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Foreword

The editorial authorities of this volume have done me honour
in asking me to write a foreword to intraduce it to its prospective
readers. 1 have been following, not very closely though, the
recent controversy among scholars and writers in regard to the
historicity of the great epic of ours, the Mahabhdrata, which
forms the main content of this volume., But not being given
to polemical exercises irrespective of their being scholastic,
intellectual or otherwise, 1 did not feel tempted to voice any
opinion. Besides, 1 thought that there was nothing in my
personal point of view which deserved communication to
scholars and experts in the field; T would rather remain content,
1 considered, by allowing my point of view in this regard to
inform and colour my own humble articulations in the field of
Indian history and Culture wherever and whenever this was
relevant. But since I have been persuaded to write this foreword.
1 propose to do exactly what I would have done to myself,
namely, to clarify my personal point of view for my own
benefit, and nothing more.

v

Textual analysis and eriticism is a part of literary and
historical research; insofar as the Mahabharata is concerned
such analysis and criticism have been going on for well-nigh
one hundred years, and today one knows a few things which are
more or less beyond dispute. One may say that the Mahabharata
is an epic consisting of a central or core-legend, that of the
family feud leading to the Kuruksetra war between the
Kauravas and another collateral of theirs, the Piandavas, around
which was clustered, over a fong period of time, but in stages,
a number of other minor floating legends (garhas, akhyanas, etc.),
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n but
all mythicized 1 course of tume, by not one smgle pcrsomm(l
by a successton of persons of considerabe creative vtsrlo n
ymapmation and of cqually constderable power O po‘:rsc
articulation  They were all called ¥yBsas or COMPpIESs,

presumably the reason why the authorship has been attributed
to one great Vyasadeva

One al<o knows that the Mahdbhdrata categonzes tself as
mihdsa (in ha dsa  venly itis what actually was}. and ot as
gathd, akhydna, akhyayikd, upakhyena or purdnd, hiterary
categorses which were certainly known to the ¥)dsas of the epic
Which means that they knew what was in those distant days
considered tradstionally as uthdsa, that 1s, they had therr own
concept of fhistory and they were recording what they believed
to have taken place 1a 2 certain sequence of time and at certamn
places, at any rate 1 regard to the core story of the eprc which
was their, and 1 believe, ours as well, mam concern ¥ am quite
canscious that their corception of 1ifidsa 1s not our conception
of hustory today. Indeed, the two concepls are poles apart,
and Twould not have even raised the 1ssue had it not been for
the fact that we experls, scholars and 1ntellectuals, constitute a
very small, microscopic munonty of the vast sca of India’s
everr g 1 Qur find are not 1n the realm of
scientific truths, ke Nev ton’s or Galileo’s, for instance, where
a discovery tears asunder age-old notions, behiefs and faiths and
brings about a new world of facts, 1deas and visions  Historians
operate mainly, but not exclusively, T believe, 1n the field of
facts and situations which are well-documented, they operate
also ard at the s2ame time 1n that of sdeas and concepts, vistons
and imaginations, signs and symbols, myths and legends, etc y

» huch bave all their haunts in the murds and behaviour-patterns
of lve men and women with whom istory 1s certainly con~
cerned  In the hustory of 2 culture and cwilization of 2 people
a3 of the tradivsona! Indians, all these arc and have been an

mporiznt stufl of therr Iife and behaviour-pattern through the
centusies

And 1}1: pople of tradittonal India have been believing that
W~ St GbFdrata, desprts 1ts baang a store house of legends and
1Henes, 1s on fuh i or history

ding 1o therr ption,
4ner i Tecords 2t s core the story of the Kuru Pandas,

as, the
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Paiicilas and a host of other contemporary janas, as faithfully
as the live story of a fraternal feud leading to a devastating war
could be, but all put in a literary form by an imaginatively
effective poet. They have been singing and reciting it through
the ages and allowing the characters, events and situations
presented in it, affect their lives very deeply and widely. They
bave been belicving this core story at any rate, as a true inter-
pretation of what had actually happened at a given time and
place. Tn other words, the Bhdratayuddha-kathd has been,
through the centuries, woven into the very texture of India’s
life and culture, and is thus an important and inalienable part
of the lives of countless millions of people of this land, and
hence an essential fact of Indian history, and this, even from
the point of view of the modern concept of history. I would
not, therefore, be hyper-critical and say that insofar as this
particular item of India’s itihdsa is concerned, our ancestors of
traditional India were all steeped in a world of make-belief and
considered mere akhydnas and updkhyanas, etc., as facts of
itihdisa., The Mahabhdrata is too precious a document of
Indian life to be lightly pushed aside as unhistorical. Here is
perhaps an instance of a historical fact being mythicized, and
then the myth itself becoming a part of history, not very much
unlike in what happened, much later, in the mythicization of
historical characters like those of Alexander and Charlesmagne.

1L

At the same time I must admit the Mahabhdrata may not be
a historical document according to the modern concept of
history and that of “documents® which provide the raw materials
of history. Frankly, it is a Mahdkdavya, an epic poem, a great
one, involving poetic fancies, visions, imageries, interpretations,
teachings, etc. To me, it seems futile, therefore, to try to test
its historicity in dircct and straightforward archacological
findings and in absolutely proven and known facts of history.
But this is not to say all at once that in the core of the
Bharatayuddha-kathi there is no sub-stratum of historical truth,
one that lies, at the bottom of layers upon layers of poetic
alatikéras,

Various attempts have been made to identify this sub-stratum
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and to find out if {hs sub-stratum had any basis in actual
Tustory and archacology, the pre SUpy tian being that SUChhn
great event of India’s ancient memory and consciousness of the
past could not have been without an actual basis in positive
facts  The results of thus long series of attempts are but too
well known to experts n the field One need not, therefore,
secount them except for remmding ourselves that the story of
the Pharata war s the story of lwe people of flesh and blood
caught up inlive situations of human and worldly conflict, and
hat 3t 1s not story of dwine and seri-divine beings, of magical
and supra-natural happemngs, of demons and raksasas, of

gandharvas and kinnar8s, of sub human or super-human realities,
for 1astance

1 would, therefore, for the purpose of this foreword, confine
myself 1o a couple or two arguments alone, mainly geo-historical
and archacological, in favour of the relative istonicity of the
great Bharata war In what I have said already, 1t 15 perhaps
more than clear that I am not yet prepared to dismiss the
Bharatayuddha katha as a mere figment of poetic imagination

My first argument which I would present for consideration,
15 that of the geographical honzon of the Kuruksetra war and
of the tnbes and peoples that joined this war as allies of either
the Kauravas or the Pandavas One point 1s at ooce clear
there 15 no mention of any jamz or janapada south of the
Vindhyas and the Vindhyan plateau, which took part in the
Bharata or Kuruksetra war  Which means that the geographical
honzon of the Bhdratayuddha kath® was lumted to what 1s
roughly the entire sub continent of India north of the Vindhyas
and the Vindbyan plateau, extending from Bahlika (Balkh),
Kambopa and Gandnara in the exireme north west, Singhu-
Sawvira and the Yadava country in the south-west and Mahish-
mathi and Avantt 10 the west to Vanga, Kahbga and Prag-
yyousapura (Kamarupa) n the east But one may take into
account that king Bhagadatta of Pragyyotssapura, who ruled
over the Kirdtas, was an asura, which prcsumabl’y means that
this reg1on was at the time of the Kuruksetra war, stull outside

of the then Aryandom Insofar as V.
concerned one cannot help o o Kalinga are

feeling that these tw,
'0 TegIONS wWwece
aiso simitarly placed and were later nsertions for rh)%lmmg with
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Anga, the Aniga-Vaaga-Kalifga triad being a later phraseological
currency. For all practical purposes, therefore, the geographical
horizon of the Bhirata war was limited in the cast to north and
south Bihar, in other words to Anga and Magadha, This was
more or less exactly the geographical horizon of the Aryan
language-speaking peoples of India at the time of the Buddha
(c.600 B.C.) as well, but for the fact that the Iist of the sixteen
Mah@janapadas of the early Pili tradition, includes Assaka and
Mulaka, and that carly Buddhism knows of a city called
Patitthanapura, which means that by about 600 B.C. the then
Aryandom came to include a couple of janapadas or so, lying
to the south of the Vindhyas. One may, therefore, locate in
time the geographical horizon of the Bharata war, say, a
hundred or a couple of hundred years earlier than 600 B.C.,
that is, ¢.800 B.C.

But perhaps more important than the geographical horizon is
the list of janas and janapadus that participated in the Bharata
war on either side. Even the major janapadas, Vatsa (Matsyas),
Kisi, Cedi, DaSiirna, Paficila and Vrsni on the Pandava side,
and Magadha, Anga, Videba, Kofala, Mahismati, Avanti,
Bhoja-Andhaka, Nisada, Sﬁlva, Vidarbha, Sindhu-Sauvira,
Gandhara, Trigartta, Kekaya, Sibi, Madra, Bahlika, Kshudraka,
Milva, Ambastha and Kamboja on the Kaurava side, make up
a formidable list. Altogether well-nigh thirty janas and their
Jjanapadas seem to have been involved in this war,

It is well-known that round about 600 B.C. there were
sixteen mahafunapodas in more or less the same geographical
area, two alone lying to the south, outside of this area. It is
known further that these sixteen mahdjanapadas were by about
400 B.C., reduced to four, and by about 324 B.C., to only one
which was the great and sprawling Maurya empire. Here was
thus a political process at work, a process of formation of
larger and larger states obliging the smaller ones to merge
themselves into the larger and more powerful ones on the one
hand and transforming the tribal oligarchical ones to monarchi-
cal ones on the other. This political process was at the same time
a civilizing process as well inasinuch as it transformed, slowly
and steadily, small jans or tribal communities to larger and
farger socio-political units,
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were used by the fighting forces included bows and arrows, spears
or javclinsiand ‘lEn'wca or daggers (Nakula and Sahadeva are
<aid to have spacialized in fencing) in the main, cakra and pisa
(noose) which szem to have been used as a boomerang, gada or
nisala (club) made presumably of wood but could atso beof
stone. dises and axcs, presumably of stone orfand coppt. The
weapons in whichalone iron stems to or may actually have
teen wxed are the heads of arrows and spears or javelios, and
the knives and dagzers.  And this agrees very well indeed with
what we koow to date of the discovery of iron weapons and
implements in India before ¢.500 B C In fact, iron arrow-hcads,
spear or jaselin-head, knives and daggers (but ro other iron-
made wespons of war) are known to have been fourd along
with other iron implements from the many iron-yiclding Painted
Gray Ware 12vels (€. 100D to 510 B.C)) in northern India spread
over from Taxila in the northwest to the Ajay-MayGrakst valley
in the cast. A date round about £00 B.C. for the great juna
war of proto-historic Irdia, called the Bh3rata war {since all
the important tnbss of the then Aryan language-speaking
Bharata were involved in it) or the Kuruksstra war (since the
war was fouzht on the pliins of Kuruksetra), may not, there-

fore, b: inadmissible altogether from the archacological point
of view as well.

1 may bz allowed to offer ons more argument, a short one
but of an altogether different nature,

The Bhidratayuddha v.as fought out on the plains of Kuruk-
i3, Notsery far from w! ere stand the Kuruksetra University
of teday and ths modern township of Thaneswar, is the dricd
up bed of tne Sarassats; it must have dried up even bafore the
war took place. It marks the great divids batwaen the traditional
Uttaripaths acd the trzditional Madhyadsfa, the former
comprisng the Northwest Froatier Province and the Punjab of
old ard the atier, the entire Ganga-Yamuna valley, Indezd,
the Kusukatea area is the bimnming of the great spravling
plains of ths nosth. It was not without season that mxr-mzaz:;
or 20 wars 2nd battles that decsded the f412 of India at different
um'zs of her hutory, were fougtt on the plains between the
r‘c;zcn extending from Kuruks=tra to Sontpat. Panipat, besides
Kurckeetna, brinz the cccond most important cock-pit. The
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geo-political importance of the region in ancient and medieval
times is thus more than clear, Itis so to us today at any rate,
since historians enjoy the advantage of hind-sight. But how
was it that the compiler or the recorder of the Bhiratayuddha-
kathd chose Kuruksetra as the site of the jana-war, the first
large-scale war of India’s history 7 Why Kuruksetra, within
the Kuru region, and not in region of the Matsyas, or of the
Cedts, or of the Paficilas who were all staunch allics of the
Pandavas, the last being the staunchest one, or why not any-
where in the Panjab, away from the Kuru region, where the
Kauravas had the largest assemblage of allies 7 Was the choice
of Kuruksetra as the venue of the war, just a stroke of poetic
imagination 7 Or, could it be that bencath the layer upon layer
of imaginative narration there was somewlere just a small, thin

layer of historical truth for poctic imagination to get a foot-
hold on and then spread its wings ?

1 do not seem to think that there is anything antecedently
improbable in the story of the Bidratayuddha being regarded as
containing the sced of a historical fact.

m

What I have been arguing so far is, methodologically
speaking, more or less in line with the well-known practice of
textual analysis and historical criticism. But there is another
consideration to the question of historicity or historical
authenticity of the Bhdratayuddha-karha, which is as important
as, if not more than any other. It is sought to be argued that
the Kuru-Pandava story, that is, the Bhdratayuddha-katha, like
the Rama-Sita story of the Ramdyana, is a myth, and the ques-
tion has been posed ‘Is the Rdmdyapa a myth or reality’ ? One
could pose the question similarly about the Afahabharata as
well. If it has not been done, it has been implied nevertheless.

Assuming that the Bhératoyuddha-kathd and the Rama-Sita
story (in whichever version one may choose to follow) are both
myths, does it follow that these are not real 7 I am afraid, no.
Myth is not mith;a, not fictional or illusory; a myth is not a

. legend or fable, or a mere tale. In actuality it isa ““true story”
of the ife of any society, the essence extracted out of the very



xiv Foreword

process of human life of a given time and space. A myth is an
extremely complex cultural reality the foremost function of
which is to reveal the exemplary models of all significant human
activities in a given society, from birth to death. fndeed, myths
are the most proud and meaninpful possession of all early,
pre-industrial revolution societies, since these incorporate
deep-rooted traditions and provide “living” entities in the sense
that they supply models of human behaviour, and by doing so,
give meaning and value to the flowing current of life in a given
social sitvation, Ethnologists and sociologists have been
recognizing for long the importance and significance of myths
in the undersianding and appreciation of carly and medieval
human socicties. Tt is time that historians too, did the same,
A myth is a socio-psychological ph , and hence a
reality which historians can hardly afford to ignore. The
question is not therefore “Myth or Reality 7, but “Myth and
Reality”, and having posed it as such it should be the obligation

of the historian to analyse and explain the relationship between

he Bhératayuddha-kathd or the Rama-Sita myth on the one
hand and the role which these two myths played in Indian life
and society on the other, wherein should Jic the reality of the

two myths as of any others of similar significance. So long as

we take into account that a myth is as real as what is considered

as a fact of history, we should be less likely to be caught in the

;n;uc of the iflogical and irrelevant argument of either true or
alse.

6th February, 1976, I .
New Deibi NIHARRANJAN RAY



Preface

In a way this book, ‘Mahabharata—Mpyth and Reality’, is
comparable to the Epic itself. For, our original intention was
to bring out a brochure containing the core of the controversy
as it appeared in several newspapers and magazines. In its
final form, however, the book has grown almost five times its
originally intended size—a phenomenal growth indeed—in
about eight months, from its embryonic stage to its adulthood.
The original Epic attained its present form over several cen-
turies, but ours has kept pace with the speed of the Space Age.

in this monograph we have included considered views of
forty-one leading scholars of the country, most of whom have
been kind enough to respond quickly to our request; often
revising their earhier opinions expressed in the newspapers. The
entire frame-work of the monograph has, thercfore, changed in
accordance with the response from our learned contributoss.
However, the first fifty pages of the Introduction coatains the
core of the monograph while the rest represents the views of
our contributors. We have also added an epilogue incorporat-
ing a few comments on some select views expressed here.

In bringing out a book of this kind we have been fortunate
to receive unstinting cooperation and help of several persons.
To them we are thankful. To our contributors we are beholden;
but for whom this book would not have been possible Among
them, we would like to express our gratefulness to Prof. R.C.
Majumdar who, inspite of his ailment and against medical
advice, responded to our request. To Professor Niharranjan
Ray, however, we owe a special word of thanks for the fore-
ward, who, inspite of his pre-occupation with Indo-U.S. Ex-
change Programme, could find time to respond to our request. To
the editors and publishers of the Seminar our thanks are due for
permitting us reproduction of the article by Dr. Romila Thapar.,
Our gratitude are due to the Archaeological Survey of India for
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allowing us to reproduce a number of photographs from their
excavations conducted at Hastinipura and Bhagwanpurd; to
Prof. G.R. Sharma of the Allahabad University for giving
permission to reproduce a plate of the Kausdimbi Painted Grey
Ware appearing in the report of his excavations and also to the
Head of the Department of History, Aligarh University, for the

photographs of iron objects recovered from the excavations at
Atranjikhera.

Our thanks are due to Dr. (Miss) Shashi Asthana, who has
prepared the Index,

Linz drawings in the monograph were very kindly prepared
by Shri M.S. Mani of the Archacological Survey of India and
Shri Mohan Lal of the National Museum, New Delhi, Shri B.B.
Dutta and Shri R.L. Schgal of the Archaeological Survey of

India, prepared the typescript. To all of them, we express our
thanks.

To Shri I.C. Mittal and Shri Agam Prasad of the D.K.
Publishers’ Distributors, Delhi and Agam Prakashan, we are
extremely thankful for the unstinting cooperation.

!l is our earnest hope that this book will be widely read
paving way (o new and comprehensive researches.  For, as the
Tamil saying goes, ‘Y«hatcvcr we know is only a handful; what
we do not knqw is as large as the world itseli”. We welcome
cammnaents and visws of.cvery one interested in the subject so
that we may be able to incorporate them in our next edition.
1st July, 1976, S.P. Gupta
New Dethi, K.S. Ramachandran
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INTRODUCTION

Pinini defines ‘Bhirata’ as the battle ‘“of the Bharatas”.
Hence Mahabharata would mean the ‘great narrative of the
battle of the Bharatas. In the Mahabharata itself we come
across the supgestion : TEEATE AT@RAY AGWIEL=I—it is known
as Mahabharata because of its greatness, enormous size and
import, implying that the work ‘out-weighs the Vedas and
other sacred literature of India’. This also could be inter-
preted in a different way, viz., ¥R WRAWE—implying
‘greatness and Indianness’ ; hence Mahabhdrata.

The Rgveda mentions the Bharatas as a martial race hold-
ing sway over the region lying between the Gangd and the
Yamuna. The story of the Bharatas—the Mahabhdrata—deals
in detail the fierce family fight between the Kauravas-—the
Kurus and the Pandavas—the Paficilas, the two warring tribes.
In this warfare the Pandavas came out victorious annihilating
their brethern, the Kauravas, headed by Duryodhana. The
Pandavas were led by Yudhisthira. This family fight formed
the nucleus of the epic Mahabharata. Around this nucleus
developed the epic as we have it today., The main events
recounted in the epic are given below :

1. Pandavas return to Hastindpur from their abode in the

forest.
2. Events occur which create mutual jealousy in the minds
of the Pandavas and the sons of Dhrtardstra.

3. Duryodhan leaves Bhima in the Gangi after poisoning
him ; he also attempts to kill him by snake bite.

4. The construction of a house of shellac (33(3) and an
attempt to burn the Pindavas alive in it.

5. Pingdavas foil the attempt by escaping from the house
through an underground passage and taking shelter in
the forest.
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6. hile in the forest, Bhima, encounters a fight with the
demoness Hidimbi and defeats her. The birth of
Ghatotkaca, the son of Bhima and Hidimba.

7. Piandavas reside with a Brahmana in the town of Eka-
chakra, Bhima kills Bakasur during this stay.

8. Pindavas leave the town to attend the Swayamvara
ceremony preceding Draupadi’s marriage.  All the five
sons of Pafdu marry DraupadL.

9, Return of the Pandavas to Hastinapur,

10. Dhrtardstra gives away half of his kingdom (viz., the
Khindavaprastha) to the Pandavas.

11. Pandavas rule in Khindavaprastha for some years.

12, Pindavas commence a Rijasiiya Sacrifice to prove their
sovereignty over the whole earth.

Arjuna goes to unknown places in an exile (#ATaxE:)

for thirteen months, as punish for encroaching upon

the secret meeting of Yudhisthira and Draupadi.

Arjuna gets the hand of Subhadra, Shri Krspa's sister,

in marriage, while in exile.

15. ‘The huge fire of the Khindava forest and the saving of

Miyasura fromit.

16. The construction of a Hall by Maya,
17. The historic gambling. Pandavas Joose to Kauravas,

18. Pangdavas accept an cxil: for 12 years and residence for
one ycar rnore in an unkno + 0

the King Virata). W place. - (They reside with

Pindavas return from their exi

;; their Jost tilngdom from g;:ﬁ;:;;;c'mand the return

¢ memorable o .
in the battle aloli;héx:?:}? hBi:"‘I:;]le:) Txryodm s killed
(L e wholeof bis Empire, and Pandavas
18 sto. 3, .
chapters) Y Was written in a volume comprising one hundred
As already obs _

0 its prand a’;ﬂ;;}ﬁ; ii_!: I;:{a{nabli\::mm available to us to-day

from the bardic repertojre ha\rinl ncb 5D legendary matter
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aerfoL n “whatever is (present) here (in the Mahabhdrata) maél
be found elsewhere ; what is not (present here) (?nno! be f'oun'tl
anywhere else” ; and again zvEo? m—.-Vyasa has toucl.le
(dealt with) every subject in this world, just.lﬁcd. the cnor.mlty,
greatness cyclopaedic knowledge contained in this great epic. .
Naturally, such a great work could not have been Ehc har}d -
work of one single person, nor composed in any one smgl.e time
bracket. Scholars recognise at Jeast three redac‘nons in the
Mahabharata as we have to-day.! The first one is by Krypa
Dvaipayana Vyasa consisting of 8,800 verses, called Jaya ; the
secord by VaiSampayana comprising 24,000 verses, known as
Bhirata, and the third (the present form) composed of a lakh
of verses called the Mahabhdrata was given to us by Sauta.

For convenience, a tabulated form of the redactions is given
on page three (Table 1).2

THE CONTROVERSY : GENESIS AND PROGRESS

On the fourteenth of September 1975, Dr. D.C. Sircar, an
eminent epigraphist and a former Chicf Epigraphist to the
Government of Ind:a, declared unequivocally to the UNI that
the Mah{sbhirala Was a myth, devoid of little historicity, open-
ing, as it were, the flood-pates of controversy all over the
country. Traditional Sanskritic and Vedic scholars, historians
and archacologists haye come down with an avalanche of articles
2 ].mdmg their pet views and theories. Yet, this
is not the ﬁrsl time such controversy has been raked up. Let
us now consider the commencement of the Ppresent controversy
and how it progressed a5 time went by,

D.C. Sircar

the nuclu:su::effl?egi)?laat:;bl? G Cleotersy, now believed. that
“PELty famuly or yripay fu 7312 vias only a simple war-song of 2

cdv A
epic developed at o much lat:a:‘l)::;‘g which the legend of the

1 Merabhzray, Cng
. " it
*Vaidra,op i ";;}p&’. lx!ll.on. 1,56,33,
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Sircar’s main contentions are: :

(i) there is no reference to the Great War in the Vedic
literature;

(if) the exact period when the Mahdbhirata event took place
was uncertain even to the people of ancient India;

(iif) the Bharata war has not been mentioned in the literature

prior to 4th century B.C. ;

(iv) Kuruksetra, the scene of the famous battle, does not

figure in the Vedic literature as a battle field; and

(¥) the very presence of several traditions in the Mahabharata,

according to Sircar, clearly exhibit complete lack of knowledge
of the Bhdrata war amongst the people of ancient India. But
when the story gained immense popularity among the masses
and the gradual evolution of the same into an epic, assignment
of a date was considered necessary and several chronological
postulates came to be advanced.

As for the date of the Bharata war there seems to be.no
consensus among scholars. Rebutting those who assign a date
between the second and fourth millennia B.C., Sircar points out
that they clash with the accepted time-bracket of the Indus
Valley Civilization and the arrival of the Aryans in India; the
latter being some time in the middle of the second millennium
B.C. His contentions about the date can be summarized as
under :

The Kathasaritsigara mentions that Udayana, king of
Kau§ambi, also a contemporary of the Buddha, was the fifth or
sixth in lineal succession to Pariksit, a personality mentioned
in the Mahabhirata. But the Purinic lists mention that Udayana
was twenty-fifthin descent from Pariksit. This raises the problem
of reconciling ten generations of priests with twenty-five genera-
tions of kings. The story in its final form portrays the war bet-
ween the Kauravas and Pindavas—a struggle between the Kurus

and Paficalas. In the latter cvent the Pariksit tradition is
unreliable and apparently introduced at a later date. Again,
Dhrtarasirn and Partksit find a place in the later Vedic
literature while the main dramatis personae, Yudhigthira and his
brothers, are totally ignored. This seems to be a factor to be
reckoned within dating the epic.  Further, some hold the view
that the Mahfbhirata war took place in the ninth-tenth century
B.C. Here again it is impossible to accept this for want of any
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Sircar's main contentions are:

() thereis no reference to the Great War in the Vedic
literature;

(i) the exact period when the Mahdbhdrata event took place
was uncertain even to the people of ancient India;

(iii) the Bharata war has not been mentioned in the literature
prior to 4th century B.C. ;

(iv) Kuruksetra, the scene of the famous battle, does not

figure in the Vedic literature as a battle field; and

(v) the very presence of several traditions in the Mahdbharata,
according to Sircar, clearly exhibit complete lack of knowledge
of the Bharata war amongst the people of ancient India, But
when the story gained immense popularity among the masses
and the gradual evolution of the same into an epic, assignment

of a date was considered necessary and several chronological
postulates came to be advanced.

As for the date of the Bhirata war there seems to be no
consensus among scholars. Rebutting those who assign a date
between the second and fourth millennia B.C., Sircar points out
that they clash with the accepted time-bracket of the Indus
Valley Civilization and the arrival of the Aryans in India; the
Jatter being some time in the middle of the second millennium
B.C. His contentions about the date can be summarized as
under :

The Karthdsaritsdgara mentions that Udayana, king of
Kau$ambi, also a contemporary of the Buddha, was the fifth or
sixth in lineal succession to Pariksit, a personality mentioned
in the Mahabharata. But the Purdnic lists mention that Udayana
was twenty-fifth in descent from Pariksit. This raises the problem
of reconciling ten generations of priests with twenty-five genera-
tions of kings. The story in its final form portrays the war bet-
ween the Kauravas and Pandavas—a struggle between the Kurus

and Paficilas. In the latter cvent the Pariksit tradition is
unreliable and apparently introduced at a later date. Again,
Dhrtardgtra and Pariksit find a place in the later Vedic
literature while the main dramatis personae, Yudhisthita and his
brothers, are totally ignored. This seems to be a factor to be
reckoned within dating the epic. Further, some hold the view
that the Mahdbhdrata war took place in the ninth-tenth century
B.C. Here again it is impossible to accept this for want of any
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reference to the war in the later Vedic literature. Tn this con_&ext
itis rather impossible to understand why Arya Bhatta, Varaha-
mibira (authors of the Gupta Periad) as also the compiler of the
nistorical section of the Purinas assign very easly date, between
the second to the fourth millennia B.C. .

Further, Bhagadatta, king of Pragjyotisa—identified with
modern Assam—was an important figure in the Makabharata.
Bhagadatta does not find a place in the later Vedic literature. In
the AstadhyasT of Panini also we find no mention of the people
of the east and south in the fifth century B.C. Hence, if we are
1o accept that Bhagadatta took part in the Mahabhdrata war in
the Haryana region he could have done 50 not carlier than the
Tise of the Nandas in the fourth century B.C. Incidentally, this
would also prove that the Mahabhdrata story could not have
developed prior to fourth century B.C.

Finally, a word about the strength of the fighting armies. An
aksauhinf consisted of 21,870 war chariots, 21,870 of elephants,
65,610 horsemen and 109,350 foot-soldiers. This would involve
about forty lakhs of fightingmen. To say that a close fight ensued
involving seven fo eleven aksauhini of warriors in a single
battle field is a physical impossibility not only in days of yore
but even today. This appears to be a hyperbolic poctic fancy.

Sirear is of emphatic opinion that, “all stories of earlier

digvijayasand empire building described in the epics and the
Purénas have to be regarded as belonging to the d

thology and folk-lore and not history.”

But all the same, in spite of the above, Devakiputra Krsna

possibly is a historical figure for he is mentioned in the Candogya
Upanizad,

of my-

LD, Sankaliz and Shashi Asthang

Pr?f. H.D. Sankalia, supporting Sircar's view, is of the opinion
t{m, the battle was largely a family fued and belonged to a
time when the result of 2 bawle depended primarily on indivi-
dual strength and prowess.”  He observes that this was also the
case in ancieat Greeee and Troy, To him, literary references of

Mahibhisata are incidegtal and 2!
face valus.  Dr. Sankalja, ibey are not 1o be taken attheie

. primarily being an archaeologist, his
arguments mainly fevolve around axchaiologiml ﬁndi%:‘sg:’ and
Ceductions. He S rather critical ahout the date of 1he
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Mahabhirata war. Sankalia’s contentions are as follows :
Several schools of scholars advocate divergent dates, viz.,
3100 B.C., 1400 B.C. and 900 B.C., for the Mahabharata war.
They are priwarily schiolars of “Sanskrit literature and arm-chair
historians”. Before accepting any of these dates one has to weigh
the implications arising out of this. We have to assume that
during this time fairly large sized kingdoms existed in the present
day Haryana, Punjab, Sind Gujarat, Saurashtra, Kutch, Uttar
Pradesh, Bihar, Assam and Xashmir. And also, that in all these
areas a fairly well-developed culture and civilization prevailed.
1t is also imperative that the rulers here had o standing army of
the major corps; their numerical strength not being taken into
account. But, there is no foundation for these assumptions; for
the epoch-making discoveries of the Indus Valley Civilization
have pushed back the history of India to the third-fourth millen-
nia B.C. and, about the people, Sankalia obscrves : “A people
who had given the whole western and north-western India a well-
planned and administered city-civilization, and that too for well
nigh a thousand years, used comparatively simple tools and
weapons of stone and copper-bronze. The most prolific of their
weapons was a terracotta sling-ball found stored in huge
quantities behind a defensive mud-brick wall at Mohenjo-daro
and arrow-heads of copper, bronze and bone, possibly tipped with
poison”. Spear-heads and axes of the Harappans were devoid
of sockets and had to leashed to handles, probably of wood. The
professor is sceptical about the efficacy of these weapons, parti-
cularly in close combat—dvarida yuddha—for these will buckle
on impact. If the date of the Mahabhdrata war is accepted as
3000 B.C., or 1400 B.C. even, then it would follow that the epic
heroes like Bhima, Arjuna, Karna and others fought with insigni-
“ficant looking microliths, small maceheads, sling balls of stone
and terracotta (not more than 3 inches in diameter and 12 ounces
in weight). For about fifteen hundred years, from Peshawar in
the north to Broach in the south, and Karachi in the west to
Delhi in the east, these types of weapons are common. But the
difficulty in accepting these futile weapons is quite apparent.
Further, the Mahabharata refers 1o weapons made of iron which
incidentaily were not in regular use before the sixth century B.C.
and definitely unknown before eleven hundred B.C.
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Two other poinis emphasised by Sankalia are ¢ .

(i) although Jarge armies have been involved in the battle,
the sole of the foot-soldier therein is nebulous, and

(ii) while the Mahzbhirata refers to war chariots, cavalry as
such is not mentioned.

Finally, Dr. Sankalia is of the opinion that “archacology has
conclusively proved that the critical editions of the epics are not
older than the fourth or fifth centuries A.D.”

Km. Shashi Asthana supports Sankalia on geographical
considerations,

On the opposite camp, challenging the views of Sircar and
Sankalia, are Prof. V,N. Datta and Dr. H.A. Phadke of the
Kurukshetra University, Dr. V.C. Pandey of the Punjab Univer-
sity and Prof. V.V. Mirashi of Nagpur. Besides these veterans,
those who participated in the Seminar of Vedic Scholars and
Astronomers organized by the Vidur Sewa Ashram near Bijnor,

Uttar Pradesh, leave no doubt about the historicity of the Maha-
bhirata war.

Let us now consider the views of these and other
eminent scholars.

V.N. Datta and H.A. Phadke

The Mahabhirata war took place long after the compilation
of the Rgveda, even later than the portion which deals with
Dhrurdstira in the Yojurveds, Vyisa, Parifars, Vicitravirya,
I?hmgm, Krspa Devakiputra and Sikhandi—all are men-
tioned inthe carly literature, The Ssikhydyana Srautasdtra,
an.nbumblc to about 600 B.C., mentions that the Kurus were
dsiven out of Kuruksetra. ‘This would naturally mean that the
Mahibhirata war had taken place before Sinkhyayana, Le.,
prior to €00 B.C.

Further, the Paficilas were allies and did not supercede the

Pindavas, In the Purinic gencalogy, the decendants of Bhirata

Kuru in the Jine of Arjunas continued but the next geacration
of the Kausavas is not mentioned at ail,

This goes against the
pcsn.xh.ttf that war was a myth. They also say that smﬁal siyras
of Pagini bcar witness to his intimate knowledge of the geography
ol; the region.  Dr. Datta affirms that “long before the Mahi-
b..ima_bamc the tradition of fighting
el teglon, 3 scene of tribal conflicts
Vedic timss, This tradition was popular ¢ven at the time
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of Hieun T'sang’s visit, in the scventh century AD,, to
Kuruksetra, He stated that a terrible fight had taken place in
the Thineéwar region in remote times so that the entire area was
covered with bones which were still visible to him". In support
of the above, he says that Asthipura of the Purdnas was the site
where the bodies of the dead in the battle were cremated and
Cunningham has identified it correctly. The actual battle-field
was somewhere between the present town of Kaithal and the
village Amin, both of which are neor Kurukgetra,

The Kuruksetra scholars conclude their statement by
posing a question : if the present sites of Hastindpura, Kuruks-
etra, Panipat, Amin, Barnawi and Bairdt are not those associated
with the Mahdbharata episode where are the actual sites
connected with the epic and the Great War ?

V.C. Pandey aud B.P. Sioha

Dr. V.C, Pandey, upholds the view that the Mahibharata war
is not a “myth’ but a reality. Prof, B.P. Sinha also fecls the
same,

Dr. Pandey begins by quoting that “It is never wise to reject
traditions off hand; in most cases they contain a modicum of
truth. Even if it be only a background for fiction”, “Shorn of
its literaray embellishments”, he says, “the Mahabhdrata
contains a good deal of historical substance, and it is a work of
great antiquity which was alluded to by Asvaliyana and
Sarkhyayana. Panini too has referred to the epic heroes, and
even the seventh century A.D. Chinese traveller Hieun T’sang
has recorded the Mahabhdrata war when he says that since that
war heaps of bones are lying buried in the soil of Kuruksetra.
Such a persistent tradition could not easily be brushed aside as
entirely untrustworthy’’, If there is no reference to the Maha-
bhdrata war in the later Vedic literature it is because the later
Vedic lterature developed with a predominant socio-religious
background with disinterestedness in describing wars. Tt is also
incorrect to say that the author of the Astddhydy? had no know-
ledge of eastern India. ‘Suramasa’ mentioned in the Asfadhydyi
has correctly been identified with Suranama in Assam. Further,
from a careful study of the Purdnmic texts we gather that the
entire northern India, covering Bihar and Bengal as well, was

Aryanized in the sresd yuga, say by about 2400 B.C.; towards
—_— T
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the end of which (by 2000 B.C.) Orissa and Assam were also
Aryanised. Hence, it is not a matter for surprise if the king of
Assam is mentioned in the Mahabharata war.

The divergent vicws about the Mahabhirata war are attributed
by him to the chronological disinterestedness of the Indians; for
example, even about the dates of Mazhivira and the Buddha there
is no consensus.  But the historicity of either is never in doubt.

Coming to the date of the Mahabharata war, hic say that the
Pusinas mention Vaivasvata Manu as the first ruler after the
destruction of Hastindpura by great floods. Ninety-four
gencration of rulers separated Manu and the Mahabharata war,
Prof. Pusalkar who made a critical study of literary data
assigns c. 3100 B.C. for the floods and Manu. Rough calcula-
tion based on twenty years for each ruler, ninety-five gencra-
tions of kings would take us to (3100-1900 B.C.) 1200 B.C.
which could be the date of the Mahdbhdrata war. Further,
Purinic texts mention that 36 generations of rulers intervened
the accession of Candragupta Maurya and Yudhigthira, the
epic hero. It is generally accepted that Candragupta Maurya
came to throne in 322 B.C. Similar calculation shows that
seven hundred and twenty years would have elapsed since
Yudhisthira’s reign and the epic personality can be placed near
about 1042 B.C. Hence it is evident that the Mahabharata war
could have taken place between 1200 B8.C. and 1042 B.C.
Purdnic description of the regnal periods of the Maurya,
Surza, Kanva and Satavihana kings is fairly accurate. Again,
the Pusénic list of kings do not mention any pre-Mahibharata
kings. (In contrast, the Sumerian list assigns fantastically long
periods of reign to their pre-flood kings which is difficult to
zeespt).  To some, t_his date might not be acceptable. It may
bf’ fl{gu:'d that the invading Aryans destroyed the Harappan
:x_'n'h’zau'on some {ime near about 1500 B.C  But the Harappan
civilization, according to C-14 dates, scems 1o have come to an
end _by 1750 B.C. Again there is nothing against assigning an
i;;hcr date, +iz,, '3rd14th milleanium B.C. to the Rgveda. In

b t case tbe Vedic Aryans can be associated with pre- and post-
arappan cultures.

l:\g;in, th: d;w of the Mahibhirats war has also been cal-
culated on the basis of i iat it
o the b sis .o‘ as‘tLronomunl abservations, which, at

results, Calculations by some
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ased on the time of Bigma's death from data given in the
Mahabharata itself, have arcived at 1400 B.C. as the probablc
date for the Great War. This happens to be nearer the m.nhé
However, a difference of two to threc hundred years is possible
in astronomical calculations ; the margin of crror is also truc
of the recent innovation of radiocarbon datings. On the
grounds of such negligible discrepencies neither astronomical
nor archaeological dating deserves to be discarded as untruth.
Pandey observes that the contention of Sankalia that there
were no large kingdoms during the epic pericd is not borne
out by facts, The Bhismaparvan enumerates no less than 250
Janapadas ; similarly the Purdnas also preserve the memory of
such kingdoms, some of which were as old as the Rgrveda itself.
The kingdoms mentioned were economically and strategically
viable. The rulers always bore high sounding titles, like
samnrdta and ekardta. V.S. Agrawala, the doyen of Indological
studies, is also convinced of the existenct,:\ol‘*such-kingdoms-in
the first millennium B.C. To say that such kingdoms were
non-existent would amount to dispute the total evidence of the
Vedic, Buddhist and Jain literature. Dr. Pandey observes that,
“in a country like India which abhorred fanaticism and mono-
lithic appaoach and which did not persecute the Kautsas and
the Carvikas, who denounced the Vedas and god respectively,
the historicity of the Mahdbhdrata war would not have gone
wrcontested if it were g myth”. Fucther, if ¢he Mahabhdcsis
war was a family fued it is not understandable why this parti-
cular fued was selected and came to be glorified throughout the
length and breadth of India and not any other family fued. It
is also not explainable how the entirc Kurukshetra region
happens to be literally studed with no less than 360 sacred
sites connected with the events and personalities mentioned in
the Mahabharata war. Dr. Pandey is at a loss to understand
how Sankalia, who wrote in 1964 that the Painted Grey Ware
Culture of north India was connected with the Aryans and some
of the sites are definitely associated with the Mahabharata could
turn round and deny the historicity of the Great War, He
would like to know, “what precisely has happened in the last
decade which has made the Epics and the Purinas look unreli-
able and the great war unhistorical” ? Jt is most hkely that
most of the ancient sites associated with the epic has not
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en adequately excavated, hence the confusion.
be l;{ega?ding rhc paucity of effective weapons, Ds, Pandey
counters with the statement that even in the Iggveda.wcapo.ns
of iron (ayasa) are mentioned; even special machines, like
purécarisma which was used in the demolition of forts, are
mentioned. Likewise, many sophisticated machines and weapons

are referred to in our ancient literature. Similar views have
been expressed by Prof. B.P. Sinha.

V.V, Mirashi, Ajaya Mitra Shastri and Ram Gopal

Another protoganist challenging the ‘myth’ theory is Dr.
V.V. Mirashi. The date of the critical edition of the Aahd-
bharata, viz., 4th-5th century A.D. advocated by Sankalia is
not acceptable to Mirashi, He argues that since the Vakajaka
king Sarvasena has used the Harivaméa, the Khilaparva
(appendix} of Aahabharata in his Prakrit kavya Harivifaya, the
original Harivaméa shonld at least date back to 2nd century
A.D. The antiquity of this epic is also proved by the occur-
rence of the names of some noted epic heroes in the Atharva-
veda and the Yajurveda. The genuineness of the War also
cannot be questioned, but it is possible that the war was unot
fought on such 2 grand scale as described in the texts,

As for the usape of weapons, Mirashi counters the conten-
tion of Sankalia, by saying that “the Rgieds contained a des-
ciiption of how Vishpala’s leg was cut off in a battle and the
Afvins gave him an iron one”™.  Ayasa (iton) often referred to
1; éhe Rgreda pertained 10 a period not later than 11th century

Divergence of vigws regarding the Mahabharata war is due
@ e dosare of relinbhe istory of We ancient period. This is
also truc of the historical period, where also there is no unani-
mity of opinion on innumerable issues,
Dr. Mirashi accepts that there has been inte jon i
i rpolation in the
Mabibhirala and observes that, “Originally it (Mahibharata)
was a sgnall poem of 8,800 verses and was known by the name
Jaya (victory}, then it swelled 1o 24,000 verses and became
kﬁxl:w:; :: ]:l;x:{;u, and, finally, it reached the present stupendous
verses, passing under th 3bha "
Sttty iom luv’c er the name Mahibharata™.

been ex; : .
Shastr aad Prof. Ram Gopal, - *) D Ala Mitra
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Lallanji Gopal

Dr. Gopal advocates a seminar on the Mafabldrata and
Rémayana. To him also, the Mahabhirata war is not a myth.
From the sum total of the available evidence, he concludes,
that “some characters of the cpic and a few details of its
narrative find general credence from the fater Vedic literature,
including the Brihmanas and Upanisads, carly grammatical
works of Panini and Pataiijali, the fragments of Indica written
by Megasthenes, and Jain traditions which is generally accepted
to have preserved most old material”. He also says, that
“‘unless we are sure that we have dug at the right spot we can-
not over-emphasize the negative argument of the absence of
archacological matter”,

The Vidur Seva Ashram, near Bijnor, in Uttar Pradesh,
organized a three day scminar on this issue, between 19th and
21st October 1975. The seminar was attended almost exclu-
sively by Vedic and Sanskrit scholars, and a few astronomers
who were in no doubt about the historicity of the Mahabharata.
Before going into the detailed arguments of the several scholars
taking part in the deliberations, it is worthwhile to give in
brief the outcome of the discussions which took place in the
Seminar. It centred mainly around the date of the Great War.

For the last scveral decades thete have been four sets of
suggested dates, viz., (/) 5100 B.C. (ir) 3100 B.C. (iir) 1400
B.C. and (#) 900 B.C. for the Mahabhirata. Of these the first
bas since been discarded. Presently, Vedic and Sanskrit
scholars generally accept 3000 B.C. while historians and astro-
nomers favour 1400 B.C, for the war. The latter has been
upheld by eminent scholars ltke B.G. Tilak, R.C. Majumdar
and Pandit Sitanath Tattvabhushana.

In the seminar, the Vedic and Sanskrit scholars relied on the
‘nakstra digna’ mentioned by heroes hke Bhisma, Krsna
and Karna in the epic, as also the references to these in the
Upanisads and Mahabharata, but dates of later dynasties,
epigraphical evidence, clay tablets of later kings have not been
taken into consideration.

As against this, historians and astronomers deemed it
necessary to consider the dates of later dynasties, like the
Nandas, the Mauryas, the Sakyas, and the Guptas to arrive at
an acesplable date for th: Mihibhirata war. Thay pointed out
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ihat if the date propounded by the Vedic scholars js accepted
then the date of ASoka will have to be taken back to 1474 B.C.,
that of Candragupta to 1536 B.C., and Buddha 1o 1800 B.C.
This is rather difficult o reconcile with several precisely daicgi
kings znd events from the Mauryan peried onwards.

The president of the conference Swami Bon Maharaj relying
on the Mohibhag and the y on this {tikdsa by
Jiva Goswami of Strys Siddhanta fixes the date of the war on
Paushya amavasy day in February 3136 B.C. The Mousala
parva of the epic informs us that the war was fought 36 years
before the death of Krspa. That is to say the war was fought

at the end of Dvdpara yuga and 36 years before the commence-
ment of Kalt yuga.

Raja

Prof. Raja, 2 participiant in the Vidur Ashrama seminar, is
of the opinion that the war was fought on November 22, 3067
B.C.

The learned professor has calculated this date on the basis
of the position of certain stars and the position of the Sun in
the zodiac. He says that when Yudhisthira performed the

rdjasiya yajiia on the New Moon day with Jeysfa and moola
nakstras the sun was at 240.2°,

! Just before the commence-
ment of the war with amdvasyd and naksira the sun's

position was 224.75°. After threc lupations the sun was at
31206° in the zodinc. Sun’s position on the Sukla asfami in
the month of magha was 318.6°, and the moon was at a dis-
tance of 50° from the sum, ie., in the Rohlpi naksira, This
was the day when Bhisma left the earthly abode for heaven.
On Allfc Ratha saptami day, when the sun turns north, the sun’s
position was 316.5°, Therefore at the t of the
Va:'a'ma rtu, the equinox was at 46.5°. Now, in 1975 Vasanta
s beginning or the equinox was at minus 234°. Hence the
cquinox has slipped back by 69.9°. Average of the slip, or
techoically the precision of the cquinox, is 72.5 ycm’s,Pﬁ
degree.  Calculation of the interval between the Mahabharata
war ard 1975 on this basis we arrive at 5068 years (69.9%7.2.5)
or 3093 B.C. Aunother astr, ical feature ioned in. {hc
Ud)o;n parvais that on the feyjiha day. Jupitar and Satwrn
were in the constellation Rokin ; while Sun, Moon and Rihu
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were in Jeystha, causing solar eclipse. Calculations on the
basis of this observation would lead to the date, October 13,
3067 B.C. as the date of the war. Sarad rfu began on this
day when the sun was at 224.75°. Amdvasyd preceded the
commencement of the Sarad rtu and hence Antdvasya began in
the atimdsa (extra month), The succeeding new moon comes in
the month of mdrgasira. 1t is, therefore, on the Sukla Ekddast
day of this month, that the war was fought. Sukla Ekadasi, with
Krtikd nakstra falls on Friday, the November 22, 3067 B.C.

K.C, Varma and S.B. Roy

Mr. Kailash Chandra Varma, another participant of Ashram
seminar, is of this opinion that the war was fought in about
1397 B.C. He has pointed out the difficulties in accepting 3000
B.C. as the date for the war. If this is so, between 3138 B.C.
and Candragupta Maurya, 328-27 B.C., 2800 years would have
elapsed, during which 32 Brhadrathas and 12 Saisundgas would
have ruled. The average works out to 67 regnal years for each
king. This avetage is not found anywhere in the world since
3500 B.C. when the first king of the First Dynasty of Egypt
began to rule.

The date 3135 B.C. has been arrived on the assumption that
Kali yuga commenced in the year 3102 B.C. and also could not
have begun prior to Krsna’s nirvana, This also raises another
difficulty. In this casc not only the history of our country but
also that of others need have to be recast, taking the date of

\Asoka back to 1474 B.C., Candragupta Maurya to 1536 B.C.

and the Buddha to 1800 B.C. Further, we would be confronted—
with the problem of not accepting the well-established Egyptian
chronology.worked out on The BTy ST SoHTEFAFALy. tuserip.
tions since the-beginning ifth_Dynasty. This dynasty
cannot be earlieg than 2800 B.C. ““This calculation is based
on the astronomical cycle on 1he colitidence of the first day of
the civil calendar with the rise of the Sothis, ie., the Sirius
which used to take place 1460 years since the Egyptians consis-
ten@%ﬁ%mn their reckoning”’.
Again, This date for thic ar contradicts the
chronology in Greek history. Herodotus avers that the Greeks

obtained their alphabet from the Phoenicians sometime in the
first quarter of the first millennium B.C. The Kandhar
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inscription of Asoka in Greek contains th.e Greek lctter_s ‘e:; f
‘", “pti’, and *Omega’ ; these letters werc incorporated in h t:
Greck alphabet system in about 400 B.C. If we assume t ad
the Mahabharata war was fzm&c, then it woul

mean that thes Grecek letters were incorporated in the S?rfck
alphabets in circa 2900 B.C. In that case Afoka’s inscription
found at Kandhar should Eelong fo ¢. 1602 B,C, and the Gupta

¢ra would commence in 328 B.C. The last date is .in 'direct
contradiction with Fleets’ date 319 A.D. for-the beginning of
the Gupta era. But this date, 2i2.,.319.A.D_for the Gupta era
is confirmed by the Mandasor inscription of Bhanuvarman .and
Kumaragupta 11, Sen Gupta, after examining astronomical

data contained in twelve inscriptions, including the one men-

tioning Gupta Era 162 corroborates Fleet's date, in his book
Ancient Indian Chronology.

Dating the Mahabharata war in the fourth millennium B.C,
also affects the chronology of the historical events in Sri Lanka
which, since 841 B.C,, is well-established for it has been bas.cd
on their contacz.:.vilhan\cient China whose chronology is indis-
putable.  On the strength of a dated inscription (398 A, .} of
king Upatissa (360-410 A.D.) Paranavitana
of the Buddha Era o

£ Sti Lanka in 544 B.C. Hence 3138 as_the.~
date for the Mahabharata Wwar is not acceptable,

According to Varma, the Mahzbharata War was fought in
1397 B.C. H. argues that the Buddha, Prasenajit of Kosala,
Candapradyota of Avantl, and Udayana of Kausambi were
contemporaries, They ruled 24 generations after the Great War.
Now, o the number of regnal years per generation, Herodotus
aceepts 3 penerations to a century.  In recent years, G.S. Basu,
caleulaling on astrological and JUga ganand basis, advocates 33
years per genceration in his Purdnap,

i ravesa.  This also tallies with
c evidence of known d; i

2as ruled for over ten
Y Was over-thrown by Candra-
h er of the 4th century B.C.  This
Y00 also fixes the date

of the Great War in the
5.B. Roy alsp accepts it.
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B.V. Raman
B.V. Raman, the noted astrologer of Bangalore, is another
scholar who has refuted Sankalia and Sircar. He fixes the date
of the Mahibhdrata war on the strength of astronomical calcula-
tions to 37 years before the beginning of Kali yuga which
started in e. 3102 B.C. He asserts that, “there can be little doubt
that therc was such a war even as there was a Trojan war. The
very site of the battle field and array of the main topographical
features named in the epic are identifiable. Dr. H.D. Sankalia
remarks that the historicity of the Mahabharata was based on
references to astronowmical observation is not tenable, betrays his
ignorance of correlation of historical events to astronomical
positions widely used in ancient times.” He also observes that
archaeological and anthropological evidences were inconsistent
with the philological evidence. Besides, the available objective
evidence for the movement of Aryans into India is still incon-
clusive. Hence the antiquity of Indian history should not be
confined to 10th, 11th century A.D.
In support of the lack-of-conseited research Shri Raman
%otes Aurcbindo: “Buropean scholars, and most Indian scholars
still follow the Buropeans, have shed no light whatever on the
Mahabhirata beyond the fact that it is the work of more than
one hand. All else it had advanced, and fortunately advanced
little, has been rash, arbitrary or prejudiced theories...... always
theories without any industrious consideration of the problem.”

Regarding the date of the Mahabhirata war his contention is
as follows :

At the beginning of the Kali yuga (c. 3102 B.C.) all the
planets were in the mean conjunction coinciding with the passing
away of §r1 Krspa.

The Mousala Parva of the Mahabhirata mentions that Sri
Krsna’s death occurred 36 years after the Mahabhidrata war,
which would be sometime in 3066 B.C. At the time of battle
Jupitar and Saturn were near the star Visdkha and Mars; Venus
and Mercury were in association. This position of the planets
fits in about November, 3142 B,C. Aagain, in the Karpaparva
planetary position on the 17th day of the battle is given. Like-

wise astronomical details during Yudhisthita’s coronation, his
performance of the Asvamedha sacrifice are also given. These
would certainly enable a dispassionate scholar to fix the year of
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the Mahabhirata war”, Mr. Raman concludes saying that “the
Mahabhdrata war was not only a historical reality but also

marked an epoch in the long history of India and the beginning
of a new age”.

B. B/Lal, V.N. Mishra, R.C. Gaur and A IL Dani
/As the controversy rolled on, Prof. B.B. Lal came for\lfard on
half of those who held the view that the Mahabhdrata is nota
myth, He is anarchacologist and, therefore, his fine of approach
has been slightly different from those of the rest. He has tried
fo correlate the archacological evidence with the traditional
account. According to him, there are at least three grounds on
which we can say that the Epic and Pusdnic tradition has been
correb d by the archacological evidence :

() Most of the important sites connected with the maia story
of the Mahabharata war have yielded from their lowest levels
the material items of a culture designated by archacologists as
the ‘Painted Grey Ware Culture’ since it is characterized by a
particulzr type of pottery which is grey in colour and which is
painted. The economy of the people was pastoral-cum-agricultural
as is clear from the bones of domesticated animals and plant-
remains.  The houses were of mud and mud-bricks, 1t was
busically a rural culture. The people made their artefacts of
copper and iron both, although weapons of war have not been
found in any appreciable number, except for the arrowheads.

(i) The Painted Grey Ware pots bave also been found at
Koulimbi, an ancient site on the R, Yamuna, about 50 km. from
Allahabad, in U.P., in forms and paintings which show a kind
;:(i' d;g:ncmufm in the ware, a fact which may indicate that the

autamb Painted Grey Ware represents the last phase of the

Cuiture.

{iri) There is clear evidence of a heay h hgd
i 7y flood in the Gangd
which dastroyed the settlement of the Painted Grey Ware people

at Hastindpur, the capital town of the P3
t 4ngavas,
site was completely deserted. When 1 e that the

‘ P : coccupied, after a century
or two, HastinZpur witnessed the arri y

A arrival —
the Northern Black Polished o o culiure also

NBP Culture’), Ware Culture (abbreviated as the
These three ag i
account as ol ‘::}:azologml facts corroborate the traditional
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Firstly, on the basis of the C-14 dates the NBP Culture is
dated to 500-200 B.C. bracket. Since the P.G. Warc Culture
precedes it, and there is a date going back to 1100-10060 B.C.
range, the date of the P.G.W. Culture may be bracketed between
1100-500 B.C. (or later by two hundred years, since at sites like
Ataranjikherd and Sravastiit overlaps with the NBP Culture,
making the total range of the PGW Culture as 1100-300 B.C.).
It means, the PGW Culture was there at most of the Mahi-
bhirata sites during 1000-900 B.C., the date when the Mahi-
bharata War took place according to different caleulations made
on the Purinic data, particularly, those by Pargiter and his own
(sec his note in this volume).

Secondly, according to Matsya Purana (50, 57, 65, 66, 78-79)
and Kayu Purana (99, 249b, 250, 256-58) when Hastindpur
was destroyed by a flood in the Gangd, King Partksit, fifth in
the line of the Pindava rulers, shifted his capital from Hastina-
pur to Kaudambi. The archaeclogical evidence of flood at
Hastindpur, according to Prof. Lal, corroborates this Puranic
evidence of the flood.

Thirdly, since the Kau$dmbi Painted Grey Ware can be
related with the last stages of the Painted Grey Ware of Hastina-
pur, it is possible that the Purdnic tradition of the capital being
shifted from Hastinapur to Kau$imbi is correct.

Prof. La), therefore, feels that there is some strong archaeolo-
gical reasons to believe that if the Mahibbirata war taok place
before the birth of the Buddha, as it appears to be the case if
all the literary traditions of ancient India are not fake, and if the

calculations based on the dynastic history, as contained in the
Purinas, bring us to 1000-900 B.C. as the bracket of the date of
the Mahabharata War are then, the Painted Grey Ware
Culture is the only archaeological cuiture of the Indo-Gangetic
divide which should be taken as belonging to the times of the
Mahadbharata War. Several other scholars have followed him.

Amarendra Nath

As against this, Shri Amarendra Nath feels that the archaco-
logical cvidence as quoted by Prof. Lal holds good only if we
accept his stand that the Mahabharata War was fought in the
tenth century B.C. Since, according to another view, particularly
of K.C. Varma and S.B. Roy, the date of the War falls in
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the 15th century B.C., it is possible that the archaeological
culture belonging to this period is represented by the Late
Harappa-Ochre Colour Pottery complex whose remains have
been found on several sites in the Indo-Gangetic divide, including
Kurvksetra and Hastindpur, He feels that the methodology
adopled by Prof. Lal—trying to find out the remains of 2 common
culture-complex at most of the sites associated with the Maha-
bhirata story to determine the cultuse of the Mahabhirata
period—is itself questionable. Why should we think that there
has been a single archacological culture all over the region in
which the drama of the Mahabhérata was played 7

U.V. Singh, 3.P. Joshi and R.P, Sharma

As against this Dr. UV, Singh and others feel that the date
of the Painted Grey Ware itself may go back to the fourth, if
not the third, quarter of the 2nd millennium B.C. since at sites
within the Kuruksetra t hip, and Bhag; 3, asite about
40 km. from here, the Painted Grey Ware appear to have
overfapped with the Late Harappa Culture. Although the date
of the Late Harappa Culture is as yet not known, since no C-14
date is available, but on the basis of the latest dates of the
Harappa Culture, which falls in the 18th century B,C, and the
easliest date of the Painted Grey Ware which falls in the 11th
century B.C,, it can safely be said that the Late Harappa Culture
in Harayana belonged to the sccond half of the second millen-
nium BC If the cvidence of this new archaeot 1 discovery
is &_ak:n intoaccount then whatever date one chooses for the
Ma&mb!:irgm War—~15th century B.C. or 10th century B.C.—the

1 culture belonging to the Mahibha
may be the Painted Grey Ware,

War times

S.P. Gupta and A. Ghash
While reviewing the corselation betwi i
4 etween the Hastinapur P.G.
‘[‘)I:rcs ;LPnd the Kanizmbi P.G. Ware, as proposed by P::)f. Lal,

Gupta has expressed so;
me concern. i i
the two wares szem 10 be differ ent, According to him

i T 5 if not generically then at
!;:sﬁ\ in l!;:tx’r.lypolog,ml gamutand a great vartiety o{' painted
cvadz;sé zft rics and other refated aspects. He relies on the

e m&hed by Shri LM. Wahal that the true P.G.W.
assemblage bas ot been so far found beyond District Fatehpur,
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Shri A. Ghosh has raised a few similar objections as also several
other related with the ancient texts and gencalogies.

M.C. Joshi, J.P. Joshi and Upendra Thakur
Sarvashri M.C. Joshi, J.P. Joshi and Dr. Upendra Thakur feel
that the flood which destroyed the Painted Grey Ware settlement
at Hastinipur was onc of the usual floods in the Gangd which
often destroyed settiements on its banks. There is bardly any
reason to associate it with the Puranic flood. Dr. S.P. Gupta,
however, stands by Prof. Lal and says that in order to judge the
magnitude of the flood one has to see the aftermath of the flood,
and since it is proved beyond doubt that after the fiood the site
was completely deserted for 2 pretty long time, the flood should
be taken as unprecedented.
The first two authors also feel that the P.G.W. Culture was

a rural culture and, therefore, it cannot be related with the
culture of the Mahibhdrata times which appears to be an urban
culture, If this argument is taken seriously, Dr. Gupta feels,
then the Mahabhdrata War should be placed either in the 3rd
millennium B.C. or in the 3rd cent. B.C. since, in between these
dates, archacologically, India was without cities. But these
authors, along with many others feel, that this was not the case,
the Mahabhdrata War has to be placed in between these two
dates. Clearly enough, these authors contradict their own
statements.

Shri M.C. Josh1 has drawn our attention to the occurrence of
the O.C.P. Culture also at Hastindpur, in its lowest levels. He
also points out that according to traditional accounts the town
of Hastindpur was founded by the Paurava King Hasuna. It will
then mean that archaeologically, there were two cultures of the
Pauravas; one, the O.C.P. (when {he town was founded), and, the
other, the P.G.W. (when the War took place). It does not appeal
to reason. Dr. S.P. Gupta feels that although it 1s not improba-
ble, yet it should not be imagined that the founder of the town
should be identified with the earliest cultural remains of the site.
Below the cities of Sahjahanabad and Tuglaqabad, there are the
temains of pre-Mediaeval period.

In reviewing the controversy, we offer our comments :

In this controversy there are two diametrically opposed
groups—one vehemently upholding that the Mahabhdrata war
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was a total ‘myth’ and the other trying to establish with equal

g its reality and historicity.

VChBrf:tm ﬂ‘:z c:smmonygmund is the one where bol!1 agree that .th_e
epic itself has undergone a metamorphosis, growing f‘n'am a hl]i:]'
put—an 8,800 verses—1o an elephantine size, comprising a la
of verses.

We are not concerned whether the Mahabhirata war was a
total skirmish or a family fued, the theme of which developed
Iater into an epic but with its reality or otherwise. The answer
isclear. The very acceptance by the staunch opponents lh.at the
epic was woven around a tribal fued or family fight is suﬂicxcz}t.to
accept the core of the epic asa reality, If it is real, its historicity
cannot be contended. The contention that the war is not fou'nd
mentioned in later Vedic literature, or in the literary works prior
to 4th century B.C., is a point to be considered. As regards the
former, one scholar is of the opinion that the later Vedic lite-
rature is of a sacio-seligious work and hence there is no place in
it for dealing wars. Yet the names of personalities taking part
in the war is mentioned. Beit as it may, the contention of the
Proteganist of the ‘myth’ theory would usher in the time element
rather than dispute the authenticity of the epic war; this brings
us to the date of the war,

Scholars are not unanimous about the date of occurrence of
the war. A wide range of dates varying from the last quarter of
the 4th millennium B.C. 10 600 B.C. has been proposed and
2dvocated with vociferous arguments. The camp, again divides
into two (i) one 8roup working out a plausible date from the
astronomical obse

epic itself and the other
2 at a date calculated op the basi

gupta Maurya.
15, for that maqter
a, the first Indjan
has given much sco,

sense of the epic write
the accession of Afok
eviderice in writing,

%€ cansot escape from assigning a prol
date for the war, 7o us, the astronomical dates appear to be
mor? on the h.ighcr side, and o1any haye pointed out the short-
omings of this method. Ty other method has its drawback
sizce the number of regnal years assigned to cach king is
arbitrary, Therefore, an acceptable date, it is

Lack of chronological
even of rulers prior to
ruler to have left behind
pe for speculation, Yet
bable or nearly acceptable

10 arrive at
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imperative to integrate all methods of dating, including archaeo-
logical dating —sequence and other methods—about which more
appears elsewhere in the volume. To us, a date near about
1000200 B.C. appears to be plausible.

How can archacology help us in this matter ? Obviously, the
answer is “through excavation of potential sites’. Prof. Lal bas
shown us that a particular ceramic industry viz., the Painted Grey
Ware, is invariably found at sites usually associated with th_e
Mahabhérata story. Circumstantial evidence leads to this
favourable deduction. In a country where tradition dies hard and
the people are conservative in their religious outlook, there would
appear hardly any chance for change. Therefore, it is reasonabl.e
10 expect the names of important places mentioned in the epic
surviving in some manner or other even to present day;
Hastinapura, Pinipat, Bhagpat, Kuruksetra are only a few. Do
all these have really any connection with the epic towns ? It is
hard to answer. Only intensive horizontal excavation would
throw some light. But one thing seems te be certain, the
emergence of the later Vedic people, the Painted Grey Ware and
the ushering in of iron seem to be inter-related, and a proper

study of these is bound to lead to some tangible results.
—K.S, Ramachandran

~S.P. Gupta

THE MAHABHARATA AND ARCHAEOLOGY

Our task here is now to present the Mahibharata controversy
in the frame-work of archaeology in some detail. In India, how-
ever, not many serious attempts have been made by archaeologists
to throw light on the historicity of the Mahdabharata story and
the material culture of the period of the original Afahdbhdrata,
Nevertheless, the one attempt that has been made with real passion
has been made by an eminent field archacologist, Prof. B.B. Lal.
Fortunately, it caught the attention of Prof. A.H. Dani,
a distinguished Pakistani archaeologist, who added some new
dimensions to his thesis. Shri B.K. Thapar, a very close associate
of Prof. Lal in most of his major excavations, has recently
made a reappraisal of practically all the attempts made so far

as to the the Aryan problem wherein he has also demonstrated
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that Prof, Lal’s theory is by far the most sound.t

But, beforc it is stated what Prof, Lal has done in this res-
pectya word may be added as to what archaeology can and can-
09¢ do in the present context, particularly for the lay readers,

Limitations and possibilities of archaeology
Archaeology deals primarily with the mater
cultures of the bygone days.
cultures can be grouped broas
the objects made of bone,

ial remains of the
Experience has shown that these
dly into two : ore, in which we get
stone and clay along with coins and
epigraphs, and, the second, in which the Jatter tvo categories of
antiquities are absolutely non-existent, The former is called
Historical, while the Iatter, Prehistorie Archaeologists dealing
with the historical cultures use the cxpertise of numismatists,
epigraphists and art-historians, besides several others, while the

archacologists deglj g with the Prehistoric  cultures use the
expertise of scientis

ts, like palacontologists, geologists and
anthropologists,
In other words, while the scholars of the former group have
much reliable datay

in terms of precisely dated documents, the
fatter have to Teconstruct the Past-as-it.wag largely on the basis
of the circumstantia] evidence, often baseg o0 not-so0-precisely-

- However, in bogy e situations al] the material
temains donot sutvive, those whj, i}

2 excavated by archaeologists,
usly 'thc limitations of such an evi-
€ possibilities it offers, and, to that extent,
arenever expected 1o give the full pietyre
of the b}'gon'c days. By itz VEry nature, thcxcforc, i
knowl:@g: is a fmggncnlaxy knowlcdgc, although it is eyer.
exrpan u;g, But thex? ithay ap edge over certain other categories
o .soc':‘ta @d lx'fe £Ciences C!:aling with ancient cultures, The
:v;:fucc is ummpcaf:hablc since it is baged o8 tangible objects
30d is verifuuble again and ?gain.thhcn obtained by excavators
0se] ’ v tiere is hardly 4

amblzu}ly and mmpov olation which are commonyfcazrccshirxiclcig
tary evidence PeTtaining to ancieq; history, Whepn items requiring
1 Thapar, BX, H
IEWTC, b, Tar16q, % Atrans:

A Reappraieq; of the Preblemse,
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a different kind of expertise are further studied by specialists, as
indicated earlier, the authenticity and trust-worthiness of the
archaeological evidence is enhanced manifold. This is precisely
the 1eason why archaeology is now becoming increasingly
important with every serious scholar of past cultures.

