed the Vedas in a great sacrifice, and protected the blessed
words.”

Tk'ns p&iesman stanza wll satisfy most people as it has satisfied a long
succession of critics, commentators and translators m the past. About it one
can only say that there are worse gtanzas 1n the Mahabhzrata. Only a reader
endcmcfi 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
1 a sence which might satisfy us, but which would not have satisfied the an-
::lt;mer. ’l‘hleptl;.’o}:;hem z;:;ntsdomtoﬁ’er much help ; even the Saradi

manuser: ve sy tially the same read -
quently, not be easy to reconstruct from this sad vrred:ugoi’ a gimd;h?;'

grammatic onginal, which is preserved intact on} ecensi
; ¥ 1 the 4
which the constituted text here follows (1 214 5): Soithem ‘w

2 For i
exxmples from ancther parvan, see L{peps, Cronthazecension, pp 52 8.
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' AAAR 7L A TR FAREA: |
Y - < >, fe
W gf amt SR & s 1
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 (1.
214, 6), which is also an epigrammatic period of the same type :

gy Tl g At |
TrgwAtae! aReaAIEeIRIETTar I
It should thus seem that the infidelities of the Southern recension are
conifined mainly $0 a tendency to inflation and elaboration. In parts unaffect-
ed by this tendency, {47} it is likely to prove, on the whole, purer, more con-
servative and more archaic than even the best Northern version. The
Southern variants, therefore, deserve the closest attention and most sympa-
thetic study.
After this brief survey of the interrelationship between the two recensions,
we shall proceed to the consideration of the various provincial versions, into
which each of the recensions breaks up.

CHARACTER AND MUTUAL RELATIONS OF THE VERSIONS AND THEIR
MANUSCRIPTS

THE ARCHETYFE v
The Saradi Version.

The archetype v comprises the two versions : Sdradd and “K”.

The Sarada version is represented in our critical apparatus by the frag-
mentary codex §,, belonging to the Bombay Government Collection (No. 159
of 187576}, which scems to be the only extant genuine representative of the
old version of Kaémir, The manuscript, which is undated, may be three to
four centuries old. For reasons which will appear in the sequel, I have made
the Sarada 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 esti-
mated to be about 8460 *stanzas”, of the Bombay edition, 86203 of the
Madras edition (ie. Sastrrs Southemn Recension) 9984 (according to
SASTRI'S data), of the Kumbhakonam edition 108892 Now, in a statement
following the colophon (or forming part of the !ong_ colophon)” of our Siradi

manuscript, the length of its text is given as 7984 in a stanza cited from the

I This is the figure given in LeLE'S edition of the text with Marathi transla.

! i, Saka 1818}). e
tion g(‘;:"uxe 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 S3rada codex holds, this estimate of its extent appears to be
approximately correct.* Assuming then that to be the length of the Sirada
version, it becomes the shortest mown 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 vecensions. 1t 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 i¢ taken as the norm for this edition.

Since our codex (8§,) is fragmentary, it must be considered a plece of
singularly good fortune that there has been preserved at least one nearly com-
plete Devanigari manuscript of the Adi, namely, Indid Office No, 2137, that
may, as will presently be shown, be used, without hesitation, to supplement
the missing portions, since it undoubtedly is a moderately trustworthy,
though comparatively late and slightly contaminated and incorrect transeript
of a §3rada exemplar.

{48} Further particulars of the $arada version will be found under the
acoount of the “ K" version.

The accompanying facsimile of a page of the Sirada codex (fol. 1552)

contains the end of the Adi and the beginning of the Sabhsi. The Parvasari-
graha stanza, mentioned above, giving the extent of the Adi, will be found
in lines 2-3 of ‘the facsimile,

The “ K" Version,
This version, as already explained, is a specific  Devanigari i

_ , 25 alrea : gari version,
closely akin to the $3rads version and clearly differentiated from the (so-

called) Devanigari version. *
N ‘Tl}]u: a.fﬁnity of the manuscripts comprising this version is illustrated by
¢ lollowing concordant readings, selected at random, to
adhyzyas and &lokas. The references are

L2 Ko os gy : rest ( mostly) Elcicd

1.8 K Vi Qi : others g7 2, AR, .,

1.49 KV, By m $39fisrig: others BRI, ey .
151 K fragm: : rest ( mostly ) FeA:, )

1.192 Kop g9737R: : rest fatte:it 8

2.76 K qummy wmi - rest (| s

430 K g v e T A

[Actuzl counts of the eritseay text pve 79644 lokas of 32 syllables each.]
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8.2 KD, 5 ZAS: ¢ others g6 GRS, TG GRS,
etc.

8.16 K swsisy : others 7ams, ete.

10.2 X Dis ( by transp.) o g i ¢ rest Z=i |37 .

13.1 K Dy Telfy ¢ rest a3&1.

13. 25 K Dy Tad: ¢ others =R, etc.

17.9 KD, @A AFHEGE: ¢ others AT, etc.

19.4 KD, 93 qgand: Gravimiaecn : others ada TgERAAATed:

qard, etc.

24,1 KD, fgoaiiy : rest om. g
. 24.14 KDy qﬂgﬁ: + rest AZES:.

55.8 K &33: : others FC, Fa&t.

55. 35 K SGEd @ rest ToUAEH.

56. 14 K F7a9, : rest HAT,

57.2 K aRaRde : rest S

57.8 KD, Tad : others goa=, etc.

57. 43 K D, wg: rest T,

58,3 KD, fatmemta rest- wqfsnfy.

58. 40 K D; awei « rest dfdt,

50.29 K D, fifai. : others TF:, etc.

60.6 K N, D; o gareg 78 ( by transp. ) : rest sieg T5T: OA-

60. 52 K S@: rest TR '

62.6 KDsusd TRy : rest TR MR,

64. 29 K. D; G331 ¢ rest SM.

67. 30 K D; i @ @ « others R aat |, ete.
{491 68, 69 K Dy =&t (or “gi) : Test AT,

71,41 KD, a9 rest RAg. .

74.7 Kalone transp. Faw: and FHE:,

76. 33 K. D; giaftwat : rest ga,

150, 18 K HI&e ¢ rest Rwex; ete., etc., etc.

Further examples of the concordant readings of the K version will be
found below.

1t was remarked above that K, (= India Office 2137) was a manuscript
of Kagmiri origin, exhibiting specially near affinities with §,, so much so that
K, may be regarded as a copy of some Sirada original. The Kasmiri charac-
ter of K, was already fully recognized by Profesor LUDERS, who had utiliz-
ed it in the preparation of his speaimen?! of a critical edition of the epic men-

-

gabe des Mahabharats, Leipzig 1908

Iy 2

1 Druckprobe einet
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tioned above, although he had no genuine representative of the Kaémind or
&irada version to compare it with, )

The affinity between &, and K, is dociimented by a mass gf readings, of
which the following (selected at random) wnll serve 28 illustrations. The re-
ferences are to adhdyas and élokas?

27, 15 & Ky y&K: ¢ rest Twg: ( synonymt).

28. 24 $, K @ - rest Wik,

29, 4 S Ki @Rt a9 + others sTGFaRH, etc. .

30, 7 & K, sz« others aRmi, wp, S, v, etc. (original
hypermetric ! ).

3L 6 K @9z ( comupt) : others fiows:, 4o, elc.

37. 25 & Ky e i Bafy (corrupt) : others faa=n: wAr@d!
ete.

£2. 7 & ¥ %ot Qe : others ® WRE I AW, ete

44. 2 &K, 79r1, : others T, a1, ad, etc.

45. 5 &K, o ¢ rest aiga { synonym ),

45. 19 §; K; a4ifsd ¢ others aufid, ete.

1313 § K, ogud, ( corrupt ) ¢ rest gg7a:,

131,13 &K, 2 rest T4z,

154. 24 % K Wyt ¢ rest wficay ( original has double crasis!).
206.3  $ Ki wEan: (corrupt ?) : rest 747w ( Gr wiga: ).
218.48 &

K, aufaad A ( = 47° )« rest e 2w, (or °71).
The above are examples of concordant readings of §, and K,. As instan-
ces of adhyiya division and numbering may be pomted out that adhy, 42-44
and 46 of the constituted text (comprising adhy. 46-48 and 50 of the Vul-
gate) are numbered in §, K, 54-56 and 59 respectively, and are so number-
ed in no other manusenipt hitherto collated ; further, after only the #hird
stanza of our adhy. 40, both manuseripts (S, K,) interpolate the figure 51,
€, margnally inserting, at that place, an addisonal eolophon @ zrafgdeaEs-
mTeargm:, Likewsse, after 116534, §, K, msert, an additional colophon,
not found 1n any other manuseript,

Among “additional ”  passages pecultar 10 §, K, may be mentioned
1735*

K, is, however, by no means, a direct copy §, There are numerous
discrepancies between them.  Notably, there 15 a big lacuna in K, in adhy.
4748, where §, 15 intact. {50} Agam at 1. 107 26 154 10, 11 ; 175, 4 2nd
other places : 8, which generally omits the verbs e (resp &g ) in
the short prote formulze of reference to the speaker, does show these verbs

+ Tt should be noted that §, 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 ggpm, §, K, exhibit also numerous minor differences in their read-
ings; e.g. 1. 36, 22; 38. 21, 36; 41. 29; 46 11;98.9; 125. 3, 16; 128. 2;
138. 245 195. 11; 200. 3. After 1, 144. 17, §, ha¢ a colophon which is miss-
ing in K,.

These agreements and differences show that while §, and K, are closely
akin, their text is not identicdl. Neither §, nor X, is a direct copy of the
other. They are independent witnesses, a circumstance which adds greater
weight to their arguments,

1 shall now cite some readings (also selected at randem) which &, shares
with the K version, §, and K standing together against all other manuscripts

(barring, of course, conflated specimens). The references are to adhyiyas and
£lokas,

28. 18 $ K g3« ¢ rest waN.

29. 1 S K 6t Smgafl o ¢ rest SEEREAGY W

32. 3 S K gaof: rest s,

32, 12 §K wrorestd,

33. 20 &K "y (K fead )+ rest °gown,

36. 21 & K Dy afy o : rest fwadem:,

38. 2 $ KD, g@saqr : rest F: 199, .
38. 14 S K yonfat ¢ vest qad,

2.7 $K f& s rest =,

94. 31 & K D, maif : others yaifis, 78 i), etc,

o4, 93 S, K gRmg: rest adarm,

118. 1 $ K gur T ¢ rest M.

124, 23 § K D; #gean @ rest #gam:.

128. 12 $; K D Sgeamwgaay : Test 3R’ ( double crasis 1),
128. 15 $;K D, sife=n: : others ape=, mndl, etc.

142. 23 S K yeinat g S99 1 others™ yE: ARATY, ete.
155. 13 $ K gw: qR=ega ¢ rest | & S,

162. 6 S K SiSARAE : rest om, gz,

163. 7 S KD, “Fba : others % =¥, etc.

168. 3 S KD, qiffi s rest ¥wa,

169. 18 $, K D; & qa: Fuw. : others ¥ wwrar:, etc.

170. 9 % K D, ooy god: ¢ Test aamm
177. 5 S KD s#ifdan: « rest qamar.

181. 37 S K Dis "> 3 3703 : others “Ishurop, ete.
181 40 & K Dy SRt i * others sl SRR ; etc, ete.
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These concordances are sufficient for postulating the archetype », cofti-
prising the versions &irada and K, a hypothesis which will be confirmed by
further agreements which are mentioned below

The K version, though compnsing manuscupts akin to each other and
clearly distingwishable from those of the Devanagari version, 15 by no means—
as 15 natural—quite homogeneous Only K,, represent the verston K i 2
comparatively pure form while the {513 remaining manuscripts of the group
(1e K,.,) are really nothing more than misch-codices, being conflated erther
with y or with §  On the other hand, just owing to this conflation, some of
the other composite Devandgari manuscnipts (particularly D, ;) have so many

features 1n common with K, that they may as well be separated from D and
classed under K.

The contanunation of K , with v 1s sllustrated by the following passages

No 14 of App I (found n K, marg,and NV, BD ), No 41 (in K,, ana
N,, V, BD except D), No 4243 (m K, , and 8§V, B D except D;) K,
ncludes passage No 61 (of App I} and 1131*, Iike N B D The contamu-
nation, of K, s with y 15 illustrated by 116*, 119%, 122+, 124%, 125%, 128%,
132%, 137+, 139%, 142*, 143*, 144*, 145*, 151, 157*, 160", 162*, 166*, 167",
168%, 172*, 173*, 189*, 190%, 191*, 221*, 228*, 245*, 281*, 305*, 354%,
372%, 405*, 416%, 417*, 438%, 487+, 490", 523*, 536*, 564*, 692*, 694",
824*%, 1000*, 1035%, etc, etc

‘The contamination of K, with § 15 exemplified by the following among
other facts Kj 4 contan 22*, K, , 25%, K, 49*, K, (suppl fol ) passage No 55
(123 lnes) and No 100 (118 lines), of App I  all of these are Southern
passages.

K., moreover, contan the Brahma episode? n adhy 1 (a shppery pass
age, which mugrates from place to place), while K, , have found place even
for the venerable elephant headed Ganesa, who 13 unguestionably a late Nor-
thern intruder  In K, these mterpolations are wntten out on separate folos
(called here g7}, and mserted at appropnate places, which shows the
‘;}:’?01210[\5 on the high road to recogmition as genume parts of the Maha-

AT

Important omussions which distinguish » (reall
othcr manuscripts are these Y orly & Ko 5) from 2l

(1) the adhydya giving a nanve account of the birth 3
f Dubfalz (Bom.
adhy 116), which uncommonl °
s y looks like beng an afterthought (App L
(u) a passage of about 25 lines describin,
g how Drona’s son Aévatthaman
1s gwven flour mixed with *
S v four h water, which he drinks 1n the belief that it 1s mik

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 allusion
to the installation of Yudhisthira as Yuvardja* and which is repetitious and
incoherent (App. 1, No. 80) ;

(iv) the so-called polity of Kani{(f)ka, Kani{(f)kaniti (Bom. adhy.
140), which is a replica (naturally with many additions, omissions and vari-
ant readings) of the advice given by Bharadvdja (apparently a gotra name
of this very individual) to Satrurhjaya, and duly communicated by Bhisma to
Yudhisthira in the $anti (App. I, No. 81) ;

(v) the crossing of the Ganges by the Pandavas (Bom. adhy. 149), a
superfluous adhyfya, which only serves to confound the already confused
geography of the narrative (App. I, No. 85).

These five passages are found in all manuscripts collated except §; Ko.a,
but it is worthy of note that even apart from their omission in v the docu-
mentary evidence with regard to at least two of them, is confused and
unsatisfactory, Na v (crossing of the {52} Ganges) is inserted in different
groups of manuscripts at different points of the text. In No. iv (Kanikanjti),
on the other hand, most of the Southern manuscripts repeat, after the' inter-
polation, the immediately preceding portion of the original, apparently in
order to restore the context broken by the intrusion of extraneous matter?

Of important additions in », I can recall only one, that of an adhyiya
of 42 lines, at the very end of the Adi (added probably as an Appendix),
which is a variant, abbreviated version of the Svetaki interpolation. It is
found only in 5§, K, and therefore cannot even be said to be characteristic
of the whole of v (App. I, No. 121). Instances of small additions are
Nos. 349+, 449*, 451*, 516*, 565*, etc. ete. found in K with or without some
Devanagari manuscripts ; while 969*, 1855*, 2077*, etc., are found in &, K,
with or without some Devanagari manuscripts : all these passages are miss-
ing in B. 8.

That §, and K are not identical but independent (though allied) sources,
may be concluded, for example, from 449%, 452%, 491*, 492% 516*, 565*,
750*, 866* etc., which are found inserted in some or all manuscripts of the
K version, but which are conspicuous by their absence in §, (sometimes
with K,).

It was remarked above that v is the shortest of the extant versions of
the Adi Let us examine, without bias, this feature of v. Those passages
that are lacking in v in comparison with the other versions, cannot all be
omissions in v whether accidental or intentional.

1 Cf remarks of HOLTZMANN, Dad Makibhdrata, 2, 33.
2 The reason of these repetitions has been explained by Jucosr, Das Rami-

. Yang, p. 34, with reference to the Raméiyzna. The same explanation is applicable
here, mutatis mutandis,
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They cannot be snfenttonal omussions, notwithstanding that these missing
passages are mostly of mnferior character, intnnsically worthless, repetitious,
superfluous, or finally such as scholars have already (even before the d;scov_ex_y
of this version) marked as likely interpolations? For, this Sarada (Kasmir)
version of the Adi 1s not #n abstract or an adaptation 1t claims to be the
unabridged text stself, m all sts fullness, and I sce no sufficient  reason to
doubt the a prion presumption that 1t 15 not an abndged version

The explanation that primanly with the very cbject of excising what
seems o us to be superfluous or Tepetttious matter, and abridgement mught
have been intentronally made m the past by <ome Kaémirl redactor or a
syndicate of redactors would be a grotesque distortion of Indian hiterary
and religious traditton  No one m the past found the epic text too long
Far from 1t. It was perhaps not long enough

Taking away something from the recewved text of the Mahabharata and
passing # off as the ongnal wotk 15 2 thing categoncally different from
adding something to 1t To 2dd small details here and there, embellishing
and amplifying the ongmal, would be merely a gentle and lowly service
ad maorem glonam der Even long preces may sometimes be added, 1f
they are actually found in other Mahfibhirata 1pts ; and o iy,

oven if they are not found in the current manusenpts, provided there 13 at
Jeast oral tradition to support thar dams

{531 No doubt the received text contamned difficulties and obscurnties
and repetitions.  But they would be merely due to corruptions of the text,

the dufficulties eould be solved and the purpose of the repetitions explamed by
2 really leamed Pandtt, who knows and understands everything

That the omessions cannot be the result of a preconcened plan to <horten
or {o improve the text, follows further from two other facts firstly, enough
digressions and superfluifies still reman 1n v, which would have all been
swept away in pursuance of the alleged plan, and, secondly, » has its own
mterpclations, albest they are few mn number and short in extent, such
2s 343* (m K V; Da D, ), 451* (X D,), 516* (K except X, Dn Dy),
565° (K exerpt K.), 1499* (§, K D)), 1735° (§, K, only), 1855°
(8, K &,), 2077* (4, K except K,and X, ,V, D,,), ete.

While these so-called * omussions” cannot be all mtentional, they can
also not be all acerdental  The text 1s continous and complete 1 atself
1t has no apparent lacunae, 2s 1t surely vould have had, if the omissions

had been due to forturtous loss or destruction of <ome mtermediate folos of
a parent manuseript,

* C! HOLIDMANN Dos Makhabharata, 2 33, on adhy .
hab , , 139 of the Vulgate
or the surmases of

vanous wholars segarding the Gapesa episode (for literature
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It may further be pointed out that many of the apparent “omissions”
of v, in relation to y or the Vulgate (ie.-Nilakantha's text) are confirmed
by the rival recension, the Southern recension; eg. the Ganefa episode
(App. I, No. 1), or the anticipation of the list of the hundred sons of
Dhrtardstra (No. 41), or again the story of the birth of Abhimanyu (No. 42),
or finally the anticipaticn of the story of the birth of Karpa (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 the
side of those manuscripts that lack these accretions. It is unnecessary to
dilate on the Ganeéa cpisode, which, on the face of it, is a later addition,
and which has been dealt with <o often by different critics? As for the
two passages, Nos. 42-43 of App. 1, it is sufficient to observe that the adhyiya
in which they occur is meant to be a mere list of the dramatis personge, in
which each aktor in the great drama is identified as the incarnation of some
god, goddess, or titan, taking this or that part in one momentous phase of
an all-embracing cosmic movement. The adhyiya being originally a mere

{metrical) Jist (as it is in the constituted text and the Southern recension),?
such storics as the account of the birth of Abhimanyu and Kama are wholly
out of place here, and could not pessibly have belonged to the original
scheme of the adhydya. The contrary supposition only stultifies the original
writer, making him out to be an irresponsible lunatic, scarcely a desirable
conclusion from the orthodox view-point,

Likewise many of the apparent omissions in + in relation to the Southern
recension are confirmed by other Northern versions; eg, the anticipation
of the birth of Kryna-and Dhrstadyumna (App. I, No. 79), or the Nilayani
episode (No. 100), or the account of a battle between the Kauravas and
the Pandavas (No. 103), which are peculiar to S. In other words, these
*“ omissions ” are documented by the whole of N.

{54] One notable feature of v to which I must now draw attention is its
frequent agreement with S against v, especially in' the matter of isolated and
even unimportant readings, scattered throughout this parvan. I shall cite
a few (out of the hundreds of possible) instances to exemplify this interesting
and important characteristic of v. The readings of conflated manuscripts
which serve only to confuse the issue, have been ignored ; the references are,
as usual, to the adhyadya and sloka.

1.138 KViS g@@é (Text): BD ggae,
1144 KS «qed gomd : BD aveemat,
1.208 K S quﬁhaﬂ::VlBDmﬂga&q: ~

123 ;Vu;‘;%zmri, JRAS, 1;898 ?SOff.; Venkatachellam Iver, Notes of a Study,
pp. - .3 LUDERS, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1 . Particular]
WINTERNITZ, Ind, Ant. 1898. 77 fi. 5 199, nek feslay:

2 See adhy. 58 of SASTRI'S Adiparvan in the Southen; Recension
5a
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1n the mawm, an onigmal inkerstance
fesult of contammnation or conflati
because to acherse them would n
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20. 2 XS fai fiqenagar (hypermetric !) others Rronegi fai, ete.

21.10 KS °ga°: NV, BD (mostly) °m. L

269 KS afmaﬁmi:NV,BD(mosuy)egm:m(orjmyn)

34.13 S.Ksmﬁm::NV1BD(mo§tly)aﬁwﬁamw:.

3.5 $,KSafm: NViBD (mostly) i,

39.16 & KS mzpinanq : Ni. : Vi BD @mrad g7 8,

.17 §Ksgi: M. ViBDA, -

64.10 K S eafq wd (or U ) figm: wxwi: afm ag: NV BD
(mostly ) wafiq weagReTs ageds.

68.14 KS gemiraraar : N Vi B D (mostly ) areriawdsml.

76.22 KSg@m: NBD (mostly) 3: gan.

77.4 KSzi: NBD (mostly) g, ]

91.12 S,quz‘xém:ﬁvmn(mosuy)mm

100.6 $KS @iz Nu.» Vi BD (mostly) ard.

119.8 $,KS i zaafy (irregular ) : ¥y, 2 B D o zvfieed ( regufar).

138.17 K S smgrrgen 7 : Ne. ; Vi B D a7 are=ll,

1414 S K S g% ogarn : NV, B D (mostly ) gin ooai 3.

142.18 $, K S wmgn: : X Vy BD (mostly ) g,

13.38 K S frmam agraw: : NViBD  sftdrey marews,

159.20 §,K S gt 43: : N; Vy B D wftmmm:,

176.5 K Sgzg: : N Vi B D (mostly ) arzeeg:,

182.9 $,K S mfgt: 657 77: : Ne. , Vi B D qurrd agiercedi,

187. 20 K Semmeamerizsn : NV, BD amafiedit aom,

189.23 S, K Swmpr: NV BD e,

183 1 S,KSfmmf: NBD iy,

19.4 SKEMS qg:MaViBDag

199. 12§, K N; § <Iafeary : N.. s B D e,

199.19 $ K N Safi: : M. , Vi BD st

Such extensive agreements 1n pelly rerbal detmls muet necessanly be,

. and could never be, 1n ther totality, the
, @ one may vaguely imagine they are
ecessitate more expenditure of energy than

an anamt Indian redactor or reater or commentator of the epic would
bargam Jor  And even of ome or the

55} of energy to use 1 this way,
vaste of t. We 1n the present century are apt to get nenous and imtable
Over mrepnints and tenice lectiones

other of them had the requisite amount
it would appear to him to be a ludicrous

But an ancent Indian senbe, redactor
: \'mumlhem;nz:!a; Sarada codex begins 3t 1 25 10
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or even commentator, not to speak of the common reciter (pathaka)—if I
read aright Indian literary history—was not perturbed in the least by a little
difference in wording or in sequence, especially if the variant did not give
an appreciably better or appreciably worse sense. ‘The enormous and com-
plicated critical apparatus ascembled here, morcover, can leave us in no
doubt as to the attitude of the custodians of the epic tradition towards
paltry verbal details : it was that of total indifference.

Addition or omission of passages is, 1 may add, a variation of an entirely
different order. If a reciter or commentator came across, in another manus-
cript, an additional passage, there was every chance of his copying it down
somewhere, either in the margin of his own copy, or on a supplementary
folio ; for there would be, in his mind, always present the possibility that
the passage in question was some part of the original that his own manus-
cript had unacoountably lost. How else, forsooth, could .the passage get
into the other manuscript ?

In my opinion, therefore, this fact of the concord between v and S in
small details, coupled with the almost entire lack of agreement as regards
the additions peculiar to 1+ or S, is the strongest argument imaginable for the
independence of these two versions, and consequently for the primitive char-
acter of their concordant readings. It is needless ta point out that this is a
factor of supreme importance for the reconstruction of the original.

The text of v is throughout of such a character as to inspire confidence. Its
conservatism is proved by its preserving archaisms and the lectio difficilior

(eg.axfipii 1. 2. 144 1wt 1. 2. 177, 189 ; ygradv. “ frankly ” 1. 10. 65
Fg 1. 98. 13 gz 1. 98. 18), often in a corrupt form, while other manus-
cripts have discarded them in favour of modern forms or easy paraphrases
It is well known that, for purposes of textual reconstnuction, the mechanical
corruptions of a stupid but faithful copyist are to be preferred to the intel-
ligent copymng of a less faithful one

Again, v is often the only version that has preserved the correct reading :

eg. 1.2, 102:
= AT FErE AReE, |
ATCATATR ATeratsae gataar ga: |
gT T TN TAETH QU N 5
where the Vulgate version reads (1.3138f.)-
= gant w et AR |
‘qam;“t wEmTE: Tgat awgRaang |
AR AR IarDr ATAT Zq: 1
IR Y YR SHEA qusaw

* Devabodha paraphrases the word with siyseye,
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while SASTRI'S reading is (1. 2. 108£.):

= v et A ¢
Mg W Fator 74 1
Eue kb et ERILEIEY
{561 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 ¢

g svala amemaay Frasam |
AT TG AR A, N

Compare also the fohowing three versions of 1. '166. 23 (=B. 1. 176. 27
M. 1, 174, 29) :

K, &, V, B D=Vulgate y=Text Southern Recension
a3t e aiwwa Wi g agt gt Tt T
YR qUrEeR | | o) | wRE s |
Frgdisant o, | Siseagt sfrang | Sswagt sfagmdg |
st wewE: I il aafm: | o FEAR qafa: |

Obviously, the stumbling block was ar=ptg of the constituted text, which -

is a lect. diff. ; here it means “ forgotten , a meaning cited in our dictionaries
My as an given only by Indian lexicographers!

Unless one here assumes v to be original, it is impossible to explain this

divergence of v, y and S, both of which give a possible though weak sense.

An unbiassed comparative survey of the different versions leads one to
the conclusion that the S3rada (Kasmiri) version is certainly the best North-
e version, and probably, taken as a whole, the best extant versiont of the
Adi, 2 conclusion not based on abstract considerations, but ¢ne 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.

SUB-RECENSION .

This sub-recension comprises the four versions : Nepali, Maithili, Ben-
sali and Devanigari, and is represented by a very large number of manu-

.

[See now Crit. Ed. 2.613.)

1 CL L{pers, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, 1141 ; “ Das ist um =o mehr
u begriissen, 213 die Kadmiri-Version den 1elativ dltesten Text des Epos bietet.
(Italics mine !)
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seripts ; it is, in fact, the most numerous group. _ Instances of reading which
distinguish ¥ from v S, have been adduced above (p. L1v), to show the agree-
ment between v and S against y. The versions comprising this sub-recension
have, moreover, quite a considerable number of *additicnal” passages in
common, which clearly differentiate it from other versions. Noteworthy is
the substitution of a lengthy passage of 56 lines (App. 1, No. 61) for 1. 105,
4-7, giving a detailed account of the marriage of Pandu with Kunti and
Madrd, This detailed account is obviously secondary. On no other supposi-
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, § B D
substitute a considerably longer and more elaborate version, both versions
being embedded in a porticss of descriptive text with minimal variation. For,
while it is inconceivable that two (more orless) independent groups of manus-
cripts such as §, K,., and S could arrive at the same short account independ-
ently of each other, it is, at the same time, extremely improbable that either
group (8§, K,.; or S) should have copied the short summary from the other,
discarding altogether its own original detailed account.

{57} The secondary interrelationship of the various versions comprising
subrecension y is documented sufficently clearly by their having in common
quite a large number of lengthy passages which are missing in v S, and which,
on independent (intrinsic) grounds, have been or may be declared spurious.
The following passages, given in App. I, are instances of such interpolations :

(1) No, 12 (N,,, V, B D), a duplicate and superfluous description of
the ocean, a similarly worded deseription having occurred only in the preced-
ing adhyaya;

(2) No. 14 (K, NV, B D except D, D, on suppl. fol ), a short Pura-
nic story relating how Siirya resolves to burn the world down, whereupon
Garuda, at Brahma's behest, brings his brother Aruna, over the east that he
might act as Siirya’s charioteer, shielding the world from the heat of the
enraged Sun—a digression suggested by the casual mention of Arupa in
adhy. 14 ;

3) No 41 (K., N,, V; B D except D;), a list of the hundred sons
of Dhrtaristra—an anticipation of adhy. 108, whose occurrence here (like
that of the two following interpolations in the same adhyfiya), as has been
explained above, is cbviously contrary to the original plan of the adhyiya;

(4) No. 42 (K;, NV, B D except D,), an account of the scene which
was enacted in heaven before the birth of Abhimanyu, a story which is really
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 enticipation of adhy. 104 ; and, finally,

(6) No 81, lines 193-230 (K, NV, B D T,), meant to be a summary
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of the Jatugrha episcde, which is, however, a garbled and incokerent version
of the original stary.

The view that v and v may stand in genetic relation to each other does
not receive much support from the facts of the case. Neither v nor v can be
derived from the other. Each possesses original features that the other lacks,
as is evidenced by their allernate 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 s others again may possibly be explained as the result of contami-
nation. There will remain still an obstinate residue of agreements between
v and S, or between v 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 v, 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 ; on the other hand, contamination between
v and 5 cannot be altogether dented,

Particularly interesting is a small group of passages of doubtful character,
to which reference has already been made. These are certain passages that are
common to v and S, and are missing in $, K, only ; in other words, they are
found in all manuscripts collated except §, K, ; for example, the Kanika-
niti. There is usually other evidence against thé passages. Thus the secend-
ary character of the Kanikaniti is quite unexpectedly confirmed ; firstly, by
the illogical repetition in certain Southern manuscripts (T, G,.,..) of two
preceding adhyiyas (129-130) ; and, secondly, from the fact there is no
reference to the Kanikaniti in Ksemendra's Bkaratamasijeri, in the Javanese
version, as also in Devabodha's {583 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 Duhéala (App.

I, No. 63). Here the evidence of documentary and intrinsic probability is
almost equally balanced ; and documentary probability points in one direc-
tion, while intrinsic probabifity points in the other.

I have in such cases hesitatingly followed v (=6, K), taking into
account, on the one hand, the superiority of v in general trustworthiness, and,
on the other hand, the special characteristics of  and S, which are versicns
tather o_f 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 of v alone, of the whole of the incoherent
achy. 139 of the Bombay edition (our App. I, No. £0), an adhyiya which
contains only some needless repetition, besides minor absurdities, would not
have called forth any comment 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 Histinapura.
The Kasmir version, which omits the entire adhyaya containing the reference,”
uniexpactedly justifies the indignant outburst of HOLTZMANN (Das Makd-
bharate, Bd. 2, p. 33) : *“ Geradezu Falschung ist es, wenn 1, 139, 1=5517
behauptet wird, der blinde Dhytarashire habe mit Uebergehung seiner eigenen
Sohne den Yudhishthira zum Kronprinzen (yuvarija) ausrufen lassen.” One
of the main objects in interpolating this adhyaya seems to have been to exo-
nerate Arjuna from the blame or sin of fighting with his own guru (Acarya
Dropa) in the Great War, by making the Acirya himself exact from his pupil
in the presence of all his kinsfolk—for no reason that is adduced or can be
scen—the solemn but senseless promise that he (Arjuna), when challenged,
would not refuse to fight with Drona. Cf. B. 1. 139, 13 :

erTagiaa Af MR A |

T TRER egaaagE |

TasE shavar geaRmEEEEe |

adfa = ufmE g1 gegaE: |

ST T @ Mgy |
There is no reference to this alleged promise in the sequel. And originally
a different solution of the dilemma was obviously imagined. To Arjuna’s
question (Gita 2. 4) :

w4 wrug g gt =AY |

Ty sfadteenty gametaraga I
the reply of Bhagavan 13 Krsna is (Gita 2. 19, 32, 38) :

7 Ut 3 grard aik W gan)

it At 7 Ry d sfa a s

Fq Jafipi vl Gutd 9 SRRy |

aa: eal i 7 fear awEeefE

G TN Tl SO STAAT |

a8 gar geaed fd mawEeaiy i

{591 ARCHETYPE &

This archetype is represented, in our critical apparatus, by the three
closely allied versions Nepali, Maithill and Bengali ; probably tcgether with
Uriya (belonging to Orissa), of which version, however, no manuscripts were
available for collation.

The Nepali Version.
‘The Nepali version is represented in our critical apparatus by the three
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manuscripts Ny, N, and Nt The version is closely allied to the Bengali,
with which the agreement of one or the other of the three manuseripts is al-
most constant. ‘That even the manuscripts of distant Nepal are not wholly
free {rom 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., ete. as also passage No. 112 of App. I—nterpolations common to S and
some of the Nepali manuscripts. One of these manuscripts (Ky) happens to

be the oldest of the dated manuscripts (AD. 1511) belonging to our critical
apparatus.*

The Meaithili 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
agamnst all other manuscripts (cf. for instance, 1. 1. 8, 49, 162), but such
agreements are few and far between, and 1t would not be safe to draw from
them any far-reaching conclusion regarding the relationship of V, and K. As
in 306*, 321*, 328*, 346*, 378%, 418%, 450%, 541*, V, agrees, on the other
hand, with the typical Bengali-Devanigari group against all other manus-

cripts. 'V, contains 1548*, a Southern passage, found otherwise only in Dn
Dl'l'l

The Bengali Version.

The Bengali version of sub-recension y was studied more carefully than
cither the Nepall or Maithili. The study of this version was facilitated by
the extreme courtesy and kindness of Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA,
who has, now for many years, kindly and unselfishly 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

d Pandit Vidhushekt has been good cnough 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 manuseripts 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

* I may mention here that, unfortunately, in the footn i
g otes o the constituted
lx:::; h:)wl':rds ﬂblf“md of this volume, the diacritical mark of R has bcmkm off in
y places, but, on examining the passages curefully 1 found context
:dmost. invariably shows whether one has to read N oryn that the
[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 Brahmi-Ganefa complex in adhy. I, of which the
Bengali version contains not the remotest trace. The spurious character of
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 Parafurama 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 tirthas, which occurs in the Arapya (B. 3.
83. 2911.).*

(3) A short passage of only six lines (cf. App. I, No. 13), which
represents a somewhat feehble attempt (as unnecessary as it is unsuccessful)
to fill out an apparent lacuna in the original.2

(4) A long interpolation (App. I, No 78) of 119 lines in adhy. 138
(Bom. ed.), which gives an inflated account of the defeat and the ultimate
capture of Drupada by the Pandavas. It is one of the miniature Bharata-
yuddhas—mere by-play for the benefit of the gallery—which expand and em-
bellish the Southern recension and the Vulgate. The older version disposes
of the battle in two lines, which, taking everything into consideration, is after
all perhaps not a very inadequate treatment, as already remarked.

(5) More than usual interest attaches to another omission in the Ben-
gali version, which concemns a well-known and popular scene describing the
discomfiture of Kama at Draupadl’s svayarivara, which is commonly be-
lieved to be one of the main reasons why he always entertained feelings of
such deep and implacable hatred towards Krgni (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

1 Cf. p. L1 footnote 1, above.

* [See now Crit. Ed. 381.2411.]

2 Sece F. BELLONI-FILIPPI, * L'episodio di Kadrii e di Vinatid nell’ edizione
critica del Mahsbhirata” (Traduzioni di epica indiana), published in the Ascoli
Memorial Volume, Silloge Lingiistica (Torino 1930).
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the marnage of Draupadi, and gwven a vivid rendenng of the passage 1
his Eprc of the Bharatas

“ Uprose Kamna, peerless archer, proudest of the archers he,

And he went and strung the weapon, fixed the arrows gallantly,
Stood Iike Surya m his splendour and like Agnt m tus flame—
Pandu’s sons 1n terror whispered, Karna sure must hit the aim}
But mn proud and queenly accent Drupad’s queenly daughter sad ¢
" Monarch's daughter, bom a Kshatra, Suta’s son I will not wed’
Kama heard with crimsoned forchead, left the empnse almost done,
Leit the bow already aircled, sent gazed upon the Sun t”

The situatron 135, undoubtedly, full of dramatic posstbilittes  Just at the
moment when the prize was going to be snatched away from the heroes of
the epic by an upstart, {617 the brave hittle Draupadi comes to the rescu¢
and snubs openly, m the presence of the assembled princes, the semu dwine
bastard, the understudy of the Villain of the piece, the unwanted sustor, Who

thereupen withdraws discomfited , and everybody breathes a sigh of relief
A tense scene !

Unfortunately, this melo-dramatic mterlude, to judge by the documen-
tary evidence, appeats to be the handiwork of a very late Vyhsad, as it 18
found only in K, N, Dn D, ,  that 1s, one manuscript of the K group,
one Nepali manusenipt, and three composite Devanigari manuscripts, besides
the Nilakantha version ! All of these are late and inferior or conflated manus-
enpts It 15 mmssimg, on the other hand, not only in the &3radi version and
the Southern recension (as m the case of many of the wterpolations of the
Vulgate), but for once, also 1 the entire Bengali version !

It nught scem a piece of sheer vandalism or perverseness to omit this
scemingly beaut:ful Iittle passage, which has won 1ts 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
1053 to the epte 15 not as serious as one nught, at first, suppose, since 1t is a
palpably faked and thoroughly unreal situation If one thinks about 1t at all,
ane fatls to understand how Draupads, who was, after ali, then only an unexpe-
rienced marden 1n her teens, had recogmzed the King of Angas (whom she had
prabably never scen before} and known him for the son of a coachman, unfit
towed a princess. He had been mwited by her father At Jeast he was
gien a seat of honour among the pnnces He s specifically named by
Dhystadyumna among the switors (1 177 4)  Mareaver, 1t does not appear
as 1f the brde elect had much chorce or voice 1n the matter, at the hme of
these elaborate and formal state functions notwithstanding that they wete
called syayamvaras  She had to wed any competitor who excelled m the
partscular proficiency test which had been arranged by her father or guardian
She was viryasulkd  shoe was given by her guardian to the highest trddef,
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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 Purchita
of Drupada (1. 185. 23f.) :

aRemeR gu3F e AT Do aarggen )

7 a%t 9ig Far Qe F Na a gS a a
A qea & sy B3 endor = dfawr
H TR AewAwg T Rrat aridesieey )

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 shattered her romance to smithereens, but
quietly submits to (what is made to appear) as a most unusual and un-
natural, if not a shocking, proposal, and from which even her old father and
brother recoil with perplexity and amazement. It seems to me, therefore,
that the documentary evidence is amply supported here by intrinsic probabi-
lity.

{62} Examples of other important “omissions” in the Bengali version
which distinguish it from the Devanagari are : 54*, 60*, 71*, 152*, 171*, 274,
277*, 680*%, 1171*, 1205%, 1270*, 1614* {(proverbs, one of them being a
citation from Manu), 1714* (a short list of sacred rivers), 1788*, 1827%,
1841:', all of which occur in the Vulgate, but are missing in the Bengali
version,

Occasionally Bengali manuscripts agree in their readings with the South-
emn’ recension, standing in opposition to §, K (with or without D); e.g. :

1.22 BSzfy: K (mostly ) D ( mostly ) R,

1.42 B Semwar: Koy D (mostly ) oq =,

7. 3 BD{mostly) S9L: Kzor.

39.10 B D ( mostly) S &a: : $ K ( with a few D ) g,
64.29 NB D Ssrum: Kgadi, elc., ete,, ete.

Other examples have been cited under the description of the X version.

In these cases, T 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
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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 S. 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 Devanagari Version.

The Devandgari script plays in the Mahzbhdrata textual tradition the
important role of being the commonest medium of the contamination of
different Mahabharata versions, A Devandgari manuscript of the Maha-
bhirata may, in fact, contain practically any version or combination of ver-
sions,

Of the four “ Devanigari” scholiasts whose commentaries were collated
for the Adi, Arjunamiéra is certainly an Eastemer, and bases his commentary
on the Bengali text ; Ratnagarbha appears to be a Southerner, and his text
is evidently a blend between the Northern and the Southemn texts: while
Nilakantha is quite definitely 2 Westemer, though he seems to have written
his commentary in Benares. The provenance of the fourth and the last
commentator mentioned above cannot be determined with certainty ; but it
might be surmised that Devabodha was a *“ Northerner” ; in any case, his
text (to judge by the lemmate in his commentary) shows remarkable affinities
with the North-western or Kaémini version (v).

Most gi'the Desran:agiri manuscripts, as already remarked, are eclectic
znwmmmzalﬁz oré;lgrc:‘plfv:) m;f[ they approach the Southem tradition (S?;

¢ ). any one were to maintain that just this
composite text was the original, a 1 k of disjointed ancient T
which had later split up into the Northem 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:
£ard, as already observed, the Devanigari as a sort of * vulgar” seript (like
the Latin, in Europe), the script understood by the savants a1t over India,
into which many of the local versions were, from time to ti ;“ 'bed‘
a circumstance which facilitated contamination and COnﬂatiqnme’ ranscribed,
Tt has been mentioned above that the Devanigarl version contai
more interpolations than even the Bengali, It would bcsm contains many
say that the Devanfigari manusenipts, which are b e ot
of Mahibhirata manuscripts, are, at’ the w:: ti y far the Tnost TmEroLS
them, with the possible exception of those of th 0, the feast important of
he adjoining «ersion, Telugu.

This is i The Devanigari Version of Arjunamisra

isin a sense a mi .
remarked, is nothing abtxx:‘g;chvarra. M"Zxr? tmummmgaﬁ version, as already
1pt 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,
822,10 2,11 7,2 38,33 25, 111 4, 141 21, 143 6, etc, efc

‘The name of the commentary 1s vanously given as (Maka) Bhératartha
(pre)dipska and BharalasemgrahadipthG? ‘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 wrtten
1n Bengal: or Devanagari characters have varnious dates imn the seventeenth
or later centuries, the earliest hitherto reported date 13 V Samvat 1676
(ca Ap 1620) Arjunaméra who styles himself Bhiraticarya in the colo
phons of his commentary, was the son of Yéana, who was a Recter”
(pathaka) or “Prince of Reaters’ (pithakardja) of the Mahibharata, and
who appears to have borne like his son the title Bharaticirya Arjunamisra
15 cited by name by Nilakantha once 1n 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 men
tions among tus predecessors Devabodha Vimalabodha Sandilya Sarvajfia
Nariiyana (also known as Narfyana Sarvajiia or merely Nirayapa) He
appears to have based his scholium closely on that of Devabodha from whose
commentary Arjuna often cites wverbafsm long extracts without specifically
naming the source Arnuna wrote also a commentary on the Purusasukta
to which he humself refers in the Diprke on B 14 25 26 TELANG? surmises
that he 15 posfenior to the Vedantist Samkaricarya , and HOLTZMANNS? assigns
um to the thirteenth or fourteenth century both without mentioning any

cogent reasons for their assumptions Arjuna has treated the Hanvam$a as
an integral part of the epic elaborately defending this position , his commen
tary, therefore, embraces the Hanvams$a also ¢

{641 Following the example of my predecessors I have utthized Deva
nigarl manuscripts of his commentary and treated his version asasub division
of the Devanigan version The two Devanagan manuscripts utilized by me
are however, extremely corrupt Moreover the text fhey contain 1s evidently
contaminated from the Vulgate as proved by the glanng discrepancies that
exist between the readmgs of the text and the lemmata m the commentary

1 See for further details, Haraprasada SHASTRI A Descrsptive Catalgue of
Bt AL tpts s the Coll of the Aswatic Society of Bengal (Calcutta
1928) Preface pp Iuxff HOUTZMANN Das Mahabharate 3 67 f and SUKTHAN
KAR, Anunamiéra Dr Mods Memortal Volume p 565f

2 Thke Bhagavadgita (S B E vol 8) p 204

3 Das Mahabhorata 3 671

4 Haraprasada SHASIRI of ¢t P xxxvi wrongly assumes that it was Arjuna
mufra who boldly made the proposal of including the Harvaméa 12000° 1 the
Mbh  This fact 15 already implied 1 the Par ha which calls H. 4
the Khila and sncludes 1t mn the hst of the 100 sub-parvans !

6

<,
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(e.g 11 17,22) This corruption of the Arjunamiéra manuscripts, 1 could
not explamn at first but now st 1s clear that st 13 due to ther bemng faulty
transenipts of Bengah ongmals  Two cuch Bengalt manuscripts? (unaccom
pansed by the epic text) were sent to me subsequently by my %mnd friend Pro-
fessor Sushil Kumar DE of the Unnersity of Dacea from the collection of
the Dacca Universty  These manuscripts are far superior as 1s but natural,
to the Devanfigan manuscripts 1t would seem therefore, expedient to secure
and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arjunanusra’s
commentary, treating hus version as an offshoot of the Bengalt version {with
the symbot Ba), or stll better, such Bengah ipts of his ¢ tary
as are unaccompanied by the epic text. The reason of the last precaution
will be presently explained

A word of caution 15 here necessary in regard to what are ated m the
cnitical notes as the read of Ar The read found 1n the
(epic) text Z the o tary have, as a rule, been taken to re-
present. the readings of Arjunamisra  The commentary was consulted by me
only occasionally, 1n case of doubt or difficulty or when a pathantara was
noticed duning 2 hurned perusal of the cc ary It 15 theref more
than likely that, since the (epic) text of our Arjunamisra manuscripts 15 con
flated with vanous types of texts, in particular with the Nilakaptha type,
some errors 1 our readings have crept m2  Such errors can however, be
rectsfied only by carefully working through the whole commentary word for
word, and companng the lemmata with the (epic) fext of the manusenpts

Even then one can of course, be sure only of the words and passages actually
cited by the scholiast.

In passing, 1t may be mentioned that the practice of combrming text and
o v 1 one 1t 15 probably not very old It 1s almost cer
tam that the autograph copy of the commentator was sn0f made up on the
tnipartite systenr of combining the epic text and commentary n such a way
that [the] text occuptes a central <tnp of the foho while the commentary 15
wntten in two narrow stnps one at the top and the other at the bottom of
the foho which 15 the prototype of the Bombay poths form editions. The
scholiast must have wnitten his conmentary, certanly at first, on separate
leaves, especially m the case of voluminous texts Iike those of the two eprcs
g::ordmgly the commentanes of Desabodha and Vimalabodha have been
o Nt o the e b o . Thor of Asanamis

accom,

text, but the two Dacca manusenipts (lent to meyby Pro?:;id;zy) u:es f’-‘p:
snentioned above, contained only the commentary The two elements—text and

? Daca Umiversity Collection “oz. 989 A
2nd 2318 (dated Saka 1689,
2 Cf Wivreesng, Indol = )
ABI 11 1671 ndol Prag 1 65 and Strruaskar, “Eprc Stndes 11"
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comnmtary—appehr to have been combined into the tripartite form by pro-
fessional seribes, If this combination was done under the supervision of the
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 com-
mentator. But if the combination is made independently of him and especially
if made some time after the death of the commentator, there is every chance
that the scrite would combine the commentary he was copying with some
text known better to himself than to the scholiast. In the latter case, there-
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 to 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 Mahabhdrata text ; but we eliminate in this way auto-
matically all chances of avoidable errors of commission and omission,

The Devanagari Version of Nilekantha : the Vulgate.

Nilakantha, considered until lately, at least in India, as the most trust-
worthy guide for the exposition of the Mahabhirata, was a Brahmin scholar
of Mahirastra, with the sumame Caturdhara (modem Chaudhari), son of
Govinda Siiri and Phullimbiki, residing at Kiirparagrima (modemn Kopar-
gaon) on the Godavari? Nilakantha wrote his commentary on the Maha-
bhirata (and another work called the GaneSagitd), In Benarcs, in the Jast
quarter of the seventeenth century. He appears to be the author also of a
work called Mantrarahasyaprakasika.

At the beginning of his commentary on the Great Epic, Nilakantha tells
us that before wrniting his scholum, the Bhdratebhavedipe, he had compared
many copies of the Mahabhirata, collected from different parts of India,
with a view to determining the “best” readings and even consulted the
scholia of old authorities :

AT ﬁ&aim‘rmﬁaﬁi‘am = TR |

WA TEUTHEET ARTATGIR ARERTEE: )
‘We accordingly find that he occasionally mentions (m about 125 places) va-
riant readings and additional passages found in different provincial versions
(most of which can be identified among the readings of the manuscripts com-
prising our cntical apparatus), and cites (as a rule, without naming the
source) the explanations given by other scholiasts — information, scanty
though it is, yet of immense interest and value for the history of the received
text. Varimnts cited by Nilakantha will be found in the footnotes under :
1. 1. 4,3, 4, 6, 8, 13, 19, 22, 41, 80, 100, 118, 129, 185, 188 ; 2. 6, 64, 243 ;

1 See PRINTZ “ Bhash worter, in Nilakantha's Bharatabhivadipa,” Einleitung,
KZ, 44, 7011,
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3.19, 149, 189; 4. 1; 5, 9;711. 15 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-
where1); 49. 4, 17 50. 912, 17; 51. 4 (not found elsewherel), 5; 53.
34;54.3,8;55 3;57. 21,22 75; 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 @q=rarg  as in text; om. through oversight ; cf.
B. 1. 130. 10) ; 124, 32; 125. 2; 131, 8; 133, 18 (“ Gaudapitha”) ; 141. 73
143.-12; 148. 10; 150, 15; 153. 3; 154. 2, 13; 155, 28, 34, 49; 158. 14
(mentions Devabodha 1), 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!); 210, 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 Nilakantha's pathantaras.

Nilakantha refers to Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Arjunamiéra, Ratna-
garbha, and Sarvajfia-Nardyana, in the course of his comments on the differ-
ent parvans, Devabodha, who is one of the oldest (if not fhe oldest) com-

of the Mzhabha hitherto known, he refers while commenting
enl. 158 14 (=B. 1, 170. 15.) :

a g it ot 1 Y )
T et Fr at agaada .
R i oy SR, |
Not a single word of this stanza, as cited here, is commented on, how-
ever, by Devabodha! The enly word in Devabodha's scholium which might
possx})ly have been taken from some reading of the stanza before Devabo-
dha s sz (= afm:) 2nd that docs not occur in the reading of the stanza
ated by Nilakantha. "The mention of Devabodha by Nilakantha here, is,
therefore, surely honoris causa, Such mistakes by commentators are far tot;
frequent to cause surpsise or need 1 It s, h
fhat the reason Nilakantha assigns for considering this as an zzn'cient variant
is that it had been commented on by Devabodha and others, This shows
that Ni}akz:nha held Devabodha in high esteem, and reckor;s him amon;
the ancient euthorities, What Nilakantha rezards 25 “ancient” (| :ﬁu’nz)g
13 of course a matter for speculation, Nevertheless 1 do not thinkptﬁzt he
would have called Devabodha a * pricing commentator, unless the inter-

1 CL Kretxory, “ O th = ”
304 SURTIAMIAR, o Momellans Jmmao‘_’l)g{mu ) Ind, Ant. 10 75516 24:
€ (1912). 541 §, i K&

8 Kav ”, ZDMG.
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val between them was at least four or five centuries. -Nilakantha refers to
Devabodha again in B. 7. 82. 2: gqyufa: aguiemd wN R Kcoin
Arjunamiéra he cites in his comment on B. 3. 291. 70 : sreear, BrpRiEowr
AR, .

Since Arjunamiéra also cites Devabodha, we can arrange the three com-

mentators in an incontrovertible sequence; Devabodha—Arjunami$ra—Nila-
kantha.t

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 Southemn element. -
* As instances of simplification in the Vulgate, I may cite : 1. 2, 144 Text
wfpd: ( Vulg. ar fnil of. 1. 13. 205 41, 21); 2. 189 =0y (8w ); 10. 6
Form ((F¥ o of. 1. 187. 6); 37. 10 R wedq ffye: (od &= sfifed );
39. 16 fmm (2 ); 45. 16 ar vahaemdishr ( Fafrwed ); 62. 12 e’ (&),
96.16 mami (@dat); 122. Ssmafy  (@ega); 122.42 & (okaa);
139. 18 Remamy o (e=emg oo ); 150. 8 amdi: (Tl ); 2211 g
(2 ); ete, etc.

{67] Instances of the correction of solecisms in the Vulgate are : 1. 2,

93 Text a1 ( Vulg. 7en ); 9. 2 R (w7 Y; 119. 8 ar axafy (W awied );
181, 25 s (srir ); 184. 1zt (9% ); etc., et

I add a selection of the Southern passages which were interpolated into
the Northern recension by Nilakantha or by one of his immediate predeces-
sors in the field : 2637, 299*, 473*, 513*%, 508*, 700*, 701*, 722*, 857*, 863+
963*, 977¢, 1037*, 1034*, 1062*, 1066*, 1069*, 1100*, 1101*, 1169%, 1211%,
1548*, 1768*, 1828*, etc., etc., as also passage No. 56 of App I

Nilakantha’s text has acquired in modern times an importance out of ait
proporticn to its critical value,® to the utter neglect of far superior texts, such
as the Ka$miri or Bengali.

Nilakantha’s guiding principle, on his own admission, was to make the

Mahibhirata a thesaurus of all excellences (culled no matter from what

source). At the begmning of his commentary on the Sanatswjatiya, Nila.
kantha naively remarks (Bom. ed. Udyogai42) :

3 Many of thess facts were communicated by me in a paper read before the
International Congress of Onentahsts. Letden (1931), and entitled * Miscellane-
ous Notes on Mahibh3 " cf. the y in Actes dus XVIlie
Congress International des oriental (Lexden 1932), p 156. {See now Epic
Studies—III below.]

2 Even HOLTZMANN, Das Mahabharota, 3. 74 : * Fir die Erklarung der Ein.
zelheiten ist er von grosser Bedeutung ™.

6-A
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T SIS Raagary v faarree
AT TS ey

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 Bhaumasvi episodes (in two adhy3yas),
which are Lypical Southern interpolations, not found in any Northern manus-
cript :
gRm ggREfE B sffrrd SnATRIResISArEITaE:
mﬁmﬂ Leoc N

Characteristically the scholiast speaks only in general terms (mRrqe7s)
without furnishing any further information about the manuscripts in ques-
tion. But, fortunately, he is not always o reticent. Thus he mentions speci-
fically the Bengali version, while commenting on B. 1. 145. 20 (arhverrd s
q@ w3 za) and elsewhere; cf. his notes on B. 3. 119. 3, and oné. 43. 1
(e Gt TR TARY: A T TR ),

It must be said to his credit that there is at least one place where he

honestly confesses his inability to understand the confused textual tradition,
and that is in his comment cn B. 1. 22. 1

e S SR gl 3Fm w2 1 S, e A
i | HY g SRS SR A T

The (printed) editions of Nilakantha's version leave much to be desir-
ed. They have arbitrarily changed many of the readings and added a certzin

number of lines which are not found in the Nilakantha manuscripts hitherto
examined.

Instances of hines 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 1 (No. 112) and another of 9 lines (298*), the following short inter-

polations :
68} 27* gz TaEe et 2R e |
IqCIH: WE T AW M@ERAG N B. 1. 1.101 £,
146* gmmmel drae mm‘r T "R |

Frafemiafaem nfim saemmn 8 B.1.2.261

3 CL Tewanc, The Bhagradagita, p 203 ., . .
(1838). 128. 240, p and Wixtersiz, Ind, Ant. 27

2 Cf. our note en adhy, 188 (p, 757),
3 Cf, our note on adhy, 19 {p. 132)
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148* gatrgeg THIE AUT QOO |
AroTRy e wA RefiiE n B. 1.2 262
224 ey AETE: SRR |
ArEaura a3 = feaw: femgAa: i B. L83
314" qyel e g afeda: ¢ B.1.28.4
752* mf Ty s ofs fgem fagel B.1.79.13
1048” gt :—raw nEr A @A = | B.1.105.9
1099* EqeqAT WuT A W AU WA
aaw g fisd aggiewess | B.1.108.12
1805 syrgReard o5t f Sy afyeefa | B.1.184.19
1957* gt Sk Umbage & Pramag | B.1.200.26
2043* myel qErR: T ZAEA gL R
% qnsiy ags: wAEaas @3l B. 1.217.35

It would, however, hardly repay, now, the trouble to re-edit, from ma-
nuscripts, the version of Nilakantha, as there are far better versions that
could be edited instead, for instance, the Ka$miri.

The manuscripts of the Nilakantha version (which show among them-
selves slight discrepancies) contain a number of lines which are not found in
any of the other versions (except occasionally in a few manuscripts of the
composite Devanfigari version) ; e.g 102*, 147+, 276%, 412*, 493%, 574%,
699*, 765*, 838*, 1270*%, 1457*, etc. They beleng perhaps to the oral tra-
dition which, at one time, had probably as great value and authority as the
written text. .

Nilakantha has misunderstood the text, and given doubtful, far-fetched
or fanciful interpretations at : B. 1. 1. 52 (ag=n=%: 1), 275 (wget: ); 2
33 (Naw=75a! ; 17 12 (F=u); 23.15 (Vedantic interpretation); 27. 8
{#:Gedst ); 37. 15 (the difference between 3g and Fwor ); 43. 22 (a%:)
47. 11 (Rmadid: ); 50. 3 (mad=amard | ); 61 11 (3fge); 63. 90
(¥ ); 131, 52 (wefidm ); 164. 9 (context); 166. 10 (whair); 232
1-7,19 (esoteric meaning) ; etc, etc

Nilakantha's stanza (B. 1, 145. 20) :

TR ATSIAT: TTT g q=: |
I TN WSO SRNE gSrsad |
which appears to be sheer nonsense is so in fact. No other version, as far

as | know, contains this mystifying repetition. The explanation of the stanza
by Nilakantha is chuldish, to say the least.
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The stanza containing the unintelligible word g (v. 1 q:ﬁ;z) which
Nilakaniha has great difficulty in cxplaining:  « .

Rt g, o gheger vy Raaet
ymzafaknimd aerarcieag |

looks uncommonly like one of the kiitadlokas, said to be interspersed by
Vylsa at different places in his poem, irf 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 Northen stanza,
which, in our edition, reads (1. 55. 8) : .

adY gdian: U T GgEe: |

¥t Frrefmiafafiaiad aawag 1

The gfzen in the former stanza js only a mislection of the original

FRgey (often mis-written  Ffargen, 7fzrer), which is the Southern cquivalent
FRrrey, the reference being, no doubt, to the minister cr statesman (mantrin)
Kanika (named after the famous authority Kanika or Kanifika cited in the
Arthatastra of Kautilya), who appears only once in the epic, and that express-
1y for the purpose of expounding his political philosophy to the Kauravas,

As another instance of conflation which has had a rather disastrous effect
on his text, I may ete Nilakantha's versicn of the story of Dirghatamas,
The addition has been made in such a manner that one sentence of the ori-
ginal has remained hanging in the air and cannot be construed at all! The
story begins at B, 1. 104. 9. All goes well till etanza 28 ;

@RYSE franar R aeanei |
AR 29 T e s
Then we read 29 ¢

Teredied amnvarer & i gfe
THEIA T W1 gef 7 gam af aqr

* 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 (seck to) please the hus-
band.”

Bhisma, who is narrating the story, then goes on quite unco

" ncernedly to
speak about the wife {of Dirghatamas) Pradvesi or Pra dvisant ; aboutythc

mary3dd made by the exasperated Dirghatamas, and eo
inmates of the Fennitage (3§ inah) did to Dt <L>n But what the

, we
l'enm frorfl 1.h'c Vulgate. All modern translators try to cke out a msf:“:;
interpolating into the text some words to complete the sense. A reference to
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the constituted test and the critical notes will, however, show that the text
of the Vulgate is conflated ; it is a most clumsy blend of interpclations from
tiwwo entirely different sources (y and S), which, as is but natural, alters the
situation considerably and confuses the narrative hopelessly. By athetizing
cither passage we get a tolerable text ; by athetizing both we get the original,
which is the constituted text.

The Devenagari Version of Ratnagarbha,

The critical nctes contain only specimen colfations of this version, which
is a blend between the Northem and Southem 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 editicn.
Its composite character may be seen from 24*%, 25*, 27, 114%, 138*%, 149%,
170%, etc, ete. It contains the additional passages of the Southern recen-
sion, as well as the Ganesa episode, which latter is found only in late Nor-
thern {703 (Devanfigari) manuscripts : exactly like the Kumbhakonam edi-
tion, The collation of this version was discontinued after the second adhyaya,
‘The version may be safely ignored as useless for critical purposes.

The Depanagari Version of Devabodha.

" A commentary older and more important than the Arthadipika of Ar-
junamiéra, and one more neglected still, is the Jiagnadipiké of Devabodha,
cited here as Cd. Devabodha is certainly earlier than Vimalabodha, Arjuna.
miéra and Nilakantha, all of whom cite him with great respect, and probably
earlier than Sarvajfia-Narayana and Vadirdja. 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 its
evidence, both pesitive and negative, of supreme importance for the consti-
tution of the text.

The Jiianadipika is a concise {ika ; 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 grammatical
difficulties, and gives the gist of passages; in the latter case, usually, under
citation of entire verses (ie. half §lokas) 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 of his predecessor. He has copied very large portions of Deva-
‘bodha’s commentary, sometimes verbalim, sometimes in extract. Moreover
even when the two commentaries differ, the influence of Devabodha is plainly
discernible. In fact, the Arthadipiké may be considered as a revised and
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somewhat the aspect of a mosaic of the texts of the Northern and Southern
recensions, not unhike the Kumbhakcnam edition T 13 one of the extremely
few Southern manuscripts which contam the (Northern) salutational stanza
s e ete For the Norther element 1n the make up of Ty of 29%, 30%,
65%, 67*, 98%, 106*, etc, etc As compared with T, T, shows a purer Sou
thern tradition and has dictinct leanings towards the Grantha ser¢ton —T; only
replaces the fragmentary manuscrpts T. which breaks off at the end of
adhy 181

Important vanants of cne other Telugu manuscript (Tanjore 11609) are
now given by Professor P P S SASTRI m his edition of the Southern recen
sion It does not differ appreciably from our Telugu manuscripts

The Grantha Verston

‘The Grantha verston 15 the version of the Tamif country, and s written
m the so-called Grantha scipt It 15 one of the two important Southern ver
sions the other beng the Malayalam. The Grantha version—to judge by the
manuscrpts utihized for the Cntical Edition and for Professor P P S
Sastri S Southern Recension— 1s more heavily mterpolated than the Mala
yalam, and 1s also more nfluenced on the whole, by the Northern recension

For the beginming of the Adi we get temporanly, the <ub groups Gy s
and G,., but soon the configuration changes to G, , ; 5 versus G; ¢
Yatter group {G,.,) represents the purer Southern tradition agreemng with M
agamnst the other Southern manuscripts whereas the four MSS Gy 45 41€
% merely heawily interpolated but stand palpably under Northern influence
All Grantha manuscnipts are probably contaminated (directly or indirectly)
from Northern sources 1n different degrees G, <how's on the whole, Iittie Nor
them mnfluence, but 419*, 494%, 693* 1310*, 1312%, 1885*, 1975%, and pas-
sage No 73 of App I, show that even G, 15 probably nct entirely free from
contammation since all these (Northemn) passages are missing m M

SASTRIS edition of the Southem recension gives the (most mmportant)
vanants of five Grantha manuscripts of which three, g, 5 and o (the latter
being SAsTRIS * panaipal text’ ) are identical with our G, G. and G, res-
pectively  Extradts  from a Grantha manuecipt belonging t; the Royal
Asialic Society of Great Britain and Ircland (Which Collection, No 65) have
been given by Professor  WinTERMTZ: and compared with the text of the
Bombay edition (Saka 1799) The passages vhich differ from the Bomba
ediion {73} have been underhned 1n his evtracts ang the corr clny
passages of the latter are given opposite each line 2 convenent arre:nmnen;n%
which ehows 2t a glance, the relation of the two texts to each other %or the

vond At 1893 69 ff, 26, 124 6
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the Mahabhirata with great limitations* Indeed our ideal is the’ same 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 pocm : 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 Mahabhirata we have a text with about a dozen, more 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 growing
not only upwards and down_wards,'but also laterally, like the Nyagrodha
tree, growing on all sides ; a codex which has been written in nearly a dozen
different scripts assiduously but negligently copied, chiefly as a source of reli-
gious ment, through long vistas of centuries by a legion of devout and per-~
haps mostly uneducated and inefficient copyists, hailing from different comners
of a vast sub-continent, and speaking different tongues; a traditional book
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 internoven with the thoughts and beliefs and moral ideas of
@ nation numbering over 300 million souls! The classical philologist has
clearly no experience in dealing with a text of this description, an opus of
such gigantic dimensions and complex character, with such a long and intri-
.7 cate history behind it. ’
THE DIFFICULTIES OF MAHABHARATA TEXTUAL CRITICISM
The capital difficulty of the Mahibhirata problem is just this that there
are hardly any clear objective criteria which may enable us to discriminate
with precision and certainty between the data of the rival recensions, to eva-
tuate correctly and confidently the amazingly large mass of variants. Only
an inconsiderable fraction of these variants represents clear * mistakes”,
which can be corrected with confidence. As a rule, the variant readings, if
they are not mere synonyms, convey a slightly different meaning, but almost
always a possible meaning From the grammatical point of view also, 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 Simple and
the Periphrasic Future, or the Parasmaipada and the Atmanepada. But
can we legitimately premise that the original must necessarily have been quite
flawless from the point of view of the Paninian grammar? Is it not at least
Ikely that the supposed solecism may be a genuine lepsus calami of the
author, or (should that supposition be considered inadmissible or unaccept-
able) that the usage fluctuated ?
Then agan, as we have seen, there are numerous passages, short and long,
that are found m one recension and are lacking in the other, what I call

1 Cf WINTERNITZ, Indol, Prag. 1. 61; and CHARPENT conp. Literatut-
2atung 1962, 2761, 1ER, Orient. Li
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" addnional" passages. No [78] convincing proof can in general be given to
establish either the ongmallty 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 very
favourable circumstances, the intrinsic (contextual) evidence is inconclusive.

For thesc and other reasons it is not always easy to correlate the diverg-
ent recensions, to discriminate between the variants, and to constitute a wholly
unobjectionable single text. .

+ “This difficulty has its origin in the circumstance that in the Mahabhirata
manuscript tradition, perhaps as much as in any literary tradition, the tex-
tual critic is faced with a bewildering profusion of versions as also with an
amazing mixture of versions. Contrary tendencies have been at work in the
evolution of the text.  While, on the cne hand, some elements have been’ work-
ing, from the earliest times, for the development of different types ; on the other
hand, there were not wanting elements that operated against the evolution of
sharply differentiated types. To understand the phmomenon of this quunant
growth and indiscriminate fusion of versions, one must apprecxate certain de-
tails of historical moment, certain special factors in the transmission of the
Mahabharata, traits which distinguish our work from every other known
text except the Rimiyana and perhaps other similar ancient epopees.

Let us examine closely the character of the differences between thq_tw&
recensions to start with.! The differences are of three kinds. Broadly “speak-
ing, each recension differs from the other, firstly, in point of readings of the
common stanzas ; secondly, in point of additions (or omissions) of short and
long passages ; and, thirdly, in point of sequence of the text-units, How do
these differences at all arise?

Our first thought would be to attempt to explain the additions or omis-
sions as the result of conscious editorial revision, or of clerical error, or partly
of one and partly of the other. But the frequent differences in sequence, es-
pecially when no’ material gain is perceptible in either arrangement, rather
support the explanation suggested above 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 recen-
sxons, which confront us step by step throughout the parvan, nay, thrcugh-
out the epic, as the partial collations of the other parvans now available at

the Jnstitute clearly show.

1t will be found for one thing perfectly useless to try to derive mechan-
cally one set of readings uniformly from the other. Hundreds and thousands

1 The conditions are analogous to that of the Rimdyapa recensions, as re-
vealed by the researches of JACOBI ; sec particularly, Das Rimdsana, pp. 3£, aﬂd
LubEgs, “* 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 wrillen archetype  The vast majority of these variants cannot again be
due to the zeal of 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 ccmpared to a systematic purification of the Mahabhdrata text,
according to later standards. Under these circumstances, however great might
be 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 (o a series of them either) of a fixed and rigid text.

All the difficulies in the explanation of this phenomenal variation
vanish, however,'as soon as we assume that the epic was handed down from
bard to bard erigmally by word of mouth, as is clearly implied by tradition.
That would explain, withcut any strain or violence, the existence of the mass
of variants, of differences in sequence, and of additions or omissions. If the
text has been preserved, for any considerable period of time, only in memory
and handed down by word of mouth, those are just the changes that could
not possibly be avoided, It is evident that no great care would be lavished
on the text by these custodians of the tradition to guard it against corruption
and elaboration, or against arbitrary emendaticn, and normalization : to re-
produce the received text, which Wwas not guarded by canonical authority or
religious sanction, with any degree of precision would be ncither attempted

_ by the bards nor required of them. Whenever and whcrever the text was then
written down—and it was probably written down independently in different
epochs and under different ¢ these tr jssions by word of
.mouth must have contaminated the written test 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
thtz abnormal discrepancies and strange vagaries of the Mahabhirata manus-
cript tradition  In other words, we are compelled to assume that even in ils
early phases the Mahibharata textual tradition must have been not uniform
and simple, but multiple and polygenous,

Morcover, a study of the critical apparatus shows that there has inter-
vened a long penod in the history of the Mahibhirata in which there was a
{ree comparison 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 glossts, - varige lectiones and additions. The copyist
of a manuscript with such accretions copied sometimes the original readings
and sometimes the marginal. It may. be incidentally remarked that an exami-
nation of the marginalia shows that the variant readings are taken mostly from
manuscripts belonging to the same version, or at least the same recension.
But there is no reason, theoretical at any rate, why readings of the rival recen-
sion could not crecp into a manuscript of the test by the medium, say, of
a popular commentary such as Nilakantha's. And, as a matter of fact, we
do find, occasicnally, readings of the opposite recension noted in the margins
of manuscripts. Under these circumstances it was inevitable that the true
reading, especially if it was a leclio difficilior or an archaism or a solecism.
would be partly suppressed, being preserved to us in one ot two manuscripts
only.

Furthermore, the texts may be improved by a comparison of manuscnpts
is not by any means a modern discovery, The process has been known and
practised for ages : {80] the difference is merely in our ideas of what is meant
by “improvement” of the text. I have cited above the instance of Nila-
kantha, who himself says that he had collected and compared Mahabharata
manuscripts from different parts of India in order to ascertain the “best”
readings. The other commentators also, Devabodha, Arjunamiéra and Ratna-
garbha, cite pdathantaras and speak apapathas (“bad readings™). These
they could have got cnly from a comparison of different manuscripts. -

The text favoured by the ancients appear to have been of the mclusive,
rather than of the exclusive, type. This is proved in the case of Nilakantha
by a remark of his cited above, where, he naively admits that he had put
together the stanzas which had been commented on by the ancient Bhasya-
kdras, and others he had found in modern manuscripts, with the idea of
making a * thesaurus of excellences.” The remark does not apply by any
means exclusively to the Sanatsujita episode, to which it is appended, at any
1ate as far as Nilakantha is concemed. In the Adi, we have abundant evi-

dence that he has borrowed, according to tis fancy, passages, short and long,-
from the Southem recension. The critical notes will show that his text in-
cludes a Jarge number of Southern passages which are not found in any other
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*  sriiTmrriaaRasiREi | i
) g:nfhcmﬁm%a; a;,%fi:f«ﬁ:
TR AR |
At one place, as‘was shown above, Nilakantha has disfigured his® text

in hus frantic attempt to squeeze into it a lengthy (Southern) passage con-
7A
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tamning some details which did not fit into s own text.  This he has done,
be 1t noted, at the nisk of making hus text whelly uninteligible, without a word
of apolcgy or explanation Professor WINTERNITZ, while enticzing DAHL-
MANN'S Das Mahabharale, has ponted out this incongruity? - “ The story ..
which relates how Dirghatamas 1s msulted by is wife Pradvesi, arid how he
consequently establishes the fixed rule (maryada) that henceforth 2 woman
shall always have to adhere to one husband, whether he be alive or dead, and
that 2 woman who goes to another man shall go to hell, thus forbidding any
kind of remarriage of widows 15 strongely out of place® m a chapter treat-
ing of Niyoga” As was pomnted out above, in consequence of the mntrusion
of this foreign matter, the first half of the stanza of the onginal text 13 sepa-
rated from the second half by 27 lines ! That n stself 15, however, not a very
terious matter in Mahabharata textual tradition, where such transpositions
are & common occurrerice. But 1n the present instance, this transfer has had
the unexpected and undestrable result that the subject of the sentence, which
was left bchind in the first half of the stanza, remans to the end unthout its
predicate, which latter, being shunted off to such a remote distance, was
furnished with a new and entiely different subject! The cffect of this
arrangement on the onginal story may be ¢asily imagined

{817 Conflation 15 1n general not so casy to detect and prove as in the case
of Nilakantha, We can date Nilakentha with far accuracy Agan, Nila
kantha, who 15 one of the latest of our commentators, has himself vouchsafed
some nformation as to how he has prepared his text.  We have no such re-

lLiable data 1n the case of the majonty of the manuscrpts or versions of our
cntical apparatus

Take, for instance, the case of the sub-group G, , , , of the Grantha ver-
sion. In opposition to other manusenipts belonging to the sante recension and
even the same version, G;., (, contain, as shown above, an astomishingly Jarge
number of passages which are found otherwise only 1n some mnferior manus-
eripts of the Northem recinsion Now 1s thus a case of contamunaticn of the
four MSS Gy, ,, from a Northemn source, or are the common passages 3
semnant of the lost archetype, which were somechow Icst in the remainng

1pts of the Soutt 1?3 There 13 apparent agrecment here
butween sndependent versions  But 13 this agreement onignal ?  The clumsy
nterpolator of a remote ancestor of G,.,,, happens to have supplied us
with the means of answening these questions  He has left behind, quite un
mtentionally, an impress of his *fingur prints, o to £ay, by which we can
easily and confidently trace hum and examune his handswork. The sard manus-

t JRAS 1897 723 footnote. 3 Italics mune!

* Cl Rupen, Acta Onentalia, 8 250, Su s - "
ABE 11, 26317 KTHANKAR, ~Epic Studis 117,
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cripts contain a Northemn stanza (belonging to manuscripts of class y)—a
mere string of attributes of Garuda—-\\edged 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 Northemn 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 Kumbhakenam 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 Mahdbhirata : parallel and even contradic-
tory versions are placed quite unconcemedly side by side, regardless of the
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 the Mahdbhirata
manuseript should be lost. Everything was carefully preserved, assembled in
a picturesque disarray.

Another important fact that must be kept in view in dealing with these
interpolations is this. The older the borrowal and the more interesting the
passage borrowed, the wider will be the area over which it will spread in its
new habitat. It then becomes difficult to prove the borrowal,

Thus there is a certain group of passages which are found in all ver-
sions except inl §; and K (that is, in the group v), for example, the Kani-
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,

‘There are indeed yet more difficult cases, where the evidence pro ef 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 things
which look suspicious and lead us to probabulities, not facts.

The problem is clearly not solved by formulating a 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 inde-
pendent a certain number of these divergent versions, and laying down an
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 onginal. 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 flawlcss logic,
nevertheless the results, being based on premuses 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 entical 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
Mahibhirata 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 Saradd (Ka$miri)
version, which appears to have been pretected by its largely unintelligible

script and by the difficulties of access to the province, all versions are indis-
criminately conflated, '

Now it goes without saying that the genetic method (operating with an
archetype and a stemma codium) cannot strictly be applied to fluid texts
and conflated manuscripts ; for, in their case, 1t is extremely difficult, if not
utterly impossible, to disentangle completely, by means of purely objective
criterla, their intricate mutual relationships. The documentary evidence is 1o
doubt supremely important, but the results, arrived at from a consideration
of the documentary probability, must be further tested in the light of intrinsic
probability. No part of the text can be con;idered really exempt from the
latter scrutiny, when we are dealing with 2 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 solution in editing any
text from mam.xscripts are present in the case of the Mahibharata 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 Satasahasri samhit form—may be a task now be-

yond the powers of entictsm.
CRITICL EDITIONS OF THE DIFFERENT VCRSIONS

No doubt, 1 view of some of i i 3

o these difficulties, one scholar has sug

i(;:,ﬁ t;nmt t;;!:mque and faciltate the work, we should, as a first step,
bhira 4 :fm“ Dt is mnade {83} to constitute the final text of the Mahd-
ta, cntically edit all the different versions That, 1t must be said, isa

TN L Leswy, rehiv Oved i,
Cf. LEsNY, Archiy 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 Mahibhirata 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 Mahibhirata—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 versicn (Grantha) in order to prepare a critical text of
that version. 1t may happen that four of them (G, ;), which are con-
flated manuscripts, have a * secondary " reading, while cnly 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 the manuscripts of a particular version are
conflated (if they happen to be conflated) withcut consulting the other
versions. And, if for the editing of each of the indivual versions, we have
to scrutinize and weigh the entire evidence, we might as well get busy with
the work cf preparing the final text, assuming of course that a final (critical)
text has to be prepared.

That censideration apart, even if we assume, for the sake of argument,
that all the dozen or more versions lie before us in a critically edited shape,
our main task is not made any easier on that account. One has to go through
the same mental processes in picking out or reconstructing the correct read-
ings, whether, as at present, the warige lectiones are concentrated on a single -
page of the cntical edition or have to be searched in a dozen or more different
provincial editions, arranged rcund 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 cther, for
instance, the editions of the Bengali and the Devanigari 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.

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 pathes 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 varize lecti of the ipts collated and
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leaving cach individual reader to constitute tus own text, unhampered and
uninfluenced by the obtru.ive personality of some editor who stands ke 3
monitor between the reader and hi> author The leamed entic 13 evidently
of opiion that any average seades, who picks up an edition of the Great
Epic for casual study 1s beiter quabified to yeconstnuct the text than the editor
who has made a <pecial study of the {84] problem! That 13 a paradox
natural to the subtle mentality of the leamed critie.  But we need not take
it too senously  Whatescr the Average Reader mught or nught not be able
to do, 1 beg to submut that the Critical Reader, hike the Jearned scholar whose
opiwon 1 am quoting, would not be any the worse off, 1f he 1s put n posses-
sion of thus “ Recension of Poona”t For, who and what 13 to prevent hum
from constituting his own text from this entical edition > Whoever makes the
text—even 1f Brhaspat humself were to come down and comstitute the text—
the Cntical Reader would undoubtedly reject st as 1t would surely not fit
m with hus 1deas of what 13 nght and what 18 wrong.  The Cnitical Reader
has the same freedom of action whether he has before hum the cntical
teat or the Vulgate, The Vulgate, as far as I can judge, 13 no better smted
for serving a3 the base than the present text,
1t may, howeser, be that the hesitation of the learned authonty is
really due to a categoncal objection to mterfering 1 so defimute a manner with
the recerved text. Should that be the case, 1t 13 certamnly difficult to appre
ciate the veneration of this scholar for the form of a text which was made up,
procebly, @150 i great haste Tut with inzdequate and inufficient matenals,
cnly n the last quarter of the seventeenth century, that ss, enly 2bout 250
years ago It 19 surely ilogical to assume that a text which has been built
up largedy on unsaatific conjecture 15 ro. beyond the reach of conjecture.
A ampler and more proceble explanation still of the heutating attitude
of the Jearned enic mught pechaps be that hus theoretical musgvings are
besd on 2 rather hasty study of both the Vulgate and the entical text. For,
the text of the Vulpite 18« comugted wnd o dhwnsly tontoonnsied W2t @
would be 2 crumnal neglect of hus daty for any mtelligent editor now to re-

pant the Vulgate, when he has at hand the matenal to control its vaganes
and to cortict 113 absurdities,



PROLEGOMENA 107

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 principle
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 CRITIQUE OF PROFESSOR SASTRI'S METHOD

Professor SASTRI'S edition is an excellent demonstration of the inade-
quacy of the underlying principle, which has been repeatedly advocated,
showing up its defects as nothing else could. What Professor SASTRI set out
to do is (to quote his own words) : “ to print the text as it is in the original
palm-leaf, liberty being taken only to correct scriptorial blunders* to weigh the
different readings in the additional manuscripts and choose the more import-
ant ones [scil. readings] for being added to the text by way of footnotes "z
How difficult it is to carry this out verbatim in practice and at the same time
to present a half-way readable text may be realized when we see how SASTRI
has had to doctor his text, A few examples may be added to elucidate the
point. To begin with, SasTar does not follow the parvan division, nor the
adhyfiya division, of his basic manuscript, adding and omitting colophons
arbitrarily, in order to reach some imaginary norm. Secondly, he adds an
adhyaya of 40 lines after his adhy. 164, which is not found in his manus-
cript ! Thirdly, he omits one whole adhy3ya of 40 lines, after his aghy. 180,
where @l Southern manuscripts, without exception (including his own exem-
plar) -have it, and is moreover unaccountably silent about the omission !
Fourthly, in one place (his adhy, 122) he has omitted fourteen linés of the
text of his manuscript and added instead thirteen lines which are not found
in any Southern manuscript 1* Fifthly and lastly, in yet another place (his
adhy. 214) he has added an interpolation (upakhyana) of 114 lines of which
not a single line (as actually printed in SASTRI'S edition) is to be found in
any of the six manuscripts utilized by him! These are some of the things
that an extremely orthodox Southern Pandit actually does when he sets ouf
with the avowed object of printing up a Southemn manuscript as it s, correct-
ing only,  scriptorial blunders” I will not, here speak of a certain number

3 Italics mine!

2 The Mahabharata, Vol. I, Introduction, p. xm
3 SASTRI'S ed, 1. 122, 2§-8f (page 8031). ‘
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of spurious lines which appear to have crept insidiously into his text from
the Vulgete and whose existence even he probably does not suspect? The
changes mentioned first are of a different order : they have becn made by
SASTRI consciously and intentionally.

Let me not be misunderstood. I do not blame Sastrl 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 Ais theory. SASTR'S text is eclectic (an epithet often used by critics
with a tinge of reproach, the ground of which it is not easy to perceive) :
as eclectic as any other Mahdbharala 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 2 Mahibhiarata manus-
cript as it is, viewed as a rigid principle, is a deplorable failure. The lateness
of our manuscript material {86} and the peculiar conditions of transmission
of the epic are responsible for the defection. They force upon us on eclectic
but cautious utilization of oll manuscript classes. Since all categories of
manuscripts have their strong points and weak points, each variaot must be
judged on its own merits.

WHAT IS THEN POSSIBLE ?

The Mahabhirata problem is a problem sui generis. It is useless to
think of reconstructing a fiuid text in a literally original shape, on’the basis
of an archetype and a slemma codicum, What is then possible? Qur ob-
jective can only be to reconstruct the oldest form of the lext which it is pos-
sible Lo 1cach, on the basis of the ipl material ilablez 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 cach family, eschewing late and
worthless material.: We may then consider the relation of these traditions
in regard to the rariae lectiones, and the genuine and spurious parts of the
text. Boyend that, we have to content ourselves with selecting the readings
apparently the earliest and choosing that form of the text which commends
1tself by its domxfmlary Pprobability and intrinsic merit, recording again most
carefully the variants, and the additions and omissions. A httle critical 1e-

e L2258 182, 4o 3at. 270 ; .

}{;: :; l;;{:: 2:; ;’;&)’&sﬂ 3 212. €6} ; 2'1\:1 St 2(1%}?1‘ :3 '(,L;,f Znﬁ.’f,. (rg:
i be sieetied thor ‘ém&&wmkdﬁa:; to SASTRI'S edition of course. It
Lo 174 really netboble. pared Wil e mass of the text these snterpola-

* CL Lioms, Deutecke Litersturzatung, 1929, 1143,
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maniesent of the text need cause no alarm, For, as | have already observed,
it is hardly logieal 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 manuseript authority.

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 1ules, I shall endeavour,
however, to explain it as briefly as possible.

The main principle underlying all speculation as to authenticity is the
postulated originality of agreement between what may be proved to be (more
or less) independent [87} versions. The principle I have tried to follow reli-
giously—and I hope I have pever deviated from it—is to accept as original a
reading or feature which is documented umformly by all manuscripts alike
(N=8).

For instance, we frequently come across three-lined stanzas, one of whose
fines is an “morgamic line”, that 15, a Iine which can be added or omitted
without detriment to sense or grammar. These seemingly superfluous lines,
if proved by both recensions, have nof been deleted ; they have been kept
scrupulously intact. A more important instance is of the initial adhydyas
of this parvan. The connection between adhy. 1-3 and what follows, as also
the connection between the three adhydyas infer se, is of most loose character.
There is further the suspicious circumstance that adhy. 4 begins precisely in
the same way as adhy. 1; both adhydyas have in fact the identical opening

(prose) sentence :

Srgdngs ‘:‘l’;ﬂ: ga: T SRy dRsw
Kt & !

1 Few scholars, I imagme, would endorse the view of Pandit Vidhushekhara
BHATTACHARYA (Modern Review, Calcutta, for August 1928, page 176), that the
first prose sentence of our Mahabharata (ABGNYH IFHAL: Ha: ete. ), though found
mn off MSS. without exception, should be delefed from the Critiat Edition, because
it is smtnnsically inappropriate m the context, He writes: “They [seil.
those lines] are to be found in all the different versions of which MSS. are
collated for the present edition, though with some vanant readings, but con we be
satisfied only with this ground as to their being gemuine”? That is d lttle too
radical! This edition cannot and should not proceed so far,
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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 adhyayas in order to remove this anomaly, reegating
them to the Appendix. But as all the four adhydyas 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?

Another passage that may be thought to need some radical treatment is
the account of the cremation of Pandu and Madsi. We ate first told that the
king died in the forest, and Madsi mounted the funeral pyre and was bumed
with him (1. 116. 31). After this we read that their “bodies™ ($arire) are
brought to the capital of the Kurus (1. 117, 30), and an elaborate royal
funeral takes place. In the account given in the following adhyaya (118),
from the description of the annointing and dressing of the king's body, and
from the remark that the king Icoked as if he were alive (1. 118. 20) :

T § g e o |
it is clear that no former buming is imagined. After Pandu had been burned
with his favourite queen Midri on the funeral pyre, there could not have
been (as HoPKINS® has justly pointed out) much corpse left or not enough
to dress and smear with sandal paste! But the manuseripts do not render
us any help here.  The passage is handed down in identical form in all manus-
cripts of both recensions.

The above examples will show that the diaskeuasts did not always em-
ploy any great art—1 may add, fortunately—in conflating two discrepant ac-
oounts of an incident, which is by no means an easy task. To resolve such
anomalie:s, however, is be_wnd the scope of this edition, since the entire

4 S} the confiztion, which 1s too old

¥
and deep-rooted to be treated by the ordinary principles of textual eriticism.
1f we went. .ahout. 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,
thaewuﬂdno?bemudl!efto(theMahibiﬁmtz to edit in the end.

88} I give in a footnote? the text of a hundred sclegled stanzas for

* Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 172, footriote.
E]

., Adhya AR FHFRATE |
S T T TR ) {7 [ STTRL AL 90
TR A AT T U e | gmizmdat Treer afe: 1

.. Adhy. 26 R T SREmEET 1 92
gz?aﬁma:ﬁ&a;w&mx IFRTIIAR AT @ 2

FEREH st v § FAR w7 FaEfemITe: 1 42
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which no variants, or only, unimportant variants, have been recorded in the

Adhy. 27
weer R &4 & aReug ga )
NI TPEARTAIRTIERAT, 1 R

fudisy gaviey oAt & qRgTefy

79 I 499: gRnadRdt fET U v
TG TR TATA T |
arRrAed A At TR 0 Y
i 1% g 30 gwit g
Torrar A9 EeAOTT GABAT AAEET 1 R
AT AT A & TR |
SYTEM AL QA FAT 1 RY

Adhy, 29 .
TR AT AR /9O |
T 37 99 RjFgydaman® n 1
Adhy. 31

SR TET AR STEHT T 1

RIS St T GITRA I §
Adhy. 32

aradlEERt gaar Radg: 1

fefr 0 AT S @RI T TR0 &

A A adal Agar I R )

TG, G T AEIE N 93
Adhy. 35

wa: Jafd af wear gl ofted

S TR A W EEAT TR -
Adhy. 38

QiezT FASIA TATART 21

s Awgg o WoTea aniEd, b 9¢
Adhy. 39

TEER: @ AR FR AT |

ARVFFAAS =T G I ¢

W aal 288 Tt Qo

WEH T QAR FRAD TN

Frmae qAFZ 937 AsRaraaead o

% Efiauea TEaR s 0 ¢

Adby. 40
T 3T qEEdwEr g
7T it TR |
gRife! Tagifmeas '
~dg S am T AT N Y o
Adhy. 41 ’
FrpTd R gemEtdn: | i
a 7t Ry erAmaEdgan | 3
Adhy. 42
g7 R Jam T X9 gzeen )
T 9 S0 qREEe N Y -
T g1 g Ha: T o 1
a1 Rafdar gfdaeafeama: oy

Adhy. 45
T IAET G FAT TR )
T AR aAt e oo
Adhy, 46

queafReg a8 agw agaRya
Ug: wig aad: awd wgies |9

Adhy. 48

qgReT g e GETRITA, (

T AET T LR AR, I 9%
stagl Rrdedl Ay 2ag:Rea: |
AFATIOART TigEs: THTAT 1 98

Adhy. 49

T AE 9 & SRS |
RGHFNRAS FITREAALEL N 9

a0 G TGHAATHT AN, )

ST RAFISAY STA RAY T 1Y
SAvee] @ 4 ez agiE ot | -
A eI BEaad 0 1§
q THITATENE aFTEagaL, |

70 aggdgi: glafaaan: I ke
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Adhy. 53 AR A R ARCETEET |
¥ I I 5 TR § 1 o19e FREEEE IO SRAIREL 1 e
SR AR S 03 Adhy. 60

wfeen: aagenll I aeasaaTr: |

{897 vp 74t B AT TRATN9

g FHRR 9 T )

iRy gael ¥ R mgeRdl 1 9y
Adhy. 54

A ;g Wi

R A T T 93
Adhy. 55

9 YR AT 3 TG, )

T ATl TAEEag 1 ¢
Adhy. 56

T & AT @ar ad B |

FEMRAATEAT FEU FRT WL N 9

34 I Ug: G qHET AR

o3 T S Qg g 1 s

R N AT T qune

7q% TS a7 a9 ARl W 19

wH: alody ofiae age: |

ST A TOR STEENREAAE: I 32
Adhy. 58

fragza: gtz ReglEl g

IAZAETEAT HER GG U ¢

TAR 3 T GERER SR |

qRRagrER Tt 0 13

v @ w4 i an ot T

AR A TAFTIITHET, U 0y

S QEIR: G YA GO

A 3 9 7 G F TGRS W <
Adhy. 59

A A G Rl o 1

SARCARG 5o Jog: 9 1 9o

TR RN ST |

SRANRSREI fafraed g

it FPAAL: G TETETAR: |
Ry Sy G Il ¢
FIRAARE: [: Fhgel Ok |
FJuiac Ry @ aRfaE 03
Adhy. 61
Jumt 7eg Tad: qRERR: |
Dffafy freaw: R aaldamm: U ¢S
b reertteticE-Eict)
SRIEAST BYEH AEETAR, 4 41
ATMAW TEAAIT AAF AR 1
gt fafg o TErRIFRREEaE, U v
afere 7: Y €9 gty 1

q EReR FEATRIE: 1 v
Adhy. 64
AR 75 3R, |
HRIfimETE afRa qgaT 1 R
Adby. 71
argasianaE wel faEeman, |
A GGEaTT AIAERE gUL N v
. . Adw.73
FaY &9 AY T2ETM GAEE
e ot Rl vkt i 9
TG IRk 141 Rl adt o
Ageqt Guiersr LRt arrgamdi U%e
. Adhy. 76
T T g 9 @ i
gRan FrReRer aifer e 0
_ Adhy. 81
e faediviaae: aadiagm: |
G Agfeefy A g T g3 0 ¢
Adhy. 91
49 7K1 B agTATEamE, |

6T 18: THRIS AT TARI N ¥
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critical notes ; of these about {917} thirty have no vanants 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 miformly in all manuscripts
ahike, they may be regarded as authentic (as least as far as pnapuscript evi-
dence goes), forming so to say, pieces of firm bedrock in the shifting quick-
sands of Mahabhdrata 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 number of '(what
prima facle eppear to be) more or less independent versions, and which is

Adhy, 198 Adhy. 206
fyzar Sfata ¥ ot Rew fafargan | aafid g2 e ity Rama
fromr Z9ETT @ omaR HERdE 1Yy | SRdSeeEEeERE 1 92
Adby. 199
N . Adhy. 210
7 g e e g gfiive | AP TIGITT T qE: |
mBarg 1 % 9 garhn 3 1 i .
1 = i Ty T TEANAIEFL Y 0

uit & gerEmRT EaRE oy Adhy. 211
Adhy. 200 dra qrRe TR |
T A AT AR 1 T WAA ST T U &
Tl 7 ¥ e A g | O IR i grre o
Adhy. 202 agead aE Mgt o 1 9%

ol e e Prdie: o Adny. 212
mgiim P og gRAvERR: 1 A% | & amery afar gavimb: @

Adty. 203 AT SHIARY: QARG ) 1o
adt gegdia w 74: R o T
fimfiteiy

Frzarfaem, b 3 Adhy. 220
o wgh S . T AT a9 g 3RaEsT ARg
W FEEE T @ ) 28 s e 7 29 a7 gEmea.n v
Adhy. 2035 Adhy. 225
mmﬁmtmﬁamu 31 99 WRERGEA ARl
T 0 g araiAl anREsAT 0 % - !

T T3 ST qeAmta w9 1 e
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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, = Text.

N, S, N, S
N, S, Ny S
ete. cte. ete,  ete.

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 agreement
have been adduced above (pp LIv, LX11).
Occasionally we get *“ double” agreement, that is, agrcement between two
or more groups of each recension (N, =S, and N, =S,) ; for example, when
(1) & K=M, and simultancously B = TG,
or (2) & K=TG, and simultancously B = M.
Here one of the agreements must, generally speaking, be accidental, since
both can hardly be original ; and either may be adopted, if they kave equal
intrinsic merit, Owing to the much greater correctness and reliability of §,
K, I have, as a tule, adopted the readings of this group, other things being
cqual.

When the two recensions have altemnate readings neither of which ¢an
have come from the other and swhich have equol sntrinsic merit (N : S), 1
have, for the sake of consistency and with a view to avoiding unnecessary
and indiscriminate fusion of versions, adopted, as a 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 detween which
it is impossible to discriminate. Examples of such alternative readings are ;

N S

1. 23 ngth g o ngwa: | | wel aday gRim w1 L. 23
1.51mmtﬁ§t& FFrgm@a@ . . .., L5l
.3 AfrgrormEm: wReewaEn: . ., . 54 3
57.30m=zm e qm 99 . . . . 57.30
60. 9 FECEAwTAEIRREErE: | | Uiy s A 60, 9
60, 10 TISRETETETT dE AOeH: | wEite Wit g amgmEsTE L 60, 10
192165. 20 g arramaa T GUIRATCY ) | FERAIG A GO vk agran ) 65. 20
65. 35 gy Fwy T Qg | TR @i o 3
gl fdememy ., . . 65.35
65, 35 vy at RA ‘a:nlmgi’st . . . . 65,35
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N S
66. 2 qual FAFCAW, arem s, . . ... 66. 2
66, 3w TE@WE AfEmaad, . ., 66 3
66, O gRER SERAT Haan, | TR mzn%mmau 66 9
73. 4 o YA oRE AR . . . . 730 4
106, 6 T woRa: ARdREd | ot Bt g el ) 106, 9
T
107, 20 gieRl wmAaEEMT AR- | i S Fer gengaraear 1 107, 20
fgm a1
C oo q@ Qg | oma Sield qul e o
B, 1
200. 9 aRzERT AT A | SuE i mOs g Aumse A 1200 2

When the above tests break down or when they give only a negative
result, the expedient adopted by me was to find ¢ reading which best explains
how the other readings may ave arisen. The true reading in this case-has
often proved to be a lectio dificitior, or an archaism or a solecism, the desire
to eliminate them being the cause of ‘the variation.® Here -follow some
cxamples of variation due to the lectio difficilior : .-

57. 7 & “udder” (v. L. %z, €, T, w;Nil, »:tz:, i, w,
L, )
57, 20 "<y proper name {v. L Wz, W, Wiz, etc) .
96. 16 gamt from g “ chining * (v. 1. m{vn, Tt ) -
98. 13 F=m  ( doublet of wdtag.) “younger” (v.l #mg, a1 na:
)

g,
98. 18 Tmx (v. 1 o, AR, WiE, etc. )
102. 18 =Rl (v, 1. a1 fodt, difken:, <mfeaan: )
103, 13 amefiat (v, 1, swasdd, 2 o, arergal, b, ete ),
EMENDATION

Emendation has played a very inconspicuous réle in the preparation of
he constituted text.  Inferpretation has in general been given preference over
emendation  Even in the case of corrupt passages, the veading of some
manuscript or other gives sense, though it may not be the criginal ‘sense, not
even a wholly satisfactory sense  Precipi dation is, , to be
deprecated ; for experience has shown that but 2 small propomon of uholan
corrections are really amendments Moreover, in this special case, we " Jaow,
as yet, too little about the epi¢ idiom and the epic world altogetifer ; as dlso
about the vicissitudes of the epic text. Besides, who can gay that the original
was hinguistically 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 single
isolated words, never with whole passages. Wherever even a single letter has
been added, omitted or altered, without the authority of any of the manus-
cripts, T 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 Tass*atEMAreE:, where the
word ( &1 Yt has been [93] added to the pada, a word found only in Dy; the
other readings are: 7 q=mi, W aiewdd, WL, AW AN, W @
(hypermetric 1), TASARN, 1 G, seven combinations, each having a
different syllable between § and 511 | Ina few cases the emendation affects
merely some grammatical form of the stanza in question; e. g. 1. 86.5
afwasiEl *are e, where the readings for aggs are frgy, orry, @wdd,
séa ( corruption of last ? ), Tvmi, QoidiRd, 7 Tgewd ( bypermetric ),

But the large majority of our emendations concern merely metre and
sandhi My study of the manuscript material led me to the conclusion that
there was an ever growing antipathy, firstly, to hypermetric padas, in fact to
any form of metrical irregularity ; and, secondly, to forms of sandht not
sanctioned or countenanced by Panni’s great grammar, In particular, there
is noticeable a strong aversion to hiatus, évern where if was permitted by rules
of grammar, Yiatus between pldas alsd came to be disapproved and was
removed by such expedients as that of adding a meaningless &, gor=
at the beginning of the posterior pada.

Manuscripts betray the surreptitious efforts of the scribes and redactors
to eliminate hiatus  sometimes even when it is grammatically permissible )
in the following instances among others: 1. 2. 91 (between padas)
AT | SEF 9 W 2. 130 quean sigurya (8 readings) ; 2. 150
% O JeFT; 2. 212 §a mmEEed; 9. 11 (between padas) wen 1
sfaeg; 15. 2 guew agsga; 21, 3 9 Mgy a9; 33. 18 wRswwed
Rt ; 33 22 QoY and BT ©F; 36. 7@ e (v.l@ g, e a);

41. 8 oF wifewerdigar: s 41, 21 o e endtmn (v. L adgen); 45. 13
( between padas ) ey 1 STREASER ( v. - T, GRAC, G ); 50 17 e
Tzen Tiash (v. L qfd<t ) gegare: 5 60. 4 whfRRw af: (v. L wamtn, oq
&fy:, "Il ) ; 65. 24 ( between padas) TEAY | 3f (S “dgafty ); 72. 22N
2 & (S TR ); 76. 18 wfew whgET (v. L aahy, giy°, “amfe’,
gl ); 83. 3 O sra (v. 1 @<, @9, W ); 84. 13 wgdh e 35
85, 8 g erefify qRaEu (v, 1. qurhdl 7 9R°); 94. 38 AN e (@,
Qan’, " ); 96. 42 (between padas) @9 + wwwEa, (v. 1 @ER’,
T, N, TN, G ); 98, 8 eradelt o (v, 1. &%, @8, “md
8A
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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 wou‘ld
become an integral part of the new text which is externally absolutely indis-
tinguishable from the rest of the text,

Thid 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 Mahzabhirata 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 Anusmpti are parts of the Mahibhirata, must be answered by the
manuscripts themselves. If none of our manuscripts contain these passages,
itis prima farie evidence that they are ot parts of the Mahabharata, Thereis
nothing to suggest that our Mahabhirata manuscripts have suffered any
serious loss at any time. There never was any lack of manuseripts, many of
which were preserved carefully in temples, and which must have been copied
repeatedly, for the enhancement of merit, There is no evidence of any break
in the tradition at any time or any place, within the confines of India at
least. The probable inference is that cgr manuscripts contain all that wos
there otiginally to hend down, and more. What late writers and commenta-
tors have said about passages not found 1n our manuscripts is always a mat-
ter of secondary importance ; it cannot ipso facto millify or override the pri-
mary evidence of manuscripts, Such extrinsic testimony has cnly Jocal or

personal value ; it can always be rebutted by the evidence of the Mahabharata
manuscripts.

