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P R E F A C E 

The Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute was founded in 
1915. The first verse of the Mahābhārata was written by Sir R. G. 
B H A N D A R K A R on 1st April 1919 while inaugurating the work of the 
Institute on the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata. On 4th August 
1925 Dr. V . S. S U K T H A N K A R took charge of this work as its General 
Editor and reorganized it on a sound basis. For the subsequent 17 years 
he worked on it with an eagle eye and mature scholarship bringing 
international honour to himself and to the Institute. In 1940, the 
British Academy, London, put its Seal of approval on Dr. SUKTHAN¬
KAR’S work on this edition. On the 4th January 1943, the Institute 
conferred on Dr. S U K T H A N K A R a Distinguished Services Medal in 
recognition of his unique services to the Institute as the helmsman of 
its work on the Mahābhārata on the occasion of its Silver Jubilee 
celebrations. On 5th January 1943, Dr. SUKTHANKAR read his state¬
ment on the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata before the delegates 
for the Silver Jubilee celebrations and other audience in the Tata Hall 
of the Institute. This statement has proved to be his last testament 
more valuable than Aristotle's will as it is a national testament. I 
quote from it a few sentences which contain Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ’ s mes
sage about the Mahābhārata : – 

" The part of the Epic critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk 
about four times as great as the Greek Epics, Iliad and Odyssey put together 
and one and a half times as our Rāmāyaṇa.” 

" Al l good work costs money now–a–days ! Good manuscripts cost 
money. Good printing costs money. Good editors cost money. ” 

" A m i d the deepest strands that are woven in the thread of our civili

zation there is more than one that is drawn originally from Bhāratavarṣa 
and from Sanskrit literature and well in the centre of this vast mass of lite

rature, there stands this deathless traditional book of divine inspiration, un

approachable and far removed from possibilities of human constitution” 
" We must therefore grasp this great book with both hands and face it 

squarely. Then we shall recognise that it is our past which has prolonged 
itself into the present. We are it : I mean the real W E ! Shall we be guilty 
of strangling our own soul ? N E v E R ! ” 

These stirring words were read out by Dr. S U K T H A N K A R on the 
evening of the 5th of January and within a fortnight he passed away 
after a brief illness on the evening of 2Ist January 1943 ! Truth is 
stranger than fiction !! 

Such in brief is the outline of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ' s association with 
the Institute's Critical Edition of the Great Epic, which he aptly styled 
as “ the Content of our Collective Unconscious ” and in which he 
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finally merged his being after spending every moment of his conscious 
life in revising his type-script of the last of his lectures on the Mahā¬
bhārata he was to deliver before the University of Bombay on the 
following day ! 

In striking him down within sight of his chosen goal, Death 
pierced the base of consciousness, cutting at the very joint of body and 
mind. No preparation for the end, no inspiring last words, were pos
sible. Yet, those of us who knew S U K T H A N K A R intimately cannot 
doubt that the sentiments of Valiant would also have been his own had 
he received the summons of an approaching end to life's journey. 
" Though with great difficulty I am got hither, yet now I do not repent 
me of all the trouble. M y sword I give to him that shall succeed me 
in the pilgrimage, and my courage and skill to him that can get it. 
M y marks and scars I carry with me, to be a witness for me, that I 
have fought His battles Who will be my Rewarder." This memorial 
Volume represents the sword, the keen splendid-tempered image of his 
intellect, that he bequeathed to him that has the courage and skill to 
wield it. If there be such a person, undaunted by the forces of dark
ness, let him grasp firm the hilt and smite on. 

Side by side with his text-critical work on the Mahābharata 
Dr. S U K T H A N K A R kept on studying its content and inner meaning and 
for that purpose studied many books on Philosophy and Religion. 
While I was editing the Review of Philosophy and Religion between 
1930 and 1937, I received numerous books on these subjects for review. 
Dr. S U K T H A N K A R seemed very much interested in many of them and 
he actually ordered some of them for his own library. I was first under 
the impression that Dr. S U K T H A N K A R perused these books with a view 
to get a little diversion to his mind after his fatiguing work on the text 
of the Mahābhārata day after day for years without rest. I was how
ever thoroughly surprised when he disclosed to me his scheme of lec
tures on the Mahābhārata which he finally prepared for being deli
vered before the University of Bombay and before completing which 
he took our final leave with a “Forget-me-not" emphasis! The 
mystical vein noticed by the audience in those lectures was mainly due 
to the psychological changes gradually brought about in the mind 
of the great Savant during the ten years prior to these lectures. 

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

KAR’s published writings was first discussed by myself and my learned 
friends Dr. S . M . K A T R E and Prof. D . D. K O S A M B I with Dr. Mrs. 
Malinibai B . S U K T H A N K A R , M . B . B . S . and the sons of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R 

immediately after Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ' s demise. With the substantial 
support promised by the Sukthankar family a Memorial Edition 
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Committee was formed with Shrimant Balasaheb P A N T Pratinidhi, B.A. 
the Raja Saheb of Aundh as its Chairman and DiwanBahadur K . M . 
J H A v E R I , M.A„ LL.B„ J .P . as its ViceChairman. With the assured 
support of these two great friends of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R and with the 
guaranteed voluntary cooperation of my esteemed friends Dr. K A T R E 
and Prof. K o s A M B I , it was easy for me to secure the support of the 
innumerable friends of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R all over India and outside 
for the work of the Memorial Edition as will be seen from the Person¬

nel of the Memorial Edition Committee which accompanies this Pre

face. A printed Appeal was subsequently issued by me on behalf of 
the Committee and circulated among scholars and institutions inter

ested in the Memorial Edition. The response to this appeal from the 
numerous friends and admirers of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R was extremely 
encouraging and the First Volume of the Memorial Edition that is 
being presented to the public today is a visible embodiment of this 
spontaneous response and a permanent Souvenir of the good will left 
behind by an Indian scholar who sacrificed himself on the altar of the 
Mahābhārata. 

The valuable and scholarly contents of the present volume speak 
for themselves and will continue to speak with greater resonance as 
years pass by. As observed by Prof. EDGERTON they are the product 
of Dr. SUKTHANKAR's knowledge and experience (Jñānam Savijñā¬

nam) and his native ability Which made reputation in three Continents. 
Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ’ s literary life was a life of planned action, in which 
every detail was scrupulously worked out and revised many times 
before it saw the light of the day. Every page of the Critical Edition 
of the Mahābhārata and the Critical Epic Studies that are being 
presented to the scholars today under one cover bear the stamp of his 
scholarship and fully illustrate the common adage : – “ If a thing is 
worth doing, it is worth doing well". His Prolegomena to the Ādi¬

parvan of the Mahābhārata, the bedrock of the Mahābhārata Textual 
Criticism, was much in demand since its publication. It is being pub

lished separately for the first time in the present volume along with 
the other Epic Studies of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R and thus brought within 
the means of individual research scholars through the favour of the 
authorities of the B . O. R. Institute. I feel confident that this First 
Volume of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R Memorial Edition will stimulate the 
study of the Indian Textual Criticism o n which the attention of Indian 
scholars has been now focussed by Dr. K A T R E ' s able Introduction to 
Indian Textual Criticism (1940), which owes much to Dr. S U K T H A N 

K A R ' s inspiration a n d guidance. 
It now remains for me to record my feelings of gratitude for the 

unstinted cooperation I have received from several friends and learneḍ 
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bodies in bringing out this Firs t Volume of the V . S. Sukthankar 
Memorial Edi t ion. M y cordial thanks are due to the authorities of 
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, many of whom are mem
bers of the Memorial Edi t ion Committee, for their kind permission to 
include in the present volume the Prolegomena and other Introduc

tions to the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata as also Dr. SUK¬
THANKAR's Epic Studies published in the Annals of the Institute. 

Special thanks are due to Principal J . R . GHARPURE, B.A., LL.B„ the 
Chairman of the Executive Board and D r . R . N . DANDEKAR, M.A., 
PH.D., the Secretary of the Institute who is also the Editor of the 
Annals, for their uniform courtesy and kindness in securing the above 
permission. T o D r . S. K . BELvALKAR, M.A„ PH.D„ the present General 
Editor of the M a h ā b h ā r a t a , I am particularly thankful for keeping at 
my disposal a copy of Epic Studies No. VI which he found in Dr . 
SUKTHANKAR‘s office papers at the Institute. This copy duly revised 
by Dr. SUKTHANKAR in his, own hand has been incorporated in the 
present volume. Evidently D r . SUKTHANKAR had an intention to re
vise all his Epic Studies in course of time and then publish them in 
their final form after the completion of his work on the Great Epic . 
Providence, however, decreed otherwise ! As regards the other contri
butions of D r . SUKTHANKAR included in the present volume I tender 
my most grateful thanks – 

(1) T o the authorities of the K . R . Cama Oriental Institute, 
Bombay, and the Editorial Board of Sir J. J. Modi Volume for per
mission to include D r . S U K T H A N K A R ‘ S paper on “ Arjunamisra " in 
this Edi t ion. 

(2) T o M r . B . T . ANKLESARIA, M A . the H o n . Secretary of the 
K . R . Cama Institute for drawing my attention to the two papers of 
D r . SUKTHANKAR viz. (i) Arjunamisra and (ii) A n Excursion on the 
Periphery of Indological Research and i n securing the necessary per
mission of the authorities of his Institute for their inclusion i n the 

present Edition. Mr. ANKLESARIA had collaborated with Dr. SUK¬
THANKAR for a number of years in connection with his work for the 

Cama Institute and his hearty co-operation in this work by the free 
supply of the press-copies of the two papers of D r . SUKTHANKAR men
tioned above deserves my best thanks. 

(3) T o the Editors of the Festchrift Prof. P. V. Kane and D r . 
R . N . S A R D E S A I , L . C . P . S . , Proprietor, Oriental Book Agency, Poona, 
its publisher, for permission to include D r . S U K T H A N K A R ‘ s paper on 
" R ā m o p ā k h y ā n a " i n this Volume. 

(4) T o the authorities of the Deccan College Post-graduate and 
Research Institute, Poona and in particular D r . S. M . K A T R E , M . A . , 
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P H . D . its present Director and Editor of their Bulletin for their permis

sion to include Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ' s paper on " Epic Question I – Did 
Indra assume the form of a Swan ? “ in this Volume. 

(5) To the Editors of Feschrift Dr. F. W. Thomas and its 
publisher M r . M . N . K U L K A R N 1 , the Manager of the Karnatak Pub

lishing House, Bombay for their permission to publish Dr. S U K T H A N 

K A R ' s paper on “ Rāmāyaṇa and Nalopākhyāna ” in this Volume. 
(6) To the authorities, Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic 

Society for permission to include Epic Studies I : 4 Some TextCritical 
Notes' in this Volume. 

Every scholar who came into personal contact with Dr. S U K T H A N – 

K A R knows quite well how he loved not only the substantial contents 
of any scholarly publication but also its scientific and dignified presen

tation. He believed in the identity of Truth, Beauty and Dignity in 
the publication of all scholarly work worth the name. The volumes 
of the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata are a visible embodiment 
of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ' s ideal in this respect. A good edition according 
to Dr. S U K T H A N K A R must be good both within and without, and we 
have tried to make the present Memorial Edition as good as possible 
within the means at our disposal. But good Editions cost money, said 
Dr. S U K T H A N K A R in his last public statement and the credit of achiev

ing any goodness in the present Memorial Edition must go to those 
donors, subscribers and contributors who have contributed their mite 
towards this Edition out of sheer love and appreciation for the national 
work of the departed scholar as will be seen from the list of these 
contributors (vide Appendix). Space forbids me to thank all these 
contributors individually. I shall however, be failing in my duty if I 
do not indicate here the generosity of the following contributors but for 
whose spontaneous response it would have been impossible for the 
Memorial Edition Committee to proceed with the work of the Edi

tion : – 
Rs. 650 – Dr. Mrs. Malinibai B. Sukthankar, M . B . B . S . and other 

members of the Sukthankar family, Bombay. 
Rs. 150 – University of Bombay. 
Rs. 100 – Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, B . A „ Raja Saheb 

of Aundh, Aundh. 
Rs. 100Right Hon'ble Dr. M . R. Jayakar, Bombay. 
Rs. 100 – B . J . Wadia, M . A „ L L . B . , ViceChancellor, University of 

Bombay, Bombay. 
Rs. 100Sir Chunilal B . Mehta, K T „ L P . and Lady Tapibai C. 

Mehta, Bombay. 
On the completion of the Memorial Edition it is proposed to 
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publish a full report of the work of the Committee where all contri
butions and donations will be specified in detail. 

I started my work in connection with the Sukthankar Memorial 
Edition with the assured initial support of Dr. Mrs. Malinibai B . 
S U K T H A N K A R and other members of the Sukthankar family. This 
support was further strengthened by the formation of a representative 
Memorial Edition Committee consisting of numerous friends and 
admirers of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R in different parts of India and outside. 
This support, encouraging as it was for an inexperienced man like 
myself, made me confident enough about the success of this enterprise 
but I became absolutely fearless in my work when the two great friends 
of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R , I mean Shrimant Raja Saheb of Aundh and 
Dewan Bahadur K . M . J H A v E R i agreed to guide me in this work as 
the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Memorial Edition Commit
tee respectively. Their high regard for our National Epic and its Epic 
Editor Dr. S U K T H A N K A R has been responsible in no small way for the 
publication of the Epic Studies of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R appearing today 
in the form of the First Volume of the Sukthankar Memorial Edition. 
On 5th January 1943, Dr. S U K T H A N K A R referred to the Rajasaheb of 
Aundh in the following glowing terms : – 

" If you want me to point out just one man who is responsible for origi
nating and furthering the project (of the Mahābhārata) he is sitting in front 
of you, I mean Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, the Raja of Aundh." 

We are fortunate in having in our midst today, the first anniver
sary of Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ' s demise, this very enlightened Rajasaheb, 
now in the 76th year to guide all our literary projects with undaunted 
zeal and optimism. I cannot adequately thank the Rajasaheb and 
other friends for their spontaneous and active co-operation in the work 
of this Edition. 

I began my work in connection with the Memorial Edition with 
the guaranteed collaboration of my personal friends Dr. S. M . K A T R E , 
M . A . , P H . D . and Prof. D . D . K O S A M B I , M . A . These friends have ful
filled their guarantee to the very letter as they have been responsible 
for the entire editing of the First Volume and all credit for the careful 
and accurate editing of the Volume goes to them. During their per
sonal contact with Dr. S U K T H A N K A R they knew perfectly well what 
good editing meant according to Dr. S U K T H A N K A R ' s highly critical 
standards and consequently the good editing of the present Volume 
owes everything to them as they have carried out at great inconve¬
nience to themselves all the arduous work of seeing the Volume 
through the press. Though these friends have done all this labour of 
love out of their high sense of appreciation and respect for the work 
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of Dr. SUKTHANKAR and though they are the members of the Memo¬
rial Committee, I take this opportunity of thanking them most cordi
ally for their disinterested service to Indology in helping the Memorial 
Edi t ion Committee to bring out the present Volume in the best pos
sible form and get up. 

Dr . S U K T H A N K A R was connected with the University of Bombay 
in several capacities for more than two decades. H i s cordial relations 
with all the authorities of the University are evident not only from 
the grant sanctioned by the Syndicate towards the costs of this Edi t ion 
but by the personal generosity of the Vice-Chancellor, the Registrar, 
the Deputy Registrar, the Librarian and many other office-bearers of 
the University. I am deeply touched by their prompt and spontaneous 
response to my appeal regarding this Edi t ion and I convey to all these 
friends of D r . S U K T H A N K A R at the premier academic body of the pro
vince the grateful thanks of the Memorial Committee for their sincere 
appreciation of the work of the Committee. 

In concluding this preface I must record the valuable services 
rendered to the Memorial Edi t ion by M r . M . N . K U L K A R N I . the 
enterprising Manager of the Karntak Publishing House, Bombay, 
but for whose high regard for D r . S U K T H A N K A R and spontaneous co
operation on the very day this scheme was discussed we would not 
have dreamt of undertaking this Edi t ion at a time when the extra
ordinary high cost of printing and the scarcity of paper had chilled 
all academic enterprises in this country. L ike my esteemed friends 
D r . K A T R E and PROF. K O S A M B I . M r . K U L K A R N I has fulfilled his guaran
tee also to the letter by publishing this First Volume of the Memorial 
Edi t ion most promptly and efficiently and thus kept up the high 
traditions of his Publishing House for excellent printing and typo
graphy, which are absolutely essential for good editing according to 
the Standards Of D r . S U K T H A N K A R . 

In presenting this first volume of the Sukthankar »Memorial E d i 
tion to-day, the first anniversary of D r . S U K T H A N K A R ' s lamented de
mise, the Memoria l Committee has completed half of its promised 
work. Though I am thankful to all my colleagues on the Memorial 
Committee for their continuous co-operation so far, I must reserve my 
final thanks to them to a future date when the Second Volume of this 
Edi t ion is completed and presented to the public. 

P . K . G O D E 

Poona 4 1 Hon. Secretary and Managing Editor 
21st January, 1944. ) Dr. V. S. Sukthankar Memorial Edition 

Committee. 
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FOREWORD 1 

An elaborate introduction containing a comprehensive account of the 
manuscript material as also a detailed discussion of the principle¾ of Mahā
bhārata textual criticism will be published with the last fascicule of the 
Ādiparvan. The following cursory remarks are intended merely to guide the 
reader meanwhile through the labyrinth of a very complicated apparatus 
criticus. 

G E N E R A L O B S E R V A T I O N S 
In the Mahābhārata manuscript tradition, perhaps as much as in any 

literary tradition, the textual critic is faced with a bewildering profusion of 
versions as well as an amazing mixture of versions. Divers elements have 
been working from the earliest times in favour of the development of different 
types, on the one hand : on the other hand, there were not wanting elements 
that operated against the evolution of sharply differentiated types. To un
derstand the phenomenon of this luxuriant growth and indiscriminate fusion 
of versions, one must appreciate clearly certain details of historical moment, 
certain special factors in the transmission of the Mahābhārata – traits which 
distinguish our work from every other known text except the Rāmāyaria and 
possibly the Homeric epopees. Notwithstanding the fact that we know so 
little that is certain and definite about the early history of the text, we may, 
it seems to me, with confidence assume that after its composition the great 
epic was for centuries handed down (in differing forms and sizes) from bard 
to bard merely by word of mouth. It is moreover extremely probable that 
even after the te*xt had been written down, large portions of it, especially 
such portions as were popular, continued to be committed to memory, by 
itinerant raconteurs for purposes of recitation. It is further easy to believe 
that no great care was lavished on the text by these custodians of the tradi
tion to guard it against partial corruption and elaboration or against ar
bitrary emendation and normalization : to reproduce the received text wīīh 
any great precision would be neither attempted by these bards nor required 
of them. It was then inevitable that the protean oral tradition should in 
one form or another react on the written tradition and vice* vw§a. One im
portant and necessary consequence of such antecedents as these is the im
possibility of retracing all extant versions to any fixed and authentic arche
type ; since some of the modern editions could not but be descendants of 
fluctuating oral versions reduced to writing in some distant past, indepen
dently of each other, at different epochs and in different circumstances. In 

1 [Ādiparvan, Fascicule I, 1927.] 
1 
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other words, even in! its early phases the Mahābhārata text tradition must 
have been not uniform and singular, but multiple and polygenous. To com
plicate matters «[2] further there appears to have followed a period in which 
there was a free comparison of manuscripts and extensive mutual borrowings, 
operations which in the course of indiscriminate crossing and re-crossing have 
completely confused the differentiae and produced a perfect wilderness of 
hybrid types. These are, at least in part, still mere surmises. But the as
sumption of some' such complicated derangements, beyond the normal vicis
situdes of transmission, is necessary, to account for the strange vagaries of 
the Mahābhārata manuscript tradition : to explain why in the best manus
cripts one comes across at every step readings that are manifestly inferior 
and additional lines that are incontestably spurious : to elucidate how textual 
alterations, especially interpolations, starting from the most inconspicuous 
source of diaskeuasis, could extend over large areas with comparative ease 
and rapidity. 

This state of things, if true, would make it impossible to apply to the 
Mahābhārata the special canons of textual criticism which are derived from 
a study of classical (Greek and Latin) texts and which depend ultimately 
upon there being a more or less complete concatenation of copies and exem
plars reaching finally back to a single authentic (written) archetype. The 
conflation of codices may, moreover, have! been carried to such an extreme 
that we may even have to renounce all pretensions to disentangle completely, 
by !neans of purely objective criteria, their intricate mutual relationships. 
It would, therefore, be well not to ignore entirely the possibility that a wholly 
satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine form – even the late so-
called śatasāhasrī saṃhitā form – may be a task now beyond the powers of 
criticism. 

Even though the problem be insoluble on the ideal plane; yet a partial 
solution of it is by no means impracticable and may with considerable gain 
be attempted. This fascicule will, I hope, demonstrate that a considerable 
portion of the inherited text can be incontestably proved to be authentic and 
unimpeachable : and that on the other hand certain portions of the " vulgate " 
can, equally4 indisputably, be shewn to be spurious. In other words, we seem 
entitled to assert that notwithstanding the existence of what may be termed 
" original doublets " (fluctuations inherited from a period of purely oral trans¬

mission), as well as a vast number of secondary variants (brought in through 
corruption and emendation during the period of mainly written transmission), 
– that despite the vagaries which surround a small part of the poem with a 
haze of uncertainty, the unification of the tradition could in regard to the 
major part of the epic be' carried to a degree of approximation which may be 
deemed sufficient for all intents and purposes. 

Ordinarily in text reconstruction a safe expedient is to take as basis the 
oldest of the "best family" of manuscripts and to authenticate it in the 
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critical edition. This expedient, though unquestionably safe and in most 
cases indubitably effective, fails totally in the present instance, assuming what 
has been said above about the fusion of types to be true : because by follow
ing any manuscript, even the oldest and the best, we shall be authenticating 
just that arbitrary mixture of versions which it should be the aim of 
criticism to avoid. The peculiar conditions of the transmission of the epic 
force upon us an eclectic but cautious utilization of all manuscript 
classes. Since all categories of manuscripts have their strong points 
and their weak points, each variant has to be judged on its own 
merits. When the criteria at our disposal fail to give a positive result, we 
have to content -[3] ourselves with a stop-gap that will give the required sense 
or at least complete the metrical line. A text prepared, with due circum
spection, on eclectic principles will, I am fully persuaded, present a more faith
ful picture of the elusive " original " than any single extant codex could do. 
That in these circumstances the editor will occasionally make mistakes – at 
times perhaps gross mistakes – is as certain as inevitable ; for it is to be' fear
ed that there is no royal road to success in this incomparably difficult field. 
The method of Mahābhārata textual criticism can be evolved only from a 
special study of the Mahābhārata manuscripts and of the Mahābhārata 
manuscript tradition. More than one attempt will probably have to be made 
before the ideal is attained. It will, therefore, Be prudent not to expect too 
much from the first critical edition, nor to claim too much for it. 

M A N U S C R I P T M A T E R I A L 

The manuscripts utilized for this edition of the first two adhyāyas of 
the Ādiparvan are as follows : 

l . N ( O R T H E R N ) R E C E N S I O N 

Kāśṃīrī (or North-western) Version in Devanāgarī transcript ( K ) . 
K 0 . = P<x>na, Covt. MSS. Collection, M S . No. 229 of 1895-1902. 
K x = London, India Office Library, MS. No. 2137. 
K 2 = Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, MS. No. 182 of 1891-95. Dated V. Sam. 

1694 (ca. 1637 A.D.). 
K 3 i = Baroda, Central Library, MS. No. 632. Dated V. Sam. 1575 (ca. 1518 

A.D. ) . 
K 4 . = Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, M S . No. 565 of 1882-83. 
K r > ;= Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, MS. No. I. 
K ^ . = Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, M S . No. 209 of 1887-91. 

Maithilī Version (V) . 
V , i = Nepal, Darbar Library, MS. No. 1364. Dated La. Sam. 411 (ca. I53o 

A.D) . 

Bangālī Version (B) . 
B ! >= Bolpur, Viśvabhāratī Library, M S . No. I. 
B 2 Ī = Bolpur, Viśvabhāratī Library, M S . No. 258. 
B- '=Bolpur , Viśvabhāratī Library, MS . No. 264. 
B 4 ».= Bo<lpur, Viśvabhāratī Library, M S . No. 415. 
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Devanāgari Versions ( D ) . 
Devanāgan Version of Arjunamisra (Da). 

Da, •= Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, M S . No. 30 of A 1879-80. 
D a 2 – Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, Viarāmbāg Coll. I. M S . No. 468. 

Devataāgari Version of Nīlakaṇṭha (Dn.). 
D n t = M S . belonging to Sardar Kibe of Indore. 
Dn2>~ Mysore, Oriental Library, M S . No. 1064. 
D n 3 .= Poona, Gofvt. MSS. Collection, M S . No. 234 of 18921902. 

Devanagari Version of Ratnagathha (Dr) . 
D r x = Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1264. 
Dr 2 1= Tanjore, Palace Libnary, M S . No. 1199. 
D r 3 = Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1313. 
D r 4  Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. ,1839. 

Devanāgan Mixed Versions. 
D x Poona, Govt. MSS. CcWection, M S , No. 29 of A 187980. 
D 2 »= Tanjo:œ, Palace Library, M S . No. 1152. 
D 3 = Tanjore, Palace LibraIy, M S . No. 1360. 
D 4 – Tanjore Palace Library, M S . No. 1126. 
• [ 4 ] D 5 = Lahore, Dayanand AngloVedic College, M S . No. 4. 
D 6i=Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1223. 
D 7 – Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . Not 1269. 
Dgī= Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1329. 
D 9 t = Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1176. 
D 1 0 = Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1293. 
D J J 1=Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1340. 
D 1 2 «= Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 1373. 
D 1 3 i = Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, Viarāmbāg Coll . II. M S , No. ,191. 
D 1 4 = Poona, Govt. MSS. Collection, Viśrāmbāg Coll. II. M S . No. 266. 

II . S( OUT HERN) RECENSION. 

Telugu Version (T) . 
r ! - = Yadu Math Collection M S . (without No.) 
T 2 = Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 11865. 

Giantha Version (G) . 
G-J= Yadu Math Collection M S . (without No.) 
G 2 .= Yadu Math Collection M S . (without No.) 
G 31 = Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 11823. 
G 4 = Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 11838. 
G 5 1= Tanjore, Palace! Library, M S . No; 11851. 
G61=; Tanjore, Palace Library, M S . No. 11860. 
G 7 = Yadu Math Collection M S . (without No.) 

Malayālam Version ( M ) . 
M j = M S . belonging to Chief of Idapillal, Cochin. 
M 2 f = Cochin, State Library, M S . No. 5. 
M 3 = Cochin, State Library,, M S . No. I. 
M 4 i = M S . belonging to Kallenkara Pisharam of Cochin. 

In addition to the above, two Baroda Library MSS. of the commentary 
by Devabodha (without the epic text) were collated ; the' important readings 
found in this commentary hav&been cited with the symbol Cd. 
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G E N E R A L C H A R A C T E R I S T I C S OF T H E M A N U S C R I P T S 
A N D T H E I R M U T U A L R E L A T I O N S H I P 

An important advance made in the classification of the manuscripts 
is the separation of archetype K (which represents Devanāgarī transcripts 
of the Kāśmīri or North-western version) from other so-called Devanāgarī 
versions. The affinity of K is documented by the following agreements : 

1. 1. 2b : K ( except K1) H§^r ; ; Du *T?fó; the rest (inclusive of K i ) 

ais-ff¾ 
l . 1. 8 : K < ^ i W r a r e ; V i %T¾<to -° ; the rest Ä ° ; 3° or ^ : . 
l . 1. 49b: K V i B i m ^ - f f i t i * ¾ ; the rest S¾m%° or ś%~ī =~*r°. 
1. 1. 51* : K fä^rTO; V i fä¾-l~; the rest ^ Í W I . 
1. 1. 192C: K ( except K6) ^fF*TR:; the rest (incl. K G ) I W l f a : . 
1. 2. 23*: K ( except Ki. 6 ) ¾pn̂ ¾¾ mΨti; the rest (inch K 1 , 6 ) ^ f f ~ ~ f – 

1. 2. 76 d : K ( Ks missing ) q¾ – TW *SR3Íj N 2 %qRffl*T 1°; the rest ^ejF?ī 
~f *īCr~TCīI. 

Only K01 represent archetype K in a comparatively pure form. Next 
to these in purity stands K 2 ; while K 3 . 6 are nothing but mischcodices, K 3 

being conflated with the " vulgate " and K 4 „ 6 with some Southern version (cf. 
I. I. 26 and 22*, 25*). K 0  1 contains a text which is shorter and more archaic 
than either the Bangālī or the [ 5 ] " vulgate ” It is worthy of note that while 
these two manuscripts ( K 0 . i ) have more readings in common with manus

cripts of the' Southern recension than either of the two latter groups, yet 
they contain not a single "additional" line which could be considered as a 
characteristic Southern interpolation. – V1 stands, as is to be expected', nearest 
to the Bangali version, but it is noteworthy that in a few cases V ! and K 
agree in opposition to all other manuscripts, where it is impossible to consider 
the agreement as purely accidental (cf. I. 1. 8, 49*),. – The Bangālī version 
is slightly superior to the "vulgate,” in so far that it is not interpolated quite 
so heavily as the latter. Bangālī omits (like K ) not only the Brahmā-Gaṇeśa 
episode in the first adhyiāya, but (unlike K ) also the' short dialogue between 
Paraśurāma and his ancestors in the second, both unquestionably spurious 
and both found in the " vulgate.” Occasionally Bangālī manuscripts agree 
with Southern manuscripts in opposition to K and the "vulgate’’ (cf. I. I. 
226, 42 d). In these cases I have adopted as authetltic the concordant read
ings of the Bangālī and Southern manuscripts in preference* to those of K . 
Bangālī alone has in a few, cases preserved the correct reading as compared 
with all the other! manuscripts (cf. I. I. 62 c). – Closely connected with the 
Bangālī is the version of Arjunamiśra. It not only agrees with the Bangālī 
in the omission of the Brahmā-Gaṇeśa episode and of the dialogue mentioned 
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above, but it shares with the Bangālī quite a number of isolated readings 
against all other manuscripts. The (epic) text in the Arjunamisra codices 
is frequently contaminated from the " vulgate " and has to be corrected with 
the help of Arjunamiéra's commentary (cf. I. l . 17*, 22*0. – Ratnagarbha's 
text is eclectic, standing palpably under the influence of the Southern recension 
(cf. 24*, 25*, 27*). – Nīlakaṇtha's version (which may conveniently be styled 
the ' 'vulgate”) presents a smooth text, with an inconsiderable amount of 
Southern element. It may be noted that in rare cases the Bombay edition 
(of Gaṇpat Kṛṣṇājī) contains readings which have* no manuscript support at 
all or have at best very weak manuscript support. – Next we have the mixed 
Devanāgarī group represented by D J 1 4 , mischcodices of small trustworthiness 
and of no special value for critical purposes. D 2 . ī 4 contain a very large num

ber of old readings in common with manuscripts of the K group, but D 1 4 

shows at the same time some Southern readings and some unique readings 
not found elsewhere (cf. I. I. 50C, 63 r r f ; 2. I0lb). D 9 _ ī 2 are palpably under 
the influence of the Southern tradition. – Telugu manuscripts have been placed 
in the Southern recension, but they belong in a sense to both recensions ; they 
are eclectic on no recognizable principles. – It is difficult to define precisely 
the relationship between the Grantha and the Malayālam versions, which are 
very closely allied ; each of them exhibits nevertheless certain features not 
found in the other (cf. I. I. 184*), On the whole’ the Grantha version pro

duces the impression of being less interpolated and more archaic than the 
other. This version has two subgroups, Gj_ and G 4 _ 6 ; numerous cross

agreements between the two subgroups show that our manuscripts are con

flated. G 7 does not belong to either of these groups ; in point of fact, it is 
a mischcodex contaminated! from the Northern tradition and closely allied 
to T1 (cf. 1. I. 63, 64). – M j often stands in antagonism to M 2 _ 4 , sometimes 
agreeing with manuscripts of the Northern recension (cf. I. I. 32 c á, 4lcd, 7la, 
l2Sa). The Southern recension, as already remarked, agrees with archetype 
K more closely than with any other Northern version. 

•[6] The Southern version of the first two adhyāyas is on the whole shorter 
than the " vulgate ” ; but the shortest version of these two adhyāyas is 
that preserved by K o < 1 ‚ Ko being probably even shorter than Kt. The’ na‘īve 
Brahma-Garieśa episode, the longest as well as the most obvious interpolation 
in the text of the’ " vulgate ”, has been relegated to the Appendix (cf. l . I. 26, 
53, 60, 62, 64). Its spuriousness has now been placed beyond the domain 
of sane criticism through its absence in K 0 . 3 V B Da Dt M V In the South
ern manuscripts (and in some conflated Devanāgarī manuscripts) Brahma 
alone is introduced ; in these there is no talk of Gaṇeśa, who is unquestionably 
a late Northern intruder. The yadāśrausam section is also evidently an in¬
terpolation, but a considerably older one. Being merely a string of stanzas 
summarizing some of the most important incidents and episodes of the epic, 
it lent itself easily to being further interpolated by revisers who wanted to 



I 

FOREWORD 7 

supply the omissions and thus make the summary as complete as possible. 
To present the oldest form of this section now recoverable, 1 have deemed 
it sufficient to accept as genuine only such stanzas as are found verbatim in 
both the recensions. Here again K 0 < 1 have the fewest interpolations. The 
" table of contents " in the second adhyāya is preserved in two versions, a 
longer and a shorter. K 0 1 S (except G 7 ) have the1 shorter version, which 
has been adopted in the constituted text as the authentic one. 

Since 1 have not been able to discover any traces of " secondary interrela
tionship” between archetypes K and S, I consider the agreement between 
these two archetypes as ' 'primitive”, that is depending upon their primitive 
connection through the Ur-Mahābhārata. This concord is a factor of supreme 
importance for the reconstruction of the text. The originality of the agree
ment is established, in my opinion, by the following considerations. The con
cordant readings of K and S represent as often as not a lectio difficilior (cf. 
1.1. 19a, 94d, 15Sd). Frequently such a reading best explains the other vari
ants (cf. I. I. I. 2rl, 14b). Furthermore the "additional” stanzas which are 
found in the " vulgate1" but are missing in K and S have all the appearance 
of being interpolations, lengthening and weakening the text (cf. 19*, 29*, 35*– 
38) ; the same remark applies to the additional stanzas that are found in 
the Southern recension but are missing in K and the "vulgate" (cf. 21*, 
22*, 27*). The high position of K seems confirmed by its being the shortest 
of the known versions. 

T H E C O N S T I T U T E D T E X T 

In preparing the constituted text of the first two adhyāyas, I have endea
voured to balance the eclecticism advocated in certain matters with a rigid 
conservatism insisted on in others. I have been most averse to reject or cor
rect the readings of good manuscripts. Interpretation has throughout been 
given precedence over emendation ; in the first two adhyāyas, no emendation 
seemed absolutely necessary, nor any absolutely certain. Solecisms, when 
shewn to be original by a clear agreement on this point between (what ap
peared to be) independent versions, have been allowed to stand uncorrected 
(cf. l . I. 5.a, 170d). As a general rule, preference is given to a reading which 
best suggests how other readings might have arisen. When such a reading 
was not available the choice fell upon one which is common to (what prima 
facie appeared to be) more or less independent versions and which is support
ed by intrinsic probability ; the presumption of originality in such cases is fre
quently confirmed by a lack of definite agreement between the dis-[7j-cordant 
versions. Occasionally one comes across variants where the matter is identical 
but the wording of a large part or of the whole of the line is differe!nt ; one 
and the same primitive reading cannot in these cases account for the diver
gence. 1n the presence of such alternatives, neither of which can have come 
from the other and which have equal extrinsic support and equal intrinsic 
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merit, the criteria mentioned above fail to give a positive result. A particular 
instance of the variation contemplated here is that of a puzzling form of a 
cross-agreement between the Northern and Southern versions ; when, for in
stance, some Kāśmīrī and Malayālam manuscripts agree in opposition to say, 
Bangālī and Grantha (cf. I. I. 60 r). In such cases, I have, owing to the 
much greater correctness of the K version, mostly adopted, as stopgaps, the 
readings of K 0 > 1 , the manuscripts which present the archetype K in a rela
tively pure form. 

I have given in the constituted text whatever in each case appeared to 
be supported by the balance of probabilities, indicating all the important ele
ments – lines, phrases, significant words and word-parts – of the text that are 
less than certain by a wavy line printed below them. Insignificant differences 
of spelling (e.g. NaimLsa-Naimiśa) are ignored for this purpose. 

Doubt which cannot be resolved by a consideration of the documentary 
or intrinsic probability, entailing the use of the wavy line, arises in the follow
ing cases : (a) when the transmitted readings appeiar to be corrupt and no 
satisfactory emendation can be suggested ; (b) when there are several read
ings of equal merit ; in particular where the Northern and the Southern recen
sions offer two different readings of equal value ; lastly (c) when the evidence 
pro et contra of documentary and intrinsic probability is equally balanced. 

As regards interpolations, the additional lines are so ingeniously fashion
ed and cunningly fitted in, that in any given case the intrinsic evidence is 
generally inconclusive. In other words, if we leave out of account the docu
mentary evidence, no convincing proof can in general be brought forward to 
establish either the originality or the spuriousness of the added lines. We 
cannot, however, entirely ignore the evidence of tradition. Everything points 
to the fact that what the epic has suffered from is inflation and elaboration, 
and not depletion or curtailment. On principle, therefore, lines that are pecu
liar to one recension, having nothing whatsoever corresponding to them, at the 
same point, in the other recension, are to bé viewed with grave suspicion. 
Unless there is overwhelming evidence to prove their originality, they should 
be treated as spurious ; because, the probability of error is far greater in ad
mitting as authentic such one-recension lines on insufficient evidence of ori
ginality (both recensions being placed on an equal footing and treated with 
impartiality) than in rejecting them on insufficient evidence of spuriousness. 
It may be added that the presumption of unauthenticity is frequently confirm
ed by the fact that in the recension in which such lines do occur, they are 
found inserted in different manuscripts (or different versions) at different 
points of the text. 

I am greatly indebted to Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Chief of Aundh, 
for uniform kindness and courtesy ; but still more for the absolute confidence he is 
pleased to repo<se in me. I must also record my thanks, for help of various kinds, to 
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my colleagues on the Mahābhārata « [ 8 ] Editorial Board : Prof. Vaijnath K . RAJVADE, 
M.A. ; Mr . Vishwanath P , .VAIDYA, BAR-AT-LAW ; Prof. Dr. R . ZIMMERMANN, s.J., 
PH.D. ; Prof. Dr. V. G. PARANJPE, M . A . , D. LITT. ; and M r . N . B . UTGIKAR, M . A . 
But I desire to make a special mention of my indebtedness to M r . VAIDYA and to 
Rev. Fr. ZIMMERMANN, whose advice and ready help have accompanied my labours 
from the time I first accepted the responsibilities of the work. Nothing has en
couraged me more in this arduo*us and fascinating task than the unwavering interest 
with which they have followed it. In connection with the help the Editorial Board 
has' received from collaborators outside the Institute, I have to record the indebted
ness of the Boiard to : Pandit Vidhushekhar BHATTAcHARYA, M.A.,. Principal of the 
Viśvabhāratī, Bo lpur ; Rajaguru Pandit HEMRAJ, Director of Public Instruction, 
Nepal ; M . R. Ry. Sambamurti Row, Honorary Secretary, Palace Library, Tanjore ; 
and Prof. K. Rama PisHARon, M.A., Principal of the Sanskrit College, Trippunit¬
tura, Cochin. These gentlemen have been good enough to supply the Institute with 
carefully prepared coillations of manuscripts which are in their charge or which were 
kindly procured for the purpose by them. The Nirnaya Sagar Pres's has rendered 
ungrudgingly every assistance in carrying out the typographical arrangements which 
appeared to me best suited for the purposes of the work. The illustration accom
panying this fascicule is prepared from a water-coilour painting kindly supplied by 
the Chief of Aundh. 

In conclusion, I may be permitted to remark that the renown of the 
Bhāratavarṣa, of its Princes and its People, is for all time inseparably linked 
with the' Mahābhārata, which is, in more senses than one the greatest epic the 
world has produced. It must be manifest to anyone who bestows a thought 
on the' subject that the monumental work of preparing the first critical edition 
of this colossal encyclopaedia of ancient India could be carried on and com

pleted by the young Institute by which it has been undertaken only if it can 
count upon substantial aid from other sources and upon cooperation on a 
much wider scale*. If the Princes and the People of India were to associate 
themselves with this imposing enterprise, they would indeed be supporting 
a national work. On behalf of the Institute which I represent, I appeal to 
all true Indians to ally themselves with the Institute in supporting the publi

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

January 1927. V, S. S U K T H A N K A R . 

POSTCRIPT 

Since the manuscript of this fascicule was sent to the press, I was able 
to make arrangements for securing collations of śāradā and! Nepali manuscripts 
of the Ādiparvan. These collations will be published later. Here it may just 
be1 remarked that the collations so far received wholly support the constituted 
text, especially as regards the interpolated stanzas, proving the correctness of 
the method adopted in setting the text. 

May 1927. V . S. S. 



P R O L E G O M E N A * 

The need of a critical or as it was sometimes called a " correct ” edition 
of the Mahābhārata has been felt (at first, of course, rather vaguely) by 
Sanskritists for over half a century.1 It was voiced, however, in a clear and 
emphatic manner, for the first time, by Professor M . W I N T E R N I T Z , at the 
X l t h International Congress of Orientalists, held at Paris, in 1897, when he 
read a paper drawing attention to the South Indian manuscripts of the 
Great Epic and ending with the remark that a critical edition of the Mahā
bhārata was " wanted as the only sound basis for all Mahābhārata studies, 
nay, for all studies connected with the epic literature of India ”.2 The idea 
received a concrete shape in his proposal for the foundation of a Sanskrit 
Epic Text ‘Society, which he laid before the very next session of the Oriental 
Congress (XHth ) , held in Rome (1899). Again, three years later, at the 
following session of the Congress (XIIIth), held in Hamburg (1902), Pro
fessor W I N T E R N I T Z reiterated his requisition and endeavoured to impress 
again upon the assembled savants that a "critical edition of the Mahābliā¬
rata was a sine qua non for all historical and critical research regarding the 
Great Epic of India ”. 

The reception accorded to the various proposals made by Professor 
W I N T E R N I T Z in connection with his favourite project was not as cordial as 
might have been expected from an enlightened, international assemblage of 
Sanskritists. " At first ”, writes Professor W I N T E R N I T Z himself,3 " the idea 
of a critical edition of the Mahābhārata met with great scepticism. Most 
scholars were of opinion that it was impossible to restore a critical text of 
the Great Epic, and that we should have to be satisfied with editing the 
South Indian text, while the North Indian text was represented well enough 
by the Calcutta and Bombay editions. Only few scholars were in full agree
ment with the plan of one critical edition ”. 

Notwithstanding this general apathy, a committee was appointed by the 
Indian Section of the International Congress of Orientalists in Rome (1899) 
to consider the proposal of Professor W I N T E R N I T Z for the foundation of a 
Sanskrit Epic Text Society, already mentioned. This committee was not in 
favour of the said proposal. It recommended instead that the work of 
preparing the critical edition should be undertaken by the International 
Association of Academies. The London session of this Association, held in 

*[To the Ādiparvan.] 1 See below. 
2 Cf. WINTERNITZ, Indol. Prag. 1 (1929). 58 ff - ibid. p < 58. 
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1904, adopted the above suggestion and resolved "to make the critical edi

tion of the Mahābhārata one of the tasks to be undertaken under its auspices 
and with the help of funds to be raised by the Academies." In pursuance 
of this decision, the Academies of Berlin and Vienna sanctioned certain 
funds earmarked for the Mahābhārata work, with whose help the prelimi

nary work for the critical edition was actually begun. 

[ 2 ] In furtherance of this project, then. Professor H . LÜDERS prepared 
a ''Specimen” of a critical edition of the Mahābhārata (Druckprobe einer 
kritischen Ausgabe des Mahābhārata, Leipzig 1908) with the funds provid

ed for the purpose by the Königliche Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften in 
Göttingen.1 The Specimen, which was meant only for private circulation,2 

consisted of 18 pages, comprising the constituted text (pp. 111) of the first 
67 stanzas of the Ādiparvan with their various readings (printed as foot

notes) , an Appendix (pp. 1217) , on a similar plan, containing the text of 
the Brahmā-Gaṇeśa interpolation (with its variants), and finally a list 
(p. 18) of the 29 manuscripts, selected exclusively from European libraries, 
which formed the specimen apparatus criticus.:i This little brochure, which 
must rank in the annals of Mahābhārata studies as the first tentative criti 
cal edition of the Mahābhārata, was laid before the Indian Section of the 
X V t h International Congress of Orientalists, held in Copenhagen (1908) . 
The tender seedling, planted with infinite care, did not, however, thrive in the 
uncongenial European soil. Twenty years later, in 1928, at the XVII th 
International Congress of Orientalists, held at Oxford, Professor WINTER¬
NITZ reported that, under the scheme of the International Association of 
Academies, "except this specimen (Druckprobe) nothing has been 
printed ”.4 

However, in the interval some preliminary work, such as the classifying 
and collating of manuscripts had been done by Professor LÜDERS and some 
of his pupils (among them my fellow-student and friend Dr. Johannes 
NOBEL, now Professor in the University of Marburg), by Professor WiN¬
TERNITZ and his pupil Dr. Otto; STEIN, and by Dr. Bernhard GEIGER 
(Vienna). The last great World War gave its quietus to this ambitious 
project, sponsored by the Associated Academies of Europe and America, and 
finally diverted the attention of European scholars from the Mahābhārata 
Problem. 

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

which I returned to him almost immediately afterwards. 
3 The brochure did not contain any preface, or explanatory notes. 

4 See also the remarks of Professor A . A. MACDONELL printed in the '' Re
port of the Joint Session of the Royal Asiatic Society, Société Asiatique, American 
Oriental Society, and Souola Orientale, Reale Universita di Roma, September 3-6, 
1919 in JRAS. 1920. 149. Cf. also ABI. 4. 145 ff, 
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After the war, the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, then in its 
early infancy, enthusiastically undertook the work, making a fresh start, 
fortunately without realizing fully the enormousness of the project or the 
complicacies of the problem. At a meeting of the General Body of the 
Institute, held on July 6, 1918, Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, Chief 
(now Ruler) of Aundh – the liberal and enthusiastic patron of diverse' projects 
calculated to stimulate research, advance knowledge, and enhance Indian 
prestige – the president elect on the occasion, easily persuaded by a band of 
young and hopeful Sanskritists who had returned to India after completing 
their philological training abroad, with their heads full of new ideas, urged 
upon the audience the need of preparing a Critical and Illustrated Edition 
of the Mahābhārata, offering to contribute, personally, a lakh of rupees, by 
annual grants, towards the expenses of producing the edition.1 The donor 
was warmly thanked for this princely •[ 3 ] gift and the' offer was gratefully ac
cepted by the spokesmen of the Institute, who in their turn undertook to 
prepare an edition that would meet with the high requirements of modern 
critical scholarship. In accordance with this decision of the General Body 
of the Institute, the late lamented Sir Ramkrishna Gopal B H A N D A R K A R , the 
doyen of the Sanskritists of Western India and the inspirer of the critical 
and rigorous scholarship of the present day, inaugurated, in April 1919, this 
monumental work by formally beginning the collation of the opening man
tra of the works of the ancient Bhāgavata sect, which is found also at the 
beginning of some manuscripts of the Mahābhārata :-

Then, on the basis of the premise of the donation of a lakh of rupees by the 
Ruler of Aundh, the Institute appealed for the very large financial support 
needed to Indian governments, princes, and men of wealth. Not as many 
favourable responses were received as might have been expected ; but very 
generous aid wak and is being given by some, whose names are recorded 
elsewhere. 

The reasons which have induced Sanskritists both here and abroad to 
undertake this gigantic enterprise are easy to understand. The pre-emi
nent importance of the epic is universally acknowledged. Next to the 
Vedas, it is the most valuable product of the entire literature of ancient 
India, so rich in notable works. Venerable for its very antiquity, it is one 

1 Cf. Bhavanrao Pandit Pratinidhi, ABI. 3 (1921-22). 1 f. Also A Pros
pectus of a New and Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata (Poona 1919), pubn 
lished by the Institute, p. v. 

2 For instance, the stanza is foreign to the entire Southern recension of the 
epic. Cf. also BÜHLER-KIRSTE, Ind Stud. N o . 2, p . 4, 2 ; and Sylvain LÉVI, 
R. G. Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, p. 99. 
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of the most inspiring monuments of the world, and an inexhaustible mine 
for the investigation of the religion, mythology, legend, philosophy, law, 
custom, and political and social institutions of ancient India. 

As a result of researches that have been carried on during the last 
thirtyfive years or so, there is now no doubt whatsoever that the text of 
the Mahābhārata has undergone numerous changes.1 The texts of the 
Northern and Southern manuscripts – to mention only two of the manus

cript classes – are widely divergent, and much uncertainty prevails regarding 
the correctness and originality of the texts preserved by them. The exist

ing editions – which either merely reproduce the version of a particular type 
of manuscripts, like the Bombay edition,2 or else are eclectic on no recog

nizable principles, like the Kumbhakonam edition – fail to remove the uncer

tainty of the text. 

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

satisfactory state of things. What the promoters of this scheme desire to 
produce and supply is briefly this : a critical edition of the Mahābhārata 
in the preparation of which all important versions of the Great Epic shall 
have been taken into consideration, and all important manuscripts collated, 
estimated and turned to account. Since all divergent readings of any im

portance will be given in the critical notes, printed at the foot of the page, 
this [4] edition will, for the first time, render it possible for the reader to have 
before him the entire significant evidence for each individual passage. The 
value of this method for scientific investigation of the epic is obvious. 
Another feature of the new edition will be this. Since not even the seem

ingly most irrelevant line or stanza, actually found in a Mahābhārata 
manuscript collated for the edition, is on any account omitted, this edition 
of the Mahābhārata' will be, in a sense, more complete than any previous 
edition.3 It will be a veritable thesaurus of the Mahābhārata! tradition. 

Unde'r the scheme outlined above, a tentative edition of the Virāṭapar¬

van was prepared by the late Mr. Narayan Bapujī UTGIKAR, M.A., and 
published by the Institute in 1923. Copies of this edition were distributed 
gratis among leading Sanskritists – Indian, European and American – with 
a view to eliciting from them a frank expression of their opinion on the 
method worked out by the then editorinchief. The opinions received were 
very favourable and highly encouraging. The valuable suggestions made 

1 The earliest systematic study of the subject seems to have been made by 
BÜRNELL in his Aindra Grammūttia↑m ; cf. also his Classified, Index to thei Sanskrit 
MSS. in the Palace at Tanjore (London 1879), p. 180. 

2 Representing the Nilakantha tradition. 
3 The Institute intends to publish, as a supplement to this edition, a Pratlka 

Index of the Mahābhārata, which will be an alphabetical index of every single 
pāda of the text of the epic. 
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by many eminent authorities have been to a great extent followed in the 
subsequent work. 

C O L L A T I O N OF M A N U S C R I P T S 
Collation of the manuscripts is being done, regularly, not merely at the Insti

tute, but also at the Visvabharati of Rabindranath TAGORE in Bengal under the 
supervision of Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA, and at the Saraswati Mahal 
in Tanjore under the supervision of M . R. Ry. Rao Saheb T. Sambamurthi RAO 
Avl. , B.A. , B .L . These outside centres were at first intended chiefly for the colla
tion of the B2ngali and the Telugu-Grantha manuscripts respectively. But provi
sion has now been made at the Institute itself for the collation of manuscripts 
written in any of the seven scripts (Śāradā, Nepālī, Maithilī, Bengali, Telugu, 
Grantha and Malayālam), besides Devanāgarī, which are ordinarily required for 
our Mahābhārata work. 

The entire Mahābhārata stands now collated from a minimum of ten manus
cripts ; many parvans have been completely collated from twenty manuscripts ; 
some from thirty ; a few from as many as forty ; while the first two adhyāyas of the 
Ādi, which have special importance for the critical constitution of the text of the 
entire epic, were collated from no less than sixty manuscripts. 

The collation is done by a permanent staff of specially trained Shastris (Nor
thern as well as Southern) and University graduates. For the purposes of colla
tion, each Mahābhārata stanza (according to the Bombay edition of Ganpat 
KRISHNAJi, Śaka 1799) is first written out, in bold characters, on the top line of 
a standard, horizontally and vertically ruled foolscap sheet. The variant read
ings are entered by the collator horizontally along a line allotted to the manus
cript collated, akṣara by akṣara, in the appropriate column, vertically below the 
corresponding portion of the original reading of the " Vulgate ’'. On the right 
of each of these collation sheets, there is a column four inches wide reserved for 
remarks (regarding corrections, marginal additions etc.), and for "additional" 
stanzas found in the manuscripts collated, either immediately before or after ^ 5 ] the 
stanza in question. Very long " additions" are written out on separate "śodha¬
patras " and attached to the collation sheets. The collations are regularly checked 
by a batch of collators different from the one which did the collation in the first 
instance, before they are handed over to the editor for the constitution of the text. 

T H E C R I T I C A L A P P A R A T U S 

G E N E R A L A C C O U N T OF T H E MANUSCRIPTS 

It is by no means easy to answer the question how many manuscripts of 
the Mahābhārata there are in existence ; firstly, because, no complete list of 
these manuscripts has ever been compiled!; and, secondly, because the ex
pression "Mahābhārata manuscript", as ordinarily used, is ambiguous in 
the extreme ; it may apply to a small manuscript of the Bhagavadgītā alone, 
as well as to a complete manuscript of the Mahābhārata, in several volumes, 
containing all the eighteen parvans. Moreover, the parvans are mostly 
handed down separately, or in groups of few párvans at a time, at least in 
the oldest manuscripts now preserved. Therefore, in taking stock of Mahā

bhārata manuscripts, it is best to take as unit of measurement a manuscript 
of a single parvan. 
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As a very approximate computation, I may state that there are known 
to be about 235 manuscripts of the Ādi, counting only such as have 
come within my knowledge from catalogues of private and public libraries 
accessible to me, as also those manuscripts whose owners have sent them to 
the Institute for collation or inspection. But this is probably by a long 
way not the total number of extant manuscripts of this parvan, because 
there must be quite a large number of manuscripts in private hands, of 
which we know next to nothing. It has been the experience of most 
manuscript collectors in India that when one takes the trouble to look for 
the manuscripts, they turn up in quite astonishing numbers, though they 
are as a rule late and of questionable worth. Of these 235 manuscripts of 
the Ādi, a little less than half (107) are in the Devanāgarī script alone. The 
other scripts are represented in this collection as follows : Bengali 32, 
Grantha 31, Telugu 28, Malayālam 26, Nepali 5, Śāradā 3, 1 Maithili I. 
Kannada 1, and Nandināgarī 1. 

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

The choice of the critical apparatus is not easy matter, owing to 
the astonishing bulk and the amazing variety of the material. The number of 
exact duplicates among these is decidedly small and almost negligible. An 
exception to this rule is formed only by manuscripts of commentators' ver¬
sions, which show inter se little difference. So that what has been said by 
K O S E G A R T E N with respect to the manuscripts of the Pañcatantra„ applies, 
generally speaking, equally well to the Mahābhārata manuscripts : quot co

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

cal apparatus has not been entirely arbitrary. Efforts were made to secure 
manuscripts written in as many different Indian scripts as possible, which 
is the same as saying, manuscripts belonging to as many different Indian 

1 Of these three, our Ś-l is one, while the other two are paper manuscripts, 
written in moīdern iśāradā characters, with Nīlakaṇṭha's commentary, in the 
Raghunatha Temple Library ; cf. STEIN'S CATALOGUE (1894), p. 196, Nos. 3712-32, 
3951-79. They represent probably the N1lakaṇṭha version. 
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provinces as possible. Old manuscripts, even though fragmentary and 
partly illegible, were selected in preference to modernlooking manuscripts, 
though complete, neatly written and well preserved. Within the version, 

discrepant types were chosen in preference to similar types.1 Of the Nīla¬

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

rous group ; because, firstly, it is one of the latest versions ; and, secondly it 
has been edited several times already, though not as well as it should be ; 
and, thirdly, there is little difference between the individual manuscripts of 
the group. The only important scripts unrepresented in our critical appa

ratus are : Kannaḍa, Uriyā and Nandināgarī. 

Besides the manuscripts collated specially for this edition, I have made 
occasional use of the collations of manuscripts preserved in European libra

ries made by Theodor GOLDSTÜCKER, photographic copies of which were 
presented to the Institute, for use in connection with this project by the 
University of Strassburg, through the kind offices of the late Professor Emile 
S E N A R T , as also of the collations intended for the edition planned by the 

International Association of Academies and made by the pupils of Geheim¬

rat Professor Dr. Heinrich LÜDERS, which have been placed at the disposal 
of the Institute in pursuance of a resolution on the subject passed by the 
Indian Section of the X V I I t h International Congress of Orientalists, held 
at Oxford, in 1928.2 

Sixteen of the manuscripts collated bear dates, ranging from the 16th to 
the 19th century. The oldest dated manuscript of our critical apparatus is a 
Nepali manuscript ( Ñ 3 ) which bears a date corresponding to A.D. 1511.* 
The other dates are: A.D. 1519 ( K 3 ) , 1528 ( V J , 1598 (D 2 ) , 1620 (Da 2 ) , 
1638 ( K 2 ) , 1694 ( K J , 1701 (Dr 3 ) , 1739 ( K 0 ) , 1740 ( B J , 1759 ( B 3 ) , 
1786 ( B J , 1802 (D 5 ) , 1808 (Dn 2 ) , 1838 ( M 3 ) , and 1842 ( M 8 ) . The 
Nīlakaṇtha manuscripts are' not all dated, but they can scarcely be much 
anterior to the beginning of the eighteenth century, since Nīlakaṇṭha himself 
•[7"f belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth. Many of the Grantha 

1 Consequently, our critical apparatus tends to reflect greater diversity in the 
material than what actually exists, but that was unavoidable. 

2 The Resolutions were worded as follows : 
No. 2. That in view of the eminently satisfactory manner in which the work 

is being done by the Institute, this Congress is of opinion that the MSS. collations 
made, and the funds collected, for the critical edition of the epic planned by the 
Association of Academies, be now utilized for the purposes of the critical edition 
being prepared in India, without prejudice to the original project of the Asso

ciation of Academies. 
No. 3. That this Congress therefore recommends that : (a) such collations 

of the Mahābhārata text as have already been prepared by the Association of 
Academies be placed, on loan, at the disposal of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research 
Institute  

[* See now Epic Studies VII , infra.] 
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manuscripts do bear dates, but since they refer to a cyclic era, it is difficult 
to calculate their equivalents. 

CLASSIFICATION OF MANUSCRIPTS 

The manuscript material is divided naturally into recensions by the 
scripts in which they are written. Corresponding to the two main types of 
Indian scripts. Northern and Southern, we get two main recensions of the 
epic Each of these recensions is again divided into a number of sub-recen
sions, which I have called " versions ", corresponding to the different provin
cial scripts in which these texts are written. This principium divisionis is 
not as arbitrary as it might at first sight appear. The superficial difference 
of scripts corresponds, as a matter of fact, to deep underlying textual diffe
rence's. It is common experience in India that when we have a work hand
ed down in different versions, the script is invariably characteristic of the 
version.1 The reason for this concomitance between script and version ap
pears to be that the scribes, being as a rule not conversant with any script 
but that of their own particular province, could copy only manuscripts 
written in their special provincial scripts, exception being made only in favour 
of Devanāgarī, which was a sort of a " vulgar" script, widely used and 
understood in India. 

While the principle mentioned above is not entirely mechanical or arbi
trary, it is also not ideal or perfect. It is often contravened in practice, 
mainly through the agency of the Devanāgarī, which is the chief medium of 
contamination between the different recensions and versions. Thus we come 
across Devanāgarī copies of the commentary or version of Arjunamiśra, who 
was an Easterner ; similar copies of the commentary or version of Ratna¬
garbha, who was a Southerner. There are again Devanāgarī copies of the 
Grantha and the Śāradā2 versions. On the other hand, a popular version 
like that of Nilakaṇṭha may be copied in any script. I have come across 
manuscripts of the Nilakaṇṭha (Devanāgarī) version written in śāradā, 3 Ben
gali,4 Telugu and Grantha scripts. Another cause of disturbance was this. 
Along the boundaries of provinces speaking different languages or using dif
ferent scripts, there are invariably bi-lingual and bi-scriptal zones. In these 
zones there' was an ever operating impulse, tending to introduce innovations, 
obliterating the' differentiae and normalizing the text. Nevertheless, though 
nothing is impossible, it would be passing strange if we were to find a copy 
of the pure Śāradā version written, say, in the Malayālarn script, or of the 
Grantha version in the Nepali script. 

1 Cf. LÜDERS, Deutsche Literaturztg, 1929, 1140. 
- Like our K x (India Office, No. 2137). 
a There are two such MSS. in the Raghunatha Temple Library, Jammu, 

Nos. 3712-32, 3958-79. 
4 Some of them were collated for the Institute at the Visvabharatf. 

2 
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•[8] LIST OF M A N U S C R I P T S F O R M I N G T H E C R I T I C A L A P P A R A T U S 

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

I. (Northern) Recension. 

(a) North-western Gioup ( v ) . 

Śāradā (or Kaśmīri) Version (Ś) . 
Ś. = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 159 of 

1875-76. 

Devanāgarī Group allied to the (Śāradā or) Kaśmīri Version ( K ) . 
. K 0 = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 229 of 

1895-1902. Dated V. Sam 1795 (ca. A.D. 1739). 
K , – London, India Office Library No. 3226 (2137). 
K 2 =– Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 182 of 

189,1-95. Dated V . Sam. 1694 (ca. A.D. 1638). 
K3 – Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 632. Dated V. Saim. 1575 (ca. 

A . D . 1519). 
K 4 = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 565 of 

1882-83. Dated Śak:a 1616 (ca. A.D. 1694). 
K- – Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No. I. 
K6 = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 209 of 

1887-9I. 

(b) Central Group (y). 

Nepali Version ( Ñ ) . 
= Nepal, in private possession. 

Ñ 2 = Nepal, in private possession. 
Ñ 3 = Nepal, in private possession. Dated Nepali Sam. 632 (ca. A.D. 1511). 

Maithil i Version ( V ) . 
V1 = Nepal DurbaI‘ Library, No. 1364, Dated La Sarii. 411 (ca. A.D. 1528). 

Bengali Version (B) . 
B j – Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. I. I>ated Śaka 1662 (ca. A.D. 1740) 
B 2 ~ Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 258. 
B 3 = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 782. Dated Saka 1681 (ca. A.D. 

1759). 
B 4 = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413'. 
B 5 •= Dacca, University Library, No. 485. Dated Śaka 1708 (ca. A.D. 1786). 
B 6 = Dacca, University Library, No. 735. 

Devanāgarī Versions other than K (D) . 
Devanāgarī Version of Arjunamiśra (Da). 

Da-_ = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 30 of A 
1879-80. 

D a 2 ~ Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI, Viśrāmbāg I. 
No. 468. Dated V . Sam. 1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). 

Devanāgarī Version of Nīlakaṇtha (Dn), the "Vulgate' ' . 
D % == M S . belonging to Sardar M . V . Kibe of Indore. 
D n 2 •= Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064. Dated V. Saṃ. 1864 (ca. A.D. 

1808). 
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("93 -Dn3 = Poona Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 234 
of 1895-1902. 
Devanāgarī Version of Ratnagarbha (Dr.) 

D r t = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246. 
D r 2 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. ,1199. 
D r 3 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1313. Dated Śaka 1623 (ca. A.D. 

1701). 
D r 4 =- Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1339. 

Devanāgarī Composite Version. 
D1 = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI)‚ No. 29 of A 

1879-80. 
D 2 = Tahjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1152. Dated V. Sarīi. 1654 

(ca. A.D. 1598). 
D 3 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, Nd. 1360. 
D 4 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1126. 
D 5 = Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College, No. 4. Dated V. Sarh 1858 

(ca. A.D. ,1802). 
D 6 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Libraiy, No. 1223. 
D 7 ~ Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1269. 
D 8 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329. 
D 9 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1176. 
D 1 0-=Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1293. 
D1X •= Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1340. 
D 1 2 – Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373. 
D 1 3 = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited] at the BORI) , Viśrāmbāg II. 

No. 191. 
D.14=-- Poona, Bombay Govt Collection (deposited at the BORI) Viśrāmbāg LI. 

No. 266. 
II. S(outhern) Recension. 

Telugu Version (T) . 
T± = Melcofce, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library M S . (without aumber). 
T 2 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11865. 
T 3 »= Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. U809. 

Grantha Version (G) . 
G t = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library M S . (without number). 
G 2 – Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library M S . (without number). 
G 3 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11823. 
G 4 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11838. 
G 5 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11851. 
G t ī = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11860. 
G 7 ' = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library M S . (without number). 

Malayālam Version ( M ) . 
M 1 •= M S . belonging to Chief of Idappalli, Cochin. 
M 2 = Cochin, State Library, No. 5. 
M 3 = Cochin, State Library No. I. Dated Kollam 1013 (ca. A.D. 1838). 
M 4 – M S . belonging to Kalldnkara Pisharam of Cochin. 
M 5 = Cochin (Jayantamangalam); proiperty of the Paliyam family. 
M 6 = Malabar (Nareri Mana); in private possession. 
M 7 = Cochin (Avaṇapparambu Mana); in private possession. 
M 8 = Malabar Poomulli Maua Library, No. 297. Dated Kollam 1017 (ca. A.D. 

1842). 
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f l O j D E T A I L E D A C C O U N T O F T H E M A N U S C R I P T S 

Ś1 
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 159 of 

1875-76. Total number of folios 114 (some fragmentary), with about 24 lines to a 
page ; size 12" X 9 " . Clear Śāradā characters (of perhaps the 16th or 17th century), 
Birchbark (bhürjapatra). 

This unique and valuable M S . was purchased for the Government of 
Bombay, by B U H L E R , in Kaśṃīr. It is listed on p. xi, and cursorily described 
at p. 64, of his Detailed Report of a Tour in Search of Sanskrit MSS. made 
in Rcérmr, Raj put ana and Central India, a report printed as Extra Number 
of the Journal of the [Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society for 1877. 
The lines of writing of the MS. run parallel to the narrow side of the leaf. 
There are, on an average, 24 lines on a page, and 36 akṣaras (i.e. a little over 
a śloka) in a line. A page, therefore, contains, on an average, 26 (anuṣtubh) 
stanzas. Each folio bears, on its reverse, in the lefthand margin, near the 
bottom, a cipher representing the serial number of the folio and a signature 
indicating the title of the work, as well as the name of the parvan. – The MS., 
which is unfortunately incomplete and fragmentary, must have originally con

tained at least the first three parvans (Ādi, Sabhā and Araṇya), written, as 
far as one can judge, by the same hand. The extant portion contains the 
Sabha in its entirety, but only fragments of the other two parvans, the begin

ning of Ādi and the end of Araṇya being lost. The Ādi, which appears to have 
extended from the beginning of the volume up to fob 154, is particularly frag

mentary ; a continuous text begins only from fob 63 (our adhy. 82). Of the 
first 62 folios, the extant portion contains only the lower segments (with 10 to 
15 lines of writing on each page) of fol. 2425, 3637, 39, 4748, 5357 and 
6162 ; the initial 23 folios as also 15 other intermediate folios (viz. 38, 4046, 
4952, 5860) are entirely missing ; while only 10 of these folios are complete. 
Folio number 96 is repeated. The Ādi ends at fol. 154a. The colophon repeats 
the stanzas of the Parvasaṃgraha giving the number of adhyāyas (230) in this 
parvan, as also its extent in " élokas ", i.e. grantbas (7984). The writing is neat 
and careful; erasures and corrections are few and far between. Occasionally one 
comes across variant readings (cf. fol. 115b), entered (probably by the same 
hand) in yet smaller letters between the lines ; on fol. 116a, there is a stanza 
written in the upper margin, which is meant to be added after 1. 162. 15, and 
which is found, otherwise, only in K 3 , in other words is an interpolation pecu

liar to ,sx K r Many of the marginal additions are glosses, which are rather 
numerous in the first 15 (extant) folios, evidently notes made from some com

mentary by a student who intended making a careful study of the text. In 
a few places – perhaps about half a dozencorrections have been made with 
yellow pigment. Some of the adhyāyas bear (serial) numbers, written pro

bably by a different hand ; the first (legible) figure that we come across is 43, 
corresponding to adhy. 32 of our edition, involving a difference of 11 in our 
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enumerations of adhyāyas ! The last adhyāya number noted in this parvan 
is 100, corresponding to our adhy. 87 : the difference between our enumera

tions thus rises to 13 in 55 adhyāyas. The Puraṇic raconteur is here called, 
throughout, Sūta, not Sauti. Moreover, the prose formula of reference gene¬

rally omits –j–fR –[11] (resp. s&"f:). and gives, as in S MSS., merely the name 
or designation of the speaker, such as 1^nH:. However, from the fact that 
towards the middle and end of the parvan, the full forms containing –ṛṛf 
(resp. ) do occur sporadically, e.g. I. 94. 64 (fol. 73a); 98. 1 (fob 75b); 
99. 36 (fol. 77a) etc. : it follows that the usual ¾iqpj;1: etc. are only abbre

viations. The names of the subparvans are generally added, in the colo

phons, agreeing mostly with the corresponding divisions of our edition. The 
extant fragment begins (fol. 24a) with the words ¾¾Ψl: ¾¾^T ^īPf Sfe–Tftr~? 
(cf. v. 1. I. 26. 10). – A facsimile of the folio (154) containing the end of the 
Ādi and the beginning of the Sabhā is given, facing p. 880. 

K 0 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 229 of 
18951902. Folios 181. with about 15 lines to a page ; size 14.7" X 67". Devanā

garī characters; dated V. Samvat 1795 (ca. A.D. 1739). Old Indian paper. 

The M S . contains the first three parvans written in the same hand, the 
date coming at the end of the Aranya. The writing is clear and fairly correct ; 
a few corrections of scribe's errors are noted in the margin, probably by the 
same hand ; otherwise the margins are clean. The colophons give adhyāya 
numbers sporadically, and names of adhyāyas, sub–parvans or upākhyānas 
generally. On the last folio (181) of the Ādi is given, in different hand, a list 
of major parvans with the corresponding number of their adhyāyas and 
stanzas, in a tabular form. 

K , 
London, India Office Library, No. 3226 ( 2137). Folios 169, with about 33 

lines to a page ; size 16j" X 9". Devanāgarī characters ; dated (possibly) 1783 A.D. 
Indian Paper. 

A moderately trustworthy, though somewhat modem and very incorrect 
transcript of a Śāradā exemplar. Even the outward form and get-up of this 
MS. are suggestive of Kaśmīrī origin. The lines of writing, as in śāradā 
(bhūrjapatra) MSS. run parallel to the narrow side of the folio. The signa
tures in the margin are like those found in Kaśmīrī books. The numerous 
clerical errors, which disfigure every page, betray the writer to be a profes
sional scribe, not thoroughly familiar with the awkward Śāradā script, and 
still less so with the language of the text, easily misled by the deceptive simi
larity between certain letters of the Śāradā and Devanāgarī alphabets. He 

frequently writes u for *f (e. g. -jf¾ for %); or ft and -f for «1 ( e. g. "J-fl for 
~f–n ); ? for ~ ( e. g. for ~ * - l l ); 51 for U ( e. g. for 5&tä ) or for 
•-f ( e. g. -ri3tf3† for "fNráf); medial "J for subscript ^ ( e. g. 3-T for *sr"ī ) , 



22 PROLEGOMENA 

" for %; g for ¶fi. 5T (e. g. 3?rg¾rt‚ *rg*:, ¾%sft¾ for anfort, w . and 
f¾f½cftt ) . for =ō3ṛ ; for ; medial j for subscript ; for ( e. g. 
5R"f¾T: for ~fö: ) ;  for "̂T ( e. g. for f^T" ). Margins are clean; very occa

sional corrections, in the body of the text, by yellow pigment. The pages from 
42 to 45 are left blank, while 4lb and 46a contain only a few lines of writing. 
Besides Ādi, the codex contains also Virāṭa, Bhīṣma and a portion of Anuśa¬
sana (Dānadharma), breaking off at the first half of stanza 39 of adhy. 83 of 
the Bombay ed. According to statements at the end of the Bhīṣma and the 
beginning of the Anusasana, the MS. was written in V. Saṃvat 1839 (ca. A.D. 
1783), by a Brāhmaṇa named Gopāla, residing in l^kṣmīmatha ; but the 
writing of the volume is not quite uniform. It is, therefore, uncertain, in my 
opinion, whether the Ädi was written by this same Gopāla, in the said year ; 
contra EGGELING, Catalogue of the Skt. MSS. [12] in the Library of the In

dia Office, Part VI (1899), p . 1158, who regards the entire volume as written 
by the same scribe. The colophons, which are short, sporadically give the 
adhyāya numbers. This is the1 only MS. of the Ādi belonging to a European 
Library that was available for collation at the Institute and used for this edi

tion Ī – The reference ^ % fur before stanza 8 of adhy. 1 indicates the inten

tion of the scribe to " illuminate" the M S . by writing the alternate letters 
( *T‚ *f, TF() which are missing, in red ink. 

K 2 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 182 of 
189196. Folios' 296 (of which 220, 22630, 23233,. 23940 appear to be written by a 
different hand), with about 11 lines to a page; size 10'8" X 48". Devanāgarī 
characters (with sporadic pṛṣṭhamātrās); dated V . Sam 1694 (ca. A.D. 1638). Indian 
paper. 

Marginal corrections, as also other corrections in the body of the text, are 
made by using yellow pigment ; the colophons give names of subparvans, 
adhyāya names, and adhyāya numbers sporadically. In the marginal notes 
one occasionally come's across variants and glosses, and additional passages 
from MSS. of the central subrecension (y). The first folio and a part of the 
second (the) latter stuck on to the original torn) are written in a different 
hand. On fol. 186b, three lines are left blank by the öcribe. After the four 
stanzas of " phalaśruti" mentioned on p. 879, there follow two stanzas of the 
parvasaṃgraha, giving the number of adhyāyas (218) and slokas (8984) and, 
finally, the date : &R †v* mm%> i  v ¾ fôR*di*K 

K 3 

Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 632. Folios 407. Devanägaii charac

ters; dated V. Saṃvat 1575 (ca. A.D. 1519). Old Indian paper. 
This M S . is from Gujarat. At the end of the M S . is given the date : 

Sathvat 1575, śrāvaṇa, dark half, 5th day, Abhinandana. MS. written by 
Nāiñjika, son of the Nagar Pandit Kālidāsa of village Kāndalāja, under Sam
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khetakapura (modern Sankheda, in Baroda State). For further details, see 
the colophon given on p. 879. 

K 4 

Podna, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 565 of 
1882-83. Folios 237 (not counting the suppl. folios), with about 15-16 lines to a 
page; size 14-9" X 6". Devanāgarī characters; dated Śaka 1616 (ca. A.D. 1694), 
at the end of one of the subsequent parvans. Old Indian paper. 

A carelessly written complete MS., with 55 for throughout, which is a 
Southern trait ; written by one hand, but preserved in the Collection in two 
bundles numbered 565 and 566. Supplementary folios at 2, 114, 150, 151, 
205 include certain long passages (some from Southern sources), copied by 
the same hand ; notable among them being the Brahmā-Gaṇeśa interpolation, 
whose point of insertion is indicated by a small mark made in the body of 
the' text, and the marginal remark 3?5r 2ntW-f5J¾% (cf. v< I. L 1. 53). There 
are some excerpts in margins, intended as glosses. Marginal additions of lines 
and stanzas are frequent only in the first 35 folios, afterwards few and far 
between. Corrections are made with yellow pigment. Colophons frequently 
contain adhyāya names, sub-parvan names, but no adhyāya number. The 
copyist was Gaṇeśa, son of Trimbaka. 

[13) K-
Lahore, Daya!nand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No. I. Folios 28 (numbered 

1-7 and 9-29), with about 11-13 lines to a page ; size 12" X 6". Devanāgarī cha
racters, (said to be) about 350 years old. Paper. 

This M S . is incomplete, ending with I. 3. 152. It was collated at the 
Visvabhmati, up to I. 2. 40, and was then reported to be missing. 

K 6 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 209 of 
1887-91. Folios 386, with about 8-10 lines to a page; size 12.2" X 5.8", Devanā¬
garī characters. Partly old Indian paper and partly modern European paper. 

Folios 359 to end are of different paper (modern European, with water¬
marks) and are written by a different hand. In the margin, corrections of 
scribe's errors, additional lines and stanzas (some of them probably omitted 
while copying), and various readings, which are decidedly more numerous in 
the beginning. On some folios (after fol. 105) yellow pigment has been used 
for correction. Here and there, lacunæ mark the* syllables which the scribe 
could not decipher, or which were missing in the exemplar. The colophons 
generally give the adhyāya or sub-parvan names ; the adhyāya numbers were 
added afterwards, perhaps by a different hand, and are often crowded out or 
squeezed in with difficulty. – Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 only. 

Ñi 
M S . in Nepali characters from Nepal, in private possession. N o specifications 

of the M S . (such as measurements, number of folios etc.) are available. 
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It begins with a short eulogy (praśasti) of king (śrimān bhümahendra) 
Jayasiṃharāma, at whose bidding the M S . was copied. For a king of that 
name we have the date (Nepālī) Saṃ. 516 (ca. A.D. 1395). In the' praśasti, 
he is stated to have built (?) a temple o l Paśupati in Nepal. Collations of 
the M S . were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit H E M A R A J , C.I.E., D.P.I., 
Nepal, who had it collated, for the Institute', by local Pandits. – The Praśasti 
reads : 

& 5Wt 3PTRÍ Wg<taKI I ^ f IP 3T3fW^f: I & TO*. Ψ*mṣm*WW I 

¾¾f ^<<M¾df ¾ efrft ¾  ¾ « ^ i i ¾ ^ II 
w b m * * « i t a * * * * * * * * * * * i 

* * * * * * * * [ ? ¾ f t ] m a &f½ren^II 

^ ¾ ^ ^ r a r c < 4 ^¾[rtq * * * * * * * * i 

< æ ¾¾rarfN~p^¾ fa?4 5mt «m: II 

^ ¾ftw¾**?F3[t 3Prfa ^ q i f N w M ¾ ^ w V ¾ H . II 

Collations begin at adhy. 3. CoUated in Nepal. 

MS. in Nepali characters from Nepal; in private possession. No further details 
of the MS. are available. 

Collations of the MS. were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit HEMA¬

RAJ (Nepal), who had it collated for the Institute by local Pandits. – Coll^tionṣ 
begin at adhy. 3. 
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Ñ3 
From a private library in Nepal. Nepali characters, written in ink on palmleaf. 

Besides the Ādi, the MS. contains also SauptikaAiṣīka and Viśoka-Strī. 
The last folio of this bundle bears the date (Nepālī) Sam. 632 (ca. A.D. 1511). 
Sent to the Institute for collation, through the kind offices of Rajaguru Pandit 
H E M A R A J (Nepal). The MS. was returned to the owner after a hurried col
lation, and further details of the MS. are unfortunately not available – 
Collations begin at adhy. 14. 

Yx 
Nepal, DaIbar Library, No. 1364. Maithili characters ; dated La. Sarh. 41 l (ca. 

A . D . 1528). Palm-leaf. 

No further details of the MS. are available. The MS. has two lengthy 
lacunæ : I. 68, 74 to 92. 13, and 96. 37 to 127. 2I. – Collations of the MS. 
were kindly supplied by Rajaguru Pandit H E M A R A J (Nepal), who had it 
collated, for the Institute by local Pandits. 

Bx 
Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. I. Folios 207 ; size 28*2" X 2". Ben

gali tharacters; dated Śaka 1662 (ca. A . D . 1740). Palm-leaf. 

The name of the scribe, as given in a stanza following the last colophon, 
is Kṛṣṇarāmadvija. – Collated at the Visvabharati. 

B 2 

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 258. Folios 82, with about 5-6 lines 
to a page ; size 25i" X 2 1 " . Bengali characters. Palm-leaf. 

This fragmentary MS. breaks off at I. 43. 13, in the middle of the Āstika. 
– Collated at the Visvabharati. 

B 3 

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 782. Folios 199; size 19i" X 4F'. 
Bengali characters; dated Śaka 1681 (ca. A.D. 1759). Paper. 

Name of the copyist, as given at the end of the MS., is Khelārāma Vipra. 
– Collated at the. Visvabharati. 

0 5 ) B 4 

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 413. Folios 164, with about 7-9 lines 
to a page ; size 20" x 5.2". Bengali characters'. Paper. 

This fragmentary MS. breaks off at I. 90. 88, in the middle of Saṃbhava¬

paivan. – Collated at the Visvabharati. 

B 5 

Dacca, University Library, No. 485. Folios 366, with about 7 lines to a page ; 
size 17" X 3 " . Bengali characters; dated Śaka 1708 (ca. A . D . 1786). Much faḍeḍ 
pld Indian yellow paper. 
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The MS. , which is well preserved and neatly written, containing a few 
corrections noted in the margins, was obtained from Malatinagar, Bogra Dis
trict, Bengal. Collations begin at adhy. 3. – Collated at the Visvabharati. 

Dacca, University Library, No. 735. Folios 346, with about 7 lines to a page ; 
size 19" X 4i". Bengali characters. Old Indian yellow paper. 

Appearance, as well as the script of this MS. (which was obtained from 
Ula Bisnagar, Nadia District, Bengal), is somewhat more modern than that 
of B5 ; belongs apparently to the beginning of the 19th century. Neatly writ¬
ten and fairly correct ; contains occasional brief glosses on margin, apparently 
by the same' hand as that of the copyist. – Collations begin at adhy. 54. 
Collated at the Visvabharati. 

Poona, Bombay Government CoJllection (deposited at the BORI), No. 30 of A 
1879-80. Folios 416, with about 7-10 lines' to a page ; size 15i" X 6f ". Devanāgari 
characters. Old Indian glossy paper. 

Text with commentary of Arjunamiśra ; written neatly but extremely 
corrupt and unintelligible in places, on account of the scribe's inability to read 
the exemplar correctly. The1 M S . has many short and long blanks in the text, 
which support the latter surmise. It has very few glosses and corrections, 
but a large number of variants noted in the margin. The text is written in 
three strips : the upper and lower ones comprise the commentary, while the 
central band, which has generally a still wider margin, is the (epic) text. The 
references to speaker (such as t^-rr-f-T -j-rre ) and colophons are' written in 
red ink. The colophons give generally adhyāya and sub-parvan names. 
Ślokas are generally numbered ; adhyāyas are almost regularly numbered from 
adhy. 45 to 109. The M S . is almost consistent in writing ( for --"--¾°) 
;–f3TR. Punctuation is most imperfect. In the numbering of the folios, num
ber 2 is repeated. 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Viśrāmbāg I. 
No). 468. Folios 415, with about 10 lines to a page ; size J5*7" X 6*6". Devanāgarī 
characters; dated V. Sam. 1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Arjunamiśra. The MS. is from Dambal, a 
Jagir in the Kanarese District of the Deccan, and the last folio contains seve
ral stanzas in praise of a certain Gopālabhatta, a learned Pandit of great fame, 
who got the M S . written : 

B 6 

Da! 

D a 2 

q ^ f * r ?fa i fc rc fa¾ < ^ * w < ¾ f s q a ¾ j i 
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5¾Äar: ^ 1  f ^ ī T s * : s ¾ a s t f VKĪ ¾aft¾ m 

P t ¾ u T i ^ r r n f f i f i r ¾ r ¾ 5 ¾ 3 u T r n f l u T i föf½Rn*ri 

The date; of the MS. is giveh as a chronogram corresponding to V. Saṃvat 
1676 (ca. A.D. 1620). Double daṇḍas in red ink are inserted indiscriminately 
in the middle of the text. The writing, which is full of mistakes, is uniform 
but not neat. No corrections are, however, to be seen, the M S . being, per

haps, not much used. Notwithstanding the fact that this M S . agrees, page 
for page, with Da 1 t there are many small differences between them ; neither 
can be a direct copy of the other ; they must go back to a more remote com

mon source. It appears to be older, and is less corrupt, than Da t . In the 
numbering of the folios, figure l is repeated. The colophons contain the 
names of adhyāyas and subparvans generally ; but śloka numbers or adhyāya 
numbers only sporadically. The MS. has a few blanks in the text and com
mentary. 

Dni 
Ms. belonging to Sardar M . V. KIBE of Indore. Folios 446, with about 8-10 

lines to a page ; size 18.2" X 7.3". Devanāgarī characters. Thick Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Nīlakaṇtha. Folios 439, 442, 4445 are written 
by a different hand. The commentary, and even the text, is sometimes con

tinued on the margin. Sporadically one comes across corrections or readings 
noted in the margin ; occasionally also corrections in the body are made by 
scoring out the portion to be deleted or by writing over, or with yellow pig

ment. The MS. is, on the whole, correct and very clearly written. Daṇdas are 
marked in red ink. What would have been blanks in the space left for the 
text or commentary are often filled up by the addition of pious invocations 
such as ¾ftj¾ 5Rrcraf ¾ft¾rfTO¾rf¾M TO I e t c  Adhyāyas are sporadi

cally numbered andi élokas are regularly numbered in both the text and the 
commentary. The' colophons give, in general, the adhyāya name or subpar¬

van name. The last colophon contains the date : īśvara saṃvatsara, mārga– 
ṣīr?a śuddha 13, which cannot be identified'. 
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Cl7 j D n 2 

Mysore, Oriental Library, No. 1064. Folios 448, with about 22 lines to a 
page; size 15j" X 6 i " . Devanāgad characters*; dated V. Sasrnvat 1864 (ca. A.D. 
1808). Paper. 

Text with commentary of Nīlakaṇiṭha. 

D n a 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 234 of 
18951902. Folios 683, with about 9 lines to a page ; size 15.2" X 72". Deva

nāgarī characters. Thick Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Nilakaṇṭha. Bold and clear letters ; generally 
correct ; margins are almost clean, ślokas and adhyāyas are throughout num
bered. As in Dn„ blanks were filled with invocations and names of various 
gods. The lemmata do not always fit the (epic) text. Colophons and the 
references to the speakers (and for some initial folios even daṇḍas) are in red 
ink, but only up to fol. 470. 

Dr , 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1246. Folios 448, with about 11 
lines to a page ; size 15" X 6±". Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. – Collations end at adhy. 2. 
Collated at Tmjore. 

D r 2 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1199. Folios 306, with about 1013 
lines to a page ; size 16" X 6½". Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

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

Dr 8 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1313. Folios 366, with about 1113 
lines to a page ; size 16" X 6ī". Devanāgarī characters ; dated Śaka 1623 (ca. 
A.D. 1701). Paper. 

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. M S . dated, in the śaka 
year 1623 (current) corresponding to Vṛṣa, Sunday the 13th (of the bright 
half) of the month of Āṣāḍha. – Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at 
Tanjore. 

D r 4 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1339. Folios 108, with aboiut 11-22 
lines to a page ; size 16" X 6 i " . Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

Text with the commentary of Ratnagarbha. This fragment contains 
only about 90 adhyāyas of this edition. The number of lines of each folio 
fluctuates with the amount of commentary which each folio contains, and 
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which of course, varies considerably. – Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated 
at Tanjore. 

Í18J D A 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 29 of A 
187980. Folios 230, with about 1617 lines* to a page ; size 12" X 7.15". Devanāgari 
characters. Fine creamcoloured paper. 

For the first 140 folios or so, colophons and part references to speakers 
(such as t¾qxIf 1°) are generally in red ink ; then occasionally. Colophons 
sporadically give adhyāya or subparvan name and number of adhyāyas (es

pecially towards the end of the parvan) ; stanzas are not numbered. The MS. 
is generally correct ; margins are clean. – This is a complete MS. of Mbh., 
copied apparently from different exemplars ; some parvans have the com

mentary of Nīlakaṇṭha, while others contain some old text tradition (e.g. 
" M " of the Tentative Edition of the Virāṭaparvan). The MS. is of modern 
date, being written on paper with watermarks. Some of the parvans bear 
dates at the end, but these seem to be copied from the originals ; thus, ;śānti 
(Mokṣadharma) has śaka 1680, while Dānadharma has śaka 1675. The 
last parvan bears the date : -j^v* ¾^Miq¾Jraa-T .̂ 

D o 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1152. Folios 340, with about 10 lines 
to a page ; size 13" X 51". Devanāgarī characters ; dated V . Saṃ. 1664 (ca. A.D. 
1598). Paper. 

The MS. was written on Friday the 13th of Āṣāḍha śuddha of V. Saṃ. 
l654, at Benares by a Brāhmaṇa called Govinda, and belonged to Vāsudeva¬

bhaṭta. – Collated at Tanjore. 

l¾ 
Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1360. Folios 120, with about 10 lines 

to a page ; size 14" X 6j". Devanāgarī tharacters. Paper. 

Incomplete, breaking off at the end of adhy. 76 (of our edition), in the 
middle of the Yayāti episode which, in this M S . (as in S MSS.) , precedes 
the Śakuntalā episode – Collated at Tanjore. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1126. Folios 255, with about 11 lines 
to a page ; size 16" X 6f". Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

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

D 5 

Lahore, Dayanand Anglo-Vedic College Library, No. 4. Folios 246, with 
about 12-14 lines to a page ; size 12" X 5". Devanāgarī characters ; dated V . Sará. 
1858 (ca A,rji. 1802). Paper. – Collated at the Visvabharati. 
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t 1 9 j D f i 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1223. Folios 293, with about 12 lines 
to a page ; size 14" X 6½". Devanāgañ characters'. Paper. 

An old MS. , but with clear and legible writing ; well preserved – Colla

tions e*nd at adhy. 53. Collated at Tanjore. 

E>7 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1269. Folios 262, with about 11 lines 
to a page ; size 14" X 5 " . Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

Clear and legible writing ; well preserved – Collations end at adhy. 53. 
Collated at Tanjore. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1329. Folios 196, with about 1618 
lines to a page ; size 15?" X 7". Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

A comparatively modern M S . – Collations end at adhy. 2. Collßted at 
Tanjore. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1176. Folios 279, with about 11 lines 
to a page ; size 1 5 i " X 5f". Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

Fol. 12 are badly damaged. – Collations end at adhy. 2. Collated at 
Tanjore. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1293. Folios 352, with about 10 lines 
to a page ; size 13'F' x 5 j" . Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

Last leaf torn ; wellpreserved ; clear and legible writing. – Collations end 
at adhy. 2. Collated at Tanjore. 

D j i 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 13,40. Folios 290, with about 1118 
lines to a page ; size 14" X 5½". Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

Written, perhaps, by four different scribes. – Collations end at adhy. 2. 
Collated at Tanjore. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 1373. Folios 21, with about 12 lines 
to a page ; size 1 4 " X 6", Devanāgarī characters. Paper. 

Incomplete, containing only the first two adhyāyas. – Collated at Tanjore 

[20J Di3 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , Viśrāmbāg 
II. No. 191. Folios 221, with about 13 lines to a page ; size 14.25" X 6.05". Deva¬
:nāgari characters!. Old Indian glossy paper. 
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Fragmentary, folios 1-7 wanting ; begins with ¾-T%c-fliW TPT (1. 205). 
Text very similar to Arjunarniśra's ; neatly written and generally correct ; 
marginal corrections are few and far between. Adhyāya names or sub-parvan 
names are given, but the ślokas or adhyāyas are not numbered. The refer
ence to narrators is, at first, given at random as ¾f^-j[--f a n ( ^ ^ g°^ 
then the scribe settles down to ^ I 3 0 . The collations are given, as a matter 
of fact, only from I.I.2O5 to the end of adhy. 2. 

D 1 4 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (depo-sited at the BORI) , Viśrāmbāg 
II. No. 266. Folios 1-12l (fol. 122-189 of this MS . are found under Viśrāmbāg II. 
No. 86), with about 15 lines to a page ; size 18" X fii". Devanāgarī characters. Old 
Indian unglazed paper. 

M S . No. 267 of the same Collection is of Sabhā with commentary and 
written by the same hand. – Folio 79 is wanting. Carefully written, has very 
few corrections, which are made by use of yellow pigment, and a few margin
al additions ; gives, as a rule, numbers to ślokas and adhyāyas ; also mentions 
generally sub-parvan and adhyāya names, – Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 
only. 

T i 

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 195, with about 
11 lines to! a page ; size ,16-1" X 2.3". Telugu characters. Palm-leaf. 

M S . kindly lent by His Holiness the Yatiraj Swami. Contains Ādi and 
Sabhā, written probably by the same hand ; writing clear and correct ; adh
yāya ends are shown by a small floral (or spiral) design engraved in the right 
and left margins of the MS. ; adhyāyas are regularly numbered, but not the 
ślokas. It is one of the few Southern MSS. which contain the (Northern) 
salutatory stanza ?frīR-f -m*"-T etc. 

T 2 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11865. Folios 400, with about 6 lines 
to a page ; size IV X i f " . Telugu characters. Palm-leaf. 

Fragmentary ; breaking off at the end of our adhy. 181 (corresponding 
to its adhy. 140); from adhy. 182, it is replaced1 in our critical apparatus by 
the next MS. T 3 – Collated ot Tanjore. 

T a 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. Folios 164, with about 12 lines 
to a page ; size 2 ¾ x 2¼". Telugu characters. Palm-leaf. 

An old MS. , containing the first five parvans ; script small, but clear. – 
Collations begins at adhy. 182 ; used only to supplement the portion missing 
in T 2 . Collated at Tanjore. 
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p l j G i 

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 110, with about 
16¾l lines to a page ; size 18.7" X T8". Grantha characters. Palmleaf. 

Leaves are very brittle, and wormoaten in places ; large pieces have 
broken off, leaving many lacunae. The holes for the string have enlarged, 
perhaps from constant use, destroying some parts of the text written round 
them. 

G 2 

Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math MS. (without number). Folios 202, wiüi 
about 1517 lines to a page ; size 145" X 21". Grantha characters. Palmleaf. 

The MS. contains the first 4 parvans : Ādi, Sabhā, Araṇya and Virāta, 
written probably by the same hand. Slightly wormeaten ; but on the whole, 
a well preserved old M S . with clear and legible writing. 

G 3 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11823. Folios 316, with about 10 lines 
to a page ; size 16?" x If". Grantha characters. Palmleaf. – Collated at Tanjore. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11838. Folios 477, with about 6 lines 
to a page ; size 19" X If". Grantha characters. Palmleaf. 

An old and wellpreserved MS., with clear and legible writing, but many 
corrections. – Collated aÆ Tanjore. 

G 5 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11851. Folios 320, with about 8 lines 
to a page ; size 19" X iy. Grantha characters. Palmleaf. 

The M S . contains the Sabhā also, probably written by the same hand. A 
wellpreserved old MS., with clear and legible writing. – Collated at Tanjore. 

G 6 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11860. Foflios 324, with about 8 lines 
to a page ; size ,18?" X If". Grantha characters. Palmleaf. 

M S . written by Kāśīpati, on the 22nd of the month of Kumbha, in the 
year Krodhi. – Collated at Trnjore. 

G7 

Melkote, Yadugiri Y"atiraj Math M S . (without number). Folios 217, with 
about 12-14 lines to a page ; size 19.2" X 2". Giantha characters. Palm-leaf. 

•[22"f Clear and legible writing ; worm-eaten in placed. Being a conflated 
MS. , it was discontinued after adhy. 2. It is one of the few Southern MSS. 
which begins with the (Northern) salutatory stanza, ^ i q a f ^ q ^ T e t e - added 
later in the narrow upper margin of the firs†J folio, in very fine writing. Its 
place oī insertion is indicated by a " haṃsapāda ", inserted immediately after 
its first mangala stanza (9*).--Collated up to the end of adhy. 2 only. 
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M , 

MS. from the private library of the Chief of Idappalli, Cochin. Folios 79. Ma¬
layālam characters. Palm-leaf. ^ 

Secured on loan and got collated kindly by Prof K . Rama PisHAROTi. 
No further details of the MS. are available. Incomplete MS., ending with 
adhy. 53, the final adhyāya of the Āstīkaparvan. – Collated at Sanskrit Col
lege, Tripunittura, Cochin. 

M 2 

Cochin, State Library, N a 5. Folios 122. Malayālam characters. Palm-leaf, 

The MS. was returned to the Cochin) State Library after collation. No 
further details of the M S . are available. Incomplete MS., ending with adhy. 
53, the final adhyāya of the Āstīkaparvan. 

M 3 

Cochin, State Library, No. I. Folios 166, with about 12-13 lines to a page ; 
size 199" X 1-6". Malayālam characters; dated Kollam 1013 (ca. A . D . 1838). 
Palm-leaf. 

A modern MS., perhaps less than 100 years old ; adhyāya numbers and 
śloka numbers are given. The adhyāya ends are shown by a floral design, 
inscribed in the margins. 

M S . from the private library of Kallenkara Pisharam, Cochin. Folios 57. Mala
yālam characters. Palm-leaf. 

The MS. was returned to the owner immediately after collation. No fur
ther details of the M S . are available Incomplete, ending with adhy. 53, the 
final adhy. of the Āstīkaparvan. 

M 5 

M S . from the Paliyam MSS. Library, Cochin. Folios 245. Malayālam charac
ters. Palm-leaf. 

Secured for collation by courtesy of M r . P. A N U J A N A c H A N , now Supe
rintendent, Archaeological Department, Cochin State. 

M 6 

M S . from the private library of Nareri Mana, Malabar. Folios 163, with about 
10 lines to a page; size 18" X I . 6 " . Malayālam characters. Palm-leaf. 

J[23) Incomplete MS., adhy. 1-53 wanting (i.e. begins with the Ādivaṃ¬

śāvataraṇa sub-parvan) writing clear and legible ; generally correct ; margins 
are clean – Collations begin from adhy. 54. 

M 7 

MS. from the private library of Avaṇapparambu Mana, Cochin. Folios 170, with 
about 10 lines to a page ; size 20.5" X 1.8". Malayālam characters. Palm-leaf. 

3 
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Clear and legible' writing ; leaves are in perfect preservation, not a single 
leaf being worm-eaten ; probably not very old. Scribe has left many blanks 
in the writing space, whenever the surfte of the leaf was uneven or rugged. 
– Collated from adhy. 54, 

Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, NoL 297. Folios 183, with about 10 lines 
to a page. Malayālam characters; dated Kollam 1017 (ca. A.D. 1842). Palm-leaf. 

Collated from adhy. 54. 
In view of the great unevenness of the critical apparatus, and of the con¬

sequent difficulty likely to be experienced by readers using the critical notes 
(printed at the foot of the page) in ascertaining what manuscripts have been 
added, discontinued, or discarded at different points of the text, I append, on 
the following page, a table which shows at a glance just what manuscripts have 
been actually collated for different portions of the text. Even the larger lacu
nae of the manuscripts, which cannot be easily ascertained, have' been exhi
bited in this table. Only such (small) omissions have been, as a rule, ignored 
as are specifically mentioned in the footnote itself pertaining to the particular 
stanza, and which are therefore brought to the notice of the reader as soon 
as he reads the' footnote. 



(24 ) T A B L E SHOWING T H E MSS. C O L L A T E D FOR D I F F E R E N T 
PORTIONS O F T H E T E X T 1 

Adhyāya & Śloka. Northern Recension MSS. 'South. Ree. MSS. 

I. 11204 
1. 205-2. 39 
2. 40- l9 l 
2. 192-243 
3. 1-44 
3. 45-l¾. 45 

14. 1-26. 9 
26. 10-43. 13 
43. 14-47. 19 
47. 2O-53. 36 
54. 1-4 
54. S-55. 3« 
55. 3&-60. 61-
60. 611-61. 84« 
61. 84--62. 2 
62. 3-68. 19 
68. 20174« 
68. 74^-69. 41-
69. 411-51 

70. 1-71. 17¬
7,1. 17<172. Sb  

72. 8<-22 
72. 23174. 4 
74. 5-76. 35 
77. 1178. 20& 

78. 20<-90. 88 
90. 89-92. 13d  

92. l3*-96. 37*> 
96. 37<-127. 211 

127. 211-181. 40 
182. 1-225. 19 

K0-6 
K0-6 
--0-4.6 
1‘--0-4.6 
K0-4 

KO-4 
KO-4 

§1 K0-4 
-1 K0-4 
^1 K 0 2-4 
‘A K 
°1 lv0.2-4 
S l K 0-4 

K 0-4 
Ś1 K 0 _ 4 

K 0-4 
K o-4 

Śi K 0 _ 4 

Ś1 KO-4 
^1 K 0 _2.4 

V , B,_. 
V , B,_ 
V , B,_ 

N . . 2 V , B , 
V , B,_ 

«1-3 Vi B-¬
Ñ,„3 V, B, 
N,_3 V , B j 
«1-3 v , B . 
Ñ1-3 V , Bj 
« i - 3 V , B , 
«1-3 V , B j 
« , - 3 V , B , 

1-3 V t B.’ 
Ñ, . V , B , 

K„ 

0-2.4 
K 0 - 4 
K0-4 

§1 K0-4 
-1 K0-4 
-1 KO-4 
§1 K 0 _ 4 

-1 K 0-4 
S-_ K 0 _ 4 

N 

* l - 3 
ÑJL ., 

* l - 3 
'**1-3 
* l - 3 
Ṅ1–3 
* l – 3 
*l–3 
Ñ, , 

B 1 . 
B 1 
*1 
B1 
B , 
B , 
B1 
B . 

B 

Da Dn Dr 
Da Dn Dr 
Da Dn Dr 
Da Dn Dr 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 

, Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 

,Da Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 

l Da Dn 
gDa Dn 
3 D a Dn 
l Da Dn 

T 

3–5 
3–6 
3–6 
3–6 

3–6 
3–6 
3–6 
3– 
36 

«13 v i B i 
«i3 B , 
«13 V , B , 
Ñl3 V , Bj 

1.3.5.1' 

, D a Dn 
Da Dn 
Da Dn 

'ä.ö.eDa Dn 
' 3 .5. e Da Dn 
IT, .Da Dn 

D11« 
r>114 
D i  r 

D i  r 
Dx7 
D17 
Di r 
D i  3 

D13 

D t  3 
D10 
r>1..4.5 
Di.2.4.r, 
>i.2.«.5 
D,.2 4.3 

D i  5 

>!
I>X5 
D i  5 

E>1.2.4.5 
D , . , , r , 
Dl.,.4.5 
Dl.i.4.5 
Dl.2.4.0 
*1.2.4.5 
D , „ , ,. 

'l.2 G l  7 M l  4 
1.» GxT M w 

G 2 _  M w 

G 2 _ 6 M , . 

»1.2 
r  . 2 

I"l.2 •1.2 26 I V 1 1  . . 
T , . , GXH, M , . . 5 

T , , 2 G , _ , M : 
T , ; 2 G,„„ M . 
T , . 2 G 1 H 1 M 

13 

10 M : 
15 

T , . , Gi„ 
"rl.2 "ÍG "^3.ō8 
T1.2 o l 8 M 3 .5 8 

Í T,.2 G , . M 
T . . 2 G 1 H i M g . 3 . 8 

T , . 2 G 1 H , M 3 . 3 _ 8 

T,.2 oi o M : , : , « 
Tx.2 G 1 H ( M 3 . 5 _ 8 

T1.2 G,_,i M.3.a_g 
T x . ¾ G 1 H 1 M , v 

T  . 2 G , . „ M : , , . 
.2 G , . „ M : . . , 

G , „ M  . 5 

Gx_, M s . 5 

n TV/T 

1.2 

Gx_e M . 
1.2 ._„ M ; 

L3.58 
;s 

3.58 
8 

*3.58 
8 

8 
1.2 
 Y 2 

G^.« M ; ; 5 . 
Gx„ M 3 . 3 . 8 

G16 M, 3 i 5_ 8 

1.2 ^16 i V A3.58 
1.2 Gx_tī M3.58 
1.3 Gj_ 6 M 3 > 5 _ 8 

1 D 1 3 added at I. 205. – K 5 discontinued from 2. 40.Gx has lacuna from 2. 
192 to 3, 44. – K 6 Dr. D 8 _ 1 4 G 7 discontinued, and N A 2 B 5 M 5 added, from 3.I. – Ñ 3  

added at 14. 1 .  ¾ added at 26. 1 0 .  B 2 ends at 43. 13. – K ‚ has lacuna from 47. 20 
to 54. 4. – D 6 7 M 1 < 2 A discontinued, and B 6 M , t ī _ 8 added, from 54.1. – Ś- has lacuna from 
13. – K i has lacuna from 47. 20 to 54. 4 . - Ś A has lacuna from 
55, 3& to 60. 61°, and from 61. 84& to( 68. 19. – D 3 (which transp. the Śakuntalā and 
Yayātī episodes) has lacuna from 62. 3 to 69. 5 I . - V . has lacuna from 68. 74ö to 
92. 1¾ – K 3 i has lacuna from 69, 41- to 71. 17 c, and from 72. 8<> to 74. 4 – Ś, has 
lacuna from 72. 23 to 78. 20°. – D 3 ends at 76. 3 5 . - B 4 ends at 90. 8 8 . - V t has 
lacuīna froim 96. 37 c to 127. 211. – T J ends at 181. 40. – T 3 begins from ,182. I. 
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[25) T E S T I M O N I A 

As testimonia, or aids of a partial or subsidiary character, there are 
available, besides the numerous commentaries, the following three important 
epitomes of the eleventh century : (i) the Javanese adaptation Bhāratam 
(ca. A.D. 1000), (ii) the Telugu adaptation Āndhra Bhāratamu by the 
Telugu poet Nannaya Bhaṭṭa (ca. A.D. 1025), and (iii) the Sanskrit adapta

tion Bhāratamañjarī by the Kaśmīrī poet Kṣemendra (ca. A.D. 1050) ; as 
also an important Persian rendering made some centuries later (ca. A.D. 1580) 
at the instance of that enlightened and sagacious Emperor of India with 
catholic sympathies, the great Akbar. 

The commentaries collated for this edition are dealt with below, under 
the Devanāgarī versions. Here it will suffice to observe that, even when 
accompanied by the (epic) text, the commentaries are, for reasons which 
will be explained later on, evidence only for the actual lemmata and the 
pāṭhāntaras cited. The absence of commentary on a stanza or a group of 
stanzas or even on an adhyāya is, in general, no proof that that particular 
passage was lacking in the text used by the commentator. For, clearly, his 
text may have contained the passage in question, but he may not have 
deemed it necessary to comment upon any portion of it. Nevertheless when 
the commentary ignores a lengthy and difficult passage, then there is a strong 
presumption that the text of the commentator did not contain the passage. 
A case in point is the Kaṇikanīti, a passage of 186 lines, which is entirely 
ignored in Devabodha's commentary (but has evoked lengthy comments from 
both Arjunamisra and Nīlakaṇṭha), and which is missing in the Kaśmīrī 
version. 

As regards the old Javanese adaptation, from the reports of Dutch 
scholars1 who have studied the original Javanese text, it appears that only 
eight out of the eighteen parvans of the Mahābhārata have been traced so 
far ; namely, Ādi, Virāṭa, Udyoga, Bhīṣma, Āśramavāsa, Mausala, Mahā¬
prasthāna and Svargārohaṇa. Three of these (Āśramavāsa, Mausala, 
Mahāprasthāna) were the subject of a doctor dissertation, submitted to the 
Leyden University by Dr. H . H . J U Y N B O L L , as early as 1893. The Javanese 
original was edited by the doctor in Roman characters and rendered into 
Dutch. Thirteen years later (1906); the same scholar published the text of 
the Ādi (with different readings) in Roman transcript.2 Of the old Javanese 
Ādiparvan, only a few episodes have been as yet translated, to wit : the 
Parvasaṃgraha, the Pauṣya, the Amftarnanthana, the story of Parikṣit and 

1 Cf. D. van Hinloopen LABBBRTON, 11 The Mahābhārata in Mediaeval 
Javanese," fRAS. 1913. 1 ff., and the literature cited there ; also Kurt WULFF, Den 
old javanske Wivataparva (Copenhagen 1917). On the Mbh. in the island of Bali, 
cf. R . FRIEDERICH. fRAS. 1876. 176 f., 179 ff. 

» Adiparwa, Oudjavaansch Proz<ageschrift, uitgegeven door Dr. H. H. JUYNBOLL. 
S'Gravenhage 1906. 
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the Sauparṇa. Unfortunately these translations are not available in India ; 
at least they were not available to me. 

The chief value of the Javanese adaptation for us lies in the fact that 
throughout the old Javanese text are scattered Sanskrit quotations, which 
appear to have " served as landmarks for writers and hearers or readers." 
The text prepared by Dr. J U Y N B O L L , which is based upon eight manuscripts, 
is reputed to be very accurate. But it is admitted that the Sanskrit excerpts 
in the extant Javanese manuscripts are extremely corrupt, and it is a -[26) 
question how far the conjectural restorations by the editor correctly represent 
the original readings. It seems to me likely that in his reconstructions 
Dr. J U Y N B O L L was to a certain extent influenced by the wording of the Vulgate, 
which is certainly not always original. To give only one instance. On p. 70, 
the Javanese manuscripts read (in the śakuntalā episode) : 

paripatyādayaḥ sunu, hārajṇireṇuguṇḍitaḥ , 

which is corrupt ; it conveys no sense. In the text the editor gives : 

pratipadya padā sūnur, dharaṇīreṇu gunthitaḥ ), 

which is nearly the reading of the Calcutta edition (3040). Though the 
Javanese manuscripts are palpably corrupt, yet they have preserved the cor

rect patápatya (for pratipadya of the Vulgate), which is the reading of the 
Śāradā and K manuscripts of our edition. We have here to thank the Vul
gate for the pratipadya of Dr. J U Y N B O L L ' S text ! 

Notwithstanding, that the period from which this adaptation dates is 
comparatively speaking recent, it yet precedes the known date of the manus
cripts by several centuries and is hence of considerable importance for critical 
purposes, as a witness1' independent of and uninfluenced by the main line of 
our extant Indian witnesses. Most of the Sanskrit quotations of the Javanese 
text can be traced both in the Northern and the Southern recensions, as may 
be seen from our Appendix H , at the end of this volume, which contains a 
concordance of the Javanese extracts with the Critical Edition, the Calcutta 
Edition, and SASTRI'S Southern Recension. A few of the quotations are to 
be traced to the " additional " passages in the Northern manuscripts, but 
none to the specific Southern " additions!' The conclusion is inevitable that 
the text of the Sanskrit Ādiparvan used by the Javanese writers must have 
belonged to the Northern recension, a conclusion already suggested by the 
sequence of the iśakuntalā and Yayāti episodes, which is the Northern 
sequence. This does not necessarily mean that the entire Javanese Bhāratam 
represents the Northern recension. It is quite likely that some of the parvans 
utilized by the Javanese adapters belonged to the Southern recension. The 
late M r . U T G I K A R 2 was inclined to think that the Javanese Viiāṭaparvan 

1 Particularly valuable, as the Indian MSS. are mostly conflated. 
2 Ṭhe Viiiāṭaparvan (Poona 1923), Introduction, p. X I I I . and AB1. 2. 167 f. 
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was of the Southern type. The point will have to be re-examined in the 
light of further evidence.* The books were preserved and handed down 
separately ; consequently the genesis of each parvan must be investigated 
separately. 

The Telugu adaptation, the Andhra Bhāratamu? is a metrical epitome 
of the Mahābhārata, commenced by Nannaya Bhatṭa, a court poet of the 
Eastern Cālukya king Viṣṇuvardhana, who had his capital at Rajahmundry, 
on the East Coast of India, and who appears to have ruled between 1022 
and 1066.- The torso of the Telugu rendering left behind by Nannaya, 
consisting of a version of the first two parvans and of a part of the third, was 
completed many years later by two others poets. Nannaya's version is valuable 
for the light it throws on the condition of the Southern recension – or, strictly 
speaking, of the Telugu version – in the eleventh century of the Christian era, 
especially in view of [27) the fact that Nannaya has included in his poem an 
accurate rendering of the Parvasaṃgraha, giving the number of ślokas in 
each of the parvans of his Mahābhārata.’ 1 The figure for the stanzas of the 
Ādi is 9984, which shows that the text used by Nannaya must have been 
substantially of the same size as that preserved in the extant Southern 
manuscripts. The poet is reported to have followed the original fairly closely. 
Notable is consequently his omission of Brahma's visit to Vyāsa. 4 

Curiously enough, the third old important epitome of the Mahābhārata 
which we possess, the Bhāratamañjart by Kṣemendra,5 belongs to the same 
century as the two epitomes mentioned above, since this Kaśmīri poet must 
also be assigned to the middle of the eleventh century.6 B U H L E R and K I R S T E 
have given in their Indian Studies, No. 2 (pp. 30 ff.), the results of a careful 
comparison of Kṣemendra's abstract with the Bombay text of the Mahā

bhārata. They show that Kṣemendra’s text contains both additions and 
omissions as compared with the latter.7 Of the omissions they note : adhy. 
4, 24, 4548, 66, 94, 139, and parts of adhy, 141 and 197 of the Vulgate. 
Of these, adhy. 4 is, as pointed out by B Ü H L E R and K I R S T E , a short introduc

tory chapter, a variant of adhy. 1 ; adhy. 4548 are a repetition (with 
variations) of adhy. 1315 ; adhy. 66 is a variant of the preceding adhyāya ; 
adhy. 94 is a variant of adhy. 95 (prose), which is selected by Kṣemendra 

* [ In this connection see the Introduction to Dr. Raghu VIRA‘S Critical Edition 
of the Virāṭaparvan, pp. xixv.] 

1 V. Ramasvami & Sons, Madras 192429. 
2 Cf. Venkatachellam IYER, Notes of a Study of the Preliminary Chapters of 

the Mahābhārata (Madras 1922), pp. 97100. 
s The figures of Nannaya's Āndhra Bhāratamu are now given by Professor 

P. P. S. SASTRI in his edition of the Mahābhārata, Southern Recension, Vol. lVh 

Introduction, p. xxx (Scheme of Slokas). They wei<e first published by Venkata¬
chellam IYER, op.cit. p. 3,11. 

 Cf. Venkatachellam IYER, op. cit. p. 99. 5 Ed. Kāvyamālā, No 64 (1898). 
« K E I T H , A History of Sanskrit Literature, p. A36. 7 Op. cit. p. 30. 
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for his purpose ; 1 finally, stanzas 44 to end of adhy. 197 are a repetition of 
a part of adhy. 169. The reason for the omission of these adhyāyas is thus 
clear : they are mere repetitions. The remaining adhyāyas, which are missing 
and whose omission BÜHLERKIRSTE could not account for, namely, adhy. 
24, 139, and 141 (stanzas 119) are also missing in many of our Mahā

bhārata manuscripts and have accordingly been omitted in the constituted 
text as well. To these must be added the important omission of adhy. 140 
of the Vulgate, the Kaṇikanīti, which is likewise omitted by Ksemendra, an 
omission which appears to have been overlooked by B U H L E R and KIRSTE. 

The collaborating authors felt justified in concluding that the omissions 
and additions " are just such liberties as any Kāvya poet would take in 
making a similar abridgement." They were also of opinion that the original 
cannot have differed very essentially from our current texts, that is, the 
Vulgate. This is correct up to a certain point. A comparison with the 
different versions shows that Kṣemendra's version agrees, as was to be ex

pected, most closely with the Śāradā. On comparing the divisions of the 
Mañjarī with those given in Bombay or Calcutta editions of the Mahābhārata, 
B U H L E R and K i R S T E were struck by the fact that the Mañjarī divisions 
agreed better with the course of the narrative ; and they give examples to 
show that the arrangement of the Mañjarī is more logical. That is quite 
natural, because the! old Northern manuscripts, which this edition [ 2 8 ) fol

lows, fully support the arrangement of the Mañjarī, whereas the divisions 
adopted in the Vulgate are secondary and quite corrupt. 

The Persian translation2 of the Mahābhārata, made in the reign of 
Emperor Akbar, being still unedited, could not be consulted. A very full 
account of this rendering has, however, been given by the late Dr. Sir Jivanji 
Jamshedji M O D I in a paper read before the First Oriental Conference at 
P o o n a in November 1919 and published in the Annals of this Institute.3 Of 
all the Sanskrit works Akbar got translated, the Mahābhārata, it appears, 
had his most earnest attention. 

Several eminent poets and scholars had a hand in translating the Great 
Epic of India into Persian. The Ā'īneAkbarī gives the following names: 
Naqīb K h ā n , Maulānā ' Abdu‘l–Qādir Badāyūnī, and Shaikh Sultan of 
Thanesar, to which the Muntakhabu'tTawārīkh adds the names of Mullā 
Sherī, and Shaikh Faizī (the brother of Abu‘l.Fazl). 
"Badaoni translated," we are informed by Sir Jivanji,4 on the author
, * 

1 As is done also by the redactors of the Javanese Bhāratam ; cf. LABBERTON, 
JRAS. 1913. 7 : "The knotty points as to the more reliable of the two sets 
[of genealogies] is decided by our Old Javanese text in favour of the second, that 
being the only one it knows." 

2 Cf. H o L T Z M A N N , Das Mahābhārata, 3. 110 ; and A . LUDWIG, " Das Mahā

bhārata als Epos und Rechtsbuch" (Review), pp. 66ff., 93 ff. 
 Cf vol. 6 (192425), pp. 84 ff, 4 ABI. 6‚ 95, 
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ity of contemporaneous chronicles, " two out of the eighteen sections. Mullā 
Sherī and Naqīb Khan did a part of the work andi the rest was completed 
by Sultān Hājī of Thanessar. Shaikh Faizī converted their 'rough trans
lation into elegant prose and verse, but be did not complete more than two 
sections.' Sultan Hājī then revised these two seetions and verse. Not only 
did he do so, but he also revised his work which formed a large share of 
the work!' Quoting Badāūnī. Sir Jivanji continues : " The Hājī aforesaid 
revised these two sections, and as for the omissions which had taken place 
in his first edition, those defects he put right, and comparing it word for 
word was brought to such a point of perfection that not a fly-mark of the 
original was omitted " ! The preface to this translation was from the pen 
of that gifted courtier of Akbar who has left us such an admirable account 
of the Emperor's reign, Abu‘l-Fazl. This Persian version appears to have 
been a free rendering of the original, made by Muslim poets and scholars 
at the Court of Akbar, to whom the sense of the original had been explained 
by Hindu pandits, under the orders of the Emperor. 

There are numerous other vernacular abstracts of the Mahābhārata 
besides the Telugu abstract mentioned above, but most of them are of a 
late date. Moreover, they are all far too free to be of much use to us in 
reconstructing the text of the Mahābhārata. 

Besides these abstracts and adaptations, there are parallel versions of 
certain passages or even of whole episodes to be met with in other works. 
Thus we have a parallel version of the Śakuntalā episode (adhy. 62 ff.), in 

the Padmapurāṇa ;1 of the Yayāti episode (adhy. 71 ff.), in the Matsya¬

purāṇa ;2 of the story of Ruru (adhy. 8ff.), in the Devībhāgavata ; of a 
portion of Samudramanthana (adhy. 16 f.), again in the Matsyapurāṇa ; of 
a portion of a cosmogonic passage (1. 60. 54 ff.), in the Rāmāyaṇa. –[29J There 
is more distant connection between our Sauparṇa (adhy. 14 ff.) and the 
peseudo-vedic Suparṇādhyāya. 3 Some of the stanzas of the Ādi are cited, with 
or without mention of the source, in the Tantravārttika of Kumārila Bhaṭṭa 
(e.g. our I. 1. 209), as also in the Bhāṣyas of Ācārya ;śaṃkara (e.g. our 1. 
1. 37). A few of the sententious stanzas (e.g. our I. 74. Iff.) recur, with 
variation, in Buddhist literature,4 while stray stanzas are’ to be found again 
in the Khilas of the Ṛgveda (e.g. our 1. 53. 22 f.),5 the Manusmṛti 8 (eg. 

1 Cf. B E L L O N i - F i L i P P i , '‘ La leggenda Mahābhāratiana di Śakuntalā nell' 
edizione critica di Poona," Giornale della Societá Asiatica Italiana (NS). 2 (1932). 
135140. 

2 Cf. Gaya Prasad DixiT, " A Textual Comparison of the Story of Yayāti as 
found in the Mahābhārata and the Matsyapuraṇa," Proc. Fifth Ind. Orient Conf. 
(Lahore 1930), vol. V p p . 721 ff. 

3 Cf. Jarl CHARPENTIER, Die Suparṇasage, Uppsala 1920. 
* FRANKE, " JatakaMahābhārata Parallel^" WZKM. 20 (1906) 323, 357 f. 
* Cf. Max MÜLLER's edition of the Ṛgveda, vol‡ 4 (1892), p. 521, stanzas 58. 
« 2. H I . 
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our 1. 3. 94) and the Bṛhaddevatā 1 (e.g. our I. 59. 12). One of our stanzas 
(I. 119. 6) has been cited in the Dhvanyāloka of Ānandavardhana, as by 

Maharṣi Vyāsa. There are probably many stanzas which remain to be 
identified. 

It is perhaps well to add in this place that a certain amount of caution 
is necessary in making any critical use of citations of stray Mahābhārata 
stanzas we meet with again in other works. We must, in the first place, 
bear in mind that most of the other works have yet to be properly edited. 
Even in critically edited texts we must take into account the various readings 
of the passage in question in the manuscripts collated Then in the case of 
citations we must allow for failures of memory ; since in ancient times the 
stanzas were almost invariably quoted from memory, and the quotation was 
never compared with the original. Moreover we must never forget that 
probably from time immemorial there have existed local versions of the 
Mahābhārata. The citations made even by very old writers were from these 
local versions. A citation by a writer of the eighth century or even the sixth 
century proves nothing for the Ur-Māhābhārata, that ideal but impossible 
desideratum ; though the citation is far older than our manuscripts, it is 
evidence only for the text of the local Mahābhārata in the eighth, respectively 
the sixth century, notwithstanding that the differences between the various 
recensions and versions of the Mahābhārata must diminish as we go back 
further and further. 

[30J P E D I G R E E OF ĀDIPARVAN VERSIONS 

Vyāsa's Bhārata 

Ur-Mahābhārata 

N 

A ' " " I I I I I I I 

Sāradā K Nepālī Maithilī Bengali Devanāgarī Telugu Grantha Malayālam 
(other than K ) 

– WiNTERNiTZ, "Bṛhaddevatā und Mahābhārata," WZKM. 20 (1906). 1 ff.; 
esperially, pp. 10 f., 28 f., 31 ff, 34, 
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EXPLANATION OF THE SIGLA USED IN T H E ABOVE PEDIGREE 

N is the ultimate source from which all versions of the Northern recen
sion are, directly or indirectly, derived. 

v is the lost archetype of the North-Western group, appreciably shorter 
than any of the other known versions (text,us simplkior). 

K is a specific Devanāgaii version allied to the śāradā (or Kaśmīrī) 
version (sharply distinguished from other Devanāgarī versions), of which 
one M S . ( K J is the direct copy of a Śāradā original. The version is largely 
contaminated from MSS. of the (central) sub-recension (y), and in part, 
also from some unknown Southern sources. Exact provenance of the version 
is unknown. 

7 is the intermediate (inflated) source from which all versions of the 
central sub-recension are derived (comprising the Eastern and Western 
groups), occupying a position intermediate between the North-Western and 
the Southern groups. It contains a considerable number of secondary addi
tions (including repetitions), as also a very large number of verbal altera
tions and corruptions. 

e is the lost archetype of the Eastern group (comprising the Nepali, 
–Maithilī and Bengali versions), which is free from the additions and altera
tions made later in certain Devanagarī MSS. 

S is the ultimate source from which all versions of the Southern recension 
are, directly or indirectly, derived and which is appreciably longer than N , 
and far more elaborate (textus ornalior). 

v is the lost archetype of T G, containing a large number of corruptions 
and secondary additions, from which M is free. 

[31J A C R I T I C A L S U R V E Y O F T H E R E C E N S I O N S A N D T H E I R 
V E R S I O N S 

T H E TWO RECENSIONS 

The textual criticism of the Mahābhārata proceeds from the incontro
vertible fact that the text of the Great Epic has been handed down in two 
divergent forms, a Northern and a Southern recension, texts typical of the 
Ā1yāvarta and the Dakṣiṇiāpatha. With the realization of this patent con

trast began the Mahābhārata textual criticism nearly fifty years ago, when 
Protap Chandra R O Y brought out his popular edition of the Mahābhārata 
(188396), under the auspices of the Dātavya Bhärata Kāryālaya. A brief 
account of the controversy to which the publication of this edition of the 
Mahābhārata gave rise is to be found in R O Y ' S writings.1 We are told there 

1 1 Cf. the letter addressed by ROY to the Editor of The Hindu (Madras) and 
published on the cover of fascicule X X I X of his translation of the Mbh‚ (1887). 
See also HOLTZMANN, Pus M(*hāt>hāraW, 3. 33. 
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that the appearance of his edition was hailed by The Hindu of Madras, 
that great bulwark of Dravidian Hinduism, in its issue dated November 22, 
1885, with the publication of a bellicose letter, headed " Another edition of 
the Mahābhārata", purporting to give an account of the proceedings of a 
public meeting held at Mayaveram, and containing an outspoken and trench¬

ant criticism of ROY's edition by one Mr. Sreenivasa SASTRIAL. This worthy 
gentleman thought Rov's edition to be " sadly defective in the text and that 
this defect is detrimental to the religious interests as many portions support

ing the Advaita and Vāsishtaadvaita (sic) doctrines, but unfavourable to 
the Sakti worshippers of the North, have been omitted". ' ' I t was sad, 
therefore," bemoaned this aggrieved protagonist of the Southern Recension, 
'‘that the generous gentleman of the North, Protapa Chandra R O Y , that 
undertook to edit the text, should decline the responsibility of editing the 
text as correctly as possible and to compare various manuscripts of the text 
from Southern India!' Mr. Sreenivasa SASTRIAL, it is reported, " instanced one 
or two portions of the Mahābhārata, omitted in the Calcutta edition, which 
can be proved by indisputable testimony to have existed in the earliest copies 
of the work.” One wonders, where and how this estimable gentleman could 
have got hold of " the earliest copies ” of the work ; or rather, just how early 
were the copies he was referring to. " Again, many verses”, complained this 
Vaiṣṇava propagandist, " quoted by the great philosophers of the South in 
support of their respective doctrines, are not to be found in Mr. Protapa 
Chandra ROY’S edition ” ! 

The reply of Protap Chandra R O Y is not altogether without interest. 
He ruefully admitted – what we must even now admit – that "there can be 
no edition of the Mahābhārata how carefully edited soever, that would please 
scholars of every part of India Like other ancient works that have come 
down to us from century to century by the method of manual transcription, 
large interpolations have been inserted in this great work.1 To settle, at this 
fagend of the nineteenth century, what portions are genuine and what other¬

wise, is, except in a very few instances, simply impossible''. With highly 
commendable [32J objectivity, R O Y then proceeds to enunciate a critical prin

ciple, which, simple – nay, obvious – as it is, many a reputable scholar of India 
will find it difficult to appreciate even at the present day. " I know of no 
method ”, wrote R O Y , nearly fifty years ago, " except that of taking that only 
as undoubtedly genuine which occurs in all the manuscripts of the East, the 
North, the West, and the South ” ! " As far as my edition is concerned ”‚ 
he continued, " it is substantially based on that of the Royal Asiatic Society 
of Bengal, published about fortyfive years ago under the superintendence of 
a few learned Pandits of Bengal aided, as I believe, by an English orientalist 
of repute.... Manuscripts had been procured from all parts of India (the 
South unexcepted) and these were carefully collated. Although editedi with 

1 Italics mine ! 
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such care, I have not, however, slavishly followed the Society's edition. I 
have compared it carefully with the Maharajah of Burdwan's text in the 
Bengalee character which was edited with still greater care. About 18 manus

cripts procured from different parts of India (the South not excepted) were 
carefully collated by the Burdwan Pundits before they admitted a single slaka 
as genuine. I have very frequently referred to this Burdwan edition also for 
checking the Society's text Besides the published texts, I have now and 
then referred to certain manuscripts. These, however, are all of Bengal. I 
am willing to consult any approved manuscript of Southern Ind ia . . . . I 
conclude* by repeating that I have no’ complaint against Mr. Sreenivasa. On 
the other hand, I freely admit that an edition like the one projected by him 
will be a valuable accession to the libraries of all scholars in India and in 
countries out of India. Only the same remarks that he has applied to my 
edition will, I am confident, apply tö his, when a Pundit of Northern or 
Western India takes it up for notice or review, unless, of course, the learned 
SASTRIAL includes, without critical examiation, every passage bearing on both 
the Aávmta and the Qākta worship. I may assure Mr. SASTRIAL, however, 
that in that case, in his attempt to pleāse everybody he will, like the painter 
in the fable, please none, particularly among readers of judgment ancT critical 
discrimination. The fact is, that the divergences of manuscripts are so great 
that it is perfectly impossible to produce all edition that could at once satisfy 
both Atyāvarta and Dākshinātya." That edition, alas, so bravely and enthu

siastically planned by M r . Sreenivasa SASTRIAL, to which reference is made 
in the above extract, appears never to have seen the interior of any printing 
establishment ! 

I have quoted Protap Chandra R O Y in extenso, not merely because of 
the interesting sidelight his remarks throw on the question of the different 
editions of the Mahābhārata, projected or planned, in or just before his time, 
but also because of some remarkably sound principles of textual criticism, 
briefly, but clearly, propounded therein by him. Protap Chandra R O Y had 
grasped the Mahābhārata Problem in all its essentials. But the time was not 
vet ripe for the actual preparation of a critical edition of the Mahābhārata. 

The differences between the two recensions of the Mahābhārata must not 
be underrated. Between them there lies, to start with, the irksome barrier 
of scripts. It is no exaggeration to say that in India to the Northerners, the 
Southern versions written in Southern scripts, ordinarily speaking, were and 
are sealed books ; on the other hand, the Southerners, with the possible 
exception of a few learned Pāndits – who, in fact, after a halfhearted admis

sion of epic poetry into the realm of literature, cheerfully leave the [33J study 
of the bulk of the Mahābhārata text to their less gifted brethren – could not 
and cannot decipher the Northern scripts, perhaps with the exception of the 
I>vanāgarī. 

When one laboriously surmounts this initial obstacle, and starts to com
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pare the two recensions, one finds, to one's surprise, that the difference be

tween them begins, as a matter of fact, with the very division of the Mahā

bhārata into its various parvans ! Against the commonly accepted, conven

tional division of the epic into eighteen books (parvans), there is the Southern 
division into twentyfour.1 More surprising still is the fact that the Ādi¬

parvan itself, the very first book of the epic (with which alone we are, in 
fact, here concerned), is subdivided in Southern manuscripts into three (Ādi, 
Āstīka and Saṃbhava), or at least into two (Ādi and Saṃbhava) separate 
major parvans.2 Let me emphasize that it is the main large divisions (par¬

vans) of the epic I am here referring to, and not the hundred (sub)parvans 
(also called upaparvans or antaḥparvans). The subparvans, in point of fact, 
could not come into question here at all. Only the Northern manuscripts, as 
a rule, mention in their colophons the names of the subparvans ; the South

ern manuscripts ignore (as far as I can say at present, uniformly) this detail, 
very rarely mentioning, in their colophons, the name of the corresponding 
subparvan.3 We have, therefore, no means of knowing precisely the number 
and the limits of the subparvans in the Southern scheme, except, of course, 
the meagre and ambiguous data of the Parvasaiṃgraha (Ādi 2) itself4 

It is true that the Southern (printed) editions (not excepting Professor 
P. P. S. SASTRi’s critical edition of the Southern recension, as far as it has 
gone) follow the division of the epic uniformly into the conventional eighteen 
books.5 But in so far as they do that, the editors, it seems to me, must be 
overriding knowingly (but without giving the fact inexpedient prominence) 
the clear and unmistakable testimony of Southern manuscripts. They prefer 
to sacrifice the Southern manuscript tradition and make their editions har

monize with the data of the Parvasaṃgraha : always a grave blunder; 
because, clearly, the data of the Parvasa!ṃgraha can be manipulated far more 
easily than those of the manuscripts of the text. The Parvasalṃgraha, if 

1 See the remarks of BuRNELL, A Classified Index to the Sanskrit MSS. in the 
Palace at Tanjore (London 1879), p. 180; and WINTERNITZ, Ind. Ant. 1898. 122. 

2 In most Southern manuscripts the adhyāyas of these different parts of our 
Ādiparvan are separately numbered. In our critical apparatus a new beginning is 

made with (our) adhy. 54 in all Southern MSS. except T1 (which is a misch¬
codex), an adhyāya which marks the beginning of our Ādivaṃśāvataraṇaparvan; 

in the colophons of the Southern MSS. it is called the first adhyāya of the Saṃ¬
bhavaparvan. 

3 On the other hand, the Southern MSS. (and in fact even most of the 
Northern MSS.) frequently mention the name of the Upākhyāna or the name oī 
the adhyāya ; but even this is never done regularly and systematically. 

4 The Parvasaṃgraha gives only the names of the (1OO) sub-parvans, and 
the contents of the (18) major parvans. But from these data, we cannot say from 
what adhyāya to what adhyāya a particular sub-parvan extends. 

5 Thus, from these Southern ed., one can never elicit the fact that in the 
Southern Recension our Ādi is divided into two parts (parvans) and that these 
parts have separate numbering of adhyāyas ! 
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compiled, originally, on the basis of some Northern version,1 would certainly 
not fit the Southern recension exactly, even when the Parvasaṃgraha was first 
compiled. 

•[34) The difference! between tbe recensions does not end there by any 
means, unhappily. The manuscripts of the two recensions show numerous 
other, big and small, discrepancies : discrepancies in the spelling of most ordi

nary words (e.g. N s j^or*fto5r ) , especially of proper names (e.g. 
N *fl¾T: S īī?H"3T); i n the readings of words, phrases, lines, stanzas, groups of 
stanzas (passim); in the sequence of all these elements (passim); in the rela

tive position of single adhyāyas or of a small group of adhyāyas (passim); in 
the relative sequence of whole episodes (e.g. the éakuntala and Yayāti episodes, 
Ādi, 62 ff., and 7O f¾.). What is more disconcerting still is that the recensions 
show also complicated displacements of portions of adhyāyas ; cf., for ex

ample, the long notes on I. 106. 11 (p. 474 I.),, and I. 144. 20 (p. 624). 
Besides these variations in spellings, readings and sequences, there are addi

tions (or omissions, just as one may happen to regard them) of single lines 
(often " inorganic ”, i.e. such as can be added or omitted with no effect upon 
the grammar or continuity), of short passages (passim) and long passages 
comprising "more than a hundred lines (cf. App. 1, No. 55, a passage of 125 
lines, setting forth the story of the K M princess Ambā). These additions 
(respectively omissions) and verbal variants sometimes go to such a length 
that, at times, there emerges in the end an entirely different story. Compare, 
for instance, the two versions of the highly popular episode " Rape of Subha¬

drā" (Subhadrāharaiṇa) in adhy. 211212 of our edition and passage No. 114 
of App. 1 (comprising over 460 lines !). 2 We find that the Southern version 
of this story is enriched with many entirely novel and startling features, such 
as Arjuna's masquerading as a peripatetic monk (yati), or his fierce battle 
with the Yādava forces led by Vipṛthu, which he, of course, routs, alone and 
unaided, or rather merely with the help of his newly acquired, valiant and 
resourceful wife, who acts as his charioteer ! 

A notable feature of the Southern recension is that it is considerably 
longer than the Northern. The constituted text of the Parvasaiṃgraha (1. 2. 
96) gives 7984 "é lokas" (that is,” probably, what is technically called 
grant has) as the extent of the Ā d i : 

1 This is! clearly suggested by the fact that the longer Table of Contents (1. 2. 
72233) follows the eighteenparvan division, which does not harmonize with the 
data of the colophons of the Southern MSS., which have the twentyfourparvan 
division. 

2 Even the Śakuntalā episode gets a somewhat different colouring in the 
Southern recension. 
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The extent of the Vulgate is computed to be about 8460 " stanzas ". The 
length of the Southern text of the Ādi edited by Professor P. P. S. SASTRI is 
given by himself as 9984 " stanzas", slightly in excess of his own Parva¬

saṃgraha figure (M. 1. 2. 102),, which differs as regards this figure (as in 
many other figures in adhy. 2) from our edition. This latter figure (9984) 
is perhaps a trifle in excess of the presumable extent of the (normal) Southern 
recension, since P. P. S. SASTRI'S text contains some clear instances of inter

polation (from Telugu, Tamil and even Northern sources),1 which need not 
necessarily be put down to the already swollen account of the Southern recen

sion. The difference between the Vulgate and SASTRi 's text is about 1524 
" stanzas ". But even the common Southern text, which will be appreciably 
shorter than SASTRi’S , may confidently be f35J reckoned to contain approxi

mately 1300 ' ' ś lokas" (i.e. granthas) more than the longest Northern version 
of the Ādi ! 

This excess in the Southern recension is not due to the addition of any 
single lengthy pas‘sage or just a few of such passages even, though there are 
undoubtedly among them some fairly long passages. The excess is due to 
additions, large and small, distributed almost evenly throughout the parvan. 

Not only is the Southern text thus appreciably longer than the other, 
the story itself of the Southern recension, as compared with that of the 
Northern, is, owing to many of these additions, much richer in details, leav
ing little or nothing to the imagination of the reader or the hearer. Thus, for 
example, in the Northern recension, the father of Satyavatl or Matsyagandha 
(Vyāsa's own mother) is a nameless king of fisher-folk, making a living, on 
the banks of the Yamuna, by fishing. This is rather unsatisfactory. That 
the name of Matsyagandhā's father – he is really only her foster father – 
according to the fable – should not have been preserved, seems a shocking 
piece of negligence on the part of the historian, that is, the story-teller, since 
history as it is narrated (as has been well said) is a kind of roman ä these, 
The Southern recension here comes to our help. It has carefully procured 
the name of the foster-father of Kālī Matsyagandha alias Satyavatī : it was 
Uccaiḥśravas (a high-sounding Aryan name), if we are to believe the South
ern recension. He was named after the great sncw-white Stallion of the 
Gods, which came out of the ocean when it was being churned for Ambrosia 
by the Gods and the Titans. 

Then again, the Purohita sent by the Yädavas to the forest retreat of 
Pāṇ!ḍu in the Himalayas was a Kāsyapa. He was required, of course, to 
perform all the little Aryan rites for the Fāṇḍavas. Moreover, it is best that 
kings always have their Rajaguru by their side, to advise and help them on 
all occasions. The Nothem recension does not even tell us that the Yädavas 

1 For instance the Śvetaki episoklé ( M . I. 214, 29-98i), which, in the form 
printed there, is missing in all MSS. of his own critical apparatus ! 
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had sent any Purohita at all to Pāṇḍu's hermitage ; so there, no question of 
his name arises. 

But a really illuminating instance of the richness of information fur¬

nished by the Southern recension is supplied by an " additional ” adhyāya1  

in this recension, which gives us some new and interesting chronological de¬

tails about the Pāṇḍavas themselves. These details disperse that haze of un

certainty and vagueness which overspreads the ordinary account. 

The Southern recension informs us that when the Pāṇḍavas first arriv

ed at the Court of Hāstinapura from the forest retreat, after the death of 
their father, Yudhiṣṭhira was exactly sixteen years old, Bhīma fifteen, Arjuna 
fourteen, the twins thirteen. We are further told exactly how long the 
Pāṇḍu brothers stayed at the Kaurava Court, in the Lac House (Jatugṛha), 
in Ekacakrā, at the Court of the Pāñcāla King, then again at the Kaurava 
Court, then in Indraprastha, and so on. Yudhiṣṭhira died at the ripe old 
age of 108, which is a mystic number. Arjuna was younger than Kṛṣṇa by 
three months, which was also exactly the difference between the' ages of Kṛṣṇa 
and Balarama. And so on and so forth. Almost all these useful details are 
lacking in the Northern recension, and 1 doubt whether they can even be 
reconstructed from the meagre data of this recension on these points. 

f36J The Southern recension impresses us thus by its precision, schema¬

tization, and thoroughly practical outlook. Compared with it, the Northern 
recension is distinctly vague, unsystematic, sometimes even inconsequent, more 
like a story rather naively narrated, as we find in actual experience. 

The Southern recension of the Ādi at least is thus not merely longer, but 
also fuller, more exuberent, more ornate than the Northern. It may there

fore be fitly styled, in relation to the Northern, the textus ornatior. 

Notwithstanding these and other discrepancies, there persists through

out, between the recensions., a distinct and undeniable family resemblance, 
and there cannot be the slightest doubt that they both spring from a com

mon source, albeit a distant and somewhat nebulous source. Follow the 
course of these divergent streams as far back as one will, the elusive source 
seems to recede still further and lose itself in the mists of antiquity. 

It was pointed out above that a noteworthy feature of the Southern re

cension was that it was appreciably longer than the Northern. The charac

ter of the principal additions may be seen from the following list of some of 
the more important and lengthy passages peculiar to the Southern recension, 
whose texts are given in Appendix I. 

(1) No. 9 (S except Mt) : God Śiva (Rudra) drinks up the poison (hālāhala) 
which exudes from the mouth of Vāsuki, while the Devas and Asuras are churning 
the ocean for Ambrosia (samudramanthana) ; comprising 19 lines. 

1 Cf. App. I, No. 67, lines 47-62. 
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(2) No. 45-48 and 51 : Additions to the Śakuntalā episode (together 231 
lines). 

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

(4) No. 55 : Anticipation of the story of the Kāśī princess Ambā (125 
lines). 

(5) No,j 59 : Sūrya persuades Kuntī to have sexual intercourse (21 lines). 
(6) No. 67 : Detalls of the early life of the Pāṇḍavas in the Himalayan re¬

treat (46 lines). 
(7) No. 6869 : Pāṇḍu's death and many funeral orations (together 123 

lines). 
(8) NO. 78 (S, and by conflation K 4 Da Dn D 2 . 4 . 5 ) : Details of a battle 

between the Kurus and the Pāñcālas, and capture of Drupada (119 lines). % 

(9) No. 79 : Anticipation of the account of the birth of Draupacfi and 
Dhṛṣṭadyumna ; and account of the birth of Drupada (together 194 lines). 

(10) No. 8789 : Additions to the Hiḍimba episode (69 lines). 

(11) No. 9193 : Additions to the Bakavadha episode, including a detailed 
account of the fight between the two wellmatched giants, Baka and Bhīma (106 
lines). 

(12) No. 95 : Drupada bemoans the loss of the Pāṇḍavas, and is consoled 
by his Purohita ; derides, at the advice of the Purohita, to celebrate the Svayaṃvara 
of Kṛṣṇā, in the hope that the Pāṇḍavas might turn up (74 lines). 

(13) No. 100 : Story of Nālāyanī narrated by Vyāsa to the Pāñcāla king, 
to justify the polyandrous marriage of the Pāṇḍavas (118 lines). 

(14) No. 101 : Story of Bhaumāśvi related on the same occasion (22 lines). 
(15) No. 103 : Mimic warfare between the Kauravas and Pāṇḍavas alded by 

Pāñcālas (219 lines). 

[373 (16) No. 108 : Dhṛtarāṣṭra crowns Yudhiṣṭhira king before despatching 
the P&ṇḍavas to Indraprastha (58 lines). 

(17) No. 111 : Description of Närada, who comes to visit Yudhiṣṭhira (55 
lines). 

(18) No. 113115: Expansion of the Subhadrāharaṇa (562 lines!). 

(19) No. 116 : Arjuna's welcome on his return from exile (28 lines). 
These passages alone comprise 2250 lines or 1125 stanzas approximately ! 

The discrepancies between the two recensions, as already observed, are 
so numerous and so multifarious, that any attempt to enumerate and classify 
them must remain incomplete and unsatisfactory. Nevertheless it may be 
useful to begin a cursory survey of the divergences, noting at the same time 
the typical characteristics of the Southern " additions ", characteristics which 
recur with fair frequency in the Ādi, and which are likely to reappear in 
other parvans. These notes may prove useful for distinguishing between 
the different "hands" which haVe been at work in shaping this imposing 
monument of Indian antiquity, when the entire text has been treated in the 
manner proposed here, and we have sufficient data for undertaking a minute 
and systematic study of the variations and evaluating them. 

4 
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The deviations of the Southern recension from the Northern (taking for 
purposes of exposition the latter to represent the norm) are of the following 
kind. 

1. Variants of isolated words or phrases, (a) unimportant and (b) im

portant. 

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

( i ) fluctuations in the spelling of proper names, e. g. S %fÍRi ( N ¾ ^ ) > 

fm§«i ( ^ T ? ^ T ) , 3T*ffa ( ¾TTM¾ ), ( ), 5 f ^ 3 * (5rf^5* X 
(3~*q ), W%fw% (*l¶lfiW),?Kṣ(m), e t c etc. 

( i i ) variations mainly due to mere transpositions oī words, e. g. S 
ü5¾ < ^ ½ ¾i¾dW ¾¾lcW. ( N °f: ¾f¾cf^5 *räsfö *T°) 1. 1. 23; ^fa^g <ffit 
mt (<ffi: stftit im S ) 92. l ; e t c . , etc. 

( i i i ) unremitting variation of: monosyllabic particles and versefillers, 
which are among the most unstable elements of the received text, such as 
~> % 3> ¾ % [ ^ y*> common adverbs and conjunctions, such as ^:,cv~ī, "f*TT, 

rj"f‚ Ψl:, W, ΨH, m, ~~f, 8ī"f:, m, *nft, ¾T ; and prepositions 8īfa*rfa¬

¾8Tt%, 5fßfqft, 3lgīqr, etc., etc. 

( i v ) substitution of metrically equivalent synonyms, or words and 
phrases of similar significance; e.g. d^–^–Bta; ^¾fä; 5¾fäg¬

(3T )fa¾j ü~ÜS; WI¾m; 3^–^W~TOfw–?^; 54lftW~ 
¾M¾^H¾¾^feRRW; ^ ½ *   ^ i % ! * T ( and similar compounds with f¾i 

and – ī"ī); 3l^ß¾IK4~^i%^?lll^^ ^¾f^R.’¬

eRf^^Mfe<; ~fR4^iīmf3fii; ^¾:ff^rf¾^^ft^^¾^l¾; 3It¾rf¬

^^3Tf¾RTf¾?ir; ^^N^^r^^5fWiT?Fi^:; TOW^¾f¾lWdr; "TT^i?ü

^ i<^^^i  ^ i¼i(¾^ Rn^ 3ṛ )^qfFft 5 ¾ni¾ert ^¾¾r( 5lī~ )i%^† m; rösri

* SRPT:; etc., etc. 

( v) substitution of equivalent epic iterata; e. g. 3~–f <ī~FRīt, p¼¬

¾WSfef; q^q^TO2īī, TO*^fô*ī:; ft:¾SRT ΨU *FT, ¾¾Rlfift q«tf; etc., etc. 
For other examples, see [38]J H O P K I N S ' S collection of " Parallel phrases in 
the two Epics ” in the Great Epic, pp. 403 ff (Appendix A ) . 

(b) Important variants,, which make a considerable difference in the 
sense, and of which the critique must take account. Of such variants, rela

tively speaking, there are only a few ; e. g. discrepant divisions of the epic 
into parvans and adhyāyas ; variants of the titles of the subparvans (e. g. 
S Ml4l4¾M: N 4^JHH*TT)‚ of the numbers of adhyāyas and ślokas in 
the Parvasaiṃgraha (the figures for ślokas differ, at times, by thousands). 
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– A n example of a different character from another part of the Ādi is the 
variant qf: m*f in the stanzas which refer to the duration of Arjuna's 
exile. According to the Northern recension it is thirteen yeatfs ; according to 
the Southern, only thirteen months ! CI. I. 204. 28. ^ ^ gr~! qrsIJT% ( S% 

*rrcn*i., *?rcnft etc.) m( S ^ )^TÜ Ψt ^ ; 205. 30 aft sratfa ( S mm^ú, 
*TOīft,*Trcn^ ¾ ).’ – Then we have in l . 3. 21 the variant How 
was the infinitive really made ? – And so on. 

2. Larger variations between continuous passages, as a whole, the total 
extent remaining approximately the same. 

We find them (a) mostly in the long lists of names : e. g. of the hundred 
sons of Dhṛtarāṣṭra (adhy. 108), of ancient kings (I. 1. 166 ff.), or serpents 
(I. 52. 5ff.), of kings present at Draupadī's svayaṃvara (adhy. 177) ; but 
(b) also when there are transpositions of whole or parts of adhyāyas (e. g. 
the prose genealogy, adhy. 90) ; or again (c) when there is free paraphrase 
of a passage (passim). 

3. Expansion of the text in S without materially altering the nature of 
the contents or the course of the narrative, 

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

In adhy. 20, S (with K 4 marg. Dn D 4 marg.) adds seven lines of praise 
to an existing hymn (śfa ) addressed to Garu<la. In these lines, Garuda 
is identified, in turn, with all the principal gods, and with everything that is 
pre-eminent in the world : 

299* f¾¾¾cW5f: q‡i m5tit snrrofä: I 

qfcf; ^ R R T sren *rt m s n ¾ ^ ¾ ^ i 

In adhy. 64, S (with K 4 Dn D X . 5 ) gives an additional short list of sciences 
in which the Ṛsis in Kaṇva's penance grove were proficient : 

586* ¾ts4S¾f^pt<v"T>¾: ̂ M ¾ M (  I ¾ I K ¾ : I 

1 Cf. HOPKINS, Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 342 (footnote). 
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(39 In adhy. 74 an additional passage (of 7 lines) in S (with D 3 ) harps 
on the wellworn theme of the evils that attend on anger : 

745* ?Rin¾5Kta?i: ¾ g : ¾"flKtV¾ if <jf¾ft I 

3~3~–r fīr – īisr <H^¾tMiRj ¾r l 

In adhy. 165, a Southern passage expands in hyperbolic language the list of 
edibles and other commodities (such as wines, clothes and blankets) furnish

ed by Vasi9ṭha's Kāmadhenu, by the addition of 6 more lines : 

In adhy. 213, the Southern recension furnishes us with a supplementary list 
of items in Subhad1ā's dowry, which, taken along with what has gone be¬

fore, exhausts almost all the things worth possessing in this world : 

2082* ¾ R  i * r i * n ^ W*cf I 

2088* ¾NUlHi g vgm*t v^mt ^ –TC*IJ 

(b) By anticipation or repetition of stories, motives or discourses. For 
example : 

(i) the miraculous birth of Kṛṣṇā and Dhṛṣṭadyumiha is narrated twice in S : 
in adhy. 155 and in App. I. No. 79 (after adhy. 128) ; 

(ii) the theme of the amusing experience of a maiden, who, on praying to 
Mahādeva for one husband five times, was granted, as a boon, five husbands at one 
time – a story which seems to have been very popular in the South – is used, with 

*ft*Hifa H¾i¾fui era ^ra **iw1 

WlfoT : R I T Ä ¾KW55lf̂  <UV5TCi: I 
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variation, in S, no less than three times in the course of the Ā d i ; cf. adhy. 157, 189 
and passage No. 100 (of App. I) ; 1 

(iii) account of the tragi-comic experiences of the Kāśī princess Ambā, who 
was passed on in turn by Bhīṣma to śālva and Śālva to Bhīṣma, repeatedly, like a 

shuttlecock, a story which is really the subjectmatter of the Ambopākhyāna in Ud¬

yoga 173ff. (Bom. [40] ed.), apparently a favourite piece, is antidpated in 
passage No. 55 of App. I (cf. adhy. 96) and forms a bulky addition of 125 lines ! 

(iv) the future of the royal family, which is the subjectrmatter of the addi

tional dialogue between Bhīṣma and his stepmother, Satyavatī, in S‚ in passage 
No. 57 (of App. I) is only a continuation and repetition (with v. I.) of the dis

course between the same parties in adhy. 99. 

(v) Sūrya's warning to Kama about the designs of Indra to supplicate Kan?a 
in the disguise of a Brahman, in passage No. 60 of App. I, which is an anticipation 
of the story told in Araṇya 300 (Bom, ed.). 

(c) Additions in S, due to the explicit mention of the observance of the 
correct and complete Brahmanic ritual and ceremonial on the proper oc

casions. Thus, in adhy. 68, at the birth of Bharata : 

625* q¾n¾fc fkmi ¾¾A^¾wr¾t i 

In adhy. 92, at the birth of śaṃtanu : 

92 i* <rer *U<H;Ü 3**nfa sr^s¾Ri?7irJ i¾: i 

In adhy. 100, at the birth of Dhrtarāṣṭra and P¾n<lu : 

1084* crá†forfK"T: 5sft  TOtTOJ½J I 

In adhy. 115, we have, likewise, with reference to the Pāṇḍavas themselves 
(App. I, No. 67, lines 1314, 2027) : 

* * * * * 

m m é fm¾s I g ä f c n i i 

cRT: qp¾: fsR¾n: W&i Ml«44MIWliK4l4L I 

1 In SASTRI'S edition these stories occur in adhy. 164, 189 and 19I. 
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In adhy. 124, at the royal tournament : 

1412* ?3f*ps¾ f½¾ET 5N¾f¾rai¾T 5fC¾¾W I 

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

[41] (i) in App. I. No. 9, in the account of the churning of the ocean 
(samudramanthana), we are incideintally told of the drinking of poison by Siva, whith 
had exuded from the month of Vāsuki during the churning ; 

(ii) in 998*, we have nine additional lines depicting the humiliating treat

ment meted out to Bh!ṣma at the court of the king of Kāśi, during the Svayarhvara 
of his daughters ; 

(iii) passage No. 59 (of App. I) depicts the persuasion of the shy and re
luctant Kuntī by Surya for intercourse, by alternate threats and promises, like a 
real Don Juan ; 

(iv) in passages No. 68-69, the Southern recension has tried to develop a very 
pathetic scene indeed, depicting the death of the father of the heroes, Pāṇḍu : an 
inrident whith must have been considered as deserving fuller and more sympathe

tic treatment than the perfunctory notice we find preserved in the Northern re

cension. At the sight of the corpse of her husband, Kuntī falls to the ground in a 
swoon, like a felled tree. Then the five brothers come up in a single file, and in 
the order of their ages, and recite their little mournful dirges : Yudhiṣṭhira gets 
8 lines, Bhima 7, Arjuna 4, the twins' (in thorns) only 3 lines together.1 Then 
follow longwinded farewell orations by Kuntī, Mādrī and the neist of the company, 
whith are followed by a touthing scene describing Mādrī mounting the funeral 
pyre ; 

(v) passage No. 78 gives, in 119 lines, the details of a fight, whith, in the 
Northern recension, at least originally, is cfisposed of in two lines ! The latter I 
consider adequate treatment, taking everything into consideration ; 

(vi) passage No. 93 is a Southern addition of 37 lines giving fuller details of 
the titanic struggle between Bmrna and the cannibal Baka ; 

(vii) 1737* addś a hymn (in Triṣṭubh metre and pseudc>vedic style) by Va¬

siṣtha, addrtessed1 to Sūrya, when Vasi§ṭha presents himself before that luminary 
on behalf of Saṃvaraṇa ; 

(viii) 1828* ff. describe in turn the discomfiture of each of the suitors for the 
hand of Draupadī ; 

(ix) pas'sages No. 100101 add to the existing stock two ¾iew anecdotes – al

ternative explanations – nanated by Vyāsa to prove to Drupada and his son, that 

1 T h i s schematic treatment perhaps betrays the hand of the interpolator more 
clearly than anything else. 
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the polyandrous marriage proposed by Yudhiṣṭhira, though apparently immoral and 
illegal, is a most righteous and necessary union, being pre-ordained by the gods 
themselves for the accomplishment of their cosmic plans : these are the well-known 
legends of Nālāyanī and Bhaumāśvi: 

(x) passage No. 106 gives an almost complete inventory of the presents Dru¬
pada gave to the Pāṇḍu brothers when they left with Draupadī, for the Kaurava 

Court, at the invitation of Dhṛtarā§ṭra. The Northern recension ignores this huge 
mass of presents completely ! 