Thus, once it becomes clear that archacology works under
great limitations in spite of the fact that its possibilities of finding
out the truth is immense, we hope, the readers will be able to
appreciate the role of archaeology in the present context—it pre-
sents facts but not all the facts.

Do facts speak for themselves ?

But do all facts speak for themselves when we meet them in
our everyday life? Probably, they do not. Otherwise why sould we
have courts of law in which judges put questions to the facts of
a case through the lawyers presenting the case. Obviously, when
incidents occur, they leave behind a set of facts, often dead and
mute, and in order to elicit truth we have to frame proper
questions and put them to the facts, then alone they are expect-
ed to speak the truth. Conversely, if we frame wrong or ir-
relevant questions we will get only wrong answers or no answers
at all. Clearly, what is much more important than the discovery
of the archaeological facts, is the framing of proper questions
on the part of the investigators. In other words, left to them-
selves historical facts are dumb, they start speaking only in the
hands of the investigators who are capable of putting proper
questions to them. This particular faculty of the archaeologists
d'Ealing with the epics is, therefore, of supreme importance,
since howsoever good a digger of an ancient site may be, impli-
citely it will never mean that he is equally capable of extracting
the truth from the excavated material, although he is placed in

a much more advantageous position to investigate the truth than
anyone else.

With this much of preface, considered essential for the lay
fcaders as well as the non-archacologists who are scriously
interested in knowing the truth through the means of archacology,
we now proceed to another question ;: What is the nature of the
ﬂ.!a{xﬁb.h&rata and how much archacology, in the light of its
hm\lu}xons and possibilities detailed above, is really capable of
establishing the truth contained therein ?
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The basic nature of the Mahabharata and the problem of its
stratification
The Mahibhirata is an epic. No epic js evera diary of events

or a simpls narration of incidents which have occurred in agiven
time and space. Tt may be a fiction, a pure fiction, or else it may
be based on a tradition handed down through the ages, or cls¢
on a mythology held by the peopleas sacted, at one time or the
other, or else on an cvent which actually occurred and was
known to the author either personally or through someone he
had no reasons to disbelieve. But in every case, let it be clearly
stated, an epic isa distinct creation of the author, much more
different from the acital facts of history, or even tradition and
mythology, than sometimes jmagined. Fustber, it is common
knowledge, that hardly there has bean an epic writer who could
completely cut bimself off his times and describe the past exactly-
as-it-was; ‘present’ inperceptibly creeps into the ‘past’, which
comes to the notice of the critics and not the devotess. As is
well-known, the Mohabhdrata has several recessions and Sanskrit
scholars have been busy over the past several decadesin bringing
out what we call the ‘Critical Edition of the Mchabhdrata’, by
picking out the most commonly cccurring events and narrations,
ard leaving out those which individual authors sezm 1o have added
from tims to time in their own versions. Obviously, it cannot be
over-emphasised that an epic based on historical events is
alw'a','s a peculiar mixture of myth and reality, or facts and
fictions; only mrcly.it is a complete fiction or complete reality.
S'o ﬁ‘._:: Proper question to be posed in the present case may be :
:,[ah:bharala + How Much Reality acd How Much Myth, and not
Jjust MYTH or REALITY.

Now, once we start with the presumption that there is (or
may bf") some historical base of the Mahdbhirata, we are faced
with the problem : how to separate that base from the myth and

‘:f:;g:m?ig“ step should be directed towards the task of
alozo an chz»o lo-'slzrs‘umatl;-“'m“gr aphy of the text since then
IIai6S ol’xm'urizﬁ cul‘xnunr»s-' n:ghhlfuny asked to discover 1!1.:: re-
= Bistoricity of (he 11t I the same sequence for establishing

¥ of ike . This the archaeologists will
‘::,::ﬁg m2inly 1o the historians, Sanskritists, philologists

These scholars, howeve .
been abls o achicve any apprbdab;g <1, 30 far at least, have not

degree of success beyond
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showing us that there is ample internal evidence to prove that
the present-day Mahabhdrata has grown in stages, over 2 consi-
derable period of time. It grew from 8,800 verses when it was
called Jaya, through 24,000 verses, when it was called Bhdrata,
to 1,00,000 verses, we have now in the form of the present
Iv{ahabhﬁmta. In other words, they have not been able to
distinguish the Jaya verses from the Bhdrata verses, and the
Bharata verses from the remaining Mahdabharata verses, let alone
determine their chronology.

In any case, one thing is certain: some of the portions do
belong to the early centuries of the Christian era or & couple of
centuries carlier. In this connection, probably, the portions of
the Sabhaparva mentioning the Indo-Greeks, the Syrians, the
Romans and other foreign nationals, from whom, it is alleged,
the Pandavas extracted tributes for their digvijaya or uuiversal
conquest, may be easily quoted since the dates of their contacts
with India are fully known. But except for such references, and
also perhaps the descriptions given of the architectural features
of palaces, forts and temples, which are clearly of the buildings
of the early part of the first millepnium A.D., if not later,
nothing definite can be said about the dates of the other portions.
It appears quite clearly that at least some significant portions of

even the critical edition of the Mahabhdrata reflect the cultural
and political condition of the country of the early centuries of
the Christian era. But, then whatare the portions which reflect
the cultural life of the people of 1000 B.C. or 400 B.C. or 200
B.C,, etc., the dates generally assigned to the additions and inter-
polations made in the text 7 So far at least, there is hardly any
clear-cut idea about it on the part of the rescarchers. Still, when
archaeologists are asked in several indirect ways to uncarth and
show the remains of the cultural items mentioned in the cntire
or most of the Mahabhdrata into the levels of the third or sccond
or early first millennivm B.C., they politely say it is a task
imposible to perform’. This is, probably, putting wrong questions
to archacologists to elicit right answers.

Now the next question that may be straight a way put ist well,
if, in their own words, archacologists cannot discover cultural
items of different petiods, to which the present Aahdabhdrata text
belongs, in the lev els of a single unified period of 1,000 B.C. or
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carlier, or later, then what they are expected to do in the present
context ?

The question of methodology 3
In this regard, there is a clear-cut starting point © let
archaeologists determine their own sequence of cultures hxdde?
below the earth independent of the details given in the Afahd-
bharata, and let the Sanskritists and historians determine their
own sequence of events and culfuses contained withia the text of
the Mahdbhdrata independent of the archaeological sequence of
cultures.  Once it is done, let both of them sit together round 2
common table ard attempt cosrelating the two sequences 1o
arsive at the truth. Bt since researches of this kind make a
long process, let them meet annually and compare notes for their
futuse guidancs; the present atmosphere of two sets of scholars
somewhat accusing cach other of mis-representing the facts or of
professional incompetency should end once and for all. Fortuna-
tely, there are several forums for good academic discussions in
our cauntry, one of them being the Indian Archacological Society
which holds jts meetings anoually and publishes its balletin
PURATATTV A regularly; No. 8 (1976) of this Bulletin contains
several articles on Tradition and Archaeology.
1t may be mentioned that in the field of prehistoric archae-

ology (which includes the “protohistory’ of certain writers), into
which ihe present controversy largely falls, inter-disciplinary
approach alone is considered valid, When a prehistorian goes
to make a thorough study of the cultures of the Stone Age or
Bronze Age or Early Iron Age, he asks his geologist friend to
wox!:-oux independently 1the ch logical seq of the
environmzotal changes in which man lived and the geological
formatians in which the artefucts of the prehistoric men got
embeddzd.  He, however, himself takes up the burden of study-
ing k2 astefacts and working out ind peadently their

i tstms of tchnological development and cultural stages,
wainly on the basis of stratigraphical evidence. Then they
Zz-‘:rkdwgcu'::r'm correlate the two types of resuits and arrive al

< 3 the changing pattern of cul i
' umf ardd space.  In this ezdeasour -
looists. batan:

in
they also take help from

ard other experts in the

I
p s 1,
cognate subjects, &
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One may wonder as to what do we want to emphasize through
this unseemingly long discussion on pure methodology? To
them, our answer is simple : without evolving a proper metho-
dology no attempt can ever be expected to yield the desired
result—in the present case, the myth and reality of the Mahd-
phirata. The archacological methodology is inter-disciplinary,
i.e., it combines the expertisc of not only the social sciences but
also of the life scicnces, as also physics, inorganic chemistry
and petrology, as must have become clear to the readers by all
that we have said so far. And it is this methodology that
archacologists recommend for tackling the problem of the
Mahabharata. Prof. Sankalia used it when he took up 3 similar
study in the context of the Rdmdyana. But that has been, more
or less, a single man’s attempt, although by far the most
brilliant attempt, to correlate the results of studics made by
several scholars belonging to a number of disciplines, \vlu‘:tl.lcr
we agree with his conclusions or not. We rccommend joint
efforts, constant dialogue over a number of years among
scholars and experts of different disciplines, followed by qu}c}:
publications to clicit useful information from the non-partici-
pant scholars, experts and interested readers. Slmllltuncou§1¥,
it will also give proper caution through comments nnd‘ criti-
cism ; after all, caution is much more important in scientific
studies than the Jaudable words.

LTURES IN
RCHAEOLOGICAL CU
SEQUENC?S;; &DO.GANGETIC DIVIDE

onsider the sequence of cultures which
arc}\x’g:(,l;?,yhuzo\xe; able to discover in the supposed Iocal? of
the Mahabharata storys ¢ region between the ancient
Saraswati-Drsadavat! basin in Haryana and Rajasthan and the
Ganoa basin in Uttar Pradests known as the bub of the ancient
‘-\\'y.‘%va r:la The sequence of cultures before the ASokan times

is as follows :
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Date (with = 100 years Culture

Stage
on cither side)

600B.C.— 200 B.C.  Northern Black Polished Ware  IRON
Culture

1000 B.C.— 400B.C. Painted Grey Ware Culture

1800 B.C.—1000 B.C.  Ochre Coloured Pottery Culture
1900 B.C.—1000 B.C.

Late Harappa Culture: Chal-
colithic Culture

2500 B.C.—1700 B.C.  Harappa Culture COPPER-

BRONZE

3000 B.C —2000 B,C. Proto-iiarappa Cullure (some-

times called *Sothi-Kot Diji

complex of the Pre-Harappan
origin’)

STONE AGE CULTURE

CORRELATING ARCHAEOLOGICAL FACTS WITH
TRADITIONAL ACCOUNTS

As said carlier, we have no sequence of events or textual
stratification worked out so far within the deposit accumulated
over centurics which has come down 1o usas the Mahabhdrata
of today with the

result that proper correlation, stratum by
stratum, between the ary

a chaeological cultures and the Maha-
bbirata cultures js not becoming possible to any appreciable
degree. X It may be recalted that the problem of stratification
of Kautilya's Artha$istra has also been there for a Jong time
but‘whcn attempts were made some happy results have come
to .llght. We may, in the present case, however, state a few
points where correlations between archaeology and tradition is
possible, hopzfully Teaving the rest for the future atlempts,

The Mahabharata belongs to the Iron Age

and’?is?::i mind, the first point to be settled by the Sanskritists
belonee :15 lSs whether the original Mahabharata, the Jaya,
o ril_o he lon:': Age or Copper-Bronze Age or Iron Age.
¢ u}g is that it belongs to the Tron Age, because of two
casons : firstly, most of the weapons of war used in the Great
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War of Kuruksetra appear to have been made »oi‘bcmct::::é
including irom, and, secondly, whatever may have | cncvcr
meaning of the term ayasa in the Rgveds, none has o
doubted the meaning assigned to the term Kkrsna ayanj,h bc:
‘black metal’ or iron, occurring in the Atharvaveda whltl: o
longed to the pre-Mzhabhirata period. Ar.chacologlm ”t
covceries made 5o far in the whole of South Asia shows lhnlléoo
techrology of iron entered into India only around ¢ at
B.C., of course, 100 to 200 years, but not more than tha

the present showing (see chart on page 31).

The chart on the last page makes it absolutely c]c-tu' _that,
archacologically speaking, the Jaya, or the original Mahéabhdrata,
bzs to be placed anywhere between 1200 B.C, and 800 B.C. 0:'
later, but possibly not earlier unless the overlap phase of the

P.G.W. and Late Harappa Cultures in Kuruksetra region is
precisely dated,

Painted Grey Ware :
Gangetic Divide
The other

The earliest Iron Age Cuiture of Indo-

point, which appears to have been more of less
fixed as the coroflary of the first is that the earliest iron age
archacological culture in the Indo-Gangetic divide is represented

by the Painted Grey Ware Culture, althoughiit is just possible
that, to begin with, i.e.

sinthe carliest phase, the culture may
not have contained jron implements, but this surmise, which is
based on more or less exclusively on the evidence furnished by
the excavations conducted al Hastindpur and Bhagawanpurd,
has still 10 be supported by the results of further excavations
at the same sites, ang more excavations at other sites.

Nentification of Mababharata towns

. The third fixed point appLars 1o be the results of the task of
ideatifying the towns and villages connected with the Mahé-
bhinata story with some of the still existing sites, since all the
Buman settlements of (he Mahabhirata period cannot be taken as
completely des:royed angd obliterated either by natural agencies
or hu:na:] factors. In many cases, as we af] know, the arcient
BImes, cither in (heir original forms or in slightly modified
forms (but easily recognizable g5 such) still continue to exist for
Ceit3in mounds, such a4 Kuruksetrs in Haryana, Hastinipu-
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L U.P. and Indraprastha in Delhi. And it is just possible, that
1 India, the land where there has often been 2 marked conti-
wity of many traditions, these are the same sites as mentioned
n the Mahabhdrata. But let us argue along with some others
hat there is also the possibility that this identification is not
correct since identical geographical names occur not only with-
in the present boundaries of India but also outside India.
There is not one Ayodhyd but several Ayodhyas, not one
Kamboja but several Kambojas, not one Srivasti but several
Srivatis. But in this context two things must be borne in
mind : firstly, that most of the sites, in countries other than
India, known after the Indian sites, are usually associated with
Brahmanical or Buddhist religions, and that they were established
by the Indian emigrants for their everyday needs of moral and
spiritual life, Thereis a recorded history for most of them.
They may, therefore, be completely ruled out of consideration.
Secondly, the original Mahabhdrata story is a unified story
whose events, historical or otherwise, took place within a
unified geographical area, and, therefore, the physical proximity
of many of the sites in question has to be one of the most
significant factors in determining their jdentification.

Let it be once again reiterated that the major Mahabhdrata
sites, such as Kuruksetra and Hastindpur, have all along been
considered as pious and meritorious as the major Ramayana
sites, such as Ayodhya, Praydga and Citrakita, have been.
Therefore, there is every possibility that the proposed identi-
fication of some of the Mahibharata sites with the still existing
mounds in the Indo-Gangetic plains and known by the same
names is correct, as proposed by Prof. Lal.

Painted Grey Ware found in the Jowest levels at most of the
Mahabharata sites

If it is so, then, archaeologically speaking, our task become_:s
easier than sometimes jmagined. Letus as the mext step 1n
our study, know the sequence of cultures existing at these sites
and mark out the levels of the earliest iron B¢ culture, inde-
pendently, at each of these sites, since ; following the metho-
dology detailed above, the original Mahabhirata does not sccx?
to be older than the oldest iron 38¢ culture. Pfof. B.B. La:]s
excavations and explorations have shown that it has been the
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Painted Grey Ware Culture, This was struck in the . Jowest
levels of all these sites ; besides, of course, onc exception, of
Hastinapur, of the copper-bronze age culturc, the 0.C.P. culture,
being explained Jater. (Fig. 3)

If that is so, archaeologically speaking, no pre-Painted grcy
Ware Culture can be taken to represent the culture of the times
of the original Mahabharata, irrespective of the fact whclh.cr
the Mahabharata War was great or small, or petty family affair.

But then why P.G. Ware Culture alone be taken to represent
the original Mahabharata period 7

Northern Black Polished Ware also found at Mahabharata sites

The original Makabharata, et s hypothesize, belonged to
the N.B.P, Ware Culture, the most wide-spread iron age Culfu{c
of the post-Painted Grey Ware period, The remains of this
culture have also been found at most of the places connected
with the Mahabhirata story. The position, however, remains
the same as with the PG, Ware. Purely from the archaeologi-
cal point of view, it is not impossible, as Shri A. Ghosh argues
elsewhere in this Volume but Sanskritists and historians do
object since the implication of this theory has been vehemently
contested by them, that the original AMahabhirata cannot be
older (han‘!he sixth century B.C. 1t 4s too late a date for them

been shown'by Prof, Lay,
Shastri, Roy, Pandey,

(See notes of Drs, Thakur, Mirashi,
where in {he Vo]umc.)

Gopal, Majumdar, and others elsc-

Harappa Culture
No serious gy,
related the wo,

and the Mababharatg
udent of his,

losats ¢ firstly, within the
and Ma‘:ll:'ul: !!?rf Ahﬁ'bhém i Kuruksetm, Kuru-Paficila
none of the 3 <T¢ is o major Harappan site, and secondly,
bas yiu d:ﬁ:—“ directly refated wigy e Mahzbhirata story
- ¢ femaing of 1he Harappa cultyre. Ip fact, the
1S cultyra] gamut of the Hara C ‘.
from the one seflected in rre

ulture is starkly different
the Mohabhirge,.
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Mahabharata and the rematns of the P.G. Ware levels
Thus, by the simple process of elimination of the claims of
different cultures and periods we reach to the inescapable con-
clusion that if the original Mahdbharata isa historical reality,
even in the form of a family fued, as Prof, D.C. Sircar main-
tains, then the material culture belonging to the period of that
war or fued may reasonably be taken to be that represented by
a post-Harappan and pre-N.B.P. Ware Culture but still belong-
ing to the iron age, and that happens to be the Painted Grey
Ware Culture alone, in the Indo-Gangetic divide at least. We
must, however, hasten to add that it does not at all mean that
archacology has proved the authenticity and historicity of either
the story of the Mahabhdrata ox the entire cultural form of the
material equipment that emerges from the study of the present
Mahabharata. Far from it. After all, neither the palaces of
the Kauravas and Pandavas nor the temples and other monu-
mental structures mentioned in the Mahabharata have been
unearthed in the Painted Grey Ware levels of the Mahabharata
associated sites. Archaeological evidence shows that the
structures, only huts and mud or mud-brick houses, only rarely
baked brick buildings, were extremely modest in the days of
the P.G. Ware, at least on the present showing. The implica-~
tions of our analysis in this regard, as said earlier also, are that
the descriptions of the structures in the Mahabhdrata are likely
to have been added after the 3rd century B.C. when the const-
ruction of elaborate structures of palaces and temples, and
residential houses of the common man is likely to bave begun
in northern India, from which the authors seem to have taken
their clue.

THE PURANAS, MAHABHARATA & ARCHAEOLOGY

That the problem of correlating the literary and archaeologi~
cal data in the present context admits some morc aspects also
has been demonstrated by Prof. Lal. According to the Puranas,
parﬁculaxly the Matsya and Vayu, when the capital city of the
Pandavas, 1.6+ Hastindpur, is completely destroyed by a heavy
flood in the Gangd, Nicaksu, the fifth king after Parlksit, who
ascended the throne of Hastinapur just after the Pandavas won
the battle of Kuruksetra, will shift his capital to Kau$imbl,
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located some 50 km, from the modern city of A]lahabai. ig:{s
archaeology establish the truth of thi§ smtcmcn.t?'f r:t ed
yes, probably no. Yes, because there is some signi lcg :
cumstantial evidence ; no, because there is no direct cvidence.

Hastinapur got flooded and then deserted

There is a clear-cut archaeological evidence of a mnssl;:
flood in the Ganga destroying most of the settlement of t :
Painted Grey Ware people, so much so that the place was no
occupied by human beings for quite sometime, but for how
long a period, cannot be stated precisely, may be for a century
Or iwo, as the C-14 dates of the P.G. Ware levels and the N.B.P.
Ware levels supgest.  Could jt then not be the Puranic Flood ?

If yes, then what was the magnitude of the flood attested to at
Hastindpur 7 (Plates 1T and 1iR)

JUDGING THE MAGNITUDE OF THE HASTINAPUR FLOOD

Sarvashri M. C, Joshi, J.P. Joshi and U. Thakur have
questioned the validity of the

evidence of the flood at Hastini-

pur by saying that jt was just g ‘sear causing only a limited
damage to the site. Shri M.C. Joshi argues that sites located
immediately on the vers, particularly major rivers,
keep on experienci ure of such floods and, therefore,
there is hardty any entify the Hastindpur flood with
d in the Purdnas, we, however, strike a
ars on this issue, Our

bank of rj
ng the pregs

That the P.G. Ware settjemep, was found badly destroyed
b_y 2 flood in the Ganigiat 5 time when culture had not shown
£IEns of any p!lcnomcnal decay is amply clear from the archae-
plcg}ml TEMains  That (he flood wag unprecedented, although
it might have spared some hoyses, §g Proved much more by the
aftermath of ypig ¢ complete desertion of the site

e site wag occupied only after a

pation, as the ublished report of the
rcxcmalionsshow: ’ p ;

- Had it been an ordinary flood
c

m“";‘:f‘:v‘i”d‘:‘:; o Jave completely deserroq the place. (We
the settlement, o Ny rr?;::w&g e yet o oation of

h:njodaro). And who were
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these new occupants 7 Notall of them were the same Painted
Grey Ware using people. Probably, there were a new set of
people also. They were the users of the Northern Black
Polished Ware in place of Painted Grey Ware. Clearly, - the
time lag between the flood and the reoccupation of the site was
considerable, about a century or two. The obvious conclusion
is that the flood that brought about this calamity was of no
small magnitude, Contrary to the views of Shri M.C. Joshi, it
was not one of those yearly or once-in-ten years flood which
causes limited and repairable destructions and is often met
“{ith at practically cvery site located on the bank of a major
river.

Why the capital was shifted to Kausambi ?
Since the destruction of Hastindpur appears to have been
unprecedented, it may be easily presumed that the faith of the
people got completely shaken. And it is just possible that the
uprooted people themselves told their king to move to some
safer place, far away from this more of less inhabitable, in-
hospitable and ill-fated site. But then where to move in? Who
would allow them to settle down in his territory, and that too
along with their king ? prof. Lal points out to us in personal
communications that since most of the eastern 1egion was the
stronghold of the Paiicila kings, both of the northern and the
southern regions, there was absolutely no possibility for them
to move to Ahichchhatrd of Srdvasti or Kampila or any other
site upto the present day Farukhabad-Kanpur region. The
only politically terra incognita (virgin land) lying immediately
beyond it which could offer in the eighth century B.C. the kind
of fertile land and hospitable climate they were enjoying at
Hastindpur was of Kau§ambi. During this period Kausambi’s
political importance, it may be pointed out, was practically
nil ; it emerged as 2 state capable of influencing neighbours and
standing against them only in the seventh century B.C. when
India witnessed the rise of the Sixteen Mahajanapadas.

That the Puranas prescrved the oral traditions of the
Mahabhdrata and later history, is amply proved from several
genealogical tables they offer, and we need hardly go into these
details her¢ scholars like Pargiter and Raychaudhuri have
O ~alt with this aspect of the problem in their several
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publications. Therefore, the vital question for v.h.c archa?olo-
gists has been to show, if they can, the archaeological basis of
this tradition. And to our mind, the evidence of ﬂ}c ﬂ00fi
attested fo at Hastindpur is not an entirely un-convincing evi-
dence —it is preserved at the mound in the form of a very ll'an
deposit of mud and slush and, sand and clay, showing obvno{ls
cross-bedding and dove-tailing of layers (PL I11) ; acd also in
the ancient bed of the Gariga in the form of a huge conglomerate
of washed-out habitational material, as deep borings made by

Prof. Lal have cleasly shown (Pl ). It was pot just a *flood-
scar’, as some scholars believe,

JUDGING THE NATURE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF
THE KAUSAMBI P.G, WARE

Besides the ‘flood’, the most important evidence cited by
Prof. Lal is the occurrence

of a kind of Painted Grey Ware at
Kaufambl At Kausambi, from the levels immediately preced-
ing the N.B.P, Ware complex, there is a thick deposite of a grey
ware characterised by a very rudimentary type of painting, one
simple band hurriedly executed on the outer-side of the rim of
apot. The artist used a watery thin black pigment which
trickled down the profile in a very awkward maner, exbibiting
the brush andfor utter disregard
. (PLVI). Prof, Lal, therefore, once
of Painted Grey Ware and christened
Grey Ware’. The two remarks put
according to him, g very late date for
t ll{e very end of the P.G, Ware period. If

together would imply,
this ware, almost af
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example, in the rejection of certain forms from active use at
Kauéimbi, such as the Straight Sided Bowl, a most typical P.G-
Ware type of Hastindpur ?
. That the two wares may have been generically related is
indicated, according to Prof. Lal, by two factors, but according
to us, this is so only circumstantially : (@) the continuance
of the tradition of executing paintings on the grey ware potss
whatever may have been the designs (not a very sound argu-
ment, in any case), and (5) the continuance of the majority of
the P.G. Ware types, such as the large open-dish (thali) and
rounded bowls (kaford), big and small, both (Pl. VI). The
absence of the straight sided bowl at Knusambi, according to
Prof, Lal, may not create amy great concern since even at
Hastinapur, as the published report clearly shows, this type was
popular only in the lower levels ; the upper levels have yielded
only a few examples of this type. 1t means that there was 2
gradual decline in the popularity of this type even at Hastina~
pur. ‘That its popularity might have completely died out by
the time the P.G. Ware reached Kaugambi is, therefore, not
altogether impossible if we agree with the hypothesis of Prof.
Lal, It is, in a sense, implied in the very process of change
the P.G. Ware was undergoing while moving from the ecast to
the west and from early levels 10 the late levels. Kau$ambl is
considered by Prof. Lal as the eastern most metropolitan
centre in the Gaigd basin where the P.G. Ware was in use ;
it has not been found cither at Rajaghat in Vérapasi or Patali-
putra in Patna or even vaigali (our close observation clearly
shows that the Vaiédll grey sherds are not the P.G. Ware
sherds). However, cxplorations conducted in the I?anpur-Fateh.
pur region by Shri L.M. Wahal of the Archaeological Survey of
India clearly show that the classical or deluxe P.G. Warc has
not been found peyond 2 site known as Galathi on the con-
fluence of the R. pandu and R. Ganga in District Fatehpur
and, therefore, the claim of Kauéf‘xmbi as the eastern most site
of the P.G. Ware is only tentative. Obviously, only furthes
explorations in the region between Fatchpur and Allahabad can
decide the issue 0°¢ way or the other.
1t is, howeven possible that' within the process of change the
process of gradual transformation of pottery types into certain
modified forms and the process of sclection and rejection of the
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existing types and painted designs for future use was consl'anll)fl'
goingon. It means that while, on th one hand, lh.e quaht.y [
the P.G. Ware was declining in terms of decorative designs,
etc., (the directional changes were from the preference for a
painted ware to a comparatively plain ware) on the other hand,
it pradually started conforming to the forms of another defiuxe
ware (which started replacing the P.G. Ware throughout the
latter’s area of popularity), the Northern Black Polished W.'J.re.
It is significant to note that this process of transformation
continued with the grey ware even after the period of the N.B.P.
Ware, since we keep on getting the plain grey ware bowls :’md
dishes in the levels of the last quarter of the first millennium
B.C. Butitis not the same thing as proposed by Prof, Lal.

Kausambi P.G. Ware and Paranic ¢tradition

The correlation between the
from Hastinapur to Kaudambi,
traditions, which may not have
years on the part of Ni

actual shifling of the capital
as mentioned in the Purdnic
taken more than a couple of
caksu, and the changes claimed to
have occurred in an carthen ware, which is a common man's
irdustry, may be taken with a pinch of salt. One would rather

expect practically all the P.G. Ware types occurring in the Jatest

establish itself firmly. Sj
tobe the aciual situation, the vita] question that follows is; who
muoduc::d the so-cailed Kausamby Painted Grey Ware tradition
at Kausézcmbl? At the present state of our knowledge, there
Cannot be any categorica} answer, But ibili h

belorged to 3 PGw. L the oy that they

Cegnate grou t letel,
ruled out, Prof. Lal, howeve Eroup cannot be completely

o ou f T, does not apree with this con-
:;us::j,_ascoxdmg to him the Kautambt P.G, Ware belongs to
i Hastindpur P.G, Ware 8IOUp, the difference, which exjsts

nce this does not seem

txtavated pottery

A re-examination of the
with it, g, also

tely essential. He agrees
ctailed work be dope on

is, therefore, absol.u
SUggest that more g,
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the so-cailed Kausambi P.G. Ware.

There is another line of argument also which Prof. K.K.
Sinha wants me to present here. The Purdnic reference scems
to have been indirectly supported by Kausimbi's evidence of a
slightly different kind. Extensive cxcavations by Prof. G.R.
Sharma clearly show that the emergence of Kausimbi as a
potential region for future development (as a centre of great
cconomic and political power) was realized much carlier than
the sixth cent. B.C., or the times of the Buddha and King
Udayana, since there is a thick habitational deposit of pre-N.B.P.
Ware antiquitics at the site. It is possible that although its
potentiality was realized very carly, it was exploited to a great
extent only by some newcomers {(from Hastinapur ?) and the
incident was so much alive in the oral traditions that the
Purinas incorporated it and symbolized it in the episode in
which king Nicaksu and his uprooted people from Hastindpur
have been showa settling down at Kau$ambi.

The historians who would ask the archaeologists to give
“much more solid proof’ for the correlation between the tradi-
tional accounts and the material remains will be, we are afraid,
somewhat disappointed. It is not because the archacologists aré
incapable of finding out such a proof but because such a proof
is never cxpected 10 have existed—they cannot discover the
coffin of king Nicaksu since cremation was the mode of the
disposal of the dead, even for the kings, in those days, and they
cannot unearth 2 contemporary written record mentioniog all
these historical and geophysical events since writing itself was
unknown in India during the post-Harappan and pre-Mauryan
period. They capnot also pe expected to prod}lcc a stone
statue of this king pecause during the period mentioned above
the technique of making sculpture in stone of any si'gniﬁcam.

proportions did not exist, at least on the present sho.wmg, and
if there was any wooden sculpture, it must have perished long
before as Was probably the case with other wooden sculptures
and structures in the Indo-Gangetic valley. For similar
reasons, W& also do not expect any wooden palace of the king
or any other kind of monumental structure of the contemporary
hat nature could not preserve, the archaeologists
ot be expected t0 produce.
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URBAN \ {$-A-VIS RURAL CHARACTER OF THE CULTURE
OF THE MAHABHARATA PERIOD

In this context it has sometimes been said, pasticularly by
Shri M.C. Joshi, that the culture represented by the P.G. Ware
and its associated fiuds represent the picture of a basically rural
society and not urban, while the scttlements and society of the
Mahibharata period wos largely urban. Obviously, the wo
do not go together. In this ion the archaeological evi-
dence is very clear : the carlier part of the statement is correct
but the latter part may not be correct.  Why 7 The answer 18
simple. Archacologically speaking, after the Harappans the
First Indian Citfes were established not before the Mauryan
period, since in terms of monumental structures, use of baked
bricks, planned scttlements, and above all, the writing, are con-
spicuous by their absence in the pre-Mauryan and post-
Harappan levels. Then, should we take the date of the original
Mahdbhirata, which is also the actual date of the War, as
Mauryan or post-Mauryan ? No one would do that for several
well-known reasons (sce the note of Dr. Phadake in this
monograph), Clearly enough, the Afaltabhdrata period was
tepresented by the same cultura) form as the Vedic, which means
‘rural’, Fusther, as a corollary, the Mahibhirata kings and
hesoes were no better than the pre-Mahdbhirata (Vedic) kings
and heroes, eithier in their social status or in excellence in war-
fure. That is why Prof. Lal and Shri B,K. Thapar have always
considered the Mahabharata problem within the framework of
the larger PfOb!em. the Aryan, Therefore, let us not take the
remarks of Shri J.P. Joshi seriously that “we can hardly say any-
i thing positive regarding the existence of the culture of the

Mahibhirata period”.  Whatever may have been the period or
iﬂdpalcl;‘:is_;: l?:c::cﬁibi;a;; there were some human bcfngs
” > culture, rural or urban is a

different matter, that is always determined in the light of our
own dafinition of ‘rural

and ‘urban’, which is not as well
settled 2545 often imagined. !

. I;:my c:es'.-,'loo" it from any angle, the so-called urbanity
21 s:) -I‘l!alxablwmm apprasstobea later interpolation. It is
elear from archacology that many of the details of the
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warfare and the weapons of war could not have been as old as
1000 B.C. or 1500 B.C.

Urhbanity vs. Civilization

, But lest we are misunderstood, we would like to make it
:;?; that from our point.of view urbanity and civilization are
civilii::;nyms' The Vedic (;ulture was the culture of @ highly
also in l1:_?-0plc well-ver§ed in metal .techncflogy and warfare as
that th philosophy and hter.ature bl{t 1?, in 1‘tself, wi]! x.lot mean
non_miyl\vere well-versed in est'abllshmg f:itleS and .hvmg in a
ealit ; context.. .U.rbamsm is a pamcu]ar. socxo-ecox.lomxc
tion !; ased on dxv1s.10'n of !abour and occupational specializa-
wide»_snrevolved admlmstra'txve system, monumental stiuctures,
ch D e.ad trade connections, etc., which certainly did not

aracterize the P.G. Ware sites.

Directional changes in the P.G. Ware

In fact what intrigues us much more than this is another
aspect of the story. How is it that the P.G. Ware (if we leave
Kausambi out of the present consideration because opinions
may differ on its inclusion in the family of the Painted Grey
Ware) appears on the scene of Indian potteries in the most
flowering stage and also disappears in the same stage (as
Sravasti, Ataranjikherd, and other places where it overlaps with
the N.B.P. Ware and then soon ends its history, its shapes,
fabric and painted designs remain the same, that of the deluxe
type) 7 The stages of evolution and devolution in the ware
have as yet mot been fully worked out, although Prof. Lal
informs us that it is not true: most of the pots in the latest Tevels
of the P.G. Ware at Hastindpur are degenerate ones, marked
only by a single black band around the rim, a feature compara-
ble with the Kausdmbi examples. Obviously, according to him,
changes in pottery were taking place in time and space both,
only a fresh ook is needed to n}akc a detailed study of this
phenomenon. simnarly,asclmmcd by Prof. Lal, changesin
tprefercnces’ Of certain pot types were also taking place, at least
at Hastindpur: o us, however, 1t 18 not clearly bomnc out
from his publishcd report. A more detailed analysis of the

ware is ubsolulcly essential.
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CHRONOLOGY OF P.G. WARE : SOME PROBLEMS

A word about the Chronology of the Painted Grey Ware in
the light of C-14 dates is essential. Two things are said about
it : firstly, that except Atranjikherd no olher site has yiclded a
date carlier than 800 B.C, and sccondly, that most of the dates
fall between 800 B.C. and 400 B.C. (see chart below). Then,
it is also said that as far as Hastindpur is concerned its dates
are stilf later, none is earlier than 550 B.C.+100 years. In
this connection our discussions with Prof. Lal led us to deduce
the folloving. To begin with, the C-14 dates obtained on the
samples from Hastindpur are not cent-per-cent reliable.  Why ?
Prof. Lal explains it as follows :

1f one goes through the remarks about the samples as given
by Dr. D.P, Agrawal and Km. Sheila Kusumgar who carried out

the C-14 tests on them, it becomes clear that excepting for one,
all were likely to have been contaminated since all of them
contained rootlets of Brass, etc., which were, of course, physi-
caily picked up or chemically destroyed. Nevertheless, if they
bad already affected the samples in antiquity these precautions
could not have helped the matter a¢ all.  This is proved by
another kifld of evidence also, ‘The dates obtained on samples
from Hastinapur, belonging even 1o the post-P.G. Ware levels,
are youager by about 200 years when compared with the dates
lof nlaughly contemporary (obsesvation based on pottery analysis)
;: ss:s:;w;? G AL € at Ahichchhatra, Sravasti
i) u,s iy par and Alamgirpur ‘(sce Fig. 2). In this conncc-
b it Iagapcfus ECessary to inform the readers as 1o why
Hastir E\gpu{” 1t was really so, occurred with the samples from

7 In 1951-52 when Hasting Vi i
C-14 technique had go developed, s, when s ey

i Thus, when afier 15 years
from ths si‘g:t::s 3t was realised that fog yg collect a few samples
an mc"‘ Put them to the C-14 test, the trenches were

2 much nearer the ol cxposed trenches than ordi-

inthe repio

the scientists ing i
VS I MASCA, 3y e g USeum laboratory of
8

back in time, the quantum
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CM DATES OF P.G. WARE SITES

. CM dates, based on C14 dates, based on

Sites half_—life=5730 yrs. | Sites half-life = 5730 yrs.
in years BC in years BC

TF-1144, 490+ 90 TF-83, 335+£115

Noh UCLA-703A, 6054260 TF-112, 3754100

(Rajos-  TF-993, 725:4:150 | Hastindpur TF-90, 3904115
than) UCLA-703B, 8204225 | (U.P) TF-85, 5054130
TF-91, 570125

Atranji-  TF-291, 5354-100
khera TF-191, 10254110
(U.pP)

The CH dates of the P.G. Ware sites (courtesy, D P. Agrawal and
Sherla Kusumgar).

increases, upto 500 years or more, to pe added to the C-14 dates.
According to this correction, 1025--100 B.C. date of the P.G.
Ware level of Ataranjikherd will become 1155100 B.C., and
§204100 B.C. of Noh will become 900:£100 B.C. If we agree
with this correction (MASCA) the early phase of P.G. Ware
may fall between 1200 and 900 B.C. But let it be clearly under-
stood that experiments i correcting the errors'of C-14 are still
going on at several places py the scientists of d{ﬂ‘ercnt disciplines
and all of them have mot accepted the validity of MASCA
Corrections based on tree-1ing datmg method, called ‘dendro-
chronology’. Suill 1o one has ever said that additions
have not to be made 10 the C-14 dates. In this connection a note
by D.p. Agrawalin puratattva No. 7 (1974) may be seen. On
the whole, therefor® 1000 B.C. to 800 B.C. may still be taken
onlyasa pmbable date for the carly phasc of the P.G. Ware,
although it is younger by two to three hundred years of the date
suggested by Pro Lal and higher by the same number of years
from the date suggested Y Dr. D.P. Agrawal and Km. Sheila
Kusumgar in the context of Hastindpur. In this context Shri J.P.
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Joshi’s excavations at Bhagawanpuri near Kuruksetra and Dlr.
U.V. Singh’s explorations at Kuruksetra appear to blf extreme! u)s'
significant : they show, as Shri Joshi very kmdly. informs
that in its fowest levels P.G. Ware overlaps with the Late
Harappan depo-it which could not be later than 1300-1100 B.C.
bracket because it is of the pre-Tran Age. 5

As far as the date of the Painted Grey Ware suggcstcd here is
concerned a few more factors may also be taken into a.ccount.
Firstly, as said eatlier, there is every likelihocd that this ware
emerged almost along with the emergence of iron technology in
India. In fact, Dr. G.G. Majumdar, who has conducted a num-
ber of scientific investizations on this ware in his laboratory at
the Decean College, Poona, informs us that in the very process
of producing the Painted Grey Ware, the knowledge O.f iron
technology is pre-supposed because it is the iron content in the
clay which alone produced the type of colour the ware assumed
whils undergoing baking in the kiln. And iron technology came
10 India, as said carlier also, only around 1060 B.C.

Secondly, the Painted Grey Ware overlaps with the succeefl-
ing N.B.P. Warc at several sites, notably, Sravastf and Ataranjt-
khera.  The question is at what point of time the two wares
overlapped 7 At the present state of our knowledge, this seems
to have happened round about 500 B.C —450 B.C. since at
several places, the thickness of the P.G. Ware deposit below this

fevel is about two to three metres. Ttis not impossible, on a very
rough calculation of course,

5 that it had taken 400 to 500 years
to get this regular deposit, layer after layer, without any major
disturbance. It also brings

Us to 1000 B.C. date, but, admittedly
©3 2 somewhat subjective caleulation.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE PAURAVAS

In this context one more objection has been raised by Shri
M.C.’Joshi. Traditions ascribe the establishment of Hastinpur
10 King Hastin, also g Paurava, like Duryodhana, the main
opponsnt of the Papgvas, Obviously, the culture associated with
ths Pandavas cannot be different from the culture which Hastin
enjoyed. 'Howcvcr, the cultyral sequence of Hastindpur docs
FOLshow it : the eagljest occupation belonged to what the archa-
cologists call Ochre Coloured Pottery Culture, while the culture
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following it is called Painted Grey Ware, ascribed to the
Pandavas. If Hastin founded the town he should be taken, on
the present showing, a king of the O.C. Pottery times and not
the P.G, Ware times. How could two members of the same
family belong to two different cultures widely separated from
each other, asks Shri Joshi., On the face of it, Shri Joshi’s objec-
tion is absolutely valid but then there is a snag. This observation
pre-supposes a historical process which is not generally correct.
In history, there are innumerable instances to show that the so-
called founders of the important cities were Only rarely the first
settlers of the sites—take the case of Jaipur or Jodhpur or Sah-
Jjahanapur or Tuglaqibad or any other city of this category and
dig below the occupational levels, you will usually find the re-
mains of several other cultures preceding the ones to which their
founders, who used their names to christian the sites, belonged.
The nature of deposit of the O.C Pottery Culture at Hastindpur
clearly shows that the first settlement at the site was of a miser-
able kind, may be there were only the hutments. 1t was also,
as the evidence shows, destroyed by floods or by severe dust-
storms, if we accept the theory of Dr. B.B. Lal, formerly Chief
Chemist, Archaeological Survey of India. Then there occurred a
break 1n the habitation. The Painted Grey Ware people probably
occupied this place having only one consideration in mind :
it was a place on the bank ofa major river which was higher,
because of the pie-existing debris of the eorlier settlement, than
the surrounding area. They may not at all have known anything
about their predecessors Obviously, King Hastin could very well
take the credit of establishing an entirely new township and name
it after his own name during the P.G. Ware period in spite of
the fact that below his feet laid bureed a thick deposit of yellow
clay mixed with tiny pieces (as the evidence is) of Ochre Colou-
red Pottery.

THE CLAIM OF THE LATE HARAPPA-OCP COMPLEX

Shri Amarendra Nath is of the opinion that the while® consi-
dering the claim of the Painted Grey Ware Culture as the culture
of the Mahabharata period we should not forget that it is based
on the preference that Prof. Lal has given to the views of Sans.
keitists like Pargiter in regard to the date of the Mahdibhdirata
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War, ie., 10th century B.C., over the views of astronomers like
K.C. Varma and S B, Roy which place this date in the 15th Cen-
tury B.C. He accepts the latter view and then says that the P.G.
Ware’s claim as the culture of the original Mahabhirata period
be discarded since P.G. Ware’s antiquity cannot be pushed back
to 15th century B.C. He offers an alternative : the Late Harappa-
OCP Complex. This complex belongs to the period in question
and its remains have been found in plenty in the Indo-Gangetic
divide, the actual locale of the Mahiabharata story. Prof. Lal,
however, raises an objection : since the O.C.P. has not been
found at most of the Mahabharata sites, except Hastinapur, it
cannot make any claim whatsoever. ‘The same applies to Late
Haragpa culture since it has also not been found at most of the
Mahabhirata associated sites, except Kuruksetra. Amarendra
Nath, however, questions the validity of the approach of Prof.
Lai by saying that the equation of one people one archacological
cultureis not a proper equation—regional differences in the
material culture of a single people (cthnically and historically
speaking) is the reality. As faras the Mahabharata period is
concerned, there were certainly several groups of people in-
habiting the Indo-Gangetic divide, the text itsclf shows that.
Archacological discoveries in  recent years show that in
Haroyana, Late Harappa Culture, and in western U.P. and
castern Punjab the O.C.P. culture predominated the scene during
the second millenni B.C. Theref , their claim as the
cultures of the Mahabhirata period is more justified.
sin:: ;:Yéz&?::::;l:: i;;o;:tlc:hz:l}t‘ :‘al:_lhis x‘:lliscussi?n is flu!ilc
belongs to the Mahabharata period or th . arch aeolog-xcal ol (uﬂi
the basic question is : wh: " atare 2 calogical culturf,
biirata W s : what d‘at? should we assign to the Maha-
BC. i m:; ?He is right if it is agreed upon that 15th century
the date e l:;‘\sg:“lc \}\llar but he will be wrong if it is held that
that Prof, Lat has ﬁ:‘ llricc;otlh ccntl.)ury B.C. He forgets the fact
several types of Calculationos cstad lish the date of the War by
archacological culture of thy o lhm. hc. went “? select an
10 that date, he did not g o oo-Gangetie divide which belongs
Shei Amarendry Nat:aac; “:sclosth“ vay round. Obviously, if
the War, he may be righ il” . hLh century B.C. as the date of
and be has given his own’pu then Prof. Lal does not accept ity
rasons for that. If we agree with Shri
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Amarendra Nath, then we may also have the choice of agrcein'g
with those who take ¢. 3000 B.C. as the date of the War and in
that case only the Harappa Culture can have lhe.proud pnvﬂeg'e
of becoming the culture of the Mahibhirata period. Prof. Lal’s
methodology cannot be challenged on the plea that ‘one ware
one people’ equation is not correct because i_n the absence of
anthropological and linguistic data what criterion we may E-.volve
to identify a homogeneous group of people ? For pre-literate
cultures, pottery has been accepted as the common denominator,
howsoever apologetically it might have been done. As far as the
Copper Hoard tools and weapons are concernd, Jet it be made
clear, that firstly, these tools have neither been found at Kuru-
ksetra nor at Hastinapur and, secondly, no one has ever de-

monstrated that typologically the implements of the Hoards and
those of the Mahabharata War are identical.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

While going through the press-reports, it occurred to us that
archaeological evidence as well as the C-14 dates have often been
used and abused not only by the historians, astronomers and
Sanskritists but also by some archaeologists. The result is that
an interested lay-reader often finds himself at his wits end. It
was also realized that much of this misunderstanding is due to
three factors : (i) for archaeologists pottery is the ABC of their
science but the evidence of pottery does not appear to be as
conclusive at the present state of our knowledge as it has been
made out by Prof. B.B. Lal, particularly in the context of
Kausamb1 Painted Grey Ware, (i) the evidence of flood deposits
at the end of a habitational deposits of the Painted Grey Ware
people at Hastindpur and its correlation with the Purdnic data
has also been interpreted differently by different authc.)rs, and

(iif) because of certain difficulties in the calebration of the C-14
dates and also the exact location of th

relation 1o the stratigraphy of e carbon samples in
igraphy of some of the P.G. i
the evidence of C- Ware sites, even

14 dates has not been pro i
perly appreciated.
There are some specific points on which
e ven Dr, D.P.
and Prof. B.B. Lal differ. sven D DP. Agravel
These difficulties cannot be fully resolved at the present state
of our knowledge. As said earlier, cart should not be put before
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the horse, archacology on its own can meither Eic'c1dc the dntcl
of the Mahibharata War nor prove the authenticity of severa
other incidents occurring in the Mahdbhdrata. These things will
bave to be decided by non-archacological methods first and then
we may try to find some support from archacology, and not
vice versa. Prof. La) has been quite conscious of it and, there-
fore, he laboured very hard in establishing the date of the
War first on the basis of the Puranic data and then tried to sce
what archacology has to say on this subject. Similarly, he delved
into the literature first to find out the reference of the flood at
Hastinapura before passing judgement over the magnitude and t.he
implication of the flood-deposits at Hastindpura. But I am afraid,
he will bave to work harder along with Prof. G.R. Sharma over
the nature of the Kausambi Painted Grey Ware and its proposed
relationship with the Painted Grey Ware of Hastindpura. As far
as the C-14 dates in respect of the Painted Grey Ware Culiure
are concemed, it is betfer to wait and watch for a few
more dates from sites near Kuruksetra, the site of the
Mahibhirata War, because of one very significant fact which is
cmerging from the current excavations at Kuruksetra and

Bhagawanpura the Paigted Grey Wase has been found overlap-
ping with the La It appears, purely on
archacological grounds (the C-14 dates are i

ne place 1o another. On the
centre of this Ware was
. Bikaner region from where
“f{::"‘g‘d towards the eqgy, €70s5ing Kuruksetra, Hastinapura,
:l'ilau:.':k and Ahxcl‘:ch}mua and reaching qhe Nepal Tarai at

OF 17 this i true, ypen We may expect the date of the
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Painted Grey Ware at Kuruksetra slightly earlier than any of
the dates obtained so far, since all the dated sites are located far
away towards the east from the place of the Mahabhirata War ;
how much earlier than the Noh-date, we do not know at the
moment. We will, however, not be surprised if the P.G. Ware
in the Sarasvatl basin, at sites like Bhagwinpura, is dated to
the 14th or 13th century B.C. in a pre-iron context, It means,
the P.G. Ware people adopted the iron technology during the
middle stage of their techhological development, any time
between the 12th and 10th century B.C., allowing a couple of
centuries for the early stage. Thus, if iron was used in the
Mahabhirata War, as appears to be the case since iron as
‘krsna ayasa® definitely appeared in the pre-epic Brihmana
literature, then the war is hikely to have been fought within
the time breaket of 4100 years 1200—1000 B,C. Archaeologi~
cally, we may not be able to say more than this at present.
—S8.P. Gupta



MAHABHARATA AND ARCHAEOLOGY

B.B. La}

I'have been asked by the co

-ordinators of this monograph
to present in brief my views on

whether the Mahabhirata was
a myth or reality, particularly from the archaeological point of
view. My answer to the question is that while there is no

direct and unimpeachable evidence to establish the historicity
of the Mahﬁbhirala,

there is some archacological evidence, of
a circumstantial kind, which suggests that in all likelihood there
was a basis for the story which, as time passed, got inflated out
of all proportions to the original. As regards the date of the
episode, the question is no Jess difficult to answer. While dates
varying from 3102 B.C. to 9t century B.C, have been
suggested by different scholars, there seems to be a greater
possibility of the Jatter date being nearer the mark. My grounds
for arriving at thece provisional conclusions are as follows,
The Makabhirag text, as available to us now, refers not
only to the Persjans, Greeks, Romans and Parthians, but also

to u_xe Hinas, The Present text, therefore, is unlikely to be
carlier than the

-D. And if Krsna was a historical
ﬁ'gurc., he is unlikely to have been later than the Buddha who
lived in the 61 century B,C., for the history after the Buddha
18 50 well-known that there jg bardly any scope to accommodate
p x‘::aga a:gfu:‘: [):ihibhirala init. There is, therefore, a clear
witoy ol T8 between the event and the

Itis also well-known thay o one sia;
ge the book (Mahs-
bharata) was T]led Jaya, c’lnmprising only 8,800 verses. Then
J 00w a5 Bhdrata, wity 24,000 verses, In the
nol';v' ::vmlablc form, it hag swelled to 100,000 verses and js
:, Mxhg«idbhdwm. Which are the first-noted 8,800 verses
y en ablz to sor; Sutsofar. And for all one can
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say, the original text may have been still shorter !

From the foregoing it is amply clear that it would be unwise
10 treat the present Mahabhdrata text, in its entirety, as a picce
of historical document and to look for the palatial buildings
and arsenals mentioned in it. The poct (poets) had his (their)
full flight of imagination, and that is what one would normally
expect in an epic like this.

In such a bewildering situation onc may look to archacology
for succour. And the simple and straight forward method of
the archacologist would be to explore and excavate the sites
associated with the story and find out what they have to tell
us.t

Amongst the principal sites associated with the Mahabhirata
story mention may be made of : Hastinipura (Meerut Dist.,
U.P.), which was the capital of the Kauravas ; Barnawi (ancient
Viamavata, Meerut Dist., U.P.), where the Kauravas attempted
to burn alive the Pandavas in a lac-house ; Bairdta (ancient
Virdtanagara, Jaipur Dist., Rajasthan), where the Pandavas
lived in exile; Panipat (ancient Papiprastha, Haryana),
Baghpat (ancient Vrkaprastha, Meerut Dist., U.P.), Indrapat
(Purdna Qila, Delhi), etc.,—the five strategic villages on the
Yamuni system, asked for by the Pandavas in case a war was to
be averted ; Kuruksetra (Haryana), where the battle was

fought ; Mathurd (U.P.), wherefrom Krsna hailed ; and so on
(Fig. 1).

Explorations and excavations have revealed an identical
material culture in the Jowest levels of all these sites, the salient
features of which are as follows.

The economy was based essentially on agriculture, cattle-
breeding and, to some extent, hunting. Amongst the domesti-
cated animals, besides the cattle, buffalo, sheep and pig, parti-
cular mention may be made of the horse whose presence in
the Indus Civilization is debated but whose association with
the Aryans is almost a must. The houses were made of mud
or wattle-and-daub, the use of mud-bricks being rare. There
is al_so some indication regarding the use of kiln-burnt bricks.
While copper was used for making antimony rods, borers, nail-

1. Lal, B.B.,‘‘Excavation at Hastindpura and other Explorations”,

Ancient India, Nos. 10-11, pp. 147-151.  Also, “Archaeol, d the two
Indian Epics”, ABORI, Vol. L1V, 1973, pts. I-1V, pp. l-s?gy o ¢
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parers, arrow-heads and the like, it was the use of iron which
distinguished this culture from the previous ones, nzlimcly
the Indus Civilization, Copper Hoard Culture, ete, Sickles
and probable ploughshares of this metal gave the necessary
booster to agriculture, while axes, daggers, spear-heads and
arrow-heads augmented the means of warfare. Amongst the
other noteworthy objects associated with this culture are ; glass
bangles, being the earliest known so far in JIndia; and oblong
dice bearing 1,2, 3 and 4 marks on them and plano-convex
gamesmen, both indicating that the game of chaupara was
played by these people. .

The utensils were essentially of earthenware, but the tradi-
tion of the typical Indian dinner set—namely 1hdli, kaford and
lotd (PL. 1) was set by these people. This pottery is fine-grained
and has a grey colour because of its having been fired under
reducing conditions in the kila. The painted motifs, executed
in black pigment, show g variety of linear and curvilipear
designs (PL. V). This black-painted grey pottery is so distinc-
tive that it has acquired a Proper name, viz., the Painted Grey
Ware, and the concerned culture has begun to be called after it.

The fact that it is the same material culture that occurs in

the lowest levels of alt the Mahabhirata sites, binds them
together.! In addition, b i

, ver; HastinZpura has yielded some
evidence of still greater significance (Fig. 3). When about 2.5

i osits had accumulated at the site, a
e Garigd, on whose banks the site
considerable portion of the settlement,
ce of the erosion (Pl 1) and of the
I the fallen materia] (P1. I11) on the river-
side edge of the mound, But more noteworthy than this is the
fact that a part of the washed-away materia] was found, by

stands. It washed away a
there being ample eviden,
humdrum deposition of

. Y, be mentioned here that at Hastinipura and
A}:lchcl?haux thete are traces of an carlier occupation, namely that of
the Ochre Cotour Pottery People. But this need not upset us, for at other

3 pur, Ihinjhanz, Rajpur Parsu, Bisaull,
L1l Quls, Saipaj, ©1C.. to name just 2 few, do not find any mcnli’on in our
v be it Vedic or clastical. The Ochre Colour Pottery

Culture, therefore does not - h
eS8 With (52 Mohzbizpnrg, P VUG 10 do with the Aryaas,
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means of borings, in the river-bed itself at a depth of nearly
15 metres below the water-level (PL 1V). The destruction of
the Painted Grey Ware scttlement at Hastindpura by means of
a flood in the Gangd is thus established beyond any shadow of
doubt.

And here lct us sec what the literature has to say :

Gaiigaydpalirite tasmin nagare Nagasahvaye \

Tyakta Nicaksur nagaram Kausimbyam sa myatsyati 0

“When the city of Naigasihvaya (Hastindpura) is carried

away by the Gargd, Nicaksu will abandon it and wili

dwell in Kau$imbi”.

As regards the second part of the foregoing quotation, let
it be said that the excavations at Kauédmbi (Allahabad Dist.,
U.P.) have yielded bowls and dishes of grey ware, some of
which also bear painted designs in black pigment (Pl. V1), While
no doubt the fabric of the Kausimbi ware is somewhat coarser
than that of the Hastindpura ware and so are the designs less
crisp, it is evident that the former (viz., the Kau§imb: painted
grey ware) represents a continuum of the latter (viz., the
Hastinapura Painted Grey Ware). And thus is just the sort of
evidence one may expect from a settlement which 1s later than
but in continuation of another.

From the archaeological cvidence briefly discussed above,
the following two facts emerge : one, that all the alleged Maba-
bharata sites are linked up one with the other with the same
kind of material culture, which shows their affimty and con-
temporaneity ; and the other, that the evidence of flood from
Hastindpura and that of the continuation of the P.G.W. tradi-

tion in a diluted form at Kau$amb: lends support to the
Purdnic statement of Hastinapura being destroyed by a flood 1n
Gangi and consequently the capital being shifted to Kausambs.,
Thus, while thereis no doubt no direct inscriptional or hke
evidence to establish the historicity of the Mahabharata, there
does exist some evidence to suggest that it may not altogether
be a concoction,

To turn to the date of the episode. As already stated at
the beginning, there is no agreement amongst scholars about it.
For example, basing their arguments on the Aihole inscription
of Pulke$in II, dated Saka 556 (expired)=A.D. 634-35, wherein
it is stated that 3735 years had elapsed since the Mahibharata



56 Mahabharata : Myth and Reality

war, some scholars place the war in 3102 B.C. One, however,
worders as to how a statement like this, made after s}:ch a
tremendous time-gap, can form the basis of sound history.
Amongst the later dates suggested by scholars are : circa 1424
B.C. (K.P. Jayaswal), circa 1400 B.C. (A.S. Altekar), 1152 B.C.
(S.N. Pradhan), 950 B.C. (F.E, Pargiter) and 9th century B.C.
(HC. Raychaudhury). While it is difficult to go through th.e
merits of all these dates in a brief note like the present one, it
may be mentioned that the latest date, j.e., 9th century B.C.,
proposed by Raychaudhury, may not altogether b= improbable.
Though Raychaudhury had based his arguments on the evidence
of Vedic and allied Iiterature and had not taken into account
the Purapic genealogy, it would appear that even the latter, as
also the archaeological evidence, support the date adduced by
him. The position, in brief, is as follows.

As is well-known, Abhimanyu died on the battle-field and
his ton, Panksit, came fo the throne Yudhisthira after
Pariksit, According to the gemealogy given in the Puranas,
fifth from him was Nicaksu in whose reign a flood in the
Gaiiga destroyed the settlement at Hastindpura and the capital
was shifted to Kauéamby (¢f. above). The Purinas then go on
with the pames of the kings at Kauéémb!, amongst whom comes

To assess the total duration of the rej i
805 of the 24 kings that
preceded Udayana back to the Mahabhj, i

c fata times is again 2
very tricky prob}cm, and one guesg may be as good or bad as
any other. While some scholars haye Suggested as many as 37

- BS reign, the more soberly estimates
are 19 yearg (A L, Basham) apd 1g years (Pargiter). In fact,

Pargiter has sajd ;] hay H §
kings in varigys ooy 2mised 14 sexics of from 20 to 30
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A typical dinner set of the Painted Grey Ware people consisting of
thal, katora and lota

The Painted Grey
Ware settlement
at  Hastinapur
came fo end as a
result of flood in
the Ganga. The
flgure pomtis to
the erosional
scar left by the
river
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PLATE Il

Hastinapur ; close view of deposils near erosion-lines;
A, natural soil, a part of which had also been disturbed
and cut; B, dislodged malenal re-deposiled, and C,

bands of sand and clay formed during the interval
between periods I and Jil

A part of the material which
had been washed by the
Ganga from the Hastina-
pur mound was found in
some of the borings made
in the river bed at a depth
of neatfy 15 meters
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Kausamp; P.G, Ware ; /
A Late slage of Painted Grey Ware found in the lower Jevels o
~ . Kausamp;
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Rualarjunisa panets from the Brihadaresvara temple, Tanjore
C. 200 AD.

(After Sri Si/aramamurli)
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Hence as a medium average for these contemporary eastern
dynasties we must take something less than 19, and 18 will be
a fair and even liberal estimate (italics mine).” (F.E. Pargiter,
Ancient Indian Historical Tradition, reprinted, Delhi 1962, pp-
181-82).

That Pargiter’s estimate could be ‘liberal’ is also indicated

by certain other computations from Indian history itself. For
example, from Qutubuddin Aibak, the first Muslim ruler of
Delhi, to Bahadur Shah Zafar, the last Mughal ruler ousted by
the British, there were 47 kings, the total duration of their
reigns being 652 years. This gives an average of 13.9 years per
ruler, which may be rounded off to 14 years. Perhaps it would
be argued that the average of the medieval times should not be
applied to the ancient period, as there were many coups and
killings for the throne in the former, but let us also not forget
that while these 47 kings did include some who had very short
reigns, there are in this list many who ruled for more than 20
years and some even for as long as 38, 48 and 49 years. Thus,
in a long-range assessment all the peculiarities get neutralized
and the results can be safer than those obtained by computing
the average from shorter dynasties. However, if we may wish
to shift our discussion from the medieval to ancient times, Wwe
find that while the average of the Kanvas and Sungas was as
low as 10,5 and 11.2 years respectively, that of the Guptas was
as high as 17.6 years. (In the last-named case if the existence
of some debated kings is not accepted, the average may g0 up
to 22 years.) Now while the king-lists of the various ancient
dynastics are not beyond dispute, the generally accepted lists
of the more well-known dynasties, viz., the Mauryas, ungas,
Kanvas, §stavahanas and the Guptas, put together, again give
an average in the neighbourhood of 14 years per reigi. Thus,
though this average might appear to be a short one, it cannot
be just brushed aside.

In this context it may not be out of place to mention that,
although the readings in the Purdnas differ, according to the
version preferred and thus given in his translation by Pargiter,
Nicakgu was followed by his eight soms. 1f this version is
accepted, it will have the effect of shortening the average reign
per ruler, for in a more or less similar situation the Purdnas
say that the nine Nandas (a father and eight sons) ruled for a
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total of 100 years only. Pargiter’s translation of relevant
statements in the Purdnas are as follows ; 1

“When the city Hastinapura is carricd by the Ganges,
Nicaksu will abondon it and will dwell in Kaufmbi. He
will have eight sons (italics mine) of great might and valou{.
His eldest son will be Usna; after Usna, Citraratha is
remembered ; after Citraratha Sucidratha ; and after Sucid-
ratha Vrsnimat; and after Vrisnimat Susena will be a
pure king.  After Susena Sunitha will be king ; after Sunitha
will be Ruca; after him will be Nreaksus. Nrcaksu's
heir (italics mine) will be Sukhibala and Sukhibala’s sor will be
Pariplava. .. ” (F.E. Pargiter, The Purina Tex: of the
Dynasties of the Kali Age, London 1913, pp. 65-66.)

