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To the young students,

“Deshe deshe age jio cvam anek desher avactha besh kare dekho.
Nijer cokhe dekho, parer cokhe naya.  Tar par, yadi mathi thake to
ghamio. Nijeder Puran punthi patha pada. Bharatvarsher desh-deshan-

tar besk kare dekho.  Buddhiman panditer cokhe dekho—Fkhaja
ahammaker cokhe naya.”

PRACYA O PASCATYA.

“Visit other countries and study their conditions well.
Look through your own eyes and not through the eyes of
others. Then, if you have brains, use them. Read your own
literature—the Puranas etc. Visit every corner of India. Study
and obse.1e through the eyes of an intelligent analyst.

Never be a gullible fool.”

Swami Vivekananda
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Preface

The analysis considers the comments made on the publi-
cation of ‘my book ‘Ancient India, A Chronological Study,
1500-400 B.C.

It is gratifying indeed to note that a country-wide interest
was evoked on the focal problem of dating the Mahabharata
battle. This opportunity is, therefore, taken to make a compre-
hensive survey of the entire subject. The theories and techni-
ques of chronology have been given and the merits and weak-
‘nesses of the chronology of the Western Indologists analysed
in that light, drawing particular attention to the ‘malaise of
chronological ankylosis which has gripped the protohistory of
Iran, Gandhara and India.

A brief review of the Vedic chronology is also given in an
appendix showing that the middle Vedic age belongs to 2000-
1900 B.C. (and not to 1500 B.C. as hitherto taken on good
faith), and that a perfectly consistent framework can be
erected on that earlier date, satisfying all the canons of the five
recognized methods of chronology.

The diacritical marks with romanized spellings have
been avoided so that the young students are encouraged
to look at the original sanskrit texts in Nagari script in cases of
doubt. However, a briel glossary along with the original
sanskrit texts have been given for the facility of ready
reference.

Europeans say that Indians have no sense of history. Agreed.
They themselves, however, have strange fixations, and it is
quite amusing to_see them solemnly paradmg ghost stories
collected two thousand A even
serious history, The young students of today, not of India alone,

Tbutof Turan, Iran, Gandhara, Pakistan (ie., the whole of




ARYANA) should realise that the time has come to havea
second look at their dates, and to brush aside lots of dusty old
cobwebs cobwebs of opimions based on no matenals - so that

the serious task of buildmg a scentific chronology can be
undertaken

Young students are mvited to jomn 1 the fascmating
task of rewriting the hsstory and chronology on strictly objective
and scientific ln s Chronologv 1 an exact science and the
nigorous norms of the exact stiences - mecluding that of ven:
fiable prediction  are to be satisfied 1 the final goal

I plice on record my thanks for the interest shown and
active help rendered by all my archaeologist friends, and
am 1ndebted n particular to Shri BK Thapar, who has
shown a keen interest 1n the new saence of ethno astronomy,

because the astronomical observations are self-dating, and
hence, of mterest i archaeol

(34

My thanks are also due to Shri Satyaprakash for seemng

the bool. through the press, and to Miss Rita Roy for edicing
the manuscript

New Delhy

15th October, 1976 5B Roy



Contents

Preface

Perspectives and Highlights

Chronological methods : a critique

Chronology of the Western Indology : a critique
Purana and Itihasa

Chronological framework of Indian protohistory

Sw oo

Baudhayana and the sutra literature

o

. The king-list and the rishi-lists : Kali age

Mahabharata : its creators
Date of the Bharasa battle : the calendar

w o » N

Date of the Bharata battle : extant theories reviewed

10. In search of the original Mahabharata of
Vaisampayana

11, Appendix I—Aryan invasion and the Rigveda : a
chronological reappraisal

12, Appendix IT—Kurukshetra

—
»

Glossary of Pronunciation

14, Subject Index

66
76

100
116

139

149



PERSPECTIVES AND HIGHLIGHTS

{Important persons, events, mlrcnologic:ﬂ observations, cross-contacts
and synchronisms of Indian Protohistory).

A. Astronomical Observations

1. Equinox at Rohini-Purnima : ¢ 3100 B.C.

Nabhanedishtha, Manu Vaivasvata : RV,-X.61.5-9

(See also P.L.A., pp 57-65) . 579
2. Equinox at Krittika Purnima : ¢,2350 B.C.

King Bharata Daushanti, Dirgh Vi itra 1T,

Briddha Garga -

(See also P.L.A., pp 119-36) e 57
3. Rn-mg of the Deog-star at eginox : ¢ 2000 B.C.

A% D: ha, Rama, Ravana

(See P.C. SenGupxa, Ancient Indnan Chronalogy, p. xxvi} ... 58

4. Winter solstice on Fifth of Magha (Shukla) ¢.1630 B.C,
Vagambhrini, King Shruta of deeha, Devi-sukta '

RV.X.125 .. veee 58
5. Winter solatice on the 2.3 of Magha : 1486~1414 B.C.'

Pitamaha Bhisma, Pamsham II and Garg—x 1l . 1249
6. Pole star at k-| Dmcoms B c,l300 B.C. h

Ashwalayana, Patanjali I . - 735
7. Equinox at Apabharanis and Solstice at Dhanishtha :

c. 1370 B.C.

Baudhayana .. 679
8, Winter solstice at the junction of Pausha and Magha :

¢.1270 B.C.

Lagadha, Ling Suci, Vedanga jyotisha

{ for details see A, I, p. 50-62) .. 58

B. Cross-Contacts :

1. Asura Maya of Surya Siddhanta, Turamaya (Plulemy,

the astronomer) at the end of the second krnm yuga .

136~184 A.D, PR - 51
2. King Ashoka and Antioke, the Yona raja... /

257 B.C. e 177

3. Eighty-Seventh king of the Kassites {see Rerossus)
defeats the bast king of the Harmurabi dynasty in 1590

B.C. while the eighty-seventh Ling of the Vyasian lists
is born in 1619 B.C,



2000—1900 B.C

Ermusum of Larsa 2nd Emusha of the Rigiveda ¢ 2000 B.C.

b. Indatu of Babylon and Indrota of Iran ¢ 1970 B.C.

¢. Hanyupaand Harappa, Cayamana of the Divodasa
dynasty overruns Harappa ¢, 140B C,
{See also Chronological Infrastructure of Indian
Protohustory, JBRS vol VIII p 461-77 for deimly)

d. Divodasa, Shambarz and 2 hundred forts

e Sushrasas of the Rigveda and Hushrava of the Gathas
(Iran}

f

Ishtashwa of the Rigveda and Virtaspa of the Avesta (Jran)

g Bharawa baule THIRTY-THREE generations after
Divodasa

»

Vyasnan king st gnes 14% kingsbetween Mann and
Candragupta . Megasthenes gives 154 kingaa difference of
onty 200 years in a total peniod of 3000 years,

"

Dyvodasa and Dasaratha are contemporaries : Battle of ten

kirgs occurs THREE gurerations afier Rama, the son of
Dasaratha

C. Two Fixed Points of Indian Chronology :
1. Ashoka and Anuoke the Yona raja in 237 B.C.

2. Divodasa of Tran, Indatu of Babylon, Emusum of Larss
10 2005~1570 B C.

Conclasion t Date of Mahabharata battle-cbout 1400 B C,

. 218
. 181
. 178
« 183
- 180
. 180-1
. 180
e 835
o 301
o 101



| - There are five different approaches t6
the problems of historical chronology :—

. Literary Method

. Archaeological Method

. Radiocarbon Technique
. Astronomical Method and
. Cross Contacts

Chronolo- ‘

Ut b N —

gical
. In this study all the five methods have
MEthOdS . been utilized, but it is necessary to know

about the merits and demerits—the rela-
tive strengths and weaknesses—of the in-

a dividual methods, in order to give due
v weight to them in final judgement.
cril‘ique To begin with, it is incorrect to rely

solely upon, or to give exclusive reliance
to, any one method alone, because it
immediately develops a subjective and,
what is worse, a biased attitude and all
the facts are, thereafter, forced into that
frame : wherever possible, one method,
should therefore, be checked by another.

Different methods will now be indivi-
dually considered.

1. Literary Method : There are
three subdivisions of the literary method
(1) Literary style method favoured by the

. philologists (2) Analysis of proper names
and (3) Dynastic method. -

The literary style method is illustrated
by Max Muller’s dicta for India : he says,

¢In the Vedic literature, there: . four
styles—chanda, mantra, brakmana and sutra
which follow one after another’. Two
hundred years each are sufficient for the
first three, while the fourth requires
.400 years. Then f{ollowed the continuous



4 DATE OF MAHABHARATA BATTLE

but remember that once the oniginal synchromism s broken,

then all the dates kave to be ve examuned and re fixed
13 Dynastic method The methad s statistical and, at
best, 1t gives only an esumate The statsucal theory and

the fising up of the upper and the lower margins of tolerance
have been discussed elsewhere

In the Indian context, the overall rehnbility of the Puranic
Nist of 143 kings from 1| Maunu to 143 Chandragupta, has
already been considered at length in AT pp 100 126 In the
present monograph the Puranas have been divided into two
sections viz (a) the ancient secion (1e the Vyasian section)
whose Tamsanucarvam (1e dynasties) runs from 1 Alanm
(3167 B C )10 96 Pankshat {1424 B C ) and (b) the post Vyasian
sechon It will be shown (vide Chapter 11T infra) that the
ancient Vyastan Vamsanucarttam 1s much mare reliable than the
post Vyasian dynasties of hahage ”

Pargiter perhaps realised this difficulty and therefore trea
ted the two periods differently in different books He made
no attempt at any synthesis or synchronisation of the dynasties
of the Kalt age as he did magmficemly for the earher period
However he did a great mjustice to himself and to the Indian
protchistory by declaring the date of the Bharata battle to be
90 BC  on the ad nuitedly unsatssfactory and mcomplete dynasties of
the second period viz of the hah Age It 1s for this reason that
Jaswal s suggesuon of ten missing kings was readily accep-
ted in the A1 p 120—6, firstly on the collateral evidence of
astronomy and secondly because where the lists are admuttedly
mcomplete statistical theory requires that neither the munmum
nor the average should be taken—butonly the longest list avat
lable should be preferred  On the other hand  as the Vyasian
\ amsas are known to be faicly complete, onlv the munimum age
diffcrenual of 18 years per king have been taken therefor
1 SB Roy Chronologcal Infrastructure of Indan Protohsstory—
JBORS “ol LVILI 1972 pp 4436

Al the present workers 1ke Parg ter Pradban Bhargma Pusalkar
Tovetudtury ete. accept this ‘The European scholars are however
wrong intrecurg the 1 ranas as a whole  only for 111 defect

Y33 2naraent Purana canbe very satofactory for retans e chronology
of the 3¢ ent pre—\ anan dynast ey

2
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*~The real strength of the dynastic method is that it is indispensable
in the analysis of relatize chronology. If sufplemented by the concefit
of dynastic numbers as has been done here, it becomes a major semi-
quanlitative tool in all statistical cum chronological analysis,

2. Archaeological Method :  Archaeological dating is
done by vertical digging and stratification of the ruins—the
lower stratum being the older. Artefacts of different areas and
zones are also intensively compared to establish parallelism
which would help in arriving at comparative dating. In this
type of work, pots and potsherds were found to be immensely
useful, because earthen pottery was universally used all over the
world since the earliest of times (c.4000 B.C,). They are
-almost indestructible and, therefore, always available.

The main defect of the method of archaeological stratifi-
cation is that it is qualitative, and, therefore, subjective. The
second defect is that the remains_ are silent, this being the
main weakness of the archaeological method as against the
literary method. However, inscriptions or tablets, if any
found, combine the strength of both the methods and, there-
fore, is the most sought-after clue, provided that the writing
can be deciphered. The Harappan script, for instance, has
‘remained elusive, and, therefore, in spite of the extensive ruins
and vast amount of material collected, the Harappan civiliza-
tion looks strangely ‘incomplete’ us against countemporary
Mesopotamian cultures. So much, yet so litile !

The superiority of the archaeological method over the
literary method lies in the fact that the material remains are
visible to naked eye, and, therefore, afford incontrovertible
evidence of antiquity. In spite of the subjective element always
involved in its interpretation, it should be appreciated that the
archaeological method is based on visible and tangible—though
silent—evidence. The old testament of the Bible is coming to
life only through the spade of the archaeologist.

3. Radiocarbon Technique : The great merit of the
method is that it is both quantitative as well as objective—as
i the case of all other sciences, However, when closely
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analysed, it also shows some defects, reveahing that 1n spite
of the mitial enthusiasm, i s nether a chronometer nora
panacea for the chronologist The defects are

1 The method 15 only statistical and, therefore, the result
1s only an estmate It 1s 7ol a chronometer reading

2 It gires a false and exaggerated sense of certamnty and accuracy,
which anises from the format 1n whick the resulls are announced,
eg

‘5 UCLA—66 22634+82 BC
6 A—334 2267402 BC?

The above two results from the same Egyptian sample of
the middle hingdom would suggest that the date 15 about 2262
B C and that the margmn of error 1s no more than 82 years at
most However, the confidence 15 entirely misplaced  Thus 15 beautr
fally shown by the dat1 collected by D P Agarwal, one of the
leading workers in the feld of this techmique, 1n the materral
pinced by nm m the Puratatiza, Vol 7 p 70 He has given
nine cases of the same material bemng exammed in different
laboratories which show the wide differences in the results
One illustratice case will suffice, the matersal bewng from the
muddle hingdom of Egypt 1nd belonging (on other hustorical
cudence}to 2430£173 RC Dhfferent samples of the same
materii) were sentto three different laboratories and NINE
diffcrent readings were made with the following resulis

Spread Mean Margm

Laboratory Sample BC BC +
1 BM 139 27972427 2277 150
2 UGt 218 26842520 2602 22
3 A 313 24272303 2365 62
4 A 521 2383—2178 2280 102
5 UCLA 66 23402181 2263 82
6 A\ 334 2314--2210 2262 52
7\ 519 22,52 2190 2221 62
8 UCIA 665 22422078 2160 82
9 UCLA 667 22222028

2140 82
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Thus, while the individual results give a confidence range
of 4-52 yearsto =150 years, highest possible date is actually
2737 B.C. while the lowest date is 2032 B C. and it should be
very carefully noted that the total range is (2737-2058)
B.C. i.e. 679 years. Hence, the true indication of the
margin of error is shown by a more straighiforward  staiement
viz. 23984-340 B C.—this beiug a truer indication of the
margin of cenfidence.

In other words, when the same remnant is examined by three
different laboralories, a wide range of 2737-2038 is obtained
whtile the true or the historical date is 2450 B.C. This analy.is
would perhaps give to the lay reader a better idea of the
margin of error actually involved in this technigue—the wide
margin arising because the underlying basic theory is statistical
viz. the probability of the decay of a nucleus. In fact, theore-
tically, the problem is similar to the problem of the dynastic
method (where the probability of the age at which the first
male child is born is involved) : The radio-carbon method is
more reliable only because a larger number is involved,

It should be particularly naticed that the single result such
as 6.A=2262-1-52 B.C. gives a false idea of confidence viz. 4-52
years only. Even two results fortuitously tallying e.g.

B UCLA 66......... 2263-1-82 B.C.
A... 33¢ 2262:1-52 B.C.

is misleading, because the wide margin is revealed only when
the object is repeatedly examined in different laboratories.

Arcliaeologists not knowing the theory of measurements, or
about the theories of experimental errors—as distinct from the
theoretical margin of error in individual experiments—will be
taken in by the format of the result, Thus, they would think
that the margin of error is only 4:52 years, while repeated
measurements in different laboratories show that the margin
of experimental error is actually-+340 years.

The solution is extremely simple. The same remmant
must be divided in at least six samples and examined by at
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least three different laboratories Only then, would the mrgin
of experimental error be hnown with some confidence, because
that 1s the only scientfic way to examine an estunate

The second and more serious defect of the radio carbon
dates which have been only recently confirmed by extensive
dendrochronological (tree ring) analysis 1s that the dates are
consistently too low  The present author’s exammnation of the
avalable material 1 the light of astronomical chronology
herem presented also shows that the RC dates are consistently
toolow  He has proposed correction factor of x 11 (o the
5537 half dates), while the dendiochronologists have prepa-
red an elaborate table of corrections which suggest an
upward correction of "bout + (300--500) years at or beyond
2000 BC {vide Puratattva, ‘ol 7, pp 65 69)

The followsng notes from the well known archaeologsts Sir
Max Mallowan and Sic Mortumer \vheeler, show that the
smtial enthusiasm about the technique of radio carbon dating
hns considerably waned of late

Says Sir Mallowan “Nevertheless there 15 a good case for
awarding a span of about a 100 years to Sin VII (temple—
NCV, and using the same principle of calculation we may
reckon that T'D 1 (Sin VI, and Sin X \VII lasted for about
200 years, b D II (Sin V11 and the earliest phase of Sin UX)
about 100 years, ED III {most of S1n 1X and Sin \) about
250 years—say 200 years m all Tothis we must add some-

thing for the lapse of time between the abandonment or dest
rucuon of one buld and found

4 100 of its an
unknowa {tctor, for whuch a total of 30 vears 1n all may not
be exaggerated  Since Sin X probably ended shortly before.
Agad period, ¢ 2300 BC, we thus trrne at a date of ¢ 3000
BC for the beginning of FD 1 A case could be made for
the bigher, or for a lower chronology, as Delougas has demon-
strated hut thus one seems to be the solution which at present
aceords best with the hustorieal prababilives, and it hasa
streng recommendanion n tha archaeologically ED I
seems Wikely to follow directly afier the predynastic period 1n
Ygyvpt, perbaps a lntle later than Menes, for whom a mean
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date of ¢.3100 B.C. may be assigned on the basis of Egyptian
chronology.”

“Unfortunately this apparently satisfactory estimate for the
length of E.D, period does not agree with the recent carbon-14
findings, particularly for material from Nippur lately tested,
which may require a reduction of third millennium dates by .
as much as six or seven cenluries.  We have to face the possi-
bility that if the newly emerging carbon-14 pattern for third
millennium is the right one, we must jettison the whole of the
previously accepted Egyptian chronology upon which the
Mesopotamian in large part depends. But we should be reluc-
tant to do this without much stronger contrary evidence, for
Egyptian calculations based on wrillen evidence can be checled on astro-
nomical grounds with but a comparatively small margin of error and, if
we accept a low carbon-14 chronology! for the E.D. period, 'we
are faced with a big and unexplained hiatus between this and
the Neolithic, for which the same method has given unexpec-
tedly high dates. Some authorities are therefore inclined to
believe that at this end of the third millennium there was some
physical disturbance in‘ the solar magnetic field, which may
have affected the level of the carbon-14 activity in the carbon
exchange reservoir. This level may well have been higher
than normal during the third millennium B.C. and this would
make all the dates appear later than in fact they were. But
the problem is unreal, for very recent study has made it clear
that carbon-14 determination in the third millennium B.C. in
the Near East and elsewhere are erroneous, and that published
dates are mare than five kundred years loo low.”2

Sir Mortimer, Wheeler is more emphatic :

1, Camb. Anc. Hist. Vol, I. pt. 1. chap. VI Sec, I, p.242 «Chrono-
logy and  Ibid, pt.II. Chap, XI. Sect. I. **Recent determinations
for samples from Isanna temple at Nippur average 2253423 for E.D.I,
2184441 for E.D.II; 2124464 for the transition from E.D.II to
E.D, 1II, Other examples of unexpectedly late carbon-14 dates,
together with reference are quoted in (P.R.S. Moorey), *‘A Recon-
sideration of the Excavationsat Tell Ingharra (Fast Kish), 1922.33
andin Jraq, Vol.28, 1966, pp. |18 fl. C-14 dates for Saqqara in
Egypt ate too low by much as 100 years. See also H E. Suess, Jour of
Geophysical Res, Vol. 70, 1965, no. 23 and Minz Stuiver and Suess,
Radio-carbon, Vol. VlI.I, 1966, pp. 534-39,

2, Sir Max Mallowan, Camb. Anc, Hist. Veol. L. pt.2, pp. 24243,
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“Forty years ago, before the revinon of the  Mesopotamian
dating and, of course, long before the advent of the scientific
tests which have come to our aid since 1950, Sir John Marshall
as Director General of the Archaeological Survey of India
hazarded An esumate of 3250 2790 B G as the central epoch of
the Indus Civilization using such comparative evidence as was
then available  Travelling down the years to more recent esti
mates, 1n 1968 Dr F R Alichin, armed with the radiocarbon
tests with which the lata Instute at Bombay and other labo
ratories (notably that of the Unnersity of Pennsylvania) so
generously equip us s inclined to accept a brachet of four
centuries 2150 1750 BC Between or beyond the \Marshall
Alichin extremes, m 1946, 1 invented the bracket 2200 1000
B C using the up to-date (and still valid) Mesopotamian dating
for my analogies, but with the reservation that Harappan mate-
aal for comparanve datmg sa the post Akkndian period {te
roughly after 2300 BC) 1s at present very shight” Beat

noted that 1n 1946 radiocarbon had not yet arrived to compli-
cate the msue

“Now those who concern themselves, not merely with the
bland end product of the radiocarbon methed, but alse with us
moods and modes, have become aware dunng the past ten
years that it 1s by o means a mechanical end to all our trou
bles The difference between radiocarbon  *dates” and those
produced by astronomy or dendrochronology or reliable hsstory
can on occasion almost pass belief  Recently scientsts and
archacologists—parucutarly those wehaeologsts who i Egypt
and Iraq can desl with the third «nd second millenmia BC 1
tolerably hustorical terms—hav e 1pproached agreement as to the
magnitude of the dispanities involved  And the cross-checking
has been mded by the use of the long ived bnsilecone pne
which has enabled science to compare radiocarbon dating wath
’;_Sgafglz:sly Imcc-se tree ting datng back to something ke

7 none way 1
serious n the earhier P?m :;1l:;“:‘:\c:l‘m;h;l;il::::,r;;:su\gcome
tnerease steadily, or un<teadily, backwards at } o
mllennmm During this penv;d the ds sasl fo the 4
liable, unless carcfull;cnrrec(cd to "e‘:d“’m" e
yearstoo late Norisa corrcct’xo g ore from 150 to 800
n eanly obtained by the app-
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lication of a simple corrective graph to ‘ordinary’ radio-carbon
dates. The Stuiver-Suess correction is a complicated and not
yet fully adequate method, struggling with a number of
“wriggles’ or deviations not yet comfortably explained by scie-
nce. I will not carry this catalogue of tribulation further now,
except to re-emphasise the certain conclusion that all the
“Indus” radiocarbon dates hitherto published are too late,
sometimes seriously too late.  The ofien-repeated assertion about
the Indus Civilization daling from say, 2100 to 1700 B.C. must be
Jorgotten, As Sri Rao more than once implies, comparison
where possible with established Mesopotamian historical dates
is still the surer method. The beginning of Harappa may well
be found to go back to or beyond 2500 BC. And here’isa
further suggestive but little-known scrap of evidence :—

In 1967 experienced Dutch consultants drilled for UNESCO
a series of twentyfour widely-distributed ‘“‘observation wells”
at charted spots on the map of Mohenjo-daro. These wells
revealed in a necessarily restricted compass the nature of the
sub-soil below the approximate present flood-plain of the site;
and the astonishing fact is that they show human occupation-
debris at depths down to more than 60 feet (18 metres) below
that plain—three times as deep as any archaeological digging is
known to have penetrated. Whether the deepest debris is in
any-precise sense Harappan cannot he said, from the nature of
the operation; and the material descriptions of certain of the
overlying-layers-“sand”, “hard clay”, “clay and bricks”, etc.—
are far too vague to reveal the processes of deposition. But the
bulk result is to suggest that the lowest evidence previously
excavated (Sargonid or a little earlier) was recovered from
levels markedly higher (later) than the earliest occupations of
the site.  And this conclusion is reinforced by the two well-
known drillings carried out by Dr. G.F. Dales in 1964.65, when
occupation was found 39 feet (nearly 12 metres) below the
same flood-plain. Al these and similar drillings need much
further diagnosis, but once more they apen the possibility of a
beginning occupation at this—key-site before the middle of
the 3rd millennium.”

1. Sir Mortimer Wheeler, Introduction to Lothal and Indus Civilization
by Shri S.R. Rao.
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4. Astronomical Method There are several astronomi
cal methods but of them, three have been actually used m
historical chronology  (a) Total eclipse method (b) Phnses of

Venus method and finally (¢} the precession of the seasons
method

1 The total solar echpse can be accurately computed,
both for the past as well as for the future, and, thus, where
available, 1t offers the most accurate methed for timing, being
correctta a second  Unfortunately, only few fofal solar echip-
<es have been recorded  In the Vedic period, only one such
echipse has Leen located sausfactonily by us and its precise

date 1s under a computer analysis, with the kind courtesy of
New Castle University

2 The phases of the Venus method 15 available m Babylon,
where detasled records of the heliacal and acronycal nsing
and setung of the planet Venus was regularly recorded It
has been successfully used to determine the date of the
successors of Hamuraba (1700—1600) BC

3 The precession method has been most frequently resor
ted to, because abundant material 13 avaitlable Itis quant
1ative, reasonably accurate (correct about +£200 years) and

simple Tt 15 a quute uselul tool for elementary first order chrono-
togteal analysis

In fact, uts deceptive simpheny 15 us drawback  The
method requires 3 farrly detasled understanding of lunar
astronomy because most of the ancieat calendars were lunar
where ntercaltion was imperatne

Further, ancient texts
are not easy todectpher

The symbolism, significance and
the astronomucal meaning of the ancient texts have to be
carefully worked out and, for this purpose, philology alone s
rot sufficrient A knouledge of the language and the seript s
surely needed but, 1n addiuen, a deep knowledge of mathe-

matics of obtervational asronomy and, above 4ll, of ancient
calendarsisa sie quanon  The Indological research has been
choled because the philologtsts (ignorantof Vedic astronomy)

have summanily rejrcted the suggestions of the astronomess
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A {ull refutation of the criticisms of the philologists (in parti-
cular, of Whitney and his followers) will be given elsewhere.

If the inheremt difficulties, can be solved then it is not
difficult to reach an accuracy of three degrees or three days
or three fithis in locating the equinox, which gives an accuracy
of about £200 years, which is not unreasonable for the period
30001000 B.C.—expecially when no date is otherwise
known--even remotely.

In the present monograph, the astronomical determination
has always been confirmed by the dynastic dates of the obser-
vers and their isochronous kings as obtained independently
from the dynastic lists.

5. Cross Contacts : This method requires the identifi-
cation and establishment of a contact with a known dated
king. Illustrations are available in the 13th edict of Ashoka
which mentions five kings across the border? A similar
cross contact was established between the XVIIIth dynasty
of Egypt and the kings of West Asia. Many other cioss
contacts have been established from the cuniform tablets.

This method is of course an ideal method—provided the
identification is certain. However, identification is not always
easy.

Itis humbly yet very firmly suggested, therefore, that
unless a cioss-contact, howsoever tenuous, is established, one
should not be dogmatic about a date. No date proposed on
the busis of some tangible material should be rejected merely
on the opinion of some one, or simply because the (astronomi-
cal} argument is beyond him. On the other hand, no date
should be accepted as final on the mere ipse dixit of some
authority however great, unless a cross contact is established;
for, that would be the surest way of raising ghost chronologies.

.Ghronological Ankylosis :

Before proceeding further, a note of caution in regard to

1. If Ashoka's edicts are tobe believed, then the date of the Bharata
battle cannot go backwards beyond 1500 B G,



Chronology
of Western

Indology :

a

critique

India owes a deep debt of grumude
to Sir William Jones, Wilkins and Cole-
brooke—for, 1t was therr pioneering work
which wmtiated the scienufic Indology.
They were followed by a host of others—
Germans, Trench, Americans and, of
course, Indians—who pursued and fol-
lowed up therr work  Thus was the
school of Western Indology born  The
preture which has emerged as a result of
therr work may be fairly summed up by
the compendious name of “Western
Indology” and this 1s what 1s adopted
and twght now 1n the Indian universiues
and 1s also followed by the Archaeologi-
cal Survey of India

One serious weakness in the otherwise
wonde:ful structure 1s ns absolute chro-
nolngy—or absolute dates VWhile the
analysis of relative chraonology 1s fairly
comprehensine and well documented,
complete chaos—if one may use that

strong word—reigns on the subject of
absolute dates

The trouble 1s due to Indians them-
selves because they gie widely differing
dates for the most crucial event 1n Indian
protolustory 11z the Bharata baule 3100
BC 2400 BC and 1400 BC has been
suggested with equal emphass, and each
school has demolished the others with
zest and fite The tnevitable result was
that when Pargster estimated the date of
950 BC for the Bharata battle—;t was
eagerly adopted 1 Western Indology
without ans discussion—sn much so, that

it has now become the keystone of their
chronological «ystem



CHRONOLOGY OF WESTERN INDOLOGY ! A CRITIQUE 17

‘The chronology of Western Indology is the work mainly of
Max Mueller, Pargiter and Roychowdhury. It is essential to
know their true nature—and weaknesses—before any scientific
discussion is possible. Hence, each one of them is taken up in
turn and critically discussed.

‘The archaeological department has merely followed them,
and, hence, a brief note is appended on their work also—parti-
cularly in regard to the date of the Bharata baule.

The following criticism of individual workers should be read in the
background of the ‘critigue’ which has been already given in the first
chapler.

Max Mueller—a critical analysis

Max Mueller laid down the chronology of the Vedic
“culture as followsi—

. B.C.
1) Sutra period 200—600
2) Brahmana period 600—800
3) Mantra period 800—1,000
4) Chandas period 1,000—1,200

and, finally, all work, in shioka (e.g. Mahabharata, Rama-
yana) after 200 B.C.

This specification has been severely criticised as arbitrary,
among others, by Goldstucker (Panini, p. 91) Winternitz (HIL,
P. 292-4) and Haug (Introd. to Ait Brah,)

The initial period, the ferminus quem proposed by Max
Mueller was fixed with reference to Katyayana. Max Mueller
asserted that Katyayana was Vararuci Katyayana-—a minister
?f king Nanda who lived in 350 B.C. Max Mueller further
identified this Katyayana as the Vedic authority (author of
Vedic sutras—Anukramanis, Pratishakhya, etc.), and thus built
up the chronelogy shown above.

1. Max Muclier, HASL, pp, 302, 235, 128 ctc. and 35-6.
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Max Mueller cited two pieces of evidence for his identifica-
tians and synchromsms—

a) Kathasartisagara by Somadeva

b) A commentary of Katyayana’s Sarvanukrama by
Shadguru shishya

a) Kathasaritasagara

Somadevabhatta of Kashmir collected the popular stories
current 1n lus ime and published them towards the beginning
of the twelfth century It contains a ghost story (the story of
the one-eyed ghost or Aanabhut:) which mentions the names
anter alio, of Katyayana, Varsha, Panini, Nanda and a host of

others On this basis, Max Mueller 1dentified Katyayana with
Vararucit and concluded —

“Suffice 1t for the present that if Chandragupta was the
king 1 31, hatyayana must be placed, according to our mter-

pretatson of Somadeva’s story, mn the second half of the fourth
century BC”

It 1s humbly, yet very firmly, submitted that a ghost story
Appeaning 1n a collection of popular fanciful tales current
1,200 A D 15 wholly inadequate for dating of events, occurring
2,500 years earlier, and a foriior, torally msufficient for basing
the ch logical foundauon of a great
We shall eall 1t the “ghost”
1> based on a ghost story

1on thereon
* chronology of Mueller because it

Max Mueller himself comments —

“ft would be wrong to accept n a2 work Lke that of

Somrdeva, historical and chronological facts in the strict sense
of the woid, . '3 and, agan,

*We may disregard the story of Somadeva which actually
makes Katyayana humself minuster of Nanda Ths
according to sts own showing, a mere episode 1n a ghost story,

and hid to be imserted in order to connect hatyayana’s story
with other fables of the hatha sant Sagara s

1 BALS () B 176 (U) p 128 for afull duscussion on the date of
Pamea plestesec JAHRS Vol NANIV, 10 press
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Mueller further notes, “According to the Southern
Buddhists, it was Chandragupta, and not Nanda, whose corps
was reanimated.”

Goldstucker, the eminent authority on Panini, comments:—

“Thus, the whole foundation of Mucller’s date rests on the
authority of Somadeva, the author of the Ocean of Stories, who
narrated his tales in the twelfth century after Christ. Somadera,
1 am salisfied, would, not be a little surprized to learn that “‘a Euro-
pean Point of view® raises a ghost story’ of his to the dignity of an
histerical document.”” and, again,

6 evseessnaeensss in short, he pulls down every stone of his histori-
cal fabric; and yet, because Nanda is mentioned in this amus-
ing tale, he must place Katyayana’s life about 350 B.C."?

In fact, the story is absurd. If it is to be believed then
Panini would be the greatest blockhead that ever lived.

b) Shadgurusishya

The next witness cited by Mueller is Shadguru-Sishya.
Unfortunately, he also cites only a fairy tale when he comes to
the witness box: Mueller himself says:—*

“It need hardly be pointed out that the passage contains a
strange and startling mixture of legendary and historical
matter, and that it is only the last portion swhich can be of
_interest to us”.3

In fact, it is also a ghost story, because it begins with the
assertion that Shaunaka was a re-incarnation of Gritsmada—an
early Vedic rishi.

‘Why then pick up a bit from ‘a strange and startling mix-
ture of legendary and historical matter’ ? Only because it
suits you ?

1. Goldstucker’s ‘Panini’—~pp, 87-93.
2. History of Sanskrit Literature, pp. 120.
3. Max Mueller, HASL, p. 120,



20 DATE OF MAHABHARATA BATTLE

Perhaps I am too severe on Mueller I think and (Gold-
stucker 1s on my side) 1t 15 2 matter of comedy and farce that
India’s chronology 1s based on a ghost story supported by
starthng legerds  Unfortunately, the Indologists are not pre-
pared to see the comc side of it, but swear that “Max Mueller
has pro ed that the earliest portion of the Veda was composed
m 1200 BC*¥ Perhaps they think that Mueller was present m
an earlier fe (for, all the stories relied upon by Mueller are
storses based on the reamimation of past lives) when the first
Vedic ri was composed

To be more serious, 1t 15 time to lay down Max Mueller’s
ghost {lest T be mistaken, I hasten to add that I mean Katva-
yana’s ghost raised first by Somadeva and then reamimated by
Mueller), from the shoulders of Indian history

And, therefore, I request the readers, to reconsider ths
vital matter

Now, about the date of the witness Shadguru-sishya —
He himself says in a Colophon of one of his books Vedartha-
dipiha that he worked in 1187 AD  Why should a faury tale
peuned in 1187 A D  be taken as conclusice evidence of things
happening 2,500 years earher > Have they any valueasa
precise chronological determimant ? For, following this bine of
arguments, 1t can be shown that Max Mueller has prored that

the Bharata baule was fought 1n 422 BC  The proofis as
follows

1 Max Mueller has prored that hatyayana hvedin 350 BC

2 Pargster has proced that (vide ATHT, Table p 330) that

Shaunala (DN 98) was a contemporary of hing Shata-
mha

3 Mucller has pro ed that Katyayana was a pupil of Ashva-
lajana, and that Ashvalayana was himself a pupil of
Shaunaka  This 1n fact, 15 the keystone of Mueller’s
Vedic chronology (as shown above)

Thus, Katyasaua s four generauons awa: fi
0]
the grandfather of Shatanika ¥ from Panksht,
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4, Pargiter has prescribed the age differential of 18 years
per generation as the outside limit; four generations,
therefore, mean 72 years.

5. Therefore, Parikshit was born 72 years before Katyayana
i.e. in 422 B.C. (3504-72).

And, finally, this is the lowest and the most conservative
estimate of the Bharata battle ever computed AND, THERE-
FORE, ACCORDING TO THE PRESENT NORMS PRE-
VALENT IN INDIAN PROTO-HISTORIC CHRONO-
LOGY, IT IS THE MOST CORRECT

Q.ED.

However, if you still want to follow Mueller’s chronology,
then, by all means, follow the ghost. I have done my best.

Principles of evidence in chronology

It is time that a scientific study is made of the value and
weight of evidence in chronological analysis :

Shadguru-sishya wrote in 1187 A.D. Somadeva Bhatta
collected his stories in 1,200 A.D. Yet, accoiding to Max
Mueller, they have good evidentiary value.

On the other hand, Puranas were written (according to
some) in the Gupta petiod say 400 A.D.; and Mahabharata was
finally written (according to some) in say 400 A.D. Yet, we
are told that we must reject the Puranas wholesale and every
line of the Mahabharata, because they were not contempora-
neous but were swritten very much later !

Why should we reject Puranas and Mahabharata composed
Iatest by 500 A.D. though they are itihasa, and yet accept the
ghost stories and legends of Somadeva and Shadgurushishya

written in 1,200 A.D. even though they are fictions, and ex facie
absurd ?

Or, take the name ‘Katyayana® itself. If we timidly suggest
that Vartika kara Katyayana was the Kabandhi Katyayana
who appeard in the Prashna upanishad and who composed the
Vedic Pratishakhya, we are haughtily told that Katyayana is a
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gotra name and, therefore, 1t 15 not permissble However,
when Mueller 1dentifies Vartihara with Nanda’s mmmister,
because they both bear the name Katyayana, this objection 15
not raised  Why °

We think that 3t 15 time that we evolve some norms to be
applied umformly vz the rules of evidence in chronology
We shall mnke a detailed analysis of the subject later, but can
suggest some criteria as an ntroduction to the subject

(A) Tradition

(1) A tradutzon should be accepted except where 1t 15 not wherently
improbable,

(If the tradition <ays that Rama was the <on of Dasaratha
we should accept 1t But 1f the tradition says that Rama hived

for 10 000 years, we need not take that statement seriously for
chronology)

(2) Matural eourse of events skould ordinanly precml as in guris-
prudence

{3) If there 1s one tradition (and one only} whnchs not
inherently improbable, and one wishes 1o challenge 1t,

then the onus 1s on the challenger to throw out the
tradition

(4) If two traditions are inconsistent, then the value of both
are reduced which 1510 be accepted, if atall, 1sa
mAtter of further evidence

(B) Iso-nomers

(1) When two Tso-nomers {1¢ pertons bearng the same
pname) are sought to bedentified—the first thing to be
ascertaned 1s their dynastic numbers (vide A1, pp 1
and 103 126) This 15 to be done by ascertayming the

name of their respective contemporaries swhose dynastic
numbers are already known

(2) I two persons beaning the same name hase the same
dymusiic numbers, then they can be presumed to be
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identical. The onus is on the disputant to show that
they are not the same person.

{3) 1If the two persons have different dynastic numbers {e.g.
Vararuei Katyayana D.N. 141==350 B.C. and Kabandhi
Katyayana D.N. 99=1,370 B.C.), then they will be
presumed to be different persons even though their
names are identical.

Thus Kabandhi Katyayana, the disciple of Shaunaka
(D.N. 99;, is altogether different from Vararuci Katyayana
(D.N. 141), the minister of Nanda because the latter came
after 42 generations. In plain English, - this is called
anachronism—confusing between two events distant in time,

Q) M‘odve of Statement |

Inany chronological analysis, where an important crucial
date is given, the margin of error should incariably be given to-
gether with the upper and the lower limils of tolerance.

Thus, to say that Panini is Pre-Buddha, and, therefore, a
conservative estimate of his dateis 700 B.C., is meaningless,
Pre-Buddha can be 2000 B C. or even 3000 B.C. And, there-
fore, the upper limit of an estimate must, of necessity, be clearly
stated., ’

B

The correct expression is sornething like the following :—

Kabandhi Katyayana (D.N. 99) : Date of birth=[850,
(1300, (1370), 1400,) 1,450 B.C. It means :

(1) Most probable date of birth=1370 B.C. ...
{2) Margin of error=(1300—1400) B.C.

(3) Lower limit of tolerance=28350 B.C. . .
{4) Upper limit of tolerance—1,450 B.C. " -

To go by the lowest limit, commits a statistical’ trror as grave a5
taking the upper limit as the correct date,

However, what is indeed sad is the fact that a Chrono]ogica[

-ankylosis has gripped Indian chronology around Kay:.
220 B C. The wosteorts endhinlave sumasld Ton oo l)‘ay_a_na=
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suggested that Baudhayana’s date needs re-examination,
because Katyayana’s date has been overthrown They assert
that Baudhayana (the earlhest sutrafara) must be dated to
¢ 500 BC because \lax Mueller said that the sutra literature
belongs to 600—200 BC  If you question it, you are damned
to eternal perdition  That 15 incurable ankylosis

Pargater s analysis a critical review

Pargiter esumated the date of the Bharata baule at 930
BC and luis method and materzal will be examined now
Pargner s date has <omehow become sacrosanct even though
it 15 only an esimate, and the Western Indologists feel aghast
evenf seeks to is rebababty  Thisss so
perhaps because 1t tallies with the other basic dogma of the
Western Indology v1z, that the earliest hymns of the Rag-
Veda were composed n 1200 BC  Itis a tragedy that one
no lorger even adds cuca when stating these dates !

