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tion of the metrical portions which seemingly distinguish them from those of 
the works of the classical period, and which, moreover, appear to suggest 
points of contact with the epic literature. It also embraces a study of 
metrical solecisms of Sanskrit passages, with the intention of ascertaining 
their exact number and of discussing their nature. The analysis of the 

metres shows the employment of the śloka, Vasantatilaka, Upajāti, śārdū¬
lavikiídita, Mālinī, Puṣpitagrā, Vaṃśastha, śālinī, iśikhariṇī, Praharṣinī, 
Āryā, Sragdharā, Hariṇī, Vaisvadevi, Suvadanā, Upagīti, Daṇḍaka and 
abbreviated Daṇḍaka, Dṛutavilambita, Prthvī, Bhujangaprayāta, Vaitālīya, 
the last seven of which occur but once ; the order given is according to the 
descending order of their frequency totals in the entire group of plays. A 
comparison of these with S T E N Z L E R ' S tables26 shows that with the exception 
of the so­called abbreviated Daiṇḍaka of twenty­four syllables and an un­

determined Prakrit metre, the metres of these dramas are those of the classi­

cal poesy. The frequency table for the first four metres enumerated above 
gives 436 for the śloka, 179 for the Vasantatilaka, 121 for the Upajāti and 
92 for the iSärdülavikriklita in a grand total of 1092 verses. This fact shows 
the general preponderance of the iśloka to all the rest, to the extent of more 
than thirty-nine or very nearly forty per cent, of the total. It is found that 
Bhavabhūti is the only classical dramatist who employs the isloka frequently 
with the percentage represented! by 129:385 for Mahāviracarita and 89:253 
tor the Uttararumacarita and 14:224 in the Mālafimādhava. A comparison 
of these results with those determined for other classical dramatists makes 
abundantly clear that the preference for ślokas is a feature of the metrical 
technique of these plays, in which they differ from the dramas of the classical 
age. The list of solecisms so far as the Sanskrit metre is concerned includes 
two cases of irregular sandhi, twelve of change of voice, two of change of 
conjugation, one each of irregular feminine participle and of irregular abso¬
lutive, two of simplex for the causative, three of irregular compounds, one of 
an irregular syntactical combination and several anomalous formations. A l l 
these investigations tend to prove that the Sanskrit of the verses included 
in the Bhāsa dramas differ in certain minute particulars from the Sanskrit 
of the classical drama, and reflects a stage of literary development preceding 
the classical drama which culminates in the works of Kālidāsa and Bhava­
bhūti. This conclusion is parallel to the one already arrived at by considera­
tion of the Prakrit archaisms contained in the plays. 

During 1921 S U K T H A N K A R also published Three I‘¾atrapa Inscriptions 
in collaboration with R. D. B A N E R J I as No. 17 in the Epigraphia Indica 
(vol. X V I ) 2 7 . These inscriptions are exhibited in the Watson Museum of 
Antiquities at Rājkot, and though they had been published before, the joint 
editors re-edited them in order to have them properly illustrated and to 

2- ZDMG 44A—edited by KisHNAN. W El 16. 233-41. 
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render them more easily accessible. The first is the Gundā Inscription of 
the time of Kjṣatrapa Rudrasiṃha ( : the year 103 ) , ca. 181 A.D. ; the object 
of the inscription is to record the digging and constructing, at the village of 
Rasopadra of a well by the senāpati Rudrabhüti, son of the Senāpati 
Bäpaka, the Ābhīra. The second is the Gadhā (Jasdan) Inscription of the 
time of the Mabā­K|ṣatrapa Rudrasena ( : the year 127­126 ), ca. 204­05 A.D. 
The third is the Jurragadh Inscription of the time of the grandson of the 
Kṣatrapa Jayadāman. One word is extremely interesting in the second of 
these three inscriptions : Śatra on which some comment has been offered by 
the editors in a footnote, but no satisfactory explanation could be arrived at, 
although the meaning assigned by BANERJI is, to our mind, the nearest ap­
proach to the true state of affairs. 

No. 19 in the same volume of Epigraphia Indica is an edition of two 
Kadamba Grants 2 8 from Sirsi by SUKTHANKAR. The first copper-plate 
grant is that of Ravivannan (the [3] 5th year) and the second of Krṣṇavar¬

man II (the 19th year). The chief claim to our attention lies in the regnal 
years in which they are dated. 