(xi) passage No. 110 is a farewell scene containing short orations by Kṛṣṇa, 
Yudhiṣṭhira and Kuntī, when Kṛṣṇa sets out for I>vārakā ; 

(fī2j (xii) passage No. 112 contains the farewell of Arjuna to Citrāṅgadā, 
telling her that she must not give way to sorrow in his absence, as they would meet 
again soon at the Rājasūya, which is going to be performed by Yudhiṣṭhira : a pro

phetic utterance ! And so on and so forth. 

(e) Additions of little ethical, moral and sententious maxims, to which 
S, permeated as it is by a conscious didactic purpose, is particularly partial 
We meet with the same old proverbs over and over again in S : 

595* 3 R i q r  ^ * J k U H M ^ ¾ n –~~I W t ö I 

605* fq3T ?3tfcT MhUift Wīt T¾rfcT *nf¾ I 

Ijī ii ījī jji jj. 

 ~ – ¾f?r ¾%i MiHu1 *N¾«II 3 ^ j , l 

¾tf¾ft ––gn s f c r ^ M i f u i R – i i t i < i < i 

780* "P*n?  ¾ t ^ * n ~ vföwn ^3t i 

782* ff¾<l¾ft¾M> **<llltf*IU>4 fa*dRl I 

804* 5t¾ wjrtir¾i ¾r r : fnt ^  n p i « 

"!=tn ~ " I %ta 53t¾ *ld*a¾MI 1 f¾"r i i 

833* J?ff 5T5R T R Í W*4*<t¾Wh< ¾(ITIl 

856* –f ¾r 5qfact k*¾ 5iTi 5Rt¾r ¾ i 

RTC ftfät 4Nf f¾Sfö ¾I ?Pft¾Fn^ I 
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l 0 l 9 * sn¾n Jwt¾¾T ¾^¾<* iM«i i i 

u o i * «rrat ¾ ¾K¾H¾M?¾**W> ^ j f b ^ r i 

H89* .mfs rs¾^ sffgrnī TOT :fn^ff51 

[43] 1423* 3 T 3 ^ S ¾ ½ a : ¾rTO¾fr^t « f t f g f ä  ^ I 

(f) Additional stanzas in S with, perhaps, a certain amount of sexual 
appeal, bearing the taint of later decadence. Examples : 

App. I, No. 89 (lines 34) with reference to Hiḍimbā : 

No. 48 (lines 7879), describing śakuntalā : 

No. 55 (lines 46-47), describing Ambā : 

Then also 929* ¾ d 4 4 l 4 W - f t w r ¾ r ^ 5 % I 

1189* 5¾r mfa® <rNr m ^raif¼i[rerc <TOĪ i 

More sentiments of this type, occurring in the Grantha version alone, 
are : 

1937* <l¾l¾l¾H¾^<-ti: Ml¾fft^lid^TO I 
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¾ ^ ^ f  l ^ ^ l ^ P ^ c ī T ^ ^ 3 ^ * : I 

The lengths to which the Muses lead these Southern poetasters may be 
judged from the following interpolation in certain Grantha manuscripts of 
the Ādi. 1334* with 1335* reads : 

Cf. also lines 7374 of passage No. 100 (of App. I) : 

¾pi *U ^Tf¾5(d¾IH^ I1 

4. Southern additions which alter the purport of the fable as narrated in 
the Northern recension. 

Made apparently with the object of correcting the laxity of sexual re

lations implied in the old narrative. In adhy. 67, the royal Purohita, a handy 
person, quickly but surely and secretly, performed the marriage of Duḥṣanta 
and Śakuntalā, in order to legitimize Bharata, the eponymous ancestor of the 
Bhāratas, who has given his name to the country of his birth and to the 
Great Epic of India, altogether an important personage in ancient Indian 
history : 

t44] 610* 5^fécT 3 ^ R ¾ r a s f a i ; I 

^ ¾ T h l ¾MfcHI fef: M<4-wP¾ld: I 

¾ H « d l ¾ « ¾ ^ W * d ^ ^ ¾ < 4 : 

In adhy. 77, the marriage of Yayāti and śarmiṣṭhā is celebrated semi– 
secretly, in a secluded corner of the Aśoka grove, in the palace grounds, with 
the usual baksheesh tú the Brahmins, in the presence of counsellors, chap

lains, priests and so on, but unknown to Devayārii ! A l l this was done to 
legitimize Puru, the eponymous ancestor of the Pauravas : 

1 These lines occur in three MSS.(~f>, *T, ¶ ) of SASTRI'S edition (vol. 2), p. 
1209. 
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807 ^ M ¾ ^ ¾ d M l t f 4 f a D ^ N ^ R T : I 
1*31 t¼5lt f¾ff^~~f sUB¾¾¾WII^ I 

In passage No. 114 of App. I, Subhad1iä and Arjuna were likewise secret

ly and hastily mamed in the presence of gods, ṛṣis, and elders, while Bala¬

rāma was away from the scene, to legitimize Abhimanyu (the father of the 
famous Parflc?it and; grandfather of Janamejaya, to whom the epic was nar

rated). Cf. lines 281286 of the passage : 

f¾3ft *i<^wi¾: s r a g * ^ I 

Most Grantha manuscripts ( G ^ of our critical apparatus : ¾ ^ and 
f of SASTRl's) have a passage to show that Parāśara and Matsyagandhā 
were secretly but regularly married. Cf. passage No. 36 of App. I, which is 
a somewhat lengthy passage describing with circumstantial detail the nup
tial ceremony at which the ancestors of both the bride and the bridegroom 
are invoked, all the details of the regular Hindu marital rite are scrupulously 
gone through, and the marriage is solemnized in the presence of Vasiṣṭha, 
Yājñavalkya and other great Ṛṣis living in the Naimiṣa forest ! 

5. Additions in S, due to the filling out of lacunae (real or imaginary). 
Examples of such additions are : 
482* which gives a summary of the last five parvans of our Mahābhārata 

text, and passage No. 79 (of App. l) giving an account of Drupada's birth. 
It appears, from the latter account, that Drupada was born in the same mira

culous way as two of his contemporaries Droṇa a!nd Kṛpa, due to the per

turbation of his father at the sight of a beautiful Apsaras. Ascetics invo

luntarily emitting semen at the sight of heavenly nymphs, broadhipped, fat

breasted, fairclad, pleasurefraught, and the miraculous germination of the 
semen into human beings, is the regular Purāṇic apparatus for the genera

tion of the great men of the past, about whose birth nothing exciting was 
specially known to the chronicler. 

[45] 6. Multiplication of fights and battlescenes. 
I have drawn attention above to the expansion of the description of a 

battle (in which the Kurus and the Pāṇḍus capture Drupada), and of a fight 
(between Bhīma and Baka).1 Analogous to it is a battle scene described in 

1 App. I. Nos. 78 and 9293 respectively. 
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an additional adhyāya in the Southern recension (App. I, No. l!O3). This 
stages a little war between the cousins, a miniature replica of the Great War 
to come. Here also Kurus plan the destruction of the Pāṇḍavas, who are re¬

siding in Kāmpilya as the guests of Drupada. A regular council of war is 
held, in which śakuni and Karṇa advocate hostilities, while the nameless son 
of So!madatta counsels peace and conciliation. The bellicose party has the 
upper hand in the council chamber. The Kuru army matches against the 
Pāṇḍavas with their allies, the Pāñcālas. The Kaurava forces are, of course, 
easily repulsed. No great damage is done. The status quo is immediately 
restored : things go on just the same as before, as though no battle had ever 
taken place. There is also no other reference to this battle in the whole of 
the Mahābhārata. The present parvan does not offer much scope for the 
full development of this tendency. We shall probably meet with it again in 
the battlebooks (69). 

7. Omissions in S, as compared with N. 
These are quite numerous and scattered almost evenly over the whole 

parvan, but short and contextually unimportant, as a rule. An exception is 
the somewhat lengthy śvetaki episode (App. I‚ No. 118). Since, on the one 
hand, all reference to the episode is missing in the whole of the Malayālam 
version, as also in some manuscripts of each of the remaining two versions 
(T G) of the Southern recension, while, on the other hand, those T G manus
cripts that do contain some mention of it insert a variant version at an entire
ly different place, therefore the episode may legitimately be considered a 
Northern interpolation which has insinuated its way, by conflation, into some 
Southern manuscripts. It is a story in true Purāṇic style. King śvetaki sac
rificed with such phenomenal zeal aīnd keenness that his priests, in the end, 
refuse to sacrifice any more ! śvetaki practised penance on the Himalayas 
with the object of making Rudra his satrificial priest. Rudra, however, ex
cused himself, asking śvetaki to apply to Durvāsas, who was his part-incarna
tion (amśa). Durvāsas completed the sacrifice, and Śvetaki poured libations 
of clarified butter into the fire for twelve -years continuously. As a result, 
Agni had a severe attack of indigestion ! He refused after that every offer
ing, and became enfeebled. At Brahma's direction, he set the Khāṇ!ḍava 
forest on fire, aind tried his best to burn the forest down ; but the denizens of 
the forest put the fire out, over and over again. He reported his discom

fiture to Brahma, who then asked him to betake himself to Arjuna and 
Kṛṣ)ṇa, the part incarnations of Nara and Nārāyaṇa, with whose help alone 
Agni would be in a position to burn the Khānḍava forest. 

It should be made clear that the variants and passages cited here are 
merely by way of illustration, and comprise only a small fraction of the total 
number of deviations. 

The presence of an astonishingly large number of additions, some of 
which are undoubtedly late and spurious, should not be allowed to impair 
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our appreciation of some real merits of the Southern recension. It would be, 
in fact, a grievous error to ignore on that account the Southern recension or 
underestimate its value. This recension is an [46]J indispensable aid for con

trolling the deviations of the Northern recension, both in point of readings 
and sequence. In comparison with y it has unquestionably preserved a very 
large number of original readings, proved by actual agreements between S 
and v, as well as by their intrinsic merits. The superiority of the Southern 
recension in comparision to the Vulgate may be said to be quite evident. It 
may, however, quite easily happen that in a particular instance, the whole of 
the Northetn recension is corrupt, and the true reading is preserved only in 
the Southern recension.1 A n instance of this is 1. 214. 5. The Vulgate reads 
(B. 1. 222. 5) : 

T%cTK ^ l * ^ * l < ^ ¾ f t ä 5T«nfl<T*j; II 

Nīlakaṇṭha's gloss is : <‡ 3P%T* rpj ¾f?l%¾4i^i<^ ¾RI; ¾Hl*1 I 

The stanza has been translated by Manmath Nath DurrA as follows : 
" Having obtained him as their king, they obtained a monarch who was de¬

voted to the study of the Vedas, who was a performer of great sacrifices, and 
who was the protector of all good works." Protap Chandra R O Y ' S transla

tion reads similarly : " And the subjects having obtained Yudhisthira as their 
king, obtained in him one that was devoted to the study of the Vedas, one 
that was a performer of great sacrificed, and one that was the protector of all 
good people. " 

But the translations of both these scholars are generally free and arbi

trary. As it stands, the stanza can be translated only as follows : 
'‘They, (i.e. the people) obtain for a king, one who studied Brahma 

(para), employed the Vedas in a great sacrifice, and protected the blessed 
words." 

This pedestrian stanza will satisfy most people as it has satisfied a long 
succession of critics, commentators and translators in the past. About it one 
can only say that there are worse stanzas in the Mahābhārata. Only a reader 
endowed with a fine sensibility and critical acumen will feel that there is 
something amiss here. We are face to face with the danger of acquiescing 
in a seīnse which might satisfy us, but which would not have satisfied the an

cient writer. The Northern variants do not offer much help ; even the śāradā 
and K manuscripts have substantially the same readings. It would, conse
quently, not be easy to reconstruct from this sad wreck of a Dipaka, the epi
grammatic original,, which is preserved intact only in the Southern recension, 
which the constituted text here follows (I. 214. 5)• 

1 For examples from another parvan, see LÜDERS, Grantharecension, pp. 52 ff. 
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*%¶TC 5 j t i Śftfc ef -5T5TTÍW^ II 

No glosses, translations, exegetical notes, and such other accessories are 
necessary for the elucidation of this stanza ; for it is self-luminuous. The 
correctness of the Southern reading is confirmed by the very next stanza ( 1 . 
214. 6 ) , which is also an epigrammatic period of the same type : 

3 ¾ U M ¾ < ^ - JM^d l -^c¾¾4)¾dl II 
It should thus seem that the infidelities of the Southern recension are 

confined mainly to a tendency to inflation and elaboration. In parts unaffect
ed by this tendency, [47J it is likely to prove, on the whole, purer, more con
servative and more archaic than even the best Northern version. The 
Southern variants, therefore, deserve the closest attention and most sympa
thetic study. 

After this brief survey of the interrelationship between the two recensions, 
we shall proceed to the consideration of the various provincial versions, into 
which each of the recensions breaks up. 

CHARACTER AND MUTUAL RELATIONS OF THE VERSIONS AND THEIR 
MANUSCRIPTS 

T H E ARCHETYPE v 

The Śāradā Version. 
The archetype v comprises the two versions : śāradā and " K ". 
The (śāradā version is represented in our critical apparatus by the frag

mentary codex &1 9 belonging to the Bombay Government Collection (No. 159 
of 1875-76) , which sefems to be the only extant genuine representative of the 
old version of Kaśmīr. The manuscript, which is undated, may be three to 
four centuries old. For reasons which will appear in the sequel, I have made 
the Śāradā version the norm to follow. 

The text of the Ādi (as of other parvans of the Mahābhārata) according 
to the different printed editions, as is well-known, varies considerably, not 
merely aś regards the readings, but also as regards the extent. The length 
of the Ādi, according to the Calcutta edition, as already observed, is esti
mated to be about 8460 " stanzas", of the Bombay edition, 8620, 1 of the 
Madras edition (i.e. SASTRI¾ Southern Recension) 9984 (according to 
SASTRi's data), of the Kumbhakonam edition 10889. 2 Now, in a statement 
following the colophon (or forming part of the long colophon)' of our Śāradā 
manuscript, the length of its text is given as 7984 in a stanza cited from the 

1 This is the figure given in LELE'S edition of the text with Marathi transla
tion (Wai, Śaka 1818). 

2 See the volume of Index etc., Descriptive Contents, p. 4. 
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Parvasaṃgraha ; cf. the accompanying facsimile of fob 155 a of the Śāradā 
codex. To judge by the amount of textual matter which an average folio of 
the fragmentary Śāradā codex holds, this estimate of its extent appears to be 
approximately correct.* Assuming then that to be the length of the śāradā 
version, it becomes the shortest known version of the Ādi, and may, there¬
fore, appropriately be called the textus simpticior. 

While it is the shortest extant version, it is a demonstrable fact that it 
contains relatively little matter that is not found, at the same time, in all 
other versions of both recensions. It is clear, therefore, that it must contain, 
relatively, less spurious matter than any other known version. That is pre
cisely the main reason why it is! taken as the norm for this edition. 

Since our codex (Ś-J is fragmentary, it must ibe considered a piece of 
singularly good fortune that there has been preserved at least one nearly com
plete Devanāgari manuscript of the Ādi, namely, India Office No. 2137, that 
may, as will presently be shown, be used, without hesitation, to supplement 
the missing portions, since it undoubtedly is a moderately trustworthy, 
though comparatively late and slightly contaminated and incorrect transcript 
of a śāradā exemplar. 

•[48]. Further particulars of the Śāradā version will be found under the 
account of the ” K " version. 

The accompanying facsimile of a page of the śāradā codex (fol. 155a) 
contains the end of the Ādi and the beginning of the' Sabhā. The Parvasaṃ– 
graha stanza, mentioned above, giving the extent of the Ādi, will be' found 
in lines 2-3 of the facsimile. 

The ” K " Version. 
This version, as already explained, is a specific Devanāgari version, 

closely akin to the śāradā version and clearly differentiated from the (so-
called) Devanāgarī version. 

The affinity of the manuscripts comprising this version is illustrated by 
the following concordant readings, selected at random. The references are to 
adhyāyas and ślokas. 

1. 2 Ko. 2-6 rest (-no sfiy ) %%?fcl 
1.8 K V i ^ ^ ( > 1 M N : others Ψ 3°, éfaif, ¾T:. 
1. 49 K V i B i m ^ d s ^ ¾ : others S^TTO°, Ś f § R ¾W,” 
1. 51 K f¾xrg<m:: rest ( mostly ) J–tftfq~I. 
1. 192 Ko-5 ¾cNIΨM: : rest g¾f*Pifa:. 
2.76 K n%mm mm: rest (mostly) ¶qm f *?ftercri. 
4, 10 K °g^i5? : : rest °gr.SUI. 

* [Actual counts of the critical text give 7964i ślokas of 32 syllables each.] 
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8.2 K Dj ¾H4KI ¾mtS¾FT: : others gpT* W^*Mk¶L, ¾^l*¾ , 
etc. 

8. 16 K 3T5Steff : others W i t , etc. 
10. 2 K D 2 . 5 ( by transp.) fltC ¾pṛt «Frf : rest l ^ l t "~%T gsm. 
13. 1 K D 2 . 6 5Pft% : rest 
13. 25 K D 2 . 5 ¾T5¾T¾: : others " T ^ : , etc. 

24. 1 K ¾ fcF5–rôī : rest om. g. 
24. 14 K D 2 . B *TST¾fä: : rest –J?5T~5I. 
55. 8 K gs[: : others ¶*:, ¾¾:. 
55. 35 K ic"¾J : rest f3"T(r^. 
56. 14 K ft^rc",: rest ¾rf^R;, 
57. 2 K ¾f¾[qfäi"r : rest ¾4K*l : . 
57. 8 K D 5 jq¾T : others osf, etc. 
57. 43 K D 6 ¾fra; s rest 
58. 3 K D 6 <fl^btifa : rest E¾lPNlft. 
58. 40 K D 6 mg : rest gfoīt . 
59. 29 K D 5  f t ½ ^ : others etc. 

60. 6 K N j D 5 3¾: J5ff¾ ( by transp.): rest e¾¾¾ Wf*: gpfl:. 

60. 52 K r e s t Ś*Eb. 

62.6 K D s ^ W S f t : rest 5lmfct. 
64. 29 K . D 6 – – é : rest ---TpI. 
67. 30 K Do fom ¾RI* c"f*T : others ftft¾n¾r *Tīt, etc. 

[49] 68, 69 K D 5 « ^ (or ° S t ) : rest^RTT. 
71. 41 K D 5 ^ : rest ft-I. 
7 4 . 7 K a/one transp. jqr-j: and f qpb. 
76. 33 K . D 5 S%ftīīr-t : rest g ^ q I . 

150. 18 K "TRW : rest foiCT; etc, etc., etc. 
Further examples of the concordant readings of the K version will be 

found below. 
It was remarked above that K X (= India Office 2137) was a manuscript 

of Kasrnin origin, exhibiting specially near affinities with s t , so much so that 
K X may be regarded as a copy of some śāradā original. The Kaśmīrī charac
ter of K X was already fully recognized by Profesor LÜDERS, who had utiliz
ed it in the preparation of his specimen1 of a critical edition of the epic men-

1 Druckprobe einer kritischen Ausgabe des Mahābhārata, Leipzig 1908. 
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tioned above, although he had no genuine representative of the KaśmM or 
Śāradā version to compare it with. 

The affinity between 6- and is documented by a mass of readings, of 
which the following (selected at random) will serve as illustrations. The re
ference's are to adhāyas and ślokas. 1 

27. 15 Śi K i 3‡-ft: : rest *Eflf¾: ( synonym ! ) . 
28. 2-4 Śi K i cīcf: : rest ^ : . 
29. 4 Śi K i 3¾~r -l¾°T : others 3KM>I , etc. 
30. 7 Śi K i N¼Ödrt : others 5ri¾q5FTT, VW, Ś~~‚ ¾TPZ9I, etc. (original 

hypermetric ! ) . 
31. 6 Śi K i q-""-f¾: ( corrupt) : others R*R+:, -r~3-^ etc. 
37. 25 Śi K i tf§RTsq: f ½ föfct ( corrupt) : others ife-T¾I[: 5f-W%n 

etc. 
4 2 . 7 Ś! K i ?tatf d–-TCFRt : others ü ? <mt etc. 
-44. 2 Śi K i W r X : others <=J5T, ̂ T̂ T, <rat, etc. 
4 5 . 5 śi K i 3T^T : rest 3 ī § ^ ( synonym ). 
45. 19 Śi K i -l*rfä<fr : others «f?jf¾rf, etc. 
131. 3 Śi K1 5l¾tT¾‚ ( corrupt) : rest qg"T¾:. 
131. 13 Si K i ^ : rest 
154. 24 Śi K i "*jffs¾ri" : rest ^¾¾""T ( original has double crasis ! ) . 
206. 3 Śi K i tr¾¾i: ( corrupt ? ) : rest TO ( Gi ¾-¾--T: ). 
218. 48 Śi K i 4K¾fi*¾¾ ^ ( = 47 ô ) : rest Pft: ¾pr 3 3 m . (or °¾:). 

The above are examples of concordant readings of ś± and K X . As instan
ces of adhyāya division and numbering may be pointed out that adhy. 42-44 
and 46 of the constituted text (comprising adhy. 46-48 and 50 of the Vul
gate) are numbered in é X K X 54-56 and 59 respectively, and are so number
ed in no other manuscript hitherto collated ; further, aifter only the third 
stanza of our adhy. 40, both manuscripts (Śx K J . interpolate the figure 51, 

§! marginally inserting, at that place, an additional colophon : ^2nf¾-r¾-¾--q¬
s^I?Wt-W. Likewise, after 1.165.34, Ś- Kt insert, an additional colophon, 

not found in any other manuscript. 
Among "additional" passages peculiar to &± Kt may be mentioned 

1735*. 
Kx is, however, by no means, a direct copy & v There are numerous 

discrepancies between them. Notably, there is a big lacuna in K j in adhy. 
47-48, where Si is intact. (50~f Again at 1. 107. 26 ; 154. 10, 11 ; 175. 4 and 
other places : & l t which generally omits the verbs 3 ^ (resp. g g . ) in 
the short prose formulae of reference to the speaker, does show these verbs, 

1 It should be noted that ŚA begins only at I. 26. 10. 
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while they are lacking in K x ; I. 208. 14 is an exception whe†e both ŚA and 
Kt have g^I-f. ś 3 K ! exhibit also numerous minor differences in their read
ings ; e.g. I. 36, 22 ; 38. 21. 36 ; 4L 29 ; 46. 11 ; 98. 9 ; 125. 3‚ 16 ; 128. 2 ; 
138. 24 ; 195. 11 ; 200. 3. After I. 144. 17, śx has a colophon which is miss
ing in K X . 

These agreements and differences show that while s i and Kr are closely 
akin, their text is not identical. Neither sA nor Kt is a direct copy of the 
other. They are independent witnesses, a circumstance which adds greater 
weight to their arguments. 

I shall now cite some readings (also selected at random) which ŚX shares 
with the K version, iśj and K standing together against all other manuscripts 
(barring, of course, conflated specimens). The references are to adhyāyas and 
§lokas. 

28. 18 Śi K ' rest m^R. 
29. 1 Śi K ^Tt "fn¾5^t ¾ ~ : rest -----¾--^ft ¾-ff 
32. 3 Śi K ¾¾l5f : rest -¾¾¾. 
32. 12 Śi K -ff : rest 
33. 20 Ś1 K °Ψ^S ( Ks °ft^% ) : rest °fcwf. 
36. 21 ś i K D 5 irfcf *5-T-it : rest färq^--T:. 
38. 2 ś i K D 5 f r I ts -W : rest -f--f: WR< 
38. 14 ś i K ¶wfc*fá : rest mtfäl. 
42. 7 Śi K ¾ : rest ^ . 

94. 31 Śi K D 5 ¾5rf¾ret : others ¾Slforä, 55 ft*ft, etc. 
94. 93 Śi K s i ~ - i i : rest ¾½¾r. 
118. 1 Śi K am W¾: : rest f^-f-f:. 
124. 23 Śi K D 5 ug^T: : rest q g ~ : . 
128. 12 śi K D 5 ^S3¾n*-¾g^ : rest q ī % - – 5° ( double crasis ! ) . 
128. 15 Śi K D 2 chfô^P. : others ^f, etc. 
142. 23 Śi K 3-m-"rt ¾iS q>?5R : others g – it: gn;j-q--. etc 
155. 13 Śi K g-T: qft¾¾-¾^r : rest <T q¼:cg*I. 
162. 6 ś i K -itsqrc-ī^ : rest om. ^:. 
163. 7 Śi K D 2 .5 °^T5ī-t: others % spit, etc. 
168. 3 Śi K D 5 mm : rest *TR<I. 
169. 18 Śi K D 5 % ¾tqf?i:: others % q-3HĪT:, etc 
170. 9 Śi K D 5 ""TO: : rest ^^TO¾T-f. 
177. 5 Śi K D 5 5PftfifclT: : rest sqi*ī~0. 
181. 37 Śi K D2.5 ¾ *fö% : others %sf¾RT"^ßf, etc 
181. 40 Śi K D 5 5īl%m5r aflp(-Rg: : others mffiit Slft-fl^T; etc., etc. 

5 
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These concordances are sufficient for postulating the archetype v, com
prising the versions Śāradā and K , a hypothesis which will be confirmed by 
further agreements which are mentioned below. 

The K version, though comprising manuscripts akin to each other and 
clearly distinguishable from those of the Devanāgarī version, is by no means – 
as is natural – quite homogeneous. Only K 0 i l represent the version K in a 
comparatively pure form, while the -[5lJ remaining manuscripts of the group 
(i.e. K 2 H , ) are really nothing more than misch-codices, being conflated either 
with y or with S. On the other hand, just owing to this conflation, some of 
the other composite Devanāgarī manuscripts (particularly D 2 . 5 ) have so many 
features in common with K‚ that they may as well be separated from D and 
classed under K . 

The contamination of K 3 _ 6 with y is illustrated by the following passages : 
No. 14 of App. I (found in K 4 rnarg., and Ñ V x B D ) ; No. 41 (in K 3 . 4 and 
Ñ 2 . 3 V j B D except D 5 ) ; No. 4243 (in K 3 > 4 and Ñ Y1 B D except D 5 ) . K 4 

includes passage No. 61 (of App. I) and 1131*, like Ñ B D. The contami¬

natioṇ of K2_4.6 with y is illustrated by 116*, 119*, 122*, 124*, 125*, 128*, 
132*, 137*, 139*, 142*, 143*, 144*, 145*, 151*, 157*, 160*, 162*, 166*, 167*, 
168*, 172*, 173*, 189*, 190*, 191*, 221*, 228*, 245*, 281*, 305*, 351*, 
372*, 405*, 416*, 417*, 438*, 487*, 490*, 523*, 536*, 564*, 692*, 694*, 
824*, 1000*, 1035*, etc, etc. 

The contamination of K 4 _ 6 with S is exemplified by the following among 
other facts. K 5 . 6 contain 22*, K 4 . 6 25*, K 4 49*, K 4 (suppl. fol.) passage No. 55 
(125 lines) and No. 1jOO (118 lines), of App. I. : all of these are Southern 
passages. 

K 4 _ 6 , moreover, contain the Brahma episode1 in adhy. 1 (a slippery pass

age, which migrates from place to place), while K 4 > 6 have found place even 
for the venerable elephantheaded Gaṇeśa, who is unquestionably a late Nor
thern intruder. In K 4 these interpolations are written out on separate folios 
(called here ^:Iq5j), and inserted at appropriate places, which shows the in
terpolations on the high road to recognition as genuine parts of the Mahā
bhārata. 

Important omissions which distinguish v (really only is-. K 0 – 3 ) from all 
other manuscripts are these : 

(i) the adhyāya giving a naive account of the' birth of Duḥśalā (Bom. 
adhy. 116), which uncommonly looks like being an afterthought (App. I, 
No. 63) ; 

(ii) a passage of about 25 lines describing how Droṇa's son Aśvatthāman 
is given flour mixed with water, which he drinks in the belief that it is milk 
(App. I, No. 75); 

1 See notes on passage No. 1 of App. I. 
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(iii) an adhy. (Bom. adhy. 139), in which there is an incidental allusion 
to the installation of Yudhiṣthira as Yuvarāja, 1 and which is repetitious and 
incoherent (App. I, No. 80) ; 

(iv) the socalled polity of Kaṇi(ṅ)ka, Kaṇi(ṅ)kanīti (Bom. adhy. 
140), which is a replica (naturally with many additions, omissions and vari

ant readings) of the advice given by Bhāradvāja (apparently a gotra name 
of this very individual) to Śatruṃjaya, and duly communicated by Bhīṣma to 
Yudhiṣṭhira in the Śānti (App. I, Not 81) ; 

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

These five passages are found in all manuscripts collated except Ś± K f l _ 3 , 
but it is worthy of note that even apart from their omission in v the docu
mentary evidence with regard to at least two of them, is confused and 
unsatisfactory. Nq. v (crossing of the –[52] Ganges) is inserted in different 
groups of manuscripts at different points of the text. In No. iv (Kaṇikanīti), 
on the other hand, most of the Southern manuscripts repeat, after the' inter

polation, the immediately preceding portion of the original, apparently in 
order to restore the context broken by the intrusion of extraneous matter.2 

Of important additions in v, I can recall only one, that of an adhyāya 
of 42 lines, at the very end of the Ādi (added probably as an Appendix), 
which is a variant, abbreviated version of the Śvetaki interpolation. It is 
found only in ś j Ko.i.4 and therefore cannot even be said to be characteristic 
of the whole of v (App. I, No. 121). Instances of small additions are 
Nos. 349*, 449*, 451*, 516*, 565*, etc. etc. found in K with or without some 
Devanāgarī manuscripts ; while 969*, 1855*, 2077*, etc., are found in ŚX K , 
with or without some Devanāgarī manuscripts : all these passages are miss
ing in B . S. 

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

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

1 Cf. remarks of HOLTZMANN, Daś Mahābhārata, 2. 33. 
2 The reason of these repetitions has been explained by J^COBI, Dais Rāmā¬

yana, p. 34, with reference to the Rāmāyaṇa. The same explanation is applicable 
here, mutatis mutandis. 
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They cannot be intentional omissions, notwithstanding that these missing 
passages are mostly of inferior character, intrinsically worthless, repetitious, 
superfluous, or finally such as scholars have already (even before the discovery 
of this version) marked as likely interpolations.1 For, this Śāradā (Kaśmlri) 
version of the Ādi is not ah abstract or an adaptation. It claims to be the 
unabridged text itself, in all its fullness, and I see no sufficient reason to 
doubt the a priori presumption that it is not an abridged version. 

The explanation that primarily with the very object of excising what 
seems to us to be superfluous or repetitious matter, and abridgement might 
have been intentionally made in the past by some Kaśmīrī redactor or a 
syndicate of redactors, would be a grotesque distortion of Indian literary 
and religious tradition. No one in the past found the epic text too long. 
Far from it. It was perhaps not long enough. 

Taking away something from the received text of the Mahābhārata and 
passing it off as the original work is a thing categorically different from 
adding something to it. To add small details here and there, embellishing 
and amplifying the original, would be merely a gentle and lowly service 
ad m&jorern gloriam dei. Even long pieces may sometimes be added, if 
they are actually found in other Mahābhārata manuscripts ; and occasionally, 
even if they are not found in the current manuscripts!, provided there is at 
least oral tradition to support their claims. 

f 5 3 j No doubt the received text contained difficulties and obscurities 
and repetitions. But they would be merely due to corruptions of the text ; 
the difficulties could be solved and the purpose of the repetitions explained by 
a really learned Pandit, who knows and understands everything. 

That the omissions cannot be the result of a preconceived plan to shorten 
or to improve the text, follows further from two other facts : firstly, enough 
digressions and superfluities still remain in r, which would have all been 
swept away in pursuance of the alleged plan ; and, secondly, v has its own 
interpolations, albeit they are few in number and short in extent, such 
as 349* (in K V x Da D^.j), 451* ( K D 2 ) , 516* ( K except K 3 Dn D 3 ) , 
565* ( K except K 2 ) , 1499* (&x K D 5 ) , 1735* ( Ś , K 2 only), 1855* 
(Ś t K Ñ J , 2077* OS! K except K 2 and Ñ 1 < 3 Vx D 2 . 5 ) , etc. 

While these socalled ''omissions” cannot be all intentional, they can 
also not be all accidental. The text is continuous and complete in itself. 
It has no apparent lacunae,, afe it surely would have had, if the omissions 
had been due to fortuitous less or destruction of some intermediate folios of 
a parent manuscript. 

1 CI. HOLTZMANN, Das Mahābhārata, 2. 33, oin adhy. 139 of the Vulgate; 
or the surmises oī various scholars regarding the Gaṇeśa episode (for literature 
see the next footnote). 
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It may further be pointed out that many of the apparent " omissions ” 
of v, in relation to y or the Vulgate (i.e. Nīlakaṇṭha's text) are confirmed 
by the rival recension, the Southern recension; e.g. the Gaṇeśa episode 
(App. I ‚ No. 1), or the anticipation of the list of the hundred sons of 
Dhṛtarāṣṭra! (No. 41), or again the story of the birth of Abhimanyu (No. 42), 
or finally the anticipation of the story of the birth of Karṇa (No. 43) in 
the Sathbhavaparvan. These passages are omitted in S no less than in K . 

In these instances, moreover, the intrinsic probability is wholly on the 
bide of those manuscripts that lack these accretions. It is unnecessary to 
dilate on the Gaṇesa episode, which, on the face of it, is a later addition, 
and which has been dealt with so often by different critics.1 As for the 
two passages, Nos. 4243 of App. I ‚ it is sufficient to observe that the adhyāya 
in which they occur is meant to be a mere list of the dramatis perśonae, in 
which each aJctor in the great drama is identified as the incarnation of some 
god, goddess, or titan, taking this or that part in one momentous phase of 
an all-embracing cosmic movement. The adhyaya being originally a mere 
(metrical) list (as it is in the constituted text and the Southern recension),2 

such storicjs as the account of the birth of Abhimanyu and Karṇa are wholly 
out of place here, and could not possibly have belonged to the original 
scheme of the adhyāya. The contrary supposition only stultifies the original 
writer, making him out to be an irresponsible lunatic, scarcely a desirable 
conclusion from the orthodox view-point. 

Likewise many of the apparent omissions in v in relation to the Southern 
recension are confirmed by other Northern versions ; e.g. the anticipation 
of the birth of Krṣṇā and Dhrstadyumna (App. I , No. 79), or the Nāāyanī 
episode (No. 100), or the account of a battle between the Kauravas and 
the Pāṇḍavas: (No. 103), which are peculiar to S. In other words, these 
" omissions " are documented by the whole of N . 

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

1. 138 K V i S &m ( T e x t ) : B D gjatf. 
1. 144 K S qro-?«f ¶*m* : B D q t - ¾ r ^ ^ ^ . 
1. 208 K S *&(K Ψ«ft %¾T : V i B D i~3S¾d ¾jr: 

1 WINTERNITZ, JRÆ5. 189S. 380 ff.; Venkatachellam IYER, Notes of a Study, 
pp. 23 f., 28 ff; LÜDERs, Deutsche Uteraturzeitmg, 1929, 1143 I. Particularly! 
wINTERNITZ, Ind. Ant. 1898. 77 ff. 

2 See adhy. 58 of SASTRTS Ādiparvan in the Southern Recension, 
5A 
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20. 2 K S fäjjf f¾q – – – f (hjpermetric !) others ßqwi^njfä^f,etc. 
21. 10 K S °«H° : N V , B D ( mostly ) W . 
26, 9 K S .i<jUdl¾Ml¾JI : Ñ V i B D ( mostly ) q¾M>».'l( or °fa /"ī. 1 

34. 13 śi K S 3c-R-3-¾ ff%m: : Ñ V B D (mostly ) *rfrfä ~TĪt"<":. 
37.5 Ś, K S <Tft-ir : ft V , B D (mostly) -¾«f. 
39. 16 Śi K S ¾*H*k'WtW : l¾i. s v i B D umM SQH¾. 
41. 17 Śi K S gwf : Ñ M ¼ B D cfä. 
64. 10 K S 9rf¼r "rt ( or fl¾ ) ftfni: sfen ¾ : Ñ v, B D 

( mostly ) rfīf 'JT¾ü"? – r "T¾.%ff:. 
68. 14 K S 3 ^ l l ( W ½ : Ñ vi B D ( mostly) i l  I ½ i [ k l l , 
76.22 K S  f ä w : ft B D (mostly) t rogs t . 
77. 4 K S "RÍ : Ñ B D ( mostly ) g ä . 
94. 12 śi K S ¾ ¼ 5 l e : Ñ V i B D ( mostly ) qjlnä(Sfa. 
100. 6 Śi K S ¾ t : Ki. s v i B D ( mostly ) *r4. 
119. 8 Śi K S JTT jRJjft ( i r regular) : Ñ.. s B D m %ffää ( regular). 
138. 17 K S mm–jflWHi ffä : Ñ„,, ¼ B D s-fa --HW-H-K. 
141. 4 Śi K S s^¾ ü – Tilt : Ñ v, B D ( mostly ) gfa -¾rcrt I . 
142. 18 Śi K S sgBI: : Ñ v, B D ( mostly ) 
143. 38 Śi K S ¾-n--I-f Hfl – : : Ñ ¼ B D sßl%r -¾fW:. 
159. 20 Ś! K S 2fMf -–T: : Ñ2 v i B D vjfrmi:. 
176. 5 K S f¾-i^l; : Ñ v i B D ( mostly) -TT-S^n:. 
182. 9 śi K S -rcftgc-: ~ ~ ~ : : Ñ2. - ¼ B D -f¾i-r¾f q¾¾qwfrfl. 
187. 20 KS-t-(-d*W«ti¾l- : Ñ v, B D mrfttä Km. 
189. 23 Ś, K S - ~ R f . Ñ V- B D g¾-f¾q. 
193. 1 Śi K S fW-,lft : Ñ B D f ¾ N Ä 
196. 4 Śi K Ñi S -¾ : S w V i B D qg. 
199. 12 Śi K Ñi S -ft-f¾a!-t,: Ñ8. s B D ~c~ncTl-t. 
199. 19 Śi K Ñi S *Tdfc. : Ñ2. s V i B D smt. 

Such extensive agreements in /»efiv Wri>oi details inust necessarily be, 
in the main, an original inheritance, and could never be, in their totality, the 
result of contamination or conflation, as one may vaguely imagine they are 
because to acheive them would necessitate more expenditure of energy than 
an ancient Indian redactor or reciter or commentator of the epic would 
bargain Tor. And even if one or the other of them had the requisite amount 
[55" of energy to use in this way, it would appear to him to be a ludicrous 
waste oī it. We in the present century are apt to get nervous and irritable 
over misprints and variae lectiones. But an ancient Indian scribe, redactor 

1 Note that the fragmentary Sā)rada cocfex begins at 1. 26. 10. 
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or even commentator, not to speak of the common reciter (pāṭhaka) – if I 
read aright Indian literary history – was not perturbed in the least by a little 
difference in wording or in sequence, especially if the variant did not give 
an appreciably better or appreciably worse sense. The enormous and com

plicated critical apparatus assembled here, moreover, can leave us in no 
doubt as to the attitude of the custodians of the epic tradition towards 
paltry verbal details : it was that of total indifference. 

Addition or omission of passages is, I may add, a variation of an entirely 
different order. If a reciter or commentator came across, in another manus

cript, an additional pasasage, there was every chance of his copying it down 
somewhere, either in the margin of his own copy, or on a supplementary 
folio ; for there would be, in his mind, always present the possibility that 
the passage in question was some part of the original that his own manus

cript had unaccountably lost. How else, forsooth, could the passage get 
into the other manuscript? 

In my opinion, therefore, this fact of the concord between v and S in 
small details, coupled with the almost entire lack of agreement as regards 
the additions peculiar to v or S, is the strongest argument imaginable for the 
independence of these two versions, and consequently for the primitive char

acter of their concordant readings. It is needless to point out that this is a 
factor of supreme importance for the reconstruction of the original. 

The text of v is throughout of such a character as to inspire confidence Its 
conservatism is proved by its preserving archaisms and the lectio difficilior 
(eg. 3tfim>: 1. 2. 144 ; *jftm1 1 2. 177, 189 ; ^ m adv. “ frankly " 1. 10. 6 ; 

%&K( 1. 98. 13 ; .gjj^ 1. 98. 18), often in a corrupt form, while other manus

cripts have discarded them in favour of modern forms or easy paraphrases. 
It is well known that, for purposes of textual reconstruction, the mechanical 
corruptions of a stupid but faithful copyist are to be preferred to the intel

ligent copying of a less faithful one. 

Again, v is often the only version that has preserved the correct reading : 
e.g. 1. 2. 102 : 

where the Vulgate version reads (1.3.138f.): 

*nr ârrot¾ *ßri staff 5ftR«n«i«n¾ 1 

35fel mt 4IUIVM <4l^U<ll 5 
1 Devabodha paraphrases the word with 
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while SAŚTRI'S reading is (1 . 2. 108 f.): 

n ^4t^«it ¾*TJ Ii 

[563 It is Draupadl who, like a canoe, rescues the Pāṇḍavas, who were 
submerged in the ocean of the diceplay. The correctness of the text reading, 
which is based on that of K , is proved by a stanza in the Sabhā (B. 2. 72. 
3)*, which is the source of our stanza : 

3T8¾5TOfö mmi*«fo¾ fr*rerenqj 

Compare also the following three versions of I. 166. 23 (=B. I. 176. 27 ; 
M . I. 174. 29) : 

K 2 Ñ 2 V X B D=Vulgate 

srf¾¾5T HfWīT.  

v=Text Southern Recension 

¾~n sn¾jtjrarf¾g^i 

Obviously, the stumbling block was 3T^r¾ o f t n e constituted text, which 
is a kct. diff,; here it means " forgotten ”, a meaning cited in our dictionaries 
generally as an uncommon meaning given only by Indian lexicographers ! 
Unless one here assumes v to be original, it is impossible to explain this 
divergence of v, y and S, both of which give a possible though weak sense. 

An unbiassed comparative survey of the different versions leads one to 
the conclusion that the Śāradā (Kaśmīri) version is certainly the best North
ern version, and probably, taken as a whole, the best extant version1 of the 
Ādi, a conclusion not based on abstract considerations, but one that may be 
verified inductively and pragmatically. As is natural, this version is, not by 
any mean§, entirely free from corruptions and interpolations. These must be 
carefully corrected and controlled with the help of the other versions, parti
cularly of those of the rival recension. 

SUB-RECENSION y. 

This sub-recension comprises the four versions : Nepali, Maithilī, Ben
gali and Devanāgarī, and is represented by a very large number of manu-

* [See now Grit. Ed. 2.64.3.] 
1 Cf. LÜDERS, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929. 1141 : " Das ist um so mehr 

zu begrüssen, als die Kāśmīrī-Version den relativ ältesten Text des Epos bietet" 
(Italics mine !) 
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scripts ; it is, in fact, the most numerous group. Instances of reading which 
distinguish y from v S, have been adduced above (p. Liv), to show the agree

ment between v and S against y. The versions comprising this subrecension 
have, moreover, quite a considerable number of " additional" passages in 
common, which clearly differentiate it from other versions. Noteworthy is 
the substitution of a lengthy passage of 56 lines (App. 1. No. 61) for 1. 105. 
47, giving a detailed account of the marriage of Pāṇḍu with Kuntī and 
M ä d i l This detailed account is obviously secondary. On no other supposi

tion can one, it seems to me, account for the circumstance that śx K 0 _j , and 
S should agree in having a short version for the episode for wnich K 4 Ñ B D 
substitute a considerably longer and more elaborate version, both versions 
being embedded in a portion of descriptive text with minimal variation. For, 
while it is inconceivable that two (more or less) independent groups of manus
cripts such as śx Ko–3 and S could arrive at the same short account independ
ently of each other, it is, at the same time, extremely improbable that either 
group (:§i K 0 _3 or S) should have copied the short summary from the other, 
discarding altogether its own original detailed account. 

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

(1) No. 12 (Ñv2 Vj B D ) , a duplicate and superfluous description of 
the ocean, a similarly worded description having occurred only in the preced

ing adhyāya ; 

(2) No. 14 (K4 Ñ V x B D except D 5 , D 2 on suppl. fol.), a short Purā– 
ṇic story relating how Sūrya resolves to burn the world down, whereupon 
Garuḍa, at Brahma's behest, brings his brother Aruṇa, over the east that he 
might act as Sūrya's charioteer, shielding the world from the heat of the 
enraged Sun – a digression suggested by the casual mention of Aruṇa in 
adhy. 14 ; 

(3) No. 41 ( K 3 . 4 Ñ 2 . 3 V j B D except D 5 ) , a list of the hundred sons 
of Dhṛtarāṣṭra – an anticipation of adhy. 108, whose occurrence here (like 
that of the two following interpolations in the same adhyāya), as has been 
explained above, is obviously contrary to the original plan of the adhyāya ; 

(4) No. 42 ( K 3 . 4 Ñ Vj B D except D 5 ) , an account of the scene which 
was enacted in heaven before the birth of Abhimanyu, a story which is really 
meant to explain the mystery of his premature death ; 

(5) No. 43 (K4 Ñ V1 B D except D 5 ) , the open secret of the mysteri

ous birth of Karṇa, wnich is an anticipation of adhy. 104 ; and, finally, 

(6) No. 81, lines 193230 ( K 4 Ñ V B D T J , meant to be a summary 
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of the Jatugṛha episode, which is, however, a garbled and incoherent version 
of the original story. 

The view that v and y may stand in genetic relation to each other does 
not receive much support from the facts of the case. Neither v nor y can be 
derived from the other. Each possesses original features that the other lacks, 
as is evidenced by their alternate agreement with S, even in the matter of 
petty verbal details. A l l these coincidences need not, of course, be original. 
Some could be indeed secondary changes, made independently in the same 
direction ; others again may possibly be explained as the result of contami¬

nation. There will remain still an obstinate residue of agreements between 
v and S, or between y and S, that must be set down as the expression of the 
ultimate connection of the respective concordant versions through the lost 
original source. 

Contamination between v and y, owing to the contiguity of the areas in 
which the respective versions were current, was inevitable, and must, in any 
case, be assumed to have existed ; on the other hand, contamination between 
y and S cannot be altogether denied. 

Particularly interesting is a small group of passages of doubtful character, 
to which reference has already been made. These are certain passages that are 
common to y and S, and are missing in ś X K 0 3 only ; in other words, they are 
found in all manuscripts collated except śj K0_3; for example, the Kaṇika¬

nīti. There is usually other evidence against the passages. Thus the second

ary character of the Kaṇikaniti is quite unexpectedly confirmed ; firstly, by 
the illogical repetition in certain Southern manuscripts (T 2 G 2 . 4 . 5 ) of two 
preceding adhyāyas (129130) ; and, secondly, from the fact there is no 
reference to the Kaṇikanīti in Kṣemendra's Bhārutamañjarī, in the Javanese 
version, as also in Devabodha's .[58"f commentary. It may, of course, happen 
that in particular cases there is no collateral (œnfirmatory) evidence of this 
character available ; e.g. in the puerile account of the birth of Duḥśalā (App. 
I, No. 63). Here the evidence of documentary and intrinsic probability is 
almost equally balanced ; and documentary probability points in one direc
tion, while intrinsic probability points in the other. 

I have in such cases hesitatingly followed v (=iś- K ) , taking into 
account, on the one hand, the superiority of v in general trustworthiness, and, 
on the other hand, the special characteristics of y and S, which are versions 
rather of the inclusive than of the exclusive type, prone to amplification and 
elaboration. Fortunately for us such cases are Comparatively rare. 

The rejection, on the evidence of v alone, of the whole of the incoherent 
adhy. 139 of the Bombay edition (our App. I, No. 80), an adhyāya which 
contains only some needless repetition, besides minor absurdities, would not 
have called forth any comment from me, but for the fact that with its omis
sion disappears the only reference, I think, in the whole epic to this alleged 
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installation of Yudhiṣṭhira as heir apparent to the throne of Hāstinapura. 
The KasmM version, which omits the entire adhyāya containing the reference, 
unexpectedly justifies the indignant outburst of HOLTZMANN (Das Mahā

bhārata, Bd. 2, p. 33) : ''Geradezu Fälschung ist es, wenn 1, 139, 1=5517 
behauptet wird, der blinde Dhrtarāshtra habe mit Uehergehung seiner eigenen 
Söhne den Yudhishthira zum Kronprinzen (yuvarāja) ausrufen lassen!' One 
of the main objects in interpolating this adhyāya seems to have been to exo

nerate Arjuna from the blame or sin of fighting with his own guru (Acārya 
Drcjṇa) in the Great War, by making the Ācārya himself exact from his pupil 
in the presence of all his kinsfolk – for no reason that is adduced or can be 
seen – the solemn but senseless promise that he (Arjuna), when challenged, 
would not refuse to fight with Droṇa. Cf. B. 1. 139. 13 : 

There is no reference to this alleged promise in the sequel. And originally 
a different solution of the dilemma was obviously imagined. To Arjuna's 
question (Gītā 2. 4) : 

the reply of Bhagavān Śri Kṛ^ṇa is (Gītā 2. 19, 32, 38) : 

T OTT ¾f% ¶r^ft *&k¾ H*Mti I 

era*, ¾¾¾r¾ ¾tf¾ f t i^n VWM^WR¾ Ii 

159^ A R C H E T Y P E e 

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

The Nepāfi Version. 

The Nepali version is represented in our critical apparatus by the three 
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manuscripts Ñi, Ñ 2 and Ñ 3.
1 The version is closely allied to the Bengali, 

with which the agreement of one or the other of the three manuscripts is al

most constant. That even the manuscripts of distant Nepal are not wholly 
free from contamination from some Southern source or sources (direct or in

direct) follows, for instance, from 224*, 263*, 819*, 991*, 998*, 1096% 
1246*, 1470*, 1569*, 1748*, 1768*, 1788*, 1828*, 1910*, 1957*, 2133*, 
etc, etc as also passage No. 112 of App. I – interpolations common to S and 
some of the Nepali manuscripts. One of these manuscripts (Ñ 3) happens to 
be the oldest of the dated manuscripts (A.D. 1511) belonging to our critical 
apparatus.* 

The Mmtkitt Version. 

Of the Maithili version, which is the version of North Bihar , only one 
manuscript (Vj) was collated for this edition. V t and K agree sporadically 
against all other manuscripts (cf. for instance, I. I. 8, 49, 162), but such 
agreements are few and far between, and it would not be safe to draw from 
them any farreaching conclusion regarding the relationship of V and K . As 
in 306*, 321*, 328*, 346*, 378*, 418*, 450*, 541*, V agrees, on the other 
hand, with the typical BengaliDevanāgan group against all other manus

cripts. Vj contains 1548*, a Southern passage, found otherwise only in Dn 
D145 

The Bengali Version. 

The Bengali version of subrecension y was studied more carefully than 
either the Nepali or MaitbiK. The study of this version was facilitated by 
the extreme courtesy and kindness of Pandit Vidhushekhara BHATTAcHARYA, 
who has, now for many years, kindly and unselfishly supervised the work of 
our collation centre at the Visvabharati, a centre organised by Professor M . 
WiNTERN1Tz, when he was residing at Bolpur as a Guest Professor in Rabindra¬

nath TAGORE’S University. With the cooperation of a select batch of advanced 
students, Pandit Vidhushekhara has been good enough to supply the Insti

tute regularly with carefully prepared collations of a large number of valuable 
old Bengali manuscripts in the rich collection of the Visvabharati, as also 
of other manuscripts placed at his disposal by different Bengali Institutes 
and scholars, among the latter, my kind friend Professor Susnil K u m a r D E , 
of the University of Dacca. Of the large number of manuscripts thus collat

ed, ultimately five were selected for inclusion in the critical apparatus 

1 I may mention here that, unfortunately, in the footnotes to the constituted 
text, towards the end of this volume, the diacritical mark of Ñ has broken off in 
many places ; but, on examining the passages carefully I found that the context 
almost invariably shows whether me has to read N or Ñ, 

* [See now Epic Studies VII infra.) 
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of the edition. Notwithstanding considerable variation in these manuscripts 
as regards petty verbal details, the material appears sufficient to settle the 
text of this important version. 

•[60J The Bengali version is closely allied to the Vulgate, but is un

questionably superior to the latter in so far that it is happily free from a large 
number of late accretions which encumber the Vulgate. Of such " omis

sions", exhibiting the superiority of the Bengali version, the following will 
serve as illustrations : 

(1) The entire Brahmā-Gajṇeśa complex in adhy. 1, of which the 
Bengali version contains not the remotest trace. The spurious character of 
this passage has been diseussed and demonstrated so often that it is unneces
sary to dilate upon it here! 

(2) The short dialcgue of 8 lines (71*) between Paraśurāma and the 
shades of his ancestors, in the beginning of adhy. 2‚ which is wholly unneces
sary here, and is, as a matter of fact, only an excerpt from a detailed des
cription of the principal Indian tīrthas, which occurs in the Araṇya (B. 3. 
83. 29 ff.),* 

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

(4) A long interpolation (App. 1. No. 78) of 119 lines in adhy. 138 
(Bom. ed.), which gives an inflated account of the defeat and the ultimate 

capture' of Drupada by the Pāṇḍavas. It is one of the miniature Bhārata¬

yuddhas – mere byplay for the benefit of the gallery – which expand and em

bellish the Southern recension and the Vulgate. The older version disposes 
of the battle in two lines, which, taking everything into consideration, is after 
all perhaps not a very inadequate treatment, as already remarked. 

(5) More than usual interest attaches to another omission in the Ben

gali version, which concerns a wellknown and popular seene deseribing the 
diseomfiture of Kanṇa at Draupadī's svayaṃvara, which is commonly be

lieved to be one of the main reasons why he always entertained feelings of 
such deep and implacable hatred towards Kṛṣiṇā (Draupadī), and lost 
thereafter no opportunity to hurt and humiliate her. 

This passage deserves a detailed consideration. Ramesh Chandra DUTT, 
who had to make a very careful selection of the incidents of the epic in com

pressing the story, has made this scene the centre of his poetic account of 

1 Cf. p. L i n . footnote I. above. 
* [See now CriI. Ed. 3.8I.24ff] 
2 See F . BELLONIFILIPPI, ‘‘L'episodio di Kadrū e di Vinatā nell’ edizione 

critica del Mahābhārata" (Traduzioni di epica indiana), published in the Ascoli 
Memorial Volume, Silloge Linguistka (Torino 1980). 
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the marriage of Draupadī, and given a vivid rendering of the passage in 
his Epic of the Bharatas : 

" Uprose Kama, peerless archer, proudest of the archers he. 
And he went and strung the weapon, fixed the arrows gallantly, 
Stood like Surya in his splendour and like Agni in his flame', – 
Pandu's sons in terror whispered, Kama sure must hit the aim ! 
But in proud and queenly accent Drupad's queenly daughter said : 
4 Monarch's daughter, born a Kshatra, Suta's son 1 will not wed.' 
Karna heard with crimsoned forehead, left the emprise almost done. 
Left the bow already circled, silent gazed upon the Sun ! " 

The situation is, undoubtedly, full of dramatic possibilities. Just at the 
moment when the prize was going to be snatched away from the heroes of 
the epic by an upstart, [6lJ the brave little Draupadī comes to the rescue 
and snubs openly, in the presence of the assembled princes, the’ semidivine 
bastard, the understudy of the Villain of the piece, the unwanted suitor, who 
thereupon withdraws discomfited ; and everybody breathes a sigh of relief. 
A tense scene ! 

Unfortunately, this melodramatic interlude, to judge by the documen

tary evidence, appears to be the handiwork of a very late Vyāsaīd, as it is 
found only in K 4 Ñ 2 Dn D 2 . 4 . r>, that is, one manuscript of the K group, 
one Nepali manuscript, and three composite Devanāgarī manuscripts, besides 
the Nīlakaṇṭha version ! A l l of these are late and inferior or conflated manus

cripts. It is missing, on the’ other hand, not only in the śāradā version and 
the Southern recension (as in the case of many of the interpolations of the 
Vulgate), but for once, also in the entire Bengali version ! 

It might seem a piece of sheer vandalism or peiVerseness to omit this 
seemingly beautiful little passage, which has won its way into people's hearts, 
from any edition of the Great Epic of India, relying merely upon documen
tary evidence. A little’ reflection will, however, convince any one that the 
loss to the epic is not as serious as one might, at* first, suppose, since it is a 
palpably faked and thoroughly unreal situation. If one thinks about it at all, 
one fails to understand how Draupadī, who was, after all, then only an unexpe
rienced maiden in her teens, had recognized the King of Aṅgas (whom she had 
probably never seen before) and known him for the son of a coachman, unfit 
to wed a princess. He had been invited by her father. At least he was 
given a seat of honour among the princes. He is specifically named by 
Dhṛṣṭadyumna among the suitors (I. 177. 4). Moreover, it does not appear 
as if the bride elect had much choice or voice in the matter, at the time of 
these elaborate and formal state functions notwithstanding that they were 
called svayamvaras. She had to wed any competitor who excelled in the 
particular proficiency test which had befen arranged by her father or guardian. 
She was vlryaéulka : she. was given by heT guardian to the highest bidder. 
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the price paid being heroism, or rather proficiency in marksmanship. This 
is quite evident from the words of Yudhisthira, addressed later to the Purohita 
of Drupada (I. 185. 23 I.) : 

We accordingly find, as a matter of fact, that without murmur or hesitation, 
she follows an unknown and apparently undistinguished Brahman boy – 
Arjuna in disguise – who happens to have hit the mark. She does not know 
him from Adam, but she make's no inquiries about his status or lineage 
Even if this were regarded as a case of romantic love at first sight for the 
handsome and heroic bowman (which it certainly is not), she never opens 
her lips when Yudhisthira proposes that she should be the common wife of 
the five brothers, which must have shattered her romance to smithereens, but 
quietly submits to (what is made to appear) as a most unusual and un
natural, if not a shocking, proposal, and from which even her old father and 
brother recoil with perplexity and amazement. It seems to me, therefore, 
that the documentary evidence' is amply supported here by intrinsic probabi
lity. 

[62] Examples of other important " omissions " in the Bengali version 
which distinguish it from the Devanāgarī are : 54*, 60*, 71*, 152*, 171*, 274, 
277*, 689*, 1171*, 1205*, 1270*, 1614* (proverbs, one of them being a 
citation from Manu), 1714* (a short list of sacred rivers), 1788*, 1827*, 
1841*, all of which occur in the Vulgate, but are missing in the Bengali 
version. 

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

I. 22 B S ¾f¾ : K ( mostly ) D ( mostly ) firf. 
1. 42 B S : Ko.2–4 D ( mostly ) -r-f =EI. 
7. 3 B D ( mostly ) S -T-R : K § S R . 
39. 10 B D ( mostly) S m: : Ś1 K ( with a few D ) -p:. 
64. 29 N B D S mm : K etc., etc., etc. 

Other examples have been cited under the description of the K version. 
In these cases, I have, as a rule, given preference to the agreement bet¬

ween B and S, on the postulated principle of the originality of the agreement 
between independent versions, adopting in the constituted text, the concor
dant reading ; but owing to the circumstance, that sporadic contamination 
between B and S, as a whole, cannot be altogether denied and that there are, 
as a matter of fact, some Bengali manuscripts that stand, palpably, under 
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the influence of the Southern tradition, even in the matter of minor readings, 
it is impossible to be perfectly certain about the' originality of a reading com
mon to B and S. I am, however, of opinion that the probability is always 
on the side of the concordant reading, though the evidence of this agreement 
may be rebutted by other considerations, such as intrinsic probability or the 
evidence" of pertinent testimonia. 

The Devanāgarī Version. 

The Devanāgarī script plays in the Mahābhārata textual tradition the 
important role of being the commonest medium of the contamination of 
different Mahābhārata versions. A Devanāgarī manuscript of the Mahā
bhārata may, in fact, contain practically any version or combination of ver
sions. 

Of the four ” Devanāgarī ” scholiasts whose commentaries were collated 
for the Ādi, Arjunamiśra is certainly an Easterner, and bases his commentary 
on the Bengali text ; Ratnagarbha appears to be a Southerner, and his text 
is evidently a blend between the Northern and the Southern texts ; while 
Nilakaṇṭha is quite definitely a Westerner, though he seems to have written 
his commentary in Benares. The provenance of the fourth and the last 
commentator mentioned above cannot be determined with certainty ; but it 
might be surmised that Devabodha was a " Northerner ” ; in any case, his 
text (to judge by the lemmata in his commentary) shows remarkable affinities 
with the North-western or Kaśmīrī version (v) . 

Mpst of the Devanāgarī manuscripts, as already remarked, are eclectic 
on no recognizable principle : now they approach the Southern tradition (S), 
now the purer Northern (v) . If any one were to maintain that just this 
composite' text was the original, a patchwork of disjointed ancient passages, 
which had later split up into the Northern and Southern recensions (as might 
easily be implicitly assumed by the protagonist, say, of Nīlakaṇtha's version), 
it would be a thesis difficult to substantiate. It .[63J seems more natural to re

gard, as already observed, the Devanágari as a sort of "vulgar” script (like 
the Latin, in Europe), the script understood by the savants all over India, 
into which many of the local versions were, from time to time, transcribed, 
a circumstance which facilitated contamination and conflation. 

It has been mentioned above that the Devanāgarī version contains many 
more interpolations than even the Bengali. It would be no exaggeration to 
say that the Devanāgarī manuscripts, which are by far the most numerous 
of Mahābhārata manuscripts, are, at the same time, the least important of 
them with the possible exception of those of the adjoining version, Telugu. 

The Devanāgarī Version of Arjunamiśra. 

This is in a sense a misnomer, because this Devanāgarī version, as already 
remarked, is nothing but a Devanāgarī transcript of the Bengali version. 
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Instances of the concord of B and Da will be found under : L 4. 6 ; 7. 13 ; 
8. 22 ; 10. 2 ; 11. 7 ; 26. 38 ; 33. 25 f. ; H I . 4 ; 14I. 21 ; 143. 6 ; etc., etc. 

The name of the commentary is variously given as (Mahā) Bhāratārtha¬

(pra)dīpikā and Bhāratasaṃgrahadīpikā.1 The commentary on the different 
parvans has been handed down singly or in groups of a few parvans at a 
time*. Complete manuscripts of the commentary are said to exist in Bengal, 
but even there they are not common. The manuscripts, which are written 
in Bengali or Devanāgarī characters, have various dates in the seventeenth 
or later centuries ; the earliest hitherto reported date is V. Saṃvat 1676 
(ca. A.D. 1620). Arjunamiśra, who styles himself Bhāratācārya in the colo
phons of his commentary, was the son of īśāna, who was a " Reciter" 
(pāṭhaka) or "Prince of Reciters" (pāthakarāja) of the Mahābhārata, and 

who appears to have borne, like his son, the title Bhāratācārya. Arjunamiśra 
is cited by name' by Nīlakaṇṭha once in his commentary on the Mahābhārata 
(ad B. 3. 29I. 70) and was, therefore, certainly anterior to Nīlakaṇṭha, who 
belongs to the last quarter of the seventeenth century. Arjuna, in turn, men

tions, among his predecessors : Devabodha, Vimalabodha, śāṇdilya, Sarvajña¬

Nāṛāyaṇa (also known as NārāyaṇaSarvajña or merely Nārāyaṇa). He 
appears to have based his scholium closely on that of Devabodha, from whose 
commentary Arjuna often cites, verbatim long extracts, without specifically 
naming the source. Arjuna wrote also a commentary on the Purusasükta, 
to which he himself refers in the Dipikā on B. 14. 25. 26. T E L A N G 2 surmises 
that he is posterior to the Vedantist iśajṃkarācārya ; and H O L T Z M A N N 3 assigns 
him to the thirteenth or fourteenth century, both without mentioning any 
cogent reasons for their assumptions. Arjuna has treated the Harivaṃśa as 
an integral part of the epic, elaborately defending this position ; his commen
tary, therefore, embraces the Harivaṃśa also.4 

•[64J Following the example of my predecessors, I have utilized Deva
nāgarī manuscripts of his commentary and treated his version as a sub-division 
of the Devanāgarī version. The two Devanāgarī manuscripts utilized by me 
are, however, extremely corrupt. Moreover, the text they contain is evidently 
contaminated from the Vulgate, as proved by the glaring discrepancies that 
exist between the readings of the text and the lemmata in the commentary 

1 See, for further details, Harapras*ada SHASTRI, A Descriptive Catalogue of 
Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Collections of the Asiatic Society of Bengal (Calcutta 
1928), Preface, pp. lxixff, HOLTZMANN, Das Mahābhārata, 3. 67 f. ; and SUKTHAN
KAR, ” Arjunamiśra," Dr. Modi Memorial Volume, p. 565 f. 

2 The Bhagavadgttā (S. B. E. vo l . 8), p. 204. 
Das Mahābhārata, 3. 67 f. 

4 Haraprasada SHASTRi, op. cit. p. xxxv i , wrongly assumes that it was Arjuna
miśra who '‘boldly made the proposal of including the Harivamśa 12,OOO" in the 
Mbh. This fact is already implied in the Parvasarngraha, which calls Harivarhéa 
the Khila and includes it in the list of the 100 sūt>parvans ! 

6 
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(e. g. I. I. 17, 22). This corruption of the Arjunamiśra manuscripts, l could 
not explain at first, but now it is clear that it is due to their being faulty 
transcripts of Bengali originals. Two such Bengali manuscripts1 (unaccom
panied by the epic text) were sent to me subsequently by my kind friend Pro
fessor Sushil Kumar D E of the' University of Dacca from the collection of 
the Dacca University. These manuscripts are far superior, as is but natural, 
to the Devanāgarī manuscripts. It would seem, therefore, expedient to secure 
and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arjunamiśra's 
commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengali version (with 
the symbol Ba) ; or, still better, such Bengali manuscripts of his commentary 
as are unaccompanied by the epic text. The reason of the last precaution 
will be presently explained. 

A word of caution is here necessary in regard to what are cited in the 
critical notes as the readings of Arjunamiśra. The readings found in the 
(epic) text accompanying the commentary have, as a rule, been taken to re
present the readings of Arjunamiśra. The commentary was consulted by me 
only occasionally, in case of doubt or difficulty, or when a pāṭhāntara was 
noticed during a hurried perusal of the commentary. It is, therefore, more 
than likely that, since the (epic) text of our Arjunamiśra manuscripts is con
flated with various types of texts, in particular with the Nīlakaṇṭha type, 
some errors in our readings have crept in. 2 Such errors can, however, be 
rectified only by carefully working through the whole commentary word for 
word, and comparing the lemmata with the (epic) text of the manuscripts. 
Even then one can, of course, be sure only of the words and passages actually 
cited by the scholiast. 

In passing, it may be mentioned that the practice of combining text and 
commentary in one manuscript is probably not very old. It is almost cer

tain that the autograph copy of the œmmentator was not made up on the 
tripartite’ system of combining the epic text and commentary in such a way 
that [the] text occupies a central strip of the folio, while* the commentary is 
written in two narrow strips, one at the top and the other at the bottom of 
the folio, which is the prototype of the Bombay po/hiform editions. The 
scholiast must have written his commentary, certainly at first, on separate 
leaves, especially in the case of voluminous texts like those of the two epics. 
Accordingly the commentaries of Devabodha and Vimalabodha have been 
handed down always unaccompanied by the epic text. Those of Arjunamiśra 
and Nīlakajṇṭha, on the other hand, are generally accompanied by the epic 
text, but the two Dacca manuscripts (lent to me by Professor D E ) , as was 
mentioned above, contained only the commentary. The two elements – text and 

1 Dacca University Collection, Nos. 989 A, and 2318 (dated Śaka 1689). 
2 Cf. WINTERNITZ‚ InM. Prag. I. 65 ; and SUKTHANKAR, '‘ Epic Studies II," 

ABI. II. 167 f. 
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commentary – appear to have been combined into the tripartite form by pro

fessional scribes. If this combination was done under the supervision of the 
commentator or at [65] least in his lifetime, there is some chance of the 
scribe's reproducing in an approximately correct form, the text of the com

mentator. But if the combination is made independently of him and especially 
if made some time after the death of the commentator, there is every chance 
that the scribe would combine the commentary he was copying with some 
text known better to himself than to the scholiast. In the latter case, there

fore, it must remain doubtful how far the epic text of such a manuscript re

sembles the text actually commented upon by the scholiast. It is conse

quently best to use always texts of the commentary unaccompanied by the 
epic text, though it is an extremely laborious process to collate such a manus

cript with any given Mahābhārata text ; but we eliminate in this way auto

matically all chances of avoidable errors of commission and omission. 

The Devanāgarī Version of Nīlakaṇṭha : the Vulgate. 

Nīlakaṇtha, considered until lately, at least in India, as the most trust

worthy guide for the exposition of the Mahābhārata, was a Brahmin scholar 
of Mahārāṣṭra, with the surname Caturdhara (modern Ghaudhari), sen of 
Govinda Süri and Phullāmbikā, residing at Kūrparagrāma (modern Kopar¬

gaon) on the Godavari.1 Nilakaintha wrote his commentary on the Mahā

bhārata (and another work called the Gaṇeśagītā), in Benares, in the last 
quarter of the seventeenth century. He appears to be the author also of a 
work called Mantrarahasyaprakāśikā. 

At the beginning of his commentary on the Great Epic, Nīlakaṇṭha tells 
us that before writing his scholium, the Bhāratabhāvadīpa, he had compared 
many copies of the Mahābhārata, collected from different parts of India, 
with a view to determining the " best" readings and even consulted the 
scholia of old authorities : 

snraī 3«^UUJ¾C*J 3ra*nwr¾ w<duw<0tn n 

We accordingly find that he occasionally mentions (in about 125 places) va

riant readings and additional passages found in different provincial versions 
(most of which can be identified ámcng the readings of the manuscripts com

prising our critical apparatus), and cites (as a rule, without naming the 
source) the explanations given by other scholiasts – information, seanty 
though it is, yet of immense interest and value for the history of the received 
text. Variants cited by Nilaka<ṇtha will be found in the footnotes under : 
1. 1. 1‚ 3, 4, 6, 8, 13, 19, 22, 41, 80, 100, 118, 129, 185, 188 ; 2. 6, 64, 243 ; 

1 See PRINTZ " Bhāṣāworter, in Nīlakaṇṭha's Bhāratabhāvadīpa," Einleitung, 
KZ. 44. 70 ff. 



84 PROLEGOMENA 

3. 19, 149, 189 ; 4. 1 ; 5. 9 ; 11. 1 ; 13. 2, 29 ; 14. 8, 16 ; 16. 10, 33 (found 
only in C d !) ; 18. 11 ; 19. 6 ; 24. 9 ; 27. 35 ; 28. 24 ; 30. 5 (not found else

where !), 11; 32. 18 ; 33. 20 ; 38. 30 ; 39. 11 ; 46. 25, 29 (not found else

where!); 49. 4‚ 17; 50. 912, 17; 51. 4 (not found elsewhere!), 5 ; 53. 
34 ; 54. 3, 8 ; 55. 3 ; 57. 21, 22, 78 ; 58. 35 f., 50 ; 59. 54 ; 62. 10 ; 68. 38 ; 
69. 26 ; 70. 3, 19, 46 ; 7I. 31. 51 ; 82. 8 ; 87. 12 ; 88. 22 ; 89. 51 ; 92. 43 ; 
102. 23; 109. 10, 12, 15 (not found elsewhere!) ; 110. 33; 114. 2 ; 117. 
9 ; 118. 9 ; 120. 10 (Nīlp ^ . . c ^ K f as in text ; om. through oversight ; cf. 
B. I. 130. 10) ; 124. 32 ; 125. 2 ; 131. 8 ; 133. 18 (" Gauḍapātha ") ; 141. 7 ; 
143. 12 ; 148. 10 ; 150. 15 ; 153. 3 ; 154. 2, 13 ; 155. 28, 34, 49 ; 158. 14 
(mentions Devabodha!), 46; 161. 4 (not found elsewhere!) ; 168. 25; 
169. 20 ; 170. 21 ; 171. 7 ; 178. [66J 9 ; 186. 1 ; 188 colophon (mentions S in

terpolation, the Nālāyanī episode) ; 190. 5 ; 19I. 18 ; 192. 10, 27 ; 197. 14 ; 
199. 19, 30; 206. 2 ; 207. 23; 214. 9, 11 ; 218. 31. 33 (not found else

where!); 219. 3 ; 221. 5 (not found elsewhere!); 223. 17. The readings 
of Nīlakaiatha's own text are, as a rule, inferior ; our text readings will be 
found mostly among Nilakaṇtha's pāthāntaras. 

Nīlakaṇtha refers to Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Arjunamiśra, Ratna¬
garbha, and SarvajñaNārāyaṇa, in the course of his comments on the differ

ent parvans. Devabodha, who is one of the oldest (if not the oldest) com

mentators of the Mahābhārata hitherto known, he refers while commenting 
on 11 158. 14 ( = B. 1. 170. 15.) : 

¾¾<<HI q ^ o f r  i f% :RT * r g r o f a 11 

Not a single word of this stanza, as cited here, is commented on, how

ever, by Devabodha ! The only word in Devabodha's scholium which might 
possibly have been taken from some reading of the stanza before Devabo

dha is 5i^Frr: (= T%T:) and that does not occur in the reading of the stanza 
cited by Nīlakajriṭha. The mention of Devabodha by Nilakaṇṭha here, is, 
therefore, surely honoris causa. Such mistakes by commentators are far too 
frequent to cause surprise or need comment1 It is, however, noteworthy 
that the reason Nīlakaṇtha assigns for considering this as an ancient variant 
is that it had been commented on by Devabodha and others. This shows 
that Nīlakāṇtha held Devabodha in high esteem, and reckons him among 
the ancient authorities. What Nīlakaṇtha regards as " ancient ” (pracīna) 
is of course a matter for speculation. Nevertheless I do not think that he 
would have called DeVabodha a ” prācīna ” commentator, unless the inter

1 Cf. KIELHORN, " On the Jainendra Vyākarana"‚ Ind. Ant. 10. 75 ; 16. 24 : 
and SUKTHANKAR, " Misleellaneous Notes on Mamrnaṭa's Kāvyaprakāśa ”, ZDMG. 
66 (1912). 541 f. 
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val between them was at least four or five centuries. Nīlakaṇṭha refers to 
Devabodha again in B. 7. 82. 2 : ugqftff: s g r ô * r ô ^ ;ft %tft*u 

Arjunamiśra he cites in his comment on B . 3. 291. 70 : ^ ¾ - T ^ ¾¾m<¾i¾'J!Fr, 

Since Arjunamiśra also cites Devabodha, we can arrange the three com
mentators in an incontrovertible sequence ; Devabodha – Arjunamiśra – Nīla¬
kaṇtha.1 

The text used or prepared by Nīlakaṇṭha is a smooth and eclectic but 
inferior text, of an inclusive rather than exclusive type, with an inconsider

able amount of Southern element. 

As instances of simplification in the Vulgate, I may cite : 1. 2. 144 Text 
=tfrfirot: ( Vulg. <?r ft*ft; cf. 1. 13. 20 ; 41. 21 ) ; 2. 189 *sfci* ( ¾faf>ftf ); 10. 6 
OTTOT ( Hm m; c f 1. 187. 6 ); 37. 10 ^ R ¾ fäfef: ( *ft äft%T ); 
39. 16 ftRT ( ¾ft ); 45. 16 913 q^fiwrafrsftr ( ¾ ? f a ^ ) ; 62. 12 m° ( ^° ); 
96.16 ¾nTt ( s ¾ r ) ; 122. 5snpr% ( F g ? r ) ; 122 .42 ( a¾a¾); 
139.18 ftsarinfc m (¾¾r"n¾sr ¾*n); 150. 8 ¾eft: (npfc ); 2 2 1 . 1 §j¼ 

( ^ f t ); etc., etc. 

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

93 Text 1® ( Vulg. ¾^c"n ); 9. 2 f¾^T ( ); 119. 8 in *S3r% ("TT *l t f <ti ); 

181. 25 8 ī f ^ ( 3TW^cT;); 184. 1 stfH ( ^ " f ); etc., etc. 

I add a selection of the Southern passages wnich were interpolated into 
the Northern recension by Nīlakaṇṭha or by one of his immediate predeces

sors in the field : 263*, 299*, 473*, 513*, 598*, 700*, 701*, 722*, 857*, 863* 
963*, 977*, 1037*, 1054*, 1062*, 1066*, 1069*, 1100*. 1101*, 1169*, 1211*, 
1548*, 1768*, 1828*, etc., etc., as also passage No. 56 of App. I. 

Nīlakaṇtha's text has acquired in modern times an importance out of all 
proportion to its critical value,2 to the utter neglect of far superior texts, such 
as the Kaśmīrī or Bengali. 

Nīlakaṇtha's guiding principle, on his own admission, was to make the 
Mahābhārata a thesaurus of all excellences (culled no matter from what 
source). At the beginning of his commentary on the Sanatsujātlya, Nīla¬

kaṇṭha naively remarks (Bom. ed. IJdyoga 42) : 

1 Many of thes? facts were communicated by me in a paper read before the 
International Congress of Orientalists, Leiden (1931), and entitled "Miscellany 
ous Notes on Mahābhārata Commentators " ; cf. the summary in Actes dus XVIUe 
Congress International des orientalist es (Leiden 1932), p. 156. [See now Epic 
Studies – III below, l 

2 Even HOLTZMANN, Das Mahābhārata, 3. 74 : " Für die Erklärung der Ein

zelheiten ist er von grosser Bedeutung 

6A 
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That Southern manuscripts were utilized by him is incontrovertibly prov
ed, for instance, from the fact that he cites at the end of his comment on Ādi 
196 (Bom. ed.), the Nālāyanī and Bhaumāśvi episodes (in two adhyāyas), 
which are typical Southern interpolations, not found in any Northern manus
cript : 

- h f ä ¾ w ¾ *-f39R*r r 

Characteristically the scholiast speaks only in general terms (fr%r¶-s-f%) 
without furnishing any further information about the manuscripts in ques
tion. But, fortunately, he is not always so reticent. Thus he mentions speci
fically the Bengali version, while commenting on B. I. 145. 20 (3T=jlT¶*T>l ¾¬
~FT5 t~ ) and elsewhere ; cf. his notes on B. 3. 119. 3, and on 6. 43. 1 

(*ffal § ¾ i ¶am ?c9f"P. ^ ~ f ^tCTftfc5rorô). 

It must be said to his credit that there is at least one place where he 
honestly confesses his inability to understand the confused textual tradition, 
and that is in his comment on B . I. 22. 1 : 

fic¾lcf 5 ^ ^ W  2 Ī R %f½ raför I  t f f%ī^ i : ^tBI^Ir ? 

The (printed) editions of Nī1akaṇṭha's version leave much to be desir

ed. They have arbitrarily changed many of the readings and added a certain 
number of lines which are not found in the Nīlakaṇṭha manuscripts hitherto 
examined. 

Instances of lines of stanzas with which modern Pandits have enriched 
most of our (printed) Northern editions and which are lacking even in the 
Nīlakaṇṭha manuscripts, are besides a (Southern) passage of 21 lines given 
in App. I (No. 112) and another of 9 lines (998*), the following short inter

polations : 

[ 6 s l 27* g 5 R W ? & m 5¾t^RT 5 – ^ i – i n ^ I 
3 q p s ī & m ¾ns¾i *FtagT. w1 Ii B . 1.1. īoi I. 

146* <J¾IWhMT ¶Km Ś&tŚt US 4-18WWI¾ 
feīfenfo^ B. 1.2. 261 

1 Cf. TELANG, The Bhagvadagttä, p. 203 f.; and WINTERNITZ, Ind. Ant. 27 
(1898). 128. 

• -. Cf. our note cm adhy. 188 (p. 757). . 
~-*"Cf. our note on adhy. 19 (p. 132). : . : 
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148* – – n  – " pnsr rot in"ti^f¾R: i 
R T O  T O nrqi – : " H A f¼?fti¾rc: II B. 1. 2. 262 

224* 5ftf«:¶ 

3TRnEtWfe tft¾ f½¾fl!I: r^K^5TR=RT II B . 1. 8. 3 

314* g * f t q%<ueti 5IT§FJĪ: q f ^ I ¾ < T : I B . l . 28. 4 
752* mm sjfr¾ a s * ifär f ¼ 5 * R i P–4<f: i B . I . 7 9 . 1 3 

1048* ?Ψ%l 3 R ¾ ¾ i m 5 H ¾ ^RT¾äfä B . 1. 105. 9 

1099* ¾STS<WSf *T¾n ¾rf " R 3rf?5oT ¾ ¾ ^ I 

¾nw <œ f¾stö * s ~ : ^ * r a  ; : II B . l . 108. 12 

1805* ¾ l ¾ R m w l Sftfô ^ ¾ ^ f I B. 1. 184. 19 

1957* f¾¾Fgi jw*fi ^ f¾r¾¾n^i B . I. 200.26 

2043 ¾n¾f <ngtö: ^ I F f ¾sfrn¾f gf½¾H I 
m wfrsfq ugan s n á t ^ T ^ q ¾ ^ 11 B . 1.217.35 

It would, however, hardly repay, now, the trouble to reedit, from ma

nuscripts, the version of Nīlakaṇtha, as there are far better versions that 
could be edited instead, for instance, the Kaśmīrī. 

The manuscripts of the Nīlakaṇṭha version (which chow among them

selves slight discrepancies) contain a number of lines which are not found in 
any of the other versions (except occasionally in a few manuscripts of the 
composite Devanāgan version) ; e.g. 102*, 147*, 276*, 412*, 493*, 574*, 
699*, 765*, 838*, 1270*, 1457*, etc. They belong perhaps to the oral tra

dition which, at one time, had probably as great value and authority as the 
written text. 

Nīlakaṇṭha has misunderstood the text, and given doubtful, farfetched 
or fanciful interpretations at : B . 1. I. 52 ( *Ig:=ī?or: ↑ ), 275 ( ^m^: ); 2". 
3 3 ( Ä i r « = f B W ! ; 17. 12 ( s a g ) ; 23. 15 (Vedantic interpretation); 27. 8 
( i R : 3 f W ) ; 37.15 (the difference between g and ¾RT ); 43. 22 (   : ) 
47. 11 (¾TI^¾: ); 50. 3 ( ^ = 3 ? ^ ! ) ; 61. 11 ( l ī f a : ) ; 63. 90 
( 3%TT: ) ; 131. 52 ( mifô® ) ; 164. 9 ( context ); 166. 10 ( tj – ) . 232. 
17, 19 (esoteric meaning) ; etc., etc. 

Nīlakaṇṭha's stanza (B. I. 145. 20) : 

which appears to be sheer nonsense is so in fact. No other version, as far 
as I knew, contains this mystifying repetition. The explanation of the stanza 
by Nīlakaṇṭha is childish, to say the least. 
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The stanza containing the unintelligible word <jf§f ( v. 1. ¶fá¶ ) which 
Mllakaṇtha has great difficulty in explaining : 

looks uncommonly like one of the kūṭaślokas, said to be interspersed by 
Vyāsa at different places in his poem, in order to puzzle and confuse his di
vine amanuensis, but is, un-[69"[-fortunately, nothing of the kind. The 
passage is only one of the common instances of " conflate " readings. The 
stanza cited above is the Southern variant (473*) of the Northern stanza, 
which, in our edition, reads (I. 55. 8) : 

The ¾>f¾ -̂I in the former stanza is only a mislection of the original 
3>foīff9 (often mis-written ¾f¾f̂ -f, ^i¾!T-T)- which is the Southern equivalent 
¾f¾~ß*c-1.the reference being, no doubt, to the minister or statesman (mantrin) 
Kaṅika (named after the famous authority Kaṇika or Kaṇiṅka cited in the 
Arthaśāstra of Kautilya), who appears only once in the epic, and that express
ly for the purpose of expoundṃg his political philosophy to the Kauravas. 

As another instance of conflation which has had a rather disastrous effect 
on his text, I may cite Nīlakaṇṭha's version of the story of Dīrghatamas. 
The addition has been made in such a manner that one sentence of the ori

ginal has remained hanging in the air and cannot be construed at a l l ! The 
story begins at B. I. 104. 9. A l l goes well till stanza 28 : 

Then we read 29 : 

5¾r^TW m <M* * ga>r <rc¾ <=i¾rr Ii 

"Having spoken thus among themselves, they [seil, the inmates of the 
hermitage] to the anchorite Dīrghatamas. Then that wife also, having 
(already) obtained sons (?) (from him) did net (seek to) please the hus

band. " 

Bhīṣma, who is narrating the story, then goes on quite unconcernedly to 
speak about the wife (of Dīrghatamas) Pradvesī or Pradvis?antī; about the 
maryādā made by the exasperated Dīrghatamas, and so on. But what the 
inmates of the hermitage (āśramavāsinaḥ) did to Dīrghatamas, we never 
learn from the Vulgate. A l l modern translators try to eke out a sense by 
interpolating into the text some words to complete the sense. A reference to 
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the constituted text and the critical notes will, however, show that the text 
of the Vulgate is conflated; it is a most clumsy blend of interpolations from 
two entirely different sources (y and S), which, as is but natural, alters the 
situation considerably and confuses the narrative hopelessly. By athetizing 
either passage we get a tolerable text; by athetizing both we get the original, 
which is the constituted text. 

The Devanāgarī Version of Ratnagarbha. 

The critical notes contain only specimen collations of this version, which 
is a blend between the Northern and Southern recensions. Like the Telugu 
manuscripts, which will be described presently, it is eclectic, following now 
the Northern tradition, now the Southern. It seems to be an attempt to 
combine the two recensions by superposition, like the Kumbhakonam edition. 
Its composite character may be seen from 24*, 25*, 27*, 114*, 138*, 149*, 
170*, etc., etc. It contains the additional passages of the Southern recen

sion, as well as the Gaṇeśa episode, which latter is found only in late Nor
thern [70J (Devanāgarī) manuscripts : exactly like the Kumbhakonam edi
tion. The collation of this version was discontinued after the second adhyāya. 
The version may be safely ignored as useless for critical purposes. 

The Devanāgarī Version of Devabodha. 

A commentary older and more important than the Arthadīpikā of Ar
junamisra, and one more neglected still, is the Jñānadīpikā of Devabodha, 
cited here as Cd. Devabodha is certainly earlier than Vimalabodha, Arjuna¬

miára and Nīlakaṇṭha, all of whom cite him with great respect, and probably 
earlier than SarvajñaNārāyaṇa and Vādirāja. He is, therefore, most likely, 
the earliest commentator of the Mahābhārata hitherto known, and, in my 
opinion, also the best. The commentary is in any case most valuable, and its 
evidence, both positive and negative, of supreme importance for the consti

tution of the text. 

The Jñānadipikā is a concise ṭīkā ; that is, a running commentary, ex

plaining, as a rule, only the difficult words and passages in the text. Occa

sionally it offers explanations of constructional obscurities and grammatical 
difficulties, and gives the gist of passages ; in the latter case,, usually, under 
citation of entire verses (i.e. half ślokas) from the text. The extent of the 
commentary on the Ādi is given in one manuscript as 1400 granthas. The 
homage which Arjuna pays to Devabodha in the Introduction to his scholium 
is not a mere matter of form. Arjuna has in fact based his commentary 
largely on that of his predecessor. He has copied very large portions of Deva¬
bodha's commentary, sometimes verbatim, sometimes in extract. Moreover 
even when the two commentaries differ, the influence of Devabodha is plainly 
discernible. In fact, the Arthadipikā may be considered as a revised and 
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enlarged edition of the Jñānadipikā. The similarity of the names is sugges

tive and worthy of note. 

Unlike the commentaries of Arjunamiśra, Nīlakaṇṭha and Ratnagarbha, 
that of Devabodha is unaccompanied by the epic text. The question what 
was Devabodha's text cannot, therefore, be answered with any high degree of 
cestainty. The entire Southern recension and even the Vulgate may, how 
ever, be( definitely ruled out. There remain the Bengali, śāradā and ” K " 
versions. With the latter two, the pratīkas of Devabodha seem to show 
greater affinity than with the Bengali version. For instance, Devabodha has 
no comment on any of the six adhyāyas (including the Kaṇikanīti) of the cen 
tral subrecension (y), which are missing in śāradā and K . Worthy of special 
note is the absence of all reference to the Kaṇikaniti in Devabodha's commen

tary, since the4 passage has evoked lengthy comments from both Arjunamiśra 
and Nīlakaṇṭha. Still greater probative value has an addition which is peculiar 
to the Kaśmīrī version. This version adds at the very end of the Ādi a sup
plementary and superfluous adhyāya, – an addition which is only a variant 
of the well-known Purāṇic tale of Śvetaki's sacrifice, occurring earlier in the 
course of the same parvan. Curiously enough, the king who is called Śvetaki 
in the first version is here called śvetaketu ! That the version of Devabodha 
contained this additional adhyāya is revealed by the concluding remark of 
Devabodha's commentary on the Ādi : §rr%‡-r ¾<=r¾riRß JTm This remark will 
not apply to any version which has not the additional adhyāya peculiar to the 
Kaśmīrī version. These considerations tend to show that the version of De¬
vabodha was of the Śāradā-K type. And the inference is confirmed by many 
minor agreements, which need not be cited here. 

ḷ[7lJ The Composite Devanāgarī Version. 

The fourteen manuscripts (D-_14) comprising this version are misch¬

codices of small trustworthiness and cf no special value for critical purposes. 
Consequently, half of them (D 8 _ 1 4 ) were discontinued already after adhyāya 2. 
The characteristics of these manuscripts may be briefly noticed here. 

D 3 is akin to Dn and looks uncommonly like a Nīlakaintha manuscript 
minus the commentary. Yet it differs conspicuously from the ordinary Nila¬

kāṇṭha manuscripts by the unaccountable omission of the entire Brahma¬

Gaṇeśa complex (that is, both the visit of Brahma and the employment of 
Gaṇeśa as a scribe, which arises out of the visit) as well as the description 
of the battle in which the Pāṇḍavas capture Drupada and hand him over as 
gurudakṣiṇā to their preceptor, Ācārya Droṇa (App I, No. 78). The* omis

sion of these episodes points rather in the direction of Bengal, since Kaśmir 
is excluded by the mass of other interpolations which D1 contains, as also by 
the almost complete lack therein of readings peculiar to éx K . The manus
cript may be a blend of Bengali and some composite Devanāgarī manuscript 
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or manuscripts. – D 2 (like D 5 ) is akin to K 3 „ 6 and might have been with 
advantage classed with them ; see, for instance, the critical apparatus per

taining to the list of the contents of the Arajṇyaparvan in adhy. 2. – D 3 is 
palpably under Southern influence, to prove which it is sufficient to point out 
that it transposes the śakuntalā and Yayāti episodes, a transposition which 
is quite peculiar to the Southern tradition. – D 4 contains notably large addi
tions from Southern manuscripts, additions which are either entered on the 
margin or, when the marginal space would net suffice, written on supplemen
tary folios. The Southern influence is illustrated by the following passages : 
587*, 594*, 596*, 598*. 599*, 602*, 603*, 604*, 605*, 609*, 610*, 611*, 
612*, 613*, 617*, 621*, 623*, 624*, 628*, 629*, 630*, 633*, 634*, 635*, 
637*, 670*, 671*, 713*, 715*, 1255 ‚ 1256*, 1257*, and scores of others. 
Cf. also the following passages given in App. I : 35, 46-48, 52, 53, 55, 56, 
59, 64, 67-69, etc., etc. – D 5 (like D 2 ) often stands in opp:sition to other 
manuscripts of this composite class, agreeing with K 3 _ B , with which it might 
have been with advantage classed. Like K 4 . 6 , it contains Southern additions 
as well, e.g. 1565*. 1579*, 1580*, etc., and passage No. 89 of App. I .–The 
manuscripts D 6 7 were discontinued after adhy. 53. Frequently they are 
found to be in opposition to the Vulgate and agreeing with the manuscripts 
of the e group. They also show 230*, which is a Southern passage, 

D g _ 1 4 , as already remarked, were collated only as specimens for the first 
two adhyāyas and discontinued thereafter – Of these, D 8 _ 1 2 1 i are palpably 
under Southern influence, as is evidenced by their containing one or the other 
of the following typical Southern insertions : 18*, 21*, 22*, 24*, 32*, 42*, 
45*, 48*, 49*, 56*, 80*, 81*, 89*, 114*, 117*, 138*, 149*, 1 7 0 V - D 1 3 , 
which is a fragmentary manuscript, beginning almost at the end of adhy. 1, 
is used in this edition practically oniy for adhy. 2, as it is diseontinued at the 
end of that adhyāya. The text shows strong affinities with the version of Ar
junamisra. – The text of D 1 4 is a complex. It contains some old readings 
such as are preserved only in the Kaśmīrī manuscripts, but also an extra
ordinarily large number of individual readings, not found elsewhere (cf. 1. 1. 
50, 63 ; 2. 101. etc ). At the same time, it is contaminated from some Sou
thern source, perhaps the Malayālam version ! 

[72] The Devanāgarī manuscripts of the Mahābhārata in the Tanjore 
Library seem to have been all copied during the regime of the Maratha Chiefs 
of Tanjore, and are a blend of the Northern and Southern recensions, and as 
such, of little value for text-critical purposes. 

The Telugu Version. 

The Telugu version, situated as it is on the boundary line which divides 
the Northern from the Southern recension, was particularly open to contami
nation from the Northern tradition. We accordingly find -that-themajoiity 
of Telugu manuscripts are eclectic on no recognizable principles, presenting 
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somewhat the aspect of a mosaic of the texts of the Northern and Southern 
recensions, not unlike the Kumbhakcnam edition. Tx is one of the extremely 
few Southern manuscripts which contain the (Northern) salutational stanza 
*n03T *WVfrrM etc. For the Northern element in the makeup of Tl9 cf. 29*, 30*, 
96*, 97*, 98*, 106*, etc, etc. As compared with T l t T 2 shows a purer Sou

thern tradition and has distinct leanings towards the Grantha version. – T 3 only 
replaces the fragmentary manuscripts T,, which breaks off at the end of 
adhy. 18L 

Important variants of one other Telugu manuscript (Tanjore 11809) are 
now given by Professor P. P. S. SASTRI in his edition of the Southern recen

sion. It does not differ appreciably from our Telugu manuscripts. 

The Grantha Version. 

The Grantha version is the version of the Tamil country, and is written 
in the socalled Grantha script. It is one of the two important Southern Ver

sions, the other being the Malayálam. The Grantha version – to judge by the 
manuscripts utilized for the Critical Edition, and for Professor P. P. S. 
SASTRI'S Southern Recension – is more heavily interpolated than the Mala¬

yalam, and is also more influenced, on the whole, by the Northern recension. 

For the beginning of the Ādi, we get, temporarily, the subgroups G^3 
and G 4 H 5 , but soon the configuration changes to G ^ 2 . 4 . 5 . versus G 3 . G. The 
latter group (G3..Q) represents the purer Southern tradition, agreeing with M 
against the other Southern manuscripts, whereas the four MSS. G ^ . ^ are 
not merely heavily interpolated but stand palpably under Northern influence. 
A l l Grantha manuscripts are probably contaminated (directly or indirectly) 
jrom Northern sources in different degrees. G 0 shows, on the whole, little Nor

thern influence, but 419*, 494*, 693*, 1310*, 1312*, 1885*, 1975*, and pas

sage No. 73 of App. I, show that even G 6 is probably net entirely free from 
contamination, since all these (Northern) passages are missing in M . 

SASTRI'S edition of the Southern recension gives the (most important) 
variants of five Grantha manuscripts of which three, %% ^ and ar (the latter 
being SAST¶u's "principal text") are identical with our G 4 , G 5 and G f l res

pectively. Extracts from a Grantha manuscript belonging to the Royal 
Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland (Whish Collection, No. 65) have 
been given by Professor W I N T E R N I T Z 1 and compared with the text of the 
Bombay edition (śaka 1799). The passages which differ from the Bombay 
edition [15] have been underlined in his extracts, and the corresponding 
passages of the latter are given opposite each line : a convenient arrangement 
which shows, at a glance, the relation of the two texts to each other for the 

1 Ind. Ant. 1898. 69 ff., 92 ff, 124 ff. 
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passages excerpted.1 

The clearest proof2 of the contamination of G^.^., from some Northern 
source is furnished by 294*, a Northern passage, added in this subgroup 
irrelevantly before I. 20. I. The two lines comprising this passage must have 
been interpolated in a remote ancestor of GV2.A.:, by a clumsy seribe, who had 
missed the right place by four stanzas, and have remained there ever since, 
fortunately. Another rather transparent interpolation in G r 2 . 4 .  from a late 
Northern source is a passage referred to already, No. 14 of App. I, which des

cribes the circumstances under which Aru!tia becomes the charioteer of the 
Sun, an irrelevant digression. Cf. also 1373*, 1375*, 1377*, and passage No. 
76 of App. I. 

The subgroup contains an amazingly large number of interpolations, 
which have not been found, so far, elsewhere, and of which a few may be men

tioned as illustrations : 320*, 322*, 326*, 330*, 337*, 345*, 351* (third 
line!), 357*, 363*, 364*, 368*, 371*, 373*, 382*, 386*, 387*, 388*, 406*, 
519*, 584*, 636*, 705*, 706*, 741*, 755*, etc., etc. 

But the Grantha version itself inclined to admit freely new lines. In

stances of rather lengthy interpolations of G are furnished by passages No. 35

39, 73 and 93 of App. I . Most of the interpolations are however short, con

sisting, as a rule, of less than 10 lines, e.g. 500*, 501*, 502*, 504*, 507*, 
509*, 510*, 511*, 520*, 552*, 569*, 570*, 693*, 814*, 841*, 897*, 1259% 
1268*, 1312*, 1313*, 1316*. 1319*, 1320*, 1372*, 1435*, 1441*, 1447*, 
1448*, 1452*, 1453*, 1476*, 1489*, l53l* , 1541*, 1542*, 1543*, 1544*, 1545*, 
1547*, 1550*, 1551*, 1596*, 1597*, 1604*, 1631*, 1658*, 1666*, 1707*, 
1868*, 2009*, 2040*, etc.. etc. 

G7‚ which is one of the few Southern manuscripts containing the (Northern) 
mantra ^JΨJ ;ṛiftfir9 e t x  is, like T 1 ( a typical blend of the Northern 
and Southern tradition, and was, on that account, discontinued after adhy. 2. 
Its composite character may be seen from : 29*, 30*, 96*, 97*, 98*, 106*, 
l45*, etc., etc. 

The Malayālam Version. 

This is the version of Malabar, the Southernmost extremity of India. 
It is, in my opinion, the best Southern version. It is not only largely free 
from the interpolations of a ( = T G) , but appears to be also less influenced 
by N than a, wherein lies its importance for us. 

1 The collation of the text is accompanied by notes in which WINTERNITZ 
draws attention to the most striking points of difference between the two versions, 
without entering into a full discussion of all the various readings. The notes con

tain nevertheless many valuable textcritical observations. 
2 Cf. SUKTHANKAR, " Epic Studies III "‚ ABI. II. 269. 



94 PROLEGOMENA 

Instances of additional passages found in G (with or without T ) , but 
missing in M , are : 443*, 500*, 501*, 502*, 504*, 507*, 509*, 510*, 511*, 520*» 
552*, 569*, 570*. 691*, 693*, 814*, 839*, 841*, 897*, 1259*, 1268*, 1310% 
1312*, 1313*, 1316*, 1319*, 1320*, 1447*, 1448*, 1452*, 1453*, 1476*, 
1489*, 1523*, 1541*, 1542*, 1543*, 1544*, 1545*, 1547*, 1550*, 1551*, 
1563*, 1566*, 1596*, 1604*, 1658*, 1666*, 1751*, 1868*, 1872*, 1893*, 
1896*, 1935*, 2006*, 21007*, 2009*, 2021*, 2024*, 2032*, 2040*, 2052*, 
2053*, 2062**, 2071*, 2106*, etc. ; and the following passages of App. I : 
3539 and 73. 

•[743 M  often stands in antagonism to M 2 _ 4 , sometimes agreeing with 
manuscripts of the Northern recension ; and is, therefore, an untrustworthy 
guide. Mj,2.4 are incomplete manuscripts, ending with adhy. 53 ; in other 
words, with the Astīkaparvan. M6_8 replace these manuscripts in the Saṃbha¬

vaparvan, which is the name under which the remaining portion of the Ādi is 
known in the Southern recension. This practice of writing the two portions 
of the Ädi in separate volumes is worthy of note, as an archaic survival. It 
is, in my opinion, the reflex of some halfforgotten factor connected with the 
compilation of the Ädi, and seems to me to be textcritically highly impor

tant. It should seem that the South has never completely assimilated the 
(Northern) division of the epic into the conventional eighteen parvans. 

Instances of additional passages which distinguish M from all other ver¬

sions are : 407*, 453*, 800*, 801*, 842*, 970*, 1051*, 1052*, 1278*, 1437*, 
1438*, 1613*, 1678*, 1709*, 1871*, etc. 

Mi6_g constitute really one manuscript, as is proved, for instance by 
their repeating the following indubitable clerical errors : (i) in I. 85. 25, 
M e _ 8 repeat inconsequentially the words –ṛ<ftr át% Tī?r*ĪGr:; (ii) in 1, 154. 
13, they omit 13a and 13d, transposing 13b and 13°, which they read as one 
line; (iii) in 1. 193. 1, they all read the meaningless ^ (Text 
*Jrßtf f–Tt 3lfô ); (iv) they read I. 213. 4 a5 b erroneously after stanza 31 of 
adhy. 212 ; (v) in I. 213. 6, M 6 . 8 omit the words –^23f^FT: °f the text, 
for which M 7 shows a lacuna. Instances of readings peculiar to M 6 _ 8 are 
(reference to adhyāya and śloka) : 

58. 6 Ms-8 SW"""¾: rest fl?T¾:. 
106. 2 M 6-8 ^R^lrΨI^I:: rest S ^  ~ ī ; . 
157. 9 M 6  8 3i¾*¾2: : rest W3T*ā&I. 

Conflation in Me_7 is suggested by I. 209. 19, where M 6 . 7 have both the 
Northern reading and the Southern reading. 

It may be added that the cases cited are merely by way of illustrations. 
A careful study of the critical apparatus would easily furnish scores of other 
instances. 
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This version has several striking agreements with S 3, a fact all the more 
impressive, because M , a Southern version, hails from the province at the op
posite end of India from the province of ślt a Northern version ; for instance, 
Malayālam supports śx (against T G) in omiting the spurious parts of adhy. 
128-129 of the Bombay edition. 

W I N T E R N I T Z has published, in Devanāgarī transcript, portions of a frag
mentary Malayālam manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of 
Great Britain and Ireland (Whish Collection, No. 158), which contains 
twelve chapters of the Saṃbhavaparvan.1 The extracts contain the beginning 
of the Pūruvaṃśānukīrtana (our adhy. 90), the passage referring to Śakun– 
talä and the birth of Bharata (our I. 90. 27-34), and the end of the adhyā
ya (our I. 90. 93-96). The manuscript correctly shows the Southern trans
position of the śakuntalā and Yayāti episodes. It is interesting to observe 
that this manuscript also further shows the anticipation of I. 89. 1-16, before 
the Yayāti episode, which is found in our Malayālam manuscripts (cf. note 
on p. 282) and in the conflated M S S G 4 . r, (cf. note on p. 992), and wnich 
is text-critically highly important. 

[75] Readings or features which are peculiar to M or such as distinguish M 
from G (with or without T) will be found under : I. I. 3. 35, 45, 122, 128, 168, 
176, 179, 184, 189 ; 2. 100 ; 4. 4 ; 7. 10 ; 24. 1 ; 36. 3 ; 39. 2, 16 ; 53. 31 ; 
54, 6, 7 ; 57. 81 ; 61. 98 ; 67. 28 ; 68. 16, 51 ; 69. 9 ; 73. 33 ; 77. 9 ; 78. 
23 ; 80. 2 ; 84, 14 ; 86. 1 ; 92. 45 ; 93. 14 ; 94. 9, 27, 32 ; 95. 8 ; 96. 2, 57; 
93. 5, 12 ; 113. 22 ; 117. 5, 23 ; 119. 30 ; 123. 39 ; 129. 9-11 (om. in M ) ; 
132. 1 ; 136. 1 ; 138. 10 ; 139. 11 (om. in M ) ; 142. 19 ; 150. 10, 26 ; etc., etc. 

With regard to the versions deseribed above, it must be frankly admitted 
that they do not, by any means, form water-tight compartments. The isolec¬
tional boundaries, as is natural, do not coincide, but are independent of each 
other ; in other words, the textual peculiarities,, which are, in final analysis, 
the real basis of our classification, never have, as a matter of fact, an identi
cal area of distribution. The manuscripts cannot always be squeezed into the 
same moulds consistently. Thus, for instance, in the beginning of the Ādi, 
the Grantha version, as already remarked, shows two sub-groups G A _ 3 and 
G 4 _ 6 ; but soon the configuration changes and; from about adhy. 25 onwards, 
we get the grouping G x . 2 . 4 . 5 : G 3 . 6 . Not only that. Individual manuscripts, 
groups, or even versions often overstep the boundaries of their particular re
cension. Thus, for example, on the one hand, G1.2.4.:,. frequently agree with 
Ñ V B D ; M agrees with śx; s x and Ehi agree with S ; against other manus
cripts of their respective recensions. 

These diserepancies, as is shown in the sequel, are due chiefly to two 
different causes : firstly, initial fluidity of the text ; and, secondly, subsequent 

1 WINTERNITZ, Ind. Ant. 1898. 134 ff. 
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contamination or conflation. As regards fluidity : to conceive of the Epic of 
the Bhāratas – or for that matter, of any true epic – as a rigid or fixed com

position like the dramas or poems of Goethe or Milton, or even of Kāli¬

dāsa or Bhavabhūti, would be manifestly grotesque. Such a view can origi

nate only in a fundamental misconception of the origin, growth and function 
of epic poetry. 

In the case of the Mahābhārata, we find, however, the fact of the fluidi

ty of the original reflected in the tradition as preserved even to this day. 
Only a very late interpolation in some inferior Devanāgarī manuscripts speaks 
of the text as having been written down by Gaṇeśa to the dictation of Vyāsa, 
a fantastic story that we may ignore with an eaisy conscience. On the other 
hand, we are plainly told that the epic was first published, at an elaborate 
sacrificial session, in the form of a free recitation by Vaiśaṃpāyana, a direct 
pupil of the author, before king Janamejaya and the assembled guests. It 
was again recited by Sūta (or Sauti), who had heard it only at the first reci

tation, and somehow committed the whole poem to memory. After just one 
single hearing, he obviously could not reproduce such a voluminous text ver

batim et literatim. In the beginning, therefore, it is clear that the poem, which 
was committed to memory, was recited freely, as faithfully as the particular 
1eciter could contrive. This mode of transmission is not calculated to pre

serve rigid textual purity in any high degree, without stringent precautions, 
such as were adopted in the case of Vedic texts, but which never existed, as 
far as one knows, in the case of the epics. This fact also we find unexpectedly 
preserved by tradition (I. 57. 74 f.). Vyāsa, we are told, taught his Bhārata 
to his five pupils. Sumantu, Jaimini, Paila, Śuka, and Vaiśaṃpāyana. And 
the five rhapsodists – the direct pupils of the authorit is reported, publish

ed five separate versions of the epic : 

ī76l Śfezm: ¾¾WF¾5f ¾K5npi M * l f c l d : I 

As is well known, there is preserved a work which actually passes for the 
Aśvamedhaparva of the Bhārata of Jaimini (whether it is actually so or not) 
and which is totally different from our Aśvamedhaparvan. 

Here, l think, we have a clear glimpse of the early history of the text. 
Two facts emerge rather clearly out of the chaos : firstly, the text was origi
nally committed to memory and recited freely ; secondly, different rhapsodists 
recited differently. This has indeed been alssumed by many writers on the sub
ject.1 A l l that is quite natural and intelligible. As a matter of fact, from 
generation to generation, from place to place, from bard to bard, the wording, 
even the contents, would vary a little, until the text is committed to writing, 
which is the beginning of a different phase in its history. The view that the 
epic has reached its present form by a gradual process of addition and alte-

1 For instance, WINTERNITZ, Geschichte der ind. Litteratur, I. 396. 
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ration receives strong support from the fact that this process is not stopped 
even by scriptal fixation.1 The study of the manuscripts themselves, which 
belong to a very late phase in the evolution of the text, shows that texts must 
have been constantly* amplified and altered by conflation. Such derange

ments, it may be observed, do not totally destroy, as might be imagined, the 
value of our division of the manuscript material into recensions and versions, 
but merely complicate its use and interpretation. 

C R I T I C A L P R I N C I P L E S F O L L O W E D I N T H E C O N S T I T U T I O N 
OF T H E T E X T 

As already remarked, the Mahābhārata versions when they first come 
within our ken appear already dispersed in several distinct groups. The ori

ginal, from which all these versions are derived, is itself preserved in no au

thentic copy contemporaneous with, or even reasonably close to, its period 
of composition. We can only reconstruct the original, approximately, by 
comparative methods. We recognize today, as already explained, two recen

sions, deseended from the original, each recension embracing a plurality oī 
versions, each version being divided into a multiplicity of subgroups. The 
ultimate problem is to unify, as far as possible, this manuscript tradition : to 
evolve, by comparative methods, a form of the text that will explain this phe

nomenal wealth of divergent and conflicting texts, and justify it. 

Before I elucidate the critical principles followed in preparing the cons

tituted text of the Ādi, I must review briefly other principles of textual cri

ticism and textual reconstruction, and diseuss the applicability of these prin

ciples to the Mahābhārata Problem. 

T H E C L A S S I C A L M O D E L 

The method that naturally presents itself first to our mind is the time

honoured method of Classical Philology.2 The older school of classical phi

lologists distinguished four stages in the work of preparing a critical edition of 
a classical text : (1) Heuristics, [11] i.e. assembling and arranging the entire 
material consisting of manuscripts and testimonia in the form of a genealogi

cal tree ; (2) Recensia, i.e. restoration of the text of the archetype ; (3) Emen¬

datio<, i. e. restoration of the text of the author ; and, finally, (4) Higher Cri

ticism, i.e. separation of the sources utilized by the author. 

Excellent as this method is for the purpose for which it is devised, it 
should not be forgotten that it depends ultimately upon there being a more or 
less complete concatenation of copies and exemplars reaching finally back to a 
single authentic (written) archetype ; and, consequently, can be applied to 

1 LÜDERS, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1929, 1143. 
2 See RUBEN, ''Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik des Mahābhārata", Ada Ori¬

entátfa, 8. 240256 ; and SUKTHANKAR, ABI. II. 259 ff. 
7 
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the Mahābhārata with great limitations.1 Indeed our ideal is the same as 
that of the classical philologist : restoration of the text, as far as possible, 
to its original form. But the original of a Sanskrit poem and that of a classi

cal poem : how entirely different they are ! Particularly, in the case of the 
Mahābhārata, where, one may well ask, is the original of a whole literature ? 

In the Mahābhārata we have a text with about a dozen, more or less 
independent, versions, whose extreme types differ, in extent, by about 13,0010 
stanzas or 26,000 lines ; a work which, for centuries, must have been growing 
not only upwards and downwards, but alse laterally, like the Nyagrodha 
tree, growing on all sides ; a codex which has been written in nearly a dozen 
different scripts assiduously but negligently copied, chiefly as a source of reli

gious merit, through long vistas of centuries by a legion of devout and per

haps mostly uneducated and inefficient copyists, hailing from different corners 
of a vast subcontinent, and speaking different tongues ; a traditional book 
of inspiration, which in various shapes and sizes, has been the cherished 
heritage of one people continuously for some millennia and which to the 
present day is interwoven with the thoughts and beliefs and moral ideas of 
a nation numbering over 300 million souls ! The classical philologist has 
clearly no experience in dealing with a text of this description, an opus of 
such gigantic dimensions and complex character, with such a long and intri

cate history behind it. 

T H E DIFFICULTIES OF M A H Ā B H Ā R A T A T E X T U A L CRITICISM 

The capital difficulty of the Mahābhārata problem is just this that there 
are hardly any clear objective criteria which may enable us to discriminate 
with precision and certainty between the data of the rival recensions, to eva

luate correctly and confidently the amazingly large mass of variants. Only 
an inconsiderable fraction of these variants represents clear " mistakes"‚ 
wnich can be corrected with confidence. As a rule, the variant readings, if 
they are not mere synonyms, convey* a slightly different meaning, but almost 
always a possible meaning. From the grammatical point of view also, they 
are both equally valid. One of the variants may be a trifle more suitable 
than the other ; for instance, in the discrimination between the Simple and 
the Periphrastic Future, or the Parasmaipada and the Ātmanepada. But 
can, we legitimately premise that the original must necessarily have been quite 
flawless from the point of view of the Pāṇinian grammar ? Is it not at least 
likely that the supposed solecism may be a genuine lapsus calami of the 
author, or (should that supposition be considered inadmissible or unaccept

able) that the usage fluctuated ? 

Then again, as we have seen, there are numerous passages, short and long, 
that are found in one recension and are lacking in the other, what I call 

1 Cf. WiNTERNiTZ:, Indol. Prag. I. 61; and CHARPENTIER, orient. Literatur¬
zeitung. 1932, 276 f. 
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" additional " passages. No (78] convincing proof can in general be given to 
establish either the originality or the spuricusness of any given passage of 
this type. What may fairly be regarded as interpolations are in general so 
ingeniously fashioned and so cunningly fitted in that, except under very 
favourable circumstances, the intrinsic (contextual) evidence is inconclusive. 

For these and other reasons it is not always easy to correlate the diverg

ent recensions, to discriminate between the variants, and to constitute a wholly 
unobjectionable single text. 

This difficulty has its origin in the circumstance that in the Mahābhārata 
manuscript tradition, perhaps as much as in any literary tradition, the tex

tual critic is faced with a bewildering profusion of versions as also with an 
amazing mixture of versions. Contrary tendencies have been at work in the 
evolution of the text. While, on the cne hand, some elements have been work

ing, from the earliest times, for the development of different types ; on the other 
hand, there were not wanting elements that operated against the evolution of 
sharply differentiated types. To understand the phenomenon of this luxuriant 
growth and indiscriminate fusion of versions, one must appreciate certain de

tails of historical moment, certain special factors in the transmission of the 
Mahābhārata, traits which distinguish our work from every other known 
text except the Rāmāyaṇa and perhaps other similar ancient epopees. 

Let us examine closely the character of the differences between the two 
recensions to start with. 1 The differences are of three kinds. Broadly speak

ing, each recension differs from the other, firstly, in point of readings of the 
common stanzas ; secondly, in point of additions (or omissions) of short and 
long passages ; and, thirdly, in point of sequence of the textunits. How do 
these differences at all arise? 

Our first thought would be to attempt to explain the additions or omis

sions as the result of conscious editorial revision, or of clerical error, or partly 
of one and partly of the other. But the frequent differences in sequence, es

pecially when no material gain is perceptible in either arrangement, rather 
support the explanation suggested above that both recensions are, in final 
analysis, independent copies of an orally transmitted text. The suggestion 
is confirmed by the consideration of the variation of the first type, namely, 
minor differences in the readings of the stanzas common to the two recen

sions, which confront us step by step throughout the parvan, nay, through

out the epic, as the partial collations of the other parvans now available at 
the Institute clearly show. 

It will be found for one thing perfectly useless to try to derive mechani

cally one set of readings uniformly from the other. Hundreds and thousands 

1 The conditions are analogous to that of the Rāmāyaiṇa recensions, as re

vealed by the researches of JACOBI ; see particularly, Das Rāmayana, pp. 3 ff, and 
LÜDERS, "Ueber die Grantharecension " (1901). 
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of the minor readings are nothing more than mere synonyms or paraphrases, 
grammatically and semantically equivalent, but graphically totally unrelated. 
They, therefore, cannot be all corruptions, in the ordinary sense of the word, 
of a written archetype. The vast majority of these variants cannot again be 
due to the zeal of a purist trying to correct the solecisms of the received text, 
or to the whim of a minor poet endeavouring to polish its diction or style. 
Had that been the case, we should find that the enthusiasm of the reformer 
had evaporated long before he had reached the middle or at least the end of the 
first parvan. The [19] Herculean task of cleansing the Augean stables would 
be child's play compared to a systematic purification of the Mahābhārata text, 
according to later standards. Under these circumstances, however great might 
be the divergence between the two recensions in the beginning, it is bound to 
vanish or at least diminish towards the middle or the end of the poem. We 
find, on the other hand, as already remarked, that the stream of variation 
flows with unabated volume from the beginning to the end of the epic. This 
fact can in no way be reconciled with the hypothesis of a single uniform re
vision (or a series of them either) of a fixed and rigid text. 

A l l the difficulties in the explanation of this phenomenal variation 
vanish, however, as soon as we assume that the epic was handed down from 
bard to bard originally by word of mouth, as is clearly implied by tradition. 
That would explain, without any strain or violence, the existence of the mass 
of variants, of differences in sequence, and of additions or omissions. If the 
text has been preserved, for any considerable period of time, only in memory 
and handed down by word of mouth, those are just the changes that could 
not possibly he avoided. It is evident that no great care would be lavished 
on the text by these custodians of the tradition to guard it against corruption 
and elaboration, or against arbitrary emendation, and normalization : to re
produce the received text, which was not guarded by canonical authority or 
religious sanction, with any degree of precision would be neither attempted 
by the bards nor required of them. Whenever and wherever the text was then 
written down – and it was probably written down independently in different 
epochs and under different circumstances – these transmissions by word of 
mouth must have contaminated the written text and introduced innumerable 
variations in it. The assumption of some of such complicated derangement, 
beyond the normal vicissitudes of transmission, is necessary to account for 
the abnormal diserepancies and strange vagaries of the Mahābhārata manus
cript tradition. In other words, we are compelled to assume that even in its 
early phases the Mahābhārata textual tradition must have been not uniform 
and simple, but multiple and polygenous. 

Moreover, a study of the critical apparatus shows that there has inter
vened a long period in the nistory of the Mahābhārata in which there was a 
free comparison of manuscripts and extensive mutual borrowings. A natural 
and inevitable source of confusion of the tradition has always been the 
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marginalia, comprising glossies, variae lectiones and additions. The copyist 
of a manuscript with such accretions copied sometimes the original readings 
and sometimes the marginal. It may be incidentally remarked that an exami

nation of the marginalia shows that the variant readings are taken mostly from 
manuscripts belonging to the same version, or at least the same recension. 
But there is no reason, theoretical at any rate, why readings of the rival recen

sion could not creep into a manuscript of the text by the medium, say, of 
a popular commentary such as Nīlakaṇṭha's. And, as a matter of fact, we 
do find, occasionally, readings of the opposite recension noted in the margins 
of manuscripts. Under these circumstances it was inevitable that the true 
reading, especially if it was a lectio difficilior ox an archaism or a solecism, 
would be partly suppressed, being preserved to us in one or two manuscripts 
only. 

Furthermore, the texts may be improved by a comparison of manuscripts 
is not by any means a modern discovery. The process has been known and 
practised for ages : [80] the difference is merely in our ideas of what is meant 
by "improvement" of the text. I have cited above the instance of Nīla¬

kaṇṭha, who himself says that he had collected and compared Mahābhārata 
manuscripts from different parts of India in order to ascertain the "best" 
readings. The other commentators also, Devabodha, Arjunamiśra and Ratna¬
garbha, cite pāthāntaras and speak apapāthas ("bad readings"). These 
they could have got only from a comparison of different manuscripts. 

The text favoured by the ancients appear to have been of the inclusive, 
rather than of the exclusive, type. This is proved in the case of Nīlakajṇitha 
by a remark of his cited above, where, he naively admits that he had put 
together the stanzas which had been commented on by the ancient Bhāṣya¬

kāras, and others he had found in modern manuscripts, with the idea of 
making a " thesaurus of excellences." The remark does not apply by any 
means exclusively to the Sanatsujāta episode, to which it is appended, at any 
rate as far as Nilakaṇṭha is concerned. In the Adi, we have abundant evi

dence that he has borrowed, according to his fancy, passages, short and long, 
from the Southern recension. The critical notes will show that his text in

cludes a large number of Southern passages which are not found in any other 
Northern version, such as, for example, the catalogue of forest trees', which 
serves in a rnedest way for a description of the sylvan scenery amidst which 
Uparicara Vasu finds himself : 

513* 3T5Tt¾¾ * H ^ ¾ ^ R a ^ ¾ ^ ¾ T f t ¾  I 

At one place, as was shown above, Nīlakaṇiṭha has disfigured his text 
in his frantic attempt to squeeze into it a lengthy (Southern) passage con

7A 
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taining some details which did not fit into bis own text. This he has done, 
be it noted, at the risk of making his text wholly unintelligible, without a word 
of apology or explanation. Professor W I N T E R N I T Z , while criticizing D A H L 

M A N N S Das Mahābhārata, has pointed out this incongruity1 : " The story... 
which relates how Dīrghatamas is insulted by his wife Pradveṣī, and how he 
consequently establishes the fixed rule (maryādā) that henceforth a woman 
shall always have to adhere to one husband, whether he be alive or dead, and 
that a woman who goes to another man shall go to hell, thus forbidding any 
kind of remarriage of widows... is strangely out of place2 in a chapter treat

ing of Niyoga!' As was pointed out above, in consequence of the intrusion 
of this foreign matter, the first half of the stanza of the original tot is sepa

rated from the second half by 27 lines ! That in itself is, however, not a very 
serious matter in Mahābhārata textual tradition, where such transpositions 
are a common occurrence. But in the present instance, this transfer has had 
the unexpected and undesirable result that the subject of the sentence, which 
was left behind in the first half of the stanza, remains to the end without its 
predicate, which latter, being shunted off to such a remote distance, was 
furnished with a new and entirely different subject! The effect of this 
arrangement on the original story may be easily imagined. 

[81] Conflation is in general not so easy to detect and prove as in the case 
of Nīlakāṇṭha. We can date Nīlakaṇṭha with fair accuracy. Again, Nīla¬

kaṇtha, who is one of the latest of our commentators, has himself vouchsafed 
some information as to how he has prepared his text. We have no such re

liable data in the case of the majority of the manuscripts or versions of our 
critical apparatus. 

Take, for instance, the case of the subgroup G ^ . ^ of th Grantha ver

sion. In opposition to other manuscripts belonging to the same recension and 
even the same version, G ^ . ^ contain, as shown above, an astonishingly large 
number of passages which are found otherwise only in some inferior manus

cripts of the Northern recension. Now is this a case of contamination of the 
four MSS. GjL.2.4.5 from a Northern source ; or are th^ common passages a 
remnant of the lost archetype, which were somehow lost in the remaining 
manuscripts of the Southern recension ? 3 There is apparent agreement here 
between independent versions. But is this agreement original ? The clumsy 
interpolator of a remote ancestor of Gv2.±.r0 happens to have supplied us 
with the means of answering these questions. He has left behind, quite un

intentionally, an impress of his " fingerprints.’' so to say, by which we can 
easily and confidently trace him and examine his handiwork. The said manus

1 IRAS. 1897. 723 footnote. 2 Italics mine ! 
3 Cf. RUBEN, Ada Orientatia, 8. 250; SUKTHANKAR, "Epic Studies H I " , 

ABI. II. 269 ff. 
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cripts contain a Northern stanza (belonging to manuscripts of class y) – a 
mere string of attributes of Garuḍa – wedged in at a place where it can be 
construed neither with what precedes nor with what follows. This proves 
incontrovertibly that these four manuscripts G L Ī 2 . 4 . 5 have been compared with 
some Northern manuscripts, and makes it highly probable that the other 
doubtful stanzas, wnich they have in common with the Northern recension, 
have crept into their text in the same surreptitious way. A t least this is the 
most plausible explanation of the anomaly. But even such comfirmatory 
evidence is not always available. 

The reader need not be sceptical about the possibilities of such indiscri

minate conflation and addition. The critical apparatus, if closely scrutinized 
and properly understood, will reveal numerous instances of a similar charac

ter. Even a close study of the Kumbhakonam edition, prepared in our own 
times by two excellent Southern Pandits, will throw some light on the men

tality oī the old redactors of the Mahābhārata : parallel and even contradic

tory versions are placed quite unconcernedly side by side, regardless of the 
effect on the reader, regardless of the fact that sentences are left hanging in 
the air, that passages do not construe. Here one notices above all the 
anxiety that nothing that was by any chance found in the Mahābhārata 
manuscript should be lost. Everything was carefully preserved, assembled in 
a picturesque disarray. 

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

Thus there is a certain group of passages which are found in all ver

sions except iṅ s. and K (that is, in the group v), for example, the Kaṇi¬

kanīti.1 In the particular case of the Kaṇikaniti, there appears to be sufficient 
extrinsic and intrinsic evidence to make it –[82J highly probable that the pas

sage is spurious, and the corresponding agreement between some of the 
(more or less) independent versions is unoriginal. 

There are indeed yet more difficult cases, where the evidence pto et contra 
of documentary and intrinsic probability is equally balanced, as far as we 
can at present judge. In such cases we are forced to look for small things 
which look suspicious and lead us to probabilities, not facts. 

The problem is clearly not solved by formulating a priori a hypothesis as 
to the interrelationship of the different versions and fix the text in terms of 
some preconceived formula ; for instance, by assuming as absolutely inde

pendent a certain number of these divergent versions, and laying down an 
arithmetical rule that whatever is common to two or more oī such and such 

i App. I, No. 81, 
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versions must be original. In this method, we can easily deceive ourselves and 
others ; for the results arrived at will appear sounder than in reality they 
are. Even though the formal operations may be a piece of flawless logic, 
nevertheless the results, being based on premises possibly unsound though 
apparently clear and definite, may be wholly fictitious. The study of the 
manuscripts themselves must first teach us what their interrelationship is. 
And they unmistakably indicate that their interrelationship is of most com
plex character. The critical apparatus is a veritable labyrinth of complicated 
and intermingled versions, each with a long and intricate history of its own 
behind it. We have unfortunately no single thread to guide us out of the 
maze, but rather a collection of strands intertwined and entangled and lead
ing along divergent paths. With the epic text as preserved in the extant 
Mahābhārata manuscripts, we stand, I am fully persuaded, at the wrong 
end of a long chain of successive syntheses of divergent texts, carried out – 
providentially – in a haphazard fashion, through centuries of diaskeuastic 
activities ; and that with the possible exception of the Śāradā (Kaśmīrī) 
version, which appears to have been protected by its largely unintelligible 
script and by the difficulties of access to the province, all versions are indis
criminately conflated. 

Now it goes without saying that the genetic methed (operating with an 
archetype and a stemma ccdium) cannot strictly be applied to fluid texts 
and conflated manuscripts ; for, in their case, it is extremely difficult, if not 
utterly impossible, to disentangle completely, by means of purely objective 
criteria, their intricate mutual relationships. The documentary evidence is no 
doubt supremely important, but the results, arrived at from a consideration 
of the documentary probability, must be further tested in the light of intrinsic 
probability. No part of the text can be considered really exempt from the 
latter scrutiny, when we are dealing with a carelessly guarded text such as 
we have in the present instance. A careful study of the critical notes will 
show – if, indeed, the foregoing remarks have not made it abundantly clear – 
that all the problems which present themselves for solution in editing any 
text from manuscripts are present in the case of the Mahābhārata on a colos
sal scale and in an intensified form. We must, therefore, clearly recognize 
that a wholly certain and satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine 
form – even the so-called śatasāhasrī samhitā form – may be a task now be
yond the powers of criticism. 

CRITICL EDITIONS OF T H E DIFFERENT VERSIONS 

No doubt, in view of some of these difficulties, one scholar has sug
gested that to expedite and facilitate the work, we should, as ai first step, 
before any attempt is made (83J to constitute the final text of the Mahā 
bhārata, critically edit all the different versions.1 That, it must be said, is a 

1 Cf. LESNY, Archiv OrientáM, vol. 5 (1933), p. 159, 
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rather tall order, as any one will admit, who has any practical experience of 
editing the Mahābhārata in any shape or form, critical or otherwise. But 
perhaps funds and workers – not to speak of patience – can be found to edit a 
dozen or more lakhs of stanzas comprising the dozen or more versions of the 
Great Epic* There remains, however, yet another and a more fundamental 
difficulty, which appears to have wholly eseaped the attention of the learned 
critic. The difficulty is that it is practically impossible to edit even a single 
version of the Mahābhārata – or for that matter of any other text – wholly 
satisfactorily, without considering the entire evidence, that is, without, at the 
same time, consulting the readings of all other versions. Suppose we examine 
six manuscripts of a version (Grantha) in order to prepare a critical text of 
that version. It may happen that four of them (G^.^), which are con
flated manuscripts, have a "secondary" reading, while cnly two (G 3.G) have 
the correct reading. In these circumstances, the true character of the variants 
could never be inferred from the readings of this version (G) itself; it would 
be shown only by other versions (T or M or N ) . In fact, there is no way 
of finding out whether any of the manuscripts of a particular version are 
conflated (if they happen to be conflated) without consulting the other 
versions. And, if for the editing of each of the indivual versions, we have 
to scrutinize and weigh the entire evidence, we might as well get busy with 
the work of preparing the final text, assuming of course that a final (critical) 
text has to be prepared. 

That consideration apart, even if we assume, for the sake of argument, 
that all the dozen or more versions lie before us in a critically edited shape, 
our main task is not made any easier on that account. One has to go through 
the same mental processes in picking out or reconstructing the correct read
ings, whether, as at present, the variae lectiones are concentrated on a single 
page of the critical edition or have to be searched in a dozen or more different 
provincial editions, arranged round about the critic in a semi-circle. Prepar
ing all these different editions would not by itself give us the correct readings. 
Some of them, moreover, would but slightly differ from each other, for 
instance, the editions of the Bengali and the Devanāgarī versions, and it 
would mean useless duplication of labour. A l l that is really needed to facili
tate our work is a critical edition of the Southern recension. An attempt 
to supply that need is now being made by Professer P . !P. S. SASTRI in his 
edition of the Mahābhārata, referred to already. 

T H E VULGATE AS BASE 

Another high authority, while full of apparent admiration for the 
way in which the work is being done at present at the Institute, has with 
much pathos and eloquence deprecated this hastily prepared, eclectic text. 
A l l that we need to do at present, according to this scholar, is to reprint the 
Vulgate, giving merely the variae lectiones of the manuscripts collated and 
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leaving each individual reader to constitute his own text, unhampered and 
uninfluenced by the obtrusive personality of some editor who stands like a 
monitor between the reader and his author. The learned critic is evidently 
of opinion that any average reader, who picks up an edition of the Great 
Epic for casual study is better qualified to reconstruct the text than the editor 
who has made a special study of the [84] problem ! That is a paradox 
natural to the subtle mentality of the learned critic. But we need not take 
it too seriously. Whatever the Average Reader might or might not be able 
to do, I beg to submit that the Critical Reader, like the learned scholar whose 
opinion I am quoting, would not be any the worse off, if he is put in posses

sion of this " Recension of Poona ”. 1 For, who and what is to prevent him 
from constituting his own text from this critical edition ? Whoever makes the 
text – even if Bṛhaspati himself were to come down and constitute the text – 
the Critical Reader would undoubtedly reject it as it would surely not fit 
in with his ideas of what is right and what is wrong. The Critical Reader 
has the same freedom of action whether he has before him the critical 
text or the Vulgate The Vulgate, as far as I can judge, is no better suited 
for serving as the base than the present text. 

It may, however, be that the hesitation of the learned authority is 
really due to a categorical objection to interfering in so definite a manner with 
the received text. Should that be the case, it is certainly difficult to appre

ciate the veneration of this scholar for the form of a text which was made up, 
probably, also in great haste but with inadequate and insufficient materials, 
only in the last quarter of the seventeenth century, that is, only about 250 
years ago. It i9 surely illogical to assume that a text which has been built 
up largely on unscientific conjecture is now beyond the reach of conjecture. 

A simpler and more probable explanation still of the hesitating attitude 
of the learned critic might perhaps be that his theoretical misgivings are 
based on a rather hasty study of both the Vulgate and the critical text. For, 
the text of the Vulgate is so corrupted and so obviously contaminated that it 
would be a criminal neglect of his duty for any intelligent editor now to Re

print the Vulgate, when he has at hand the material to control its vagaries 
and to correct its absurdities. 

O N E SELECTED MANUSCRIPT AS BASE. 

No doubt to remedy the inherent defects in the last method as also to 
avoid the dreaded samhara of pramārias, it has been suggested by other 
scholars that the best course would be fo select one manuscript, the best 
manuscript extant (of any version presumably) and print it, with minimal 
change, correcting only the obvious and indispensable clerical errors and add

ing the variants oī the collated manuscripts.2 This expedient, though un

1 Journal Asiatique, OctDec 1929, p. 347. 
2 C, V. VA1DYA, JBBRAS. 1920. 367, 



PROLEGOMENA 107 

questionably simple and "safe”, and in most cases indubitably effective, 
fails totally in the present instance, for two reasons : firstly and chiefly, 
owing to the negligible age of our manuscripts, which are barely five hundred 
years old ; and, secondly, owing to the systematic conflation which has been 
carried on through ages of revisional and amplificatory activity. B y follow
ing any manuscript – even the oldest and the best – we shall be authenticating 
just that arbitrary mixture of versions which it is the express aim of this 
method to avoid ! 

This suggestion, however, has special interest, because the principle 
underlying it has now been, partly and timidly, put into practice by Profes
sor P. P. S. SAsTRi, in preparing his edition of the Southern recension, whereas 
the three foregoing methods are mere castles in the air of theoretical critics. 

[85) A CRITIQUE OF PROFESSOR SASTRl'S METHOD 

Professer SAsTRi's edition is an excellent demonstration of the inade
quacy of the underlying principle, which has been repeatedly advocated, 
showing up its defects as nothing else could. What Professer SASTRI set out 
to do is (to quote his own words) : " to print the text as it is in the original 
palm-leaff liberty being taken only to correct scriptorial blunders,'1 to weigh the 
different readings in the additional manuscripts and choose the more import
ant ones [seil, readings] for being added to the text by way of footnotes ". 2 

How difficult it is to carry this out verbatim in practice and at the same time 
to present a half-way readable text may be realized when we see how SAsiRi 
has had to doctor his text. A few examples may be added to elucidate the 
point. To begin with, SASTR1 does not follow the parvan division, nor the 
adhyāya division, of his basic manuscript, adding and omitting colophons 
arbitrarily, in ordet to reach some imaginary norm. Secondly, he adds an 
adhyāya of 40 lines after his adhy. 164, which is not found in his manus
cript ! Thirdly, he omits one whole adhyāya of 40 lines, after his adhy. 180, 
where all Southern manuscripts, without exception (including his own exem
plar) have it, and is moreover unaccountably silent about the omission ! 
Fourthly, in one place (his adhy. 122) he has omitted fourteen lines of the 
text of his manuscript and added instead thirteen lines which are not found 
in any Southern manuscript ! 3 Fifthly and lastly, in yet another place (his 
adhy. 2 H ) he has added an interpolation (upākhyāna) of 114 lines of which 
not a single line (as actually printed in SAsTRi’s edition) is to be found in 
any of the six manuscripts utilized by him ! These are some of the? things 
that an extremely orthodox Southern Pandit actually does when he sets out 
with the avowed object of printing up a Southern manuscript as it is, correct
ing only " scriptorial blunders." I will not here speak of a certain number 

1 Italics mine ! 
2 The Mahābhārata, Vol. I, Introduction, p. xiii. 
3 SASTRI'S ed. I. 122. 2 f8 i (page 803f.). 



108 PROLEGOMENA 

of spurious lines which appear to have crept insidiously into his text from 
the Vulgate and whose existence even he probably does not suspect.1 The 
changes mentioned first are of a different order : they have been made by 
SASTR1 consciously and intentionally. 

Let me not be misunderstood. I do not blame SASTRI in the least for 
taking such liberties with his manuscript, which is a tolerably good manus

cript (though probably not very old), but has its faults like any other manus

cript. I myself have had to proceed similarly, only more thoroughly, more 
systematically. Our methods are similar in practice, though not in theory ; 
that is, in his theory. SASTRI'S text is eclectic (an epithet often used by critics 
with a tinge of reproach, the' ground of which it is not easy to perceive) : 
as eclectic as any other Mahābhārata text, printed or in manuscript, that I 
have seen. I have adduced the above instances chiefly to show what correct

ing merely "scriptorial blunders" in Mahābhārata textual criticism really 
ends in. 

Thus it will be seen that the method of printing a Mahābhārata manus

cript as it is, viewed as a rigid principle, is a deplorable failure. The lateness 
of our manuscript material [86J and the peculiar conditions of transmission 
of the epic are responsible for the defection. They force upon us an eclectic 
but cautious utilization of all manuscript classes. Since all categories of 
manuscripts have their strong points and weak points, each variant must be 
judged on its own merits. 

W H A T IS T H E N POSSIBLE ? 

The Mahābhārata problem is a problem sui generis. It is useless to 
think of reconstructing a fluid text in a literally original shape, on the basis 
of an archetype and a stemnva codicum. What is then possible ? Our ob

jective can only be to reconstruct the oldest form of the text which it is pos

sible to reach, on the basis of the manuscript material available.2 With that 
end in view, we must examine as many manuscripts – and above all as many 
classes of manuscripts – as possible, and group them into families. We must 
try to ascertain and evaluate the tradition of each family, eschewing late and 
worthless material. We may then consider the relation of these traditions 
in regard to the vmiae lectiones, and the genuine and spurious parts of the 
text. Beyond that, we have to content ourselves with selecting the readings 
apparently the earliest and choosing that form of the text which commends 
itself by its documentary probability and intrinsic merit, recording again most 
carefully the variants, and the additions and omissions. A little critical re

1 e.g. I. 22. 28«&; 5S. 11; 82. 4"& ; 184. 27~& (S has v. I.); 194. 62½ (no 
Ms. has this hue !); 203. 2 8 A  ; 212. 66* ; 215. 54*t>; 216. 41, 43 (found only in Ñ 2  

Dn and printed editions) ; etc. References are to SASTRI'S edition of course. It 
must be admitted that, when compared with the mass of the text these interpola

tions are) really negligible. 
2 Cf. LÜDERS, Deutsche Literaturzátung, 1929, 1143». 
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maniement of the text need cause no alarm. For, as I have already observed, 
it is hardly logical to assume that a text which is largely based on conjecture 
is now beyond the reach of that principle. Of course there will always re
main many doubts, but that consideration should not prevent us from cor
recting those parts which can be corrected with confidence1; moreover, that 
limitation applies to our comparatively well preserved classical texts, despite 
the guarantee of the careful editings they have' undergone. However, owing 
partly to the fluid character of the original and parly to the fragmentary and 
inadequate information we possess as regards the origin, growth and trans
mission of the text, it is incumbent on us to make Conservatism our watch
word. We must abstain from effecting any change which is not in some 
measure supported by manuscript authority.1 

T H E METHOD OF RECONSTRUCTION E X P L A I N E D 

The method I have followed in reconstructing the text cannot, unfortu
nately, be presented in the shape of short general rules. I shall endeavour, 
however, to explain it as briefly as possible. 

The main principle underlying all speculation as to authenticity is the 
postulated originality of agreement between what may be proved to be (more 
or less) independent «[87*J versions. The principle I have tried to follow reli
giously – and I hope l have never deviated from it – is to accept as original a 
reading or feature which is documented uniformly by all manuscripts alike 
(N=S) . 

For instance, we frequently come across three-lined stanzas, one of whose 
lines is an " inorganic line ”, that is, a line which can be added or omitted 
without detriment to sense or grammar. These seemingly superfluous lines, 
if proved by both recensions, have not been deleted ; they have been kept 
serupulously intact. A more important instance is of the initial adhyāyas 
of this parvan. The connection between adhy. 1-3 and what follows, as also 
the connection between the three adhyāyas inter se, is of most loose character. 
There is further the suspicious circumstance that adhy. 4 begins precisely in 
the same way as adhy. 1 ; both adhyāyas have in fact the identical opening 
(prose) sentence : 

ætas4o-<p -æsrai : ¾p: MVIIG<A Kīr^K^ érow 

1 Few scholars, I imagine, would endorse the view of Pandit Vidhushekhara 
BHATTACHARYA (Modern Review, Calcutta, for August 1928, page 176), that the 
first prose sentence of our Mahābhārata(^tag-T'-¾5f "l--l¾-r-ff: --?f: etc), though found 
in aU MSS. without exception, should be deleted from the Criticil Edition, because 
it is intrinsically mappropriate in the context. He writes: " They [seil. 
thoste lines] are to be found in aU the different versions of whith MSS. are 
collated for the present edition, though with some variant readings, but can we be 
satisfied only with this gnound as to their being genuine"? That is a little too 
radical! This edition cannot and should not proceed so far. 
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In other words, adhy. 4 begins as though nothing had gone before ! The prose 
sentence seems to fit better the context of adhy. 4 than the context of adhy. l ; 
but that is not material to my argument. It would have been possible to 
athetize the first three adhyāyas in order to remove this anomaly, relegating 
them to the Appendix. But as all the four adhyāyas are handed down in 
exactly the same form (with the usual amount of variants) in all manuscripts 
of both recensions, they were left perfectly intact. Here we have an old con

flation of two different beginnings. They were not harmonious in juxtaposi

tion, but each was too good to lose, in the opinion of the ancient redactors. 
They therefore put both in, making but a poor compromise.3 

Another passage that may be thought to need some radical treatment is 
the account of the cremation of Pāṇḍu and Mädri. We are first told that the 
king died in the forest, and Mādrī mounted the funeral pyre and was burned 
with him (I. 116. 31). After this we read that their "bodies" (śarīre) are 
brought to the capital of the Kurus (1. 117. 30), and an elaborate royal 
funeral takes place. In the account given in the following adhyāya (118), 
from the description of the annointing and dressing of the king's body, and 
from the remark that the king looked as if he were alive (I. 118. 20) : 

¾U"5g¾T: 3 ^filfa-tī"līw<4 5R?-W I 
it is clear that no former burning is imagined. After Pāṇḍu had been burned 
with his favourite queen Mādri on the funeral pyre, there could not have 
been (as H O P K I N S 1 has justly pointed out) much corpse left or not enough 
to dress and smear with sandal paste ! But the manuscripts do not render 
us any help here. The passage is handed down in identical forni in all manus

cripts of both recensions. 
The above examples will show that the diaskeuasts did not always em

ploy any great art – I may add, fortunately – in conflating two discrepant ac

counts of an incident, which is by no means an easy task. To resolve such 
anomalies, however, is beyond the scope of this edition, since the entire 
manuscript evidence unanimously supports the conflation, which is too old 
and deeprooted to be treated by the ordinary principles of textual criticism. 
If we went about, at this stage of our work, athetizing such passages as were 
selfcontradictory or as contradicted the data of some other part of the epic, 
there would not be much left of the Mahābhārata to edit in the end. 

[88] I give in a footnote"2 the text of a hundred selected stanzas for 

* Ruling Caste in Ancient India, p. 
2 Adhy. 1 

¾^iN>rsrt m 5?xCTæró * R R H ¾ II ^ ° 

Adhy. 26 
*!fo ft fön ¾rift flprot ftpnn(. I 
?v T*i n .5¾I« A *. *v .. *.   „. 

172, footnote. 

fä%TT *u^f <HvfÄ¾ 9*MJMtft*(. I M 0 

swiffedi4vR?*i†'ww fl<fNrcr: i 
fWtfl¾ w&% ^iWa^t¾r II † i 
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which no variants, or only unimportant variants, have been recorded in the 

Adhy. 27 

3i¾~: ^^r^–f*~^ i<T^– iq– II 

*33 ¾" ^ T : d l ½ ^ f a a i fg[*~r II V 
W : S^¾l^i %ΨIVW 5T3rTT%: I 
sl?f~¾<f% ¾*T *rasft¾ ¾5:fe5 n 

fffi~īf "ffq ¾^imt 35r¾i"n arof^ft 11 w 
^TO"c"ü ^v¶TO §rRTi gsr¾ gf¾: i 
OT–5wr vét ffgir~«r R~r. 11 ^ 

Adhy. 29 

l¾r f ^ g  r d c ^ ^ ^ : 11 <j¾ 

Adhy. 31 

Adhy. 32 

fäS*S. f Ä ¾ WRf ^ftcf I f Ś II ¾ 

Adhy. 35 
¾Tcf: 5½r¾ cTT ¾?-ff nṣṭ%: fK¾cf 
 T O * ¾TOrt * qt f¾WIT ~f II ¾ 

Adhy. 38 
sft3¾f ssrasrô ¾r¾tii*ci¾«i ¾ 1 
f¾wf ¾g*f TO dr.3f5cī ":JRTu¾rn̂  I M * 

Adhy. 39 
Ψf3^ 5 S ¾IW¾T l?ic*?«Ti I 

–?? – M q r – n  : ^ r¾¾m̂ % gw? 11 * 

Adhy. 40 

Adhy. 41 

Adhy. 42 

f¾[fri% śslīH ^ ¾tf 1 

fc*Ä ~–Tf TO* f*ft ¾WOTf: II ¾ 

W f?ftfifaī fl¾a^-l^(cHdi¾I?l: II 'A 

Adhy. 45 

¾TRcTt ^i¾^r~T SRI (¾u îR¾r 11 ^ 

Adhy. 46 

j Uli: g*ftq l̂ cTÍ¶: ¾l¾(qt¾ l¾¾¾3rf II 1* 

Adhy. 48 

¾ct* «fH¾Rf ¾5firtn¾ i n * 

3î r¾ΨT̂ rrd rng%: q¾cR3 11 n 
Adhy. 49 

^rg%^TO3T^ qr¾Rri¾¾OT^¾ 11 1 

3ffrni ^iciRiswg ftfcśt ¾si¾'ii¾^ 
3R¾"3PTCT ¾ ^ 3 ^ i īñ' 1 
¾t¾rR g¾5t?a[TOTOcftÄ ¾rnr!ir: 11 ^ 

»n¾rw¾iKi«l¾t l?t¾RTirgT!ii¾ 1 
?rf i l ^ 4 f i 7 : q ^ f O T 5 l ¾ : II ^ 
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Adhy. 53 
ST TO 'W¾Ki tff: Tift%fî T 5 I 

MßNl¾' ?&wt it nf¾¾¾ JTfT^é Ii ^ 

Adhy. 54 

vT4)u¾¾ ^ ¾lif4l¾¾d¾ I 

Adhy. 55 

J5n¾' f^r¾rTt "Fl"rm"xT%T ^ II v 

Adhy. 56 
¾f¾ft % g*TT&T ~T~TT flT fg^T¶"ī I 
Hsi*iKd*u<*u¾ J ^  T Ī =rftvT ī I ~ ; II 1 
Rf Ψfe1T ¾ : stf*ī ^ffrt I 
S R : fW N ¾tW5¾r 5 ¾ i k : II 
Hd""N*tf ¾ vīt PTrfTT cīrta~T I 
W *d<¾<l<:ä v~? T? UfFWl: II <) i 
*ÍSÍf: *I¾v¾%g ¾l¾d^ *l?īc*R:  
5f5f^nft Hf f c t 5–TT^–fi^i%–T^: II 1^ 

Adhy. 58 
fäSH§cP. 2f¾ff f.v~ff fö:SjßRT gJ I 
¾rifl<^üdM½¾¾ *T¾̂¾ f&Trt"¾' I) V 
–H*nWT =ī T""īl5r ¾wf¾̂ ff¾ īfffi"fī: I 
* r t ¾  f l i ^ it ^ 
5¾f""lr īirff ¾ft sr§īT sif̂ f¾:T =~r I 

¾r«r sran^: ¾~ri ̂ gitô––r: 
c T s w  i fr ~? % ^ § ^ i * Ii 

Adhy. 59 
%mt mm: gsn ftfigir: r*r?¼ 1 
fl^<–^ifWOT 3"5^l: g ¾ : f¾: II i ° 

3T¾*f ^°TT Tlft *F%%iWUR3*R I 

3TTci «hft*5KfiE3 5ö¾ nRhlīcīaH, II V 

Adhy. 60 

äWH<Wl ¾ ¾ ¾ –3t–R: »fill¾cTI: II 

Adhy. 61 

 T ^ t ö ggq* W a J 5 f ^ f t ^ II 

5nrt ft¾ vi w p ^ i i f t i i ^ 11 ^ 

q?¾TNvi¾r f̂ fJ5lf¾f5i¾5T: I! v*xs 

Adhy. 64 

*W*fTO!e 5ff¾%2El ^I5"i¾ II 

Adhy. 71 
crFg5T3(fwr«TRr ¾ p e ¾r«r5r¾"ir̂  1 

Adhy. 73 

¾^^tc f vit t¾rt w%Ψi 11 1 

–rnpīi <JMRH«7 :f%iit *nfT^s t̂"c II^<^ 

Adhy. 76 
0 . ¾ ¾ ΨS( c[Rft 2l5n? vT5f ^iftift I 

Adhy. 81 

•^ftī ^1^^"^»% f¾fä ¾ ~f ^¾I: II * 

Adhy. 91 

! m: Wl¾ WÄ¾T «Rismii: 11 v 
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Adhy. 93 

^ ¾*4*di ½ : ^li¾5i^v¾¾¾ II v* 

¾¾l *f½5STfa 3 fi¾fo¾rc¾if: I M S 

Adhy. 94 

"M: ¾¾r̂ ¾NRf –jvīg ̂ mf&<~c 1 

Spft ¾Mdls¾%T fort TWWft"t. II *V* 

Adhy. 96 

Adhy. 102 

Adhy. 117 

* ¾ f ¾ q i p d ^ II 1¾ 

Í90] Adhy. 125 

Adhy. 127 
mśm M¾W-MI ¾ ¾ ^ 5 f r i : I 
^Si¾¾-hl¾Rl<P. ŚKm WH*W II ¾ 
TO: -n~–f–T"SW -T2P^ī *rö¾PT: I 

Adhy. 132 
-n-~fl ¾nn¾j»i ¾föctf ¶rc*H-Rm. 1 

8 

K̂ΨNdn¾<f ¾wr ¾rrfir OTT n * 
Adhy. 138 

¾T f¾?i 5lfäf^lW snflP. %Wlgcffi t I R S 
Adhy. 139 

īng¶t «kMHPit 5n«T ^*¼<ffa ¾" II ^ 

Adhy. 152 
*l cri?rgfRRi mt Ψtm aft 1 
¾"T ¾?r *r¾%cR¾^ ¾H¾<i f"l¾ 11 

Adhy. 158 
fäd^ts *rorf ~̂~f¾ V R – Ī : 1 

¾Ä¾ r¾(ft ¾pT ¾n*T ¾ *  I W t a ^ 'II** 

Adhy. 159 

Adhy. 162 
*¾<?ll¾ TOt f¾5is *dlMl¾wft«T"f: 
¾I¾¾I¾5ÄI¾ rffalf ^ =¾T^'2I¾?qrl . l l l^ 

• Adhy. 170 

fl<l1¾FTT m¾ ṃTT "f½^[ ¾¾t 11 ¾ 

Adhy. 192 

wn^l *ng¾«T ¾¼ 3 fita ^ 11 

Adhy. 194 

^ ¾ rt: 5PTT ¾¾IT: fīīīq'W II 
^ ¾%rr ¾r̂ r <wa%di ¾^lff«u 1 
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critical notes ; of these about [91] thirty have no variants at all, while the 
remaining (seventy) show only insignificant variants, such as transposition, 
substitution of synonyms, and so on. The number of the latter class of 
stanzas could naturally be easily augmented, by increasing the latitude of 
permissible variation. Being handed down uniformly in all manuscripts 
alike, they may be regarded as authentic (as least as far as manuscript evi

dence goes), forming so to say, pieces of firm bedrock in the shifting quick

sands of Mahābhārata poetry. As such they will be valuable for the study 
of epic style, diction, vocabulary and so on. 

To return to the question of text reconstruction. The rule arising out of 
the agreement between independent recensions or versions is easy to compre

hend and simple to apply ; only its sphere of operation is rather restricted. 
Difficulties arise when there is fluctuation ; and that is the normal state. 
When there was fluctuation, the choice fell, as a corollary of the previous 
rule, upon a reading which is documented by the largest number of (what 
prima facie appear to be) more or less independent versions, and which is 

Adhy. 198 

tim ftri*¾ ¾ <*vé tim *ftafó m ¾*n i 

Adhy. 199 

* f t a ¼ ¾ ^ ¾q q é ? pfMt Ii X 

iWfw¾ cT̂ FT=5¾¾ qi¾qr: I 

^ t ¾VMM¾ili fÍR%% d h l * 

Adhy. 200 

w  f t ^ ^ : CT~*ĪT ^ l ^ T ~ ¾ i n * 

Adhy. 202 

=q¾lf¾4) 5?W!Ü H¾l¾ll(öl fMt¾<H: I 

*TJgf¼<t c!WÍ " I ¾^"¾K^t : II 

Adhy. 203 

*rnt <«y<ifflH ¾?5 ficn«*4¾ i 
fä¾½i¾¾q ^ ^ c q R c R c l H , II ¾ 

cTOT S p Ä W q¾f S*"f̂ T: II 

Adhy. 205 
¾<rt ^g¾f¾¾Rt : wMMft&+KiHi i 
*¾? ~^TT S¾f *TPlÍ5lt q*w(¾«ft II ¾ 

Adhy. 206 

3 % ^ t < ä d l * M ¾ ^ II i gx 

Adhy. 210 

5l(¾¾W¾5i: ¾ ½ ¾ 5 ^ ^ q Ī ^ ' . 