The review will be framed in three sections a) Form b)
materials and ¢) statistscal methodology

1) Form Pargiter has given the analysis at pp 17983
and agun at p 287 of his mamn book Ancient Indian Historscal
Tradiion {(=AVHT) Hr has nol given of 1n 1fs appropriate place
wte as an afpendix to ks otler book, ‘Dynasties of the hal Age’
(=DA 1), to which of properly belongs  This ertictsm may loak
trivial but it lies at the heart of the whole problem

Pargter 1s clearly avware of the «ital differences between
the two sections of the Puranas, the ancient pre Vyasian
<ection and the later post Vyasian Bhavisyat section (see also
dinprer 11t infra) "Thar Targuter hnows of the substantial
difference 13 apparent, becawse he composed s \IHT around
the ancient VMsasip section, while his DR\ around the
Bhavisat secion It 18 abso clear that Pargiter 15 Leenly
aware of the tot | qualitai ¢ difference between the two
sections The 1ncient section was 4 co-operatne effort of no
le< than NINE independent minds and was ready only After
2 contiruous hibour of a bundred years of two genertions
M leas four drafts were p epared before the final version
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emerged. In short, it is so complete and accurate that
Pargiter was able to condense the entire literature in two
neat tables : first of the kings, at pp.144-9; and second of the
rishis at pp. 192-3. Even so, Pargiter was careful not to
convert it into a 1able of absolute dates by taking some appro-
priate age differential. '

On the other hand, Pargiter knows that the king lists of
the DKA are hopelessly incomplete. That they are scattered,
That no synchronism inter s¢ is possible. ‘That different areas
give widely divergent numbers of kings for the same period.

Thus, the figures on which Pargiter commences his mani-
pulations (Pargiter’s estimate is hardly more than a manipula-
tion, or a series of manipulations, of figures, as will be presently
shown) is contained in the following statement :

‘Mahapadma exterminated all ksatriyas, and that until
then there reigned contemporaneously for the same length of
time 24 Aiksvakus, 27 Pancalas, 24 Kasis, 28 Haihayas, 32
Kalingas, 25 Asmakas, 36 Kurus, 28 Maithilas, 23 Surasenas,
and 20 Vitihotras®,

One must note that here Pargiter avoids saying that there
were, 8y actual count, 37 kings of Magadha viz., at the very
place where these Puranas were being compiled and that only
the Magadha list gives the reigns of each king separately.

At this point, Pargiter, the great Pargiter of the AIHT
whom 1 have elsewhere have given the honorific epithet of
the modern Vyasa, behaved in a most un-Pargiter like fashion.
Suddenly he gave up all the principles on which he worked
out the great synthesis of the ancient Vyasian Purana, and
then, abruptly and without any provocation, proceeded to
declare the date of the Bharata battle, He took up all the
incomplete lists but excluded the list of the Magadha dynasties
which he himself declared to be the most complete and the
most authentic (because the Purana was kept and completed
by the Magadha bards, the political centre having shified to
Magadha) : he then hastily worked out the averages and
proceeded to find the lowest possible date: and, having
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emerged, In short, it is so complete and accurate that
Pargiter was able to condense the entire literature in two
neat tables : first of the kings, at pp.144-9; and second of the
rishis at pp. 192-3. Even so, Pargiter was careful not to
convert it into a table of absolute dates by taking some appro-
priate age differential,

On the other hand, Pargiter knows that the king lists of
the DKA are hopelessly incomplete. That they are scattered,
‘That no synchronism infer se is possible. ‘That different areas
give widely divergent numbers of kings for the same period.

Thus, the figures on which Pargiter commences his mani-
pulations (Pargiter’s estimate is hardly more than a manipula-
tion, or a series of manipulations, of figures, as will be presently
shown) is contained in the following statement :

‘Mahapadma exterminated all ksatriyas, and that until
then there reigned contemporaneously for the same length of
time 24 Aiksvakus, 27 Pancalas, 24 Kasis, 28 Haihayas, 32
Kalingas, 25 Asmakas, 36 Kurus, 28 Maithilas, 23 Surasenas,
and 20 Vitihotras’,

One must note that here Pargiter avoids saying that there
were, by aclual count, 37 kings of Magadha viz., at the very
place where these Puranas were being compiled and that only
the Magadha list gives the reigns of each king separately.

At this point, Pargiter, the great Pargiter of the ATHT
whom I have elsewhere have given the honorific epithet of
the modern Vyasa, behaved in a most un-Pargiter like fashion.
Suddenly he gave up all the principles on which he worked
out the great synthesis of the ancient Vyasian Purana, and
then, abruptly and without any provocation, proceeded to
declare the date of the Bharata battle, He took up all the
incomplete lists but excluded the list of the Magadha dynasties
which he himself declared to be the most complete and the
most authentic (because the Purana was kept and completed
by the Magadha bards, the political centre having shifted to
Magadha) : he then hastily worked out the averages and
proceceded to find the lowest possible date: and, having
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suggested that Baudhayana’s date needs re-examination,
because Katyayana’s date has been overthrown They assert
that Baudhayana (the earhest sutrakara) must be dated to
¢ 500 BC, because Max Mueller said that the sutra hiterature
belongs to 600—200 BC  If you question 1t, you are damned
to eternal perdition  That 15 incurable ankylosis

Pargiter s analysis a critical review

Pargiter esumated the date of the Bharata battle at 950
BC, and lus method and material will be examined now
Pargiter’s date has someliow become sacrosanct even though
1t 15 only an esumate, and the Western Indologists feel aghast
evenal secks to us rebabiiy  This is so
perhiaps because 1t tallies with the other basic dogma of the
Western Indology viz, that the earliest hymns of the Rig-
Vedn were composed sn 1200 BC Itas a tragedy that one
no longer even adds circa when stating these dates !

The revikw will be framed mn three sections  a) Torm b)
maternls and ¢) statstical methodology

1) Form Parguter has gien the analysis at pp 179 83
and ag vn at p 287 of lns main book Ancient Indian Historical
Tradiwon (=ATHT) He has nol giren 1t 1n its appropruate place
11z, s an of pendix to Fis otler book, ‘Dynasties of the Aali Age’
(== DA 1), to whee] ot properly belongs  This crincism may look
trivil but it Lies at the heart of the whole problem

Pariter 13 clearly aware of the wital differences between
the two sectiont of the Puranas, the ancient pre-Vyasian
«wction 1nd the later post Vyasian Bhavisyat section  (see also
clupter 110 anfra)  That Pargiter knows of the substantal
difference 15 appar nt, because he composed his ATHT around
the ~neient Vvasian seenon, while his DK\ around the
Bhavisiat section It as also clear that Pargiter s heenly
aware of the to 3} gqualit e Biffcrence between the two
sectiers Theanciantsection waa 1 co-operatne effort of no
le« thaa NINE independent minds and wis ready only after
a enrtimuous hibour of a Fundred yeus of two generations
At levys Pour drafts were prepared before the final version
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emerged. In short, it is so complete and accurate that
Pargiter was able to condense the entire literature in two
neat tables : first of the kings, at pp.144-9; and second of the
rishis at pp. 192.3. Even so, Pargiter was careful not to
convert it into a table of absolute dates by taking some appro-
priate age differential.

On the other hand, Pargiter knows that the king lists of
the DKA are hopelessly incomplete. That they are scattered.
‘That no synchronism infer s¢ is possible, That different areas
give widely divergent numbers of kings for the same period.

Thus, the figures on which Pargiter commences his mani-
pulations (Pargiter’s estimate is hardly more than a manipula-
tion, or a series of manipulations, of figures, as will be presently
shown) is contained in the following statement :

‘Mahapadma exterminated all ksatriyas, and that until
then there reigned contemporaneously for the same length of
time 24 Aiksvakus, 27 Pancalas, 24 Kasis, 28 Haihayas, 32
Kalingas, 25 Asmakas, 36 Kurus, 28 Maithilas, 23 Surasenas,
and 20 Vitihotras’,

One must note that here Pargiter avoids saying that there
were, by actual count, 37 kings of Magadha viz., at the very.
place where these Puranas were being compiled and that only
the Magadha list gives the reigns of each king separately.

At this point, Pargiter, the great Pargiter of the ATHT
whom I have elsewhere have given the honorific epithet of
the modern Vyasa, behaved in a most un-Pargiter like fashion.
Suddenly he gave up all the principles on which he worked
out the great synthesis of the ancient Vyasian Purana, and
then, abruptly and without any provocation, proceeded to
declare the date of the Bharata battle. He took up all the
incomplete lists but excluded the list of the Magadha dynasties
which he himself declared to be the most complete and the
most authentic (because the Purana was kept and completed
by the Magadha bards, the political centre having shifted to
Magadha) : he then hastily worked out the averages and
proceeded to find the lowest possible date: and, having
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computed 950 BC, as the lowest possible date, firmly
declared 1t to be the date of the Bharata battle Later, when
discussing the Magadha hst, he give a most unconvincing (in
fact «tatisuically incorrect) explanation

Why do we say that Pargiter had given up hus own method
of AIHT ? In AIHT, Parguter took up the longest list—which
happened to the Ikshwaku lst, and compared all other
mcomplete  dynasties wnth reference thereto  Then, he
mcticulously built up synchronisms with the known Ikshwaku
lings  When such a cross-contact was estabhshed he, with
extreme caution, built up further synchromsms with those who
hae already been thus located In short, ke rightly close the
longest list cs the frame of reference  This 1s the “ertical pul’ of

the medan CPNL gstem of time taluation used 1n modern time
analysis

Thus, stouly, with infinite puns, using utmost crution and
circumspection at every step, he built up his grand tables
which were grenin pp 1449

The staustically sound basic principle belhind this scheme
1s that wlen all the Lists are Frown to be tncomplete, the longest and
the rost conglete list should form tle tasis or the standard frame of
refesence Yot the first thing he discarded in computing the
date of the battle was the admittedly most complete hst of
Magadha ! Not anly so, when he Iater took up the Magadha
het he gave a most unconvincing explination, and, 1n order
to squire up the figures, he reduced without any rhvme or
reason the basic average from 18 years per hing to 13} years
perking  Puguer s synchromsms of the AINT are as good
s hu application of s 1tistics bad Perhaps, he may be
pudoned becurte in dynstie chironalogy one s desbing wah
tuo unknown vaniables—(a) the number of hings which i3
urknown ard {b) the averagr age differential which s also
unknown which require the Theors of Compound Probabiluy

11 dthss was evi lently brvond hum Secondhy, there 11 o subtle
diTerence between 4 dynastic Nt and aregnalhst Ina
dinastic lis where the Law of pramogeniture prevads, the age
d e ental ts on the avemge, treageat oF b 12¢ frst mrale ¢hild
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isborn. In the regnal list, on the other hand, theage
differential is uncertain. In India,itisa dynastic list, and
therefore, an age differential of less than 18 years is obviously
a biological impossibility, particularly when long dynasties are
concerned—as in India.

Pargiter did not build up a table of synchronisms of the
DKA, perhaps because the data was so meagre. He should
have admitted this defect and left it at that. The serious
drawback is that an unsuspecting reader wonld think that Pargiter’s
compulations are based on as scientific a system as he has built up in kis
masterly table of the ALHT, (p. 144) whereas, in reality, there is no
material at all for his computation of the date of the Bharata battle.

It may be mentioned here that the minimum date (the
absolute lower bound), as will be presently shown!, is-1088
B.C., and Pargiter's proposed date of 950 B.C., is below even
this lower bound.

(b) Material : !

Pargiter has completely ignored the following clear state-
ments mentioned in the Puranas themselves : -

1. That there was a difference of 1015 (or 1050) years
between the birth of Parikshit and the coronatmn of Nanda.

2. That there was a lapse of TE'\I ndkshatras which means
a lapse of 1000 years (at the rate of 100 years per nakshatra)
between the reign of Parikshit and the reign of Nanda.

Accepting them, Cunningham computed the dafe of 1424
B.C,, for the Bharata battle. (A.R., Vol I, p. 135).

Not only are they specific bits of definite information, but
they give a date of 409 B.C. for the coronation of Nanda and
224 A.D. for the end of the Andhra dynasty and both these
derived dates are very plausible. Pargiter has given no
reason whatever for ignoring them, and if need not be pointed

out that the onus on Pargiter is particularly heavy because ke swears by
the Puranas.

L. Briefly, Nanda plus 37 kings i.e, 422437 % 181,088 B.C.
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3 In the \Mfagadha dvnasties, the Purana gies not onlv
the names of the kings but al:o their penods of reign The
\fzximum satersal be ween Parik<hst and Nands according to
Pargrrer humeelf, 15 1293 vears and munimum 1aterval 15 938
vears  Taling the mmmum, (which madentalls s very near
to 1013 ve_rs,} the date of the batle comes to 1360 B C. which
15 not far from 1424 BC proposed by Cunnmgham

4 Before maling any estimate, one should, if possible,
effect ssnchronuems between different hings of different
dvnasues Pargiter did nor do so There being no svochronisms
at all, Pargier’s comparations are mere <hadows. Inm
parucular, Az cuzh! r 1 1y have de lared the lorest posuinle dute as
the frm dae

(c) Statistical methodology Theary of dynastic chro-
nology

The theo~ of dvnastic chronologe s based upon the
theo of conpound probabilits which has been diccussed by
Rov The detasled principles are laid down 1n the Chrorologi~

cal Infrastructure of Indman Protolustorn! and the results
brefare —

In the pre<ent case, the following data are available

Ainmum number of kings

= 37
Mavirum n n = 47
Minrnum age differental = 18
Maxmmum age differential = 23
Herce Minmimpered =37>18 = 666 (A)
Masimam penod =47>23 = 1316 (B)

Tre correct avernge m  compound probability where
p oducts (ard nor cums) are involved 13 the geometric mean

ard not the arthmresic mean Hence, the best estimate of the
trtesval

VT 66e <1316
936 years

1 SB Rey Chren gralI2fmas ~uc _re of Tndan Proerbstery, JBRS,
VoL LA - 445
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Nanda’s date of birth  =434(409+25 say) B.C.

Hence, birth of Parikshit =936-+434 B.C.
=1,370 B.C.

This is the most probable date satistically.

‘The minimum date is computed as follows :

Birth of Nanda = 434 B.C.
Minimum time lapse(A) = 666 Years

Birth of Parikshit = 1100 BC.
Maximum date is computed as follows :—
Birth of Nanda = 434 B.C.
Miximum time lapse(B) = 1316 Years
1750 B.C.

To sum up : According to the incomplete dynastic lists of
Kali age ¢

The lower bound =¢,1,100 B C.

The most probable date =¢.1,370 B.C.

The upper bound =¢.1,750 B.C.

b) According to definite Puranic statements the date
=(1424—1414) B.C.

¢) Pargiter went wrong in declaring the Minimum date as

the firm date—committing the error of double minimum
in a compound estimate,

Roychowdhury's smalysis

Roychowdhury proposes the date of ninth century before
Christ for the Bharata battle.  Evidently, he has followed the
chronolagy of the Western Indology whose base was laid
down by Max Mueller—Pargiter as follows :

a} Max Mueller-Pargiter

Rigveda 1200—800 B.C.
Brahmanas 800—600 B.C.
Sutras 600—200 B.C.
Epics after 200 B.C.

Bharat battle 950 B.C
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Roychowdhury has made an attempt to squeeze in all the
facts found in the Buddhist literature, Brahmanas and the
Sutra literiure (and, even the Rigveda) in this frame He
has stated that the Puranas are unrehiable and have quoted
them only where they support his findings

The main pillars of hus chronelegy are as follows

! That Siradhwnya Janaka, whose daughter Sita was
married to Rama Dasarathy, was wdenucal with the
Jaraka of the Upimishads

2 That Janamejayn who performed a horse sacnfice with
Indrota Devapi Shaunaka as the chief priest, was none
other than the grandson of Abhimanyu

(=]

That the fimous Brahmanas mentioned in the Buddhist
li erature, Dble Assalnyana of Savattht and Pakuda
Kaccayana (who were contemporanies of Buddha
according to the Digha Nikaya} were the sutrakaras who
composed the Vedangas

These contentions will be discussed sernally below —

If one 1dentifies Siradhwaya with the Janala of the Upani-
shads, then some curious results follow According to Roy-
chowdhury, Janaka of the Upamshads lived 5 generations
after the Bharara baule which took place (according to Roy-
chowdhury) 1in the Gth cemiury say in 900 BC It means
Rama Dasarthilined say 700 BC  Now  the Dasarajana battle
took place after Dasaratl a beca1s+ Rama the son of Dasaratha has a
dynast ¢ number of €2 while Sudasa tF ¢ victer of the battle of the ten
bings Fad a dynastic number of 68 Hence, to logically follow
Roychowdhury  the DPasariyana baule would be around
620 BC and the whole of the Gth and 7th Mandalas of the
Rigveda would be dated to ¢ 600 BC Even the most
fanauc followers of the LOW chronology of the \\estren school

would not subscribe to this view—the inevitable logical end of
Roychondhury’s * ficts™

The trouble 1ros¢ because Roychowdhury did not ascribe
dyvnastic numbers to the personalites, and, thus, 35 genera-
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tions were wiped out of the Vedic history (Siradhwaja Janaka’s
dynastic number was 64, which, according to Roychowdhury,
would be only 100.)

However, Roychm\dhury m:\de a discovery of great signi-
ficance about Dasaratha, whose 1mporlance he himself did not
realise, because he was obsessed by the European dates. At
p. 65 of PHALI, he pointed out that Dasaratha is.mentioned in
the Rigvedic hymn R V. 1.126. 4. No one agreed with him
because etymologically ‘Dasaratha’ means ten chariots. ;Ho?v-
ever, a proper name may (or may not) have a meaning, but
that does not make it the less a proper name. In fact,
Roychowdhury’s identification was correct as is shown
below.

The hymn is by Kakshivan Ausija, and Pargiter afiera
detailed analysis has shown that this Kakshivan was a junior
contemporary of 63. Divodasa, and Pargiter gave Kakshivan
the dynastic number of 63. What is of crucial importance is
the fact that 'Dasaratha has a dynastic number of 64 whiile
Kakshivan has a dynastic number of 65. It follows that
Kakshivan was a junior contemporary of Dasaratha and
further ‘lhat the hymn RV, L. 126 was a contemporary eyeyvit-
néss repurt of an ev ent. ThlS is confirmed by the Ramnyana
description that Dasaratha’ fought on the sideof Divodasa
(Pargiter has shown that Kakshivan had sung a number of
panegyrics in the victories of Divodasa in other danastuti
hymns) against the Danava king Shambara, the son of
Kaulitara. Further, both Pargiter and Pradban have noticed
that Sharadvanta Gautama, a priest of Siradhwaja Janaka,
now under discussion, married Ahalya the sister of Divddasa.
All these facts taken singly (and a foricri cumulatively) demo-
lish Roychowdhury’s identification ofSiradh\vaja Janaka with
the Janaka of the Upzinishads As the gap is of 35 genemtlons
this analysis, shakes one’s faith in Roychowdhury’s chrono:
logical calculations. ' -

Apm]za:, one may refer to the recent pronouncements of
B.B. Lal, the eminent arch:\colog\st Lal has implicitly followed
Roychowdhury’s chronclogy and he has recently asserted in
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publsc lectures and press interviews that

1 The Bharata battle took place 1n 836 BC

2 Ramayana mcidents followed the Mahabharata inci-
dents—on the basis of s archaeological excavations at

the Ramayana sites and the Mahabharata sites

If these findings are to be accepted, then all the above
enticrsms wall apply @ foriort to Lal’s finding>,  One cannot
simply 1, nore the Puranas and the Rigveda and wipe off 33
generations  The real signtficance of Lal s exca aftors s, howerer
wmmense and wall be discussed wn an appropriate place

2 Janamejaya, Parikshit and Indrota Devap: Shau-
naka

There are two Parikshits known to the ancient Indian
lerature and both had sons named Janamejaya  They have
given rise 1o endless controversies m Indian chronology A
brief resume of the controversy s grnoen 1n the separate note
‘A note on Janamejaya, p 30 mfra’ In that note 1t has
been <hown from the Vidyavamsa of the Samaveda that both
Janamepya and ks priest Indrota Devapt Shaunala had
dynastic oumber of 7374 A perusal of the note will show
beyond doubt that the famous hone sacrifice of Indrota
Devapr Shaunaka refers to the earlier Janamepiya vz
Janamejaya with dynastic number of 73 and not to the second

Janamejava (grandson of Abhimanyu) whose dynastic number
was 97

Here agun, Roychowdhury s 1denufication wipes off 24
generavons {97 miaus 73) from the Vedic peniod

Rovchowdhury refers to Bhupu Liahvavams question
“Where have the progeny of Pank<hit gone? And says that this
question refers to the second Parikshit who was Abluminyu’s
son  The first objection 1s that such questions are not ashed
about the contemporary or recent hings  The second and the
more potent objection is that this question was asked i the
Janaka conference which took place 10 ¢ 1400 BC. when
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Janamejaya was an infant (if’ at all born) and Parikshit was
perhaps not yet the ruling king. It must therefore necessarily
relate to the earlier Parikshit who ruled some 25 generations
earlier. It would be indeed a witty question in second
Parikshit’s reign, only if it is asked about the first
Parikshit.

Finally, an amusing sidelight. The Bhujyu incident isa
kind of ghost story because it was answered by a girl who was
under the spell of a gandharra. Why are the followers of
Westren Indology so fond of ghost storiesin fixing India’s
chronology ? Ts it because Max Mueller, their pioneer, based
the Vedic chronology on the evidence of a one-eyed ghost ?

Finally, Roychowdhury refers to a Kuntapa suktxof the
Atharva Veda (A.V. XX-127- ) where Parikshit is men-
tioned as a king in whose reign people prosper.

Firstly, the Kuntapa sukta is admittedly a ‘khila® and
added later, thus reducing its evidentiary value. Secondly,
it may have been a panegyric from a priest of the second
Parikshit,

It is not clear however as to how the hymn shows that the
horse sacrifice of Indrota took place in the reign of this Parikshit
because Indrota is never mentioned. It only shows af best that
this khila sukta was sung by a priest in the reign of the second
Parikshit i.e. in ¢.1400 B.C.

Here again, one cannot fail to notice that Roychowdhury’s
identification of the second Parikshit with the first Parikshit has
wiped out 23 generations of kings from the Vedic chronology—
thus wiping out about 500 years from the Indian history.

We, therefore, humbly yet firmly repeat that a chronologi-
cal di ion must, of ity, give the dynastic numbers—
however tentative that number might be.

(See also Ashim Kumar Chatterji : “A note on Parikshit

and Janamejaya,” Journal of the Oriental Institute, Baroda,
XXI, p. 66.)
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Sutrakaras of the Vedanga period

Roychondhury held that the sutrakaras of the Vedangas
were tontemporary of Buddha just as Max Mueller had asserted
earher that they were contemporanies of hing Nanda two
hundred vears later  Hauing declared that the earlier sutras
were composed 1 ¢ 600 B C, Roychowdhury further declared
that Janala was also theirr contemporary, and fusther that
Janamejaya was 5 generations earher than Janaka  [n short
he held that Parihshut, the father of Janamejaya was 7-8 genera-
uons earher than Buddha (6th century), and, taking 30 years
per generation, concluded that the Bharata battle took place in
9th century before Ghrist (say, 1n about 800 BC)

What was the basis of Roy chowdhury’s findings ?

Roychoudhusy depends primanly upon the vamsa of the
Sanlbavana Araavaka (p 27 28 PHAI) which reads as follows

“Om ! Now follows the ramsa  Adoration to Brahhman
Adoranon to the teacher  \We have learnt this context Gunah-
Whyt Sankhayana, Gunakhya Sanhhayana  from  Kahola
Kausiutaki, Kahola Kaushitak from Uddalaka Aruni »

Uddnlaka Aruni 1s held to be a contemporary of Jinaka of
the Upvmshads  Further, from Mayhima Nikaya IT1 147
Roychowdhury finds Ascilhyana of Savauhi who 1s “tnnam
tedaram paragu, sarighart ¢ kethubbanem® 1 e an expert in the three
vedas and proficient m katubha or, the Kalpasutras  He con-
cludes that thisteacher was the same s the haushalya Ashwala-
yana of the Prashor Upanishad He holds further, that thus,
the twalayena of 1he Meyhima Nihaya, uas the Assalayana who
corposrd tHe Gnkya satra

(The process is tortuous  For holding the Vedangas to be
contemporineous of Puddhy, it was sufficient 1o find Assali-
yana of Maplama Nikava to be the composer of the Grihya-
sutra)
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minister of Nanda, because Roychowdhury insists that Pakudha
Kacchayana of the Dighanikaya, also contemporary of the
Buddha, is none clse than the Vedic Kabandhi Katyayana and
a contemporary of Assalayana.

Thus, according to Max Mueller, Katyayana is a contem-
porary of Nanda, while according to Roychowdhury he is a
contemporary of Buddha who lived two centuries earlier, Yet,
the followers of Western Indology see no inconsistency. In
particular, why has Roychowdhury ignored the specific mention
of Itihasa-pancamanam—i.e. the ‘Mahabharata’ as being so well
known in Buddha’s time as being taught to school children ?
Was it silently ignored because Max Mueller had earlier laid
down the fiat that the Mahabharata must be after 200 B.C.?

The fact of the matter, is that Roychowdhury, like Keith
later, is merely indulging in relative chronology i.e. trying to
find the relative seniority between the kings and the teachers.
After doing so, they jump to an absolute date either on no
material (Keith) or on the flimsiest of pretexts (Max Mueller,
Roychowdhury). I think that absolute chronology is much
more difficult than relative chronology, and one may not
venture in it without sufficient facts.

For instance, do the enthusiasts like Roychowdhury realise
that by proving Dasaratha to be later than 900 B.C., they are
also raising the ghost that the entire 6th and the 7th mandala
of the Rigveda and the battle of the ten kings was fought after
800 B.C. ?

The intending chronologist should remember that the days of isolated
ad hoc synchronisms and identsfication by names are over, Every single
identification will now have to be closely linked backward as well as

Jorward in a frame of reference where the dynastic number play the hey
role. L

A note on Janamejaya, and Indrota Devapi Shaunaka :

In the Shatapatha Brahmana, it is mentioned infer alia, that
Janamejaya, the son of Parikshit, had performed a horse sacri-
fice in which the chief priest was Indrota Devapi Shaunaka.
The identity and chronology of this Janamejaya has given
rise to endless controversies,
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Pargiter was very clear in his mind  He immediately rea-
hsed that there were two Pankshits and each had a <on
nimed Janamejaya (Pargiter had mentioned several such pairs
1n Ius book)  Parihshit I—the first Parikshit—was the son of
Kuru 1nd was given the dynastic number of 73 His son called
Janamejava Il was given the dynastic number of 74 On the
other hand the second Parikshit (1 e Pankshit II) was the son
of Ablimanyu and lisson was aiso called Janamejaya—iz,
Janameprya 111 by Pargiter  Further, Pargiter held that
Indrota Devapr Shaunaka had performed the dshwamedha for
the first Janamejaya, and, therefore, in the nishi st (AIHT,
p 192), he assigned the dynastic number 73 to this rishh This
15 simple and clear, though he cited no collateral support for
these dynastic numbers

Later authors have tried to complicate matters by :dents-
fying Parihshat 1, the son of kuru, with Partkshe 11, the son of
Ablumanyu  The diynastc number of Pariksint 1, the son of
Abhimanyu1s 96, and thus 23 generauons have been sought to
be wiped off the Vedic history

Roychowdhury first sought to equate and :dentify these two
Panikshits This was due to the numerous mennons about
Portbsiats i the Brihmanas, Atharvaveda, Mahabharata and
the Puranas  Somenmes thev relte to Parikshit I and some
umes to Pankshit 11 and, hence, the confusion  This con
fusion 1 very sitmilar to Roychowdhury’s identfication of
Siradhwajr Jwnaka (Sitas father), with the Janaka of the
Upamishuds  The former had a dynasuc number of 64, winle
the luter had 1 dynastic number of 94, and, thus, 30 genera-
tions were wiped off the V edic hustory agun

An effort wall now be made to cheek the dynastic numbers
given by Pagiter from independent dat

Afax Muteller has ginven the Vamsh Brahmana of the
Samavedy (HASL  p 233 31) where the name of Indrota
Dovap Shaunaba as fund  The techung succession (ridsa
ra= sa} s grvenin detul and als finds the names of \ ibhandaka
and Rudiyishengi—well known frem the Ramayana and the
\Mahibharita Rubvashri g, the ton of Vibhandaka, was



CHRONOLOGY OF WESTERN INDOLOGY ! A CRITIQUEL 37

seduced by public women and was later married to Shanta,
the daughter of Dasaratha. (Shanta was adopted by Lomapada,
the friend of Dasaratha.) It is also known from the Ramayana
that it was Rishyashringa who performed a sacrifice for
Dasaratha for the boon of a child. All these details show
unmistakably that Dasaratha, Rama, Vibhandaka and Rishya-
shringa were all contemporaries. Pargiter was therefore, fully
justified in giving the dynastic numbers of 63 to Vibhandaka
and 64 to Rishyashringa. Unlike Roychowdhury, Pargiter’s
synchronisms and dynastic numbers are fully justified,

Max Mueller’s detailed list of the vamsa of the Samaveda
(HASL, 234) may now be compared in detail with the king
lists of Pargiter (AIHT, p. 146), from and after the dynastic
number 63. They will automatically define the synchronisms
and, therefore, the dynastic numbers of the rishis of the Vamsa
Brahmana as follows :—

Dynastic  Rishi list Ikshwaku Pauravas
Number (Max Mueller) (Pargiter) (Pargiter)
63, Vibhandaka Kashyapa Aja Riksha I
64. Rishyashringa Dasharatha .
65. Mitrabhu Rama
66. Indrabhu
67. Agnibhu Kusha
68, Shavas Atithi
69, Devataras Nala Sambarana
70. Pratithi Devataratha Nabhas Kuru
7. Nikothaka . Pundarika Parikshita T
72, Vrishashushna Vatavata Kshema

Dharman
73, Indrota Shaunaka Devanika Janamejaya

Thus, the generation gap of ten rishis in the Vamsa
Brahmana of the Samaveda tallies perfectly with the analysis
of dynasties and synchronisms proposed by Pargiter. There
was thus a succession of ten generations of teachers just as
there was a succession of ten generation of kings. The Vidya-
vamsa and the Yonivamsa are thus shown to be in perfect tune
with each other, just as was the case with the Aditya sampra-
daya and the kings of Koshala and Videha.
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It 1s unfortunate that :n the sub equent long list of teachers
there 1s nesther any Vedic rishi nor Puramik rishi who can be
synchromised with any renowned ling and, therefore, no
further idenufication 1s possible However, the hist 1s bemng
examined for further clue i this direction

Archaeological method

The Archaeological Survey of India apparently subseribesto
the view that the Bharata battle 1s a tact of history, and that 1t
took place in about 900 BC  Although Dr Sankalia and Dr
Sircar once came out with the thesis that the Bharata battle 1s
a mith—most archreologists and historians do not subscribe
to that extreme view The opmion of Prof BB Lal, the
former Director General of the Archaeological Survey of Indsa,
can be summed up s follows

I He follows Roychowdhury (—Parguer’s) system of
chronology

2 He thinks that Hasumapur and Ahicchura excayvatons

reveal the Mahabharata sites

3 On the baus of the Purinic dynasties of the Kah age, he
thunks that the battle took place probably i 836 BC
and, finally, the most important,

4 That the Punted Grey Ware belongs to the Pandavas

One ¢in now tike up the evidence of the archneological
finds apant from the individunl opinions

To begin with, one must reahse that the dateof 836 BC
for any date near about 3t does rof follot from any archaeological
rater al at al, bat that 1t 15 dert ed from the Puranas  \rchaeclogi-
cal maternl found frem Hastinapur and Ahechatr suffer from
oue 1 1l shortcommng there 13 no anseription of the ume  Nor
13 there any demonstrabile cross contact with any dated hing
either in Indin or abroad

In the absence of 677 archacolngical evidence of this kind,
the vowe of 3 e partery or potsherds 13, at best, mconclusne
Hlow can one assert, for wnstance, that the punted grey ware
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means the Pandavas, and nothing but the Pandavas? It isa
conjecture—very plausible conjecture perhaps—but yet, it is
only a conjecture.

New light has been thrown on the subject by the recent
excavations of Shri J.P. Joshi at Bhagwanpura which lies at
the heart Kurukshetra. Joshi has found P.G W. i juxtaposition
with the lote Farappan ware at the site. The history of the
P.G.W. is at once extended by a few centuries—perhaps to
14-1600 B.C. and more. Will the archaeologists stick to their
theory of PGW=Pandavas, or will they offer some altcrnate
hypothesis to fit in their finds with the Western chronology ? It
avould be rash to jump to any conclusion and one should await
with interest the further analysis of the materialby Joshi and
his team. It is undoubtedly an important find and merits a
close unbiased analysis.!

Incidentally, the radio carbén technique is also helpless in
determining the date of the battle, because no organic material
has been found so far which could be unmistakably linked
either with the Pandavas or with the battle.

In short, the archaeclogical material found so far does not
help in dating the battle. The date 900 B.C etc, is not sug-
gested by any archaeological material, but by the Puranas as
read by Roychowdhury—Pargiter.

1. Asat present, Joshi's excavations woul

H d seem to support th
logy hercin proposed. pport the threno-



Purana
and

Itihasa

1. Prelimnary

It 15 often said by modern students
that Puranas are histoncally worthless
because they were composed (viz written
for the first ume) 1n the Gupta period, or
n about the fourth century of our era
This 15 s0 asserted because the Puranas
contamn narration of events of the early
Guptn age

On the other hand, the conservatives
assert that the Puranas were contempo-
rneouslv composed 1nd kept up to date
by successne editors (called Vyasas)
that they are wholly relable

It 1s therefore, necessary to find the
true facts ~bout the composiion of the
Puranas so that thew evidentiary value
could be properly judged

2 Introdaction

In Indian Sanskrit Iiterature, ‘Purang’
merns ancient history—the word being
derived from the root pur: which means
‘ancient’ or ‘old

Viasq, the son of Swyavau 1s trads-
uonilly regarded 2s the reorganizer of
the Puranas  In his ume (¢ 1508—1390
B C) the Purana had 1lus sense and the
word  lithass (th—ha— 138 or i a—asa)
ment ‘current’ history (vide p 3 wfra)
Thus, Mahabharata which was  the
Inhas, recorded the contemporiry his-
tory of Vasn's ime, while Puran was

hastors which was ancient even in Vyasa's
ouwn days

Vvasadeva whoe headed 1 school with
bnllant band of scholars (¢ 1450BC),
took up the subject of hustory (ancient
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and current), organised the subject, collected materials and
directed his disciple Romaharshana (also called Lomaharshana)
to prepare a text on the ancient history of the world. Vyasa
himself took up the subject of ‘modern’ history i.e. contem-
porary events of his own life time (the principal event being
the great Bharata battle) and dictated its kernel (=JAYA) to
Ganesha,

The preparation of the text of the ancient history of the
world, the Purana proved to be a gigantic task calling for
stupendous efforts : it took two generations of workers and
was completed only by Ugrashrava, the son of Romaharshana.
The final authorised text of the Purana was recited for the
first time by Ugrashrava Sauti, in the Naimisharanya confere-
nce of sages which took place in c. 1316 B.C., under the presi-
‘dentship of Shaunaka who was not only a great scholar but
also a great lover and a very rich (maka-shala) patron of lear-
ning,  This historic event of the Naimisharanya conference
took place during the reigns of Adhisimakrishna, Divakara and
Senajit—the contemporary kings who ruled at Hastinapur,
Koshalx and Magadha respectively.

When Ugrashrava (popularly also called Sauti) delivered
}he Purana, the problem arose as to how to record the future
history in a continuous manner. They decided to keep the
great work initiated by Vyasa alive and...to continue the
Purana. It was decided Sauti would remain the symbolic
“f‘"ator of history and future history (history of the future
kings) would be narrated in the future tense even though recor=
ded after the event. Thus was the Bhavishyat Purana (the ‘future
ancient history’t) born. Pargiter considers that there was
originally only one Bhavishyat Purana and from this source
the “future’ sections of Vayu, Matsya, Vishnu and Bhagavata
Puranas were constructed.

o The system continued, according to Pargiter, till the rise of
'e Guptas i.e., down to about 350 A.D.

3. Itihasa-Parana

.The words Itihasa and Purana are very ancient words,
Boing back at least to the carly Upanishads.
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a) In the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad, Yajnavalkya says
that ‘Itihasa and Purana’ are among those subjects which were
created by God himself (BU 24 10).

b} In the Chandogya Upamishad, Narada says that he
Lnows ‘Iuhasa and Purana’ among other subjects (Ch U.712)

The woid pair 15 repeated inthe same section 1n 7.14,721
and 7.7.1.

¢) In the Chandogya Upanishad, highest praise 1s accorded
to ‘Itthasa and Purana’ when 1tis mentioned along with the
Atharva-angirasa {Ch U 341)

d) The word-couple Iithasa Purana  appears 1 AV,
XV—6—(11-12)

The word couple Iuhasa-Purana 1s, of course, mentioned
many times n the Puranas as well as 1o the Mahabharata

As has been already shown, these quotations from the
Upamishads may be safely dated to ¢ 1400 BC, particularly
because they are appeaning 1n Swarankia shrutis.®

Two questions arise  why are the two words aliays coupled
together in these ancient texts * Secondly, why 1s Mahabha-
rata—and no other text—called an Inhasa > These gues-
tions cannot be answered by the present meanings of the two
words (Today, Iuhasa means history while Purana 15 taken
to mean myths and legends of olden times)

As suggested above, they can only be explained if they are
taken as related concepts—the words giving colour to each
other—noscitur a soccrs As two words with distinet but comple
mentary meanings . as different sections of the same disciphine
As suggested above, the entire subject can be properly under-
stoed 1f, and only if, 1t be taken that in the times of Viasa,
Yajnasvalkya, Narada (1e. m ¢ 1400 B.C), Iuhasa-Purana
taken together meant HISTORY 1In particular, Purana
meant ‘ancient” history and Itthasa meant ‘current’ or ‘modern’
mstory {Modern, of course, meaming modern 1 §yasa’s ime 1 €.,

1, See AT, pp 35et sq
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in c. 1400 B.C.) Hence, Itihasa meant contemporary history.
It is now clear why Mahabharata (and no other book) is given
the appellation of Itihasa. This analysis shows that in ¢. 1400
B.C. the phrase “/ti-ha-asa’ meant ‘it happened recently’ while
Purana meant ‘It happened in pure i.e., in ancient time’, (As
will be presently explained, after 108 years i.e. after one

Paitrya yuga, Itihasa became Purana, when a Samhitakara
took over.)

Caution : The proposed interpretation differs from the pre-
vailing opinion : This is so because—the proposed interpreta-
tion is derived from the contents of the original texts of 1400
B.C., while the prevalent meanings are derived from dictiona-
ries (like Amarkosha) composed in c. 500 A,D. The proposed
interpretation seeks to arrive at the original .meanings—those
prevalent in thelperiod of the Upanishads and Bharata battle
i.e.in 1400 B.G. [Itikasa of Vyasa naturally became ancient history
wn course of time @ In fact, it was ancient even in Buddha’s time
(c. 500 B.C.)

‘4. (a) Subject matter of 2 Purana

According to the -original Vyasian prescription, a Purana
(Ancient History) was to cover FIVE subjects viz. Sarga
(cosmic period), -Pratisarga (evolution), Vamsa (prehistoric
dynasties), Alauu-anterani (Six patriarchates before the

flood) and Vamsanucaritam (detailed history of post-flood
ngs) - .

It was very clearly stated by Vyaszx that before Manu
Vaivasvata; the dynasty was AfANASA ie., legendary, while
after him Lthe dynasties were 1onija i.e. actual history. Histo-
rians also would be interested mainly in the Vamsanucaritam
i.e. dynasties of 3100—1400 B, C., as this represents the hard
.core of the history of the Vyasian Pur:ma.

4. (b) Itihasa or current history a

Vyasa himiself recordcd contemporary history, from his own
“birth down to Bharata battle {c.1424 B.C.). Vyasa dictated
the kernel of this history (=Jaya), immediately (said to be
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cular, Romaharshana, his son Ugrashraya and six others above
mentioned) m ¢ 14141316 BC Inour opmmon, the six
others mentioned above took active part 1n preparmg different
versions and drafts sifung and weighing the material for
ascertamming the truth preparing final drafts (mula Samhtas)

before the standard text was finally prepared by Ugrashrava
Saun

6 Periods of Indian protohistory

Tndian protohistory could be conveniently divided into two
main periods separated by the great watershed of the Bharata
battle which took placen ¢ 1424—14 BC  In fact one can
broadly depict the Indian protohistory as follows

Before Christ

A 3100—1200BC Pre battle period
B 1500—1390BC Battle pertod
C 1390— 400 BC Post battle period

The pre-battle period {3100-~1500 B C } saw the composition
of the early Vedic hvinns  The events are described contem

poraneously in the Ragveda and ex post focte i the Puranas
and the Ramayana

The battle period (1500—1390 B G) 1s recorded 1n minute
detail 1n the Mahabharata which has been called Itthash
(=contemporary history) and was composed 1mitsally by Vyasa
himself  Very full mformation of the ligh culture attained
during the period 1s available 1 the contemporary Upanishads,
which fortunately for the historzan has been preserved almost
mtact and without any mterpolation \linute details of the
social and rehigious hife and customs are available in the kalpa
sutra hterature A complete description of the profe sions and
avocations are avaiable i the lutle explored Purushamedha yaina
narrations of the Shulla Yajurveda

The post battle perrod (1390—400) BC was covered 1n
the Bhavsshyat Purana which was history continuosuly recorded
1n the future tense as pomnted out above This was necessitated
because of the fiction that all history 1s composed by Vyasa
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and narrated by his pro-disciple Sauti, in the conference of the
sages at Naimisharanya (c.1316 B.C.)