Likewise, whether an episode, adhyaya, passage, stanza or line may be
regarded as baonging to the Mahzbharata or not must primarily depend up-
on .whcther the manuscripts contain it. Extninsic evidence, in so far as it is

tscri few with suspicion, as a matter of
x'mncnple. any part of the text which is foun,

€3ges as are contained only ji or a small group of manus-
€TIpts or versions, cr even in a whole Tecension must be promounced to be
defe'd.i}'c. Consequently, all hnes belonging to one recension only, and @
fortiori such as pertain to a combination of manuscripts amounting to less
than a recension, for which there 35 nothing corresponding in the other recen-
sion and which are not absolutely necessary
short, with a defective title—have been placed

dix, pending further inquiry regarding their credentials,
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Such passages are not all necessarily spurious. There might be a hun.
dred good reasons why the questionable passages are missing in a particular
recensicn or version, It might conceivably be, for instance, that the shorter

\ recension represents (as certain {96} scholar has said) “a mutilated and
hastily put together composition of the Middle Indian Redactors, who oould
not lay their hands on all manuscripts of the Mahabhirata”® The shorter
version might again be, theoretically, a consciously abridged or expurgated
version. Or, more simply, the omission might be due to mere oversight of
me scribe who had quite unintentionally omitted the defaulting passage and
his mistake of the first scribe had been perpetuated by the other copyists.
nd so on and so forth. But all these are mere possibilities, All these reasons
itgeneral and particular must be adduced and proved, or at least made pro-
bag, in any given case. Morcover, the manuscripts clearly show that there
haswen in progress, through centuries, constant comparison of manuscripts.
In Ve of this circumstance, the explanation that the omission of a passage
18 tle yersion might be due to a scribe’s omission loses much of its force.
Omiss.tt is as much a fect in Mahabharata textual tradition as addition.
And it fair to demand of a person who alleges the authenticity of such
one-recelon passages why the rival recension does not contain it2
. The heral éondemnation of a recension or version that it is mutilated,
mere.l): on » pround that it lacks certain passages that are found in a rival
TCCEnsSION Olersion, is entirely meaningless ; for the argument might easily
be _"W“—‘scd’ “that the controversy will resolve merely into mutual vitupe-
ration.  What yean s this, From the fact that one of the recensions, say
N, does 10t i o certain passage or a certain set of passages found in
another, say S, 1 illogical to argue that N is a mutilated version ; because
such an argUMeNay with equal cogency be applied to S, in regard o certain
other passages ey votecing in S but found in N The point is so im-
portant and at the . time 5o difficult to grasp that I shall endeavour to
make my MEAMDE Cror with the help of a concrete illustration. My con-
tention is this. Frof,, fact that the Southern recension contains, eay, the
" Nalayani episode (ALy No 100), which is missing in the Northern re-
cension, it would be ity ¢ 4o that the Northern recension is defective

!

1R Pi‘iESRQS’},‘;u'fh ahabbirata, Vol 2, Introduction, p vii.
scll. der V‘Vx'ss 21 ,Gﬁuinzcn.\vm. Rsyasmga ", Nnchnchten' von der konigl, Ge-
Erl;limng solcher Versdxiede;%'hl%' K1, 1901. 42: “Alldn wie man iiher die
mag, soweit es sich um die Vi innerhalb der Nagarirecension auch denken
tiori, between N and S—* handiedenheiten zwischen N und G"—then, & for-
ey Abschmitten, die im allgenialte ich es fiir ein durchaus richtiges Princip,
Text des Reyariga sage, einen V&, vers ir Vers fbereinstimmen wie z. B. der

achti d wenn sich éin einteud s €ntweder in N oder in G fehlt, als ver-
dachtig, un betracht Wer soldf Grund fiir scine Einfigung darbietet, als
interpoliert. zu fachien. erse fur echt halt, muss erkliren, wie es

o . o
kam, dass sie in der einen Recens| elassen wurden.”,
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‘@RA ¥ ); 9. 15 7 wifwgd; 99, 39 (‘between padas) ‘Adf¥ari W
(v. . gRumL); 100. 2 PsfiE swefy; 101. 3 @ o ( v. . o, ARAR);
103, 5 ( between padas ) &= 1 atgem (v. | €@, &g, @, 0T, ec.);
107. 32 {between pidas) wmgeaiy | ond (S K emenid); 109. 7
( between padas ) “Fsmw 1 %M°_ (Mes GR°); 109. 21 (between padas)
= | wafig 9; 110. 28 3R amt; 112, 31 a1 gwwi; 114, 38 zdaf (v. |
“cata, o, “Feml, Cagfiat ); 116, 25 qwr emRemi; 148, 1 jetec
swEdd ; 162, 19 5 aeny:; 157, 13 @31 o (6 readings ); 183, 3 ( bet-
ween padas) @i | Idafiee, (Nins. efg); 218.11 ( between padas )
GTT | ARG, — 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 Rat fewEzat (v. L Bt B, faa Saegal, fgagat

#5:)

78, 23 fat wFed @ege (v, 1. wfim and g4 for @f ; also Rg: wwm
@R, @ FeEE )

92. 4. it ¥ wwmln, (v. L BT FM Fembn, wEd fe,
& T wemfn 5 )

4. 74 JerTTTerIAT (AN GO, , OF @, O 9O ).

Owing to the increasing eensitiveness to solecism, we find lkewise
different efforts made, independently of each other, to purge the text
of what. came to be regarded as stylistic blunders or corruptions in
the ancient text, Examples of attempts made to [94] remove solecisms
ae: 1. 1. 190 3 g gdfm (v.L a5 3w, ¥ ax% q) 2 93
o e (vl oofen gl mw, gem At agt); 7.26 gemE
(v. L 5@y, ‘o, “Ww ); 9. 2 R (v.1. @, war); 21.6 gomEd
(feitsw, aelisn’); 43. 14 gamm, (v. ) e, o1aRL); 46. 37 oRAEA
(v.l,‘ il ), 48. 24 @ smen (v.1. =memesi); 96. 44 am
SR (v, L qurgleria ); 123, 16 adwred 7 ( . L “eword ); 124. 24
T pass, pres, part. (v.1 @F); 141 7 afrlr(v. L. fg or g ),
15L. 23 g Fwet ( v. ). qurerm ); 154, 24 sinemRaaR  v. 1 s’ )
zﬁvs.lmfan';—;faa;.; (v.1 %38 & %oz etc. ); 169, 20 g

Lo ndwdete ); 184, 18w (v. L que @ ;
Safa, i, mba 1); ete., ete. ¢ R, A S, Dt

- I-add cxample:v. of hypermetric pidas ( generally with the scheme
7 7=~ =n===), which are the result of emendation: 1. 30.7 afrprefie
7% 1. 155. 35 %ot ¥ gvd mopr,
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And, finally, examples of hiatus as the result of emendation ¢

51. 8 emt* g EARARTIA 110, 28 R *erat w@Td

57, 20 T *awgll 4% 116, 25 qedEl *3gAAal

98, 8 ar=vel *erd WM 119, 11 a3 arfeasn

99. 15 g = *arffme 147. -2 QR eI,

100, 2 fashd *amfreiy ©, |48, 1 fafken Yeruwdd

103. 5 s ught FAN Fergedl | 157. 13 qUEEEEl W
5 T 1 207, 17 g *afr @ g

110, 20 =% AaRY i oz | 214, 9 wdad TaRdwEw
i 224, 5 ddoqar ( sing. ) et

1t 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 amendments of the text in the ordinary sense of the
word, made in order to eke out a better sense when the manuscripts yield no
sense or an unsatisfactory sense ; they are rather an effort to find, so to say,
a hypothetical focus towards which the discrepant readings converge.

THE “‘ ADDITIONAL ™ PASSAGES

The uniformity of the interrelationship of the different manuscripts, ver-
sions or recensions, as has been already explained, is disturbed chiefly by
comparison and conflation of manuscripts. A constant and fruitful source
of confusion, as was pointed out above, has always been the marginaha.
'A more dangerous and treublesome source was the practice of mncorporating
into one's text—without stating the source and without much explanatory
comment—passages found in other versions. It may be surmised that cele-
brated places of pilgrimage like Ujjayini® Rame$varam, K&¢l, and others,
with recitations of the epics held periodically in their famous shrines, have
p-layed an important rdle n the dissemination of the knowledge of local ver-
sions among the pious visiting pilgrims, whose number undoubtedly included
the bards and the professional reciters of the epics.

{951 Much light is thrown on the origin of these misch-codices by the
MS K,, a manuscript belonging to the Bombay Government Collection depo-
sited at the Institute. In this manuscript we find long extracts from other
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 ma-
nuscript, with the words srfiygsiyE Written on the margin of the origimal

1 Baga's Kadambari (ed. PETERSON, p 61) refers to a recitation of the Mbh
on the fourteenth day of the half month in the temple of Mahalkila at Upjain, which
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 wou}d
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. Qur
attitude with regard to them is quite clear, in my opinion. The first and
foremost source of our knowledge as to what the Mahabh@rata comprises, is
and must Temain 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, Gajendramolsa
and Anusmqti are parts of the Mahdbhirata, must be answered by the
manuscripts themselves. 1f none of our manuscripts contain these passages,
itis prima facie evidence that they are not partsof the Mahibharata: Thereis
nothing to suggest that our Mahibharata manuscripts have suffered- any
serious loss at any time, There never was any lack of manuscripts, many of
which were preserved carefully in temples, and which must have been copied
repeatedly, for the enhancement of merit. ‘There is no evidence of any break
in the tradition at any time or any place, within the confines of India at
least. The probable inference is that cur manuseripts contein all that was
there vriginally to haud down, and more. What late writers and commenta-
tors have said about passages not found in our manuscripts is always a mat-
ter of sccondary mportance ; it cannot ipso faclo nullify or override the pri-
mary evidence of manuscripts. Such extrinsic testimony has enly local or

personal value ; it can always be rebutted by the evidence of the Mahiibharata
manuscripts.

Likewise, whether an episode, adhydya, passage, stanza or line may be
efarded 25 belonging 1o the Mahibhirata or not must primarily depend up-
oo whether the manuseripts contain it. Extrinsic evidence, in o far as it Is
valid, will principally hold good only for the period or locality to which it bes
Jonge. 'Intn‘nsic evidence may be considered ; but, being of a subjective cha-
meter, it must be used with caution.  OQur primary evidence being the ma-
nuscripts themselves, we are bound to view with suspicion, as 2 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-
S33S 3% are contained only in one manuscript, or a small group of manme-
Qxipts o versions, 1 even in a whole recension must be pronounced to be
defective.  Consequently, all lines bdonging to one recention only, and @
fettioni tuch a3 pertain 1o 2 combination of manuscripts amounting to lees
tan 3 recention, for which there is nothing corresponding in the other recen-
sion and which are pot abrolutely neoessary for the context—all lines, in
L‘_nn. with 2 defective title—have bren placed in the footnotes or the Appen-
gix, prading further inquiry reqarding their credentials,
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Such passages are not all necessarily spurious. There might be a hun-
dred good reasons why the questionable passages are missing in a particular
recensicn or version. It might conceivably be, for instance, that.the shorter
recension represents (as certain {96] scholar has said) “a mutilated and
hastily put together composition of the Middle Indian Redactors, who could
not lay their hands on all manuscripts of the Mahdbhdrata”a The shorter
version might again be, theoretically, a consciously abridged or expurgated
version.  Or, more simply, the omission might be due to mere oversight of
‘some scribe who had quite unintentionally omitted the defaulting passage and

\is mistake of the first scribe had been perpetuated by the other copyists.
nd so on and so forth. But all thes¢ are mere possibilities. All these reasons
itgeneral and particular must be adduced and proved, or at least made pro-
b, in any given case. Morcover, the manuscripts dlearly show that there
haswen in progress, through centuries, constant comparison of manuscripts.
In Yy of this circumstance, the explanation that the omission of a passage
13 tle yersion might be due to a scribe’s omission Joses much of its force.
Omissy, is as much a fact in Mahabharate textual tradition as eddition.

And it/ fair to demand of a person who alleges the authenticity of such

one-TeCClon passages why the rival recension does not contain itz

_The hera] ¢ondemnation of a recension or version that it is mutilated,

mefel?: On % pround that it lacks certain passages that are found in a rival

recension Olergion, is entirely meaningless ; for the argument might easily
be reversed, \that the controversy will resolve merely into mutual vitupe-
ration,  What nean is this, From the fact that one of the recensions, say

N, does ot CCoin 5 certain passage or a certain set of passages found in

another, ay S, 5g jjjogical to argue that N is a mutilated version ; because
such an argumeN.ay with equal cogency be applied to S, in regard to certain

other passages thaye ynicing in S but found in N. The point is so im-

portant and at the . i oo difficult to grasp that I shall endeavour to
make my meaning Cor with the help of a concrete illustration. My con-
tention is this. Frof. g0t tnat the Southern recension contains, say, the

"Nalayani episode (ALy ny, 100), which is missing in the Northern re-

cension, it would be illé,) 4o roue that the Northern recension is defective

1 P.P. S Sastry, The o oo Vol 2 1 5 L.
2 Cf. Lupers, * Zur 5I,\ahabhzua!.a, ol. 2, Introduction, p. viii.

“ . ot von Rsyasmga”, Nechrichten von der konigl, Ge-
sell. _der Wiss., zu Go”mge";l-hist. KL 1901. 42 : “Alléin wie man fiber die
ExMarung solcher Verschueder innerhall der Ngarirecension auch denken
mag, soweit es sich um E’,‘;an jedenheiten zwischen N und G"—then, o for-
tiorl, between N and S—"handy e jeh s fir ein durchaus richtiges Princip,
in den Abschmitten, die im allE®, ‘verg far Vers wbereinstimmen wie 7, B. der
Text des Rsyodriga sage, einen Vo, "o pyvodor in N oder in G fehlt, als ver-

dachtig, und wenn sich ein einleudiy “oo T T Wi B als
< A 1ef Grund fiir seine Einfligung darbxetet..
mtemc;hert .m_be;f:rdléﬁ:én ‘}‘{" roqerse fur echt halt, muss erkliren, wie es
kam, dass sie in ¢ selassen wurden.”,

v
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13
or mutilated , because one can, with equal cogency, seek to establish

em
missing m the Southem mamuserpts The argument could have been |

e
{973 Onigmality ang authenticity are, unfortunately, not the D;eﬁlg;:
of any single recension Or version or manuseript?  They must be esf ab .
laboriously, chapter by chapter, ine by line, word by word, syllable 1(31' ]
able2 The optimistic view that any extant manuscript, however ol o a
trustworthy, of some favoured version Or recension, could give us, ‘;V,mta
few additions ang alterations, the text of Vyasa’s Bharata or Mahabmon
1s the index of g naive mentality and does not need any elaborate refu

The argument I favour of any particular recenston or verswr/l};ft;‘:
's frequently sought to be strengthened by a reference to the authot:lr heavt-
Parvasamgraha (Ad1 2), a week reed on which every tyro leans rat
Iy i the beginning ang 1t would be well to examne the argument !re

THE FARVASAMGRAHA ARGUMENT

Until lately high hopes had been entertameq that the prvasamgraha
parvan (Ad: 2) woylq Supply the clue to the solution of the aplexing qual
tion of the reconstrycton of the origmnal Mahabhirata  Byche paradoxica
Situation created by the exreumstaney that 6o different ecits of the Virata-
Parvan, both of whom rely mamly on the gag of the Pansamgraha for es-
tablishing the ongnality ang authentieity of theyy Tespecte texts, have P“;
duced entiea] editions of that parvan which dyffer bino less than 146

stanzas? has createq 8rave musgivings 1 the minds of abrassed eritics as to
whether the Parvasamgrah, €an render ys

The €xaggerated importance whch

the late M Urclkar was mclined to
attach to the numerical

data of the pj

Justly asks  “yrpn aber die Grantha recmﬂo‘:h f:’
83tz erfuhr, wargm ®llen wir dony annchmen dass die Nigari von
verschont peblichen a2

? Cf Wivtmwnz Geschuch,

3 Mr UrGixar s text conta,
Recension, the Vira:
Supported by manusenpt ant;

le der nd Litteratur, 1 398 §
13 only 233 stanzas, while 1n Professor SASTRIS

t2parvan hard5on stanzas! And both are sad to be
honly
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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 editicn “mainly
based on South Indian texts”, but presents a version of this adhydya which
has been unblushingly copied from the Bombay and Caleutta editions, ignor-
ing wholly the Scuthern divergences, which are quite considerable.

Not only are there discrepancies between the two recensions as regards
the numbers of the adhyZiyas and the §lokas in the various parvans, there is ro
complete agreement even between the chfferent versions of the same recen-

_ sion. Take, for instance, the case of the Adiparvan itself. Our constituted
text {following the $iradid codex) gives (1. 2. 96) the number of &lokas in
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, eight,
nine and ten! There can, therefore, be no doubt that the text of this adh-
yaya also has been tampered with and designedly altered, from time to time
in various [98] ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated v‘ersion
of a later epcch. It will thus have to be admitted that the parvasarhgraha
argument is of secondary importance and must not be pressed too far,

Be that as it mdy, it is extremely problematic whether we could make
any use whatsoever of the Parvasamgraha enumeration of €lokas in the case
of the Adi at least, because it will be difficult to compute the 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). Taking the figure
of the Parvasarigraha to represent the exact extent of the whole of the Adi,
it is not clear how the prose portions were computed by the compilers of the
Parvasashgraha. Most of the modern computers add the numbers of stanzas
to the number of their respective prose sections, and arrive at the length of
the Adi in $lokes ! But this is bad arithmetic. P. P. S Sastr! offers a solu-
tion which is more ingenious than convincing He holds the compiler of the
Parvasarhgraha down to the letter of his statement. The Parvasarngraha
tells us, says SASTRI, merely the number of flokas which the different parvans
contain. Nothing is said about the prose sections. He therelore ignores the
prose adhydyas in computing the extent of the Adi, and is satisfied that his
text exactly agrees with the data of the Parvasarhgraha !

The other difficulty in the way of using the Parvasarngraha figure in
the case of the Adi is that this parvan contains a large number of Tristubh
stanzas, which again introduce an element of uncertainty in the computation.
Was each Tristubh stanza counted as one Sloka ; or did the Bharata-cintakas
(mentioned in 1. 2. 172) compute the exact equivalent of the long-metre
stanzas in §lokas? It is difficult to say. The difference in the reckoning will
be, however, between 40 and 50 per cent, of the total ! As a very rough esti-
mate, the Ath 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 Parvasarigraha for text-critical pﬂrpoSfi‘.
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, an.d for
which finally the Parvasamgraha figure is certain, the manuscript evidence
being unanimous.

1t 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 Parvasamgraha, 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 contemporancous with the pre-
sent redaction of the Great Epic, these discrepancies will be without much o«
gency in matters relating to the constitution of the text. The value of a
manuscript, version, o printed text of theé Mahibhirata 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 finat
analysis be regarded as depending upon the place it occupies in a logical and
convincing scheme formulated to explain the evolution of the different extant
versions and types of Mahabhirata manuscripts.

It should further be carefully borme in mind that even if there be exact
agreement as to extent between the Parvasarhgraha and any constituted text,
this fact alone is no guarantee of the absolute correctness of the entire text,
e for line, because the samd {997 numder of stanzas ould be made wp in
innumerable different ways by accepting and rejecting stanzas of doubtful au-
thenticity and uncertain documentation, of which there is always a plentiful
supply in every parvan. The difficulty will finally not be solved even if we
happen to light upon a unique manuscript which agrees with the Parvasarii-
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 mven by the Parvasarigraha, 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.

In the 2bove discussion 1 have imphicitly assumed, as is done by most
writers on the subject, that the word £loka in the Parvasamgraha chapter has
the usual meaning “stanza”.  This interpretation was called into question,
by the Late Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasad SHASTRI, who offered a new in-
terpretation, which I cannot but think 18 far more plausible, although I do
not agree with all the lusions he de h :

. The really valuable discovery of the Mahamahopadhyaya, in my opi-
nion, .is that the word &loka cannot mean here stanza or verse or anything of
the k}nd, but must denote (as in the parlance of scribes and vendors of ma-
nuscripts) @ wnit of measurement of written matter, comprising 32 syllables
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of aksaras? The difficulty of computing prose passages and the long-metre-
stanzas mentioned above finds a satisfactory solution at once in this interpre.
tation of the word “§loka”. And that is moreover the only interpretation
of the word- which, as far as I can see, can successfully solve that difficulty,
in view of the circumstance that the text is heterogeneous, censisting of £lo-
kas, prose, and Jong-metre stanzas. But in this supposition we shall have to
count, not only the actual text (consisting of prose and verse), but the whéle
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 the
colophons and the hundreds of the prose formulaic references (like  F<qma
R ) besides perhaps the captions of adhyayas, sub-parvans and parvans,
and even the numerical figures denoting the numbers of §lokas, and so on.

‘The number of adhyayas 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 260, though the Parvasarhgraha figure in
the case of each of these latter editions is the same, 227.

It may be pointed out that the adhyaya division in our extant manus-
cripts is extremely arbitrary. The average length of our adhyayas should be
about 35 stanzas ; but adhy. 12 and 22 of our edition contain only 5 stan-
zas each, while adhy. 57 (to mention only one instance) has over 100 stan-
zas. As regards the contents of the adhydyas also there is much’ inconsist-
ency. Thus we frequently find that one adhyiya ends with the remark that
a certain person spoke as follows, and his speech, which may be quite short,
forths fhe beginning of the following adhyaya. Then again the manuscripts
are far from being unanimous in the matter of marking the colophons :
they show I fact wild {206} flactuations. Even the reading of the Parva-
sarhgraha figure is not entirely free from doubt (eg. our Siradd codex gives
the number of the adhydyas as 230 1), though the reading 218 seems highly
probable.

., Under these circumstances, nothing would be easier than to manipulate
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 dene by Professor P. P. S. SAstri 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 Parvasarhgraha figure but the colophons are
mostly at the wrong places. This procedure is the less excusable in his case

1 Cf. Haraprasada SHASTRI, A Descriptive Catal, of Sanskrit A
in the Collection of the Anahc Society of Bengal, Vol. 5, Preface, Pp. xxxi, XXV,
e, @, -




126 PROLEGOMENA

as he is at great pains to create the impression that he is just reproducing
the text of one selected manuseript, correcting only * scriptorial * blunders,
Now his basic manuseript ¢ a7 = our G,) divides the Adi into two separate
major parvans, Adiparvan and Sarhbhavaparvan, with 40 and 200 nup‘)-
bered adhyayas respectively, which makes a total of 240 adhyayas, and which
is neater the Kumbhakonam figure (260) than the Parvasarigraha figure
(218). While correcting “ scriptorial blunders ", Professor SASTRI has, €0 to
g0y, 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 Parvasari-
graha as tegards 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

INTERPOLATION

There has been an extraordinary rcluctance among tcholars to face the
fact that the Mahabhirata manuseripts may contain and do contain quanti-
ties of spurious matter. But there is now no cxcuse for such recaleitrance,
The critical apparatus of this edition contains a unique record of hundreds
of lines which are evidently and unquestionably spurious.  Here is a list of
passages from our Appendix, cach found in one manuscript only ¢ App. 1,
No. 2 {in K, marg. ; containing 4 lines); No. 4 (K,: 14 lines); No. 5
(B, : 23 lines) ; No, 7 (G, ; 4 lines) ; No. 16 (K, 2 9 lines) ; No. 25 (D;: 4
hines) ; No 26 (B, : 6 lines) ; No. 31 (K, : 27 lines) ; No 34 (K,: 6
lines) ; No. 44 (D, : 24 lines) ; No. 49-50 Da, ; 21 lines) ; No. 66 (D¢
47 lines) ; No 70 (G, : 8 lines) ; No. 74 (B, : 9 lines) ; No 94 (D, : 31
fines) ; No 98 (D, : 50 lines) ; etc, 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 irrclevancy ; but the foot-notes contain hundreds, nay
tf ds, of lines of preciscly the same ct 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 manuseripts
for his edition of the Adi in the Southern recension And I am fully persuad-
o that if we vet other ipts, wne shall etill find fresh passages
\vi}ich had never been seen or heard of before. No sane person would main-
tain that these are all original pastages lost in il manuscripts except the few
tate and inferior manuscripts in which they happen to occur

{101} 1t is not always casy, as has already been remarked, to prove
that these ** additional ” pastages 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 ¢kill, and fitted in with cunning
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tion and elaboration is ony an outward 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
{he Mahabhirata from the fate of being consigned to the limbo of oblivion,
which has befallen its sister epics like the Gilzamesh.

{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 cpics
(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 hom, so to say, and boldly added or subs-
tituted, bona fide, details which harmonized better with their own conceptions
of right and wrong or with those of their pious flock.

A PROBLEM IN *“*TEXTUAL DYNAMICS”

After what has been said above, 1t is needless to add that the constituted
text is based on all versions of both recensions and prepared on eclectic prin-
ciples. 1 have given in the text whateser in each case appeared to be support-
ed by the balance of probzbilities, but all important deviations in the mamus-
eripts are noted in the cntical apparatus, so that every reader has, at his dis-
posal, the entire material for controlling and correcting the ccnstituted text,
where necessary.  All important elements of the text—lines, phrases, signi-
ficant words and even word-parts—that are less than certain, are indicated by
a_wazy line printed below them. Slight differences in the spellings of words,
of proper names (e.g. 43 35m) and some minor details (such as the ex-
pietives or the prose formulee 71 217 Giftears, ga: ete) are ignored for this
purpose. This device is, by nature, hard to apply strictly, and there are
bound to be many i ies in its application. I have ined it all
the same with the express object of cbviating all false sense of security. This
vavy line, running through the entire length of the text is, to my mind, the
symbol andwmant remembrancer of this essential fact in  Mahibhirata
La:ufa! cnticiem that the Mahabhirata is not and never wasa fized rigid text,
but is fluctuzting epic tradition, a thime avec variations, not unhke a popular
Indian melody, Our objective should consequently not to be to amve at an
archetype (which practically never existed), but to represent, view and explain
the @ic tradition in all its variety, in all its fullness, in all its ramifications.
OQursis a prqblfm in textual dynamics, 1alker then in textucl statics.
To put it in ather words, the Mahabhirata is the whole of the epic tra-

ditien : the _mt:'rt Critical Apparatus. Its separation 1nto the constituted text
ard the entical notes 13 caly a static i

of a Iy ch
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epic text—a representaticn made for purpose of visualzing, studying and ana-
Iyzing the panorama of the more grand and less grand thought movcments
that have crystallized in the shape of the texts handed down to us mn our
Mahibhdrata manuscripts

WIIAT IS TiIE CONSTITUTED TEXT ?

To prevent misconception 1n the mind of the casual reader, 1t 1s best to
state at first what tht constituted text 1s #of* The editor 1s firmly convinced
that the text {103} presented n this edition 1s #ot anything hke the auto-
graph copy of the work of its mythical author, Mahars1 Vydsa It is not, n
any sense, a reconstruction of the Ur Mahabhairata or of the Ur Bhirata, that
1deal but impossible desideratum It 1s also 210t an exact replica of the poem
recited by Vawampiyana before Janamejaya It is furtber wholly uncertain
how close 1t approaches the text of the poem said to be recited by the Siita
(or Saut1) before Saunaka and the other dwellers of the Naimiza forest

It 15 but a modest attempt to present e version af the epic as old as the
extant manuscript material wall permst us to reach with some semblance of
confidence. It 15, mn all probability, not the best teat of the Great Epic, pos
sible or existing, nor necessanly even a good one It only claims to be the
most ancient one according to the direct line of transmussion, purer than the
others 1n so far as 1t 1s free from the obvious errors of copying and spurious
additions It may be regarded, if the editor has done his work properly, the
ancestor of all extapt manuscripts, or, to be precise, of the manuscripts exa-

runed and collated for this edition  The constituted text cannot be accurate-
ly dated, nor labelled as pertaimng to any particular place or personality
Since our manuscnpts are comparatively modern, our text cannot claim to be
vary cld It goes without saymg that (precisely like every other edition) 1t
15 a mosatc of old and new matter That 1s to say, in an average adhyaya
of this edition (as of any other edition) we my read a stanza of the sccond
century B¢ fcllowed by one wntten in the second century AD  Sometimes
the gap will occur 1n the muddle of a line, precicely as 1 every other edition

“This unevenness and these mequalities are mevitable, conditioned as they are
by the very nature of the text and the tradition

‘The Vulgate text of the Mahabhdrata 1s fairly readable and wili appear
m places, at first sight, to be cven “ better ” than the cnitical text, because the

1 Thus Professor Sastrl (Southern Recension, Vol 1, Introduction, p xin)
writes about this edition Whlst the Poona edition lays ¢laim to constitute the
text of the Mahabhirata as closely as {103} possible té Vydsa'y verston of the
same, the pnnaple underlying this edition  etc  Even Professor Sylvam L&vi
a review of this edition (JA Oct—Dec 1929, p 347) wrote ‘St )osams me per ‘
mettre une suggestion. dans ce domaine, je consellerais A lediteur de renoncer, par
pitie pour nous, a la part meme du travailt qui lw tient Ie piud a cour et qur apporte
a son espnt le plus de satisfaction, lo de * 1Ur Mahabharata comme
il se plast & dire”, etc  (Itahcs mmne!') Both statements are false !

9
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The Vulgate text of the Mahabharata 1s fairly readable and will appear
i places at first sight to be even better than the critical text because the

1 Thus Professor SASTRI (Southern Recension, Vol 1T Introduction p xm)
writes about this edition Whilst the Poona edition lays claim to constitute the
text of the Mahubharata as closely as {103} possible to Vyasa's verston of the
same the pnnaple underlying this edition  etc  Even Professor Sylvamn LEvr 1m0
a reviewd of this edition (JA Oct—Dec 1929 p 347) wrote  Si )owais me per
mettre une suggestion dans ce domame je conseillerais a lediteur de renoncer par
mtie pour nous a la part meme du travail qut lus tent le puug a ceur et qur apporte
a son esprit le plus de satt faction Iz neconstruction de  PUr Mal abharata  comme
1l se plait a 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 worked
at the text to make 1t smooth and casy of comprehension, and to increase its
popularity and usefulnéss 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 cssentially different ages.

The reader will find that the constituted text is by no means smooth, It |
contains fresh instances of loose and archaic linguistic forms and construc-
tions, anacoluthons and lack of syntactical concord. There remain many
contradictions and superflties. There ss evident lack of finish in the hidden
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 narrower
sense of the term—must have been inherent in the old poem Where they
are met with in the critical teat, they are not speculative fiction ; they are do-

d by the ipts tt Ives or at least are inferable from them
with a high degree of probability.

{104} For the shortcomings mentioned above, the constituted text has
merits also. It cleanses the text of puerile modern accretions and obvious
ertors of repetition, which lengthen and weaken the text. It solves a certain
number of textual riddles (bogus kfffas), which were the outcome of long
standing corruptions and unckilful conflation. Tt rescues from undeserved
oblivion many an authentic archaism, which had been gradually custed in the
course of !ransmission.of the text.

Sooner than print up the text of one manuscript, however reliable it
may be, declining to shoulder the responsibilities attaching to the work of an
editor, 1 have ventured on the penlous path of text reconstruction, in the
hope and belhief that it will present a more faithful picture of the original
than any exfent 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

. ils as certain a8 inevitable that in preparing a text like this the editor will
quently make blunders, even gross blund,

1t is to be feared that there is no royal road in this incomparably diffi-
q'xlt field. The only path left open to us by which we may return to the ori-
ginal Mahibhirata or Bhirata is the rough, narrow, scientific foot-path of
tepeated trial and error.  More than one attempt will prcbably have to be
rmade before the ideal is attained. It will, therefore, be prudent not to claim
too much for the first critical edition, nor to expect too much from it

OTHER EDITIONS

. Of the eld editic‘yrfs it must be said that they are creditable performances,
ut 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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cense rendered superfluous by the Critical Edition, although most of the -
formation 1t contans 15 of will be ncluded, m some shape or other, n the
present edition  The guif between the Northern and the Southern recensions
1s so vast, that it 1s extremely difficult, if not practically impessible, to Te-

construct the Southern text, completely and correctly, from the critical netes
of this cdition

The principles on which the text of thus edition of the Southern recenston
of the Mahabhirata 1s prepared have been set forth and briefly discussed
above The cditer, 1t was pointed out, fondly chenishes the unfounded be-
Iscf that he 15 printing a Grantha manuscrpt as ¢ 15, but consciously and un-
censciously he has introduced 0 many 1mportant mnovations, that the test,
as a whole, must be pronounced to be ecleclic, as eclectic as any text—at Ieast
as far as the Adiparvan 1s concerned—published so far  For far less important
acviations frem the manuscrpts have I condemned, above, the cditions of
the Vulgate Judged as an eclechic edition, 1t must be pronounced to be
ferior The prunaple Sastri has lad down 1s a simple one to follow , 1
fact nothing could be simpler , he 15 to prnt the text of a selected manuscript
as it 1s, only correcting clenical errors. And 1t 1s to be greatly regretted that he
dees not follow rigorously this principle.  He constantly flouts 1t, in pursuit of
some 1magary nerm. Clear as his pninciple 1s, us actual procedure 15 some-
what paradoxical e has left innumerable minor “inferior” readings 10
posscssion of the text (when he could have with perfect confidence, 1f net
certainty, put into Tus text the correct readings), because he ostensibly wants
to present the text as it 18 in onc selected manuscript , on the other hand, hie
has hght heartedly, on utterly mncufficient grounds, cffected very substantial
additions {(in one nstance extending to 140 lines), omussions and other un-
warranted alterations (such as transpositions of adhyayas), in the utterly mis
taken (though unque-tionably bona fide) belief that he 15 correcting only the
** scriptonal blunders™ of his exemplar, when they are 1n reality (as 1s shown
by the evidince of cognate versions) nothung of the kand

{106} The subutle “Southern Recension™ 1s perhaps a tnfle ambi
tious, at least as far as the Adi 1s concemed , because, firstly, he has utiized
only <tx Southcmn manuscripts (1 Telugu and 5 Granthas), even less than the
number (18) of the Scuthern manuscripts collated for our edition, and,
<ceondly, he has completely 1gnored one whole Southern version, the import-

ant Malayalam version, mn my opinion, the most ymportant of Southem
Vrsions.

Turther, 1t may be questioned whether the edition dcscf\cs to be calld o
cntical editeen 3t all since as was potted out above, the cditor 15 avowed-
Iy amung only at reproducing the text of one manuscript, categosically re-

sanienz the oblization of the textual entic to restore the text, as far as pos-
ab', o s onynal 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 Northem recension and
absolutely foreign 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 cn which the an-
cient scribes have worked. His edition is a tme lineal descendant of the Ma-
habhirata 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 and cntical notes with the collations of
the manuscripts common to our critical apparatus. The critical notes of the
edition leave much to be desired. He has mostly shown correctly the addi-
tional passages in the manuscripts examined by him ; but he fails, as a rule,
to note the transpositions, omissions, and above all repetitions, which often
are, critically, highly significant, probably again in the erroneous belef that
they are negligible “scriptorial blunders.” Some of them are undoubtedly
so, but not all. Likewise he has not always shown correctly the additions
and omissions of the colophons, and yet he is evidently most anxious to
reach the number 218, given by the Parvasamgraha. All deviations, however
trivial they may seem to him, he should have scrupulously noted, as a matter
of principle, because he must realize that with his utterly negligible critical
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 inevitable
that the discovery of such inaccuracies should give tise 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 advant-
age we derive from having a Southern version of an entire parvan in Deva-

1 See above, p. 108 and foot-note.l.
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1 See above, p. 108 and foot-notes1.
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nagan transenpt, punted in handy volumes because the Southern manuse
cnpts are really most mnconvement for the pumposes of rapid contultation.
1 should be mdeed very ungrateful of 1 did not frankly admut that Professor
SasTPIS edition has been of 1mmense help to me, personally, for the study
of the Southern recension and I have no doubt that st will also help other
worvers 1n the field i future,

There remeans fo- me the pleazant duty of recording 2ll the rent and
2castanee 1 2nd 1y oo'leagues on the Mahobhe ata Editorizl Board have recewved
from d.fferent qarters 11 the course of our lzbotrs 1 this connection,

To Shament Bzlaszheb Pant Prztimdu, B A Ruler of Aundh whose Tera

Lty made 1t in the first ustzna pos=ble fo~ 1h.. Institute to undertake this ambitious
propct—the greatect phil 1 enterpnie Ve 1 Indiza withm fiing me-
mory~1 have to tender o1 behall of myselfl 2ad other prople like mysed!f mterested
12 the study 2nd regenstation of our great Nztionzl Epic, our most «incere and cor

di2l thanks. For the mumwrous masks of personzl kindnees with which the Chief
Saheh has [z oured me, m this connectsion, on all ooczeens 1 have to offer hum the
expresson of my profoend gratitide,  His unfagzmy 262l and srrepressible optimrsm
have helped me to carry on the work in the fare of heavy odds.  The Chuef Saheb
ha2i been plezsed to enli en the dry 2nd saentific character of the work by contre-
buing to this edbon exceflent partings of sanes selected from the Grezt Epsc,
pamtirgs epeaally pepred under his expert guidenee and superviuon, for the
purpaees of this ed i
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But I.desire to make a specal mention of my indebtedness to Mr V P,
VAIDYA, 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 responmibihties of the work The interest of my late lamented fellow-stu-
dent and friend Father ZINMERMANN 1 thi€ project did not flag even a3 he lay,
in 1931, 1n a Nurang Home at Faldwrch, waiting prepared to meet his Maker !
Nothing encouraged me more 1 the early stages of this arduous and fasanating

work than the actne and unwavenng interest with which these two friends fo!
lowed 1t. '

Nepal and Kashmir in the North and Tanjore and Travancore 1n the South
are known to contan vast treasures of unpublished and valuable Sansknt manus
cnipts, and the course of Indologeal studies of the last two or three decades may
be sud to have been dominated by discovenies of outstanding importance made
duning that period 1n the three last mentioned centres. On the other hand, n re
gard to the large and well stocked public and pnvate libranes which are known to
have been in existence 1n the country, Nepal deadedly appears not have contn
buted 1ts quota to the stoch of fresh matenal which 18 now required for unravell
ing further the tangled skein of the history of Indian hterature. Satis Chandra
VIDyABHUSHANA and Haraprased Stastrr among Indians, and Syham Lévi and
Guuseppe Tuccr among Europ have undoubtedly done valuable pioneening worh,

but mn view of the immense possibilities, what has been achieved thus far must be
sad to be tantalizingly httle,

Under these arcumstances, we cannot be sufficently grateful to  Rajagury
Hemara) Panpit, C1 E, Director of Public Instruction, Nepal through whose
good offices the doors of the nch store house of the Nepali matenal were thrown
open to us—matenal which 1s all but maccesable to Indologicts—and we have been
placed 1n a postion ta publish, for the.first time n the hstory of Mahabkarala
studses collations of valuable Nepali manuseripts. This supremely unselfish and
profoundly learned patron of Sansknt studies has really done more than merely sup
plymng to the Institute, free of cost, collations of Nepih manuscnpts available to him
m local ibranes Realizng that there were valuable manu eripts to be had outside
Katt 1, the headquarters of the R; u he cauced a search to be made, at his
own expense, throughout that distant outpost of Hindu culture and awihization, for
old Mahzbharata manuscnpts, and the find of the valuable Ms Ny, the oldest of the
dated manuscnipts of our cntical apparatus, 1s the unexpected and welcome frunt
of the Rajaguru’s exertions in the cause of Mahabhdrata research Only those who
know the difficulties 1n the way of obtaimng any manuscnpt from Nepal will be
1n a position to appreciate fully the debt which the editor and the other members
of the Mahsbhirata Editonal Board, and beyond that the whole world of Indols
gists, owe to the Rajaguru  Sanskntists have much to hope for from the dispassion
ate efforts of this truly patnotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportumty
of placing his immense learming and unbounded resources freely at the dieposal of

all senous workers 1n the field of Sansknt research

{1091 In connection with other help that has been recewved from extra mural
collaborators, I must put on record our specal obhgation to Pandit Vidhushekhara
Sastr1 BHATTACHARYA of the Visvabharati and to M R Ry Rao Saheb T Sambar
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 care
1lly procured collations of manuscripts which are 1n thewr charge or which were
kindly procured by them, on loan, for the purpose, unselfishly supervising the worl
of their collation scentre, at great sacnfice of ther time and labour To Professor
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R Rama Pistarort then Pnnapal of the Sansknt College at Trnppumttura in

Coclun State 1 am indebted for the collations of Malayalam manuscnpts for the
first two adhyayas of this parvan

My special thanks are due to the Managing Commuttees and Trustees of the
following libraries and anstitutions for supplying me with the manuscripts required
by me and allowing me to retan them as long as necessary the Adyar Library
the Baroda Onecntal Institute Benares Sansknt College Mysore Onental Library
Shn Yadugin Yatira) Math (Melkote Mysore) and the India Office (London)
The latter deserves special mention as the only European hbrary I know which
sends out freely it Indian manuseripts on loan back to Inda for the use of In
dan scholars A few manuscripts were sent to me by my kind friends Professor
Sushid humar De Head of the Department of Sanshnt and Bengah Dacca Uns
versity and Professor BHAGA ATTA of the Day da Anglo-Vedic  College,
Lahore 1o whom I wish to thank for thus kind help 1 am obhiged also to Sardar
hist of Indore for the loan of a Nilakantha manuseript The Chief of Idappall
WMr Anwan AcHAN Mr Kallenkara PisuarAM all of Cochin as aleo the Pro-
pretors of the following estates in Cocun Poomulli Mana Avanapparambu Mana
Naren Mana have put me under heavy obligation by sending me freely Malayilam

manuscripts 1n therr possession for collation at a time when it was rather difficult
for me to secure any Malayalam manuscnpts at all

1 desire further to express my gratefulness to vanous scholars who have fol
lowed the publication of the fascicules of this volume with keen interest penod:
cally publishing reviews of them in the Joumals of different learned Soceties re
views expressive of their interest and appreciatton to wit Professors BANERJ
SASTRI BARNETT BELLONIFILiPP! CHARPENTIER § K De Epcerron R Fich
JavaswAL Kovow Knshnaswami  AryaNcar LesNy  Kalidas Nac WELLER
WiNTERNITZ and others. These kind reviewers have adopted umformly a most
courteous and sympathetic tone in their reviews  Their sympathy and courtesy
have always reminded me of those classic hines of Bhartrhari

A el
el frrma. vl g, feams |
1 must next recerd my thanks for the d 1 have uniforml
receved from the bers of the t stafl of the Mahibt Department

of the Institute. Mr 5 N TaoratriKAR M A, Supervisor of Collations was
always by my side helping me with usefu! suggestions when T constituted the text
of the Adt  Mr TADPATRIKAR has been assoctated with the work 1n vanous capd
aities, since 1919 He has asusted my predecessor the late Mr UTGIKAR 1n pre
panng the Tentatne Edition of the Viratpanan and eceng 1t through the press
‘The compil ng of th~ entical notes (printed at the foot of the page) was entrusted
by me to Messew B G Buttor and D V' {1107 Navavane.  For the conscientious
manner 1n which these two gentlemen hmve discharged thewr duty 1 feel greatly
cbliged, since 1t is a most tecrous and trying prece of work o collect the vanant
read ngs from the d flerent collation sherts, and to arrange in a prescnbed form
1o Tules of and mass of
vanants which i and wall remain the unique feature and ghiding achies ement of this
editiont. ‘The Sarads codes was collsted by the Head Shastn of the Mahibhirata
Department  Shankar Shastn BHILAVADIKAR  The comparative pauaty of prnting
rautabes in thie voluma s largely due to the viplence and consaentiousness of the
Collator and Resder KV hrishnamurts StarMa, Sastn of Erode (South India)

n




Photy taken on the occaslon of as At Home glven by Dr. V. S, Sukthankar
en 41 August 1937, alter completing 12 years of work =s General Edltor,

Standing- (left to right) Dr.S. M. Katre, Dr.H D Sharma, Prof. P. K. Gode;
Dr. B. A. Saletore.

Sitting: (left to right) Dr P, L Valdya and Dr, V. S. Sukthankar
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These and other members of my stafl have uniformly worked with exemplary zea) *
and untiring patience, to make a success of this edition, and T gladly take the op-
portunity of putting on record their Joyal help and willing co-operation.

Tt is but right that T thould al'o mention here that the Manager and the ex-
pert compositors of the renowned Niranaya Sagar Press havd rendered ungrudging-
Iy every assistance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which appeared
to me best suited for the purpose of the work, meeting requirements that would
have tried the patience and exhausted the resources of any other press in India...

Last but not Jeast, I must express my profound gratitude to my revered Gurnu
Geheimer Regierungsrat Profewor Dr, Heinricr LOpers of the University of Berhn.
What little merit there may be 1n the precent work is due wholly to that excelient
though somewhat rigorous and exacting training in philological methods which 1
had the benefit of receiving at hiz hands in the Indogermanisches Seminar, as a
student in the Univeraty of Berlin, It is my fitm conviction that there is no living
scholar who has a deeper insight into the history of the Indian epic and the compli-
cadies of its tradition than Geheimrat LUpeErs. It was, thercfore, an unlucky day
in the annals of Mahibhiraty studies when, for lack of sympathetic co-operation
and adequate financial support, he must have been compelled to abandon his epic
studies, and our Great Epic Jost the benefit of redaction at the hands of one of the
greatest hving philologists.  His carly Mahabhirata studies, Ueber die Grantharecen-
sion, Die Sage von Rsyadpiga and the Druckprobe have been to me like beacon

lights in the penlous navigation of the Mahibhirata Ocean, May this work be to
him a small recompense for the great trouble he has taken to initiate me in the
mysteries of textual criticism !

x

August, 1933, Y S SUKTHANKAR
.

-



{115} CONCORDANCE OF THE SCHEME OF ADHYAYAS

n the following three editions the Critical Edition, the Bombay Edition
(Ganpat Knshnay, Saka 1799), and the Madras Edition (Southern Recension, 1931)

|
Cnt. Ed | Bom. Ed. ’ Mad. Ed Cnt. Ed. | Bom Ed. Mad Ed.
|
1 1 1 39 43 35
2 2 2 40 44 36
3 3 3 41 45 7 -
4 4 4 42 46 38
5 5 4 47 39
6 6 5 44 48 40
7 7 6 45 49 41
8 8 7 46 50 42
9 9 a7 51-52 r
10 1o 3 @ 53 4
u n 9 54
12] 12] 50} 55} 4
13 1335 9-10 a1 o 46
1 16 1 pos 5 o
15 u 12 53 5859 | 4849 o
16 18 1B 54 0 49 y1-m
17 19 4 55 61 50
18 20 15 56 6 51
d 2 16 57 ] 53-54
ot 2 - 55
2 b 1 ped & 56
- 2 - 57
21 25 18 2‘: g‘&, s
2 2 1 62 68 79
m} 4 20 & 6 80
24 29 6 70 8l
25 29 21 e n Py
26 30 2 st s =
27 31 = 67 bt 8
z 2 Ll 85-88 i
29 3 = 68-69 74 {88 14
30 3 26 7 = 103-103
3 s 2 n e pes
= b e 72 7 st
2% il = 3 | 78 62
35 3 20 ™" 79 6
% 2 a {116} 75 ) 64
5 i 2 % a1 b
?.7 41 = 4 82 &%
B8 42 3t -
v 8 67
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Crit, Ed. | Bom. Ed. I Mad. Ed. | Crit. Ed. | Bom. Ed. ’ Mad. Ed,
1
79 8 68 118 127 117
80 8 69 119 128129, 118-120
a 8% 70 120 130 {121
82 8 | 71 121 122
83 8 | 72 122 131- 132 1z 123-124 N
8t 8 - 73 123 132,055 | 125-126
85 90 74 124 134 127
86 o1 75 125 135 128
87 92 76 126 136 129
3 93 77 127 137 130
78 g 128 138 131
8 ot {ss. v o — — 132133
90 95 , 52 — 139 134
o1 9%6 29 - 140 135
® {97 %0 129 141 136
98 {91 130 142 137
93 9 o2 131 143 138
94 w0 wet | 182 144 139
95 101 95 133 145 140
9% 102 0698, 134 146 141
a1 103 98,5 9., 135 7 142
o8 104 9.5 50 136 148 143
] 105 100-101 - 149 145. 4y
100 106 102 144
101 107-108 103 137 150 145.,
102]§ 109 104 | 145. 5308
103 110 138 b1 B 146
104 m 105 135 12 147
105 112-113 106. 5 50 140} 153 148
106 114 106. 5142 1414 | { 149
107, 1505 142 154 | 150
08. 4 ; 143 155 151-153. 5
107 115 10. 5, |[117}114 156 | 153,40
110, g5_g2 145 157 | 15
— 116 m 146 158 155
108 u7 12 47 159 156
109 18 106. 45-12 148 160 157
1o 119 107. 4.51 lég 1(192’3 158
107. 5570 1 162-163. 5 159.
m 120 { 108. 5156 151 163. 405 159. ,,ilz(igo
12 121 108. 377y 152 164 11
u3 122 109-110. ,; 165
110.,,., 154 166 162
14 w1 ot 155} 167} 6
tus — 163
15 124 114 } 168} 164
us 125 115 157 169
17 126 116 158-159 170 166-168
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Bom. Ed. | Mad, Ed | Ciit. E& | Bom. Ed l Mad. Ed,
n 169 183 201
172 170 194 202 195.
- [t 1% 203 e
1172
1% 204
174 1 } } 196
175 } 173 7 %5
176 174 198 206
- 175 19 207 } 197
176 200 208 19
178 ‘ 177 201 200
179 202 210
1&0} 178 203 211 200
181y 204 212
. 205 213 ¢ 201
182 179 206 214 202
183 180 207 215 203
184 165 208 216
185 181 209 217 } 204
185} 182 210 218 205
w7 211 219 205
212 220 207-208
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191 185 205216 | 223205 | 204uyy 408
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195
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198 191 } } 217
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200.4, 18 440 24 233
20044 } 195. 127 zzs;} ! zu;? 218




INTRODUCTION'
THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

The manuscripts utihzed for this edition of the Arapyakaparvan are as
follows ¢

1. N(orthern) Recension,
(a) North-western Group (v).
Siradi (or Kasmiri) Version (S).
, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No 159 of
1875-76  (The $3radd Cedex )
Devanigari transenpts of the Saradi Yor Kasmuri) Versien (K).
{, = Poona, Bombay Gewt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 471 of
Visrimbag -1
K, = Poona, BORI, Mbh. Coliection, No. 15 ( = Insutute’s Collection,
No 216). Dated V. Sain 1828 and $aha 1693 (ca. AD. 1772)

K; = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection, (deposited at the BORI), No 181 of
1891-95.

K, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No 57 of
1882-83,

(&) Central Group (y).
Bengali Version (B).
B, == Dacca, Umversity Library, No. 495, Dated Saka 1393 (ta. a.p. 1471),
B, = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 781 Dated Saka 1183 (ca. Ap
1261).
B; = Dacca, University Libraty, No 601. Dated Saka 1678 (ca. AD 1756).
B, = Dacca, University Library, No 728 B Dated Sahka 1739 {ca ap 1817)
Devanagari Versions ofher than K (D).
Devanigari Version of Caturbhujamisra {Dc)
Dz, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 32 of
A 1879 80,
Dc, = London, India Ofice Library, No. 3170 (1908). Date a.p. 1765 (7).
Devanigari Version of Nilakantha (Dn).
Dn, = Indore, Private Property of Sardar M. V. KiBE of Indore. Dated V.
Sam. 1839 (ca ap 1783). -
Dn, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No 236 of
1895-1902.
Dn, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (depostted at the BORI), No. 496 of
Vidrambag I
Devanigari Composite Version.

D, = Poona, Bombay Govt Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 269 of
Visrambig 1L

'

* [to Aranyakapervan).
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{2} D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 229
of 18951902, Dated V. Sari 1795 (ca. AD. 1739).

D, = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 168 of

" 1887.91. Dated in year 1677, probably V. Sarhwat (then = AD. 1620).

D, = Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 767. Dated V, Sarh. 1655 (ca
AD. 1599).

D, = Pudukottah, State Library MS, (without number). Dated V., Sarh, 1712

. (ca. AD. 1656).
D, = Madras, Adyar Library, No, 36 G. 15,

11. S{outhern) Recension. ‘
Telugu Version (T).
T, = Lahore, D. A. V. College Libsary, No. 3908,
T, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. .
Grantha Version {(G).
G, = Meikote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number),
G, == Pooaa, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No. 53 (= Institute’s Collection, No, 266),
G, = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No, 11839,
G, = Pudukottah State Library, No. 322.
Malayilam Version (M). -
M, = MS, (without number) bel
Alwaye, Travancore.
.M, = Malabar, Poomulls Mana Library, No. 299,

to P tkottu Mana Nambudiripad,

DETAILED ACCOUNT OF THE MANUSCRIPTS
EA
(The Sirada Codex.)

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 159 of
1875-76. Tofal nmber of folios, for this parvan, 192 (some frayed and patched
at ends), with about 24 lines 1o 2 page. Sizo 127 X19”. Clear Sarada characiers,
Birchbark (bhiirjapatra).

The codex, which is unfortunately incomplete and fragmentary, must
have originally contained at Jeast the first three parvans (Adi, Sabhi, and
Arzpya or Aranyaka), writtch, as far as gne can judge, by the same hand.
The extant portion contains the Sabhi in its entirety, but only fragments of
the other two parvans, the beginning of Adi and the end of Aranyaka being
fost.  The text of Aranyaka begins on fol. 211a, line 13 and ends, or rather
breaks off, at the end of 2 folio marked 194b (sic). The numbering of the
pages is most crratic. Thete ase in all 192 folios pertaining to this parvan. The
fragment breaks off in the middle of our 3. 253. 18¢, ending with the words @
qnyr{r:'m. The margios are mostly clean, and corrections are few and
far between.  Erasures have been made in a few places with green pigment.
{3} In rood many places (eg, folios numbered 156a, 185h, ‘186a, 193b,
1943, ¢te) the saibe has written dots to denote portions of the text which
were either lost or illegible to him: sign of a conscientious copyist. On
fol. 220, some stanzas which had been omitted (? hapl.) in the text have
bren written on the margin (sec. m.), in a diffcrent and inferior ink. The top
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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), Visrimbig
I, No. 471, Folios 486 (numbered 55540 ; first 54 folios missing), with about 10
lines toi a page. Suze 123" X 51". Devanigari characters. Tlun glazed superior
Indian paper.

* First 54 folios are lost ; fol. 55 begins with 3. 32, 42, Number 237 is
given to two consecutive folios, but the sccond folio thus marked is sub-
sequently corrected {sec. #.) 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 side;
and at the end of this folio is the remark :spggrfy ol ot foftad W Regd @ . the
contents of this folio (485) have been copied out again sec. m. (on a separate
sheet. of modern paper with watermarks), including the final remark BT
... BEEd | n, with the addition, siReg | Feamreg, b wosh g S0l o,
which shows that the” copyist of this sheet was some Gujarati scribe. The
handwriting of the original, which is }_{ashmman in style is not quite uniform :
some folios show very thick, black, broad upright characters, while others are
appreciably thinner and somewhat slanting. Frequently in the colophons, and
the references to speakers, only alternate letters are written, blanks being left
to be filled with red ink, which,. however, has not been done. Mere folds,
without vertical lines, mark the right and left margins of folios. The ink used
is jet black and of a superior quality. The sub-parvan names gge generally

mentioned.

K.

Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection No. 15 (= Institute’s Collection, No. 246),
Folios 300, with about 14 lines to a page. Size 13}” X 63, Devanigari characters,
Dated V. Samvat 1828 and Saka 1693 (ca. AD. 1772). Grey Indian paper.

This manuscript is describéd as D, at p. viI of the Introduction to the
Udyogaparvan, for which parvan it was first used. The name of the scribe,
which comes after the date (year) at the end of this parvan, appears as :
Sow feurd Rt 1 o agwigs; the day and month come Jast : &yt enur-
999 1Y% A Huin, In the Udyogaparvan, the scribe’s name is given as Kaé-
mirlya Sadananda. Very' incorrect, containing numerous little errors of spell-
ing, such as writing 3 for g. Adhyaya colophons and margins are marked
with red pigment, corrections with yellow pigment. Marginal (vertical) Hnes
of pages are in black and red, separated by a thick yellow line. The manu-
script is almost without any marks of punctuation. The dandas were probably
to be marked with red ink, but the {4} revision was never actually carried
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out It may be noted that this 15 a parvan from an almost complete manus-
cript of the Mahabhirata written by one hand, and as such important

K,

Poona, Bombay Govcrnment Collection (deposited at the BORI), No 184 of
189195 Tokos 285 with about 17 hmes tor 2 page  Size 104" ¥ 5}  Drevanigan
characters, Indian paper

Total number of folios 1s 294, of which fol 270, 272 279 are missing l‘pl
152a has only six lines of wnting the greater part of the folio being left
plank and the wnting continued on the reverse, without any loss of text In
the references to speaker the word gy (resp g ) 1s generally omitted ,
the nams of the speaker to be generally given n some abbreviated form hike
77, 331, arf The manuscript scems to be fawly old  The edges especially
of the last folios, are brittle and wom  Characters are short and broad, 1@
presenting an old style of wnling 1 Wrting 1s mncorrect on the wnole.
There arc occasional corrections in margin (sec #.)  Adhydya colophons
and names of speakers arc generally coloured with red pigment  The manus
cnpt mentions <ub panvans as a ale. It docs not distinguish htween z and
g3 both are again often confused with g

Kl

Poona Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No 57 of
188283  Tolios 370 (numbered 52 421), with about 10 lines tu a page  Size
123 ¥ 51" Devanigan charaiters Ol Tndian paper

Turst 51 folios are lost, fol 52 begins with 3 36 15 The hand wntig
of the manusenpt, though 1t seems to be of one senbe, 15 not umform For
some portion we have large round letters with flounishes, while for others
the characlers are thin and upnght Prsthamitrds are almost mvanably
used  Margmnal notes, especially vanants, are woiten, (sec m ) with the
clear romark that it 15 a patha, there are explanatory notes also wnitten on
the margins  Colophons references to speakers and <loka endings (the
fatter sporadienlly) are marhed with red pigment—The manuseript breaks
off at the last folio (421), where 5t ends v ith the colophon of the Inst adhy iya
of this parvan  Therc 1s no pkalasruli nor the list of contents which we
often find at the end of Mahibhirata manuseripts

1
Dacea, Unsseruty Labrary, No 495 Folios 1323 21d 325 Dengale characters.
Dated Sahz 12393 (ca. Ab 1171} Paper  Shghtly damaged

The manuscnpt contamns 120 correetson ships, one xdween fo! 163 and
161 and another biween fol 247 and 248 —Collatet at the Visvebbarats
B,
Sertimbrtan Vievabharan Librany No 781

Folior 261 Size 20° > 437
l:;?;::x 'tlk:xmmm Dated Saba 1183 (e AD 1261)  Paper—Collated «f the l‘u
al
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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, Tt was collated in 1931. With lapse of years its condition is said to
have become steadily worse—Collated at the Visvabharati.

. B’ .

Dacea, University Library, No. 601. Fohos 326 (fol. 141 wrongly numbered
as 142 and the mistake continued up ta fol 240 ; fol. 241 wrongly numbered as 231,
and the mistake continued upto the end; fol. 227 duphcated). Bengali characters.
Dated $aka 1678 (ca. Ap, 1756). Paper.—Collated at the Visvabharati.

Bl

Dacca, University Library, No. 728 B Folios 280 (fol. 185 wrongly num-
bered as 285, and 214 as 215). Bengali characters. Dated Saka 1739 (ca. AD.
1817). Paper.—Collated af the Visvabharali.

. De

Poona, Bombay Government Collection {deposited at the BORI), No. 32 of A
1879 80. Folios 506, with about 11-13 lines to a page. Size 13}" X 6”. Devanagari
characters. Indian paper,

Text with commentary of Caturbhujamiéra entitled Vakyadipikd. The
handwriting 1s not uniform : it begins with a longish upright style, which
gradually becomes slanting towards right, up to fol. 164 ; fol. 165 begins with
a broad, short, round, broken style up to folio 265 ; from the next fol. (266),
the style of writing again becomes long, slanting and thin ; and towards the
end the lettering becomes a little thick and bzold. Right and left margins are
marked by double lines in red, and stops in the text and the commentary, are
also marked by double dandas in red. The lower borders of folios of this
manuseript are a little soiled by damp.

Dc,

London, India Office Library, No 3170 (1908). Folos 502, with about 10-14
lines to a page. Size 15§ X 6}". Devanagari characters. Date of writing AD,
1765 (7). Indian paper.

Text with commentary of Caturbhujamiéra, entitled Vakyadipiks. 1765
is the date given by EGGELING in the India Office Catalogue (1899), though
the manuscript itself appears to be undated.

. Dn,

Manuscript belonging to Sardar M. V. KiBe of Indore, on loan at the Insti-
tute. Folios 523, with about 11 lines to a page. Size 16” X 6! Devanigari cha-
racters. Dated V. Sarhvat 1839 (ca. Ap. 1783). Thick Indian paper

{6} Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, called Bhiratabhavadipa,
The date of writing this parvan is noted on the backcover as: o 9¢3%
A FEE T R WA FESEEATET | ER—

The first; part of this manuscript is desecribed as Dn,, at p. xvi of the
Prolegomena to the Adiparvan, dnd the details of that description apply to
this parvan also.

10
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Dn,

Poona Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORID), No 236 of
1895 1902 Fo'lo» 768, with about O lmnes to a page  Size 15} ¥ 7' Devani
gari characters Thick Indian paper

Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, called the Bharatabhivadipa
The manuscript 1s woitten m a umformly neat upright handwnting Rught and
left margns are marked by two double lmes 1 red  Double dagdas 1n red
are used on some folios to mark the stops 1n the text as well as i the com
mentary  Adhyaya colophons 1n both tne text and the commentary are also
i ted ink. On <ome pages continuations are written on the nght side along
the marginal red hines

Dn,

Poona Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Virambag 1
o 496 Folos 626, with about 12 lines to a page  Swize 16” £ 6}" Devanagan
characters  Indian paper

Text with the commentary of Nilakantha, called the Bhératabhévadipa
The manuscript has sts night and left margins marked with close double lines
1 red as usual  The first three folios and the last foho have an slluminated
border with floral designs  The wnting, though incorrect, 15 bold and upright
Numerous corrections are made 1n the text by using yellow pigment. Fol 401
439 are wnitten wath ink of a faint black colour Subsequent portion 15 wniten
n a shaky style, ~th short and round letters There are also margmal cor-
rections, entered sec ., throughout the manuscpt  Adhyaya colophons are
marked with red mgment The last colophon 1o the ¢ ary 15 left 1n
complete, and the last but one fol (625) breaks off with s qFzRRg, The
firet eloka of the Virdta too 1s left incomplete, while the last folio ss num
bered 626 m one (night bottom) comner and 627 1 the other (left top) cor

rer  The usual table of contents 1s alco wanting  All this suggests that the
actual fol 626 1s lost.

Dl

Poonz, Bombay Gor ernment Collection (deposited at the BORI), Vi'rambag I,
No 269 Folios 225 with about 16 hnes to a page  Suze 18”7 / 6}  Devanigen
charactess Old Indian unglazed paper

A few folios of this manuscnipt are mussing.  This manuscnpt was writ-
ten b, the same senbe who wrcte manusenipt No 266 of  Vidsambag 11
which 1s descnibed as Dy, at pp xx of the Prolegomena to the Adiparvan. Most
{olios of thus manusenipt have a soiled appearance, while the last (225} reveals
at 13 top left comer signs of burning by {7} fire, some folios are partly
damaged  The manusenipt 1s carefully wmitten 1n 2 perfectly uniform style
&7d the characters are short and sound  The name  afjgfiy 13 whitten 1t
the lower nzht marmin above the folio number  The corrections 1n the text
are made by ddeting the ongmnal incorrect reading wath yellow pigment and
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putting in the correct one in black ink. Adhydya colophons and rcferences
to speakers are marked with red pigment. - .
D,

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No, 229 of
1895-1902. Folios 234, with about 15 lines to a page. Size 14]” X 6}". Devanagari
characters, Dated V. Samvat 1795 (ca. AD, 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. The
manuscript is very corrupt and full of spelling mistakes. It frequently writes
g for 7 and sometimes 3 for g; in other words, it confuses 5 and g,
1t likewise confuses g and g, The date is given as : g3q Ju’Y 58 YR
(read ypwg Yak s1e(2) a0

D,

Poona, Bombay Government Collectson (deposited at the BORI), No. 168 of
1887-91. Fohos 240, with about 11 lines to a page. Size 13}” X 5”. Devanigari
characters Dated in year 1677, probably V. Samvat (then = 1620 Ap). Old
Indian paper. °

An old and valuable but fragmentary manuscript with many folios miss-
ing, some ‘of which havd been subsequently replaced, being written sec. nu.
Many of the folios are badly mutilated, carelessly copied and full of scribe’s
mistakes. The last preserved folio but one is numbered 372 and breaks off
with our 3 273. 102 ; while the last folio, which has its borders womn away and
is pasted on to another sheet of paper, has the last three §lokas of the parvan,
and the final colophon but no contents or phalasrutt  The date is given as :
9% v W T AvIR R gE 93 ar gearae. The specification of the era is
lost on a,missing portion of the folio, but it 15 probably the Vikrama era
{Caitradi). In that case it would, correspond to Thursday, the 28tk September
1620 Ap. The edges of some folios are coloured yellew ; while for margins
there are four close lines in black, on the night and left. Handwnting is up-
even and there are many corrections Single or double dandas are used to
mark the stops. There are corrections entered sec. m. on the margins and at
some places 1n the text also by using yellow pigment. Colophons and refe-

rences to speakers are marked by red pigment in many places. The scnbe
writes g for g, and makes little distinction between =z and g7, as also
betweep q and 3,

- . P,

Baroda, Oriental Institute Labrary, No 767. Folios 437, with about 11 lnes
to a page. Size 12” X 4§". Devanagari characters Dated V. Samat 1655 (ca.
AD 1599). OId Indian paper.

{81 The characters are short and round, which later become thin and

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
adhyiya 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 contaming the date and some other details comes after
the last colophon : #g. 36wy, o Arg g8t © ARAEL A1 Mg Aearr |
qeE T A1 (sic) o o geing § G TEgdR 0 dad Sl e T
QS 1 fri A Go ggm 93§ 9y smi it Then follows sec. a. @ |-
TP e Az Ut AR JRm Sl
sgmtt o3 oAl aa gk gwE 1

Ds

Pudukottah, State Library Manuscnipt {without number), Folos 334, with
about 10 Uines 1o & page  Size 143" X 5{”. Devardgari characters Dated V.
Samvat 1712 (ca AD 1636). Indian paper.

Many of the folios are coloured yellow on both the sides; margins are
marked to the right and left, by two black lines with one red line in the mid-
dle Double dandas in red mk are used to mark stops in the text. There
are a few marginal corrections, added sec m. Those in the body of the text are
made by using yellow pigment. The characters are uniformly longish and
upright  The date is given at theend as : ) gui% elRwrgd §3T 9992 W,
No name of the seribe or place of writing is mentioned.

D,

Madras, Adyar Library, No 36 G 15 Folios 303 (including a Sodhapatia
beanng number 199}, with about 12 hnes to a page Size-54" X13}”. Devanz-
gari characters. Old Indian paper

Style of handwnting is uptight and narrow. Double dandas in red ink
are u<ed to indicate stops  Margins have, 1n places, additional stanzas, glos-
scs etc. added sec. m Many pages are coloured yellow ; the right and left mar-
gins are marked by fine double bines in black, the mtervemng space being co-
loured red.  The manuscript has a very old appearance, with worn and fray-
ed folios —A scparate additional folio, numbered 199, written (sec. m.?) on
both sides is inserted as a Sodhapatra after fol 199 with the remark :

TR ORI AT %2 0
T

Lahote, D. A. V, College Library, No 3908 Folios 144, with zbout 13 lmnes
to a page. Suze 18" X 13*  Telugu characters  Palm leaf
Trcomplete, brioking off ot 3 297 €0

T,

Tanjore, Ssraswath: Mahal Library, No 11809 Folios 146 (numbered 248-
ﬁ). with shout 12 hnes 10 a page  Size 293° ¥ 24"  Telogu characters. Palm-
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{91 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.

- G,. N

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library Manuseript (without number): Folios
130 (numbered 165-294), with about 15-21 lines to a page Size 183" X"13".Grantha
characters. Palm-leaf,

The manuscnpt contains the first four parvans and a part of the fifth.

G,

Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No. 53 (= Institute’s Collection, No. 266).
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, Mysore,
It is in a very good state of preservation, only one folio (149) being broken.
‘The manuscript is undated, but it does not appear to be very old. The mar-
gins are clean ; but there are a few interlinear corrections.

G; .

. Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11839. Folios 277 (numbered 75-351),
with about 9 lines ta a page. Size 21" X 1}”. Grantha characters. Palm-leaf,

The manuscript, which contains parvans two and three, seems to be old.
At fol, 75, the Sabhiiparvan ends and the Aranyakaparvan begins thereafter
immediately. After the end of the Aranyaka, about five §lokas from the
Virdta are written on the fast folio (351, which indicates that the manus-
Tipt originally contained some more parvans.—Collated at Tanjore.

. G,

Pudukottah, State Library, No. 322, Folios 168, with about 10-14 lines to a
page. Size 19” X 2f". Grantha ch: Palm-leaf —The ipt contains
parvans Nos, 3 and 14-18.

M,

Travancore, Alwaye. From the private Library of Ponhohottu Mana. Folios
300, with 8 or 9 lines to a page. Size 174" X 2", Malayalam characters. Palm-leaf,

‘The leaves have been cut regularly and are of uniform size. The manu-
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. Fohos 259, with about 9 lines tg a
page. Size 213" X 13", Malaydlam characters. Palm-leaf.

{10} The numbering of the folios begins with the second folio, the first
being marked =y 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 comer of the last folio (numbered 258) 18 broken off
and part of text 15 lost. The margms are clean, corrections, which are
mterlinear, are few and far between

BMANUSCRIPTS NOT INCLUDED IN THE CRITICAL APPARATUS

Besides the twenty-eight manuscripts detailed above, the following two
manuseripts were also ¢xamined by me, which deserve notice
1 Calcutta, Royal Asmatic Soucty of Bengal Collection, No 3312 (4065)
Pohos 166, size 13" X 10" Sarada characters. Dated Saka 1630 (ca. AD 1708)
hasmun paper
2 Bombay Branch of the Royal Asatic Society’s Collection, No 956 (=
BD 245) Folos 235 with about 15 lines to a page, size 1447 X 61", Old Deva
nagan characters  Dated Samvat 1573 (ca. AD 1516) Incian paper iustrated
The dated Sarada manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of
Bengal 15 a very fragmentary and fragile manusenipt, 1 an extremely delaps
dated condition. ‘The custodians of the manuscript would not part with it
for collation at the Institute, but allowed 1t to be collated and photographed
on the premises of the Society  The difficulty 1n the way of collating- as of
photographing—1t was that many of the folios were stuck together and could
be separated only at the nisk of damaging the wnting. A partial study of the
manusenpt showed that the basic text 1s probably Kaémun but it 13 contamt
nated deeply from the Mid Indian versions (Bengali Devanagan) The ma
nusenipt 15 bnefly desenbed 1n Haraprasada SuastrI's Descrsptive Calalogue,
Vol 5 at p 106 A facsimule of a page from this manusenpt, contamng
the text from 3 242 20” to 243 157, 1s given at the end of Volume 4 of this
edition. Note the bits of commentary (F1x7) wrongly incorporated, m hines
910 and in lines 1213
The other manuseript, vhich belongs to the Bombay Branch of the Royal
Asatic Sotiety, 13 on the other hand an extremely valuable old manuscript,
dated 1n V' Sasvat 1573 (= AD 1516) Tt would have been fully collated
and used for our edition, but for the arcumstance that 1t 13 also sery frag
mentary, nearly one-third of the number of folios beinz unfortunately, 1e
coverzbly lost. The onminal manusenpt was wntten at Yoginipura (modern
D) dunng the ragn of “Sulitran Sikandara’, who appears to be the
famous Sikandar Shah Lod: Sultan of Dl for Bhinudasa Chaudhari—a
rendent of Kacchauvd (a * water fortress™, Jaladurge)* The manusenpt was
constantly {11} consulted by me 1 case of doubt to see what help 1t could
give. 1 have ated ats evidence occasionally, 1n the * Cntical Notes  at the

of wrme impoctance,, for all zround, the gond 18 strevn wath fragments rerel
1
fne aculptire, and Aolf seav up the hall the nam of o !t::plr ;ar; \wb(eo‘ o 7
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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 : - .

firmvg EdeRT: SRESTRRAT o e | S0 SAg AW §e g6 g
S 10 G a9 0w AR ¢ @ 0 acy AFRRgR o glenae
Rrigtiroey savwE | | sl ssdmsegt 1 0 dagdfmi: o fea
T <y BT 1 ey g9 Sl gy g g den (1) <Al iR ®
g ATy et Rt + ot srreier 1 ( sign ) Reardied
(sign ) | waEEE 0 U o A 0 L Sord SemeRd fifedud | wemnd
@ vd 53R g 1l 0 SORA s ) Rggeng fwre ( read Bt Rt
a3 g e (read™ M )1 g qEgIA N g1 Ng

The manuscript is briefly described in H. D. VELANKAR's Descriplive
Cwniatogue of the Society’s manuscripts, Vol. 2, p. 292.

TESTIMONIA

The testimonia of the Aranyaka consist of ancient commentaries and
epitomes, of which there are not very many in the case of this parvan

Devabodha's commentary on the Aranyaka has unfortunately been lost,
or at least has not been recovered so far. The same is true of the Javanese
version. This parvan thus unfortunately lacks two of the oldest—and the
most important—of the testimonia of the Mahibhirata,—works which have
rendered yeoman service in some of the parvans already edited

As regards other works of that nature, there is, as far as I know, ‘extant

at least one complete manuscript of the commentary of Arjunamiéra on the
Aranyaka. It belongs to the Government Sansknt College Collection 1n Cal-
cuttd (No. 310); cf. Catalogue, Vol. 4, p. 190. There are also incomplete
copies of the commentary in the Sanskrit College at Benares (MSS No 2279 ;
and 7165 34). I had the use of a rough copy of the Calcutta Sansknt
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 be
full of clerical errors and was not exactly suitable for collation It was there-
fore used by me merely for occasional consultation. The text used by Arjuna-
miéra is, as usual, of a superior type, and his commentary would repay care-
ful study, if good manuscripts of the commentaty could be obtained A fac-
simile of the single extant page of a paper manuscript of what proved to be
Arjunamiéra’s commentary on the Aranyakaparvan, written in S3radd cha-
racters and’ included by chance in the $iradi 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 is
3.133.20 to 134 9 Note the consecutive numbering of the lines m the left
margin
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Another useful festimonium of the Mahibhérata 15 the Bharatemaiijati
of Ksemendra Ksemendra summanzes the Aranydka m about 2000—to be
precise 1964—stanzas divided into the following 51 sections :

123 (1 ) et ; (2 ) Boga 5 (3 ) goageam; (4 ) ¥t (5)
prficra’s (6 ) aerwa; (7)) i (8 ) vz (9 ) wEwA;
(10) wvme ; (11) gowridnen; (12) derfdan; (18) et (14)
e, (15) adiie; (16) Gy (17) s (18)
s ; (19) EEivi ; (20) e (21) 3 5 (gZ)msz;
(23) gmza; (24) g, (45) g (26) S (27)
PriFreTaTa ; (28) dvmepivdar; (29) e (30) Aweeren; (31) 8w
qeT ; (32 ) SrerarEI ; (33) AT (34) mpvegmAeal (=), (3%)
w7 (36) wpiwen; (37) srgimem; (38) wgmdme; (39)
o, (40) e (41) Awimwmme; (42) duam; (49)
it (44) avign; (45) wwemwd; (46) hddhE; (47)
A ; (48) wimeT ; (49) mfregawa ; (50) greewe; (51) A
From this list of contents, 1t can be seen that almost all the storses and
episodes which v.e now find 1n our text of the Aranyaka were there already 10
Ksemendra s time (ca. 1050 AD)  The parvan must therefore have had then
the same general form and appearance as now  More significant 13 the fact
that all impostant passages—without exception—that are lacking 1n our manus-
cnpts of the Kaémin version are likewsse mussing 1n the Mefyei This fact
alone cannot prove that these passages were Jacking 1n the Kalmiri version of
the deventh century  Somne or even all of them could have been ommtted by
a poet who was making an epitome of an extensive work like the Aranyaka
parvan  he would be within huis nights in doing so  But the Masiari does not
cemit any imporiant epuode or passage which 15 not omtted at the same time
m the Ka‘min version of the Great Eprc. Consequently, unless the version of
the Aranyakaparvan used by Ksemendra was nearly indentical with ouwr
Kalmiri verson, the comcadence that our Ka$mirf manuseripts omut just

those which K: dra had considered not worth mncluding 1 hus
epitorne, ard ro other, would be etremely cunous, 1f not mraculous. It
scems accordingly most probable that the epsodes which are not found 1
Ksemendra's Mafizan were already Iacking n the Kaémirs sereson of the Mahd

bhirala n the eleventh century 1 thunk, therefore, that with the help of this
testrnonen we can establish for the omissions of the Katmist version an ant

quity much higher than that voucheafed solely by the aze of our ranuscripts,

which are later by some centuries than the peniod of the composition of Kée-
mendra's Bharatomaiijet

Noteworthy among such omiesons of the Meiijeri are the following three
e T

? Tt woth notng that our $8radi Codex umformly wntes F278C for o6t

<.
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lengthy passages (1) the Temptation of Arjuna by Urva& (App I, No 6),
(2) Kama'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
trons has mnsmuated 1tself in the manuscripts of almost all versions and 1s now
lackng only 1 some manuscripts of the Kasmuri version1 The second among
them 1s documented only by Devan3garl manuscripts, excepting a few con
flated manuscripts of other versions, consequently its claim to be recognized
as an authentic passage 1s not very substantial Finally, the last passage mn
troducing Durvésas into the story, a passage which s really restricted to the
Nilakantha version, with the casual support of a few DevanAgari and <ome
conflated manuscripts, does not really come into question , because 1ts spurious
character 15 very {137 evident and does not need an elobate proof 2 -

The versions of the commentators Caturbhuja and Nilakantha are des
cribed below under the Devandgari version

PEDIGREE OF THE ARANYAKAPARVAN VERSIONS

Vyasa’s Bharata

Ur Mahabharata

y
o

(R

I - |
| e _ b
Sar!adé K Benlgaln (NOX‘I K) Telugu Grax!tha Malayalam
(8) (B) Dev(al.r)f;gan (T) (G) (M)

1 See below p 160
2 With this story disappears one of the very few episodes n the Mahabharata
i which $n Krsna 1s represented as heaning from a distance as st were by clair
di or divine e, the prayers of his distressed devotees and as erther
coming snstantly to their help 1n person or providing invisibly the means of their
rescue or safety ‘The other episode I had 1n mund which has hkewise proved to
be an mterpolation 1s the well known scene in the Sabhiparvan of the disrobing
of Draupadi (Draupadi vastra harana) when, according to the Vulgate verston
Draupadi prays to $n Krsna, wha hears her prayer and comes runmng to her rescue
( @7 YEE v gy aeanaarg! B 2. 68 45), and she 1s clothed agamn and
again muraculously, but presumzbly by the intervention and grace of Sn Krma
They undoubtedly represent a later phase of Kywna 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 toptc of the
Third Book, the Aranyaka—(Aranya—or Aranya—) parvan, commonly
called (for short) the Vanaparvan, whose extent 18 between 11,000 and 12 000
glokas (1¢ ¢ granthas } The actual meidents narrated pertamning to the hife-
story of the heroes 1n this parvan are indeed few and ummportant compar-
¢d to the size of the book. The cntire narrative has been condensed by
K dra 1n his Bhar ijari 1nto less than 2 000 stanzas without omitting
any of the mamn ncidents The great extent of the parvan has been made
up by the incluston of episodes of the most diverse kind  stories of ancient
kings, sages and virtuous women , description of places of pilgnimage (firtha
yalra), diccourses {14} on moral, ethical and philosophical topics, ancient
gathds and anuvaméa stanzas It was a fachion for some time to obelize this
episodic matter as late interpolation  But that 15 a misguided view, ongmnating
with a certam type of critics who have exhibited a umform lack of under
standing of the meaning of the Mahabhirata and of the basic plan and aim
of the ereators of our great epic  The epreodical matenal n the Mahibhd
rata 15 1n general, not secondanly introduced , it belongs to the ongmal

plan and scrves a distinct purpose.  As PIsaNt has pointed cut mn his paper
on the “ Rise of the Mahibharata ”, the bulk of didactic and episodic matter
has been used to fill up the great “ temporal hiatuses” in the narrative, iz,
i the first place, the twelve years of exile 1n forest (Aranyaka), and then the
long interval between the end of the Bhdrata War and the last adventure of
the Pandasas (Sants and Anuéasana)  * This distnbution’, 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 penods mi
nutely narrated and cthers rapidly surpassed  In a not different manner Ho-
mer introduces often drlogues and episodic stories when he must conceal the
flowmng of times without noteworthy events.t

‘The episodic matenial 15 largely Purdinic 1n character Many of the Pu-
raye stories we find here narrated over again Moreover, as the references
fiven 1 the foot notes to the text and the cnitical notes at the end of this
Book (pp 1091 1109) will show, there 15 considerable verbal agreement bet
ween the epie and Purdme versions of the stories  The Puranas which show
the clocest contact and widest parallchem are the Skanda, Padma and Brah
ma. The entire story of Skanda (adhy 213 221), together with the passage
contming the 108 names of the Sun (our adhy 3 etanzas 18-28), recurs

A Volume of Ea tetn end Ind
e aihyetume o tan Studses fresented to Prof F W Thomas
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.almost verbatim in the Skanda Purdpa. The story of the Bhargava sage
Cyavana and the princess Sukanyd, the prose story of the Frog-girl, and a
ronsiderable portion of the Ramopakhyina 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 Purina, which, moreover, has a por-
tion of the story of Markandeya in common with the Aranyakaparvan. Fur-
thermore, sections of our tirthayitra are to be met with again in the Padma
and Matsya. A Bengali manuscript* of the Padma Puréina contains besides a
version of the RéyaSmga legend. In all these cases, the parallelism of ver-
bal expression of the epic and the Puriinic 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 the
Kiirma, Vardha, Vayu, Vignu, Visnudharmottara, and in the Harivarhsa.
Our recensions of the Purdnas are admittedly of a very late date, and it
is not to be expected that the Mahabhirata would have borrowed any of its
matenal from our Purdnas. The claim that the the Mahibharata owed certain
geographical and cosmographical sections of the Bhismaparvan to the Padma
Purana, preferred by Luise HILGENBERG,2 [15] has been answered and liqui-
dated by, Rao Bahadur Professor Dr. S. K. BELVALKAR, who has shown that
in reality the converse of this proposition is true® This scholar has now
shown from internal evidence that the Padma Purdna must have wntten up
its geographical section from the information supplied by the Mahabhirata
Similarly, the question of relationship between our Pulastya Tirthayatrd and a
very similar episode mn the Padma Purina has heen discussed by my assistant,
Mr. M. V. VADvA, M A, who has likewise shown from intrinsic evidence that
the Mahabhirata passage is the source of the Padma Puriina version.®
N It must, however, be admitted that although in most cases the compilers
of our Puranas appear to have drawn themr material from the Mahabharata, .
there may be—indeed there mus? be—a few cases in which both the Maha-
bharata and the Purdnas may have drawn independently upon a third com-
mon source. We can also say this with regard to episodes like the Savitri
episode, which likewise occurs in the Matsya Purina, where 1t is narrated in
an entirely different manner from that in the epic, and where all traces of

, 1 The Bodletan MS, Wilson 111-116, mentioned by Lupess in “ Die Sage von
Rsyadmga” Nachrichten von der Konigl. Gesell der Wiss, zu Gottingen, Phil.
hist K, 1897, pp 88, 94

2 Die K hische Episode rm Mahabh Pads ana (= Bon-
ner Orientalistische Studien, Heft 4), Bonn 1934,
32§ K. BELVALKAR, " The C hical Episode 1n Mahsbh and Pad-

mapurina’, A Volume of Eastern and Indan Studies presented to Prof. F. W.
Thomas ete. (1939), pp 194,

4 M. V. VaDYA, “Tirtha-yatrda in the Amgyakaparvan and the Padma-
purina”, A Volume of Studies in Indelogy 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 1 our parvan to Vayn, amsrewgesd (3, 189 14), 15
worth considering 1 this connection  Nothing corresponding to the general
contents of the passage where 1t occurs 15 to be found 1n the extant Vayu
Purina, as 1s remarked by HOPKINS? or for the matter of that 1n any other
Purana proclaimed by Vayu There are, however, a few stanzas in the Vayu
describing the dissolution of the world where verbal similanty with some
stanzas of this passage 15 pronounced, even though they are introduced n the
Vayu 1 a different context ‘The Mahabhdrata, as mentioned in 1t (3 189
14), draws upon a2 Purina of Vayu—and mndeed, the topic narrated belongs
properly to a Purina m 1ts nght, a Purdna which 1s older than the extant
Purinas and which must be presumed to be now irretrievably lost  The evi
dence for estabhshing a relationship betwcen the extant Vayu and its old
namesake to which the epic 15 wndebted 15 lacking, barmng these few stray
stanzas
Our parvan also contams an epitome of the legend of Rima, son of Dafa
ratha, the hero of the Ramayana, which 18 known as Ramopakhyana (adhy
258-275) , but in the Parvasamgraha this passage 1s called  qmmoga™
(1 2 126) Does this name wply any connection with! our “ Ramiyana” 2
Jacont has tried to show that the Ramopikhyana 15 indeed an epitome of
the work commonly known as Valmik's Rimayana, a conclusion which has
been confirmed by subsequent researchers 2
This book, as already observed, 15 partitularly nich in legends of zncent
India. Among them are three worthy of special mention, viz, the Tale of
Nala, the Réy2&mga Legend and the Story of Savirtri which have been cntrcal
Jy edited here for the first time.  The first of 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 hterature.
The second, the Réyaémga Legend, though not so well knovn, has yet 2 long
and interesting hrstory and shows many modulations and ramufications, as has
bren convinangly shown by Professor Heinnich LUpErs mn his well known
monograph on the subject, “Die Sage von Rsyaémga”® The story of
Savits? postraying voman 1n the role of the saviour of man, which represents
the high water mark of epic poctry, 1s 1n a class by itself, and deserves to be
more widely known It 15 to be hoped that this first critical edition of the

three of the most famous episodes of the Mahibharata will evoke the mnterest
of Indologmists and encourage further study of them

: gc‘GV.’;tsz of India p 481
UKTHANKAR, * Epic Studles VIIT®
Irddogy presented 1o Prof PV Kene ete {1941) ppmll?,;

* Nacknekten von der Komgl Gessell der W 15 zu Gotungen, Pl lust KI,

Volume of Studses sn
ff
1877, pp §7135, we tlw ilnd 1901, pp 2855
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THE TWO RECENSIONS *

The text of the Aranyakaparvan is, relatively speaking, remarkably
smooth, offering no special difficulties for textual reconstruction. There are
of course, as usual, discrepancies bétween the Northern and,the Southern
recensions, and between the various versions comprising these two main recen-
sions. But 1t is noteworthy "that in the whole of this big parvan, comptising
between 11,000 and 12,000 “$lokas”, there are not many transpositions of
any consequence and there are also remarkably few “ substitute passages”.
By the latter I mean parallel versions of fairly long passages in two or more
conflicting recensions which agree in general sense but are worded differently
in different groups of manuscripts, so that they cannot be co-drdinated line by
line,—passages which we find in large numbers in some of the other parvans,
rotably in the Viritaparvan. These substitute passages are very clear evidences
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 that
is worth noting here, and that is of the last adhyaya of this parvan. The
whole of this adhy3ya is bodily transferred in the Southern recension to the
next parvan and appears there incorporated in the first adhyiya of that par-
van! It is not possible to say with certainty whether this chapter, which 1n
all probability is itself an interpolation, belongs legitimately to our parvan
or to the next ; but it appears to be distinctly more appropriate' in its North-
ern setting, as its intrusion in the Virataparvan seems to lead to some obvious
repetitions as well as distuibance of context
‘There are naturally quite a number of large and small insertions in the
various versions. But in this matter also the present parvan prepares a sur-
prise for us, From the experience' gained from our cntical editions of the Adi,
Sabha, and Virdta parvans especially, we are inclined to regard the Southern
recension as a highly inflated version of the text. Now, In this parvan—strange
to say—the Vulgate version, which is based on the late Northern tradition, is
actually considerably longer than the Scuthern, as may be seen from the
extent of this parvan according to the existing printed editions of the Vul-
gate and the Southern recension : the Calcutta edition has 12,848 §lokas
{corrected figure) as against 11,138 §lokas in SAsTRI’s Southern Recenston.
{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
adhydyas which are lacking entirely in the Southern recension ; whereas the
Southern recension contains only two passages of any considerable length
(App. I, Nos. 4 and 23) which are not found in representative manuscripts
of the Northern recension, they being peculiar to the Southem,—with the
result that the Caleutta edition has 1710 $lokas in excess of SASTRI's edition

1 See H. LUpers, “ Uber die Granth ion des Mahabhi ", Abhand-
lungen der Konigl. Gesell. der Wiss, 21t Goltingen®(1901), p. 53 L.
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of the Aranyaka-parvan Thus we sce that though, as a whole, the Southern
recension is unquestionably inflated, yet the process of inflation, as is evident
from this parvan, is not umiform throughout the epie,—which is a very im-
portant and significant fact, .

Though the best version of the Northern recension—namely, the $arada-K
version—and the Southern recension agree remarkably well as regards the
general extent of the parvan, there are neverthcless numerous specific indivi-
dual readings, characterizing the two Tecensions—Northern and Southern—
and drstinguishing them sharply from each otha! Here is a selection of

readings peculiar to the two main recensions, the references being to adhyayas
and lokas.

Northern Recension Southern Recension
1. 37 it . . . . i

141 m| . . . . 3R

2. 13 Frymv. . . . frr (text)
231 afEm. . . . . ewder (text)
2.34 s, . . . . g ( text )
2.45 ®ah . . . . ul .
2.50 L . . . . . fm

2. 74 ST, . . J Camra

5 8 mrimak . . ., uomed

8. 2 gmiuwm . . . a‘g’i;wéz

12, 16 ~=@iE S . . . . Preamagz

12. 59 1 & 39, . .. R e
13. 13 er{or i1 Yritooas: . . . TafaEenyE:
13. 28 =iy . . . . . o

13. 50 znt . . . . . umt

13. 78 4a: g . . . g

13. 83 @ afam 3, .. ziEm gRE
84 R L L L mfrpmeg
101 11 mrssimmrmy TR WE

ATEEAR 3 ¢ . A mfer: o
T may 2dd here examples of shott
] shott passages found in the Southern Re-
«nsien V-.h\d: as¢ lacking n the Northemn, a;d thus distinguish 1t from the
l;“’i” 6-,' 177, 18%, 100°, 118, 176*, 197, 201°, 207, 205°. 209°, 217°.
236%, 237, 239, 241, 246° 273°, 259%, = 1, 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*, 508*,
606*, 612*, 615*, 626*, 634*, 645*, 650*, 653*, 709*, 721*%, 739%, 740%;
742*, T45*, T51*, 756*, 759*, [18] 731+, 782*, 80T+, 808*, 816, 854%, 935*,
" 941+, 950%, 954%, 975%, 988*; 995*, 997, 1002*%, 1006*, 1030%, 1092%,
1093*, 1102%, 1114%, 1204%, 1206*, etc. efc, etc. B
It may be observed that all these additions in the Southern recension
(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, not
presenting any unusual difficulties in the way of restitution. “"When the
$arada-K version (which is the best Notthem version) and the Southern
recension are placed vis-d-vis, we can in general reconstruct the ¢riginal with
confidence, barring a certain number of minor verbal fluctuations in the shape

* of synonymous phrasings, which remain indeterminate without affecting the
construction or obscuring the sense. The concord between the Sarada-K ver-
ston and the Southern recension in point of general content is striking, and
forms a sure basis for constituting a single text. Contamination between the
Kadmiri version and the Southern recension cannot be proved, but contami-
nation between the Bengali-Devanigari version and the Southemn recension is
not impossible. The agreements between the Bengali-Devanagari and the
Southern recenston have nevertheless been as a rule utilized to arrive at a

' tentative stop-gap, based on the indications of documental evidence. But it
should be noted that the Kasmiri-Southern agreements have for greater docu-
mental authority and probative value than the Bengali-cum-Devanfigari and
Southern agreements.

Let me put the matter in a slightly different way. The highest docu-
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—agree
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 betweens the Sdrada version
and the Southern recension (against Bengali-Devanagari). Third in import-
ance is, in my opinion, the concord between the Southern recension and the
Bengali-cum-Devanigari version (against the Siradi). Fourth in order
stands the agreement between only Northern versicns or only Southern ver-
sions nter se, which 1 consider, in general, as of equal value. With the pro-
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 the
important versions, since-"as expenence has shown—the chances of ccnfla
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 Sarada (or Kasmiri) Version

We are fortunate i possessing for this parvan also, a genuine Kaémiri .
manuscnipt written, 1n old Sdrada characters, on folios prepared from the
Himalayan birch bark (bhiirjapatra) The manuseript 1s no other than the
now world famous “Saradi Codex", the unique birch bark manuscript of
the Mahibhirata belonging to the Bombay Government Collection, now
deposited at the Bhandarkar Onental Research Institute, with identification
No 159 of 1875-76, which 1s the only extant genumne representative of the
old [19} version of Kasmir: Our manuscript 1s, in other words, the contt-
nuation of the Saradd manuscrnipt used for the Adi and Sabhd The manus-
cnpt 1s fragmentary, breaking off 1n the middle of 3 253 18¢, thus lacking
unfortunately the lact 46 adhyayas of our text. For this lacuna we have to
depend upon the “K* verston, some manuscripts of which have proved to be .

moderately good copres of the Sirada version, especially K,, which 15 des-
cribed below

1t 15 now recogmized by the competent authoritres on the subject that the
Saradd verston 1, 1n rany respects, the most faithful representative of the
onginal now extant , and the text of the Aranyakaparvan as preserved in cuf
Sirada Codex only confirms this view

The Sarada text of the Aranyaka 15 of 2 piece with the texts of the Adt
and the Sabhi  The stanzas compnsing the text have not been actually
counted—it would not be easy to compute 1ts exact extent, as the text com-
prises Elokas "tnistubhs and two lengthy prose passages—but 1t 15, n all prob-
ability, the shortest version of the parvan now extant, since st omits many
passages which are found in other versions and manusenipts, while st does not
contain new additions of any ¢ The text includes many archax
survivals in point of hogwistic usage and shows what may fairly be regarded

as “difficult readings” (fect diff ), 1n eompanson with those of other
manuscriptg

‘The most stnking onussion of the Kadmin version 1s the story of Urvad
(adhy 45-46 of the Vulgatc=pe$age No

6 of our App 1), which relates
how Anjuna 15 tempted by Unvag dunng his sojourn 1n Indra’s heaven, and
—_—

rads manusenpt, which s sug
% matenal (bhiirjapatra), is confirmed
puda of the introductory mantra s

Pt (Sirady) and the wnun,

pell g3 of names Libeseipmy {for greien)
llnmzr!n;: 2 mupm;x_d:ng 1o mrreey {fo-#7em) 1n the Virdta, of Racuy VA
aooduction o the Vititzparvan p w1 Tha Bhératemaiyar hay gy in 3 19
and gl 4 36 ee, That 18 g rea) Katmun trae,
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how he refuses her advances on the ground that she is an ancestress of his.
Although this piquant story has permeated all versions of the epic except the
Kaémirl ($, and some K), there is no reascn to doubt that it is a late addi-
tion. The highly erotic description of the voluptuous hetiire of the gods, Urvasi,
with its prenounced 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=Bom-
bay ed. 3. 46 8-11 = Caleutts dd. 3, 1824-1827) :

Bt g‘gtz‘t fraraasia |
TTeTRE TR T T TG |
TR AT Oy o |
P igrirdn seledra e |

' am‘nzadira'?ﬁ Gardrmadas

o TR, |
. :ﬁ!ﬁmﬁz &Wm uﬁhnamml
. BRARAL W [ FaeE |

{20} The spurious character of this lengthy erotic interlude seems to me
to be further revealed by two stanzas of phalesruli with which the passage ends
(App. I, No. 6, hnes 157-162=Bomb. ed. 3. 46. 62-63=Cal. ed. 3, 1877-
1878) :

» T T sImAed 3% quggaea 1
A TR FM: FING GG S=G93 |
TEARTATCARST =L
g af ffrore s )

 PeRehaR e |

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 Uttard in the harem at the ocourt of Virata, which is narrated in the
next parvan. The devout see in 1t a tnal, a test, to see if Arjuna’s mind was
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 hive as a eunuch

. among women ! This apparent curse 1s, 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 remain
unrecognized (aiﬁa[avtisa).

This jejune mventmn 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), Ae is in reality rfolhmg of the
kind, and that he has only been practising strict continence, having taken the

vow of nigid celibacy for one full year by order of his eldest brother, Yudhis-
thira (4. 40, 12-13) :

Argarmeiger i aag |
SUR a=d ¥ Sahaita & | .

C—

wRA FHrr ﬂfﬁl’é AR |

Fwaag fafz af o goema 0

I that be 50, then we must assume that either Urvasi's curse had failed

to matenalize or—what is more plausible—that Arjuna was never under a:nY
curse such as the one implied in this interpolaticn.  Such an interpola‘horl
could have been made only when it was considered necessary that Arjuna
ought in reality to have been a cunuch to be admitted into the ladies' apart-
ments at the Virata court, or at least to justify his specific statement to the
effect that he was a eunuch. But this appalling realism is as clumsy as it is
unnecessary. The onginal conception was obviously quite different. At the
end of the twellth year of their exle Dharma tells Yudhisthira that they
eculd go to Virdta's kingdom in any capacity or with any profession, and no
ore would recognize them under any circumstances, Their samkalpa Wo‘{ld
be 0 strong that they would appear to cthers in any shape or form desired
by themselves, without any external aid or make-up (3 298, 17,19) :

Taft 2w si aferg i 1
A 9 forery TRy Stwg e
[21] az:éx@qéﬁdmmmml
e Arezt W oAy rfior 1
In these circumstances T think there is not much doubt that the sus-
pected episode s in fdet clumsy interpolation, and the circumstance that

the SGrradi sersion lacks is only an addiwonal proof of the superiority of
this version,

T may add here that the whole story is likewise mussing not only in the
Bharatemesijant but also in the fragmentary but excellent DevarigarT manus-
cript of the Aranyakapanan belonging to the Bombay Branch of the Royat
Asiatic Society (No 966, fol, 43b), which I have occasionally consulted in
doubtful caceq

Further particulars of the §irad3 verey
of the “K*> sersion, which follows next,
is inumately connected,

on will be foind under the account
» 2nd with which the Sarads versoft

* Sec zhove p. 1501,
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A facsimile of a page of the “$aradd Codex” ($,) appcars as the fron-
tispicce 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 Devanigarl
version, closely Telated to the &arada, and clearly “differcntiated from the so-
called Devanzgan version. The manuscripts compnsmg this version must in
part be mercly Devanigarl 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 §,
may be scen from the numerous readings common to S, and K (with or with-
out seme other Devandgari manuscripts). But it is demonstrated especially
forcibly by their commion emissice: of certain 1mportant and well-known pas-
sages found in all other manuscripts, or at least in all other manuscripts of
the Northern ion. "Of such 1 given in our App I, thc ,most
important are numbered 16-18, 22, 27 and 31. R

Of these passages No. 16, whlch forms a separate adhyaya of about 130
lines, and is a medley of legends—among them the story of Narakasura and
the legend of the rescue of the Earth by Visnu in the Boar incamnation,—is
omitted in all five manuscripts of the group §, K, besides D,_; of the North-
em recension, It is, in other words, characteristic of the Mid-Indian group,
Béngali and late Devanagari-—Passage No, 17 (42 lines), describing the
return of ‘the Pandavas to the hermitage at Badari, has permeated more
widely, and is now found not only in the entire Southern recension but also
in all manuscripts of the Northern recension except §, K (with Dy_; ;). Here
also we notice that the group 8, K is clearly distinguished from the typical
Central sub-recension B Dc Dn D,..—No. 18 is a short passage of 24 lines
of exactly the same type ; that is to say, it is omutted in §, K (with some
other allied Devanagari manuscripts) in oppesiticn to the typical Mid-Indian
group B De¢ Dn D,,. K, secondarily incorporates in its text only the first
four lines of the passage, which is as indicationt of the manner in which the
additions of the Central sub-recension (B D) have contaminated the $aradi-
K version~—Another passage of that type is No. 22. (giving the names of
Skanda); which is omitted in the whole group (8, X), with [22} the single
exception of the conflated manuscript K,~~The next pasdage of that kind is
No. 27, a lengthy passage of 87 lines describing in detail how Jayadratha,
after being,released from captivity by Yudhisthira, seeks the help of the god
Mahzdeva in order to avenge himself ; it is found in all Northern manuscripts
except §, K D, —The last passage in our list is No 31, a long spun out lament

by Yudhxsxhlra on”seeing his brothers lying on the ground as if dead near
the Enchanted Lake, a"passage which is also found in all Northem manus-
cripts except §;, K (with D,. 5. 5). B
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The contrdst between §, K and the Mid-Indian group is well b.rought
out by two different single-hine insertions, which are nothing but t.wd different
attempts to fill out a supposed lacuna after 3. 107. 18. After this stanza,

$ KD, ins.: B De Dn Dy g ins, :
- [ .
531* Qe A Oeedtd wW | 532° @@ faAikd |eani
q@AEmE | A |

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) :

Fied Gt =t a7 G | '
TE ol & SRRt i

T A AEAT ARGGFRICRAIA, |
FumisRramaiti e & Temi i

Notwithstanding the fact that the manuscripts comprising the K version
show many striking agreements which distinguish them from other groups,
the K group itself cannot be said to be quite homogeneous. Of these K, 18
distinetly conflated and rather more deeply contaminated than the others.
While preserving a large number of Ka$miri readings, 1t sides frequently
(especially n the early adhydyas) with the Bengali-Devanagari group; at '
times even showing readings pecubar to the late Nilakantha tradition. K
is really 2 manuscript of the same type, though the degree of contamination
is considerably less K, on the other hand, shares with §, many unique
readings, coming closest to it. Indeed I am inclined to regard the concordant
readings of §; and K, as the speofic Kadmiri readings In K, the last manus
cript of the K version, the contamination has gone yet further than in any

. other K manuscript, K, incorporating occasionally not merely Southern read-
ings, but sporadically even what ate tharatieristic Somthern insertions,

1 append here examples of readings showing special affinity between $;
and K, (references are to adhydiyas and $lokas) :

S K Other MSS,
7. 10 wnm HIgE G ARy
o Bl ey s A (or AR)
7.15 aedmmRARd S i (or wifiw )
» W ¢ o fnd (text ), @ftd, ghind, ete.
7.6 (wWithDia)wmg @ wwx (text ), wem
7.18 amd figtyen :  GuEdEL BT o BERIR:, ¥, OAT: )
» TR FEIRRY, : TN Oy TEEL
9. 5 (witiDy,) &R am.
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{237 Here follow examples showing the contamination of K, with BD;
and especially with the group B De Dn D, ¢

2
2.
2,

2,
13.
13.
17.
25.