¾t* q¾¾¾* ¾CT!fREüS%I¾ II V 

Adhy. 211 

^ T H : ei3W¾T 5RT2ntS¾I S¾5W II % 
"X% qft¾il: ^ f ^  l l ¾ ¾¾rq"fif¾ I 
cTgcSf &<!% ¾&mh¾¾ II 

Adhy. 212 

¾WTqfö?q vTc^½^¾: qräfäq>*m l < o 

Adhy. 220 

H rar aq*r: rrt ¾ g ^ r ¾TF̂ T 

Adhy. 225 
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supported by intrinsic probability. Diagrammatically we might represent the 
types as follows : 

(i) N t = S Text, (ii) N = Sj = Text (iii) N t = S x = Text. 
N 2 S 2 N 2 S 2 

N 3 S 3 N3 S 3 

etc, etc. etc. etc. 

The presumption oī originality in these cases is frequently confirmed by a 
lack of definite agreement between the diserepant versions. The commonest 
application of this rule is when ôj K or B (with or without D) agree with 
S against their own agnates. Numerous examples of this type of agreement 
have been adduced above (pp. Liv, L X I I ) . 

Occasionally we get " double " agreement, that is, agreement between two 
or more groups of each recension ( N x = S x and N 2 = S 2) ; for example, when 

(1) K = M , and simultaneously B = TG, 

or (2) ś i K = TG‚ and simultaneously B = M . 

Here one of the agreements must, generally speaking, be accidental, since 
both can hardly be original; and either may be adopted, if they have equal 
intrinsic merit. Owing to the much greater correctness and reliability of 
K , I have, as a rule, adopted the readings of this group, other things being 
equal. 

When the two recensions have alternate readings neither of which can 
have come from the other and which have equal intrinsic merit ( N : S), l 
have, for the sake of consistency and with a view to avoiding unnecessary 
and indiseriminate fusion of versions, adopted, as a stop-gap, the reading 
of N . This rule is of very common application, since one constantly comes 
across readings which are but paraphrases of each other and between which 
it is impossible to diseriminate. Examples of such alternative readings are : 

N 

1. 23 ITS¾: ¾ßRR¾5 ^ ^ % * ¾ 3 R : < 
1. 51 SRT HKf¾ä 1¾ 

5 4 . 3 dß½rai^KiW' 
57. 30 2¾nt5n«r wm--
60. 9 ^ g ^ T - i ~ 1 
60. 10 ¶w34raN3^n3pft <WT *WIcHH: 

C92] 65.20 <U<MWW SI* §*n5feft¾ I 
65. 35 - – rf*t arer -h*ili¾ <TFJRt 

65. 35 "T¾?Rim ft*ft 

S 

i??-f: fl-tst%3 4pldW *if[E*R- I 1. 23 
%ft¾FPT-r-T *TR¾ . . . . 1. 51 
? ¾ m t e fl¾l: . . . . 54. 3 

-f3I-RT: ¾¾T¾ . . . . 57. 30 
s T J 8 l f l r o i ^ Zmt WW1Ñ: I 60. 9 
H¾¾WW *IPft5*IWItpJI<^l¾Rri 60. 10 
**«MWRl5t¾5t l?5RI~. I 65. 20 

f¾¾R5* I . . . . 65. 35 

OTT §¾¾* . . . . 65. 35 
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N 

66. 2 ft-f"IT ^ % f N - f ¾ 
66. 3 3-f*T"-ī-J ~T-T: iff cī 
66. 9 ^T¾nft c f f i ^ W ^ ¾ j % ^ ^ 
73. 4 q5fr ½:%ftq¾ 

106. 6 ¾¾¾j)fa *r*lW: «ftapfN*d 

107. 20 ścg^T ^ H i ^ w w – f t sfô– 
f¾lR =q I 

ßwW!¾ II 
200. 9 HK«<**r ¼tN<MIW ̂ ¾3T 

S 

^ ^  T ¾ f ¾ ^ . . . . 66. 2 
<ra>sf¾^ m . . . . 66. 3 

*l*4k¾WRBcf ~T ¾f¾ 5Nta¾¾ I 66. 9 
3ÜÜ¾ H*¾HlM¾ . . . . 73. 4 
"T3Ti~: ¾½¾2ri q¾Tf ^–W^ī<n I 106. 9 