““As son of Mahanandin by a Sodra woman will be born a
king, Mahapadma (Nanda), who wil} exterminate all ksatriyas,
Thereafter kings will be of {gdra origin. Mahdpadma will be
sole monarch, bringing all under his sway. He will be 88 years
on the earth. He wiil uproot ali ksatriyas, being urged on by
Prospective fortune, He wilj have cight sons (italics mine), of
whom Sukalpa wilj be the first ; and they will be kings in suc-
cession (italics again mine) to Mahidpadma for 12 years,

A brabmin, Kautilya, wilj uproot them all ; and, after they
have cnjoyed the earth for 100 years, jt will pass to the
Mauryas.” (Pargiter, ipid,, P. 69),

Thus, if we take th

€ average of 14 years per reign in the
case of the Paurava rylers under consideration, the 24 kings

before.Udayana will give a tota) of 24 14==336 years. If we
add 1b!x figure to 500 B.C., when Udayana wag on the throne,
We arfive at the figure of 836 B.C. This is, of course, not to

Broadiy speaking, there-
C. may not be an un-
ce of the event,
ik while to add that the
ological stragy does not go

Sth century B,
the occurren,
be well wo,

Feasonable estimaty for
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Cax'bon-ld, faethod of dating archae,
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Noh in Rajasthan give the date of 8201225 B.C. It is thus
clear that the Painted Grey Ware Culture may have begun
somewhat before 1000 B.C. As is indicated by the evidence of
Sravasti (Gonda Dist.,, U.P.), Ahichchhatrd, etc., and of
Atranjikhera itself, the Painted Grey Ware overlapped
with the Northern Black Polished Ware sometime around
500 B C. This is further confirmed by the evidence from Rupar
(Panjab) where there is a break of occupation between the
P.G.W, and N.B.P.W. deposits and the C-14 dates for a lower
level of the N.B.P. Ware deposits is 4854100 B.C. According
to the C-14 method of dating, therefore, the P.G.W. Culture
may be assigned broadly to circa 1000 - 500 B.C., with a margin
on the earlier side,!

At this stage it must not be left unsaid that the C-14 dates
themselves require to be corrected on the basis of the evidence
of dendrachronology. For lack of space it would not be
possible here to go into the details, but it would suffice to say
that, according to the tables published by the Applied Science
Centre for Archaeology, University of Pepnsylvania, USA,
the corrected date for 820 B.C. would be 900 B.C. and that for
1025 B.C,, 1155 B.C. In effect then the Painted Grey Ware
Culture in the upper Ganga-Yamuna Valley would be ascribable
broadly to circa 1100—600 B.C., while the end of the con-
cerned settlement at Hastinapura, which took place before an
overlap with the N.B P, Ware, may be placed somewhere in the
later part of this time-bracket.

The above are facts as they emerge from the excavations
and explorations of the sites associated with the Mahabharata
story. We have got to accept them as they are, whether or not
they fit into our pre-conceived notions about the date and

IReaders would naturally be anxious to know as to why the C-14 dates
for Hastingpura (4th century B.C, for the upper levels and 6th century
B.C. for the late middle lcvels of the P.G. W, deposits) are not as old as
those for the corresponding deposits of Atranjikhera, Noh, Ahichchhatra,
Ropar, etc. The reason is not far to seck, The published scientific
report clearly mentions that *visible rootless were hand-picked® from the
concerned charcoal samples. Since there is an immense overgrowth of
trees on the mound, the roots must have been penctrating the lower strata
all through tho ages, tesulting in the contamination of the sample.

(F1g. 2) 2o
AN
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cultural equip of the Mahabharata penple.f’ This will
have to remain the position unless we try to wriggle out by
saying that what are known today as Hastinapura, Indraprastha,
Mathurd, Kuruksetra, Ahichchhatri, ete., are not the same
sitesas referred to in the Mahabhirata, In that case let us
wait till suddenly a new set of these sites, with the same
geographical setting as mentioned in the Mahabhdrata, emerges

from the blue. The fersa firma has not got another such set, 1
am pretty sure.

% MLSU-CENTRA |,
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At Farrukhabad, on the western Longe o
and high mound on which ase located the town-hall building,
the water-reservoir and a few other structures, The mound,
locally known 25 Bhishmapur and associated with Draupady, is
about 20 m. high, of which the upper 8 m. or so represent human
occupation, and the fower part, deposit of river-silt. Its western
and southern sides have been badly eroded by the Gaiigd and now
stand as vertical cliffs, virtually impossible to climb, except where
cut up by rain gullies. Exploration of the sides brought to light
a large quantity of Painted Grey and N.B.P. Wares. The shapes
fepresented in the Painted Grey Ware included the dish, basin,
bowland a lofa-shaped vessels, Associated with this Ware were

a thin red ware, polished black ware and a small quantity of
black-and-red ware, In the red ware a complete dish with in-
cruved sides and g,

, similar to
Among other antiquities,

mention may be acotta discs in grey fabric,

made of several tegr.
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bearing incised decoration near the edges, and a broken terra-
cotta figurine, possibly human, Similar discs have been found at
Hastindpurd from comparable levels.

I also explored other parts of District Farrukhabad and went
to Kampit (ancient Kampilya), 39 km. west of Farrukhabad
township. On the north-western side of the town is a large
mound, locally known as Draupadigarh, covering an area of
several square kilometres and 5 to 6 m, high. Its southern and
eastern sides are covered by the present township, and the
western side has suffered considerable erosion by the Gangi.
Almost the entire mound is under cuitivation as a result of which
it is uniformly flat. As such, only the upper surface seems to
be disturbed. A large quantity of the Painted Grey Ware and
other associated fabrics were collected from this site. Among
other finds an incised terracotta disc is worth mentioning.

I have, therefore, reasons to believe that Prof. B.B. Lal’s
observations regarding the occurrence of the Painted Grey Ware
at most of the sites associated with the principal story of the
Mahdbhdrata and located in the Gangd-Yamuna Valley are to a
very large extent correct. Kampilya was the Capital town of
the southern Pafichalas to whom belonged Draupadi, the queen
of the Pandavas

*

AH. Dani

Recently we have excavated some ancient sites in Gandhira
region but we have no written records from our excavations to
supply names to the dead bones and the material culture un-
carthed by us', Can we take the help from the literary materials

1When peninsular India was passing through the Post-Harappan
phase of the chalcolithic cultures, the Swat Valley imn the north-western
frontier of Pakistan was witnessing the emergence and expansion of 3
similar phase of the chalcolithic culture. This happened 1n the second half
of the 2nd millennmum B C. and it was certainly a land-mark in the history
of the Swat Valley including the Gandhara region. For the first time the
people started disposing off their dead in a ceremonious manner. Al along
the valley, numerous cemeterfes, with a varicty of grave-structures, sprang
up, The westera part of this valley forms part of the Gindhdra region.
Inthe Swat Valley, ‘GEndhira’ graves have been explored and excavated
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and attritats those sates (o these dead bones 2 Even if we do
sar, tut eonclusions will be purely hypothetical, subject to confir-
saation by future discoverics, However, It is well worth noting
that in the same goographic reglon the cacliest poctions of the
Raveda speak of # people who appropriated for themselves the
title of “Atya” a3 opposcd 1o the conquered people.  As our
historical analysfs has shown, in the next stage we come to the
ariod of the ater Vedic literature, the traditions as recorded in
the Mahabhiirata, ‘The two historfcal periods coincide chrono-
fogieatly with the two archucological periods and they agrec with
the two migrations of pcople from the west, The comparison can
te further specified,  In the Rgvedu we know of, besides gold,
only one metal calied Ayasa} generally taken to be copper, while
in the later Vedic literature two mclals arc distinguished as
Tadmra ayasa (copper) and Krsna ayasa (iron)®. As regards
the disposal of the dead it is noted : “The dead were cither
cremated or buricd, and, if cremated, the ashes were regularly
buried. This suggests that burial was the older method which
was altered under the pressure of migration and perhaps the
Indian climate”. This Rigvedic reference accords very well

—

severally by ttaltun misslons and Pakistani expeditions.

malnly led by Stacul and the Jatter by A.H. Dani By no’:v‘lcr:l%r:c:h‘::r:
dozen cemcteries have come to light, Some of the impon:':nl cemeteri:
explored are located near Timargarha, Thana Butkara, Loeb e and
Ketalni, The followlng chrenolosical chart and “'gﬁpd‘ oy ecanr and
based mainly upon CU dates, are self-expl ization of the graves.
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with the graves of Periods I and IL. We can summarise the main
features below :

(i) The geographic scence of archaeology and history opens
in the same region.

(1) The chronological period of both refers to the same
time.

(iri) The knowledge of copper or bronze technology is seen at
this time.

(v) The disposal of the dead, first by burial and later by the
addition of cremation, is also similar.

(¥) Literary evidence brings the Aryans from the West. The
archacological evidence also connects the grave culture
with the plain grey ware tradition of the West.

There is thus a prior basis for equating the literary materials

of the Rigveda with those now brought forth from the archaeo-
logical excavations. If this 1s accepted, we will have to seek
the identification of the second group of migration which intro-
duced iron into our region along with a new wave of invasion.
Their practice of fractional and multiple burial after exposure is
not known to have received great sanctity in the Sanskrit lite-
tature. In fact the Hindus later chose only cremation as the main
form of the disposal of the dead. But we do not know when
this change took place. In our region archaeology has
produced evidence for the persistence of the third type of burial.
Even when Indian archacology has not produced material to
support this type of burial, the literary evidence as well as the
z}rchaeological materials speak of a tremendous change that came
in the second stage as a result of violent outbreak. Can we not
understand in that perspective the germ of events that latter be-
came glorified in the Mahdbhdrata? It is only in the later Vedic
literature that we find for the first time the name of the Kurus,
whose descendants played so dominant role in the Mahabhdrata
war. It is these Kurus who spread out into the Gangi valley
and established the Kuru-Paficala kingdom. It is after them
that we have the name Kuruksetra. Surely the Kurus must have
played some special historical role in the past. Could we
recogaise them in the new migrating hordes who are found in
period 111 graves ?
The answer to_this question can be given only after carcful ex-
ploration and excavation in the Panjab. Meanwhile we turn to the
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Indian archacological evidence. As ear]y as 1949 Mr, B.B. !,al
paid a visit 1o the ruins at Hastindpur, located about 60 miles
north-east of Delhi and referred to in the Mahabharata, He
writes : “In the lower levels of the mound was found a fine grey
ware with designs executed in black pigment (hereafter called
the Painted Grey Ware). This was super-imposed by another clefss
of pottery known to archaeologists as the Northern Black Polis-
hed Ware......Painted Grey Ware also occurred at Ahichchhatra,
another site mentioned in the Mahabharata......the author under~
took a trial-excavation at Tilpat, 11 miles south of Delh, ......

ated with the Mahabha story, and it was indeed
gralifying to find there the same ceramic sequence as was obser-
ved at Hastinipura. This ged the author further, and he
planned a systematic exploration of over thirty sites mentioned
either in the Mahabharasa itself or alleged to have been asso-
ciated with the story according to local tradition. The investiga-
tions more than fulfilled his expectations, since almost all the
sites yielded the Painted Grey Ware from their lower levels™,
The chronological position of this Ware has been established by
Lalinhise . His main conclu-

xcavation of the Hastinipura sie,
sions are quoted below in his own wordss :

(7) That the Painted Grey Ware was later than the Harappa
Ware.

(if) That the Painted Grey Ware well-
Black Polished Ware, though the
quent overlap between the two,

(ii7) That the painted Grey Ware occurs at farge number of
sites in the upper Gaiiga basin,

(%) That on the basis of (@) and (if) above, the Painted Grey

Ware may be placed somewhere within the limits of
600 B.C. on the

one hand and 1500 B.C. on the
other,
th this chronology fixed for the archacological material,
l'-al brings in the relevant information from ancient Indian
literature and sayy ceqpyyy Hastinapura, Ahichchatra and Kampila
were respectively

the capitals of he Pauravas, and north and
¢BB La, “Excavation 2

t Hastizapur ang
Upper Ganzaazg Satlej Basing 1950-52°,
7p. 5154,

PRt p. 150,

preceded the Northern
T¢ may bave been subse-
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south Paficalas, who formed a part of the carly Aryan stock. in
India”. He finally concludes, “that a large pumber of sites
associated with the Mahdbhdrata story contain tl'w same
ceramic industry, viz., the Painted Grey Ware, in their lower
levels”,

Even when we accept the sequence of the Painted Grey Ware
and agree with the apparent correlation of this cultural sequence
with that narrated in the main stories of the Mahabhdrata, the
date cannot be stretched back to 1500 B.C. This position was
fully realised by Lal and, therefore, he dated this particular
sequence at Hastindpura between 1100 and 800 B.C. It is clear
that the Painted Grey Ware sites are apparently associated with
the Mahabharata stories, and if this association is based on any
reality, the date of these sites should not be earlier than the main
events narrated in this great epic. Lal himself is inclined to
accept the date of F.E. Pargiter for these events, i.e., middle of
the 10th century B.C.S Why do we begin to get the Painted
Grey Ware sites at this time ? Before we give the answer, we
analyse the factors underlying the carlier date of 1500 B.C.

This earlier date is supposed on the basis of Lal’s exploration
of some sites in the Ghaggar and Sarasvati valleys. But the later
excavation of Dr, Y.D. Sharma at Ropar? has clearly shown a

break between the end of the Harappa phase and the beginning
of the Painted Grey Ware.® The duration of this break is not
definitely known. Therefore, even if we accept the literary evi-
flence, “that the combined stream of the Ghaggar and Sarasvati is
identifiable with the Sarasvati and the Sutlej with the Sutudru,
on the banks of which the early Aryans used to live”, we have no
means of fixing the date of “the early Aryans” in this region.
Finding no clue in the excavations in India, Lallooked for
comparative material in Iran and the West. He got hold of the
same material in Iran, which we have cited elsewhere in detail.
Butas we have scen earlier, these materials are plain grey
ware. Lal also referred to a few painted grey ware sherds from

SIbld., p. 149.

7Y.D., Sharma, “Exploration of Historical Sites”, Ancient India,
No. 9, pp. 116 ~169.

5S.R.,Ra0, *Eacavation at Rangpur and other explorationsin Gujarat”
Ancient India Nos. 18 and 19, 1962, pp. 193-94.
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Thessaly in Greece, and some from Seistan,? and at the end he

Tuded, “The above-mentioned painted and plain grey wares
with their sub-varicties, from Greece 1o Seistan via Iran, are
assignable very broadly to the second millennium B.C, Within
this period also falls the well-known inscription at Boghaz Keui
(1360 B.C.) which records the names of Aryan deities like Indra,
Varuna, Mitra, ete, This coincidence, though not having much
weight in jtself, cannot be altogether set aside, and it may be
well worth the trouble to study the distribution of painted and
Plain grey wares while trying to work out the movement of Aryan
speaking people in Western Asia and southern Europe.”® And

o the spread of this
N lsr culture as a result of the second invasion from the West 7

cfinite answer 10 yhig Question will be provided only when
ded into the Panjab east of the river

@ N:_cranwhﬂc, itis well to summarise the position as we get to-
d y B om archacology, anthropology and history, Archaeo-
OBY has produced the materials for two waves of invasion of the

plain gxcy wa_ue culm_re; the first associated with bronze and the
Séw;x with iron. Thjs culture is differeny from the Indus Valley
vilization, Anlhmpology has broygh forth two groups of

western people j; L
from those fu,i;?f ﬁ:::vcs at Timargarha, who are different

p Harappan Cemeteries. At about the
same time fiters hist, iiede
prople who call?b s ‘]’ry has produced materials about a

Ve Aryans, who in the first instance
*Sit Ausel Stein, Arepg,
0d South Easgery Py ological Reconnais.

Lo, sances bn North Western India
L%, 0p. <t p, 157, "don 1937, pe- 113 .

. and p1, Xy,
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lived in the land of the Sapta Sindhu and in the second stage,
possibly after the Mahabharata War, spread out into the upper
Gaiga valley. All these coincidences occurred between the end
of the Indus Civilization and the beginning of the historic period
in the 6th century B.C. There is thus a strong basis for corre-
lating the materials from different sources and viewing in that
perspective the appearance of the hypothetical Aryans in history.

} B
——A AR

-m’nu’m«'
ey

Fig. 5 Gandhim Geare pottery along with scme
comparable forms from other sites,
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Lal* has convircingly argued that the P.G.W. was aslsom;et::
with the Mzhibharata Period, as the ware has invariabl yMahé-
found on a large number of sites associated ‘wuh' th.t;) ot
bhirata story, It is interesting to note _l}fat its dlsmhu‘ et
confined within the Jimits of Manu’s definition of Aad 1ya o
with an exception in the west. It may further be l‘fbscﬁ'ﬂ‘% P
Manw’s Madhyadesa was divisible into three provinces, VIZ.'; o
the region between Sarasvati and Drsadvati, (2) the region fn
vieen Drsadvati and the Gaiga up to Mathura and (3) the regio:
between Mathura and PrayZga. These three zones were knoWl'f
carlier as Brahmarartad, Brahmarsidesa® and Madhyadesa® res
pectively. Though Manu’s work belengs to a much later date, 1:_
appears that the earlier traditions (as is indicated by'lhe use o
past perfect tense) have been recorded accurately in it.

However, according to Baudhiyana® the land lying to thF cast
of Vinadana, to the west of Kalakavana, to the north of Pariyatra
ard to the south of Himalayas was known as Aryavarta or the
country of Aryans.? Vasistha's® account is alug more or less the
same, with the oaly difference (hat instead of making a reference

of Vinafana, he places the Aryavarta to the east of the region
i However, according to

fasvatl had dissappeared,
Mahzbharata® y place (1irtha) where Sarasvatt

, Vinasana was 3 hol 2
finition of Madhyadesa tallies

2ccount of Aryivana, and the three boundaries

given by him are identical with of sitra fiterature.

those
1La), B.B.,"Bquuom at Hasi
Upresr Ganga agg Sutlej basins 1950-52", Anciens India Nos, 10-11, New
Delbj 1955.55 p. 14751, PG W stands for Painted Grey Ware.
’.'.Iwuxwitl, L2,
i 10, 17,
i, n,19.
S, I, 21.

$Baudhiyang Gniza Sitra,
- 147,

Napura and other explorations in the

V127, Sacred Books of the Eust, Vol V.
1 2tudy abont ihe on in the post-Rgvadic
vetiod, sie my anicte in Indian History Congress

; Proceedings of the 32nd
vasion, Iabaly.r 1970, py. 33—49,

ek pha Dharmg Sitra,
.23,

"For 3 critica] Aryan €xpang

. V833 Sacred Books of she Eas, VIV,
PMbzthz g anapares), a2, 111,
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_ Vasistha's slgtcment that Pariyitra and the Vindhyan ranges
in the south of Aryavarta has made the identification of Pariyatra
\ynh Aravalli range!® much easier and the southern limit of the
P}ryan country more precise. Likewise, Kdlakavana of the Sdtra
literature would have been somewhere in the near vicinity of
Prayaga (Allahabad). The dnguttara Nikaya! informs us that the
B}lddha had once stayed at Kalakdrdma in Saketa and delivered
his Kfilakﬁrﬁnw-Sutta”.Thus Kalakarama was somewhere beyond
Prayaga, perhaps near river Rapti. As already referred to above,
no P.G.W. sitc has been found so far beyond Rapti in the east
and Vindhayan mountain in the south. The archacological evi-
dence fully corroborate the Satapatha Brahmana'® which tells
us that til] the time of Videgha Mathava, river Saddnira was not
crossed by the Aryans since the land beyond it, was uncultivated
and marshy and was not burnt down.

River Sadanira has usually been identified with the modern
Gandaka which does not seem 2 correct view if geographical
factors are taken into account'®. Moreover in the Mahabharata,
as pointed out by Oldenberg!® Gandaki and Saddnird have been
referred to as separate rivers. Pargiter?®, therefore, identified the
Sadanira with the Rapti which seerms more reasonable because
the Painted Grey Ware has not been found beyond Rapti.
Kausamb17? in the south-east and Sohgaura'® (Gorakhpur) in the
north-cast on River Rapti, marks the eastern limit of the P.G.W.

The southern limit is denoted by Ujjain, Kayatha and Besnagar,
all in Madhya Pradesh and on porthern side of the Vindhyan
range. However, these sites represent sporadic and later spread
of the industry, while the main concentration starting much
carlier was in the upper-doab, broadly, in the two provinces of
Aryavarta referred to above.

10Gf, Chakladar, Aryas Occupation of Eastert India, Caleutta 1962, p. 8

11 4ngurtara Nikaya, 11, 24.

12 Mahabodhi Vam$a. Vide P.T.S., pp. 14-15.

13$q¢apata Brahmana, 1.4.1.17; also P.L., Bhargava, India in the Vedic
Age, Lucknow 1956, pp- 142-43.

1UGaur, op. cif.

15 A fahabharata, 11 20-27; Oldenberg,
choudhary, PHAI, Calcutta, 1933, P- 52.

16¢y, < Historical sraditions’; also GauTs op. cit-

17¢f, G.R , Sharma. The Excavations at Kauambl, Allahabad, 1957-59.

187 4 R. 1961-62, p- 56-

Buddha, P 398; vide, H.Cos Ray-
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There are frequent references to dense forests in the Sata-
Ppatha Brahmana" as well as in the Aitareya Brahmana®®, The§c
forests could not be cleared without iron except for narrow strip
on the low water-shed between the Panjab and the Ganga bfism.""
This factor would have detained the Aryans for sometime in
the region between the Sarasvati and Yamuna with its centre at
Kuruksetra® and around Delhi. A detailed account by the
traditional methcd of burning is given in the Mahabhirata?
With the help of the iron tools and implements, it became

very easy for the Aryans 1o penetrate in the upper doab of the
Gafiga-Yamuna Plain, On the basis

the Ganga Valley sometime jn the latter part of the 2nd mille-
nojum B.C,

Recently, Nihar Ranjan Ray,2t while commenting upon John
Tewin’s lectures on Alckan Pillars, has made 2 pertinent state-
ment that “heavy and sophisticated tools and implements of

in before the fourth century B.C.,
indeed not before ¢. 326 B.C» recent excavations
2t P.G.W. 5ites®s present altogether a different picture by which
the fmliquity of iron industry is pushed back by several centuries
eax'hcr in the Gaiga-Yamuna valley. At Atranjikhera  iron

ave been found in practically all the layers, from the
very bcgmnmg, suggesting that the use

of iron was common
throughout the PG, Ware period, However, majority of them
come from upper phase, In all, one hund

red and thirty-five iron
BSataparha Brekmara, 13.3.7.10,
”Almnyal?rzhma:m. 344,
3CLDD., Kosambi, 17, Culs; i i =
Hiztorical OQutline, London 1965, p. ﬁfmcmnw,m o dncent India~in
Macdonell ard Keith, oo, y
P Caleua 1953 pp, 2 53" 6% 1. PP 169-10: . Ragchoudhary,
2 .'.IAthhErnxa, Khan, Ve
Sorensen, Index 15 e na, Pana .
b“,x:‘n‘ Hindustan Times, Januy

1. 2
Aub‘(ﬂgz;on}:;’:‘f X6 196265 ) Alamgispur— 14 1958-59, (i)
Kaife-blades, ©2HOR 2 Hastinipusa yeigeq iron blades, mails and
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Z?J::;lrsl ;‘;:;; ;t:]?z:;i:iefro.mdﬂus pe'riod, in_cluding seven pi'eces
ble items comprisod f entm e(en.nu?ate quects. The determina-
heads, shafte. & nair ofutr een varieties, sz., arrow-hea_ds, spear-
(ods), borer; apne d(; ongs, hook.s, nails, clamps, chisels, bars
broadly be di;idede' t:, ar; axe, kmves. anfl bangles. "'rhese could
artisant (i) b into four groups: (i) arms, (i) tools of
- H‘t) ousehold objects, and (iv) ornaments.
Sﬁruct):::: ;lgi:lhs thrqw sufficient light on t}le proﬁ::ssion and class
prolific mumh € society. '1"he presence of iron objects in such a
Specific too] er and the dlscov.ery of furnaces, slags and certain
were 1 Oors used by black.smx‘ths, suggest that the iron goods
the smei;ltli‘; actt}n‘ed at the site 1tsel.f. It can also be inferred that
Airanjlkhergao'r(}),re was also pracu?ed by the P.G.W. people of
region oxt d e main source of iron, most probably, was the
Voo xtending from south of Agra to Gwalior, in the rocks
tein iron content is considerably high.?¢
b The significance of iron industry in such remote past cannot
© over emphasized. Obviously, black-smiths would have
Conftxtuted a well-established class of skilled workers in the
society of that period. Artisans practising different crafts also
appear to have constituted an important section of the society
as is evident from the finds of several types of iron 1tems, such
as axes a pair of tongs, nails, clamps, chisels and borers, which
formed the toolkit. The presence of iion arrow-heads and
spear-heads suggests that these were used both for war and chase.
Though the plant-study has shown the presence of cultivated
wheat, rice, barley and pulses during this period, 1t 1s surprising
that not a single agricultural implement has been found so far
during the course of excavation.

However, they begin to appear in the following period of
the N.B.P. Ware, around ¢. 600 B.C. Many other new items,
particularly related with structural activity, are now found on &
considerable scale. Without going into their details, the following

chart of a few selected items will indicatc that how rapidly the
process of urbanisation was at work which ultimately led the
growth of the sixteen AMahdjanapadas with their developed urban
capitals much before the birth of the Mauryan Empire.

s8cf, VK., Srivastarvd, « Could the Azl:a-G\\ahor region support an
indigenous iron industry dusiog protohistoric times T3 Proceedings of the
B cantinar, 1968 (cd. R.C. Gaur—in Prews).
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A FEW SELECTED IRON OBJECTS FROM THE ATRANJIKHERA
EXCAVATIONS IN PRE-MAURYAN TIMES

P.GW. Culture, N.B.P. Culture, Pd. IV

(Pd. IIT) (Lower Phase)
¢. 11000-600 B.C. ¢. 600-350 B.C.
(objects of this (objects of this
period have been period have been
classified under classified under
16 heads) 31 heads)
Items Nos. Nos.
1. Arrow-heads, spear-
heads and shafts 39 45
2. Chisels 6 13
3. Borer 6 13
4. Axe i 1
5. Pair of tongs 1 2
6. Clamps 21 a3
7. Knives 3 9
8. Agricultural tools
(sickle, ploughshare,
Hoe, spud, etc.)

nil




MAHABHARATA, P.G.W. AND CH DATES

D.P. Agrawal and Sheila Kusumgar

In India where the first definite date is as late as 326 B.C.
marked by Alexander’s invasion, the jmportance of chrono-
logy in prehistoric archaeology needs no emphasis. Chronology
alone provides an ordered frame of reference to the archaeologi-
cal data to enable one to discern the prehistoric patterns. In
India it is all the more important as much of our history too has
become prehistory, in so far as the Indus script has pot been
decoded. Even if it were deciphered, no detailed written records
have survived. After the Harappans and till the Mauryan times,
there are no written records available at all. Unlike Meso-
potamia and Egypt, where one can build historical chronology
right upto the third millenpium B.C., we have to depend
here only on scientific means of dating even in this ‘historical’
period. It is, therefore, referred to as ‘Protohistoric’ period.
Till recently archaeologists had only two tools of dating:
(1) superposition of layers, and (it) typological considerations.
In the last two decades the natural sciences have come out with
a variety of methods of dating to provide them with sharper

chronometric tools. . .
Today we have a host of dating methods, both relative and

absolute. A number of techniques are still being developed, like
dating based on the advance of dchydmtion_ in the obsidian
artifacts, on patinations ctc. But perhaps the major break through
has been the radiocarbon dating method. The impact of radio-
carbon dating has been so profound the world over that Daniel
(1968) has said® .

«fy is no cxaggeration to say that the discovery of radiocarbon
dating is the most important development in archacology since

auns ' o man..."

-
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In India there were scholars who seriously doubted the anti-
quity of the chalcolithic cultures when discovered ﬁrst. by Prof.
Sankalia. Scholars like Gordon and Wheeler never believed that
iron in India went back any further than . 500-400 B.C. Even
the southern neolithic cultures were never placed beyond the first
millennium B.C. by Wheeler. All these intelligent gu_esswotks-—
justifiable at the time they were made— have now given way to

i hronologies, generally pushi 2 back the antiquity of
these cultures by several hundred years, i

Willard F. Libby discovered and developed this revuluuonafy
method of daung and was awarded Nobel Prize in 196(_) in
recognition of the value of the method and the theoretical
perception behind it. Radiocarbon dating has made a very pro-
found impact on the archacological research the world over.
About five hundred C14 dates of Indian archacological sites are
available today, as a resnit of an extensive dating programme
launched earlier by the Radiocarbon Laboratoty of the Tata
Fundamental Rescarch Institute and now by the Physical Re-
search Laboratory, Abmadabad,

1t may, however, be mentioned that 1he b
docs not take place at 2 uniform rate,

and is, therefore, governed by the laws of statistical probability.
Generally, the errors quoted on dates are of one standard devia-
tion, the level of confidence for which is €8:3%,. For errors of
1°5,2°3 and 3'5 times the standard deviation, the probabilities
of the observed date being correct within the given errors are
86'6,95'5, 997 and 9999, respectively, The errors are very
important in order to assess the order of events,

.ln recent years, with growing sophistication in techniques of
ra_dxoacuvily detection, it Jias been found that there is some
discrepancy between the c1¢ dates of tree-ring materiat and fts
dmdrod?ronnlcgical 3ges. These discrepancies could reflect
changes in the C14/C12 the past. Bupif these variations are
genuine and their magnitude as large as shown by dendro-
c::;l.:oiu:; l:ampl.-.s, there is no concordance amongst the

a y

- unpubli.shedysu:d ocalog varve chronology, ete. In fact,

adioactive decay
butis a random process,

£4% variation in the Third millennium
B.Coyand less than 28 i1 e Second millennium B.C,
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l}ADIOCARBON DATES AND THE EARLY IRON AGE
SITES IN NORTHERN INDIA

We will now discuss the early iron-using cultures of the Doab
([‘)resenbday Uttar Pradesh) since some of them have been asso-
ciated with the Mahabharata period, particularly the P.G. Ware.
Iﬂ_the Western Doab, the first appearance of iron is associated
with the P.G. Ware Culture. As far as the archaeological evi-
dence goes, there are no datable West Asiatic parallels for these
cultures. We are, therefore, left with only the literary and strati-
graphic data to go by.

B. B. Lal, the excavator of Hastinapura!, the first site which
provided a stratigraphical context to the P.G. Ware, has tried to
estimate its date in the following way. Describing the cultusal
succession at the site, he says, “‘the third occupation (Pd. I1I)
came into being after an appreciable lapse of time. During this
interval the people had completely given up the P.G. Ware and
had developed instead the N.B.P. Ware. The plain grey ware also
had degenerated to a considerable extent and several new forms
l_lad come into being. Mud-bricks were replaced by burnt-bricks,
iron had come into use and a system of coinage introduced. All
these change would have certainly required a couple of centuries.”
Thus, Lal dated the end of the P.G. Ware at Hastinapura to ¢.800

B.C. (taking c. 600 B.C. as the beginning of the N.B.P, Ware).
For the 21 metre habitational debris of Pd. II he assigned an-
other three centuries, thus placing the appearance of the P.G.
Ware ¢. 1100 B.C. with a probable margin on the earlier side.

In dating both the P.G. and N.B.P. Wares the associated red
ware shapes, are equally important. In fact, they are more
sensitive to time changes, than the P.G. and N.B.P. Wares. Both
the N.B.P. and P.G. Wares ar¢ de luxe wares. At Atranjikherd,
the P.G. Ware is only 3—10%; no quantitative distribution is
available from Hastindpura. Lal has, however, recorded that
there were only 101 sherds of N.B.P. in Pd. 1II deposit.
Admittedly, this is very meagre for two seasons’ yicld and
cmphasises the de luxe nature of the ware.

1 Hastngpura Pd 12 0.C. Pottery
Hastingpurd pd1L: PG, Ware
Hastingpurd Py 11l XD, Ware
Hasundpura pd IV : Early Histerical,



16 Mahabharata : Myth and Reality

Perhaps to equate the P.G. Ware with the Aryans, and there-
fore with the destroyers of the Harappa culture (its cz.xd was put
10 c. 1500 B.C. at that time), Lal's chronology had a bias towards
older dating, hence he gave longer durations to cach gap bctwe:cn
the consecutive periods.  To quote Gordon, “...... Pd. l'V which
contains a definite Gupta terracotta and morcover nothing that
can be dated from 50 B.C. to A.D. 400, Then thercis a brea_k—
the town was burnt down. But why one of a hundred years ? Fifty
would be ample. Itis doubtful whether Pd. III lasted more tp:m
250 years, as there is nothing to account for a longer duration,
the dating of the N.B.P. prior to 400 B.C. being highly debatable,
and the terracotta figures all being 2nd and late 3rd Century B.C.
Before Pd. 111 there is again a break following on the settlement
in part washed away by the Gafigd. Here, because of the dating
of the Painted Grey Ware back to 1100 B.C. fits a theory of Vedic
origins, an unnecessary long gap of 200 years is postulated when
100 at the outside would suffice......Lal’s dates for the beginnings
of Pds, 1§ ard Il are 1100 ard 580 B.C., but there is a good case,
if not better, for substituting 700 and 350 B.C."” Wheeler also
commented, “Jf the initial date of the N.B.P. in the Ganges
region be placed somewhere in the Sth Century B.C...the begin-
ning of the P.G. Ware might be ascrived to the 8th Century B.C.”

Let us eritically examine Lal's dating of the P.G. Ware
further. It was based on the following factors ;
(#) Correlations of Mahabharata episodes with the desertion
of Hastinapura;

(i) Absence of iron in the P.G., Ware levels;

("‘:i) Gap between the P.G., Ware and the N.B.P,

(i% An early dating of the N.B.P. Ware,

the N B ok UP the poiats (i) and (i) frst, the datiog of

-B.P., (iv) will be discussed separately, The association of
the P.G. Ware with Mahabharat is 100 cir ial an
:‘;‘:‘G"::‘; be tangibly discussed. Tandon from Alamgirpur
P.G. \Varerlc:?c]“:(mg\ll:xh;ra have n.o ‘Y reported iron from the
tions by Lal and' rom Hasunapura, subsequent excava-

. Pande have brought to fj 1 iron
objects. The p.G, Ware, theref, L is ﬁl;w o h.gh" severa q

as an ifon using culture [Recent excavati hagwapurd
1 3 tio Bhagwdpurd

mv;{;:ldcd Dot a single jron ancf;\ct—-}ids.;s * e
3P between the Harappan culture and 1he P.G. Ware

. 3 and
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has been established at all the sites. In Bikaner region the two
cultures are ncver found on the same site. The Black-and-red
Ware is still an enigmatic problem in U.p. Now the identifi-
cation of distinct Black-and-red Ware deposit, devoid of the
P.G. Ware and preceding it, is Gaur’s important contribution
from his Atranjikherd cxcavations.

A big flood (there are differences about its extent and
magnitude though) coincides with the desertion of Hastindpura
after the P.G. Ware period. Lal equated this cvent with the
Purinic reference, «\when the city Hastindpura is carried away
by the Gangi, Nicaksu will abandon it and will dwell in
Kaudambr”. After the flood gap, the N.B.P. occupation starts.
Other sites, .8, Atranjikherd, point towards a continuity bet=
ween the P.G. Ware and N.B.P. deposits and the ceramic
traditions. Sravasti yielded a few sherds of the p.G. Ware
from earliest levels of the N.B.F. period. Some of the
bowls and dishes exhibit identity of shapes. The Hastinapura
gap, therefore, is a very local phenomenon. In this connection
we will also have to discuss : (1) the respective epicentres and
distribution zones of the P.G. and N.B.P. Wares ; (ir) the asso-
ciated red ware types of the two wares.

The distribution of the two wares shows that the P.G. Ware
extends in an area with extreme points at Lakhiyopir in Sind,

Gilund, Kannauj and Ropar 3 the N.B.P., on the other hand,
is spread from Brahmapuri in the south to Ropar in the north,
from Prabhas Patan in the west to Bingarh and Chandraketu-
garh in the east. Unfortunately, the frequencies of the PG.
and N.B.P. wares 10 the total ceramic assemblages for various
sites are not available. stll it can probably be emphasised on
the basis of available evidence that the P.G. Ware had its
epicentre as also the concentration zone in the western U.P,
and east Panjab 3 whereas the N.B.P. had an ecastern origin,
probably in Bihar. The utilisation of the Bihar iron ores and
the spread of the N.B.P. too may be connected in some way.
In this conteXt, the ferruginous slip that imparts the N.BP. its
distinctive gloss 1ooks very meaningful indeed.

On the basis of the foregoing discussions we suggest the
following possibilities :

(§) A red ware industry forming a sort of a substratum in

the doab on which impinge the P.G. Ware from the
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west and the N.B.P. from the cast (Bihar). .

(i) The red ware shapes common to the P.G. Ware in the
westand the N.B.P. in the east suggest some con-
lemporaneity, between the two, with the probability
that the P.G. Ware had an earlier beginning.

(iif) A clear temporal succession of the P.G. Ware and the
N.B.P. in the spatial zones of overlap may represent a
stage when the ccological barrier of the thick doab
forests was more or less cleared,

() The degencrate P.G. Ware of Rijghat, Vaifali and
Kaudambi is much later than at its home in the west.

() The western and the southern N.B.P. is later than its
castern counterpart, as indicated by the association of
the post-N.B.P, red ware types of the cast,

(1) A straipht line linking Tilaurakot (Nepal), Srivasti and
Kannauj should effectively divide the original zones of
the P.G. and N.B.P. Wares.

Very rewarding would be study of the total assemblages
and the red wares associated with the P.G. and N.B.P. Wares.
As stated above, the limited available.data on the frequency of
the P.G. Ware (e.z., 3.109 g Atranjikhers) and the N.B.P. in
the total ceramie assemblage shows that both of these are
c§scn_ual!y de luxe wares, So, a detajled study of frequency
disteibution will cle. out : () epicentres and concent-

, arly bring
ralion zones of the p.G, and N.B,P. Wares ; and (i) their

de-luxe nature,
We will now stud
that the Peach-shape

b and even at Prakish, But these

Z:i::iﬁ? are post-N:B:P. in Srivasti and Rajghat, On the
Sravasy aI;xlxmny :h“m“pum Pd. 11 red ware shapes occur at
at Rajpjr ;,ndg\;v ]ils the N“B'P'.Wafei they are also reported
corfugated {;;I"'.. Sinha, in fact, goes further and says that
tion that ghe P.G. W would lend furthey weight to the assump-
oo Ve lished Ware and N.B.P.

el t on 1hig consideration any sub-
ween the wares is noy justified.”  We,
ur facts militae 222105t the et
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a common stock of the P.G. Ware and the N.B.P.: () their
primary distribution zones arc different ; (i) the unique painting
tradition of the P.G. Ware ; (ifi) the finely controlled firing of
the P.G. Ware to produce the characteristic grey colour ; and
(iv) the special slip which provides the distinctive gloss of the
N.B.P. The similarity of facric is only due to the same alluvial
clay of the Doab available for both the ceramics.

We have seen that the clear temporal succession of the P.G.
and N.B.P. Wares as seen at Hastindpura may only be partially
true. If we take spatial distributions also into account a
period of contemporaneity, though not essentially contact may
also be discerned for these two wares.

The P.G. Ware can no more be called ‘Chalcolithic’, and
with that appellation goes the aura of its antiquity. It is
evidently an iron-using culture, partly contemporaneous with
the N.B.P. and coming well upto the threshold of urbanization
in the doab. On the whole, a beginning before 1100 B C. of
the P.G. Ware is thus untenable. In the archaeological evi-
dence there is nothing to suggest a greater antiquity than ¢. 9th-
8th Century B.C. for this ware. In this light, Wheeler’s esti-
mate of ¢, 800-500 B.C. seems to be quite plausible.

P.G. WARE C!4 DATES

We have eleven C14 dates now from the P.G. Ware levels
from Noh, in Rajasthan, and Hastinapura and Atranjikherd, in
U.P. There are a couple of more dates (c. 400 B.C.) from
Ahichchhatra and Kayatha, but their pure P.G. Ware associa-
tion is not definitely known, and hence have not been taken intc
consideration. The four C dates from Noh have a clear
bias for older ages, despite their large errors. On the basis of
TF-993, 7254-150 and UCLA 703B, 8204225 we may place
the beginning at ¢. 800 B.C. The end of the P.G. Ware has to
be placed somewhere in the fourth century B.C., as indicated
by the Hastindpura dates. From Gaur’s paper at Aligarh
Seminar 1968 it appeared that they have two more dates from
a foreign laboratory which fall in the sixth century B.C. The
plot of the C4 dates clearly shows that TF-191, 1025110 is
a divergent date and does not fit in with the other consistent
dates. The dates further point out the antecedence of Noh over
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both Hastinapura and Atranjikherd, A date bracket of c. 800
to 350-400 B.C. reasonably covers the spread indicated by the

CH dates.* {We should wait for dates of Bhagwdnpura samples
—Eds.)

P.G. WARE SITES
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MAHABHARATA AND ASTRONOMY

S.B. Roy

The object of this essay is very humble viz., to give a simple,
non-technical and succinct account of the astronomical deter-
mination of the date of the Bharata battle. The position of the
sun and the moon among the naksatras on different dates will be
collected from the Mahabhdrata in terms of the lunar calendar
then in use. Then, the position and the fithi of the winter solstice
will be determined. These will be sufficient to estimate the epoch
of the battle 7o a first approximation. The margin of error will
also be given. For an extensive discusion of the recent develop-
ment of the two new sciences of archaco-astronomy and ethno-
astronomy, please see the author’s comments in the Current
Anthropology, 19731

Many statements are available in the AMahabhdrata about
astronomy and astrology, but most of them are not crucial to
the main story and, therefore, cannot be relied upon as belonging
to the original layer. Some of them are demonstrably late inter-
polations. On the other hand, there are certain statements which
appear at crucial junctures and are obviously an integral part of
the original battle story : they alone will be considered here. It
can be taken that they belong to the original Vaisampayana
edition of the Bharatasarmhita. Some of these statements are as
follows :

1. [IV : Virata: 52, (1-4)] Pitamaha Bhisma states : There are
two intercalarly (extra) months in five years. This principle
formed the basis of the later Paitdmaha Siddhdnta. In this pas-
sage Bhisma also specifically mentions planets.

2. Before the battle had commenced, Krspa had made a
last and final attempt at reconciliation. For this purpose he

1E. Baity, *Archacoastronomy and ethnoastronomy today’, Current
g"‘f":l!rsopalog)'. Chlcago, Oct. 1973, with the author’s comments thereon,
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started from Upaplavya, Balarama was also there and advised
peace, but his words were not accepted. i

3. Krsna went to Hastinapura and the parleys wcm' on. This
took some days and the peace offer was .ﬁpfx}ly ;eje'ctcd l{y
Duryodhana. Kysna left with Karna to win Eim ovér, if possi-
ble. Karpa refused to give up Duryodhana and finally, Krspa
told him : . .

(V': Udyoga : 142: 18) “After seven days, there will be ‘amd-
vasya® (new moon) at Antares. Begin the war preparations on
that auspicious day because it is the day of Indra, the Lord of
victory”, .

This means that : ¢

(a) The talks finally broke down on Krsna Astami [(and the
naksatra must have been Plirva Falguni),

(B) The following new moon
the sun was also at (or near) An

(Tarakeshwar Bhattacharyal, considers that the battle com-

menced on this day, and, as the solstice took place 68 days there-
after; the solstice was at 317°5 degrees giving the date of the
battle at 1432 B.C)y

4. (VI: Bhisma ; 2-23) On the eve
Dhritarastra at night. He said that i
moon was Justreless,

was at {or near) Antares i.e.,
tares on that day,

of the battle, Vyasa met
t was Kdrtiki Plirgima and the
The full moon, therefore, was cither at
Krittika or Rohini ; and further, the sun snust have been near
Tyestha (Antares). It means that

the battle commenced on the.
‘First day of the dark fortnight of Margasirsa (Agrahdyana)
and the st was at Angares. Further, moon was at Mrigasira
and the Gitg was announced that day, ie., on Margasirsa Krgna
Pratipada and the Jupar months were Pirnimantq, (If the months

are l;fkcn to be amanta then Bhisma’s death would be in Pausa,
but it is known

that he died wh Ma;
Py when AMdgha had began (see
. ll. further follows that on the 69tk day when the Bhisma
‘d'l'}d ;t was Kigna astami-navams of Mégha, (however, sec 12
ra).

T, Bhattachary,, “The Bhirata Battle”
. ¢, Journal of the G, th Jha
u:(‘r;h I:luxllue. i 1950-51), pp, 175 and 315-53 ! e
©A1s0 agree that (he sup wag t An y S
but consider thay Rwisa Kzppg luall m:::" Rl e
» 348 a8 Jpesiha Ropy,

at Rohipd. (Aldebaran) and
H (Antares), see infra, +- (Alebasan)

Re.
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5. (VII: Dropa: 185, 48) On the fourteenth day of the
battle, fighting continued at night. Ghatotkaca fell in that night
battle. The important point is to note is that the moon rose late
towards the close of the night. It was, therefore, Krsna
13-14th. .

6. (X: Salya: 34-6) On the eighteenth or closing date of the
battle, the moon was at Sravana. 1t was the day of the mace-
battle between Duryodhana and Bhima : Balarima had just
returned from his tour.

7. (Ibid) Balarima said clearly that he had started in
Pusya, and after 42 days had returned in the naksatra
Sravapa. ‘This is verified as follows :

Pusya to Punarvasu =27 naksatras.

Pusya to Sravana =15 naksatras.

42 naksatras

This shows that Balarama’s version was correct.

8, (V1: Bhisma: 119, 96-105) Bhisma died just after the
Uttardyana i.e., just after the winter solstice. This is the
key to the determination of the epoch of the Mahabharata
battle,

9. (VI: Bhisma: 119) Bhisma fell on the tenth day of the
battle i.e., on the Afdrgasirsa Krsnpa, tenth. Some migratory
birds which are season-indicators, appeared and they knew that
solstice was still two months away. Bhisma decided to live till
the solstice occuried and the sun turned nonh.

10. (X1II: AnuSasana; 167.27) After his fall, Bhisma lived
for fifty-eight nights on the bed of arrows. This means that
Bhisma died 68 days after the battle had began.

11. (XII: Anusdsana : 167-5-6) Uttardyana i.e., the winter
solstice took place just then (and it was determined by expert
observers 1n the morning).

12. (X111 : Anusdsana : 167-28) Bhisma said i1t ought to be
Magha Sukla Tritiva, whereas it was actually the eighth day of
the dark fortnight.?

From these observations a battle-calendar can be prepared.
This is given in annexure I,

1This is thus & Pyasakuta-—one of the hnouty llokas composed by
Vyasa himself: This crucial iloka must, of necessuy, belong 1o the original
Vyasian text i.e., the first layer. For an intensive discussion of the
$loka, and why it is called a ¥)asakura, sce 5.B. Roy, AIC, pp. 37-41.
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Computations of the date of the battle is now given.

FIRST APPROXIMATION

On the day the battle commenced, the sun was at Antares
(249.30°), Uttardyana took place 68 days thereafter i.c., at 317°

Uttarayana at the epoch of the battle=317°

Uttardyana today (base year=1970 A,D.)==270°

Hence, the precession=47°

Rate of precession="72 years per degree.

Hence, the time lapsed=3384 years.

Epoch of the battle=1414 B.C,

This is the first approximation.

Lower limit : Bitsma clearly stated that the month of Magha
had well begua. The Jyotisa Vedariga, begins with the solstice
at the junction of Pausa and Mdgha i.c., on the first day of the
month of Magha. The epoch is 1270 B.C. Hence, this is the
lawest possible astronomical date of the battle because Bhisma
said that Mazha was already begun when he died.

Upper limit : Bhisma’s injunction : Bhisma said that it
aught to be (bhavitum arhati) 3-4th of the white fortnight of

gl?:gha, at the solstice. This gives the epoch of 14861414
Thus, the astronomi

is 1484 B.C,
with the inne;

cal upper Hmit of the date of the battle

» While the atronomical lower limit is 1270 B.C.;
T range of 1424-1414 B.C1

INDIRECT ASTRONOMICAL EVIDENCE

It is unanimously accepted that the Sitrg i
s tra literature followed
the Bhirata battle, Hence, if the date of the $ira literature

The following astronomi
he foll nomical observations a he
Veddiga-sitrg literature: re known from ¢
7 o .
lotisa Vedirga was composed in 1270 B.C.2 This js satis-
::.g Roy, 41C, p. 136,
g ;203'1:," ip. 36-39. The date of sbservation of Vedziga Jyotlsa
N 24 and the conyrg opinion of Maxmagller Whitaey asd
acbacr are countered; Ibid., py, 5662 i e
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factorily dated and the margin of crror is only one tithi i.e.-72
years.

Aévaliyana observed a polestar K-Draconis,! and mention-
ed it in his Grifiya Sitra in the marriage ritual, Colebrooke has
shown that this phenomenon occurred in 1326 B.C.2 It has been
shown from the ‘teachers’ lists that Aévalayana was born in
c. 1388 B.C.2 Hence, it can be safely taken that Aévalayana’s
$atras were composed in ¢. 1300 B.C. at the latest.

Baudhdyana is an important mame in Sitra chronology,
because he is known to be the carliest among the Strraklras.
There are two observations which help in determining his date.
Firstly, he determined the year beginning at the new moon at
the star Apa-Bharanis® This gives the date of ¢. 1376 B.C.
Secondly, he states that the winter solstice takes place at the
star B-Delphinis,® This places his date ¢, 1333 B.C.

Thus, from the atronomical observations, one knows that
Baudhayana and Aévalayana lived and worked before 1300 B.C.
and Lagadha worked in ¢. 1270 B.C. In other words, the
composition of the Sftra literature belongs to the period 1400-

1200 B.C. and not to 600-200 B.C. as Max Miiller believed on
the sole evidence of a ghost story in the Katfiidsaritasagara of
Somadeva Bhatta composed in ¢, 1200 A.D.%

Having shown that the Vedarga literature belongsto the
epoch 1400-1200 B.C. it could be asserted with some confidence

that Mahabharata battle took place earlier i.e., before 1400
B.C.

OTHER MATERIALS

4. Puranas

Purdnas observe that between the birth of Pariksit and the
coronation of Nanda, a period of 1015 years (some MSS give
1050 years) had elapsed. Similarly, the Purdnas uniformly say

1 divalayana Grifya Satra 1-7-22.

2H.T, Colebrooke, *On the Indian and Arabian Divisions of the Zodiac®
JRAS, IX, po. 323, 329,

33.B. Roy, 4IC, pp. 7, 63.

4Baudhayana Srauta sutra, (BSS) XVIII-II,

51bid., XXVI, 29; sec also Gorakh Prasad, JRAS, 1936, p. 417,

8Goldstucker, Panini p. 91; Sce also A7, p. 30.
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that ten naksatras had clapsed (at 100 years per nalf;al'tﬂ)
between Pariksit and Nanda. It is thus clear that according to

the Purdnas there was 5 8ap of about 1000 years between Pari-
ksit and Nanda,

and took the minimum differential
viz., 18 yegrs per king. He thus arrived at the lowest possible
JSigire and declareq i 10 be the final date, 1t is not clear why he
ignored the Magadhq Iigy which, according to him, was the most
complete liss, The Strongest objection against Pargiter is that he
did neitker gise g upper limit nor 14, margin of error in his
estimate, Statistically, thiy afatal defecs. A full discussion
of the theory of ompound probability which js required to find
the dates statistically from incomplere lists, is dealt elsewhere.5

B. Inscripgion

The earliest inscription known (which has any relevance on
the stbject) is the Hisse-Borafy inscription of Vikitaka Deva-
sena (vide infra), Roy has discussed g a9 length and according
l? him only two dates are Possible according to this inscription,
:n.h:r 1280 B.C, or 1414 B c. For reasons given in his book

¥z, AIC) Roy prefers 1414 B, i-
bt o0) j2 as the epoch of Yudh

12, Cunnicgham, Archeologicay Sun
To0ke, Sacred ppip: .

Yok I, by 33z, TR o the Hinds, g See also JRAS,

MR P, Jayaswa),

». 109,

‘On the Chronology of e Brihadrathas’, Jpogs, I
5B,

hustoy Bot,-On mcc’m""k'?)' O the Infry,, 7
. tucture of Indiag Proto-
ixcunion s OB (JEORS, LI, . g5 oy For an extensine
J:zll:l;:nry‘;: ‘:mpouna Probability which is required to
YR2C fisty g o
loaer 2nd the ppp.. bounds ger m"";‘wnh the computation of the
dynasties of Kali e see s,

%6, For a full discussion of the
-B. Roy, 47¢, Pp. 105-126,

¥ Reports, Vol. |,
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To sum up: the date of the battle can be expressed as [1088,
1270 (1414-1424) 1480] B.C.
where, (1) 1088-1480 denote the lower and the upper bounds.
(2) 12701s a possible date, and
(1414-1424) B.C. represents the inner range, i.e., the most
probable interval,

Appendix I
APPROXIMATE BATTLE CALENDAR

From the date given above, an approximate battle calendar
can be prepared. In preparing the following table, the year [966
A.D. has been chosen as the parallel year (the years scen parallel
to a first approximation with respect to the sun, the moon and
the naksatras after a cycle of 3, 8, 11, 19 years with proper
intercalation.

These data were chosen from the Visuddha Siddhinta Pawjika,
which is observational calendar because it merely transcribes the
Nautical Almanac of the Greenwhich observatory. The positions
were actually verified by naked eye observations made in the
autumn to spring months of the years 1966.

The dates given are in a form which can be easily followed
by a lay reader : The mathematician who wants to verify may
kindly note that :

(1) The ‘naksatra’ means the bright star as given in the
Table in the essay “Chronological Infrastructure of
Indian Protohistory” (see fn. 15).

(2) The longitudes only are given taking the base year to be
1970 A.D. The ‘Ayandamsa’ is taken at 23° 11’ for con-
version purpose.

(3) Months are taken as Parnimanta. (Unless the Piarnimanta
morths are taken, Bhisma’s death would not fall in
Magha but in Pausa. The Amanta system was introduced
later in Vedarnga Jyotisa).

The English dates are given according to the Gregorian

Calendar of 1966, and finally,

(5) It is only an approximate parallel, given only to show
that the Mahabhdrata data are plausible according to ob-
servation : Please note carefully that it does not describe
the position as i 1424 B.C. but is only a rough parallcl.

“
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The above calculation s approximate and based on the posi=
tion of the sun and the moon in the Gregorian year 1966. This
only shows the order of the epoch—correct to two or three tithis
Le., to about 200 years, It shows only thar astronomically the
date of the batile was about 1270—1500 B.C. even at the grossest
approximation.

The difficulty ariges because it was not a standard year.
According to Pitamaha Bhisma, in a standard year the solstice
should have taken place in 3/4 of white Magha (Sukla). This
gives the range of (1414—1436) B.C. which is more exact and
hence adopted in A%, pp. 39,

For the readers who do not know how to observe the solstice,
the following table would be of some interest :

Winter solstice sirhis inc. 1400 B.C,

a. For Pamimanta Lunar Mmonths ;

13/14 Sukla Magha

23 Sukly Magha (Taking this a5 the basic year),

819 Krsna Migha
For Amanta Lungy months ;

13/14 Subla Atagh,

2/3 Sukla AMaghq (Taking this a5 ¢

819 Kryna Pausa

(This Isthe observer’s sche
Permutations and combinations

e base year)

me : Theoretically, many other
could be worked out}

Appendix If
INSCRIPTIONAL MATERIAL
Aikole inscription .
EIe are only two inscriptions which ar
regard to the dalcic;lf ;11: Bharata battle, Ope is the inscription
ole

of Pulikesj from A and the second jg of Vakitaka Davasena

of Hissc-Bomla (original v. tsagy} ¢ »
considered gy sagulma) dated 380 afrer Saka

The firs inscription—fro iolels . j
s ! m Al:llol(: ~is dated 506 of the
b:ku:l{ :rakl.e., 584 AD. 1y specifically stageg that the Bharata
¢ 100k place in 319 BC The orthodox school of the

¢ of importance in

Mames Fleey, og i
s, VI, pp, 23755 14 304 010 Canarege inSceiptions’, Jadian Anst
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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
ription was recorded more than 3699 years after the event
and there is no earlier inscription to support it. The second and
the more important argument is that it was recorded after Arya-
bhata, a_gld obviously followed the Aryabhata tradition, because
before Aryabhata there is no record anywhere that the battle was
fought in 3100 B.C. For the real meaning and significance of the
epoch of 3103 B.C.,, please see fn. 17, !
If any inscription or dated material is found earlier to 499
A.D. (the date of Aryabhata) to that effect, then the 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 nscription which flatly contradicts the Aihole
inscription. Further, there is no evidence that a count of years
was maintained since 3100 B.C., and thus it is difficult to feel
convinced about the evidentiary value of the Aihole inscription.
On the other hand, the Purdnas mention that a count of centuries
was kept in the form of the ‘naksatra yuga® scheme of Briddha
Garga, and the Hisse-Borala inscription refers directly, to this
era of the naksafra yuga which mentions Nanda, Yudhisthira,
Pratipa and the end of Andhras among others, and 1t being
known that Briddha Garga lived in ¢ 2200 B.C.,!17 the evidentiary
value of Dr. Sobhana Gokhale’s find of the Hisse-Borala inscrip-
tion is very great indeed. To this we now turn,

Hisse-Borala mseription 18
Pargiter did not rely upon any inscription for his dating, Recently
Dr. Sobhana Gokhale has discovered an inscription of Vakataka
Devasena dated 380 of the Saka year. This crucial inscription
was found at Hisse-Borala (original Vatsagulma), On its basis,
Roy has snown that only two dates are possible for the Bhirata
battle viz.,

{. 1280 B.C., taking the initial Saka epoch to be 78

A.D.

178.8. Roy, 4/, pp. 137-151,
18Dy, Siiobhana Gokhale, Ep. Ind,, vol. XXXVII, part 1 (1967),p. ).
For a full discussion by Roy, sce A/, pp. 131-136.
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1414 B.C., taking the initial Saka epoch to be 57
B.C. with Vikramaditya as the Sakiri.

Further, the inscription js interpreted to its datum as the
Naksatra Uttara Bhidrapada, and on its basis, Roy works out
the folfowing dates in the Naksarra yuga system ©

Event Sometime in Sometime in
1 it
Birth of Pariksit 1280 B.C. 1414 B.C.
Nanda's reign (P. Assdda) 243-143 B.C. 377-277 B.C.
End of the Andhras 358-458 A.D. 224-324 A.D.
Data of Hisse-Borala 458 A.D. 324 AD.
inscription

Prefering the second series, Roy adopts 1414 B.C. as the date
of the Bhirata battle, particularly because they tally with 1486~
1314 B.C. The only other possible date is 1230 B.C.

Before discarding the Jower of the two dates viz., the date of
1280 B.C., and adopting a still lower date, one nust give concrete
pasitive material, and, no estimate however plausible wauld naw be
enough, ONE MUST GIVE POSITIVE EVIDENCE BEFORE
DISCARDING THE CONCRETE EVIDENCE OF THE
HISSE-BORALA INSCRIPTION.

(3) Finally, it may be pointed out to the objectively intersted
readers that the proposed date of ¢. 1400 B.C. is neither ad foc
nor isolated. It is only a minor part of an extensive chrono-~
fogical infrastructive based on the concordence of astrenomy,
Rgveda, Purinas, and the osiginal Githas of Zarathusiral? ;
further, that the plausibitity of the infrastructure has been proved

by extensive cross-contacts with West Asian cunciform inscrip-
tions of the period 2005—1970), B.C.%

5.8, Roy, ‘Chronological Infrastructure” (vid .
LVIIL, pp. 4475, e’ (vide note 15); JBORS,

¥Yedic Chionology”, Jownal of the Andhea Histarical R
. eserch Sock
JOKXHH, pp. 7581, For 3 popular sersion, see 5.8, ROY, dost cs.‘f.niii
Yion', Sanday Standard, Nov. 30, 1975, !
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K.C. Varma .,

A recent pronouncement by three scholars that the Bhirata
war was cither a myth or a trivial family affair! has attracted
notice all over the country and perhaps even abroad?. None of
them has: cited any new evidence in support of their assertion
that it was a myth or that it took place in the 9th century B.C.
It seems that they are still under the glamour of hypersceptical
attitude so prevalent in Europe till at least the middle of the
19th century, well examplified by the assertions of George
Grote’ :—
“Of such events the genuine Trojan war of the old epic was
for the most part composed. Though literally believed, rever-
entially cherished, and numbered among the gigantic pheno-
mena of the past, by the Greecian public, it is in the eyes of
modern inquiry essentially a legend and nothing more. If we
are asked whether it be not a legend embodying portions of
historical matter, and raised upon a basis of truth, whether
there may not have really occurred at the foot of the hill of
Tlium, a war purely human and political, without gods, with-
out heroes, without Helen, without Amazons, without Ethio-
pians under the beautiful son of Eos, without the wooden
horse, without the characteristic and expressive features of
of the old epical war—like the mutilated trunk of Deiphobus
in the underworld; if we are asked whether there was not
really some such historical Trojan war as this, our answer
must be that as the possibility of it cannot be denied, so
neither can the reality of it be affirmed.”
Again,? “The utmost which we accomplish by means of the semi-
historical theory even in its most successful applications, is,

iDrs, D.C. Sircar, H D Sankalia and Sri B,B. Lal in press inlerviews
published in papers like the Hindustan Times, The Statesman, The Times of
India, The Indian Express, The Hindu, etc., between Sep.—~Dec. 1975. The
latter two also gave lectures and read papers at the Indian Archaeological
Congress, Chandigarh, 22nd-24th Dec, 1976.

*1 am advised that foreign papers have noted it with glee.

SHistory of Greece, (Everyman's Lib. ed)), Vol. I, p. 277. Grote’s
History was published first in 1946.

41bid,, Vol. 11, pp. 74-75. The scepticism regarding the historicity
of the Trojan war started in 1649, and it began to die out after 1870; (West-
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that after leaving out from the mythical narravtive all that is
Jous or high-coloured or extravagant we arriveata
series of wredible incidents—incidents which may, perhaps,
have really occured, and against which no intrinsic presump-
tion cn be raised......To raise plausible fiction up to the
superior dignity of truth, some positive testimony or positive
ground of inference must be shown; even the highest measure
of intrinsic probability is not alone sufficient. A man who
tells us that on the day of the batile of Plataca, rain fell on
the spot of ground where the city of New York now stands,
will neither deserve nor obtain credit, because he can have
had no means of positive knowledge; though the statement is
not in the slightest degree improbable. On the other hand,
statements in themselves very improbable may well deserve
belief, provided they be supported by sufficient positive evi-
dence. Thus the canal dug by order of Xerxes across the
promontory of Mount Athis, and the sailing of the Persian
fleet through it, isa fact which I believe, bscause it is well
attested—not withstanding its remarkable improbability,
which so far misleads Juvenal as to induce him to single out
the narrative as a glaring ple of Greeci dacity."
H. Greece had the luck that it attracted the German Mer-
chant-Prince Schliemann, who made three fortunes, then wound
up his business and dsvoted himself to the rehabilitation of

had all been nurtured in this here of isism and, they
applied it to Indian fraditions alse.) Francois Hédelin 2bbé d"Aubignze
{1634-76 AD) who had guarelled with the Classical scholars who dominated
the French Academy, and was blackballed by them, opered his own *Aca-
demie ds MLL. ‘abbé & Aubiznac’, In 1664, be delisered before this Aca-
demy his Conjeczures academiques ou dissertation sur I' [lade, in which he
attacked Honwric poems for bad Wbadstyle, i i ies o the
condott of the nammative, for all of which, combined with the ancient report
of Homer's iliterasy, be concluded that there nzver bad been such a person
as Homer, and that the Niad and the Odrisey wese the patchwork creations
of 4 Late a=d incompetent edtor. Muny ather classical scholars, ¢ g, Karl
Lachmann (17331851}, Robert Wosd, F.A, Wolf, Giibert Murray, George
Graie, and the most illustsious of them 24, U. von Wilamovitz-Moeliead~
or (1843-1931), Joined inthe fray and declared the Tacjan war a myth
Fora ive ocoust of the H Y, see C .
l;)ilgzﬂ {eited by ALB. Wace and Frask H. Stubbings), 1961, pp.
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Homer, and succeeded beyond all expectation.® The result of his
work is best described in the words of J.B. BuryS :
“The sceptical attitude towards literary tradition about
Homer which prevailed throughout the last century was
» generally accompanied by scepticism as to the historical
traditions about early Greece and the Trojan war, which
underlie the epics and had formerly been supposed to be
substantially historical. Few accepted the Trojan war as a
fact; there was incredulity as to existence of Troy. This
scepticism was not principally due the the Homeric contro-
versy; it reflected the opinion of the age. A great deal of
the cpic story is obviously mythical. The excavations in
Greece and Troy, and then in Crete, rendered this atti-
tude untenable.” Again, regarding the historicity of the
characters mentioned in the Homeric poems, Bury observed
“To answer this question, and in general to discover the
historical value of the epics, we are helped by a method of
comparison. Other peoples as well as the Greeks had their
heroic ages with epic poetry which is the reason for naming
such ages heroic : for instance the Germans, the Slavs, the
Celts. In some cases we have the means of criticising and
interpreting the poetical traditions, because some of the
historical facts on which the imagination of the singers and
story tellers was employed have come down to us in the sober
contemporary records of neighbouring peoples who were in
a more advanced stape of civiliazation and wrote dry chroni-
cles of events...... The most instructive is the heroic age of
the Germans, who between the fourth and the fifth centuries
were preying upon the Roman empire. Inspite of differences
in circumstances, there is much in common between the
German society and the Achaean. The principal Teutonic
heroes whose deeds are sung by the bards, were real men,

8Companion to Homer, pp. 325-329, Sce¢ also Schliemann’s Excavations
(Eng. trs.) Emil Ludwig, Scillemann of Troy, (Eng. trs. 1931); also Schiie-
mann's own Autobiography (in his llios, 1850). Tsountas and J,I. Manatt,
The M)ycenaean Age, 1897; J.L. Myres, Homer and his Crities; H.L. Lorimer,
Homer and the Monun ents, 1950; A, Lang, The World of Homer, (1910).,
M.P. Nilson, Homer and Afycenae (1933)., Arthur Evans, Palace of
Knnossos; CH, and H. Hawes, Crete ¢ The Forerunner of Greece.