The Vedic period proper (3100—1400 B.C.) was further
subdivided by Vyasa in two sub periods of Treta yuga
(3100—2000 B.C.) and Dwapara Yuga (2000—1400 B.C.).
The junction or the sandhi period (2030—1930) B.C.—ahich
was indeed a turning point in history of the world because it
saw the final emergence of the Aryan power—was marked by
great battles; there was the great Deva-Asura war which lasted
for a century (2130—1930 B.C.), in which the Iranian and
Harappan powers were finally destroyed; and the battle bet-
ween Rama and Ravana in which the Rakshasa power was
destroyed Dby the Ikshwakus, The Deva-Asura battles in
which Divodasa, Cyavana and Sudasa overcame the non.
Vedic Aryans (the Iranians and the Hariyupeans) were
recorded in the danastuti hymns of the Rigveda by the
contemporary rishis Kakshivan, Shaktri and Parashara
{Vasishthas), Bharadwaja, Viswamitra IV, and Vamadeva etc.
The most important baitle was the battle of the ten kings
which has been covered in as many as three hymns of the
Rigveda. The battle between Rama and Ravana is covered
ex-post-facts—in the Ramayana; and the exploits of the
Raghuvamsa were also sung by Kalidasa which contain
unexpected historical materiall,

Dasaratha and Divodasa were contemporaries and they
both fought as allies against the allies of Shambara, the great
Hariyupean? king,

It is interesting to recall that Shakti, Parashara I,
Bharadwaja, and Valmiki who wrote about these battles were
all included in the list of great historians (Vyasas of the former
ages) in the Purana. Vamadeva, a contemporary of Rama
Dasarathi eulogised Sita as the goddess of agricultural
revolution (¢,2000 B.C.)

1. Ramiyana and Raghuvamsaare both Kavyas: However, Pargiter
considers (and we agree with him) that Raghuvamsa is more rehable

than Ramayana, so far as history before  Rama is considered,
2. Hanyupea=Harappa
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The Indian proto-historical periods can, therefore, be
described as follows

3100—2150 BC  Tretajuga the early Vedic period

2i50—1930 BC  %uga sandit  Middle Vedic age
Deva Asura war  Dasa rajana battle
Contemporary danasmt: by hurusuti,
Kakshivan Shakti, Parashara, Bhara-
dvaja, Viswamitra IV, etc  Battle of
Rama and Ravana depicted later mn
the Ramazana

1930-—1414 BC  Duaapara Juga the late Vedic age

1414—1316 BC  2uga sandh the great synothesis
masterminded by Vyasa and achieved
by Saun

1316—300 BEC Aalt Tuga Smni1 or Pauranic htera~
ture  Hhstory dawns i 600 BC
Appearance  of Buddha, and Jina,
Nanda destroys the mllieu, and the
Mauryas emerge British historsans take
over with Alexandar

7 Collecting, digesting and editing of the material The
ancient historians

According to the Puranas themselves, Purana 1s continuous
hutory  Current material 15 collected by the bandins, the
magadhas and the sutes of which the former two were state
funcuionanes and the suta was an expert attached to mno
pairtca ar ste  Bandms were the singers {evlogmts and
peegyrnsts) who sung  praises of the king at  dawn
The magad*a Lept genealogy and the history of hing’s ancestors
and narrated them at the state functions and annnersaries
Sutas were lhustorians who collected matenals {rom the
magadhas of the difftrent states and prepared coherent
summaries winch were recited at great sacrifices or yanas
(like the Nammusharanya conference) Naturally, the suta was
not auached to any prrticular state,
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Above them all were the samhifakaras who were great
rishis or munis (like Vyasa, Vasishtha or Valmiki) who
digested the materials and at regular intervals, inserted them
in the Puranas themselves, Only they were authorised so to do,

Vyasa sfo Satyavati was the samhilakara, par excellence, and
his masterly digest has become THE Purana.

‘Regular interval’ mentioned above was the standard
period of 108 years and was called Paitrya yuga. The name
Paitrya yuga suggests that it was used only for Pitris i.e.
ancestors, their genealogies and chronology. As already
pointed out {A.I., p. 141-51), Indian protohistory commenced
in c.4350 B.C. when Shiva (=Rudra) fixed the epoch at the
equinox at his star Ardra (=Betelguse). Thereafter, history
and chronology .was kept in Paitrya yugas which were current
till Vyasa’s time, Thus, Krishna, Brihadvala, Vyasa and
Katyayani all lived in the TWENTYEIGHTH yuga. (A table
of different kinds of yugas is given below :

Puranas say that each yuga had its own semkitakara and
editor (~—Vyasa). Some of the names are :

Yuga Samhitakara Vyasa
19. - Gautama Bharadwaja
20. Gautama Niryantara
21, Vacashrava Vajashrava
22, Narayana Somashushmya
23, Trinavindu Trinavindu
24, Valmiki Daksha or Riksha
25, Shakti Shakti
26. Parashara =" Parashara
27, Jatukarnya Jatukarnya
28, Krishna Dwaipayana Krishna Dwaipayana
29. Romaharshana
30. Son of Romaharshana

It is apparent that the words Samhitakara and Vyasa are

interchangable, and there is only 2 distinction without a
difference, --- -~
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The scheme 1s based, no doubt, on some historical basis
but it 15 far too complete, symmetrical and elegant to be
factual history  Some factual basis 1s to be conceded because
Sakt: and Parashara (the son of Sakt) were Vasishthas who
were Vedic rishis have actually sung about the Dasarajana
battle—a battle of actual history—mn RV VII-17 Similarly,
Valmik: has covered the battle between Rama and Ravana,
another, battle of history, 1n the epic Ramayana

However, though the scheme 1s complete yet the dates are
confused The batile of Rama and Ravana took place i
22nd yuga but Valmik, an alleged contemporary, 1s shown in
the 24th yuga Simlarly, the battle of ten kings was fought
the 23rd yuga, but Shaktt and Parashara who witnessed the
battle were shown in the 2oth and 26th yugas Ewidently,
there was an attempt at dovetaihing the :dea of ediorship mto
2 neat scheme of successive painayugas with therr editors,
but a confusion arose because there were two Parasharas,
Parashara I, son of Shakti Vasishtha, who witnessed the
Dasarajana battle hived 1n ¢ 1930 B G, while Parashara II, the
father of Vyasa was born only 1n ¢ 1528 B C

However, Shakti, Parashara I and Valmiki all reported on
actual famous battles of hustory and, therefore, were nghily
mcluded among the histarians (Vyasas and Samhitakaras),

Finally, 1t should be noted that both Purana and Maha-
bharata were ‘open’ texts which were expected to be kept
up to date  Vyasian texts were all open texts unlike the
Shrutis, which were all ‘closed’ texts

Yuga thecry Table 1

4320 B C =halpad: or the epoch beginnung the yugas
Mahz yuga=3240 tropical year=3339 parivatsaras
BC
4350~ halpads
4350-4302=Rhrita sandha
4302-3107—hnita yuga
3102—3024=hnta sandbyamsa

~—48 years
=1200 years
—18 years
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1. Manu Valvasvata b, 3167 B C. o
3054—3018=Treata sandha ) . =3 years -~ -°
3018—-2118=Treta yuga . =900 years
2018—-2082="Treta sandhyamsa =36 years

. 972 years .

.. -
65. Rama Dasarathi b, 2015 B.C. .*

2082—2058=Dwapara sandha -
2038—1458=Dwapara yuga
14581434 =Dwapara sandh',ama Jver e224years . o

t " 648 years

i 84. Krishna Devaki Putra b. 1456 8.C.
1434—1422=Kali sandha ) T =12 years

85, Parikshit b, 1422 B.C. : Mahabharata battle. _
1422—1122=Kali yuga . Moyers .
1122—1110=Kali sandhyansa _ . .= 12 years

N e 32 years .
1110—1062 Krita sandhyansa  , «, = 4Byears, .
1062—138 A.D.=Krita yuga (second) =1200 years X
138-186 A, D, =Krita sandhyansa 48 years Ptoldmy ex-
B 7

———w——— pounds solar
L 1246 years astronomy

v

) Yuga lhe;ary : Tahle 2

. Age Sandha -Yuga Sandhyansa Total Years
"« Kali (x1) . 12 300 12 324 ”»
Dwapara (x 2) 24 600 24 648 "
Treta (x 3) 36, %00 36 972 .
Krita (x 4) 48 1200 48 1296 .
Total (x 10) 120 3000 120 3240 N

Paltrya yugas: Table 3

Kalpa-adi =4350 B,C.

Krita Yuga =12 Paitrya yugas of 1296 years...4350—3034 B.C,
“Treta Yuga = 9 Paitrya Yugas of 972 years...3051—2082 B,C.
Dwapara Yuga = 6 Paitrya yugas of 648 years...2082—1434 B.C.
Kali Yuga . . = 3 Paitrya Yugasof 324 years,. .1434-1110 B.C.

Second cycle (Mahayuga)
Krita yuga =12 Paitrya yugas of 1296 ...1110 B.C.—186 A.D,
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8 A misconception

1t 15 often saud by modern Indologists that the Puranas are
to be wholly rejected or ignored as history because they were
composed 1n the Gupta period (¢ 300—-500) A D

This 1s 2 misconception Furstly, the Puranas were not com-
posed 1n the Gupta perrod but were only made up-to date ull
the Gupta period, and, secondly, all history 1s necessanly ex post
Sfacto  Can Majumdar’s History of Ancient India be rejected
merely because 1t waswritten in 1940 A D ?

It has been shown that according to the Puaranas them-
selves they were onginally composed in the Vyasian school i
¢ 1400 BC It has been shown also that  Vamsanucantam—the
historically crucial portson of the Purana (being hustory of the
dynasties from Manu Vanasiata ¢ 3100 BC to Pankshit
¢ 1424 B C }—was compiled under the direct supervision of
Vyasa by Romaharshana in ¢ 1400BC  All the existing
material was carefully scrutmised and digested by six disciples,
and ewvidently great care was bestowed to sift the material
collected and to find the truth ¥t would be obviously unscien-
ufic to reject such carefully collected data on the mere
ipse dixt of some one Tt would be presumptuous to say
that the Jove for truth 15 the monopoly of the modern worker

Subsequent to Parnkshit, the history was recorded conti~
nuously {though in future tense) in the Bhawvishyat Purana
In particular, the dynasties of Magadha (the centre of pelitscal
power where the Puranas were actually kept and composed)
were fully recorded  They too perhaps cannot be summanly
rejected The Puranas were duly uptodated by constant authori-
sed additions  These authorised additions were not wterpola-

uons and they only enhance the value of the Purana asa
historical account

The weaknesses in the Puranas will now be carefully notx
ced (as well as Pargiter’s words to counter them)

A There 1s not one but Eighteen Puranas now extant and
they do mot always speakin one sowe Ans Pargiter has
effected a tolerable synthesss, particularly of the Vamsanucaritam
section
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2. The names of the sutas (editors) after Ugrashrava is not
known. This is undoubtedly a weakness.

3. The original mulg-samhita (the Rohaharshanika) is not
available now : Nor are the four drafis by his disciples. This
again is a weakness but, as said above, Pargiter has effected n
tolerable synthesis of the Vamsanucaritam  portions of 1l
Puranas.

According to the Puranas, themselves, therefore :—

1. Vamsanucaritam or the dynasties of the kj
Manu Vaivasvata (c.3100 B.C.) to Parikshit
historical core of the Purana. It is of the gre:
reconstruction of the protohistory of India, T, synthetie
version thereof as produced by Pargiter ip his "1;12!'{’-’
Ancient Historical Tradition (=AIHT) can e takey zs;ixi,
THE Purana in English. § g

nge from
(1424 BCY is thye
atest value i thy,

2. The dynasties presented in the AIHT Bive 4 4 ,
facie history and king list, (at pp, 144—145), 2 grry trima

3. Where the view presented is not jn
and where no other material is available, probabil;

herenly i,
N the versjy, .,
may be taken as correct prima facie, B Prosesied

4. Where a different version is avai
than the Purana (e.g. the RigVCda)
be scientifically weighed to find
should be made to make an objectiy,
‘possible.

lable i
¢ina
Ahier
m:o:ilu fh': 3t thould
N Every o,
o i 18
ythetty, iy, it atall

Yiurce

Yer

5. Every .eﬂ'ort 'should be made ¢, dra,
scheme that is not m]leremly impro’f‘m,_ Uy g “”{U)nziw,»m
6. In chronology, ‘the major oy .

halof 4

i e

cross contacts With other gy Yings o8 e 0 paratgish
that is at all possible. Famng it L oty Comnegien. i
chronology (literature, L trics,

astron

. om . b2 de
technique) should be give, dy Yy arly

estninants of

22 ey 3
® Wit g, T4y Tadioecasbon
Author’s opinion “ Pupiring 4 date.
It is now time .
to give 13,
© 2uthe,,

7
2 Lwin opinio® ©
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matter—which 15 indeed difficult and not altogether free from
doubt The analysis of the facts, traditions as well as a reading
of the three main Puranas vz Matsya, Vayu and Vishnu,

has left the following total impact on the mind of the present
author

(A) In Vyasa’s time (e 1400 BC), the importance of
hustorv —ancient and current—was keenlv felt  Vyasa, n
particnlar, realised its supreme rmportance and nndertook a
detuled progromme to collect all the avaulable historical
materinl  He took the nelp of his disciple Romaharshana,
who 1 Ins wrn was aided by his son Ugrashrava Sauti as
well as s x others—Sumat Akrtabrana Agnivarcas, Maitryu,
Somdadatu nd Shimshapayana These NINE men worked
for two generations bemng inspired by Vyasa  They sifted the
materils prepared different versions and drafts, and ascertar
ned the 1ruth 2s far as posnble  The Purana thus brought into
bLewng—ir particular, the VAMSANUCARITAM OR THE
DYNASTIES FROM MANU VAIVASVATA TO PARIK-
SHIT—is therefore, entitled to highest respect

(B} Comung to the ‘modern’ history, VYASA HIMSELF
TOOK UP THL SUBJECT, and composed the neucleus
which bt d to the Mahabharwa The contemporary
events ending tn the Bharata battle were minutely described
The only fult 1s the fult of 11l contemporary record viz, bias
However, ll versions (pro- *andava 15 well 1s ants Pandava)
are there, and one 15 cxpected to draw his own conclusion
It 1s fHryou 10 judge who was nght and who was wrong but
remember that aff the maternl s avulable mn the Maha
bLharata—the ITIHASA of the ume

{C) The lustary of the davs after the \Mahabhirta or the
Narmsharanyy confirence of 1316 B C 13 much more difficult
The subsequent reccrd—the Bhawshsa Purina—shows a
sudden deteniomtion which 15 apparent even to the casual
rexder  The Vyuan touch o musang  The namesof the
succerding editors fafier Ugrushracy Sauon) 1s not wwatlable
The Brahmanical slant becomes more and more promment,
ard the narration of dynasties recede into the nekground
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In fact, Vyasa would surely have-frowned upon the subse-
quent work produced in. his name.

The author would, thereforc, r'\te "the rclnblhty of the

’SUCCCSS]VC pOX‘HOﬂS as below:

A.

Vamsanucanmm from Manu Vaivasvata to Parikshit :
Reliability ‘excellent.  Facts sifted by nine minds:
Overall superintendence of Vyada himself. Facts veri-
fiable (and verified) from the ngved&» ,
Mahabharam from Sham'\nu to the Sarp'\satra or prac-
tically Vyasa’s own life. Minute details available..
Vyasa himself is impartial to the Kurus and Pandavas,
Excellent reporting, except that the later versions tend
to glorif);,}he, victors and denigraté the losers—as is’
usual in all contemporary history.

Bhavishya Purana ‘or kings after Adhisimakrishna.

“Reportage incomplete, unsatisfactory, scattered and
© R -

disjointed. End,ess praise of Brahmanism. No verifica-

tioh from independent parallel literature before
Buddhas. E

In other words, the author himself ‘has much more confi
.dence in the period 3100 B.C. to 1300 B.C. than in the period
1300—-600 B.C. The date of the Bharata battle will have,
therefore, to be independently determined : hence, the
emphasis on the astronomical ‘method to test the truth of the

JLPuranic tradition “Nanda was coronated 1015 years after the
birth of Parikshit”’,

'
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Chronologi-

cal

Framework

of Indian

Protohistory

1
(3100-1300) B.C.

1

Various attempts have been made
from time to time to fix some chronology
of protohistoric India, but they all suffer
from one crucial defect Each method,
so far attempted, follows only one techni-
que and 15 oblivious of all other methods
and facts Thus, Max Mueller on the
basis of hiterary styles, said, that the ear-
liest hymn of the Rigveda w1s composed
m cl200BC and s followers shut
their eyes to all other facts of history

Commeon sense dictates that in the
determination of chronology, one should
fix the dates of individual kings and rishis
first and then see whether any cross
contact with the dates of kings and events
of other countries 1s possible  Strangely
enough, both these metheds have been
scrupufously asoided 1n India  The
result 1s that we have a mass of opinions—
each subjective and strongly opposed
to all others  The result 1s a complete
cliaos and a tower of Babel

We have, on the other hand, tried to
make a synthesis of all the techniques
and all the data—literary, astronomical,
ridiocarbon as faras possible, and finally
cross contacts wath other ancient coun-
tries

The present essay shows, nier alia,
that the proposed chronology 13 1n conso-
nance with {or, mther, are not inconsis-
tent wah) the dated kings of other coun-
tries
Relative Chronolegy

For this purpose we have taken the

Gee alta ST Rov  INRS Vel AT, pp 4457 And for & full

acecant the autl ors fortt casrarg

O RET, v press

*Vedie Chironology, 3100—
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very careful and masterly analysis of the Puranas made by
Pargiter. In any serious study of Indian chronology, Pargi-
ter’s name should be mentioned next to Vyasa.

From his studies, it is possible to draw up a complete list
of kings from 1.Manu to 155.Pushyamitra. There is a gap of
only ten names in the Kali-age but jt can be made up from
other data,

By marking the successive kings with serial numbers we get
a complete sei of dynastic numbers. With this simple expe-
dient, one gets a perfect system of relative chronology. An
abstract of the important kings’ and rishis will be given
presently.

Fﬂe_t_@g_@,e,aﬁmhu&tg, we take the help of
astronomy. From the analysis of the Rigveda and also by
reference 1o the Puranas, the Mahabharata and the Sutras the
following data are obtained :—

1. Nabhanedistha sfo Manu, observed that the autumnal
equinox was taking place when there was Furnima (full moon)
at Rohini (Aldebaran— 69°), and he composed the hymn R.V.
X/61/5-9 on this event. Manu, the paramount king, ordained
that the year (both sacrificial and civil) should begin when
there was full moon at Rohini.

Astron nﬁ'cﬁfly—,'m;}ze determined that the epoch of this
event wifs ¢.3,070 B.C. ~Hence, the epoch of Nablzmedistha,
Manu an R.V. X{61/5-9 is abouf 3,700 B.C.

2) Viswamitra II observed that the ver:; : inox had

shifted (by precession of the equinox) to Krittika Purnima
(Alcyone—59°).  Viswamitra 1T was the father-in-law of king
Bharata : They were contemporaries of the great astronomer-
poet Dirghatamas.

L.

The paramount king Bharata, with the help of the astro-
nomer rishis Viswamitra I and Dirghatamas, ordained that
the new year should begin with the full moon at Krittikas A
nakshatra list with Krittika at its head was drawn up. The

epoch of the event can be astronomically worked out to
2,350 B.C.

—_—
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Hence Bharata, Viswamitra 11 and Dirghatamas Iived 1
©2,350 BC The great astronoomcal hyma RV 1/164 was
<utAposed by Dirghatamas in ¢ 2,300 B C

3) The next important observation was by Vamadeva, the
composer of the IVth mandala of the Rigveda He was a con-
temporan of Dasaratha, Rama and Somaka, the son of king
Sudasa masany\m battle He observed that the vernal
equinox took place ten davs after the heliacal nsing of the
Dogstar and from thus obsertation P C Sengupta has est-
mated his date at ¢ 2000 B C

e N,

4 The next important step was taken by Vagambbrim,
the zulnl'n of the celebrared_Devt Sukta (R V' X-125) and the

" founder of the world renowned Adiya sampradaya (the sun

school) of Videha  She declared the winter solstice on Magha
Shulla Pancami and <he 18 sorshipped to this day as Vag devt
on this nthh  Her supporter was king Shruta of Videha
(DN 85) King Hiranyanabhn started collecing the Vedic
hymns in Vagambhrints ume  The epoch of this event was
1,630 BC Hence Vagambhrim, hing Shruta and Devisubta
cin be dated to ¢ 1,630 BC

The Vedic period ended in ¢ 1,450 B C  when Vyasadesa,
after the contmuous labour of 200 years of s predecessors,
redacted the Rigveda and made 1anto a closed canon  There-
after, Shaunaka, Ashwalavaniand hatyavana (who all belon-
ged to one school) prepared exhausine indexes Thas was done
upto 1,310 BC

Stece 1,520 BC roteen haf a sy'llable has been (or could be)
ctanged tn the fuk Samkua, or ¢ s fada text

Compnution of the Vedic hvmns ended (and rot begun, as
Max Mueller thought) inc L,i0OBC

5 The next astronomical event obseryed was the winter
sohice at the ammoany (New Moon) at Dhamistha Thus was
observed by Lagadha and wih the help of king Sucs (D ™\ 103)
of Magadha, be orduned 1hat the new vear should begin at
the rew 1moon at Dhnstha The epoch was 1,270 BC, The
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date of Vedanga Jyotisha composed by Lagadha and Suci is,
therefore, 1,270 B.C.

6. The fifth astronomical event was the observation of
Ashwalayana, that there was an actual star at the celestial
pole. The star was K. Draconis and the observation was
made in ¢.1326 B.C.

7. Finally BAudhayana’s date is found to be c.(1370-1320)
B.C. (see chapter V, infra).

Thus, there were six astronomical observations and we
know the names of the observers with their dynastic numbers :

Kings & rishis ‘Event - . Circa

1. Nabhanedistha Autumnal Equinox at 3,070 B.C.
& Manu (D.N. 1) Rohini

2. Viswamitra II, Autumnal Equinox at 2,350 B.C.
Dirghatmas, Krittika : winter
Bharata (D.N. 42) solstice at Magha

3. Vamadeva and Rama Heliacal rising of 2,000 B.C.

Dogstar

4. Vagambhrini; king ‘Winter solstice on 1,630 B.C.
Shruta (D.N. 85) Magha Shukla Pancami

5. Ashwalayana K-Draconis as the 1,326 B.C.
(DN. 100) . pole star

.6, Lagadha, king Suci  Winter solstice at 1,270 B.C.
(D N. 103} Dhanistha

With the help of these observations and the names of their
observers, the relative chronology of Vyasian system defined by
its dynastic numbers can be scientifically converted into an

*absolute_system.

With this absolute chronology one can locate certain events
of the Rigveda which happened in other countries: These
cevents are already dated satisfactorily, and the proposed
chronology is, therefore, confirmed.
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The synchrenism 15 as follows —

DN Dateof Ageof Event Cuniform dates
birth  Divodasa from the hing hst

63 2,001 (70-80) Installwuon of  Installation of
BC years Indrota Indatni, 970 BC

(1981 1,971)
(60 80yrs) Lncounter with Emissum, hing  of
Emusha king of Larsa (2,004 1,977)
Larsa BC
Alhance with 1975 BC
Hushrava and
Lilling of
Turvasu

If, the proposed identfication (a) Indrota, the protege
Divodasa with Indatu I the simasha king of Urand (b} of
Emusha with the hing Emussum of Larsa be accepted, then the
seal of absolute accuracy would be stamped on the proposed
chronology because they hne been already firmly dated
The Dainastu1 hymns of the Rigreda would prove to be truer
than Instory _ Let ors who urderstands judge

Incidentally, king Hushrasa Inedn ¢ 2000 BC because
he was 1 jJunior contemporary of Dunodasa It followsthat
ling Vistaspa would be bornin ¢1,950 BC and the Gathas
of Zarathustra would be sungin Asuridialect 1nc1800BC
Further, Vistaspa  the patron of Zarathustrz, 1s found n
Ishtashu of the Rigveda, while Arjasp 1s located i Ryraswa,
all menuoned by the contemporary nishi Rakshivan in
€ 1900 BC This analvas would fulls jusufy the Iranman trads
ton that Joroaster 600 years before the baule of Troy

“This shows that the usual argument that * Rigyeda cannot
Le ofder than 1,000 B C. because Avesta was composed 1n 600
BC hasnosubstance By confuung habandh Kanayana
wi b Varrua_hatyayina 1,000 vears of Indan history was
TFrased  In Iman it was better, for, by confnunﬂmm
{father of Danw) with Vaaspa 1 (Patron of Zarathmral
1,300 years kave been rubbed out of Iranan hutory
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2. The table of absolute dates : (3100—1400) B.C.

Basically, the period covered is from . Manu Vaivasvata
to 96. Parikshit, son of Abhimanyu, because the ramsanucaritam
of Vyasa givesa continuous list of 96 kings from Manu 0
Parikshit. Taking the Suryavamsa list as the basic frame
because that was the most complete, Pargiter worked out a
detailed synthesis and synchronism of all the known dynasties.
TakinlW
Parikshit as about 1400 B.C. (1000 years before the coronation
of the Nanda), a rough basic frame can be drawn which gives
the reasonable age differential of 18 years per king. This
gives a satisfactory table of relatire chronology, particularly if
also marked with the dynastic numbers (herein called D.N.)

This table of relative chronology has been converted into
amore accurate system of absolute dates by means of the
astronomical observations, their observers and isochronous
kings mentioned in the Rigveda and the Vyasian Purana as
briefly noted above. It has been found that there is a very
satisfactory concordance between the Rigveda and Puranic
systems. The chronological system thus worked out can be
given in a neat formula : >

T—(3185—18 x N) B.C.

where N is the dynastic number, and T is the date of birth
(m B.C.) of the king. The formula can be applied from the
' dynastic number 1 to the dynastic number 90, after which
detailed dates are available in the Mahabharata itself and in
the contemporary texts down to 103 Suci, son of Vipra. Some
of the dates in this scale at the intervals of 20 kings are as
follows :

Dynastic Date of . Dynastic Date of

number birth number birth
1. 3167 B.C. 61, 2087 B C.

21, 2807 B.C. 81. 1727 B.C.

R 2447 B.C.
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What 15 remarkable about this abstract scaleis that it 1s
apparently not confined to India alone but 1s apphcable even
to Iran  Thus, Berossus, who wrote a history of the ancient
West Astain ¢ 230 BC on the basis of the ancient material
avariable to him, stated that the 87th king of the Kasshu
dynasty (1 e the Kassites) sacked Babylon = The hassites are
Lnoun to be of the Aryan stacl, and according to the Vyastan
scale, one finds that 87th bing was born in ¢ 1621 BC  which
would <uggest the fall of Babylon at about 1591 BC, if the
age of the hing be taken at 30 years at the ume of the con

quest  The modern scholars have established that the Hwnu

raln dynasty of Babylon fell <comewhere 1in 1600—1590 BC

(Vide Chronologn—Cambridge Ancient History) The event
thus fits very wellin the Vyasian scale  The total comnaidence
15 no doubt fortuitous, but, none the less 1t strongly pomts to
the general soundness of the

astronomical cum dynastic
chronology herein proposed

Incadentally, this concordance breathes life into the trads
uon mentioned :n the Nahabharata, that Visalabuddin Vyasa
had composed 1 history of the ancient world

‘There 1re other synchromisms also e g the synchromsm of
Duvodast with Hushrava of Iran, Indatuof Ur, and Emissum
of Larsh In fict, the fall of ITbbs Sin of Ur Larea has been saus
factortlv dated to ¢ 200, BC, when Dnodasa was about 46
years of age  This remarhable svachronism points to the
plausibality of the pmmomcr such
svuchronisins would overburden this short non techmicst essay
full account Wit be tvailble 1n the uthor s forthcoming
book V edic Chronology 3100—1300 BC  (1n press)

The reader would perhaps be keen to have 4 table of Vedic
and Puratue hings, and seers of the period, with their dates of
birth A smal) absiract of the ymportant hangs and the seers is
ginen  Any other date could be easily computed from the

f rmult gunen above, down to Dynisuc number 90—after
which the parumeters change
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Important kings and seers of Indian protohistory :

Dynastic  Date of Kings Rishis .
number birth
(B.C.)
1 2: 3 4
Indo-Iranian period : Early Vedic Age
1. 3167 Manu Vaivasvata
L2 3149 Nabhanedishtha
3. 3131 Pururavas
4. 3113 Ayu Swarbhanu
(Asura); Atri
{Total solar ecli-
pse)
6. ‘3077 Yayati Sharmistha and
Devayani
7. 2059 Puru
21. 2807 Mandhata Yauvana-
shwa
31. 2627 Arjuna sfo Krita-
virya : Ravana I . .
32, 2609 Trishanku; Vishwamitra I
33. 2591 Harishcandra
34, 2573 Rohita Madhucchandas;
Sunahsepa
41. 2447 Sagara Dirghatamas
42. 2429 Vishwamitra II;
! Kapila
44, 2411, Bharata
2393 sfo Dushyanta :
49. 2303 . Garga (Briddha)
Transition : Middle Vedic Age
62. 2069 Raghu Conguest of Iran
63. 2051 Divodasa; Aja One hundred years
Shambara; Ibbi- Deca-Asura  war

Sin; Emissum “beging
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2 3 4
64 2033 Dasaratha, Ravana 11,
Indrota
65 2015 Rama, Soma Vamadeva
Gautama
(Fall of Rakshasa
empire)
66 1597 Srinjaya, Hushrava
67 1979 Chyavana (Fall of Haryupra
1¢ Daratas)
Shakt and Para-
shara Vasishthas
K-kshnan
Ausya Zarathu-
stra
68 1961 Sudasa 11, Vistaspr Vishwamitra 1V
(Dasa Rajana
baitle)
Indian period  Late Vedic Age
74 1853 Jamamjaya Indrota Devaps
Saunaka
83 1683 Hiranyanabha Vagambhrint
(Devs su'ta)
05 1605 Shruta sfo
Suvarcas
87 1619 Kassue hang (%) (Tall of Homurab:
who conquered  dynasty at Balylon
Babylone 1.958C)
90 1560 Santanu
a1 1524 Bhisma
2 1508 Vysa
93 1490 Vicstravirya
93, 1472 Y udhrshthura, 3 ynivallya,
Janala Matreys, Gargt,
(The world
famous Sun-
school of
Videha)
2 1452

Abhimanyu
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1 3 4
(Mahabharata battle)
96. 1424 Parikshit;
Queen Theyi XVIIIth dynasty
of Egypt
97. 1400 Akhenaton Established a sun-

school at Akhet
Aton

(Boghus Keui treaty)

For a table of kings from 96 Parikshit to Nanda, see chapter

V1 infra.
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Baudhayana
and the
Sutra

Literature

Preliminary

The mmportance of the absolute date
of Baudhayana and the sutra hiterature
arises from the fact that 1t 15 umformly
admitted {without any exception) that
the Vedanga lterature was composed
after the Bharata batile If the date of
Baudhayana, the earhest sutra kara could
be determined, then 1t could be said with
some measure of confidence that the
Bharata battle was anterior thereto

1t 15 imndeed strange that no attempt
has been made so far tw determmne
scientifically the date of any sutra kara
The Western Indology takes the famous
ipse dixit of Max Mueller ‘Vedanga litern-
ture—600—200 B C’, and, after examimn-
ng the relative sensonty of the authors,
proceed to fit them 1n the frame of 600—
200B C It has been shown in chapter 11,
that Max Mueller’s dictum 15 not accep-
table because uts sole evidence 15 that of
a ghost story  Ignoring this for the time
being, an effort 1s now made to determine
the dates of the sutra karas frem the astro-
nomical observations mide by them As
copious  obsersations  {SIV  ndependent
ohser atigns are Frown} are found m the
texts and there 13 no problem of sup
posed nterpolattons therein, a farcly
satisfactory daung of the sutra hterature
15 possible

A related question 1s about the date
of Pamimi However, this 1s of crucal
wmportance n Indology, and, therefore,
an exhaus e anilysis has been made
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elsewherel.

The chronological analysis of the sutra literature now
follows, The interested reader may also look into the analysis—
as given in A.L pp. 23-34, to appreciate its great significance in
Indology.

Baudhayana

Baudhayana was the author of one of the important
kalpasutras. Fortunately, most of his works (Shrautasntra,
Grihyasutra and Dharmasutra comprising the Kalpasulra)® are
extant and all the autharities place him chronologically in the
earliest layer of the authors of the Kalpasutras. Some autho-
rities consider him to be earliest, and, inany case there isa
general consensus of opinion that Baudhayana, Apastamba,
Ashwalayana and Sankhayana belong to the earliest layer.

Unfortunately, the book does not mention the name of the
king who patronised Baudhayana. It is, therefore, not
possible to fix his dynastic number and only the astronomical
methed is available to determine his date.

There are numerous references in his treatise about aus-
picious day on which the great sacrifices were to begin :
however, they mostly refer to the ancient customs (ancient
in Baudhayana’s day). Only two rules are given which were
current in his day, and, apparently, they were prescribed by
Baudhayana himself :

The first rule is given in Baudhayana Sutra (=BS5S}
XX V129 (Caland’s edition).

“In the month of Mlagha, the sun on getting at the nakshatra
Dhanishtha turns north, and in the month of Skravana at the middle of
Ashlesha, turns to the somth. These are the two limils 1o the sun’s
north-south motion.”

This rule is later than Bhisma’s rule (¢.1424 B.C.) because
it specifically mentions Dhanishtha which was not established

1. S.B. Roy, Panini and Katyayana JAHRS, Vol XXXIV, in press.
2. Caland's edition.
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m Bhisma’s time It would, therefore, be after 1424 BC,
though near1t The calculation 1s as follows

Dhamshtha=B Delphimis = 31588°
Wainter solsuce (1970AD) = 27000°
Hence, the precession = 4588°

Passnge of ume @ 72 years per degree =3303 years
The Epoch=1,333 BC

Goralh Prasad calculated the date (JRAS, 1936, p 417)
on the basis ofa totally different method at 1330 BC

Apparently, Vedanga Jyotisha adopted 1t from Baudhayana
after confirmation by Lagadha 1n 127¢ BC The second
rule 1s more mnportant BSS AVIII-11 says

;\“Now the rule for parformng the nakshatra-ishts sactifice
Agn wished, “I would be the partaker of food for the gods”
‘This has been set forth 1n the Brahmanas (Cf Tait Brahmana
m 14) Ihe full moon which occurs near the nakshatra
Vishakha, has uts preceding new moon in Apa Bharam: in the

satrid sambalsara  this new moon s the day for starting the
sacrifice **

Nakshalra 1shis 13 the festwval for the astronomers (nalshatra
dasstas) Sakridsamiatsara 1s the perfect year (Sam==perfect,
vatsara=year) 1¢ the year whichis purified by an interca-
lation (sakrid=perfect work done 1e 1ntercalated)

The sstruction s to begin the sacrifice (=yearly cycle) at
BHARANI new moon  In the hght of Visnwamutra’s rule, 1t
corresponds to 15 uthis before Krittika Purmma It 1s to be
noticed that 1t 1s the uthiof the Bharam amaraga and the
vernal equinox  Instead of by g with 1 eqf
and at hruuiha, the new system begins at the vernal equinox
at Bharam, because about a thousand years had elapsed since
Vishwamitri's time causing a precession n seasons of about a
fortnight
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The epoch is computed as follows :

The event ¢ Vernal cquinox
Astronomical indicator ; The sun and the moon are
together at Apa-Bharani.
Long. of Apabharani=46.47°; in the base year 1970 A.D.
Vernal equinox in 1970 A.D.=0"
. The precession =46.47°

Time elapsed @72 years per degree==3345.64 years

The epoch of Baudhayana's observation (3346-1970)
=1376 B.C.

Taking the error of observation to be one degree or one
tithi, the epoch==13764-72 B.C.

The importance of this observation is that this is
clearly an independent observation inasmuch as it makes
Bharani the principal star. No other astronomer did so.
However, it still shows continuity of Vishwamira’s Vedic
system as follows :

Krittika = 2350 B.C, Viswamitra and Dirghatama
Bharani = 1370 B.C. Baudhayana
Aswini = Siddhanta astronomy

(Krittika, Bharani, Ashwini are the successive nakshatras),

One may now examine the validity of the general hypio-
thesis that the observations on equinoxes and solstices were
made in India by the Vedic people in 1400—1200 B.C.

The following observations have been established (vide
LA., pp. 36-75).

Astronomer Circa Event

1. Bhisma = 1424 B.C. Solstice on 2.3 of Magha
Shukla.

2. Parashara = 1420 B.C. Beginning of the observa-

tion that the solstice took
place near Shravishtha.

3. Baudhayana = 1376 B.C. Vernal equinox on the
Apabharanis amavasya.
\l\'imer solstice at Dhanish-
tha.

J
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Astronomer Circa Event

I

4 Ashwalasant = 1326 BG  Pole star at k Draconis

5 Palanjah 1 1326 BC K Draconss as the Pole star
6 Locadha = 1270BC

i

a) Winter solstice on June-
non of Pausha Magha

b) Wmter sohuce at the
amavisya at  Vasu
{=Shravishtha)

Tncidentally, this anibvsis shows that the suggestion that
the Sutra literature belongs to tbe epoch 1400—1200 B C 1s
supported by no less than six different astronomcal observa-
tions  The usual argument that they are all taken from some
source from outside Tndia (Whiteny Keith, etc ) 15 obwiously
unjustfied because there are six different observations all
tending to the same epoch and, nhat 15 ndeed conclus 5 15 the
fact that ne other counlry shows any obse-patiwon which wonld eren
famtly suggest @ similar date or any equualent obserration

10 you still behieve with \Whitney and Keuth, that the Indin
nmkshatra observanons of 1400-—1200 B C were borrowed from
some outside unknown source, you are, of course, welcometo
shut your eves to the facts  You may follow the ghost of Katia-
yana and suck to 400—200 B C for the sutra Ilterature and
500 B C for Baudhayana because I cannot do better

Sutra literatore (period)

Afier grvng the date of Baudhayana 1t 15 possible to discuss
bricfly about the relauve and absolu e dates of the Sutralaras

1¢ the authors who composed the Vedic Aalpa and grija
sulras

= Max\fuller laid down the dictum that

“~—_  Brahmana Inerature = 800—600 B C

Sutrh literature = 600—200 BC

Tins hasnow become an mviolable and ngid frame for the
plulologssts, athough ns Toundation 1s nothing more than a
ghost story written somewhere i 1200 A D
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After Pargiter declared the date of the Bharata battle to be
¢.950 B.C., the scheme of Max Muller was supposed to be con-
firmed even though Pargiter’s dating is nothing more than an
estimate. Pargiter’s estimate is satistically defective as has
been already shown.

A.B. Keith and other modern philologists have scrupulously
followed the above framework. Keith went further and
proposed a detailed absolute chronology in his translation of
the Black Yajurveda. In the introduction thereto, he proposes
the following detailed scheme :

(Pages) Asbolute Relative
‘Taittiriya clxxiii 800—600 B C. (450—250) B.Y.
samhita {Before Yaska)
Baudhayana xIvi. 500 B.C. 1530 B.Y.
Ashwalayana  xlvi. 400 B.C. 50 B.Y.
Sankhayana xlvi. 400 B.C. 50 B.Y.
Yaska xivi. 350 BC. o
Apastamba xIvi. 350 B.C. o
Pratish khya Ixxi 300 B.C. 50 AY.
PANINI xii 300 B.C. 50 A.Y.
ATYAYANA clxxi 250 B C. 100 ALY,

Although it is nothing more than an exercise in fixing the
relative seniority of the authors and their texts, absolute dates
have been given with a remarkable self-assurance even
though not based on_any material: Yet, the relative order,
is of some consequence, and taking the date of Yaska (an
undouted Vedic scholor) as the datum, the scale of relative
dates have been shown in the second column.

It is however, interesting to note that Ashwalayana, Yaska,
Sankayana and Apastamba are all declared to be contempora-
ries, Baudhayana is placed a century earlier but this is an
opinion and based on no measurement. In our considered

opinion, all that could be said was that Baudhayana was their
senior contemporary.

Houwever, the general consensus is that  they all belong to the
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lysed the matter thus —

1 shall here remark that the notion of a pole star common
to the Indian and Greecian spheres celestial spheres implies
considerable antiquity It cannot have been talen from our
present polestar {2 Ursa Mimiors), whichas Mon Bailly has
observed (Astronomic Ancien p511) was remote from the
pole, when Eundoxus desecribed the sphere  at which time
according to the quotanen of Hipparchus, there was a star
situated at the pole of the world (Fipparchus, Comment on
Artus b 1p179) Bailly conjectures, as the mtermediate
start of the sixth magnnude were too small to be designated
the pole, that K Draconis was the star meant by Eudoxus,
which had been at us greatest approxumation to the pole,

little more than four degrees from 1t, about 1326 jears before
Christ

“Ti must have been different, between seven and eight
degrees of a great circle, when Eudoxus wrote Posubly the
great star in the Dragon (a Draconss) which was situated very
near to the aircle described by the north pole round the pole
of the ecliptic, had been previously designated as the pole star
It was within one de_ree of the north pole 2836 years before
the Chnist  As we know that the 1dea could net be taken from
the star near the tail of the Ursa \Mmons, we are forced to
choose between Bailly’s conjecture or supposition of a still
greater antiquity 1 should, therefore, be inclined to extend

o the Indun sphere, hus comjecture respecung that of
Ludoxus”.

On the Indan and Arabran dr 1sions of the Jodiack, TR IV p 323,
329

It 15 thus clear, that Colebrooke was of the opinion that the
Indiin celesual sphere, was concened around 1326 BC  and
followsng Colebruoke mather than Jacob:, because Jacob:
100k too high a rate for precession, thisis the date se have
propostd for Ashwalayana’s observation It should be carefully

noted that Vedangy Jyotisha obsirvations were finally seuled
near tlus period viz an 12720 B C
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Conclusions :

1) The sutra literature belongs to the period (1400-—1300) BC
in its earliest phase, and not to (500—400) BC as the
followers of Max Muller (Keith etc.) supposed.