t*f ^f¾~ ¾ ^ f w ! ^ * m T 1107. 20 

~~~W f¾¾q fl<rô «jßldifff: II 

3 l l W spfaR 5 gnR?TtS¾r J¾R¾: 1200. 9 

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

57. 7 ftf: "udder' ' ( v . 1. ^¾:‚ Ψi, ĪF(: M l . , % : , "J¾:, 3^:‚ 

– : , Ψ: ) 

57. 29 vfcm: proper name (v. 1. *fl½:, S ¾ : , *Tl¾:, etc ) 

96. 16 g*īO7Í from g¾t " shining ” (v. 1. *¾tf, t*īrcī) 

98. 13 *&m (doublet of q F Í t ^ ) "younger" ( v . l . "SHt, *tt W : 

98. 18 *¾ät ( v. 1. ¾gfr, «¾fc, ¾i¾fc, etc. ) 
102. 18 qrfiwt ( v. 1. sn f M , Ś t fw: , ^ r U : ) 
103. 13 tmiśt*u ( v . I. sn*¾n-H !TPĪ ¾*¾, *iwRi?rt, *1**&% e tc . ) . 

EMENDATION 

Emendation has played a very inconspicuous role in the preparation of 
the constituted text. Interpretation has in general been given preference over 
emendation. Even in the case of corrupt passages, the reading of some 
manuscript or other gives sense, though it may not be the original sense, not 
even a wholly satisfactory sense. Precipitate emendation is, however, to be 
deprecated ; for experience has shown that but a small proportion of scholars' 
corrections are really amendments. Moreover, in this special case, we know, 
as yet, too little about the epic idiom and the epic world altogether ; as also 
about the vicissitudes of the epic text. Besides, who can say that the original 
was linguistically uniform, and conformed to any particular norm ? What 
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would be the style of a work which ṃ the main is obviously a compilation ? 
The text, as it has been fixed by me, contains about 35 emendations. 

The corrections are generally very slight, being concerned mostly with single 
isolated words, never with whole passages. Wherever even a single letter has 
been added, omitted or altered, without the authority of any of the manus

cripts, I have inserted an asterisk (*) in the text. 

Only in very few instances do the emendations effected in this edition 
make any difference to the sense , e. g. 1. 4 L 5 n^SS*?¶rW^iīr^":, where the 
word ( en )af¾ has been [93 ] added to the päda, a word found only in D 2; the 
other readings are: ifé ^ F Í , m v¶M% m *fspī, 1 ¾ Wī, *Fm° 
( hypermetric !) ,  Hsf^Pi , *Tcf <CT1T°, seven combinations, each having a 
different syllable between ¾ and "T ! In a few eases the emendation affects 
merely some grammatical form of the stanza in question; e. g. 1. 86. 5 
Bif¾eqiHr *Tr?¾i ftcī. where the readings for 32f are fä^ü, WEffi, WZFf, 
*Ψl& ( corruption of last ? ), J – ff5, g"iqr¾q, * ¾~*T«T ( hypennetric ! ). 

But the large majority of our emendations concern merely metre and 
sandhi. M y study of the manuscript material led me to the conclusion that 
there was an ever growing antipathy, firstly, to hypermetric pādas, in fact to 
any form of metrical irregularity ; and, secondly, to forms of sandhi not 
sanctioned or countenanced by Pāṇini's great grammar. In particular, there 
is noticeable a strong aversion to hiatus, even where it was permitted by rules 
of grammar. Hiatus between pādas also came to be disapproved and was 
removed by such expedients as that of adding a meaningless f ‚ g or ^ 
at the beginning of the posterior pāda. 

Manuscripts betray the surreptitious efforts of the scribes and redactors 
to eliminate hiatus ( sometimes even when it is grammatically permissible ) 
in the following instances among others: 1. 2. 91 (between pādas) 
TOTW I 3¾jair qfa mm ; 2. 130 w&n ZU?F&¶P ( 8 readings); 2 . 1 5 0 
iff *TUT "J"S¾H ; 2. 212 cv~T 3 ? ! ^ ^ ^ • 9. 11 ( between pādas) °aftoi i 
3t½g 15. 2 p^Tī 3 I ¶ ? R ^ ; 21. 3 ¶TS 3flg ^ . 33. 18 qfem^^r 
¾f^T:; 33. 22 ff 3Iq¾ and f ½ tp" ; 36. 7 3?sf ( v. I ¾T ¶4, *<t¾°); 
4L 8 I1H 8iftu?n¾^T:; 41. 21 ^TT 3T*ītpff: ( v . l . ^*¾½T: ); 45. 13 
( between pādas ) f¾5 "l?RPrW3rRcT( v. 1. "ftarcr°, ém°f ΨKf ) ; 50. 17 –0T 
*tm ¾f^f t ( v. 1. qfäst ) ¾52Rn¾: ; 60. 4 ¾T.ft̂ RÜpu 3?¾: ( v. I. °tmft:> °tf 
Bft: , °iWrf¾r: ) ; 65. 24 ( between pādas ) gj¾* I 3T¾r ( S ¾ « Ä ) ; 72. 22 N 
¼ff ( s ¼ff¾^°); 76. i s eft? <%ft%m ( v . l . ¼^fq°, °w*ß°, °mW, 
°*mft°); 83. 3 °¾teT e"rq^T ( v. 1 ®^°, SFcf0, =TRT° ); 84. 13 aprf ¾. 
85. 8 OTT eptfW» qft¾IcTOft ( v. 1. ^¾mftcft ¾r Tft°); 94. 38 ift en&ff ( SllOT°, 
Star°, ~*īc*n° ); 96. 42 ( between pādas ) 5f>T¾?f 3TcWR¾ ( v. 1. c^lTO°, 
www 0, ^Umf, <mmif, aterer° )• 98. 8 3 R T ¼ ¾rf (v. l . m, m, °m 

8A 
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°<*īfcr % ) ; 99. 15 Tf Brfä-T-g%; 99. 39 ( between pādas ) ° ^ ½ 3 ¼ " t 
( v– 1. fjfolRO; 100. 2 eWftiT BTmft^īft; 101. 3 u 8n«nf (v . 1. ¾nw?°, c-¾m°); 
103. 5 (between pādas ) &m 13Tg^-rr ( v . I srg°, c--g°‚ ^rg°, 5ig 0, e tc . ) ; 
107. 32 (between pādas ) "^q"?ii¾ I 3IT~-ITŚf ( á i K i 1E~OTf); 109. 7 
( between pādas ) i¾o ( M 6 – 8 5jf«¾0 ); 109. 21 ( between pādas ) 
^ I ¾r5 110. 28 qfc 3Uéri; 112. 31 ?n ¾a*EIT; 114. 38 fc¶pfont (v. h 
°WRÍ, %THÍ, °fiv~iiHT, C  " l f ¼ ) ; 116. 25    5 ½ 3īgq*Rf†; 148. 1 fffeff 
8TO¾2f; 152. 19 a¾f 3Tig:. 157. 1 3  W 3 l : ( 6 readings )• 183. 3 ( bet

ween pādas ) ~īis–i I 3'ītaRteRt ( N i n s – ¾rf¾ ) ; 218. 11 ( between pādas ) 
r̂g¾~f5f l 3T5lfôŚ1. – 1t is evident that sandhi was originally more flexible. 

It is only in later phases of literature that writers make a shibboleth of it. 

Similar efforts to correct hypermetric lines may be seen from : 

20. 2 j¾ert fô~^FĪi ( v . l . īmwi^qj fär!i, fävff ^fw^ft> fita«"<Ftf 

78. ¾3 rfti mm *FW( ( v . l . *ftef and ¶& for c^īft^; also fog, mm 
c–fft–T, "–R~ll *M<Hl*i ) 

92. 4. sR r̂for f¾ ß^iför, ( v. I. i % % hdft "ñ ī̂riôf, *<nfa fo*ī~jrt, 

94. 74 ?<*4ftM9ldra~f ( ~ ^ ~ ~ ^ 5 ~ C , ~ ' Sīf9f°‚ 3T5 STeT° ). 

Owing to the increasing sensitiveness to solecism, we find likewise 
different efforts made, independently of each other, to purge the text 
of what came to be regarded as stylistic blunders or corruptions in 
the ancient text. Examples of attempts made to f94J remove solecisms 
are: 1. 1. 190 % * <rôfor ( v . L zt¾¾ ¾ % ¾ *SP¾ ¾ ) ; 2. 93 

Wfl **rä ( v . l . ¾ t e n f i  f sn¾, ~ * Ī w  i V T W ) ; 7.26 fstesr 
( v . l . s¾ta¾‚ °¾r«r, ¾t*r) ; 9. 2 JŚR–Ī ( v . l . w - l i , sc-rr); 21.6 qwR-¾¾ 
(¾MS¾?°, ?K¾SX°); 43. 14 pn¾ ( v . l . 3TUl¾, 8WI¾); 46. 37 ¾ä<-HH 
( v . l . ¾iw-Tt - r rn ) ; 48. 24 ST STOJ-OT^ ( v . l . "TRRTOin¾); 96. 44 2:r¾rr 
5feR¾r ( v . l . w ^ f l ¾ ¾ - r ) ; 123. 16 %¾mw m ( v. h °WTOT^ ); 124. 24 
^qp^t pass. pres. part. ( v. I. 3BF¾ ) . 141. 7 iffiraiflr ( v. 1. ¾ or g ¾*nfa), 
151. 23 ¾gj - T T ^ ( v. l ~ ~ W ~ - ī ); 154. 24 *fi¾¾2Trsgrft ( v. l . ~ i ^ W 5 g ° ) ; 
165. 24 -r~[^qfe *T *f?5 ( v. 1. %qd r>-T - - 3–5g etc ); 169. 20 ¾PiR ¾"Tg 

( v . 1. -c¾ i ? t ^ etc.); 184. 18 srcfär ( v . l . -mför, ¾rtf%, ¾arf%; 

½f¼T, ¾R[f5<T, ?tf¼T I ); etc., etc. 

I add examples of hypermetric pādas ( generally with the scheme 

V V - V - V j - - . ^ wnich are the result of emendation: 1. 30. 7 sfä¾^rfä<-tf«ft 
%*; 1. 155. 35 *3T-rīv-^ *t g ^ 5T¾¾ 
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51. 
57. 
98. 
99. 

100. 
103. 

110. 

And, 

8 
20 

20 

15 
2 

8 

5 

finally, examples of hiatus as the result of emendation : 

BT¾fl* ^ :  ^ q ½  W T 110. 28 qfi[ *3Trī īTfTSTsT 

f % q ¾ "  T ^ ¾ q : 116.25 ?P¾BI *ergq^TT 
3T7cI¼ *Trf ¾rrrr 119. n ^¾¾½ ¾foPff 
cr~ *arf¾Ri¾¾ 147. 2 ¾¾¾Nt * 3 T T O ^ 
fNfô 3̂ff¾lfiiqf¾ 148. 1 i¾f¾rn *3n¾¾fi 
¾¾Rf fTTcft ¾^I ¼g^n 157. 13 qs^ īRTOÍ ¾ ~ : 
f3*T 5T: I 207. 17 * 3 l f ^ ¾ q ; 
5fft *?reft¾ *lft *3Tft%Tir 214. 9 ¾r¾¾ ¾fäar~~ 

It is important to remember that emendation has been resorted to merely 
for the purpose of unifying divergent and conflicting manuscript evidence, 
never in opposition to clear and unanimous testimony of manuscripts. The 
emendations are thus not amendments of the text in the ordinary sense of the 
word, made in order to eke out a better sense when the manuscripts yield no 
sense or an unsatisfactory sense ; they are rather an effort to find, so to say, 
a hypothetical focus towards which the discrepant readings converge. 

The uniformity of the interrelationship of the different manuscripts, ver

sions or recensions, as has been already explained, is disturbed chiefly by 
comparison and conflation of manuscripts. A constant and fruitful source 
of confusion, as was pointed out above, has always been the marginalia. 
A more dangerous and troublesome source was the practice of incorporating 
into one's text – without stating the source and without much explanatory 
comment – passages found in other versions. It may be surmised that cele

brated places of pilgrimage like Ujjayini, 1 Rāmeśvaram, Kāśī, and others, 
with recitations of the epics held periodically in their famous shrines, have 
played an important role in the dissemination of the knowledge of local ver
sions among the pious visiting pilgrims, whose number undoubtedly included 
the bards and the professional reciters of the epics. 

•[95J Much light is thrown on the origin of these misch-codices by the 
M S . K4, a manuscript belonging to the Bombay Government Collection depo
sited at the Institute. In this manuscript we find long extracts from other 
cognate versions (such as y) as also from tlle Southern recension, written out 
on separate folios and inserted at appropriate places in the body of the ma
nuscript, with the words 3Tś ī^ rqq^ i written on the margin of the original 

i Bāṇa's Kādambm (ed. PETERSON, p. 61) refers to a recitation of the Mbh. 
on the fourteenth day of the half mwith in the temple of Mahākāla at Ujjain, which 
the queen attends. 

T H E " ADDITIONAL " PASSAGES 
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folio, near the place where the passage is to be interpolated. Should this 
manuscript happen to be copied again and should the copyist insert the 
passage at the place indicated by the previous scribe, the interpolation would 
become an integral part of the new text which is externally absolutely indis

tinguishable from the rest of the text. 

This! leads us to the question of " additional " passages in general. Our 
attitude with regard to them is quite clear, in my opinion. The first and 
foremost source of our knowledge as to what the Mahābhārata comprises, is 
and must remain the manuscript evidence itself. For example, the question 
– which seems to trouble a great many people, judging by the inquiries on 
the point received at the Institute – whether the Uttaragītā, Gajendrarnokṣa 
and Anusrnṛti are parts of the Mahābhārata, must be answered by the 
manuscripts themselves. If none of our manuscripts contain these passages, 
it is prima facie evidence that they are not parts of the Mahābhārata. There is 
nothing to suggest that our Mahābhārata manuscripts have suffered any 
serious loss at any time. There never was any lack of manuscripts, many of 
which were preserved carefully in temples, and which must have been copied 
repeatedly, for the enhancement of merit. There is no evidence of any break 
in the tradition at any time or any place, within the confines of India at 
least. The probable inference is that cur manuscripts contain all that was 
there originally to hand down, and more. What late writers and commenta

tors have said about passages not found in our manuscripts is always a mat

ter of secondary importance ; it cannot ipso facto nullify or override the pri

mary evidence of manuscripts. Such extrinsic testimony has only local or 
personal value ; it can always be rebutted by the evidence of the Mahābhārata 
manuscripts. 

Likewise, whether an episode, adhyāya, passage, stanza or line may be 
regarded as belonging to the Mahābhārata or not must primarily depend up

on whether the manuscripts contain it. Extrinsic evidence, in so far as it is 
valid, will principally hold good only for the period or locality to which it be

longs. Intrinsic evidence may be considered ; but, being of a subjective cha

racter, it must be used with caution. Our primary evidence being the ma

nuscripts themselves, we are bound to view with suspicion, as a matter of 
principle, any part of the text which is found only in one recension, or only 
in a portion of our critical apparatus. Therefore, the evidence for such pas

sages as are contained only in one manuscript, or a small group of manus

cripts or versions, or even in a whole recension must be pronounced to be 
defective. Consequently, all lines belonging to one recension only, and a 
fortiori such as pertain to a combination of manuscripts amounting to less 
than a recension, for which there is nothing corresponding in the other recen

sion and which are not absolutely necessary for the context – all lines,, in 
short, with ai defective title – have been placed in the footnotes or the* Appen

dix, pending further inquiry regarding their credentials. 
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Such passages are not all necessarily spurious. There might be a hun

dred good reasons why the questionable passages are missing in a particular 
recension or version. It might conceivably be, for instance, that the shorter 
recension represents (as certain [96J scholar has said) " a mutilated and 
hastily put together composition of the Middle Indian Redactors, who could 
not lay their hands on all manuscripts of the Mahābhārata ”. 1 The shorter 
version might again be, theoretically, a consciously abridged or expurgated 
version. Or, more simply, the omission might be due to mere oversight of 
some scribe who had quite unintentionally omitted the defaulting passage and 
this mistake of the first scribe had been perpetuated by the other copyists. 
And so on and so forth. But all these! are mere possibilities. All these reasons 
in general and particular must be adduced and proved, or at least made pro

bable, in any given case. Moreover, the manuscripts clearly show that there 
has been in progress, through centuries, constant comparison of manuscripts. 
In view of this circumstance, the explanation that the omission of a passage 
in a whole version might be due to a scribe's omission loses much of its force. 
Omission is as much a fact in Mahābhārata textual tradition as addition. 
And it isī fair to demand of a person who alleges the authenticity of such 
onerecension passages why the rival recension does not contain it. 2 

The general condemnation of a recension or version that it is mutilated, 
merely on the ground that it lacks certain passages that are found in a rival 
recension or version, is entirely meaningless ; for the argument might easily 

be reversed, so that the controversy will resolve merely into mutual vitupe¬

1ation. What I mean is this. From the fact that one of the recensions, say 
N , does not contain a certain passage or a certain set of passages found in 
another, say S, it is illogical to argue that N is a mutilated version ; because 
such an argument can with equal cogency be applied to S, in regard to certain 
other passages that are missing in S but found in N . The point isi so im

portant and at the same time so difficult to" grasp that I shall endeavour to 
make my meaning clearer with the help of a concrete illustration. M y con

tention is this. From the fact that the Southern recension contains, say, the 
Nālāyanī episode (App. I, No. 100), which is mischig in the Northern re

cension, it would be illogical to argue that the Northern recension is defective 

1 P. P. S. SASTRI, The Mahābhārata, Vol. 2, Introduction, p. viii. 
2 Cf. L Ü D E R S , '‘ Zur Sage von Rṣyaśṛñga ’', Nachrichten von der kömgjl. Ge

sell, der Wiss. zu Göttingen. Philhist. KI. 1901. 42 : ‘’ Allein wie man über die 
Erklärung solcher Verschiedenheiten innerhalb der Nāgarīrecension auch denken 
mag, soweit es sich um die Verschiedenheiten zwischen N und G " – then, a for

tiori, between N and S – ’' handelt, halte ith es für ein durchaus richtiges Princip, 
in den Abschnitten, die im allgemeinen Vers für Vers überemstimmen wie z. B. der 
Text des ¾yasnigasage, einen Vers, der entweder in N oder in G fehlt, als ver

dächtig, und wenn sich ein einleuchtender Grund für seine Einfügung darbietet, als 
interpoliert zu betrachten. Wer solche Verse für echt hält, muss erklären, wie es 
kam, dass sie in der einen Recension fortgelassen wurden." 



122 PROLEGOMENA 

or mutilated ; because one can, with equal cogency, seek to establish the muti

lation or defection of the Southern recension by pointing, say, to the Gajṇeśa 
passage, which is found cniy in certain Northern manuscripts and is entirely 
missing in the Southern manuscripts. The argument could have been em¬
ployed with greater semblance of reason and plausibility, had there been only 
a mere plus or minus on either side, but is entirely without cogency in the 
present instance where there are both additions and omissions on both sides. 

[97J Originality and authenticity are, unfortunately, not the prerogative 
of any single recension or version or manuscript.1 They must be established, 
laboriously, chapter by chapter, line by line, word by word, syllable by syll
able.2 The optimistic view that any extant manuscript, however old and 
trustworthy, of some favoured version or recension, could give us, with a 
few additions and alterations, the text of Vyāsa's Bhārata or Mahābhārata 
is the index of a naive mentality and does! not need any elaborate refutation. 

The argument in favour of any particular recension or version or text 
is frequently sought to be strengthened by a reference to the authority of the 
Parvasaṃgraha (Ādi 2), a week reed on which every tyro leans rather heavi

ly in the beginning, and it would be well to examine the argument here. 

THE PARvASAMGRAHA ARGUMENT 

Until lately high hopes had been entertained that the Parvasaṃgraha– 
parvan (Ādi 2) would supply the clue to the selution of the perplexing ques

tion of the reconstruction of the original Mahābhārata. But the paradoxical 
situation created by the circumstance that two different editors of the Virāṭa¬

parvan, both of whom rely mainly on the data of the Parvasaīmgraha for es

tablishing the originality and authenticity of their respective texts, have pro

duced critical editions of that parvan which differ by no less than 1467 
stanzas,13 has created grave misgivings in the minds of unbiassed critics as to 
whether the Parvasaṃgraha can render us any help at all in reconstructing the 
text of the Mahābhārata, and these misgivings appear justified by the facts 
of the case. 

The exaggerated importance which the late M r . UTGIKAR was inclined to 
attach to the numerical data of the Parvasaṃgraha, was, I believe, mainly, 
if not wholly, due to his mistaken belief that there was complete agreement 
between the two rival recensions in all material particulars as regards the 
text of this adhyāya. This erroneous and wholly unfounded notion seems to 

* LÜDERS, op. cit. p. 43, justly asks : '‘ Wenn aber die Granthareeension Zu

sätze erfuhr, warum sollen wir denn annehmen, dass die Nāgarīrecension von ihnen 
verschont geblieben sei ? " 

2 Cf. WINTERNITZ, Geschichte der ind. Litteratur, I. 398 f. 
8 Mr. UTGiKAR's text contains only 2033 stanzas ; while in Professor SASTRI‘S 

Southern Recension, the Viiāṭaparvan has 3500 stanzas ! And both are said to be 
supported by manuscript authority. 
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have been induced by the ambiguous and thoroughly misleading character of 
the text of the Khurnbhakonarn edition, which claims to be an edition ''mainly 
based on South Indian texts ", but presents a version of this adhyāya which 
has been unblushingly copied from the Bombay and Calcutta editions, ignor
ing wholly the Southern divergences, which are quite considerable 

Not only are there discrepancies between the two recensions as regards 
the numbers of the adhyāyas and the ślokas in the various parvans, there is r:o 
complete agreement even between the different versions of the same recen
sion. Take, for instance, the case of the Ādiparvan itself. Our constituted 
text (following the Śāradā codex) gives ( I . 2. 9 6 ) the number of ślokas in 
the Ādi as 7884. But this is not the only reading of that number. For the 
digit representing the thousands alone, the choice lies between seven, eight, 
nine and ten ! There can, therefore, be no doubt that the text of this adh
yāya also has been tampered with and designedly altered, from time to time 
in various ( 9 8 J ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated version 
of a later epcch. It will thus have to be admitted that the parvasaṃgraha 
argument is of secondary importance and must not be pressed too far. 

Be that as it may, it is extremely problematic whether we could make 
any use whatsoever of the Parvasaṃgraha enumeration of ślokas in the case 
of the Ādi at least, because it will be difficult to compute the extent of this 
parvan and that for two reasons. Firstly, because this parvan, as is well 
known, contains two lengthy prose adhyāyas ( 3 and 9 0 ) . Taking the figure 
of the Parvasāṃgraha to represent the exact extent of the whole of the Ādi, 
it is not clear how the prose portions were computed by the compilers of tlle 
Parvasajṃgraha. Most of the modern computers add the numbers of stanzas 
to the number of their respective prose sections, and arrive at the length of 
the Ādi in ślokas ! But this is bad arithmetic. P. P. S. SASTRI offers a solu
tion which is more ingenious than convincing. He holds the compiler of the 
Parvasaṃgraha down to the letter of his statement. The Parvasaṃgraha 
tells us, says SASTRI, merely the number of ślokas which the different paivans 
contain. Nothing is said about the prose sections. He therefore ignores the 
prose adhyāyas in computing the extent of the Ādi, and is satisfied that his 
text exactly agrees with the data of the Parvasaṃgraha ! 

The other difficulty in the way of using the Parvasa]ṃgraha figure in 
the case of the Ādi is that this parvan contains a large number of Triṣṭubh 
stanzas, which again introduce an element of uncertainty in the computation. 
Was each Tristubh stanza counted as one śloka ; or did the Bhārata-cintakas 
(mentioned in I. 2. 172) compute the exact equivalent of the long-metre 
stanzas in ślokas ? It is difficult to say. The difference in the reckoning will 
be, however, between 40 and 50 perxent. of the total! As a very rough esti
mate, the Ādi may contain something like 500 long-metre stanzas'. This fac
tor alone would introduce a difference of about 225 stanzas ! 
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These are some of the obvious difficulties in the way of making any prac

tical use of the figure recorded in the Parvasaṃgraha for textcritical purposes. 
The computation may have some value in the ease of a parvan in which 
there is no prose at all, which is almost wholly in anustubh metre, and for 
which finally the Parvasaṃgraha figure is certain, the manuscript evidence 
being unanimous. 

It is quite within the range of probability that the apparent extent of 
the critical text of a parvan may fall appreciably below or rise appreciably 
above the figure recorded in the Parvasaṃgraha, as is actually the case with 
other editions. Moreover, unless it can be made probable that the compi

lation of this " Table of Contents " is nearly contemporaneous with the pre

sent redaction of the Great Epic, these discrepancies will be without much co

gency in matters relating to the constitution of the text. The value of a 
manuscript, version, oil printed text of the Mahābhārata must not 
be thought to depend exclusively or even mainly upon its agreement with or 
discrepancy from the numerical data of the Parvasaiṃgraha. It must in final 
analysis be regarded as depending upon the place it occupies in a logical and 
convincing scheme formulated to explain the evolution of the different extant 
versions and types of Mahābhārata manuscripts. 

It should further be carefully borne in mind that even if there be exact 
agreement as to extent between the Parvasaṃgraha and any constituted text, 
this fact alone is no guarantee of the absolute correctness of the entire text, 
line for line, because the samel f99J number of stanzas could be made up in 
innumerable different ways by accepting and rejecting stanzas of doubtful au

thenticity and uncertain documentation, of which there is always a plentiful 
supply in every parvan. The difficulty will finally not be solved even if we 
happen to light upon a unique manuscript which agrees with the Parvasaṃ¬

graha exactly as to the number of stanzas in any particular parvan and we 
should adopt its verbatim; because there is every probability that while 
it satisfies the one criterion of extent given by the Parvasaṃgraha, it may not 
satisfy, in every respect, other and more exacting critical tests, when compar

ed line by line and word by word with other extant manuscripts. 

In the above discussion I have implicitly assumed, as is done by most 
writers on the subject, that the word sloka in the Parvasaṃgraha chapter has 
the usual meaning " stanza ". This interpretation was called into question, 
by the late Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasad SHASTRI , who offered a new in

terpretation, which I cannot but think iá far more plausible, although I do 
not agree with all the conclusions he deduces therefrom. 

The really valuable discovery of the Mahamahopadhyaya, in my opi

nion, is that the word éloka cannot mean here stanza or verse or anything of 
the kind, but must denote (as in the parlance of scribes and vendors of ma

nuscripts) a unit of memtrement of written matter, comprising 32 syllables 
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of akṣaras.1 The difficulty of computing prose passages and the longmetre

stanzas mentioned above finds a satisfactory selution at once in this interpre

tation of the word " śloka''. And that is moreover the only interpretation 
of the word which, as far as I can see, can successfully solve that difficulty, 
in view of the circumstance that the text is heterogeneous, consisting of slo¬
kas, prose, and long-metre stanzas. But in this supposition we shall have to 
count, not only the actual text (consisting of prose and verse), but the whole 
of the written matter. And that enumeration, whether it be 7884, 8884, 
9884 or 9984, will include not only the text properly so called but also the 
colophons and the hundreds of the prose formulaic references (like ¾¾qi«¾H 
3^re ) besides perhaps the captions of adhyāyas, sub-parvans and parvans, 
and even the numerical figures denoting the numbers of ślokas, and so on. 

The number of adhyāyas in our edition (225) does not tally with the 
number given in the Parvasaṃgraha (218), any more than in any of the 
previous editions : the Calcutta edition of the Ādi has 234 adhyāyas, the 
Bombay editions vary between 234 and 236, while the Kumbhakonam edi

tion reaches the astonishing figure 260, though the Parvasaṃgraha figure in 
the case of each of these latter editions is the same, 227. 

It may be pointed out that the adhyāya division in our extant manus

cripts is extremely arbitrary. The average length of our adhyāyas should be 
about 35 stanzas ; but adhy. 12 and 22 of our edition contain only 5 stan

zas each, while adhy. 57 (to mention only one instance) has over 100 stan

zas. As regards the contents of the adhyāyas also there is much inconsist

ency. Thus we frequently find that one adhyāya ends with the remark that 
a certain person spoke as follows, and his speech, which may be quite short, 
forms the beginning of the following adhyāya. Then again the manuscripts 
are far from being unanimous in the matter of marking the colophons : 
they show in fact wild flOO]J fluctuations. Even the reading of the Parva¬

saṃgraha figure is not entirely free from doubt (e.g. our śāradā codex gives 
the number of thei adhyāyas as 230 !), though the reading 218 seems nigniy 
probable. 

Under these circumstances, nothing would be easier than to manipulate 
the colophons, by arbitrarily combining the conflicting data of the different 
recensions or versions or even manuscripts and arriving at any required 
figure. This has actually been done by Professor P . P. S. SASTRI in his 
edition of the Southern Recension, which thereby achieves the dubious dis
tinction of being the only edition of the Ādiparvan in which the adhyāya 
number agrees exactly with the Parvasalṃgraha figure but the colophons are 
mostly at the wrong places. This procedure is the less excusable in his case 

1 Cf. Haraprasada SHASTRI, A Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts 
in the Collection of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, Vol. 5, Preface, pp. xxxii, xxxv, 
xxxvii, A l l . 
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as he is at great pains to create the impression that he is just reproducing 
the text of one selected manuscript, correcting only " scriptorial " blunders. 
Now his basic manuscript ( 3? '= our G 6 ) divides the Ädi into two separate 
major parvans, Adiparvan and Saṃbhavaparvan, with 40 and 200 num

bered adhyāyas respectively, which makes a total of 240 adhyāyas, and which 
is nearer the Kumbhakonam figure (260) than the Parvasaṃgraha figure 
(218). While correcting " scriptorial blunders ", Professor SASTRI has, so to 
say, spirited away 22 colophons before our very eyes 

A more careful study of the manuscript evidence may tend to reduce 
the discrepancy between the constituted text and the data of the Parvasaṃ¬

graha as regards the number of the adhyāyas, or at any rate may enable us 
to account for the difference, though at present it seems impossible to har

monize the manuscript evidence (consisting of the actual colophons) with 
the Parvasaṃgraha. 

INTERPOLATION 

There has been an extraordinary reluctance among scholars to face the 
fact that the Mahābhārata manuscripts may contain and do contain quanti

ties of spurious matter. But there is now no excuse for such recalcitrance. 
The critical apparatus of this edition contains a unique record of hundreds 
of lines which are evidently and unquestionably spurious. Here is a list of 
passages from our Appendix, each found in one manuscript only : App. I, 
No. 2 (in K 6 marg. : containing 4 lines); No. 4 ( K 3 : 14 lines); No. 5 
( B 4 : 23 lines) ; No. 7 (G1 : 4 lines) ; No. 16 ( K 4 : 9 lines) ; No. 25 (D 5 : 4 
lines) ; No. 26 (B 4 : 6 lines) ; No. 31 ( K 4 : 27 lines) ; No. 34 ( K 4 : 6 
lines) ; No. 44 ( D 2 : 24 lines) ; No. 4950 Da X : 21 lines) ; No. 66 ( D 4 : 
47 lines) ; No. 70 (G± : 8 lines) ; No. 74 (B X : 9 lines) ; No. 94 ( D 4 : 31 
lines) ; No. 98 ( D 4 : 50 lines) ; etc., etc. These are passages from the Ap

pendix alone, to which many of them have been relegated on account of either 
their length or their irrelevancy ; but the footnotes contain hundreds, nay 
thousands, of lines of precisely the same character. Then there are also lines 
which are found in only two or three manuscripts, of which I have counted 
some 3OO instances. A number of new additions have been now given by 
Professor SASTRI, who has examined other Telugu and Grantha manuscripts 
for his edition of the Ädi in the Southern recension. And I am fully persuad

ed that if we examine yet other manuscripts, we shall still find fresh passages 
which had never been seen or heard of before. No sane person would main

tain that these are all original passages lost in all manuscripts except the few 
late and inferior manuscripts in which they happen to occur. 

•[lOlJ It is not always easy, as has already been remarked, to prove 
that these " additional" passages are interpolations. The epic metre is easy 
to imitate ; the epic grammar is flexible ; the epic style is nondescript. The 
additional lines are generally fashioned with skill, and fitted in with cunning. 
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The following interpolated stanzas, by a poet aspiring after higher things, in 
fancy metre and classical style are rather exceptional : 

i859 * t a -jcrra I 

STTUTTf¾C% ¾i3(¾ ^ - i i T T ^ - S ¾ r ^ II 

¾fait ¾3fä T *««Gkl ¼ 4 4 d K l 

*TOT ¾ F ¾ * : - r o g 3 5 Ä i r ^ ¾ f ¾ ¾ ^ i i 

An interesting instance of a passage which is betrayed by its contents is 
an extravaganza in some Grantha manuscripts. This bizarre interpolation1 

describes among other things, with circumstantial detail, the marriage of Pa~ 
rāśara and Satyavati (alias Matsyagandha). At this ceremony, the shades 
of the ancestors of both the bride and the bridegroom are invoked, all the de
tails of a regular Hindu marital rite are minutely observed, and the marriage 
is solemnized in the presence of Vasiṣṭha, Yājñavalkya and other great R§is 
living in the Naimiṣa forest, with the distribution of baksheesh to Brahmins. 
It is an interesting speculation whether credulity can go so far as to regard 
even such passages as an authentic part of the original Mahābhārata or Bhā¬

rata of Vyāsa, just because the passage is found in some Mahābhārata 
manuscripts. 

The footnotes contain a rare selection of passages that are either palpab

ly absurd, sometimes contradicting the immediate context, or else have little 
connection with the context in which they lie embedded : quotations, glosses, 
fanciful additions of details, the jetsam and flotsam of Mahābhārata poesie. 

These bewildering fluctuations in the text are quite unique, being pecu

liar to the Mahābhārata. They are not found in the manuscripts of the Vedic 
literature or in those of grammatical, philosophical, or rhetorical texts or of 
the works of the classical poets and dramatists. This only proves that the 
Mahābhārata was peculiarly liable to inflation and elaboration. 

When I say that the Mahābhārata manuscripts contain quantities of 
spurious additions, I intend no disparagement or condemnation of the text 
or of the manuscripts. The process is normal, inevitable and in a wider sense 
wholly right. If the epic is to continue to be a vital force in the life of any 
progressive people, it must be a slowchanging book ! The fact of expurga

1 App. I, Nos. 3536. 
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tion and elaboration is only an outward indication of its being a book of inspi

ration and guidance in life, and not merely a book lying unused and forgotten 
on a dusty bookshelf. Those are probably just the touches that have saved 
the Mahābhārata from the fate of being consigned to the limbo of oblivion, 
which has befallen its sister epics like the Gilgamesh. 

(102) To give only one illustration. The awkwardness of the sexual 
relations of some of those epic characters of bygone ages must have been in

deed a puzzle and a source of constant tribulation to the reciter of the epics 
(Paurāṇika), who was called upon to narrate, explain and justify those old

world stories to his devout and impressionable audiences, in the course of his 
recitations, which were, in the postepic period, nothing more than edifying 
popular sermons. It is thai no wonder that the shrewd ones among these pas

tors of the people, these professional keepers of their morals, should have oc

casionally taken the bull by the horn, so to say, and boldly added or subs

tituted, bona fide, details which harmonized better with their own conceptions 
of right and wrong or with those of their pious flock. 

A PROBLEM IN " TEXTUAL DYNAMICS ” 

After what has been said above, it is needless to add that the constituted 
text is based on all versions of both recensions and prepared on eclectic prin

ciples. I have given in the text whatever in each case appeared to be support

ed by the balance of probabilities, but all important deviations in the manus

cripts are noted in the critical apparatus, so that every reader has, at his dis

posal, the entire material for controlling and correcting the constituted text, 
where necessary. Al l important elements of the text – lines, phrases, signi

ficant words and even wordparts* – that are less than certain, are indicated by 
a wavy line printed below them. Slight differences in the spellings of words, 
of proper names (e.g. ¾¾3i) and some minor details (such as the ex

pletives or the prose formulae ^ ^iΨ[l^, ¾P. e t c > ) a r e ignored for this 
purpose. This device is, by nature, hard to apply strictly, and there are 
bound to be many inconsistencies in its application. I have retained it all 
the same with the express object of obviating all false sense of security. This 
wavy line, running through the entire length of the text is, to my mind, the 
symbol and constant remembrancer of this essential fact in Mahābhārata 
textual criticism that the Mahābhārata is not and never was a fixed rigid text, 
but is fluctuating epic tradition, a thème avec variations, not unlike a popular 
Indian melody. Our objective should consequently not to be to arrive at an 
archetype (which practically never existed), but to represent, view and explain 
the epic tradition in all its variety, in all its fullness, in all its ramifications. 
Ours is a problem in textual dynamics, rather than in textual statics. 

To put it in other words, the Mahābhārata is the whole of the epic tra

dition : the entire Critical Apparatus. Its separation into the constituted text 
and the critical notes is only a static representation of a constantly changing 



PROLEGOMENA 129 

epic text – a representation made for purpose of visualizing, studying and ana

lyzing the panorama of the more grand and less grand thoughtmovements 
that have crystallized in the shape of the texts handed down to us in our 
M a h ā b h ā r a t a manuscripts. 

W H A T IS T H E CONSTITUTED T E X T ? 

T o prevent miseonception in the mind cf the casual reader, it is best to 
state at first what the constituted text is not! The editor is firmly convinced 
that the text f 1 0 3 j presented in this edition is not anything like the auto

graph copy of the work of its mythical author, M a h a r ṣ i Vyāsa. It is not, in 
any sense, a reconstruction of the U r  M a h ā b h ā r a t a or of the UrBhāra ta ‚ that 
ideal but impossible desideratum. It is also not an exact replica of the poem 
recited by Va i śaṃpāyana before Janamejaya. It is further wholly uncertain 
how close it approaches the text cf the poem said to be recited by the Sūta 
(or Sauti) before īsaunaka and the other dwellers of the Naimisa forest. 

It is but a modest attempt to present a version of the epic as old as the 
extant manuscript material will permit us to reach with some semblance of 
confidence. It is, in all probability, not the best text of the Great Epic , pos

sible or existing, nor necessarily even a good one. It only claims to be the 
most ancient one according to the direct line of transmission, purer than the 
others in So far as i t is free from the obvious errors of copying and spurious 
additions. It may be regarded, if the editor has done his work properly, the 
ancestor of all extant manuscripts, or, to be precise, of the manuscripts exa

mined and collated for this edition. The constituted text cannot be accurate

ly dated, nor labelled as pertaining to any particular place or personality. 
Since our manuscripts are comparatively modern, our text cannot claim to be 
very old. It goes without saying that (precisely like every other edition) it 
is a mosaic of old and new matter. That is to say, in an average adhyāya 
of this edition (as of any other edition) we my read a stanza of the second 
century B.C. followed by one written in the second century A.D. Sometimes 
the gap wi l l occur in the middle of a line, precisely als in every other edition. 
This unevenness and these inequalities are inevitable, conditioned as they are 
by the very nature of the text and the tradition. 

The Vulgate text of the M a h ā b h ā r a t a is fairly readable and wil l appear 
in places, at first sight, to be even " better ” than the critical text, because the 

1 Thus Professor SASTRI (Southern Recension, Vol. I, Introduction, p. xiii) 
writes about this edition : " Whilst the Poona edition lays claim, to constitute the 
text of the Mahābhārata as closely as [lO3j possible té Vyasa*sj version of the 
same, the principle underlying this edition " etc. Even Professor Sylvain Lévi, in 
a reviews of this edition (fA. Oct. – Dec. 1929, p. 347) wrote : “ Si j'osais me per¬

mettre une suggestion dans ce domaine, je conseillerais à l'éditeur de renoncer, par 
pitié pour nous, à la part méme du travail qui lui tient le pius à cœur et qui apporte 
á son esprit le plus de satisfaction, la reconstruction de " l'UrMahābhārata " comme 
i l se plait à dire", etc. (Italics mine !). Both statements are false! 
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former has been purged by the continuous emendations of scholars for cen
turies. A whole army of anonymous scholars and poets must have worked 
at the text to make it smooth and easy of comprehension, and to increase its 
popularity and usefulness by adding to it interesting anecdotes, incorporating 
into it current and popular versions and explanations, bringing it in a line with 
the ethical, moral, religious and political ideas of essentially different ages. 

The reader will find that the constituted text is by no means smooth. It 
contains fresh instances of loose and archaic linguistic forms and construc
tions, anacoluthons and lack of syntactical concord. There remain many 
contradictions and superfluities. There is evident lack of finish in the hidden 
parts. These blemishes – if they be blemishes in epic poetry, which is dyna
mic poetry, with no necessary pretensions to niceties of style, in the narrower 
sense of the term – must have been inherent in the old poem. Where they 
are met with in the critical text, they are not speculative fiction ; they are do
cumented by the manuscripts themselves or at least are inferable from them 
with a high degree of probability. 

I1O4J For the shortcomings mentioned above, the constituted text has 
merits also. It cleanses the text of puerile modern accretions and obvious 
errors of repetition, which lengthen and weaken the text. It solves a certain 
number of textual riddles (bogus kütas), which were the outcome of long 
standing corruptions and unskilful conflation. It rescues from undeserved 
oblivion many an authentic archaism, which had been gradually ousted in the 
course of transmission of the text. 

Sooner than print up the text of one manuscript, however reliable it 
may be, declining to shoulder the responsibilities attaching to the work of an 
editor, I have ventured on the perilous path of text reconstruction, in the 
hope and belief that it will present a more faithful picture of the original 
than any extant manuscript could do. That to prepare such a text is a phe
nomenally difficult task, no one can realize better than the editor himself. It 
is as certain als inevitable that in preparing a text like this the editor will 
frequently make blunders, even gross blunders. 

It is to be feared that there is no royal road in this incomparably diffi
cult field. The only path left open to us by which we may return to the ori
ginal Mahabharata or Bhārata is the rough, narrow, scientific foot-path of 
repeated trial and error. More than one attempt will probably have to be 
made before the ideal is attained. It will, therefore, be prudent not to claim 
too much for the first critical edition, nor to expect too much from it. 

O T H E R E D I T I O N S 

Of the old editions it must be said that they are creditable performances, 
but they lack the critical apparatus. We do not know on what manuscripts 
they are based, according to what principles the editors have prepared the 
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text, information essential on account of the wild fluctuations of the manus
cripts. That is why they have been almost wholly ignored in the present 
edition. 

The editio princeps (Calcutta 1836) remains the best edition of the Vul
gate, after the lapse of nearly a century. The later text editions, as is unfor
tunately too often the case with our editions, add to the editio princeps only 
a fresh crop of spurious lines and misprints. 

The well-known pothi-form Bombay editions (published by Ganpat 
KRisHNAji in Śaka 1799, aind Gopal Narayan in l9 l3 , and others), which 
include NIlakantha's scholium, are supposed to represent Nīlakaṇtha's text ; 
but they contain many readings and lines which are not to be found in the 
Nīlakaṇtha manuscripts, and are therefore not wholly reliable. 

The Kumbhakonam edition, which is said to be " mainly based en the 
South Indian texts ", is a fine representative of the composite Telugu version ; 
it has been of immense help to me in the study of what may be called " con

flate " readings. In former years its chief value lay in that it gave the reader 
glimpses, however imperfect and confused, of the important Southern recen

sion. It is now rendered obsolete and superfluous by P. P. S. SASTRI'S new 
edition of the Mahābhārata, which will presently be described, and which is 
unquestionably a better representative of the Southern tradition. 

f105j The Grantha edition (Sarfojirajapuram 18%) and the old 
Telugu edition (Madras 1855) were not examined : they are not likely to 
contain anything of high importance that is not found in the other editions 
or manuscripts collated for this edition. 

The editions accompanied by vernacular translations, which form a very 
numerous class, are mostly bald reprints of one or the other of the earlier 
(printed) editions and may be completely ignored here ; they are perfectly 
useless for critical purposes.. 

The new edition1 of the Southern recension of the MahābMrata by Pro

fessor P. P. Subrahmanya SASTRI of Madras, now in the course of publica

tion, which has been referred to several times already, is a laudable attempt 
to supply a longfelt want. He deserves the cordiaḷ thanks of all lovers of 
Sanskrit literature in general and of the Great Epic in particular, for his 
courageously undertaking such a stupendous and exacting task and pursu

ing it steadfastly, singlehanded, during the scanty leisure permitted by his 
official duties as Professor of Sanskrit in the Presidency College of Madras, 
and Editor of the Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the ex

tensive library of the Saraswathi Mahal at Tanjore. The edition is in no 

1 The Mahābhārata, Southern Recension, critically edited by P. P. S. SASTRĪ, 
B.A. (Oxon.), M.A. Professor of Sanskrit, Presidency College, Madras, etc. V. Rarna¬

swami Sastrulu & Sons, Madras, l93l ff. 
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sense rendered superfluous by the Critical Edition, although most of the in
formation it contains is or will be included, in some shape or other, in the 
present edition. The gulf between the Northern and the Southern recensions 
is so vast, that it is extremely difficult, if not practically impossible, to re
construct the Southern text, completely and correctly, from the critical notes 
of this edition. 

The principles on which the text of this edition of the Southern recension 
of the Mahābhārata is prepared have been set forth and briefly discussed 
above. The editor, it was pointed out, fondly cherishes the unfounded be
lief that he is printing a Grantha manuscript as it is, but consciously and un
consciously he has introduced so many important innovations, that the text, 
as a whole, must be pronounced to be eclectic; aś eclectic as any text – at least 
as far as the Ādiparvan is concerned – published so far. For far less important 
deviations from the manuscripts have I condemned, above, the editions of 
the Vulgate. Judged as an eclectic edition, it must be pronounced to be in
ferior. The principle SASTRI has laid down is a simple one to follow ; in 
fact nothing could be simpler ; he is to print the text of a selected manuscript 
as it is, only correcting clerical errors. And it is to be greatly regretted that lie 
dees not follow rigorously this principle. He constantly flouts it, in pursuit oī 
some imaginary norm. Clear as his principle is, his actual procedure is some
what paradoxical. He has left innumerable minor " inferior" readings in 
possession of the text (when he could have with perfect confidence, if not 
certainty, put into his text the correct readings), because he ostensibly wants 
to present the text as it is in one selected manuscript ; on the icther hand, lie 
has light-heartedly, on utterly insufficient grounds, effected very substantial 
additions (in one instance extending to 140 lines), omissions and other un
warranted alterations (such as transpositions of adhyāyas), in the utterly mis
taken (though unquestionably bona fide) belief that he is correcting only the 
" scriptorial blunders" of his exemplar, when they are in reality (as is shown 
by the evidence of cognate versions) nothing of the kind. 

•[1O6] The sub-title "Southern Recension" is perhaps a trifle ambi
tious, at least as far as the Ādi is concerned ; because, firstly, he has utilized 
only six Southern manuscripts (1 Telugu and 5 Granthas), even less than the 
number (18) of the Southern manuscripts collated for our edition; and, 
secondly, he has completely ignored one whole Southern version, the import
ant Malayālam version, in my opinion, the most" important of Southern 
versions. 

Further, it may be questioned whether the edition deserves to be called a 
critical edition at all, since, as was pointed out above, the editor is avowed
ly aiming only at reproducing the text of one manuscript, categorically re¬
nounicng the obligation of the textual critic to restore the text, as far as pos
sible, to its original form. 
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The inclusion in SAsTRi's text of a certain number of stray lines and even 
a few lengthy passages which are peculiar to the Northern recension and 
absolutely foreign to the Southern,1 throws much light on the unconscious 
process of the growth of the epic and the irresistible influence which the Vul¬

gate exerts on a text that is coming into being, in other words, on that subtle 
process of textual osmosis (if I may term it so) by which the epic texts have 
become conflated. SASTRI'S explanations in his Introduction as well as his 
procedure elucidate much of the psychology for the ancient scribes and re

dactors, who have in the past shaped our Mahābhārata texts for us. Uncon

sciously he seems to have worked on the identical principles on which the an

cient scribes have worked. His edition is a true lineal descendant of the Ma¬

hābhārata manuscripts of South India. 

In preparing Appendix I of this edition (in which there is a strong pre

ponderance of the Southern element), I had to go rather carefully over 
SASTRI'S text of the Ädi, when I came across far too many inaccuracies in the 
passages for which I checked his text and critical notes with the collations of 
the manuscripts common to our critical apparatus. The critical notes of the 
edition leave much to be desired. He has mostly shown correctly the addi

tional passages in the manuscripts examined by him ; but he fails, as a rule, 
to note the transpositions, omissions, and above all repetitions, which often 
are, critically, highly significant, probably again in the erroneous belief that 
they are negligible " scriptorial blunders." Some of them are undoubtedly 
so, but not all. Likewise he has not always shown correctly the additions 
and omissions of the colophons, and yet he is evidently most anxious to 
reach the number 218, given by the Parvasalṃgraha. Al l deviations, however 
trivial they may seem to him, he should have scrupulously noted, as a matter 
of principle, because he must realize that with his utterly negligible critical 
apparatus – comprising only five or six manuscripts out of a total of more 
than three hundred manuscripts of the Ädi – it is wholly impossible for him 
to understand and explain the full significance of all the textual features 
and anomalies of the manuscripts examined by him. I will not take him 
to task for the numerous wrong readings which have inadvertently crept 
into his text, because I know, from personal experience, that it would be 
a physical impossibility to combine any high degree of accuracy with the 
pace at which he is compelled to bring out the volumes. But it is inevitable 
that the discovery of such inaccuracies should give rise to a sense of insecur

ity and suspicion in thq mind of the reader in respect of those matters that 
he has to take from the editor on trust. 

( lO7j The minor deficiencies pointed out here do not, however, detract 
materially from the many merits of the work, from thej incalculable advant

age we derive from having a Southern version of an entire parvan in Deva

1 See above, p. 108 and footnote I. 

9A 
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nägari transcript, printed in handy volumes, because the Southern manus
cripts are really most inconvenient for the purposes of rapid consultation. 
1 should be indeed very ungrateful if 1 did not frankly admit that Professor 
SASTRI'S edition has been of immense help to me, personally, for the study 
of the Southern recension, and I have no doubt that it will also help other 
workers in the field in future. 

There remains for me the pleasant duty of recording all the encouragement and 
assistance I and my colleagues on the Mahābhārata Editorial Board have received 
from different quarters in the course of our labours in this connection. 

To Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, B . A., Ruler of Aundh, whose libera
lity made it in the first instance possible for the Institute to undertake this ambitious 
project – the greatest philogical enterprise undertaken in India within living me
mory- -I have to tender on behalf of myself and other people like myself interested 
in the study and regeneration of .our great National Epic, our most sincere and cor
dial thanks. For the numerous marks of personal kindness with which the Chief 
Saheb has favoured me, in this connection, on all occasions, I have to offer him the 
expression of my profound gratitude. His unflagging zeal and irrepressible optimism 
have helped me to carry on the work in the face of heavy odds. The Chief Saheb 
has been pleased to enliven the dry and scientific character of the work by contri
buting to this edition excellent paintings of scenes selected from the Great Epic, 
paintings especially prepared under his expert guidance and supervision, for the 
purposes of this edition. 

I have next to record the gratitude of the promoters of this scheme to various 
distinguished donors : the Imperial Government of India ; the Provincial Govern
ments of Bombay, Madras and Burma ; the Governments of H . E . H . the Nizam 
of Hyderabad, H . H . the Mcharaja of Mysore, H . H . the Gaekwad of Baroda ; the 
Chief of Ftialtan and other enlightened and patriotic Rulers and Chiefs of Indian 
States ; the University of Bombay ; and diverse other generous donors : who have 
all rendered valuable financial assistance to the scheme and contributed their share 
to that measure of success which has already been achieved. In this connection 1 
must not forget to mention the kind offices of my old friend the Honourable M r . 
Mukundarao R. JAYAKAR, M . A., Bar-at-law, Member of the Legislative Assembly, 
whose selfless interest in the success of this project has moved him to exert his 
influence for enlisting the sympathy and securing the help of some of the distin¬
guithed donors mentioned above. 

I must next record my grateful thanks for help of various kinds I have received 
from my colleagues on the Mahābhārata Editorial Board, namely : Prof. S. K . 
BELVALKAR, M . A , Ph. D . , I. E . S.; Prof. A . B . GAJENDRAGADKAR, M . A . , B . 
E . S. ; M r . P . V . K A N E , M . A. , L L . M ; Prindpal R. D . KARMARKAR, M . A . ; 
Prof. V . G . PARANJPE, M . A , L L . B., D . Litt . ; Prof. V . K . RAJAVADE, M . A . : 
the late M r . N . B . UTGIKAR, M , A„ ( 1 0 8 ] . Prof. P . L . VAIDYA, M . A., D . Li t t„ 
M r . V . P. VAIDYA, J. P., B . A. , Bar-atrlaw ; Prof. M . WINTERNITZ, Ph. D . ; and 
the late Rev. Father R. Z I M M E R M A N N , S. I., Ph. D . No Board of which I have 
been a member has worked, eVer since its inception, more smoothly and harmo
niously. 
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But I desire to make a special mention of my indebtedness to Mr. V. P. 
VAIDYA, Baratlaw, of Bombay, and the late Rev. Father R. ZIMMERMANN, S.J. 
whose advice and ready help accompanied my labours from the time I first under

took the responsibilities of the work. The interest of my late lamented fellowstu

dent and friend Father ZIMMERMANN in this project did not flag even as he lay, 
in 1931, in a Nursing Home at Faldkirch, waiting prepared to meet his Maker! 
Nothing encouraged me more in the early stages of this arduous and fascinating 
work than the active and unwavering interest with which these two friends fol

lowed it. 

Nepal and Kashmir in the North and Tanjore and Travancore in the South 
are known to contain vast treasures of unpublished and valuable Sanskrit manus

cripts ; and the course of Indological studies of the last two or three decades may 
be said to have been dominated by discoveries of outstanding importance made 
during that period in the three last mentioned centres. On the other hand, in re

gard to the large and wellstocked public and private libraries which are known to 
have been in existence in the country, Nepal decidedly appears not have contri

buted its quota to the stock of fresh material which is now required for unravell

ing further the tangled skein of the history of Indian literature. Satis Chandra 
ViDYABHUsHANA and Haraprasad SHAsTRi among Indians, and Sylvain LEvi and 
Giuseppe Tucci among Europeans have undoubtedly done valuable pioneering work, 
but in view of the immense possibilities, what has been achieved thus far must be 
said to be tantalizingly little. 

Under these circumstances, we cannot be sufficiently grateful to Rajaguru 
Hemaraj PANDIT, d . E . , Director of Public Instruction, Nepal, through whose 
good offices the doors of the rich storehouse of the Nepālī material were thrown 
open to us – material which is all but inaccessible to Indologists – and we have been 
placed in a position to publish, for the first time in the history of Mahābhārata 
studies, collations of valuable Nepali manuscripts. This supremely unselfish and 
profoundly learned patron of Sanskrit studies has really done more than merely sup

plying to the Institute, free of cost, collations of Nepālī manuscripts available to him 
in local libraries. Realizng that there were valuable manu cripts to be had outside 
Kathmandu, the headquarters of the Rajaguru, he caused a search to be made, at his 
own expense, throughout that distant outpost of Hindu culture and civilization, for 
old Mahābhārata manuscripts, and the find of the valuable Ms. Ñ 3 , the oldest of the 
dated manuscripts of our critical apparatus, is the unexpected and welcome fruit 
of the Rajaguru's exertions in the cause of Mahābhārata research. Only those who 
know the difficulties in the way of obtaining any manuscript from Nepal will be 
in a position to appreciate fully the debt which the editor and the other members 

of the Mahābhārata Editorial Board, and beyond that the whole world of Indolo¬

gists, owe to the Rajaguru. Sanskritists have much to hope for from the dispassion

ate efforts of this truly patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportunity 
of placing his immense learning and unbounded resources freely at the disposal of 
all serious workers in the field of Sanskrit research. 

[109] In connection with other help that has been received from extramural 
collaborators, I must put on record our special obligation to Pandit Vidhushekhara 
Sastri BHATTACHARYA of the Visvabharati, and to M. R. Ry. Rao Saheb T. Samba¬

murthi RAO AvI., B. A, B. 11, of the Saraswathi Mahal, Tanjore. These gentlemen 
have been good enough to supply the Institute, for many years past, with care¬

fully procured collations of manuscripts which are in their charge or which were 
kindly procured by them, on loan, for the purpose, unselfithly supervising the work 
of their collation centre, at great sacrifice of their time and labour. To Professor 
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K . Rama PISHAROTI, then Principal of the Sanskrit College at Trippunittura in 
Cochin State, I am indebted for the collations of Malayālam manuscripts for the 
first two adhyāyas of this parvan. 

M y special thanks are due to the Managing Committees and Trustees of the 
following libraries and institutions for supplying me with the manuscripts required 
by me and allowing me to retain them as long as necessary : the Adyar Library, 
the Baroda Oriental Institute, Benares Sanskrit College, Mysore Oriental Library, 
Shri Yadugiri Yatiraj Math (Melkote, Mysore) and the India Office (London).' 
The latter deserves sperial mention as the only European library I know, which 
sends out freely its Indian manuscripts, on loan, back to India, for the use of In

dian scholars. A few manuscripts were sent to me by my kind friends Professor 
Sushil Kumar DE, Head of the Department of Sanskrit and Bengali, Dacca Uni

versity, and Professor BHAGAvADDATTA of the Dayananda AngloVedic College, 
Lahore, to whom I wish to thank for this kind help. I am obliged also to Sardar 
KIBE of Indore for the loan of a Nīlakaṇtha manuscript. The Chief of Idappalli, 

Mr. Anujan AcHAN, Mr. Kallenkara PISHARAM, all of Cochin, as also the Pro

prietors of the following estates in Cothin, Poomulli Mana, Avaṇapparambu Mana. 
Nareri Mana, have put me under heavy obligation by sending me freely Malayālan. 
manuscripts in their possession, for collation, at a time when it was rather difficult 
for me to secure any Malayālam manuscripts at all. 

I desire further to express my gratefulness to various scholars who have fol

lowed the publication of the fascicules of this volume with keen interest, periodi

cally publishing reviews of them in the Journals of different learned Societies, re

views expressive of their interest and appreciation ; to wit. Professors BANERJI. 
SASTRI, BARNETT, BELLONIFILIPPI, CHARPENTIER, S. K . DE, EDGERTON, R. FlcK, 
JAYASWAL, KONOW, Krishnaswami AIYANGAR, LESNY, Kali das NAG, WELLER, 
WĪNTERNITZ and others. These kind reviewers have adopted uniformly a most 
courteous and sympathetic tone in their reviews. Their sympathy and courtesy 
have always reminded me of those classic lines of Bhartṛhari : 

I must next record my thanks for the ungrudging assistance I have uniformly 
received from the members of the permanent staff of the Mahābhārata Department 
of the Institute. M r . S. N . TADPATRIKAR, M . A . , Supervisor of Collations, was 
always by my side, helping me with useful suggestions, when I constituted the text 
of the Ādi. M r . TADPATRIKAR has been assoriated with the work, in various capa

cities, since 1919. He has assisted my predecessor, the late M r . UTGIKAR, in pre

paring the Tentative Edition of the Virāṭparvan and seeing it through the press. 
The compiling of the critical notes (printed at the foot of the page) was entrusted 
by me to Messrs. B. G. BHIDE and D . V . f l l O j NARAVANE. For the conseientious 
manner in which these two gentlemen have discharged their duty, I feel greatly 
obliged, since it is a most tedious and trying piece of work to collect the variant 
readings from the different collation theets, and to arrange, in a prescribed form, 
according to stringent rules of sequence and enunriation, that ponderous mass of 
variants which is and will remain the unique feature and abiding achievement of this 
edition. The Śāradā codex was collated by the Head Shastri of the Mahābhārata 
Department, Shankar Shastri BHILAVADIKAR. The comparative paudty of printing 
mistakes in this volume is largely due to the vigilence and conscientiousness! of the 
Collator and Reader, K . V . Krithnaṃurti SHARMA, Sastri, of Erode (South India). 



P h o t o t a k e n on the o c c a s i o n of an A t Home g i v e n by D r . V . S. S u k t h a n k a r 

on 4th A u g u s t 1937, af ter c o m p l e t i n g 12 y e a r s of w o r k as G e n e r a l E d i t o r . 

Standing: ( left to r i g h t ) D r . S . M . K a t r e ; D r . H . D . S h a r m a ; P r o f . P . K . Gode ; 
D r . B . A . S a l e t o r e . 

Sitting : ( l e f t to r i g h t ) D r . P . L v a i d y a and D r . v. S . S u k t h a n k a r 



S i t t i n g : ( f ron , l e i . . S. R. B h i l a v a d . k a r ; S. N T a d „ a t r i k a r : P. K. G o d . : V . S. Suk thankar ; B . G. Bhide : K V . Anantanarayao . S a s t r . 
S t a n d , „ « . ( f r o - l e f t ) G. G. S o r n a - : « . M . Pa tka r ; K. V . K r i . h n . m u r t i S . r m . ; D. V . N , „ v . o e : R . j . J o s h i : K. S. Visvaaatha Sfaastri. 



PROLEGOMENA 137 

These and other members of my staff have uniformly worked with exemplary zeal 
and untiring patience, to make a success of this edition, and I gladly take the op

portunity of putting on record their loyal help and willing cooperation. 

It is but right that I should also mention here that the Manager and the ex

pert compositors oī the renowned Niranaya Sagar Press have rendered ungrudging

ly every assistance in carrying out the typographical anangements which appeared 
to me best suited for the purpose of the work, meeting requirements that would 
have tried the patience and ethausted the resources of any other press in India. 

Last but not least, I must express my profound gratitude to my revered Guru 
Geheimer Regierungsrat Professor Dr. Heinrich LÜDERS of the University of Berlin. 
What little merit there may be in the present work is due wholly to that excellent 
though somewhat rigorous and exacting training in philological methods which I 
had the benefit of receiving at his hands in the Indogermanisches Seminar, as a 
student in the University of Berlin. It is my firm conviction that there is no living 
scholar who has a deeper insight into the history of the Indian epic and the compli

cacies of its tradition than Geheimrat LÜDERS. It was, therefore, an unlucky day 
in the annals of Mahābhārata studies when, for lack of sympathetic cooperation 
and adequate financial support, he must have been compelled to abandon his epic 
studies, and our Great Epic lost the benefit of redaction at the hands of one of the 

greatest living philologists. His early Mahābhārata studies, Ueber die Grantharecen¬

sion, Die Sage von Ṛṣyaśṛṅga and the Druckprobe have been to me like beacon 
lights in the perilous navigation of the Mahābhārata Ocean. May this work be to 
him a small recompense for the great trouble he has taken to initiate me in the 
mysteries of textual criticism ! 

August, 1933. V. S. SUKTHANKAR 
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T H E CRITICAL A P P A R A T U S 

LIST OF MANUseRlPTs FORMING THE CRITICAL APPARATUS 

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

l . N(orthern) Recension. 
(a) North-western Group (v). 

Śāradā (or Kaśmīri) Version (is). 
Śi = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 159 of 

187517a (The Śāradā Codex.) 
Devanāgarī transcripts of the Śāradā (or Kaśmīrī) Version ( K ) . 

K x ----- Poona, Bombay Gc)vt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 471 of 
Viśrāmbāg I. 

K 2 .= Poona, BORI, Mbh. Collection, No. 15 (--Institute's Collection, 
No. 246). Dated V . Sam. 1828 and Śaka 1693' (ca. A.D. ‚1772). 

K3 – Poona, Bombay Govt. Collectidni (deposited at the BORI) , No. 184 of 
1891-95. 

K 4 . = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 57 of 
1882-83, 

(b) Central Group (y) . 

Bengali Version (B) . 
BL = Dacca, University Library, No. 495. Dated Śaka 1393 (ca. A.D. 1471). 
B 2 = Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 781. Dated Śaka 1183 (ca. A.D. 

1261). 
B 3 = Dacca, University Library, No. 601. Dated Śaka 1678 (ca. A.D. 17561. 
B 4 «= Dacca, University Library, No. 728 B. Dated Saka 1739 (ca. A.D. 1817). 

Devanāgarī Versions other than K (D) . 
Devanāgarī Version of Caturbhujamiśra (Dc). 

D¾ – Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI ) , No. 32 of 
A 1879-80. 

Dc- = London, India Office Library, No. 3170 (1908). Date A.D. 1765 (?). 
Devanāgarī Version of Nīlaka;ṇṭha (Dn). 

Dnj '= Indore, Private Property of Sardar M . V . KIBE of Indore. Dated V. 
Sarii. 1839 (ca. A.D. 1783). 

D ¾ = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 236 of 
‚18951902. 

D n 3 = Poona, Bombay Goīvt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 496 of 
Viśrāmbāg I. 

Devanāgarī Composite Version. 
D x = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 269 of 

Viśrāmbāg II. 

* [to Ārrtnyakap&rvan]. 



142 ĀRAIsIYAKAPARVAN 

I2] D 2 = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 229 
of 1895-1902. Dated V . Sam 17951 (ca. A.D. 1739). 

D 3 = Poona, Bombay Govt. Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 168 of 
1887-9I. Dated in year 1677, probably V. Sathvat (then = A.D. 1620). 

D 4 = Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, No. 767. Dated V . Sam. 1655 (ca. 
A D . 1599). 

D 5 = Pudukottah, State Library M S . (without number). Dated V. Sam. 1712 
(ca. A.D. 1656). 

D 6 = Madras, Adyar Library, No. 36 G. 15. 

II. S(outhern) Reciension. 

Telugu Version ( T ) . 
Tt = Lahdre, D. A. V . College Library, No. 3908. 
T 2 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. 

Grantha Version (G). 
Gj = Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library MS. (without number). 
G2 –= Poona, BORI. Mbh. Collection, No. 53 ( = Institute's Collection, No. 266). 
G3 = Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No). 11839. 
G 4 = Pudukottah State Library, No. 322. 

Malayālam Version ( M ) . 
. Mt = M S . (without number) belonging to Ponnokkoṭṭu Mana Nambudiripad, 

Alwaye, Travancore. 
M 2 = Malabar, Poomulli Mana Library, No). 299. 

DETAILED ACCOUNT OF T H E MANUSCRIPTS 

(The1 śāradā Codex.) 
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI ) , No. 159 of 

1875-76. Total number of folios, for this parvan, 192 (some frayed and patched 
at ends), with about 24 lines to a page. Size 12" X19". Clear* śāradā characters. 
Birchbark (bhürjapatra). 

The axfex, which is unfortunately incomplete and fragmentary, must 
have originally contained at least the first three parvans (Ādī, Sabhā, and 
Araṇya or Āraṇyaka), written, as far as one can judge, by the same hand. 
The extant portion contains the Sabhä in its entirety, but only fragments of 
the other two parvans, the beginning of Ādi and the end of Āraṇyaka being 
lost. The text of Āraṇyaka begins on fol. 211a, line 1 ; and ends, or rather 
breaks off, at the end,of a folio marked 194b (sic). The numbering of the 
pages is most erratic. There are in all 192 folios pertaining to this parvan. The 
fragment breaks off in the middle of our 3. 253. W, ending with the words : 
Hl^¾yilfiH. The margins are mostly clean, and corrections are few and 
far between. Erasures have been made in a few places with green pigment. 
[3] In goed many places (e.g., folios numbered 156a, 185b, 186a, 193b, 
194a, ejtc)i the scribe has written dots to denote portions of the text which 
were either lost or illegible to him : sign of a conscientious copyist. On 
fol. 220a, some stanzas which had been omitted (? hapl.) in the text have 
been written on the margin (sec. m.), in a different and Inferior ink. The top 
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parts of the four folios numbered 89-92 are broken off and lost, involving a 
loss of from 5 to 8 top lines on each page. The names of sub-parvans have 
been sporadically mentioned. The manuscript has been fully described at 
p. x of the Prolegomena to Ādiparvan (q. v.) 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI ) , Viśrāmbāg 
I. No. 47.1, Folios 486 (numbered 55-540; first 54 folios massing), with about 10 
lines to) a page. Size 12i" X 5 i " . Devanāgarī characters. Thin glazed superior 
Indian paper. 

First 54 folios are lost ; fol. 55 begins with 3. 32. 4 a . Number 237 is 
given to two consecutive folios, but the second folio thus marked is sub
sequently corrected (sec. m.) to 238. The missing portion of the text at the 
end of the first of the two folios marked as 237 is written out in small letters 
(? sec. m.) at the bottom of the page. FoL 485 is written only on one side ; 
and at the end of this folio is the remark :iq¾5p^-röq-sf f.afétá II fä=¾tf ̂  U. the 
contents of this folio (485)1 have been copied out again sec. m. (on a separate 
sheet of modern paper with watermarks), including the final remark 5i¾ f̂î t 
...II fä*¾cj ;r , w i t h the addition, ¾fosg ^n–TO^II tftW**^ <~~ % H «ft ¾ 
which shows that the copyist of this sheet was some Gujarati seribe. The 
handwriting of the original, which is Kashmirian in style is not quite uniform : 
some folios show very thick, black, broad upright characters, while others are 
appreciably thinner and somewhat slanting. Frequently in the colophons, and 
the references to speakers, only alternate letters are written, blanks being left 
to be filled with red ink, which,, however, has not been done. Mere folds, 
without vertical lines, mark the right and left margins of folios. The ink used 
is jet black and of a superior quality. The subparvanī names are generally 
mentioned. 

K 2 

Poona, BORI, Mhh. Collection No. 15 ( i = Institute's Collection, No. 246). 
Folios! 300, with about 14 lines to a page. Size l3¼".X 6 u . Devanāgarī characters. 
Dated V . Saṃvat 1828 and śaka 1693 (ca. A.D. 1772). Grey Indian paper. 

This manuscript is deseribed! as Dx at p. vn of the Introduction to the 
Udyogaparvan, for which parvan it was first used. The name of the seribe, 
which comes after the date (year) at the end of this parvan, appears as : 
3%CTO fmm ftsffiT" I ¾ft 5Eī-(R^3ft; the day and month come last : fiftft sn¶7¬
I*A *3¶jftlC, -n the Udyogaparvan, the seribe's name is given as Kāś¬
mīrīya Sadānanda. Very1 incorrect, containing numerous little errors of spell
ing, such as writing for ^f. Adhyāya colophons and margins are* marked 
with red pigment, corrections with yellow pigment. Marginal (vertical) lines 
of pages are in black and red, separated by a thick yellow line. The manu
script is almost without any marks of punctuation. The dandas were probably 
to be marked with red ink, but the J[4"f revision was never actually carried 
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out. It may be noted that this is a parvan from an almost complete manus
cript of the Mahābhlārata written by one hand, and as such important. 

K 3 

Fotīna, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 184 pf 
1891-95. Folios 285, with about 17 lines toi a page. Size 10_!' X 5 " . Devanāgarī 
characters/ Indian paper. 

Total number of folios is 294, of which fob 270, 272-279 are missing. Fol. 
'152a has only six lines of writing, the greater part of the folio being left 
blank, and the writing continued on the reverse, without any loss of text. In 
the references to speaker the word (resp. ) is generally omitted ; 
the name of the' speaker to be generally given in some abbreviated form like 
gfśr, %5Í, mi The manuscript seems to be fairly old. The edges, especially 
of the last folios, are brittle and worn. Characters are short and broad, re

presenting an old style of writing in. Writing is incorrect on the whole. 
There are occasional corrections in margin (sec. m.). Adhyāya colophons 
and names of speakers are generally coloured with red pigment. The manus

cript mentions subparvans as a rule. It doe's not distinguish between q and 
^ . both are again often confused with xj. 

K „ 
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 57 of 

188283. Folios! 370 (numbered 52421), with about 10 lines to a page. Size 
12 X 5 " . Devanāgari characters. Old Indian paper. 

First 51 folios are lost; fol 52 begins with 3. 36. 11. The handwriting 
of the manuscript, though it seems to be of one scribe, is not uniform. For 
some portion we have large round letters with flourishes, while for others 
the characters are thin and upright. Pṛṣthamātrās are almost invariably 
used. Marginal notes, especially variants, are written (sec. m.) with the 
clear remark that it is a pāitha ; there are explanatory notes also, written on 
the margins. Colophons, references to speakers, and éloka endings (the 
latter sporadically) are marked with red pigment. – The manuscript breaks 
off at the last folio (421), where it ends with the colophon of the last adhyāya 
of this, parvan. There is no phalasruti, nor the list of contents, which we 
often find at the end of Mahābhārata manuscripts. 

B

Dacca, University Library, No. 495. Folios 13,23, and 325. Bengali characters. 
Dated Śaka 1393 (ca. A.D. 1471). Paper. Slightly damaged. 

The manuscript contains two correction slips, one between fob 163 and 
164, and anothe-r between fol. 247 and 248. – Cöl/atejd at the Visvabharati. 

B 2 

Santiniketan, Visvabharati Library, No. 781. Folios 264. Size 20" X 4 " . 
Bengali characters. Dated Śaka 1183 (ca. A.D. 1261). Paper- – Collated at the Vis¬
vabharatit 
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The manuscript is written in one running hand, and has marginal 
corrections. It is described as " looking very old "‚ and being extremely fra
gile. It was collated in 1 9 3 L With lapse of years its condition is said to 
have become steadily worse. – Collated at the Visvabharati. 

B 3 

Dacca, University Library, No. 601. Folios 326 (fob 141 wrongly numbered 
as 142 and the mistake continued up to fol. 240 ; fol. 241 wrongly numbered as 231, 
and the mistake continued upto the end ; foL 227 duplicated). Bengali characters. 
Dated Śaka 1678 (ca. A.D. 1756). Paper. – Collated at the Visvabharati. 

B 4 

Dacca, University Library, No. 728 B . Folios 280 (fol. 185 wrongly num
bered as 285, and 214 as 215). Bengali characters. Dated Śaka 1739 (ca. A.D. 
1817). Paper. – Collated at the Visvabharati. 

DCi 
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 32 of A 

1879-80. Folios 506, with about ,11-13 lines to a page. Size 1 3 " X 6". Devanāgarī 
characters. Indian paper. 

Text with qommentary of Caturbhujamiśra entitled Vākyadipikā. The 
handwriting is not uniform : it begins with a longish upright style, which 
gradually becomes! slanting towards right, up to fol. I64 ; fol. 165 begins with 
a broad, short, round, broken style up to folio 265 ; from the next fol. ( 2 § 6 ) , 
the style of writing again' becomes long, slanting and thin ; and towards the 
end the lettering becomes a little thick and bold. Right and left margins are 
marked by double lines in red, and stops in the text and the commentary, are 
also marked by double daṇḍas in red. The lower borders of folios of this 
manuscript are a little soiled by damp. 

Dc2 

London, India Office Library, No. 3170 (1908). Folios 502, with about 10-14 
lines to a page. Size 15ii" X 6 i " . Devanāgarī characters. Date of writing A.D. 
1765 (?). Indian paper. 

Text with commentary of Caturbhujamiśra, entitled Vākyadipikā. 1765 
is the date given by E G O E L I N G in the India Office Catalogue ( 1 8 9 9 ) , though 
the manuscript itself appears to be undated. 

Dn-
Manuscript belonging to Sardar M . V . KIBE of Indore, on loan at the Insti

tute. Folios 523, with about 11 lines to a page. Size 16" X 6".1 Devaīnagari cha
racters. Dated V . Sathvat 1839 (ca. A.D. 1783). Thick Indian paper. 

[ 6 J Text with the commentary of Nīlakaṇṭha, called Bhāratabhāvadipa, 
The date of writing this parvan is noted on the backcover as : q0 ¾ 
art* 9rtvfa 3c–f X sflifR: 4  i ¾ « i ¾ * ^ ^ s 5*rcft. – 

The firstj part of this manuschpt is described as Dnlf at p. xvi of the 
Prolegomena to the Ājdiparvan, and the details otf that description apply, to 
this parvan also. 

10 
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D n 2 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), No. 236 of 
18951902. Folios 768, with about 9 lines to a page. Size 15i" X 7 " . Devanā
garī characters. Thick Indian paper. 

Text with the commentary of Nīlakaṇṭha, called the Bhāratabhāvadīpa. 
The .manuscript is written in a uniformly neat upright handwriting. Right and 
left margins are marked by two double lines in red. Double daṇḍas in red 
are used on some folios to mark the stops in the text as well as in the com

mentary. Adhyāya colophons in both the text and the commentary are also 
in red ink. On some pages, continuations are written on the right side along 
the marginal red lines. 

D n 3 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Viśrāmbāg I. 
No. 496. Folios 626, with about 12 lines to a page. Size 16" X 6i" . Devanāgarī 
characters. Indian paper. 

Text with the commentary of Nīlakaṇṭha, called the Bhāratabhāvadīpa. 
The manuscript has its right and left margins marked with close double lines 
in red as usual. The first three folios and the last folio have an illuminated 
border with floral designs. The writing, though incorrect, is bold and upright. 
Numerous corrections are made in the text by using yellow pigment. Fol. 401

439 are written with ink of a faint black colour. Subsequent portion is written 
in a shaky style, with short and round letters. There are also marginal cor

rections, entered sec, m,, throughout the manuscript. Adhyāya colophons are 
marked with red pigment. The last colophon in the commentary is left in¬

complete, and the last but one fol. (625) breaks off with : ^^f^qj^EI. The 
first śloka of the Virāṭa too, is left incomplete, while thtī last folio is num

bered 626 in one (right bottom) corner and 627 in the other (left top) cor

ner. The usual table of contents is also wanting. A l l this suggests that the 
actual fol. 626 is lost. 

D i 
Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI), Viśiāmbag II. 

No 269. Folios 225, with about 16 lines to a page. Size 18" X ¾". Devanāgarī 
characters. Old Indian unglazed paper. 

A few folios of this manuscript are missing. This maīnuscript was writ- ~ 
tan by the same seribe who wrote manuscript No. 266 of Viśrāmbāg II, 
which is described as D 1 4 at pp. xx of the P^egmnma to the Ādiparvan. Most 
folios of this manuscript have a soiled appearance, while the last (225) reveals 
at its top left corner signs of burning by [7~f fire ; some folios are partly 
damaged. T¾e maṅuscript is carefully written in a perfectly unifofṃ style 
and the characters are short and rounḍ. The name «ftfi¾f is written at 
the lower right margin above the folio number. The œi*rections in the text 
are made, by deleting the original incorrect reading with yellow pigment and 
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putting in the correct one1 in black ink. Adhyāya colophons and references 
to speakers are marked with red pigment. 

D 2 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 229 of 
18951902. Folios 234, with about 15 lines to a page. Size 14J" X 6f". Devanāgari 
characters. Dated V. Sarnvat 1795 (ca. A.D. 1739). Old Indian paper. 

This manuscript, which contains the first three parvans,, is the same as 
manuscript K o of the Ädiparvan, described at p. xi of the Prolegomena. The 
date of the manuscript is recorded at the end of the Āraṇyakaparvan. The 
manuscript is very corrupt and full of spelling mistakes. It frequently writes 
8T for =«? and sometimes ^ for ST; in other words, it confuses ^ and ¶ u 

It likewise confuses and ^ The date is given as : TVS^*A pf ¾T~~q( 
(read ¾Tß[f5 )efô n g ( ? ) s * II 

D 3 

Poona, Bombay Government Collection (deposited at the BORI) , No. 168 of 
188791. Folios 240, with about 11 lines to a page. Size 1 3 " X 5". Devanāgjarī 
characters. Dated in year 1677, proḥably V . Saṃvat (then – 1620 A.D.). Old 
Indian paper. 4 

An old and valuable but fragmentary manuscript with many folios miss

ing, some of which havd been subsequently replaced, being written sec. m. 
Many of the* folios are badly mutilated, carelessly copied and full of scribe's 
mistakes. The last preserved folio but one is numbered 372 and breaks off 
with our 32"¾¾. 10&h ; while the last folio, which has its borders worn away and 
is pasted on to another sheet of paper, has the last three slokas of the parvan, 
and the final colophon but no œntents or phalaéruti. The date is given as : 
<I¾VSNÄ ¾OTtr ^m 3nj^[ ft<̂ ft ¾ ^ %i<nm. T h ^ specification of the "era is 
lost on a missing portion of the folio, but it is probably the Vikrama era 
(Caitradi). In that case it would, correspond to Thureday, the 28th September 
1620 A.D. The edges of some folios are coloured yellow ; while for margins 
there are four close lines in black, on the right and left. Handwriting is un

even and there are mahy correctionsī. Single or double daṇḍas are used to 
mark the stops. There are corrections entered sec. m. on the margins and at 
some places in the text also by using yellow pigment. Colophons and refe

rences to speakers are marked by red pigment in many places. The scribe 
writes 3 for qf and makes little distinction between ^ and qf as also 
between q and 9 . 

D 4 

Baroda, Oriental Institute Library, N o . 767. Folios 437, with about 11 lines 
to a page. Size 12" X 4 i " . Devanāgari characters. Dated V . Saṃvat 1655 (ca. 
A.D. 1599). Old Indian paper. 

p j . The characters are short and round, which later become thin and 
upright. Margins are marked by three close lines in red •, some pages have 
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black lines; while double daṇḍas, which mark the stops in the text, as also 
adhyāya colophons and references to speakers are marked by red pigment. 
There are no marginal corrections, and blanks are left in the text where the 
scribe could not read the exemplar correctly or the exemplar was defective. The 
following statement containing the date and some other details comes after 
the last colophon : ̂  <¾ v . ft ^ * 5fif ^ m t c T *Tfa4kfl  

3SĪ* 5 R s& ( s i c ) 53 &m 5Twtcc< ^ s n s g ^  M <&rftm m 
–TĪ2T S¶ffi II. R¾mi¾T: *Sfa ^ V A 5mfof II

 T h e n follows sec. m. :  
Q 8 ^ « é < M M ^ 5¾TR?^i4l¾<"oll¾ <ftff̂ T tf3T¾ft H¾*F3ft cTHIcW ^Rf¾3Tr

D 5 

Püdukottah, State Library Manuscript (without number). Folios 334, with 
about 10 lines to a page. Size 14f " X 5i". Devanāgarī characters. Dated V . 
Saṃvat 1712 (ca. A.D. 1656). Indian paper. 

Many of the folios are coloured yellow on both the sides; margins are 
marked to the right and left, by two black lines with one red line in the mid¬

dle. Double daṇḍas in red ink are used to mark stops in the text. There 
are a few marginal corrections, added sec. m. Those in the body of the text are 
made by using yellow pigment. The characters are uniformly longish and 
upright. The date is given at the end as : wmfá ¾Jlw<ft? ?fa¾ 1 ¾ H. 
Noī name of the scribe ot place of writing is mentioned. 

D 6 

Madras, Adyar Library, No. 36 G. 15. Folios 303 (including a śodhapatra 
bearing number 199), with about 12 lines to a page. Size 5 i" X 1 3 " . Devanā
garī characters. Old Indian paper. 

Style of handwriting is upright and narrow. Double daṇ<Jas in! red ink 
are used to indicate stops. Margins have, in places, additional stanzas, glos

ses etc. added sec. m. Many pages are coloured yellow ; the right and left mar¬

gins are marked by fine double lines in black, the intervening space being co

loured red. The manuscript has ā very old appearance, with worn and fray

ed folios. – A separate additional folio, numbered 199, written! (see. m.’?) on 
both sides is inserted asī a śodhapatra after fol, 199 with the'remark : 

¾pt sE-TC^-ifa^ ?25q II 

T, "' 
Lahore, D. A. V. College Library, No. 3908. Folios 144, with about 13 lines 

to a page. Size 181" X If". Telugu characters. Palm-leaf. 
Incomplete, breaking off at 3. 297. 60**. 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11809. Folios 146 (numbered 248– 
393), with about 12 lines tor a page, Size 29i*2i2i". Telugu! characters. Palm¬
leaf. 
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[9] This manuscript contains the first five parvans and is the same as 
T 3 of the Ādiparvan. It is written in small clear letters of good style. The 
manuscript bears no date, but it appears to be old. – Collated at Tanjore. 

Gi 
Melkote, Yadugiri Yatiraj Math Library Manuscript (without number). Folios 

130 (numbered 165294), with about 1521 lines to a page. Size 18!" X i f . Grantha 
characters. Palmleaf. 

The manuscript contains the first four parvans and a part of the fifth. 

Poona, BORI , Mbh. Collection, No. 53 (Institute 's Collection, No. 266). 
Folios 216 (two of which, namely 117 and 125, are missing), with about 1214 
lines to a page. Size 1 5 f X 2 f . Grantha characters. Palmleaf. 

The manuscript contains parvans three and four. It belongs to the Insti

tute and was purchased a few years ago from a SouthIndian manuscript col¬

lector, the late Mr. Rangaswamy AIYANGAR of the Oriental Library, Mysore. 
It is in a very good state of preservation, only one folio (149), being broken. 
The manuscript is undated, but it does not appear to be very old. The mar

gins are clean ; but there are a few interlinear corrections. 

G 3 

Tanjore, Saraswathi Mahal Library, No. 11839. Folios 277 (numbered 75351), 
with about 9 lines to a Page. Size 21" X l i " . Grantha characters. Palmleaf. 

The manuscript, which contains parvans two and three, seems to be old. 
At fol. 75, the Sabhāparvan ends and the Āraṇyakaparvan begins thereafter 
immediately. After the end of the Āraṇyaka, about five ślokas from the 
Virāṭa are written on the last folio (351), which indicates that the* manus¬

ript originally contained some more parvans. – CoUated at Tanjore. 

G á 

Pudukottah, State Library, No. 322. Folios 168, with about 1014 lines to a 
page. Size 19" X 2 f . Grantha characters. Palmleaf. – The manuscript contains 
parvans Nos. 3 aftid 1418. 

M 
Travahcore, Alwaye. FI‘om the private Library of Ponnokoṭṭu Mana. Folios 

300, with 8 or 9 lines to( a page. Size 1 7 f X 2". Malayālarn characters. Palmleaf. 
The leaves have been cut regularly and are of uniform size. The* manu

script is undated and is probably not very old. It is in a state of good pre

servation, having a fresh and clean appearance'. The margins are clean. No 
corrections are noticeable. 

Malabar, Poornulii Mana Library, No. 299. Folios 259, with about 9 lines tq a 
page. Size 21J" X I f . Malayālarn characters. Palmleaf. 

[10J The numbering of the folios begins with the second folio, the first 
being marked ¾ft and not counted. The manuscript has an oldish appear

ance. The leaves are uneven and discoloured in places. The edges are 
10A 
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considerably worn and uneven; the central holes are enlarged, apparently 
from constant use ; one corner of the last folio (numbered 258) is broken off 
and part of text is lost. The margins are clean; corrections, which are 
interlinear, are few and far between. 

MANUSCRIPTS NOT INCLUDED IN THE CRITICAL APPARATUS 

Besides the twenty-eight manuscripts detailed above, the following two 
manuscripts were also examined by me, which deserve notice. 

1. Calcutta, Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal Collection, No. 33,12 ( 4065). 
Folios 166; size 13" X 10". śāradā characters. Dated Śaka 1630 (ca. A.D. 1708). 
Kaśmīrī paper. 

2. Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society's Collection, No. 966 (= 
B.D. 245). Folios 235, with about 15 lines to a page ; size 141" X 6i". Old Deva¬
nāgarī characters. Dated Saṃvat 1573 (ca. A.D. 1516). Indian paper. Illustrated. 

The dated Śāradā manuscript belonging to the Royal Asiatic Society of 
Bengal is a very fragmentary and fragile manuscript, in an extremely delapi¬
dated condition. The custodians of the manuscript would not part With it 

for collation at the Institute, but allowed it to be collated and photographed 
on the premises of the Society. The difficulty in the way of collating – as of 
photographing – it, was that many of the folios were stuck together and could 
be separated only at the risk of damaging the writing. A partial study of the 
manuscript showed that the basic text is probably Kaśmīrī, but it is contami
nated deeply from the Mid-Indian versions (Bengali-Devanāgan). The ma
nuscript is briefly described in Haraprasada SHASTRl's Descriptive Catalogue, 
Vol. 5, at p. 106. A facsimile of a page from this manuscript, containing 
the text from 3. 242. 20* to 243! 15*, is given at the' end of Volume 4 of this 
edition. Note the bits of commentary (áfa»r)» wrongly incorporated, in lines 
910, and in lines 1213. 

The other manuscript, which belongs to the Bombay Branch of the Royal 
Asiatic Society, is, on the other hand, an extremely valuable old manuscript, 
dated in V . Saṃvat 1573 ( = A.D. 1516). It would! have been fully collated 
and used for our edition, but for the circumstance that it is also very frag

mentary, nearly one4hird of the number of folios being, unfortunately, irre

coverably lost. The original manuscript was written at Yoginīpura (modern 
Delhi) during the reign of "Sulitrāp Sikandara", who appears to be the 
famous Sikandar Shah Lodi, Sultan of Delhi, for Bhānudāsa Chaudhari – a 
resident of Kacchauvā (a ‘‘waterfortress", faiddurga)* The manuscript was 
constantly [11] consulted by me in case of doubt to) see what help it could 
give. I have cited its evidence occasionally, in the " Critical Notes " at the 

1 This Kacchauvā may perhaps he identified with the modern •‘ Kachola ", a 
town in Udalpur State. The Imperial Gazetteer (1886) states that in former times 
the town, which stoo)d on the western bank of a large lake, must have'been a place 
of some importance ; for all around, the gnourid is strewn with fragments óf extremely 
fine sculpture, and half way up the hill the ruins of a temple are visible. 
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end of this Book, on important matters. I append here in full the somewhat 
lengthy postcolophon statement, which is not without interest. The copyist 
was probably a Jaina. Here follows the! statement : 

f ^ ~ f l l ^ : ^¾dft<d! ¾T¾ ¾ p W : I ¾W: 9u¾ *RÍ S?5 W3Ī *T¾ 
ste: Ii n n*rai ivs¾ Ii «ift śft 1111 ¾tcOT¾ -Itfofi3¾: 1 gfv¾rr-T¬
to^3T3-Ri^T mṣm*t Ii Ii m[*f[ ¾¾atan3R¾if w n ¾fwgftfenf¾R: m f¾ro: 
^ i ¾ f t f o r i TOT gpr 4faft ¾«B i TOT 3~f Vrf ( ) 4ft¾rft ¾*ta?T3[re i 55 
*WRR*Í 3TTC ̂pt 8ic*^cU4 t%<cfföf (¾fäd ¾TR̂ T̂"Tr?H i ( s i g n ) –^<s*srôtflgi 
( sign) i qrr¾fsr Ii Ii s p i *i¾ra: u Ii 9R5iwfofo fäfts***1 q*5EPlá 

^ Rf¾ g^rF: Ii Ii *ritf%fä R=f̂ r I ff^fqTT5 f^fīv5I ( read fa«rar) fiat I 
á star ft"nrn (read°n") i *f  j w nn %5t n 3 11 11 3 11 11 

The manuscript is briefly described in H . D. V E L A N K A R ' S Descriptive 
Catalogue of the Society's manuscripts. Vol. 2, p. 292. 

T E S T I M O N I A 

The testimonk of the Āraṇyaka consist of ancient commentaries and 
epitomes, of which there are not very many in the case of this parvan. 

Devabodha's commentary on the Āraṇyaka has unfortunately been lost, 
or at least has not been recovered so far. The same is true of the Javanese 
version. This parvan thus unfortunately lacks two of the oldest – and the 
most important – of the testirnonia of the Mahābhārata, – works which have 
rendered yeoman service in some of the parvans already edited. 

As regards other works of that nature, there is, as far as I know, extant 
at least one complete manuscript of the commentary of Arjunamiśra on the 
Āraṇyaka. It belongs to the Government Sanskrit College Collection in Cal

cutta (No. 310); cf. Catalogue, Vol. 4, p. 190. There are also incomplete 
copies of the commentary in the Sanskrit College at Benares (MSS. No. 2279 ; 
and IT 16 5 3 4 ). I had the use of a rough copy of the Calcutta Sanskrit 
College manuscript mentioned above, which was kindly supplied to me‘, at my 
request, by the Principal of the College. The copy was however found to be 
full of clerical errors and was not exactly suitable for collation. It was there

fore used by me merely for occasional consultation. The text used by Arjuna

miśra is, as usual, of a superior type, ‚and his commentary would repay care
ful study, if good manuscripts of the commentary could be obtained. A fac
simile of the single extant page of a paper manuscript of what proved to be 
Arjunamisra's commentary on the Āraṇyakaparvan, written in śāradā cha
racters and included by! chance in the Śāradā manuscript of this parvan be
longing to the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal, forms the frontispiece of the 
second part of the Āraṇyakaparvan (Vol. 4). The passage commented on is 
3. 133. 20 to 134. 9. Note the consecutive numbering of the lines in the left 
margin. 
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Another useful testimonium of the Mah&bhärata is the BkaratmMjarī 
of Kṣemendra. Kṣemendra summarizes theī Āraṇyaka in about 2000 – to be 
precise 1964 – stanzas, divided into the following 51 sections : 

112] ( l ) qjfcm; ( 2 ) ft!wnH; ( 3 ) § * ¾ ^ T P S ^ ; ( 4 ) ¾5praiN5 ( 5 ) 
foltere1; (.6 ) w%Ψt; ( 7 ) ¾ r a ; ( 8 ) "¼n3(5Bifö; ( 9 ) §?¾¾t¾niR; 
(10) sretareqR; (11) ¾^f t*f i5r r ; (12) t  f t ^ ¾ 5 r r ; (13) mm, (14) 
¾¾q½tqR¾5fR; (15) ¾ ^  f r  ^  T R ; (16) él&f; (17) ^ l ¾ M I ^ H ; (18) 
**<Ψ<s?4M ; (19i) ^ q f c ¶ f a ; (20) ^"flfcr; (21) q[ΨÜ3; (22) ̂ Fgmm*i; 
(23) g^?  f ; (24 )   ~ J ī § ^ ; (25) JT%??ī; (26) l*^Ercn*W; (27) 
l ½ d *  H  s r ; (28) ½ l ¾ i f ; (29) e–T – ; (30) gU»«W¾kH ; (31) V4t– 
~~fFT; ( 3 2 ) e < ^ c f ^ ¾ W 5 ; ( 33 ) ^4Wl<s4M ; (34) tu%o%qOT^n ( sic ); (35) 
*töW<l; (36) ^5īī~c2nīT; (37) ^ ¾ ^ o q H ; (38) s ¾ ^ * W T F r ; (39) 
^ d q ^ i ṛ R . (40) 3nfw¾f; (41) s 1 q –  ^ ^ (42) s t o ^ ; (43) 
5IPW5ii%¾T; (44) t*l&f^īfr; (45) ¾q^5lc95ir; (46 ) i ^ l t e ; (47) 

tffa^3WT; (48) tf*falW~r; (49) ^ 5 g q R ś q H ; (50) ^ ^ l ¾ < u i ; (51) 3-R5t-I. 
From this list of contents, it can be seen that almost all the stories and 

episodes which we now find in our text of the Araṇyaka were there already in 
Kṣemendra's time (ca. 1050 A.D.), The parvan must therefore have had then 
the same general form and appearance as now. More significant is the fact 
that all important passages – without exception – that are lacking in our manus

cripts of the Kaśmīrī version are likewise missing in the Mañjart. This fact 
alone cannot prove that these passages were lacking in the Kaśmīrī version of 
the eleventh century. Some or even all of them could have been omitted by 
a poet who was making an epitome of an extensive work like the Āraṇyaka¬

parvan : he would be within his rights in doing so. But the Manfort does not 
omit any important episode or passage which is not omitted at the same time 
in the Kaśmīrī version of the Great Epic. Consequently, unless the version of 
the Āraṇyakapatvan used by Kṣemendra was nearly indentical with our 
Kaśmīrī version, the coincidence that our KaśmM manuscripts omit just 
those passages which Kṣemendra had considered not worth including in his 
epitome, and no other, would be extremely curious, if not miraculous. It 
seems accordingly most probable that the episodes which are not found in 
Kṣemendra's Mañjart were already lacking in the Kaśmīrī version of the Mahā
bhārata in the eleventh century. I think, therefore, that with the help of this 
testimonium, we can establish for the omissions of the Kasmln version an anti
quity much higher than that vouchsafed solely by the age of our manuscripts, 
which are later by some centuries than the period! of the composition of Kśe– 
me*idra's Bhāratamañjañ. 

Noteworthy among such omissions of the Mañjarl are the following three 
1 It is worth noting that our Śāradā Codex Uniformly writes f%?̂ ft for our 
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lengthy passages : (1) the Temptation of Arjuna by Urvaśī (App. I, No. 6); 
(2) Karṇa's Conquest of the World (App. I, No. 24); (3) the Visit of Dur¬

vāsas to Yudhiṣṭhira (App. I, No. 25). The first of these three interpola

tions has insinuated itself in the manuscripts of almost all versions and is now 
lacking only in some manuscripts of the Kaśmīrī version.1 The second among 
them is documented only by Devanāgarī manuscripts, excepting a few con
flated manuscripts of other versions ; consequently its claim to be recognized 
as an authentic passage is not very substantial. Finally, the last passage in
troducing Durvāsas into the story, a passage which is really restricted to the 
Nīlakaṇṭha version, with the casual support of a few Devanāgarī and some 
conflated manuscripts, does not really come into question ; because its spurious 
character is very –[13J evident and does not need an elobate proof.2 

The versions of the commentators Caturbhuja and Nīlakaṇṭha are des

cribed below under the Devanāgarī version. 

P E D I G R E E O F T H E Ā R A Ṇ Y A K A P A R V A N VERSIONS 

Vyāsa's Bhārata 

Ur-Mahābhārata 

N 

Śāradā K Bengali (Non-K) Telugu Grantha Malayālarn 
( ś ) (B) Devanāgarī (T) (G) ( M ) 

(D) 

1 See below, p. 160. 
2 With this story disappears one of the very few episodes in the Mahābhārata 

in whith Śri Kṛsṇa is represented as hearing from a distance, as! it were by clair¬

audience or divine omniscience, the prayers of his distressed devotees and a& either 
coming instantly to their help in person or providing invisibly the means of their 
rescue or safety. The other episede I had in mind, whith has likewise proved to 
be an interpolation, is the well-known scene, in the Sabhāparvan of the disrobing 
of Draupadī (DraupadS-vastra-haraṇa), when, according to the Vulgate version, 
Draupadī prays to Śri Kṛṣṇa, who hears her prayer and comes running to her rescue. 
( rW~I "JnH PTÍ fTO": q¶«plR[ I B. 2. 68. 45), and the is clothed again and 
agaln, miraculously, but presumably by the intervention and grace of Śri Kṛṣṇa. 
They undoubtedly represent a later phase of Kṛ?ṇa worship. 
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A C R I T I C A L S U R V E Y O F T H E R E C E N S I O N S A N D T H E I R 
VERSIONS 

GENERAL SURVEY 

A description of the forest life of the Pāṇḍavas constitutes the topic of the 
Third Book, the Āraṇyaka – (Āṛaṇya – or Araṇya – ), parvan, commonly 
called (for short) the Vanaparvan, whose extent is between 11,000 and 12,000 
ślokas (i.e. "granthas”). The actual incidents narrated, pertaining to the life-
history of the heroes in this parvan, are indeed few and unimportant compar
ed to the size of the book. The entire narrative has been condensed by 
Kṣemendra in his Bhāratamañjarī into less than 2,000 stanzas, without omitting 
any of the main incidents. The great extent of the parvan has been made 
up by the inclusion of episodes of the most diverse kind : stories of ancient 
kings, sages, and virtuous women ; description of places of pilgrimage (tīrtha¬

yātrā); discourses [14] on moral, ethical and philosophical topics, ancient 
gāthās and anuvaṃśa stanzas. It was a fashion for some time to obelize this 
episodic matter as late interpolation. But that is a misguided view, originating 
with a certain type of critics who have exhibited a uniform lack of under
standing of the meaning of the Mahābhārata and of the basic plan and aim 
of the creators of our great epic. The episodical material in the Mahābhā
rata is, in general, not secondarily introduced ; it belongs to the original 
plan and serves a distinct purpose. As P I S A N I has pointed out in his paper 
on the " Rise of the Mahābhārata ", the bulk of didactic and episodic matter 
has been used to fill up the great "temporal hiatuses'' in the narrative, viz, 
in the first place, the twelve years of exile in forest (Āraṇyaka), and then the 
long interval between the end of the Bhārata War and the last adventure of 
the Pāṇḍavas (Śānti and Anuśāsana). " This distribution ", remarks P I S A N I , 
" to fill up temporal hiatuses has not only the scope of not disturbing the 
course of narration, but also that of helping the reader to pass over irrele
vant yearsī without striking against too strong a contrast between periods mi¬
nutely narrated and others rapidly surpassed. In a not different manner Ho
mer introduces often dialogues and episodic stories when he must conceal the 
flowing of times without noteworthy events."1 

The episodic material is largely Purāṇic in character. Many of the Pu¬

rāṇic stories we find here narrated over again. Moreover, as the references 
given in the footnotes to the text and the critical, notes at the end of this 
Book (pp. 10911109) will show, there is considerable verbal agreement bet

ween the epic and Purāṇic versions of the stories. The Purāṇas which show 
the closest contact and widest parallelism are the Skandä, Padma and Brah

ma. The entire story of Skanda (adhy. 213221) , together with the passage 
containing the 108 names of the Sun (our adhy. 3‚ stanzas 1828) , recurs 

1 A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies presented to Prof. F. W. Thomas, 
etc. (1939), p. 170. 
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almost verbatim in the Skanda Purāṇa. The story of the Bhārgava sage 
Cyavana and the princess Sukanyā, the prose story of the Froggirl, and a 
considerable portion of the Rāmopākhyāna are also to be met with in the 
Skanda, worded almost identically with the Mahābhārata. The 108 names 
of the Sun recur besides in the Brahma Purāṇa, which, moreover, has a por

tion of the story of Mārkaṇḍeya in common with the Āraṇyakaparvan. Fur

thermore, sections of our tīrthayātiā are to be met with again in the Padrna 
and Matsya. A Bengali manuscript1 of the Padma Purāṇa contains besides a 
version of the Ṛṣyaśṛnga legend. In all these cases, the parallelism of ver

bal expression of the epic and the Purāṇic narratives is so complete and strik

ing, that the possibility of their having originated independently of each other 
is at once ruled out. Many stray stanzas from our parvan are found in the 
Kūrma, Varāha, Vāyu, Viṣṇū, Viṣṇudharmottara, and in the Harivaṃśa. 

Our recensions of the Purāṇas are admittedly of a Very late date!, and it 
is not to be expected that the Mahābhārata would have borrowed any of its 
material from our Purāṇas. The claim that the the Mahābhārata owed certain 
geographical and cosmograpbical sections of the Bhīṣmaparvan to the Padma 
Purāṇa, preferred by Luise H I L G E N B E R G , 2 [15] has been answered and liqui

dated by Rao Bahadur Professor Dr. S. K . B E L V A L K A R , who has shown that 
in reality the converse of this proposition is true.3 This scholar has now 
shown from internal evidence that the Padma Purāṇa must have written up 
its geographical section from the information supplied by the Mahābhārata. 
Similarly, the question of relationship between our Pulastya Tīrthayātrā and a 
very similar episode in the Padma Purāṇa has been discussed by my assistant, 
Mr. M . V. V A I D Y A , M . A . , who has likewise shown from intrinsic evidence that 
the Mahābhārata passage is the source of the Padma Purāṇa version.4 

It must, however, be admitted that although, in most cases the compilers 
of our Purāṇas appear to have drawn their material from the Mahābhārata; 
there may be – indeed there must be – a few cases in which both the Mahā

bhārata and the Purāṇas may have drawn independently upon a third com

mon source. We can also say this with regard to episodes like the Sāvitrī 
episode, which likewise occurs in the Matsya Purāṇa, where it is narrated in 
an entirely different manner from that in the epic, and where all traces of 

1 The Bodleian MS. , Wilson 111116, mentioned by LÜDERS in ' ‘ Die Sage von 
Ṛṣyaśṛṅga." Nachrichten von der König. Gesell. der Wiss. zu Göttingen, Phil, 
hist. K l „ 1897, pp. 88, 94. 

2 Die Kosmagraphische Episode im Mahābhārata und Padmapurāna ( – Bon

ner Orientalistische Studien, Heft 4) , Bonn 1934. 
3 S. K. BELvALKAR, ''The Cosmographical Episode in Mahābhārata and Pad¬

mapurāṇa", A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies presented to Prof. F. W. 
Thomas etc. (1939), pp. 19 ff. 

4 M. V. VAIDYA, ” Tīrthayātrā in the Āraṇyakaparvan and the Padma¬

purāṇa", A Volume of Studies in Indology presented to Prof. P. V. Kane etc. 
(1941), pP 530 ff. 
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mutual relationship are absent or obliterated, except for two or three common 
stanzas and stray pādas. 

The reference i n our parvan to Vāyu, 1^iī3cJcq (3, 189. 14), is 
worth considering in this connection. Nothing corresponding to the general 
contents of the passage where it occurs is to be found in the extant Vāyu 
Purāṇa, as is remarīoed by HOPKINS, 1 or for the matter of that in any other 
Purāṇa proclaimed by Vāyu. There are, however, a few stanzas in the VSyu 
deseribing the dissolution of the world where verbal similarity with some 
stanzas of this passage is pronounced, even though they are introduced in the 
Vāyu in a different context. The Mahābhārata, as mentioned in it (3. 189. 
I 4 ) , draws upon a Pu1āṇa of Vāyu – and indeed, the topic* narrated belongs 
properly to a Puiiāṇa in its right, a Purāṇa which is older than the extant 
Pu1āṇas and which must be presumed to be now irretrievably lost. The evi

dence for establishing a relationship between the extant Vāyu and its old 
namesake to which the epic is indebted is lacking, barring these few stray 
stanzas. 

Our parvan also contains an epitome of the legend of Rama, sen of Daśa– 
ratha, the hero of the Rāmāyaṇa, which is known as Rāmopākhyāna (adhy. 
258275) ; but in the Parvasfaṃgraha this passage is called U3lW¾Ml^M 
(1. 2. 126). Does this name imply any connection with out " Rāmāyaṇa " ? 
JACOB1 has tried to show that the Rāmopākhyāna is indeed an epitome of 
the work commoniy known as Vālmīki’s Rāmāyajṇa, a conclusion which has 
been confirmed by subsequent researchers.2 

This book, as already observed, is particularly rich in legends of aṅcient 
India. Among them are three worthy of special mention, viz., the Tale of 
Nala, the* Ṛeyaśṛnga Legend and the Story of Sāvirtr5 which have been critical

ly edited here for the first time. The first of these, the Tale of Nala, has by 
way of translations into English, «[16]. French, German, Dutch, Italian and 
other European languages, passed into the great stream of world literature. 
The second, the Ṛśyaślṅga Legend, though not so well known, has yet a long 
and interesting history and shows many medulations and ramifications, as has 
been convincingly shown by Professer Heinrich LÜDEJ¾S in his wellknown 
monograph on the subject, " D i e Sage von Ṛṣyaśjtṇga.’'3 The story of 
9āvitrī portraying woman in the role of the saviour of man, wnich represents 
the highwater mark of epic poetry, is in a class by itself, and deserves to be 
more widely known. It is to be hoped that this first critical edition of the 
three of the most famous episodes of the Mahābhārata will evoke the interest 
of Indologists and encourage further study of them. 

i The Great Epk of India, p. 48 f. 
12 Cf. v . S. SUKTHANKAR, “ Epic Studies VIII ’’‚ in A Volume of Studies in 

Indoī&gy presented to Prof. P. V. Kane etc. (1941), pp. 472 ff. 
* Nachrichten von der Königl, Gessell, der Wiss. zu Göttingen, Philhist. KI., 

1897, pp. 87135; see also ibid. 1901, pp. 2856. 
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T H E TWO RECENSIONS 

The text of the Āra!ṇyakaparvan is, relatively speaking, remarkably 
smooth, offering no special difficulties for textual reconstruction. There are 
of course, as usual, discrepancies between the Northern and the Southern 
recensions, and between the various versions comprising these two main recen

sions. But it is noteworthy that in the whole of this big parvan, comprising 
between 11,000 and 12,000 ” ślokas", there are not many transpositions of 
any consequence and there are also remarkably few "substitute passages’'. 
By the latter I mean parallel versions of fairly long passages in two or more 
confficting recensions which agree in general sense but are worded differently 
in different groups öf manuscripts, so that they cannot be co-ordinated line by 
line, – (passages which we find in large numbers in some of the other parvans, 
notably in the Virāṭaparvan. These substitute passages are very clear evidences 
of textual corruption – or, shall we say, derangement ? – and indeed very em

barrassing to the textual critic. As for the transpositions, there is only one that 
is worth noting here, and that is of the last adhyāya of this parvan. The 
whole of this adhyf.ya is bodily transferred in the Southern recension to the 
next parvan and appears there incorporated in the first adhyāya of that par

van ! It is not possible to say with certainty whether this chapter, which in 
all probability is itself an interpolation, belongs legitimately to our parvan 
or to the next ; but it appears to be distinctly more appropriate in its North

ern setting, as its intrusion in the Virātaparvan seems to lead to some obvious 
repetitions as well as disturbance of context.1’ 

There are naturally quite a number of large and small insertions in the 
various versions. But in this matter also the present parvanj prepares a sur

prise for us. From the experience1 gained from our critical editions of the Ādi, 
Sabhā, and Virāṭa parvans especially, we are inclined to regard the Southern 
recension as a highly inflated version of the text. Now, in this parvan – strange 
to say – the Vulgate version, which is based on the late Northern tradition, is 
actually considerably longer than the Southern, as may be seen from the 
extent of this parvan according to the existing printed editions of the Vul

gate and the Southern recension : the Calcutta edition has 12,8–48 ślokas 
(corrected figure) as against l l , Ī38 ślokas in SASTRI¾ Southern Recension. 

•[17T The large excess in the Calcutta-Bombay editions compared with 
SASTRI‘S is explained by the fact that the Vulgate text contains about a dozen 
adhyāyas which are lacking entirely in the Southern recension ; whereas the 
Southern recension contains only two passages of any considerable length 
(App. I, Nos. 4-and 23); which are not found in representative manuscripts 
of the Northern recension, they being peculiar to the Southern, – with the 
result that the Calcutta edition has 1710 ślokas in excess of SAsHu's edition 

1 See H . LÜDERS, " Über die Gfontharecension des Mahābhārata", Abhand
lungen der Königl Gesell der Wis& zu Göttk%m fjl901), p. 53 f. 
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of the Āraṇyakaparvan. Thus we see that though, as a whole, the Southern 
recension is unquestionably inflated, yet the process of inflation, as is evident 
from this parvan, is not uniform throughout the epic, – which is a very im

portant and significant fact. 
Though the best version of the Northern recension – namely, the śāradā K 

version – and the Southern recension agree remarkably well as regards the 
general extent of the parvan, there are nevertheless numerous specific indivi
dual readings, characterizing the two recensions – Northern and Southern – 
and distinguishing than sharply) from each other. Here is a selection of 
readings peculiar to the two main recensions, the references being to adhyāyas 
and ślokas. 

Northern Recension 

1. 37 ¾ . 

1. .41 – 

2. 13 fe-–PllMl<. 

2. 31 * f ¾ ¾ . 

2. 3 4 ^¾Tf 

2. 4 5 ^ . 

2. 50 TO . 

2. 74 ¾ q ^ . 

5. 8 Ψ ifi[ 

8. 2 īRT 

12. 16 ¾*fttfir *3N¾ 

12. 59 *m Ψfcl 

13. 13 8TC(or3T*)l>^ 

13. 28 ii¾ff . 

13. 50 ~0 . 
7 13. 78 *: §HRC 

Í 3 . 83 U^fR c(%5¼ " i 
4 3 . 4 ffi(ft«pet 

101. 11 M<¾¾«WIlli? 

Southern Recension 

. Sff: 

. f¾ r̂at ( tex t ) 

. CTT^«i: ( text ) 

• ¾ ^ ( t e x t ) 

. ‘%nw 

cTcf: 5?f5 
 • **»   ...fr. .fv . 

I may add here examples oī short passages found in the Sputhern Re

cension which are lacking in the Northern, ahd thus distinguish it from the 
latter : 6*, 17*, 18*, 100*, 118*, 176*, 197*, 201*, 207*, 208*, 209*, 217*, 
236*, 237*, 239*, 241*, 246*, 273*, 289*, 3Q 4*, 306*, 3 U * , 315*, 331*, 
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341*, 347*, 351*, 367*, 383*, 385*, 386*, 407*, 425*, 4 7 l * , 4 7 4 * , 475*, 
4SI*, m*, 491*, 4 9ß*, 497*, 500*, 503*, 506*, 507*, 509*, 513*, 515*, 
518*, 519*, 520*, 523*, 52 4*, 525*, 526*, 527*, 533*, 534*, 573*, 594*, 598*, 
606*, 612*, 615*, 626*, 634*, 645*, 650*, 653*, 709*, 721*, 739*, 740*, 
742*, 745*, 751*, 756*, 759*, [18) 7¾l*, 782*', 807*, 808*, 816*, 854*, 935*, 
941*, 950*, 954*/975*, 988*, 995*, 997*, 1002*, 1006*, 1030*, 1092*, 
1093*, 1102*, 1114*, 1204*, 1206*, etc. etc., etc. 

It may be observed that all these additions in the Southern recension 
(with the exception of only one or two), numerous as they are, are uniformly 
short, each usually consisting of not more than a couple of lines. 

As remarked already, the text of this parvan is remarkably smooth, not 
presenting any unusual difficulties in the way of restitution. When tile 
Śāradā-K version (which is the best Northern version) and the Southern 
recension are placed vis-á-vis, we can in general reconstruct the original with 
confidence, barring a certain number of minor verbal fluctuations in the shape 
of synonymous phrasings, which remain indeterminate without affecting the 
construction or obscuring the sense. The concord between the Śārada-K ver
sion and the Southern recension in point of general content is striking, and 
forms a sure basis for constituting a single text. Contamination between the 
Kaśmīrī version and the Southern recension cannot be proved, but contami
nation between the Bengali-Devanāgari version and the Southern recension is 
not impossible. The agreements between the Bengali-Devanāgarī and the 
Southern recension have nevertheless been as a rule utilized to arrive at a 
tentative stop-gap, based on the indications of documental evidence4. But it 
should be noted that the Kaśmīrī-Southern agreements have for greater docu
mental authority and probative value than the Bengali-cum-Devanagarī and 
Southern agreements!. 

Let me put the matter in a slightly different way. The highest docu
mental probability we can demand and expect is when all manuscripts of our cri
tical apparatus – which is the same as saying, all our different versions – agree 
on a reading or a feature. We must accept this as the original ; at least we 
do not want to question it, at present. In the absence of such complete con¬
cord, the next best combination is the agreement between the 6āradā version 
and the Southern recension (against Bengali-Devanagarī). Third in import
ance is, in my opinion, the concord between the Southern recension and the 
Bengali-cum-Devanāgarī version (against the Śāradā). Fourth in order 
stands the agreement between only Northern versions or only Southern ver
sions inter se, which I consider, in general, as of equal value. With the pro
viso that á passage or a stanza or even a line, which is not necessary to the 
context, may be rejected, if it is actually omitted entirely in even one of the 
important versions, since – as. experience has shown the chances of confla¬
tion are always very much greater than those of accidental or intentional 
omission. v -
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CHARACTER AND MUTUAL RELATIONS OF THE VERSIONS AN1> THEIR 
MANUSCRIPTS 

The Śāradā (lor Kaitmri) Version. 

We are fortunate in possessing for this parvan also, a' genuine Kaśmīrī 
manuscript written; in old Śāradā characters, on folios prepared from the 
Himalayan birch-bark (bhürjapatra). The manuscript is no other than the 
now world-famous "Śāradā Codex", the unique birch-bark manuscript of 
the Mahābhārata belonging to the Bombay Government Collection, now 
deposited at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, with identification 
No. 159 of 1875-76, which is the only extant genuine representative of the 
old -[19.1 version of! Kaśmir. 1 Our manuscript is, in other words, the conti
nuation of the śāradā manuscript used for the Ādi and Sabhā. The manus
cript is fragmentary, breaking off in the middle of 3. 253. 18d, thus lacking 
unfortunately the last 46 adhyayaá of our text. For this lacuna we have to 
depend upon the ” K " version, some manuscripts of which have proved to be 
moderately good copies of the Śāradā version, especially K á , which is des
cribed below. 

It is now recognized by the competent authorities on the subject that the 
Śāradā version is, in many respects, the most faithful representative of the 
original now extant ; and the text of the Āraṇyakapaivan as preserved in our 
Śāradā Codex only confirms this view. 

The Śāradā text of the Āraṇyaka is of a piece with the texts of the Ādi 
and the Sabhā. The stanzas comprising the text halve not been actually 
counted – it would not be easy to compute its exact extent, as the text com

prises ślokas, triṣṭubhs and two lengthy prose passages – but it i% in all prob

ability,, the shortest version of the parvan now extant, since it omits many 
passages which are foand in other versions and manuscripts, while it does not 
contain new additions of any consequence. The text includes many archaic 
survivals in point of linguistic u§age and shows what may fairly be regarded 
as "difficult readings" (lect, diß>)> in comparison with those of other 
manuscripts. 

The most striking omission of the KaśmM version is the story of U1vaśj 
(adhy. 45-46‘of the Vulgate=pafesage No. @ of our App. I) , which relates 
how Arjuna is tempted by Urvaśī during his isojóuru! in Indra's heaven, and 

1 The Kaśmīri character of the text of our Śāradā manuscript, which is sug
gested by the script (Śāradā) and the writing material (bhürjapatra), is confirmed 
not only by the reading sqitf in the third pāda of the intreductory mantra *nW-T 
H«flH’ etc.; but also by the regular; omission, of the word 3 ^ in such reference as 
¾¾MKH 44M; a*1- further by such Kaśmīri spellings of naṃes like^s^ (fors^sa) 
in 3. 17. 22. corresponding to  j ^ [ (f 0 r ĵ qI) in the Virāṭa ; cf. RAGHU ViRA, 
Introduction to the Vir¾äpärvan, p/ XL The Bkāratamañjari has ^↑^w↑ in 3. 159 
and j¾wn in 4. 36, etc. That is a real Kaśmīri trait. 
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how he refuses her advances on the ground that the is an ancestress of his. 
Although this piquant story has permeated all versions of the epic except the 
Kaśmīrī (Ś! and some K ) , there is no reasen to doubt that it is a late addi
tion. The highly erotic description of the voluptuous hetäre of the gods, Urvaśī, 
with its pronounced sex appeal, is in my opinion totally incompatible with 
the epic setting, which lacks all " feminine" interest and eschews all erotic 
topics as such. The stanzas I refer to are (App. I. No. 6. lines 5O-57=Bom¬
bay ed. 3. -i6.8-ll = Calcutta ed. 3. 1824-1827) : 

[2OJ The spurious character of this lengthy erotic interlude seems to me 
to be further revealed by two stanzas of phalaśruii with which the passage ends 
(App. I, No. 6, lines 157-162=Bomb. ed. 3. 46. 62-63=Cal. ed. 3, 1877-
1878) : 

5f crcsr mm ¾ T ½ M I M ½ sn-raä i 

Thef object of the interpolations seems to be also clear. It is primarily 
intended to motivate Arjuna's masquerading as the dancing master to Prin
cess Uttarā in the harem at the court of Virata, which is narrated in the 
next parvan. The devout see in it a trial, a test, to see if Arjuna's mind was 
as pure as his body was strong. Arjuna withstands the test successfully. But 
the reward he gets for his patience and self-control is a curious one ; he is 
cursed by the angry and disappointed nymph that he would live as a eunuch 
among women ! This apparent curse is, however, looked upon as a blessing 
in disguise, for it was to take effect and serve its purpose in the thirteenth 
year of the exile through which Arjuna along with his brothers must remain 
unrecognized (ajñatmāsa). 

This jejune invention creates, however, many complications not foreseen 
by the interpolator, as it is unfortunately contradicted by Arjuna himself in 

11 
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the very next parvan, when he confesses to Uttara, that though he has been 
telling people that he is a eunuch (4. 10. Ś-9), he is in reality nothing of the 
kind, and that he has only been practising strict continence, having taken the 
vow of rigid celibacy for one full year by order of his eldest brother, Yudhiṣ– 
thira (4 4 0 . 1213) : 

¾rafä asraS I ^ ¾ a % ¾ t f ¾ ¾ II 

If that be so, then we must assume that either Urvaál's curse had failed 
to materialize or – what is more plausible – that Arjuna was never under any 
curse such as the one implied in this interpolation. Such an interpolation 
could have been made only when it was considered necessary that Arjuna 
ought in re!ality to have been a eunuch to be admitted into the ladies' apart

ments at the Virāṭa court, or at least to justify his specific statement to the 
effect that he was a eunuch. But this appalling realism is as clumsy as it is 
unnecessary. The original conception was obviousiy quite different. At the 
end of the twelfth year of their exile Dharma tells Yudhiṣṭhira that they 
could go to Virāṭa's kingdom in any capacity or with any profession, and no 
one would recognize them under any circumstances. Their sámkalpa, would 
be so strong that they would appear to others in any chape or form desired 
by themselves, without any external aid or makeup (3. 298. 17, 19) : 

[ 2 1 ] ¾rg[: ̂ f é q " T *R*IT ~HE~ <4l¾¾i*̂  I 

In these circumstances 1 think there is not much doubt that the sus

pected episede is in fafct a clumsy interpolation, and the circumstance that 
the śārradā version lacks is only an additional proof of the superiority of 
this version. 

I may add here that the whole story is likewise missing not only in the 
Bhāratamañjari but also in the fragmentary but excellent Devanāgarī manus

cript of the Āraṇyakaparvan belonging to the Bombay Branch of the Royal 
Asiatic Society (No. 966, fol. 43b), which I have occasionally consulted in 
doubtful cases.1 

Further particulars of the Śāradā version will be found under the account 
of the " K ” version, which follows next, and with which the Śāradā version 
is intimately connected. 

1 See above p. 150 I. 
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A facsimile of a1 page of the ” Śāradā Codex ” ( & J appears as the fron
tispiece of this volume. The text is 3. 45. 1-25. 

The ” K " Version. 

This version, as is the) case of the other parvans, is a specific Devanāgarī 
version, closely related to the (Śāradā, and clearly differentiated from the so-
called Devanāgarī version. The manuscripts comprising this version must in 
part be merely Devanāgarī copies of Śāradā originals and may in part repre
sent the version of a province or a region adjoining the Śāradā zone, which 
it has not been possible to localize more precisely. 

That the manuscripts of the K version are akin to and cognate with ś t  

may be seen from the numerous readings common to S x and K (with or with
out some other Devanāgarī manuscripts). But it is demonstrated especially 
forcibly by their common omission of certain important and well-known pas
sages found in all other manuscripts, or at least in all other manuscripts of 
the Northern recension. Of such passages, given in our App. I, the most 
important are numbered 16-18, 22, 27 and 31. 

Of these passages No. 16, which forms a separate adhyāya of about 130 
lines, and is a medley of legends – among them the story of Narakāsura and 
the legend of the rescue of the Earth by Vi§ṇu in the Boalr incarnation, – is 
omitted in all five' manuscripts of the group Ś1 K , besides D ^ of the North
ern recension. It is, in other words, characteristic of the Mid-Indian group, 
Bengali and late Devanāgarī. – Passage No. 17 (42 lines), describing the 
return of the Pāṇḍavas to the hermitage at B'adari, has permeated more 
widely, and is now found not only in the entire Southern recension but also 
in all manuscripts of the Northern recension except Ś 1 K (with D 1 – 3 . 5 ) . Here 
also we notice that the group Ś 1 K is clearly distinguished from the typical 
Central sub-recension B Dc Dn D 4 . 6 . – No. 18 is a short passage of 24 lines 
of exactly the same type ; that is to say, it is omitted in é x K (with some 
other allied Devanāgarī manuscripts) in opposition to the typical Mid-Indian 
group B Dc Dn D ^ . K 3 secondarily incorporates in its text only the first 
four lines of the passage, which is as indication of the manner in which the 
additions of the Central sub-recension (B D) have contaminated the Śāradā-
K version. – Another passage of that type is No. 22 (giving the names of 
Skanda); which is omitted in the whole group (Ś x K ) , with [22]. the single 
exception of the conflated manuscript K 2 . – The next passage of that kind is 
No. 27, a lengthy passage of 87 lines describing in detail how Jayadratha, 
after being released from captivity by Yudhiṣthira, seeks the help of the god 
Mahādeva in order to avenge himself; it is found in all Northern manuscripts 
except K D r – The last passage in our list is No. 31, a long spun out lament 
by Yudhiṣṭhira on seeing his brothers lying on the ground as if dead near 
the Enchanted Lake, a passage which is also found in all Northern manus

cripts except (Śi K (with D x . , 3 . 5 ) . 
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The contrast between Ś x K and the Mid-Indian group is well brought 
out by two different single-line insertions, which are nothing but two different 
attempts to fill out a supposed lacuna after 3. 107. 18. After this stanza, 

Śi K D 5 ins.: 
531* o i ^ v ^ q ^ 5T qE¾srf½ TO 

B Dc Dn D 3 . 4 .6 ins. : 

532* CII^TM īT^nftcr WTO*JIĪ 

Both of these, as shown by S (which our constituted text here follows), are 
superfluous, as will be clear from a perusal of the text (3. 107. 18-19) : 

^ N T l l P l ¾l<kl(fr cSf 3 T § 5 T r f ^ : ^ % II 

¾- fw¾sf iwRi f t i ?mi I H ¾ M R II 

Notwithstanding the fact that the manuscripts comprising the K version 
show many striking agreements which distinguish them from other groups, 
the K group itself cannot be said to be quite homogeneous. Of these K 2 is 
distinctly conflated and rather more deeply contaminated than the others. 
While preserving a large number of Kaśmīrī readings, it sides frequently 
(especially in the early adhyāyas) with the Bengali–Devanāgarī group ; at 
times even showing readings peculiar to the late Nīlakaṇṭha tradition. K j 
is really a manuscript of the same type, though the degree of contamination 
is considerably less. K 3 , on the other hand, shalres with Ś1 many unique 
readings, coming closest to it. Indeed I am inclined to regard the concordant 
readings of Ś x aṅd K 3 as the specific Kaśmīrī readings. In K 4 the last manus¬
cript of the K version, the contamination has gone yet further than in any 
other K manuscript, K 4 incorporating occasionally not merely Southern read
ings, but sporadically even what are characteristic Southern insertions. 

I append here examples of readings showing special affinity between Ś x  

and K 3 (references are to adhyāyas and ślokas) : 

7. 10 

7. 15 

7. 16 

7. 18 

9. 5 

Śi K3 

(with Di-3)¾n^T 

( With Di-3 ) äfft 

Other MSS. 

Ś~5Rt «n<sl¾c¾-r-n 

5rr̂ ¾R=-T-f) Ψt (or 5rfct) 1 

wftw nfóī (or 5fRrfrī) 

cf %5Í ( text )‚ c3"M, §¾5i, etc 

īu^( ( text ), 
TOM¾ ( or īTflīR:, %3ü:,¾T?:) 
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([233 Here follow examples showing the contamination of K 2 with B D ; 
and especially with the group B De Dn D 4 6 : 

The contamination of K 2 is further proved by the circumstance that it 
has incorporated in its text the following insertions of the Central sub-recen¬
sion : 10*, 14*, 16*, 22*, 50*, 52*, 55*, 76*, 91*, 97*, 107*, 126*, 184% 

192*, 215*, 249*, 390*, etc., etc., etc. 

Examples showing specially close contact between K 2 and Dn are as 
follows : , 

37. 9 K2 Dn Ś afä : rest flī5rô ( text) 3sfäf etc 
37. 10 K2 Dn ΨT¾ : rest sj5t 
37. 26 Kg Dn q§%K: : rest q¾m: ( text ) , gf¾rfe*: 
37. 38 K2 Dn ° f ¼ * ~ : : rest °Üt¾ T̂¾n 
38. 5 K2 Dn <T¾ ( Dn 2 ) : rest ^ 
38. 8 K2 Dn ¾TEU¾f ¾¾fl l* : rest cfi% 52PTT¾?itWT*, etc. 
44. 16 Ks Dn ¾¾J : rest 
52. 5 K2 Dn <–f1 : rest 3 
54. 3 K 2 Dn transp. ffi[l – and ¾ql: 
61. 82 Ks Dn D 5 X&t : rest 30ī 
61. I l l K2 Dn D 5 5T.¾: : restei¾: 
81. 68 K2 Dn D 5 [3T]g¶mīi:: rest § § W t 

Examples of insertions almost restricted to K 2 Dn are : 50*, 55*, (both 
very clear interpolations), 326* (with K 4 ) , 390* (with D ( 2 . 5 ) , 412* (with 
D 5 ) ; and passage No. 12 of App. I (also found in D<., but with a different 
point of insertion). 

The contamination of K 2 from Dn is especially noticeable in the Nala 
Episode. Its Kaśmīrī character, however, again comes to the surface in such 
wrong transcription from the Śāradā as ^q l^q (for –fc-n-r~i) in 3. 97. 17. 

11A 

2. 6 
2. 9 
2. 10 
2. 32 

13. 54 
13. 98 
17. 3 
25. 15 
34. 11 

K2 B + some D 

¾-ftff "Ufa 

§:^R<h~C 

Other MSS. 

¾-fcTrofa 

5:<suP–w1< 

g-5¾5 (text )‚ ftr¾3 

":if¾r̂ T 

3T¾° ( text ), 8T-%T°. 

¾ltt¾%iT 

<Tt~f–fF: 
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Sporadic contamination of K 4 from S is seen in the insertion 159*, and in 
passage No. 4 of App. I (cf. v. 1. 3. 38. 18). 

Manuscripts Dj_3 of the Devanāgarī version show pronounced affinities 
with the K version, often supporting the specific readings and omissions of 
the latter, and they might have been classed under the K version. 

The Bengali Version. 
Our four Bengali manuscripts form on the whole á very homogeneous 

group, presenting generally a single common reading. The version has very 
close affinities with .[24]» a particular type of Devanāgarī manuscripts repre

sented by our Dn D 4 6 (with or without Dc). These two groups – B and Dc 
Dn D 4 . 6 – show as a rule the same readings, and contain the same insertions. A 
notable exception is 939*, which is a specific Bengali insertion lacking even in 
Dc D 4 . 6 and found only in Dn of the Devanāga!iī manuscripts. 

The affinity of B (Dc) Dn D 4 . , 6 (often with the conflated manuscript 
K2) is exemplified by the following reīádings : 

11. 27 Ks B Dn D 4 . 6 ?T¾0 : rest ¾¾° 
28. 32 Ks B Dc Dn D4.6 % : rest % 
32. 13 B Dn D 4 . 6 [ 8T ] : rest W 
3 4 . 11 Ks B Dc Dn D4.6 5¾5l° : rest 8T¾° or 3T¾fra° 
91. 2 B Dn D4.6 5lśft~ % r : rest ¾6ff¼ ^ 
93. 10 B Dn D 4 . 6 imt : rest "Id 

l 0 4 . 9 B Dn D4.6 ¶zft : rest ( mostly ) ~T~TT-I. 

Similarly B (De) Dn D 4 . 6 , differing from most other manuscripts, have 
the following short additions : 4 4 6 * , 448*, 455* (also in two Southern 
MSS.) 466*, 467*, 477*, 498*, 512*, (with K J , 532*, (with D 3 ) , 540*, 
541*, 684*, 806*, (with K 3 ) , 844*, etc., etc. 

The Devanāgarī Versions (other than K). 

I have divided the Devanāgarī Versions into three groups : (1) the 
Version of Caturbhuja ; (2) the Version of Nīlakaṇṭha ; and (3) the Com

posite Version. The first two are the versions respectively of the commen

tators Chaturbhuja and Nīlakaṇtha, being accompanied by their glosses ; the 
third is a) group of Devanagaiī manuscripts not associated with any commen

tary. 

The Devanāgarī Version of Caturbhuja. 

The version of the commentator Caturbhuja has little to recommend for 
itself. It generally sides with the B D group, showing a slight preference for 
B ; thus B and Dc have a <x>mmon insertion 415*, not found in other manus

cripts of our critical apparatus. But it is definitely superior to the version 
of Nilakaṇṭha, in sa far that it lacks maṅy of the very clearly spurious addi
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tions of the latter. The best known of such additions is a passage of 39 
lines (App. I, No. 12) inserted in the Nala Episode after our 3. 62. 10, which 
is found only in Kg Dn D 6 and is comparable to the passage substituted in 
K4 Dj_3 for stanzas 1-17 of our adhy. 62 (cf. App. I, No. 10). Especially 
in the later adhyāyas of this parvan, Dc and D 2 go together, showing numer
ous agreements peculiar to themselves. Dc shows some unique additions, 
though their number is small; examples are 129* and 402*, both being one-
line insertions. 

Manuscripts of Caturbhuja's commentary on different parvans are avail
able ; that on the Virata has been published by the Gujarati Printing Piess 
(Bombay 1915). It is not unlikely that Caturbhuja had written a commen
tary on the whole of the Mahābhārata, though it is doubtful whether com
plete manuscripts of the whole of his commentary are now extant. The 
manuscripts I have hitherto seen were invariably of individual parvans 
separately handed down. 

•[25J Very little is known about this scholiast. He bore the surname or 
title Miśra, like bis fellow commentator Arjuna Miśra. It is therefore likely 
that he hails from Eastern India. It has not been possible to fix his chronology 
with precision even in relation to the five major Mahābhārata commentators, 
Devabodha, Vimalabodha, SarvajñaNārāyaṇa, Arjunamiśra and Nīlakanṭha. 
But it is most unlikely that he is a very early commentator.1 In our manus

cripts the’ commentary is called Vākyadipikā (fol. 1) : 

This name is analogous to the titles of the commentaries by Devabodha 
and Arjunamiśra, Jñānadlpikā and Arthudipikā respectively ; compare also 
the title of Nīlakaṇtha's commentary Bhāratnbhāvadipa. 

The Devanāgañ Vision of N%lakantHa : the Vulgate. 

The version of Nīlakaṇtha has never inspired confidence, and in the case 
of the present parvan, it is singularly disappointing. It contains (along with 
some other manuscript! groups) fourteen additional adhyāyas, some of which 
are palpably very late interpolations. Notable among the latter are adhy. 
262263 of the Vulgate (our App. I, No. 25), which relate how Duryedhana 
sends the Ṛ§i Durväsas, with 10,000 disciples, to Yudhiṣṭhira at a moment 
when the latter would not be able to feed such an alarming crowd of hungry 
mendicants. In answer to Draupadī's prayers, however, iśiī Kṛṣṇa appears, 
all of a sudden, from Dvārakā, and so contrives it that the mendicant 
fraternity, without having eaten a morsel of food, inexplicably feels all of a 
suddeii completely satiated and slinks away in fear and trepidation. They 
vanish without even making an effort to explain the situation and express 

1 Mr. P. K. CODE, the Curator of the Institute, tentatively assigns him to the 
period A.D. 1350-1550, 
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their apologies to Yudhiṣṭhira, who had managed in the meantime to cook 
food enough to feed that astonishing large troop of beggars. This naive 
story, which is not without an element of humour, is found only in Dc x  

I>i.2.<. G 3 besides Dn, a very poor collection of manuscripts, and is therefore 
obviously a very late interpolation. Its omission from our text, I feel sure, 
will not be regretted. 

The Vulgate contains many lines which are extremely weakly supported, 
at least by manuscripts of our critical apparatus. Thus, besides Dn, 5* is 
found only in D 5 ; 25* only in &x K 3 ; 30* only in K 2 D 6 ; 48* only in D 6 : 
50* and 55* oniy in K 2 ; 874* only in D 6 ; 1193* only in D 3 ; and passage 
No. 32 of App. I (a long interpolation of 72 lines) only in D 6 G ! 

Dn also shows a surprisingly large number of unique readings, not found 
in my other manuscript, a few of which are noted below as illustrations : 

32. 31 Dn 3TFTtfeT : rest 3īScftft 
33. 13 Dn 0 f ¾ : : rest ¾¾¾: 

43. 28 Dn ¾r^lft"T : rest ¾fifaTM 
60. 14 Dn 3tfīfa : others m dfa ( text ), mfa 
82. 5 Dn gü-n ¾ft : rest u¶upm 
82. 33 Dn ? nE¾fäf : rest S^RÍ 
84.* 11 Dn °3f¾Tt : rest °---3(t 
87. 1 Cn 8?R¾ : rest 8i–rf?cī3 
93. 4 Dn ¾T¾cn: : rest qpg¶T: 

f26"f 100. 4 Dn 3?[sft : rest 3fl¾w 

145. 1 Dn m f%‡ : rest mi 
146. 53 Dn cfatáfc° : rest äfeRR 
167. 8 Dn 2OFcīī: others 3<3f (text ), "T¾n, 
195. l 4 Dn °nrn*l: rest ‘%lfö^. 

Other specific readings of Dn, not supported by any other manuscript, 
will be found in : 3. 33. 35 (fftRUT), 36 (^r), 46 ( * ¾ r ) , 52 (fä¾rräf); 
81. 21 (? i f t*) , 156 ( iRft) . 82. 46 (mm); 85. 1 ( W ī ) , 10 ( c ^ ) , 16 («T 
[ o r 9 n ] ^ R ^ TO ); 86. 13 (m); 178. 25 (m %¾fT )– 198. 15 ( ^ ) , 
19 (?i or q‡) ; 200. 5 4 ( f ^ ¾ r ¾ ) ; 229. 16 ( g ^ : ) ; 230. 23 ( t ^ r ) ; 
235. 3 ( 5T: ). 2 4 4 . 13 ( ps?R ); etc.; etc. 

In his commentary on 3. 291. 70 (Bombay ed.), Nilakajṇṭha mentions 
Arjunamisra : f%gJT¾'f¾r̂ ilf̂ I¾^Tfer¾T:,showing that Arjunamiéra is prior 
to Mīlakaṇṭha, as has been proved by me elsewhere on other grounds also.1 

 Cf. SUKTHANKAR, " Epie Studies ( V ) " , Annals of th4 Bhandarkar Oriental 
Resewch Institute, vol, 17 (1935), p. 189 f, 
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In commenting on 3. 33. 59 (Bombay ed.): 

fösr ¾T¾T ^ ¶ r ¾S[TTI ¾ s  f ½ r e m ^ i 
tern m& Tm*r%tföv s&m. Ii, 

Nīlakaṇṭha notes certain commentators ( ). 

W*ft: ^Tl¾ m*l 3¾g%blß¾NI^ f¾T¾T ~ f ~ sr%ft*nT *rcN¾ .55^uff ff* 
~r^ī q ^ ^ u ¾ 51!*: I 

Owing to the ambiguity of the word l t 1 S n o t possible to say for 
certain whether Nīlakaṇṭha is here referring to eastern commentators or 
merely to old commentators, but he probably means the latter, as he calls 
easterners "Gauḍas” 

Nīlakaṇṭha appears to have been an adept in the Kāma-śāstra also. In 
the course of his commentary on the chapter describing the general dege¬
neracy of the Kali age, he discusses certain pornographic details with a frank
ness which is as astonishing as it is disconcerting. The stanza in question is 
3. 186. 35 ( = Bombay ed. 3. 188. 41): 

on which Nīlakaṇṭha has the gloss : ^ΨHx %ft –fts 5rf%¾T; I 5*SR g ¾ ¾ 

In the beginning of his commentary, NHakaṇṭha mentions his guru 
Lakjṣmaṇārya, Nārāyaiṇa–tīrtha and Dhiresamiśra of Hamirapura : 

Nīlakaṇṭha's guru Nārāyaṇatīrtha – not to be confused with the Mahā¬

bhārata commentator NārāyaṇaSarvajña or SarvajñaNāiāyaṇa – has been 
identified by Mr. P. K. GODE with the author of the Mīmāṃsā work Bhāṭṭa¬

bhāṣā-prakāśikā (c A.n. 1650).1 

Variants cited by Nīlakaṇṭha will be found in his commentary on the 
following stanzas (references to the adyhäyal and śloka of the Bombay ed.): 
2. 37 ; 3. 63 ; 4. 19 ; 6. 3 ( 3T-ī-riS: ) 7. 5 ; 8. 11-12 ; 9. 15 ; 10. 24, 32, 37 ; 
11. 4, 8 ( 8?ws:); 12. 23, 35, 36, f27) 80; 15. 7; 20. 10 ; 22. 4 ; 23. 8; 25. 1 
29. 8, 22 ( iftans: ), 29 ; 30. 23, 41 ; 31. 8 ; 32. 13, 38, 59 ; 33. 8, 59 ( * * : ) 
63, 68, 72 ; 35. 3 ( 3miS: ); 37. 34 ; 40. 4 ; 43. 6 (3?qqT5:); 71. 16 (¾ft 

1 Cf. P. K. GODE. •' Date of the Bhāṭṭabhaṣāpral<_āśil-ā and identification of its 
author with the Guru of Nīlakaṇṭha Caturdhara", Mīmāṃsā-Prakāśa, vol. 3 (1938), 
pp. 65 ff. – For further particulars about the life and family of Nīlakaṇṭha, see now : 
P. K. GODE, "Nīlakaṇṭha Caturdhara, the Commentator of the Mahābhārata – His 
Genealogy and Descendants," Annals of the Bhandarkm Oriental Research Institute, 
Vol. 23 (Silver Jubilee Volume)* 1942, pp.. 146-161, 
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>Śt& lfrf¾?r ^ ). 82. 36, 38 ( ̂ > S^FRT¼ ); 84. 9 ; 110. 3‚ 23 
(^^l(¾Mlo: 5Tf¾nf¾3J: ); 117, 12 ( RffT-iTO: ); 119. 13 ( *ft-I<lT¾ ); 120. 2 ; 125. 
18 (¾TT-i¾ 5f¾ *Sftmft <tifct ); 129. 9 ( 5fP*r., 8ftfc ); 147. 8 ; 161. 
20 ( ifliqi¾ ); 162. 28 ; 169. 8 ; 172. 9 ; 176. 9 ; 177. 22; 179. 15; 207. 49, 97 
( nr¾qi¾ ); 211. 9, 16 ; 219. 22 ; 222. 1; 233. 8 ; 236. 31 ; 264. 12 ; 269. 3, 
10 ; 297. 24, 36 ; 315. 9 ; etc. 

The Composite Devanāgarī Version. 

The Devanāgarī has always been found to be a composite version. Our 
composite Devanāgarī manuscripts may be roughly divided into three groups. 
(1) The best group, from our view-point, is D-_ 3 which frequently agrees 
with ś x K (but especially K 4 ) in opposition to other D manuscripts and 
might have been classed under the K version. Of these D 2 agrees, however, 
frequently – especially in later adhyāyas – with De, the version of Caturbhuja. 
(2) Then there is the group D 4 6 , which generally agrees with B Dc Dn. 
(3) The remaining manuscript D 5 is in a class by itself, presenting a text 
which is, for large parts, almost the same as that of the Nilakaṇṭha version, 
but which shows exceptionally some noteworthy diserepancies. Groups 2 
and 3 are frequently seen in combination, and we accordingly very often get 
a wider group B Dc D n D 4 _ 6 (sometimes joined by K 2 ) . 

The affinity of the group D ^ is exemplified by the following concordant 
readings of these three manuscripts. 

1. 3 Dis ¾r¾ fô"f: ( Parasm.) m†S : rest T¾ ¾%T%¾ ( Atm.) mh 
1. 5 D t _ 3 q^īffaī : other MSS. ( text ), eTī^frfoi 

1. 13 Di_3 «n%J3rpFi: 3?cf: : other MSS. ?r ¾Rf( or *fi)«f: f~: m 
1– 14 l>!3 WiWfi : other MSS. 5^ t ( text ), 
l. 15 Di_3 ijg¾[¾; ( Parasm. ) H%ff: rest "T?5m ( Atm. ) • 

1. 34 Di_g ^cpiqr; : rest m«Stfta(: 
2. 5 D_ 3 3ff TJ^: : r e s t i↑ffeft ( by transp. ) 
6. 22 D ^ s ¾jf¾ îft : rest ^ft^ifä 

48. 29 Di_3 ΨU : other MSS. text), 3qI 
167. 19 Di_3 jIfaf: other N MSS. mtô ( text) etc., etc. 

Examples of insertions, almost peculiar to D^ 3 and showing the close 
affinity between these three manuscripts, are : 182* (with K 4 ) , 288*, 334* 
(with K 4 ) , 1025*, 1186*, 1188*, 1190*, 1194* (latter four with K 4 ) , etc., etc. 

As remarked above, the group D ^ 3 , differing from other Devanāgarī 
manuscripts, frequently agrees with Ś± K . Examples of insertions common 
to ft. K and Di_3 (often with D 5 ) are : 640*, 707*, 711*, 715*, etc. etc. 

Group D!_3 is important for the reasen that it lacks (like ft K ) many 
of the interpolations of the B D group ; e.g. 44*, 128*, 130*, 131.’, 133*, 1S2*, 
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163*, 166*, 167*, 168*, 178*, 184*, 185*, 187*, 188*, 189*, 193*, 195*, 
224*, 238*;, 240*, 244*, 245*, 247*, 248*, 249*, 540*, 541*, 895*, 985*, 
etc., etc., etc. 

The Telugu Version. 

Only two manuscripts of the Telugu version were collated, of which one 
(^s is often the case with these manuscripts) is certainly) contakninated, to 
a very high degree, from [28] Northern sources. In such conflated parts, T 2 

is generally associated with G 3 . Examples of such contamination will be found 
below, under the Grantha version. 

T l f differing from T 2 often side's with G X Mx (with or without M 2 ) , 
giving what appears to be the real Southern reading.. 

For examples of contamination of T 2 through the Northern recension, 
cI. 174*, 248*, 484*, 563*, 570*, 572*, 577*, 661*, 673*, 932*, (with M J . 
991*,, etc., etc. Many of these are marginal insertions, added sec. m. 

The Grantha Version. 

Most of our Grantha manuscripts are unfortunately contaminated from 
the Northern recension. The contamination is particularly noticeable in the 
case of G 3 , and it increases towards the end of the parvan ; so much so that 
in the final chapters G 3 often omits the specific insertions of the Southern 
recension, absorbing at the same time the characteristic insertions of the 
Northern ! Such manuscripts are valuable for a study of the fusion of 
recensions 

Examples of omission in G 3 of specific Southern insertions are : 1050*, 
1059*, 1060*, 1061*, 1062*, 1069*, 1071*, 1077*, 1082*, 1085*, 1086*, 
1091*, 1092*, 1093*, 1102*, 1114*, 1137*, 1138*, 1139*, 1142*, 1146*, 
1148*, 1149*,, 1152*, 1154*, 1326*, 1343*, 1372*, 1373*, etc.. etc – Examples 
of the incorporation of Northern insertions in G 3 (sometimes with T X ) are : 
1046*, 1048*, 1063*, 1065*, 1066*, 1067*, 1073*, 1074*, 1088*, 1103*, 
1120*, 1126*, 1131*, 1134*, 1167*, 1203*, 1224*, 1226*, 1227*, 1229% 
1230*, 1279*, 1331*, 1337*, 1358*, 1365*, 1382*, 1385*, etc, etc ; and passages 
Nos. 24, 27, and 32 of App. I. 

But the most striking instance of conflation is the inclusion in G 3 of our 
final adhyāya (299), which is regularly transposed in all genuine Southern 
manuscripts to the beginning of the Vi1iāṭaparvan. The evidence of G 3 is 
thus seen to be fully inconclusive and therefore untrustworthy for the consti

tution of the Grantha version and the Southern recension. 

The Mūlayālam Version. 

While forming an integral part of the Southern recension, the Malayā¬

lam version has its own peculiarities, which distinguish it clearly from the 
T G version, as regards both readings and insertions. Here is a list of T G 
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insertions, which are lacking in the Malayālarn version : 183*, 218*, 232*, 
243*, 286*, 356*, 620*, 667*, 674*, 685*, 802*, 803*, 805*, 824*, 856*, 
859*, 867*, 868*, 869*, etc., etc – On the other hand, M also shows a certain 
number of specific insertions which are not known to the Telugu and Grantha 
versions, such as 307*, 494*, 560*, 581*, 949*, 1028*, 1041*, 1083*, 1158*, 
1262*, 1336*, etc, e tc Near ly all of these insertions (of both types) are 
singleline insertions ; a few are of two lines. 

But our M is not homogeneous, M x and M 2 exhibiting among them

selves numerous differences. M 2 shows, clear signs of contamination from 
Northern sources, and is by no means a good representative of the Malayā¬

lam version. Examples of Northern accretions in M2 are 96*, 99*, 466*, 
516*, 796*, 955*, etq. etc. M 2 is again often excepted from the common 
Southern reading, as in 3. 4L 24 : S (except M 2 ) ^ ^ ¾ ^ ^ ^ i c l : against N 
(with M 2 ) [29] ¶afi q=o¾cI^ntT:, w h e r e M

2 agrees with N . M 2 (like G g ) 
also omits a few of the typical Southern insertions ; e.g., 102*, 723*. M x is 
not altogether free from contamination from some Northern source or sources 
as is indicated by 629*, 677*, 932* (with T 2 marg. sec. m.), etc,, etc. 

A very good example of the contamination of M 2 from N is furnished 
by the conflated reading of M 2 in 3. 22. 8. N reads i½qc^.¾erT a s °P" 
posed to S, which has 5q^"5fgi¾t s f i ; b u t M

2 reads «l¾3N¾¾wi, which 
is very evidently a result of the conflation of the Southern and Northern 
readings: sq ̂ssr̂  (S) ^ [s?]¾53v^f (N) . But the most convincing 
proof is furnished by a palpable mistake in M2. The manuscript inserts 
line 1 of a Northern additional stanza (95*), after 3. 28. 16ab„ but line 2 of 
that stanza after 16Cd. The two lines of the stanza, though superfluous, do 
convey some meaning when read together ; but arranged as in M 2 , they serve 
no useful purpose except to betray the conflated character of the manuscript 
in question. 

With regard to the status and merit of the Malayālarn version in general, 
1 ami glad to cite here an observation of Professor E. P. S. SASTRI,, which I 
am able to confirm from my own experience. Iṇ the course of his remarks 
on the Southern recension in the Introduction to his edition of the Āraṇyaka¬

parvan, Professor SASTRI writes : " Not having been subject to Niāyak influ

ence in any manner whatsoever, the tradition handed down by the Malayālam 
manuscripts preserved the Grantha text, in a purer and more unmixed form 
than even some comparatively early Grantha manuscripts, as the Malayālam 
Mss. do not at all seem to have come intoi contact with the Northern Recen

sion till very recent times". 1 This is in substantial agreement with what 
I had stated in my Prolegomena to the Ādiparvan regarding the Malayālam 

 . T h e Mahābhārata (Southern Recens¾on), Vol. IV (1933), Introduction, 
p. iiif. 
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version, namely, that it is " the besū Southern version-"** I am happy to find 
that this cautious remark of mine has subsequently been confirmed by the 
editor of the Southern Recension himself in a clear and unambiguous manner. 

T H E PARVASAtáGRAHA 

The number of adhyāyas and ślokas of the' Āraṇyaka, according to the 
Parvasaṃgrahaparvan, in our edition, and in the current editions, can be seen 
in the following table. 

COMPARATIVE TABLE OF T H E N U M B E R OF ADHYĀYAS A N D ŚLOKAS 
I N T H E Ā R A N Y A K A P A R V A N 

Parva-
saṃgraha Crit. Ed. Cal. Ed. Bomb. Ed. 

(Śaka 1799) 
Kumbh. Ed. South Ree. 

(SASTRI) 

Adhyāyas 269 299 314 315 315 269 

Ślokas 11,664 p * 12,848 12,002 J 12,476 11,136 

•[3OJ With regard to the above figures the following particulars may be 
noted. According to the count of the Calcutta edition the number of ślokas in 
this parvan is 17,478. But this calculation misses the correct figure by several 
thousands. The Calcutta Pandits responsible for the edition, who were 
apparently not very good mathematicians, have made repeated mistakes in 
the counting of the lines, being evidently baffled by the complicacies of calcu
lation at the turn of the century ! They have numbered the lines, by fives, 
without committing any mistake up to 3095. They make their first mistake 
by putting down the next figure (after 3095) as 4000, in place of 3100 ; and 
this is followed by several other lapses of that type ! The correct total as 
computed by JACOBI 2 is 12,848 as shown above. – The figure' for the ślokas of 
the Bombay edition has been taken from the edition of text and Marathi 
transiation by Kashinath alias Bhau Shastri L E L E of Wai (śaka 1821), who 
has counted the stanzas! in his edition, adhyāya by adhyāya ; and, after 
correcting his own errors in three different places, gives the correct figure, 
according to him, at the end of the Vanaparvan volume (p. 1344) as l2,O02.3 

--The figure for the stanzas of the Kumbhakonam edition has been taken 
from the Index Volume (p. 5) of that edition – The extent of Professor 

* Prolegomena, p. LXXIII. 
*lBy actual coufnts, 11,421 ślokas of 32 syllables eath.I. 
52 Das Mahābhārata, Inhaltsangabe, Index, etc., p. 257. 
3 According to another computation, that of the Chitrīashala Edition (Poona 

1930), the correct number is 11,859, as given in the footnote on p. 500 of its edition 
of the '' Vanaparvan." 
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P. P. S. SAsTRlr’s Southern Recension has been given by himself in the Intro

duction to the .second part of his Āraṇyakaparvan (!voL 5, p. xiv). – The 
figure for the critical text has been intentionally left blank by me, since the 
paivan contains two prosel adhyāyas, in addition to! a large number of Triṣ¬

ṭubh stanzas, and it is difficult to compute their equivalent in ślokas. Indeed 
the figures given for the othetf editions! are all defective for the same reason. 
In fact they are all purely fictitious, being obtained by the addition of figures 
for the stanzas and prose sections, but may be taken to represent a very rough 
approximation of the extent. It will thus be realized that it is futile to com
pare these figures with the Parvasaṃgraha figures, which are often themselves 
doubtful. It has been the general experience that ancient figures, when at all 
complicated, seldom come out quite right. And there is no reasen to think 
that the Parvasaṃgraha figures for the number of stanzas are an exception 
to the rule. 

We do not expect strict agreement between our figures and the Parva¬

saṃgraha figures in respect of the number of stanzas in such a voluminous 
work but we do expect some agreement as regards the number of adhyāyas. 
It is, therefore, surprising to find that almost all extant manuscripts contain 
about 30 adhyāyas at least more than the figure given by the Parvasaṃ¬

graha ! This discrepancy is the more striking, as the manuscripts of the 
Parvasaṃgraha, of all versions and recensions without exception, agree – for 
a change – in giving the same figure for the number of adhyāyas, namely, 
269. As regards the manuscripts, of the Araṇyaka, the Kaśmīrī ‚(Śāradā) 
and the Southern manuscripts agree in having about 300 adhyāyas, while the 
Central Sub-recension (Bengali-Devanlägan group) show in fact about 315 
adhyāyas. The former may be taken as the more reliable figure. Professor 
P. P. S. SASTRi’s device of arriving at the Parvasathgraha figure (269), by 
omitting arbitrarily about 31 colophons actually contained in all of his 
manuscripts is hardly commendable. 

[31] Due to these discrepancies between the data of the Parvasathgraha 
and the manuscripts, which are patent, two probabilities are presented to us : 
either, the compiler of the Parvasathgraha had made a mistake in counting 
the adhyāyas, or some thirty adhyāyas have been added to our parvan since 
the time of the Paivasaṃgraha count. No third explanation is possible, and 
both these are significant alternatives. If we admit that there has been an 
original error in the counting of adhyāyas, it is roughly a mistake of 30 in 
300, that is 10 per cent., which is indeed a very high percentage of error. If 
we could prove even two or three such errors, the value of the figures in the 
Parvasathgraha will dwindle down to an insignificant quantity. If, on the 
other hand, – as is more likely – our critical text contains about 30 adhyāyas 
(equivalent to about 1500 stanzas) more than the text which was the basis 
of the Parvasathgraha calculation, then even in the matter of general contents 
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it is nowhere near the Parvasaṃgraha standard and must be very far re

moved from the hypothetical archetype of the Mahābhārata ; for it is hardly 
credible that as many as thirty colophons could get displaced or lost in a 
mere aggregate of 300 colophons. There are moreover no means to excise 
these spurious accretions except by methods of higher criticism, which owing 
to the peculiar character of our work would be a very delicate operation 
indeed, and withal one of doubtful utility. We thus see how easy it would 
be to delude ourselves that just by collating a small fraction of the extant 
manuscripts, we could arrive at the archetype. 

The passage in the Parvasaṃgraha giving the contents of this parvan 
exists in two versions (I. 2. 111126) : the longer version of the Vulgate 
being based on the Central Subrecension (the BengaliDevanāgarī), the 
shorter version on the KasmīrīSouthern tradition. I have adopted the latter 
in this edition, relying mainly on the superiority of the agreement between 
what appear prima facie to be independent versions. But I think it is pos

sible to fortify the argument in the present case from intrinsic considerations. 
It will be seen that in the shorter version, the sequence of the4 incidents men

tioned in the list of contents does not, tally with the actual sequence in the 
original text of the parvan, given uniformly by all extant manuscripts ; the 
sequence of the longer version on the other hand tallies exactly with the 
present text. Moreover, the latter – namely, the longer version – is much 
fuller, containing as it does far more details. Is it now likely that the 
Kaśmīri and Southern traditions had independently – or in collusion with 
each other – discarded the original fuller and more correct version in favour 
of a shorter and defective version? It seems far more probable that the 
defects of the original short version, which has been preserved independently 
by the Kaśmīrī and Southern traditions, had been noticed early, and that had 
led to its being modified and corrected by the revisers of the Central Sub¬
recension, which then adopted the revised version of the contents. 

The Parvasajṃgraha mentions sixteen subparvans, which is also our 
number, but the Vulgate has twentytwo; that is six more. The latter 
number is obtained by adding to the list the names of certain episodes like 
the Nalopākhyāna, Rāmopākhyāna, Sāvitryupākhyāna, which originally did 
not form separate subparvans at all, as will be seen from the following table. 

.[32]. Critical Edition Vulgate Editions 

(and old Parvasaiṃgraha) (and revised Parvasaiṃgraha) 

1 3TFC<Era> ( adhy. 1–11) 1 a – " ( adhy. 1–10) 

3 %   ( 1 3  4 2 ) 

2 M v ^ ( 12) 2 m*w ( ī i ) 

3 8T^rf¾m?r ( 1 2  3 7 ) 
4 l*ET ( 3841) 
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Critical Edition 

(and old Pärvasathgraha) 

4 5¾^¾lPrim (
 4
3-79 ) 

5 eft¾5rr ( 80-153 ) 
6 -ral§*-p-r ( 1 5 4 ) 
7 m%S ( 155 – 172 ) 

8 3?rsnR ( 173 – 178 ) 

9 3RTf%-%¾ra¾-nFTT ( 179--221 ) 
10 fa^ScW^^ ( 222 – 22-4 ) 
H ( 225 – 24

3 ) 
12 Ψ l i - 5 i ^ ( 2 4 4 ) 
13 ( 245 – 247 ) 
14 ¾W§Wl ( 24

8-283 ) 

15foroifpir ( 284 – 294 ) 
16 Wc5tq ( 295-299 ) 

Vulgate Editions 

(and revised Parvasaṃgraha) 

5 l^¾t¾ii¾iiliH ( 42–51) 
6 ¾atqi¾irR ( 52 – 79 ) 

7 ¾ft*irai ( 80-156 ) 
8 ^ig*sp-r (157) 
9 TOS« ( 158-164 ) 

10 f¼cT¾-T^¾ (165-175 ) 
11 8TT~R (176-181) 
12 īIT%-%q--qn̂ f ( 182-232 ) 

13 Í W t a c - f ^ ^ ( 233-235 ) 
14 Śt<Wm ( 236 – 257 ) 
15 Ψ T ^ ¾ - T ( 258 ) 
l 6 * f t < m » (259 – 261) 
17 ItoffeOT ( 262-271 ) 

18 5i-?¾¾r̂ iit-iJr ( 272 ) 
19 rätaren? ( 273 – 292 )1 

20 q ^ r q ī f T c ^ ( 293 – 299 ) 
21 - p - ^ q ( 300 – 310 ) 
22 sfRfa ( 311-315 ) 

The limits of these subparvans can be fixed, as a rule, with tolerable 
certainty with the aid of the colophons of our manuscripts, which give indi

cations sufficient for purposes of approximate identification. 

O T H E R E D I T I O N S 

Of the numerous printed editions of the Āraṇyakaparvan (almost uni

formly passing under the name Vanaparvan),, I have consulted the following : 

(1) The editfa prisnceps of the Mahābhārata printed in Calcutta between 1834 
and 1839. Its Vanaparvan comprises, according to its own data, 17478 ślokas in 
314 adhyāyas,; It gives in general the Nīlakaṇṭha version, whith we have called 
the Vulgate and which has been reproduced in many subsequent editions, sometimes 
accompanied by translation and commentary. The edit*'s princeps still remains the 
best edition available of the Vulgate version of the Ārasṇyakaparvan, though that 
is not saying very much. 

(2) The oblong pothī-form edition, published by Ganapat KRISHNAJi in 
Śaka 1799 in Bombay (hence commonly known as the Bombay edition). It is 
accompanied by Nilakaṇṭha's a*mmeṅtary, Bhāratabhāvūdipa, and should there

fore represent the [33J Nilakaṇṭha tradition. But it contains as a matter of fact 

1 The Parvasathgraha of the Vulgate cites Nos. 19 and 20 in reverse order, 
that is, the Pativratāmāhātmya precedes the Rāmopākhyāna. 



INTRODUCTION 177 

quite a large number of lines and readings not countenanced by Nīlakaṇṭha himself. 
The text is divided into 315 adyhāyas, and contains (according to some editions 
which give the aggregate number of stanzas in the parvan) 12,002 stanzas.1 

(3) The Kumbhakonam edition published by T. R. KRisHNACHiARYA and T. R. 
VYASACHARYA, and described on its title-page asī ‘‘ A New Edition, mainly based on 
the South Indian Texts". Its Vanaparvan comprises (according to the Index 
Volume) 12,476 élokas and 315 adhyāyas, but contains like our rnisch-codiccs a goed 
number of specific Northern passages unknown to the true Southern recension.2 

(4) Professor P. P. S. SASTRI'S Southern Recension, Volumes 4-5, comprising 
(according to his own count) 11,136 ślokas divided into 269 adhyāyas. 

As these old editions contain nothing of any serious importance which 
is not to be found in the different manuscripts already collated for this edi
tion, they have been only sparingly used and cursorily studied by me. The 
following observations may be of use to those who may wish to consult these 
editions. 

A S remarked above, there are some gi)ave mistakes in the numbering of 
the stanzas of the Calcutta edition. The first mistake occurs after stanza 
3095, where the next number suddenly jumps up to 4000 (when it should be 
3100). Similarly after 8895, the following number jumps up to 9900 (when 
it should be 8900). F o r the third time, after 10,095, the following number 
is given as 11,000 (instead of 10,100). For the fourth time, after 11,095, 
the next number jumps up to 12,1000, when it should be 11,100. A t the next 
step, however, the number equally suddenly jumps back to 10,200 ! Thus 
at one place three successive numbers (which are supposed to increase by 
five at each step) are 11095, 12,000, 10,200 ! ! After adhy. 117, there ap
pear to be no new mtetiakes, and from that pqint onwards the numbering 
may be taken to be continuous and correct. But the result of these earlier 
miscalculations is that the extent of the parvan appears to be 17,478, when 

it should in reality be (according to JACOBI'S computation) 12,848, the Par¬
vasajṃgraha figure being 11,664 ! Several numbers occur twice, and in giv

ing reference to the Calcutta edition, it is advisable to cite the adhyāya num

ber as well. 
The Bombay edition, like the Calcutta, is based on the Nilakaṇtha ver

sion but (like yet other editions of the Mahābhārata prepared in the same 
fashion, e.g„ the Chitrashala edition) does not represent the Nilakaṇṭha tra

dition very faithfully. In the footnotes to the text, and the critical notes at 
the end, I have frequently drawn attention to unwarranted departure from 
Nīlakaṇṭha’s original text The vagaries are small and of no great conse

quence, but they are there nevertheless. They prove very clearly that with

1 According to the Chitrathala Edition the number is H,859, though the text 
is precisely the same in both editions. , 

8 It seems not to have been noticed that in the old printed editions though the 
name of this parvan is given on the titlepage and in the captions as '‘ Vanaparva" 
the colophons invariably give the name correctly as Āraṇyaor – Araṇyakaparvan 

12 
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out! any conscious effort at alteration or emendation – and perhaps, notwith

standing the halfhearted efforts to preserve intact the received text – 
discrepancies do arise in course of time, and the text does drift away from the 
norm, imperceptibly, within a relatively short period of time. Thus in 3. 9. 
7 for our 5fjctT"J*n*. (which is documented [34] uniformly by almost all our 
manuscripts), the different editions printed in the Bombay province, and exa

mined by me, all have the reading M¾q¾di, a reading which has not been found 
in a single manuscript ! In 3. 83, 30, the Bombay edition (with the Kum¬

bhakonam and some other editions) reads when the Nīlakaṇṭha 
manuscripts themselves (along with a host of other manuscripts) have the 
correct reading Ī I ^ T W ^ (lect. diff.), which is the reading of the constitut

ed text ! Likewise in 3. 249. 8, out edition reads gro^:f which is the read

ing offered by all manuscripts collated for our edition, except one inferior 
Grantha manuscript (G 3 ) , which reads g*fä^i, and yet this latter reading 
( S¾TreT) fias been adopted in many of the Bombay editions. 

Professor SASTRI'S edition is based chiefly on four manuscripts, of 
which one ( ^ ) is in Telugu script, two ( ar, ¶sf) in Grantha, and one ( ) 
in Malayālam. For adhyāyas 67130, that is, for about 64 adhyāyas out of 
his total of 269 adhyāyas, a fifth manuscript ( i j ) was partly utilized. Ac

cording to the editor, manuscript 8? (Grantha) " represents the Prindpal 
Text printed ". It bears a date corresponding to A.D. 1795, that is, it is less 
than 150 years old. As an edition of the Southern recension, Professor SAS¬

TR1's edition is preferable and indeed much superior to the Kumbhakonam 
edition. But it seems to me that in! its preparation the manuscript material 
has not been as fully and carefully utilized as it should have been. Judging 
by the Southern manuscripts collated for our edition and examined by me, 
which cannot be very different from his, it should seem that too often 
SASTRI‘S edition agrees in its mislections and other shortcomings with the 
Kumbhakonam edition to the. exclusion of the genuine Southern tradition. I 
miss in his critical apparatus many of the readings which are given uniformly 
by all Southern manuscripts. Even if the editor, for some occult reasons, did 
not wish to adopt in his text these perfectly good and authenticated Southern 
readings, they should have appeared in the footnotes as disearded readings. 
Instances of Northern readings having contaminated his text will be found in 
the following stanzas (reference is to ślokas and adhyāyas of his text) : 

1. 27*, 28*; 2. m d , 22°, 46 c, 7l½* 8O½*; 4. 8°, Sc, 15*; 5. 1*, 6C, 7e, 22d; 7. 2*, 
2C, 9* 23*; 8. 17‛; 10. 49*, 55 d, 66*; 11. 6OJV 72hc; 12. 2 3 i a , 41*; 13. 1*; 
14. 6 d, 16c 17. 10¾ö, l l ō ; 18. 5*; ete., etc These examples have been select
ed at random from the first L8 adhyāyas oniy ; but such lapses keep turning 
up on page after page up to the end of the book. 

As his edition is based on four manuscripts only and even these manus
cripts appear not to have been rigorously collated and fully utilized, I should 
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hesitate to accept his text as a true representative of the Southern recension, 
even ignoring the deficiencies of the critical apparatus. 

In the division into adhyāyas, Professor SASTRI seems to have followed 
the Grantha edition of Sarabhojirajapuram (Tanjore District) printed in 
1895. The reason given by Professer SASTRI for following the edition instead 
of the manuscripts is that the division of the Tanjore edition " accords ex

actly with the enumeration of the number of chapters for the Vāna Parvan 
(sic) in the Anukramaṇikādhyāya of both the Northern and the Southern 
Recensions".1 This is a dangerously vicious circle ! As the Tanjore edition 
does not pretend that it has followed any manuscript tradition, the adhyāya 
division of both these editions (Tanjore and SASTRI) remain unsupportel by 
manuscript authority [35) and therefore perfectly arbitrary. Adopting the Par¬

vasaṃgraha figure, SASTRI has divided the parvan into 269 adhyāyas, while 
the actual numbering of the adhyāyas in Southern manuscripts reaches the 
figure 300 approximately, the number according to our Southern manuscripts 
varying between 299 and 302. 

While SASTRI by arbitrary elimination of colophons, has equated his 
adhyāyanumber to that given by the Parvasaṃgraha, he could not make the 
figures for the ślokas tally ! According to the Parvasaṃgraha the number of 
ślokas should be 11,664. "The total number of stanzas," says Professer 
SASTRI, "printed in the Text of the Southern Recension comes to 11,136, 
which is short by 528 “ : 2 As his text is short by over 500 stanzas, his equa
tion of the number of adhyāyas with the Parvasaṃgraha figure, by arbitrary 
omission of about thirty colophons, which are found in all Southern manus

cripts, has no significance, and remains a piece of useless and unmeaning 
manipulation. 

It is exactly seventeen years since I took over charge of the Mahābhārata 
work, and reorganized, on somewhat different lines, this Department of the Insti
tute, having profited by the experiments and experiences of my predecessor, the 
late lamented Mr. N . B. U T G I K A R , M . A . During this interval the Mahābhārata 
Department of the Institute has prepared and) published critical editions of foul 
whole parvans (in this sequence) : the Ādi (1933), the Virāṭa (1936), the Udyoga 
(1940), and now the Āraṇyaka (1942). These four parvans comprise, according 
to the data of the Parvasaṃgrahaparvan, about 28,400 " ślokas". In addition to 
this : the Sabhāparvan, whith is being edited by Professor Franklin E D G E R T O N of 
the Yale University (U.S.A.) and whith has been ready for some time, has been 
taken up for printing, and its printing has made considerable progress; nearly the 
whole of the text, along with the critical apparatus pertaining to it, has been 
printed off, and the printed portion may even be issued, in the near future, as a 
separate fascicule. Furthermore, the press-copy of the Bhīṣmaparvan, which is be
ing edited by Rao Bahadur Dr. S. K . B E L V A L K A R , I . E . S (Retd.), is almost ready 
and is now undergoing final revision at the hands of its editor. Funds permitting, 
it will be sent to the press in the not very distant future. Thug, during these seven

1 The Mahābhārata (Southern Recension), vol. 5, Introduction, p. xiii. 
s op, cit. p. xiv, 
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teen years the Institute has critically dealt with the first six parvans of the Great 