SCAH (1925}, Vol. 11, pp. 510-517.
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whoss names are mentioned in the true history of the Romfm

fecords and chronicles, such as Theoderic, Hermanric,

Gunther, Atilla. The poetry of other heroic ages agrees so

for as we can control it. It is therefore a probable assump-

tion that the origin of the poetical figures, Agememnon,

Menelaus, Helen, Achillies, Priam, and the rest, is to be

explained by the simple supposition that they were men of

flesh and blood who played their part on the stage of history.

We are entitled to belieyed that if the Agean area had bec.n

in as close contact with the Egyptian empire as the Teutonic

world was with the Roman empire, some of these names
might have occurred in the historical monuments of Egypt.

No other supposition carries conviction,”

There is now hardly any western Classical Scholar or
Archazologist who doubts the bhistoricity of the Trojan war.
Similarly even though there is n
evidence for the events related in the OId Testament, yet all
western scholars proclaim that there is a large core of historical
truth in it.

L. We in India stilf await our §;

chliemann and Arthur Evans.
It may, however, be

stated that there is Jittle likelihood of

the Ganga valley, the monumental archi-
tecture was of wood, before ths advent of Afoka, To the best of
my knowledge the only examples of monumental architecture
caslier than the Myslim period, which still cxist are some old
temples, fortresses, cave temples, Chaityas, Stapas and Vikaras;
but noae of them is earlier than the 3rd cenfury B.C. Besides it
is very djfﬁcult to co-relate ap archaeological fact with literary
description, in (he absence of contemporary inscribed record.?

“CAH, Vol 11 (Rev. ed. 9715 p, 11

<g., W.F, Allrish’t. "PP
'lm?::e"al' the fzct.lhax archzeol distoveriesin Greece, Crete, etc.,
Ve est, d the historicity of the Trojan war, and various cities, one

s;{x.ccmxtnz the other, have been tdentified as Troy, on the hillock known as

,‘:‘surl-c%:;e.g:dmcular €1ty of Troy, which Homer had in mind has not

deatified, ay 1 ¢, ! ora;) ipti
Nylb&nzndcr Pt EMPIrary nscription has been found Carl

3312 University hay challenged Untiquiry, Vol. XXXVILI,
:9:‘3:&2 fllhxe) the ientification of Hameric Troy with Troy VIi(a). He
interest of Homerie =holars was coneentrated in Troy VI

and VII(a), a5 beigg the cities of Homer, and their gare in 1300 B.C,

307-323, 537.587; and others
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An intensive search for more than 100 years has not revealed
any stone or copper plate inscription earlier than those of A§oka:
it appears that for some reason best known to themselves (per-
haps for philosophical reasons), our ancestors, before the advent
of the Imperial Mauryas, were content to use perishable materials
for their annals and records, Moreover, the two great epics, the
Ramdyana and the Mahdbhdrata, in respect of which the critical
text has been prepared (analogous to the *Lower Criticism of the

proved by the pottery known I1I-B,, was near enough to the traditional date
for the Trojan war. The claim of Troy VI was considered less strong than
that of VII (a) which had been constructed on a much poorer scale than the
former; and the supposition was that VII(a) had undergone siege and
ruthlessly destroyed by fire and sword, Nylander observed, that the date of
the alleged end of Troy VII (a) between 1250-1200 B.C., which also is the
period when Mycenaean pottery I1I-B came to an end, was based on the
interpretation of Mycenaean sherds in the destruction layers identified with
reference to The Mycenaean Pottery-Analysis and Classification; the Chrono-
logy of Mycenaean Pottery, 1941, by Prof. Furumark. According to this
scholar there were no sherds of Mycenaean III-A in Troy VII(a); most
of the sherds belonged to 111-B and to II-C; and thus the destruction took
place at the beginning of III-C. Prof. Denis Page, (Antiguity, 1959, pp. 25ff.)
has pointed out that Troy VII(a) was a poor village Also the conditions at
the time of destruction of Troy V1I(a) show that Greece was already appre-
hensive of invasion; this being proved by the construction of fortresses,etc.,
the destruction of palaces and desertion of many settlements, It is extremely
difficult to identify Troy VII{a) with the Homeric fortress, Thus if VII{a) was
not destroyed by the Mycenaean Greeks and if this was not the Homeric
Troy, which one was it and who destroyed 1t. Nylander states that it was
destroyed by the northern people, who were driven out of their homes—the
so-called Illynian migration—since there is archaeological evidence of wide
the spread destruction from Italy to Jran. The resuit of this was the downfall
of Mycenaean Greece and collapse of the Hittites, and the burning of many
sites in Asia Minor and Cyprus. Further to the south, the so called ‘Peoples
of the Sea’ sacked cities like Tarsus, Hazor, Alalakh, and others. The first
wave of these peoples was checked by the Egyptian Pharaoh Merenpthah,
in a great battle on the banks of the Nile, in 1225 B C. According t oNy-
lander, these events provide a more appropriate ground for the destruction
of Troy VI1I(a) than any alleged Greek attach in a period of Mycenaean
misery and weakness. On the analogy of Charlemagne’s battle against the
B-asques, in 778 A D, (as related in Ponceraux) in which a large part of
his army and baggage was lost, but was converted into a splendid victory
and revenge in Chanson De Roland, composed 300 years or more later Ny-
Tander opines that perhaps the Greeks never cc d Troy. In 1
he identifics the Homeric city with Troy V1.
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Bible') have still to be subjected to ‘higher criticism’ and when
this task has been carried to the stage to which 300 years study
of the OMd and New Testaments has led, then alone it would be
possible to say which verses were first composed and when., As
it is, both the epics are a growth. We have, therefore, to depend
upon literary sources only to show whether the Bharata war was
a historical fact or not. Fortunately, the task is not so hopeless
as may appear at first sight, since Dr, Sircar has stated that if
the war had been historical, it should have found mention in the
Vedic literature, thus implying that the evidence of Vedic lite-
rature is as good as any epigraphic or archaeological evidence,
and also that the war was fought in the Vedic period! He isa

firm believer in Max Miiller’s date for the arrival of the Aryans
in India in 1500 B.C. and the date of the hymns of the Veda to
be 15001200 B.C. or so. Ttist

o be regretted that such scholafs,
cally minded, have accepted as
pounded chronology of the Vedic
Milller, and for which no scholar
t or indirect proof® It would not
he attention of scholars to some of

¥, which have been either forgotten
or deliberately ignored, When his chronology was severely criti-
cized by Barthelemey S¢, Hillaite, H.H, Wilson and D.W.
Whitney®, Max Miiller wrot

e 110
“1 nec'd_ hardly say that T agree with almost every word of
my 5

who are otherwise very critj
proved fact the haltingly proj
literature formulated by Max
has so for furnished any direc
be out of place 10 invite |
the admissions of Max Miille

flest three periods of Vedic literaj
them has been ¢
and again ;11
"‘If hovg We ask now we can fix the date of these three periods,
itis quite clear that we canpot fix a terminum q quo. Whether
the Vedic hymns were composed 1000 or 1500 or 2000 or

N, . .
detait ﬁ:ﬂ:rfo ™y knowledge. This problem is also referred 1o in more
2
xx.n.“&“-.?i!,“”é;;,’,,’;,"',,"{:“- Sanskrit Lir., 1859, b 295 was agracked by
Linguistie Su:dlu_ 137;’, p.(f,l;.'" 1860, 1. 375; a1c0 Whitney, Orlental and

19Max Muller, Preface 1g }
MGl Warks, Vi, 3, oy ¥ O Reseda. . xis,
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3000 years B.C. no power on earth will ever determine.”
1t is rather remarkable that even the Indian supporters of the
1500-1200 B.C. date, carefully avoid any reference to both these
admissions of Max Miiller.

1V. All attempts to date the Vedic literature on linguistic
grounds have failed miserably, for the simple reason that
(a) the conclusions of comparative philology are often speculative
and (b) no one has yet succeeded in showing how much change
should take place in a language in a given interval. The only
safe method is astronomical. Scholars like Lokmanaya Tilak!2
and Hermann Jacobi and many others have demonstrated be-
yond all doubt that the Vedic Literature goes back to 4000 B.C.

121 ok. Tilak, Orion, 1893 ; Gitzrakasya (Eng. Trs. by Sukthankar),

3rd ed. 1971, pp. 772 76 and Hindi Trs., 1950, pp. 551-55. H. Jacobi, Ind,
Antiquary, XX111, 1894, pp. 154-59; JRAS, 1909, pp. 721-726 and Ibid.,
1910, 456 fI. established that the Vedic period commences in 4500 B.C.,
and that bulk of the hymns of the Rgreda were composed between 3500-
2500 B C. (when vernal equinox was in the Orion (4500-3500 B.C.) and
later receded (3500-2500 B.C.) to Rohini; the Krittika period, during
which the existing Byahmanas and Upanisadas were composed extended
from 2500-1500 B C. and the Sufras were composed between 2500-800
B.C. They have been supported on independent grounds by PC. Sen-
gupta, Anc Ind. Chronology, 1947, pp. 60-155 (he has also shown on pp.
101 ff., that the solar eclipse in Reveda, V. 40, 5-9 took place on July 26,
3928 B.C. and the beginnings of the Brahmana lit. is fo be traced back
to 3500 B C. B.V. Kameshwara Aiyar, (Jour of the Mythic Soc., Vol. XII,
1921-22, pp. 171-193, 223-249, 357-366) cxamined all the passages in the
Brahmanas dealing with (a) naksarras and (b) year beginnings and grus
(seasons), and after showing where G Thibaut (Ind. Ant,, XXIV, 1895,
pp. 85-100-~whete he tried to combat Tilak/Jacobi) had gone wrong and
showed that both Iines of enquiry give 2500 B.C. as the date of beginning
of the Beahmana lit.  Gorakh Prasad, (Jour. of Bihar and Orissa Res. Soc,
XXI, 1935, pp. 120-136) examined the objections of Macdonell, Keith and
Winternitiz and against Tilak/Jacobi, and showed their total inadequacy.
N N. Law (4ge of the Rgveda (1965), pp. 1-160) examined the arguments
of Whitney and G. Thibaut, against Tilak (Ind. Amt., Vol. XXIV, 1895,
vp. 361-369 and 85-100) and proved that the four conditions imposed by
Whitney (Ind. Ant., XX1V, p. 369) have been more than fulfilled by Tilak
and that Thibaut landed himself in absurd contradictions. Mary Agnes
Clerk (Enc. Brit, X1th ed., Vo), XXVIII, pp. 995-6, Att. Zodiac) acknow-
ledged that the Krtnika passage could not have been composed later than
1800 B C. and it harks back to 2200 B C. Actually there is ample evi-
dence (Rgieda, 1. 103.4, 1. 124.2, TI. 2.2, V. 524, VIIL. 4622, 1X. 12.7,
IIE. 12.2) that the vernal equinox was in Rohinf nakjatra. e.g. Reveda
1. 1444 :—
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and the Brahmana-Upanisad period ends about hundred or
more years before the Bharata war, i.e., end of the Kruika
period.  No one, to the best of my knowledge, has so far been

mmmazmm&qmml
&maaﬁﬁmwaﬁgﬁm‘rmgwm it
Sce also Arhana Veda X111, 1.55, X111, 3,7, which states that Rohint
was made Prajipati (initial point) for all time. Sec also Rgveda X, 85,13
and 185 Tultt. Byzhmara, 1.1 ; and ML 10. 3 ; Kaubitakl Byshmara, X1X.
3 ; Sarapatha Brahmana, XI. 1.1, VI. 2.2, 1. L3, The Krutika passage
in the Satapatha Brahmaya, 11, 1.2 rupg 10—

AT g3 AT fral) weway A4l G gl Ferefar g
a1=d FrTR qerrersme: afgenfzaY
ey Fiamreanda i

Agin Rpveda, X, 61,7,1, 16433, X. 61.5-6and Athrara Veda, X111
112, X111 3.8, eited by T. Bhattacharya, Joyp, of Ganginath Jha Res.
Inst., Vol VII, re: i i

chronology of the Vedic literature finds great
in the Pusznas supplemented by historicat noti
in Vedic literature—see in (his Connection, K.p, Jayaswal, JBORS.
Vol I, 1915, pp 69-116 (Saiiuniga and Maurya Chro.), Vol. 111, 1917,
Pp. 232249, GS. Basy, Purénapraveia (Banglx), and its review in
Englith, in Saimkiya Vo, 111, pt. 2 (he has established

the advent of Luwiagn speaking Indo-Euro i1
f E Peans ; Sir Leon:
Fzrzrzattan Kingdom, (Pe.nzuin), PP. 31-37) hag shown th:
::hcthc I;xd:—fuwpian Hittite rufers, Moved from southern Caucasus in
A,Chx;:;:" (l)gg;la:: BI;ICQ j) }-gofc‘r:a Ll; Thomas (Chronologies in VWorld
g < PP. 391-52) { 5L, Cayl Y (Hesperia, Vo,
?::-m:\;n:x:;: (Chro. in Oy World Arch) siate thay he Greek speek-
n;

n 3002200 B.C.; A,
i="Greck began as a
" a 8¢, probably in cag central
o third millengiumg, B.C. Brandenstein (Die
2 wrleruny, Wien, 1936 {cited by B.K, Ghosh, in Thie

ard Woolley (4
at the ancestors



Mahabharata and Astronomy 101

able to refute the arguments advanced by these scholars. Thus
there is no valid argument against pushing back the date of the
Vedic literature beyond 1500 B.C. It will also be clear that the
Bhirata war took place late in the 15th century B.C., as will be
demonstrated in this paper, and since the first three strata of
Vedic literature had been completed, before 1500 B.C., the war
could not have been mentioned in it. However, some ancestors
of the Kauravas/Pandavas (K/P) are mentioned in the Vedic
literature :—

(a) Dhrtarastra, son of Vichitravirya, and father of
Duryodhana, 1s mentioned as a king of Kuru-Paficila
region in the Kathaka Sarhuea, X. 6.

(b) Matspa Purina, (50.39.41) mentions Devapi (elder
brother of Santanu, father of Bhisma) who sacrificed
for his brother, is mentioned in Rgveda, X.98.5.

(¢) Satapatha Brahmana (X11I. 5,3.5) confirms the state-
ment of Vayi Purana (99.198) that Bharata, an ancestor
of the K/P, was the son of Sakuntald and Dushyanta
{or Dushmanta).

(d) ditaréya Brahmana (VI11.21, 1V.27., V.34. V11.27.) San-
khydyana Srauta Siitra (XV1, 8.27.), Rgveda (V11,18.12.)
mention Pariksit I and his son Janmejaya 11 (Janmejaya I
was a very remote ancestor of the Mahabhirata heroes,
about 90 generations before the Bharata war). The
traditions associated with these two are totally different

Vedic Age (Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Vol 1, pp. 215{T) has demonstrated
on the basis of linguistic semasiclogy, that the Indo-Iranians were the first
to break away from the parent Indo-Europeans, as the Inde-Iranian reveals
an older stage of semasiological evolution than all the other dialeets of
the parent language put together , and also that the speakers of these
other dialects continued to Ine together long after the depasture of
the Indo-Yranjans. Thus the latter must have separated before 4000 B,C.
Recently Gurdip Singh (The Indus Valley Culture’ in Archaeology and
Physical Anthropalogy in Oceania, Vol. VI, No. 2, July 1571, pp. 177-189,
abstract published in Puratarna, No. 1V, 1970-71, pp. 68-76), hasshown
that N.W. India (inciuding Rajasthan, parts of Haryan&, and West U.P)
became arid (C-14 date 1800 B C., which becomes 2100 BC., when
MASCA correction is applied). Thus 1t 15 reasonable 1o hold that Sara-
svatl, tiver par excellence of \he Rgveda, dricd up1n the period 2100-2000
B C., and hence many Vedic works which praise the splendour of that
river must ante date this pened
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from those about Pariksit IT and Janmejaya 111, grand-
son and great-grandson respectively of Arjuna,
() Pururavas/Urvasi, from whom the Lunar Dynasty be-
gins, have been proved to be historical (see R.C. Gaur,
Jour. of the Royal Asiatic Soc., 1974, 142-52; also
Regveds X.952-18 and other references cited by
Gaur.)
Thus all these predecessors of the K/P, are historical.}3
V. The historicity of the Bhdrata war is also established
indirectly by the fact that by the time of Pdpini, whose date
cannot be pushed below 800 B.C. Krsna and even Arjuna had
been deified and the ‘Bhérota and the Mohabhdrata® ase
mentioned in the Aévalayana Grhya Sitra, 11414 :—

& e aTEAY T qend favnfe smsbrgeates:
T OEEEE: ERT wEEar 3R aefmeey geaataT
ZAET (ATAAT A CEFAAIAART: 1

The date of this Sirra cannot be later than the 5th century
B.C, Actually its date is determined astronomically from

13This disproves Sircar’s statement that if the war had been historical it
would have been mentioned in the Vedic literature.

See also Dr. Jagan-
nath A?mal, Hanyiga Saivida, Dec. 1, 1971 and Dr. Ram Gopal,
1hid., No. xtx, Year 4,l May 1, 1972, where they have sebutted the

. of Th2ddani, hmidhar, Buddha Prakash, Old , B.C.
Majumdar, Macdorell, ctc, Mdenbere, B.C.
WA pedhyai, IV, 3.98 .
gy et 7
The margla sloka of the Afahibhirats 1
AT, AT A {T AW
i aeadf 49 ot 9oy wiedEg a

—Adipana
belongs to the same period as Panint ; it also
3 € aint ; shows that Knhna was an
(:Bf;l%l‘;:raxhi:p. Sljngml, VI,2.38 is also relevant. Thcgas‘sas: inthe
ks alZ, thya Sitratuns 2 2bove, and is cited
Pothl form, printed by Nirnayasa: P Tes, o s @,
Nirg gara Press; p. 163, Dibliorh
td. 3 p. 29, Steozier’s ed. znd Bomba 5 T
3 ed. wbay ed., 1909, p. 12Z7—all cited b;
};;.l!t.a l;xgxhr, ‘Meation of the Mahibherata in the Ahal.‘:}am‘: tGrh}z
s mf-tfoffﬂ:?m o;:. Conf., Boona, 1919, pp. 4661, Bhirata
ntion r. Sutra, XV, 1016 (T1s. b: y
publizhed by Ind. Academy of Culture, Nagpur, 1953). ¥ W. Caland, p. 438,
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1.7, 22, “g & aw”. The lowest date comes out to be 1060
B.C.16 as shown below ;—

Name of the Polestar Magnitude Distance Date
Srom the

Celestial pole

during the

period 4700

B.C, and

2100 A.D.,
i Draconis 3.0 4° 38’ 4,700 B.C.
a Draconis 3.3 0° 6 2,800 B.C.
k Draconis 33 4% 44* 1,290 B.C.
b Ursa Majoris 2.0 6° 28’ 1,060 B.C.
a Ursa Majoris 2.0 0° 28’ 2,100 A.D.

No other visible star reached or will reach nearer the celes-
tial pole during the period 4700 B.C.—2100 A.D. Roy has,
however, given reasons to show that the pole star to which
Asvaliyana refers is b Ursa Majoris 1290 B.C. Colebroake
(dsiatic Res., 1X, 329,) dated it at least to 1326 B.C.

It is thus evident that by 11th century B.C. at least i.e., at
the most about 300 years after the Bharata war, there was a
firm tradition that such an event tock place.lf. The dates

1girst noticed by Jacobs, ‘On the Date of the Rgveda' (Eng. trs)
Indian Antiquary, Vol, XXIII, 1894, pp. 154-59 ;—*Hitherto we have
spoken of only one result of the precession of the equinoxes, namely the
alteration of the colours. Another result is that, along with the gradual
alteration of the celestial equator 1ts north and south pole continued to
move in a circle of 23} semi-diameter in a period of about 26,000 years,
round the fixed poles of the ccliptic. In this way one star after another
draws near the north pole and become the north or Pole star. We shall
distinguish these two names, which are now synonymous, by calling the
bright star which at any time stands nearest the pole, the north star ; the
star whose distance from the pole 15 so slight, that for all practical pur-
poses it may be called fixed (Dhrma), we shall cail the pole star.”... Then
Jacobi gives the above polar distances and dates, and shows that in the
Vedic period either *¢”* Draconis or ““g”* Dracoms alone could aspire to
this title, and he opts for “a” Draconis, i.e., 2800 B.C. Scc also S.B.
Roy, Ancient India, 1974, p, 62.

18Compare the tradition about the historicity of Jesus Clirist ; the
oldest manuscripts of the Bible are the Codex Vaticanus and the Codex



104 Moahabharata : Myth and Reality
assigned to the Satra literature by Lokmanya Tilak also con-
firmed by statements in the sutra literature.)? The date for the
Baudhayana and Asvalayana Sisras is 1400-1200 B.C. (astrono-

etc., that may
ir own times, Shokas were inserted and
dropped right upto 3rd century A.D.—though Dion Chrysostom

mid 1st century  A.D.—has stated that the Indians prossess an
1liad of 100,000 verses 19 There is no doubt hat the bulk of

Siriaticus, both of late 4tk Ceatury (the refere;

of Tacitus and the Antiquary of Josepkus, bot;
have been proved to i

nces of Jesus in the Annals
h Jate of first ceat, AD.,

terpolations (Dcan Farrar,
Life of Jesus, Vol I,p.63)
? Baudhiy ang Srausa, Silra, XXVL, 29 .
TS T 1 Ay afresfasg

R DR —
Fatrt afrady gany I

mfmawﬁagf‘a:ma’j‘ i |
HT FT g ﬁwlfmﬁmﬁﬂmn
See for the lomcr.RamGopal. Ind. of the v, . 350.
He g s of the Vedie Kalpa. Sutras, pp, 334

2 XXV1,29, gives the
Sulra, seg Gorakh Pracad, JB0.

1926, 417.21, AlsoSg

date 1200 B.C, Ag re: Baudhe
» 1935, pp, 120-36 2nd JRAS,
PP. 62, 63,

3

Poted after the 6 centusy
niZation™ g puerile, Buddhist
The earliest postion

. ly after the ningra of (he Buddha in

vear -_‘;h_ Lo VB DOt an jopa of evidence for 20Y date below this
- Dotted recqry has discredited ang
VA% 2% irtmec o1
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the Mahabharata in its present form, with the exception of
later interpolations, is a pre-Mauryan work.)

VI. As regards the date of the Bhirata war, dates have
been assigned ranging from 3138 B.C. to 600 B.C. ; but many
scholars date it 1450-1400 B.C.?¢, and others 1000-836 B.C.

VII. Before attempting to work out the most probable

between Nirvana and Buddha is not correct ; and that Birmbisara was not
the founder of the Dynasty (ack. by Geiger also, Maha@amso, 12). The
Jaina texts show that Chandragupta Maurya was a contemporary of
Sthulabhadra, Bhadrabzhu, ete, and the interval between Mahavira's
Nirvana and accession of Chandragupta Maurya was 219 years (thus the
former is dated 326+219=>545 B.C., and Buddha 544 B.C. Scc Parana-
vitana, Uni. of Ceylon Review, XV, 1960, 131-2; Epi. Zeylanica, V
88 1 ; Mendis, Comp. Hist. of Ind., 1I, 575-6, 621-22; Uni. of Ceylon
Review, V, p. 39 fT ; E.J. Thomas, B.C. Law, Vol. I, 18-22; JBORS, I, 1915,
69-116 ; Fleet, JRAS, 1909, pp. 9-10 (rc: Canton Record, Hultzsch,
JRAS, 1913, 517-31), Paunarali of Kharatara-gachchha (Indian Antiquary,
X1, 246-T), gives 219 yrs, between Mahavira’s Nirtana and Chandragupta
Maurya. Rhys Davids, Camb. Hist. of Ind , 1, 172, states that the 218 yrs,
interval between Buddha’s Nirvaga and Asoha was first mentioned in Pali
Chronicles in 4th cent. A.D. 5 also sce his doubts in Enc. Brit., XI ed.,
1910, Vol, 1V, p. 737 and Anc. Coins and Measures of Ceylon, p.44; Vin-
cent Smith, Oxford Hist. of Ind., pp. 58, 70. ; H.K. Deb, PAIOC, Poona,
1919, For the synchronism of Chandragupta Maurya, Sthalabhadra, Bha-
drabihu, Subhadra, sce Ind. Antiguary, XXI, 350; Hoernel’s paper, in
1892, pp. 57-84. Astronomucal evidence also points to 544 B.C. (See
Sen Gupta 4ne. Ind. Clro,, 1947, pp. 217-221). If the Egyptians could
cut granite with copper tools and the Mayans with stone tools (P.E.
Cleator, The Past in Pieces, p. 143, and the experiments of National
Muscum, Washington), the Aryans could have cut the jungles of the
Indo-Gangetic plains with copper/bronze tools or even burnt them. Be-
sides it has been shown that Iron Age is to be dated not 800 B.C. but 1600
B.C. (vide R.C. Gaur, Ex. at Atranfikkera, 1964 ; B.P. Sinha, Mahsblarata
aud Arch., PIHC, Aligarh, 1975; M.D.N. Sahi, ‘Antiquity of Iron in
India’, PIHC, Cal. 1974 and also “Stratigraphical and Chronological Posi-
tion of Iron Objects from the Excavations at Ahar’, PIHC, Aligarh, 1975,
(the excavation was carried out by H.D. Sankalia and associates, Pandey,
“Iron Evidence from Eran', Paper tead before Ind. Arch. Cong. Delhi,
1974-5, If the Carbon-14 dates of these finds is cotrected with “MASCA
factor™, the Iron Age goes back to the 17th century B.C., in India.
20Cunningham Archi. Survey Report, 1868; Colebroke, Asiatic Res., 1X,
323, 329, JASB, 1862, p. 51, Brenand, Hundu Astronomy, pp, 112-125, and
others on the basis of Vedanga Jy otisa calculated the date of the Bhirata
war about 1425 B.C. and S.B. Roy, Ancient India., 36-63,
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date for the Bharata battle it is worthwhile to gather together
the relevant data which would form the basis of the caleula-
tions :—
(1) a3 TafeT s A
"% A7 AgAg 5 TG U
Vayu Puréna, 94,15
(i) ara afefadt o ATz i |
T Al gz 99 THATHR 1)
Matsya Purdna,
(ii%) ara afcherdy s AT )
T A4 TR g T 1)
Visnu Purana, pt, 1V, ch. 24.
(iv) mrifrarr s g glifeaa: 1
977 a7 ageg S99 TETEA N
Brahmdnda Purina, 1 » 3.74.227.
(v) are s FEif T |
TIF 91 T3 oo TFATEE |y
Bhdgavata Purgna 12.2.21,
(vi) Trrafindsm Ty gikfag:
Blicztoli-c gESoen . Esrc dl|
. _ . Pargiter, Dynasties of the Kali Age, pp. 58, 74.
(vit) Tvf & oy g TG TEA 7 )
AL ATATRY Tz wEm o
. Brah. & vayy and Dynasties Kql; Age, 58 74,
(viii) w7 7 Trawa A Fearra: vy

I |
T, TP AEnaey afxfem: 1

. . i Dyunasties of the Kali Age, p. 58.
(iz) I, AT T iy aT (fefay
TS T aforfg T (71) &= 4
R Vayu and Matsya Puranas
(2) T2 mrsy apig Ty w
T 1 T Ty wfaerfy |

N - Vi, ; 2
(xi) & R four 'ﬂ'__{‘; - snu and Bhagavata,

T '
T, eraany f37fafy ag Feaztzmors:

Bhagavata,
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(xti) aferq Fvir faa amafena asfT |
sfaged sfagd 1
All Puranas
(xiit) T winfery Fror AuraE foieay )
(iv) & @y feam: sresgRT SIfRTET |
71 dada: gy el awr sfagieesaaras: o
Bhagayata
(wv) q@rs arga T wHgEr gfafes:
seeveeqry OO THIAY Fifadw afcfia: )
(xvi) sz ggaea Ffvglamree aards: |
(Manusmrts, 1, pp. 69-70 also accepts Kaliyuga
of 1200 years—human).
(xvit) s FArEAa aite quivr qraaq |
qatfassIFaRg FINEHaRE )
Mahabharata, Crt. Ed. I. Vol. I, p. 201 Adiparva.
(zviii) ¢ ad aga™ Tsd FE FAGH |
e QTS g o
1bid , Vol. 1, p. 202. Adiparva
(wiz) sfesraiaa. wagw afteadt sifag |
gfua: ¥ wgRw T2 gimfad u
Ibid., Vol. 1, p. 202,
() Prmgee #gTdT da¥AmlT Fag |
Fafaued: TERERAESTIHANAT ||
=faf. gufcaer @iy agrar
ECLIEE i GUIECER TR sr Sl
a7 gauicTsT 9y dy gfd:
AR, TG, I eqreneafezgq. |1}
sremif: Frastraeaffed argergag
aq g@md @@ aeneengasia o
TR MAq SRy a@rg i a gar
@l gF I Fedaggei i
e 39T
g waw ¥ gy Agwfifzan
agEised aq w9 awlaeafr awagr o
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frazrd @a: = 5 wvifafs simdiq o
= A A A1sgAiz amEmE: o
atafr T g <ifgsat Te samr
o1 ¥t o avEes @ war
F Tiefe 9z § a THTAT |
w1 fow 7¢ eg Agon agfeag n
atesis @31 T TR afefer: |
Afeh T4 529 07 Faqr TATAR 1)
" 3% g whw phmfer fear
A4 At ks arafy g u
Astronomical Reform (Dhanistadi)
Mahabharata, Crt. Ed. Vol. IV
Pp. 777-78; Aranya Parva 3.219.3.
(zxi) frozar micgiisfy g agET gfafizy |
afeqa i ATaFEgEly s )
92 YR T e S
% fafRmig 791 34 0d g 1
AN T, qveqt Bt (3701) afafesx
Framm I ofng gea Aty w2fa
Mzilmbhﬁrala, Crt. Ed. Vol. XVII, pt. 2,
P 781, —Anusasana Parva, 13,153.12.
Cexii) st o ammry afmafa )
T Faat asat v THEIIT
1bid., VoL, VI, p. sps, Udyoga, 5.141.3.
(xxiii) >razmatyg T g @ T
e e g wgr: ),
AT T dfarn
T TW A Tnfes: g
Vol. XIIL, pt. 11, p, 19 ; Santi, Ch. 47.
(xxiv) XA Ty Ty ATy :
OF ¥ T3y aream: firy eePazerng |
A i ey [Fertnfy A e 1
Martsya, Brahmapda gny Vayu ; cited by
Jayaswal, JBORS, V). W1, 1917, pp. 249-50,
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{xxy) geadint 3 oY qeat o a fealfafa
qatded § Aerd 2o gaigla i
7 "wddr gemfeacsarss ad goe |
ammgdet 9 frsdabasarag )
Feadar qargest 6 gl a3 i
Matsya (Anandasrama), Ch. 99, 421-424.
Srimadbhdgvata, (Vangavasi)
(xxvi) gy wET AT Y@ A ¥ WYY g T )
FEIRG TET T A, T AR G U
Aryabhattiyam ; Dasagitika, L 5.
(xxvii) qeguszmr aftedyr afiam@ss T |
=afymfanfatear tatg oSy 1
15id., Kalakriya, I1. 10
(xxvili) oy frege g wreRg avfea. o
AGREATLRY ARG G5 1}
TEAEY 39 I 9Eg TSy
FAIG AT AFAATG YA 0
Athole Inscrip. 633-34 AD. of
Pulakesin 11, Epi. Indica, VI, 1 ff.
Ind. Ant., V, 7 ; VIII, 237.
(exix) Y azg Y fadg = @ |
FIUY FUIMY qTT FEHOEAT 1)
Réjtarangini, 1. 51.
(xxx) st d7 amd wREgERgy |
FHFGITAT Ty FEIIEA YAl 1
Mahdabharata, Adiparva, 2.13.
{xxxi) waq s Tw afqag aq @A
Mahabharata, Vanaparva, 149.39.
(xxxii) sveq sfagr fag gfyst oveger ¥
AL A T&T TRIAATT q0eT: 1
Salya, 61.23.
(xxxiii) ad= wrnfrasiieait ardy fog foo 1
TERA FAE AT dATAV: FRE 1
JIAH FrEgEt qeaar T 1
q egedt qiesa® gudf ArvEeia. 1
Visnu Purdna (Gita Press) pp. 355-56.
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XXXIV) FEEEIT O wel uf F oy . ‘
¢ ) Dynasties of the Kali Age, 59.
(xxxv) 7otrey frafy wim o9 el
Wﬁﬁmﬁ{qa{fzﬁmmmqu .
Dynasties of the Kali Age,
(xxxvi) wrmm sgerer dgger awifi: |
IT TATR T gy )
TR FHE T g Ay e o
=l T, AT qadiee =
Veddnga Jyatisa; Winger Solstice, 1270 B.C.
Cexxvii) 722 areg w3 30 Fha it amg | 3.25
Patanjali Ist, Yogasusrg (observation of Polestar,

K. Draconis, 1290 B.C.)
il) T At Ty i Frimag .
Conxitl) e # ™ (IMPORTANT).
A carefyl consideration of these Passages enables one to
draw the undermentioned inferences ;—
(a) Passages para Vi[ @ to (vi) show that the interval bet-
ween the birth of Pariksit, grandson of Arjuna was
1015, 1650 or even 1500 years,
(b) Ppassages para VI[ (xii),
passing of Krsna,
Pariksit ang that
until Krspa's passing,
The passages para VI{

(xvi), (xxxvi), state that on the

Yudhisthira abdicated instailing
Kali could not extend its sway
(¢

<

(vid) to (xi), (xiii, xiv) state that
the Saprargiy ie. Ursa Major were in naksatra Maghd
at the time of Parlksit and (hay they dwell for 100
3€315 in each of the 27 naksatras ; and also that then
the Kaliyuzg of 1200 years was commsznced (this is
supported by ‘lfanu:mn'll, 1.69-70).
(@) Passage par, vy (xvii) states (hay Pariksit reigned

for 60 yearsz1, But the Passage (xx) tells us that by

UThere 34 fOme confusion, Il Parikgy ruled
RISV beh 56 when by diog s His 103 Lanmegeys
Setails ef iy fathers desen hadtote telated 16 B,
Thie other {lopy whith staseq that at g0 he w23 to
e, iz=ply At dicd oy (4]
Cl'u:lm:.'Daxc ofthe Bharagy *2r, pa

@ years, he must
Was 30 ycung that
This is impossible,
© old zad sick should
Years aze (See Asim Rumar
Perread at the Semipar at Vidur
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the time he was 60 years old, he was already become
very old (too old to ke any usc).

(c) Passage para VII (xix) states that Janmejaya HI, son of
Partksita 1, was anly a child, when his father passed
away, and he had to be told how he died, and also that
when Janmejaya was reigning his predecessors, starting
with Kuru (=Kuru-Samvarana, vide Pusalkar, Epics
and Puranas of India, pp. 42-49, where he shows that
this monarch is mentioned in the Rgveda X.32 9 ; 33.4,
under the name, Kurusravana), had been ruling the
kingdom for 1000 years.

(/) Passages para VII (xxvii), (xxviii), are the first reference
to 3102 B.C. date for Bharata war. There is none
earlizr in Sanskrit literature.

() Passage para VII (xxx) and (xxxvii) give the dateas
2449 B.C. for the war.

(1) Passage para VII (xxix) of the Aihole inscription
(633-4 A.D.) is the first epigraphic reference to the
date 3102 B.C. for the war.

(i) Passages, from the Mahabharata, para VII (xxii to
Xxiv), state that the war was begun on the amivasyi
in Jyestha Rohini naksatra (i.e., Antares) and Bhisma
died on the winter solstice day with the commencement
of uttarayana, 67 days after the commencement of the
war, in the monta of AMagha (solar) and when 3/4th
of the lunar month also had been over.

(7) Passages under (xxxi) from the AMahdbhirata, show that
the Krrrikd period, under the system of 27 naksatras

————————

Sewa-Ashram, Bijnor, in Oct. 1975, and also s Ancient Indian Literary
and Cultwal Tradition, p. 9). The epic here is definitely confused. Some
confusion has also been caused by the mistake of Ray Chaudhuri (Pol.
Hist. of dne. Ind., Vol. 1, p, 494 ; further he also makes a wild guess that
Asandivat which was the capital of Pariksit I, i.e., Hastinapura, 3 mis.
tak’c committed by PL. Bhargava also). Sumilacly Altehar and C.V.
Vaidya have also merged Panhsit I into Pariksit IL A ref. to
Aitareya Byahwana, VIIL, 21 and other places e g. Rgveda, VIL 18.12;
Siﬁk./lya.mna Satra, XVI. 8.27, and also the Mahzbh@rata. (crt. ed.),
S.ﬁnhpawan, 146.2 ff, Bhisma relates the story of Pariksit Janmejaya
(.e. Janmejaya TI, son of Pariksit I). who cannot be Janmejaya 1IJ,
great grandson of Arjuna,

-
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zodiac came to an end (1589 B.C.) and as the people
wanted its continuance (i.c. vernal equinox should
continue to be associated with Krttika (Plcaide§), the
problem was solved by the inclusion of Abhijit in the
system thus making the naksatras 28. i
Other passages show that while Pariksit was in the
Magha century (the cycle starts with Krika, in 2200
B.C.) ; The Nandas in Parvisatha century, the end of
the Andhras in the 24th century (i.e. Uttara-Bhadra-
padq century) and the end of the Post-Andhras in the
27th, i.e. Bharani century. )
VHI  The dates 3102 or 3138 or 2449 B.C. are prima_facie
impossible, as the Puranas state that there were, between the
War and 600 B.C. (Buddha 624.544 B.C.), 25 kings, and they

could not have averageq 2500/25=100 years cach ; similarly
the interval between 2440 and 600 would give an average of
another impossible 1850/25=74 years. In a similar manner,

(€3

=

22No Dynasty in anY part of the worlq has had such an average. The
17 kifgs of Egyplian Dynasties 1 and 11 ruled for 555 years, thus averaging
32.8 years Per king; See Sidney Smith, Early Iyse. of Assyrie, p. 39;
Herodotus, Histories, p, 153 ;O.R, Gurney, The Hittites, p. 216.

2P.C. Sen Gupta, Anc [ng, Chro., 1947, pp. 54-56, rejects s and so
doescy, Vaidya, The former does not bother to fif) the gap, and insists
on 2449 BC. date, Krishnamcharya. Hist. of Sansk. Lit., denies that
lt}e nscriptions of Afkoa aje s but of Samudragupla. fo whom he
Bives the title ‘Aokadity,®, whic

:—~Bghadrathas
100+Mauryas 316+

Paper read on 3 Seminar on
he interval between the war
whom he dates 581 BC. was

3 2500 years, and thereafter
cd for 100 years ana then the Mauryas §
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IX. Thus we are left with the figure 1050 and 1015 years
as the interval between the war and the coronation or com-
mencement of the Nanda Dynasty. As Mahinandd (=Nanda
1, =Bhadrasena, etc., JBORS, Vol. 1, 1915, p. 116 (409-
413 B.C.), and Mahdpadma Nanda came to power in either
378 or 374 B.C.25, the date of the war works out to be 409-
(413)--1015= 1424 or 1428 B.C. ; or reckonning from Maha-
padma Nanda, it would be 378(374) B.C.-+1050= 1428 or 1424
B.C. Another set of data confirms this. Buddhist and Jaina
literature assures us that Buddha, Bimbisara (Vedisara in the
Purdnas), Canda Pradoyta of Avaiti, Prasenajita of Kofala,
Udayana of Kausambi were contemporaries and according to
the Purdnas there were 25 kings between the war and Udayana.
Thus 25x33--624=1449 B.C. for the war. A third set of
figures is derived from the rulers of Magadha. Somapi to
Ripunjaya, 22 kings, 700 years-362 years for the 12 $Saiéuna-
8as=1062 years+378 for Mahapadma Nanda gives 1440 years
B.C. for the war. Thus the historical data in the Purdnas give
a date between 1450 and 1410 B.C.: perhaps a mean date
between say 1432 and 1415 would be nearer the mark.?®

2JBORS, Vol 1, 1915, pp. 69-116 ; Ibid , Vol. I11, 1917, pp. 246-262;
1bid, 1V, 1918, pp. 26 ff. The evidence of Pradyotas being associated with
Avanti only is decisive inspite of Bhide (JBORS, Vi1, 106-112) and
L.B. Kenny, PIHC, Aligarh, 1943, 101-09. Sce the opposite view maintain-
ing that the Pradyotas were only Avaiiti and never in Magadha, Ray
Chaudhuri, Pol. Hist. of Ane. Ind , pp. 146-47; Rangacharya, Pre-Musulman
India, Vol. VI, pp. 219 ff.

26Re: Vernal equinox in Kyetiks, see Lok, Tilak, Orion, XXX, pp.
3260 (Taits. Sam., V. 4.10; 1.7.7; Sukla Yajus., 1X. 7; Taitt. Beah.
L.5.1; dtharva Veda, XIX. 7.1-5 ; Satapatha Brab., 2.1.2). The caleula-
tion of the limits of the Ky#trka period :—Winter solstice was at the end
of the first quarter of naksatra Dhanisthd (Declphini), when the vernal
equinox was at the first point of Kyttika (system of 27 naksatra-zodiac).
Delphini marked the fiest point of Dhanistha, Thus Longitude of the
F:l'u pont of Dhanistha in A D, 499 was 295° 29’ 4-1/4th naksatra==

3 30_'- Total is 298° 49’ in 409 A.D. @ c., the longitude of the southern
solstice with equinox at Kytuka). Longitude of southern (winter) solstice
referred to the equinox of 499 A.D.=270. Precession of equinoxes upto
499 A.D. was 298° 49’—270°=28° 49", Thus the intcrval upto 499 AD.
(precession rate=49,7124% per annum) was 28° 49°/49.712477-=2087 years,
Hence the equinox was at the beginning of Kruika in 4892087 = — 1538

A.D. w1589 B.C, ‘The upper limit of vernal equinox at Kriikd, in the
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X. This date js supported by astronomical statements in
the Purdnas and also the Mahabharata (sce the passages under
para VU (xxi—xxvi). Perhaps the best discussions of th_c
astronomical data are those of T. Bhattacharya (Jour of Ganga-
ndth Jkd Res. Inst., Vol. VIII, 1950, pp. 1-78 and that of
S:B. Roy, Ancient India, 1974, pp. 37-51, 55, 59-64, 73-15,
87-88, 88-91, 131-151), Bhattacharya argues thus : -

XI. The statements of Sri Krsna (para VII, xxiii) and
Bhisma (para VII, xxii and xxiv) imply :— .

(@) That tithi on the first day of the war was amavdsyd ;

the sun was in the naksatra Jyestha-Rohini ; Bhlsr.na
died on the southern (winter) solstice day at the begin-
ning of the solar month of Magha ; three fourths of
the lunar month was over and hence the tithi was
Sukla cighth; and that the war began 67 days before
Bhisma died (he fell on the evening of the tenth day of
the battle),

(b) This implies that the sun required 67 days to move

from the nakstra Jyestha (RahinT) to the then southern
solstice =67°,

(¢) The naksatra Jyestha (Rohini)
is to the west of the southern
-_—
27nak.~sys(cm“asZS6OBC. The astronomica) reform (para VII, xxi)
by the inclusion of ABKijlt can be calculated thus : Long. of Jyestha-
Rohint Antares), s the older 27 nak.-sys. in 495 A.D,=228° 54°. Longi-
tude of the first pt, of Dhantsjhamagss 29° (in 499 A.D.). Distance of
star Jyeqtha from the firsy Pl Of Dhanisthz=1203° 25 (in 499 A.D.).
Beginning of the nak. Jyestha 1n the 27 nak.-zodaic=293° 2¢. Subtract
(293° 25' 353 20'm° 51),” The gray Jsestha was thus only 5 in advance
of the beginning of the nak 5t 27 nak.-zodaic). According
to the 28 nak.-system, the Jonz. of naksatra Jyestha=282° 517 26" 5
Long. of the “star Jyesphg g3 25'. Thus the distance between the star

hantsth (27 nak zodiacyen10° 33 34, The
3ith nak. (¢ W shifted tawar,

is fixed in the sky and
solstice, which gradually

J o > cach nakgatra is
5). e en, i il oW
20diac) in Korikg 4 calculalu; l‘:x:sf:v cl:l::;t q:;n?l:enl‘s:h:: of
3479 A.D.y was 295+ 20%; Long. of the 1o pt. of Dhanisthd
l!l.nl. of Kritika, (23 nak. zodiae)=270° 0. Precesslon
si?yeﬁ_z;: 0'=2525". “The duration of this interval
e - Thus the date of e crossing of the Ist point
20d12¢) viay 4992037 1345 AD.~1347BC.

19 the intetvajm
was therefore |
of Krarika (28
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©

and slowly changes at the rate of 1° in 72 years (pre-
cession of cquinoxes), and it moves towards the west.
In the days of the Bhdrata war it took 67 days=67°
for the sun to pass from Jyestfia to then winter solstice.
In 499 A.D. the same distance required 40.2 days=
40°2. 1n 1900 A.D., the journey was covered in 20.8
days. Thus in the interval between the Bhirata war
and 1900 A.D. the sun required 67—20.8=46.2 days=
46°2. and in the interval between 499 A.D. and 1900
A.D. it took 40.2-—20.8 =19.4 days=19°4. If ‘D’ be
put for the year of the Bhirata war, the date of the
war comes out to be :(—

1900-D/1401 (i.e. 1900—499)==46.2/19.4=1900-D=
46.2/19.4 x 1401=3335.

Thus D =1900—3335=—1435 A.D.=1436 B.C. or put
in another form.

If 72 years are required to effect a shift of 1°the
number of years required for shifting 46° 2=46.2 x72
=3327 years. But this shift in 1900 A.D. was pro-
duced in 1900-D years. Thus 1900-D=3327. Hence
D=1900-3327 = —1427 A.D.=1428 B.C. Later in,
by a more precise calculation Bhattacharya shows that
the first day of the war was October 27, 1432 B.C.

He supports this date from the statement of Markandeya
{see para VII, xx1). He demonstrates that at the time
of the war, the naksatra-zodiac was divided into 28
naksatras. The reason was that the vernal equinox
was in Kritikd@ naksatra (2560—1589 B.C); and the
people wanted it to continue.

This was achieved by converting the 27 naksatra-zodiac,

intoa

28 naksatra-zodiac by the inclusion of Abhyit (Vega) ;

and thereby Kretika’s association with vernal equinox was ex-
tended by 3.1/3 degree, i.c. 3.1/3 % 72=242 years, in 1589 B.C.
(as shown 1n the footnote no. 26), This extension came to its
final end 1n 1347 B.C., as this method of expansion could not
be applied when vernal equinox crossed over the limiting pasi-
tion of the end of the third quarter of Bharani (A. Muscae) of
the older system of naksatras i.e., 1347 B.C. To prevent con-
fusion, the first point of Dhanisthd was kept identical in both
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tement
the 27 and the 28 maksatra systems. Hc‘fxcc the sta.
“afreifs qadt sae wfrfaa: )

i are

XIL  The dates determined in the forcgomlg par:sragl;‘s:o o

conﬁrm-cd by the Puranic statements (para VI 1( [?f—sa ‘Ma roarial

ing to which the Magha (Regulus)—.S'aplar,ﬂa it oy
R:khé (i.e., solstitial colure) passed through a p

. tagram
between the stars « and & of Ursa Majoris (sec diagral
below) :—

T B 2y P T Ry S

Qd)& C’Rc‘e-

EXPLANATION OF THE DIAGRAM

It represents (he sky north of the ecliptic, showing the
constellations Ursa Major (Saptarsi=Vedic ‘Rkga"), Ursa
Minor (§I§unﬁm), D ;

opdda), Magha (Leo). The
are CL represents the ecliptic and the X the pole of the ecliptic
AB (i.c, the Polar ¢

the pole of the celestia] equator) grad
K Draconis %as the polestar at this time
polestar in 2200 B.C

(= Draconis was the
-C. (Jacobi,

Ind, Anii, XXM, 1894, 154-59).
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The pt. midway between and Urss Maglxd-Saptar.;i-
Majoris is M. X is the pole of the  [Rekha (Solstial
ccliptic. Line XMT cuts the ecliptic ~ Colure) at the time
at T. If the long. of T is 90° at any of Pariksta 11.
time from the cquinox of date, T
would then show the northern sols- '
tice and XMT would represent solsti-
tial colure.

DRACO==3dHI1§

LEO=w=r '

URSA MINOR = fargart
URSA MAJOR=gefq (&)
DELPHINI=ufezr (=fawsr)

Bhattacharya, has thus calculated the approximate time of
Parikshita 1127 :—

A study of the chart will show that M is the point midway
between the star « and p Ursa Majoris (Sapta-rsis); X is the pole
of the ecliptic (CL) ; AB is Polar circle along which the pole of
the celestial equator shifts towards the west. XM culs the
ecliptic (CL) at T. If the longitude of T happens to be 90° at
‘any time, from the equinox at that time, the point T would
then be. the then northern (i.e. summer) solstice and XMT
would be solstitial colure. The K Draconis, the then pole
star; (long. in 499 A.D.=115° 24') was very close to the solsti-
tial colure. Thus :—

Long. of M (pt. midway between o and B

Ursa Majoris) in 499 A.D. ==116" 207
Longitude of M from the equinox of the

* same date = 90° 0O

Precession of equinoxes upto 499 A.D. = 26> 20’

The interval between Pariksita II and 499 A.D.
26° 20* 49".732=1906 ycars,=499—1906=—1407 A.D.
=1408 B.C.
That this computation is true is shown by the fact that as
the nakgsatra Maghd occupied 115° 29" to 128° 20° of the
ccliptic and the longitude of the Maghd-Saptarsi-Rekhd (solsti-

¥ Journal of Ganganath Jha Res. Institute, Vol. VILI, 1930, pp. 54-55.
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tial colure) XMT was 116° 20/, the solstitial colurcP pa:ilei‘:
through the naksatra Maghd, as required in the Pur

nt, -
sml;(nlllel, The above date i.e., 1450—1400 B.C. for the th@;
war has also been confirmed by the rescarches of Dr. XS:cd

Kumar Chatterjec and Sri S.B. Roy. The former has worl

it out 1hus?8 ; -

. o'l‘he statement of the Purdpas that the interval betwg;n
Pariksita Il and the commencement of the aNn‘mni:
Dynasty is 1050 years is to be preferred as the stat_cmc
that this interval was 1500 years as the latter woyld give afi
average generation interval of 54 years, which is lmEOSS}bIC H
that Pariksita died at the age of 60 years (AMahabhdrata,
Crt. ed., Adiparva, Vol. 1, p- 202 ; para VH, xix) ; that the
statement of Krsna, to Karpa, (Crt. ed. Vol. YL P;_
505, Udysgaparva, 5.141.3 ; para VII, ji) and the passing o
Bhisma or the winter solstice day (Crt. Ed. Vol. XVI, pt.
2, p. 781, Anuédsana Parva 13,153.12 ; para VII, xxi), show
that war began at the beginning of the bright fortaight of

the month of Agrdhayana (Margasirsa), and the date, would
be 1447 B.C.

XIV. Roy has also dealt with the statements of KFSU? and
Bhisma, referred to above, and he stafes that the correct inter-
pretation of the statement of Bhisma is that2® ;- 3

“O Yudhigthira, the sun has certainly turned north...it

ought to be the lunar month of Magha well began, and tithi

ought to be 375

of the white fortnight.” (Thus unlike
Bhattacharya, who holds that the tithi was Sukla 8th, Roy
holds that it was the Junction of the 2nd and 3rd ¢ithis, and
the winter solstj

¢ occurred the day before. He states “The
winter solstice ought to ¢a]

ke place on Maghd Sukla Dvitiyé-
Tritiya" ; and thay this §

Magha Shukla Panchami s and a century
later Lagadha (Vedariga Jyasisa) Placed it at the junction of

K. Chatteriee, Paper on (e Date of the Bharata war read at the
Seminar at Vigyr Sewa-Ashrama, Bijnor, Oct, 1975, See also his Ane.
Ied, Lig, and Culy, Teadition, 1974

1 v PP. 72-73,
e, India, 1974, pp. 3831,
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Pausha Krsna and Alagha Sukls. He works out the date

to be between 1486-1414 B.C.

XV. Roy confirms this date by an interpretation of the
reference to the nahsatra in the Hisse-Borla inscriptton
reading® :—

fag aew gue ar 3o 9~ (VT I gFe)... (1)
ar(7) 150 AFEHAT Y A
The problem 1s the identification of the naksatra mention-

ed 1n the mscrption. Roy maintains that3! :—
(@) of the three pairs of nahsatras 1 which the 27 nak-

0Ep; Indica, Vol. XXXVIL, pt 1, 1967, P 1T
W dncient India, 1974, 131135 He finds support for his date from the
work of Aryabhatti, which gives the Legmmng of Kalt .
(Ibid , pp 141 47). Curiously, cnough Jayaswal, JBORS, Vol 11,
1917, 246-262, aiso by utilising the data in the Matsia, Vvau and
Brahmanda (para VII, xx1v) arrived at the same conclusion and assigned
the beginning of Kaliyuga to 1388 BC Some scholars in the recent con-
troversy have derided the value of astronomical evidence It 15 worth-
while reminding them that even the ancient Egyptian chronology, on
which depends the chronology of ancrent Sumero-Akkadian civilization
stself 15 based on the astrononucal wsothic cycle”, wnd Sir ‘Max Mallowan
(Camb Ane. Hist , Rev , 1971), Vol L, pt 2,pp 242-3, has been constrain=
ed to deny the reliabifity of the fatest C-14 dates which would begin the
Early Dynasty I 1n 2200 BC as the evidence of Egzyptian astronomy
(sothic cycle papyrit) and epigraphy_can this
chronology depends the date of the Indus Civ ' The relabihity of astro-
nomically determmmmﬁ'{t 1s well brought out by Sen
Gupta (dnc Ind Chro, 1947 pp 222-243) One example should suffice.
Dr Fleet, on the basis of Alberum’s statement (Sachau’s tras, Vol 1,
p 7) and assisted by S B Dint, (see Corus Inscriptionuimn Indicaru, 111,
127) stated that the Gupta cra year 1=319-21 Thisas not good enough
Sen Gupta, Ibid, PP 244-262, has examined 12 iscriptions which give
astronomucal data as also the Gupta year in which they were tnvised
One such wscription 1s the Eran iascription of Budhagupta (Gupra
Inscrip , p 80), which states —

T geTEatd (15%) datn g 1 39 X

AToTE Wi gAw aawr goREd n
" Sen Gupta examine this date (484 A D) as gwven in the mscription
us
“The inscription states that the 12th titht of the hight half of lunar

Asadha of the Gupta year 165 fellion 1 thursday By utihzing modern

astronomicnl method the result1s

The year 165 1 astronomucally similar 10 1924 AD The elapsed
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7] a
satra zodiac was divided, only the Pirva anc\csfjllttta:;r
Bhidrapada nakgatra will sui‘l z;hc tex; ;_sdlllah‘c \;ould e

ming that it was (a) ‘Uttara

2:151?: thcg Parvasadha century would have t?w be 1\::::':
124224 A.D., and the Purinas m.enuon that o,
padma Naida lived in the Parvasidha century ; oy
the latter would be pulled down ﬂ:om ‘1h<.: 4th ce::a o
B.C.; (b) If the naksatra in the mscx_'xplxon be "
to refer to Uttara Phalguni, the Magha century wohi-
have to be in 2450 B.C., and this would pu§h Ma .
padma Naiida to 1450 B.C. or more. This also

years betwcen this year and 1924 A.Dom 140 (serealy=525969 days.
Increase it by 11.¢.5,25,970 and divide this by 7. The remainder o
12, he has converted the 525,969 into weeks. Thus the Inserip! lJqu
statement that it was a thursday fs confirmed, and it corresponds to Pl
13,1924, Applying, 525,969 backward to July 13, 1924 A.D..' and arri |
at the date June 21, 434 A.D., the date of the inscription. This datc w :
14.5 Julian centuries4-181.25 days before Jan. 1, 1500 A.D. Hence o
June 21,484 AD a¢ G.M.N.
Mean Sun=91° |3¢ 507.64
Mean Moonm235° 7 53742
Lunar Perigee=335° 237 2".80
Asceadent Node=277° 147 517,51
Sun's Apogee=7(* 147 327
Sun’s cccznlrici(y—.0l73175 .
From these the same Mean places at preceding Ujjayini midnight
would b2 on June 20,484 A.D. :—
Mean Sunwgge 307 47+.38
Meas Mocnmz25e 45°41.78
Lupar Perigeceadsse 13- 17,61
A, Node=277° 17/ 77.08
Thus at Ujjaying me2n midnigh
ith thihi yas Current, and next day,
of the tunar mony of Aszgng
By Siddhzssie Method ‘~According to 1he
€pta, the Kayi Ahargzna on this Wedrnesday ar the
nighy Was= 1309545, Hence -
Mean Sunmgge 34
Mean None260 23/ 17~
Linar pery 8ce=335% 427 <cor
A.Nodza2yre 3517,
The 3bose twp sets
fair Agrcement,
4D,

Hence 2ce=119 0564
5/4xe?=17290

e

Apparent Sun=90°2’
do—~Moon=219° 47
(oearly)

tof the day before (Wednesday), lbe
 thursday, had at sunrise the 12th  tithi

Zdyaka ofB;ham'r
Ujjaiyini Mean Mid

of the mean efemengs for the same instant are in
Hence the dare of 1,0 {ascriptlon Is Thursday, fune 21, 484
vandthe Zepg Jear of the

Gupta era g5 thus 319 4.p»
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impossible. Thus the word ‘Uttara’ in the inscription
should be associated with Uttara Bhadrapada naksatra.

() Roy demonstrates that the year mentioned in the ins-

cription should be connected with the Vikrama era
(i.e. Malwa cra) of 57 B.C., as Gai maintains, and not
the §aka cra of 78'A.D. If this be accepted then every-
thing falls into its proper place. Assuming, therefore,
that the inscription year is in terms of Vikrama era, the
date of the Bharata war is :—

Let X by the date of the Bhirata war. According to the
hypothesis of Gai, the Maghd century begins 36 years after (on
the tradition that Kali began 36 years after the war). Hence
the beginning of Maghd century=X-36 B.C. Since Parva-
sidha comes after ten naksatras (system of 27-naksatras)
and Uttara Bhddrapada after 16 naksatras, the beginning of
the Pitrvasadha century would be=X-+ 100+36=X+ 1000436
=X+41036 B.C. Similarly, the beginning of Uttara Bhadra-
pada centuty would be X+ 1636 B.C. and the end thereof X
1736. Hence the inscription is 380 Saka (this word has
been often used to denote a year only)=X+1736. Thus X=
380—1736=—1356. But “0” Saka=57 B.C. Hence X=
(—1356)=1357+-57 B.C.=1414 B.C. for the date of the War. &

Thus literary and astronomical evidence converges on the
point that the war was fought about 1432-1414 8.C. Although
the arguments advanced by Roy, A.K. Chatterjee and T.
Bhattacharya are independent and frequently different from
each other, their dates are the same, as all hold that in the first

day of the Bhidrata war, the sun was in Jeystha-rohini
(ANTARES).

XVI. The attention of scholars is also invited to the observa-
tions of two cminent Egyptologists regarding the tendency to
adopt lowest dates on purcly arbitrary gounds :—

(@) Sir Alan Gardiner (Egypt of the Pharaohs, p. 68)%3,

commenting upon the attempt scholars like Albright,
Helck, Alexander Scharfl, stated “For our part we find
1t difficult to accept for the beginning of Dyn. Iso lowa
date as 2850 B.C., that proposed by the late A, Scharfl’

1200mpare the protest of 11,11, Wilson, Whitney, St. Hillaire, against
Max Muller (sce para 111, footnotes 9 and 10.)
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onthe basis of the equally uncertain chronology of
Babylonia.

(b W.C. Hayes (Camb, Anc. Hist. {Rev., 1971), l! p. 173
(pt. 113 It does not, however, entitle us to dlsre[::ard
this evidence and arbitrarily telescope the earlicr ?cnods
of Egyptian history to allow for synchronisms with the
admittedly fluid chronologies of neighbouring lands or
merely to gratify an intuitive feeling that such eras as
the Early Dynastic Period and the Old Kingdom ‘could

not’ have been as long as our ancient sources indicate
that they were.”

The correct approach to ancient traditions is best illustrated
in the words of Sir Alfread Lyall Asiatic Studies, 1st Series, 1884,
p. 31) :—"If we may only receive as credible thosc ancient
narratives which could not possibly turn out 1o be very plausible
fiction, we shall be hard pushed for the trustworthy authentica-
tion of much early history, religious and secular. Secondly
the example of the supposed assertion as to simultaneous rainfall
at Plataea and in Masachusetts is hardly fair. A man’s assertion
of an isolated fact of which he could not possibly have any know-
ledge, either directly or by hearsay, is a very different thing from
affirming credible facts which might reasonably, and according
to the known habits of the people who relate the facts, have been
banded down by tradition from the persons who witnessed them
to those who related them*’,

XVI. The date 1432-1414 B.C, for the Bhirata war is also

supported by the reconciliation of the Yuga-ganand of the
}furipaswim_\hcbiolmir-”‘ istical determination of gen
tion interval®s ;—

. uln‘ :q:ly 10 these who doubt the interval 1015 years between Pariksita
:;,nd » p the st of Hayes, Camb, Anc. Hist.
G979) Vol 1, 0t. 1. p. 173 * Here the furin canon (v, 17) comes to our aid
with a total fizure of 955 yrs .. we lune no choice but 19 accept the figure at
i1 foce salue.” The figure is actuatly out by 88 years, 25 one of lhz‘l’hﬂa‘
chs (:folhc‘vllh dynasty isginen 29 years by the Tur:n‘ <anon, while Monu-
wm_:;‘sdcm and Marnetho give him 53 years. Also Gardiner, Op. Cit.,
Hn rebatting the asiertion of
74-75;;q.xol:d under para 1 of thiy
L 0S8 B, Putiopaig (Bahals i 2 i nkhs 3,
Vol. I, pt. 3, yuty 193¢ ; Conﬁrm(zd egrl.d )Cp::c:;:;’c :—:;AEC:’ o Sﬁ?ﬁﬁ
Stadies in bnlian Mistory 1563, p, 5.5, i ’

Grote, History of Greece, Vol. 1L pp.
paper,
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The agreement between the Purinic chronology af;d
that formulated by Dr. G.S. Bose, is remarkable. There arc only
three discrepancies, (a) Rima of Ayodhya is placed by. hlm.::
Drépara instead of Trerd, as the Purinas confused him wi .
different Ramas and (b) the discrepancy between th-c 23rd am
24th generations is due to the statistical uncertainty in the actual
duration of the generation interval in particular cases an‘d (c) the
discrepancy in the case of Maadhatst (15th-16th Yuga) is ‘a“)out
15 months per generation interval and is statistically negligiblc.