2) The Mahabharata battle must have preceded the sutra
period. This is the opinion of all the followers of
Western Indology. Hence, if the proposed period of
(1400—1300) BC for the sutra literature be accepted, then
the date of (1424—1414) BC for the Mahabharata
battle will not be unreasonable,



Vi

The King
List And
the Rishi
Lists :

Kali age

1. Preliminary

A hng hist, (viz, alist of successie
Lmngs) from Manu Vanassata, to Pushya-
mutra, has been drawn up on the basis of
the analysis of the Puranas made by Pargi-
ter (pp 81 84, mfra®

2. Relative chronology {Djnastic num-
bers)

In the hst, each Ling has been given
a seral number beginning with Manu as
the number 1 The number pertaming
10 a parucnlar hing 1s called his DY NAS-
TIC NUMBER (=DN)

The dynastic numbers can be used for
the relatine chronelogy  When the date
of any king, rishy, or any other personality
1s under discussion, the dynastic number
should be given along with the name uself
as follows —

Harsheandra (DN 33)

Rama Dasaraths (DN 69)

Bhartta sfo Dushvanta (DN 44)

Viswamitra [ (DN 32), contemporary
of hing Hanish
candra

Vowamitri IT (DN 42), contempo-
rary of kg
Bharata

Viswamntra HI{D N 6§, contempo-
Tary of %ang
Rama Dasa-
rathi

Viswamiter IV (D N 68), contempo-
rary  of king
SudasaIl, and
«0 on

It 15 hoped that this suggesuon of
yivng the dy nastic number along with the
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name of any personality in any chronological discussion, which
is entirely non-controversial, will find universal acceptance. Its
utility will be apparent from a perusal of this book itself, where
this schieme has been used consistently throughout. ’

3. Date of birth and chronological systems

In this work, the chronology of a person is denoted by his
DATE OF BIRTH. The date of birth is a certain event, and
is not variable likethe age at death. Similarly, the age of
coronation is a variable uncertain factor. Neither the age at
death, nor the age of coronation is susceptible of exact mathe-
matical or statistical analysis. On the other hand, the date of
birth of successive first male child is connected by a simple first
order statistical formula, which is very suitable for chronologi-
cal analysis of (and estimate in) a dynastic list. The-statistical
formula is

T=A—BxN where,

1) Ais the epoch of the beginning.

2) Bis the age differential i.e. the age at which the first
male child is born, and

3) N is the number of kings. From D.N. 1 to D.N. 103, B=
18 years per king. From D.N. 97 to D.N, 14!, B=22 years
per king. Tor the period D N. 90 to D.N 103 so much
material is available, that the dates of birth can be, and
indeed have heen, independently woiked out.

‘The author is indebted to Prof. N, Kaldor of the Cambridge
University for the idea, which was successfully used while
estimating the average annual yield from Estate Duty, the
problems involved being, at the bottom, similar. ’

4. King Lists (details of preparation)

The king lists are given in three tables (pp. 81-84).
Table I gives the summary of names of the ‘Ikshvaku and the
Paurava kings from Manu Vaivasvata (D.N.L) to Parikshit
(D.N. 96). Table II gives the names of the Kaurava and the
Magadha dynasties from Parikshit (D.N. 96) to Citraratha and
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Suci (DN 103) Table JII gives the names of the Magadha
Lings from Senajit (a conremporary of Adlusimakrishna (DN
100} to Pachyamitra (DN 135)

The table 1 ends with the Bharata battle and 1t has been
called (for the reasons that will become clear as the study goes
on) the Vedic period  The table 11 covers the period from the
Bharat battle to Vedanga Jyousha—the most glonious period
m Inditn intellectual and spirntual historv, because 1t saw the
creation of the Upanishads  The third 1able gives the names
from Admsimaknshna (DN 100) whose reign s marked by

the Numisharanya congress of the sages, to Pushyamitra
(DN 159)

The period of 600 years, from about 1,250 BC to about
650 BC {the approximate date of the begmning of the second
urbamisaion) mav be called the dark age of Indian protolus-
tory, because collateral esidence 1s not avaslable for the period
to support the Puranic history

“The lustoric age proper begins with the advent of Buddha,
while from 700 BC to 600 BC we are on the semtdark

Penumbra, in which the protohistory gradually merges nto
history

Table I1s bused on the tabular analysis of the hing of
protohstaric India guen by Pargiter At pages 144 ¢2 seq of

his monumental work Ancient Indian Historical Tradition
( \IHT)

For the hings comung after Parksint, we have depended
munly upon the bards (Sutas) of Magadha  As Pargiter said an
s second work DRA (=Dynasties of the Kali 1ge) —

Prophetic form of the aceount, Page viii

10 All these aceounts profess to be prophetic, vet the
srandpaints from whach the Puranas view these genealogies daffer
somewhat  The Vuhinu professes to have been narrated by
Paraars ta Maitredy, ard sets out the Paurava genealogy from
the 3 ardpoint of the reign of Ablumanyu sson Pankshir, and
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the Aiksvaku and Barhadratha genealogies from the time of
the great battle between the Pandavas and Kauravas.”

Page-viii and ix

“The Vayu fixes the time of that sacrifice as the reign of the
Puarava king Asimakrsna, who is more often called Adhisimakrsna and
who was fourth in descent from Parilshit; and the Matsya and Vayu
say the same in nearly the same words when mentioning that king
in this account of the Kali age. These two Puranas thus deal
with these genealogies from the standpoint of his reign, and the
Brakmanda, and Garuda constructively profess to do the same.

“11. The Matsya and Vayu carry out that view. They
bring the Paurava genealogy from Abhimanyu and his son
Parikshit down to Adhisimakrsna as already past, and mame
Adhisimakrsna as the reigning king; the rishis then inguire about the
Kalt age and the Suta, declaring his intention to set out all the fulure
kings, begins the list of future Pauravas from that monarch. Similarly,
in the contemporary Aiksvaku and Barhadratha genealogies, these two
Puranas name Divakara as reigning then in Ayodhya and Senajit in
Magadha, and mentian their predecessors as past and their successors as
Sulure.  Hence they virtually declare that these three Lings were contem-
porary, The position taken in the Brahmanda is the same,
though it is obscured by a large lacuna in which ajl the Paurava
and Aiksvaku kings are lost, and its account begins with line
23 on page 12. Thenceforward it agrees with the Matsya and
Vayu and mentions Senajit as the reigning Barhadratha king.
The Bhagavata and Garuda, though professing to have been
recited in Adhisimakrsna’s reign, take the former, the stand-
point of Parikshit's reign, and the latter that of his son Janame-
Jjaya; and both treat all the successors and also all the Aiksvaku
and Barhadratha kings after the great battle as future. The
Visnu agrees with Bhagavata in this attitude, as already men-

tioned,"™

Page x

. “13. Though the account is said to have been narrated 1o Paurava
kings or to risis in Naimica forest, yet the ground Jrom which the

f. Do they constitute contemporary evidence? Why not 2
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lustoric changes are viewed 1s \lagadka  The Paura.a and Alsialu
dyrasiies are deelt cith briefly, with two }ings generally to a line and
wth no mention of the lengths of the reigns, but the Barhadratha dyna-
sty of Magadha 1s set out with one line to each king and the length qf
Ius rergn s stated  After those three ted }ingdoms disapp

the dyrasties treated of arc those whuh reagned in or dummafm’
Magadha 1l other dynasties in North India are noticed only 1n the

argregate, with the exception of th> dynasty of ¥Vidisa, and ¢ en thal 15
& serebed Eut cursontdy (p 49)

‘14 The beginning of the Kal: age has been discussed by
Dr Tleet, 1nd he has pomnted out that 1t began on the day on
which hrsna died whicn the chronology of the Mahabh places, as
he shacs, some tienty years after the greal batlle, and that it was
then that Yudhustlura abdicated and Pavkshit began to reign
Bty as shotn abo e, these virtually begin the hali age dynasties
smmediately after the battle  and that postion 15 the most converient
to adof t for tl ¢ presert purpose ™

Fien o, the Magadha lists are not complete  The number
of hingsis s1d to be 32, while 22 names only are gnen  The
itst 13 admuttedis 1nco nplete to the extent of ten nimes

Vta urdk « 1 fra ahshyame Magadla ye Brihddratha p 14
Prathacy vah fra al shyamy gadato me m odl ata® p 14
¢ Iuc rinshat carnpa b ete bha are Brikadrathak® p 16
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Date of the Bharata War

“4. The accession of Maha-Nanda falls in 409 B.C. (Sec
Appendix C.) The birth of Parikshit or the end of the Maha-
Bharata war will, thus, be dated (10154409} in 1424 B.C.

“The date supported by the Brihadratha Chronology

5. “The interval of 1,015 years is supported hy the Bruha-
dratha chronology. The Puranas give 1,000 years to the
Bivhadrathas. But the post-Bharata Bruhadrathas are only 32,
and there are about 12 pre-Maha-Bharata princes of the
Bruhadratha dynasty on the extinction of the Bruhadrathas.
To the credit of the post-Maha-Bharata Bruhadrathas thus
there would be only (1,424-727) 697 years, against which we
do get the Puranic details for almost exactly 697 years,”

The king list may now be given, At this stage, however,
no chronology is given, because that is the very object of this
study to determine the dates properly; they have been deter-
mind, on the basis of statistical theory and astronomical obser-
vations made by the scers,

However, the dynastic numbers are given and it is hoped
that in future chronological discussions the dynastic number,
however tentative, will be invariably quoted; for, without the
dynastic number, howsoever tentative, no meaningful discus-
sion of chronology is possible.

The king list stands as follews :

o KING LIST
. {(See Pargiter, AIHT, p. 144)
PART I (Kings before Parikshit : Summary)

Dynastic . Name
number
1 2
1 Manu Vaivasvata
2. Nabhanedishtha
6. - Yayati
7 Puru
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1 2
21 Mandhata Yauvanasia
31 Arjuna sfo Rntavirya
32 Trisanku, Viswamtra I
33 Hanscandra
34 Rohita Madhucchanda Sunahsepa
41 Sagara, Dirghatamas, Kapila
42 Viswamatra 11
43 Dushyanta
44 BHARATA
49 Garga
50 Gargyn
63 Divodasa Shambara
65 Rama Dasarathy, Viswamutra 111
68 Sudasa If, Viswamura IV
83 Hiranyanabho, Vagambhrim
8o Shruta sfo Suvarcas
0 Santanu
91 Bhisma
92 Vicitravirya Vyasa
93 Dhrtarastrr
94 Yudhisthira, hrishna, Yajnasallya
9 Abhimanyu
9% Parskshat

PART II \KALI AGE)

Taowrava Magadha
Dynasty Dynasty
1 2 3
96 Parihshit Shrutashrava
97 Janamejaya Ayutayu
98 Shatamka \umitra
99 Asvamedhadatta Brihatkarma
160 Adhisimalnshoa Senjt
101 DNicakshu Sutanjaya
102 Usna

Vipra or Vibhu

103 Curaratha Suca
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PART 1H

MAGADHA KINGS OF THE KALT AGE

83

1 2 1 2
100, Senajit 113 Satyajit
101, Shrutanjaya 114 Visvajit
102, Bibhu (Vipra) 115 Ripunjaya
103. Suci 116. -
104 Ksema 117.
105. Suvrata 118,
106. Sunetra 119.
107. Nivritti 120.

108. Trinetra 121,

109, Dridasena 122.

110. Mahinetra 123, ceereenes

il Sucala 124,

112, Sunetra 125, ceeeenees

PRADYOTAS
126. Pradyota 129. Ajaka {Janaka)
127. Palika 130. Nandivardhana
128. Vishakhayupa
NAGAS

131. Shishunaga 136. Ajatashatru
132. Kakavarma 137. Darshaka

133. Ksemadharman 138. Udayin

134, Kshatraujas 139. Nandivardhana
135. Bimbisara, Buddha 140. Mahanandin

NANDAS
141, Mahapadma 142, Sukalpa
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MAURYAS
143 Chandragupta 149  Dasaratha
144 ‘indusara 150 Samprau
145  Ashola Lol Salisuka
146  hunala 15?2 Devadbarman
117  Bandhupalia 153 Satadhanvan
148 Dascna 154 Brihadratha

SUNGAS

150 Pushyamitra 156 Agommitra

NOTE [ Megasthenes and the king list

As the modern Tndologists, consider the ewvidence of the
Greels to be of great weight, we next tutn to them

Magasthenes who came to India 1n 302 BC, says (quoted
by Arran Plny, etc)

FRAG\ L.C
Phn Hist Aat VI a1 45

Of the Ancient History of the Indians

¢ For the Indians stand almost alone among the nations m
never having migrited from their .own country From the
days of Father Bacchus to Alexander the Great, their hings
are rechoned at 154, whose reign extend over 6431 vears and
3 months

!‘ Sohn 525

Tather Bacchus was the first who invaded India, and was
the first of all who triumphed over the vanqu: hed Indians
Trom m to Alexander, the Grem, 6301 Years are rechoned
wih 3 months 7ddional the calculation being made by
l‘cmm\mg the kings who reigned in the intermedsite persod, to
I

the number of 153

(vide McCnndie's incient India p 115)

The Greeks had 4 very brd habut of giving the names of
their osn gods—Bacchus, Dionysus, Herkhitos—for the Indian
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names. Assuming father Bacchus to be the first king, the dyna-
stic number of Alexander is 154, As Alexander was isochronous
with(i.e. equal contemporary of Candragupta(==Gr. Sandrakotus),
the dynastic number of Candragupta, according to the Greeks,
is154, while according to the proposed king list, it is 143. Thus,
there is a difference of eleven kings only (=about 220 years),
in a list of 150 names i.e. about 3000 years. Is not the difference
well within the margin of tolerance, and, thercfore, negli-
gible ?

Actually, the concordance is closer. It is certain that
while we have started from Manu Vaivasvata the historic

figure, Megasthenes startéd with Brahma : 2 Tegasthenes must
have included Daksha, the mythical son of Brahma, the

six” Manus and Vivaswana—the legendary kings—who

preceeded Vaivasvata Manu and whose names are all men-

tioned at the heginning-ol the-Puranas ‘in his count of the

kings. Excluding these cight names, the difference in dynastic
P

numbers comes to THREE only.

What is important to see is, therefore, the substantial
concordance between our number 143 (based on the Puranas)
and the number of 154 given by Megasthenes. This shows
satisfactorily that even at the time of Megasthenes (i.e. 300
B C.) there was a Purana and its king list contained 153 names
before Candraguptn. The Puranic king lists ate, therefore,
at least as old as Megasthenes. Can they be summarily brushed
aside ? The conclusion is that the number of kings given in the list
is reliable though the age given is legendary. ‘

NOTE 2 : Rajatarangini and the dynastic numbers

Support for the general validity of the number of kings in the
proposed king list and the dynastic numbers comes from an
eWﬁq\m‘mil-fmm Kalhkana’s Rajatarangini,
It is all the more surprising because, to all appearances,
Kalhana's chronclogy (Yudhisthira=2,448 B.C.) is opposed to
the proposed chronology (Yudhisthira=1,42¢ B.C).

Kalhana composed the Rajatarangini in about 1,148-49
A.D. He says that between Gonaida I and Ashoka, there



86 DATE OF MAHABHARATA BATTLE

were 46 kings (32 unknown kings and II known kings) In
other words Ashoka was the 47th king from Gonarda 1
He further asserts that Gonarda I was a contemporary
of Yudhuhthira while s  grandson  Gonarda II
was a mere child at the ime of the Bharata battle These

facts, were apparently collected from an upapurana called the
Ailanata Purana

Ashola s dynastic number s 142 Hence the dynastic
number of Gonarda I will be 98(1#5—47) Yudhisthira’s
dymasuc number beng 94, theress a difference of four only
It 1s, therefore well within the range of probability that
Y udhisthura and Gonarda 1 were contemporarses

This, of course  does not prove that Yudhisthira hived n
2,448 B C, as further supposed by Kalhana Absolute dating
1s something altogether different from relanve chronologv
determmed by a king list and the dynastic numbers  Dynastic
numbers merely give relauve time distances—they do not gne
absolute dates  For absolute dating some ndependent mnterial

ss necessary  Astronomical events supply some of the best
materials

However, 1f the date of a king 1n a dynastic list 1s known for
certamn then 1t helps to find the date of another We can test
the probabilus of any date with dynasuc pumbers For
mstance, Khalhana follows Varaha, and says that Yudhisthira’s
date was2448 BC  This 1s an wnpossible date, because then
the age differential weuld come to 463 vears per king—an
obvious brological imposubilitn: We shall later trace the

source of \ graha’s error However, hathana’s determmation
1s not an independent testimony—it merely follows Varaha

Be thatas it may this analysis shows the imperative need
of giing some dynastic 1

n chironology

for any ful d

Tosum up  T/e names and the number of kings i the ling list
are quite reliable, but the dates and periods hare o be independently
worl ed out statisucally
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Rishi List

Another source viz, the teacher’s list vidya-ramsa of the
Shatapatha Brahmana, will now be examined. This isan
independent piece of evidence and was composed indepen-
dently of the Puranas by Brahmanas themselves. We have
carefully compared the two lists—the king lists of the Puranas
and the teacher’s list of the Brahmanas and it appeais that the

Brahmanas support the Puranic king list fairly closely.

We shall now consider the vidya-vamsa of the Shatapatha
Brahmana (Madhyandini recension) and its variant given in
the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad (Kanva recension).

2. The Vidya Vamsa of the Shatapatha Brahmana

The chronological importance of this list can hardly be
overestimated, and it is not clear why they were not appre-
ciated earlier. Max Mueller himself says (p 229, HASL) :—

““.evve.In Shatapatha-brahmana these lists are repeated at

the end of various sections. There seems to be no imaginable
object in inventing these long lists, as in the eyes of the Brah-
manas they would have been much too short for the extravagant
antiquity assigned to their sacred books. With the exception
in the highest links in each chain of teachers, ths lists hare an
appearence of authenticity rarely to be met with in Indian composi-
tions...”

The chronological importance of the list would be apparent
from the portion italicised above. The lists are genuine and
authentic and hence, chronologically significant.

“In the Shatapatha-bramana we find four vansas The
most important of them stands at the end of the whole work,
and consists of fiftyfive names; the last of the human teachers
being again Kashyapa who here is supposed to  have received
his revelation from Vach, the goddess of speech. She received
it through Ambhini from Aditya, the sum.~ Among the
successors of Kashyapa we mark the tenth, Yajnavalkya, the
pupil of Uddalaka and the teacher of Asuri; and the fifteenth,
Sanjiviputra; Sanjiviputra scems to have united two lines of
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were 46 kings (35 unknown kings and 11 known kmgs) In
other words, Ashoka was the 47th kg from Gonardh I
He further asserts that Goparda 1 was a contemporary
of Yudhishthira, while his grandson Gonmarda II
was a mere child at the time of the Bharata battle These

facts, were apparently collected from an upapurana called the
Nilanata Purana

Ashoka’s dynasuc number 1s 143 Hence the dynastic
number of Gonarda 1 will be 98(135—47) Yudhisthira’s
dynasuc number bemng 94, there1s a difference of four only
It 15, therefore well within the range of probabiluy that
Yudhisthira and Gonarda I were contemporaries

Thus, of course, does not prove that Yudmsthira Tived n
2,418 B C, s further supposed by Kalhana Absolute dating
15 somethung  altogether different from relative chronology
determmed by a king list and the dynastic numbers  Dynastic
numbers merely give relative time distances—they do not give
absolute dates  Tor absolute dating, some tndependent material

15 necessary  Astronomical events supply some of the best
materzals

However, if the date of 2 king 1n a dynastic hist 1s known for
certun, then 1 helps to find the date of another  We can test
the probabilitx of any date with dynasuc numbers For
mstance, Kalhana fallows Varha, and says that Yudhisthira’s
date was 2,448 BC  This 15 an impossible date, because then

__the age dsfferental weuld come to 463 years per king—an
obiious biological 1m bility  We shall later trace the
source of Yaraha's error  However, Rnlhana’s determmnation
15 not 1n independent testimony —t merely follows Varaha

Be thatas it may this analysis shows the imperahive need
of giving some dynastic ber for any ful d
i chronology

To sum up  The names and the number of kings in the Fing list

are quite seliable, but the dates and pertods hare 1o be independently
uorted oul statisucally



THE KING LIST AND THE RISHI LISTS : KALL AGL 87
Rishi List

Another source viz, the teacher’s list vidya-vamsa of the
Shatapatha Brahmana, will now be examined. This isan
independent piece of evidence and ias composed indepen-
dently of the Puranas by Brahmanas themselves. We have
carefully compared the two lists—the king lists of the Puranas
and the teacher’s list of the Brahmanas and it appeais that the

Brahmanas support the Puranic king list fairly closely.

We shall now consider the vidya-vamsa of the Shatapatha
Brahmana (Madhyandini recension) and its variant given in
the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad (Kanva recension).

2. The Vidya Vamsa of the Shatapatha Brahmana

The chronological importance of this list can hardly be
overestimated, and it is not clear why they were not appre-
ciated earlier, Max Mueller himself says (p 229, HASL) :—

«eeveeen.In Shatapatha-brabmana these lists are repeated at
the end of various sections. There seems to be no imaginable
object in inventing these long lists, as in the eyes of the Brah-
manas they would have been much too short for the extravagant
antiquity assigned to their sacred books, With the exception
in the highest links in each chain of teachers, the lists have an
appearence of authenticity rarely to be met with in Indian composi-
tions...”

The chronological importance of the list would be apparent
from the portion italicised above. The lists are genuine and
authentic and hence, chronologically significant.

“In the Shatapatha-bramana we find four vansas The
most important of them stands at the end of the whole work,
and consists of fiftyfive names; the last of the human teachers
being again Kashyapa who here is supposed to  have received
his revelation from Vach, the goddess of speech. She received
it through Ambhini from Aditya, the sun. Among the
successors of Kashyapa we mark the tenth, Yajnavalkya, the
pupil of Uddalaka and the teacher of Asuri; and the fifteenth,
Sanjivipuira; Sanjiviputra scems to have united two lines of
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teachers, he was the pupil of Karshakey: putra and, according
to the vansa of the tenth book, he was Iikewsse the pupil of
Mandukayam

« There are two other tansas, one at the end of the
Madhul anda, the other at the end of the Yajnavalhya Fande
Both are in reality, vaneties of one and the same vansa, ther

difference: ansing from the confusion caused by the recurience
of stmilar namr.es ”

The two hists of teachers upto Sanjviputra, teaching
dynasues if you <o hike to call them, are given below side by
side for comparison

Dynastic  Year of Farst list Second hist
number birth (B C) Aditya sampradaya Brahma sampradaya
81 1,706 Aditya
82 1,638 Ambhim
83 1,670 Valk (1)
it 1,652 Kashyapa Naidhrub
83 1,634 Shulpa Rashypr
86 1,616 Haria Kashyapa Brahmn
87 1,593 Asita Varshagana Prajapau (1)
i) 1580 \ idhyoga Tura Kavasheya
89 1,562 Y qjashravasa (2) Yaymavaca
90 1,544 Rushin (Naciketa®)(3)  Kushn (b)
91 1,526 Upivesin Vatsya
92 1,58 Aruna Shandilya (c)
93 1,490 Uddalaka ($) Vama Lkakshayana
9 1472 Yaynavalkya (5) N\ ahithy
95 1,454 Asurr (6) Kautsa (d)
96 1,436 \surayana Ya<ka (7)  VMandavya
97 1,518 Prishmpuira
Asurnasm (8) Mandukayaim
ag 1,400 Kar<hkeyt putra
0o 1,382 Saryn putes

Sanjivs putra

The frut list gr es the A4 tya sampradaze and 1s the basic hst
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ironology! is fixed as under :

Vagambluini declar evisukta (R.V  X-125) on
Magha Shukla Pancami, and was immediately deified as the
goddess Vagdevi, and she is worshipped to this day on Magha
Shukia Pancamii. This was the day of Uttasayana in her time
and the epoch can be computed to 1630 B C. (side Ancient
India, p. 118). This grand sermon was delivered to king
Shruta of Videha (D.N. 85 : b. 1655 B.C.). With this synchro-
nisation, Vagambhrini’s dynastic number is taken at 83 and
her date of birth at 1670 B.C. Incidentally, the date of birth of
Yajnavalkya who appeaied afier eleven (teaching) successions
comes to 1472 B C. @ 18 years per succession (ie. same as in
say, the Shankara sampradaya of today). This is of the right
order because the Bharata battle took place in 1424 B.G. Al

the Lnown facls are thus dovetdiled_and fils satigfaclorily with this

chronology,

There are two lists given above. The first list gives the
Aditya sampradaya (the sun school) and the second list gives
the Brahma sampradaya, (the sky school)—the two depart-
ments of the Videha University which laid stress on the Sun
and the Sky respectively as the symbol of the Uliimate Brah-
man. (For a poetic representation of the weltanschauung taught
(and lived ) in the university, please see Katyayani, a myatic
drama, by Shashanka Bhushan, Delhi 1972).

The teachers of both the departments are found among the
rishis of the Ninth and the Tenth mandalas of the Rigveda and
their hymns are among the late hymns of the Rigveda.

The chronologically important teachers are now separately
considered :

( Aditya sampradaya)
1. Vagambhrini (=Vak, the daughter of Ambrini) was the

rishika of the celebrated Devisukta (R.V. X.125)—one of the
most important hymns of the Rigveda, She founded the Aditya

1. Theage diffrential for the VIDYAVAMSA is taken at 18 years per
succession, Jn the Shankara sampradaya also the age differential is
found to beabout 18 years per teacher (Sankarm=about 675 A.D,,
present GURU—691h: Date= 1970) "
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Sampradiya—which blossomed to become the most important
school of anuquity It was basically a girl s school where co
education was followed It was the centre of advanced learn-
g and reached its height at the ime of Janala hritithshana
when 1t had amongst uts Juminaries such names as Uma
Haimavatu Gargi Maitreyr hatyayanm, Sulabha, Maitreyi, as
well as Yajoavalhya Naciheta, Asur:, Yaska, Pancashikha,
ameong others

2  Vajasliavas 1s taken to be the father of Rumar
Naciheta

3 Naciketa was the Rumara the disciple of Yama
(\ama)amned m the mystichymn RV X 13> His
Journey to the land of Yama (Yaman) took place perhaps m
c 1528 B C, when he was 16 years of age 1 e, an adolescent—
amﬁ:who does not know but 1s eager to know
(Na ciheta) His son Naciketa was present in the court hall
and rajasuya ceremony of Yudhishithira (¢ 1440 BC)

4 Uddalaka Aruneya figures beth 1 the Chandogya as
well as in the Brihadaranyaka Upanishads He 1s also
mentioned 1n the \{ahabharata and the Puranas as the one
who enforced strict monogamy

5 Yanavallya was the titan of the Upamishads Friend,
phtlosopher and guide of kg Janaka; e defeated oIl comers
1n the celebrated Janaka conference (1410 1400) B C —perhaps
the most :mportant philosophical conference ot antiquity He
was present 1n the rgjanpa conference of Yudlisthira as a
Junior priest

Ongmally, he was a pupil of \aisampayana but he revol
1ed and went away to join the cathohe Aduya sampradaya of
Videha He had thvo wnes—Surprajna Rawyayam (Logos
human form} and Brahmavadimt \aitreys, and both helped
Inm 10 attain the status of the greatest sage of the period

6 Asun became the exponent of the

munt yoga dfara
preached by Pancashikha

7 Yasha wasthe celebrated author of the Nighantu and
the \arukta  Lehman an lns eriucal edition of the Brihaddevata
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says that Yaska was anterior to Shaunaka—which is borne out
by the present chronology. And, finally;

8. Praskniputra Asurivasin. Obviously a foreigner, his name
suggests that he \Wﬁps a resident of Syria (or not
improbably, of some other Asura country Tike AssyrimXIi@nni
or Egypt). It is of paramount importance to note that ke was
isockranous with queen Theyi of the XVIIIh dynasty of Egypl-

The famous celebrities of the other department will now be
considered :

Brahma sampradaya

(2) Prajapati might be the author of the Nasadiya Sukia—

. R.V. 120—the most celebrated hymn of the Rigveda. If this

identification is accepted, then the date of the hymn would be

about 1,550 B.C. That would confirm the general opinion that

this philosophic hymn is a late product of the Rigveda—
belonging almost to its end phase.

(b) Kushri, appearing in both the lists, supports each of
them.

(c) Shandilya, is the authority of the Madhukanda, just
as Yajnavalkya is the authority of the Yajnavalkya kanda. He
is the master who propounded the famous Mahavakya
“SARVAM KHALU IDAM BRAHMA” (Ch. Up.) Itshows
that there was no exclusiveness among different schools. The
master of one school could equally be an authority of the other.
Thisis also true of Uddalaka and Aruna, who essentially
belonged to the Pancala school, but are mentioned in the
Aditya sampradaya also. Mention in both the schools signifies
greatness,

(d) Kautsa is the author of the famous theory that the
Vedic mantras are ‘anarthabal. This als i
B.C., the inner mecanings of the Veda were forgotten, Kautsa
was n senior to Yaskn, and the fact that Yaska has speciﬂc:ﬂly
mentioned him (Nir.), tends to justify our relative chronology
and synchronisin,

We shiall now consider the teachiers who came after Sanjivi-
putm,
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1n considering the full list, we are faced with the usual
problem of variations and variant readings 1t 5s fortunate that
Max Mueller s list 1s the longest!  As_Mueller 1s known to
have heen meuculous 1 prep aing tus lists, w <hall be taken as
the master Iist, and shght adjustments made theremn as dis
cussed specifically

The vanations tn £ vo Jists are due to the fact that Mueller
follows the Madhyandina shakha of the Shatapatha while the
Upanishad gives the hanva shakha

The differences in the teachers preceding Atrey1 putra are
margmal and can be easily reconciled because there they are
m the nature of varnnts  We therefore, concentrate on the
names comng thereafter

The two lists are

Mueller (Madhsanding) Upanishads (hanva)
Atreys putra Atrey: puira
Ghutarmi p Rapi p
\ashhgym p Ban ighrapad p
Shalankwarr p haushik p
Baudhi p Ratynvam p
Katsi p Parasharn p
Rashyap: p Aupaswasts p
Shaunala p (b) Bharadway p
Fungip Gutim p
Bharadwag-p Ratyavam p
Hankatni p Piutimashe p
Maushila p

Vadevp

Gatgep

- Pirashaa p & haundoe p
~>Gagi p
Par b p
Vatap
by Barwdwap-p
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The repetition of Gargiputra and Pagashariputra in the end

is evidently the duplication caused when the names on the
aksha-sutras, are transcribed into written script.  All the writ-
‘ten sutras end with a duplication whose purpose is not appa-
rent. With akshasulras they are necessary in the krama-patha :
They are necessary to mark the closure and are automatically
pronounced. We may safely omit this duplication here.

Omitting these duplications, the end portions synchronize
and read as under :—

Maeller (Madhyandina) Upanishads (Kanva)

Parashari-p. Parashari-p.
Vatsimandavi-p. Aupaswasti-p.
Bharadwaji<p. Bharadwaji-p.
Closed here Gautami-p.
Katyayani-p.
Pautimashi-p.

The reason why Gautamiputra is not accepted in both the

shakhas is cxWM\'ill be discussed separa-
tely.

We may now draw up the final list_of the teachers. This
list is drawn up on the basis of the list of Mueller (Madhyan-
dina) corrected and synchronised by the Aupanishadic lists. In
‘order to make its full impact clear, we shall give the names of
contempoiary kings with their dynastic numbers.

The list comes out as overleaf :
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99. Sanjivi-p.

100. Pracinyogi-p.
101, Bhaluki-p.
102. Vaidarbhriti-p.
103, Kraunciki-p.
104. Rathitari-p.
105. Shandili-p.
106, Manduki-p.
107, Mandukayani
108. Jayanti-p.

109. Alambayani
110. Alambi-p.

Hi. Sankriti-p.
N2 Shaungi-p.
3. Artabhagi-p.
4. Varkaruni-p.
15 Parashari-p.
116. Bharadwaji-p.
117, Vatsi-p.

118. Gautami-p.

9. Atreyiop.




Pracinyogi-putra
Karshkeyi-p.
Vaidarbhriti-p.
Krauncaki-p.
Bhaluki-p.
Rathitari-p.
Shandili-p.
Manduki-p.
Mandukayani-p.
Jayanti-p.
Alambi-p.
Alambayani-p.
Sankriti-p.
Shaungi-p.
Artabhagi-p.
Varkaruni-p.
Parashari-p.
Vatsi-p.
Bharadwaji-p.
Gautami-p.
Atreyi-p.

Ashwamedhadatta
Adhisimakrishna
Nicakshu
Usna, Bibhu
Citraratha, Suci
Kshema
Subrata
Sunetra

Nivritti
Trinctra
Dridhasena
Sumati

Sucala

Sunetra

Satyajit
Viswajit
Ripunjaya
(1)

w.(2)

(3)

()

99
100
101
102
103
104
103
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119

40y IIVM $ SISIT IHsid UL ANV ST ONIM THL

<6
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astronormical because Vagambhrm's date was astronomucally
determined The Puramic hist depends basically upon the
Puranic tradition that 1015 years elapsed between the bith of
Parihshit and the accession of king Nanda

Tt should also be appreciated that we have covered 53
generwons (from DN 83 to DN 135) and the results tally
withim half a step  Tlus, of course, does not conclusiely
prote anything, but strongly supports the general correctness
of the two lists  Infict, the two independent lists mutually
support each other, and theremn hes the importance of the
present analvsis A staustician, would agree that the concor-
dance s sausfactory because even a difference of five steps
(about 1 hundred years) would have been well withm the
margin of tolerance

Nenther the theory of dynastic numbers nor the theory of
radincarbon decay, provide a high resolving power techmque
of chronology ~ They both depend upon the theory of proba
Inliy  The high resolution and fine calibration necessary for
absolute daung 15 dermved only from astronomy It s for this
reason that we der ast, 1 tech

as the best, 1nd
huve tried to check our chronometry, wherever possible, by
astronomicl data

The present analysis throws some hght on another obscure
problem 1n Indian chronology, viz , whether there was a gip of
ten kings in the Magadha hing list (vide p 83) V\e have now
two lists one from the \Madhyandina shakha and the other fiom
the hamva <hikha, both of the Shatapatha Brahamana—the
loiger hs culled by Mueller containing at least NINE names
more than the shorter Iist of Kanva shakha  The longer hst
undoubtedly supports the hypothesisof ten nussing hings Thas
1350 bucause now 1 1s no bonyer 2 hypothests, buta fact Fhe
individual names of the ten ristus are known, and, 1t could be
susufirbly assumed that they correspond to the ten mussing
kwgs  Unf runately again, we do not get ny conclusinve
proof, hawever, th dia undoub edlv support the theory of
ten misning kings

Wli'e ¢nthis tpic, we may pownt ou that our proposed
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There is a close parallelism between the king list and the
rishi lists (i.c. between the yonitamsa and the tidjatamas).

The most surprising thing that comes out is the synchironism
between Gautami-putra of the Upanishads and Siddhartha. Tt
is well known that the name of Buddha’s mother (foster mother
and stepmother) was Mahaprajapati Gautami.  If Buddha had
been a pupil of the school of Aditya sampiadaya, his name
would necessarily have been GAUTAMI-PUTRA, The ana-
lysis, therefore, sirongly suggests that Buddha was a student of
the Aditya sampradaya and his school name was Gautami-
putra.l

The difference is even less than one step, because Yaska is
taken as D.N. 96 and his date of birth independently wotked
out is 1,436 B.C. while 96 Parikshit’s date of birth is 1,424 B.G.

It would be more appropriate to describe Yaska’s dynastic
number as 95 1/2 : If so, Gautami-putra’s dynastic number
would be 135 1/2 as against Siddhartha’s number of 135.

Lest a lay reader is \;nduly impressed by this concordance
in dynastic numbers, and begins to think that we have prored
that Gautami-putra was Buddha, a word of caution in
necessary. All that the present analysis has done, is to show
that this identification is highly probable. Further work is
necessary, and we shall undertake it separately. Anticipating
the results, however we may point out that furthet study only
i(ends to strengthen this hypothesis.

The importance of the present study lies in this viz., that it
supports the general correctness of bath the king list as well as
the rishi lists. It should be remembered that they are indepen-
dent, One is drawn fiom the Brahmanas and the Upanishads
whose accuracy is almost guaranteed; while the other is drawn
from the Puranas, wherc also precautions were taken against
bias and inaccuracies. The dating of the rishi [ist js basicaly

1. The reason for taking the age differential @ 18 years per king before
king Suci and (¢ 22 years per hing after Suci will be explained in dne
course, The two-p ter formula s lled by an overail {9 year
formula and is determined by astronomy and the theory of compound
probability,




VII
Maha-
bharata :

its creators

1. Mahabharata

Vyasa was the son of Parashara, a
rism, and Satyavan, a non-aryan princess
The earliest mention about Vyasa 15
found 1n the Taitirya Aranyaka—a pitch
accented shrufi text and, therefore, of
undoubted antiquity, gomng to a date
prior to the Kurukshetra batwle In Tait
Aran 19, Vyasa, 1s cited as an authoritv
by the name of Ijasa Paraskanya 1e as
Vyasa, the son of Parashara Hence, the
historieity of Vyasa and his undoubted
authority 1s established by contempora-
neous evidence of the Tantirya Aranyka,
a shruty

In what follows, the Kurukshetra
battle 3s tahen as the datum hne and
dates are 1ndicated as follows

BK =years beforr the Kurukshetra
battle

A K =years after the Kurukshetra
battle

Those who would hke to read AK.
as “After Kali”, should remember that,
strictly speaking, 1t 1s the Yudhisthira
Kal: Hence A.K would mean afier
“Yudhisthara-Kah' s well as, after the
‘hurukshetr b utle’—both being of equi
valent connotation

Itis well known that the ancient
Alahabharata—the Mahabharata before
nterpolations—consisted  of THREE
layers The hi pothesis was first propoun-
ded by Webrer, 1t 15 supported by Mal a-
bharata stself and 1s gererally accepted
by all the scholars—the only difference
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iqomiﬁcation of Buddha with Gautami-putra holds good on
either basis. If one takes the longer list from ot/ the sources,
then Buddha synchronises with Gawtami-putra. If one takes
llfe shorter lists from both the sources, then also they synchro-
nise. This is so because a similar number of missing names
(ten in one, compared to nine in the other) appear in these
lists and the principle of Evidence Act requires the THE LIKE
SHOULD BE COMPARED TO THE LIKE.

It would be observed that a linkage has perhaps been
established between Buddha and Yajnavalkya because the
names of all the teachers—the teaching succession (vidye
vamsa)—hetween Yajnavalka and Buddha has been recovered.
The veil of darkness which prevailed over the period of 800
years between the Bharata battle (1,424 B.G.) and the Buddha
(566 B.C.) has been lifted partially and we get a vision of the
age—however dim.
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Al Smriti, Sutra, Vedanga and TIuhasa-purana texts
ncluding the Mahnbharata were ‘open’ texts 1e they were
expected to be Lept up to date by maling necessary and
authored additions  These authorised additions—a charac-
tenstic of the Vyasian texts—uere not interpolwions  This
must have continued tll writing was mtiodured on a wide
scale, say 1n 300 BC

Howeser, it ss true that ‘interpolation® 1e unanthorned
additions, was also posslble, say upto 300 BC 11 Jencrer uny
l ! deds 15 to be nade, the sworker should
ensure tlml the shlcha or saying 15 not an unatherised nlerpolation
mad> during the millentum (1300 300) B G, o herwise, they would
not be contemporary evidence but merely tradison It should
of course, be remembered that traditton cannot be altogether
ignored or brushed aside The Mihabharata as we hnow it
teday, took 1< preseat shape by say, 300 BC when writing
was mtroduced and the o:al text wete fossihzed It purports
to be pre-Budhistic, and no notice 1s taken of Buddha or huis
new Philosophy  Buddba called st itthasa pancamasam
The following scheme 1s suggested for indicating the chro-
nology of a book belonging to the protohistorical period 1€
prior to Buddba

Mahabharata [3AK {34 A%, 108 AK ] (108 A K -1100
AK)

1po!

This means that the onginal hernel was composed by Vyasa
m3AK Authorssed versions were made by the preceptors
of the schoolin 34 A K and 108 AK Addiions and inter-
polattons were made for 1000 years, ull say 1100 AK as
shown below 1n a tabular form

Mahabharata (Tradition)

Text Speakers Number Period Occasion Place
Jaya Vyasa to 8800 3AK Kuruhshetra(?)
Ganesta
Bharara Vausampayana 24,000

3% A K Sarpaaatra Talshaula
to Janamejaya

Mahabharata Lgrashrava 100 000 108 AKX Conference
10 Shaunaka

Authonised additions as upto
well a3 intarpolations 1100 VK

Naumutha
of sages rima
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among them being about the exact number of shlokas in each
recension. The Indian tradition contained in the Mahabharata
itself is as follows ¢

‘The first recension was by Vyasa and was, according to
the Mahabharata itsclf, dictated by Vyasa to Ganesha, a swift
scribe.  Weber thinks that it was made up of 8800 recondite
shlokas later known as the Pyasakutas and they must have been
composed within Vyasa’s life time say, within threeyears of the
Kurukshetra baule (3 AK.). It was known as the jATAd—a
tale of victory.

The second recension was recited by Vaisampayana in the
Sarpa- aira which was the victory celebration of the Pandavas
by Janamejaya, the grandson of Yudhisthira, held at Takshasila
over the sack of the Takshaka ie. the western Nagas;! its
date can be safely estimated at ¢.3¢ A.K. (i.e. 3% years after
the Kurukshetra baule). It was an authorised text because it
was nacrated in the presence of {or, what is more probable,
with the posthumous approral of) Vyasadeva, the original
author, and was known as the Bharata samhita : It was said to
be made up of 24,000 shlokas.