Epic : the Ādi, Sabhā, Āraṇyaka, Virāṭa, Udyoga and Bhīṣma. These six parvans 
make up a total of about 36,800 ° ślokas", out of the aggregate of about 82,150 
" ślokas" comprising the entire Mahābhārata, a portion which is approximately 45 
per cent, of the aggregate, excluding of course the '' Supplement ", Harivaṃśa, whith, 
for the time being, we have placed aside. This is no mean achievement, we think. 
The part of the epic critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk, about four 
times as great as the Iliad and the Odyssey put together, and one and a half times 
as great as our Rāmāyaṇa. 

That a work of this nature and these dimensions is not one man's job is very 
evident. Many collaborators, sympathisers, friends, benefactors and patrons have 
contributed to such measure of success as has been achieved so far, and they in
clude among them, princes and potentates, persons owning manuscripts, curators 
and librarians, printers and parvaneditors, not to speak of the General Editor 
and his modest staff in [36]f the background. Surely the most potent among these 
multifarious contributory factors have been – 

– the generous patrons of learning, who out of regard for this venerable monument 
of Indian antiquity, this great and lustrous heritage of Bhāratavarṣa, have liberal
ly supplied the Institute, all through these years, with funds to carry on this cost
ly but very vital work. 

First among these generous patrons stands in our estimation Shrimant Bala¬

saheb Pant Pratinidhi, B.A., RAJASAHEB of Aundh, whose princely liberality made 
it, in the first instance, possible for the Institute to think of undertaking this am

bitious project. The R A J A S A H E B has already paid up a large part of the Foun

dation Grant of a lakh of rupees promised by him, and thus placed under his ob

ligations not only the Institute hut all those who love the Great Epic of India. 
I have next to record the gratitude of the promoters! of this scheme – whicli 

has now become nothing less than a great national undertaking – to a number of 
other distinguished and generous donors, scattered all over India, who have con

tributed liberally to our Mahābhārata Publication Fund, the thief among them be

ing : The Imperial Government of India, the Provincial Governments of Bombay, 
Madras, Burma and United Provinces; the Gwalior, Hyderabad (Deccan), Banxla, 
Bhavnagar, Phaltan, Mysore, Porbunder, Kolhapur, Patiala, Sangli, Ithalkaranji, 
Ramdurg, and other Indian States. The Trustees of the Sir Dorab Tata Trust, 
the Savitribai Bhat Trust, and the Tulsidas Charities also deserve a grateful men

tion here for their kind help to our finances. We must gratefully think also of 
those persons less gifted by Fortune, who have contributed smaller sums – with the 
one idea of helping on this great cause – each according to his ability. 

The Institute is indebted, for subsidies to its Mahābhārata work, to the Trus

tees of the Mahābhārata Fund of Great Britain in London ; and indebted also for 
a token grant, in appreciation of this work, to the British Academy of London. 

And last, but not least, I must mention, in this connections our Alma Mater – 
The University of Bombay – who has been exceptionally generous and appreciative 
of our endeavours in this field, supply us with funds, lending us manuscripts, and 
generally taking a very keen and active interest in the welfare and rapid progress 
of our project. 

In connection with further assistance rendered by extramural collaborators and 
helpers, I must put on record our special obligations to Pandit Rajaguru H E M R A J , 
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d . E . , of Nepal ; as also to Professor Kshitimohan S E N , who has succeeded Profes

sor Vidhushekhar B H A T T A C H A R Y A as Principal of the Visvabharati; further to M r . 
S. G O P A L A N , B . A . , B . L . , who has succeeded the late Raosaheb Sambarnurthi R A O , 

as Honorary Secretary of the Saraswathi Mahal Library of Tanjore. Both these 
latter gentlemen have been kind enough to carry on, in a purely honorary capacity, 
the onerous and responsible task of supervising the Mahābhārata collations done 
in their respective institutions. 

The thanks of the Institute are also due to the Curators, Trustees, and Custo

dians of the following libraries and institutions for keeping us equipped with the 
manuscripts required for our Mahābhārata work, during almost two decades : the 
Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal, 
the Bangiya Sahitya Parishad, the Adyar Library, the Oriental Institute of Baroda, 
Madras Government [37] Library, Mysore Oriental Manuscripts Library, Sri Yadu¬

girī Yatiraj Math (Melkote, Mysore), Cochin State Library, Pudukkottah State Lib

rary, and the India Office Library (London). The Institute has also received ma

nuscripts or photocopies or handmade copies of manuscripts from the Bombay 
University, the Visvabharati, Dacca University, Dayananda AngloVedic College of 
Lahore (Research Department), Benares Sanskrit College, and Calcutta Sanskrit 
College – all of whom I wish to thank! on behalf of the Institute very cordially for 
their kind help in the matter. The Institute is, moreover, obliged to Sardar M . V. 
K I B E , M . A . of Indore for the loan of a complete Nīlakaṇṭha manuscript of the 
Mahābhārata. It is further indebted for the free loan of Southern manuscripts of 
the Mahābhārata to the Chief of Idapalli, M r . Kallenkara P I S H A R A M , Mankavu 
Padinnare K O V I L A K A M , Killimangalam N A M B U D I R I P A D , and to the proprietors of 
the following Malabar estates : Poomullimana, Avaṇapparambu Mana, Nareri Mana, 
Ponnokkottu Mana, Paliyam Estate, Channarnangalam. 

Once more I would faln express my gratitude for help of various kinds from 
my colleagues on the Mahābhārata Editorial Board, who have throughout reposed, 
very generously, full confidence in me, and helped and supported me invariably in 
the true spirit of camaraderie. It is sad to reflect that before we are even half

way through our work, several members of the old Editoial Board, formed in 1925, 
are no longer with us ; froṃ among whom I remember particularly my friends 
Father R . Z I M M E R M A N N , S J . , Professor M . W I N T E R N I T Z , and M r . Vishvanath 
P . V A I D Y A . 

I have to record here my keen appreciation of the willing compliance and un

grudging assistance I have uniformly received from members of the Permanent 
Staff of the Mahābhārata Department of this Institute. M r . S. N . T A D P A T R I K A R , 

M . A . , Supervisor of Collations, who is in special charge of the collations, has 
been moreover, as usual, always by my side, helping me with useful suggestions, 
when I was engaged in constituting the text of this extensive parvan. The critical 
notes were compiled from the collation sheets by M r . B . G . B H I D E S H A S T R I , M r . 
D . V . NARAvANE, and M r . G . G . S O M A N . We shall miss, in future, the expert 
assistance of M r . B H I D E in several fields, who having served the Institute in the 
Mahābhārata Department since 1921, has now owing to old age, retired from ser

vice. The śāradā manuscripts have been invariably collated by our śāradā expert, 
Shankar Shastri B H I L A V A D I K A R , Head Shastri of the Mahābhārata Department. The 
proof-reading has been done by the Collator and Reader Pandit K . V. Krishnamurti 
S H A R M A S H A S T R I , of Erode (South India), who is now helped in that work by M r . 
M . V . V A I D Y A , M . A., both of whom have worked with praiseworthy diligence, 
exemplary zeal, and signal devotion to their work. Collations of Southern manus
cripts have been done at the Institute uniformly by the Pandits K , V , Anantana-
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rayan S H A S T R I of Erode, and K . S. Vishvanath S H A S T R I of Kolengode (South 
India), both of whom also are very accurate and consdentious workers, exhibiting 
characteristically a singleminded devotion to duty. 

The superior finish of the Āraṇyakaparvan Volumes, from the typographical 
viewpoint, is due solely to the care and thought personally bestowed on them by 
my indefatigable friend Professor Dr. Raghu V i R A of the International Academy of 
Indian Culture, who, as part of a programme of multifarious activities for the re
generation of our culture, has equipped at Lahore a small but efficient printing es
tablishment – the [38"f Arya Bharati Press – whith is solely devoted to the cause of 
the service of the āryabhāratī for endowing Sarasvati with better vestments than the 
grndgingly receives in India at the hands of very mercenary printers and publi
shers. At great trouble and inconvenience to himself – and, I fear, even at the risk 
of pecuniary loss – he undertook and has carried out successfully the printing of 
these two big tomes, and thus led us safely out of the first big forest our little party 
of explorers had encountered on our way to the yet distant Utopia of a complete cri
tical edition of the Mahābhārata. 

If Mahanṣi Kṛṣṇa Dvaipayana Vyāsa tells us that he has cried himself hoarse, 
urging people to follow the Path of Duty : 

his shouting with uplifted arms has not been entirely in vain. He has not failed 
in his mission. Across the reverberating corridors of Time, we his descendants can 
still hear dimly his clarion call to Duty. It is in response to that call and in a 
spirit of reverent homage to that sage of unfathomable wisdom – that embodied 
Voice of the Collective Unconscious of the Indian people – we offer this work, pledg
ed to broadcast to mankind, in this hour of its need and its peril, the luminous mes
sage of the Maharṣi: 

13n5 5RmP5T ¾rarer &frn^ 

August 1942. V . S. SUKTHANKAR. 
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EPIC STUDIES 
I. Some Aspects of the Mahabharata Canon.* 

The problem of the Mahābhārata textual criticism is a problem sui generis. 
Here the principles of textual reconstruction must first be evolved from an 
intensive study of the manuscript material and the manuscript tradition.1 

They can be finally considered as settled oniy after prolonged and consider

able discussion and exchange of ideas and opinions. 
The vulgate text of the Mbh. is fairly readable and appears, in places, 

to be even "better“ than the critical text, because the former has been purged 
by the continuous emendations of scholars for centuries. The reader is con

sequently apt to prefer, at first sight, the readings of the vulgate text, but a 
thorough and sympathetic study of the author's language and thought and a 
critical evaluation of the variants would show him that the constituted text 
is sound. 

Of the many reviews of the first fascicule of the critical edition of the 
Mahābhārata that have appeared during the past year there are two 
that deserve my special attention : the review by Dr. Hermann W E L L E R in 
the Zeitschrift für Indologie und Iranistik (vol. 6, pp. 166 ff.), and that by 
Professor EDGERTON in the Journal of the American Oriental Society (vol. 48, 

pp. 186190) . Both reviews are evidently products of a very close study of 
the text and the critical apparatus. Particularly valuable is the review by 
Prof. EDGERTON, who can appreciate the difficulties of the problem I have 
had to confront perhaps better than most scholars, since he has had to struggle 
with problems of a like nature in his valuable work on the Pañcatantra and 
the Vikramacarita. 

In the succeeding pages I have endeavoured to set forth my reasens for 
adopting in the text the readings that have commended f 158J themselves to 
mé, in those cases which have been discussed by W E L L E R and EDGERTON in 
the reviews mentioned above. They concern the readings of I. I. 19, 12, 4 9 , 
62, 201 , and of the identification of the hundred subparvans of the Mbh. 
enumerated in the second adhyāya of the Ādiparvan, that is, in the Parvasaṃ¬

grahaparvan.2 

* * * * 

* [JBBRAS (NS) 4. 157781. 
1 Valuable hints are to be found especially in the writings of Prof. L Ü D E R S . 
2 As most of the references in these studies will be to the Mahābhārata, all 

numbers without alphabetical prefix refer to the critical edition of the epic. When 
a reference is made to other editions of the epic, I have prefixed1 to the reference an 
indicatory letter enclosed within parentheses : thus (C.) denotes the Cakutta edi
tion, (B.) the Bombay edition, and (K.) the Kumbhakonam edition. 
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1. 1. 19 : 
vedaiś caturbhih samitām (v. 1. sammitām). 

W E L L E R suggests an emendation – in fact, two alternative emendations. 
He first proposes to read sammitām for my samitām. The former variant 
is found only in one M S . which besides transposes the first two words of the 
pāda. His alternative suggestion is more radical. Seeing that the variant 
preferred by him yields a pāda metrically defective, he proposes to mend 
matters by recasting the pāda thus : caturbhiḥ sammitām vedaiḥ. This 
pathyā he thinks, must have been the original reading of the pāda. The 
only reason WELLER has adduced for rejecting the text reading is the sup¬

posed intrinsic fitness of the alternate ; it suits the context much better, he 
believes. K 5 , the solitary M S . which contains the reading preferred by 
W E L L E R , stands sixth on my list of K MSS., whose relative value diminishes 
in the order there given ; it is full of clerical mistakes, due probably to the 
difficulty experienced by the copyist (either of this M S . or of one of its 
ancestors) in deciphering the ( ? Śāradā) exemplar. I consider it an inferior 
codex. With WELLER'S reading we get a prior pāda with the scansion  
v – / ^ – . HOPKINS' statistical study of the relative frequency 
of the different forms of the pādas (Great Epic, p. 236) shows that this is 
a "rare" combination. Even W E L L E R realizes that the line does not read 
smoothly and calls therefore the length of the sixth syllable a " metrical 
archaism." Now samitām (of the text, [ 159 ] without the anusvāra) recurs 
in a similar context, also at the end of a prior pāda, and apparently in the 
same sense in (B.) 1. 95.90 : idam hi vedaih samitām. It also: occurs, in a 
different context, in Suśruta 2. 346. 3 : anguṣṭhaparvasamitam. If we read 
sammitām in the passage under discussion, we should have pari passu to read 
it in the two latter passages also, both of which then would be metrically 
defective ; the scansion of the first would be nearly the same as that of the 
pāda in question, the second would end with three consecutive iambs. Are 
these all instances of " metrical archaisms " ? For that, it seems to me, the 
documental probability of the reading perferred by W E L L E R is not strong 
enough. The text reading, which is mentioned by Nīlakaṇṭha as a variant, 
is supported indirectly by K 2 (samatām) and directly by K 0 . 3 . 4 . 6 ^I.ZA. On 
the other hand, W E L L E R ‘ S reading, as has already been remarked, is found 
ouly in one inferior M S . Worthy of note is Nīlakaṇtha's gloss : samitām iti 
pā(he Udyām ity rntháh. The initial mistake of W E L L E R lies in supposing that 
sammitām suits the context better than samitām, whereīas, in point of fact, 
sammmitām is nothing more than a doublet of the other word. W E L L E R does 
not realize that his attempt to substitute an " easier reading " has been anti

cipated by the scribe of K 5 , who likewise finding the emended line (metrically) 
unreadable has transposed the words of the pāda, reaching a new combina

tion : caturbhir vedaiḥ sammitām, which according to H O P K I N S (loc. cit.) is 
of " very rare, sporadic" occurrence. The word samita has been perfectly 
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correctly explained in PW. : samita (sa + mita) = sathmita, " gleiches Mass 
habend, gleich." The relation between the two words is clearly revealed by the 
more familiar doublets satata : samtata, sahita : saMhita and so on, saand sam 
being the unaccented and accented forms of one and the same prefix. When 
the accentual factor became inoperative, the choice was conditioned selely by 
metrical considerations. The identification in the ease of samita may have 
been helped by contamination with sam + ita ( – saṃgata), "conformable 
to, in harmony with " (a meaning not unsuitable even here), or by its sup

posed connection with sama, "equal" (cf. WACKERNAGEL, Altind. Gramm. 
II, I. § 30 bß). The semantic values of the words in question being the 
same, the combined [160] force of documental probability and metrical pre¬

ference decides the question of choice incontestably in favour of the adopted 
text. 

The text reading really needs some further justification. WELLER'S mis¬

understanding of the text is, in my opinion, a direct confirmation of my re¬

mark in the Foreword (p. vi) that it is a lectio difficilior. The word was, 
I suppose, early misunderstood. To judge by the character of the variants, 
it was commonly, though erroneously, interpreted as sam + ita, " united, com

bined with!' In this sense, in course of time, it must have been ousted by 
its easier synonyms samyukta (substituted for it in V B D) and sahita 
(mainiy in T and G) . Both these readings are inadequate. Nīlakaṇṭha's 
explanation caturvedārthavatīm is inadmissible ; the phrase can at best mean 
caturvedavatīm ('‘possessing the four Vedas"), which is of course sheer 
nonsense. R O Y ' S " comprehendeth the sense of the four Vedas " and D U T T ' S 

" contains the sense of the four Vedas" are equally inaccurate paraphrases 
(based upon the explanation furnished by the scholiast), because the passage 
in the vulgate cannot bear the meaning here forced upon it. On the other 
hand, the literal meaning of saṃyukta or sahita is, as already re¬

marked, wholly unsuitable. For what could the assembled sages me!an by 
saying that they wished to hear the (Mahābhārata) Saṃhitā " combined with 
the four Vedas " ? 

To return to the manuscript evidence. The K group is partly corrupt 
and indecisive though the majority has the text reading : K 0 . 3 . 4 . 6 as in text; 
K± sahitām ; K 2 samatām ; K 5 sammitām. A l l these stand resolutely against 
samyuktām oī the vulgate ; but, from the point of view of transcriptional 
probability, none of them is wholly incompatible with samitām of the text. 
Three out of the four Malayālam MSS. have also preserved the true reading ; 
the remaining Malayālam M S . has sahitām, the reading of the T G group. 
With this data I should explain the genesis of the' variants thus. The text 
reading is a lectio difficilior, preserved in the majority of K intact, and in 
the remaining MSS. of the K version in a corrupt condition. The' K read

ing being partly supported by M , there is a partial agreement between two 
more or less independent versions, a condition almost wholly absent in the 
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case of the rejected variants. Being a difficult and unfamiliar word, it was 
[161) early misunderstood and finally dropped – independently in certain 
groups of the Southern and Northern recensions – in favour of such words as 
were thought to be its equivalents in sense? but which do not fit the context 
and are wholly inadequate. 

After what has been said above, it is hardly necessary to consider the 
alternative proposed by W E L L E R But in passing it may be pointed out 
that it is methodologically wrong to expect to find the original reading by 
picking out a stray variant which appears to give a better meaning, and shuf
fling the words of the pāda until the pathyā form turns up. For one thing, 
it is by no means certain that! the original must be a pathyā ; the M S . evi
dence, sot far as 1 have examined it, is all in favour of the hypothesis that 
originally the vipulās were far more numerous than what one is led to sup
pose from the1 study of the vulgate text, which has modernized many of the 
archaic lines of the original and successfully covered up the traces of the 
metamorphosis. 

* * * * 

I. I. 4 2 : 
daśajyotih śatajyotih sahasrajyotir ātmavān (v. I. eva ca.) 

Here the situation is much clearer. According to W E L L E R the variant 
eva ca is not quite wrong ("abwegig"). Quite true. But about the text 
reading, 1 think we: can say much more than that. In point of grammar, 
metre or even sense, there is not much to choose between the variants. But 
in point of documental probability, their values are totally different, eva ca 
is the variant offered by K 0 2 . 4 . Da Dn Dr D ^ ; the text, on the other hand, 
is documented by a much stronger group, K 1 > 5 . 6 V B Da-̂  (marg.). D 1 4 S. 

It is further attested by another good MS. of a different category, I have 
since compared : á Nepali M S . belonging to the Benares Sanskrit College 
Manuscripts Library. The text reading figures also in GOLDSTÜCKER's colla

tions from European codices, of which I have photo copies.1 The position 
then, is this. On the [162] one hand the K version is indecisive, agreeing 
partly with D, which is the main witness for the rejected variant ; on the 
other hand B S (probably together with the Nepālī Maithilī version) form a 
solid group in favour of the text, further attested by three K MSS, including 
the important India Office codex Klm It will be seen that the documental au

thority is almost wholly on the side of the text. For a contamination between 
Devanāgarī transcripts of Kaśmīrī MSS. and Devanāgarī MSS. must be postu
lated to be far more likely than a contamination between the entire Bangālī 
version and the entire Southern recension. The different Indian scripts being 

1 The photographs were kindly presented to the Bhandarkar Institute by 
the University of Strassburg, through the kind offices of the late Prof. Emile S E N A R T . 

I take this opportunity to thank the University publicly for this service. 
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all but unintelligible outside the provinces where they were developed, there 
is already a prima facie, reason for assuming the independence of B and S. 
This principle was long ago recognized and enunciated by Prof. LÜDERS, than 
whom no scholar has a! profounder acquaintance with and a clearer insight 
in the problem of Mahābhārata textual criticism. In Die Grantha-recension 
des Mahābhārata (Berlin 1901), Prof. L Ü D E R S has said : ' 'Das beweist, dass 
die Grantha-handschriften nicht etwa auf Bengali-Handschriften zurückgehen, 
– etwas, was von vornherein nicht gerade wahrscheinlich ist, – sondern dass in 
den Fällen wo B und G zusammengehen, ihre Lesarten als alt zu sehen sind." 
Now what is true of the consensus of B and G is a fortiori true of the con
sensus of B and S. This presumptive independence is wholly confirmed by 
my intensive study of the first 3,OOO stanzas of the Ādiparvan from the ex
tensive collations at my disposal, during which study I have not been able to 
detect the slightest trace of " secondary interrelationship ” between the Bangālī 
version as a whole and the Southern recension as a whole. Equally funda
mental in character is the agreement between K and S, the only difference 
between K and B being that K is comparatively purer and freer from inter
polation than the other. The canon of Mbh. textual criticism, in its simplest 
form, may therefore be said to be the fundamental character of the consensus 
of K and S on the one hand, and of B and S on the other, provided of course 
the concordant reading is of such a nature that it could not be the result of 
a fortuitous coincidence. 

Doubt can, and frequently, does arise when K B (then generally f l63J 
with D ; in other words the whole’ of N) stands against S. Here each case 
must be judged and decided on its own merits. It may sometimes be possible 
to adduce evidence of a decisive character on one side or the other. Such 
evidence may be intrinsic ; one reading may be intrinsically better than the 
other. Or it may be extrinsic ; when it is possible to supplement the evidence 
of MSS. from other ancient and independent sources. But as a rule, when 
there is a conflict between N and S, the evidence4 is so nicely balanced that 
no definite decision is possible. 

To return to the instance’ under consideration. The agreement between 
B and S raises such a strong presumption in favour of the text reading that 
its evidence cannotī be rebutted by the possibility conceived by W E L L E R that 
ātmavān might have crept into the text secondarily, under the influence of 
atmanah and ātmajāh in the following lines. 

In this particular instance, I think, intrinsic probability is, to some ex¬
t e n t , also on the side of the text. It is a feature of epic technique that out 
of three consecutive proper names occurring in the same hemistich, the last 
name is very frequently accompanied by a qualifying adjective. Scores of 
illustrations may be produced ; here are thirteen selected at random. 

I. 31. 14, Virajāś ca Subāhuś ca Śālipindaś ca vīryavān, 
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(K.) I. 88. 9 : Rceyur atha Kakseyuh Kṛkaṇeyuś ca vīryavān 
Staṇḍileyur Vaneyuś ca Jaleyuś ca mahāyaśāh 

(K.) 6.254-5 : Yuyudhāno Virāṭaś ca Drupadaś ca mahārathah 
Dhṛṣṭaketuś Cekitānah Kāśirājaś ca vtryavān 
Purujit Kuntibhojaś ca Śaibyaś ca narapungavah 

17 : Dhrstadyumno Virātaś ca SātyaHś ca parājitah 
(K.) 8. 83. 9 : Krpaś ca Krtamrmā ca Drauniś caiva mahārathah 
(K.) 9. 2. 17 : Aśvatthāmā ca Bhojaś ca Māgadhaś ca mdhābalah 

Bṛhadbalaś ca Krāthaś ca Śakuniś cāpi Saubalaḥ 
(K.) 9. 3. 12 : hate Bhīṣme ca Droye ca Karne caiva mahārathe 
(K.) 9. 5. 2 : Śalyaś ca Citrasenaś ca Śakuniś ca mahārathah 
(K.) 9.24.40 : Aśvatthāmā Kṛpaś caiva Kṛtavarmā ca sātvataḥ. 

[164) The practice being the outcome of a natural desire to avoid the 
monotony of a bald enumeration of names, it is not surprising to find that 
even the Homeric epics furnish ample illustrations of it ; here is one with the 
trick repeated in consecutive hemistiches (Illiad, 24.2501) : 

IlaXiov<x T', 'Avxioj>ovo'v t s , ß ° Ψ a'va0óv i s IloXīarjv, 
∆rjiΨoßov i s , /rat ‘I--7ró0oov, *ai ∆iov a'vaoov. 

After having proved that the text reading is not only better documented 
but in itself very plausible, we may proceed to consider whether any reason 
can be suggested how the variant eva ca may have arisen. Two explana
tions – both mere possibilities – occur to me. It is for one thing possible that 
the original ātmavān may have been deliberately suppressed in order to avoid 
the monotonous reiteration of ātma at the end of three consecutive verses. 
A more likely reason for the suppression may have been the lack of a copula 
in the original line, which had been crowded out by the succession of three un
usually long names (two of four syllables each, and the third one of not less 
than five), taking up by themselves 13 syllables out of an aggregate of 16 of 
the śloka line. 

1.1.49 : 
vistīryatan mahaj jñānam ṛṣiḥ samkṣepam abravīt 

(v. 1. samkṣepato 'bravīt). 

The two rejected variants are : samkṣepato ‘ bravīt K V x Bm D 1 4 and 
saṃkṣipya cābravīt B D a Dn D r D 1 > 1 2 S (except G L T  M 3 ) . W E L L E R finds 
samkṣepato satisfactory (" befriedigend ” ) . Aś a matter of fact, of the rejected 
variants, the reading saṃkṣipya cābravit is far superior to the other. In it 
the sense is clear ; grammatically it is correct, metrically flawless. It is more

over the reading indicated by the principle of agreement between indepen

dent versions, being supported by the Bangālī and Devanāgarī versions on the 
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one hand and by one section of the Southern recension on the other. But 
the compelling power of this agreement is weakened by the circumstance that 
one Malayālam M S . and three (out of the seven) Grantha MSS. are outside 
the group. Had the whole of B agreed with the whole of S, it would have 
been difficult, if not impossible, for reasons explained in the previous section, 
[165] to reject the concordant reading. The weak point of this variant lies 
in the fact that it does not at all explain, as far as I can judge, how the other 
readings may have arisen. There is the same flaw in the other rejected 
variant, though not in the same degree The text reading, though weakly 
supported by MSS, serves admirably, in my opinion, to account for the 
existence of the variants, especially if samksepam is taken as an adverbial 
gerund in am (Pāṇini's ṇamul), as I think it should be ; cf. W H I T N E Y , Sans

krit Grammar, § 995. For there would then be an inherent tendency to substi

tute for it simpler readings, saṃksipya ca and samkṣepataḥ would be very 
neat paraphrases of the awkward adverbial gerund : the second (saṃkṣepataḥ) 
preserving nearly intact the original akṣaras, the first (samksipya) involving 
a more radical change from the viewpoint of form, but closely following the 
original in sense. The latter may, moreover, have been directly suggested by 
vistirya in the first; pāda which it nicely balances. I assume, of course, that 
samksipya, was introduced independently in B D on the one hand and S on 
the other. In other words, I think that the concordance between certain 
sections of the Northern and the Southern recensions is purely accidental, and 
it is unquestionable that it could be that. I must frankly admit, however, 
that there is a strong element of subjectivity in this choice, which can in no 
way be said to be compelling. I prefer the text reading, fully realizing that 
others may prefer either of the other two readings ; but that is precisely why 
a wavy line has been printed in the text below samksepam. I doubt very 
much whether any compelling reason can be advanced to prove the absolute 
superiority of any one of the variants over the others. 

* * * * 

U.62 : 
anukramanīm adhyāyam (v.I. anukramanikādhyāyam) 

This again is a somewhat difficult and complicated case. The text read

ing is perhaps less than certain, as has been indicated by the use of the wavy 
line ; but it can, I think, claim for itself greater certitude than the reading 
in the preceding case. The apparatus contains five variants for this pāda. 
They are : 

Ko 2 „ 6 V X B 3 Da Dn Dr D ^ 4 . 6 . 1 2 . 1 4 D4 anukramanikädhyayam 
K j ° kramānimādhyā° 

f l 6 6 ) Tj. G. 5„ T °hrämtnam adhyā° 
To °krāmikam a° 
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G 2 . 3 °kramanmn iu° 
B i . 2 - 4 D5 as in text 

Along with this passage, we must consider 1.1.199, where the pāda recurs 
and where again there are five variants, in part different from those of the 
passage under diseussion. The second set of variants is : 
KO. 2 - 4 . 6 VI Dn D*" Dl.2.4 .6-12–14 anukTamoWihādhyāyam 

T G 4 _ 6 M j . , . 4 

G x 

G 2 7 M 3 

l ( S Recension) 

krāminam a° 
krámanim a° 
krāmanam a° 

^°kramawam a° 
K 1 5 B Da D3.5 as in text. 

We have here very remarkable vascillation for a perfectly simple pāda. 
Every textual variation presupposes a cause. Therefore that reading is best 
which best explains how the various different readings may have arisen. The 
variant preferred by W E L L E R , which is also the reading of the vulgate text, 
though perfectly satisfactory in itself, fails wholly to explain why there are 
so many variants. What is wrong with anukramaṇikādhyāyam? Nothing 
apparently, iī taken by itself. But let us have a closer look at the variants 
and try to understand the cause of the variation. We shall first consider the 
variants at 1.1.199, where the situation is slightly clearer. The text reading 
is supported by K 1 5 B Da D 3 5 ; that is, two of the K MSS. (including the 
important K J together with the whole of Bangālī and Arjunamiśra and two 
Devanāgarī MSS., a combination not to be despised. The rejected variants 
fall into two natural groups ; on the one hand we have the majority of K and 
Devanāgarī (with the notable exception of Arjunamisra MSS., which, as 
remarked in the Foreword, p. v‚ frequently side with Bangālī) having anu¬
kramanikādhyāyam; on the other hand we have the Southern MSS., which 
show anukramiṇam adhyāyam, with some unimportant variations. The case 
is somewhat similar at 1. 1. 62, the difference being that the manuscript sup¬

port for the text reading is slightly weaker. The two sets of variants, it may 
be remarked, have this noteworthy feature f l67 ) in common that in both 
places there is partial agreement between K B on the one hand and S on the 
other, in so far that they both have as the first part of the pāda, a word un¬

compounded with adhyāyam. The explanation of this chaos is, I think, fur

nished by 1.2.3t, where the name of the adhyāya (or rather of the parvan) is 
found to be anukramaṇī (and not anukramaṇikā) :1 

parvānukramaṇī pūrvam. 

Here the reading is certain, the variants (mainly in G) being negligible. 

1 Accordingly I have called the parvan Anukramaṇīparvan, differing from 
the Calcutta, Bombay and Kumbhakonam editions, in which it is called Anukrama¬

ṇikāparvan. 
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All printed editions of the text without exception have the same reading, an 
indication that the large majority of all reliable MSS. hitherto examined read 
the name of the adhyāya as in text. The name in this form occurs at 
I.I.200 : 

0tukr↑amanyā yāvat syād ahnā rātryā ca samcitamt, 
where again the variants though numerous, do not concern us since they are 
also mainly restricted to a single version, the Grantha. 

As remarked already there is partial agreement between K B Da and S 
in so far that they break up the compound of the vulgate text into words, one 
standing in epithetical or appositional relation to the other. A little reflec

tion will show that, used by a! writer familiar with the older name of the 
adhyāya, the first word uncompounded with adhyāya could be no other than 
anukramanim. With this word, however, we should get the awkward prior 
pāda * –  *  , which, according to H O P K I N S (op. cit. 
p. 236), is a "very rare, sporadic" combination. Now it is well known that, 
in the epic, grammatical accuracy is often sacrificed to the observance of pre

ferred vipulā forms. The awkwardness of the pāda was removed by the 
(anomalous) shortening of the troublesome long l in the final syllable of the 

word. Examples of shortening metri causa, cited from the epics by H O P K I N S 
(op. cit. p. 246) are : svadhā ca smdhabhojinam, Ram. 7. 23. 23 (again in 
the fifth syllable) ; apakramat, (B.) 9. II. 62 ; sakhigatj,āvrtā, Nala 1. 24 ; 
na śrlr jahati vai tanub, (B.) II. 25. 5. The examples, as is well known, can 
be very easily multiplied. 

-[l68j The assumption of an original amkr↑amm↑imS adhyāyam could, 
as far as I can judge, satisfactorily explain all the different variants of this 
pāda. It accounts for the neat bifurcation of the manuscript evidence into 
the vulgaite text (with partial reflexes in the K version) and the Southern 
group. The vulgate text may be seen to have successfully overcome the diffi

culty of the anomalous shortening by substituting in the lame foot a form 
with a legitimate short vowel where required by the (later) stringent rule : 
panua↑mam laghu smvatra ; it had to sacrifice the original appositional con

struction and substitute for it a compound. The Southern editors, on the 
other hand, adhered firmly to the appositional construction, and eked out a 
tolerable pāda with various synonyms having a short vowel in the fifth syllable 
such as : krāminam, °krdmikam, °krāmanam, °krama%im. 

It may be argued that even armkramanikādhyāyam as the original read

ing might likewise furnish reasons for the growth of this singular crop of 
various readings, because the name anukramanikä here given to the adhyāya 
was felt to be inappropriate, the correct name being anukramanl as given in 
I. 2. 34. But such an interpretation would not be valid, because the original 
postulated here would at best serve to explain only one variant, namely, anu¬

kramanim adhyāyam; it fails wholly to account for the vaseillations of the 
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entire Southern recension, since nothing would have been gained by substitut

ing anukramiṇam, °kramikam and so forth, which all equally fall short of 
reproducing the original name of the adyhāya. So at least it seems to me 
must the variants be interpreted. I consider the text reading all but certain. 
A comparison of the extant manuscript material should show that, clerical 
errors and occasional anomalies apart, the Bangālī MSS. uniformly, Arjuna

miśra (? together with Devabodha) MSS. frequently, and K MSS. sporadi
cally will have the text reading ; MSS. of the vulgate text and other MSS. 
contaminated from this source will have the compound ; while MSS. of the 
Southern recension will mostly have synonyms of anukramayim such as 
°kramanam °kramikam and so on. 

* * * * 

I. 1. 201 : 
[ l 6 9 j bhāratasya vapur hy etat satyam cāmṛtam (v.l. cānṛtam) 

eva ca. 

EDGERTON discusses at some length the variation amṛtam : anṛtam and 
decides emphatically in favour of anṛtam. EDGERTON'S arguments are briefly 
these : first and foremost, the text reading does not do justice to the emphatic 
particle eva in the same line, which is a " crucial word ;" secondly, anrtam is 
intrinsically far superior to the innocuous amṛtam, which has been substituted 
for the original lectio difficilior by ignorant copyistsl who, missing the " para

dox" intended, " naturally gagged at attributing ‛falsehood' to the epic!' 
In the first place I differ from EDGERTON radically as to the value and im

portance of the word eva in the sentence. It is unquestionably true that eva 
does emphasize the preceding word or words, but this is neither necessarily 
nor universally true. Very frequently, especially in the epics and the 
Purāṇas„ the emphasis is so slight that it is almost negligible, and the word 
is nothing more than an expletive. M y experience fully corroborates P. W., 
which has the following note s. v. eva : " Nicht selten, namenlich nach einigen 
Partikeln, ist die Bedeutung von eva abgeschwächt, dass wir auch den Nach

druck aufgeben." But the best answer to EDGERTON‘S contention as to the 
value of eva is to show that it figures very frequently at the end of the pāda, 
in long enumerations of names and attributes where no emphasis could be 
intended whatsoever. Here are some examples chosen at random : 
(K, ) 1, 68. 95.: Durmarṣaṇo Durmukhaś cd Duskarnaḥ K a r ṇ a eva ca 
(B.) 2. 100. 2 : Droṇam Kṛpam nṛpāmś cānyān Aśvatthāmānam eva ca 
(B.) 13, 254. 17 : avyayaḥ puruṣaḥ sāksī kṣetrajño 'kṣara eva ca 

120 : yajñātakṛd yajñaguhyam annam annāda eva ca 
Brahma P u r 182. 7 : tvam svāhā tvam svadhā vidyā sudhā tvam jyotir 

eva ca 

Bhaviṣya Pur. 10. 8. 38 : jyotiś cakram jalam tejo nabhasvān vidyud eva ca 
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It would be clearly preposterous to see in these eva ca " emphatic parti
cles” or “crucial words" emphasizing paradoxes; [170) they are nothing 
more than copulative expletives. M y impression is that the epic “poets’' 
use the conjunctions ca, caiva or eva ca according as they require one, two or 
three syllables to fill their line ! This, I hope, will suffice to dispose of the 
alleged necessity cf looking for and finding any striking paradox in 
this line. 

But I think E D G E R T O N is making another and a graver mistake. His 
remark that “ the panegyrist of the epic [italics mine] starts out to claim that 
it contains everything “ makes me suspect that E D G E R T O N has possibly mis
understood the hemistich in question. Here the subject matter of glorifica
tion is not the epic at all, but merely the first adhyāya thereof. The hemis
tich occurs in a passage at the end of the first adhyāya, and the passage is 
evidently of the nature of a phalaśruti. The hemistich says : “ This is the 
body of the (Mahā-)Bhārata.” Here “ this “ refers not to the whole epic but 
merely to the Anukramaiṇī chapter mentioned in the previous stanzas. The 
whole line is a subordinate (hi) clause depending upon the main clause con

tained in the immediately preceding stanza. “ (200) He who repeats (in an 
undertone, even) a little of the Anukramaṇī at both twilights is freed immedi

ately from as much sin as has been accumulated during the day and the night; 
(201) for, this is the body of the (Mahā)Bhārata (that is) Truth and also 
Immortality ! “ It is owing to its partaking of the qualities of (or, as the pane

gyrist of the adhyāya will have it, owing to its being) Truth and Immortality 
that it is able to abselve the devout reciter of the adhyāya immediately from 
sin. The emphasis, if any, is on hi (“ for"), not on eva. Objection may be 
taken to the neuter gender of etat, since it is made to refer the Anukramaṇī 
(f.) chapter as I do here. The gender may be explained either as a case of 
attraction by the gender of the predicate (vapus, n.) or as referring indiscri

minately to anukramaṇī (I.) or adhyāya ( m ) . But if E D G E R T O N does not 
like that, I have no great objection to his translating : " For this form of the 
(Mahā)Bhārata is Truth and Immortality!’ According to this interpreta

tion, the variant anṛtam is wholly inappropriate and inadmissible ; and in fact 
on second thoughts I am inclined even to dispense with the wavy line under 
amṛtam. 

[171) The paradox conceived by E D G E R T O N might apply fitly to the 
whole‛ epic, which may be said to mirror all phases of life, " Truth, – yes, 
and Falsehood too ! " but it is clearly unreasonable and even impossible to 
say that the Anukramaṇī chapter by itself could be " Truth, – yes and False

hood too." Furthermore, even if this wonderful chapter be the Truth as well 
as Falsehood, I fail to see how it should follow that such a chaptet could on 
that account be able to give absolution to a sinner. If one bears in mind 
that the subject matter of the panegyric is the Anukramaṇī chapter (and not 
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the epic), one cannot, I think, come to any other conclusion than that the true 
reading is amrtam. 

It may be added that EDGERTON'S mistake is quite natural and is caused 
primarily by the misleading division of the passage (stanzas 200-202) into 
distiches, which suggests that the subject matter of the praśasti is the Mahā
bhārata. The first half of stanza 201 is logically and grammatically con
nected with the preceding stanza (200); on the other hand the second half 
is, part and parcel of the following stanza (202). The first half clearly refers 
to the Anukramaṇī chapter, the second half equally clearly to the epic as a 
whole. Could I have foreseen the confusion it is apt to cause, I would cer

tainly have joined the first half of stanza 201 to 200 and the second half to 
stanza 202, notwithstanding that this arrangement yields two consecutive three

line stanzas. In such cases I have mostly made three distiches, sometimes, 
I fear, as in this instance, clouding the sense. 

There remains now only one point to be' considered. By saying that 
amrtam is a lectio difficilior, EDGERTON implies that the change from amṛtam 
into anrt,am is ordinarily inconceivable, since any copyist would have fought 
shy of attributing falsehood to the epic. Such a view would, in my opinion, 
be entirely incorrect. The distinguishing feature of scribes' emendations is 
that it is superficial The seribe does not stop to think very deeply about 
the consequences of the change. Here, I fancy, the variant has arisen merely 
because, in entirely different contexts, satyam and anjtam are found frequently 
combined into a phrase, sometimes even combined into the compound 
satym↑ta (e.g. satymptte yo vivinakte loke, I. 3. 152 ; satyān↑te avapaśyañ 
janānām R V . 7A9.3), I f172*J therefore hold that the substitutions of anrtam 
for amrtam is wholly within the range of probability and even quite natural 
for an Indian seribe. 

* * * 

1.2.70 : 
etat parvaéatam pmnmh Vyāsenoktam mahar§irpa. 

Although it is prefectly true that all previous efforts to make the text 
of the Mbh. agree with the numerical data of its extent and size have ended 
in dismal failures, EDGERTON is needlessly nervous about my attempt to re

duce the number of the (sub)parvans exactly to one hundred. E D G E R T O N ‘ S 

view is that the traditional hundred should be regarded as an approximate 
or " round ” number. This i!s the explanation given also by C. V . V A I D Y A 
in his Epic India (p. 189) when he’ is faced with the anomaly that his list 
of " hundred parvans " contains 107 titles. In support of the view, one might 
cite the use of the word sataka in titles of anthologies like the Śrngāraśataka, 
which frequently, if not uniformly, contain more than 100 stanzas. The paral
lelism would, in my opinion, be not quite exact, because, I think, here the suffix 
ka (miscalled svārthe by Indian grammarians) probably suggests, if it does not 
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actually connote, the approximate character of the denomination. Less con
vincing still is the analogy (mentioned by C. v . V A I D Y A , loc. cit.) of the ap
pellation śatasāhasrī of the Mbh. This expression is admittedly not intended 
to mean exactly one hundred thousand, whatever else it may mean. But the 
latitude implicitly allowed in the use of the expression śatasahasra in stating 
the number of stanzas which are approximately a lakh cannot, it seems to me, 
be claimed by a persen giving the number of chapters which are approxi
mately only one hundred. That question apart, when the old experts of the 
Great Epic (bhāratacintaka, I. 2. 172) had calculated and stated the 
exact number of adhyāyas and ślokas, parvan by parvan for all the eighteen 
parvans, apparently correct to the last digit, would it not be exceedingly 
strange if the number of the chapter-groups alone, given in the very same 
adhyāya, in the same context, were to be only approximate ? A few stanzas 
more or less in an aggregate of several thousand stanzas, or a few adhyāyas 
more or less [175] in an aggregate of several hundred adhyāyas would not have 
mattered very much one way or the' other ; but a few parvans more or less 
when the total was only in the neighbourhood of hundred ! So careless l 
suppose even the careless custodians of the fifth Veda were not. Their cal
culations may have beten wrong, but their intention is perfectly clear. They 
say and mean that the number was exactly one hundred : notice the pūrṇam 
in the first pāda of the hemistich. In fact, the amazing difference in the 
lengths and characters of these chapter-groups – there are some containing 
only 1 adhyāya and less than 70 stanzas, there are others which contain more 
than 70 adhyāyas and considerably more than 3,000 stanzas ! – could, I think, 
only have been the result of an over-mastering desire on the' part of some 
old editor or editors to reach, by hook on crook, some such predetermined 
"round" number. 

E D G E R T O N is perfectly right when he says that the attempt to reconstruct 
the original text of this passage presents some very serious textual difficulties. 
Whether my text will finally prove correct in every respect or not remains of 
course! to be seen. 1 hope it will fit the constituted text of the whole epic ; 
but I shall not be greatly shocked if it does not. The texts of the present 
editions, Calcutta, Bombay or Kumbhakonam, do not conform to the details 
given in the " Table of Contents." There are all kinds of diserepancies bet¬

ween them : the ślokai numbers do not agree'; the same is true of the adhyāya 
and the parvan number. These diserepancies cannot be helped, – so long as 
we do not know who had done the counting and) when it was done. As for 
the constituted text of the passage in question, 1 will only say that I have 
formed it rigidly on the! principles of textual criticism worked out by me and 
followed elsewhere in the course of my work on the edition. These principles 
have been applied independently of the question of the past, present or future 
form and divisions of the epic. The c o n s t i t u t e d t e x t i s b a s e d 
m a i n l y o n d o c u m e n t a l a n d i n t r i n s i c p r o b a b i l i t y . It is 
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more than likely that it contains some slight errors ; the different versions are 
interwoven in such an intricate manner that to disentangle them with com
plete assurance or to one's complete satisfaction is not yet possible, or perhaps 
is no longer possible. I honestly believe that the diserepancieīs between the 
constituted f l74 ) text and the present " Table of Contents," will be very 
considerably diminished. But about one thing 1 feel perfectly confident and 
that is that the number is intended to be e x a c t l y one hundred. E D G E R T O N 

himself would probably have been less sceptical had he known that both 
Arjunaniiśra and Nīlakaṇta have left bchind them in their scholia mnemonic 
stanzas, stating the exact number of (sub-)parvans in each of the eighteen 
(major) parvans. In both cases the total is exactly one hundred ; besides 
that, the individual figures tally exactly in the two lists. 

Here are the stanzas themselves. 

Arjunamisra1 towards the end of the second adhyāya (Da-, fol. 45) 
ekonaviṃśati tu parvabhir Ādiparva 
khyātam, Sabhā navabhir, aṣṭabhir aṣṭayuktaiḥ 
Ara%yakam, nanu Virātakaihā caturbhir, 
ekādhikair daśabhir Udyamam āmananti 1 
Bhaiṣmani ca pañcabhir, atho Gurrur aṣṭasaiṃkhyair 
ekena Karnam, atha Madrakathā caturbhiḥ 
Sauptam tribhis, tad lanu pañcabhir Anganānām 
Śārtis caturbhir,-Anuśāsanam ekakena 2 J  
dvābhyām uṣanti Hayamedham, ath-Āśramākhyam 
āhus tribhir, Mmcdaparva tathaikakena 
ekaikaśo gamana-Nākagatī, ubhābhyām 
Vamśo Harer, iti kṛtā śata parvasamkhyā 3 

Nīlakaṇtha (ad L 2. 3 9 6 ) : 

19 9 16 4 11 
Ādi-dhyāna-Sabhā-dhanaiṃ Vana–cayaṃ Vairāṭa–bhūdyoga–yuk, 

5 8 1 4 3 
Bhīṣma Droṇa–majaṃ ca Karṇa-ku tathā Salye–bha Sauṣuptagam 

r, . 4 1 2 3 
Stn–saṃ Sāntl–bha Dānadkarmavku Hayejyā-ī~Āśramāvāsa-gdm 

1 1 1 2 
kaiṃ kaṃ Mausala-Yānayor Dyugati-kaṃ Vamśe-kham etac chatam 

•[l75"f According to my list the various sub-parvans are distributed 
among the eighteen major parvans as under : 

1 The a priori attempt of B R O C K H A U S (ZDMG 6. 528-532) to identify the 
hundred parvans from these stanzas of Arjunamisra was premature and doomed 
to fail. 
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I. Ādi (19) 

II. Sabhā (9) : 

III. Āraṇyaka 2 (16) 

I V Virāṭa(4) 

f l 7 6 ] V . Udyoga( l l ) 

V I . Bhīṣma(5) 

1 Anukramaṇī.1 2 Parvasaṃgraha. 
3 Pauṣya. 4 Pauloma. 5 Āstika. 
6 Ādivaṃśāvataraṇa. 7 Saṃbhava. 
8 Jatugṛhadāha. 9 Haiḍimba. 10 
Bakavadha. 11 Caitraratha. 12 
Svayaṃvara. 13 Vaivāhika. 14 
Vidurāgamana. 15 Rājyalambha. 
16 Arjunavanavāsa. 17 Subhadrā¬

haraṇa. 18 Haraṇahārika. 19 
Khāṇiḍavadāha. 

20 Sabhā. 21 Mantra. 22 Jarāsaṃ¬

dhavadha. 23 Digvijaya. 24 Rā¬

jasūyika. 25 Arghābhiharaṇa. 26 
Śiśupālavadha. 27 Dyūta. 28 
Anudyūta. 

29 Āraṇyaka. 30 Kirmīravadha. 31 
Kairāta. 32 Indralokābhigamana. 
33 Tīrthayātrā. 3 4 Jaṭāsuravadha. 
35 Yakṣayuddha. 36 Ājagara. 37 
Mārkaṇḍeyasamasyā. 38 Drau¬

padī Satyabhāmāsaṃvāda. 39 
Ghoṣayātrā. 40 Mṛgasvapnabha¬

ya. 41 Vṛīhīdrauṇika. 42 Drau¬

padlharaṇa. ^ Kuṇdalāharaṇa, 
44 Āraṇeya. 

4 5 Vairāṭa. 4 6 Kīcakavadha. 4 7 
48 Vaivāhika. Gograhaṇa. 

4 9 Udyoga. 
Prajāgara. 
Yānasaṃdhi. 
55 Vivāda. 

50 Sañjāyayāna. 51 
52 Sanatsujāta. 53 

54 Bhagavadyāna. 
56 Niryāṇa. 57 

Rathātirathasaṃkhyā. 58 Ulūka¬

dātāgarnana. 59 Arnbopākhyāna. 

60 Bhīṣmābhiṣecana. 61 Jambukh¬

aṇḍanirmāṇa. 62 Bhürni. 63 Bha– 
gavadgītā. 6 4 Bhīṣmavadha. 

1 This is the correct name of the first (sub)parvan, miscalled Anulora.maṇikā 
in modem editions. See above, the discussion on I. I. 62. 

2 This is the orthodox name of the third parvan, miscalled Vanaparvan in 
most Northern MSS., and modern editions. The Southern MSS. generally adhere 
consecutively to the older names. 

14 
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VII . Drotṇa (8) 

VIII . 

I X . 

Karṇa ( l ) 

Śalya ( 4 ) : 

X . Sauptika (3) : 

X I . Strī (5) : 

X I I . Śānti (3) : 

X I I L Anuśāsana (2) : 

X I V Aśvamedhika (2) : 

X V . Āśramavāsika (3) 

X V I 

X V I I . 

[177] X V I I I . 

(Khila) 

Mausala (1) : 

Mahāprasthānika (1) : 

Svargārohaṇa (1) 

Harivaṃśa (2) : 

65 Droṇābhiṣeka. 66 Saṃśaptaka¬
vadha. 67 Abhimanyuvadha. 68 

Pratijñā. 69 Jayadrathavadha. 70 
Ghaṭotkacavadha. 71 Droṇavadha. 
72 Nā1āyaṇāstramokṣa. 

73 Kama. 

7 4 śalya. 75 Hradapraveśa. 76 
Gadāyuddha. 77 Sārasvata. 

78 Sauptika. 79 Aiṣīka. 80 Jala¬

pradānika. 

81 Stri. 82 śrāddha. 83 Abhiṣeca¬

nika. 8-4 Cārvākanigraha. 85 
Gṛhapravibhāga. 

86 Rājadharma. 87 Āpaddharma. 
88 Mokṣadharma. 

89 Ānuśāsanika. 90 Bhīṣmasvargāro¬

haṇa. 

91 Aśvamedhika. 92 Anugitā. 

93 Āśrairnavāsa. 9 4 Putradarśana. 
95 Nāradāgamana. 

96 Mausala. 

97 Mahāprasthānika. 

98 Svargārohaṇa. 

99 Harivaiṃśa. 100 Bhaviṣyat.1 

M y series differs from that of the mnemonic sltanzas only as regards 
the two (consecutive) parvans śānti and Anuśāsana. The aggregate number 
of the two parvans is the same in our lists ; the discrepancy is only with 
regard to the division of the five sub-parvans between the two major parvans. 
M y figures for these parvans are 3 and 2 ; those given by the) scholiasts in 
their stanzas are 4 and 1 respectively, differing only by one each from mine. 
I am unable to account for this discrepancy at present. 

These stanza's, it will have to be admitted, make the case for the ex
actitude of the figure 100 very much stronger. Is it conceivable that two 
different scholiasts would make up two different mnemonic stanzas, each 
giving a perfectly fictitious series of figures, with the total exactly hundred, 

- It will be noticed that 17 (out of the aggregate of 19) names of the (major) 
parvans, in this scheme, are identical with the names of the initial (sub-)parvan 
of each group. This is valuable because it suggests how the names of the 19 
(major) parvans were obtained from the (older) list of the hundred (sub-)parvans. 
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for the number of chaptergroups in each of the eighteen books of the epic ? 
These stanzas establish, in my opinion, irrefutably that as late as the time 
of Arjunamisra the total number of (sub)parvans was believed to be exactly 
one hundred, and (what is much more important) the exact number of 
(sub)parvan in each of the (major) parvans waá also believed to be 
accurately known. Whether or not these figures tallied exactly with the 
actual divisions of the version of the text prepared by these commentators 
is an entirely different question, which I am not yet prepared to answer in 
the affirmative. These stanzas stand, in my opinion, for an effort to save 
from the limbo of oblivion some precious fragment of traditional knowledge 
regarding the epic. Like fossils these skeletons of the old Parvasaṃgraha¬

parva have survived, despite the frantic efforts of centuries of editors and 
critics to make the " Table of Contents'' agree with the form of the text 
known to them. 

Many of EDGERTON'S suggestions and queries relate to the uses of the 
wavy line : mostly cases where he has either less or f l 7 8 j more confidence 
in the readings I haVe adopted. This device, as EDGERTON himself admits, 
is "by its very nature hard to apply strictly and consistently!' Moreover, 
most of the words cited by him are merely commonplace adverbs, conjunc

tions and other expletives like caiva, ahuh (v. 1. viduḥ), iha, vfl(i, tvatra, cāpi, 
kimvā (v. I. vā kirn) and so on. I will therefore forbear from entering 
into a detailed diseussion of the relative merits of the variants, especially 
as, in the maijority of the cases, the manuscript evidence is so conflicting 
that absolute certainty is impossible. 

I cannot conclude this paper without expressing both to Professor 
EDGERTON arid to Dr. WELLERI my cordial thanks for the very kind remarks 
they have to make regarding the work in general, and my keen appreciation 
of the uniformly courteous tone of their very sympathetic reviews. 

II. Further Textcritical Notes.* 
The organizers of the new Indian project of preparing a critical edition 

of the Mahābhārata are deeply indebted to both Geheimrat LÜDERS and 
Professor W I N T E R N I T Z not merely for their taking personally a keen interest 
in the scheme, but for their bringing the project formally to the notice of 
the savants assembled at the historic X V I Ith International Congress of 
Orientalists held at Oxford in August 1928, and moving resolutions convey

ing messages of appreciation and congratulation.1 A singularly happy 
feature of this event was that this gesture of cordial sympathy and willing 
cooperation should have proceeded spontaneously from just those two 

* [ABoRI. 11. 1651911. 
1 The text of the resolution moved by Gcheimrat LÜDERS and adopted un

animously by the Indian Section of the Congress has been published by WINTERNITZ 
in Indologim Pragensia, 1, 63
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veteran scholars who not merely enjoy the greatest amount of respect and 
confidence in the world of lndologists but whose names are most intimately 
connected with the earlier scheme of the International Association of Acade
mies of publishing a critical edition of our Great Epic. It is a matter of 
high gratification to the members of the Mahābhārata Editorial Board that 
their modest efforts in the cause of Mahābhārata studies are being so keenly 
appreciated by their fellow workers in Europe, just as it is a matter of relief 
to the responsible editors that the general methed and principles underlying 
the preparation of this edition have won the warm approval of the two 
eminent European critics1 who have themselves made the closest study of 
the central textual problem and enriched the literature on the subject by 
the contribution of several valuable papers and monographs. 

At the said session of the Congress of Orientalists, W I N T E R N I T Z read 
a r>aper entitled "The Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata", dealing with 
the history of the project from its early beginnings Much of what W I N T E R N I T Z 
says in this f l 66J memorable address of his bears the unmistakable stamp 
of being personal reminiseences, because he was the first scholar who more 
than thirty years ago, at the X l t h International Congress of Orientalists held 
in Paris (1897), emphasized the superlative importance of a critical edition 
of the Mahābhārata and proposed measures for its preparation;3 

After nearly thirty years of restless endeavour, he is again one of the 
small group of the first collaborators of the great and ambitious project. 
During 1922-3 he used his opportunities as a Guest Professer at the Univer
sity of the poet philosopher Rabindranath TAGORE to train some of his ad
vanced pupils at the Viśvabhāratī to do collation work, thus helping to 
establish there a centre for the collation of Bangālī M S S . of the Mahābhā
rata,3 a centre wnich is still doing excellent work under the supervision of 
the Principal, Pandit Vidhushekhara B H A T T A C H A R Y A . Finally, W I N T E R N I T Z 

has taken over some of the editorial burden on his own shoulders by kindly 
agreeing to edit for the Institute one Parvan, the Sabhāparvan. This is in
deed a very happy augury for the continued success of our cheriched project. 

To the text of his Congress address, which he has published in the 
first issue of his Journal, Indohgica Pragensia, Vol. 1 (1929), pp. 58-63, 
W I N T É R N I T Z has appended (pp. 6-i-68) some critical remarks on my edition 
of the Ādiparvaṅ. While expressing his wholehearted agreement with the 
general principles underlying my reconstruction of the text, he has given a 
long list of passages in wnich he differs from me with respect to the readings 
of the constituted text. With unerring judgement he has picked out those 

1 Cf. WINTERNITZ, ABI. 5. 24, 30, and Ind. Prag. 1. 62, 67 ; LÜDERS, Deutsche 
L%teraturzätung, 1929 (Heft 24), Sp. 11371146. 

– CI. also ABI. 4. 145 ff. 
a Annual Report of the B . O. R. I. for 192223, p. 11 f. 
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passages in the first two adhyāyas that had given me most trouble, and he 
has criticized the readings of the constituted text, weighing the pros and cons 
with great acumen, and pointing out the errors and imperfections with much 
delicacy and courtesy. While tendering him my cordial thanks for the 
honour he has done me by making so close and penetrating a study of my 
critical work, l shall endeavour here briefly to answer his queries and critic
ism. I write these notes not so much to justify my selection and establish 
the readings of the critical edition as [167J to set forth the reasons that 
have guided me in the choice of the readings in question and that may not 
have occurred to my critic – remarks which will not fail to throw some fitful 
light on the obscure and complicated processes which go to make up Mahā
bhārata textual criticism. 

* * 

M I N O R QUESTIONS. 

L I. 30 : WINTERNITZ observes that " in the notes the interesting re
mark of Arjunamiśra is given ; parameṣṭhy atha iti prāyaśaḥ, pāṭhaḥ but the 
actual reading of the Da MSS. is not given The reading of the Da MSS. 
not being specifically mentioned, it must, in conformity with a tacitly assum¬

ed Paribhāṣā, be taken to be the same as the text reading, namely, para¬

meṣṭhy atha. In that sense the reading of the Da MSS. (i.e. of Arjuna

miśra) has been given, and my note is both complete and correct, because 
both the Da MSS. collated for the passage do, in point of fact, read para¬
meṣṭhy atha.1 Nevertheless, as I discovered on referring to the commentary 
once more, the note does not represent the facts fully and correctly, because 
the MSS. which are corrupt, being contaminated from the vulgate, had suc

ceeded, for the time being, in completely misleading me. 
That the true Arjunamiśra reading must, against the testimony of MSS., 

be assumed to be paramemdrah (agreeing then with B 2 D 0 _ 8 C d ) follows, 
with certainty, from the commentary itself, a fact I had overlooked when 
I wrote the note. The commentary runs thus : 

TO: I -TC¾t ¾WT: I 

In the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. 1), I have already drawn attention 
to the fact that "the (epic) text in the Arjunamiśra codices is frequently 
contaminated from the "vulgate'' and has to be corrected with the help of 
Arjunamiśra's commentary!' The examples cited there are 11 11 17b and 

1 A reference to Prof. LÜDERS’ Druckprobe (p. 6) will show that the (Deva
nāgarī) MSS. of Arjunamiśra's commentary collated by him for his Specimen edition 
read likewise parameṣṭhy atha; only in one instance has the reading been cor

rected (by a later hand) to parameśvaraḥ. Accordingly Prof. LÜDERS has also 
taken parameṣṭhy atha as the reading of the version of Arjunamiśra. 
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22b. In the former case, the Da MSS. read puṇyām (like the vulgate, with 
which the constituted text here agrees ; the true Arjunamiśra I168T read
ing is, however, puṇya-, as follows clearly from Arjunamiśrā's own observa
tion : 

In the latter case (I. I. 22 b), likewise, the Da M S S . read śivam, agree
ing with many K and D M S S . ; but the commentary shows (as I have 
pointed out in the notes) that the true Arjunamiśra reading is śucim, agree
ing with the constituted text, éivam being only a variant mentioned by the 
scholiast : 

f¾-r -H"ī-f R W : m i 

I must here add, therefore, a word of caution. In the critical notes 
published with the text, the readings as actually found in the (epic) text (in 
contradistinction to the commentary) of the Arjunamiśra codices have, as 
a rule, been taken to represent the readings of Arjunamisra ; the commen
tary was consulted by me only occasionally, in case of doubt or difficulty, 
or when a pāṭhāntata was noticed. It is, therefore, more than likely that! 
owing to the fact our D a MSS. are conflated by contamination with various 
types of MSS., in particular with the Nīlakaṇṭha type, a few errors of the 
kind pointed out by W I N T E R N I T Z may have inadvertently crept in. Such 
errors can be rectified oniy by working through the whole commentary, word 
for word, and comparing the lemmata with the (epic) text of the M S S . ; 
even thai one can of course be sure only of the words and passages actually 
cited and explained by the scholiast. 

The version of Arjunamisra, as I pointed out in the Foreword to Fasci¬

cule 1 (p. v), is closely allied'to the Bangālī version. The reason for this 
affinity (as I have stated elsewhere) appears to be that Arjunamisra was a 
native of Bengal.1 Following the example of my predecessors, I have uti

lized, for the critical edition of the Ādiparvan, Devanāgarī MSS. of Arjuna¬

miśra's commentary. The two MSS. I am using are extremely corrupt. In 
fact, all the MSS. of Arjunamiśra's commentary I have seen – and they are 
all Devanāgarī MSS. – have been remarkably corrupt. Not only that, the 
text they offer is, as already remarked, obviously contaminated from the 
("1693 vulgate. This corruption of the Devanāgarī MSS. I could not ac
count for at first ; but it must be due, I cannot but think now, to their being 
copies of-Bangālī or Maithil i originals. It would, therefore, be expedient 
to procure and use, whenever possible, Bengali 2 or Js4aithilī MSS. of Arjuna-

1 See my note on Arjunamisra in the Dr. Modi Memorial Volume, p. 565 ff. 
2 The Asiatic Society of Bengal does contain some Bengali MSS. (Descrip-
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miśra's commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bangālī (res
pectively Maithilī) version.1 

* * * 

1. X. 62 : WiNTERNiTZ points out that the lengthy interpolation App. I, 
No. l = ( B . ) I. Li 55cd – 93 is inserted in the R. A. S. Wnish MS. No. 65 
after 62ab, and not after 62, as in most of the Southern MSS. used by me. 
But two of my MSS. ( ^ G 7 ) alse insert the passage in question after 62sab, 
like the Whish MS. ; only between 62ab and the Appendix passage, my MSS. 
further interpolate 29*, 64 and 30*, as stated in the very note cited by 
WINTERNITZ. The point of insertion of this interpolation varied in the dif
ferent MSS. Thus of the MSS. collated by Prof. LÜDERS for his Druckprobe, 
two G 2 [? read G 3 ] T 2 read it after 62ab, while two others (G 2 T X ) read it 
after 62 ; moreover, in T 2 (of the Druckprobe) the inserted passage is pre
ceded by 29*, 6 4 and 65 (somewhat like Tt G 7 )~ 

*‚ * * 

I. I. 131 : The printer's devil, I regret to say, is responsible for the 
erroneous spelling Samsaptaka – (with dental s) in this stanza ; the correct 
spelling Samśaptāka – (with palatal ś) is given at I. 2. 56 and 160. More
over, the various readings have been given only at I. 2. 56, and, through some 
unfortunate oversight, omitted at I. L, 131 and 1. 2. 160. I make good the 
omission here. At I. 1. 131 the various readings are as follows. K 0 . 2 _ 4 > 6 B 4 

Da Dai. n 3 Dri r 3. r4 Di-- 4 . 6- 7. io. u Ti Sariisapata°; ¾ B1–3 Dn 2 Dr 2 

D 5 . 8 . 9. 11. 12 T 2 G ( d . 2 om.) M Śamsapta° ; V Śamsapta°; K 5 D 1 3 
missing. At 1. 2. 160 they are: K 0 . 2-4. e V i Da 2 Dn Dri. r 4 D2-- 4 . 7. 10-14 
[170] T i G 7 Śamsapta°; K i B Da- Dr 2 . r 3 Di . 5 . 6. 8 . 3 T2 Gi . 3-c 
Śamsapta° ; G 2 Śamsapta° ; K 6 missing; M om. 

From the readings of the three passages in question, it should seem that, 
anomalies apart, K X (or the India Office Codex), Bangäli and Southern MSS. 
read it correctly (that is, with the palatal s), while the rest of K agrees with 
the commentators in reading it with the dental s. The balance of probability 
inclines to the side of the palatal, I think, even if we restrict ourselves to the 
M S . evidence. C V . V A I D Y A (The Mahābhārata: A Criticism, p. 159) 
speaks of them as the " 7 clahs who came probably from the Afagan (sic) 
borders," but it seems to me more likely that they got their nickname from 
the fact that they had bound themselves by an oath to kill Arjuna or die in 
the great Bhārata! battle (I>ronap. 17). 

* * * 

tive Catalogue, vol.. 5, Nos. 3371-3374, 3422), but it is very difficult to move the 
Society to send out its MSS. on loan. 

1 That would also account for the frequent divergence of Da from the D class. 
2 The passage is found inserted not only after 62ab and 62, but also after 

26, 53ab, 59ab (according to the Druckprobe), and 60. 
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l . 2. 85 : The spurious line (102*) kūṭasya Dhārtarāṣṭreṇa preṣaṇaṃ 
Pāndavān prati stands in the MSS. not before 97* (as W I N T E R N I T Z imagines 
and very naturally), but after lO1*, as correctly stated in the critical notes. 
I have reexamined the MSS. concerned on the point and find that my note is 
perfectly correct. One cannot be dogmatic about the Mahābhārata MSS.; 
there is no knowing what they may or may not contain. The line was found 
only in six: Nīlakāṇṭha MSS. in Devanāgarī or Bangālī characters, collated 
for the first two adhyāyas. In all these six MSS. the line is found inter

polated at the same place, the place mentioned in the critical apparatus 
(namely, after 101*), although all printed editions without exception place 

it elsewhere (namely, before 97*), which is no doubt the reason of WINTER¬

NITZ'S remark. A note drawing attention to this patent discrepancy might 
have been usefully added in the critical notes. But I have found the printed 
editions so arbitrary and unreliable1 that I have almost [171"f completely 
ignored them in the footnotes, which have necessarily to be rather brief and 
to the point. The meaning of this enigmatic line found in Nilakaṇṭha MSS. 
is as obscure to me a¾ the cause of its transposition in the first printed edi

tion. We need not inquire why the line occurs in the wrong place in the 
other editions as well, since the subsequent editors appear to have studiously 
and uniformly avoided consulting MSS. W I N T E R N I T Z could easily convince 
himself of the correctness of my statement regarding the point of insertion 
of this line in the MSS. by referring to the superb complete copy of the Mahā

bhārata in Śāradā characters, with Nīlakaṇtha's scholium, he purchased in 
Kaśinfṛ during his stay there. 

* * * 

L 2. 102 : Da Dn Dr do have magnum and Draupadlm, as found in the 
printed editions and as rightly surmised by W i N i T E R N i T Z . This group has, 
through oversight, completely dropped out of the long list of MSS. that read 
Draupadim, aṅd I am thankful to W I N T E R N I T Z for drawing my attention to it. 
The correction will be duly notified in the list of Errata, which will be added 
at the end of the volume. In passing I may draw attention to the superiority 
of the K MSS., the only group which, as W I N T E R N I T Z rightly remarks, gives 
the undoubtedly correct rendering of the whole, stanza ; all other MSS. – even 
such as do not contain the interpolated line 112* – are in utter confusion. 

* * * 

I. The Kumbhakonam edition contains a misleading colophon after its adhyāya 
100, which is not found in any MS. and is, moreover, unnecessary – All printed edi

tions contain the line (B,I.28.4cd=K I.28. 5cd) 
gurur hi sarvabkūtānām brākmanah parikīrtitah ] 

which is not found even in Nīlakaṇṭha MSS. The note on I.74.12 mentions a 
line (B. I. 79. 13 ef i= K. I. 73. 23 ab) 

maranam śobhanam tasya iti vidvajjanā viduh ] 
which was not found in any of the 60 MSS. collated for that adhyāya ! 
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M A J O R QUESTIONS. 

1. 1. 129 : yadāśrau§am śukrasuryau ca yuktau 
Kaunteyānām amdomau jayāya  

nit yam cāsmān śvāpadā vyābhasantas 
tadā nāśamse vijayāya Samjaya  

This is indeed a difficult case, and I for my part doubt whether any 
definite decision can be reached as to how the stanza originally read. I must 
say, I cannot share the confidence with which W I N T E R N I T Z decides for the 
reading : 

yaldā Vāyuḥ śakrasūryau ca yuktau, 

which is mentioned as a pāṭha by Nīlakaṇtha and was adopted in the editio 
prmceps. It is one of the eight rival readings and is found chiefly in the 
Bangāli version, and in MSS. and editions allied to or influenced by it. The 
combinations found C172J in the different MSS. may be arranged schemati

cally as follows : 

Vāyu Śakra Sūrya : 
Vāyu Śukra Sūrya : 
Vāyu Candm Sūrya : 

(a)śrau^am śukra Sūrya : 
(a)śr↑ausam Śakra Sūrya : 
(a)śrau§am Candm Sūrya: 
(a)śrau§am Vāyu Sūrya : 
(a)śrausam Vāyu Śakra Smya : 

Majority of N 
K ! + some D 
Dn 
Text (T G l t 5 > 6 ) 
Majority of M 
A few G 
D 5 (inferiorMS.) 
Mi (conflated) 

According to W I N T E R N I T Z , the stanza refers to (B.) 7. 7. 3 4ff. "where 
the line vatoddhütam rajas tivram etc., also testifies to the reading vāyuh, 
while śakra (= Indra) probably refers to the rain of pieces of flesh, bones 
and blood.’' To start with I doubt whether śakra could be held responsible 
for the " rain ” of flesh, bones, and sundry other articles ; but that is a minor 
point, immaterial to the present diseussion. In believing, however, that our 
stanza refers to (B.) 7. 7. 3 4ff., W I N T E R N I T Z is partly mistaken, as will 
presently appear. The important point is that in the opinion of W I N T E R N I T Z 
the stanza alludes to certain forces of Nature, certain elements, such as wind, 
rain and so on, which were favourable to the Pāṇḍavas and unfavourable to 
the Kauravas. The commentators Nīlakanitha, Arjunamisra and Devabodha 
(with the readings which they had adopted or which were before 
them) have explained the stanza in a similar way. I hold a different view, 
however. When I selected the reading of the constituted text, I thought – 
and I still think – that in this stanza there is allusion not to the elements, but 
to some astrological factor or constellation – an allusion which was not under

stood by commentators and which I could not then fully explain. On read

ing the criticism of Prof. W I N T E R N I T Z , I therefore made a reference to my 
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friend Prof. Jyotish Chandra G H A T A K , M . A., of Calcutta University, who 
has made a special study of Indian Astrology and allied sciences and is rightly 
regarded as an authority on these topics ; and I was not disappointed. Hav

ing already worked through the whole of the Mahābhārata in special search 
of references which have a bearing on Astrology, Augury and kindred subjects, 
he could at once lay his fingers on the right passage, the prototype of our 
stanza, wnich throws a flood of light on the question, without however fully 
solving the riddle of the stanza, so far as I can judge. The said stanza, 
(B.) 6. 20 . 2, reads : 

Cl73) [Dhrtarāṣṭra to Samjaya] 

%¾rf ¾w¾ii staqīf sqrf¾ 

While the connection between the two stanzas is patent and indeed un

questionable, the discovery of the prototype leaves, unfortunately, most of 
our real difficulties unsolved. The reading which agrees closest with that of 
the Bh¾maparvan stanza is that of the vulgate text and is found only in the 
MSS. of Nīlakaṇṭḥa. These latter have VāyuChandraSurya (lacking śakra 
or śukra altogether) like Soma-Sūrya-Vāyu of the Bhīṣmaparvan. Is the 
Nīlakaṇṭha reading then the original reading ? As I have pointed out else

where, we are apt to prefer, at first sight, the readings of the vulgate, wnich 
appear to be better than those of the critical text ; but that is only because 
the text of the vulgate has been arrived at by the purging of the original by 
the continuous emendations of scholars for centuries.1 It seems to me that there 
is a long history behind the reading of the vulgate in the present case also. 
Nīlakaṇṭha had evidently arrived at it by an emendation, by collation with 
the prototype, because there is no indication of there being any MSS. before 
him which could have contained that particular combination. This fact may, 
perhaps, supply us with a clue to the labyrinth of the readings recorded in 
the critical notes for the line in question. A n important factor is that Śukra 
(or śakra)' , which persistently occurs in all the various categories of our 
MSS. and which must, therefore, be regarded as an essential feature of our 
staṅza, is entirely lacking in the later stanza. This proves irrefutably that 
the combination of the former was not identical, in every respect, with that 
oī the latter originally. That is an important point to remember. WINTER¬

NITZ is emphatic in asserting that yadā Vāyuḥ of the original was changed 
in S into the usual yadāśrmśam. This assumption does not seem to me to 

1 See my Epic Studies (I), JBBRAS. (NS.),4 (1928). 157. A patent example 
of correction is grhttvā hmamm prāpte (in Devanāgaiī MSS.) for Jmanam grhya 
sarhprāpte (I. 2. 93), 
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be at all well founded, because the very next stanza (130) begins yadā 
Droṇo v i v idhān astramārgān, and here no attempt has been made in S (or 
anywhere else) to change the beginning into yadāśrauṣam. There are a few 
more stanzas (133, 140, 145) in [174] this series which do not begin with 
the oft-repeated formula. It seems to me much more likely, therefore, that 
Vāyu was introduced into our passage, secondarily, by some early Northern 
redactor who knew the prototype and had noticed the omission of one of the 
elements in the prior stanza ; precisely as Nīlakaṇṭha, much later, appears 
to have further altered the line by changing the difficult Śakra (or Śukra) 
to Candra, thus equating the combination to that of the prototype. I there
fore adhere to my original choice, explaining the genesis of the variants as 
follows. The stanza in question, which was suggested to the author of the 
yadāśrauṣam section by the Bhīṣmaparvan stanza but was composed from 
a vague recollection oī the original, began like the other stanzas of the series, 
and contained, moreover, an allusion to an astrological situation. Some Nor

thern redactor (who had known the Bhīṣmaparvan stanza and noticed that 
the first stanza did not contain Vāyu) then deleted (á)śrauṣam and substi

tuted for it the missing Vāyu, retaining, however, the original feature śukra. 
The corruption of Śukra into Śakra must be judged as easy and even natural 
(in juxtaposition with Sūrya), in view of the famous episode of the Mahā
bhārata which narrates how Indra1, disguised as a mendicant Brahman, begs 
for the miraculous ear-rings and the armour which had been Karṇa's from 
his birth and which had made him invincible. The emendatory activity of 
the early Northern redactor was continued by Nīlakāṇṭha, who expunged 
the śakra (or Śukra) which he found in his MSS. (and perhaps did not 
fully understand) and substituted for it Candra, thus equating the two com
binations. 

I am confirmed in the supposition that the original line contained only 
two agencies instead of three by the fact that no MSS. hitherto collated 
show yuktāli (plu.) for yuktau (dual) in the first line, as they certainly 
would have done, had there been three names in the original instead of two, 
as I have given.1 

The question then arises whether Śukra and Sūrya, as grahas, were at 
that time favourable to the Pāṇḍavas or, what comes to the same thing, 
adverse to the Kauravas. About [175] Sūrya I caṅnot say. But as far as 
Śukra is concerned, we may safely answer the question in the affirmative. 
My friend Prof. GHATAK has kindly drawn my attention to a stanza in Varā¬
hamihira's Bṛhatsamhitā which, if dyūtajīvin may be taken to apply to the 

1 It should he noted that even in the explanation of WINTERNITZ, Śakra and 
Sūrya do not make any combined effort. If the three dements wind, rain and 
sun operate all together for the success of the Pāṇḍavas, then yuktāḥ is indeed the 
correct word. What is the point of the dual, when the plural form would be even 
metrically equally suitable? 
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Kauravas, would indicate that at the time of the Bhārata! battle the planet 
Śukra, which was then in the Pārvābhādrapadā (cf. 6. 3. 15), was in a 
position which augured disaster to the Kauravas and was therefore favour
able (anuloma) to the Pāṇdavas. The B↑hatsarhhitā reference (9. 3 4 ) sup

plied to me by my friend runs. 

As Vāyu is missing in the whole of S except Mx (which latter is a 
conflated M S . ) , it can never be established that Vāyu is an essential element 
of the original stanza ; on the other hand, (a)śrau^am, though of course no 
less doubtful because it is documented also by only half of the entire evidence, 
is rendered probable, if not required, by the context. But I am prepared 
to leave the line as " less than certain.’' as indicated by the wavy line below 
the words in question. 

* * * 

1. I. 180 : tava putrmr mahatlamalh 

W I N T E R N I T Z complains that the sentence is "very awkward grammati
cally". To have called forth no less than nine attempts at emendation, 
the original ṃūst indeed have been most awkward. W I N T E R N I T Z prefers 
to read tava puircár mahatñarāfy, pointing out that there is not much evidence 
for the text reading. It is quite true that the text is weakly supported ; 
but so are almost all the readings except that of the vulgate, which certainly 
cannot be considered the original reading, as it is palpably an emendation. 
The text is based on K X . ß G 5 . 6 only. But W I N T E R N I T Z ' S reading is not 
much better supported ; in its entirety it is found only in K 3 M ; because, 
of the MSS. which do contain the questionable mahattlarāḥ> K 0 begins the 
pāda with tvatputmir ye and K 4 with tvatsutebhyo. Ii submit, therefore, 
that the reading preferred by W I N T E R N I T Z is not better documented than 
mine. That is the first point. W I N T E R N I T Z then seeks to explain the 
variation on the ground that the scribes must have found difficulties with 
the t l 7 6 J instr. putrraiḥ. Now the socalled instr. comparationis is very 
common in both epics and, I submit, that alone would not account for this 
plethora of readings in the case of a simple .line with a perfectly obvious 
meaning. I know instances in the Mahābhārata text where this instr. com

parationis has called forth no variants at all in the MSS., no doubt because 
it was felt to be quite norṃal by the copyists, editors and readers alike. 
The cause of disturbance in this case must, therefore, be looked for else

where, and that was principally, I think, the use of the superlative joined 
to the instrumental. 

In settling the original reading, the question is primarily one of fact, of 
the actual M S . evidence, not of grammar. The Shakespearean ‘‘This was 
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the most unkindest cut of a l l " cannot be judged and emended by modern 
standards of grammar. It sounds harsh to our ears ; but there is, I suppose, 
sufficient documentary evidence to prove or make it probable that the line 
as I have quoted it was in point of fact written by the author of Iulius Cæsar 
(who knew his English quite as well as, if indeed not better than, we do), 
consciously or unconsciously using what our purists stigmatize as 
vulgarism. The argument that a dramatist like Shakespeare could not com

mit such a blunder (if blunder it be) would be without cogency, when the 
MS. evidence supports the questionable reading. 

The Mahābhārata, I may point out here, has suffered from the great 
misfortune of being always edited by learned Pahdits, who were concerned 
more about the purity of diction than with the determination and preserva

tion of the words of the author or the authors of the epic. One of the very 
worst offenders in this way was Pandit B Ö H T L I N G K who, in the passages 
edited by him in his SanskritChresthamathie, has ''corrected" away the 
few oddities of idiom and style of the original which had escaped the vigilence 
of mediaeval Indian scholiasts and editors and found their way stealthily into 
our printed editions ! 1 

f177j n . n e V a r j a n t s mentioned in the critical notes may be classi

fied as follows. Readings 

(1) in which the comparison is emphasized 
(a) by change of the superl. to the comp.: 

cf?5¾¾ īIfrRP. I Ko 
– 3¾^rRT: I K

3 D 1 4 M 

(b) by a double change of superl. to cornp. and of instr. to abl. 
(the "correct'' construction) : 

acS¾¾¾t *TffTCT: I K 4 (inferior MS.) ; 

(2) in which the awkward instr. is done away with 

(a) by changing the instr,. into abl. : 

^¾^*ft JT!^W. I K 2 

i ~ g~ff^tfrl~m I V i 

1 Ini the Pau§yaparvan (Adip. 3)i especially, his editorial activities are very 
much in evidence. He has, not only introduced, with scrupulous care, the correct 
Sandhi wherever it was at all possible, he has substituted the correct bandhum 
for the (irregular) baddhvm (I. 3.. 21), found even in the printed editions and 
made many similar "corrections’’ independently of the MS. evidence. Most 
amusing, however, is his regular and systematic substitution of the correct form, 
as required by the Sutra of Pāṇini, out of etad and enad, a rule probably unknown 
at any time to anybody outside a select coterie of Ācāryas of Vyākaraṇa. 
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(b) by using the adj. predicatively (mostly in G) : 

dc¾?llS H%X↑HM I T 2 Gj_3 4 m 7  

~ f g^T JīfcfīTT: I G4; 

(3) in which the line has been recast (the vulgate) : 

<Tf g – ī 5f 5RT I K6 B D (mostly) T t ; 
and ( 4 ) corrupt : 

^ g¾%rOTt: I Dio. 

It is an admittedly sound principle of textual criticism to give preference 
to a reading which best suggests how the other readings may have arisen, and 
it would be hard, I think, to find another reading wnich could explain all 
these nine variants more satisfactorily. WiNīTERNiTz's choice, for instance, 
does not at all explain the origin of any of the readings which contain 
mahattamāfi (superl.)' such as 2 (a) and (b) and the text reading ; because 
there is in that case nothing to be gained by changing the (supposed) original 
comparative into superlative.1 

En passant it may be pointed out that the socalled instr. comparationis 
is not a distinct category of the comparative at all; it is oniy a special case of 
the (Prakritic) coalescence of the instr. and abl. pL (metri causa), an equi

valence which comes out very clearly in such parallel phrases as : 

5R: THR5ig^¾ I 1. 1 198 
•[178J and 

*fr¶ft: 5ig^T% 12 1. L 209 and 494 *. 
The latter does not mean " he is left by all sins " but " he is freed from all 
sins." 

That the superlative is used in the epic in the sense of the a>mparative3  

may be seen from : 

%Ψ % i¼m*m I Gitā 12. l 
H ¾r "T^ri'frg¾5 fäIf~w i i b i d  1 8  6 9  

" O f these which are more vetoed in Yoga?" “ N o r among men shall 
there be any whose service is dearer to me than his!' 

The superlative is normally construed with the gen. or loc.; but that it is 

1 Unless it he a scribe's error perpetuated through centuries or repeated 
independently in different places and times. 

2 This pāda realist frequently in the Rāmāyaiṇa also. 
8 These derivative forms have probably a merely intensive value, and do not 

necessarily and invariably connote comparison.. The Prakrits! frequently confuse the 
tarcī and the tama endings. It is further worth noting that a separate formation 
of the comparative and superlative is unknown to the Medem Indian dialects. 
The epics also sporadically furnish instances of the use of the positive in the sense 
of the comparative. 
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construed sometimes also with the abl. may be seen not merely from the 
example last cited but also from : 

tfr ¾¾fö fīfcT: SfcP. <mfr!"~: I ibid. 4. 36 
" Though thou art of all sinners the most sinful." 

Then the abovementioned equivalence of the instr. and abl. pi. uthers 
in finally the construction of the superlative with the instr., which we find 
in the passage in question. 

Formally the two constructions tava putr)ūir mahattarāh and tava putrair 
mahattamāh are almost equivalent ; but there may be just a slight difference 
of meaning between the two locutions. While tava pukair mahattarāfi 
(comp.) evidently means only "greater than thy sons'', the other clause 
(tava putrair mahattamāh) may have been intended to convey some such sense 
as " jar, very much, greater than thy sons." 

It may be finally observed that in dealing with the first two adhyāyas 
of the Ādiparvan (a!s in fact with the whole of the earlier portion of this 
Parvan) the critic should never forget that he has before him what H O P K I N S 
has justly called the " pseudoepic " : the poetasters responsible for the com

pilation of these passages are capable of the worst blunders of every descrip

tion. 

* * * 

[179] l . L 209 : māhattvād bhāravattvāc ca. 
As W I N T E R N I T Z rightly observes, here the M S . evidence is almost evenly 

balanced. Moreover, graphically there is so little difference between the rival 
readings that we cannot expect much help from the side of the MSS., though 
it may be pointed out that their evidence inclines, if at all, just a trifle to the 
side of the text reading. W I N T E R N I T Z (Ind. Ant. 27., 93) admits that the 
lines (69*) caturbhyah etc. and tadā prabhrti etc. are " quite superfluous!' 
When these lines are expunged from the text, as has been done by me, the 
line mahattve ca gurutve ca of 2O8e) stands adjacent to māhattvād bhāra0  

(of 209a), The idea of 2O8e is evidently reflected and repeated in 209a. 
Just as mahattvāt œrresponds to nidfaattve, so bhāra° should correspond to 
gurutve. This clearly shows, as far as I can judge, that the doubtful woid 
(bhāra°), which should be a paraphrase oī gurfatve, must be bhāravattvāt 
and not bhāratatvāt. The latter seems to be an emendation made by some 
revisor who wanted to squeeze in somehow the significant word Bhārata into 
the context; and, it must truthfully be confessed, it is a very ingenious emen

dation indeed. But as to which is the orginal reading there cannot be much 
doubt. The importance that W I N T E R N I T Z (like B Ü H L E R , Ind. Stud. 2. 9 f., 
before him) attaches to the circumstance that the verse is quoted in (our edi

tion of) Kumārila's Taṅtravārtika with the reading bhāratatvāt is wholly un

justifiable, and that for two reasons : firstly, because we have no critical 
edition of the Tantravārttika, and so we cannot be wholly sure of what the 
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MSS. actually read at that place; and secondly; because, even if Kumārila 
should, in point of fact, have quoted the verse with bhāratatvāt, it does not 
at all follow that this is ipso facto the original reading, notwithstanding that 
Kumārila's work is far older than the extant Mahābhārata M S S ; because 
Kumārila may have cited the stanza from one or the other of the versions 
which contained (and still contain) that reading. Or again he may have 
known both variants and preferred, for reasons similar to those adduced by 
B Ü H L E R and W I N T E R N I T Z , the variant rejected by me. 

The situation is somewhat clearer and the facts better capable of demon

stration in the case of the other great mediaeval commentator Śaṃkarācārya. 
In many cases when the readings of the Mahābhārata verses and stanzas cited 
by him [18O] differ from those of the Bombay and Calcutta editions, I was 
able to identify Śaṃkarācārya's readings in the Southern MSS. Being a 
Southerner, he had naturally studied and cited from the Southern recension 
of the Mahābhārata. It is quite clear that he was not going to work through 
all available MSS. and establish the original reading of the numerous Mahā

bhārata stanzas cited by him in the course of his voluminous commentaries. 
Therefore his citations, although of far greater antiquity than the oldest of 
our extant Mahābhārata MSS., do not necessarily give us in every case the 
" original" readings. Saṃkara's testimony applies to and affects mainiy the 
version, or the! recension used or cited by him ; and that was probably the 
Southern recension in its Malayālam version. Even in the time of the Ācārya 
the Northern MSS. must have read differently in places, as they do now, 
because the divagation of the recensions must be assumed to be far older than 
the epoch of the great Vedantist. 

I shall give oniy one example in order to clarify my meaning. 1. I. 37 
of the critical edition reads yathartāv ṛtuliṅgāni, agreeing with other printed 
editions and with the majority of the MSS. of the Northern recension. Śaṃ¬

karācārya in his Bhāṣya on the Brahmasütra (I. 3. 30; Ānandāśrama ed., 
p. 313) cites, however, the verse with the reading yafrkartusv ↑tuliñgāni> 
Now this reading is found oniy in Southern MSS. and in such of the Northern 
MSS. as can be shown to be contaminated from the Southern source, but not 
in any Kaśmīrī or Bangālī MSS. collated so far. Here it would be clearly 
wrong to cite the Bhāṣya as an authority older than our MSS. to establish 
the text reading as yatkartu§v 7tuliñgānl The Bhāṣya citation affects directly 
the Southern version only, documenting that the divergent reading of our 
Southern MSS. is as old as (or rather older than) the time of śa!ṃkarācāryā ; 
and that is all. It does not take us beyond the Southern recension, much 
less beyond the two rival recensions to the archetype. 

When W1NTERNITZ further observes that " from the etymologizet's point 
of view 9 9 bhāratatvāi is a " better ” etymology, since with the other reading 

1 Only one of the Bhāṣya MSS. has our text reading. 
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the to of the Bhárata remains unexplained, he is bringing into the discussion 
an element of finesse that is quite foreign to the viewpoint of J[ ls lT the 
Purāṇic writers, as will be evident from the following specimens of " etymo

logische Spielerei'' culled from the earlier adhyāyas of the Ādiparvan : 
(B.) I. 30. 7 = line 3 of 3 43* (Garuḍa) : 

I. 36. 3 (Jaratkāru) : 

sfti¾ ^ w § – f m*tfśm> i 

I. 56. 31 (Mahābhārata) : 

1. 69. 33 (Bharata) : 

39n¶[3cqrf HWī VīŚt 5THT % §~: II 
In view of these bizarre specimens, it would be extremely strange should 

a Purāṇic " etymologizer " fight shy of sacrificing a t)a, if he, for the moment, 
could not think of anything better. 

* * * 

1. 2. 2 : śuerūsā yadi vo viprā twuvataé ca kathāh śubhāb. 
I admit that my reconstruction of the line is not wholly satisfactory. 

The reading preferred by W I N T E R N I T Z may also not appeal to other scholars, 
as it does not wholly appeal to me. I therefore cite here the 15 different 
readings found in the -48 MSS. collated for this passage, of which one (D 3 ) , 
unluckily or luckily, omits the line altogether. The lines containing ca (to 
which W I N T E R N I T Z takes exception in particular) have been underlined for 
the sake of ready identification. 

1. s¾^JT«ft f¾n ¾ ā*n- ^ n : i K i 
2. g¾q-¾r ^ fäsn % ¾*n: g*rr: 1 K2.3 

*¾s*i w ^ f¾5ir pcr¾r ¾¾rt ip-rr. 1 K 4 

4 . g¾?t m -ft forr p¾¾r ¾¾n: s*rr:1 K s (corrupt) 

5. >2öj^ m tit f¾srr jg~rnar w r : 5 w : 1 K 6 V X Dn D 1 5 . a . l t 

6. a¾J?I w ¾ fäRT p~¾r ¾¾n: ¾*u: 1 B Da (Da X corrupt) D 1 3 

7. >¾g-q m ¾ i¾5ii p a a r -R¾n: ipn-. 1 Dr D4 

8. >¾!p¾ TO % f¾5ir ¾-Tcf: Sc-CTT §p-fī I D 2 

9. >s-j-¾ m ¾ft ftsr ¾-fs¾ ¾¾n: g*w 1 D 6 

1 0 . ¾sqprfr ?śt fäsrr g ^ w ¾«n: ā*rn 1 D 7 . » – 

1 1 . SS¾JTT ¾rf¾E -it ftsnr ¾ ~ ¾ g*n: m: I T Ge 
1 2 . a?¾^qf¾E-it fäsrr 5 l ^ i ¾ ½ W ¾ T O l G 2 . 3 . f . 

1 . g¾jrr s i * -it fäar f–rôt ^ ¾ ¾ n : S ^ 5 1 ^ 4 

15 
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14. g¾jrr ¾rf¾[ fäsir gmt ¾ ¾*m g*rr: i M 

15. 3¾qr qf¾ ¾ f%5li ¾m¾ W i : g¾TT: Text ( K 0 D 1 4 ¾ . 4 . 5 M J . 

[182] As for the doubtful ca, l may remark that, besides its normal 
use as a conjunction meaning " and ”, ca is very frequently used in the Mahā

bhārata (and the Rāmāyaṇa) as an expletive, a pure and simple versefiller 
(pādapūraya) j without restriction of position, like hi and vai. It may occa

sionally have served as a particle of emphasis, stressing the previous word 
like eva. The second use is somewhat doubtful; but of the first, one can find 
scores of perfectly clear and certain instances in any portion of the epic, even 
in the printed editions. In the line in question, I consider, ca has 
been used in the first sense, as a mere versefiller. Sporadically me, which 
improves this awkward line ever so slightly, appears to have been substituted 
for it, independently in both recensions. The first half of the line was so 
uncouth that it was recast in the vulgate*. There are numerous instances of 
lines being recast in the vulgate, as a careful study of the critical apparatus 
will show. 

* * * 

L 2. 29 : yat tu Śaunakasatre te BhāratākhyānOvistaram  
ākhyāsye tiatra Paulomam ākhyānam cāditah par am  

This is again á most difficult case, and, as W I N T E R N I T Z rightly remarks, 
" full of almost hopeless editorial cruces". The reconstruction would be, 
therefore, almost entirely a matter of speculation. W I N T E R N I T Z has rightly 
surmised that I regard the Parvasaṃgraha as an accretion later than this 
stanza, which, in my opinion, belongs to a much earlier stratum of the text 
of the Mahābhārata. That śctmakasatre in line l is a regular trap for the 
unwary. Misted by the printed editions, l had myself treated the words as 
separate at first, realizing only much later that in this adhyāya the Sūta is 
addressing not Saūnaka but the Ṛṣis, among whom saunaká is not 
yet present, iśaunaka is not mentioned in the foregoing portion of the text 
except once, in connection with his twelve-year sacrifice in 1. 1. 1. In 
adhyāya 4 , moreover, it is pláiuly stated that the Sūta first approaches the 
¾ i s assembled in the Nairni§a forest and asks them what he should narrate. 
The Ṛṣis request him to await the arrival oī iśaunaka. The latter, as soon 
as he arrives, asks the Sūta to relate the history of the Bhärgavas (adhy. 5). 
If iśaunaka was not among the audience in adhyāya 4, I do not see how he 
could have been there in adhyāya 2. Moreover, Tn the latter adhyāya the in
terlocutors are throughout stated as being the Ṛṣis, while it is only from 
adhyāya 5 onwards that Iśaunaka appears in this [183] role. It should, 
therefore, seem that the reading Sawiaka satre is not easy to understand or 
explain by any means. Or does W I N T E R N I T Z mean that it should be adopted 
as the lectio difficilior? It would be admissible, in my opinion, ouly on the 
supposition (which is not as improbable as it may at first sight appear) that 
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the compiler of adhyāya 2, when he wrote stanza 29, had overlooked the fact 
that śaunaka was not then among the audience. I have preferred to give 
the " poet " the benefit of the doubt and assume that the remark is addressed 
to one of the Ṛṣis present. 

WINTERNITZ has misunderstood my reconstruction in some other parti¬

culars as well, yat, at the beginning of the' stanza, is not a neuter pronoun 
but an adverb = yadā. The words āditaḥ param offer no difficulties at all 
for interpretation ; āditaḥ does not mean "front the beginning.’' but " at the 
beginning" (=ādau) ; param = excellent.’ ākhyāsye must of course be 
supplied in the first line ; but that is not difficult as it is the very first word 
of the second line. Therefore I translate : 

" B u t when, during éaunaka's (sacrificial) session, I (shall narrate) to 
thee the very extensive Bhárata Story, then shall I narrate, to begin with, the 
excellent Story of Pauloma!' 

Even a cursory examination of the variants given in the critical notes is 
sufficient to convince anybody that the stanza has been recast over and over 
again. With its history is bound up the history of the successive additions 
of the three episodes Āstīka, Pauloma and Paujṣya, which appear to have 
been appended successively to the main text in this order. The stanza in 
question seems to have been written at the time of or soon after the addition of 
the Pauloma, but before the addition of the Pau§ya. The purpose of the line 
was originally not – as W I N T E R N I T Z imagines – to state all the episodes with 
which the Mahābhārata begins, but to authenticate the latest interpolation 
then made, namely, the Pauloma, by making the Sūta declare beforehand his 
intention of narrating that ākhyāna at the beginning of the Mahābhārata. 
The Āstīka must have formed at that time the recognized beginning of the 
epic (cI. Mdf%vadi Bhmatom kecid Āstīkādi tathā pare 1, L 50), and the 
Pauṣya had not yet been added. This is the state of things the constituted 
text envisages. 

A study of the critical apparatus of this adhyāya shows that the adhyāya 
is best preserved in the Southern recension ; -[184T in the MSS. group on 
which the vulgate is mainly based (namely, B D ) numerous additional stanzas 
are found which are missing in S and K 0 . l t 2 ; but even the three latter MSS. 
occasionally include some of such additional stanzas, which also nevertheless, 
since they are missing in S, may safely be regarded as niterpolations. Of this 
character is interpolation 7-4*, which is found in almost the whole of N and 
which must have been made with a view to doaimenting the fact – or rather 
the fiction – that the Mahābhārata as narrated by the Sūta to śaunaka was 
identical with that narrated by Vaiśaṃpāyana to Janamejaya (cf. Nīlakaṇṭha 
ad loc). K 0 . i agree with S on the reading of this stanza except for the in

clusion of 7 4 * in the one and the addition of the name of the Āstīka to the 
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other. The text is formed by collating S with the inferable version of K 
before the addition in the latter of 7 4 * . The subsequent steps leading to
wards the reading of the vulgate consisted in the addition of the name of the 
Āstīka episode (wnich intervenes between the Pauloma and the beginning 
proper of the Mahābhārata), of a statement of the identity of the Sūta-
version and the Vaiśaṃpāyana version, and finally of the name of the Pauṣya 
interlude, all these changes being made in our stanza with a view to setting 
the seal of authenticity on the three spurious additions. That adhyāya 3 
must be an interpolation follows from the fact that it is wholly unconnected 
with the previous adhyāya and only loosely connected with what follows. 
Noteworthy is also the fact that adhyāyas 1 and 4 have the same beginning; 
Lomaharṣaṇaputra Ugraśravāh sütah paurāṇiko Naimiṣāraṇye dvādaśavār¬
ṣike satre ! And in the text itself there is no explanation why after the Sūta 
has finished his narration of the Pau§ya episode, it is necessary to reintroduce 
the Sūta in the same words as approaching the same Ṛṣis assembled at the 
same twelveyear sacrificial session of éaunaka in the Naimiṣa forest. There 
is clearly a new beginning made in one of the two a!dhyāyas. 

Since many of the intermediate links are missing in the M S . evidence, it 
is not possible to reconstruct the history of this portion of the text fully and 
satisfactorily ; but that it must be reconstructed on the lines sketched above, 
I have no doubt. Accordingly the successive stages in the development of 
the reading of the vulgate (which is the reading preferred by W I N T E R N I T Z ) 
I would arrange in a scheme like the following, in which the innovations have 
been printed in black type, [l85]l It will show among other things that the 
vistaram of the text and of the Southern recension is not " a remnant of vis¬

tarārtham ’' of the vulgate; on the contrary, in the latter the first line was fill

ed up with uttamam when the original vistara was used in the interpolated 
stanza. The view of W I N T E R N I T Z that at least Asttkam must remain in the 
text is quite untenable ; because if the stanza had Āstīkam there is no reason 
why it should not have Pauṣyam as well. On the other hand, if Pausyam is 
not indispensable, then Asttkam could go with it as well. 

Stage l (Constituted Text) 

STNRTC¾' rT"~ 4Wft*WHNM' *flf¾EcT: TO¾. II _ 

Northern recension. 

Stage 2 ( K L ) : by addition of 2 lines to the original. 

^ % WdlWM¾¾W¾l 
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Stage 3 (Da D 2 _ 4 . 1 8 ) : by addition of an^fl* t o s t a g e 2 . 

*ft 2§N¾^¾ rj HKdl^M¾Tt*4H. I 

3 r ü ¾ 5 w p r efrH¾ « w j i f e i ^ m vftmi II 

3TÎ -IR! ~T~f *¾^TORaH" =-n%*- *¾d*^ II 
Stage 4 (Dn Dr D l t 5 _ 1 2 ) : by addition of to stage 3. 

9T¶ ¾¾^*¾¾ % Hkdl<g-JM^Sd*–U^ I 

---- ^t?mreft¾ –-nfc~r: ¾¾ci^ Ii 
Stage 5 (B) : by addition of l line to stage 4. 

q M rj-r -* q¼¾liiRcft¾ ^rft~. *¾<w^ II 

Southern recension. 
Stage 2 (S) : by addition of 3n^ft¾ to the original. 

3n<ś*ntô ~5I 'ft¾t?wi¾ft¾ ¾r era; *rc¾ ii 
* * * 

L 2. 46 : mṛgasvapnabhayaṃ tataḥ 
Here again WINTERNITZ prefers the reading of the vulgate (mṛgasvap¬

nodbhavam). It is clearer but, I must say, I am very doubtful about its 
originality. The M S . support for this variant is only slightly stronger than 
that for the reading of the constituted text. It is worthy of note that B, 
which generally sides with the vulgate, has here a third and entirely different 
reading : mṛgasvapno 'bhavat tatah ! How would W I N T E R N I T Z account for 
that ? I explain the compound of the constituted text as an irregular com

pound with inverted sequence, common in Prakrit (PISCHEL, Gramm, der 
PrakritSprachen, § 603 ) and not unknown to the Low Sanskrit of the epics. 
HOPKINS, JAOS. 20 (1899), 223, has cited two instances from the Rāmā¬

yaṇa : 7.22.36 dṛṣṭva dm4odyatam Yaman (for udyatadandam)ulike Yama 
with upraised staff" ; and ibid. 7. 26. 2 tulyaparvatavarcasi (for parvata¬

tulyavmrnsi) " glorious like the mountain (Kailāsa)!' I accordingly take 
the compound in question as equivalent to svapna (drsta) mrgabhayani 
" (Parvan) in which there is the fright of the deer (seen) in a dream" 
(cf. the compound Svapnmmavadatktm). Yudhisthira, in any ease, was 

15A 
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not frightened : that is certain ; but that the deer were, follows from (K.) 
3. 259. 8, Which WINTERNITZ himself cites : 

^^M*IRl(H^WI^^WN¾(Ndl< 

The readings of the vulgate: and the Bangālī version seem to represent 
different attempts at emendation of the irregular compound which stood 
originally in the Northern recension and which was perhaps misunderstood, 
if it was not totally unintelligible. The wavy line below the pāda was called 
for also by the variant reading of S, which has parva or tétah) prāyopa¬
veśanam. This refers to an entirely different section of fl87j the narrative, 
the name being derived from the vow of fasting taken by Duryodhana. 

* * * 

I. 2. 89 : tathā rājyārdhaśāsanum. 

The variants are °śāsanam, °lambhanam, °sarjanam (vulgate), °mārga¬
ṇam, °pādanam, °dāpanam ! If rājyārdhasarjanam corresponds better to 
one portion of the contents of Ādip. 207, °śāsanam may be said to correspond 
'*etter to a subsequent portion of the same adhyāya : °sarjanam was followed 
oy °śāsanam. Intrinsically there is not much to choose between the two. 
The sub-parvan name is really something quite different : rājyalamb,ha< or 
°lābha, which has given rise to the reading of K s rājyāfdhalambhanam. 
The reading preferred by WINTERNITZ is found only in the vulgate group 
supported by four Southern MSS. G 4 . 5 M¾. 3 < The text reading was adopted 
on the direct testimony of K 0 . 6 D 2 G X 6 > but it has partial support of T 2 and 
of two K MSS. (K-.. -–), one of which is the important India Office codex 
(Kj ) . These MSS. (K~. 2 ) read as a matter of fact rājyānuśāsanam, but 
the nu of these MSS. is obviously wrong (perhaps representing ä mislection 
**f the ligature rdha), being opposed by the remainder of the MS. material 
dilated and conveying no satisfactory sense. There appears to be an agree
ment between independent versions on the reading °sarjanam, but the con
cord, I believe, is only apparent, being due to the conflation of MSS. That 
G 4 . 5 are contaminated from some late Northern source, I think, I have esta
blished with tolerable certainty in the note on 1. 20. 1 ; the conclusion is cor
roborated by many less certain instances where these MSS. (along with G l t 2 ) 
agree with Northern MSS. against other Southern MSS., and the agreement 
cannot be regarded as one derived from their connection through the arche
type.1 That further G 7 and Mx are not reliable representatives of the 
Grantha and the Malayālam versions respectively, I have already pointed out 
in the Foreword to Faseicule 1 (p. v) . There remains oniy one other M S . 
( M 3 ) , which represents a moderately pure (Malayālam) tradition and must 

1 For instance, cf. v. I. I. 5. 26 (220*); 13. 34 (255*) ; 20. 15. 
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have acquired its °sarjanam, secondarily, through some complicated infiltra
tion of the reading of the vulgate. 

[188) In this instance, we have, moreover, a complex cross-agreement 
between the different versions. 

°śāsanam : K 0 . 1–2 D 2 + T 2 G 2 . 6 

°sarjanam : Vulgate (B D) + G 4 5 M - . 3 

Graphicaily there is no connection between the conflicting readings. The 
reading of the vulgate is found in only one M S . of the K group ( K 4 ) , an 
inferior conflated MS. It will thus be seen that the M S . evidence is utterly 
confused. That being se, I have adopted the reading °śāsmam, giving pre
ference to the side on which the majority of K stand, according to a principle 
enunciated in the Foreword to Fascicule 1 (p. vn). 

* * * 

I. 2. 9 6 : In the Editorial Note appended to Faseicule 3, I have given 
my reasons for selecting 7984 as the figure representing the number of ślokas 
in the Ādiparvan. That is the figure given by the India Office MS. (K,” 
and corroborated by the śāradā codex (Ś,”. It may, therefore, be regarded 
as the extent of the Śāradā version at any rate. I consider, as I have fre
quently stated, the śāradā (Kaśmīrī) version the best version now preserved, 
and my edition of the Ādiparvan is based mainly (though not wholly) on 
this version. 

I fully agree with W I N T E R N I T Z (op. cit. p. 6 1 ) that the Parvasaṃgraha 
argument is necessarily of secondary importance and should not be pressed 
too far.1 Be that as it may, it is extremely problematic whether we could 
make any use whatsoever of the Parvasaṃgrahal enumeration in the case of 
the Ādiparvan at least, because it will be difficult to compute the exact extent 
of this Parvan, and that for two reasons. Firstly, because this Parvan, as is 
well known, contains two lengthy prose adhyāyas (3 and 9 0 ) ; and it is diffi

cult to say f l 8 9 j now how the extent of the prose sections was computed by 
the compilers of the Parvasaṃgraha ; our sectionnumbers certainly can give 
no indication of the extent in " ś lokas! ' 2 Secondly, this Parvan alse contains 

1 The exaggerated importance U T G I K A R attached to the data of the Paivasaṃ– 
graha was, I believe, mainly due to his erroneous belief (induced probably by the 
misleading character of the text of the Kumbhakonam edition) that the Northern 
and Southern MSS. agreed completely with eath other in all material particulars 
for this adhyāya. The Kumbhakonam edition, which claims to he" an edition 
' ' mainly based on the South Indian texts ", presents a text of this adhyāya which 
is almost identical with that of the Calcutta and Bombay editions, taking no notice 
of the Southern divergences, while in other sections of the epic it introduces numer

ous innovations which are based on the Southern tradition. 0 

2 The lengths of the prose sections must have been computed on the basis of 
32 ahṣar‘asi to a śloka, but such a computation in the case of long prose sections can 
be only approximate. 



224 EPIc STUDIES 

a large number of Triṣṭubh-Jagatī stanzas, which again introduce an element 
of uncertainty in the computation. Was each Triṣṭubh-Jagatī stanza counted 
as one " śloka " or did the Bhāratacintakas compute the exact equivalent of 
these long-metre stanzas in " ślokas " ? No definite answer is possible as yet. 
The difference in the reckoning will be, however, between 40 and 50 per cent 
of the total. As a very rough estimate, the Ādiparvan may contain some¬
thing like 500 long-metre stanzas. This factor alone would then introduce 
a difference of a little less than 250 " ślokas ” in the total! 

We must, moreover, not lose sight of the fact that the reading of the 
number itself is never entirely free from doubt, since the MSS., as WINTER¬
NITZ remarks, differ sometimes quite essentially in the Parvasaṃgraha itself; 
the figures differ not by units or tens, but by hundreds, and even thousands in 
extreme cases.1 There can be no doubt, as I have pointed out elsewhere, 
that the text of the Parvasaṃgraha has been tampered with and designedly 
altered, in various ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated ver

sions of a later epoch.2 

These are some of the difficulties in the way of making any practical 
use of the figures recorded in the Parvasaṃgrahaparvan for fixing the text of 
the Mahābhārata. The computations may have some value for a Parvan 
in wnich there is no prose at all, which is almost wholly in Anustubh metre, 
and for which finally the Parvasaiṃgrahā figure is tolerably certain. 

It is quite within the range of probability, as far as I can judge now, 
that the extent of the critical text of a parvan may f l9Oj fall appreciably 
below or rise appreciably above the figure recorded in the second adhyāya, as 
is actually the case with about half the number of Parvans in the Calcutta, 
Bombay and Kumbhakonam editions when checked up with the figures given 
in their respective Parvasaṃgrahas.3 Moreover, unless it can be made prob

able that the compilation of this " Table of Contents ” is nearly synchronous 
with the final redaction of the Great Epic, this discrepancy will be without 
any cogency in questions relating to the constitution of the text. The value 
of a M S . or a version cannot be said to depend exclusively or even mainly 
upon its agreement with or diserepancy from the data of the Parvasaṃgraha. 
It must, in the first analysis, be regarded as depending upon some intrinsic 
criteria, upon the place it occupies in a logical and convincing scheme forrnu

1 Thus for the Virāṭaparvan, the Northern figure is 2050, the Southern 3500 ; 
the difference therefore is 1450 ślokas. 

2 Cf. the Editorial Note (2) appended to Fascicule 3 (p. iii). 
3 The actual number of ślokas falls below the Parvasaṃgraha figure in the 

following 10 Parvans : Ādi, Udyoga, Bhlṣma, Sauptika, Śānti, Anuśāsana, Aśva¬
medhika, ĀśramavāakS, Mausala and MaMprāsthānika ; while it rises above the 

other figure in the following 8 Parvans : Sabhā, Araṇya, Virāṭa, Droṇa, Karṇa, 
Śalya, Strī, and Svargārohaṇa, 
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lated to explain satisfactorily the evolution of the different extant versions 
and types of Mahābhārata MSS. 

It should further be carefully borne in mind that even if there is an exact 
agreement as to extent between a constituted text and the Parvasathgraha, 
this fact alone is no guarantee of the originality and the abselute correctness 
of the entire text, line for line ; because the same number of stanzas could be 
made up in innumerable different ways by accepting or rejecting, hesitatingly, 
stanzas of doubtful authenticity and uncertain documentation, of which there 
will always be a plentiful supply in every Parvan. 1 The difficulty will finally 
not be solved even if we happen to light upon a unique MS. which agrees 
with the Parvasaṃgraha exactly and we should adopt its text verbatim ; 
because there is every probability that while it satisfies the one criterion of 
extent given by the Parvasaṃgraha, it may not satisfy, in every respect, other 
and more exacting critical tests when compared, line by line and word by 
word, with other extant MSS. 

* * * 

[191) I. 2. 105 : paurmugamanath caiva éharmaputrasya dh%matufy. 
W I N T E R N I T Z is mistaken in thinking that the line is missing in the whole 

of K : it is missing in only twq MSS. of the group, albeit the best MSS. 
These MSS. (Ko. i) are, however, by no means infallible, as a careful study 
of the apparatus will show. Their evidence is, therefore, rebuttable and not 
conclusive. In this instance, not only does the line occur in the rest of N , 
but there is a corresponding line in S. I cannot think that the two lines : – 

Text. paurānugamanam caiva dharmaputrasya dhtmatah 
S (except Mx) : paurānukampā nirvedo dharmanajasyú dhtrrmtah 

could have arisen wholly independently of each other. Even though the pur

port of the lines is different, the construction is identical, which is a very 
important point in its favour. Either these lines are connected through the 
archetype, or else there is wholesale contamination between S and N except 
K 0 . !. The latter contingency being improbable in the extreme, we are led 
to conclude that there must have been a line of that description in the ori

ginal ; oniy its precise reading is doubtful ; the doubtful words have accord

ingly been indicated in the usual manner. 
* * * 

The problem of the Mahābhārata textual criticism, as I have pointed 
out already, is a problem sui generis. Here the principles of textual recon

struction, which must first be evolved from a study of the M S . material and 
the M S . tradition, can be considered as finally settled oniy after considerable 
discussion and exchange of ideas on the subject. I would, therefore, earn

estly request Prof. W I N T E R N I T Z to continue his searching and exhaustive 

1 See W I N T E R N H z , ABI. 5. 25. 
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examination of the fascicules as they are issued and publish periodically the 
results of his scrutiny, a proceeding which cannot but throw much-needed 
light on at least some of the difficult problems the editors have to face, and 
thus advance the cause of Mahābhārata studies. 

HI . Dr . Ruben on the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata* 

I am bound to form and express an opinion on the issues raised in the 
article "Schwierigkeiten der Textkritik des Mahābhārata” published in the 
current issue of the Acta Orientalia (vol. 8, pp. 2-10-256), in which the 
author, Dr. Walter RUBEN of the University of Bonn, has reviewed Fasci¬
cules 1-3 of my edition of the Ādiparvan, criticizing at considerable length 
and in great detail the principles underlying the preparation of the edition 
and the constitution of the text. 

From his diseursive remarks it is indeed hazardous to say what precise 
opinion R U B E N has formed of the critical edition. But it seems to me that 
his general verdict is anytning but favourable. 

It is not my intention to serutinize every statement of the writer and 
answer all his queries and criticisms ; nor is it incumbent on me to do so ; nor 
even necessary, as will appear from the sequel. I shall confine my remarks 
to a few points of outstanding importance in R U B E N ' S paper which might mis
lead the casual reader, creating an erroneous impression regarding the value 
of the results achieved by the critical edition. 

* * * 

The Bogey of Classical Phüology 

At the beginning of his paper (p. 241), the learned reviewer from Bonn 
formally recites the canon of the caturvarga of the Classical Philologist. The 
Classical Philology, we are explained, distinguishes : 1. Heuristics, i.e. as
sembling and arranging the entire material consisting of MSS. and testU 
mania in the form of a genealogical tree ; 2. Recensio, i.e. restoration of the 
text of the archetype ; 3. Emendatio, i.e. restoration of the text of the author ; 
4. " Higher Criticism,” Le. separation of the sources utilized by the author. 

p6O][ Tested on this touchstone of the classicist, the critical edition 
of the Mahābhārata is found wanting in no less than three items, namely, 
Nos. 1, 3 and 4. The third and the fourth items of the programme, R. points 
out, have been left wholly untouched ; even the first has by a long way not 
been done full justice to by the hapless editor ! 1 But as one reads on, one 
finds that the dereliction is after all not as serious as one might be led to 

* [ABoRI 11. 259-283]. 
1 R. has inadvertently omitted the mention of the 23 Devanāgarī MSS. in 

the description of my critical apparatus ; cf. op. cit. p. 24I. lines 3-6 from the bot
tom. 
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suppose at first. For, as regards No. l (Heuristics), R. himself admits that 
it is not yet possible to concentrate the entire material, and that in all likeli
hood it will be for ever impossible to prepare a genealogical tree of the 
Mahābhārata MSS. – As for No. 3 (Emendtstio), I must plead guilty to 
having perpetrated so far, perhaps semewhat unnecessarily, minor emenda
tions in 13 instances1 in about 3800 stanzas ; that is, on an average 1 emen
dation in a little under 300 stanzas. R. has not taken any notice of my con
jectural corrections ; I take it that he approves of them. I feel greatly flat
tered, I must confess, by R!s (implied) suggestion that I should have gone 
in more systematically and vigorously for emendation. Most scholars will, 
I fancy, be sincerely grateful that I have been so moderate and that I have 
declared it as my policy to give preference to interpretation over emenda
tion.2 – In speaking at all of " Higher Criticism " (No. 4 on the programme) 
in this connection, R. seems to show a lamentable lack of understanding of 
the objective of the edition, having mistaken evidently the beginning for the 
end of the critical work on the Mahābhārata. Higher Criticism can begin 
only after Lower Criticism has done its work, and not until then. And our 
critical edition is just laying the foundation of the Lower Criticism of the 
Great Epic. But I imagine, R. does not want to say anything special at all, 
when he mentions his " Höhere Kritik ". In the 1833 ślokas of the consti
tuted text (i=2l6l of the Bombay edition and 2208 of the Calcutta edition) 
se closely investigated by R. in the preparation of his erudite paper, he does 
not mention even a single passage where the " Höhere Kritik " could have 
[26i] earnestly and usefully " functioned ". The item is probably introduced 
here merely pro forma, as the fourth and last stage of the ariya-magga. 

But R. might have mercifully spared us this learned prooemium on the 
aims and methods of the Classical Philology and their application to the 
problem of the Mahābhārata textual criticism. The same thing has been 
said by others before R., more simply but with ample clearness and emphasis. 
In the paper3 he read at the XVII th International Congress of Orientalists 
(Oxford 1928), WINTERNITZ remarked : "The general principles followed in 
critical editions of classical texts, Greek or Latin or Sanskrit, can be applied 
to a critical edition of the Mahābhārata only with great limitations and 
modifications. It is simply impossible to trace a genealogical tree of all the 
MSS. of the Ādiparvan, and only in some cases are we able to state how 
MSS. are related to one another. On the whole, we have to be satisfied with 
a classification of the MSS. according to script, and the provinces to wnich 
they belong. And we have more often to refer to classes of MSS., than to 

1 In the first 86 adhyāyas, the following stanzas contain conjectural readings : 
I. I I . 15 ; 30. 7 ; 37. 10 ; 41. 5 ; 45. 15 ; 48. 9; 511 8; 57. 20; 68. 25; 711 36; 84. 
3, 13 ; 86. 5. 

2 Cf. Foreword to Fasc. 1. p. vi , column 2. 
3 Indof. Frag. vol. 1 (1929), pp. 58-68. 
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individual MSS.” 1 I had myself pointed out in the Foreword (p. ii) to 
Faseicule 1 that " it is impossible to apply to the Mahābhārata the special 
canons of textuai criticism which are derived from a study of classical (Greek 
and Latin) texts and which depend ultimately upon there being a more or 
less complete concatenation of copies and exemplars reaching finally back 
to a single authentic (written) archetype ”. 

And how would it be possible to apply to the Mahābhārata the canons 
of the Classical Philology in toto? Where has the Classical Philology, I 
should like to know, the necessary experience of dealing with a text with 
about a dozen recensions whose extreme types differ in extent by something 
like 13,000 stanzas (or 26,000 lines) ; a work which for centuries has been 
growing not only upwards and downwards but also laterally, like the Nyag¬
rodha tree, growing on all sides ; a codex which has been written in seven 
or eight different scripts, assiduously and lovingly copied through a long 
vista of centuries by a legion of devout – and perhaps mostly ignorant 
«[262][ and inefficient2 – copyists speaking different tongues ; a traditional book 
of inspiration which, in various shapes and sizes, has been the cherished 
heritage of one people continuously for several millennia and which to the 
present day is interwoven with the thoughts and beliefs and moral ideas of a 
nation numbering over two hundred million? No, the Classical Philology 
has no experience in deaiing with a text of this description, a work of such 
colossal dimensions and complex character, with such a long and intricate 
history behind it. That is why I have elsewhere also said that the problem 
of the Mahābhārata textual criticism is a problem sui generis.3 The method 
of the Mahābhārata textual criticism must be evolved from a special study 
of the Mahābhārata manuscripts and of the Mahābhārata manuscript tradi
tion. Its results and achievements can be judged oniy by a standard of its 
own. 

R U B E N ' S Exaggerations and Generalizations 
In his endeavour to maintain consistently an attitude of dogmatic doubt, 

R . has been unconseiously led to make wild exaggerations and rash generali
zations, which such a meticulous and captious critic as R . should have taken 
pains to avoid. 

Thus in one place (p. 2 4 2 ) , R . observes that the Śāradā MS. , as a mat
ter of fact, does not differ at all from other MSS. ! As a matter of fact, 
this statement of R . is demonstrably false. If a difference of sernething like 
1000 stanzas (which is probably the difference between the !śāradā and the 

1 See op. cit. p. 61. 
2 The critical note on I. 85. 20 mentions an instance whether the scribe (of 

K X ) has first copied the reverse of the folio of his exemplar and then the ob
verse ! 

3 See my '' Epic Studies I " (JBBRAS. vol. 4), p. 157. 
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Grantha versions of the Ādiparvan), not to speak of innumerable minor var
iants, is no difference, I should like to know what, in the opinion of R., 
would constitute a difference Did R. expect that the Kaśmīrī Mahābhārata 
would be a poem of 8800 slokas in Old Prakrit in which Kṛṣṇa was still a 
tribal hero ? 

On p. 253, R. remarks that every contextual criterion is problematic.1 This 
is a rash generalization. In the Editorial Note (3) appended to Faseicule 
4, I have now pointed out (p. ii f.) three passages for which there is the 
strongest in f263J trinsic probability, amounting to certainty, that they are 
interpolations in the recension in which they are found. Al l three are instan

ces in which according to the Northern recension the parties to be married were 
united oniy by a shadowy and clandestine form of marriage known as the 
Gāndharvavivāha, which is no marriage at all, while according to the Sou

thern recension (respectively, in one case, the Grantha version only) the 
same parties were married, so to say, in church, in due form, with great pomp 
and ceremony. I maintain that at least in these three instances the crite

rion of the intrinsic probability is not at all problematic. I challenge R. to 
prove the contrary. 

I shall mention oniy one other interesting instance of intrinsic proba

bility. In the Paulomaparvan, Ruru, while praying for the life of his wife 
who has just died from the bite of a venomous serpent, says (I. 9. 45) : 

" If I have (practised) charity, (if I have) practised penance, if I have 
duly served (my) Gurus, then on account of that (merit of these virtuous 
acts) let my beloved be restored to life ! As from (the moment of) my birth 
I have restrained myself and maintained my vows, so let the beautiful Pra¬

rnadvarā even now arise ! ” 
The fulfilment of Ruru's fervent utterance is thought to be due merely 

to the efficacy of his pious acts in the past : they by themselves operate as 
a charm or spell to restore to life the dead Framadvarā. This is a form of 
an " impersonal " prayer belonging to a œmparatively older stratum of reli

gious life and thought, which would never occur to an ortlinary interpolator. 
At this place, Glm a. 4 5 have some additional lines including the following 
prayer (233*). 

" If my faith in Kṛṣṇa, Vi§ṇu, Hṛṣīkeśa, the Lord of the Worlds, the 
Foe of the Asuras, unshakable, then let this beloved of mine be restored to 
l i f e ! " 

This belongs to a later stratum, the period of the Bhakti cult. This is 
just the thing that would be interpolated by a devout Vaiṣṇava, to whom the 
former prayer would be meaningless and unintelligible. 

I maintain that here also the intrinsic probability as to what is original 

* Cf. also RUBEN, up, cit. p. 244, 
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and what is inte1polation is so strong as to be conclusive in favour of the text 
and against G ^ 2 . 4 , 5 . No .[264] one with a modicum of the historical sense 
can doubt it. Can R. adduce even a shadow of a reason to show that the 
intrinsic evidence in this instance is in any degree problematic? Scores of 
illustrations of this character may be produced where the contextual evidence 
is not problematic at all, but quite definite and conclusive1 

R. (p. 254) has magnanimously set the seal of his approval on "Die 
Sage von Ṛṣyasṛṅga " by Professor LÜDERS 2 citing it approvingly as a piece 
of investigation that belongs to the coveted domain of emendatio. It is un

questionably that. Had R. now thought over the question a little more 
deeply than he appears to have done, he would have easily perceived that 
the whole thesis of " Die Sage von Ṛṣyaśṛṅga " rests on the exploitation of in

trinsic probability. There was, in fact, nothing else except the vulgate text 
before Prof. LÜDERS when he framed his brilliant hypothesis about the diffe

rent strata and the crosscurrents in the Mahābhārata version of that legend. 
If now every contextual criterion is so very problematic, then what is the va

lue, may I ask, of Prof. LĪ3DERS'S monograph, which R. professes to admire so 
fervently? R. has been contradicting himself in one and the same para¬

graph (p. 253 I.). 

Theoretically considered also, R. ' s proposition is untenable. When a text 
has been tampered with on a large scale, however careful and however ac

complished the interpolator may be, it is inconceivable that all the frills, 
patches and paddings added by the interpolator should remain for all time 
incapable of detection. It is inevitable that the interpolator should bungle 
something somewhere, produce a misfit, leave raw edges which do not meet. 
Therefore R!s dictum (p. 253) ‘‘ebenso problematisch ist sehliesslich je

des8 inhaltliche Kriterium" is, in the form in which he has put it, funda 
mentally wrong and is to be unhesitatingly rejected. 

Here is another instance of R!s misstatements. On p. 242 he observes 
that among the fifty MSS. collated for the Ādiparvan [265J there are not 
even two that may be directly connected with each other. This is of course 
a wild exaggeration. The two Arjunamisra MSS. show inter se no more 
difference than any two (carelessly made) copies of an original would show ; 
as a matter of fact – but this could not have been known to R. – they agree 
almost page for page. If they were not copied from the same original, their 
respective exemplars could not have differed from each other very consider

1 For instance, it is on grounds of intrinsic probability that Prof. LÜDERS 
(BLZ, Heft 24, Sp. 1142 f.) derides for and defends! the reading amrtam of the 
constituted text ( I . I. 201) . Here the documentary evidence is inconclusive, but 
Prof. LÜDERS isf on that account in no doubt as to which the true reading is. 

2 Nachr. d. Ges. d, Wiss. z. Göttingen, 1897, pp. 87ff. 
Italics mine. 
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ably. The same is the case with the three Nīlakaṇṭha MSS. The MSS. of 
the text as fixed by commentators (like Arjunamisra and Nīlakaṇṭha) are, 
in general, as like as two peas. The number of such replicas can be increased 
almost indefinitely. I have intentionally restricted their number to the mini

mum necessary for fixing the text of the respective versions, always giving 
preference to a divergent type. But even apart from such texts with com

mentaries, there is considerable similarity and kinship to be noticed among 
the different MSS. In the Editorial Note (2) appended to Faseicule 3 
(p. i i ) , I have demonstrated the kinship between ś± and Kv I pointed out 
there that "the India Office codex must be a transcript not merely of a 
Śāradā codex, but, as a careful comparison with Ś-. would show, of an ex
emplar very closely allied to lour śāradā codex ". This conclusion is supported 
by numerous other agreements throughout the Ādiparvan. That the three 
new Malayālam MSS. M<-. 7 . 8 again go back to the same original follows 
not merely from the numerous readings these MSS. have in common, but 
conspicuously from one particular mistake where they repeat inconsequen
tially, at the same point, a fragment of a stanza (1. 85. 25): püjayanttha loke 
nôsādhavafy. Further the four Grantha MSS. G l t 2 . 4. 5. (which will come 
up for detailed diseussion below) must go back to a not very distant com

mon original. Tnis group has not only numerous readings in common, but 
it contains quite a considerable number of interpolations peculiar to itself.1 

Their close affinity is, however, placed beyond the pale of reasonable doubt 
by the fact that they all contain a stanza (294*) interpolated at a place where 
it is, as will presently be shown, se thoroughly irrelevant that with it the pas

sage does not construe even ! 

It will thus be seen that these generalizations of R. are absolutely un< 
warranted. They appear to have been introduced [266] by R. merely for 
the satisfaction of having made some pointed and effective little statement. 

The Four Types of Variants. 

After pointing out that no pedigree of the Mahābhārata MSS. is pos

sible, R. proceeds (p. 243) to consider the different types of characteristic 
combinations among the variants, whose consideration must take the place 
of the formation of the usual genealogical tree. He distinguishes four diffe

rent types of constellations. They are as follows : I. Complete Agree

ment, where the two recensions N and S register one concordant reading ; 
2. No Agreement, where N and S stand opposite to each other with two 
divergent readings ; 3. CrossAgreement, where a part of N agrees with a 
part of S against the rest of N , which latter agrees with the rest of S ; 4. 
Partial Agreement, where a part of N stands against S and the rest of N (or 
vice versa). 

1 See infra p. 273J. 
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Diagrammatically the four types of constellations may be represented 
thus. 

Type No. 1 : Complete Agreement : N = S 

Type No. 2 : No Agreement: N =̂= S 

Type No. 3 : CrossAgreement : N i ^ N 2 

S l
X

S 2 
Type No. 4 : Partial Agreement : Ni v N 2 N . 

I ¾ 
Type No. 1 (Ni=S). In this case l have assumed that the concordant 

reading of N and S must be postulated as having already belonged to the 
archetype. To my proposition R. adds the rider that there is a possibility 
that even such a concordant reading (or feature) might have been an inno

vation made in one recension and then borrowed in toto by the other recen

sion. He cites (p. 244) Mmāyana, Ayodhyā 6 (Bombay ed.), which (ac

cording to R.) is an interpolation in one recension, which had been borrowed 
en bloc by the other (independent) recension. R!s proposition would be a 
contradiction in terms ; only he takes care not to put forward the proposition 
in this form. 

If the two recensions N and S of the Mahābhārata should have an in

terpolation in common, they would not be (truly) independent. But these 
recensions must be assumed to be independent, and R. would not be able to 
prove any "second[267~fary interrelationship'' between N as a whole and 
S as a whole, at least for the Ādiparvan. Should there be found a passage 
which stands in such an apparent disagreement with the context that it may 
(a priori) be regarded as an interpolation, it would be no more difficult – 
in fact it would be, in my opinion, far easier and much more natural – to as

sume that the contradiction was already present in the " archetype.’' before 
the bifurcation of the recensions than to premise that one independent re

cension had borrowed it from another independent recension. 
For example, adhyāyas 1 and 4 of the Ādiparvan begin with the iden

tical sentence, depicting the identical situation, that the Sūta approaches the 
Ṛṣis assembled in the Naimiṣa forest at the twelveyear sacrificial session of 
Śaunaka. This implies that a new beginning is made at adhyāya 4, totally 
ignoring whatever has gone before it in the text as it now stands. Both pas
sages occur with minimal variations in both recensions. It is evident that 
this double beginning (adhy. 1 and 4), as we find it in our version of the 
Mahābhārata, was not conceived and depicted by one and the same poet. 
But it does not at all follow therefore that the interpolation was first made 
in one recension of our text and was subsequently borrowed by the other 
from this recension. There are various possibilities.1 Perhaps both versions 

1 Cf. H O L T Z M A N N , Das Mahābhārata, 2. 12, 
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of the beginning lay before the diaskeuasts of the last redaction of the Ma¬

hābhārata : one giving the very useful table of contents, the other containing 
some interesting old tales of gods, Ṛṣis and serpents. They were not consistent 
in juxtaposition, but each was too good to lose. The redactors put both in, 
making but a poor compromise. This is one possibility. The other possi

bility is that one of these sections was composed and tacked on to an existing 
version of the beginning by the diaskeuasts of the last redaction themselves, 
using the same opening device. That would only show – as R . himself con

cedes in another connection (p. 254) – that though we might regard the ori

ginal epic as a more or less homogeneous [ 2 6 8 ] work, the archetype of our 
MSS. already contained some inconsistencies and contradictions.1 

Type No. 2 (N–T–S). I agree with R . that when there is a conflict between 
N and S and they stand opposite to each other with two divergent readings, 
no definite decision is, in general, possible as to which is the original; the 
versions should a priori be placed on an equal footing and treated with im

partiality.2 Accordingly, in such cases, I have adopted as stopgap the 
reading of N , placing a wavy line below it, to show that the reading is uncer

tain. R . mentions an exception to this procedure of mine, but 
the exception is only apparent. R . has failed to understand my motives in 
departing from my usual practice in the solitary instance of the benedic

tory stanza with which the epic begins (Nārāyaṇaṃ namaskṛtya etc.). I 
have printed it above the line not because it is found in K 0 1 or in K or even 
in N , but simply as a maṅgala. I am aware that the stanza is missing in S. 
There is, therefore, every probability that it did not belong to the archer 
type. I am also fully aware that the stanza is a characteristic mark of the 
works of the Bhāgavata sect and not peculiar to the Mahābhārata. 3 There is, 
however, the fact that all our MSS. of the Ādiparvan begin with some bene

dictory stanza. These stanzas have probably usurped now the place of some 
simpler maṅgala with which the epic once began. No orthodox Hindu work 
can begin without a maṅgala ; and this edition of the Mahābhārata, critical 
though it be, is and remains a Hindu work, which could not dispense with 

1 For instance, the story of the birth of Bhīṣma contains a patent contradic

tion. The reason why the Vasus were cursed by Vasiṣṭha as given in adhy. 91 
0= 96 of the Bombay text) is quite different from and inconsistent with that 
given in adhy. 93 ( = 9 9 of the Bombay text). Both versions occur, in substan

tially identical form, in both recensions. –  Cf. also the passage regarding the eight 
forms of marriage (I. 67. 812) in the Śakuntalā episode. The passage is made 
up of two different and mutually inconsistent systems of rules, taken from two 

different sources, 11cd and 12ab have been borrowed from a context which men¬
tions only five forms of marriages ; cf. (K.) 13. 79. 9 and DAHLMANN, Das Ma¬
hābhārata pp. 203 ff. The same passage, with some variation, but with the same 

inconsistency, occurs in Manu (3. 21-26). 
2 See my "Epic Studies 1" (JBBRAS Vol. 4 ) , p. 163. 
3 B Ü H L E R , Indian Studies, 2. 4 (footnote 2 ) . 

16 
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a maṅgaia. M y recognition of the unoriginal character of the stanza is, 
however clearly implied by the fact that I have omitted to give the [269J 
stanza a number, differing in tnis respect conspicuously from the earlier edi

tions, which treat it as the first stanza of the epic and an integral part of the 
text. 

The Position of Gj 2 ,4 ,Ö . 

One of the most perplexing forms of variation in the Mahābhārata text is 
Type No, 4, namely. Partial Agreement. The critical apparatus is a verit

able labyrinth of complicated and intermingled versions, each with a long 
and intricate nistory of its own behind it. We have unfortunately no single 
thread to guide us out of the maze, but rather a multitude of strands inter¬

twined and entangled and leading along divergent paths. How difficult it 
is to find one's way in tnis maze may be realized from the fact that so pains¬

taking and able a critic as R., despite his close and conscientious study of 
the critical apparatus, could totally lose his bearings the moment the network 
gets a little more complicated than usual. 

The really perplexing part of the whole tangle is that while the agree

ments of §! K X with S are mostly authentic and fundamental, those of 
G X . 2 . 4. 5 with N are mostly secondary and spurious. Let us first consider 
the position of the group Gt 2 . 4 . 6 , which appears to have caused R. most 
trouble. I shall state the case as it has been put forward by R. himself 
(p. 249 I.). 

Suparṇādhyāya 19 contains a conversation of Garuḍa with his father 
Kaéyapa. Garuḍa introduces himself as patatam varispha and makes some 
polite inquiries regarding his father (kaccid vas tāta kuśalam gfhe^u) and his 
mother (kaccit.. .mā/lā na śocati). The father replies that they are doing 
well at home (vedāham etat kuśalam g↑hesu) and then pronounces a blessing 
on Garuda (..Ava raksatu.. .rco yajümsi ; then svastyaymam). This con

versation assumes in the Mahābhārata (I. 25. 725) the following form. 
Garuḍa asks his father for some new and substantial food and the father re

commends the mammoth elephant and tortoise (as in Suparṇa 13. 1 f. Ga– 
ruḍa's mother does) and proceeds to relate their history. In this seene 
the contents of the Supa1rṇ. are to be found in the "interpolated’' verses 
(here adapted to the new contents). In the beginning (32 4*: K 0 . 3 . 4 Ñ V 
B D T a ) , the father asks Garuḍa if he is doing well " in respect of food" 1 

(kaccid vafy kuśalam [270] nitiyam bhojane) ; the three lines of this N in
terpolation (says R.) correspond to the equally long S interpolation (326*: 

1 This is R!s rendering (''fragt nath seinem Wohlergehen ' i n Bezug aul das 
Essen’"); but he has evidently misunderstood the line, which may be translated 
thus: ''Have you (all) been doing well? (have you had) always plenty of 
food?". 
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G1. 2. 4. s)- in which Garuḍa introduces himself as patatām śreṣṭha. In 
both these N and S groups there follows a common interpolation (327*) in 
which Garuḍa says that his mother is well (mātā me kuśalā), etc. At the 
end of the seene follows in these MSS. (Ñ V B D Tt G. 2 . 4. 5 ; in K^. 4 
only partly) the blessings of the father (335* svastyayanam.. .rco ya

jūṃṣi). 

Garuḍa has stolen the Amṛta ; Indra hurls at him his Vajra ; Garuḍa 
shows his strength and drops just one feather (Mbh. L 29. 19 = Suparṇ. 
27. 6) . Mbh. I. 29. 23 is similar to Suparn. 28. 2 (Indra then tries to 
make friends with Garuda); Suparṇ. 28. 3 is similar to Mbh. I. 30. 4 ff. 
(Garuḍa boasts about his great strength) «1 In Suparṇ. 28. 1 it is narrated 
that out of Garuda's feather, which had split in three parts (chinnam tridhā 
tat kuliśena patram), there sprang the peacock, the " two-mouthed serpent-
lords " and the mongoose. The last three pādas of this stanza are interpo 
lated at this place in K 0 . 4 (358*); the first finds an echo in 361*, an inter
polation of T 2 G i . 2 . 4 5 (tridhā kṛtvā tadā vajram). K 0 4 has then further 
actually cited verbatim Supaiṇ. 28. 3 in 365*. 

R. admits that in the second scene K 0 . 4 unquestionably cite Suparṇ. 
Further 361*, according to R again, is to be judged similarly. That is an 
interpolation in the S MSS., the same stanza of the Suparṇ. (28. 1) having 
hovered before the eyes of the interpolators as in the case of those who in

terpolated 358* in K 0 4 After pointing out all this R. asks: "Should one 
now regard the first seene also as an interpolation made independently in N 
and S ? Consider that G x . 2. 4. 5 agree quite frequently in this episode with 
N (I. 20. 15 ; 301* ; 329*; 343*), that they alone have a remarkably large 
number of interpolations, and that 340* is found only G l é 2 i 4 > 5 M and cor

responds to Supaiṇ. 13. 4 – Has the G group then p 7 l J interpolated the 
passage under the influence of the Suparṇ. and in its turn influenced the N 
groups? S u [ K T H A N K A R ] gives in I. 20. 1 the diametrically opposite answer 
with an assurance which is out of place in such difficult passages. It cannot 
even be strictly proved that these " interpolations in the first seene, wnich 
are common to N and S, are not an old remnant of the archstype.'' 

There are in the Ādiparvan far more complicated passages than this ; 
this is one of the simpler complications. 1 shudder at the thought of what 

1 It is by no means certain that (as R. sayá, p. 249) the stanzas which are 
common to the Mbh. and the Suparṇ. have been borrowed by the Suparṇ. from the 
Mbh. I believe, on the contrary, that the Suparṇ, has to be looked upon here as 
the source from whith the stanza in question have been taken over by the epic. 
Four of the stanzas are nearly identical in the two works, because they occur as ślo

kas in the Suparṇ, and could be utilized by the redactors of the epic version with¬

out change of metre and with some triffing change of language. 
2 R. means the passaged whith have been regarded as interpolations by me 

and excluded from the text. 
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R. would have done if he had to handle one of the really difficult cases of 
conflation.1 In the present case, it can, as it happens, be strictly proved 
that the doubtful passages of the first scene, which are common to certain N 
groups and S groups, are interpolations and no rest of the archetype. Also 
I may repeat here most emphatically what I have said in the note on 1. 20. 1 
that the irrelevant insertion of 294* in G 1 ( 2 . 4 m 5 is irrefutable evidence of the 
contamination of these four Grantha MSS. from late Northern sources. 

We shall consider the second point first. I imagine, R. has misunder

stood or overlooked the little word "irrelevantly” in my note on L 20. 1. 
Otherwise he would have tried to visualize the passage, by reconstructing it 
carefully from the critical notes,.and then he would have surely come to the 
same conclusion as I . Al l that is necessary in order to prove that 29A* is 
an interpolation in the Grantha group is to cite the passage in extenso. Here 
is a transcript of the passage as it is found in G 2 , the better preserved of 
the two Grantha MSS. belonging to the Bombay Government collection, col

lated for the Ädiparvan. 

App. I No. 13? : » : , 

<r¾fct ¾ ~^r *^HI<3I & ft*m. [ 5 ] 

2 9 4 * : JTf r ^ r ^ ¾ T : *ftpRt ¾Uwi½*i: t 

?5TWī: 5TOTO ÍTTOĪT: I 

I. 20. 1: ¾ S¾¾"HtHwj Sf>t¾?ffi3?r iff I 

^Md¾^ll5RRt 3T fö<C!f¾5T 3ftePīī I [ 10 ] 

2: fifäpzr =-f 5 T f ^ I ^ ¾ - « l ¾  ^ ¾ M I ¾ d l < I 

Even a cursory reading of the passage will show that lines 78 of this 
passage (which constitute 294*) are thoroughly irrelevant here. The lines 
comprise merely a string of attributes of Garuda. There is no finite verb in 

1 That would happen when the interpolation may have filled out a factitive 
lacuna or what looks like a lacuna in the archetype. Cf. the case discussed by 
B E L J L O N I  F I L I P P I in his paper in the next footnote. 

3 In the stimulating article entitled "11episoidio di Kadrü e d Vinatā ne!11 
edizione critica del Mahābhārata" (Traduzioni di epiea indiana II) published in 
the Ascoli Memorial volume SUhge Linguistica (Torino 1930), F . B E L L O N I  F I L I P P Ī 

justifies the excision of passage No. 13 of App. I (Bombay text I. 22. 13), showing 
that the lacuna is only apparent and the textus smplkwr is quite in order. 

C272] 
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the sentence and there is no reference to Garuḍa in the foregoing or follow

ing lines. The only rational explanation of this state of things is that the 
lines were interpolated in an ancestor of Glm 2 . 4 . 5 by a clumsy copyist, who 
had missed the right place by four stanzas. Such mistakes occur frequently 
in Indian MSS. because the additional lines were, as a rule, first written in 
the narrow margin of the M S . and a small mark was made to indicate the 
point of insertion. Should the mark get obliterated, the lines would be in

serted by the next copyist wherever he considered they belonged or fitted 
best. If those lines (294*) belonged to the archetype of our MSS. we 
should have to assume that they were accidentally misplaced in a subgroup 
of the Grantha version, omitted (for an unknown reasen) in another group 
of MSS« K!.g D 2 T 3 6 M and are found in their correct place only in 
lo.2.4 N V i B D (except D 2 ) . Is this plausible? I can hardly think that R. 
would say se. I am inclined to believe that R. had failed to realize how the 
passage actually read in this particular subgroup of the Grantha version. 
Taking all things into consideration, it is difficult to escape from the con

clusion that an ancestor of the Grantha subgroup had been compared with 
some M S . or MSS. of the Northern recension which contained the spurious 
passage 294*. This is the first important fact to remember with regard to 
this interesting subgroup of the Grantha version. It is quite in harmony 
with [273J the other fact that this group contains 25 interpolated passages 
in 52 adhyāyas (2475) or about 2000 stanzas, which have not been found 
se far anywhere else. They are : 320*, 322*, 326*, 330*, 337*, 345*, 351* 
(third line!), 357*, 363*, 364*, 368*, 371*, 373*, 382*, 386*, 387*, 388*, 
406*, 519*, 584*, 636*, 705*, 706*, 741*, 755*. This group moreover con

tains in the same section the following 10 passages which it shares only with 
two or three other MSS. (in some written only on the margin) : 312*, 348*, 
353*, 399*, 4!04*, 421*, 423*, 442*, 469* (phalaśruti !), 831*. How these 
passages originate is sernewhat of a mystery. But as no one would be so 
inane as to maintain that these are rests of the archetype preserved only in 
a sub-group of the Grantha version and lost without a trace elsewhere, not 
only in the remaining MSS. of the Grantha version but in all other versions 
of both recensions as well, we are inevitably led to the conclusion that this 
sub-group of the Grantha version must present a text exceptionally heavily 
padded with indiscriminate additions. This noteworthy fact renders its ag
reements with N immediately suspect. And a priori also it is more likely 
that, when there is agreement between a sub-group of one version and some 
entirely different version or versions, the sub-group is the borrower. It may 
further be pointed out that 294* is by a long way not the oniy passage which 
this sub-group of the Grantha version shares with the vulgate text, against 
the ‚rest of the Grantha version together with the Śāradā-Kaśmīrī and the 
Malayālam versions. Here is a list of these passages (in adhyāyas 20-43), 
wnich must all be assumed to be interpolated in the sub-group in question 

16A 
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under the influence of some M S . or MSS. on which the text of the vulgate 
is based, that is, of some late Northern sources.: 29 4*, 301*, 307*, 327*, 
329*, 335*, 3 4 I*, 3 43*, 355*, 385*, 392*, 393*, 396*, 402*, 411*, 419*, 
etc. 

After this preamble we may proceed to consider the case of the Su¬

parṇ. passage. Here the indebtedness of G^ 2. 4. 5 to the Northern recen

sion is equally clear and would have been manifest to R., had he but attempt

ed to visualize the whole passage as it stands in the sub'group instead of 
contenting himself with merely counting the number of lines. R!s initial 
mistake lies in thinking that 324* and 326* are equivalent passages, whereas 
the passages, although of the same length and inserted at the same point, 
are utterly different in contents and have an entirely different significance. 
The passage 324* f274J contains a kuśala-question and an inquiry as to whe
ther Garuḍa gets enough to eat ; 326*, on the other hand, contains a question 
as to where Garuḍa is going in such hurry ! Remembering this and reading 
the various passages together, the relationship between the MSS. will be 
clear. It is again a case of irrelevant insertion in the conflated group. The 
passage in question reads in the different M S . groups as under. 

Ko.3.4 Ñ V X B D T ‚ 

(7ab and 324*1) 

-rf¾W ~IĪ3-T át% ̂ Tffi" -If I 

Gi . 2 . 4 . 5 

( 7ab and 326* ) 

-T-F¾ -fcīcrt ¾%t srIH i-f"-Tf¾"Ct S¾¾ 

f ¼ ^ ^ % q : %mm^ 1 

( ~T~ I ) 

K 0 . 3. 4 Ñ V t B D Ti G 2 . 4 . 5 

(327*) 

–jn=–i 1 
m~n ¾ "i~sn ¾n~T ~¾rr i. 

Placed in this way, the reader will see at a glance that while 327* is a 
proper rejoinder to the query in 324,* it is totally irrelevant after 326*; be

cause in G2 4. 5, in reply to Kaéyapa's question where Garuḍa is going, Ga¬

ruda says "My mother is well, so is my brother, and se am I" etc. This 
clearly shows that in G 2 4 . 5 , 327* is a secondary interpolation. Then the 
question arises whether 326* could be a rest of the archetype. The probabi

lity of this being so is reduced to nil not merely by the fact that the passage 
is found only in the higniy inflated group G l t 2 < 4 . 5 > but also from the note

worthy circumstances (which I fear has escaped the vigilant R.) that in 
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G1. 2. 4 . s, 7ab has been altered from prstaś cākhyātavān pitulj> to Kāśyapam 
diptatejasam in order to accommodate the additional lines. In any case 
these interpolations are not common to N and S, as erroneously believed by R. 

The history of these interpolations must be something like the following. 
The question (wnich is missing in S except T-t) and the answer (which is 
found only in T x G 2 . 4. 5 of the S MSS.) regarding Garuḍa's gastronomic 
requirements (324* and 327*) were interpolated in a part: of N (namely, 
the base of the vul-[275)gate), inspired by Suparṇ. 19. 2. Independently 
there was inserted in G i 2. 4 . 5 a question by Kāśyapa (" Where are you 
going with such speed ? ”) in anticipation of the reply of Garuḍa in 1. 25, 7 
cd, an interpolation which probably has nothing to do with the Suparṇ, 
Subsequently, after comparison with some MS. or MSS. of the N recension, 
the answer of Garuḍa 327* (which, as I have remarked above, fits only to the 
question in 324*) was irrelevantly added in an ancestor of G± 2 . 4 . 5 by an 
ignorant copyist after 326*, where it does not fit in the least ! This second 
mistake of the copyist of an ancestor of G 2 2 . 4 . 5 is another valuable piece of 
irrefutable evidence of the contamination of these four G MSS. from some 
late Northern source. 

I have remarked above that the māṅgalya or svastyayana (335*) before 
L 25, 26 must also be regarded as an interpolation. This follows for one 
tiling from the M S . evidence, and is corroborated by the fact that the words 
of the sūta : sa tac chrutvā pitur vākyam refer clearly to Kaéyapa's directions 
as to what Garuḍa should next do and ignore the intervening the long māṅ¬

galya altogether. That is why the vulgate aiters śrutvā to smjtvā ! 
The reader need be not sceptical about the possibilities of such indiscrimi¬

nate conflation and addition. The critical apparatus, if closely scrutinized 
and properly understood, will reveal numerous instances of a similar charac
ter. Even a close study of the Kumbhakonam edition, prepared in our own 
times by two excellent Southern Pandits, will throw some light on the men
tality of the old redactors of the Mahābhārata : parallel and even contradic
tory versions are placed quite unconcernedly side by side, regardless of the 
effect on the reader, regardless of the fact that sentences are left hanging in the 
air, that passages do not construe. Here one notices above all the anxiety 
that nothing that was by any chance found in a Mahābhārata MS. chould 
be lost. Everything was carefully preserved, assembled in a picturesque dis
array. The guiding principle was to make the Mahābhārata a ‘‘thesaurus 
of all excellences, ” culled no matter from what source. At the beginning of 
his commentary on the Sanatsujātīya, 1 Nilakaṇṭha naively remarks : 

1 Cf. Udyoga 42. See also T E L A N G , Sacred Baaks of the East, vol. 8, 
p. 203 f.; and W I N T E R N I T Z , Ind, Ant. 27 (1898). 128. 
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That is why it is safe to assume that far more stanzas must have been 
added to the Great Epic than omitted from it. It follows from this as a co¬
rollary that the archetype must almost completely – if not quite completely – 
be contained in the extant M S S . 1 

It will thus be seen that the assurance with which I have spoken (in the 
note on 1. 20. 1) of the contamination of G±, 2 . 4. 5 from late Northern sour
ces is amply justified ; and that the passages common to this sub-group and 
the vulgate text (324*, 326*, 327*) mentioned by R. are in fact interpolations 
and no remnants of the archetype. 

The Position of K. 

If I understand R. (v. 248, lines 1-3) right – his remarks are semewhat 
confused – he questions the propriety of my treating the concordant readings 
of the Southern recension and the Kaśmīrī (Śāradā) version (against the 
rest of N ) as original readings. But in the course of the same paragraph, 
he expresses his unqualified approval of the procedure of Prof. LÜDERS in 
accepting as original the consensus of G and B (against the rest of N ) . Now, 
as a matter of documentary probability, there is no difference whatsoever 
between the consensus of K and S against B D on the one hand and the 
consensus of B and G against D on the other ; because the relationship bet
ween the different versions must be one of the following type : 

Ur-~Mahābhārata 

N 

*S (*K) *N *B *D *T *G * M 

where X is the intermediate archetype of the vulgate, and * K , *B, etc. are 
the (uncontaminated) archetypes of K , B , etc. 

[ 2 7 7 J If Prof. LÜDERS gives preference to the consensus of B and G 
against the D MSS., it is to be presumed that hé would likewise give prefer 
ence to the consensus of K and S against B (with or without D ) , Let us see 
what Prof. LÜDERS himself has to say on the point : 2 

" . . . .Dagegen ist es sehr erfreulich zu hören, dass von Adhy. 26 an noch 
ein altes iśāradā-Manuskript auf Birkenrinde zu Gebote steht, voraussichtlich 
der einzige vollkommen schte Vertreter der Kāśmīri-Version. 

“ Das ist um so mehr zu begrüssen, als die Kaśmīrī–Version den relativ 
ältesten Text des Epos bietet. M i t keiner der übrigen nördlichen Versionen 

1 Cf. RUBEN, op. cit. p. 245. 
¾ Deutsche Literatur zätmg, 1930, Heft. 24, Sp. 1141-
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stimmen aber die südlichen Handschriften so genau überein wie mit der 
Kāśmīri-Version. Andererseits zeigt diese keine der offenkundigen Zusätze 
der südlichen Rezension. Die räumlich weite Getrenntheit der beiden Hand¬
schriftengruppen schliesst die direkte Abhängigkei der südlichen Rezension 
von der Kāśmīri–Version nahezu aus. Es ist daher anzunehmen, dass da, wo 
die beiden in Lesarten zusammenstimmen, die Lesungen des ältesten Textes, 
der erreichbar ist, vorliegen. Zu dieser Beurteilung des Verhältnisses der 
Kaśmīrī und der südlichen Handschriften, die Sukthankar vertritt, war auch 
ich bereits bei der Herstellung der Druckprobe gelangt? wenn mir auch von 
der Kaśmīrī-Version nur die ziemlich nachlässig geschriebene Handschrift der 
Bibliothek des India Office 2137 vorlag... . Selbstverständlich kann auch die 
Kāśmīrī-jVersion Textanderungen enthalten, und der Herausgeber ist meines 
Erachtens im Rechte, wenn er gelegentlich der Bangālī-Version, mit der die 
Maithilī-Version und der Text des Arjunamisra in allgemeinen zusammen
gehen, da wo sie mit den südlichen Handschriften übereinstimmt, den Vorzug 
gegeben hat!' 

Prof. LÜDERS, in other words, unhesitatingly endorses my procedure. 
Herr Dr. R U B E N dissents ! 1 am content to leave it at that. 

The Extent of the Virātaparvan 
When I adopted 2050 as the figure2 representing the extent of the Virāṭa¬

parvan, I did not do so, as R. says (p. 251), [278][ under the influence of 
U T G I K A R or anybody else. M y chief reasen for adopting the figure was that 
it represents the reading of the majority of K supported by the Maithilī 
MS. (Vi) and Nilakaṇtha version (Dn). When Nīlakaṇṭha adopts it, 
there is a certain amount of probability of its being well represented in the 
old Northern MSS. of his time. I cannot say whether R. knows that it is the 
reading of all printed editions as well; it looks as though he does not. 

Now let us consider the claims of the other variants. S has an obviously 
inflated text.3 This inflated text appears to have been recounted in the South 
by the diaskeuasts and the Parvasaṃgraha figure altered accordingly to 3500.* 
So the reading of S may be left out of consideration altogether. The other 
Northern variants are as follows : 

2015 : œtaī: Ψ«K¾<i ā K 3 

2300 • 5ftf&r 3?t^-nft ^ Ki VIm B.2 . 3 . *m D?. 12 .14 

2500 : q^ ^¾^cuf t =~T B 4 D 2 

1 Italics mine ! 
2 See my remarks in ' 'Ep ic Studies II ", pp. 188ff. supra, on the value of the 

figures in the Parvasaingraha. 
3 See LÜDERS, " Ueber die Grantharecension des Mahābhārata" , Abh. d. Ges. 

d. Wiss. z. Göttingen, 1901. p. 52. 
4 See Editorial Note (2) toī Fasc. 3, p. in. 
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cT¾n ΨZ 5l3īft Ko B1 Da D J 3 

>*SfaP. " " l i % ~f Dr Di 
Only one thing that is plain in the midst of the prevailing confusion is 

that the text has been counted and the figure adjusted more than once. The 
pañcadaśaiva of K–, however, is obviously only a corruption of paneā§ad eva 
of the text.1 Thus the text reading represents the reading of K except K 0 . i . 
There is no adequate reason for giving preference here to the readings of K 0 

or K j , because they not only disagree among themselves, but each finds only 
desultory support from other Northern MSS. What could the editor do under 
these circumstances but leave the reading of the vulgate (supported by the 
majority of K ) in possession and mark it as doubtful? The text figure 
appears, however, in a certain measure, to be supported and even made prob
able by the facts of the case ; because there are in existence, as a matter of 
fact, a few MSS. of the textws simplicior (F A M ) 2 – and with the constantly 
operating f279J urge towards inflation their number will be necessarily small 
--which are approximately of that length. 

The figure 2500, I must confess, I cannot adequately explain.3 But as 
regards 2300, which approximately represents the extent of the vulgate text 
and which is documented by B 2 . 5 . 4 m among others, one may hazard the 
guess that it represents the measure of the text of that section of the Bangālī 
version in which the K a l i (or Durgä) hymn had been first niterpolated along 
with some other accretions. A l l things considered, I think I was perfectly 
justified in adopting in the Parvasaṃgraha the reading wnich I did adopt. 

What R. mea!ns4 by saying (p. 251) that the reading of the archetype 
might have been : 

is beyond my comprehension. Does he mean that I chould have set this 
(imaginary) line in the constituted text in place of the one which I have, 
or does he oniy want to show that he can compose an Anu§ṭubh line ? If it 
is the latter, I will readily admit that the line is metrically, grammatically 
and stylistically impeccable, and does him credit. As we do not, however, 
want to rewrite the Mahābhārata, such manufactured lines have no value 
for us. The only sound test of the correctness of a reading is the evidence 

1 The only difference between K 3 and the text is that the former has 
°cadaśai° for °cāsade° of the latter 

2 UTGIKAR did not realize it, but I surmise that his F A M are also MSS. of 
the K version, that is, Devanagati transcripts? of Śāradā originals. 

34 I surmise that it is the extent of some composite text (like that prepared 
by the scholiast Ratnagarbha), comprising the vulgate text plus some interesting 
additions gleaned from the Southern recension. 

* A line made up by R. on the basis of UTGIKAR'S statement that there are 
1729 stanzas common to N and S. 
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of MSS. In overriding this evidence, R. is unguardedly opening wide the 
door to a subjective " Höhere Kritik ”, which is the only thing that we must 
rigorously avoid doing at this stage of the Mahābhārata studies and which 
R. would be the first to deprecate if any one else were to attempt it. 

Ruben constitutes the Text 
At the end of his paper R. has appended, as a specimen, the text of 3 

stanzas ( I . 26. 13), as it should be constituted. The reader who has waded 
through 15 pages of R!s disquisition on the complicacies of the Mahābhārata 
textual criticism will be amazed to discover that notwithstanding the over

whelming mass of variants and " additional ” lines wnich stand at the 
•[280]. disposal of the exacting critic and despite the alarming theoretical 
doubts and seruples expressed by R. in the earlier part of his paper, his con

stituted text differs from mine principally in the readings of two aksaras, and 
the addition of a line which he himself subsequently (p. 256) admits to be 
a probable interpolation ! The difference between our readings is as follows. 
In line 1 he hesitatingly sets °mātre1 for my °mātrā, and in line 3 bhanktva 
for my bhagnām. R. (doubtfully) decides in favour of °matte on the ground 
that it is a lectio difficilwr and according to R. himself – of course in another 
place (p. 253) – the criterion of the lect. diff. is problematic and proves 
nothing. Here is a neat little paradox : R. prefers the lect. diff. and sets it 
in the text, because the criterion of the lect. diff. is problematic and proves 
nothing ! – As regards the second word, R. admits that though he prefers 
bhanktva, the differentiation from (an original) bhagnām to bhanktvā may 
be an innovation (p. 256). 

The other difference in the text as constituted by R. and by me lies in 
the underlining of the uncertain parts of the text. Let me at once admit that 
I have been rather remiss in showing the uncertain portions in this passage 
The device is a practical makeshift and by its very nature hard to apply 
strictly and consistently. But the difficulty is not solved by R.'s marking 
below the text wavy and straight, single and double lines, in season and out 
of seasen, as soon as he espies a variant in the critical apparatus. An edition 
prepared on R's plan would be indeed not critical but hypercritical. Even 
a constituted text is after all a text, meant to be read like any other text, 
and not a chart of the aberrations of careless copyists of the last two millen

nia. While it would be foolish to underline bhagnām (line 2) merely on the 

1 Even with his reading, R!s translation is inaccurate. The translation should 
be : " Aber kaum hatte der übermächtige Ganiḍa (den Baum) mit seinen Füssen 
berührt, als der Ast des Baumes abbrach", etc. and not "Nachdem (der Baum) 
von Garuḍa berührt war, brath von ihm ein Ast," etc. R.'s translation omits tu, 
padbhyām and bañyasā and ignores the force of °mutra – (ifc.) ! – With R!s reading 
°mātre, the word sä in line 1 (for whith there is no variant even in T G M X ) re

mains unclaimed and has to be forcibly connected with śākhā in the middle of the 
following line. Altogether the reading adopted by R. is unsatisfactory. 
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ground that three (inferior) MSS. D 3 6 . 7 read for it lagnām, which is obvi

ously a clerical error, it is fatuous to underline textwords merely because 
some M S . [281J or other has a divergent reading, as R. does in the case of 
baRyasā (Kt mahātmanā), sa tad (G 3 sarṣiḥ), teṣām eva° (Ñ 3 tesām 
caivā°), etc. 

With regard to the chort explanatory notes (p. 255 f.) added by R. 
below the specimen of the text, I have to make the following comments. 

The participle smayamāna is not ' 'episch”, but smayan (of the text) 
may be, since the root smi is commonly used with middle endings. – The line 
340* being an interpolation (even R. admits, p. 256, the possibility of its 
being that), the adhomukhān of the text is opposed virtually oniy by the 
avāṅmukhān of the two Grantha MSS. G 3 . 6‚ because the remaining adverse 
MSS. (Gj. 2 . 4 5 M ) , while trying to interpolate the Vaikhānasas (under the 
influence of Supa1ṇ. 13.4), have obviously altered the last foot of the line 
(2d) ; 1 therefore the text reading adhomukhān is hundred per cent, certain 
and in need of no underlining, straight or wavy. – In view of the fact that 
3ÍO* is missing even in T G 3 > 6 and in regard to the general character of 
Gi. 2. 4. 5 explained above, there cannot be the slightest doubt about the spuri¬

ousness of MO * ; the line was probably first inserted in M and copied thence 
by the nighly inflated group G. 2 . 4 . 5 . – The form jag/he is found only in 
five Devanāgari and two Southern MSS. (one Malayālam and one Grantha). 
In old Devanāgari MSS. (written with prṣthāmātrās), jagṛhe would be all 
but indistinguishable from jagrāha of the text. So the reading of these Deva

nāgarī MSS. may be ignored in this case. The Bangālī and the Southern 
MSS., which would carefully distinguish between the two words, have jag

rāha, with two insignificant exceptions in the Southern recension. It is on 
that account that jagräha was adopted in the text, and it is not doubtful. – 