Before we turn to SUKTHANKAR’s dissertation published in this year 
there is a short review of E. R. HAvELL’s Handbook of Indian Art which 
must draw our attention.29 While he is in general agreement with the main 
thesis of M r . HAvELL there are many matters of detail and of interpretation 
where he would differ from him. The following lines are suggestive : 

To M r . HAvELL and the critics of his sthool, all Indian art is the product of 
some sort of subjective emanation informed with spirituality and religiosity. When 
M r . HAvELL says, for instance, that ' the pleasure­gardens of the Mohammedan 
dynasties had the religious character which runs through all Indian art,' he over¬

thoots the mark. Forgetting that he has considered only the religious aspect of 
Hindu art, he comes to the erroneous conclusion that all Indian art bears a religious 
character. As a matter of fact, Hindu architecture is not any more spiritual than 
is Greek or Gothic architecture. Nor is it true to say that the Hindu art is the 
product of a yogie hypersensitive consciousness, any more than the best specimens 
of mediaeval Christian art are that. * * * The truth of the matter is that when due 
allowance is made for superficial differences in schools and epochs there is an 
essential identity of artistic Inspiration between East and West. 

The above view is typical of SUKTHANKAR’S scientific approach to problems : 
wading through the minutae or differentiae in their space­time context and 
arriving at the central theme which shows an essential identity or uniformity 
throughout. This is clearly borne out later in his great Mahābhārata work. 

The most important publication of this year is naturally SuKTHANKAR'S 
dissertation which had been completed just prior to the beginning of the 
first World War, in 1914. The title of the dissertation is : " Die Gram­

matik Iśākatāyana's (Ādhyaya 1, Pāda 1) nebst Yafeṣavarrnan's Kommentar, 

2 8 Ibid. 16.264-72. 
2 9 The Freeman, 7 December 192I. pp. 308-10. 
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mit Uebersetzung der Sūtras und Erläuterungeun Versehen! It gives a 
specimen of the grammatical sūtras of säk. based upon three Manuscripts, 
B. P. and H . Although these three Mss. do not differ from each other in 
major questions, they appear to be independent of each other in their minor 
variations. The constitution of the text is principally based on B ; the 
text occupies the first 33 pages (13­45 ); the variae lectiones cover pages 46­51; 
the second part, consisting of the translation into German with explanations 
of the text covers the rest of the 90 pages. As remarked in the Bombay 
Chronicle for February 1915, this dissertation is at the same time a contribu­

tion to the history of Sanskrit Grammar. Evidence for its being so is to be 
found in the critical review of BELvALKAR's Systems of Sanskrit Grammar,3 0 

and the rejoinder of Prof. PATHAK on the authorship of the Amoghavṛtti 
subsequently.31 SUKTHANKAR himself considered that this dissertation was 
to him only a means of training in the modern scientific investigation so 
successfully applied by Western Orientalists and Indologists of the greatness 
of LÜDERS, and that the work by itself was not of any great merit. But this 
was at a time when all his energies were absorbed in the great work of editing 
the Mahābhārata ; it was, therefore, a matter of considerable surprise to him 
that there are a number of important references to this early work of his in 
RENou’S Grammaire Sanscrite. 

Two inscriptions were edited by SUKTHANKAR during 1922. The first one 
is the Vākātaka Inscription from Ganj, 3 2 and like the Kuíthara inscription 
discovered by CUNNINGHAM I (commonly known as the Nāchane–ki–tālāi 
inscription), is one of the oldest records of the Vākātaka dynasty, and is 
practically identical with it. SuKTHANKAR’S freedom from bias is witnessed 
in this editorial work : 

BÜHLER assigns the copper­plates of the Vākāṭaka Pravaraséna II., the 
grandson of Pṛthiviṣeṇa I., to the fifth or sixth century A.D., it is not known to me 
on what grounds. I have examined the inscriptions of the Vākātaka dynasty and 
compared them with the allied inscriptions engraved during the time of the Gup­

tas, of the kings of Śarabhapura, of Tīvara, of Kosala and of the early Kadamba 
kings, without being able to arrive at any definite conclusion regarding the age of 
the Vākātaka inscriptions. BÜHLER’S date, however, appears to me to be far too 
early! 

When he is not certain of his results, SUKTHANKAR never makes any over¬
statement or shoots over the mark. The caution of the scholar trained in 
mathematical thinking is in evidence in every statement that he makes. 