The thitd recension was recited by Ugrashrava Sauti, who
learnt it from his father Romaharshana, the Suta. Romahar-
shana was instructed by Vyasa himself and heard the Bharata
sambhita being recited by Vaisampayana. This recension was
known as the ‘Afafabharate’ and was said to be made up of
100,000 shlokas. It wasecited by Ugrashrava, at the Naimi-
sharanya conference of sages which was presided over by

~ Shaunaka, the scholiast and author of several Vedic texts. The
conference was held inz.108 AK.

The Mahabharata and the Bharata are both mentioned by
Ashwalayana in his Grihyasutra which was composed at about
this time (108 A.K. : see Max Muoller, HASL, p. 22). Panini
also mentious both these texts, The two later recensions were
oral i e. memory texts.

1. Yor details about Takhas or Takshaka Nagas, sce Arch. Survey Report
Vol. XXI1, Garrick also thinks that Rurukshetra bautle was fought in
1423 B.C
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nothing wherently improbable, and that the tradiional hfe
Instory of ¥ y1sa 15 enurely natural and sell consistent except
on one pomnt viz whether he was physically present in the
sarpe satra Briefls has life span as covered as follons

Etert Age Time Remark

Birth o 84 Bh

Redaction of Vedas  20—40 (64— 4¢ Bh ) (After about 200
vears of prepara-
tion since Hiran-
yanabha’s ume
e fiom 260
Bh)

Redaction of Brab  40—63 (44—23 B h)
manas {esp Tanurnya)

Composiion of the 60—10020 B K o 1bA K
Upanishads of lns

School (1 Tuttingn)

Purana 60—~100 20 BR —(*)A K

\imansas 8>—100 0B KR —15\Vh

Jua 9t 3AKN

Saspasatmy 120 ) 34AR ™
Thus

the only unhlely (but not impossible) event 1s

\vasa’s presence 1t the sarpasatra, for, he would then be 118
years of age
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2. Vyasa

Vyasadeva represents the grand personality of the intellec-
twal world of the Epic-Upanishadic age. Colebrooke accepted
the Indian tradition, and Dbriefly recorded the history of
Vyasa’s times in his masterly “Sacred writings of the Hindus”
[Misc. Essays, Vol. 1] Whitney summarily rejected Cole-
braoke’s immaculate analysis and laid down the fiat.

“Veda : The legend here referred to is now fully recognised
as valueless and the name Vyasa as signifying nothing but the
personification of the whole period and work of collecting and
arranging the sacred writings, which are of very different age
and origin.” .

This is Whitney's ipse dixit, because he cites no authority
whatever far the statement ‘is now fully recognised”—fully
recognised by whom ? Similarly, no amplification is made of
the phrase ‘which are of very different age and onigin®.
Actually this was merely an effort by a philologist to remove
all fetters un time analysis so that a philologist is left free to
impose his own subjective fancy on Indian chronology in the
name of literary style : A philologist is scared of any scientific
vestraint on his chronological fancy : hence, Whitney was
perturbed when Colebrooke suggested, in this very article that
the evidence of astronomy Dbe taken into consideration. It is
very humbly, vet very firmly, suggested that the Indologists
made a great mistake in ignoring Colebrooke’s work—which
represents painstaking collection of materials, panoramic
command of a vast subject, deep erudition, immaculate pre-
sentation and, above all, a stricily scientific objectivity. It was
an unfortunate day for Indology when Colebrooke was buried’
on the shelves of ‘old’ classics and Whitney chosen as the
standard beater’ in his place. Lest [ be mistaken, WWhitney has
always shown profound respect for Colebrooke : his crilicisms are nezer
bersonal_: but scholastic  dispules—even though strongly worded.
Whitngy was great, but Colebrooke was greater,

Thc first thing to ensure in chronology is internal consis-
tency and, then, to confirm it, if possible, by external consis-
tence ie. by cross contacts. It will be shown that there is
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B C —but how can one brush aside thewr synchromisms 2nd
relative chronoli gy ? Relwive chronology s something  quite
different from absolute chronelogy and may be quite correct
even though the absslute datng be totally wrong and
fantastic The svnchr misms proposed by Colebrooke, are
substintilly confirmed by Pargiter and Bhagavatadatta and
are 1ll based on ample maternls  \Why should they be
rijected s mith and legend—merely on the 1pse divut of
Wintney ?

While on this <ubject, one must realise that the texts witia-
ted by Vinsa are 1l ‘open’ tests 1 ¢ they were expected to be
kept uptodate—nd, hence, the ohjection ‘of very different
age nd ongin  mus<es the very nature of the texts

To Sum Up
(1 The ongimal Mihabharta consists of THREE Ihyers—

(1) Jaya (y Vavasa himsell and Ganeshh ¢3 AK)
(2) Bharata samiut (Vasampyyant ¢ 34 AR) and

{3y Mahabharata (Lgrasarva c 100 A K )

{2 The cipacty of Vyisa the encyclopaedist as an
oryamizor was wonderful—but  neither unbehevenrble
nor superhuman

(3) The supreme tsk of the Indologists 1s to stranfy these
three lyyers—=1 task mote important than the stratfica-
107 of 1ll the broken potsherds strewn all over Indin

There being ro mherent improbability about Colebrooke s
analis s gt should be accepted 1nd further research carried on
O uerh out the detuls The rehwve chronology  proposed
here i terms «C B R and A K as oxplamed) should 1 our
conudered « pininn be ealled th~ Colebrooke RRelatne Chrono-
1 v i h pour of that great Indnlogis

At 1 Fondlv wlenever T have used 2 Mahabharata shloka,
1taie tden care 10 ensure that 1 belongs to the earliest
st nie upo [GOAK or 1316 BC)
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gift of accepting all knowledge (instead of quarelling and cont-
radicting) was it his fault ? If he had a grand all-encompassing
vision which saw Afakabharatee was it his fault 2 If, for insta-
nce, he asked Jaimini to initiate a summary of the Dharman as
given in the Brakmanas, and Vedarayana to give a similar
summary of the Brakman as given in the Upanishads—and. if as
2 result, the Purvamimansa and the Uttara-mimansa took their
initial shapes thus initiating the six darshanas—was it Vyasa’s
fault ? If Vyasa was greater as an encyclopaedist than Aris-
Sollh(hcn, is there a law against jt ?

What is inherently improbable about the life of Vyasa or
about the work done under his guidance by his school, in a
life of 2 hundred years ? If you do not believe that he lived up
to 120 years to attend the sarpa-satra—then, take it that he was
not physically present there. His devoted disciples and
favourite student Vaisampayana felt that the spirit of his Guru
was present to bless his effort but how does the entire life and
brilliant organisation of the great encyclopaedist become a
myth merely because of a single event which though impro-
bable is nevertheless not impossible ? Why not say that Panini

is 2 myth, because it is impossible for a man to chain an entire
language ?

As to Vyasa as the great epic poet of Faya, please read the
Sauptika-parra (where only the five brothers and Krishna are
left to taste the sweet fruits of victory) and the lament of
Gandhari in the Stri-vilapa parra where even God is afraid to
face the bereaved queen—the noblest flower of Aryan woman-
hood. Could any poet in any language reach that height ? If
you want to see the epic grandeur narrate the folly of human
wisdom—it is here.

Colebrooke’s relative chronology : -

Finally, Colebrooke's analysis of the synchromisms and the
relative chronology is fully justified by the later works of the
European Pargiter and the Indian Bhagavatdatta. One may
disagree with Pargiter when he says that the Bharata battle
was fought in 950 B.G and even more with Bhagavatdatia
when he thinks that the Bharata battle took place in 3,100
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relative chronology and synchromsms will be determimed from
the facts themselves and facts will not be made to follow the
preconcened notions, as has hitherto been done.

Tifthly, due note will be taken of the two Linds of genea-
logies—the tidyazamsa 1 € the teaching succession or the school
name, and jom ramsa or the patronymic and the matronymic
Hitherto, either no importance was attached to the school-
name, or it was confused as the gotra name (see Pan 43 77)

(1} Krishna of the Mahabharata

Krishna of the Mahabharata 1s basically a human bemng
He 18 great and brilhant as a statesman, hero and scholar but
1s not yet deified except in the Gita  He s the son of Devaki
and Vasudeva and 1s, therefore, called both Vasudeva (father-
Vasudeva) or Devaki-putra (mother=Devak)

In the Puranas (especially the Bhagavatapurana and the
Vishnupurant) which took shape by the Nammsharanya
conference (108 AK) he 1s deified on account of hus great
deeds—partcularly, the enunciation of the Gita  He 1s often

called Varayana  which hterally means “THE SON OF
MAN"

NARAYANA
= NARA -~ AYANA (Pan 712)
—= NARA ~ PHAK (Pan 4199)

= Man + sonof {(Pan 4192)
= Sonof Man

{cf the standard example, Nad+phal = Nadayana)

In the Bharata battle, Krishna took the part of a counsellor
and chanioreer on the side of the Pandavas, when the battle
became anevitable It should never be forgorten that Krishna

did his best in the imitial stages to avert the blaodshed, if at all
posble

Tt bas often been suggested that Krshna and Aruna (who
were barn wihin a few months of each other—Krishina being
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3. Life of Krishna Devakiputra

An important chronological question is whether the Vedic
Krishna is identical with the Krishna of the Mahabharata,
Weber first made this suggestion in Krishna-Janamastami, 1.A.
Vol. I11, p. 22.

Vedic Krishna is the Krishna metioned in the Rigveda and
t.hfr Upnishads as follows :—

Chandogya Upniskad : (3.17 6} as Krishna Devaki-putra
Rigreda : R.V X (42-44) by Krishna Angirasa,
R.V. X.90 by Narayana

A plain reading of these texts along with the Gita of the
Mahabharata delivered by Krishna Devakiputra, leaves one
with the impression that they are indeed indentical.  Weber’s
suggession, therefore merits attention and is examined in some
detail in the following passages :

Guidelines : In making this study, the following scientific
premises will be kept in view as guidelines,

Firstly, all the persons including Krishna will be considered
to be normal human beings subject to normal biological laws.
For instance, the life span will be taken to be—on an average—
about 100 years; the date of birth of the first male child will
be taken on an average to be about 22 years; and so on.

Secondly, the.objective is to find the most probable dates :
The aim to find the least possible date is considered to be as
unscientific as the aim of certain traditionalists to put back the
dates to impossible antiquity.

‘Thirdly, tradition will be duly taken into account unless it
is inherently improbable or is in direct opposition to some
known fagt; one should not be biased by some preconceived
notion. ‘e.g. that the Indians totally lacked any historical
sense.

Fourthly, it will not be taken for granted that the Rigveda
is long anterior to the ¢vents of the Mahabharata, In fact, the
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finally,
(d) Narayana is but another name of Krishna

Some may object that the Rigveda was far, far earlier than
the Gna Tt 15 necessary to remind them that this 1s but an
opinion and 1s based on no evidence whatever However the
rational answer 1s as follows

Tyasade a canomzed the Rigreda  This 1s an universal tradi
uon Tl his death therefore, a hymn cou/d find an entry 1nto
this anthalogy which was being made into a canon Inciden
tally, the Iiteral meaning of the phrase Rik samhuta 15 a ‘colle-
cuon of the nks because ‘samhita’ 1s dersved from sam hila
which means put 1 one plice’ “collected’, or ‘nthology’
[Pruns« defimtion “Nearness means samhuta’ (Pan 1 4 109)
covers 1 techmical word which applies only to grammar }

The collection of the niks was a long drawn process which
began with hing Hiranyanabha (DN 83, b1650 BC] It
ended when Vyasadeva canomized the hymns and collected
them into one solid mass  The process of canomzation must
have continued upto his death, 1t Jeast, say up to 1400 BC
The Purusha sikta 1s not an 1solated nstance of a late hymn,
but there 1s a large number which can be atnbuted to the
period (16001400 B C, thev are scattered throughout the Ist
Aandalh 9th mar dala and the 10th mandala

In preicular the Purusha sukta R VX 90 must have been
composed when Rrshna was established as a leader so 1l
phinner, statesman and great persynabty  Similasly, the hymn
RV \-43 on dice revenge must have been composed fter
the dice game 1,410 BC It 15 quite passible that the Purusha-
sukt 1s the latest bymn of the Riguedy [c 1400 B C. ]

GITA Composition of

There are several reasons to believe that the Gita belongs
to the first three recensions of the \Mahabharan viz to the
recennnns of I0A K, 31 A K and ITA R

I Gitn formsa crucual f eal pomntm the drama of the
Bharn battle Its first twa chapters which are spokenin an
intensley amimated voice and dicon  m ot belong to the
oncinil kernelre tothe Java (3 AR
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the elder) were both about 42 years of age at the time of the
battle. This is prima facie plausible, because Arjuna was
about to become a grandfather and Abhimanyu, his son, was
the great boy-hero of the battle.

Taking all the activities of Krishna, one may divide his
birth and life as follows :

I

Childhood and Gokul period 11 years

(Boyhood and youth) = Mathura period = 15 years

Manhood = Dwaraka period = 16 years
(Age as at Bharata battle = 42 years)
Subsequent life = 21 years

Total = 63 years

(The pericd of 21 years only is taken, because Krishna died
36 years after Yudhisthira’s coronation at the Rajasuya cere=-
mony which took place 15 years before the Bharata battle.
The relative dates are as follows :—

Birth = 42BK.

Teaves Gokul and goes to Mathura = 31 BK.

Leaves Mathura and goes to

Dwaraka = 16BK.
= 0BK.

Bharata battle
Death (Dwaraka) = 21 AK.
(Life span of 63 years from 42 B.K. to 21 AXK.) (?

. -

(2) Chandogya Upanishad. 317/6 : ‘This mantra states 2

Ghora Angirasa [i.e. Acarya Ghora of the Angirasa school]
taught Krishna Devakiputra [Krishna, the son of Devaki] that
the whole life of a man is a continuous sacrifice :  Krishna on
learning this great ideal become detached.

This manira not only states that Krishna was the son of
Devaki, but it also shows that Krishna was an Angirasa i.e. he
belonged to the Angirasa school.  The manira teaches detach-
ment because the whole of life is a sacrifice. This is, in
essence, the teaching of the Gita. Hence, there is hardly ’an
room for doubt that the Krishna of the Mahabharata (viz. ch
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elaborate discussions on  Sankhya and Yoga must be a product
of deliberations in the Naimisha conference.

7. Finally, the terrible fratricide cannot be justified except
by making Krishna the god in person; for, God (and only God)
is answerable to none. Oane must accept God’s dispensations
in good cheer—being the final wisdom of the Bhaktivada,
which, as we have said, was finally accepted in the Naimisha
conference.

Hence, the Gita as we know today, must have received its
tentatively final shape by the Naimisha Conference, because all
the tenets discussed in the Gita were being hotly debated in the
century preceding the conference—thanks to the intense
thinking that must have been .the result of the holocaust of
the Kurukshetra battle and sparked off by Carvaka’s rebukes.
Tentatively, we may put the composition of the Gita with some
measure of probability, as follows: Gita=(3 AK.) (31 AK),
{108 A K.) (Minor interpolations upto 1200 A.K.), ‘This would,
of course, be the broad pattern also of the Mahabharata jtself.

However, the question remains as to why Krishna allowed
the holocaust to happen even though he knew of its terrible
consequences to the future of India. We offer one reason for
the consideration of the readers, even though it has not been
explicitly stated anywhere, apart from those already known.

In those days, a kshatriya could not condoue one crime, viz
the insult to a woman. Duryodbana had insulted Draupadi in
public aficr the dice game. He used unspeakably filthy lan-
guage in an open a bly to his Aula-badh, honoured lady
of lus own clan. Draupadi was Krishna's shakhi (a vedic word
whose noble beauty is difficult to express in English); Krishna,
her suhka, could nut allow this crime to go unpunished even
though Arjuna had apparemly forgotten it. Hence, Krishna
insisted that, come what may, the battle must, must continue.

The baule could thus be justified even without maling
Keihna a God.  This is a hesoic jusification, and I leave it to
the readers to judge its validiy,
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elaborate discussions on Sankhya and Yoga must be a product
of deliberatsons 1n the Nammisha conference

7 Tinally, the ternible fratricide cannot be jusnfied except
by making Krishna the god 1n person, for, God (and only God)
1s answerable to none  One must accept God’s dispensations
m good cheer—bemng the final wisdom of the Bhaltivada,

which, as we have said, was finally accepted in the Naumusha
conference

Hence, the Gita as we know today, must have received 1ts
tentatively final shape by the Naimisha Conference, because all
the tenets discussed in the Gita were being hotly debated m the
century preceding the conference—thanks to the intense
thinking that must have been the result of the holocaust of
the Kurukshetra battle and sparked off by Carvaka’s rebukes
Tentatively, we may put the composition of the Gita with some
measure of probabihity, as follows Gia=(3 AK) (34 AK),
(108 A K ) (Minor interpolations upto 1200 A K ), This would,
of course, be the broad pattern also of the Mahabharata stself

However, the question remains as to why Krishna allowed
the holocaust to happen even though he knew of 1ts terrble
consequences to the future of India  We offer one reason for
the consideration of the readers, even though 1t has not been
exphenly stated anywhere, apart from those already known

In those days, a kshatriya could not condone one crime, viz
the insult o 2 woman Duryodhana had insulted Draupadi in
public after the dice game  He used unspeakably filthy lan-
guage 1n an open assembly to his Aula badhu—an honoured lady
of tus own clan  Draupad: was Krishna’s shakfn (a vedic word
whose noble beaury 1s difficult to express in Enghish), Krishna,
her saFha, could not allow this crime to go unpunished even
though Arjuna had apparemtly forgotten 1t  Hence, Krishna
msisted that, come what may, the battle must, must continue

The battle could thusbe jusufied even without making
Krishna a God  This 1s a heroic justificauon, and I leave 1t to
the readers to Judge 1ts validity
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Ugrashrava Sauti:

The chapter may now end with its tribute to Ugrashrava
Sauti—the great itikasakara of ancient India.

It was once suggested in a goshthi, that entire Gita wasa
didactic interpolation in the Mahabharata, The retort came
at once, from Shri Satish Misra, the then Chiel Justice of the
Patna High Court, “If so, then, the interpolator was a greater
epic poet than the original.”” How true !

The Hindu dharma as we know today is a tri-une in which
the Upanishads, the Puranas and the Smritis have merged.
The emergence of Brahma-Vishnu-Maheshwara as the tri-une
God—the Lord with three risors—has given an unique all com-
prehensive character to the Hindu religion—integration and
synthesis being the hall mark of Vyasian vision. The execution
of this titanic task was left by Vyasa to his disciple Romahar-
shana and his son Ugrashrava Sauti and they did it magnifi-
cently through the Purana and the Mahabharata—the epitomes
of the popular historical literature.

Of the great mass of literature embedded in the Maha-
bharata and the Puranas, the brightest gem undoubtedly is the
Gita. There ishardly any doubt now that the Gita as we

“know today is the finished handiwork of Ugrashrava Sauti.
With its seed planted by Krishna, the mind given by Vyasa and
the body nurtured with infinite care and tenderness by
Ugrashrava, it is the song divine of relentless action, unflin-

* ching pursuit of duty, total surrender and cosmic vision, all
immersed in an unperturbable silent calm and self compo-
sure. It is the essence of the Veda, the living fount of wisdom—
the perennial stream which has sustained Hinduism through
the ages.

. The people who created that literature were great men :
‘They began like titans and finished like jewellers. The present
chapter, therefore, ends with a tribute to that outstanding genius
Ugiashrava Sauti who, standing in the great Naimisharanya
conference of the sages at that crucial YUGA-SANDHI when
the Vedic order was being metamorphosed into the Puranic,
described the ITIHASA of those soul stirring times—the fifth
Veda—with divine creative inspiration.
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4 (VI BRusma 2 23) On the eve of the battle, Vyasa met
Dhotarastra at might  He said that it was Kartiht Purnima
and the moon was lustreless The full moon, therefore, was
exther 1t Krutnha or at Robunt  and further, the sun mast have
been near Jyeshtha (Antares) [t means that the battle
commenced on the First day of the dark fortnight of Marga-
shirsha (Agrahayana) Further, the moon was at Margashirsha
and Gua was announced that day 1e on Margashirsha
hnchna Praupada and the lunar months were Purnimanta
(If the months are taken to be amanta, then Bhisma’s death
would be mn Pausha but 1t 1s known that he died when Magha
had well begun (see nfra)

It further follows that on the 69th day when the Bhisma
died 1t was Krishna Ashtami navami of Magha (vide infra 2)

5 [VII Drona 185,48 (Gita Press)] On the fourteenth
day of the battle, fighting continued 1t mght Ghatothaca
fell m that night battle The ymportant pomt to note s that
the moon rose late towards the close of the might It was
therefore, hrishna 13 14th

6 [X, Shalya, 33 5] On the eighteenth or the closing date
of the battle, the moon was at Shravana It wasthe day
of the mace battle between Duryodhana and Bhima
Balurima had just returned from his tour

7 [I1d] Balarimn said clearly that he had started m
Pushya, and after 42 dnys, had returned mn the nakshatra
\ Shravana This s venfied as follows

Pushya to Punarvasu =27 nakshatras
Pushya to Shravana =15 nakshatras

42 nnkshatras

This shows that Balaramas version was substanually
correct

8 (VI Blisma—114 89 and \III—Anushasana—153 28)
Bhisma died just afier the Uttarasena 1e just after the winter
soldtice  This 1s the key to the deterrmnation of the epoch
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Ugrashrava Sanuti :

The chapter may now end with its tribute to Ugrashrava
Sauti—the great itihasakara of ancient India.
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didactic interpolation in the Mahabharata. The retort came
at once, from Shri Satish Misra, the then Chief Justice of the
Patna High Court, “If so, then, the interpolator was a greater
epic poet than the original.” How true !

The Hindu dharma as we know today is a tri-une in which
the Upanishads, the Puranas and the Smritis have merged.
The emergence of Brahma-Vishnu-Maheshwara as the tri-une
God—the Lord with three risors—has given an unique all com-
prehensive character to the Hindu religion—integration and
synthesis being the hall mark of Vyasian vision. The execution
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shana and his son Ugrashrava Sauti and they did it magnifi-
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They began like titans and finished like jewellers. The present
chapter, therefore, ends with a tribute to that outstanding genius
Ugrashrava® Sauti who, standing in the great Naimisharanya
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In preparing the following table, the year 1966 67 A.D has
bepn taken as parallel (the years run parallel with respact to
th Esun the moon and the stars (nakshatras) after cycles of
3/8,11 and 10 years to a first approximauon)!

The data were chosen from the Visuddha siddhanta panjika—a
engali almanac which 1s merely an Indian transcript of the
Greenwich Nautical Almanac The positions were actually
verified bv naked eve observations from the autumn to the
spring months of the vear, to ensure that they conform to the

Vedic style of narranion—which was m vogue at the relevant
epnch

The data are now given 1n a form which can be eamly
followed by alay reader  The mathematician who wishes 1o
versfy may hindly note that

1 The nakshatra means the bright star as given inthe
table of the nakshatrasin the PL A, p 545

[N

The longutudes are given with respect to the base year

1970 A D The ayanamsa 1s taken at23%/72 for conversion
purposes

w

N\lonths are taken as Purmmanta (unless the Purnumanta
months are taken, Bhisma’s death would fall in Pausha
The Amanta system was introduced after a few wears
n the Vedanga Jyotisha}

ES

The English dates are given according to the Gregorsan
year 1966 AD

2]

It 1s 1n approximate parallel, given onlv to show that
the Mahabharata datn are plausible according to the
obseriation  Please note carefully that the table does

nof gine the position as in 1424 BC but that #1s only a
rough parailel

The difficulty of calculation ofthe epoch of the battle anses
only because 1t was not a standard year of Magha Accordingto
Piamnaha Bhusma, the winter solstice should have taken place
1n a standard year only at the bl nza shasha of the whi e fort-

1 PLA pp203



DATE OF THE BHARATA BATTLE 119

of the Mahabharata battle, because once the point of the solstice
in the nakshatra circle is known, the epoch can be computed—
taking the rate of precession at 72 years per degree.

+ 9, (VL Bhisma, 114.91—100). Bhisma fell on the tenth day
after the commencement of the battle; it was, therefore,
Margashirsha Lrishna ninthjtenth. Some migratory birds (which
were season-indicators) appeared, and they knew that the winter
solstice was two months away. Bhisma decided to live for about
two moons—i.e. till the solstice occured and the sun turned

north.

10. (XIII. Anushasana 153.27). After his fall, Bhisma lived
for fifty-eight nights on the bed of the arrows. This means’ that
Bhisma died sixty-eight days after the battle had commenced.

11, (XIIT. Anushasana 153.26). Uttarayana i.e., the
winter solstice took place just then; it was determined by expert
observers at dawn.

12, (XIII. Anushasana 153.28), Bhisma said that at the
ullarayana, ‘it ought to be’ Alagha shukla tritya. This is very
interesting because it was actually the eighth day of the dark
fortnight, yet Bhisma said that it ought to be the shukla tritiya
i.e. the third day of the white fortnight. It is therefore a
Vyasa-kuta and it follows that it must have been, of necessity,
composed by Vyasa himself. This shloka, therefore, belongs to
the original Vyasian layer of the Mahabharata.

For a solation of the knotty text (i.e. the Vyasa-kuta}, please
see the next section.

Approximate battle calendar,

On the basis of these eleven observations, a self-consistent
battle calendar is to be drawn up. Not only should it be self-
consistent, but it must be shown fusther that it is obserrable ie. an
actual year should be found when this set actually occured. In
Jyotisha, observation is the final arbiter and nothing else
matters : candra-arkan yatra sakshinau : The sun and the moon
will bear witness to what they say in the court of the stars. /
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§ yusa telks 4v Dhnturnshiss on the
night before the battle,

Gita del rred

Bhusma falls
Migratory burds appear

Drora falls  Night battle Ghatotkaca
Salls

Macr battle  Balarama returns
Duryodhana falls  Grim staughter of the
dark mght
Wanter salstice—
obserted by Bhisma's observers

' Bhuma dies

n at 249, the salstice would be, at 3L7s,
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TABLE A L.
1 fyotisha
ha and
he tithi
An approximate parallel year 1966-67 A.D. ring the
Pt Sunat Moon Tithi Day of
o sunrise the batt
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4 5 6 7 8 sameat-
d year)
fortika Jyestha  Rohiai Kartiki Night
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Hence, at the epoch of the solstice,
the sun = 250° 4 68°
= 318
Solstice 1n the base year 1970 AD = 270°
(by definition)
Hence, the precession = 48

the ume lapsed = 48 x 72 years
= 3456 years
the epoch = 1486 BC

Second method  In the winter months the sun moves faster
than 1n the surumer months  One can take the actual equa-
tiors of the sun’s true motion and calculate the true position
of the sun  Such labour, however, 15 wasted because the
onginal position 1s not known with that accuracy which would
warrant such meticulous calculation  The alternative method
15 to take the calendars, and select a year in which there 15 full
moon at or near Aldebaran 4nd the sun 1s at or near Antares

(If there 1s 2 lunar echipse then the method would become
xery accurate)

By g the Vishuddh ddh 1 which 1s 2
mere transcript of the Greenwich nautical almanac, 1e which
gives the true observed sun, 1t 1s found that the Gregonan
vear 1966-67 AD 1s a parallel year which follons and
recapiulates the above eleven observauions quute closely This
will be apparent from the table of the positions of the sun and
the moon on those critical days as given above It s found that
the sun started at 245 502, near Auntares on the eve of the
battle and at the crucial dav of solstice 1t was at {or very near)
3125° This gives the precession of 42 5°, leading to the
epoch of 1090 BC

It should be noted tha* the mitial position of the sun in the
above set of 1966 67 A D 1sonly 242° 1e about five degrees
n front of Antares  If the mitial position 1s taken to be 249°
(at Antares atself ), the solstice would be at 317> This would

ive a precession of 47° and the epoch at 1414 B C This would
znc th;:: upper limit of the epoch b the Fstromomical method
This wide margin anises because the imual range 1s taken to be
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night of Magha and, 140 years later, during the Vedanga jyotisha
observations, it was taking place at the junction of Pausha and
Magha. For the readers who do not know how to find the tithi
of the cardinal days, a table of winter solstice tithis during the
Mahabharata period would be of interest.

Winter solstice tithis in ¢.1400 B.C.

a. For purnimanta lunar months.
13/14 shukla Magha

2/3 shukla Magha (This is the basic year or the samrat-
sara herein, called the Standard year)

9/10 Krishna Magha.

[The lunar synoedic year (=360 tithis) falls short of the
true year (=371 tithis by Viswamitra's rule) by eleven tithis in
one year,

This is the observer’s scheme. Theoretically, many other
permutations and combinations are possible. The triplex of
the moon’s positions was called the ¢Trikadrula soma® by the
astronomers; the ritualists had a parallel ritual over their
‘soma’.

The table of positions is now appended, (vide Table A)

Calculation of the epoch of the battle :

There are two modern (and one ancient}) methods of
calculation. The first method is purely theoretical and
assumes a uniform rate of motion for the sun. The second
method is more precise, inasmuch as it takes the actual motion
of the sun into account. The third method is the ancient
Viswamitra’s method and depends upon the advance of the
seasons and calculated in terms of the Vedic tithis.

First method : The initial sun is assumed to be at Antares
(long. 249.50°). The solstice took place afier 68 days when
the sun moved through about 68°,
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3. Baudhayana's cbservation that the vernal equmox was
taking place at Apa-bharams? 1376 BC

4 Baudhayana’s observation that the corresponding wimnter
solstice was at Dhamishtha ... 1333BC

These references show that the astronomical observations

of the sutra literature were actually made dunng 14001250
BC

Hauing shown that the sutra lierature of the Vedangas belong to
the period 13501250 B C at the latest, 1t could be said with some

confidence that the dat» of ¢ 1350 B C —I1450 B C for the Bharata
battle 15 not unreasonable

{Paniny’s date wall be separatelv conadered)?
2 Pitamaha Bhisma and Astronomy

Pitamaha Bhisma was an astronomer of no mean standard
He promulgated a new system of calendar, which was later
called the Pitamaha Siddhanta and became the basis of
Vedanga Jyotisha

Being 1nterested 1n astronomy, he employed a regular staff,
and they reported to Yudhiusthira, [see Anushasana parval—
when the sun turned North Bhisma was so keen to know
about the sun’s turning north (because he was a true astro-
nomer 1 spirit) that he would not die il he bad heard of 1t
This 15, thus, another 1nterpretation of Bhisma’s connection
with the winter solstice  Finally, 1t would be remembered that
Biusma was «aid to be an incarnauon of a Vasu—an astronomi-
cal god—a god whose function was to define time

When the Pandavas were sighted after 13 years of exile
{12 years ranarasa and one year gjnatarasa), Duryodhana rassed
a doubt that they had come back before their term  The com-
plamt was heard by Pitamaha Bhisma Piamaha lawd down
the principles of chr y, calculation of lunar years and
atercalation, he laid down that n fice years there shall be tuo

1 p 679 spra, Gorakh Prasmad, JRAS, 1936, p 417
2 see Pamniand hatyayana, JAHRS, Vol SA\\IV (n press)



DATE OF THE BHARATA BATTLE-I 123

as much as five degrees. The upper and the lower limits are
therefore 1414 B.C. and 1100 B.C. respectively.

Third method: The third method is quite different in
principle, inasmuch as it seeks to determine the advance of the
solstice in tithis, The Vedic people did not measure the angles
but they measured the tithis.(!) A tithi can be accurately deter-
mined, and an uncertainty of one tithi causes a difierence of
only 72 years in the determination of the epoch. Thus, it is
not only more direct (because it follows the vedic observables)
but it is also more accurate.

The method follows Viswamitra’s astronomy which
determined the initial point at Krittika purnima (see AI,
pp. 137-40) and which found the rate of 3339 parivatsaras for 45
tithis in precession of the seasons. However, an accurate
determination needs an accurate discussion of the original
words, and, hence, the words of Pitamaha Bhisma, the great
astronomer, who declared that it ought to be the tribkaga-shesha
of the white fortnight of Alagha requires detailed consideration.
This will be done in the next section. (pp. 124).

Indirect astronomical evidence.

It is uniformly accepted that the sutra literature followed
the Bharata battle. Hence, if the date of the composition of
the sutra literature could be found, then it could be asserted
with some confidence that the Bharata batile was anterior
thereto. The period of composition of the vedanga (=sutra)
literature was therefore closely examined in chapter V supra.

It was found there that FOUR different observations were
made by the sutra-karas and their period ranges from 1376 B.C.
to 1270 B.C. as follows:

1. Vedanga jyotisha observations by Suci and Lagadha(?)...

1270 B.C.
9, Grilya-sutra observation of k-Draconis as the pole star
by Ashwalayana (b.1388 B.C.)? ... 1326 B.C.

. P.L.A, pp. 132
2. AL, pp.359.
3. Al, pp.7,83,
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observers (nakshatra darshas) They reported to Yudhisthira,
when Bhisma was awaiting hus death By comparing the dates
and synchrontsing, 1t 1s clear that one of these observers must
have been Parashara, the father of Viasa, who was bornin
¢ 1528 B C_and Was slightly older than Bhisma  The <econd
observer was probablv Garga II, whose rule of solstice talhes
with that of Parashara The oniginal works of Parashara and
Garga are now lost but Bhattotpala has preserved the crucnal
quotations (see Sir W Jones, AR Vol II p 39) In fact, Sir
W Jones has noted carefully that the text of Parashara was
‘modulated’ 1e puch d and m old Vedic prose This
shows that the original text of Parashara s preserved, and
belongsto ¢ 1420 BC (see AL, p 45)

Bhusma laid down the rule of solstice i s dying declara-
non It has not been understood properly and has gwven nise
to needless controversies  For wnstance, the popular translauon
{see e g the Gita Press edition widely read 1n Indn today) 15
as follows (M Bh  Anu , 167/26) —

“O Yudhisthira, the sun has certainly returned (Paruritts)
The month of lunar Magha 1s well set now (sem anu prapta)
One quarter of the month (?) 1s gone and three quarters left

(tr1 bhaga sesha paksho ayam) It 1s the white fortmght of the
month (ShuFlo bha~itum arFali)”

There are two mmnor mistakes m the interpretation verhaps
because the translator was not an astronomer Firstly, the
phrase 15 ‘unibhaga sesha palsho ayam’, which means three
quarters of the fortnight (and not month) 1s left  The second 15
that the entire diction 15 translated in present defimite tense—
““2t 15", whereas the original phrase 1s bkarutum arkat: or * i shall
be? “at ought o b2 “\aking these amendments the text teads —

¢ O Yudhisthira, the sun has certainly turned north It
ought to be the lunar month of \lagha well began, and the tith
ought to be 375 of the whte fortmght””

1 of one paksha s 3 75 uthes because, the paksha s of 15
tithis  As the winter solstice took place the dav before, the tth:
of winter solstice ought to be 3rd tnhs, more accuratels, the
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adhikamasas (intercalary months). This meant a year of 372 tithis.
Said Bhisma {M. Bh., Virat parva 52/1].

“There are kalas, kasthas, muhurtas, days, fortnights and
seasons forming the year. Thus dividing the time, the grea
time-wheel revolves with the measuring stars (rakshatras) and
the planets (grahas)”.

*“Owing to differences in their periods of revolutions (tesham
kalatirekena), two extra (lunar} months are created in every five
(lunar) years™.

He then carefully calculated that Pandavas had exceeded
their term by at least six days—even after taking into account
the five intercalary months and six tithis embedded in thirteen
years, In these passages, Bhisma is called Pitamaha.

This statement of Pitamaha must relate to the original
kernel of ‘Jaya’—for, it is a necessary crucial incident of the Pandava
story : It has appeared unchanged in all editions as such. If
it was narrated in the original ‘Jaya’ editions it would go back
to 1,410 B.G. If it was there in Vaisnmpayana edition it would
be dated 1,390 B.C. And, if it appeared in Sauti edition, it
would go back to 1,316 B.C. All these dates are prior to the
Vedanga joytisha observation of king Suci, made in ¢.1,270
B.C.

Vedanga jyotisha adopted Pitamaha’s system of intercalation
viz. “two extra months in fice years”. It is thus found that the
Vedanga jyotisha scheme of five year-yuga was originally laid
down by Pitamaha Bhisma and later became the Paitamaha
siddhanta which was current till Varahamihira’s time ¢.507 A.D.

An astronomer of those days was required to do two things.
Firstly, he was to determine the length of the tropical year by
declaring a rule of intercalation, secondly, he was to determine
the nakskatra and the (ithi on the solstice day, when the year
was to begin., Pitamaha laid down the rule of intercalation—
two extra lunar months in five years—as already explained.
Let us see how he did the second.

It is known that Pitamaha had employed a trained band of
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Parashara by not more than five or six years The basic facts
are —

(1) Parashara was the father of Vyasa by Satvavats At
the ume Parashara met Satyavaty, she would be a very
handsome young girl, both must be n their teens

(2) Shantanu fell 1n love with Satyavat: being moved by
the beauty of young Satyavatzie 1t must be within
two months of the birth of Veasa

(3) At the time of the marriage of Satyavati, Bhisma must
be 1n his teens but he was old enough to make solemn
declaration that he would not marry

Tahing other facts and incidents of the Mahabharata, and
taking the normal but short hfe spans we have found the
following dates

{1, Birth of Vyasa deva say, 1508 BC

(2) Birth of Bhisma say, 1523 BC

(3) Birth of Satyavau say, 1523 BC

{4) Birth of Parashara <ay, 1526 BGC

{(9) Death of Bhuisma = 1424 BC (300 years)

(6) Death of Vvasa, just after the sarpasatra say, 1390 BC

The scheme 15 consistent with the fact that the astronomical
observations on Dhanistha were made during (1486-1414) BC,
the hypothesis being that Parashara was Bhisma’s observer

No complete text of the astronomical work of Parashara 1s
now extant, but one gets some extracts of his works, through
Bhattotpala who quotes them n his commentary on the Bribat-
samhitr of Varahamihira

Sir William Jones had a copy of the manuscript of Bhattot
pal’s commentary tn Ins hand, and probably both Davis and
Colebrooke had seen it Sir Willilam Jones wrote a very impor-
1ant article “On Indian chronology’ n the Asiatic Researches
Val 11 p 391 Jones, Davis and Colebrooke all felt the date
of Parashara’s observauons to be ¢ 1400 BC  The name of
Parashara’s work which must have been seen by Bhattotpala
was PARASHARA TANTRA (or Parashara Samhita)
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Jjunction of 2-3rd tithi. This refers to the position of the perfect
year (Sam-tatsara) when full moon occurs truly at Magha. In
the actual year, it was Krishna paksha Astami (Ekastaka) on
Bhisma’s death

Now, a nakshaira-darsha declares actual position, while a
master astronomer declares the position as it ought to be in the
year of perfect Magha; Bhisma’s rule therefore, is a prescrip-
tion, the word of a master astronomer—which, in simple
language, means—

“THE WINTER SOLSTICE OUGHT TO TAKE PLACE
ON MAGHA SHUKLA DVITYA-TRITYA”.

It is not an isolated rule or ad koc rule : Two centuries
earlier Vagambhrini laid down the winter solstice on Aagha
Shukla Pancami : A century and half later, Lagadha placed it on
the junction of Pausha Krishna and Magha Shukla2

From this datum viz. that the winter solstice took place on

he Magha Shukla tritya (on the third day of swhite fortnight of

year of standard Magha) at the time of Bhisma’s death, the

date can be easily computed to 1414—1486 B.C. [1270+144=
1414 B.C.}.

This is a simplified (over simplified is the correct word)
account of the matter which is indeed difficult. It is indeed so
recondite that the shloka may be safely declared to be a

Houwever, the significant features may now be pointed out :

(1) Bhisma had followed an old tradition originated by
Viswamitra of declaring the tithi of the solstice.

{2) Only a master astronomer could declare the tithi and,
therefore, it is Pitamaha und not Parashara, in whose
name the Siddhanta stands, even though Parashara was
the observer.

(3) Parashara being a nakshatra darsha, declared the nakshatra
and not the tithi. In fact, he noticed that the moon

1. S.B. Roy, Chronological Infastructure of Indian Protohistory, JBRS.,
Vol. LVIII, p. 56-66.
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Even Tilak adopts Bentley’s date, We leave the readers to
judge their accuracy and relevance.

Initial Point of Dhaanishtha

It may be pointed out that many riddles would be solved
if we posit two sets of observations—one set made in 1424 B.C.
at Kusu and the other set made in 1191 B.C. at Videha. This
assumption, one way or the other, would define the initial
point of Dhanishtba as shown below ¢

The initial point of Dhanishtha (considered as a division of
the sky measuring 13° 1/3) is not known. Different modern
authorities have, therefore, arrived at different dates for the
observations of the Vedanga Jyotisha, as follows:—

(1) Colebrooke, Davis, Sir William Jones = 1,391 BC,

(2) Qur computation = 1,270 BC.
(3) Bentley, Spratt etc. = 1,191 BC.
(4) M.N. Saha, P.C, Sengupta, Dixshit = 1,450 B C.

Qur computation not only avoids the extremes but 1t does
not depend upon the inital point of Dhanishtha {(which 1s 7ot
known for certain); it depends upon the junction tithi of the
months of Pausha and Magha i e. upon Viswamitra’s method.
Fixatron of a trike is always very muckh caswr and more certain than
Jfixing an invisible point wn the eclipnic.