It will be recalled that Brhadabala of Ayodhyd was killed in
Cakravyitha in the Bhirata war,

XVIL. One point mayalso be noted. Some scholars have
said that the astronomical statements in the Vedic literature, the
Puripas and the Epics are back calculations. It has been proYCd
beyond doubt that before the discoveries of Newton, Licbnitz,
La Place,La Grange, ctc., back caleulations could not have been
made; they are based on observational astronomy.®® Archaeology

*P.C. Sengupta, Science and Culture 1938, pp. 26-29 sdne. Ind. Chro.
1947, pp. 1924 John Playfair, Ldinburgh Review, 1970, reproduced by
Dhatmapal, fndian Science and Technology inthe Eighteentl Century (Impex
india, Dethi, 1971),, pp, 9-62. He was a noted astronomer, Physicist and
Mathematician. He writes (@) about the tablgs of star positions (p. 24),
conaected with Kalryygg era, that these tableg go back far into antiquity,
() Re : the Movesble Zodiac (128). “The Brahimins place the beginning of
their moveable zodiac at the time of the epoch 54> before the vernal equinox
cnin the longitude of 10g 6°, 2ccording 1o our, mcthod of reckonning.
Now M. Le Gentil brought with him a defincation of the Indian zodiac
from which the Places of the stary in it may be ascertained with tolerable
SXactiess. In particular, 5 appears, that Aldebaran (Rohizi), or the first
a1 of Taurus, 15 placed in the last deg. of the 4th consxcllélion, or 53° 20"
distast from the beginnung of the zodize, Aldebaran was therefore 407
before the point of the serpal €quinex, according to the Indian astronomy,
i the yeur 3102 Before Christ, But the 33me star by the best modern
obsenations, was, in the yeay 1750, in longitude 25 g 17+ 47; and had it
sone forward, 3ccording 10 the presens ¥3i€ of precession of the equinoxcs,
307113 aanually, @ rmust have been, at the ery of Calyougham, 1°37°*
before the equmnxh.c But this reyly is ¢ bz correcteq, ig conscq:u:x:cc of
4 the precession, disconered Ve

2dition of 1° 45291, 15 1, longitude “::y“)\lﬁclg; o »?t:'a;‘:c,'\l:y ll::
longitude of thay giay 130 ; i hich gives

tham, sgreeing ,haf from vernal equingx, g the time of the Calyou-
This ;nu‘;::.g ¥ithin 53¢ with the determinatiog of the Indian astronomy.
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has not yet been able to find any evidence which can throw any
doubt on the date thus determined, based as 1t 1s on both histori-
cal and astronomical data

this place to Aldebaran for the beginming of the Calyougham, had they
calculated 1t from 4 modern observation  For 1s thy make the motion of
the fixed stars too great by more than 3 ‘ annually (1¢ precession rate of
54" adopted by Indians as against the mghly incorrect 36’ of Hiparchus=
(KCV) 1f they had calculated backward from 1491, they would have placed
the fixed stars less advanced by 4° or 5°, at thewr ancient epoch,” (c)
‘*At the same time that this shows how difficult 1t 1sto back even for <
lesser period than that of 3000 years, 1n an astronomical computation, 1t
affords a proof, altogether demonstrative that the Indian astronomy 1§ not
derived from that of Ptolemy * (d) Re the mean place of the moon,at 3102
BC,hewnites ‘that the difference between the modern computations (e g
Mayer’s tables), and the anc Indian 1s less than 2/3rd of a degree, which
forso remote an age and considering the acceleration of the moons
motion, for which no allowance could be made in an Indian calculation, 1s
a degree of accuracy that nothing but actual obseriation could have produced
(e) * The equation p 38 of the sun’s centre is an element n the Indian
astronomy, which has a more unequivocal appearance of belonging to an
carlier period than the Calyougham (f) On p 63, playfaur observes, © OfF
Such high antiquity, therefore must we suppose the origin of this astronomy
unless we can believe, that all the comcidences which have been enumerated
are but the effects of chance or what indeed were still more vonderful, that,
some ages ago, there had arisen a Newton among the Brahnuns to discorer
that universal principle which connects not only the most distant region of
space, bui the most remole periods of duration and De La Grange fo trace,
through the unmensity of both, 1ts most subtle and complicated operations’*
(8) On p 63, again, he shows that the cquation of the sun s centre and the
obliquity of the caiptic When compared with those of the present tume,
seen to point to a period still more remote, and to fix the ortpin of this
astronomy 1000 or 1200 years carlier,that 1s 4300 years before the Chrnistian
era (Alltalics are mine K C V') Sce Elizabeth Baity, Current Athro pology
Act 1973, on Archaco Astronomy and Etlino-Astronomy, and the comi-
ments of SB Roy theretn and also latter s Anet India , where he has
pointed out the bearing of the work of the BG Tifak, on the work
now being done by scholar like Dr Bauy



MAHABHARATA AND INDIAN ART

V. P. Dwivedj

Being deeply rooted in Indian culture, the Afahabhdrata hﬂS
formed one of the perennial sources of Indian art. Man}.’ _ln_c-
rary works were also inspired by the epic. The Kﬁvyas K‘MZZ-
Juriiyam of Bharavi, Naisadhiyacharita of Sriharsa, Sx.fupdlava' a
of Migha in Sanskrit; Naladansant of poet Babullah in Persian,
and Jayadrathavadha and Vakasarihara of poct Maithili Sarana
Gupta in Hindi are only a few examples, It js signiﬁcanElO note
that practically all the storjes contained in the Mahabhart{lﬂ
ound depiction in Indian art, thereby attesting to the popularity
enjoyed by the great epic during the fast two thousand years.

EARLIEST MANUSCRIPT AVAILABLE

Itis really 3 preat pit,
sonage started finding pl
B.C., the earliest k

s complete) belongs only to
the 13th. century A.D, (to be precise, 1261 A.D.) and js housed
in Shantiniketan Library.2 {t 45 surprising that manuscripts dis-
covered so far differ qQuite a bit in their texts. But the fact that
amost all the important languages of India, Sanskrit, Bengali,

fSuklh.mkar, VS., T2e ranyahaparyan, Partq, Poona,
Iniroduction, The Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institu
Publishing the Critical Edition of Mahzbhzrata, variou

ont based o5 the collat; uadred manuxripts,

1942, p. VI of
te, Poona, has

s parvas, cach
102 of severq) h
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Telegu, Malayalam, Kannada, ctc., have yielded manuscripts of
the Maldbhdrata belonging to different periods, shows that the
epic was extremely popular with the masses and its copies were
constantly in demand, although only in the mediaeval period.

EARLIEST ART DEPICTIONS

Despite this popularity we do not find Mahéabharata illustra-
tions before the 2nd cent. A.D. There again Krsna stories find
greater favour with the artists than the rest, for which the source
of inspiration could be more than one.* The representation of
Krsna can, however, be found on the coins of Agathacles be-
longing to 2nd cent. B.C.5 This may be, at the present state of
our knowledge, the earliest depiction of Krsna in Indian art.
Another depiction of Krsna, learning Brihmi alphabets at the
dshrama of Guru Sandipana, on a terracotta find from Sugh,
Haryana, has also been assigned to the 2nd cent. B C.8

Kusdna period, responsible for introducing many new images
for the first time in Hindu iconography, gave visual forms to
many Mahabhirata characters Statues of Kispa are more
numerous than of any other personage.” Needless to say that
this was because of his divine origin. Most of these were fashion-

ed at Mathura. A panel relief (77X 4.5”) housed in the Govern-
ment Museum, Mathura, shows Viasudeva Krsna, Ekanarnsa
and Balarama.® Balarima too found frequent representation in
Kusana art.?

SSukthankar, V 8., (Ed )} Mahabhirara, Poona, 1942

4In the Mahabhirata he 1s pnimanly a warrior god, a sparitual guide
and the helper of the Pandavas., The epic has exalted hum on every possi-
ble occasion and has given elaborate details of numerous insignificant
anecdotes of his life; but 1t hardly mentions anything about his childhoed.
Just 1n contrast to it, the Puragas narrate his childhood and tell us very
{uttle about hus later hife.

sInformatson from Dr. P. Banerjee, who is working on a comprehen-
sive volume *Krishna in Indian Art > Courtesy achnowledged

8Chhabra, B C., ““Sugh terracotta with Brahmi Bacakhaqi', Bulletin,
National Museum, New Delbi, No, 2, pp. 14-16,

Information from Dr. P. Banerjec. Courtesy acknowledged.

8Acc. No, 67. 529. Also sce: Snivastava, V.N. and Mishra Sivadhar,
«Inventory of Mathura Muscum sculptures since 1939 uptodate™, Builzn'r:
of Museums and Archaeology in U.P., No, 11-12, Lucknow, 1973, p. 55.

ibid.
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The story of Raja Usinara giving shelter to a'pig?on and Ahcnl;
giving away his own flesh in order to save lh:.: bird (in l;ﬂﬂ}ouid
in disguise), a well known Jegend of the )b{aha?hﬂrlaota, a 151? et
depiction on a railing pillar of the Kusina pcnc_)d. On the Dding
side of this pillar a charming female figure is shown stan £
with a bird on her right shoulder and holding a buncE f)f grape:
in her left hand. The inner side shows the story of Raji Usilr:ara
in three panels, the lower most of which is badly damaged. 1o
The story of Risya-Sriga also forms a part of the Ma ﬂf
bharatal? and often found depiction in Kusdna sculptures o
Mathura, Ekasrnga or Rsyasrifiga, son of Vibhandaka, bad a
hom over his head. King Lomapada’s territory was hard hit by

draught and he was advised that if he could bring Rsyarga to
his territory, his arrival will cause rain, The young Brahmachirl,
who had never seen a women in his life, was lured to the King-
dom and his arrival caused rain. Depiction of this story on more
than one pillar shows jts popularity. One pillar shows, on the
front side, a charming woman boldinga pot, and on the back
side the entire story in panels.’¥ Another pillar shows the Rsi m
wonder!$ He can easily be recognised by the horn over his
head.

The fact that these minor stories of the Mahbhdrata wese
depicted on the railiog pillars at Mathura shows, on the one
hard, their popularity with the masses and on the other their
didactic charzcter, Pethaps that js why they are shown on the

inner side. Also, that while doing the pradiksina of the shrine,
the visitors could easily see them and take lessons from them,

slA_uLu, Sherman E., Anciens Sculptures from India, Cleveland. 1964, pL.

Bt may be interested 1o no,
Razmarnzmg,

te that the gams
L dated 1593 A D .

theme occurs on a leaf of
at Baroda Museum and Picture Gallery.
Baroda, See; Gangoly, 0.0 Critical Catalogue of mintature Paintings in the
. or 28 in
BamdaMu.myn Baroda, 1961, p. 11,

"Ranmahchui. C.. Mahebhirara, Bogs,

bay, 1975, pp. 112116,
33Sharm,, R.C., Motk Museum Introdye, rar
435 (?m. No. 11,151y,
1

tion, Mathura, 1971, pp. 44-
'bid., Py, XHKXVIIL; Also gees Agrawal, v, Indicn Art, Varanasi,
1565, 0202 108, 51 XU 1 g y35s, t ‘
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MAHABHARATA THEME IN GUPTA ART

The Gupta period, the golden age of Indian literature and
art, scems to have brought more popularity to the Mahabhdrata,
perhaps because the rulers of this dynasty were ‘Parama Bhaga-
vatas'. During this period, not only sculptures showing Krsna in
his various forms were carved but also other Mahdbharata scenes
found depiction. The Bhérat Kald Bhavan at Vardnasi has a
splendid example of this period showing Govardhanadhara Krsna
(74" x 4'10"), carved in Chunar sandstone.}s Itis assigned to
6th century A.D. Another sculpture, showing the same scene,
has been discovered at Mandor and on stylistic grounds can be
assigned to even an earlier period, 4th-5th cent. A.D} Three
stone sculptures of this period, showing Balarama are housed in
the Government Museum, Mathura.t?

A terracotta plaque (21.5"%2'4") showing two warriors
mounted on chariots fighting each other with bows and arrows,
both clad in full armour and wearing 2 channavira or warrior’s
cross-belt on the chest with a kirsimukha clasp has been dis-
covered at Ahichchhatra.}8 It has been identified as ‘fight bet-
ween Yudhisthira and Jayadratha’ by Shri T.N. Ramachandran
and Sri C. Sivaramamurti.}® This may, therefore, be called the
first depiction of the Mahdabharata’s main story in Indian art.
The earlier depictions, it may bs mentioned, showed either
Krspa or Balarama or some minor stories. The source of in-
spiration for these themes could be other than the Mahabhdrata
as well. But for this panel it can be said with some amount of
certainty that the artist must have got his theme from the

Mahabharata itself.
Mahabharata (Vanaparva)2® while describing the incident of

15Tadiya, ‘Govardhanadhari’, Kalanidhi, Varanasi, Vol. 2,pl. L.

18Coomaraswamy, A.K., History of Indian and Indonesian Art, New
York, 1965, pl. XLIV, 166.

13Srivastava, V.N., and Mishra, Sridhara, op. cit., p. 53.

18Agrawal, V.S., *Terracotta figurines of Ahichchhatra, District
Bareilly, U.P.”, Ancient India, 4 New Delhi, 1948, pl- LXVIL

19 Ramachandran, T.N., Kiratarjunlya, JISOA, Vol. XXVIII, p. 22
Sivaramamurti, C., Indian Sculpture, p.72 pt. 22. But opinions, some-
times, do duffer on this identification.

20\ fahabharata, Vanaparva, 47, 13 3 90, 27.
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Arjun’s penance for pisupata weapon mentions Nam-l":ldzrily:z:;
a theme which we find depicted faithfully at Deogarh. Pt
Lalitpur, in Madhya Pradesh. This famous panel of 1l c:]e exlljds
period shows that the artists were fully aware of t}Ee g the
and incidents descsibed in the AMahabharata. According to e
Epic,?2 the two brothers performed penance seated on P’llh e
or pedestals. At Deogarh, it is significant to note that they
are shown seated on pedestals,

The story of Arjuﬁ?’is penance to obtain the pdsupata Y-'eapoﬂ
from Lord Siva seems to have gained popularity during the
Gupta period as its depiction in sculptures became a cf)mm(;lﬂ
feature throughout the country.® It continued during the
subsequent periods, The Indian Museum Calcutta l:na.s thl'?°
Gupta period pillar fragments from Candimau, Rajaona, in
Bihar, showing this story in sculptured panels. 24

The post-Gupta sculptures in India also depict some of }hc
well known Mahdbhiraty scenes. Scenes from Krsna’s life,
depicted on the Badami fort-gates, are assignable to ¢. 600 A.D.

Krsna raising the mountain Govardhana, another popular l_hcme
of the epic, has been carved quite realistically at Mahabali-
puram, near Madras,

Yet another panel at Mahibalipuram
shows Krsna milking th

e cow. These sculptures are assigned to
the Pallava period, 7th century A.D 28

MAHABHARATA THEME IN PALLAVA ART

The fact that some of the rock
period at Mahabalipuram have been named after the Papdava
brothers and Draupads he popularity of the Afahd-
bharatain souh India3  This sjte also has one of the most
gigantic sculptured panels, carved on a single rock, showing

“cut temples of the Pallava

shows 1

. "Ramchan.dram, T.N., “Fresh light o the Deogarh selief of Nara-
Narayaga™, 1HQ., Vol, XXVII, nos, 191.96
‘—’,Mn}:zbhbun. $aatiparva, 344, 43,
#Ramachangr. ha < .
e ma, TN, 1950-51, 0p ¢y , rp 1110
:-‘lbn'd:. P.-3.pl1ac,
“Srinivatasa, K R | cae Temples of 1e Pallmas, New Delbi, 1964,
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Arjuna’s penance.?” The carving “unique and unlike any other
ancient monument in India’ has been a matter of controversy
for a long time. It has been interpreted variously. However,
T.N. Ramachandran has convincingly shown?® that the panel
shows nothing else but ‘penance of Arjuna’ on the top of the
Tndrakild hill in front of which Gangi flowed and where Siva
visited Arjuna and awarded him pd$upardstra. The carving is
assigned to 8th cent. A.D.

The fight between Kirata and Arjuna occurs again on the
vimdna of the temple of SvarnajvaleSvara at Bhuvanedvara,
Orissa, datable to ¢. 7th century A.D.2® The plastic rendering
is obviously after the Mahdbhdrata version as the Kirata
appears in the scene in the company of his consort, viz., Parvatt
clad in the dress of a huntress.

MAHABHARATA THEME IN MEDIEVAL PERIOD

In south India the theme seems to have gained much
popularity as it occurs again and again. An inscribed pillar
from Vijayavada district, Andhra Pradesh, now in the Govern-
ment Museum, Madras, depicts the story in ten panels carved
on all the four sides.30 On the basis of the Telugu inscription,
as well as on stylistic grounds, it is assigned to ¢, 9th cent. A.D.

At Thanjavur the story of Arjuna’s penance is shown on a
panel (8% 5%’} now fixed on the right side of the second
gopuram of the Brhadifvara temple.3! Interestingly enough,
there are two inscriptions of Rajendra Coja I (1012-1044 A.D,)
which refer to an image of ‘Kiratirjunadeva’32 The place also
provided us with a copper image (1 metre) of Lord Siva’s
Kiratarjunamarti. It is four-armed and is assigned to ¢. 11th
cent. A.D. According to Krishna Sastri, it is the same image
which is referred to in two early inscriptions,3 Thus, the
occurrence of the story in stone carving, inscriptions and

*"Ramachandran, op. cit., pp. 58-59, pLV.

281bid.

2%bid., pp. 26-35.

307bid., pp. 22-26, pl. 11,

311bid., p. 100, pl. VIIL

32Ramachandran, op. cit., p. 97.

33Krishna Sastri, South Indian Images, p, 143, f.n. i,
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copper-bronze images shows how popular this Mahabhirata
story was in this part of the country. .,

The Paupatedvara temple at Tiruvetkalam, South A_rcot, 13
not only named after the story contained in the Mah’aéhdmta
but also provides us with metal images of Siva as Kuam,_ of
Uma and of Arjuna.3® The fact that here in this temple Al'.Jl-.mﬂ
found a place of worship, is enough to show that his position
was elevated. In this unique bronze image he is carrying two
quivers at his back and is standing in ‘aRjalimudra’ While
the Siva image is assigned to Sth cent. A.D., the other two, of’
Uma and Arjuna, are dated to I1th cent. A,.D.3%

The temples at Halebid, Mysore, depicts not only the
famous Kiratarjuniya theme in its sculptural panels but also the
scenes of combat based on the Mahabharata stories.24  In fact,
war scepes, full of movement of men, clephants, horses,
chariots, ctc., make a beautiful theme 1o carve on the viméana
of the temples at Halebid, Somnathpur and Belur, These are
datable to ¢. 12th century A.D. These examples prove that the
Tv:ﬂhﬁbhéram themes were quite popular in Karnataka region
also.

Kirdtirjuna theme, the most favourite of all the Mahi-
bharata themes met with among the south Indian sculptures,
find depiction at Srifailam, Pushpagiri, Yapanti, Andhra
Pradesh (16th century A.D.) and Sankaridurgam and Krishna-
puram in Tamil Nadu (17th century A.D.)27 Though there
are minor differences in their depiction, yet they attest to the
:ddc popularity of this theme in Andhra Pradesh and Tamil

adu,

. Wall paintings, too, depict Mahabhirata themes. The
famous Lepakshi temple in Andhra Pradesh has a pancl show-
82 Arjuna marrying Draupadt, Arjuna’s penance, and Arjuna
:lllbzkr’nchandfan, op. fb‘. P.90, pl. VII, and IX b,

. r-h \lull!)eof inierest to note that Tiruvetakalam preserves
amua‘rylo ;\!r)un.a:(eud with Kir#ta’ in human memory through an
: ocal festival. It shows the mock-fizht between several men
xess:::: as hunters and 3 man dressed as Arjuna

ey Tom ﬂ:baxbums of the Archacological Survey of India, New
mph; olrlmlnna\T;: ll;l:::d. Somnathpur and Belur, contain photo-
ome can se B e On the Mababhsrata story. Among them

$Ramackandran, o, o bed of arrows (negative no, 1000/1955).
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obtaining Pdsupatastra from Siva, etc.?8 . T.N. Ramachandran
is of the opinion that the depiction of Kirdtarjuna theme at
Lepikshi is based on the AMahdbhdrata3® These paintings are
datable to 16th century A.D. In them the Vijayanagara painters
are at their best.

Mattancheri Palace at Cochin also contains paintings based
on the theme of Siva as hunter giving away Pasupatdstra to
Arjuna. It is on the south wall of chamber no. 2,40 These are
datable to ¢, 17th century A.D.

Kalamkari temple-hangings from Andbra Pradesh also
depict various stories of the Mahdbharata.

From 16th century onwards, the Afahdbhidrata provides the
most rich source of themes for miniature paintings. The most
famous of these are the paintings of Razmandmd (Persian tran-
slation of the Mahabhdrata) of the Mughal period.4! Several sets
of Ruzmandama paintings exist in different museums of the world,

Themes like Nala-Damayanti, Rukmini-Harana, etc., which
arc part of the Mahabhirata, occur again and again in Rajas-
thani#2 and Pahari®? paintings of 17th, 18th and 19th centuries
A.D. showing that the epic sustained the interest of the painters

as well as of the patrons through the centuries.

CONCLUSIONS

The foregoing clearly shows that on the one hand there is
absolutely no depiction of the Mahabharata theme or personage

3iRamachandran, op. cit.

3%1bid., p. 53, pl. IV,

4754, p. 113.

Hendley, Memorials of the Jeypore Exhibiuion, 1883, Vol. IV., Raz-
mandma. This manuscript was completed in 1588 A.D. Baroda Museum,
National Museum, etc.,, also possess some leaves from other Razmanima
sets of the Mughal School.

428harma, O.P., Indian Minatme Pantings, Tokyo, 1973, pl. 20. One
of the paintings shows the marriage of Arjuna with Subhadrz. Recently,
an \llustrated copy of the Aranyaka parva of the Mahabharata has been
noticed at the Asiatic Society of Bombay, Sce, Karl Khandalvala and
Moti Chandra, An illustrated Aranyaka Panan wn the Asiatic Society of
Bombay, Bombay, 1974,

$Goswamy, B.N., Paharl Paintings of the Nala-Damayantt Theme, New
Delhi, 1975,
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in any period of history before the Sunga period, i.c., the 2nd
century B.C., and on the other, it was only from the Gupta
period onwards, i.c., from the 4th century A.D. onwards, that
we really start getting the depiction of scencs of the Mahi-
bhirata theme in Indian art, Before the Gupta period, Indian
art depicted oniy some Mahabhdrata personages.



AHABHARATA AND EPIGRAPHY

ley

are very few inscriptions which give the date of the
-ata. However, we come across at least two inscrip-
ch throw light on the date of the Great Battle.

7.B. Kotle brought to our notice the Hisse-Borala
m of Vakataka king Devasena, of the 5th Cent. A.D.,
sords the construction of Sudar§ana Lake near Washim
Vatsagulma 1n Akola District of Maharashtra). The
m records the date of the construction of the lake as

139 %7 g 97 Y0 9 [dgaag ]

Kotle merpres v ““4n Toe year) 330 when Yhe Seven
¢., the constellation of Ursa Major) were in the asterism
having progressed upto 1/6th part of it (or for six years,
Oth part of 360, the total number of degrees,”! Dr.
as drawn our attention to the two verses of Brhatsati-
cording to which Seven Sages were in Maghdnaksatra
ng Yudhisthira was ruling over the earth and the period
king being 23526 years before the commencement of the
aand they remain in each naksatra for a period of one
i years. Dr. Kotle suggests that the Seven Sages were
ra-phalguni naksatra during Yudhisthira year 201 to 300
1 again be during 2901 to 3000. To find out the corres-
g Saka year, Dr. Kotle deducts 2526 years from Yudhis-
rear, showing that during Saka year 374-474, the Seven
were in the Utiara.

hi Felicitation Volume, p. 381
e PTYT Y 4
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Dr. G.S. Ghai and S. Sank yanan cc ing on the

date of this inscription say :3 *It could not have been the Kali
Era of 3101 B.C. for Kali Era corresponding to Saka 380 woul‘d
be 3559 (31014-3804+78). We may, therefore, suggest that it
may be the Yudhisthira Era”. The learned collaborators of
the Note on the date of this inscription have laboured to
prove that the Saka era 380 referred to in the inscription is
not the Salivihana Saka of 78 A.D. but Vikrama Saka of 57
B.C. which, according to them, gives the date of the king Deva-
sena of Vakitaka dynasty. According to their calculations
Yudhisthira ascended the thrope in the pre-Vikrama-Saka year
2512 and the Yudhisthira year for the Salivahana Saka year 380
would be 3027 (2512+4-57+4-380+-78). Further, the authors of
the Note add, “calculated from the movement of the Seven

Sages, the author of the inscription had in mind the Partksita
year 2991 while

giving the position of the Sages remaining in
Uttard (phalguniy nakstra, In other words, he had followed
the Puragic tradition in giving the position of the Sages,”

As a matter of fact, neither there is mention of Bhirata
War nor Yudhisthira Era in the Hisse-Borala inscription. The
whole calculation of Dr, Kotte or Dr. G.S. Ghai and S.
Sankaradarayanaq is based on the interpretation of the refercnce
of Varibamilura's statement of giving the date of Yudhisthira
in terms of §aka

ch is a subject of controversy among

ke date of Bhirata War 2ccording 10 our calculation) as Seven
Sezes being in Mughs can
AD.

h S8 BVe THqy in the fifth century

Py .l ic, the dalc_of Hisse-Borala inscription. Asa matter of

of the i has been made op the reading ursardsu
o Criplio cannote Uriard-phalguni.

h 4 efully read,

xr.l:rpr:xauon_

A defizite menion of the date of Mahibhirata War in the

PE4s10p80s Indica, VoL XXXVIL, By 1, 5. 6
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carly inscriptions is in the famous Ailole inscription of Pulake-
§in 11 of of Western Calukya dynasty. The relevant verses are
as follows? :
[ER G ECECR ECIELIECH
YYIRIAYH ¢ TAERY TG
99T FAVHRIT GTY TEEREIY F
AT, WA WFATIHT g o Verses 33-34
The date of this inscription according to these verses would
: frmeg (30) + Prageg (3000) -+ wwreg ages g (700)+
nﬁeav:g 7o (5) = 30+30004-700+5 = 3735 yeais after
the Kali Era (calculated after the Bharata War wiegigaifaa:) and
SRR (50) + wgg (6) + g% (500) = 50 + 64500 =
556 after Saka Era. The era of the Saka king is definitefy the
Salivahana Saka of 78 A.D. which gives the date of this i inscrip-
tion as 55678 - 634 A.D. This date of the inscription is
not doubted. Dr. fleet who edited the inscription in its revised
form says : “that Saka 556 (A.D. 634—5) is the date intended
in the present inscription, there can be no doubt.,””® Following
Dr. Fleet, many a time this inscription has been edited. Dr.
Kiethorn® edited it for Epigraphia Indica and he has followed
the datc of Dr. Fleet. If the date of this inscription in Saka
Era is taken to be correct, there should be no reason to doubt
the other date simultancously given in Kali Era (which is cal~
culated after the Bhiirata War sraraifaa;) which date comes to
{3735-634) = 3101 B.C.

‘Kalau Kale®

The term ‘Kalau Kale’ points to the fact that this inscription
was intended also to be simultaneously dated in Kali Era along-
with the Saka ome. The term ‘Bharatdhavadital’ shows that
for a period long removed 1n history, the author of the inscrip-
tion does not forget the Bhiarata War and 1t echoes in his mind
that the War (r<gigd) occurred during the same time. The
starting of Kali Era after the Mahabharata war has found
numerous echoes in the literary tradition. It may not be out of
place to quote a few :

tdihole Inscription of Pulakekin 11, verses 33-34,
$The Indian Antigquary, Vol. VIII, p, 240,
SEpicraphia Indica, Vol. VI, pp. 1 i,
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WA A T FATEEO |
eSS gd FRaived §aEy 17 "
This verse of the Mahablidrata leaves no doubt that the f'ﬂmt:hc
battle between the Kuru and Pandava armies was fou_ght in oo
transitional period of Dvdpara and Kali. Visnu-Purdpa mal
it clear ¢

4T wrEIbaena a5 fir

A FAIAREIT: )

TGt i e o

araRgfadi afvwid gwdt ararenfa: 18
The references to Mahabhdrata War—Kali Era tradition ar.c
Bumerous, and are also recorded throughout our literary tradi-

tion. In the works of Mathematics and Astronomy, if Bhirata

‘War—Kali Era are mentioned, therc is no confusion. They Z;Jlel
point out to 3101 B.C. as starting point of Kali Era. It may
noted here that

confusing and contradictory, I

caleulation, a line from famous astronomer-mathematician
Aryabhaita is quoted below from his Siddhanta-Siromani, The
author gives the difference of Kali and Saka eras as 3179 years.
The relevant line is as follows :

WW’TWWI

% (9) ufx (7) T Mo 3) = 3179, Tnjs gives the initial
date of the Kali Era (3179-78) = 3101 B.C,

The Kali Era started th

iity-six years after the actual battle
of Mahabhirata as is t

estified by the internag evidence of the
Mahabharatq,
TS dqneg g wRgaET -
T favdranfs fafreny afufer: 9
Afterward

Arjuna gives Yudhisthira the news of passing away
of Lord Kyspa, Tpi is traditionally (he starting point of the
7Ma}-Ebhamm, (Poong),

Viinu Purira (Gita Pres
SMahibhararg (Mausala

Adi 2,13,

$), Pp. 355.56,
BaArva: Y
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Kali Era.}® Thus, according to this tradition, the date of Maha-
bhdirata War comes to 3101 B.C.+36 years = 3137 B.C.

As regards the historicity of Mahibharata which is outside
the scope of the present article, the sceptics may be asked to
offer suitable explanations to the epigraphical echoes of the
various cvents of Mahdbhirata, and also if at all, the epigra-
phical references, for what they are worth, have any authenti-
city so far as historical evidences are concerned. However, it
is a fact that we do not have any inscription of a very early
date containing the Mahabhdrata theme. The earliest inscrip-
tion is of the Gupta period, i.c., 5th century A,D.

2%V Purana 4.4, 31-32; Matsya Purana 271, 51-52, Vayu Purana, 2.37,
422-23; Bhagvata Purana 12(2)-33.
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H.D. Sankalia

This is an age-old problem, but the present controversy V:;::
touched off when Dr. D.C. Sirear said in an interview that y
Mahabharata war, as described in the epic, is a m}ilhl-"t"r
that its real date was unknown even in the past ; hcnccf ahct
writers assigned various dates to the event. He also said tha
large armies could never have taken part in it dian

Such unpalatable views about an event which every India n’
ignorant or educated, is inclined to regard as a fact, were soor
challenged by Dr. Dagta and Dr. Phadke of Kunfkshctra Uni-
versity. 1 too had expressed my views in an article, extracts
from which were cireulated by the UNI. These as well as the
carlier statements of Dr. Sircar were questioned by Dr. V.V.
Mirashi of Nagpur,

Dr. Mirashi’s views on all th
tradictions. He admits that the
several inflations.
pointed out here

ese questions are full of con-
Mahabharata has undergone
The questions then are, how and when ? A'S
and in my book on the Ramiyana (Ramdyana:
Myith or Reality), archaeology provides the conclusive evidence
of the Mahabharatq, Among the peoples and countries from
whom the Pandavas extracted tribute in thejr Digvijaya (W°f 1d
conquest), Rome is mentioned as “Roma”, along with Antio-
chus of Syria (Antakkiy and the Greeks (Yavanas), Now this
cannot apply to pre-Imperial Rome, not even the
n ASoka would certainly have
mentioned iy, i the kings of Egypt and Syria.
Instead, i Tefers to the Rome of the emperors, particularly after
Augustus (A.D, 54) as has now beep Pproved by archacology.
Again, this Parya depicts the politicag geography of India,
3 known in the 2nd-3rg century AD. If so, would it be wrong
10 53y that the critical edition of Mahibharata is of the 4th
century AD, 2

.Regarfﬁng the Re Veds, there is no Unanimity about its date.
It is \anmfsly dated between 2500 B.C. and 1000 B.C, (B.K.
Ghos!g, Vedic Age, P. 229).If it really mentions iron (krsnayasa),
then it, or the section which mep; it, could be really as
.C. Acr.ordmg to Dr. RN, Dandekar (the famous
Vedic scholar), ayugy inthe Rg Vedy ;

vedic . “€ Veda means only copper, and

V.
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The pity is that Dr. Mirashi, though one of our greatest
cpigraphists, is not at all conversant with Indian and West
Asiatic prehistoric archacology. So he loves to stick to his
50-year old views. There is nothing strange in this. This has
happened before, when well-known scholars and even geologists
of the 19th century refused to accept the antiquity of Man, as
going back to lakhs of years.

Dr. Mirashi is, therefore, unable to appreciate what the im-
plications of the discoveries made in India during the last 25
years are. He only harps on the genuineness and great anti-
quity of the Bharata War. The very source—early Vedic
literature—on which he relies is not so old. This literature
nowhere refers to the war, as claimed by him. So instead of
challenging our views, he should produce incontrovertible
evidence,

Dr, V.N, Datta and Dr. H.A. Phadke assert that the tradi-
tion is authentic and the great battle took place after the com-
position of the Rg Veda, and before the composition of the
Sankhdyana Srauta Sitra in ¢. 600 B.C. It is because of this
long, deep rooted and persistent tradition that the wholel and of
Haryana still echoes to the din and fury of the battle. They (as
well as Dr. Mirashi) seem to agree with Dr. Sircar in disregard-
ing the oft-repeated astronomical evidence. I have also pointed
out in detail, in an earlier article, how unreliable this evi-
dence js.

The other two points which these scholars stress can be
easily accounted for. The Rg Veda was not composed earlier
than 1000 B.C. and the war could have been fought between
this date and 600 B C.

In fact, this is our view as well, which is further elucidated
by a critical study of the Mahdbhdrata, and a fuller apprecia-
tion of the recent archaeological evidence. Thus we are able
to project a fairly accurate picture of the Mahabhirata era,
the nature of the battle and its probable date.

Archacological discoveries in India since 1947 have clearly
and indubitably proved that the whole country was in the chalco-
lithic stage or age from c. 3000 B.C.until 1000 B.C. This
date might have to be lowered if we accept the consensus of the
C-14 dates which fall between 800 and 400 B.C. That is, the
knowledge and regular use of irom were unknown before this



DIFFERING VIEWS

D.C. Sircar

5 d

(n an interview with the UNI, Dr, D.C. Slrcar'exprcss:e

that the Mahabharata war was not a very big cvcn_! ; ina Sng
itis a ‘myth’. Several leading Newspapers published the

report on the 15th September 1975, His contentions are summed
up as under).

According to Dr. Sircar the SO-
been originally a petty family or
theme of a battle song. This war-.
ed and magnified through the cen
minstrels, 50 much so that the co

To say that the Bharata war
or second millennium B.C,

called Bhirata war must have
ribal fued which formed '(lle
song was gradually embellish-
turies by different poets and
re can hardly be made out. .

was fought in the fourth, third
is incompatiable with the usually

coming of the Aryans into India by
about the middle of the seco
The evidence relating 1
facts : in the firsy place, even in ancient Indj.
sure as {o when exactly the war might have occurred, an?,
secondly, any reference 1o jt 1s i by its at n
T Vedie literature — e main stay of popular Hinduism
consisting of 18 purinas (old stories) namely, Vishpu, Nira-
diyam, Bhagavata, Padma, Mastya, Ktrma, Variha,
Siva Lidga, Skanda i Brahmanda, Brahmavarta,
Mixkcncjcya, Bhavisya ang Vimana ve

. However, Kurukshetra
has been repeatedly mentioned in the eartj
literature,

0 the war reveals two interesting

When the popularity of the story of the Bhirata war
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developed considerably, an eagerness was exhibited by some
people to assign a date to this event and this led to the growth
of the diversity of tradition.

There has never been one opinion regarding the date of the
war among historians and astronomers and different dates ha‘ve
been arrived at by different scholars. This confirms the b_ehef
that the people had originally little knowledge about the Bharata
war, but they entertained various ideas about its date only z\f.ter
its story had attained considerable popularity with the evolution
of the Mahdbharata as an epic.

According to Purdnic lists, Udayana, contemporary of the
Buddha, was the 25th in descent from Pariksit. If we do no.t
totally discard this list, we have to face the inconvenient posi-
tion where ten generations of priests covered the same period
as twenty-five generations of kings.

Further, the final form of the story represents the war as
fought primarily between Kauravas and Panpdavas, though it
is often supposed that it was really a struggle between the
Kurus and the Paficalas. If the latter was the case, then no
reliance can be placed on the tradition associating the war with
the birth of Pariksit, which would appear to have been intro-
duced into the story long after the event.

As regards the magnitude of the war as described in the
Mahabhdrata, we have to consider whether the connexion of the
rulers of the eastern and southern borders of India as active
participants in the war fought in the eastern Panjab can be much
carlier than the 4th century B.C For example, King Bhaga-
datta of Pragjyotisa or Assam is an important figure in the
story of the war, although this kingdom and its rulers are cons-
Picuous by their absence in the Vedic literature.

After due consideration of all facts it has to be concluded
that all stories of earlier “digvijayas’ and empire building
described in the epics and the Purdnas have to be regarded as

b?longing to the domain of mythology and folklore and not of
history,
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instead of regarding all this knowledge as belonging to on:
period. i

As far as the C-14 dates are concerned they are quite consis:
tent, and except one date, all the rest, including those from
Hastinapura, where the samples were carefully colfected for the
very purpose of dating accurately the Painted Grey Ware depo-
sits, fall between 600 B.C, and 400 B.C.

Verily the Mahabharata in its present form—even much of
the Critical Edition—is a myth, but it does contain a kernel of
truth which archaeology alone can reveal.

Hence the only way to understand this problem js to conduct
a large-scale excavation at Hastindpura, because so far, all the
other sites of the Painted Grey Ware have bzen found to be
small and shallow,

What is true of the present Mahabharata, even the Critical
Edition, is truz of the Critjcal Edition of the Ramayana, 1 have

1 ct on the Indian society, particularly in
the free usc of wine on all occasions, whether it be right or pro-
This is an instance of hyper or Higher
Wine of surd is known from Early Vedic

. Woud add one more, 14 e Kiskidandha Kanda,

gives Instructions 5 foy, different Vapara Chiefs
how to search l'('xr SIta in four different directions of the world
(as kx.mwn to him), Acting op these instructions the Eastern
Contingent goes a5 fuy 5 Yavadvipa anq Suvarpadvipa (Java-
Sumatra or lndonesia), besides <o many other pxac'cs inpaEasttm

India; in the West to Marichj
s Paffana, 5
Ocean; in the South are mentioned besi:ténm ard the Western

Krsnd, Varada, Kaivery, 3 s the river Godavard,

Colas, Keralag® tne pqo, %1, “the Pandyas, Pugdras,

a'.fram::, and Goday, n‘ lalaya, Mahi::;a near the Sea, Agasti
Now it is on thig 1 nya.

that all the ca:lig:uscb and highly inflated passages

SEUELS 0 the Jourmg] g g o temgy A1iTashi even in his fatest

PP- 37568 telieg g, omu,f;"{,‘,” Insituse, voy xx1v (1975,

e Godavirj, Dandakiranva.
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and finally Lanka in Ceylon. This list, as interpolated, may not
be Jater than the 4th century A.D, because unlike the Mahd-
bharata, the Hiinas are not mentioned, but the lists show all dis-
regard for directions—and this is true of all the versions as may
be seen from a perusal of the lists given by Ananda Guruge (The
Society of the Ramayana, pp. 73-76) and there are repetitions.
For instance, the Godivari and Dandakiranya are mentioned
with Kalinga, among the places in the East and also in the South.
Right from Pargiter to Mirashi no attention has been paid to
these ill-digested information interpolated in the Kiskindha
Kanda of the Ramayana, with the result that it is now difficult to
convince even sober scholars the total uncriticalness of the entire
approach.

As apposed to this, I have now found epigraphical evidence
to prove the antiquity of the Gonds in Madhya Pradesh as early
as the 3rd-4th century A.D. and the reference to Dandakaranya
near Vistra-desa (present Bastar) and the “lord of Western
Lauka,” as far back as the 10th century A.D, Mirashi’s article
again is full of self contradictions. To give an example, he says
that the “Ramayana is Mahakavya. The statements and descrip-
tions in it are full of poetic fancy. They cannot be taken lite-
rally” (Jbid, pp. 365 and 367). If so, then why try to locate the
Vindhyas in south India, because n a fanciful description, it is
mentioned near Mahendra mountain in south India ? Is there any
other instance where Vindhya is so placed? And even if such an
mnstance is found 1t will be an imaginary one.

No. Such a point of view will not help We cannot or should
not disregard any ethnographical, botanical or archacological
evidence that our epics contain, as do Mirashi and other scholars
of the Older School of Thought. That way no progress in our
thinking is possible ! The botanical as well as the archaeological
evidences, viz., of the distribution of $ala forests, the use of wine
by Sita and Bharadvaja, Mirashi regards as “fimsy”. On the con-
trary these are not only original but also *““topical”, and however
a poet might write, still he always belongs to certain “time and
clime™, and reflections or echoes of these are bound to be found
in any writer’s work (just as we, Dr. Mirashi and myself, be-
long to different generations of the 20th century) and naturally we
think according to our training and aptitude,
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period.  Further, there were small, segional and sub-regional
cultures outside the large area of the Indus Civilisation, each
having a distinctive pottery, but dependent on agriculture, stocl.:-
breeding and hunting. All over India beef, mutton and veni-
son, besides grains, such as wheat, barley and rice, formed tlje
staple food of the inhabitants. The ox-drawn cart, with a solid
wheel, was the main vehicle of transport. The use of the horse
was not yet or widely dc d. Probably, it was
yoked to charjats, but not ridden.

The picture changes in about 1000 B.C. or slightly later,
when all over northern India, from Ropar to Ujjain, and Jodh-
pur to Janakpur on the Nepal-Bihar border, we find a distinc-
tive pottery, known as the Painted Grey Ware (besides a black-
and-red ware). ‘This is invariably associated with iron, and Dr.
G.G. Majumdar’s study at the Deccan College has proved be-
yond a shadow of doubt that it could not have been produced
without iron technology. (see Appendices A and B for fresh
archaeological evidence—Eds.y We might also conjecture that
such 2 revolutionary changs—from copperfbronze to iron—
could have been regarded then or soon after as the end of the
Drdparayuga and the onset of the Kaliyuga.

Tbis more or Isss uniform material culture in northern
India was mainly dependent on agriculture and stock breeding,
so much so that the cow had bscoms 2 unit of exchange and
weslth, and a ruler’s wealth was calculated on the basis of the
“l:;“b“ of cows he possessed.  Naturally, wars were waged for

¢ large herds, as for instance between King Virata (com-

prising parts of Jaipur district in Rajasthan) and the Kauravas,
when the Pandavas were in exile,

oo fivtdemc from the Hastinipur excavation shows that the

orse was now known and cven used as an item of food. It
vv.u pro_babl;( rezularly yoked to chariots. However, we badly
need this evidenee from other Painted Grey Ware sites.

It is this cultusal unity that § i
alliances we find so often ki P A

A o mentioned in the Mohibhirata bet-
:Z;d d:ﬁrg}iandhzra (NFW), Sibi, Sindhu, Sauvira (Sindh),
ilhe o ihar) and Vld-‘l{bb:x with the rulers of Kuru-Paficila
b"wi;r::a;S!;lf;;eD:lh;). So when a family feud broke out
catonatly dravmvin. 73 of the Kuru family, other rulers were
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Still we must not forget the true character of the bnt'ﬂe of
Kurukshetra, Right from the beginning, {rom the blowing of
conch-shells as trumpets, to the very end, the killing of DuyyO-
dhana by Bhima and the battle of Brahmdstras bgt}\'ccn Arjuna
and Aévatthima, it was a contest between two indlvxdu.als \vh?sc
personal bravery and skill in handling a mace, or dlsch.argmg
arrows, or even managing a chariot, was everything. This \yas
truly a Heroic Age, like that described by Homer. Large armics,
called “Aksauhinis”, consisting of infantry, cavalry and ele-
phants had no place in these conflicts. Not a single instance_of a
cavalry charge or a pitched infantry battle is known or described.
Still small corps of foot-soldiers might have been there, but there
cannot be more than few hundreds, and cannot be thought of in
thousands. As pointed out elsewhere, it was Alexander who
showed the Indians how efficient cavalry was against the slow-
moving elephants.

However, such a realistic picture becomes confusipg when the
commentators on the Mahdbhdrata describe the effects of the
various astros—rissiles discharged with the help of mantras—or
when in the Sabha Parva, the four Pandava brothers—Arjuna,
Bhima, Nakula and Sahadeva—start on a world conquest (dig-
vyaya) with Jarge armies in four different directions, defeat
single-handed and exact tribute from the Syrians, Romans and
Greeks, the kings of Karahad, the Colas, the Pandyas and Kerala
in the south, and the Hanas and others in the West |

One may say the same thing about the subsequent rejoinder
of Dr. Pandey, where he draws our attention to the lists of
Janapadas mentioned in the Bhisma Parva of the Mahabharata
and the unrehability of the C-14 dates. If any one cares to exa-
mine the lists of rivers, mountains and Janapadas a little criti-
cally, one will have to conclude that these lists must have been
added to the AMahabharata and other Puidinas, after the 5th and
even the 7th century A.D.

. Among _lhe Janapadas we find mention of the Parnsikas and
Hinas, besides the Abhiras,

; Tk Pahlavas and many others. Now 1t
s well-known that the Hinas did not enter India before the
Sth century A.D. In fact, the very completenesss of these lists
should make us think about theyr real age. Frankly, here 1s an
excellent opportunity for our historians to measure the growth 1n
our knowledge of the geopranhy of Todin from age t0 ABEs
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At the outset | must make it clear that I haye 10 views to
€xpress here on (he authenticity or otherwise of the Mahd-
bharatg ang Ramayana stories or of the nuclei thereof, The fOlc
objeet of this note is to examijne 2 limited number of points
contained jn Professor B.B, Lal’s Presidential Address to‘!llﬁ
Eighth Annuat Conference of the Indian Archacological Socxfl)'
held at Chandigarh from December 22 to 24, 1975, During
Tecent months I have also seen some of his observatiops on
allied maygers as published in the press, but as nothing can
©Xpress his views more authentically than (he address, | ignore
the Press-reports and confine myself to the address itself, dupli-
€ated copjes of which were distributed at
a corollary, | €annot naturally tgke int
any dcletions, additj
undergo when it is published elsewhere,*

Wwe accept the identity of these
i Kuruksetra, Malhur‘:'!,
s Tilpat, cchatrd, etc,) with their
morally bound 1o accept
That evidence comes

evels of these sites. (The ochre-

stindpura has peen ignored by
Lal in thig statement, by that js inconscquenu'al in this con-
) as there g literary evidence that
Nicaksy abandoned Hastin:ipum after jt hag been carried away
by the Gangs ang dwelt in Kaugappy, where excavations show
@ continuity of the cultyre that Prevailed a4 Hastinipura at the
time of e flood, circumstangi] evidence i fairly strong to

that there iy eXist some basis for the Maha-

fame as was addyced by Lal in

I;J No. g (1976) However, we suggest 1o the
: € Clsewhere in 1hiy Volume since it contains
hisfatey Views on the sybjecy, 2re cavally requested 1o sce the

ndE)pllozuc siace here ayg, the views of prof, Lal have
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his report on the Hastindpura excavation.! It has three parts :
(1) The identity of the mentioned places with their ancient
namesakes; (2) the identity of the carliest material culture, viz.
the PGW culture, at the lowest level of all these places; and
(3) the shifting of that culture to Kau$§ambi. About the last
part of the argument, the cvidence, I must say, is somewbat
confused for a variety of reasons which need not be gone into
here. But as Lal himself pointed out earlier,? the levels of
Kausambi prior to those with the Northern Black Polished
Ware (NBPW) contained grey ware with at least one painted
specimen. ‘At least’ one painted specimen of grey ware (which
can at best be stretched to mean half-a-dozen specimens at the
most) may not justify a belief in the wholesale shifting ofa
culture from one place to another, particularly as at Hastina-
pura itself a sort of grey ware with painting existed in the suce
ceeding NBPW levels.3 Let not the evidence of a fimited
number of grey sherds, even more of a limited number of them
with painting, be extended too far. Rightly did Lal exclude
Kau$amb! from his distribution-map and -list of the PGW.4

No person in his senses will doubt the first two parts of Lal’s
argument, viz. the identity of the concerned places with their
ancient counterparts and of the earliest culture represented there
(ignoring the ochre-coloured pottery of Hastinapura). But
the identity of cultures at these places did not end with the
PGW period, for all these places continued to be in occupation
in the next (NBPW) period.5 1If, for argument’s sake, we sup-
pose that the Mahabharata story was created in this latter
(NBPW) period, then the likelithood 1s that these very places,
none very far from Hastindpura, would find mention in the
story, The occurrence of an earlier culture at these places
would in that case be purely adventitious and Jose all signifi-
cance for purposes of the story. I do not say that this was
really the case, but the possibility connot be overlooked. In

1B.B. Lal, ‘Excavation at Hastingpura, etc., dncient India, 10 and 11,
1954 and 1955, pp. 4-151.

2bud., p. 150.

3bid., p. 53.

Ybd., p 4, fig. 1, and pp. 138-43.

8bid., p. 4, fig. 1, and pp. 143 46
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view of this, the C-14 dates of the PGW and the application fJf
MASCA corrections to them (a matter which looms large in
Lal’s address) would be irrelevant to the supposed date of the
supposed cvent, though they would still retain their value to
archacology.

Now we come to Lal’s attempt at giving an absolute date
1o the Mahdbhirata war on the basis of the duration of the
reign-periods of the Xings who ruled between the war and
Udayana of Kau$ambi, contemporary of Buddha. Lal has
calculated the average reigns of the Mustim rulers of Delhi, and
of the Mauryas, the Suigas, the (nebulous) Kinvas, the Sata-
vakanas (the last four evidently gathered from the Purdnic lists)
and the Guptas ; and taking the average of averages he has
arrived at the figure of 13-96 (say 14) years as his final average.
It will be readily conceded that for such a purpose only those
dynasties of which the king-lists are firmly established should
be taken into account. On Mauryan chronology there is
difference between the Purdnic, Buddhist and Jaina sources. Of
the Satavihanas it may be said that according to somc leading
historians the Pusanic list is grossly inflated. Similasly, onme
cannot be too sure of the succession in the Gupta dynasty afier
Porugupta (or after Skandagupta if he followed and did not
precede Pirugupta). 1, as is universally accepted by historans,
the Gupta era started in A.D. 319 with Candragupta I, then
we have to distribute circa 151 years (circa A.D. 470 minus 319)
among six rufers—Cand ptal, S d v Cand ot
1, Kumiragupta 1, Skand: and Piirugupta (or Parugupta
and Skandagupta), getting an average of 25°16 years. After
Skandagupta/Parugupta, the order of succession is not firm, but
if we take Budhagupta (end circa A.D. 495) as the Iimit, there
will be four additional rulers according to onc interpretation

of the cpigraphical data (Narasimh Kumz 1
i, Akl e g :
Visnugup znd B gupta) but only two additiopal ones
{Kumiragupta I and Budh disg to her$ In

the first case the average would be 176 yea ich i
Lat's average for the Gupta ruless, Teeoenond 130
However,

6 s also
s not e e l*:md in the second 22°0 years.

nter in e thicket of chronological
controversy here. But attention must be drawn fo an:lhcr

#A. Ghunhin Indion Historical Quarterly, XIX, 1943, pp. 11925,
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caleulation : Basham, taking into account the chronology of
many dynastics, has arrived at the average figures of 19 years
for the northern dynasties and 20 years for the southern ones.?
There is thus a substantial variation between Lal’s and Basham’s
averages. This is not to say that one is correct and the other
wrong. At the same time, this does show how shaky and
undependable such calculations can be, like the judging of the
life-span of an archacological site on the basis of the thickness
of deposits at other sites.

Assuming for the present Lal’s average of 14 years as
correct, can we regard his other data as unassailable 7 The
number of rulers from Pariksit to Udayana is stated by him to
be 24. The Purénic list of the Kaurava-Paurava dynasty of
Hastinapura-Kau$ambi is as follows : (1) Pariksit, (2) Janame-
jaya, (3) Satanika, (4) Aévamedhadatta, (5) Adhisimakrsna,
(6) Nicaksu, (7) Bhiirt or Usna, (8) Citraratba, (9) Sucidratha,
(10) Vrsnimat, (11) Susena, (12) Sunitha, (13) Ruca, (14) Nrca-
ksug, (15) Sukhibala, (16) Pariplava, (17) Sunaya, (18)
Medhavin, (19) Nrpaifijaya, (20) Durva, 1) Tigmatman,
(22) Brhadratha, (23) Vasudina, (24) Satanika and (25) Uda-
vana® Thus, the Pariksit-Udayana (both inclusive) number is
5. The list is continued down by four mor¢ generations :
(26) Vahinara, (27) Dandapini, (28) Nirdmitra, and
(29) Ksemaka. 1t is wound up by the statement that there
would be 25 Pauravas ( panca-vimsa nrpd hy ete bhavisyah
Piiru-vamsa-jik). This discrepancy (between 29 and 25) may
perhaps be explained on the assumption that the counting was
not from (1) Pariksit but from (5) Adhisimakrsna, who certainly
marks a definite stage in the Purdnic geneology, as he is said
to be ‘existing at present’ (sampratath Y0 maha-yasal) ; kings
prior to him are referred to as the past ones, and those follow-
ing him are in the prophetic future tense. His position 1s the

87A.L. Basham, Studies i Indian History and Culture, Calcutta, 1964,
V. 83,

8E.E. Pargiter, The Purana Text of the Dynasties of the Kali Age,
I:undon. etc., 1913, pp. 4-6. I necd not apotogize for following Pargier’s
list, for no person before or after mm has reconstructed the Puranic texts
with such meticulous care, and I am certainly incapable of 1mproving
upon his reconstruction, But saying this does not wnvalve any acceptance
of hus theones,
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same as that of Divakara of the Aiksvika dynasty of Ayod.hyﬁ,
fourth in descent from Brhatksaya, the son of Brhadbala, killed
in the Mahabhdrata war ; Divikara is also said to be ‘scalefl
at present at Ayodhya® (yas ca sampratam adhydste Ayodhyan
nagariin nppah).® But lhow can we reconcile these two
numbers (29 and 25) with another Purinic statement that ‘there
will be 36 Kauravas’ (Kuraqvas c=dpi sa{-trimiat) N0 As this
statement is in the future tense (¢f. bhavigyati in the preceding
lines), it can only refer to the rulers from Adhistmakrsna to
Ksemaka, 25 in number in the main list.

It may be my ignorance that I do not know the basis of
Lal’s statement that the Purdnas mention that there were 36
kings from Yudhisthira on the one hand and Candragupta
Maurya on the other. The literature is vast, and [ may have
missed this reference. But if Lal is referring to the passage
just now quoted (Kurayas ¢=dpi sa[-triirSat), his statement and
any calculations based thereon require serious reconsidera-
tion. The Purapic reference here is certainly neither to
Yudhisthira nor to Candragupta Maurya but 10 Adhistmakyspa
(or at best to Pariksit, if we ignore the significant uses of the
past, present and future tenses in the list) and to Ksemaka, the
last Kaurava-Paurava king of Kausambi ousted by the Nandas,
Important as it is to modern historians, to the authors of the
Purdnas the accession of Candragup!a did not mark any signi-
ficant event.  On the other hand, the advent of the Nandas
certainly did, as Mahdpadma N
Ksatriyas, including scions of the Lunar and Solar Races, the
illustrious Kaurava-Pauravas ang the Aiksvikas (sarva-ksatr-
antaka, kyatra-vingsa-krs), For the first time in traditional
history the sacred Jands were 1o be ruled by Stdras, and this

led to the lament - ‘thenceforth wii} kings be of Sadra origin’
(tatah prabhpsi réjdno bhavisyap s’ﬂdra-yanayah) rn
Coming back 1o Lal’s 5

] rgument, we find thay ti-

plicd 24, his (not firm} i e of il

Udayan_a kings, by 14, his

each reign, thus coming to the figu
*ibid,, p. 10,

B, p. 24, Such inherent i i ic i
well-known 10 al} thoge who use (:;r:‘t.radmium i the Furdgle Thts are
bid., p. 25,
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this figure to 500 B.C., the rough date of Udayana (but ignoring
the reign-period of Yudhisthira Sfrom after the war 10 the acces-
sion of Pariksit), he arrives at 836 B.C., second half of the ninth
century B.C., as the date of the Mahdbhdrata war, The pitfalls
in the way have been many, but jgnoring them let us ask our-
selves : does this date satisfy or ecven approximate any tradi-
tional date of the war 7 (The question is important, as nowhere
has Lal shown himself to be an utter disbeliever in tradition.)
Three such dates are available in the field, all of them well-
known and discussed again and again :

(1) The Aihole inscription of Pulakegin 11 of the Cijukya
dynasty places the war n 3102 B.C. by saying that 3735 years
had clapsed between the war and the date of the inscription,
Saka year 556==A.D. 634-35. Lal mentions this but does not
say that this date was known o Aryabhata in A.D. 499,12 more
than a century before the inscription. But this priority does
not add much to antiquity of the tradition. According to Fleet
the era that started with 3102 B.C. was used by Indian astro-
nomers ull it was superseded by the §aka erain or before the
time of Varahamihira.

(2) Another school, represented by Vrddha-Garga, Vardha-
mihira and Kalhaga, places the heroes of the Mahabhdrata war
653 years after the beginning of the Kali Age and 2526 years
before the epoch of the Saka era (78 AD.). Even ths school
thus believes in an epoch of 3102-01 B.C. (2526 plus 653 nunus
78).

(3) A third persistent Purdnic tradition is that 1050
(v.l. 1015) years had elapsed between the birth of Pariksit and
the coronation of Mahdpadma (v./. Nanda).1* For all practical
purposes the variation between the two readings 1n the number
of years does not mean much : one can overlook the difference
of 35 (1050—1015) years when hundreds of years are involved.
One may also ignore, for the purpose in view, the difference
between the Purinic and Buddhist literatures on the date of the
Nandas : let us agree to a date of circa 350 B.C. as the date of

12 dryabhaiiya ed. H, Kern, Leiden, 1874, p. 58,

13).F, Fleet, Inscriptions of the Early Gupta Kings and their Successors,
Corpus Inscriptionum  Indicarum, 111, Calcutta, 1888, Introduction,
p. 143,

14Pargiter, op. cit., p. 143,

=
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Mahdpadma-Nanda and add it to 1050/1015, to come to the
date 1400/1365 B.C. as the year of the birth of Pariksit, which,
according to the Mahdbhdrata story, was almost the same as the
date of the war.

It should not be thought for a while that I am pleading for
the acceptance of one of these three dates. The first two of the
the threc will certainly be rejected by archaeologists and
historians, as they go against all archaeological and historical
knowledge. Norhave ! any fascination for the third date.
My point is entirely different : which parts of the tradition are
we to believe in to the exclusion of the other parts, provided
that no part is proved to be utterly wrong or is palpably
exaggerative or supernatural 2 How far would it be logical to
accept the king-lists of the Purinas, with all their discrepancies,
and base averages of reign-periods on them, and to reject other
parts which give variant versions of the number of kings and
total number of years that elapsed between two given events 7
Without any examination of the involved complexities, what
has been done in the present case is 1o (1) accept a certain
number of kings as correct, (2) work out an average reign-
period, and (3) create a new date for the (supposed or real)
event. How much of it is due to the compulsion of the archaco-
logical data is debatable,

The last point that I shall comment on in this note is Lal’s
contention that Rama was late;

T indate than the Afahabhdrata
heroes,  He no doubt safeguards all that he has to say by the

 historical figure fiving at Ayodhya’, but

scn'ef, was later than the beginning of those associated with the
Mahdbharata, as his and previous e;

Xcavation: {
abserce of the PGW at the Ramayona sites, sv.z?:; &g;:dwli!:li
late.r pottery.  This is a welcome, bug 20t unexpected, contri-
buuqn 10 the archacology of the central Gaiiga valley, ’ But its
applicability to the date of the Rama story is dubious, ) Literary
cvxdc.n::e on the relative chronology of the wo epic 'ston'ﬁ is
provided, according to Lal, by a phitosophical discussion in the
mm'or king Janaka of Videha recorded in the Brhadirany.ka
Upanisad, wherein the Panksitas are referred to ; this s'hOWS
that the Janaka was later than Panksis, But' it is well-
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known that Janaka was the name of a dynasty and not of an
individual ruler, the father-in-law of Rimal% The Ramdyana
itself says so. 1t refers to the family of the Janakas (Janakanasi
kule, 1,67.22) ; the famous bow was worshipped by the Janakas
(Janakair abhipujitam, 1.67.8). While introducing himself to
Dasaratha, the would-be father-in-law of Rima says that Mithi,
onc of the progenitors and the son of Nimi, who was the
founder of the dynasty, was the first Janaka king (prathaino
Janako raja, 1.71.3-4).1¢  Lal is not unaware of the existence of
a plurality of Janakas when he says that some scholars feel that
Janaka referred to in the Brhadiranyaha episode was not the
Janaka of the Ramdyana. But his reply to such scholars is that
while the Upanisad does not mention in so many words that
Janaka was the father-in-law of Rama, ‘do we not know from
several other sources that Janaka, the fatheran-law of Rama,
was a philosopher-king who greatly rejoiced 1in such meta-
physical discussions 7
Whatever the ‘several other sources’ be, my cursory glance
through the Ramdyana itself (edition cited n note 16) shows
that nowhere 1sthe father-in-law of Rima referred to as a
philosopher-king. He s no doubt called mahdtman (1.50.8).
dharmdtman (1.67.27), dharma-vatsala (1.70 8) dharma-vid
(2.118.27), etc., but which king does not have such adjectives in
Sanskrit literature, unless he belongs to the opposite camp of
the heroes 2 Janaka also performs at least one ygide (1.31.6),
but hundreds of other kings are said to have done so. I do find,
however, that Dasaratha is called maharsi-kalpa and rajarsi, m
addition to yajvan and dharma-para (1.6.2). But even if the
father-in-law of Rama is said to have been a philosopher-king
some Ramdyana passage which I may bave missed, it would not
prove that Janaka of the Brhaddranyaka Upamsad was the same
as the father-mn-law of Rama, for the Bhdgavara Purdna says

15About the existence of a Janaka dynasty, see F,E. Pargiter, Ancient
Indian Historical Tradinon, London, 1922, pp 64,.96, 141, ete ; also
Raychaudhurs, op. cit., p. 51,

8The references are to an ordinary edition, Srimad-Valmiki-Rama aram,
Chowkhamba Vidya Bhavan, Varanas:, 1957, which alone 1s available m’
me at the moment.
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(hat all the rulers of Mithila were skilled in the knowledge of
atman? R

About {the supposed or real) events of the Rama story having
followed the AMahabhdrata one, 1 would raise thc. fame
question as [ did carlier :does it satisfy any Indian tradition 7
The answer is clearly in the negative. The episode of the
Brhaddranyaka Upanisad, we have just now seen, is irselevant
in this context The Purdnic tradition clearly is that the
Aiksvaka dynasty of Kosala started in the Kali Age (irrespective
of its antecedents) with Brhatksaya, the son of Brhadbala, who
was kilted in the Bharata-war by Abhimanyu.!® Brhatksaya was
thus more or less a contemporary of Pariksit of Hastinapura.
1f Rima was later than Pariksit, as Lal would have us believe,
he must have beena successor of Brhatksaya, But his name
does not appear in the Purinic Aiksvaka list from Byhatksaya to
Prasenajit, a contemporary of Buddha. On the very contrary,
Rama, with his ancestors Raghy, Aja and Da$aratha, promi-
nently figures much earlier in the list,}? According to no tradition
was Rama a king of the Kali Age, such as Pariksit, Brhatksaya
and their successors were, The results of archacology are
viable and valuable in their own right, but tradition, with all its
versions and self-contradictions, is immutable. Archaeology
can confirm tradition, interpret it or reject it but cannot certain-
ly alter 1t or create a new one.

I prefaced this note by saying that I have no views to
express in this note on the avthenticity on the epic and (Puranic)
tradition. And 1 hope that nothing that I have said above will
be taken to indicate my accep of rej thereof. But
we do look. (?mard to the resuits of the excavations in the
central Gaiga valley “l?lCh Professor Lal proposes to undertake.
2;;;;‘3‘:3 d°:bt°?"’\;l‘:"al“°bl° for the Pre~h.istorical archaco-
Koo at pu:’:m v country, about which not much is

» pective of heir utility to tradition.

YiPargiter, op. ci . .
the m.;g,;u‘a PZEZ“:’" 1922,p.96. Lhavenot verified the reference in
ISIBLL, . 94,
I, p, 14849,

P
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M.C, Joshi

Ever since the birth of Indology in the nineteenth century,
the Mahabhdrata as an ancient text has regularly been utili'zed
by scholars for collecting valuable data pertaining to ancient
Indian history and culture. Yet, the historicity of the events and
personages referred to in this epic was never regarded as a non-
controversial subject. Recently, Professors Sircar, Sankalia and
a few others have raised fresh doubts on the historical character
of the Mahdbharata cvents but the views of these scho]ar§ hm{e
been challenged by some others, including Prof. V V. Mirashi,
Dr. V.C. Pande and Dr. H.A. Phadke. However, the matter
still remains to be an unsettled issue for the general reader of
Indian history. We, thercfore, propose a fresh discussion on
this subject.

The core of the Mahabhdrata story presupposes the existence
of many tribal principalities in north India comprising mainly
the Kurus (Pauravas), Paficilas, Matsyas, Yadavas, Bhojakas
(Andhaka-Vrisnis), Chedis, Kasis, Madras, besides many others,
and this distribution seems to be post-Rgvedic in character and
does not fit in with the traditional accepted date of Mahabharata

war, around 3000 B.C., unless, of course, the data of the Rgveda
itself is pushed back to pre-3000 B.C. period. In the latter case
there is no positive archacological evidence which could be cited
to support such an assumption.

The second probable date attributed to the Mahabharata
events by some scholars 1s stated to be fifteenth or fourteenth
century B.C. but this too does not coincide with the contempo-
rary archaeological cultures represented by the late Harappan
and post-Harappan or Copper Hoard settlements, particularly in
view of contrast in the cultural standards of the urbanized and
chariot and iron-using Mahabhiratan people and authors of late

Copper Age cultures of north India.

A third date proposed for the Mahabhirata episode is around
950 B.C. or later and supporters of this proposition often
associate the Painted Grey Ware settlements of north India with
principal Mahdbharatan culture as suggested by Lal,} after his

1B,B., Lal, “Excavations at Hastinapura and other explorations in

the Upper Ganga and Sutlej basins 1950-51", Adncient India, 10 & 11 (New
Delhi, 1954-55), pp. 147 fI.
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excavations at Hastindpura. Lal’s hypothesis is ba§cd on the
evidence of a huge flood marking the end of the Paml:_d Grc();
Ware Period (Period 11) at Hastinapura, He felt‘th_;\t this ﬂo'o
may be the same which destroyed the city of Hastmap_ura during
the reign of king Nicaksu according to the Purdnas which furt}'ler
record that as a result of the flood the Kuru (Pandava) qapllﬂl
was shifted to Kau$imbi. During the course of excavation at
Kausambi too in lower levels a variety of the Paintefi Grc'y
Ware was encountered. Lal further tries to substantiate his
postulate on the ground that the Painted Grey Ware has _bccn
found in a number of sites associated with the Mah:‘lbham{a
story including Tilpat, Indraprastha, Mathuri, Ahichchhatrd,
Barniwa, Kampil, Kuruksetra, etc.  He writes : ‘Now when the
archacological data are viewed against the background of li_ler-
ture, some obvious questions begin 1o pose themselves. Is it a
mere chance—

(i) that a farge number of sites associated with the Maha-
bhirata story contain the same ceramic industry, viz, the
Painted Grey Ware, in their lower levels ?