The second group consists of two new grants of Dhruvasena (I), from 
PalitJānā.33 The first grant is edited from the plates of Dhruvasena I : 
(Valabhī)–Saṃ(vat) 207, and SuKTHANKAR's discussion of the controversial 
expression ~prāpīya or -prāveśya is very interesting. The date of the inscrip-

3 0 See f.n. 14 siépra. 
3 2 EI 17. 12-14. 

3 1 Annals BOR1 I. 7-12. 
3 3 Ibid 17. 105-110. 
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tion corresponds to A.D. 527. The second grant contains only the opening 
portion of a land-grant of the Maitraka king Dhruvasena I. This is con 
eluded with a Postscript wherein another plate issued by the same king in 
the year 206 ( corresponding to A.D. 525 ) is edited. 

The year's work is concluded with the third paper in the series Studies 
in Bhāsa, dealing with the relationship between the Cārudatta and the cele­
brated Mrcchakatika.3* According to S U K T H A N K A R , ' the close correspond­
ence between the anonymous fragment Cārudatta and the celebrated 
Mrchhakatika, attributed to King śūdraka, inevitably necessitates the as­
sumption of a genetic relationship, and indisputably excludes the possibility 
of independent origin! The problem is attacked by noting the textual differ­
ences between the two versions, and these variations are classified here undei 
four headings : I. Technique ; 2. Prakrit; 3. Versification ; and 4. Dramatic 
incident. By a dispassionate consideration of technical variations it is found 
that this evidence is inconclusive regarding priority of the one or the other. 
The Prakrit archaisms of Cārudatta are by themselves no criterion for the 
general priority of Cārudatta to Mrcchakatika ; on the other hand the versi­
fication of Mrcch. is better than that of CAM., and the change of readings 
between the parallel versions appears to be consistently worse for the CAM. 
We could not reasonably hold the copyists guilty of introducing systemati­
cally such strange blunders and inexcusable distortions. If the Prakrit and 
Versification facts are combined, and IT the posterity of CAM. is assumed, 
we are asked to believe that while the compiler of the CAM. had carefully 
copied from older manuscripts all the Prakrit archaisms, he had systemati­
cally mutilated the Sanskrit verses, which is a reductio ad absurdum. The 
fourth point adds considerably to the opposite assumption of the priority of 
CAM. to Mrcch. Adding all this evidence S U K T H A N K A R comes to the con­
clusion that it is not unreasonable to assume the priority of the Cārudatta 
fragment to the Mrcchakatfika. 

While engaged on such wider research S U K T H A N K A R did not neglect his 
aesthetic taste as a critical Sanskrit scholar. We find him publishing during 
1922, in the Calcutta journal Shama'a35 his first English rendering of the 
Svapnavāsavadatta, between April and October. It is an excellent English 
version of this immortal love-play, republished with great improvement, by 
the Oxford University Press in 1923 as : " Vasavadatta, Being a translation 
of an anonymous Sanskrit drama, Svapnāvāsavaiḍatta attributed to Bhäsa." 3 6  

Within its 94 pages of beautiful print it is packed with interest and excite­

ment. According to a searching critic in the Voice of India,37 S U K T H A N K A R ' s 
rendering mirrors the truth, lucidity and vigour of the original. A very 

a­ I AOS 42. 59­74. 
3 5 April and July 1922, pp. 137­69 ; October 1922, pp. 25­45. 
3 6 Pp. V + 94. 3 7 For 31st Oct. 1923. 
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pellucid preface which hides extensive reading, shows that the burden of the 
story is the triumph of steadfast, undying love, for which no sacrifice is too 
costly. Another critic in the Modern Review*8 agrees that Dr. SUKTHANKAR 
is one of that rare group of Indologists who have combined with a passion 
for occidental method a mastery of the indigenous technique of Sanskrit 
grammar. Hence his translation of Bhasa's masterpiece is at once trans¬

parent and suggestive, useful for the general reader and illuminating from 
the point of view of textual elucidation. 

Studies in Bhāsa : IV deals with a very detailed concordance of the 
dramas.36 The introductory paragraph of this paper, with the words italic­

ised by us, indicates the scope and method of approach, which has been 
SUKTHANKAR's special characteristic. 