One can work bachwards to find the extreme limits
assumed by the above workers. With 1424 B C,, the time lapse
in 339% yearsie. 47% with 1191 B C, the lapse is 3,161 years
ie. 44°. Thus, the initial point of Dhanishtha would be 317°
according to Colebrooke; and 314° according to Bentley.

Astronomers Varahamthira and Aryabhatta also faced the
same problem. At their time (c 500 A.D }, the winter solstice
took place at ¢.290°. Hence they arrived at two different
rates of precession, depending upon whether the total amount
of shift was taken at 24°or 27°. Varaha adopted 27° and
arrived at the rate of precession of 54 per year, There are
reasons to believe not only that Aryabhatta’ took the correct
amount of 24°, but also that he Lnew Viswamitra’s rate of 727
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Jones made a very important observation on this manus-
cript (p. 393).

“We now come to the commentary, which contains infor-
mation of the greatest importance. By former shastras are meant,
says Bhattotpala, the book of Parashara and other munis; and
he then cites from the Parash hita the following passage, in
modulated prose and in a siyle much resembling that of the Vedas :

«“Shravishthadyat Paushnardhantam carah Shishirah”.

The text of Parashara Samhita quoted by Bhattotpala read
by Jomes was, therefore, in pitch-accented (i.e. modulated)
archaic Vedic prose. It will be shown that the pitch accented
modulated Vedic Spraack was discontinued after the Upanish-
ads and replaced by monotone texts of the Vedangas, This
happened say, by (1400—1,300) B.C. Yaska’s Nirukta [perhaps
the earliest Vedanga (c.1400 B C.)]—is in monotone and only
the quotations are modulated. Hence, the lower bound for the
text of Parashara quoted by Bhatttepala is 1300 B.C. It cannot”
be much earlier either, because, according to M.N. Shah and
others, the upper limit of the observation is 1450 B.C. Hence,
on the basis (a) astronomical observations and (b) the evidence
of pitch of accented text, and Parashara’s astronomical obser-
vation, the text must be dated within (1450—1300) B.C.

Thus we have three different and independent methods to
find Parashara’s date.

{1) Dynastic lists : Probable date of birth 1526 B.C.

(2) Astronomical observation : 1450 B.C. {P.C. Sengupta)
to 1,391 B.C. (Davis, Jones, Colebrooke).

(3) Evidence of pitch accented text, say (1,450—1,300) B.C.
The Western School at Kuru

Colebrooke and Davis computed from the works of
Parashara, Garga etc. that this observation took place in
c.1,390 B.C. Hence it may be conjectured that the obser-
vations of the western school at Kuru were made in about
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evidence of this inscription would indeed be very great, but in
the absence thereof, the inscription stands unconfirmed. The
only earlier inscription known that refers to the Bharata battle
era, is the Hisse-Borala inscription which flatly contradicts the
Ahiole inscription Further, there is no_evidence that a count of
years was maintained since 3100 B.C.—and, therefore, it is
difficult to feel convinced about the evidentiary value of the
Ahiole inscription On theother hand, the Puranas mention
that a count of centuries was, in fact, left in the form of the
‘nakshatra 3uga’ scheme of Briddlia Garga, and the Hisse-Borala
inscription refers directly 1o this era of the nakshatra yuga,
which mentions Nanda, Yudhisthira, Pratipa and to the end
of Andhras among others. 1t being known that Bwa
lived 1n ¢.2200 B C.} the evidentiary valuf: of Dr. Sobhana
Gokhale’s find of the Hisse-Borala inscription is very great
indeed. To this we now turn.

2. Hisse-Borala inscription?

Pargier did nrot rely upon any inscription for his dating.
Recently, Dr. Sobhana Golkhale has discovered an inscription
of Vakatala Devasena dated 380 of the Shaka year. This
crucial mscription was found at Hisse-Borala (original Vatsa

Gulma) On its basis, Roy has shown that only two dates are
possi\ble for the Bharata battle viz,

I. 1280 B C., taking the initial Shaka epoch to be 78 A.D.
II. 1414 BG,, wking the iniual Shala epoch 1o be 37 B.C.
with Vikramaditya as the Shakari

Further, the inscription is interpreted to give as its datum as
the Nakshatra Uttara Bhadrapada, and on its basis, Roy works
out the following dates in the Nakshatra yuga system :

Event 1 11
1. Birth of Parihshit 1280 BC. 1414 B.C,
2. Nanda’s reign 243—143 B.C. 377277 B.C.
(Puria-assadah)

3. Lind of the Andhras 358—453 B.C. 224—324 B.C.
4. Date of the Hisse-

Borala inscription 4538 A.D. 324 AD.

1. AL, p- 137-15],
2. For 3 {ull discussion, please see AL, pp. 13136,
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parivatsaras per dyu {which is precisely equal to 1 degree per
72 years).

According to our datum of 1,270 B C., the initial point
comes to 315.88°.  As the longtitude of B. Delphinis measurers
315°, we think that Lagadha teok this very star to be the initial
point of his sphere.

3. lnscriptional Material :
1 Ahiole inscription

There are only two inscriptions which are of importance
in regard to the date of the Bharata battle. One is the inscrip-
tion of Ravikriti from Ahiole and the second is of Vakataka
Davasena of Hisse-Borala (original Vatsagulma) dated ‘380 after
Shaka’.

The first inscription—from Ahiole?—is dated the year 506
of the shaka era i.e. 584 A.D. It specifically states that the
Bharata battle took place 3685 years before and thus gives a
date of 3101 B.C. for the Bharata baule. The orthodox school
of the Indologists cite this in support of a date of 3101 B.C for
the battle,

‘The main weakness of the argument of this school is that
the inscription was recorded more than 3699 years after the
event and there is no earlier inseription to support it. The
second and the more important argument is that it was recor-
ded after Aryabhatta, and obviously followed the Aryabhatta
tradition, because before Aryabhatta there is no record any-
where that the battle was fought in 3TU0~B:C. [For the real
meaning and significance of the epoth s 3102 B.C. please see
Ancient India, p. 137-151].

1f any inscription or dated material is found earlier to
499 A.D. (the date of Aryabhatta) to that effect, then the

1, “Cawr-Vimsati-amsait ubhayato gacchet'’, gquoted by Colebrookein
A R.. Vol IX, p. 323

2. James fleet, Sansirit and old Lanarese wsenptions, LA, Vol VIII,
p 2424
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The first objection to the proposed date bracket of 1424—
1280 B.C. is that the Indian history is silent during the period
1280-—750 B.C. Vedanga jyotisha was composed in ¢ 1270 B.C.
and, thereafter, the next im Tty is—timrof—
Parshvanatha, the Jaina Tirthankara, who appeared in ¢.750
BC.

With 750 B C,, one finds (a) the beginning second urbaniza-
tion (b) the rise of Shishunaka dynasty and (c) the NBP (or
Northern Black Polished Ware). The dawn of Indian history
breaks with 750 B.C., but the period of (1200—750) B.C., 1s
wrapped in strange silence,

Who ruled India in this dark age—any foreigners like
Gandharvas (Pathans), Western Nagas or Iranians? Or, was
it some autocthonous group like the Matacis who left their
trace in their painted grey ware. Ramendra Sundar Trivedi,
the great Bengal intellectual (who was equally versed in the
Vedas as well as in modern sciences), once said that unless
the veil is lifted from over this dark age—Indian protchistory
will never be written. How true!

The other difficulty is about the mention of iron in the
Mahabharata! and Ashtadhyai of Panini The historians of the
school of Western Indology assert that iron was used in India
only in about 600 B.C. and hence that these books must be
later than 600 B.C.

This difficulty is hypothetical. Tirstly, negative argument
dose not prove auything. Secondly, very early use of iron is
established from the remnants at Noh, Atranjkhera and Ahar.

Even the radiocarbon dates of these finds show that iron
was in use in at least 1100 B.C. and probably in about 1200
B.C. and these dates will be considerably updated when
MASCA correction AND Roy correctiont are applied. It
looks almost certain from the present trend of researches that

use of iron in 1200 B.C., if not earlier, will be soon estab-
lished.

1. Some scholars believe that *Ayas’ in Mahabharata s copper and not
won. M
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Preferring the second series, Roy adopts 1414 B.C. as the
date of the Bharata battle, particularly because it tallies with
the astronomical dating independently worked out at [486—
1414 B.C.

It is to be remembered that the Hisse-Borala inscription is
a specific document—the earhiest available on the subject.
Ore must cite equallv cogent evidence iz, an earlier inscrip-
tion—before it could be ignored altogether Chronological
anlylosis should not be allowed to cloud the vision on this
important issue.,

Finally, the interested reader who is keen to proceed
scientifically should remember that the dating of an incident
is neither ad foc nor isolated. It is linked forward and back-
ward with the entire history of the land Nay further: an
important incident should be linked with the world chronology
if possible, and, in no case, should it be allowed to flout the
well established dates of the world. The religious faith of a
Hindu, [ am sure, will not be hurt by a scientific truth because
the Hindu has only one creed viz, TRUTH ABOVE ALL.
The date of 31C0 B G, therefore, cannot be accepted because ¢
will confeund the world chronology by 1700 ;ears.

The reader should further remember that the proposed
date of ¢.1400 B C. is neither ad koc, nor isolated nor arbit-
rary. Itisonly a part of an extensive chronological infrast-
ructure based on the concordance of astronomy, Rigveda,
Puranas and the onginal Gathas of Zarathustra, whose plausi-
bilitv 1s sought to be established by extensive cross contacts
wih 1he West Asian cupiform inseriptions of the period
2005—1970 B C2

4. Weaknesses

It is very necessary in a scieniific objective discussion, also
to point out the weaknesses, if any, of the proposed estimate.
“This should be done, 1n addition 1o the margin of error which,
in any case, must aluays be clearly shown.

1. See the biblicgraphy cited at the end of clapter IV~for fusther
teference.
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Date of the
Bharata
Battle—Il :

extant
theories

reviewed.

The date of the Bharata battle has

Group A
Group B
Group C :
Group D :

been differently estimated by different
authorities. They fall in four groups as
under :

circa 3,100 B.C.
cairca 2,500 B C.
circa 1,450 B.C.
arca 950 B C.

‘The authorities are as follows :

Group A (c.3,100B.C.)

B.C.

3201

3137
namacart

3102 CV. Vaidya

3016 V.B. Athvale

D.R. Mankad—Puranic chronology.

pp. 107.

M.M. Krish- History of classical
—Sanskrit  Luterature.

pp. xh—Ixxvii.

History of Sanskrit
Luterature  (Vedic
period) see iv pp.
(4-8) Mahabha-
rata, a cniticism—

(65-92).

J.G.RI Vol 1Pt,
1 p. 204, Vol HI—
p. 133. Vol. IV—
pp. (125—158).

Criticisms by Cida-
mbara  Aiyer in
Vol IV—pp. (35—
44).
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Further, iron was used by the Hittites in 1600 B.C. and pro-
bably in 1700 B.C. Hittites were a branch of Aryans and cross
contacts between the Aryans of West Asia and India is now
well established. It is, therefore, clear that what is needed is
an intensive ination of Iran, Baluchistan, Gandhara and
Pakistan rather than a summary fiat “Iron was used in India
in 600 B C.” based on admittedly meagre archaeological
excavation.

In short, both the grounds of attack are negative in chara-
cter viz, the absence of material. It is not necessary to repeat
that the absence of material is never the positive proof of
anything. Besides, looking at the vast geographical area of
India and Aryana, the archaeological excavations are scat-
tered, scrappy and meagre. No history can be written on such
meagre data

The recent archaeological excavations at Bhagwanpura by
J.P. Joshi is a case in point. Foski has concincingly demonstrated the
existence of the Painted Gray Ware (so far dentified wnth the
Pandaias) and the late Harappan ware 1n juxtaposition. As the late
Harappan ware begins from about 1800 B.C., it is apparent,
if nothing, that the date of the PGW will necessarily have to
be put back by 500 years to about 1500 B.C.—if not earlier.
As Bhagwanpura is at the heart of the Kurukshetra (being
only about 24 km. from the town of Kurukshetra), its rele-
vance and significance on the history of the Kauravas and the
Pandavas is immense. One must, therefore, await Joshi's
fuller analysis with keen interest : it has definitely enhanced

the probability of the Pandava chronology proposed in the
‘Ancient India’ and now amplified in this book,

It may also be pointed ous that ‘Ayasa’ of the Mahabharata need not
bean ‘iron’: ‘ayasa’ may mean copper only if the vedic meannig is
given. In the older section of the . the vedic i
are more appropriate,
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3102 B.C. (Group A)

Aryabhatta (and also, Brahmagupta in s Khandakhdyaka)
took the midnight of 13-16th February 3102 B.C.as the epoch
for beginning his astronomy. This was, therefore, the begin-
ning of his system and subsequent writers called this begin-
ning to be the Kaliyuga.

It does not mean that Bharata battle was fought in 3,102
B C because Astronamical Kali_is_altogether different from
Pyranic Kali : In-astronomy, beginning of Kali Yuga means
simply the beginning of an era.

Kali is an old vedic word derived from the root (Kal)
which means fluxion of time. The following terms are also
used in the vedic game of dice.

Kali = 1st

Dwapara = 2nd
Treta = 3rd
Krita = 4th

1t should be particularly noted that the proper order is the
ascending oider viz. Kali (Ist}, Dwapara (2nd), Treta (Third),
and Krita (4th) ie. the system goes backwards m time This
sequence was adopted by Vyasadeva in designing his Puranas
because he wanted to describe “Puranic iti-vritta® i.e. past
history—going backwards in time.

Aryabhatta Kali (3,102 B.C) is an astronomical calculation
of the epoch when the vernal equinex was taking place at
Rohini.(!) (Rohini=69.5%, Jyestha Rohini=249 5°i.e. differing
by exactly 180°). It was an ad foc beginning for the measure-
ment of time; this was so because every astronomer has, of
necessity, to begin his system from some defimite point of
time—chosen ad hoc. If I begin an astronomical system—I
shall have to begin with an ad ho¢ beginning of time and shall
calt it ‘Kali’—i.e. beginning of an era. {(In fact, I kaze chosen
1970 A.D. as my epoch—the year in which Indira Gandhi was
ruling India).

1. Roy, P.L.A,, pp, 57-65; also AL, p. 137-151.
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Group B (¢.2,500 B C.)

(1) Varaha Mihira—Vrihat Samhita
(2) Kalhana—Rajatarangini
(3) P.C. Sengupta—{ndian Chronology

Group C (c.1450 B.C )

B.C.
1424—A. Cunningham : Archaeological Suriey — first  report
1864
1424—K P, Jaiswal : JBORS—Vol. I, Pr. I—p. 109,
1432—Tarakeswar Bhattacbarya—7GRI—Vol. VII (1.75).
1416—Girirdra Shekhar Basu : Purana Praiesha  (Bengali)
(Comments in Senklya-—Vol. 2—Part 111).
1400—~Bankim Chandra Chatterji : Kriskna caritra.
1400—Vwekananda : Comp. works, Vol. I1, pp. 27, 28
1400—A.D. Pusalkar :  History and Culture of Indian People—
Vol. I—300 & 269.
1400—B.G Tilak : Guia Rehasya (Hind:) 548-552
1400—H.C. Deb : Fust All India Oriental Conference, Poona
1919, pp. 351-363.
1267—B B. Ketkar : Oriental Conference, Poona, pp. 444-459.
1191—Shri Aurobindo : Vyase and Valmiki.
1197—a) K.L. Dapthary : Astronomical Chronology of Ancient
India 54, 94, 124; proceedings of Oriental Conference
pp- 311-20.
,» b) K.G. Shankar : .Innals of Bhandarkar Institute—
Vol. X11—pp. 300-361
1151—c} Sitanath Pradhan : Chronology of .Incient Inda—
pp. 262:269

Graup D (950 B.C.)

950 B.C. Pargiter : .lncient Indian Historical Tradition—
pp. 175-83
900 BC, Roy Chowdhuri : Polittcal History of Antient India
{5th Ed.)—pp. 35-36.
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followed by Kalhana in his Rajatarangini {composed in
¢.1100 A.D.). Inmodern times it was strongly relied upon
by P.C. Sengupta.

We shall show () how this date was arrived at (§) its trae
meaning, and, finally, (c) why 1t cannot be the date of Bharata
battle.

Briddha Gargya

Gargya sfo Garga was an ancient astronomer. He was so
ancient that even the Mahabharata censidered him to be
ancient 1t has been already shown trut Gargya (DN, 50y
was born probably in ¢.2,285 B C.

e

Gargya wrote the Nakshatra hymns of the Atharva Veda
(AV [7,8). His lst of Nakshatras start with Krttikka and,
therefore, he lived in ¢(2200—2300) B.C. Gargya made the
brilliant chronological suggestion that successive centuries be
indicated by successive nakshatras (sez 1nfra).

Varaha Mihira extensively cites Gargya as authonty. We
find in chapter XIIth of his Samhita :—

1. “Dhruva ngyaka upadeshit . .. ...
26562 QRANL.cueesnannean Lathapishye ~ VRIDDHA-GARGA-
MATAT?

2, ““Jdsan Maghisu munaya
Shasats prithvs Yudhsthare nspatas
(Shad.-dvi-panca-dvi)—jutah
shaka Lalanta-sca rijnasca®
3. “Eka elasmn rikshe
shatam shatam te caranty .arshandm
Pral, udayato apr avizashat
rijun nayats lalra samyukts”
‘The commentator adds (in his comments on
Varahamihira),
““Tathi ca Briddha Girgya—
Kali—d.apara—sandhau tu sthuaste pitnidat.atam
mungyo dharma nirata"
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Usually, an astronomer links up this beginning with some
important astronomical-cum-political event.

Thus, Aryabhatta wanted to link it with Manu who began
his era in €.3070 200 B C., when equinax took place at Rokini.

Similarly, Varaha Mihira wanted to make the beginning
with equinox at Krittika Purnima—the epoch set up by king
Bharata with the help of astronomers Dirghatamas &
Viswamitra 11, He arrived at 2,449 B.C. by back calculation.

(How he arrived at this dateis explained in the next section
on Briddha Gargya).

Thus, the year 3,102 marks only an astronomical event and
it does notindicate the Bharata battle. This is so because
Kali means (in astronomy) the beginning of an  era.

Three such Kalis (era beginnings) are known :
Aryabhatta Kali (Manu
Nabhanedistha)

Varaha-Mihira Kali {Bharata—
Gargya—Viswamitra)
Yudhisthira Kali

3,102 B.C. (Rohini Kali)

—2,400 B.C. {Kriuika Kali)
—1,424 B.C. (Dhanistha Kali)

Obviously, the Bharata battle could not have begun in
these different epochs.

There is yeb another siranger argumen? : Puranakaras give a list of
anly about (29-39) langs from Parikshit to Buddha : Ecen taking the
longest possible Tisf, there are only 39 kings between Parikshit and
Buddha. And therefore, 1t means o maximum possible time lag of only
1,082 years @28 ears per king. Buddha is known to be born in

624 B C. And, thesefore, the earliest date of Bharata battle could be
1,716 B.C.

This rules out decisively either 2,400 B,C., and a fortiori,
3,100 B.C. as the date of the Bharata battle.

2,449 B.C. (Group B}

Varahamihira sought to stast a kali era from 2,449 B.C.
and ascribed it to the wadition of Briddha Gargya. This was
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Evidently, Varaha Mihira wanted to compute the date on
which Krittika was at the head of Nakshatras i.e. when the
equinox took place at Kuittika.

Apparently, Varaha took the rate of precession 54" per
year—uwhich was the only rate known and prévalent in ancient Inda.
He calculated thus:

Rohini = 60.18

Krituka = 59.40

Precession = 9.78
Period = wxsﬁéox_(i() years

= 163 x 20 x 20 years
652 years

I

The epoch of Rohini equinox 1s taken by Indian astrono-
mers to be 3,101 B.C.

Hence Krittika equinox was computed by Varaha to be :
3,101 B.C.
less 652 years
2,449 BC.

And, therefore, Varaha Mihira wanted to start his kali era
viz. Krittika hali in 2,449 B.C. However, Aryabhatta’s fame was
so great that this kali was not accepted as the beginning of an
era. As 2,449 B.C. is the result of a back calculation (ona
wrong basis), it cannot be the date of Bharata war.

1t is submitted that the above analysis answers these who
(like P.C. Sengupta) seek to place Bharata in 2,449 B.C as the
Briddha Gargya tradition (dn error in computaton and its
delection constitutes a stronger proof in arithmetic, than the reconcilia-
tion of a correct result).

Moreover, as already pointed out, there are at most only
39 kings between Parikshit and Buddha, and, therefore, itis
statistically impossible that Bharata battle took place earlier
than 1716 B.C. (see p. 148 above)
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‘The shloka (3) refers to the brilliant chronological hypo-
thesis referred to above: “Name successive centuries by
successive nakshatras” Assuming  that  Briddha Gargya
started the hypothesis in 2,185 B.C., when he was about 100
years of age), we get :

Nakshatra Period

1. Krittika (2185—5085) B.C.
2. Rohini (2085—1985) B.C.
6. Tishya (1685—1585) B .
7. Ashresha {1585—1485) B C.
8. Magha (1485—1385) B.C.

Yudhisthira reigned in £.1424 B.C; and, in the same year
Parikshit was born after the Bharata batde. It was, therefore,
the century of Magha : This is what the second shloka affirms.

Prateepa was born in ¢.1619 B.C. And, therefore, the
Puranic traaition that he lived in Tishya nakshatra is found to
be conect.

Incidentally, Garga (D.N. 49) was born in 2,303 B C. and,
therefore, the credu for starting the Krittika-adi Nakshatra
systeny goes perhaps not to him but to s immediate prede-
cessors Dirghatamas (D.N 41) and Viswamitra H (D.N. 42).

Finally, it isnecessary to find the significance of “Shad—
Dvi—Panca—Dvi” years before Shaka-abda. (= 2526 years
before shaka era).

It is obvious that Gargya, if he lived in ¢.2300 B.C. could
neither have said that Yudhisthira ruled at Magha (for Yudhis-
thira ruled a thousand years later), nor give the shaka era—
which came 2300 years later. Both these dates have been
given by Varaha Mihira and he adopted Gargya's method (of
showing 100 years for each nakshatra) to describe Yudhisthira
€ra.

What then is 2,449 B.C. i.c. 2,526 years before Shaka era ?
{Shaka era begins in 78 A.D. and, hence, 78—2526 A.D.=(~)
2448 A.D.=2449 B.C.
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that when they are 1n Purva Asharba Nanda will begin to
reign  Now, as the seven Rishis, or stars of the Great Bear,
are supposed 10 pass fiom one lunar asterism to another in
100 years, the mterval between Parkshut and Nanda will be
1,000 years  But 1n the Bhagavata Purana this interval 1s smd
10 be 1,015 years, which added to 100 years, the duration of
the reigns of the nine Nandas, will place the birth of
Parihshic 1,115 years before the accession of Chandra Gupta
m 315 B C, thatis, m 1430 BC By this account the buth of
Parikshit, the son of Arjuna, took place just six years before
the Great War in BC 1,424 These dates, which are derived
tiom two independent sources, mutually support each other,
and theselore, seem to me to be more worthy of credit than
any other Hindu dates of so remote a pertod”

After Cunningham, K P Juswal also proposed the date
of 1423 B C, (vide )BRS—September, 1915, Vol 1, Part 1)
Pusalkar lias also computed the date of the Bharata battle at
c 1450 B C, and it also seems that Dr R C Majumder, the
doyen of Indian lustorians did not disagree with this view

We subscribe to this group, 1nd our reasons have already
been given We consider that astronomical, Puranic, and
nscriptional matersal defindlely ponts to this date  That
archaeological material—pariwcularly  the recent find of late
Harappan ware n juxtapositon with the Pawnted Grey Ware at
Bhoguwanpura, the heart of Kurukshetra—is not discordant with
this daung  Itisirue that no firm cross-contact has so far
been established—but this  objecuon apphes to the date
of 930 BC as well  The objections agamnst the contending
theories have already been given

950 B.C. (Group D)

The date of 950 BC was proposed by Pargiter HC
Roychowdhury supported 1t and recently Lal following
Roychowdhury has suggested the date 0of 834 B C

All these theonies have been considered w-extensio n
chapter 11 and need not be renterated  The readers are now
1n 1 position to judge its validity for themselves
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1,424 B C (Group C}

The Puranas recard the following traditions about the
Bharata battle :—

a. 1,015 years (variant readings 1,030 yrs, 1,500 yrs)
elapsed between the birth of Parikshit and the accession
of Nanda.

b. The rikshas were in Magha at the time of Yudhisthira—
Parikshit, but they had shifted to Purvaassadha at the
tme of Nanda.

¢. The battle at the Syamantaka-Pancaka took place at
the sandha of Dwapara-Kali.

[~%

. Krishna and his sister Katyayanee were born in the
28th yuga.

The appuently confusing statements were wade not
because the Puranakaras laked any chronological system, but
only because they had a plechora of them. (For a {ull discussion
of the Pauranila chronologies and their reconciliation,
please see AL, pp. 141-151).

Among the modern workers, A Cunningham was the first
to suggest that the date of Bharata battle was 1,424 BC.

He observed (see Archaeological Survey of India, Ist
Report, Vol. I, 1862-65, p. 131).

“The date of the occupation of Indraprastha as a capital
by Yudhisthira, may, as I believe, be attributed, with some
confidence, to the latter half of the 15th century before Christ.
The grounds on which I base this belief are as follows : Ist
that certain positions of the planets, as recorded in the Mahao
bharata, are shown by Bentley ta have taken place in 142:4+—25
B.C. who adds that “there is no other year, ewher before that
period ot since, tn which they were so situated;”  2nd, in the
Vishnu Purana itis stated that at the birth of Parikshit, the
son of Arjuna Pandava, the seven Rishis were in Maghy, and
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In Search of
the Original
Maha-
bharata

‘The identification of the original
Mahabharata (which the western scho-
lars call the Ur-Mahabharata and the
Indians call the Bharata samhita) is a
desideratum  of Indology (vide also part
(11, p. 159). In this paper, some plausible
lines of search will be indicated and
the text will be isolated to a first approxi-
mation.

2, Tt is well known that the Maha-
bharata—as itis known today—consists
in the main, of three layers, apart from
the interpolations. According to the
tradition borne out by the Mahabharata
itselfi—

1. The original Mahabharata—the
Jayal (Mangala-charana and 1.56 19)
or the tale of the BATTLE AND VIC-
TORY—was composed by Vyasa himself.
It must have been the sheleton.

2. The main text was recited by
Vaisampayana at the instance and in
the presence of Vyasa himself [1.54,
{21-22)] at the sarpastra, which, in reality,
was the victory celebration of Janame-
iaya, the great-grandson of Arjuna, over
the Takshaha Nagas. It must have been
recited, latest within fifty years of the
battle, because Janamejaya was in his
teens (being just married)when the
victory was celebrated and he was the
son of Partkshit who was born
within a year of the battle. This text—
the Viasampayana recension—will be
called the Bharata samhita or the Ur-

1. The rcferences cited in the body are 10 the cntical Edition of the

Mahabharatha,
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To sum ap =

A) After examining all the arguments, the date of the

B)

Bharata battle is taken at about 1424 B.C. The full and
correct expression is :

Date of the Bharata battle =

(1716, (1482, 1424, 1280), 1088) B.C.
where

1. 1716—1088 B.G. represents the outer margin
of possible dates.

2. 1482—1280 B.C. represents the inner margins :
There are two margins—it being a case of com-
pound probability.

w

. The most probable date is 1424—1414 B C.

-

The dates of 3100 B.C. and 2400 B.C. can be
ruled out because only THIRTY-NINE kings are
known between Parikshit and Buddha and hence
these dates are impossible. To accept these dartes
would upset the entire world-chronology because
the date of the inscriptinns of Ashoka is estab-
lished by cross comacts with foreign kings. This
conclusively rules out these dawes as being
impossible.

N

. The date of 950 B.C. is not accepted because of
the reasons given extensively (and intensively) in
the chapter IL. The materials and the reasonings
10 ¢t contra being given in full, the reader is tnuited
t0 form kis oun opiman and adopt the date (or rather,
the nargin of dotes) according to his ouwn lights,
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cluded as class ‘C’ (vide para 5 infra) In other words, one
would expect current istory—factual narration—of the ife and times
surrounding Vyasa in the Bharata samhua In particular, the ex-
pected stress will be on the “tale of the battle and victory™

4 In thi search, the method of successive approximations
will be used and today, 1t 1s proposed to build a brond frime
work of the Bharata samhita only as a first approxumation  If
one could build such a broad structure, then the method of
successive approximations could be applied thereon by making
deeper and more detailed examination—which will ulumately
require the mndividual examination of each shloha  However,
we are far from that 1deal yet

5 In this prebminary study, the sections (1e the sub
parvans made up of shlokas) will be the basic unus of analy
sis  They will be divided mto THREE pruna face categories
The first category will be marked ‘A’, and will denote the sec
tions which are primary 1e which probably belong to the
Vassampavana text of the Bharata samhit1 The category C°
on the other hand, will exclude the such prumarv sections 1 e
will compuse of the sections which probably did NOT belong to
that text  The categoty ‘B’ will belong to the doubtful class
One aall thersfore, lave to first decide whetler tle sechions as a whole
(or the sub parians) belong pruma facie to one category or the other
The prof osed classification will necessanly be broad tertatie ardarly a
Jirst aj prox mation to begin wath It would be hhke looking t 1
temple {acade fiom distance, 1 order to find the broad archi
tectural features  If one succeeds in building <uch a broad
frameworh on correct lines, then such a frame wself «will sugg st
Surther Lines of search—just as 3t happens m worthing out the
mathematical approxunations

6 The search will be conducted as follows

1 The criucnl edition of the Mahabharata compiled by
the Bhandarkav Insutute, Paona (herenafter called the Cint
Ed) will nauurally be used asthe base of the atach It s
conceded that there may be primary shlokas 1in the Northert
recension or the Southern recension beyond the (Crit Ed ) fut
the onus will be on hamn who so asserts
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Mahabharata which is the object of the present search.

3. The third recension was the text recited by Ugrashrava
Sauti at the Naimisharanya conference of the sages (hereinafter
called the Suta-text) {I 1.1.; 1.53.27 to 1.53.1]. As Ugrashrava
was the son of Romaharshana who was a disciple of Vyasa and
who had heard the recitation of Vaisampayana, the suta text
would have been recited, say within 100 years of the battle at
the latest  This text is theoretically the Mahabharata and said
1o be made up of 100,000 shlokas [1.56.13]. Itis, of course,
quite possible that 1s0lated (and even bulk) interpolations and
alterations were made even into this Suta text.

The general tradition borne out by texts of the Mahabharata
is that the Vaisampayana text was made up of about 24,000
shiokas {1.1.61; 1.56 32}, Tt is also said that this text did not
contain the Upa-akiyanas (i.e. subsidiary tales and legends).

4 Tt is to be particularly kept in mind that the Maha-
bharata is technically called an ITIHASA. It is neither a
faza (which is made largely from imagination to arouse
emotions : e g. the Ramayana) nor a Purara {=ancient). What
the word itthasa technically means has been discussed already
(vide chap. III); however, one may recapitulate some significant
features thereof. Firstly, Mt1kasa is contrasted with the Purapal
though both are of the samie genus (viz. history) Secondly, the
Mahabharata—the only ilikasa known to ancient Indian litera-
ture—talks only of the hfe and times of Vyasa the author.
Thirdly, ltihasa-Puranam was well known and highly respected
in the contemparary texts of the Atharva-veda and the Upa-
nishads. And, finally, itshasa is said to be derived as ITI-HA—
ASA or “uerily, it so happened”™ : It must, of necessity, relate 1o
reality and facts. One, therefore, expects to find only facts
.md reality in an ifihasa, and is also entitled to exclude the

Tous or the i ible (i.c. g ion beyond possi-
bility) therefrom as later acretion. In this study, therefore,
such narrations which are inherently improbable will be ex-

1. The phrase *Iukasa-puranar’ s well hnwwnin contemporary texts :
this shows that cach word Las a distinet meaning though they Like
thesr colour from each other  {mosalur a s26s15)s
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to the Bharata sambhita is a key question, which will be exclu-
sively dealt with separately : Only a (?) mark is put on the 700
shlokas of the Gita; 1t is however included 1 the primary section,

6. Finally, there are some un-numbered shlokas in the Crit,
Ed. They have not been counted because they all obviously
belong to the class ‘C’ and are here collectively marhed
merely as X. The total number of shlokas actually counted and
herein analysed comes to 73,785 or say 74,000. As the category
belonging to the class A only is our lhumited goal, the exact
count of the category X (which all belong to the clasy C) is
nat necessary for the present.

7. The preliminary analysis will now be given in two
tables. The Table I will give the analysis in the form of a
tabular summary of the ninety five “ub-parcans’ —The table 11
will give the summary thereof in terms of the eighteen ‘paras’,

TABLE I

Analysis of the sub-parvana of the critical edition

of
the Mahabharata
No Sub-parvan ~ A B [¢] Total
Prolegamena

I. 1. Anulramanika - - 210

2. Parva-samgraha —~ -— 243

3. Pushya.—. - - 1%

4. Pauloma —_ - 150

3. Asuka - e i

6, Adi-vamsa-avatarana - - 482

7. Sambhava - - —
Prolegamena - - 2,292 2,292
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2. (a) For the purpose of this study, the Mahabharata
{Crit. Ed.) will be divided into two parts  The first part will
be called the Purva-Bharata; it will deal with the great war
and end with Yudhisthira’s triumphantal entry inta the city of
Hastinapur and the beginning of his reign (i.e. upto Shanti
Parva XII-40). The second part will be called the Uttara
Bharata and will contain the rest of the text. This natural
division is made only for the facility of examination : its signi-
ficance will unfold as the study goes on.

{b) The first part ¢ ins the prole iz. the
anukramanika ot the preface in the form of a frame stary, the
parcasamgraka or the detailed index, and the kothapraiesha or
introductory matter. It will be obviously convenient to keep this
section (Adi I—(1-61) i.e. up to the .Idi-zamsa-acalarana parva)
separate, because it will need a separate analysis later on,

3. The study will be conducted in terms of the sub-parianas.
The Crit. Ed. contains 93 sub-parianas (instead of the usual 10G)
and it will be shown that they form natural units which are
very suitable for the present study. When the basic frame-
work is tentatively agreed upon, the individual chapters of
each sub-parran, and, then, finally, the individual shlokas will be
examined.

4. In this study, all the upa akhyanas (subsidiary tales and
legends as well as the Puranic legends) will be classed as C.
to begin with. This is sanctioned by Mahabharata tradition
{1.1.61), and there is general agreement amoug the scholars
that the upa-aklyanas were not there in the original Bharata-
sampita (1. 1.61).

5. Similarly, all the didactic portions which give lectures on
ethics of non-killing, morals and as well as the lectures which
support the negative wel A g of the idh {i.e. the
world denying asceticisin and insistence on non-killing) will
be classed as C. There is also a general consensus that these
didactic portions perhaps did not belong 1o the original
war story. Inatale of the baule and victory, lectures on
asceticisin or nonkilling is somewhat out of place. Whether
the shlokas which justify the fratricide (viz. the Gita) belonged
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42 Draupadi harana - 233 — 1,014
a Ramopakhyana= nz
b Savitni upakhyana= 297
1,013
43 Kundala aharana - - 294
44 Araneya 191 —
II1 VANA PARVA 1,079 327 8,941 = 10,347
IV 45 Varata 282 ~ -
46 hacaka badha 353 — -
47 Go-grahana — 1,000 —
48 Vanahika 179 - -
VI VIRATA PARVA 814 1,009 - 1,823
V 49, Udyoga 575
50 Sanjaya-vana 311 — -
51 Prajagara - - 541
52 Sanatsujata - - 121
53 Yana sandh1 - 726 -
54 Bhagavad yana 1,670 — 384
55 harpopannada 351 - -
56 Abhimiryana 169 ~— —
57 Bhisma abhisecana 126 — -
58 Uluka duta 100 — -
59 Ratha atiratha 231 - -
60 Amba upakhyana - - 755
V UDYOGA PARVA 3,533 726 1,801 6,060
VI 61, Jambukhanda vimrmana 104 — 273
62 Bhum - - 381
63 Bhagavad gita 700{%) — -
64 Bhisma badha 3941 — —
VI BHISMA PARVA 4,745 — 654 5399
VII 65 Drona abhisheba - 03 -~
66 Samsaptaka 717 - -
67 Ablumanyu badha 643(%) —
68 Pranyna 360 — —
€9 Jaydratha badha 2,9040) =  —
70 Ghatotkaca badha — 1,6450) —
71 Drona badha 692 — —
72 Narayana-astra moksha —_ 542 —
VII DRONA PARVA 5,331 2,821 8,152




154

DATE OF MAHABHARATA BATTLE

Continued Table I

Purva-Bharata
7, Sambhava 1452 — 816
8. Jatugriha-daha 273 - -
9, Hidimba-vadha 1 - -
10, Vala.badha 264 - -
11. Citraratha - - 54
12. Draupadi-swayamvara 7T R
13. Vaisahika 37 - —
14, Vidura-agamana - - s
15. Rajya-labhya 50 -~ -
16. Arjuna-vanavasa - — 29
17. Subhadra-harana 57 — -
18. Harana-hanka 82 — -
19. Khandava-dahana 34 -
1. Sub-totwl 3051 — 1,929 4,380
1. ADI PARVA 3031 —  $221 7,272
11, 20. Sabha N0 - 243
21, Masra 222 — -
22. Jarusandha-badha 18 - —
23. Dig-vijaga — 1891 -
24. Rajasuya 72 25 -
23. Argha-abhibarana ¥ — -
26. Shishupala-badha 191 — -
27, Dyuia 734 — -
28. Anu-dyuta 268 — .
II. SABHA PARVA 1,89t 216 243 2,350
II1. 29. Aranyala - 327 -
30. Kirmira-badha 75 - -
31. Kairata ? ? 1,143
32, Indraloka-abhigamana - - 1,223
33 Tirtha-yatra - 2,418
34, Jatasura-badha 61 - -
35 Yaksha-yuddha -— - 727
36. Ajagara - - 20
37. Markandeya-samasys - —~ L9
33, Draupadi-Satyabhama — - 88
39, Ghosha-yatra. 519 - -
40, Mriga-Swapnabhaya - - 16

41, Drti-draunila

nz
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XVI 93 Mausala 272 - - 272
XVII. 94. Maha-prasthana 106 — - 106
XVIII 95, Swargarchana - - 193 193
UTTARA BHARATA f 553 1034 20,974

T
TABLE I1

Critical edition of the Mahabharata
—a preliminary analysis

Panvas A , B Cc Total

Prolegamina

I Adparva(1-123) —_ - 2,292 2,292

N Purva-Bharata
1. Adiparva (124- 3,051 - 1,929 4,980
11, Sabhaparia 1891 216 213 2,350
I1T. Vanaparva 1,079 327 8,941 10 347
IV. Viraaparva 814 1,009 - 1,823
V. Udyogaparya 3,533 726 1,801 6,060
* VI Bhsmaparva 4,745 — 654 5,399
VII. Dronaparva 5331 2,821 ~_ &8.152
VIII, Karnaparva 3,041 577 ~ 3,613
IX, Shalyajarva 2,053 - 1,261 3,314
X Saupukaparva 771 - - 7
XT. Striparva 730 - - 730
X1l Shannparva 533 —_ 815 1,378

(1-14 : 38-40)

Purva Bharata 27,572 5676 15,674 18,922

Uttara-Bharata

i

XII. Shanuparva (41- - — 116411 11,641
XIII. Anushasanaparva 84 - 6,439 6,523
X1V. Ashwamedhaparva [ 308 2,467 2,775

XV. Ashiramavauhapana 91 736 234 1,061
XVI. Mausalaparia 272 —_ - 272
XVII. Mahaprastbanaparia 106 - - 106

XVIIL Swargarohanapana - — 193 193
Uttara-Bharata 533 1,04+ 20,974 22,573

Mahabharata 28,125 6,720 38,910 73,783
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Conlinued Table I

VIII. 73. KARNA PARVA 3041 577 3,618
IX. 74. Shalya-badha 22— —
75 Hrada-Pravesha 664 —~ -
76. Tirtha-yatra - = 1,261}
77. Gada-yuddha 545 — -
IX. SHALYA PARVA 2,033 — 1,261 3,314
X. 78, Sauprika 514 — -
79. Aishika 257(2) — -—
X SAUPTIKA PARVA 77 - - 7
XI. 80. Vishola ' 19 -~
81, Stpana 468 —_-
82. Sraddha 44 - —
84, Jalapradamka 24+ - -
XI. STRI PARVA 730 - - 730
XII 85, (1 14) (38-10) 533 — 845 1,378
Taumphaatal eatry wto
Hastinapur
Uttara-Bharata
XIT. 84. Raja-dharma
(41-128) - - 3,123
85. Apad-dharma - - 1,560
86. Molsha-dharma — =~ 6958
XII. SHANTI PARVA - = N6 = 11641
XIiI. 87, Dapa-dharma - — 6439
83. Bhusma-swargarchana B¢ — —
NXIHI ANUSHASANA PARVA B8+ — 6,339 = 6,523
N1V, 89 Aushwamedhida - 2,467 2,775
XV. 90, Adhrama-wanka - 736 -
91. Putradapshana - = 23
92, Narada-acamana A - -

XV, ASHEAMA VASIKA 91 736 234 1,001
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6. The Mahabharata is found to be an jtihase® of WAR
AND PEACE. The first part describes the war, while the
second part describes the peace. The Uttara Bharata is basi-
cally and structurally made up of Dharma (Law) and Anusha-
sana (Order) and deals with the problem of Law and Order
in the kingdom won. The Uttara Bharata is a rechts-buch® as
Dahlman correctly proposed.