(if) that the date of the Mahabharata baule falls within
Period II as Hastindpura 7

(iii) that the people who a:

ppeared in the Ghaggar-Sutlej
valleysin a post-Harappan context—a period which syn-
chronizes with the arrival of the Aryan-speaking people

in that area, as per literary and inscriptional cvidence,
cited above - used the Painted Grey Ware 7
‘Further, may not the archaeological evidence, be taken to
indicate that the Puranic tradition rezarding the washing away
of Hastinipura and the subsequent shifting of the capital to
Kaulimbt may have some historical basis 7
‘If it is believed that gl these coincidences are nothing more
lh.:«m mere chances, the questions wind themselves up, Other-
Wise, a conclusion that would appear to force itself on us is :
that the sites of Hatinpura, Mathura, Kuruksetra, Barnawa,
ctc., are identifiable with those of the same name mentioned in
the Mahabhirata. 1f thay be $0, the Painted Grey Ware would
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the Ghaggar-Sutlcj valleys and the probable date of the arrival
of the Aryans in that arca. Aay it, however, be emphasized that
the evidence is entirely circumstantial and until and unless posi-
tive ethnographic and epigraphic proofs are obtained to substan-
tiate the conclusions, they cannot but be considered provisional T

Lal’s interesting hypothesis is also not unquestionable, for,
the Painted Grey Ware culture although associated with iron,
reflects only agro-pastoral economy of rural folk which stands
in sharp contrast to city life and horse-drawn chariots of Maha-
bharata aristoracy. There is no positive archacological evidence
to suggest large scale use of rathas with centrally-yoked animal
prior to the Mauryan times,® as employment of chariot with
central yoking system involved a proper and regular mainten-
ance of roads under a centralized authority. Unlike bullocks
in a cart which used to walk on two sides along sunken wheel
tracks, the horses or horse yoked to a chariot moved centrally on
a road only if it was even and free of hurdles.?

Secondly, the Painted Grey Ware cannot be connected with
both the Kurus and the early Aryans as stated by Lal, for,
traditionally, the Mahabharatan tribes (e.g, Kurus, Pificalas,
Yadavas, ctc.) were different from their Vedic ancestors, cul-
turally as well as chronologically, The founder of the Paurava
(Kuru) line, according to Puranic tradition, was Pururavas, who
is also mentioned in the Rgveda (1.31.4), yet we find it difficult
to bracket him within the total time-frame of the Painted Grey
Ware Culture as there is a gap of over ninety-two generationst
between Pururavas and the Pandavas. If we accept 950 B.C.

2The earliest historical evidence of an Indian chariot is from
Bulandibagh (Patna) in the Patna Muscum represented by wooden wheel
(4%, diameter) with twenty-four spohes and three iron bands in the hub,
It is stated to date in the Maury in period. cf. Patna Museum Catalogue
of Antiquities (Ed. P.L. Gupta) (Patoa 1955) p. 150.

31t appears that horse-drawn chariot, although included in the four-
fold conventional angas of an army, was never very popular as a means of
transport in ancient India, for, 1t needed good roads. It was probably
used within the city by kings and rich citizens for pleasure or ceremonial
purposes. Employment of ratha in the warfare in spite of available terms
ke apratiratha, rathi or maharathi is highly doubtful. The bullock-drawn
ratha, howeser, was in common use in Inda till the medieval period.

‘Pargiter, F.E., dncient Indian Historical Tradition, (London, 1922),
BD. 144.43,
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or a little later or earlier as the date of the Mahdabharatu war,
then the early Puravas are to be placed somewherc before 2400
B.C. or at last 2000 B.C. which does not go well with the Paint-
ed Grey Ware.

Further, the evidence of flood at Hastinapura cannot be re-
garded as decisive as destruction of settlement by flood was a
common feature in the Madhya-defa through the ages. Simi-
larly, the availability of the Painted Grey Warc at Kau§ambi
is not to be taken as proof of shifting the capital for it could
have reached Kaulambi in the normal course of its expansion
from west to east.

Lastly, Prof. Lal and others have explained the historicity of
Mahabharata events only partly supported by partial evidence in
isolated contexts which is hardly convincing. If we take into
account the available archacological data in full, the cultural
personality of the Mahabhira:an locale does not tally with the
Iiterary description.

Further, none of the supporters of the historical character
c)_f the Great Epic has so far explained the traditional concep-
tion ‘of the yugas, e.g., Krita, Treta, Dvdpara and Kali in
relation to apy time-scale, although all the traditional accounts
placed the Mahibhirata battle towards the close of Dvapara
and beginning of Kali-yuga. Similarly, they have also been
unable to statz as to how Paradurdma and Hanumina or a few
other personalities of earlier yugas have been referred to as
contemporaries of the Mahabharatan people.

Therefore, the historicity of the Mahabharata is not beyond
%oubt in spite of the fact that traditionalist regards it as itikdsa.
mo 'us another name of the Mahabharata, the Paiicama-Veda or

c ‘fifth book of knowledge” is more convincing, for, it has an
encyclopedic character with central theme of uu; csl'ablishmcnl
of dharma (righteous mode of existence) involving the principl
of hive and let five. A, di; 5 the princip s
the Mahoena ccording to Vasudeva Sharan Agrawal,®
h +anadnarata gave a new definition of the relations between

€ state and people.

It 1s tempting to uot win
verse of Udyogaparva in this respect — 8 10 quote the follawing

*Azrawala, Vs,
20123, p. 423, » Paninl-kalian Bharasararsh, in Hindi, (Banaras—v.s
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Namo-dharmaya mahate
Dharmo-dharayati Prajah. 11 Ud. Par, 137/9.

It is to be remembered in this respect that the necessity of
reinterpreting the dharma was caused by the Iron Age develop-
ments around fifth century B.C. and afterwards when as a result
of the rise of new classes tension was created in the age-old
social order. It is perhaps, therefore, ASoka found it necessary
to preach dharma amongst his subjects to minimize tension and
to lessen turmoil in the society. The author or authors of the
Mahabharata (and also the Rdmdyana) realized this need and
preached the message of dharma through idealized characters and
events of already known legends. A parallel to such an attempt
can be seen in the AMa-khanda of Jagnik wherein the insigni-
ficant and doubtful role of Alhd, Udal and their brothers in the
twelfth century has been immortalized by hyperbolic poetic
narrations to infuse a spirit of bravery amongst the Indians
during the period of the Sultnate rule. Similar is the case with
Tayasi's Padmavata which was written to popularize Sufic ideas
of the poet himself.

It would, therefore, be always disappointing to look into the
Mahabharata as a historical text

Amarendra Nath

In the present controversy we are also faced with the prob-
lem of correlating the archaeological data with the traditional
account. While going through the different views of scholars
on the date of the Mahabharata war we have been more or less
convinced that the war took place in the 15th century B.C. as
hasbeen clearly worked out by Sarvashri S.B. Roy and K.C.
Varma. We do not think that the war was fought in the 10th
century B.C. as has been held by Pargiter and Lal.

In case our stand is correct, Painted Grey Ware cannot be
the rightful claimant of the culture belonging to the period of
the War  There are only two archaeological cultures which can
claim this status much better—Late Harappa culture and the
Ochre Coloured Pottery-cum-Copper Hoard Culture, since both

of them belong 1o the second half of the second millennium B.C.
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The claim of these cultures has been contested by Proff. {-:el
on grounds which nced not be absolutely corref:t. 1f, Sgned
time being we forget the fact that some of the sites men e
in the Mahabharata have yielded the Paiuted Gre¥ \Yare, si .
there are many other sites mentioned in the Mahdbhrata Wh:zd
have not yet yielded the P.G. Ware, particularly those Joca ;
in the eastern and western regions of the country, then QUh
problem becomes easy. We have to find out a culture whic
was predominent at Kuruksetra, the actual p]ao.= o.fllhc ;van}';
and the neighbouring areas in the Indo-Gangetic divide whic
belonged to the second half of second millennium B.C. .

The claim of the OCP-Copper Hoards cannot be rejected as
casily as it has been done by Prof. Lal, at least on two grounds :
firstly, it represents a culture which contains a variety of !162!")’
tools and weapons of copper which alone answer the description
of some of the Wweapons of war mentioned in the Mahabhérata,
and sccondly, the remains of the OCP culture have been 'folmd
at Hastinapura, the capital city of the Pandavas. It is significant
to mention that it coversa very wide area of distribution of

the Indo-Gangetic divide—from Amritsar in the west to P:hich'
chhatra is northern Paficila, and Bithara in southern Paficila,
both in the east.

The excavations at Ambkheri by Shri M.N. Deshpande has
clearly shown that at one stage or the other, the Late Harappa

Culture met and co-existed with the O.CP. Culture. In
fact, it appears that the Late Harappa Cuiture whose
feraains have been un

. , t Bhagawanpura by
Shri 1.p, Joshi, is coeval with O.C.P, Culture, Although the
Painted Grey Ware ang Late Harappan, including 0.C.P. cul-
ture, partly differ in their 2eographical distribution yet they
overlap at some sites in Haryana, Punjab and western Uttar
Pradesh, Archacologica]ly, the date of the Late Harappa
Culture-cum-0.C p, Culture coincides with the date of the
Matabharata War. Therefore, we fecl that Late Harappan and
O.CP. people gre the rightful claiment of the Mahabharata
ay be pertinent 1o mention that except for

d Late Harappa cultres, do
Ware Culture. In cconomy and
cation of certain animals and

< Painted Grey
structures, and in the domesti
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plants, the two cultures are similar.

In view of the above facts and in view of the distributional
pattern of the Late Harappan and O.C.P. cultures in the Indo-
Gangetic divide, we presume that it is not the P.G. Ware that
represents the culture of the period of the Mahabhirata War
but it is the Late Harappa-O.C.P. culture-complex which
represents the period in question.

Upendra Thakur

. The recent controversy about the historicity of Mahabharata
is, in faet, heartening for a historian in particular and the
history-loving public in general. Tt reflects a developed stage
of historical researches in this country. Itseems that we have
reached a stage where we can look at our sources critically and
analytically. This is a redeeming feature and instead of look-
ing at it with our eyebrows raised, we should welcome it. It is
true that the masscs in this country believe in the Mahabhirata
tradition but this fact is not enough to take it historical.

The worst problem that one has to face when discussing the
Mahabharata is its date. Neither literature nor archaeology is
of much help. There are certain traditions mainly Puranic, on
the basis of which attempts have been made to fix the date of
%he Bharata War. There is one important inscriptional evidence,
1.e., the Aihole Inscription (A.D. 634),! according to which 3735
years had elapsed since the Bharata War in the expired Saka
year 556, Aryabhatta, the fifth century A.D. astronomer, also
held that the Kali yuga staited in 2102 B.C. This tradition was
f(}llowed by a host of later writers, so much s0 that the begin-
ning of the Kali erain 3102 B.C. came to be more or less
generally accepted ultimately  But there are reasons to believe
that this era was invented some 3500 years after the point
of commencement assigned to it, i.e., in 5th century A.D,

Another tradition represented by Varihamihira and Kalhana
places the Bhirata War in 2449 B.C.2 One js rather hard placed

;Epigmphla Indica, Vol VI, pp. 1 T,
D.C., Surcar, Indian Epigraphy, pp. 318-19.
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to reconcile this tradition with the carlier one,

The Puranic traditions bearing on this subject are equally
discouraging. The Vayu, Matsya, Brahmépda,. Bhﬁga.vala and
Vispu Purapas quote the Jength of the intervening period from
the birth of Pariksita to the coronation of Mzhapadma Nanda.
But this duration has been variously mentioned as 1050, 1015 or
1500 in different manuscripts. To regard it as ‘a case of copy-
ists” error is not very convineing ; rather it seems more plausible
that the Puranic chroniclers regarded this duration to have ??Cﬂ
something between 1015 and 1500 years, so that this tradition
would assign the Bharata War a date roughly between 1'400
and 1950 B.C. Its reconciliation with the other traditlmfs
aseribing the Bharata War 10 3102 or 2449 B.C, is bardly feasi-
ble. Two other Puranic evidences, one based on the interven-

ing period between Mahapadma Nanda and Puloman, who was
the last of the Andhra kings, and the second based on astro-
nomical caleulations, are equally unpalatable.

Besides these traditions, there are certain equally absurd
traditions, one in the Kathasaritssgara and the other in the
Jaina canonical texts. The iwo traditions assign the Bhérata
War a date c. 700 B.C. and . 600 B.C. respectively,

The divergent traditions discussed above are highly confus-

This means that even in the
minds of those chroniclers and age

ote. Tncidentally, there is no
reference 10 this war in the Vedic literature, This will simply
mean that the war, if at all it actually took place, was not a
momentous affair ; it was probably some sort of a petty family
feud or an insignificant triba} varfare.  People had fittle or no
idea about iy, But the poet seized upon this theme and cons-
tructed an imposing structure over it, Gradually the epic
became popular ang § was then that there arose the need to
date this war, and hence the ensuing confusion,

That the Bharata War was not very momentous is also
proved by the archaeological evidences uncarthed at Hastina-
PuId by B.B. Lal The excavatoy thinks that he has uncarthed
evidences which solidly
War and
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excavator himself admits that the flood was partial and it did
not affect the whole settlement.  But the flood with which one
is accosted in the traditions was so devastating and complete that
it affected the whole settlement and forced Nicaksu, a succes-
sor of Pariksita, to shift the capital from Hastinipura. The
remains do not even indicate any such disastrous calamity affect-
ing human life as such. As a result, it would not seem very
sound to accept the conclusions of Prof. Lal, rather we should
wait for further archaeological discovery, if any.

It is, however, an agreed fact that the Mahabhdrata, as it

exists today, is in a badly mutilated form and a number of logi-
cal incoherencies in the body of the text can be explained away
on this basis ; different cultural levels, etc., can be included
within this category. But even then certain facts, which form
the kernel of the whole cpisode are highly unconvincing. It
is mentioned that a large number of people, 18 aksauhinls (the
number of solidiers taking part in the Kuruksetra war on both
sides according to the epic story), took part in the battle. But
this fact is highly intriguing. If one calculates the population of
contemporary India on this basis one gets a fantastic figure.
Moreover, it seems impossible that such a large number of
people could be assembled together in a single battlefield or
the commanders could direct the activities of such a huge crowd
in an age of hand-to-hand fight. It is equally impossible to
accept as historical fact, the participation of all the Kings of
all parts of India in the Kuruksetra war before the Later Vedic
Age when the easternmost and southernmost areas of the
country were unknown to the people of the western half of
northern India. It is significant to note that even Panini (5th
century B.C ) did not know the southern and eastern parts of
India,

Tt is true that the Mahabharata tradition is deeply entrench-
ed in the minds of the Indians but to regard it as a proof of the
historicity of this tradition, as R.C. Majumdar does, is simply
unwarranted. Common beliefs and historical facts are quite
different things. The only stand at the present moment that
We can take is that the Bharata War needs further historical
proofs to be regarded as a historical fact.
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Romila Thapar

One of the most amazing developments in 1975 has b.ccn 'thc
sudden publicity given to the question of the date and hlSlOElCZ_ll
authenticity of the two cpics, the Mahdbharata and the Ramd-
Jana. Never before in the long history of this controversy
(which goes back to over a century) have these problems bc‘cn
debated month after month on the front pages of the daily
newspapers : nor have enterprising academics cashed in on the
public interest by giving their views through a variety of forun'ls.
Today, any statement on the epics becomes a matter of priongy
for publicity, Clearly business is good for those of us in
ancient history, archaeology and Indology—as indecd, for some
of us who are not technically in any of these fields but still feel
the urge to participate in the debate.,

Thisisall the more surprising in view of the fact that
public opinion, educational administration and even resear-
chers in these fields have, by and large, been rather impervious
to many of the more important and recent investigations,
admittedly less dramatic, periaining to the ancient past,
particularly those which have indicated fundamentally different

perspectives on the past. Such investigations have not perco-

lated to points where they would provide new insights into the
popular image of the past.

It would seem that (he crux
does not emerge from the

cademic debate, the momentium
. Page of the daily newspapers and
X ges of innumerable weekly magazines arises out of
a different conceryy, At a jocular level it may be supgested that
the absence of other more ‘meaty’ debates Jed to a falling back
UPon a predictably controvessial subject, But there js probably
more to it lha.n t!.ml. It indicates 5 point of uncertainty where
both a Qusstioning ¢ and clinging to what is regarded as the
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social and cultural tradition becomes enmeshed with social and
political change. Attitudes to the tradition then become a pivot
for mobilisation on other matters : a process which has been
repeated throughout history but which has become more pointed
in recent times.

Ancient traditions and what are believed to be cultural roots,
hold a central place in cultural nationalism. During the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries, Indian scholarship was as
much a party to the inter-connection of contemporary politics
and the study of ancient traditions as scholarship anywhere else.
But cultural nationalism has many historical phases and one
wonders if the present interest in the epics is not in some ways
parallel to the intercst in the Nibelungenlied in nineteenth
century Burope, The cancient tradition’ poses at least two
difficult problems for its inheritors. One is the need to identify
with it. The other is either to disprove its historical authenti-
city and dismiss it as, therefore, valueless or else constantly to
verify its authenticity by testing it with the most recent and,
what are thought to be, the most scientific methods available.
The recent debate suggests that it is in this last situation that
we find ourselves.

For those of us professionally involved in these matters, the
dating of the Mahabharata and the Ramdyana and the problem
of their historical authenticity are hardy perennials which crop
up at every all-India conference and which have come to be
treated with a certain indifference. The indifference stems from
the fact that there has not been in the recent past any strikingly
new interpretation on this specific subject calling for prolonged
discussion or suggesting new dimensions to the problem. It is
a sad commentary on the state of investigation of these prob-
lems that it is substantially the old cvidence which is being
juggled back and forth in attempts to suggest a range of dates.
The present controversy has brought all the old guns to the fore
—the technique of trying to read astronomical data in the texts
and use these to work out the date, as also the computation of
the gencologies listed in the epics and the Purdgas as a basis
for chronological reconstructions. The only relatively new
method of investigation is the comparison with archacological
data, but even this is now almost two decades old. It might be
worthwhile to look a little more closely at these methods and
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see why the results remain unconvincing. .

Some participants in the debate base their chroncgl.t)glcal
conclusions on what they believeto be references, veilied or
direct, to the position of the stars and constellations which they
take as readings for astronomical data, The most popular of
these are the readings suggested at the time of the death of
Bhisma in some versions of the Mahdbhdrata, The inter-rela-
tion of constellations is then calculated back in time for many
bundreds of years until 2 co-relation with the supposed evidence
of the text can be made. These arguments tend to be highly
esoteric and the debate is restricted to a few persons conversant
with the language of astronomy and astrology. I say ‘supposed
evidence’ not in any derogatory sense but, literally, since in
Cases where the references to astronomical data are veiled, the
interpretation of these statements as symbolic of such data is,
after all, 2 very personal matter and usually is doubted by those
wanting precise evidence, It is true that ancient texts are often
higbly symbolic in content. ‘The cross-check in the interpreta-
tion of symbols is that the meaning/interpretation must be uni-
form within the culture. It on one occasion rksas (bears)
refers to the seven bears/Ursa Major constellation, it must do
%0 on all occasions in the same text. The interpretation of sym-
bols having by now become mclhodologimlly fairly systematic,
this should be the first step in claiming (he viability of certain
symbals as astronomicat data, Such a step still remains to be
carried out,

Wl}erc the reference to astronomical readings are not veiled
but direct, as where mention is made of the position of the
"“k"',’"" (‘““af mansions), it is possiblc that these references
:vhc;ccx‘l':l::folli::nox}; x:lf la;cr editorg wishing to give antiquity to
cdition, from rscc;ilcn l‘o cmic;]n :ii:l’::nc]ccsa\:% fmx? tclf iﬁon'l'cj
cal Edition of the Mahabhg, ich is posent inthe Critt
standard text,
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less to say this basic work still remains to be dome. The
understanding of astronomy is one thing, its application to
history is quite another.

Others mathematically inclined, but less rigorous than the
astronomers, have tried to compute the dates of these texts from
the genealogical lists which the texts provide. The argument
runs that if a mean average can be taken for the life-span of
each generation, then by counting the generations a chronology
can be worked out for the events described in the texts associated
with particular generations. Much time and energy has gone
into calculating the average life-span of a generation in India,
particularly with reference to royal famulies. The dynasties of
the medieval period, for which fairly precise data is available
from court chronicles, were used as the source of primary data,
The average length of reign of rulers was computed. Other
sources on regnal years of dynasties were also consulted. The
figures ranged from fourteen years to twenty-two. Depending
on which figures one accepted it was thought possible to work
out the life-span of epic genealogies.

The way in which this system works 1s as follows : we are
told that a king, Udayana, believed to be a contemporary of the
Buddha, reigned approximately twenty-four generations after
!.he end of the Mahiabharata War. Assuming that the Buddha died
in 468 or 483 B C., Udayana’s reign can be placed at around
500 B.C. Taking an average of fourteen years per generation
we atrive at the date of 836 B.C. for the war, as indeed has been
suggested by a scholar recently. But we could as well take
twenty-two years per generation as the time span in which we
would arrive at a different date of 1028 BC The choice in
either case is arbitrary since there is no reason for chosing four-
teen in preference to twenty-two. And, if we accept as some
scholars do, 544 B.C. as the date for the death of the Buddha,
we would arrive at a stil] earlier date for the war. And, since
ther? is no certainty that the number of generations listed are
Precise, the caleulations stand on shaky ground.

Others compute the generations from the start of the Kalt
Juga which is somectimes dated to 3102 B.C. but in some
Sources is also said to be associated with the Mahibhirata war.
So that is not of much help either. Not only is the acceptance
of a particular figure for a generation highly subjective, but the



170 Mahabharata : Myth and Reality

figure itself is open to question. Little thought was given to
the fact that habits of nutrition change over a period of 2 thou-
sand or two thousand or (who knows) maybe even three thousand
years and these habits together with general ecological changes
affect longevity and average life-expectancy. Or, for that matter,
that the chieftains of tribal groups or the heroes and kings of
carly States would be living in a totally different social system
from the Sultans of Delhi and that this might affect not _ogily
life-expectancy but aiso the ratc of turn-over of those in political
ascendancy.

Nor has there been concern with examining the role of
genealogies in history and society, on which there is now a large
body of literature both from historians working on the gencalo-
gies of early West Asia and from anthropologists concerned with
the function of genealogy as a social tradition in many parts of
the world.  If this literature is studied, it will soon become
apparent that attempting to compute precise chronology on the
basis of genealogics is virtually a negative exercise. Genealogics
merely record which persons (and to that extent the events as-
sceiated with them) came before and which after, Time-reckoning
is approximate. Further, they serve ap essentially social func-
tion as, for example, to allow more recent upstarts to attach
themselves to an ancient lineage in order to acquire social status;
of 1o prove the claim of 3 particular family to rights over land.
At most, some information on the system of succession and the

lineage can with difficulty be milked
outofa genealogical recory

. The gencalogists has little compunction about ejther confla-
ting the number of generations or of reducing them should they
be desirous of fitting the lineage into a politically expedient
pattern.  The variants in the Benealogics listing the lineage of
Rama or of the Pindavas and Kauravas are almost as many as
there are texts, The

PUrposs of the geneaj e
to do with ths tims when i e o2y has much mo

Tast twenty years or <o th.

R d » 198 attempted chronology for

l:}.ixlx?dlan cpics has turned to archacology as a possible source
‘utl;_m:uu;n. This bas resulted from (he exploration and

Fxeavation of modern sites bearing Place-names or associations
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occurring in the epics, the classic example being Hastinapura,
the city associated with the Kauravas. The situation is analogous
with the excavation of Troy to prove the Homeric epics. (The
discussion is virtually limited to the Mahdbhdrata since the
important sites associated with the Rdmdyana bave yet to be
excavated, although one of the arguments for the archacology
of the Ramdyana is based on this premise). If the contribution
of an archaeological culture is found to roughly coincide with
the geographiéal locale of the epic, a co-relation is suggested.
However, even this can be deceptive since the geographical
reach of the epic can undoubtedly expand as the geographical
knowledge of 1ts editors increases from century to century.
Thus, the geographical locale of the epic can only refer to the
time of the most recent redaction of the text. Nevertheless, it
has been argued that the archaeological culture called the
Painted Grey Ware, distributed in the main over Punjab,
Haryana, north-western Rajasthan and western Uttar Pradesh,
and dating to the early first millennium B.C. may be associated
with the Mahabhdrata since this is broadly the geographical area
to which the text relates. On the assumption of this association
and the genealogical exercise to which reference has been made
above, we have been given the precise date of 836 B.C. for the
war,

To calculate such pin-pointed chronology from archaeological
evidence is almost to deny the validity of (he evidence. One of
the joys of using archacological evidence for those of us who
are non-mathematically inclined is precisely that it shifts the
focus from the historian’s obsession with chronology to the
wider implications of the society under consideration. Thus,
apart from the geographical co-relation, the more important
investigation is whether the material culture excavated from the
sitefsites conforms to that described in the cpic. Such an
analysis which would be of immense value is almost impossible
at the moment since none of the sitcs associated with cither of
the epics has as yet been excavated horizontally to reveal the
spread of the culturc at any given point in time. Since the
Cficavalions are all vertical, the evidence on material culture is
limited. The comparative data from the epics also remain by
and large unsystematically collated.

It is here that we come up against the core of the problem,
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Only a few isolated attempts have been made to examine the
social contexts of the epics. In the main, the texts are taken as
‘a given® and whoever wishes to prove a point about the past
delves into the epics and picks out his evidence. Yc'l, the
compilation of an epic is astudy initself. Itis acollection 'Of
bardic poetry describing  heroic exploits, folk-tales, narrative
episodes, fragments of genealogics, gotbets of customary law,
myths, segments of religious cults, ethical theories and even
philosophical speculation. The time-di ion of all these
various nuggets ranges over many centurics and refers toa
variety of social forms acd situations. The epic unlike the myth
is 2ssumed to contain some trzce of an historical kerael, But
this does not mean that alf the events are historically accurate
or that even the historically proved event is accurately described
in the epic.  Epic fiterature based on bardic fragments is by
definition a collection of many social traditions, generally re-
ferring back to the twilight period of tribal societies and the
dawn of carly kingdoms. The bard evokes a nostalgia for the
Eeroic age and imbuss it witha utopian gloss to which future
generations look back with envy.

Epic literature therefore cannot be precisely dated ; events
merge into events 2ud narrative slowly gets welded with com-
mestary. The Mahibhirata is a clear example of this as has
b:cn‘ shown by scholars who have discussed the many accretion
ard interpolations over cqually many centuriss, The purpose
of such accretions was both 1o bring the epic up-date with con-
temporary changesas well as (o Us2 it 2sa channel for new
ideas acd, oew ethics.  The Ramdyana carries fewer traces of
e o i 2 sty ST . v v
Although even in this t;ﬂ;;l:’g;hcncc né f.lescr_xpnou poie? ka'ry:z.
style and time, cemposition is not uniform in
Sl ;\;{,’ :‘2‘;‘223;::! C;—xicxlaliox; therefore would be com-
the stratification of the x;xl, b:;u p n;?u"c the ng Ot ol
attempied. At most e’ore such a co-relation could be
sie could be cony,

S:;m pc;iod of occupation of a particular
P eC Wwith textua

identify an entire ep e

o atter

o ferences, To try and
'8 21 archacologicat eulture is virtually
tthe impossibla
i31k2 corelagy Por s it atchacology can be. used for
2 of items of material culture

with Iterary
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descriptions from the epics and this would indicate the techno-
logy, perhaps the socio-cconomic background and possibly an
approximate time-context for that particular episode.

Some preliminary work on this kind of identification is being
done by Prof. Sankalia with reference to the Ramdyana and the
material culture of northern India. Those who claim that the
Painted Grey Ware culture is the archaeological counterpart to
the Mahabharata show no understanding of the stratification of
the text and the archaeological identification therefore carrics
little conviction. (Quite apart from the fact that if this
identification is accepted then those who take as literal the
descriptions of the wealth and splendour of the court at Hastina-
pura are in for a rude shock since the archaeological evidence
indicates a rather simple, pastoral-cum-agricultural, pre-urban
society),

The concern for dating the central event in the epic becomes
something of an exercise in futtlity since the reflections of the
epic itself on the central event would change with each new
‘skin® which the epic acquires over time. A question posed a few
decades ago still has considerable relevance, namely, was there
only a single Bhirata war or was there an earlier one whose
memory alone lingered and that the one referred to in the
present text is a more recent conflict which got accreted on to

an earlier epic? There are a number of inexplicable discre-
pancies : such as that the two protagonists, the Pandavas and
the Kauravas, are not related by blood to the lineage whose
rights over land and government they are claiming to inherit.
The kinship link with the lineage is based on a series of fictions.
A strange situation indeed for a socicty where kinship links
were fundamental.

There has also been much discussion on the question of why
the two epics have survived in India and bave been accepted as
a part of the tradition in other parts of Asia, whereas in Greece
the Zhiad and the Odyssey have virtually disappeared, in England
Beowulf is known only to the scholars and much the same would
have happened to the Nibelungenlied in Germany and the
Kalevala in Finland but for the fact that the. were revived as
part of cultural nationalism.

In a recent scminar it was suggested that the ethical values
of the texts and the negation of the finahty of death were
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ics i ia. 'These
among the reasons for the surviyal (?f the cpics. l?:c";fsm ereation
reasons would apply to any epic literature 5"‘15 try 1o com.
links it to situations of changing valsxcs and e[:;% o theead 15
ment on these in an ethical strain, Thc. ;;:n Yo Tndian
always present though possibly more emphasxsc' mortalise the
epics. Bardic poetry, since it sets out to im o deatli 25 o
exploits of the hero is, in a sense, an.egauo; eath 25 o
finality. Bhisma's lengthy discpur;e on hf:e ann o oted in
Iay dying on the battlefield, which is what is o 1:ancgus to the
support of the argument, is quite clearly ext e were
original epic and was irm'cd‘\lxcedf byl'la‘::r redactor:

i ing the epic for other functions, L.
mal’lll'l{::l:ﬁ ol:' coirsc more obvious reasons for the cor(ljl.ll‘:;lnlg
of the cpic in Indja, 1n epic literature, generally, the . is e
tion between gods and heroes is clearly demarcated. The g e
participate in events but strictly as gods. The herocs. may o
close to the gods but are essentially heroes, In lhe. Indian ep. ds'
some of the heroes are converted into the incarnations of gods.

Sorme may have a divine parent, but Rima ‘and Krsna 31‘:
actual incamations of Visnu.  The literature which began as
secular folk tradition is at so

me point converted jnto s.ac‘:rcd
literature. I some other parts of the world the new religion,
Chtislianily, dispelled (he earlier gods; in India the new
religion,

Vaisnavism, devoid of any notion of paganism,‘ intro-
duced the idea of incarnations of Visnpu and used the epics for
Proselytisation.

Apart from this, socialgmups moving up he social Sc‘-?llc
and acquiring ksatriya status sought and were given connection
with the two traditional Sencalogies, the Solar and the Lunar
lineages, each of which form the genealogical core of the

dméyana and the Mahabhdrar, Pectively, Newly arrived
clites theref

ore helped Popuiarise the epics, which they pro-
jected as tne story of (he ancestors wi

connections, A perusa} of the late first millennjium A.D. in-
scriptions from vatious parts of India, makes this Jink very
clear,

The diffusion of the epics as part

of the Sanskrit tradition
Was carried by traders agd by settlers

Indian sub—comincnt and in Asia, wi
+, thening the impagt,

th monks and priests streng-
e1e it beca

me the literature of those
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in power it was also accepted by others. But it would be as
well to remember that it is not the Valmiki Ramdyana of the
Mahabhdrata aseribed to Vyasa that is being discussed in a pan-
Indian or pan-Asian context. It is the local version of what
has been made of the bare bones of the story which is of greater
significance, and these variations on the original theme need to
be analysed. It comes as a surprise to many people that the
Buddhist version of the story in India, as related in the Das‘arath.a
Jataka tefers to Rama and Sita as brother and sister. This
does not prevent Rama when he returns from exile and is mad.e
king at Ayodhya from taking Sitd as his queen consort. This
isin accordance with the original myths of the early Buddhist
tradition where sibling ancestors are regarded as the purest
parentage. i
What is impoitant is not just that the story occurs in &
Buddhist context as well, or that it is used for preaching a d|§-
tinctly Buddhist ethic on the inevitability of death, Dbat that it
is given a particular focus which would have been abhorrent to
Valmiki, but which is quite consistent with the symbolic frame-
work of Buddhist thought and society. The same process occurs
in greater or lesser degree in all the different versions of the
epics. It would be more worthwhile to try and understand how
and why these stories were incorporated into the tradition of a
culture or society and the function which they performed as
media of ideologies (both religious and secular), values and
social concerns, than merely to reiterate ad infinitum, the pan-
Asian reach of the stories.

It would seem, therefore, that the necessary groundwork on
the epic tradition still awaits completion before we can enter
meaningfully into a discussion on its historical authenticity, let
alone the date of the events described. This will require not
only a sifting of the strata and ‘skins’ of the cpics and an
analysis of the changing function and purpose of the literature
from age to age and region to region, but also a rigorous
questioning of the methodology of analysis. The interest in the
recent controversy emerges partially out of the wish to deter-
mine the accuracy of the tradition, but more one suspects out
of the fear of attack on the bastion of tradition as well as the
desire to prove it right. This would appear so from the fact
that the controversy has focussed on statement and counter
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sather than examining the methods }xscd to amveha:
the statements. Such a focus always carries the danger ld:;-
what is being sought to be proved right is not the actual dt:a .
tion, but what we today would like to interpret as the tradition.

R.C. Majumdar

In discussing the question whether the Mahabharata is a
‘myth or reality’, we should begin by remembering a few facflsl
which have been almost unanimously accepted by scholars a
over the world. These are : B w

1. The proper meaning of the word Aakabhdrata is “the
Great Battle”. For according to Panini (IV.2.56) Bhirata means
battle of the Bharatas (Bharatah sangrima) and in the Maha-
bhdrata itself we find Mahdbhdratayuddha (X1V. 81.8) the “great
Bharata battle’, and Mahabharatakhyanam (f. 62.39) “the great

story of the Bhirata battle,” the title “Mahabhdrata” being an

abbreviation of the latter.
2. The Bhara

t2s are mentioned in the Rgveda as a warlike

was known as Kuruk

Later Vedic texys refer to an important branch of literature
called Htihasa-Purdna (afso Itihasas and Puripasy which dealt,
hings, with kings of ancient times, and also to a
class of professiona] story-tellers  (ditikasikds, Paurdnikds).
There were, besides, Garha Na’ra:miui:—songs in praise of men
—describing the heroic achisvements of the warriors and princes.
Winl:milz. the great Ger

man scholar, therefore, very rightly
observes ¢ “These *go :

‘ 785 i0 praise of men’, probably soon
Ceveloped IBto epic poems of comsiderable length, i.c., heraic
$onzs1, and into entire ¢}

cles of epic "
heto or one great eyeny i for the only two national epics which
have coms doup 10 Us, the Aahzbhdrarg and the Ramayana,
Fepresant but the [agy re;

m0ants of a long past period of epic

songs, centering sound one
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poetry. Many other heroes and great events in other royal
houses also must have been sung. These old heroic songs, whose
existence we must take for granted, have not all vanished with-
out leaving trace ; in remains and fragments some of them have
been preserved in our two epics.”?

It would follow from what has been said above that the
original epic, known as the Mahabhdrata, dealt only with the
great Kuru-Pandava war and the lots of things totally uncon-
nected with it—which means a major part of the work—were
later additions.

Next the question arises how far these heroic personages,
who were the subject-matter of these ballads, may be regarded
as historical. So far as the Mahabhdrata is concerned we are
in a much better position to answer this question than we are In
the case of the Ramayana, for we have external evidences regard-
ing the existence of persons mentioned in the epic such as are
not available in the case of the Ramayana.

In the first place, it is to be noted that Bharata is the name
of a people of great importance in the Rgveda and later Vedic
literature,2 The Satapatha Brahmapa tefers to Bharata and
another king of his family as having performed the Horse-
Sacrifice. The Vijasaneya Sarnhitd refers to the Kurus and
Paficilas (evidently as a joint or united people). The Taittiriya
Sarithita mentions the Kuru, Paficila and the Bharata as variants

of the same name. The Mahabhdrata cosistently recognises
the Kurus as a Bharata family. As the Bhdratas and/or the
Kurus played such an important role in politics as is mentioned
in the Vedic literature, it is not reasonable to doubt the exis-
tence of the powerful family of the Kurus whose stories formed
the kernel—or as suggested above the main subject-matter—of
the original epic which later developed into the present Maha-
bharata,

Secondly, not only the Kurus were the most important
people mentioned in the Vedic literature of the Brahmana

1M, Winternitz, Geschichte der Indischen Luteratur, Vol, I, pp. 261-62
(Enghish translation by Mrs, S. Ketkar), p. 314, Also Cf. H. Jacobi,
Uber ein verlorenes Heldengedichte der Sindhu Sauvira in Melanges Kern,
Leiden, 1603, pp 53 1T,

1Macdonell and Keith, Vedic Index, 1. 165,
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period, the Kafhaka Sarithit®® knows the pames of thsl::?::
and Vichitravirya, two famous Kuru kings mentione
Mahabharata.

‘Thirdlily, some of the major Puranas, which may be rczard“:_
as more ancient and authentic than the rest .o_f this class' g-
literature, give a list of the different royal familics that ﬂounsb‘
ed after the Bharata War and continued till they were sul
jugated by the Nandas in the 4th century B.C., as wiell as ;‘h_c
names of their kings including some mentioned in lh? Mahd-
bhirata, n an unbroken line of succession, together wnft their
regnal years. In spite of differences between tlie dlffcrf:nl
Pusanas about details, there is clear evidence that these lists
of kings were not fictitious but based upon authentic soum’rs of
information, For example, we know from the Buddhist .hlera-
ture, that may be dated about the fourth century B.C., if not
earlier, the names of kings Bimbisara and Ajatasatru of Magadha,
Prasenajit of Kofala and Udayana of Kausambi, as contem-
poraries of Gautama Buddha,

Now we not only find the names of these kings in lhf
Purinic list of the kings of the different localities but, what is
more important still, these kings are all placed about four or five
generations before these ruling dynasties were overthrown by
the Nandas, showing their contemporaneity and establishing the
fact that they flourished a century before the accession of
Mahapadma Nanda, i.e., in the sccond half of the fifth century

B.C., and were thus contemporarics of Gautama Buddha.
Another instance of the authe

nticity of the Purdpic account is
fumished by the fact that 1n the long list of the Paurava kings
descended from Abhimanyu, the hero of the Mahabharata, we
find towards the end the name of Udayana, king of Kausambt,
he Buddhist fiterature. This confirms the tradition
Kuru kings removed their capital to Kausdmbi after
thz destruction of the city of Hastinapura
ro Y archaeological excavation
Hastinipura. Al these hasdly leave any doubt that the Puranic
list of kings in an unbroken fine of suceession from the end of
the Bhirata Wy Wwas based upon ag authentic source.
The above fact and other more specific statements leave no
3Cf Egeeling, X 6, Sacred Books of ¢he Lasz, 12, XL1,
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doubt that the Purinas regarded the Bhdrata War as an epoch-
making event which they described as ushering in a new Yuga—
the Kali—~after the Dvapara Yuga. This is further emphasised by
ﬂ}e general statement in the Puriinas that interval between the
b.mh of Partksit, which practically coincides with the termina-
tion of the Bharata War, and the inauguration of Mahapadma
Nanda is 1050 years. In other words, the date of the Bhirata
War came to be regarded as an important fixed point in the
chronology of Indian history.

The facts stated above hardly leave any doubt that the
2uthors of the Purinas had good grounds to regard the Bharata
War as a historical event and had before them lists of kings of
different dynasties ruling continuously from the end of this War
to the 4th century B.C.

The interval of 1050 years between the end of the Bharata
War and the accesssion of Mahapadma Nanda, as stated by the
Purdnas would indicate that the Great War took place in the
14th or 15th century B.C. which cannot be absolutely regarde:d
as true, as it is in contradiction with some other statements in
the Puranas.

While there are very reasonable grounds in support 'of the
view that the Bharata War was not a myth but a reality it can-
not be too much emphasised that the same thing cannot be s.ald
of the details of the war, particularly the number of soldiers

employed, sensational incidents of the battle, ete. For thex:e
were undoubtedly poctic embellishments in the original h?:ro:c
ballads to which were naturally added in subsequent times
sensational stories and events  Further, as has already been
stated above, the portions of the Mahabharata, such as the
various legends, moral injunctions on didactic stories and
religious doctrines hke the Bhagavad Gitd, with which the pre-
sent Epic abounds, certainly were later additions and cannot be
regarded as forming a part of the original epic, though they are
of great value and 1mportance as literary heritance from hoary
antiquity; probably not later than the fourth century A.D., when
the Epic known as the Mahabhdrata today reached its present
form, for it was described in the inscriptions of the 4th or 5th
century A.D as consisting of hundred thousand verses, i.c.»
very nearly its present volume.
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V.V, Mirashi

We, the people of Bharata, have all along rcgardcd lhf: Malx.a-
bhdrata as a historical work. The Great Epic calls itself an
Itikasa. But recently some scholars, including some wcll-knf)wn
archaeologists, have declared that the Ma]\z'l'bhﬁratfx War is a
myth, not a reality. It is proposed to examine their arguments
critically in the sequel.

In af\ imervicvgwilh a representative of the U.N.I. Dr. D.C.
Sircar advanced certain reasons for regarding the War as a
myth. He says that there are no references to it in the Vcd}c
literature.  Kings like Bhagadatta could not have taken part in
it. They arc nowhere mentioned in that literature. These
reasons are of the type of argumensum ex silentio. Such argu-
ments are not regarded as conclusive. The cxtant Vedic htel:a-
ture is religious, not historical, where one could necessarily
expect such references. Let me take an illustration. In the
Ppresent century there have been two Great World Wars, Do we

see them referred to in every work produced in this century ?
They are, however,

referred to in every history of this age.
No history of the Vedic age has come down to us ; probably no
such work was ever written. How can the absence of references
to the Great War and the kings who fought in it in the Vedic
literature be regarded as a reason for regarding it as a myth ?
Dr. Sircar's second argument for regarding the war as a myth
is that there are divergent views about jts date. This argument
also is fallacious, There is divergence of views on this point
bc.causc we have no reliable history of the ancient period.  Even
With regard to admittedly historica) periods there are divergent
views. Let me take an instance, The Satavahanas ruled in the
Decean for some centuries. They arc mentioned as Andhras
inthe Purdnas. 15 there a0 unanimity among them about the
number of their rylers and the periods of their rule ? The
Pufé“}ﬂ_s say that thiny kings of this family ruled, but none of
them gives thirty names,

Some Purdnag mention 17, 18 or 19,
some ‘%2 and some others 24, i y

There is a similar divergence of
i . Would it be
q of this dj iews that the
Svahanas did not rule atall 7 ivergence of views tha

Dr. Sitcar thinks 1|

hat rulers of e eastern and southern
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borders of Tndia could not have taken part in the Great War
fought in the eastern Panjub. Was south India completely un-
known at the end of the Vedic period when the Great War is
supposed to have been fought ? Do we not get references to
Vidarbha and Kalinga in the Brahmanas and the Upanisads?
In the Buddhist literature we get references to sixtcen Janapadas
comprising several countries of north India and one, viz.,
A$maka of south India. Are we sure that no such countries
existed in the previous centurics 7 That there are no references
to them in carlier works is an argumentum ex silentio.
L shall next produce some positive evidence. There are
incidental references to notable personages of the Epic period.
The Kathaka Sarithita of the Yajurveda VI, 3, 95) mentions
Dhitaragtra, son of Vicitravirya, as a dopor. Vicitravirya is
not a common name. So this Dhrtaristra cannot be any other
than the father of Durycdhana and other Kauravas. The
Atharvaveda glorifies the administration of Pariksit. Chandogya
Upanisad (111, 17, 6) mentions Krsna, son of Devaki. Panini
explains the formation of the name Yudhysthira, evidently the
eldest son of Pandu. He also refers to the devotees of Vasudeva
(Krsna) and Arjuna (IV, 3, 98). Patafijali mentions Bhima,
Nakula and Sahadeva. Inlus age a play called Katsavadha
was performed. Panpini knows VaiSampayana, a redactor of the
Great Epic. Asvaldyana also names him as Mahabharatacharya.
These are incidental references and are therefore of great impor-
tance. The authors of these various works could not have
combined to concoct a mythical story. It is surprising that
Dl‘-_ Sankalia says that these references could not be taken at
their face value “because they are incidental”.
1shall next take up some arguments of Dr. Sankalia for
scrutiny.  He thinks that the war of Kuruksetra was not a
Pitched battle, but ““a contest between two individuals, whose
Personal bravery and skill in handling a mace or discharging
‘:}‘;"OWS_ or even managing a chariot was everything.” What is
isi&‘gdence for'this ? Not the Carbon-14 test, 1 suppose. He
]aﬁsa:]‘;:ly relying on the descriptions of the duel of Bhima and
But just a“‘: t‘:“d of Bhima and Dusyodhana in the Mahabhdrata.
describes s"x ;Eplc describes these ducls w‘nh the mace, it also
the fo pitc ed.baules between great armies. 'Why believe only
vmer and distrust the latter ? Dr. Sankalia says that large
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had no
armies consisting of infantry, cavalry afld dcr:'l;im(shis » The
place in these conflicts. What is the evidence N ians. cven
horse and the elephant were not unlfnown to lh'c riyod- They
in the Vedic period which was anterior to the cpic Pel Seailed
must have used them in their wars. L!nfonunalf: );,'lcmlurc;
descriptions of great wars are not extant in the chlc lb e e
but if Dr. Sankalia wants a reference toa ?llchccl'_ afm;ghl
will find it in the Datarajiia battle in which K}ng Sudis e
with ten kings. (Rgveda, VII, 18). In dcscnbmg_ the ou me
of the battle the Vedic poet says, “The loot-sceking Anus e
Druhyus, numbering sixty hundred and six tl}ousand (rc.‘:ptc o
1y) lay down in eternal slumber. Sixty warriors and six nl‘z o
in addition did the same.” Were these warriors asscmblcd.l ced
to see the duel of Sudis with his opponents 7 If such PE‘C{‘! iy
battles took place in the Vedic age, is it any wonder that simila
ones occurred in the succeeding Epic age 7 d

There is, therefore, no cogent reason why we should regar

the Great War as a myth, Archaeological excavations can only
reveal the material culture of a particular age, They canm;l!
prove who were rufing and who were not, in the absence of suc
relics as inscriptions and coins. Carbon-14 test is not unim-
peachable. Dr, Sankalia himself admits that it has gone wrong

in some cases. What has happencd once may happen ten times.
We cannot hope to find evidence of the Great War in archaeo-
logical excavations,

Before closing this brjef note, I would examinec Dr.
Sankalia’s statement that the Criti

bharata is not older than the fourth o

parvan) of it,
earlier ; for iy
his now lost P,
plays,

The AMahabharag has undoubiedly gone through several
FeCensions as stated i the epic itself, The traditional date of
3101 B.C, of he Bhirata War is, of course, inadmissible ; and
there are undoubtedly cxaggerations in the size of the armics
and the descriptions of the baytle, But no cogent reason has

rakeit Kavyg Hanwijaya, and by Bhasa in his
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50 far been advanced to regard it as a purc myth. On the other
hand, there is ample positive evidence to support the tradition
that the War was a reality.

V.C. Pandey

Tt is true that the Mahdbhdrata is neither the product of one
man nor of one period. Thatitis a work of great antiquity
cannot be denied. It finds mention in the Asvalayana Grhya
Siitra of about 600 B.C. Tt has been referred to by Panini in
his AshtddhyayT (c. 500 B.C.). It secems o have assumed its
present form much before the fourth century AD. for the
simple reason that Sarvasena (330-345 A.D.), the vikataka
ruler, had composed his Prakrit work, the Harivijaya, on the
basis of a theme from the Mahabhdrata. Now, if the Pajrasici
is accepted as the work of Aévaghosha, the present form of the
Mahabharata way be ascribed to the frst century A.D., for two
of the $lokas of the Harivarisa have found place in the Vajrasiici.
Otherwise too, the Harivarsa, which comes tous as a supple-
ment to the Mahabharata can safely be placed ‘between the
birth of Christ and the third century A D. That the theme of
the Mahabharata had become very popular by the second
century A.D. is borne out by the Nasik Cave Inscription of
Visisthiputra Pulamavi dated 149 AD., alluding to the valour
of Rama, Kefava, Arjuna and Bhima, the well-known characters

of the Mahabhdrata. o
The names of a number of heroes of the Mahdbhdrata
war are preserved in the Vedic literature. The Atharvaveda
(XX. 127.7) refers to Pariksit, the king of the Kuius whose son
Janamejaya is said to have performed the horse sacrifice accord-
ing to the Satapatha Brdhmana (?(111. 5.4). The Chandogya
Upanisad (111. 17.6) is familiar with Devakiputra Krslr_m _who
has rightly been identified with Sr1 Krsna of the Mahabhirata
age by Grictson, Garbe and numerous other scllo]urs. Dl.m'u.
riashtra Vaicitravirya finds meption M the Kdthaka Samhitd
(5.9.8). Eventhe Khandava bas been referred toas the boun-
dary of Kuruksetra in the Tantiriya Aranyaka (V.L1). These
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istorical

references will make the Mahabharata war loolf] astoal::;: vy
cvent of the later Vedic period. It is fu}l e o tor the
detailed description of this war in the Vefilc h.lc‘mlu ’auels.
latter is primarily concerred with the socxo-rehglou; rf;es o the

The survival of a large number o}‘ the towns an hsl il
Mahabharata age as centres of pilgnma.ge l_hrough the ag yth,
be hard to explain, if we treat the Mahabl'mra'ta war fﬂ‘ e
11 the war was not fought at Kuruksetra, it will be l'llC image
explain why there are no fewer than 360 places of };:—'inhﬁmlﬂ
associated with the heroes and happenings of thc' Mahal their
war in that region alone, The Mahabharata has it that on g
w2y to the kingdom of Jarasandha, Sr1 Krsna, Bb"ma'l'his
Arjuna had visited the Padmasara in the Kuruk;el'ra rcgmn.f "
tank can still be seen at a distance of about 182 kflomctcrs fmm
Kuruksetra. Amin, situated ap distance of a 9 kilometers rhoa y
Kuruksetra, has derived its name from Abhimanyu who

thrown Dronacirya’s Cakra-vyiha in complete disnrr':iy'hcfi
Safidan preserves the memory of the ‘Sarpadamana-yajiia P‘t
formed by Janamejaya there, Nakula is still remembered ;
have visited Rohitaka (Rohtak), Mzhitthama (Meham) an

irisaka (Sirsa), when he had set out on his digvijaya. Modem
Kamodh stands for the Kamyavana described in the M'a_hti-
drata, Such examples point towards a persistent tradition
i has Xept the history of the
in human memory. As }“‘5
erved by Woolley, It is Never wise to reject

traditions off-hand ; in mogy cases they contain a modicum of
truth, even if it pe only a back,

ground for fiction® (Ur Excava-
tions, the Early Periods, p. 18).

WOrks but also by Buddhist and Jaina
onss. The Kypy Janapady, sanctified by the Gitd, came to be
" excellence in Buddhisy literature as
¥ell. The Kurugh g Jataka extols the virtuous conduct of
0. 276). Kuruvatta Dhomma
’ Mojjhima Nikaya Tika (1.125)
3 3cll. Draypagp, Patriage with e Pdndavas has been
alleded to by tha o Vwriters (Jataka No. 5 p. 426;
,‘-'a'}'ﬂd};_:nm:a Kahz 16 679-32;

emindtha and Krspa as
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contemporaries. Even Yuan Chwang did not fail to record
that a great war was fought at Kuruksetra and that heaps of
bones of the slain warriors lay buried under its soil. The his-
toricity of the Mahabhirata war was accepted by the whole of
south-east Asia which accepted the AMahdbhdiata as a sacred
work and immortalised it by adopting its various themes for
sculptural presentation on the walls of its temples. No myth,
not even a family feud, as somc scholars would make the
Mahabharata war appear to be, could assume an all India, nay,
an all Asia, character. In a country like India which abhorred
monolithic approach and which witnessed even the denial of
God and the repudiation of the Vedas by the Carvakas and the
Kautsas respectively, the Mahabharata war could not have been
accepted as a histotical event by all dcaryas irrespective of their
divergent religio-philosophical systeins, had it been a fanciful
Creation of the bards and pocts.

The Puranic data can usefully be utilised to determinic the
approximate date of the Mahabharata war as well. The Puranas
speak of 95 generations between Manu Vaivasvata and the
Mahibharata war. Manu has 1ightly been placed about 3100
B.C,, the date of the Great Flood (Purapa, VI, pp. 319-325).
Roughly assigning a period of 20 years to each generation, we
8et (3100 —95% 20==) 1200 B.C. as the date of the Mahabharata
war,

The date of this great event can be calculated in another way.
The Puranas aver that Candragupta Maurya was separated from
Yudhisthiza by 36 generations. Now, the date of Candragupta

aurya is generally believed to be 322 B.C. Assuming that

Benerations covered a period of (36X20=) 720 years,

Yudbisthira would have flourished around (3224 720=) 1042

bh(.‘z. This will also be the approximate date of the Maha-

"o :‘a war. Putting these two ways of calculation together,

u Y conclude that the Mahabharata war was fought some

me bcw{een 1200 B.C. and 1000 B.C.

the P}:;\tls‘;oricity of the Mah&bhﬁrata war is corroborated by
of sites :SSOG}'CY Wa.rc which has_bcsn discovered at a number
the Carbon.xc.:a:ed with the I»!ah.xbh'arata war. Unfortunately,
fom differeng ests have provided different dates for. this ware
sites. However, the date of the Painted Grey

are from Ataranjikers, namely, 1150 B.C., may not be far
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from correct. It is in broad agreement with the dates suggested
by the Puranic data.
Y l'l'hc argu'ments advanced by certain schplars to refutc the
historicity of the Mahabharata war are not irrefutable.

Sometimes it has been claimed that the known chronolog‘{
of the Harappan culture is incompatible with the proposc
dates of the Mahabharata war prior to 1000 B.C. They 3;0
not. The theory that the Harappan culture was destrp}cd | ‘)l'
the Aryans who entered into India about 1500 B.C. is ?C“;
by latest researches. The Harappan culture disappeared mf ¢
Panjab about 1750 B.C. Again, the possibility of the Aryan
clements being present in the Harappan culture cannot be
completely ruled out. The internal evidence of the Rgveds
and the Puranas suggests the contemporaneity of the pre-
Hasappan and Harappan  cultures with Aryan culture 'f"_f
centuties. A S, Altekar’s view that the Harappans had p:u'.llCl-
pated inthe Rgvedic “Battle of Ten Kings' deserves scrious
consideration.

The PurZnas indicate that dur
came 1o an end with the Mahabha,
of India was Aryagised, The

ing the Dvdpara age, which
rata war, almost the whole
Mohibhirata itself contains a list

aggression and expansion pursied

by the Tndian kings. For instance, the Bharatas and the Purus
mesged to form he Kuru kingdom, The merger of the
the Krivis and the Turvasas

ngdom of the Paficilas, The adoption of
the grandiloquent tig]eq lixe “Samrap, ‘Ekard’ and ‘Adhirdf®
msl'c:'zd of the simple rgja’ by kings indicated the gradations of
political power of the - As indicated by V.S, Agrawal,
a .largc number of thege Janapodas had already come into
of ‘esce by 1000 B.C. To deny fhorr existence on the basis
of the meagre results of fimijed archacological excavations
would mean the rejectiog of the combined testimony of the
wholz mags of Brahmanica, Buddhist and Jaina literature.

Even on the basis of (e find-spots of the painted Grey

s the Anuys,
brought about the ki
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Ware, which is, according to archacologits, associated with the
people of the Mahdbhirata age, most of the northern region
~ff0m the Indus basin to the Nepal tarai was under the occupa-
tion of the Aryans. Only the chronology of this ware has not
been sa.tisfactorily worked out so far on account of inadequate
excavations and self-defeating results of Carbon-14 dating.

Now, if the Kuru kingdom alone stretched from Kuruksetra
to lgauéémbi and had a number of allies around it in Haryana,
Panjab and Himachal Pradesh only, the Mahdbhdrata war would
assume enormous proportions. In that case, it would hardly
be a family feud and would have involved the entire war
potential of the Aryan world.

To say that if the Mahabhdrata war is placed around 1400

BC, the heroes of that war would seem to have fought with
insignificant looking microliths, small maceheads, sling balls of
?tone and terracotta is to place too much reliance on the
inadequate archacological data at our disposal. It is to be
remembered that the archaeological excavations so far have
falled to produce any remains of the matenal culture of the
Rgvedic Aryans whatever theores of Prof. B B. Lal and Prof.
A.H. Dani may be. Though the excavations have revealed the
existence of iron in the Gangetic Doab and certian other parts of
the country during 1100 B.C.—§00 B.C. bracket, the chronology
of its earliest use in Haryana and Panjab, the homeland of the
Aryans, is yet to be determmed. There 1s every reason to believe
that the Rgvedic Aryans were very well familiar with iron.
The Rgveda speaks of the «Ayasi Puras’ (forts of iron)., It
tells us how the Agvins had replaced Vispald’s leg by that of
iron.

Ancient Indan literature alludes to a number of sophisticated
weapons. The Rgveda speaks of the ‘Pura-Carispu’. It has
rightly been interpreted as a machine to demolish the forts.
The Taittiriya Sathhita refers to the ‘Sataghni’ which seems to
have been some kind of cannon. Later, Ajitaatru is said to
have used *Rathamasala® and ‘Maldsia-kantaka® to overwhelm
the Licchavis by their highly destructive power. Arc we to
cast aside such hterary descriptions of the profuse and sophisti-
cated armoury of our ancients, solely because the archacologists
have not dug out their specimens so far 7

he fuct of the matter is that there 1s 4 growing tendency o
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discard the traditional accounts in favour of even the fragmen-
tary archacological data. While writing in the Indica, \{ol. I,
No. I March, 1964, H.D. Sankalia rightly observed that in the
efforts to discern India’s past, its own traditional accounts, for
instance, the Epics and the Purdnas, have almost been ignored
and were regarded as pure myth, no doubt, due to deep rooted
prejudice.  But does he remember that ? X

The veracity of the traditional account of the destruction of
Hastingpura by floods in the Ganga and the shifting of the
capital from there to Kau$imbi has been corroborated by
archacolcgical excavations. 1f adequate excavations are con-
ducted at a few olhcrimponant sites of the Mahdbhirata periad,
preferably in a horizontal manner, the results may turn out
to be more salisfactory, as Sankalia also feels.  As things stand
at preseat, the persistent traditiona account regarding the
historicity of the Mahabharaty war, as one of the most important
wars of ancient India, cannot be brushed aside as untrustwrothy.

V.N. Datta

¢ historicity of (he Mzhabharata war
at there js no
i eality, and they go
1 S veracity of the Purdpic tradition,
ard highlighting 1he ‘interpolative® character of the Afahd-
b{xdrala. In the reconstruction of the peried of our ancient Indian
history when our forbears dig noy demonstrate a strong histori-
cal sense, and dig ot record events Jike the Greeks, we ought

Z:thc Rgvedal theye could, the
N mentioned jn the carly Vedie lit in
Yyasa, the compiler of the Ve Ciko.the. sapone Wivg,

das was also ghe author of the
Bee r, 1.4, Phadke, inth
o the Braram (a’::l PAperin (s FOACLIph Fgirding the date
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Mahabhirata. So possibly he was resisting the temptation of
duplicating his task. Secondly, the Vedic literature belonged
to a different category of work in which religious matters tended
to gain primary importance.?

The site of Kuruksetra as a battlefield is significant because
it had enjoyed the reputation as a battlefield prior to the
Mahibhirata war, and this reputation continucd even there-
after. Earlier it had been the scene of the tribal conflicts of
the Aryans and the non-Aryans as reflected in the hymns
describing the battles of King Suddsad [t was here that
Bhirgava Paraurama fought Bhishma.# The martial qualitics
of the people of this region were also recognised later by the
Manusasnhita which recommends the placing in the van of
battle men born in Kuruksetra together with those of Matsya,
Paficila and Sarasenas

The opening verse® of the Mahdabharata refers to a historical
poem called ‘Jaya® (victory) which was composed by Vyasa, 2
contemporary of the heroes of the war. This poem alludes to
the strife between the rivals, Kauravasand Pandavas which
Vyasa witnessed. This work is unfortunately lost (2), but it di.d
exist once is clearly gathered from the epic. The early Vfd’c
literature? refers to a number of rulers, like Santant, Vichitra-
virya and Dhrtarastra later described in the Purénas as ancestors
of the epic heroes, and Devakiputra Krsna® and S‘khand',n
Yajitasena® (the direct participants) suggesting thercby their
involvement in the war. §ankhayana and Agvalayana (c 800-
600 B C.) the well-known Siitrakaras, the two early authorities
were well-acquainted with the war. §ankhayana mentions
sacrificial error which had brought misfortune to the Kurus by

2These comments are warranted because Dr. D.C. Sircar reg.lrds' t'ht:
absence of mention of the war in early Vedic literature as a decisive
reason far doubting its reality.

SReveda, VII, 18.18-19,

4Mahzbharata, Udyoga, 5. 180-186

5VIL. 193

SMahzbhatata, Adi, 62.20; Udyoga, 136. 18.

TRgveda, X. 938 3 Kathaka Samhita, X.6.

8Candogya Upanisad, 111, 17. 6 ; Weber, Indian Literature, 169.

SKaushltaki Brahmana, V1L 4
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driving them out of Kuruksetra,10 Mvaliynna's' 'knmz'ledgc 0’[
the event is cvident from his reference to Vaisampdyana, a
pupil of Vydsa as Bharatdcharyat Panini'? (c. 500 B.C'.)
the distinguished grammarian. mentions, curiously cnOUgl]. in
his disquisition on grammar, the names of Visudeva, Arjuna,
Bhima, Bhisma, Yudhisthira, Kunttand Kurus who were con-
nected with the Mahdbhirata war. He is acquainted with
Vyisa and his pupils Paila and Vaifamapdyana. This extraor-
dinary collection of names at one place though made for.a
different purpose denotes the particular type of relationship in
which these persoralities were involved, and which became a
theme of the epic, Patafijali’3 (¢, 200 B.C.), another noted
grammarian, similarly sefess to Bhima, Nakula and Sahadeva.
Kautilya (c. 400 B C.) attributes the destruction of Duryodhana

v ava’s) kingdom.!* This

places in Kuruksetra studded with memories of the Bhirata
war,

The earliest Puranasts (5th-4th century B.C.) consider the
war as a dividing line between tWo great epochs— Dyipara and
Kali, e, Past and present, anq their genealogical portion
which does not mention the next generation of the Kauravas
{thereby suggesting thejy extinction) continyes the Bharata-
Kuru gencalogy only in e line of Arjuna, third of the
Pandavas. This a59 finds corroboration in the Buddhist

of the fraticidal strife,

Tas on the forces of Arjuna, the Niga
"S"?zldx)«i}ana Srauta Sz,
::ill sr:lfng Gritya Satra, 111, 4,

- 3293111, 3,130 ATV Ly H H
N - 114,169, 176 ; 3,104 ; w1, 395,
“An/:a;'i.rrm. L,
::,&{auya. 213.49.59 ; ¥asu, 99, 428-29
27;5%111:::;1:[(. 365, l.ll. 40031V, 361, 450 3 VI 260, ete.