Gaṇapati SĀSTRĪ and other scholars after him, who uphold the theory of the 
authorship of Bhāsa, have sought to justify their ascription to the entire group of 
thirteen dramas to one common author on the strength of some stray similarities 
of expression and analogies of thought to which they have drawn attention in their 
writings. The evidence that has hitherto been adduced must, however, be said to 
be inadequate to prove the claim in its entirety. The recurrent and parallel pass¬

ages collected by them although they show in a general way that this group of 
thirteen anonymous plays contains a number of ideas and expressions in common, 
do not suffice to establish the common authorship. It has not been realized by 
these scholars that the ascription of common authorship has to be justified and 
proved rigorously in the case of each drama separately. Only intensive study of the 
diction and idiosyncracies of the dramas, taken individually, will enable us to pro­

nounce an authoritative opinion on the question. 

The scope of the paper has been restricted to the presentation of material 
which falls within the following six categories : (a) Entire stanzas ; (b) En­

tire pādas of verses; (c) Longer prose passages; (d) Short passages; (e) 
Set phrases and rare words, and (f) Echoes of thought. Altogether these six 
categories cover 127 cases. 

The fifth of this series entitled ' A bibliographical note ' 4 0 is an attempt 
to present, in as complete a form as possible all the material available up to 
1923 on the vexed problem of Bhāsa, arranged systematically under different 
heads. The total number of entries comes to 111 and is distributed over 
three main heads : Individual Plays (Nos. 1­54), General Criticism of the 
Plays (Nos. 55­95) and Incidental References (Nos. 96­1111). A study of 
this scattered material, mostly at first hand, was the basis for the observa­

tions contained in SUKTHANKAR'S papers on the subject of Bhāsa. This little 
study is really an index to the genius of SUKTHANKAR ; for it shows that he 
was not satisfied with a mere surface acquaintance with the critical literature 
on the particular subject of his own investigation, and dived deep not only 
into the original material but also into the critical studies of others. 

8 8 For Jan. 1924. 
4 9 JBBRAS 26. 230­49, 

39 Annals BORI 4. 167­187, 
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' An Excursion on the Periphery of Indological Research' is the text oí 
a discourse delivered by S U K T H A N K A R on 20th August 1923, at a gathering 
of the Cama Institute, on the 14th Anniversary of the late M r . K . R. C A M A , 

and published in the third volume of that Institute's journal during 1924 1 1  

In his peripheral excursion the lecturer takes us round Greater India, Iran 
(and discovery of Hittite and Mitani tablets) the countries of Buddhistic 
expansion in Central Asia wherein Sir Aurel S T E I N , Dr. V O N L E C O Q and 
others had discovered a large amount of literary remains. This lecture sum­

marises the important research as well as the results of the exploration carried 
out by European scholars and exhorts Indian scholars to do likewise. These 
problems which lie at the fringe of Indological research and should not be 
neglected require as much attention by Indian scholars as the centrical pro­

blems with which the previous generation of Indian scholars concerned them­

selves. It is an appeal to us to widen our scholarly outlook and understand 
the problems which our forbears have created in conquering intellectually or 
spiritually dominions lying on the periphery of India. 

The year 1925 is the most important in the career of S U K T H A N K A R . 

It was on the 4th August of this year that he assumed charge of the General 
Editorship of the Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata and thereafter de­

voted himself almost exclusively to this great work. But the accumulated 
studies which he had completed during the preceding period were still pend­

ing with several journals. Thus we find the second translation from German 
which S U K T H A N K A R made for publication : Zarathustra : His Life and Doc­

trine, being the Akademische Rede delivered by Prof. Chr. B A T H O L O M A E at 
Heidelberg on 22nd November 1918.42 

A short note on the Sātavāhanas appears simultaneously in the JBB¬

RAS43 and the QIMS,44 replying to the criticism of Mr. T. N. SUBRAMANIAN 

of Kumbakonam regarding SUKTHANKAR’s paper on the Home of the so¬

called Andhras. The following sentences mirror SUKTHANKAR’S critical as 
well as introspective attitude quite well : 

I must frankly admit, however, that the wording of the last paragraph of my 
article in question is rather abstruse and apt to confuse and mislead a casual reader. 
I welcome therefore this opportunity to restate my old views more lucidly as follows. 
I hold : (1) that no cogent reason having been shown for connecting the early 
Sātavāhana kings with the Āndhradeśa,, their activity should be regarded as res­
tricted to the western and south-western portion of the Deccan plateau ; only later 
kings of this dynasty extended their sway eastwards, so that subsequently even the 
Āndhradeśa was included in the Sātavāhana dominions ; the Sātavāhana migration 
was from the west to the east ; (2) that the Sātavāhanas are different from, and 
should not be confused with, the Āndhras mentioned in Greek and Chinese chroni-

4 - Pp. 93-104. 
-;2 Reprinted from the Sanjana Memorial Volume, pp. 1-15. 