7. The more important consideration for our purpose is the
fact that the tone and purpose of the two books are quite
distinct and different : The poetic and the historical value of
the two books are also substantially different.

8. Finally, such duets of Purva and Uttara are quite
common in Indian literature. Kalidasa’s Purva-Megha and
Uttara-megha, as well as Kumara-sambhava furuish other
examples. The Uttarakanda of the epic Ramayana is said to
be made up by a different hand. Similarly, Vanabhatta’s
Kadambari is said to be composed separately by the father and
the son  Finally, Purva-Mimansa and Uttara-Mimansa are
two Vedic texts which were never unted.

9, It is, therefore, tempting to consider that the Purva
Bharata is the Bharata samhita delivered by Vaisampayana,
while Uttara Bharata, the Prelegamena and the bulk of the
Vanaparva (which, incidentally, has an obviously Puranic look)
is the handiwork Ugrashrava Sauti And finally, that the
Bharata became the Mahabharara {or the larger Bharata),
when the Uttara Bharata was added toit by the Pauranika
Sutas under the guidance of Bhargava, Shaunaka. How far
this suggestion is viable as well as the date of composition of the
Bharata Sambita will form the subject matter of a subsequent
fine-structure study. It is only pointed out that the Mahabha-
rata was known to Ashwalayana; to Panini; and also to
Buddha (as llthasa pancamanam).

1I Importance of the subject
As the importance of the subject under discussion is already
2, Thatis was wntten in verses 1s irrelevant. Al bools {even on astro-

nomy, mediciae) was watten in verses for facility of memorsing.
Suryasiddhanta s not 4 darya,
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Comments :

1. The Prolegamena shows @

A B o] Total
— - 29292 2,292
Thus, the bulk of the proleg is to be excluded

2. The Purva Bharata shows ©

Purva Bharata 27,572 5,676 15,674 48,922
{Vana parva 1,079 327 8,911 10,347)

3. The Vanaparva {which is largely made up of tales and
legends) is seen to contain mostly the class C. On the other
hand, the rest of the Purca Bharata is largely made up of class A,
The Purva-Bharata gives the story of the war and victory

4. The Uttara Bharata shows :

A B c Total
553 1,044 20,974 22,571

Tt is thus clear, that the Uttara Bharata is largely made up of
didactic material of the class C.

5. In other words, the classification of Purva Bharata and
Uttara Bharata (viz. the first part and the second part—which
was made only for convenience of analysis) is seen fo hare some
deeper sigmificance,

A B (o] Total
Prolegamena — —_ 2,292+X 2,292
Purva-Babarata 27,5672 5,676 15,674+X 48,922
Unara-Bharata 333 1,044 20,974+X 22,571
Maha-Bharata?! 28,125 6,720 38,940+ X 73,785

1. Asthe number of shlokasin the Vauampayana text is expecicd to be
about 24,000 (3.1,u1), the £11 2pproxumation of 23, 123 i not unrca-
sonable.
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well known, a brief recapitulation of the salient points would
be sufficient.

1. Vaisampayana reci‘ed his text (viz. the Bharata samhita)
within 50 jears of the battle at the latest (vide 2.3 supra). 1f
the text could be recovered, it would give a contemporaneous
account of the political conditions and upheavals at the time
of the Bharaia battle It il be a genuine authentic account
of the pre-Buddhistic (but late-Vedic) India. The importance
of such an account for the protochistoric India would be
immense.

2. It is known that Yajnavalkya was a contemporary of the
Pandavas®. His Shulla Yajurveda (i.e. the FPajasans1 sambula)
was a confemporary composition. In the Purusha-medha
narranon {SH. YAJ, XXX) of this text, 15 given a complete
enumeration of all the professions, avocations and callings of
the people. It will give a vivid contemporary picture of the
society (not merely of the priests and the kings, but of all
<lasses of peaplel.

3. Dr. Ramgopal has given an analvsis of the kalpasuiras,?

and has extracted a thorough descripuon of the customs and

¢ rituals prevalent among the twice born i.e, the upper classes

The earlier kalpasutras especiallv those of Baudhayana and

Ashwalayana were certamly composed within two huadred

years (at the latest) of the baule.® These would furnish another
independent source

4 Finally, a vavid portrait of ‘India, as known to Panini’ i
avaplable through the work of Y.S_Awaa\_.‘l’anini was a
%vmpﬂmn of the Vedic Katvayana according to Thieme.
TFience he must pave ived within say, 2 hundred years of the

Bharata baule  His sutras would therefore, furnish another
valuable source of contemporary hife.

Thus, one would have four trdependent sousces describing
Ind:a at the time of the Bharata baule or just thereafter as
follows :—

1 Bharata surhsta of Vaisamparara (Political history giving
panticular emphasis on the Kshatriyas well as the Brahmanas
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well known, a brief recapitulation of the salient points would
be sufficient.

1. Vaisampayana recited his text (viz. the Bharata samhita}
within 50 years of the battle at the Jatest (vide 2.3 supra). 1If
the text could be recovered, it would give a gontemporaneous
account of the political conditions and upheavals at the time
of the Bharata baule. It will be a genuine authentic account
of the pre-Buddhistic (but late-Vedic) India. The importance
of such an account for the protohistoric India would be
immense.

2. It is known that Yajnavalkya was a contemporary of the
Pandavast. His Shukla Yajurveda (i.e. the Vajasangyi samhita)
was a porary ition In the Purusha-medha
narration (SH. YAJ., XXX) of this text, is given a complete
enumeration of all the professions, avocations and callings of
the people. It will give a vivid contemporary picture of the
society {not merely of the priests and the kings, butof all
classes of people).

3. Dr. Ramgopal has given an analysis of the Aalpasutras,”

and has extracted a thorough description of the customs and

f rituals prevalent among the twice born i.e, the upper classes

The earlier kalpasutras especially those of Baudhayana and

Ashwalayana were certainly composed within two hundred

years (at the Jatest) of the battle.* These would furnish another
independent source

4 Finally, a vivid portrait of ‘India, as known to Panini’ is
avgitable through the work of \L&A%Panini was a
/z:empumry of the Vedic Katvayana according to Thieme.
Hence he must have lived within say, a hundred years of the

Bharata battle  His sutras would therefore, furnish another
valuable source of contemporary hie.

Thus, one would have four independert sources describing
India at the dme of the Bharata baule or just thereafter as
follows 1=

1. Bharata sumhita of Vaisampayana {Political history giving
particular emphasis on the Rshatriyas well as the Brahmanas
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any wntten evidence of an earher mscription  The terpola-
tions themselves also will be of great interest and sigmficance.
They will give the names of the kingdoms and political changes
from the Batile to Buddha—a pictmre which 15 not available
from anywhere else Forinstance, they will reveal the names

s of the Janapadas, and republics, with grew when the kings
were Auled 1n chat mternecine battle

The tash of recovering the text ‘A’ wil undoubtedly
wvolve prodigious labour but such labour will amply repay
wself
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Tt is clear that Max Mueller’s ipsi dixit—**All works in con-
tinuous anushtubha shloka was composed after 200 B.C.” is
neither here not there. It has done more damage to Indian
chronology than any other opinion : The sooner itis totally
forgotten the better for scientific Indology. Here one finds the
effect of chronological ankylosis at its worst.

The text ‘A’ will give the history of India prior to the
Buddha, and its evidence will be reliable prima facie i.e. it will
be accepted unless controverted by written evidence of earlier
inscriptions.

‘The identification, isolation and extraction of the Vaisam-
payana text from the extant Mahabharata (or the bigger
Bharata) is, therefore, 2 crucial desideratum : Even a partial
solution of the problem would be welcome.

The thesis that the ‘Bharata’ (i.e., the Bharata samhita) is
the history of the battle 1s not new; on the other hand, itis
well known since the time of Panini, who lived perhaps within
a century of the baule. R.C. Majumdar, the doyen of the
Indian historians, bas put the matter thus :

“The proper meaning of the word Mahabharata is the
great battle. For, according to Panini (IV.2.56), Bharata means
the battle of the Bharatas (Bharatah sngrama) and in the Maha-
bharata itself we find Makabharatayuddha (X1V. 81.8) ‘the great
Bharata batle’, and Makabharataaklyanam (1.62.39) ‘the great
story of the Bharata bautle’, the utle Mahabharata being an
abbreviation of the latter”. (Makabharata, myth and reality,
p. 176 : Winternitz, HIL, p. 317).

The Us-Mahabharata is, thesefore, hikely to be the text 'A?
proposed above.

Conclusion

The text ‘A’ when recovered and purified of interpola-
tions will give the hisiory of India at the ume of the battle i.e.,
a few centunies before the Buddha. Its evidence will be reli-
able grra fuce e, wasill be accepted unless controverted by
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it is merely an aquiescence to the theory of the philologists that
the first hymn of the Rigveda=1500 B.C. (Mueller’s opimon
as modified by Macdonell).

However, the general trend of the archaeological opinion
is that the end of the Harappa Culture came somewhere
during 2000—1500 B.C. (Kedarnath Shastri has specifically
said on the archaeological evidence alone that the end came in
¢.2000—1900 B.C.)

“Beginning of the second millenium B.C.” (p. 75, 77) and
¢end ofthird millenium B.C.” p. 90; New Light on Indus
civilizanon®.

(For the radio-carbon dates see?)

There is definite evidence of cross-contacts between Hara-
ppan and Mesopotamians thraugh their seals and other act-
efacts, Wheeler® says (p. 78)

“The fixed point in the chronology of the Harappa
culture is that, in characteristic phase, it was in contact
with Sumer in and about the time of Sargon of Agade
(AKKAD), now dated to ¢.2350 B.C.”

This is a firm date and it is very likely that there were
earlier contacts viz. in the Early Dynastic III Period. How-
ever, we are not concerned with the earlier contacts for the
present, because our investigation concerns the end of the
Harappan culture and not the beginning thereof.

“\Buchanans has shown_that there1s a seal firmly dateable
© ¢.1923 B.C. (tenth year of reign of king Gungunum) found
at Larsa.~ Hence, the earliest date for the end of the Harappan
civilization would be say, 1‘9_2’21 B.C.

3. (2) Aryan invasionand archaeology

Where Aryan invasion is concerned (which for the present
analysis should be kept quite distinct from the end of the
Harappan culture), the archaeologists fall more promptly into
the same error of declaring 1500 B.C. to be the date of the
Aryan iavasion little realising that st is only the philologist’s
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main physical types. The tall, fair-shinned, long-nosed ’and
often handsome type is chiefly found in northern India among
the upper Hindu castes and the Muhamedans .. The tall, fair
people, as has been said, clearly are descended from immi-
grants from the north-west, belonging to diverse races, who
resembled more or less the Afghans of the border, the Persians,
and the Turks of Central Asia. No man can tell when such
people began to pour into the tempting plains of India, bnt
the process certainly was going on several thousand years ago
and continued with intervals on a large scale until the six-
teenth century...

“The Indo-.Iryans. The earliest invaders or settlers about
whom anything at all definite is known were the people of the
Rigveda hymns, who called themselves Aryans, and are con-
veniently designated as Indo-Aryans in order to distinguish
them from their brethren who remained on the other side of
the passes. They were akin to the Iranians or Persians, who
also called themselves Arvans. It is certain that they slowly
worked their way across the Punjab and down the courses of
the Indus and Ganges...

“The Indo-Aryan movement must have continued fora
long time  The guesses of some of the best European scholars
place 1t somewhere between 2400 and 1500 B.C. but they are
only guesses, and no near approach to accuracy is possible.
Perhaps 2000 B.C. may be taken as a mean date.

Foot note : Professor Macdonell inclines to later dates
and suggests 1500 B C, as the earliest limit for Vedic litera-
ture.  The estimates which assume considerably earlier dates seem lo
be more probable.”

To sum up :

1. End of Harappan culture (Buchanan—seal at Larsa)
1,923 B.C. i.e. 1920 (4-20) BC.

2. Aryan anvasion (Piggot—thick ash layers)—2,000
(£100) BC.

3. Historian’s view (V. Smith) of Aryan infiliration
—2,000 {:-500) B.C.
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1500 B.C. or some other date in between ?

2. What was the date (or rather, the period) of the Aryan
invasion ?

3. What was the period of composition of the hymns
relating to the Vedic-Harappan war ?

It is very necessary to keep the three problems distinct and
separate : Only confusion will resalt, if the conclusions of one
line of enquiry is foisted on the other. \Wheeler' posed the
problem as follows :

p. 18. “The suggestion has indeed been made, very hesitant-
ly (Cbilde) that the Cemetery H intruders “may belong to the
Aryan invaders’, the conventional date for whose first incursion
into India is the fifteenth century B.C. And kere the risk which
Indian archaeology is always ready to run in search for a literary context
lies once more across our path.”

*Nor am I altogether disinclined to face the risk .

Wheeler rightly issued the warning, yet he sticks to the
‘concentional’ date of 1500 B.C none-the-less. However, it is to
be carefully noticed that “1500 B.C.”, according to Wheeler
represents only a conventional date: Nothing more. The
Sfactual date is yel to be determuned.

The three problems, therefore, have to be kept separate
very carefully. The three lines of enquiry may lead toa
common date but yet the dates must be determined indepen-
dently and individually : and an approximate synchronism is
required to be established before they are identified and it is
held they are the different facets of the same event.

3. (1) End of Harappa and archaeology

It is a fact o be carefully noted that the archaeologists are
as yet unable to give a finn date bracket for the end of the
Hirappan civilization on the basis of archaeological material
alone. Different authorities give different dates ranging from
1300 B.C. 1o 2000 B.C. Further, it is reiterated that the date of
1500 B.C. is NOT an archaeologists’ determination at all, but
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If the end of the Harappanr aivilization 1s due to the Vedic
smvaders, then, taking the archaenlogical maternal alone (1e
Leeping aside the 1pse divit of the philologists for the time
being), the date of the hymns would be (2000—1900) BC —if
they are contemporary of the events

4 Ragveda {Philologists’ view)

The date 1500 B C arises not from any scientific data,
materal or method but from an opimnion expressed mn 187C by
Max Mueller m his book  Historv of Ancient Sanshrit Litera
ture’ (=HASL) Max \Mueller laid down the following dates

1 Chandas —1200—1000 BC
2 Mantras ~1000—800 BC
3 Brahmanas —800—600 BC
(Upanishad)
4  Sutras —600—200 BC
5 \Vorks n continuous
shiokas after 200 BC

The frame has been evammed at length and found
wanting ® Briefly, 1t 15 subjective and based on no material
atall No scholar accepts 1t today but the philologists
are reluctant to grve 1t up because of ankylosis’ They compro
muse by taking the date of the earliest hvmn at 1500 BC
(Macdonell) 1t is then said that this represents the date of
the Aryan mvasion mto India  As \\heeler emphatscally said
this has become the firmly fixed ‘convention” The factual
date behind the convention is to be found now

The solution 1s to scientifically examine each hymn which
18 alleged to show the conflict between the Vedic people and
the non Vedic people and to date them individually, i posst
ble 1n terms of the rishus (bards) who composed them

The hymns which need an intensive examination are as
follows

Barhaspatya Bharadwaja RV 627
Shaktt and Parashara Vasishithas RV 7 (1833 83)
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view of the date of the early Vedic hymns: as Sir Mortimer
Wheeler® has said 1500 B.C. isthe ‘comentional’ date of the
beginning of Veda and, therefore, it 1is also only the conven-
tional date of the Aryan invasion.

Among the archaeologists, only Piggot’ had an independent
approach. He has made the most careful analysis of the
archaeological evidence of large scale destruction caused by
fire: Having investigated the mounds in southern and
northern Baluchistan and Sind, he comes to the conclusion
that everywhere there is a thick ash deposit signifying burning
on a large scale {(at Rana Ghundai, Nal, Sohr Damb, Dabar
Kot, in Baluchistan; at Channu Daro, Jhukar, Lohumjodaro).
It is also known that skeletons were lying scattered, in the

streets of Mohenjo-daro itself—a probable sign of a violent
end.

Piggot dates all these signs of troubles in and around
2000 B.C.

We agree with his careful analysis—independent of the
Vedic confusion and accept his archaeclogical finding based
on cultural parallels in Iran and elsewliere that the date of
the exteusive destruction (probably signifying the Aryan
invasion)}—in and around 2000 B.C. Only a slight modification

will be made in the format of presentation for the sake of
clarity.

An archaeologist’s valuation of a date is always an estimate.
Piggot has, therefore, only given charts (very sightly too). I
would put his estimate in numbers znd would say that the
archaeological evidence of thick ash deposits suggests that
there was extensive destruction and burning of villages in
2000-—1900 B.C. I am sure that it is a faithful transcription of
Piggot’s chronological Charts (pp. 65, 243 Prekistoric India).

3 (3) Historian's view

. Itis y to give a hi ’s view about the matter.
Vincent Smith® gives his opinion as follows :

“When Indiaas a whole is looked at broadly, without
theerizing, anybody can see that the population comprises two
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5 Relative Chronology

Before taking up the problem of the absolute dates, one
must set up a sausfactory relauve chronology Thus 15 proposed
to be solved by the use of the dynastic numbers 2

The dypastic number (heremn after called DN for short)
of a king 1s defined to be the ser;al number given to bim by
Pargiter in lus tables pp 144 149 (AIHT) Any two persons
born within twentv years of each other will be called 150
chronous apd shall have the same dynastic numbers Persons
will be called contempo aries 1f both were lLiving together,
and, of them the person with a higher dynastic number will
be the yunior contemporary?®

By the use of this simple tool, a serm quantitative descrip-
non of relative chronology could be accurately given, and
anachronisms avoided Thus, Sita’s father Seeradhwaja Janaka
(DN 64) cannot be idenufied with Janaka of the Upanishads
{DN 94), because they were separated by thirty generatians
Yet, Roychowdhury commatted this error because he never
used any dynastic number

\\neeler has correlated the destructton of the Harappan
citadels (in our opuon again rightly) with the destruction ot
the forts of Shambara by Divodasa Fortunately, Divodasa
(DN 63) appears both in the Puranas as well as nthe
Rigveda, and a complete analysis of his dynasty 1s available m
Parguer’s tables  [he dynasuc numbers of the fanuly run from
63 to 68 and a table of relevant kings and rishus of the period
can be drawn up bv compounding the king lsts (pp 145-6,

AIHI) and the nshi hists (pp 193) The compound hist 1s
given below

Dynasuc Kings Other Rishus
number {D1vodasa) Lings
dynasty
1 2 3 4
62 Vadhryasva Raghu

63 Livodasa Shambara, Aja Kuiusut:
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Kakshivan Ausija :  R.V. 1, (116-126); in

116, 117, 119, 222 and 12¢

Vamadeva Gautama :  R.V. 4. (1-58), in parti
17, 26 and 30.

Shyavashwa Atreya :  R.V. 5. (52-61), in par

52,53, 61. .

Savya Angirasa : R.JV. 1. (51-57) inp:
51, 53, 54.

Parucchepa Daivodasi: R.V.1. (127-139), in p
130, 131.

Kurusuti Kanva R.V. 8. (77-78).

The importance of these hymns arises as follows

1. a. Some of them are battle hymns ie. they
witness account of the battles (e.g., R.V. VIL 18
the dasarajana battle).

b. Most of them are dang-stuti hymns which v
posed just after a great battle, when victory was b
brated and thanks were offered to Indra, the god of
‘The format of a dana-stuti was ‘Indra smote ... for
and the king was pleased to give (home, coes, worr
the bard”. They could be also seen as a distributio
and war-spoils and philosophically are not edifyi
However, their historical value is immense because
verbatim contemporary reports of the incidents.

2. Nawurally, Pargiter has closely examined t
effected synchronisms of the bards with the Pura
wherever possible. All that is necessary now, is to rez
lists—of the list of kings given at pp. 144-149 of }
Ancient Indian Historical Traditions (=AIHT) a
rishis given at pp. 191-2 {fogether—and then to dra
priate inferences.

It is well known that the Vedic hymns were k
from the times that Shaunaka, Ashwalayana and F
prepared their mde‘(es (c 1320 B C ) : Not even half

P T
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forexgn kings provide the only scientific material available so
far for such a purpose and they will both be used presentlv  Alf
the attempts at Vedic chronology made so far suffer from this wutal defect
71z that no atlempt has been made lo convert the relahive chronology
anto absolute chronology by the proper use of such scientific material
In this study, both astronomy and cross contacts will be used
for locating the absolute dates

However, before an attempt 1s made to arrive at absolute
dating, such facts as are available in the Rigveda and which
could be described 1n terms of the mechanism  of the dynastic
numbers (thus gwmg synchronsmas and relattve chrono-

logy), will be discussed now They will remain true whatever
the absolute dates may be

Three Vedic periods The entire Veda could be con-

vemently divided 1nto  three  broad chronological divisions as
follows

Early Vedicage DN I to DN 621e the hymns (if
any') composed by Rishis having these dynastic numbers will
belong to the division now called Early Vedic Age

Mixddle Vedicage DN 63toD N 68
Late Vedicage* DN 69tc DN 96

At present, thisis purely a convement {and mechanical)}
descriptive tool, its significance will unfold unself as the study
goes on  In thisstudy, the middle Vedic age will be mmutely
exammined, because of its immense significance m world
chronology, and, therefore, 1t 13 of utmost mmportance to find
out, the locale of the Vedic people, dunng the middle vedic
period (defined above asDN 6310 DN 68) from the hymns
themselies The problem can be partlv solved by the hymns of
Shyavashwa Atreya who belongs to this period {DN 15 64)
hecause he extensively descnbed the rivers crossed by Atreya
storm troopers

6 Vedic geography!?

The hymns RV 5(52, 53 and 61) by Shyavashwa Atreya
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i P 2. 3. 4,
64. Mitrayu Dasaratha, Shyavashwa Atreya
Indrota Siradhwaja
65, Soma Rama, Ravana, Kakshivan Ausija,
Sita Vamadeva, Paruc-

chepa, Prastoka Sarn-
jaya, Savya, Kutsa,
Priyamadha
{Angirasa)

66. Srinjaya Turvasha Barhaspatya

Bharadwaja

67. Cyavana Varashikha Shakti and Parashara
(Vasishthas),

68. Sudasa Viswamitra IV,
Sindhukshit s/o (?)
Priyamedha

{The dynastic aumbers of the rishis are correct to +2
only).

The dynastic numbers given bere can be used to check the
chronological correctness of statements made in any ancient
literature. Thus, in the Ramayana of Valmiki, Manthara, a
Gandharva girl (Ved : Gandhari), reminds Kekayi that king
Dasaratha had fought in the Devasura war as an ally of
Divodasa against the Rakshasa king Timidhwaja? The
dynastic number of Dasaratha is 64, while that of Divodasa is
63; hence, the statement is not anachronistic. Further, it
follows that the Deva-asura war is 2 historic war in which
human kings fought each other because Dasaratha was a
historical personality. A Gandhari girl Romasha (highly sexy
and, therefore, human!) is indeed mentiond in a hymn of the
Rigveda (R.V. 1. 116) along with Dasaratha by the contem-
porary rishi Kakshivan (D.N. 63). Thus, Rigveda and
Ramayana are in tune, at least, on these points of facts.

To canvert the above table of relative chronology into a
table of absolute daves—some other facts are needed, Astronomical
observations on equinoxes and cross contacts with dated
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hymn the Aryans had reached and sertled in Ganga  To be
more specific, the Vedic people were still manly on the west
of Indus when DN 64 composed 1 the hymnie f uas the
age of transition nlo India, as the following pages would show

An mteresting feature of these hymns may now be noticed
The hymns R V. 5(52:60) are on the Maruts and the hymn 61
also contains referencesto the Maruts They are very early
hymns on the Marut-gana 1€, the toops of the Maruts  The
most notable feature 1s that they are ntensely anthropomor-
phic and the hymns vividly describe the troops—their dress and
armour An unwary reader not acquamted with the theories
on Vedic deities would probably take them for human troops
compared to storm, and 1t 1s possible that Shyavashwa was
describing the movements of human storm troopers In short,
1t 1s posuble that when these hymns were composed by
Shyavashwa, the Maruts were not yet fully desfied but they
were fast-moving crack human armes of the Atreyas

Another interesung feature 1s that in the hymn RV 5539,
the rivers are enumerated broadly in the direction of north
(west) to south (east) This suggests a corresponding north-
south movement of the human troops and the rivers encoun-
tered 1n their path With Sindhukshita (DN 68%) however,
Ganga s the first niver, suggesting that the Aryans had been
naturalised 1 India by then

7 Original home of the Divodasa dynasty

In this article, the important dynasty 15 that of the Divo-
dasa and his people Two names of the dynasty are of parti-
cular imnterest viz, Srinjaya and Soma They are possibly
eponyms—giving nise v the tribes of Srijayas and Somakas
These are the ancrent names of the Pancalas according to the carlter
portions of the Makabl arta Theur place was probably called uttara.
Panzhela ke uttara furu

‘The Jocale of these Srinjayas has now been esiablished Al
authonines agree that they were the Zarenh s or Zaranjes men-
uontd by Darawus (c 500 B C.), Herodotus and others (see
RKeih, Vedic Index) Further, they are hnown to have Ined
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(D.N. 64) mention several rivers. They are as follows :

R.V. V. 53.9 mentions the rivers Rasa, Anitabha, Kubha,
Krumu, Sindhu and Sarayu.

Rasa has been identified as the river Jaxtartes (Syr Dariya}
in Turan (i e. South Russia). Kubha (Kabul R} and Krumu
(Kurram R.) are western tributaries of the river Indus and are
situated in modern Afghanistan i.e. the Vedic Gandhara.

Sindhu is the Indian river Indus.

Sarayu in the context of the present enumeration, is pro-
babiy the Iranian river Horayu and not the river Sarayu of
eastern U.P.

Parushni (R.V. 5 52.9) is the river Ravi of the Punjab.

Gomati (R.V, 5,61) has been identified as the river Gomal
of Baluchistan. (see maps by Pargiter (AIHT) and Keith (Vedic
Index).

Yamuna (R.V, 5,52.17) appears to be the modern Yamuna
flowing past Delhi, marking perhaps the eastern limit of
Aryana.

‘The habitat of the Vedic people when Shyavashwa (D.N.
64) composed the hymn was, therefore, Turan, Iran, Gandhara
(Afghanistan) and the Indus region, and, perhaps, India up to the
river Yamuna.

The word Urmya in (R.V. 5.61.17) has been taken to mean
‘night’y but, inthe context of the flowing waters it could be
Urmiya i.e., the Iake Urmiya : It isin vocative case, and either
meaning is possible.

In other words, for D.N. 64, the whole of Aryana—from
Zagrus Mountains in the west to Jamuna in the east, and from
Turan in the north to the Arabian seas in the sowth was the
Vedic land. The later nadi-stuti R.V. X.75 by Sindhukshita,
the son (?) of Priyamedha, describes the rivers of Punjab and
also Ganga and, therefore, it could be said that when Shya-
vashwa (D.N. 64) wrote, the invasion was not complete but it
was in the offing : when Sindhukhsita (D.N. 68?) wrote his
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tion for the general student, who is apt to regard the labour
expended on the disentanglement of perplexing and contradic-
tory mazes of fiction, as leading only to the substitution of
vague and dry probabilities for poetical albeit extravagant,
fable. But the moment any name or event turns up in the
course of such speculations, offering a plausible point of
connection between the legends of India and the rational his-
tories of Greece and Rome,—a collection between the fortunes
of an eastern and a western hero,—forthwith a speedy and
spreading interest is excited, which cannot be satisfied undil the
subject is thoroughly sifted by the ination of all the

works, western and eastern that can throw concurrent light
on the matter at issue. Such was the engrossing interest which
attracted the identifications of Sandrcottas with Chandragupta,
inthe days of Sir Wm. Jones : such was tne ardour with which
Sanskrit was studied, andis stll studied, by philologists at
home, after it was discovered to bear an intimate relation to
the classical languages of ancient Europe®.

Such was the absorbing interest which was roused when
Prinsep himself found “dntioka, the Yona raja’, in the edicts
of Ashoka : In fact it is still a beacon of Indian chronology.

In the following studies on the Rigveda, similar connec-
tions are sought to be established between the Rigvedic
people and the peoples of Harappa, Iran, Turan and even
Babylon in the fateful years of 2000—1900 B.C., when there was
a sudden outburst of the Aryans in the ancient world-stage—
an outburst which changed the course of history.

Rigveda®

The hymns of the Rigveda will now be individually consi-
dered. The baule hymns and the darastuti hymns relate
mostly to the Divodasa dynasty and it is recalled that they
stand chronologically as follows?s :

Date of birth
63. Divodasa 2,051 B.C.
64. Mitrayu, Indrota. 2,033 B.C.

65. Soma 2,015 B.C,
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in the Helmund region of Iran which contains the early Vedic
Saraswati known by the Gathic name of Harahvaiti.

Two movements of the Aryans are thus discernible : the
first is the southward move of the storm-troopers of the
Atreyas (the Maruts) starting from the Jaxtartes region (uttara-
Kuru?); the second is the invasion of the Srinjayas and Bhara-
dwajas (the Divodasa dynasty) from the Harahvaili region
(the Helmund). Two other important movements through
the southern routes (Bolan pass and the Makran coast) are
known. The first may be compendeously called Parashu Rama
invasions or thie ‘hwenty-one’ invasions of the battle-axe people
(=Parashus); the second is invasion of the Horayu people or
the Raghus. They are however not found in the extant Rigveda
but in other literature and, therefore, will not be consi-
dered here.

It is important to remember that all these invasions—both
by the northern route as well as by the southern route—took
place during D.N. 63 to D.N. 68 i.e. in about 2 hundred years
of 2000—1900 B.C,

8. Vedic cross contacts

The hymns of the Rigveda composed during this period
(i.e. by the bards having the D.N. 63-68) will now be consi-
dered. The present analysis as well as the astronomical
.dating suggest the date bracket of 2000—1900 B.C. and,
therefore, the hymns will be scanned particularly to see if they
reveal any cross contacts with the dated kings of Iran and
West Asia of this period. Ifsuch cross-contacts could be esta-
blished then the vexed problem of the Vedic chronology of the
middle period (D.N. 63-68) would be satisfactorily settled.

. A cross contact with a foreign civilization is the most
illuminating experience of. the student, and James Prinsep!
after he found “Antioka, the Jona raja® in Asokan edicts
rapiiirously expressed himself thus :

“As long as the study of the Indian antiquities confines it-
self to the illustrations of Indian history, it possesses little attrac-
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hives when the granary was attached  As the attack was from
the east, the dynasty had already the control of the land to

the east of the citv—presumably up to the niver Yamuna which
1s frequently mentioned

Cyamana was born m ¢ 1979 BC and, therefore, the
battle of Hariyupia could be dated to say, 1940 BC

8. 2 Srinjaya (R V 627 by Bharadwaja)

The verse says that the Turvashas were smitten by Srinjaya
Max Mueller!? has identified Tur-Vashas as Tur-amans (root-
Tur) Srinjaya himself does not appear on the Indian scene and
presumably he remained on the trans-Indus side in Gandhara
or Zarenka (1e Zranya mn Iran) The famly tree 1s

Paranic Gathic

Mitrayu Mibrav {(Mitra=Mihira)
Soma Saum

Sninjaya *)

It would, therefore, appear that herem lesthe germ of
Rustam Saga of Iran® Rustama (Ruc-tama} 15 obviously a

Vedic name 1he hypothesis 1s not anachronstic as shown
helow

8 3 Sushravas (=Hushrava): (R.V. 153 by (Savya
Angirasa)

Savya Angirasa mentions Sushravas in the hymns 1539

and I 53 10 He mentionsthat Dinodasa Atithigva entered into
an albance with the joutifu! Subshravas

Sushravas was 1denufied as the Gathic Hushrava®® by

Trmsep, as well as VWeber, Warren and Warren accept 1t
The Indian scholars agree

Hence, Hushrava was a jumor contemporary of Divodasa
and his dynastic number was say, 66

8 4. Ishtashwa (=Vistaspa) (RV 1122 by Kakshivan
Ausija)

Kakshivan Ausya (DN 65) says arrogantly mn the hymn
RV 112213
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66. Srinjaya . 1,997 B.C.
67. Cyavana (Cayamana), 1,979 B.C.
68. Sudasa 1,961 B.C.

The dates are given according to the astronomical chrono-
logy (vide S.B. Roy, Chronological Infrastructure of the Indian
Protohistory, JBRS, veol. LVIII, p.44, and, for their
inter-relation with- Harappans, please see Hindutva, Vol VII,
June 1976, p. 1-7)

Locale

The whole of the Arana {from Zagrus to Yamuna and
from Turan to Arab sea) was the habitat of the Vedic people
in this fateful period (2000—1900) B.C. of the world history. It
is particularly important to note that Srinjaya (the great grand-
son of Divodasa) was the eponymous name of the Srinjayas
who have been identified as the Zarenkas or Jaranjes of the
Helmund region. The Divodasa dynasty therefore hailed
originally from the ‘Horahvaiti’ region of Iran. Zarathustrian
schism was still in future and the period was the Indo-Iranian
period.  Unless it is remembered that Divedasa hailed from East-
Central Iran, much of the following analysis will remain unintellighle.

The hymns will now be analysed king-wise as follows :

1. Cyavana

2. Srinjaya

3. Sushravas

4. Istashwa ’
5. Indrota

6. Emusha

7.- Divodasa

8. Sudasa

8. 1. Cayamana (R.V. 6. 27 by Barhaspatya Bharadwaja)

The Vedic Cayamana has become the Puranic Cyavana or
Caidyavara. The hymn 6.27 recalls the victory of Cayamana
over Hariyupia.

Hariyupia has now been identified as Harappa and its
Yaryarali as its granary!® Three thousand people lost their
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a’, then 1t could be denved from the Vedic Sush(n) a:
Sush(n)a 1s a Vedic Asura who was opposed to Divodasa and
was defeated by hum It 1s possible that the son of the defea-
ted Sus(n)a sought asilnm from Divodasa and, thus, became
bhis protege  [It was quite common m this area to leave the
son of the defeated king as the victor’s representative and
viceroy]

It 15 Just possible that the Vedic Sush(n) a was the ttle of
the Asura {Elamite) king of Susa and 1ts Semetic equivalent
was “mnsusi(n)ak”

8 6. Emusha (=Emissun of Larsa) RV 8 (7677 78)
by Kurusati

The hymns 76,77 and 78 of the eighth mandala were by
Kurusuti—which looks ke a foresgn (1€ non-vedic) name.

In 878 2, winch 1s dana stuts, the bard Kurusut, prays for
a mana gold Max Mueller™ has admatted that if “mana’ here be
indeed the Sumerian *mana’, the text would be very ancient.

The victory 1s described i the preceding hymn 877 (The
hymns 77 and 78 are to be read together), where Indra
slays Emusha

The word Emusha has been etymologised but it can be
taken 10 be a name 1e a simple proper noun  This view 1
justified by the Amhastkh (1e historical) school which
narrates a cunous legend i Tanttinya Samhnta {(c 1500B C ).
Wilson says—

“The autthasita school takes the hymn Iterally The

legend s gaiven in Tait Samh VI 24 Indra said ta the
disguised Sacrifice

1 slay 1 inaccessible places .’ (Bacrifice) said “‘thou
sayst that those can sy n maccessible places—if this be so,
the boar Vamamosha (Vamamusha in Ch Br) guerds for
Asuras, behind seven  mountans, the wealth which the gods must
obtain, prove tutle by slaging that boar 17

“Indra, by asewzing a tuft of Darbha grass, pierced the
mountamns and slew hum . ™
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““What can Ishtashwa, what can Ishtarashmi (what can)
those who are now lords of the earth achieve {with respect) to
the leaders of men, the conquerors of their foes ?” : Wilson.

In his notes Wilson says (p.211, Vol 1I)

“What can etc. ... The construction, however, is
obscure, and the names, which are said to be those of Rajas,
are new and unsual®.,

‘The Gathic transcript of Ishtashwa is Istaspa and there-
fore, one can surely identify it as the Gathic Vistaspa, the
patron of Zarathustra,

Zarathustra in his Gatha Ustavaiti (Yasna-XLIV, 20,
S.BE.), severely rebukes Kavis, Karpans and Usjjas. Gathic
Usijas (i.e. sons of Usija) became Vedic Ausija (=son of
Usija). Hence, it is established that the Ustavaiti Gatha of
Zarathustra and the R.V. 1.122 are complementry and, therefore,
isockronous—one representing the arrogant victors and the other
the wailing vanquished.

8. 5. Indrota (=Indatn) R.V. 8.68 : Priyamtdha Angirasa

. The hymns (14-17) of R.V. 8.681is a danastuti in which
Priyamedha receives generous gifts from six princes; one of
them is Indrota who is said to be a son {or a protege) of
Atithigva i.e. Divodasa. Dumont® has identified the name
Indrota as the Indatu (or Inder-uta) of the Babylonian (and
other) cuniferms. At the relevant time, one finds Indatu-in-
Susinak (an Elamite title and, therefore, an Aryan name)
who became the king of Babylon in 1970 B.C. The third
dynasty of Ur fell with 1bbi Sin in 2005 B.C. but Indatu
became a king only in 1970 B.C.

Divodasa was a long-lived king who died in 1970 B.C.
when he was about 80 years old. The hypothesis is that
Divodasa (who hailed from Harahavaiti and was an ally of
king Hushrava of Iran. (see 8.3)) was also instrumental in the
fall of Babylon, when Ibbi Sin of the third dynasty of Ur fell to
the onslaughts of the Aryan hords from Iran in 2005 B.C.

,‘In-Susinak’ is an Elamite ctitle of Susa. It is a purely
Aryan title. If its prounciation is-‘in-susi(n)ak’ i.e. nasalised
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(Many of the hymns are contemporary of the events Itis
of course, easy to see that no hvmn can be earlier than

Divodasa-Shambara, because their names are expressly mentio-
ned)

Trom the unusually large number of these hymns and the
extensive details given therein, 1t 1s clear that Shambara was
one of the most important non-vedic kings of the time Wheeler
and others*? consider that these battles caused the end ofthe
Harappan civabization  If 5o, 1t would certainly not be unreasonable
to infer that Shambara was the king of Harappa (=Haryupsa), the
capital of the empire

Two specimens of these hymns (which are known to be
contemporary) will now be given as exemplars

(a) By Parucchepa Danodas: (D N 64) —

RV 1130(7-10) “For Pury, the giver of offerings, for
the mighty Divodasa, those, Indra, the dancer (with delight in
battle), hast destroyed nmety-nme cities For the sake of
Authigva, the fierce (Indra) hurled Shambara off the mountain,
bestowimng (upon the prince) immense treasures, {acquired) by
{his} powers, all kinds of wealth (acquired) by (his) powers

“Indra, the mamfold protector mn battles, defends his Arya
worshippers 1n all conflicts, he punished the neglecters of
rites, he tore off the black skin (of the aggressor), ..

10 Showerers of the benefits, destroyers of the cities B

glorified, Indra by the descendents of Divodasa increase hke
the sun " ¢ Wilson

{b) By Vamadeia Gautama (DN 65) —

4263 “Exmlarated {by Soma) I have deswroyed the
nmetynmne cities of Shambara, the hundredth I gave to be

orcupied by Divodasa when T protected him, Atithigha, at his
sacnifice,

4 30 7. Wherefore, Vritrahan, opulent Indra, hast thou
become incensed and slamn the son of Danu on the earth,

14. Thou hast slain the Dasa Shambara, the son Kulnara,
hurtling bim from the mountain
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Thus it was a historical battle in which king Emusha was
smitten,

At the relevant time, one finds the king Emissum®® of Larsa
was defeated in (2004—1977) B.C.

One could, therefore, say that Divodasa was also instru-
mental in this case and, by joining hands with the western
neighbours (Elamite, Gutis etc.), secured the fall of king
Emissum of Larsa when a large booty was secured.

Rurusuti prayed for a mana gold after the victory—which
means about a half pound of gold—a princely gift indeed.

8. 7. Divodasa and Shambara

The most important antagonists in this series of epic batt-
les were Divodasa and Shambara, Next to the Indra-Vritra
fights the battles between Divodasa and Shambara occupy the
largest portion of the Rigveda. The following hymns, among,
others, mention the battle :

Rig-veda
1. Savya Angirasa : 1.51.6; 53.10; 54.4.
2. Nodha Gautama : 1.59.6.
3. Kutsa Angirasa : 1.101.2; 103,; 112 (13-14)
4. Kakshivan Ausija : 1.116.18; 119.4.
5. Parucchepa Daivodasi : 1.130. (7-10)
6. Gritsamada Shaunaka : 2.12.11; 14.6.7; 19.6; 24.2.
7. Vamadeva Gautama : 4.26. (3-5);4.30 (14,15,20,21)
8.

Barhaspatya Bharadwaja : 6.16. (4-5-9); 18.13; 26(35);
43.1;61.1.