AT, Ancient Indin fegog i Tradition, 1962, po, 284-85.

ra, UL 416, 10.13,
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nvasion of Hastinapura and the subsequent death of l’a{lksll
lustrate the general decadence of the times. .Thc Chinese
pilgrim Hiven Tsiang who visited Kuruksetra in 634 A.D.
while referring to a popular tradition regarding the battle _sla(cs
that ‘a terrible fight had taken place in the region of Thinesar
in remote times so that the entire area was covered with b(?ncs
Which were still visible to him?.18 In the Puripas there is a

Teference to Asthipura or ‘the city of bones’ which Cunningham1?
has identified as the site wher

¢ the cremation of those slain in
the battle took place,
The archaeolo,

gical evidence?® in support of the Bhirata war
Is inditect as B.p,

. Lal has shown.

e P.G. Ware associated with the Mahibharata period
Presupposes knowledge of iron technology, and the possibility
of its use in warfare in some form cannot

out,

be altogether ruled
Even if it is assumed that iron came in regular use in
Warfare at a Jatep period it need not preven

ta war being waged
a“‘} Won without it. The description of the war in the Maha-

Tata is no doubt Cxaggerated but to deny the historicity of
the event op this count is unjustified.
According to the

tradition which
d, Amin, Karna-
vents of the war.

oclate of places such as Bz‘magaﬂg
kﬂ'QUXla, Bhor, Basthali, with the heroes and e

“Buddhiy g
ecords of ¢,
Ygreh, o the Western World, Trans, S,
mn.n.amog.i.ﬂ Sfmf of India, Repore, Xy, :970“3“;}; Heal, 196s.
"darkar, ) ~¢0logy and the tyo Indian Epices |
Anclent g, g:;ll':', Research Instinyge, 11y 1373Ep;’c:2 i o of the
“M“hEbhzm,q. } ,;;! "h: Arehaeologioal S .
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H.A. Phadke

The importance of the Bharata war date for the chrono'lcg'l-

cal reconstruction of the early history of ancient Inc}m is
unquestioned. It s, in fact, one of those few topics of
ancient India over which so much diversity of scholarly opinion
has existed. This may be accounted for the conﬁlctmg nature
of the evidence .at our disposal —literary, archaeological and
astronomical,  But it is still possible, as shown by the recent
controversy, to reinforce the literary evidence with archaeologi-
cal finds, and to arrive at a reasonable date for the Bhirata
War,
The Vaméa or the list of teachers given in the Satapatha
Brah X Brihadaranyaka Up d? and Kaugitaki or Saikhya-
yana Arnayaka® suggests that Gunikhya $3ikbayana, the well-
known Sdtrakdra, flourished seven or eight generations after
Parikshit who was born after the war. S$ankhdyana was a
contemgporary of Aévaliyana,® another renowned Sifrokdra.
Whether this ASvaliyana was identical with his name-sake
mentioned in the Aajjina Nikdya® as a contemporary of Buddha
cannot be s2id with certainty but it goes beyond doubt that the
war was fought before Saiikhiyana and Aévaliyana (c. 800-600
B.C). the carly authorities on the subject,

The carly Vedic literature mentions quite a number of
rulers of the Bharata-Puru-Kuru line who are known 1o the
Mahabharata as ancestors and predecessors of Parikshit. These
rulers are ; Puriravas Aila%, Ayu,? Yayati Nahushya,? Puru,?
Bharata Dauhsafti,'®  Ajamidha!t Riksa,}* Sarhvarana)3

15B. X,
2B VL.
Badhysya, 18
:?:rf;:syana's teacher Kahola is honoured by Afvalzyana.
7.
SRgveda, X. 95 ; Sataparka Br, XL 5,1.1.
TRgveda, 1.53.10 ¢ 11.14,7, ete,
b, 1.31.17 1 X. 63,8,
::?;L, VIIZ4;18.50.
sapatha, X1 S 4. 11-12 ; Alrarera, .
Y Reveda, 1V, 43.6, Aleza, VIIL 3
33004, VI, 63.15.
Vi, 5§18,
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Prattpa,4 Balahika Pratiptya,® Santanul® and Dhrtarastra
Vaicitravirya.l? Of these Santanu mentioned in the 10th
mandala of the Rgveda and Dhrtardstra Vaicitravirya of the
Kathaka Smhita are of crucial importance in respect of their
near contemporaneity to the Bhdrata war. Santanu  and
Dhrtaristra were the same known to the Epic and Puranic
tradition as the great grand-father and father of the Kauravas.
Furthermore, the Vedic literature also mentions Devakiputra
Krsna® and Sikhandin Yajilasenal? (the direct participants)
and Vyasa Paradarya® known to the earliest Purdnas as the
compiler of the Vedas, and also a contemporary of the Maha-
bhirata heroes.

On linguistic grounds the composition of the Rgvedic hymns
has been suggested as between 1500-1000 B.C.2!  On this basis
the date of Safitanu referred to above may reasonably be fixed
sometime 1n the early ilth century B.C. Counting from this
point and considering the rules of the intervening generations,
i.e., of Vichitravirya, regency of Bhisma and the long reign of
Dhrtardstra, it may be possible to date the Mahabharata war at
about 1000 B C. This also provides a margin of a few centuries
for the foundation and growth of Vedic culture after the des-
truction of the Late Harappan culture (¢. 1500 B C.).

Attempts at fixing the date of the battle were made for
the first time by astronomers in the Gupta period because of
the growth of scientific literature on that subject. But the date
in the 4th, 3rd and 2nd millennium B.C is not compatible with
our knowledge of the proto-historic period, i.e., the discovery
of Late Harappan settlements (2000—1500 B.C.) ata number of
places such as Daulatpur, Karna-ka-qild, Dadhkheri, Panditon-
ka-THa and Jogna Khera—all situated in the Kuruksetra region.
Fixing the date in the 15th, 14th, 13th and 12th century B.C.

WBAthanaeda, XX 129.2.

188arapatha, XI1. 9.3.3,

R eda, X, 98.

ViKathaka Samhita, X. 6.

8Chandogya Upanisad, 111, 17,6 ; Weber, Indian Literature, p. 169.

8 Raushitahl, Bréhmana, VII. 4.

200Macdonell and Rewth, Vedic Index. 1, p 519 3 Vayu, 60, 12-16; Visru,
II1 3, 7-10 3 Brahmanda, U1, 34, 12-16.

31A.L. Basham, The IWonder that was Inda, p, 32.
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goes against the accepted scheme of an average reign per
generation between the war and king Udayana of the Purdnic
genealogy. ‘The recent attempt to bring down the date of the
war to the second half of the 9th century B.C. does not hold
good. It cannot be reconciled with the date of the composition
of the Rgveda on linguistic considerations, and the reference to
Santanu and Dhrtardsira as mentioned above. The battle was
fought after the composition of the Rgveds, and, according to
me, its date may be fixed approximately at 1000 B.C. This
comes closer to the date 950 B.C. suggested by Pargiter®? on the
basis of the Purgnic genealogy, and 980 or 932 B.C. proposed
earlier by B.B. Lai?? on the basis of the archaeological evidence
discovered at various Mahabhirata sites such as Hastindpura,

Indraprastha, Paniprastha, Kuruksetra, Amin, Pehowd and
others,

Ajaya Mitra Shastrt

The controversy about the historicity of the Mahabhirata
war is not new and can be traced back to the beginnings of Epie
sludiss when doubts were frecly expressed regarding the
genuinencss of the events narrated in the Mahdbharata, The
historical reality of the Great Epic has, for instance, been con-
sested, among others, by scholars like Dahlmann, Ludwig and
Lassen and several allegorical and symbolical interpretations
have been ventured.  But the polemic was till recently confined
only to the coterie of scholars. The main contribution of the
current d:_bau: seems to be that it has brought this rather acade~
mic question to the notice of every one.  While the focal point
o’f the controversy remains the same, some archaeological con-
siderations have also been sought to be pressed into service b
both the parties denying and defending the historicity of th};

2
ug’g’,.&a‘mﬁ:, ,:‘nclmt Indian Historical Tradition, 1962, p. 182.

] k”o,”m’:lc eolozy and the two Indian Epics™, Annals of the
M.{ndmbn! Research lnstitute, L1V, 1973, Pus. LIV, pp. 1-8
1a,10 and 11 (1954-55). ’ e
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Great War in support of their respective cantentions.

The historicity of the Mahabhdrata war was never questioned
betore Western scholars started taking active interest in Epic
studies in modern times. Even the followers of non-Vedic
religious systems like Buddhism and Jainism, who did not
take kindly to many a Brahmanical tradition and levelled sharp
criticism against it, did not express even the slightest doubt
about the reality of the event in question. They just tried to
utilise the episode for their own purpose which resulted into a
remodelling of the story. Had there been even the slightest
reason {o question it, they would have certainly not spared it.
Judging from unanimous ancient traditions, the Mahabharata
war, to all intents and purposes, was an event of enormous
magnitude and had an indelible impact on Indian life and think-
ing not only within India but also beyond the frontiers to an
extent unmatched by any other episode. It furnished themes to
many an artist and literature who found in it ample scope for
venting their artistic impulse. No other episode can lay claim
to a greater and more forceful expression in literature and art,
The historical reality of such a popular event cannot be called
into question unless there are really forceful reasons for
doubting it. And no strong grounds have so far been adduced
to prove its unhistorical character, as will be shown below.

The present controversy emanated from Dr. D.C Sircar who
challenged the historicity of the Mahabharata war on the ground:
(i) the incongrmty of its occurrence in the 2nd or 3rd
mullennium B.C. with the accepted views regarding the Harappan
civilization and the advent of the Aryans in India about the
middle of the 2nd millennium B.C., (ii) the prevalence of
divergent traditions about its date, (iii) the absence of reference
to it in the Vedic literature, (iv) the unreliability of the Puranic
chronology, and (v) the association of the southern and eastern
kings with the war which is inconceivable prior to the 4th
century B C., for Pigini, who lived in the 5th century B.C., had
no knowledge of the south and the east. But these arguments
fail to carry conviction. The end of the Harappa culture in the
Sind-Punjab region is now generally placed in e. 1750 B.C.
The Aryan problem, including their original home and the date

of their entry into India, is a vexed one and it is futile to bank
upon it in any discussion on the Bharata war. The old view
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i a culture by the Aryans is
nbo‘ut ﬂ:: g:xsi:\\:sclzok?clotlrf‘)‘;eaft{; ::xl,lear. It h:s been suggested
rl;; soorf\c (hat ‘the Aryans formed part of the diverse p'opma;'m:}l;’
and that they ‘contributed their share to the evolution o X e
Indus Valley civilization”. Still others hold _thc ‘Harappa culture
10 be Vedic and find affinity between the Vedicand the Hamppfxn
languages. Even if the Aryans werc not :.sut_ocmhcx\ous to India,
it js likely that they immigrated into Igdm in several waves and
the presence of the Aryans in West Asia ab‘out t.hc. 14th century
B.C., vouched for by the Boghazkoy .mscnpnon, probably
represents one, but by no means the. carhest_, such wave. No
incongruity would thus be involved if the Bharata war took place

in the latter half of the 2nd millennium B.C. It cannot be
gainsaid that our suthorities assign different dates to this event;
some placing it about the close of the 4th and others about the
middle of the 3rd millennium B.C. We also come across
certain statements which tend to refer it to the 2nd millennium
B.C. However, the lack of unanimity about the date alone
cannot be taken to indicate its unhistorical character. For, not
1o speak of such a remote event, the Purdnas afford a confused
chronology even about near contemporary happenings, To
cite only one example, diffcrent Purinic traditions give the
number of Andhra-Satavihana kings as 17 or 18 or 19 or 30
and the total period of their rule as about 23 or 4} centuries.
But nobody has doubted the historicity of the Satavahanas on
this account. It is truc that the Vedic literature contains no
direct allusion to the Bharata war. But no value attaches to
this pegative evidence because the Vedas are not historical fexts

which may be expected to catalogue all historical events.  Still
P to some Mahabhi

characters are met with in
fater Sarihitas and othier early texts. Thus the Kathaka-sarmihisd
of?hc Yajurveda mentions Dhrtardsira, son of Vichitravirya,
while Devakiputra (Dévakr’s son) Krgna is named in the
Chandigya Upanisad, The Rgveds, which contains no such
rcfcrcnz':c. probably belongs 1o the pre-Bharata age. Advalayana
and $aikhiyana, who flourished before the 5th century B.C.,
refer to the Mohabhirata as a text while Panini, who cannot
bcpla:_cd Iater than the Sth century B.C,, gi;lcs rules for the
fomfuon of the name Yudhisthira and alludes to the devotees
of Visudeva and Asjuca. Thus We start getting references to
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the Bhirata war-herces from the close of the 2nd or the
commencement of the first millennium B.C,, if not earlier. We
have already sccn that certain controversial chronological
statements found in the Purinas need not necessarily be taker
to disprove the bistoricity of the events described in them. [t
is not correct to state that Pinini was ignorant of the south
and the cast, for we actually find in the Astadhydyi references
to Asmaka (iv. 1.173) situated on the Godavart in the South and
Stramisa (iv. 1.170) which was the region watered by the river
Stramai in Assam. Still earlier, later Vedic texts also give
cvidence of familiarity, however slight, with the eastern and
southern regions and peoples. There is thus nothing improba-
ble in the chiefs of eastern and southern regions taking part in
the Bhirata war.

Dr. H.D. Sankalia trics to reinforce this theory archaeologi-
cally. His main arguments are as follows : (i) The account of
the Bhdrata war presupposes existence of large states with fairly
well-organised armies not only in present Haryana, Punjab, Sind,
Gujarat, Saurastra and Kutch but also in Uttar Pradesh, Bihar,
Orissa, Assam and Kashmir. But archaeological evidence
reveals that such large states did not exist at the time the
Bharata war 1s believed to have taken place. (ii) The Aafd-
bharata refers to weapons of iron which were not 1n regular use
before the 6th century B.C. and unknown before 1100 B.C.
Moreover, the weapons and tools mn the 3rd-2nd millennium
B.C. were very simple and if the Bharata war is placed even in
the 2nd millennivm B.C. one will have to accept that the Great
War was fought with insignificant looking microliths, small
maceheads, sling balls of stone and terracotta (not more than 3"’
in diameter and 12 ozs. in weight). But these arguments are
also not quite convincing. Panini and the early Buddhist and
Jain literature leave no room for doubt that well-organised states
with fairly large extent did exist in the 6th century B.C. and
there is sufficient evidence to indicate that at least some of these
states had a long anterior history. The existence of fairly large
states even during the later Vedic period is vouched for by the
elaborate descriptions of such pompous ceremonies as Rdjasiya

and Vdjapeya and the assumption of such grandiloquent titles as
samrdt which is met with even in the Rgveda. Liberal gifts
involving thousands of horses and lumps of metals called
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niska to the priests described in the Rgveda also appear to refer
to large resourceful states and not to petty chicftains exercising
sway over a small tract equal to a village or taluka. Thus the
presence of well-organised states with large areas during the
second hulf of the 20d millernium B.C. is not incompatible with
the extant evidence. As regards the second argument, even if
we ignore Rpvedic references to the metal gyasa (which is some-
times t2ken to mean irom) and cities and weapons fashioned
from it which, of course, cannot be dismissed easily, excavations
at Hallur (Karmataka State), Jodhpurd Rajasthan State and
Eran (M.P. State) clearly show that iron was known in India
during the first three centuries of the 15t millennium B.C. and
there was nothing to prevens the people from making weaposns
out of it. Where is the necessity to assume that the Bhirata
heroes fought with microliths and terracotta maccheads, etc.,
which might have been used for other purpeses? If iron weapons
of this period bave not been encountered in good number by
our archacologists, it is b of the inadeq of our excava-
tions and not b of their It is not unlikely
that future large-scale excavations at properly selected sites may
result in a rich yield of iron weapons.

1t would follow from the foregoing discussion that no strong
evidence exists to date which could disprove the historicity of
the Bhirata war. On the other hand, as is well-known Shri
B.B. Lal’s excavations at Hastindpura, the site of the Kaurava-
Pindava capital, seem to support ts historicity.

‘The unanimous tradition and the popular belief based there-
upon that the Bharata war wherein Kysoa played a prominent
part was fought long after Rima has been challenged recently
by Shri B.B Lal who thinks it likely that Kyspa preceded Rama,
This suggestion is primarily based upon his recent excavations
at Ayodhya which, according to him, do not indicate a beginning
for the site carlier than the 8th century B.C. whereas the Bhirata
war, in his opinion, took place in the 9th century B.C.} This
view is sought to be reinforced by referring to the Brifaddranyaka

1546y Lal spgears to contradict but own cashies stard I his

S < report o
Hutiafpura axcavations he criticised 1.C. Raychaudhury’s dzxex;or xh:
Bhirata was, vz 9th ceotury B C L av wilcticg from a shoriening of b,
chtonology (Anclent Inlia, Nog .
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Upanisad where in the description of a discussion in the court of
Janaka (Rima’s father-in-law) questions are asked about the
descendents of Partksit (a Pandava scion). But this surmise,
which goes counter to unanimous ancient tradition about the
precedence of the Rimayana episode over the Bhdrata war, is
founded upon a very slender and unreliable evidence, First, as
admitted by Shri Lal himself, the mound of Ayodhyd is very
extensive and 1t is not possible to ascertain its real beginning
unless excavations are carried out at about half a dozen spots.
Secondly, in all likelihood Janaka was a family, not a personal
name, and one need not be surprised if a Janaka flourished in
Rama’s time and another in Pariksit’s. Moreover, there is
nothing to prevent two personages, separated from one another
by a long interval of time, from bearing an identical name,
Then again, the entne Rama story is found narrated in the
Ramopakhyanaparvan of the Mahabhdrata whereas there is not
even a single reference to any event or personage associated with
the Bharata war in the Rdmdyana which, unless there was a
conscious effort on the part of the ancients to prove the
anteriority of a posterior event and efface all the extant evidence
to the contrary, is more than enough to establish that Rama
flourished much earlier than the Bharata war. This is also
supported by the Jain tradition according to which Rama and
Krsna were contemporaries of the 2Ist and 22nd Tirtharkars
(Namindtha and Neminatha) respectively.

{t 1s not 1ntended to aver that all the details about the war
found in the Great Epic are cortect. While the mamn story
appears to be historical, there is considerable exaggeration
details many of which may be due to later interpolators. In
our opmion both literary and archaeological evidences are
cqually important and one must not be discarded in favour of
the other. If literary evidence is to be completely discarded,
entire pre-Asokan Indian history will bave to be dubbed as a
myth. 1t is only synthesising the two sets of cvidence that we
can expect to arrive at correct conclusions.
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Ram Gopal

During the last hundred and fifty years divergent views have
been expressed by eminent scholars in regard to the Mahi-
bharata and the Great War described in it. Several Western and
Indian scholars have raised serious doubts about the historicity
of the Mahabhirata war and advanced ingenious theories to
account for the vivid description of the Epic war. For instance,
J. Dahlmann and A. Ludwig who deny the authenticity of the
Mahabhirata war interpret it as an allegory in  which the
Pindavas and Kauravas symbolize Dharma and Adharma res-
pectively according to the former, but light and darkness
respectively according to the latter. Similarly, some Indian
scholars like N.V. Thadani and Lachhmi Dhar Shastri also
attempt an aliegorical interpreiation of the Mahdbharata war.
H. Oldenberg and some other scholars who regard many parlts
of the Mahabhirata story as later aceretions put forward the
view that Krsna did not figure in the original story and was later
on added to it. But this view has been contested by many
Western and Indian scholars who pose the question: Will the
story of the Mahibbarata be viable without Krgna? C. Lassen,
A. Weber and A.A. Macdonell propound the thesis that the
original story of an ancient conflict between two Vedic tribes
named Kurus and Paficilas was later converted by a poetic
genius into a great war between the Kauravas and Pagdavas,
This assumption is based on the circumstance that the Papdavas
find no mention in Vedic Literature which often speaks of the
Kurus and Paficalas. Following this linc of argument, B.C.
Majumdar supgested sevenly years agod that the author of
the Mahabhirata grafted the Kaurava-Pindava story upon
an older story of a war between the Kurus and Paficdlas.
Recently, a number of distinguished historians includi
Buddha Prakash, D.C. Sircar and H.D. Sankalia have again
raked up the old controversy and questioned the historicity
of the Mahabhirata war, telying on the trite arguments, such as
(a) the non-mention of the Mahiabhirata war and its heroes
(especially Pandavas) in the earlier Vedic literature; (b) conver-
sion or? petty Kuruw-Pasicila conflict into the Epic war; (c) lack
of unanimity among ancient Indian astronomers and historians

LJRAS, 1506, 79, 228 1.
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about the date of the Mahabhdrata war; (d) the use of rocks,
trees, teeth and nails as weapons of war indicating primitive
stage of civilisation; () absence of archacological evidence; and
(f) the mention in the Epic of foreign armies of the Yavanas,
Pahlavs, Sakas, Hinas, and others,

Now let us examine these arguments one by one. The non-
mention of the Mahdbharata war and its herces in Vedic
Literature is an argumentem ex silentio which does not carry
much weight, for Vedic literature being religious in nature and
content is not supposed to be a chronicle of contemporary
events. Moreover, according to the entire Indian tradition and
internal evidence of the Epic, the Mahabharata war is regarded
as later than the composition of the Vedic Sashitas. In keeping
with this tradition, the Mahabharata war is mentioned in the
Sankhiyana Srauta Sitra which, being one of the earliest Kalpa-
sfitras, 1s considered as anterior to Panmni.

In the entire range of Vedic literature there is no mention of
any conflict between the Kurus and the Paficalas, On the contrary,
they are often mentioned there as living together in complete
harmony and forming a single people. Being impressed by this
fact, even Weber, a staunch protagonist of Kuru-Panicala conflict
theory, had to admit “Now at the time of the (Satdpatha)
Brahamana, we find the Kurus and the Paficalas still in full
prosperity and also united 1n the closest bonds of friendship as

one people.”  Afterthe Satapatha Brahmapa also there is no
evidence of any conflict between the Kurus and Paficilas. So the
theory of Kuru-Paficala conflict is a mere figment of imagina-
tion. There is not a shred of evidence in support of this theory.

Although ancient Indian astronomers differ about the date
of the Mahabhirata war, all of them are unanimous in regard to
the historicity of this war. In this matter there is a disciepancy
of 653 years between the calculations of two noted astronomers
Aryabhatta and Varahamihira—the former dating the Maha-
bhirata war in 3102 B.C. and the latter, following Garga,
placing it in 2449 B.C. This discrepancy between their calcula-
tions might have arisen from differences in traditions, readings
of texts, or methods of rcckoning. Anyhow, differences of
opinion about the dating of an event do not necessanly disprove

Weber, History of Sanskrit Literature, p. 135.
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its authenticity, For instance, no one has denied the historicity
of Lord Buddha despite difference of opinion about his date.

As regards the argument that the use of trees, rocks, teeth,
naifs and bare bands by Bhima as his weapons points to a very
primitive stage of civilisation incapable of waging a preat war,
it has to be borne in mind that their use is very sporadic, while
vatious types of advanced weapons and missiles are freguently
mentioned jn the Afahibhdrata. Moreover, since the Aryan
civilisation had already advanced beyond primitive stage in the
age of the Rgveda, there is no basis for the assumption that a
primitive stage of civilisation is represented in the Mahdbhdrata.
Various types of weapons known to the Aryans in the age of
the Vedic Sarhitas could not have become extinct in the time
of the Mahibharata war. Besides, the advance of civilisation
does not preclude the use of rocks, mace, trecs, hands and tecth
in war; for whatever is bandy in a conflict can serve as a weapon.

As for the absence of archacological evidence in support of
Mahabhirata war, it may te pointed out that in the course of
millennia most of the buildings and other things are often
frretrievably obliterated by ravages of floods, quakes and
climatic conditions. Moreover, it hasto bc admitted that the
Epic deseriptions of cities, palaces and armies cannot be consi-
dered as accurately factual free from poetic embellishments,

exaggerations, later additions, or alterations; because even
ding to its own the Mehabhdrata has undergone
several recasts,  Therefore, the original Epic has got to be
sified from its present bulk. It appears that the Epic portions
alluding to the Chinas, Pahlavas, Yavanas, Sakas, Htnas, etc,
belong 1o the category of later additions, Besides, 1he originai
Epic also could not have besen a matter-of-fact record of the
war, for the original author must have used his imagination to
present dry and dreary historical cvents in an attractive poetic
gartb. So every word of the Epic should not be literally inter-
preted and some allowance may be made for poctic fancy.
However, ip spite of the admixture of metaphorical descrip-
tioos and later accretios, the wholz of the Mahabhirata war
which forms the nucleus of the Epic cannot be Justifiably con-
sideredas 2 mere myth, For the Mahibhirata war and its
heroes find frequent mention in a large variety of Indi: .
such as Vediagas, Purinas, Dharma Sa i Works
3 nas, astras, Mahakavyas,

lyzics,
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dramas, inscriptions, philosophical and astronomical treatises and
folk-lores representing various epochs of Indian history from at
least 600 B.C. onward.

Moreover, a number of geographical names traditionally
associated with the Mahidbhdrata war are easily identifiable
beyond a shadow of doubt. It seems inconceivable that the
entire Indian tradition stretching over a vast area of this sub-
continent and even beyond should have been blindly accepting a
mere myth as a historical fact for thousands of years. Unless
there is irrefutable evidence to challenge the basis of an age-old
tradition, its kernel cannot be outright rejected as a mere myth
on account of certain poetic embellishments and later accretions
attached to it in course of time.

B.P. Sinha

Scholars who deny the historicity of the Mahabhiarata war
actually put forward no uncontrovertible literary or archacologi-
cal proof in support of their obiter dictum. The fact that the
later Vedic nterature (whose authenticity is not challanged)
refers to Victiravirya, Dhrtarastra, and besides Santanu and
Devapi raises a strong presumption in favour of their descen-
dants—the heroes of the Mahabhirata war—also having actually
lived and played their part. Attempt to ridicule the Puranic
literature which corroborates the story of the Mahibhdrata is
self-defeating because the same Purdnas are still very much
utilised in reconstructing dynastic history from Bimbisira on-
wards, and so their pre-Bimbisdrian accounts must also, in spite
of interpolations, contain genuine historical traditions which
sometimes find corroboration from the authentic Vedic litera-
ture itself. Distance in time does not by itself make the
account worthless as nearness to contemporary times does not
make all present-day written or spoken words official or non-
official necessarily trustworthy.

About the geographical knowledge the Mahabharata times
onec nced not be too conservative, Pinini knows the Suramd
valley of Assam. Even Rgieds refers to Dekgindpatha; the



204 Mahabharata ;. Myth and Reality
fact that jron was known in Southas far early as 1000 B.C.
leads to strong possibility that powerful kingdoms niust have
arisen there as every where else including north India on l{lc
basis of iron-technology. The refercnce to adhirdja, maharéja,
ekrdf, sanwaf and institutions of Afvamedhs and Vdjapeya
sacrifices and actual mention of Samraf like Janaka of Videha in
the Vedic Jiterature prove beyond doubt that fasger kingdoms
were already in formation from the Rgvedic times and lh'c
process must have registered much advance in the Jater Vedic
times. In the wake of the knowledge of iron-technology the
available transport facilities (chariots and roads) and opening of
the country to the Deccan and the east (Afiga, Vanga, Pundra,
Suhma, Kalinga), 1t could be as easy or difficult for the herocs
of the Mahabhdrata war to go on a digrijuya or join in the war
on one side or the other as it was for Samudragupta in the 4th
century A.D., using the same iron-technology, wesponry (bows
and arrows, swords and missiles) and transport vehicles (chariots
and horses), to go as far sowh as Kafcl and to overawe
Kamariipa in the east.

Archacological excavations have not disproved 1he historicity
of the Mahabhirata war. Only a few of the Epicsites have
been touched with some vertical trenches which may give a
ghimgse into the cultural sequence but do not reveal the total
cultural picture of the time., Moreover real sites could have
bzen missed by the archacologists” spade. Had Marshall in these
days of borizontal excavation spree might have stopped with

biaining cultural seque by siriking (by chance) at the
workers quaster at Mohenjadaro, how poor would have been
the picturc of t ing and 1 archi ¢ of
1bs Harsppan culture? At Chirand from 1963-67, only Chalco-
lithie culture was found in the lowest strata on virgin soil, but in
1968 in one tremch 3 full developed neolithic sulture was siruck
by our spade.  So, opt cannot say what is being missed by ihe
archacologists’ spade. Morcover, we cannot expect to find mony-
meatal architecture in the Mahibhicata strata as struciores in

the citics before Aloka were largely of wood and mud-brick.
which would not stand fo-day in a2 1ecognisable shape, X}
Pitaliputea, consistinig mainly of wood ard brick work could
compete with Persepolis and Ecbatana in grandeur in the 4th
century B.C., the grandeur of Hastindpura of In

draprastha,
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probably similarly built, as described in the Epic could not be
necessarily only fairy tales. It has been already suggested
that the Jimited vertical diggings in the few Epic-sites might not
have touched the actual palace sites, or even noble’s or warrior’s
house. This may parily explain the absence of iron weapons
and tools in the excavations. Iron was a newly found metal
and so must have been costly. The ruling classes might have,
reserved it for weapons. Moreover, iron in the climate and
soil of the Gangd plains rusts or corrodes fast, and even at
historical sites where iron must have been in much more
common use, complete 1ron tools and weapons are found in very
meagre quantity. So its limited discovery in the Epic strata need
net make us think that the Mahabhirata heroes must have lived
in mesolithic times as many stone or bone arrow-heads, missiles,
stone or terracotta balls are found. Such objects continue to be
found in abundance in historical and late historical sites as well.
It is more reasonable to preseume that with the new iron-
technology, old technology also persisted til] late times.

The comparative lack of high cultural equipment in the
Epic sites as excavated may also be due to the fact that floods,
fire and frequent change of river-courses in the past as in
recent times have totally or partially destroyed the main city-
sites. Moreover it is a general experience that while religious
sites persist to be re-built at the same spot, new cities and
palaces are always built on slightly moved away spots. The
example of Mediaeval Delhi should be an eye-opener. So it is
quite likely that the exact locations of ancient city-complexes
may not nccessarily coincide with the actual position of the
ancient city at the present site of the same pame.

Archaeology to-day is, thus, not in a position to categorically
reject the possibility of the Mahibharata war. Actually the
eXcavations at Hastindpura and Kausambi, to cite for example,
appear to make the story more probable than unrealas they
corroborate some important episodes of the Mahabhirata times
as B.B, Lal has shown. History of technology, knowledge of
geography, the carly literature and archacology all if studied
carcfully without in-built prejudice would make it clear that
there is no sound reason to reject the tradition which has held
the country for centuries. When did the war take place? In

our opinion the Mahibhirata heroes were aware of the use of



206 Mahabharata = Myth and Reality
iron, and so the question aris¢s when did Iron come jnlo use H\.
India. Iron was known in Hallur (Karnataka) in 1100-1000 B.C:
in Noh (Rajasthan) in cir. 500-800 B.C. snd in Atranjikherd
(West U P.) in 1100-1000 B.C. So it is obvious that jt was 1
use in India sometime before 1000 B.C., and its usc nced not
necessarily be later in India than in Baluchistan or the Swat
valley where the date of iron is placed in 1200 B.C. Knowledge
of its use may have come to south India by sea route from the
west, and north India by land route, or ifon techuology may
have independently developed in India as in west Asia, due to
availability of material and the socio-economic compu]smng.
It is interesting to note that iron as $rama or Krsndyasa, 1S
mentioned in the Atharvaveds and later Vedic literary texts.
The fact, that the references to superior kingship, or imperial
status and to asvamedha and Vdjopeya sacrifices are more
copius in the later Vedic than in early Vedic literature, may
sugpest more than casual relation between race for empire-
building and the devel of iron-techniology. 1ts discovery
and advantages of its use may have been at once pounced vpon
by the military ruling classes, which may have at the first intance
restricted its use for military purposes, and this may expalin
meagre references to iron tools and vases in the major part of
the Later Vedic literature and also in cxcavated sites of common
people’s habitation.  Probably the Sutapatha Brahmana, one of
the latest of the Brahmanas, mentions iron vessels first.  Taking
the literary evidence critically the Mahabhdrata war could not
have been found earlicr than the last leg of the later Vedic
period. It was cerwainly over long before Panini (who knows
the Epic and its heroes) and before the Buddha.

The Mahibhirata heroes fight generally from chariots or
from elephants’ back. No hero is found fighting on horse-back.
Though in the Epic the cavalary is mentioned together with
charjotry and elephantry as limbs of the army, the description is
mere conventional and may have been an interpolation. The
Vedic litesature (early and late) knows of chariotry and cle-
phantry as army-limbs but horse-men soldiers are conspicuous by
absence, So the Mahibharata war belongs to the time when
cavalry was not in much use in war oc
But in the 6th century B.C, caval
and soyalty,

popular with nobility.
ntusy B ry was popular with nobility
It i3 significant that Gautama Buddha left the city
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on horse-back, but Rama left Ayodhya on chariot. Cavalry was
used first as an important wing of the Assyrian army by the
later Sargonids and so could have become popular in India
only after 8th century B.C. Thus the Mahabhirata war has to
be placed earlier.

On the basis of average of reigns B.B. Lal places the event
in 836 B.C., R. Smith in 975 B.C. and Pargiter in 950 B.C. No
one can be very exact with the averages. The Purdnas say (with
variant readings) that 1015, 1050 or 1500 years elapsed beiween
the accession of Mahdpadma Nanda and birth of Pariksit. The
accession of Mahapadma Nanda may be taken to be 364 B.C. and
so birth of Paiiksit is to be placed, even if we accept the youn-
gest Puranic date (variant reading), in 364-+1015=1379 B.C.
This according to me is too early a date for the Mahabharata
war not only on grounds of very high averages for reigns, we
would then have to accept, but also because it goes against the
archoeological evidence of dates for early non and its associated
wares, such as the Painted Grey Ware, so far obtamed. The
problem can be simplified 1f we take this Pariksit to be Pariksit I,
and not Pariksit II, grandson of Arjuna, the hero of the War. If
it is Pariksit T whose birth was 10135 years earlier than accession
of Mahapadma Nanda, then Pariksit 11 son of Abhumanyu, 24
generation later, then Parlksit-I can be placed in 1379—288
(24 % 12)=1091 B.C. (average of 12 years for each generation)
and so the Mahabharata war would have taken place in the 11th
century B.C,, say cir. 1050 B.C.

This date is quite consistent with the archaealogical evidence
about jron and PG Ware. Iron was in use by this time, and the
PGW’s earliest known date goes to 1100 B C. or even earlier.
In our opinion the PG Ware is Mahibharata time’s pottery. It
may be of some sigmficance that 1t is concentrated 1n Western
U.P. down to Kausambi, and does not go further east (Vaisalr’s
reported pieces are of a much late date, these are not real PGW
sherds as Dr. S.P. Gupta has rightly pointed out) It is in this
connection important to note that Pargiter had suggested that
the Ailas entered India from the mid-Himalayan region and
Ayodhyd and Vaifali were beyond the perview of the Ailas.
Pargiter has wrongly identificd the Ailas with the Aryans in
gencral.  In our opinion the Ailas represent a later (Aryan?)
wave which ultimatelv so profoundly dominated the political
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and cultural scene that they almost determined the format of

popular cultural traditions, political ideals and even influenced
the ch: of later Brat i

We suggest that the PGW
was the distinctive pottery of the Ailas, which explains the
former’s distribution and also its comparative absence from
Ayodhyi (as reported by B.B. Lal). The PGW continued to be
the dominant pottery of the region till quite late as Allabpur
evidence would suggest. Old traditions die hard.

K.V. Soundara Rajan

The term Bhirata is the eponymous name of one of the very
progenitor dynasties of Bhdrata-varsa. The war of Bharata
Epic, called also Mahiabhirata, was clearly an cvent of the
greatest important in ancient chronicles. The Epic itself, even
in its core, vould have been rccorded (either orally first and
literally later, or by a scribe even coevally) after the acrual
passing away of the cvent and the chief personalities of the
drama. As such, Bhirata, the person, Bhirata was and Maha-
bhirata, the Epic, are in successive chronological stages. Of
these, we scem to know, from the chronological point of view,
something about the last—as a work which had become a tradi-
tion already in the B.Cs of the Christian epoch. We have
evidence to show, that the work was most probably Pre-Buddha.
from a reference to ‘ftihdsa-Paricama’ 1n Ambattha sitta of
Digha-nikdye. With such a limited range of evidence on the
work, we have necessarily to depend upon other sources for
pushing backwards into times, to reach that stratum of time
when the Bhdrata war itself would have taken place, It would
be presumed from 1he prima focie data of ihe king-lists, the
positions of Mindhitd Sagara, Kapila, Bharata, Rama-
Dilaratht, Saftanu, Yudhisthira, etc., that the importance of
3;\5\;3":1‘ Tase ﬁcm:\gcna‘m view-point, and the Epic and the
W}:, eio:;x:}:atzg gor:n‘olulmg toit. The Kurus were the people
v is Epic battle. S:cmmg!y3 the Kurus were opposed

Y 2n equally powerful group with whom the all-important

persomality of Kyyna-Viasudeva was also associated, On the basis
of archaeological evidencs so far avail,

]  evi able, a set of low dates
bhike the very beginning of the 15t willennium B.C. for the Kun’l
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war (Bharata battle), 566 B.C. for the Buddha, and around the
beginning of the 5th century B.C., for the full urbanisation of
the Gangetic valley, is already almost unanimously available.
1t is, therefore, not likely to be gainsaid that the Epic-battle and
the core of the Epic definitely belonged to the beginning of the
1st millennium B.C; and the succeeding events are, therefore,
Tiable to get firmer. The main issue is whether a truly older date
than 1st millennium B.C. for the Epic or its event could be
sustained. For this, we should also explain when certain other
earlier events had the firmest probability of having occurred.
These are the Vedic data. Now, it is at once to be mentioned
that in the Boghazkoy record, we have 2 fairly dependable in-
formation on the knowledge of the Vedic gods in that region
and around the 14th-15th century B.C. The implication of
this would be: (1) that the Vedas could, by and large, be earlier
than that; and (2) that they had a fairly wide prevalence in some
form or other, outside the Ihimits of India. This, in turn, meant
that what took over the Vedic folk in India was only a stage in
their activity, namely the actual composing of the hymns.

A. Tt is interesting that, archaeologically speaking, the
period around the Boghazkoy records, was a point of transition
from the Bronze Age into Tron Age. The Hittites were the first
to exploit iron around the 13th century B.C. Even if we should
not agree that there should have been only one nucleus for the
first exploitation of iron for areas both in and outside India,
we should consider that in the 14th century B.C., there should
have been acceptable links available between the Hittite area
and the upper Indian zone, especially the north-west India, by
way of the religious usages Thus, we should attempt to resolve
the cultures that would have linked these two zones by way of
both religious cults and Iron exploitation. In the latter, we
have definitely no evidence yet in north India that would take
back the advent of iron beyond the very end of 2nd millennium
B.C. or the very beginning of the Ist. Certain aspects of Iron
{\gc stages of Ahar are now being averred as likely to be placed

in ¢. 1700 B.C. on the basis of data recorded by the excavators
themselves. If so, this, to say the least, introduces the possi-
bility of 1ron Age almost coeval with what is holding good
for Boghuzkoy and the Vedic context. This needs careful
checking, therefore, of the Ahar data involved (Information
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from Chandiparh Semipar of Indian Prehistoric Somety,
December, 1575). On the other hand, the very reference in
Vedic hymns to certain battles that have takcn’ piacc’, give
pethaps the best clues to the stratification of Vedic religions
spread over India and West Asia, While some of these battles,
as that of Hariyiipiyd, should clearly relate to Indian monu-
ments like Harappa, others, as 1hose of the battle with Sambara,
may not.
This leads us to the important possibility that some of our
tegends {and the myths garnishing these cvents) refate to those .
stages of the cvents which, strictly speaking, had taken place
outside India, in far off times, and are thus, only vicariously
being remembered and overlapped with firm Indian Epic land-
marks, in Jater periods, starting from the ist millennium B.C.
or slighly carlier to it. Hencs, the dating restricts itself mainly
1o what would be an archacological Jink-—relationship in pre-
1000 B.C. stages in India and West Asia. This is, strictly speak-
ing, liable fo belong to the chalcolithic period only. 1tis
interesting also to note, by this avenue of reasoning, that while
Krsna-Visudava would indecd have been an essential personali-
ty within the Indian region, Rima.Dafarathi might not have
been so, and might as well be part of an extra-Indian core-
event. This explains also how the story of Yayati and his five
sons §s itself merely the ckeletal summary, in the Mahidbharta
epic, of 1he various ruling groups mentioned elsewhere as reign-
ing in certain arcas, in Vedic as well as Epic cvidence. The
Dusarajna battle and other events mantioned in the Vedic, (hus,
could very well have related to regions immediately beyond
India in arcas where the Vedic cults had been propitiously
prevalent.  From this point of view, it would be futile to search
for Rimdyana figures like Ravana, within India, since the
Indian Rama story might have, perhaps, been only the shadow
or reflection of an originul cvent or fact, pertaining to a different
rcg{l;n. The literary evidence already puts Janaka-Yajfavalkya-
D;aamha', ctc., on a coeval (_x)o&ing. and even the legends con-
:::X\:m:ﬂ;?; ;:\5} as bc_»m in the furrow of the carth, have
Archscolalogieal cf:ir;::uc:irlﬁm'ds of the concerned region.
late stages of the VYedie, d)e ol e srcocval Hith the
wmote plawsibly fit 1 ©Ci€, and prior 1o the Bhirata epic, would
¥ Bt into such a pattern.



Differing Views 211

B. The Gangd valley has produced two archaeological
elements, the Copper Hoards and the Ochre-Coloured Pottery
which tend to fit into this scheme. The latter, in certain res-
pects, bids fair to be cocval with Harappan stages and has the
merit also of not occurring 100 far west but miinly in the not-
thern part of Rajasthan, eastern part of Panjab, Haryana and
adjacent areas of U.P. Archaeologically, thus, it would be
worthwhile to know more about the O.C.P. men, their relation-
ship with the varying succceding stages in both the Panjab-
Rajasthan area, and the U.P.—Bihar areas. This clearly means
that, on the ome hand, with the help of the king-lists the
Brahmana literature and the Vedic battie references, a compa-
rative chronology of the Indian and the adjacent overland
border countries of West Asia, would have to be worked out
and, on the other hand, this will have to be compared with the
archaeological sequence in north-west India, in the Harrappan,
Post-Harappan and P.G. Ware, upto the advent of Iron.

The ecarly sequence, in terms of archaeological cultures in
the Panjab, Rajasthan, Haryana and U.P. are as follows :

Rajasthan Panjab and Haryana Uttar Pradesh
(Kahbangan, (Ropar, Bara, Mitha-  (Alamgirpur,
Noh, etc.) thal, Daulatpur cte.) Atranjikhera,

Hastindpura, etc.)
P.G.Ware P.G. Ware P.G.Ware
Harappan Late Harappan O.C.P.
Pre-Harappan Harappan

Pre-Harappan

Everywhere, after QCP, or at the end of the Harappan
States, as the case may be, there is a habitational break, deser-
tion, disconformity or levelling, before the P.G. Ware starts.
Can this mean the PG Ware people, whoever they were, broke
new grounds in the Rajasthan, Panjab and West U.P. area after
ﬂ}c Harappan in the first, and O.C.P. in the last 9 Panjab alone
gives a complicated picture at present but is the most vital area
for this problem. Of course, the introduction of Iron for the
first time and with it a new socio-economic phase might be
closely linked with these changes. Whether the Epic (Maha-
fvluirata) period had any such beginnings is first to be proved on
its awn internal literary evidence, independently of the habita-
tional evidence, in order to connect the Epic (A{ahﬁbhﬁmm)
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with PGW. Otherwise, the PG Ware associated with the
Ganga valley, as at Hastiadpur, etc., might turn out to be 2
later phase of this culture, whose eatlier phase and itslstams
might call for fresh enquiry. This and the limited thesis pre-
sented under section A above, would seem to show that the Iron
Age transition might, in many respects, have great relevance for
the changes in Indja in the Post-Harappan stages and more
especially as related to the *Vedic® and the ‘Epic’ periods. ) It
has yet 10 be proved as 1o whether or pot the ‘Vedic’ penofl
itself saw the emergence of fron. Its own internal evidence is
somewhat dubjous Jinguistically, with a possibility of the know-
ledge of iron along with copper (Lohitiyas and Krsndyas)
vaguely indicated. Plausibly, there could have been two phases
of Iton Age—and early phase, still assaciated with the ‘Vedic’
stage (in its later contexts), and a succeeding full fledged Iron
Age, associated with the ‘Epic’ pbase. The literary stage of the
*Brahmapa® literature is clearly a bridging phase between the
two, on its own strong indication of the use of iron.

C. The phenomenon of Gods associated with mortals is
another feature recurrently seen in our legends and myths. A
stratification of this process is possible among the Purdnic
events.  This will itself be facilitated once the Rama-Dasaratha
and Krsna-Vasudeva horizons are fixed satisfactorily. We
would indeed then be closer to the integration of archaeological
with the Dterary data in an effective way. Rama is, at all
events, by the literary as well as other prima facie evidence,
anterior. The Ramdyona Epic is itself in a more formative
gartb—as a narrative and in its scenario, than the Aahdbhdrata
Epic, across which later Krgna-Vasudeva stands stridently, The
demoos and demonesses like Tafaki, Srpapakhd, Mastca,
Subihu, Kabandha, eic., not to mention super-human exploits,
s of Hanumin, are of an itk sharply in conteast with the absor.
bingly realistic narrative course of Mahdbharata, OF course,
Kysna’s exploits in the Epic smack often of the supernatural

but sven then these could be a symbolic explanation immediate-
Jy at bard for these often.

Miracles are mostly out of court

o v.hc .glaixdbhdmm Epic. Elements of warfare also are more
iophisticated in the Mahibh3rata narcative,

\ﬁh_cq we consider these with the strictly functional reference

to divinities and other topics in the me-Buddhistic or
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pre-Mahdvira period, as in Pinini, we find that what had bee'n
totemistic groups in earlier periods had been visualisefi in
blatantly non-human and super-human concepts in later periods.
Panini had a brother Vyali who had also contributed his mite to
the commentraries on the Early Vedic and Brihmanical litera-
ture. The name had become virtually an art motif in later
times and come to stay, in a different form than the Niga clan
to which Panini and Vyih belonged. Thus, it is obvious that the
miraculous picturisation of a basically mundane form or event
had been a super-imposition because, in a later period, the myth
as well as the literary label been integrated and adopted as the
final story. The carlier kernel of the story, because it was
obvionsly removed both in space and in time, had recieved this
transformation. The psyche of the Indian had been sharply
different in Ramdyasa and Mahdbhirata, and the former is
more formative, therioanthropic, totemistic and atypical, while
the latter depicts the developed socio-political and religio-
cultural equipment of the period. If Mahibhirata itself is
fairly to be considered as pre-Buddha and perhaps pre-Maha-
vira, then Ramayanz and specifically Rama-Dasarathi should be
still earlier. If so, do we really have, even by the token of
P.G. Ware association of the Mahabhdrata Epic, any change of
an earlier penetration of the Ganga valley in the time of the
Rimayana? How will it tie up with the fact that the deep
central part of the Ganga Valley in Bihar presents the proven-
ance of the story, as it bas come down to us? Of course,
Kekaya desa, in far N.W. India is mentioned, which lends a
certain fortuitous link between Bihar and far N.W, at that time.
Can we even epvisage any period before Mahabharata times
during which this link would have been possible? Again, we
might draw a negative reply. If so, either one should be in a
position to place the story in Bihar and yet in an archacologi-
cally pre-P.G., Ware stratum in a consistent pattern, without
any preconceived notions about the antiquity of Ramayana, or
we should take the Epic version of the story as not likely to be
connected with Bihar at all originally. As we know the nature
of the cultures in Bihar datable prior to the P.G. Ware at
Sonepur, Chirand, etc., we must try to sce if these antecedent
cultures can give us the context of the Rimdyana story. Only
cxcavation of sites at or near the very places associated with

v
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Rimdyana story like Srifgiverapura, etc., z{:ight give a lcad
for {usiner enquiry, if not any firm solution, in th:xqsc]vcs._. In
any event, we do not at preseat have any basis t:or mdub_u,ab!y
fixing the chronological sub-stratum of the ‘Rimayana Epic’ on
the ground.

U V. Singh

The historicity of the Mahdabhdrata has long since been a
debatable point and so also its date.  During recent years very
Little new material, both aschaeological and litesary, bearing on
the problem has been brought to light. Thus, although the
controversy has bzen revived, it is not likely to have any impact
on the minds of the people in general, for as pointed earlier
there is no sufficient data against the well-established traditions
of the Mohabhdrata. However, it is hoped that the revival of
this contraversy will definitely highlight the weaknesses of our
researches and  stimufate  scholars (Sanskritists, historians
and archoealogists) to make a concerled cffort to find out the
reality. In the following pages an effort has been made to dis-
cuss briefly the nature of the available evidence, both literary
and archacological, about the Mahdbha, and also to point
out the major problems requiring the attention of scholars to
get more evidence.

It has sometimes been contended by scholars that there
were no large kingdoms at the time of the Mahabharata. The
carly Buddhist literature, however, refers to sixtcen Afohd-
Janzcpadas of porthern India.  The flourishing period of these
Mahdjanspadas ended in or about the 6ih century B.C. as is
knowa to every student of ancient Indian history. Thus, if
the great kingdoms were in exsstence in their prime in the 7th
?cmnr.y B.C.; the possibility of the existence of these kingdoms
in their eatly stages, about a couple of centurics earlicr than the
i century B.C. connot be ruled out.  Moreover, many
Jenapsdds bave been mentioned in the Eple and als:) in the
Purdnas; soms of them wese as old as the Rzveds.

As regards the archacological evidence of the Muahabharata
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age, we have to identify this with one of the cultures know from
the region, Gangd-Yamuni divide, mentioned in the main story
of the Mahdbhdrata, Two of these, belonging to the pre-Iron
Age, i.c., the so-called ‘0.C.P.—Copper Hoard Culture’ and the
so-called ‘Late Harappa’ or ¢Bara-complex’, cannot be identified
with that age, as the cpic refers to weapons of irom. The re-
maining one, namely, the Painted Grey Ware Culture, whose
remains have been found in most of the sites mentioned in the
Mahdbharata, has beca rightly identified with that age by
Prof. Lal.
As regards the beginning of the Painted Grey Ware at
Hastindpura, Prof. Lal has placad it around 1100 B.C. How-
ever, according to Dr. D.P. Agl awal, the available Carbon-14
dates do not take the beginning of the Painted Grey Ware to
a date before 800 B.C. Buttwo Carbon-14 dates from the
mid-levels of the P.G.W. deposits at Atranjikhera and Noh
(1025 4+ 110 B.C. and 820 £ 225 B.C. respectively) point to 2
still earlier beginning of the P.G W. phase and corroborate the
date of the beginning of the Painted Grey Ware arrived at by
Prof, Lal. These Carbon-14 dates may also require MASCA
correction, which will slightly push back each of the given
dates. The occurrence of a few sheids of Painted Grey Ware
in a far flung site, namely, Uesnagar (Vidisha, M.P.) n the upper
levels of the Chalcolithic deposits, according to the excavator,
suggest contempoianeity, at feast in that region, of the P.G.W.
with the later phase of the Chalcolithic cuiture. This evidence
from Besnagar also suggests an earlier date of the P.G.W.

The beginning of P.G.W. seems to have been much eailier
in the Sarasvati valley where iron has not s0 far been reported
from the P.G.W. levels. Thus, in the present state of our
knowledge, the possiblity of the existence of a pre-iron phase
of P.G,W. in the arca cannot be ruled out. It pushes back the
biginning of the P.G.W. to the fourth quarter of the 2nd millen-
nium B.C. (if not shightly earlier).

As regards the comparison of the material cquipment men-
tioned in the Mahdbharata with that of the cquipment found in
the P.G.W. deposits, we are not ma position to establish a
convincing correlation. Before making such an attempt it is
necessary to ascertain the original portion of the Aahabharata
and the material culturc refiected in it. Unless this is done,
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any attempt for its correlation with the archaeological cvx.dcncc
will be futile. Moreover, the archacological evidence is also
very meagre, as it bas so far been derived from, by and la.l'g‘:»
the restricled excavations conducted in about a dozen sites.
Somctime back it was known that P.G.W, belonged to a pre-
Tron Age and the evidence of iron was kmown only from the
upper levels of the P.G.W. deposits at Hastinapura in the ff)rm
of slags. But later excavations proved the existence of the iron
hroughout the P.G.W. deposits at a of sites, such as
Ataranjikhesa, We do not know what is still lying buried.
Only large-scale horizontal excavations on a number of sites
associated with the Mahdbharata story may bring 1o light suffi-
cient evidence to prove the potentiality of that age to wage such
an epoch-making war.

This 15 the nature of the evidence, both literary and archaeo-
fogical, available for the period and as has been pointed out
carlier, it does not warrant us anything positive comment on
problems like the historicity or the magnitude of the War. In
order to throw welcome light on the problem, firstly, let the
scholars find out the original text of the Mahdbhdrata out of its
present enormously enlarged size. Secondly, in order to know
the material culture of that time and war potential of the
people we require large-scale horizontal excavations on a
pumber  of sites iated with Mahabharata. Thirdly, a
number of Carbon-14 dates from different sites are necessary to
substantiate the Carbon-14 dates of pre-800 B.C. available from
Atranjikhera and possibly Noh. This will definitely help us
in revealing the truth of the age old tradition to a great extent.

R.P. Sharma

In the present controverssy over the hustoricity of the Mahi-
bhirata, possibly arch y plays the domi 1ole. Being
an archacologist myself, 1 would like to make a few suggestions
on the basis of a vailuble archacologscal evidence.

To b:g'm with, Hastinipura and Kuruksetra are the two
places, which should be taken as the 'primary’ sites of the
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ahabhirata period, since without them we cannot conceive the
Mahdbhirata story. The sites of Barniwd, Bairata, Panipat,
nd several others, are to be considered as ssecondary’, since
they are connected with subsidiary episodes of the complex-plot
of the story. Obviously, for purposes of determining the cul-
tural horizon of the period of the Mahdbhdrata War, we have
to rely more on the primary sites than on the secondary.

The sequence of archaeological cultures at the two primary
sites of Kuruksetra and Hastindpura is as follows:

Kuruksetra Region (Haryana) Paiicdla Region (western u.p)

Type Site: Bhagwanpurd Type site: Hastinapura

Historical Historical

N.B.P. Ware N.B.P. Ware

Painted Grey Ware?) Painted Grey Ware
\-Overlap

Late Harappa Ware ) Ochre Coloured Pottery

Late Harappa

1+ The sequence of cultures detailed above shows that the
lowest cultures in the regions of the primary sites are  different
from the onc proposed by Prof. B.B. Lal; they are Ochre
Coloured Pottery and Late Harappa Ware and not the Painted
Grey Ware. At Bhagwanpurd, however, the Painted Grey Ware
appears to have overlapped with the Late Harappa Ware but
only at a late stage. It shows that in the actual locale of the
Mahabharata War, during the early stages of the settlement
i.e., of the time of the Late Harappan Ware, the Painted Grey
Ware was not in existence.

In Archacology a homogenous group of pottery is usually
considered as representing a homogeneous group of people, at
least culturally. Not that it is an absolutely fool-proof method;
in fact this is least scientific, but then in the absence of any
other criterion, this is resorted to and it is pot always wrong
cither. In our everyday life we do see marked differences in
pots and pans, including decorations on them, used by Maha-
ms}xtrians, Tamilians, Punjabis and Bengalis. The significant
point to note is that even when they go to five in areas far
beyond their States they carry and also make future purchases
of the utensils they have been using in their Home States.

Thus, if we apply this methodology in order to solve the
present riddle, an absolutely new picture emerges.
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Archaeologically speaking, during the second half _of thel
second mullennium B.C. most of the north-western Rajasthan
and Haryana was inhabited by s people wlio usc(_i Late
Harappa Ware while most of the western Uttar Pradesh, includ-
ing patts of nonh-castess Rujasthan and narth-eastern Haryana,
was inhabited by a people who used Ochre Coloured Potiery.
Their interminghng has been attested in the over-lapping regions
of north-western Uttar Pradesh at sites like Ambkhedr, 1
would, in the light of these archacological facts, like to make
the following proposition.

Historical studics show that the real enemity existed between
the Kurus and the Paficdlas, from the Later Vedic peried itself,
and not between the Kauravas and vhe Piandasvas. The epic brings
in the Pandavss but any student of history can easily sce that
the strength of the Pandavas rested in the surength of the
Paficalas. in fact, thz actual batile was fought between these
o forces. In terms of pottery, the Mahabharata War was
fought between the users of late Harappan Ware, ie., the
Kurus, and the users of the Ochre Coloured Pottery, i.c., the
Paiicalas. The Painted Grey Ware 1sa later entry into the
arena; it was a post-war phenomenon, [n western region it
over-lapped with the LH.W., at Bhagwinpura at a late stage, in

the eastern region it uppeared after the O.C.P. This proposi-
tion would indirectly support the views of D.P. Agarwal on the
one hand, that the beginning of the Painted Grey Ware has to
be paleed in the cighth century B.C. and K.C. Varma and S.B.
Roy on the other, that the Mahdbhdrata War is hikely to have
taken place in the fifieenth century B.C.  In other words, there
is a possibility that the Painted Grey Ware had nothing to do
with the period of the actual Mahibhirata War. The wares

whicl belosged to this period are the Late Harappan Ware and
the Ochre Coloused Pottery.

Jagdish Chander

Tt is now ulmost a seitled fact that the Mahabhirats js not

the woik of one avihor nor it has been composed at onec time
Qo would, thasefore, be by-passing thess

¢s2 facts if one boldly
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gave one fixed date, either of the war or of the epic which is
0w considered to have passed through the hands of at least four
authors.! Moreover, we have to keep in mind not only the astro-
nomical positions at the time of certain cvenis which find men-
tion in the epic but also that the Atahabharata and the Rdmdyana
before they were put in writing by the great poets, Were known
in the form rhapsodies, tales, Akhyanas or Upakhyanas. This point
has been etucidated by Western scholars, such as E.W. Hopkins?
as well as by Indian luminaries3, such as C.V. Vaidya.t

2. Again, the epic bas been interpolated, altered and enlarged
by successive writers and one of their aims may have been to
make it an instrument for the spread of Vaisnavism.®

3. Last but not the least we have also to keep in view the
manner of birth of the chief characters of the epic which has
made many people doubt its historicity.’

4. Furthermore, the point which raised the current controvery
about the epic, viz , whether the small field of Kuruksetra could
accommodate crores of soldiers with all its supply lines is not
to be forgotten to be explained.”

For the sake of convenience and current interest, we will like
1o take the last two points first. We are of the considered
opinion that the mythological narratives of the birth of the
Kauravas and the Pandavas theraselves point out that these
names refer not to any particular lustorical persons beanng these
pames but to certain characteristics of the men of a particular
era of the past history and the great writer of the epic has made
a beautiful attempt o picture unto our mind the conditions
prevailing then just as so many writers have, even in our day,

1C.V. Vadya: The Mahibharata. A Crineisnt, . 1.
25 W. Vophins: The Great Lplc of India, pi. 3 6-397.
M. Wintunirz: History of Indian Literature, po 3t
3B.G. Dilak. Gltd Rahasya, pp. 535,
1C.V. Valdya: ep. ¢lte pa 17,
sadolph Hatsmunn: The Mahtbhirata and its parts, . 163-165 also
LAV, Mopkine, The Religions of buiia, pp. 3503 and  Sukthankat,
Suhthankar Memorial Lditlon, po. 334,
arfhibhiratal At Pava,
Trdian Laj tess db, tie 1511 S
atervies ot Pootd,

‘o
M

.pt. Ref, Reporsof D.C Sircar's pres»
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used such a literary style and conversational form® to draw our
attention to mean and matters of the day. But, even as such
writings to-day tell the tale without clearly and openly identify~
ing the persons, so the foundation of the whole Mahabhdrata
also is not laid an empty imagination: it refers to certain facts of
history though sometimes it gives distorted, enfarged, dim or oves-
fapping imzge of it. The mention of Dhptardstra and Kuru in
ancient literature without the mention of the name of the
Pindavas, and the existence of a scparate Pandava epic, as men-
tioned by Panini would corroborate our view that the violent war
of the Mahibharata was fought among body-conscious, greedy, un~

1

scrup ‘Kauravas' (a mztapk

ical name, of course) and a war
against the baser mental propensitics was fought by the Pandavas
whom the Gitd was discoursed not in the limited ficld of
Kuruksetra, that happens to be in Haryana, butin the far vaster
fields of India.

Considered in this light, the whole controversy about the
historicity of the war would be set at restif we keep inmind that
the Mahabharata war, in which number of people were killed and
in which sophisticated war weapons were used, refecs to a war
that took place over a far wider area than the small fields of
Kuruksetra, which because of its having bzen a place of many
battles, has lent, by its very name, a war-like beginning to the
story. And another non-violent war was fought by the Pandavas
against theirown base emotions. Our this view would reconcile
the view of those wiio, like Mahatma Gandhi,? do not believe in
the historicity of a violent war having been waged after such 2
di_vim and high moral discourse as the Gitd had been delivered,
with the view of those who think that, after all, there must be
some basis to this epic which has been bield in grest tsicem by
people over the countries.10

We shall now explain the third imilari
between or the identity of lhsou:i'rscu:mc;y’ the sxmx]-amy
ard the Mohabhdrata. Reference of the Upanisads

‘ g i6e Lo the first pornt, namely that

PN.C. Kelhas wrote Swars,
a e Kaths bet Sauh srd Sau
€xplain the poistical cozditipns then. Thre I{““n oo Saunik 10

L x dustan (Hindi blished

freex New Delhi, has h .S bt

Contron st s x&c’. a feature ity Sunday cditions, under the
LW, Hoplans, G.EL,pp 393,
MLLK. Gandhi. Gia Bodk: dntrodaztion, p. 3
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\e Mahabhdrata and the Gita were known to Indian tradition
ven before they were written down, would explain the fact
hat  some Rgis drew upon those traditionally and orally
nown doctrines and ethical teachings to give them the form of
arly Upanisads while others, a little later, compiled and ed.ite‘d
hem in the beautiful form of the Gifd. By explaining the simi-
arity in ideology and phraseology to the common source of
knowledge handed by tradition, we naturally imply that the
Mahabharata epic was written much later {han the Mahfbhirata
war was fought. Hence the difference in the dates assigned
to the Mahibharata event and to the epic by various authors.
We are of the opinion that those who assigned to it & period
about 3000 B.C.11; point to the time when the war took place
whereas others who give a much later date, such as 300 B C. or
400 B.C. on the basis of: (1) the archaeological findings such as
the form of inscriptions at Besnagar, Ghasundi or Néandghata; and
(2) the mention of Vasudeva and Arjuna by Panini or to mention
of Krsna the disciple of Ghora Angiras in Candogya Upanisad
mainly refer to the time of composition of the epic by its first
or second author. Our this view also explains satisfactorily why
archaeological excavations have not yiclded any iron weapons of

war to substantiate that any such big war took place some 5000
years ago.

G.N. Pant

Prof. Sankalia has raised two very vital issues in the contro-
versy over the Mahibhdrata war; they concern the weapons of the
war and the nature of warfare. Broadly speaking, he is of the
opinion that on both the counts the so-called war was of very
primitive kind, resorting mainly to combat in which physical
strength and personal yalour counted much more than anything
else. The weapons of war were of extremely simple types since the
real sophisticated oncs mentioned i the Epic are absolutely
mythical; their existence could not be proved cither by

ne.y, vaidya, Rajiram Shastrs, and others hold this view,
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archeaology or by sculptural representation or by actual spect-
smens belonging even to the fist millennium A.D. not to say of
the earlier millennia. In this connection § would like to draw the
attention of Prof. Sankalia to the references which point out the
use of chariots, projectiles, husling weapons, siegecraft, armours,
etc., in more o less the proportion they were used in the {nedl-
eval period. The horses and the clephants were. used in the
cighteen day war. Cerainly, numerically their combined strength
was much less than that of the foot-soldiers but that has
always been the case in the past.

Further, what about the chakraviuha? Was it a myth? Was
it of a very simple kind? Could we quote any example from
history and cthnography both in which the ‘tribal people’ have
been able to plan out a bartle array like this for their warfare?
Sixteen years of my cerious studies of these subjects have com-
pletely failed e to preduce any reference of this kind, My own
fecling is that 1t was a very sophisticated type of planning and
therefore, the Mahabhdrata warfare cannot be dubbed as “tribal’s
I beg to differ from Prof. Sankalia as well as Prof. D.C.
Sircar on this issug on the following grounds.

1 would like 10 draw the attention of these scholars to the
ethics of the Hindu view of life also in this contcxt. The Mahi-
bhiirata viar is called dharma-yuddha even though it was fought
for political reasons. Evidences of Kata-yuddha are no doubt,
availuble but obviously not much of the Capaky r-niti or Machia-
sellian taclics were employed A few instances of deceit like
Yudhistra®s telling a lie or Bhima's hitting Duryedhana below the
navel are exceptions 2nd sot the rule of the war. Intelfectualism
in planning the cokravyiu (and other makara. pipilika, hasti
wythasas well)ard ethies 1n day to day warfare marked the

Mahabhirata as much as the personal valour of the heroes since
ihe usial contept of a *kero® is that he 15 physicd
The combats betvicen one

tly omnipotent.
been shown.

heroand the other have necessarily
been Let us not be misled ty such refererces in evalvat-
ing m'.-. nature of the Mahathirata var,

‘!.{xs:cry'is  Very preuitar subject sirce ar every stage of its
writing 2 historian may b seen evalusting the past :.':d while
BDr. Radh krivtazn, R D g RG

others Bold ths view, Bytndast~r, Wirterritz and
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domg so, 1t has often been seen that inadvertently he has used
some yard-stich which 1s applicable either to the present or to the
Tucent past or to some other time and situation but not to the
time of actuil happenine of the events Something of the kind
seems to have happened 1n the case of the Mahibharata war also
by even renowned writers 1 make a strong p'ea to guard onself
against this tendency
With this much of my basic approach to the problems raised
by Prof Sankalia I come to a few details of the weapons of war
used by the warnors
It has often been alleged that the bows and arrows were
primitive weapons since these have been closely associated with
the prelustoric men or aborigmal tribes It may, however, be
pomnted out that i India right from the Stone Age till 1857
when “arrows were showered by the Indian rebels on the com-
pany soldiers’, bows and arrows have been used The standard
of archery was very high in the age of the Mahabhdrata where
several names for bow (dhanu, kodanda, druna, chapa, sardsana),
for a arrow (isu, ardmuhha, naracha), quiveers and bracer ar¢
given The blazing and flaming arrows, Iike the naft and khadanga
of the Arabs, used 1n India1n the 10th century A D, were steep-
ed1n o1l A bow was composed of a stout staff bent mnto a curved
shape Bamboo, cane, horn and wood were commonly used for
staves djagwa or Pinaka of Swa, the Sarnga of Visnu and the
personal bow of Krgna were made of horn, Gandna of Arjunt
was of bamboo while the Vyaya of Karna was forged out of
metal Three principal matenals had been recommended, ViZ,
won, horn and wood, and each had been further divided mto
several categories In the group of ‘“ron’, gold, silver, copper,
black 1ron and o1ly 1ron have been ncluded Among ‘horns’
the best ones were those of the buffalo, Sarabha (a Kasmurn
animal) and stag The woods preferred were sandal, sala, cane,
kukubha, amjana and bamboo Nowhere in the pre or proto
historic times born bows were used and this ‘horn bow’, 1 1l
probability, was a link between the simple wooden or bamboo
bows of prehuistoric times and the composite bows of the historical
tunes The horns were bent the reverse Wiy of the natural curve
In this manner the teflx bows were wade The ‘primtive’
people, in any part of the world, have never shown so much
excellence Then there were silk or cotton threads, sinews of
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deer, entrails of buffalo or goat and seaSOI:Cd bomboo bf"::i
employed for the bow-string. Both the ‘simple’ bows, as repres:
ted on the obverse of two groups of the Punch-mm;ked coins,
havinga curved stave and a straight string, and the ‘composite’
bows were known to the Mahdabhdratd archers, T'he main consti-
tuents of a composite bow were three-fold, viz., horn for the
belly, wood or metal to give stiffness to the centre and sinew for
the back. Pinika, Sariiza, Gandiva and Vijaya were all composite.
Since highly flnished horn-bows or composile bo»\{s were expensive
weapons and were used mainly by the famous knights or ﬂfe royal
princes, the bamboo and wooden bows, though 155? effective an_d
used by the common soldiers, have been ¢xtolled in 'the l?falm-
bhErata. Those used by the noted warriors weit of e wiiasins
(4} cubits) and the ones used by the common soldiers measured
96 arigulas or four cubits, The horn bows were, however, shorter
in length. The Pindka and Siringa measused 3} cubits each, Thus
by and large, the bamboo and wooden bows, used in the
Great war, were four and a half cubits long, the medium bows
three and a half cubits and the inferior bows only three cubits.
The metal and horn bows, confined to the nobility, were shorter
and stiffer measuring three 1o three and 8 half cubits, Metal and
horn bows were made either of iron or horn separately or of the
two substances conjointly. The horn-bows were well-shaped and
often decked with gold and silver.