4 3 New Series, I. 160-61. 
4 4 July 1923, Vol . XIII. No. 4, pp. 776-7, 
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des ; (3) that the home (or early habitat) of the Sātavāhanas is to be looked for 
on the western side of the peninsula and is perhaps to be located in the province 
then known as Sātavahani-hāra—a province of which the situation is unknown or 
uncertain. 

The whole object of research is to arrive at the truth, so far as that is possi­
ble ; and if one has committed an error of judgment or has not expressed 
oneself clearly, the confessing to that fact and the re-attempt to correct one­
self in that light is the true character of a great scholar. S U K T H A N K A R 

comes out triumphant each time this test is applied to his writings ; for to 
him, knowledge without character was a barren thing, incapable of touching 
the finest emotions of a cultured being. 

The sixth of the series, Studies in Bhāsa, is one of S U K T H A N K A R ' S great 
contributions to critical reviewing,’15 In this paper he gives a belated review 
cf the thesis Bhāsa1 s Prakrit by Dr. Wilhelm P R I N T Z , accepted by the Uni­
versity of Frankfurt as ' Habilitationsschrift' in 1919, and published two 
years later. The work itself is one of the most important contributions to 
the study of the Prakrits in Sanskrit plays, and in particular to the study of 
the Prakrit of the thirteen plays attributed to Bhāsa. The text-critical 
training which S U K T H A N K A R had received at the hands of L U D E R S is clearly 
visible when he remarks : 

‘ His methedology seems to imply that the Trivandrum texts have been handed 
down in an almost unalloyed condition since the time of the supposed author Bhasa. 
PRiN;rz deals with the Prakrit of these plays in the same confident way in which 
Prof. L Ü D E R S has dealt with the Prakrit of the Turfan fragments of Buddhist dramas. 
In doing so,, P R I N T Z has failed to take into account the essential difference of char­
acter between the two sets of manuscripts, not to speak of the manner in which 
they have been edited ; he appears not to appreciate the elementary fact that Pra­
krit texts are liable to serious mutilation and corruption in the course of trans­
mission through centuries, and that they need most careful editing. P R I N T Z ' S 
method of arguing is most unscientific! 

It may be mentioned here that the whole of this detailed review article is 
a corrective to PRiNTz's thesis and that his work will be practically useless 
for critical studies without S U K T H A N K A R ' s notes on it. The chief fault of 
P R I N T Z is the classification of the Prakrit dialects, and his citations for 
Māgadhī and Ardhanmāgadhī are all but useless : secondly his overlooking 
the southern graphy and obvious Dravidianisms of the Prakrit passages has 
led him to wrong conclusions. An important result of examining P R I N T Z ' S 

thesis by S U K T H A N K A R is to prove that the Prakrit argument is inconclusive 
and cannot by itself be safely made the basis of chronology. 

We now come to the last of the studies on Bhāsa which S U K T H A N K A R 

published.46 It is entitled : " The Bhāsa Riddle : A Proposed Solution." 

- 6 JBBRAS (NS) I.103-17. 
4 6 Ibid. I.126-43. See now A. D. PusALKER, Bhāsa a Study 1940, and Bhāsa 

(Bharatiya Vidya Studies, No. 1), 1943. 
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Although it is not numbered as the seventh in the series called S T U D I E S I N 

B H Ā S A of which six had already been published, it is a fitting conclusion 
to these previous studies. The conclusions arrived at may be given in the 
author's own words : 

M y view of this group of plays may then be briefly summarized as follows : 
Our Svapnavāsavadatta is a Malayalam recension of Bhasa's drama of that name ; 
the Pratijñāyaugand hardy ana may be by the same author ; but the authorship of 
the rest of the dramas must be said to be still quite uncertain. It may be added 
that Bhasa's authorship of some particular drama or dramas of this group is a 
question wholly independent of the homogeneity or heterogeneity of the group as 
a whole. Indeed the only factor which unites these plays into a group is that they 
form part of the repertoire of a class of hereditary actors. The Cárudatta is the 
original of the Mrcchakatikti. The five one­act Mahābhārata pieces form a closely 
related, homogeneous group ; they appear in fact to be single acts detached from 
a lengthy dramatized version of the complete M B h saga,—a version which may 
yet come to light, if a search be made for it. The Ūrubhañga is no tragedy in one 
act, but a detached intermediate act of some drama. The present prologues and 
epilogues of our plays are all unauthentic and comparatively modern. 