. 34,

K:B + some D Other MSS.

6 @iy F ccici

9 gaiEam, e 11 G
10 = T g g, T, T
32 3%y : gedy (fext ), Ry
54 =ibra B -k
98 qian: + gmRa:

3 Sty : 3 Yt

15 qu:Rrey agm: o i

11 glerr + R’ (text ), nfio,

‘The contamination of K, is further proved by the circumstance that it
has incorporated in its text the following insertions of the Central sub-reccn-
sion : 10%, 14*, 16*, 22*, 50%, 52*, 55°, 76*, 91*, 97*, 107*, 126*, 1847,
192*, 215%, 249*, 390*, etc,, etc,, ctc.

Examples
follows :

37. 9
37. 10
37. 26
37. 38
38 5
38. 8
44, 16
82. 5
54. 3
61. 82
61. 111
- 81, 68

Examples

showing specially close contact between K, and Dn are as

K. Dn d afi : rest g ( text ) HaR etc.

Ko Dn @ ¢ rest qal

K, Dn w3t ¢ rest qee: (text ), gf?@{:

K, Dn R « rest *Rzgm

K:Dn gn(Dn: &) : rest 7

K. Dn wamg SRers ¢ rest &f sSaeadiens, ete.
K, Dn 338 « rest 3%

KoDngg:restg

K: Dn transp. #gt — and 390

K; Dn D, @7 : rest 3

K, Dn D; w3g: « rest q&4:

K, Dn D; [silgamta, { rest gL,

of inserticns almost restnicted to K, Dn are : 50%, 55*, (both

very clear interpolations), 326* (with K,) 390* (with D,,), 412* (with
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 Nala
Episode. Its Ka$mirl character, however, again comes to the surface in such
wrong transcription from the Sarada as gy (for 3gmEx) in 3. 97. 17

ita
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Sporadic contamination of K, from S 1s secn 1n the nsertion 159*, andin
passage No 4 of App I (cf v 1 3 38 18)

Manuscripts D, _; of the Devanagari version show pronounced affimtics
with the K version often supporting the specific readings and omussions of
the latter, and they might have been classed under the K version

The Bengaly Versicn

Our four Bengalt manuscripts form on the whole 2 very homogeneous
group presenting generally a single commen reading  The version has very
close affimties with {24] a particular type of Devanagar manuscnpts repre
sented by our Dn D, (with or without De)  These two groups—B and Dc
Dn D, ;—show as a rule the same readings and contam the same mnsertions A
notable exception 1s 939%, which 15 a specific Bengall incertion lacking even m
De D, and found only 1n Dn of the Devanagari manuscripts

The affimty of B (Dc) Dn D,, (often with the conflated manuscnpt
K,) 15 cxemplified by the following readings

11, 27 K_ B Dn Dy #g° - rest 7i3°
28 32 K.-BDcDnDyg & restd
32 13BDnDye (o] o restam

11 K-B DcDaDyg gt : rest si0° or spfi®
91 2 BDnDis wfm U7 - rest Zafpm 7
93 10 BDnDyg it rest @it

101 9BDnDir T3 rest (mostly ) qam.

Similtly B (De) Dn D,, diffening frem most other manuscripts, have
the following short additions 446*%, 448*, 455¢ (also n two Southern
MSS) 466, 467%, 477%, 498*, 512%, (with K,), 532¢%, (with D), 540°,
541°, 684*, 806*, (with K,), 844%, etc, cte

The Devanagari Verstons (other than K)

1 have divided the Devanagarl Versions mto three groups (1) the

Veraon of Caturbhuja, (2) the Version of Nilakaniha . and (3) the Com

porite Version  The first two are the versions respectively of the commen

tators Chaturbhuja and Nilakantha, being accompanied by their glosses , the

lll:rd 1s 2 group of Devanagan manuseripts not assoctated with any commen-
Ty

The Dcvanagan Version of Caturbhuja

The sersion of the commentator Caturbhuja has hule to rccommend fof

wedl It penerally sides with the BD group showing a shight preference for

B, thus B and D¢ have 2 commen smsertion 415°, not found mn other mamus-
enpts of our entical apparatus

But it s ddinitely superior to the version
of Nilakantha 1n so far that it facks many of the very clearly spunous add:
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tions of the latter. The best known of such additions is a passage of 39
lines (App. 1, No. 12) inscrted in the Nata Episode after our 3. 62. 10, which
is found only in K, Dn D, and is comparable to the passage substituted in
K, Dy, for stanzas 1-17 of our adhy. 62 (cf. App. I, No. 10). Especially
in the later adhyiyas of this parvan, De 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 one-
line insertions.

Manuscripts of Caturbhuja’s commentary on different parvans are avail-
able ; that on the Virata has been published by the Gujarati Printing Press
(Bombay 1915). It is not unlikely that Caturbhuja had written a commen-
tary on the whole of the Mahabhirata, though it is doubtful whether com-
plete manuscripts of the whole of his commentary are now cxtant. The
manuscripts I have hitherto seen were invariably of individua! parvans
separately handed down.

{25} Very little is known about {hug scholiast. He bore the surname or
title Midra, like his fellow commentator Arjuna Misra. It is therefore likely
that he hails from Eastern India. It has not been possible to fix his clironology
with precision even in relation to the five major Mahabhirata commentators,
Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Sarvajfia-Nardyana, Arjunamitra and Nilakantha
But it is most unlikely that he is a very early commentator.® In our manus-
cripts the' commentary is called Vakyadipika (fol. 1) :

AGIAEATONHROR AT |
This name is analogous to the titles of the commentaries by Devabodha

and Arjunamiira, Jiianadipika and Arthadipika respectively ; compare also
the title of Nilakantha’s commentary Bharate bhivadips

The Deovansgeri Version of Nilehapthe : dhe Valgale

The version of Nilakantha has never inspired confidence, and in the case
of the present parvan, it is singularly disappointing. It contamns (along with
some other marfuscript groups) fourteen additional adhyayas, some of which
are palpably very late interpolations. Notable among the latter are adhy.
262-263 of the Vulgate (our App I, No 25), whnch 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, $17 Kpsna appears,
all of a sudden, from Dvaraki, and so contrives it that the mendicant
fratermity, without having eaten a morsel of food, inexplicably feels all of 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. Gopg, the Curator of the Institute, tentatively assigns him to the
period AD 1350-1550,
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therr apologies to Yudhusthira, who had managed in the meantime to cook
food enough to feed that astomshing large troop of beggars, This naive
story, which 1s not without an element of humour, is found only in De;
D, ;¢ G; besides Dn, a very poor collection of manuscripts, and is therefore
cbviously a very late interpolation, Its omission from our text, I feel sure,
will not be regretted,

The Vulgate contans many hnes which are extremely weakly supported,
at least by manusenipts of our cntical apparatus Thus, besides Dn, 5* i3
found only in D;, 25* only 1n §, K, : 30* only in K, D, ; 48* only in D, ¢
50* and 55* only in K, ; 874* only 1n 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 sllustrations ¢

32. 31 Dn aeRf ¢+ rest iy
. 33. 13 Dn °g3f: - rest “gfga:
43. 28 Dn it ¢ rest o
60. 14 Dn i = others &1 = { text ), arim
82, 5 Dn goa %t : rest wrzmgwy
82. 33 Dn 3 ozl « rest HANY
84. 11 Dn 57 ¢ rest e
87. 1 Cn wirfdy « rest erfay
93. 4 Dn €t : rest quen:
{26} 100. 4 Dn ems : rest emg
145, 1Dn A& : rest amt
146. 53 Dn SRR - rest dy
167. 8 Dn zyar + others &t ( text ), am, ot
195. 14 Dn “qrer : rest “mifre,

Other specific readings of Dn, not su; rted uscript,
will be found in : 3. 33. 35 ( qare ), 36 P(p;a ), 'Z’é a{”; s'}';’f' s?a?ﬁarép)t;
81 21 (#f57), 156 (ma-), 82. 46 (#1: ); 85. 1 (ar), 10 (), 16 (&
foren Joeauil o=, ); 86. 13 (gm: ), 178, 25 (= ¥ ); 198, 15 (),
19 (5% orat), 200. 54 (frira &), 229. 16 (eerm ) 230. 23 (i)
235. 3 (goam: ); 244. 13 (= ); ete. ; ete. ’

Ar.uln hx's comnmtary on 3 291.-70 (Bombay ed.), Nilakantha mentions
A )hmmmh;mﬁmmmimgls!mmg that Arjunamitra is prior
0 Nilakantha, 25 has been, proved by me elsewhere on other grounds also ?

P Cl SURTIANKAR, “ Epic Studies (V)™ i
Resoench Tngiron k& (155 N : ;;9 (t” s Annals of the Bhandarkay Oriento!
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In commenting on 3. 23. 59 (Bombay ed.): '

foret g gt R e geasman |
fAgan oy werAoRT TETE: I

Nilakantha notes certain commentators ( a7 ),
T A egEL AR el gea aRfad ol am
RN L, T T
Owing to the ambiguity of the word gra:, it is 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 Kima-&stra also In
the course of his commentary on the chapter describing the general dege-
neracy of the Kali age, he discusses certain pornographic details with a frank-
ness which is as astonishing as it is disconcerting. The stanza in question is
3. 186 35 { = Bombay ed. 3. 188, 41):

TEI TEARER SRR |

gaw: feay aneakrata gasd N,
on which Nilakantha has the gloss : gingm, fadl 939 aREn 1 899 {9
W 1 GO FAGEEEE: | WA WA, |

In the beginning of his commentary, Nilakantha mentions his guru
Laksmanirya, Nirdyana-tirtha and DhireSamiSra of Hamirapura :

AT AR e gt

Nilakantha’s guru Nardyana-tirtha—not to be confused with the Maha-
bha Naray Sarvajiia or Sarvajiia-Narayana—has boen
identified by Mr, P, K. Gobt with the author of the Mimamsa work Bhatta-
bhasa-prakastka (c. AD, 1650).2

Variants cited by Nilakantha will be found in his commentary on the
following stanzas (references to the adyhdya and éloka of the Bombay ed ).
2.87;3 6354 19;6.3 (agam: ) 7.5;8 11-12;9. 15; 10 24, 32, 37;
11 4, 8 (g ); 12. 23, 35, 36, {27} 80;15.7;20, 10;22. 4;23.8;25. 1
29, 8,22 (a‘i}grns: ), 29;530. 23, 41;31. 8; 32. 13, 38, 59; 33, 8, 59 (mr=: )
63,68,72;35.3 (amm: ); 37.34:40.4;43.6 (emwe:); 71 16 (R

1 CL P. X GopbeE, “Date of the Bhattabhisaprakadika and jdentification of its
author with the Guru of Nilakantha Caturdhara”, Mimamsa-Prakasa, vol. 3 (1938),
pp 65 ff—For further particulars about the life and family of Nilakantha, see now :
P. K. Gopg, “Nilakantha Caturdhara, the C of the Mahabharata—FHis
Genealogy and Descendants,” Annals of the Bhandatkar Oriental Research Institute,
vol 23 (Silver Jubilee Volume), 1942, pp. 146161,
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25 8w Zad ); 82,36, 38 (3R 7 gEEmRg WY ); 84 9;110.‘ 312253
(s sfee: ); 117, 12 (sawEws: ); 119. 13(:?13:;@); 120, z; ; 128
18 (4ieTeq ... 3R Arraly aafia )y 129. 9 (aver:, e ); 147. i .
20 (dizm2 ); 162. 28 169. 8; 172. 9; 176, 93 177, 22; 179, 15; 207. 9 ;
(dieai ); 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 Devandgari manuscripts may be roughly divided into three groups.
(1) The best group, from our view-point, 15 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, howev?h
frequently—especially in later adhyiyas—with De, the version of Caturbhuja.
(2) Then there is the group D, s, which generally agrees with B D¢ Dn
(3) The remaining manuscript D; is in a class by itself, presenting a text
which is, for large parts, almost the same as that of the Nilakantha version,
but which shows exceptionally some noteworthy discrepancies  Groups 2
and 3 are frequently seen in combination, and we accordingly very often get
a wider group B De Da D, (sometimes joined by K,),

The affinity of the group D,y is exemplificd by the following concordant
readings of these three manuseripts

L3 Diqd firg : (Parasm. ) qiuted : rest 73 frafe% (Atm. ) qri:
L5 Dosqufiai : other MSS. stienfyi ( text ), siftafémi
L 12 D qrdnm: ge 77 : other MSS. 7 udfi( or 4t )4: F7: gof
L 14 D,y 7zt ; other MSS. TN text ), quidy
115 Dy, wozm: ( Parasm. ) afar: rest g woomy (Atm.)
134 Doy 3: : rest qrosha:
2 5 D, 3 1 0k ¢ rest afy ( by transp. )
622 D, wfiemify ; rest gfoniy
48.29 D, 71+ other Mss. 3 (text), am
167.19 Dy, nivd : other N MSS. qrad (text ) etc., etc.
Examples of nsertions, almost pecubiar to D, ; and showing the close
affinity between these thrce MANUSCTIts, are : 182 (with K,), 288°, 334*
(with K,), 1025, 1186*

» 1188%, 1190*, 1194* (latter four with K,), etc, ete.
As remarked above, the group D,

1 2 differing from other Devanigari
manusenpts, frequently agrees with $; K. Examples of insertions common
t0 5, K and D, ; (often with D.) are: 640°, 707, T11*, 715*, etc. et

Gl:oup D,y 15 1mportant for the reason that it lacks (Like §, K) mary
of the interpolations of the BD 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*, 510*, 541°*, 895*, 985*,
cte., cte., cte.

The Telugu Version.

Only two manuscripts of the Telugu version were collated, of which one
(ps is often the case with these manuscripts) is certainly Contaminated, to
a very high degree, from {28 Northernt sources. In such conflated parts, T,
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 rcading, t

For examples of contamination of T, through the Northern recension,
cf. 174%, 248*%, 484*, 563*, 570*, 572*, 577*, 661*, 673*, 932*, (with M,).
991*, cte., ete. Many of these are marginal insertions, added scc. .

The Granlha Version.

Most of our Grantha manuscripts are unfortunately contaminated from
the Northern recension, The contamination 1s particularly noticeable in the
case of G;, and it incrcases towards the end of the parvan ; so much so that
in the final chapters G, often omits the specific insertions of the Southern
recension, absorbing at the same time the characteristic insertions of the
Northern ! Such manuscripts. are valuable for a study of the fusion of
recensions

Examples of omission in G, of specific Southern insertions are : 10567,
1059*%, 1060*, 1061*, 1062*, 1069*, 1071*, 1077*, 1082%, 1085*, 1086°,
1091*, 1092*, 1093*, 1102+, 1114%, 1137%, 1138*%, 1139*, 1142*, 1146*,
1148% 1140+, 1152% 1154% 1226%,°1343%, 1372% 1373%, ele. ate.—Examples
of the fncorporation of Northern insertions in G; (sometimes with Ty) 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. 1.

But the most striking instance of conflation is the inclusion in G; of our
final adhyaya (299), which is regularly transposed in all genuine Southern
manuscripts to the beginning of the Virataparvan. The evidence of G; is
thus seen to be fully-inconclusive and therefore untrustworthy for the consti-
tution of the Grantha version and the Southern recension.

The Malayalam Version,

‘While forming an integral part of the Southern recension, the Malaya-
lam version has its own peculiarities, which distinguish it clearly from the
T G version, as regards both readings and insertions, Here is 2 list of T G
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insertions, which are lacking in the Malayalam version : 183%, 218%, 232*,
242%, 286%, 356*, 620, 667%, 674*, 685°, 802*, 803*, 805°, 824°*, 856,
850*, 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*, ctc,, etc—Nearly all of these insertions (of both types) are
single-line insertions ; a few are of two lincs.

But our M is not homogencous, M, and M, exhibiting among them-
telves numerous differences.. M, shows clear signs of contamination from
Northern sources, and is by no means 2 good Tepresentative of the Malaya-
lam version. Examples of Northern accretions in M, are 96%, 99%, 466,
516%, 796%, 955%, cto. ctc. M, is again often excepted from the common
Southern reading, as in 3. 41. 24 : S (except M,) gi=eeegTe: against N
(with M) [29} et qeiengang:, where M, agrees with N. M, (like G..)
also omits @ few of the typical Southern insertions s eg, 102%, 723*. M, is
not altogether free from contamination from some Northern source or sources
as is indicated by 629%, 677%, 932* (with T, marg, sec. m.), etc., ctc.

A very good example of the contamination of M, from N is furnished
by the conflated reading of M, in 3. 22. 8. N reads freermean @ op
posed to S, which has sygmzlal ag; but M, reads  opmmggem, which
is very evidently a result of the conflation of the Southern and Northern
readings: eggsey (S) ¥ He{}zgmi (N). But the most convincing
proof is furnished by a palpable ‘mistake in M,. The manuscript inserts
fine 1 of a Northern additional stanza (95*), after 3. 28. 16+, but line 2 of
that stanza after 16« The two lines of the stanza, though superfluous, do
convey some meaning when read together ; but 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,
1 am glad to cite here an obscrvation of Professor P P. S, Sastri, 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 writcs ¢ “Not having been subject to Nayak influ-
ence in ainy manner whatsoever, the tradition handed down by the Malayalam
manuscripls preserved the Grantha text, in a purer and more unmixed form
than cven some comparatisely carly Grantha manuscripts, as the Malayalam
Mes d1°1 not at all scem to have come into contact with the Northern Receni-
mon Ul very recent tumes "2 This 18 in substantial agreement with what
1 had stated in my Prolegomena to the Adiparvan regarding the Malayalam

, iy, The MebBRa (Southem Recenton), Vel 1V (1933), Tntroduction,
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version, namely, that it is * the besd Southernt version”* 1 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 PARVASAXNIGRAHA

The number of adhyiyas and §lokas of the Aranyaka, according to the
Parvasarhgrahaparvan, in our edition, and in the current editions, can be seen
in the following table.

CO\!PARAT[VE TABLE OF THE NUMBER OF ADHYAYAS AND $LOKAS
IN THE ARANYAKAPARVAN

Parva- . Bomb. Ed. South Rec.
Crit, Ed.[Cal. Ed. {Kumbh. Ed.
sarhgraha it (Saka 1799) (SasTrI)

Adhyiyas 269 299 314 315 315 269

Slokas 11,664 24 12,848 | 12,002 12,476 11,136

{3071 With regard to the above figures the following particulars may be
noted. According to the count of the Calcutta edition the number of §lokas in
this parvan is 17,478, But this calculation misses the correct figure by several
thousands. The Calcutta Pandits responsible for the edition, who were
apparently not very good mathematicians, Have made repeated mistakes in
the counting of the lines, being evidently baffled by the complicacies of calcu-
lation at the turn of the century ! They have numbered the lines, by fives,
without committing any, mistake up to 3095. They make their first mistake
by putting dawn the next fgure (after 3095) as 49000, in place of 3160 ; and
this is followed by several other lapses of that type! The correct total as
computed by JACOBIZ is 12,848 as shown above.—The figure for the §lokas of
the Bombay edition has been taken from the edition of text and Marathi
translation by Kashinath alias Bhau Shastri LELE of Wai (Saka 1821), who
has counted.the stanzag in his edition, adhyaya by adhyiya; 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 Professor

2 Prolegomena, p. LXXIIL

*]By actual counts, 11,421 §lokas of 32 syliables each ).

2 Das Mahdbharata, Inhaltsangabe, Index, etc., p. 257.

3 According to another computation, that of the Chitrashala Edition (Poona
1930), the correct number js 11,859, as given in the footpote on p. 500 of its edition
of the * Vanaparvan,”
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P P S Saster's Southern Recension has been given by himself in the Intro
duction to the second part of s Aranyakaparvan (vol 5, p xv) —The
figure for the cnitical text has been intentionally left blank by me, smceTﬂle
parvan contains two prose adhyayas, 1n additton, to a large number of Trs-
tubh stanzas, and it 15 difficult to compute their equivalent n £lokas Indeed
the figures given for the other editions are all defective for the 'same Teason.
In fact they are all purely fictitious, bemng obtamed 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 vl thus be realized that it 1s futile to com-
pare these figures with the Parvacamgraha figures, which are often themselves
doubtful It has been the general experience that ancient figures, when at all
compheated, seldom come out quite ight.  And there 1s no reason to think

that the Parvasamgraha figures for the number of stanzas are an exception
to the rule,

‘We do not expect strict agreement between our figures and the Parva
samgraha figures 1n respect of the number of stanzas i such a svolumnous

vork but ve do expect some agreement as regards the number of adhydyas
1t 15 therefore, surpr

1°10g to find that almost all extant manusenipts contain
abrut 30 adhyayas at leact more than the figure given by the Parvasam
graha! This discrepancy 1s the ‘more stnkmg, as the manuseripts of the
Parnvasarhigraha, of all versions and recensions without exception, agree—for
a change—in giing the same figure for the number of adhyayas, namely,
260 As regards the manuseripts of the Arapyaka, the Kaémir (&arada)
and the Southemn manuseripts agree 1n having about 300 adhyayas, v hile the
Central Sub-recension (Bengali Devanagan group) show in fact about 315
adhyiya<  The former may be taben as the more reliable figure. Professor
P P S Sastris device of armung at the Parvasarhgraha figure (269), by

omitting arbrranly about 31 colophons  actually contamned m all of his
manuscripts 1s hardly commendable

{31} Due to these diserepancies between the data of the Parvasamgraha
and the manusenipts, which are pal

tent, two probabilities are presented to us
aither, the compiler of the Parvasamgraha had made a mustake 1n counting
the adhyayas or fome thirty adhy3yas have been added to our parvan since
the time of the Parvasamgra|

ha count. No third explanation 13 possible, and
beth these are eznificant altematives.  If we admit that there has been an
ongnzl error 1n the

209 that

Parvasarrgraha wi
other hand —2s 15 maee Ikedy—~our entical text contams about 30 adhyayas
(equivalert to about 1500 “12n23s) more than the text which was the basts
of the Parvasarngraha cleulation, then even 1 the mztter of general contents
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it is nowhere near the Parvasarhgraha standard and must be very far re-
moved from the hypothetical archetype of the Mahibharata ; 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 cxcept by methods of higher criticism, which owing
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 cxtant
manusgrigts, we could arrive at the archetype.

The passage in‘t};e Parvasathgraha giving the confénts 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-Devandgari), the
shorter version on the Kaémiri-Southem tradition. I have adopted the latter
in this edition,‘ relying mainly on the superiority of the agreement between
what appear prima facie to be independent versions. But I think it is pos-
sible to fortify the argument in the present case from intrinsic considerations
It will be seen that in the shorter version, the sequence of the incidents men-
tioned in the list of contents does ot tally with the actual sequence in the
original text of the parvan, given uniformly by all extant manusenipts; the
sequence of the longer version on the other hand tallies exactly with the
present text. Moreover, the latter—namely, the longer version—is much
fuller, containing as it does far more details. Is it now likely that the
Ka$miri and Southern traditions had independently—or in collusion with
each other—discarded the original fuller and more correct version in favour
of a shorter and defective version? It seems far’ more probable that the
defects of the original short version, which has been preserved independently
by the Kasmiri and Southern traditions, had been noticed early, and that had
fed fo its being modified and ‘corrected by 'the revisers of the Centrai Sub-

Tecension, which then adopted the revised version of the contents.

The Parvasarigraha mentions sixteeh sub-parvans, which is also our
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 Nalopikhyana, Rimopakhyina, Savitryupdkhyana, which originally did
not form separate sub-parvans at all, as will be seen from the following table.

' ' [32} Critical Edition Vulgate Editions

(and 91(1 Parvasarhgraha) (and revised Parvasarhgraha)
1 st ( adhy. 1-11) 18w (adhy, 1-10) ,
2 iy (12) : 2 fRifas (11)

, . 3 argabrona ( 12-37)
3 8w (13-42) 4 g (38-41)
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Critical Edition
(and old Parvasarhgraha)
4 gzemfanaa (43-79)

5 didar ( 80-153 )
© 6 srgeEs (154)
7 7947 ( 155-172)

8 e ( 173-178)
9 miveqmmen ( 179-221)
10 Frefmanmian ( 222-224)
11 Sager ( 225-243 )
12 mamay (244)
13 sif A ( 245-247 )
14 Zrfigeer ( 248-283 )

15 gozerme (284-294)
16 amEi ( 295-299)

Vulgate Editions
(and revised Parvasarbgraha)
5 zZarRRTTE ( 42-51)
6 Faiqma ( 52-79)
7 e ( 80-156 )
8 mrzrgra (157)
9 gugg (158-164)
10 fyarreragg (165-175)
11 g ( 176-181)
12 e ( 182-232)
13 firfiammrT ( 233-235)
14 s (236-257 )
15 gmeriigy (258 )
16 iR ( 259-261)
17 fiwrgr (262-271)
18 szatgaw (272)
19 vt (273-292 )
20 gy (293-299)
21 gozargger ( 300-310)
22 AR (311-315)

The linuts of these sub-parvans can’be fized, 2s a rule, with tolerable

certainty with the aid of the colophons of our manuscripts, which give indi-
cations sufficient for purposes of approximate 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 proe
and 189 Jts Vana

eps of the Mzhibhiratz pninted 1n Caleutta between 1834
314 adhyIyas, I

Parvan comphises, aceording to ats own data, 17478 £lokas in
t gives 1 general the Nilzkantha version, which we have called

(2) The cblonz pothiform edition, pubhshed Ganapat Kesusadr in
Saka 1799 1n Bombay o -

(hence commonly known as the Bombay edison). It 13
accompanied by Nilakzrtha's commentary, Bharata-bhay

edige, and should there-
fore repreent the 33} Nilacotha traditen, But st odntains as a matter of fact
3 The Parvaschgraha of

the Vulzate ates Noa 19 and 20 1 reverse oréer,
that 1y, the quvr:'..’m‘.‘x.’.'.myx Pprecedes the Rimopikhyim,
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quite a large number of Iines and readings not countenanced by Nilahantha himself
The text 1s divided into 315 adyhayas, and contains (according to some editions
which give the aggregate number of stanzas mn the parvan) 12,002 stanzas?

(3) The Kumbhat edition published by T R KRISHNACHARYA and T R,
Vussacuarys and desenbed on its itle page as © A New Ediion, mamly based on
the South Indian Texts'. Its Vanaparvan compnses (according to the Index
Volume) 12,476 &lokas and 315 adhyayas, but contams Iike our misch codices a good
number of specific Northem passages unknown to the true Southern recension®

(4) Professor P P. § Sastrr's Southern Recension, Volumes 4 5, comprising
{according to tus own count) 11,136 slokas divided mnto 269 adhyayas

As these old editions contain nothing of any serious importance which
1s not to be found 1n the different manuscripts already collated for this edi
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 these
editions

As remarked above, there are some grave nustakes n the numbering of
the stanzas of the Calcutta edition The first mistake cocurs after stanza
3093, where the next number suddenly jumps up to 4000 (when 1t should be
3100) Simlarly after 8895, the following number jumps up to 9900 (when
1t should be 8900) For the third time, after 10,095 the following number
15 given as 11,000 (instead of 10,100) For the fourth time, after 11,095,
the next number jumps up to 12)000, when it should be 11,100 At the next
step, however, the number equally suddenly jumps back to 10200! Thus
at one place three successive numbers (which are supposed to increase by
five at each step) are 11095, 12000, 10,200 ' ! After adhy 117, there ap-
pear to be no new mustakes, and from that pomnt onwards the numbering
may be taken to be contmnuous and correct But the result of these earher
muscalculations 1s that the extent of the parvan appears to be 17,478, when
1t should 1n reality be (according to JACOBI's computation) 12 848, the Par
vasamgraha figure being 11,664 Several numbers occur twice, and in giv
ing reference to the Calcutta edition, 1t 1s advisable to cite the adhyaya num
ber as well

The Bombay edition, hike the Calcutta, 1s based on the Nilakantha ver
sion but (like yet other editrons of the Mahzbharata prepared n the same
fashion, eg, the Chitrashala edition) does not represent the Nilakantha tra
dition very fathfully In the footnotes to the text, and the entical notes dt
the end, I have frequently drawn attention to unwarranted departure from
Nilakantha's origmal text The vagaries are small and of no great conse
quence, but they are there nevertheless They prove very clearly that with

3 According to the Chutraghala Edition the number 1s 11,859 though the text
15 precisely the same i both editions.

2 It seems not to have been noticed that mn the old pninted editions though th'e
name of this parvan 1s given on the fitle-page and i the captions as Vanaparva
the colophons mvanably give the name correctly as Aranya or—Aranyahaparvan

12
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out any conscious effort, at olteration or emeﬂdalx:tm—-and perkapf, e;oiteo;:_h:
standing the half-heatted efforts to  preserve intact the_ recéiv: ”
discrepancies do arise in course of time, and the le.n does .dnjt away fron; A
norm, imperceptibly, within o Telalively short perwfi of time. Thus 12‘ X our
7 for our nfyggay: (which is documented {34} uniformly by a]most o
menuscripts), the different editions printed in the.Bomb'ay province, an o
tmined by me, all have the reading gfywray, 2 reading v’hfc.h hag n'ot been 1:;:-
in a single manuscript ! In 3. 83. 30, the Bombay edition (with the o
bhakonam and some other editions) reads 1t Syay, When th'c «N1akzm' 2
manuscripts themselves (along with a host of other manuscripts) have' the
comrect teading wepyg, (lect. diff.), which is the reading of th.e constitut-
ed text! Likewise in 3. 249. 8, out edition reads ggeey which is the read-
ing offered by 21l manuscripts collated for our edition, except one mfer_mt
Grantha manuseript (G,), which reads gy, and yet this Tatter reading
(5w7Ea ) has been adopted in many of the Bombay editions,

Professor  SASTRI'S edition is based chiefly on  four manuscripts, of
which one (71} is n Telugu script, tvo (#,) in Grantha, and cne (=)
in Malayalam.” For adhyfiyas 67-130, that s, for about 64 adhyayas out of
his total of 269 adhyayas, a fifth manuscript(n)was pertly utilized. Ac
cording to the editor, manuscript &  (Grantha) * represents the Principal
Text printed”. 1t bears a date corresponding to A.D. 1795, that is, it is less
than 150 years old. As an edition of the Southem recension, Professor SAS-
TRIs edition is preferable and indeed much superior to the Kumbhakonam
edition. But it seems to me that int its preparation the manuscript materia!
has not been as fully and carefully utilized as it should have been, Judgins
by the Southern manuscripts collated for our edition and examined by me,
which cannot be very different from his, it should seem that too often
SASTRI's edition zgrees in its mislections and other short-comings with the
Kumbhakonam edition to the erclusion of the genuine Southern tradition. |
miss in his eritical apparatus many of the readings which are given uniformly

by all Southern manuseripts.  Even if the edstor, for some occult reasons, did
ot with to adopt in his text these petfectly good and authenticated Southefn
teadings, they should have appeared in the footnotes as discarded readings
Instances of Nosthern readings having contaminated his text will be found i
the felloning stenzas (reference 5s to tlokas and adhyayas of kis text) @

L. 2%, 28% 2. 131, 227, 46", 7138, 801 4. 8%, 8, 15%; 5. B, &, 7, 224 7. 2
2,9, 22°;8. 17, 10, 49%, 55, 66°; 1L 60¢, 728°; 12, 2334 415, 13, 1*;
14. 6, 16° 17, 101°, 1137 18, 5%, ctc, etc. These examples have been select-
«d at random from the firet 18 zdhylyas only ; but such lapses keep tuminz
up on page after pege up to the end of the book

As his edition 15 based on four manmuseripts only and even these manus.
CTPAS appear Dot 1o have been nigorously oolfated znd fully utilized, T 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 adhyfiyas, Professor SASTRI seems to have followed
the Grantha cdition of Sarabhojirajapuram (Tanjore District) printed in
1895. The reason given by Professor SAsTRI for following the edifion instead
of the manuscripts is that the division of the Tan]ore edition “accords ex-
actly with the enumeration of the number of chapters for the Vana Parvan
(sic) in the Anukramanikidhyaya of both the Northern and the Southemn
Recensions "2 ‘This is a dangerously vicious circle! As the Tanjore editiun
does not pretend that it has followed any manuscript tradition, the adhyaya
division of both these editions (Tanjore and SASTRI} remain unsupportel by
manuscript authority [357 and therefore perfectly arbitrary. Adopting the Par-
vasarhgraha figure, SASTRI has divided the parvan into 269 adhyZyas, while
the actual numbering of the adhyayas in Southern manuscripts reaches the
figure 300 approximately, the number according to our Southern manuscripts
varying between 299 and 302.

While Sastrr by atbitrary elimination of colophons, has equated his
adhyaya-number to that given by the Parvasarigraha, he could not make the
figures-for the §lokas tally ! According to the Parvasarhgraha the number of
flokas should be 11,664. “The total number of stanzas,” says Professor
SAsTRI, “printed in the Text of the Southern Recension comes to 11,136,
which is short by 528”2 As his text is short by over 500 stanzas, his equa-
tion of the number of adhyayas with the Parvasarigraha figure, by arbitrary
-omission of about thirty colophons, which are found in all Southern manus-
cripts, has no significance, and remains a piece of useless and unmeaning
manipulation,

It is exactly seventeen years since I took over charge of the Mahabhirata
work, and reorganized, on somewhat different hnes, this Department of the Insti-
tute, having profited by the experiments and experiences of my predecessor, the
late lamented Mr. N. B. UTGIKAR, M.A. During this interval the Mahabhirata
Department of the Institute has prepared and published cntical editions of four
whole parvans (in this sequence) : the Adx (1933), the Virdta (1936), the Udyoga
(1940), and now the Aranyaka (1942). These four parvans comprise, according
to the data of the Parvasamgraha-parvan, about 28,400 “glokas”. In addition to
this ; the Sabhaparvan, which is being edited by Professor Franklin EDGERTON of
the Yale University (U.S.A.) and which has been ready for some time, has been
taken up for printing, and its printing has made considerable progress, nearly the
whole of the text, along with the critical apparatus pertaimng to it, has been
printed off, and the printed portion may even be ssued, in the near future, as a
separate fascicule, Furthermore, the press-copy of the Bhismaparvan, which is be-
ing edited by Rao Bahadur Dr. S K. BELVALKAR, 1ES (Retd.), is almost ready
and is now undergoing final revision at the hands of its editor. Funds permitting,
it will be sent to the press in the not very distant future. Thus, during these seven-

1 The Mahibha (Southern R ion), vol. 5, Introduction, p xii.
2 Op. cit. p xiv,
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teen years the Institute has cntically dealt with the first six parvans of the Great
Epic the Adr Sabhd, Arapyaka, Virita, Udyoga and Blusma These six parvans
make up a total of about 36,800 slokas ', out of the aggregate of about 82,15(3
+ glokas comprsing the entire Mahzbhirata, 2 portion which 18 approximately 45
per cent of the aggregate, excluding of couree the * Supplement *, Harivamsa, which

for the tume being we have placed aside  This 15 no mean achievement, we think

The part of the emc cotically dealt with so far 1s I imagine 1n bulk, about four
times as great as the Thad 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 15 not one man's job 15 very
evident Many collaborators sympathisers fnends, benefactors and patrons have
contnbuted to such measurc of success as has been achieved so far, and they in

clude among them pnnces and potentates persons owning manuscripts, curators
end hbranans, printers and parvan editors not to speak of the General Editor

and his modest staff i [3G} the background. Surely the most potent among these
multifanious contnbutory factors have been—

< - ~
AGTT QT ZIE) [T @ Feale |
—the generous patrons of learning who out of regard for this venerable monument
of Indian antiquity, this great and lustrous hentage of Bhiratavarsa have Iiberal

1y supplied the Institute, all through these years with funds to carry on this cost
Iy but very wital worh,

First among these generous patrons stands in our estimation Shnmant Bala
saheh Pant Pratiudln B A, RAJASAHES of Aundh whose princely liberality made
it, n the first instance, possible for the Inststute to think of undertaking this am
bitious project  ‘The RAJASAHEB has already paid up a large part of the Foun
dation Grant of a lakh of rupees promised by him, and thus placed under his ob
ligations not only the Institute but all those who love the Great Epic of Inda

I have next to record the gratitude of the promoters of this  scheme—which
has now become nothing less than a great national undertaking—to a number of
other dust hed and donors d all over India who have con
tributed liberally to our Mahabhiirata Publication Fund, the chuef zmong them be
g The Impenal Government of India the Provinmal Governments of Bombay
Madras, Burma and United Provinces, the Gwalior, Hyderabad (Deccan), Barod2
Bhavnagar, Phaltan Mytare, Potvunder, Kolhapus, Patsala Sangh, Tehalkaranit,
Ramdurg, and other Indian States The Trustces of the Sir Dorab Tata Trust.
the Savitribar Bhat Trust, and the Tuludas Chanties also desene a grateful men
tien here for ther kund help to our finances We must gratefully think also of
thoe persons less gifted by Fortune who have contnbuted smaller sums—with the

one 1dea of helping on this great cause—each actording to his ablity
The 1 18 indebted 1

for to its Mzhabhirata work to the Trus
tees of the Mahabhirata Fund of Great Bntan in London and sndebted also for

a token grant, 1n appreciation of this work to the Bntih Academy of London

And Iat, but not least, I prut mention, 10 this conn
ection, our Alma \Mater—
The Uniersity of Bombay—who has been exceptionally generous and apprecatine

of our endeavours in this field, gy manus
pply us with funds, lend: and
generally talang & very Veen and aaz'. the wellare o

. 4
o our brogeet mterest 1n the welfare and rapd progres!

bt In (;mmc‘uon with further assistance rendered by extra mural collaborators 20d
Pert T gmust put on record our spamal obhgations to Pandit Rajaguns HEMRAJ



N INTRODUCTION 181

C.LE,, of Nepal; as alwo to Profescor Kshitimohan SeN, who has succeeded Profes-
sor Vidhushekhar BHATTACHARYA as Principal of the Visvabharati; further to Mr.
S. GopaLaN, B.A., B.L., who has succeeded the late Raoszheb Sambamurthi Rao,
as Honorary Sceretary of the Saraswathi Mahal Library of Tanjore, Both these
fatter gentlemen have been hind enough to carry on, in a purely honorary capacity,
the onerous and responsible task of supervising the Mahibhirata collations done
in their respective institutions,

The thanks of the Institute are also duc to the Curators, Trustees, and Custo-
dians of the following Libraries and institutions for heeping us equipped with the
manuscripts required for our Mzhabhirata work, during almost two decades: the
Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal,
the Bangiya Sahitya Parishad, the Adyar Library, the Oriental Institute éf Baroda,
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 ma-
nuscripts or photo-copies or hand-made copies of manuscripts from the Bombay
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 behalf of the Institute very cordially for
their hind help in the matter. 7The Institute is, moreover, obliged to Sardar M. V.
Kig, M.A. of Indore for the loan of a complete Nilahantha manuscript of the
Mahibharata, It is further indebted for the free loan of Southern manuscripts of
the Mahabharata to the Chief of Idapalli Mr. Kallenkara PISHARAM, Mankavi
Padinnare KovitAxaM, Killimangalam NAMBUDIRIPAD, and to the proprietors of
the following Malabar estates : Poomullimana, Avanapparambu Mana, Nareri Mana,
Ponnokkottu Mana, Paliyam Estate, Channamangalam,

Once more 1 would fain express my gratitude for help of various Linds from
my coll on the Mahibharata Editorial Board, who have throughout reposed,
very generously, full confidence in me, and helped and supported me invarizably in
the true spirit of camaraderie. It is sad to reflect that before we are even half-
way through our work, several members of the old Editoial Board, formed in 1925,
are no longer with us; from among whom I remember particularly my friends
Father R. ZIMMERMANN, S J, Professor M. WINTERNITZ, and Mr. Vishvanath
P. Vava,

1 have to record here my heen appreciation of the willing compliance and un-
grudging assistance 1 have uniformly received from members of the Permanent
Staff of the Mah3bharata Department of this Institute. Mr. S. N. TADPATRIKAR,
M.A., Supervisor of Collations, who is in special charge of the collations, has
been moreover, as usual, always by my side, helping me with useful suggestions,
when I was engaged in constituting the text of this extensive parvan. The critical
notes were compiled from the collation sheets by Mr. B. G. BHIDE SHASTRI, Mr.
D. V. NARAVANE, and Mr. G. G SoMaN, We shall miss, in future, the expert
assistance of Mr.” BHIDE 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 $3rada manuscripts have been nvariably collated by our Sarada expert,
Shankar Shastri BHILAVADIKAR, Head Shastri of the Mzhabharata Department. The
proof-reading has beerr done by the Collator and Reader Pandit K. V, Krishnamurti
SHARMA SHASTR!, of Erode (South India), who is now helped in that work by Mr.
M. V. VAYs, 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 dong at the Institute uniformly by the Pandits K. V. Anantana-
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rayan SHASTR! 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 Arapyakaparvan 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 {383 Arya Bharati Press—which is solely devoted to the cause of
the service of the arya-bharali for endowing 7 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, T fear, even at the risk
of pecuniary loss—he undertock and has carried out successfully the printing of
these two big tomes, and thus led us safely out of the first big forest cur little party

of explorers had encountered cn our way to the yet distant Utopia of a complete cri-
tical edition of the MahaAbharata.

_Ii Mazharsi Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa tells us that he has cried himsell hoarse,
urging people to follow the Path of Duty :

. 5 ~

TN 7 < FRASga A |

(9 P -

stz e @ i @ Gead )
.his fhouging with uphfted arms has not been entirely in vain. He has not failed
m.hls mission. Across the reverberating corridors of Time, we his descendants can
su!l'hur dimly his clarion call to Duty. It is in response to that cal] and in 3
spitit of reverent homage to that sage of unfathomable wisdom—that ed

3 : <
Voice of the Collective Unconsaous of the Indian people—we offer this work, pledg:

ed to broadeast to mankind, in thig hour of its need i i 5
age of toe Mahrn and its peni, the uminous mes~

kS

o EsER ¥ |
A9 o gugd ater
Y Feat RgTer s 1

V. S. SUKTHANKAR

August 1942,
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{393 CONCORDANCE OF THE SCHEME OF ADHYAYAS

m the folloming three editions

the Cntical Edition, the Bombay Edition

(Ganapat KrisuNAJI, Saka 1799), and the Madrag Edition

(P P, S Sastris Southern Recension, 1931)

Cnt. Ed | Bom, Ed Mad Ed. Cnt. Ed. | Bom Ed. l Mad Ed.
1 1 1 37 36 32
2 2 2 38 37 33

33 313023, 3 34 39 38 34
3, 13-31 3 250 0 39 35 149
- 35-70 - 41 40 35 7005
4 70 88 3 4.2 42 41 36
5 4 4 43 42 37
6 5 5 44 43 38
7 6 6 — 45-46 39
8 7 7 45 45 44 40 5 5
9 8 8 112 4593 47 40 5 56
10 9 8 4335 46 48-49 41
11 10 9 47 50 42
A2 1n 10 48 51 43
13 12 11 49 52 44
14 13 12,4 50 53 45
15 14 12 5 51 54 46 4 49
16 15 13 42 52 55 46 4 .6
17 16 13 of 58 53 56 47
18 17 14 54 57 48
19 18 15 54 55 58 49 445
20 19 15 3460 56 59 49 563
21 20 16 57 60 50 .,
22 21 17 58 61 50. ag-61
23 22 18 59 62 50 42 g
24 s 19 60 63 51
25 24 20 61 64 52
26 25 21 62 65 53
27 26 22 63 66 54
28 27 23 64 67 55
29 28 24 65 68 56 4 39
30 29 25 6 69§ .g 56 ;068
31 30 26 67 69 .y Lo 56 5 00
32 31 27 68 70 57 328
a3 32 28 69 kp 57 sg-0s
34 33 29 70 72 58
35 34 30 71 73 59
36 35 31 72 74 60 13
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Cnt. Ed. | Bom E4 | Mad Ed. | Cnt Ed. | Bom Ed Mad. Ed.
+ H r ’
75 60, 121 121 97
[40;473 7 Py 22-60 122 I 122 o8
" 1-23 124 |
75 76 363 65551 123 123 »
A 7 & 12 | 1 100, 555
e 78 63, 510 125 125 100. 2¢-50
78 79 63. 5360 126 ' 126 101
79 80 L ez 127 127 102 471
) 81-82 | 6485550 | 128 128 102. 2242
Pt 3 66 129 129 1
2 84 &7 130 130 104
pos & &8 131 131 105
81 % 69 132 } 132 106
85 87 70 133, 133 107
B 88 71 134+ 134 108-109
87 89 \ 72 135 135, gz | 110, 4oz
88 90 73 136 135. 43¢0 110 ,3.60
29 o1 l 74 s B, X 1
90 92 4 gaei 138 137 112
ol - - 139 138 13
92 9t 7% 140 139 114
93 95 T U S 1] 115
ol % 78 1 142 141 116
95 97 <78 3003 — 142 —
% 98 143/ 143 17,
o7 9 4 144 144 18
o8 100 - —— 145 145 119
£ 101 - O 146 146 120
100 plid - 43-1 "7 147-148 121-122
101 103 8l 148 149 123
102 104 \ 82 149 150 124
103 105 8 4.0 150 151-152 125
101 106 83,5855 151 153 126
105 107, 19 81 4z 152 154 127
106 107. 3520 84 6-100 153 155 128
107 108 — 156 129
108 10 86 154 157 130
109 \1\0 | BT g |[413155 158 131
110 N0 2y | 87 oy 156 159 132
m ‘ m 88 157 160 133
nz 112 8 4 158 | 161 134
1% i3 8 5p03 159 162 135
1 u 160 1 136
115 115 91 161 164-165 137
o, 16 ) 162 166 138
17 ny | o 163 167 139
18 318 94 164 !
19 19 ‘ o3 165 1g ser | 140 yuo
120 120 o 1o . 1 l.,.“ 140 4y-s1
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i i
Crit. Ed ; Bom. Ed. { Mad. Ed. Crit. Ed. {' Bom. Ed. | Mad. Ed.
- ,__.___) i \

167 170 142 213 | 228224 183
163 o 143 214 225 184
169 172 \ 144 215 226 185,125, 50
w | 145 216 227 185. 4645
o 146 217 228 185, . —186 ;
woo. 1w 218 229 186. 4g 5
17, 176 148. 4pn 219 230 187
174 177 148, 0546 220 2L 5 188. 306
175 s ! 149 221 23 g5m0s | 1885141
176 179 150 — 232 =
177 180 151 222 233 189
178 181 152 223 234 190
179 182 153 22 ' 23 191
180 183. .2 | 154 225 1236 192
181 183, qg0s | 155 226 i 237 193
182 18 | 156 227 238 104
183 185 157 228 239 195
184 186 158 229 1 240 196
185 187 159 230 ' o241 197
186 188 | 160 231 242 198
187 1189 41 | 161 232 243 199
188 189, 1904, 162 233 244 200
19 | 191 ‘ 163 234 245 201
190 | 192 161 [42} 235 246 202

— | 193-198 — 236 . 247 203
) W 165 237 248 204
—_— 200 - 238 249-250 205-207
192 201 239 251 208
193 202 240 252 209
194 203 241 253-255 210
195 ‘ 204 242 256 211
196 205 243 257 212
197 ‘ 206 244 258 213
108 207 245 259 214-215
199 208 246 260 216
200 209 247 261 217
201 210 —~ 262-263 —
202 211 248 264 218
203 212213 249 | 265 219
00 | o4 250 | 266 220
205 215 251 267 221

206 216 252 268 222
207 217 253 269 223
208 218 254 20 | 2

209 219 255 271 225

210 ‘ 220 256 272 226

211 221 181 257 273 i 227

212 l 222 182 258 J 274 228
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f
Cnt Ed | Bom Ed f Mad Ed Cnt Ed i Bom. Ed Mad, Ed
| i

259 275 229 280 296 251
260 276 230 281 297 252
261 277 231-232 282 298 253
262 278 233 283 299 254
263 279 234 284 300 255
264 280 235 285 301 256
265 281 236 286 302 257
266 282 237 287 308 258
267 | 283 238 288 304 259
268 284 29 289 305 260
269 285 240 290 306 |26
270 286 241 291 307 262
27 287 242 202 308 263
mn 288 243 263 309 261
273 289 244 294 310 265
74 1 2% 245 295 an 266
275 | 291 246 206 312 267
276 o U7 297 313 268
277 1 293 218 298 314 269
28 294 219 299 a5 | Trans o
w20 Virita P




EPIC STUDIES
1. Some Aspects of the Mahabharata Canon.*

The problem of the Mahabhirata 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 consider-
able discussion and exchange of ideas and opinions.

The vulgate text of the Mbh. is fairly readable and appeaxs,:m 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 cori-
sequently apt to prefer, at first sight, the readings of the vulgate text, but a
thorough and sympathetic study of the author’s language and thought and a
critical evaluation of the variants would show him that the constituted text
15 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 : the review by Dr. Hermann WELLER 1n
the Zeitschrift fiir Indologie und Iranistik (vol. 6, pp. 166fi.), and that by
Professor EDGERTON in the Journal of the American Oriental Society (vol. 48,
pp. 186-190). Both reviews are evidently products of a very close study of
the text and the critical apparatus. Particularly valuable is the review by
Prof. EDGERTON, who can appreciate the difficulties of the problem I have
had to confront perhaps better than most scholars, since he has had to struggle
with problems of a like nature in his valuable work on the Paficatantra and
‘b Wrnmeseditoa.

In the succeeding pages I have endeavoured to set forth my reasons for
adopting in the text the readings that have commended {1583 themselves to

me, in those cases which have been discussed by WELLER and EDGERTON in
the reviews mentioned above. They concern the readings of 1. 1 19, 42, 49,
62, 201, and of the identification of the hundred sub-parvans of the Mbh.
enumerated in the second adhydya of the Adiparvan, that is, in the Parvasari-
grahaparvan 2

* * * *

* [IBBRAS (NS) 4. 157-78].
1 Valuable hints are to be found especially m the writings of Prof. LUDERS.
2 As most of the references in these studies will be to the Mahzabharata, all
numbers without alphabetical prefix refer to the critical edition of the epic. When
a reference is made to u'Lher editions of the epxc. I have prefixed to the reference an
y lettér enclosed within heses : thus (C.) denotes the Calcutta edi-
tion, (B.) the Bombay edition, and (K.) the Kumbhakonam edition.
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1.1.19:
vedai§ calurbhil samitém (v. 1. sammitam).

WELLER suggests an emendation—in fact, two alternative em&‘\dzﬁ?ﬂi
He first proposes to read seamitam for my itém. 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: esturbhili sohmitam vedeih. This
pathyd 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 eéxperienced by the copyist (either of this MS. or of one of its
ancestors) in deciphering the ( ? $iradi) exemplar. I consider it an inferior
codex. With WELLER'S reading we get a prior pada with the scansion
—~—v— ] —— v, HOPKINS' statistical study of the relative frequency
of the different forms of the padas (Great Epic, p. 236) shows that this i
a “rare” combination. Even WELLER realizes that the line does not read
smoothly and calls therefore the length of the sixth syllable a *metrical
archaism.”  Now samitém (of the text, {1597 without the anusvira) recurs
in a similar context, also at the end of a prior pada, and apparently in the
same sense in (B) 1. 9590 : idam ki vedail samitém. 1t akso occurs, in 2
different context, in Suéruta 2. 346. 3 : angusthaparvasamitem. 1f we read

imitam in the age under di we should have pari passu to read
it in the two latter passages also, both of which then would be metrically
defective ; the scansion of the first would be nearly the same as that of tht
pada in question, the second wrould end, with threc consecutive jambs 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 Nitakantha as a vasiard.
is supported indirectly by K. (samatam) and directly by K, ,,, M, 5, 08
the other hand, WeLLER'S reading, as has already been remarked, is found
on.!y in one infenior MS Worthy of note is Nilakantha's gloss : samitdm i
péthe tulydm ity arthah. The initial mistake of WELLER lics in supposing that
samitam suits the context better than samitém, whercas, in point of fact.
sammmx.la‘m is nothing more than a doublet of the other word, WeLLER does
not realize that his atternpt to substitate an “ casier reading ™ has been anti-
cipated by the seribe of K., who likercise finding the emended line (metrically)
unreadsble has transposed the words of the pada, reaching a new combin3-
u:m“ : cctutbkir vedesh sarumntam, which according to Hopxiny (lor. cit.) ¥
Of Tvery rare. sporadic” occumence. The word semita has been perfectly
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correctly explamed i PW  saoiimta (se + mite) = sanpmla, * gleiches Mass
habend, gleich ™ The refation between the two words 1s clearly revealed by the
more familiar doublets satala samtala, sahita  samhila and so on, se and sam
being the unaccented and accented forms of one and the same prefix When
the accentual factor became noperative, the choice was conditioned solely by
metrical considerations The idenhification 1n the case of samilz may have
been helped by contamination with sem + tda ( = semgate), * conformable
to, m harmony with” (a meaning not unsuitable even here), or by its sup
poced connection with sama, “equal” (cf WACKERNAGEL, Alimd Gramm
11, 1 § 30 bg) The semantic values of the words mn question bemg the
same, the combined [160] forcd of documental probability and metrical pre
ference decides the question of choice ncontestably in favour of the adopted
text

The text readng really needs some further justification WELLER'S mus
understanding of the text 15, 1n my opinton, a direct confirmation of my re-
mark m the Foreword (p. vi) that it 1s a lectto difficthor The word was,
1 suppose, early misunderstood To judge by the character of the vanants,
1t was commonly, though erroneously, interpreted as sam + sta, * united, com
bmed with™ In this sense, in course of time 1t must have been ousted by
its easier synonyms samyukle (substituted for 1t in V, B D) and sahite
(mamly m T and G) Both these readings are mnadequate Nilakaptha's
explanation cafurvedarthavafim 1s madmissible , the phrase can at best mean
caturvedavatimm (" pc the four Vedas’), which 1s of course sheer
noncense  ROY's ‘comprehendeth the sense of the four Vedas” and Durt’s
* contawns the sense of the four Vedas™ are equally tnaccurate paraphrases
(based upon the explanation furnished by the scholiast), because the passage
in the vulgate cannot bear the meaning here forced upon it On the other
band, the Iferal meanmg of sawsubie or selwte 15, as already re
marked wholly unsuitable For what could the assembled <ages mean by
saymg that they wished to hear the (Mahabharata) Samiuta * combined with
the four Vedas™”?

To return to the manuscript evidence. The K group 1s partly corrupt
and mdecisive though the majonity has the text reading K, ; , ¢ as n text,
K, salutin , K, samatam , K, samnuténe Al these stand resolutely agamst
samyuktam. of the vulgate, but, from the pont of view of transcriptional
probability, none of them 1s wholly incompatible with samtdém of the text
Three out of the four Malayalam MSS have also preserved the true reading ,
the remaining Malayalam MS has sahitam, the reading of the T G group
With this data 1 should explain the genesis of the vanants thus The text
reading 15 a leclto difficilhor, preserved 1n the majorty of K intact, and m
the remammng MSS of the K version 1n a corrupt condition The K read
g being partly supported by M there 1s a partal agreement between two
more or less independent verstons a condition al™o~t wholly absent mn the

13A
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case of the rejected vanants Being a difficult and unfamubar word, 1t was
{161} early msunderstood and finally dropped—independently m certam
groups of the Southern and Northern recensions—in favour of such words as
were thought to be 1ts equivalents mn sense but which do not fit the context
and re wholly mmadequate

After what has been smd above, 1t 1s hardly necessary to consider the
alternative proposed by WELLCR. But mn passing it may be pomted out
that 1t 1s methodologically wrong to expect to find the original reading by
prcking out a stray variant which appears to give a better meantng and shuf
fling the words of the pada until the pathya form turns up For one thing
1t 15 by 1o means certain that! the original must be a pathya , the MS ew
dence, sot far as 1 have examimed 1t 15 all m favour of the hypothests that
ongnally the vipulas were far more numerous than what one 15 led to sup
pose from the study of the vulgate text, which has modernized many of the
archaic lines of the onginal and successfully covered up the traces of the
metamorphosis

* . * -
11 42
dasajyolsh satayyolsh sahasrazyotir afmavan (v 1 eve ca)

Here the situation 15 much clearer  According to WELLER the vanant
eta ca 1s not quite wrong { abwegig ) Qute true But about the text
reading 1 think we can say much more than that In pomnt of grammar
metre or even sense there 15 not much to choose between the vaniants But
1n pont of documental probability their values are totally different eve ¢
15 the vanant offered by K, , , Da Dn Dr D,.., the text on the other hand
15 documented by a much stronger group K; , V; B Da, (marg} Dy 5

1t 15 further attested by another good MS of a different category, 1 have
since compared 4 Nepah MS belonging to the Benares Sansknt College
Manuscnipts Library,  The text reading figures also 1n GoLDSTUCKER S colld
tions {rom European codices of which 1 have photo copieat The position
them 13 this. On the {162} one hand the K version 1s mdecisive  agreens
parlly with D which 1s the mam witness for the rejected vanant, on th”
other hand B S (probably together with the Nepall Maithihi version) form 2
solid group in favour of the text further attested by three K MSS includirg
the important India Office codex kK, It will be seen that the documental au
thonty 15 almost wholly on the side of the text For a contamination between
Devamagan transeripts of Katmun MSS and Devanagari MSS must be postut
fated to be far more Iikely than a contammation between the entire Bangall
version and the entire Southern recension The different Indian scnipts beng

1 The 5
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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 S.
This principle was long ago recognized and enunciated by Prof. LUDERS, than
whom no scholar has @ profounder acquaintance with and a clearer insight
in the problem of Mzhabharata textual criticism. In Die Grantha-recension
des Makibharale (Berlin 1901), Prof. LUDERS has said : “ Das beweist, dass
die Grantha-handschriften nicht etwa auf Béngali-Handschriften zurlickgehen,
—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 ¢ whole and the Southern recension as a whole. Equally funda-
mental 1 character is the agreement between K and S, the only difference
between K and B heing that K is comparatively purer and freer from inter-
polatior! than the other. The canon of Mbh, textual criticism, in its simplest
form, may therefore be said to be the fundamental character of the consensus
of K and S on the one hand, and of B and S on the other, provided of course
the concordant reading is of such a nature that it could not be the result of
a fortuitous coincidence

Doubt can, and frequently, does arise when K B (then generally {163}
with D ; in other words the whole of N) stands against S. Here each case
must be judged and decided on its own merits It may sometimes be possible
to adduce evid of a decisive character on one side or the other. Such
evidence may be intrinsic ; one reading may be intrinsically better than the
other. Or it may be extrinsic ; when it is possible to supplement the evidence
‘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 cannotf be rebutted by the possibility conceived by WELLER that
dlmayan might have crept into the text secondarily, under the influence of
atmanah and atmaejih in the following lnes. .

In this particular instance, I think, intrinsic probability is, to some ex-
tent, also on the side of the text. It is a feature of epic technique that out
of three consecutive proper names occurring in the same hemistich, the last
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 Subdhus ca Salipinda$ ca viryavan,
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(K) 1 88 8- Rceyur atha Kakseyuh Krkaneyus ca viryavan
Stendileyur Veneyus ca Jaleyu$ ca mahayasih
(K.) 62545+  Yuyudhino Viralas ca Drupadas ce mahérathak
Dhystaketus Cekstanal Kasirajas ca viryavin
Purujit Kuntibhoya$ ca Sabyas ca narapungavah
17:  Dhystadyumno Virates ca Satyakis ce paraptah
(K) 8 83 9: Krpas ce Krtavarma ca Draums cawa mahérathel
(K) 9217  Asvalthama ca Bhojas ca Magadhas ca mahiabolah
Brhadbalas ca Krathas ca Sakunt$ capr Saubalal
(K} 9 3 12+  hate Bhisme ca Droye ca Karne caiva maharothe
(K) 9 5 2: Salyas ca Citrasena$ ca Sakunis ca maharathal
(K) 92440 Asvatthamd Krpa$ cawe Kylavarmi ca sitvaloh

{164} The practice being the outcome of a natural desire to avoid the
monotony of a bald enumeration of names, 1t 15 not surprising to find that
even the Homenc epics furmsh ample 1llustrations of 1t ; here 13 one with the ,
trick repeated n consecutive hemistiches (Ilhad, 24 250-1) :

Ilig.p.ovli v, "Avaldovéy e, Boiy o’ valis 1e Ho)itnp
AridoBoy e, xal ‘le-i0cos, kai AToy @’ Yavoy, ’

After having proved that the text readin;

but 1n 1tself very plausible,
can be suggested how the
tions—both mere possibilits

g 15 not only better documented
we may proceed to consider whether any reason
vanant eve cz may have ansen Two explana-
o opoth mere 1 es—occur to me. It 1s for one thing possible that
an may have been deliberately suppressed 1n order to avod
the monotonous rerteration of atma at the end of three consecutive verses.
A more likely reacon for the suppression may have been the lack of a copula
in the onginal line, which had been crowded out by the succession of three un
l:::all}' long names (two of four syllables each, and the third one of not less
meng o12)1. u::kmg up by themselves 13 syllables out of an aggregate of 16 of

. - . -

1149
isliryalan mahey iianam 150kt sambksepam abravst

(v 1 samksepato bravit)
e anants are  senksepalo “brait K V, Bym Dy and
D, 12 S (except G, ; M,) WerLLer finds
:amk:gm{; satisfactory (“ befniedigend ™) As 2 matter of fact, of the rejected
mt—.man ' :mdmg s@itksipya cabrauit 1s far superior to the other. In it
mﬂwmwsﬁ 1 d&r + Brammatically 1t 13 correct, metnically flawless It §s more
o e rea ;ﬁ t\duud by the prinaaple of agreement between indepen
1ons. bang supported by the Bangali and Devanigari 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 have
been difficult, if not impossible, for reasons explained in the previous section,
{165} to reject the concordant reading. The weak point of thxs 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 sariksepam is taken as an adverbial
gerund in-em (Panini’s gamul), as I think it should be; ¢f. WHITNEY, Sans-
krit Grammar, § 995. For there would then be an inherent tendency to substi-
tute for it simpler readings. iksipya ca and saksepatal would be very
neat paraphrases of the awkward adverblal gerund : thesecond (sewksepatal)
preserving nearly intact the original aksaras, the first (sartksipya) involving
a more radical change from the view-point of form, but closely following the
original in sense. ‘The latter may, moreover, have been directly suggested by
vistirye in the first pida which it nicely balances. I assume, of course, that
sawiksipya was introduced independently in B D on the one hand and S on
the other. In other words, I think that the concordance between certain
sections of the Northern and the Southern recensions is purely accidental, and
it is unquestionable that it could be that. I must frankly admit, however,
that there is a strong element of subjectivity in this choice, which can in no
way be said to be compelling. 1 prefer the text reading, fully realizing that
others may prefer either of the other two readings ; but that is precisely why
a wavy line has been printed in the text below saitksepam. 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.

« * * *

1.162 :
anukramanim adhyayam (v.l. anukramenikiadhyiyam)

This agam is a somewhat difficult and complicated case. The text read-
ing is perhaps less than certain, as has been indicated by the use of the wavy
line ; but it can, I think, claim for itself greater certitude than the reading
in the preceding case. The apparatus contains five variants for this pada.
They are :

Ko 2.6 V1 B; Da Dn Dr Dy gaone Dy onkramanikadhyayem

K, °kramanimadhyd®

{166} T; G5z °kraminam adhya®
T, °kramikam a°
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G, . °kramanam a®
B;.+ 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 :

Ky 246 VaDnDr Dyyypyase anukramanikadhydyam
T Ges Mya °kraminem a®
G, . °kramanim a°®
G, M, (S Recension) okrimanam a°
G, Skramanam a°
K;.BDaD,, 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 ansen. The
variant preferred by WELLER, which is also the reading of the vulgate text,
though perfectly satisfactory in itself, fails wholly to explain why there are
s many vanants, What is wrong with anubrameyikédhyayaem? Nothing
apparently, if taken by itself. But let us have a closer Jook at the variants
and try to understand the cause of the variation. We shall first consider the
variants at 1.1.199, where the situation is slightly clearer, The text reading
is supported by K, , B Da D; 4 ; that is, two of the K MSS (including the
important K,) together with the whole of Banzili and Arjunamiéra and two
Devanfigari MSS, a combination not to be despised. The rejected variants
fall into two natural groups ; on the one hand we have the majority of K and
Devandigari (with the notable exception of Arjunamiéra MSS, which, 25
remarked in the Foreword, p. v, frequently side with Bangili) having eni-
kramayikidhyiyam ; on the other hand we have the Southern MSS, which
show anukreminem 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 1s slightly weaker The two sets of variants, it may
be remarked, have this noteworthy feature {167} in common that in both
places there s partial agrecment between K B on the one hand and S o the
o{hef.msofzrthat(heybzlhhaveasthc first part of the pada, a word un-
compounded with edkydyem The explanation of this chaos is, T think, fur-
nished by 1.2.34, where the name of the adhyZya (or rather of the parvan) i
found to be E {and not ek i)
parcanukramaeni piorvam.
Here the readng 15 centamn, the variants (mainly mn G) being negligible.
P oAccordngly 1 have @lled the rvan Aruloeman 73 rorm
‘r’i‘ed ":;-‘_r‘::- Boxbay a~d Kurbhatonay | editions, in whidh ngufdﬂ;:;:m
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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 adhydya as m text. “The name in this form occurs at
1.1.200 :

anukramanyé yavat syad ahné 1atry@ ca smicitom,
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 S

in so far that they break up the compound of the vulgate text into words, one
standing in epithetical or appositional refation to the other. A little reflec-
tion will show that, used by & writer familiar with the older name of the
adhydya, the first word uncompounded with adhydya could be no other than
anukramanim. With this word, however, we should get the awkward prior
pada v — v v — 2 — — —, which, according to HorkmNs (op. cil.
p. 236), is a " very rare, sporadic” combination. Now it is well known that,
in the epic, grammatical accuracy is often sacrificed to the observance of pre-
ferred vipuld forms. The awkwardness of the pdda was removed by the
(anomalous) shortening of the troublesome long 7 in the final syllable of the
word. Examples of shortening metri causa, cited from the epics by HoPKINS
(op. cit. p. 248) are : svedha ca svadhabhojinam, Ram. 7. 23. 23 (again in
the fifth syllable) ; apakramat, (B.) 9. 11. 62 ; sakhigendvrta, Nala 1. 24 ;
ne $rir jahali vai tanuk, (B.) 11.25. 5. The examples, as is well known, can
be very easily multiplied.

{168} The assumption of an original enukiamonini adhydyam could,
as far as I can judge, satisfactorily explain all the different variants of this
pada. It accounts for the neat bifurcation of the manuscript evidence into
the vulgate text (with partial reflexes in the K version) and the Southem
group. The vulgate text may be seen to have successfully overcome the diffi-
culty of the anomalous shortemng by substituting in the lame foot a form
with a legitimate short vowel where required by the (later) stringent rule :
pancamam laghu sarvalra ; it had to sacrifice the original appositional con-
struction and substitute for it a compound. The Southern editors, on the
other hand, adhered firmly to the appositional construction, and eked out a
tolerable pada with vancvus synonyms havmg a short vowe] in the fifth syllable
such as : krami ik °ki

It may be argued that even mmkranwnikédhy&yam as the original read-
ing might likewise fumnish reasons for the growth of this singular crop of
various readings, because the name anukramanika here given to the adhyaya
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, anu-
kramayim edhydyam ; 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 anukrammam, “kramskam and so forth which all equally fall short of
reproducing the onginal name of the adyhaya So at least 1t scems to me
must the varants be interpreted I consider the text rcading all but certamn
A comparison of the extant manuscript material should show that, clencal
errors and occastonal anomalies apart the Bangali MSS umiformly, Arjuna
musra (* together with Devabodha) MSS frequently, and K MSS sporadt
cally will have the text reading, MSS of the vulgate text and other MSS
contammated from this source will have the compound , while MSS of the

Southern recenston will mostly have synonyms of anukremanm such 2s
*kramanam °kramkam and so on

* = * * .
11201
{1691 bharatasya vapur hy etat salyam camrlam (v canlam)
eva ca

EDGERTON discusses at some length the vanation ampfam anrtam and
aecides emphatically in favour of anrtem EDGERTON § arguments are briefly
these first and foremost, the text reading does not do justice to the emphatic
particle eva 1n the same line which 152 crucial word , <econdly, anylam 15
mtrnsically far superior to the innocuous amrtam, which has been substituted
for the ongwnal lectio difficthior by gnorant copyists who, missing the * para
dox ntended, naturally gagged at attributing * falsehood to the epic
In the first place I differ from EDGERTON radically as to the value and 1m
portance of the word eva in the sentence It 15 unquestionably true that €18
does emphasize the preceding word or words but this 15 neither necessarily
nor umversally true Very frequently, especially in the emcs and the
Puranas, the emphasis 15 so slight that it 1s almost neghgible and the word
12 nothing more than an expletne My expenence fully corroborates P W
which has the following note s, v eve Nicht selten namenlich nach ewnigen
Partikeln 15t dic Bed g von eva abgeschwacht, dass wir auch den Nach
druck aufgeben  But the best answer to EoceRToN § contention as to the
value of erd 15 to show that 1t figures very frequently at the end of the pad2
n long cnumerations of names and attributes where no emphasis could be
mtended whatsocver  Here are <ome examples chosen at random
(K.) 1 68 95 Durmarseno Durmukhas cq Duskarnal Karna eva ca
(B)2 100 2 Droyam Krpam nrpams eanyan ASvatthamanam era ca

(B) 13 231 17 .uvyayah putusal suksy kSetrapio Fsara eva ca
120 yajiiantakrd yojiiagukyam annam ennada eva ca
Brahma Pur 182 7

ftam sieha tiem siadhg tidye sudha tiam jyolit
era ca

Blass ya Pur 10 § 38 1y0lis cakram yalem tejo nabhasyun udyud eva ca
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1t would be clearly preposterous to see in these eva ce * emphatic parti-
cles” or “erucial words” emphasizing paradoxes ; {170} they are nothing
more than copulative expletives, My impression is that the epic * poots ™
use the conjunctions ea, caiva or ¢ra ca according as they require one, two or
three syllables to fill their line!  This, 1 hope, will suffice to dispose of the
alleged necessity of looking for and finding shy striking paradox in
this line.

But T think EocertoN is making another and a graver mistake. ; His

remark that * the panegyrist of the epic [italics minc) starts out to claim that
it contains everything” makes me suspeet that EpGERTON 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' adhyidiya thereof, The hemis-
tich occurs in a passage at the end of the‘first adhydya, and the passage is,
evidently of the nature of a pkala§ruti, The hemistich says: * This is the
body of the (Mahi.)Bhirata.,” Here “this” refers not to the whole epic but
merely to the Anukramant chapter mentioned in the previous stanzas. The
whole line is a subordinate (#i) clause depending upon the main clause con-
tained in the immediately preceding stanza. ** (200) He who repeats (in an
undertone, even) a little of the Anukramani at both twilights is freed immedi-
ately from as much sin as has been accumulated during the day and the night ;
(201) for, this is the body of the (Mahi-)Bhirata (that is) Truth and also
Immortality ! ** It is owing to its partaking of the qualities of (or, as the pane-
gyrist of the adhydya wilf have it, owing to its being) Truth and Immortality
that it is able to absolve the devout reciter of the adhyfiya immediately from
sin. The emphasis, if any, is on ki (* for”), not on eva. Objection may be
taken to the neuter gender of etat, since it is made to refer the Anukramani
(f.) chapter as I do here. The gender may be explained ecither as a case of
attraction by the gender of the predicate (vapus, n) or as referring indiscri-
minately to anukremayi (f) or edhyiye (m.). But if EpGERTON does not
like that, I have no great objection to his translating : “ For this form of the
(Mah3-)Bhirata is Truth and Immortality.” According to this interpreta-
tion, the variant enrtam is wholly inappropriate and inadmissible ; and in fact
on second thoughts I am inclined even to dispense with the wavy line under
amrtam.

{171} The paradox conceived by EDGERTON might apply fitly to the
whol¢ epic, which may be said to mirror all phases of life, “ Truth,—yes,
and Falsehood too!” but it is clearly unreasonable and even impaossible to
say that the Anukramani 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 no?
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the epic), one cannot, I think, come to any other cqnclusion than that the truc
reading is amytam

1t may be added that EpGERTON'S mistake is quite natural and is cau=cd
primatily by the misleading division of the passage (stanzas 200-202) mt_o
distiches, which suggests that the subject matter of the prasasti is the Mahi-
bhrata. The first half ‘of stanza 201 is logically and grammatically con-
nected with the preceding stanza (200); on the other hand the second half
is part and parcel of the following stanza (202). The first half clearly refers
to the Anukramani chapter, the sccond half equally clearly to the epic as 2
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-
tine 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
amytam is a lectio difficilior, EDGERTON implies that the change from amyrlam
into anztam is ordinarily inconceivable, since any copyist would have fought
shy of attributing falsehood to the cpic. Such a view would, in my opinion,
be entirely incorrect, The distinguishing feature of scribes’ emendations is
that it is superficial. The scribe does not stop to think very deeply about
the consequences of the change. Here, 1 fancy, the variant has arisen merely
because, in entirely different contexts, satyam and anrtam are found frequently
combined into a phrase, sometimes even combined into the compound
satyanrta (e.q. satyinrte yo vivinakte loke, 1. 3 152 ; satyanyte avapasiyei
jananam RV. 7.493). T {172} therefore hold that the substitutions of anrlam

for amrlam is wholly within the range of probability and even quite natural
for an Tndian scribe,

- *

1270

elal parvasatait piirnas Vyasenoklam maharsing.

Although it is prefectly true that all previous efforts to make the text

of the Mbh agrec with the numerical data of its extent and size have ended
in dismal failures, Epcerron is needlessly nervous about my attempt to 1e-
d}xce !hc number of the (sub-)parvans exactly to one hundred, EDGERTON'S
vxcv.c: is that the traditional hundred should be regarded as an approximate
or .mtmr? " number This is the explanation given also by C, V, VAIDYA
in 1'"3 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
c:tc. the use of the word $alaka in titles of anthologies ke the Spigaraiataka,
which frequently, if not uniformly, contain more than 100 stanzas. The paral-
dism would, in my opinuon, be not quite exact, because, I think, here the suffit
ka (miscalled se@rthe by Indian Rrammarians) probably suggests, if it does not



EPIC STUDIES 1 199

actually connote, the approximate character of the dcnomination  Less con
wmeing still 1s the analogy (mentioned by C V Vamua, loc et ) of the ap
pellation satasahasn of the Mbh  Thus expression.is admittedly not mtended
to mean cxactly one hundred thousand, whatever else it may mean But the
latstude imphcitly ailowed 1n the use of the expression Satasahasra mn stating
the number of stanzas which are approtimately a lakh cannot, it seems to me,
be claimed by a person mving the number of chapters which are approxt
mately only one hundred That question apart, when the old experts of the
Great Epic (bharatacmigke, 1 2 172) had caleulated and stated the
exact number of adhydyas and <lokas parvan by panan for all the esghteen
parvans, apparently correct to the last digit, would 1t not be exceedingly
strange 1f the number of the chapter-groups alone, given m the very same
adhyiya, 1n the same context, were to be only approumate® A few stanzas
more or less 1n an aggregate of several thousand stanzas, or a few adhyiyas
more or less {1757 1n an aggregate of several hundred adhyayas would not have
mattered very much one way or the othier, but a few parvans miore or less
when the total was only in the neighbourhood of hundred® So careless I
suppase even the careless custodians of the fifth Veda were not. Therr cal
culations may have been wrong, but their intention 1s perfectly clear They
say and mean that the number was exactly one hundred notice the parnam
in the first pda of the hemustich In fact, the amazing difference m the
lengths and characters of these chapter groups—there are some contaming
only 1 adhyaya and less than 70 stanzas, there are others which contain more
than 70 adhyayas and considerably more than 3,000 stanzas '—could, I think,
only have been the result of an over mastering desire on the' part of some
old editor or editors to reach by hook or crook, some such predetermmed
‘round” number

EDGERTON 1s perfectly right when he says that the attempt to reconstruct
the oniginal text of this passage presents some very serous textual difficulties
Whether my text will finally prove correct i every respect or not remams of
coursd to be seen I hope 1t will fit the constituted text of the whole epic,
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 m the “ Table of Contents’ There are all kinds of discrepancies bet
ween them the sloka numbers do not agree, the same 1s true of the adhyaya
and the parvan number These discrepancies cannot be helped,—so long as
we do not know who had done the counting and when 1t was done. As for
the constituted text of the passage m question I will only <ay that I have
formed 1t ngidly on the principles of textual criticism worked out by me and
followed elsewhere in the course of my work on the edition  The<e principles
have been appliea independently of the question of the past, present or future
form and divisions of the epic The constituted text 1s based
mainly on documental and intrinsic probability Itss
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more than likely that it contains some slight errors ; the different ver§ions 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 fonger possible. 1 honestly believe that the diserepancies 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 1s intended to be exactly one hundred. EDGERTON
himself would probably have been less sceptical had he known that bot_h
Atjunamiéra 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 Hsts.
Here are the stanzas themselves ‘

Arjunamigra® towards the end of the second adhydya (Da, fol. 45)
ekonavimiati {u parvabhir Adiparva
khydtem, Sabhd navabhir, astabhir astayuktail
Aranyakam, nonu Viratakatha caturbhir,
ckidhikair dasabhir Udyamaem amananti {|1 ||
Bhaismem ca paficabhir, atho Gurur astasamkhyair
ekena Karnpam, atha Madrakathd caturbhih
Sauptam tnibhis, tad enu paficabhir Anganinam
Sartis caturbhir,-Anudsanam ekakena 1) 2
dvabhyam usanti Hayamedham, ath-Asramakhyam
ghus tribhir, Musalaperpe tathatkakena
ekaikato gamane-Nakagati, ubhabhyam
Vaio Harer, 1ti kptd éata parvasarikhyé (|3 1]

Nilakantha (ed 1. 2 396) :

Adi-dhyina Sabhd.dianarh Vana-coyesh Vairdja-bhitdyoga-suk,
Bhisma Drnna-n:ajar;u ca Kcm,:wk‘u tatha Salyc'b}':a Sausuplag:am
Slyi-s‘am S(bmlbfm D&nadharmaflzu Hayejy&}-ﬂmma’u&sa—ga;n

kalxi\ kam Mausela-Yansyor Dyugali~kz‘th Vamsedham etac chatam I

{175} According to my Dst the vamous sub-parvans are distributed
among the eighteen major parvans as under :

3 The a griori attempt of BROCKHAU:!
N HAUS (ZDMG 6 528532) to idently the
hundse parvens from these stanzas of Arjunamiita was premature and doomed
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1. ‘Adi(19) : 1 Anukramani? 2 Parvasarhgraha,
3 Pausya. 4 Pauloma. 5 Astika.
6 Adivarh$avatarana. 7 Sarhbhava.
8 Jatugrhadiha. 9 Haidimba. 10
Bakavadha. 11 Caitraratha, 12
Svayarivara. 13 Vaivdhika, 14
Vidurigamana. 15 Rajyalambha.
16 Arjunavanavisa. 17 Subhadra-
harana. 18 Haranahdrika., 19
Khindavadiha. 1

II. Sabha (9) : 20 Sabha. 21 Mantra. 22 Jardsarn-
dhavadha. 23 Digvijaya. 24 Ra-
’ jasiyika. 25 Arghabhiharana. 26
Sisupalavadha. 27 Dyata. 28

Anudyiita. .
III. Arapyaka?® (16) : 29 Aranyaka. 30 Kirmiravadha, 31
Kairdta. 32 Indralokdbhigamana.
33 Tirthayatra. 34 Jat&suravadha.
35 Yaksayuddha 36 Ajagara. 37
Miarkandeyasamasyd. 38 Drau-
’ padi  Satyabhamfsativada, 39
Ghosayatra. 40 Mrgasvapnabha-
ya. 41 Vrihidrauntka. 42 Drau-
padiharana. 43 Kundaldharana,

44 Araneya.
IV. Virita (4) : 45 Vairita. 46 Kicakavadha. 47
Gograhana. 48 Vaivahika.
{176} V. Udyoga (11) : 49 Udyoga. 50 Safijayaydna. 51

Prajagara. 52 Sanatsujata. 53
Yanasamdhi. 54 Bhagavadyana.
55 Vivada. 56 Nuyana. 57
Rathitirathasamkhya. 58 Uliika-
diitigamana. 59 Ambopdkhydna.

VI. Bhisma (5) : 60 Bhismabhisecana. 61 Jambukh-
andamirmina, 62 Bhimi. 63 Bha-
gavadgita. 64 Bhismavadha.

1 This is the correct name of the first (sub-)parvan, mscalled Anukramaniha
in modem editions. See above, tha discussion on 1, 1. 62, )
2 This is the orthodox name of the third parvan, miscalled Vanaparvan i
t N parvan in
most Northern MSS,, and modern editions. The Southern AMSS. generally adhere
consecutively to the older names.

14
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VIil. Drona (8) : 65 Dropabhiseka, 66 Sarhéaptaka-
vadha. 67 Abhimanyuvadha. 68
Pratijfia. 69 Jayadrathavadha. 70
Ghatotkacavadha. 71 Dronavadha.
72 Narayanastramoksa.

VIII. Kama (1) : 73 Kama.
IX. Salya(4): 74 Galya. 75 Hradapravela. 76
Gadayuddha. 77 Sarasvata.
X. Sauptika (3) : 78 Sauptika. 79 Alsika. 80 Jala-
pradanika.
X1, Stri(5): 81 Stri. 82 Sraddha. 82 Abhisew_-
nika. 84 Carvikanigraha. 85
Grhapravibhaga,
X1, Santi (3) : 86 Rajadharma, 87 Apaddharma.
88 Moksadharma.
XIII.  Anugisana (2) : _ 89 Anugasanika. 90 Bhismasvargaro-
hana.
XIV. Afvamedhika (2) ¢ 91 Aévamedhika, 92 Anugitd.
XV. ASramavasika (3) . 93 Aéramavisa, 94 Putradarfana
, 95 Naradigamana, )
XVI. Mausala (1) : 96 Mausala.
XVII. Mahaprasthiinika (1) : 97 Mahaprasthinika.
{177} XVIIIL. Svargarohana (1) : 98 Svargarohana,
(Khila) Harivamsa (2) : 99 Harivamsa. 100 Bhavisyat?

My series differs from that of the mnemonic stanzas only as Tegards
the two (consecutive) parvans $anti and Anu&sana. The aggregate number
of the two parvans is the same in our lsts; the dscrepancy is only with
regard to the division of the five sub-parvans between the two major parvans
M){ figures for these parvans are 3 and 2 ; those given by the scholiasts in
their stanzas arc 4 and 1 respectively, differing only by one each from mine
1 am unable to account for this discrepancy at present.

_ These stanzas, it will have to be admitted, make the case for the X
a?utudc of the figure 100 very much stronger. Is 1t concejvable that two
dfﬂcrem scholiasts would make up two different mnemonic stanzas, each
Biving 3 perfectly fictitious senes of figures, with the total exactly hundred:

1 It will be noticed that 17 (out of the 2 jor)

t ggregate of 19) names of the (m2jof

;x’m-::u. in this scheme, are 1dentical with the names of the initial (sub-)parve®
of each group. This 1s valuable becawse it suggests how the names of the 19
{major) parvans were obtained from the (older) hst 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
accuralely 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 affimative, These stanzas stand, in my opinion, for an effort to save
from the limbo of oblivion some precious fragment of traditional knowledge
regarding the epic. Like fossils these skeletons of the old Parvasarhgraha-
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 {1787 more confidence
in the readings I have adopted. This device, as EDGERTON himself admits,
is “by its very nature hard to apply strictly and consistently.” Moreover,
most of the words cited by him are merely commonplace adverbs, conjunc-
tions and other expletives like caive, ahul (v. 1. viduh), iha, vdi, tv-atra, cipi,
kim-vd (v. L. v@ kim) and so on. I will therefore forbear from entering
into a detailed discussion of the relative merits of the variants, especiaily
as, in the mmjority of the cases, the manuscript evidence is so conflicting
that absolute certainty is impossible.

T cannot conclude this paper without expressing both to Professor
EDGERTON and to Dr. WELLER my cordial thanks for the very kind remarks
they have to make regarding the work in general, and my keen appreciation
of the uniformly courteous tone of their very sympathetic reviews.

\ <
t . Further Text-critical Notes.*

The organizers of the new Indian project of preparing a critical edition
of the Mahibhirata are deeply indebted to both Geheimrat LUDERS 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 LUDERS and adopted un-
ammously 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 2 matter of
high gratification to the members of the Mahibharata Editorial Board that
their modest efforts in the cause of Mahibhdrata studies are being so keenly
appreciated by their fellow workers in Europe, just as it is a matter of relief
10 the respongitle 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 reminiscences, because he was the first scholar who more
than thirty years ago, at the XIth International Congress of Orientalists held
in Paris (1897), emphasized the superlative importance of a critical edition
of the Mahabharata and proposed measures for its preparation?
After nearly thirty years of restless endeavour, he is again one of the
emall group of the first collaborators of the great and ambitious project.
During 1922-3 he used his opportunities as a Guest Professor at the Univer-
sity of the poet philosopher Rabindranath TAGORE to train some of his ad-
vanced pupils at the Viévabhirati to do collation work, thus helping to
establish there a centre for the collation of Bangli MSS. of the Mahabhi-
rata? a centre which is still doing excellent work under the supervision of
the Principal, Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA. Finally, WINTERNITZ
¥ias taken over some of the editorial burden on his own shoulders by ¥indly
agrecing to edit for the Institute one Parvan, the Sabhaparvan, This is in-
deed a very happy augury for the contimued success of our cherished project:
ﬁm'xi':w te}x; (u?:s 3;1 r:;sa ]C(;nngdr;sos address, which he has published in the
Jsoue . gica Pragensia, Vol. 1 (1929), pp. 58-63,
\:;nm;n has appended (pp. 64-68) some eritical remarks on my editiol
iparvan. While expressing his whole-hearted agreement with the
‘:‘;";‘T‘L":{“"P‘{“MG‘Y‘?K my Teconstrction of the text, he has given 2
A mﬁaﬁ&w}:vc?mm iffers from me with respect to the readings
unemng judgement he has picked out those
3 CL WintenNrTz, ABI 5 24 .

. .20, 2nd Ind Proz, 1. B ke
Litercturzaturs, 1929 (Heft 24), Sp 1137.1;45 "0z 3. €2, 67 ; Lowers, Deuts
2 Cfoalo ABI 4, 1431, .

2 AmRmdlthOl’Ll.valmn,p_llL
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passages n the first two adhyayas that had given me most trouble, and he
has cnticized 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 hin my cordial thanks for the
honour he has done me by making so close and penetrating a study of my
cntical work, I shall endeavour here briefly to answer his quertes and critic-
ism I wnte these notes not so much to justify my selection and establish
the readings of the cntical edition as [167] to set forth the reasons that
have gurded me 1n the choice of the readings 1n question and that may not
have occurred to my critic—remarks which will not fail to throw some fitful
hght on the obscure and complicated processes which go to make up Maha-
bharata textual cnticism
N * -

.

MINOR QUESTIONS

1 1 30. WINTERNITZ observes that “in the notes the interesting re
mark of Arjunamwsra 1s given , peremesthy atha ity prayaseh pathali, but the
actual reading of the Da MSS 1s not given” The reading of the Da MSS
not bemg specifically mentioned, 1f must, mn conformuty with a tacitly assum
ed Panbhasa, be taken to be the same as the text reading, namely, pare-
mesthy athe In that sende the reading of the Da MSS (1e of Arjuna-
mréra) has been given, and my note 15 both complete and correct, because
both the Da MSS collated for the passage do, 1in pomnt of fact, Yead para-
mesthy athat Nevertheless, as 1 discovered on referring to the commentary
once more, the note does not represent the facts fully and correctly, because
the MSS which are corrupt, being contamnated from the vulgate, had suc
ceeded, for the time being, in conlipletely musleading me

That the true Arjunamisra reading must, agamst the testimony of MSS,
be assumed to be paramesvarah (agreeing then with B, D,, C,) follows,
with certainty, from the commentary itself, a fact I had overlooked when
1 wrote the note The commentary runs thus .

g AR | % AR | ae) Rrlmn e SRE 1 ade R s

St | QA FAT | . ~
In the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p 1), I have already drawn attention
to the fact that “the (epic) text in the Arjunamisra codices 1s frequently

contaminated from the * vulgate”” and has to be corrected with the help of
Arjunamifra’s commentary.” The examples ated there are 1 1 176 and

1 A reference to Prof, LUbErS’ Druckproba {p 6) will show that the (Deva
nigan) MSS of Arjunamiéra’s commentary collated by lum for his Specimen edition
read hkewise paramesthy atha, ouly in one mstance has the reading been cor-
rected (by a later hand) to paramesvarah Accordingly Prof Lupess has alw
taken paramesthy otha as the readmg of the version of Arjunamuéra

pLIN
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22b. 1n the former case, the Da MSS. read wur_ty&m.'(like fhe vulgate, wnt(;l
which the constituted text here agrees; the true Ar)una_mxé‘ra {168} rea
ing is, however, punya-, as follows clearly from “Arjunamiéra’s own observa
tion ¢ )

qrEmeiga | @it sl geREe gRAEE 9 quaggar, | w4
A TEEgE | Sl Qe )

1n the latter case (1. 1. 22 b), hikewise, the Da MSS. read Sivawm, agree-
ing with many K and D MSS.; but the commentary shows (as 1 have
pointed out in the notes) that the true Arjunamiéra reading is Sucim, agree-

ing with the constituted text, §ivam being only a variant mentioned by the
schohiast ¢

et BT T 1 o BT, | o o g, | ekl
4 el gt
1 must here add, therefore, a word of caution. In the critical not.ﬁ
published with the text, the readings as actually found in the (epic) fext (it
contradistinction to the commentary) of the Arjunamisra codices have, 23
a rule, been taken to represent the readings of Arjunamisra; the commen-
tary was consuited by me only occasionally, in case of doubt or difficulty
or when a pathanlare was noticed. It is, therefore, more than likely t!lat,
owing to the fact our Da MSS. are conflated by contamination with variou$
types of MSS,, in particular with the Nilakantha type, a few emors of the
kind pointed out by WINTERNITZ may have inadvertently crept in. Such
errors can be rectified only by working through the whole comimentary, word
for word, and comparing the lemmata with the (epic) text of the MSS i
even then one can of course be sure only of the words and passages actually
cited and explained by the scholiast. \ A
The version of Arjunamiéra, as 1 pointed out in the Foreword to FHSGI"
cule 1 (p. v), is closely allied to the Bangali version. The reason for this
affinity (as I have stated clsewhere) appears to be that Arjunamifra was 2
native of Bengal® Following the of my pred 1 have uti
lized, for the critical edition of the Adiparvan, Devanigari MSS. of Arjuna
mifra’s commentary. The two MSS. 1 am using are extremely corrupt. 18
fact, all the MSS of Arjunamisra’s v 1 have seen—and they 2%
all Devanigari MSS—have been remarkably corrupt. Not only that, €
text they offer 15, as already remarked, obviously contaminated from the
{169] vulgate. This corruption of the Devanigari MSS. I could not 2
count for at first ; but 1t must be due, I cannot but think now, to their bein?
copies of Bangill or Marthili onginals It would, therefore, be cxpediet
to procure and use, whenever possible, Bangiliz or Maithili MSS. of Asjun2-
1 See my po'e on Arjunamis ; T <1:8
2 The Auluc Souel)!“o( mﬂ;ﬂ& Z;m:,!:d'w{.‘,{:"g;";,: o}{ugg ! chsfcaﬂ?'
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miéra’s commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bangali (res-
pectively Maithili) version R .
* - *

‘1. 1 62 :  WINTERNITZ points out that the lengthy interpolation App. I,
No. 1=(B) 1. 1} 55¢d—93 is inzerted in the R. A. S. Whish MS No. 65
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 62ab,
ke the Whish MS.; only between 62ab and the Appendix passage, my MSS
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 dif-
ferent MSS ‘Thus of the MSS. collated by Prof. LUDERS for his Druckprobe,
two G, [? read G,] T, read it after 62ab, while two others (G, Ty) 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-)*

- * * -

1. 1. 131 : The printer's devil, I regret to say, 1s responsible for the ~
erroneous spelling Samsaptaka—(with dental s) in this stanza; the correct
spelling Sam$eptake—(with palatal §) is given at 1 2. 56 and 160. More-
over, the various readings have been given only at 1 2. 56, and, through some
unfortunate oversight, omitted at 1. 1, 131 and 1 2 160 I make good the
omission here, At 1. 1. 131 the various readings are as follows. K, .,¢ B,
Da Dan. ny Dry 13 15 Dimse 6o 10 3o 0 T Samsapata", K, Bi~ Dn; Dn
Dyose 9o e 12 Te G (Gr. 20m.) M Sairdapia® ; V, nsapla® ; Ks Dis
missing. At 1. 2. 160 they are: Ko 2. ¢ Vi Pa: Dn Dri. an—4 . T
{1701 Ty Gy Saisaple®; Ky B Day Drs. ts Di 40 6o 5 0 T G 5
Sartapta® ; Ge Samsapta® ; Ks missing ; M om.

From the readings of the three passages in question, it should seem that,
anomalies apart, K, (or the India Office Codex), Bangili and Southern MSS
read it correctly (that is, with the palatal §), while the rest of K agrees with
the commentators 1n reading it with the dental s. The balance of probabitity
inclines to the side of the palata), I think, even if we restrict ourselves to the
MS evidence. C. V. VAwYA (The Mahabharata+ A Criticism, p. 159)
speaks of them as the {7 clans who came probably from the Afagan (sic)
borders,” but it seems to me more likely that they got their nickname from
the fact that they had bound themselves by an oath to kill Arjuna or die in
the great Bharaty battle (Dronap 17).

- -

-

tive Catalogue, vol. 5, Nos. 3371-3374, 3422), but 1t is very difficult to move the
Society to send out its MSS on loan.
1 ‘That would also account for the frequent divergence of Da from the D class.
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*) kiifasya Dhértdrastrena 1"”5”'{“;’;
Pandavim prati stands in the MSS, not before 97* (as VV'INTERNI‘? u]nag;?cs
and very naturally), but after 101*, as correctly stated in the eritical n S
T have re-examined the MSS concerned on the point and find thaf my note 51
perfectly correct. One cannot be dogmatic about the Mahz‘lb’harata MS d.
there i3 no knowing what they may or may not contain. 'The line was fOUleld
only in six Nilakantha MSS. in Devanigari or Bangali char'acters, col'lat
for the first two adhyayas, In all these six MSS, the-]ine’xls found inter-
polated at the same place, the place mentioned in the critical a}ppamtus
(namely, after 101*), although all printed editions without exception place
it elsewhere (namely, before 97*), which is no doubt the reason of WlNl"ER-
NITZ's remark. A note drawing attention to this patent discrepancy !fllght
have been usefully added in the critical notes. But I have found the prlnmd’
editions so arbitrary and unreliable? that I have almost [171] con}pletel}
ignored them in the foot-notes, which have necessarily to be rather brief and
to the point. The meaning of this enigmatic line found in Nilakantha MS?
is as'obscure to me s the cause of its transposition in the first printed edi-
tion. We need not inquire why the line occurs in the wrong place in the
other editions as well, since the subsequent editors appear to have studim‘lsl)'
and uniformly avoided consulting MSS WINTERNITZ could casily wnvnpcc
himself of the correctness of my statement regarding the point of insertion

of this line in the MSS by referring to the superb complete copy of the Mﬂh{i'
bhirata in $aradi characters, with Nilakantha's scholium, he purchased in
Kalmir during his stay there.
. . .
1 2.102: Da Dn Dr do have magndm and Dreupadim, as found in the
printed editions and as rightly surmised by WintERNITZ, ‘This group has.
through oversight, completel;

y dropped out of the long list of MSS, that read
Draupadim, and I am thankful to Win'

TERNITZ for drawing my attention toit.
The correction will be duly notified in the Dist of Errata, which will be add‘ed
at the end of the volume In passing T 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,
- »

1. The Kumbhakonam edition contains a misleading colophon after jts adhyay®
100, which s ot found in any MS and is, moreaver, unnecessary.—All printed edi-
tions contain the tine (B1284cd=K. 128 Sed)

gurur ki sarvabhiitangm brakmanay pankirtital |
which is not found even 1n Nilakantha MSS The note on 17412 mentions 2
Tre (B 1 79 13¢f=K 173 23 ab)

maranam fobhanam tasya i1; vidvojjend viduk
which w2e not found in any of the 60 MSS collated for that adhyzya !
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MAJOR QUESTIONS.

1. 1. 129 :  yadaSrausary Sukrasiiryau ca yuktau
Kaunteyanam anulomau jayaya |
nityair' cismai §vapada vyabhasantas

tadd nafermse vijaydya Sajaya ||

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 :

yoda Vayul Sakrasiiryau ca yuklau,

which is mentioned as a pitha by Nilakantha and was adopted in the editio
princeps. 1t is one of the eight rival readings and is found chiefly in the
Bangili version, and in MSS. and editions allied to or influenced by it. The
combinations found [172} in the different MSS. may be arranged <cheman-
cally as follows : '

Vayu  Sakra ~ Shrya: Majority of N
Vayu*  Sukra Sarya: K, + some D
Vayu Candra  Stirya: Dn
(e)srausam ! Sukra Sirya: Text (T Gys4)
(@) $reusam Sakra Sirya: Majority of M
(a)$rausam - Candra Stirya: A few G
(a)$rausam  Vayu Sarya: D (inferior MS,)
(@)Srausam  Vayu Sakra Sirya: M, (conflated)

According to WINTERNITZ, the stanza refers to (B.) 7. 7. 34ff. “ where
the line vatoddhiitai rajas Giviem etc., also testifies to the reading vayuh,
while fakre (= Indra} probably refers to the rain of pieces of flesh, bones
and blood.”” To start with I doubt whether Sakra could be held responsible
for the “ rain '] of flesh, bones, and sundry other articles ; but that is a minor
point, immaterial to the present discussion In believing, however, that cur
stanza refers to (B.) 7. 7. 34ff, WINTERNITZ 1s partlyt mistaken, as will
presently appear. The important point is that in the opinion of WINTERNITZ
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, Arjunamiéra and Devabodha
(with the readings which they had adopted or which were before
them) have explained the stanza in a similar way. I hold a different view,
however. When 1 selected the reading of the constituted text, I thought—
and I still think—that in this stanza there is allusion not to the elements, but
to some @strological factor or constellation—an allusion which was not under-
stood by commentators and which T could not then fully explain. On read-
ing the criticism of Prof. WINTERNITZ, I therefore made a reference to my
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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
tegarded as an authority on these topics ; and I was not disappointed. Hav-
ing already worked through the whole of the Mahabhirata 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} IDhrtarastra to Sashjayal
i 3t A st )
1t gt gav: s
a7 8L 3R o ama 0

While the connection between the two stanzas js patent and indeed un-
questionable, the discovery of the prototype leaves, unfortunately, most of
our real difficulties unsolved. The reading which agrees closest with that of
the Bhismaparvan stanza is that of the vulgate text and is found only in the
MSS. of Nilakeniha. These latter have Vayu-Chandra-Surya (lacking $akra
or Sukra altogether) like Soma-Sirya-Vayu of the Bhismaparvan. Is the
Nilakantha reading then the oviginal reading? As I have pointed out else-
whete, we are apt to prefer; at first sight, the readings of the vulgate, which
appear to be better than those of the critical text ; but that i only because
the text of the vulgate has been arrived at by the purging of the original by
the continuous emendations of scholars for centuries? It seemns to me that there
is a long history behind the reading of the vulgate in the present case also-
Nilakantha had evidently arrived at it by an emendztion, 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,
pethaps, supply us with a clue to the labyrinth of the readings recorded in
the exitical notes for the line in question. An fmportant factor 1s that &l
(or Sakra), which persistently occurs in all the various ecategories of ouf
MSS. and which must, therefore, be regarded as an essential feature of our
stanza, is entirely Tacking in the

] Zin: 12l 33 an important point to remember. WINTEP-
KITZ is emphatic in 2sserting that ¥edéd Vayuh of the original was changed
in S into the usual yodatrougam, Thss assumption does not seem to me 10
} See oy Epic Studes (1), JEBRAS (NS) e
of corn e T Epic . (N5 4 (1928). 157, A petent exzmple
”ﬁml :znmn)x:a harenam prapte (in DevanZzari MS5) for heranam trhse
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be at all well founded, because the very next stanza (130) begins yada
Droyo vividhan astramargan, and here no attempt has been made in S (or
anywhere else) to change the beginning into yad@sraug There are a 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 Northem
redactor who knew the prototype and had noticed the omission of one of the
clements in the prior stanza; precisely as Nilakantha, much later, appears
to have further altered the line by changing the difficult Sakra (or Sukra)
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
yadasrausam 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 Bhismaparvan stanza and noticed that
the first stanza did not contain Vayu) then deleted (a)srausem and substi-
tuted for it the missing Vayu, retaining, however, the original feature Sukra.
The corruption of Sukra into Sakra must be judged as easy and even natural
(in juxtaposition with Siirya), in view of the famous episode of the Maha-
bharata which narrates how Indra, disguised as a mendicant Brahman, begs
for the miraculous ear-rings and the armour which had been Kama's from
his birth and which had made him invincible. The emendatory activity of
the early Northemn redactor was continued by Nilakantha, who expunged
the Sakra (or $Sukra) which he found in his MSS. (and perhaps did not
fully understand) and substituted for it Candra, thus equating the two com-
binations.

1 am confirmed in the supposition that the original line contained only
two agencies instead of three by the fact that no MSS. hitherto co]lated
show yukiah (plu.) for yukteu (dual) in the first line, as they certamly
would have done, had there been three names in the onginal instead of two,
as I have givenl
. The question then arises whether Sukra and Strya, as grdias, were at
‘that time favourable to the Pandavas or, what comes to the same thing,
adverse to the Kauravas. About [1753 Siirya I cannot say. But as far as
Sukra is concerned, we may safely answer the question in the affirmative.
My friend Prof. GHATAK has kmdly drawn my attention to a stanza in Vard-

ihira's Brhatsamhita which, if d jivin may be taken to apply to the

1 It should be noted that even in the explanation of WINTERNITZ, Sakra and
Sirya do not make any combined efiort. If the three elements wind, rain and
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 Bharat battle the planct
Sukra, which was then in the Parvibhidrapada (cf. 6. 3. 15), was in a
position which augured disaster to the Kauravas and was therefore favour-
able (anuloma) to the Pandavas. The Brhatsamhita reference (9. 34) sup-
plied to me by my friend runs

TAraAt APeTRAaET gy gz
TG Ffy Afearad: afeay i
As Vayu js missing in the whole of S except M, (which latter is 4
conflated MS.), 1t can never be established that Vayu is an essential element
of the original stanza ; on the other hand, (a)$reusam, though of course n
less doubtful because it is documented also by only half of the entire evidence,
is tendered probable, if not required, by the context. But I am prepared
fo leave the line as “less than certain,” as indicated by the wavy Jine belo#
the words in question.