9. Suhotra Bharadwaja : 6.31. (1-4)

10. Prastoka Sarnjaya : 6.47. (21.22)

11. Mitcavaruni (Shakti and Parashara) Vasishtha :

7.18.20; 19.8; 99.5.
12, Kurusuti Kanva: 8.77; 8.78.
13. Saubhari Kanva : 8.103.2.
14. Armahiyua Angirasa : 9.61.2.
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easy to see that the prize was the city of Hamyupa—the first
cty of the world It was earher conguered by Cyavana, the
father of Sudasa and, therefore, 1t looks that 1t was an united
bid—all the Asura countries up to the Zagrous mountatns taok
part 1n therr attempt to recover Harappa—but the bid was
foiled by Sudasa

Numerous tribes and mercenaries (mostly trans [ndus} like
Pakhtas (Pathans), Bhalanas (people of the Bolan pass) took
part but three of these tribes are particularly interesting °3

1) Shigrus appear to be Zigrus they came from the Zagrus
mountains of West Iran

2) Ahlinas were the Hellense, 1e the Hellardic people, who
appeared m history m ¢ 2200 B C

3) Finally, the YAKSHUS they appear to be the Hyksos
who appeared 1n History 1n ¢ 1850 BC and destroyed the
ragnificient Egyptian civilization

Some arcl acologists think (R M Sengupta, personal commu
nwation) that the Hyksos were the cemetery H people of
Harappa, because many of the art motifs were common As
the battle of ten kings tooh place in 1930 BC and the
cemetery H people appeared thereafter 1n ¢ 1800 B C. while

the Hyksos appeared 1 ¢ 1850 BC, the suggestion 1s not
anachromstic

The equation Hyksos=Cemetery H people=Yakshus
appears to be a plausible hypothesis If it could be
established, then 1t would be a most important step towards
establishing  cross-contacts between three cvilizations—
Egyptian, Iranan and Hariyupean—in ¢ 1900 B C

From the Indian pomnt of view, king Sudasa and his victory
m the battle of ten kings, 1s perhaps the most 1mportant event
of Indian pre-history, because by then the Vedic people and natura-
{t.ed themselzes 1n India—as shown by the nad: sukta (R V 10 7o)

If Zarathustra 1s tahen to be DN 68 (1 e 1sochronous with
Sudasa), while hukstawan s DN 65, then the life span of



ARYAN INVASION AND THE RIGVEDA 185

20. Thou hast overturned a hundred stonewalled cities
for Divodasa the donor of oblations™ : IWilson

Tt is thus clear that Shambara was the king who ruled
through a hundred puras (cities and forts). Wheeler’s hypo-
thesis that these Vedic hymns describe the destruction of a
hundred Harappan forts would be justified provided one
accepts the natural corollary that Shambara was the king of
Harappa : And Wheeler’s hypothesis is to be accepted till a belter
one is found.

Incidentally, Shambara, the son of Kulitara, was a Danu,
i.e., Puranic Danava, Harappa was apparently founded by
the Danava king Vrishaparva (D.N. 4) whose daughter Shar-
mishtha married Yayati. However, this cannot be further
persued now because the source book for the present study is
the Rigveda.®? Tt shows however, that Wheeler’s hypothesis is
not unfounded.

However, there is one minor point of difference. Death of
Shambara did not mean the capitutation of Harappa. The
war begun by Divodasa was a hundred years war, and known
as the last Deva-Asura war. (In this war Dasaratha the father
of Rama, fought on behalf of Divodasa against Timidhwaja, a
Rakshasa alley of Shambara). Hariyupia (—Harappa) finally
fell to Gyavana, the great grandson of Divodasa. (Para 8.1
supra) After the fall, the entire Asura world from Zagrus
to Indus made a determined bid to win it back, but could not
stand up to Sudasa, the son of Cyavana (vide 8.8 infra)

8.8. Sudasa : The battle of ten kings by Shakti and Parashara
(Vasishthas) (R.V. 7.18, 33 and 83)

The battle of ten kings, was the most famous battle of the
Rigveda in which ten kings and mercenaries from many
lands participated. It was fought on the banks of the river
Parushni and, therefore, near Hariyupia.

SUDASA emerged victorious in the battle which was
fought in say, 1930 B.C. because Sudasa was born in 1961 B C,
Looking at the concord of the kings and mercenaries, it is
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Srinjaya  The grandson of Divodasa who smote the Turani-
ans Srinjayas remained m Iran and their country
was called Zarenka This was the germ of the
Shahnama story

Cyayana  also called Cayamana and Caidyavara He con-
quered Hariyupia (=Harappa) In the battle on
the granary {=Yavyavat), 3000 warriors lost
therr hives

Sudasa Entire Asura world made a determined bid there-
after to recover Harappa, but the bid was foiled
by Sudasa 1 the famous battle of the ten hings
fought on the south bank of the niver Parushm
{=Ravi) Sudasa wasnaturahzed in India

Zarathustra  Vistaspa, the patron of Zarathustra 1s found 1n
Ishtashwa a king mentioned by Kashivan Auya,
a contemporary rish: Zarathustra also mentions
Usijas (=Ausias) in the gatha Ustavaih  The two
hymns being complementary—one representing
the victors and the others the vanquished—the
synchronism 1s established This proves the corre-
ctness of the Iraman tradition Zarathustra 600
yeais before the battle of Troy

If any ore of these synchiromsms be accepted, then 1t would
follow, of necessity, that Divodasa lived in 2005 BC  Further
that all the baule hymns of the Rigveda were composed n
2000—1900 B C The end of the Harappan power would then
come in 1950450 BC on the independent testimones of the

Rigveda and archaeology It would not be unreasonable,
thercfore, to say that :

Aryan mvasion =End of Harappan culture
=Related hymns of the Rigveda

=Large scale destrurtion in the area
=2000—1900 B C

(B) If on the other hand, the archacologssts and the hustori-
ans of the Western school «ull 1nsist that the date of the end of
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Zarathustra would be as under :

Date Age
Zarathustra (D.N. 68)
Born — 1951 B.C.
Gatha Ustavaiti — 1921 B.C. (30 years)
Vahistoisti — 1891 B.C. (60 vears)
Death — 1880 B.C. (70 years)

‘This would tally with the Iranian traditions “Zarathustra—
600 years before the battle of Troy”.28 As the battle of Troy is
dated to about 1,280 B.C., the two systems synchronize within
the margin of tolerance.

Conclusions

(A) The facts derived from the materials so far given can
now be summarised as follows :

Divodasa: a. Hailed from Central Iran area on Horahvaiti
(Helmund, Arachosia or Uttara Pancala.)

b. Entered into an alliance with Sushravas (Hushrava)
of Iran who was the great-grand father of Viasta-
spa, the patron of Zarathustra.

<. Was instrumental in the fall of the third dynasty
of Ur in ¢.2005 B.C. After the fall of Ur, Indatu-
in-sushinak, a protege of Divodasa, was made the
viceroy and became the king in 1970 B.C. after
the death of Divodasa.

o

. Was instrumental in the defeat of king Emissum
(=Emusha) of Larsa (¢.2000 B.C.)
and, finally,

e. Launched an attack on Shambara, the king of
Harappa, Shambara was killed after forty years
of grim struggle when his hundred cities and forts
(fpuras==) were destroyed.
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Before concludmg 1t 15 necessary to reierate that the major
objective of this investigation s chronologsy, and Al other
findings are merely incidental thereto The maim nvestigation
15 about the dates of

1 The Aryan invasion
2 The end of the Harappan culture
3 ‘The composition of the related Vedic hymns

It 15 found that Wheeler s model 15 acceptable provided 1t
15 conceded that a) Shambara, the Danu was the king of
Harappa and b) all these events took place 1n 2000—1900 B C
and not 1n 1500 B C  as hitherto supposed  Ho.ezer, other tan
ants of the model of thr Vedic nonvedic conflicts are possible

It may, for nstance, be taken that the whole of Aryant

(from the South Russia in the north to the Arabian Sea i the
south, and from the Zagrus mountams in the west to the niver
Jamuna i the east) was the habitat of the Vedic Aryans, and
it was not any foreign invasion but only an internal struggle
for pohuscal supremacy or that the Divodasa family hived in
the Delhi region (1 e extreme east of Aryana or Uttara Pancala
as taken by Pargiter) and 1t was a Vedic revolt spearheaded
by Divodasa agamst the stagnant political elite ruling from the
cnadels of Harappa and Mohenjodaro or, for that matter 1t
was an uestaord expansion of the Vedic people (starting from
the Unara Pancala 1 e the Dellu region, going westwards and
leaving us mark afier four hundred year 1n the Boghas Kewm
treaty) as proposed by Pargiter Other similar models are con-
cenable To find the factum behind one or the other model
or hypothesis 1s really the provir ce of the historzan and the do-
mamn certaintly lies beyond the field of the chronalogist For a
full and complete solution, one must wait for more materials, and
above all for the deciphérment of the Indus script However,
1t 13 quite obvious that there 15 a Indo-Iraman hustory behind the
Indo [rantan language and that that hustory must be studied exhaus~
t1 ely before the kustories of the sndirdual countnes of Aryana could be
froperly grasped

So far as the present study 18 concerned 1t 13 an nvestiga~
ton 1n chronology 1f the reader agrees that a re-examination
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Harapp:m culture was 1500 B.C., then the Vedic hymns afore-

tioned will not be relatable thereto b they were composed
in ¢.2000—1900 B.C. (Dynastic chronology, Astronomy and
cross-contacts as herein demonstrated)

Similarly, if the Aryan invasion is dated to 1500 B.C. (as
the western Indologists insist), then again, it will NOT be
relateable to the Vedic hymns aforementioned, because they
were composed 400-500 years earlier as shown above.

1t is reiterated that the three problems have to be indepen-
dtly solved and their iso-chronism conclusively established,
before they could be related and identified : Identification requires
that iso-chronism is first proved.

(C) Date of Divodasa

The date of Divodasa (D.N. 63; born 2051 B.C.) is séttled
by :

1. Dynastic chronology {c.2000 B C.)
2. Archaeology (extensive destruction in c.2000 B.C.)
3. Astronomy (Vamadeva=2000 B.C. and six other obser-
vations from the Rigveda)
4. End of Harappan culture
Radio-carbon uncorrected=1700 B.C.
MASCA corrected=1900—2000 B.C.
5. Cross contacts and synchronisms with a) the fall of the
third dynasty of Ur (2005 B.C.), b) installation of Indatu

(1970 B.C.) ¢) fall of Emissum of Larsa—(c.2000—1970
B.C.}

9) Bharata hattle :

Parikshit, the son of Abhimanyu who was born just after
the Bharata battle had the dynastic number 96. Hence, thirty
threr generations separated Parikshit from Divodasa and, there-

fore, 600 years would be the reasonable time-lag between
them.

If Dizodasa lived and worked in 2000 B.C. as demonstrated abore,
the Bharala battle could be safely dated to ¢.1400 B.C.
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of the “conventional date of 1500 B.C.” is necessary in order
to find the factual date behind the convention, the purpose of
this short appendix will be amply fulfilled.

To sum up
We thus get Two cross contacts in Indian protohistory :
Ashoka and ‘Antiok, the yona raja’ in c.237 B.C.

Divodasa of Helmund, Indatu of Ur, Hashrava of North
Iran, and Emissum of Larsa in ¢.2005—1970 B.C.

The chronological infrastructure of the protohistoric India should
satisfy these two fixed points.

Full detals of the Vedic geography, tribes, pnekrenisms and  crons

g'ga:'l: will appear iz the author's forthcoming  Book YAryena, 2093-1950
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‘To the archaeologists .

¢ the valleys of the Saraswatr and the Drishadvat1 must be

regarded as very rich indeed 1n archaeological remains But
the richness does not consist only in the number of discovered
sites, but 1n their vast chronological and cultural range  For
they comprse relics of several millema of Indian history night

from The Harappa period to comparatively recent historical
times *’

A Ghosh

{The Rajputana desert 1ts archaeological aspect, Bulletin of
the National Instilute of Sciences, No 1,1952)
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dramatis personae of the Mahabharata and the Upanishads was
the redoutable risht Yajnavalkya as shown below

Vi payana was a desciple of Vyasa Tittiri and Yajna-

valkya were both desciples of Vasampayana (Yajnavalkya was
Vaisampayana’s sister’s son) Yajnavalkya revolted, went away
and worshipped  Aditya to get hus knowledge 1 ¢ he studied at
the Aditya sampradaya of king Janaka of Videha Janaka-
Yajnavalkya dialogues and as well as the celebrated conference
of king Janaka where Yajmavalkya defeated all comers were
the warp and weft of which the web of the Brihadaranyaka
Upanishad was woven Yajnavalkya had also known Uddalaka

Thus, all the composers of the early Upanishads—Tutirs,
Uddalaka and Yajnavalk e close 13

Y P

Excessive etymological discussion—etymologysing’ 1f we
mught say so—is not erudition but pedantry  this has been the
bane of Indian history because simple proper names have been
forcably subjected to all kinds of fanexful etymology By making
Tuuria bird and Aditya the Sun—the simple and obvious
facts of history have been lost Leaving aside the coloured
glasses of etymology, the contemporanenty of Vyasa, Vasam
payana, Tiuury, Yajnavalhya and Uddalaka seems to be a self-
evident fact which requires no proof—just as the wisibility of
Aditya requires no proof!

Thus, the Mahabharata battle was fought when Vyasa had
Just completed the ion of the Rigveda, and the
whole of the Vedic canon was being wound up by the adjunct
Brahmanas and their ‘ends’—called Veda antas or, m plan
Englsh Veda ends It 15 perhaps appropriate to append a
fine-structure chronologieal study of the battle period m a
diagram 1e to give a diagramatic sketch of the analysis given
tn Ancient India Thus 1s done now (see fronusprece)

As Vyasa composed the Jaya within three years of the batile,
and Vaisampayana recited the Bharata samhuta latest within
36 years of the battle, 1t has to be conceded that the earlier

of the Mahab} (vide chap N\) were actually
composed during the last phase of the Vedic age when the
Upanishads were being composed




Appendix 11 -

Kuru-

kshetra’

It is often said that'the Mahabharata
belongs to the “Irén Age’ and that the
Iron age in India cannot be pushed

* back beyond 1000 B.C. This objection,

{

however, is not as’ formidable’ as it
looks. o ‘

It is not known as to how-the popular
belief grew that the Mahabharata belongs
to the Iron age. Perhaps itis due to
the fact that in the popular translations of
the Mahabharata the word ‘dyas’ is
translated as iron.~ o

¢ b
A careful reading of the Mahabharata
—particularly of the -older sections as
mentioned in the Chap. Xth-—shows that
the word “loha’ is nof mentioned in the
texts. The word actually used in (Udyo-

. gaparva, Yuddhaparva and Striparva) is

AYASA'and derivatives thereof (e.g.
ayasmayam, ayomukham etc). !

. Ayas is a very, ancient word going
‘back to the ngveda. In that text, it does
niot mean iron at all but copper (Dandekar
quoted in Mahabharata, myth or reality,
p. 142) Hence, if. the Mahabharata
belongs to the Vedic_age’ as herein pro-

' posed, then, anly the Vedic meaning is

to be given to its words :* Mahabharata
would belong to the Vedic, and, there-
fore, the copper age. - i

It will Be apparent to any reader

* who studies the first chapter of the book
‘Ancient India (pp. 1-20)’ that Yajnaval-

» kya, Tittiri, Uddalaka—the leading com-

posers of the early Upanishads—were all
active in those very days when the battle
was being fought. The link between the
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of the find are

1 Excavations show late Harappan ware and pamted griy
ware (PGW) 1n juxtaposition

2 The remains are 2 9 metres 1n total thickness

3 Late Harappan ware 1s found throughout The PGW 1s
found 1n the upper third of the stratum—mn juxtapositton with
the late Harappan ware

4 A thirteen roomed complex with a courtyard has been
uncovered showing that it must have belonged to some very
mmportant person of the Kuru realm If of ntual significance,
even then 1t must have been very mnportant

5 Bhaguanpura shous no ftrace of tron It uas o purely
copper culture

Thc Paranas

‘The Puranas suggest that

1 Theland between Saraswatiand Drishadvati was the
Jand of the Kurus It was the Kurukshetra

2 It belonged to the late Vedic age (to be more specific, the
Vth layer of the Rigveda coming afier the 1Vth or the Middle
Vedic age which maiked the transiion of the Aryansinto
Indra (vide Appendix 1)

3 The lingdom was founded by Kuru, the son of Sam-
barana According to the Pargiter, the dynasuc number of
Sambarana was 69 and that of Kuru was 71

4 Sambarama was defeted by Sudasa, the victer ofthe
batule of the ten hangs  He fled to the Indus region

Rigveda

1 The Rigvedy menuons Kuru-shravana who has been
nightly idenufied (Pusalhar) as huru Sambarana The bard
was havasht Ailusha kavasha was turned out 1n a sacoifice
held on the bank of Saraswat: Aiusha became a rishi by
worshipping Saraswats
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Hence, in case of doubt, the words of the early Maha-
bharata should receive their Vedic meanings and not their
classical meanings as given in the lexicons—some of which
were composed fifteen hundred years after the battle.

If this were all, then the present section would not have

been written—because the objection is illusory. However, there
is something more to it. The word ‘Loha’ is mentioned in two
late Vedic texts. In the Nighantu, Yaska mentions Loha as a
hiranya i.e. as a rare metal. In the Shukla Yjaurveda (and also
the Tanttiviya sambhita), Loha is mentioned inthe Camaka
prasna where the metal is worshipped. It could perhaps be
.said the Musalaparvan-—which was composed sometime after
the battle, when the Jaya was already composed by Vyasa—
the word ‘ayo-mukha’ should get the meaning of iron The
fact of the matter is that iron was known to India by about
1400 B.C.—though only as a rare metal. It was not used in
common, and, therefore, it was not yet the Iron age. (For
instance, even today, the copper utensils are used in Vedic
rituals and iron is a taboo). Iron was a rare metal (Yaska), an
object of veneration and worship (Tittiri and Yajnavalkya) and
an object of evil superstition (Musala parvan where the use of
iron causes the wholesale destruction of the Yadavas).

This is the proper perspective in which the question is ta be
judged. The balance of evidence and the probabilities suggest
that it was the Vedic age—the last phase of the Vedic age : it
was the copper age : it was the when iron was just coming to
"India via the southern route (Makran, Saurashtra i.e.
Duwarvati region). It would be unsafe, therefore, to begin with
a presumption that the Mahabharata belonged to the iron age
and, therefore, must be later than 1000 B.C. Let us keep the
mind open.

Bhagwanpura @

' Amew turn has been given to the Indological research by
the brilliant work of Jagatpati Joshi at Bhagwanpura, which
is situated in the heart of Kurukshetra. About 18 Km. from
the present town of Kurukshetra, the ruins stand on the
dried up bed of the river Saraswati, The archaeological facts
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Dymustee Ring Rusht Date of birth
number (Rurus) BC
81 Ayutayus 1727
82 Akrodhana 1709
83 Devanthi Vagambhrim 1691
81 Riksha 1673
8> Bhimasena 1655
86 Dilipa 1637
87 Pratipa 1619
88 1601
89 Ristisena 1583
90 Santanu—Satyarat: (Matriarchy) 1550
91 Bhima (1524 BC) 1524
92 Viatravirya—Amba, 1508

Ambalika Vyasa

(1520 B C)
93 Pandu—/ unte 1486
94 Pandavas—Draupad: 1466
93 Abhimanyu 1442
96 Parthshit 1424
a7 Janamejaya I1 1406
Mahabharata

The story of the \lahabharata begins when the huru king
Santanu married Satyavati, the non Aryan princess who nsis
ted that the rules of matniarchy shall prevail and that her son
and not Bhisma shall inhent the throne

Satyavati was 1n
ly strong p

ity and d d the scene in her
Matciarchy prevailed for four generations—as 15 evident
by the Lanina gudaja and the kshetrae putras and the polyan-
drous marriage of Draupads  These marnages and sons were
not looked down upon 1n matnaschy, and the unusual impor-
tance of Vyasa can be understood only in terms of matriarchy

The dynastic number of Santanu and Satyavat would be 90 and
81 respecusely

lue

It s submutted that the pamnted gmy ware represents this
new stram which was introduced into the Aryan fold by
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2. Kuru's son was Parikshit I and Parikshit’s son was Jana-
mejaya I, who performed an important sacrifice with Indrota
Devapi Shaunaka as the priest.

3, Janamejaya performed the sacrifice at Asandivat, Tt is therefore
possible that the capital founded by XuruJanmejaya was
Asandivat itself.

4+ Some times, the Vedic river Drisadvati was also called
the river Ganga. (Udaivir Shastri - personal comunication. )

Radio~carbon dates

The radiocarbon dates of Harappa has been drastically
revised upwards due to MASCA correction. Astronomy alo
gives a higher date. Both these methods give the end, of
Harappa at ¢.1900 B,C. Roy has calculated the date of Dasara-
jana battle at ¢.1930 B.C. marking the end of Harappan
culture,

Astronomical

According the astronomical-cum-dy nastxc chronology the
dates of birth of the Kuru kings are as follows : .

Dynastic King Rishi ’ Date of birth
number (Kurus) (others) (B.C.)
68. «.. (Sudasa) Parashara Vasish- 1961
tha I .
69. Sambarana (Sahadeva), B 1943
.70. o (Somaka) 1925
71. Kurn 1907
72.,  Parikshit T 1889
73. et Indrota Devapi 1871
. Shaunaka, Kavasha .
Ailusha :
.74, Janamejaya 1 . 1853
75, Bhimasena 1835
i 76. Viduratha 1817
7. Sarvabhauma 1799
78. Jayatsena 1781
79. Aradhin 1763

80. Mahabhauma 1745
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(It should however be remembered that the terms Uttara-
Kuru, Uttara-Pancala and Utstara-Koshala have altogether
different conotation  They represent the ancient lands of
these three peoples across the Sindhu and carry the memory of
the Indo-Iraman days and beyond )

The river Yamuna divided the lands of the Kurus and the
Pancalas The holy river of the Kumms was the Saraswat1
while the holy river of the Pancalas was the Ganga Kurus
and Pancalas hived sometimes in amity (and sometimes quarre-
led)—for twenty-five generations from Kuru (DN 71) to Parik-
stut (DN 96) They were however polical rivals and, finally,
when the Pancalas princess Draupadi was married to the five
brothers, the problems of whentance became complex and the
society blew off 1t the Bharata battle  In absolute terms, the
Kuru-Pancalas remamed dommnant for about 500 years (25
generauons) from 1900 BC to 1400BC, after which the
Pandavas ruled for about a hundred and fifty years

Further rescarchk  The astute reader will 1mmediately realise
thatit s queer that the eapital of the Kurus (alleged to be
Hastinapur)—1s situated in the heart of the Pancala region
Whether Hasunapur of today was at all the capnal of the Kurus
18 to be scientifically examuped Itis more probable that the
Kuru caprtal was somewhere on the Saraswati Drishadvati—at
Bhagwanpura or somewhere near about It is quite probable
that Asandivat the town where Janmejaya performed his sacn-
fice—was the real Kuru capital and remamed so upto the
Bharata battle This would explain why the field of battle
was Kurukshetra as shown below

In the battle, Kurus were helped by the Ud:icyas—the nor-
therners {and Jaidratha) The Pandavas were helped by the
Pracyas—Eastern countries and the Yadavas The man particr-
pants were—Kurus and thetr northern allies on the one side
and Pancalas (Drupad), Matsyas (Virat) and the Yadavas
(Muttra) and of course Pandavas {Delht) on the other Hence,

the natural battlefield was Kurukshetra—The jJunction of the
boundaries of all there lands

Hasunapur 1s menuoned repeatedly n the Shalya, Sauptika
and Strs parvans, t¢  towards the close of the baule These
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Satyavati, They were probably the Eastern Nagas who had
always a soft corner for the Pandavas. The Western Nagas
i.e., the Takshakas, however, were always fierce enemies of the
Pandavas and it is noteworthy that the Mahabharata begins
with the burning of the Khandavaprastha and ends with the
sack of Takshasila (i.e, the capital of the western Nagas) where
the Bharata Sambita was recited. '

It isclear now that there wasan interval of twenty-five
generations between Parikshit and Kuru, the- founder of the
Kuru dynasty in the land known as Kurukshetra after him. His
date of birth was 1907 B.C. and therefore the kingdom of Kuru-
kshetra was founded some where in {1850—1800)—in the doab of
the rivers Saraswati and Drishadvati. This was the late Vedic
age (Vth layer) and hence the importance of the river Saraswati
as the river par excellence.

Pancalas (Srinjayas and Somalas). The Divodasa dynasty had
both Srinjaya and Somakas among their kings. Their descen-
dents were called Srinjgyas and Somakas.  This is the name
given to the Pancalas in the Mahabharata itself.

It is clear from the appenpix I that they (i.e, the kings from
Divodasa to Sudasa) came to India earlier than the Kurus.
The Divodasa dynasty struggled againstthe Harappans who
were finally conquered in 1930 B.C.

Kurus came to India immediately thereafter, Their first
king Sambarana was repulsed by Sudasa, and retreated to the
Sindhu. After Sudasa, however, the Pancalas could not further
resist the invasion of the Kurus : Pancalas crossed the river
Yamuna and established themselves mainly in the Ganga-
Yamuna doab, but later, they crossed Ganga also. Finally, the
land north and east of Ganga was called North Pancala while
the land south and west of Ganga was called south Pancala in
thie Puranas,

The Kurus remained in Kurukshetra (Saraswati-Drishadvati
doab)—west of the river Yamuni. The river Yamuna thus
remained the dividing line between the Kurus and the Pan-
calas. ~ RPIPEN
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5) The Kurus did not know the use of the 1ron and their
culture was predomnantly a copper culture

6) Bhagwanpura excavations show that the late Harappan
ware represents the early hurus This suggests that the clea
vage between the Kurus and the Harappans was not as sharp
as between the Srinjiya Somakas and Harappans Probably the
Pancalas adopted the OCP while the Kurus adopted the late
Harappan ware

7) The Pandavas represent a new element 1 the Kuru fold
It was matniarcal and 1mmical to the mam hne  The Pancalas
(Drupad) took therr side as did the Matsyas (Virat) (There was
relationship by marnage)

8) When the final bante was fought the Northerners and
North westerners joined hands, while the Easterns and Souther-
ners tooh the side of the Pandavas The battle was fought at
the junction of the b daries of the diog lands

9) The locaton of the Luru capital {called Hastinapur,
Gajahvayam Nigasahavyam etc  all signifying elephant) 1s
yet to be satssfactonily determined

Kurukshetra battle was a momentous event—a watershed 1n
Indian history It saw the end of the Vedic age proper, and
the emergence of the Puranic age The great battle can thus
be also looked upon as the final struggle afier which the Indian
spun and the Vedic spirst were fused in a great fire, and the
spirit of umified India emerged  In this great fusion Vyasa—
Krishna—Yajnavalkva—Ugrashrava Sautu were the four great
architects ‘The Naimusharinya conference where the History
(Puranas and Mahabharata) was recited 1s of as great 1mpor-
tance 1 understanding [ndia as the Bharata battle aself

Bhagwanpura requires, shall we say, a lntle careful app-
roach It s imperauve that 1t should be swdied by a team 1n
which tlie traditional Indian scholars are not ignored
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Puranas are written in simple language, yet in majestic
grandeur—an unmistakable stamp of Vyasian authorship.
They must belong to the first layer.

In these parvans, the heroes go frequently from the battle-
field to Hastinapur. Krishna daes the trip twice en that fateful
night of grim nocturnal carnage.

Tt is curious that the journeys are all performed in ratkas
(horse drawn chariots), A boat is never mentioned.  Yamuna
is never crossed. Yet it now is said that Hastinapur is on the east
of Yamuna; miles away from Kurukshetra—and across the
Yamuna !

‘The puzzle demands a satisfactory solurion.

This paragraph is only written to show that the exact
geography of the participants is important and should be
redetermined carefully before final analysis of the Mahabharata
is undertaken. Raising of valid questions is as important in
scientific research as providing plausible hypotheses. Janaka
was the wisest king because he raised valid questions.

To sum up :

1)} The Kurus came to India after the Srinjaya-Somakas,
somewhere in 1900—1800 B.C. They retained their contacts and
connections with Gandhara, Bahlika and other countries across
the Indus.

2) Kiuru founded the Kuru dynasty in ¢.1900 B.C. His
grandson Janamejaya established the capital at Asandivat in
€.1850 B.C.

3) The Kuru country or Kurukshetra was principally the
Saraswati-Drishadvati doab, bounded in the east by the river
Yamuna, Across Yamuna lay the kingdom of the Pancalas.
Bhagwanpura on the river Saraswati, now excavated by Joshi
must have been an important centre of the Kury culiure. It
was near Asandivat and perhaps was Asandivat itself,

4) The Kurus patronised the Rigveda. Saraswati (Indian}
became the river par excellence during this period. The Kurus
belonged to the later Vedic age,
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1 2 3
91 Shantanu EULSE
92 Viaitravirya fafaafg
93 Pandu g
93 Dhritarashtra gaqieg
93 Vidura fagz
94 Yudbisthira gfaftst
94 Bhima Bt
94 Arjuna uga
94 Karna &
92 Satyavati qEgIgr
93 Kunt1 T
94 Draupadt LG
95 Ablimanyu afirreg
96 Parikshit afifag
97 Janamejaya Epeet]
98 Shatambka BGICIE
99 Aswamedadatta gEauagd
100 Adhisima knishna gigstagvr
101 Nicakshu [EEti
Kings and ruhis (Muscellancons)
47 a) Garga Lid
b) bnidha I3
9 a) Mahidasa afgzia

b) Astareya
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Dynastic Ordinary Nagari
number script
1 2 3
1 Saraswati gIEaay
— Narayana I
— a) Jaya G
b) Bharata-samhita RISGE:AECT
¢) Mahabharata LREIEGY
dj Mahabharatee qEIATTAT
'
92 a) Vyasa ) LBOTH
b) Satyavati-suta aea’aa"tga
¢) Krishnadwaipa- FENFIIIT
yana !
d) Vishala-buddhi | feegfg |
91 a) Bhisma ° _ aftey
b) Pitamaha faqarmg
94 a) Krishna ST
b) Devakiputra QAT
c) Angirasa misfirs
d) Narayana qIIge
e) Vasudeva angéa' '
94 a) Yajnavalkya qrsTaeT
b)Vajasaneya JITEAT
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1 2

3

97 b) Paushlarasad:
35 ¢) Polkharasan

Historical

145 a) Buddha
b) Siddhartha
€) Gautama
d) Gautamiputra
14} 2a) Nanda
b) Mahapadma
135 Bimbisara
136 Ajatashatru
145 Ashoha
155 Pushyarmutra
152 a) Katyayana II
b) Vararua
135 Kaceay ina
155 a) Patanjah 11
Mahabhasyalara

Egspt
Mishr (Egypt)
Amon (7)
Aton
Ty, Ty1 etc
Alhenaton
Synan (?)

eIz
fiwaArfa

3=
fagra
e
bictives

g
AT
fafeamx

qATTTT
wAE
gafas

FIATTA
Eraaiy

FuEaT

qa==ifa (1I)
HEIATHIT
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1 2 3
65 Valmiki aiesifn
95 a) Ganesha nirg
b) Heramba g
94 Carvaka =afs
Kaushitaka =ifaas
94 Kahola FET
100 Panin aftry
Panini aifurfy
Pingala faswer
Apastamba MR
Apishali ofrafa
Shakatayana ATHFTAT
Baudhayana gtaigT
102 Lagadha Lyt
103 Suci g
Aryabhat TN
Varzhamihira augfafgx
Brahmagupta ERt
Shashankabhushana TR
1 a) Manu g
b) Vaivasvata qaeaqd
2 Nabhanedistha ariRfaes
41 Kapil wfrs
44 Sagara Litied
a) Patanjali [ ga=afa (g
b) Naga ST
¢} Yoga-sutrakara TITTAFTT
96 a) Pushkarasari TeRIHIT
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2
Kaushitaki Fifaafs
Isha El
Katha )
Prashna =Y
Mundaka qusH
Manduhya HIGFT
Shvetasvatara waraas
School of learmings
1) Kuru 3
2) Pancala 991
3)a) Naimisharanya Afagren
b) Atharvana oI
4)a) Videha fadg
b) Aditya samprdaya mifar gEEm
Confererces
1. a) Maya-sabha |97
b) Rajasuya-sabha aagyAqT
2 Sarpa-satra agaer
3 Janaka-yajna qAE T
4, Naimisharanya-satra dfaareg a7
Rusky Lists
1) Vidya-vamsa fagraz
9) Rishi-tarpana Efa-ade
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2 03
Subject & Books
Sankhya giggr
Yoga ayT
Gita far
Bhagavata AFET
Ttihasa sfagra
Purana . g
Sroriti ’ wf
Shruti ’ﬂjﬂ' .
Darshana ECCaR
a) Sutra N
b) Akshasutra G
¢) Griyha-sutra T G
d) Shrauta-sutra ' sy g7
e) Dharma-sutra . awgE
Ramayana . TRIET
Candi HugY
Kathasaritsagara Favaf |1
Upanishad - =
a) Upanishad Iafqaz
b) Vedanta : G
¢) Brahmavidya ERIESI
Kena F
Taittiriya Sfada
.Vrihg}daranyaka ) FEIRGF
Chandogya - grErg

. Aitareya N G Ees
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1 2 3
¢} Kntikshana Eaia
d} Dharmadhwaja qUeaq
94 a) Yajnavalkya AT
b) Vajasaneya FrAEIY
90  a) Naciketa Ffadar
b) Kumara FTAR
¢} Yamayana AT
95 Asun Pic (4
96 a) Yaska qres
b) Asurayana HFUAT
97 a) Prashniputra Biegites
b) Asuniyasin agfafas
135 /Gautafmputra Lictices
(dies
a) Haimavan guadr
b) Uma 397
¢) Bahu-shobhamana agaTaEr
a) Sulabha g
b) Yogim qifirr
c) Martrey: FE4Y
94  a) Garg Rivi
b) Vacalnaw Eicocis
c) Brahmavadim
94  a) Maitren el
b) Brahmavadim EREiECH
c¢) Sulabha A
94  a) Katyayam FTRAIAY
b) Stnprajoa it
¢} Mahasaraswat? HEL-HTEAAT
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1 2 3
Kuru-School
91 Parashara qUAT
92 Vyasa SqIg
93  Shuka Bed
94  a) Vaisampayana T
b) Caraka qSF
94 Romaharshana QAnggor
94  Tiuir fafafz
943 Jaimini sfafq
93 Paila 9
93 Sumantu A
95 Katha w3
95 Badarayana JrEIET
Pancala School 7
93 Jaimini wfafa
93 Uddalaka sTIAT
93 a) Shakalya THT
b) Vidagdha fagey
¢} Padakrit wREY
93 Narada qRe
9¢ Shvetaketu Agdg
95 Tandi afes
Aditya Samprodaya
83  Vagambhrini T
94  a) Janaka A

b) Rajarshi
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2 3
Countries & Peoples
Magadha wqg
Videha fagg
Gandhara T
Naga anT
Taskhala q&gqF
Gandhan ararfy
Kuru 3
Pancala qIoTT
Castes
Varna T
Brahmana qrger
Kshatriya afar
Vaishya J=
Shudra gz
Hindu f‘z@

Stars, ealendars and astronomy

Nalshatra 57T
Rolint <fgeft
Jyeshtha SyTIT
Magha T4t
Krithiha Tfasr
Ashlesha WAL
Pura-asadha gafarer
a) Dhamistha afqesy
b) Shravishtha sfacsy

Dhruva qa
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1 2 3
d) Mahamaya qIIAGET
e) Maha-yogini Agrafndy
96  a) Pratitheyi sifadt
b) Vadava . agqr
Atharvana (Naimisha} School
93 a) Ghora ;T
b) Angirasa aifrw
93 Sumantu qu+g
94 Pathya qeq
Kabandha Faq
97 a) Shaunaka F
b) Mahashala HEIATT
96  Pippalada faare
98 a) Ashvalayana HIRAATIT
b) Kaushalya Faey
99 a) Katyayana ([) AT
b) Kabandhi FaeT
94 a) Krishna o
b) Angirasa aifreg
c) Ghora ’ I
Places
- Kurukshetra T
Hastinapura gz
Indraprastha TERNET
Khandavaprastha I
Takshasila etz
Harappa goTr
Hariyupia gfarfemr
Mathura YT

Dwaraka TITHRT
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!

2 3

Aryana (c.2000—1900)
Grography

a, Harappa Esda )

b Hariyupia ghagfrm

a. Rasa ki)

b. Ranha Xgr

a. Sarayn a1y

b. Horayu T3

a. Saraswati qYEAAT

b Harahvait: 3137{3'\’

a. Smdbu fa-yg

b Sapta-sindhava geg-faraa

¢. Hafta-hindu gaa-feg

a Urmya i

b Urmiya afaar

a Kubha 59

b Kabul wHA
Tribs

a Srinjaya =g

b Zaranjes, Zarenka, Daran_]xana (Iraman)

a Vaikarna

b. Vehrkana (Iranian)

a Zagrus (Iraman)

b Shigru farg

a Hellen (Greeh)

b Alina afaa

a Yakshu g

b Hjylsos (Egyptian)
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Masa
Paksha
. Yuga
Kali
Parivatsara
Samvatsara
Purnima
Amavasya
Patipada
Dwitiya,
Tritiya-
'Qaturthi
Pancami
Dashami

Magha
Kartika

mH
a5

In

&
afyazac
|IITAT
gfmnAr
TR
afgeg
fasvan
gdar
Fgat
q=qH)
It
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(3
w

2 3
Satee qdr
Tara-vyuha AT
Star-deities

Vasu ag
Sarpa m.m.,
Agni afty
Prajapati sanafe

Indra s
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TII Porana and Itihasa

1) Itihasa-Purana

2} a) Subject matter of a Purana
b) Iuhasa or current history

3) Composition of the Purana by the Vyasian
school

4) Periods of Indwan protohistory

4143
43
43

44-46
46-48

5) Ancient historians ; Collecting, digesting & editing

of material
Yuga theory : four yugas Paitrya yuga

48-50
50-51

IV Chronological framework of Indian Protohistory

Relative Chronology - dynasties numbers
Absolute Chronology :

a) Astronomcal observations

b) Cross contacts

Table of absolute dates

V Baudhayana and the satra literature

Baudhayana
Astronomcal observations
Sutra hterature
Relative dates
Absolute dates
Visshalaty of pole stars (Ashwalayana)

V1 The king list and the Rishi list : Kali Age

Preliminary

Relamne chronology (Dynastic number)
Date of birth and chronological systems
King lists (detasls of preparation)

Rishi List (Aditya sampradaya)
Siddhartha and the Upanishads

VH Mahabharata : its creators

Mahabharata (us layers)
Vyasa

56

57-59
60-
61-65

67-68
68-70

70-71
71-72
73-75

76
76-77
77-78
78-86
87-99
97-99

100-102
103-105
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b. Hushrava
a. Ishtashwa
b. Vistaspa
a. Emuhsa
b. Emissum
a. Mana

b. Mina

2 3
a, Parshu (Parshuas) qg, iR
(Persians)
a. Prithu (Parthians) 999, qiae
Parthava
a. Anaus (Turanian)
b. Anava qAT
Kings, Rishis etc.

a. Vasishtha gfass

b. Vahishtha (Gathic)

a. Mitrau f=ng

b Mihrav (Gathic)

a. Saum (Gathic)

b. Soma QT

a. Indrota kG

Indatu Babylonian
cuniform

a. Sush(n)a =

b: Sushi(n)ak (Elamite,
Babylonian)

a. Sushrava gad

Gathic (Iranian)
T

Iranian (Gathic)
qqT

Larsa cuniform
uaqr
Mesopotemian,
Egyptian etc
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A

ppendix I Aryan sion and the Rigveda a chrono-
logzcal reappraisal

Vedic mnvasion 163
End of Harappan culture & archaeology 166
Aryan mnvasion & archaeology 167
Historian s view of the Aryan nfiltration 168
Philologist’s view of the date of the Vedic hterature 170
Relative chronology of the Vedic age 172
Dynastic numbers of the Rishis 173
Three Vedic ages 174
Vedic geography ARYANA 174
Drnvodasa dynasty  Orginal home 170
Vedic cross contacts 177
1 Cayamana (==Cjyavana} Hansupnya 179
2 Snnjaya (and Rustana} 180
3 Sushrava (=Hushrava) 180
4 Tshtashwa {=Vistaspa) 180
5 Indrota (=Indatu) 181
6 a) Emusha (=FLmissum) of Larsa 182
b} Mana 182
7 Divodasa and Shambara 183
8 Sudasa and the battle of the ten Kings on Parushm
(Rt R) 186
9 Zarathustra lfe of 187
10 Duvodasa 1) date 2) hie, 3) dynasty 1879
11 Bharata bautle date of 180
12 Aternate hy potheses 199
Two fixed pumts of Indian chronology 191

Appendix Il Kurnkshetra

Ruru dynasty Pancalas Bhagwanpura Late copper

age 1957
Bhagwanpura Exeavinons  relasent Iiterary

matersal) 199 200
huru dynasty 197 204
Sninjaya Somakas  Pancalas 201

Hasunapur 272 203
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Colebrooke’s relative chronology
Krishna Devakiputra
Ugrashrava Sauti

VIII Date of the Bharata Battle-I

-Approximate Battie Calendar

Astronomical dating {(approximate)
Pitamaha Bhisma and Astronomy
Western school at Kuru
Initial point of Dhanishtha
Inscriptional material

Ahiole inscription

Hisse-Borala inscription
Weaknesses
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107-114
118-

116-124
121-124
124-133
131-133
133-134
134-136
134-135
135-136
136-138

IX Date of the Bharata Battle II : extant theories

reviewed

Group A : ¢.3100 B.C.
Group B: ¢.2449 B.C.
Group C: c.1424 B.C.
Group D : ¢.930 B.C.
Summing up :

In search of the Origiral Mahabharata

Mahabharata : three layers

1) Jaya of Vyasa

2) Bharata sambita of Vakampayama

3) Mahabharata of Ugrashrava Sauti

Methodology

Tables : 1. Analysis of the Sub-parvanas
II. Analysis of the Parvanas

Purva-Bharata and Uttara-Bharata

Importance of the subject

141-142
142-145
146-147
147
148

149-150

150-153

153-157
157

158-159
159-163

Contemporary literature : (Purushamedha of Yajnavalkya,
Kalpa-sutra of Baudhayana and Astadhyayi of Panini :

Value of the interpolations 3)