The year closes with reviews of the Journal oj the United Provinces 
Historical Society for December 1923, vol. 111, Part 1, M A C D O N E L L ’ s Practi­

cal Sanskrit Dictionary (corrected reissue, 1924) and Sir Flinder P E T R i E ' s 

Religious Life in Ancient India*1 Al l these reviews attest to that independ­

ence of judgment and that sureness of approach which one learns to associate 
With S U K T H A N K A R . 

During 1926 S U K T H A N K A R revised G H A T E ' s Lectures on the Rig Veda 
and contributed a Preface. He also contributed an illuminating Foreword 
to the Marathi rendering of the Svapnavāsavadatta by Prof. U R D H W A R E S H E . 

Since 1925 S U K T H A N K A R became the Chief Editor of the Journal oj the 
Bombay Branch oj the Royal Asiatic Society (New Series) and gave a new 
impetus to the declining condition of the research work published by the 
Society. There is a reference to this in the Bombay Chronicle for May 10, 
1925, which may be reproduced here : 

The reproach that the local Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society has been the 
rose garden of senility seems to be in a fair way to be wiped out. The first number 
of the new series of its journal may now well stand in line with similar periedicals 
in other parts of the world and certainly in India. The Joint Editors are Dr. V . S. 
S U K T H A N K A R , M.A. , P H . D . (Berlin) and Professor S H A I K H Abdul Kadar, M . A . , LE.s. 
The former espedally seems to have thrown himself with energy into his new task. 
Learned Bombay expects that he will sustain the ardour evinced in the first issue 
of the journal and fulfil the promise of his first performance. 

Prof. W I N T E R N I T Z , while reviewing the same journal in the Vienna Oriental 
Journal, remarks : 4 8 

" We heartily congratulate the Bombay Society on this first number of the 
New Series of its Journal, which not only contains much valuable matter, but i s 

47 /bid. I.167­73. 4 8 WZKM, 32.286­7I. 
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also got up in excellent style and well printed on goed paper. It is to be hoped 
that a large increase of subscribers to the journal both in India and Europe will 
make it possible for the Society to keep up this high standard." 

Since 1925 S U K T H A N K A R was delivering postgraduate Lectures on Com­

parative Philology at the University of Bombay. Among his papers are still 
to be found manuscript and type­written notes of these lectures, particularly 
in connection with the comparative grammars of Indo­European and Indo¬

Aryan. A cursory glance has convinced the writer of the extreme care with 
which S U K T H A N K A R compiled his notes and with what details he worked out 
his general lectures. Like R . L. S T E V E N S O N he polished his work over and 
over again until all the dross was removed, leaving pure shining gold behind. 
If one works through all the Nachlasse of S U K T H A N K A R one is struck by the 
patience, the meticulous accuracy, the eye to detail and withal a power to 
see the whole through a few details only, with which he took up any problem. 

S U K T H A N K A R commenced his new but last phase of scholarship as the 
General Fxlitor of the Great Epic on the 4th of August 1925. He had na­

turally before him the experience of his predecessor U T G I K A R with a batch 
of assistants and an editorial committee ; but that experience showed him 
the necessity of re­organizing the entire department, from the manner of 
collating the manuscripts up to the final selection of readings for the consti­

tuted text and the laborious critical apparatus. The classification of the 
Mahābhārata manuscripts broadly into two recensions, Northern and South­

ern, had already been achieved before the turn of the century. In the ten­

tative edition of U T G I K A R also this was accepted as an axiom, but he did not 
attempt a full classification of the Mss. and arrive at their pedigree. His 
main object was to test the authenticity of a certain group of Mss. utilized 
for the tentative edition and clear the ground for future editorial work on 
the critical Edition. Now that the final responsibility of critically editing 
the Epic rested entirely with S U K T H A N K A R he had not only to select his Mss. 
for the critical apparatus by means of tests devised so far and assure himself 
of the authenticity of the manuscript tradition represented by various ex­

emplars obtainable for collation, but also to arrange for their proper collation 
and subsequent classification. It took four years to produce the tentative 
edition of the Virāṭapārvan based on 16 Mss. : 11 Devanāgarī, 1 each of 
Bengali, Telugu and Grantha and two Malayālam Mss. The best comment­

ary on this edition is to be found in the Introduction to the Critical Edition 
of the Virāṭaparvan. : 4 9 