13 » =

1. 1. 180: lave pubrar makhatiomah. *

WINTERNITZ complains that the senfence is “very awlward grammall:
clly”. To have called forth no less than minc attempts at cmendation,
the original must indeed have been most awkvard. WINTERNITZ prefers
to read lova pulrair mahaltaral, ponting out that there is not much evidence
for the text reading. It 1s quite true that the text is weakly supported §
but €0 are almost all the readings except that of the vulgate, which certamnly
cannot be considered the original readmg, 2s it is palpably an emendation.
The text 1s based on K,.; G, only, But WiNTERNITZ'S reading is not
much better supported ; in its entirety it 35 found only in K, M ; becausé
of the MSS which do contain the questionable makattarf, K, begins the
vada with leatputrair ye and K, with tratsutebhyo. 1 submit, therefore.
that the reading preferred by WINTEPNITZ 15 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. putraih. Now the spcalled instr. comparationis is very

comemon in both epics and, 1 submit, that alone would not account for thi5
plethora of readings in the case of a simple Iime with 2 perfectly obvious

nm:ﬁflz' know instances 1n the Mahabharata text where this instr. com-
. terationis has called f

! forth no variants at all in the MSS,, no doubt becaue
it was felt to be quite normal by the copyists, editors and readers alike.

‘r:c czr.xso:dotrhz disturbance 10 this case mmyes, therefore, be looked for el

where, ang t was prnopally, 1 thi < ive joi

1o the Tty ink, the use of the superlative joined
In settling the onginal reading, thy tion is primaril

the aetual MS evidence, not of oo s

Erammar  The Shakespearean * This w23
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the most unkindest cut of all” cannot be judged and emended by modem
standards of grammar. It sounds harsh to our cars ; but there is, I suppose,
sufficient documentary evidence to prove or make it probable that the line
as I have quoted it was in point of fact written by the author of Julius Czsar
(who knew his English quite as well as, if indeed not better than, we do),
consciously or unconsciously using what our purists stigmatize as
vulgarism. The argument that a dramatist like Shakespeare could not com-
mit such a blunder (if blunder it be) would be without cogency, when the
MS. evidence supports the questionable reading.

The Mahdbhdirata, I may point out here, has suffered from the great
misfortune of being always edited by learned Pandits, who were concerned
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. Oné 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 the original which had escaped the vigilence
of mediaeval Indian scholiasts and editors and found their way stealthily into
our printed editions I*

{177} The nine variants mentioned in the cntical notes may be classi-
fied as follows. Readings -
(1) in which the comparison is emphasized
(a) by change of the superl. to the comp.:
wgid mgaw ) K
e 1 KeDu M
(b} by a double change of saperl. to comp. and of instr. to abl.
{the “oorrect ”’ construction} :
@l ggw: * K, (inferior MS) 5 -
(2) in which the awkward instr. is done away with
(a) by changing the instr. into abl. :
- el wgaAt | K.

& greget L Va

1 In the Paugyaparvan {Adip. 3) especially, lus editorial activities are very
much 1 evidence. He has not only introduced, with scrupulous care, the correct
Sandh: wherever it was at all possible, he has substituted the correct bendhum
for the (irregular) baddhum (1. 3. 21), found even in the printed”editions and
made many similar “ corrections”™ independently of the MS. evidence. Most
amusing, however, 1s his regular and systematic substitution of the correct form,
as required by the Siitra of Panini, out of etad and enad, a rule probably unknown
at any time to anybody outside a select cotene of Adiryas of Vyakarana.
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(b) by using the adj. predicatively (mostly in G) :
AT AEAl | T; Gios, 4mar
1 o0 wgaA 1 - Gas )
(3) in which the line has been recast (the vulgate) :
armrza st | Ko B D (mostly) Ty
and (4) corrupt : '
’ @ gidzrad | Dy
1t is an admittedly sound principle of textual criticism to give Qreferenc;
to a reading which best suggests how the other readings may have ansen', 3:1]
it would be hard, I think, to find another reading which could eXI:)lalﬂ
these nine variants more satisfactorily. ‘WINTERNITZ'S choice, f?r mstam?z.
does not at all explain the origin of any of the readings w}.uch contain
mehallamah (superl.) such as 2 {a) and (b) and the text reading; bef?‘-‘sc
there s in that case nothing to be gained by changing the (supposed) original
comparative into superlative.

En passent it may be pointed out that the so-called instr. comparationis
is not a distinct category of the comparative at all
the (Prakritic) goalscence of the instr, and abl.
valence which comes out very

; it is only a special caseof
pl. (metri causa), an equi
clearly in such parallel phrases as :

W gRAg=aY 1 11198
{178 and

“uiTd: agerd 12 1 1. 209 and do4 *,
The latter does not mean “he is left by all sins” but “he is freed from all
sing.”’

That the superlative is used in the epic in the sense of the comparative!
may be seen from :

¥ w1 Gia 12,1
7 A TAFATAY 20 Bergam: ¢ bid. 18. 69

“Of these which are more versed in Yoga?™ * Nor among men shall
there be any whose service i3 degrer to me than his.”

The superlative is normally construed with the gen, or loc.; but that it B

? Unless st be a scnbe's error perpetuated through centunes or repeated
independently 1n different places and times,

2 This pida recurs frequently 1n the Ramfyana aleo,

? These denvative forms have probably a merdy intensive value, and do po
necessarily and invanably connote companson. The Prakntd frequently confuse the
tara 2nd the fama endings, It 1s further wosth mung that a separate formatio?
superlating 1 unknown to the Modem Indian disledt
The epics alo eporad.eally furmish instanees of the use of the positive in the sen®
<! the companative,
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construed sometimes also with the abl. may be seen not merely from the
example last cited but also from :

. At =i qivn: @i gEa: 1 ibid. 4. 36

“Though thou art of all sinners the most sinful.” C

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 tave putrmr mahatiardh and tava putraxr
makhaltamal are almost equivalent ; but there may be just a slight’ difference
of meaning between the two locutions. While ftava pufrair mahalterah

(comp.) evidently means only *greater than thy sons™, the other clause
(teva putrair mahottemal) may have been mtended to convey some such =ense
as “ far, very much, greater than thy sons.” - .

It may be finally observed that in dealing with the first two adhyayas
of the Adiparvan (a5 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-epic” : the poetasters responsible for the com-
pilation of these passages are capable of the worst blunders of every descrip-
tion, * -

. * »

{179} 1. 1.209: mdhaltvad bharavattyac ca.

As WINTERNITZ rightly observes, here the MS. evidence is almost evenly
balanced. Moreover, graphically there is so little difference between the rival
readings that we cannot expect much help from the side of the MSS., though
it may be pointed out that their evidence inclines, if at all, just a trifle to the
side of the text reading. WINTERNITZ (Ind. Ant. 27, 93) admits that the
lines (69*) coturbhyak etc. and fada prabhiti elc. are “ quite superfluous.”
When these lines are expunged from the teéxt, as has been done by me, the
line mahattve ca gurutve ce of 208¢) stands adjacent to mahatlvad bhare®
(of 209a). The idea of 208¢ is evidently reflected and repeated in 209s.
Just as mahattvat corresponds to makattve, so bligra® should correspond to
gurutve, This clearly shows, as far as I can judge, that the doubtful word
(bhdra®), which should be a paraphrase of gurufve, must be bkarevativat
and not bhdaratatvat, The latter seems to be an emendation made by some
revisor who wanted to squeeze in somehow the significant word Bharata into
the context ; and, it must truthfully be confessed, 1t is a very ingenious emen-
dation indeed. But as to which is the orginal reading there cannot be much
doubt. The importance that WINTERNITZ (like BUHLER, Ind. Stud. 2. 9 f,,
before him) attaches to the circumstance that the verse is quoted in (our edi-
tion of) Kumdrila’s Tantravartika with the reading bharatatvat is wholly un-
justifiable, and that for two reasons: firstly, because we have no critical
edition of the Tantravarttika, and so we cannot be wholly sure of what the
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MSS actually read at that place, and secondly, because, even 1f Kumarla
should, mn pomt of fact, have quoted the verse with bharatalvdt, 1t does not
at all follow that this 1s 1pso facto the orginal reading, notwithstanding that
Kumirilas work 15 far older than the extant Mahabharata MSS ; because
Kuminla may have cited the stanza from one or the other of the versions
which contamned (and still contain) that reading Or again he may have
known both vaniants and preferred, for reasons sumilar to those adduced by
BunLer and WINTERNITZ, the vanant rejected by me.

The situation 15 somewhat clearer and the facts better capable of demon-
stration 1n the case of the other great mediaeval commentator Samkaracarya
In many cases when the readings of the Mahabharata verses and stanzas cited
by lum {1807} differ from those of the Bombay and Calcutta editions, 1 was
able to 1dentify Samkaricirya’s readings i the Southern MSS Bemg 23
Southerner, he had naturally studied and cited from the Southern recension
of the Mahzibharata. It 1s quite clear that he was not going to work lhrO“E_h
all available MSS and establish the ongmal reading of the numerous Mahd
bharata stanzas cited by him 1n the course of his voluminous comnmentanes
Therefore lus citations, although of far greater antiquity than the oldest of
our extant Mahabhirata MSS, do not necessarily give us 1 every case the
*onginal” readings Samkara’s testimony applies to and affects mamnly the
version or the recension used or cated by him, and that was probably the
Southern recension 1n 1ts Malayalam version. Even 1n the time of the Ac2rya
the Northem MSS must have read differently mn places, as they do now
because the divagation of the recensions must be assumed to be far older thad
the epoch of the great Vedantist.

1 shall give only one example 1n order to clanfy my meanng 1 1 37
of the cntical edition reads yathartdy tulingam, agreemg with other Pmted
editions and with the majonty of the MSS of the Northern recension.
karacirya in s Bhisya on the Brahmasitra (1 3 30 ; Anandirama ed
p 313) aites, however, the verse with the reading yathartusy pluling@s®

Now this reading 15 found only n Southern MSS and such of the Norther?
MSS a3 can be shown to be contamunated from the Southern source, but
in any Kalmiri or Bangli MSS collated o far Here 1t would be clearly
wrong to ate the Bhisya as an authonty older than our MSS to establisht
the text reading as yathartusy gtulingant  The Bhdsya atation affects directly
us;ms:’mﬂ:m version only, documenting that the divergent readmg of 0Uf

155 15 a5 old as (or rather older than) the time of Samkaricirya
and that 13 all Tt does not take us beyond the Southern recension, mCh
less beyond tfu: %o fival recensions to the archetype.
of v::“_’_" b“;‘ ;‘;7:::;’1 ‘:f:l”:; ‘t:ssnes that * from the etymologizer’s poict

etymology, since with the other re2dind

—_—
1 Onlymeofthe}khj'a\&.hnourlalm&na
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the ta of the Bhirata remains unexplained, he is bringing into the discussion
an element of finesse that is quite foreign to the view-point of {181} the
Purdinic writers, as will be evident from the following specimens of *etymo-
logische Spielerei ™ culled from the earher adhydyas of the Adiparvan :
(B) 1. 30. 7 =line 3 of 343* {Garuga) :
% vt gmarde g Rgm:
1. 36 3 (Jaratkinu) : ~
SR g Tt e, |
1. 56 31 (Mahdbharata) :
R AT AGAREEA | .
1. 69. 23 (Bharata) :
WS QAT AEAREATH TIAEN )
AETFAT AL W A T g
In view of these bizarre specimens, 1t would be extremely strange should
a Puranic * etymologizer ” fight shy of sacrificing a fa, if he, for the moment,
could not think of anything better

- = -

1 2.2 $usriis@ yadr vo vipra bruvatas ca kathah Subhah.

T admut that my reconstruction of the hne 1s not wholly satisfactory.
‘The reading preferred by WINTERNITZ may also not appeal to other scholars,
as it does not wholly appeal to me. I therefore cite here the 15 different
readings found in the 48 MSS collated for this passage, of which one (Ds),
unluckily ar luckily, oruts the line altogether., The lines contamng ca (ta
which WINTERNITZ takes exception in particular) have been underlined for
the sake of ready identification

L omagaed B gEE R om F o K

2 pEed an fm gEa e g K

3. s AR at R gremsrimma Koo

. g AR A Aw gEed wm g K, (corupt)

o

5. e wa M B gremam g1 KeViDn Dyy oy
6. g am @ R :ﬁwm: g 1| B Da (Da, corrupt) Dy,
7. sy wg @t R aﬁmm:@mr Dr D,

8 suri oy Pw oo amai @i D:

9. Ao am 61 Rar AT 1 P D,

10. pmw gt Rwr TS P g Droo

0. gwak @ R FARE T B T G
12. grm Ak & @w A ffeer: Fan 1 Goos. s

13, AR N B N X w g M,
15
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1 pmak S fm gy w0 Ms
15 prmakd B gwm w g 1 Text (Ko Du Gy s My

{182} As for the doubtful ca, I may remark that, besides its normal
use as a conjunction meaning “and”, ca is very frequently used in the Mahi-
bhdrata (and the Rimiyana) as an expletive, a pure and simple verse-filler
(padapiirana), without restriction of position, like ki and vai. 1t may occa-
sionally have served as a particle of emphasis, stressing the previous word
like eva. The second use is somewhat doubtful ; but of the first, one can find
scores of perfectly clear and certain instances in any portion of the epic, even
in the printed editions. In the line in question, 1 consider, ¢# has
been used in the first sense, as a mere verse-filler, Sporadically me, which
improves this awkward line ever so slightly, appears to have been substituted
for it, independently in both i The first half of the line was &
uncouth that it was recast in the vuigate. “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 Saunakasatre te Bharatakhyanavistaram |
akhyasye tatre Peulomam akhyinait caditah parem ||

This is again 4 most difficult case, and, as WINTERNITZ rightly remarks,
“full of almost hopeless editorial cruces”. The reconstruction would be
therefore, almost entirely a matter of speculation. WiNTERNITZ has nightly
surmised that I regard the Parvasmhgraha as an accretion later than ti
stanza, which, in my opinion, belongs to a much earlier stratum of the text
of the Mahabhirata, That Soungkasatre in line 1 is a regular trap for the
unwary. Misled by the printed editions, T had myself treated the words 2°
separate at first, realizing only much later that in this adhydya the Sita
addressing not Saunaka but the Rsis, among whom Saunaka is 70
yet present. Saunaka is not mentioned in the foregoing portion of the te&t
except once, in connection with his twelve-year sacrifice in 1. 1. 1. IP
adhydya 4, morecmer, it is plainly stated that the Sitta first approaches th?
Bsis assembled in the Naimisa forest and acks them what he should narrate:
The Rsis tequest him to await the armival of Saunaka. The latter, a5 S99
as ke arrives, asks the Sita to relate the history of the Bhargavas (adhy. 5)-
1f Saunaka was not zmong the audience in adhyaya 4, I do not see how B
could have been there in adhydya 2. Morcoser, Tn the latter adhydya the i
terlocutors are throughout etated as bemg the Rsis, while it is only fO™
adhyGya 5 omwards that Saunaka appears in this {183] réle. It should:
!hcn:('me. seem that the reading Seunaka satre is not casy to of
explain by'any'mg.n& Or does WINTERNITZ mean that it should be 2dopted

2as the lectio difficilior? 1t would be admiszible, 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. It have preferred to give
the “ poet " the benefit of the doubt and assume that the remark is addressed
to one of the Rsis present.

‘WINTERNITZ has misunderstood my reconstruction in some other parti-
culars as well. yat, at the beginning of the stanza, is not a neuter pronoun
but an adverb = yada. The words adital param offer no difficulties at all
for interpretation ; dditel does not mean * from the beginning,” but “at the
beginning” (=d&deu) ; perami= excellent.” akhydsye 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 Bhiirata Story, then shall I narrate, to begin with, the
excellent Story of Pauloma.” ot

Even a cursory examination of the variants given in the critical notes is
sufficient to convince anybody that the stanza has been recast over and over
again. With-its history is bound up the history of the successive additions
of the three episodes Astika, Pauloma and Pausya, which appear to have
been appended successively to the main text in this order. The stanza in
question seems to have been written at the time of or soon after the addition of
-the Pauloma, but before the addition of the Pausya The purpose of the line
was originally not—as WINTERNITZ imagines—*o state all the episodes with
which the Mahibhirata begins, but to autkenticale the latest interpolation
then made, namely, the Pauloma, by making the Siita declare beforehand his
intention of narrating that Zkhyina at the beginning of the Mahabharata
The Astika must have formed at that time the recognized beginning of the
epic (cf. Manvadi Bharatash kecid Astikddi tathd pare 1. 1. 50), and the
Paugya had not yet been added. This is the state of things the constituted
text envisages.

A study of the critical apparatus of this adhydya shows that the adhydya
is best preserved in the Southemn recension; {184} in the MSS. group on
which the vulgate is mainly based (namely, BD) numerous additional stanzas
are found which are missing in S and X, ,, » ; 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 and
which must have been made with a view to documenting the fact—or rather
the fiction—that the Mahabhirata as narrated by the Siita to Saunaka was
identical with that'narrated by Vaifarhpayana to Janamejaya (cf. Nilakantha
ad loc.). K, , 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
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other. The text is formed by collating S with the inferable versiorf 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 f)f fhe
Astika episode (which intervenes between the Pauloma and the begmn_lng
proper of the Mahibharata), of a statement of the identity of the Sita-
version and the Vaiéampayana version, and finally of the name of the Paus.ya
interlude, all these changes being made in olir 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 adhydya and only logsely connected with what folI'OWs
Noteworthy is also the fact that adhyayas 1 and 4 have the same beginmng:
Lomaharsandputra Ugrasraval siitah pauraniko Naimisaranye dvadaievar-
sike sotre!  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 Sita in the same words as approaching the same Rsis assembled at the
same twelve-year sacrificial Session of Saunaka in the Naimisa forest. There
is clearly a #ew beginning made in one of the two adhyayas. .
Smce many of the intermediate links are missing in the MS. evidence, it
15 not possible to reconstruct the history of this portion of the text fully and
satisfactorily ; but that it must be reconstructed on the lines sketched above,
T have no doubt. Accordmgly the successive stages in the development of
the reading of the vulgate (which is the reading preferred by WINTERNITZ)
T would arrange in a scheme like the following, in which the innovations have
been printed in black type. {1853 It will show among other things that the
vistaram of the text and of the Southern recension is not *“a remnant of vi5-

tarartham " of the vulgate ; on the contrary, in the latter the first line was il
ed up with utlamam when the original vistarg was used in the interpola‘ed
stanza. The view of WINTERNITZ

that at least Astikam must remain in the
text is quite untenable ; because if the stanza had Asfikam there is no mson
why it should not have Pausyam as well. On the other hand, if Pausyem 1
not indispensable, then Astikam could £0 with it as well
Stage 1 (Constituted Text)
) 7y et ¥ Amaf ¢
el @ Gt i N
Northern recension,
Stage 2 (K,) : by addition of 2 Iines to the original,
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Stage 3 (Da D,., 44) : by addition of syt to stage 2.
T DawEl g WRaEHEEAY, |
FRTATTT TR @R et il
wiird freaai = oy % wHifgang |
EizicBelicite isie el s co gl
Stage 4 (Dn Dr Dy;.,,): by addition of §jsy to stage 3.

g el § A |
ST T SRR ST
g Freaad = ozt fiF adifiran)
divt o1 = dSwmredd: wifa sgag :
Stage 5 (B) : by addition of 1 line to stage 4.

g9 {iTFEy g wareamgad |
aaﬁwzwr g sarahae Hwat |
A FHUF Tt AgnIRagaag i
{1863 esFaa R = axt 1 wdifrang
dieg 77 7 fonredid wia: sz il
Sotutherr TECeﬂS!Gﬂ.

Stage 2 (S) : by addition of ?ﬂiﬁ'h? to the ongmnal.
Iy AEad ¥ MRAETEET !
NETE 7% EMAE T adqs W I

L3 * *
v

1. 2. 46 : mrgasvapnabhayem latah

Here again WINTERNITZ prefers the reading of the vulgate (mrgasvap-
nodbkavarit). 1t is clearer but, I must say, I am very doubtful about its
onginality. The MS support for this variant 1s only shghtly stronger than
that for the reading of the constituted text. It 1s worthy of note that B,
which generally sides with the vulgate, has here a third and entirely different
reading : mrga.svaprb *bhavat tatah ! How would WINTERNITZ account for
that? I explain the compound of the constituted text as an irregular com-
pound with inverted sequence, common in Praknt (PiscHEL, Gramm der
Prakrit-Sprachen, §603)! and not unknown to the Low Sansknit of the epics
HopkiNns, JAOS. 20 (1899), 223, has cated two instances from the Rama-
vana : 72236 drsivé dendodyatarir Yeman (for udyatadandam)* hke Yama
with upraised staff”; and bid 7. 26 2 lulyaparvatevarcasi (for parvata-
tulyavarcasi) * glonious Iike the mountamn (Kailisa).” 1 accordingly take
the compound in question as equvalent to svapna (drsta) mrgebhayem
“ (Parvan) in whichl there is the fright of the deer (seen) m a dream”
{cf. the compound Svepnavasavadatfam). Yudhisthira, in any case, was

154
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not frightened ¢ that 1s certain, but that the deer were, follows from (K.)
3 259. 8, which WINTERNITZ himself cites .
5 - - 3 .
TATEAT gEeET WA grat: i "

- The readings of the vulgate and the Bangali version seem to represent
different attempts at emendation of the irregular compound which stood
ongmally 1n the Northern recension and which was perhaps misunderstood,
of 1t was not totally umnteligible The wavy hne below the pada was called
for also by the vanant reading of S, which has parva or tatah) préyope
vesanam  This refers to an entirely different section of {187] the narrativé,
the name being derived from the vow of fasting taken by Duryodhana

» i d

1 2 89. tatha ragysrdhasasanam
The vanants are °Sasanam, “lambhanam, °sarjanam (vulgate), “margs
wom, °padanam, °dapanam’ 1 1d7ydrdhasarienem cortesponds better 0
one portion of the contents of Adip 207, °sasanam may be sard to corr
“etter 1o a subsequent portion of the same adhyiya . °sarjenam was followed
Oy °sdsonan, Intninsically there 15 not much to choose between the twe
The sub-parvan name 15 really somcthing quite different . rdjyalambha of
°labka, which has given nse to the reading of K, rajyardhalambhanat
The seadimg preferred by WINTERNITZ 15 found only in the vulgate group
supported by four Southern MSS G, ; M,, , The text readmg was adopted
on the direct testimony of K, ; D, G, , but 1t has partial support of T; and
of two K MSS (K, ,), one of which 1s the important India Office codeX
(K,) These MSS (K, ;) read as a matter of fact rajyanusdsanam, but
the nu of these MSS 13 obviously wrong (perhaps representing a muslectioft
af the ligature rdha), being opposed by the remamder of the MS materal
wllated and conveymng no satisfactory sense.  There appears to be an 2gree
ment bdween independent versions on the reading °sarjenam, but the con
cord, 1 believe, 13 only apparent, being due to the conflation of MSS  That
G, . arc contamimnated from some late Northern source, 1 think, 1 have estd
blished with tolerable certamnty i the note on 1 20 1 , the conélusxon 15 €Of
roborated by many less certam snstances where these MSS (along with G, 2)
agree with Northern MSS agamst other Southern MSS, and the agreement
cannot be regarded as onedinved from their connection through the arches
type? That further G and M, are not reliable 1 { the
Grentha and the Malayilam espects epresentatives
1 the Foreword to F} e vely. 1 bave already poiated o2
ey, oo mnm:sx::mnlgdl m(& V) Thete semamns only ane other MS-
Y pure (Malayalam) tradstion and must
—_—_— T

* Foruseno, of v L3 5 26 (220", 13 24 (253°), 20 15
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fave acquired’ its °sarjanam, secondarily, through some complicated infiltra-
tion of the reading of the vulgate.

{1881 In this instance, we have, moreover, a complex cross-agreement
between the different versions.

°sasanam : Ko_ 1-2 Dz + T2 G1. L]
°sarjanam : Vulgate (B D) + 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 utterly
confused. That being so, I have adopted the reading °$asanam, giving pre-
ference to the side on which the majority of K stand, according to a principle
enunciated in the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. vir).

! * R * *

1.2.96: In the I}ditoxial Note appended to Fascicule 3, I have given
my reasons for selecting 7984 as the figure representing the number of §lokas
in the Adiparvan. That is the figure given by the India Office MS. (K,)
and corroborated by the Sarada codex (8,). It may, therefore, be regarded
as the extent of the Sarada version at any rate. I consider, as I have fre-
quently stated, the S3rada (Ka$miri) version the best version now preserved,
and my edition of the Adiparvan is based mainly (though not wholly) on
this version.

T fully agree with WINTERNITZ (op. cit. p. 61) that the Parvasarhgraha
argument is necessarily of secondary importance and should not be pressed
too far? Be that as it may, it is extremely problematic whether we could
make any use whatsoever of the Parvasariigrahal enumeration in the case of
the Adiparvan at least, because it will be difficult 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 diffi-
cult to say {1897 now how the extent of the prose sections was computed by
the compilers of the Parvasarhgraha ; our section-numbers certainly can give

no indication of the extent in * Slokas "2 Secondly, this Parvan alst_) contains

3+ The exaggerated 1mportance UTGIKAR attached to the data of the Parvasari-
graha was, I believe, mainly due to his erroneous belef (induced probably by the
misleading character of the text of the Kumbhahonam edition) that the Northern
and Southern MSS. agreed completely with each other in all material particulars
for this adhy3ya. The Kumbhakonam edition, which claims to be an edition
“ mainly based on the South Indian texts”, presents a text of this adhyiya which
is almost identical with ‘that of the Calcutta and Bombay editions, taking no notice
of the Southern divergences, while in other sections of the epic it introduces numer-
ous innovations which are based on the Southern tradition.
2 The lengths of the prose sections must have been computed on the basls of
32 aksaras to a §loka, but such a computation in the case of long prose sections can
be only approximate.



224 EPIC STUDIES

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 introlduce
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 Parvasarhgraha its'd{ i
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 Parvasariigraha 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.2

These are some of the difficultics n the way of making any practical
use of the figures recorded in the Parvasamgrahaparvan for fixing the text of
the Mahibhérata. The computations may have some value for a Parvan
in which there 15 no prose at all, which is almost wholly in Anustubh metre,
and for which finally the Parvasarngraha figure is tolerably certain.

It is quite within the range of probability, as far as I can judge ‘noW.
that the extent of the critical text of a patvan may {190] fall appfwably
below or rise appreciably above the figure recorded in the second adhydya, 25
is actually the case with about half the number of Parvans jn the Calcutta,
Bombay and Kumbhakonam editions when checked up with the figures given
in their respective Parvasarhgrahas3 Moreover, unless it can be made prob
able that the compilation of this “ Table of Contents " is nearly synchronot
with the final redaction of the Great Epic, this discrepancy will be without
any cogency 1 questions relating to the constitution of the text. The Value

of a MS. or a version cannot be said to depend exclusively or even mainy
upon its agreement with or diserepancy from the data of the Parvasammh‘,"
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 form-

3 Thus for the Viritaparvan, the Northem fi is 2060, themn 35003
the difference therelore is 1450 £lokas, Fure 1o 2000, the Sou
2 Cf. the Editorial Note (2) 2ppended to Fasacule 3 (p, i
p. in).

" oo The actusl mumber of flokas falls belowr the Parvesagraha figure i 0
following 10 Parvans : - Ads, Udyoga, Biisma, Sauptika, Sinti, Ancleana, A
e, Mmﬁmrado Mzusala znd Mohiprasthinika ; while st rses abore

er figure in ollowing 8 P, : %, Aranya, Vi Droga, Kero®
porilivca Srarsiret arvans: Sabhi, A Virita, Droga,
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lated to explamn satisfactorily the evolution of the different extant versions
and types of Mahiibhirata MSS.
1t should further be carefully bome in mind that even if there is an exact
agreement as to extent between a constituted text and the Parvasarhgraha,
this fact alone is no guarantee of the originality and the absolute correctness
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 Parvana ’I‘he difficulty will finally
not be solved even if we happen to light upon a unique MS. which agrees
with the Parvasarmgraha exactly and we should adopt its text 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 compared, line by line and word by
* word, with other extant MSS.

* - *

{1913 1. 2. 105: paurénugamanais coiva dharmaputrasya dhimatah.

‘WINTERNITZ is mistaken in thinking that the line is missing in the 1whole
of K : it is missing in only twa MSS. of the group, albeit the best MSS.
These MSS. (K, ,) are, however, by no means infallible, as a careful study
of the apparatus will show. Their evidence is, therefore, rebuttable and not
conclusive. In this instance, not only does the line occur in the rest of N,
but there is a corresponding line in S T cannot think that the two lines :—

Text. pauranugamanam caiva dharmaputrasya dhimatah

S (except My) : panr@nukampa nirvedo dharmarijasya dkimatal

could have arisen wholly independently of each 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
Ko, 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 1s doubtful ; the doubtful words have accord-
ingly been indicated in the usual manner. '

* * *

The problem of the Mahibharata textual criticism, as I have pointed
out already, is a problem sui generis. Hére the principles of textual recon-
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, earn-
estly request Prof. WINTERNITZ to continue his searching and exhaustive

"1 See WintERNITZ, ABL 5. 25.
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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.

Dr. Ruben on the Critical Edition of the Mahabharata®

1 am bound to form and express an opinion on the issues raised in the
article * Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik des Mahabhirata” 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 af 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 but favourable,

It is not my intention to scrutinize every statement of the writer and
answer all his queries and criticisms ; nor is it incumbent on me to do so ; MOF
even necessary, as will appear from the sequel. I shall confine my fﬂm’_“’
to a few points of outstanding importance in RUBEN's paper which might mis-
tead the casual reader, creating an erroneous impression regarding the value
of the results achieved by the critical edition. ’

. I

IIL

* .

The Bogey of blassical Philology «

At the beginning of his paper (p. 241), the leamed reviewer from Boan
formally recites the canon of the caturvarga of the Classical Philologist. The
Classical Philology, we are explained, distinguishes : 1, Heuristics, ie. a
sembling and amanging the entire material consisting of MSS. and festi+
maonia in the form of a genealogical tree; 2. Recensio, ie. restoration of the

. text of the archetype ; 3. Emendatio, i e, restoration of the text of the author:
4 *Higher Criticism,” je. separation of the sources utilized by the author.

{260} Tested on this touchstone of the classicist, lhe critical edition
of the Mahibhirata is found w.

anting in no less than three jtems, namely,
Nos. 1,3 and 4. The third and i

Jeft wholly untouched ; even the first has by a long way POt~
been done full fustice 1o by the hapless editor  But a5 ans reads on, ¢
finds that the dereliction §s after all not as serious as one might be led
_—

* [ABORI 11, 259.283)
1 R hay inadvertently omuted the mention of the 23 Devanigzari MSS. it
- Frisi .
:hc ceseription of my entical 2pparatus . of op. 1t p, 241, lines 36 from the bot-
o,
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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), 1 must plead guilty to
having perpetrated so far, perhaps somewhat unnecessarily, minor emenda-
tions in 13 instances? 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 emendation. Most scholars will,
1 fancy, be sincerely grateful that I have been so moderate and that I have
declared it as my policy to give preference to interpretation aver 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 of
the objective of the edition, having mistaken evidently the beginning for the
end of the critical work on the Mah@bharata. Higher Criticism can begin
only after Lower Criticism has done its work, and not until then. And our
critical edition is just laying the foundation of the Lower Criticism of the
Great Epic. But I imagine, R. does not want to say anything special at all,
when he mentions his “ Hohere Kritik”. In the 1833 &lokas of the consti-
tuted text (=2161 of the Bombay edition and 2208 of the Calcutta edition)
so clogely investigated by R, in the preparation of his erudite paper, he does
not mention even a single passage where the “ Hohere Kritik” could have
{2617 earnestly and usefully “ functioned . The item is probably introduced
here merely pro forma, as the fourth and last stage of the ariya-magga.

But R. might have mercifully spared us this leamned prooemium on the
aims and methods of the Classical Philology and their application to the
problem of the Mah3bhiirata textual criticism, The same thing has been
said by others before R, more simply but with ample cleamess and emphasis.
In the papers 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 applied
to a critical edition of the Mahabhirata only with great limitations and
modifications. It is simply impossible to trace a genealogical tree of zll 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 with
a classification of the MSS, according to script, and the provinces to which
they belong. ~ And we have more often to refer to classes’ of MSS, than to

1 In the first 86 adhyfyas, the followmng stanzas contain conjectural readings .

1.14,15;30.7: 37, 10; 41. &§; 45, 15; 48. 9; 51 8, 57 20,68 25,671 36; 81
3,13; 86, 5.

2 Cf, Foreword to Fasc, 1, p. vi, column 2,

3 Indol. Prag vol. 1 (1929), pp. 5868
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individual MSS.™* I had myself pointed out in the Foreword (p. if) 'w
Fascicule 1 that “it is impossible to apply to the Mahibhirata the sptm}
cznons of textual eriticism which are derived from 2 study of classical (Greek
and Latin) texts and which depend ultimately upon -there being a more of
less complete concatenation of copies and exemplars reaching finally back
to a single authentic (written) archetype”. -

And how vould it be possible to apply to the Mahabhiirata the cantes
of the Classical Philology in fofo? Where has the Classical Philology, !
should Tike to know, the necessary experience of dealing with a text Wjﬁh
about a dozen recensions whose extreme types differ in extent by something
like 13,000 stanzas (or 25,09 lines) ; a work which for centurics hzs'bw’
growing not only upwards and downwards but also Iaterally, like the Nyez-
rodha tree, growing on all sides; a codex which has been written in ceve
or eight different scripts, assiduously and lovingly copied through 2 1or2
vista of centuries by 2 legion of devout—and perhaps mostly ’Wz”.':
{262} and inefficiemt?—copyists speaking different tongues ; 2 traditional boo-
of inspiration which, in various-shapes and sizs, has been the chesiched
heritage of one people eontinuously for several millennia and which to the
present day is interwoven with the thoughts and beliefs and moral ideas of 2
nation mumbering over two hundred million? No, the Classical Philology
has oo experience in dealing with a text of this description, @ work of such
colossal dimensions and complex character, with such a long and intrice®
history behind it. That is why 1 have dsentere alo said that the probles
of the Mahfibhrata textual criticiem is a problem sui genmeris? The melbod
of the Matabhirata textual criticiem must be evolved from 2 special Sy
of the Mahabtiirata manuseripts and of the MahzBharata masuseript r2di
tion. Tte results and achievernents can be judged only by a standard of &
o,
RuzeN's Exazgerations end Gemerclizations

In his endeasour to maintain consistently 20 attitude of dogmatic Cot
R. has been unconscionsly 1ed to mave wild exazperations and rath generalt
zations, which wuch a matioulous 2nd eaptions critio o R. should have tzke?
pRIns 10 avoid,

Thus in one place {p. 242
ter of fact, does ot dliffer
this gtatenvnt of R i
1000 stanzas (which is

) R. obrerves that the Sarada MS., 2s a m2tr
at all from cther MSS. 1 As a matter of f224
Semorstrebly fale, I 5 diffetence of something 122
probably the difference bitween the €arods and 2
* Soroop, cit p, 61,

:mtri'-i:zlrymmli:;’AOm*msa:xi.. e (o
. 1 . £5. 2t kanoe whaher the seride (!
l;);;u&-umzdz&mdmr%amwzmmmwzw

¥ S o “Edc Stades 1~ (1BBRAS. vt 4y, p, 157,
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Grantha versions of the Adiparvan), not to speak of innumerable minor var-
jants, is no difference, I should like to khow what, in the opinion of R,
would constitute a difference.  Did R. expect that the Kasmiri Mahibharata
would be a poem of 8800 §lokas 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 Fascicule
4, 1 have now pointed out (p. ii f.) three passages for which there is the
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 Northemn recension the parties to be mamed were
united only by a shadowy and clandestine form of marriage knowr! as the
Gandharva-vivaha, which is no marriage at all, while according to the Sou-
thern recension (respectively, in one case, the Grantha version ofxly) the
same parties were married, o to say, in church, in due form, with great’ pomp
and ceremony. I maintain that at least in these three instances the crite-
rion of the intrinsic probability is not at all problematic 1 challenge R. ‘o
prave the contrary. "

I shall mention only one other interesting instance of intrinsic proba-
bility. ,In the Paulomaparvan, Ruru, while praying for the life of his wife
who has just died from the bite of a venomous serpent, says (1 9 4-5) :

“If I have (practised) charity, (if I have) practised penance, if I have
duly served (my) Gurus, then on account of that (merit of these virtucus
acts) let my beloved be restored to life! As from (the moment of) my birth
1 have restrained myself and maintained my vows, so let the beautiful Pra-
madvara even now arise ! ”

The fulfilment of Rurw'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 Pramadvara. This is a form of
an “ impersonal ” prayer belonging to a comparatively older stratum of reli-
gious hife and thought, which would never occur to an ordinary interpolator
At this place, G, ,. 4 ; have some additional lines including the following
prayer (233%).

« *If my faith in Krgna, Visnu, Hrsikefa, the Lord of the Worlds, the
Foe of the Asuras, unshakable, then let this beloved of mine be restored to
life!”

‘This belongs to alater stratum, the period of the Bhakti cult, This is
just the thing that would be interpolated by a devout Vaisnava, to whom the
former prayer would be meaningless and unintelligible.

1 maintain that here also the intrinsic probability as to what is original

2 CI, also RUBEN, op. cit. p. 244,



230 EPIC'STUDIES

and what is interpolation is so strong as to be conclusive in favo*:lr of the text
and against G ; » 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 “ Plf
Sage von Rsyasriga” by Professor LUpers,? citing it approvingly as a piece
of investigation that belongs to the coveted domain of emendalio. 1t is un-
questionably that. Had R. now thought over the question a little more
deeply than he appears to have done, he would have easily perceived ﬂ}at
the whole thesis of  Die Sage von Rsyaériga” rests on the exploitation of in-
trinsic probability. There was, in fact, nothing else except the vulgate text
before Prof. LUbErs when he framed his brilliant hypothesis about the diffc
Tent strata and the cross-currents in the Mahzbhirata version of that Jegend.
If now every contextual criterion is so very problematic, then what is the va-
lue, may 1 ask, of Prof, LUpers’s monograph, which R. professes to admire s0

fervently ? R. has been contradicting himself in one and the same para
graph (p 253 £.).

Theoretically considered also, R.’s proposition is untenable. When a text
has been tampered with on ¢ large scale, however careful and however 26
complished the interpolator may be, it is inconceivable that all the frills
patches and paddings added by the interpolator should temain for all time
incapable of detection. It is inevitable that the interpolator should bungle
something somewhere, produce a misfit, leave 1aw edges which do not meet
Therefore R’s dictum (p 253) “chenso problematisch ist schliesslich j&-
des* inhaltliche Kriterium” is, in the form in which he has put it, fundz-
mentally wrong and is to be unhesitatingly rejected,

| €y were not copied from the same original, theif
Tespective exemplars could not have differed from each other very consider
—_—
1 For instance, it js o1 grounds of intnauc probabilit; LLpers
y that Prof.
{DLZ Tielt 24, Sp 1142 £) ecrdes for and defuny i reading amrtam of the
constituted text (1, 1. 201). Her the docurrentary evidenee is inconclusive, but
Prof. LCoews 15 on that aceoumt in no doubt 23 1o which the true reading i%
2 Neekr. d. Gos. ¢ Was, 2, Gottngen 1897, pp. 871,
Ttalicy rmine T
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ably. The same is the case with the three Nilakaptha MSS. The MSS. of
the text as fixed by commentators (like Arjunamiéra 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 giving
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 §, and K,. I pointed out
there that “the India Office codex must be a transcript not merely of a
S3radi codex, but, as a careful comparison with §, would show, of an ex-
emplar very closely allied to our $3radi codex ”, This conclusion is supported
by numerous other agreements throughout the Adiparvan. That the three
new Malaydlam MSS. M,,.;. s again go back to the same original follows
not merely from the numerous readings these MSS. have in common, but
conspicuously from one particular mistake where they repeat inconsequen-
tially, at the same point, a fragment of a stanza (1. 85. 25): pijayantiha loke
ndsadhaval. Further the four Grantha MSS. G,, . ,, ; (which will come
up for detailed discussion below) must go back to a not very distant com-
mon original. This group has not only numerous readings in common, but
it contains quite a considerable number of interpolations peculiar to itself
Their close affinity is, however, placed beyond the pale of reasonable doubt
by the fact that they all contain a stanza (294*) interpolated at a place where
it is, as will presently be shown, so thoroughly irrelevant that with it the pas-
sage does not construe even !
It will thus be seen that these generalizations of R. are absolutely un-
warranted. They appear to have been introduced {266} by R. merely for
the satisfaction of having made some pomnted angd effective hitle statement.

The Four Types of Varianis.

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 place
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 : N =85
‘Type No. 2 : No Agreement : N #£8§
Type No. 3 : Cross-Agreement : Niy Ne B
ype greemen S1>< s
Type No. 4 : Partial Agreement : N N, ‘ N
s sl\s,

Type No. 1 (N=S). In ths case I have assumed that the concordant
reading of N and § must be postulated as having already belonged '-Uﬂ’c
archetype” To my proposition R. adds the rider that there is a possibilily
that even such a concordant reading (or feature) might have been an inno-
vation made in ond recension and then borrowed in fofo by the other recen
sion He cites (p, 244) Ramayana, Ayodhyd 6 (Bombay ed.), which (2
cording to R.) is an interpolation in one recension, which had been porrowed
en bloc by the other (independent) recension. R.’s proposition would be 2
contradiction 1n terms ; only he takes care not to put forward the proposition
in this form. - i

1f the two recensions N and S of the Mahabhirata should have an i
terpolation in common, they would not be (truly) independent. But theee
recensions must be assumed to be independent, and R. vould not be able 10
prove any “second-[267]ary interrelationship " between N as a whole and
S as a whole, at least for the Adiparvan Should there be found a passage
which stands in such an apparent disagreement with the context that it may

(g priort) be regarded as an interpolation, it would be no more difficult—
in fact 1t would be, in my opinion, far easier and much more natural—10 &
sume that the contradiction was already present in the * archetype,” before
the bifurcation of the recensions than to premise that one independent 1
cension had borrowed it from another independent recension.
. For example, adhyiyas 1 and 4 of the Adiparvan begin with the iden”
tical sentence, depicting the identical situation, that the Sata approaches 8%
Rsis assembled in the Naimisa forest at the twelve-year sacrificial session of
Saunaka  This imphes that a new begmning is made at adhyya 4, total¥
ignoring whatever has gone before 1t in the text as it now stands. Both pa*
s2ges ocour with minimal vanations . both recensions It is evident that
t‘:?:hgw?le beginning (adhy 1 and 4), as we find it m our version of (P
Dot i ot o e, T by e and the e -
in o0 Tecension of oar tees . ore that the imnterpolation was first m2
from this recension. There an::m b sr.xbs?quemly borrowed by the othﬂ
msio various possibilities?  Perhaps both versior®

! Cf HOLTZMANN, Das Mahabrirata, 2 12,
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of the beginning lay before the diaskeuasts of the last redaction of the Ma-
habhirata : 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 homogencous {268} work, the archetype of our
MSS. already contained some inconsistencies and contradictions?

Type No. 2 (N5£S). I agree with R. that when there isa 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 line below it, to show that the reading is uncer-
tain. R. mentions an exception to this procedure of mine, but
the exception is only apparent. R. has failed to understand my motives in
departing from my usual practice in the solitary instance of the benedic-
tory stanza with which the epic begins (Ndarayanar: namaskrtya etc). 1
have printed it above the line not because it is found in K 4, or in K or even
in N, but simply as a mangala. I am aware that the stanza is missing in S.
There is, therefore, every probabihty that it did not belong to the arches
type. I-am also fully aware that the stanza is a characteristic mark of the
works of the Bhagavata sect and not peculiar to the Mahabhdrata.® There is,
however, the fact that all our MSS. of the Adiparvan begin with some bene-
dictory stanza. These stanzas have probably usurped now the place of some
simpler mangala with which the epic once began, No orthodox Hindu work
can begin without a mangala ; and this edition of the Mahabharata, critical
theugh it b?, is and remains a Hindu work, which could not dispense with

1 For instance, the story of the birth of Bhiyma contains a patent contradic-
tion. The reason why the Vasus were cursed by Vasistha as given in adhy. 91
(= 96 of the Bombay text) is'quite different from and inconsistent with that
given in adhy, 93 (=99 of the Bombay text). Both versions occur, in substan-
tially 1dentical form, in both recensions.— Cf. also the passage regarding the eight
forms of marriage (1. 67. 8-12) m the Sakuntald episode. The passage is made
. up of two d and i systems of rules, taken from two
" different sources. 1led and 12ab have been borrowed from a context which men-
tions only five forms of marriages; f. (K.} 13. 79, 9 and DAHLMANN, Das Ma-
hibhirata pp. 203 fi. Thesame passage, with some variation, but with the same
incomsistency, occurs in Manu (3, 21.26).

2 See my “Epic Studies 1 (JBBRAS Vol. 4), p. 163, -

3 BUHLER, Indian Studies, 2. 4 (footnote 2),

16
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a mangala. My recognition® of the unoriginal character of the stanza s,
however clearly implied by the fact that 1 have omitted to give the {269}
stanza a mimber, differing in this respect conspicuously from the eather edt-

tions, which treat it as the first stanza of the epic and an integral part of the
text, ’

The Position 0f Gyaqz .

One of the most perplexing forms of variation in the Mahzbharata text is
Type No 4, namely, Partial Agreement. The critical apparatus is a vert-
zble 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 mter-
twined and entangled and Jeading along divergent paths. How difficult #t
is to find one's way in this maze may be realized from the fact that so paio>
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 petwotk
gets a hitile more complicated than usual. - .

The really perplexing part of the whole tangle is that while the agre
ments of $, K, with S are mostly authentic and fundamental, those of
Gy, z ¢ 5 with N are mostly secondary and spurious. Let us first consider
the position of the group G, , . 5 which appears to have caused R. most

trouble. 1 shall state the case as it has been put forward by R. « himself
(p. 249 (). )

Supamadhyaya 19 contains a conversation of Garuda with his father
Kalyapa. Garuda mtroduces himself as patatar varistha and makes s0m€
polite inquiries regarding his father (kaccid vas tata kuSalari grhesw) and his
mother (kaccil...mata na Socati). The father replies that they are doing
well at home (veddham elat kusalarm grhesu) and then pronounces a blessing
on quda (...lvé 1aksatu.. 1c0 yajirsi ; then svastyayanem), This €08
versation assumes in the Matibharata (1. 25, 7.23) the following form-
Garuda asks his father for some new and substantial food and the father ¢
comx:ncnds the mammoth elephant and tortoise (as in Supama 13. 1 f. G&
ruda’s mother does) and proceeds to relate their history, In this %e0°
the contents of the Supam. arc to be found in the * interpolated " vers®
(here adapted to the new contents). In the beginning (324°: Kose N v,
?ktlx)ca:l;‘)z'a;h‘;: :;:Im asks Garuda if he is doing well * in sespect of food ™
Crial, kudalain [270} nityam bhojene) ; the three Tines of this N it

Tpol (says R.) correspond to the equally long S interpolation (326°*

3 This is R' rendening (* fragt nach semnem W ‘i uf &4
ﬁ,t:n “)l.l:xc‘ h;m has( cn\l';’lmtly msunderstood the hdniﬁft\li]; n:yBI:uf‘:‘“m
fuod'.;". all) been dong well® (have you had) always plenty
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G, : « 5). in which Garuda introduces himself as patatdr Sresthe. In
both these N and S groups there follows a common interpolation (327*) in
which Garuda says that his mother is well (mdaté@ me kusala), etc. At the
end of the scene follows in these MSS. (N V,BD T, G, ., , s;inK, ,
only partly) the blessings of the father (335* ....svastygyanam...7co ya-
jiohst),

Garuda has stolen the Amrta; Indra hurls at him his Vajra; Garuda
shows his strength and drops just one feather {Mbh. 1. 29. 19 = Supamn.
27.,6). Mbh. 1. 29. 23 is similar to Supamn. 28. 2 (Indra then tries to
make friends with Garuda); Supam. 28. 3 is similar to Mbh. 1. 30 4 fi.
(Garuga boasts about his great strength).? In Suparn 28. 1 it is narrated
that out of Garuda's feather, which had split in three parts (chinnar: tridhi
tat kulisena potram), 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 m K, , (358*); the first finds an echo in 361*, an inter-
polation of T, G,,,4s (tridhd krtvd tadid vajram). K,, has then further
actually cited verbatim Supam. 28. 3 in 365*.

R. admuts that in the second scene K, , unquestionably cite Suparn
Further 361*, according to R again, is to be judged smmlarly. That is an
interpolation in the S MSS, the same stanza of the Supam (28 1) having
hovered before the eyes of the interpolators as in the case of those who in-
terpolated 358* i K,, After pomting out all this R. asks : “Should one
now regard the first scene also as an interpolation made independently in N
and S? Consider that G, , , , agree quite frequently in this episode with
N (1. 20 15; 301* ; 329%; 343*), that they alone have a remarkably large
number of interpolations, and that 340* 1s found only G, , , ; M and cor-
responds to Suparn 13 4...Has the G group then {2713 interpolated the
passage under the influence of the Supam and in its turn influenced the N
groups ? SU[KTHANKAR] gves 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 2 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 comphcations I shudder at the thought of what

* It 15 by no means certain that (as R. says, p 249) the stanzas which are

common to the Mbh and the Supamn. have been borrowed by the Suparn, from the
Mbh. T believe, on the contrary, that the Suparp, has to be looked upon here as
the source from which the stanza m question have been taken over by the epic.
Four of the stanzas are nearly :dentical in the two works, because they occur as £lo-
has in the Supam, and could be utilized by the redactors of the epic version with-
out change of metre and with some tnfling change of language.

2 R. means the passages which have been regarded as interpolations by me
and excluded from the text.
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R. would have done if he had to handle one of the really difficult cass of
conflation.? In the present case, it can, as it happens, be strictly pr.GVEd
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. Al
1 may repeat here most emphatically what I have said in the note on 1. 20. 1
that the irrelevant insertion of 204* in G,_,, . , is irfefutable cvid;mce 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 fittle 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 T.  All that is necessary in order to prove that 294* is
an interpolation inthe Granthia 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, cob-
lated for the Adiparvan, ‘

App. 1, No. 132 ; T .

e ARAT: AT FARR a1
2712} Pcw e eremaae 1
T RGBT TR |
79 592 FRemmegeRd wma: |
TR T ¥ T T o1 e ) (51

TR ¥ g o g oy axr
204+

120 1:

TIRGETAR T Frafa fEm [10]

frmg = TR TI=TaIiary, 1

femt Bt wgdiedt =it ) .
Even a cursory reading of the passage will show that lines 7-8 of fms

passa;z‘c {which constitute 294%) are onmughly irrelevant here. The 'm?s—
comprise merely a string of attributes of Garuda. There is no finite verb i

—

' That would happen when the interpolation may have filled out a factitive
lacuna or what looks tke 2 lacung in the archuype.) CL the case discussed BY
Bzuoxlx.!-‘rlx!.'ml in his paper in the next footnote.

* In the simulating article entitled  Lrogjendia o i 5 pell’

: th episodio di Kadri e d Vinatd pell
Sunone critics del Mahibhirata " (Tradusions ¢ enice Fmrs, 11) published i

¢ Ascoli Memorial volume Silloge Linguistivg (Torino 1920), F, Berron-FILuT!
i:;u{tl;elhc exason of passage No. 13 of App, 1 (Bombay text 1. 22. 1:3), showitk
t Iscuna iy ooly apparent ang the textus simplicior iy quite in order,
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the sentence and there is no reference to Garuga 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, ,, ,. 5 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 group
of MSS, K,;; D, T;¢ M and are found in their correct place only in
Ky24 NV, B D (except D,). Is this plausible? T 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 Grantha sub-group had been compared with
some MS. or MSS. of the Northern recension which contained the spurious
passage 294*. ‘This is the first important fact to remember with regard to
this interesting sub-group of the Grantha version. It is quite in harmony
with {273} the other fact that this group contains 25 mterpolated passages
in 52 adhyayas (24-75) or about 2000 stanzas, which have not been found
so far anywhere else, They are : 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*, 755*. This group moreover con-
tains in the same section the following 10 passages which 1t shares only with
two or three other MSS. (1n some written only on the margin) : 312%, 348%,
353*%, 399%, 404*, 421*%, 423*, 442%, 469* (phaladruti!), 831*. How these
passages originate 15 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 Grantha version and lost without a trace elsewhere, not
only in the remaining MSS. of the Grantha version but in all other versions
of both recensions as well, we are inevitably led to the conclusion that this
sub-group of the Grantha version must present a text exceptionally heavily
padded with indiscriminate additions. This noteworthy fact renders ils ag-
T ts with N i diately suspect. And a priori also it is more likely
that, when there 15 agreement between a sub-group of one version and some
entirely different version or versions, the sub-group is the borrower. It may
further be pointed out that 204* is by a long way not the only passage which
this sub-group of the Grantha version shares with the vulgate text, against
the rest of the Grantha version together with the Siradi-Kaémiri and the
Malayalam versions. - Here is a list of these passages (in adhyayas 20-43),
which must all be assumed to be interpolated in the sub-group in question
16a
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under the nfluence of some MS or MSS on which the text of the vulgale
1s based, that 15, of some late Northern sources 204, 3017, 307%, 327",
320%, 335+, 341*%, 343*, 355%, 385%, 302*, 393*, 306%, 402*, 411°, 4,19'1
et

After this preamble we may proceed to consider the case of the Su
parn passage. Here the mdebtedness of G, , , 5 to the Northern recer
ston 15 equally clear and would have been mamifest to R, had he but attempt
ed to visualize the whole passage a@s 1t stands 1n the sub-group mstead of
contenting hinself with merely counting the number of hnes R’s mitwl
rmistake lies 1 thinking that 324* and 326* are equivalent passages wherezs
the passages although of the same length and mserted at the same pout
are utterly different m contents and have an entirely different significance
The passage 324* [274] contamns a kufala-question and an mquiry as to whe
ther Garuda gets enough to eat , 326*, on the other hand contams a question
a2 to where Garuda 15 going 1n such hurry ! Remembering this and reading
the vanous passages together, the relationship between the MSS will be
clear It 15 again a cace of wreléevent msertion n the conflated group The
passage in question reads in the different MS groups as under

Kos, NV, BD T,

Gyiz2as N
(7ab and 324%) ( 7ab and 326* )
aisTaE R gearcnaatag | ST R T fEdeed )
TARRNARA G N AR 1 T, qarar R srey AGRET 9!
TFIY T | 973 431 geTraadg a@ear !
¥, g Fe i age g1 (77 s 1)
s wigh S T Rray gt & TR 3 am or agwe !
K :NV,BDT, G, , ,
(327*)
T JAM |

Y TR AT ST T A |
TR % o A o amdam

Placed 1n this way, the reader will see at a glance that while 927* 152
Baper weander to the query in 324 * 1t 15 totally srrelevant after 326°, b
ruda sx:ys : Is“l;'nl:;t;:?ly to Kadyapas question where Garuga 15 gowg, G2
Cloarly 2hows tro éls well 015 my brother, and so am 17 etc, Th?®
question anses whc;;: t ¢ s 327" 15 2 secondary nterpolation  Then the
ity of this e er 326* could be 2 rest of the archetype. The probabt
ts found only mgts:e 1; veduced to ml not merely by the fact that the pass3s®
worthy ighly inflated group G, , , , but also from the note-

¥ arcumstances (which 1 fear has escaped the vimlant R) that ©
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G,. 2. « 5, Tab has been altered from prstas cakhyatavan piful to Kasyapan
diptatejesam in order to accommodate the additional lines. In any case
these interpolations are not common to N and S, 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, ., s of the S MSS.) regarding Garuda’s gastronomic
requirements (324* and»>327*) were interpolated in a part of N (namely,
the base of the vul-{275]gate), inspired by Supam. 19. 2. Independently
there was inserted in G, .. ,, 5 a question by KaSyapa (“ Where are you
going with such speed ? ) in anticipation of the reply of Garuda in 1. 25, 7
¢d, an interpolation which probably has nothing to do with the Supam.
Subsequently, after comparison with some MS. or MSS. of the N recension,
the answer of Garuda 327* (which, as I have remarked above, fits only to the
quéstion in 324%) was irrelevantly added in an ancestor of G,_ ,. 4, 5 by an
ignorant copyist after 326*, where it does not fit in the least! This second
mistake of the Copyist of an ancestor of G;, » 4 s is another valuable piece ot
irrefutable evidence of the contamination of these four G MSS, from some
late Northemn source.

I have remarked above that the mangalya or svastyayana (335*) before
1. 25, 26 must also be regarded as an interpolation. This follows for one
thing from the MS evidence, and is corroborated by the fact that the words
of the stita : sa tac chrutva pitur vakyam refer clearly to Kadyapa's directions
as to what Garuda should next do and ignore the intervening the long mar-
galya altogether. That is why the vulgate alters $rufva to smrtvi!

The reader need be not sceptical about the possibilities of such indiscrimi-
nate 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 ocur own
times by two excellent Southern Pandits, will throw some light on the men-
tality of the old redactors of the Mahibhirata : parallel and even contradic-
tory versions are placed quite unconcernedly side by side, regardless of the
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 Mahibharata MS. should
be lost Everything was carefully preserved, assembled in a picturesque dis+
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,t Nilakantha naively remarks :

. {276} sqmeath anEEd WRTRIRRE e IRIaTgRay T IR
AT TR AR |

1 Cf. Udyoga 42. See also TELANG, Sacred Books of the East, vol. 8,
p. 203 £.; and WINTERNTIZ, 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 frqm this as 21 0:
vollary that the archetype must almost completely—if not quite completely

ined in the extant MSS.1 .
> aﬁt?vilfdmus be seen that the assurance with which I have spoken (in the
note on 1. 20. 1) of the contamination of G, , , ; from late Northemn 50“;
ces is amply justified ; and that the passages common to this sub-group 2n

the vulgate text (324%, 326, 327*) mentioned by R. are in fact interpolations
and no remnants of the archetype,

The Position of K,

1f 1 understand R. (v, 248, lines 1-3) right—his remarks are someshat
confused~—he questions the propriety of my treating the concordant feadmgs
of the Southem recension and the Kagmiri ($arada) version (against the
rest of N) as original readings, But in the course of the same paramlﬂ"
he expresses his unqualified approval of the procedure of Prof, LUpERs in
accepting as original the consensus of G and B (against the rest of N). Now,
25 a matter of documentary probability, there is no difference Whatsoever
betwemthewnsenmso{KandSagainstB D on the one hand and the
consensus of B and G agamst D on the other ; becanse the relationship bet-
ween the different versions must be one of the following type :

Ur—Mahlz'xbhérata
I S,
N E
1
X
as * *r »I "l "I :——‘:IM
(*K) N B *D °T *G

where X is the intermediate archetype of the vulgate, and *K, *B, etc. a1e
the {uncontaminated) archetypes of K, B, etc.

{277} 1 Prof. Luvers gives preference to the consensus of B and G
again<t the D MSS,, it is 10 be presumed that he would likevse give prefct

mtod\ccommmsof}{andSagainstB (with or without D). Let us se¢
what Prof. Lineps himsdf has to £2y on the point .2

“ . ...Dagegen ist es sehr erfreut

“Das ist um so mehr zu begriiseen, als die
altestenn Text des Epos bietet. Mt kemner der @

? CL Rure, op, o, P 245
3 Deutscke btﬂa!urzﬁnm:, 1930, Hefe. 24, Sp 141,

Katmiri.Version den relativ
brigen ndrdlichen Versionen
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stimmen aber die siidlichen- Handschriften so genau iiberein wie mit der
Kaémiri-Version. Andererseits zeigt diese keine der offenkundigen Zusitze
der siidlichen Rezension, Die rdumlich weite Getrenntheit der beiden Hand-
schriftengruppen schliesst die direkte Abhingigkei der siidlichen Rezension
von der Ka$miri-Version nahezu aus. Es ist daher anzunehmen, dass da, wo
die beiden in Lesarten i die Lesungen des dltesten Texles,
der erteichbar ist, vorliegen. Zu dieser Beurteilung des- Verhaltnisses der
K&irgﬁﬁ und der siidlichen Handschriften, die Sukthankar vertrill, wor auch
ich bereits bei der Herstellung der Druckprobe gelangt,* wenn mir auch von
der Kasmiri-Version nur die ziemlich nachlassig geschriebene Handschrift der
Bibliothek des India Office 2137 vorlag.... Selbstverstdandlich kann auch die
KasmiriVersion Textanderungen enthalten, und der Herausgeber ist meines
Erachtens im Rechte, wenn er gelegentlich der Bangili-Version, mit der die
Maithili-Version und der Text des Arjunamiéra in allgemeinen zusammen-
gehen, da wo sie mit den siidlichen Handschriften {ibereinstimmt, den Vorzug
gegeben hat.”

Prof. LUDERs, in other words, unhesitatingly endorses my procedure.
Herr pr. RUBEN dissents ! I am content to leave it at that.

The Extent of the Virataparvan
‘When I adopted 2050 as the figure® representing the extent of the Virita-
parvan, I did not do o, as R. says (p. 251), {278} under the influence of
UTGIKAR or anybody else. My chief reason for adopting the figure was that
it represents the reading of the majority of K supported by the Maithili
MS. (V,) and Nilakantha version (Dn). When Nilakantha adopts it,
there 1s a certain amount of probability of its being well represented in the
old Northern MSS, of his time. 1 cannot say whether R. knows that it is the
reading of all printed editions as well ; 1t looks as though he does not.
+Now let us consider the claims of the other variants. S has an obviously
inflated text2 This inflated text appears to have been recounted in the South
by the diask and the Par higraha figure altered accordingly to 3500.¢
So the reading of S may be left out of consideration altogether, The other
Northern variants are as follows :
2015 : f: gEEm g Ks
2300 - =iifr Bwof 2 K) Vim Bz 3. 4sm Dy iz 1t
2500 qw gy 9 B, D,

* Italics mine!

2 See my remarks in “ Epic Studies II”, pp. 188 ff. supra, on the value of the
figures in the Parvasamgraha.

3 See LUDERS, * Ueber die Grantharecension des Mahzbhirata”, Abk. d. Ges.
d, Wiss, 2, Géttingen, 1901, p. 52,

4 See Editorial Note-(2) to Fasc. 3, p. i,
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41 49 T g Ko By Da D3 )
< 49 il Dr Dy iling ‘confusion B

Only one thing that is plain in the midst of the prevailing wnoe. The
that the text has been counted and the figure adjusted more than ?"_,ad polt
peficadaddive of K,, however, is obviously only a corruption of P“’"“’t X,
of the text? Thus the text reading represents the reading of K excep! o KX.
There is no adequate reason for giving preference here to the mdmgil o
or X, because they not only disagree among themselves, but ea?h fin sunder
desultory support from other Northern MSS. What could the editor do e
these circumstances but leave the veading of the vulgate (supported by
majority of K) in possession and mark it as doubtful? The text figure
appears, however, in a certain measure, to be suppotted and even made Pmb;
able by the facts of the case ; because there are in existence, as a matter 0
fact, 2 few MSS. of the textus simplicior (F A M)>—~and with the cgnstaﬂ“Y]
operating {2797 urge towards inflation their number will be necessarily small
-—which are approximately of that length,

The figure 2500, T must confess, T cannot adequately explain.® But 25
regards 2300, which approximately represents the extent of the vulgate test
and which is documented by B;. 5. 4 m among others, one may hazard 1{-&
guess that it represents the measure of the text of that seetion of the Bangili
version'in which the Kali (or Durga) hymn had been first interpolated 2long
with some other accretions, All things considered, 1 think I was perfectly
justied in adopting in

the Parvasarhigraha the reading which I did adopt.
‘What R. meznst by sa

ying {p. 251) that the reading of the archetype
raight have been ;
TaTs At g el o e

and stylisticolly impeeeable, and does him credit. As we do not, howevel.
want to séurite the Mahabharata, such manufactured fes houe no A8
for us. The only sound

test of the correctness of a reading is the evidenc?
—_—

* The oy difference between K; and the text is that the former B2
*eadaiai® for *casads of the Iatter

Y e did pot realze i, but T surmuse that s F A M are also MSS. of
the K veruon, that 13, Devanizari trensenipta of Sarads ongnals,

* I sumise that # is the extent of some composite text (like that prepes
by the scholast Ratnagarthia), comprrnmg. 1o vilgate text plus some interestinf
2ddtions glenned from the Soy recennon,

« Aﬁnemdembykmmcbznsotumw:mm that there 37
lmumsm:mtaxams.
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of MSS. In overriding this evidence, R. is unguardedly opening wide the
door to a subjective * Hohere Kiritik ”, which is the only thing that we must
rigorously avoic_l doing at this stage of the Mahibharata 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 waded
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 the
{2803 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,"and
the addition of a line which he himself subsequently (p 256) admits to be
a probable interpolation ! The difference between our readings is as follows.
In line 1 he hesitatingly sets *matret for my °malra, and in line 3 bhankivg
for my &hagnarm. R. (doubtfully) decides in favour of °mdtre on the ground
that it is a lectio difficilior and according to R. himself—of course in another
place (p. 253)—the criterion of the lect. diff. is problematic and proves
nothing. Here is a neat little paradox : R prefers the lect. diff. and sets it
in the text, because the criterion of the lect. diff. is problematic and proves
nothing !~As regards the second word, R. admits that though he prefers
bhanktva, the differentiation from (an original) bhagnim to bhankivad may
be an innovation (p 256).

The other difference in the text as constituted by R. and by me hes in
the underlining of the uncertain parts of the text. Let me at once admit that
I have been rather remiss in showing the uncertain portions i this passage.
The device is a practical makestiift and by its very mature hard o 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 out
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. Even
a constituted text is after all a text, meant to be read like any other text,
and not a chart of the aberrations of careless copyists of the last two nullen-
nia. While it would be foolish to underline bkagnam (line 2) merely on the

1 Even with his reading, R.’s translation is inaccurate The translation should
be : “ Aber kaum hatte der berméchtige Garuda (den Baum) mit seinen Fissen
beriibrt, als- der Ast des Baumes abbrach”, etc. and not *“ Nachdem (der Baum)
von Garuda berithrt war, brach von ihm ein Ast,” ete. R.'S translation omits tu,
tedbhydm and baliyasd and ignores the force of *matra—(ifc.) :—With R.’s readirg
°matre, the word s& in"lne 1 {for which there is no variant even mn TGM,) re-
mains unclaimed and has to be forcibly connected with $akkd in the middle of the
following lne. Altogether the reading adopted by R. is unsatisfactory.
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i i ich+is obvi-
ground that three (inferior) MSS. D, read. for it lagnim, wel:lecly -
ously a clerical error, it is fatuous to underlu::c text-words m g
some MS {281} or other has a divergent readlpg. as R_. does.lnn P
baliyesa (K, mahdtmand), sa ted- (G, sarsik), tesdm evd 2
caivi@’), etc.

-~ R.
With regard to the short explanatory notes (p. 2551.) a:gle;t:y
below the specimen of the text, I have to make the following co )
L. _. t “episch”, but smayen (of the l&‘.n
The participle smayamana is no ep1sc o dings—The line
may be, since the root smi 15 commonly used with middle en mg‘i.ility o its
340* being an interpolation (even R. admits, p. 256, t‘he posst Hly by the
being that), the edhomukhan of the text is opposed virtually .O'ny adverse
avanmukhdn of the two Grantha MSS, G, 4 because the fﬁ?m“‘( fnder the
MSS. (G,. , 4 ; M), while trying to interpolate the VaikhAnasas f the line
infiuence of Suparn 13.4), have obviously altered the last foot 0t certzin .
(2d) ;* therefore the text reading adhomukhan is hundred per mf'ad hat
and in need of no underlining, straight or wavy.—In view of the cter of
340° is missing even in T G,4 and in regard to the general chaﬂr; epur-
Gy, 2. 4 5 explained above, there cannot be the slightaf doubt about o dhence
ousness of 340 * ; the line was probably first inserted in M afld copH! cnly in
by the highly inflated group Gy. ». .. ;—The form jagrhe is found 1),
five Devanagari and two Southern MSS, (cne Malayalam and one Gl‘ﬂnbc o
In old Devanagari MSS. (wntten with prsthamatras), jagrhe would Devar
but indistinguishable from jagraha of the text. So the reading of these e
ndgari MSS. may be ignored in this case. The Bangali and the Sou ot
MSS, which would carefully distinguish between the two words, have J on
7aha, with two insignificant exceptions in the Southem recension. It ;SI’
that account that jagraha was adopted in the text, and it is not doubt.u ‘is
3ef is certainly a third line, but is in spite of that quite certain  The Jin¢ Al
rot missing in any MS, and as for its reading there is agreement on
material points between atl versions of both recensions Thus K and S agm:
complelely with each other as far as e is concerned, which is a very, sign’
ficant fact in its favour and should not be hghtly ignored. The "maua:
concern mainly f. The difficult pravidatayat, a Ject, diff., preserved only (l”
K, was the cause of the remodelling of the pada 1n S and the vulgate be
{282} course all guesses as to how the variants have actually arisen must
more or less problematic, [ would, however, hazard the conjecture that the
way o the variant provicalayan was virtually paved by the southem tend-
thcy ‘o eonfuse the palatal sibilant (5) and fricative (c) - the euccessne
steps in the corruption would be bravitatayan, corrupted to *°cstayars a0
* Gy, have used thar adhomukbin 1n 340°,
tapodkandn in it

st
They therefore substit

4 8 place 1n the onginal line. M has worked out another combin®
tion (la;-odhana'mr&nmkh&n).
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then “ corrected ™ to * “cdlayen. The vindfayan of K, D, is perhaps an ori-
ginal gloss; or (more probably) a wrong correction of an original mislec-
tion, the successive steps being vifdlayen, *visgneyen (le and na being writ-
ten almost alike in old Devanigari MSS), and vindsayen. The difficulty
with the word pravifatayen may be realized when it is remembered that the
Dhitupitha knows no root like fat or 4t ; it cites only $ad !

- . L]

RuUBEN's long disquisition on the difficulties of the Mahibhirata textual
criticism boils down to this : only that portion of the text which is docu-
mented by both recensions, in identical terms, is folerably certain ; the rest
iz 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 erroncous and distinctly timid and conser-
vative. It was hardly necessary for the *“ Referent ™ to write so much in order
to say so little. His attitude of dogmatic doubt has caused him to make
unwittingly some wild exaggerations and unwarranted generalizations as 1
have shown above. His perfunctory study of the manuscnipt evidence has led
him occasionally to make gross blunders in the estimation of the relationship
of the different manuscript groups and versions, some of which have been
pointed out above. Many of the difficulties of the Mahabharata textual cn-
ticism of which he speaks in his paper are [283] due to his failure to under-
stand the modus operandi of the redactors and copyists of the epic and his
lack of insight into the character of the different manuscripts—an insight
which can be acquired only after a long familiarity with the manuscripts
themselves and a close and patient study of their tendencies and idiosyn-
cracies RUBEN’s paper is, in general, quite intelligent, but not at all wa-
portant for the Mahibhirata textual criticism

IV. More Text-Critical Notes.*®
‘The Mahabhiirata 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 schdlars now on the following points

1 R seems to have somehow a lurking partiality for the consensus of B and
S (or even B and G). If he only knew, the agreements between K and S are Lkely
to prove much sounder than those between B and S; for, while there are indica-
tions that there- may be sporadic contammation between B and G (and perhaps
even between B and S), the (genumne) Kafmiri verston (§) and S as a whole have
certainly the appearance of being almost wholly mdependent of each other through-
out the Adiparvan

* {ABORI 16. 90-113].
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The Mahabhirata 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 subdivl'dtfi
into a number of provincial versions, which differ infer se in many parti-
culars, But the text of the Mahibharata 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
Salaschasti saithitd form—would Be a task now beyond the powers of criti
cism. Al that we can attempt now is to reconstruct the oldest form of the
text that is possible to 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 Kaémiri version (fexfus simpli-
cinr) has proved itself so far to be unquestionably the best Northem version
and the Malayalam, which in many respects is superior to the Grantha, ©
Iikewise the best Southemn version (textus otnatior), The agreement betwern
the Kaémiri version and the Southern recension (or sometimes even mesely
the Malayalam version) can be taken as an indication of originality. But
contamination between the different versions was inevitable and must B
admitted, The Telugu MSS. are generally and the Grantha MSS. frequently
contaminated from Northern ‘sources. Even the Malayalam version, which
{: on the whole free from Northern influence, may show some contaminations
in unexpected places. [913 In fact, all versions, with the possible exception
of the Ka¢miri, are contaminated in various degrees It is, therefore, often 3
very ticklish question to decide which agreements are original and whd
secondary. Notwithstanding these difficultics, expesience has now show, the
case is not as desperate as it might at first appear. For one thing, there &
a cansiderable butk of text where the Northern and Southern versions are i
full agreement, where there are no variants at all, or—more froquently—only
unimportant variants : this part of the text is fortunately crtain, There
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
vt of et s ) it b carllly scgaled 7

inality of these * additiont » vidually.  The onus of proving. ()
‘galllcges the criginality : the doca passages will naturally rest on him ¥

§ p ments speak naturally against them, but theif
evidence is not by any means conclusive, v

e toPese ar€ some of the principal findungs of the Pr a It is 2
::1(1 1o find liat thess conclusions have been restated ‘:negomorsed emphati
m;‘b,y;;f‘;‘m‘ and judicious a eritic as Prof M. WinrerniTZ in S
P 150173y e Siparvan volume, i the pages of these Annals (Vol 15
to be wrrcc&,‘and lheomhms of the recenstruction may, therefore, be take?
difference of omin; method of reconstruction sound. There js bound to B¢

Opinion 25 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 small 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 casily 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
number 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.
1le has thus published these criticisms alter 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 n the Critical Text.
1. 3. 60: gué va Semsams.

1 have indeed assumed that agreement between K (strictly speaking,
between the original Kasmiri version, or at least the $iradi MS. ;) and S
is a sufficient though not a neccssary proof of originality. But there 1s no
agreement here between K and 5. K,, 1t 1s true, represents the version K mn
a comparatively purc form (Prolegomena, p. L.); but K, 1s not K ; and K,
is, on the whole, decidedly a better representative of the Kasmiri version
than K, (Prolegomena, p. Xt1x). Now here K, and K, have different
readings : K, agrees with S, and K, with the rest of N! This fact has been
1gnored by WINTERNITZ. As for the agreement of IV, and S, I have pointed
out in the Prolegomena (p. LIX), that “even the manuscripts of distant
Nepal are not wholly free from contamination from some Southern source or
sources (direct or indirect).” Thus the agreement between N, and S cannot
be considered as compelling evidence, by any means. Moreover, it should
be bormne 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 could
quite easily take place utterly independently in the respective groups. There-
fore, even the documental probability in favour of the reading preferred by
WINTERNITZ is not at all strong. It is, in fact, considerably weakened by
the followmg (intnnsic) consideration. N has v and a dodeka (hyperme-
tric) line; S omits v@ and has the eleven-syllable (normal) e, This is a
circumstance suspicious m itself. It is by no means certain or necessary that
ali the padas of our Trigtubhs should be of the eleven-syllable pattern. Some

of these hypermetric padas can indeed be made normal by the omussion of
one or more of the additional syllables, often merely .of an expletive. But
there .are many lines which defy such athetization ; for instance, the second
padasof the very next stanza (1. 3. 61 ; ndsatyedasreu sunasau vaijayantas).
Such hines ought to-{937 warn us agamst giving hasty preference to these nor-
malizing readings. I have cited elsewhere (Prolegomena, p. xcIi) clear
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mstances of efforts made by redactors to correct hypermetric padas of Slokas_
Similar efforts are to be found among the variants of our Tristubhs. But a3
the scheme of the Tristubh is more variable and arbitrary, or at least more
complicated and obscure, 1t is difficult to prove the alterations mfiﬂc by the
different scribes or editors. In this particular instance, however, it seems .w
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 s
ated numerous instances. Cf. No. 6 of the typical, oft-recurring varieties
(mentioned by HOPKINS in The Great Epic, p. 275):

v

v
BN BV
The scansion of our line is :

Ve

|

which, 1t will be scen, is a pada of the identical pattern.

From the examples given by Horxins, 1 will cite here only the follow-
ng:

Y3 13. 193 mamaiva (tau) vimyau parigrahya rajen

5 42.9 tatrénu (le) yanti na teranti mytyum

5. 48. 77 vegene (iva) Sailam abhihetya Jambhal
©13. M 13 na (hy) utsche drastum iha jivelokam

Hari -2, 72. 44 vigdjano jano (‘tha) vidyan samagrak ,
“Are we {o omit the bracketed syllables—or some similar syllzble—m
each case, on the ground that they disturb the metre, if not the scnse? We

do ot possess yet the, collations of all these passages, but I am confident
that there will always be some

f A MSS. if not versions (or even a whole recen”
sion), which omit these extra syllables, for one reason-or other. There ¥
this other consideration. The 2

ther ¢ 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? Al

N MSS. except D, contain the hypermeter. Is it not, under these circums

tances, more probable that the original was a hypermetric line, which %25

emended by some redactors in conformity with the later ideas of the regulal

Upait metres? {94 This particular hypermeter is. moreoves antique, 1

vl.:’e ﬁx;d ‘(az HOPKINS has pointed out) already an example of it in Mund-
p. 3. 1, <

Yalra (tat) satyasyq baramam mdhanam,
withthescansion—v-—-~| » whi o
v ) ¥ ¥ =~ -~ which differs from
oo 25 TeSATS the quantity of the firt tng syTpre oran - s has 21
¢ opening, the Mundaka Line trochaic. Here, also, we can with ¥

at), and get a line which is metrically
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stanzas were not built at all on the pattern of the later, more regular, classi- .
cal metres, but followed some other finer rhythmic principle, which escapes
our methods of rough analysis by syllable-counting—Now as regards the
sense. The exact explanation of the phrase gira va Saitsami is, I admit, difficult.
Nilakaptha offers the facile explanation : vdScbde$ cirthe (ie. va = ca),
which can hardly be considered satisfactory. Devabodha analyses the phrase
into girgy+a=3ansami (with girau, loc, of giri), but that hangs together
with his interpretation of the Advins as the Sun and the Moon, which is not
very convincing. It is possible to interpret the words as ‘ gird@ va’ Sanisdmi
(ie. vai+aimiisami), as is done by some editors. On the other hand, it is
also possible to emend va@ to v@h (“ye two,” acc. dual), which would give
a satisfactory sense. This reading, which is mentioned as a pdtha by Arju-
namiéra, is found in only one of our inferior MSS. (D,). It seemed to me
such an obvious emendation that I did not like to adopt it on such slender
MS. evidence, and I have hesitatingly (as shown by the wavy line) set in
the text the old Northern reading va, which is unquestionably a lectio diffi-
cilior. ‘The whole hymn is, however, obscure and full of interpretative and
other difficulties. It will have to be studied and dealt with more minutely
before we can be sure of its text and meaning. But I am fully persuaded
that vd@ (or some such word) did form part of the original Iine, and it would
be a mistake to omit it.
1. 3. 145 Kuruksetre rivasatam.

Why WINTERNITZ should have any doubts about nivasatam, 1 fail to
understand. It is merely an augmentless imperfect, and {951 augumentless
imperfects are most common in the Mbh., especially in the case of verbs with
prepositions, as in this case. Even WHITNEY (Sanskrit Grammar, § 587d)
remarks : * Besides the augmentless aorist-forms with ma prohibitive, there

- are also found occasionally in the Jater fanguage augmentless imperfect-
forms {very rarely zorist-forms), which have the same value as if they were
_augumented, and are for the most part examples of metrical license. They

~ are especially frequent in the epics® (whence some scores of them are quot-
able)”” To this, in 1884 (that is now more than fifty years ago), HoL1z-
MANN added the note :

“Beispiele von fehlendem Augmente des Imperfects sind ziemlich hiu-
fig, besonders in Compositum und hier wieder in solchen, die mit auf a aus-
lautenden Prapositionen, ava, upe, apae, zusammengesetzt sind : aber nicht
ganz vereinzelt ist der Mangel nur bei bhavan sie wurden 3, 110, 3:= §970.
11, 27, 141=813. 16, 1, 9 =9 u. a.”

He has given the following examples : preckat, patan, cintayan; man-
yadhvam, budhyetam ; vyapagecchatam ; adhyavasyen, avabudhyata, evatis-
thata, aveksetam, avapadyants, paryavasthapayat ; ebhyupamantrayat, upa-

«

1 Ytalcs mine,
17
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tisthetam, upanytyento, abkistuven, eblidhdvetam, abhyarcayat, samullty
thon, ulthapayan, uccareyen, perpalayan, muyeriayeldm, mrjayat; sem
grhmtam , svikarol The Critical Ed has, besides mwasatam, the following -
sdhyata | 58 8, avabudhyata 12011, avaiisthat 18911, evamamstkch
(no v 1. ') 189 21, semabhidravat 218 28 There are many others, less
certam. A number of mstances will be found n the Tentatve Ediion o
the Virdtaparvan by Mr UtcIxar, the Cntical Edition of this parvet 1
may add, will agam contam quite a few mstances of this partseular solea T
How many examples are really needed before 1t 15 admutted that augument
less mmperfect 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 18 =
WINTERMITZ pornts out that the “correct” form 15 given by the Ka'ml
an transcrpt K, by the Marthili and Bengali MSS, by Arjunamtéra, and
by some Southern MSS,” and therefore he prefers it. It 15 a wondef that
{963 1t 1s not given by more MSS , because the tendency 15 always to change
an “ incorrect " form into the “ correct” one. We have here to look not to tH
MSS which have the * correct ™ form, but to those which have not the oo
rect™ form ! Let us look at 1t 1n another way If myasatam be the ongnal
reading, then there are two ways of improving the text (1) keep gesatar
of the onginal and change the word to nyavasatam and thus make 1t “eo”
rect” (Central sub-recension and Malayalam, independently), or (1) keep
m ntact, and change the word to the present myasatall (“K” version) »
both are represented here If, on the other hand, nyavasatam were the ong:
nal reading no one would think of changing 1t later to myasatam , 2
1 mwasatal of K would also be quite unintelligible. “The text readmg %8
satam thus explains, to a certam extent, how the other readings may base
ansen and has therefore been preferred  And 1 think there cannot be T
doubt about its correctness and onginahty
1 3 183 prabriths va@ bim knyatam dvyendra
1 WINTERNITZ prefers me Fam, he must, at the sdme tume, also prefef
kareniyam edya | senzst kiryena etc., found 1 N (except K B, Dso) » P
he did not realize it. The me km of the Vulgate cannot be jomed 1o F¢
'}:”: ::;":::;“ :f KB, D,, S There s no MS which reads prabruft '_’:
i ‘:mc p:f n/md‘r; I‘;u!fu;ur asmy adya vacas tvadiyem ‘The W:;;
of 2 bore andqmml et da:;ﬂ::t\ln will be bke an ammal with the of
the entire stanza . ch‘ The text reading of the entire lme'iihm
stading was probably prc;:::ha im : Kol think, the onginal N .
Vi 3 e thon u:e!cssl v@ bim, as 1n text. If 14 be useless after P’L
It 1s after k1m, vhere WinTERNITZ would have ¥
conceavable that the (ormal) Northem reading ed m Ky 2t
18 corrupt, 2nd we ought to give here 1 0% (presery mat
te1 Not beng com mecd thes 2 preference to S ’I'hansamt'h“‘
ikimof K, , , was “sccondany~ OF &
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rupt frown kirit v@ of S, T have adopted, in the text, v@ kim underlining it to
show that it is less than certain. . But mam kim, mant yat, e kim, me tyam,
vékyam of the Northern MSS. are clearly all secondary, and need not be
considered at all. +

{97} 1. 55. 3 Srotur patrai ca 1djams fvam.

I have taken the $drada MS. only as the norm for my edition; I have
not undertaken to reproduce its text verbatim, The Srotrpatram ce rdjams
tvam of §, K is opposed by all other MSS. And, moreover, as there is agree-
ment between B D and S—more or less independent versions—on the reading
Srotush patranm ca rajarss tvam, this reading is indicated as the oviginal, and
has been adopted, without wavy line; a procedure quite in accord with the
principles of text reconstruction laid down in the Prolegomena (p. xcr).
WINTERNITZ finds Srotrpalrasic ca rajariis tvam of K “ better Sanskrit,” but
1 must frankly confess that I could not make head or tail of it, and I can-
niot understand it even now. The text reading is the same as the reading of
the Vulgate and of the Southern recension, and is besides quite clear, and,
as far as I can judge, flawless Sanskrit. It may be translated : “ And thou
art, O King, a fit person to hear (Vyiasa's Bhirati Katha),” a sense which
suits the context admirably. Furthermore, K has here an entirely different
reading for the whole stanza. If we adopt the reading preferred by WINTER-
NITZ, then we must read the stanza as:

Srotrpdtran ca 1ajams tvém prapyeyar Bharali Subkd |
guror vaktraparispandam muda protsahativa mam ||,

which is apreciably different from the text. But the variants of the other ver-
sions do not at all suggest that this is the original reading Our text repre-
sents the reading of the Southemn recension, which has here, in my opinion,
the greatest probability.

1. 56, 8 : katharm vyatikraman dyite.

It is natural that W. should demand wavy lines for this verse. I admit
.the line is most puzzling, and I only Iighted upon the solution of the puzzle
by accident, after prolonged wrestling with it. An explanatory note was really
called for, because the first line is absolutely unintelligible unless one knows
the particular meaning of the root vyatikram intended here, which is “to
wrongly submit or surrender oneself to, wrongly take to (a thing or person,
ace.}”. It is a rare meaning, but not unknown. It 1s given in the dictionaries
of MONIER WiLLiAMS (ed. 1899, s v. [98] wvyatikram), and MACDONELL
{s. v. kram)}. It appears not to be given in PW, but pw has (s, v. krem) :
* verkehrter Weise sich einer Sache (Acc.) hingeben”. One example of the
use is (B.) 12. 174, 36 ¢
atha ye buddhim aprapta vyatikrantas ca midhatam
te *tivelmin prahysyenti samtipam upayanti ca | §
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Here vyatikrantas ca miidhotam must mean “ those v.'fm 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 somff
Mzidd, (tamely) surrender themselves to the tiger among men (Yudhis

thira), who was being cheated at dice by those wicked men, and {how ¢id
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 afq“if“m
dumbly to everything that Yudhisthira did- The Southern recension is us-
animous on the point that the doubtful word was some form of vyatifrom;
and the eight readings recorded in our crit. app. show that it must have bees
some word which was as unintelligible to the scribes and editors as it i5 0
WINTERNITZ.  WINTERNITZ is again mistaken in thinking that the S readic
s vyatitramadyite, This is the reading not of S but of only fico MSS
(G; ) out of the thirteen Southemn MSS. of our crit. app. 1 myself hae
follovied S in reading vyatikramen dyiite, which is the reading of five of t
Southern MSS. In fact, my text represents the reading of the majority of
the Southem MSS, and is, therefore in a sence, the true S reading. It B
ncedless to add that vindrfitam of “K " and pyasanifian of the Central s
recension, are emendations, made by those who could not make head or 2
of the erizinal. For it iS elear that 1o one would change vinirjilom of 2%
samnam to any of the Southern readings, while the reverse would be the ret
matural thing in the world, Tt is further worthy of note that while
Northern MSS, have the easier reading, there is no agreement between
Katmisi and the Central subrecension. They must therefore represent i
dependent altexations of a third original—Following certain ofber 5 M5S
P. P. 5. SasTPI has adopted the reading {991 vyatikramar; dyite (witho?
recording any v. 1.);butlamint:liuedtot.hinkt.hatf.hisisa\’-'l"f'ﬁ’s’z‘mabﬂs

of “kremandyite hich in S MSS. etands for both *Eramers dyffe 2
b,:fm dvite—Now that 1 have explained how the awkviard word is 2

mterpre!.ed,lhavemdmbtthath 3 . . that
text 1ea, i TERNITZ will agree with me

is hardly 2ny exerse pow for such hesitati 0

1 have given numerous instances ?ﬁ%ﬂ&szmm‘;;mdﬁggﬁ

ndumwmt_odxmmatcmms,mmumhiamsmmmmw

e, 'u Is well knowm that the Sandhi 18 not rigdly observed in the Ve
e the Brihrmanas, 2nd the Upamsads, in Pal, and 1 Pralait w05
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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 I know), in the poem itself, to the Mbh. being a
Kavya (krtair daiv bhag kavyariy paramapijitam) has now dis.
appeared with the Brahm3-Ganesa interpolation in the Adi, and we are thus
left only with a Purfina, Itihisa 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-
lar literature the rules of the dialect of the high-brow Sistas. We may expect
every conceivable solecism in the language of the Mbh., and we find, in fact,
an amazing variety of them; the hiatus, which was extremely commen, is
only one of such socalled irregularities. But for this strange modemn anti-
pathy towards hiatus, WINTERNITZ would have recognized that the emenda-
tion is quite legitimate and certain. WINTERNITZ considers the North-
em readings but wholly ignores the Southem, which is fatal to his
argument. S does not contain either ati (or ebhi) which is found only in
certain N MSS, and is besides superfluous {1007 TG have recast the line ;
Fkurvanly ete dhvajocchrayam, with kurvanti (note the active voice!), that
is, a form of the root kr (like kriyate of N) at the head of the pada, All
these versions have the verb, it may be noted, in the beginning of the pada.
M contains the same three words as our kriyate, ucchrayal and nrpail, but
transposes kriyate and ncchrayal, reading ucchrayah kriyate nrpaih. This is
the key-reading, which gives a clue to the original You can explain every-
thing else, but you cannot explain the transposition in M (which normally
ought lo agree with TG), unless you start from the hypothetical kriyvate
*ucchrayo nrpoifr. If you argue, on the other hand, that the reading of M
is an arbitrary variant, which is in no need of a special explanation by means
of an emendation, then there 1s 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 can
explain all the variations. N inserts a futile and imnocuous abki (corrupted
in some MSS, to ati) to destroy the hiatus, M transposes the ucchrayo, which
is the chief cause of the trouble; TG recast the original, and substitute a
reading which fits badly in the context, with an active Ewrvanti (having no
proper subject), after kriyafe in stanza 19. That is how I regard this little
complex of readings, and hence the emendation, of whose correctness I myself
have no doubt whatsoever.
1. 57. 21 : hasyariipena wikarah.

This reading is undoubtedly, as WINTERNITZ rightly observes, the lectio
difficilior, but there is not the slightest doubt about its being the original
reading, judging by decumentary evidence, and therefore, there is absolutely

17A
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of the whole
no need of underhnming it 1t 15, mn the ﬁrs}: mstacr:]:leze:le ;e:glvr:;gstated, 2oy
of M, which WINTERNITZ appears not to have r b Souther
opinion that the Malayalam version 1s the best representaf vt(;1  WaTERNITZ
1ecenston (Prolegomena, p Lxxu1) I am glad to note a]eamed P
(Annels, Vol 15, p 170) agrees with me, and that even my e ducton
Vidyasagara Prof P P S SAsTRI now endorses 1t In the m P

Southern Recension SASTR
(p 1) to Vol 1V of his edition {101} of the o mer whats
wntes * Not having been subject to Nayak influence in any o aerved
soever, the tradition handed down by the Malayalam Manuscrip o’:ne o
the Grantha text, 1 @ purer and more unmixed form Lhan el;esﬂ ; ol al
paratwely early Grantha monuscripts, as the Malayalam M. il very
all seem to have come wto contact with the Northern Recension ed by
recent f1mes’t Now this reading of the Malayalam version 1s su]:;{PO (India
the reading of the Kaémin version, for though §,; 1s m1§smg, yet é e
Office 2137) has the corrupt hamyehamye® (for hamsa® of the re: ently
and 1t 1s well known that in Nagari copies of Sarada MSS, s 1s freq )
transcnbed wrongly as m , so that we have to read hasyahasya (dlthragasf
The reading 15 further borne out by Devabodha’s gloss (the MS reiih s p
for cur hasye®)  hasariipena kvidavatérarapens (cf p 990 of et dear
Ed for the gloss), where hamsa, in any case would not fit, for it 1s nof ”
how hamsariipa would be kndavatéraripe  Further, $emkarah 15 th :lon)
g of all MSS except B, Dn, which have #svarah (an obvious emendal g
and TG which has vasevah (which must likewise be an emendation), o:tid
nally, perhaps only a gloss  Here practically the whole of N 15 sumwml
by M $emkarali 15 here not a name of Indra, but only an epithet, an a .
bute meaning * ausprcious, ‘bcneﬁcent’ Thus m (B) 3 229 6 s’amkang
used with reference to Skanda lokanam samkaro bhava In (By 3 201 ;
the epithet mahesvera (" great lord’ ) 15 applied to Visnu w?y; md
sam mahesvara Further in 1 58 43, the epithet ssa ( ‘lord ) 3;7
Sambhu ( *auspicious ) are apphed to god Brahmi  prabhavah sa’wa”h:‘
tanam fah Sambhuly prayapatsh This shows that the words Samkara, Samb '
ifa, mahelvara, and so on which are now generally regarded as proper nam -
of Mahideva were still not specialized, but were applied to other gods
well, as mere epithets deseriptive of their beneficence or omnipotence
1 57 58 dvayor dSyator ebhuip

Here 1t 15 not difficult to see on what authority the adopted reading
rests  The footnotes give here the reads

ng of N V, B D [102} (except Ds
of the Northern and of G of the Southern recension  The adopted readinf
(which 1s partly supported by the dréyayor of B,) 15, therefore the readins
of the remaming MSS K D, T M (since 8, 1s missing as mentioned of
D 244, at the beginning

of the adhy, or as may be scen fron the table 0°
* Rtalics rune
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p. Xx1v of the Prolegomena). The Vulgate lacks here the support of the
Grantha version, which has an enitrely different reading :
avayo$ ca kathat brahman bheiisyali semagamah |

‘The Grantha version dispenses altogether with the troublesome drfyatol
of the original (or the unsuitable v. 1. drsfayol of the Vulgate), thus reveal-
ing its sccondary character. The line was recast in the archetype “ Sigma”
{see the pedigree in the Prolegomena, p. xxx). The textual relations here
are ideal, being clear as crystal. WINTERNITZ is right in regarding it as pass.
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 doubts
of sceptics : 1. 11, 15 isyati (v. L. isyeta, arhati etc.) ; 16. 15 aksipyatal; (no.
v. L explanation); 34. 13 moksyanti (v. L. moksyante); 47. 9 smibhriyantu
(v. 1. °bharantu, °bhavantu); 48, 12 dahyatdm (no. v. 1!) 48. 13 pacya-
tam (v. 1. jvclatam, dahyatam) ; 48, 22 diryali (v. 1, Siryati) ; 53.6 vidiiyata
(no. v. L.1); 7L. 44 drsyet (v. L pasyet) ; 124. 24 uhyantah (v. 1. uh-
yonte) ; 147, 8 vyucchidyet (v. L. ucchindyat, chidyeta) ; 165, 24 hriyasi

(v. L. grhyase, hriyase, prayasi) ; 202. 19 adrsyadbhik (v. 1. adi$yai$ ce,
edi$yeu tau) ; 217. 13 mathyatal (v. |. manthane); 218. 49 praviSiryatah ;
219, 5 adrsyan (v. ). adrSys, nyspoton).
1. 92. 2 : Ganga $rir ive ripin,
‘The configuration of the MSS. as well as the intrinsic merit of the read-
ings are different in the two lines, That is how $§, K, appear to be of greater
authority in the first line than in the second. The salilat of the text is found
in all MSS. except 5, K, (S only transposing the word : Text salilat tasmat,
S Ganga salilat), and is, therefore, for one thing, obviously far better docu-
mented than Seyandt of 8, X, only, In the second line, therefore, we have,
practically, only two readings : faymot of & K., against solildt of the rest;
therefore the reading of §, K, has been rightly re-[103}-jected. Such is not
the case in the first line. Here we have three nearly independent readings
(5, K, Ganga $rir iva ripini : Vulgate G. stririipadharini : S lobheniyata-
makrtih, which latter is our fourth pada), Here, while the two Northemn
readings are somewhat allied to each other, the Southem reading is entirely
different, having very little connection with the Northern. None of the
readings can be mechanically derived from the other, and intrinsically they
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 thinks
stritiipedharini is better than the other. The reason why I chose $rir iva
rispini (“ beautiful like Laksmi™) is that it is nearer in sense to lobhaniyata-
makrith (* with a most enticing form”) of §, than strirdpadharini (* assum-
ing the form of a woman") of the Vulgate. I have here explained in detail
the exact reasons which have weighed with me in making the difficult choice,
but as a ‘matter of fact, they are all three epic iterafe and these iterata
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keep alternating with each other indiscriminately. In such. cases, it 1sd im-
possible to decide, with certainty, which is original and which is seconfalrg’é
and the matter is also of no great consequence. ‘The uncertainty o
text tradition has been duly indicated by a wavy line.

1. 92. 7: rajen kanyam varastriyam. .

I am glad WINTERNITZ has drawn my attention to a wrong reading
which has crept in here, through oversight, and T gladly take this opportus-
ity to publish a correction. The reading I had intended to adopt, of at
least 1 should have adopted, is precisely the one advocated by WINTERNITZ :
1ajon kamyan vare®, that of the Kasmiri version (8, Ko.,,). The fact &5
that just for first two words of the last pada of this stanza, there is a con-
fusing array of readings in Northemn MSS,, all meaning, more or less, the
same thing : 1éjan kimyam (S, Koz o), Tdjen divyam (K,), divydi kanyim
(Vulgate), kamyan divyam (B), divyam kamyam (N,,). Under these
circumstances, clearly, the Kaémir reading should have been adopted, 2¢-
cording to the principles enunciated in the Prolegomena, but through 2
dletical error kanyam (of the Vulgate) [104} has crept in, in place of
samyim (of the Katmif), which was intended—I do not agree With
WINTERNITZ however when he says that the epithet kanyd is *not very
appropriate for Ganga”, It would be quite appropriate, as far as I can s¢&
1t would imply that she was an unmarried virgin, which is the regular
meaning of konya; compare :

1. 57. 83 uvdca matpriyams krtyg kanyaiva tvam bhavisyasi

1. 104. 12 pradéc ca tasyay kanyatvari punah sa paramadyutit

(B) 3.307. 16 57 maya saha swgamyq punal kanya bhavisyasi
1t would then answer Pratipa’s objection (L 92. 6) :
naharis parastriyar; kamat gaccheyair yarayarpini,

But Eanyim is not supported by the MS. evidence, and kamyam 5
that is the main point. The constituted text thould therefore be corr
accordingly by changing kanyam to kimyén.
1. 92 45: na ca tay kithcanovéca.
l.{en: I do not agree with WINTERNITZ, 1 am fully persuaded that the
text is quite in order. The first mistake WINTERNITZ makes is in thinking
that sa is the reading of §, K ; jt js actually given in the erit. app, as the
reading of §, X,,, D, WINTERNITZ has overlooked the fact that &
differs from K,, which is in itself suspicious ; angd K, is also excluded frem
the group  1f €a has to be translateq by “but”, there is no help for it ; fof
¢a has frequently to be rendered 1 1y way. For the Mbh, I may 2dd,
€¢ and tu are almost SYDONYIOouS, fu having entircly Jost the specific 2d-
versative force. It 13 quite clear that there must have boen a period in the
Tustory of Sandmt, as gt yrag spoken, in which the two smal] particles €6
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and tu were confused in the mouths of the common people, and were used
indiscriminately. That is, in fact, the only explanation of the curious particle
it one comes across in certain Adoka inscriptions, which is evidently a com-
bination of ¢z and tn. The Sirada 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 sometliing like na ca (of
the text) is proved by TG, which has ng ln, only in a slightly different
combination : {105} uvdca kimcin na fu tém. M differs from TG, and
has a third combination, with a new word vacanai;, not found in the other
versions : novdca vacanaiy kidicit, which has neither #2 ca nor ne tu, and
which does not help to solve our difficulty. The sa of some of the Kas$miri
MSS. is not necessary for the context, as the subject makipati (* 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 asfan,
which makes it probable (if it does not directly prove) that the original
must have begun with astan ; therefore imestan (one of the readings pre-
ferred by WINTERNITZ) must be ruled out, as an emendation, probably of
a lectio difficilior. The (final) me of §, K, and the initial ime of some
Niagari MSS suggest that the original was the conjectural * agfeme, which
combines the characteristics of these groups, and which is very close to the
asta me of N, Tt is also suggested, to a certain extent, by the Bengali
astan ye. The conjectural asfeme, is in fact, the hypothetical form to
which the various readings asfan me, asla me, astau ye, astaw hi, and imestau
seem to converge, The convergence is not a matter of which a mathematical
proof can be supplied If WINTERNITZ does not see the convergence, he
may substitute for the text reading any of the five readings found in the
MSS T 4id not know which o choose ; kenee the emendation.  The change
is not quite unmotivated. The motive appears to have been the seemingly
irregular Sandhi (double crasis) : astau + ime = agld + ime = asfeme.
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 asld+ime, or asta+me,
since besides the heavier asfen, both the forms west@ and astg were in use,
of which the latter (aste) 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 1t is not literal. The stanza
has no word for “obtamed hirth,” which WINTERNITZ interpolates into if,
in order to justify the reading e, “ of me,” which he has further to explain
as “in my body”. Translate: *Those gods, the Eight Vasus, had on
account of Vasistha’s curse become men (hit attained the state of men).”

{106} 1. 93 1 - manusirh tanum agatah.
The agreement between S and N V, Dn D, signifies absolutely nothing
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for the original reading ; it is purely the result of conflation. Vi 15_' 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 agres
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 wﬂfusf‘i
Ordinarily T would have adopted the §, K reading mdnusalyom npagold,
which has occurred already in the previous adhy. (1. 92. 50), and ocurs
again in (B) 3. 83, 66; but owing to the ménusim of B, which recurs o
S, 1 have given here preference to the reading of the Bengali version. 1
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 af
these :
8, K manusatvem upagalh
B minusin tenum agatah
S manusirni yonim agatah,
This being the constellation of the readings, manusim and égatéh are
s good as certain, as suggested by the agreement between B and S. ‘There-
fore the real variant is only tanum : yonim. It is hkely that the wriginel
was yonim which was corrupted, in N, to tanum, and then the original pad2
manusin tanum agatah (preserved in Bengali only) was replaced by the
recurrent tag méanusalvam updgatdl ; but it is most unlikely that the lattef
was the original which was changed in B to manusi tanum a°, and in S
0 Manugim yonim &°. In any case, the Kasmis reading must be rejected
here as secondary (cf. Prolegomena, p, 1xu), as shown by the evidence of

BandS. Dn D, appear to have got their yonim from S (ibid, p, Lxvir), a1
NV, possibly from Dn.