3ef is certainly a third line, but is in spite of that quite certain. The line is 
not missing in any MS. , and as for its reading there is agreement on all 
material points between all versions of both recensions. Thus K and S agree 
completely with each other as far as e is concerned, which is a very signi

ficant fact in its favour and should not be lightly ignored. The variations 
concern mainiy f. The difficult praviśātayat, a lect. diff., preserved oniy in 
K , was trie cause of the remodelling of the pāda in S and the vulgate. Of 
•[282] course all guesses as to how the variants have actually arisen must be 
more or less problematic. I would, however, hazard the conjecture that the 
way to the variant pravicālayan was virtually paved by the southern tend
ency to confuse the palatal sibilant (ś) and fricative (c) : the successive 
steps in the corruption would be pravißatayan, corrupted to *°cātayani and 

1 G t 2. 4. 5 have used their adhomukhān in 340*. They therefore substitute 
tapodhanān in its place in the original line. M has worked out another combinar 
tion (tapodhanānravānmukhān). 
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then " corrected “ to * °cālayan. The vināśayan of K 3 D 2 is perhaps an ori
ginal gloss ; or (more probably) a wrong correction of an original mislec¬
tion, the successive steps being viśātayan, *viśānayan (ta and na being writ¬
ten almost alike in old Devanāgarī MSS), and vināśayan. The difficulty 
with the word praviśātayan may be realized when it is remembered that the 
Dhātupāṭha knows no root like śat or śāt; it cites oniy sad ! 

* * * 

R U B E N ' S long disquisition on the difficulties of the Mahābhārata textual 
criticism boils down to this : oniy that portion of the text which is docu
mented by both recensions, in identical terms, is tolerably certain ; the rest 
is doubtful in varying degrees, there being no criterion whatsoever which can 
enable us to discriminate with complete confidence between the variants ; 
even the concordance between K and S (against B D ) 1 is not conclusive evi
dence of the originality of the common reading. Tnis is a more or less ob
vious standpoint, though partly erroneous and distinctly timid and conser
vative. . It was hardly necessary for the “ Referent “ to write so much in order 
to say so little. His attitude of dogmatic doubt has caused him to make 
unwittingly some wild exaggerations and unwarranted generalizations as I 
have shown above. His perfanctory study of the manuscript evidence has led 
him occasionally to make gross blunders in the estimation of the relationship 
of the different manuscript groups and versions, some of which have been 
pointed out above. Many of the difficulties of the Mahābhārata textuai cri
ticism of which he speaks in his paper are [283] due to his failure to under
stand the modus operandi of the redactors and copyists of the epic and his 
lack of insight into the character of the different manuscripts – an insight 
wnich can be acquired only after a long familiarity with the manuscripts 
themselves and a close and patient study of their tendencies and idiosyn¬
cracies. RUBEN'S paper is, in general, quite intelligent, but not at all im
portant for the Mahābhārata textual criticism. 

IV. More Text-Critical Notes.* 

The Mahābhārata Textual Criticism is unquestionably making progress : 
slow but steady progress. There are many things in it still that are 
obseure, but some things have undoubtedly been cleared up. Thus there 
seems to be consensus of opinion among scholars now on the following points. 

1 R. seems to have somehow a lurking partiality for the consensus of B and 
S-‘(or even B and G ) . If he only knew, the agreements between K and S are likely 
to prove much sounder than those between B and S ; for, while there are indica
tions that there may be sporadic contamination between B and G (and perhaps 
even between B and S) , the (genuine) Kaśmīrī version (Ś) and S as a whole have 
certainly the appearance of being almost wholly independent of each other through
out the Ādiparvan. 

* [ABoRI 16. 90-1131. 
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The Mahābhārata textual tradition, as we know it, is far from being 
quite uniform. There are now two main streams of tradition, the Northern 
Recension and the Southern Recension. Each recension is further sub-divided 
into a number of provincial versions, which differ inter se in many parti
culars. But the text of the Mahābhārata must have been in a fluid state for 
a very long time, almost from the beginning. Clearly therefore a wholly 
satisfactory restoration of the text to its pristine form – even the late so-called 
śatasāhasrī saṃhitā form – would be a task now beyond the powers of criti¬

cism. All that we can attempt now is to reconstruct the oldest form of the 
text that is possible to reach on the basis of the MS. material available. The 
peculiar conditions of the transmission of the epic necessitate an eclectic but 
cautious utilization of all MS. classes. The Kaśmīrī version (textus simpli¬
cior) has proved itself so far to be unquestionably the best Northern version ; 
and the Malayālam, which in many respects is superior to the Grantha, is 
likewise the best Southern version (textus omatior). The agreement between 
the Kaśmīrī version and the Southern recension (or sometimes even merely 
the Malayālam version) can be taken as an indication of originality. But 
contamination between the different versions was inevitable and must be 
admitted. The Telugu MSS. are generally and the Grantha MSS. frequently 
contaminated from Northern sources. Even the Malayālam version, which 
is on the whole free from Northern influence, may show some contamination, 
in unexpected places. [91] In fact, all versions, with the possible exception 
of the Kaśmīri, are contaminated in various degrees. It is, therefore, often a 
very ticklish question to decide which agreements are original and which 
secondary. Notwithstanding these difficulties, experience has now shown, the 
case is not as desperate as it might at first appear. For one thing, there is 
a considerable bulk of text where the Northern and Southern versions are in 
full agreement, where there are no variants at all, or – more frequently – only 
unimportant variants : this part of the text is fortunately certain. There is 
then the question of the ‘‘additional" passages, that is, passages found in 
ouly one of the rival recensions. There is only one rational way of dealing 
with these " additional “ passages : they must be carefully segregated from 
the rest of the text, and examined individually. The onus of proving the ori
ginality of these “ additional “ passages will naturally rest on him who 
alleges the originality : the documents speak naturally against them, but their 
evidence is not by any means conclusive. 

These are some of the principal findings of the Prolegomena, It is assur
ing to find that these conclusions have been restated and endorsed emphati
cally by so cautious and judicious a critic as Prof. M . W I N T E R N I T Z in his 
recent review of the Ädiparvan volume, in the pages of these Annuls (Vol. 15, 
pp. 159-175) . The outlines of the reconstruction may, therefore, be taken 
to be correct, and the method of reconstruction sound. There is bound to be 
difference of opinion as regards details. When there are hundreds of thous^ 
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ands of readings to be considered and weighed, it is natural that all the selec
tions would not satisfy all readers ; and there are bound to be small slips in 
so enormous and difficult a work as this. But the reader has the advantage 
of having the full critical apparatus before him, prepared with all possible 
care and presented in a convenient manner. The reader may easily substi
tute in the text any reading that appeals to him better. Prof. W I N T E R N I T Z 
has thus shown his preferences, in the article mentioned above, in a certain 
number of cases, where he differs from me as regards the choice of readings. 
They are passages, as he tells us, which he came across in reading parts of 
the Critical Edition with his pupils in the Indologisches Seminar at Prag. 
He has thus published these criticisms after much thought and discussion 
with [92] other scholars. I gladly take this opportunity, therefore, to present 
my view of the case, setting forth the reasons which have guided me in the 
choice of the readings adopted by me in the Critical Text. 

1. 3. 60 : girā vā śamsāmi. 
I have indeed assumed that agreement between K (strictly speaking, 

between the original Kaśmīrī version, or at least the Śāradā M S . iśj) and S 
is a sufficient though not a necessary proof of originality. But there is no 
agreement here between K and S. K 0 , it is true, represents the version K in 
a comparatively pure form (Prolegomena, p. L . ) ; but K 0 is not K ; and K X 

is, on the whole, decidedly a better representative of the Kaśmīrī version 
than Ko (Prolegomena, p. XLix ) . Now here K 0 and K-L have different 
readings : K 0 agrees with S, and K x with the rest of N ! This fact has been 
ignored by W I N T E R N I T Z . As for the agreement of J¾ and S, I have pointed 
out in the Prolegomena (p. L i x ) , that "even the manuscripts of distant 
Nepal are not wholly free from contamination from some Southern source or 
sources (direct or indirect).” Thus the agreement between Ñ x and S cannot 
be considered as compelling evidence, by any means. Moreover, it should 
be borne in mind that this agreement between K 0 and S concerns merely 
the omission of one syllable ; and it is clear that this trifling omission could 
quite easily take place utterly independently in the respective groups. There

fore, even the documental probability in favour of the reading preferred by 
WINTERNITZ is not at all strong. It is, in fact, considerably weakened by 
the following (intrinsic) consideration. N has vā and a dodeka (hyperme¬

tric) line ; S omits vā and has the elevensyllable (normal) line. This is a 
circumstance suspicious in itself. It is by no means certain or necessary that 
all the pādas of our Tristubhs should be of the elevensyllable pattern. Some 
of these hypermetric pādas can indeed be made normal by the omission of 
one or more of the additional syllables, often merely of an expletive. But 
there are many lines which defy such athetization ; for instance, the second 
pāda of the very next stanza (I. 3. 61; nāsatyadasrau sunasau vkiijayawtau). 
Such lines ought to [93] warn us against giving hasty preference to these nor : 

rnalizing readings. I have cited elsewhere (Prolegomena, p. xcni) clear 
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instances of efforts made by redactors to correct hypermetric pādas of ślokas. 
Similar efforts are*, to be found among the variants of our Triṣṭubhs, But as 
the scheme of the Triṣṭubh is more variable and arbitrary, or at least more 
complicated and obscure, it is difficult to prove the alterations made by the 
different scribes or editors. In this particular instance, however, it seems to 
me, there is no reason to assume that the original pāda was not hypermetric, 
because our pāda is a standard hypermeter – a type of which H O P K I N S has 
cited numerous instances. Cī. No. 6 of the typical, oftrecurring varieties 
(mentioned by H O P K I N S in The Great Epic, p. 275): 

The scansion of our line is : 

which, it will be seen, is a pāda of the identical pattern. 

From the examples given by H O P K I N S , I will cite here only the follow

ing : 
3. 13. 193 mamaiva (tau), vāmyau parigtahya rājan 
5. 42. 9 tatrānu (te) yānti na taranti mjt'yum 
5. 48. 77 vegena (iva) śailam abhihatya Jarnbhafa 
13. 94. 13 na (hy) utsahe drastum iha flvalokam 
Han. 2, 72. 44 vuañjano jano (’tha) vidvm samagrah 

Are we to omit the bracketed syllables – or some similar syllable – in 
each case, on the ground that they disturb the metre, if not the sense? We 
do not possess yet the collations of all these passages, but I am confident 
that there will always be some MSS. if not versions (or even a whole recen

sion), which omit these extra syllables, for one reason or other. There is 
this other consideration. The ancients had as goed an ear for the rhythm 
of their Triṣṭubhs as we have, if not better. Why and how was the offend

ing syllable first inserted, and then tolerated by generations of editors? A l l 
N MSS. except D 2 contain the hypermeter. Is it not, under these circums

tances, more probable that the original was a hypermetric line, which was 
emended by some redactors in conformity with the later ideas of the regular 
Upajäti metres? [94] This particular hypermeter is moreover antique, for 
we find (as H O P K I N S has pointed out); already an example of it in Muṇḍ. 
Up. 3. 1. 6 : 

yatra (tat) satyasya paramam nidhānam, 

with the scansion  ^ V     – > which differs from our 
line as regards the quantity of the first two syllables only ; ours has an 
iambic opening, the Muṇḍaka line trochaic. Here, also, we can with im

punity omit the bracketed syllable (tat), and get a line which is metrically 
a " better" line, but obviousiy not the origiiial one. I am, therefore, fully 
persuaded that in all such cases we have original hypermeters. These old 
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stanzas were not built at all on the pattern of the later, more regular, classi

cal metres, but followed some other finer rhythmic principle, which escapes 
our methods of rough analysis by syllablecounting. – Now as regards the 
sense. The exact explanation of the phrase girā vā śamsāmi is, I admit, difficult. 
Nīlakaṇṭha offers the facile explanation : vāśabdaś cārthe (i.e. vā = ca), 
which can hardly be considered satisfactory. Devabodha analyses the phrase 
into girāv+ā=śaṃsāmi (with girau, loc. of giri), but that hangs together 
with his interpretation of the Aśvins as the Sun and the Moon, which is not 
very convincing. It is possible to interpret the words as ' girā vā ’ śaṃsāmi 
(i.e. vai+āśaṃsāmi), as is done by some editors. On the other hand, it is 
alse possible to emend vā to vāṃ ("ye two, ” acc. dual), which would give 
a satisfactory sense. This reading, which is mentioned as a pāṭha by Arju

namisra, is found in only one of our inferior MSS. (D 2 ) . It seemed to me 
such an obvious emendation that I did not like to adopt it on such slender 
MS. evidence, and I have hesitatingly (as shown by the wavy line) set in 
the text the old Northern reading vā, which is unquestionably a lectio diffi¬

cilior. The whole hymn is, however, obseure and full of interpretative and 
other difficulties. It will have to be studied and dealt with more minutely 
before we can be sure of its text and meaning. But I am fully persuaded 
that vā (or some such word) did form part of the original line, and it would 
be a mistake to omit it. 

1. 3. 145 Kuruksetre nivasatām. 
Why W I N T E R N I T Z should have any doubts about nivasatām, I fail to 

understand. It is merely an augmentless imperfect, and [95] augmentless 
imperfects are most common in the Mbh., especially in the case of verbs with 
prepositions, as in this case. Even W H I T N E Y (Sanskrit Grammar, §587d) 
remarks : " Besides the augmentiess aoristfonns with mā prohibitive, there 
are also found occasionally in the later language augmentless imperfect

forms (very rarely aoristforms), which have the same value as if they were 
augumented, and are for the most part examples of metrical license. They 
are especially frequent in the epics1 (whence some scores of them are quot

able)!' To this, in 1884 (that is now more than fifty years ago), HOLTZ¬

MANN added the note : 
" Beispiele von fehlendem Augmente des Imperfects sind ziemlich häu

fig, besonders in Compositum und hier wieder in solchen, die mit auf a aus

lautenden Präpositionen, ava, upa‚ apa, zusammengesetzt sind : aber nicht 
ganz vereinzelt ist der Mangel nur bei bhavan sie wurden 3, 110, 3 = 9970. 
11, 27, 14i= 813. 16, 1.9 = 9 u. a!' 

He has given the following examples : prcchat, patan, cintayan; man¬

ya/ihvam, budhyetām ; vyapagacchatām ; adhyavasyan, avabudhyata, avatiṣ¬

ṭhata, aveksetām, avapadyanta, paryatfßsthapayat; abhyupamantrayat, upa

1 Italics mine. 
17 
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tiṣṭhetām, upanjtyanta; abhiṣṭuvan, abhidhāvetām, abhyarcayat; samuttiṣ¬

ṭhan, utthāpayan, uccārayan; paripālayan, nivartayetām, nirjayat; saṃ¬

gṛhṇītām ; svīkarot. The Critical Ed. has, besides nivasatām, the following : 
fdhyidta I. 58. 8, avabudhyata 120.11, avatisthat 189.11, avamamsthāh 
(no. v. 11!) 189. 21, samabhidravat 218. 28. There are many others, less 
certain. A number of instances will be found in the Tentative Edition of 
the Virāṭaparvan by Mr. U T G I K A R ; the Critical Edition of tnis parvan, I 
may add, will again contain quite a few instances of this particular solecism. 

How many examples are really needed before it is admitted that augment¬

less imperfect forms occur regularly in the Mbh., and we cease to talk of 
" correct" and " incorrect" forms ? The augmentiess forms are quite 
as "correct" as the other as far as the Mbh. is concerned. 

WINTERNITZ points out that the "correct” form "is given by the Kaśmī¬
rian transcript Klt by the Maithilī and Bengali MSS., by Arjunamiśra, and 
by some Southern MSS., ” and therefore he prefers it. It is a wonder that 
[96J it is not given by more MSS. ; because the tendency is always to change 
an " incorrect " form into the " correct ” one. We have here to look not to the 
MSS. which have the " correct ” form, but to those which have not the " cor
rect ” form ! Let us look at it in another way. If nivasatām be the original 
reading, then there are two ways of improving the text : (i) keep vasatām 
of the original and change the word to nyavasatām and thus make it "cor
rect” (Central sub-recension and Malayālam, independently), or (ii) keep 
ni- intact, and change the word to the present nivasataīi (" K " version) ; 
both are represented here. If, on the other hand, nyavasatām were the origi
nal reading, no one would think of changing it later to nivasatām ; and 
nivasatah of K would alse be quite unintelligible. The text reading niva
satām thus explains, to a certain extent, how the other readings may have 
arisen and has therefore been preferred. And I think there cannot be much 
doubt about its correctness and originality. 

I. 3. 183 prabrühi vā kim kriyatām dvijendra. 
If W i N T E R N i T z prefers me kim, he must, at the same time, also prefer 

karmfiyam adya yenāsi kāryena etc., found in N (except K B 4 D 2 . 5 ) ; but 
he did not realize it. The me kim of the Vulgate cannot be joined to kriya
tām dvijendra of K B 4 D 2 > 5 S. There is no M S . which reads prabrühi me 
kim kriyatām dvijendra suśrūṣur asmy ladya vacas tvadiyam. The reading 
of the line proposed by W I N T E R N I T Z will be like an animal with the head 
of a horse and tail of a donkey ! The text reading of the entire line – nay, of 
the entire stanza – occurs verbatim in K l f 3 . 4 I think, the original Northern 
reading was probably prabrühi vā kim, as in text. If vā be uselessi after pra

brühi, it is more than useless after him, where W I N T E R N I T Z would have it. 
It is conceivable that the (original) Northern reading (preserved in Klt 3.4. 
is corrupt, and we ought to give here preference to S. That is another mat

ter. Not being convinced that vā kim of K  . 3 . 4 was " secondary ” or cor
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rupt from kith vā of S, l have adopted, in the text, vā kim underlining it to 
show that it is less than certain. But māṃ kim, mām yat, me kim, me tvam, 
vakyam of the Northern MSS. are clearly all secondary, and need not be 
considered at all. 

[973 1. 55. 3 śr↑otum pātram ca rājariis Warn. 

I have taken the !Śāradā M S . only as the norm for my edition ; I have 
not undertaken to reproduce its text verbatim. The śrotrpātram ca rājams 
tvām of Śj K is opposed by all other MSS. And, moreover, as there is agree
ment between B D and S – more or less independent versions – on the reading 
śrotum pātram ca rājams tvam, this reading is indicated as the original, and 
has been adopted, without wavy line ; a procedure quite in accord with the 
principles of text reconstruction laid down in the Prolegomena (p. X C I ) . 
WINTERNITZ finds śrotrpātram ca rājams tvām of K " better Sanskrit," but 
I must frankly confess that I could not make head or tail of it, and I can
not understand it even now. The text reading is the same as the reading of 
the Vulgate and of the Southern recension, and is besides quite clear, and, 
as far as I can judge, flawless Sanskrit. It may be translated : " And thou 
art, O King, a fit person to hear (Vyāsa's Bhārati Kathā) ," a sense which 
suits the context admirably. Furthermore, K has here an entirely different 
reading for the whole stanza. If we adopt the reading preferred by WINTER¬
NITZ, then we must read the stanza as .. 

śrotrpātram ca rājams tvām prāpyeyarh Bhāratī śubhā ] 
guror vaktraparispandam mudā protsāhatwa mām , 

which is apreciably different from the text. But the variants of the other ver
sions do not at all suggest that this is the original reading. Our texti repre
sents the reading of the Southern recension, which has here, in my opinion, 
the greatest probability. 

L 56. 8 : katham vyatikraman dyüte. 

It is natural that W. chould demand wavy lines for this verse. I admit 
the line is most puzzling, and I oniy lighted upon the selution of the puzzle 
by accident, after prolonged wrestling with it. An explanatory note was really 
called for, because the first line is absolutely unintelligible unless one knows 
the particular meaning of the root vyatikram intended here, which is "to 
wrongly submit or surrender oneself to, wrongly take to (a thing or persen, 
ace.)". It is a rare meaning, but not unknown. It is given in the dictionaries 
of M O N I E R W I L L I A M S (ed. 1899, s. v. [98J vyatikram), and M A C D O N E L L 

(s. v. kram). It appears not to be given in PW, but pw has (s. v. kram) : 
"verkehrter Weise sich einer Sache (Ace.) hingeben''. One example of the 
use is (B.) 12. 174. 36 : 

atha ye buddhim aprāptā vyatikrāntāś ca mū4hatām 
te Hivelam prahrsyanti smhtāpam upayānti ca  



2 5 2 EPBC STUDIES 

Here vyatikrāntāś ca mūḍhatām must mean ” those who have surrender

ed themselves (wrongly) to fo l l y " ; no other meaning will fit, as far as I 
can judge. Our stanza is, therefore, to be traslated thus : 

"How (indeed) did the two sons of Pṛthā, as well as the two sons of 
Mādri, (tamely) surrender themselves to the tiger among men (Yudhiṣ¬

ṣhira), who was being cheated at dice by those wicked men, and (how did 
they) follow him ? " 

This strange submission consists in their consenting, in the first instance, 
to be used as pledges or stakes in that dire game of dice, and acquiescing 
dumbly to everything that Yudhiṣṭhira did. The Southern recension is un

animous on the point that the doubtful word was some form of vyatikram ; 
and the eight readings recorded in our crit. app. show that it must have been 
some word which was as unintelligible to the scribes and editors as it is to 
W I N T E R N I T Z . W I N T E R N I T Z is again mistaken in thinking that the S reading 
is vyatikramadyūte. This is the reading not of S but of only two MSS. 
(G 2 . 6 ) out of the thirteen Southern MSS. of our crit. app. I myself have 
followed S in reading vyatikraman dyūte, which is the reading of five of the 
Southern MSS. In fact, my text represents the reading of the majority of 
the Southern MSS., and is, therefore in a sense, the true S reading. It is 
needless to add that vinirjitam of ” K " and vyasaninam of the Central sub¬

recension, are emendations, made by those who could not make head or tail 
of the original. For it is clear that no one would change vinirjitam or vya¬

saninam to any of the Southern readings, while the reverse would be the most 
natural thing in the world. It is further worthy of note that while the 
Northern MSS. have the easier reading, there is no agreement between the 
Kaśmīrī and the Central sub-recension. They must therefore represent in
dependent alterations of a third original. – Following certain other S MSS. 
P. P . S. SASTRI has adopted the reading [99 J vyatikramam dyüte (without 
recording any v. L ) ; but I am inclined to think that this is a wrong analysis 
of °kramandyüte which in S MSS. stands for both °kramam dyüte and 
°kraman dyüte. – Now that I have explained how the awkward word is to 
be interpreted, I have no doubt that W I N T E R N I T Z will agree with me that the 
text reading is correct. 

1. 57. 20 : kriyate *ucchrayo nrpaib-

There has been extraordinary reluctance among scholars to face the fact 
that the Mbh. text once contained far more examples of hiatus than what one 
deems right or reasonable for such an ancient and venerable text. But there 
is hardly any excuse now for such hesitation. On p. xciii of the Prolegomena, 
I have given numerous instances of the surreptitious efforts of scribes and 
redactors to eliminate hiatus, which show that hiatus was an anathema to 
them. It is well known that the Sandhi is not rigidly observed in the Vedic 
Saṃhitās, the Brāhmaṇas, and the Upaniṣads, in Pali, and in Prakrit works. 
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Why must the Sandhi then be rigidly observed in the popular epic, a work 
which has its roots firmly embedded in the soil of the heroic poetry of the 
Sūtas, and which has throughout preserved vestiges of its humble origin ? The 
only reference (se far as 1 know), in the poem itself, to the Mbh. being a 
Kāvya (kṛtam mamedam bhagavan kāvyam paramapüjitam) has now dis

appeared with the Brahmā-Gaṇeśa interpolation in the Ādi, and we are thus 
left only with a Purāṇa, Itihāsa or Ākhyāna. A specimen of this class of 
work may surely contain sporadic instances of hiatus, without our being 
scandalized. It is futile, I may add, to try to apply to this category of popu

lar literature the rules of the dialect of the nighbrow Śistas. We may expect 
every conceivable solecism in the language of the Mbh., and we find, in fact, 
an amazing variety of them ; the hiatus, which was extremely œmmon, is 
only one of such socalled irregularities. But for this strange modern anti

pathy towards hiatus, WINTERNITZ would have recognized that the emenda

tion is quite legitimate and certain. WINTERNITZ considers the North

ern readings but wholly ignores the Southern, which is fatal to his 
argument. S does not contain either ati (or abhi) which is found only in 
certain N MSS., and is besides superfluous. [100J T G have recast the line : 
kurvanty ete dhvajocchrayam, with kurvanti (note the active voice!), that 
is, a form of the root kr (like kriyate of N) at the head of the pāda. Al l 
these versions have the verb, it may be noted, in the beginning of the pāda. 
M contains the same three words as our kriyate, ucchrayah and njpmh, but 
transposes kriyate and ucchrayah, reading ucchrayah kriyate nrpaih. This is 
the key,reading, which gives a clue to the original. You can explain every

thing else, but you cannot explain the transposition in M (which normally 
ought lio agree with TG), unless you start from the hylx)thetical kriyate 
*ucchrayo nrpaih. If you argue, on the other hand, that the reading of M 
is an arbitrary variant, which is in no need of a special explanation by means 
of an emendation, then there is no need of a critical edition either ; because 
all MSS. contain approximately the same text and the same story, and the 
few differences could be regarded as arbitrary variations which needed no 
explanation. With this reading, containing the opprobious hiatus, you can 
explain all the variations. N inserts a futile and innocuous ábhi (corrupted 
in some MSS. to ati) to destroy the hiatus. M transposes the ucchrayo, which 
is the chief cause of the trouble ; T G recast the original, and substitute a 
reading which fits badly in the context, with aīn active kurv anti (having no 
proper subject), after kriyate in stanza 19. That is how 1 regard this little 
complex of readings, and hence the emendation, of whose correctness I myself 
have no doubt whatsoever. 

1. 57. 21 : hāsyarūpena éamharah. 
This reading is undoubtedly, as WINTERNITZ rightly observes, the lectio 

difficilior, but there is not the slightest doubt about its being the original 
reading, judging by documentary evidence, and therefore, there is absolutely 

17A 
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no need of underlining it. It is, in the first instance, the reading of the whole 
of M, which W I N T E R N I T Z appears not to have realized. I have stated, as my 
opinion, that the Malayālam version is the best representative of the Southern 
recension (Prolegomena, p. L x x m ) . I am glad to note that W I N T E R N I T Z 

(Annals, Vol. 15, p. 170) agrees with me, and that even my learned friend 
Vidyāsāgara Prof. P. P. S. SASTRI now endorses it. In the introduction 
(p. iii) to Vol. IV of his edition [101] of the Southern Recension, SASTRI 
writes : " Not having been subject to Nāyak influence in any manner what

soever, the tradition handed down by the Malayālam Manuscripts preserved 
the Grantha text, in a purer and more unmixed form than even some com

paratively early Grantha manuscripts, as the Malayālam MSS. do not at 
all seem to have come into contact with the Northern Recension till 'very 
recent times!'1 Now this reading of the Malayālam version is supported by 
the reading of the Kaśmīrī version ; for though ś X is missing, yet K± (India 
Office 2137) has the corrupt hāmyahāmya° (for haṃsa° of the rest of N ) , 
and it is well known that in Nāgarī copies of iśāradā MSS., s is frequently 
transcribed wrongly as m ; se that we have to read hāsyahāsya (dittography). 
The reading is further borne out by Devabodha's gloss (the M S . reads hāsa° 
for our hāsya0) ; hāsarūpena kridāvatārarupena (cf. p. 990 of the Cri t 
Ed. for the gloss), where haṃsa, in any case, would not fit, for it is not clear 
how haṃsarūpa would be krldāvatārarūpa. Further, śaṃkaraḥ is the read

ing of all MSS. except B 5 Dn, which have īśvarah (an obvious emendation) 
and T G which has vāsavah (which must likewise be an emendation), origi
nally, perhaps, only a gloss. Here practically the whole of N is supported 
by M . śamkarah is here not a name of Indra, but only an epithet, an attri
bute meaning 'auspicious, beneficent’. Thus in (B.) 3. 229. 6 śamkara is 
used with reference to Skanda : lokānām śamkaro bhava. In (B) 3. 201. 29 
the epithet maheśvara ("great lord") is applied to Viṣmi tvayi .nit¬

yaṃ maheśvara. Further in 1. 58. 43, the epithet iśa ("lord") and 
śambhu ('‘auspicious”) are applied to god Brahṃā : prabhaviah sarvabhū¬

tānām īśah śambhuh prajāpatih- This shows that the words śamkara, śambhu, 
tśa, maheśvara, and so on, which are now generally regarded as proper names 
of Mahadeva, were still not specialized, but were applied to other gods as 
well, as mere epithets, descriptive of their beneficence or omnipotence. 

1. 57. 58 : mayor drśyator ehhih. 
Here it is not difficult to see on what authority the adopted reading 

rests. The footnotes give here the reading of Ñ V– B D [102] (except D 5 ) 
of the Northern, and of G of the Southern recension. The adopted reading 
(which is partly supported by the drśyayor of B 3 ) is, therefore, the reading 
of the remaining MSS. K D 5 T M (since is-_ is missing, as mentioned on 
p. 244, at the beginning of the adhy., or as may be seen from the table on 

1 Italics mine. 
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p. xxiv of the Prolegomena). The Vulgate lacks here the support of the 
Grantha version, which has an enitrely different reading : 

āvayoś ca katham brahman bhavisyati samāgamah  

The Grantha version dispenses altogether with the troubleseme drśyatoh 
of the original (or the unsuitable v. I. drsjtayoh of the Vulgate), thus reveal
ing its secondary character. The line was recast in the archetype " Sigma " 
(see the pedigree in the Prolegomena, p. x x x ) . The textual relations here 
are ideal, being clear as crystal. WINTERNITZ is right in regarding it as pass, 
part, praes. with active ending. Passive forms with active endings are quite 
common in the epic. I adduce a few examples to dispel the remaining doubts 
of seeptics : 1. 11. 15 isyati (v. 1. iṣyeta, arhati etc.) ; 16. 15 āksipyatah (no. 
v. I. explanation); 34. 13 moksyanti (v. I. moksyante); 47. 9 sambhriyantu 
(v. 1. °bharantu, °bhavantu); 48. 12 dahyatām (no. v. 1.!) 48. 13 pacya¬

tam (v. I. jva&atām, dahyatām) ; 48. 22 diryati (v. 1. śīr^ati) ; 53.6 vidūyatā 
(no. v. 1. !) ; 7L 44 drśyet (v. 1. paśyet) ; 124. 24 uhyantah (v. 1. uh¬
yante) ; 147. 8 vyucchidyet (v. 1. ucchindyāt, chid yet a) ; 165. 24 hriyasi 
(v. 1. grhyase, hriyase, prayāsi) ; 202. 19 adrśyadbhih (v. I. adrśyaiś ca, 
adrśyau tau) ; 217. 13 mathyataḥ (v. I. manthane); 218. 49 praviśīryataḥ ; 
219, 5 adrśyan (v. 1. adrśyā, nyapatan). 

1. 92. 2 : Gangā śrīr iva rūpinī. 
The configuration of the MSS. as well as the intrinsic merit of the read

ings are different in the two lines. That is how ī§x K x appear to be of greater 
authority in the first line than in the second. The salilāt of the text is found 
in all MSS. except s-_ K x (S only transposing the word : Text salilāt tastnāt, 
S Gangā salilāt), and is, therefore, for one thing, obviously far better docu
mented than śayanāt of ŚX K x oniy. In the second line, therefore, we have, 
practically, oniy two readings : śayanāt of Śj Kx, against salilāt of the rest ; 
therefore the reading of S,. Kt has been rightly re-[103]-jected. Such is not 
the case in the first line. Here we have three nearly independent readings 
(Śi Kx Gangā śrlr iva rūpinī : Vulgate G. strīrūpadhārinī : S lobhanīyata¬
mākṛtih, which latter is our fourth pāda). Here, while the two Northern 
readings are somewhat allied to each other, the Southern reading is entirely 
different, having very little connection with the Northern. None of the 
readings can be mschanically derived from the other, and intrinsically they 
are all more or less of the same value. Such being the case, the Northern 
tradition was, as usual, followed. W I N T E R N I T Z does not say why he thinks 
strīrūpadhārinī is better than the other. The reasen why I chose śrīr iva 
rūpinī (" beautiful like Lakṣmī") is that it is nearer in sense to lobhanīyata¬

mákṛtih ("with a most enticing form'') of S, than strīrūpadhārinī ("assum

ing the form of a woman”) of the Vulgate. I have here explained in detail 
the exact reasons which have weighed with me in making the difficult choice, 
but as a matter oī fact, they are all three epic iterata and these iterata 
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keep alternating with each other indiscriminately. In such cases, it is im¬
possible to decide, with certainty, which is original and which is secondary, 
and the matter is also of no great consequence. The uncertainty of the 
text tradition has been duly indicated by a wavy line. 

L 92. 7 : rājan kanyām varastriyam. 
I am glad W I N T E R N I T Z has drawn my attention to a wrong reading 

which has crept in here, through oversight, and 1 gladly take this opportun
ity to publish a correction. The reading I had intended to adopt, or at 
least I should have adopted, is precisely the one advocated by W I N T E R N I T Z : 
rājan kāmyām vara°, that of the Kaśmīrī version (iśX K 0 – 2 . 4 ) . The fact is 
that just for first two words of the last pāda of this stanza, there is a con
fusing array of readings in Northern MSS., all meaning, more or less, the 
same thing : rājan kāmyām K 0 _ 2 4 ) , rājan divyām ( K 3 ) , divyām kanyām 
(Vulgate), kāmyām divyām (B) , divyām kāmyām (Ñ1/Ā). Under these 
circumstances, clearly, the Kaśmīrī reading should have been adopted, ac
cording to the principles enunciated in the Prolegomena, but through a 
clerical error kanyām (of the Vulgate) f1O4"f has crept in, in place of 
kāmyām (of the Kaśmīrī), which was intended. – I do not agree with 
W I N T E R N I T Z however when he says that the epithet kanyā is "not very 
appropriate for Gaṅgā ". It would be quite appropriate, as far as I can see. 
It would imply that she was an unmarried virgin, which is the regular 
meaning of kanyā ; compare : 

1. 57. 63 uvāca matpriyam kṛtvā kanyaiva tvaṃ bhaviṣyasi 
I. 104. 12 prādāc ca tasyāh kanyātvam punafy sa paramadyutih 
(B) 3‚ 307. 16 sā mayā saka samgamya punah kanyā bhavisyasi 

It would then answer Pratīpa's objection ( L 92. 6) : 
nāham parastriyam kāmāt gaccheyam varavarnini. 

But kanyām is not supported by the M S . evidence, and kāmyām is : 
that is the main point. The constituted text should therefore be corrected 
accordingly by changing kanyām to kāmyām. 

L 92. 45 : na ca tām kimcanavāca. 
Here I do not agree with W I N T E R N I T Z . I am fully persuaded that the 

text is quite in order. The first mistake W I N T E R N I T Z makes is in thinking 
that sa is the reading of Ś± K ; it is actually given in the crit. app. as the 
reading of é i Ko.3.4 D 3 . W I N T E R N I T Z has overlooked the fact that Sj 
differs from K X > which is in itself suspicious ; and K 2 is also excluded from 
the group. If ca has to be translated by " but ", there is no help for it ; for 
ca has frequently to be rendered in that way. For the Mbh., I may add, 
ca and tu are almost synonymous, tu having entirely lost the specific ad
versative force. It is quite clear that there must have been a peried in the 
history of Sanskrit, as it was spoken, in which the two stnall particles ca 
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and tu were confused in the mouths of the common people, and were used 
indiscriminately. That is, in fact, the only explanation of the curious particle 
cu one comes across in certain Aśoka inscriptions, which is evidently a com
bination of ca and tu. The iśāradā M S . undoubtedly offers a "better" 
reading, but, as a comparison of the different versions shows, it is a clear 
innovation or emendation. That the original had something like na ca (of 
the text) is proved by TG, which has na tu, oniy in a slightly different 
combination : f1O5] uvāca kirhcin na tu tām. M differs from TG, and 
has a third combination, with a new word vacanam, not found in the other 
versions : novāca vacanam kimcit, which has neither na ca nor na tu, and 
which does not help to selve our difficulty. The sa of some of the Kaśmīrī 
MSS. is not necessary for the context, as the subject mahīpatih (" the king ") 
occurs in the same line. 

1. 92. 50 : asteme Vasavo devāh. 
Practically all the MSS. except those of the D version begin with asṭau, 

which makes it probable (if it does not directly prove) that the original 
must have begun with astau ; therefore imestau (one of the readings pre

ferred by WiNTERNiTz) must be ruled out, as an emendation, probably of 
a lectio difficilior. The (final) me of iśX Kx and the initial ime of some 
Nāgari MSS. suggest that the original was the conjectural * asteme, which 
combines the charasteristics of these groups, arid which is very close to the 
asta me of Ñ 2 . 1t is also suggested, to a certain extent, by the Bengali 
astau ye. The conjectural asteme, is in fact,, the hypothetical form to 
which the various readings aṣṭau me, asta me, astau ye, astau hi, and imestau 
seem to converge. The convergence is not a matter of which a mathematical 
proof can be supplied. If W I N T E R N I T Z does not see the convergence, he 
may substitute for the text reading any of the five readings found in the 
MSS. I did not know which to choose ; hence the emendation. The change 
is not quite unmotivated. The motive appears to have been the seemingly 
irregular Sandhi (double oasis) : astau + ime = astā + ime = asteme. 
But as a matter of fact, there need not have been any irregularity at all in 
the Sandhi, for asteme may simply be resolved into asfā+ime, or asta+ime, 
since besides the heavier astau, both the forms mtā and asta were in use, 
of which the latter (asfa) particularly was used, I think, in all periods of 
the language (cf. W H I T N E Y , Sanskrit Grammar § 483). The translation of 
W I N T E R N I T Z is not quite accurate ; at least it is not literal. The stanza 
has no word for ''obtained birth," which W I N T E R N I T Z interpolates into it, 
in order to justify the reading me, " of me," which he has further to explain 
as " in my body". Translate : " Those gods, the Eight Vasus, had on 
account of Vasistha's curse become men (lit. attained the state of men)!' 

[106] 1. 93. 1 : mānuslm tanum āgatāh. 
The agreement between S and Ñ Vx Dn D ¶ signifies absolutely nothing 
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for the original reading ; it is purely the result of conflation. V ! is, more

over, not a version ; it is merely a single MS., written in Maithilī script, 
and as such, capable of showing any reading at random. Again, the agree

ment of Ñ V with Dn and S against B Da is most unnatural and thoroughly 
suspicious. In other words, the M S . evidence here is extremely confused. 
Ordinarily I would have adopted the é 2 K reading mānusatvam upāgatāh, 
which has occurred already in the previous adhy. ( I . 92. 50), and occurs 
again in (B) 3. 83. 66 ; but owing to the mānusīm of B, which recurs in 
S, I have given here preference to the reading of the Bengali version. I 
may point out that it is the reading of the entire Bengali version, and not 
of a few unimportant MSS., as W I N T E R N I T Z imagines. The readings are 
these : 

é i K mānusatvam upāgatāh 
B mānusīm tanum āgatāh 
S mānusīm yonim āgatāh, 

This being the constellation of the readings, mānusīm and āgatāh are 
as good as certain, as suggested by the agreement between B and S. There

fore the real variant is only tanum : yonim. It is likely that the original 
was yonim which was corrupted, in N , to tanum, and then the original pāda 
mānusīm tanum āgatāh (preserved in Bengali only) was replaced by the 
recurrent tag mānusatvam upāgatāh ; but it is most unlikely that the latter 
was the original which was changed in B to mānusīm tanum a°, and in S 
to mānusīm yonim a°. In any case, the Kaśmīrī reading must be rejected 
here as secondary (cf. Prolegomena, p. Lxn) , as shown by the evidence of 
B and S. Dn D x appear to have got their yonim from S (ibid. p. Lxvi i ) , and 
Ñ V ! possibly from Dn. 

I. 93. 11 : devadevarsisevitam. 
W I N T E R N I T Z is mistaken in thinking that the hermitage in question was 

frequented by Ṛṣis only, and not by gods as well. In fact, the talk is not 
about a hermitage at all, but about the f1O7j forest iymam) containing 
the hermitage. Moreover, it was not an ordinary hermitage, but the hermit

age of Vasiṣṭha, situated on the slopes of the celestial mount Meru (1. 93. 
15 I.) : 

Vasi§fho nāma iti sa khyāta āpava ity uta 15 
tasyāśfamapadam punyam mrgapak§iganmmtam  
Mero↑t pārśve nmgendrasya sarvartukusumāvrtam 16 

The forest, therefore, in which Vasiṣtha's hermitage was situated, was 
inhabited and frequented by divine ṛṣis (like Vasiṣṭha) and by gods (like 
the Vasus). That is how, in fact, the Vasus found themselves in that her

mitage on that fateful day. If the forest were not frequented by gods, the 
Vasus would not have come there at all. If we adopt the reading devā 
devarsisevitam (which is plausible) then the compound must be taken to 
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mean " frequented by gods and ṛṣis" (and not by divine ṛṣis, as WINTER¬

NITZ understands it). According to our text, the forest was frequented by 
gods and divine ṛṣis. As will be seen, there is not much to choose between 
the readings, but I prefer the text, because only the divine ṛṣis like Vasiṣṭha 
could reach those regions, not ordinary ṛṣis. Moreover, such adjectives 
(forming the entire second half of the line) are extremely common in the 
descriptions of sacred forests, hermitages, tīrthas, with many variants, as 
may be seen from the following examples from the Āraṇyaka' (Bom. Ed.) : 

3. 82. 41 devarsipitrsevita 
84. 46 siddhagandharvasevita 
87. 5 rājarsiganasevita 
89. 7 devagandharvasevita 
89. 8 devarsigmiGsevita 
90. 21 brahmarsiganasevita 
156. 10 siddhacāranapūjita 
and 145. 41 devadevarsipüjita, 

which latter has our combination devadevarsi, and in which deva cannot be 
separated from devarsi, for the stanza reads : 

tatrāpaśyata dharmātmā devadevarsipüjitam 
Nara-Nārāyartasthānarh Bhāgīrathyopaśobhitam  

The adjective devadevarsisevitam (or °pūjitam) is used with reference 
to the most sacred and inaccessible regions like the f lO8j penance groves 
en Meru or Gandhamadana, or on the Himalayan peaks. I do not wish 
to suggest that the simple phrase devarsisevita↑n would not have sufficed 
here. I only want to show that there is nothing wrong with the text read

ing, which is proved by the Kaśmīrī version K ) . From the graphical 
point of view, the difference between the readings (devā and deva-) is so 
slight that the documentary evidence actually counts here for very little. It 
is just owing to this uncertainty that the reading has been underlined in the 
critical text. 

I. 214. 9 : Dharmarāje * atiprityā. 

Here again we notice WINTERNITZ 'S prejudice against hiatus, to which 
I had drawn attention in the discussion on 1. 57. 20, above. But here my 
case is stronger still. As far as the Vedic tradition is concerned, e (like 0) 
remained unchanged before a which was generally elided in the written text, 
but, according to the evidence of metre, must almost invariably in the 
Ṛgveda and generally in the Yajurveda and Atharvaveda, be pronounced 
whether written or not. According to the statistics prepared by Vedic 
scholars, it must be pronounced in the Ṛgveda in 99 per cent of the cases, 
in the Atharvaveda and the metrical portion of the Yajurveda, in about 
80 per cent of its occurrences. This shows that in the older stages of the 
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language, at any rate, any Sandhi between final e (or o) and initial a was 
rare. The rule becomes more and more rigid as we advance, until with 
classical authors, ignorance or violation of the rule came to be regarded 
as a capital blunder. Now the Mbh., whatever its age be, stands unques

tionably midway between the Vedic and the classical epoch, and therefore 
partakes naturally of the linguistic characteristics of both. In the Vedic 
literature, where the scribes or editors did not dare to add even a single 
syllable to the received text, the later antipathy towards hiatus shows itself 
in the efforts to coalesce, in the written text, the adjoining vowels, accord

ing to rules of (Sanskrit) grammar, leaving a correct but unmetrical and 
unreadable line. The subterfuge is however so obvious that no one hesitates 
to dissolve the Sandhi automatically and restore the hiatus. Much reluctance 
is felt, on the other hand, by scholars f1O9J in admitting that the epic text 
likewise contained originally many instances of hiatus, though of course 
they are not as frequent as in the Veda. The reluctance is due to two 
causes. Firstly the Mbh. text looks on the surface so like a classical text 
that scholars, who have so far studied the text mainly from printed editions, 
insist on applying rules of classical grammar to the text. The second reason 
is that the ancient redactors who had not the same compunction about 
making small alterations in the epic text (as is evident from our critical 
apparatus) as they had in the case of the Vedic texts, have not resorted 
to coalescence in order to remove the hiatus, but have boldly added little 
expletives like ca, tu, hi for saving their precious rules of grammar, a pro

cedure which, as it leaves the line metrically intact, makes the detection 
of their nefarious interference difficult, if not impossible. Now though the 
Mbh. looks on the surface like a classical text, there are many peculiarities 
of Sandhi and grammar – even in the printed editions and the Vulgate – 
which distinguish it from a classical text. Coalescence unknown to classical 
usage is seen in amale 'tmānam (I. 68. 64), te 'jñayā ( L 70. 41), manyate 
'tmānam ( L 198. 19). We have hiatus in a compound in Nārāyaṇa

urogataḥ ( L 16. 35) ; Pragṛhya Sandhi in samupete 'dbhute 'naghe (fem. 
du. L 14. 5), jajñate 'stravi śāradau (L 57. 88) etc. Double crasis in panna¬
gābhavan (L 21. 6), Vasumanábrav'it (L 87, 18), jāyateti (L 1L 13). 
Hiatus between pādas, caused by the change of as to o (I. 76. 35) : j āgama 
svapu†am hrsfo anujñāta mahātmanā. Frequently we come across Prakritic 
Absolutives like grhya (1. 2. 93 ; 9‚ 19 ; 39. 23, 30 ; 119. 16 ; 123. 12, 16, 
50; 124. 20 etc.), tosya (1. 1. 109), cintya (I. 9. 2), uṣya (I. 71. 58), 
etc. etc. ; and the converse (tvā for ya) in sampūjayitvā (L 54. 15), ā¬

nayitvā (L 66. 12), nisfmitva (L 85. 18),, anu-śistvānugatvā ca (L 133. 
24), prāpayitvā (L 189. 25) etc., some of which may however, be explained 
as absolutives of verbs with separable prepositions. Such a separable pre
position we have in 1. 65. 34 : 

prati śravanapurvāni naksatrāni sasarja ha , 
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where prati is to be construed with sasarja, as pratisasarja : a line often 
misunderstood by editors, commentators and translators alike. These vio
lations of (Sanskrit) grammar are not so rare that one has to hunt for them 
with a microscope. There is an endless list of [11O] them. One meets with 
them at every step. If these and seores of other irregularities do occur as a 
matter of fact, why could there not be hiatus as well ? Scholars are not yet 
familiar with this phenomenon, because they have been dealing, so far, with 
the clarified text, from which most of these irregularities have been carefully 
expunged, as is evident from our critical apparatus, by purists who have had 
the handling of the epic text during a long succession of centuries. I have 
noted that even B Ö H T L I N G K , who was otherwise a careful and conscious 
editor, has in editing Mbh. passages for his Chresthomathie, rigidly enforced 
Sandhi rules, even in prose passages, with a zeal which was worthy of a better 
cause, where there was not the slightest manuscript authority for doing so. 
M y study of the Mbh. MSS during the last ten years has convinced me now 
that it is the grammatical and material irregularities of the original that are 
responsible for quite a large fraction of the mass of variations which we 
come across in the MSS. The correctness of my reconstructions can be 
proved only by adducing the entire evidence, which it is not possible to do 
here, but which may be undertaken later on, when a large part of the text 
has been dealt with in a like manner. I am fully persuaded that the Critical 
Edition, as it advances, will supply material for confirming most of my con
clusions. – To return to the case under consideration. W I N T E R N I T Z points out 
that hi is found in all N MSS., including Ś l t but he ignores that K X shows 
here tu, not hi ? Now K X is a clear transcript of a Śāradā MS. , and agrees 
with our s i to such an extent that I have expressed it as my opinion that it 
is a copy of a Śāradā original very similar to our Śāradā M S . It is, no 
doubt, a very small and insignificant variation, but how would W I N T E R N I T Z 
explain it all the same ? hyú cannot be misread as tva, even in the !Śāradā 
script. Why should just K X show here tva ? Is it not, perhaps, because a not 
very distant ancestor of our śx and Kt had still the obnoxious hiatus, as in 
our text? The Kaemīrī version does contain many original features and 
archaisms. 

I. 215. 2 : ekāṃ tṛptim prayacchatām. 
prayacchatām of the text, I may point out, is not entirely wrong ; it may 

be construed with bhavantau, understood, a! more f l l l J respectful form of 
address than the second person. In stanza 5, however, the reading sampra¬

yacchatam has been accepted, because the subject in the second person 
(yuvām) is expressed. We cannot argue that since in 5 we have sampra¬

yacchabam, therefore in 2 we must have also prayacchatām. Because in 
the Mbh., which is not and never was polished literature, we do come across 
such strange yoke-fellows. Changes of subject and changes of construction 
are frequent. That is the view I had taken when I adopted the text reading. 
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But on second thoughts l decided that prayacchatam would nevertheless be 
a better reading, and the correction now proposed by WINTERNITZ had been 
already published by me, in the " Addenda et Corrigenda,'' at the end of the 
volume (p. 996). 

I. 216. 10 
sasarja yat svatapasā Bhauvano bhuvanaprabhuh  
prajāpatir anirdeśyam yasya rūpam raver iva 

The matter is not simple as W I N T E R N I T Z imagines. Of course, with the 
reading yaṃ, any one can see that the relative may be construed with ratham 
in 8. We then get two sentences : ' ‘Which (scil. chariot of Arjuna) was 
fashioned by Bhauvana. . . by (the power of) his austerities," and "whose 
beauty was like that of the sun." But the reading yat is actually found in 
S 2 K (except Ko) V - G (except Gt) ; i.e. in the Kaśmīrī version (except Ko), 
agreeing with the Grantha version (except G J , plus the Maithilī M S . How 
is it that so many MSS. give what W I N T E R N I T Z considers, an " impossible " 
reading ? The reading is, in fact, not impossible at a l l ; only the construc
tion is a little involved and difficult to understand. By reading yat we 
actually get better sense. Construe : yasya, raver iva, yat anirdeśyam rūpam, 
(tat) Bhauvanaḥ... svatapasā sasarja, "whose indefinable (or incompar

able) loveliness (or splendour), like that of the Sun, Bhauvana had fashioned 
by (the power of) his austerities." This construction avoids the two dis

jointed and halting sentences yam anirdeśyam Bhauvanah-.. svatapasā sa
sarja, and yasya rūpam raver iva (or yam Bhauvanah. .. .svlatapasā sasarja, 
and yasya anirdeśyam rūpam raver iva), which result from the wrong read
ing yam for [H2]J yat, yat is almost a perfect example of the lectio diffi¬
cilior, and a regular trap for unwary editors. 

1. 218. 14 : jaladhārāmuc↑o 'kuiān. 
W I N T E R N I T Z is here again mistaken in thinking that °mucotulān is the 

reading of S. It is the reading of only five of the thirteen Southern MSS. 
( T i G i . 2 M 3  5 ) ; three others ( T 3 G 3 J read °mueonilān, three more (M 6 _ 8 ) 
read munwciväm, two (G 5 > 6 ) read as in text (°mucokulān). The question is, 
in fact, what was the original reading of S. That question I have not been 
able to answer definitely, and I have, therefore, put in, as a stopgap, the 
reading of G5.6 which seemed to me not improbable, since initial ā is curi

ously enough, sporadically treated in the Mbh. text, like a. The reading 
°Mmākulān is useless ; it is obviously a substitute for some reading which 
was difficult to understand or explain. 

I have underlined muco in the text, but I now think that it is as good 
as certain. It is documented not only by the whole of S, but also by K 0 . 2 . 3  

Ñ VtDp If mwcio be admitted, then samākulān of the Northern group be

comes secondary, but with an important residue in the shape of the final 
kulan, agreeing with the final of °mueokulān of G 5 6 j rhyming with °muco
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tulān of K 0 . 3 T t G 1 3 . M 8 < 6 t and finally reflected faintly in muconilān T 3 G ; . 
The documentary evidence, therefore, points unmistakably to a reading jala¬
dhārāmuco(x)lān. Query, what is the value of x ? The adjective ākulān (" con
fused") qualifying meghān would be not inappropriate, referring to the con
dition of masses of clouds confusedly hurled about by a! cyclonic wind ; not 
se appropriate, to my mind, the atulān (''incomparable") preferred by 
WINTERNITZ, and adopted by P. P. S. SASTRI, against the evidence of his 
basic M S . a?, which has our text reading. In SASTRI‘S adoption of atulān 
and his ignoring of variants, which must have appeared to him meaningless 
corruptions or clerical mistakes, we have an illuminating example of how the 
readings get indiseriminately distributed, disturbing the relationships estab
lished by the stemma codicum, and how the lectio difficilior is gradually effaced. 

•[113J I. 218. 27 : vyātisthanta mahaufasah 

The text reading vyātisthanta, it must be confessed, has not been adopt
ed because it is the reading of SX K X ; it is a mere slip. I am thankful to 
WINTERNITZ for drawing my attention to it. The reading vyātisthanta should 
be adopted without doubt. 

* * * 

l may repeat here what I have stated elsewhere that the problem of the 
Mahābhārata Textual Criticism is a problem sui generis. Here the princi
ples of textual reconstruction, which must be first evolved from a study of the 
M S . material and the M S . tradition, can be considered as finally settled only 
after considerable discussion and exchange of ideas on the subject. I would, 
therefore, repeat my request to Prof. W I N T E R N I T Z , made some years ago, to 
continue his searching and exhaustive examination of the faseicules or volumes 
as they come out, and give us the benefit of his ripe experience and valuable 
opinions and findings. His publications on a subject which has engaged his 
attention, off and on, for the last forty years cannot but throw some much-
needed light on the obscure question of the Mahābhārata Textual Criticism 
(which has unfortunately not received much attention so far from scholars), 
and thus advance the cause of Mahābhārata studies. 

In conclusion, l must express my grateful thanks to Prof. WINTERNITZ 
for the very kind and encouraging remarks he has made regarding the work 
in general as alse my keen appreciation of the uniformly courteous tone of 
his sympathetic and appreciative review. 

V . Notes on Mahābhārata Commentators * 

§ I. CHRONOLOGICAL NOTES. 

A necessary complement to a critical study of the Mahābhārata is an 
intensive study of the commentaries of the Mahābhārata, of which there is 

* [ABoRI 17. 185-202]. 
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quite a large number preserved still, mostly in manuscript form. Among 
the scholiasts who have written commentaries on the Mahābhārata – either 
on the whole, or only on selected parts of the Great Epic – are : (1) Ananta¬

bhaṭṭa, (2) Arjunamiśra, (3) Ānanda, (4) Caturbhuja(miśra), (5) Jaga¬
diśacakravartin, (6) Devabodha, (7) Nīlakaṇṭha, (8) Mahānandapūnṇa, 
(9) YajñaNārāyaṇa, (10) Ratnagarbha, (11) Rāmakiṃkara, (12) Rāma¬

kṛṣṇa, (13) Rāmānuja, (14) Lakṣmaṇa, (15) Varada, (16) Vādirāja, (17) 
Vidyāsāgara, (18) Vimalabodha, (19) Śaṃkarācārya, (20) Śrīnivāsa, (21), 
SarvajñaNāṛāyaṇa, and (22) Sṛṣṭidhara, Very little is at present known 
about these commentators : only very few of them have been, so far, pub

lished. The only collective study made of these commentaries is by HOLTZ¬

MANN in Das Mahābhārata, Vol. 3, p. 67 ff., and that was in 1897, that 
is, nearly forty years ago. The material at his disposal was very scanty, 
and so are his notes. 

But the study of these commentaries must be now taken up more seri

ously, not so much for the sake of the explanations contained in the com¬

mentaries – though even the glosses of a commentator like Devabodha are 
extremely important – as for the readings and pāṭhāntaras recorded in them ; 
because, most of f l86J the commentaries are older – some very much older 
– than our manuscripts ; and therefore the documentation of these readings 
by the commentators takes us back a stage further in our investigation of 
the history of the epic. 

The usefulness of these commentaries is, however, considerably dimini

shed by the fact that we know next to nothing about these commentators 
themselves. In particular, we lack information about their dates, which are 
not easy to fix in Indian literature. Even if the dates cannot be determined, 
it would be a great help if we could fix their relative chronology. A n at

tempt is made in the following pages to fix, to start with, the relative 
chronology of some of the more important Mahābhārata commentators. 

A fixed point in the exegetical literature centering round the Mbh. is 
furnished by Nīlakaṇṭha, who until lately was considered, at least in India, 
as the most trustworthy guide for the exposition of the Great Epic, and 
about whose date there is not much doubt. The available personal data 
about him has been put together by Wilhelm PRINTZ in the biographical note 
on Nīlakaṇtha appended to his Berlin dissertation entitled Bhāṣāwörter in 
Nīlakaṇṭha's Bhāratabhāvadīpa und in anderen Sanskritkommentaren.1  

Nīlakaṇṭha1, according to his own statements, was a Mahārāṣṭra Brahmin 
of the Gautama Gotra, with the surname Caturdhara (modern Chaudhari), 
eldest sen of Govinda Sūri and Phullāmbikā, residing at Kūrparagrāma 
(modern Kopargaon) on the Godāvarī. Nīlakaṇṭha wrote his commentary 

1 Zeitschrift fur vergleichende Sprachforschung, Vol. 44, pp. 69109 ; see parti
cularly p. 70 f. 
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on the Mbh. arid on the Gaṇeśagītā (a section of the Gapeśapurāṇa) in 
Benares, in the last quarter of the seventeenth century,1 the latter (Gaṇeśa¬
gītā) being composed in A.D. 16942 

In the beginning oī his commentary on the Mbh. Nīlakaṇṭha 
tells us that before writing his commentary, the Bhāratabhāvadīpa, he had 
compared many (bahūn) copies of the Mbh., collect-[187j-ed together from 
different parts of India (vibhinnadeśyān) in order to ascertain the conect 
reading (pātham agryam) and also consulted older commentaries.3 We ac
cordingly find that he frequently mentions variant readings and " additional " 
passages found in the versions consulted by him, and he cites the explana
tions given by older scholiasts ; 4 information, scanty though it be, of im
mense interest and value for the history of the received text. 

(i) Devabodha and SarvajñaNārāyan,a. 
In marked contrast to Nīlakaṇṭha stands Devabodha, whom I regard 

as probably the oldest and therefore the most important commentator of the 
Mbh. He is extremely reticent about himself and his predecessors, but is 
cited or mentioned by several commentators, who must therefore have lived 
after him. One of such successors of Devabodha was SarvajñaNārāyaṇa. 
Sarvajña’s Bhāratārthaprakāśa has fortunately been preserved, though it is 
noö definitely known whether his œmmentary on all the eighteen parvans of 
the Mbh. is now available His commentary on the Virāṭa and the Udyoga 
has already been published by Mahadeva Shastri B A K R E . 5 The Bombay 
Government MSS. Collection (No. 180 of 189195) contains a fragment of 
his commentary on the Ādi, comprising merely the first adhyāya with the 
beginning of the second ; while the Madras Government Collection (No. 2169) 
contains another fragment which lacks the beginning. In the colophon of 
the latter MS., Sarvajña is styled paramahamsapariwājakācārya ; he was 
therefore a saṃnyāsin. 

Now Sarvājña explicitly refers to Devabodha in the beginning of his 
commentary on the Udyoga : 

3"īft ¾^-fcreq īRllS-rītfHT: I 

1 He was apparently a protege of Anüpasimha, who was a contemporary of 
Shah Jahan. 

2 The year of composition is given as Saṃvat 1750. The name of the com

mentary is Ganapatibhāvadīpikā. Cf. the name of his Mbh. commentary, Bhārata

bhāvadīpa ; see next note. 
3 –r̂ rorc<–ī fôi^s–iT^^ –ī mw*w: 

RT½ g^lP~3^-ī ^ T O *  I ¾ ¾TR--vn--it<J: n 
4 Cf. my Ādiparvan (Poona 1933), Prolegomena, pp. Lxv ff. 
5 The Virāṭaparvan was published in 1915, and the Udyogaparvan in 1920, 

by the Gujarati Printing Press of Bombay. 
* Read fisR^ ? 

18 
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[188J This stanza is curiously enough not found in the commentary 
of Sarvajña as printed in the GujarātS Press edition of the Udyoga, but 
occurs in both the MSS. of the work in the Bombay Government Collection 
(deposited at the Institute), bearing Nos. 33 of A 187980 and 168 of 
188487 respectively. The priority of Devabodha is, however, independ

ently established by another direct reference to Devabodha in the body of 
the published commentary itself, to which my attention was recently drawn 
by my friend and colleague Professer Sushil Kumar D E of Dacca Univer

sity, who is editing the Udyoga for the Institute. In Sarvajña's comment 
on B‚. 5. 96. 41 (on p. 327 of the Gujarati Printing Press edition), we find : 

métst Sttä% ^m^t rT¾"¾" –ōf I 

*TT^n??*ft ¾ spiTT¾% "~T^TP. II 
ffcf I %f¾¾ "5Tf¾ft* 3f¾T%t... 11  

This quotation can unfortunately not be verified ; for in the very old 
Bengal Asiatic Society's palmleaf M S . (No. 3399) of the unpublished com

mentary on the Udyoga by Devabodha the corresponding folio is missing ! 
B u t there is no reasen to doubt its authenticity. 

This establishes Devabodha's priority to Sarvajña. We therefore get 

Series 1 : D e]v a b o d h a – S arvajña 

Now this SaivajñaNārāyaiia must be identical – as has indeed been 
assumed by J O L L Y , 2 BÜHLER, 3 H O L T Z M A N N , 4 and others5 – with the Sarvajña– 
Nārāyaiṇa (also called NārāyaṇaSarvajña) the author of the Manvarthav↑tti 
or Manvarthanibana]ha, a fl89"f wellknown commentary on the Manusmṛti, 
published by V. N , M A N D L I K . * 3 The asstimed identity of the two commen

tators at present rests, it is true, merely on the identity of the names, but 
can scarcely be regarded on that account as doubtful. It is hardly conceiv

able that there were two different SarvajñaNārāyaṇas, both commentators 
of wellknown works on Dharmaśāstra like the Mahābhārata and the 
Manusmṛti. 

The date of Sarvajña has been fixed on the basis of certain quotations.7 

1 This important passage was verified by me in a MS. of Sarvajña's com

mentary deposited at the Institute, namely, Bombay Government Collection No. 33 
of A 187980 (fol. 194°). 

2 Tagore Lectures, p. 11 ; passage cited in BURNELL‘S Tanjore Catalogue, 
p. 126. Cf. also Recht und Sitte, p. 31. 

s The Laws of Manu, S. B . E., vol. 25, p. cxx. 
 Das Mahābhārata und some Theile, Kiel 1894, 3. Band, p.. 71 f. 
s Cf. KANE, History öf Dharmaśāstra, Poona 1930, vol. I. pp. 157, 708. 
6 Mān&va-Dharma-Sāstra, Bombay 1886. 
7 Cf. R. G. BHANDARKAR‘S Report on the Search for Skt. MSS. for 1883-84, 

p. 62. 
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B Ü H L E R cautiously remarks that SarvajñaNārāyaṇa "cannot have written 
later than in the last half of the fourteenth century,”1 but the recent resear

ches of K A N E tend to show that Sarvajña flourished between A.D. 1100 and 
1300.

(n) Arjunamiśra? 
Both Devabodha and Sarvajña are mentioned and cited several times by 

the Bengali commentator Arjunamiśra, the manner in which Arjunamiśra 
refers to Devabodha suggesting that in his time Devabodha's commentary 
possessed an established reputation. These references are as follows : 

(a) In the foreword to his scholium (Bombay Govt. Coll. No. 30 of 
A 1879-80 = Da! of the Critical Edition), Arjuna pays homage to his prede
cessors, citing by name several of them. Devabodha, he mentions with 
special reverence, whose commentary (among others) he had carefully 
studied before writing his own commentary on the Mbh. : 

« f t ¾ i « ¾ ^ ¾ r ^ w a l w –f~~r.  

f-^I%S^īfft^"T *IT^¾^fö¾T II 
Worth noting is the fact that in the long series of names of Bhāratā– 

cāryafc cited by Arjuna at the beginning of the above extract, the 
first four names Vyāsa and Vaiśalṃpayāna, Devabodha f19O]. and Sarvajña 
have been recited in the correct order of precedence and chronology, a point 
to which we shall return in the sequel. 

(b) Arjuna mentions the Ācāryas again in the list of his (immediate 
and remote) "Gurus”, placing this time Devabodha at the head of the list, 
which ends with the name of his father, who (as we know from other sources) 
was a wellknown reciter (pāthaka)4 of the Mbh. 

^¾ii te^ 
*l<iΨW S ¾ : föff =f S*ft m II 

(c) In the short introduction which prefaces his commentary on the 
Virata, 5 Arjuna twice mentions Devabodha, once to give expression to the 
high esteem in which Arjuna holds him and again to record his gratefulness 
to his illustrious predecessor : 

¾ >  n ^ ^ ^ * l f ö c i  l l~~¾"¾ I 
*=faRi ¾FT ¾5pitö *3Tmt II 

1 BÜHLER, op. dt. p. cxxix. 
2 K A N E , op. cit. p. 157. 
3 See also my paper on Arjunamiśra in the Sir J. /. Modi Commemoration 

Volvme, p. 565. 
4 See my " Arjunamiśra, p. 566. 
5 Gujarati Printing Press edition, p. 1 (right column). 
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% ^ ^ H I ¾ ½ i-r<ld
M

¾f¾*r n 
(d) Finally, while commenting on 1. 143. 34 (a difficult stanza, giving 

a fanciful derivation of the name Ghaṭotkaca), Arjuna mentions two read

ings which had both won the approval of Devabodha : 

¾NMi¾l*i ¾ -̂ft¾r-rf¾?ft ( s i c ) wm^i1 

These two readings are in fact mentioned by Devabodha : vide fob 37* 
of the Baroda M S . of Devabodha's commentary on the Ādi. 

The above extracts taken together indisputably prove that Arjunamiśra 
was posterior to both Devabodha and Sarvajña–Nārāyaṇa. Adding the name 
of Arjunamiśra to Series 1, we get 

Series 2: Devabodha – Sarvajña – Airjunamiśfa. 
Some faint light on the question of the age of Arjunamisra is thrown by 

a dated M S . of Arjuna's œmmentary listed by the late M . M . Haraprasada 
SASTRI in his Notices of Sanskrit MSS., Second f ; l9 l ] Series, Vol. I (Cal

cutta 1900), p. 298 (MS. No. 295). The late Mahamahopadhyaya reported 
that it was a carefully written palmleaf MS. of Arjuna's commentary on the 
Mokṣadharma, called Mokṣadharmārthadīpikā written in archaic Bengaii 
characters and belonging, apparently, to Babu Saradaprasanna GHosE of 
Kelomal, Tamlulc. The M S . gave the date of writing as śaka 1456 (ca. 
A.D. 1534).2 

I may here draw attention to some stanzas added by the copyist, which 
are to the effect that already at the time when the copy was made, correct 
MSS. of Arjuna's commentary were a rarity even in Bengal, the home of the 
commentator, which can only be explained by assuming, as pointed out 
already by Mahadeva Shastri B A K R E that there was a considerable interval 
of time between the two. The stanzas I am referring to are : 

% : vT5-r¾sto i¾g.Äiig<l¾rcf*. i 

3?v~fr*ñ : I 

w&wpīt 5lRig-rf¼^ii 
The date Śaka 1456 (ca. A . D. 1534) is then the lower limit of the age of 

Arjuna, but the date of Arjuna, if we rely on the information vouchsafed by 
the copyist, must be long prior to A . D. 1534:. 

(iii) Nīlakaṇṭha. 
We return to NSlakaṇiṭha, who is the next great Mbh. commentator, and 

who cites or mentions Devabodha, SarvajñaNārāyaṇa and Arjunamisra, not 

1 Read ^rfaq^RÍ W ^ ? 
2 The reference is given in the Gujarati Printing Press edition of the Virāṭa¬

parvan, Introduction, p. 6,– 
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indeed in the introduction to his commentary on the Mbh., where he mentions 
a number of his " Gurus ", but elsewhere in the course of his wellknown 
scholium. Here are the references. 

(a) While commenting on I. 158. 14, a stanza with numerous variants, 
Nīlakaṇtha cites an old variant of the entire stanza, mentioning Devabodha 
in that connection. 

•T –i~ff: ¾%°Tt IT if "I ¾fTfg :̂ I 
f ¾ ^ i –ī–ft6–īfô i¾ ill ĝTOl¾r n 

1t is worthy of note that Nīlakaṇṭha regards the variants as ancient, 
owing to its having been explained by " Devabodha and others ". He must 
therefore consider Devabodha as an ancient authority. 

What Nīlakaṇṭha regards as ancient is of course a matter for specula

tion. Nevertheless I do not think that Nilakaṇṭha would have used the word 
prāclna in connection with Devabodha unless the interval between them was 
at least three or four centuries. 

In passing it may be mentioned that this reference to Devabodha by 
Nīlakaṇṭha is yet another instance of the practice of mentioning names of 

Ācāryas honoris causa (pūjārtham),~ because the reading cited by Nīla¬

kaṇṭha is probably not that of Devabodha at all, who to judge by the lem

mata in his commentary must have had before him a stanza differing from 
the corresponding stanza of the Critical Edition merely in reading śakunāḥ 
for kuṇapāḥ of the Critical Edition ( L 158. 14). The third pāda of the 
stanza as cited by Nīlakaṇṭha is certainly the reading of the T G version, 
found otherwise oniy in three conflated N MSS., and in a fourth one written 
in the mm gin; while the last pāda was found by me only in four MSS. ( K 2 

B 3 M 3 . 5 ) of my critical apparatus, one of them (B) having as a matter of 
fact the reading oī our text in the margin ! It is therefore most improbable 
that Devabodha had commented on the particular variant version cited by 
Nīlakaṇṭha, and it is really doubtful to me whether Nīlkaṇṭha had at all 

Devabodha's commentary before him. Devabodha is referred to by Nīla¬

kas¾ha merely as one of the ancient Ācāryas. 
(b) While commenting on B. 7. 82. 2, Niilakaptha notices a variant 

interpretation of madhuparkika given by Devabodha : 

(c) N0akaṇṭha's reference to Sarvajña will be found in his comment 
on B. 5. 40, 10 (Gujarati Printing Press ed., p. 131) : 

[193) fśtq át if t f t s ¾ : ^ E T W I -cr^rft: w * F O W I 

1 Tnis passage was already cited by me in the Critical Edition of the Ādi

parvan, p. 666. 
2 Cf. ZDMG. Vol. 66 (1912), p. 541 f. 

18A 
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and again in the same adhyāya, a few stanzas further on (B. 5. 40. 26), 
we find : 

^ f t ^  ī T ^ ^ ^ : I t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ R ^ mm: I qfä te f tö % ~  

& 3TÍWl^TÍ: I 
A reference to Sarvajña's commentary printed in the same work 

(p. 131 f.) will show that all these explanations do as a matter of fact occur 
in the commentary of Sarvajña, while they are not met with in any of the 
three other commentaries printed there. 

(d) For Nīlakaṇṭha's mention of Arjunamiśra, I may draw attention to 
Nīlakaṇṭha's comment on B. 3. 291. 70, a stanza at the end of the Rāmo 
pākhyāna, where he mentions various explanations of the word jārūthya. 
among them the one given by Arjunamiśra, whom he mentions by name : 

These various extracts establish the posteriority of Nīlakaṇṭha to Deva

bodha, SarvajñaNārāyaṇa and Arjunamiśra. Adding Nīlakaṇtha to 
Series 2, we get 

Series 3 : Devabodha – Sarvajña – 
Arjunamiśra – Nīlakaṇṭha. 

It will be remembered that as each member of this series of four names 
clearly cites one or more of his predecessors, this is a chronological sequence 
whose! correctness is absolutely incontrovertible. 

(iv) Vimalabodha. 
There is moreover a subsidiary series connected with a Mbh. commen

tator called Vimalabodha,1 to which we shall now turn our attention. 
It will be recalled that in the excerpts given above from the œmmentary 

of Arjunamiśra, the commentator twice mentions Vimalabodha in close proxi
mity to Devabodha, Therefore it is evident that Arjunamiśra is posterior 
to Vimalabodha, whose œmmentary (ṭīkā) variously known as Durghaṭārtha¬

prakāśinī [194J or Viṣamaślokī has fortunately been preserved. In the intro
duction to this unpublished commentary, a copy of which is to be found in 
the Bombay Government Collection (No. 84 of 1869-70), while speaking of 
his predecessors, Vimalabodha says (fol. 1) : 

f¾^¾TRl^Hft¾‘-hliit f¾¾-f"f: 

effcr *wm ¾f¾cff ^2l^5i--if¾if)- Ii 

Again while giving the etymologies of the name of the Sūta, Loma- (or 
Roma)harṣaṇa, Vimalabodha observes (fol. 2) ; 

1 See HOLTZMANN, op. cit. vol. 3» p. 72. 
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Undoubtedly the Devasvāmin mentioned in the first excerpt is the same 
as the Devabodha (who in the colophons of his commentary is styled parama¬

haṃsaparivrājakācārya) in the second. Incidentally it may be pointed out 
that the etymology of Loma (or Roma)harṣaṇa mentioned by Vimalabodha 
is actually to be found in Devabodha's scholium. In the Bareda M S . 
(11372) of the unpublished commentary of Devabodha, we read (fol. 3 b, 
line 1 I.) : 

<W3T " J ^ f l f ä f ¾ ^ r t <l4u«¾<qi(¼d^lftl¾ ^4¼-J«MW*I¾ , 

which substantially agrees with the excerpt in the commentary of Vimala¬

bodha. 
Since Arjunamisra mentions Vimalabodha, and Vimalabodha cites Deva

bodha, we get a subsidiary series, namely. 

Series 4 : Devabodha – Vimalabodha – Arjunamiśra. 

Thus far we have been treading on solid ground and the correctness of 
Series 1-4 is, as far as I can judge, absolutely unimpeachable. 

In trying to combine Series 3, and 4, however, there arises the difficulty 
that no cross reference has hitherto been found in the works of Vimalabodha 
on the one hand and SarvajñaNārāyaṇa on the other. Their relative chrono

logical position is, therefore, a matter for speculation. It is possible, how

ever, to combine the two series tentatively, on the equivocal testimony of 
Arjunamisra, which we shall proceed to examine more closely. 

[195J In one of the lists of the Ācāryas cited by Arjunamisra, we have 
the sequence, VedaVyāsa, Vaiśaṃpāyana, Devabodha, Vimalabodha, 
SaivajñaNārāyaṇa, iśāiṇiḍilya Mädhava. Here the first two pairs, as was 
pointed out above, have been named in the correct chronological order, the 
earlier author being placed first, in conformity with the rule governing the 
sequence of the members of a Dvandva compound (P. 2.2.34 Vā. ). Deva¬

bodha is, as we have seen, prior to Vimalabodha as surely as Vyāsa, the 
reputed author of the Great Epic, is prior to Vaiśaṃpāyana. Further in 
both lists the father of Arjunamiśra is mentioned last. These facts suggest 
the surmise that the whole series is arranged in the strict chronological 
sequence. If this surmise be correct, then SarvajñaNānāyaṇa would be 
posterior to Vimalabodha, and we get, tentatively, the sequence : Vimala

bodha – Sarvajfīa. 
It may, however, be noted that such names are often found arranged on 

the diametrically opposite principle of uttarottaragaúyastva, i.e., naming the 
more important persons later, which is however not admissible in the parti

cular instance ; or even arranged on no principle at a l l ; or at least on some 
principle which it is difficult for us to comprehend. In fact a subsequent 
enumeration of these same Ācāryas by the same Arjunamiéra is in partial 
conflict with the earlier list ! There the sequence (already given above) is 
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Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Śāṇḍilya Mādhava, NārāyaṇaSarvajña. Here 
SarvajñaNārāyaṇa has been placed after Śāṇḍilya Mādhava, while in the 
former list he is placed before them ! This irregularity apart, the lists tally 
with each other. 

It is not, however, impossible to resolve this contradiction and harmonize 
the data. There is a notable difference between the two lists. The first one 
is in prose, the second is an anuṣṭubh stanza. I am disposed to attach more 
importance to the sequence of the prose enumeration, and to regard the change 
of sequence in the other as due to the exigencies of metre. The first again 
is a formal expression of homage (namaskriyā), where the principle of prior

ity has been, it seems, rigidly observed ; on the other hand, the second is 
merely a collective metrical list of the author's " Gurus," where the considera

tion of rank and precedence did ["196] not perhaps prevail so much. I may 
also point out that the first list is in the form of a Dvandva compound, while 
in the second the persons have been all independently mentioned. If these 
considerations have any value, then we may postulate, at least tentatively, 
another series, 

Series 5 : Devabodha – Vimalabodh a – 
Sarvajña – Arjuna – Nīlakaṇṭha, 

where the relative position of Vimalabodha and Sarvajña aione is open to 
doubt. 

Of these five commentators, as was mentioned above, Sarvajña could not 
have lived later than the latter half of the fourteenth century and flourished 
probably between A . D. 1100 and 1300 ; while Arjunamisra lived some time 
prior to A . D. 1534.– Moreover, if the position assigned in Series 5 to 
Sarvajña be correct, then both Devabodha and Vimalabodha must have lived 
long prior to A . D. 1300.2 

* * * 
§ 2. W H A T WAS DEvABODHA’S VERSION OF T H E M A H Ā B H Ā R A T A L I K E ? 

The only commentary of the Mahābhārata completely printed so far is 

1 Since the above was written, two efforts have been made to fix the date of 
Arjunamiéra. M r . Jogendra Chandra GHOSH (Indian Culture, Vol. I, p. 706ff.1. 
working on the data supplied by certain ancient pedigrees preserved in Bengal, 
arrives at the date ca. A.D. 1300 for Arjunamisra ; but it may be pointed out that 
the method of fixing precise dates on the basis of pedigrees alone never gives entirely 
reliable results.. On the other hand, M r . P . K . GODE of the Bhandarkar Institute 
(Indian Culture, Vol. 2, p. 141 ff.), relying on his identification of the Satya–Khāna, 
who was a patron of Arjunamiśra (see Sir J. J. Modi Commemoration Volume, 
p. 566), argues for a date between A.D. 1450 and A.D. 1500,’ There is thus a 
difference of about 200 years between the two computations. But the matter is still 
sub judicef and more light on the question may be expected from further investiga
tion of the question whith is being carried on by these two scholars. 

2 See further the Appendix at the end of this paper (below, p. 202). 
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the Bhāratabhāvadtpa by Nīlakaṇṭha. The Gujarati Printing Press of Bom

bay has done, however, inestimable service to the cause of Mahābhārata 
studies by publishing other commentaries at least on the Virāṭa and Udyoga, 
edited by Mahadeva Shastri f l 97 j B A K R E . The Virāṭaparvan Volume 
(published in 1915) contains, besides (1) the Bhāratabhāvadtpa, the com

mentaries of (2) Arjunamisra, (3) Caturbhuja, (4) Vimalabodha, (5) 
Rāmakṛṣṇa, (6) SarvajñaNārāyaṇa and (7) Vādirāja, as also a commentary 
called (8) the Viṣamapadavivaraṇa of unknown authorship. The Udyoga

parvan Volume (published in 1920) includes, on the other hand, besides (1) 
the Bhāratabhāvadīpa, the commentaries of (2) Arjunamisra, (3) Vimala¬

bodha, (4) SarvajñaNārāyaṇa and (5) Vādirāja.1 A commentary more 
important than any of these and one more neglected still is the Jñānadīpikā 
of Devabodha. Until recently nothing was in fact known about Devabodha 
or his commentary on the Mahābhārata save what is contained in perfunctory 
notices of Sanskrit MSS., which has been summarized in HoLTZMAN's meri

torious work Das Mahābhārata (Vol. 3, section 14, para 3, p. 70 f.). A 
selection of Devabodha's readings and glosses was for the first time published 
by me in the critical notes of the Ādiparvan Volume.2 

I have shown in the previous section that Devabodha is indubitably 
earlier than Nīlakāṇṭa, Arjunamisra, SatvajñaNārāyaṇa or even Vimala

bodha, and is therefore in all probability the earliest commentator of the 
Mahābhārata hitherto known. It is therefore needless to add that the com

mentary is most valuable and its evidence, both positive and negative, of 
supreme importance for the constitution of the text. 

The M S . of the commentary (which is unaccompanied by the epic text) 
utilized by me for the Ādi belongs to the Baroda Central Library (Sanskrit 
Section) and was kindly placed at my disposal by Dr. Benoytosh BHATTA¬

CHARYA, Director of the Oriental Institute of Baroda, to whom my sincere 
thanks are due for the kind loan.8 This paper MS. which bears the identifi

cation No. 11372, contains the commentary on Ādi only and is written 
in f l98J Devanāgarī characters of about the seventeenth century. The bulk 
of the M S . is in a fair state of preservation, though in many places the text 
is extremely corrupt. In our M S . the name of the commentary is given as 
Jñānadipikā ; but, according to H O L T Z M A N N (op. cit. Vol. 3, p. 71), it is also 
known as Mahābhāratatātparyafikā or tātparyadipikā. MSS. of this com

mentary are rare, and no complete copy has yet been found. 

~ Vādiiāja's commentary on the Sabhā has been published by Prof. P. P. 
Subrahmanya SASTRI as an Appendix to his edition of the Sabhā according to the 
Southern recension (Madras 1932). For Vādirāja's date see further below (pp. 203

210) the note on the subject by Mr. P . K . CODE. 
2 See also my Prolegomena, p. Lxx. 
a There is another MS. of the commentary in the Asiatid Society of Bengal, 

which was also consulted by me. 
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In the colophon the author is deseribed as paramahamsaparivrājaka. 
He must therefore have belonged to an order of Saṃnyāsins. The name of 
his Guru is given as Satyabodha. This is all the personal data we have at 
present about Devabodha. 

The Jñānadipikā is a concise ṭikā, that is, a running commentary para

phrasing the difficult words of the epic text and occasionally explaining the 
gist or purport (tātparya) of the original. The extent of the text of the 
commentary on the Ādi is given at the end of our MS. as 1.400 granthas. 

The homage which Arjuna pays to Devabodha in the Introduction to his 
scholium is by no means a matter of mere form. Arjuna appears to have 
made a very close study indeed of the scholium of Devabodha, and based his 
own commentary, on the Ādi at least, largely on that of his predecessor. He 
has copied very large portions of Devabodha's commentary, sometimes ver

batim, sometimes in extracts. Moreover, even when the commentators differ, 
the influence of Devabodha is plainly diseernible. In fact, Arjuna's Artha

dipikā may be considered, as I have remarked elsewhere,1 as a revised and 
eniarged edition of Devabedha's Jñānadipikā. Unlike the commentary of 
Nīlakaṇṭha, that of Devabodha is unaccompanied by the epic text. The 
question, therefore, naturally arises what was Devabedha's text like ? 

When we read the commentary along with any of the old printed edi

tions of the Mahābhārata, like the Calcutta or the Bombay or the Kumbha

konam editions, we are at once struck by the singular disparity between the 
text and the commentary. Not only does Devabodha's commentary contain 
many words or expressions which do not occur at all in the Vulgate, but it 
also cites, at times, verses or stanzas which read differently in the 
f l99*J Vulgate. One also comes across passages and even adhyāyas of the 
Vulgate on which one expects some comment but which are left wholly un¬

commented by Devabodha. 
The Southern recension may be categorically ignored in our search for 

the prototype of Devabodha's commentary, as this commentator does not 
know even á single one of the many passages peculiar to the Southern recen

sion. He further does not show the typical Southern transposition of the 
Sakuntala and Yayāti episodes, nor the characteristic position of the prose 
genealogical adhyāya (called pūruvamśānukirtana), after the chapter con
taining the eulogy of the epic (Bhāmtapra§amsā). 

The vulgate (with the Bengali) may likewise be excluded, It agrees 
with Devabodha's text up to a certain point ; but the divergences, which are 
numerous, remain inexplicable There remain then oniy the śāradā and the 
" K " versions. And with them, the version oī Devabodha does, as a matter 
of fact, show very’ close affinity. 

It is worthy oī note that Devabodha has no commentary on any of the 

1 Ādiparvan, Prolegomena, p. Lxx. 
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six adhyāyas of the Vulgate wnich are completely missing in the śāradā and 
the K MSS. and which have also been completely omitted in the Critical Edi
tion of the Ādi. They are the following adhyāyas of the Vulgate : (i) adhy. 
22 (duplicate description of the ocean) ; (ii) adhy. 2 4 (Aruṇa is appointed 
charioteer of the Sun, an evident digression and interpolation) ; (iii) adhy. 
116 (birth of Duḥlśalā : a fairy tale of questionable authenticity) ; (iv) 
adhy. 139 (an absurd chapter describing further exploits of the Pāṇḍavas 
and containing a reference to Yavana kings) ; (v) adhy. 140 (Kaṇikaniti) ; 
and finally, (vi) adhy. 149 (Pāṇḍavas' crossing the Ganges, a passage of 
doubtful value). 

But on principle, we cannot attach very great importance to such omis

sions, as a commentator is apt to skip in the Mahābhārata any adyhāya which 
he thinks too simple to need any comment. This explanation will apply to 
most of the omissions mentioned above, but will not hold good in the case of 
the Kaṇikaniti an adhy. of 140 stanzas, which has evoked lengthy comments 
from both Arjunarniśra and Nīlakaṇtha ; we expect some comment on this 
adhyāya by a commentator like Devabodha. 

f200j Much more important from our point of view is an addition 
characteristic of the Kaśmīrī version,. This version adds at the very end of 
the Ādi a supplementary (and entirely superfluous) adhyāya, which contains 
merely a variant version of the well-known Puraṇic tale of śvetaki's sacrifice, 
occurring earlier in the course of this very parvan, and which was known to 
Kṣemendra. Curiously enough the king who is called śvetaki in the first 
version is here called śvetaketu ! That the version of Devabodha contained 
this interpolated (supplementary) adhyāya is proved by the concluding 
remark of Devabodha on this adhyāya (fob 48) : 

¾ r̂¾¾sf ¾cT¾aftfä m I 
This remark, as I have pointed out elsewhere, will not apply to any ver

sion which did not have the supplementary adhyāya containing the story of 
Śvetaketu, which in fact is peculiar to the Śāradā and the K versions. These 
facts demonstrate that the version of Devabodha agrees with the Śāradā and 
K versions with respect to both addition and omission of whole adhyāyas. 

The conclusion regarding the affinity between the two versions is fortified 
by many minor agreements in point of shorter passages and even readings of 
individual stanza's. 

For example, Devabodha has no comment on any portion of the Brahmā-
Gaṇeśa episode (40 stanzas in the Vulgate), which is missing in its entirety 
oniy in the Kaśmīrī and the Bengali versions. Again, for I. 105. 4-7 of the 
Critical Edition the Vulgate substitutes a lengthy passage of 56 lines, which 
is entirely ignored in the commentary of Devabodha, who on the other hand 
cites 7 a b (a line not known to the Vulgate), in exact agreement with the 
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Śāradā and K versions (besides the Southern recension), but in direct oppo
sition to the Bengali and the Devanāgarī versions. In connection with the 
omission of adhy. 139-140 of the Vulgate mentioned above, the śāradā and 
K versions omit the first 19 stanzas of the following adhyāya (namely, adhy. 
141 of the Vulgate). In conformity with that, the first 19 stanzas of adhy. 
141 are ignored completely in the scholium of Devabodha. It may be noted 
that the omission of adhy. 139-140 together with the first 19 stanzas of adhy. 
141 of the Vulgate f201]> makes an aggregate and continuous omission of 139 
(=27 + 93+19) stanzas of the Vulgate, a not inconsiderable portion of the 

text. Likewise there is no commentary on nearly 70 stanzas of adhy. 128 
and 129 of the Vulgate, which are omitted only in the Sāradā–K group and 
the Critical Edition. 

This affinity is further borne out by agreements as regards minor read
ings too numerous to mention. 

These considerations make it, in my opinion, perfectly clear that the 
version of Devabodha is closely ailied to the śāradā and K versions. 

Though the !Śāradā version and what 1 have called the " K " version run 
for the most part parallel to each other, there are in fact minor diserepancies 
between the MSS. of these versions, which indicate different sources. But as, 
on the one hand, we have for the Ādi* a solitary M S . (Ś1) of the genuine 
Śāradā (or Kaśmīrī) version, and on the other hand we do not know the 
provenance of the Devanāgarī MSS. which I have denoted by the symbol 
" K " (on account of their affinity to the version of Kaśmīr), it is at this 
stage not easy to explain these discrepancies between śāradā and K . It would 
be also premature to say whether Devabodha's version was more akin to 
śāradā or the K version. 

I may, however, draw attention to one instance which suggests to my 
mind and affinity with K rather than with the śāradā version. In I. 68. 72 
the text reading is asatyavacanā nāryafy (nom. phi.), "women (are) perfidi
ous," a general statement. Oniy K 1 < 2 B X (m as in text) have, on the other 
hand, matymacane 'nārye (voc. sing.), "O thou perfidious: (and) dishonour¬
able (woman) ! " Ko.4 appear to have corrupt forms of the same. The 
vocative appears to be, therefore, peculiar to the K version, which differs here 
from the Śāradā, and which latter has the nom. plu. as in all other M¾>. 
Now in agreement with K , Devabodha has anārye = vakre ! One instance of 
an agreement like this is, I will readily admit, wholly inadequate to prove the 
point. It can only give an indication and may perchance give wrong 
indication. The question may, therefore, be left over for future investigation. 
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List of five major Mahābhārata commentators arranged according to the 
probable chronological sequence, with the names of their commentaries, 
approximate date, and sundry data about them. 

No. Commentator Commentary Remarks 

Devabodha 

Vimalabodha 

Sarvajña 
Nārāyaṇa 

Arjunamisra 

Nīlakaṇṭha 
Caturdhara 

Jñānadīpikā, 
Mbh. – tātparya

ṭīka, 
Tātparyadīpikā 

Viṣamaśloka-
tīkā, 

Durghaṭārtha-

prakāśini, 
Durbodhapa-

dabhañjini 

Bhāratārtha¬

prakāśa 

Mahābhāratār– 
tha(pra)dīpikā, 
Bhāratasaṃ¬
grahadīpīkā 

Bhāratabhāva. 
dīpa. 

Saṃnyāsin : pupil of 
Satyabodha, men

tioned or cited by 
Vimala, Arj., N i l . 

Mentions Vaiśampā¬
yana's Ṭikā and 
cites Devabodha 

(once as °svāmin). 

Ante Mentions Dev. and is 
1300 ! cited by Arj. and 

I Ni l . , as alse by a 
! lexicographer Rāya¬

mukuṭa. (A.D. 1431). 

Ante ÍMentions Dev., Vim¬
1534 ) ala, S. Nārāyaṇa, 

Sāṇḍilya Mādhava. 
Belongs to Eastern (or 

Gauḍa) school. 
Cited by N i l . One M S . 

of his comm. dated 
Śaka U56 (=ca, 
A.D. 153 4 ) 1 

ca. 1700 Maharāṣṭra Brahmin. 
Son of Govindasüri 
and Phullāmbikā, 
resident of Kopar¬
gaon on the Goda¬
van. Mentions Dev., 
S. Nārāyaṇa, Arj. 
Ratnagarbha and 
others. 

1 For Arjunamiśra's date, see also Mr. J. C. GHOSH'S recent paper in Indian 
Culture, vol. 2 (1936), p. 585 ff. 
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* V I . The Bhṛgus and the Bharata : A Text-Historical Study1. 

The Bhṛgus are unquestionably an interesting old elan.11 Tempted by 
the tantalizing affinity between the Sanskrit name Bhṛgu and the Greek 
Ψ X é y o in the name of § X e 7 6 a s and of the *ī X s 7 v a t, A . W E B E R 2 

postulated a genetic connection between the Indian and the Greek names, 
and even aseribed Indo-gennanic antiquity to a certain legend about Bhṛgu 
Vāruṇi preserved in the Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa (11. 6. 1), a legend of which 
he thought he had discovered a parallel in Greek mythology. The facile 
phonetic equation put up by W E B E R has not, however, commended itself to 
other scholars, and we are not specially concerned with it either. But it 
cannot be gainsaid that the clan is very ancient and that some of their legends 
are of hoary antiquity. There are seattered notices about the Bhṛgus to be 
found from the Vedic Saṃhitās onwards through the Brāhmaṇa, Āraṇyaka 
and Upaniṣad literature up to the Epics and the Purāiṇas, steadily growing in 
volume and importance. 

•[2J Not only is the clan ancient, its legends alse are highly interesting. 
So suggestive in fact are the early myths of this clan that they had in former 
years engrossed the attention of many a student of Indian mythology, and 
called forth a variety of interpretations. Thus, A. B E R G A G N E 3 looked upon 
the Bhṛgu myth of the Ṛgveda as merely a more developed form of the early 
tradition about the deseent of fire and identified Bhṛgu with Agni. A. K u H N 4 

and A. B A R T H 5 agreed in regarding the Bhṛgus as persenifications of the light

ning flash, and K u H N 5 tried to harmonize the Greek myth regarding the des

cent of fire with the Vedic. A. W E B E R , 7 as already remarked, saw in a legend 
preserved in the iśatapatha Brāhmaṇa a relic of primitive Indo-germanic 
mythology. But even the later legends of these people are not without a 

* [ABORI 18. 1176.] 
1 The best general account of the Bhṛgus has been given by S I E G in the 

Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (edited by H A S T I N G S ) , s. v. " Bhṛgu," from 
which the following details* regarding previous work on this subject have been mainly 
extracted. For Vedic references see also M A C D Q N E L L and K E I T H , Vedic Index of 
names and Subjects, s. v. ' ‘ Cyavana ", " Bhṛgu ’’, etc. 

2 ZD:MG 9 (1855), 237-243; "Eine Legende des Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 
über die strafende Verkettung nach dem Tode." 

3 Religion Védique (187883) I. 5256. 
4 Herabkunft des Feuers und des Göttertranks (1859) 8 ff [Mythologische 

Studien, Vol. I. (1886), 10 ff.] 
5 Les Religions de VInde (Paris 1885), 8. 

« Op. cit. 13 ff.[214 ff.]. 

7 ZDMG 9 (1855), 242. 
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certain amount of grandiosity and ostentation. Just consider the figure of 
Paraśurāma : a matricide, annihilator of the Kṣatriyas and finally an avatāra 
of Viṣṇu (the ''Preserver”) all in one. 

The popularity of the Paraśurāma legend in India is attested by the 
number of places, scattered all over India, which are associated with his name 
and his exploits and held sacred to his memory.1 Near the Kangra 
District 2 of the Punjab there is a very ancient temple dedicated to 
Paraśurāma, (a name not yet applied to him in our epic), in which is depo
sited a copper-plate grant recording the gift of a village to a Brahmin study
ing the A. V. In the State of Udaipur3 there is a sacred pool called Mar¬
kundiaḥ where Rāma is said to have bathed and atoned for his sins ; 
likewise in Cape Comorin. In the Bijapur District4 of the Bombay 
Presidency, an axe-shaped rock situated on a riverbank marks the spot 
where Rāma is represented as having washed his famous axe (paraśu), 
which has given him his nick-name Paraśurāma, Rāma-with-the-Axe ; a stone 
boulder situated in the river bed has preserved Paraśurāma's foot-prints. 
Even this irresistible axe of his has been deified, and there is in Mysore State* 
a temple dedicated to it. Gokarṇ6 shows a sacred pool dedicated to Mahā¬

deva, which is said to have been built by the son of Jamadagni. Even the 
Lakhīmpur District7 of distant Assam has a pool to show to which, accord

ing to popular belief, Paraśurāma had surrendered his dreaded axe, and 
which attracts pilgrims from every part of India. 

Notwithstanding the absorbing interest of the Bhārgava myths, it is 
primarily not their interpretation that is attempted here. [3] That is a task 
fraught with difficulties and uncertainties, as also one which would call for a 
range of knowledge and a compose of mind to which the present writer can 
lay no claim. The modest aim of this paper is to collect and collate the 
Bhārgava references in the Mahābhārata, in other words, to give a succinct 
account of all that the Great Epic of India has to say about the Bhṛgus. The 
choice of the sourcebook is, I think, abundantly justified, because the Mahā

bhārata, as I believe, is the richest mine for the exploration of the Bhārgava 
material, a veritable thesaurus of Bhārgava legends, containing as it does 
the largest number and the greatest variety of such legends. Even this 
material is naturally not entirely new, having already attracted the attention 
of scholars, but it seemed to me that it has not been studied with that degree 
of attention to details which it deserves. It is a trite observation but never

1 Cf. A N U J A N A c H A N . Paraśurāma Legend and its Significance, p. 8 f. citing 
the Imperial Gazetteer of India. The paper was read at the Eighth Session of the 
All-India Oriental Conference (Mysore 1935) and has since been published sepa
rately with the special sanction of the Government of Cochin. 

2 . Imp. Gaz. 19. 124. » ibid. 16. 26. 
4 ibid. 5. 129. 5 ibid. 13. 148. 
6 No reference given by A C H A N . 7 Imp. Gaz. 9. 8. 
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theless true that even what appears on the face of it to be a most insignificant 
detail might yield a1 valuable clue if looked at from the correct angle, which 
is often difficult to get. 

M y intention is to pass under review here all the important myths and 
legends relating to the different Bhṛgus, wnich occur in the Mahābhārata, 
subjecting them to a critical analysis : to study the manner in which they are 
presented, to investigate their repetitions and even to examine their discre

pancies. We shall find that there are many more Bhārgavas mentioned'in 
our epic than commonly known and many more references to Bhārgavas 
than commonly suspected. 

In essence, it must be admitted, this is merely a textcritical study, a 
subject which, having engaged my attention for a number of years, has ac

quired considerable faseination for me. But at the end of the paper it is 
shown that the investigation might at the same time yield results which are 
not without general value for a partial elucidation of the obseure nistory of 
this venerable old text. 

The Bhargaīva references could have been presented here in many 
different ways, but it appeared best to take them up for study in the sequence 
in which they appear in our epic, to examine the material book by book and 
chapter by chapter. The total number of passages of the Mahābhārata in 
which the Bhārgavas are mentioned is astonishingly large. Exigencies of 
space, [4J however, compelled the writer to restrict himself to the discussion 
of only the more important of the references. 

I add here a genealogical table which will enable the reader to follow 
the legends of the Bhṛgus aṇḍ the diseussions about them with greater ease. 
The table is made up from the data of the Mahābhārata itself, but it is un

doubtedly incomplete ; it appears to be very much abridged, lacking many 
details and intermediate links,. 

G E N E A L O G I C A L T R E E O F T H E B H Ṛ G U S (ABRIDGED) 

Bhṛgu (m. Pulomā) 

Kavi Cyavana (m. Sukanyā & Āruṣī) 
I  

śukra ]  
(by Āruṣī) (by Sukanyā) 

Devayāni Aurva Pramati (m. Ghṛtāci) 
(m. Yayāti)  

Ṛcika (m. Satyavatī) Ruru (m. Pramadvarā) 

i ī I . 
Yadu Turvasu Jarnadagni (m. Reṇukā) Sunaka 

I 
Kṛṣṇa Rāma Jāṃadagnya 
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ĀDIPARVAN 1 

Strangely enough, already in the second chapter of the Ādiparvan, the 
Parvasamgraha, which is in fact, for the greater part of it, semetning 
like a Table of Contents, we make our acquaintance with one of the Bhār

gavas, the most famous of them, Rāma Jāmadagnya, 2 not yet a fullfledged 
avatāra? a character which in! reality has no connection whatsoever with the 
action of the sublime tragedy which is going to be unfolded in the epic. That 
comes about in this way. The place where the Mahābhārata war was fought, 
as everybody knows who knows anything at all about the war, was called 
Kurukṣetra (Gītā I. 1) : 

[53 dharmaksetre Kuruksetre samavetā yuyutsavahi  
māmakāh Pān4avāś caiva  

But the Sūta Ugralśravas, sen of Lomaharṣaṇa, who recites the epic at 
the twelveyear sacrificial session held in the Naimisa Forest under the aus

pices of śaunaka, gives the name of the place as Samantapañcakai and is 
careful enough to add that he had visited that sacred spot (puṇyaṃ deśam) 
and was as a matter of fact just returning from it (I. I. 11 f.): 

Samantapañcakam> nātna putiyam dvijanisevitam  
gatavān asmi tarn deśam yuddham yatrābhavat purā 
Pāndavānām Kurūnām ca sarvesām ca mahtksitām  
didrksur āgatas tasmāt samipam bhavatām iha 

That obviously needed a little explication. Accordingly we find in the 
beginning of the second chapter a query about this Samantapancaka from the 
sages who formed the audience. They want to know all about this new place 
of pilgrimage (1. 2. 1) : 

Samantapancakam iti yad uktarh sútarumdana  
etat sarvam yalhānyāyam śrotum icchāmahe vayam J j 

And from the story narrated by the Sūta it proves to be a Bhārgava place 
of pilgrimage, situated probably somewhere in the neighbourhood of or with
in the limits of Kurukṣetra.4 It was in fact, as the Sūta proceeds to explain, 

1 In the Ādiparvan, the references are to the Critical Edition oī that book 
published by this Institute (Poona 1933); elsewhere to the Vulgate, the edition 
used being the Chitrashala edition (Poona 1929-1933). References to the Vulgate 
are distinguished by prefixing ‘‘ B . " to them. 

2 Special studies on Paraśurāma : Irawati K A R V E , " The Paraśurāma M y t h " 
in the Jéurnal of the University of Bombay, vol. 1 (1932), pp. 115-139; and the 
paper by ANUJAN AcHAN cited above, Paraśurāma Legend and its Significance 
(1935), and Jarl CHARPENTIER, Paraśu-Rāma, Kuppuswami Sastri Comm. Vol. 
(1937) pp. 9-16. 

3 Cf. HbPKiNs, Epic Mythology (Grundriss d. indo-aristhen Phi l and Alter
tumskunde III. Bd., I. Heft B ) , p. 211. 

- In the Śalyaparvan it is said that it is a holy place of pilgrimage situated 
on the Sarasvatī C. 9. 2136. 

19 
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the sacred spot where the Bhārgava Räma, the foremost of weapon-bearers 
(śastrabhjtmh varafy I. 2. 3 ) , after extirpating the warrior race during the 
interval between the Tretā and the Dvāpara Ages, had made five pools of 
blood, probably forming a circle (hence obviously Samantapancaka), and 
standing in the middle of the pools the terrible man offered the uncanny 
oblation of congealed blood to his forefathers, until the shades of the departed 
ancestors appeared before him and pacified him, giving him the boon that 
those sanguinary pools of his would become holy places of pilgrimage (1. 2. 
3 f f . ) : 

Tretādvāparayo]↑, samdhau Rāmah śastrabhrtām varal.i  
asakṛt pārthivam ksatram jaghānāmarsacoditah (3) 
sa sarvam ksatram utsādya svavīryenānaladyutih  
Samantapañcake pañca cakāra rudhirahrodān ( 4) 
sa teṣu rudhiiāmbhah,su hradesu krodhamūcchitah  
pitfn samtarpayāmāsa rudhireneti nah śrutam (5) 

•[6J A few stanzas later we read that the KuruPāiṇḍava war was also 
fought at this Samantapancaka ( I . 2. 9) : 

antare caiva samprāpte KaliDvāparayor abhüt 
Samantapañcake yuddham KuruPān4avasenayoh 

Samantapancaka is thus made out to be oniy another name of Kurukṣetra : 
evidently a Bhārgava name.1 The people of India have forgotten this Bhār

gava synonym : they remember only Kuruksetra, a name which has struck 
deep root in the memory of the people. Even now at every selar eclipse 
there is held at Kurukṣetra, a mammoth fair, which attracts hundreds of 
thousands of devout pilgrims,2 hailing from the different corners of India, 
who reverently visit the spot hallowed by the blood of their beloved kings of 
yore, those shining examples of knighthood and chivalry, who counting their 
lives as straw fell fighting waging a holy war (dharmayuddha), which has 
made the Kurukṣetra a dharmaksetra. 

In passing, it may be mentioned that this short account of the annihila

tion of the Kṣatriyas by the Brahmin Rāma Jāmadagnya – a very popular 
theme, as will be seen later on, with the redactors of our Mahābhārata – has 
been even amplified in later times by the interpolation of a short dialogue 

1 Samantapancaka mentioned in Parvans 1, 3, 6, 7 and 9 only. That the war 
took place at Samantapancaka is also mentioned in : 

B. 6. I. 6 : SAMANTAPAÑCAKĀD bāhyaṃ sibirāṇi sahasraśaḥ  
kārayāmāsa vidhivat Kuntiputro Yudhiṣṭhiraḥ 

C. 7. 2725 : śvaḥ śroṣyate śiras tasya §aindhavasya raṇe hatam  
SAMANTAPAÑcAKĀD bāhyaṃ viśokā bhava mā rudaḥ 

C. 9. 3032 : etat Kurukṣetra–Samantapañcakam  
Prajāpater uttaravedir ucyate 

C. 9.362021 : Samantapañcake puṇye triṣu lokeṣu viśrute  
aham nidhanam āsādya lokān prāpsyāmi śāśvatān [  

2 Imperial Gaiette↑er of India, (1886) vol. 8, p. 374 f. 



EPIC STUDIES VI 283 

(of eight lines) between Rāma Jāmadagnya and his Bhārgava ancestors 
(Ādi 71 * ; cf. B. 3. 83. 29ff.) : 

Rāma Rāma mahābhāga pritāh sma tava Bhārgava  
anayā pitrbhaktyā ca vikramena ca te vibho  
vararh vrnlsva bhadram te kim icchasi mahādyute  

Rāma uvāca 
yúdi me pitarah prltā yady anugrāhyatā mayi ^ 
yac ca rosābhibhūtena ksatram utsāditam mayā etc. 

This passage, which is an abridged version of a dialogue occurring in the 
Tiīrthayātrāparvan, a subsection of the Āraṇyakaparvan, is found at this 
point only in certain Devanāgarī MSS. (including those of the ” K " Version), 
and is missing in the Bengali MSS. as well as in the entire Southern recen

sion, and therefore certainly suspect. We shall have occasion to mention 
other similar enlargements of Bhārgava anecdotes. 

[7J The next reference to the Bhārgava Rāma occurs in adhy, 58 of 
the Ädi. and the theme is the same. The chapter, as a matter of fact, des

cribes the circumstances which led to the incarnation of the gods and god

desses of the Purāṇic pantheon on this earth of ours. But the account 
begins with an allusion to the great exploit of the Bhārgava Rāma, his total 
extirpation of the bad old kings of yore (L 5¾. 4) : 

trihsaptakṛtvah pṛthivim kṛtvā nihksatriyām purā  
Jāmadagnyas tapas tepe Mahendre parvatattame (1) 

The first line of this stanza is worthy of special note. It occurs, with slight 
variations, over and over again in our Mahābhārata, its exultant note ringing 
like a distant echo in the remotest corners and crevices of this huge epos, 
which was composed by Kṛṣṇa Dvaipāyana to spread in this world the fame 
of the highsoujed Pāṇḍavas and of other puissant Ksatriyas (I. 56. 25 f.) : 

KṛṣṇaDvaipāymmedam kṛtmh punyacifarsunā  
kīrtiṃ prathayatā loke Fāndavānām mahālmanām  
anyesām kṣatriyāṇāiṃ ca bhñridravinatejasām  

When the Bhārgava Rāma, after making a clean sweep of the Ksatriyas, 
retired to Mount Mahendra, on the eastern coast of India, to practise auster

ities, there remained of the warrior caste only the females, and the Kṣatriya 
race was in imnúnent danger of becoming totally extinct (Ādi. 58). When 
the earth was thus bereft of Kṣatriya manhood, the Kṣatriya women, casting 
aside their pride, approached the Brahmins for offspring. With these 
I¾atriya women cohabited the Brahmins of rigid vows of those times, in 
pity for their sad plight. They cohabited with the Kṣatriya women, not 
from passion, only in season, never out of season. Thus thousands of 
Kiṣatriya women conceived from their intercourse with pious Brahmins. 
Their children were the virtuous Kṣatriyas, who ushered in again the Golden 
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Age. Thus sprang up a second Kṣatriya race from "the surviving Kṣatriya 
women, owing to their intercourse with aseetic Brahmins. The new genera

tion, blessed with long life, throve in virtue. And there were again esta

blished the four castes, having Brahmins at their head (I. 58. 8. 10); 
[8J evaṃ tad brāhmaṇaiḥ ksatram ksatriyāsu tapasvibhih  

jātam jdhyata dharmena sudtrghenāyusānvitam  
catvāro 'pi tadā varṇā babhūvur brāhmanottmāh  

tāḥ prajāḥ pṛthivīpāla dharmavrataparāyanāh  
ādhibhir vyūdhibhi§ caiva vimuktālj, sarvaśo narāh 

Later the Asuras, defeated by the gods and expelled from heaven, in order 
to continue their fight for supremacy, took birth in royal families, among 
animals and elsewhere on this earth, and so again godless kings were born 
here on the earth. The goddess Earth, oppressed by this vicious and godless 
creation, lodged a complaint with Brahma, who, with a view to freeing her 
from the tyranny of her oppressers, ordains that the various gods and god
desses, gandharvas and apsarases incarnate themselves, in different forms 
and shapes, to wage war with the Asuras, and annihilate them. 

In this legend, which is here skilfully interwoven with the much lauded 
exploit of the Bhārgava Rāma, the Brahmin appears in the role of the 
de facto Creator of the Later Ksatriyas. But in a variant version of the 
same incident, which occurs in the śānti (adhy. 48-49 of the Vulgate) and 
which will be diseussed in due course, the narrator, śif-Kṛṣiṇa himself, while 
admitting that there was a general slaughter of the Kṣatriyas, allows that 
some Kṣatriyas had escaped death at the hands of the Bhārgava Rāma and, 
after his retirement to the forest, emerged from their places of concealment 
and resumed sovereignty. But in this prologue to the Ādiparvan, however, 
Vaiśaṃpāyana, as we have seen is quite certain that the Kṣatriyas were totally 
annihilated by Rāma and the race was entirely regenerated by Brahmins. 

Another little digression, adhy. 60, which explains the origin and geneal

ogy of the different orders of beings, from the gods downwards, contains also 
a geneaiogy of the Bhārgavas, the only Brahmanic genealogy, besides that 
of the Aṅgirasas1 (a clan closely connected with the Bhṛgus) considered by 
the epic bards worthy of inclusion in this chapter. 

This confused cosmogonic account (I. 60. Iff.) begins with the enumera

tion of the six mindborn (mānasa) sens of Brahma and the eleven sons 
of Sthāṇu, namely, the eleven Rudras. The six mindborn sons of Brahma 
are : Marici, Aṅgiras, Atri , Pulastya, Pulaha and Kratu, which list does 
not include Bhṛgu. 2 Dak§a [93 was born from the right thumb (añgustha) 

1 Even the Aṅgirasas are shown seant courtesy. Only one generation of the 
family is mentioned : the sons of Aṅgirasas were Bṛhaspati, Utathya and Saṃvarta ; 
they had a (nameless) sister. 

2 These six " mindborn " sons are mentioned again in I. 59, 10. 
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of Brahma, and Dakṣa's wife from his left thumb. Dakṣa begat fifty 
daughters on his wife, of whom he gave away thirteen, in a lot, to Kaśyapa, 
sen of Mar ia . Kaśyapa's offspring were the geds and the titans.1 The 
list of gods and demi-gods closes with the progeny of Kaśyapa (I. 60. 39) : 

eṣa devagano rājan kirtitas te 'nupūrvaśah  
yam klrtayitvā manujah sarvapāpaih pramucyate 

Immediately, after this list of celestials, come Bhṛgu and his descendants 
(L 60. 40) : 

Brahmdpo hrdayam bhittvā nihsrto bhagavān Bhṛguli,  
The close proximity to the gods is perhaps intended to be an indication of 
the high position of the Bhṛgus in the Precedence List. The genealogy 
given here is short and mentions only the well-known deseendants of one 
branch of the Bhārgava clan, the branch made famous by Rāma Jāmadagnya. 
The pedigree begins with Bhṛgu, who also was a son of Brahma, being born 
by piercing his heart (hrdaya). 

But this ancestry of Bhṛgu is in conflict with another account found in 
the epic (Anuśāsana 85 of the Vulgate), according to which Bhṛgu was born 
from the seed of Prajāpati which had fallen in the fire. 

The latter account has partial Vedic support, for we read in the Aitareya 
Brāhmaṇa (3. 34) that the seed of Prajāpati became divided into three 
parts, from which were born Āditya, Bhṛgu and Aṅgiras. On the other 
hand, in the Pañcaviṃśa Brāhmaṇa (18. 9. D 2 the paternity of Bhṛgu with 
two others is attributed to Varuṇa. Further in the śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 
(11. 6. I. 1), Jaiminiya Brāhmaṇa (I. 42) Taittirīya Upaniṣad (1. 3. 1. 1), 
Taittirīya Āraṇyaka (¾. 1) alse, Bhigu is said to be the sen of Varuṇa ; 
from Varuṇa, it is said, he obtained the knowledge of Brahma. 

There seems to be partial synthesis of some of these divergent versions 
in the confused Anuśāsana account cited above, according to which, while 
Mahādeva, in the form of Vamna, was performing a sacrifice, Brahma was 
presiding and all the gods and the goddesses were present. Seeing that 
assemblage of celestial damsels of exceeding beauty, desire sprang up in the 
mind of Brahma, and he had an emission. As soon as the seed came out, 
Brahma took it up with the sacrificial ladle and poured it, like a libation 
of clarified butter, with the necessary mantras, on the burning fire. There
upon .[10]– three beings emerged from the sacrificial fire. One arose from 
the flames (bihrk) and hence he was called Bhṛgu ; another came out of the 
burning charcoals (angāra) and hence he passed by the name of Angiras ; 
the third originated from a heap of extinguished coals and was called Kavi. 
This tradition we find faintly reflected in a stanza (Ādi. 216*), interpolated 

1 I. 60. 33 : Kaéyapásya surāsurāh, 
2 Cf. Maitr. Saṃhitā 4. 3‚ 9 ; 49. 4 ; Jaim. Briāhmaṇa 2. 202. 

19A 
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in most MSS. of the Northern recension after I. 5. 6 : 
Bhṛgur maharṣir bhagavān Brahmaṇā vai svayaṃbhuvā  
Varuṇasya kratau jātaḥ pāvakād iti naḥ śrutam  

Here we see that the great seer, " Bhagavān " Bhṛgu is said to have been 
produced by the self-create Lord Brahma during Varuna's sacrifice from Fire. 

However, to return to the pedigree of the Bhṛgus given in Ādi 60, we 
find the statement that Bhṛgu had two sens, Kavi (whose son was śukra) 
and Cyavana. About both śukra and Cyavana, we hear a' great deal in our 
Mahābhārata. From Cyavana the short pedigree runs as follows : Cya¬
vana-Aurva-Ṛcika-Jamadagni-Rāma. About Kavi and Ṛcīka alone the epic 
has not very much to narrate, but it is full of the amazing; powers and the 
wonderful exploits of the remaining Bhārgavas mentioned here, for whom 
our epic shows great predilection. 

Thus we find, only a few chapters later, the epic relating at great length 
the well-known story of Yayāti (Yayātyupākhyāna, Ādi. 71-80), in which 
Śukra, the Asura priest, and his haughty and ambitious daughter Devayāni 
play a prominent role, and which probably contains a solid substratum of 
historic truth. Between Yayāti and the Pāṇḍavas there intervene, according 
to the computation of P A R G I T E R , nearly ninety generations. And thus although 
the connection of this episode with the main epic story is of most slender char

acter, it possesses considerable Bhārgava interest, which is probably the main 
reason why it has been excerpted here from some Purāṇic source.1 The story 
of Yayāti is introduced in the epic in the following manner. 

In adhy. 70, Vaiśaṃpāyana briefly sketches the early history of the 
Lunar Dynasty, incidentally mentioning Yayāti and his five sens. Jana¬

mejaya is not satisfied with this sketchy account and requests Vaiśaṃpāyana 
to relate in detail the story of Yayāti, a remote ancestor of the Pāṇḍavas, 
"tenth in descent from Prajāpat i" (daśama yah Prajāpateh 1. 71. 1). The 
story of Yayāti is as follows. 

[11]. Bṛhaspati, sen of Angiras, was the preceptor of the Devas, the 
Bhārgava śukra (Kāvya Uśanas) that of the Asuras. Śukra, a powerful 
sorcerer, like all the other Bhārgavas, had the knowledge of the secret of 
reviving the dead (samjivanī vidyā); not so Bṛhaspati. The Devas were 
therefore handicapped in their wars with the Asuras. So at the instance 
of the Devas Bṛ1iaspati'‘-. son Kaca goes to śukra, who was then the priest 
sercerer of the Asura king V,ṛṣaparvan and lives with him as his disciple in 
order to obta!in from him a knowledge of the art of reviving the dead. 
Śukra's beautiful daughter Devayāni falls headlong in love with Kaca, son 
of Bṛhaspati, and boldly proposes marriage, an honour which Kaca politely 
but firmly declines. Subsequently one day when Devayānī ahd śarmisthā, 

1 It recurs almost verbatim in the Matsya Purāṇa (adhy. 25-42). 
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the daughter of the Asura Vrsaparvan, are having a bath in a neighbour
ing river. Indra tossed their clothes about, which had been left by the girls 
on the river bank, so that śarmisthā by mistake took up the dress of Deva
yānī. There ensues a hefty quarrel between the girls, and Śarmiṣṭhā throws 
her rival into a dry well overgrown with grass. And there she remains until 
she is seen and pulled out of the well by the gallant king Yayāti, whom she 
promptly woos and who with the approval of her father, Śukra, marries her. 
Previously, as a recompense for her overbearing conduct towards Devayānī, 
śarmisthā, the Asura princess, had become Devayān!'s slave. She now ac
companies Devayānī to the capital of Yayāti and the three people live in 
happiness together for some time. Yayāti has been warned beforehand by 
the Asura priest śukra that he must on no account call Śarmiiṣ!thā on to his 
bed : she was only a slave-girl belonging to Devayānī's entourage. But 
Śanniṣṭhā prevails upon the softhearted and indulgent Yayāti, by dint of 
importunity and feminine logic to act so that her menstrual period will not 
be wasted, " for the husband of one's friend is as good as one's own hus

band ”. Yayāti moved by her importunities admits the logic of Śanniṣṭhā's 
requisition and begets on her secretly three sons, while Devayānī has only 
two. Devayānī learns the truth of the whole affair one day by accident, 
and goes in a huff to her father, complaining bitterly of the perfidy of her 
husband. The enraged Asura priest śukra cṇrses Yayāti that he would 
instantly suffer the effects of premature decrepitude, and so it happens. 
Śukra relents, however, and adds that, as Yayāti had acted from pure 
motives he might transfer his premature old age at will to any one who is 
willing to take it on in his stead. Accordingly Yayāti exchanged his de
crepitude for the youth of his youngest son, «[I2J Püru son of the Asura 
princess śarmisthā, who was the only one of his five sons willing to take 
on his old age and to whom he subsequently handed over his vast kingdom 
as a reward for his filial affection. 

In this version of the Yayāti legend, the Bhārgavī Devayānī has it all 
her own way and poor éarmistha, the Asura princess has been thrust in the 
background except in the finale, which raises sarniistha's youngest son to 
the throne and the tables are turned on Devayānī, the daughter of the Asura 
priest, !śukra. In spite of the Yayāṭyupākhyāna, Indian tradition honours 
śarmisthā as the pattern of a wife most honoured by her husband ; for in 
Kālidāsa's famous drama, when Kāśyapa gives his parting blessing to his 
beloved daughter, !śakuntalā, he could think of no better boon than to wish 
that she might be like Śarnalṣṭha : 

Yayāteri iva Śarmisthā bhartur bahumatā bkúva  

" Be thou highly honoured of thy husband, as was sarmistha of Yayā t i ! " 
The extermination of the Kṣatriyas by the Bhārgava Rāma and the 

subsequent regeneration of the Ksatriya race by pious Brahmins find a 
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mention aiready for the third time in adhy. 98 of the Ādi : this time in the 
course of a conversation between Bhīṣma and Satyavatjī. The continuance 
of the royal family of Kurus was sorely jeopardized by the untimely death 
of both the sons of Śaṃtanu, Citrāngada and Vicitravīrya. Satyavati asks 
Bhīṣma to marry the young and beautiful widows of his halfbrother 
Vicitravīrya and beget children on them for the continuation of the race 
of the Kurus, a proposal which Bhīṣma firmly rejects as that would mean 
a deliberate breaking of his vow of celibacy. He proposes instead that a 
Brahmin be called to officiate (niyoga) and do the job. He cites a prece

dent for this āpaddharma. It is no other than the story of the Bhārgava 
Rāma and its sequel,. To avenge the death of his father, Bhīṣma relates, 
the Bhārgava Rāma slew Arjuna, the sen of Kṛtavīrya, king of the Haiha¬

yas. Then he set out on his war chariot to conquer the world. And taking 
up his bow, he hurled his mighty magical missiles (astras) and exterminated 
the Kṣatriyas more than once. In days of yore this illustrious deseendant 
of Bhṛgu annihilated the Kṣatriyas thrice seven times (I. 98. 3) : 

triḥsaptakṛtvaḥ pṛthivī kṛtā niḥkṣatriyā purā (H) 
Then from a high sense of duty, the virtuous Brahmins) of the [13J day, 
skilled in the Vedas, cohabited with the widows of the Kastriyas massacred 
by the Bhārgava Rāma and begat on them offsprings and thus revived the 
almost extinct race of the Kṣatriyas. Satyavati should unhesitatingly follow 
this excellent precedent and arrange for the revival of the dying race of the 
Kurus. 

So far we have come across only legends of the past achievements of 
the Bhārgavas. The first reference to a direct contact between a Bhārgava 
and one of the epic characters occurs in adhy. 121 of the Ādi. In this pseudo

historical epic, the myth may not be properly regarded as concerned with 
events in time. Therefore the Bhārgava Rāma, who oniy a few chapters 
previousiy is said to have lived in the interval between the Tretā and the 
Dvāparai Ages is here represented as the teacher (guru) of Ācārya Droṇa, 
who lived in the interval between the Dvāpara and the Kali Ages. The pu¬

pilship is only symbolical, but the basis of the symbolism is significant. 
Ācārya Droṇa is the guru of the Kauravas and the Pāṇḍvas and of all the 
other valiant Kṣatriyas of the time, and he was alse one of the greatest war

riors on the side of the Kauravas in the Bhārata War. But Ācārya Droṇa 
must also have a guru. And who would be more suitable as guru than the 
Bhārgava Rāma, who is the foremost of all weaponbearers (sarvaśastrabhṛ¬

tām varah) ? 
Once the symbol has been accepted, it is treated as real, and the myth is 

worked out in great detail. Thus we are told that when Droṇa had finished 
his studies and taken up the duties of a house-holder, he began to feel the 
pinch of poverty. He then happened to hear that the Bhārgava Rāma was 
bestowing wealth on Brahmins. No inconsistency or anachronism is felt, be-
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cause Rāma is assumed to be ''ever-living” (cirajīvin). So Droṇa presented 
himself before the great Bhārgava, who was about to start for the forest, and 
asked for some wealth for himself. Rāma ruefully confessed to him that 
whatever wealth he at one time possessed he had freely presented to the 
Brahmins ; he had even presented the earth to Kaśyapa, his sacrificing priest. 
And now he had nothing left except his mortal body and his weapons and 
magical missiles (astras). He asked Droṇa to choose what he wanted. 
Droṇa of course chose the famous missiles with which Rāma had conquered 
the whole earth. Rāma accordingly gave all his [14]– weapons to Droṇa, 
instructing him at the same time fully in the science of arms. 

This story of Droṇa and Rāma was apparently popular, for we find it 
repeated in an abridged form in adhy. 154, it being related there to the Pāṇ¬

ḍavas by a Brahmin, who was urging them to proceed to the capital of Dru¬

pada to attend the svayamvara of Draupadī. 
We learn another fragment of Bhārgava history from adhy. 169 to 172 

of the Ādi, the Aurvopākhyāna, which is, as a matter of fact, a digression 
within a digression. 

While the Pāṇḍava brothers were proceeding by slow stages to the capi

tal of king Drupada to attend Draupadī's svayamvara, they are opposed on 
the way by Citraratha Aṅgāraparṇa, king of the Gandharvas, whom Arjuna 
after a brief fight overcomes. Citraratha and Arjuna soon become close 
friends. This sudden friendship gives the necessary opportunity to the skil

ful raconteur to smuggle in some stories. Citraratha, as a matter of fact, 
relates to Arjuna a number of interesting but fiimsily motivated anecdotes, 
which are a pure and unadulterated digression, among them the wellknown 
story of Vasistha. It is related how Viśvāmitra, king of Kanyakubja, tried 
to seize Vasistha's sacred cow (kāmadhenu) and, failing, turned ascetic and 
in the end became a Brahmin ; how king Kalmāṣapāda Saudāsa was cursed 
by Vasistha's sen Sakti (or Śaktri)1 to become a cannibal and how he began 
his career as a cannibal by devouring Vasistha's own sons including Śakti ; how 
Vasi!stha subsequently freed the king from the effects of the curse. Then 
finally to dissuade his enraged grandson Parāśara, son of éakti, from destroy
ing the whole creation in his frenzy, Vasistha relates to him the story of the 
Bhārgava Aurva. It will thus be seen that the Bhārgava legend is emboxed 
within the Vasiiṣ!tha legend, which is itself an episode of the Caitraratha 
section. This story of Aurva is as follows. 

Once upon a time there was a king by name Kṛtavīrya of the Haiha¬

yas, whose family priests were the Bhṛgus. On them he bestowed great 
wealth. After his death the princes of his family, for some reason or other, 
demanded it back. The Bhṛgus came out with some of it, but not all. It 
then happened that one of the Kṣatriyas, accidentally digging the ground in 
the settlement of the Bhṛgus, came upon a large store of wealth buried under 
[15J ground. Enraged at what they naturally considered deceitful conduct 
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on the part of the Bhṛgus, the K?atriyas used violence to the Bhṛgus, and 
slew them all indiseriminately. The Kṣatriyas even hunted down the women 
of the Bhṛgus, and with a view to exterminating the race killed all those that 
were pregnant. Pursued by the Kṣatriyas, some of the Bhṛgu women took 
shelter in the inaccessible fastnesses of the Himalayas. One of these women1, 
in order to perpetuate the race of the Bhārgavas, had concealed her embryo 
in her thigh. The Kṣatriyas, when they came to know of it, pursued her 
with the intention of decimating her embryo ; when, lo and behold, the child 
was born from his mother's thigh, blinding the Haihayas with his lustre 
Bereft of sight, they roamed about in the forest, and, meekly approaching 
the faultless Brahmin lady, prostrated themselves before her, begging that 
their eyesight might be restored. " M y goed sirs ", said the Brahmin lady, 
" I have not robbed you of your eyesight, nor am I angry with you. But 
this scion of the Bhṛgus seems certainly to be angry with you. Your eyesight 
has no doubt been destroyed by this highseuled Bhārgava, whose wrath has 
been kindled by the massacre of his kinsmen. When you took to destroying 
even the embryos of the Bhṛgu race, the child was held by me concealed in 
my thigh for one hundred years. That he may do good to the Bhṛgu race, 
the entire Veda with its six mgas revealed itself to him when he was still in 
the womb. Being enraged at the slaughter of his kinsmen, he desires to kill 
you. It is by his divine effulgence that your eyesight has been destroyed. Fray 
therefore, my good sirs, to tnis excellent sen of mine, born of my thigh 
(ūru) ; and pacified by your humbly prostrating yourself before him, he 

may restore your eyesight". Thereupon all those Ksatriyas on their bended 
knees said to that highborn child, " Forgive us", and the highborn child 
forgave them. But that descendant of the Bhārgava race did not forget that 
outrage and resolved in his mind upon destroying this wicked world. With 
that object in view he started performing the most severe austerities. By 
the intensity of his austerities he afflicted all the worlds. On learning what 
Aurva was doing to avenge the wrong done to them by the Kṣatriyas, the 
shades of his ancestors came to him and addressed his as follows : f l 6 J " O 
Aurva, O child, the prowess of thy fierce austerities has been seen by us. 
Control thy anger and forgive the people." They explain to him that the 
Kṣatriyas were really not to blame for the slaughter of the Bhṛgus ! How 
could those puny Ksatriyas ever hope to kill the Bhārgavas? That contre

temps was a little contrivance of the Bhārgavas themselves. The fact was 
that the Bhārgavas were tired of their lives and longed to die, but death dared 
not touch them, those siniess effulgent specimens of humanity, and suicide 
was a cowardly act and a sin. They had therefore staged that little quarrel 
with those foolish and arrogant Ksatriyas, so that the Ksatriyas might get en

1 According to C. I.2610 her name was Ärusi : 
Āmst tu Mamh kanyā tasya↑ paftni mmlsinah 
Aurvas tasyām samabhavad Ürum bhittvā mahāyaśāh  
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raged and kill them, as they did. Of what use could weaith be to those 
emancipated souls, whose sole desire was to obtain heaven? Aurva replies 
that they may be all true, but he had made a vow to destroy the world in 
order to calm his own anger and he must destroy it, or else he would be 
destroyed himself by the fire of his uncontrollable wrath. And so the world 
was in imminent danger of being totally destroyed ! But the ancestors of 
Aurva show him a way out of the dilemma. They wisely advise him to 
fling the fire of his wrath in the waters, which are the primeval source and 
support of the world, and Aurva does so. And now, in the shape of horse's 
head (hayaéiras), his wrath dwells in the ocean, consuming its waters, which 
are the world (lokā hy āpomayāh smrtāh. L 17L 19). 

1n the above legend we may notice some of the repeated motives of Bhār

gava stories. There is first of all the feud with the Kṣatriyas, which finally 
develops into the creation of the figure of the Bhārgava Rāma, " the foremost 
of all weaponbearers, " who singlehanded, with the aid of his magical wea

pons, the astras, conquers the whole earth, annihilating the Kṣatriyas thrice 
seven times. Then there is the motif of the opportune birth of a miraculous 
child, whose effulgent lustre either blinds the oppressor (as here) or con

sumes him (as in the case of Cyavana). There is, lastly, the appearance of 
the shades of the ancestors, who step in to stop the carnage either contemplat

ed (as here) or actually perpetrated (as in the case of Rāma) , to avenge 
some private wrong done with reference to the family. 

•[17J SABHĀPARVAN 

The short Sabhā, which is a compact little book with 81 chapters and 
about 2700 stanzasi (in the Vulgate), begins with the Erection of the Darbar 
Hall and ends with the Second Gambling Match. Here the story marches 
forward by rapid strides, consisting as it does mainly of spirited dialogue and 
dramatic action. The digressions are few and far between, and of upākhyā¬

nas as such there are none. The real important digressions, which occur early 
in the beginning, are two : firstly, the somewhat lengthy and imaginative 
descriptions (ākhyānas) by Nārada of the halls of the celestials Indra, Yama, 
Varuṇa, Kubera, and Brahmā, preceded by a short Nīti tractate (adhy. 5–12); 
and, secondly, the previous history of Jarāsaṃdha, narrated by Krṣṇa (adhy. 
1719). Consequently, in this parvan, the Bhārgava material is extremely 
seanty. 

The Bhārgavas are nevertheless briefly mentioned several times. Thus, 
naturally, many of the Bhārgavas, to wit, Bhṛgu, Mārkaṇdeya, Rāma, Jā¬

madagnya, are several times mentioned as being present, along with other 
famous sages and seers of the past, in the halls of thel celestials mentioned 
above, as also as a matter of course in the newly erected hall of Yudhiṣṭhira. 
In adhy. 8, Rāma has been placed by mistake among the royal sages (rā¬

jarsis). They are likewise present at the coronation of Yudhiṣṭhira. These 
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static figures are like mural decorations, and of no special interest to us. 
We shall therefore ignore them. 

Rama's extermination of the Ksatriyas, which is really never quite for

gotten by our bards, is mentioned in adhy. 14. Kṛṣiṇa prefaces his long 
reply to Yudhisthira regarding the prerequisites of the Räjasüya sacrifice by 
pointing out, quite irrelevantly, that the contemporary Kṣatriyas were far in

ferior to that old race of Ksatriyas that was exterminated by the Bhārgava 
Rāma (B. 2. 14. 2) : 

Jāmadagnyena Ramena ksatram yad atfaśesitam  
tasmād avarajam lohe yad idam ksatrasamjñitam 

1t was mentioned above that the high esteem in which our epic bards 
held Rāma Jārnadagnya had led to his being represented as the teacher of 
Ācārya Drona in the science of arms. The same ideology is responsible for 
the sedulously fostered belief that Rāma was the teacher of Bhīṣma also, an 
idea which is taken hold of [18J and further developed in that late addition 
to the Udyoga,, the Ambā episode (Ambopākhyāna). Rāma is represented as 
standing in the same relation to Kaiina, the protege and ally of Duryodhana. 
So, in his denunciation of Kṛṣiṇa, śisupāla mentions Karṇa's pupilship under 
Rāma as one of Karna's qualifications entitling him to receive the arghia 
(B. 2, 37. 15 I.) : 

ayaṃ úa sarvarājñam vai balaślāght mahābalah  
fāmadagnyasya dayitah śisyo viprasya Bhārata  
Yenātmabalam āśritya rājāno yudhi nirjitāh  
taṃ ca Karṇam atikramya katham Kṛṣṇas tvayārcitah  

ĀRAtyYAKAPARvAN 
This book is a veritable thesaurus of ancient Brahrnanic myths and le

gends. We accordingly find that a fair amount of Bhārgava material has 
been incorporated in it. We further find that one Bhārgava takes a con

siderable share in the storytelling that is done here. 
The first important deference to the Bhṛgus is in the Tīrthayatra sec

tion. The list of tlrthas given in adhy. 82 ff (of the Vulgate) is said to 
have been first communicated; by the sage Pulastya to Bh¾ma and then re

peated by Nārada to Yudhisthira. It is in reality a material compendium 
of tlrthas, which gives, in the space of a stanza or two, the necessary details 
about the particular tirtha : the name of the tirtha, the ritual acts to be done 
there, and finally the merit (punya) accruing from these acts. Thus, for 
example, we read (B. 3. 83. 13 ff.): 

" O king, going to !Śālūkinī and bathing in the Daśāśvamedha, the pil
grim obtains the merit of performing 10 aévamedha sacrifices. – Then going to 
Sarpadevī, that excellent tirtha of the Nāgas, one obtains the merit of per
forming 1 agnisforna sacrifice and goes to the world of the Nāgas. – One 
should then proceed, O virtuous man, to (the shrine of) Tarantuka, the gate
keeper. Staying there only for one night, one obtains the merit of giving 
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away 1000 kine. – Then going to the Pañcanada, with regulated diet and sub

dued soul, and bathing in the Koṭitīrtha, one obtains the merit of perform

ing 1 aśvamedha sacrifice. Going to the tīrtha of the Aśvins, a man is born 
handsome (in a future birth, of course). – One should then go, O virtuous 
man, to the excellent [19J tirtka called Vārāha, where Viṣṇu in times of yore 
appeared in the form of a boar. Bathing there, O foremost of men, one 
obtains the merit of performing 1 agnistoma sacrifice. – O king of kings, one 
should then visit Somatlrtha, situated in Jayanti. Bathing in it, one obtains 
the merit of performing 1 rājasūya sacrifice. – Bathing in Ekahaṃsa, one ob

tains the merit of giving away 1000 kine. – O ruler of men, going to the 
Krtaśauca, the pilgrim becomes purified, and obtains the merit of perform
ing 1 puṇḍarīka sacrifice. – Then going to Muñjavaṭa, the place sacred to 
Sthāṇu, and fasting for one night, one acquires the position of gāṇapatya ". – 
And so on and se forth. 

Only very rarely is this dreary enumeration interrupted by a brief ac

count of some myth or legend connected with the place of pilgrimage in 
question. Now we find embedded in this list the legend connected with the 
Rāmahradas (B. 3. 83. 26 ff.), which appears to have considerably roused 
the interest of the compiler and to which he has devoted not less than 32 
lines. The story is of course no other than that of the extirpation of the 
Kṣatriya race by the Bhārgava Rāma, of which this is already the fourth 
repetition in some form or other. The story is as follows. 

The greatly effulgent and heroic Rāma, after exterminating the Kṣatri¬

yas with great valour, formed five lakes filled with the blood of the slaughter

ed warriors. And he offered that blood as oblation to his forefathers, who 
were most gratified by this supreme act of filial piety. The shades of these 
ancestors appeared before him and addressed him as follows : " O Rāma, O 
Rāma, O fortunate one ! We are pleased, O Bhārgava, with thy filial piety 
and with thy great valour. Ask for a boon, O greatly effulgent one. What 
dost thou wish to have ? " Having been thus addressed by his ancestors, 
Rama, that foremost of sinkers (Rāmah praharatām varah B . 3. 83. 31), 
thus spoke with joined hands to his ancestors : " If you are pleased with me 
and if I have deserved your favour then by your grace I desire that I may 
again derive pleasure in asceticism. By your power, may I be freed 
from the sin I have incurred by killing these Kṣatriyasi in a fit of 
wrath. Also may these sanguinary lakes become holy places of pilgrimage 
celebrated throughout the world " . Hearing these righteous words of Rāma, 
his ancestors were highly pleased, [20] and filled with joy they thus replied 
to Rāma : " Let thy austerities prosper, especially by virtue of thy filial piety. 
Forsooth thou hast exterminated the Kṣatriyas in a fit of wrath, but thou 
art already freed from that sin, for they have fallen owing to their own mis

deeds. These lakes of thine shall without doubt become places of pilgrimage. 
He who will bathe in these lakes and offer here oblations to his ancestors will 
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please his manes and they will gratify all his heart's desire, and lead him 
to the eternal celestial regions". Having granted these boons to Rāma and 
affectionately taken leave of him, the shades became invisible. It was thus 
that the bloody lakes of that illustrious deseendant of Bhṛgu became sacred 
places of pilgrimage. – Leading the life of a student of the sacred lore and 
observing sacred vows, if a persen bathes in the Lakes of Rāma (Rāmahra¬

da) and worships Rāma, he will obtain much gold. 
The reader will easily recognize this as the story which was briefly re

lated already in connection with Samantapancaka. In fact Rāmahrada ap

pears to be only another name of Samantapancaka, one of the tīrthas explicit

ly mentioned as having been visited by the Sūta (that is, the putative narrator 
of the Mahābhārata), before he came to Śaunaka's sacrifice. It will be re
called that some information was asked then about Samantapancaka in adhy. 
2 of the Ādi, and in that connection this story was briefly narrated by the 
Sūta to the sages of the Naimiṣa Forest. There the story was originally 
summarized in four stanzas, but some subsequent reviser, apparently not 
satisfied with such a cursory allusion to this epochmaking feat of Rāma, had 
interpolated at that place the dialogue between Rāma and his ancestors 
(compressed into eight lines) made up mostly of bits and pieces of verses 
borrowed from the present context, and like' all interpolations proving itself 
to be somewhat of a bad fit. 

A few chapters later, we have a strange story of ¾ conflict between two 
different avatāras of the same god, Viṣṇu, between the Jāmadagnya Rāma 
and the Dāśarathi Rāma, told in connection with a Bhṛgutīrtha, " celebrated 
in the three worlds, which Yudhisthira and his party are said to have visited 
( B . 3. 99. 34 ff). Once upon a time, the story goes, Rāma Jāmadagnya went 
to Ayodhyā to meet Rāma Dāśarathi and to test his strength. -[2lJ Rāma 
D was sent by his father to the boundary of his kingdom to receive Rāma 
J. hospitably, but was flagrantly insulted by the latter. Rāma D. nevertheless 
bends the bow given to him by Rāma J . to test his strength and shoots an 
arrow which convulses the whole world, astounding Rāma ]. Rāma D. further 
confounds Rāma J. completely by showing him his cosmic form (viśvarūpa), 
made popular by the Gītā (adhy. 11), and rebukes him for nisi overweening 
conduct. Abashed, Rāma ] . returns to Mount Mahendra, having lost his 
lustre (tejas), which he regains later at some tīrtha or other. Yudhi;ṣthira is 
asked to bathe in the same ttrtha that he might regain the lustre he had lost 
in his conflict with Duryodhana. 

This grotesque story, composed probably with the object of glorifying 
the Kṣatriya Rāma at the cost of the Brahmin Rāma, must be quite a modern 
interpolation, in the Mahābhārata. ContextuaUy it is an obvious mis

fit, being incongruously wedged in between two halves of the Agastya legend, 
with which it has absolutely no connection. Not only is this bizarre story 
contextually a misfit, it is a very poor piece of composition, and it strikes 
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moreover a discordant note, involving disrespect towards the Bhārgava Rāma, 
who in our epic is otherwise throughout held up for our admirations as the 
foremost of weapon-bearers and fighters. Fortunately we are not left to 
deduce the spuriousness of this passage merely from intrinsic arguments, 
which are apt to be discredited ; for, the passage is missing entirely in the 
Southern recension, an omission supported by the Kaśmīrī version and even 
by some ancient Devanāgari MSS. The story, which is narrated at some 
length in the Rāmāyaṇa, is not even alluded to in the Rāmopākhyāna of our 
epic and belongs evidently to a different complex of legends, quite inharmo

nious with the Mahābhārata context. It appears to have been smuggled into 
the capacious folds of the Āraṇyakaparvan in quite recent times by some 
wellmeaning but ignorant Northern interpolater anxious to vindicate the 
claim of the epic to be a complete encyclopaedia of the Hindu legendary lore.1 

But the next chapter (100) again contains a Bhārgava story, the legend 
of Dadhīca. Lomaéa relates how the Kālakeyas under the leadership of 
Vṛtra persecuted the celestials, who betook them[22jselves to Brahmā ask

ing for his protection. The latter advises them to go to the (Bhārgava) Da¬

dhīca and ask for his bones. The sage magnanimously gives up his body 
for the good of the three worlds. The celestials took the bones of Dadhīca 
to Viśvakarman, the architect of the gods, who fashioned out of his bones 
the thunderbolt, with which Indra vanquished the enemies of the gods. The 
story is repeated in the account of the pilgrimage of Baladeva (Śalya 51 in 
the Vulgate), where it is said of Dadhīca that he was the strongest of all 
creatures, tall as the Himalayas and that Indra was always mightily afraid 
of him on account of his lustre. 

Yet again, a few chapters later, the arrival of Yudhiṣṭhira and his party 
at Mount Mahendra, the headquarters of Rāma, now a saṃnyāsin, affords 
a welcome opportunity to the bard for the presentation of a fulllength por

trait of the hero of the Bhārgavas, Rāma, son of Jamadagni (Āraṇyaka 115

117 in the Vulgate). 
The Pāṇḍavas bathe at the mouth of the Ganges and proceed to the river 

Vaitaraṇī in Kaliṅga, where the altar of Kaśyapa is. They rest on Mount 
Mahendra and hear there from Akṛtavrana, a disciple of the Bhārgava Rāma, 
the wellknown story of Rāma, which may be summarized as follows. 

Gädhi, king of Kanyakubja, had retired to the forest to practise reli

gious austerities. There a most beautiful daughter was born to him, Satya¬

vati, whom the Bhārgava Ṛcīka wooed. Gādhi perhaps did not re

lish his suit and tried to evade it by demanding a present of 
a thousand peculiarly coloured horses, but Ṛc5ka supplied them 
and gained her. Then a Bhṛgu (perhaps, Aurva is meant), who 
was a great sorcerer, visits the newly married couple and gives his young 

1 Yad ihāsti tad anyatra yan nehāsti na tat kvdcit. 
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daughter-in-law the boon that she would give birth to a gifted sen, and so 
would her mother. To fortify the boon, he preseribes that she should em
brace an udumbara tree, her mother an aśvattha, and both should partake of 
different dishes of some special cam prepared by him with powerful incanta
tions and endowed with magical potency. These good ladies go and ex
change the trees as well as the dishes of caru which were apportioned to them 
by the great sage, with the result that the daughter was about to give birth 
to a Brahmin son with Kṣatriyan qualities and the mother a Kṣatriya son 
with [23J Brahmanic qualities. But the Bhṛgu, who comes to know of this 
interchange by occult means, comes rusning to the hermitage and tells his 
daughterinlaw what was going to happen. Moved by her entreaties, he gives 
a further boon to the young woman who had really been deceived by her mo

ther, postponing the action of the potent charm. Thus her son Jamadagni 
was saved from the taint of Kṣatriyahood, which ultimately fell upon her 
grandson Rāma, who turned out to be, as prophesied, a revengeful and blood

thirsty warrior, perpetrator of cruel and sanguinary deeds. Jamadagni, 
though a peaceful Brahmin who excelled in the study of the Vedas, as de

sired by his mother, was not without martial equipment, for "the entire 
seience of arms with the four kinds of magical missiles spontaneously came 
to nim, who rivalled the sun in lustre, without any instruction from any

body" (B. 3. 115. 45). Jamadagni married Reṇukā, daughter of king Pra¬

senajit. She gave birth to five sens : Rumaṇvat, Suṣeṇa, Vasu, Viśvāvasu, 
and last but not least Rāma. The family lived happily for some time. Then 
one day when Reṇukā of rigid vows happened to see Citraratha, the hand

some king of Mārttikāvataka, sporting in water with his numerous wives, 
her fortitude forsook her and she felt the pangs of desire. When she return

ed to the hermitage, Jamadagni noticed her pollution and guessed her secret. 
In a fit of rage he called in turn upon each of his sons to kill their unchaste 
mother. Four of them refused to do the atrocious deed and were cursed 
by the angry and disappointed father for their disobedience. Then came the 
last of all that " slayer of hostile heroes, " Rāma Jāmadagnya. A military 
type, accustomed to receive and obey orders, Rāma, when sternly command

ed by his father to slay his mother, took his axe and without hesitation 
chopped off his mother's head ! Jamadagni, mightily pleased with the ins

tant obedience of his son, granted Rāma several boons, among them the boon 
that the mother whom Rāma had decapitated might be restored to life. 
And the family lived again happily for some time. Then one’ day Arjuna 
Kārtavīrya Sahasrabāhu came to the hermitage and was hospitably received 
by the Bhārgavas. The ungrateful king, intoxicated with the pride of power, 
not heeding the hospitality, seized and carried off by force from the hermit

age the calf of the sacred cow of the siage (a variant of the kāmadhenu motif 
of the Vasiṣṭha--[24]-Viśvāmitra legend), and spitefully broke the big tree 
in the hermitage grounds. This was the beginning of a terrible feud. Rāma 
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first slew the arrogant Arjuna Kārtavīrya, and Arjuna's sens then slew the 
unresisting Jamadagni,. Then Rāma slaughtered the sens of Arjuna K . and 
finally destroyed all Kṣatriyas off the earth thrice seven times and made five 
pools of blood in Samantapancaka (B. 3. 117. 9) : 

trihsaptakṛtvah pṛthivim kṛtvā nihksatñyām prabhuh  
Samantapañcake pañca cakāra rudhirahradān (HI) 

Standing in the middle of these pools of blood – as has already been nar

rated several times above – Rāma offered oblations to the manes until at 
last his ancestor Ṛcīka appeared and stopped him. Rāma then performed 
a great sacrifice to gratify Indra, in which he bestowed the earth upon Kaś
yapa, his priest. Then this annihilator of the Kṣatriya race was at last satis¬

fied and retired to Mount Mahendra, engaging himself in austerities of a 
rather severe type. " Thus did hostility arise between Rāma and Kṣatriyas 
of this earth, and the entire earth was conquered by Rāma of immeasurable 
lustre" (B. 3. 117. 15). It is then narrated that the Bhārgava Rāma 
appeared there in person on Mount Mahendra to meet the Pandavas. He 
was duly received and honoured by Yudhisthira and his party, and he 
honoured them in turn. 

This account has been amplified in later times – like several other Bhār

gava episodes – by the addition of a passage of 23 lines (B. 3. 115. 919), 
which is prefixed to it and which is chiefly of interest on account of the vague 
suggestion it contains to the effect that Bhārgava Rāma was an avatāra of 
Viṣṇu. This interpolation begins with the previous history of Arjuna Kārta

vīrya, king of Haihayas. He is represented here as a worshipper of Dattā¬

treya, by whose favour he had obtained a golden vimāna and a wonderful 
chariot. Intoxicated with the pride of power, Arjuna Kārtavīrya insulted 
Indra, trampled upon the sages and even upon the celestials, and persecuted 
all creatures. Thereupon the celestials and the sages met together and went 
in a body to Viṣṇu to ask for his protection. Then the exalted god (Viṣṇu) 
held a consultation with Indra. The god of gods (Indra) told Visnu what 
had to be done. Thereupon the exalted god, promising to do the needful, 
went to Badari, his [25J favourite retreat. – Here the introduction suddenly 
breaks off, and the story narrated about Gādhi and Ṛcīka begins (B. 3. 115

20). The suggestion probably is that at the consultation between Indra 
and Viṣṇu it was decided that Viṣṇu should incarnate himself on the earth 
as the son of Jamadagni, as Rāma Jāmadagnya, who should, in the fulness 
of time, slay Arjuna Kārtavīrya, but that is left unsaid. The passage is 
missing in the entire Southern recension and in some Northern manuscripts 
including those of the Kaśmīrī version. There can therefore, be no doubt 
about its being a comparatively recent interpolation. 

As already remarked above, Rāma Jāmadagnya and the other Bhārgavas 
such as Cyavana, Ṛcīka and so on are generally used as static figures, along 
with other ancient sages like Nārada, in the description of largely attended 

20 
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and important meetings and state functions, and such treatment of these 
characters is quite intelligible, if not natural. But the Bhārgavas – and es

pecially the Bhārgava Rāma – are accorded a somewhat different treatment ; 
they are represented as taking part in the action more definitely and more 
frequentiy. We have seen that the Bhārgava Rāma is said to have given all 
his astras to Droṇa. He is also said to have taught Bh¾ma and Karṇa. 
Here he is represented as having shown himself to the Pāṇḍavas, as a special 
favour. In another context Rāma is said to have fought with Bhīṣma,, a fight 
which lasted for twentythree days but was absolutely barren of any conse

quence. Elsewhere also we shall find Rāma and some of other Bhargavas re

presented as taking some innocuous part in the action, which in no way 
affects the course of events but which serves to establish and maintain con

tact between the Bhargavas and the epic characters. 
The above story of Rāma, which is miscalled the Kārtavīryopākhyāna, 

ends at adhy. 117 of the Vulgate. At adhy. 122, we have another Bhārgava 
story, which covers adhy. 122124 and about half of adhy. 125 : the story 
of the great wizard Cyavana, son of Bhṛgu. 

The Pāṇḍavas reach the Payoṣriī and the Narrnadā rivers and hear from 
Lomaśa the story (upākhyām) of Cyavana : how he demanded in marriage 
a young princess, by name Sukanyā, who [26J had innocently and unwit
tingly blinded him ; how he recovered his sight by the grace of the Aśvins 
and how he gave them on that account that Soma libation, paralyzing the 
arm of Indra, who would have prevented it. The story runs thus. 

Cyavana, son of Bhṛgu, practised austerities in a forest so long that an 
ant-hill was formed round him. There came one day to that place king Śār¬
yāti, acompanied by his daughter Sukanyā, with beautiful eyebrows and 
tapering thighs. The sage imprisoned within the ant-hill gazed longingly at 
the youthful princess, clad in a single garment and adorned with costly orna
ments, and addressed some words to her which she did not hear. Sukanyā 
saw, however, the gleaming eyes of the sage, engaged in self-mortification in 
the ant-hill, and mistaking them for a species of glow-worm, in youthful 
heedlessness, *pierced the eyes of the sage with a thorn. Little did she think 
of the dire consequences of her childish act. For through the anger of the 
offended sage, smarting with the pain thoughtlessly inflicted on him by the 
heedless princess, the king's entire army suffered suddenly from a complete 
stoppage of urine and excreta. The bewildered king inquired about the cause 
of this strange mishap, but none of his soldiers and companions could en
lighten him. The occurrence remained a mystery until the guilty princess 
confessed her misdemeanour, iśaryāti forthwith set out to pacify the irate 
sage. The sage would relent only if the mischievous but fascinating princess 
is given to him in marriage. Without reflecting, the king agreed to bestow 
his beautiful daughter on the high-souled Cyavana and returned to his own 
city. Some time later the Aśvins saw the faultless Sukanyā bathing in the 
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lake adjoining the hermitage of the sage. They also were smitten by her 
ravishing beauty and asked her to accept one of them for her husband instead 
of the blind old sage. As she would not consent, they propose that they would 
rejuvenate Cyavana, and then she should choose. With the permission of 
her husband she consents to the second proposal. Cyavana had to dip into 
tlle waters of the lake, into the primordial element,, the womb of all creation, 
along with the Aśvins (Fountain of Youth motif).1 The three of [27J them 
came out of the water, all looking exactly alike. Here is a dilemma (Nala-
Damayantī motif). By virtue of her unswerving loyalty to her husband, 
Sukanyā is however able to choose the right man. In gratefulness for the 
gift of youth and beauty, Cyavana promises the Aśvins a draught of the 
Sorna juice during a regular s!acrifice. Soon afterwards, Śaryāti comes to visit 
his son-ni-law Cyavana and the latter arranges a great sacrifice for Śaryāti, 
at which he offers the first draught of Sorna to the Aśvins, who used to be 
altogether excluded on these festive occasions on account of their being 
medicine-men. Indra tries to stop the sacrilegious act ; but as Cyavana will 
not heed. Indra then attempts to hurl the thunderbolt at him. But Cyavana 
was too quick for him. Instantly Cyavana paralyzed Indra’s arm and brought 
him to his knees. At the same time the great sorcerer created by his magic 
a terrible demon (kṛtyā) called Mada (Intoxication). When Mada rushes 
towards Indra to slay him. Indra grants the wish of Cyavana, who triumph

antly continues the sacrifice and gives the Aśvins, the promised libation of 
Soma. Since that time the Aśvins participate regularly in the sacrificial 
offerings on a basis of equality with the other gods. Indra at the same time 
apologizes and explains that he had opposed Cyavana merely to spread the 
fame of Cyavana and his father-in-law Śaryāti throughout the world : a 
significant and prophetic utterance. 

Bhṛgu, the father of Cyavana, had oniy cursed Agni, a minor god, in 
fact, merely the " mouth “ of the gods, to be sarvabhaksa, devourer of all 
things, good and bad (I. 6. 13). Cyavana did even better. He thoroughly 
humbled Indra, the king of gods, who had to submit tú the will of Cyavana. 

In the next chapter again we have a passing allusion to a Bhārgava, 
who remains unnamed. The background is a Bhārgava hermitage, though 
the main actors are not Bhṛgus. The pious Yuvaniāśva Saudyumni is 
practising austerities for the sake of progeny. One night he became very 
thirsty. Searching for water, he enters the hermitage of the Bhārgava who 
was engaged in performing some magical rites in order to make Yuvanāśva's 
queen give birth to a son. ‘This sercerer had actually prepared a potion, en
dowed with magical efficacy, for administering it to the queen and kept the 
jar containing the dose in a) corner of the [28J hennitag<¾. The thirsty king 
found ft, and, not knowing that the water was charmed and intended in fact 

1 An alluring explanation of the idea underlying this intriguing motif has been 
given by H . Z I M M E R in his Maya, Der indische Mythos (Stuttgart 1936), pp. 42 ff. 
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for the queen, drained the potion to the dregs. Here was a mess. But the 
potion prepared by a Bhṛgu is infallible in its effect. Whoever drinks it must 
give birth to a sen. Consequently the king became himself pregnant, and a 
son, Māndhātṛ, was born to him, ripping open his left side, but owing to some 
propitiatory rites performed by the Bhṛgu, Yuvanāśva himself escaped unhurt. 

It is interesting to compare this version of the story of Māndhātr with 
the one which occurs in the Droṇaparvan (adhy. 62 of the Vulgate). There 
we a1e told that once upon a time king Yuvanāśva, when out hunting became 
thirsty, and his steed was exhausted. Seeing at a distance a curl of smoke, 
the monarch guided by it reached a sacrificial enclosure and found there 
some sacrificial butter (ājya), which he greedily swallowed. Thereupon the 
king became pregnant and was delivered of a son (Māndhātṛ) by the Aśvins. 
The rest of the story is nearly the same. 

In this version, king Yuvanāśva was not practising austerities for secur
ing the birth of a son, but had gone out hunting. Nor did he partake of the 
magical preparation at night in the dark, but presumably in full daylight, 
when the smoke from the sacred hearth could yet be seen by him. The second 
version moreover makes no mention of any Bhṛgu, playing the role of the 
officiating priest and saviour of Yuvanāśva, like the first, which is an im
portant diserepancy. The second story is sketchy and lacking in definition, 
and appears to Be the older version. In the first the details are filled out, 
by adding a Bhṛgu as an officiating priest and generally making the picture 
more vivid and realistic. 

The next Bhārgava of importance we meet with in the Āraiṇyaka is the 
sage Mārkaṇḍeya, whose discourses on the most divers topics extend over 
51 chapters (182-232) in the Vulgate, containing about 2200 stanzas (Mar¬

kaṇḍeya-samāsyā), which he delivers for the delectation and edification of 
the Pāṇḍavas. This is not his first visit to the Pāṇḍavas by any means. For 
early in the beginning of their exile, when the Pāṇḍavas had settled in the 
Dvaitavana Forest, Mārkaṇḍeya had paid a flying visit [29] to them (adhy. 
25). He turns up again, as a matter of fact, also towards the end of their 
exile, without notice or warning, to console Yudhiṣṭhira and relates to him 
the Rāmopākhyāna, the popular story of Rāma and Sītā, as well as the 
Sāvitryupākhyāna, that immortal story of a wife's splendid devotion. These 
two upākhyānas, narrated by Mārkaṇdeya, together comprise about 1060 
stanzas. ‘Thus the Mārkaṇḍeya-samāsyā together with the two latter upā¬

khyānas comprise 3260 stanzas, which is nearly one fourth of the entire 
extent of this extensive parvan. 

Mārkanḍeya was one of the cirajīvins : eternally youthful though many 
thousand years old. How he was exactly connected with the two well-known 
Bhṛgu families of our Mahābhārata (Bhṛgu-Cyavana-Rāma and Bhṛgu- – 
Cyavana-Śunaka) is not exactly known ; but that he was a Bhārgava is be
yond doubt. He is referred to as Bhārgava in B. 3. 183. 60 ; 189. 97 ; 
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190. 2. 13. 22. 15 : as Bhārgava-sattama in B . 3. 2OL 7 ; 217. 5 : as Bhṛ¬

gu-nandana in B. 3. 205. 4 : as Bhṛgukula-śreṣṭha in B. 3. 205. 15. More¬

over Mārkaṇḍa is explicitly declared to be a gotra founder of the Bhṛgu clan 
in the Matsya Purāṇa (195. 20). 

Some of the subjects of Mārkaṇḍeya's discourses to the Pāṇḍavas are 
the following : great power of Brahmins ; merit of benevolence to Brahmins ; 
wife's duty to her husband ; and different forms of Agni. He relates, among 
others, stories of Manu, Yayāti, Vṛṣadarbha, Śibi, Indradyumna (father of 
Janaka), Kuvalāśva and of Skanda Kārttikeya. He is also responsible for 
the famous story of the Righteous Hunter (dharma-vyādha) of Mithilā. 
Besides these, there is, as is well known, a whole Puiāṇa named after him, 
the Mārkaṇḍeya Purāṇa. 

The most interesting of Mārkaṇḍeya's stories, however, is how he ac

tually witnessed the act of creation and dissolution in progress. We have 
here in fact in Mārkaṇḍeya a Brahmanic counterpart of the Kṣatriya Manu, 
that distant cousin of the Semitic Noah with his ark, seeds and so on. 

The legend of Manu, like that of Noah, is a childish story. According 
to this legend (Matsyopākhyāna, also related by the same sage Mārkaṇḍeya, 
Āraṇyaka 187 in the Vulgate), Manu, sen of VivasvaI. while saying his 
usual prayers on the bank of a river, sees a tiny little fish, which asks the sage 
to protect it. [30]– Manu rears the fish in a small earthern vessel, which the 
fish soon outgrows. The fish keeps on growing larger and larger. Manu 
places the fish successively in a tank, in the river Ganges, and in the ocean. 
Before parting from Manu, the fish warns him of the impending catastrophe 
and advises him to build an ark and keep carefully a store of seeds of all 
kinds. When the deluge comes. Manu gets into the ark with the Seven Sages. 
The ark is towed by the horned fish on the ocean, which during the deluge 
flooded everything. The ship, " like a drunken wench'', staggered from side 
to side on the bosom of the agitated ocean. In the end the ship is fastened on 
to the peak of the Himalayas, called Naubandhana, which is projecting out of 
the water. When the flood subsides, Manu quietly gets out of the ark and, 
as he has all the necessary seeds with himself in the ark, there would be no 
difficulty in creating the world anew. Before parting again from Manu and 
the Seven Sages, the Fish says, " I am Brahma, the lord of creatures. None 
is greater than I. In the form of a fish I have saved you all from this pe

ril. Manu will create all beings : gods, asuras and human beings, the mobile 
and the immobile creation." 

This story, which appears to belong to a different complex of myths and 
does not at all fit well in the Mahābhārata cycle, is, as has been surmised, 
probably of Semitic origin.1 If Manu creates all beings, Brahma is thrown 

1 Cf., W I N T E R N I T Z , '‘Die Flutsagen des Altertums und der Naturvölker", in 
Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien, vol. 31 (1901), pp. 32lf., 
327 ff. 

20A 
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out of employment. The Purāṇic theory of creation is that there is a deluge ; 
nothing remains of the universe except Viṣṇu-Nārāyaiṇa, reclining on the 
coils of the Eternal Serpent Ośeṣa–Ananta) floating on the waters. Then 
out of Nārāyana's navel emerges Brahmā, seated on a lotus, the creative as

pect of the deity. From Brahmā are born his mindborn sons (mānasapu~ 
trās). Then other beings, male and female, emerge from his heart, breast, 
thumbs and so on. These are the Prajāpatis. They propagate this world 
of ours. The process is repeated at each dissolution : it is an eternal recur

rence. In this complex there is clearly no room for the Semitic legend, 
which would imply a parallel creation by Manu, a state of things 
which is not at all what is intended by the legend. Since a [31] variant 
version of this legend is found even in the iśatapatha Brāhmaṇa ( L 8. 1), 
it should seem that the Semitic legend was introduced into India at a fairly 
early date but has remained unassirnilated. Its exotic character, however, 
appears to me to be clearly betrayed by the phalaśruti at the end of the chap
ter, an addition which accompanies all late accretions to the Great Epic (B. 
3. 187. 58 emended) : 

ya idam §r‡vuyan nityam Manoī caritam āditah j 
sa sukhī sarvasiddhārthah svúrgalokam iyan nay ah  

The Indian Noah is a man of a very different character. He requires 
neither boat nor horned fish to save him ; nor does he keep a store of 
seeds with himself. The man who could live through the dissolution of the 
world can only be a perfect Y o g i ; and a perfect Yogi is deathless. " There 
is none equal to you in years save Brahmā Paramesthin,” says Yudhisthira 
to the Bhārgava Mārkaṇḍeya. But he requires neither food nor drink to live. 
He can walk on water as easily as on land. So when the world was over

whelmed with floeds and the creation was gradually submerged, Mārkaṇḍeya 
found himself alone, walking on the waters of the ocean. After some time 
Mārkaṇḍeya, being human after all, begins to feel a little tired and lonely, 
tramping about all by himself on the surface of the endless ocean. He also 
felt inexpressibly sad at that awful destruction. Then all of a sudden he 
noticed a little child resting on the extended branch of a huge banyan tree 
(nyagrodha). Mārkarṇiḍeya could not at all imagine how that little helpless 

child could have survived all that cataclysmal devastation, and he kept ponder

ing over that matter, standing near the child. Seeing his confusion, the 
child softly told him to go into his body and rest there, and the child opened 
its little mouth and drew him gently inside. And, lo and behold, inside the 
child he found the world whose destruction he had seen with his own eyes. 
The sun, the moon and the stars, all the oceans, seas and rivers of the world, 
all the men, women and children whom he had known, all animals, gods and 
demons, – they were all there, inside the little stomach of that wonderful little 
child. He wandered about inside for hundreds of years and still he could not 
find the end of it all, when he suddenly found [32] himself outside the child, 
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blown out by his gentle exhalation. Then the child spoke to the sage, and 
then it suddenly dawned on Mārkaṇḍeya who the Child was. He sees and 
recognizes God. 1 

As this Brahmin Noah had no need for the ark, he had no need for 
any seeds. The steeds are there permanently. There had been in fact no 
destruction at all : that destruction was an illusion. There was only an in

volution : the world had been only withdrawn into the interior of God. Crea

tion, moreover, was not Mārkaṇḍeya's concern : it was the business of 
Brahma. Like the seed which has been well planted, the universe will grow 
of itself, putting forth in due time blossems and fruits and other seeds. Mār¬

kaṇdeya, the Yogi, is interested only in knowing and understanding things. 
He had seen God, but that is not sufficient for him. He wants to know God, 
know about His nature and character, His Māyā, that Māyā which had not 
been understood even by the gods themselves (B. 3. 188. 135): 

Jñatum icchāmi deva tvām māyām caitārh tavottamām  

The divine Child declares itself to be Nārāyaṇa, the indestructible source 
of the world, and reveals to Mārkaṇḍeya His real nature and character. 

The Bhārgava Mārkāṇdeya is, according to this account, the only man 
who had survived the last deluge, witnessed the act of dissolution and crea

tion in progress, stood in his own person face to face with Nārāyaṇa in the 
utter solitude of total annihilation, but it is nowhere made clear why Mārkaṇ¬

ḍeya was singled out for this unique honour : it is an unmotivated theme. 
It is left to us to infer that the Bhārgava Mārkapḍeya is the only perfect 
Yogi that ever lived. 

A little later, as already mentioned, Mārkaṇḍeya relates to the Pāṇḍa¬

vas the famous Rāmopākhyāna (Āraṇyakā 273292 in the Vulgate), an 
abridgement of the Rāma story in about 750 stanzas. The occasion for re

lating the story arises in the following way. 
Jayadratha, a near relative of the Kurus and the Pāṇḍavas tries to carry 

off Draupadī, but is defeated and captured, and ultimately pardoned and re

leased. Yudhiṣṭhira mourns his fate [33J and asks Mārkalrdeya, who seems 
to be rather abruptly introduced for the purpose of the story, if there is any 