Last of all, there is the Tentative Edition of the Virāṭaparvan prepared by the 
late M r . N . B. UTGIKAR, M.A., and published by this Institute in 1923. It was 
based on eleven Devanāgarī Mss. (our D 1_ 3, 7 . 8 . 1 0 D n r n 2 ; the others having been 
rejected by me as of little critical value), one Bengali (our B 4 ) , , one Telugu, one 
Grantha and two Malayālam Mss. (our M ^ I . Out of these 16 Mss. M r . UTGIKAR 

4 9 p. xi. 
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had chosen three ( F A M = our DA_3) as the basis of his text. The chief reason 
for his preference for these seems to have been their division of the Virāṭaparvan 
into 67 adhyāyas, exactly the number given in the Parvasamgraha. Further by 
effecting certain omissions favoured by the Southern recension, M r . U T G I K A R was 
able to arrive at a text of just 2O50 stanzas, not a stanza less or more. 2050 is, 
again, the Parvasamgraha figure. Relying on the Kumbhakonam edition as the 
Southern recension, which is in reality a hopeless blend of the Northern and the 
Southern and which at this particular point (Parvasamgraha) has the Northern 
text, M r . U T G I K A R came to believe that the Parvasaṃgraha data in both the re­

censions are the same, that the Parvasarngraha has not been tampered with, and 
that having been known to Kumārila in about the 7th century A.D. it must reflect 
the Mahābhārata of a still more ancient age, and hence his own text which tallies 
with this data so perfectly must be as old as ‘ fourth century A.D. at least'. M r . 
U T G I K A R thought that he could go even further back, beyond the Parvasaṃgraha 
age, by purging the text of 3 4 lines which had already crept into the Mahābhārata 
when "the Parvasamgraha was composed. Every one of these 34 lines is the third 
line of a six­pāda stanza, and as suth could not have been original, for the norm 
of the stanza was four pādas forming two lines. So though found in all Mss. M r . 
U T G Í K A R did not admit them into the text, which was thus curtailed by h5m to 
2033 stanzas. Since the time of M r . U T G I K A R more Ms. material has been dis­

covered, notably Śj K r 2 which represents a tradition superior to the three basic 
Mss. of M r . UTGIKA!R, and a prolonged and intensive study of the Mahābhārata 
Mss. has established definitively that too muck reliance on any group of Mssw is 
unwarranted and misleading, and that the Patrvasariigrah'a figures, even when uni­
form, can be no sure guide in our effort at going beyond the versions. 

The last part of the above paragraph has been purposely italicised by us. 
It indicates briefly but with force the basic fault of earlier editors like 
Mr . U T G I K A R , and of later editors like Prof. P . P . S. SASTRI who have 
relied too much on the Parvasaiṃgraha argument"’° to base their critical 
editions, at the cost of the evidence which the manuscripts themselves bring 
forward. If, in a critical edition, the manuscript evidence of different classes 
of exemplars is not assessed properly and turned into account, and the consti­

tution of the text is vitiated by an argument which is not supported by the 
evidence of the Mss. then it ceases to be a critical edition, at least in the 
sense of ’ lower textual criticism' whose main object is to arrive at the most 
ancient form of the text as reconstructed entirely on the basis of the exem­

plars of the text available for critical purposes. 