1. 93 11: devadevarsisevitam.

WINTERNITZ is mistaken in thinking that the hermitage in questiort w25
frequented by Rsis only, and not by gods as well. In fact, the talk is pot
about a hermitage at all, but about the {107} forest (vamam) containin?
the hermitage. Moreover, it was not an ordinary hermitage, but the hermit
al'gsef(;{ Vasistha, situated on the slopes of the celestial mount Meru (1. 98

Van'flho nama ili sa khydle apava ity utg I} 15

tesyasramapadarn punyar migapaksiganinvitam |

Meroh parive nagendrasya sarvartukusumavrtom || 16
The forest, therefore, in w

inhab?

hich Vasistha'
ted and frequented by div

s hermitage was situated, ‘l‘;
: me 1518 (like Vasistha) end by gods ¢
th'c Vasus). That is how, 1n fact, the Vasus found themselves in that her
x\x,utagv: on that fateful day  If the forest were not frequented by gods the
asus woxlxld not have come there at all 1f we adopt the reading dest
derarsiseritem (which 18 pl ) then the o d must be taken '@

B
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mean * frequented by gods end rs1s™ (and not by divine 1518, as WINTER-
NITZ understands 1t) According to our text, the forest was frequented by
gods and divine 1518, As will be seen, there 15 not much to choose between
the readings, but I prefer the text, because only the divine rsi1s ke Vasistha
could reach those regioms, not ordinary rsis Moreover, such adjectives
(forming the entire second half of the line) are extremely common 1 the
descriptions of sacred forests, hermitages, tirthas with many vanants as
may be seen from the following examples from the Aranyaka (Bom. Ed )

3 82 41 devarppntrsevita
84 46 siddhogandharpasevite
87 5 rajarsiganasevita
89 7 devagandharvasevita
89 8 devarsigamasevita
90 21 brahmarsigenasevita
156 10 siddhacarenapiipta
and 145 41 devadevarsipinia

which latter has our combination devadevars:, and i which deva cannot be
separated from deparst, for the stanza reads

tatrépasyata dharmatma devadevarsipiiptam |

Nara Narayanasthinam Bhagirathyopasobhutam ||

‘The adjective devad t (or °piiptam) 1s used with reference
to the most sacred and inaccessible remons like the [108] penance groves
cn Meru or Gandhamadana or on the Himidlayan peahs I do not wish
to suggest that the simple phrase devarsisevitam would not have sufficed
here 1 only want to show that there 1s nothing- wrong with the text read
mg, which 1s proved by the Kasmin version (8, K} From the graphwcal
pomt of view, the difference between the readings (deve and deva ) 1s so
<hight that the documentary evidence actually counts here for very httle It
15 Just owing to this uncertamnty that the reading has been underlined 1n the
critical text

1 214 9 Dharmargze * atipritya

Here agam we notice WINTERNITZ S prejudice agamst hiatus to which
I had drawn attention 1n the discussion on 1 57 20, above But here my
case 1s stronger still  As far as the Vedic tradition 1s concerned e (like o)
remarned unchanged before @ which was generally elided mn the wntten text
but, according to the evidence of metre must almost mvanably m the
Rgveda and generally 1n the Yajurveda and Atharvaveda be pronounced
whether wniten or not According to the stahstics prepared by Vedic
xcholars, 1t must be pronounced mn the Rgveda m 99 per cent of the cases,
m the Atharvaveda and the metrical portion of the Yajurveda mn about
80 per cent of its occurrences  This shows that in the older stages of the
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language, at any, rate, any Sandhi between final ¢ (or o) and initial_a w.as
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 therefor.c
partakes naturally of the linguistic characteristics of both. In the Yedlc
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 jteelf
in the efforts to coalesce, m the written text, the adjoining vowels, accord:
ing to rules of (Sanskrit) grammar, leaving a correct but unmetrim].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 {1097 1n admitting that the epic test
likewise contained originally many instances of hiatus, though of course
they are not as frequent as in the Veda. The reluctance is due to tw0
causes. Firstly the Mbh. text looks on the surface so like a classical fest
that scholars, who have so far studied the text mainly from printed editions
insist on applying rules of classical grammar to the text. The setond reasod
is that the ancient redactors who had not the same compunction about
making small alterations in the epic text (as is evident from our critical
apparatus) as they had mn the case of the Vedic texts, have not resorted
to coalescence in order to remove the hiatus, but have boldly added htlle
expletives like e, tu, ki for saving their precious rules of grammar, 2 p.ro-
cedure which, as it leaves the line metrically’ intact, makes the detection
of their nefarious interference difficult, if not impossible. Now though the
Mbh. looks on the surface like a classical text, there are many pecubaritics
of Sandhi and grammar—even in the printed editions and the Vulgate—
which distinguish it from a classical text. Coalescence unknown to classical
usage is seen in amale *tminam (1. 68. 64), te *faya (1, 70, 41), manyele
‘tmanam (1. 198. 19). We have hiatus jn a compound in Nardyerd
urogatal (1. 16. 35) ; Pragthya Sandhi in samupete *dbhute "naghe (fe

Cu. 1. 14, 5), jajiiate 'stravi $araday (L. 57. 88) ete. Double crasis in paé”

gébharan (1. 21. 6), Vasumanabravit 1. 87, jayateti (1. 11. 13)-
Hiatus between padas, caused by the chan(ge of aslfo) 'o](a{ ';6’ 3(5) : jogdms
svapurarh hrsto anugiid dtmand, Frequently we come across Pralmitic
Absolutives like grhye (1.2 93; 9, 19 39. 23, 30; 119, 16; 123. 12, 16
503 124 20 ete), tosya (1. 1, 109), cmtya (1'. 9, '2), usya ’ (1. 71. 58)
cte. ;:u'_. and the converse {tvd for ya) in sam-piijayitva (1. 54. 15), &
poyed 1. 6. 12), mustanitea (1 85. 18), anu-Sisguimugatos ea (1. 10
20, prapeit (1. 189. 25) ete., some of which may however, be explained
L L i 7

Prati §rav

DiaputLam naksatrip sasarja ha,
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where prati is to be construed with sasarje, as pratisesarja : a line often
misunderstood by editors, commentators and translators alike. These vio-
lations ofr (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 irvegularities do occur as a
matter of fact, why could there not be hiatus as well ? Scholars are not yet
familiar with this phenomenon, because they have been dealing, so far, with
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 domg s0.
My study of the Mbh. MSS during the lastiten years has convinced me now
that it is the grammatical and material irregularities of the original that are
responsible for quite a large fraction of the mass of variations which we
come across in the MSS. The correctness of my reconstructions can be
proved only by adducing the entire evidence, which it is not possible to do
here, ‘but which may be undertaken later on, when a large part of the text
has been dealt with in a like manner. 1 am fully persuaded that the Critical
Edition, as it advances, will supply material for confirming most of my con-
clusions.—To return to the case under consideration. WINTERNITZ points out
that ki is found in all N MSS,, including &,, but he ignores that K, shows
here ¢u, not ki? Now K, is a clear transcript of ¢ $arada MS., and agrees
with our §; to such an extent that 1 have expressed it as my opinion that it
is a copy of a Sirada original very similar to our $arada MS., It is, no
doubt, a very small and insignificant variation, but how would WINTERNITZ
explain it all the same? hyd cannot be misread as ive, even in the Sirada
script. Why should just K, show here tva? Is it not, perhaps, because a not
very distant ancestor of our 8, and K, had still the obnoxious hiatus, as in
our text? The Kaémin version does contain many original features and
archaisms.
1. 215. 2 : ekam Irptish prayecchatam,
prayacchatim of the text, I may point out, is not entirely wrong ; it may
be construed with bkavenicu, understood, @ more {1117 respectful form of
address than the second person. In stanza 5, however, the reading s@npra-
yacchalam has been accepted, because the subject in the second person
(yuvam) is expressed. We cannot argue that since in 5 we have saripra-
yocchatam, therefore in 2 we must have also  preyacchatam. Because in
the Mbh, which is not and never was polished literature, we do come across
such strange yoke-fellows. Changes of subject and changes of construction
are frequent. That is the view T had taken when I adopted the text reading.
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But on second thoughts I decided that prayacchatam would neven::?;z
a better reading, and the correction now proposed py er:n-:RNIll'rzend o
already published by me, in the ** Addenda et Corrigenda,” at the
volume (p. 996).
1, 216. 10
sasarja yat svetapasid Bhauvano bhuvanapml?hub [
prajapatir enirdeSymi yasye ripam raver iva | .

The matter is not simple as WINTERNITZ imagines. Of course, thhhthe
reading yariz, any one can see that the relative may be oox'lstrued wn.th 18l a;);
in 8. We then get two sentences : “Which (scil. chariot of Ar)un:’f) w
fashioned by Bhauvana. ...by (the power of) his austerities,” and W;“?::
beauty was like that of the sun.” But the reading yat is a'ct‘ua]ly !ounKo)
$,K (except K,) V,G (except G,) ; ie. in the Kasmiri version. EexcEPt Hav;
agreeing with the Grantha version (except G,), plus the Manthlh'MS. o
is it that so many MSS. give what WINTERNITZ considers, an * imposs] eo
reading? The reading is, in fact, not impossible at all ; only ﬁ}e W“Stme
tion is a little involved and difficult to understand. By reading yo! ¥
actually get better sense. Construe : yasya, raver fva, yat anirdesyai ntl’”"’:
(tat) Bhauvenah. .. .svatapasi saserje, “whose indefinable (or mcorfl:;‘a'ed
4ble) loveliness (or splendour), like that of the Sun, Bhauvana had fashi
by (the power of) his austerities” This construction avoids the tWO_dJS‘
jointed and halting sentences yam anirdesyam Bhauvanak. .. .svalapasd 55
sarje, and yasya Tipern raver iva (or yam Bhouvanaly. . . .svatapasd sasaTio
and yesya anirdeSyari: ripari 1aver ive), which result from the wrong read-

ing yom for {112} yat, yat is almost a perfect example of the lectio &
cilior, and a regular trap for unwary editors.

1. 218. 14 : jaladharimuco *kulin, i

WINTERNITZ is here again mistaken in thinking that ®mucotulin 15 the
reading of S It is the reading of only five of the thirteen Southern MSS
(T Gs. 2 My.) ; thrce others (T, Gy ) read *muconilan, three more (Mes)
vead mumocicén, two (G,,) read as in text (°mucokulin), The question 1%
in fact, what was the original reading of S, That question 1 have not bee?
able to answer definitely, and I have, therefore, put in, as a stop-gap» the
reading of G, , which scemed to me not improbable, since initial & is e
cusly enough, sporadically treated in the Mbh. text, hke 4. The m’dl_nl
“samékulén is uscless ; it 15 obviously a substitute for some reading WhiH
was difficult to understand or explain,

1 have underlined muco 1n the text, but I now think that it is as good
as certain. 1t 15 documented not only by the whole of S, but also by Kozs
Dyt muco be admiticd, then samatulin of the Nortbern giep b
comes secondary, but with an important residue 1 the shape of the fisz
Fulén, agreeing with the final of *mucokulén of G,,, thyming with m*
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tulan of Koy Ty Gy3 M, 5, and finally reflected faintly in muconilan T; G; .
The documentary evidence, therefore, points unmistakably to"a reading jala-
dharamuco(x)lan. Query, what is the value of x ? The adjective akulan (“con-
fused ") qualifying meghan would be not inappropriate, referring to the con-
dition of masses of clouds confusedly hurled about by # cyclonic wind ; not
so appropriate, to my mind, the afulan (“incomparable”) preferred by
WINTERNITZ, and adopted by P. P, S. Sastri, against the evidence of his
basic MS. g7, which has our text reading. In Sastrr's adoption of alulin
and his ignoring of variants, which must have appeared to him meaningless
corruptions or clerical mistakes, we have an illuminating example of how the
readings get indiscnminately distributed, disturbing the relationships estab-
lished by the stemma codicum, and how the lectio difficilior is gradually effaced.

{113} 1. 218, 27 : vydtisthenta mahaujasah

The text reading vydtisthanta, it must be confessed, has not been adopt-
ed because it is the reading of §, K, ; it is a mere slip. I am thankful to
WINTERNITZ for drawing my attention to it. The reading vyalisthanta should
be adopted without doubt

* * *

1 may repeat here what I have stated elsewhere that the problem of the
Mahzbharata Textual Criticism is a problem swi generis. Here the princi-
ples of textual reconstruction, which must be first 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, repeat my request to Prof. WINTERNITZ, made some years ago, to
continue his searching and exhaustive examination of the fascicules or volumes
as they come out, and give us the benefit of his ripe expernience and valuable
opinions and findings. His publications on a subject which has engaged his
attention, off and on, for the last forty years cannot but throw some much-
needed light on the obscure question of the Mahabharata Textual Criticism
(which has unfortunately not received much attention so far from scholars),
and thus advance the cause of Mahabharata studies.

In conclusion, T 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.

V. Notes on Mahabt C d
§ 1. CHRONOLOGICAL NOTES.

A necessary complement to a critical study of the Mahabhirata is an
intensive study of the commentaries of the Mihabhirata, of which there is

* [ABORI 17, 185-202].



264 £PICSTUDIES

quite a large number preserved still, mostly in manuscript form. Among
the scholiasts who have written commentaries on the Mahabhirata—either
on the whole, or only on selected parts of the Great Epic—are : (1) Ananta-
bhatta, (2) Anunamiéra, (3) Ananda, (4) Caturbhuja(miéra), (5) Jaga-
difacakravartin, (6) Devabodha, (7) Nilakantha, (8) Mahinandapima,
(9) Yajia-Narayana, (10) Ratnagarbha, (11) Ramakirikara, (12) Rama-
krsa, (13) Ramdnuja, (14) Laksmana, (15) Varada, (16) Vadirdja, (17)
Vidyasigara, (18) Vimalabodha, (19) Sarkaracirya, (20) Srinivasa, (21),
Sarvajiia-Narayana, and (22) Srstidhara. 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 HOLT:
MANN in Das Mahabharata, Vol. 3, p. 67ff, and that was in 1897, thet
is, nearly forty years ago. The material at his disposal was very scantys
and so are his notes. N ,
But the study of these commentaries smust be now taken up more st
ously, not so much for the sake of the explanations contained in the comt-
mentaries—though even the glosses of a commentator like Devabodha ar€
extremely important—as for the readings and pathintaras recorded in them
because, most of {186} the commentaries are older—some very much older
—than our manuscripts ; and therefore the documentation of these reading
by the commentators takes us back a stage further in our investigation of
the history of the epic. L.
The usefulness of these commentaries is, however, considerably dimi”
shed by the fact that we kmow next to nothing about these commentators
themselves. In particular, we lack information about their dates, which a%
not easy to fix in Indian literature. Even if the dates cannot be determined:
it would be a great help if we could fix their relative chronology. An ,3!'
tempt is made in the following pages to fix, to start with, the relativ®
chronology of ‘some of the more important Mahabhirata commentators.
A fixed point in the exegetical lterature centering round the Mbh. 55~
furnished by Nilakantha, who until lately was considered, at least in Indi2s
as the most trustworthy guide for the exposition of the Great Epic, 2"
about whose date there is not much doubt. The available personal data
about him has been put together by Wilhelm PRINTZ in the biographical not®
on Nilakantha appended to his Berlin dissertation entitled Bhasdwdrter i

ha's Bharatabhivadi N 1
@ pa und in andeten SanskritkommentaTén
Nilakantha, according to his own stat was a Maharastra Brahms?

:’rdthe Gautama Gotra, with the sumame Caturdhara (modern Chaudhari):
( m(:,: son of Govinda Sin and Phullimbiks, residing at KGrparagiir
em Kopargaon) on the Godivari. Nilakantha wrote his cominenta’

* Zeitschnft fur verglei X
aiarly p 701 vérgleickende Sprachforschung, Vol, 44, pp. 69-109 ; sce parti-
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on the Mbh. and on the Ganefagita (a section of the Ganelapurdna) in
Benares, in the last quarter of the seventeenth century,? the latter (Ganeda-
gitd) being composed in AD. 16942

In the beginning of his commentary on the Mbh, Nilakantha
tells us that before writing his commentary, the Bhégratabhdvedips, he had
compared many (bahiin) copies of the Mbh.,, collect-{187}-ed together from
different parts of India (vibhinnadeSyan) in order to ascertain the correct
reading (patham agryam) and also consulted older commentaries® We ac-
cordingly find that he frequently mentions variant readings and * additional ”
passages found in the vefsions consulted by him, and he cites the explana-
tions given by older scholiasts ;* information, scanty though it be, of im-
mense interest and value for the history of the received text.

(i) Devabodha end Sarvajiia-Nérayaya.

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 himself and his predecessors, but is
cited or mentioned by several commentators, who must therefore have lived
after him. One of such successors of Devabodha was Sarvajfia-Nardyana.
Sarvajfia’s Bharatérthaprakase has fortunately been preserved, though it is
not definitely known whether his commentary on all the eighteen parvans of
the Mbh. is now available. His commentary on the Virdta and the Udyoga
“has already been published by Mahadeva Shastri Bakres The Bombay
Government MSS. Collection (No. 180 of 1891-95) contains a fragment of
his commentary on the Adi, comprising merely the first adhyaya with the
beginning of the second ; while the Madras Government Collection (No. 2169)
contains another fragment which lacks the beginning. In the colophon of
the latter MS,, Sarvajfia is styled par hawnisa-parivrajakacarya ; he was
therefore a sashoyasia.

Now Sarvajiia explicitly refers to Devabodha in the beginning of his
commentary on the Udyoga :

I RIS ARATSRTA: )
fg” gl U

* He was apparently a protégé of Aniipasithha, who was a contemporary of
Shah Jahan,

2 The year of composition is given as Samvat 1750, The name of the com-
mentary is Genapatibhavedipika. Cf. the name-of his Mbh. commentary, Bharata-
bhavadipe ; see next note.

M :rs:amzm AREmEREE a aeue)

ARAR T
- 4 Cfimy Adxparvan (Poona 1933), Prolegomena, pp. 1xv ff,
5 The Virataparvan was published mn 1915, and the Udyogaparvan in 1920,
by the Gujarati Printing Press of Bombay.
¢ Read (G=aum !
18
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{188] This stanza is curously enough not found in the commentary
of Sarvajfia as printed in the Gujarati Press edition of the Udyoga, t"“t
occurs in both the MSS, of the work in the Bombay Government Collection
(deposited 2t the Tnstitute), 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 dra¥
by my friend and colleague Professor Sushil Kumar De of Dacca Univer-
sity, who is editing the Udyoga for the Institute. In Sarvajiia’s comment
on B. 5. 96. 41 (on p. 327 of the Gujarati Printing Press edition), we find:

aNaTE |
FArdt St wzAEl ad T .
arfidEd A HaRY T 0

= 1 R s ghik.. !

This quotation can unfortunately not be verified ; for in the very old
Bengal Asiatic Society’s palm-leaf MS. (No. 3299) of the unpublished °°m‘
mentary on the Udyoga by Devabodha the corresponding folio is missing
But there i3 no reason to doubt its authenticity.

This establishes Devabodha's priority to Sarvajia, We therefore £

’ Series 1: Devebodhe—Servajfia

Now this SarvajiaNatayaga must be identical—as has indeed X"
assumed by JoLLy? BUHLER? HOLTZMANN/ and otherss—with the Sarvait®”
Narayana (also called Nariyaya-Sarvajfia) the author of the Manvarthaorit
or Monyarthanibendha, a [189] well-known commentary on the Manusmrth
published by V. N. MANDUIK® The assumed identity of the two comme®
tators at present rests, it is true, merely on the identity of the names,
can scarcely be tegarded on that account as doubtful. Tt is hardly conc® v
able that there were two different Sarvajiia-Nardyanas, both commentator®
of wellknown works on Dharmadistra like the Mahabtgrata and
Manusmyti.

-t
The date of Sarvajfia has been fixed on the basis of certain quotatio™

1 This lmtx:rtantth pessage was verified by me in a MS. of San’aiﬁa'f\,wg
mentary deposited at the Institute, namely, Bombay Government Collection NO-
of A 187380 (fol. 194°). 4 2.

2 Tagore Lectures, p. 11, passage ated in Burnew's Tanjore Cotelots®
p. 126. CL also Recht und Sute, p. 3L "

3 The Laws of Moru, S B.E, vol 25, p cxx.

4 Das Mahabhirata und seine Theile, Koel 1894, 3. Band, p. 715

CL Kane, History of Dharmaiéstra, Poona 1930, vol. 1, pp. 157, 708.
¢ MénavaDharme-Sastre, Bombay 18236, ’ '

o, O R O BINSOIAR'S Report om the Scarck for She, MSS. for 188381
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BUHLER cautiously remarks that Sarvajiia-Nardyana “ cannot have written
later than in the last half of the fourteenth century,”* but the recent resear-
ches of KANE tend to show that Sarvajiia flourished between A.p. 1100 and
13002

(it) Arjungmisra®

Both Devabodha and Sarvajiia 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 prede-
cessors, citing by name several of them. Devabodha, he mentions with

special revercnce, whose commentary (among others) he had carefully
studied before writing his own commentary on the Mbh.:
A TR A e R S AR Sea Mt s
' HRENITRRAITAT Fo: |
Err SRR AT n

Worth noting is the fact that in the long series of names of Bharati-
ciryas cited by Arjuna at the beginning of the above extract, the
first four names Vyasa and Vaiathpayana, Devabodha {1907} and Sarvajiia
have been recited in the correct order of precedence and chronology, a point
to which we shall return in the sequel.

(b) Arjuna mentions the Acaryas again in the list of his (immediate
and remote) “Gurus”, placing this time Devabodha at the head of the list,
which ends with the name of his father, who (as we know from other sources)
was a well-known reciter (patheke)* of the Mbh.

AR RS AT |
e wig: far o /R A

(¢} In the short introduction which prefaces his commentary on the
Virata,5 Arjuna twice mentions Devabodha, once to give expression to the
high esteem in which Arjuna holds him and again to record his gratefulness
to his illustrious predecessor :

SEEgEEiSTied JERTIAY, |
AT Y FTNT WA 0

1 BUHLER, op, cit. p. Cxxix.

2 KANE, op, cit. p. 157.

2 See also my paper on Arjunamiéra in the Sir J. J. Modi Commemoration
Volume, p. 565.
- 4 See my “ Arjunamidm,” p. 566,

& Gujarati metmg Press edition, p. 1 (right column).
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rasEaRT frozeddfie n .
(d) Finally, while commenting on 1. 143. 34 (a difficult stanz2, g’“’;“
a fanciful derivation of the name Ghatotkaca), Arjuna mentions two read-
ings which had both won the approval of Devabodha :
T TRt (sic) gt "
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 {ogether indisputably prove that Arjunamira
was posterior to both Devabodha and Sarvajfia-Nardyana, Adding the name
of Arjunami¢ra to Series 1, we get :

Series 2: Devabodha—Servejfio—~Arjunamiire.
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. Haraprzsada
SASTRI in his Notices of Sonskrit MSS., Second [191] Series, Vol. I (Cal-
cutta 1900, p. 293 (MS. No. 205). The Jate Mahamahopadhyaya reported
that it was a carefully wrritten palm-leaf MS. of Arjuna’s commentary on t
Moksadharma, called Moksadharmarthadipik witten in archaic Bengal
characters and belonging, apparently, to Babu Sa

radaprasanna GHosz of
Kelomal, Tamluk. The MS. gave the date of vriting as Saka 1456 (=
AD. 1534) 2

¥ may here draw attention to some stanzas added by the copyist, whidt
are to the effect that already at the time when the copy was made, cosrett

MSS. of Arjuna's commentary were 2 rarity even in Bengal, the home of the
commentator,

which can only be explained by assuming, as POim‘ed o:;
already by Mahadeva Shastri Baxse that there was a considerable inters
of time between the two, The stanzas 1 am referting to are :

fo: agmes frzzragia
TR Wl T w s war
e ‘y
ﬁz'xi‘z:mmnw‘rmﬁaqu
The date Saka 1435 (ca. A. . 1534) s then the lowe fimit of the 222 O

Arjuna, l'mt the date of Arjuna, if we rely on the information vouchsafed by
the copyist, must be Yong prior to A, p. 1524,

i (i) Nilakopiha,

We retum to Nilakantha, who 1 the nert great Mbh. commentator, 209
vho cites or mentions Devabodha, Sarvajfia-Niriyaya and Arjunemisra, %
Exfrmey oy
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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 Devabodha
in that connection.

7 dgan ghdt a1 a9 Semae: |
FCE 7ol 1 at aguady v
(19235 wrdvm: ady BaaRfienaan 1

1t is worthy of note that Nilakantha regards the varnants as anctent,
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 specula-
tion. Nevertheless I do not think that Nilakaptha would have used the word
pracing in connection with Devabodha unless the interval between them was
at least three or four centuries.

In passing it may be mentioned that this reference to Devabodha by
Nilakantha is yet another instance of the practice of mentioning names of
Acdryas honoris coeusa {pijartham),? because the reading cited by Nila-
kantha is probably not that of Devabodha at all, who to judge by the lem-
mata in his commentary must have had before him a stanza differing from
the corresponding stanza of the Critical Edition merely in reading $akunah
for kunapal of the Critical Edition (1. 158. 14). The third pada of the
stanza as cited by Nilakantha 1s certainly the reading of the T G version,
found otherwise only in three conflated N MSS., and in a fourth one written
in the margin; while the last pida was found by me only in four MSS. (K,
B; M; ;) of my critical apparatus, one of them (B;) having as a matter of
fact the reading of our text in the margint 1t is Ytherelore most Improvatie
that Devabodha had commented on the particular vanant version cited by
Nilakantha, and it is really doubtful to me whether Nilkantha had at all

Devabodha’s commentary before lum. Devabodha is referred to by Nila-
kantha merely as ong of the ancient Acaryas.
(b) While commenting on B. 7. 82. 2, Nilakantha notices a variant
interpretation of madhuparkika given by Devabodha :
AT AGIRARY TSI A )
(¢) Nilakantha's reference to Sarvajiia will be found m his comment
on B. &. 40. 10 (Gujarati Printing Press ed., p. 131) :

{193} fd SRRy g5 | AT TETE: | SRES: TF 3R TRRO |

1 ‘This passage was already ated by me in the Critical Edition of the Adi-
parvan, p. 666.

2 Cf. ZDMG. Vol. 66 (1912), p. 5411,
184
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and again in the same adhyaya, a few stanzas further on (B. 5. 40. 26),
we find : . R

QAT afteEd: | RAPEHEIeIRR s | afeed B €@
& e ariRTa: |

A reference to Sarvajia’s commentary printed in the same work
(p. 1311.) will show that 21l these explanations do as & matter of fact oo
in the commentary of Sarvajfia, while they are nof met with in any of the
three other commentaries printed there. ’

(d) For Nilakantha's mention of Arjunamisra, 1 may draw ammufmw
Nflakenytha's comment on B. 3. 201. 70, a stanza at the end of the Ramo
pikhyana, where he mentions various explanations of the word jérEthy%
among them the one given by Arjunamiéra, whom he mentions by name:

e, B g ) .

“These various extracts establich the posteriority of Nilakantha to Devar
bodha, Sarvajia-Nariyapa and Arjunamiéra. Adding Niakanth2 to
Series 2, we get

Series 3: Devebodha—Sarvajio— ‘
Arjunamisra—Nilekantha.

It will be remembered that as each member of this series of four P2
clearly cites une or more of his predecessors, this is a chronological sequenc®
whose correctness is absolutely incontrovertible.

(iv) Vimalabodha.
There is moreover a subsidiary series connected with a Mbh- commat
tator called Vimalabodha,? to which we shall now tum our attention-
1t will be recalled that in the excerpts given above from the comment2¥
of Arjunamitra, the commentator twice mentions Vimalabodha in close PO
mity to Devabodha. Therefore it is evident that Arjunamiéra is
to Vimatabodha, whose commentary ({ika) variously known as Durghaldr tha:
prakisin {194} or Visemailoki has fortunately been preserved. In the intr>
duction to this unpublished commentary, a copy of which is to be found
ﬁ'ae Bombay Government Collection (No, 84 of 1869-70), while speakinZ 0
his predecessors, Vimalabodha says (fol. 1) :
Frgmetmfrn il
EmaEral Trenfivam a1
e s P g R
Agam while gving the etymologies of the name of the Sdts, Loma- (f
Roma-)harsza, Vimalabodha observes (fol. 2) ;

T G AR e o S Traa g !

} See HoutoMANN, op, at. vol 3,p 72
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Undoubtedly the Devasvimin mentioned in the first excerpt is the same
as the Devabodha (who in the colophons of his commentary is styled parama-
hamsa-parivrajakacarya) in the second. Incidentally it may be pointed out
that the etymology of Loma- (or Roma-)harsana mentioned by Vimalabodha
is actually to be found in Devabodha's scholium. In the Baroda MS.
(11372) of the unpublished commentary of Devabodha, we read (fol. 3 b,
linelf):

qot g Rern, JragenRanii SmgdEEnE 1,
which substantially agrees with the excerpt in the commentary of Vimala-
bodha.
Since Arjunamifra mentions Vimalabodha, and Vimalabodha cites Deva-
bodha, we get a subsidiary series, namely, ‘

Series 4: Devabodha—Vimalabodha—Arjunamisra.

Thus far we have been treading on solid ground and the correctness of
Series 14 is, as far as I can judge, absolutely unimpeachable.

In trying to combine Series 3 and 4, however, there arises the difficulty
that no cross reference has hitherto been found in the works of Vimalabodha
on the one hand and Sarvajiia- -Nardyana on the other. Their relative chrono-
logical position is, therefore, a matter for speculation. It is possible, how-
ever, to combine the two series temtatively, on the equivocal testimony of
Arjunamifra, which we shall proceed to examine more closely.

{1953 1In one of the lists of the Acaryas cited by Arjunamisra, we have
the sequence, Veda-Vy3sa, Vaifathpayand, Devabodha, Vimalabodha,
Sarvajfia-Nardyana, Sandilya Madhava. Here the first two pairs, as was
pointed out above, have been named in the correct chronological order, the
earlier author being placed first, in conformity with the rule governing the
sequence of the members of a Dvandva compound (P. 2234 Vi. ). Deva-
bodha is, as we have seen, prior to Vimalabodha as surely as’Vyisa, the
reputed author of the Great Epic, is prior to Vaifarpiyana. Further in
both lists the father of Arjunamifra 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-Nardyana would be
posterior to Vimalabodha, and we get, tentatively, the sequence : Vimala-

bodha—Sarvajfia.

It may, however, be noted that such names are often found arranged on
the diametrically opposite principle of utfaroltarageriyastva, ie., 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 some
principle which it is difficult for us to comprehend. In fact a subsequent
enumeration of these same Aciryas by the same Arjunamiéra 1s in partial
conflict with the earlier list! There the sequence (already given above) is
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Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Sandilya Msdhava, Narayana-Sarvajiia o
Sarvajfia-Natayana has been placed after Gandilya Madhava, “while in I

former list he is placed before them! This irregularity apart, the lists tally
with each other,

1t 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 (namaskriya), where the principle of Pm‘:’
ity has been, it seems, rigidly observed ; on the other hand, the %CO’“d s
merely a collective metrical fist of the author’s ** Gurus,” where the considerz-
tion of rank and precedence did {196} not perhaps prevail so much T may
also point out that the first Tist is in the form of a Dvandva compound, while
in the second the persons have been il independently mentioned. 1 thest
considerations have any value, then we may postulate, at least tentatively,
another serjes, . .

Series 5: Devabodha—Vimalabodha—
) Safvajr'za——An'una—Nilakan;ha,‘
where the relative position of Vimalabodha and Sarvajiia alone is open 10
doubt.

Of these fiye commentators, as was mentioned above, Sarvajfia wuid, not
have fived later than the latter half of the fourteenth century and ﬂﬂuns!‘cd
probably between A, p. 1100 and 1300 ; while Arjunamitra lived some time
prior to A. D. 15342 Moreover, if the position assigned in Series 5 10
Sarvajfia be correct, then both Devabodha and Vimalatodha must fave ived
long prior to A. b, 13002 "

v
-

§2. Wiat was DEVABODHA'S
The only commentary of the

» .

?
VERSION OF THE MAHABHARATA LIKE? ,
Mahabharata completely printed so far ¥

. f
! Since the above was written, two cfforts have been made to fix the date
Arjunamidea  Mr, Jogendr;

on his identification of the Sﬂlyﬂ'mﬁﬂ'
sho was & patron of AnunamiSra (see Spy J. J. Modi Commemoration Volumt

2 See further the Appendix at
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the Bharatabhiavadipe by Nilakantha, The Gujarati Printing' Press of Bom-
bay has done, however, inestimable service to the cause of Mahibhirata
studies by publishing other commentaries at least on the Virita and Udyoga,
edited by Mahadeva Shastri {197} BAkRe. The Virataparvan Volume
(published in 1915) contains, besides (1) the Bharatabhavadipa, the com-
mentaries of (2) Arjunamidra, (3) Caturbhuja, (4) : Vimalabodha, (5)
Rimakrsna, (6) Sarvajfia-Nariyana and (7) Vadiraja, as also a commentary
called (8) the Visamapadavivarena of unknown authorship. The Udyoga-
parvan Volume (published in 1920) includes, on the other hand, besides (1)
the Bharetebhavadipa, the commentaries of (2) Arjunamiéra,’ (3) Vimala-
bodha, (4) Sarvajfia-Nirdyana and (5) Vadirja? A commentary more
important than any of these and one more neglected still is the Jignadipiks
of Devabodha. Until recently nothing was in fact known about Devabodha
or his commentary on the Mahabharata save what is contained in perfunctory
notices of Sanskrit MSS, which has been summarized in HOLTZMAN'S ‘meri-
torious work Das Makabhirata (Vol. 3, section 14, para 3,’p. 70 £.). A
selection of Devabodha’s readings and glosses was for the first time published
by me in the critical notes of the Adiparvan Volume?2

1 have shown in the previous section that Devabodha is indubitably
earlier than Nilakanta, Arjunamiéra, Sarvajiia-Nirdyana or even Vimala-
bodha, and is therefore in all probability the earliest commentator of' the
Mahibhir?ta hitherto known. It is therefore needless to add that the com-
mentary is most valuable and its evidence, both positive and negative, of
supreme importance for the constitution of the text.

‘The MS. of the commentary {which is unaccompanied by the epic text)
utilized by me for the Adi belongs to the Baroda Central Library (Sanskrit
Section) and was kindly placed at my disposal by Dr. Benoytosh BHATTA-
CHARYA, Director of the Oriental Institute of Barodd, to whom my sincere
thanks are due for the kind loan® This paper MS. which bears the identifi-
cation No. 11372, contains the commentary on Adi only and is written
in {1987 Devanigari characters of about the seventeenth century. The bulk
of the MS. is in a fair state of preservation, though in many places the text
18 extremely corrupt. In our MS the name of the commentary is given as
Jidnadipika ; but, according to HOLTZMANN (0p. cit. Vol. 3, p. 71), it is also
known as Mahabharata-tatparyatika or talperyadipika. MSS- of this com-
mentary are rare, and no complete copy has yet been found.

. .* Vaditija’s commentary on the Sabha has been published by Prof. P. P.
Subrahmanya SASTR as an Appendix to his edition of the Sabhd according to the
Southern recension (Madras 1932). For Vadirija’s date see further below (pp 203-
210) the note on the subject by Mr. P. K. GOpE.
¢ 2 Gee also my Prolegomena, p. LXX. -

3 There is another MS, of the commentary in the Asiatic Society of Bengal,
which was also consulted by me. .
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In the colophon the author is described as ﬁamnza.haﬁlm-ﬁm'”“l:k:;
He must therefore have belonged to an order of Sasitnydsins The nam

his Guru is given as Satyabodha. This is all the personal data we have at
present about Devabodha,

The Jiidnadipiké is a concise tika, that is, a running commeanfY para-
phrasing the difficult words of the epic text and occasionally explaining the
gist or purport (fatparya) 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 hss
scholium is by no means a matter of mere form. Arjuna appears to hase

made a very close study indeed of the scholium of Devabodha, and based his
Own commentary, on the Adt 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 Arthe
dipika may be considered, as T have remarked elsewhere,? as a revised 2nd
enlarged edition of Devabodha's Jianadipiks. Unlike the commentary of
Nilakantha, that of Devabodha is unaccompanied by the epic text. T
question, therefore, naturally arises what was Devabodha's text like?

When we read the commentary along with any of the old printed edi-
tions of the Mahzbhirata, like the Cal

cutta or the Bombay or the Kumbba-
konam editions, we are at once struck by the singular disparity between the
text and the commentary, Not only does ’s commentary contal?
many words or expressions which do ot occur at all in the Vulgate, but it
also cites, at times, verses Or stanzas which tead differently in the
£199] Vulgate. One also comes across passages and even adhyayas of the
Vulgate on which one expects some comment but which are left wholly U
commented by Devabodha,

. The Southem recension may be categorically fgnored in our search fof
the prototype of Devabodha's ec 1y, as this cc tor does
know even « single one of the many passages peculiar to the Southern recen
tion. He further g i

alapraimnsz), .
oo viliate (with the Bengali) may likewise be excluded. It 35S
with ¥s text up o a centain point ; but the divergences, which 3
TR v, Temain inexplicable. There remain then only the €arads and 1
K" verslons.  And with them, the version of Devabodha does, 2s a maitef
of fact, thow very close affimity,

It is worthy of note that Devabodha has no commentary on any of
* Rdrvan, Prolegorens, p g
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six adhyayas of the Vulgate which are completely missing in the $3rada 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 appointed
charioteer of the Sun, an evident digression and interpolation) ; (iii) adhy.
116 (birth of Dultiali : a fairy tale of questionable authenticity) ; (iv)
adhy. 139 (an absurd chapter describing further exploits of the Panpdavas
and containing a reference to Yavana kings) ; (v) adhy. 140 (Kapikaniti) ;
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 omis-
sions, as a commentator is apt to skip in the Mahabharata any adyhiya which
he thinks too simple to need any comment. This explanation will apply to
most of the omissions mentioned above, but will nof hold good in the case of
the Kanikaniti an adhy. of 140 stanzas, which has evoked lengthy comments
from both Arjunamira and Nilakantha ; we expect some comment on this
adhyaya by a commentator like Devabodha.

{200] Much more important from our point of view is an addition
characteristic of the Kaémirl version. This version adds at the very end of
the Adi a supplementary (and entirely superfluous) adhyaya, which contains
merely a variant version of the well-known Puranic tale of &vetaki’s sacrifice,
oceurring earlier in the course of this very parvan, and which was known to
Ksemendra, Curiously enough the king who is called Svetaki in the first
version is here called Svetaketu! That the version of Devabodha contained
this interpolated (supplementary) adhyaya is proved by the concluding
rematk of Devabodha on this adhyaya (fol. 48) :

- afsty Araghfy 29 )

‘This remark, as I have pointed out elsewhere, will not apply to any ver-
sion which did not have the supplementary adhyiya contaming the story of
Svetaketu, which in fact is peculiar to the Sdradi and the K versions. These
facts demonstrate that the version of Devabodha agrees with the $4rada and
K versions with respect to both addition and omission of whole adhyayas.

‘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 Brahma-
Ganesa episode (40 stanzas in the Vulgate), which is missing in its entirety
only in the Ka$miri 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 72 (a line not known to the Vulgate), in exact agreement with the



2eio EPIC STUDIES

Saradi and K versions (besides the Southern recension), but m-dxrect_ opptu;c
sition to the Bengali and the Devaniigari versions. In connection Wﬁ‘hmd
omission of adhy. 139-140 of the Vulgate mentioned above, the samdadh'
K versions omit the first 19 stanzas of the following adhydya (namely, 2 5'-
141 of the Vulgate). In conformity with that, the first 19 stanzas of :ﬁ;
141 are ignored completely in the scholium of Devabodha, It may be e
that the omission of adhy. 129-140 together with the first 19 stanzas of ? . ;9'
141 of the Vulgate {2013 makes an aggregate and continuous oxrussx}m 0! {he
(=27 + 93+19) stanzas of the Vulgate, a not inconsiderable portion o o
text. " Likewise there is no commentary on nearly 70 stanzas of adhy. ?
and 125 of the Vulgate, which are omitted only in the Saradi-K group an
the Critical Edition, -

. 4
This affinity is further borne out by agreements as regards minor re2
ings too numerous to mention.

These considerations make it, in my opinion, perfectly clear that the
version of Devabodha is closely allied to the §4rada and K versions.

hough the Sarada version and what 1 have called the * K. ” version o
for the most part parallel to each other, there are in fact minor dlSCfe"‘mcc
between the MSS, of these versions, which indicate different sources. But 2%
on the one hand, we have for the Adi a solitary MS. (S,) of the gamum;
Sirada (or Katmiri) version, and on the other hand we do not m-mboi
provenance of the Devanigari MSS, which 1 have denoted by the sy
“K"” (on account of their affinity to the version of Kaémir), it is at ths

d
stage not easy to explain these discrepancies between Siradi and K. It wou!
be also premature to say

in 10
whether Devabodha's version was more 2Ki3
Sarada or the X version.

1 may, however, draw attention to one nstance vhich suggests to £
mind and affinity with K

rather than with the $rada version. In 1. 65. ﬂ
the text reading is asatyaracend néryek (nom, plu.), “women (are) perfid-
ous” 2 general statement. Only Ki2 B, (m 2s in text) have, on the ofbef -
hand, asatyavacane *narye (vec. sing.), “O thou perfidious (and) dishonot”
able (woman) 1” Ko« appear to have cotrupt forms of the same. THE
vocative appears to be,

therefore, peculiar to the K version, which differs her
from the Sarads, and which Latter has the nom. plu. as in all other MSS-

Now in agreement with K, Devabodha has andrye = pagre  One instance ©f

, 1 will readily admit, wholly §
pomt. It en only give an indication and may perchance give wrond
fndication. The question 2, therefore, be left over for future investigatioo-
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List of five major Mahdbhirata commentators arranged according to the
probable chronological sequence, with the names of their commentaries,

approximate date, and sundry data about them.

Remarks

No Commentator Commentary Age
i
1 Devabodha Jiidnadipika,
Mbh.—tatparya-
Tﬁtparyadipii{ﬁ
2 Vimalabodha Visamasloka-
11k,
Durghatartha.
prakaéini,
Durbodhapa-
dabhaiijini
3 Sarvajiia Bharatartha-  |Ante
Nardyana prakita 1300
4 Arjunamira Mahibhdratir- |Ante
tha(pra)dipiks, |1534
Bhiratasarii~
grahadipiki
5 Nilakantha Bharatabhiiva- |ca 1700
Caturdhara dipa.

Samnyasin :  pupil of
Satyabodha,  men-
tioned or cited by
Vimala, Arj., Nil

Mentions ~ Vai§ampa-
yana's Tikd and
cites Devabodha
(onee as °svimin).

Mentions Dev. and is
| cited by Arj. and
Nil, as also by a
i lexicographer Riya-
mukuta (A D 1431).

I.Mentions Dev., Vim-

ala, S. Narayapa,
| Sandilya Madhava
Belongs to Eastern (or
Gauda) school
(Cited by Nit One MS.
of his comm dated
Saka 1456 (=ca,
AD 1534)*

Mahardstra Brahmin
Son of Govindasint
and Phullambik3,
resident of Kopar-
gaon on the Goda
vari. Mentions Dev.,

Nardyana, Arj
Ratnagarbha and
others.

1 For Arjunamiéra’s date, see also Mr, J. C GHOSH’S recent paper in Indwn

Culture, vol 2 (1936), p. 585 ff.
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#VI. The Bhrgus and the Bharata : A Text-Historical Study*.

i n Tempted by
The Bhrgus are unquestionably an interesting ol(i3 ;Ian ang' thlc) ph
the tantalizing affinity between the Sansknit namc) rgt; e
¢XEvo in the name of ®heydas and of tl:]q q’;;rfdythc "recle A,
po'.;tulated a genctic connection between the Indian e & abut Bl
and even ascribed Indo-germanic antiquity to a ccnanll) z";l Tegend. of hich
Varuni preserved in the Satapatha Brahmzfna (11. 6. t;] e facle
he thought he had discovered a parallel in Greck my! Om me'ndcd el b
phonetic equation put up by Webtr has not, howcvcr,. €o! T er, Bt i
other scholars, and we are not specially concerned with § e logods
cannot be gainsaid that the clan is very ancient ar}d that somteho Bigus to bt
are of hoary antiouity, There are scattercd notices about_ h c e yika
found from the Vedic Sarmhitas onwards through the Brahmana,

- ity growing in
and Upanisad literature up to the Epics and the Puranas, steadily gr
volume and importance.

: i 10|

{23 Not only is the clan ancient, its legends also are hlghl:y ;’::’g;nfr
So suggestive in fact are the early myths of this clan that'they :hology. and
years engrossed the attention of many a student of Indian n;y wed upon
called forth a variety of interpretations Thus, A BERGAGNE 100r the carly
the Bhrgu myth of the Rgveda as merely a more dcvclor.)cd forl}'l OA Kot
tradition about the descent of fire and identified Bhygu with A.gm. ‘hc ght-
and A BARTH® agreed in regarding the Bhrgus as personifications of tthe e
ning flash, and KUHN® tried to harmonize the Greek myth rczard'{‘ga Jegend
cent of fire with the Vedic. A. WEBER,” as already remarked, saw in e
preserved in the Satapatha Brahmana a relic of primitive Indcys{thmt s
mythology, But cven the later legends of these people are not Wi

{ABORI 18, 1.76)

n the

* The best general account of the Bhrgus has been given b.¥ ‘}3‘1:0 ki o

Encyclopaedia of ited by Hastines), s v “B m“'mzm,y
ous work on this subject have been

. 2
e also MACDONELL and Ketrit, Vedic Indes
8 v. " Cyavana”, * Bhygy ", ete.

? ZDMG 9 (1855), 237.243, “Eype Legende des Satapatha Brahs
Giber die strafende Verpettung nach dem Tode ™
* Religion Védique (1878.83) 1, 52 56 gische
4 Herabkunft des Feuers und des Gottertranks (1859) 8ff {3Mytholo
Studien, Vot 1, (18263, 10 17|

& Les Relizions de Iinde (Pans 1885), 8
¢ Op.ar 13 6 (214 ff}
' ZDMG 9 (1855), 242

names and Subjects,
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certain amount of grandiosity and ostentation  Just consider the figure of
Paraurima a matniaide, anmstulator of the Ksatriyas and finally an avatdra
of Visnu (the * Preserver ') all in one.

The populanty of the Paraéurdma legend in India 1s attested by the
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
Distnetz of the Punjab there 15 a very ancient temple dedicated to
Paradurdma, (a name not yet applied to him mn our.epic), 1n which 1s depo-
sited a copper plate grant recording the gift of a willage to a Brahmun study
mgthe A V In the State of Udaipur® there 15 a sacred pool called Mar
kundiah where Rima 1s said to have bathed and atoned for his sws,
Lhewise 1n Cape Comormmn In the Bijapur Districts of the Bombay
Presidency, an axe-shaped roch situated on a nverbank marks the spot
where Rama s represented as having washed his famous axe (paresu),
which has given hum his mich name Parasurima Rama with the Axe, a stone
boulder situated 1n the niver bed has preserved Parasuramas foot prints
Even this irresistible axe of his has Been deified and there 15 mm Mysore States
a temple dedicated to it. Gokam® shows a sacred pool dedicated to Mahd
deva which 1s said to have been built by the son of Jamadagm Even the
Lakhimpur District? of distant Assam has a pool to show to which, accord
ing to popular belief, ParaSurama had surrendered his dreaded axe and
which attracts pilgnms from every part of India

Notwithstanding the absorbing interest of the Bhargava myths it 1s
primarily not their interpretation that 1s attempted here. {3} That 1s a task
fraught with difficulttes and uncertainties as also one which would call for a
range of knowledge and a compose of mund to which the present wrter can
lay no clarm  The modest aim of this paper is to collect and collate the
Bhdrgava references 1n the Mahdbharata n other words to give a succinct
account of all that the Great Epic of India has to say about the Bhrgus. The
chotce of the source book 15 I think abundantly justified because the Maha
bharata as I believe 1s the nichest mne for the exploration of the Bhargava
matenal a ventable thesaurus of Bhargava legends contaimng as it does
the largest number and the greatest variety of such legends Even this
matenal 1s naturally not entirely new having already attracted the attention
of scholars but 1t secmed to me that 1t has not been studied with that degree
of attentton to details which 1t deserves It 1s a trite observation but never

3 Cf ANUJAN ACHAN Parasutoma Legend and ats Significance p 8 [ atng
the Impertal Gazetteer of Indie The paper was read at the Eighth Session of the
All India Orental Conference (Mysbre 1935) and has since been published sepa
rately with the special sanction of the Government of Cochin

2 Imp Gaz 19 124 e sbid 16 26

4 1bd. 5 129 5 sbid 13 148

6 Nao reference given by ACHAN 7 Imp Gaz 9 8
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theless true that even what appears on the face of it to be a most insignificant

ich
detail might yield a valuable clue if looked at from the correct angle, whic
is often difficult to get.

My intention is to pass under review here all the important m_yﬂzf a;d
legends relating to the different Bhrgus, which occur in the M_ﬁhabm"z "
subjecting them to a tritical analysis : to study the manner in which they =
Dpresented, to investigate their repetitions and even to examine their d;ain
pancies. We shall find that there are many more Bhdrgavas mention

ATgAvES
our epic than commonly known and many more references to Bhargav
than commonly suspected,

In essence, it must be admitted, this is merely a text-critical study, ;
subject which, having engaged my attention for a number of years, has‘gais
quired considerable fascination for me. But at the end of the paper ’m
shown that the investigation might at the same time yield results W'hld" p
not without general value for a partial elucidation of the obscure history
this venerable old text. ;

The BRirgava references could have been presented here in man;’
different ways, but it appeared best to take them up for study in the sequer d
in which they appear in our epic, to examine the material book by b?"k m;n
chapter by chapter. The total number of passages of the M&hfibba“{m p
which the Bhargavas are mentioned is astonishingly large. Exigencies @
space, {4} however, compelled the writer to restrict himself to the discussio?
of only the more important of the references.

1 add here a genealogical table which wil enable the reader to follo%
the legends of the Bhygus and the discussions about them with gfmt“ et
The table is made up from the data of the Mahabharata itself, but it is ot
doubtedly incomplete ; it appears to be very much abridged, lacking many

details and intermediate Iinks,
GENEALOGICAL TREE OF THE BHRGUS (ABRIDGED)
Bhigu (m. Puloma)
]

K‘T;i Cyavana (m. S{kaanyé & Arusi)
Sukra L —
N (by Arusi) (by Sukanya) __
Devayanj { A7)
(m. Yayati) Aurva Pramati (m. Ghrt2

1 .
i Reiva (m. Satyavati) Rumg (m. Pramadvard)
Yadu

Turvasy Jamadagm (m, Repuka) Sunaka
Kpna Rima Jimadagnya
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Strangely enough, already in the second chapter of the Adiparvan, the
Parvasarhgraha, which is in fact, for the greater part of it, something
like a Table of Contents, we make our acquaintance with one of the Bhar-
gavas, the most famous of them, Rima Jimadagnya? not yet a full-fledged
avatdra,® a character which &2 realily 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 Mahibharata war was fought,
as everybody knows who knows anything at all about the war, was called
Kuruksetra (Gitd 1. 1) :

{51 dharmaksetre Kurukselre samavetd yuyulsaval |

mamakal Pépdavas caiva

But the Sita UgrdSravas, son of Lomaharsana, who recites the epic at
the twelve-year sacrificial session held in the Naimisa Forest under the aus-
pices of Saunaka, gives the name of the place as Samantapaficaka and is
careful enough to add that he had visited that sacred spot (punyai: desam)
and was as a matter of fact just returning from it (1. 1. 11 f.):

Samantapaiicakain uéma punyain deijanisevitam |
gatavan asmi tanr deSarh yuddhair yatrabhavat purég ||
Péandavanam Kurimai ca sarvesdm ca makiksilam |
didrksur dgatas taesmat samipmiz bhavatam iha |

That obviously needed a little exphication. Accordingly we find in the
beginning of the sccond chapter a query about this Samantapaficaka from the
sages who formed the andience. They want to know all about thus new place
of pilgrimage (1. 2. 1) : '

Samantapaiicakam iti yad uktam sitenandana |

etat sarvai yathanyGyah Srotum icchamahe vayam ||
And from the story narrated by the Siita it proves to be a Bhirgava place
of pilgrimage, situated probably somewhere in the neighbourhood of or with-
in the limits of Kuruksetra* It was 1n fact, as the Siita proceeds to explain,

1 In the Adiparvan, the references are to the Critical Edition of that booh
published by this Institute (Poona 1933); elsewhere to the Vulgate, the edittion
used being the Chitrashala edition (Poona 1928-1933). References to the Vulgate

.are distinguished by prefixing “ B.” to them.

2 Speaal studies on Parafurma: Irawati KARVE, “ The Parasurima 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
(1935), and Jarl CHARPENTIER, Parasu-Rima, Kuppuswemi Sastri Comm. Vol.
{1937) pp 9-16.

s Cf. HoPKINS, Epie Mythology (Grundriss d. indo-atischen Phil und Alter-
tumskunde IIL. Bd,, 1. Heft B), p 211.

¢ In the Salyaparvan it 1s said that it is a holy place of pigrimage situated
on the Sarasvati C. 9. 2136,

19
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the sacred spot where the Bh.irgavz‘a Rama, the foremost of weapon-'beafers
(Sastrabhytam varah 1. 2. 3), after extirpating the warrior race during the
interval between the Tretd 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
3ff):

Tretadvaparayoh sendhaw Ramal $astrabhytan: varah |

asakyt parthivam ksetram jaghanamarsacoditaly || (3)

sa sarvariy ksatram ulsadya svaviryendnaledyutih |

Samantaparicake paiica cakara rudhirahradan || (4)
sa tesu rudhirambhahsu hradesu krodhamiicchital |
pitin samtarpayamasa rudhireneti nah Srulam || (5}

{6} A few stanzas later we read that the Kuru-Pandava war was 2l
fought at this Samantapaficaka (1. 2. 9) :
antare caive seritprapte Kali-Dvaparayor abhiit |
Somantapaficake yuddhmin Kuru-Pandavasenayol | i
Samantapaficaka is thus made out to be only another name of Kuruksetrd
evidently a Bhargava name2 The people of India have forgotten this Bhar
gava synonym : they remember only Kuruksetra, a name which has 5"_“°k
decp root in the memory of the people. Even now at every solar ecips®
there i held at Kuruksetra, a mammoth fair, which attracts hundreds of
thousands of devout pilgrims? hailing from the different corners of Indiz.
who reverently visit the spot hallowed by the blood of their beloved king® o'f
yore, those shining examples of knighthood and chivalry, who counting thesf
lives as straw fell fighting, waging a holy war (dharmayuddha), which 12
made the Kuruksetra a dharmaksetra.
In passing, it may be mentioned that this short account of the anni?”
tion of the Ksatriyas by the Brahmin Rama Jamadagnya—a very
theme, as will be scen later on, with the redactors of our Mahabharata—12®
been even amplified in later times by the interpolation of a short dialo?®®
' Samantapaficaka mentioned 1n Parva

ar
L s, That the *
took place at S: ficaka 13 also o .;.'5-73’“19"""
B 6.1.6: SAMANTAPARCAKAD bihyam &birani sahasratah |
o Gsa vidhwvat Kuntiputro Yudhisthirah ||
C.7.2725. &vah £rosyate {iras

tasya Sandhavasya rane hatam |
SAMANTAPAS.CAKAD bihyem vidokd bhava m3 radah ||
Ctra,l Kunuksetra-Samantapaficakam 1
r2jipater uttaravedir ueyat
c cyate ||
9 3520-21 Samantzpaﬁ?lfc punye trisu lokesu vigrute |
. Im 'dnhzrh ruchanam Gsddya lokan Prapsyamu £évatin [}
penial Galettecr of Ingua, (1825) 1ol 8, p 374 f,

C. 9 3032
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(of eight lincs) between Rima Jimadagnya and his Bhirgava ancestors
(Adi 71*; cf. B. 3. 83, 2011.) :

Rama Rama mahabkaga pritéh sma tave Bhargava |

anaya pilrbhaktyi ca vikramena ca te viblo |

vorml vppisea bhadrai te kim fechosi mahidyute }

Rama uvaca

yedi me pitoral prita yady anugrihyatd mayi)

yac ca rosabhibhiitena ksatram utsaditarn mayi | etc.
This passage, which is an abridged version of a dialogue occurring in the
Tirthaydtraparvan, a sub-section of the Aranyakaparvan, is found at this
point only in certain Devanigari MSS. (including those of the *“ K" Version),
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 Bhirgava anecdotes.

{7} The next reference to the Bhirgava Rima occurs in adhy, 58 of
the Adi and the theme is the same. The chapter, as a matter of fact, des-
cribes the circumstances which led to the incarnation of the gods and god-
desses of the Purinic pantheon on this earth of ours. But the account
begins with an allusion to the great exploit of the Bhargava Rama, his total
extirpation’ of the bad old kings of yore (1. 58. 4) :

trihsaplakytval prthivis krted sihksatriyin pura | .
Jamadagnyas tapas lepe Mahendre parvatottame || (1)
The first line of this stanza is worthy of special note. It occurs, with slight
variations, over and over again in our Mahabharata, its exultant note ringing
like a distant echo in the remotest corners and crevices of this huge epos,
which was composed by Krsna Dvaipdyana to spread in this world the fame
of the high-souled Pindavas and of other puissant Ksatriyas (1. 56. 25f.) :
Krsna-Duaipiyanenedant kytew punyacikirsuna ||
kirtiri pratheyatd loke Pandavandic mahdtmenam |
anyesam ksatriyanam ce bhiridravinatejesam. ||

‘When the Bhirgava Rama, after making a clean sweep of the Ksatriyas,
retired to Mount Mahendra, on the eastem coast of India, to practise auster-
ities, there remained of the warrior caste only the females, and the Ksatriya

race was in imminent danger of becoming totally extinct (Adi, 58). When
the earth was thus bereft of Ksatriya manhood,, the Ksatriya women, casting
aside their pride, approached the Brahmins for offspring. With these
Ksatriya women cohabited the Brahmins of rigid vows of those times, mn
pity for their sad plight. They cohabited with the Ksatriya women, not
from passion, only in season, never out of season. Thus thousands of
Ksatriya women conceived from their intercourse with pious Brahmins
Their children were the virtuous Ksatriyas, who ushered in agamn the Golden
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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} evarit tad brékmaneil ksotram ksatriyisu taposvibhik {

jatam rdhyata dharmena sudirghendyusinvitam |

catvéro "pi tadi varni babhiwur bréhmaenotterdl ||

tah prajal prilcipile dhermavralapariyandl |

adhibhir yyddhibhi§ caiva vimuktdh sarvaso nardh ||
Later the Asuras, defeated by the gods and expelied from heaven, in order
to continue their fight for supremacy, took birth in royal families, among
animals and elsewhere on this earth, and o again godless kings were bom
here on the earth. The goddess Earth, oppressed by this vicious and godless
creation, lodged 2 complaint with Brahmi, who, with a view to freeing her
from the tyranny of her oppressors, ordains that the various gods and god-
desses, gandharves and apsarases incamate themselves, in different forms
and shapes, to wage war with the Asuras, and annihilate them.

In this legend, which is here skilfully interwoven with the much lauded
exploit of the Bhirgava Rima, the Brahmin appears in the réle of the
de facto Creator of the Later Ksatriyas. But in a variant version of the
same incident, which occurs in the Santi (adhy. 48-49 of the Vulgate) and
which will be discussed in due course, the narrator, $1i-Krsna himself, while
admitting that there was a general slaughter of the Ksatriyag, allows that
some Ksatriyas had escaped death at the hands of the Bhirgava Rima and,
after his retirement to the forest, emerged from their places of concealment
and resumed sovereignty. But in this prologue to the Adiparvan, hawever,
Vaiarhipiyana, as we have seen is quite certain that the Ksatriyas were tofally
annihilated by Rima and the race was enfirely regenerated by Brahmins,

Another little digression, adhy. 60, which explains the origin and geneal-
ogy of the different orders of beings, from the gods dowmwards, contains also
a genealogy of the Bhirgavas, the only Brahmanic genealogy, besides that
of the Afgirasas? (a clan closcly 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 (ménasa) sons of Brahma and the cleven sons
of Sthinu, namdly, the eleven Rudras. The six mind-born sons of Brahmi
are: Marid, Afgiras, Atn, Pulastya, Pulaha and Kratu, which list does
not include Bhrgus Daksa {93 was born from the right thumb (aigustka)

3 Even the Afzirzas are shown sant courtesy, Only one generation of the
fally §s menuoned - the sons of Afzi were Brh Vtathya and
they had 2 {namelesy) sister

T Thewe tix " mind bom™ was are mentoned 2z2:m in 1. £9. 10.

H
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of Brahmi, and Daksa’s wife from his left thumb Daksa begat fifty
daughters on his wife, of whom he gave away thirteen, m a lot, to Kasyapa,
son of Maria Kadyapa's offspnng were the gods and the titans® The
List of gods and demi-gods closes with the progeny of Kasyapa (1. 60 39) °

esa devagano rajen Rirlilas te ‘nupiirvaSak |

yam Kirlayilv@ manujah sarvapapaih pramucyate ||
Immediately, after this list of celestials, come Bhrgu and lis descendants
(1 60 40)

Brahmano hrdayam bhuttva mhsrto bhagavan Bhrguh |
The close proximity to the gods 1s perhaps mtended to be an mndication of
the igh position of the Bhrgus n the Precedence List The genealogy
given here 15 short and mentions only the well known descendants of one
branch of the Bhargava clan, the branch made famous by Rima Jamadagnya
The pedigree begins with Bhrgu, who also was a son of Brahma, bemng born
by preraing lus heart (hrdeya).

But this ancestry of Bhrgu 1s in conflict with another account found in
the epic (Anusisana 85 of the Vulgate), according to which Bhygu was bom
from the seed of Prajapati which had fallen n the fire

The latter account has partial Vedic support, for we read 1 the Atareya
Brahmana (3 34) that the seed of Prajapati became divided mto three
parts, from which were bom Aditya, Bhygu and Angiras On the other
hand, 1n the Paficavim$a Brahmana (18 9 1)7 the patermity of Bhrgu with
two others 1s attributed to Varupa Further m the Satapatha Brahmana
(i1 6 1 1), Jummiya Brahmana (1 42) Tattniya Upamssad (1 3 1 1)
Tarttiiya Aranyaka (9 1) also, Bhrgu 1s sad to be the son of Varuna,
from Varuna, 1t 1s said, he obtamed the knowledge of Brahma

There seems to be partial synthests of some of these divergent versions
in the confused AnuSasana account cited above, according ta which, while
Mahideva, 1 the form of Veruna, was performung 2 sacrifice, Brahma was
presiding and all the gods and the goddesses were present Seeing that
assemblage of celestial damsels of exceeding beauty, desire sprang up 1o the
mind of Brahmi, and he had an emussion As soon as the seed came out,
Brahma took 1t up with the sacrificial ladle and poured t, like a libation
of clanfied butter, with, the necessary mantras, on the bumng fire There
upon {10} three beings emerged from the sacrificial fire. One arose from

the flames (blirk) and hence he was called Bhrgu , another came out of the
burning charcoals (angara) and hence he passed by the name of Angiras,
the third onginated from a heap of extinguished coals and was called Kavi
Thus tradstion we find famtly reflected i a stanza (Ad1 216%), mterpolated

e

1 1 60 33 Kasyapasya surdsurah.
2 Cf Matr Samhti 4 3 9,49 4, Jam Brihmaga 2 202

18A
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1n most MSS of the Northern recension after 1 5 6

Bhrgur maharstr bheg Brah var svayembhui@|
Varunasya kratau jalah pavekad 1t nah srutem ||

Here we sce that the great seer, “ Bhagavan' Bhrgu is said to have been
produced by the self-create Lord Brahma duning Varuna’s sacrifice from Fire
However, to return to the pedigree of the Bhrgus given 1n Adi 60, ne
find the statement that Bhygu had two sons, Kavi (whose son was Sukra)
and Cyavana  About both Sukra and Cyavana we hear @ great deal 1n our
Mahabharata From Cyavana the short pedigree runs as follows Cya-
vana Aurva Reika Jamadagm Rama. About Kavi and Rcika alone the ¢pic
has not very much to narrate, but 1t 1s full of the amazing powers and the
wonderful explotts of the remaming Bhargavas mentioned here, for whom
our epic shows great predilection
Thus we find only a few chapters latcr, the epic relating at great length
the well kniown story of Yaydti (Yayatyupikhydna, Ad: 71 80), m which
Guhra the Asura priest, and his haughty and ambitious daughter Devayani
play 2 promment, réle, and which probably contains a solid substratum of
historic truth.  Between Yayat: and the Pandavas there intervene, according
to the computation of PARGITER, nearly nimnety generations And thus although
the connection of this episode with the main epic story 15 of moet slender char-
acter, 1t possesses conmiderable Bhargava interest, winch 1s probably the mamn
reason why 1t has been excerpted here from some Puramc source® The <fory
of Yayits 13 mtroduced m the epic in the following manner
In adhy 70, Vawampdyana briefly sketches the early hustory of the
Lunar Dynasty, mncadentally mentiorang Yaydti and his five sons. Jana
mejaya 1s not satisfied with thus sketchy account and requests Vaisampiyana
to relate 1n detail the story of Yayats, a remote ancestor of the Pandavas
“tenth 1n descent from Prajapatt  (dasamo yah Prajapatelr 1 71 1). The
story of Yayiatt 1s as follows
{11} Brhaspati, son of Angiras, was the preceptor of the Devas, the
Bhargava 4ukra (Kavya Utanas) that of the Asuras Sukra, a powerful
«orcerer, Dike all the other Bhirgavas, had the knowledge of the secret of
revising the dead (samjitens 11dy@), not so Brhaspati  The Devas were
therefore handicapped n 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 lines with him as hus disciple 1o
order 1o obtrin from him a knovledge of the art of reviving the dead
Sukra’s beautiful daughter Devayin: falls headlong in lore with Kaca, son
of Brhaspati, and boldly proposes mamage, an honour which Kaca politely
but firmly declines. Subsequently one day when Devayini and Sarmusthi

1 It recuss 2lmost rerbatim an the \atsya Purina (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 tcok up the dress of Deva-
yani. There ensues a hefty quarrel between the girls, and Sarmisth throws”
her rival into a dry well overgrown with grass. And there she remains until
che 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.
Previcusly, as a recompense for her overbearing conduct towards Devayani,
Sarmisthia, the Asura princess, had become Devayini's slave. She now ac-
companies Devayani to the capital of Yayati and the three people live in
happiness together for some time. Yayati has been warned beforehand by
the Asura priest Sukra that he must on no account call Sarmisthd on to his
bed : she was only a slave-girl belonging to Devayani's entourage. But
Sarmisthda prevails upon the soft-hearted and indulgent Yayati, by dint of
importunity and feminine logic to act so that her menstrual period will not
be wasted, “ for the husband of one’s friend is as good as one’s own hus-
band”. Yayati moved by her importumties admits the logic of Sarmistha’s
requisition and begets on her secretly three sons, while Devayant has only
two Devayani learns the truth of the whole affair one day by accident,
and goes in a huff to her father, complaining bitterly of the perfidy of her
husband. The enraged Asura priest Sukra curses Yayati that he would
instantly suffer the effects of premature decrepitude, and so it happens.
Sukra relents, however, and adds that, as Yayati had acted from pure
motives he might transfer his premature old age at will to any one who 15
willing to take it on in hid stead. Accordingly Yayati exchanged his de-
crepitude for the youth of his youngest son, {12] Paru son of the Asura
princess Sarmisthd, who was the only one of his five sons willing to take
ont his old age and to whom he subsequently handed over his vast kingdom
as a reward for his_filial affection
In this version of the Yayati legend, the Bhargavi Devayani has it all
her own way and poor Sarmusthd, the Asura princess has been thrust in the
background except in the finale, which raises Sarmisthii's youngest son to
the throne and the tables are turned on Devayani, the daughter of the Asura
priest, Sukra. In spite of the Yayatyupakhyana, Indian tradition honours
Sarmistha as the pattern of a wife most honoured by her husband ; for in
Kalidisa’s famous drama, when Kasyapa gives his parting blessing to his
beloved daughter, Sakuntald, he could think of no better boon than to wish
that she might be like Garmistha :
Yayated iva Sarmistha bhariur bahumatd bhava|
«Be thou highly honoured of thy husband, as was Sarmisthd of Yayati!”
The extermination of the Ksatriyas by the Bhirgava Rama and the
subsequent regeneration of the Ksatnya race by pious Brahmins find a
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mention already for the thurd time 1n adhy 98 of the Ad: this time m the
course of a conversation between Bhisma and Satyavati The continuance
of the royal family of Kurus was sorely jeopardized by the untimely death
of both the sons of Samtanu, Citringada and Viotravirya. Satyavaty asks
Bhisma to marry the young and beautiful widows of his half-brother
Vicitravirya and beget cluldren on them for the contmuation 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 (ntyoga) and do the job He cites a prece-
dent for this paddhorma 1415 no other than the story of the Bhirgava
Riama and 1its sequel To avenge the death of his father, Bhisma relates,
the Bhirgava Rama slew Arjuna, the son of Krtavirya, king of the Haha-
yas  Then he set out on his war chaniot to conquer the world  And taking
up his bow, he hurled hus mighty magical mussiles (astras) and extermmated
the Ksatriyas more than once In days of yore this illustrious descendant
of Bhrgu anmhilated the Ksatnyas thrice seven times (1 98 3) -
trihsaptakrtval prehvi kit mbksatriyd pura| (1I)

Then from a tugh sense of duty, the virtuous Brahming of the [13] day,
skilled 1n the Vedas, co-habited with the widows of the Kastriyas massacred
by the Bhargava Rima and begat on them offsprings and thus revived the
almost extinct Tace of the Ksatnyas Satyavati should unhesitatingly follow
this excellent precedent and arrange for the revival of the dymng race of the
Kurus,

So far we have come across only legends of the past achievements of
the Bhirgavas The first reference to a direct contact between a Bhirgava
and one of the epic characters occurs mn adhy 121 of the Adr  In this pseudo-
historical epic, the myth may not be properly regarded as concerned with
events in time, Therefore the Bhargava Rama, who only a few chapters
previously 15 saud to have lived 1 the interval between the Tretd and the
Dvipara Ages 13 here represented as the teacher (guru) of Acirya Dropa
who hived 1 the nterval between the Dvipara and the Kali Ages The pu-
pilship 1s only symbolical, but the basis of the symbolism 1s significant.
Acirya Drona 1s the guru of the Kauravas and the Pandvas and of all the
other vahiant Ksatriyas of the time, and he was also one of the greatest war
niors on the side of the Kauravas in the Bhirata War But Acirya Dropa
must also have a gure And who would be more sustable as guru than the
Bhirgava Rima, who 15 the foremost of all weapon bearers (servasastrabhr-
tims 1arah) ?

Onee the symbol has been accented, 1t 15 treated as real, 2nd the myth 18
worked out 1n great detail.  Thue we are to'd that when Dropa had fimshed
hus studses and taken up the dubies of a house holder, he began ‘o fed the

pinch of porverty  He then happened to hear that the Bhirgava Rima was
bestowing wealth on Bral No 1 1s felt, be-

Y or
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cause Rama 15 assumed to be “ ever hving” (ctrajivin) So Drona presented
tumself before the great Bhirgava, who was about to start for the forest, and
asked for some wealth for himself Rima ruefully confessed to hum that
whatever wealth he at one time possessed he had freely presented to the
Brahmuns , he had even presented the earth to Ka$yapa, his sacnficing priest.
And now he had nothing left except hs mortal body and lis weapons and
magical mussiles (astras) He asked Drona to choose what he wanted
Drona of course chose the famous mussiles with which Rama had conquered
the whole earth. Rama accordingly gave all his {14] weapons to Drona,
instructing hum at the same time fully the science of arms
This story of Drana and Rama was apparently popular, for we find it
repeated 1n an abndged form 1n adhy 154 1t being related there to the Pan-
davas by a Brahmin, who was urging themn to proceed to the capital of Dru-
pada to a‘tend the svayamvara of Draupadi
We leamn another fragment of Bhirgava tistory from adhy 169 to 172
of the Adt, the Aurvopakhyzna, which 15 as 2 matter of fact, a digression
within a digression
Winle the Pandava brothers were proceeding by slow stages to the capi-
tal of king Drupada to attend Draupadis svayamvaerd, they are op| on
the way by Citraratha Angirapama, king of the Gandharvas, whom Arjuna
after a brief fight overcomes Citraratha and Arjuna soon become close
friends ‘This sudden friendship gives the necessary opportunity to the skil
ful raconteur to smuggle m some stores Citraratha, as a matter of fact
relates to Arjuna a number of mterestng but fimsily motwvated anecdotes
which are a pure and unadulterated digression among them the well known
story of Vasistha It 15 related how Viévamitra, king of Kanyakubja, tred
to seize Vasistha's sacred cow (kamadhenu) and, failing tumed ascetic and
m the end became a Brahmmn , how king Kalmisapada Sauddsa was cursed
by Vasistha's son Sakty (or Saktr1) to become a canntbal and how he began
his career as a canmibal by devourmng Vasistha s own sons mcluding Sakt1 , how
Vasistha subsequently freed the king from the effects of the curse  Then
finally to dissuade his enraged grandeon Paraara son of Sakt, from destroy
g the whole creation m his frenzy, Vasistha relates to hum the story of the
Bhargava Aurva It will thus be seen that the Bhirgava legend 15 emboxed
within the Vasistha legend which 18 steelf an episode of the Cartraratha
section This story of Aurva 1s as follows
Once upon a time there was a king by name Krtavirya of the Hath
yas, whose family priests were the Bhrgus On them he bestowed great
wealth  After his death the princes of his famuly, for some reason or other,
demanded 1t back The Bhygus came out with some of it, but not all It
then happened that one of the Ksatnyas, acadentally digging the ground m
the <ettlement of the Bhrgus came upon a large store of wealth buried under
{15} ground Enraged at what they naturally considered decertful conduct
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on the part of the Bhrgus, the Ksatnyas used violence to the Bhrgus, and
dlew them all indiscrimunately  The Ksatniyas even hunted down the women
of the Bhygus, and with a view to exterminating the race killed all those that
were pregnant Pursued by the Ksatnyas, come of the Bhrgu women took
chelter 1n the maccessible fastnesses of the Himalayas One of these women®,
1n order to perpetuate the race of the Bhirgavas, had concealed her embryo
in her thigh. The Ksatriyas, when they came to know of it, pursued her
\ ith the intention of decimating her embryo ; when, lo and behold, the chiid
was born from s mother's thigh, blinding the Haihayas with s lustre.
Bereft of sight, they roamed about i the forest, and, meekly approaching
the fauitless Brahmin lady, prostrated themselves before her, begging that
their eyesight might be restored  “My good sus’, said the Brahmun lady,
¢ 1 have not robbed you of your eyesight, nor am I angry with you But
this scion of the Bhrgus scems 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 race, the child was held by me concealed
my thigh for one hundred years That he may do good to the Bhygu race,
the entire Veda with its six angas revealed tself to him when he was still n
the womb Being enraged at the <laughter of s kinsmen he desires to kill
you It 1s by hus divine effulgence that your eyesight has been destroyed Pray
therefore, my good sirs to this excellent son of mune bom of my thigh
(#iru)  and pacified by your humbly prostrating yourself before tum he
may restore your eyesight”  Thereupon all thoce Ksatniyas on thesr bended
knees saxd to that high bomn chuld, * Forgive us”, and the high torn child
forgave them  But that descendant of the Bhargava race did not forget that
_ outrage and resolved 1n hus und upon destroying this wicked world With
that object 1n view he started performing the most cevere austernities By
the mtensity of is austenties he afflicted alf the worlds  On learmng what
Aurva was domg 1o zvenge the wrong done 1o them by the Ksatriyas the
chades of his ancestors came to lim and addressed his as follows [16} “O
Aurva, O child the prowess of thy fierce austenties has been seen by us
Control thy anger and forgive the people” They explain to fum that the
Ksatriyas were really not to blame for the slaughter of the Bhrgust Hov
could those puny Ksatniyas ever hope to kill the Bhirgavas? That contre
temps was a hittle contnivance of the Bhirgavas themselves The fact was
that the Bhiirgavas were tired of their Iives and Jonged to die but death dared
not touch them, those sinless effulgent specsmens of humamty and swiade
was a cowardly act and a sin They had therefore <taged that hitle quarrel
with those foolish and amogant Keatniyas 0 that the Ksatnyas mght set o
Y Acrording to C 12610 her name was Arus
Arugs tu Manok kenyd tasya patns manssinak 4
Auxttes tasyam samabhavad Oruom bhittra makayasak i}
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raged and kil them, as they did Of what use could wealth be to those
emancipated couls, whoe <ole desire was to obtamn heaven? Aurva reples
that they may be all true, but he had made a vow to destroy the world 1n
order to calm his own anger and he must destroy 1t, or else he would be
destroyed himself by the fire of his uncontrollable wrath  And so the world
was 1n imminent. danger of being totally destroyed ! But the ancestors of
Auna show hum a way out of the dilemma They wisely advise um to
fling the fire of s wrath the waters, which are the primeval source and
<upport of the world, and Aurva does <o And now, 1n the shape of horses
head (hayastras), lus wrath dwells the ocean consuming its waters which
are the world (lokd hy apomayah smrtdh 1171 19)

In the above legend we may notice some of the repeated motives of Bhar-
gava stories  There 15 first of all the feud with the Ksatriyas which finally
develops into the creation of the figure of the Bhargava Rama, *“the foremost
of all weapon bearers,” who single handed with the aid of his magical wea
pons, the astres, conquers the whole earth, anmhilating the Ksatnyas thrice
seven times Then there 1s the motif of the opportune birth of a mraculous
child, whose effulgent lustre either blinds the oppressor (as here) or con
sumes hum (as 1n the case of Cyavana) There Js, lastly, the appearance of
the shades of the ancestors who step 1n to stop the carnage either contemplat
ed (as here) or actually perpetrated (as the case of Rama), to avenge
<ome private wrong done with reference to the family

[17] SABHAPARVAN

“The short Sabhd, which 1s a compact httle book with 81 chapters and
about 2700 stanzas (in the Vulgate), begins with the Erection of the Darbar
Hall and ends with the Second Gambling Match Here the story marches
fornard by rapid stnides consisting as 1t does manly of spimited dialogue and
dramatic action The digressions are few and far between and of upakhya
nas as such there are none  The real important digressions which occur early
In the begming are two  firstly, the somewhat lengthy and 1magnative
descriptions (akhyanas) by Narada of the halls of the celestials Indra, Yama,
Varuna, Kubera, and Brahma, preceded by a short Nit1 tractate (adhy 512),
and secondly, the previous history of Jarasamdha, natrated by Kysna (adhy
1719) Consequently, 1 this parvan the Bhargava materal 1s extremely
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 bemng present, along with other
famous sages and seers of the past, m the halls of the celestials mentioned
above, as also as a matter of course In the newly erected hall of Yudhisthira
In adhy 8, Rama has been placed by nustake among the royal sages (ra
jarsss)  ‘They are hkewise present at the coronation of Yudhisthira ‘These
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static figures are hke mural decorations, and of no special interest to us
We shall therefore ignore them
Rama's extermunation of the Ksatriyas which 15 really never quite for-

gotten by our bards, 1s mentioned m adhy 14 Krena prefaces his long
reply to Yudhisthura regarding the prerequisites of the Rajasiiya cacnifice by
pointing out, quite irrelevantly, that the contemporary Ksatnyas were far 1n
fertor to that old race of Ksatriyas that was extermmated by the Bhargava
Rima (B 2 14 2)

Jamadegnyena Rémena ksalram yad ovasesitam |

tasmad avargjom loke yad 1dam ksalrasemypiistam {|

1t was mentioned above that the high esteem 1n which our epic bards
held Rama Jamadagnya had led to his being tepresented as the teacher of
Acirya Drona mn the science of arms  The same 1deology 15 responsible for
the seduloudly fostered belief that Rima was the teacher of Bhisma also, an
1dea which 15 taken hold of [18] and further deseloped m that late addition
to the Udyoga, the Amba episode (Ambopakhyana) Rima 1s represented as
standing 1n the same relation to Kama, the protegé and ally of Duryodhana.
So, 1n his denunciation of Krsna, Sisupala mentions Karga’s pupilship under
Rima as one of Kama's qualfications entithng him to recenve the argha
(B 2,37 151)

ayam ce sarvardiiam vav balalaghi mahabalal |

Jamadegnyasya deyiteh sisyo viprasye Bhérola||

Yendtmabalam asntya rayane yudhe mratdh |

tam co Karpam etskramya katham Krsnas tvayareitak ||
ARANYAKAPARVAN

This book 15 a ventable thesaurus of ancient Brahmanic myths and le
gends. We accordingly find that a fair amount of Bhirgava matenal has
been inco-porated in 1it. We further find that one Bhargava takes a con
siderable share 1 the story telling that 1s done here.

‘The first ymportant deference to the Bhygus 1s 1n the ‘Tirthayatrd sec
to. The hist of firthas given 1 adhy 82ff (of the Vulgate) 1s sad to
have been first communicated by the sage Pulastya to Bhisma and then re
peated by Narada to Yudhsthura. It 15 1n reality a matenal comnpendium
of firtkas, which gives, m the space of a stanza or two, the necessary details
about the partscular firtha  the name of the firtha, the ntual acts to be done
there, and finally the ment (punya) accrung from these acts, Thus, for
cxample, we read (B 3 83 13 fT)

“0 lng, gong to Salihin and bething m the Datussamedha, the pil-
gnm obtains the ment of performung 10 aft emedFe sacrifices —Then gomg to
Q;'mm“m?'l gﬁszﬁﬁczﬂ“ of th» N.gas one obtams the ment of per

& ice and goes to the vorld of the Nagas—One
should then proceed, O virtuous ran, to (the shrne of) Tarartuka, the gate
leeper  Staying there enly for one mght, one obtains the ment of gving



EPIC STUDIES VI 203

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 firthe of the Aévins, a man is bomn
handsome (in a future birth, of course).—One should then go, O virtuous
man, to the excellent [197 tirths called Varha, 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 agnistome sacrifice—O king of kings, one
should then visit Somatirtha, situated in Jayanti. Bathing in it, one obtains
the merit of performing 1 rdjasiiya sacrifice.—Bathing in Ekaharhsa, one ob-
tains the merit of giving away 1000 kine—O ruler of men, going to the
Krtasauca, the pilgrim becomes purified, and obtains the merit of perform-
ing 1 puydarika sacrifice—Then going to Mufijavata, the place sacred to
Sthanu, and fasting for one night, one acquires the position of ganapatya”—
_And so on and so forth.

Only very rarely is this dreary enumeration interrupted by a brief ac-
count of some myth or legend oonnected with the place of pilgrimage in
question. Now we find embedded in this list the legend connected with the
Ramahradas (B, 3. 83. 26 ff.), which appears to have considerably roused
the interest of the compiler and to which he has devoted not less than 32
lines. The story is of course no other than that of the extirpation of the
Ksatriya race by the Bhirgava Rama, of which this is already the fourth
repetition in some form or other. The story is as follows.

The greatly effulgent and heroic Rama, after exterminating the Ksatr-
yas with great valour, formed five lakes filled with the blood of the slaughter-
ed warriors And he offered that blood as oblation to his forefathers, who
were most gratified by this supreme act of filial piety. The shades of these
ancestors appeared before him and addressed him as follows : “O Rama, O
Rima, O fortunate one! We are pleased, O Bhirgava, 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,
Riama, that foremost of smiters (Ramak praharatan varah B. 3. 33. 31),
thus spoke with joined hands to his ancestors : “If you are pleased with me
and if 1 have deserved your favour then by your grace 1 desire that. I may
again derive pleasure in asceticism. By your power, may 1 be freed
from the sin 1 have incurred by killing these Ksatriyas in a fit of
wrath. Also may these sanguinary 1akes become holy places of pilgrimage
celebrated throughout the world . Hearing these righteous words of Rima,
his ancestors were ighly pleased, {20} and filled with joy they thus replied
to Rama : * Let thy austerities prosper, especially by virtue of thy filial piety.

Forsooth 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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pPlease tus manes and they will gratify all his heart's desire, and !i%d im
to the eternal celestial regions”  Having granted these boons to Rama and
affectionately taken leave of him, the shades became mvisible It was thus
that the bloody lakes of that llustrious descendant of Bhrgu became sacred
places of pilgnmage—Leading the life of 2 student of the cacred lore and
obeerving sacred vows 1f a person bathes 1n the Lakes of Rama (Ramahra
da) and worships Rama, he will obtain much gold
The veader will eastly recogmze this as the story which was briefly re
lated already m comnection with Samantapaficaka. In fact Ramahrada ap-
pears to be only another name of Samantapaficaka, one of the firthas exphat
1y mentioned as having been visited by the Siita (that 1s, the putative narrator
of the Mahibharata), before he came to $aunaka’s sacnifice 1t will b~ re
called that some nformation was asked then about Samantapaficaka i adhy
2 of the Ady, and 1n that connection this story was brefly narrated by the
Sfta to the sages of the Naimisa Forest There the story was onginally
summanzed i four stanzas, but some subsequent reviser, apparently not
satisfied with such a cursory allusion to ths epoch making feat of Rima, had
nterpolated at that place the dialogue between Rama and s ancestors
(compressed mto eight lines) made up mostly of bits and preces of verses
borroved from the present context, and Lke all mterpolations proving teelf
to be somewhat of a bad fit.
A few chapters later, we have a strange <tory of a conflict between two
different avataras of the same god Visnu, between the Jamadagmya Rama
and the Dalaratt Rama, told 1n connection vith a Bhrgutirtha, * celebrated
1n the three worlds which Yudhssthira and his party are said to have visited
(B 3 99 34 ff) Once upon a tiume, the story goes Rama Jamadagnya went
to Ayodhya to meet Rama Datarathy 2nd to test hus strength {213 Rama
D was sent by lus father to the boundary of his kingdom to recenne Rima
J hospitably, but was flagrantly meulted by the latter Rima D nevertheless
bends the bow given to lum by Rama J to test his strength and shoots an
arrow which convulses the whole world, astounding Rima J Rima D further
confounds Rima J completely by <howing lum his cosmuce form (wisoariipa),
made popular by the Gita (adhy 11), and rebukes um for his overweening
conduct. Abashed, Rima J returns to Mount Mahendra, having lost tus
lustre (fejes), which he regamns later at some firftha or other Yudhusthira 15
aked 1o bathe in the same firtha that he might regam the lustre he had lot
1 his conflict with Duryodhana,

This grotesque <tory, composed probably with the object of glonfying
he Ksatriya Rima at the cost of the Brahmin Rama must be quite a modern
wferpolation i the Mahibhirata, Contextually 1t 1s an obyious mi>
fit, bunz meongruously wedged m between two halves of the Agastya legend
with whuch 1t has abeolutedy no commection Not only 13 this bizarre story
contextually a rusit, it 1s 2 very poor piece of composition, and st 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 leit to
deduce the spuriousness of this passage merely {rom intrinsic arguments,
which are apt to be discredited ; for, the passage is missing entirely in the
Southern recension, an omission supported by the Kaémiri version and even
by some ancient Devanagari MSS. The story, which is narrated at some
Iength in the Ramayana, is not even alluded to in the Ramopakhyana of our
epic and belongs evidently to a different complex of legends, quite inharmo-
nious with the Mahibharata context. It appears to have been smuggled into
the capacious folds of the Arapyakaparvan in quite recent times by some
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 Bhirgava story, the legend

of Dadhica. Lomaa relates how the Kalakeyas under the leadership of
Vrtra persecuted the celestials, who betook them-[22]}-selves to Brahma’ ask-
ing for his protection. The latter advises them to go to the (Bhargava) Da-
dhica and ask for his bones. The sage magnanimously gives up his body
for the good of the three worlds. The celestials took the bones of Dadhica
to Viévakarman, the architect of the gods, who fashioned out of his bones
the thunderbolt, with which Indra vanquiched the enemies of the gods. The
story is repeated in the account of the pilgrimage of Baladeva (Salya 51 in
the Vulgate), where it is said of Dadhica that he was the strongest of all
creatures, tall as the Himalayas and that Indra was always mightily afraid
of him on account of his lustre.

Yet again, a few chapters later, the arrival of Yudhisthira and his party
at Mount Mahendra, the headquarters of Rama, now a sarmyasin, affords
a welcome opportunity to the bard for the presentation of a full-length por-
trait of the hero of the Bhirgavas, Rama, son of Jamadagni (Aranyaka 115-
117 in the Vulgate).

The Pandavas bathe at the mouth of the Ganges and proceed to the river
Vaitarani in Kalinga, where the altar of Kasyapa is. They rest on Mount
Mahendra and hear there from Akptavrana, a disciple of the Bhargava Rama,
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 bom to him, Satya-
vati, whom the Bhirgava Rcika wooed Gadhi perhaps did not re
lish his suit and tried to evade it by demanding a present of
a thousand peculiarly coloured horses, but Rcika supplied them
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 thasti tad anyatic yan nehasti na lat kvaat.
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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 udumbera tree, her mother an aévaltha, and both should partake of
different dishes of some special caru prepared by him with powerful incanta-
tions 2nd endowed with magical potency. These good ladies go and ex-
change the trees 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 Bhrgy, 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 entreatics, 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 who excelled in the study of the Vedas, as de-
sired by his mother, was not without martial equipment, for “the entire
science of arms with the four kinds of magical missiles spontancously came
to him, who rivalled the sun in lustre, without any instruction from any-
body” (B. 3, 115. 45). Jamadagni married Repuka, daughter of king Pra-
senajit. She gave birth to five sons : Rumapvat, Susepa, Vasu, ViSvavasu,
and last but not least Rama. The family lived happily for some time. Then
one day when Renuld of rigid vows happened to see Citraratha, the hand-
some king of Marttikiavataka, sporting in water with his numcrous wives,
her fortitude forsook her and she felt the pangs of desire. When she return-
ed to the hermitage, Jamadagni noticed her pollution and guessed her secret.
In a fit of rage he called in tum upon each of his sons to kill their unchaste
mothet. Four of them refused to do the atrocious deed and were cursed
by the angry and disappointed father for their disobedience, Then came the
tast of all that “slayer of hostile heroes,” Rima 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 Riama several boons, among them the boon
that the mot’he'r .v.hom Rama had: decapitated might be restored to life.
And the family lived again happily for some time. Then one day Arjuna
Kartavirya Sahasrabihu came to the hermitage and was hospitably received
by the Blidrgavas. The ungrateful king. intoricated with the pride of power,
:z; :x;zd;x:ﬁ :}(xc My seized and carried ox:f by force from the hermit-
of the Vasiqm-[zq-v;a::';: he g (a variant of the kamadheru motit
in the hmn{lagc gruund; nl egend), arAad _&m!efully broke the big trec
his was the beginning of a ternble feud. Rama
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w the arrogant Arjuna Kartavirya, and Arjuna’s sons then slew the
ing Jamadagni. Then Rama slaughtered the sons of Arjuna K. and
Jestroyed all Ksatriyas off the carth thrice seven times and made five
f blood in Samantapaficaka (B. 3. 117, 9):
trihisaptakrtval prihivin kitva nikksatriyan prabhult |
Samantapeiicake pasica cakara rudhirahradan || (11D
1g in the muddle of these pools of blood—as has already been nar-
several times above—Rama offered oblations to the manes until al
s ancestor Ricka appeared and stopped him, Réima then performed
. sacnfice to gratify Indra, in which he bestowed the carth upon Kas-
his priest. Then this annihilator of the Ksatriya race was at Jast satis-
ad retired to Mount Mahendra, engaging himself in austerities of a
severe type. “ Thus did hostility arise between Rima and Ksatriyas
s carth, and the entire earth was conquered by Réima of immeasurable
" (B. 3. 117. 15), It is then namated that the Bhargava Rama
red there in person on Mount Mahendra to meet the Pandavas. He
fuly received and honoured by Yudhisthira and his party, and he
wred them in turn,
This account has been amplified in later times—Ilike several other Bhar-
episodes—by the addition of a passage of 23 lines (B, 3. 115. 9-19),
1 is prefixed to it and which is chiefly of interest on account of the vague
wtion it contains to the effect that Bhargava Rama was an avatare of
1. This interpolation begins with the previous history of Arjuna Karta-
,, king of Haihayas. He is represented here as a worshipper of Datta-
,, by whose favour he had obtamed a golden pimana and a wonderful
iot. Intoxicated with the pride of power, Arjuna Kartavirya insulted
-, trampled upon the sages and even upon the celestials, and persecuted
sreatures. Thereupon the celestials and the sages met together and went
. body to Vispu to ask for his protection. Then the exalted god (Visnu)
| a consultation with Indra. The god of gods (Indra) told Visou what
to be done. Thereupon the exalted god, promusing to do the needful,
t to Badari, his {25} favourite retreat.—Here the mtroduction suddenly
aks off, and the story narrated about Gadh and Reika begins (B 3. 115-
The suggestion probably is that at the consultation between Indra
| Visnu it was decided that Visnu should incarnate himself on the earth
the son of Jamadagni, as Rama Jamadagnya, who should, in the fulness
time, slay Arjuna Kartavirya, but that is left unsaid. The passage is
ssing in the entire Southemn recension and in some Northern manuscripts
luding those of the Ka§miri version. There can therefore be no doubt
out its being a comparatively recent interpolation
As already remarked above, Rama Jamadagnya and the other Bhargavas
ch as Cyavana, Reika and so on are generally used as static figures, along
th other ancient sages like Narada, in the description of largely attended

20
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and important meetings and state funétions, and such treatment of these
characters is quite intelligible, if not natural, But the Bhargavas—and es-
pecially the Bhirgava Rama—are accorded a somewhat different treatment ;
they are represented as taking part in the action more definitcly and more
frequently. We have seen that the Bhirgava Rima is said to have given all
his astras 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 Riama and some of other Bhirgavas 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 Bhirgavas and the epic characters,

The above story of Rima, which is miscalled the Kirtaviryopakhyina,
ends at adhy. 117 of the Vulgate, At adhy. 122, we have another Bhdrgava
story, which covers adhy. 122-124 and about half of adhy. 125 : the story
of the great wizard Cyavana, son of Bhrgu.

The Pandavas reach the Payosni and the Narmada rivers and hear from
Lomata the story (up@khyana) of Cyavana: how he demanded in marriage
a young princess, by name Sukanya, who {26 had innocently and unwit-
tingly blinded him ; how he recovered his sight by the grace of the Aévins
and how he gave them on that account that Soma libation, paralyzing the
arm of Indra, who would have prevented it, The story runs thus.

Cyavana, son of Bhygu, practised austenities in a forest so long that an
ant-hill was formed round him. There came one day to that place king &ir-
yati, ac ied by his daugl Sul 3, with beautiful eyebrows and
tapering thighs. The sage imprisoned within the ant-hill gazed longingly at
the youthful princess, clad in a single garment and adomed with costly orna-
ments, and addressed seme words to her which she did not hear. Sukanyd
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
treedlessness, piesced the eyes of the sage with a thorn.  Little did she think
of the dire conscquences 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 s soldiers and companions could en-
Lighten him. The occurrence remamned a mystery until the guilty princess
confessed her musdemeanoar,  Sanyiit forthwith st out to paafy the jrate

sage. The sage would relent only f the mischievous but fasainating princess
iy given o him 1 mamage. Without reflecting, the king agreed to bestow
hfs beautiful daughter on the high-souled Cyavana and tetumed to his own
city. Some time Iater the Afvins saw the faultless Sukanyi 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 into
the waters of the lake, into the primordial element, the womb of all creation,
along with the Advins (Fountain of Youth motif)r The three of {27} them
came out of the water, all looking cxactly alike. Here is a dilemma (Nala-
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 Afvins a draught of the
Soma juice during a regular sacrifice Soon afterwards, Saryati comes to visit
his son-indaw Cyavana and the latter arranges a great sacrifice for Saryiti,
at which he offers the first draught of Soma to the Asvins, who used to be
altogether excluded on these festive occasions on account of their being
medicine-men. Indra tries to stop the sacnlegious act ; but as Cyavana will
not heed, Indra then attempts to hurl the thunderbolt at him. But Cyavana
was too quick for him. Instantly Cyavana paralyzed Indra’s amm and brought
him to his knees. At the same time the great sorcerer created by his magic
a terrible demon (krfy) called Mada (Intoication) ~When Mada rushes
towards Indra to slay him, Indra grants the wish of Cyavana, who triumph
antly continues the sacrificc and gives the Asvins, the promised libation of
Soma. Since that time the Agvins participate regularly in the sacrificial
offerings on a basis of equality with the other gods Indra at the same time
apologizes and explains that he had opposed Cyavana merely to spread the
fame of Cyavana and his father-in-law Saryati throughout the world : a
significant and prophetic utterance.

Bhrgu, the father of Cyavana, had only cursed Agni, a minor god, in
fact, merely the “mouth” of the gods, to be sarvabhaksa, devourer of all
things, good and bad (1. 6 13). Cyavana did even better. He thoroughly
humbled Indra, the king of gods, who had to submit to the will of Cyavana.

In the next chapter agamn we have a passing allusion to a Bhargava,
who remains unnamed The background is a Bhirgava hermitage, though
the main actors are not Bhrgus The pious Yuvaniéva Saudyumni is
practising austenties 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 ntes in order to make Yuvaniéva’s
queen give birth to a son This sorcerer had actually prepared a potion, en-
dowed with magical efficacy, for administering 1t to the queen and kept the
jar containing the dose in a corner of the {287 hermitage. The thirsty king
found it, and, not knowing that the water was charmed and intended in fact

1 An alluning explanation of the dea underlying this intrigmng motif has been
gnen by H ZIMMER m his Maya, Der indische Mythos (Stuttgart 1936), pp 42fL.
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for the queen dramned the potion to the dregs. Here wag a mess. But the
potion prepared by a Bhrgu 1s mfallible n its effect Whoever drinks 1t must
gnve birth to a son.  Consequently the king became humself pregnant, and a
son Mandhitr, was bom to lum, nppimg open his left side, but owing to some
propitatory nites performed by the Bhygu Yuvanasva imself escaped unhurt
1t 15 interesting to compare this serston of the story of Mandhaty wnt‘h
the one which occurs n the Dronaparvan (adhy 62 of the Vulgate) There
we ate told that once upon a time king Yuvanisva when out hunting, became
thirsty, and his steed was exhausted Seemng at a distance a curl of smoke,
the monarch guided by 1t reached a sacnficial enclocure and found there
some sacnficial butter (d7ye), which he greedily swallowed Thereupon the
king became pregnant and was delivered of 2 son (Mandhatr) by the Advins
The rest of the story 13 nearly the same
In this version king Yuvanisva was not practising austerities for secur
sng the birth of a son but had gone out hunting. Nor did he partake of the
mageal preparation at might in the dark, but presumably in full dayhght,
when the smoke from the sacred hearth could yet be <een by him The second
version moreover makes no mention of any Bhrgu playing the role of the
officating priest and saviour of Yuvandéva, hike the first, which 15 an wm
portant discrepancy The second story 1s sketchy and lacking in defimtion
and appears to Be the ofder version In the first the details are filled out
by adding a Bhygu as an officating pnest and generally making the picture
more vivid and realistic.
The next Bhirgava of importance we meet with in the Arapyaka s the
cage Markandeya whose discourses on the most divers topics extend over
51 chapters (182 232) 1n the Vulgate, contamng about 2200 stanzas (Mir
kandeya-samisya), which he delivers for the delectation and edification of
the Pandavas  This 13 not hus first visit to the Pandavas by any means For
carly 1n the beginning of their exile, when the Pandavas had settled m the
Draitavana Forest, Markandeya had pad a flying visit {293 to them (adhy
25) He tumns up again as a matter of fact, also towards the end of their
exile without notice or waming to console Yudhisthira and relates to hum
the Rimopdkhyina, the popular story of Rima and Sitd as well as the
Savitryuplkhyldna that immortal story of a wife's splendid devotion  These
two updkhyanes naruted by Markendeya together compnise about 1050
stanzas  Thus the Mirkandeya-samisya together with the two latter upd-
Fuyanes compnise 3260 stanzas which 13 nearly one fourth of the entire
extent of this extensne pereon
Mirandeya was ore of the cirgjfivms ctemnally youthful though many
thousand years ofd  How he wos exactly conmected with the two wclldnown
Bhrza forubes of our MahibZrata (Bhrgu-Cyavana Rima and Bhrgu —
Cyavna Suraka) 18 not exactly ¥nown , but that he was a Bhirgava 1s be
yond doutt He s referred to av Brorgata m B 2 183 60 189 97,
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190. 2. 13. 22. 15 : as Bhargava-sattama in B. 3. 201, 7; 217.5: as Bhr-
gu-nandana in B. 3. 205. 4: as Bhygukula-Srestha in B. 3. 205. 15. More-
over Mirkanda is explicitly declared to be a golra founder of the Bhrgu clan
In the Matsya Purdna (195, 20).

Some of the subjects of Mirkandeya’s discourses to the Pandavas are
the following : great power of Brahmins ; merit of benevolence to Brahmins ;
wife’s duty to her husband ; and different forms of Agni. He relates, among
others, stories of Manu, Yayati, Vrsadarbha, &ibi, Indradyumna (father of
Janaka), Kuvalaéva and of Skanda Karttikeya. He is also responsible for
the famous story of the Righteous Hunter (dharmawyadha) of Mithila.
Besides these, there is, as is well known, a whole Purina named after him,
the Markandeya Purdna.

The most interesting of Miirkandeya's stories, however, is how he ac-
tually witnessed the act of creation and dissolution in progress. We have
here in fact in Mirkandeya a Brahmanic counterpart of the Ksatriya Manu,
that distant cousin of the Semitic Noah with hus ark, seeds and so on.