Ten types of arrow-heads, namely drdmukha (serrated)
ksurapra (with a razor blade), ardhacandra (crescent-shaped),
ctc., have been mentioned and cach was meant for a specific
purpose. Aramukha was  best suited for
objects;  ksurapra

cutting  strong
ardhacandra  for

for cutting arfows of the enemy,
aiming  at  the throat and so on. [fsu
measured five span or three feet with a point of six inches.
This tallies with the arrows represented in the Sanef
reliefs which appear to be a metre or a metre and a- half in

length. The shafts were made of $ara, reed and bamboo which is
clear from the term vainara. Atjuna’s astows were made of reed
and metal Those made of iron and black iron have been referred
to in the Dronapasva. The Virdtaparva describes the sharp-pointed
arraws made wholly of metal and w hetied on stone. Arjuna killed
a3 elephant with a stout #araca which penetrated animai's body
right through. The Karnaparva refers to ndrdeas steeped
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in oil. They may have been lubricated to pierce surely and
smoothly. The practice of inscribing names or figures on the
arrow-heads, as mentioned in the Dronaparva, continued through
outand in the the Tanjore armoury, a few inscribed arrow-heads
of the 15th-16th centuries A.D. can still be seen. The Dronaparva,
agan, gives a list of forbidden weapons and mentions inter alia
arrow-heads made of monkey-bone, cow-bone, and elephant bone.
Poisoned arrows, and those having ignited matter wrapped round
the point, were recommended only in emergency andas a last
tesort. Arrows either too heavy or too light and those made of
unseasoned reeds were prohibited from use. Similarly, those with
too wide a notch, a weak or crooked shaft or with imperfect
points were prohibited. I have deleberately omitted the miracles
performed by the archers or the references of the arrows that
produced fire, water and other distinctive elements such as ser-
pents of various deadly forms, thinking them to be poetic
fancy. After all, basically it is an Epic. It may also be noted that
the arrows have a continuous history in India. Anangapal fighting
against Mahmud Gazani (1006 A.D.), Hemu with Akbar (1556
A.D.) and Sadashiv Rao Bhau with Ahmed Shah Abdali (1761
A.D.) were all killed by arrows, shot by their adversaries.
Coming to spears and javelins we notice that spears
and javelins, excavated from the Indus sites, are unaccountably
primitive in form, thin and broad in the blade and without any
strengthening mid-rib, except in one casc from the upper levels
of Mohenjodaro and with a tang instead of a socket. This was
not the case with the examples in the Mahabhdrata. 'The Epic
spear was a superior weapon. Sakti or mahafakti, like modern
parachhdi, was very sharp, made of iron and often oiled for
smoothness. Some of them were enriched with an inlay of gold
and beryl as well as studded with precious jewels. When wed
by the charioteers these were called rathasakti. According to
the Nitprakasika, a later work, Sakti, on an average, was
three to four cubits long with a triangular, quadrangular, penta-
gonal, hexagonal or even an octagonal blade. Tt was taken up and
thrown with both hands and was utilized to serve six functions.
This was used by the foot-soldeirs. Kunta was 3 Jance, u kind
of barbed dart, six toten cubits long. It had an iron body, 2

pointed head and generally a hexagonal blade. Niriprakdsikd
refers to o kuntd, like fukil, could also be manipulated in six
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ways. The same text prescribes that a person on an.clﬂpham
chould be assailed by an arrow and the one in a chariot by a
kunta. Prasa was seven cubits long and was made of red-coloured
bamboo with metallic head pointed at the forc-end. It was
adorned with silken tufts. When hurled, it felled the enemy on
the ground. It could be operated in four ways. Prasas were
used by elephant.riders, horse-riders, charioteers and other
mounted wartiors, Bhalla (modern bhdld) was a  socketed
weapon with a long blade and a bamboo shaft. The blade was
broader at the lower end, double-cdged, with or without medial-
1ib and with a hollow shank into which the shaft was inserted.
1t was a thrusting weapon, used by foot-soldeirs, operated
with both hands and seldom hurled. On one of the lintels of
Stiipa at Sanc, the scene of a besieged city is depicted, where
the soldiers are attacking the enemy down with stones, arrows,
swords and spears of bhalla category. Sula had an additional
metallic piece, curved from the blade like an ¢lephant-goad. In
later sculptures it is depicted in the hands of Skanda or Kartti-
keya. Since the actual specimens of the Mahabhirata pesiod
are not available these sculptural depictions of later date can
provide us a fairly good idea of the spears or javelins used in
the Bhirata war.

Mace, according to Prof Sankalia, is a weapon absolutely
primitive in nature but then what about the club of Mahmud
Ghazni with which he shattered the Jinge in Somanatha tem-
ple in 1025 A.D, or the ones used by the warriors of Timur
the lame, in 1339 A.D. The Mughal. Maratha and Sikh clubs
of the 16th—18th centuries are preserved in many Indian
museums. Mgrcly the existence of a kind of weapon or group
of weapons, said to have been used only by the ‘primitives’,

does not prove anything. As late as 1670 AD. st
pebbles (har dhonda) were used b vadh in the

dhon ¥ the soldiers of Sivaji in the
balll:. of Udaigir, Will Prof. Sankalia place Sivaji in the
mesolithic or neolithic period ?
In the Mahibhirata war gada (club), a h
. . , 2 heavy weapon used
in c-ombat, had either round, aval, onion-like or pcgr-shap:d
(Jflxulzfgﬂla) hfad. Parigha, of the same family, was studded
:galh xrondnalls. In one place it s said to be hexagonal in
- E:x,nma ;ol:aya:a (iron) and four cubits in length. It can
3 pared with the Maratha gurj or Mughal gargaj. Drughana
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was an wooden mace. In the 4th century B.C. also the club
was the chief weapon of the §ibi tribe. Plutarch says, “In_the
capital of Malloi, Alexander received a blow on his neck from
a club which forced him to lean for support against the wall,
with his face towards the ememy.” It could be handled in
twenty different ways such as bending, stooping low, springing
forward, retreating, etc. The mace-fight was a highly developed
art in the age of the Mahabhdrata. Exponents in this art
were Balrima, Krsna, Salya, Duryodhana, Jardsandha, Bhima
and others. The Adiparva narrates four kinds of gadayudha:
(1) praksepa (in which the weapon was hurled at the enemy at a
distance), (ii) viksepa (close fight at the weapon’s end),
(itr) pariksepa (brandising it all around amidst the foes, and (i¥)
abhiksepa (hitting the opponent in front). The circling man-
euvers or mandalas (also called mdrga) associated with club-
fighting are repeatedly mentioned in the Adiparva. The duel bet-
ween Bhima and Duryodhana, in the Salyaparva aprovides us the
vivid description of this fascinating fight; the entire repertoire of
tricks is evident here.

Dagger was called asiputrika or asidhenu. lts another variety
was maustika. The battleaxes have been mentioned under
several names, such as parasu, parasvavadha, kulisa and kuthdra.
When 1t had two sharp blades, one on cach side, like the
Mughal zabar or Rajput farasd, it was called partisa. Battlcaxes,
represented 1n the sculptures at Barhut and Sanci and also at
places of later art, prove that this weapon of war has not under-
gone any significant change centuries after.

There were two kinds of Sataghnis (lit ‘the hundred Killer’).
The first was used by hand. Tt had the shape of a hammer and
was studded with iron spikes. The other Sataghn was a knd
of instrument propelling stones. These were, as referred to in
the Santiparva and Sabhdparva, kept on the walls of for-
tresses 1 order that the stones mught be thrown through them
on a besieging force attempting an assault. These were provid-
ed with wheels to faciliate movement. Two stone-propelhing
machines called Aahasilakaritaka and Rathamisala, were
devised Ajitsatru of Magadha in the 6th century BC.

Vayrd (thunderbolt), pdsa (noose), cakra (discus), various
yantras and mythical weapons have been omitted here, because
they cannot be corroborated with any archaeological or existing
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evidence. Their literary descriptions or artistic representa-
tion on coins, and in paintings and sculptures, of subsequent
period, does not help us much.

‘The Mahabharata warsior put on clothes made of antelopes
and other animals for theis defence Bhismaparva. The soldicrf,
according 10 the Udyopaparva, had the braczlets made of bull’s
hide. Warsior Kypa’s atm, as mentioned in the Bhismaparva,
was made of tiger's skin. Besides padded coats of quilted
cotton, informs karnaparva, the soldiers used verman {coat-of-
mail) and kavaca (corstlet or breast-plate), made of iron
covered with lacquered ornamentation in gold and colours.
Sirastrina, helmet, finds mention in the Karnaparva and Drona-
parva. The helmet of Duryodhana was a very formidable one
(Bhismaparva). Kaifhathrana of Dronaparva was a neck-protec-
tor and kafichuka was 2 jacket which extended upto the knee
joints. Ndgodarikd was a glove to protect the fingers whose
other variant, as discussed in the Vanapara was drgulitrana. The
hastaghna (also called hastavdpa in Virataparva) or tolatra was
a bracer wsed by an archer to protect his arm from the blow
of the string. Dronachirya, when wounded, raised his visor,
and Arjuna took the opporiunity to aim, at his face, an arrow
which proved fatal.

Horses were also covered. Frequently the words like
pithaka (Adiparva), pithamiarda (Viritaparva), khalina (Bhisma-
paiva), asrdstara, pariftoma, rdnkava, etc., have been used for
the coverings of horses back. These were, in all probability,
varicties of saddle. Kaksya (girth), neck-chains, bells,
wreaths, nets, and umbsellas were equipments of elephant. The
clephants with fowdidhs on thzir backs and pendants on their
front are depicted in the art of Bhathut and Sana,

Shicld kas been frequently mentioned in the Bhismparva and
other parvas.  Carma was made of hide while sargvarna and
sardrara was of iron. Phalaka of the Sauptikaparva was a

round shicld with a convex surface similar to those found on
the Indo-Greek coiny, in the Gandh

< Jres ara sculplures or in the
Ajanta paintings. ’ '

I.t was the age 'of the chariois althouph cavairy and elephan-
try were playing important roles.

Inths absence of memwmllic
0, the Mahibhirata cavalier may not
=d the horse and operated the weapons

stirrups, not known tha
have effectively controll
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from its back. It is, however, possible that the stirrups were
made of some kind of textile as it is done even now in certain
quarters. ‘This was, in any case, the beginning of cavalry and
elephantry in India. The clephants and horses were cmployed
in war but not on a massive scale. This was possibly the
transition phase, the charioteers giving way to the cavalry and
elephantry.

The war-chariot (safigi@mikeratha) was a small-sized two-
wheeled vehicle drawn by two horses, occasionally by three or
even four. The body of the car was exceedingly light as it
consisted of a wooden framework, fixed to an axle (aksa),
fastened by cow-hide thongs. Both the solid wheels and spoked
wheels (dra) were used. Besides the spokes, a wheel consisted
of rim (pair), a felly (pradf)and a nave (nabhya). The rim
and the felly together constituted the tire (nemi). Almost every
part of the chariot (apaskara, wheel, upastha ,driver’s seat, yuga.
yoke, etc) has been defined. The royal chariots were richly
embellished. Raised to 1ts top, the chartot had a pennon which
was the ensign of the knight. Though adept in the use of all
sorts of weapons, the car-warfior preferred bows and airows,
rathasakti and other missiles.

Thus, contrary to the views of Profs. Sankalia and Sircar
the Bharaza War was neither “pnimitive’ in nature nor confined
only to the ‘combats’. The combats did take place but as said
in the beginning it does not determine the entire nature of the
war. 1n 1799 A.D. at Srirangapatana Tipu Sultan had a

combat, amidst fire-arms, rockets and artillery shots, with
General Baird, The soldicrs were recruited. regularly trained
and paid monthly. The army was dwvided into several units.
Arsenals were mamntained and workshops, for the repair, were
opened. There were centres where the arms were forged.
Military science formed part of the school-curriculum and the
dhanurdharas, mahddhanurdhasas and dchdryas Wwere cmployed
to train and discipline knights in the making.

Charas and disds were cngaged for cspionages scveral tactics
and strategies were employed and battle-arrays (vyithas) arrang-
ed. The army marched, more or less, in @ disciplined man-
ner and camped in shandhavaras. Bheri, dundubhi, siarikha,
pataka, including the Panchafaiiya of Krpsna, were the instru-
ments to rase the spirit of the soldiers in mirch.  Medical aid
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was given to the wounded and those killed were (in the evening
‘of cach day's of battle when the war stopped till the sun rose
again and the conch-shell was blown the next morping) cremat-
ed with all hopous: the funesal attended 10 by the relatives and
the foes alike. All these arrangements, ethics, organization,
planning, opesation, tactics, strategy, cic., could never have
been employed in such a massive and degnified scale had the
Kurus, the Paficalas and Pandavas been ‘primitive’ or had the
Bhirata war been only a ‘family feud’—a chain of combats in
which only bows, and arrows and smashing weapous like clubs,
as Prof. Sankalia fecls, alone were used. It was not ‘hit-and-

run’ or ‘stab-and-go® but a regular war, well-planned, cll-exc-
cuted and well-fought.

Shashj Asthana

The Maldbharata is generally regarded by scholars as the
cncyclopaedia of Indian religion and ethics, but incidentally we
also get the geographical knowledge of the authors of the epics,
especially from the Adiparva, Sabhaparva, Santiparva, Aranya-
kaparva and Bhiymaparva. Here T shall be discussing the sub-
ject of ancient geography since in the present controversy
several authors have touched upon this point. The authors of this
cpic name several countries, mountains and rivers at a number
of places but often without any proper direction in which the
e?\mu'ic_s or mountains lic. This fact has created serious
d{l‘ﬁculucs m identifying not only the distant countries but also
dlﬂ'?rcnt regions within the country itsclf.2

n any case, the geographical allusions i a
and the identifications ’:)f E:cr;amcs oflu::ir::su:n :hc e

and monarchies present ribal republics

. at the time of the Rijash
sacrifice to pay tribute to Yudhisthi, Rijaslya
sinee ar Y d" udhisthira are, however, important
ihem.

ant

and ; revolve around

After establishing the capital at Indraprastha, Yughis-
IFor greater details, see Shash;

Indid's Conracs with D;hcr Counlr’le:\s o oy ond iy

ublithers’ Distributors, Dethi, l‘n'ﬁ)ﬁ:: 2’?)‘4,”(" Hnes 10 300 B.C. (D.K.
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thira desired to celebrate the great Rdjsiya sacrifice and,
%herefore, he asked his four brothers to conquer the countries
in all the four directions. Arjuna, Bhima, Sahadeva and Nakula
were sent respectively towards the North, East, South and West.
Each one of them returned to the captial after conquering the
countries and tribes which lay in his allotted dircction. The
?ﬁ'allﬁd description of these conguests is preserved in the
Dlgvuayaparva’ which is a sub-section of the Sabhiparva.
Upayanaparva tefers to the names of those countries and tribes
whos_e representatives came to pay tributes to the Pandavas at
the time of the Rajasiiya sacrifice. Both these sub-sections of
the Sabhaparva provide a lot of information about the geogra-
phy of the country, and also inter-regional contacts of the
people. But it does not mean that other sections of this epics
are silent cither about the geography of the country or about
the inter-regional contacts. Santiparva, Bhismaparva, Adiparva
and Aranyakaparva also contain some valuable information on
these subjects. The names of these countries and tribes are
given below. The context in which they are mentioned, throw
some light on the contacts of the Pandava rulers with them.
The Daradas, Kambojas, Paramakambojas, Lohas, Rsikas, Para-
marsikas, Yavanas, Pablavas, Kuratas, Sakas, Harahura, Rama-
thas, Tulkharas, Kankas, Cinas, Hinas, Odra, Antakhi, Yavana-
pura, Roma, Citraha, Lohajangha, Parad, Kitava, Dvyaksa,
Haimvatas, Sailoda, Tangana, Paratangana, Kayavya, Vaiyama-
kas, Valhika, Sirhhala. Sakavipa, Sita river, Ksirodasigara,
Svetadvipa, Krauficadvipa, Niidyanasakhd Parvata are some.

Let us try to identify each one of them.

Dardas are the people of Dardistan which includes all the
countries lying between the Hindukush and Kaghan.

The Kambojas were a very important people during the
Mahibhirata period. Their identification is. howcyer, some-
what doubtful. Different scholars jdentify them with different
peoples in different parts of India. Lassen places the Kamboja
country, with some hesitation, in the south of Kashgar and cast
of modern Kafiristan. Sylvain-Levi identifies it with Kafiristan
itself.  According to Jayachandra Vidyalankar, it should be
identified with DBadakshan and the Pamirs, Moti Chandra is
inclined to accpt this view. The stymology of the word Kam-~
blioja indicates that the people onginated in the country Anown
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was given to the wounded and those killed were ({n the evening
"of each day’s of battle when the war stopped ml'nhc sun rose
again and the conch-shell was blown the pext morning) cremat-
¢d with all honour: the funeral attended to by the relatives :md
the focs alike. All these arrangements, ethics, organization,
planning, operation, tactics, strategy, ctc., could never have
been employed in such a massive and degnified scale had the
Kurus, the Paficalas and Papdavas been ‘primitive’ or had \i}e
Bhirata war been only a ‘family feud’—a chain of combats in
which only bows, and arrows and smashing weapons like clubs,
as Prof. Sankalia feels, alone were used. It was not ‘hit-and-

run’ or “stab-and-go’ but a regular war, well-planned, *cll-cxe-
cuted and well-fought.

Shashi Asthana

The Mababhirata is generally regarded by scholars as the

lopaedia of Indian and ethics, but incidenially we
also get the geographical knowledge of the authors of the epics,
especially from the Adiparva, Sabhaparva, Santiparva, Aranya-
kaparva and Bismaparva. Here I shail be discussing the sub-
ject of ancient geography since in the present controversy
several authors have touched upon this point. The authors of this
epic name several countrics, mountains and rivers at a number
of places but often without any proper direction in which the
countries or mountains lic. This fact has created scrious

di.mcultics in identifying not only the distant countrics but also
different regions within the country itsclf.

In any case, the geographical allusions in the Sabhapasva
and the identifications of the names of various 1

i ribal republics
and monarchies present  at the time of the Rajastya
sacrifice to pay tribute

2 to Yughisthira are, however, important
since  ar and g tevolve  around
them. Aftec establishing the capital at Indr,

aprastha, Yughis-
YFor greater details, see Shashi

3 Asthana, History and  Archacol, of
Indud's Consoctx with Other Coury lc; 5 0 B ke
Publishicrs’ Distnbutors, Dclhi,’l91’6ﬁf;., 2%1’."!" ties 10300 B.C. (D.K.
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thira desired to celebrate the great Rdjsiya sacrifice and,
therefore, he asked his four orothers to conquer the countries
in all the four directions. Arjuna, Bhima, Sahadeva and Nakula
were sent respectively towards the North, East, South and West.
Each onec of them returned to the captial after conquering the
countries and tribes which lay in his allotted direction. 'The
detailed description of these conquests is preserved in the
‘Digvijayaparva’ which is a sub-section of the Sabhiparva.
Upayanaparva refers to the names of those countries and tribes
whose representatives came to pay tributes to the Pindavas at
the time of the Rdjusiya sacnfice. Both these sub-sections of
the Sabhaparva provide a lot of information about the geogra-
phy of the country, and also inter-regional contacts of the
people. But it does not mean that other sections of this epics
are stlent cither about the geography of the country or about
the inter-regional contacts. §ﬁntiparvn, Bhismaparva, Adiparva
and Aranyakaparva also contain some valuable information on
these subjects. The names of these countries and tribes are
given below. The context in which they are mentioned, throw
some light on the contacts of the Pandava rulers with them.
The Daradas, Kambojas, Paramakambojas, Lohas, Rsikas, Para-
marsikas, Yavanas, Pahlavas, Kiratas, Sakas, Harahura, Rama-
thas, Tulkharas, Kafkas, Cinas, Hiinas, Odra, Antakhi, Yavana-
pura, Roma, Citraka, Lohajangha, Paiad, Kitava, Dvyaksa,
Haimvatas, Sailoda, Tangana, Paratangana, Kayavya, Vaiyama-
kas, Valhika, Sitbhala. Sakavipa, Sita river, Ksirodasagara,
vetadvipa, Krauficadvipa, Nariyanasakhd Parvata are some.

Let us try to identify each one of them.

Dardas arc the people of Dardistan which includes all the
countries lying between the Hindukush and Kaghan.

The Kambojas were a very important people during the
Mahabharata period. Their identification is. however, some-
what doubtful. Different scholars identify them with different
Peoples in different parts of India. Lassen places the Kamboja
country, with some hesitation, in the south of Kashgar and cast
‘_’f modern Kafiristan. Sylvain-Levi identifies it with Kafiristan
{\self. According to Jayachandra Vidyalankar, it should be
Edcmiﬁed with Badakshan and the Pamirs, Moti Chandra is
Inclined to accept this view. The etymology of the word Kam-
bhoja indicates that the people originated in the country known
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as Kum. It suggests the identification of the Kambojas with the
people of the mountainous region between the qus and Jaxz'xr-.
tes, and probably beyond. According to Bagchi, the Kambojas
belonged to Central Asia, beyond the Himalayas, b_ut the exact
region is still unidentified. However, Rhys Davids and R?y-
chaudhari never accepted 1o these identifications. Rhys Davldf
placed the Kambojas in the north-west of India with Dviraka
as their capital. Raychaudhari, on the other hand, placed
them in Rajapura, in the Kashmir Valley. It may also be ngted
that a number of scholars connected them with the Iranians
also.

The Paramakambojas have been identified by Jayachanda
Vidyalankar with the Galcha speaking Yaghnobis who lived in
the valley of Yaghnob at the headwaters of the Zarafshan river,
a tract of country considerably to the north of the Pamirs and
separated by the hill-states subordinate to Bokhara. He has,
bowever, not stated the reasons for his identification.

The Lohas were also an important people. According to
Moti Chandra, they must have settled in the country which

is represented now by Tadzhik Soviet Socialist Republic, which,
tll recently, was divid

ed in the Russjan Wakhan, Shighpan,
Roshan and Darwanz, etc,

The Raikas and Paramaraikas, have been identified with
Yue-chi and Ta-Yue.Chj i

Of all the peoples, probably the Yavanas have becn men-
tioned most frequently. 1t s wellknown that the term
Yavana has been used for the Greeks of Western and Central
Asia.  The Pahlavas are mentioned along with the Vastrapas
in the Sabhiparva. Bug who were the Vastrapas? The
Vastrapas, also foreigners, have sometimes been placed in
Girnar region of the old Janagadh State in Gujarat. Al these

¥eople came from e western region, mostly in the post-
Mauryan period,

e K:mm§ are frequently mentioned along with the
Gnas.. According to Mot Chandra, the term ‘Kirdta’ implies
@ native of Kiritadeds on the mountainous country lying bet-
ween Dudkesi ang Karski rivers in Nepal.

The Sakas have been

Sal referred to fepeatedly. Undoubtedly
they originally belonged 10 Central Asiz and from there thicy

3PPar 10 have migraged 1 India when the Yue-Chi tribe had
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forced them to leave the country.

Harahura and Ramatha are presumably the two
countries located outside the western boundaries of India.
According to Varahamihira, this country should be contiguous
with the country of the peoples of the Indus basin and Madra.
Jayachandra Vidyalankara is of the opinion that it shouk:l l?e
identified with Kandhara, while Moti Chandra locates itin
Herat. Sylvain-Levi places Ramath between Ghazni and Wakhan.
According to Moti Chandra, it should be identified with Kharan
district of Kalat Statc which grows foctida in  great
quantity.

Tukhdras were probably a component tribe of the gieat
Yue-chi. Kankas may probably be identical with Kang-kiu,
the residents of Sogdiana. The term Cina stood more for the
Chinese people than for China asa country. The king Bhaga-
datta of Pragjyotisa (Assam) was surrounded by the Kirdtas
and the Cinas. They are also mentioned as forming the retinue
of Bhagdatta.

The Hinas arc mentioned along with Cinas. For chro:zo-
logical reasons it appears that one should not identify them with
the Hinpas whose invasion was repulsed in the Gupta period.
They should rather be identified with the Hiung-nu who once
lived in Mangolia and who drove away the Ta Yue-Chi from
their country on the northern foot of Nan-Shan mountain, in
the last quarter of the first millennjum B.C.

The term Roma occurring in the Mahabhdraia has been
interpreted as the country of the Romans. It is possible that the
Indians, who had frequent intercourse with the Seleucids ‘of
Syria, from the Mauryan period at least, were acquainted with
the name of Rome, and, perhaps, also with its growing power.
Obviously, the authors of the Maldbharata could not restrain
himselves from adding the namc of Rome in the conquests
of the Pandavas.

Citraka may be identified with the modern Chitral State in
Dir-Swat Valley. It comprises the whole of Kashkar-bala or
upper Kashkar.

Lohajanghas may be identified with the people living in the
Lojar valley in the south of Kabul whose principal city
Locharna has been mentioned by Ptolemy.

Upiyanaparva refers to the Paradas at Jeast two times. Once
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it places them to the west of the Indus, and next it links them
with Bahlikas or Bactrians. It is possible that Ptolemy’s Pa'ra-
dene, and the Moakdbhirata's Paradene included all the intcn_ol'
countries of Gedrosia, On the basis of their association with
the Bahlikas, they can be identified with the Parthians, a noma-
dic tribe of Central Asia, i

The Kitava, most probably, lived in Makran, parti-
cularly in the Kej basin. The Kej valley lies betwcen Kolwa
and Mand, and the valley of Buleda.

The Mahébharata also refers to the fand of the Dvyaksas
which is perhaps modern Badakashan, whose identification
largely depends upon the etymology of the word Badakshan.
It appears to be the Persianized form of Dvyaksa,

The term ‘Haimavatas® was applied by the Greeks first, to
the Hindukush and the Himalayas, and then to the Bolor range.
It, for ages, formed the boundary between China and Tur-
kestan.

The Sabaparva refers to the Tanganasand Aran along with
the Kirdtas and Kupindas who fiveq in the farai region ruled
over by king Subdhu for several years, They seem 1o have
occupied some region along the ecastern bank of the Upper
Gangd. They might have ylso occupied the Kashgar area in
Central Asia.

A people known a5 the Paraxzmganas are also mentioned in
the Mahabhirata, For theis Jocate, Arrian’s Anabasis is an
important source, Paraitakenaj of Anabasis may be the same

drata, On this basis, Mc

Media and Helmgpg vall i Iso

called Paratakene. ey which was a
Kayavyas are likely 10 be the 4ncient inhgbj

X inhzbitants of the

Panjshir and Ghorbap, _ Vaiyamakay, another impor-

S, can easj) identi| ith

the Ammaka of central Afghan; y o iy enifiedwi

d salleys,

18120, who, in all Jikelihood, are
the descendants of (he ancient conqy, isus
#ho sull speak Persiap, duerors of FParapamisus and

The Vzhlikas were d

. ivided into 1o tibes, one Jocated in
the plains of the Punpb—b:t“ccu the Chcnab,and Satluj, and
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the other located on the lower slopes of the Himalayas, between
the Chenab and Beas. The country of Vahlika can be identified
with modern Balkh in northern Afghanistan.
The people of Simhbala are commonly identified with the
Ceylonese or the people of Sri Lanka.
The Mahabharata tefers to Sakadvipa and its people who

were grouped in four classes, known as the Maga, Masaka,
Manasa and Mandaga. The identification of the Sakadvipa has
been a matter of some serious speculation. Raychaudhary
identifics it with Seistan, while Rapson is of the opwion that this
name has been given to the lower Indus Valley after the settle-
ment of this region by the $akas. According to Buddha Prakash,
¢yt extended from the Syr Darya regton to {hat of the Volga and
the Don. Thus, 1t included the land on the eastern, western
and northern shores of the Caspisn Sea.” Among the rivers of
Sakadvipa, the Sita 15 generally identified with the river Jaxar-
tes. On this count, Sakadvipa may be located in modern
Tadjik Republic of the USSR. The fact of the matter is the

Sakas were occupying difterent parts of Central Asia and West-

ern Asia at different times and since we are not absolutely sure

about the chronology of the Mahdbhirata we can also not be

sure about the cxact location of Sakadvipa during the Maha-

bharata period.

Ksirodsagara, Svetadvipa and Krauficadvipa: Ksirodsigara,
SVe{adv!pa and Narayansakha are also mentioned in the Maha
bharata. Kgirodasigar has been identified with the Caspiar
Sea. According to Budha Prakash, the Svetadvipa of tht
Mahdibhdrata may recall the countries of Transcaspiana nea
the Caspian Sea. The description of Nardyanasakha fits in witl

the steppes of Central Asia in the north of Tien-Shan whic]
extends over the whole of Jungaria.

The above analysis, shows that from time to time new sitc.
have been added to the list of the geographical names in the
Mahabharata since there is total absence of their proper
sequence. We hope, no one beheves that in the latter part of the
second millennium B.C. or the carly part of the first millennium
B.C. India had under its sway the whole of West Asia and Central
Asia. Also, no onc, & ould believe that the Greeks, Romans
and Hinas paid their tributes to the Pandavas during this period.
Obviously, much of this information was added later, possibly
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in the carly centuries of the Christian era. In fact, Santipana
and Anusisanaparva arc generally regarded as the works
of the Gupta period. Therefore, additions may also have been
made as late as the 5th century. It was at that time that there was
the historical situation in which the peoples from such distant
lands are known to have come to India. Bat it does not
mean that the entirc geographical data was added in the
Christian era; much of it was certainly older, how much
old, we cannot say precisely.

Chhaya Bhattacharya

Eversince the press-report of Prof. D.C. Siscar was published

1 have been wondering what new has really been said and where
exactly lies the point of controversies ? Going through different
press-cuttings and statements of learned scholars, it appears (0
me that we are trying to kjll a snake which docs not exist in
reality. ‘That the Mahabkarata in its present form, cven if we
take only about 80,000 verses of the critical edition instcad of
100,000 verses of the usual editions, cannot be faken as cent
pereent reality (as already contended by Prof. Sircar); cven the
internal evidence of the AMahabhdrata cleasly proves that it has
been enlarged at least two times. That the Mahabbarata story
is a very complex theme and, therefore, cannot be historically
proved in details, has also not been said for the first time.
Historical events on which the epic themes have been built can-
not, therefore, be as complex as it has been made out by the
bhoktas. Hislorical reality certainly was only marginal. That
such a reality was there bas been accepted by practically oné
and all. The problem. therefore, has been to determine the
real historical event. According to Prof. Sircar it was a pelty
“tribal” warfare. Now what is this “tribal’? Does it conform
to the tribal warfare in remote places or it was something else 7
“Tribal’ is a peculiar term, different authors have been inter-
preted it differently.  To the best of my knowledge, when Prof.

Sircar uses the term, he uses it in the semse of geonas fof

example, the Yaodheya tribe or yaudhe;a gana. Numismatists
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use it frequently. It is different from the meaning anthro-
pologists attach to it.

Obviously, when Prof. Sircar talks of the tribal war in the
context of the Mahiibhdrata war he possibly means a war which
took place between the two comparatively a small kingdoms
which followed the republican constitution. We do not know
the nature of the constitution of the Pidndavas, Paificiilas and
others but we cannot ignore the fact that these kingdoms could
not have been large ones since the entire story belongs to the
pertod of pre-Mahdjanapada period.

The Mahabharata war, for reasons unknown to us, seems to
have been picked up by our religious leaders and it appears that
under their leadership the epic kept on taking 2 form through
\l}e ages which had a distinct ethical bias; the concern for
!ustorlncal reality was fost much before it was written down.

That is precisely the reson it has always been beyond the ability
of research scholars to hit the core of the AMahdbhdrata.

Still, whatever may have been the core of the Mahabhdrata,
one thing may be taken as true : the 13 days’ war between the
t)r‘:'o warring states : That the war itself was not at all embel-
lished with later additions and modifications is not suggested
here; the point at issue is whether the Pandavas were capable of
planning the cakravyitha or arranging cavalry and elephantry
3‘ not? It also involves the question whether the claborate

t:::r;pt\ons of the war intermingled with several cases of
her : hery on the part of the Pandavas to kill thf: i.nvincible
o ‘C: ff the Kauravas are later imerpolations' or .mcxdents of
fargit; tests. Letus f{nnkly confess as true h1stc{r1ans that so
cally a; n;)t teen pf)ssxb]e to answer these questions categfm-
Sﬂuc-tur crhaps detal}e.d analyses 9(‘ the language, .gmmmatlcal
Pmble;:’ ;tyle of \vrmpg, etc., n_ught' throw some light on these
Viclded suut atte'mpts in these directions have so far have not

he desired results. Let us wait for more serious
attempts,
not:s:;:‘:,%?]y’ archaeology, 'art-history anfi c?igraphy have also
made out ine to s_olvc these 1ssucs'as convincingly as_ has been
work will bcc:nam quarters. Itis l_loped that a .lm]e more
said than Whalc;essary before som_ethmg more positive could be
Sankati as so far been said by Prof?ssors Sircar and

a on the one hand and Lal and Mirashi on the other.



APPENDIX 1
EXCAVATIONS AT BHAGWANPURA

J.P, Joshi

The Painted Grey Ware Culture, sometimes supposed {0
have been associated with the eastward movement of the Early
Aryans in India and also with the people of the Mahabhirata
Period at a later date, has been found interlocked with the fast
phase of the late Harappan Culture at Bhagwanpusd (Lat. 30° 04’
Long. 76° 57°) in District Kuruksetra, Haryana.! The site is
situated on the bank of the river Sarasvati.

Such an evidence of overlap, noticed clearly for the first
time, is of considerable siginificance, as far as the reconstruction
of a continuous history of the Kuruksetra region from the
middie of the second to the first few centuries of the first
millennjium B.C. is concerned. That there was a fusion of two
cultures here is evident from the continuity of pottery types,
painted designs and the art of terracotta figurines. Either of the
cultures did not, however, yield any iron object.

It was the Late H. who first established their settie
ment over the alluvial deposit of the Saraswati. Asa protective

measuce against floads, they raised two solid mud platfosms in
o successive phases. Yet the site was damaged twice by floods,
the fast one taking place when the people using Painted Grey
‘Ware had been living alongside the Late Harappans.

'nfc excavations at Bhagwinpurd have also revealed for the
first time some important evidence on the house-types and the

3The site had carlier been !ccaxed by R.S. Bisht of th: Department of
Arckzeolazy Haryana, who kiadly showed it to the author-excavatos.
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burial customs of the Painted Grey Ware Culture. At first,
the people were living in round or semi-circular huts, one such
hut yielding four saddle querns and pestles of different types.
In the next stage, the houses were built of mud walls. A com-
plete house-complex, consisting of thirteen rooms, with a
courtyard on the eastern side, was unearthed. The rooms varied
from 1.60% 1.60 m. to 3.35% 4.20 m. in size. The finds obtained
from their houses include animal bones, dishes and bowls of
Painted Grey Ware, terracotta beads, bone stylii and copper
objects, besides a small percentage of Late Harappan pottery.
The third structural phase was associated with houses built of
baked bricks of three different sizes. Two oval structures (?f
burnt earth probably of religious character, also came from this
phase. Terracotta anthropomorphic figures and incised rams
are remarkable finds.

Two graves, one of an adult and the other of a child, were
located {n the habitation area itself. Both the skeletons, laid in
north-south orientation, with head to the north, had no grave:
goods, unlike the Harappan tradition.
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APPENDIX I

THE PROBLEM OF P.G.W. AND IRON
IN NORTH-EASTERN RAJASTHAN

R.C. Agrawala and Vijai Kumar

Rajasthan holds a very conspicuous position for the study of
certain crucial problems of the Painted Grey Ware culture.
First discovered at Achichchhatra, this is a distinctive pottery
which is found principally confined to the Ganga-Yamuna doab
and Sarasvati valley in northern Rajasthan In eastern Rajasthan,
particularly in Jaipur and Bharatpur districts, it also holds a
pivotal position, Three principal sites representing this culture
have been excavated in the State where this industry oceurred ina
well-stiatified sequence. At Jodhpwma (district Jaipur) and Noh
(District Bharatpur) both excavated by R C. Agrawala and Vijai
Kumar, it occurred in distinct layers above those of Ochre

Coloured Pottery and black-and-red War

e levels and represents
period 111 of the habitation at Viratnagar (District Jaipur); of

course it was discovered just above the natural soil. However,
at all these three important sites it is below the levels of
Northern Black Polished (N.B.P.) Ware. Apart from these

excavated sites several explored sites present a clear picture of
P.G.W. settlements in a larger horizon in this part of the
country.

Though it is sometimes beheved that P.G.W. is derived from.
Sind and Baluchistan and is associated with a group of Aryan
tribe and the Mahdbharata story, cvidence from above cxcavated
sites provides a suggestion for its indigenous origin from earliet
pottery traditions. Certain Common P.G.W. shapes, such as

dishes with incurved rims and bowls with flaring and flanged
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rims, are also noticeable in O.C.P. and Black-and-red Pottery
phases at Jodhpura and Noh. By this, it appears that O.C.P.
period was the earliest stage of development of that ceramic
tradition which flourished with full bloom at the later stages.
Though pottery shapes which arc akin to P.G.W. shapes are
very rare in the O.C.P. phase, large percentage of pottery has
got Late Harappa influence, This feature can also be viewed
in the light of Bhagwinpuri evidence where P.G.W. and Late
Harappa complex co-existed for a longer period.

As already mentioned, black-and-red pottery, which succed-
ed the O.C.P, has several shapes common with O.C.P. and
P.G.W. but at this juncture the technique of pottery manufac-
ture saw a total change and it became much finer and improvised
and durable. This pottery is made of well-levigated clay and
it is thin and well-burnt. In its preparation the process of
inverted firing was adopted which gives a smooth surface. This
is a significant feature of the industry that in addition to usual
wheel turned bowls and dishes a pumber of new shapes were
also found as those of vases and cups. It is remarkable that
black-and-red Ware as a seperate culture (in  pre-P.G.W.
bhorizon) has so far been noticed only at the three sites namely
Noh, Jodhpura (both in Rajasthan) and Atranjikhera (U.P)

A detailed analysis of pattery assemblage at these sites has
shown that the black-and-red Ware was predominent towards
the carliest phase of P.G.W. and out-numbered the P.G.W,
Though at Atranjkhera and Noh, P.G.W. aud grey ware
graduaily improved their position but at Jodhpura black-and.
red ware continues to bz the principal ceramic industry during

the period, This all the more indicates that black-and-red
Pottery was probably the predeecssor of P.G.W. in Jaipur
region. 1t3s note-worthy that black-and-red Ware here is livite
different from that discovered at the chaleolithic levelsat gha
tnear Udaipur). Incised decorations on this potte; 1ar

v . Ty are quite
striking. The date of this pottery has been i
35 1200 B.C. On the basis of C.14 aat roughly estimated
of P.GW. peri : os from the mid-phase

W, period at Noh (UCLA—T03A, €05
703B, 820£225, TF-993, 7254 " 6054260, UCLA-
2 993, 725:150) falling be
and 7th centuries B.C. tween the 9th
The most distinctive feature of the black-an
e e -and-red Ware
assemblage at Noh is the presence of iron. Tt marks the earliest
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extant use of this metal in India. Thus, the authorship of early
iron can be assigned to pre-P.G.W., i.e., black-and-red Ware
People. Probably, along with the black-and-red pottery shapes
P G.W. people also adopted ther iron technology.

In this regard Jodhpura.(Dist. Jaipur) evidence is also very
significant. 'The discovery of two furnaces for iron smelting
and forging of iron objects in carly phase of pP.G.W. points out
an early tradition of iron metallurgy because the furnaces which
are of open type and provided with bellows indicate the
advanced technique.

A preliminary examination of the available evidence shows
that Jodhpura iron smelters exploited the ore and fuel resources
available locally, Most probably they extracted the metal
directly in a primitive furnace without fluxing the Ore. However,
among two furnaces which have been discovered at Jodhpura
one was used to extract the bloom and second hearth was meant
for heating during the forging. A platform between the two
hearths was also provided. It is presumed that the metal was
first extracted by direct reduction of ore in 2 simple furnace,
then small bloom separated out Was taken out of the furnace

heated to redness in an open hearth and forged on 2 platform
in front of the hearth.

There is a wide range of iron implements discovered from
P.G.W. levels at both the sites. It includes spear-heads,
arrow-heads, an arrow-head with a leaf shaped point and a
socketed tang and an axe with broad cutting edge.

M.N. Sahi of Aligarh University on the basis of Ahar
evidence pushes back the antiquity of iron in India to 1300 B.C.
but the excavators of Ahar themselves are not very sure of the
presence of iron in the levels of this date.

Both, at Noh and Jodhpura, the P.G.W.isofa fine quality.
It is ash grey and painted in varied designs both on the interior
and exterior. This bears close affinity with Hastinapura 11
regarding the shapes and designs of P.G.W. in the form of
typical bowls and dishes. In these levels at Noh and Jodhpura
were found a number of incised terracotta dises round in shape
and bearing scalloped design as also in Hastinapura and Vaiéalt
Terracotta discs were available at Noh in P.G.W. levels as well.
They probably served some votive purpose during this period as
is the case with terracotta cakes of the Indus Valley culture.
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Noteworthy is the conical terracotta dice in Painted Grey Ware
and so also the 1id of the same warc with a painted bird in Grey
Wareitself. This depiction of bird in the plastic art of mature
P.G.W. phase is extremely elegant. From Jodhpura a P.G.W.
bull-head was also found which attests the similar phenomenon.
Human (orm, in shape of terracotta human figurines in P.G.W.
is p by its absznce at Noh and Jodhpura as well at
the present moment. However, this feature shows that P.G.W.
was siot a tradition limited to pottery only.

Since P.G.W. and its association with the AMahabhirata has
become a subject of considerable significance its discovery in
Jodbpura and Noh regions is an important evidence in this
context. Jodhpura forms a part of ancient Matsyadeéa situated
at a distance of about 33 km. from Virdtanagar and Noh
represents the territory of Strsenas. Both thesc regions are
frequentiy referred to in the Epic. The role of river Yamuna
and its tributaries in the extension of the culture in this area is
quite dable and the ation of more than 50
P.G.W. sites is a self-explanatory feature of their expansicn.
In Bharatpur region, the dried courses of these small rivulets

have been replaced by Irrigation authorities by a net-work of
canals. (Fig. 6).




EPILOGUE

in this monograph we have presented the views of forty-onc
scholars, learncd and authoritics in the fields of their specializa-
tion. They represent & cross-section of India’s intellectuals—
Sanskritists well-versed in Vedic and Classical literature, his-
torians and astronomers of repute, archaeologists of international
standing and young promising scholars. What is presented is
their considered opinion on the data which are, by and large,
fragmentary; yet n this disjecta runs a vein of unity i ideas.
Here we propose to assess some of the important views on
vital issucs and offer our comments, mamly with a view to
highlight the vein of unity and spell out the limitations and
possibilities in the field of Epic and Purdnic archaeology.
Since some of the opinions directly concern the results obtained
from ficld-archaeology and the interpretation thereon by
Prof. B B. Lal, we sought is clarifications for better under-
standing of the situation; at places we have, therefore, also
ncluded his comments.

To begmn with, it is our considered view, 10 which we share
the views of the majority of our contributors, that to whatever
extent embellishments, interpolations, €tC., the Mahabhdrata
might have undergone in years by-gone, the core of the Epic is
a reality. In the sequel, the Great War did take place; whether
it was of the magnitude described 1n the text and accepted by
millions of our people as truth or 1t was only a simple fight
between two warnng factions, does not concern us too much.
Yet, even a casual reading of this volume would show that the
consensus of opinion 1s that there has been considerable poetic
embellishments in the text which may be taken as myth if one
wishes to take 1t Iike that although that is not the correct usage

of the term. Myth 1s there, but1t relates to references to gods
and demons.

As a natural corollary to the above would be, when did
the event take place?

Scholars of different disciphines have proposed different
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dates. Sanskritists would have us believe that the latter half
of the second millennivm B.C. would be appropriate. Thesc
is 1o agreement amongst astronomers cither; their dafes vary
from the last century of the fourth millennium B.C. to the
second half of the second millennium B.C. They, of neccessity
base their calculations on astronomical data, particularly the
passing away of Bhisma and the beginning of Kali yuga, provided
in cestain passages in the Epic. Their conclusions have some-
times been disputed, and to some extent rightly teo, for one
does not know which portion of the Epic is original and which
is later interpolation. One cannot be certain when exactly the
first 8,800 verses of the Epic, considered to be the carliest
form in which it was made available to us, were composed.
Under thesc uncestain conditions at present, astronomical dating
doss rot appear to be viable although it should not be
completely discarded unless more work is dorc by us, and in
that case it is possible that perfect results arc obtained.
Others, to mention two, Pargiter and Lal, have arrived at
a date in the middle of the 9th century B.C. on the basis of the
average reign-period of several kings in the genealogical list of
Xings culled out of various Purinas. Lal, however, has tried
to substantiate his conclusions on the basis of the calibrated
C'4 dates of the Painted Grey Ware which he aliudes to the
people of the Mahabhirala period. Regarding this pottery
being associated with the Pandavas we shall aver later, For
the present, it may be mentioned that this method of assigning
a certain number of years for kings by means of arithmetical
mean is arbitrary and to some extent unsatisfactory because the
average reign-period does not take into consideration the margin
of error for each king or a dynasty of kings. Still, it cannot
be completely discarded for the simple reason lha’l historical
writing of this period has very few sources to rel ; uj
However, the result thus atrived at is always open to diy pon.
Obviously, we sought clarification from Pr‘of Lal o scussion.
or less *pin-pointed’ yr 2 o his more
pin-pointed’ dates for the war—836 B,C, or 856 B.C.
To cur satisfaction, he stated that he has e Sttt
tiz date of the war.  On the basis of th l_nowh:rs pin-pointed”
the Pusanas, combined with the avcmw:,.‘,'s,,‘ of kings given in
a1 through certain calculz &2 1elgn per ruler areived

tions only an approxing, as
: te date has
been  suggested. He observes only this much that, “the

3
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. Mahabhirata war is unlikely to go much before the middile of
the 9th century B.C.” He also writes that, «Al} of us arc aware
of the discrepancies in these lists. Yet the point is: can we
altogether ignore the lists? 1f mot, then what we can do is
rationally to examine them and use them for historical purposes.
1 do not think that there is any dispute about the statement
made by me carlier namely, ‘“The Puranas then go on with the
names of the kings at Kauéambi, amongst whom comes Udayana
as 25th from Pariksit (both inclusive). As regards the average
reign per ruler, | have also gone into the matter in detail (see
pp. 56-58, Eds.), taking into consideration the views of Basham
and Pargiter both, I need not repeat what [ have said earlier,
but would like to stress one point. Since the average reign per
ruler of an undated dynasty can be anybody’s guess, 2 safe way
to eliminate peculiaritics of very long reigns on the one hand
and very short ones on the other would be to base our assess-
ment on many examples covering long stretches of time And
this is what I have tried to do. Ifin following such a method,
the average turns out to be 14 years per ruler, it should, I
believe, be given the same degree of consideration as we are
prone to give to the averages of 19 years (Basham) and 18 years
(Pargiter). In fact,as 1 have alieady pointed out earlier (see
p. 57, Eds.), Pargiter himself calls his average to be, if anything,
¢hiberal’.”
We also asked Prof. Lal to clanfy his statement regarding
36 kings between Yudhisthira and Candragupta Maurya since
the authority on which it was based should be known to us a5
El‘as a}1s0 bec}'x pointed out by Shri A. Ghosh. He rephied that,
while making this statement, 1 did not have in mind the
passage, Kauravasc-api Sag-Trifsat’, but the dynasties (Barha-
drathas, etc.) which ruled in succession in Magadha wherein
Candragupta Maurya figures. Sahadeva of the Barhadratha
dynasty fell in the Bharata battle and may, therefore, be regarded
as a contemporary of Yudhisthira. However, the Puranic lists
do contain discripancies and one camnot always be too sure
about them. At the same time one has to assess them as best
as possible ”*  However, we would like to add that more ol
less the same is true of the astronomical dati. 1nstead of
discarding them altogether one has to assess and utilize then
as best as possible.  Henee, it 15 our firm belicf that a close
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muhi-disciplinary co-ordination between astronomers, histotians
and Sanskritists is cssential to arriveat a more acceptable date
than hitherto proposed by scholars.

The other method zdopted by Prof. Lal, the Carbon-14
method, a by-product of atomic rescarch, revolves around (he
assumption that the Painted Grey Ware, and only the Painted
Grey Ware, is the pottery assignable to thc Papdavas. This
again has been a point of dispute amongst some contributors of
the volume. The main contestants ase Dr. D.P. Agrawal and
Prof. B.B. Lal. The former is a known protagonist of the
shorter chronology in Indian Archacology on the basis of
available CH4 dates while the latter is of the longer chronology
relying on several methods of correction in the same C' dates
as proposed by different groups of scientists, the most popular
one of which is the MASCA Correction proposed by Elizabeth
Ralph and her colleagues. The outcome is that the Ci4 dates
are still not peifect as absolute dates and that some corrective
method has to ke adopted, particularly in case of the dates
pertaining to the sccond and third millennia B.C. Since the
work is in progress we capnot rely on any single method of
correction, only some guess can be made.,

Now revesting to the date of the PGW: at present there
are only a few C¥ dates for the Pajated Grey Ware levels
belonging 1o pre-600 B.C.:—one (TF-191) is 1025—110 B.C.
from the middle levels at Atranjikherd and the othes (UCLA—
703B) is 821220 B.C. from the middle levels at Noh.
Dr. Agrawal does not give much credence to them since accor-
ding to him the cluster of dates (about a dozen) fall between
600 B.C. and 400 B.C. and it is the cluster that matters in
arriving at scientific conclusions and not individual dates, Prof.

Lal, however, “wonders why this date (1025 B.C. from
Atranjikhera) should be distegarded, pasticulasly when for the
much _Lw:r Ievels at the same site, wherein the Panted Gray
Ware is overlapped by the Northern Black Polished Ware, the
Cl4 dates arc 555100 B.C. and 530285 B.C.” As far as the
dates from Nob arc concerned he states that, “there are threc

dates which are prior o 600 B.C. and not
tes W .C. one. From t
downwards there 605260 B.C., 7254100 B C, and 820:&2;?

BC. 1t would bz furthet seen that eve i
€ S n 1he earliest of these
dates, samely 820 B.C., 1s for a middle larel of the Painted
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Grey Ware Culture. When this culture became known at Noh
is anybody’s guess. But certainly not in 600 B.C.” About the
lateness of the dates from Hastindpura he is of the opinion that
the samples are contaminated with visible rootlets. He tries to
strengthen his argument by other data.  “At Rupar, while the
P.G.W. Culture itself has not been C1 dated there are two C14
dates for the subsequent culture, viz. that represented by the
N.B.P. Ware. Since for a lower level of the N.B.P. warc
deposits, the Ct! date is 4854100 B.C., and further since there
is a break of occupation between the P.G. Ware and N.B.P.
“Ware periods, the end of the former is unlikely to have been
later than the 6th century B.C. With all the thickness involved,
the beginning of the P.G.W. Culturc at Rupar is again any-
body’s guess. But surely it cannot be 600 B.C. At Ahicchatra,
in a fate level, there occurs an overlap between the P.G, Ware
and N.B.P. Ware. It carries the C!4 date of 4754:105 B.C.
(The date 2704105 B.C. has evidently little meaning since,
according to the published scientific report, the concerned
sample came from a disturbed stratum.) But again the publis-
hed report of Sravasti by Prof. K.K. Sinha clearly states that
in the lowest fevels there occunied a few sherds of the P.G.W.
Ware along with the N.B.P. Ware, while the main butk of the
latter continued very much upward, This, then, was the fag-
end of the P.G. Ware, when it overlapped with the N.B.P. Ware
Although no C* dates are available for Sravasti nobody would
deny that the site was in existence during the time of Buddha
in the 6th century B.C. How much earlier it started 1s anybody’s
guess. Thus, even the Sravastl evidence would not place the
end of P.G, Ware to a period Iater than the sixth century B.C.”

Hence Prof. Lal opines that, *““even according to the Cl4
method of dating, the P.G.W. Culture should be given a time-
b.r(';xcket of ¢irca 1000-500 B.C., with a margin on the ecarlier
side,”

Further, “the C14 dates themselves require to be corrected
and that according to the MASCA Correction, 820 B.C. and
1025 B.C. would respectively be 900 B.C. and 1155 B.C.
After the above had been written, I came across a paper, ‘A
calibration curve for radiocarbon dates’, by Dr. R.M. Clark,
published in Antiquiry, no. 196 (December, 1975), wherein the
(13 dates have been further, and more rationally, re-calibrated.
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According to Table 8, given on page 264 of this paper, the
calibrated equivalents of 725 B.C.,820BC. and 1025 B.C.
(which arc based on 5,730 half-life) would respectively be 885
B.C., 970 B.C. and 1245 B.C.”

Lastly, he has made a reference to the excavations at Bhagwén-
purd, conducted recently by Shri JLP. Joshi. “Though C*
dates for the site are not available yet some very significant
evidence is available in regard to the antiquity of the P.G.W.
Culture. Here it overlapped with a late phase of a culture
which is derivable from an amalgam of the Harappa Culture
and a local ‘cousin® there of. Thus, this evidence also suggests
that the beginning of the P.G.W. Culture may be well before
10600 BC™

As a corollary to Prof. Lal’s opinion regarding the P.G.
Ware we have in the introduction itself hinted at that the
excavations at Bhagawanpuri on the R. Sarasvatl in Haryana,
would bs a turning point in the long history of the excavations
of P.G.W. sites in lodia: and indeed our estimation has proved
right. The P.G. Ware appears to have had a much carlier
beginning than was envisaged cither by Dr. Agrawal or by Prof.
Lal. Further, it appears that there had been a pre-iron stage of
the P.G.W. Culture atself and the metal entered into the every-
day life of the people using the P.G.W. at a later stage.

This fresh evidence from Bhagawanpurd coupled with the
conviction that the Mahabhirata War, stripped off its embellish-
ments and hyperbolic description, could not have been fought
by cither side without having recourss 1o weapons of iron, Jed
us to the conclusion that the great war tock place much later
than the emergence of the PGW.  This, incidentally, contradicts
the hypcgh:sis of Dr. G,G. Majumdar who believes that know-
ledge of iron technology is a pre-requisite for the production of
the P.G. Ware.

No'w l'h:n, we are faced with the problem of deciding which
ceramic mdusx}—y could be associated with the Mahabharata
Peried.  S/Shri Amarendranath and R.P, Sharma relying or
the data fiom the field observe that there is a possibility of
assigning the Ochre Coloused Pattery Cufture and Late
ggfgapg?ﬁii;and sotthe P.G.W. Culture, to the Mahi-

ez the remaing of these cultures have been

found both at Hastinipura acd Kuruksetra in levels prior to the
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P.G.W. Culture. Their suggestion cannot completely be
brushed aside, although there are two major objections to this
theory: firstly, as Prof. Lal has already pointed out, the O.C.P.
and Late Harappa Culture have not been identified at any
appreciable number of sites associated with the Mahabharata
theme, and secondly, by and large, the Mahabhirata appears to
bave belonged to the Iron Age and not to the Copper Bronze
Age; for the Maghibhirata, in all probability, is post-Yajur-
vedic, as our Sanskritists and linguists suggest. The term
Krspdyasa, i.c., black (or dark) metal, to be identified with iron,
occurs in the Yagjurveda itself. Further, the tools and weapons
used in the war as also the chariots with spokes employed by
the warriors pre-suppose the use of iron, in a sense, on a
large scale. Among the claiments—the P.GW., O.C.P. and
Late Harappan Wares, the P.G.W. would perhaps score, for in
the locale of the Mahabharata episode, i.c., the Kuru-Paficila
region, iron appears for the first time along with this ware only.
The other wares are definitely of pre-iron-using cultures.
However, we should bear in mind, the results of
Bhagwinpura excavations, where no iron was perhaps found
and the Noh evidence where iron was found in pre-PGW levels.
At what stage of the PGW, the Mahabharata opisode took
place is a moot point, which further research alone would
clarify. Overwhelming evidence at present point to the PGW
Culture as the culture of the Kauravas and the Pandavas.

In the context of archaeological cultures and the Mahabhdrata,
we, however, asked Prof. Lal’s clarification of the point raised
by Shri Ghosh, that why not N.B.P. Ware Culture is taken to
be of the Mahdbharata period when it is also found on most of
the sites associated with the story. He writes, “It may first of
all be stated that the beginning of this Culture is likely to have
been around 600 B.C. (or at best in the seventh century B.C.,
considering the Kausimbi CH4 dates and their re-calibration as
per Clark). At the other end of the scale, the N.B.P.W. is
not likely to have remained in full swing after the second
century B.C. And if the Mahibharata story is thought te have
any kernel of truth, I am sure no onc would seriously suggest
that it took place between cirea 600 and 200 B.C. The history
of this period is so well-hnown that it is not possible to inter-
polate that Mahibhdrata episode within jt.
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Qae does not know what is actually meant by the statement
made by Shri Ghosh that the Afakdbharara might have been
‘created’ in the N.B.P.W. period. If be regards the story to have
been a miere ‘creation’, i.e., a myth, he is most welcome to do s0,
but then why should he assume that the myth was created in the
N.B.P.W, period. The sites associated with the Mahabhirata
story also continued under occupation during the posl—N.B.P.\V.
times, namely, Suiga and Kusana periods. It could havc as
well been suggested that the story was ‘created’ during these
periods,”  We also asked Prof. Lal to clarify the point relating
to the chronological position of the Ramdyana episode vis-g-vis
that of the Mahabharata as raised by scveral scholars although
the present publication is not directly concerned with this issue
e offered his comments as follows:

“} did not state that my excavations at Ayodhyi bad thrown
light on the historicity of Rama. The small-scale excavations
conducted by me, as also the earlier ones conducted by the
Banaras Hindu University, have not taken the antiquity of the
sitc to a period earlier than that obtained in respect of the
Mahabharata sites.  Jt is in this context that | bad stated in my
Address thal “if Rdma wos a historicol figure living at  Ayodha,
it only stands to reason that his period could not have been
earlier than \hat represented by the lonest occupation-level of the
site, viz. the fug-end of the Painted Grey Ware Culiure, For
indeed, can there be anj thing earlier thay the ecrliess? (Portions
italicised as per the Presidential Address, referred to.)

1 had then added that if, for argument’s sake, thc historicity
of Rima was taken as a reality, there was some literary evidence
also to support the aforesaid relative position between the
Ramaiayana and Mahabhirata episodes. And in this context I
had made a reference to the Brhadiranyaka Up.nisad which
menitions 2 philosophical discussion in the court of Janaka
during which Bhujyu L3hyiyani asked Yijfiavalkya: “Kva
Pariksitd abhavan? ie., ‘Where have the descendants of
Pariksit gone?” Such a discussion very naively supgests that
Pariksit preceded Jamaka. Since Janaka was also the name of
the family, the question obviously would be: Which Janaka
was it? And in this context I had stated that while, no doubt
the Brhadirasjuka Upamtsad did not mention in so many
words that this Janaka was the fathes-in-daw of Réma such a
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possibility cannot altogether be ruled out.

Shri Ghosh has raised an objection to the above, and t.h_ere
are many others who would naturally do so, for the: trfxdltlon
places Rama before Kysna. Thus, while further investfg.anons on
the point are necessary, since no one would like traditions to be
rejected downright unless they arc actually proved to be wrong,
for the time being 1 would quote another litcrary refcrcn.ce
which says that Yajfavalkya was a contemporary of King
Siradhvaja, which was the namc of Rama’s father-in-law.

Tesdmidanim dayado
Vrddal: Siradhvajo nrpalt
Yajhavalkyo munir yasmai
Brahimapa ayanan jagau
(Bhavabhoti’s Makdvira-carita, Act 1, verse 14).

May it, however, be added that the work at the sites associa-
ted with the Rimiyana story isin its early stages and unless
results from the other sites, such as Nandigrima, associated
with Bharata, Srngaverapura where Rama is said to have crossed
the Gangi, etc., are available it would be difficult to say further
in the matter.”

Lastly, we asked Prof. Lal to clarify the dichotomy that
exists between the cultural equipment we get in the text and in
archacological digs. He writes “popular notions regarding the
cultural equipment of the Mahdabharata people are evidently
based on the now-available text which is unfortunately removed
from the event itself by more thana thousand years. Thus,
like all other epics, it must have drawn its description of houses
and tools of warfare, etc. from the contemporary scene ie. of
the 4th century A.D.

The matertal culture found at Hastindpura and other Mahi-
bhirata sites reflects an essentially rural economy based primarily
on agriculture and cattle-breeding. (For details, see pp. 53-54.
Eds.) These are the facts as they emerge from the excavations
and should, I believe, be given their due weight, unless, as I
stated elscwhere, it is argued that the sites known as Hastindpura,
Mathurd, Kuruksetra, etc., are not the same as mentioned in
the Mahdbhdrata. 1In this context it may perhaps be well worth
while to recall what Shri Ghosh has already stated (above,

p. 149, Eds.) No person in his senses will doubt . . . the identity
of thz concernad places with their aacient couaterparts.”  Thus
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since the identification of the sites is acceptable, \vhy' should
there be an uproar in accepting the results lhcrefrgm. lrrefpcc;
tive of whether of not they fit into our pre-conceived notions?
Let the truth emerge.” .

In bringing out this monograph our sele aim h:\.s been to
seck out the truth by placing at one place most of the important-
views. 1In this and similar other debates and enquiry, we hope,
it will readily be conceded, it is not at all fair on the part of
any sober scholar to impute motives to other scholars. After
all, we are trying to seck the truth, whatever it may be. If we
have been successful in this attempt, cven to a small d_egrec,
we feel our aim has been fulfilled. It is for the readers to judge.

SUMMARY
(1) The Mahabharata War is a reality and not a myth.
(2) The war may not have been fought on as large ascaleas hzis
been described in the present extant version of the Mahd-
bharata. Nevertheless, the event was significant and must
have been of such a magnitude as 1o have attracted the
attention of great writers and balladeers to portray the
complex theme of the cpic.
Astropomical caleculations favour 15th century B.C. as
the date of the war while the Purapic data place it in the
10th/9th century B.C.  Archacological evidence points
towards the latter.
(4) The Mahabharata belongs 10 the lron Age. Archaeologi-
cally, iron technology in India for making tools and
weapons came into vogue only around 1000 B.C. On this
circumstantial evidence the date of the Mahabhicata war
may not be placed before 1200-1000 B.C.
The ceramic industry of the Early Tron Age in the Mabha-
rata locale was the Painted Gray Wase used by a non-urban
pastoral-cum-agricultural society, Recent cxcavations
at Bhagawinpurd in Haryana have, however, revealed
houscs consisting of as many as thirteen rooms together
with a large number of moveable antiquities. This

wauld show that the social structure and cconomy of the
P.G.‘YV. people was not as primitive as is generally
imagined.

The popularity of the Mahabhirata theme in fadian Art

3)
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goes back practically to the dawn of the people’s :.trt in
stone, i.e., in the Sunga-Kusina Period with a margin of
century or so on either side.

By the 5th century A.D. the popularity of the Mahabharata
reached its zenith, with the result the Indian astronomers
codified the traditional dates of the war, which ultimately
found their way in several literary and epigraphical
records thereafter.

These facts of history, archacology, art, epigraphy and
astronomy collectively support the internal evidence of the
text, that the Mahabhdrata as we have it to-day bad grown
in stages; from 8,800 verses of the Jaya, through 24,000
verses of the Bharata, to the present day 1,00,000 verses of
the Mahabhdrata, over considerable period of time.
However, none of the attempts made so far have been
able to sift the Jaya and the Bhdrata verses from the
1,00,000 verses of the Mahabhdrata. Tt is now up to the
Sankritists and linguists to carry out this job and fix
the internal stratigraphy of the text. In turn, the archaco-
logists have to provide evidence for the material culture(s)
of the people(s) of the thus established strata.
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