mortal more unfortunate than himself. Thereupon Mārkaṇdeya relates the 
story of the Dāśaratni Rāma. Now the entire story of the attempted rape 
of Draupadī by Jayadrathai is so i l l conceived and unconvincing that it ap
pears to have been invented solely for the purpose of introducing a sum
mary of the Rāmāyaṇa. Who could be now a better narrator of the story 
of Rāma than the Bhārgava Mārkaṇḍeya, ageold and yet eternally young, 
the only man who had witnessed the happennigs in this world in all the dif

ferent ages, witnessed even the dissolution and creation of the world ? 

1 An illuminating commentary on a different version of this same myth is 
given by H . ZiMMER, Maya, Der indische Mythos, pp. 52 ff. 
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After hearing the story of Rāma, Yudhiṣṭhira, the "dummy" of the 
bard, says that he did not grieve so much on his own or his brothers' ac

count as he did on account of the daughter of Drupada ; and then asks Mar¬

kaṇḍeya if he had ever seen or heard of a woman as devoted to her husband 
as Draupadī. To console Yudhiṣṭhira, Mārkaṇḍeya then relates the well

known story (upākhyāna) of Sāvitrī, who rescues her husband from death by 
the insistent importunity of her pleading, by her deep feminine intuition 
and by her unflinching devotion to her husband (Āraṇyaka 293299 in the 
Vulgate). And that is the last episode of the Āraṇyaka narrated by the 
Bhārgava Mārkaṇḍeya and in fact the last episode of this parvan in which a 
Bhārgava is concerned. 

VIRĀṬAPARVAN 

In the short Virāṭaparvan, as is in the Sabhā, the narrative is plain and 
straightforward, unembellished by any episodic enlargement, and the story 
marches rapidly forward. This book contains consequently no upākhyānas 
and there is no room for any Bhārgava digression. The references to the 
Bhārgavas are few and far between, and they are incidental allusions to the 
greatness or heroism of the Bhārgavas. One of these may be adduced for 
the purpose of illustration. Addressing Duryodhana, Bhīṣma asks : " Who is 
superior to Droṇa except Rāma, the son of Jamadagni? " (B. 4. 51. 10),1 

•[34J UDYOGAPARVAN 

The Udyogaparvan furnishes its quota of references to the Bhārgavas, 
at least to the Bhārgava Rāma. Here again Rāma Jāmadagnya emerges 
from the obscurity of myth and legend, and we find him coming into direct 
contact – and in one case, actual conflict – with some of the epic characters. 

In adhy. 72 ff. of the Vulgate version of the Udyoga, we have an ac

count of a council held by the Pāṇḍavas, where Kṛṣṇa is commissioned to go 
and treat with Dhṛtarāṣṭra, which is followed in adhy. 83 ff. by a descrip¬

tion of Kṛṣṇa's journey to Hāstinapura. On the way he meets a com

pany of ancient sages, whom he duly honours. On his asking them whither 
they were bound, the Bhārgava Rāma, who is apparently their spokesman, 
explains that they were on their way to attend the council meeting which 
was going to be held at Hāstinapura in order to witness the proceedings and 
listen to the discussion. The sages then take leave of him and proceed on 
their way. Led by Rāma Jāmadagnya, they arrive in due course at the 
capitai of the Kurus and present themselves in the darbar hall, where they 
are received with due honours by Bhīṣma (adhy. 94). The proceedings be

gin with a long peroration by Kṛṣṇa, in which he announces that the Pāṇḍa¬

vas were ready to obey implicitly the commands of Dhṛtarāṣṭra, provided 

1 But this is 852* of our edition, and it was found only in Dn D 4 1 2 ; that is, 
it was added perhaps within 3 or 4 centuries ! 
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they were assured that they would be treated with fairness and given what 
is theirs by right (adhy. 95). The Bhārgava Rāma, taking advantage of the 
spell of silence wnich followed Kṛṣṇa's diplomatic speech, gets up and, advis

ing peace, relates, unasked, the story of Dambhodbhava (adhy. 96). The 
foolish king Dambhodbhava, who wants to be acknowledged the unconquered 
and unconquerable hero, challenges in his cupidity the sages Nara and Nā¬

rāyaṇa (who were then practising penance at Badarī) to fight with him. 
The ascetics meekly decline, but Dambhodbhava is importunate. So in the 
end Nara takes up a handful of grass and, charging the blades in his hand 
with mystic potency, flings them at the enemy. They change into deadly 
missiles, overpowering the soldiers of Dambhodbhava, and compel him to 
surrender and acknowledge his defeat. Nara reads Dambhodbhava a sermon 
on selfcontrol, on kindness to all creatures and humility towards Brahmins. 
The Bhārgava Rāma appearing here in the role of a [35J peacemaker con

cludes by advising conciliation and pointing out that Nara is Arjuna, while 
Nārāyaṇa is Kṛṣṇa. The story is an unnecessary digression, with the 
very obvious object of reiterating and emphasizing the identity between Nara

Nārāyaṇa and ArjunaKṛṣṇa. 

The Udyogaparvan closes with a story (Ambopākhyāna), in which the 
Bhārgava Rāma plays a very active and prominent part (adhy. 173196 of 
the Vulgate). Bhīṣma explains to Duryodhana that, because of a vow he had 
taken, he would not fight with Śikhaṇḍin, who at birth had been a girl, and 
then relates the whole life history of śikhaṇḍin, who in a previous birth was 
Ambā, the daughter of the king of Kāśī. Bhīṣma narrates how Ambā, hav

ing been disappointed of marriage through Bhīṣma's action, vowed to com

pass his death and how the Bhārgava Rāma, having promised to help her, 
fought with Bhīṣma at Kurukṣetra for twentythree days, a fight which ends 
in a stalemate. The story is developed in this way. 

When Ambā was repulsed by Śālva, to whom she was engaged and who 
subsequently refused to marry her on account of her abduction by Bh¾ma, 
she left him and wandered about alone in a neighbouring forest, nursing her 
grief and vowing vengeance. There she meets a company of aseetics, who 
sympathize with her and devise means to help her. While the ascetics are 
cogitating as to how they should help her, there comes along by chance Am¬
bá's grandfather, the royal sage Hotravāhana, who advises her to seek the 
help of his friend Rāma Jāmadagnya. While these deliberations are pro

ceeding, Rāma's diseiple and faithful follower Algtavraṇa appears on the 
scene. Hotravāhana tells him the previous history of Ambā and also her 
future plans. Akṛtavraṇa decides that Bhīṣma is certainly responsible for 
AmM's misfortunes, and is the party deserving punishment. B y a fortunate 
accident Rāma – on the warpath, armed with a bow and a sword and his 
famous axe (paraśu) – comes there the following morning. Ambā again re
lates the whole story of her unfortunate life to the Bhārgava Rāma and be-
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seeches him to slay the offending Bhīṣma. But since Rāma has taken the 
vow that he would on no account take up arms except at the bidding of the 
twiceborn, he has to be persuaded by the sages to espouse Ambā's cause. 
•[36]. He then proceeds with Ambā and all the assembled sages to the banks 
of the Sarasvatī and from there sends a message to Blu§'ma, who meets him 
at the boundary of the Kuru kingdom. Rāma orders Bh¾ma to take back 
Ambā or failing that fight a duel with him. Since Bh¾ma cannot do the 
former, he decides to fight, goes back to the city and returns, furnished with 
all arms and accoutrements, in a chariot made of silver, drawn by white 
horses. Bh¾ma's mother Gaṅgādevī (identified with the river Ganges) tries 
to stop the impending fight but without success. The fight lasts for several 
days, when at last Rāma wounded by an arrow of Bh¾ma falls down in a 
swoon. Bhīṣma stops fighting : it is a gentlemanly duel, following minutely 
all the strict rules of chivalry, and unlike the deadly combats of the Bhärata 
war. The fight is continued on the following days, with varying luck. Even 
after many days of constant fighting, in which millions and billions of ar

rows are showered by each combaitant and cut up by the opponent, various 
magical missiles are flung by which alternately the combatants get wounded, 
fall down, recover and resume the fight, the grim contest continues indecisive

ly. Then one night Bh¾ma, who was one of the Vasus, saw in a dream a 
group of eight Brahmins (the Eight Vasus), who had supported him and 
encouraged him that same day while he was lying wounded and unconscious 
on the battlefield. They remind him of a magical missile of his, by dis

charging which he could put the Bhārgava Rāma to sleep on the field of bat

tle Next day the fight began again and the combatants hurled at each other 
simultaneously the terrific Brahma missile, which is capable shattering the 
earth. The two missiles clash in the middle and neutralize each other. 
During the commotion caused by these weapons, Bb¾ma thinks of the 
sleep missile. As he is about to discharge that missile, the gods intervene. 
With Bh¾ma's mother, Gaṅgā, the gods go from one to the other of the 
combatants, trying to pacify them. Seeing that neither of them is prepared 
to yield and be the first to retire from the field of battle, the gjods stand bet

ween the combatants and make the fight impossible. Still the combatants are 
not pacified and will not leave! the field. Finally the shades of his ancestors 
persuade Rāma to lay aside his weapons, which he then reluctantly does. 
That is sufficient for Bh¾ma. He puts down his bow and arrow, goes to 
Rāma, his guru, and prostrates [37J himself at his feet. They seon forget 
their quarrel and become friends again. Thus this titanic conflict between 
Bh¾ma and the Bhārgava Rāma, which is said to have lasted for three and 
twenty days, is utterly barren of any result beyond adding a few hundred 
lines to the text ! 

One peculiar thing we notice about tnis story is the sudden change of 
heart on the part of the Bhārgava Rāma. While in all other accounts of 
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him he is represented as the inveterate foe of the Kṣatriyas and the epic bards 
are never weary of telling us that he had exterminated the Kṣatriyas thrice 
seven times, here we find him befriending the royal sage Hotravāhana and 
championing the lost cause of an unhappy Kṣatriya damsel! The episode 
shows another inconsistency in the behaviour of R ā m a ; for, here 
we are surprised with the statement that in Bhīṣma Rāma had taken a 
Ksatriya pupil and had apparently taught him so well that the pupil knew not 
only as much as the guru but perhaps even more. This does not prevent him 
subsequently from cursing Kanna, who had learnt the secrets of the science 
of arms from Rāma in the guise of a Brahmin but later had to confess that 
he was a Kṣatriya. There Rāma is reported to have said to Karna that the 
Brahma weapon can never be learnt by one who is not a Brahmin (B. 12. 
3. 31), though Bhīṣma had used the Brahma missile successfully against 
Rāma in the combat mentioned above. 

BHI§MAPARvAN 

With the Bhīṣmaparvan begin what may be called the " battle books,” 
which in some shape or other must have formed the kernel of the Mahābhā

rata, which kernel has served as a nucleus for the growth of a vast amount of 
secondary material, cohering together so as to form a more or less harmo

nious whole. A rough sketch of the original plan of the epic is preserved in 
a stanza occurring in one of the chapters of the first book (L 55. 43) : 

evam etat purāvrttarh tesām aklitsakarmanām  

bihedo rājyavināśaś ca jayaś ca jayatām vara  

The Bhārata, according to this statement, was a trilogy consisting of the story 
of the dissension, loss of the kingdom, and victory, among some descendants 
of Bharata. 

[38]- The Bhīṣmaparvan, according to the Vulgate, is divided into four 
sections (upaparvans). Of these the first two are mainly geographical trac

tates : Jambūkhaṇḍanirmāṇaparvan and Bhūmiparvan. The third is the 
famous philosophical discourse, the Bhagavadgītā, which is, so to say, the 
keystone of the whole new superstructure of the remodelled Bhārata and 
which has passed into world literature. The fourth and last section of this 
book is a lengthy account in eighty chapters (or about 4300 stanzas) of the 
fight of the first ten days of the Great War, up to the fall of Bhīṣma. After 
the Bhagavadgītā, the account of the fight runs on smoothly and is not allow¬

ed to be interrupted by any digressions. Consequently this subsection also 
contains no Bhārgava episode or for that matter any other episodic narra

tive at all. But passing allusions to the Bhargavas are not by any means 
wanting even in this final section of the Bhīṣmaparvan. They are, however, 
for the most part trivial and confined to the glorification of Rāma Jāmadag¬

nya, playing on the theme of his encounter with Bhīṣma. The Bhārgava 
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Rāma is subtly praised by saying that Bhīṣma was a hero whom even Rāma 
could not defeat. 

But the Bhagavadgītā itself contains an interesting allusion to the Bhṛ¬

gus and that is in the tenth chapter, in the enumeration of the so-called 
vibhūtis of Śrī-Kṛṣṇa. The vibhūtis are said to be infinite (nāsty anto vis¬

tarasya me, Gītā 10. 19 in the Vulgate version), but about sixty of them have 
been specifically enumerated and they are worthy of close study. Some of 
these vibhūtis are pure and simple gods, such as Indra, Viṣṇu, Śiva and so 
on. Some are yet other supernatural beings, such as Kubera, Citraratha and 
others. Some are celestial luminaries such as the Sun, and the Moon. Some 
are merely terrestrial features such as mountains, rivers, the ocean and se 
on. Some are even animals such as the serpent (Śeṣa), elephant (Aimvata), 
eagle (Garuḍa) and so on. There are mentioned among these vibhūtis 
only nine human – or at least semi-human, that is, semi-divine – beings, 
whom we may regard as historical or semi-historical personalities. Three 
of them, Vāsudeva, Arjuna and Vyāsa, are well-known and important 
epic characters, and as such their inclusion in this list is expected and 
may be said -[39J to be quite natural. They may therefore be ignored. 
Then, further, of divine sages (devarṣis), śri-Kṛṣṇa declares himself to be 
Nārada, the official messenger between the gods and the men. Of perfected 
beings (Siddhas), Śrī-Kṛṣṇa says, he is Kapila, a celebrated sage, probably 
the codifier of the Sāṃkhya, the system most popular with the 
epic bards. Of houschold priests, śrī-Kṛṣṇa identifies himself, quite 
naturally again, with Bṛhaspati, the priest of the gods, one of the Aṅ¬

girases, a clan closely connected with the Bhṛgus from very ancient times. 
There remain three ; of these all – or at least two – are clearly Bhārgavas. 
Of Kavis, Śri-Kṛṣṇa says, he is Śukra, the Bhārgava priest of the Asuras, 
the asuric counterpart of Bṛhaspati. Of weapon-bearers (śastra-bhṛt), Śrī-
Kṛṣṇa declares himself to be Rāma, who is identified by some authorities 
as Rāma son of Daśaratha, but who in my opinion is meant tol be no other 
than the much lauded hero of the Mahābhārata poets, Rāma sen of Jama
dagni, the Bhārgava Rāma. Lastly, of great sages (maharṣis), śrī-Kṛṣṇa 

says he is Bhṛgu (maharṣīṇām Bhṛgur aham, Gītā 1Q. 25).– All other vi¬

bhūtis are more or less intelligible ; for each vibhüti is or may be regarded, 
more or less, as the foremost or the first of a class ; but why Bhṛgu should be 
considered as the greatest of the great sages (Maharṣis) is somewhat enig

matic. He is not reckoned among the Seven Sages (saptarṣis). He is no 
doubt said to be a son of Brahma, but Brahma had nearly a dozen sons of 
that kind, who all became Prajāpatis and founders of gotras. And about 
Bhṛgu's greatness even the Mahābhārata has nothing to narrate beyond the 

1 C V, VAIDYA, Proc. & trams : 1st Or. Conf. (1922), p. 39 (" Gotra and Pra¬

vara’* p.p. 3445) explains it differently. He is of opinion that of all Rṣis Bhṛgu 
was actually considered as the foremost. 
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fact that his wife Pulomā was abducted by a cannibal called Puloman (Ādi) 
or Daṃśa Ośānti), and that he had cursed various people. 

D R 0 J N J A P A R V A N 

The Droṇaparvan supplies what is for our purpose one of the most in

teresting of Bhārgava references in the Mahābhārata. 

On the thirteenth day of the Great War during Arjuna's temporary ab

sence, Abhimanyu with a small following pierces the Kaurava ringformation 
(cakravyūha), but Jayadratha intercepts his followers and isolates him, and 
Abhimanyu is slain after a brave fight; one of the most tragic episodes of 
the Great Epic. [40] To consele Yudhiṣṭhira for the untimely death of Abhi¬

manyu, Vyāsa tells him many stories illustrating the transitoriness of human 
life. At that time he relates how Nārada comforted Srnjaya in a time of 
bereavement by telling him of the sixteen kings of great merit, who never

theless all died when their time came (adhy. 5571 of the Vulgate). These 
kings were, as a matter of fact, all cakravartins, sovereigns who had con

quered surrounding kingdoms or brought them under their sway and estab

lished a paramount position on more or less extensive regions around their 
own kingdoms. The episede, which is known as the Soḍalśarājakīya, re
counts the heroic deeds and the meritorious actions of sixteen of such fa
mous kings of antiquity. The sixteen kings are these : (1) Marutta, sen 
of Avikṣit ; (2) Suhotra Ātithina ; (3) Paurava (Brhadratha, king of Aṅga); 
(4) éibi, sen of Uśīnara ; (5) Rāma, son of Daśaratha ; (6) Bhagiratha, 
son of Dilīpa ; (7) Dilīpa Ailavila ; (8) Māndhātr, sen of Yuvanāśva ; (9) 
Yayāti, son of Nahuṣa ; (10) Ambarīṣa, son of Nābhāga ; (11) Śaśabindhu, 
sen of Citraratha ; (12) Gaya, son of Amūrtarayas ; (13) Rantideva, son of 
Saṃkṛti : (14) Bharata, son of Duḥiṣanta ; (15) Pṛthu, sen of Vena ; and, 
last but not least, (16) the Bhārgava Rāma, son of Jamadagni. 

Accordingly we have here a vivid and colourful description of that great 
feat of the Bhārgava Rāma, the extirpation of Kṣatriyas, an account which 
courts mistrust by its appalling exaggeration and staggering figures (adhy. 
70 of the Vulgate). We are told how Rāma took a vow to relieve the Earth 
of her burden of Ksatriyas. Thereafter he first slew Kārtavirya, who was 
never before defeated in battle. Then of Ksatriyas he slaughtered 64,000, 
cutting off their ears and noses and breaking their teeth, besides stifling in 
smoke 7000 Haihayas (the clan to which Arjuna Kārtavīrya belonged) and 
torturing them, and butchering 10,000 with his own axe Then the puis

sant son of Jamadagni, marching against the Kaśmīras, the Daradas, the Kun¬
tis, the Kṣudrakas and Mālavas, the Mgas, Vaugas and Kaliṅgas, the Vide¬

has, the Tāmraliptakas, the Rakṣovāhas, the Vītihotras, the Trigartas, the 
Mārttikāvatas, the Śibis and other warrior races, thousands in number, slew 
them all with arrows of exceeding sharpness. Going from country to coun
try, he slew [41] thousands and hundreds of thousands of Ksatriyas, creat-
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ing a veritable deluge of blood and filling many lakes with i t . . ..Then 
bringing under his sway all the eighteen divisions of the earth, that descen¬

dant of Bhṛgu celebrated a hundred sacrifices, like a second Indra, when he 
gave away costly gifts (dakṣiṇā) to Brahmins. The sacrificial altar, full eight 
nalas high and made entirely of gold, embellished with hundreds of gems and 
adorned with thousands of banners, as. also this earth abounding in domestic 
and wild animals, was accepted by Kaśyapa from the Bhārgava Rāma as his 
sacrificial fee for performing the sacrifice. Rāma also gave him many thou
sands of huge elephants adorned with golden ornaments. Freeing the earth 
of robbers that infested her, making her full of righteous and amiable peo
ple, Rāma gave the earth to Kaśyapa at his great horse sacrifice. Then 
comes the Bhārgava slogan (B. 7. 710. 20) : 

trihsaptakṛtvaḥ pṛthivīṃ kṛtvā niḥkṣatriyām prabhuḥ (IV) 

Having cleared the earth of Kṣatriyas thrice seven times, having cele

brated a hundred sacrifices, Rāma gave the earth to the Brahmins. When 
the earth with her seven grand divisions was bestowed by him upon Kaśyapa, 
then the latter said to Rāma, " Go thou out of this earth at my command !" 
Hearing these words of Kaśyapa, that foremost of weapon-bearers, obedient 
to the command of a Brahmin, caused the ocean to roll back and to give him 
a new strip of land to live in, and Rāma took up his abode on Mount M a 
hendra. 

It is instructive to compare this Story of Sixteen Kings with a variant 
version of it in the ;śānti (adhy. 29 of the Vulgate), as related to the same 
Yudhiṣṭhira by Śrī-Kṛṣṇa. After the battle the month of mourning is spent 
outside the capital on the banks of the Ganges. Yudhiṣthira, very dejected, 
proposes to renounce the kingdom and retire to the forest. At Arjuna's re¬

quest, Kṛṣṇa tries to console him and1 so relates to him the Story of Sixteen 
Kings, which Nārada had once related to king Sṛñjaya. The stories are na

turally almost the same as those related to Yudhisthira by Vyāsa after the 
death of Abhimanyu. There is, however, one very striking difference. Fif

teen! of the kings in the list are the same ; the sixteenth ‘‘ king " of the Drona 
list, namely, the Bhārgava Rāma, is conspicuous by his absence in the śāntī 
[42] list ! He is replaced by a real king. Sagara son of Ikṣvāku, who was 
indeed a very famous king, fully deserving to be included in this list of the 
celebrated sixteen kings of antiquity, whereas the Bhārgava Rāma was no 
king at all and does not properly fall into this enumeration. His " extermin

ation " of the Kṣatriyas was merely an act of vendetta. And although he is 
said to have conquered the whole earth, he never was crowned a king. There

fore the propriety of including his exploits in the Soḍaśarājakīya is more 
than questionable In fact it would never strike anybody except an unscru¬
pulous Brahmin redactor – with strong Bhārgava leanings – to perpetrate 
such a tendentious perversion and father it upon Vyāsa. 
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KARIsīAPARVAN 

Karṇa is represented in our epic as a pupil of the Bhārgava Rāma, like 
Bhīṣma and Droṇa. So there are several casual references – in his capacity 
as the guru of Karṇa – to Rama Jāmadagnya in the course of this parvan. 

In adhy. 31 (of the Vulgate),, we have a reference to the bow (Vijaya) 
which Kama had received from the Bhārgava Rāina, who in his1 turn had 
obtained it from Indra himself. Indra had used it in his fight with the 
Daityas : Rāma had used it in his campaign against the Kṣatriyas of the 
earth, which he had conquered thrice seven times (B . 8. 311 46) : 

trihsaptakrk)ah pṛthivi dhanusā yena nirjitā (V) 
On the seventeenth day of the war, Duryodhana persuades' iśalya to be 

Karṇa's charioteer and to encourage him tells the story how Kanna had be¬

come possessed even of celestial weapons through the Bhārgava Rāma. 

To emphasize further the great importance of Karṇa, Duryodhana then 
narrates a story which shows the greatness of Kanṇa's guru, Rāma Jāmad

agnya (adhy. 34 of the Vulgate). Rāma is generally represented 
in the Mahābhārata as a man – or rather a Superman – who had fought his 
battles on this earth with other human beings like himself. Here we are 
told that he had fought with and vanquished even the Daityas. The story is 
this. To obtain celestial weapons from Mahādeva, Rāma (like the Pāṇḍava 
Arjuna later) was practising terrible austerities. At that time [43] the 
Asuras had become so powerful that even all the gods together could not 
subdue them, and so Mahādeva asks the Bhārgava Rāma to fight with them 
(as Arjuna later fought with the Nivātakavacas and other demons). Rāma 
went up to the Asuras and said to them, " Most invincible in battle as you 
are, O Daityas, give me battle". Then the Daityas began to fight with 
Rāma. Then that delighter of the Bhārgava clan slaughtered those Daityas, 
on the battlefield by strokes that were like the strokes from Indra's thunder

bolt. After Rāma had vanquished the invincible Asuras without the use of 
any special weapons, then Mahādeva gave him those celestial missiles for 
which Rāma was practising the terrible austerities. Perhaps feeling that 
the story might be disbelieved, Duryodhana hastens to add that he had heard 
it himself from the lips of a pious and truthful Brahmin while the latter was 
relating it to king Dhṛtarāṣtra, Duryodhana's father. 

Then in adhy. 42 (of the Vulgate), Karṇa relates that under the guise 
of a Brahmin he had been a disciple of the Bhārgava Rāma in order to learn 
from him the secret of certain magical missiles known to Rāma alone. One 
day while Rāma was sleeping with his head resting in the lap of Kaiiṇa, the 
thigh of the latter was bored through by Indra (Arjuna's de facto father) 
in the form of a ferocious centipede, and Karṇa was weltering in blood: but 
did not move a muscle, for fear of disturbing the steep of his guru and thus 
incurring his displeasure. When Rāma woke up and saw this state of things. 
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he concluded that his diseiple was no Brahmin, as only a Kṣatriya could 
suffer such agony and keep still. Then Karṇa confesses his guilt and begs 
Rama's pardon. Rāma pronounces a curse on Karṇa, saying that at the 
critical moment the magical missiles of which he had obtained knowledge 
from Rāma by such a dastardly trick – even the great Yogi could not see 
through it – would fail him. Brahma could never reside firmly in one who is 
not a Brahmin : abrāhmane brahma na hi dhruvam syāt (B. 8. 42. 9.) And 
so it happened, needles's to say. 

In a variant version of this tale (;śānti 3 in the Vulgate) the worm 
which had bored through Kama's thigh is said to have been not Indra in 
disguise, but a demon suffering the effects of a curse pronounced on him by 
Bhṛgu ! 

[44] SALYAPARVAN 

In the iśalyaparvan there are only stray references to the Bhārgavas, es
pecially in the account of Balarāma's pilgrimage – another very obvious dig
ression – during which Balarāma visits of course all the places sacred to the 
Bhārgavas such as Rāmatīrtha, Samantapancaka and so on, which lay on 
his way. 

At Rāmatīrtha we have a repetition of the story that Kaśyapa officiated 
at the sacrifice celebrated by Rāma Bhārgava after conquering the whole 
earth and annihilating the Kṣatriyas (B. 9. 49. 7 f.) : 

yatra Rāmo mahābhāgo Bhārgavah sumahātapāh  
asakṛt pṛthivim jitvā hataks<Eriyapumgavām  
upādhyāyam puraskṛtya Kaśyapam munisattamam  
ayajad vājapeyena so 'śvamedhaśatena ca  
pradadau daksinām caiva pṛthivim vai sasāgarām  

SAUPTIKAPARVAN 

The Sauptika is one of the few books of the Mahābhārata which are 
entirely, or almost entirely, free from reference to the Bhārgavas. The book 
is short, consisting of 18 chapters and about 800 stanzas in the Vulgate ver

sion, and comprises only two subparvans : the Sauptika and the Aiṣīka. The 
first subparvan deseribes the slaughter of the sleepers in the camp of the 
Pāṇḍavas, while the second gives an account of the use of the worlddestroy

ing dart Aiṣīka by Aśvatthāman. 

STRĪPARVAN 

In the next book, the Striparvan, which like the former is short, con
sisting of 27 chapters and about 800 stanzas in the Vulgate version, there are 
oniy three incidental references to the Bhārgavas. The parvan consists almost 
wholly of the description of the obsequial ceremonies of the warriors killed in 
the war and lamentations of women over their dead kinsfolk, wnich is fortu
nately held free from digressions and interpolations. The tragedy also does 
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not permit the development of any other sentiment. The absence of reference 
to the Bhārgavas, who, as already remarked, had strictly speaking no con

nection whatsoever with the KuruPāñcāla heroes, is not only thorougniy 
[45] appropriate, but is an omission for which we may be truly grateful to 
the redactors of our Mahābhārata. 

IŚĀNTIPARVAN 

The Śānti, which is in essence a manual of instruction in kingcraft 
(rājadharma), conduct in time of calamity (āpaddharma) and emancipa
tion (mokṣadharma) compiled in the peculiar pedagogic technique developed 
by the redactors of the Great Epic for the edification of the people combined 
with their entertainment, supplies its quota of Bhārgava material, making up 
in some measures for the deficiency of the last three books. 

Already in adhy. 2 f. (of the Vulgate) we hear of the Bhārgava Rāma. 
The month of mourning is spent by the Pāṇḍavas outside the capital on the 
banks of the Ganges. There Nārada relates to Yudnisthira the story of the 
early career of Karṇa, which is here said to be a secret of the gods (deva¬

guhya). In the course of the narrative Nārada repeats with more details 
the story we have already noticed as to how Kar!ṇa had easily deceived the 
Bhārgava Rāma and obtained from him the carefully guarded secret of the 
famous Brahma missile (brahmāstra) under the false pretence of being a 
Bramin, and a Bhfgu too. A n interesting point of difference between this 
version of the story and that given in the Kanṇaparvan is, as mentioned 
already, that the worm which bites Karṇa and bores a hole through his leg 
is not Indra but a demon called Daṃśa, who had tried to carry off Bhṛgu's 
wife. If this wife be Pulomā, then her ravistler's name was given as Puloman 
in adhy. 4 of the Ādi, where, however, there is no mention of Bhṛgu's curse ; 
but we are told on the other hand that the ravisher of Pulomā was reduced 
to ashes by Bhṛgu's son Cyavana. But perhaps this demon Daṃśa is some 
other ravisher of Bhṛgu's wife. 

In any event the happy result of this discourse of the sage was that 
Yudhiṣthira, casting off grief, enters the capital in state, is installed on the 
throne and performs the obsequial ceremonies of his departed kinsmen. Later 
Klṣṇa in an ecstatic trance communes with the distant Bhīṣma, who remains 
lying on the battlefield on a bed of arrows and who in a long hymn of ado

ration invokes Krṣṇai. Kṛṣṇa then sets out with the Pāṇḍava brothers and 
Ins followers [46] to visit Bhīṣma on his deathbed. The arrival of the party 
at the battlefield, which it will be remembered has been identified by the 
redactors of the epic with the Bhārgava tlrtha Samantapancaka, affords an 
easy opportunity for another repetition of the legend of Rāma's heroic exploit. 
That was the very spot where the Bhārgava Rāma had established those 
five lakes of blood. !Śrī-Krṣṇa in passing points to those lakes and says 
(B. 12. 48. 9) : 

21 
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trihsaptak↑tvo vasudhām kṛtvā nihksatriyāth pfabhuh 
ihedānlm tato Rāntah karmano virmānia ha (VI) 

Yudhiṣṭhira, the ' 'dummy” of the rhapsode, has an insatiable longing to 
hear all about the extermination of the Kṣatriyas by the Bhārgava Rāma 
though he had heard it all before from other story-tellers, and he has besides 
some doubts which he forthwith refers to Kṛṣṇa (B. 12. 48. 10) : 

trihsaptakṛtvah pṛthivl kṛtā nihksatriyā purā  
Rāmeyeti tathāttha tvani atra me samśayo mahān (VII) 

To solve this doubt of Yudhiṣthira Kṛṣṇa gratuitously volunteers to re

peat the whole story of Rāma from the very beginning, a fullsize account 
of the birth of the Bhārgava Rāma, of the extirpation of the Kṣatriyas and of 
the subsequent regeneration of the race. Here we have now an attestation of 
the entire story by !Śrī-Knṣ!ṇa, a variant of the story told by Akṛtavraṇa, a 
disciple of Rāma, to Yudnisthira himself in the Āraṇyaka. There are natu

rally several diserepancies between the two versions, two of which are note

worthy. In the first version it was Satyavati's fatherinlaw who prepares 
the magical carus, which were subsequently exchanged by the good ladies who 
were to partake of them ; here it is Satyavati'sl husband himself, Ṛcīka, who 
prepares them. The other is a somewhat more serious diserepancy. In the 
Āraṇyaka version, Jamadagni was robbed of his calf by Arjuna Kārtavīrya 
himself, who is represented there as a perfect fiend. In the story as told 
by iśrī-Kṛṣṇa, Arjuna is a perfect angel of a man, always devoted to peace, 
ever obedient to Brahmins and ready to protect all classes ; he had given 
away the earth to Brahmins in a horse sacrifice which he had performed. 
His sens on the other hand were " proud and cruel ”, and it was they who 
brought away the calf of Jamadagni's sacrificial [47] cow. As it is difficult, 
at this distance of time, in the absence of independent evidence, to say whe

ther Akṛtavraṇa or Śri-Kṛṣiṇa was more truthful, it must remain a moot point 
whether the guilty party is Arjuna Kārtavīrya or his sens. Then iśri-Kṛṣṇa 
goes on to tell Yudhisthira that the Kṣatriyas were annihilated by the Bhār

gava Rāma thrice seven times, speaking exactly like a Bhārgava (B. 12. 49. 
64) : 

trihsaptakṛtvah pṛthivim kṛtvā nifyksatriyam prabhuh  
dakṣiṇām aśvamedihānte Kaśyapāyādadat tātaḥ (VIII) 

The matter being now attested by Śrī–Kpsṇa himself, it cannot be deseribed 
by revilers of Brahmins as a fabrication made by the Brahmins themselves. 

It must always have been something of a puzzle to all thoughtful persons 
where Kiṣatriyas like the Kauravas and the Pāṇḍavas and even Eri¾rṣṭna 
himself came from after the Ksatriya race had been wiped out thrice seven 
times by the Bhārgava Rāma, and that was in fact Yudni¾hira's doubt, 
which he had expressed to iśiī-Kṛṣṇia. Various explanations of the mystery 
have been propounded. In the earlier chapters of the epic, a!s we have seen 
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several times, it was the pious Brahmins who procreated children on the 
widows of the Kṣatriyas slain by Rāma and they became Kṣatriyas by the 
Vedic rule pāṇigrāhasya tanayaḥ (I. 98. 5) : the child belongs to him who 
has gone through the form of marriage with the mother. That was however 
not the view of śrī-Kṛṣṇa. His explanation was that the Earth had concealed 
some Kṣatriyas. 1 She had concealed some Haihayas among women, some 
Pauravas among the bears of Mount Ṛkṣavant. Some other Ksatriyas were 
brought up in the forest among the kine, some in the cowpens among the 
calves. Some were protected by the Ocean, some by the wolves2 on Mount 
Gṛdhrakūṭa. These had all eseaped destruction at the hands of the formid

able Bhārgava. And the old Kṣatriya dynasties were resuscitated by Kaś
yapa, who first ordered Rāma to clear out from the earth which he had given 
to Kaśyapa as a part of the sacrificial fee and restored by and by those 
scions of the old Kṣatriya families to their rightful heritage. iŚiī–Kṛṣṇa 
evidently did not know anything about the procreation of Ksatriyas by pious 
Brahmins on the widows of the Kṣatriyas slaughtered by the bloodthirsty 
Bhārgava. He con[48jcludes by remarking that the present l¾atriyas are 
the legitimate offsprings of those ancient K;ṣatriyas (B. 12. 49. 88 f.): 

tatāḥ pṛthivyā nirdistāms tān samāniya Kaśyapah  
abhyasiñcan mahipālān ksatriyān vtryasammatān  
teṣāṃ putrāś ca pautrāś ca yesām vamśāh pratisthitāh  

At the beginning of the third great sub-division of the Śānti, the Mokṣa¬

dharma, we have a lengthy discourse attributed to Bhṛgu, called the Bhṛgu¬

Bhāradvāja-saṃvāda (adhy. 182-192 of the Vulgate), which summarizes in 
the form of questions and answers almost the entire Brahmanic teaching on 
the subject of (1) the elements, (2) life and death, (3) caste distinctions, 
(4) good and evil, (5) the four stages of life, and finally, (6) the other 
world. It will .be seen that it is a complete tractate on Hindu Ontology, 
Sociology, Eschatology and Ethics that is here attributed to Bhṛgu, the 
eponymous' ancestor of the Bhārgavas. 

The oft-cited stanza B. 12. 339. 103 f. : 
Hamsah Kūrmaś ca Matsyaś ca prādurbhāvād dvijottama  
Varāha Narasimhaś ca Vāmma Rāma eva ca  
Rāmo Dāśrathiś caiva Sātvatah Kalkir eva ca ] 

from the Mokṣadharma is important as containing one of the two actual 
references in our Mahābhārata to the Bhārgava Rāma as an avatāra of 
Viṣṇu, one of his ten avatāras ; but the passage is suspect, as it is missing 
in some Grantha MSS. and some old Devanāgarī MSS. which have been 

1 The relevant passage is cited and translated by I. C . GHOSH, in an article 
which has appeared in the Annals (Vol. 12, pp. 168ff.) entitled "Some additional 
notes on • Foreign elements in the Hindu Population'!' 

2 Monkeys? [MoN. WILL.] 
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collated by the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute for a critical edition 
of that book. The other reference is in the same chapter, a few stanzas 
earlier (B. 12. 339. 84) : 

Tretāyuge bhavisyāmi Rāmo Bhṛgukuladváhah  
Ksatram cotsādayisyāmi satnrddhabafavāhanatn  

This stanza cannot be impugned on the score of documentary evidence, 
which is unanimous in its favour. But both references occur in the Nārāya¬

ṇīya section of the Mokṣadharma, which is notoriously a late addition to 
our Mahābhārata. This shows that the theory of avataras is still develop

ing in the epic and their number is not yet fixed, nor are the avatāras fully 
canonized. It should thus seem that the Mahābhārata does not [49] neces

sarily presuppose the Bhārgava Rāma to be an avatāra of Vifṣṇu. 

ANUŚĀSANAPARVAN 

The Anuśāsiana, for some reason that is not yet quite clear, is the richest 
in Bhārgava material. 

Early in the beginning of this book (adhy. 4), we have the third repe
tition of the legend of the birth of Jamadagni. The previous chapter (3) 
relates the mighty deeds of the Kṣatriya Visvāmitra, which led to his attain. 
ing the coveted status of a Brahmin. In adhy. 4, Bhfema explains how it 
came about that Visvāmitra who was of mingled Brahmin and Kṣatriya 
parentage was born in the Kṣatriya caste with Brahmanic qualities, while his 
nephew Jamadagni, under similar conditions, was born in the Brahmin caste 
with Ksatriyan qualities. We have here a repetition of the old story how 
Ṛcīka married Gādhi's daughter Satyavatī, who obtained some boons for 
herself and her mother. The mother and the daughter exchange the trees 
they had to embrace and cams of which they had to partake. The wise 
Ṛcāka had purposely made the prescriptions differently. He had in fact put 
the entire accumulated energy of Brahmanism in the earn of his wife, while 
he had put the entire accumulated energy of Kṣatriyahoed in the emu in

tended for her mother. The consequence of the exchange slyly effected by 
the mother was that the son of Gādhi's wife turned out to be a man with 
Brahmanic propensities, while the son of Ṛcīka's wife would have been a 
model l¾atriya ; but, owing to the pleadings of Satyavatī, the great sage 
graciously give¾ his consent to the postponement of the doom to Satyavatī's 
grandson. 

This story we have had at Āraṇyaka 115 and Śānti 49 of the Vulgate. 
In passing it may be mentioned that the present version agrees with the 
Śāntipalrvan version in making Ṛclka the giver of the boons, whereas in the 
Āraṇyaka version this person is some ancestor of Ṛdka, either Ṛcjka's father 
or perhaps Bhṛgu himself. 

The mere mention of Bhārgava Rāma in B. 13. 14. 273 at once calls 
forth the reaction : 
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f5Oj trihsaptakṛtvah pṛthivī yena niḥkṣatriyā kṛtā  
Jāmadagnyena Govinda Rāmeṇākliṣṭakarmaṇā etc. ( IX) 

In adhy. 30 (of the Vulgate) we are told how a Kṣatriya Vītahavya was 
made a Brahmin by the mere word of a Bhṛgu. The story is as follows. 

Vatsa, a descendant of Śaryāti had two sons, Haihaya and Tālajaṅgha. 
The hundred sens of Haihaya attacked and killed Haryasva, king of Kāśi, 
whose son Sudeva succeeded him on the throne. Sudeva was likewise de
feated and killed by the Haihayas. Sudeva was succeeded by Divodāsa, who 
built Vārāṇasī, on the northern bank of Ganges and the southern bank of 
the Gomatī. Likewise defeated by the Haihayas, he fled to his priest Bharad¬

vāja, who obtained for him, through sacrifice, a son Pratardana. The sen 
of Divodāsa defeated in turn all the Haihayas, when Vītahavya pursued by 
Pratardana, fled to the hermitage of Bhṛgu. When Pratardana demanded 
from Bhṛgu the surrender of Vītahavya, who was hiding in Bhṛgu's hermit

age, Bhṛgu in order to save the life of Vītahavya said that there were only 
Brahmins in the hermitage. Through that declaration of Bhṛgu, who could 
not tell a lie, Vītahavya actually became a Brahmin. His deseendants are 
set out for fifteen generations. His .sen was Gṛtsamada, whose eleventh des

cendant was Pramati : his son was Ruru ; his son was śunaka, from whom 
came the śaunakas. 

In adhy. 40, Bhīṣma expatiates on the faseination and frailty of wo

men, the root of all evil, and to support his statement he relates the story 
of Vipula, another Bhārgava, an interesting story in which mesmerism or 
hypnotism plays some part (Vipulopākhyāna, adhy. 4043 in the Vulgate). 

The sage Devaśarman, the story goes, had a beautiful wife Ruci (Beau
ty) by name, who had attracted the attention of the gay king of the gods, 
Indra. Once upon a time it so happened that Devaśarman had to go away 
from his hermitage on some sacrificial business. Not feeling quite sure about 
his little Ruci, the old sage taking into his confidence his diseiple, the Bhār
gava Vipula, told him to protect his slender-waisted wife, especially against 
the amorous advances of Indra, who was an adept at assuming different forms 
at will. Devaśarman pathetically en-[51J-joined his disciple to take every 
care and see that the laseivious king of the celestials did not defile that frivol
ous wife of his, like a wretched dog licking the havis placed near the sacrificial 
altar. To protect the virtue of Ruci, who was peerless on earth in beauty, 
Vipula decided to enter into her by his yogic power and live in her without 
her being conseious of it, until the critical moment was passed. Indra comes 
as expected and makes overtures to the beautiful Ruci, who had captivated his 
mind. Ruci, though anxious to reciprocate, remains externally indifferent 
to the blandishments of Indra, through the influence of Vipula, who was 
living within her and guiding her actions. Indra, puzzled by the behaviour 
of Ruci, reflects and realizes how matters stand. At that moment Vipula 
leaves the body of Ruci and re-enters his own body. Then Vipula faces the 

21A 
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philanderer and soundly rebukes him, and Indra slinks away abashed. Only 
one man had been able to protect a woman and that was the Bhārgava V i 

pula (B. 13. 43. 27):. 
tenaikena tu raksā vai Vipulena kṛtā strtyāh,  
nānyah śaktas triloke 'smin raksitum n↑pa yositam  

This story was told by the Bhārgava Mārkaṇḍeya to Bhīṣma (B. 13. 
43. 18) and repeated by the latter to Yudhiṣṭhira. 

A few chapters later we have again a Bhārgava story, the Cyavanopā¬

khyāna in seven chapters1 (5056), which is divided into two parts : the first 
two chapters (5051) illustrate the sanctity of cows, the last five deal really 
with that topic of perennial interest, the mingled Brahmin and Kṣatriya pa

rentage of the Bhārgava Rāma. 
The first story, in which a cow was found to he the only equivalent 

possible for the ransom of the sage Cyavana, may be passed over. 
In the second story (adhy. 5256), we come back to the aneedote of 

Rāma Jāmadagnya, and we have here practically a repetition of the explana

tion given above (in adhy. 4 of this very parvan) of the circumstances under 
which Viśvāmitra, who was of mixed Brahmin and Kṣatriya parentage was 
born in the Kṣatriya caste with Brahmanic qualities, while Rāma under simi

lar conditions was born in the Brahmin caste with the o p p o s i t e quali

ties. The repetition comes about in tnis way. Yudhiṣṭhira, whose curiosity 
about the Bhārgava Rāma is, as already remarked, never satisfied, says to 
Bhīṣma (B. 13. 52. Iff.) : " 1 have a great curiosity, O Lord, about Ja¬

madagni's son Rāma, that foremost of all righteous persons. You should 
satisfy that curiosity. How was Rāma born, that truly valorous hero? He 
belonged by birth to a family of Brahmin sages. How did he become a 
follower of Kṣatriyan practices? Relate to me in detail the circumstances 
of Rama's birth. Also how did a man born in the family of the Kuśikas, who 
was a Ksatriya, become a Brahmin? Great indeed was the power of the 
high-souled Rāma a‘s also that of Viśvāmitra ! " 

The answer is given by Bhīṣma by relating the prophecy wnich had been 
made by Cyavana, an ancestor of the Bhārgava Rāma. Cyavana wants to 
prevent the harm that will come to his clan by Rāma's adopting the practices 
of the Kṣatriyas, a danger of which he has prophetic knowledge. He repairs 
to Kuśika, through whose descendant the harm was to happen, in order to 
vex him, and, if he finds a favourable opportunity to pronounce a maledic
tion on Kuśika, damning him and his descendants to eternal perdition. When 
the sage presents nimself before the king and says that he wants to observe a 
certain vow while living in the palace with the king, he is warmly welcomed 
with unfeigned joy, and also served with meticulous care and obsequiousness 
by the king and the queen. The sīage has a meal and he then sleeps for 
twenty-one days, during which the king and the queen wait upon him with
out food or drink, gently massaging his legs. Suddenly the sage wakes 
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up and goes out, followed with trepidation by the king and the queen, and 
as suddenly vanishes ! The king looks for in vain, and, returning in a de
jected mood to the room set apart for the sage, finds him again, stretched as 
before on his luxurious bed ! The sage practises many tricks of this type, 
calculated to try the patience of the unfortunate couple, and ultimately yokes 
them to a heavily laden war-chariot. During the drive through the city, 
the sage gives the royal couple vicious digs with a heavy iron goad, distri
buting all the while in charity the entire wealth of the king. Still the sage 
finds no change in their behaviour. So in the end he has to j[533 express 
himself as satisfied with their treatment of him and he goes back to the 
forest, asking the royal couple to come there on the following day. The king 
and queen take a little rest for the first time after forty-two days of trial and 
spend the night happily in each other's company. The next morning the 
king and the queen go to the forest to pay their respects to the sage and see 
there a magnificent palace standing in a big park, a fair imitation of lndra's 
paradise. After a short while, the magical palace and the park vanish, and 
there sits in the solitude of the forest the sage who had yoked them to the 
chariot and ill-treated them in other ways. Then the king feels that Brah¬
mic power was the summum bonum of life. When he approaches Cyavana, 
the sage gives him a boon. Kuśika wants to know why Cyavana had come 
to live with him and what all those incidents implied. Cyavana tells him 
frankly what His intention was and also prophesies that Kuśika's wish would 
be fulfilled in so far that a deseendant of Kuśika's (Viśvāmitra) would be
come a Brahmin. Through the lustre of the Bhṛgus, Kuśika's grandson 
(Viśvāmitra) would be an ascetic endowed with the splendour of fire (B. 
13. 55. 32) : 

Bhṛgūnām eva tejasā  
pautras te bhavitā vipras tapasvi pāvakadyutih 

Then follows in the final chapter Cyavana's prophecy about the persecu

tion of the Bhṛgus, about Ūrva (or Aurva), about Ṛcīka, and Jamadagni, 
who will marry Gādhi's daughter, that is, Kuśika's grand-daughter. Of the 
boons that will be given to the two ladies by Bhṛgu, the exchange of the trees 
and the cams by the mother and the daughter, about Viśvāmitra, and so on 
and so forth. Incidentally it may be mentioned that this is the fourth oc
currence of this interesting story of the birth of the Bhārgava Rāma, it hav
ing occurred already at adhy. 4 of this very parvan, and before that in the 
śānti (adhy. 48) and the Āraṇyaka (adhy. 115117). 

Some chapters later we again meet with the Bhārgava Rāma when 
Bh¾ma tells Yudhiṣthira about the merit of the gift of gold. The shades of 
his ancestors had appeared to Bhīṣma and told him that the gift of gold 
purifies the giver. Now it happens that the same advice had been given to 
the Bhārgava Rāma by Vasistha and other sages. In this connection we 
have again an [54) allusion to the extirpation of the Kṣatriyas and the eon
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quest of the earth by Rāma (B. 13. 84. 31) : 
triḥsaptakṛtvah pṛthivī kṛtā niḥkṣatriyā purā  
tato jitvā mahīm kṛtsnāṃ Rāmo rājīvalocanaḥ etc. (X) 

The next chapter (85), a long rambling chapter with 168 stanzas, deals 
with the mystery, already alluded to above, of the birth of Bhṛgu, Aṅgiras 
and Kavi . They are said to be prajāpatis and progenitors of many tribes 
and clans, in fact of the entire mankind. 

It will be a surprise to many that our sandals and umbrellas we also owe 
to a Bhṛgu. Chapter 95 relates how the practice arose of giving umbrellas 
and sandals to Brahmins at śraddhās and other religious) rites. Once upon 
a time Jamadagni was amusing himself by shooting arrows at a distant tar¬
get, and his wife Reṇukā was fetching the arrows shot by him. Sorely afflic

ted by the scorching heat of the midday sun, she rested just for a moment 
under the shade of an umbrageous tree. Being kept waiting, the irascible 
Bhṛgu scolded his wife for her tardiness, but on learning the real cause of 
the delay, wanted to shoot down the offending sīun from his high position 
in the heavens. The frightened luminary comes to him in the guise of a 
poor Brahmin, who tries to dissuade him from carrying out his terrible threat, 
but is recognized by the Bhṛgu and reprimanded. In the end Jamadagni 
is pacified and receives from the sun the first umbrella and the first pair of 
leather sandals. To make a gift of them to Brahmins is highly meritorious. 
This account of the origin of shoes and sandalö is, I believe, not found out¬

side the Mahābhārata. 
In adhy. 98 (of the Vulgate) we have a report by Bhīṣma of a discus

sion between the Bhārgava śukra and Bali about flowers, lamps, aromatics, 
appropriate to be offered to gods on diverse occasions and the merit accruing 
from the presentation. 

Above, while discussing the Droṇaparvan version of the Sodaśarājakīya, 
I had referred to palpable evidence of the ”bhṛguization” of a legend. We 
have another illuminating instance of the process in the next story (adhy. 
99100 of the ("553 Vulgate) told by Bhīṣma to Yudhīṣṭhira. It is another 
version of the wellknown legend of Nahuṣa's fall from heaven. 

Nahu§a, when king of the gods, neglected the daily offerings to the 
gods including the bali, losing thereby some of his spiritual power. Subse

quently, having oppressed the sageä, he was hurled down from heaven and 
turned into a boa by the curse of a Brahmin sage, Bhṛgu. 

A similar version of this legend occurs in the Udyoga (adhy. 1117) 
and is again alluded to in the Śānti (adhy. 342). There it is related that 
Nahuṣa became extremely arrogant and caused the sages to carry his palan

quin. While being carried about in thisl way, his foot touched the head of 
Agastya, who by his curse turned him into a boa. The defect in the cons

truction of this naive story is very obvious and must have been early noticed 
by the diasiceuasṭs themselves. Nahuṣa, by the terms of the boon which 
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Brahmā and the gods had foolishly given him, could absorb the power of 
any being on whom he set his eyes. Under these circumstances, even the 
resourceful Agastya could not effectively curse Nahuṣa, because Agastya, 
when kicked by the tyrant, being in full view of the other, was ipso facto 
deprived of all his spiritual power, like all the gods and sages who had been 
oppressed by Nahuṣa and were utterly powerless before him. 

The revised version of the legend in the Anuśāsana stages beforehand a 
confabulation between Bhṛgu and Agastya. Agastya wants to damn Nahuṣa 
but does not know how to. Bhṛgu befriends him and gives him the assurance 
that he (Bhṛgu) would somehow bring about the downfall of the tyrant. 
Bhṛgu, who knows beforehand, by spiritual prevision, that Nahuṣa was go¬

ing to kick Agastya, proposes to Agastya, in anticipation of it, that on a 
certain day he would sit hidden inside the matted locks of the sage and from 
that position he would curse Nahuṣa. So when the opportune moment came, 
Bhṛgu, possessed of great lustre, addressed Agastya as follows : " Do you 
shut your eyes, Agastya, while I enter into the matted hair of your head". 
Having said this, Bhṛgu of unfading glory and great energy entered into the 
locks of Agastya, who stood still like a wooden post. Soon after, Nahuṣa 
saw Agastya approached for being yoked to his chariot. Bhṛgu, who was sit

ting in the matted locks of Agastya, took [56] care not to look at Nahu§a. 
Fully acquainted with the power which the illustrious Nahuṣa had acquired 
on account of the boon which Brahmā had given him, Bhṛgu had acted thus. 
Agastya though thus treated by Nahuṣa did not yield to anger. Then Nahu¬

ṣa urged Agastya with his goad. The pious sage Agastya still did not yield 
to anger. The lord of celestials, himself enraged at this pusillanimity, then 
struck Agastya on the head with his left foot. When the sage was thus 
struck on the head, then Bhṛgu, who was sitting within the matted locks of 
Agastya, became incensed and cursed the sinful Nahuṣa saying, " Thou hast 
kicked the head of the great sage, fall down therefore on the earth, changed 
into a boa ! ' ' Thus imprecated by Bhṛgu, who had not been seen, Nahu§a 
forthwith became transformed into a boa and in that form dropped down on 
the earth. 

Yudhisthira, who had heard a different version of the story from Śalya, 
as narrated in the Udyoga, maintains naturally a discreet silence about these 
diserepancies and proceeds to question Bhīṣma about some other matters on 
which he wanted information. 

Next, in the course of a long passage devoted to the praise of Brahmins, 
showing that the Brahmins are mightier than even the gods, the story of 
Cyavana is repeated (adhy. 156). 

Cyavana, who had been rejuvenated and cured of blindness by the Aś
vins, had, as we have seen, promised them that they should drink Sorna with 
Indra and the other gods. The gods were wavering in their mind, but Indra 
was adamant. He refused to accept the Sorna libation in Cyavana's sacrifice. 
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if those low-caste Aśvins were invited at the same time. When Cyavana 
was going to put his magic in operation. Indra rushes on him with a moun
tain and thunderbolt, but is instantly paralyzed by Cyavana and brought to 
submission. Then Cyavana creates a fearsome monster, Mada, who is about 
to gobble up all the gods. Beseeched by the gods, who were frightened to 
death by this terrible apparition, Indra apologizes to Cyavana ; and the 
Aśvins, patronized by the great wizard, are allowed to share the Soma liba
tion with the other gods. This story was already narrated to Yudhiṣṭhira 
by the sage Lomaśa in the Āraṇyaka (adhy. 123 of the Vulgate). 

[57] AŚvAMEDHAPARvAN 

An echo of the above story we find early in the course of the Aśvame¬
dhaparvan. In adhy. 9 we find Agni taunting Indra about the humiliation 
of the latter at the hands of Cyavana, which has been just deseribed ( B . 14. 
9. 31) : 

yatra Śaryātim Cyavano yājayisyan 
sahāśvibhyāth samam agxknād ehah 

taṃ tvaṃ kruddhah pratyasedhīh purastāc 
Charyātiyajñam smara tam Mahendra  

Agni might have added the story of his own humiliation at the hands 
of another wizard of the same clan, Bhṛgu, when he was indiscreet enough 
to divulge some secret to Puloman, the seducer of Bhṛgu's wife Pulomā, but 
for obvious reasons he does not do so. 

In another digression, the Anugītāparvan, we have an allusion to the 
annihilation of Kṣatriyas by the Bhārgava Rāma, used this time for a diffe

rent purpose (adhy. 2930 of the Vulgate). It is here made the basis of a 
homily on the vanity of life. After the murder of Arjuna Kārtavīrya and 
the extermination of the Ksatriyas, the Bhārgava Rāma was taught by the 
shades of his ancestors that greater than any’ victory over kings was the con¬

quest of one's own self: the aseetic ideal. This conquest is made by self

mortification. Thus admonished by his departed ancestors, the Bhārgava 
Rāma practised the most austere penances, and as a consequence of this 
exercise of selfcontrol, that highly blessed one acquired that supreme felicity 
which it is so difficult to obtain. 

The last Bhārgava story of the Mahābhārata īs the Uttaṅkopākhyāna of 
this parvan (adhy. 5358 of the Vulgate), which we shall next consider. 

After the death of Bhīṣma, Kṛsṇa returns to Dvārakā. On his way he 
meets in a desert the sage Uttaṅka, who is ready to pronounce a malediction 
on Kṛṣṇa when he learns that the latter had not brought about peace bet

ween the contending Kauravas and Pāṇḍavas. iśri-Ki"sṇa pacifies Uttanka 
by enlightening him about his divine nature and divine mission, complain

ing that the Kurus, intoxicated as they were by the pride of pomp and power, 
had not listened to the wholesome advice he had given [58] them for their 
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welfare. At Uttaṅka's request, Śrī-Kṛṣṇa shows him his cosmic form (rū¬

pam aiśvaram), made popular by the Gītā, giving him rare boons. 
This story impels the intelligent Janamejaya to ask Vaiśaṃpāyana what 

penances the great Uttaṅka had practised so that he had the temerity to 
threaten even Viṣṇu (iśrī-Kṛṣṇa). Vaisalṃpāyana replies that it was his 
supreme devotion to his guru that had endowed him with this greaīt spiritual 
power, and he proceeds to relate the story of Uttaṅka. He relates how Uttaṅ¬

ka had escaped being eaten by the cannibal king Saudäsa and obtained the 
earjewels of Saudāsa's queen Madayantī as fee for his guru Gautama, how 
on the way the earjewels were stolen by a snake (nāga), and how Uttanka 
recovered them from the subterranean world of the Nāgas. 

It will be noticed that this Uttaṅkopākhyāna is but a variant (metrical) 
version of Pauṣyaparvan, a (prose) subsection of the Ādi (adhy. 3), but 
with some significant differences in the details. The dramatis personæ are in 
part different. The preceptor is not Veda, as in the Ādi, but Gotama, the 
husband of Ahalyā ; likewise the king from whom Uttanka gets the ear

jewels is here not Pauṣya but Saudāsa (Kalmāṣapāda), who had become a 
cannibal by the curse of some great sage, whom the arrogant king had be

laboured with a hunter. Moreover, in the first version, the name of the snake 
is given as Takṣaka, the snake which had bitten king Parikṣit and been the 
cause of his premature death ; in the second he remains nameless. The oniy 
reason for citing the story of Uttanka here, in this paper, is that in the 
Aśvamedha version of the story Uttanka is several times called a Bhārgava, a 
fact which does not appear from the Ādiparvan version. We have thus here 
a documentation for a Bhārgava, who by the power of his austerities – devo
tion to one's guru is a kind of tapas – was in a position to curse an avatāra 
of Viṣiṇu himself for his apparent fault in not conciliating the Pāṇḍavas and 
the Kauravas and preventing the fratricidal war, and who had to be gently 
pacified by the great god by showing him his cosmic form to support his as

sertions. 
If we now go back to the Ādi. we! shall find that this figure of Uttanka 

has been further deftly woven into the fabric of f59j the epic and not allow

ed to remain merely as a loose appendage. For, in the chort metrical tail 
of the (prose) Pauṣyaparvan, it is narrated that, after his adventure in the 
world of the Nāgas Uttanka betakes himself straight to the Pāṇḍava Jana’ 
mejaya in Hāstinapura and prevails upon the king to punish Takṣaka for 
causing the death of Parikṣit. At Uttaṅka's instance Janamejaya instituted 
the snake sacrifice ; and at this sacrifice Vaiśaṃpāyana first recited the 
Mahābhārata. Now the Mahābhārata that we now possess is said to have 
been recited by the Sūta Ugraśravas before Śaunaka exactly as he had heard 
it during the recitation of the poem by Vyāsa's own pupil Vaiśaṃpāyana at 
the famous snake sacrifice which was instituted by king Janamejaya at the 
instigation of Uttanka. Our debt to this Bhārgava is therefore very obvious. 
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This Uttaṅkopākhyāna contains the last important reference in the Mahā

bhārata to the Bhārgavas, linking up with that in adhy. 3 of the Ādi. 
There are still a few more Bhārgava stories in the Mahābhārata, the 

consideration of which I had intentionally postponed and to which we shall 
now turn. 

We run into a nest of Bhārgava legends, as a matter of fact, already ir 
the fourth subsection of the Ādi, the Paulomaparvan, which have not been 
dislcussed above. 

The Mahābhārata, as is well known, has two variant openings. In the 
first (Ādi. 1), when the Sūta (or, according to some editions, Sauti) Ugra¬

śravas, who is to recite the Mahābhārata, presents himself at the hermitage 
of Kulapati iśaunaka, during the twelve-year sacrificial session inaugurated 
by the sage in the sacred Naimiṣa Forest and offers to recite stories for the 
edification and entertainment of the guests, the sages assembled there express 
their desire to hear the celebrated Mahābhārata (I. I. 18 f.) : 

Janamejayasya yām rājño Vaiśampāyana uktavān  
yathāvat sa jsis tusfyā satre D v aipāyanājñayā 
vedaiś castu?bhili samitām Vyāsasyādbhutakarmanah  
sathhitām śroturn icchāmo dharmyām pāpabhayāpahām  

The Sūta accordingly commences with some mangala stanzas (L I. 20): 
[60] ādyam purusarn īśānam pumhütam pwrustutani  

ṛtam ekāksaram brahma vyaktāvyaktam sanātanam etc., 
which are followed by a sort of prologue, which latter languishes and breaks 
off somewhere. 

In adhy. 4 of the Ādi, we come upon another opening, which totally 
ignores the first ! The Sūta is re-introduced. The seene is the same, but 
the programme is changed. Here the assembled sages do not themselves order 
the entertainment, but ask the Sūta to wait until the Kulapati iśaunaka 
comes. When in the next chapter (5), the Kulapati joins the company, after 
having duly performed his round of daily duties, he instead of asking the Sūta 
to narrate the Mahābhārata, as the sages in the first instance had done, tells 
him, strange to say, to relate first the history of the Bhārgavas (I. 5. 3). 

tatra varitśam ahath pūrvath śroturn icchāmi Bhārgavam  
kathayasva hathām etām kalyāh sma śravane tava  

The Sūta obediently proceeds to relate the history of that " most illus
trious family of the Bhṛgus, which is honoured even by the celestials with 
Indra, Agni and the Maruts" (I. 5. 5). Here the Bhārgava interest is very 
clear and unmistakable. Accordingly eight chapters (5-12), which form the 
Paulomaparvan, are entirely consecrated to an account of the wonderful deeds 
of some of the Bhārgavas, an account which is not even remotely connected 
in actual fact with the incidents or characters of our epic. It is a digression 
pure and simple, introduced with the very obvious object of glorifying the 
Bhārgavas and giving a permanent form to some of the Bhārgava myths and 
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legends. These chapters are a short history of one special branch of the 
Bhārgava clan, represented by : Bhṛgu, Cyavana, Pramati, Ruru and Śunaka. 
The significance of this branch and its connection with our version of the 
Mahābhārata will become apparent presently. 

Bhṛgu, a sage of almost mythical character, the eponymous ancestor of 
the family, is here said to have been created from Brahmā from the sacri

ficial fire during Varuṇa's sacrifice (216*): 
Bhṛgur maharsir bhagavān Brahmanā vai svayambhuvā  
Varunasya kratau jātah pāvakād iti nah śrutam 

•[61] This interpolated stanza (found only in N) contradicts the statement 
in the main body of the text (documented jointly by N and S) to the effect 
that Bhṛgu was born by piercing the heart of Brahmā (I. 60. 40) : 

Brahmano hrdayam bhittvā nihsrto bhagavān Bhṛguh  
While Bhṛgu's wife Pulornā was pregnant, the story continues (adhy. 56), 
there came to Bhṛgu‘s hermitage, during his absence, a demon (rāksasa), 
Puloman, who became enamoured of her and wanted to carry her off. To 
make sure of his facts, however, the demon asked Agni whether she was 
really Bhṛgu's wife. The fact was that this Pulomā was first betrothed to 
Puloman and afterwards given by her father to Bhṛgu, and Puloman wanted 
to have his Pulomā back. On getting from Agni an answer in the affirma

tive, the demon, assuming the form of a boar, carried her off. On the 
way Cyavana is born. His lustre instantly reduces to ashes the demonic 
ravisher of his mother and saves her from a very awkward predicament. 
Pulomā returns home safely with the baby. Bhṛgu only learns of this inci

dent after his return to the hermitage. Incensed at the outrage, he curses the 
god Agni, whom he regards as the prime cause of the disaster, saying that 
Agni would be an eater of all things, good and bad (sarvabhaksa). 

There follows in adhy. 8 the story of Ruru, son of Pramati. Menakā 
an apsaras, abandons her beautiful daughter near the hermitage of the sage 
Sthūlakeśa. She is called Pramadvarā. Pramati arranges her marriage with 
bis son Ruru, who has fallen in love with her. Shortly before the celebration 
of their marriage Pramadvarā is bitten by a venémous snake and dies, leav
ing Ruru disconsolate. By the miraculous powers of his austere penance, 
this Bhārgava gives up half of his life to Pramadvarā and revives her, and 
ultimately marries her. Ruru takes a vow to destroy all the snakes in the 
world, like Janamejaya before him, whose father Pariksit had died as the 
result of a snake-bite. One day Ruru cornes across a harmless old snake of 
the variety known as dundubha (adhy. 9). The snake begs to be spared and 
so Ruru does not kil l it. The serpent body only concealed the metamor
phosed soul of a sage, who was suffering the effects of a curse pronounced on 
him in a previous birth (adhy. 10). The [62] sage declares áhithso to be 
the highest duty of a Brahmin. Janamejaya had once tried to destroy the 
race of snakes by performing a snake sacrifice ; they were saved by the Brah-
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min Āstīka (adhy. 11). Ruru subsequently hears the story of Janamejaya's 
snake sacrifice from his father Pramati (adhy. 12). This story of the snake 
sacrifice as told by Pramati to his son Ruru was repeated verbatim by the 
Sūta to Śaunaka and forms in our version of the Mahābhārata the Āstīka
parvan, the fifth sub-section of the Ādi. (adhy. 13-53). 

It will be noticed that from adhy. 4 to adhy. 12 of the Ādi. a section 
which, as already mentioned, is entirely concerned with the history of a 
branch of the Bhārgava clan, there is no mention of the Mahābhārata at all. 
Nor is there, as a matter of fact, any mention of the epic in the immediate 
sequel up to adhy. 53 of the Ādi ! Oniy in adhy. 53, after having heard first 
the Bhārgava legends! and then the story of the snake sacrifice (which had 
been previously related by the Bhārgava Pramati to his sen Ruru), Śaunaka 
at last expresses the desire to hear the Mahābhārata of Kṛṣṇa Dvaipāyana, 
which was narrated to king Janamejaya by Vaiśaṃpāyana in the intervals 
of that snake sacrifice (I. 53. 32 I.) : 

Mahābhāratam ākyhānaṃ Pāṇḍavānām yaśaskaram  
Janamejayena yat pṛṣṭah Kṛṣṇa-Dvaipāyanas tadā  
śrāvayāmāsa vidhivat tadā karmāntareṣu saḥ 
tāṃ aham vidhivat puṇyām śrotum icchāmi vai kathām  

This completes our survey of the Bhārgava material in the Mahābhā
rata.1 But even this analysis does, not give an adequate idea of the total 
number of Bhārgava references in the Great .[63J Ep ic The Bhārgavas 
regularly occur as static figures, along with other ancient sages, in the des
criptions of martial combats, festive gatherings, state functions, council meet
ings and all important assemblies. Outstanding incidents of their history 
are frequently alluded to, briefly, even in the course of other narratives. The 
names of their heroes are habitually introduced in similes and metaphors : 
they are the standards of comparisen (lupamāna), to which everybody else 
is compared, especially the epic heroes. Thus a man is praised by saying 
that his intelligence is like that of Śukra. A warrior is eulogized by saying 
that in heroism he was the equal of the Bhārgava Rāma. Bhīṣma once 
praised by saying that he could not be defeated even by Rāma. In other 
places the valour and effulgence of Cyavana and Aurva are utilized for the 
sake of a passing comparisen. The devotion of Sukanyā to her husband 

1 The following äages should probably further be included among the Bhṛgus : 
(1) Ars‡isena, a sage, mentioned several times in the Āraṇyaka ; a legend is told 
about him in the Baladeva–tīrthayātrā (Śalvaparvan) ; (2) Grts,amada, mentioned 
briefly in the Anuśāsana ; (3) Veda, who was the teather of Uttanka and chaplain 
of Janamejaya and Pauṣya ; (4) Paila, one of the pupils of Vyāsa ; and (5) Man¬

davya, who curses Dharma in the celebrated story (upākhyāna) of Aṇīmāṇḍavya 
in the Adi. The part they play in our epic is small, and therefore they have been 
ignored in this paper. Moreover, none of them, except Gṛtsamada, is actually called 
a Bhārgava in our epic. śrī-Kṛṣṇa himsīelf was distantly connected with the Bhār
gavas, being a descendant of Yadu, the son of Yayāti by the Bhārgava Devayāni. 
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Cyavana has been made proverbial by constant citation. These details could 
not be considered in the present paper for want of space.1 

RETROSPECT 

From the legends preserved in our epic it should seem that the Bhār

gavas were a Brahmin clan, perhaps more intimately associated with the 
ancient Kṣatriyas than most of the other Brahmin clans, being largely con

nected with them by matrimonial ties. Thus Cyavana is said to have married 
Sukanyā, the daughter of king Śaryāti. Ṛcīka had married Satyavatī, the 
daughter of king Gādhi of Kānyakubja and sister of the famous Viśvāmitra. 
Jamadagni's wife Reṇukā is likewise said to have been a princess by birth, 
being a daughter of king Prasenajit of Ayodhyā. The Bhārgavī Devayāni 
was moreover married to king Yayāti : one of the very few pratiloma mar

riages on record in Brahmanical literature.2 King Vītahavya had been adopt

ed and made a Brahmin by a Bhṛgu, and his deseendants became Bhārgavas. 3  

On the other hand some of the ancient Bhārgavas seem to have come seri

ously into conflict with the Ksatriyas. The relations of Rāma Jāmadagnya 
with the Kjṣatriyas are so well known and have been repeated above se often 
that it is [64] unnecessary to dilate upon them here. But even in the case 
of Aurva and Jamadagni, the epic has to relate conflicts with the l¾atriyas, 
which have been alluded to above. 

In these conflicts the Bhārgavas are represented in our epic as iraseible 
sages, domineering, arrogant, unbending and revengeful. To our epic bards 
they are at the same time omniscient and omnipotent. Supermen, who had 

become so chiefly by virtue of their rigid austerities and the magical or spi¬

rituai powers acquired by them. Owing to these occult powers, the Bhārga

vas were like gods walking on earth, or rather greater than mere gods. 
Thus Bhṛgu pronounces a curse on Agni – a god fervently lauded 
and worshipped by the simple Aryans – for no faults of his. He alse cursed 
(according to one version) Nahuṣa, who had been elected king of gods and 
who had become arrogant and irreligious owing to this sudden elevation to 
power. The wizard Cyavana paralyzed the arm of the recalcitrant Indra, 
a high god of the Vedic Aryans. Jamadagni would shoot down the Sun, 
another Aryan god. The Bhārgava Uttanka, when about to curse iśrī-Kṛṣṇa, 
the supreme god of the Bhāgavatas or Vaiṣṇavas, was gently pacified by 
the avatāra. The kings of the earth are of course like vermin before these 
Bhārgavas. The mighty Haihayas tremble before the infant Aurva, who 
blinds them by his effulgence, and they have to beg for mercy on their bended 
knees. King Kuśika grovels at the feet of Cyavana and meekly submits to 
all varieties of indignities for fear that the great sage might curse him. 

1 Even these may be considered later, if a suitable opportunity presents itself. 
2 Two others : Apnavāna's with Nahuṣa's daughter Ruci, and Prabhākara's 

mentioned by PARGITER, Anc. Ind. Hist. Trad., 304 f. 
3 Devāpi, brother of Śantanu, becomes Arṣṭiṣeṇa, a sub-class of the Bhṛgus. 
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Bhṛgu, the eponymous ancestor of the Bhārgavas, was one of the pra

jāpatis. While the other prajāpatis like Dakṣa are said to have issued from 
different limbs of Brahmā, Bhṛgu is represented as having sprung from 
Brahma's heart, the noblest of the internal organs of man of god.1 In an

other context in our epic, it is implied that Bhṛgu was the greatest of the ma¬

harṣis, though his name is not included even in the list of the famous Seven 
Sages. 

But the Bhārgava most popular with our bards is surely Rāma Jāma

dagnya, The bards love to dwell on his martial exploits, repeating them 
whenever the slightest opportunity for it presents itself. The shadow of 
this colossus overspreads the entire epic, excepting the short tale at the end 
of the poem. In our epic he is not yet a fullfledged avatāra, but on the 
high way to be ele[65Jvated to that rank, surreptitious efforts being made 
to make the epic document his divinity. He conquers the whole world, alone 
and unaided ; such is the prowess of his fierce austerities. He frees the 
earth of the burden of Kṣatriyas thrice seven times and makes the gift of 
the earth to Kaśyapa, his priest, who divides it among Brahmins. Rāma 
fights even the enemies of the gods, with the same assurance and success, 
enemies whom the gods themselves could not subdue. As the Bhārgava 
Rāma is the perfect warrior (sarvaśatrabhṛtām varah a phrase the bards 
love to apply to him), three of the leading warriors of the Kaurava army – 
Bhīṣma, Drona and Karṇa – are said to have been initiated into the science 
of amis by Rāma Jāmadagnya, though the latter according to the epic itself, 
lived at the end of the Tretā Age and the Kuru Pāṇḍava war took place at 
the end of the Dvāpara. 

The epic contains a number of episodes (upākhyānas) relating to the 
Bhārgavas, such as, the Aurvopākhyāna (Ādi), Kārtavīryopākhyāna (Āraṇ¬

yaka), Ambopākhyāna (Udyoga), Vipulopākhyāna (Śānti), and Uttaṅkopā¬

khyāna (Asvamedha), and so on. The entire Pauloma and a large section 
of the Pauṣya two independent sub-parvans of the epic, are also devoted to 
the legends of the Bhārgavas. Besides these there are important discussions 
and discourses attributed to some of the celebrated Bhārgavas, such as the 
Bhṛgu-Bhāradvāja-saṃvada, the Cyavana-Kuśika-saṃvāda and the Mār¬

kaṇḍeyajsamāsyā. 
Another striking feature of these Bhārgava legends in our Mahābhā

rata is the frequent repetition of these legends on different occasions in the 
course of the epic. Thus the legend of Uttanka, the myth of the alterca

tion between Cyavana and Indra, the story of Droṇa's obtaining weapons 
from the Bhārgava Rāma, and the account of Kama's pupilship under him, 
is each told twice, in different contexts. The legend of the birth of Jama

dagni and Rāma is related in all four times. That the Bhārgava Rāma ex

terminated the Kṣatriyas thrice seven times is mentioned ten times, in nearly 

1 Iśvarah sarvabhūtānām hrd-dese 'rjuna tisthati Bhag. Gītā. 
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identical form (trifysaptakṛtvah pfthivi kṛtā nihksatriyā pure, which appears 
to have been a slogan of the bards) ; but the humiliation of the pride of 
the Kṣatriyas by the Bhārgava Rāma is mentioned about a score of times. 

It is to be noted that the Bhārgavas spring into this promi[66Jnence 
all of a sudden in the Mahābhārata. We look in vain for any reflection of 
their phenomenal power and glory in the Vedic literature.1 There the 
Bhārgavas are frequently ailuded to as devoted to the firecult and they ap

pear in the role of a group of ancient fire priests. They are said to have 
procured fire for mankind. In the Battle of Ten Kings, the 
Bhārgavas are mentioned with the Druhyus. In many passages they are 
associated with the Aṅgirases. The Atharvaveda is also known as Bhṛgvaṅ¬

giras, and it seems certain that both the Bhṛgus and the Angirases dabbled 
a great deal in the black art and were feared on that account. That they 

probably came into conflict with other clans and especially perhaps the Kṣa¬

triyas is indicated by the fact that in the lastnamed Veda the name of 
Bhṛgu is chosen to exemplify the dangers incurred by those who oppress 
Brahmins. The Si¶njaya Vaitahavyas succumb as the result of an attack 
on Bhṛgu. !The Aitareya Brāhmaṇa shows Bhṛgu in a similar light. 

Thus we see that the Vedic references give no ground for explaining the 
"eminence of the ancient Bhārgavas implied by the epic account. These refe

rences supply nevertheless rudimentary clues of ideas and sentiments which 
were probably magnified in the imagination of the remote decendants of a 
powerful ancient clan, influenced strongly by the cult of ancestor worship. 
Thus, for example, the close connection of the Bhṛgus with the fire cult may 
perhaps serve to explain the part that Agni plays in many of the Bhārgava 
legends in the Mahābhārata. The Cyavana-Aśvins legend of the epic finds 
some support in the statement of the Ṛgveda to the effect that the Aśvins re
juvenated Cyavana, making him " acceptable to his wife and a husband of 
maidens. " The Brāhmaiṇas amplify this account. The connection of the 
Bhṛgus with the Atharvaveda explains the element of witchcraft in the 
Bhārgava legends of our epic, such as, for example, the revival of the dead 
by the Bhārgava śukra, or the paralyzing of the arm of Indra by Cyavana 
and of the creation of the monster called Mada, mentioned above. That the 
Bhṛgus had in some way championed the cause of Brahmins against other 
clans is, as [67J already mentioned, supported by a reference in the Athar

vaveda. Their intimate association with the Angirases implied in the Vedic 
literature is reflected faithfully in many of the stories and genealogies of our 
epic. 

Taking a collective view of these Bhārgava references in the Great Epic, 
we cannot avoid the conclusion that the Bhārgava heroes occupy a surpris

ingly large portion of the canvas – which is said to depict the Bhārata 
Warfi l l ing up as they do much of the available space of the background. 

1 MACDONELL and KEITH, Vedic Index, vol. 2, p. 109. 

22 
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And it is more than probable that if the epic is examined yet more minute

ly, still further evidence of Bhārgava material, hitherto undiscovered, will 
be brought to light. Their myths and legends are uniformly distributed over 
the entire extent of the Great Epic with the exception of some short and 
unimportant parvans (10 and 1518) at the end (comprising in all not more 
than 2500 stanzas, a negligible fraction of the epic), books on which the aver

age reader of the poem bestows but scant attention. The figures of the 
Bhargavas have also been magnified to colossal proportions, painted with a 
thick brush and in vivid colours. In short, the Bhargavas are represented in 
our epic – the Mahābhārata, the epic of the Bharata's or the epic of the 
Bhārata War – throughout as the people How does that come about? – 
" Cui bono ? ", as the Roman lawyer would have asked. 

To imagine that all this fulsome eulogy liberally showered upon the he

roes of the Bhargavas, and the interminable repetition of their stories and 
legends are entirely unconscious – at least unintentional – and without any 
ulterior motive, being just ordinary features of epic treatment, would be in

deed naive.1 In the first place, we have very clear and definite evidence of 
the fact that our epic hasl been consciously and deliberately expanded at 
least in one instance : the surreptitious addition of a bunch of Bhārgava 
legends to the KuruPāṇḍava epic in the shape of the so called Paulompar.’ 
pan in the Ādi which is entirely made up of Bhārgava legends and has not 
even the remotest intrinsic connection with the story of the epic. 
Then we have equally clear and definite evidence of the tenden

tious ” Bhṛguization " of older legends, which occur in the epic itself in two 
forms, one with and the other without some important Bhārgava element, to 
wit, the Stories of Sixteen Kings (Soḍaśarājikiya) and the Nahuṣa[68"f 
Agastya legend. We have also noticed that our Mahābhārata contains two 
variant openings, one of which is clearly inspired by a Bhārgava, 2 both for

1 There is only one explanation of the childish exaggeration and this repeated 
mention on the annihilation of the Kṣatriyas by the Bhārgava Rāma. A deep 
analysis of the motives underlying this (phenomenon) would suggest that these 
fabrications are only a form of ‘ overcompensation ’, and endeavour to make the 
Bhṛgus feel important and 'worth w h i l e a f t e r the disastrous blow to their ego

ideals. It is the psychological revenge of the Bhṛgus who were all hut exterminated 
by the Kṣatriyas. The slaughter of the Bhṛgus admitted by the Bhṛgus them

selves in the Aurva legend deserves all the credence which unfavourable evidence 
by a withess against one's own self ordinarily does ; what the Bhṛgus in turn did 
to the Kṣatriyas – namely, the annihilating the Kṣatriyas by Bhārgava Rāma 3 X 7 
is known to us only from the account of the event from Brahmin sources. This 
myth – the dream of the Bhṛgus – is the sublimation of that intolerable inferiority 
feeling which had been repressed, but which was clamouring for expression. 

2 This was noticed by HOLTZMANN, Das Mahābhārata, vol. 2 (1893), p.. 12. 
" Es liegt hier die Einleitung des Mahābhārata der Bhārgava vor, gerade wie im 
Gesetzbuche des Manu die Fassung der Bhārgava sich eingedrängt hat". He did 
not follow, however, this fruitful idea any further, being misled by the immediate 
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tunately preserved by the conservative instinct of the redactors, helped by a 
process of conflation peculiar to the Mahābhārata, which tolerates a close 
juxtaposition of discrepant versions. We have further indirect testimony of 
the effort made to connect some Bhārgava or other with the propagation of 
the epic. We are thus told that it was the Bhārgava Uttaṅka who instigated 
Janamejaya to undertake the snake sacrifice at which the Mahābhārata was 
first publicly recited. Our Āstīka is that tale wnich was nanated to the 
Bhārgava Ruru by his father Pramati. And last but not least, we must take 
account of the very important fact that the" Kulapati Śaunaka himself, be¬
fore whom the Mahābhārata is said to have been recited by the Sūta Ugraśra– 
vas, was also a Bhārgava ! So when Śaunaka says that he wants to hear 
the history of the Bhārgavas before anything else ( l . 5. 3) : 

tatra vamśam aham pūrvam śrotum icchāmi Bhārgavam , 
the reason for this peculiar predilection of the host of the Sūta! is very evi
dent . 

But it might be contended that we are unnecessarily emphasizing the 
Bhārgava element ; that the Mahābhārata was or has come to be an encyclo
paedia of Brahmanic tradition and it therefore contains alse all the Bhārgava 
legends – in a slightly exaggerated form perhaps. The epic itself says (L 
56. 33) : 

yad ihāsti tad anyatra yan nehāsti na tat kvacit  
That is undoubtedly true, to a certain extent. One can, however, easily con
vince oneself that the diaskeuasts who boldly conceived the colossal idea of 
converting the popular Epic of the Bhāratas into the Encyclopaedia Brah¬
manica, though generally catholic in their selection of Brahmanic legends and 
doctrines, and eclectic as regards their religious and philosophical outlook, 
yet they [69] were probably not entirely without their preferences and pre
judices, and that they do not apportion anything like the same amount of 
space and breadth of treatment to the myths and legends of other Brahmanic 
families such as the Āgastyas, Ātreyas, Kāṇvas, Kāśyapas, Gautamas, Vā¬
siṣṭhas, and so on. The legends of these other families or clans are by no 
means entirely ignored in our Mahābhārata, but they are comparatively few 
in number and hardly ever repeated. They appear like negligible details 
on the vast canvas of the epic and are easily lost sight of in this colossal 
accumulation of apparently most heterogeneous elements, which are all the 
same carefully baianced so as to produce a more or less homogeneous impres

sion. Very differently treated are the Bhārgava legends in our Mahābhārata. 
To make any impression by the side of the titanic figures of the old epic like 
Bh¾ma and KaiTṇa, Kṛṣlṇa and Arjuna, the Bhārgavas had to be magnified a 
great deal and their legends, which were probably not so well known then 

sequel. “Unser Mahābhārata/* he remarks, "kehrt aber sofort wieder zur ander

en Fassung zurück. In Folgenden erzählt nicht Pramati den Ruru, sondern, wie 
früher, Ugraśravas dem §aunaka'' 
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as now had to be repeated. And we accordingly find that the legends have 
been repeated, so often that the redactors themselves must have in time come 
to believe in them ; and the figures have been magnified, so liberally that 
they appear almost to eclipse the heroes of the Great Epic itself. 

Just for the sake of contrast, we might compare the other great epic 
of India, the Rāmāyaṇa, for Bhārgava references. That epic also is a Brah¬

manic epic, containing a host of Brahmanic legends and stories. 
The result of his quest for Bhārgava references will astonish the 
reader. The references are remarkably few and extremely meagre. 
About our Bhṛgu, a vibhūti of Śrī–Kṛṣṇa, the only thing recorded in 
the Rāmāyaṇa is that his wife was decapitated by Viṣṇu ! Cyavana has 
been introduced in Vālmīki's epic only to nanate some stories. The solitary 
reference to our Rāma Jāmadagnya (sarvaśastrabhṛtām varaḥ) has been no

ticed above ; it is the one in which he challenges Rāma Dāśarathi and is 
worsted in the encounter ! We learn nothing more about Jamadagni from 
the Rāmāyaṇa than the bald fact that he was slain by Arjuna Kārtavīrya. 
Aurva, who as an infant had blinded the Haihayas by his effulgence, is not 
mentioned at all, so far as I know. Comment is superfluous. 

[70] Now there can be no question that all this Bhārgava material in 
our present Mahābhārata is entirely foreign to the plan of the original saga 
of the Bhāratas, occurring as it does almost wholly in the episodic portion 
of the epic. There should be, therefore, in my opinion no hesitation in con

cluding that in our version of the Mahābhārata there is a conscious – nay 
deliberate – weaving together or rather stitching together of the Bhārata le

gends with the Bhārgava myths. 
The question how precisely this Bhārgava element, which we find con

centrated mostly in the upākhyānas, came into the cycle of the Bhārata le

gends is intriguing, but unfortunately the answer is largely a matter of spe

culation. Even according to the traditional view, it was not the work of Vyāsa, 
the reputed author of the Mahābhārata, because the diaskeuasts have been 
fortunately frank enough to admit that his work, the Bhārata, which originally 
consisted merely of 24,000 stanzas, had no episode to speak of (1. 1. 61) : 

caturvimśatisāhasrīṃ cakre Bhāratasaṃhitām  
upākhyānair vinā tāvad Bhāratam procyate budhaih  

It could again hardly have been the work of Vaiśaṃpāyana, the direct 
pupil of Vyāstf. according to tradition, who is said to halve recited the Bhā

rata of Vyāsa, in the presence of Vyāsa himself, as he had been taught by 
his guru, during the intervals of the short snake sacrifice celebrated by king 
Janamejaya. 

The case was different with the next recorded recitation of the Mahā

bhārata : it was by the Sūta Ugraśravas in the presence of the Bhārgava 
Śaunaka during the twelve-year sacrifice instituted by the latter (I. I. I f f ; 
4. Iff) . Even before the recitation commences, iśaunaka explicitly asks the 
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Sūta who had come there to recite his Mahābhārata, to narrate first of all the 
history of the Bhārgavas and, as directed by his host, the Sūta obediently 
does SQ. There is a very clear shifting of the centre of gravity. Here 
we have a different milieu and a different interest. The seene changes from 
the bustling and scintillating pageantry of the Kaurava Court to the reflec

tive calm and leisure of the sylvan retreat of the Bhṛgus. 
Few scholars, I imagine, would now be inclined to deny that our epic 

text has undergone momentous alterations in the course [7i] of its long and 
eventful history. It is now generally recognized that the Bhārata, like the po

pular lays, ballads and early epics of all countries and all people, has always 
been a fluid text, adjusted to the varying needs of the occasion and the differ

ing tastes of the audience. No disparagement or condemnation of the text is 
thereby implied. The process is quite normal, inevitable and in a wider 
sense wholly right. To continue to be a vital force in the life of a progres

sive people, the epic must be a slowchanging book. The fact of expurgation 
and elaboration is oniy an outward indication of its being a book of inspira

tion and guidance in life, and not merely a book lying unused and forgotten 
on a dusty bookshelf. And this is no drawback in the case of our text. 
Therein lies on the contrary its capital interest and importance for us. It 
is a rapid motion picture reel of many ages of Indian culture – not necessarily 
factitive history – arranged in a naive fashion : something like the sculptured 
panels on the gateways and the railings of the Buddhist Stüpa at Sancni or 
the mural frescoes of Ajanta, with scenes telescoped all in one plane, without 
much regard to perspective or perhaps with its own peculiar technique of pers

pective. 
As already remarked, it seems probable that in the formative period of 

the epic a powerful Bhārgava influence – direct or indirect – has been at work, 
so to say behind the scenes, in shaping our epic for us. This element had 
obviously obtruded itself upon the original nucleus, certainly after the time 
of the originai author Vyāsa and probably after that of Vaiśampāyana. The 
next traditional link, however, in the transmission of the epic is the Sūta. Is 
the Sūta then responsible for the conversion of the Bhārata into the Mahā
bhārata ? Now I do not doubt that some of the Sūtas probably were gifted 
versifiers, able to compose ex tempore short bardic poems and to improvise 
lays to suit them to the varying tastes and requirements of the audience 
But if we consider these Sūtas capable of composing on the spur of the mo
ment such masses of narrative episodes and didactic discourses as we find in 
our Mahābhārata, we shall be crediting these minstrels with an accomplish
ment far beyond their natural capacity. Nobody is, however, so credulous 
nowadays as to imagine the Sūta as the author of those extensive innovation 
that must (72) have been necessary in order to convert a heroic poem of about 
2-i,OOO stanzas (taking the traditional figure as a rough guide for our spe
culations) into an encyclopaedia, of the present dimensions. 
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We are not in any case, as far as I can see, constrained to accept every 
single statement of the epic in its exact literal sense. And when I say that, 
I mean no disparagement either ôf the text ; far from it. Our epic does not 
pretend to be a dry, prosaic, matteroffact chronicle, nor a statistical history 
in the modern sense, based upon a laboriously compiled critical apparatus. 
If it were that, it would surely not have lived for 2500 years. We have on 
the shelves of our libraries hundreds! of ponderous tomes and compendiums 
of national and world history, prepared along approved lines by laborious 
professors of history. But hardly anybody reads these works twice, and they 
are mostly forgotten, in a generation or two, by an understanding and un

grateful posterity. The Mahābhārata never was a scientific chronicle of that 
type and it would be egregious folly to regard it as such. It is above all 
an inspired poem. It was actually regarded by later generations as a kāvya : 

kṛtam mayedam bhagavān kāvyam pammapü;itam , 
the highest type of Indian poetry, like its sister epic, the Rāmāyaṇa. It was 
before everything else a work of art, creative art, idealistic in conception, 
informed with deep religious feeling, permeated by a conseious didactic pur

pose, focussed more on ideas and ideals than on facts and figures, in which 
people were not interested then so much as now ; a work in which a moral 
was conveyed by a parable, an elusive truth by a tangible facile myth. And 
to the inspired creators of a traditional book of that type we must at least 
allow poetic licence and common imagination. 

The entire story that the Sūta had heard the epic at its first recitation 
by Vaiśaṃpāyana and reproduced it verbatim at Śaunaka's bidding, having 
committed it to memory after a single hearing, is so obviously unnatural and 
improbable that it seems clearly more appropriate to regard it merely as a 
poetic fiction, a " frame-story.’' the most popular of Indian devices of literary 
composition. But there is no symbolism without a basis, however difficult 
it may [73] be for us to reach the elusive subconscious or unconscious. To 
my mind, the frame-story of our Mahābhārata is directly an unconseious 
admission of the fact that the Bhārata had at a critical stage of its evolu
tion passed into the sphere of influence of the Bhṛgus, through the medium 
of the wandering minstrel. The Bhārgava influence is implied in the person 
of the Kulapati Śaunaka. The Sūta, who uáed to recite the poem in the 
Heroic Age, is kept on, with due regard to traditional usage, to give the new 
recension a setting appropriate to it and indicating the source at the same time. 

The influence of the Bhārgavas in the narrative portion of the Great Epic 
is very evident and can hardly be disputed. But their influence in an en

tirely different sphere, though less tangible and therefore more difficult to de

monstrate, is to my mind nevertheless probable : I mean the incorporation 
into the epic of large masses of didactic material, concentrated chiefly in the 
Śānti and Anuśāsana, especially so far as it concerns the Dharma and Nīti 
elements. Though the philosophy of the Mahābhārata is often times rather 
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shaky, being in places abstruse and confused, and though the religious be

liefs which find expression there are perplexingly eclectic, oscillating between 
Vaiṣṇavism and Śaivism, between Henotheism and Pantheism, there can be 
no two opinions about the fact that the Mahābhārata offers a very sound and 
complete exposition of Dharma and Nīti according to Indian theorists, a 
feature which has given this venerable old monument of Indian antiquity 
its rank as Smṛti and its abiding value and interest to the Hindus, nay to all 
true children of Mother India. 

Now it happens that Dharma and Nīti are just the two topics in which 
the Bhṛgus had specialized and with which their names are prominently as

sociated. The connection of the Bhārgava Śukra with Nīti, which is prover
bial in the Mahābhārata, is so patent that it does not need to be especially 
pointed out. The connection of the Bhṛgus with the Dharmaśāstra is perhaps 
not so well known, but is nevertheless equally certain. One has only to re¬
call that, according to a tradition preserved in the work itself, our Manusmṛti. 
the most famous and popular of ancient Indian works bearing on the Dhar¬

maśāstra, is the ancient Code (74) of Manu in the form in which it was 
communicated to mankind by Bhṛgu and is therefore even commoniy known 
as the Bhṛgusaṃhitā, an explanation which I see not the slightest reason to 
question or doubt. It is also recognized that there is intimate connection 
between the Mahābhārata and the Manusmṛti. The Manusmṛti, it may be 
pointed out, has an introduction not unlike in conception to the first chapter 
of our epic : a few stanzas agree to some extent even in their wording. The 
opinions of Manu have been frequently cited in our Mahābhārata (ity evam 
Manur abravīt). According to B Ü H L E R ' S computation, there are about 260 
stanzas of the Manusmrti, that is nearly 10 per cent, of the total, which are 
again found verbatim (or with only slight variations) in parvans 3, 12 and 
13 alone of the Great Epic. 1 Then on the side of the Mahābhārata, Dharma 
is the foundation on which the whole stately edifice of the Great Epic has 
been reared, and to a great extent also the material of which it is composed. 
Our Mahābhārata is itself a dharmagrantha. The putative hero of the epic, 
Yudhiṣṭhira is called Dharmarāja, himself a son of Dharma ; he is Dharma 
incarnate. The Bhārata was a dharmayuddha : yato dharmas tato jayaḥ. 
The field of battle was a dharmakṣetra. Nārāyaṇa incarnated himself 

as Śrī-Kṛṣṇa to restore the fallen Dharma. The essence of the book (Bhāra¬

ta-sāvitrī), embodying the moral of the story, is given as (B. 18. 5. 62 f.) : 
ūrdhvabāhur viraumy eṣa na ca kaścic chṛṇiti me  
dharmād arthaś ca kāmaś ca sa kimarthaṃ na sevyate  

na jātu kāmān na bhayāti na lobhād 
dharmam tyajej jīvitasyāpi hetoḥ,  
nītyo dharmaḥ sukhaduḥkhe tv anitye 
jīvo nityo hetur asya tv anityaḥ 

1 B U H L E R , The1 Laws of Manu (S. B , E. 25), p. Lxxx, 
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The infiltration of masses of Bhārgava material in the shape of Bhārgava 
myths and legends, the manner of its treatment, and even that strange admix

ture of the Epic with the Dharma and Nīti elements, which latter especially 
has so long puzzled many inquirers into the genesis of the Mahābhārata, 
thus appear to find a simple and straightforward explanation in the assump

tion of an important unitary diaskeuasis of the epic under very strong and 
direct Bhārgava influence. But this does not at all «[75) imply that the text 
has remained untouched after this first diaskeuasis ; far from it. Like all 
traditional works, it was a slowchanging book ; and additions and alterations, 
as already remarked, must have been made in it continuously throughout its 
long history of about 2500 years.1 

These further additions were in the main probably made in the first ins

tance by the Bhārgavas themselves in the centuries that immediately fol

lowed the first important diaskeuasis under Bhārgava supervision, since it is 
most likely that just as the different collections of Vedic hymns, the various 
Brāhmaṇas and the ritualistic manuals were all, for some time, the closely 
guarded property of diverse Vedic schools and families of sages, which had 
respectively cultivated and developed them, so also our remodelled Bhārata, 
now elevated to the rank of the Fifth Veda, must have remained for some 
time in the exclusive possession of the Bhārgavas as their close literary pre¬

serve. That would, in my opinion, account for the apparent homogeneous 
character of this heterogeneous mass : it all came from different hands, but 
out of the same mould. 

If the above considerations have any vaiidity, they might help us to lift 
up a corner of the thick veil enveloping our Great Epic and allow us to have 
a covert peep into its history. Such a peep would show that there existed 
in India, in very ancient times an epic poem of about 24,000 stanzas, attribut

ed to Vyāsa (the ‘‘Expander"), which described in great detail the Bhārata 
War and sang the glory of the Pāṇḍavas. This heroic poem, the Bhārata, 
which used to be recited by the Sūtas mostly at royal courts and had in 
course of time become very popular, was at a critical stagei of its history ap

propriated by the Bhṛgus (who had certainly specialized in the Dharma and 
Nītiśāstra and probably also developed leanings towards Viṣṇuism), with the 
idea of developing the epic into a vehicle of popular instruction and edifica

tion combined with entertainment. These anchorites, full of ageold wisdom 

1 The most conspicuous instances of such latter additions (not found in all 
mss. even) : 
Ādi : I. The Brahmā-Gaṇeśa episode; 2. Kaṇikaniti; 3. śvetakī-upā¬
khyāna. 
Āraṇyaka : I. Sūrya-stotra (B. 3. 3. 36-69) ; 2. Additions to Mārkaṇdeya’s 
discourse (B. add. 193-198, 200). 
Virāṭa : Durgāstotra. 
Bhīṣma : Durgāstotra. 
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and wonderful masters of the art of mythweaving, took from the Sūtas the 
Bhārata and gave back to the world the Mahābhārata, the same book yet 
different. In the process of the redaction by the Bhṛgus, the work naturally 
and to an extent unconseiously, received that characteristic and indelible 
stamp (76) which was predetermined by the eventful history, the natural 
proclivities, the special endowments, and the peculiar " Weltanschauung " of 
the Bhṛgus. It was this little episede in its history that necessarily gave our 
poem the anomalous character of an Epos and " Rschtsbuch " combined. It 
may be surmised that this remodelled Bhārata remained for some consider

able time in the hands of the Bhārgavas, who had developed it and so to say 
recreated it, as their exclusive literary property, and they exploited it there

after and propagated it in their own way. The colossal success of the Bhār

gava recension of the ancient Epic of the Bhāratas, a success which in one 
sense was richly deserved, was the indirect cause of the neglect and subse

quent disappearance of the original heroic poem, which probably still existed 
at the time of the composition of the Āśvalāyana Gṛhya Sütra (3. 4. 4).1  

Like other branches of the hieratic literature, when the epic at last passed out 
of the hands of the Bhṛgus and became the common property of the literati 
of India, it still remained a fluid text, not entirely closed to minor altera

tion and expansion, but retained its character as a traditional work, revered 
and cherished by the people as the work of Mahansi Vyāsa and serving still as 
a vehicle of popular education, inspiration and edification as intended by 
the Bhṛgus. The further we pursue the study of the traces of Bhārgava in

fluence on the Epic of the Bhāratas, the clearer, it seems to me, will become the 
history of our Mahābhārata, the Great Epic of Bhāratavarṣa. 

VII . The Oldest Extant MS. of the Ādiparvan* 
Introductory^ 

A diseovery of capital importance for Mahābhārata studies is the accident

al but singularly lucky find by Mānyavara Gurujiu HEMRAJ Panditjiu, d . E . , 
D.P.1., the wellknown savant of Nepal, of a new Nepālī M S . of the Ādiparvan, 
which according to the Panditjiu is between seven hundred and eight hundred 
years old, and therefore easily the oldest extant M S . of the MahābMrata. It 
was oniy a few years ago that I had remarked in the " Prolegomena " to the 
Ādiparvan : " Only those who know the difficulties in the way of obtaining 
any M S . from Nepal will be in a position to appreciate fully the debt which 
the editor and the other members of the Mahābhārata Editorial Board, and 
beyond that the whole world of Indologists, owe to the Rajaguru. (202) 

1 N . B . UTGIKAR, Proc. & Trans. 1st. Or Conf. (1922), pp. 4661 : "The men

tion of the Mahābhārata in the Āśvalāyana Gṛhyasūtra!’ 
* [ABoRI 19.201-2621. 
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Sankritists have much to hope for from the dispassionate efforts of this truly 
patriotic and cultured Rajaguru, who loses no opportunity of placing his im¬

mense learning and unbounded resources freely at the disposal of all serious 
workers in the field of Sanskrit research ”. How prophetic those words have 
proved and how the Rajaguru has more than justified our expectations, is 
manifested in the recovery of this singular old Nepali MS. 

The MS., of which complete collations and specimen photos (reproduced 
here in facsimile1) were kindly sent to me for my use by Rajaguru H E M A R A J 
Panditjiu, was recently acquired by him and is in his possession. The mate

rial is palmleaf and the writing, which is throughout uniform, is in old faded 
ink. It contains only the first parvan of the Mahābhārata, but is complete 
in itself, there being no folios missing. The average folio measures 
21 / A X 2J" and each folio contains uniformly 7 lines of writing, except the 
last folio, which has only 4¾ lines. The MS. is not dated but the high anti

quity claimed for it is authenticated, apart from its antique look,2 by con

vincing internal evidence. The best proof is that it is almost entirely free 
from those modern accretions which are given in Appendix I of the Ādiparvan 
Volume, as also in great part from those other smaller insertions which are 
listed in the footnotes. More astonishing still is the fact that out of the 
textual emendations hazarded by the editor, fifty per cent, are actually docu

mented by this MS. It is therefore no exaggeration to say that this remark

able M S . opportunely affords welcome support to the Critical Edition in most 
crucial matters. Moreover many of the variant readings of the new MS. are 
difficult and obscure, marking out its text as distinctly archaic. And, finally, 
in many of its readings it agrees fairly closely with a certain other MS. from 
Nepal, which is symbolized as Ñ 3 in the critical apparatus of the Ādi, and 
which is again the oldest dated MS. of the the Ādiparvan. The tradition is 
therefore fairly complete and well attested. 

«[203J The greatest value of this MS. lies, as hinted already, irt its cor¬

roboration of the constituted text of ‚ the Critical Edition. Indirectly it 
attests and justifies, as an independent witness, the principles according to 
which the reconstruction of the epic text is achieved, thus placing the consti

tuted text on still surer foundations. 

Long Insertions of the Vulgate. 

Hitherto, it may be observed, the data of the śāradā and the " K ” ver
sions had mainly to vouchsafe for the purification of thel epic text attempted 

1 The photographs are of the written surface of the first and last folios and 
two intermediate folios (one of which latter is the penultimate folio of the MS.). 

2 I have compared the script with the specimens reproduced in BÜHLER's 
Paleographische Tafeln. It comes closest to the script of Tafel V I . No. X I (Cam
bridge MS. NO, 1691, 2 of A.D. 1179). 
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in the Critical Edition. Now, the omissions of the constituted text are sup

ported from a new source and from an entirely different version, the Nepali. 
Our M S . is in fact surprisingly free from most of the matter pronounced to be 
spurious on the evidence' of the then available MSS. of different versions. The 
longer insertions given in Appendix I are conspicuous by their absence in this 
MS. Here is a list of the long passages which are missing in the new M S . 

No. 1 : The Brahmā-Gaṇeśa complex ; inserted at different points in 
K 4 _ 6 Dn Dr D 2 - i 2 . 1 4 S, i.e., om. in its totality only in K 0 _ 3 D X . 

No. 13 : A passage of six lines ins. in K (except K ,” V (marg) Da Dn 
D 1 - 7 G 1 > 2 , 4 . 5 . 

No. 14 : The Purāṇic story of Aruiṇa, who is made to act as the chariot

eer of the Sun ; ins. in K 4 (marg.) Ñ V X B D (except D 5 > D 2 on suppL fol.) 
T 1 G i  . 4 . 5 . 

No. 41 : Names of the hundred sons of Dhrtarāṣtra ; ins. in K 3 4 . Ñ 2 > 3  

V ! B D (except D J . 
No. 42 : Story of the birth of Abhimanyu ; ins. in K 3 . 4 N V B D (ex

cept D J . 
No. 43 : Story of the birth of Karṇa ; Ins. in K 4 Ñ ^ B D (except D J . 
No. 61 : Details of the marriage of Pāṇḍu and Mādiī, subst. for I. 105. 

47, in K4 Ñ B D. 
No. 62 : Story of the birth of Duḥśalā ; ins. in all MSS. except Si K 0 . 3 > 

No. 71-72 : Details of the picnic (jalakriḍā); ins. in K4 Ñ B D 
No. 75 : Story of pistodaka given to Drona's son ; ins. in all MSS. except 

Śi K 0 _ 3 . 

[2O4J No. 76 : Arjuna's pre-eminence among the pupils of Droṇa ; ins. 
in K4 Ñ B D T 2 G 1 ( 2 4 5 . 

No. 78 : Description of the conquest and annexation of Drupada s king¬

dorn by the Pāṇḍavas exacted by Ācārya Dro;ṇa as gunudakṣiṇā ; ins. in K4 

Dat Dn D 2 (supp. foL sec m.)4‚5 S. 
No. 80 : Installation of Yudhisthira as heirapparent ; ins. in all MSS. 

except ś i K 0 . 3 . 
No. 81 : Kaṇikanīti : ins. in all MSS. except ś ± K 0 _ 3 . 
No. 85 : Story of the boat seht by Vidura for the use of the Pāṇḍavas ; 

ins. in all MSS. except ét K 0 . 3 , 
No. 118 : iśvetakī-episede ; ins. in all N MSS. Cf. also passage No. 120 

ins. in T 2 G 3 . 4 , and No. 121 ins. in B± K 0 j 1 . 4 . 

Short Insertions of the Vulgate. 

Like these long insertions our MS. omits most of the short! insertions 
given in the foot-notes to the constituted text. There are more than two 
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thousand of such passages, the majority naturally from the Southern Re

cension. The following instances, selected at random, of "short" passages 
omitted by our M S . may be mentioned for the sake of illustration : 128*, 220*, 
250*, 301*, 313*, 402*, 429*, 463*, 528*, 558*, 560*, 564*, 573*, 693*, 
756*, 892* , 1001*, 1036*, 1038*, 1129*, 1131*, 1188*, 1242*, 1308*, 1312*, 
1330*, 1331*, 1341*, 1365*, 1368*, 1377*, 1379*, 1444*, 1477*, 1492*, 
1494*, 1503*, 1515*, 1516*, 1517*, 1686*, 1729 *, 1742*, 1793*, 1824*, 
1847*, 2132*. 

These, it may be noted, are some ot the many passages (extending from 
three to twenty lines) which are found in all N MSS. (except Bt K ) – with or 
without some S MSS. – but which are omitted by our MS. The following 
omissions from among these deserve special notice : 

128* : This is a passage of 72 lines, consisting of the longer version 
of the contents of the Āraṇyakapaivan, found in certain MSS. of the North

ern Recension. It may be noted in passing that in its Parvasathgraha chap

ter, the new M S . gives throughout the shorter version, which has been adopt

ed in the Critical Edition and which agrees with the version of this adhyāya 
in P. P. S. SASTRI'S edition of the Southern Recension. 

560* : By omitting tnis, our M S . omits the reference to Pānthi, found in 
all N MSS, except those of the Kaśmīrī Version. 

(2O5J 693* : This is a passage of sixteen lines and contains the famous 
couplet na jātu kāmāh kāmānām etc., recurring in many places. 

892* !: Tnis passage, occurring after I. 89. 51, is found in all N MSS. 
īn the place where it is inserted there appears to have been a lacuna in the 
original, filled up by the two recensions in different ways. In the consti
tuted text the place is marked by asterisks. 

1036* : Details of Bṛhaspati's cohabitation with Mamatā, wife of Uta¬

thya and the godharma mentioned in that context, inserted in all N MSS. 
except iśi Ko. 2 Ñ 1 > 3 . 

1341* : A passage of ten lines found in all MSS. except é± K It des

cribes the approch of Droṇa to Rāma Jāmadagnya for the astravidyā. 
1793* : A passage of seven lines found in all MSS. except T 2 G 1 > 6 ¾ M . 
These significant omissions, major and minor, prove that the text of our 

M S . is shorter than that of M other MSS. hitherto known. Accordingly we 
find that in the Parvasaingraha chapter of this M S . thtī figure of the stanzas 
for the Ādi is given as 7784, which brings down the figure of the Vulgate by 
eleven hundred and the figure even of the śāradā M S . by two hundred 
stanzas ! It is however, curious that it apparently has the same number of 
adhyāyas as the Critical Edition viz. 225, while the Parvasaṃgraha figure 
foij the same is 218 both in this M S . and the Critical Edition. In other 
words in differing from its own Parvasaṃgraha figure, our M S . exactly agrees 
with the critical text ! The number of adhyāyas in the Vulgate, it may be 
noted, is 234, white that of the Southern Recension can be computed to ex-
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tend to about 250 adhyāyas. On the other hand, the number of adhyāyas 
in the Kurnbakonarn edition reaches the astonishing figure 260 ! 

Small Infiltrations. 
Even though our M S . is appreciably shorter than any other M S . of the 

Ādi so far known, we cannot indeed suppose it to have been absolutely free 
from niflation and contamination. This MS. has in fact just a few inser

tions not countenanced by the Critical Edition. For instance : 
•[206) App. I, No. 12 : The first three lnies of this passage (of sixteen 

lines) are substituted in our M S . in place of I. 19. 12. This substitution is 
common to Ñ 3 also ! The passage is characteristic of all N MSS. except those 
of the Kaśmīrī Version. 

App. I, No. 33 : This passage is found in all N M S S , the Kaśmīri Ver
sion chowing variation only in sequence. The passage is inserted after I. 
56. 31, and is a continuation of the eulogy of the Mahābhārata, serving as 
an introduction to that redaction of the epic which begins with the episode 
of Uparicara. Here our MS. agrees with Ñ1 in omitting lines 311. 

App. 1, No. 58 : This passage also is a common heritage of all N MSS. 
It deseribes how Sūrya, when invoked by Kunitī, presses her to have sexual 
intercourse with him. 

Besides these major additions, seṃe insertions from the footnotes to the 
constituted text have filtered their way into our MS. The number of such 
passages is not very large, being about ninety, and they consist mainiy of 
single lines. These are the passages in question : 90*, 220*, 288*, 291*, 
476*, 478*, 479*, 485*, 494*, 495*, 549*, .601*, 678*, 708*, 709*, 710*, 
750*, 868*, 873*, 875*, 879*, 903*, 906*, 909*, 962*, 999*, 1004*, 1013*, 
1017*, 1018*, 1022*, 1068*, 1087*, 1096*, 1104*, 1110*, 1120*, 1124*, 
1141*, 1142*, 1144*, 1146*, 1148*, 1155*, 1162*, 1166*, 1173*, 1178*, 
1186*, 1196*, 1212*, 1219*, 1224*, 1230*, 1240*, 1305*, 1309*, 1357*, 
1430*, 1436*, 1463*, 1470*, 1623*, 1644*, 1665*, 1698*, 1786*, 1789*, 1796*, 
1812*, 1815*, 1818*, 1855*, 1882*, 1883*, 1919*, 1920*, 1921*, 1922*, 1951*, 
1953*, I960*, 1975*, 2016*, 2087*, 2097*. 

A l l these insertions are uniformly met with in all N MSS., or at least in 
the majority of N MSS., and not a single one of them is sporadic. 

An insertion of a single stanza from the yadāśrausam section (adhy. 1) 
is the only unique insertion in this M S . 

Conflation of Mahābhārata texts. 
Here we may note, in passing, the light this MS. sheds in an indirect 

way on how the text gradually gets inflated. At several places we find addi
tions made marginally by another and a later hand. For instance, after 1. 
5. 26, we find a marginal insertion of two lines ^ f t c W i ^ ī A r etc, which is 
taken from a passage [207) of eight lines found in all N MSS. (except K 0 > 2 

D 5 ) . Again, after 1. 19. 15 we have a marginal addition of two lines 
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tTfHffi¾f^fa: etc., of which the first line is merely a variant of a line 
included in our text, but the second is an " additional'' line found chiefly 
in late Northern MSS. of the Central Group. It is clear that the copyist of 
such a M S . as this, without further investigation – which of course is not his 
business ! – cannot determine whether the lines added in the margin belonged 
to its origial exemplar, or whether they were taken from some other source. 
It is not the custom of the copyist to be very squeamish about such things. 
He copies whatever he finds before him, provided it makes sense and has 
something to do with the epic. It is thus that the corpus has got gradually 
inflated to its maximum capacity. Cf. the example of K4 cited in the Ādi¬

parvan Volume (Prolegomena, p. xu). 

Minor Readings. 
Let us now consider the individual readings of our MS. Here also the 

agreement of this M S . with the constituted text is quite remarkable. That 
it cannot and must not be expected to have complete agreement with the 
constituted text is only obvious ; like all other Mahābhārata MSS., it also 
represents a particular version of the epic, and nothing more. 

Our M S . shows in point of readings the greatest agreement with MSS. 
of the Nepali group : quite naturally, as it is written in the same script and 
belongs to the same provincial version. In particular, its agreements with 
Ñ 3 . the best and the oldest M S . of the Nepālī version belonging to our appa

ratus, are unique and striking. The total number of variant readings in our 
MS. amounts approximately to a little more than 2500. Out of these, its 
unique agreements with Ñ 3 (or in a few places along with one or two other 
MSS.) against all other MSS. count over 500. This shows that our M S . de

finitely belonged to the Nepālī version, and is not a copy of a MS. of the 
Śāradā or ” K " version – a very important point – though it has marked 
affinities in many a place with the latter groups. Here are appended about 
sixty instances, chosen at random, as specimens of the unique agreements of 
our M S . with Ño. 

[208] 14.17* ^Rif¾T¾iJRT (for <SftT

"rtfa¾n) 
16.26* ¾3W ~TTOT (for TORT ~f^T) 
16.31 ¾rp¾: (for *Ä:) 
17.6c ¾¾* (f or ^fcr), 
17.24" FTRm¾Tcf: SS?* ( for ÍFR*T*T¬

TOT ) 
19A f l ^ ( for a^Ns) 
2L3 á jrr~f f (for ¾r¾m) 
27.23* api (for ) 
30.15– wm: ( for f¾Ri:) 
32.8* ar*wt(for*KRt) 
33.21* sweRr: (for srf¾ – :) 

38.22* agM^l*Mi: (for im vmw) 
44.14* "f^r ( for 3^JTRS ) 
45.2° W(for5Ti¾) 
48A* gwfcn: (for rcu<k:) 
48.io* ¾r¾ (for ) 
52A* 4m«KH¾ ( for IW>WII¾) 
53.34* ¾¾¾l¾ ( for *JcRl) 
55.23/ ¾rf¾Rt^r: (for ^gf¾fi½r:) 
56.i9c īfī rfä vji3c¾>cw 
57.55° IF¾R*[ ( for iA<M4<ü ) 
6o.5* wmm( for ś*tim) 
61.2° <rtm(forn<śn) 
64.34* ?OTwft (for ¾*ftfi¾:) 
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(for 

113!7d  

115.6° 
116.7° 
122.26d 

) 

111.26° 3 i m ¾ ( f o r i T e ä ) 
11L28 d ^ ^ K f o r ^ m ) 

3fl*WC ( for *Mld*f ) 
mi (for . ^ rwī ) 
Ψpf * F U (for *"*remr 
S?**ī~~j ( for ¾TR¾i¾) 

123.71* <&fśv ( for föß-%: ) 
134.10 c dg--f:¾R:(for g - ^ - g : 
134.24" - ^ ^ f ( for srättt:) 
136.12" -tf§fa: ( for *-rf¾iju ) 
141.2d wmtá ¾R¾* 
143.22d iluipTf¾^ ( for q<frw¾¾¾ ) 

fié 5H~f ( for "ri"Tī–T) 
^ w w d i (for m T– 

-T ¾ apg¾ ( for ĪT ¾äa*H ) 
e-l¾I ( for īK ) 
--~śfa ( for ¾u«¾n ) 

149.7° 
149.7d 

149.11* 
154.16d 

157.4* 

71.26/ * l - ^ t * K ( for l ¾ w : fK3*O 
76.26° ¾T3f̂  "T¾m5-m ( for ~ f~" i ft"~T 

m) 
79.16" ^ ^ 5 r ^ T - f t 
84.3C -?¾ ( for *gsTO) 
89.33' Ś*m ( for tr* g*ft ) 
90.32* -frfr-ro¾ (for ---ir¾Rn-:) 
90.42 ¾-¾fin ( for 3rc&n¶) 
92.15– qgfe ( for -j¾:) 
93.14< s f ½ f o ( f o r ¾ ¾ ¾ ) 
93.33 c d ¾-e s r c ^ g f t ^ 

Ü-T^¾5TE "T<it>-R:) 
94.55* ??mv ( for f¾¾¾n:) 
94.84° 5* S^-ft ( for «TF¾raT cTC*) 
96.17–* s n - R M ß p ( for ä i T O l 3 f i p ) 

99.6* - ^ T ^ ( f o r - ¾ - - i ^ ) 
100.1* SI 5¶: ( for *ra%:) 
103.17° ¾ün<iww ( for f%5ff-J^ ) 
111.1'/ m *TH*-u: ( for * 3 " ¾f¾ ) 

Here it is necessary to emphasise the curious circumstance that while the 
new M S . is almost on a par with Ñ l 3 in! respect of individual 
readings, it is far superior to Ñ 3 in so far that it lacks about ninety per 
cent, of the insertions which Ñ 3 has in common with the Vulg¾e, that is to 
say, the BengaliDevanāgari group. It thus gives its welcome support to 
the !Śāradā-K group and our Critical Edition as regards that large mass of 
passages in which [209] these texts are lacking. It may be incidentally re
marked that Ñ 3 is relatively purer than the other two Nepali MSS. and occa
sionally has definite leanings towards the śāradā or Kaśmīrī version. These 
additional passages in MSS. like Ñ 3 , we may reasenably infer, were gradu
ally added by the epic artists, who worked out the details and filled in the 
lacunæ of this colossal composition. There must have been a free give-and-
take of these passages in the extensive comparisons of different manuscripts 
of the' epic text at holy places and centres of pilgrimage and seats of ancient 
learning. Beginning in the lowly way of marginalia and śodkapatras, these 
additions must have got embedded in the text, through their transmission 
from copyist to copyist, undergoing in this process a strange variation of de
tails. 

In a small percentage of cases, our M S . shows, it must be admitted, 
readings documented mostly by Southern MSS. – with or without support of 
a few other N MSS. It is naturally the most difficult thing in the world to 
decide in these cases whether this sporadic agreement is due to late contami
nation or to primitive connection through the lost archetype. In the light 
of such variants, some readings of the Critical Edition will have to be recon-
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sidered, and it may, in sporadic cases, be found necessary even to alter slight

ly the readings of the Ādiparvan in the Critical Edition. That work must 
however be left over now for further research by a future generation of 
scholars. 

Unique Readings. 

Like all MSS. modern or ancient, our MS. has quite a large number of 
unique readings, that is to say, readings which have not been found in any 
M S . so far collated for the Critical Edition. They consist of variants of pro

per names, consciously or unconsciously manipulated ; synonyms or paraph

rases ; and sometimes of mere transpositions of words and phrases ; or even 
insignificant variants of expletives and versefilling particles. In a few ins

tances the variants are obscure and archaic, but generally weak and incon

sequential as compared to the readings of the Critical Edition. The Mahā

bhārata problem is made a problem of problems and a problem sui generis 
by the amazing diversity of MSS. in all imaginable details ; and our M S . is 
not f210j behindhand in liberally contributing to this diversity. Here I 
specify a few samples of unique readings of the new M S . : 

l . l s r 
11194* 
2.77* 
2.26* 
2.104° 
2.136* 
2.139c 

2.214ed 

7.11

13.15° 
l3.Ue  

20.12° 
43.25* 
57.12* 
59.41* 
67.30* 
68.66' 
71.58* 
79.21* 
84.17* 
88.25* 

102.16* 
108.1* 
112.27* 
1U.38* 

f¾5TO: (for f¾sar:) 
q¾rntn¾( forOTra^) 
ṃ5~~T ( for 4H*H¶O!r ) 
^ ^ N * M M (forcrai;re¾To) 

Mkw*½ ( for f¾*ftw ) 
g*ft (for srfä¾) 
E i : <Wr¾<<sl¾ W (forTRR

uä(gsft) 
"CCT^RT: (for^*WT!^3".) 
mmm (for igwn) 
"~ī ~T~T. (<~JrW ) 
¾Tiqi ( for ¾T^ ) 
H (for ¾r¾¾;) 
mi&V ( for ^ SWA) 
Ig¾ft (for assert) 
m&t (for ~j – ¾) 

q¾ ( f or g"T ) 

S"¾K ( for ) 

¾ W K M ( f o r a i n g – ¾ N ) 
? p n ¶ ī for g g v ) 

118.19* ( for 5i¾T ) 
132.8* «J r e r f (for ¾R¾¾T) 

134.22° mni 5is-–iś-f 
147.18* --:%-fr ( fo r¾^i f rwi ) 
158.18° f¾½-fft ( for ¾*^ül ) 
158.50 8 ^ - f ^ ¾ n – ī 
178.5* - F H : ( f o r s ^ : ) 
179.10* ä f a n (for g m n ) 
180.y* g « ! f t ( f o r * g ß ) 
186.7c f¾^rfö- ( for ) 

3ww«ita<w (for ¾if¾ îfiq-

5Rfe: (for ¾n?r) 
¾¾f ¾lf¾dl: 
f¾"5T ( for W ) 
3T¾: ( ) 
TWi¾-r ( for 5 ¾ ¾¾f) 
TO STC-i 5 i g 

207.23* r̂for <xm^ ( for f¾itm: Hm:) 
211.24- % ¾ n ^ ( f o r ^ ) 
214.30* n r i ^ m r o : -
218.18° -ärftoco 
2i8.22 c ftmnfa° (for ftwwi°) 
223.9* ¾ w n ¾ - r ^ ^ ° ( for ft Ü: qft 

) 

190.8° 

191.6° 
194.2* 
195.5° 
199.32c 

201.18° 
207.18* 
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Our Emendations. 
Now we may turn to what is perhaps the most surprising feature of our 

MS. That is the support our M S . affords to the constituted text of the Cri

tical Edition, with regard to the emendations attempted therein. It is re

markable to find that this single MS., which is certainly older than any of the 
MSS. we had before, supports and confirms, as already remarked, fifty per 
cent of these emendations. Out of the total of thirtysix emendations [211] 
made in the Critical Edition the following eighteen are corroborated by our 
M S : 

30.7 ¾ft¾4MlfiKI«fl* S (hyper¬

metric !) 
37.10 f¾i ^TS¾eN* f¾f¾<r: 
5L8 a¾¾it* 5p w i N i ^ u  H ( hia

tus) 
57.20 *3¾g3r (hiatus ) 

8-1.13 crôt <s*N>M4g<il *¾nr¾i % 
( hiatus ) 

92.50 ¾ i § Ä * ^ r f t ^ T ( double 
sandhi) 

98.8 s te i f t *¾f sn"u (hiatus) 
103.5 ¾qä nft p¾¾n *¾~~"n 

( hiatus ) 

110.20 "flf ¾HR¾ ¼  t ö ° 
(hiatus ) 

110.28 " ī f é * ^ ^  T ( hiatus) 
147.2 ītafoft *¾RI¾T^ ( hiatus ) 

149.6 ä q f *3uci?creī *TO (hiatus ) 
157.13 q¾fSTCSRT *3fB: ( hiatus ) 
207.17 *«rt^nj? ś ( hiatus) 
214.9 wfox§ *Ψfötim ( hiatus ) 

219.3 **faTfäs ![n¾T^* (shorten¬

(ing metn causa ) 
224.5 4d<WMI *¾lfa<ft ( niatus ) 
224.9 mīe ¾ *qf i rn¾ 1 

Now, even though these emendations were put forward more as a hypo

thesis than as a dogma (Prolegomena p. xciv) , they have evoked severe cri

ticism from certain scholars. It will therefore be advisable to consider here 
some of these criticisms in the light of the readings of our new M S . 

Professer A . B . K E I T H , in his review2 of the Ādiparvan, admits that, 
" the editor has quite justly relied often on the maxim that the more difficult 
reading is to be preferred to the simpler, since it is easy to explain the latteṛ 
as correction of what was poorly understood by careless scribes", but con

tinues, " we need not, therefore, accept as a necessarily correct theory the view 
that we are to restore hiatuses, whenever we find variants in the MSS., which 
might be explained by assuming that they are the different efforts made by 
seribes, who were not accustomed to hiatus to remedy the irregularity''. 
Whether the said view represents a correct theory of Mbh. textreconstruc

tion or not may be best judged from the circumstance that out of the eighteen 
emendations which are actually documented and attested by this new MS., 
not less than thirteen were made just on the ground of (212) hiatus ! A 
glance at the above list will convince the reader of the truth of this contention. 

1 One stanza I. 71.36 in which there is an emendation is unfortunately omitted 
in the new M S . 

2 Indian Culture, Vol. 3, pp. 766771. 

23 
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In all these thirteen instances there are violent fluctuations in the MS. 
readings. These uncommon fluctuations pointed towards the possibility, which 
this M S , has turned into a certainty, that they represent more or less inde

pendent attempts at correcting some solecism to which the seribes, editors or 
commentators would naturally take violent objection. It is natural to infer 
that this solecism is the) hiatus to which a steadily increasing antipathy is 
noticeable as wel pass from the earlier to the later Sanskrit literature. It is 
wellknown that Vedic texts frequently contain hiatus which does not cause 
any serious offence to the susceptibilities of the modern reader, but the same 
hiatus in the work of a poet of the classical peried would be rated as a capi

tal blunder. The view of H O P K I N S (which Prof. K E I T H endorses) to the 
effect that there is nothing peculiarly epic in hiatus, and that it is found in 
precedent and subsequent poetry, is quite noncommittal, and, if anything, 
favours our position. The point at issue is the legitimacy of the hiatus in 
the subsequent literature! and not merely its occurrence. It is quite legiti

mate in the earlier literature, but comes to be progressively regarded as a 
solecism and therefore is an anthema to seribes bred and brought up in the 
classical tradition. It is no doubt carelessness only, as Prof. K E I T H observes, 
in the later stages of the growth of Sanskrit literature, but not necessarily se 
throughout its history. Prof. K E I T H himself has not much faith in his own 
scepticism and consequently much of his criticism loses point, as he concedes, 
though reluctantly, the validity of certain restorations of hiatuses. 

Prof. K E I T H has aitogether missed the significance of the variation of 
MSS. between particles like, hi, ca, tu, vā, in these instances of emendations. 
It is true that these particles show great variation from M S . to MS., as is 
oniy natural in the corpus of a fluid text. But the seribes did not go out of 
their way to vary the text and to replace deliberately one particle by another. 
Often enough these small particles are very instructive in determining the 
complex relationship of MSS. Our present MS., for instance, agrees with 
Ñ 3 scores of times in the choice of just j[213j these particles against all other 
MSS. But we need not press the point too far. It is sufficient to note that 
the variation is not as arbitrary as it might at first sight appear. Moreover, 
it is easy to understand that these small particles do come in very handy 
whenever the question of avoiding a hiatus arises and can be sandwiched 
between the vowels without disturbing the metre.1 This is clearly the sim

plest and most natural mode of avoiding the hiatus and explains the violent 
fluctuations of the text. That it is not the only mode of avoiding the seem

ing blunder may be seen from I. 57. 20 kriyate *ucchrayo njpaify, where T G 
have entirely recast the pāda, changing it to : kurvanty ete dhvajocchrayam. 

~ CI. HOPKINS, The Great Epic, p. 199 f. : “ In both metres, to avoid hiatus, 
irrational particles are often inserted. A good example is : puiā kṛtayṅge tāta hy 
āsīd rājā hy Akampanaḥ. vii, 2,029, where B., 52, 26, omits the first hi" . 
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So the proof of an original hiatus does not always rest upon a mere variation 
of particles, as Prof. I Í E I T H thinks. 

Prof. KEITH starts from the conviction (which is quite a priori), that 
if at all a hiatus occurs, it must occur either between the pādas where the 
absence of sandhi is natural; or else before a vocative, where it is easy to 
feel a natural pause. He does not grudge the restoration of hiatus in 1. 99. 
15 ; 103. 5 ; 110. 20 ; 119. 11 etc. on these grounds. In I. 57. 20 kriyate 
*ucchrayo nrpaih and I. 100. 2 niśīthe āgarnisyati, he haltingly admits the 
validity of the restoration of hiatus and tries desperately to defend it on 
grounds of metrical facility. He is adamant, however, when it comes to – 
what he styles – " unmotived " hiatus. He has exemplified his scepticism in 
the following instances. 

In 1. 147. 2 he considers roravtthas tv anāthavat as more legitimate. 
Proceeding further, Prof. KEITH says that it is very difficult to believe in 

1. 207. 17 kule asmin babhüva ha : since such a hiatus as this is " unmotived". 
He can, however, easily persuade himself to believe that " the sambabhüva 
of a large body of MSS. was erroneously curtailed to babhüva with the result 
that kule 9smm had to be extended " ! 

In I. 119. 11 tathty ukte Ambikayā, the position according to Prof. 
KEITH is " uncertain " ; tv may be right before Ambikayā. 

[214] In 1. 98. 8, antarvaim aham Bhrātrā may be explained, in the 
opinion of Prof. KEITH, " by emphasis " ; but it is quite probable, he adds, 
that " tv is original, ty would be a blunder for it and hy a correction “. 

1. 224 5, samtapyamānā abhito is quite* " needless "‚ according to Prof. 
ICEITH. The MSS. suggest, according to him, samtSapyamānān as "clearly 
correct". ‘‘Misunderstanding of the accusative", we are told, "as follow
ing on the previous line has led to the mere corrections samtapyamānā bahu¬
dhā or purato", 

In 1. 157. 13, pctfīcakṛtvas tvayā uktafy ‘‘ seems unmotived and the vari

ants of the MSS. hardly justify i t" . 
Prof. KEITH calls I. 110. 28, yadi āvāṃ mahāprājña, ‘‘very dubious’‛, 

and in 1. 5L 8, atho Indraḥ svayam evajagāma according to him is " not at 
all certain ". 

1. 214. 9. is an interesting case. The pāda in dispute reads Dharmarāje 
*atipñtyā, which is an emendation. It was first criticized by the late Prof. 
WINTERNITZ as being " really unnecessary ". A reply was given to his cri

ticisms in these Annals by me and I have devoted three pages of the journal 
(vol. 16. pp. 108110) to explain the circumstances which, in my opinion, 
necessitated the emendation. Prof. KEITH was left unconvinced by these 
arguments. Rejecting this explanation, he dogmatically lays down : " in 1. 
214. 9, Dharmarāje hy atipñtyā should be read ; the variant tv is normal, 
and the hiatus is unmotived ". 

Now that most of these unmotived, needless, dubious, illegitimate, un
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necessary niatuses are actually documented and are no longer merely my con
jectures, I am intrigued to know what hidden motives Prof. K E I T H will dis
cover in them in order to explain their occurrence in an authentic MS. in the 
possession of the Rajaguru of Nepal. 

It is sad that Professer W I N T E R N I T Z should not have lived to see some 
of his doubts about the readings of the constituted text finally dispelled by 
the evidence of this MS. The discovery of this valuable MS., so consequent¬
ial for the text-criticisjm of the Ādiparvan, would certainly have delighted the 
heart of this veteran scholar, who took a passionate and life-long Interest in 
epic studies. The text of the Critical Edition objected to in the [215] fol
lowing places by the late lamented Professer W I N T E R N I T Z is supported by 
our M S . 

I append below the collations of the new Nepali M S . exactly as they 
were received from Panditjiu H E M A R A J , omitting only a few corrupt read
ings which are obvious mislections by copyists. 

tS* Corrupt readings have been mostly ignored in this list. The readings in 
parenthesis ( ) are those of the Critical Edition. [Ul after a reading shows that 
it is unique to this MS. , and not found in any other M S . collated for the Critical 
Edition. The M S . symbols after a reading show that the reading is elsewhere found 
in those MSS. only. 

57.20* f ^ * ¾ ^ f t ^ : 
57.21* 3l<fl^<JI ?faft: 
57.58* S F ? % 
91.8ed 4 M « M K I ¾ 
92.45' 3 ^ erf ¾ M - I M N 
92.50° 3¾ä* 

COLLATIONS OF THE NEPALI M S . OF THE ĀDIPARVAN 
OF THE MAHĀBHĀRATA BELONGING TO GURUJIU 

HEMARAJ PUNDITJIU d . E . OF NEPAL 

9 d) ¾ ( f o r ¾ j [ U ] 

27 d) ^¾T^(for-¾¾PT¾) 
29 fl) ^ ( f o r 3 l f o * ī ) [ U ] 
34 c) *m ( for ¾n¾) 

Adhy. 1 48 °) ^ftgNHfl %M[%m [ U ] 
48 c) ¾ & ( f o r ^ ) [ U ] 

49
 a) *mm (for *%m*) 

e) a (for**) 
41 °) <sf ) f o r s ś f [ U ] 

d) *wt: ( f o r s¾n) [ U ] 
35 * ) s u m : ( fors*raO [ U ] 
40 0) f ¾ - f : s * ( f o r f ^ 3 * ) 

50 °) q^¾¾ ( for *«nfe ) [ U ] 
51 *) f-rÄq^r: (foriufrfq–i:) [ V i ] 
54 *) s s r ( f o r s * ) [ U ] 
57 °) ^ ( f o r ¾ g : ^ ) [ U ] 
60 e) f ^ ( f o r § ¶ f c i ) 
63 e) *mΨtxt: ( for ¾Tg^0 ) 
67ed) 3R*r – f snrat * 4 W ^ H K M : [U] 
70<) ^ ( f o r g ^ 3 ) [ U ] 
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(216) 71 a) ¾rat ( for * ) 
73 a) Ψ*l ( ī o r J O T ) 

77 C) ( form^5f) [ V i ] 
79 a) W N r ¾ w f i w K 
95 ') f^i(forS5R¾n) [ U ] 
97 *) i w ^ ( f o r i ^ r ¾ ) 
98 /) ¾I¾TOU ( for ¾T¾H¾) 
99 b) Ψ * ¾ ^ l i ¾ ^  W [ M ] 

100
 á) xm*ü «faf t (for fmm°) 

101 SOTT ( read °ET )ft ( for g ^ * ! ) 
102 Om. 
IO 4 b) Om. ¾r 
109 c) * n ( f o r * ¾ ) [ U ] 
112 *) i W ^ ( f o r ^ M ) 
118 Om. 
122 Om. 
125 e) i f ½ ( f o r W ) 
122

 a) w –fig: 51*° ( for **&M 
) 

133 e) Wi ( forqr f ) [ U ] 
834 c

) im %nfīto ( f a r . f r* ) 
[ U ] 

138 fl) 5fTn¾i ( f o r ) [ U ] 
140141 Om. 
142 After 142, ins.: 

fäi ¾ wfc <iifil4)«li¾ 1 

<J*T TRT¾ fäto*R SWT II [ U ] 

yn ¾ r r ¾ i i (for * > W M I 4 ) 
[ Corrupt ] 
¾iur¾r (for ) 

(for im) 
g«% (for ) 
q M ^ ( f o r 0 ü : 0 * ) 

¾rnirru (for ) 
I¾ft(T d4tfi««¾ 
^if¾PRf¾ii ¾w¾ [ M i ] 
f ½ t f ( t e f r * 0 ) 

( for ^ R : ) [ K 4 ] 

¾tg: (for ¾r:) 
fiR¾t .R: (for tall . T O ) 

143 ") 

150 e) 
154 c) 
155 c) 
156 C) 

*) 
166 A) 
167 *) 
169 C) 
173 *) 
174 a ) 
175 ") 

2 3 A 

178 *) ¶gq: (for *igi¾:) 
181 b) hm: (for f ½  r : ) [ U ] 
184 ”) 5irJT (read ° " l ) f  l ( for 

–»1*113411) 
186 *) [S] foriSi ( for fNfl3 ) 
187 ") f¾f¾m f¾ft?f (for f¾l?l(¾0) [U] 
188 *) M ( M ) [ U ] 

c) srän:5l5K t U ] 
194 *) q""m(forīRRpni,) [ U ] 
195 a) – TO (for ä – R ; ) 
196 a) ¾¾(forq¾) [ U ] 
197 fl) fi iftfT ¾ra 
198 ") ftgara (for u g 0 ) 
199 e)  f  n ( f o r ¶ i    ) [ M , ] 
200 *) f¾j½n,( for 4f¾T-O t K . ] 
202 Om. 
204 ") um 5f5 -%-rRr 
205 e) (for=nfö) [ U ; l 

*) – – f e – : (for fr * f ) 

208 Om. 
209 ") VK<K4iq. ( for ¾W¾WH:1 

Adhy. 2 
2 a) W T % ( f o r  f ^ ^ ) 
3 *) s w i (for äTO¾ri) 
7 ") ¾ftfl<4¾ (for"ftl%r) 
8 *) fefipK anift ¾ft [ u ] 

e) Af (forlT¾f) [ U ] 
12 4) foKWW ( for gf t ° ) 

”) gffi: ( for ¾¾a: ) 
16 ”1) 3n¾rif t  ( for srf¾*fta?l) 

( B 4 Vx G i ) 
20 *) 5Wi(for?W!) [ U ] 
21 *) i¾w ¾ ( for <W ) [ K4 ] 
23 c) ¾l% ( for "ft sr:) [ U ] 
29 ä) a~–ft? fifcr:  ¾   , 
p l  l 31 °) Transp. an«S* and ¾ft

W * 3 [ U ] 
32 *) ftj5¾ll(forsri½) [ U ] 
37 ") WHRSPĪT: ( for 3f*r:) 
38 *) "Wlfi¾I 
4243 Transp. 42C" and 43 a 4 

46 *) ¾RTO*ra(for°«li) [ U ] 
50 e) Transp, FäFR and fRr: t U ] 
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52 ") fttfo*f (īorfarf) [ U ] 

54 Reads 54 c d after 55 [ M n ] 
d) rraj3¾ 

57 *) ¾r¾(ior¾¾i%) 
60 *) * ¾ f l – [ U ] 

c) l » f N  i ( i o r " r * ° ) 
71 d) T*áīI ( for ° j  f : ) 

After 71, ins. 93* ( om. 
line 4 ) 

74 *) f ( for ¾ ) 
77 *) I– (forip«raīTī) f u 1 
78 d) f%cf: (for f¾f¾ ) [ U ] 
89

 d) Tsn½irt. (for °*m*n.) 
90'") fCf – – ^ (for   rT° ) 

[ Corrupt ] 
95 /) rRÍVT ( for °Stewf) [ U ] 
96 *) "TH J&ta– – ft (for RTT 5ff T° ) 

[ U ] 
101 a) H?3*Tfci; ( for 4^<^n ) 

*) 3F?; ( for – – –c  ) 
103 b

) in–r<j w n & [ K.« ] 
104 ") - ś ( – 5 - – i t g [ U ] 
105 Om. 105 r d [ K 0 . i ] 
106 f) ΨuWV4lfäl.*W [ U ] 
108 ") qf^(¾C(for"^ira() 
111 After 111"4, reads 127°* [ G 4 C ] 

Om. l l l r f [ T , G » ] 
113

 c) mmfo ( f o r ° ^ f : ) [ U  
122 Orn. I22cd 

123 Reads 123°* after 126 
124 *) 4M^IM4ÍI (for ¾ig° ) [ Gj ] 
128 e) aimrī5Rt (for avr?f0 ) 

[ U ] 
e ) q ? R –  f t (for  r  W ) 

[ U ] 
136 d) inri (for foffi–n) [ u ] 
137 *)  n ( f o r ^ ) 

d) unwrtb (for¾ift :) [ U ] 
139 e

) wfr ( for "*fai) [ U ] 
145 e) if TRT: (for <d<WWH<) [ U ] 
151 d) yl¾(¾imift<S4J( 

152 ") m ¾G!tmfo ¾ 
159 ")  r a ( f o r q a ) [ U ] 
164 *) "nfti. [ U ] 
170 *) ^Tr?: (for 3¾T¾:) [ M i 

") Uq¾q«(¾d¾(( for ¾n^tg^F() 
[ Corrupt ] 

172 c) ¾wwwl¾: (for «5tra°) 
[ U ] 

176 *) 5I¾Rt(for –5ra() [ U ] 
c) S5Rt:fé. ( for f¾!Pfl:) [ U ] 

183 ") m fī3TIT ( for gRTt° ) 
186 a) f t a ( ( f o r & ī * ) [ U ] 
192 °) ra  n : safo?i:5?1 

6 ) ^¾i cn   ( f or ft51nr,) 
194 ") S¾f¾ri: ( for 33 – – ) 
195 /) °½5n¾M4fi¾, 
196 c

) ¾n¾¾ ( for " M l ) 
á) farft ( f o r ~ k  i t ) [ U ] 

!2OO ")  n " ! ¾  i  q ¾ ^ [ U ] 
202 ") g (for ft) [ U ] 
204 *) ¾ra5nii¾(for=grn 0 ) [ U ] 
205 d ) rf¾¾n^w,(l¾fdtj( [ Corrupt ] 
206 *) fīfK   ;  (      . [ U ] 
212 c) pJ3T ( qRcl*l ) 
1218] 214 <d) sftcK «r¶A ΨHI (for 

¾fta«rw¾'Mi*MM.:) [ u J 
215 *) WJJTW*Ī (f0¬ 

3TW.) [U] 
218 c) flRf&ī ( for ft"*° ) 

[ K 4 ] 
219 °) m ( for ) [ U ] 
229 c d) aI – – 0 R3"f–Rrf: 5i–w–~ra 

5t~na ~ra( 
231 *) Transp. m and mi 
234 ") ftfé3 ( for ) 

243 *) f¾¾4(for f t*R?r) 

Adhy. 3 
1 After ins. 3JRf¾( [ S, M i ] 

Transp. 4Htft: and ¾?W¾«T. 
[ B I . , ] 

2 ¾C*rr –  . ( for ¾ T * ~ r    8 ¾ . ) 
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3 *N¾(for*tßf t ) 
1 Om. m  
6 After m ins. um [ Ni D 5 ] I 
7 3 ^ : W r ( for °3Tta5ī^ ) 

¾WF!¾I5¾ ( for >4.IKl¾¾¾ ) j 
8 5mRl^i ( for 3RTin‡t )  

11 m: (for--w)  
After m:, ins. ̂   

12 ̂ f¾ffr: (for ¾¾W7^:) I 
15 Onr. fpn: ( after *r53áfi 

"SfäRrsn:) 
Om. wit ( before qiq53n:) 

20 «¾HWre ( for smTRTST) [ U I 
22 Om. -jrr¾ 
24 3Rtd (for ¾n°) j 
25 VRm ( for ¾FTTm) 

om. 5Tfx~~ 

27 ¾il^H¾M ( for ¾iriHFT W>i ) 
28 M(forśtok) 

v r ^ ī (for wre?cr¾) 
29 Hi*ufe-iß (for vn%---ft^) 
30 om. fīcr ( after w-*-TT% ) 
38 Before "j¾-«rT, ins. ST 
39 .f)cJHH^"l[ ( for ̂ --T--ĪJ~T ) 

~"ST ¾5WWH ( for %SfaT3 ) 
42 ^W^T^TTiī-T: ( for -TO¾-TT-f"Jf- j 

mn^~^TT^TT° ) 
43 om. ¾nq (after -r¾rr) 

oin. -er ( before ¾T«T¾) 
<fNl¾3[ =̂ TRT (for qfaMi¾) 

45 5TfW¾3fWH, ( for –T?ig0 ) 
47 Before 3?fä, ins. Ψ( 
48 ^RTr; (for ) 
52 Om. ^ ( before ¾:) 
54 Om. ( before -jq–RTt) 
60 a)  ^ ( f o r ¶ ^ ‡ r ) 

*) Om. m 
) g ̂TT"Titr (for gqo¾ f¾*¾) 

62 á) mm (for ) 
64 b) SI¾¾P¾TT ( for 5u¾*¾RTf) 

65 a) ¶jm (for imri) 
b) q ^ ( f o r ^ W f l ¾ ) 
d) ¾  ^ : ( f o r °    ^ ) 

67 a) Om. ^T 
69 cd) UUc¾M¾dli^ST^ ( for 

°*?"fT¶ "TTI^Tf¾) 
76  ^ T ^ q W ^ S * ( for 

*f¾«WIM °) 
80 fäf¾^rö ( for 4sf¾°) 

g¾qoTi ¾ ( for ¾¾qm¾«T ) 
81 3*¾E ( for 3~3 ¾ ) 
86 -TfAī ( for °Sta¾ ) 

f219j 87 ¾m¾¾r ( for ¾mOTTT^T ) 
88 jTff: --” ¾srj: ( for °f t 3¾¾0 ) 
89 Om. sr (before m&ī) 
92 ¾TT̂ r: (for¾ – tT¾) 
95 ¾ - - - - p n (for ets^rg^rnt) 

w (for r¾3nfte) 
97 After ¾fWTTi, ins. m 
98 m ( for T5TT ) 

99 om. "J"f ( before T¾ ) 
After"¾TT^Tnī*~, ins m 
After *Tri%‚ ins. 5% 

100 rT^"n¾^t (for ¾  g r ä q r ° ) 
j>"jj<¾ i¾ri¾T¾ ¾FT ¾rf¾w ft5T¾ 
( for i¾TST*t° ) 

101 JÍITO[ ( for 0 W ) 
104 After cTm^, ins. S? 
106 Transp. – 5f: and TOfcr¾ 
111 Om. ST 
113 Om. tf[ú 
115 Om. f¾: "ft~T 
118 Transp. ¾5T cf^T and ST3?IŚR 
121 qMw>KT ¾WIx-*¾ (for °*I*WI*T°) 
123 3q5fc¾ ( for ) 

124 ---n&ä ( for -JqS"T ) 
125 «Wl¾WWW ( for ¾ft"--° ) 
126 Om. *&5T 
128 -^--n^¾-ri-i¾ ( for -̂-5fävrT-P 

*T5T**T) 
132 ') ftfer: (for ftlir.) 

d) s n ^ ( f o r < M W U [ K 1 . 3 ] 

134 After ¾mql, ins. ¾T 
137 After a-f¾"-R-T, ins. ¾T¾T 
139 fl) -¾¾l*KMFB (for ¾T ¾?° ) 
140 a) ¾^Tf«C 

*) ¾rc¾^ (for mi) 
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143 a) ¾¾^gq^" i f½ 
145 c) wnmi (for f N 0 ) [ Ni Mi. 3 . B ]  
146 c) i f (for ) [ U ] 
147 Transp. and ?gf¾ 

*rf¾^T ( for ¾rf¾Rt'"i ) 
154 Transp. ī and qī 
155 3 ¾ : ( for ?g:) 
156 3m~"~re~1 (for ¾wrcf) 
157 m>w<I (for are°) 
158 t7¾fqr: ( for ¾fw:) 
159   ¾ ¾ ( f o r - c ¾ ) 
160 "5TTīf ( for SÍcMilS ) 
161 ^ ( f o r  r 5  . ¾ ) 

Ct?¾!üTli; ( for SHllīl ) 
162 W (for Tift)  

166 After f¾!¾ir, ins. ft j 
167 ( for T"¾ ) 

Om. *f¾^qa 
177 Om. H 
181 c) –uf^f( for ¾F¾l¾f ) [ U ] 

183 *) Rīfnm (for q f t l W I l f t ) [U] 
c) H*cJM*JÍ TÍ ( for n ¾¾Rrf ) 

[ U ] 
186 a) *m^[īox*!faté) [ U ] 
193 c) aTf¾H^^lßg) [ U ] 

Adhy. 4 

1 Om. ffcrf¾ft 
Om. S T O M I N % 

2 fT¾¾m: ( for ^T¾TO) [ U ] 
Om. IT¾ 
¾*mSj ( for gnfai) [ U ] 

3 ----s*mr: ( f o r 5"Ś~TW ) 
*--"T¾ ( for d ^ M ^ ) 

4 *) ^ngw*¾n: [ K2 G 2 . 3 ] 
5 b) ¾f"-n%: (for f-5-q-¾:) 

10 c) ¾dä^34: f an 
C220J 11 b) ( for «* : ) 

Adhy. 5 

2 (i) ¾ – 5I ( fo,”¾tu: -"- ) 

5 /) vrrô–it [ U ] 

8 ā) l ^ 5 ^ : ( f o r 0 ^ ) 

9 fl) ft*^: ( for i S M A p r . ) 
[ B 5 ] 

12 ,l) ¾RliRR ( for q*īfôW ) f U ] 
13 (ī) p p u ( for 3sfa) here and in 

the sequel [ U ] 
16 a) ^ ( for ) [ U ] 

*) g^ i¾f t f l f¾d : [ U ] 
18 *)   C T ^ % ( f o r ^ ^ % ) LU! 

c ) % ( f o r ^ ) 
26 After 26, ins. (marg. see. m.) 

Adhy. 6 
5 Om. (? hapl.) 5cdef 

6 c

) igjt ( for ?¾f¾ ) 
8 a) Transp. * and ΨIR [ K 0  i ] 

12 c) g ( f o r ^ ) 
13 c) ¾rf¾%¾;: (for ¾rf¾f¾:) 

Adhy. 7 
9 ") "*";: ( for  l ¾ ) [ D‚. 7 1 

11 ")  R ^ (for gt i r ) [ U ] 
16 c) ¾fff ( for 0jft) 
21 ") Transp. -A and sft [ U ] 
23

 a) &m (for 5 % ) [ U ] 
*) SF;"fan«I (for J– – ¾rt) 

24 ") ra ( for sÄ:) [ U ] 

Adhy. 8 
2 '') ¾w*i qft*ra¾ [ u ] 
7 ) Transp. á a n d  r 4 [ U ] 

10 *) ^q  jo f r ^ n [ Corrupt ] 
C)  R  ^ r ¾ ^  T [ U ] 

13 <1)  r f^Rl (for ) [ U ] 

16 ") a m i (for *zm§) 
Adhy. 9 

3 a) Ś f t e ( f o r ś f t * n ) 
5 ft) ¾ i ^ : ( f o r ¾ 3 ° ) ^ 

c) w^m^[ (for mm*) 
(i) *aM¾g -rarfenft [ K i ] 

6 *) l . ~ ~ Ī ( for spiü) 
8 d) 55 – -T^¾r ( for SHHfl<¾ui ) [ U ] 
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9 l

) *G&é (for ü¾ á ) 
11 '') Before "tt%¾g, ins. I 
12 ”) T( for?ra t ) [ U l 

c) Ψ( ( f or irr) 
16 a) im <*m  4 [ U ! 

e) wrmi Ji- – – ¬
18 *) °½

Adhy. 10 

2 ") ¾-rn Rf Ψ*n I U ] 
5 *) f ~ ~ ( for ¾TTr) 

e

) 3i-r?R (for3d-r¾) 
6 *) ft* ( f or ^ ) 

Adhy. 11 

1
 c) mn (for <m) [ U ] 

2 *) 5"Ī (for – j ) 
3 ") Transp. 5¾nland« [ U ] 
6 c) "3¾R.¾ ( f o r * ¾ ¾ ) 

[ Conupt] 
8 a) "I ft – " ( for raft:° ) 
9 ”) I«* (for*p*) [ B j ] 

*) ¾ UfeWsM ( for ?f¾  1 ° ) 
c) 5  ^ ( f o r S ¾ ¾ ) [ U ] 
d) RTT m ( for ~"TT~f ) [ U ] 

12 *) R ( for  ¾  : ) 
(221) 12 d) n̂  ( for vś*m,) 

[ Gg M i ] 
17 ”) f & ( f o r s n q ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 12 

3 ”) q*l(fbr<rf*) 
4 ”) ( for -nfa ) 

Adhy. 13 

i °) -pr (for -T-n) 
3 d) - r f l t ?n-. (( for "(¾--r II) 
5 ”) -j-ri^n: (for –rcrfô–-r.) 
6 ”) °nfe–f 
8 c) Transp. ¾n?sft¾ and a ~ –  i 

U d) ¾MI¾<«H(, (for arôig 0 ) 
12 d) % s ¾ ^ i : ( for <n 3T? f ) 

15 a

) *iddl¾-fl ( for *foft*¾*t) 
*) ¾fo: ( for ¾s:) 

'') -^"~f: (for »– --»nft»-?r:) 
[ U j 

17 ”) 3sv( fo r*  sw) [ G , ] 
18 d) – 53Tlf?–~ ( f o r – 3>T*~~t) 
23 ”) M<'4w ( for ¾fi«nw ) 
2 5 ") –n–% ( for p¾i¾) [ U ] 
28 d) –ñ–71 (for  ñ – m ) 
36 *) m pft( for SRft) [ U ] 
43 ") m& (for Ofen: ) [ U ] 
44

 e) z&mn (for j?n) [ U ] 

Adhy. 14 
3 ”)    ” ( for    r fo–(.) 

[N] 
5 *) ftnT5% ( for 5T–TT–Tf?t0 ) 
6 c) «TC¾TT ¾ ^ i M d = [ K 2 % ] 
9 ”) 4 w   ( f o r l ½  ¾ ) [ & "  , ] 

13 *) uft*i<*i: ( for °snfaa:) 
*) 3 ( for   ) 

15 *1) ”l¶ – 5 ( for ~  <  ; ) 
16 c) ¾ ^ W  ( for °"Wir:) 
17 *) ymrf^5¾?pn (for ^t¾rq^rn 

[ ¾ ] 
21 *) w ( for "1"n ) 
23 d) 3gī5ra: ( f o r ° * * : ) 

Adhy. 15 
8 d) g * T ¾ ^ ( f o r 0 * * : ) 
9 *) *f¾a*rfora; [ S » l 

C) ~JĪI~T. (for - n % - r ) 
10 ”) f Hri e¾n: 
11 –)  < f  ^ q ¾ > ¾ d . 4 4 . * l ¾ ^ w 

Adhy. 16 
3 c) 3 – - ( f or –4t) ī U ] 
8 c) ~S–«1 ( read °¾)sg ( for 

– – īPÍTf) 
") ¾ 4 ¾ "  n i l ¾ ( f o r 0  ^ ) 

10 a) wS ( f o r s ¾ w ) [ U ] 
11 c) e fī^4^HH4 (for <T*T ^5* t ) 
12

 ô

) - r - f r ( f o r <¾n) 
f ) ¾5pä: ( for –Ef3° ) 

14 ") – nfô>"fi[ ( for ¾ – f%0 ) 
19 *) Wrkn (for fofsd½r) 
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24 d) - ¾ ½ : ( f o r s ¼ r : ) 
25 a) «lMKw (for .*Fm-rer:) 
26 *) m*ti "T-1T ( for - – "-IT "FTOT ) 

[ Ñ - ] 
31 ": – ft ( for ° f t ) [ U ] 

c) – fr. ( f o r - Ä O [ ¾ ] 
34 *) [ « ] ¾m5-(for- j -n--) [ U ] 
35 c) ijfjf¾-B-r-i. (for °fir ---;:) 

> [ u ] 

Adhy. 17 
I *) "r^ra-~i?r (for -n-rn-° ) 

1222] 4 d ) –fi–i–n–t;(for -nn-ra;) [ Ñ 3 ] 
6 c) (for *ñm) [%] 
8 d) -n-Rf (for wxm) Í Ñ,.- ] 

13 " °-n-5JM [ Ñ- Dn ] 
'') Ji¾: ( for fsng:) [ Ñ 3 ] 

14 *) H ½ : ( for mm-. I [ K- Ñ s ] 
15 ") -rT&r--n: [%] 

*) " f l " l - ; ( for --f-~K": ) 
16 *) ifofm ( for °if ="f) t Ñ 3 ] 
18 *) -r?p-¾ (for *nn-i%) 
20 d) a)śrf.mf–i'>ui (for °¾-f-j-wr¾.) 

[ Ñ 3 ] 
22 e) KW*M<M' ( for K W ī ^ K ) 

[ Ñ 3 ] 
23 °) ( for ~ t 0 ) [ U ] 
24 ") ~f~TfJT RlMfa<–O.WI'–uil 

") HIK+.īfl~t: ! " R ( for "Fn"f

f¾rsni) [Ñ–] 
25 e) MRHH¾<UiWM4: ( for -rfśpi' ) 

[ Ñ 3 ] 
27 *) ^P^( fo r ī ! 1  r 0 ) 
28 l l! fr ( f or =i) [ Ñ  ] 
29 c) wk: ( for " i ¾ : ) [ U ] 
30 r) ¾T: ( for 3-.T) 

,!) (forgTw^i) 

Adhy. 18 
1 r) T5l (for r?t) 
4 and (5 *) nwnrf ( for 

f–rfmf) 
9 ") * (for g ) 

10 *) >fW<*läJMJite<i 
I I f) RTTR ( for Bf – f° ) 

STUDIES 

Adhy. 19 
13 For l ° 3* subst.: 

fT¾ T^It fSTF X H H 4 I l¾>iy>"I • 

5r ¾ f¾in ¾ ¾ir¾ i¾?w«i > 

*tgM¾¾<»HiK ¾ftvrfii ~ft – ffl( n 
[ N 3 ] 

3 0 RHwhMiilKflJi [ D,'! 
'') Rff ( for –r*n) 

4 a) "¾ji (for –"1» ) [ Ñ,  
c d) Om. 

5°*) Om. I N 3 ] 
6 cd) Om. f % M : , ! 

After 6 o S , ins. (marg. sec. m.) 
*<Si'Wifa44.i*<w^ ! era ]  i w i 

( cf. v. 1. 15 f l S ) 
–TT5WIlI~iTJ^rtiīT"r Tii+ii¾: 

( cf. v. 1. 29l*=) 
9 b) w 4 – f l ^ ~ f U ] 

d) W " ! (for " * ½ : ) 
10 d

) WR Cf<.r––) [ N 3 ] 
11 *) ¾ H W ^ H , ( f o r 0 5  3 T ) [ U ] 
15 *) rarpT (for ^rä¾f) [ Ñ 3 

G 2 .  J 

17 Om. 
Adhy. 20 

3 Om. [ K , D 5 M , ] 
4 ") =–rrfq (for ¾ ) 
7 1 « W"T^ (for p ° ) 
8 *) ¾5wirwi. (for – n¼n:) 

[ ¾ ] 
9 c) " , ( for ~ 0  t ) [ Ñ 3 ] 

10 d) ~ ī  t H : ( f o r 0 – w   . ) [ U ] 
12 ") –nm <ra: (for efjw) [ U ] 
13 *) i  f e ( f o r  K f t ) : [ i ¾ ] 

Adhy. 21 

1 *) *w=fl4i (for44^i4l4i) 
2 d)  W W W ; ( for <¾nft*lNH,)̂  
3 d) –rflf ? ( for 3WF–f) [ Ñ 3 ] 
7 ") *¾¾T(for¾IS 0) 

p 2 3 ] 13 c) fc¾fö ( for fäl¾:) 

14 ") ( for s3––-4 ) [ U ] 
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*) By transp. <TOT "¾f¾: 
17 *) ¾^M(¾H^Pd ( for ¾¾T

^F¾ri¾TT°) [ U ] 

Adhy. 22 
"TO* ( for ) [ G 3 ] 
flM4–lH. ( for m‡*H) 

Adhy. 23 
ftm^( for¾r¾) 

s¾wl¾fa ( for jqf¾5J¾: ) 
3*¾i (for **f ) [ Mi 1 

(for ) 

Adhy. 24 
HT r̂: ( for m"^r:) 
"* (for g ) 
Transp. ¾ and if¾; 
fen^r (for f̂ r=r) 
*̂ f‡á (for "rRm:) 

Adhy. 25 
frfa[:] <tf( forfeit) 
[ N3 M1 ] 
ft~OT ( for ftī – ) ī Nr, I 
5 ī g : ( for % ) 
 n w (for – ir:) 
3 T   ^ ( for ^   ^ * 0 [K1N3J 

0 *m(ior*&) [ U 1 
rt) g (for * ) [ K i ] 
d) f–r^( forq¾¾) [ U] , 

( for m ) 
¾î T ( for ̂  ) 
H(for--re) [%) 
¾ (for é ) 
½iöwi<w (for ¾ftfl"cn0 ) 

¾TfTJ5I¾T¾ 
¾¾f ( for –Jn ) 
¾rf5nf̂ T ( for s*f¾"q ) 

[ G 3 M x ] 
TF"–l ( for n?3–f ) 

Adhy. 26 

 – for (for l3~qr) 

3 d) 
4°) 

l b ) 
d) 

4 a) 
5 *) 

l l ") 

8 a) 

10 a) 
12 0 

2 ") 

4 *) 

") 
9 a) 

12 

15 
17 
21 

22 
.31 

a) 
a) 
e) 
a) 
b) 
e) 

32 a) 
33 c) 

d) 

d) ½ ( f o r i ^ ) [N 3 J 
0 qfcn«r fowwHi [ N 3 1 

7 cj znfcśri ( for °fa¾¾r ) 
20 fl) Transp. <rer: and e 
23 
24 
25 
27 

*) HWimi: ( for SWrRi: ) [ N 
*) a<5n ( for cRH ) 
b ') ^ n : (for g ^ : ) 
') 5jīcá^ (for mé*x) Í U ] 
d) W ^ : ( f o r o ¾ % n ) 

[ ¾ B 3 W ] 
28 *) ( for T¾n ̂ri¾) 

[Na Gi M3"J 
29 *) ^n (for a–ri) 
30 b) ¾*r§(^fo (for °‡sfô ¾r) 

*) ^ ( f or ft) [ K 3 % ] 31 
32 

2 a) 
3 *) 

*) ¶ ( f or ) 
d) ¾l¾: ( for – – ) 
') gfzi§<n (for gfz%rt) 
•0 ^–r~nft (for –tfô – n¾) 

39 *) Transp. « and n 

Adhy. 27 
1 °*) Transp. a  –  : and smi;: 
3 ”) M*K*A ( for WT–rrft) 
8 ”) fl%5¾. ( for «ft 0 ) [ U  
9 *) tf!ftn"I (for iqt–TR() 

[ Corrupt 1 
[224] 13 *) ¾j1WTi¾: 

c) ¾jnfi(for"¾n(i) 
14 c) fī" ( for 3W ) [ % ] 
21 d) ¾l¾B ( for gft¾¾ ) [ U ] 
23 ”) agi ( for "TOī) [ ¾ ] 
27 d) ¾3t – _ ¾ a ( for % <&"~.’ 
29 a ) c^I ( for x&:) 

*) mf*m: ( for °ft ) 
c) ^ – w ī l ^ r ft¾ 

Adhy. 28 
2 fl) nft ( for ¾f) 
8 c) mft*i ( for Mtff ) 
9 d

) – ś – ^ ( f o r – t 0 ) 
17 A) – – – – Ñ – ~ 
18 Transp. 18cd and 19°* 

d

) Ψfito ( for gq?īf) 
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20 *) f¾.H-H.l: ( for 0m¶<r. ) 
21 ") .HgHtfi -*fréfcf: 

Adhy. 29 
1 *) ^%B5TOF3-R-: [ ¾ T , ] 
2 rf) g?v – ( for iñsf"~-nw() 

[ N 3 ] 
3 ") --–Ś--T&TO ( for 3–J–-–n*° ) 

[ S » B* ] 
') ¾<»ff>MH^ [ K » ] 

4 *) q-lf-rf-ī ( for ""fe° ) C U 
c ) ¾--I--ftoT ( for afH*–ft–) [ % ] 

5 e) - - - -¾f l ( for° - r i¾) [ U ] 
6 ') a-S5t ( f or -R-t) 

11 *) ttac ( fo rWW!¾) [ Dr, T s ] 
20 ") -5"T-W ( for -v¾I° ) 

Adhy. 30 
1 g < M " ~ » ( f o r - f 0 ) 
2 *) ^<*H--Wrf<<H, [ % ] 

e ) ^ ( f o r ? r a ) 
15 d) warn. (for tram.) [ % J 
20 ") %¾II-5-n(forv«--?n) 

Adhy. 31 

4 d) c n ( f 0 r 5 ) [ U ] 
7 ") 5ft-.r-fé (for -fosi-fté) [ N 3 1 
9 a) ft¶feEt (for ft5q-1–5t) 

*) g ^ s f t - ¾ ¾ : ( f o r g - Ä ° ) 
[ ¾ ] 

18 b) 3I-J-fT<¾ (for s-§-?rt¾) 
[ ¾ G M ] 

Adhy. 32 

1 -) -wf5r(¾3ri-(for-¾«i(¾0; 
2 ') anΨm ( for 3  r ¾) [ Ñ– G, ] 
3 *) 1• – : (for –rq––r.) 
4 d

) ftttßFV ( for frf¾¾0 ) 
[ K 2 Ñ 3 ] 

5
 c

) v®*&m!tmnś [ Ñ 3 G 3 ] 
D) -3-J<4l¾-iKi-I IR«IH.. [ N3 ] 

8 -) [ s ] f t ( fo r f t ) [ Ñ 3 M - . 5 ] 
*) jn-mt i f or » r a s t ) [ R , ] 
3 ) ¾r¾-ri ¾>.*-<-q<nwi(for <HKM¾°) 

[ Corrupt ] 

9 c) 3n f t« ( fo ra r^ l%) 
12 *) BRf-nfa ( for "ftf-frfa ) 

[ K , Ñ 3 ] 
18 f-t~fl~n- ( for 5l3ff – 1) 
20 *) g-T-i-t%: ( for - J j ^ : ) [ Ñ, ] 
23 *) ( for ) 
24 °) – f^T ( for a-i>¾ ^ ) 

Adhy. 33 

3 ") -wr¾it (for -rarf¾tt) 
12 ") Transp. -n-Tf: and –R [ Ñ 3 ] 
16 Transp. 16cd and 19"* [ U ] 
19 d) -t-g-f.-f u ß m ¾ 
21 ") -w--(-c: (for –rfo-j-i:) [ Ñ 3 ] 

f225) 21 d) –wr–-(–c: ( f o r - A l s : ) 
[ Ñ 3 ] 

27 d) ¶á –H* ( for -?r¾¾ ) 

Adhy. 34 

9 h) ftqW*i: (for fc-ft--W ) 
Here and in 10* [ U ] 

'') 9N–Ñ<HHt ( for PNR<MM() 
12 *) M ( for *-f¾--A ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 35 
"i"*–f~~f ¾«f ( for ‡U4I<4U ¾ ) 
35P1-R( ( for –iHI<W<2 [ U1 
~ - i SÍ ( for ¾ ½ ) i. Ñ 3 1 
¾f ( for ¾R¾T ) f U  

Adhy. 36 
¾n<aji'-H¾'w ( for %TVI<I-WMT: 

m) [ Ñ i . 3 ] 
¾ r % n - ¾ (for 5fa femiśi) 

[ S i K , N 3 ] 
vi3*PRl¾ – [ U ] 
qftfirat - f ^ ~ - i 
-ißj-Bra: ( for ° - ran) 
-J-¾¾5-r (for ¾5*ilf-HI'J() 

[ Ñ 3 ] 

Adhy. 37 
1 *) »tW4<(¾i: ( for 5tf ) 

4 a) ni (for am) 
5 ") ¾TT"T ¾ ( for tfi n~f:) 

[ corrupt ] 
8 '') –ī–4 ( f o r m  ¾ ; ¾ ) [ÑG„] 

4 
i 

7 c) 

7 *) 

8 c) 

9 h) 
n *) 
16 h ) 
22 !) 
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9 ") (for ¾  i e ) 
[ Corrupt ] 

10 ")  – t ( fo r – i.) 
25 d) f¾¾it (for 3 ¶ ) 
26 ")  q ( for arei ) 

Adhy. 38 
3 *) a  (for g  ) 
5 d) Hfti¾«IIH. ( for ITp – "¾.) 
7 b) – 5R( for   ” ) 
9 d) R»jft <J<ftMIH, 

13 á) īifiTRi: (for H?RiqT:) 
[ K] Gl4.5 ] 

22 d) ssm*z%w*v (for   ¶ mmi:) 

27 ") B ( f o r % ) [%] 
37 ') mfer. (for «m) 

Adhy. 39 
1 c) ¾  ~  . ( f o r  ^ ) [ K o . 2 N 3 ] 
3 ") ^ ( f o r « l  ^ ) [ K s ] 

12 ") a%q 55qi (for f§f fn) 
[ ¾ ] 

14 e) 4d4<M44 ( for ) 
[ % G 2 ] 

15 d) ( for ?at) 
16 ") *gm ( for JTT ) 
17 d) Hlé 1 5 – – – [ N 3 ] 
25 c) rT"CT ( for "PUT) 
32 á ) e f t ¾ ^ ( f o r ? i R 0 ) [ U ] 
33 *) 3 l  ¾ Ü " ( for ¾ft¾° ) [ D 4 ] 

Adhy. 40 
6 *) ¾iri¾o – ( for "ijq ) 
7 ") a – ¶"%: ( for – *Rn¾:) 

[ Corrupt ] 
10 a) "¶it1 ( for –H–) 
11 e

) Om. % [ U ] 

Adhy. 41 
5 *) »ra¾ nrn (for lis%re*r"O 
8 d)  r § R ( ( f o r  ^  ) 
9 ”) Rr (for tun) 

13 ”) Transp. cn~f and gq": 
) ¾f%Tq; (for < – ;) 
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17 *) a – ' ( for aifer) [ U ] 
[226] 23 fl)¾q(for%Sl0 

25 e) nitfi ( for 0 m ) 
27 *)   l  ¾ : (for fanfe) 
29 ") <T(for s ) 

') "f – f¾n,( for° – «n) [%] 

Adhy. 42 
6 c) "PīFHt ( for Wl+ī ī ) 

11 *) ^ W I H feRT6t ī 
15 ") FTTTT ( for *HI«ft ) 
18 *

1

) =q S (for "T -Tī) 

20 c

) frgra; (for trfc) 

Adhy. 43 
2 ”) q=qī ( for ¾"RI ) [ Ñ,. 3 ] 

20 d) qf¾Rqf (for qi¾wqi) 
25 *) ¾nq*(forran [ U ] 
30 d) fa^RllW^fcKn 
32 c) Transp. wm and fc¾rat [ % ] 

Adhy. 44 

2 e d ) ^ql–qi(for^–rt?–a) [ % ] 
u °) <rar (for f?ft) [ % ] 
12 c

) i * ( f o r ¾ ) 
13 *) rqi – : (for raīrt0 
14 d) Tn –n ( for ––f ) [ Na ] 
19 ”) =*kcC ( for xiR–i–4d:) 
21 d) m<*X<i ( for ī j q ~  . ) 

Adhy. 45 

1 a) –I5ft ( f or –r?t) 
2 °) -I3JĪ ( for J1R() [ N3 ] 

*) ī   ^ r : ( f o r ¶ % : ) [ % ] 
3 °) –IHW % ¾gpr: [ Corrupt ] 

11 *) ( for ¾sß¾H) 
13 *) 3Fsftjqg( (for – aiqf) 
15 f) «ii½'qftqnfa*. [ u ] 
16 a)     (for °¾¾ ) 

/) ^¾¾n~T~~.Ti~, (for ° – –  : ) 
17 *) f5Rf Ufor fca f  ( ) 
18 c) rrqs""% (for arrasirq) 

22 *) gm¾¾¾51f – ; [ K i Ñ,.3 ] 
”) Transp. ¾rr and fôn [ U ] 
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Adhy. 46 
2 *) mmr (for °rcn:) 
3 c) – Taj! ( for ""JSTPÍT ) 

' )  i  – ( for¾n) 
7 c) *áv%t§ ( fo r °^n r i ) 

11 ") ( for s ) [ N s ] 
14 d) Here and in the sequel "(": 

( for 5l–rq:) 
d) (for  – Ä [ U ] 

17 e) t~ ftfá (for  i  r % ī ) [ U ] 
18 c) * ä ( for tSr ) 
25 a) Ψ( ( for pi ) 
2632 Om. 
34 d) ¾jfj: nq cī (for ¾n«f srrr) 

[ 8  ] 
36 *) –1–% ( for rTf"¾ ) 

[ Ś, N3 D 6 .7 ] 

38 c) -r-fm-T ( for - – – - ) 

Adhy. 47 
1 e) ¾ (for -- ) [ Ñ,. 3 G 6 ] 
3 a) - f t ( f o r ^ ) [ S i K , % . ] 
4 d) MIMr¾4 % [ Ñ 8 ] 
6 d) WI*l¾ ( for -5*ajä ¾q ) 
7 *) -*-rf¾<- (for -ra° ) 
8 d) & ( f or ¾t r ) 

10 c) Transp. ¾-f and - i 
H 6) i¾-.-MI¾-IH, (for ¾<jfll-ll¾<iH,) 

(227] 15 f) thmm¾ ( for Öwm¾) 
22 c) -T-rra(( for–n––.) 
24 ") -f-nt: ( for -"=--–:) 

Adhy. 48 
1 d) g–m*rp (for -s-rt-r.) [ Ñ, ] 
2 *) "TCI -J¾ (for " ½ ¾ ) 

d) wmś ( for n¶m%) 
4 °) ( for Htf ) [ Ñ , ] 
6 ô) *wtö¾ftPi: ( for és t f 0 ) 

[ Ñ 3 ] 
d) "itf¾r¾: ( for ft"° ) 

7 c) –»–: ( for –m 0 ) 
8 d) fīolr: ( for §fé? ) 
9 *) –":^T–'–l W.fi~41̂  

c) ¶Tf"5t ( for 5fEt) 

'') Tráw: ( for ° é * * : ) 
10 '') r§ ( for ^ ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
12 ") ¾fi ¾¾lfin: ( for rrô 0 ) 

[ Ñ!. 3 ] 
18 e) cr ( for ) 
26 *) frraTm (for ¶*g° ) 

[ corrupt ] 

Adhy. 49 
4 a) Transp. m and ?r¾ [ R, ] 
5 *) – ( for ¾f?t: ) 
6 ") "%: – –n"–5JI [ Ñ 3 d ] 

*) f ^ ? n (for 5 "ft TP-f ) 
9 ") –fo*l–– ( for ? ¾ 0 ) 

12 d) Rn (for 5ft ) 
13 fqrw? –rrt (for –~ftn") 
16 fl) –r –it–r (for awtr) 
17 c) %*mm (for °wcé) [ u ] 
18 *) – ^ ~ (for–tni––) [N..T2] 
20 °) sri¾r¾ ( for atff¼¾ ) 

Adhy. 50 
1 e) *"Rc(-Sf ( for 0–nf) Here et. 

seq. in this adhy. 
2 *)" rs–M (for V : ) 
8 °) ¾HWH4Ul. ( for ¾*¾gl*lD ) 

e) ( for aara) 
") 5 F 3 " ¾ ( for5"K¾) 

9.’) m ( f o r % ī ^ ) 
d) ¾ ( for ä f f ) 

10 *) ft – ( for o g  j ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
') –fl~rt ( for s¾it) 

12 *) « m ¾ ( f o r s ¾ ) [ S i . , ] 
13 a) –KT* 0 

15 d) mnr¾(fort) [Ñ 3 M 4 1 

Adhy. 51 
2 wm "¾: ( for " "   I R¾:) 
3 e ) era (for nw) [ K 3 M  4 ] 

7 dj (for st:ft0) [ U ] 
8 e) si-r–c Jrnf (for j  f  i :  i ¾ 0 ) 

[ Ñ 3 ] 
9 *) qfer: "5n: (for qfci¾ 0) 

e) ~ t " W R t ( for a  g W 5 ) 
d) After ftrré:. ins. w [ Bi ] 
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12-15 Transp 12-13 and 14-15 
12 d) mśt ( for ^ m t ) 
15 <MHN ( for ;-~~T~) 

Q) -^lfoq¾n-r (for °föeqs¾r) 
[ N 3 ] 

*) ~:-r13^q* (for w 3 0 ) 
c) wfew (for ef t few) 

16 b) *num*ī (for °3[fe) [K 3 N31 
18 d) ft-H for-[-*0 [N! .3 l 
20 d) –9 ( for - ī : ) 
22 a) 9 F q ¾ ( f o r « F i ) [ Ni Gi.s J 

Adhy. 52 

4 d) «gi«i<*K (for ^fte-f-f¾) 

C228"J 5 b) ^ : q l ^ ( f o r S f : q ^ t ) 
7 d) Ru¾¾Thl ( for °Üru ) 
8 ö) -¼-: ÍT (for f¾5~f: 3†) 

c

) %3ffaT*-3-f̂  ( for °"RT) 
10 c) ¾: ( for TR:) 

rf) 5 j ¾ : - % " r n f ¾ : [ % ] 
11 *) qföm ( for 5TT¾ST ) 
12 a) ff515: ( f o r q i ½  5 : ) [N!.3] 

b

) ¾¾W"*: ( for ¾TOI° ) 
c) ΨßK ( f o r ° ¾ m ) 

15 a) ¾nnf5: ( for 3mTī–5: ) 
*) rf–?l (for *rc*t) [ N3 ] 
c) *tu*]*!*: ( for 3*3° ) 

16 a) ¶ n : (for ) 
17 b) ( for g ī i w ) 

c

) q ~ – * ( for °5R: ) [ Go ] 
d

) f ^ ^ ^
 ) [ S

*
]  

22 ö

) q>m-i-Sī ( for fTOnm ) 
Adhy. 53 

1 c) 8*mrifr (for°TTH) 
4 *) 4l*W«u¾(for 44<flßuiiJj) 

S T : [ Ñ 3 ] 

5 á) ^<ttaf<t (for ¾ l ¾ ^  i ) 
6 a) fms¾ (for ftfi*) [ K o . 8 ] 

D) ¶ R 9 * 3 R R I (for 4 I M ^ I * K I ) 

[ ¾ Ñ1.3 ] 

7 b) ¾?f5l"iißri: (for ¾Rdl ¾5T*O 
[ U ] 

18 e) (for%) 
22 Om. [ U ] 
24 ö) g (for H ) 
27 *) mm ( for qfö-T) 

'*) 3ÄÜ ( f or ) [ U J 
28 a) TRqfīÍT ~* ( for īaqift ¾"C ) 

' ]) Í N ^  Í ( for 5T=¾¾ r̂) 
29 d) TOT * ( für HfT5R¾ ) 

30 d) f¾9g? m ( for ^ ¾ 
fö^m> ) 

34 d)  p * ( for ) [ N3 J 
35 a) T"̂ TTl+T ( for % F¾l(¾^ü¾ ) 

Adhy. 54 

1 c)  * ^ K 5 ¾ (for **nn"~~i;) 
5 c) >¾: ( for ī  ^ ī : ) [ % 3 ] 

(i) S~: gf¾: 5¾: (for WOm** 
¾T¾. ) 

13 *) TO* ( for * 4 ) [K02M] 
15 W ^ ( f o r ^ ) [N 3 ' J 
20 d) ¾1¾TT¾=e ¾mrWT 
24 fl) Trasp. T¾ and J¾ 

Adhy. 55 

3 a) ¾qra (for -rrn) 
*) w¾v ¾TR?i g¾-rm [ K i N3 ] 

17 – 21 For 17 – 21 ( both inch ), 
subst. 476.* (for v. l . see below) 
476* [ (L.3) Transp. Slft–n and 

mm 
( L . 4 ) ftra (for*F*) 
(L.n) 5rf ( for ¾ ) 
( L . 1 2 ) 5¾i^T¾ HIFm5TÍ ( for 

!qr^r^qHl¾?n ) 
L.i5) mff q*3qr: (for 

¾T¼swl¾rn:) 
(L.‚4) qi*né5 ( for q¾l° ) ] 

23 ' ) -af¾rcH¾<n (for ¾1gf¾r%-r:) 
[%] 

26 a) Transp. m and % [%] 
30 c) ^ f ī (for ¾Irf^T) [N 3 1 
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After 31 e, ins. 478*, reading 
in 31 d , »H*<<3lf¾¾T (for ¾ 

After 31, ins. 479*. 

[ 2 2 9 ] Adhy. 56 
6 °) sniRldSuit ( for .HHH¾a°) 

[ U ] 
8 Om. [ K ‚ . 3 Ñ‚ ] 

10 d) R5t^ (for ftf°) [ U ] 
12 In place of 12, ins. 485* 

[ N i l 
19 e) rfr =grfó *H<&m [ N 3 ] 
24 om. [ N ] 
26 After 26, ins. 494* & 495* 
27 Om. 
28 ") utf ( for t f ) [ U ] 

d)  H l*–āw–I Tf – 5( 
29 a) ¾H¾^l^uil< ¾T% 

*) ¾r¾¾Jfor 5n–FR[,) 

31 d) T¾ (for sjg¾*?t) [ U ] 
31 After 31, ins. ( with v. I.) 

App. I, No. 33. (om. lines 
3–11) 

Adhy. 57 

1 –13" f–fc" (for  i ) 
3 *) pp – ( f o r ° – f o Q 

c d) ¾fi: –~~~~<t~n?t <l¾IM¾«Mft*ft 
5 ¾"n : (forrff 3n) 

d) qre"¾ (for vpi¾) 
8 e) ¾jfra (for ¾*) 
9 d) ¾ ^ f [?] (for %ft¶) [Corrupt] 

12 a) –"f––*p–n: (for ¾r¾"f) 
d) ?TfT(forr¼) [ U ] 

14 ") **of ( f o r °  r  ¾ ) [ ¾ ] 
16 °) śt<mm ^ (for -55j-i ) 
17 e) ggHWUt (for °SRHH) 
18 *) ?gr. ( fo r¾j^ t ) [ U ] 
20 °) ami- (for –*i-–n–) 
24 ") - R T ( for "t¾n ) 
26 *) srai: (for-Ri:) 

c) -RT ".W-jl<4¾. (for-J----"t0) 
[ 8 » ¾ m ] 

27 /) 
29 ') 

31 /) 

34 *) 

41 d) 
42 *) 

c) 
45 d) 
49 f) 
52*0 

53 fl) 
d) 

54 *) 
55 ") 
58 b) 
59 fl) 
60 e) 

-*--: (for-j-j:) 
-n¾l5: (for i-f½--:) [ K 2 . 3 

B w D 5 ] 
<TR¾-m(for [ « ] «if¾¾-T¾) 

[ N 3 ] 
–t4cl–(<<4̂  (for t-¾r: -–-–;) 

[ T - G M ] 

¾-"-p (for ¾-ra.) 
" i (for W ) 
– g (for m) 
3n¾q¾R-sjr-ft (for °?T~n) [ N 3] 
 ā 3 * t ô f ^ * ~ – i t [ N 3 ] 
>xwfôw<–<w^–j it–––fft 5 

mfīi5ft [ N 3 ] 

– j : (for –ra:) [ D 5 ] 
% ( i o r w ) [ U ] 
«T,«KWI¾W [ K 3 N 3 M 5 ] 
īT?sracft (for Sqfät) [ Ñ 3 ] 
 R  " (for qfpfft )̂  
cf¾I i " (f orrfrß:) [ Ñ 3 ] 
i¾f^Hirihr" (for °n raītO 

[ Corrupt ] 

*rg JJ~ (f or p–j "je 5J%) 
– j : (for rer:) 
if¾fs^(forri¾i.) [ U ] 
3jrfrfsn (for 0 w m ) 
¾ – tJr»–f: (for – ist0) 
– %féjf: ( for°fef r ) [ U ] 
5īī ¶é –T–isig: [ N 3 ] 
f¾sT ( for fipj ) 
"ī^5i–i%rrRf: [ N 3 G1.3 ] 
'–rw3i– – TPf–r 

rôft~p‡f (for sred¾TTll) 

91 d) 

93 d) 
101 d) 
103 d) 
106 *) 

–ffiri) [ N , ] 
–fāIrra( (for –fF–t"5T"t) 

[ Corrupt ] 
¼rG5Mt(for °Ψm) [ U ] 

–mt (forC¾) [ U ] 
" l ½ : (for ) 

(for fRP¶,) [ Ñ 3 Gi.2 ] 
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Adhy. 58 

1 c) ? ~ ( ( for ¾ ¾  ) 
2 *) – (for  " – – ( : ) [ N 3 ] 

10 I) 5īSfl ( for I^TI ) 
11 '') - : - - ! i - - - i - ; 
13 a) ¾r – fr"*? – t; (for "Rt^iTR() 

[ N 3 ] 
*) m%r: (for Ri" ) 

21 c) ¾ 3  *  : ( f o r V r – : ) [ U ] 
22 ”) 4fHcn: (for *  i f ) 
27 *) 3t: 35–: (for *?rf½rc: ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
28 *) <äitgri3¾5 (for °grf^ ī ) 

29 c) –f"l (for – ~ ~ ) f ¾ D, G 3 ] 
30 *) q5"JT?l^cH: (for qpTÍ*Cn:) 

[ ¾ B 3 D  ] 
<;) (for ~frgf""T) 

32 *) ufirR( ( for 3Pq<f] – – ;) 
33 *) – fit: (for ) 
34 d) – 5rr¾t ( for – – ś - ) 
41 ”) -r--n: -t--[-j4 -n-r [ N 3 ] 
42 c) - l ¾ I - ( f o r - 5 l - - l l - ) [ N 3 G 6 ] 
45 e) – rt^-fT^ (forrF-f whs) [ U ] 
46 ") ?–4–Ī: ( for -fl-rife) [ ¾ ] 

Adhy. 59 

7 ") ¾-fl-tt "~-JT-IT ”" 
d) [31] t ( f o r ¾ ) 

11 *) Transp. -f-n: and --Hi: 
12 *) -; – g: ( for a–~: ) 

c) ī j ~ (for-fl"i!) 
16 c) -T-n=-f (read °sift) -f: (for 31– 

) 
25 a) –a–rr (for - ~ i ) 

*) . ½ - – - j e [ ¾ ] 

'') --qsi –-–-Tii?r–fr [ Ñ 3 ] 
27 ”) Transp. <=rct and uf¾Kn: 

c) t *~ * ~ , [ N 3 ] 
29 °)  f a : ( for ri½: ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
30 °) fôft g ( for T¾ft – ) [ % ) 
31 *) p¾Tf¾ ( f o r ° ä w O 
36 *) w ( t a )  f « t ö  ! t (for *"*?) 

[ Corrupt ] 
37 *) "5^q-i-% rirf¾-n--. 

c) Transp. 3g-T-ir and "fīTIi 
24 

38 ') ~ I I – 1– ( for rmRJ 

40
 c

) f  5   : ( for ffö; : ) [ G.. 5 ] 
41 ') rnar: (for =< "gr: ) [ U ] 
43 %fi ( for ½ ) 
44 ”) ~  3 – f¾ ( for s  – ¾f° ) 

[ % B , :i 
') 3igīi *rrf-li ( for a – – j- – IĪ ) 

[ Bi Da ] 
') 3¾¾q? –j*mr     i 
>) H l ^ ( for 5–fI) 

47 c) – – ( for Jirc3ī) [ Ñ 3 ] 
48 *) fe––iff ( for f¾gqnt) [ % ] 
52°*) Om. [ U ] 
54 ”) mw>&iXUfcw ( for °ŚTO 0 ) 

c) Transp. 5T¾T¾ and ?1 
") *Tfô ( for q?x:) 

Adhy. 60 

1 ") <TRt*: ( for°*?!**:) [ U ] 
3 °) (fi t ~  ~ ? : (for –rsitsi – ::) 

L23i] 4 ”) –f i f e––r t f t f e : 
5 A) – .  lám (for tf–far) [ N3 ] 
6 °) ¾¾: p  s–: 

12 ”) Transp. 5rfr and ~ [ Ñ 3 ] 
13 *) ^ R ñ – ( f o r 0 " ^ ) [ U ] 

") Transp. T¼n and cRTl 
15 ") – f –  : ( for 1–° ) 

f) – ~ : (for ft~:) [ Ñ 3 D 5 ] 
17 6) Transp. atf*: and – – . : 

d) tmf¾T. (for3rf¾T%) [ N 3 J 
31 ”) <īt~T – T: (for ° ~ f t – ) 

[ Da D 3 ] 
40 e) ¾f¾<%[:] ( f o r s p % ¼ H : ) 

") ¾i¾1l^(for¾T¾ 0 ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
42 c) ¾ (for=flrft) [%] 
43 d) 31ftr¼ ( t o ° ^  ) 
51 d) g  3 T ^ T % ' ī t 

53 After 53, ins. 549 : ; (transp. 
¾TIT and "t̂ T ) 

54 *) – ~ f T ī W ( for °jft  n ) 
55 '') -t-rf¾q (for –j-trfaq) [ ¾ N 3 

B3.0 ] 
56 ") [31]ft (for"s)^ 
57 *) [ N3 ] 
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e) *wim¾«w¾i»i1 [ U ] 
58 *) aw ( f o r  A ) [ N s ] 

d) sfc*tf mmfi) 
60 d) wmm qgq 
6 1 a )  i n  ( f o r  n  ī ) 

E

) ¾-T¾T: (for °RI:) [ ¾ K , N 3 ] 
64 e

) f¼TT ITÍÍ ½ I I 
°) *¾rf >W<4<il¾<ll¾ 

65 *) –j––n(forgf i ī : ) 
66 °*) Reads 66°* after 67 

6)  – : q¾HWTl«K [ ¾ ] 
f) -rar ( f or ga) [ N 3 ¼ D a ] 

Adhy. 61 
2 ") ¾n¾i (forr¾i) [ Ñ 3 ] 
4 *) S"?"–fr–. ( for a[HIf*ī:) 
7 ) –r–p " f t " : (for 3Rfl5H^iR:) 
7 d) *l1¾l¾g ( for " – a w ) [ f¾] 

12 d) er¾s?«f». 
13 *) TSRrI (for sffen*TC3 ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
16 d) Om. W

18 ") Om. W 
19 *) T"Tf ( f o r  ī 3 i  ) 
21 d) wm<ihw. (for f¾*qf) 
24 e) "freg: ( for ffRj:) [ N 3 ] 
25 °) ?^f: ( for af–:) [ N 3 ] 
30 d) Pi»i¾f°Wd*<: [ U ] 
32 e) ip* Ψ*ft&WW [ U ] 

34 ") J?fi: ( for JT* ) [ U ] 
e)  B  H  ^ : (for-3i–5–&fô:) [ U ] 

36 *) [ s ]g i ī rn (for frj:) 
[ Ko1.3 ] 

39 °) ¾n¾yjfor¾ – ° ) 
41 ") "ft" ¾qfirf¾"?"fT"i": 

c) ¾*Ψmt ( for °VW*') [ U ] 

45 ") pF%qilt ( for »HMKU) 
48 e) f¾W¾n%: ( for ftJflfa0 ) 
53 *) rcrfcq: ( for q¾aq:) 

e

) i m ( for –-"-O 
54 *) " T ^ i * t f ä " ( for mF*rff ) 

[ U ] 
55 *) śm: ( for ste-s:) [ N 3 ] 
56 d) -tm " i : ( f or īf-fra:) [ U ] 
57 *) qrf¾-l. ( f or -TOT-") [ U ] 

58 d) 
59 ") 

c) 
61 °) 
64 d) 

[232] 
78 ') 
79 

80 *) 
81 ') 
86 e) 

87 °) 
96 ") 

"n-r-nft (for -nvRpft) 
<M»")+i: ( for -6TC,°) 
-p¾-t: (for -F¾-n ) 
<–q ( for Ψt) 
" i "T¾ (f or "T3T¾ ) 
69 d) °¾ägi* 
it¾"¾ ( for ?IMI"¾:) [%'_ 
Reads 79 after 81 
g ^ K i  u  t (for ° f rnn i ) 

[ Corrupt ] 
*m.(for.) [ U ] 
q ¾ ( f o r ¾ f t n N 3 ] 
"Tf^t"i ( for W¾<iti) [ U ] 

*ra¾ ( for ¾¾cfl(if:) 
[ K 3 % Vi D 5 ] 

¼ra: ( for a¾i) 

Adhy. 62 

10 *) vmfei (for qj50) 
H ") <–l–Ml^H,( for"–i re^) 

[ U ] 

Adhy. 63 

2 fl) ¾rirq«rR: (for*–qra%°) 
[ N 3 M 3 . 5 ] 

d) mwA: ( forftwfc:) [ N J 
6 d) pgqn¾ ( for "T"° ) 

18 *) <I¾¾«VW¾: 
19 d) ^ ( for ¾ ) 
23 *) ¾¾ – ( f or «f¾T" ¾ ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 64 

2 d) i  f l f t%l . ( for^  t 0 ) [ U ] 
3 e) f̂tMi¾r¾<Mi [ N 3 ] 
5 e) ^q¾l¾fiidd<S 
7 °) S l : ( for  f¾:) 
8 ") *THflmfcu: ( for °dHli*M:) 

[ N 3 ] 
*) &¾W.I(¾M (

 f o r °to*.) 
e)  ( f o r  ? i ) 

19 *) ¾w¾iKH ( for JCTq¾j?r) 
20–22 Stanzas 20–22 are ins. on the 

margin. 
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21 *) ^¾*MiHlß¾ 
23 a) After 5 * ^ . ins. <9 [ U ] 

*)  r a ( f o r ¾ f ) [ T X G Ī ] 

25 ”) H á ( f o r ? R g ) [%] 
26 *)  – f t – 1 H – – ( ī . 
29 d) a " – ? – ( for ° – – CT) 
30 ") . H M I ¾ ^ I % ^ [ U ] 
34 *) OTHft ( for ¾T¾fi¾:) 
35e < J) Transp.(rR-n4andfi"ī) [U] 
36 d) gfr t t imfal lA [ N 3 ] 

Adhy. 6 5 

1 c) After HN Wl ,  n s ¾ 

4 d

) ¾fi¾»l¾<(for o gI ' ) 
[K4N3] 

5 * ) 5  ( f o r f t ) 
c) a––? ( fo r9––T) [ N s l 

6 *) SWT ( for <tf?F) 
9 ") ¾fe(for5¾r¾) 

12 ”) -5T *T "5Í ¾ (for fä F"3fe) 
13 c) ¼ f¾ni (for arfqf gng) 

21 *) in ( for *lf) 
36 d) «r5¾r ?n ( f or °¾Ti) [ U ] 
37 d) fa¾P;^44l¾ [ K , K 8 ] 
41 6) *–r ( f o r ¾  ) [ N 3 ] 

d) ¾it(for¾i) [ N 3 ] 

Adhy. 6 6 
1 e) gp ( f Or ?FT ) 
4 *) 31m – f  f t (for ° f e f ^ t ) 

[ N 3 ] 
After 4, ins. 601* 

C233) 5 °) gssii siri¾ raKi 
6 °) *ΨJHH ( f o r ° 3 F ) 

10 e) "Tf?rr. ( for 5 i p : ) 
12 0 ¾?¾(for [s]¾¾) t ¾ ] 
13 d) ~ ½ ^ ( f o r o f t ¾ ¾ ) 
14 o) [ ¾ 4 ( f o r w ) [ IQ] 
16 d) r – ½¾¾ (for – l – i¾ ) [ K, ] 

Adhy. 6 7 

2 ”) gpfarrr (for ° – – • ) 
4 a) ¾ ( f o r  r i ) [ N 3 ] 

*) qf ( for d^) 

e)  n w f e ( f o r w i r t ) [ U ] 
12 ") First =5 om. [ N V i ] 
13 *) Transp. ¾p=qf and é [ N 3 ] 
15 d) p ( for nit) [ N 3 ] 
16 ") ( for w4 ) [ U ] 

*) ¾TT¾m¾ ( for R – fa ) 
17 *) n*Hir%(forrf t i?ä) 

d) ÍJ ( for POT ) [ T , G M ] 

18 c) f¾»nßr (fortomii¾ ) [ N ä ] 
20 I) Transp. fönä and 

[ K N 3 D 5 ] 
24 ") Transp. 5 and " i i 
27 *) g¾¾w ( for gJÜOT:) 

e)   – – – : ( for a i f  – – : ) 

28 c) ~ ( for – ) 
29 *) Transp. "T* and ?T5f [ U ] 
30 ”) i ( f o r  ī l ) [ U ] 

e) f¾ – i W¾+M.¾ [ U ] 
33 d) ^:H^(t>q<«»l^qT [ N 3 ] 

Adhy. 6 8 
5 c) Transp, «qU.j( and ¾T¾( 
6 *) nftqn ( for "OT"(f:) 
9 *) arft ( f or ” " ) [ K  ] 

10 0 wkxmea<i[*( [ N3 D 6 ] 
11 ”) i  w r ( f o r  p w ) j S ] 
12 d) e~rf <Mi¾qq, [ N3 ] 
16 *) q –  T ( for geOT) 
20 d) ¾nf¾m^Tl [?aj]5ST (for 

'5MI¾RIN<*I ) 
23 d) ¾5n((forra¾) 
24 fl) "im ( f or «jft) [ N , ] 

*) t ¾ ¾ ¾ q ( f o r w n ¾  I ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
25 °) m ( for a  ) 

c) f – i~i ra n¾ftTr (?) (for 
l?–nT* Rt 1l¾ift ^ ) 

27 *) üc* ( for ä f e ) [ U ] 
30 d) ¾ g ¾ r ( f o r « ) [ U ] 
31 d) ftemfo (forf5raf–e)^ 
32 ”) a––fr (for af"H"~f) [ Ns ] 
37 *) i&m ( for <r¾°) 
38 d) <e*ft (for -sra°) 
40 d) ¾»»<lfr«<M. ( f o r f a i t ) 
43 *) W I H Í t fÄ¾ 
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c

) f¾~f: ( for i¾arr:) 
50 ") mi Trī ( for inTÍ) [ Ñ ] 

d) ft ( f or ¾ ) 
51 fi) irr R?r ( for Tn¾ä) t S,K, ] 
53 ") ¶A rrg (for – pita ) t U ] 
54 a) f¾¾T?f: ( for fesrft ) [ Śi K , 

B i m - 4 .5 ] 

55 6) cfsnH¾: ( for -n<Ji ) 
57 d) 3 Ä ( f o r - ¾ ¾ ) [ N 3 ] 
60 ") -tij–-rr - – – ; (for –tg ī r a i f n ) 

[N 3 ] 
61 c) 5-–T->% ( for °jffo ) [ Si K % 

D 5 ] 
62 ") -T-3.r ( for -Tī":: ) 
66 c) -n–5I ( for -l-l"-) [ U ] 
67 a) ftaf¾f¾: ( for <-̂ f¾fw ) 
68 ") t-–iri ( for caTÍ JRÍ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
75 b) Transp. ī % and fam 

rt) PTrfil(for [w] ftH3lfit) 
77 °)  ¾ ( for st=f) 

[234J 78 b) –<̂ sRhfrW–^ ( for 
n3t>f¾ "t°) 

79 d) 4 ¾t5T (for u–f–5–n ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 69 
2 fl) ¾  T f  f t (forfa¾«¾r) 

[ ¾ ] 
*) « f o ( f o r « g ) [ N 3 ] 

6 d) ^UlrWH, ( for °fH.) 
14 ") t<: ( for «5: ) 

*) f 3 i ¾  ( for pftp ) 
18 *) ^ N d K ( f o r frfoP,) [U] 
19 *) m*fr<i: ( for m*f ) [ U ] 
20 I)  – – Tś-Ī, (for gt- f=n¾ ) [U] 
28 °) c – -f–--T -ī ( for ¾<rir¾-kcir) 

[ ¾ ] 
29 ") *i-rf -n~ fi~ (for ¾r--T -mn 

% ) 
30 °) ¾rt": ( fo r^ ra r : ) 

Cfi) ¾JT%-rt-r <-r-iT -*īf --i---r-¾-r: 
¾i¾-n¾nj( [N 3 ] 

35 ") ¾ifq (for – ) 
c) -di-.¾c¾¾-<< ( for ¾ufaüii-i) 
°) ¾ O T ( for 3n-fr3Fl-,) 

[ S , K , ¾ ] 

37 After 37, ins. 678* 
38 l) m¾: ( for ftä* ) [ U ] 
40 *) ff (for%) [D r , ] 
41 ") ī - ? - i - i ff ( for ff?-iüt 4ht) 

[ Ko.1 D s ] 
42 '') Transp. qn*i and ¾ [ D 5 ] 
45 ') 3T3ii ( for ~¾e ) [ N 3 ] 
46 '') m--r (for srr-f) 
48 '') -m¾T-f (for "iti¾-ra ) [ K 0 . 2 

D a l ] 
49 c) g ( for % ) [ U ] 

'') vsm (for ¾mcn) 
51 c) - i – g - – (for °g-?-ī) 

'') –"T-–~ ( for vn--f) [ Ñ R J 

Adhy. 70 
2 *) *T – "IT (forti?) 
3 c) īldm: ( for si¾° ) 
5 d) ~if> – : gtrt; ( for ?fänt.) 

[ U ] 
7 é) sra5I^ (forfl¾Bf) [Si Ko.i] 
8 ") ¾5nT¾Ru%¾ ( for "  f¾ 0 ) 
9 e) īrfti ( for wīlr:) [ U ] 

d) ifo~i ( for ¾tlK«tl() 
11 ") m: ( f or –fr: ) [ Ñ 3 ] 

') si – ¾rnr¾?it " m  " [ U ] 
12 *) ?ift¾( forVRJ–.) 

20 °) ¾ S ! ' ^ b 7 f o r ntfflki 
f t . ) 

f) 3"*K"t ( for «?<l«lt) 
22 c) Tn¾«f ( for  R i g  ) 

[ % G 4 . f > ] 

23 *) *3R qq½Ri [ N 3 ] 
28 *) nf¾.(forna.) 
36 e) . [fcrfM (forsrf) 
40 ") 3   f  r ( for  r¾5 r ) [N 3 ] 
41 c) <mm (for w^4i––r) 

[ KN!.8 D B ] 
46 *) f ( f or a ) [ Ko D a ] 

Adhy. 71 
2 *) <m↑ XW* ( for %TTW ) [N 3 ] 

") TTt śmm. ( for l?T¾V ) 
6

 c) Śtvfifrm ( for « iWsf) 
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8 ') Transp. * and "iT( 
10 ”) ¾ [ s ] * T ( f o r ? t g ) 
12 ”) g ( f o r « ) 

”) Transp, * and « [ D 3 G 3 ] 
13 *) g t ¼ ( f o r i  f ¾ - O [ N 3 D 6 G , ] 

1235] 16 ”)  f pmT¾ (for q–tr

3"n¾t"r) [N i . s l 
17 c

) B"Hi. ( for sr:) 
") * ( f o r w t ) [ U ] 

18 *) q?fR( ( f or TOT ) 
e) «¾?u«<k« (for °¾rcr) [ u ] 

20 ”) <–a– ( f or g¾i) [ N 3 ] 
21 *) ¾ isimt% (for –Fsn––j–) 

[ N . . J 
24 *) ft«<üridliRVlH 
26 0 ¾lb*fl¾*!m ( for fame ~ R ) 

[ N 3 ] 
28 ”) ¾ ( f o r a r a ) [ N 3 ] 
30 ”) 5l5?r~ ( for f"¾T ) 

*) R.(for – – ;) 
31 *) sgīT [ ? read w i ] (for 

–J~~) 
32 ') ¾it ( for rat) 
34 *) Transp. "n~T and ft"!". 
36 ”) "ci ( for Ψ() [ D 5 ] 

After 36–*, ins. 708* ( with 
v. I.) 

e) g¾¾"«r (for g ü ¾ f¾¾ ¾ ) 
a) 3R«n% ~w~rfô r*~"ra; 

After 36, ins. 709* (with 
v. l . ) 

37 *) niri%f¾: f ½ (for fan nJ»VR:) 
[ N 3 J 

38 After 38, ins. 710* 