The legend of Manu, like that of Noah, 1s a childish story. According
to this legend (Matsyopakhyana, also related by the same sage Mirkandeya,
Aranyaka 187 in the Vulgate), Manu, son of Vivasvat, while saying his
usual prayers on the bank of a river, sees a tiny little fish, which asks the sage
to protect it. {30} Manu rears the fish in a small earthern vessel, which the
fish soon outgrows, The fish keeps on growing larger and larger. Manu
places the fish successively in a tank, in the river Ganges, and in the ocean.
Before parting from Manu, the fish wams him of the impending catastrophe

and advises him to Build an ark and keep carefully a store of seeds of all
kinds When the deluge comes, Manu gets into the ark with the Seven Sages.
The ark is towed by the horned fish on the ocean, which during the deluge
flooded everything. The ship, *like a drunken wench”, staggered from side
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 of
the water. When the flood subsides, Manu quietly gets out of the ark and,
as he has all the necessary seeds with himself in the ark, there would be no
difficulty in creating the world anew. Before parting again from Manu and
the Seven Sages, the Fish says, * I am Brahm, the lord of creatures. None
is greater than 1. In the form of a fish I have saved you all from this pe-
ril. Manu will create all beings : gods, asuras and human beings, the mobile
and the immobile creation.”

“This story, which appears to belong to a different complex of myths and
does not at all fit well in the Mahabhirata cycle, is, as has been surmised,
probably of Semutic origin 1f Manu creates all beings, Brahma is thrown

1 Cf, WINTERNITZ, “Die Flutsagen des Altertums und der Naturvolker ”, in
Mutteil der Antltropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien, vol. 31 (1901), pp. 321L,
327,

20A
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out of employment  The Puramc theory of creation 15 that therc 1s a deluge ,
nothing remamns of the umverse except Vimu Narayana, rechning on the
coils of the Eternal Serpent (Sesa Ananta) floating on the waters  Then
out of Nardyanas navel emerges Brahma, ceated on a lotus, the creative as
pect of the deity From Brahma are born his mind born sons (mdnase pu
tras) Then other bemngs, male and female, emerge from Mis heart breast,
thumbs and so on These are the Prajapatis They propagate this world
of ours. The process 1s repeated at each dissolution 1t 15 an eternal recur
rence In this complex there 1s clearly no room for the Sermitic legend,
which would 1mply a parallel creation by Manu, a state of things
which 15 not at all what 1s intended by the legend Since a {31} vanant
sersion of this legend 1s found even i the $atapatha Brihmana (1 8 1),
1t should seem that the Semtic legend was introduced into India at a fauly
carly date but has remamed unassmilated Its exotic character, however,
appears to me to be clearly betrayed by the phalasruty at the end of the chap
ter, an addition which accompantes all late accrettons to the Great Epic (B
3 187 58 emended)
ya wdam srruyan milyam Menos cantam adital |
sa sukhi sarvasiddharthal; svargalokam syan naral {{
The Indian Noah 1s a man of a very different character He requires
nather boat nor homed fish to save him, nor does he keep a store of
seeds with himself  The man who could hive through the dissolution of the
world can only be a perfect Yogi, and a perfect Yogt 1s deathless ‘There
15 none equal to you n years save Brahma Paransthin’® says Yudhsthura
to the Bhargava Markandeya But he requires neither food nor drink to live
He can walk on water as easily as on land So when the world was over-
whelmed with floods and the creation was gradually submerged, Mirkandeya
found himself alone walking on the waters of the ocean After some time
Mirkandeya being human after all, begins to feel a lttle tired and lonely,
ramping about all by Tumsdf on the surface of the endless ocean  He also
felt mexpressibly sad at that awful destruction Then all of a sudden he
noticed a hittle chuld resting on the extended branch of a huge banyan tree
(nsagrodka)  Mirkandeya could not at all imagine how that Little helpless
cluld could have survived all that cataclysmal devastation and he kept ponder-
g over that matter, standing near the chuild  Seeng his confusion, the
cluld softly told him to go into Ius body and rest there, and the child opened
#ts litle mouth and drew lum gently mnside  And lo and behold, mside the
child he found the world whose destruction he had scen with his own eycs.
The sun the moon and the stars all the occans seas and nvers of the world,
:i:x’cn"fm":“w":c‘ :“;d m‘i‘r’c‘dinmﬂ;hg]ﬂ :‘gcuhad Imown all amimals, gods and
chid He wandcred about smmade { e little stomach of that wonderful Iittle
¢ for hundreds of
find the end of 1t all when he suddent years and still he could not
y found {32} humself outside the chuld,
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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.t

As this Brahmin Noah had no need for the ark, he had no need for
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 Markandeya’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. Mar-
kandeya, the Yogi, is interested only in knowing and understanding things.
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 not
been understood even by the gods themselves (B 3 188 135):

¢ Jiiatum icchami deva tvam mayam caitam tavottamam |

The divine Child declares itself to be Nardyana, the indestructible source
of the world, and reveals to Markandeya His real nature and character.

The Bhargava Markandeya is, according to this account, the only man
who had survived the last deluge, witnessed the act of dissolution and crea-

tion in progress, stood in his own person fate to face with Nardyana in the
utter solitude of total annihilation, but it is nowhere made clear why Markan-
deya was singled out for this unique honour : it is an unmotivated theme.
It is left to us to infer that the Bhargava Markandeya is the only perfect
Yogi that ever lived

A little later, as already mentu.med, Markandeya relates to the Panda-
vas the fimous Rimopakhyana (Aranyaka 273-292 in the Vulgate), an
abridgement of the Rama story in about 750 stanzas The occasion for re-
lating the story arises in the following way.

Jayadratha, a near relative of the Kurus and the Pindavas tries to carry
off Draupadi, but is defeated and captured, and ultimately pardoned and re-
leased. Yudhisthira mourns his fate 33} and asks Mirkandeya, who seems
to be rather abruptly introduced for the purpose of the story, if there is any
mortal more unfortunate than himself Thereupon Mirkandeya relates the
story of the Dagarathi Rama Now the entire story of the attempted rape
of Draupadi by Jayadratha 1s so ill conceived and unconvincing that it ap-
pears to have been invented solely for the purpose of introducing a sum-

mary of the Ramdyana Who could be now a better narrator of the story
of Rima than the Bhirgava Markandeya, age-old and yet eternally young.
the only man who had witnessed the happenings in this world in all the dif-
ferent ages, wWitnessed even the dissolution and creation of the world?

1 An illuminati; v on a difft t version of this same myth is
given by H. ZINMER, Maya, Der indische Mythos, pp. 52 ff.
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After heanng the story of Rama, Yudhsthira, the “ dummy " of the
bard, says that he did not grieve so much on tus own or his brothers’ ac-
count as he did on account of the daughter of Drupada , and then asks Mar-
kandeya 1f he had ever seen or heard of a woman as devoted to her husband
as Draupadi To console Yudhisthira Markandeya then telates the well-
known story (upakhyinay of Sawitri, who rescues her husband from death by
the insistent tmportunity of her pleading by her deep fermmne mntuition
and by her unflinching devotion to her husband (Aranyaka 293.299 in the
Vulgate) And that 1s the last episode of the Aranyaka narrated by the
Bhargava Markandeya and 1n fact the last episode of this parven 1n which a
Bhargava 1s concerned

VIRATAPARVAN

In the short Viritaparvan, as 1s n the Sabha, the narrative ss plam and
straightforward unembellished by any episodic enlargement, and the story
marches rapidly forvard  This book contains concequently no upakhyanas
and there 15 no room for any Bhirgava digresson  The references to the
Bhirgavas are few and far between, and they are mncidental allusions to the
greatness or herosm of the Bhargavas One of these may be adduced for
the purpose of illustration  Addressing Duryodhana, Bhisma asks “Who 1s
superior to Drona except Rama, the son of Jamadagm?” (B 4 51 10)*

{341 UbYOGAPARVAN

The Udyogaparvan furmshes 1s guota of references to the Bhargavas,
at least to the Bhargava Rima Here, 2gain Rima Jamadagnya emerges
from the obscurity of myth and legend and we find him coming nto direct
contact—and 1n one case, actual conflict—with some of the epic characters

In adhy 72 ff of the Vulgate version of the Udyoga, we have an ac-
count of a councl held by the Pindavas, where Krsna 1s commussioned to go
and treat with Dhytarfstra which 1s followed m adhy 83 ff by a descrip-
ton of Krsna's journey to Histmapura  On the way he meets a com
pany of ancient sages, whom he duly honours. On his asking them whithe”
they were bound, the Bhiirgava Rima who 18 apparently their spokesman
explams that they were on thewr way to attend the counail meeting which
was going fo be held at HEstnapura in order to witness the proceedings and
listent to the discuswon  The sages then take leave of him and proceed on
therr way  Led by Rima Jimadagnya they amwve in due course at the
camtal of the Kurus and present themselves m the darbar hall where they
are reeerved with due honours by Bhisma (adhy 94) The proceedings be
g with a Jong peroration by Krsna, m which he announces that the Panda
vas were ready to obey smplitly the commands of Dhytaristra, provided

¥ Do this 13 852° of cur etion, and it was found ent
1t was added perhaps within 3 or 4 centuries § only in Dn D, ,, that1s
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they were assured that they would be treated with faimess and given what
is theirs by right (adhy, 95). The Bhirgava Rama, taking advantage of the
spell of silence which followed Krena's diplomatic speech, gets up and, advis-
ing peace, relates, unasked, the story of Dambhodthava (adhy, 96). The
foolish king Dambhodbhava, who wants to be acknowledged the unconquered
and unconquerable hero, challenges in his cupidity the sages Nara and Ni-
riyana (who were then practising penance at Badari) to fight with him.
The ascetics meekly decline, but Dambhodbhava is importunate, So in the
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 to
surrender and acknowledge his defeat. Nara reads Dambhodbhava a sermon
on selfontrol, on kindness to all creatures and humility towards Brahmins.
The Bhirgava Rima appearing here in the role of a {35] peace-maker con-
cludes by advising coneiliation and pointing out that Nara is Arjurz, while
Narayana is Krspa. The story is an unnecessary digression, with the
very obvious object of reiterating and emphasizing the 1dentity between Nara-
Niérdyana and Arjuna-Kysna,

The Udyogaparvan closes with a story (Ambopakhyana), in which the
Bhargava Rama plays a very active and promunent part (adhy. 173-196 of
the Vulgate) . Bhisma explains to Duryodhana that, because of a vow he had
taken, he would not fight with Sikhandin, who at birth had been a gir], and
then relates the whole life history of Sikhandin, who in a previous birth was
Amb3, the daughter of the king of Ki§ Bhisma narrates how Amba, hav-
ing been disappointed of marnage through Bhisma’s action, vowed to com-
pass his death and how the Bhargava Rima, having promised to help her,
fought. with Bhisma, ot Kiouksetra {or tweoty-three days, a fight which ends
in a stalemate The story is developed in this way.

When Amba was repulsed by $alva, to whom she was engaged and who
subsequently refused to marry her on account of her abduction by Bhisma,
she left him and wandered about alone in a neighbouring forest, nursing her
grief and vowing vengeance. There she meets a company of ascetics, who
sympathize with her and devise medns to help her While the ascetics are
cogitating as to how they should help her, there comes along by chance Am-
bd’s grandfather, the royal sage Hotravihana, who advises her to seek the
~help of his friend Rama Jamadagnya. While these deliberations are pro-
ceeding, Rima's disciple and faithful follower Akrtavrana appears on the

scene  Hotravahana tells him the previous history of Ambd and also her
future plans Akytavrana decides that Bhisma 15 certamly responsible for
Amba's misfortunes, and is the party deserving pumshment. By a fortunate
accident Rama—on the war-path, armed with a bow and a sword and his
famous axe (parasu)—comes there the following moming Amba again re-
lates the whole story of her unfortunate life to the Bhargava Rima and be-
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seeches him to slay the offending Bhisma. But since Rama has .taken the
<ow that he would on no account take up arms except at the bidding of the
twice-bom, he has to be persuaded by the sages to espouse Ambd's cause.
{36} He then proceeds with Amba and all the assembled sages to the banks
of 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
Amba or failing that fight 2 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 Ganglidevi (identified with the river Ganges) tries
to stop the impending fight but without success. The fight lasts for several
days, when at last Rima wounded by an arrow of Bhisma falls down in 2
swoon. Bhisma stops fighting : it is a gentlemanly duel, following minutely
all the strict rules of chivalry, and unlike the deadly combats of the Bhirata
war. The fight is continued on the following days, with varying luck. Even
after many days of constant fighting, in which millions and tillions of ar-
raws are showered by each combatant and cut up by the opponent,
magzical missiles are flung by which al ly the L
fall down, recover and resume the fight, the grim contest continues indecisive-
ly. Then one night Bhisma, who was one of the Vasus, saw in a dream a.
group of eight Brahmins (the Eight Vasus), who had supported him and
encouraged him thet same day while he was lying wounded and unconscious
on the battlefield. They remind him of a magical missile of his, by dis-
charging which he could put the Bfirgava Rama to sleep on the field of bat-
tle. Next day the fight began again and the combatants hurled at each other
simuitancously the terrific Brahma missile, which is capable ehattering the
carth. The two missiles clash in the middle 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 Blisma’s mother, Gahga, the gods go from one to the other of the
combatants, trying to pacify them  Seeing that neither of them is prepared
1o yidd 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  Fmally the shades of his ancestors
perstade Rima to lay aside his weapons, which be then reluctantly docs.
‘That is .sxxmdmt for Bhisma He puts down his bow and arrom, goes 10
Rima, s gur, and pro<trates [37} himeell at hus fet  They soon forget
their quarrel and become friends again * Thus this titanic conflict betwee?
Bhizma and the Bhiirpava Réma, which 1s said to have lasted for three and

twenty days, Is utterly bamren of any reault on i
pray Gy b ¥ beyend adding a few hundred

various
ewinded

One pecnliar thing we netice about this story is the
sudden change of
heart cn the part of the Bhirpava Rima  While in all other ncemxn{; 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 Réama; for, here
we are surprised with the statement that in Bhisma Rama had tfaken a
Ksatriya pupil and had apparently taught him so well that the pupil knew not
only as much as the gurs 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 Kama 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
Réama in the combat mentioned above.

BHISMAPARVAN

With the Bhismaparvan begin what may be called the *battle books,”
which in some shape or other must have formed the kernel of the Mahabha-
rata, which kernel has served as a nucleus for the growth of a vast amount of
secondary material, cohering together so as to form a more or less harmo-
nious whole. A rough sketch of the origmal plan of the epc is preserved in
a stanza occurring in one of the chapters of the first book (1 55. 43) :

evam etal purderilar tesam aklifsakarmanim |

bhedo rijyavingsas ca joyad ca jayatan veral]
The Bhirata, according to this statement, was a trilogy consisting of the story
of the dissension, loss of the kingdom, and wictory, among some descendants
of Bharata.

{381 The Bhiymaparvan, accordmng to the Vulgate, is divided into four
sections (upaparvans). Of these the first two are mainly geographical, trac-
tates : Jambiikhanda-nirmana-parvan and Bhiimi-parvan. The third is the
famous philosophical discourse, the Bhagavadgitd, which is, so to say, the
keystone of the whole new superstructure of the remodelled Bhirata and
which has passed into world Iiterature. 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. After
the Bhagavadgits, 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 Bhirgava episode or for that matter any other episodic narra-
tive at all. But passing allusions to the Bhirgavas are not by any means
wanting even in this final section of the Bhismaparvan. They are, however,
for the most part trivial and confined to the glorification of Rima Jimadag-
nya, playing on the theme of his encounter with Bhisma. The Bhargava
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Rama 1s subtly prased by saying that Bhisma was a hero whom even Rémg.
oould not defeat
But the Bhagavadgitd itself contains an interesting alluston to the Bhy-
gus and that 15 n the tenth chapter, m the enumeration of the so-called
uibhiitis of §5i Kyma., The uibhatts are said to be imfimte (nasty anlo yis-
tarasya me, Gita 10 19 1n the Vulgate version), but about sixty of them have
been speaifically enumerated and they are worthy of close study Some of
these pibhiilis are pure and simple gods, such as Indra, Visnu, Sva and so
on, Some are yet other supernatural beings, such 2s Kubera, Citraratha and
others Some are celestial luminaries such as the Sun, and the Moon Some
are merely terrestrial features such as mountamns, rivers, the ocean and so
on Some are even arumals such as the serpent (Sesa), elephant (Awravata),
eagle (Garuga) and so on. There are mentioned among these vibhalts
only mne human—or at least semt human, that 13, semt divine—bengs,
whom we may regard as hustoncal or semu historical personalities  Three
of them, Viasudeva, Arjuna and Vydsa are well known and important
epic characters, and as such their inclusion in this hist 15 expected and
may be said [39] to be quite natural They may therefore be ignored
Then, further, of divine sages (devarsis), S Krspa declares tumeelf to be
Narada, the offial messenger between the gods and the men. Of perfected
baings (Siddhes), $11 Krena says, he 13 Kapila, a celebrated sage, probably
the codifier of the Samkhya, the system most popular with the
epic bards. Of houschold priests & Krsna identifies himself, quite
naturally agan with Brhaspati, the priest of the gods, one of the Afi-
grases, a clan closdy connected with the Bhrgus from svery ancient umes
There remain three, of these all—or at least two—are clearly Bhirgavas
Of Kavis, Sn Krsna says, he 1s Sukra, the Bhirgava priest of the Asuras,
the asuric counterpart of Brhaspat: Of weapon-bearers (sastra-bhrt), §n
Krena declares humself to be Rima, who 15 identified by some authorities
as Rima won of Dafaratha, but wha 1 my opmion 13 meant 4o be no other
than the much lauded hero of the Mahabhirata poets, Rama son of Jama
dagny, the Blirgava Rima. Lastly, of great sages (mahargs), Sri-Kyspa
€ays he 13 Bhygu (maeharsiyém Bhrgur aham, Gita 10 25)* All other vs-
bhiztis are mote or less intelligible , for cach wibhits 15 or may be regarded,
more or Jess, as the foremost or the first of g class , but why Bhygu should be
considered a8 the greclest of the great sages (Maharsis) 13 somewhat enig-
mate.  He 13 not reckoned arong the Seven Sages (saptarsss). He 1s no
doult said to be a son of Brahmd, but Brahma had nearly a dozen of
that k'md who all becarme Prajlpatis and founders of gotras Andm;ubout
ﬁﬁrzuiixmmm even the h‘mﬂb‘ﬁmm has nothing to narrate beyond the
3 Y
sl o & U b O G (19 3 -t e
*23 2tually eonudened o3 the foremon 1 of opmon that of 2l Rs.s Bhiga
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fact that his wife Pulomi was abducted by a cannibal called Puloman (Adi)
or Darhéa (§inti), 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 duting Arjuna’s temporary ab-
sence, Abhimanyu with a small following pierces the Kaurava ring-formation
(cakre-yyiiha), but Jayadratha intercepts his followers and isolates him, and
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 human
life. At that time he relates how Narada comforted Sriijaya in a time of
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). These
kings were, as a matter of fact, all cakravartins, sovereigns who had con-
quered surrounding kingdoms or brought them under their sway and estab-
lished a paramount position on more or less extensive regions around their
own kingdoms. The episode, which is known as the Sodafardjaklya, re-
counts the heroic deeds and the meritorious actions of sixteen of such fa-
mous kings of antiquity. The sixteen kings are these: (1) Marutta, son
of Aviksit ; (2) Suhotra Atithina ; (3) Paurava (Brhadratha, king of Anga);
(4) 6ibi, son of Uéinara; (5) Rama, son of Dafaratha; () Bhagiratha,
ton of Dilipa ; (7) Dilipa Ailavila; (8) Mindhity, son of Yuvaniéva ; (9)
Yayati, son of Nahusa ; (10) Ambarisa, son of Nibhiga ; (11) Sasabindhu,
son of Citraratha ; (12) Gaya, son of Amiirtarayas ; (13) Rantideva, son of
Sariikrti : (14) Bharata, son of Dubsanta ; {15) Prthu, son of Vena; and,
Tast but not least, (16) the Bhargava Rama, son of Jamadagni.

Accordingly we have here a vivid and colourful description of that great
feat of the Bhargava Rima, 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 Earth
of her burden of Ksatriyas. Thereafter he first slew Kartavirya, who was
never before defeated in battle. Then of Ksatriyas he slaughtered 64,000,
cutting off their ears and noses and breaking their teeth, besides stifling in

. smoke 7000 Haihayas (the clan te which Arjuna Kartavirya belonged) and
torturing them, and butchering 10,000 with his own axe,...Then the puis-
sant son of Jamadagni, marching against the Kaémiras, the Daradas, the Kun-

. tis, the Ksudrakas and Malavas, the Angas, Vangas and Kalingas, the Vide-
has, the Tamraliptakas, the Raksovahas, the Vitihotras, the Trigartas, the
Mirttikavatas, the Sibis and other warrior races, thousands in number, slew
them all with arrows of exceeding sharpness. Going from country to coun-
try, he slew {417 thousands and hundreds of thousands of Ksatriyas, creat-
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ing a veritable deluge of blood and filling many lakes with ... Then
bringing under his sway all the eighteen divisions of the earth, that descen-
dant of Bhygu celebrated a hundred sacrifices, like a second Indra, when lie
gave away costly gifts (deksing) to Brahmins, The sacrificial altar, full eight
salas high and made entirely of gold, embellished with hundreds of gems and
adorned with thousands of banners, as also this earth zbounding in domestic
and wild animals, was accepted by Kaéyapa from the Bhirgava Rima as his
eacrificial fee for performing the sacrifice. Réma also gave him many thou-
sands of huge elephants adomed with golden omaments. Freeing the earth
of robbers that infested her, making her full of righteous and amiable peo-
ple, Rama gave the earth to Kasyapa at his great horse sacrifice. Then
comts the Bhisgava dlogan (B 7. ™. 20) :

tribsaptakytyaly prihivim kitva nilksatriyam prebhult| (1V)

Having cleared the earth of Ksatriyas thrice seven times, having cele-
brated a hundred sacrifices, Rima gave the earth to the Brahmins. When
the earth with her seven grand divisions was bestowed by him upon Kadyapa,
then the latter said to Rima, “ Go thou out of this earth at my command I”
Hearing these words of Kabyapa, that foremost of weapon.bearers, obedient
to the command of a Brahmin, caused the ocean to roll back and to give him

a new strip of land to live in. and Rama took up his abode on Mount Ma-
hendra.

T s instructive to tompare this Story of Sitesn Kings with a variant
version of it in the &anti (adhy 29 of the Vulgate), as related to the same
Yudhisthira by $r-Krma.  After the battle the month of mourning is spent
outside the capital on the banks of the Ganges  Yudhisthira, very dejected,
proposes to renounce the kingdom and retire to the forest. At Arjuna’s re-
quest, Krena tries to console him and o refates to hum the Story of Sixteen
Kingd, which Nirada had once refated to lung Sriijaya  The stories are na-
turally aimost the same as thote rédated to Yudhsthira by Vyzsa after the
death of Abhimanyu. There 1s, however, one very stniang difference. Fif-
teen of the kings in the list are the same ; the sixteenth “ ¥ing ™ of the Drona
1r<t, nanuly, the Bhirgava Rima, is conspiuous by his absence in the Santi
?(2] hst! He s replaced by a real kung  Sagara son of Iisvaku, who was
indeed a very famous kung, fully deserving to be included m this hist of the
cflebmed sxteen kings of antiquity, whereas the Bhirgava Rama was no
ku}z at 2l and does not properly fall into this enumeration.  His * extermin- ’
ation * of the Ksatnya was merely an act of vendetta  And although he 13
£2id to have conquered the whole carth, he never was crowned a king, There-
fore the propnity of including s exploits 1 the Soda&m'uaﬁy: 15 more
than questomable. In fact it would never strive anybody emepg, an unscru-

m:,“ B:E."mfn r:daczo'r?-wuh stronz Bhirgava leanings—to  perpetrate
sach a tendentious perversion and father ¢ upon Vyiem,
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KARNAPARVAN

Karna 15 represented 1n our epic as a pupil of the Bhargava Rama, like
Bhigma and Drona So there are several casual references—mn his capacity
as the guru of Kama—to Rama Jamadagnya 1n the course of this parvan

In adhy 31 (of the Vulgate), we have a reference to the bow (Vyaya)
which Kama had receved from the Bhargava Rima, who m his turn had
obtamned 1t from Indra humself Indra had used it m his fight with the
Daityas  Rama had used 1t 1n his campaign agamnst the Ksatriyas of the
carth, which he had conquered thrice seven times (B 8. 31 46)

tnhsaptakrivah prihwi dhanuse yena mrtd | (V)

On the seventeenth day of the war, Duryodhana persuades salya to be
Karna's charioteer and to encourage um tells the story how Kama had be-
come possessed even of celestial weapons through the Bhargava Rama

To emphasize further the great importance of Karna, Duryodhana then
narrates a story which shows the greatness of Kama’s guru, Rama Jamad
agnya (adhy 34 of the Vulgate) Rama 1s generally represented
m the Mahabhirata as a man—or rather a Superman—who had fought his
battles on this earth with other human bengs like himself Here we are
told that he had fought with and vanqushed even the Datyas The story 18
this To obtam celestial weapons from Mahadeva, Rima (like the Pandava
Arjuna later) was pracuising ternble austerities At that time [43} the
Asuras had become so powerful that even all the gods together could not
subdue them, and so Mahadeva asks the Bhargava Rama to fight with them
(as Arjuna later fought with the Nivatakavacas and other demons) Rama
went up to the Asuras and said to them “Most mvinaible 1n battle as you
are, O Daityas, give me battle *© Then the Dartyas began to fight with
Rima Then that dehghter 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 Mahadevd gave him those celestial musstles for
which Rama was practising the ternble austenties Perhaps feelng that
the story mght be disbelieved, Duryodhana hastens to add that he had heard
1t himself from the lips of a pious and truthful Brahmin while the latter was

relating 1t to king Dhrtarastta Duryodhana’s father

Then 1n adhy 42 (of the Vulgate), Kama relates that under the guice
of 2 Brahmun he had been a disaple of the Bhargava Rama in order to Jearn
from hum the secret of certain magical missiles known to Rama alone. One
day while Rama was sleeping with his head resting 1n the lap of Kama, the
thigh of the latter was bored through by Indra (Arjuna’s de facto father)
1n the form of a ferocious centipede, and Kama was weltenng m blood but
did not move a muscle, for fear of disturbing the sleep of lus gury and thus
ncurnng his displeasure  When Rama woke up and saw this state of thngs,
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e concluded that his disaple was no Brahmin, 2s enly a Ksatriya could
suffer such agony and keep still. Then Karpa confesses his guilt and begs
Rima’s pardon, Rima pronounces a curse on Kama, saying that at the
cntical moment the magical missiles of which he had obtained knowicige
from Rama by such a dastardly trick—even the great Yogi could not see
through it—vould fail m. Brahma could never reside fimly in one who is
pot 2 Brahmin : abréhmage brakma ne ki dhruvan syat (B. 8. 42,9.) And
so it happened, needless to say.

In 2 variant version of this tale (S3nti 3 in the Vulgate) the worm
vhich had bored through Kama'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 acoount of Balarama's pilgrimage—another very obvious dig-
ression—during which Balarima visits of course all the places sacred to the
Bhiirgavas such as Rametirtha, Samantapaficaka and so on, which lay on
his way.

At Ramatirtha we have a repetition of the story that Kaéyapa officiated
2t the sacrifice celébrated by Rima Bhirgava after conquering the whole
earth and annihilating the Ksatriyas (B, 9. 49. 7 £.) :

yatra Ramo mehabkago Bhargavah sumahdtapdh ||
asekrt prtkivim flva ketoksatnyapusngavam |
upidkydyarn puraskriye Kesyopem mumsattamen ||
ayejed vijopeyena so "Svamedhaiatena ca |

prodadau daksingn caiva prtkivith vei sasagerdm |}

SAUPTTEAPARVAN

The Szuptika i3 one of the few books of the Mahibhirata which are
t‘:nirdy. or dlmost eatirdy, free from reference to the Bhargavas, The book
i shott, cosisting of 18 chapters and zbout 800 stanzas 1n the Vulgate ver-
sion, and eomprises only two sub-porrons . the Sauptika 2nd the Axika, The
first sub-perren descrites the slaughter of the sleepers 1 the camp of the

Pindavas, while the sceond gives an zccount of the use of the v 5
I 2 f rorid-destroy-
ing dart Assika by ASvaetthiman

STRIPAPVAN
. _If; the nexs bock, the Siripervan, which Iike the former s chort, con-
sisting of 27 chapters and obout 800 stanzas n the Vulzate verzion, there 2re
enly three incdenta] referentes to the Bhirgpvas. The peTTen conswts mert

wholly of the desctiplan of the b ..
cquial cereromies riors i
the war 2nd lamentations of women o of the warnors Jilled in

ot ver therr dead Junsfol # -
nziely held free from dignss.ons and imterpolatins,  The ;;Zf.hazo!%r;nj
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not permit the development of any other sentiment. The absence of reference
to the Bhirgavas, who, as already remarked, had strictly speaking no con-
nection whatsoever with the Kuru-Paficala heroes, is not only thoroughly
[457 appropriate, but is an omission for which we may be truly grateful to
the redactors of our Mahabharata, ! .

SANTIPARVAN

The Santi, wh!ich is in essence a manual of instruction in kingcraft
(rajadharma), conduct in time of calamity (apaddharma) and emancipa-
tion (moksadharma) compiled in the peculiar pedagogic technique developed
by the redactors of the Great Epic for the edification of the people combined
with their entertainment, supplies its quota of Bhargava material, making up
in some measures for the deficiency of the last three books.

Already in adhy, 2 {. (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 Nirada relates fo Yudhisthira the story of the
early career of Kama, which is here said to be a secret of the gods (deva-
guhya). In the course of the narrative Narada repeats with more details
the story we have already noticed as to how Karna had easily deceived the
Bhirgava Rama and obtained from him the carefully guarded secret of the
famous Brahma missile (brakmasire) under the false pretence of being 2
Bramin, and a Bhrgu too. An interesting point of difference between this
version of the story and that given in the Karnaparvan is, as mentioned
already, that the worm which bites Karna and bores 2 hole through his leg
‘s not Indra but 2 demon called Darita, who had tried to carry off Bhrgu's
wife. Tf this wife be Puloma, then her ravisher's name was given as Puloman
in adhy. 4 of the Adi, where, however, there is 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 Daméa is some
other ravisher of Bhrgu's wife,

In any event the happy result of this discourse of the sage was that
Yudbisthira, casting off grief, enters the capital in state, 1s installed on the
throne and performs the obsequial ceremonies of his departed kinsmen Later
XKrsna 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 tirthe Samantapaficaka, affords an
easy opportunity for another repetition of the legend of Rama’s heroic exploit.
That was the very spot where the Bhirgava Rima had established those
five lakes of blood $t-Kysna in passing points to tho lakes and -says
(B. 12 48 9) :

21
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trihsaplakytvo vasudham krtvd mhksalnyam prabhul |
rhedamim tato Ramah karmano virarams hall (VI)

Yudhssthira, the * dummy ” of the rhapsode has an insatiable longing to
hear all about the extermination of the Ksatriyas by the Bhargava Réma
though he had heard 1t all before from other story-tellers, and he has bestdes
some doubts which he forthwith refers to Krsna (B 12 48 10)
inhsaptakylvah prihivi krld mhksaliy@ pura |
Ramenets tathattha tvam atra me samsayo makan || (VII)

To solve this doubt of Yudhisthira Krsna gratwitously volunteers to re
peat the whole story of Rama from the very beginming, a full-size account
of the birth of the Bhirgava 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-Krsna, a vanant of the story told by Akgtavrana, a
disciple of Rama, to Yudhwsthura himself in the Aranyaka There are natu
rally several discrepanctes between the two versions, two of which are note
worthy In the first version 1t was Satyavatis father in law who prepares
the magical carus, which were subsequently exchanged by the good ladies who
were to partake of them , here 1t 1s Satyavatis husband himself Rcika, who
prepares them  The other 15 a somewhat more senous discrepancy In the
Aranyaka version, Jamadagm was robbed of his calf by Arjuna Kartavirya
umself, who 1s represcnted there as a perfect fiend In the story as told
by & Krsua Anuna is a perfect angel of a man always desoted to peace,
ever obedient to Brahnuns and ready to protect all classes, he had gwen
away the earth to Brahmins 1n a horse sacrifice which he had performed
His sons on the other hand were * proud and cruel ”, and 1t was they who
brought away the calf of Jamadagm s sacnificial {47} cow  Asitis difficult,
at this dictance of time, 1n the absence of independent evidence, to say whe
ther Akrtavrana or §17 Kraga was more truthful, it must remain a moot pomnt
whether the guilty party 1s Arjuna Kartavirya or his sons Then $r1 Krma
goes on to tell Yudhithira that the Ksatriyas were anmihilated by the Bhir
g;\)’a Rima thrice seven times, speaking exactly ke a Bhirgava (B 12 49

Inbsaptakpteal prthiesm krtva mibksatnyam prabhub {
daksinam astamedhinle Kasyapdyadadat tatal || (VIID)
The matter bang now attested by S Krna himsdl 1t cannot be described
by ltl'\lll:‘r:;;ltlmhr:nm ::)sua fabnication made by the Brahmins themsehves
ways have been eomething of a
where Ksatnyas ke the Kauravas an%l the I;;I“Z;;:zsagndﬁm;g::f\;lﬁmmmmz
himsell came from after the Ksatnya race had been
umes by the Bhirgava R3: wiped out thrice scven
et ma and that was in fact Yudhrthsras doubt,
:u hh;had expreted to $5 hywma  Varnious explanations of the mystery
e propounded  In the cartier chaprers of the epic, 25 we have seen
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several times, it was the pious Brahmips who procreated children on the
widows of the Ksatriyas slain by Riama and they became Ksatriyas by the
Vedic rule panigrahasya tanayah (1. 98. 5) : the child belongs to him who
has gone through the form of marriage with the mother. That was however
not the view of &r1-Krsna. His explanation was that the Earth had concealed
come Ksatriyas? She had concealed some Haihayas among women, some
Pauravas among the bears of Mount Rksavant, Some other Ksatriyas were
brought up in the forest among the kine, some in the cowpens among the
calves. Some were protected by the Ocean, some by the wolves? on Mount
Grdhrakiifa. These had all escaped destruction at the hands of the formid-
able Bhirgava And the ofd 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 those
scions of the old Ksatriya families to their rightful heritage. &ri-Krsna
evidently did not know anything about the procreation of Ksatriyas by pious
Brahins on the widows of the Ksatrivas slaughtered by the bloodthirsty
Bhargava. He con-[48]-cludes by remarking that the present Ksatriyas are
the legitimate offsprings of those ancient Ksatriyas (B 12. 49. 88f )+
tataly prthivya nirdistiis tan samaniye Kasyapah |
«  abhyagtiican mahipalan ksatriyan viryesmiomatan ||
lesiit pulr@s ca pautras ca yesin vamsah pratisthitah |
At the Beginning of the third great sub-division of the $anti, the Moksa-
dharma, we have 2 lengthy discourse attnbuted to Bhrau, called the Bhrgu-
Bharadvaja-samvada (adhy. 182-192 of the Vulgate), which summarizes in
the form of questions and answers almost the entire Brahmanic teaching on
the subject of (1) the elements, (2) lfe and death, (3) caste distinctions,
(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,
Sociclogv, Eschatology and Ethics that is here attributed to Bhrgu, the
eponymous ancestor of the Bhargavas
The oft-cifed stanza B 12 339 103 f :
Hamsah Kirmas ce Malsyas ca pradurbhavad dvippttoma |
Varaho Naraswihas ca Vamano Rama eve ca)
Réamo Dasrathis caive Satvatel Kalkir eva za}l
from the Moksadharma s important as contarng one of the two actual
references -in our Mahibhirata to the Bhargava Rima as an amldra of
Visnu, one of hus ten evatdras, but the pacsage 1s suspect, as 1t is missing
m some Grantha MSS and some old Devandgari MSS which have been

1 The relevant passage 1s aited and translated by J C. GuosH, 1n an article
which has appeared i the Annals (Vol 12, pp 168f.) entitled “ Some additional
niotes on * Foreign elements in the Hindu Population®”

2 Monkeys? [MoN. WiL]
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collated by the Bhandarkar Orental Research Institute for a cnitical edition
of that book. The other reference 15 in the same chapter, a few stanzas
carlier (B. 12. 339. 84) :

. Tretayuge bhavisyami Ramo Bhygukulodvahal |
Ksatymir cotsadayisyami samrddhabalavihanam ||

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 Mahdbhirata, This shows that the theory of avatdras is still develop-
ing in the epic and their number is not yet fixed, nor are the avaldras fully
canonized. It should thus scem that the Mahabharata does not {493 neces-
sarily presuppose the Bhargava Rama to be an avatére of Vispu.

ANUSASANAPARVAN

The Anuésana, for some reason that is not yet quite clear, is the richest
m Bhirgava material,

Early in the beginning of this book (adhy. 4), we have the third repe-
tition of the legend of the birth of Jamadagni. The previous chajpter (3)
relates the mighty deeds of the Ksatriya Vidvamitra, which led to his attain-
i'rlg the coveted status of a Brahmin In adhy. 4, Bhisma explains how it
came about that ViSvimitra who was of mingled Brahmin and Ksatriya
parentage was born in the Ksatriya caste with Brahmanic qualities, while his
nephew Jamadagni, under similar conditions, was bom m the Brahmin caste
with Ksatriyan qualities. We have here a repetition of the old story how
Poka married Gadhi's daughter Satyavati, who obtained some boons for
herself and her mother. The mother and the daughter exchange the trees
they had to embrace and carus of which they had to partake. The wise

Reika had purposely made the prescriptions differently. He had in fact put
the entire 1 energy of Brat i

_ m the caru of his wife, while
he had put the entire accurnulated energy of Ksatriyahood in the cory in-

tended for her mother. The of the exct slyl b;
the mother was that the son of Gadhr's wife turned out to gcyaEI;e:nedWiﬁly
Brahmanic pfopmsitus. while the son of Reika's wife would have been a
modej Ksalflya; but, owing to the pleadmgs of Satyavati, the great sage
gaa::g: gives his concent to the postponement of the doom to Satyavat's

. ‘l:hu stt_:ry we have had at Aranyaka 115 and Sinti 49 of the Vulgate.
g?. passing it may be mentioned that the present version agrees with the
\nur:nh'an version in makng Reika the giver of the boons, whereas in the
Arany version this person 15 some ancestor of Relka, ci : :

or perhaps Bhrgu himedf ¢ cither Retals fadher

The mese mention of Bhirgava Ra 3
forth the reaction Fava Rama m B, 13. 14. 273 at orwe calls
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{50} tnis<aptakrieah prthsti yeno mhksalring krta |
famadagnyena Govinda Ramenaklisfakarmand || etc (IX)

In adhy 30 (of the Vulgate) we ate told how a Ksatnya Vitahavya was

made a Brahmin by the mere word of a Bhrgu  The story 18 as follows

Vatsa a deccendant of Saryiti had two sons, Hathaya and Talajangha
The hundred sons of Hathaya attached and killed Haryasva, king of Kad,
whose son Sudeva succeeded him on the throne Sudeva was hkewsse de-
feated and hilled by the Hathayas Sudeva was succeeded by Divodisa, who
buwilt Viranasi, on the northern bank of Ganges and the southern bank of
the Gomati  Likewise defeated by the Hashayas he fled to his priest Bhamad
va)a, who obtamned for him, through sacnifice, a son Pratardana The son
of Divodisa defeated 1n turn all the Hahayas, when Vitahavya pursued by
Pratardan, fied to the hernutage of Bhrgy  When Pratardana demanded
from Bhigu the surrender of Vitahavya, who was hiding m Bhygu's hermit-
age, Bhygu 1n order to save the life of Vitahavya said that there were only
Brahmins i the hermitage  Through that declaration of Bhygy, who could
not tell a he, Vitahavya actually became a Brahmin His descendants are
et out for fifteen gencrations. His con was Grtsamada, whose eleventh des-
cendant was Pramatt  his son was Rurnu, hus son was Sunaka, from whom
came the Saunakas.

In adhy 40, Bhisma expatiates on the fascination and frailty of wo-
men, the root of all evdl, and to support s statement he relates the story
of Vipula, another Bhargava, an teresting story wm which mesmensm or
hypnotism plays some part (Vipulopakhyina, adhy 40-43 in the Vulgate)

The sage Devatarman the story goes, had a beautiful wife Rua (Beau-
ty) by name, who had attracted the attention of the gay king of the gods,
Indra  Once upon a time it so happened that Devasarman had to go away
from his hermitage on some sacnificial business Not feeling quite sure about
his httle Ruct the old sage taking mnto his confidence his disciple, the Bhar-
gava Vipula, told him to protect Ins slender waisted wife, especially agamst
the amorous advances of Indra, who was an adept at assuming different forms
at will  Devasarman pathetically en [51] joined his disciple to tahe every
care and see that the lascivious Jing of- the celestials did not defile that frivol
ous wife of hus, Itke a wretched dog licking the havis placed near the sacnficial
altar To protect the virtue of Ruci, who was peerless on earth n beauty,
Vipula decided to enter into her by his yogic power and live 1 her without
her being conscious of 1t until the critical moment was passed Indra comes
as expected and makes overtures to the beautiful Ruct who had captivated his
mind  Rua, though anxious to reciprocate remains externally indifferent
to the blandishments of Indra through the nfluence of Vipula who was
lwing within her and guiding her actions Indra, puzzled by the behaviour
of Ruay, reflects and realizes how matters stand At that moment Vipula

Teaves the body of Ruc: and re-enters hus own body ‘Then Vipula faces the
21A
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philanderer and soundly rebukes fum and Indra shinks away abashed Only
one man hzd been able to protect a woman and that was the Bhirgava Vi
pula (B 13 43 27)

tenakena tu 1aksa vay Vipulena byié strydh |

nanyak saklas triloke "smin raksilum nypa yoslam Il

Ths story was told by the Bhargava Markandeya to Bhusma (B 13
43 18) and repeated by the latter to Yudhighira.

A few chapters later we have again a Bhargava story, the Cyavanopa
khyana 1n seven chapters (50 56), which 1s divided mto tvo parts the first
tvo chapters (50 51) illustrate the sanctity of co- s the last five deal reaily
with that topic of perennual interest, the mingled Brahmun and Ksatniya pa
rentage of the Bhargava Rama

The first story, m viich 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 5256), we come back to the ancedote of

Rama Jamadagnya, and we have here practically a repetition of the explana
tion given above (in adhy 4 of this very parvan) of the arcumstances under
which Viévimitra, vho was of mused Brahmm and Ksatriya parentage vias
bomn 1n the Ksatniya caste with Brehmanie qualities while Rama under simt
lar conditions was bom 1n the Brahmmn caste with the oppo {52]-site qualt
ties The repetition comes gbout in this vay  Yudhsthura, vhose cunosity
about the Bhirgava Rama 15 as already remarked, never satified, says to
Bhiema (B 13 52 1 f) *I hase a great cunosity, O Lord, about Ja
madagnis son Rama that foremost of all mghteous persons You should
satisfy that cunosity  How was Rama bom that truly valorous hero? He
bonged by birth to a faruly of Brahmun sages. How did he become 3
follower of Ksatriyan practices? Relate to me m detail the cireumstances
of Rima’'s birth. Also how did 2 man born 1n the family of the KuSikas, whe
wes 2 Keatriya become 2 Brahmin® Great mndeed was the power of the
tugh-souled Rima as also that of Vidvamitra !’

The znswer 13 given by Blu ma by relating the prophecy whach had been
made by Cyavana, an ancestor of the Bhargava Rama  Cyavana wants W0
prevent the harm that vill come to hus elan by Rama’s adopting the practices
of the Keatriyzs, a danger of vhuch he has propFense Ymowledge.  Hec reparrs
to Kubua through whose descendant the harm was t0 happen, 1n order t0
sex fum, and 1f he firds a favourable oppertunity o pronounce a maledse~
103 01 K ika, damning hur and hus descendamts to eternal perdition, Whest
e s25¢ presen's humself before the Yung 2nd says thet he wants to obeerve 2
exstamn von while bving 1n the palace vith the ting he s varmly welcomed
with unferzned 30y, and alo served with meticulous care and obsequioumest
by the kang 203 the queen. The sase hos a meal and he then eleeps for
taeyone day® dunng which the king 2nd v queen vast u hw h
out ford ot dnak, gently massagmz his lezs  Suddenl pon fur

y the sage wakes
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up and goes out, followed with trepidation by the king and the queen, and
as suddenly vanishes! The king looks for in vain, and, retumning 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 type,
caleulated to try the patience of the unfortunate couple, and ultimately yokes
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, distri-
buting all the while in charity the entire wealth of the king, Stll the sage
finds no change in their behaviour. So in the end he has to [53] express
himself as satisfied with their treatment of him and he goes back to the
forest, asking the royal couple to come there on the following day. The king
and queen take a hittle rest for the first time after forty-two days of trial and
spend the night happily in cach other’s company. The next momning the
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 Indra’s
paradise.  After a short while, the magical palace and the park vanish, and
there sits in the solitude of the forest the sage who had yoked them to the
chariot and ill-treated them in other ways Then the king feels that Brah-

mic power was the summnm bonum of Jife. When he approaches Cyavana,

the sage gives him a boon. Kuéika wants to know why Cyavana had come

to live with him and what all those incidents implied. Cyavana tells him

frankly what his intention was and also prophesies that Kusika's wish would

be fulfilled in so far that a descendant of Kugika's (Viévimitra) would be-

come a Brahmun. Through the lustre of the Bhrgus, Kuika's grandson

(Visvimitra) would be an ascetic endowed with the splendour of fire (B.

13 55.32) :

Bhrganam eva tejasd |
pautras te bhavita vipras tapasvi pavakadyutsh ||

Then follows in the final chapter Cyavana’s prophecy about the persecu-
tion of the Bhrgus, about Urva (or Aurva), about Reika, and Jamadagni,
who will marry Gadhi's daughter, that is, Kuéka's grand-daughter. Of the
boons that will be given to the two ladies by Bhrgu, the exchange of the trees
and the carus by the mother and the daughter, about Visvimutra, and so on
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-
mng occurred already at adhy. 4 of this very parvan, and before that in the
$anti (adhy. 48) and the Aranyaka (adhy 115-117).

Some chapters later we again meet with the Bhirgava Rama when
Bhisma tells Yudhusthira about the ment of the gift of gold. The shades of
his ancestors had appeared to Bhisma and fold him that the gft of gold
purifies the giver Now 1t happens that the same advice had been given to
the Bhirgava Rama by Vasistha and other sages. In this connection we
have again an {54} allusion to the extupation of the Ksattyas and the con-
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quest of the earth by Rama (B 13.84.31) :
trilisaptakrtvak prthivi krtd nikksalriya purd |
tato fitvd makim kytsndr: Ramo rajivalocanah || ete. (X)

“The next chapter (85), a long rambling chapter with 168 stanzas, deals
with the mystery, already alluded to above, of the birth of Bhygu, Afgiras
and Kavi. They are said to be prajapatis and progenitors of many tribes
and clans, in fact of the entire mankind .

Tt will be 2 surprise to many that our sandals and umbrellas we also owe
to 2 Bhygn Chapter 95 relates how the practice arose of giving ymbrellas
and sandals to Brahmins at éraddhas and other religious ntes. Once upon
a time Jamadagni was amusing himself by shooting arrows at a distant tar-
get, 2nd his wife Repukd was fetching the arrows shot by him, Sorely affic-
ted by the scarching heat of the midday sun, she rested just for a moment
under the shade of an umbrageous tree. Being kept waiting, the irascible
Bhigu scolded his wife for her tardiness, but on learning the real cause of
the delay, wanted to shoot down the offending sun from his high position
in the heavens The frightened luminary comes to him in the guise of a
poor Brahmin, who tries to dissuade him from carrying out his terrible threat,
but is recognized by the Blirgu and reprimanded. In the end Jamadagni
is pacified and receives from the sun the first umbrella and the first pair of
leather sandals  To make a gift of them to Brahmins is highly meritorious.
“This account of the origin of shoes and sandals is, 1 believe, not found out-
side the Mahibhirata,

In adhy. 98 {of the Vulgate) we have a report by Bhisma of a discus-
sion between the Bhirgava Sukra and Bali about flowers, lamps, aromatics,
appropriate to be offered to gods on diverse occasions and the merit accruing
from the presentation.

Above, while discussing the Dronaparvan version of the Sodafarajakiya,
1 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] Vulcate) told by Bhisma to Yudhisthira. It is another
version of the well-knowm lezend of Nahusa’s fall from heaven.

Nehusa, when king of the gods, neglected the daily offerings to the
sods including the bali, losing therchy some of his spiritual power Subse-
quently, having oppressed the sages, he was hurled down from heaven and
tumed into a boa by the curse of 2 Brahmin sage, Bhrgu.

:‘\ similar version of this legend oceurs in the Udyoga (adhy. 11-17)
and is again alluded to in the &ints (adhy, 342). There it 1s refated that
Nazhusa 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 turmed him into a boa. The defect in the cons-
tm.dm o{ this mafve stoty is very cbvious and must have been casly noticed
by the diadkeuasts themudves. Nahusa, by the ferms of the boon which
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Brahm3 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 been
oppressed by Nahusa and were utterly powerless before him,

‘The revised version of the legend in the Anu$dsana stages beforehand a
confabulation btetween Bhrgu and Agastya. Agastya wants to damn Nahusa
but does not know how to. Bhrgu befriends him and gives him the assurance
that he (Bhrgu) would somehow bring about the downfall of the tyrant.
Bhrgu, who knows beforehand, by spiritual prevision, that Nahusa was go-
ing to kick Agastya, proposes to Agastya, in anticipation of it, that on a
certan day he would sit kidden inside the matted locks of the sage and from
that position he would curse Nahusa. So when the opportune moment came,
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 unfading glory and great energy entered into the
locks of Agastya, who stood still like a wooden post. Soon after, Nahusa
saw Agastya approached for being yoked to his chariot. Bhrgu, who was sit-
ting in the matted locks of Agastya, took {563 care not to look at Nahusa.
Fully acquainted with the power which the illustrious Nahusa had acquired
on account of the boon which Brahmz had given him, Bhrgu had acted thus.
Agastya though thus treated by Nahusa did not yield to anger. Then Nahu-
€a urged Agastya with his goad. The pious sage Agastya still did not yield
to anger The lord of celestials, umself enraged at this pusillanimity, then
struck Agastya on the head with his left foot. When the sage was thus
struck on the head, then Bhygu, who was sitting within the matted locks of
Agastya, became incensed and cursed the sinful Nahusa saying, * Thou hast
kicked the head of the great sage, fall down therefore on the earth, changed
mto a boa!” Thus imprecated by Bhrgu, who hdd not been seen, Nahusa
forthwith became transformed into a boa and in that form dropped down on

the earth.

Yudhistiura, who had heard a different version of the story from Salya,
as narrated in the Udyoga, maintains naturally a discreet silence about these
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 Brahmms are mughtier than even the gods, the story of
Cyzavana is repeated (adhy. 156).

Cyavana, who had been rejuvenated and cured of blindness by the As-
vins, had, as we have seen, promused them that they should drink Soma with
Indra and the other gods  The gods were wavering in therr mind, but Indra
was adamant, He refused to accept the Soma libation in Cyavana's sacrifice,
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if those low-caste Advins were mvited at the same time. When Cyavana
was going to put his magic mn operation, Indra Tushes on him with 2 moue-
tam and thunderbolt, but is instantly paralyzed by Cyavana and brought to
cubmission. Then Cyavana creates a fearsome monster, Mada, who is about
to gobble up ali the gods, Beseeched by the gods, who were frightened to
death by this ternble apparition, Indra apologizes to Cyavana ; and the
Aévins, 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 Lomaa in the Arapyaka (adhy. 123 of the Vulgate).

{571 ASVAMEDHAPARVAN

An echo of the above story we find early in the course of the Afvame-
dhaparvan  In adhy. 9 we find Agni taunting Indra about the hurmliation
of the latter at the hands of Cyavana, which has been just described (B. 14-
5,31):

yatra Sorydlih Cyaveno yaayisyan
sahaSvibkyari somam agrhndd ekal |

torn tyarn kruddhel protyasedhih purastac
Charyitiyejiiom smara tan Makendra ||

Agm might have added the story of his own humibation at the hands
of another wizard of the same clan, Bhygy, when he was indiscreet enough

to divulge some secret to Puloman, the seducer of Bhrgu's wife Pulomi, but
for obvious reasons he does not do so.

In another digression, the Anugitiparvan, we have an allusion to the
annihilation of Ksatnyas by the Bhirgava Rima, used this time for a diffe-
rent purpose (adhy. 29-30 of the Vulgate). It is here made the tasis of
tiomily on the vanity of life

: After the murder of Arjuna Kartavirya and
the extermination of the Ksatriyas, the Bhargava Riama was taught by the

hades of tns ancestors that greater than any victory over Jngs was the con-
quest of one’s own self : the ascetic ideal This conquest is made by self-
mortification. Thus admomshed by his departed ancestors, the Bhirgava
Riama practieed the most austere penances, and as a consequence of this
exerarse of self-control, that highly blesced one acquired that supreme felicity
which 1t 18 so difficult $o obtamn.
The last Bhirgava story of the Mahibhirata Ts the Uttankopakhyina of
this perven (adhy 53-58 of the Vulgate), which we shall pext oom);def-
After the death of Bhisma, Kysna returns to Dvirakd  On Ius way B¢
mcw: in a desert the sage Uttanka, who 13 ready to pronounce a malediction
on Krwa when he Jearns that the latter had not brought about peace bet-
ween the contending Kauravas and Pindavas. $ri-Krsna pacifies Uttaika
by enlightering him zbout his drvine nature and divine musion, complaw-
10z that the Kurus, in'oucated as they vere by the pride of pomp and pasese
tad not Lstened 10 the wholesome zdwiee he had given {58} them for theil
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welfare. At Uttaika’s request, $i--Krspa shows him his cosmic form (74-
pam aisverant), made popular by the Gita, giving him rare boons.

This story impels the intelligent Janamejaya to ask Vaifarhpdyana what
penances the great Uttahka had practised so that he had the temerity to
threaten even Visnu ($ii-Kpsna). Vaisarhpayana 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 Uttaika. He relates how Utta-
ka had escaped being eaten by the cannibal king Saudisa and obtained the
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 (ndga), and how Uttanka
recovered them from the subterranean world of the Nagas.

It will be noticed that this Uttaiikopakhyana is but a variant (metrical)
version of Pausyaparvan, a (prose) sub-section of the Adi (adhy.”3), but
with some significant differences in the details. The dramatis personz are in
part different. The preceptor is not Veda, as 1n the Adi, but Gotama, the
husband of Ahalya; likewise the king from whom Uttafika gets the ear-
jewels is here not Paugya but Saudasa (Kalmasapada), who had become a
cannibal by the curse of some great sage, whom the arrogant king had be-
lzboured with a hunter. Moreover, in the first version, the name of the snake
is given as Taksaka, the snake which Fad bitten king Pariksit and been the
cause of his premature death ; in the second he remams nameless, The only
reason for citing the story of Uttanka here, in this paper, is that in the
Asvamedha version of the story Uttanka is several times called a Bhirgava,a
fact which does not appear from the Adiparvan version We have thus here
a documentation for a Bhargava, Who by the power of his austerities—devo-
tion to one’s guru is a kind of fapas—was in a position to curse an avatara
of Visnu himself for his apparent fault in not conciliating the Pandavas and
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 as-

sertions

If we now go back to the Adi. we shall find that this figure of Uttanka
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 melrical tail
of the (prose) Pausyaparvan, it is narrated that, after his adventure in the
world of the Nigas Uttanka betakes himself straight to the Pandava Jana-
mejaya n Hastinapura and prevails upon the king to punish Taksaka for
causing the death of Pariksit. At Uttanka’s instance Janamejaya instituted
the snake sacrifice; and at this sacrifice Vaitariipayana first recited the
Mahibhirata, Now the Mahibharata that we 10w possess is said to have
been recited by the Sita Ugraéravas before Saunaka exactly as fe had heard
it during the recitation of the poem by Vyasa’s own pupil Vaitarhpiyana at
the famous snake sacrifice which was instituted by king Janamejaya at the
mstigation of Uttafika. Our debt to this Bhargava is therefore very obvious.
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This Uttankopakhyana contains the last important reference in th.e Mahd-
bhirata to the Bhargavas, linking up with that in adhy. 3 of t_he :Adx. -
There are still a few more Bhargava stories in the Maha?harata. hali
consideration of which I had intentionally postponed and to “which we s
m. 3
o t‘;fxe run into a nest of Bhirgava legends, as a matter of fact, already ir
the fourth sub-section of the Adi, the Paulomaparvan, which have not been
discussed above, . i In the
The Mahibhirata, as is well known, has two variant openings, n
first (Adi. 1), when the Sita (or, according to some editions, Sauti) I{gm-
$ravas, who is to recite the Mahabharata, presents himself at the‘: hemutat:;
of Kulapati Saunaka, during the twelve-year sacrificial session lr_laugl!l'ah
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 Mahibharata (1. 1. 18f.) :
Janamejayasya yam 1djilo VaiSampayena uklavan i
yathavat sa rsis tuslyad satre Dydipayandjiiaya i
vedai§ calurbhip itam Vyasasyadbhutar mayah |
sarmhila §rotum iechamo dharmyari papabhaygpehan ||
The Sita accordingly commences with some mangala stanzas (1. 1, 20):
{603 adyarn purusam wanam purahitar; pur
ttem ekaksarari brahma vyekldvyaktam sonatanam {] ete.,
- which are followed by a sort of prologue, which latter languishes and brezks
off somewhere.
In adhy. 4 of the Adi, we come upon another opening, which totally
ignores the first! The Sita is re-introduced. The scene is the same, but

ere the assembled sages do not themselves order

joins the company, after
he instead of asking the Siita
first instance had done, tells
the Bhargavas (1. 5. 3).
hami Bhargavam |

Sravaye tava ||

the history of that “ most illus-
oured even by the celestials with

having duly performed his round of daily duties,
to narrate the Mahabhiray

ta, as the sages in the
him, strange to say,

to relate first the hustory of
tatra vasniam aham Plirvan: Srotum icc
kathayasyq katham eta; kalyah smq

Bhrgus, which is hon
Indra, Agni and the Maruts” (1 5, 59, Here the Bhirgava interest is very
clear and unmistakable, Accordingly erght chapters (5.12), which form the
Pau!omamn’an, are entirely consecrated to an acoount of the wonderfu! deeds
of «ome of the Bhirgavas, an account which js
in actual fact with the inad
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legends. These chapters are a short history of one special branch of the
Bhiargava clan, represented by : Bhrgu, Cyavana, Pramati, Ruru and Sunaka.
The significance of this branch and its connection with our version of the
Mahiabhirata 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 Brahmi from the sacri-
ficial fire during Varuna’s sacrifice (216*):
Bhygur maharsir bhagavan BrahntanG vai sveymibhuva |
Verunasye kratau jatak pavokad iti nal Srutam ||
{61} This interpolated stanza (found only in N) contradicts the statement
in the main body of the text (documented jointly by N and S) to the effect
that Bhrgu was bomn by piercing the heart of Brahma (1. 60. 40) :
Brahmano hydeyeriy bhittva niksrto bhagavan Bhyguh |
While Bhrgu's wife Puloma was pregnant, the story continues (adhy. 5-6),
there came to Bhrgu's hermitage, during his absence, a demon (rdksasa),
Puloman, who became enamoured of her and wanted to carry her off, To
make sure of his facts, however, the demon asked Agni whether she was
wally Bhrgu's wife, The fact was that this Pulomi was first betrothed to
Puloman and afterwards given by her father to Bhrgu, and Puloman wanted
to have his Puloma back, On getting from Agni an answer in the affirma-
tive, the demon, assuming the form of a boar, carried her off. On the
way Cyavana is born. His lustre instantly reduces to ashes the demonic
tavisher of his mother and saves her from a very awkward predicament.
Pulom3 returns home safely with the baby. Bhrgu only leamns of this inci-
dent after his return to the hermitage, Incensed at the outrage, he curses the
god Agni, whom he regards as the prime cause of the disaster, saying that
Agni would he an eater of all things, good and bad (sarve-bhaksa).

There follows in adhy. 8§ the story of Ruru, son of Pramati. Menaka
an ﬂPsmas abandons her beautiful daughter near the hermitage of the sage
Sthillakeda. She is called Pramadvara Pramati arranges her marriage with
his son Ruru, who has fallen in love with her. Shortly before the celebration
of their marriage Pramadvard 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 Pramadvard and revives her, and
ultimately marries her. Ruru takes a vow to destroy all the snakes in the
world, like Janamejaya before him, whose father Pariksit had died as the
result of a snake-bite. One day Ruru comes across a harmless old snake of
the variety known as dundubka (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 on
him in a previous birth (adhy. 10). The [62] sage declares ahiritsd to be
the highest duty of a Brahmin. Janamejaya had once tried to destroy the
race of sn‘akes by performing a snake sacrifice ; they were saved by the Brah-
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nin Astika (adhy 11) Rum subsequently hears the story of Janamejaya's
snake sacrifice from hus father Pramat: (adhy 12) This story of the snake
sacnfice as told by Pramati to s son Ruru was repeated verbatim by the
Siita to Saunaka and forms mn our version of the Mahabharata the Actjla-
parvan, the fifth sub section of the Adt (adhy 13 53)

It will be noticed that from adhy 4 to adhy 12 of the Adu a section
vhreh, as already mentioned 15 cntirely concerned with the history of a
branch of the Bhargava clan, there 1s no mention of the Mahibharata at all
INor 1= there as a matter of fact, any mention of the epic 1n the immedate
sequel up to adhy 53 of the Adi! Only in adhy 53, after having heard fir t
the Bhargava legends and then the story of the <nake sacnfice (which had
been previously related by the Bhirgava Pramat: to hts son Ruru), $aunaka
at last expresses the desire to hear the Mahsbharata of Krsna Dvaipayana,

which was namated to king Janamejaya by Varampiyana m the intervals
of that snake acnfice (1 53 32 f)

Mahabharatam akyhéy Pand, aj

karam |

Jonamejayena yat prsjon Krsne Dyvaspayenas tada i

$ravayamasa nidhet leds karmantaresy sak |

tam aham vidhwat punyam srotum rechum; var katham ||
This completes our survey of the Bhirgava matenal in the Mahabha
rata? But even this analysis doey not give an adequate 1dea of the total
number of Bhargava references 1n the Great {63} Epic  The Bhdrgavas
regulatly occur as static figures along with other ancient sages, 1n the des
enptions of martial combats festre gathenngs, state functions, counci! meet-
mnge and all important assembhies, Outstandify incidents of their history
are frequently alluded to briefly, even 1n the course of other narratives The
names of thetr heroes are habritually introduced 1n stmules and mctaphors
they are the standard, of companson (upamana), to which everybody else
is compared especially the epic heroes Thus a man 1s praised by saymng
that tus intelligence 13 ke that of Subra A wamor 15 cilogized by saymng
that 1n herorrm he was the equal of the Bhirgava Rama Bhisma 15 once
praised by saying that he could not be defea
places the valour and effulgence of Cyavana
sake of a pasang companson The devotion of Sukanyi to her hushand
————e
m ‘{ ;l!'he following epes thould probably further

Argfisena n eage
;m..btxr him in the Bahdeva tirthayGtra (S:I)'ape:-a;h)e A(’;’)”’Z’;?s;’:m‘{cag e‘::m‘::::

ey in the ArutBana (2 eacher of Uttafika and chaplad

of Janamersya end Pa. wipils of Vyasa  and (5) Afer
1 th - - oy (upakhyanay of Ammindavya
lxm:d\gx‘lhj’?;pcn they play 1n oyr epic 1s
2 B
nz’:rﬁ:z:: or €1 €n hrena humelf was

exapt Grieamada 1s actually called
Cexemdant of Yady the son of

d.stantly connected with the Bhar
Y2vati by the Bhirgava Devayati.
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Cyavana has been made proverbial by constant citation. These details could
not he considered in the present paper for want of space?
RETROSPECT
From the ‘legends preserved in our epic it should seem that the Bhar-
gavas were a Brahmin clan, perhaps more ‘intimately associated with the
ancient Ksatriyas than most of the other Brahmin clans, being largely con-
nected with them by matrimonial ties. Thus Cyavana is said to have married
Sukanyd, the daughter of king $aryati. Reika had married Satyavati, the
daughter of king Gadhi of Kanyakubja and sister of the famous Viévamitra.
Jamadagni's wife Renuka is Iikewise seid to have been a princess by birth,
being a daughter of king “Pracenajit of Ayodhyd. The Bhargavi Devayant
was moreover married to king Yayati : one of the very few pratiloma mar-
riages on record in Brahmanical literature? King Vitahavya had been adopt-
ed and made a Brahmin by a Bhrgy, and his descendants became Bhargavas?
On the other hand some of the ancient Bhirgavas scem to have come seri-
ously into conflict with the Ksatriyas. The relations of Rama Jamadagnya
with the Ksatriyas are so well known and have been repeated abave so often
that it is {64] unnecessary to dilate upon them here. But even in the case
of Aurva and Jamadagni, the epic has to relate conflicts with the Ksatriyas,
which have been alluded to above.

In these conflicts the Bhirgavas are represented in our epic as rascible
sages, domineering, arrogant, unbending and revengeful, To our epic bards
they arc at the same time omniscient and omnipotent. Supermen, who had
become so chiefly by virtue of their rigid austerities and the magical or spi-
fitual powers acquired by them. Owing to these occult powers, the Bharga-
vas were like gods walking on earth, or rather greater than mere gods.
Thus Bhrgu promounces a curse on Agni—a  god fervently lauded
and worshipped by the simple Aryans—Ior no faults of his. He also cursed
(according to one version) Nahuga, who had been elected king of gods and
who had become arrogant and irreligious owing to this sudden elevation to
power. The wizard Cyavana paralyzed the arm of the recalcitrant Indra,
a high god of the Vedic Aryans. Jamadagni would shoot down the Sun,
another Aryan god. The Bhargava Uttanka, when about to curse Sri-Krsna,
the supreme god of the Bhagavatas or Vasmavas, was gently pacified by
the avatara. The kings of the earth dre of course like vermin before these
Bhargavas. ‘The mighty Haihayas tremble before the infant Aurva, who
blinds them by his effulgence, and they have to beg for mercy on their bended
knees. King Kusika grovels at the feet of Cyavana and meekly submits to

all varieties of indignities for fear that the great sage might curse him

T Even these may be considered later, if 2 suitable opportunity presents atself.

_ 2 Two others: Apnavana’s with Nahusga’s daughter Rua, and Prabhikara’s
mentioned by PARGITER, Anc. Ind. Hist, Trad., 304 1.

s Devipi, brother of Santanu, becomes Arstigena, a sub-class of the Bhrgus.
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Bhrgu, the eponymous ancestor of the Bhargavas, was one of the pra
japatis  While the other prayapatis ike Daksa are said to have issued from
different mbs of Brahmia, Bhrgu 1s  rtepresented as having eprung from
Brahma’s heart, the noblest of the intemnal organs of man of god?- In an
other context m our epic, 1t 1s implied that Bhrgu was the greatest of the ma
harsis, though tus name 15 not included even i the Iist of the famous Seven
Sages.

But the Bhirgava most popular with our bards 1s surely Rama Jama
dagnya. The bards love to dvell on hi, martial exploits, repeating thems
whenever the slightest opportunity for it pre<ents atself The shadow of
this colo~sus overspreads the entire epic, excepting the short tale at the end
of the poem  In our emic he 15 not yet a full fledged avatdra, but on the
high way to be ele {653 vated to that rank, surreptitious efforts being made
to make the epic document his divimity  He conquers the whole world, alons
and unaided, such 15 the prowess of his fierce austerities He frees the
earth of the burden of Ksatnyas thrice seven times and makes the @it of
the earth to Kafyapa, his priest, who dwides 1t among Brahmns Rama
fights even the enemies of the gods, with the same assurance and success,
enemues whom the gods themselves could not subdue As the Bhirgava
Rama 15 the perfect warrior (sarvasastrabhriam varal a phrase the bards
love to apply to him), three of the leading warriors of the Kaurava army—
Bhi,yma, Drona and Kama-—are said to have been imtiated mto the scence
of ams by Rama Jamadagnya, though the latter according to the epic it=elf,
lived at the end of the Treta Age and the Kuru Pzndava war took place at
the end of the Dvipara

The epic conams a number of

episodes (updkhyanas) relating to the
Bhirgavas such as, the Auny

opékhyana (Ad:), Kartaviryopakhydna (Aran
yaka), Ambopikhyana (Udyoga), Vipulopakhyana (&int1), and Uttankopa
¥hyina (A4vamedha), and so on. The entire Pauloma and a large section
ef the Pausya fwo srdependent sub parvans of the epre, are also devoted to
the legends of the Bhirgavas Besides these there are mnportant discussions

and discourses attnbuted to come of the celebrated Bhirgavas, such as the
Bhrguy Bhiradvija samviida, thy

e Cyavana Kulika samvida and the Mar-
handeya-samasyi

Another stnking feature of these Bhirgava Jegends 1n our Mazhabhi-
72ta 15 the frequent repetition of these legends on different oecasions in the
course of the ¢pic. Thus the legend of Uttanka, the myth of the alterca
t;m be;we;uqmm ard Indra, the etory of Drona’s obtaming weapons
ron the ’rxava!umandmeamoum f Kama <

15 cxch told licice, 1n differ, N o e b uader Iur

lerent contexts. Thcle"mdofmeb-nhof ama
dagni and Rima 15 related 1 all four times. T;x’at the Bhargava m:r-!'a e
termnated the Ksatriyas thece “ven U

V Hearek scrreblutorim htddese rpung testhats Bhag G
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identical form (frilisaptakrtval prthivi krta nil,zksatriyﬁ'pwﬁ, which appears

ta have been a slogan of the bards) ; but the humiliation of the pride of

the Ksatriyas by the Bhirgava Rima is mentioned about a score of times.

1t is to be noted that the Bhargavas spring into this promi-{66nence
all of a sudden in the Mahibharata. 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 ap-

pear in the tdle 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 are

associated with the Angirases. The Atharvaveda is also known as Bhrgvan-

giras, and it seerds 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 Ksa-

triyas is indicated by the fact that n the last-named Veda the name of

Bhrgu is chosen to exemplify the dangers incurred by those who oppress

Brahmms. The Sriijaya Vaitahavyas succumb as the result of an attack

on Bhygu. 'The Aitareya Brahmana shows Bhrgu in 2 similar light.

Thus we see that the Vedic references give no ground for explaining the
emmence of the ancient Bhirgavas implied by the epic account. These refe-
rences supply nevertheless Tudimentary clues of ideas and sentiments which
were probably magmified in the imagmation of the remote decendants of a
powerful ancient clan, mfluenced strongly by the cult of ancestor worship.
Thus, for example, the close connection of the Bhreus with the fire cult may
perhaps serve to explain the part that Agni plays m many of the Bhirgava
legends in the Mahabharata The Cyavana-Aévins legend of the epic finds
some support in the statement of the Rgveda to the effect that the Asvins re-
juvenated Cyavana, making him “ acceptable to his wife and a husband of
maidens.” The Brahmanas amplify this account. The connection of the
Bhrgus with the Atharvaveda explains the element.of witcheraft in the
Bhirgava 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
Bhygus 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 Bhirgava 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 MacoonELL and Kermw, 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 minutg-
ly, still further evidence of Bhirgava 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 parvans (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 beéstows but scant attention. The figures of the
Bhirgavas have also been magnified to colossal proportions, painted with a
thick brush and in vivid colours. In short, the Bhirgavas are represented in
.cur epic—the Mahzbharata, the epic of the Bharata’s or the epic of the
Bhirata 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 -
deed naive® In the first place, we have very clear and definite evidence of
the fact that our epic has been consciously and deliberately expanded at
least in ome instance : the surreptitious addition of a bunch of Bhirgava
legends to the Kuru-Pandava epic in the shape of the so called Paulompar-
pan in the Adi which is entitely made up of Bhargava legends and has not
even the remotest intnnsic connection with the story of the epic.
Then we have equally clear and definite evidence of the tenden-
tious “ Bhrguization” of older legends, which occur in the epic itself in {wo
forms, one with and the other without some important Bhirgava element, to
wit, the Stories of Sixteen Kings (Sodatarajikiya) and the Nahusa-[68}
Ag?stya legend. We have also noticed that our Mahabharata contains two
variant ‘openings, one of which is clearly mnspired by a Bhiargava,? both for-
1 There is only one a r 4 )
mention on the anyr'nhll:me::!o;m:}l]zn ](:Sal{‘r!i:y;td};j;v!h lheexaig::;;:vr; a;‘j—":::s T\;\P'fjgg
analysis' of the motives underlying this (phenomenon) would stggest .that these
Divtn o o o TS and o o e 13
W .
ideals, lE is the psychological revenge ::: !}x:! gf:r:: :ll:it:‘cuaﬁl;:lm ';h ”}',,:ﬁ
o o g, A DELS a4l .t B s
va Y . .
by 2 witness against gx:c?s n?a:a:clefS :rgu::rcil;m ddo:cE u“hl:tdlth‘;ngi‘lmbi:: tc;:‘:ndﬂn;:c;
: ¥ amelys the annuhilating the Ksatriyas by Bhargovs Ram. 3%7
mml% :;mmg :::mg;,m:fmm of the event from )ismhnug:‘;ul:;fmm s

A the sublimati of that intolerable irferiorits
fechng which had been Tepressed, but which was clamounng for expression!_nrmonh

ced by HoLtzmasw, Das Mahibharata, vol, 2 (1893), p. 12.

Ewmletung des Mahabha, - A
fary die Famnz!:!:buma der Bhérgara vor, gerade 'wie im

Blérgara sich aingedrangt hat”, He did
er, this frustfyl idea any further, beng misted l;x; the i;nm:dh‘”

? This was noty
“Es hegt hier die
Gesetzbuche des A
ot follow, howes
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tunately -preserved by the conservative instinct of the redactors, helped by a
process of conflation peculiar to the Mahabharata, which tolerates a clase.
juxtaposition of discrepant versions. We have further indirect testimony of
the effort made to connect some Bhirgava or other with the propagation of
the epic.  We are thus told that it was the Bhiirgava Uttanka who instigated
Janamejaya to undertake the snake sacrifice at which the Mahabharata was
first publicly recited. Our Astika is that tale which was narrated to the
Bhargava Ruru by his father Pramati. And last but not least, we must take
account of the very important fact that the.Kulapati Saunaka himself, be- -
fore whom the Mahfbhiirata is said to have been recited by the Siita Ugradra-
vas, was also 2 Bhirgava! So when Saunaka says that he wants to hear
the history of the Bhargavas before anythingrelse (1. 5.3): '
tatra vahsam char plirvar Stotum fechami Bhargavem {,
the reason for this peculiar predilection of the host of the Sata is very evi-
dent. =~ - ) T
But it might be contended that we are unnecessarily emphasizing the
Bhargava element ; that the Mahibharata was or has come to be an encyclo- *
paedia of Brahmanic tradition and it therefore contains also all the Bhargava
legends—in a slightly exaggerated form perhaps. The epic itself says (1.
56. 33) : .
yad ihasti tad anyaira yan nehdsti na tat kvacit | .
That 15 undoubtedly true, to a certain extent One can, however, easily con-
vince oneself that the diaskeuasts who boldly concerved the colossal idea of
C°‘§V5ﬁiﬂg the popular Epic of the Bharatas into the Encyclopaedia Brah-
#:antca, though generally catholic 1n their selection of Brahmanic legends and
doctrines, and eclectic as regards their religious and philosophical outlock, -
yet they [697 were probably not entirely without their preferences and pre-
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 Brahmanic
families such as the Agastyas, Atreyas, Kdnvas, Kaéyapas, Gautamas, Vi-
sisthas, and so on. The Tegends of these othér families or clans are by no
means entirely ignored in our Mahabhirata, but they are comparatively few
in number and hardly ever repeated They appear like neghigible details
on the vast canvas of the epic and are easily lost sight of in tius colossal
accumulation of apparently most heterogeneous elements, which are all the
same carefully balanced so as to produce a more or less homogeneous impres-
sion. Very differently treated are the Bhirgava legends in our Mahibharata
To make any impression by the side of the titanic figures of the old epic like
Bhisma and Kama, Xrgna and Arjuna, the Bhiirgavas had to be magnified 2

great deal and their legends, which were probably not so well known then .

sequel. *Unser Mahabkirata,” he remarks, * kehit aber sofort wieder zur ander-
en Fassung zurlick In Folgenden erzihlt micht Pramati dem Ruru, sondemn, wie -
{riher, Ugrasravas dem Saunaka™

<
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2s now had to be repeated. And we accordingly find that the legends have
been repeated, <o 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 Bhirgava references. That epic also is a Brah-
manic epic, containing a Fost of Brahmanic legends and stories.
The result of his quest for Bhirgavd references will astonish the
reader. The references are remarkably few and extremely meagre.
About our Bhygu, a vibhili of $ri-Kysna, the only thing recorded in
the Ramiyana is that his wife was decapitated by Vispu! Cyavana has
been introduced in Valmiki's epic only to narrate some stories. The solitary
reference to our Rima Jamadagnya (serveSastrabhyt@i varah) has been no-
ticed above: it js the ome in which he challenges Rama Dicarathi and is
worsted in the encounter! We leam nothing more about Jamadagni from
the Ramiyana than the bald fact that he was slain by Arjuna Kértavirya.
Aurva, who as an infant had blinded the Haibayas by his effulgence, is not
mentioned at all, so far as I know. Comment is superfluous

{70} Now there can be no question that all this Bhargava material in
our present Mahdbhdrata is entirely foreign to the plan of the original saga
of the Bharatas, occurring as it does almost wholly in the episodic portion
of the epic. There should be, therefore, in my opinion no hesitation in con-
cluding that in our version of the Maohabharata there is a conscious—nagy
deliberate—weaving together or tather stitching together of the Bharala le-
gends with the Bhargavae myths,

The question how precisely this Bhirgava element, which we find con-
centrated mostly int the upakhyanas, came into 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 z0¢ the work of Vyisa,
the reputed author of the Mahabhirata, because the diaskeuasts have been
fortunately frank enough to admit that kis work, the Bhirata, which originally
consisted merely of 24,000 stanzas, had no episode to speak of (1. 1. 61) ¢

caturvishéatisdhasrim cakre Bharnlosamkitam \
upakkyanair ying taved Bharata procyate budharp ||

It could agan hardly have been the work of Vaiéampayana, the direct
pupil of V;:.':sa. ‘according to tradition, who 15 said to have recited the Bii-

T o el e o e i
Janamejaya, ol §! snake gacrifice celebrated by king
The cace was different with the next recorded reatation of the Mahd-
iy e i U e o B
o uring twdve-year sacrifice instituted by the latter (1. 1. 1ff:
1), Even before the reatation commences, Saunaka explicitly asks the
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Siita 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 Sita 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 reflec-
tive calm and leisure of the sylvan retreat of the Bhrgus.

Few scholars, 1 imagine, would now be inclined to deny that our epic
text has undergone momentous alterations in the course {713 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 always
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-ic
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 progres-
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 inspira-
tion and guidance in life, and not merely a book lying unused and forgotten
on a dusty book-shelf. And this is no drawback in the case of our text.
Therein lies on the contrary its capital interest and importance for us. It
is a rapid motion picture reel of many ages of Indian culture—not necessarily
factitive history—arranged in a naive fashion : something like the sculptured
panels on the gateways and the railings of the Buddhist Stipa at Sanchi or
the mural frescoes of Ajanta, with scenes telescoped all in one plane, without
much regard to perspective or perhaps with its own peculiar technique of pers-
pective.

As already remarked, it seems probable that in the formative period of
the epic a powerful Bhargava influence—direct or indirect—has been at work,
50 to say behind the scenes, in shaping our epic for us. This element had
obviously obtruded itself upon the original nucleus, certainly after the time
of the original author Vydsa and probably after that of Vaisampayana. The
next traditional link, however, in the transmission of the epic is the Siita. Is
the Siita then responsible for the conversion of the Bhirata into the Mahd-

~bhirata? Now I do not doubt that some of the Siitas probably were gifted
versifiers, ible to compose ex tempore short bardic poems and to improvise
lays to suit them to the varying tastes and requirements of the audience
But if we consider these Siitas capable of composing on the spur of the mo
ment such masses of narrative episodes and didactic discourses as we find in
our Mahabhsirata, we shall be crediting these minstrels with an accomplish-
ment far beyond their natural capacity. Nobody is, however, so credulous
nowadays as to imagine the Siita ‘a5 the author of those extensive innovation
that must [72] have been necessary in order to convert a heroic poem of about
24,000 stanzas (taking the traditional figure as a rough guide for our spe-
culations) into an encyclopaedia, of the present dimensions.

224
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We are not 1n any case, as far as I can see, constraned to accept every
single statement of the epic m 1its exact hteral sense. And when I say that,
1 mean no disparagement etther of the text, far from it Our eptc does not
pretend to be a dry, prosaic, matter of fact chronucle, nor a statistical hustory
1 the modem sense, based upon = laboniously compiled critical apparatus
1f 1t were that, 1t 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 lmes by laborous
| rofessors of history  But hardly anybody reads these works twice, and they
are mostly forgotten 1n a generation or two by an understanding and un
grateful postenty  The Mahabhirata never was a scentific chronicle of that
type and 1t would be egregious folly to regard it as such It 1s above all
an inspired poem It was actually regarded by later generations as a kavya

kriem mayedam bhag kavyom P piigstom |

the highest type of Indian poetry, like its sister epic, the Ramayana It was
before everything else a work of art, creative art, idealistic 1 conception
mformed with deep tehgious feeling permeated by a conscious didactic put-
pose, focussed more on ideas and 1deals than on facts and figures, 1n whicn
people were not interested then so much as now, a work in which a moral
was conveyed by a parable, an elusive truth by 2 tangible facile myth And
to the mspired creators of a traditional book of that type we must at least
allow poetic licence and common imagination

The entlre story that the Sita had heard the epic at ws first recutation

by Va yayana and reproduced 1t verbatim at Saunaka’s bidding, having
committed it to memory after a single hearing 15 so obviously unnatural and
improbable that it seems clearly more appropnate to regard 1t merely as 2
poetic fiction a * frame story,’ the most popular of Indian devices of hterary
compostton  But there 15 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 Mahdbhirata 1s directly an unconscious
adnussion of the fact that the Bhirata had at a cntical stage of its evolt

tion passed nto the <phere of influence of the Bhrgus through the medmm
of the wandenng munstrel The Bhargava mfluence 1s smplied 1n the person
of the Kulapati Saunaka. The Siita who used to recite the poem m the
Heraic Age 15 kept on with due regard to traditional usage, to give the nev

a setting 1ate to 1t and indicating the source at the same time

The 1nfluence of the Bhirgavas 1n the natrative portson of the Great Epic
13 very evident and can hardly be disputed But their influence 1n an €0
tirly different sphere though less tangible and therefore more difficult to de-
monetrate, 13 10 ™y rund nevertheless probable

1 mean the sncorporation
17t the epic of larre masees of didactic matertal concentrated chiefly in the

&?nh and Anufisana especially so far as it concerns the Dharma and Nitt
denents Though the phulosophy of the Mahabhirata 16 often times rather
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chaky, being in places abstruse and confused, and though:the religious be-
liefs which find expression there are perplexingly eclectic, oscillating between
Vaisnavism and Saivism, between Henotheism and Pantheism, there can be
no two opinions about the fact that the MahZibhirata 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 antiquity
its rank as Smrti and its abiding value and interest to the Hindus, nay to all
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 as-
sociated. The connection of the Bhiirgava Sukra with Niti, which is prover-
bial in the Mahabhirata, is so patent that 1t does not need to be especially
pointed out. The connection of the Bhygus with the Dharmaséstra is perhaps
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 Manusmrtt
the most famous and popular of ancient Indian works bearing on the Dhar-
malastra, is the ancient Code {741 of Manu in the form in which it was
communicated to mankind by Bhrgu and is therefore even commonly known
as the Bhrgusamhita, an explanation which I see not the slightest reason to

question or doubt. It is also recognized that there is intimate connection
between the Mahabharata and the M: nrti.  The M: nrt), it may be
pointed out, has an introduction not unlike m conception to the first chapter
of our epic : a few stanzas agree to Some extent even in their wording The
opinions of Manu have been frequently ated in our Mahfibharata (ity evem
Manur abravit), According to BUHLER'S computation, there ate about 260
stanzas of the Manusmti, that is nearly 10 per cent. of the total, which are
again found verbatim (or with only slight varidtions) in parvens 3, 12 and
13 alone of the Great Epict Then on the side of the Mahsbhirata, Dharma
is the foundation on which the whole stately edifice of the Great Epic has
been reared, and to a great extent also the material of which it 15 composed..
QOur Mahzbhdrata is itself a dharma-grantha. The putative hero of the epic,
Yudhisthira is called Dharmarija, himself a son of Dharma, he 1s Dharma
incarnate The Bhirata was a dherma-yuddhe : yalo dharmas tato jayak
The field of battle was a dharma-ksefra Narayana incarnated himself
as S11-Kysna to restore the fallen Dharma. The essence of the book (Bhdra-
ta-savitri), embodying the moral of the story, is given as (B. 18. 5 62 f) :
firdhvebidhur viraumy ese na ca kascic chrnoti me |
dharmad artha$ ca kama$ ca sa kimartharh na sevyate |}

ng jatu kaman na bhayan na lobhad

dharmaim tyajej jivitasyapi hetoh |

wityo dharmol sukhaduhkhe tv enitye

fivo nityo hetur asya tv anityar ||

1 BUHLFR, The Laws of Manu (S B E 25), p 1XXX.




336 EPIC STUDIES

The infiltration of masses of Bhirgava material mn 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 Nitt elements, which Jatter especially
has so long puzzled many mquicers mte the genesis of the Mahzbhirata
thus appear to find a simple and straightforward explanation 1n the assump
tion of an smporlant unmtary didskeuasss of the epc under very strong and
diect Bhargava mfluence But this does not at all {757 mply that the text
has temained untouched after this first diaskeuasts, far from it. Like all
traditional works, 1t was a slow-changing book , and additions and alterations
as already remarked must have been made 1n 1t continuously throughout st
long hustory of about 2500 years*

These further additions were in the mam probably made in the first s
tance by the Blrgavas themselves m the centurtes that immediately fol«
lowed the first important diaskeuasts under Bhargava supervision, since 1t 18
most Iikely that just as the different collections of Vedic hymns, the various
Brahmanas and the ntualistic manuals were all, for some time, the closely
guarded property of diverse Vedic schools and famlies of sages, which had
respectively cultivated and developed them, so also our remodelled Bhirata
now elevated to the rank of the Fifth Veda, must have remamed for some
time n the exclusive possession of the Bhiirgavas as therr close literary pre
serve, That would n my opmion, account for the apparent homogeneous

character of this heterogeneous mass 1t all came from dsfferent hands, but
out of the same mould

If the above considerations have any vahdity, they might help us to lift
up a comer of the thick veil enveloping our Great Epic and allow us to have
a covert peep mto its Tustory  Such a peep would show that there existed
n India, 1n very ancient times an epic poem of about 24,000 stanzas, attnbut
ed to Vyisa (the *Expander”), which described 1n great detail the Bhirata
‘War and sang the glory of the Pandavas This heroic poem the Bharata
which used to be recited by the Sitas mostly at royal courts and had s
oourse of time become very popular, was at a critical stagd of its history ap-
propriated by the Bhygus (who had certamnly specialized m the Dharma and
» and probably also developed 1 gs towards Visnuism), with the
1dea of developing the epic mnto a vehiele of popular instruction and edifica
tion combined with entertainment  These anchontes, full of age-old wisdom

1 Th
m;n::‘)mspmms instances of such latter additions (not found 1n 2l

Adi

1 The Brahmi.Gapela episode 2. Kanikamt

Armyaka 1 Shryastotra (B 3 3
g (B aal lotes (200) 36-69) 2 Additsons t0 Markandeya s
Durgistotra,

Virita
Bhama  Durpistotra,

3 Svetaki upd
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and wonderful masters of the art of myth-weaving, took from the Sfitas the
Bhirata 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 consider-
able time in the hands of the Bhirgavas, who had developed it and.so to say
re-created it, as their exclusive literary property, and they exploited it there-
after and propagated it in their own way. The colossal success of the Bhar-
gava recension of the ancient Epic of the Bhiratas, a success which in one
sense was richly deserved, was the indirect cause of the neglect and subse-
quent disappearance of the original heroic poem, which probably still existed
at the time of the composition of the Aévaldyana Grhya Siitra (3. 4. 4).0
Like other branches of the hieratic literature, when the epic at last passed out
of the hands of the Bhrgus and became the common property of the literati
of India, it still remained a fluid text, not entirely closed to minor altera-
tion and expansion, but retained its character as a traditional work, revered
and cherished by the people as the work of Maharsi Vyssa and serving still as
a vehicle of popular education, inspiration and edification as intended by
the Bhrgus. ‘The further we pursue the study: of the traces of Bhirgava in-
fluence on the Epic of the Bharatas, the clearer, it seems to me, will become the
history of our Mahbharata, the Great Epic of Bharatavarsa.

VI The Oldest Extant MS. of the Adiparvan*
Introductory.

A discovery of capital importance for Mahibharata studies js the accident-
al but singularly lucky find by Manyavara Gurujiz HEMRAY Panditjin, CLE,
D.P.I, the well-known savant of Nepal, of a new Nepall MS. of the Adiparvan,
which according to the Panditjiu is between seven hundred and eight hundred
years old, and therefore easily the oldest extant MS. of the Mahdbhdrata. It
was only a few years ago that 1 had remarked in the “ Prolegomena” to the
Adiparvan : *Only these who know the difficulties in the way of obtaining
any MS. from Nepal will be in a position to appreciate fully the debt which
the editor and the other members of the Mahabhirata Editorial Board, and
beyond that the whole world of Indologists, owe to the Rajaguru. {202}

1 N, B. UTGIKAR, Proc. & Trans. Ist. Or Conf, (1922), pp. 4661 : ** The men-
tion of the Mahabhirata in the Aévaliyana Grhyasiitra,”
* [ABORI 19.201-262),



338 EPIC STUDIES

Sankritists have much to hope for from the dispassionat'e efforts of thlS' t{uly
patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no oppoxtumfy of placing his ‘1m-
mensd learning and unbounded resources freely at the dnﬁposal of all serious
workers in the field of Sanskrit research”. How prophetic those wort‘is ha»:e
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 HEMARAY
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. 1t contamns only the first parvan of the Mahabharata, but is complete
in itself, there being no folios missing. The average folio measures
21” X 2§” and each folio contzins uniformly 7 lines of writing, except ﬂze
last folio, which has only 4} 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 proof is that it is almost entirely free
from those modern accretions which are given in Appendix I of the Adiparvan
Volume, as also in great part from those other smaller insertions which are
lited in the foot-notes. More astonishing still is the fact that out of the
textual emendations hazarded by the editor, fifty per cent, are actually docu-
mented by this MS. It is therefore no exaggeration to say that this remark-

able MS. opportunely affords welcome support to the Critical Edition in most
crucial matters. Moreover many of the

variant readings of the new MS. are
difficult and- obscure, marking out its text as distinctly archaic. And, finally,
in many of its readings it agrees fairly closely with a certain other MS. from
Nepal, which is symbolized as N; 1n the critical apparatus of the Adi, and
which is agdin the oldest doted MS of the the Adiparvan The tradition is
therefore fairly complete and well attesed .

12033 The greatest value of this MS. lies, as hinted already, in its cor-~
roboration of the constituted text of the Critical Edition. Indirectly it
altests and justifies, as an independent witness, the principles according to
which the reconstruction of the ep;

epic text is achieved, thus placing the consti-
tuted text on still surer foundations,

Long Insertions of the Vulgate,
Hitherto, 1t may be observed, the data of the Siradi and the “K " ver-
sions had mainly to vouchsafe

for the purification of the epic text attempted

? T have compa
Paleographisehe Tafeln. It

* e peamens reproduced in BUHLER'S
comes dosest 1 5
bridge MS No 1691, 2 of © the saript

f Tafel VI, No. Cam-
A5 1179) of Tafel VI, No. XI (
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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 to be
spurious on the evidence of the then available MSS, of different versions. The
longer insertions given in Appendix I are conspicuous by their absence in this
MS. Here is a list of the long passages which are missing in the new MS.

No. 1: The Brahmi-Ganesa complex ; inserted at different points in
K, Dn Dr D,,,,, S, ie, om. in its totality only in K,, D,

No. 13 : A passage of six lines ins. in K (except K,) V, (marg.) Da Dn
D;: Gizyes. -

No. 14 : The Purinic story of Aruna, who is made to act as the chariot-
eer of the Sun; ins. in K, (marg.) NV, B D (except D;, D, on suppl. fol.)
T\ Gx.'.'.l 5. N

No. 41 ; Names of the hundred sons of Dhrtardstra; ins. in Ky, N,
Vi B D (except D).

No. 42 : Story of the birth of Abhimanyu ; ins. in K, , NV, BD (ex-
cept D).

No. 43 : Story of the birth of Kama ; Ins. in K, & V, B D (except Dy).

No. 61 : Details of the marriage of Pindu and Madd, subst. for 1. 105.
47, inK,NBD.

No. 62 : Story of the birth of Duhsal ; ins. in alf MSS, except §; Ko.q.

No. 71-72 : Details of the picnic (jalakrigd); ins. in K, NB D.

No. 75 : Story of pistodaka given to Drona’s son ; ins in alf MSS. except
Sx Ka—:f.

{204} No. 76 : Arjuna’s pre-eminence among the pupils of Drona ; ins.
inK,NBDT:Giras

No. 78 : Description of the conquest and annexation of Drupada’s king-

dom by the Pandavas exacted by Acirya Drona as gurudaksna ; ins. in K,
Da, Dn D, (supp. fol. sec m.) 5 S

No. 80 : Installation of Yudhisthira as heir-apparent ; ins in aff MSS
except §, K, 5

No. 81 : Kanikanit : ins. in af MSS. except 6, K,

No. 85 : Story of the boat sent by Vidura for the use of the Pandavas;
s, in all MSS. except §, K, »,

No 118 : Svetaki-episode ; ins. in all N MSS  Cf. also passage No. 120
ins. in T, G, ,, and No 121 ins. in §; K, .,

Skort Insertions of the Vulgate,

Like these long insertions our MS omits most of the shord insertions
gven 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 Gur MS. may be mentioned for the sake of illustration : 1287, 220*,
250%, 301*, 3137, 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 of the many passages (extending from
three to twenty lines) which are found in all N MSS. (except §, 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 which agrees with the version of this adhyay2
in P. P. S. SAsTRI's edition of the Southern Recension.

560* : By omitting this, our MS. omits the reference to Pandu, found in
all N MSS, except those of the Kasmiri Version.

{2057 ©693* « ‘This is a passage of sixieen lines and contains the famous
couplet na jitu kimah kamanam etc., Tecurring in many places

£92° . This passage, occurring after 1. 89, 51, is found in off N MSS.
In the place where it is inserted there appears to have been a lacuna in the
origingl, filled up by the two recensions in different ways. In the consti-’
tuted text the place is marked by asterisks .

1036* : Details of Brhaspati's cohabitation with Mamata, wife of Uta-
thya and the godharma mentioned in that context, inserted in affl N MSS.
exoept 8, Ky Ny 5

1341* : A passage of ten lines found in alf MSS except 6, K. It des-
cribes the approch of Drona to Rama Jamadagnya for the astravidya.

1793 :_A_passage o.f seven lines found in all MSS. except T, Gys0 M-

These significant, omissions, major and munor, prove that the text of ouf
MS. is sh.orln than that of all otker MSS. hitherto known, Accordingly we
’;":";’t;lh:;g; gmp?:;‘:ﬁf‘;gﬂ\ﬂh%ap:}' of this MS. the figure of the stanzas
cleven hundred and the fime sven o (o ey JEUTE of the Valgate by

gure even of the $3radi MS. by two hundred

stanzas1 1t is however, curious that 1t appare
3 ently ha of
adhyayas as the Crt; > e o

b ical Edition viz 225, while the P hgraha

for the. same is 218 both in this MS. and the Criticalax;;ail; In igt;l”;
w?rds in dxﬂ’(frxng from its omm Parvasarhgraha figure, our MS l:x:ad!y agrees
with th'c antical t'lm‘ The number of adhyiyas in the Vulgate, it may be
noted s 234, while that of the Southern Recension can be eomy;uled to ex-
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tend to about 250 adhydyas. On the other hand, the number of adhyayas
in the Kumbakonam edition reaches the astonishing figure 260!

Small Infiltrations. i

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 contaminafion. 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 Kasmirl Version,

App. 1, No. 33 : This passage is found in all N MSS,, the Ka$miri Ver-
sion showing variation only in sequence. The passage 1s inserted after 1.
56. 31, and is a continuation of the eulogy of the Mahfibhirata, serving as
an introduction to that redaction of the epic which begins with the episode
of Uparicara. Here our MS. agrees with K, in omitting lines 3-11.

App. 1, No. 58 : This passage also is a common heritage of all N MSS.
1t describes how Siirya, when invoked by Kunti, presses her to have sexual
intercourse with him,

Besides these major additions, some insertions from the footnotes to the
constituted text have filtered their way into our MS. The number of such
[passages is not very large, being about ninety, and they consist mainly of
single lines. 'These are the passages in question : 90*, 220*, 288%, 201%,
476%, 478%, 479%, 485%, 494*, 495%, 549%, 601*, 678*%, 708%, 709*, 710*%,
750%, 868*, 873*, 875%, 879*, 903*, 906*, 909*, 962*, 999*, 1004*, 1013*,

1017*, 1018*, 1022*, 1068*, 1087+, 1096*, 1104*, 1110*, 1120%, 1124%,
1141%, 1142*, 1144*, 1146%, 1148+, 1155%, 1162*, 1166*, 1173*, 1178*,
1186*, 1196*, 1212*%, 1219*%, 1224*, 1230*, 1240%, 1305*, 1309*, 1357%,
14307, 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 in
the majority of N' MSS., and not a single one of them 1s sporadic.

An insertion of a single stanza from the yadasrausam section (adhy. 1)
is the only unigue insertion in this MS

Conflation of Mahabharata texts.

Here we may note, in passing, the lLight this MS. sheds in an indirect
way on how the text gradually gets inflated. At several places we find addi-
tions made marginally by another and a later hand. For instance, after 1.
5. 26, we find a marginal insertion of two lines SgfiyFn=gy etc, which is
taken from a passage [2073 of eight lines found in all N MSS. (except K,
D;). Again, after 1. 19, 15 we have a marginal addition of twe lines
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mrEifEdif:  ete, of which the first line is merely a variant of a line
irlxzc]uded m our text, but the second is an “ additional” line found chiefly
in late Northern MSS. of the Central Group. 1t is clear that the copyist of
such a MS. as this, without further investigation—which of course is not his
business I—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 eapacity. Cf. the example of K, cited in the Adi-
parvan Volume (Prolegomiena, p x11).

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 ; Iike all other Mahibhirata MSS, it also

Tepresents a particular version of the epic, and nothing more.

Our MS. shows in point of readings the greatest agreement with MSS.
of the Nepali group : quite naturally, as it is written in the same zenipt and
belongs to thie same provincial version. In particular, its agreements with
N,, the best and the oldest MS. of the Nepali version belonging to our appa-
ratus, are unique and striking. The total number of variant readings in our
"MS. amounts approximately, to a httle more than 2500. Out of these, its
unique agreements with K, (or in a few
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208} 1417 v)mﬁ:m (for 2ra- | 38,92¢ : ( for T wgrar: )

Al 44.14% Ty a1  for wawrea
1626 st avan (for vt wamr) | 4520 o (o gy
16.31° #r: (for #+ ) 48.1°  gqordar: { for qrwia: )
176 %3 ( for wam) B 8 (forey)
17.24* ffmive: s { for TRAT- .

)

e 52.4“ g ( for Frireory )
19.4° iz ( for méi) 22-3; %mwmva-( oy mﬁgﬁﬁ) a:

¥ .2, Fat :
2134 TN ( for anarpy ) 56.19¢ zzﬁmﬁ.ﬂs?rf;;ai &
27.23: & ( for 7o) 57.55% ==y ( for mrqaedy )
:;;g ik (({fgr 'z'ﬂp:)) 60.5° gamify ( for i )

amgan ( for wrg i atry

33.21¢ e ( for wfry: ) orags ey Lor :

64.34° AR ( for wgst: )



EPIC STUDIES VII

71.26/ sredrza, ( for e £99)
76.26% wae aware ( for agew fan

ai
79.16° gen & aRwEA
84.3° .qat (for *@vem )
89.33/ dat o ( for § o &)
90.32" wme ( for amaam)
- 90.42 e ( for 3R )
92.15° gzw: ( for o)
93.14° et  for FEA %)
93.33% w8 wGEw ( for
TREAgRE! T )
94,55" azwat: ( for fadn:)
94.84° % ag=2h ( for A=MATF )
96.17° serdarfy: ( for X gnarana)
99.6° =it ( for amgfiadt)
100.1° @ g { for i )
103.17° Srqamm ( for F/RA )
111.12% &= A ( for wgen gf)
Here it is necessary to emphasise
new MS. is almost on a par
readings, it is far superior to Nj

cent. of the fnserfions which N; has in common with the Vulgate,

say, the Bengali-Devanagari group.
the Sirada-K group and our

343

111.26° @k & (for AW H )

111.28° wfwt( for &fwat )

113.7%  guva ( for gAwe )

115.6° et { for @RiT)

116.7° et wmi ( for swaemi )

122.26% awa ( for sRIT)

123.71° mf: ( for faRi: )

134.10% g e ( for glwT: )

134.24% Tifat ( for sART: )

136.12% afgfi: ( for sf=)

141.2" owaEri awiel

143.22" mfgafag ( for TwgIy )

149.7° & st { for aéani )

149.7 zEARRERl (for B@ -
=)

149.11% 7 31 =it ( for 7 77 )

154.16° wFrm ( for Wi )

157 4 &&= ( for M)

the curious circumstance that while the

with N, in respect of individual

in so far that it lacks about ninely per

that is to
It thus gives its welcome support to

Critical Edition as regards that large mass of

passages in which {209} these texts are Jacking. It may be incidentally re-

marked that N,
sionally has definite leanings towards
additional passages in MSS. like Ny,
ally added by the epic attists,
lacunz of this colossal composition.

is relatively purer than the other two Nepalli MSS and occa-

the &irada or Kaémirl version. These
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who worked out the details and filled in the

There must have been a free give-and-

"~ 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 ancient

learning. Beginning in the lowly way
additions must have got embedded in
from copyist to copyist, undergoing in this process a

tails.
In a small percentage of cases,
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the text, through their transmission
strange variation of de-

our MS shows, it must be admutted,

readings documented mostly by Southern MSS.—with or without support of

a few other N MSS It is naturally the most difficult thing

in the world to

decide in these cases whether this sporedic agreement is due to late contami-
nation or to primitive connection through the lost archetype. In the light

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-
iy the Teadings of the Adiparvan in the Critical Edition. That work must
however be left over now for further research by a future. generation of
scholars,

Unigue Readings.

Like all MSS. modern or ancient, our MS. has quite a large number of
unique teadings, 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-
bhirata 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 liberally contributing to this diversity.- Here I
specify a few samples of unique readings of the new MS, :
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Our Emendalions

Now we may turn to what 1s perhaps the most surpnsing feature of our
MS  That 1s the support our MS affords to the constituted text of the Cni
tical Edition, with regard to the emendalions attempted therem It 1s re-
markable to find that this single MS, whuch 15 certainly older than any of the
MSS we had before, supports and confirms, as already remarked, fifty per
cent of these emendations  Out of the total of thirty-six emendations {211}
made i the Critical Edition the following eighteen are corroborated by our
MS-

307 siygeaifiEeit & (hyper (11020 A wmAR  |f wdide
metnc ') ( hatus )
3710 fo weda* Rfgw: 110 28 af} *amat agosnsy { huatus )
518 :m; T waRTeT (ha 1472 el e ( hiatus )
us . 1496 S0 s AW (hiatus )
Z fg ?;a@:zzha} (i'u;tus) 157.13 qureareasdt 3w (matus )
( hiatus ) o 207.17 g *sfAra & ( hatus)
92.50 *2{* ag T ( double 2149 wwes *afeien (hatus )
sandht ) 2193 dafgs garrag” (shorten-
988 srade o wWmr (hiatus) (ng melrs causa )
1035 s ard) e *ogem 2245  gacwarEn "SRR ( huatus )
( hiatus ) 2249  Tunl ¥ sqfwnat

Now, even though thesc emendations were put forward more as a hypo
thesis than as a dogma (Prolegomena p XcIv3, they have evoked severe cr1
teism from certain scholars It will therefore be advisable to consider here
some of these criticisms m the light of the readmngs of our new MS

Professor A B KEITH, 1n his review? of the Adiparvan admits that,
* the editor has quite justly relied often on the maxim that the more difficult
reading 1s to be preferred to the simpler, since 1t 1S easy to explan the latter
as correction of what was poorly understood by careless scribes , but con-
tmues, “ we need not, therefore, accept as a necessarily correct theory the view
ihat we are to restore hiatuses whenever we find vanants mn the MSS,, which
might be explamned by assuming that they are the different efforts made by
scribes who were not accustomed to hiatus to remedy the irregulanty’
‘Whether the said view represents a correct theory of Mbh text reconstruc
tion or not may be best judged from the circumstance that out of the eigh‘een
emendations which are actually documented and attested by this new MS
not less than thirteen were made just on the ground of {212} hatus' A
glance at the above hist will convince the reader of the truth of this contention

1 One stanza 1 71 36 which there1s an emendation 15 unfortunately omutted
m the new MS
2 Indwsn Cullure, Vol 3, pp 766-771

23
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In all these thirteen mstances there are violent fluctuations in the MS-
readings. These uncommon fluctuations pointed towards the possibility, v:'hlch
this MS, has tumed, into a certainty, that they represent more or hs's inde-
per;denf attempts at correcting some solecism to which the scribes, mixtm:s or
[ ators would lly take violent objection. It is matural to mfe.x
that this solecism is the hiatus to which a steadily increasing antipathy is
noticeable as wd 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 capt-
tal blunder, The view of HoPKINS (which Prof. KEITH endorses) to t}}c
effect that there is nothing peculiatly epic in hiatus, and that it s (oum{ in
precedent and subsequent poetry, is quite non-committal, and, if anythln.z-
favours our position. The point at issue is the legitimacy of the hiatus in
the subsequent literaturg 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 anthema to seribes bred and brought up in the
classical tradition. It is no doubt carelessness only, as Prof. KEiTH observes,
in the Jater stages of the growth of Sanskrit Iiterature, but not necessarily 50
throughout its history. Prof. Keiti himself has not much faith in his own
scepticism and consequently mitch of his criticism Joses point, as he concedes,
though reluctantly, the validity of certain restorations of hiatuces

Prof. KEItH has altogether missed the significance! of the variation of
MSS. between particles like, ki, g, fn, v4, in these instances of emendations.
It is true that these particles show great variation from MS, to MS, as i
only natural in the corpus of a fluid text. But the scribes did not go out of
their way to vary the text and to replace deliberately 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
&, scores of times in the choice of just {213} these particles against all othef
MSS. But we need not press the point too far. It is sufficient to note that
the variation is not as arbitrary 2s it might at first sight appear. Moreover,
it 1s casy 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?

not the only mode of avoiding the seem-
I 7. 20 kriyate *ucchrayo nypaily, where TG
recast the pida, changing 1t to : kurventy ete dhyajocchrayom.
——

3 I Hoerans, The Great Epi - id hi:
rasionst o ] oﬂmvm Epie, p 1951 In both metres, to avoid hiatus

s A food example 13 : pura tatz hy
R 553 by Mlampansh, vi, 2009, wheze B, 52, 25, ocnts e bt

ing blunder may be seen from 1 5
have entirdy
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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 padas where the
absence of sandhi is natural ; or else before a vocative, where it is easy to
feel 2 natural pause. He does not grudge the restoration of hiatus in 1. 99.
15; 103. 5; 110. 20; 119. 11 etc. on these grounds. In 1. 57, 20 kriyate
*ucchrayo nrpaih and 1, 100, 2 niithe agamisyati, he haltingly admits the
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 tv andthavat as more legitimate.

Proceeding further, Prof. KEITH says that it is very difficult to believe in
1. 207. 17 kyle asmin babhiiva ha : since such a hiatus as this is * unmotived ",
He can, however, easily persuade himself to believe that “the sambabhiiwa
of a large body of MSS. was erroneously curtailed to babhiive with the result
that kule *smin had to be extended ” !

In 1. 119. 11 tathty ukte Ambikayd, the position according to Prof.
KEeITH is “ uncertain” ; tv may be right before Ambikaya.

{2143 In 1. 98. 8, antarvatni aham Bhratrd may be explained, in the
opinion of Prof. KEITH, “by emphasis” ; but it is quite probable, he adds,
that “ty is original, ¢ty would be a blunder for it and ky a correction”.

1. 224. 5, sasitapyamind abhito is quite *“ needless ”, according to Prof.
KEITH, The MSS. suggest, according to him, sartapyamanan as “clearly
correct ™. “ Misunderstanding of the accusative”, we are told, “as follow-
ing on the previous line has led to the mere corrections sailepyamana bohu-
dha or purato™,

In 1. 157, 13, pdiicakrlvas ‘tvayd ukiah ** seems unmotived and the vari-
ants of the MSS. hardly justify it”.

Prof. KEITH calls 1. 110, 28, yadi dvdr: mahaprajita,  very dubious”,
and in 1. 51. 8, atho Indrah svayam evdjagame according to him is * not at
all certain ”. -

1. 214, 9. is an interesting case. The pada in dispute reads Dharmardje
*alipritya, which is an emendation. 1t 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 1 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, Dharmardje hy atiprityid should be read ; the variant fv is normal,
and the hiatus is unmotived ",

Now that most of these unmotived, needless, dubious, ilegitimate, un-
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52 %) fbgd (for ) (U]
) T o P
Reads 54 after 55 [ M; ]
) waETREgTa
57 %) <rema ( for Sreay )
60 %) d}uami(ﬁaq [;J]D])
9 giv (for g4
71 4) igme (for * me: )
After 71, ins. 93* (om.
line 4)
74 %) g (fora)
77 %) e (forwwaami) (U]
78 ¢) fm: (for Bf) (U]
89 9) e ( for Oamer)
90*) g ( for amau’ )
[ Corrupt ]
95 /) st ( for dsar) (U]
96 %) ?am%t(foramm#’)
U]
101 9 m(fora:g@)
*) sz ( for sFag)
103 %) aread 7w g% [Kog
104 ) st frama g (U]
105  Om. 105% [ Ky, ]
106 /) aezrenfidee: (U]
108 ) ofexfrae (for ®%xmy )
111 After 111%, reads 127% [G, ;|
Om 11 [T, G,]
113 ) sEw ( for °4id:) (U )
122 Om. 122¢
123 Reads 123% after 126
124 %) wmmR (for g ) [ Gy
128 ) mﬁzﬁ ( for wvamg® )
) wErEmsf: ( for v )
[ul

54

136 ¢) werRyg (for frfm ) U
137 4 = (for 1)

*) serwdr (for gy ) (U,
139 ) wlt (foraferi ) (1)

145 9 E’drrr(form) Ul
151 %) wfafrmerifem ’
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152 %) = Bl
159 9 7 (forqm) (U]
164 f) ST QR [I;][M ]
170 %) ez ( for dawz: 1
Y st ( for RTERaR)
[ Corrupt ]
172 ©) wramahy: ( for wFAa’)
[U]
176 ) s=q% (for mf=a) [U])
) urmafe: ( for v@mafe: ) [U]
183 ) apzt Zirral ( for gt )
186 2 ¥ ( for faey) (U]
192 °) T av LR 7
%) fauram ( for Femam)
194 ) sefifar: ( for TzrEar )
195 1) °Agmraadan,
196 ) w2 ( for @l )

3 e Cor wiwa) (U]
1) Gafarges ( for Caraan,
200 %) grirassiffan (U]
202 %) g (for 3-) (U]
204 %) o qram ( for mrgan®) (U]
205 %) qRmF=REia, [ Corrupt }
206 *) wafeh sza=rey (U]
212 ) gy (ofesq )
218} 214 ) dx: qgege a (for
drrzrgwmrr) (U]
215 %) At wagwAn, ( for szmi
) (U}

LESLCS
218 ) gramnfiz, ( for fa°)
[K]

219 9 ga (foruk) (U]
229°“) wgreqrEn: wegaar BEEEd

[yar 5 TEBTT

1231 %) Transp, 71 and aar

234 %) B ( for ufer )
[K4D2]

243 %) Pxdrd (for fywared )

Adhy. 3
Aﬂermim.m[ﬁ M;)
i

Transp 2d: and
[BI‘]

e ( for anamreet )
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3 @R (for ARM)

{ Om.T@& o

6 Aftergatins. amed [N D, ]
7 wgrew ( for *Awmat) -

apareeq ( for Sqm=ed)
8 e ( for swwml)
11 s ( for awn )
After 7@, ins. €,
12 sfiwge: ( for sifima )
15 Om. aen ( after aggih
ST )
Om. §at: ( before qEEaT: )
20 s ( for Sqam) (U]
22 Om 3IUmw,
24 e ( for =)
25 vyt ( for ywrEat )
Om. =3
27 gt ( for sgwA T )
28 aF (fordtrg)
wa=t ( for wraFaw)
29 arsRafy ( for A W)
30  Om, gf ( after swreea(® )
38  Before {&rl, ins. |
39 diarrrazaa ( for TaMFAT )
gg1 Sergars ( for A )
42 IqeameEnE: ( for STAETE
srwRarAEER” )
43 Om, s ( after @)
Om. = { before 1793 )
e =1 ( for famd )
45 apegaed, ( for 9g)
47  Before Wi, ins. T 9
48 _ = ( for &t )
52 ~ Om. & ( before &)
54  Om. ¥ { before ITR)

60 ) & ( for T )
%) Om. =

)

<) gamiae ( for guA )
62 %) mwawn ( for awwi )
64 %) mrrgr ( for sifra=at )
65 % gram ( for grzamt)

%) g ( for wmraT)

4) R ( for %Fa%)
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67 % Om. gt

69 ) areERATTEy ( for
ATy )

76 snmamawareR (for
wfirErm ©)

80  {ifdms ( for F°)
s1qem = ( for FHIAEA )

81 wed (forazgud)

86 gneraq ( for °dtad)

[219} 87 sufiga ( for shrewmied )
88 wug & g (for ‘R IeT)
89 Om. @ ( before 3&9)

92 v ( for waw)

95 % sawgam ( for dSEETER)
reow ( for geTie)

97  After S=QIY, 0S. AT

98 ai ( for gai)

99  Om. ¥ ( before 7Y
After St=@Gag, ins AT
After ¥am, ins. 5‘_@

100 e ( for &g’ )

gred fafi @ SR =z
( for frgr=a” )

101 e ( for %gF)

104  After GWIg; ins. &

106  Transp. 39%: and STERAR

111 Om.®

113 Om. zrH

115 Om. f: den

118  Transp. 3 aea and HREF

121 e sATee (for CHTaET’)

123 5ERA (for amled )

124  gwiga ( for IWEH)

125 e ( for A)

126 Om. 8%t

128  smengizE, ( for FGRMTR

€T )

132 %) fafire: ( for flRe: )

%) sypretat { for %R ) [ Kus

134  After sy, ins. %

137  After g, ins. ¥4

139 %) waEaTem: (for T &)

140 %) &% IgEqA

3) aregad ( for )

-
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necessary hiatuses are actuatly documented and are no longer merely my con-
jectures, 1 am intrigued o know what hidden motives Prof. KEITH wx}l dis-
cover in them in order to explain their occurrence in an authentic MS. in the
possession of the Rajaguru of Nepal.

1t i 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 cvidence 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 lifelong interest in
epic studies. The text of the Critical Edition objected to in the {215] fol-
lowing places by the late lamented Professor WINTERNITZ is supported by
our MS

]
57.20° R rawgdl 93.11 ZAARGaRaT

57.21" reaeRm R 2149  wr saitadea
57.58° TEET 215.2,5 w492, and ARGVETE,
918 v, 216.10° @,

92.45° 7 g3t fwEEs 218.14° SEUTIHAISSTHIT,
92,50° wfph= 218.27 wmfdwa

T append below the collations of the new Nepali MS. exactly as they
were received from Panditjiu HEMARAJ, omitting only a few corrupt read-
ings which are obvious nuslections by copyists

.

COLLATIONS OF THE NEPALI MS OF THE ADIPARVAN
OF THE MAHABHARATA BELONGING TO GURUJIU
HEMARAY PUNDITIIU C.I1E oF NEPAL

3= Corrupt readings have been mostly ignored 1n this list, The readings in
parenthems () are those of the Cntical Edition. [U] after a reading shows that
1t is umque to this MS, and not found in any other MS collated for the Critical
Ediion  The MS symhols after 2 reading show that the reading 13 elsewhere found
in those MSS. only,

Adhy. 1 48 °) efrerae dawem (U]
l‘g:;u(for'a)[ul 45‘){:%(1'01—::)[0[]
B te it ctd 49 %)y wEvAT

27 “) wwe  for svraw) 4 o )

29 ) word ( for whe=d ) [ U]

50 ) qeaifx ( f 2
31 ) war (for ) A ( for =nfz) (U]

), 51 %) friraan: ( for whmm:) (Vi)
359 o o vt G 519 e lforgn) (U]
1 % Fregh (tor oveg ) 57 3wzl (for 7 ey (V)
9nitray 60 ) wma for i)
41%) q¥) for &% [U}) g?,;im“@"-(forﬂi@") 101
et way T A SRS
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{216} 71 °) @y (for=)
73 %) sgen { for gga)

77 ) gwaR (for ) [Vi]
79 9) i TR,

95 ) g ( for ren ) (U]

97 b m(for@wa))

98 1) wrirem, ( for srey

99 %) queewentisiaa: [M]

100 %) fxeat s ( for Bamw®)
101 e { read %t )f { for gwIlA)
102 Om.

104 5 Om. 5

109 ¢} g (foraa) [U]

112 %) A ( for sitewi)

118 Om.

122 Om

125 ©) % i ( for %t ) ..

122 ) az1_amg: ww® (for AN
%)

133 ) s (forqni) (U]

834 9 Tq%a@—:m(fora:qa =’ )

Ul

138 ) awmgt ( for °z9 ) [U)

140-141 Om.

142 After 142, ins.

AT dgi A
@ il e aga n (U]
143 9 oy sy ( for HomTRrs )
{ Corrupt ]
150 ©) waws ( for °2%)
154 ) &4 (for ™)
155 ) o  for a=t)
156 ©) Zara ¥=ud ( for °a: °A)
) rarnsy, { for TTmM )
166 °) Fnfa=t avnRET
167 %) sfiwRe weng, [ My )
169 ) fRra® (for &=°)
173 4) wx (for g ) [Ki}
174 9 ¥ ( for )
1755) frat 7 ( for fodt 7= )
LA
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178 9) garge: (for F3g®:)
181 %) fra: ( for fm: ) (U]
184 ) zren (read = ) g ( for

AT )

186 9) [s] fafig (for fafdg )
187 9) fafir e (for framR) (U]
188 %) R (for dewfd) [U]

9 friRg wen Fwe [U]
194 %) qerary ( for garawm ) (U]
195 %) wrE ( for wEwEd )
196 %) & (forgq) [U]
197 %) ¥ afdayw A
198 9 ﬁ'ﬁ‘!ﬁv(‘ (for srg;’ )[M :
199 9 for )
200 9 l{?%rm(mﬁa&) [K]

205 ©) A= (for=nit) (U]
Y s (fora &)
208 Om.
209 °) aaed, ( for WRERAR)

Adhy. 2

2% aad (foraRd)
3 %) st ( for margat )
7 %) qRHER (for “Fian)
8 %) fofprr war g (U]

) altg (for ¥4 ) [ U}
12 ”)i%mwn(fézaﬁ)")

9 -+ ( for fy:
16 % %.(mrwﬁﬂﬂ!ﬁ)

(B;ViGy)

20 % wqt (for @) [U]
21 %) dm = (foramsm) [Kil
23 ) aq@ (forara:) [U]
29 ¢) wredrs I v,
{217} 31 %) Transp &R and AR~

aag [U]
32 %) ffiTar (for sffa) (U]
37 ¢) gwwent ( for gwew )
38 ¢) Jar goria
42-43 Transp. 42° and 43%
46 °) spveanwd (for % ) [U
50 9 Transp wanw and &/ (U]
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143 %) § Aaguuata N
145 9) awat ( for fa®) [N Mygsl
146 ©) % @gia (for weggin) [U]

147 ‘Transp. G and
wifireer ( for sttt )
154  Transp. & and wit
155 3%g: (for£3:)
156 smamen { for v )
157 swawre ( for a0g®)
158 Igyfie: { for yia: )
159  ghw (forad)
160 st ( for sfremm )
161 @y ( forwry)
nave, ( for oz )
162 & (for wer)
166  After qats, ins,
167 &=t (foras)
Om s 92
177 Om.®w

181 9 s 3a (for swaka) (U]

%) Gofers T
183 %) qferan® ( for aftaraa) (U]
) st &t (for = 7 frgat )
[uj
186 ) i &1 ( for s ) (U]
193 ) agamamig (U]

Adhy. 4
1 Om. gtafct
Om. grzmaifds
2 gafam: ( for g ) (U]
Om.

wenf { for ganfn ) (U)
3 wrwmm (for wap: )

w0 ( for aamary)
4 %) &= ameiv: (K, G, §
5 %) Efe (for FeRM. )
10 ) qgIR g
[220} 11'Y) frmr (for s )
Adhy 5
2 ) gred (for'wr o)

89 i - 1 for “mpy)

5 /) Wi fmmwg [U) 1
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9 9) figama: ( for Radta:)
[B,]
12 %) arawa: (for wafam:) [U)
13 %) gemi (for g9m ) here and in
the sequel {U]
16 %) & (forai) [U]
b geomtafdfe: (U] .
18 %) gewim  (for e @) [U]
Y F(ford) ( "
26  After 26, ins. ( marg. sec. m.
amﬁtaﬁ&qﬁaﬁl
st R wat S gl Samier!
- Adhy. 6
5 Om. (?hapl.) 5%/
6 ) = ( for wfr )
8 °) Transp. @ and gar { Kos]
12 ©) g (for=)
13 ) sfepz: (for siftrga: )

Adhy. 7

9 ) e (for wg ) [ Des )
11 ‘; I (for yam) [U)
16 ) g ( for °gd)
21 %) Transp. &% and 31 (U]
23 %) e (forafg: ) [U)

%) seaa ( for waar )
24 9 ax (forgai:) (U]

Adhy. 8
2 %) s wnr (U]
g ’;; Transp. § and i [U]
HI EIntaar
9 TRy aem (U]
13 9 /TEZT ( for ¥iy) [U)
16 %) A er (for my )

Adhy. 9
3?M(forfﬁm)
5°) qam: (forga? )

9 Wmﬁt(t;urmria)

»a
g

D)m(for’?ﬁa)
9 == { for vzt ) [ U)
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9 9 FEdE (for A7)
11 %) Before Ifreg, ms I
12 % &t (forady) [U]
9) g (forzg)
16 %) qug =R &% (U]
‘) v STeE
18 %) ey
Adhy 10
2% gwiamea [U]
5 %) gugwwe ( for gwred )
%) argaq,  for )
6 %) fr (forga)

Adhy. 11

1) g (foraw) [U]
2"){?(foraw)
39 Transp seem=and & [U]
6 9 gemq a (for & )
{ Corrupt]
8 %) =1 fysweg ( for FF°)
9 % gug (forawd) [B,]
%) § i ( for @i o)
) g4 (for gy &) [U]
%) gt e ( for adfvoaw ) [U]
12 %) &% ( for =3 )
{221} 12 %) fel ( for ewm)
[Ge M:i]
17 %) gt (for sim) [U)

Adhy 12

3 % um ( for &%)
4 %) =xa ( for =)

Adhy 13

%) gu ( for =)

%) =iy e ( ( for agea )
¢) wafam ( for mfea )

%) °afag

Transp ATEl® and A
s, ( for sndg’ )
& endtgan ( for a1 a0 )
aara  for wakea=t )
) g (for zm)

1
3
5
6
8

-
SN B

1
s 12
15

.

%) g ( for g qmiuw )
[ul

17 ) gaw (for awa) [Gi]
18 %) srgaifaga, ( for sgaivTEd )
23 9 gReam ( for wranw )
25 % srared ( for swre?) (U]
28 %) Fitzeg ( for WF=w )
36 %) atedl (forsmd) [U]
43 9 grad (forafm @ ) [U]
44 9) syt ( for gaga ) (U]

Adhy 14

39 angwmq(forwgwﬁtﬂ)
[N;1

5% ﬁa:zzgga(form@ui

6 9 g gz (Ko N

9 %) gzwa ( for dfwd) [8;T.]

13 %) Ry ( for o=t )

9 g (for=)

15 %) swrmaa (for wwara )

16 9 Ymaw ( for °a7 )

17 %) Srarfersgaan { for Srvadaar
[N.]

219 azra(forzm)

23 %) gafa (for 5T )

Adby 15
8 ) gaaww, ( for °f )
9 %) ageawd R [ N:]
¢ giemr ( for SGE)

Adhy 16
39 sng (forady) (U]
89 a-qam'(read%)ﬁ ( for

srraTaia )

%) frsfreaw & ( for % )
10 9 amg- (forwgar) (U]
11 9) | Temre (for WA ¥
12 %) @it (for ur) )

1) ¥zmar ( for B
14 ) smqfireg ( for sy’ )
19 %) fafinfar { for fafafae)
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24 %) i ( for gy )
25 %) srare: ( for armiram )
26 %) st avn ( for TwE qumr )
[N;]
31 %) g (for °f1) [U]
9 wmn (forws) [N ]

34 %) [a1] sam ( for gavg) (U]
35 ) witerA=: { for OfFma )
U

[ul
*) A (U]
Adhy. 17
1 %) vty ( for e )
(222} 4 %) ey (for i) (8]
6 ) ¥ (for=wm) [N,]
8 ¢) amg (forgmfa) Mgl
139 °meit [N Da]
) @ Cfor gy ) (8]
1 %) fdg: (for freer ) [K, 541
15 %) grerear: s [N)
!) e ( for eeera: )
16 ¥) &Fmm (for % =) []
18 %) wgmaay ( for waray )
20 %) st ( for Oy )

[N]
229 I'E{gmr{(for Fmgan)
1
23 9%
249
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WqurW) [uJ]
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%9 ?";gf]ﬁ«’am:(fomﬁn")
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28 % g (forwm) [K,]

29 ) wwim: {for mdz) (U)
30 9 =z (
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9 M(fﬁrtﬁfm)
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aawa qivet FAn s e |
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&7 = faaa S qrared frorer |
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[N;
3 ) RvtmTTRY [Ds]
9 am(formm)
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10 %)zt { for wreg ) [8s]
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) an a% g
Om.
Adhy. 20
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: { for srgazan
9 [N;]
9 ( for smzary ) (8,1
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12 %) ( for vagem: ) [U]
13 %) et (for zefr) (8]
Adhy. 21
1 %) avordret (for merdiat )
2 ) xerre ( for mwefrarr )
3 ) T & (for srara ) [ Fs)
7 °) mAT (for k)
1223 13 ) feafr ( or i )
1 %) e (for wamd) [U])
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4 By transp. uy 9f:
17 %) & Yq=immata (for ag-
FFaRw’) (U]
Adhy. 22
3 %) sty (for smme) [ Gy )
4 %) dwgm ( for e )
Adhy. 23
1 g &, ( for 2w )

4°°) supfafs ( for safmms: )
5°) gog (for w1 ) [M;]
11 ) &g ( for gt )
Adhy. 24

8 :) w&m: ( for Area: )

) s (forg)

‘) Transp. ¥ and afa,
10 ) Frmw { for e )
12 ) &fig ( for @Ram )

Adhy. 25
2°°) AP w§ ( for FiFres )

, (MM .
4 %) frem { for fegmr ) [Ns )
7 %) s ( for frg: )

‘) e ( for g ) .
9 %) srwwege, ( for Wwean) [Kial
10 ) =reg (foraeq ) { U]
129 g(fora) [Kil

Y g (forwdm) (U]
15 ) sreaTem S5
17 %) i (forwd)

21 %) weq (foraeq)

) & (for swwr) [ 8]

22 ) g (ford)
31 %) Jmfmm: ( for fkwa® )
°) w4 T AEEER,
32 %) g (for umr)
33 ) afig ( for afigs )
[GM; ]
9 wa=g { for swat)
Adhy. 26
at WA GRERNAT
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3 %) gqaw ( for sy )
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9 &1 (forga) (8]
1) qdata Py [N ]
7 % wafndet ( for °Fadd )
20 °) Transp, @ and § .
23 %) agrawt: (for wame ) [§)
24 :)iﬁ!(foram)
25 °) gam (for gt )
27 ) syt ( for e ) (U]
")W{j}’ﬁ { for °&fzm: )
[N; By ]
28 b) s ( for equibaan)
[N; Gi M, ]
29 ) Aqt ( for A5i)
30 ) YmgtaR (for T =)
31 9 gmlforafy) (K3 Ny ]
32 %) g (forR)
4 agg: ( for 7ay )
) gaeidat ( for gxwint )
1) sgfaenf ( for Irar )
39 %) Transp. @and &

Adhy. 27
1"6) Transp. ®qqg” and XA
3 %) gredt ( for FRTIdl )
8 %) gfeary (foraR”) (U]
9 %) adifrarg, ( for gy )
[ Corrupt ]
[224} 13 % YavewEsw
) wgami { for ° Fawi )
14 ) ama (forsm) [N;]
21 %) Yo (for g ) (U]
23 °) guot (forgwa ) [N ]
27 % 3wl ( for ¥ S’ )
29 % qiy (for o)
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8 ;)) ﬁtﬁﬁw(i ( fo;rleiﬁ’)
9 %) ardn ( for an®)
17 9) Eeead
18 Transp. 18° and 19%
) qai ( for agdwt)
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20 %) Rt (for a@‘”)
21 ) wEESt

Adhy. 29
1% wifraere (T )
29 m( for faars,)

")ﬁ&a’f%m(formﬁf’)
[N B,}
9 Srefmwer [N
4 Y) qatada (forgda®) (U]
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Gd}m(forﬁﬁ)
11 %) i ( for &faw) (D; Tl
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Adhy. 30
g‘ﬁ Fam ( for m."' )
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9 9) sy (for snfdy)
12 %) exgmfy { for Megify)
[Ki N
18 fmmme === ( for Agtam)
20 %) wpwwmafa: { for gt ) (8]
23 ) &% (for gal)
24 %) st { for sl @)
Adhy. 33
3 9 e ( for wfiEr )
12 ) Transp. 7t and @ [N ]
16  Transp. 16* and 19% [U]
19 %) memer Wil
21 ) g ( for wfvger ) [N
2251 21 ) mwraa: (for )
[N,]
27 ")'{:im:i(forqﬁaé)
Adhy. 34 -

‘)m[ 3]
) oz (foram)
15 %) g ( for v ) [N;)
20 %) farzan { for hfgan )

Adhy. 31
4% qa(forg) [U]
7") 1 ( for Sty ) (N ]
99 ﬁmﬁﬁ(forﬁaiﬁﬂ)

")gwﬁvw(forg’(ﬁ")

1s°)w3mﬁ(rom§rrﬁ)
N;Gcs]

Adhy. 32

1) e  for ma fa” )

2 ) wrear { for wrred ) [N‘Gx
3 ) wiram: { for aren: )

49 ﬁm&—w‘(forﬁﬁﬁ”)

) 1]
8 )[S]ﬁ(forfc)(“hml.
)m’n({orw’!ﬂ) 43

‘) wEm FIRTgARY (for
{ Corrupt )

T A |

9 %) Rrftssaen: ( for frdtemon: )
. Hereand in 10 [U] )
) ardraary ( for fraftaany
12 %) sl (for s ) (U]
Adhy. 35
4 ©) *ieareg Ja ( for gredE <)
%) =z, ( for zmmrs ) [U]
79 e (fordmm) [Na]
| Y gz (foremg) (U]
Adhy, 36
7Y S (for fmrared
a7) [Nal
8 ) st ( for gfr Rreard)

9 )vgﬁwugw [ul

13 )wﬁﬁr&i'-ftw

16 )aFrazm'(for"m)

22 ')qr[hﬁm(forqmﬁfizm)

i Adhy, 37
1 %) Symfam, (fori‘d’)
4% arma ( for wey )
© 5 % wpvrargt & ( for At )
[ Corrupt }

1 "*Zﬂm(formﬂ’?a) (8, G
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9 % 3 ( for swamdl)
N [ Corrupt ]
10 ©) waq ( for @y )
25 %) fasit ( for aur)
26 %) =g (for swr)
Adhy. 38
3% @ (forga)
-5:;ﬂ=?rﬁm&(form)
7 %) = ( for #gwR,)
9 % @R aqfamy
11 9 aFErgE oy
13 %) wewn ( for s )
[KiGiasl "
22 %) mremgr { for o w9, )
[N;]
27 9 g (ford) [N,]
37 ) &t (for AR )

Adhy. 39

1 9 g ( forgem) [Ko: N;)

3 %) g (for wam) [N:1]

12 %) wizd e ( for aid g )
[N:1

14 ) gampren ( for e )
[N;G;]

15 %) gg (forgd)

16 %) aygrem ( for aERT)

17 %) o Frmarem [N ]

25 ) amy (for @ur )

32 9 & Py (for &) [U)
33 b) sy ( for s ) [ D]
Adhy. 40
6 *) wafsmean ( for aia @)

7 ) agafd: ( for endwa: )
[ Corrupt ]
10 ) =g ( for 7g )
190mglUl |
Adhy 41
5 ¥ witig mowy ( for TS arEORY,)
8 %) =raw, ( for wiw )
9 %) aw { for adt)
13 %) Transp. @ and aUSE:
%) @fenq ( for aw)
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17 Y s (forafw) [U]
{226} 23 %) F & ( for ¥ 5m)
25 ) agrr (for © @)
27 %) gewan: ( for famie:)
29 9 & (for @) N
) gurga, ( for %zgg) [N: ]
Adhy. 42
6 9 gamt ( for @i )
11 %) srAwm R 9
15 9} g { for Farelt )
18 Y wag(forgai)
20 ) =g ( for MgH)
Adhy. 43
2 9) =gt (for wmt) [Mial
20 % gfaweat  for qiEnmai )
25 Y wmt (forawai) [U]
30 %) Rysiwanfaal .
32 ¢ Transp. fat and ferdt [N

Adhy. 4

2) Srmrat ( for fat @) [N ]
119 g (forzR) [N:]

12 9 & {for¥®)

13 %) wdtes { for adiman)
14 % w2 ax (for wvgga ) [N
19 9 Spixa: ( for afEaa )
21 % gawar { for smena ) ,

Adhy. 45

1 ) adt { forazw ) o
2 9 gar (for mery) [N
8 gax (foragwd: ) [Ny ]
3 %) arisa iy waa=w: [ Corrupt ]
11 %) wmags (for wzfimat )
13 %) srshame ( for s )
15 1} wyareatafian [ U)
16 %) gagsam ( for °3g)
) ahgmamewy { for *mew: )
17 %) Fraga, (for Razg)
18 9) A ¥ ( for amewt )
%) v [Ki N3l
22 TESTITE; LBy Ni s
")?‘Esp.zzz’randﬁm[U]
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Adhy. 46
2 %) azra: ( for O )
3 9 gz ( for wgamd )
7) w1 ( for an)
7 ) wivig { for *qamt)
119 = (fora) [N;]
14 %) Here and in the sequel TZuq.
{ for =1 )
% 2 (forgeax [U]
17 ) e £ (for wanfa ) [ U]
18 ) %] (for asm)
25 °) g (for ud)
26-32 Om,
34 ) S mm & (for Smmet wd)
[N;]
%Y serga { for garw )
[$ D]
38 ) =rdqrien ( for mgR )

Adhy. 47

ﬁﬂﬂm(for&a’mm)

AT
1227} 157) dmarors ( for drarent)
22 ) 7w, ( for wmemy)
24'}m(farz_76w)
Adhy. 48

1% gt ( for g ) [ 8]

2°) &auy (for aimy )
%) wunz ( for sTrt )
4 °) TRty (for P ) ]
65) 2 o e» E

%) cwdte: ( for “draw )
10 % a3 (forgd) [N
12 %) i e (for amm’ )
[Nis]

18 %) aeq (for =)

26 1) gein (for 72°)
[ Corrupt ]

Adiy.49
4 °) Transp. gy and @& [ N;]
5% s (forgfe)
6 %) swvwrero [N G )
) gemar (for azRtawt)
9 ) ofrarg, (for 2R )
12 4) g ( for gfir )
13 fi@mz T ( for aeghara )
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17 ) grexdeang ( for *gmg ) [ L
18 ) it { for qamniremy) (R 472
20 %) syataey ( for Sfad )

Adhy. 50
1) wmamm (for ®aw=z) Here .
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a9 ( for Oqu:
8 %) gémmaa: ( for gagar)
‘) =g ( for =m )
*) @i ( for wifig)
9 ) wZi ( for fafx )
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2 #vm sy (for mywm ET)
39 art (forared) [ Ks Mea )
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N,
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12-15 Transp 12-13 and 14-15

12 %) a5 ( for Tt )

15 gam  for SyEg 2A9 )
°) wetfaaana ( for *firewen )
iR
) wwamsgew ( for zud’ )

) giged (for gf fad)

16 b) wa’mm( for "gfi1 ) K. Ni]

18 %) fni (forgzm,) [ Nis)
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22 % aegq (forawd ) [N Gy ]

Adhy. 52
44 W(forﬁ:ﬁmm)
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7 % Rprarern ( for O )
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[N
%) freftreamn ( for "at)
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12 %) qfue: ( for geza: ) [Nigl
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¢) qwae ( for %am: )
15 %) swrg: ( for amAes: )
) g ( for e ) [ 8]
<) szt ( for go2© )
16 °) wmw: ( for am )
17 % gt ( for giam:)
) ey ( for ‘@) [ Go ]
%) gifrer=a: (for wfa) [Ns ]
21 9 ﬁmrguﬁwm [y
22 %) Fmae ( for FHmT )
Adhy. 53
1 9 el ( for oA )
4 %) mgrean, (for wtfom)
) o ¥ rimfraa w1 S A TR
5 % st forsrgecrn)
or T
6 °) freeaqy (for frae) [ Ko.]
%) gy ( for FrwmeEER)
[ Ks Ny J

7Y afeifa: (for A Taw)
[Ul !

18 9 = (forkr)

22 Om.[U]

24 9 g(forn).

27 ) s ( for Rt )
9w (Jorm ) [U]

28 %) sy 2 ( for wemfiy 471)
9 frazz (for magz) '

29 ) aqr @ (for ATFY )

30 4 g% fraer m (fored i

g )
34 % quad (for guw) [8)
35 9 %& swanf (for & wafienfy )

Adhy. 54
1 9 swmree ( for stAmTezd )
5 9 s ( for agid: ) [Nis]
) mfa ag: ( for @A
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13 %) e (for awef ) [Kos M]
15 ) s ( for 7w ) [5)
20 %) qargs f=ien
24 9 Trasp. a&q and WH
Adhy. 55
3 % stgar (for A ard)
by yreire v v, [ Ks 85
17-21 For 17—21 ( both incl. ),
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AL,
(L.,) fad (for =)

(L) @ ( for &)
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L.t ) Avn @ wie: for
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(%] ,
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31 After 319, ins. 478%, Y&ding
m 31%, gomfad (for &
g ).

After 31, 1ns 479%.
[229] Adhy. 56
6 ) snearamm ( for wFmgE’)

{ul

8 Om [K;; K]
10 %) g (for ) [U]
12 Inplace of 12, ins. 485

(X, i

19 9 st iy et [5s]
24 Om. [N]
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27 Om.

29 %} wrRRTIEm AE
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3-11)

Adhy. 57
1w fez (for aenfay)
3 %) ity (for °c)
) Fr eregi TR
5 TmEg (for o Tam)
) w273 (for urgy)
8 ) @z (for )
9 “) =fi 71 (for 3%%) [Corrupt]
=)

12 °) wie (for
)= (for vz (U]
14 4 =Ry (for wify) [K,)
16 %) Sremm w, (for o fra)
17’)m=rrr.={(for°m)
18 %) =@ (for =) (U]
20 % == (for =enme)
24 ) @g (for mqy)
26 ) =T (foramr)
) =0 TR (for mog )
INB )
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27 /) a = (forag:)

29 9 sy (for wikgy) [Kea
BicDs ]

31 /) gftgaa{ for [A] @ fAgaq)
(%)

34 %) qiazam (for vz =@q)
[TIGXS]

41 %) gam (fortaa:)
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)} =z (for wg .
459 :‘ﬂ"jmm(for"m)[&.]
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52) smAAATEg WEAE g

et [N ]
53 % = (foram) [Ds]

% & Gora) (U
54 €) = [K;N;)Js]
55 ) neard (for gardt) [Na]
58 %) qrmre (for wrAit)_

59 % wmr A (foraare ) [Nal

60 ) FframtTy (for Yar w @)
[ Corrupt ]

62 ) 37 7 g (for wf % %)

68 % s (for @)

%) mfifr ( for fozam) (U]
73 %) srmzarm (for Osr)
77 ) woiavzr (for 25°)

8; 4 W%Faw‘(!or“’:?m’!)][lﬂ
8 ") A sy [N,
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) wsiEEami

| 88 1) wifrmr ( for seimredt)
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91 %) warm (for wrea)
{ Corrupt 1

93 ) T (for Oqary) [U]

101 % s

103 ) a1 (for x%) (U]

105 %) =t (for mim )

1) 7 (foram) [X:Gis)
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Adhy. 88

19 smasy ( for ARgy)
2 %) it (for wemear ) [N ]
10 f) s (for &)

%) s ( for 72 )
21 ) swrgadea: (for °qme:) (U]
22 °) wadfran (for @)
27")31 T ( for k) (8]
G’&emaﬁg(for"ew%ﬁg)
Zgﬂa’l(form) (N, DGy ]
30 ) zemziRn ( for qawtTan)
[N;B;Da]
%) Fawr, ( for awmaER )
32 %) sfteey, ( for seadten )
33 ‘) wdm (for adm)
34 %) wwdn (for wxwIN )
41 ) aemr waEe @ [N
42 ) w¥qry (for Fremm) [N Gel
45 ) s qmm (for ayraaid) (U]
46 %) wim: ( for mwerdim) [N;]
Adhy 59
7 °) Rami qrEm =
9 (sl & (ford)
11 %) Transp. zay: and 5=0
12 %) gz ( for sy )
‘) mar ( for wran)
16 ©) saeq (read =) @ (for X
9 ( X )
25 ) g ( for @MW
%) trewmmagsdt [N]
) gver e [N)
27 ") Transp &3t and SRan

= ) v o [N]
25 %) wag- (forﬂﬁw) [N;_‘
30 %) T g ( for fafewr ) [N;)

31 %) gty ( for “drrm) 11}
36 %) = (1) g=RR (for wwrw’)
[ Corrupt ]
37 %) gRueed e .
‘) Transp gU and i
2%
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38 %) g, ( for gonge)
40 9 gom (for Fm) [Gis]
419 warem: (for v @ga:) [U]
43 ) gt (for 5m)
4 %) s m@'lﬁ ( for srreg )
[NSBI
%) st At { for st )
[BlDa]
‘) AT I arET,
I) wrdt (fFrnﬁr) 't
47 ) sgen? ( for wrray N3
48 %) frge ( for Rgeet) [Ns]
52%) Om. [U]
54 %) mmguirasfindt ( for °3ae®)
‘) Transp. &x and &
% wfa ( for )

Adhy. 60

1 4 qeaawa: ( for Omwan ) (U]
3 %) argArsgER: ( for gEAISUA:)
{231} 49 afrrdte
5 9) ol ( for gada) [N;]
6 9) =t gaTey W
12 % Transp gsand & [Ns]
13 %) frdhwm (for%a ®) [U]
%) Transp. AT and @
15 9 wiwsa (for §°) N
7} wgar (for foqan ) [Ny DsJ
17 ¥} Transp e and oW
% amfn (for srefaR ) [ N;]
31 9 Sy (for Camon:)
[DaD:1
40 ‘) it RRE] ( for wfiEr)
%) ghgaY (for #1°) N1
42 9 3 (formft) [ K]
43 9) wibriga ( for *Feam)
51 9
53  After 53, mns. 549* ( transp
w173t and 99y )
54 %) e ( for O 2 )
55 9) mﬁﬂ(for swh) (K 8

56 9 [ﬂ]ﬁ(fora)
57 %) gemangaar [N;)
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i [U]
58 ”) m(foram) %]
%) it wmm) [N;]
60 %) wwuA gisy
61 °) @ ( for =wi )
) Yo (for %qa) [§ K Ny
64 ) i g AW w
%) frat ST,
65 %) gen (for gifr: )
66 ) Reads 66 after 67
’-ngmamm;]
9) @t (forgar) [N, vy Da 1

Adhy. 61

)
21 g é’@ﬁf?w(forﬁx@f)
24 ) ey (for gaag: ) [Ky)
2a’)§i*(form)[m’
‘) @t (U

32‘)=amfam U]
34 )gavr(forgm)[u]
= ( for srehfd: ) (U]
36°) [Slﬁ'ﬂw(iormgr)
[Ks1a]
39")’7!13?((0:&1{{’)
41 %) dr rafufram:
9 dzens: (for arere ) (U]
45 ) mzawt ( for wrTmr )
48 9 Fraafnfr (for Framfe® )
53 %) srufar (for gtrz:)
’)?m(!orm)
54 )W%(mw)
(vl
55')ﬁvtz(tor|i—rz:)($;]
56 4 s = (for ey ) (U]
57 )vﬁr(lmm) [u]
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58 %) apzary ( for arazrF!)
59 ¢) e ( for 718" )
9 zza: ( for T@m:)
61 ) ug (forga)
64 %) @l (forgad)
[232] 69 ) “wim
78 ) o’ { for 2w ) (]
79  Reads 79 after 81
°) guewgar ( for gt )
[ Corrupt 1
%) @ ( for aw) [U]
80 %) =¥ (for mfx) [Ns)
81 ) i { for wygfid) [U]
86 9 w#aR ( for grehifi)
[K:N,viD, ]
4 it

87 °) < (for i)
96 ) mfedtal # = ger [N;]
Adhy, 62
10 ) e ( for w=°)
llﬁm[ﬂﬁgzm(ior"m)
U

Adhy. 63
2 ) wramate ( for mpafe’)
[N;M;s]
%) =t ( for drama ) [Ny

6 %) a3 ( for 71 )
18 ) mrppminn

19 %) =1 (form)
23 9 wtvay ( for ey =) [U)

Adhy64

( for wraquy )
20-22 Stanzes 20-22 zre ins. on the
margin,
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21 %) SrgersaETRA,
23 9 After wf, ins. = [ U]

b W(forzgf) [Ty Gs]
25 % g d (foram) [Nl
26 ) exfiemizen
29 %) symmvee, ( for *Ag)
30 %) wrieenEge (U]
34 ) wamR (for sy ) (M)
35 ) Transp (-avari-and ) (U]
36 %) simaraand: [N]

Adhy. 65

19 After [ygaq, ins |
4 %) s ( for w7 )
[KiN;]
5% g (for f) -
%) et ( for smmg) [Nl
6 %) o (for aar)
9 %) gy (for FEaW)
12 9) et w9 {for Wiy FEAR)
13 9) & fmrg ( for wwe T )
[N;]
21 9 a1 (for ait)
36 %) sdaa an ( for °Gwnr) (U]
379 ﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬁ"ljl{xl\:ﬂ
41 %) g (for Zm) [Ns]
% o3t (forzw) [Ns]

Adhy. 66

After 4, ins. 601%
{233} 5 %) geat AT daw
6 ) s, { for °gH)
10 9 wg=r ( for @FAT)
12 9 =% (for [slwd) [Nl
13 %) wetaran ( for °f=d)
14 9 Dglg (forwr) [Ke]
16 %) st ( for wgw ) [Ns]
Adhy. 67
2 9 gavmret ( for *Rret)
49 & (forat) (K]
%) gz (for o)

9 auiie  for wiE) [U)
12 % Fustwom, [NVi]
13 %) Traosp. weit and & [§]
15 % g (forsdr) [N:]

16 % g& (forawt) [U]

by gyt ( for et )

17 ) ahfa & (for 7fifE R)

4 g (for g ) [TaGisl
18 9 Radfir ( for afrentw ) [Ns]
20 f) Transp. fia@ and &

[KN; Ds]
24 %) Transp. ¥ and ai
27 %) g ( for T )
) syeares: ( for SRSt )
[Kis]
28 9 = (for o)
29 %) Transp. =% and @&7 [U]
30 %) & (forar) [U]

5 ©) Transp s and feETq
6 %) mriga: ( for geas: )

9 %) =fy ( for aa) [..K’]

10 1) wdwsmegar, [N Ds]
11 9 sreza ( for waw ) [Ned
12 %) gegat wargad [N

16 ¥) qeeg: ( for glaw:)
20 %) wnfaarra [l et (for

)

23 %) g, ( for =)
or
24 9 am (forafx) [Ns]
%) farg 3 ( for senA ) 8]
25 %) a= ( for #1=)
) gt T awden () (for
e T anit &)
27 %) &g (for &) [U]
30 4 Rgst (for mr) [U]
31 % faraaf ( for frafe®)
32 @) aw=qur ( for srar) [N
37 %) wawst (for az®)
38 %) oiRa (for wa®)
40 %) wEeaRe ( for ford #7C)
43 %) srreaTaft 783
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9 Pomen: (for foaren)
50 9) @t i { for wamn ) [ M)
Y & (for=)
51 9 msx“a(( for TR ) [SiK‘]
53 ) g i ( for sgarg ) [U
54 %) frera: (for fral) [$ K,
Bim. ¢5]
55 %) qartiya: ( for mmga:)
57 %) gix (ford12) [N,]
60 ) arge emgs { for 7y )
(81
o1 9 awdg Clor ) (5K,
Dsl

62 %) gzt ( for 7zt )
66 ) aw ( for am) [U)
67 %) fanfafin: ( for gifufn )
68 ©) wamat { for amiat) [N,]
75 %) Transp. 2% and fyay
) marafir (for (=] Rrarafiy)
77 °) | 31 (for wiy)
1234} 78 %) arishoam (for
S1sfa

. aeisfa g° )
79 ) & &7 (for Fmzan) (U]
Adhy. 69
29 az[ﬁmﬁ(forﬁ{.ﬁﬁa)
N,

G‘)maﬂﬂ'q(fo °awy)
14 %) = (foraﬁ-.r)m

9) getam, ( for gt )

189 ar, (for fafary) [U)
19 % ifdadm ( for Hifi® ) (U]

20 1) e, (for i e ) [0)
28 9 '7.3’?;‘?;!3 (form)
¢

299 =3t /P R ( for e oy
309 iifr‘(for\ﬁm)

) A T it min
[R]

35 %) wf1 (for weg )

EPIC STUDIES

37  After 37, ins. 678%
38 °) faeR: (for ffim) [U]
409 & (ford) (D |
41 %) wala fr (for wead &3)
[KO’D.')]
42 %) Transp. g and & [D;)
45 ) wmi (for g ) [N
46 ) zre ( for mra) .
48 °) wiifamd (for WfAad) [Kos
Dal
49 9 g(for=m) (U]
%) zan ( for wirear )
51 ) aumgeaTy, ( for °gwd )
%) ararg, ( for e ) [N)
Adhy. 70
2 Yy it (for §€)
3 ) mraE: (for g )
54)@%3&7{(1‘01’#&@&)

[U}
7 ? m(form)a[os; Koa}
8 ) gt ( for ward
9 ) w{t= (for ) [U]
%) wifx ( for exfizera)
11 %) g (foram ) [§,]

;) TP T (U]
12 wrgay ( for dmg ) ]
149 Eyze [K:
20°9) mmaﬁﬁ‘-i’!é’-(for Eicicd

w2:)

) waR ( for wzaem)
29 T (for ga)

[N: Gisg)
28 ) i aeew [,
28 % qifary ( for qrng )
36 °) wltarlel (forard)
40 Y aama (foragam) [[]
419 @ ( for amrearg )
. [ENu, D}
46 °) g {forw) [KoDs)
Adhy. 71 .
2) e ( for fisirom) (4]

9 I s, ( for qpda”)
6 ) §riferary { for R )



EPIC STUDIES VII

8 ©) Transp. 7 and &%,
10 % ¥isly (forY)
12 9 g (for &)
¢) Transp. R and & [ D3 Gs)
13 &) g (for wf) [Ny Ds G
{2351 16 9) a=mwAR
Faag) [Nis]
17 9 ==y ( for &)
4 & (formt) [U]

9 srgerfe { for °=rea) (U]
20 %) sraw  for gim) [N:]
21 %) & spfiaary ( for wayea )

[Nl
24 Y 13

Praeraarfiong,
26 1} weigen ( for from: Taw )

[N;]
28 % = (formm) [N:]
30 %) s ( for TAR)
b) wo (for smw)
31 %) sgem [ 1 read A} (for

wgs)
32 9 %=y (for &dt)
34 %) Transp. avey and f@wy
36 %) o (forwg) [D,]
After 36%, ins. 708* (with
v.l)
9 gefewda (for gua A =)
%) SqeEaiy ST THETL
After 36, ins. 709% (with

v.l)
379 a!h[\‘%jﬁt]ﬁa'l(forﬁmam)
K

3
38 After 38, ins. 710%
39 %) favear At ( for &
e gt ) [Ns]
40

Om.
43 9 sugli @a ww ( for swgd
Q7 wvan)

48 ©) ortedt ( for widrar) [U]
52 %) Sawar i ( for 37 ar-
fat) [N

56 ©) Yafrggwam, ( for °g2 )
o [N
A

( for ara-

365

58 % qm (forzm) [U]
9 m(forfam)
[K:N;]

Adhy. 72

b free gen @ [U]

4) Transp. 374} and 790

%) & st ( for whig’)
E)

ﬂ)

o W=

[N ]
frae ( for aita) [Ng\_]
a@(forgﬁt%) [N;]
%) geawman (for ¥ =) [U]
b e (for gmafy) [U]
11 9 Srettagum ( for © ¥ =gad
=) [U

[ul

12 %) gwaram, (for %@ ) (U]

¢) Transp. & and @@ [$i Koz

Ds ]

20 %) st (forsr)

&) ufx e ( for T AT )
21 9 fars (for gfist) [Ns]

%) frogea ( for ‘awa:)
22 9 ga gan (for gafrar) (U]
23 %) sy ( for et )

Adhy. 73

8 %) g@ o ( for § 7%)
18 9) & (for [ = 1f&)

) gt (forad)
19 %) Transp. @and A [ N;]
21 %) gt ( for gl )
25 %) safd (for ¥ &) [M1]
26 °) s, ( for am) (1)
30 %) areg @ ®r ar (for ASG A

8
9
10

A )

36 % $wt (fortmy) [Cd]
{236} Adhy. 74

3 %) frsaf ( for freeafd )
[Ko2aNs]

8 %) afraeraem, ( for Ry )

11 9 sifref ( for s )

After 11, ms. 750% (with
v.lasinK)



368 EPIC STUDIES *

9) wargmn { for °zwr) [Kia D]
15 ) gzif qa 1 ( for 23R W s9@)
16 °) After JarI, ins. 7 (U}
17 ) g g ( for gl )

[KsN; By D]
18 *) agar ( for agwm)
Adhy. 88

°) g% ( for grarfr )
°) Tt { for ariir )
%) Om. % [K N, D,]

8 %) sy ( for sy g )
11 %) =zgié wezed
9 Ca=m_(for g )
[XiNi:D,]
12 ) dvre ( for Rl ) [Ny ]
“) ama T aEREr

T,
13 ) e (for fe 2°) (K, ]
) et ( for %y )
%) afean  for wre=ar) (]
14 %) e ( for Oagr )
) =t qrear ( for s )
‘) 2 (for ar)
15 9 B (for froam )
‘)m(for"w)
16’)3‘?"3%,“0:%“)
17 °) sw ( for wia) [ U]
20 9 7w (for awy) [N, Gy ]
24’)%3“01-;;@3)[}@;&)
. After 24, ing. 868% (with
9 Y-lasinK)
25‘)hﬁm(mrm) %
{239} ‘)WW[U]

Adhy. 89
i““}’i(fcré:m)
'“"‘((ff;“mziﬁ)éﬁ,]
tns, 873+ ) (]

7,
for memmr ) [ 1)

;12

1%
29
59
7

89

i

9-10 The ten names ending with
g are spelt with g. After 10%,
ins. 875*
10 ) @i, (for ara )

!) TrgATIRaaTE
11%) after gR Tt e 9

aifda: N

14 9 & (forgary) [(Ns]

Y| W*Lﬁ(‘!mw:)[ﬁs]

) for 99 -
15")%(&1-%%‘1)

%) sregragia ( for agk a°)
17  After 17, ins. 879*
11 Transp. 18% and 20°
20 9) aaEg ( for mitezen)

9w &feh ( for aw: a iy @)
23 °) e ( for gat)
25 °) @ ( for @z )
29 ¢) =f wgre: ( for sf@dw)
30 ) srrefiol 4 ( for °Ruay: ) (U]

*) smar { for WAy )
33 9 3mi (for A7) "
1) G (for o aR)
[N,]
35 ) whfgarda
1) wan ( for W)
"
2 (for °%q ) (N; Da Ds
38 9 i ( for aamed §8)
3
42 1) g (for m¥) (Ks M)
43 %) g, ( for axamrm)
44 %) S (for fe)
‘) wea  for arer) [ Ny )
7) wama ( for s ) (N TiGY
45 ) wiex: ( for s )
45 45% is repeated (with v. 1.)
*) Frea: ( for meme ) (U]
472&3(!0:«3’)
51 ﬁrﬁm(forgﬁa-. (81
')Whﬁﬁ:(lortwﬁ)ﬁﬁﬁ)



EPIC STUDIES Vil

‘)aﬁtgw(forxﬁt:m)
[NnBl-sm]
53 ) wifgdan ( for awalrea)
54 %) st ( for wgRT )

Adhy. 50

Q (for )

i (forwmlx)
goar, ( for fmma) [Ns)
gawy { for ame) (Ns)

g ( for g0) [K:ﬁs]

b) qu { for wwr)

After i, ins @

ey wraT, (for MRFAIR)

{ul
1 st (for sgur: )

-~

15 gk (for@g
m@'ﬁ?] ~
17-18 g for s®) [Nis]
19 agawg; ( for sggaardt)
RN ( for AE)
23 s ( for wwad )
95 After gveret, (ins. gommid )
{240} s, ( for smeE)
26 g ( for frgit) Before awd,
ins. & .
31 %) Transp. A and W&

12

32 %) wrérere, ( for ) (1)

35  faerat ( for swat) wea ( for
wame ) (U]

40-41 From TEamER up to §H
@ Om.

42  awrm (for ety ) here &
below [ N1

45 srmmEAwEE ( for sy o
qiman: ag) (Kl

46  Om. g, [ NsBsel

48 9) g ( for R )
4) Here and in the sequel W@y

(fors@g) -

50 Om.wmt [Ns] -
51 AL ST (for STAEFAIREY)
N aram ( for &t )

52 Before &, ins, wRl

.

56 wRfrag s« ( for
fraamm ) [N]
a<# e ( for SRaT)
61 Om.axt
63  After T, ins gt
66 After fadtew:, ins, ¥
68 Om.&
70 Om.ai
71 Om.®
R g, for ggw)
[ Nial
77  After 77 ins. 903* ( with v. 1)
78 wifi fgagwtade ( for
afya Rwhaa )
81 wfww (for %)
83 it ( for drRt)
84 eurd ( for qoad)
85 wgwiett (for the first AW )
After 3ZaEq, ins. -
o e AR
e qfd smaaq, (o
FAGTATE )
87  After S, ins. AT
g gla®
88  am @ wieEd (for vwEdl
e TW)
e { for SEEEAE )
89  After 89, ins. ¥qt Fowashmg
90  Om. s
91  After 91, ins. 906
93  After SUaR, ins. AR WAL
( for &7 )
94 waaR ( for wAeETY )
After g, ins. TR
95 goFiEEIl S3w g TS
Fot e
96 %) Om. g
cd) Om

After 96%, ins, the following

passage followed by 909*

2} wegr g o Gad_ et
2 o

A L

Aacisfioraa @@ P
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Adhy. 75 .
6 ©) Transp. Wi and &4 9
%861

7 *) argra ( for wggrr)
4) After v, ins : [ KD,
10 9 =t (for ay)

) zara ( for qreaf)
18 ) Trausp. @ and &

209 arv[amwm(furmaavf)
N3

Adhy. 76
12 9) &y s ( for fmmmT)
13%) Transp. g7et and & ¥
[N D,]
15 ¢ s ( for &= ) [N,]
18 ) After wfiz, ins w1y
19 )‘H?’fgm(iorm)

3
'3
25 %) faamify ( for Frmfa)
[¥K1e M, Cd Any (comm, )]
26 °) wae aearAn ( for wgen fam
=) (N1
b o ( for & )
29 ") Transp 4 and &%
32 %) =i am ( for worer Tw)
) afery ( for wigrm)
33 %) marngft ( for Careeafiy )

Adhy, 71
16 %) w1 (for et )

9 whwfs (for Caasit) (M)
18 % =%, ( for 57)
25 ) n{forg)

59 “"-T:i“"fwm {8 D)

EPIC STUDIES

6 %) Transp. ¥4 and war
4 Transp. zift and arar, (]
8 %) dmara ( for “gea)
11 % s §E a9,
14 ¥} sepa (for &°)
15 4 am ( for aen ) [U]
18 4) & ( for fimy)
20 %) ¥yat ( for TT)
23 ) @fiat (for %)
25 % = (forg)
28 9 afx (forwm ) [Ki sl
30 ")im(forﬁvzq
32 “)m(forzt) [Ko‘zNzD..]
35 4 e (for az°)
9 faegraaen ( for ° awea ) (U]
36 %) srgapm: ( for argaeTr)
[N:D;G;]
37 % x (formr)

Adhy. 79
4 ) wgermit ( ormsaﬂ)
6 5 exitsi: (formdl) (DiGil
£237J 9 am (ford3) [,]
4) e A wn [N
7 %) Transp. & and %
99 ¥ (forg) [K. N1
!Tﬁl"mtﬁﬁ(forga’@rﬁ)
) sfqs (for sftgama) [U]
10 °) Transp. 3@ and @t
16 °) ¥ (forg) [§ M) ]
) T o sfavren® (N
w d)mﬁfmﬁ(forsm
)

19 % drgegsani [$ Ko
) meeafi ( for [a]znwzﬁ'x
[K'tle)n]
21 %) amat s gwa (U]
22 ‘)ﬁ({m—a) (U]
24 °) @ {for firr ) [Ny
25?@&7@({“;&%-)
30 )S’J(forqrq)
)m(farmfk)

Adhy. 80
19 %m (forawmm) [§3)



EPIC S‘R‘IDIES Vit

%) waran ( for ) [ M)
9 g (for ) [N:B;D.s]
9 a3y (for )
%) e ( for ) (D51
n)ﬁi&(foriqﬁ) [sxKle]
o g(forR)
Adhy. 81
g:))!m(foram) {83
s ( for g [§)
g?)s"ﬂ"(fgra#’) [Uls
13 9) gt ( for goAM™E )
15 % g (for qm:)
) Adhy. 82
4‘)ww§m(form&gm)
[N;]
59 dqwy (fordom) [U]
11 9) sig A (form ARG )
12 %) et I
Adhy. 83
2 Y ey qafig (for aead-

2
10
n
12
2

0

)
3:)’zzwfk=n:(foramﬁ-em)
) qfrdn ( for et )

19 3 (forg)-
") Segarred (for )
13 ) g wr A ( for SRAERE
;) (N By D]
Adhy. 84
2% g@ (forsgd) [N Bul
3 %) apga: siww (for ana
) [N]
%) qm ( for *aren) [Nal
4? qRete, { for qREETT)
) wa: gt ( for geASEat )
5 %) waw { for wew )
14 ') s, ( for “AmEET)
Koz N; Gied
15:;wi(foram) (83
g, ( for gU9d) [N]
17 ) st (foraan ) [Ds'Gil

- 367

%) qar, { for ww) (U]
19 4wy ( for AAT) {N;1
9 wrgEverat ( for PR [l

Adhy. 85°

1 %) oy =@, { for °x@)
[2381 3 9 a= ( for afer)
5 9 g (for ww)
Gﬂm(forgm) .
4 iyt et ( for ¥ A )
[N ‘
7 %) amawt { for G
8 ¢ smaw ( for %aa:)
9 ﬁg’q’gt:(fora'mﬁ"{l:) [Ul
9 %) iz (for i) [U]
10 %) aga (foray) (M)
14")m(fosaﬁ°l)[U]
16 9 Sufi ( for safaid)
17 %) Frpa ( for frawad )
4) s B for SeEATE
aed) (8] .
19 b) zm-‘a(foraafﬁ) [élKlN3

Gs]

27 9 o S ( for aRnda:)

%) sregdt ( for STIF )

Adhy. 86

59 :qqgazm(for*ﬂqza!ﬁai)
11 9) mrar ( for Tw)
12%) After wifR¥as ins. 9
13 9 f& ( for [sll=a) [ul
15 %) @ (forgar) [T

Adhy. 87
2 9) sfaast ( for °3aY)

?) gerarar ( for )

o) gt { for giad) [15]
3 4 s ( for @SFR) 8]
1 %) sraw ( for sTH)

6 %) fawdor: { for R )

) st ( for L)

4) ereata ( for @A)

4 aat (forwm) [Nsd

8 oify ( for =)

by gereaE ( for wETATR )

9

12
14
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Pravisrafa: AEaRAR 121
909* Om ferwresar Fra rwers,

Adhy. 91  ° .
1 ¢) dfiwera: ( for amfies )
2 %) yrergmae { for A’ )
3 9) g, ( for “amag)
6 °) e ( for @)
99 7% [ Corrupt ]
241} 13 9 wawwasia (M)
17 ) feeitfn ( for gRenfy )

Adhy. 92

2 b htearil ( for Hifts il )
4 %) st ( for 2w )

) %4fy ( for Frin )
7 9) wadt e ( for wmmi A )

[N;]

y| ot mrwat { for gt )
15 ) ggi: (for gk ) [R,]
21 J) anmi ( for avzr) -
22 %) sorezy (for weman)
30 9 Emm (for2var)

%) ot (for adf) [R)
32 %) (o) wrafr (19) =7 (for

ST )

39 9 & (forar)
44 °) fri (forga) (S, K]
46 ?) g ( for wzfrany)

%) gaw { for grg) [U]
47 %) 7 (for gfx) [N:]
49 9 & (for =)
50 ) sy ( for 2a1) [K,.)
53 ) =t (for sewht) [ Ny 4]
55 °) qi (forugy) [N, D.]

%V T ( for mP) 14,1,

Adhy. 93
1 ¢) difiy ( for agm)
39 "w"'ﬂj(fo-r Tmo ) [,
Dy
6 %) whrirrem
sﬁﬂfmfmr(tamm)

‘EPIC STUDIES

15 %) emdfmi agdmit= |

27 %) e w= (for ) [N Dy]

-4 & (foramr) [ Nial

30?rﬁ(forﬂi) , d‘

33 %) =gy ( for wert ), and A,
gl (for e aqra:)
[N

35 ©) Transp. 7 and &fi¢

37 9 ama (forazr) (U]

Adhy. 94

19 oq (formq) [§ M:]
4 After 4%, ins. 962*
5 %) afl (for amag) [N,
b) geia ( for WA )
8 ) squfamie: ( for *Refireazr)
19 afeamr (%]
12 ) e s u ( for givvl)
1) afiex ( for grwan )
18 ) wa ( for wgr) [ Ny]
20 °) a(for|) 5
29 %) Transp. & and game [ ]
30 ) srcitervigmy 1S, K]
) g at ( for i )
31 %) st ( for st )
38 %) drey gi ( for dhear: 275t )
42 %) i am: ( for mowam ) [ Maa)
46°Y) Om. .
48 %) wm: (formm: ) [F]
55 ) aaear: ( for Frtram ) [ ]
Ve lforzr) -
56 %) aqwary ( for qarara ) [ M)
58 ) oiaely (for gamary)
59 9 =ifirarg { for °ama ) {14
60 %) =t formr ( for m ez )

61 ) 2 ( for i)
642?1’5!(for5m)
TP | ( for v Hae )
202} 7% ) vt (or i)
[N~
u.)?ﬂzﬂxﬁ(formﬂ)[ﬁ,]
8 9t (for fieft) [N, ]

o



£PIC STUDIES VIl

2 %) meAgag ( for g=”)
[K:NJ
Adhy. 95
4 %) geqiy ( for wea®i)
99 frg3 (for ga®) [N ]
14 %) °zz3 ( for °zxeT)
¢) whweaa, ( for s )
Adhy. 96
1 °) & ( for 3freay) (N1
6 ) sty (formg) (M1,
10 For 10, subst. 999% '
17%) mﬁgnﬁ"z:(for%ramf?:)
K]
18 ) wedmgian
21 %) uitard ey, ( for “awaz)
24 ¥) wiwergal @@
28 %) gz ( for Oa@r’)
) warraTea: (for IgrERT
e ) (U]
After 28, ins. 1004° .
30 °) Rt ( for Fradart) (N
by ot waran

37 ) g ( for smmm) [N Bel
89 wﬁ?(formﬁaﬁ)
[K N D5 .
39 After 39, ins. 1013"
41 After 41, ins. 1017*
43 9 ar (for (1@} [Fis D]
449 g (forggar) [N
) For 44, subst. 1018~ (N3]
46 %) gaq (formai ) [NB;]
50 9) azy ( for Tqr)
51 %) eiedddmy:
54 %) g ( for =iy )
55 °) wfweim ( for O@sar) (U]
59 /) wowE: ( for Ot )
Adhy. 97
1 After 1, os. 1022 (with v. 1.)
2 %) sfr ( read °f ) #ft (for &

b M) ~
5°%) at(fora) [Nis)
“) &z ( for ¥ar; 1 both places )
(N D,]

37

10 ©) srgraet { for wgwm )
12 9 g(forw) -
Adhy! 98

1) T v o

‘!) Om. [Nl.;] L
3‘)a§‘m(for‘2ﬁl?ﬁ) [U]

4 b) e ( for wwea: )

5") Om. [Nm]

6 mif (forevd®)
7 % gpae ( for &5 ) [Nis]
12 ¢ s (fora i)
13“)31%“0:‘32) [Nl

t) gg- (for sm) (8]
15 %) &
17 ) v (for T)
20 4) &y (for @)
28 9 qﬁ%ﬁ(read"aﬁ)(for"aa)
29 9 zg‘r(form)
33 & Transp. arer and g% [ §s]

Adhy. 99
59 After &7, ins. &
[243] %) ey s { for T AR ),
6 ?) sgfiddt ( for sl ) [Na]
12 ) Seewaran ( for °w AL
[X. N G:] -
15 9 After =, ins. iy [SiKN:]
29 ) framfafe ( for R’ )
36 ©) o & WEHIT
41 9) After &, ins. ¥
%) qrefrg ( for wrfyg)
4 gaifreafs (forda®)
43 %) wfged ( for aary) [N]
44 After Ssqre 9=, ins. 1068°
45 ¢ wramt ( for )
46 % (w7 (for =) N
47 % axarefen ( for awrefiar ) [Ns]
?) ot wa | T
4 o (forww) [$i Kl
Adhy. 100
19 args (formaw) [No]
2 %) After frufid, ws. ®

3 9 g (for a)
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:) m(ior?ﬁ) ,
) et ( for OqmaT,
4 %) o sfRaw o
15 /) ﬁmﬁma [§]
17 °) [=]f% ( for [n]f)
28 %) =] fcdrowm: ( for wgram: )
[Ko &3
9) [ o Jeferden { for o) [Ni]
After 28, ins, 1087*
29 9) warama { for %3u ) [N
30") o (for o)
4) & forrzm: { for BumrmR )
[N:1]

Adhy. 101
4 %) ot { for Rrga: )
10 :) gty ( for A=)
14 %) wragitq ( for gaar’)
15 %) wma (forade:)
fy gt (for [alf) [Ny]
After 15, ins. an additional
colophon
16  After 16, ins. 1096*
17 %) g v =t dwt [N, D)
?) fafiea ( for freem )
23 %) mm ( for §exft) [U]
25 %) w: (for )
wgtea: ( for wgva:) [Kos )

Adhy, 102
6 %) witmmfien
®) e [N ]

4) wre: s ( for wrsrmn ) [ 1]
7 %) lwazma ( for ®endwr )
89 a(fork) (S K 1]

11 9 °marm-
After 11%, ins, 1104*
(withv,1.)
iggnwﬁm [KoN ]

18 %) wrieh
19 %) g (for e

Adhy. 103
1 %) wite { for wrag )

(foﬂrrf’mﬁ)[hl
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10 9 = (for wre ) [ Corrupt]
13 %) @y (for gor)
14 After 14, ins. 1110%
17 9 Jrqamamg ( for gAY )
{81
Adhy. 104
3 %) srremr ( for °s3f )
4 ) @ ( for |l )
7 % Transp. g and w3 [ Nis
DaD;]
{2441 8 %) aex { for dw)
9  After 9, ins. App. I, No. 58
( with v. 1., omitting lines
8,10,11)

9 a\'T'(fm-arzt,()
12 9 azat (forzzat ) [ Nis Ds)
% ga: for aa: )
After 12, ins, 1120*
13 %) wewms gAI & 9 5 dY

v

AT,
16 ) avera gt ( for o gEamL)

13
% = (forg) [ Kis N1
17 %) aftrreR w wga:
%) wen oteeq ehaa:
%) g frfadigy [N, ]
18 %) wvfy ( for 571)
%) ermanm, ( for waara: )
')m(forzrv’%)
‘) T B @
19 )Gir&{mgr{rq
Jam(fortﬁ'{m)
Rerenmm . After 19, ins-
1124* (with v. L. )
20 )m.ﬂfwgmﬁr

|

) AEATAN
')wafm-.y‘mgamm]
21 )g&;mwnﬁa
5 (form)
= dtaim
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Adhy. 105
19 w .
2 %) sreead { for 1)
Y gt ( for w2°)
5 %) qfefta ( for °Ftan) (& Kiad
4 g ( for a3t)
Gpm(mm—x’)[m
) et ( for == )
')Transp.qwg'andzgt
10 °) agmREL E
ﬁ%m[ﬁx'ﬁ&]
9 sy ( for ) [Na]
12 ¥) gy @ awdw
14 %) gewig (for )
18 eRaeieTITAY AT <
20 ¢ s ( for 3g®) {ul
23%7) Transp @i and ¥1
24:)31'-\1’2:!" [ﬁ:]
)Uﬁ"{mﬁtﬁ[ﬁ;] N
%) e ( for a1 ]mRF)
26 9 = (forg) [U]
27')€i@ﬁ(fora'imﬁ‘m)

Adhy, 106
7 %) [ sn)wembs ( for it )
[N:B: Dl

Adhy. 107

5ha (7 read @ ) T s ( for
& wrET )
8 %) ety ( for awER)
[ Corrupt 1
12 9 fraddfiat ( for %&hgat)
17 %) gaisaR ( for gArS=T)
[$1K:5 NJ
19 %) s ( for *erftet)
#) qregey st { for *emmEsEadl)
21 4 g (for @)
24 After 24, ms. 1141%,
followed by lme 1 of 1142*
25  After 25, ms 1144%
27 9 aea (for @)
{2451 29 After 29, ns. 1146* { with
v.1)
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31 %) fomtt o { for TR )
After 312, ins. 1148* (with
vl)
32 ) gar e ( for wh goed )
33 %) Rriver (for Rt ) (U]
9 am (formm)
34 9 &z (for &) [Ka N D]
36 ) grere (for wawet)

[$:Ds]
a7 % & gaiw (for &aw
gt )
Adhy. 108

1 ) ugi ( for aui) {Koal
%) Sgtarar ( for STFEE ) [ul

2 % Transp. @ and 88

3‘)3&3&!(forg§@8) [N]

5% ﬁ?zlm(forféﬂ?:ﬂm)

{81

6%) Om

99 g ( for avadT )

10”)gvg:nﬂ(forqﬁ=a€t)

11 b smapErEf
‘)Wﬂ(forﬁvﬁqﬁﬁa)
¢) grgar wgdT

12 ¢) waea: ( for °Tx:)

13 After 13%, ins. 1155%

14 Y & edimRfEe (%1

°) gfx gARALE

&) prarferer { for TR )
16 %) @ warisfEe [ N1

cd) Om

18 ")arﬁawa(foraﬂ?ttm)
b) el wfR:
4) frfm Wt

Adhy. 109

1 %) mare ( for °frwm)
9 %) gem frfaradr [N]
13 9 ar (fora)

%) geafy (for g ) (8]
15 %) rer @@ ( for FAET)

[&NQB)]

4 & (ford) [N Bsel

16 %) st (for @) (U]
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17 9 aghn (forggfe) [Ks Nl
19 After 19 ins. 1162*
) 7% { for @r7d ) .
1) erm e ( for germ frd )
22 %) gantdaaaty (N
23 ¥ g ag (for aman)
) Forsrr: ( for frrmmem: )
25 %) [=1] =twrer (for [ @ eimam)
31 9) grard: ( for ek )

Adhy. 110

2 % & (forga) [§s]
12 ) zgqaa (for2aq@=)
16 ) frmfEs d
17 ¥) gffferatsors
21 %) [s)= (for [Sl=ai)
24 %) Frar ( for dmaw )
26 After 26%, ins. 1166* (with
v.L) (Ns]
30 ) °gmran:
36 /) srreenia ( for s )
38 ?) wrmiany, ( for *wrim)
[ Corrupt] .
43 %) s, (for afdong) (N1
Adhy, 111
6  After 6%, ins. 1173*
9 °) wfawda ardt
{246] 12 %) ax grrar: ( for wgm
g1 (K]
*) =eaf i { for mrarmenT: )

(Ka N,

13 4 wafrg ( for °fafa: )
14 %) g (form)
15 After 15%, ins, 1178*
15-16 Reads 15°-16-° after 12 (3)
17 *) szffm ( for wgraat )
18 %) =it ( for ufr) [U]
13?%7%(:;;&?92( %)
20 ) et for Pty
23 4 it (for omfemy
26 9 I (formé ) (1)

% {forfR)

4) qu ( for may)
27 %) Transp. 7 ad oy

oo

28 ©) &tams (for OwaA)
% wfiat ( for &femat) (1]
29 %) e it (N
30 ) o TR
9 [S]m(forsm){)
32 9 [=®]€ (for [a]a
33 9 ggﬂwﬁr(for [alqa )
Adhy. 112

7 9 qurzdi: ( for %afife:) [&K
et
8 9 a= { for
%) safif: wg ( for ag wgfiie)
13 After 13%, ins.- 1186*
(withv. 1)
14 %) Transp. 74t and W°%, _
¢ epeaearaT, [ S KoM ]
%) ey (for mr® ) [Nad
16 %) = (forg)

¢) azmon S
19 &) wfrargan ( for 71°)
27 %) grervrmte (U]
28 ) gamHATT T
29 ) g ( for axxi)
%) faqe=ar: ( for Oqemi )
30 %) & (for [ge)
31 % s (for spda =)
32 % ot (for w31) [K ] (except K

[N:]
33k mai‘:?(formﬁq)
34 Y [w)fa mdw ( for wda)

Adhy. 113
2 ) 7arE ( for &t )
4 %) arezifafa { for °Stax)
6 ) amrmed; ( for gy )
7 %) wamrr (for g ) [§)
8 4 ferem: (for )
20 ) frarrzyey (‘for Tmeea)
21 ) awiw ( for iy ).

%y (=) qramsifn ( for zeufi)
24 %) gty { for i) [ R
26 ©) w31 ( for axog) [ Ky
32 9 g3 (foram)

33 %) Abzarar ( for tirar ) 1K)
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35 For 35%, subst. 1196%

37 %)y Y EASE TH

38 %) syt ( for wwfiat) (U]
40 9 = (forw) [Ks N Ds]

Adhy. 114
19 iy (for aiR¥) (1]
3 %) g ( for G )
9 fra, { for 7w1)

7 %) g (for TeM1)
21 %) ma (forw) [N
23 9) Rt ( for zawmi) [Nl
[2471 Atter 23%, ins. 12127
(withv. 1.)
28 %) afewearr,  for AT )
After 28, ins. 1219" (om.}ine 1)
20 %) P (forgha) (here and
elsewhere }
31 %) Qe ( for %)
3¢ 7) e [l
38 %) Reearat ( for FaRAN)
%) gaw ( for ggw ) [ U
41 9 J (for [slyg) [ N:]
43 ) Rradwl .
After 43%, ins. 1224% -
44 ) v ( for st ) [Korl
48 %) e { for freamdl) [KiNal
50 ¢ it ( for mr<t) [Ns]
51 % wreitga ( for ware) (U]
52 9) [wlg (for =)
53 9) gavwemst [N]~
61 %) awar ( for Fw@r)
%) et { for Ot |
[K:N; D.)
62 After 62, ins. 12307 -
65 ©) HRuRr ( for =TRIN)
%) Transp. qai and graf
66 %) =y ( for &=t )
Adhy. 115 .
2 %) s ( for FRsR)
6 ) et (for mwit) [N
8 %) e { for qUAT) .
99 Tmnsp.@ﬁandﬁm"{[N;]

375
119 mﬁgﬁf%(formﬁm)
{

N;1.
14 9 gasa (for §ART) -
15 %) =& ( for ATd) [N:]
16 9 w (forwa)
18 %) wagfrfrs [N;]
19 9 &t (for &at) [Si K1l
21  After 21, ins. 12407 (with
v.Lasin )
22 ¢ w1 (for war) [Ne]
23 %) gt { for wdE) -
26¢) Om. [U}
Adh. 116
7 %) i W@l ( for et ) A
9 ¥ sy ( for °geaa ) [Bel
12 %) gemam ( for %)
15 %) @ar (for a=t) N
21 ) grear = v war, [N
23 %) 2@ (for )

24 9 wwatt ( for g8 9°) {ul
25 4) After Sgr, ins. &
29 %) Transp. fird and §&

Adhy. 117
19 = ( for g==t )

%) gier gaea [Ko N1
79 Sﬁﬂm(forg‘ﬂ%ﬁa[) [ul
16 % fieare ( for aarg) [N]
%) sfovarar & ( for AR =)
8]
21 9 = (for weq) ’
26 ¢) gea=: ( for AT )
9) qai S
Adhy. 118
18 ) it @y { for IwE ) [u]
19 % sz (forgim) (U]
22 %) a@m ( for ¥ )
27 ) qued: ( for aag )
29 %) faf3ad ( for gI3:)

{248} Adhy. 119~
1) Transp. st = and WRA
[KsM:]



g (for aw@’)
o (for azr) (K N;)
After 7, ins. l305*~

e [Ny ]

14 %) Fwaraag, ( for gz’ )
15 9 Fzawga ( for Trmfime)
[U]
18 ) +%g ( for w3y )
9 e [N,
21 ) g (for zd)
23 9 sy (for “mpen) (K4
26 ) Frfergearare ( for &)
28 %) fafoad ard (for & forzrd or: )
29 After 29, ins. 1309*
33 % aw (foram)
41 %) awr (for azl) (M]

Adhy. 120
2 %) vt ( for s ) .
8 %) Tzl ( for O ) (M)
19 ©) &g & Fafgdr

Adby. 121
6 ¢) mgfri (for wiaai) [U]
7 ) sz ( for wremi)

*) meagmr { for srgs ) (U]

19 %) awrafet ( for aw ) [1%]
21 Y) ¥ ( for wrix )

Adhy. 122
°) wwrs { for wmATg ) .
9 5"“&(‘“%) ¥ Ty
“mgarzia ( for smummrey; )
[K(,N,]
77 (for g2 )
Foart v (for wd frarga)
11 After 11, ins. 1357* (omitting
L2z withv. 1)

12.);1((0!5) [K.”R’]
19 ) wram & ( for °qy )

22 4 e (for orm) [M]
23 %) wepm { for ymepry ) (U
25 4 rgwmn [K,] (u)

o

”
5)
9
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26 *) wea; { for wrera) [N ]
28 ) & g a1 ( for aAEA Al )
32 ) mxgawree, ( for gAeR)
35 ¢) @it wrfif ( for ra At )

Adhy. 123
2 °) gmga (for aar’)
7 %) wug ( for Wg)
<) g ( for g )
8 “) sy, ( for qrread)
14 ) Transp. qeqt and w9
[KoNoDs]
18 9) & (form) [K: N;]
23 °) s { for o’ )
25 ) = (forar &)
26 ) gumm ( for GANTA )
33 ) dafirf ( for gaftaara)
35 ) @ (formmy) [U]
%) i (for wm )
36 %) azr (for @zr)
40 ) mdiedt ( for i)
41 %)yt ( for o ) [ M)
43 % & =if (for ¥ )
44 *) qr=ay ( for Tafaw )
249} 47 %) wimw: ( for wawn)
50 ) wrerag: ( for ®am) [1)
54 9 g3t (for wrt) [Ki]
58 °) farqrarary ( for frarrrary )
60 ) s (for ozt )
62 % wh (forgd)
66 %) g7om fpm o (1]
67 ) wrags (for warr) here and
in the sequel ~
71 %) zafin (for fafide ) (]
74 ) d (foramm) .
78 1) g (for gay) (U]

Adhy. 124

6 ) Tz, ( for wrrrary )
16%) Om, [S; K ( except Ki) ]
29 ) = ( for %R )

32 ‘) b (for shydt)

Adhy. 125
2%) ¥ (in both places for 1)

.
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13 9) gagen { for [=lger)
) weeges ( for °&
15 ©) g (for e ) [U]
18 9 s ( for &g°)
20%) [wlwafif: (for [sla=

) .
21 %) Transp. sigg and gex: [ Ns]
25 %) [wi]aw ( for [wlvwaa)
28 %) Transp. & g and frew: [§s]
32 4) L] ewater: R

Adhy. 126
2%) gredren: [Ny
6 %) wdaq (for st ) [Ns]
%) ar (for ga) [Kos Ds]
15 *) Transp. = and g [S1 Kot

N;]
20 ) gt { for awE)
28 9 arfew: gt [N
32 %) gmqm: ( for %ad: )
39 %) wegmrea ( for SwRa )

Adhy. 127
1) sqefum ( for gafw) [N]
2 9 gumem (forar’)
4';) stz (for &8°)
8% : ( for ®arae ) (U]
14 After 14°, ins. 14307
(with v. 1)
15 ) s ( for @@ )
| mwﬁy(foraﬁwﬁ)
b [cf. N;J
19 %) wraR (for sy )
B Adhy. 128
2 9) frearg (for a1 @) LU
10 %) wifg ( for wedar) [Ko N
Vil
° Adhy. 129
2 g W(fgra'cﬁ) [51 Ka-m]

3

4 After 4%, ins. 14367

1 %) qftgea ( for ) {5 Do)
) g wedr goEd

18 9) a2 ft o g et [N G M

[

an

by ypaeyre: Rt g [N
% sriaf ( for °F o)
[ Corrupt ]

Adhy. 130
5 b qerfe ( for °f:) (U]
%) fgwatmarg  for

[u] ]
[250} 7 %) syear ( for drar)
8 9 syt ( for waT @17 )
b yrfert ( for WA )
11 9 e (for ) [Ns]
13 %) s 7 (for A @1 A )
[N M1
14 %) frie gforvr-rﬁﬂ'vf-) [$
Koos N D5 ]
18 %) sz s ( for T5T% § I)

Adhy. 131
15 9 g (for afary) [Nisl
16 ) wwregea ( for “ad=)
18 8 e { for TRt )

Adhy. 132
- g % s arg ( for wdm) (U]

Adhy. 133 .
49 m(foraﬂrqgt) [N;]

q
139 e ( for aarnfyT )
17 9 ifsrasar ( for sfraat)
18 9 qie¥ g ( for g
¢) sirax: ( for AT )
1y guwidgRtar, [Ds]
28 9 e { for mrriy) (8]
29 9 n’qﬁ(iorgggﬂ'ﬂ)
Adhy. 134
8 ) agadw ( for °FT )
109) g @%: (for TATT) (%3
13 ¢) & ( for W)
14°-15° Om.
After 15, ins. 1463%
21 %) gt ( for AR
22 %) = g [U)
After 22¢, ins. 1470°
(withv. 1)
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24 b gt ( for °gifira: )

%) itat ( for srn: ) [§4]
26 %) =wedy (for wem) [Ns]

Adhy. 135
6 %) smarazrom, ( for faa” )

Adhy. 136
1 9 & (for doum)
49 aare (for Frar’) [Kosa
Ny;] o~
10 9 & (forazt) [K Ny Dy
114 e (foram)
12 %) gre (for o) [Ns]
) afgfin ( for afemm ) [N;]
Adhy. 137
5 ) wftmg, ( for i)
[N13M3~S]
16 %) ga: ( for Fram )
b) grpmafear: ( for Oqurawm: )

184
18 ) forzrdx { for fomm )
21 % gy (for warg) [Ny;]
Adhy. 138
2 ) mfageta ( for z°)
[ Ko.34] N
6 ©) s A, [Ny s M)
lB‘)ﬂ’fmw(fora'{ra[q) -
14 ) wrfmrmma (Ko N,
18 %) weamrmaEdng (S K N,.)
9wt (for %) [Kia i
Adhy. 139
1 Transp. o and &y [§;]
{2513 2) srvgrar (for °mma )
(K. Ni,D.}
5 ) gga. (for %ermry) (1]
11 %) wrrrgar (for %4w )
[éxK:an]
12 4 2o (for i g )
. [ :aDuGi)
15 ) s  fof “wfeay )
[R®)
) f2 vz for {Sifrwzary)

4 W(for“ﬁm)
(K N;Gs ]
16 %) ggdaf ( for %3 )
[Kzﬁn]
17 9 werar (for me@g )
23 ©) wfersy ( for goan@) [Ka M)
27 %) aefate: ( for wfrer) (Nl
9 afy (forga) (U]
28 ) @ (forgarg) [K Nl
%) grarifar ( for wwrd 79) [

Adhy. 140
59 @ (for i) [Ko Nl
) g5 7 6 ( for gt w5 i)
[N;] o
6‘)ﬂﬁw:ﬁ(forﬂﬁ°) (K N}
7 °) ageitn ( for fage®)
[leX'b‘Nﬁ] "
Qﬁzﬁ(forﬁ)[&Nx1]
%) gard gl we [ N1
12 ) am dmmames (M)
) gzt (for wzt) [$ Ko 2a il
14 %) g agarer (1]

Adhy. 141
2 %) et A (= 4) [16]
4% (gla(for fwm) {851
9 %) Ergr: ( for seemmar) Lof. Nyl
) simger % ( for gt dgm ) (M
Adhy, 142
15 ) mmifera (for )
[Koxznlﬂtn] )
I g ( for g,
16 ) frararg ( for fremr3ai )
24 9 gv?rg-:;ﬁ](for%ﬁm)
N

25 % (g% (for [=]a) [N:]
26 ) faareran ( for frg=rara)
29 %) w7 ( for ) (U]
34 %) agrem: (forgimar )

Adhy, 143

6 %) wrrfersy ( for g 150
8 ) &t wart [ 1)
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11 % ofie (for @) [ Corrupt]
9 i ( for %)
12 9 srznfd ( for aem® )
b snvfreeamy, ( for o)
{4 Ki3B; s
20 ) goay ( for TY)
[S Ko Nysl
ZZﬂaﬁ[ﬁ?‘gh%s(forqﬁmg%«g)
N;]

3
23 %) &dRemg (for %arg)
25 %) g ( for goag) [N G M1
9 tmamaig = [N
27 ¢) wgraer, ( for %awmy)
{252} 28 %) werem, ( for gz,
. [N; T: G]
36 %) at (for &) (K (except K}l
[Ni;]
Adhy. 144
13 %) wiifradt (for °h)
14 9 [x] eararm, ( for °arat )
15 %) s ( for °mm )
%) &y (foraam)
16°-18" inserted marg.
sec. m.
Adhy. 145
:) I3la (for =)
) S St ( for fof T )
») ¥ (for omy) [N
%m‘f?ﬂ” ( for

13 9) o gaghe ( for )
15 9 gest (for ged) [S KN
19 *) frmerers  for free” )

@ [N13B5]
22 ) qereiaran, { for Ok 7

. [Ni5] ~
29 %) gl (forge’) (Kl ]
31?m(form%q)
34%@“0:‘@)

are ( for amem™)
36 9 ﬁf&(forgﬁ)
40“’%“&“&@:{)

. Adhy. 146 .»
9 %) swmrder (S Koisl

379
16 %) ?\Zﬂj?m(for%a’gﬁmn)

[N:] -
18 ) ey ( for 3@ ) [ U]
20 %) qa (foram) (K1)
29 ) w1 srera ( for ¥ g @A)
31 %) wer,( for war)
4) hferam ( for [ ot ]shfxew )
[é‘l K N]
Adhy. 147
1 %) frare g (for Frama )
[§s] .
5 ¢ ey (for arda) [N:]
6 %) wiy (for [&1f
99 m(forfﬁ'am) [NSD'.']
16 Reads 16%, after 1623*
- (cf. 18)
18 9) gg:fim(forg@ﬁeﬁr) [ul
Atter 18, ins 16237 (cf. 16)
21 ")ﬁm«(forﬁ-mam)
%) Transp @&, and T
o) et { for i) [K1]
" Adhy. 148
1 9 g ( for ‘e’ )
[Ko NsDaMal

10 & (forw) [Nl

12 9 éaa'vrm(for%am)

13 9 =% ( for war) {83
%) sxeafan fag [N ]

16 %) s (forgar ) N3
¢) s (for It ) [Ul
’)zq'zﬁwﬁ(for"wﬁwﬁ)

Adhy. 149

79 o3 g (forqiumd) [F]

9 FACAT ( for 2t
*amemaet) [N ]

g 9 weag (for AEE)

2531 119 a@k(forgﬁw)
by = zat ( for TEH) (N1

12 ) e { for =i°)

20 9 ag (foraq) [M]

% ap (for &1} (vl
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Adhy. 150
15 ) wam ( for mea) [Ka]
16 ) gEEs ( for %2t )
[K (except K1) N5 Dy
5 ot 7 At
20 9) [en]sfiEt (for =fid) [Ks
N8Bl
21 %) wm ( for gam) (U]
25 %) @t (for|)
26  After 26, ins. 1644*

Adhy. 151
9 %) Szt ( for 3 )
119 = (form) [U]
14 °) =g ( for fird )
[$ Ko1a D5
19 %) mim ( for =im )
Adhy. 152
6  After 6, ins. 165}5*
7% s (fora) [H]
8 °) ar v, ( for e g)
15 9 qﬁzg(fur"m)
%) famreg ( for wrarer )

Adhy. 153
4 %) £t (for frzry)

6 %) wiwern ( for Prfratr )
9 %) wgwdan (formed®) [M]
Adhy. 154
9 %) B (for fimriar)

13 ) 5t (for iy )
) werd ( for zmamg ) [§,1
16 %) wwt (for amry) (8]

Adhy, 155

19 gerenidi wfe (S, 81
2% n{for¥) (S KN, D, M1
8 ) TnRTaATR ( for wram” )
10 ) warevs ( for °=qray) (K,]
18 9) ga;atz;}(fora-’zwﬁ)

ef. N ]
20 %) 3 (for fgl%)
21 ) w (forw)
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22 %) g ( for amra,) [U]
249 ma%gﬁ [N:]
35 %) Om. & [ Corrupt]
36 %) [Slqarafmizas
39 %) guady (foras®)
43 %) srarfy & ( for smmafd )-
[N:Brs Mis]
After 43, ins. 1698*
48 %) gwar g (for zara) [D:]

N Adhy. 156 _
5% zE R (for verft)

Adhy. 157
4 b g (for mmam ) [:)
139 g (forgm:) [K Nis)
14 °) w3 ( for @mar)
Adhy. 158
Y) grexarg,  for Ao, )
%) wre: ( for °gar )

%) it (for Spr) [N Mes]
8 ¢) sianyg ( for FTARIAT )
{2541 10 ) it gearaar, [Nis)

% ayreary ( for aerar) (M)
139 a’réiforar«ﬁ)
[NiaBsm D11 |
14 ) g ( for gomT: )
15 ) ar (for =)
16 ) < 7, ( for w9 )
18 %) Faearrdt { for Feam ) (U]
%) avzrarEram ( for mfnmr”)

2
3
7

{ Corrupt ]
*) (sl ermreram, ( for rza™,)
[Kous Ny3 By ]
22 ) wrng ( for wmm )
9 e, for g ) [Corrupt]
24 ) farsifiat % ( for °Font)_
4 T, ( for s ) [$:3]
25 %) o (for wm ) [ M)
31 %) gftzrrsy ( for ofy” )
32 ) mgwm ( for °rw ) [U)
34 Y) amaff (Yor o) (U]
37 °) sr@feen { for srar® ) (U]
40 ) 7w {for wex )

[
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41 %) =z ( for mym ) [éle]
9 wfy fea (for wRRC)
[K ( except K1) N1
50 %) arst arren wiet (U]
Adhy, 159
4% om. [§ K N4
10 ¢) s: ( for eufim: )

. {4, K (except Ki) Bs Gi]
14 Y garsrr (for ww) [N B
(except By ) D]

15-16 Transp, 15% and 16® [U]
19 ) @ean ( for ==3H)
21 %) ar (foru)
Adhy. 160
39 glfora) [NaTiG)
12 9 & (for @) [U]
18 %) “aregrrat [Koo e
21 %) g ( for mm 9 )
30 ) an ( for wre )
32 %) ®arfem: [KOMNH]

Adhy. 161
13 :)):%’:q?'l‘a(foroﬂﬁﬁ)
fora3g) [U]
199 % (fory) (U]
Adhy. 162
4»:) Om. [Nxz]
L, fa [Ny)
d)ﬂiﬁﬂﬁ(for"a%) [NHGl]
18 %) gr=gamy ( for °<afdl)
[Bi3s Dyl
Adhy 163
17 ) gfgem: ( for qwEwA,)
. Adhy. 165
10 b) aratat ( for °w )
13 %) oymerammar,
4 :) BuReaw ( for AARaart)
20 ) =ify ( for =)
22 9 °=rg&m
35? T ( for gRI° )
2 ) seae, ( for waer )
%2@%(&1’{@:%‘%’!&)

38 %) e (for e’ ) [U]

b g ( for wea’ ) (U]
39 9) BN e [N;]

{2551 Adhy. 166
20 b g ( for T )
34 %) CIENEATAT-
Adhy. 167

10  After 10, ms 1786
1 ';) m(fofa@m-) [Ny

) AEAMITTEEITR
21 9 v sk ( for it sgE)
[N Mo
Adhy. 168

4 9 aer ( for i) [
4 e ( for TSR )
6 °) famge ( for g )
(6 NGl N
8 %) wewa ( for %) [N;]1
10 ) swmemfa ( for CHEnd ) [Ul]
14 b @z ¥ & ( for afdsAe)
9 mmig@?i(formﬁs@i)
19 Y) gamTeEEIER,
25 9 afa. (for Tty ) [Ns]
%) Gyt (for drat ) [U]
Adhy. 169
7% gRad (foradfn) [Ks
Ny s Ms1]
b g oq AEEE
8 9 ara (for agq) [N;1
9 9 mgrar (for maAw)
15 ”)a‘(a'i(forzzi’ra"i) [ cf. Ny]
18‘)nﬁmr(fora%w)m,,]
19 “)a—zamwﬁs(furaﬁgf)
20 °) [at] = { for @}
[$ Ki ) .
")aﬁﬂ(forarzm) [KINIJ
22 %) wfra g (for T
23 ) ayre= ( for aFat’) [N;]
Adhy. 170
129 DW[NJ]
17 After 17, 1ms. 1789%
(withv. L)
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19 ) €6 ((form)) (533
) g, ( for o
%) SrmwEAT R
21 4 aw (foraw) (U]
Adhy. 171
2 b wwe ( for Sfrga)
6 4 war (forazr) [U)
7 ) Al 1 &
8 9 e { for qaiw )
[Corrupt]
17 %) &R (for asfim ) [Ny]
23 9 e ( for waly)
Adhy. 172 .
2 b) whwdeat ( for %axft) [N
6 %) mfwa ( for ghea*)
8 9 geramad, ( for agat’) (U]
9 %) g ( for auw)
) AT

Adhy. 173
2 %) g &a wfiom (2]
After 2%, ins. 1796%
) wat wwrk ( for g 3 5 )
14 ';) gﬁiﬂ(m( for %71)
) for 7m)
qﬂé‘ K N;3Ds]
16 %) O
{256} 23 !b) ?nmﬁ%n ( for zme”)
U

9) Fmr (for @ @t )

Adhy. 175

2 ) wyary ( for
3% & (for m)m)

%) ntamior ( for el )
8 ) gafiwd (for mP )
12 4) mmar: ( for qa )
14 %) Taw (for amam) (N, )
17 4 argee (for “mmp) (U]
18 ¢) g ( for wpy )
19 4 s (forwg ) (5]

Adhy, 176
6 ¢ framd ( for frisi )
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9 9 [ar)ams (for ")
10 9 wean afd { for asm afed )
[ul

14 9 adiraar ( for asva”)

After 14, ins. 18127
16 9 frsamRat ( for°gi) _
16 ‘;) sfaaa (for %) (K M.]
18 ) 4

ARTAGYURATY,
%) serqe® [ Corrupt 3 toces i
27 ) Here and in some places 1
the seque! qaz® ( for T )
Adby. 177
5 %) [%)awim ( for qoiT)
9 ¢) ghrx: ( for @it )
11 %) fmd: (for =57°)
:) m((forga!)rz‘t)
12 %) #gr ( for aar
15 %) dim: ( for drea: )
After 15, ins. 18157
16%) Om.,
17 %) mem. ( for “aw )
18  After 18% ins. 1818
(withv. 1)
b afeem (fora®)
%) =t ( for )
Adhy. 178
3% fwla (for (wlf}) (U]
5 %) agw (forgzd: ) {U)
6 °) aar  for wa™) [U]
7 ) gawia (for gyoia ) [ U]
9 %) gm ( for wrary)
12 %) FezdammeEt ( for Cammfwedy
16 %) fafogwmr ( for faga®)
[ Kooy Mgy J A
4y waift ¢ 1R afremfran (M
18 9) = (forn)
Adby. 179
11 %) fag ( for %) :
19 %) &faer: ( for merm: ) [U
20 %) (%] Grrofo (for [=] fiffF
=) [U)
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22 ) aegrawTE ( for aHRAEA )
[cfK] '

239 [a1fwer w= (for [« ]f
=agt) [K1 707

Adhy. 180
2 After 2, ins. 1855% =
( with =t for FEH )
. [$ K N
3% & gt (for fre® ) [S1 K Ge ]
4 %) gaenp (for °At)
[N Bis D,
{2571 5 ¢) mrgrear, (for %@ )
99 g@rﬁ[ul( fir) [U)
fora
10 9 Eit(forlzaq)q
13 9 mewaw { for °&rdt) [U]
16 ¢).afrm: ( for ar:) [ U]
18 ) famdumr=em ( for ARAHEA"
#) [N
Adhy. 181
49 W(forﬂﬁm) [NzBal
) v ( for "w)

9 3 fra ( for fifa )

31 After 317, ins 1882* (with
ST i as posterior
pada)

%) sy e for °A )

After 31, ins, 1883% .
*Adhy. 182

) i ( for F=ai)

% =t (for f&) ~

%) et ( for )

%) syt ( for OFamt ) [U]

) GEAR Rad -

Adhy. 183

1

K '

2
4
7
8

o

14

’

1 Om. [U]
5 ) masdy (for g’ )
8 %) fpqr wt qraEAed FE
S Adhy. 184
3 %) Pt ( for FREaE)
[DyM:]
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5 4 =gat (for =g )
6°) W(forﬁn%) [SxKD:»]
LR s ( for
7 9 [slgwg (for [sha’ )
(N vl
94 gg (forga)
18 %) Gy ( for gAt:) [K-Gi1]
Adhy. 185
8 9 forat (for Radt) .
119 i%ifﬁ(forfzaﬁﬁ) [U]
129 [s]r‘aam(for"qm)_[ul
16 ”)Hl’ﬁa'wﬁ(forgwfrm)
20 4 sz (for Ayt )
[V Mis]
21 9) i { for 9t <) [ul
23 9) a (fora) [ul,
25 ) wan (for ¥°)
Adhy. 186 .
Sd)amﬁ(forzwrﬁ) 8]
a-;ﬁﬁxaq’rﬁl(formmwfﬁl)
[NDaDil
‘)-ﬁaﬂ'ﬁl(formﬁ!) [ul
g 4) e} e, { for °qwE )
Adhy. 187
13 ‘)a'ﬁ'r(forum)
26‘)a;1i=i’v\'(for=pzl°) [ul
Adhy. 188

19 [m]mi(for"m)
z")uﬁrém(for"aax)w]

Adhy. 189 7
4‘)m(f0rn°)[5|xnl
10 9 == @ m &
18‘)zua=ar(fur°a'm_2gul
199 et { for fazdid )
22 ) ATt FAT
258} 24 %) 9 (for &reTiL)
27 9 [wER (for [=)ET,



384 EPIC STUDIES

29 %) gz (forge) (U]
31 After 31%, s, 1919%
After 31 s 1920%
38 After 38°, ms 1921*%
39 *) [=)&em (for feilarer)
%) [=) faewaem, (forzw
i =)

After 39", ms 1922”
48 %) gapmar ( for aa” ) [Ka]

Adhy 190
1 %) ama ( for ariwa )
%) wran  for Tgya) (U]
8 %) (=) v=gstrawa { for [«lfq
st ) (U]

9 mmedrs” [U]
12 %) gftorars ( for gaT=@™ )
Adhy 191

6 %) wfr (forwzy) (U]

7 by g

12 %) saverararw { for Sagar)

13 4wt W A (= 15%)

14~16 Transp 14% and 16™ and

om 15
17 Transp 17 and 15®
18 %) g (for aan) [§ Kau Ny Vi)
Adhy 192

1 %) agaras ( for agwiiaa )

3 ¥) sxarg (for [®lwmmg ){U]
) wmamm ( for wvaranfa ) (U]
%) gyl for gt ) [U)

5‘)rgr(foram)[Nn}
")mmaa(u]

6 ) M &

20 ) 7y (for azr)

21 After 21 s 1951*

22 After 22 ins 1953

26 %) sy (for wrrr )

) wame ( for azgry )

23 ) &prTRrTn,

Adhy 193
3 f (foruw) %)

49 guk (forgzd ) [Koal

10 %3::‘ 10 s 1960*
(withv 1) .