39 ") ß t – T .rnidl>cM<<Pd ( for 

TTO ¾wfol ) [ N J 
40 Om. 
43 ') «ngif "TTTÍ ( for ~ ~ i t 

¾~f "TTfl) 

48 e

) 5i¾i«¾ ( f or wftīW?) [ U ] 
52 *) ¾Hn"T śfi ( for ¾3f -–r– 

fWK) [8 -1 
56 ') -^-15*n-n^ ( for °f-ft"O 

[ N 3 ] 
24A 

58 *) q¾ ( f or ¾"T ) [ U ] 
d) ¾t¾T?5-r--. ( for l¾Wiw¾H.) 

[ K 2 N 3 ] 

Adhy. 72 

I *) f¾r-¾e–j-5–r-TOT [ U ] 
3 d) Transp. vgft and 
5 *) ō-f g–wt fe (for ¾frg° ) 

[ N 3 ] 
8 c) ftqN ( for ) [ N 3 ] 
9 fl) ftgft ( f o r g * % ) [ N 3 ] 

10 °) W*mī*i ( for °¾ -I) [ U ] 
*) ~ n –5-j ( f or – - ~ ) [ u ] 

u ”) dlifti¾*H>» (for ° ¾ –Jr–prit 
* ) [ U ] 

12 *) g ¾ r a ? n * ( f o r ¾ ! t ) [ U ] 
c) Transp. and [ Śi Ko.» 

D 6 ] 
20 ”) ¾ ( for H ) 

*) ¾fä q-tl~"f ( for - m JTT-n-q) 
21 e) ( for Sfftá) [ N 3 ] 

ä

) fe*Sm ( for °–lJT:) 
22 d) g ¾ r  p r : ( f o r – j * r f M – ) [ U] 
23 ”) vrrt – ( for o * r r a  ī t ) 

Adhy. 73 

8 ”) q3 q ( f or * ¾RJ) 
18 a) Ü ( f o r [ s j ] f a ) 

d) «–4 ( for ) 
19 ”) Transp. « and * [ Ñ 3 ] 
21 ”) wxpé ( for ?35TF5Í) 
25 ”) 5RqfaHfor%5f°) [ M ] 
26 e) ? I f m ^ ( f o r o ¾ T P I ) [%] 
30 ”) qrcg *n u (for ¾sgq– 

*n¾) 

36 d) t«W(for¾¾¾) [ C d ] 

L236] Adhy. 74 

3 b) fa–f"–fr (forf5R"Tī%) 

[ K o . 2 . 4 N 3 ] 
8 ") <BWMWm ( for ¾rfö "1° ) 

I I ") ärf¾ – ( for ) 
After 11, ins. 750* ( with 
v. 1. as in K ) 
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Adhy. 75 
6 c) Transp. *jf¾ and ^ 

[ Ñ 3 B 5 G 3 ] 
7 a) 3nJfT* ( for WWW) 

d) After ¾F¾I;, ins m [ KD.5 ] 
10 c

) ^ ( f o r * O 
11 a) T^cT ¾f¾^ft*u [ N , ] 

c) ¾ ( f o r % ) 
14 *) 4iffiui*uRtoiwl [ U ] 

A) 5¾TT"f ( for T̂FTT¾ ) 
18 0) Transp. ST and ī 
20 r) ^ 3 ^ P R T f ī ? ( for 3n <T5 "TTo) 

Adhy. 76 
12 c) <ET 5mf ( for f¾*Tm ) 
13 fl/3) Transp. fssn and it ¾^: 

[ N 3 D 5 ] 
15 d) *T¾(for<n*n) [N3] 
18 c) After "f¾¾T, ins. 3fq 
19 fl) lEMI¾HI (for i3r¾¾d*Tn ) 

[ N 3 ] 
25 d) fo^(forfśmfa) 

[ Ki.2 M 5 Cd Arj. ( comm.) ] 
26 a) VT-TFi riHfi-^l ( for ¾f – -ī ft"n 

* ī ) [ N 3 ] 
h) % T ( f o r ^ f t ) 

29 d) Transp. 5fpq and <stô> 
32 b) –WT (fo>r ¾ T O «T¾Ü ) 

C) ¾ f ^ ( f o r ¾ ^ R ¾ ) 
33 d) OTTOfé ( for °5TT̂T% ) 

Adhy. 77 
16 ") a-¾a (for rR ) 

c) *i»mftm¾ (for 0trn¾) [M] 
18 d) TT.(for3^) 

25 °) ī  l for " i ) 

Adhy. 78 
1 ")  H ( f o r g ) [ N 3 ] 
3 ") ¾wtHMW. ( for °TRT: ) 

*) ¾¾¾STi –  . (for "Uīfm 
¾*n 0 ) [ N 3 ] 

5 ") « t  p  ( f o r ¾ ^ . ; ) t N » ¾ ] 

6 *) Transp. f% and ΨKt 
d) Transp. Tf½: and *mm. [ % ] 

8 *) –ftn––f ( for ) 
11 d) wm ¶fft – f" 
u*)ms( for W) 
15

 d) n¾ (for  r w ) [ U ] 
18 *) ft ( f o r f t n ) 
20 ") *Ttf (for ran) 
23 C) <zfôm ( for ° * ) 
25 fl) ¾ ( for g ) 
28 C) ī īf t ( for W ) [ K 4 N3 ] 
30 *) ī ^ ( f o r f t q ¶ ( ) 
32 a) ft(for%) [K0.3N3D,,] 
35 *) jm0 (for m0) 

) vx**nΨm ( f o r 0 "r~f) [U] 
36 *) Hgm<m–*i: ( for 5Tr"fatī ) 

[ ¾ D , ¾ ] 
37 *1)  i ( for " ī i ) 

Adhy. 79 
4 ") iH3–RMi ( for g ) 
6 *) "TfN¾: ( f o r  i  ¾ 0 ) [ D 4 G 3 ] 

[237J *) –mt ( fo r* r ) [ ¾ ] 
d) er – r r n¾ [ N 3 ] 

7 ) Transp. % and % 
9 ") * ( f o r  j ) [KiS,]^ 

*) –T^rnP (for –psfcrfir) 
e) rf?r¼ (for uft – TĪT) [ U ] 

10 °) Transp. OT¾ and "Tf 
16 °) S r ( f o r g ) [Ś1N3]^ 

e) 3–~ m M<¾¾mil¾ [ N3 ] 
17 ") -T-1-rf "T -5T~ft ( for 3TCĪ 

19 °) .½-f¾4«cii*l [ á i K w ] 
") nrīffe (for M r?rfa) 

[K,.* Ñ 3 D n ] 
21 ") rs11rtf5f¾ [ U ] 
22 ")  R  ( f o r  4 ) [ U ] 
24 a) n : (forf tf :) [ Ñ 3 ] 
25 e

) i*f¾*r* (for 4»l¾<äiw) 
30 ") 33 ( for ¾?a ) 

*) -3r&(f0rssrfo) 
Adhy. 80 

1 a)  ä  T ( f a – 1r) [ Ñ 3 ] 
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*) -ra--r (for–mrft:) [%] 
2 d) ¶ ( f or ft ) t % B 4 ¾ ] 

10 e) ¾ ¾ ( f o r ¾ q ) 
u a) ¾rsrc( (for im) [ ¾ ] 
12 a) gg*(for¾<-ft) [Ś,K–D– I 
20 a) g ( for ifr ) 

Adhy. 81 

2
 d) ¾RI ( f or q¾n ) [ % ] 

3 a) Ψ*tem (for –––n–( [ N , ] 
8

 6) sq 0 (for eg° ) [ U ] 
9 á) ^4viMJWH.Í)*J', 

13 ") ¾rt<li¾l<!̂  ( for ~–TT1 > 
15 ") ¶f: ( for¾p) 

Adhy. 82 

4 d) – – – (for –*1% ?*–––J 
[N 3 ] 

5 e) ä Tn. (for 4 ) [ U1 
u e) –n–n% ¾ (for <rr  r ig *) 
12 a) snifter 

Adhy. 83 

2 6) "–«1% fcri¾f ( for il?–f

*Tff½ ) 
3 a) «ra¾n: ( for q – ¾JR«iT:) 

") qfoī†ra ( for Hf td fa ) 
11 a) =9(forg) 

*) ¾¾?«n1?q(for¾¾ 0) 
13 d) – – ~a īlft: ( for 

s ¾ : ) [ N5 B Da ] 

Adhy. 84 

2 *) E ^ ( f o r s i ^ ) [ N 3 B 3 . 4 ] 
3 *) üi«f – : <pN* ( for ?fP–~;: 

¾n¾t) [N 3 ] 
c) w«(for=N – ) [ ¾ ] 

4 *)  F O R MW¾HI¾) 
e) "pa: "RTT ( for ) 

5 a) lff[ ( for ) 
14 *) ¾w<<*Î MMI4̂  ( for °qi¾l5ira:) 

[ K 0 . 3 N3 G»_ ] 
15 a) 3W? ( f o r ¾  V ) [ N 3 ] ^ 

*) : ( f0 r5 i – l 0 [N 3 ] 
17 ”) ~ " ( for WH[) [Dr,G,] 

") T~n^(for<––;) [ U ] ^ 
19 *) –"!–; ( for utH:) [ N 3 1 

") ¾¾fr~~rr (for ~4j–faiiq.) l"U] 

Adhy. 85 

1 ”) T~T ~J[ (for °TOT) 
[238] 3 a) m ( fo r« f t a¾) 

5 ”) 5^r"f ( for RI) 
6 a ) ?ppi:( forgnj() 

'') ¾im I R !  5 (for 5f ¾fw«*i) 
[ f t ] 

7 a) ra% ( for – fril) 
8 c) – – =–(: ( for °–r:) 

'') 3W&T. ( for fR%r: ) [ U ] 
9 *) ¾ T ( f o r ¾ T ) [ U ] 

10 *) s J ¾ ( f o r  ¾ ) [ M ] 
14 d) ¾ött ( fos ¾¾T) [ U ] 
16 e) – r f ś ( for – rf¾fä ) 
17 *) ( for f¾ – ~¾ ) 

") -tr-rnM ¾¾-Rt (for % – – r c 
* W Ä ) [ N 3 ] 

19 *) ¾CT*% ( for s- lfrr) [ Ś , K . ft 
¾ ] 

27 c) ” j : ¾ ~ ( for ?rfä:¾ – ) 
") s–ga (for --r-g-j:) 

Adhy. 86 
5 ”) – – – f (for %*i¶a ft?–r) 

11 ”) 14l*q^ ( for J1TJ-tp¾.) 
12 a i ) After a*f t–a ins. an¾ 
13 c) ft (for W « ) [ U ] 
15 *) -rar (for TO ) [ f t ] 

Adhy. 87 
2 a ) 3rfSfc5j (for °%tft) 

*) " t o ( f o r –i–f–r:) 
d) l-¾cR ( for <&xi ) [ S, ] 

3 d) a - ī ( for ^S*ig() [ N 3 ] 
4 ”) a – – - ( for ~ ! – - ) 
6 *) ft-nft-" ( for fts-frfi:) 

c) ~ - ī ( for a ~ ~ i ) 
<!) -~q fc i ( for ?5 – ¾rC ) 

9 d) ?rat ( f or - i – ) [ ft ] 
12 *) "nft ( for -*īfo ) 
14 *) <-WM¾lfl ( for HHT – fT^ ) 
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c

) Ψm ( for 0rRī ) [ K   4 D ] 
is ") --nft Ψt H Ī (for ¾-nl5t *n -ras) 
16 f) After ¾«<I¾II<, ins.   [ U ] 
17 ') " ¼ ( for Ψfore) 

t K 3 % Bi D 4 ] 
18 *) 3n*( for§ir) 

Adhy. 88 

i") -räf (for "f---rft) 
3 °) s-rrft (for ¾-rrf¾r) 
6 *) Om. f– [ K N 3 D– ] 
7 °) K¾H<Tft (for °¾tft ftg~) 

9 m ¾ (for ¾j5w«rr:) 
8 d) srarfr (for 3qi-¾ s ) 

11 ") Minik "r¾?"r 
e) 0i¾rft (for °y*m) 

[ K , Ni.3 D 6 ] 
12 fl) * R ¾ ^ ( forgft¾°) [ N 3 ]  

c d) TRtjJ "TCT 4HSMft<4IHiini 

13 ") f¾Rflf5r(forf?J0) [ ¾ ] 
c) M4>l»Ml ( for °Tft) 
d) v^i¾rll ( for *=to––i) ) [ N31 

14 *) ftin––J f or °rar) 
e) ¾ra ^Mi4Íi (for – 3n0) 
d) –pf ( f or ¾RT) 

15 e) fkm ( for fo–m:) 
d) ¾raim: ( for °–jt:) 

16 –) ¾"!t gn. ( for ¾qftrr:) 
17 ") s – (forsf.) [ U ] 
20 e) Rq¾ ( for ¾%) [ N3 Gi6 ] 

24 *) nft (for 3*5) [,Ñ3 Gi ] 
After 24ed, ins. 868* (with 

v. 1. as in K i ) 

25 e) fi–jfftj–r: ( for ^i^m:) [%] 
1.239" ") g¾<<!H<« JHwlWL [ U ] 

Adhy. 89 

1 *) ¾Bl<HK, ( for W T O ¾ [ ) 

2 a) *¾pft ' ( for ft5īnt) l N3 ] 
5 d) ¾5T¾( for*F(fg() [ Ñ 1 . 3 ] 

7 After 7, ins. 873* 
8 ") Fftan~ ( for ^TOT) [ N3] 

9–10 The ten names ending with 
g are spelt with 3. After 10 ī d , 
ins. 875* 

10 ') srcfo ( for flcr) 

11 "*) ri¾½ 13% ^n?ft "in –IOT" 
Vl(¾h: 

14 a) fa. (forj0) [ 3 ] 
*) --a¾?t-wr rn [N~] 
") Is-; ( f or ¶  ) 

15 ") s" gpi ( for ¾aj ft"‡t ¾ ) 
*) 3 ¾ d ¾ i N ( for H"l "f 0) 

17 After 17, ins. 879* 
11 Transp. 18"* and 20°* 
20 ") fi?T ( for fltew ) 

e) "tat ftft*ft ( for "Rr: « ft "rat) 
23 ") ¶m (iorxé) 
25 ") -r«n (for cr¾i) 
29 d) arft ^ i w : ( for ¾lft?t¾:) 
30 ") ^mhr ( for °fiiit: ) [ U ] 

*) "Rif¾rq¾,( forrnf¾ra;) 
32 *) ¾ ¾ . t i  t i H . W l [ U ] 

') w r ¶ . ( f or ¾nfR() 
33 a) ‡  l ī ( f o r ^  f ) 

I) ÄMv'l ¾5t ( for q?T "W* ) 

[ ¾ ] 
35 e

) «iflftMWM 
f) ¾RI ( for TRn ) 

37 d) * – – : (for *m?n:) 
/)  p  i   : ( f o r o  l H ) [N3 Da Di] 

38 ") <Wlft¾¾ftd ( for *WWg4l ¾¾) 
[N3] 

42 *) gnl ( for jf¾ ) [ K, N3 ] 
43 *) ;fr<Mfr'*H, ( f o r ~ ~ ~ ~ , ) 
44 *) ¾fW ( for ftīf ) 

d

) um ( for ¾RT) [ Ś , i¾ 3] 
I)«ī-TI--I(fors--n0) [N ,T 2 G 3 ] 

45 ") ä"%«-r-r: ( for a-t¾j--(-r:) 
45 45"6 is repeated ( with v. 1.) 

d) ßl-"~"l. ( for 5T5-"3.:) [ U ] 
47 d) -W ( for ¾l¾ ) 
51 *) é f a - t f ( for --f¾¾-5:) [ % 1 

c) "fist ft¾% (for f - ī t fts%:) 
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*)  i f t : w ( for rf¾:*cr.) 
[ N2.3 Bi.3m ] 

53 b) wAgd<4K1l ( for v4JM<fl<4Hil ) 
54 *) TO¾qr: (for mm*) 

Adhy. 90 

i d )¾(forin 
2 b

) mīkfy (for Hwi¾) 
3 °) S ^ T ¾ ( f o r ^ T ¾ ) [ N 3 ] 
5 b) e  T ¾ ( f o r ¾ ^ ) [ N 3 ] 
6 a

) n(forT) [ K 3 N 3 ] 
b) g*r (for wn) 

11 After ¶ft:, ins. 3 
12 qfoir ¾ I  T M K (for yi¾11d¾) 

[V] 
14 WĪMM: (for H^mß:) 
15 ¾*H>l4<*l ¾lld<¾ ( for ?3¾ 

w*tä§°) [ u ] 
1718 g*n*H: ( f o r **1° ) t ¾  B 1 
19 ¾i¾c¾M¾: ( for ¾¾MI*ft) 

¾n
-TR ( for HH^¾) 

23 HĪM–H ( for ”iTW¾) 
25 After W<a<*n, (ins. J J ^ g f t á ) 

f24o) ¾nf?¾ (for snsisR) 
26 *Wr& ( for ft¶%) Before ^TT‚ 

ins. ¾ 
31 °) Transp. vm and 
32 b) H I M * H (for ¾m¾rai) [ N3 ] 
35 ft – TÍ ( for TOT ) <J*¾r ( for 

d<flWfl ) [ U ] 
4041 From d^W4^T up to Śfcm 

5flR-f Om. 
42 wror ( f o r ^ ¾ ! ^ l ^ ) here & 

below [ N3 ] 
45 ¾NM<lwl¾l-ra ( for ¾f¾ 

q¾^:¾nn§:) [ K 2 ] 
46 Om. -pn¾ [ N3 B5.G ] 
48 fl) f¾m: (for mm) 

á) Here and in the sequel 5īi~~ 
( for 5T~3 ) 

50 Om. vm [ Ñ 3 ] 
51  m ^ ^ N g c l (for 4<Ws«MWKH) 

"I5¾l*l¾i)¾ ( for °¾T*3ft ) 
52 Before ft, ins. *&¾l 

56 ¾iß&WI¾ W ^ ( for 
fW¾WW ) [ N 3 ] 

4^<i ¾sfai ( for >ai¾¾¾ ) 
61 om. m 
63 After 5?älr, ins ¾¾rr 
66 After ft«uJU?w, ins. ?r¾n 
68 Om. *k 
70 om. 
71 Om. s 

5fä 4I¾¾>H ( for ΨT*- ) 

[N1.3] 
77 After 77 ins. 903* ( with v. 1.) 
78 *i&cll f5l̂ <¾uP¾Kl«i ( for 

5īfôm i¾¾<wP*¾i ) 
81 3 l f t ? ¾ ^ (for ° – ^ ) 
83 *rt¾ (for ¾¾?) 
84 W1TO ( for 93TCRT ) 
85 ^<H(Nīl (for the first 5 T O ) 

After 4<4g<1 ins.  ^ ¾ ^ ¾ i ^ n 

– TīÍ pTīī; ¾fftr ?j–T~f 
^l¾¾^^l c[Ff ¾Rl¾l; (for 
* w w w ) 

87 After 3q¾fa, ins. *T5WT 

88 UFR ¾*¾*fr4 (for *rsreri 
¾l¾*4 ITH ) 

I" – ¾"¾TOrR ( for 3 R P i l l ) 
89 After 89, ins. %fī  l ^   f ¾ W ¾ 
90 Om. ¾rf¾?T¾: 
91 After 91, ins. 906* 
93 After JliÄ, ins. WUM< **O^ 

( for ¾̂¾T ) 
94 ¾Rcftft ( for * w k W N ) 

After "j¾¾‚ ins. â -n¾ 
95 ¾witO<w îrft ¾¾ri 3* 3¾q¾fis

96 flj Om. 3. 
e d) Om. 

After 96 a ô , ins. the following 
passage followed by 909* 
¾ ¾F¾r: g*r. qft¾: ¾r ¾iRfwft 

wfft&: snUMKMd^A^if^ 
5¾^Sf¾T"«ir "TOT ¾jf^ft 
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rarôrsifa: " Ī ~ R ^ II °‚I II 
909* Om. r*wmt ¾rr 3"n, 

Adhy. 91 
1 d) Ofämac ( for i"–ft––r:) 
2 b) <r<¾M¾i¾m (for –rrA–r°) 
3 c) irar.(for *3rra) 
6 a

) ifa*m↑ ( for a*
0

) 
9 *) t>j*<–j.fln§dl ¶Ī: [ Corrupt ] 

I24 l ] 13 c) – f – r ^ n – p t ā [ Ñ 3 ] 
17 c) J¾flM.fo ( for 4>Rmifi ) 

Adhy. 92 
2 *) ^rTfift ( for sftffc –?ftfr) 
4 *) *TClft–riH(forim 0 ) 

c) "Rrfir (for īoi) 
7 e) ¾5§i T5T~; ( for *TRTPT <~ī ) 

[ N 3 ] 
d) ftsfi    i ( for <M*t>––4H ) 

15 c) qgfc ( forgt , : ) [ N 3 ] 
21 f) cffrf ( for "–% ) 
22 *) m&m ( for J~T Tī) 
30 c) ¾Rn(for¾¾fT) 

d) i¶*S% ( for ?rvrff) [ % ] 
32 d) ["] snwrfir ( ? * ) "(< ( for 

31WHI¾¾ ) 
39 d) ¾ ( f o r a i ) 
44 °) fôra ( for 3"ī) [ S i f t ] 
46 *) (for -njfen--;) 

d) 3m(f0rsp.) [ U ] 
47 *) i m ( for l  % ) [ N 3 ] 
49 d) ¾ ( for 3"f ) 
50 ") 3ia(for¾-n) [Nis] 
53 d) 3RRt ( for "it) [ Ni8 ] 
55 fl) ī4 ( for »q) [ N 3 D ] 

c) RJRs ( forT3T° ) [ S , r ¾ ] 

Adhy. 93 
1 d) q t f t ¾ ( f o r c – ) • 
3 c) P-r ( for "TT«cT) [ N 3 

Da.x] 
6 d) M1jbHI¾d*i 
8 *) srf¾rcri^rf (for ¾)Ruil¾ai) 

13 °) sw *ntf3 (for 3 ¾ift¾) 
14 c)  ¾ a n ¾ ( f o r f ^ ¾ ) [ N 3 ] 

15 ") –~rr–ft–rf« – j¾n-¾ff –1 
27 *) [] ra ( f o r  p r H N 3 D , ] 

') era: (for tfi) [ N i . 3 ] 
30 ") Hi ( for s i ) 
33 ī d ) atr ( for TH0 , and cn" 

ftW (for are <TOt"f.) 
[N3] 

35 c) Transp. s and 3*f¾ft 
37 c) cfcr (for n¾r) [ U l 

Adhy. 94 
1 °) qt– ( for Ψf ) [ Ñ 3 M 3 ] 
4 After 4 o i ‚ ins. 962* 
5 ") ¾ ^ ( f o r – ) [ N 3 ] 

*) (for ¾T"tw ) 
8 *) pftTīw: ( for °ftf¾TC-l-n ) 

11 c) °d¾Mid; [ N 3 ] 
12 e) -¾ä55qi[s]¾j (for –j?i–q-–-ift) 

–0 «rfa¾ (for 8-–r-f) 
18 *) aw ( for a é ) [ N3 ] 
20 °) <t ( for «f) 
29 d) Transp. é and §JTR [ N 3 ] 

<) s m ( f o r * r f f ) 
31 *) arftī-~-rr: (for a--rrf¾r-n

:

) 
38 ") qfrfJ Ψ ( f°r "ih – : ^ ) 
42 * ) pr cts: ( for ffrcra:) [ Ñ1.3 ] 
46 c d ) Om. 
48 d) *<r: ( for <ra:) [ N 3 ] 
55 *) ei? – : ( for ft¾fT.) [ N 3 ] 

e) ( f or inf ) 
56 d) q–ff?–f ( for q«n ¶m ) [ N3 ] 
58 d

) T¾rq (for T-n-r¾r) 
59 c) ¾li¾HI¾ll̂  ( for°gn–T) [N3] 
60 ") -nft ftTT ( f or T"ft ¾-T ) 

*) K––dH*<fM =-n – I"¾, 
60 e61 d Om. [ N i . 3 V i B 6 ] 
61 f) ¾ldM. ( for árUIM. ) 
64 ") T3jt ( for SJ  ī ) 

*) w&t *"Hi. (f°r ~ ¾ ¾n) 
[242] 74 *) SV¾T ( for –gpi*r) 

L%] 
84 ") 5T "ft (for ¾Tpqqi R") [N3] 
88 d) ¾ft ( f o r ß f r ) [ N 3 ] 
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92 á) wfl¾<l< ( for Ψt*tk° ) 
[ K . . N  ] 

Adhy. 95 
4 *) – M i r (for ––t¾T ) 
9 °) f¾g% ( f o r  – % ) [%] 

14 ”) ° – – i ( for 0

- – 5 t ) 
d) M4m»q< (for !5r0 ) 

Adhy. 96 
1 fl) ¾ ( for ¾ftfft) [ N 3 ] 
6 *) nr–T?r (for rmg) [ N 3 ] 

10 For 10ei, subst. 999* 
17 °*) MlW4l<ff¾: ( for ¾ 4 H « M ¾ : ) 

[Ns] 
i s *) m ¾ i ^ ¾ t i R ( 
21 *) tf^ciJforo – ¾;) 
24 *) s ¾ s i ¾ m rc

28 *) ––n3r. (for W ) 
c) Wm*M*X> ( for dil<H<

ffer:) [ U ] 
After 28, ins. 1004* 

30 a) ftfftñ* (for Hq¾nr) [ f¾» ] 
b) "TfR <H4mi¾"U

37 c) Ψ31 ( for s – – n  ) [ Ns B 6 ] 
38 ') n–f ^ . r (for -† – ¾¾?T ) 

[ K N , . 3 D  ] 
39 After 39, ins. 1013* 
41 After 41, ins. 1017* 
43 a) TP.(for M f l  t . ) [ N i . 3 D 2 ] 
44 ") gn(for^fn) [ N ] 

c d ) For 44 c d, subst. 1018* [S,. ,] 
46 °) « a"" ( f or ) [ S Bi ] 
50 fl) ggj ( for  q i ) 
51 *) v Ä t t ¾ l : 
54 a) ½ ( for irft ) 
55 A ) u f ^  i (for °  i  i r s é ) [ U ] 
59 0 ¾3rse: ( for °g&:) 

Adhy. 97 
1 After 1, ins. 1022* (with v. 1.) 
2 *) ¾rrf¾r ( read ° f t ) ft ( for rr

fäft ) 
5 *) -JT ( for¾) [ N , . 3 ] 

e i ) ¾¾ ( for ¾wr, in both places ) 
[ N3 D 6 ] 

io c) muw (for r7«Fi) 
12 a) g (for ) 

Adhy. 98 

l c) "  I qjn »it 
V) Om. [ N1.3 ] 

3 e) q g ~ ( for iftfr) [ U ] 
4 *) d<Hrr: ( for *w*sa : ) 
5«/) Om. [ Ni.3 ] 

6 °) «ft 0 ( for awt° ) 
7 d) *ThqJr (for its 0) [ N1.3 ] 

12 c) j¾ü: ( f o r . * ¾ n ) 
13 a) srft(forsfc) [ N , , 3 ] 

”) – ( for – ) [ Ns ] 
15 *) ~T¾Jcl¾¾f*¾l¾ 
17 ') ~isre( ( for gT) 
20 *) ct¾T ( for ("" ) 
28 *)  Ä ( read °¾¾ ) (for ° ¾ ) 
29 a) S5T ( for WßT ) 
33 '') Transp. "rrf: and f  i [ N 3 ] 

Adhy. 99 
5 a) After 3n, ins. ft 

[243] *) gq† ^ ( for q–ī nft: ) 
6 ”) a> – fīi‡t ( for anffctf) [ Ns ] 

12 *) ¾S¾»MI*WH. ( for °3r*4WMi) 
[ K 2 N 3 G 2 ] 

15 ”) After w, ins. aft [ S i K ¾ ] 
29 a) ft¾IH¾fed: ( for f¾¾ 0 ) 
36 ') – n re īīfTat 
41 a) After " ~ j , ins. =5 

6) - ~ f a ś ( for "n-f¾T¾ ) 
d) " M f c – – f t ( f o r - t – f ) 

43 d) s r^q - i¾( fo r 0 - - - - - - ) [N 3 1 
44 After ¾-T-fT"TC 3~lTa, ins. 1068* 
45 e) ¾n? – fri (for * R 0 ) 

46 d) W ¾ r ( f o r ¾ ) 
47 ") ---¾ft-i (for -rap-far) [ Na J 

*) 5~ī rn–- -TT <--T 
") – s r ( f o r – i ) [ S i ¾ ] 

Adhy. 100 
1 d) HI " P ; (for 5T-f%:) [ % ] 
2 d) After ft5ft¾, ins. ft 
3 a ) g( for<Rt) 
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*) 3¾TT ( for 5¾ ) 
d) j * * i  W K (for °gfn-O 

4 A) T""i nf=iRI "Rl( 
15 0 ft,l?   w [ ft ] 
17 6) [ ¾  ] f a ( f o r [¾l]ft) 
28 *) [w] ftn~ī: (forrfTHr:) 

[ K . f t ] 
e) [ s i ] sN¼: ( fo r 0  t ¾ j : ) [ft] 

After 28, ins. 1087* 
29

 e) wmm ( f or % ) [ft] 
30 °) ( for – f ) 

*) % fl&<K*i. ( for 3<JKMI4ß ) 
[ f t ] 

Adhy. 101 
4 ") Rfcr: ( for firgs: ) 

10 d) « ¾ H ( f o r ¾f) 
14 d) ¾iri¾T (for –prrt0) 
15 *) ¾R?r ( for ricH) 

') ¾]fo(for [¾t]fe) [ f t ] 
After 15, ins. an additional 
colophon 

16 After 16, ins. 1096* 
17 ") – rr ¾ TT ? M [ ft D„ ] 

*) ftf¾~f ( for ft5ßf) 
23 d) fciīfórtnft) [ U ] 
25 *) "ja: ( for f ) 
27 *) ^t3Fg: (for –"TtTf:) [ K 0 . 2 ] 

Adhy. 102 
6 a) V4f–fc–4l–l!kṛt0<d. ^ 

*)  ^ r a ½ p w [ N3 ] 
d) era: srn. (for sr?"f) [ ft] 

7 e) [8 i ]*q5P^r (for °refer) 
8 ") w ( f o r * ) [ S i K i f t ] 

11 0 °–WigJT– 
After l l e d , ins. 1104* 
( with v. 1.) 

12 d) J---trrf¾Tl¾T*'. [ K o f t 3 
16 *) ¾¾iw*HtWIli: [ U ] 
18 *) qf¾it ( for <nf¾nÜ ) [ f t ] 
19 *) 5ft¾ ( for ftwi:) 

Adhy. 103 
1 ") – * * ( f a r w * f ) 

10 ") fiT–T ( for ¾mf) [ Corrupt ] 
13 *) HIT ( for 3¾TT ) 
14 After 14, ins. 1110* 
17 ") a r o i  I – ( for T¾TT" ) 

[ f t ] 

Adhy. 104 
3 ") anramr (for °¶it%) 
4

 c) m (for ft?) 
7 d) Transp. p: and ?i( [ ft.3 

D„ D i ] 
[244j 8 *)Rr(farfer) 

9 After 9, ins. App. I, No. 58 
( with v. I, omitting lines 

8, 10, U ) 

10 *) i f t¾? arr m 
e) cRl fit. WW«Wl 
d) R: ( for n-O 

12 0    ? ( for ¾¾m ) [ ft.3 D 6 ] 
d) sr: (for –ra:) 

After 12, ins. 1120* 
13

 ei) 4tm3 f*TTC é ~T% "eft 

16 e) –3–R–s–f T¾i (for an ¾nfit) 
[ft. 3] 

d)  " ( f o r   ) [ S i K i , , f t ] 
17 ") dfall3 "¾ 3TW: 

*) – f *fora. 
d) ¾fi^fl*t-¾ [ f t ] 

18 ") Tgr ( for 55īt) 

*) "TfJPWRt ( for  ^ r a m : ) 
e)   H ( for ¾>"*¾ ) 
d) ¾k¾«>*< ft% ¾<r. 

19 ") H w(UW¾«ftai 
*)  r f55fe¾(for i f¾R^i . ) 
e) f¾rqw 5PTf After 19, ins. 

1124* ( with v. 1. ) 
20 fl) ^Tf%qt%: 

*) *IWiÜ4¾«W g 
*) * ¾ f t r ½ S"f¾ [ ft.3 ] 

21 ") MT¾"IW " ~ f srf¾"j 
*) fô"ft ( f o r  – ) 
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1 a) 
2 a) 

b) 

5 c) 
d) 

6 a) 
b) 
c) 

10 a) 
a) 
c) 

12 b) 

14 d) 
18 ÖÄ) 
20 d) 

23 tfJ) 

24 a) 
b) 
<l) 

26 c) 
27 c) 

Adhy. 105 

*H^W¾m ( for T° ) 
1f¾T¾T ( for ff0 ) 
rftīti (for°f:n) [ S i K i . ? , l 
"frf: ( for ijT) 
  HS^ ( for Tr° ) [ Gi ] 
TfVugrT ( for 5R"i° ) 
Transp. rr–~~§ and :n 

f îrMMî rī s¶r 
¾fr e t f ^ i % m ¾ [ N3 T i G 5 ^ 
im*~T–^r (for 0mw) [ N3 ] 
M«""¾ ~ *TC'ftT 

W ¾ ( for ^ ° ) 
h^¾H4<?llft ^ ^ i < ' J f H =l 
3ær: ( for r–:) [ U ] Í 

Transp. 3S and CfīT j 
iTn¾TQJN3] ^ ; 
^ M ^  l ¾ < N [ N3 ] 
T*ṛrfMi: (for [ ¾* ] ¾Tn¾%:) Í 
=*(forg) [ U ] ^ 
«i¾5rri% ( for s ¾ : qreT¾) 

Adhy. 106 
[ 3ff )W1fffr ( for ¾f^Hlft ) 

[ N!.3 B5 D4 ] 

Adhy. 107 

5 b) ST (? read T) W *Ifī~rc: ( for 
¾5T 4«lc*HI ) 

8 d) ¾l-5¾¾ ( for 5̂Tftr– ) 
[ Corrupt ] 

12 c) f ^ H f l ^ r t ( for ° t f ¾ t f ) 
17 d) f  f tS^ ( for p f tS w ) 

[Ś i K2.3N] 
19 a) 3*¾teT ( for ***8m ) 

B) *RMI ( f o r " W T - T ^ ) 
21 d) - – : ( for "Tel:) 
24 After 24, ins. 1141", 

followed by line 1 of 1142" 
25 After 25, ins. 1144* 
27 c) cR** (for ) 

f245;f 29 After 29, ins. 1146* ( with 
V . I.) 

31 *) f ^ q M f o r - * f l Ä ) 
After 31 a ô , ins. 1148* ( with 

v. 1.) 
32 a) f̂ T¾f 3^ī ( for qp f ^ 5f ) 
33 b) f^K&Z ( for feśfah ) [ U ] 

,:) (for -r¾n) 
34 ") ¾ ( f o r ¾ T ) [ K3 N D4 ] 
36 c) ¾ri*ri^ ( for ri<–t^W) 

[ Ś 1 D r , ] 
37 A) ¾ ^Rnf¾ -̂T ( for ¾T¾T 

5:WT ) 

Adhy. 108 

1 °) Ψft ( for Ś-n ) [ K2–4 ] 
d) %mm (for *U4H?3UI ) [ U ] 

2 d) Transp. 3-m: and ^ : 
3 e) 5*1* ( for 5 Ś * w ) [N3] 
5 b) f¾SB2TOT: ( for f¾-R: mi) 

[N3] 
6ab) Om. 

9 c) ¾1¾¾g: (for wm*r.) 
10 a) §<¼*n4) ( for q11<Stf-hl ) 
11 b) HHK^l^l*MÍī 

c) w*sΨ*st* ( f o r f^^T –r~~fr ) 
d

) f * W T ¾ ^ i f c 
12 d) ^ n : ( for °VBT. ) 

oab 
.1 xo , 

14 *) 4f «fl<röEwi.: [ N 8 ] 
e) fÜT ¾t«l<rl*ifc 
”) 1rrf¾ – (for wflffin ) 

16 *)  ^  r N 5 ^ r ¾  : [ N 3 ] 
c d) Om. 

18 ”) – ft *m¾ (for *m¾  i n) 
*) ¾r?I w^PTJ%: 
”) fofon u"ri*? 

Adhy. 109 

1 ”) 5rsran¼Tr (for ° f t–w) 
9 *) T"T W*f½dl^¾n [ N3 ] 

13 fl) g ( for r) 
*) ?sft ( for f a * ) [N3] 

15 *) T-3: "vOTR. ( for – – – – ;) 
[ Ko N31¾] 

d) ft ( f o r ¾ ) [ N B 5 . 6 ] 
16 ”) j l g ¾ f r ( f o r f t 0 ) [ U ] 
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17 c) -¾Pr ( f c r - a f o : ) [ K , f t ] 
19 After 19 e d ins. 1162* 

•) -Bg ( for – "a ) 
–0 -r---n ft---* (for ~n-r~n ft-ni) 

22 *) o–taf>4s-*fa[ [ f t ] 
23 *) ¾ 5 T O : ( f o r J ī m ī : ) 

") ft-Tf – : ( for Ni l l« i : ) 
25 *) [an] 5Tf-–3--, ( f or [¾]*fcr- – ,) 
31 e) - - : - – l - i : ( for ) 

Adhy. 110 
2 *) ŚFt ( f or XX ) [ ft ] 

12 6) –-– ––g –rc (for –- ––-, -–) 

17 ") ¾ßfflrw5¾ftlM: 
21 *) [ s M ( f o r [S]wrt) 
24 6) <5t–OTT– ( for ¾ q i : ) 
26 After 26 e d , ins. 1166* ( with 

v . l . ) [ f t ] 
30 ") °mm* 
36 ') a-i-R-Trf¾f ( for – " - ° ) 
38 *) mmP-Mmi (for °.mflu-wO 

[ Corrupt ] 
43 *) wśm^ (for-nft^-rn) [ f t ] 

Adhy. 111 
6 After 6°*, ins. 1173* 
9 ") ¾lft*it« qp-5fft 

f246j 12 *) m –n–i-rr. (for j-f-t– 
a f t ) [ f t ] 

d) 5r-a¼ "fen ( for - r ~ - - - " ) 
[ K ‚ f t ] 

13 d) vrôft?g ( for °ft<¾:) 
14 a) g ( for –) 
15 After 15*. ins. 1178* 
1516 Reads 15~16* after 12 (?) 
17 *) t""¾T ( for mVHA↑) 
18 a ) a–ft–n-.( for ¾-fer) [ U ] 
19 °) ¼äB(for%lfte) 
20 ") ftft¾> ufe (for sftfoIn9fa) 
23 d) mfaifot: (for 0m%r:) 
26 a ) 3"% ( for -rś i t ) [ ft ] 

*) ī t ( f o r f t ) 
d) g-T ( for- - - - ) 

27 *) Transp. -Rand g-Tf: 

28 e) Ψ*äfor. ( for °¾T*~ ) 
d) ft*lt( for –aftwrf ) [ f t l 

29 ") ¾-r: jM)¶ft-a-r: [ ft ] 
30 A) f^W¾ 

d

) [ S ] ( for g---,) 
32 ") [«]< (for [win) 
33 ") 3––ft ( for [«r]qs° ) 

Adhy. 112 
7 c) –Hi l–n* ( f o r ° ~ » B : ) [ Ś ‚ K 

ft D 5 ] 
8 e) m (for -r-ft) 

d) ¾"fftf5r: m ( for - f -ffifr¾:) 
13 After 13°*, ins. 1186* 

( with v. I. ) 
14 *) Transp. ō"ir and – – ( 

d) *¾a-n¾ ( for -"ST0 ) [ ft ] 
16 ") w ( for g ) 

d ) ""fl"(F *W¾4M 

28 e) t>utuimisn - ~ i r 
29 a) n-?n ( for -ar-=-Tf) 

*) ft----5-n: ( for °q---rf ) 
30 *) ft (for ¾ ] f ) 

31 a) «qs-4t¾ ( for «qc-f)¾ "" ) 
32 d) *raf (for ¾r¾i)[K] (except ¾ ) 

[ f t ] 
33 *) *r-<-t¾T (for -----i-f¾-f) 
34 *) [a-]ft –R<t*– ( for ¾--"î ¾T ) 

Adhy. 113 

2 e) -~-fH. ( for 5--fHB ) 
4 °) - W t f a f t ( for °–5>-it) 
6 ') -WIOTCgt ( for g---!° ) 
7 d) g"Tvr--i ( for ?RT-(-r:) [ ft ] 
8 d) ft--*--: ( for °"K ) 

20 ') ftMI"<*W ( for <d«l<d<M4 ) 
21 a) -Tt-3 ( for –WTI-5) 

*) W q - i - - ^ ( f o r 0 - l * - - f t ) 
24 ") – ft*! ( for 3–ftfe ) [ f t ] 
26 a) ¾ 5 ü ( f o r ¾ % ¾ ) [ f t ] 
32 e) t - ^ ( for – ī ) 
33

 c) ifimm* ( for -3f¾r-fc ) [ f t ] 
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35 For 35 c d, subst. 1196* 
37 d) ~ T T ^ l – – * " T Pft 
38 *) K*imx ( for dMf¾¾!l) [ U ] 
40 a) ( for * ) [ K 3 ft D 5 ] 

Adhy. 114 

1 ") T^I l i¾¾5(for o   l^) [ f t ] 
3 ") *¾¾T ( for T"I––r) 

d) ft?n*( f o r * t ¾ ) 
6 6) ¾ t f ^ f t f l n – – ; 
7 ") "T3f¾( (for ja" ) 

21 ») c(– ( for ” " ) [ ft ] 
23 ”) fonTi ( f or ½TTrr) [ f t ] 

C247J After 23°*, ins. 1212* 
( with v. l . ) 

28 *) f^n=TnJ for rn – r  ī ) 
After 28, ins. 1219* (om. line 1) 

29 ”) ¾ttfcr ( for f f c r ) ( here and 
elsewhere ) 

31 *) TtJ%: (for¾5¾:) 
34 *) ferft° [N1.3] 

38 ") ¾cR«iHi (for ¾3R<f)TT) 
d) g r  f  (for  – 5 . ) [ U ] 

41 e) ¾ ( f o r [ s ] ¾ t ) [ f t ] 
43 *) l¾»^lÄ+lc 

After 43 M , ins. 1224* 
44 e

) iTR¾ ( for nqfit:) [ Ko.i ] 
48 *) ^mé (for fcmie) [ K 3 f t ] 
50 ") 3t ( f o r  r N ‡ ) [ N 3 ] 
51 ) rr¼ (for ffcrr) [ U ] 
52 d) W w ( f o r w ) 
53 d) g ~ 5 – ~ ~ [ ft ] 
61 a) rTOT ( for ¾Tir) 

•) "n¾"T ( for °5BtT) 
[ K3 N3 D5 ] 

62 After 62, ins. 1230* 
65 c) ¾foffr ( for – M ) 

d) Transp. –3A and 
66

 a

) i=á ( for mi ) 
Adhy. 115 

2 *) f¾pft3f^ ( for fcj5iSft ) 
6 ") rná ( for ^r m) [ N 3 ] 
8 ") Jm ( for ajST ) 
9 d) Transp. f  i and fo"p–. [ ft ] 

375 

11 c) .arf¾ – BÍ ft ( for ~f¾ – ~.r) 
[ f t ] 

14 ") s¾¾ ( for ?5^T) 
15 °) 5  * ( for wiff) [ f t ] 
16 J w ( for –f*) 

19 •) ¾ r ( f o r ¾  n ) [ S i K j 
21 After 21, ins. 1240* (with 

v. 1. as in ft ) 
22

 c

) ?m ( for ¾*n ) [ ft ] 
23 á) – – ni (for rrftri) 
26") Om. [ U ] 

Adh. 116 
7 ”)  – ī »rar (for – – – qī) [ ft ] 
9 *) 5TFmcI ( for °J~– ) [ B 6 ] 

12 *) " ~ – īT ( for °–p–f!T ) 
15 *)   I ( for 5ra: ) 
21 b) WTKJT T 1ST T–TT [ ft ] 
23 *) ¾ i ( f o r 5 ¾ ¾ ) 
24 ") * l w s l ī ( for w *»° )  U 

25 ") After 3IT, ins. Ä 
29 ”1) Transp. t¾¾T and ~ 

Adhy. 117 

1 ”) SST ( for –5TT ) 
d) "far gTi<TJ [ Ko ft ] 

7 ”) rff TF~ ( for 3T f^tt ) [ U ] 
16 ”) foJT¾(forrafaO [ f t ] 

*) aif¾ra«ar ¾ (.for "īfa – fi ¾ ) 
[ f t ] 

21 d) m ( for – ~ ) 
26 ”) Rpñi: ( for «*: ) 

A) RT ifn%T"tT – " 

Adhy. 118 
18 ') – TT ~ g ( for 51%–– ) [ U ] 
19 *) ¾¾¾ ( for 5½f) [ U ] 
22 d) ( for – T & ) 
27 b)  " « : ( for ) 
29 *) fcrf&* ( for j¾g:) 

L248] Adhy. 119 
1 a b) Transp. "TTT I and *flR« 

[K3M3] 
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d)  ^  r r  ī   ī (for °m) 
4 *) (for ¾ir°) 
5 ") t~ ( for «* ) [ K.4 No ] 
7 After 7, ins. 1305* 

10 *) ¾¾W>lJ»ti¾ll¾, [ N3 ] 
11 ") mfean (for * « r W ) 
14 d) ¾raT*r – (for -rr-a-n

0 ) 
15 ") –*m–lgtu> ( for "S"ri¾f¾öt) 

[ U ] 
18 ") "rag ( for qi3s ) 

21 d)  – – . ( for rr) 

23 a) ¾H&llK¾ ( for °TT – (T) [ N3 ] 
26 *) E>ftg.~HIH, ( for ?rfvr0 ) 
28 a) ftftaī <m (for  f¾ar TR: ) 
29 After 29, ins. 1309* 
33 ") snr ( for Cli ) 
41 ") et" – ( for ctft ) [ M ] 

Adhy. 120 

2 *) nhm: (for rrrr:) 
8 A) –Rp5rr4t ( for °-r-nft) [ N ] 

i9 a ) é 

Adhy. 121 
6 ) – r ~ M ( for ) [ U ] 
7 e) >RITi: ( for vrR–r–i) 

ā) r?(r (for vm° ) [ U ] 
19 *) «HK«lfe«fl ( for spf ) [ Ñ 3 ] 
21 *) 3 ¾ : ( for *rrf-ī) 

Adhy. 122 
1 °) 3TFTīr ( for ¾TOT" ) 
5 d) r–raft (for s i f«n t ) [ft. T i ] 
6 *) %sfTff¾l ( for rjgTi) 

[ K  Ñ 3 ] 
8 *)  – ( forf53() 

c) ftfR p?r (for ?f färf») 
11 After 11, ins. 1357* (omitting 

J. 2 and with v. l . ) 
12 ) & ( for j ) [ Ko. 8 N3 ] 
19 d) R^m ft ( for °»ft ) 
22 d) »?n–.(for^.) [ M ] 
23 *) ¾M<3>'H ( f o r P R ) [ u 1 
25 d) °f¾"i¾RT [ f t ] 

26 '') "R5 ( forsrf--r-r.) [N3] 
28 ") ft ma m (for * – – – TTT ) 
32 *) –3MHW¾ ( for ¾H'<W»IH.) 
35 ') fri srätfä ( for – – ' ?TT "4 ) 

Adhy. 123 
2 a

) WTrr ( for   i f ' ) 
7 é) ?¾g ( for "¾g ) 

c) *¾g (for – « g ) 
8 '') +Kll. 1.(form«54^) 

14 ") Transp. Rnf and 5Jjī 
[ K 0 Ñ 3 D 5 ] 

18 a) r ( for H ) [ K 3 ft ] 
23 ") ¾...H.j( ( for – l " ) 
25 ') ( for ¾ ft ) 
26 c) HWIīl ( for fWTf ) 
33 '') a~?Tu¾¾ ( for "iī–^tl–n–-.) 
35 c) cRr ( for ) [ U ] 

'') frfft ( for R ) 
36 '') tea ( for *T) 
40 ») –r<–r*ft4t (for °śtm) 
41 ") ¾T--pr ( for *n--lt) [ f t] 
43 ") ^ -rrft (for ü¾-r - i ) 
44 , ;) -R5-R ( for -rnf¾n) 

[249T 47 ») ( f 0 r ) 
50 *) -"fr-rg: ( f o r ° - - ^ ) [ f t ] 
54 ") 15? ( for ¾TO ) [ K 3 ] 
58 '1) Pmi--kim, ( for i ¼ « 4 d l 4 j ( ) 
60 c) *TTīT ( for --s-r) 
62 a) v& ( for c–r) 
66 *) g¾¾ai fä¾-r --: [ ft ] 
67 *) -RF-g-r ( for -ß-g"T) here and 

in the sequel 
71 *) -wfīr- ( forf ī t f iA:) [ f t ] 
74 e) ¾ ( for .-m ) 
78 ') - ^ ( f o r g - n - - ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 124 

6 c) wir^TbK ( f o" ~ * M K ) 
16 °6) Om. [ Si K ( except K 4 ) ] 
29 <!) il-il-† ( for 0 ī i ) 
32 ,l) f - f t ( for -Írf-T ) 

Adhy. 125 
2 ab) ^t ( in both places for f l ) 



13 ”) gg-5T (for [>i]g--f) 
e) s r e r a ^ : (for °Mr.) 

15 c) m<l ( for " t ) [ U ] 
18 ”) ( for -1-f ) 
20 *) [--]¾wftfc (for [ai]¾pi 

t¾ iH) 
21 ") Transp. m g : and «p-cf: [ N 3 ] 
25 *) [««]inr (for [«d¾w¾O 
28 a) Transp. t¾ g and fi--f: [ % ] 
32 ”1) <KH4miQt [: ] WMlWfc fe-ar: 

Adhy. 126 

6 B ) S ¾ T f o i * ¾ t ^ [ K y 
,!) «nr (for ) [ K 0 . 3 D 5 ] 

15 *) Transp. 5-HT and föl [ Si K––< 
N 3 ] 

20 c) W*fŚt ( for WVÁ ) 

28 d) sufī*: gqf¾¾ft: [ N 3 ] 
32 ä) f 5 r ~  : ( for °EI*Ī: ) 
39 *) " – – – ( for 0¾ir) 

Adhy. 127 
1 d) Rdra (for frf¾ra) [ N 3 ] 
2 <

2

) <WWd ( for 5OT0 ) 
4 6) *f t f½( : ( for ) 
8 *) M<¾.RdM.<: ( for °<TT~?: ) [ U ] 

14 After 14c, ins. 1430* 
( with v. 1) 

15 c) **fömcs ( for °felt) 
d) M<rfimi¾ (for af tmf t ) 

[cf. N 3 ] 
( f or m –5* ) 

Adhy. 128 
2 ”) fe– – . ( for «r ? – ~ ) [ U ] . 

10 *) flf¾R ( f o r  r w ¾ ) [ K o N 3 

V i ] 
Adhy. 129 

2 ') nn (for WÄ ) [ S i K o . 2 . 3 ] 

4 After 4° 6, ins. 1436* 
U *) qft – ( for 5n%0 ) [N3D„.J 

18 ")  ¾ ft ä 3Ü *T3¾ [N3 G4.5 M ] 
25 
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*) w ~ ftsfīī ¶T [ N1.3 ] 
«) ( for °It 5T¾ ) 
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19 *) 

[ Corrupt ] 

Adhy. 130 
5 *) ¾"l¾fa: ( for °for :) [ U ] 

c) ( for li¼¾U*W<i ) 
[ U ] 

L25Oj 7 *) é"fT ( for ¾¾W ) 
8 ") rnrnz (for in mr) 

*) ¾i¾r (for ¾nf*j) 
11 c) rer: (for 5–?1) [ N 3 ] 
13 *) 5n¾ – n n T (for r ajTf ^ ¾ ) 

[ Ni M ] 
14 ") fafact: (for –frft––p ) [ Śi 

Ko.2.4 N3 Dó ] 
18 *) Jj––j-r: H-I-f: ( for -T – ī 3 -f-c:) 

Adhy. 131 
15 c) - r i55-¾(for -n¾r¾.) [N1 .3 ] 

16 d) 3 – 5 – – – ( for °-pfe") 
18 *) <"-!<**IW ( for T lawn-m ) 

Adhy. 132 
8 ") -ßT-f?n¾ (for-BR¾¾JT) [ U ] 

Adhy. 133 
4 a) mrm ( f o r – ( – ) [ N 3 ] 

13 ") -f~gt¾-i: ( for ci-n-irl¾'f:) 
17 e) -rrf¾T~a ( for 3Tf5 – – I) 
18 e) qr¾g 3¾B ( for <- – T¾¾ ) 

') srr-j: ( f or uisj) 
') -"4¾W¾¾ßf-H'1, [ D 5 ] 

28 ") qtn-¾: ( f o r = g - s i ¾ ) [N3] 
29 ") JP¾-Ö ( for 5¾rBt) 

Adhy. 134 
8 *) *w?c^ī ( for °km:) 

10 cd) 3ī?t: (for 3-^-53:) [ S , ] 
13 ') é"-f ( for śto ) 
14*-15* Om. 

After 15. ins. 1463* 
21 ”) -J-ÍÍ"P^RÍ ( for °-lit) 
22 ”) - - f e - n - T f - ^ [ U ] 

After 22ci, ins. 1470* 
(with v. 1. ) 
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24 b) 

26 *) 

6 ") 

1 c) 
4 c ) 

10 c) 
11 d) 
12 a) 

a) 

5 ") 

16 a) 
") 

18 ") 
21 d) 

2 c) 

6 ) 
13 ,!) 
14 a) 
18 6) 

c) 

1 °) 
C  5 u 

5 c) 

11 d) 

12 ") 

15 ") 

q – fll¾-f. ( for °«f¾?rO 
-qiftf ( for s-ifi:) [%] 
–T"––Jt ( for T – i ) [ Ñ 3 ] 

Adhy. 135 
an –  m – ( (for ft¾ra0 ) 

Adhy. 136 
jg5t~ ( for fessfr) 
cqft–r (for f W ) [ Ko....4 

Ni– 3] 
-ra: ( for n?r) [ K N , ¾ ] 
-l-– ( fo r  –J 
IT ST ( f or – n ) [ ft ] 
 i¾ft : ( for -rNTī) [ Na ] 

Adhy. 137 
"flflTC( (for *ft--rt) 

[N1.3M3.J 
f"t: ( for 4fcm- ) 

Tt5mfNn. (for ° " r o w . ) 
[ U ] 

f5r¾ (for ftjra 
si( (for ¾n) [N1.3] 

Adhy. 138 
TfcigOTa (for *r f ) 

[ Ko. 3. 4 ] 

3nra*r '4l¾i¾, [ N1.3 M ] 
TītrFT (for ––?T ¾r) 
JI*¾ftullWHH [ Ko N3 ] 
¾WI<W*4Hll<iiH. [ Si K N i . ] 
¾flT ( for f f ) [ K1–4 Ñ1.3 ] 

Adhy. 139 
Transp. m and [ N 3 ] 
2 0 wwm ( for ° – ~ ) 

[ K , N , , ¾ ] 
%"īr: ( for%¾f¾() [ N 3 ] 
fl*tffl: ( for °3 f l ) 

[ á i K 3 . 3 N i . 3 ] T  

¾>tw?m., (for rnmś 3) 
[K,. 2 . 3 D „ , ¾ ] 

-fi?taiī??r-j; (for °-T%",) 

[ N 3 ] 
-l--¶Rt; ( for [S] fitsi–5-rR() 

16 

17 
23 
27 

28 

) ¾*ll*Wi<!*t ( for ° i l r i*¾ ) 
[K3N3¾] 

') 5 f – f – r f t ( f o r 0 ^ ) 
[ K , Ñ , J 

) fl&MM ( for fl5T«nf ) 
) ¾rf¼-¾ ( for 5¾l-rft) [ K 3 N3 
") –-*m"–: (for--ft-fl-rJ [ N 3 ] 
d) aift ( f o r § - r ) [ U ] 
°) ( f or ¾-n-1.) [ K N . . 3 ] 
A) -srnr-fflrs (for ->Twtf--) [N3] 

Adhy. 140 
5 ") iśm ( f or ) [ Ko N3 ] 

c) ffl - f l SB ( for f - f - f l ?fi–ff) 
[N3] 

6 e) dftmif¾ ( for flft° ) [K4N3] 
7 a) i¾55¾itf¾l ( for ftg-i0 ) 

[Ś ! K-.,.4N3] 
9 *) -nn ( f or 5-ft) [ ¾ N L 3 ] 

") -hn-r =-n-fd J-s -; [ N 3 ] 
12 ") ct-TT <*rt¾-WH*q [ N 3 ] 

c) g i t ( for -R-ft) [ŚKo, .3Ni ] 

1 4 d ) ?~fljfl – ~ - - – ~. [ N3 ] 

Adhy. 141 
2 ") -T¾T-Prf W J ~ ( =- 4') [ N 3 ] 
4 *) [q]ej(for M i ) [ N 3 ] 
9 ") "f--Tf: ( for -ßs-n-Tf:) [ cf. N 3 ] 

e) fli~ ¾ ( for ¾ft fl-TST) [N3] 

Adhy. 142 
15 ") -Wlft-ffs. ( f o r ° % K – ) 

[ Ko N1.3 M 6-8 ] 

*) _ - " ~ ( f o r i « w ¾ ) 
16 c) ft«–3l-I ( for ft¾-7¾-i) 

'24 d) jluwdKÑ ( for °rnfa–l–H) 

25 d ) W * (for ["]") [ N 3 ] 
26 d) ft¶^^(forftīni.) 
29 *)  – (for – 0 [ U ] 
34 *) n¶ivs[r. ( forRfī:) 

Adhy. 143 
6 *) w . ^ M ^ i (for °JEft*¾n) [N3] 
8 ") * ^  r ½ T f [ N 3 ] 
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11 *) <rôt: ( for TO ) [Corrupt] 
d) - R ½ r : ( f o r 0 ^ ) 

12 ”) - r – - r ô ( f o r - n § * - f t ) 
*) ¾nlim¾m (for °mr-) 

[Ś-K-.- Br,D r,] 
20 ") 3 « ½ (for¾-¾"i) 

[ Ś , K o . , N , . ä ] 
22 d) 4<l¾l^(¾^¾ ( for M¾l<q<-.¾½ ) 

[ i ¾ ] 
23 *) ¾[4ßna¾ (for °?JT--) 
25 ") - i ½ ( for [ N 3 G 5 M ] 

") ¾-i-fT¾ra¾ -- [ i¾ ] 
27 d) *ti tW«K(for °¾i¾5n) 

[252] 28 d) -"-T-¾IU: ( for ° t e * ) 
[ N3 T 2 G ] 

36 *) -if ( for á ) [ K ( except K , )] 
[N1.3] 

Adhy. 144 
13 *) w f f i N t ( f o r ° ¾ ! i t ) 
14 d) []1Tl¾(for 05lr:) 
15 *) īifi35i: ( f o r 0 " – : ) 

d) l¾T ( for 5T) 
16c18* inserted marg. 

sec. m. 
Adhy. 145 

3 *) ( f o r  ) 
5 *) ¾Rrr ¾ (for ¼ Ψ*w) 
7 b) ¾i¾(fornr¾() [ N 3 ] 
8 *) ^f*Tf: ( for ) 

13
 d) ?: Ψft%fä ( f o r "t*:4^i:) 

15 *) ror ( for jft) [ Śi K N , ] 
19 ") EHkm«m(for f¾f--T0 ) 

[ N1.3 B 5 ] 
22 d) q<W*fa¾HJl ( for -P--)() 

[N1.3] 

29 d) –ft–5-–n (for %*§r) [ K i N3 ] 
31 d) ? f ä¾( fo r - r f¾O 
34 6) g?ī ( for -Jcti) 

c) "n – ( (for – ~ r - 0 

36 <) i f ä ( for ¾"i) 
40 ") f-3F3( ( f o r ~ ~ ) 

Adhy. 146 
9 * ) «¾FH¾R'*iR: [Śi K 0 . 1 . 3 ] 

[ES vn 379 

16 ") ¾<tt¼-flffN ( for M*ft ~-TT ) 
[N3] 

18 c) – T*Rn--. ( for " ü f ) [ U ] 
20 *) ~ - ( for m ) [ K i ] 
22 c) -P-j 5-fT5f ( for "T 3 -flP-I) 
31 *) –1fR( ( for -Rī ) 

") ¾ftftsn(for [«l]-ftf tw-.) 
[ s , K , S ] 

Adhy. 147 
1 *) fsT"n-"f -[ ( for fa%l*-l -tr1 ) 

[81.3] 

5 c) dwuirr– (for ?r-–q–") [ ft ] 
6 *) - r ¾ ( f o r [ 3 - ] f t 
9 d) ¾r¾¾m(for f¾¾*m) - f¾ D. ] 

16 Reads 16M , after 1623* 
( cf. 18 ) 

i s " ) -35:fe-n (for-f-mf¾RTf) [ U ] 
After 18, ins. 1623* ( cf. 16 ) 

21 a) fan -«- ( for <iir-wtd ) 
') Transp. "-¾fr-; and cTR( 
”) 4mRmft (for ° * ¾ ) [ ¾ ] 

Adhy. 148 
1 e) -aq-rn (for * ~ 0 ) 

[ Ko N3 D-, M s ] 
10 b) ? T ( f o r ¾ ) [ N s ] 
12 ') <fo¾HM ( for °¾ ¾l"-f) 
13 ") * w ( f o r ¾ n n ) [ N 3 ] ^ 

6) – mf¾: «¾Mii3r" [ Ns ] 
16 ") -it¾i-i¾ (for %m° ) [ N3 ] 

•) ¾rar (for -rat) [ U ] 
0 -mte-ri% (for 0 " ¾ - % ) 

Adhy. 149 
7 fl) – Ś SIP-T ( f Or -R TR ) [ Ns ] 

”) f-f"?srī5-r-rat (for śti↑ 
*–flpát) [ N 3 ] 

8 ”) i–f (for »r –"T) 
[253] u •) ( for f * f a ) 

*) w *  s a f (forqf t) [ N 8 ] 
12 d) 6¾rr (for m°) 
20 c) cRt(for ni,) [ M ] 

d) g p 3 ( ( f 0 r ^ ) [ U J 
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Adhy. 150 
15 *) »ran(for JTfg() [ N 3 ] 
16 ") -J*KJ-M ( for °-i-jt) 

[ K ( except K– ) N 3 Dr, ] 
*) ~f-r-ft-r -iPlmi¾ 

20 d) [¾Tf]-lft-ft (for-*ft-Tt) [ ¾ 
N R ] 

2 1 d ) *ra^(for – .) [ U ] 
25 ") m ( for s ) 
26 After 26, ins. 1644* 

Adhy. 151 
9 *) ¾8-fll-it ( for i t*° ) 

11 d) w ( f o r w ) [ U ] 
14 ") m ( for ) 

[ Śi Ko.i.3 Dr, ] 
19 d) f5*T ( for ) 

Adhy. 152 
6 After 6, ins. 1665* 
7 ") - m ( f o r - ī ) [%] 
8 *) - i - - -ī"f-n -. ( for 5–rôr g ) 

15 ") «ft¾ST ( for °¾"?5T ) 
w 

d) ft – * (for stium) 
Adhy. 153 

4 ») ftr(forft?rO 
6 *) « K d W « n ( for ftf–»–nft "I) 

9 d) fr^: ( fo r ^q 0 ) [ N 3 ] 
Adhy. 154 

9 d) l¾iw+l ( for ftTh ) 
13

 a) -ftft (for <"Tft) 
c) –rfīa (for mm) [%] 

16 d) TORT (for sni? ) [ N 3 ] 

Adhy. 155 

1 ") j-W-Wiff ¾-fft: [S1N3] 
2 ") *r(for%) [ Ś – K Ñ – . 3 D 5 M 5 ] 
8 ') 4MI.H.-4KII4IKI ( for S-~rm° ^ 

10 e) --i-Ti¾T---i;(for0!¾n-i-->) [N3] 
18 d) ¾ " ¾ - - " (for¾¾-irft) 

[ c f . N 3 ] 
20 ") g (for ft]*) 
21 d) AT ( for Ś ) 

22 e) -- i t-- (for<*mm) [ U ] 
24 *) s ra- i - r^¾¾f¼ [ N 3 ] 
35 ") Om. – " [ Corrupt ] 
36 *) M - " T - - r f w - n – – 

39 ") Ś J t 4 ( for –- īT° ) 
43 *) s--nft¾(for-1-n-1t%) 

[ N 3 B 1 . 5 M 3 . 5 ] 

After 43, ins. 1698* 
48 ") –j-"3T g ( for – j – n – - ) [ D 5 ] 

Adhy. 156 
5 ") Erg ft ( for CS-ft ) 

S5 
Adhy. 157 

4 *) "īft-T ( for -TT%H ) [ N 3 ] 
13 ») gg : ( f o r " - . ) [ K N ! . j ] 
14 ") -T¾ ( for -n-TT) 

Adhy. 158 
2 *) <-ft*l>*-nfr-m, (for °<iwm,) 
3 ") mw- (for °*mv) 
7 a) sn-ft ( for tRT ) [ N3 M 6 .8 ] 
8 d) -w--iK¾ ( for ¾m¾T-t¼ ) 

p 5 - q 10 c) flfr% [N13] 
d) ¾ 5 ¾ ^ ( for ^-5- – ,) [N3] 

13 e) –TT–T (for -nś-f) 
[ N, .3 B » « D , ] 

14 ") émi- (for f o m : ) 
15 e) "n ( for =ar) 
16 e) -ut -"-ra; ( for 8(T-1 -ft ) 

18 ") ft<-jrét ( for %-f-(T) [ U ] 
*) <¾¾-41-M¾HU (for ¾i¾«-w 0) 

[ Corrupt ] 
d) ["] -»WK-»IH; ( for °9t--~rq,) 

[ K o * ^ S i . , B i ] 
22 *) a-T-r-"T ( for " f - - ) 

) wfN"". ( for - j ^ - - ) [Corrupt] 
24 a) ft¾itft-i%(for0ft¾-n)^ 

*) Jl*ī)-I&i; ( for M¾¾rift ) [ N 3 ] 
25 *) ( for -5sft ) [ N 3 ] 
31 d) qfon-N-. ( for qft0 ) 
32 ") JTfWT-r ( for°W3T) [ U ] 
34 *) -l-*jft ( for T[vsá ) [ U ] 
37 a) ?mtim ( for ~3T 0 ) [ U ] 
40 d) - ¶ (for TO ) 
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41 c) ¾pn(forw-n) [ á i K - . - ] 
") " f t ftśto (for JT̂ T%° ) 

[ K ( except K , ) Ñ- ] 
50 ") ¾rä -ra--f *n-R [ u ] 

Adhy. 159 
4C , i) Om. [ Ś – K N . 3 ] 

10 ") ¾- – – : ( for –f¾ – : ) 
[ Śi K (except K 4 ) B 5 G, ] 

14 b) ~ – ~ ( for qi-HJ) [ N!.3 B 
( except B- ) D 2 ] 

15-16 Transp. 15"* and 16"* [ U ] 
19 ") ~ ~ ” ( for – ¾ - ) 
21 *) -n ( for - l ) 

Adhy. 160 
3 ”) g (for * ) [ N , . 3 T i G 2 ] 

12 ”) s-tr ( for --¾T) [ U ] 
13 ") °4<w1>WKPrt [ Ko.4 Ns ] 
21 *) -f-j--ft¾-1: (for °-J-U gi¾ ) 
30 ”) crCTl ( for ~ = - ) 
32 ”) °arf¾-1: [ K0.3.4 N i . 3 ] 

Adhy. 161 
8 c) ¾fl-5q-n^ ( for °»mf¾ ) 

17 ”) ^ ( for <5l½ ) [ U ] 
19 ') % (for ¾ ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 162 
4"*) Om. [ N 1 3 ] 
7 ”) ¾l½i«mm<T« [ Ns ] 

”) ^ q l r ( f 0 r 0 ^ ) [ N – . 3 G J 
18 ") ¾j¾¾3-f¾ (for "-¾fä ) 

[ B- 3.5 D* ] 

Adhy. 163 

17 d) ¾faw-W ( for WKW4<q;) 

Adhy. 165 
10 c) --¾51R¾T (for °m) 
13 *) -¾M¾«*<i¾dni. 
19 *) q¾f¾-Rrra( (for -tffo-t!-ī.) 
20 ”) ¾lfo ( for =5"% ) 
22 ”) °u-f¾-n 

) *r*wm<m (for 5 w n 0 ) 
35 *) srsrara( ( for 5ī-S<-: ) 
36 c) <tJ<Hi<>HL ( for ¾PKI-**¾¾H,J 

25A 

38 ”) W*Śfa ( for ~ 5 l 0 ) [ U ] 
*) ¾v- – i ( for -P~-f ) [ U ] 

39 *) föl¾¾ Ä - c t - T I [ N3 ] 

[255] Adhy. 166 
20 *) -R--. ( for -(-f:) 
34 *) ¾¾p-3Wf¾^3-: 

Adhy. 167 
10 After 10, ins. 1786* 
11 ”) arg-"*- ( for a – ~1:) [ N1.3 ] 

*) -owwfi-aww-j; 
21 c) V9 3 – f ¾ ( f o r TOT " f ô ? ) 

[ % M 6 . 8 ] 
Adhy. 168 

4 c ) -f – r--(for- i l --- : ) [ N 3 ] 
”) vgśt (for m m ^ ) 

6 ”) ft-¾-H (for °g-Ri) 
[ Ś 1 N 3 G 3 ] 

8 ”) i-fl-(-- ( fOr °¾W ) [ N3 ] 
10 °) ¾WH«ft ( for °«* n fô ) [ U ] 
14 *) m % (for rf^is^) 

e) s?TTf : – W ( for sqrä 3¾W? ) 
19 *) qcnsr"3njqīn. 
25 c) nrft: ( for wtīk:) [N3] 

) <its–r (for <itrr) [ U ] 

Adhy. 169 
7 fl) ¾f¾ "f % ( f or n¾Rf) [ K i 

N1.3M3] 
*) crRr ΨTf"T¾f¾: 

8 c) –rm ( f or <~r) [ Ñ 3 ] 
9 ") J – – : ( for °rcr:) 

15 *) 3  f t ( f 0 r  – ft) [cf. N 3 J 
18 e) J"īfo"” (forfltain:) [N1.3] 
19 ”) RH¾WM¾ ( for rf¾3J0 ) 
20 ”) [a]fqRT(for°i>in) 

[ Ś i K , f t ] 
*) ( f or ) [ K , N 3 ] 

22 *) sfrfô-rr: ~p– (for 8fri¾-r-mi:) 
23 d) T – rf¾-( f or ~ – f ) [%] 

Adhy. 170 
12 *) °t-a-rrc( [ % ] 
17 After 17, ins. 1789* 

( with v. 1.) 
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19 ") <5!¾ ( for nT) t ft ] 
c)   ~ ( for c"f) 
'') ¾W3RTTRT PlMIW.: 

21 () -r fr: (for-cq:) [ U ] 
Adhy. 171 

2 *) ^H(iatü^m) 
6 rf) –C"ft ( for "TTÍ) [ u ] 
7 ") -i5¾5T-rr ä 
8 c) I¾ni. ( for "Pft"!.) 

[ Corrupt ] 
17 ") ft"il ( for ftsfa:) [ ¾ ] 
23 ') 5t~T^( f o r « m H ) 

Adhy. 172 
2 *) ‡b?–i ( for °5rt%) [N3] 
6 *) Tf¾?J: ( for gfar:) 

(for–Art 0) [ U ] 
9 ") m: ( for   ~ ) 

Adhy. 173 
2 *) gT ft* Hfftr [ ? ] 

After 2ci, ins. 1796* 
') c~r terôr (for fér ar  – ) 

H *) ––pra–n–;(for0?––) 
d

) qg"ī.(for"aTi'.) 
[ Ś i K N i . 3 D-] 

16 *) °-fa – 
L256] 23 *) q""īrfé-r: (for -n-f0 ) 

[ U ] 
,!) -fcRÍt ( for – rf^IT) 

Adhy. 175 
2 d) STR(( for"WTri;) 
3 ") ft (for "n") 

*) ~ N ī T * ~ . ( for a n 0 ) 
8 *) <iwR*n ( for J H ° ) 

12 d) flfīrai: ( for "Rf ) 
14 ") ¾qJ, ( for ^f lr j [ N 3 ] 
17 *) Jrfft<T ( for °Jl l) [ U ] 
18 d) qfip¾(forR) 
19 d) ¾T¾t ( for ¾ ) [ Ñi.3 ] 

Adhy. 176 
6 d) ft~3 ( for RRÍ ) 

9 c

) [ « l ] s n  T « ī ( f o r 0

q  4 ) 
10 e) 52j3i ~–firft (for  r ¾  ~ifi~r) 

[ U ] 
14 f) fiii½T ( for ftW ) 

After 14, ins. 1812 * 
15 e

) firgmtôR (for 0

g*) 
16 *) ¾fii¾t ( for 0

vñ ) [ Ñ 3 M 6 ] 
18 é) qu – TR¾¾¾r: 
21 *) °" f t l : 
24 *) JfTraqI"OTT"i: 

d) ¾ – 0 [ Corrupt ] 
27 c) Here and in some places in 

the sequel qfn"° ( for qī3T  0 ) 
Adhy. 177 

5 ") [ 3J ] R!¾f ( for 5l–af) 
9 c) " ^  – : ( for gft?:) 

11 *) f¾Ör: ( f or3?° ) 
d) a¾""lt ( for ¾ft) 

12 ,J) īT?R( ( for a«iī) 
15 *) qfa : ( for ) 

After 15, ins. 1815* 
16M) Om. 
17 *) "fifTJīft: ( for °   i ) 
18 After 18°, ins. 1818* 

(with v. 1.) 
b) *3tä*m: ( for a r c ° ) 
")  & ( for fegt) 

Adhy. 178 
3 *) [«j]w(for M m ) [ U ] 
5 *) ( for ) [ U ] 
6 ") a – 0 ( for ¾1~0) [ U ] 
7 ") j~T~r (for jqii«r) [ U ] 
9 rf) f-Jl: ( for qs~f) 

12 d) --?¾^imi^i-ii (for 0

¾i-rrf¾f?ri) 
16 *) t%f¾p – r~r ( for ft" – ° ) 

[ Ko. 2  4 M6_3 ] 
d

) -"sflft ¶ W sd¾¾-l«f¾-di: [ Ñi ] 
18 d) ¾ ( for s ) 

Adhy. 179 
11 *) frg ( for ) 
19 ") ^ft*T: ( for g*"– : ) [ U ] 
20 *) [a?] ftra^i: (for [ « ] ftfr 

– ) [ U ] 
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22 e) – ––TTm ( for – – ~ R ) 
[ cf K , ] 

23 c) ~ : (for [¾1]f¾-
- T O T f ) [ K ] 

Adhy. 180 
2 After 2, ins. 1855* 

( with ~ – for – T% – ) 
[ śi K Ni ] 

3 B) ¾ <F¾-r ( for H i ° ) [ S. K G « ] 
4 *) pī?HT5T ( for <¾R ) 

[ Ñ, B  , D, ] 
P 5 7 ] 5 ") ^ g ¶ g  ^ ( f o r % ^ ? 0 ) 

[ U ] 
9 ') g  f t (for g¾ft ) [ U ] 

10 ") ¾ ( for c – ¶;) 
13 c) mmñ(for°fr41) [ U ] 
16 ") tf~: (for qrä: ) [ U ] 
18 ") f¼3wTTrnrr (for rffog ""

"rT*fr) [ N ] 

Adhy. 181 
4 ") – – ~ ( for – ¾ – ) [ % B 3 ] 

b) i  f – : (for 0  ~ : ) 
9 *) % : ( for i=rī51:) 

31 After 3 l " 6 , ins. 1882* ( with 
¾¾";iS'lff ~~ī*r as posterior 
pāda ) 

'') MlWW S S ~ ( for °3fli – T() 
After 31, ins. 1883* 

Adhy. 182 
2 ') ¶m ( for  ~  f ) 
4 ”) – ( for % ) 
7 *) Tif*.ī?r (for rri¾t°) 
8 ”) – W ( for °tf*n-i) [ U ] 

14 '') ~ – R 

Adhy. 183 
1 Om. [ U ] 

5 ') fl¾ – Fr¾ ( for q § 0 ) 

8 ”) fe!m↑ w( r – iwre*T gF,T 

Adhy. 184 
3 d) ft¾"Tn~3. ( for j¾¾"i=t¾:) 

[ D 4 M r , ] 
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5 '') jgi-f ( for -l-s-n ) 
6 ”) H  * ( for ) [ Si K D, ] 

*) l¾^*I-i¾r-l^: ( for JTriq¾T
0 ) 

7 '') [ s ]  ¶ : (for [s]wra°) 

[NiV.*] 
9 <;) irr 3 (for q-1:) 

18 *) 4hsrn (for gn.) [ K , G , ] 

Adhy. 185 
8 c) ft–ri (for feré) 

11 ”) fteft* (for frsnfr ) [ U ] 
12 '') [ s ]mI i    ( for 0 ¾f l   ) [ U ] 
16 *) – TT – Pif (for ^c^t –Tfj:) 
20 *) JT–nf ( for T – T  ) 

[VtM3.-] 
21 *) tra–r ( for qf ¾ ) [ U ] 
23 e) ¶ ( for "T) [ U ] 
25 ”) c * i t ( f 0 r s w 0 ) 

Adhy. 186 
5 d) nm¾ ( for – – f  ) [ Ñi ] 
7 ”) –nfoi  – ¶FI (for ¾rr – jff5i) 

[ N D Di ] 
c) HIlf1 ( for n–>–<4 l¾¾) [ U ] 

9 '') M<fMWIW. (for °T5Iī:) 

Adhy. 187 
13 c) ~ ~ ( for – ) 
26 d) "5«ī–lr ( for "–T0 ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 188 

1 '!) W ī – PPJ( (for °5tr¾) 
2 ”) s1&–9––f ( for °51sI) [ U ] 
3 *) [   ]%W*i r ( fo r [–T]ft–f– 

fcf) [ ¾ ] 
4 rf) "Rf¾ ( for ¾ r r qfg:) 

[ N3 B D 4 ] 

Adhy. 189 
4 ") ( for sf ) [ Si K , . S ] 

10 '•) ra ¾¾t riT T?ra rvrrtr 
18 c) <R – ~T (for °¾m ) [ U ] 
19 ”) fapjftt (for fafôt) 
22 *) m¾MIIil <wiif iw¾H 

[258] 24 d)  T  = c ( f o r ¾   ) 
27 c) ["]"T¾(for [9]w¾ 
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29 *) ? * ( f 0 r 5 é ) [ U ] 
31 After 31', ins. 1919* 

After 31, ins. 1920* 
38 After 38', ins. 1921* 
39 ") [3  ]¾ r ( fo r Wcnr) 

*) ["]fcTiF"īl. (for*

*>i¾1i ̂  ) 
After 39"*, ins. 1922* 

48 ") gtnRrr (for nrr°) [ K 3 ] 

Adhy. 190 
1 *) ffnr (for naflcf() 

") t–ffī5fī (for –R–fw) [ u ] 
8 ") [a?] ^<H.fmuá (for [¾] m 

RTtTTf*rä ) [ U ] 
*) f¾+l«1¾.4il!.0  

e)  T ^ . i T  r 0 [ U ] 

12 *) qfluwi*uq ( for < W M ^ W W ) 

Adhy. 191 
6 ") –Rlt: (for fl-n) [ U ] 
7 *) °¾«uPKir 

12 *) ^l4HI««Hjfor"äf<nq;) 
13 d) s?rnT ¾TT – ft "I ( = 15") 
1416 Transp. 14"* and 16 n i , and 

om. 15 
17 Transp, 17"° and 19"*. 
18 *) (forg*n) [Ś!K 3 .4Ni v , ] 

Adhy. 192 
1 *) īigRÍft ( for <4¾Mfl<H) 
3 *) ww*fc (for [«]¾mr – ;) [ U ] 

c) m*wmw (fornrô~nft) [U] 
ā) ¾Ri;(forg!n¾) [ U ] 

5 ") ¶ T ( for – ) [ N1.3 ] 

6 c) ui^dlH–l ~fl~T~~( 
20 ") –  ( for am) 
21 After 21, ins. 1951* 
22 After 22, ins. 1953* 
26 *) 5pr: ( for lgap ) 

) r"ff: (for –Rf?nn ) 
29 d) ¾"¾^[f – I", 

Adhy. 193 
3 ") [ i]f t(forgT) [ N J 

4 *) g¾¾ : (for  j f § : ) [ K>.3 ] 
10 After 10 ins. I960* 

( with v . ) . ) 
13 *) T¾I. (for "ft*.) [ K , 3 N , ] 
14 d) rnrTTá (for 0 « – r ) 
16 c) ^  r i l : ( for °*R: ) 

[ Śl K1.3.4 ] 
") mw.-n*liy-hifi-i: 

19 c) wfi -n -<ft ?m*il 
Adhy. 194 

2 c) –T"n ( for -J--T ) 
") ¾¾ –Tft–n: -mi [ u ] 

6 *) ft?ft ( for 5Tf-ft) [ V, Dr, ] 
8 c) q-j ( for ft -I) [ U ] 
9 *) – j : ( for ° f t* : ) 

[ Śi K0.1.4 ] 
12 d) ft – l ( f o r 0 – i ) [ U ] 
13ab) f*raifa -j sni-rrft –M<–!Pt. -¾rf¾r 

-J [ U ] 
15 d) -r-r-v-r-r-^ -rfft 
19 c) mm (for --R«–r) [ u ] 
20 ") WlH-¾l»T (for -TrST ^ ) 

[ U ] 
*) [ 3 i ] - - ( f o r - - ) [ Ś X K 

( except K 2 ) N i ] 
23 ") J - -T - f t¾( fo r 0 i - - ) [ U ] 

[259j Adhy. 195 
5 ") ft-4(for-r*n) [ U ] 
8 d) .r: ( for * ) 
9 c) mm ( for -rar) [ K 0 . 3 ¼ d ] 

d) « W r ( f or ¾-ft-qft) [ U ] 
13 -) qr¾n (for ) 
19 d) jm^m (forft-mr4) [ M 3 . 6 - 3 ] 

Adhy. 1% 
1 *) -W ( f or ¶ q ) 

25 d) -TNer-¾(for*nftg-¾) [ U ] 
28 *) - j - f t f t ( f o r ° ^ ) 

Adhy. 197 
13 *) -31 (for ft¾) 
16 d) --nr--.(for-ft) [ U ] 
19 c) -n-¾t s¾¾ (for –n–-r¾¾) 
23 ") g f t - ~ ; ( f o r f t i ^ ) [ U ] 

After 23, ins. 1975* 
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29 d) -r ¾-f¾-¾-f% (for EhiSlmfô ) 
[ U ] 

Adhy. 198 
24 á) ---¼- ité -m 

Adhy. 199 
6 ”) -r¾i (for -fcfr) f U ] 
9 *) Tr-ig-it (for v w 0 ) 

24 *) -i--ft ( for -j-it) 
'') "It-¾: -I-¾-TO [ U ] 

25 n f e d ) Om. 
32 ') 5ré: ( for –n& ) [ U ] 
37 ") -i^T-«-rf¾-': ( for %mfa: ) 

Adhy. 200 
3 e) sp-airai (for --gmuir) [ U ] 
5 ”) s-fiin ¾"f ( for UflH.llw-) [ U ] 
8 d) * ( f or -f ) [ B 3 G 2 ] 
9"*) Om. 

22 e) - j j - ( for -5W-T ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 201 

4 '!) %¾¾-st ¾ w p n 
14 *) cnttra (for ) [ U ] 
15 °) -iPT-n-r-¾(for 0-fn%) [ U ] 
18 ”) -T-T¾* ( f or u á ) [ U ] 
24 c-26 á Om. 
29 c) fcm: s-gf¾-t: "*f: 

Adhy. 203 
5"-6* Om. 

12 ”) «f¾¾ – -. ( for g ~ w : ) 

Adhy. 204 
5 ”) -Tft--T%(for-Rf ) [ N i . 3 D 5 ] 

Adhy. 205 
8 d) [ " ] f ¾ m ^ ( f o r ° - ^ ) [ U ] 

17 After 17"*, ins, 2016* 
30 Om. with colophon 

Adhy. 206 
2 c) *TTSTTSr ( for ¾ T » ) [T ,G»] 
7 d) XWt ( f or si-rd) 

[ Śi K ( except K 2 ) ] 
18 e) i l¾R((for-fr i ) 
19 d) [ w ] f a ¾ j * * r r t f o r [8¶]%T 0 ) 
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25 ') ä (for T.) [ U ] 
28 e) .T =5 it ( for «=9 ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 207 
3 *) ¾ – r¾i% – – -1i¾-Tra( 

[2603 5 d) gwfw ( for ¾T--J°) 
6"*) Om. 

13 D) -m-5ī ( for WH<M ) here and in 
the sequel 

18 *) -pT-1 -T-u1 -f¾q; [ U ] 
19 *) -f–1–-a (for -r*¾ –ra–r) 
20 c) - ī i 3 -p-¾-r 

d) -^-TF-fft ( for – f – T¶r) [ Śi ] 
23 d) Him - f ~ – (for T¾rff-TT. - W ) 

[ U ] 

Adhy. 208 
6 d) -p-H-m ( for 0 - l - – ) 
8 C) -–f"7l ( for -R-n ) 

14 d) ( for – * ) 
16 e) -inR-H*i, ( for ^ – f - ~ ) 
18 ') [~] -pg=3---j; (for °d-¾,H¾,) 

Adhy. 209 
20 d) ---T – – 1- -ffo – ; 
24 c) - i ( f o r -T ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 210 
5 d) – w ( f o r - - ^ ) [ K 4 N i ¼ ] 

U d) «frff¾d; ( for -Tfl-īl%:) 
12 A) – far- (for – ~ r ) 
19 ") mm (for ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 211 
10 *) (for ¾ng¾;) 

13 *) win-ft ( for ) 

24 c) ŝ––r-" ( for -T-r¾) [ U ] 

Adhy. 212 
8 C) -~ – TĪ.Ś– ( for – ~ – f t ½ ) 

12 d) mÍCRT: ( for WM "Kr:) 
19 d) (for «f¾. ) 
31 d) ar^-r-T3C-n 

Adhy. 213 
6 d) f?r: ( for 5fr ) 

12 d) Jtg: (for -ra:) 

http://UflH.ll
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13 0 arfJT-r: (for ¾II¾¾I< ) 
14"*) Om. 
15") Om. [ Śi K i ] 
17 *) --f-w-r¾i-nf¾-rTq; 
19 ") a-f¾-n-i ( for 3rf¾r-I--I) [ U ] 
26 *1) – r – – : ( for °-Rip ) 
28 *) -igt ( for fest) 
32-33 Om. 
38 *) l"-ft3"ft ( for -ffa-ft) 
42 ") -dm¾T«i¾¾^nr [ Corrupt ] 

") "J-^T%flflft" – "ī. [ U J 
45 *) ^~?"-rnj; (for -Jan-rap-.) 

After 45, ins. 2087* 
49 ") -fliÖB-fföl* ( for Ψ%m° ) 

*) "ī^"4 īricT "TM*H 
51 *) -T - r~ : ( for °"R:) 
57 0 "j-i"rf s ?ī^R-r. 

After 57, ins. 2097* 
68 d) 3 4 M M . W Ś * g ~ [ Bi .5 ] 

Adhy. 214 

3 ") -T¾mr¾T¾(fo r "m 0 ) [ U ] 
8 ") -n-f: ( f or ft-ir:) [ U ] 

20 *) -r– (for 33*r:) [ D L , ] 
30 *) -r-4.Li^-w¾r: [ U ] 
31 *) -*t-*rar: (for -5–-10) 
32 *) --r––j % (for wsnrPT) [ U ] 

Adhy. 215 

3 d) [ai]-fc-f (for [ - - ] « - - ) [U] 
9 *) ft¾snMft.] U ^ f t 

[ K 3 . 4 K i D i . i l  
12 ") -r-isi=n--^iii (for -r% -rc-i-rr-f) 

[ G 6 . 6 ] 
15 ") –T% -W-īf (for "T¼ ¾S4O [U] 

P<SiJ Adhy. 216 

5 d) *-¾^-r-rn% (for °j-Rif–f) 
[ S i f ¾ i ¾ ] 

12 *) 5 - – ī g " ? m ^ ^ [ Ñ B 3 Dn D 4 ] 
13 *) T¾rf»5"ri: 
16 c) rfi ( for ?pi ) 
17 d) n(fer [S]&p) 
28 *) Ψth ( for ton" ) 

Adhy. 217 
6 *) ¾riRt,(forni.) 
9 ") TÖ¾ ( for  ä g ) 

Adhy. 218 
6 a) * fti*–j (for m°) 

10 d) in – rm: 
14 e) ftT¾ ( for ftqpft) [ K 0 . 3 .4 ] 
15*) [a]¾FH( for [t] "1?.) 
18 ") ^–Rfr*R 0 [ U ] 
22 *) H f o i f i t o f t ī*m [ K0.4 ] 

c ) ft«r¾fT° (for fsrfTisn°) [U] 
23 ") "TOT(¾n ( for 11° ) [ U ] 
27 d) –TF?ra: (for rdma) 

[ Ś i K i V , ] 
31 d) ÍNSÍ ( for ft"J* ) [ U ] 
38 *) TTfft ( for ° s * ) 

rf) ¾ft<"Hn1 (for " ~ – f) 

Adhy. 219 
4 *) M kWMt (for Tn¾r:) 

17 e i ) 0 ¾q 0 ( for °.R° ) 

Adhy. 220 
4 *) m f qft ( for <mrm ) t V i ] 

22 ") s*?forri (for °^m) 
31 d) (for ftfr) 

Adhy. 221 

3 c) *fl*p (for–1–ftn.) [ U ] 
14 d)  ä t i (for ¶3"ī) [ U ] 
19 d) " ½ ( for fcśt–T) 

Adhy. 223 
9 ") M ^ i - j f t f t " t > ( forf-^• : 

- r f * - t 0 ) [ u ] 
10 ") - ^ R (for ° f t -n) [ ś i K i ] 
11 *) – ^ t ( f o r – - ) [ K - ] 
14 *) ?r¾-r: (for Bf t -F ) [ U ] 

Adhy. 224 
1 c) ¾ i g ( f o r Mtft- t ig) [ f t ] 

10 *) –- (for g ) 

d ) 5T ---1%( for ) 
13 *) ¾R"T¾ ( for ) 

http://KiDi.il
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") *3-A ( for *l° ) [ U ] 
15 b) *n «*¾-- ^ n ¾ : [ U ] 

e) ¾l-nm^ -r-ft ^ N t [ u ] 
16"*) ¾R¾fr^%T-Tt [ U ] 
17 b) 3 -T: ( fur ---T:) 

[ U ] 
20 A) om. -T [ U ] 
21 ") °-TT-ftT¾ 

c) ( for iī†3^ ) [ U ] 
d) wm: ( for ) [ U ] 

22 b) **XH*3IW –ff3–ī: 
23 c) M f t (for W f e T ) 

f262] 24 ° ¾ w ( f o r ° S f t * T ) 
[ Si K o . J 

25 a) m ( for ¾IF* ) 

29 a) ¾1cT¾¾n¾ ( for ¾-q° ) [ G*–4 ] 
32 *) ^ ^ ( f o r - - - n i ^ ) [Ko .4l 

Adhy. 225 
4 c) ¾¾T (for ¾*mj;) 

[ S i K ( except K2 ) Di. . . j 
d) ¾n-n-F¾T ( for ¾l-q- ¾tf ) 

[ Śl K ( except K2 ) ] 
7 ¾rr^¾: (for g*¾* ) 
9"') ¾flg á -” ?rát ¾ "C^ ?fté =^*f 

[Corrupt?] 
15 b) 13 -rgqfśroq; (for s¾n° ) 

[ Ko.3–4 D5 ] 
16 a) -–1^ – (for --T¾-n) 
17 d) ^ T ^ s - T F 3 ~ " [Corrupt] 
19 a) -–T ( for 3–T:) [ U ] 

VIII. The Rāma Episode (Rāmopākhyāna) and the Rāmāyaṇa * 

SLUSZKIEWICZ's elaborate dissertation1 on the recensions of the Rāmā¬

yaṇa has revived the interest in the question of the relationship between 
the Rāmāyaṇa and the Rāma Episode of the Mahābhārata, a question 
which appears to have been first mooted by W E B E R . 2 W E B E R had contented 
himself with formulating the four logical alternatives : (1) the Rāmopā

khyāna is the source of the Rāmāyaṇa ; (2) the Rāmopākhyāna constitutes 
an epitome of the Rāmāyaṇa, but of a Rāmāyaṇa more primitive than the 
epic in its present form ; (3) the Rāmopākhyāna represents an epitome of 
the Rāmāyaṇa, but an epitome modified somewhat by the compiler of the 
Episode himself; and lastly ; (4) the two poems are derived independently 
from a lost common source. The alternatives worked out by W E B E R may 
be admitted ; but then logical possibilities, unfortunately, do not carry us 
very far in historical investigations. 

JACOBI. who has dealt with the question at great length in Das Rámá¬

yana, Geschichte und Inhalt (Bonn 1893), held firmly to the opinion that 
the Rāmopākhyāna was based on the Rāmāyana, on our Rāmāyaṇa, on the 
Rāma Epic as we have it, – the episode forming a rather careless abridgment 

* [A Volume of Studies in Indology presented to Prof. P. V . K A N E , 472871. 
1 Eugeniusz SLuszKiEWicz, Przyczynki do badan nad dziejami Redakcyi 

Rāmāyany (Contributions ä VUstoire des recensions du Rāmāyana) – Polska Akade¬

mia Umiejetnoéci Prace Komisji Orientalistycznej Nr. 30 (Krakow 1938), pp. 1186. 
2 ‘‘ Ueber das Rāmāyana ", Abhandlungen der Berliner Akad. der Wiss., Phil

hist. Klasse, 1870, 188 (see especially, p. 36 f). Referred to by JACOBI, Das 
Rämäyana, Geschichte und Inhalt, p. 71 f. – Cf. also E . W. HOPKINS, The Great 
Epic of India (New Haven, Yale University Press, l920 2 ) , pp. 58 ff.. 
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of Vālmīki's epic (op. cit. p. 70). In diseussing the question he has drawn 
attention to certain passages in the Rāmopākhyāna which presuppose a 
knowledge of the Rāmāyaṇa, and which would be indeed unintelligible if 
the reader did not know certain facts and circumstances which were detailed 
in the Epic but omitted in the Epispde. This argument f473j seems to be 
not quite as seund as it appears at first sight ; because, for the allusions 
in question, the compiler of the Episode might have been indebted to any 
other source or sources which likewise contained those explanatory allusions 
which happen to be omitted in the Episode. The allusions do not point 
unequivocally to any one single definite source. 

But JACOBI did not of course base his case on this fact alone. He 
strengthened it from another side. He pointed out (op. cit. pp. 72 ff.) about 
a dozen passages which the Episode had in common with the Epic. These 
parallelisms carry naturally far greater weight than the allusions mentioned 
above. Exact verbal agreement between the works of two poets, even though 
they may be working on the same theme, are always suspicious. The 
human mind is not easily duplicated. Similar ideas may arise independ

ently : but the words in which they become clothed are still something per

sonal and characteristic, varying with each individual. 
JACOBI attached special importance to one particular stanza in the 

Episode, – a veritable doggerel which, (according to JACOBI) was evidently 
a copy of the perfect Rāmāyaṇa stanza – once heard never forgotten : 1 

--T~R "3T*«KΨHW*«K <*I«KIM+I¾ I 

4l4UI4UKllj4 <w<i-*-i*īl R-t II 

The Mbh. caricature of this stanza, according to JACOBI, was : 

JACOBI was of opinion that this stahza of inferior form proves borrow

ing because it is inferior. This unquestionably proved alse, JACOBI argued, 
that the Episode is merely an epitome of our Rāmāyaṇa. The argument 
is again not quite conclusive, and the point has been contested by H O P K I N S . 
" A great poet.’" says H O P K I N S , " is more apt to take a weak verse and 
make it strong than is a copyist to ruin a verse already excellent'' (Gteat 
Epic, p. 63). Whatever the merits of this latter contention, JACOBI‘S con¬

elusion appears to be correct in the main, though his argument is certainly 
fallacious. JACOBI should have stopped short with the stanza. The Mahā– 

1 Op. cit. p. 74 : " Sollte aber noch Jemand davon Zweifeln, so verweisen wir 
auf den schon oben p. 14 Girierten Vers : sagaram cä‘mbaraprakhyam . . 
Dieser wirklich grossartige Vers, der einmal gehört nicht wieder vergessen wird, 
wird in M b h folgendermassen wiedergegeben : Dasakandhararajasünvos . . ‘ 
Nach Inhalt und Form eine klägliche Umschreibung, die sich auf den ersten Blick 
als Nachahmung verrät!’ 
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bhārata stanza appears to be – and very probably is – a weak [474"f imita

tion of the Rāmāyana stanzā. The fallacy lies in the extension that the 
Rāmopākhyāna is therefore a weak imitation of the Rāmāyaṇa. The rela

tion between the two stanzas does not necessarily prove anything about the 
relationship between the Rāmāyana and the Rāmopākhyāna as wholes. 

W I N T E R N I T Z 1 has already warned us that each stanza of the Mbh. must 
be judged on its own merits, – it may be added, when we want to use* the 
stanza for historical and comparative purposes. We could not find a better 
example of this dictum than the stanza on which JACOBI has relied for 
establishing the posteriority of the Rāmopākhyāna. The stanza has an 
intricate history. Though found in all our old printed editions, the M S . 
support for it is surprisingly meagre. Of the two lines comprising the stanza, 
the second was found only in Bengali MSS. in addition to some stray Nāgarī 
MSS. ; but the first line is itself known in two variant versions ! The form 
known to and cited by JACOBI, namely. 

which appears to be an attempt at remedying the awkwardness of thei for

mer, which was the subject of JACOBI'S strictures.2 Both lines are however 
completely missing in Kaimiri and Southern MSS. (besides many old Nāgarī 
MSS.3) I This fact leaves no room now for doubting that the stanza in 
question is but a very late addition to the Great Epic. It can therefore 
naturally prove nothing whatsoever about the age or the character of the 
original Episode to which it has been secondarily appended by a recent 
interpolator. Al l disquisitions based on this stanza from the Rāmopākhyāna 
have consequently become futile. We must look for other criteria. 

This only shows how very precarious are the conclusions that are based 
on the Vulgate text of the Mbh. And it is very remarkable that many of 
those very passages that have been used in the past for! literaryhistorical 
purposes have turned out to be unhappily but also unquestionably spurious.4 

1 History of Indian Literature (Calcutta 1927), p. 469: ' 'the date of each 
section, nay sometimes of each single verse, must be determined separately, . . . " 

2 Op. cit. p.. 74. Cf. footnote on p. 473 above f – 3 8 ¾ . 
3 For instance, in the fragmentary Devanāgarī M S . of the Āraṇyakaparvan 

belonging to the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, Bhau Daji Collection, 
No.. 245. 

4 I cannot give! a better instance than that of a passage which was cited by 
H. OLDENBERG to illustrate! his Ākhyāna theory. It is weU known that OLDENBERG 
always maintained that the oldest form of epic poetry in India was! a mixture of 
prose and verse, the speeches being in verses, while the events were narrated in 
prose. In this connection he drew attention to the story of Śibi in the Vanaparvan 
(adhy. 199 of the Bombay ed.). This adhyāya which OLDENBERG (Das Maha-

alternates with another : 
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[475J However the fact that one particular stanza cited by JACOBI has 
turned out to be unauthentic does not affect his general conclusion about 
the relationship between the Rāmopākhyāna and the Rāmāyana which, in 
my opinion, is quite wellfounded and can be supported on other grounds. 

As far as I can judge, the minute differences in the details of the story, 
which have been pointed out and exaggerated by some critics of jACom'S 
theory, tell us nothing whatsoever about the matter which is the subject of 
discussion. The verbal agreements have, on the other hand, an unusually 
great probative force. To strengthen the case of JACOBI, we need therefore 
a large number of agreements. I had this fact in mind when I was studying 
the Rāmopākhyāna for my edition of Vanaparvan or – to give it its correct 
name – Āraṇyakaparvan. 

JACOBI had found just twelve concordances. They are obviously too few. 
But their actual number should be very much greater, even if we exclude 
the epic iterata and standing phrases, which are the common heritage of the 
epic bards and which have been listed separately by H O P K I N S in an Appendix 
to his Great Epic. It would be premature, it seems to me, to discuss the 
question which of the existing versions of the Rāmāyaṇa our Episode stands 
closest to. That question can be taken up only when we have a really criti¬

cal edition of the Rāmāyana, which is promised by my friend and colleague 
Professor R A G H u V I R A of Lahore from his International Academy of Indian 
Culture. In the meantime, I shall just register the concordances which I 
have been able to find, irrespective of the versions of the Rāmāyaṇa to 
which they may belong.1 A scholar who knows his Rāmāyaṇa better 
than I do would naturally be able to handle the question with more com¬

f476]Jpetence and find more concordances. But in the absence of such an 
exhaustive study by a savant who has mastered both the poems, the follow

ing table which I have prepared may be found useful. I have consulted 
only the Bombay edition (published in 1888 by the Nirnaya Sagar Press) 
and GORRESIO'S edition (18431867) . Of the latter edition, moreover, the 
last volume (Uttarakāṇda) was not available to me and therefore could 
not be utilized. 

bhmata, p. 23) regarded as a survival from the oldest form of our great epic can 
now on manuscript authority be proved to be one of the latest interpolations in 
the epic. We are not concerned with the date of this passage. The passage may 
be of hoary antiquity – though l doubt it personally – , but it certainly never formed 
a part of the oldest strata of the Mahābhārata : that much we can now say with 
confidence. One sees how even a scholar like 0LDENBERG can make abysmal 
blunders in the estimation of the age and character of passages of the Mahābhārata. 

1 I must acknowledge here the help I have received from M r . M . V . VAIDYA, 
M.A., and Pandit KRISHNAMURTi SASTRI, two of my assistants in the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute, in tracing out and identifying the parallel passages 
listed below, 
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Concordance of Parallel Passages in the Mbh. (Ramopakhyana) 
and the Ramayana.1 

Mbh. Āraṇyakaparvan 
(Rāmopākhyāna), Crit. Ed. 

(B. = Bombay Ed.) 

( 1 ) 258. 2d 

(B. 274. 2) 

(2 ) 258. 4» 
(B. 274. 4b) 

( 3 ) 258. 5

(B. 274. 5RF) 

<W^I¾¾*^Jl: 

(4 ) 258. 9d 

(B. 274. 9d) 

<mw *rfNf Hwi*( 

( 5 ) 259. 13 A ¾ 

(B. 275. 13«°) 

^¾¾¾cc: 

(6 ) 259. 3 0 
(B. 275. 3 0 ) 

W 4 N * d < W l f t 

5r¾n^ 5ißwrg ir u [J] 

C477J 

Rāmāyana, Bombay Ed. (=B.) 
( G . = GORRESIO'S Ed.) 

B. 1. 1. 5 3 Ö  

( G . 1. I. 58*) 

(G, like Mbh., ^ f i 2VI T°.) 

B . 3. 34. 2* 
(G. 3. 38. 2 & ) 

(G‚ like Mbh., ftfft: f¾°.) 

B. 5. 42. 34 Ö : 43 . 9 7 ’ ; 
6. 4 L 7 7 ° ; etc. 

( G . ¾ 38. 3 P ; 6. 16. 
7 9 ° ; etc., etc.) 

<W^I¾¾+4-‘l: 

B . 3. 50. 26’* 
(G. 4. 49. 24*) 

"JR"T ¾rf¾ff ūim*( 

B. 1. 18. 25« 1 

<ft* fôd "JTÍ: I 

B. 7. 10. 30 C D 311 ¾ 

(G. 7. 10. 3 0 ) 

w m *fäil¾¾ i 

(G, like Mbh., transp. śc~CT1W a n d 

1 Stanzas identified by JACOBI have been marked in the list with ” J " : thus 
[Jl. A few of the other passages have been noted by SLUSZKIEWICZ also, and have 
been marked with ” S " in the list. SLUSZKIEWICZ‘S arrangement seemed to me 
rather complicated and confusing. From his various lists it is difficult to estimate 
the actual range and extent of the similarities. 
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(7) 259. 31 
(B. 275. 31) 

ms -̂ rftr ¾ n [JS] 
( B sfcf¾ for * r ö and <^rft 

for ¾"fft.) 
(8) (259, 36«&) 

(B. 275. 36*&) 

f¾4V>(<i<¾ w ñ s u 

~Rri wnr3**re^ i 
( B *uīmg

0 for ¾ n ^
0

. ) 
(9) 260. 7<* 

(B. 276. 7d) 

* W ^ q ^ f ^ d ^ 

(10) 261. 6& 

(B. 277. 6&) 

<uwwi« % vm: [S] 

(11) (261. 9¾) 
(B. 277. 9») 

*4T¶*Í lO –̂-H fi-ft*^ 

(12) (261. 15c) 
(B. 277. 15c) 

(13) 261. 17 c d 

(B. 277. 17c<l) 

¾*»¾t "RTÍ% 1 [S] 
( B ¾¾a' for c^ißf . ) 

[478] j(14) 26L 18fl¾ 

(B. 277. ltf*) 

~rc~n: ĝ tsf¾l¾f¾i¾r i 

B. 7. 10. 34 c d35 a» 
(G. 7. 10. 34) 

4d40ft44ftH I 
5mlīf .STT¾¾ ff¾> 
**R<i 3trf*C ¾ II 

(G, like Mbh., °CBS!* for °5fRR, 

and rä¾ for 5¶Tq%. ) 
B . 7. 10. 6 a & 

G. 1. 20. 14ö  

Í W W ^TfNrīT: 

G. 1. 19. 28& 

?¾äPmTO % –R"~n: 

B. 2. 3. 28&  

(G. 2. 2. 13d) 

B. 1. 8. 14c [cī. 1. 8. l l c ; 12. 3C] 
(G. 1. II. 15«) 

SF*ĪRī: *H¾f"Frrf iī 

( G xf for 11. ) 

G. 2. 7. 3«& 

5R¾* flf½cUllPl(5l I 

B. 2. 8. 9Ö &  

(G. 2. 7. 4«&) 

f~~TT: s¾itsf¾i¾¾f¾̂ r i 
(G ¾r^7i g*THT JF¾ and 

.’f¾fxI% for °*ÍSq%. ) 
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(15) 26I. 22 c d 

(B. 277. 22c") 

W. ¾fctl i¾¾^<üini i Q S ] 

(16) 1245* (line 1) 
(B. 277. 24«) 

¾f¾5¾n ¾nRratsf^T [S ] 

(17) 26L 25 f l ö 

(B. 277. 26«&) 

mrr4¾M+foM-i¾ i [S] 

(18) 26L 25d 

(B. 277. 27«) 

(19) 26L 33«¾ 

(B. 277. 34 0 &) 

¾ " : qlcrf¾rccn ¾ 

¾fä Ś f¾WS¾ i [S] 

(20) 26L 39« 
(B. 277. 40«) 

(21) 26L 4 0 c 

(B. 277. 41 c) 

(22) 26L 42–<~ 
(B. 277. 43 c d) 

( B TCJST¾ for a j ° . ) 

1479) (23) 262. 3Ö 

(B. 278. 3&) 

srf¾¾M 5^ ~ * Q S ] 
( 2 4 ) 262. 12 c. 

(B. 278. 13«) 

26 

B. 2. 10. 33^ 
(G. 2. 9. 111«) 

"f ~ : ¾t "IT f¾g¾¾Rff¾ I 
( G 3T5p-̂ t «r«2TcTf its¾r and ¾¾q: 

for spa?: ) 

G. 2. 9. 13c 

G. 2. 12. 3 c d 

B. 5. 33. 21« 
(G. 5. 31. 15«) 

G. 2. 76. 7C« 

-Tft¾ct g»VKil ^TT I 

B . 3. 5. 20« 
(G. 3. 9. 15«) 

B. 3. 64. 3« 
(G. 3. 68. 30<) 

B. 5. 37. 16«& 

(G. 5. 35. 17–») 

*WflHT 5I~TR : I 

B . 3. 35. 41"& 

B. 3. 40. 20 , 22« 
(G. 5. 44. 18«) 



(25) 262. 22c<* 
(B. 278. 23«*O 

ITT *ft¾ ^ f l  f c ¾  f 

3^tträ*&ui r i QS] 

(26) 262. 27'– 
(B. 278. 28°) 

f¾?fä u §dßMfl 
(27) 262. 3O<" 

(B. 278. 32") 
3W*ft ?w*frj [JS] 

(28) 262. 33^ 
(B. 278. 35c") 

TO ~ f T 5Ít "TOI 

(29) 26¾. 8"& 

(B. 279. 9ab) 

q¾ Ŵ<¾̂NÎ  i 
(30) 263. 11» 

(B. 279. 14&) 

(31) 263. 22&. 
(B. 279. 25&) 

( B ° JT – ; . ) 
[480] (32) 263.39« 

(B. 279. 43«) 

(33) 263. 40& 

(B. 279. 44&) 

EPIC STUDIES 

B. 3. 44. 24"&  

(G. 3. 50. 22cd) 

f G ^jr5fä g¾tei 3RR¾fä i ) 

G. 3. 51. 4l'> 

B. 3. 46. 9C 

(G. 3. 52. 14') 

( G °"""ft r¶T for o ^ 0 T . ) 
B. 3. 47. 29«&; 48. I0"b 

(G. 3. 53. 35^ ; 54. Wb) 

~ f l ~ ~ Hig"[""T 
(B and G both second time 

TO ~5^T. ) 

(B second time sff ;1[q gft gviī; 
G second time 3gr ^ ^ j g ^ . ) 

B. 3. 54, I«* 
(G. 3. 60. 5cd) 

¾¾¾T ftiR¾tf<w; 
q¾ iM*ä<ill^ r 

B. 3. 57. 16» 
(G. 3. 64. W ; 66. 2) 

B. 3. 60. 7° 

B. 3. 7L 21* 
(G. 3. 75. 37«) 

(G, like Mbh., ¾fon for ¾TRI. ) 

G. 3. 79. 40<* 
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(34) 263. 411'' 
(B. 279. 45"'O 

¾ g ß t : ^ : ^ l [J] 
( B ?tä "f-f for . ) 

(25) 264. 2« 
(B. 280. 2«) 

–~fnRT ~–R*īī f¾¾n¾. 
(36) 264. 23«» 

(B. 280. 23«&) 

^m^ift<–*i–+M: I 
( B ¾ft¾wft. ) 

(37) 264. 27« 
(B. 280, 27«) 

–ffl "TO l-RÖt ¶"ī: [S] 
(38) 264. 32«" 

(B. 280. 32-) 

3f¾q-nfo-t f¾g-a 
(39 ) 264. 34«0 

(B. 280. 34^) 

¾g¾ <*««w*wr i 

(40) 264. 37& 

(B. 280. 37&) 

[481J (41) 264. 42& 

(B. 280. 42-) 

(42) 264. 55«¾ 

(B. 280. 56«&) 

f¾fr ¾W?S^f: I [S] 

B. 3. 72. 12'« 
(G. 3. 76. 36«-) 

f^s^"^ i« f t<-
¾rgi¾f: -fM¾: i 

( G c l % ^ f ¾ g ^ ^ g m : 

*lfMī 2 ~? i ) 
B . 4. 30. 6« 

(G. 4. 29. 5«) 

-5mm *-RSTT f¾Pm¾, 
B . 4. 50. 6«& 

(G. 4. 50. 6«&) 

^Unw*"C3Hf¾f i 

( G ¾litä¾sr, and 3TPP-T-ü-"*": ) 

G. 4. 15. 21° 

B. 6. 90. 37« 
(G. 6. 70. 11*) 

B . 4. 12. 411ö 

(G. 4. 12. 470h) 

(G‚ like Mbh., c f a : für ¾¾R;, 
and -RT55¾lr for -SOTT. ) 

B . 4. 48. 20« 
(G. 4. 48. 22«) 

( G ¾fc*¾ ) 
G. 5. 18. 21» 

B. 5. 37. 12«& 

(G. 5, 35. 13-») 

(½H<WW¾*M I 
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(43) 264. 64<"-65<‘, 65" 
(B. 280. 65c-6&-, 66d) 

¾prfti-f few: i 

*^MI<j<ś<-MI: [S] 

(44 ) 264, 66<* 
(B. 280. 67 c d) 

Ψl f¾¾ftq: I [S] 

(45) 265. 4S

(B. 281. 4 á5 d) 

wi¾ft f¾¾j^f: i 
WIH¾qrfJH

¾ f t ^ ^  R : II [S] 

(46) 265. 8«¾ 

(B. 28l. 8 a 0 ) 

fsit *§kim: i 

(47 ) 265. I7cd 

(B. 28l. I7cd) 

<JW*Hd : ~9u 
"tg^r¾ GteiN<¾ i Q S ] 

(4») 265. 21

(B. 28l. 2lc) 

( 4 9) 266. lc 

(B. 282. le) 

B. 5. 27. 2le, 33« 
(G. 5. 27. 16 a o, 22«) 

* ^ M ¾ < > H :  

G. 5. 27. 23» 

Ψf f¾*fWi:  

B. 5. 22. 29 
(G. 5. 20. 2 4 ^ ) 

–T*F"T 5f q P m ^ 

¾f^St¾ ¾rtR: II 
(G which has oniy the latter 

h a l f ° 5 ī ^ for °  ‚ M , llke Mbh.) 

B. 5. 2 4 . 21«¾  

(G. 5. 25. 20 c d) 

¾?^: : Sl5fifcr: I 
( G y l d ^ ñ ^  i for the 

posterior half) 

B. 3. 56. lcd : 5. 2L 3«» 
(G. 3. 62. lcd) 

3W*d*W : ¶m 
*T!T 5 1 ī  t ? V n  f I 

(B second time ¾ftR4kff. 

G üfleHIW¾ for °5īvī. ) 

B. 5. 21. 6C 

(G. 5. 23. 4*) 

B . 4. 28. l c  

(G. 4 27. V) 
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(50) 266. 49* 
(B. 282. 51) 

(51) 266. 58«6 

(B. 282. 60«») 

<ra tftar TOT 5si 
¾ I ¾ " R I : ^ *ft i 

(52) 266. 67 c 

(B. 282. 70*) 

fi¾Hift<n+i * i * w [ s ] 
( B 5ROT for "ñif̂ ī ) 

(53) 266. 67« 
(B. 282. 70») 

(51) 267. 2«& 

(B. 283. 2« c) 

-iM<i-ir d*fc-wwi i 

t483) (55) 267, 4cd 

(B. 283. 4cd) 

B . 4. 58. 7* 
(G. 1. 58. 8«) 

(G, like Mbh., °f^ : fur t. ) 

B. 5. 65. 111<* 
(G. 5. 66. 10«») 

~f~ī Sftn īn ¾SI 
w i t i : ! Í ^Rft 

B . 5. 40. 4C 

(G. 5, 37. 4<0 

¾Hl(ilMl*i *l«M^ 

G. 1. 4. 35» 

B . 4. 39. I9cd ; 40. 18«

(G. 4. 39. 27«–; 40. l 7 c d ) 

IM<JIW**li 
( B second time ^T?¾T for Ftf¾°, 
and dīÍHHI*^ for 3[T. G, first time 

¾feft°, and <il^4¾^ for 3M<I<–U<; G 
second time ī t é r and like Mbh. 
cftfeiü^ for 3? – – . ) 

B . 4. 39. 19«° : 6. 42. 28«& 

(G. 4. 39. 27«* : 6. 17. 20«») 

nÍTtīt ¾ft+ifq^J :  

(B second time .¾5i^¾t ¾T§rait 

¾TfRjt *ft*K3w: G first time q t e ś 3 ° , 

and "f – - - - - - : for G second time 

-l¾KMt – «jt *ft – ^ T : ) 

26A 
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(56) 267. Ucd 

(B. 283. 44cd) 

q¾i«ita*ii«Hdk-

(57) 267. <46« 
(B. 283. 46d) 

(58) 267. 4 9* 
(B. 283. 49») 

(59) 267. 52» 
(B. 283. 52&) 

( B qfaft for - : ie jé . ) 

(60) 268. 10* 
(B. 28 4 . 10«) 

(61) 268. U . 
(B. 284 11.) 

<Mj«WH¾ ¾"C¾ I 

[484J (62) 268. 15« 
(B. 28 4 . 15–) 

S*dffô*l cari Hl5WT^ 
( B ½ * n ¾ ) 

B, 6. 22. 72 ô & 

(G. 5. 95. 12«») 

(G, like Mbh., 3 T r ó 5!~–i^R 

for *RT°. ) 

B . 6. i a 17<* ; 17. 7& 

(G. 5. 88. 14- ; 89. 31) 

(G first time gf¾f: ^ [ like 
Mbh.], and second t ime^fö¾: 

mk for m * r° . ) 

B . 6. 19. 26& 

(G. 5. 92. 3«) 

B . 6. 25. 9&, 26& 

(G. 6. 1. 12* 36«) 

B. 6. 4 I . 78« 
(G. 6. 16, 801) 

¾lTf ~"rf "TI¾Rt TO: 

B. 5. 21. 11 
(G. 5. 23. 9) 

* M M + H ¾ 5[cf¾ I 

*l!j[rf&l «UI*lfÖT " % l l 

( G ^ for tf"^; and §*F¾¾r 
f–R^–rf^ ¾ û¾r – – 0 . ) 

B . 6. -4I. 79« 
(G. 6. 16. 81«) 

-r5?--T% c-ff mww 

( G 815 -pcTl ^51°. ) 
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(63 ) 268. I6cd 

(B. 284. 16c1) 

%Rtfal l¾f¾l%: *ft: I [JS] 

(6 4 ) 268, 17* 
(B. 284 171) 

(65) 268. 18» 
(B. 284 181) 

(66) 268. 36 c 

(B. 284 371) 

(67) 270, 13d 

(B. 286. 131) 
r s A C : .V 

(68) 270. 14-
(B. 286. 141) 

(69) 270. 17» 
(B. 286. 171) 

(70) 27I. 4 ¾  

(B. 287. 51) 

(71) 271. 2 l - 6 

(B. 287. 23*1) 

"-RT-l̂ l«H '̂-i"Jl¾ 

[485] (72) 272. 11* 
(B. 288. 1<*1) 

B . 6. 4 I . 67–6 

(G. 6. 16. 68–1) 

*-Jh¾4 Pff¾l¾ : ¾fft:  

( G -Rtft for **¶u%I. ) 

B . 6. 26. 6* 
(G. 5. 47. 361) 

B . 6. 4L 84– 
(G. 6. 16. 861) 

- 4 ^ i ¾ * * * R – M I : 

G. 6. 65. 22-

B . 6. 52. 3Ö" 
(G. 6. 28. 32-) 

B . 6. 52. 30°. 326 

‚(G. 6. 28. 32». 34-) 

B . 6. 52. 37« 
(G. 6. 28. 40») 

B . 6. 67. 96– 
(G. 6. 46. 79a) 

w ~ r r a ¾w¾rc( 
B . 3. 25. 34** 

(G. 3. 31. 44<~ ; 6. 18. 23°») 
¾~~T¾ft 

(G first time .ato0 G second time 

c l 5 t r ¾ q - « S P f ) 
B . 6. 68. 6<~ 
(G. 6. 47. 2<") 

– n (¾R>-<i –ji?q 

( -1 ?pr ft0 for Ütft0 ) 
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(73) 272. 26» 
(B. 288. 26) 

(74) 273. 5» 
(B. 289. 5») 

(75) 273. 20» 
(B. 289. 20) 

*MI"I : hly¾J¾d : 

(76) 273. 20

(¾. 289. 20) 

WMftfīWtWI^ 

(77) 274. 5

(B. 290. 5") 

ÍI11I IS1¾"Pf' 
( B – 3¾IJ¾: ) 

(78) 274. 12

(B. 290. 12) 

īTTffé": "HR1I?f¾: 

(79) 1298*, 1299* 
‚(B. 290. 1920») 

*~"TT – ~ I 

S R 5 5 S t a – – – I 

(MSS. v. 1. for the first line 

– : "ftf% "f4 W < H  4 l ¼ t ; I ) 

(80) 274. 21

(B. 290. 23») 

?r¾irf<*i t¾f¾vnf«r 1 

C486J (81) 275. 25» 
(B. 291. 2&») 

mwú »wrt 

B . 6. 44. 36 ; 45. IS ; 4g. 1 etc. 
(G. 6. 19. 54°; 20. 13; 20. 1", 

29» eta) 

G. 6. 24. 42

G. 6. 70. 19» 

B . 6. 88. 41» 
(G. 6. 68. 5») 

B . 6. 95. 32 ; 97. 2 ; 100. 10»; 
102. 2, 27»; etc. (G. g. 80. 10») 

T1Tt "I¾rÖR: 
(B I6Jnf¾ra: in 97. 2" and ff.) 

B . 6. 112. 5

(G. 6. 97, 6») 

īTfe: 16IRf«r: 

B . 6. 107. 5152» 

<l*KW«lii^4. 

B . 6. 103. 29» 
(G. 6. 88. 35») 

5Ttnföi f¾f¾ – –J 

G. 1. 4. 72» 

4l«WI"li Dl*4f*l( 
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(82) 275. 33 
(B. 29L 3 4 ) 

¾ld¾iit-l -F"-¾ 

: ÄS¾f~"T II [SJ 

( B -jpft for ¾¾. ) 

(83) 275. 4 3 d  

(B. 29L 50») 

.(84) 275. 52«& 

(B. 29L 53«) 

^ f o ī f¾*Tm i [S] 

(85) 275. 65c 
(B. 29L 66c) 

(86) 275. 69«* 
(B. 29L 70«) 

"in^–~RT Rl<<Wi¾ 
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B. 7. 26. 55c56

B . 6. 100. 56

(G. 6. 81. 22; 112. 102) 

B. 6. 122. 26*» 
(G. 6. 107. 25«6) 

e^¾"¾l ^WfcTi 
( G ¾¾fr»T ¾fü¾iT WfcT ft<Mdl. ) 

B . 1. 7. 4 c  

(G. 1. 7. 11 : 2. 69. 2*) 

( G "rf¾*gt) 

B . 6. 128. 95«

(G. 6. 113«. l O ¾ ) 

(G [like Mbhd  ^ ^ l < for 

^Wī, ) 

This cannot be considered as an exhaustive list.1 In fact I must 
frankly confess that my study of the Rāmāyaṇa has been rather [487) per

functory, and moreover it is difficult to identify passages in a work like the 
Rāmāyaṇa' in the absence of a verseindex. A closer study of the Epic and 
Episode, I am confident, would result in the tracing of many more parallelisms 
in diction and phraseology. I must here add that I have intentionally ex

1 In the above list Nos. 5, 8, 23, 31, 79 and 82 were traceable to the Bombay 
ed. only ; Nos. 9, 10, 13, 16, 17, 19, 26, 33, 37, 41, 44, 53, 66, 74, 75 and 81 were 
traceable to GORRESIO'S edition only ; while the remaining 64 are common to the 
two editions of the Rāmāyana. – En passant I may add that even from these figures 
one can see that text of GORRESIO'S edition is nearer to the Critical Edition of the 
Rāmopākhyāna than that of the Bombay Edition of the Rāmāyana, a conclusion 
which is confirmed by the numerous agreements in individual readings between 
GORRESio and our text as against the tradition represented by the Bombay text. 
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eluded such passages as show merely parallelisms in ideas, and I have strictly 
confined myself to exact verbal similarities. The greater the number of such 
verbal similarities the weaker becomes the case for H O P K I N S . He, relying 
on the many minor differences in detail, argues that the fact that the subject

matter of the Epic and the Episode is treated differently in several particulars 
" points to different workingsover of older matter rather than to copying or 
condensing'' ( H O P K I N S , op. cit. p. 63). H O P K I N S loses sight of the fact that 
differences like those pointed out by him do not prove anything in such cases. 
Differences are natural arid may be expected ; nay, they could searcely be 
avoided – as far as I can judge – when one is condensing a work of about 
25,OOQ stanzas. But a!greements in the bulk can never be casual or acci

dental ; they show invariably identity of source. And the source, as already 
pointed out by J A C O B I , 1 was not a manuscript of the Rāmāyaiṇa, but a memo

rized version of it, current in the time of the adapter and in his locality. Then, 
I expect, the compilers of such works could hardly avoid the influence from 
oral tradition which existed then. In this restricted sense we must under

stand the statement that the Rāmopākhyāna is an epitome of our Rāmāyaṇa, 
a fact which we may regard as established on account of the numerous verbal 
agreements which have been shown to exist between the two poems.2 

i Op. cit. p. 72. 
B For my views on the relationship between the Mahābhārata and the Rāmā¬

yaṇa, see my paper entitled '' The Nala Episode and the Rāmāyaṇa " in A Volume 
of Eastern and Indian Studies in honour of F. W. Thomas, pp. 300 ff. 



ARJUNAMIŚRA * 

A commentator of the Mahābhārata who has suffered undeserved neglect 
at the hands of scholars and publishers alike is Arjunamiśra. Not only is 
Arjuna's commentary better than that of Nīlakāṇtha, his text also is supe

rior, in many respects, to that used or fixed by the Western commentator. 
And yet Arjuna's Dipikā has never been published in its entirety1 and, being 
difficult of access, is seldom consulted by scholars. H O L T Z M A N N has devoted 
a paragraph to him in his compendious work Das Mahābhārata, Vol. 3‚ pp. 
67 ff., but W I N T E R N I T Z does not mention him even once in the 130 pages he 
devotes to the Mahābhārata in his Geschichte. He is referred to en passant 
by B R O C K H A U S , ZDMG, 6. 528 ; by T E L A N G , Bhagavadgītā Translation ; by 
Rajendralal M I T R A , Notices, Vols. 5 and 6 ; and in some other manuscripts 
catalogues. 

The version of Arjunamisra, as I pointed out in the Foreword (p. v) 
to the first fascicule of the critical edition of the Mahābhārata (1927) , is 
closely allied to the Bengali version. The simple reason for this affinity, 
not known to me then, is apparently that Arjunamisra was a native of Bengal, 
to judge from the extracts from the colophons of his commentary recently 
published by Mahamahopadhyaya Haraprasada SHASTRI in the Descriptive 
Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, Vol. 5 
( 1 9 2 8 ) . 

The few facts about Arjunamisra and his commentary that I have been 
able to glean from the various available sources may be briefly summarized 
thus. The name of his commentary is variously given as (Mahā)bhāratār¬

tha [566] [pr a) dipikā and Bhāratasamgrahadtpikā. The commentaries on 
the different Parvans have been handed down singly or in groups of a few 
Parvans at a time. Complete manuscripts of the commentary exist in Bengal, 
but even there they are not common. The manuscripts, which are written 
in Bengali and Devanāgari characters, bear various dates in the seventeenth 
or later centuries : the earliest hitherto reported date is Saṃvat 1676 (ca. 
A.D. 1620) . 

Arjunamisra, who styles himself Bhārat!ācārya in the colophons of the 
manuscripts of his commentary, was the sen of īśāna, who was a " reciter " 
(pāthaka or pāthakarāja) of the Mahābhārata and who appears to have, 
like his son, borne the title Bhāratācārya. Arjuna is cited by name, by 

* [Dr. Modi Memorial Volume, pp. 565-568.] 
1 The commentary on the Virāṭaparvan and the Udyogaparvan has been 

published by the Gujarati Printing Press, Bombay. 
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NJlakāṇtha once in his commentary on the Mahābhārata (ad 3. 291. 70) and 
is, therefore, certainly anterior to Nīlakaṇṭha, who belongs to the third 
quarter of the seventeenth century.1 He in turn mentions among his 
predecessors the commentators Devabodha, Vimalabodha, Śāṇḍilya, Sarvajña

Nārāyaṇa, and he appears to have based his scholium closely on that of 
Devabodha. He wrote also a commentary on the wellknown Vedic hymn 
Puruṣasūkta, to which he himself refers in the Dīpikā on Mbh. 14. 25. 26. 
T E L A N G (pp. cit. p. 204) surmises that he is posterior to Śaṃkara, and 
H O L T Z M A N N assigns him to the thirteenth or fourteenth century : both with

out adducing any cogent reasons for their assumptions. Arjuna regarded 
and has treated the Harivaṃsa as an integral part of the Great Epic, elabo

rately defending this position : his commentary, therefore, embraces the 
supplement Harivaṃśa also. 

Arjunamiśra lived in North India, in a town or village on the banks of 
the Ganges and, according to his own statement, compiled the great commen
tary on the Mahābhārata under the patronage of one Satyakhāna. [567J Re
lying on one Bengal Asiatic Society's manuscript examined by him, Hara
prasada SHASTRI asserts that Arjuna was a Vārendra Brahman of North 
Bengal. The Mahamahopadhyaya may indeed be right in this, but I am 
not wholly convinced. I find it a suspicious circumstance that this word 
Vāiendra occurs oniy in one place in one manuscript (No. 3422), while it is 
conspicuous by its absence in the others which contain a similar colophon. 
There is, however, another word which is often repeated in these colophons but 
not discussed by the Mahamahopadhyaya and which I think alse contains a 
place-name. The word is spelt in the colophons variously as Campāhet(ṭ)iya, 
Campāheṭni, Campihetīka. It is used there as an attribute of Ktda. I take 
the reference to mean that Arjunamiśra's family (kula) belonged to a town 
or village, called Campaheiṭ(ṭ)L Could this place be identified with cer

tainty, we should have a very definite clue as to Arjunamiśrafs provenance. 
I am tempted to identify it with Campaháti mentioned in the Imperial Gazet

teer of India (1885) as a " small village 15 miles southwest of Calcutta, 
in the district of the Twentyfour Parganās, Bengal " ; but owing partly to 
the erratic manner in which proper names are spelt in the Imperial Gazet

teer and partly to the lack of sufficient data as to the situation of the place 
in question, the identification proposed above is necessarily uncertain. 

Following the example of my predecessors, I halve utilized Devanāgari 
manuscripts of the commentary of Arjunamisra and treated his version as a 
subdivision of the Devanāgarī version. The two Devanāgari manuscripts 
I am using for my edition of the Ādiparvan are extremely corrupt. In fact 
all the manuscripts I have consulted – and they are all Nāgaii manuscripts 
– have been surprisingly corrupt. Not only that, the text they contain is 

 PRINTZ, KZ, 44, 70 ff. 
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obviously contaminated from the vulgate text, as evidenced f568j by the 
glaring discrepancies that exist between the readings of the text and the 
lemmata in the commentary. This corruption of the Devanāgari manus
cripts I could not understand at first, but is, I cannot but think now, due 
to their being copies of Bengali originals. It would, therefore, be expedient 
to secure and use, whenever possible, good old Bengali manuscripts of Arju
namiśra's commentary, treating his version as an offshoot of the Bengali 
version. Arjunamiśra certainly seems to belong to the Eastern school of 
Mahābhārata commentators. 



THE NALA EPISODE AND THE RAMAYANA * 

There must be indeed very few Sahskritists who have read the justly 
popular NalaDamayantJ episode of the Mahābhārata and not felt disposed 
to scho the sentiments of A. W. V. S C H L E G E L that the poem " can hardly be 
surpassed in pathos and ethos, in the enthralling force and tenderness of the 
sentiments!'1 It is without doubt one of the most beautiful love stories of the 
world, striking on account of the simplicity of its style and the beauty of its 
imagery. Owing to its innate attractiveness and transparent lucidity, it has 
been the custom, since a long time, at almost all Western Universities, to 
begin the study of Sanskrit with the reading of this romantic little poem, for 
which purpose it is no doubt excellently suited. Its popularity may be judged 
from the fact that it has been translated not only into English, French and 
German, but also into Italian, Swedish, Czech, Polish, Russian, Greek and 
Hungarian among the European languages.2 Every province of India can 
of course boast of its own version of this superb little epopee. 

Regarded as an integral part of the Mahābhārata,"1 the episode is a pal

pable "interpolation", impending annoyingly the march of the epic story, 
and is forced upon the reader of the Epic in the most barefaced manner. 
During the exile of the Pāṇḍavas they receive á casual visit from a peripatetic 
sage called Brhadaśva. Yudhisthira – as is usual with him – complains to 
him of the misfortune which has overtaken him and his family, and asks the 
sage whether there has ever been a more unfortunate king than himself. 
Thereupon Bṛhadaśva forthwith relates the Nala story, in 27 adhyāyas, com
prising something like 1100 stanzas or 2200 lines. There could be no clearer 
instance of deliberate interpolation, introduced with a coolness difficult to 
match. Yet we are really intensely grateful at heart in this case, as in the 
case of the Sāvitri episode, – the two immortal stories that are known and 
loved throughout the length and breadth of India – that some meddlesome 
interpolator had the courage to interrupt deliberately the smooth flow of the 
epic narrative with these beautiful digressions and thus saved them f295J 
from falling a prey to the ravages of Time. And so with a number of other 

* [A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies in honour of F . W . T H O M A S , C. I .E . , 

294-303. l 
1 Cited by W i N T E R N l T Z , A History áf Indian Literature, Vol. I (Calcutta, 

1927), p. 382, referring to Indische Bibliothek, I. 98 f. 
2 W I N T E R N I T Z , op. cit., p. 238 n‚ 
3 Āraṇyakaparvan, adhy. 5379 (Bombay edition). In the Critical Edition 

these adhyāyas have been tentatively numbered 5078. The abbreviation " B ! ' in 
the references means1 the Bombay ed. of the Mahābhārata. 
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interpolations in the Great Epic Many of them richly deserved to be " inter

polated " in this Golden Treasury of the Myths and Legends of India. 
Not only has the NalaDamayantī poem what may be called a lively 

storyinterest, but it is also clothed in a most attractive garb. The charm

ingly simple diction of this exquisite little poem is marked by a rigorous eco

nomy of words and " ornaments " ; the construction of the story is also on 
the whole remarkably faultless : qualities which have endeared it to con

noisseurs all the world over. The narrative, like a sylvan brook, runs its 
meandering course naturally and smoothly to its destined conclusion. And in 
spite of a few inevitable scenes of divine intervention and a little exaggeration 
necessary for artistic effect, we carry away the impression that the story rests 
on a foundation of fact, and we feel that it may all have happened, in those 
wonderful bygone times, exactly as it is narrated here. 

In the whole length of this carefully and artistically constructed poem 
there is just one passage which is apt slightly to perplex a careful reader. It 
is the soliloquy of the Brahmin Sudeva in chapter 16 of the poem (B. 3. 
68. 8 ff.). On reading this passage a discerning reader would notice for one 
thing a sudden change to a rather florid style, marked by a plethora of epi

thets and a rich embroidery of similes. 

The situation is this. King Nala, having deserted Damayantī where 
slie lay asleep, strode through the forest aimlessly until he met the snake

king Karkotaka, who, in return for a good turn done to him, transformed 
the handseme Nala into an ugly hunchback and advised him to go to Ayodhyā 
and seek service as a charioteer with king Rtuparna. Nala does so and 
remains at the court of Ṛtupar,ṇa in the service of the king. His where

abouts and identity are not known to, any living seul besides himself : which 
is a very important point in the narrative. Damayantī, in the meanwhile, 
after a number of perilous adventures, reaches, by a fortunate coincidence, 
the palace of the queen of the Cedis, who is no other than Damayantī's own 
aunt (as is revealed later), who takes compassion on her and gives her shelter. 
In course of time the evil tidings of the fateful game of dice and the subse

quent exile of Nala and Damayantī reached king Bhīma, Damayantī's father. 
Thereupon he called to him some Brahmins and enjoined them, with promise 
of rich gifts, that they should search for Nala and Damayantī and bring them 
back to him. One of these Brahmins, the fortunate Sudeva, comes to the 
country of the Cedis and there, in the palace hall, he sees Damayantī and 
recognizes her forthwith. On seeing the wan, unkempt and forlorn appearance 
of the beautiful princess of Vidarbha, he indulges in a soliloquy before 
addressing her directly. This passage, as already remarked, seems marked 
out from the rest of the poem by attempts at higher flights of imagination, 
approaching the requirements of what is known as the Kāvya style. Dama

yantī is here successively compared by Sudeva to Sri (or Lakṣmī), to the full 
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moon, to Rati (Cupid's consort), to the splendour of the full moon, to a lotus 
stalk, to a fullmoon night, to a river, to [296]. a lotus pool, again to a lotus 
stalk, and finally to the crescent of the moon (B. 3. 68. 1017). That, how

ever, is a minor matter. 
The really perplexing part of the soliloquy is the way in which Sudeva 

refers to Nala in the following stanza (B. 3. 68. 20) : 
duskararii kurute 'tyartham hīno yad anayā Nalaḥ  
dhārayaty ātmano deham na śokenāvasīdati 

” Extremely difficult is the trial of Nala who, deprived of her (seil. 
Damayanti), supports his body and does not pine away An sorrow ! " 

This can be properly said by a person who knows that Nala is heroically 
bearing the cruel blow of fate which had temporarily separated him from his 
beloved, and above all that Nala is alive. But for all Sudeva knew, Nala 
might have been dead. Here is a slight incongruity to start with. It might 
be argued that as it was not definitely known that Nala was dead, Sudeva was 
to a certain extent justified in assuming that Nala was alive, and so this out¬
burst was after all not so very incongruous. But, even if he were alive, how 
was Sudeva to know whether Nala wanted to recover Damayanti ; in fact, to 
know at all what feelings Nala entertained then about Damayanti : they 
might conceivably have been even hostile, for all Sudeva could say. Such 
minute analysis of hidden motives and distant possibilities might, however, 
be regarded as captious criticism, when considering such an old-world love 
poem as this. 

The disturbing; thought however recurs when a few lines later we read 
(B. 3. 68. 23 ab) : 

asyā nünam punarlābhān Nai§adhafp prititn esyati  
" Through her recovery Nala will become happy indeed ", 

words which again definitely presuppose that Nala is alive and anxious to 
rediscover his lost Damayantj, neither of which facts could have been known 
to Sudeva, and whose assumption by him is quite gratuitous and most puzzling 
to the reader. Inappropriate to a certain extent are in the same context the 
adjectives apranmyasya and vtryasattvmatab (stanza 25) applied to Nala. 
Was it not through Nala's own insane infatuation for dice that Damayanti 
was reduced to this condition, and all that great disaster was brought upon 
the two families ? A discordant note is likewise struck by the words Naisadhc 
’rhati Vaidaribhtm (stanza 2 4 ) , which under these circumstances seem pecu
liarly inappropriate. One rather feels at this stage that poor Damayanti had 
definitely made the wrong choice at the svayaṃvara : she would have been 
much happier had she chosen, in preference to the profligate Nala, one of the 
four gods who were wooing her. 

Another very curious thing we notice about this passage is that while 
Sudeva waxes eloquent about Nala and his sufferings, he has no thought at 
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the moment for king Bhīma, who is Sudeva's patron and who has dispatched 
him on this errand. Sudeva has not a word to say in tnis long soliloquy as 
to how glad the fond parents would be on seeing their beloved Damayantī 
and how happy Damayantī would be on being reunited to her kinsfolk. From 
f297j his present words we could never guess that he had been sent by king 
Bhima or that he had any connection with the House of Vidarbha. 

Our first thought is that the whole passage is one of those modern inter

polations which have unintentionally disfigured many a fine old poem. The 
manuscripts do not however countenance such an idea. The passage is docu

mented uniformly by all manuscripts alike. It is therefore not in any case 
a recent interpolation. Moreover the idea itself of the soliloquy is not by 
any means inherently inappropriate ; only the precise wording and some of 
the sentiments expressed seem a little incongruous. 

We are therefore led to conclude that the poet's own knowledge of the 
real state of things, that Nala was not dead and that, repenting his hasty 
abandonment of Damayantī, he was then making reproaches to himself and 
was in fact longing to meet his lost Damayantī, had betrayed the poet into 
putting those words in the mouth of Sudeva, anticipating what was actually 
going to happen : a mistake common in the works of careless and inexperi

enced writers. 

That this also is not the correct explanation of the anomaly follows, how

ever, from the fact that almost all the lines forming this soliloquy of Sudeva 
recur almost verbatim in the long soliloquy of Hanumat in the Sundarakāṇḍa 
(adhy. 18 ff., ed. GORRESIO) of the Rāmāyaṇa at the time when he first sees 
Sītā in the Aśoka grove of Rāvaṇa's Lanka, – a seliloquy which, as will be 
made clear, is the source of the passage under diseussion from the Nala 
episode. 

The two situations, it will be recalled, have a superficial similarity. The 
heroine is lost, and messengers have been sent, by persons interested in her 
recovery, to find out her whereabouts. One of these messengers, more fortu

nate than the rest, suddenly and unexpectedly lights upon her, whereupon 
he just stands gazing at her and giving vent to his mixed feelings of joy and 
sorrow in the form of a seliloquy. 

The one important difference between the two situations – a difference 
obviously overlooked by the adapter – is that in one case – the Rāmāyaṇa – 
the messenger, Hanumat, has been sent by Rāma himself, and the messenger 
therefore knows exactly the state of the mind of the husband of the missing 
princess ; whereas in the other case, the Nala episode, the messenger, sent 
by king Bhīma, has not only no knowledge of Nala's feelings towards Dama

yantī, but he does not even know whether Nala, who is missing, is alive or 
dead. And that makes a deal of difference. The words of the Rāmāyaṇa 
soliloquy are wholly appropriate in the mouth of the Monkey Chieftain ; 

27 
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but the same words, in spite of a few necessary verbal alterations made by 
the adapter, prove on close serutiny, as shown above, just a trifle incongruous 
in the seliloquy of Sudeva. 

The extent of the similarity between the two passages will be clear from 
the following table in which the related lines are given in parallel columns. 

[298J Mahābhārata (Bom. ed.) 
3. 68. 8 ff. 
[Emended]1 

Rāmāyaṇa (ed. GORRESIO) 
Sundarakāiṇḍa2  

(Adhy. 18, 19, 21, 29) 

mandaprakhyayamānena 
rupenāpratimena tām I 
pinaddhāṃ dhūmajālena 
prabhām iva vibhāvasoḥ 

9 tāṃ samikṣya viśālākṣīm 
adhikaṃ rnalināṃ kṛśām  
tarkayāmāsa Bhaimīti 
kāraṇair upapādayan 

10 yatheyaṃ me purā dṛṣṭā 
tatMrupeyam aṅganā  
kṛtārtho 'smy adya dṛṣṭvemāṃ 
lokakāntām iva śriyam 

11 puiṇacandrānanāṃ śyāmāṃ 
cāruvrttapayodharām ! 
kurvantīṃ prabhayā devīṃ 
sarvā vitirniiā. diśaḥ 

12 cārupadmapalāśākṣīṃ 
Manmathasya Ratīm iva  
iṣṭāṃ sarvasya jagatoḥ 
pūiTṇacandraprabhām iva  

18 4 mandaṃ prakhyāyamānena 
rupeṇāpratimena tām  
pinaddhāṃ dhūmajālena 
prabhām iva vibhāvasoḥ 

(cI. 10 cd alse) 

18 22 tāṃ samikṣya viśālākṣīm 
adhikaṃ malināṃ kṛśām  
tarkayāmāsa Sīteti  
kāraṇair upapādayan 

18 23cd yathā purā vai drṣtā me 
tatMrupeyam aṅganā  

18 27ab tāṃ dṛṣṭvā taptahemābhāṃ 
lokakāntām iva śriyam  

18 24 pūnṇacandrānanā śyāmā 
cāruvṛttapayodharā  
kurvantī prabhayā devī 
sarvā vitimirā diśaḥ 

18 26 padmapattraviśālākṣlṃ 
Manmathasya Ratim iva  
iṣṭāṃ sarvasya jagataḥ 
pūnṇacandranibhām iva 

1 The readings adopted here are readings of the "Vulgate," emended in the 
light of collations prepared for the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata and available 
at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. 

2 The text given here is that of GoRRESio. The Bombay editions have a 
slightly discrepant version, but most of the stanzas dted here do occur in the Bom

bay editions also whith were compared by me. 
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13 Vidarbhasarasas tasmād 
daivadoṣād iveddhṛtām  
malapaṅkānuliptāṅgīṃ 
mrnālīm iva tāṃ bhṛsam 

14 paurṇamāsīm iva niśāṃ 
Rāhugrastaniśākarām  
patiśokākulāṃ dīnārii 
śuṣkasrotāṃ nadīm iva 

[299]. 15 vidhvastapaṃakamalāṃ 
vitrāsitavihaṃgamām  
hastihastapariWiṣtāṃ 
vyākulām iva padminīm 

16 sukurnārīṃ sujātāṅgīṃ 
ratnagarbhagṛhoṣitām  
dahyamānām ivoṣṇena 
mrnālīm aciroddhṛtām j 

18 kāmabhogaiḥ priyair hīnāṃ 
hīnāṃ bandhujanena ca ( 
dehaṃ dhārayatīṃ dīnāṃ 
bhartrdarśanakāṅkṣayā 

19 bhartā nāma paraṃ nāryā 
bhūṣaṇaṃ bhāṣaṇair vinā  
eṣā virahitā tena 
śobhanāpi na śobhate 

20 duṣkaraṃ kurnte 'tyarthaṃ 
hino yad anayā Nalaḥ  
dhārayaty ātmano dehaṃ 
na śokenāvasīdati 

21 imām asitakeśāntaṃ 
śatapattrāyatekṣaṇām  
sukhārhāṃ duḥkhitāṃ dṛṣṭvā 
mamāpi vyathate manaḥ 

22 kadā nu khalu duḥkhasya 
pāraṃ yāsyati vai śubhā  
bhartuḥ samāgamāt sādhvī 
Ṛohiṇī śaśino yathā 

19 15cd 1kṣvākusarasas tasmād 
Rāvaṇenodhṛtā balät 

18 16cd malapaṅkadharāṃ dīnāṃ 
maṇḍanārhām amaṇditām  

21 14ab pauirṇamāsīm iva nisāṃ 
Rāhugrastanisākarām  

21 15cd patiśokāturāṃ dīnāṃ 
suṣkasrotonadīm iva  

21 14cd vidhvastapattrakamalāṃ 
vitrāsitavihaṃgamām  

21 15ab hastihastapariklistām 
ākulāṃ padminīm iva 

21 16cd sukumārīṃ sujāt^ṅgīṃ 
ratnagarbhagṛhocitām  

21 17ab tapyamānām ivoṣṇena 
mrnālīm aciṛoddhṛtām 

19 23cd kāmabhogavihīneyaṃ 
hīnā bandhujanena ca 

19 24ab dhārayaty ātmano dehaṃ 
tatsamiāgamakāṅkṣayā 

19 25cd bhartā nāma paraṃ nāryā 
bhūṣaṇaṃ bhūṣaṇair vinā  

19 26ab eṣā tasyānuṛāgeṇa 
śobhate 'py analaṃkṛtā 

19 26ed duṣkaṛaṃ kurute Rāmo 
hīno yad anayā vibhuḥ  

19 27ab dhārayaty ātmano dehaṃ 
na śokenāvasīdati 

19 27cd imām asitakeśāntāṃ 
śatapattranibhānanām J 

19 28ab sukhārhāṃ duḥkhitāṃ dṛṣtvā 
mamāpi vyathitam manaḥ  

19 28cd kadā tu khalu duḥkhasya 
pāraṃ yāsyati Maithilī  

19 29ab Rāghavasyāprameyasya 
Laksmaṇasya ca jīvataḥ 
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23 asyā nūnaṃ punarlābhān 
Naiṣadhaḥ prītim eṣyati  
rājā rājyaparibhra§ṭaḥ 
punar labdhveva medinīm 

24 tulyaśīlavayoyuktāan 
tulyābhijanasaṃyutām ] 
Naiṣadho 'rhati Vaidarbhīṃ 
taṃ ceyam asitekṣaṇā 

25 yuktaṃ tasyāprameyasya 
viryasattvavato mayā  
samāśvāsayituṃ bhāryāṃ  
patidarśanalālasām 

f300j 26 ayam āśvāsayāmy enāṃ 
pūitṇacandranibhānanām 1 

adṛṣṭapūrvāṃ duḥkhasya 
duḥkhārtāṃ dhyānatat¬

parām 

19 22ed nūnam asyā punarlābhād 
Rāghavaḥ prītim eṣyati  

19 23ab rājā 1ājyaparibhrastaḥ 
punar labdhveva medinīm 

19 32 tulyarūpavayoyuktāṃ 
tulyābhijanalal-ṣaṇām  
Rāghavo 'rhati Vaidehiṃ 
taṃ ceyam asitekṣaṇā 

29 6 yuktaṃ tasyāprameyasya 
satyaṃ sattvavato mayā  
samāśvāsayituṃ bhāryāṃ 
patidarśanalālasām 

29 7ab adṛstaduḥkhā duḥkhasya 
na hy antam adhigacchati 

The question which of the two passages is the original one, need not 
detain us long It is a priori not very likely that Vālmīki who is credited 
with having composed an epic of the size and rank of the Rāmāyaiṇa would 
need to borrow the idea or the phraseology of such a commonplace soliloquy 
from a poem like the Nalopākhyāna. The redactor of the Nala story is, 
therefore, clearly indicated as the poet who would be under obligation for his 
inspiration to the Ādi-kavi. This a priori conclusion is happily confirmed in 
the present instance by the fortuitous circumstance that the passage turns 
out to be somewhat of a misfit in our poem. The anomaly, as has been 
suggested above, can be explained only on the supposition that the Nalopākh¬

yāna lines were borrowed en bloc from a slightly different context. The 
exact phrasing of the speech of the messenger was originally conceived for 
a somewhat different set of circumstances as pictured in the Rāmāyaṇia, in 
which the soliloquy fits perfectly. The borrowed plumes, as is very often 
the ease, do not fit the new incumbent as well as the adapter had imagined 
or at least hoped. We have, therefore, here an indubitable proof of the direct 
borrowing of some Rāmāyaṇa material by one of the Mahābhārata poets. – 

a The corresponding line has been omitted by GORRESIO, but is correctly given 
in the Bombay (Nirnaya Sagar Press) ed. (1888), 5, 30, 7ab (cf. p. 83), and in the 
Gujarati Printing Press ed. (1916), 5. 30.. 7ab (cf. p. 1856), both editions reading 
aharn for our ayam. Both Tilaka and Govindarājiya mention (the pratika) āśvāsa¬
yqm%, showing that they knew the stanza. 
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not necessarily of course Kṛṣṇa Dvaipāyana Vyāsa, but one of the ” Epigoni ”, 
the Vyāsāids, who carried on the good work commenced by Vyāsa. 

* * * * 

The conclusion that the idea of this soliloquy of Sudeva in the Nalopākh¬

yāna of the Mahābhārata must necessarily have been borrowed by one of 
the redactors of the Great Epic from the Rāmāyaiṇa is perhaps not without 
some significance for an understanding of the general interrelation of the 
Rāmāyaṇa and the Mahābhārata to which we may here advert in passing.1 

The soliloquy discussed above is, as is well known, not by any means the 
only passage in which the Mahābhārata, shows contact with its sister epic,2 

and the question arises each time in the mind of the textual critic whether 
f 3 O l ) the Mahābhārata or the Rāmāyana is the source of the passage com

mon to the two epics, a question to which, owing to the peculiar character 
and development of the Indian epics, no general answer is possible, thougli 
a partial solution of the problem may be attempted. 

As remarked already, the Nala passage is not the only passage for which 
a parallel exists in the Rāmāyaṇa. In the Ādiparvan, for instance, in a cos¬

mogonic chapter, I had occasion to draw attention to the fact that a passage 
of some 30 lines ( I . 60. 5467 of the Critical Edition) recurs almost verbatim 
in the Rāmāyaṇa (3. 14. 1732, ed. Nirnaya Sagar Press). N o definite evi

dence was available in that particular instance to show whether the passage 
was original to the Mahābhārata and had been borrowed by the Rāmāyaṇa, 
or vice versa, or again whether it had been borrowed by both epics independ

ently from a third source. There seemed to me, however, to be some slight 
abruptness in the manner in which the stanzas were introduced in the Mahā

bhārata, which would suggest borrowing from the Rāmāya)ṇa where the con

text is smoother ; but, as the contents of the passage were of á very general 
nature, the third possibility mentioned above, namely that both epics owed 
the idea to a common (Puiāṇic) source, could not be entirely eliminated. 

The Sabhaparvan again supplies the well known haccit chapter (adhy. 
5), which has its counterpart in the Rāmayaṇa. 3 Here also the contents are 
of a very general character, having no direct bearing on the context of either 
the Rāmāyana or the Mahābhārata, and the whole passage could well have 
been adapted by both epics independently from an older N!ti tractate. 

On the other hand, in the Āraṇyakaparvan, commonly known as the 

1 The question has been discussed at some length by HOPKINS, The Great 
Epic of India, chapter 2 ("Interrelation of the two Epics") ; and by WINTERNITZ, 
op. cit., pp. 501517. See now also EUGENIUSZ SLUSZKiEWicz, Przyczynki do badan 

nod dziejami redakcyi Rāmāyany. (Contributions ä VUstoire des recensions du Rāma¬

yana)„ Polska Akademia Umiejetnoéci. Prace Komisji Orientalistyczne Nr. 30. 
Krakóio 1938. 

2 Several such passages are mentioned by HOPKINS, op. cit., p. 73 ff. 
3 Cf. HOPKINS, Amer. Journ. Phil., vol. XĪX, p. 149. 
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Vanaparvan, the Rāmopākhyāna closely follows in general our Rāmāyaṇa, 
notwithstanding some iselated though striking discrepancies between the two 
accounts.1 There are also not wanting in the Rāmopākhyāna a few of our 
genuine Rāṃāyaṇa stanzas which have been reproduced either verbatim or 
with but slight verbal alteration. To suggest that the Rāmopākhyāna was 
the original source which had inspired the revered Ādikavi to compose his 
Rāmāyaṇa would be again a reductio ad absurdum. The inevitable con

clusion is tliat the diaskeuasts of the Rāmopākhyāna knew and summarised 
an extensive older Rāma epic. The only doubt is whether the redactors of 
the Mahābhārata had utilized our version of the Rāmāyaṇa or some other 
older version unknown to us, to which the diserepant traits of our episode 
might be traced. After an intensive study arid a dose comparison of the two 
texts, the late Prof. JACOBI had definitely expressed himself in favour of the 
former alternative, namely, that the Rāmopākhyāna was a passably accurate 
summary of our Rāmāyaiṇa, the discrepancies between the accounts being 
due either to casual misconception or else to natural and unavoidable failure 
of memory, of which instances are common in summaries and abstracts.2 

f3O2j JACOBI'S view, it seems to me, now finds further confirmation from the 
instance discussed above of direct borrowing from our Rāṃāyaṇa text in a 
case where there is no intrinsic reason whatsoever for any reference to the 
Rāmāyaṇa at all. Evidence seems to be, therefore, gathering to show that 
our Rāmāyaiṇa text – or the bulk of it, at any rate – was used as a 
"source ” by the diaskeuasts of the Mahābhārata. We can even go further 

and admit with JACOBI that the Rāmāyaṇa must already have been " gene

rally familiar as an ancient work before the Mahābhārata reached its final 
form!' 3 On the other hand it will have to be admitted that the Mahā

bhārata makes in various ways a distinctly more archaic impression, a fact 
which llas led some scholars to regard it as even a much older work than the 
other epic. We thus arrive at the apparent paradox that the Rāmāyaṇa is older 
than the Mahābhārata and the Mahābhārata is older than the Rāmāyaṇa. 
The only way we can resolve this paradox is by supposing – als has already 
been suggested by W I N T E R N I T Z 4 and other writers on the subject – that the 
period1 of composition of the Rāmāyaṇa, which is a work with a distinctly 
more unitary character, falls within the much longer period of the evolution 
of the Mahābhārata, which latter compared to the other is; a very complex 
and complicated work indeed. 

1 JACOBI, Das Rāmāyana, pp. 71 ff. 
2 JACOBI, loc. cit. Contra HOPKINS, op. cit., p. 63 : " the subjectmatter of the 

Kavya and episode is treated differently in several particulars (details, loc. cit.) 
which points to different workingsover of older matter rather than to copying or 
condensing ". 

– JACOBI, op. cit., p. 71. 
 Op. cit., p. 505. 
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This statement of the relationship between the two epics will appear per
fectly valid and even natural when we remember that the evolution of the 
Great Epic of India falls into two distinct and separate phases, namely, the 
Bhārata and the Mahābhārata, the caturvimśatisāhasrī (I. L 61 Crit. Ed.) 
and the śatasāhasrī, a fact which is documented in very clear terms by the 
work itself – and there is no reason to disbelieve it – but which for some un
intelligible reason is not taken very seriously by people. Assuming, however, 
this to be a fact – which it undoubtedly is – we may hazard what seems to me 
to be a perfectly legitimate conjecture that the Rāmāyaṇa was composed in 
the interval which separated the Bhārata from the Mahābhārata. Thus, 
though we may admit that the Rāmāyana was, as JACOBI says, a wellknown 
work before the Mahābhārata reached its ultimate form, we must reckon with 
the possibility that when the Rāmāyana itself (minus perhaps Books 1 and 
7) was composed by the poet Vālmīki, the heroic poem Bhārata – the nucleus 
of our Mahābhārata – was already long in existence, current perhaps in some 
distant part of the country and in a different milieu. The Bhārata and the 
Rāmāyana may have been indeed more or less independent products, different 
in origin and treatment. But when the Bhārgava redactors1 set to work and 
converted the f3O3] Bhārata into the Mahābhārata, conceived on a much 
larger scale and with a much more ambitious programme, they had already 
the archetype of our Rāmāyana text before them and they made full use of it, 
absorbing in their own encyclopaedic work all that they possibly could, and 
they were perhaps also influenced by it in no small degree. In fact the very 
impetus to the conversion of the Bhārata and the compilation of the Mahā

bhārata may well have been given by the contact with the sister epic, which 
appears to have had a more elevated ethical standard, a more serious didactic 
purpose, a much higher idealistic view of life, and a wider popular appeal. 

A priori, then, whenever our Mahābhārata shows close verbal agreement 
with the older books of the Rāmāyana, the presumption would be that we 
have to look upon the Rāmāyana as the source, assuming of course that the 
common element is not of such a character that it could have been borrowed 
by both epics independently from a third source. It is naturally not excluded 
that the Rāmāyana in its turn might have been influenced to a certain extent, 
at a still later epoch, in its further development, by the Mahābhārata, the 
new encyclopaedic Dharma Sa!ṃhitā. In fact there is every indication that 
the interrelation between the two epics will reduce itself to a very complicated 
system of mutual actions and reactions, and it would be interesting to investi

gate the question more fully by collation of all possible parallelisms in ideas 
and expression between the two great epics of India. 

1 For the part played by the Bhṛgus in the development of the Mahābhārata, 
see my " E p i c Studies (VI) : The Bhṛgus and the Bhārata ; A texthistorical study!' 
Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. 18, pp. 176 (particularly 
pp. 6376). 



EPIC QUESTIONS 
N o . l : Does Indra assume the form of a swan ?* 

Mbh. (Crit. Ed.) I. 57.21 : hāsyarūpena śamkarah. 

This is the second pāda of a stanza occurring in the Ādipa'rvan which 
reads : 

bhagavān pūjyate cātra hāsyarūpena śamkarah  
svayam eva grhltena Vasoh prityā mahātmanah 

The Vulgate ( I . 63. 21cd – 22ab) differs from this only in se far that 
it reads the second quarter of the stanza as hamsœrupe,na césvanah. 

I have diseussed the textreading briefly in the Annals of the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute (vol. 16, p. 100 I.) and justified it, in my reply 
to the late Professer W I N T E R N I T Z , who in the course of a lengthy review1 oī 
the Ādiparvan had drawn attention to it, observing that as the reading was 
a lectio difficilior and was " far from certain " it requires a " wavy line ". 
While admitting that the reading adopted in the Critical Edition was a lec

tio difjicilior I contended that since the documentary evidence in its favour 
was complete, therefore it need not be regarded as uncertain and there was 
no need of a "wavy line." There would have been no reason for me now 
to revert to it but for two facts. On the one hand, it has been again, inci

dentally, criticized2 by the late lamented Professor J . J . M E Y E R in his last 
publication, Trilogie laltwdischer Mächte u. Feste d. Vegetation2 (Zürich

Leipzig 1937), – a thick opus with extremely rich and varied contents, en

livened as usual by the author's spicy wit and trenchant style. On the other 
hand, the reading receives some confirniation from a new and unexpected 
source. 

M E Y E R argues for the reading of the Vulgate, characterizing the hāsya

rūpena of the Critical Edition as an astonishing (''verwunderliche”) read

ing, and dismissing hāsya as the stupid mistake of some seribe ("ein dum

mer Schreibfehler"). 
The context in which the Mbh. stanza occurs is as follows. The righteous 

king Uparicara Vasu, having laid down his arms, retired to the forest and 

* [Bulletin of the Deccan College Research Institute I. 17.] 
1 ABORI, vol. 15, pp. 159 ff ; cf. p. 166. 
2 Apparently, in complete ignorance of the previous discussion on the point 

in the Annals. 
3 In the last part of the Trilogie, dealing with Indra. The reading in ques¬

tion is discussed on p. 5 f. The references are to the pagination of this part of the 
Trilogies 
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began practising penance. Indra and the «[2) other gods, apprehending trouble, 
appeared before him, and, dissuading him from continuing his fierce austeri
ties, induced him to return to his royal duties. He should rule the king
dom of Cedi as Indra's special friend. As a mark of his favour. Indra pre
sented Vasu with various uncommon gifts, among them a crystalline aerial 
car (sphātikam vimānam) and a garland of unfading lotuses (known as In¬
dramālā) which would protect the king against the missiles of his enemies 
and bring him wealth and victory (vaijayaniim). But he gave him also a 
bamboo staff (vainavtm yastitn), which would protect the good (śistānām 
pratipālintm) and of course chastise the wicked. King Vasu brought home 
these precious gifts., according the wonderful staff full divine worship. That 
was how, we are told, the custom began of bringing from the forest, at a 
certain specified season, the staff, pole or tree, which was then set up, deco
rated with flowers, wreaths, flags, and with pitakas – whatever these latter 
are – and worshipped in due form. Here we find the stanza cited above, 
which says in effect that on this occasion Indra is worshipped, according to 
ancient rites, in a certain form assumed by the god of his own accord, out 
of love for Vasu Uparicara, 

What was this form ? Was it the form of a swan, as the Vulgate has 
it and as M E Y E R argues ? That is the question. 

Before we try to answer this question, it would be well to examine the 
M S . evidence a little more closely than M E Y E R appears to have done. The 
important M S . reading (ignoring that of D 3 ) , as given in the Critical Edi
tion, may be put in the following synoptical form : 

N (except K X ) hamsarūperia ) 

To this we may now add the important, newly discovered eight hun
dred years old Nepālī M S . of the Ādi (of which I have given full collations 
in ABORI, vol. 19, pp. 201 ff.), which agrees exactly with K a M and there
fore supports the critical text in an unambiguous manner. 

Now let us see what M E Y E R has to say about these readings. Accord
ing to him (p. 5), the original césvarah (found in the Vulgate) was mis
understood as referring to god Śiva ; and, with a view to clarifying its mean
ing, it was deliberately changed by some scribe into śamkarah, which latter 
is a well-known epithet of Siva. And further hāsyarūpena of the Critical 

1 The actual reading of Kx is āmmyahāmyarūpena, which isī clearly corrupt. 
The original s has been wrongly transcribed as m : a common mistake in Deva
nāgarī transcripts of śāradā M S S . ; there is moreover dittography. The portion 
of the text under discussion is missing in the śaradā codex. 

K- M ( = Text) hāsyarūpena1 

T. G. Yastirūpena Vāsavah. 
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Edition is, according to M E Y E R , as already [3J remarked, nothing more than 
the stupid blunder of some copyist for the original hamsarúpena. 

It may be made perfectly clear once for all that at least as far as the 
Mahābhārata text is concerned, the time when one could juggle with read

ings of MSS and lay down the law ex cathedra as to what is the original, 
what is an emendation and what is a seribe's mistake, is long past. It has 
now become a very much more serious and complicated matter, since the 
publication of the Critical Edition, To entitle anyone to a hearing, he must 
first of all show that he understands the critical apparatus and that he has 
studied the stemma codicum published by me on p. xxx of the Prolego

mena of my edition of the Ādiparvan. 

Let us now go back to the MSS. There we find that śamkarah (of the 
Critical Edition) is documented by the whole of the Northern Recension (in
cluding the new Nepali MS.) and the Malayālam version, while césvarah 
(championed by M E Y E R ) is merely the reading of B 5 Dn ! Now one would 
like to know why what M E Y E R considers the original reading (césvarah) is 
found only in the most recent version represented by Nīlakaṇtha (end of the 
17th century) with the sporadic support of one aberrant Bengali MS. (B1), 
while what he considers a recent emendation (śamkarah is found in still 
older versions represented by MSS. seattered all over India from Kashmir 
to Malabar and from Gujarat to Bengal, including the distant Nepal and 
excepting (in addition to the Vulgate) only the Tamil-Telugu zone, which 
latter has moreover a third and divergent reading (Vāsavaḥ). How is it 
that only the Nīlakaṇṭha version has preserved the correct reading, while 
all other – much older – versions of North India together with the entire M a 

layālam version from the South contain what M E Y E R regards as a corrup

tion ? If śamkarah of all N and M MSS. be a corrupt reading, as M E Y E R 
maintains, then Nīlakaṇtha could have got his césvarah only by emendation, 
because I do not think that Nīlaka';.tha had access to any really old Mahā

bhārata MSS., containing very original readings. In thousands of cases his 
text shows what can be proved, with abselute certainty, to be secondary, in

ferior, or corrupt readings. 

This inability on the part of M E Y E R to recognize in a patently simple 
case what is original and what is secondary shows that he had only very 
vague notions of the relationship between the different recensions, versions 
and manuscripts. And the ignorance of this relationship is absolutely fatal 
to any attempt to discriminate between original readings and emendations and 
scribes' mistakes. You can never find out an original reading by selecting 
one which suits your purpose, or satisfies your aesthetic sense, or appeals to 
you in some other way, and then looking about for reasens in support of your 
a priori choice; because almost always "good” reasons can be found for 
nearly every reading. It is not a question of dialectic, but f4J of documenta
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tion. And no amount of tendentious arguing will refute the objective evi
dence of MSS. 

MSS. in this case clearly prove that the process of alteration has been 
the reverse of what is imagined by M E Y E R . Here, it is evident, ceśvaraḥ 

has not been changed into śamkarah for the sake of clarity, as MEYER main¬
tains ; but, on the other hand, śamkarah has been very clearly changed into 

ceśvarah – already rendered suspect by the expletive ca – perhaps, to avoid 
confusion, śamkara being here not the nomen proprium of Siva, but an epithet 
meaning " beneficent, promoting welfare ". l 

We can now turn to the other word of the pāda, the more difficult of the 
two: was it hāsyarūpena, harhsarūpena or yastirūpena? M E Y E R (p. 5) 
rightly rejects the last. It is correct as far as the sense goes ; but it can hardly 
be the original reading. Were it so, no scribe would think of deliberately 
changing it into the obscure and almost unintelligible hāsyarūpena or hamsarū
pena, both of which are, moreover, graphically unrelated with the former. 
From what we know of scribes' emendations they tend generally to simplify 
the text, not to complicate it. If that be so, then either hāsyarūpena or haṃ– 

sarūpena iś the correct reading. Moreover yastirūpena is confined (like Vā¬
savah), to T G, and does not receive any support even from M, which in in

numerable cases has preserved – in contradiction to the T G version – the origi
nal reading, which has been emended or simplified in T G. 2 

There remains, therefore, only the two alternatives – hāsyarūpena given 
by K- M with the new Nepali MS, and harhsarūpena supported by N (ex
cept K j ) . By the test of the agreement between independent versions,3 hās
yarūpena is clearly indicated as the original reading, since we have here an 
agreement between the independent versions of the extreme North and the 
extreme South, it being preferable to hamsarūpena, supported only by the 
central sub-recension. It is, moreover, undoubtedly the lectio difficilior (as 
was rightly observed by WINTERNITZ in the course of the review mentioned 
above), which accounts for its being surreptitiously ousted by the other. 
Both documentary and intrinsic probability are thus unquestionably in fa
vour of the reading hāsyarūpena adopted in the Critical Edition. 

What indeed are we to understand by the hamsarūpena of the Vulgate ? 
The word haṃsa has a number of meanings. M O N I E R W I L L I A M S gives the 
following : 

«[5) a goose, gander, swan, flamingo (or other aquatic bird); the soul or spirit 
(sometimes 'the Universal Soul or Supreme Spirit’, identified with Virāj, Nārāyaṇa, 

1 This point has been discussed by me in the paper mentioned above, AB0R1, 
vol. 16, p. 101. 

2 For thrsi point also cf. ABORI, vol. 16, p. 10I. 
3 Cf. Prolegomena to Ādi, p. xc i . 
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Viṣṇu, Siva, Kama, and the Sun); one of the vital airs (Lex); a kind of ascetic ; a 
man of supernatural qualities born under a particular constellation ; an ambitious 
monarch (Lex.) ; a horse (Naigh) ; an excellent draughtox (according to some, ' a 
buffalo') ; a mountain (Lex.) ; a temple of a particular form ; a kind of Mantra or 
mystical text ; silver (Lex.); envy, malice (Lex.); name of two metres; (Music) a 
kind of measure ; a mystical name of the letter h ; a spiritual preceptor ; name of a 
Devagandharva ; of a Dānava ; of a son of Brahmā ; of a son of Vasudeva ; of a 
son of Ariṣṭā ; of a son of Brahmadatta and general of Jarāsaṃdha ; of various au

thors ; of one of the Moon's horses ; of a mountain. 

M E Y E R (p. 6) has cited copious examples for the meanings of haṃsa 
as the sun, the sungod, as Viṣṇu and as Kṛṣṇa (son of Dharma). 

Unfortunately none of these fit in the case of Indra. M E Y E R (p. 6) 
found, however, a loophole in the meaning of haṃsa as " sungod ’’, and he sur

mised that perhaps the idea of this hamsarūpa of Indra was to be dated back 
to the perkxl when Indra was still recognized as a sungod ! 

Nīlakaṇṭha, who has commented on this stanza, had naturally some diffi

culty in explaining this hamsarūpa. According to him Indra was : haṃsarū¬

pena yukto haṃsarūpi tasya buddhisthasya rúpasya viśeṣaṇaṃ svayam eva 
etc. To Nīlakantha the haṃsa-form is present only in the mind (buddhistha) 
of the worshipper. To M E Y E R , on the other hand, who was a realist with a 
vengeance, this explanation naturally did not satisfy. According to him (p. 
4 L ) , Indra, who is ordinarily invisible to mortals, takes on the concrete form 
of a swan, se as to be visible to Vasu and his subjects. M E Y E R further found 
(p. 5) the aquatic bird admirably suited to the mirth and gaiety and the 
sportive games that accompany the ceremonial. 

Now which is the original and which is the emendation of these two 
readings ? The characteristic of a seribe's emendation, as has been well said, 
is that it has all the appearance of improvement without its reality. Ours 
is a case in point, hmhsmüpetia is a phrase under which you can think all 
serts of things, all equally vague ; but on closer inspection they prove to be 
uniformly inadequate. 

For why should Indra appear before Vasu, or the kings who followed in 
his footsteps, in the form of a swan of all things in the world, whether in a 
concrete shape before the eyes of his worshippers or in an abstract form 
in their minds ? He had assumed one form already : that of the yasti, the 
staff. M E Y E R (p. 101) has himself established – absolutely incontrovertibly – 
that the tree or the pole or the staff wnich figures so prominently in the In¬

dramaha ceremony, was worshipped, if not by Vasu, at least by the people 
whom the writer of the Mahābhārata account had in mind, as a symbol, [6J an 
image, or an incarnation of Indra himself, and not merely as a remembrance 
of a present from Indra to Vasu. As M E Y E R has( pointed out, the Purāṇic 
writers, when speaking of the pole, refer to it unhesitatingly as " Indra " (or 
its synonyms "īsakra" , etc.) in such expressions as Sakrasthāna or Indra– 
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sthāna. Indra (or Śakra) pāda, Indraprayāna, śakrotthāpana, śakrocchraya, 
Indram utthāpayanti, Puraṃdaram utthāpya, uttiṣṭhate (or niṣīdati) vajra¬

pānih, etc. Viṣṇudharmottara 2. 157. 3ed. and (agreeing with it) Agnipu– 
rāiṇa 268, 6cd say in so many words that here is the god Indra himself, come 
to earth (bhūmiṣṭha). 

And what a funny form to assume for the thousandeyed god of gods, 
who had performed a hundred sacrifices, the wielder of the thunderbolt, the 
destroyer of enemies' forts, the killer of Vala (or Bala) and Vṛtra, and the 
hero of a thousand other wonderful exploits : the form of a bamboo staff, with 
wreaths and bells, flags and buntings hanging from it and with those curiously 
shaped piṭakas, some of which at any rate, according to Meyer 
(p. 96), were shaped like penies ! It was indeed a laughable form (hāsyarū¬

pa), calculated to provoke mirth and laughter. And this form, it must be 
borne in mind, was not given to Indra by any man ; such a thing would have 
been very likely resented by him. The great god, wishing to do goed (saṃka¬

ra) to Vasu, had assumed it himself (svayam eva grahitena) out of his great 
love for the high soul Uparicara Vasu (Vasoh prityā mahātmanah). The 
jocular form – kridāvatārarūpa, as I>vabodha puts it – assumed by the 
mighty god on this occasion caused great merriment ; and the feast was ac

cordingly celebrated with much laughter and gaiety, as described in the Bṛhat– 
saṃhitā, the Vi§ṇudhannottara and other texts ( M E Y E R , p. 103 f.). 

Thus both documentary probability and intrinsic considerations support 
the reading hāsyarūpe↑na Śamkarah. This reading is therefore not so asto
nishing as M E Y E R seems to have thought ; but it is astonishing that 
M E Y E R who had with praiseworthy diligence extracted and trans
lated very lengthy passages from about a dozen original sources describing 
the ceremony in great detail, and not found anywhere (except in the Vul
gate) the remotest reference to 1ndra's assuming the form of a swan or to his 
being represented as a swan, should have been so enamoured of the Vulgate 
leading, a reading which 1 am fully persuaded is nothing more than a scribe's 
emendation in the archetype of the Central group. But perhaps even M E Y E R ' S 
mistake is not so very astonishing : it is only an example of wishful think
ing. Does it not connect Indra with the sun (hamsa) [7J or at least with the 
sun-god ? And M E Y E R ' S whole thesis (pp. 134-144) is that Indra was ori
ginally just not a rain-ged or a thunder-ged, but a sun-god, the vernal sun, 
the " genius " of fertility and vegetation, in fact, a phallic deity ! 

The redactors of the T G version were, perhaps, after all wise, in dis-

1 Devobedha has the gloss : hāsa (sic) rūpena krldāvatārarūpena. Here hamsa¬
↑rūpena would certainly not fit, as it is not clear how hamsarūpa would be kridā¬

vatārarūpa. – Devobodha is the oldest known commentator of the Mahabharata, 
aṇd, in my opinion, the best. 
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carding a reading which has caused so much confusion and misunderstanding, 
and adopted the plain and simple yaṣṭirūpena Vāsavaḥ, which is a correct 
paraphrase of the original and has the additional advantage of being ab

solutely foolproof. 

I am convinced that this haṃsaincarnation of Indra is nothing more 
than a canard. 

II. The Parvasaṃgraha Figures.* 

The Parvasaṃgrahaparvan (Ādi, adhy. 2) is a document of considerable 
importance.1 But its value has been unduly exaggerated by some scholars, 
a circumstance which has led to some highly misleading results and some 
curious conclusions It is thus supposed that Kṛṣṇa Dvaipāyana Vyāsa had 
himself counted and noted down the number of ślokas he had composed, and 
that our Parvasaṃgraha was composed by Vyāsa himself. No doubt it is 
semetimes stated in the Parvasamgraha chapter that that sage had stated the 
extent of each of the eighteen parvans. But this attribution to Vyāsa is 
naturally only pūjārthe (honoris causa). It is nowhere suggested in the work 
itself that the first two adhyāyas of our epic were composed by Vyāsa. They 
could not be, because they are obviously only a report of the conversation 
which took place between the Sūta (Ugraśravas, son of Lomaharṣaṇa) and 
the sages assembled at īsaunaka's twelve-year sacrifice in the Naimisa Forest. 
The erroneous supposition regarding the authorship of this adhyāya has led 
to the naive attempt on the part of some scholars to produce a text – a so-

called critical text – of the Mahābhārata containing the same number of 
adhyāyas and ślokas as that given in the Parvasamgraha. Such an attempt 
is already negatived by our manuscripts and testimonia, which contain many 
variants of the figures in the Parvasamgraha. Thus the figures for the Ādi
parvan itself vary, according to different sources, between 7984 (Kasmnī 
Version and the Critical Edition) and 9984 (Ändhra-Bhäratamu). That is 
sufficient to discourage any attempt at too close a reliance on the data of this 
adhyāya of the Ādiparvan. It has been common experience that figures in 
ancient works, if at all complicated, seldom come out right, and the figures 
of the Parvasamgraha are probably no exception to this rule. 

[550] The figures given in the Parvasaṃgraha could have been obtained 

* [Silver Jubilee Number, ABORI 23. 549581. 
1 Cf. my Prolegomena to the Ādiparvan, pp. xcvii ff ; '' Epic studies (III) " 

ABORI, vol. 11, pp. 277 ff. 
2 Cf. P. P. S. S A S T R I in the Introduction to vol. 15 of his Mahābhārata (Sou

thern Recension), p. xxii : "Vyāsa's description of his Mahābhārata that he com

posed it in 18 parvas of 2,000 chapters and 100,000 stanzas isl not a fanciful account 
but an accurate statement. And I have tried to substantiate this in this edition 
of the Principal Text of the Southern Recension." 
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in one of many different ways. The most probable suggestion has been that 
they were arrived at, not by actual counting of the stanzas, as we should ordi

narily do now, but by computing the extent in some other way. Even now 
we speak of a story of 5000 words or a broadcast talk of 1500 words, and so 
on. The individual words are never counted in such computations ; the 
figures are only approximations. The figures given in our Parvasaṃgraha 
chapter must be approximations of that type. They are not " ś lokas" or 
stanzas as we ordinarily understand them ; but are, properly speaking, what 
are technically known as, " granthas," a grantha being a unit of measurement 
of written matter equal to 32 akṣaras. 

Assuming this to be the case, the first difficulty is that the figures given 
in the lists appear not as round numbers, as we should expect them to be, but 
are apparently correct to the last digit ; for instance, the extent is given not 
as 8O0O ślokas, but as 7987. We actually come across such figures as these : 
6698, 7998, 8909, 14525, where true approximations would be 6700, 8000, 
8900, 14,500, and so on. The approximation seems to me to have been 
reached by some such process as this. First, an average was obtained by 
counting carefully all letters in a certain number of lines. This average was 
then multiplied by the number of lines in a page and the total number of 
complete pages. The number of "granthas" of the last page, which was 
rarely fully written out, seems to have been computed separately, and added 
to the previous total. The grand total of letters (aksaras) was then divided 
bv 32 to give the number of " ślokas " or " granthas," fractions being omit
ted. That is how figures like those mentioned above must have been ob
tained. They are careful approximations, but approximations all the same. 
Moreover, as has been pointed out by me elsewhere,1 it would be impossible 
to count the exact number of stanzas in a composite text made up of ślokas, 
triṣṭubhs, " fancy metres " and prose passages, which we actually find in many 
of the parvans of the Mahābhārata, as for instance in the Ādi, Āraṇyaka and 
Anuśāsana. 

The figures we find in the Parvasamgraha chapter are fairly old ; we 
cannot say now exactly how old. They are certainly prior to 1000 A. D., 
when tlje Javanese Bhārata and the Āndhra Bhāratamu were composed ; be
cause bjDth these works contain similar lists, which agree in many particulars 
with our list. 

Here are the figures given in three different sources. 

1 Prolegomena, p. xcix. 
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I. ĀDI 

'II. SABHĀ 

III. ĀRANYAKA 

IV. V I R A T A 

V. U D Y O G A 

V I . B H I ṣ M A 

VII . D R O N A 

VIII . K A R N A 

I X . ŚALYA 

x . S A U P T I K A 

X I . STRĪ 

X I I . ŚĀNTI 

X I I I . ANUŚĀSANA 

X I V AŚVAMEDHIKA 

XV. ĀŚRAMAVĀSIKA 

X V I . M A U S A L A 

X V I I . MAHĀPRASTHĀNIKA 

X V I I I . SVARGĀROHAṆA 

Total 

7984 

2511 

11,664 

2050 

6698 

5884 

8909 

4900 

3220 

870 

775 

14‚525 

6700 

3320 

1506 

300 

120 

200 

8884 

2511 
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1 2015 

6928 
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770 
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9884 

4511 

11.664 

3500 

7998 

5884 

8909 

4900 

3220 

870 
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12,000 

4420 

1906 

300 
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200 

1959 1948 

I. ĀDI 

'II. SABHĀ 

III. ĀRANYAKA 

IV. V I R A T A 

V. U D Y O G A 

V I . B H I ṣ M A 

VII . D R O N A 

VIII . K A R N A 

I X . ŚALYA 

x . S A U P T I K A 

X I . STRĪ 

X I I . ŚĀNTI 

X I I I . ANUŚĀSANA 

X I V AŚVAMEDHIKA 

XV. ĀŚRAMAVĀSIKA 

X V I . M A U S A L A 

X V I I . MAHĀPRASTHĀNIKA 

X V I I I . SVARGĀROHAṆA 

Total 82.136 95,586 

(The average number of ” ślokas ” per adhyāya is about 45.) 
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.[5523 The above is a conspectus of the figures for the adhyāyas and ślo¬
kas of the eighteen parvans of the Mahābhārata according to (1) the Criti

cal Edition, ( 2 ) the Javanese Version,1 and ( 3 ) the Southern Recension by 
Professer P . P. S. SASTRI. 

OBSERVATIONS ON T H E FIGURES OF T H E ABOVE T A B L E . 

I. Ādi : The first figure ( 8 ) of the Javanese number for the adhyāyas 
of the Ādi (818) is obviously wrong ; the other digits agree in the three texts. 
So we may take as correct the figures 218,- which is given us by the Critical 
Edition and Southern Recension, the Vulgate reading (227) being certainly 
a mistake. – The number of ślokas is no doubt a problem. I have adopted 
the figures given by the Śāradā MS. and one " K " M S . (K-) . ’ which is con
firmed by the Rajaguru M S . from Nepal, 4 and 1 am still inclined to suppose 
that that was the original figure. The Javanese and Southern figures 8884 and 
9884 respectively differ by 1000 exactly, the Javanese figure being the same 
as that of the Mid-Indian group (Bengaii-Devanāgari). 

II. Sabhā : The numbers are here absolutely certain. As regards the 
adhyāyas, there is perfect agreement between the three sources, all of them 
giving 72, which is also the exact number of adhyāyas of our Critical Edi
tion of the Sabhā now passing through the press. The Vulgate figure (78 ) 
for the śloka is therefore unquestionably wrong. – The sloka number is alse 
certainly 2511, as the Southern Recension, in which the first figure has been 
increased to 4, is demonstrably inflated to make it conform with the inter-. 
polated text, and the additional stanzas of the Southern Recension do 
approximately amount to 2000. The correct figures for Sabhā are therefore 72 
and 2511. 

[553J III. Āranyaka (commonly known as Vana): As regards the 
adhyāyas, the Javanese records 272 against the concordant figure 269 of all 

Indian versions,. The latter may be taken to be the right figure, the discre¬
pancy of the Javanese, which is negligible, remaining unexplained. – The 

same is true of the figure for the ślokas, the concordant figure (11,664) of 
all Indian versions being the original Parvasaṃgraha figure. 

1V. Virāṭa : The Javanese figure for the adhyāyas is unfortunately 
missing. But as our Critical Edition of the Virāṭaparva has successfully 

1 The figures for the Javanese Version have been taken from JUYNBOLL's Adi¬

parwa, Oudjavaunsch prozageschrift, Gravenhage, 1906. pp. 56. The passage is re

produced in a note by H. KERN, " Inhoudsopgave van ’t Mahābhārata in *T Ka¬

wi " in Bijdr'agen, set III, Vol. IV, pp. 9295, KERN has given in this paper a com

parative table of the Indian and the Javanese figures. 
2 KERN, op. cit., p. 95 also remarks that the Javanese1 figure 818 is incorrect, 

and that it should be 218. 
3 See the Critical Edition of the Ādiparvan, p. 878. 
 See my ' ' Ep i c studies (VII ) , " ABORI, vol. 19 (1938), pp. 215 ff. 

28 
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identified the adhyāyas on the basis of the colophons given in MSS., tllere is 
no reason to doubt that the correct figure is 67, as given by the Sanskrit 
Parvāsaṃgraha. – The three sources give three different figures for the ślokas. 
The Southern Recension is obviously inflated, and may therefore be ignored, 
its figure having been revised – as in Sabhā – to accord with its interpolated 
text. It is likely that the Javanese translator has confused the Sanskrit words 
for 50 and 15 (pañcāśat and pañcadaśa). The first two digits of the figures 
given in the Critical Edition aind the Javanese Version do agree. We may 
therefore reasonably assume the original figure to be 2050, which is given by 
the Critical Edition of the Parvasathgraha, though the two last digits natu
rally remain somewhat uncertain.1 

V . Udyoga : The three sources agreeing exactly as regards the num
ber of adhyāyas of the Udyoga, the figure 186 may be taken as certain. – The 
figures for the ślokas, on the other hand, are in a chaotic condition, the three 
texts giving three different figures 6698, 6928, 7998 ; which agree only in 
respect of the last digit! The figures for the ślokas remain, therefore, 
doubtful. 

V I . Bhīṣma : The number of adhyāyas in the Bhīiṣma is given by the 
Critical Edition and the Javanese Version as 117, but the Southern Recension 
gives their number as 118. In any case, the difference is not very significant, 
and the number may be assumed to be 117 or 118 – There is no such doubt re

garding the number of ślokas, which is unanimously given as 5884. 
VI I . Drona : There is likewise considerable agreement as regards the 

adhyāyas and ślokas of the Droṇa. The adhyāya number L554J is 170. – As 
regards the number of ślokas, the first two digits (89) are certain. And since 
both the Critical Edition and the Southern Recension agree on the figure 8909, 
that is indicated as the correct figure. The probability in faīvour of this 
figure is strengthened owing to the circumstance that the last two figures of 
the Javanese Version (84) are in all probability due to contamination with 
the previous sloka-figure 5884, which ends in 84. We may therefore adopt 
with confidence the concordant figure of the Indian versions 8909, the differ
ence between the Javanese and the Indian numbers being 75; the 
error is in any event not more than 1 per cent. 

V H L Karṇa : The figures for Kanṇa are exactly of the same type. 
The three sources agree in giving 69 as the number of adhyāyas. – The Java

nese MSS. give the number of ślokas as 970, which is obviously wrong, it 
being almost certain that the word for 4000 has been omitted by the scribe 
by oversight;- so we get the original Javanese figure as [4]97O. We may 

1 See Raghu V i R A , Virafaparvan, Introduction, p. xxiv; and SUKTHANKAR 
"Epic studies (III),” ABORI vol. 11, pp. 277 ff 

2 KERN, loc. cit., also recognizes that the first figure has been omitted by 
mistake in the Javanese text. 
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tentatively adopt the figure 4900, on the concordant evidence of Indian ver
sions. The difference between the Indian and Javanese figures being only 
70, the discrepancy is only about 1-4 per cent. 

I X . Śalya : In this parvan there is fortunately no doubt about the 
śloha number, which is unanimously given äs 3220. – And again, fortunately, 
as regards the adhyāya number, the discrepancy between the Indian (59) and 
Javanese (121) figures is so great that the Javanese may be ruled out as 
hopelessly corrupt. There is another test we may apply, the Javanese figure1  

(121) for adhyāyas gives the average of about 27 ślokas to an adhyāya, while 
the Indian average is 54. Now the total number of adhyāyas in the Mahā

bhārata is supposed to be 2000, and the number of stanzas 100,000 (sata¬
sahasrāṇi2), which gives the average of ślokas to an adhyāya as 50 and that 

is much nearer the average for the Indian figure for the adhyāya number of 
the iśalyaparvan than the Javanese figure. 

X . Sauptika : The figures for the Sauptika call for no remarks. They 
are uniformaly given in all the! three sources as 18 and 870 respectively. 

•[555J X L Strī : The sources do not agree as regards the number 
of adhyāyas, but the Javanese figure (70) which is nearly two and half times 
as large as the Indian (27) is extremely improbable.3 We may therefore 
tentatively take the concordant Indian figure (27) as correct. – The difference 
between the Javanese and Indian figures for the ślokas is only five. It would 
seem that the last digit was lost in the Javanese tradition ; if that be so, the 
correct number is 775, as given unanimously by the Indian MSS. 

X I L Śānti : The śloka figure for śānti (14,525) is given unanimously 
by all the three of our sources, which is a fortunate coincidence and also a 
remarkable proof of the reliability of our tradition. The Vulgate figure 
(14,725) for the ślokas is positively wrong. – There is a difference of only six 
between the Javanese and Indian figures for adhyāyas, the Indian tradition 
giving the figure as 339, the Javanese as 333. The agreement between the 
different Indian versions is a weighty point in favour of 339, which we may 
tentatively assume to be the correct figurq. 

X I H . Anuśāsana : The evidence of the Javanese Version is unfortu
nately missing, the version ignoring this parvan altogether, for some reason 
which it is hard to guess. It cannot be argued that it is included in the 
Śānti, since there is no appreciable increase in the number of adhyāyas or 

1 K E R N , loc. cit., likewise considers the Javanese figure (121) as very 
suspicious, 

a See the Critical Edition of the Ādiparvan, additional passage No. 486*, 
given on page 241. 

3 As in the case of the śalyaparvan, K E R N (loc. cit.) regards the Javanese 
figure is very doubtful. 
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ślokas of the Javanese Version of the Śānti, as there would surely have been, 
had the two parvans been amalgamated as is done semetimes.1 There 
being also no agreement between the various Indian versions, the figures for 
both adhyāyas and ślokas of the Anuśāsana remain uncertain. 

X I V . Āśvamedhika : The number of adhyāyas is unanimously given 
as 133, which may therefore be accepted as the correct figure. – There is a 
diserepancy as regards the number of ślokas : the Critical Edition gives the 
figure as 3320, while the Javanese and the f556] Southern Recension agree in 
giving the figure, asi ^ 2 0 , this being one of the rare instances in which the 
Javanese and the Southern Recension agree against the Northern Recension. 
The Southern Recension contains here an additional sub-parvarI, comprising 
23 adhyāyas and about 1700 ślokas, known as the Vaiṣṇavadharma parvan. 
There is no mention of any such parvan in the list of 100 pavans, given in 
the Parvasamgraha, though some Southern MSS. do insert, in another place, 
a line which mentions the Vaiṣṇavadharma among the contents of the Āśva
medhika. In this Section, Yudhisthira is instructed by tśrī-Kṛṣiṇa in the 
Dharma of the Vaiṣfṇavas, which seems hardly necessary, after the instruc

tion he had received from Bh¾ma in more than 21,000 stanzas on general 
Dharma (iśānti and Anuśāsana). The higher Southern number must there
fore be regarded as due to this inflation, and can in any case not be accepted. 
Nevertheless the peculiar agreement between the Javanese and the Southern 
is a disturbing factor. The number therefore may be regarded as doubtful. 

X V . Āśramavôsika : There is not much doubt about the adhyāyas of 
this parvan, though the Javanese Version has a high figure (92), against the 
unanimous Indian figure 4 2‚ which may be assumed to be the correct figure.2  

– As regards the number of ślokas, there is a slight diserepancy of 2 between 
the Critical Edition and the Javanese Version, the former being 1506, the 
latter 1508. But the last digit in this number is not in doubt; it must be 
six. The Southern Recension gives the figure 1906, which must be regarded 
as extremely doubtful, since even Professor SASTRI. who has edited the 
Southern Recension, could not find more than 11O8½ stanzas for this parvan.3 

There has been clearly a mistake in the counting oī the stanzas of this par-

1 It is perhaps worth noticing that so late a commentator as Vādirāja (cf. 
P. K . GÖDE, ABORI, vol. 17, pp. 203-210, who assigns him to the seventeenth 
century), treats the śānti and Anuśāsana as one parvan and has colophons like: 

ffö *ftflCPīrôt Wlf l% f i l  ī f ^l?mrf ¾l%TO ¾UMMcfp> ¾l l« f t imf t¾ * f i  ^  t f ¾ q 

~ r r e - f i - r i ¾ ¾ w ^ ^ " - M : I i - c f ö s r r t % < r ä w i r " , H 
– which is quoted by Professor P.. P. S. SASTRI in the Introduction to vol. 17, 
(Anuśāsana Parvan, part 2,) p. XXĪV. 

2 K E R N (loc. cit.) likewise suggests reading 42 for 92 of the Javanese. 
3 It is interesting to note, as pointed out by Professor SASTRI, Nannaya's 

Ändhra-Bharatamu gives 1106 as the figure of ślokas in the Aśramavāsika parvan, 
That probably is due to a fresh count, 
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van, and the Southern figure being palpably incorrect, we may utilize the 
approximate agreement between the Critical Edition and the Javanese Ver

sion and adopt 1506 as the probable original Parvasaṃgraha figure for the 
Āśramavāsika. 

X V L Mausala : Al l sources agree in giving the number of adhyāyas 
as 8 and the number of ślokas as 300, which may accordingly be taken as the 
correct figures. The text also seems to con-[557j-tain actually 300 stanzas. 
Consequently the vulgate reading 320, in the Parvasaṃgraha chapter, is 
clearly faulty and has been properly rejected. 

X V I L Mahāprasthānika : The Javanese figure for the number of 
adhyāyas is missing ; but the Indian sources, including the MSS., uniformly 
divide this short parvan into three adhyāya!s ; and the unanimous Indian 
reading cannot be called into question. – The number of ślokas may also be 
regarded as correctly given in the Critical Edition, which is supported by the 
Southern Recension, though the Javanese Version adds, erroneously, three to 
the number, giving the figure as 123. I surmise that this addition of three to 
the śloka number is a wrong transposition from the adhyāya number, which 
is missing in the Javanese Version. The Vulgate figure (320) for the ślokas 
is absurd and unquestionably incorrect. 

X V I I L Svargārohana : As in the previous ca'se the adhyāya number 
is lost in the Javanese Version ; but there cannot be any doubt that the cor
rect figure is 5‚ which is given by all editions and MSS. of the Mahābhārata. 
– The sloka number is unanimously given, by our three sources, as 200, which 
is a sufficiently correct approximation of the actual extent of this last parvan 
of the Great Epic ; and the Vulgate figure (209) may be unhesitatingly 
rejected. 

The table on the following page gives the figures for the adhyāyas 
and ślokas, book by book, arrived at by a collation of the various extant 
versions of the Parvasaṃgraha chapter of the Ādiparvari. 

28A 
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[558] T A B L E II 

Table giving the authentic figures for the Adhyāyas and islokas of the 
eighteen Parvans of the Mahābhārata, based upon a collation of the MSS. of 
the Sanskrit Parvasaṃgrahaparvan and of the Javanese Version (ca. 
1000 A.D.). 

Parvan 

I. ĀDI 
IL SABHÄ 

III. ÄRANYAKA 
IV. VIRĀṬA 

V. U D Y O G A 
V L B H l S M A 

V I L D R O N A 
V H L K A R N A 

I X . ŚALYA 
X . S A U P T I K A 

X L STRĪ 
X I L ŚĀNTI 

X H L ANUŚĀSANA 
X I V . AŚVAMEDHIKA 

X V . ĀŚRAMAVĀSIKA 
X V L M A U S A L A 
X V I L MAHĀPRASTHĀNIKA 

X V I IL SVARGĀROHANA 

Adhyāya 

218 
72 

269 
67 

l86 
117 (or 118) 

170 
69 
59 
18 
27 

339 

133 
42 
8 
3 
5 

śloka 

7 

2511 
ll,664 

2050 
? 

5884 
8909 
4900 
3220 
870 
775 

14,525 
? 
7» 

1506 
300 
120 
200 
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C R I T I C A L E D I T I O N O F T H E MAHĀBHĀRATA 

Read by the General Editor, D R . V. S. SUKTHANKAR, on the occasion of 
the publication of the Udyogaparvan and the presentation of it to 

the RAJASAHEB OF AUNDH, on 6th July, 1940 

M R . CHAIRMAN, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, 

On this happy and auspicious day, which is the twentythird anniversary 
of tlle foundation of this Institute, I am glad to announce the publication of 
the edition of the' UDYoGAPARvAN by Professor Dr. S. K . D E of the Dacca 
University, which is volume six of our Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata. 
This is, as you are no doubt aware, the third parvan to be completed by us. 
The Ādiparvan, edited by myself, was completed in 1933. It was followed 
three years later by the Virātaparvan edited by Professor Dr. Raghu VIRA 
of the Sanatan Dharma College, Lahore. And now we have the Udyoga

parvan, which, I hope, will testify to our industry and perseverance. 

The amount of matter published during the last 21 years, since the com

mencement of the work in 1919, may appear to you small. A n d it is a fact 
that some editions of the Mahābhārata which were begun long after we had 
started have already been long œmpleted. But you must not confuse those 
editions with ours. Those other editions implied only work for compositors 
and proofreaders. Their procedure, which is very simple, is this. Older 
editions of theN Mahābhārata are put in the hands of compositors, who pro

ceed to manufacture a new edition, faithfully copying, in every detail, all the 
old mistakes and adding some of their own making, in the bargain. 

When this Institute undertook to bring out a Critical Edition of the 
Mahābhārata, it was not meant to bring out a new edition in this time

honoured way, which has made the term " Indian edition ” a synonym of a 
" bad edition.” In Indian editions of the past, the paper was bad, the type 
was bad, the ink was bad, and the text also was generally bad. I do not 
wish to say that we' have produced an ideal edition of the Mahābhārata, but 
I do maintain that we have taken a distinct step forward i n that direction, 
and that our work has marked an appreciable advance in the tschnique of 
the editing of Sanskrit texts. A n d when I say that I am giving you not my 
own opinion but the considered opinion of savants, published repeatedly in 
the course of lengthy and elaborate reviews of our edition, in highclass and 
authoritative Journals throughout the world. The edition has been before 
the world of scholars for nearly fifteen years, and there has been a steady 
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chorus of enthusiastic approbation greeting the appearance of every successive 
faseicule, whose publication is eagerly awaited by Indologists in all parts ol 
the world. 

When we say we are bringing out an edition of the Mahābhārata, we 
are really considerably underrating our own work. It is not merely a text

edition that we are preparing. What we have undertaken is a research into 
the Mahābhārata manuscript tradition, which, you will realize, is a very dif

ferent thing and which – let me emphasize – has now been undertaken for the 
first time in the long history of our Great Epic. 

Let us glance for a moment at the history of the project. Since 1897 
there has been a steady and persistent demand for a critical edition of the 
Mahābhārata, which was wanted, as the late Professor WINTERNITZ put it, 
" as the only sound basis for all Mahābhārata studies, nay, for all studies 
connected with the epic literature of India." In 1904, as a result of the 
agitation which was kept up in Europe by certain Indologists, the Interna

tional Association of the Academies of Europe and America undertook the 
work. And for that purpose, even some money was collected by the Sans¬

kritists in England, through the Secretary of State for India, from certain 
sources in India, and the amount was placed in the hands of Trustees in 
England, which is still lying there, in the name of the Trustees, in some 
English bank. The last great European War put an end to this project of 
a European edition of the Mahābhārata, which ended as a matter of fact 
without achieving anything beyond some preliminary work. After that v/ar, 
this Institute undertook the work, making a fresh start. The difficulty was 
of course the money. What really made it possible for the Institute to launch, 
some twenty years ago, this gigantic and ambitious scheme was the promise 
made by Shrimant Balasaheb P A N T Pratinidhi, Raja Saheb of Aundh, – our 
worthy guest of this evening – to contribute a lakh of rupees to the Mahā

bhārata Publication Fund. Sir Ramkrishna B H A N D A R K A R , the then senior

most Ācārya of Indology in Western India, Was naturally consulted. He is 
reported to have said that the project was certainly worth undertaking, but 
it would cost ten lakhs of rupees ; and i f was no use undertaking the work 
unless there were prospects of raising that sum. When he was assured that 
that amount would be found, he agreed to sponser the undertaking, and as a 
matter of fact himself inaugurated it here, in this hall, in April 1919, by 
writing down the mantra of the Great Epic, nārāyanam namskṛtya etc. The 
Institute, it may be observed, undertook then to prepare an edition in which 
all the different versions of the epic have been turned to account and which 
will meet with the highest requirements of critical scholarship. 

With that our work has been chalked out for us. It divides itself natu

rally into five stages : ( 1 ) search for old and reliable MSS. ; ( 2 ) collation 
of the MSS. ; ( 3 ) constitution of the text with the help of the collations ; 
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(4) preparation of the critical apparatus, to be printed along with the consti

tuted text ; and, finally, (5) seeing the matter through the press. 

From the published volumes you will see that on every page from a half 
to twothirds of the space is taken up by the critical notes, which give a very 
detailed account of the MSS. examṃed and collated and which form the bulk 
of our evidence for the text. It is this which necessitates laborious work and 
demands endless patience ; and its completion for the parvans so far publish

ed is, I consider, the abiding achievement of our edition. Our edition thus 
gives you not only a text, a critical text, but also a digest of the MSS. tradi

tion of the Mahābhārata extending over nearly 2000 years. I may observe 
that in the case of every text, when the manuscript tradition fluctuates to any 
extent, it is only a careful study of the collations of the MSS., and nothing 
else, that can give you an authentic text ; just as when there is a dispute 
between two or more litigants an impartial judge trying the case would decide 
it only after examining the depositions and hearing the evidence of all the 
parties and their witnesses. 

I am glad to say that the method which has been worked out by the 
Institute for dealing with the Mahābhārata textual problem has commended 
itself to all scholars who are competent to pass an opinion on the merits of 
the question. Professor Walter R U B E N , of the University of Ankara, who 
has made a close study of Rāmāyaṇa MSS., has declared that the same me

thod may be applied, mutatis mutandis, to the Rāmāyana also. Appreciative 
reviews of our edition, as I remarked already, have been published during 
the last thirteen years not only in Indian, but also in English, French, Ger

man, Italian, CzechoSlovakian, Polish and American Journals. The scheme 
has been commended by the International Oriental Congress, by the A l l 

India Oriental Conference and by many of the learned bodies specializing in 
Oriental studies. There have been heard a few dissentient voices, but they 
are mostly of persons who do not know the A B C of textual criticism and 
who have never even seen a Mahābhārata M S . in their whole life. Such 
uninformed criticism of selfstyled scholars we may safely ignore. 

But we need not rest on the judgment of other scholars alone, for a 
justification of our method. The correctness of the method adopted by us 
has been vindicated now by independent and objective evidence. The now 
famous Rajaguru MS., discovered in Nepal by the Rajaguru Pandit HEMA¬

RAJ, which is nearly 800 years old and is therefore the' oldest extant MS. of 
the Ādiparvan, confirms not only many of the disputed readings of the critical 
text but justifies even some of the emendations made by me, which is – it 
will be admitted – unimpeachable evidence of the correctness of the method 
we have1 been following. 

We have completed now in this fashion, as I said, three whole books of 
the Mahābhārata : the Ādiparvan, the Virātaparvan and the Udyogaparvan. 
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As for the other parvans, you are no doubt aware that the Sabhāparvan has 
been assigned to Professer Frankling EDGERTON of Yale University, who came 
over to Poona in 1938 in order to examine for himself the MSS. of the Sabhā 
which had been collated by the Institute for him, and alse to give the finish

ing touches to his edition in consultation with me. His work has been lying 
with him ready for publication and would have been sent to the press long 
ago, but for this war, which is hampering intercommunication and delaying 
the publication of the parvan. 

The next parvan we took in hand is the Vanaparvan (or rather the 
Āraṇyakaparvan, to give it its correct name), which is being edited by myself. 
It is passing through the press as rapidly as we can take it through. It will 
comprise about 1100 pages of our edition, of which nearly 700 pages have 
already been printed off. I hope to finish it – if nothing untoward happens 
to hinder its progress – by the end of this year. 

As regards the Bhīṣmaparvan, which has been assigned to Rao Bahadur 
Dr. BELvALKAR, I am glad to report that considerable advance has been 
made by the editor in the preparation of the presscopy. Not only has Dr. 
BELvALKAR completed his draft of the constituted text, but the compilation 
of the critical notes has been taken in hand and is proceeding apace. 

When the Bhīṣmaparvan is completed, which we hope to do in a little 
over a year from now, we shall have completed nearly 45 per cent, of this 
gigantic work. You will realize the amount of work that will be accomplish

ed when I tell you that we shall have critically dealt with a little under 40,000 
ślokas and printed about 4500 pages of our edition. 

The collation work has made considerable advance and is a long way 
ahead of the publication. We possess now nearly complete collations of all 
the parvans up to the Anuśāsana, which means that we have nearly finished 
that part of our task ; because there remains now only the short tail, consist
ing of some easy and unimportant parvans, which I am confident, will offer 
no great difficulties either to the collator or to the editor. 

I have given you, gentlemen, a very brief outline of the main work done 
under the name of the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata. Our work has, 
moreover, given rise to many other subsidiary undertakings, which are being 
carried out by different scholars, in different places, to some extent independ
ently of our work here. 

Noteworthy among these works are the following four. Our edition has 
given to a student of the Dacca University a subject for a Ph.D. thesis en¬
titled " Studies in Epic Grammatical Forms,” which is an essay towards the 
compilation of epic grammar and which is based entirely on our edition of 
the Ādiparvan. Our Mahābhārata researches have further inspired another 
student of the epác to submit to ths Bombay University a P h D . thesis- on 
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the Bhṛgvaṅgirasa element in the Mahābhārata. There is a third Ph.D. 
dissertation for which a subject has been furnished by our edition. The 
subject is the phenomenon of casevariation in the epic dialect, which is being 
investigated by a student of Dr. S. M . K A T R E at the Deccan College Research 
Institute. A Spanish professor. Dr. Jose CAÑEDO, I understand, has planned 
an elaborate grammatical work on Epic Syntax, which has made considerable 
advance and which would have been published by now but for this war, which, 
as you know, is paralyzing all literary and scholarly activity in Europe. 

I shall pass on to some minor studies which have arisen out of our Mahā¬

bhārata work. Arising out of his study of the Sabhāparvan, Professor EDGER¬

TON has recently published three important papers. One of them is about 
the mention of the city of Rome in the Digvijaya section of the Sabhāparvan, 
which is the first time that a clear reference has been found in Indian litera

ture to the name of the capital of ancient Italy, Roma. Another paper by 
him deals with the question of " Epic Triṣtubh and its Hypermetric Varieties," 
A third paper by him concerns the reading and interpretation of a Sabhā

parvan stanza, an old crux, which has become famous as the parable of the 
"Goat and the Knife" (" ajakrpanīya"). 

In connection with his study of the Bhlsmaparvan, which is being edited 
by him. Dr. B E L V A L K A R has published several valuable papers, among them 
the " Miscarriage of the attempted stratification of the Bhagavadgītā.’' the 
" Kashmiri Version of the Bhagavadgītā," and the " Cosmographieal Episode 
in the Mahābhārata and the Padmapurāiṇa!’ He has other papers in prepa¬

fation. 

You will thus see, gentlemen, that the time and the money spent during 
the last twenty years of silent and arduous work of the Mahābhārata Depart

ment of the Institute have not been spent in vain. The Institute has not 
ouly brought out critical editions of three of the parvans of the Mahābhārata, 
but it has built up an independent school of textual criticism and perfected 
the technique of the editing of Sanskrit texts. It has opened out new vistas 
of work with immense possibilities, which will occupy Indologists, I imagine, 
for at least half a century, if not more. It has stimulated vivid interest in 
Mahābhārata studies, which were languishing for want of a critical edition 
of the text. They are carried out now on a sound basis and in a scientific 
spirit, differṃg conspicuously from the somewhat gassy ebullitions of previous 
writers on the subject of the Mahābhārata. 

The Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata is thus a <x*nprchensive and 
manysided literary activity, with ramifications in many directions. It is 
this aspect of our Mahābhārata work, I imagine, which impressed the British 
Academy in London and which induced that august body to vote a grant to 
our Mahābhārata Publication Fund in order to show its appreciation of the 
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work which is being done by the Institute and which is not merely of nationai 
but international interest and importance. 

It is gratifying to note that we have all along been staunchly supported 
in our enterprise financially by the Governments, the Princes and the People 
of India, – and at least by one University, the University of Bombay. During 
the last twenty years they have contributed in the aggregate some Rs. 3,50,000. 
That is a considerable sum, you will admit. But much more will be needed 
to complete the work. As we progress and inspire confidence among the 
people, who will begin to realize the great literary and scientific importance 
of this project, more help will, I am confident, be coming forth. Indeed there 
are indications that these are no false hopes. As the* Secretary of the Insti
tute, Dr. D A N D E K A R , has just told you, the Sir D O R A B J E E T A T A Charities 
have only recently, despite the prevailing financial strigency, sanctioned a 
grant of Rs. 5,000 for the Mahābhārata work, which has been a welcome addi
tion to our attenuated resources, and for which we are extremely grateful 
to the Trustees of that Fund, Some of our annual subsidies, which had been 
granted for a fixed period of years, have expired. We have been endeavour
ing to get them renewed, and the response has been very encouraging, not¬
withstanding the chaos into which the4 war has thrown our national economy. 
Of the patrons whom we have thus approached, the first one to respond was 
the Chief Saheb of I C H A L K A R A N J I , who, as the Secretary has just announced, 
has kindly promised to continue his patronage. This is a great encouragement 
to us and we are most grateful to the Chief Saheb, who is a staunch patron 
of learning and a great friend of all earnest students. On behalf of the 
Mahābhārata Editorial Board I must alse express our most grateful thank's 
to Shrimant Raja Saheb of P H A L T A N , who in response to our urgent appeal 
has, as announced by the Secretary, been pleased to continue his annual 
grant of Rs. 500 for the Mahābhārata work for a further period of five years. 
If the work is not finished by then, we shall again have to approach the kind 
Raja Saheb, who, I am sure, will again be pleased to renew the grant. Small 
though these donations be which we have now secured, there is no need to 
lose courage. They are indicative of good-will and confidence, which are 
worth a great deal. When the war clouds have passed away, better days 
will surely dawn for us ; when the thoughts of men will again turn to the pre
servation and growth of cultural values. We shall then have again, I am 
confident, the same share of bounty from our patrons of learning which we 
have, hitherto enjoyed and which will help us to carry to completion one of 
the most important of our national projects. 

Iuly 6, 1940. 



A STATEMENT REGARDING THE PROGRESS OF THE 
CRITICAL EDITION OF THE MAHĀBHĀRATA 

[Read by Dr. V . S. SUKTHANKAR, on the occasion of the presentation of the 
Äranyakaparvan to Shrimant RAJASAHEB of Aundh on 5th January 1943.l 

M R . C H A I R M A N , L A D I E S A N D G E N T L E M E N , 

It is now more than seventeen years since l took over charge of the 
Mahābhārata work and reorganized, on somewhat different lines, this De

partment of the Institute, having profited by the experiences and experi

ments of my predecessor, the late lamented Mr. U T G I K A R . During this 
interval the Institute has published Critical Editions of four complete Books 
of the Mahābhārata : Ādiparvan (1933), Virātaparvan (1936), the Udyo¬

gaparvan (1940), ahd now the Äranyakaparvan (1942). These four 
parvaṅs comprise, according to the Parvasaṃgrahaparvan, about 28,400 
ślokas. In addition to this a fascicule of the Sabhāparvan edited by Prof. 
Franklin EDGERTON of Yale University (U. S. A . ) , which has been ready 
for some time and which could be taken) up for printing only owing to the 
very generous special grant of Rs. 10,000 recently made by the Government 
of Bombay, is being published today. Furthermore, the press-copy of the 
Bh¾maparvan, which is being edited by Rao Bahadur Dr. S. K . B E L V A L K A R , 
is almost ready and is now undergoing final revision at the hands of its 
editor. It will be ready for being sent to the press very chortly. In fact 
the work is advanced as far that it can be got ready for the press within 
three months. But can we send it to the press? Not unless we can find 
a generous donor prepared to pay for the cost of the printing of the new 
volume, in these days when the cost of printing has almost doubled. The 
present financial situation of the Department is such that we can just manage 
to get the press-copies ready ; but the large world of scholars outside the 
walls of this Institute, eagerly awaiting the appearance of our now-famous 
yellow-covered fascicules, must unfortunately be kept waiting until more 
funds are available. 

Any way, during the past 17 years the Institute has critically dealt with 
the first 6 parvans of the Great Epic : the Ādi, Sabhā, Āraṇyaka, Virāṭa, 
Udyoga and Bhīṣma. The six parvans make up a total of about 36,800 
ślokas, out of an aggregate of 82,150 ślokas, a portion which is approxi
mately 45% of the entire Mahābhārata, excluding, of course, the Harivaṃśa, 
which I have kept out of my calculation in order not to frighten you too 
much. Even this is no mean achievement? I think, The part of the epic 
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critically dealt with so far is, I imagine, in bulk about four times as great 
as the Greek epics, Iliad and Odyssey put together and one and a half times 
as our Rāmāyaṇa. 

That a work of this nature and these dimensions is not one man's job 
is very very evident. Many friends, collaborators, sympathisers and patrons 
have contributed to such measure of success as has been achieved so far, 
and they include among them princes and potentates, curators and librarians, 
printers and parvaneditors, not to speak of the General Editor and his 
modest staff of collators in the background. Surely, the most potent among 
these multifarious contributory factors have been our generous patrons, who, 
out of regard for this venerable monument of Indian antiquity, this great 
and lustrous heritage of Bhāratavarṣa’, have in the past liberally supplied 
the Institute, through all these' years, with funds to carry on this costly but 
vital work. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I must tell you frankly this is a costly work. 
Al l good work costs money nowadays ! Good mahuscripts cost money. 
Good printing costs money. Good editors cost money. 

The British nation once paid out one million pounds for one rare Ms. 
of the Bible. Would India pay a similar amount for any book ? Why not ? 
Are the British people greater lovers of books, greater lovers of literature, 
greater lovers of religion, greater lovers of knowledge than we Indians ? Cer¬

tainiy not. Great Britain is a small nation, a young nation, compared to India. 
And our love of knowledge, love of literature, love of scriptures, is greater. 
We are the inheritors of the great book, this "book of books” composed 
at a time when Great Britain was not yet entered on the map of civilized 
nations. And the entire cost of making this Critical Edition of the Mahā

bhārata is only one million, rupees – and not pound's – which is only 1/15th 
of the cost of the Bible. We haVe collected and spent already 5 lakhs of 
rupees. We want now only 5 lakhs more. And we are not pessimistic 
about it. We have no reason to be that. When the war clouds have passed 
away, better days will surely dawn for us ; then the thoughts of men will 
again turn to the preservation and growth of cultural values. We shall 
then, I am confident, enjoy the same generous support from patrons of 
learning as we have hitherto enjoyed and that will help us to carry to com

pletion one of the most important of our national projects. 

If yoū want me to point out to you just one man who is responsible 
for originating and furthering the project, he is sitting in front of you, I 
mean, Shrimant Balasaheb Pant Pratinidhi, the R A J A OF A U N D H . 

The question may occur to you. Is it worth all this expenditure? 
Whether we realize it or not, we still stand under the spell of the Mahā¬

bhārata. Amid the deepest strands that are woven in the thread of our 
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civilization, there is more than one that is drawn originally from Bhārata¬

varṣa and from Sanskrit literature. And well in the centre of this vast mass 
of literature, there stands this deathless, traditional book of divine inspiration, 
unapproachable and far removed from possibilities of human competition. 

There is a danger that in our pseudo-scientific mood, we may be 
tempted to discard this great book, thinking that we have outgrown it. That 
would be a capital blunder ! That would in fact mean nothing but an 
indication of our will to commit suicide, national suicide, the signal of our 
national extinction. For never was truer word spoken than when the late 
German Indologist Hermann OLDENBERG said that " i n the Mahābhārata 
breathe the united soul of India, and the individual souls of her people.” 
And why is that ? Because the Mahābhārata is the national saga of India. 
It is, in other words, the content of our collective unconscious. And just 
for that reason it refuses to be discarded. We must therefore grasp this 
great book with both hands and face it squarely. Then we shall recognize 
that it is our past which has prolonged itself into the present. We are it : 
I mean the real W E ! Shall we be guilty of strangling our own soul ? 
N E V E R ! 
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