13 9 aﬁq(form)[K»:Nll

14 %) garae ( for °77))

16 %) Brexara ( for %M )

[$1Kis4)
¢) qrarTTEETT
19 9 wyedy an af avar
Adhy 194

2 9) =zt (for azy)
%) ¥z aftar wit (U]
6 %) fawir (formamd ) [ Vi Ds]
89 gqa(foraw) (U]
9 %) wra ( for °fir )
[$Ko143
12 %) fraren ( for °wr ) [U]

15 %) qareraEa Al
19 ) nmm (for mmem ) [U]
20 ) wearETaa ( for gra )

{U]
Y [l (forw) [$K
(except Ky ) Ni ]
23 ) wgrif ( for °mr3 ) [U]
{2591 Adhy 195
5 %) fm=t (forgem) [U]
84 a (for )
99 apy ( for ax) [Koxvxﬁ]
‘) wfraaf ( for wErafa) [U]
13 ) qrat ( for #r )
19 %) 7 3mr { for mmard ) [Myes]
Adhy 196
19 a3 (for @)
25 %) wpgamy ( for wives) [U]
28 %) =rfift (for °fy)
Adhy 197
13 %) g (for i)
16 ) sagg (for=fy) (U]
19 9 ey #2% ( for grzTRe)

23 %) g v ( for faframy ) [U)
After 23, 1ns. 1975*
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29 %) s wirefd ( for Rrfireatd )
[ul

Adby. 198
24 %) oy W WA

Adhy. 199
§9) ax (foradt) (U]
9 b) qreggEt ( for wd®)
4 d) @(furg_&aﬁt)
) S qreat (U]

82 9 wrdr (forweit) [U)
37 ¢) gt ( for Swraiaz: )
Adhy. 200
39 weten ( for wevem) [U]
5 ) s g ( for e ) (U]
8 ) ¥ (forw) [B:s G-l
gdb) Om. i
22 ) i ( for #m ) [ U]
Adhy. 201
49 frim wrt
149 qréif ( for iRy ) [U]
15 9) e, ( for ‘an® ) [U]
18 ) werem (for mi &) [U]
24°-26° Om B
29 ) frer: sl &
Adhy. 203
5°-6° Om.
12 %) g fipagr ( for waead:)
Adhy 204
5 %) sydramt (for 7° ) [KasDsl
Adhy. 205
8 9) [a]ﬁmv‘-ﬂ%(for"uﬁﬁ)[m
17 After 17, ms. 2016*
30 Om with colophon
Adhy. 206
2 %) shpara (for Srvz) [TsGil
7 %) st ( for 7al)
16 K (except K2 )]

18 ) e ( for qrd)
19 9) [= ) fwfton (for [a]f&H)

2
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25 1) ¥ (form:) [U]
28 ) aa @t (forga=wd) {ul

Adhy. 207
3 %) gaafe Ao,
2603 5 9) g ( for A”)
&%) Om.
13 “)mlgi(formr?&i)hereandin
the sequel
18 %) s Tt oA, LU
19 9) o st ( for ok 5 )
20 ) o g AH AL
4) ez ( for I ) ()
23 ")a‘nﬁa?]a'(ﬂ(for fafzm &)
[ul’

Adhy 208
6 %) g ( for T )
8 ) mear ( for &)
14 %) geat  for T )

16 9 aq"riaﬂ’i(form)
189 [a]ﬁa'gm(for"aa‘shﬂ)
Adhy. 209

20 9) aTETHTS TEX

24 9 4 (ford) [U]
Adhy. 210

5 4 @it (for wet) [Ki NVl

119 W(fora—;rgﬁ?)

12 4 gatam ( for ¥rA)

19 % ari ( for &¥g) (U]
Adhy. 211

10 %) a‘%{(forma?;)

132 wa‘rg?(fcﬂgﬁ)

24 9 firsar, ( for T1L) [U]
Adhy 212

12 %) e ( for gt aw )
19 4 gue (for ¥3¢)
31 %) sERT W
Adhy. 213
6 9 g (for gf)
129 srg:(foratr)
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13 g ara: ( for wnfr ) Adhy, 217 '
14%) Om. & ( for r)
15"2) Om’[gl K] 99 aag( for #ifg )
17 S iamird

19 °) afﬂ%rm(forafmm)[ul Adhy. 218
26 %) g ( for %73 ) 6 % @ forfg ( for Fr )

28 %) ari ( for firdt)

32-33 Om.

38 %) gt { for wiwet )

42 °) gurgarzzTmi [ Corrupt ]
¢) seErEasam, (U]

45 %) wyoegam, ( for gaaam)
After 45, ms. 2087%

49 °) gz ( for TR’ )
) FIwd iy AFEY,

51 %) mgrae (for %z:)

57 ¥) smat | wev
After 57, 1ns. 2097*

68 %) samamergan [ Bys ]

Adhy, 214

3 ) gizmraiz (forad®) [U]

8 %) urat (for frar ) [U]

20°)m(for:gn-)[n,,]

30 %) arimEerTE: [U]

31")‘frﬁ'rﬂ'r‘(for5w{’)

32 %) sye=t & ( for wramm) (U]

Adhy. 215
39 [=uld== (for {=m)a=s) [U)
9 %) st {1 ) e
[Ke Ny Do)
lzﬁmm(fornmn)

{Gs
159 ’R‘mﬁ(lor’r{gifsqi) w
261} Adhy. 216
5 ) miwerndy ( for amfy )

$33%, 8]
;igmlh&mn‘]
16 ) =2y (for vt )

17 ©) == (for (5] )
28 4) gy for dmry )

10 %) EFEaEnE
149 ﬁaw(furmw:) [Kosal
15 %) [wlgm( for [e]wwa)
18 %) #mate” [U]
22 ¥) exgmmirn frg, (Ko
‘)F—'mimf’(forﬁ?rml”) ul
23 4) aariae: ( for ) (U] o
27 4 g (for wEER: )
[$ K V1]
31 %) i (for fr=5 ) [U)
38 b) 77 (for %)
*) sram ( for Cemmia )
Adhy. 219

4 %) [elfrima ( for wrd )
17 %) %39” ( for %4 )

Adhy. 220
4 Y ot ¥ (for aam ) [ V1]
22 °) st ( for Zarat )
31 4 fyzdg (for g §

Adhy, 221
3 9) stz ( for ddman) (U]
14 %) st (for it ) [ U]
19 9) gt (for fram )

Adhy 223
99 [ﬂ]m’:ﬁfz‘é{’(forf;w

1
10 9 'r(vlﬁm'(for“ﬁ-:r) %Kil
11 %) =1 (for mar) [K.]

14 %) mmpz: (for mfirz ) (U]

Adhy. 224
19 %t (for [wighaig) [M]
10 % a(forg)
9) wiTra ey
¢) @ wxfx ( for waafex )
13 %) e ( for wrd)
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Y gyet (forw) (U] 29 %) srearan ( for 37°)
[Geu]
15 %) &t i gl [U] o] 32 b)m(forw(iﬁ)[Km]
9 s R o (U] .
16%) *arieh WRerit (U] ‘ Adhy. 225
17:{) g { for aa:) 4 9 zm (for )
19 )qu [SxK(exceptK:)Dn-z]
[ul ")z&q’q?i(foraﬂ'!%ﬁ)
20 % Om. % [U] [4 K (except Kz)]
21 %) O ok | 7Y e (for GYTE)
9 g for g ) [U] g mad & = wA A T WS
4 et (for i) (U] = [ Corrupt ?]
22 ) e g 15 ) @ v ( for w’)
289 [ (for [IRR) [Koaa Ds )
Be2] 545 o (for ot | 167 T (for o)
(81 Ko 17 9) <t T AN { Corrupt ]

259 % ( for 954 ) 10 %) war( foraee) (U]

VL The Kima Episode (Ramopakhyana) and the Ramayana®
SLuszRIEWICZ'S elaborate dissertation® on the recensions of the Rama-
yana has revived the interest in the question of the relationship between
the Ramayapa and the Rama Episode of the Mahabhirata, 2 question
which appears to have been first mooted by WeBER® WEBER had contented
himself with formulating the four logical alternatives : (1) the Ramopa-
khyaina is the source of the Ramayana: (2) the Ramopakhyana constitutes
an epitome of the Ramiyana, but of 2 Ramayana more primitive than the
epic in its present form; (3) the Rimopakhyina represents 21 epitome of
the Ramayana, but an epitome modified somewhat by the compiler of the
Episode himself ; and lastly ; (4) the two poems are derived indepeﬂdmﬂ)’
from a lost common source. The ternatives worked out by WEBER may
be admitted ; but then logical possibilities, unfortunately, do not carry us

very far in historical investigations.
n at great fength in Das Réma-

Jacost,"who has dealt with the questiol s
yang, Geschichte und Inhalt (Bont 1893), held firmly to the opinion that
the Ramopakhyana was based on the Ramayana, on ou7 Ramayana, on the
Rama Epic as we have it—the episode forming a rather careless abridgment
R

* A Volume of Studies in Indology presented to Prof. P. V. KANE, 472871,

_ ' Eugeniusz SLUSZKIEWICZ, Prayczynki d¢ badai mad dziesami Redakey?
R?""iy“!’)' (Contributions & Pistoire des Tecensions du Raméyana) =Folsia Akade-
mia Umiejetnodci Prace Komisji Onentalistyczne) NF. 30 (Krahéw 1938), PP- 1.86.

2 “Ueber das Ramayana . Abhandlungen Jer Berliner Akad. der Wiss., Phil
hist. Klasse, 1870, 1-88 (see especially, P- 361). Referred to by Jacost, Das
Rémayana, Geschichte und Inkell, P —.Cf. also E. W. HOPKINS The Great
Epic of India (New Haven, Yale University Press, 19202), pp. 581
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of Valmiki’s epic (op. cil. p 70). In discussing the question he has drawn
attention to certain passages in the Ramopakhyana which presuppdse 2
Kknowledge of the Rimayana, 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 Jacost did not of course base his case on this fact alone, He
strengthened it from another side. He pointed out (op. cit. 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 verhal agreement between the works of two poets, even though
they may be working on the sdme theme, are always suspicious The
human mind is not easily duplicated. Similar ideas may arise independ-
ently : but the words in which they become clothed are still something per-
sonal and characteristic, varying with each individual.

Jacost attached special importance to one particular stanza in the
Episode,—a veritable doggerel which, (according to Jacomi) was evidently
a copy of the perfect Ramdyana stanza—once heard never forgotten :*

TRR TPRTARA GRTAH, |
TR, TR

The Mbh caricature of this stanza, according to Jaconr, was :

TSR GZAGFEA |
STEEANARTA S a1

Jacot was of opinion that this stanza of inferior form proves borrow-
ing because it is inferior. This unquestionably proved also, JacoBt argued,
Ehat t'hc Episode is merely an epitome of our Rimdyana. The argument
is again not quite conclusive, and the point has been contested by HOPKINS.
‘A great poct,” says HOPKINS, “is more apt to take a weak verse an
make it strong than is a copyist to nun a verse already excellent” (Grest
Epic, p. 63). Whatever the ments of this latter contention, Jacopt's con-
elusion appears to be correct in the main, though his argument is certainly
fallacious. Jacont should have stopped short with the stanza. The Mahi-

* Op. cit.p 74 : " Solite aber noch Jemand davon Zw i i
cifeln, so erweisen wir
:::Ia:»m i:;oc‘!‘x oben p. llvuucrlcn Vers  sigaram c:‘n'mbaia:;ms:hsam ’
wirklich grossaruige 5 n wi
e et i 5 tr!.rdc_x" enmal gdx;:\r:. micht wieder vergessen witd,
Nach Inhalt und Form emne ki

shiche U : rajasinvos .
als Nachthamung verrst” mschrebung, die sich auf den ersten Blick
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hirata stanza appears to be—and very probably is—a weak [474] imita-
fon of the Rimiyana stanzd. The fallacy Ties m the extension that the
Ramopikhydna is therefore a weak imitation of the Ramiyana. The rela-
ion between the two stanzas does not necessarily prove anything about the
relationship between the Raméyana and the Ramopakhyana as wholes.

 WinterNITz? has already \warned us that each stanza of the Mbh must
be judged on its own merits,—it may be added, swhert we wanit Yo use: the
stanza for historical and comparative purposes. We could not find a better
example of this dictum than the stanza on which Jacost has relied for
establishing the posteriority of the Ramopikhyina The stanza has an
intricate history. Though found in all eur 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 Ngarl
MSS ; but the first line is itself known in two variant versions! ‘The form
known to and cited by Jacosi, namely,

T GEAERE |
altemates with another :

. xR gE qEUATEE |
which appears to be an attempt at remedying the awkwardness of the for-
mer, which was the subject of JACOBI'S strictures? Both lines are however
tompletely missing in Kasmiri and Southern MSS. (besides many old Nagard
MSSY1 This fact leaves no room mow for doubting that the stanza in
Question is but a very late addition to the Great Epic. It can therefore
na.t“_rany prove nothing whatsoever about the age or the character of the
original Episode to which it has been cecondarily dppended by 2 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 based
on the Vulgate text of the Mbh And 1t is very remarkable that many‘ of
those very passages that have been used in the past for Jiterary-historical
Purposes have turned out to be unhappily but also unquestionably spurious *
s havetmed o0 T
.1 History of Indian Literature (Calcutta 1927}, p. 469 «the date of eack
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 Arapyakaparvan

No, z; g to the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society Bhau Dajt Collecﬁ:m,
. 245 H
nstance than that of a passage which was ated by

H Oromn s B atratd his Akhyana theory. It 18 P known that OLDENBERG
always maintained matm the oldest }f,:rm of epic poetry in India wad a mixture ;f
vmsem and verse, the speeches-being in verses, while the events were narrated
In this connection he drew attention to the story of Sibi in the Vnnnm,rv’:!:
(adhy. 199 of the Bombay ed). This adhyaya which enpens (Das Mo

* T cannot gve @ better §
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i {4757 However the fact that one patticular stanza cited by J:«com has
turned out to be unauthentic does not affect his general ooncluswn_ abotlt
the relationship between the Ramopikhydna 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 stor?'.
which have been pointed out and exaggerated by some critics of JA-CDNS
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 t.hereffm
a large number of agreements. I had this fact in mind when 1 was studying
the Ramopikhydna for my edition of Vanaparvan or—to give it its correct
name—Aranyakaparvan

JacoBt had found just twelve concordances. They are obviously too few.
But their actual number should be very much greater, even if we m]“de.
the epic iterate and standmg phrases, which are the common heritage of the
epic bards and which have been Tisted separately by Hopkins in an Appendix
to his Great Epic. Tt would be premature, it seems to me, to discuss the
question which of the existing versions of the Ramayana our Episode m{ld_s
closest to. That question can be taken up only when we have a really criti-
cal edition of the Ramdyana, which is promised by my friend and colleague
Professor RaGHU VIRA of Lahore from his International Academy of Indian
Culture  In the meantime, T shall just register the concordances which I
have been able to find, irrespective of the versions of the Ramiyana t0
which they may belonz! A scholar who knows his Ramiyana better
than 1 do would naturally be able to handle the question with more com
{47G]petence and find more concordances But 1 the absence of such 20
exhaustive study by a savant who has mastered both the poems, the follow-
ing table which T have prepared may be found useful I have consulted
only the Bombay edition (published 1n 1888 by the Nimaya Sagar Press)
and GORRESIO'S edition (1843-1867). Of the latter edition, morcover, the

last volume (Uttarakanda) was not available to me and therefore could
not be utilized

bharata, p 23) regarded as a sunvival from the oldest form of c can
now on mamuscnpt 2athonty be proved to ¢ ool

passage, The pesmge m27

be of hoary antiquity—though 1 doubt 5t personally—, but st certzinly gx formed
ap:ncf!heoc:ld&nr::dm:.‘wfa}abhimu‘ that much we can now eay

mn.xd.ence.. sees even 2 scholar Libe Orpenerss make abys=>

blum:en in the esmation of the 2ge and ch of o?!:he A hirats

1 must edmowledze bere the help T have recehred foom Mr. M. V. VAT

MA. :.;xd Pam:.; lixmn.uwm SASTRL, tw0 of my asustarts in the Bhandarkas

Onestal Resen, St ]
Vet e nsitute, m traang out and wdentifymg the parallel pa
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cluded such passages as show merely parallelisms in ideas, and T have strictly
confined myself to exact verba! 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
cifferences hike those pomnted 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 2 work of about
25000 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 Jacop:? was not a ipt of the Ram3yana, but a memo-
rized version of it, current in the time of the adapter and in his locality. Then,
T expect, the compilers of such works could hardly avoid the influence from
oral tradition which existed then In this restricted sense we must under-
stand the statement that the Rimopdkhyiana is an‘epitome of our Ramiyana,
a fact which we may regard as established on account of the numerous verba!
agreements which have been shown to exist between the two poems.?

1 0p dnp T2
'L’!:Y\'monumre.zmm

YR, e &y poper exttled between the ) m;zb ta 2nd the Ri=E
of Eastern ond Indicn Srumer:m} \.:-fr fi ?d‘e‘ ‘-:7‘% Rimayaa ® in A Volwr¢
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att }:: ;‘;‘:llgiﬂltfator of the Mah'ébh.z’\rata who has suffered undeserved neglect
Arjun’s COS of scholars and publishers alike is Arjunamisra. Not only is
Tor, in mammﬂltary better than that of Nilakantha, his text also is supe
And yet A f‘Y Tfspeftsl. fo that used or fixed by the Westem commentator.
diffienlt ofmmas p:pzka has never been published in its entirety* and, being

access, is seldom consulted by scholars. HOLTZMANN has devoted

a 18 SE100
paragraph to him in his compendious work Das Mahabhirate, Vol. 3, PP-
the 130 pages he

gﬁ{ﬂi‘g‘mﬁm‘}ﬂ_does not x.nention 'him even once in

by Brock e Mahzbharata in his Geschichte. He is refer_red to m.passant

Rajend aus, ZDMG, 6. 528 ; by TELANG, Bhagavadgita Translation ;.by

cat ralal Mrtra, Notices, Vols. 5 and 6; and in some other manuscripts
alogues.

as 1 pointed out in the Foreword (p. V)

- The version of Arjunamiéra,
Mahabharata (1927), is

tc‘l’o:;e first fascicule of the critical edition of the ( .
“Dtki,x allied to the Bengali version- The simple reason for_ this affinity,
o judown to me then, is apparently that Arjunamiéra was anative of Bengal,
Dubhs}i;hm the extracts from the colophons of his commentary rec'mt.ly
Catalo by Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasada SHASTRI 10 the Descriptive
(1923)g ue of Sanskrit Manuscripts of the Asiali Society of Bengal, Vol 3

able’f:e lfew facts about Arjunamiéra and his comm t
thus ’lgnam from the various available sources may be briefly _summ_an .
tha. 56 ¢ name of his commentary is variously given as (Maha-)bhqmzar-
the dEﬂ’ 6} (pra)dipika and Bharatasamgrahadipike. The commentaries i
Pawanﬂent Parvans have been handed down cingly or in groups. of a few
but S at a time. Complete manuscripts of the commentary exist in Bex.mgal,

even there they are not common. The manuscripts, which are written

in
or ?mgah and Devanagari characters, bear arious dates in the seventeenth
ater centuries : the earliest hitherto reported date is Samvat 1676 (¢

AD. 1620).

entary that 1 have been

manA“‘f“amiém. who styles himself BRArIcAN? in the colophons of the
(pa“;ls:}:lpts of Iis commentary, was the soo of 1&na, who was a “ reciter "
like b 4 or pathakarzie) of the Mahib “rata and who appears fo have,
Me Pioraticiya.  Afjuna I8 cited by name, by

* -
.ll.g 7. Modi Memorial Volumé, PP 565-568.1
Publshed b commentary on the Virdfaparval and the Udsogaparan has been
by the Gujarati Printing Press, ¥
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Nilakaytha once in his commentary on the Mahzblirata (ad 3. 291 70) and
is, therefore, certainly anterior to Nilakantha, who belongs to the thufi
quarter of the seventeenth century? He in tum mentions among 1_”5
predecessors the commentators Devabodha, Vimalabodha, $andilya, Sarvajiia-
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
Purusasikta, to which he himself refers in the Dipiké on Mbh. 14. 25. 26.
TELANG (0p. eit. 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 reasoms 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 Harivamsa also, =

Arjunamiéra 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 Mahabhirata under the patronage of one Satyaklana. {567 Re-
lying on one Bengal Asiatic Society's manuscript examined by him, Hara-
prasada SHASTRI asserts that Arjuna was a Varendra Brahman of North
Bengal. The Mahamahopadhyaya may indeed be right in this, but T am
not wholly convinced. 1 find it 2 suspicious circumstance that this word
Vitendra occurs only in one place in one manuscript (No. 3422), while it is
conspicuous by its absence in the others which contain a similar colophon.
There is, however, another word which is often repeated in these colophons but
not discussed by the Mahamahopadhyaya and which 1 think also esntzins 3
place name. The word is spelt in the colophons variously as Campihe’/)iy2,
Campihethi, Campihetika. It is used there 2s an attribute of Kuls. 1 take
the reference to meen that Arjunamiéra’s family (kula) belonged to a 1070
or vilage, called Campahet(t)i. Could this place be identified with cere
tainty, we should have a very definite clue as to Arjunamiiras provenance
1 am tempted to identify it with Campahiti mentioned in the Imperial Gazel-

teer of India (1885) as a “emall willage .. 15 miles couth-west of Calcutta,
mn the district of the Twenty-four Parganas, Bengal ” ; but owing partly 10
the erratic manner in which proper names are spelt in the Imperial Gazels
feer and partly to the lack of sufficient data as to the situation of the place
in question, the identification proposed abve is necessarily uncertain,

Foﬂ::mm;; the examp'e of my predecessors, I have utilized Devanizar
manuscripts of the commentary of Aryunamiéra and treated his version 25 2
sub-division of the Devanigari version. The two Devansigari manuscripts
1 am uung for my ediion of the Adiparvan are extremely corrupt. In f2dt
all the manuecripts 1 have consulted—and they are al Nigari manuscaipts
—have been supniungly corrupt.  Not only that, the text they contain 5

1 Pervz, KZ, 44, 708
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obviously contaminated from the vulgate text, as evidenced {568} by the
’xlanng discrepancies that exist between the readings of the text and the
emmata m the commentary This corruption of the Devanigarl manus-
::‘:;5 1 w!ﬂd not understand at first, but 15, I cannot but think now, due
N err being copres of Bengali origmals It would, therefore, be expedient
° Selfllr'e and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Aru
namira’s commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengalt
version  Anjunamidra. certainly scems to belong to the Eastern school of
Mzahabhirata commentators



"THE NALA EPISODE AND THE RAMAYANA #

There must be indeed very few Sanskntists who have read tlxg justly
popular Nala-Damayanti episode of the Mahabhzirata and not felt dnsp(_)scd
to echo the sentiments of A W. V. SCHLEGEL that the poem “can hardly be
surpassed in pathos and ethos, in the enthralling force and tenderness of the
sentiments”'? Tt is without doubt one of the most beautiful love stories of tflc
world, stniking on account of the simplicity of its style and the beauty of its
ymagery. Owing to its innate attractiveness and transparent fucidity, 1t has
been the custom, since a long time, at almost all Western Universities, to
begin the study of Sanskrit with the readmg of this romantic hittle poem, for
which purpose it 15 no doubt excellently suited. Its popularity may be judged
from the fact that 1t has been translated not only into Englich, French and
German, but also mto Italan, Swedish, Czech, Polish, Russian, Greek and
Hunganan among the European languages? Every province of India can
of course boast of 1ts own version of this superb little epopee.

Regarded as an integral part of the Mahiblirata,? the episode is a pal-
pable “interpolation”, impending annoyingly the march of the epic story,
and is forced upon the reader of the Emc in the most barefaced manner
During the exile of the Pandavas they receive a casual viest from a perspatetic
cage called BrhadaSva Yudhisthira—as 15 usual with him—complains to
him of the misfortune which has overtaken him and his family, and aks the
sage whether there has ever been a more unfortunate king than himself
Thereupon Brhada$va forthwith relates the Nala story, in 27 adhyayas, com-
pnsing something like 1100 stanzas or 2200 lines There could be no clearer
instance of deliberate interpolation, introduced with a coolness difficult t¢
match Vet we are really intensely grateful at heart in this case, as in the
cace of the Savitsi episode,—the two smmortal stories that are known and
loved throughout the length and breadth of India—that some meddlesome
wmnterpolator had the courage to interrup* deliberately the smooth flow of the
epic narratine with these beautiful digressions and thus eaved them {2951
from falling a prey to the ravages of Time And so with a number of othef

a1 :;ml? Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies in honour of F W, THOMAS, CEIE-

1 Cited by WINTERNTIZ A History of Indian Literat Caleutt®,
1927). p 282, refemnng to Indische ESbliothek, 1,98 Herature Vel 14

T WINTDNNZ, 00 af p 238 1n

3 RArpyzkepervan, adhy 5379 (Bowba %
i , y ediion). In the Cnucal ECI'00
these aiyiyas e boen tentatively rumbered 50.78. The abbreviation “B”
the teferences means the Bobay ed of the Mahibhirata
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3}; thi,l,ti.ons if‘ the Great Epic. Many of them richly deserved 10 be “inter-
ated” in this Golden Treasury of the Myths and Legends of India.

StOr;\.I;tt only has the Nala-Damayanti poert what may be catied a lively
sl erest, .bu.t it is also clothed in a most attractive garb.  The charm-
gly simple diction of this exquisite Little poem marked by a rigorous eco-
;';:‘y of words and “ ornaments " ; the construction of the story is also on
1o whole remarkably faultless : qualities which have endeared 1t to con”

ssseurs all the world over. The narrative, like a sylvan brook, runs ite

meandering course naturally and smoothly to its destined conclusion. And in

ite of @ few inevitable scenes of dwvine intervention and 2 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 those
wonderful bygone times, exactly as it s narrated here.

In the whole length of this carefully and artistically constructed poerm

there is just one passage which is apt stightly to perplex a careful reader. It
is the soliloquy of the Brahmin Sudeva it chapter 16 of the poem (B. 3.
68.' 8 ff.). On reading this passage 2 discerning reader would notice for one
thing a sudden change to a rather florid style, marked by a plethora of epi-

thets and a rich embroidery of similes.

The situation is this. King Naia, having deserted Damayanti where
she lay asleep, strode through the forest aimlessly until he met the snake-
king Karkotaka, who, in returnt for a good tum done to him, transformed

the handsome Nala into an ugly hunchback and advised him to go to Ayodhyd
and seek service as a charioteer with king Rtuparma. Nala does SO and
remains at the court of Rtuparaa in the service of the king. His where
abouts and identity are not known tor any living soul besides humself : which
is a very important point in the narrative. Damayanti, in the m.cax?whlle.
after a number of perilous adventures, reaches, by 2 fortunate coincidence,
the palace of the queen of the Cedis, who is no other than Damayanti’s oWl
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 subse-
quent exile of Nala and Damayanti reached king Bhima, Damayanti’s father.
Thereupon he called to him some Brahmins and cnjoined therm, with promiseé
of rich gifts, that they chould search for Nala nnd Damayanti and bring them
back to him. One of thest Brobming, the fortunate Sudeva, comes to the
country of the Cedis and there, in the palace halt, he sees Damayantl and
recognizes her forthwith.  On cccing the wan, unkempt and forlorn appearance
of the beautiful princess of Vidarbha, he indulges in a soliloquy before
addressing her directly- This PASSAge, 1S already remarked, seems m:u}.

out from the rest of the poem by attempts at higher flights of imagination.
approaching the 7ea f what is known as the Kavya style Dama-

jrements ©
yanti is here successiv red by Sudeva to S11 (or Laksmi), to the full

ely comp
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moon to Rat1 (Cupid s consort), to the splendour of the fall moon, to a lotus
stalk, to a full moon night, to a Tiver, to [296} a lotus pool, agam to a lotus
stalk, and finally to the crescent of the moon (B 3 68 1017) That, how
ever, 15 @ mnor matter
The really perplexing part of the soliloquy 1s the way”in which Sudeva

refers to Nala i the following stanza (B 3 68 20)

duskaram kurute "tyartham hno yad anayd Nalah |

dharayaty atmano deham na Sokendvasidaty ||

* Ixtremely difficult 15 the tnal of Nala who, depnved of her (seil
Damayanti), supports hus body and does not pine away in sorrow '”

This can be properly said by a person who knows that Nala 1s herotcally
bearing the cruel blow of fate which had temporarily separated lum from his
beloved, and above all that Nala 1s alive But for all Sudeva knew, Nala
might have been dead Here 15 a shight mcongnnty to start with It might
be argued that as 1t was not defimtely known that Nala was dead, Sudeva was
to a certain extent justified n assuming that Nala was alive and so this out-
burst was after all not so very incongruous But, even if he were alive, how
was Sudeva to know whether Nalx wanted to recover Damayanti, in fact, 10
know at all what feelings Nala entertamed then about Damayanti they
might conceivably have been even hostile, for all Sudeva could say Such
munute analysis of hidden motives and distant possibilities nught howeven
be regarded a» captious enticism when considering such an old world love
poem as this

The disturbing thought however recurs when a few lines later we read
(B 3 68 23 ab)

asya ninam punarlabhan Nasadhaly prstom esyats |

** Through her recovery Nala will become happy mndeed ,

words which agan definitely presuppose that Nala 1s alive and anxious 10
rediscover hus lost Damayants, nesther of which facts could have been known
to Sudeva, and whose assumption by him 1s quite gratuitous and most puzzling
to the reader  Inappropriate to a certan extent are in the same context the
adjectives apramesasya and viryasalivavatal; (stanza 25) applied to Nala
Was 1t not through Nalas own 1nsane infatuation for dice that Damayantl
was reduocd to this condition, and all that great disaster was brought upoP
thc two familics® A discordant note 15 likewise struck by the words NagadFe
thats Varderbhim (stanza 24), which under these circumstances scem pectt
harly mappropnate.  One rather feels at thus stage that poor Damayant: had

defimtely made the wrong chowce at the
5
much happmer had she chosen, 1n vayamvara  she would have beet

o naporer had o choen, preference to the profligate Nala, one of the
e“d':::xm very curious thing we notice about this passage 13 that whil¢
& waxes eloquent about Nala and fus sufferings, he has no thought at
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l}}e moment for king Bhima, who is Sudeva’s patron and who has dispatched
bim 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 ho had been sent by king
Blima or that he had any connection with the House of Vidarbha.

Our first thought is that the whole passage is one of those modern inter-
Whations which have unintentionally disfigured many a fine old poer. The
manuscripts do not however countenance such an idea. The passage is docu-
mented uniformly by all manuscripts atike. It is therefore not in any case
a recent interpolation, Moreover the idea itself of the soliloquy is not by
any means inherently inappropriate ; only the precise wording and some of
the sentiments expressed scem a little incongruous.

We are therefore led to conclude that the poel’s %™ knowledge of the
real state of things, that Nala was not dead and that, repenting his hasty
_bandonment of Damayanti, he was then making teproaches o himself f‘“d
¥aS in fact longing to mect his lost Damayanti, had betrayed the poet ;uma
Putting those words in the mouth of Sudeva, anticipating what was .actu y
&ing to happen : a mistake common in the works of careless and inexperi-
enced writers.

That this also is not the correct esplanation of the anomaly follows, }éOW‘
®er, from the fact that almost all the lines forming this soliloquy Of;l:i::;':‘i
Teeur almost. yerbatin in the long soliloquy of Hanumat i the Sundafl anda
(adhy. 18 ff, ed, Gorresio) of the Ramayaya at the time when he B%. =
Siti in the Afoka grove of Ravana's Lanid,—2 soliloquy which, a:h waa]a
Made clear, is the source of the passage under discussion from e

eDiSOde. - ilatits The
The two situations, it will be recalled, have 2 superficial -::r;li:t:dy.in her
heroine js lost, and messengers have been sent, by persons 1 i)
Teovery, to find out her whereabouts. One of eSS m gehe; whereupon
Pate than the rest, suddenly and unexpectedly lights :dpt;:dmg; of joy and
% just stands gazing at her and giving vent to his mix

S0rmow in the form of a solil )

o ituati rence

The one important difference between the two s‘:uatu::z—;_ d;i:';n e
i . . e

obvmusly overlooked by the adapter—is ghat_ in o}:‘imsdse‘f, - theamm o

messenger, Hanumat, has been eent by Rama ¢ th mising
“Tefore knows exactly the state of the mind of the so:uﬂ:i“ed r: o sent
Drincess ; whereas in the other case, the Nala episoce, ¢s

’ i Pama-
b ing Biiima, has not only no knowledse of Nala's feclings towards

o resing, is alive OF

Y20, but he does not even know whether Nala, who 15 mx;sxsi. is a l-‘yaw

dead. And that makes a deal of differenc® The X,""’i&m Rﬁ‘aﬁ’ d“‘min:

*oliloquy are wholly appropriate in the mouth of the
7
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but the same words, mn spite of a few necessary verbal alterations made by
the adapter, prove on close scrutiny, as shown above, just a tnifle mcongrutous
In the soliloquy of Sudeva

The extent of the similanity between the two passages will be clear from
the following table m which the related lines are given i parallel columns

{298} Mahabhirata (Bom ed) Ramiyana (ed GORRESIO)
363 8ff Sundarakanda®
{Emended]? (Adhy 18, 19, 21, 29)

8 mandaprakhydyaminena
ripendpratimena tam |
pmaddhim dhiimajilena
prabham 1va wibhavasoh |}

18 4 mandam prakhydyamanena
riipendpratimena tam |
pinaddhzm dhiimajilena
prabhiim 1va vibhavasoh |1

(cf 10 cd also)

9 tim samiksya wvisalaksim 18 22
adhikarh malnarh krsam |
tarkayam@sa Bhaimiti
Kiranair upapadayan ||

tam samiksya wvisilakyum

adhikam malindm kréam |

tarkayamisa Sitet1 |

Karanair upapadayan |

10 yatheyarh me purd drsta 18 23cd yathd pura va drsta me
tathdripeyam angana | tatharipeyam angana |
ltartho “emy adya drstvemm |18 272b tam drstva taptahemabhdm
lokakintam iva Snyam || lokakintam wva Snyam |

1 V\Elmamndranaxﬁm Syamam 18 24 pumacandranani fyama
ciruvyttapayodharim ! caruvittapayodhara |
:n—-dnurh pr_abhay:‘: devith kurvanti prabhaya devi

nA vitmird disah [} sarva vt diéah 1

12 ;Etrumdmmlaéalfs,_im 18 26  padmapattravisilaksim

; ;nnr:z:at}:‘asy:a Ratim va | Manmathasya Ratim 12 |
5 V2 Jagatah $tam rasya
plrnacandraprabhim wva || o e

piimacandrarubhim wa |

1 The dopted
bt of st v o oo 2re readings of the “ Vulgate, emended 10 12
@ the Bhanduar Onenal Researh oty o the Mababiraia and avaiable
Sy ﬁ!cun oven here 13 that of Gommsio The Bomba: a
bzre*mw.-_x t version, but most of the stanzas ated here y editions have
o % which were compared by me. do ocar in the Bom
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13 Vifh'hhasamsas tasmid
daivadogid iveddhrtam |
malapankinuliptingiri
mrralim iva tam bhrfam {)

W paumantigm iva ni¢im

Rihugrastaniéikarim |

mtifoldkulirh dindri

Suskasrotirh nadim iva ||

[299} 15 vidhvastapamakamalim
vitrisitaviharhgamim |
hafhhzxstapaﬁldistﬁxh
vyikulam iva padminim |

1 .o

6 sukumidmh sujatihgit

ratnagarbhagyhositim |

dahzam:’m:’xm ivosnena
mpyilim aciroddhrtam 1|

18 k3 §
l:iﬂlaphogam priyair hindth

indrh bandhujanena ca f
deharh dhrayatih dinid
bhartydarganakanksaya

19 :hz_mi nima pararh narya

hisanarh bhfsanair vind |
ea virahita tena

Sobhanzipi na &obhate ||

2

0 duskararh Jurute *tyartham
hm_o yad anaya Nalah |
dharayaty Gtmano dehafh
na éokenavasidati |1

2!

=

imAm asitakesantarh
Satapattrayateksandm |
sukhirhim duhkhitah dretva
mamsapi vyathate manah

2 kadd nu khalu dubkhasya
piaram yasyat vai €ubha |
bhartuly samigamait sadhvi

Rohini gagino yathd il

10 150d Tksvikusarasas tasmad
Ravanenodhrtd palat |
18 16cd malapankadharash dindrh

mandanarhdm amanditam |

21 14ab paumamasim jva nidarh
Rﬁhugrastanié’xkarém |

21 15¢d patifokaturdrm dindrh
Suskasrotonadim iva |

21 14cd vidhvastapattmkamaL’un
vxtrz’xsitavnha:hgamz’xm |

21 15ab fastihastapaniklistim
akulam padminim iva ||

21 16¢d sukumarirh su)atangim
ratnagarbhag'rhocitém |
21 17ab tapyaminim jvosnena
rnilim aciroddhrtam 11

19 23cd lixmabhogavdﬁneyam
hind bandhujanena €a

19 24ab dhdrayaty Btmano deham

tatsanﬁgamakﬁnksayé il

19 25¢d pharti nama param naryd
bhiiganam bhisanair vind |

19 26ab csi tasydnurigena
&obhate 'pY analamkrtd [

19 26¢d duskararh kurute Ramo
hino yad anayd yibhuly |
19 27ab dharayaty Gtmano deham
na gokendvasidati |

19 27¢d 1m3m asitakeSantarh
éatapattmmbhfmanim |

19 28ab sukharhimh duhkhutirh drstvd
mamipt vyathitz.mmanahll

19 28cd kadd tu khalu duhkhasya
param yasyat! Mathli |

19 29ab Rﬁghavasyﬁpmmeyasya
Laksmanasya 3 fivatah ]
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23 asya niinarh punarlzbhin
Naisadhaly pritim esyati |
raja rajyaparibhrastah
punar labdhveva medinim ||

19 22cd nfinam asyd punarlibhéd
Raghaval pritim esyati |
19 23ab r3ja rajyaparibhrasiah
punar labdhveva medinim ||
24 tulyaéilavayoyuktirn 19 32
tulyabhijanasarhyutam
Naisadho “rhati Vaidarbhith
tarh ceyam asiteksana [

tulyariipavayoyuktam
tulyabhijanalaksanim |
Raghavo "rhati Vaidehirh |
tarh ceyam asitelsand 1]
25 yuktarh tasy3prameyasya 296
viryasattvavato maya |
sam3évasayitnh bhiryiah |
patidarfanalilasim |

yuktarh tasyiprameyasya
satyarhy sattvavato maya |
samzévasayitmh bharyérm
patidarfanalzlasam ||
3007 26 ayam 2Svasayamy enzh
ook pf)xmacandmnibtﬁnanim I* |29 72b adrstadubkha dubkhasya
adrstapirvah dubkhasya na hy antam adhigacchati |
dubkiartah dhyanatat-
param {f

The question which of the two pasages is the original one, need not
detain us long. It is @ priori not very likely that Valmiki who is credited
with having composed an epic of the size and rank of the Ramiyapa vould
need to borrow the idea or the phraseology of such a comemonplace soliloguy
from a poem like the Nalopakhyfina. The redactor of the Nala story i
therefore, cleatly indicated as the poet who would be under obligation for his
inspiration to the Adikavi. This ¢ priori conclusion is happily confirmed in
the present instance by the fortuitous ci e that the p: tums
out to be somewhat of a misfit in our poem. The anomaly, as hes beett
sugzested 2bove, can be explained only on the supposition that the Nalopikh-
yéna lines were botrowed en bloc from a slightly different context. The
exact phrasing of the speech of the messenger was originally conceived fof
a somewhat different set of circumstances as pictured in the Ramdyza, i3
which the soliloquy fits perfectly. The borrowed plumes, 25 is very often
the case, do not fit the new incumbent 25 well 28 the adapter had imagined
or at Jezst hoped.  We have, therefore, here an indubitable proof of the diret
borrowing of some Ramiyzya material by one of the Mahibharata potts—

. 3 The comespondiag Lne bt been omitted by Gorzesio, but is comreetly £V
i the Bomtey (i Sosa Prew) e (1823), 5, 20, 7ab (cL p. £3), and iz 152

iarati Prirting Pres ed (1915), 5 29, 72h (ef, tions re2tsl
aham for or ayam. Bth Tisks nd oo penr ok Do edtions ¢
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not necessarily of
the Vyiséidsywh course Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa, but one of the * Epigoni”
. who carried on the good work commenced by Vyasa. ’

* *
* *

The cof . .
yina of ml’cﬁ',?,‘-;&‘,‘? the idea of this soliloquy of Sudeva in the Nalopikh-
the redactors of th Grata mu.st necessarily have been borrowed by one of
some significance ;‘- reat Epic from the Ramiyand is perhaps.not without
Raméyana and th 0; an_ un_derstanding of the general interrelation of the
The solil e | Tahabhirata to which we may here advert in passing.!
oquy discussed above is, as is well known, not by any means the

only passage i
e i .
ge in which the Mahzbharata, shows contact with its sister epic,?
he textual critic whether

and th i X
B0ty ih‘;“;‘m[\ arises each time in the mind of t
™on to the ;‘s‘bhzfmta or the Ramidyana is the source of the passage com-
and dev dopmemepm’ a que.stmn fo which, owing t0 the peculiar character
2 partial soluti of the Indian epics, no general answer is possible, though
ution of the problem may be attempted.
a pa L is not the only passage for which
mgg;:liflci“:: in the Ramayana. In the Adiparvan, for instance, in @ €0%°
of some 30 l?n r, T had occasion to draw attention to the fact that a passage
in the Rama es (1. 60. 54-67 of the Critical Edition) recurs almost verbatim
dence was ay“‘:"a (3.' 14. 17-32, ed Nimnaya Sagar Press)- No defimte evt-
was Oﬁginalvf“able in that particular instance to show whether the passage
or vice versa, o the Mahgbliarata and had been borrowed BY the Ramayana,
, or again whether it had been porrowed by both epics independ-
to be some glight

ently f -
ab‘_:pt;"m 2 third source. There seemed to me, however,
ess in the manner in which the stanzas were introduced 18 the Mahd-
Ramayana where the con-

bha .
t:;r‘;;a;r:hwh would suggest borrowing from the
neture, thoo‘t;:_er; but, as the contents of the passag® ! very gener2!
the idea te ird possibility mentioned above, namely i

The o a fommon (Purdinic) Souree,
5, WhiihS:zha.parvan again supplies the well lmown
of a v s its counterpart in the Ramayana ® Here also the contmts_ are
the Rﬁ;yégeneral character, having no direct bearing ont the context of either
been ad. yana or the Mahibhirata, and the whole passage could well have

apted by both epics independently from a1 older Niti tractate:
as the

M Aranyakaparvan, commonly known

1
The question has been discussed 2t some length by
jon of the t¥0 Epics™) §

Epie "
of India, chapter 2 (* Interrelati
UGENIUSZ Su TEWICZ, Preyczynki

op. i
v s PP SULSLT. See now also
ejami redakcyi Ramayavy. (Contribultons 3 Phistoire des recensions di Rima-
5 ce

yong!
Kmk)(;io !1’&1;;@ Akademia Umiejetnosci. Komisji Orientalistycme Nr,
i Several such passages
- Cf. HopxINs, Amer. Joxr Ph
A

are mentioned by HOPKINS, op citu P 73f.
i1, vol. \1%, P 149.
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Vanaparvan, the Ramopikhyana closely follows in general our Rémiyana,
notwithstanding some isolated though striking discrepancies between the two
accounts? There are also not wanting in the Ramopakhyana a few of our
genune Randiyana stanzas which have been reproduced either verbatim or
with but slight verbal alteration. To suggest that the Ramopikhyana was
the original source which had inspired the revered Adikavi to compose his
Ramayana would be again a reductio ad absurdum. The inevitable con-
clusion is that the diaskeuasts of the Rimopakhyina knew and sumimnarised
an extensive older Rima epic The only doubt is whether the redactors of
the Mahabhirata had utilized our version of the Rimiyana 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 alternafive, namely, that the Ramopakhyana was a passably accurate
y of our Rama the discrepancies between the accounts being
due cither to casual misconception or else to natural and unavoidable failure
of memory, of which instances are common in summaries and abstracts ®
13023 Jaconl's view, it seems to me, now finds further confirmation from the
instance dscussed above of direct borrowing from our Ramdyana text jn 2
case where there is no intrinsic reason whatsoever for any reference to the
Rimdyana at all Evidence seems to be, therefore, gathering to show that
our Rimiyana text—or the bulk of it, at any rate—was used as 2
“source” by the diaskeuasts of the Mahabharata. We can even go further
and admit with JacoBt that the Ramayana must already have been * gene-
rally familiar as an ancient work before the Mahibhdrata reached its final
form.”s  On the other'hand it will have to be admutted that the Mahd-
bhirata makes 1n various ways a distinctly more archaic impression, a fact
which has led some scholars to regard it as even a much older work than the
other epic. We‘ thlis arnve at the apparent paradox that the Ramiyana is older
i e s e Nt s i D 00 T
beem snrmion b e lzn;;amiox is by supposing—as has already
period of compotion of ti‘u: s other v\fnlefs on the su‘bject—t‘ha.t the
yana, which is a work with a distinctly

more unitar}_' ct_mractcr, f.all’s within the much longer period of the evolution
of the Ma.habhamta, which latter compared to the other is a very complex
and complicated work indeed i

* Jacomt, Das Riméyana, pp, 7111,
* Jacont, loc, et Contra Hopkins, i
- ) . ™S, op, ¢it, p 63
el et Ay i o i (g o,
condenting - WOTKINgs-over of older matter rather than to copying of
3 JAcoBL, op at, p 71
¢ 0P ot p 506
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is §
feetly vah;a:e;;lmt of the relationship between the two epics will appear per-
Great Epic of In‘:iYm natl{ral when we remember that the evolution of the
Bhrata and the 1:2 fal_‘ls 1nto two distinct and separate phases, namely, the
and the Satasdhasrs ahibharata, the caturvimsatisahasti (1. 1. 61 Crit. Ed.)
work iteelf—and th’e a i:act which is documented in very clear terms by the
wtelligible reason i re is no reason to disbelieve t—but which for some urn-
this o be a fact_ls 1'_10t Faken very seriously by people. Assuming, however,
to be a perfect] ‘{Vh‘w‘h it undoubtedly is—we may hazard what seems to me
the interval w;t hegltlmate conjecture that the Ramdyana was composed in
though we ma ic fepamted the Bharata from the Mahabharata, Thus,
work hefore th)::, iim}:; th_at the Ramiyana was, a8 JacoBI says, & well-known
the possibility th: ahabharata reached its ultimate form, We must reckon with
7) was commdat when the Ramayana stself (munus perhaps Books 1 and
of our Mahabha by the poet Valmik, the heroic poem Bharata—the nucleus
distant part of rata—was already long 1m existence, current perhaps 10 some !
Biméyana o t:e country and in a different mlien, The Bharata and the
in orign and grea:ve Peen indeed more oF less independent products, different
converted th ment. _’But “.'he“ the Bhargava redactorst set to work and
e [303} Bharata into the Mahabharat, concetved on 2 much

larger
scal B
e and with a much more ambitiots programme, they had already

the archy
et I
ype of our Ramayana text before them and they made full use of it
ork all that they posstbly could, and

absorbing i .
they “::rge in their own encyclopaedic W
perhaps also influenced by 1t 11 no small degree. In fact the very
on of the Mahad-

impetus
bhirata ::athe conversion of the Bharata and the compilati
y well have been given by the contact with the sister epic, which
rd, a more serious didactic

ap
Dup;::,t: ‘:"e had a more elevated ethical standal
A ’Primiut: Ingher idealistic view of life, and a wider popular appeal
with the old’ en, whenever our Mahabhﬁram shows close perbal agrccmcnt
or books of the Ramiyand, the presumption would be that w¢

have ¢
o look R
look upon the Rimayana as the source, assuming of course that the
t it could have been porrowed

comy
by t:::‘ :‘l?me.nt is not of such a character tha
that the }‘{;S _'“depefldently from @ third source: It is naturally not excluded
mayana in its turn might have been influenced to & cortain extents
by the Mahabhdrata, the

at -

ne\: ::l; ‘late" epoch, in its further development, bY
the xnterr;op-amlc Dharma Samhitd In fact therc is every ndication that
system of ation between the tvo0 epics will reduce itsclf t0 3 very comphcntc.cl
mutual actions and reactions, and it would be interesting 10 jnvesti-

Rate . oy
and the q“?shon more fully by collation of all possible parnlielisms in ideas
Mgmm epics of Indin

1

sce my!ior ‘!‘c part played by the Bhrgus in the dev clopment
Annals Epic Studies (V1) : The Bhrgus and the Bhirata,
PP, &_.;é)”’f Blandarkar Oriental Rescarch Institute: Vol 18, pp 176 (P

of the Mnhﬁb!ﬁmu,
text hastorical study.”
( rticutarly



EPIC QUESTIONS

No. 1 : Does Indra assume the form of a swan 2%

Mbh (Crit. Ed.) 1. 57.21 : kasyariipena Samkoral.

IThis is the second pada of a stanza occurring in the Adiparvan which
reads :

bhagavan pijycle citra hasycripens Samkarah |

svayam eva griilena Vasoh prityé mehitmanah i

The Vulgate (1. 63. 21cd—22ab) differs from this only in so far that
it reads the second quarter of the stanza as hawmsariipena césveral.

1 have discussed the text-reading briefly in the Annals of the Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute (vol. 16, p. 100 £.) and justified it, in my reply
to the late Professor WINTERNITZ, who in the course of a lengthy revies* of
the Adiparvan had drawn attention to it, observing that as the reading was
a lectio diffichior and was “ far from certain” it requires a “wavy line”.
While admitting that the reading adopted in the Critical Edition was a Jec-
tio difficilior 1 contended that since the documentary evidence in its favour
was complete, therefore it need not be regarded as uncertain and there was
no need of 2 “wavy line.” There would have been no reason for me now
to revert to it but for two facts. On the one hand, it has been again, inci-
dentally, criticized? by the late lamented Professor J. J. MEYER in his last
publicationt, Trlogie dltindischer Mackie u. Feste d. Vegetation® (Zirich-
Leipzig 1937),—a thick opus with extremely rich and varied contents, en-
livened as usual by the zuthor’s spicy wit and trenchant style. On the other

hand, the reading receives some confirmation from a new and unexpected
source.

MevYER argues for the reading of the Vulgate, characterizing the hasyo-
riipena of the Critical Edition as an astorushing (* verwunderliche”) tead-
ing. and dismissing hésya- as the stupid mistake of some scribe (“ein dum-
mer Schreibfehler™).

The context in which the Mbh. stanza occurs 15 as follows. The righteous
king Uparicara Vasu, having laid down his arms, retired to the forest and

{Bulletin of tke Deccan College Research Inststut -
T ABORI, ol 15, pp 15061 ot p 165 e 1T
.4 g

. - At
e ppare of the previous discussion on the poi
? In the last part of the Trilogee deahing wuth Indra. i
- 3 The reading in que>
tion 13 dacuswed on p. 51 The ref i i
Py relerences are 1o the paginztion of this part of the
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appeated bcfolrg I;f;:'ncc Indra and the [2] other gods, apprehending trouble,
ties, nduced um & , and, dissuading fum from continuing Ius fierce austert-
dom of Cedt as Indo fclum to Ius royal duties He should rule the king
<ented Vasu with \:\S special friend As a mark of s favout, Indra pre
ar (sphaftkam “m_nO\lS uncommon gifts, among them a crystalline aeral
Gromala) which % #nam) and a garland of unfading lotuses (known as It
and brng hum mﬁd protect the hing aganst the mussiles of s enemies
bamboo staff (oot and victory (tm)a}anlim) But he gave him 2also 2
pretspihmm) and nayine yastint), which would protect the good (sigtandm
these precious gl“;’f cour<e chastise the wicked King Vasu brought home
was how, we are t, 1at:(:m’dmg the wonderful staff full dwne worsmp  That
tertamn specified old the custom began of bringing from the forest, at a
Tated with ﬂo“:CZ‘SOn. the staff, pole or tree which was then cet up, deco-
are—and “omnﬁv wreaths flags and with pxlakas—-whatever these latter

pped m duc form Here we find the stanza cted above,

which 3
¥s 1n .
effect” that on thus occasion Indra 15 worshipped according to
god of Tus own accord out

ancient it
€3, 1n
of a certain
love for Vasu o form assumed by the

What v
was this form? Was it the form of a sw@

It and
ag M
Befo,c‘[E\ER argues? That 15 the question
we
try to answer this question, 1t would be well to examne the
have done The

1S end
en
portant ]s;:s"‘ itle more closely than MEYER appeass to
o0 may be reading (ignoning that of D,), as gwen it the Cnitical Ed!
put n the following synoptical form

;, as the Vulgate has

N
(except K,) hamsariipena
}s’mnkamh (B, Dn) cesvarah

KM (=
T‘ G ( = Text) hdsyaripens’
Yashiriipena Vasavah

newly discovered eight hun
full cotlations
M and there

To

dred N;:Zh‘i"e may now add the smportant,
l{n ABORT volNem“ MS of the Adi (of which 1 have given
ore ‘“Dpo,ns thlg' pp 201 f), which agrees exactly with K,

Now 1ot e critical text in an unambiguous manner
g to hyy (“5 see what MEYER has to S about these readings Accord
Wnderstoog ap 5), the ongmal cesvarah the Vulgate) ¥a8 mis
s refernng to god Siva, and with 2 view to danfyng 3#S mean
uch Intter

ng, it
» 1L Was
Wa deliberately changed by some «cribe to canikarah,
hass ariipene of the Cntical

well kn,
own epithet of $1va And further
amyarupens which 19 clearly corrupt
s m a common pstake 30 Deva
moreover dittography
Saradd codex

1
The
:;le ongy nala?l}‘: reading of K, 18 ammyalt
o{gan transe s been wrongly transcnbed
the texy ““gts of Sarada MSS , there 13
nder discussion 18 TMSSINE 11 the
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Edition 1s, according to MEYER, as already {3} remarked, nothing more than
the stupid blunder of some copyist for the onigmal hamsariipena

1t may be made perfectly clear once for all that at least as far as the
Mahzbharata text 15 concerned, the time when one could juggle with read-
ings of MSS and lay down the law ex cathedra as to what 1s the ongnal,
what 15 an emendation and what 15 a scribe’s mistake, 15 long past. It has
now become a very much more serious and complicated matter, smce the
publication of the Cntical Editton  To entitle anyone to a hearnng, 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 $amkarah (of the
Cntical Edition) 15 documented by the whole of the Northern Recension (10
cluding the new Nepili MS) and the Malaydlam version, while césvaral
(championed by MEYER) 1s merely the readng of B, Dn! Now one would
hike to know why what MEYER considers the onginal reading (césyaral) 1
found only i the most recent version represented by Nilakantha (end of the

G17th century) with the <poradic support of one aberrant Bengali MS (Bs),
while what he ders a recent dation  (famkaral 1s found n stll
older versions represented by MSS scattered all over India from Kashmir
to Malabar and from Gujarat to Bengal, mncluding the distant Nepal and
extepting (in addition to the Vulgate) only the Tamil Telugu zone, which
latter has morcover a third and divergent reading (Vaseval), How 15 it
that only the Nilakantha version has preserved the correct reading, while
all other—much older—versions of North India together with the entire Ma-
laydlam sersion from the South contam what MEYER regards as a corup-
ton? 1f Samkarah of all N and M MSS be a corupt reading, as MEYER
maintains, then Nilakantha could have got hus } only by emendation
because 1 do not think that Nilakevgha had access to any really old Mahi-
bhirata MSS, contaming very ongmnal readings In thousands of cases his

text <hows what can be proved with absolute certamnty, to be secondary, 1°
fertor, or corrupt readings

This mability on the part of MEVER to recogmize m a patently simple
case what 15 onginal and what 15 sccondaty <hows that he had only very

vam
Zue notions of the relationship between the different recencions, versio
and manusenpts  And the ce of this

up 1s absolutely fatal
to any attemnpt to discnminate between oniginal readmgs d
e

k « and emendatiorts and
<enibes’ mistakes. Yeu can never find out an onginal reading by eelectinf

one which suits your Purpose, or satisfies your asthetic sense, or appeals o

you in some other way and then Jooksn abou Sons
. t T
@ prion choice, because almost alwa: : il R o

ys “good ™ reasons can be found o7
neatly every reading. It 15 ot a Guestion of dialecsc, but {43 of documenta
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tior. And no am
ount of t . . N ... .
dence of MSS, endentious arguing will refute‘ the objective eVl

MSS in thi
the re\emm fth‘s case clearly prove that the process of alteration has been
of what is imagined by MEYER. Here, it is evident, cesvarah

has no 3
t been changed into Savitkarah for the sake of clarity, a8 MEYER main-

tains ; b
ut, on the other hand, Smitkarah has been very clearly changed into
ps, to avoid

cesvarah—

mnfueiol ?‘@dy rendered suspect by the expletive ca—perha

mean;n n."smnkara being here not the nomén proprium of &iva, but an epithet
¢ “beneficent, promoting welfare "

%o :W:’:a“_m"’_‘um to the other word of the pada, the more difficult of tlxe
Tightly re's it hdsyariipena, hamsariipena of yas(irﬁpena? Mx::\'m (p. 3)
Be the 1.0‘3}5 the last. It is correct as far as the sense gOes i but it can hardly
changi 0{’3{“31 reading. Were it so, n® scribe would think of delxberatel_y

ging it into the obscure and almost unintelligible hasyariipena OF hamsarit-

bena, both of which are, moreover, graphiczlly unrelated with the former.

Fr
om what we know of scribes’ emendations they tend generally t0 simphify
asyariipena oF ha-

::fl;:::- not to complicate it. 1f that be so, then esther or hait
sava 1a ig the correct reading. Moreover yastirigpena 1 confined .(llk? va-
num:)l to T G, and does not receive any support even from M, which in 10-
nal rable cases has preserved—in contradiction to the T G version—the Origl-
reading, which has been emended oOF simphfied n T G2

by KThefe remains, therefore, only the two altematives——hﬁsynrﬁpma gqven
e 1 M with the new Nepall MS, and hariseripent supported by N (ex-

ot K,). By the test of the agreement between independent versions, k45
Yariipena 1 clearly indicated as the origmal reading, since We have here an
agreement between the independent versions of the extreme North and the
¢xtreme South, it bemg preferable to hamsaripend supported only by the

Central sub-recension 1t is, moreover, undoubtedly the lectio difhicilior (as
gz in the course of the review mentioned

Was rightly cbserved bY WINTERNT
zbove), which accounts for its beng curreptitiousty ousted by the other
Both documentary and intrinsic probability are thus unquestionably 11 fa-
vour of the reading hasyariipens adopted 10 the Critical Edition

‘What indeed are We to understand by the hamsariipena of the Vulgate ?
The word hanisa has a Iumber of meanngs  MONIR wiLLIaMs gives the
following :
{5} a goose, gander, swal fi
(sometimes * the Umversal Soul

amingo (OF other aquatic bird); the soul or spint
or Supreme Spirit *, identified with Viraj, Narayasa,

1 This pont has been dscussed by me in the paper mentioned abore, ABORI
vol. 16, p. 101,
2 For this point 2% o, ABORI, vol. 16, p. 101
s Cf. Prolegomen? 1o Ady, p. X
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Visnu, éva, Kima, and the Sun); one of the vital aurs (Lex); a kind of ascetic; a
man of supernatural gualities born under a particular constellation ; an ambitious
monarch (Lex) ; a horse (Naigh) ; an excellent draught-ox (according to some, ‘2
buffalo’) ; 2 mountain (Lex.) ; a temple of a particular form ; a kind of Mantra or
aystical text ; silver (Lex.); envy, malice (Lex,); name of two metres; {Music) a
kind of measute ; a mystical name of the letter % ; a spiritual preceptor ; name of 2
Deva-gandharva ; of 2 Dinava; of a son of Brahma ; of a son of Vasudeva; of a
son of Ansta; of a son of Brahmadatta and peneral of Jarasamdha ; of varous au-
thors ; of one of the Moon's horses ; of a mountain.

MeYER (p 6) has eited coprous examples for the meanings of hmitsa
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 karitsa as ** sungod ™, and hesur-
mised that perhaps the idea of this hasisariipa of Indra was to be dated back
to the period when Indra was still recognized as a sun god !

Nilakantha, who has commented on this stanza, had naturally some diffi-
culty 1 explaining this hamsariape. According to him Indra was : hanseri-
pena yukto hamsarapi | lasya buddhisthasya ripasya visesanain spayom 200
etc. To Nilakaniha the hanisa-form is present only in the mind (buddhistha)
of the worshipper. To MEYER, on the other hand, who was a realist with a
vengeance, this explanation naturally did not satisfy. According to him {(p
41.), Indra, who is ordinanly ivisible to mortals, takes on the concrefe form
of a swan, so as to be vimble to Vasu and his subjects MEYER further found
{p. 5) the aquatic bird admirably suited to the murth and gaicty and the
sportive games that accompany the ceremonial

Now which 15 the original and which is the emendation of these two
readings? The charactenistic of a seribe’s emendation, as has been well said,
is that it ‘has all the appearance of improvement without its reality. Ours
is a case in point. Eamseriipena is a phrase under which you can think all

sorts of things, all equally vague ; but on closer ing;
! , g on ove to be
uniformly inadequate, pectian they preve

. For why Fhould Indra appear before Vasu, or the kings who folloved in
his footsteps, in the form of a stran of all things 1n the world, whether in 2
concrete shape before the eyes of his worshippers or mn an 'abstrad form
in therr minds? He had assumed one form already - that of the yasf, the
mﬁ. MEYER (p 101) has himself established—abwolutely incontrovertibly—
dm;mtl::mtrm or the pole or (.he staff whuch figures so prominently 1n the In-
whom the wnter o?&ea;l:x}&m, o :y oo, at Jest by e
v accoun 1 ¢
image, or an incarnation of Indra himself, ;n:dn:: :,]::i; Sa: :%mn
(::r x::nx;rswc:; from l:_ndm 0 Vast  As MEYER has pointed out, the Puranic
T syn.onyms iﬁb‘:gn"f the pole, refer to it unhesitatingly as “ Indra” {(0f

» ©€) 1n such expressions as Sokrasthana or Indrar
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sthéng, In -

Indresh 1 ffl:;pz(z;;sl?k;f) prda, Indraprayand, Sakrotthapans, Sakrocchraya,

i, etc, Vs :il:' wramdoram utthapye, uttisthate (or nigidati) vajra-

rima 268, 6ed say § armottara 2. 157. 3cd, and (agreeing with it) Agnipu-
y in so many words that lere is the god Indra himself, come

to earth (bhiimistha).

And wl

who had :e};;:nieg"‘“y form to assume for the thousand-eyed god of gods,

destroyer of enem a hundred sacrifices, the wielder of the thunder-bolt, the

hero of a thousa jes' forts, the killer of Vala (or Bala) and Vytra, and the
nd other wonderful exploits : the form of a bamboo otaff, with

wreaths and bel
1Is, flags and buntings hanging from it and with those curiously

shaped  pij

bitak .

® %)-W:e Zsha some of which at any rate, a@ccording to Meyer
ped like penies ! 1t was indeed 2 laughable form (hasyarit-

$a), caley

ein “1::1;‘1 ‘:"; provoke mirth and laughter. And this form, it must be

been very hkel, s not given ?0 Indra by any man such a thing would have ”

1) 1o Vasy h!;;&nted b’f him. The great god, wishing to do good

love for the: H assumed it himself (svayam ¢va grakitena) out of his great

j igh soul Uparicara Vast (Vasoh prity& mahatmanah)- The
d by the

Jocular § L

Tighty g%:n:k"‘_i“”“'ﬁ‘fﬂ'tpa. as Devabodha puts  it—assume

tordingly celeg this occasion caused great merriment ; and the feast was 3¢
cated with much laughter and gaiety, as described in the Brhat-

Wﬁhiﬁ th .
, the Vignudharmottara and other texts (MEYER, P 103 £.).

Thus
the readmbo,?f documentary probability and
tishing asg &2’“’“1’6}10 Samkarah, This 163
Maver  wh VER seems to have thought ; but it is aston
lated ey 1° had with praiscworthy diligence extracte
the eere:nyo engthy passages from abou
gate) the rny n great detail, and not found anywhere (exceP
being Tepi emotest reference to Indra’s assuming the form of  swWan or to his
rcsented as o swan, should have et <o cnamoured of the Vulgate

Teadin, N
g, a reading which I am fully persuaded 18 nothing more than & scribe’s
1 group: PBut perhaps even MEVIR'S

emeng :
mxstat“?n in the archetype of the Centr?
ing, Doe: f‘°t so very astonighing : it iq only an example of wishful thunk-
Sun-god 7 ‘;:‘Ot connect Indra with the sun (hmilisa) {7} or at least with th.c
Snally just d Mever's whole thesis (pp 194-140) 18 ihat Indra was or
the * gen not a rain-god or 2 thunder-god, but £ sun-god, the vernal sun,
nius” of fertility and vegetation, in fact, & phallic delty !
¢ ali wise, in dis-

The redactors of the T G yersion were, perhaps, fte

—_—

t a dozen original sources describing
t in the Vul-

1

"ﬁpemnw°b°dha has the gloss ¢ hlse (sic) mibena nidavathrariapena. Ifere hath1a:
"“'Em,,;wo uld certainly not fit, 83 it is not clear how Jathaaripa WO be kridd-
pa —Devobodha 13 the oldest known commentator of the Mah‘\bhmln,

and, §
, in my opinion, the beste
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carding a reading which has caused so much confusion and misunderstanding,
and adopted the plain and simple yastirfipena Véasaval, which is a correct
paraphrase of the original and has the additional advantage of being ab-
solutely fool-proof.

1 am convinced that this haesisa-incamation of Indra is nothing more
than a canard,

Il The Parvasamgraha Figures.®

The Parvasarhgrahaparvan (Adi, adhy. 2) is a document of considerable
importance  But its value has been unduly exaggerated by some scholars,
a cireumstance which has led to some highly misleading results and some
curious conclusions It is thus supposed that Kysna Dvaipdyana Vydsa had
himself counted and noted down the number of $lokas he had composed, and
that our Parvasarhgraha was composed by Vyisa himself. No doubt it i8
sometimes stated in the Parvasarhgraha chapter that that sage had stated the
extent of each of the eighteen parvans. But this attribution to Vyisa is
naturally only piijarthe (konoris causa), It is nowhere suggested in the work
itself that the first two adhydyas of our epic were composed by Vyasa. They
could not be, because they are obviously only a report of the conversation
which took place between the Sita (Ugradravas, son of Lomaharsana) and
the sages assembled at Saunaka's twelve-year sacrifice in the Naimisa Forest.
The erroneous supposition regarding the authorship of this adhyZya has Jed
to the naive attempt on the part of some scholars to produce a text—a $S0-
called critical text—of the Mahibhiirata containing the same number of
adhyiyas and €okas as that given in the Parvasathgraha, Such an attempt
is already negatived by our manuscripts and testimonia, which' contain many
variants of the figures in the Parvasargraha, Thus the figures for the Adi-
parvan itsclf vary, according to different sources, between 7984 (Kamiri
Version and the Critical Edition) and 9984 (Andhra-Bharatamu). That i
sufficient to discourage any attempt at too close 2 reliance on the data of this

adh.yaya 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 ru!;-.

£550} The figures given in the Parvasargraha could have been obtained

- l%l{\'n’ J\I:,bike Number, ABORI 23 549-58)
1 . my ! . o . M . hd
AL m‘-)“.r;;.ozr’n?;.to the Adiparvan, pp xevi ff Epic studies (1I1)
* CLP.P.S SASTRI in the Introduction it
. TR in the I to vol. 15 of his Malmbharata (S0t
thern f:armls;on). P xxii . "VyZe's description of his Mzhibhdrata that he o™
poscdbm a:: n _ﬂpaman of 2,000 thapters and 100090 stanzas i not a fanciful account
socurate statersent. And 1 have tned to substantiate this in this edition
of the Prinapal Text of the ™ Recension”
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1 one of many diffe

they were arn\) ;:‘;umt ways. The most probable suggestion has been that
iy do now, bt ‘b n,Ot by act.ual counting of the stanzas, as We should ordi-
e speak of  story 0)( mulmg the extent in some other way. Even now
o The individual words or a broadcast talk of 1500 words, and 0
figures are only W?rds are never counted in such computations ; the
dapter st tie 3PPr0xlfr\ali9ns. The figures given in our Parvasa:hg'raha
Sanzas 25 we md?:fr.bxumuons of that type. They are not “élokas” or
2 technically knom\nE,y \‘1‘ndcrstand "thcm; but are, propetly speaking, what
of Witten matter equ:;ls;.o ga:i:jgsa grantha being a unit of measurement

. Assuming thi

n the listg :,fpi‘f to be the case, the first difficulty is that the figures given

e apparently cor not as round numbers, as we <hould expect them to be, but

2 8000 €lokas bu““t ’t_O the last digit ; for instance the extent is given not

5698, 7998, 8&;09 tlai 4_987. We actually come across such figures as these ©

800, 14500, @ <’l 4525, where true approximations would be 6700, 8000,
, and so on. The approximation ceems to me to have been

Teached b
Y S0 .
me such process as this. First, an average was obtained by

Counting cary
ef s
ully all letters in a certain number of Tines. This average was
page and the total number of

then multingi

mmpletel tg‘: by the number of lines in 2
Tardly fully svri.ttm‘rhc number of “ granthas”’ of the last page which was
10 the previous t out, scems to have beent computed separately, and added
by 32 ¢ give thOtal. The grand total of Jetters (aksaras) Was then dwided
gt g he number of * §lokas™ or granthas,” fractions being omit-
od. The ow figures like those mentioned above must have beet ob-
M%Over, asy}:m careful approximations, but approximaﬁons all the same
1o count the e s been pointed out by me elsewhere? it would be jmpossible
tristubhs, * ¢4 act number of stanzas in @ composite text mad
of the Darvanmy metres ” and prose passages, W
g Of the Mahdbharatz, 22 tor instance in the Adi, &

The

Cannot sa?m:‘res we find in the Parvasuhgrahd chapter are fairly old; we
“hen the 1 ow exactly how old. They are certainly prior to 1000 A D,
vanese Bharate and the Andhre Bharatamu Were composed ; P
which agree in many particulars

Catise by
. th th
With or (gt ese works contain similar lists,

Here
are L .
the figures given in three different soutrees-

1
Pl’blegomena, P weix.
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{5513 TABLE 1

Egﬁs ‘ Parvan Stokas
T Bla AiB]|C
N JR— =5 VBl S

215 S _;

o1 518 219 L ADI 7984| 8884) 9884
72‘ -,2‘ 72t 1. SABHA 2511 2511 4511
269‘ m‘ 269 1L ARANYAKA 11,664) 11,224) 11,664
67l — 67} V. VIRATA zosol 20151 3500
186 186 186 V. UDYOGA 6‘598i 6928‘ 7938

118, 117| 117, VL. BHISMA 5534; {
170 170170, VIL DROYA o esed 8909
63 69 69\ VIIL KARYA . 4gooi 4970' 4900

59‘ 121\ 59‘ IX SALYA ‘
18‘ 18 18‘ X. SAUPTIKA 870 870, 870
27“ 70“ 27| Xi. STRI 77;, 770% 775
339 333 339 XIL SANTI 14 52514 52514525
155‘—\145‘ XIL ANUSASANA 6700 12,600
1:»,3i 133 m‘ XIV. ASVAMEDHIKA a0 44200 4420
42‘ 92i 42‘ XV. ASRAMAVASIKA ‘ 1505 1506, 1906
3“ 8‘ 8 XVL MAUSALA | 300 300‘ 300
—| 3 XVII MAHAPRASTHANIKA 139 123 120
__55; - SVARGAROHANA 200 ;,)EL:@
1939! ’1948‘ Total 82126 fgsﬁ%

(mm;emmb:ro{“gdm”mzdhyz)zhzbmtﬁ)
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e {5523 'I:he above is a conspectus of the figures for the adhyayas and §lo-
m: gf tfie cighteen parvans of the Mahabbarata according to (1) the Criti-

dition, (2) the Javanese Version and (3} the Southern Recension by
Professor P, P. S. SASTRI,

OBSERVATIONS ON THE FIGURES OF THE ABOVE TABLE.

L Adi: The first figure (8) of the Javanese number for the adhydyas
gf)‘he Adi (818) is obviously wrong ; the other digits agree in the three texts.
we may take as correct the figures 2187 which is given us by the Critical
Edition and Southern Recension, the Vulgate reading (227) being certainly
a mistake—The number of §lokas is no doubt 2 problem. I have adopted
the figures given by the Sarada MS. and onc «Rk” MS. (K,),? which is con-
firmed by, the Rajaguru MS. from Nepal# and I am otill 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-Devanigari).

1. Sabha: The numbers are here absolutely certain. As regards the
a‘,"‘_«"‘iyas. there is perfect agreement between the three sources, all of them
gving 72, which is also the exact number of adhygyas of our Critical Edi-
tion of the Sabh now passing through the press. The Vulgate figure (78)
for the §loka is therefore unquestionably wrong.—The §loka number is also
?Ertain]y 2511, as the Southem Recension, in which the first figure has been
increased to 4, is demonstrably inflated to make it conform with the inter-
Polated text, and the additional stanzas of the Southern Recension do
approximately amount to 2000. The correct figures for Sabha are therefore 72
and 2511,

{5531 1L Aranyaka (commonly known as Vana): As regards the
adhyayas, the Javanese records 272 against the concordant figure 269 of all

Indian versions The latter may be taken to be the right figure, the discre-
pancy of the Javanese, which is negligible, remaining unexplained.—The
same is true of the figure for the dlokas, the concordant figure (11,664) of
all Indian versions being the onginal Parvasarhgraha figure:

IV. Virata: The Javanese figure for the adhydyas is unfortunately
missing, But as our Cntical Edition of the Viritapar has successfully
—— e —

1 vanese Version have been taken from JuynsoLL’s Adi-
barwa, Eii}iﬁ%s::rﬁini;dmﬂ, Gravenhage, 1906 1P 56. The passage is re-
produced 1 a note by H. Ker, * InhondsopEave vhaan t Mahabhirata in T Ka-
wi” in Bijdragen, ser 11l Vol. IV, pp. 9295 Kern has given in this paper a com-
parative table of the Indian and the

2 KeRN, op. Cit» plB 5 also
e :h a;e:: ti‘eoucl?it?;lzlidlﬁon of t.hf Adiparvan, p- 878,

« Ses my “Epic studies (VID, ABORI, vol. 19 (1938), pp. 2154,

x

Javanese figures.
remarks that the Javanese figure 818 is incorrect,

28
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tdentified the adhydyas on the basis of the colophons given i MSS, there 18
no reason to doubt that the correct figure 1s 67, as given by the Sansknit
Parvasamgraha—The three sources give three different figures for the $lokas
The Southern Recension 15 obviously inflated and may therefore be sgnored
its figure having been revised—as 1n Sabhéi—to accord with 1ts interpolated
text. It 1s likely that the Javanese translator has confused the Sansknt words
for 50 and 15 (paiicasat and paiicadass) The first two digits of the figures
gven 1 the Critical Edition and the Javanese Verston do agree We may
therefore reasonably assume the ongmnal figure to be 2050 which 15 given by
the Critical Edition of the Parvasamgraha though the two'last digits natu

rally remain somewhat uncerfain?

V Udysga The three sources agreeing exactly as regards the num
ber of adhyayas of the Udyoga the figure 186 may be taken as certam.—The
figures for the slokas, on the other hand are i a chaotic condition, the three
texts gving three different figures 6698, 6928, 7998 , which agree only m
respect of the last diit! The figures for the slokas remain, therefore,
doubtful

VI BHsma The number of adhyayas 1n the Bhsma 15 given by the
Cntical Edition and the Javanese Verston as 117, but the Southern Recenston
gives their number as 118 In any case, the diff 1s not very sigmficant
and the number may be assumed to be 117 or 118—There 13 no such doubt 1e-
garding the number of $lokas, which 1s unamimously given as 5884

VII Drops  ‘There 15 Iikewise considerable agreement as regards thie

adhyayas and $lokas of the Dropa  The adhyaya number {554} 15 170 —As
regards the number of slokas the first two digits (89) are certan  And smnce
both the Critical Edition and the Southern Recension agree on the figure 8900
that 1s ndicated as the correct figure. The probability in favour of this
figure 1s strengthened owing to the circumstance that the last two figures of
the Javanese Version (84) are m all probability due to contammation with
the previous {loka figure 5884 which ends n 84 We may therefore adopt
vath confidence the concordant figure of the Indian versions 8909 the differ

ence between the Javanese and the Indian numbers bemng 75, the
€ITor 15 1n any event not more than 1 per cent.

VIl Kerpa  The figures for Kama are exactly of the same type-
The three sources agree 1n gving 69 as the number of edhyuyas —The Java
pese MSS give the number of dlokas as 970 which 15 obviously wrong. 1t
being almost certau that the word for 4000 has been omitted by the senbe
by oversight 2 50 we get the onginal Javanese figure as {4]970 We may

* Sce Raghu Vipa, Vtrofe;
= Epic studies (I11),” ABORI vy, 11 ";,‘,’“z,"‘;d‘&ﬂm P xuv, and SUKTIANIAR
3 heeN loc ot als

rustake in the Javanee anm thot the first figure has been omitted b7
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tentatiy

sionsf“ii:i‘;gte the figure 4900, on the concordant evidence of Indian ver-
70, the discre rence between the Indian and Javanese figures peing only

I’ pancy is only about 1-4 per cent.
dloka )!ilmf):-y‘:v h In' this parvan th.ere i$ fortunately no doubt about the
2 regards thé d;:dt is unanimously given as 3220.—And again, fortunately,
Javanese (121" yaya m.lmber, the discrepancy between the Indian (59) and
hopelessly com)l figures is so great that the Javanese may be ruled out as
(121) for adh _Dt- T'here is another test we may apply, the Javanese figure!
the Tndian 2 yayas gives the average of about 27 &lokas to an adhydya, while
bhirata ig ¢ verage is 54. Now the total number of adhyayas in the ‘Maha-
shasriniz) upﬁ‘owd to be 2000, and the number of stanzas 100,000 (afa-
is much ne;.:: ich gives the average of §lokas to an adhyaya as 50 and that
the Sa r the average for the Indian figure for the adhydya number of
yaparvan than the Javanese figure.

X. .
Sauptika : The figures for the Sauptika call for no remarks. They
s 18 and 870 respectively.

are uni . .
niformaly given in all thel three sourees 2
regards the number

o a}??} XL Stri: The sources do mot agree as

2 e 5 but the Javanese figure (70) which i« nearly two and half times

arge as the Indian (27) is extremely improbable® We may therefore
rrect—The difference

tﬂl .

{atively take the concordant Tndian figure (27) 8 &7

een the Javanese and Indian figures for the $lokas is only five. It woul
that be S0, the

t6em that the last digit was lost in the Javanese tradition ; if
y by the Indian MSS.

oorrect number is 775, as given unanimoust
XIL §énti: The Sloke figure o anti (14525) Is given unanimously
by all the three of our sourcess which is 2 fortunate coincidence and also 2
Temarkable proof of the reliability of ©uf tradition The Vulgate figure
There is 2 difference of only six

(14,725) f - srively wrong—"
) for the Slokas is positively © adhydyes, the Indian tradition

Ctween the Javanese and Indian figures {0
giving the vanese as 333 The agrecment between the
g the figure as 339, the Ja e ot in msgur of 339, o may

different Indian versions iS 2 weighty point

tentatively assume to be the co
e evidence of the Javanese Version is unfortu-

X1, Anudasatie : (The €
hat . . oring this parvan altogel{lt‘-f: 1"01' some reason
ely missing, the versiot ign ot be argued that it Is included in the

which it i )
ch it is hard 0 BN reciable increase in the number of adhydyas or

- onsiders the Javanese figure (121) as very

1. Kerw, loc cite
Suspicious,
g 2 See the
ven . e
FRV 31:: ease of ¢ Salgaper
figure is very doubtiuh

Xdiparvan, additional passage No 486%,

Kerw (loe, cit.) regards the Javanese
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¢lokas of the Javanese Version of the §anti, 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 adhyayas and &lokas of the Anusdsana remain uncertain,

X1V, Asvamedhika : The number of adhydyas is unanimously gi’ven
as 133, which may therefore be accepted as the correct figure~There is a
discrepancy as regards the number of §lokas : theé Critical Edition gives the
figure as 2320, while the Javanese and the {556} Southern Recension agree in
giving the figure ag 4420, this being one of the rare instances in which the
Javanese and the Southemn Recension agree against the Northern Recension.
The Southern Recension contains here an additional sub-parvan, comprising
23 adhyayas and about 1700 §lokas, known as the Vaigpavadharma parvan.
There is no mention of any such parvan in the list of 100 pavans, given in
the Parvasariigraha, though some Southern MSS do insert, in another place,
a line which mentions the Vaisnavadharma among the contents of the Aéva-
medhika In this Section, Yudhisthira is instructed by &r-Krsva in the
Dharma of the Vaisnavas, which seems hardly necessary, after the instrue-
tion he had received from Bhisma in more than 21,000 stanzas on general
Dharma (&anti and Anu&sana). The higher Southern number must there-
fore be regarded as due to this inflation, and can in any case not be accepted.
Nevertheless the peculiar agreement between the Javanese and the Southern
is a disturbing factor. The number therefore may be regarded as doubtful.

_ XV. Aframevasika: There is not much doubt about the adhyéyas of
this parvan, though the Javanese Version has a hight figure (92)s against the
unanimous Indian figure 42, which may be assumed to be the correct figure.*
—As reg.nrds thf: .number of flokas, there is a shight discrepancy of 2 between
the Cntical Edition and the Javanese Version, the former being 1506, the
latter 1508 But the last digit in this number 13 not 1 doubt ; it must be
e, The Southern Recension gives the figure 1906, which must be regarded
as extremely doubtful, since even Professor SASTRI, who has edited the
Southern Recenston, could not find more than 11083 stanzas for this parvan?
There has been clearly 2 mistake in the counting of the stanzas of this par-

* It is perhaps worth notiang that so late a 4
. commenta & (d.
P. K. Gove, ABORI, vol. 17, pp. 208-210, who assigns himw; a;‘i,ev ﬂ::w“'
exatury), teats the Sints and AnuEisana 25 one parean amg hos colophons 1ke
£ 4Rl e s § T dhareton
MR miar FIAAE {43
mﬁmﬁ;ﬁmi\m:ummﬁmn : "
- s quted by Prof, H
e T 7 T 2P s e it 1
RN (loc. cit.) likewise suggests 1, di avansse.
Jw:y lltnu Interesting to note, a3 pornted g:iympizt“ Umsgm Nano2y2's
gnd 8-, amlfmu gives 1106 ax the figure of glokas o A e y2n.
£ probably is Gae to & fick g m the Afmamavisika parv
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van, and the Southem figure being palpably incorrect, we may utilize the
approximate agreement between the Critical Edition and the Javanese Ver-
sion and adopt 1506 as the probable original Parvasarhgraha figure for the
Aframavasika. . .

XVI. Mausala: All sources agree m giving the number of adhydyas
as 8 and the number of &lokas as 300, which may accordingly be taken as the
correct figures. The text also seems to con-[557}-tain actually 300 stanzas
Consequently the vulgate reading 320, in the Parvasamgraha chapter, is
clearly faulty and has been properly rejected.

XVIl. Makaprasthamka : The Javanese figure for the number of
adhyayas is missing ; but the Indian sources, including the MSS, uniformly
divide this short parvan into three adhyayas; and the unanimous Indian
reading cannot be called into question —The number of $lokas may also be
regarded as correctly given in the Critical Edition, which is supported by the
Southern Recension, though the Javanese Version adds, erroneously, three to
the number, giving the figure as 123. T surmise that this addition of three to
the &loka number is a wrong transposition from the adhyaya number, which
is missing in the Javanese Version. The Vulgate figure (320) for the §lokas
is absurd and unquestionably incorrect. '

XVIIL Swvargarohana : As in the previous case the adhydya number
is lost in the Javanese Version ; but there cannot be any doubt that the cor-
rect figure is 5, which is given by all editions and MSS of the Mahibharata
—The §loke number 1s unanimously given, by our three sources, as 200, which
is a sufficiently correct approximation of the actual extent of this last parvan
of the Great Epic; and the Vulgate figure (209) may be unhesitatingly
Tejetted.

The table on the following page gives the figures for the adhyayas
and- §lokas, book by book, arnved at by a collation of the various extant
versions of the Parvasamgraha chapter of the Adiparvan
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[558] TABLE 11

Table giving the authentic figures for the Adhyayas and Slokas of the

hteen Parvans of the Mahabhirata, based upon a collation of the MSS of

the Sansknt Parvasarhgrahaparvan and of the Javanese Version (ca
1000 AD.). s

Parvan Adhyiya Sloka
1L ADL 218 22
11 SABHA .. 72 2511
1II. ARANYAKA .. 269 11,664
IV VIRATA .. 67 2050
V. UDYOGA e 186 ?
VI. BHISMA .. 117 (or 118) 5884
VII. DRONA .. 170 8909
VIII. KARNA .. 69 4500
IX SALYA .. 59 3220
X SAUPTIKA | .. 18 870
X1 STRI S 27 775
XI. $ANTI .. 339 ' 14525
XIHIL ANUSASANA .. ? ' ?
XIV. ASVAMEDHIKA . 133 ‘?
XV. ASRAMAVASIKA . 42 1506
XVI. MAUSALA .. 8 300
XVIl. MAHAPRASTHANIKA 3 120
XVII. SVARGAROHANA 5 200




A STATEMENT REGARDING THE PROGRESS OF THE
CRITICAL EDITION OF THE MAHABHARATA

Read by the General Editor, DR- V. S. SUKTHANKAR, 0% the occaston of
the publication of the Udyogaparvan and the presentation of it to
the RAJASALILB OF AuUNDH, 07 6th July, 1910

N

IR. CHAIRMAN, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN,

of “On this happy and auspicious day, which is the {wenty-third anniversary

h e 'f‘?“ﬂdation of this Institute, 1 am glad to announce {he publication of
¢ edition of the UDYOGAPARVAN by Professor Dr. S K. De of the Dacca

University, which is volume six of 0uF Critical Edition of the Mahabhsraia.

This is, as you are no doubt aware, the third parvan to be completed by us-

"f;lre Adiparvan, cdited by myself, was completed in 1933 It Was followed
e¢ years later by the Viritaparvan cdited by Professor DF- Raghu VIRA
of the Sanatan Dharma Colleg® Lahore. And now we have the Udyoga-
parvan, which, T hope, will testify to our industry and perseverance.

The amount of matter published durmg the last 21 years. cince the com-

mencement of the work in 1919, may appear to you small, And itisa fact

that some editions of the Mahabhirata which were beguft long after we had
ut you must not confuse those

started have already been long completed. B
editions with ours. Those other editions implied only work for compositors
and proof-readers.  Their procedure, which is very simple, 1§ this Older
editions of the\Mahabharata are put in the hands of composttors, who pro-
ceed to manufacture 2 neW edition, faithfully copying, in every detal, all the
old mistakes and adding some of their own making, m the bargain.

When this Institute undertook o bring out a Critical Edition of the
Mahizbharata, it was not meant to pring out 2 new edition in this time-
honoured way, which has made the term « Indian edition” 2 synonym of 2
“bad edition.” In Indian editions of the past, the paper was bad, the type
was bad, the ink was pad, and the text also was generally bad. 1 do not
wish to say that we have produced an ideal edition of the Mahabharata, but
1 do maintain that we have taken a disunct step forward in that direction.
arid that our work has marked an appreciable advance in the technique of

the editing of Sanskrit texts: ‘And when 1 say that T am giving you not My
own opinion but the considered opinion of savants, published repeatedly in
the course of lengthy and elaborate reviews of our edition, in high-class and
authoritative Journals shroughout the world. The cdition has been before
the world of scholars for nearly fiftoen years, and there has been 2 steady
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chorus of enthusiastic approbation greeting the appearance of every successive

faseicule, whose publication 1s eagerly awaited by Indologists 1n all parts of
the world

When we say we are bringing o{'lf. an edition of *he Mahabhirata, we
are really considerably underrating our own work It 1s not merely a text
edition that we are preparing  What we have undertaken 1s a research mto
the Mahabhiirata manuscript tradition, which, you will realize, 15 a very dif
ferent thing and which—let me emphasize—has now been undertaken for the
first time 1n the long history of our Great Epic.

Let us glance for a moment at the history of the project Smce 1897
there has been a steady and persistent demand for a critical echtion of the
Mahabhdrata which was wanted, as the late Professor WINTERNITZ put i,
‘ as the only sound basis for all Mahibhirata studies, nay, for all studis
connected with the epic literature of India In 1904, as a result of the
agitation which was kept up Europe by certain Indologists the Interna-
tional Association of the Academies of Europe and Amertea undertook the

ount was placed i the hands of Trustees in
England which 1s still lymg there, 11 the name of the Trustec> n some

English bank. The last great European War put an end to this project of
a European edition of the Mahabhirata, which ended as a matter of fact
without achieving anything beyond

some preliminary work, After that war,
this Institute undertook the work making a fresh start. The difficulty was
of course the money  What really made it possible for the Institute to launch
some twenty years ago this gigantic and ambitious scheme was the promrse
made by Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratimidhy, Raja Saheb of Aundh —our
worthy guest of this cvemng—to contribute a lakh of rupees to the Mah3

rtamly worth undertaking but
1t would cost ten lakhs of rupees, and it was no use undertaking the work
unless there were prospects of rassing that sym. When he was ascured *hat

With that our work has been chalked out for us
rally into five stages (1) <carch for old and rdiable
of the MSS , (3) constitution of the text with the hel

It divides 1tself natu
MSS , (2) collation
Ip of the collations.
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(4) preparati
on iti
tted text s and (}fn‘;(l: 'crmcal a[lwparatus, to be printed along with the consti-
v y, (5) sceing the matter through the press.

From th .
to tmmirdscor[)u:})llclmm,"(f‘“mes you will sce that on every page from 2 half
detailed aecount of t;Dace is taken up by the critical notes, which give a very
of our evidence for the MSS. examined and collated and which form the bulk
demands endless pati e tet. It is this which necessitates Jaborious work and
&? is, T consi derp?h'mc‘{i_i\nd its completion for the parvans so far publish-
7% you not oni e abiding .at_:hlevcment of our edition. Our edition thus
i of the Mrdoharats o o el text, but also a digest of the MSS. tradi-
that in the case of hirata cxtending over nearly 2000 years. I may observe
extent, it is onl every text, when the manuscript tradition fluctuates to any
e, that e cov aeeful study of the collations of the MSS. and nothing
E’“Wem two ormr:e you an authentic text ; just as when there 15 8 dispute
it only after es "‘_'e‘llhgants an impartial judge trying the case would decide
xamining the depositions and hearing the evidence of all the

Parties and their witnesses.

1 am

Institute foila; to say that {he method which has bee
1tself 1o a] Sc}(:a:mg with the Mahibharata (extual problem ha
the question, ;ars who are competent {0 pass an opinion on
has mage a‘do rofessor Walter RUBEN, of the University of Ankara, Who
thod may be g sel's tudy of l3‘-‘“\537111121 MSS, has Jeclared that the same me-
Teviews of 0“‘?1;;??' mutatis mutandis, t0 the Ramayana also Appreciative
the Tast thirtee ition, as 1 remarked already, have boen published during
man, Ttalian é‘ years not t?nly in Indian, but also in English, French, Ger-
2 been co;n‘:CChU'Slovakxan, Polish and American Journals. The scheme
India Oriental ended by the International Oriental Congress: py the Al
Oriental studi Conference and by many of the learned bodies specializing in

udics. There have been heard 3 fow dissentient voices, but they

are mogt]
who hau,ey of persons who do not know the ABC of textual eriticism and
never even seelt & Mahzbharata MS. in {heir whole pfe  Such
e may safcly ignore.

Uninfory A
med criticism of self-styled scholars W
{ other scholars alone for a

B

ilxsﬁﬁ;i::' need not reit on the judgment ©

has been v of our method The correctness of the method adopted by us

famous R"}ndxcated now by independent and objective ovidence. ‘The oW

RA7, wmc::’f‘g““l MS, discovered in Nepal by the Rajaguru Pandit HEMA-
is nearly 800 ycars old and is thereforo the

e Ad e
diparvan, confirms not oniy many of the disputed readings
jations made by me

text .
will ::t justifies even some of the emend
we haveadm'tted—llnimpcaclmblc cvidence of the correctncss of
- been following.
the T\Xe }_‘a"e completed now in this (nahion, as I 88
ahbharata ¢ the Adiparvat the Viriaparvan

n worked out by the
s commended
the merits of

the meth

id, three whole books of
and the Udyogapan’:m.
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As for the other parvans you are no doubt aware that the Sabhaparvan has
been assigned to Professor Frankling EGERTON of Yale University who came
over to Poona in 1938 1n order to examune for himeelf the MSS of the Sabha
which had been collated by the Inctitute for him and also to give the finich

1ng touches to his edition in consultation with me. His work has been lying
with lum ready for publication and would have been sent to the press Jong

ago but for this war which 1s hampening inter-communication and delaymg
the publication of the parvan

The next parvan we took in hand 1s the Vanaparvan (or rather the
Aranyzkaparvan o give it tts correct name) which 1s being cdited by myself
It 15 passing through the press as rapidly a> we can take 1t through It will
compnse about 1100 pages of our edition of which nearly 700 pages have
already been printed off 1 hope to finich 1t—if nothing untoward happens
to hinder its progress—by the end of this year

As regards the Bhiemaparvan which has been assigned to Rao Bahadur
Dr BELVALKAR 1 am glad to report that considerable advance has been
made by the editor m the preparation of the presscopy Not only has Dr
BELVALRAR completed his draft of the constituted text but the commlation
of the cnitical notes has been taken in hand and is proceeding apace.

When the Bhismaparvan 1s completed which we hops to do m a little
over a year from now we <hall have completed nearly 45 per cent. of this
ggantic work.  You will realize the amount of vork that will be accorplich

d when I tell you that ve <hal] have atically dealt with a ittle under 40 000
«lokas and printed about 4500 pages of our edition,

I have given you gentlemen, a v
Ty brief outlme of the maim work done
under the name of the Cntical Edition of the Mahabharata Qur work hae

1n different
ently of our work here, ! places to <ome exten* independ

Noteworthy among these works are the following four Our edition has
mj: ms;x student of the Dacea Unnerity a cubject for a PhD thesss en
! udies mn Epic Grammateal Form which 15 an essay towards the
d which 15 based entirel of

y on our edition
thcd Adiparvan. Our Matubhurata rescarchics have further mepired another
student of the epec to cubmnt 1o the Bombay Unnersiy 2 PhD thests o0
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the Bhrgvangirasa element in the Mahibharata. 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 CANEDO, I understand, has planned
an elaborate grammatical work on Epic Syntax, which has made considerable
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.

1 shall pass on to some minor studies which have arisen out of our Maha-
bhirata work. Arising out of his study of the Sabhdparvan, Professor EDGER-
TON has recently published three important papers. One of them is about
the mention of the city of Rome in the Digvijaya section of the Sabhaparvan,
which is the first time that a clear reference has been found in Indian litera-
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 Varjeties ”
A third paper by him concerns the reading and interpretation of a Sabha-
parvan stanza, an old crux, which has become famous as the parable of the
“Goat and the Knife” (" ajakrpaniya™).

In connection with his study of the Bhismaparvan, which is bemng edited
oy him, Dr. BELVALKAR has published several valuable papers, among them
the “ Miscarriage of the attempted stratification of the Bhagavadgita,” the
* Kashmiri Version of the Bhagavadgitd,” and the “ Cosmographical Episode
in the Mahibharata and the Padmapurina.” He has other papers in prepa-

ration.

You will thus sce, gentlemen, that the time and the money spent during
the last twenty years of silent and arduous work of the Mahibhirata Dcpart-
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 Mahabharata,
but it has built up an independent school of textual criticism and perfected
the technique of the editng of Sanskrit texts It has opened out new vistas
of work with immense possibilities, which will occupy Indologists, 1 imagme,
for at least half a century, if not more. It has stimulated vivid interest in
Mahabharata studies, which were languishing for want of a cntical edition
of the text, They ate carried out now on a sound basis and in a scientific
spirit, differing conspicuously from the somewhat gassy ebullitions of previous
writers on the subject of the Mahibharata

The Critical Edition of the Mah:‘at.xhﬁm.ta is thus a comprehensive and
many-sided literary activity, with ramifications i many directions. It is
this aspect of our I\'fahﬁbhflﬁ‘lm ‘.vork. I imagine, which impressed the British
Academy in London and which induced that august body to vote a grant to
our Mahabhirata 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.

1t 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 tnenty 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 DORABJEE Tata Charitics
have only recently, despite the prevailing financial strigency, sanctioned a
grant of Rs, 5,000 for the Mahibhirata work, which has been a welcome addi-
tion 10 our attenuated resources, and for which we are extremely grateful
to the Trustees of that Fund. Some of our annual subsidies, which had been
granted for a fixed period of years, have expired. We have been endeavour-
ing to get them renewed, and the response has been very encouraging, not-
withstanding the chaos into which the war has thrown our national economy.

July 6, 1340,



A STATEMENT REGARDING THE PROGRESS OF THE
CRITICAL EDITION OF THE MAHABHARATA

{Read by Dr, V. S. SUKTHANKAR, on the occasion of the presentation of the
Aranyakaparvan to Shrimant RAJASAHES of Aundh on 5th January 1943.]

MR, CHAIRMAN, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN,

It is now more than seventeen years since I took over charge of the
Mahabhirata work and reorganized, on somewhat different lines, this De-
partment of the Institute, having profited by the experiences and experi-
ments of my predecessor, the late lamented Mr. UTGIKAR. During this
interval the Institute has published Critical Editions of four complete Books
of the Mahibhirata ; Adiparvan (1933), Virataparvan (1936), the Udyo-
gaparvan (1940), and now the Aranyakaparvan (1942). These four
parvans comprise, according to the Parvasarigrahaparvan, about 28,400
6lokas. In addition to this a fascicule of the Sabhfparvan edited by Prof,
Franklin EpcertoN of Yale University (U. S. A.), which has been ready
for some time and which could be taken up for printing only owing to the
very generous special grant of Rs 10,000 recently made by the Government
of Bombay, is being published today. Furthermore, the press-copy of the
Bhismaparvan, which is being edited by Rao Bahadur Dr. § K. BELVALKAR,
is almost ready and is now undergoing final revision at the hands of its
editor, It will be ready for being sent to the press very shortly. In fact
the work is advanced as far that it can be got ready for the press within
three months. But can we send it to the press? Not unless we can find
a generous donor prepared to pay for the cost of the printing of the new
volume, in these days when the cost of printing has almost doubled. The
present financial situation of the Department js such that we can just manage
to get the press-copies ready ; but the large world of scholars outside the

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 § parvans of the Great Epic: the Ad, Sabhi, Aragyaka, Virdta,
Udyoga and Bhisma. The six parvans make up a total of about 36,800
€lokas, out of an ageregate of 82,150 lokas, a portion which is approxi-
mately 45%5 of the entire Mah:!bhnmm: uc_ludmg. of course, the Hanvarh$a,
which I have kept out of my czlc'ulauon in order not to frighten you too
much, Even this is no mean achievement, I-think. The part of the epic

T e,
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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 half times
as our Ramiyana, -

That a work of this nature and these dimensions is not ohe 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 thesé 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 now-a-days! Good mahuscripts cost money.
Good printing costs money. Good editors cost money,

‘The British nation once paid out one million.pounds for one rare Ms.
of the Bible. Would India pay a similar amount for any book ? Why not?
Are the British people greater lovers of books, greater lovers of literature,
greater lovers of religion, greater lovers of knowledge than we Indians? Cer-
tainly not. Great Britain is a small nation, a young nation, compared to Indid.
And our love of knowledge, love of litera

ture, love of scriptures, is greater.
We are the inheritors of the great book, this *book of books” composed

at a time when Great Britain was not yet entered on the map of civilized
nal-iuns. .And the entire cost of making this Critical Edition of the Mahi-

If you want me to point out
for originaf and furthering the

nating to you just one man who js responsible
mean, Shrimant Balasaheh Pani

Pm‘iEf:. he is sitting in front of you, I
t Pratinidhi, the RAJA oF Aunpi.
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civilization, there is more than one that is drawn originally from Bhirata-
varsa and from Sanskrit literature. And well in the centre of this vast mass
of literature, there stands this deathless, traditional book of divine inspiration,
unapproachable and far removed from possibilities of human competition.

There is a danger that in our pseudo-scientific mood, we may be

tempted to discard this great book, thinking that we

have outgrown it. That

would be a capital blunder! That would 1n fact mean nothing but an
mdfcaﬁon of our will to commit suicide, national suicide, the signal of our
national extinction. For never was truer word spoken than when the Iage~
German Indologist Hermann OLDENBERG said that “in the Mahibharata -
breathe the united soul of India, and the individual souls of her people.”
And why is that ? Because the M Sbhdrata is the national saga of India

It is, in other words, the content of our collective unconscious.

And just

for that teason it refuses to be discarded. We-must therefore grasp this.

great book with both hands and face it squarel

that it is our past which has prolonged itself into the present.

y. Then we shall recognize

We are it :

I mean the real WE! Shall we be guilty of atrangling our own soul?

NEVER !
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