S o the first and most difficult task before S U K T H A N K A R was the classi­

fication of the Mss. material and the building up of a pedigree of the 
different classes of Mss. which could be critically utilized for the purposes 
of the edition. During the interval of two years which elapsed between 
S U K T H A N K A R ' s taking charge (August, 1925) and the publication of the 
first fasciculus of the Ādiparvan (May, 1927) covering the first two adh­

yāyas, S U K T H A N K A R utilized altogether 50 Mss. for collation and use in the 
critical apparatus, distributed as under : 7 for the Kāśmīrī Version in Deva-

5 0 On this see the Prolegomena, pp. xeviiiff [SME 1.122ff.]. 
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nāgarī transcript, 1 for the Maithilī Version, 4 for the Bengali Version, 2 
for the Devanāgarī Version of Arjunamiśra, 3 for the Devanāgarī Version of 
Nīiakaṇtha, 4 for the Dev. Version of Ratnagarbha and 14 for the Dev. 
Mixed Versions, constituting the Northern Recension ; 2 for the Telugu Ver­

sion, 7 for the Grantha Version and 4 for the Malayālam Version, constitut­

ing the Southern Recension. In addition 2 Mss. containing the text of 
Devabodha's commentary without the epic text were also collated. 

With the aid of this critical apparatus SUKTHANKAR constituted his 
critical text of the first two adhyāyas of the Ādiparvan within less than two 
years, establishing an unprecedented record for critical editing. For he had 
to classify the Mss. material, and an important advance made in this was 
the separation of the archetype K (which represents the I)evanāgarī trans­

cripts of the Kāśmiīrī or North-western version) from other so-called Deva­
nāgarī versions.51 The archetype K represents a comparatively pure form of 
the M B h textual tradition and together with the śāradā forms the textus 
simplicior. The Maithili version stands nearest to the Bengali version, as 
SUKTHANKAR found, and this latter itself is slightly superior to the Vulgate. 
Closely connected with the Bengali is the version of Arjunamiśra. Nīla¬
kai)tha presents a ' smooth ‘ version generally accepted as the ' Vulgate'‚ 
and next to this comes the! mixed Devanāgarī group. In this manner SUK­
THANKAR began to discover the genetic pattern existing between the different 
classes of Mss. irrespective of their individual idiosyncracies. This is a very 
important distinction when dealing with such texts of a complicated tradition 
as the Great Epic. For if we get enmeshed within the individual idiosyn­
cracies first it is impossible to arrive at a fundamental principle in the re­
construction of the oldest text. For evaluating the particular codex it is 
essential for the editor to make an intensive study of it and note down its 
peculiarities ; but when we have1 hundreds of Mss. to choose from,, we have 
to give importance to types of Mss. rather than to number. SUKTHANKAR 
had therefore 50 Mss. of the Ādi for collation from out of approximately 
235 known through catalogues, etc. and of which 107 were in Devanāgarī 
script, 32 in Bengali, 31 in Grantha, 28 in Telugu, 26 in Malayālam, 5 in 
Nepali, 3 in iśāradā, 1 each in Maithilī, Kannada and Nandināgarī. Of 
these about 70 were fully or partly examined and collated for this edition : 
of these again 60 were actually utilized in preparing the text, and the critical 
apparatus of the first two adhyāyas gives the collations of 50 Manuscripts. 

The very classification of manuscripts which SUKTHANKAR gives on 
p. i i i of his Foreword to the first fasciculus of the Ādiparvan, under the date 
January 1927, shows that the pedigree of Mss. had been fully worked out ; 
the separation of the K version from the so-called D version establishes the 
archetype y comprising is and K ; similarly the archetype e is presumed by 

5 1 Foreword to Fascicule 1, p. iv [=SME I.5], 
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the intimate relationship existing between Maithilī and Bengali Mss. in oppo­

sition to the so­called D group of Mss. with which they form a minor group 
leading to the sub­recension y which may be termed the 'Central Sub­Recen­

sion. In a similar manner the archetype <r comprising T and G M S S . is 
established. By what tedious process of classification and re­classification oí 
the Mss. this pedigree of Ādiparvan versions was arrived at can only be 
imagined by those who have actually worked with such complex material or 
have gone through in detail the apparatus criticus given by S U K T H A N K A R 

with his constituted text. We have some means of following the thought¬

process of SUKTHANKAR in the scribbled notes and jottings which he used 
to make at this time. We reproduce below the short text of some notes 
made on 14th October 1925, regarding the Principles of Mbh. Text Criti­

cism and Text Reconstruction : 

(1) The chief principle of text criticism is to take as a basis the oldest Ms. of 
the family of Mss. which is recognised as the best, and with all possible consist­

ency to make this authoritative in the edition. But it should be clearly recognised 
that Mss. of even the best family are not entirely free from errors, corruptions, 
emendations and innovations. Nevertheless before one rejects a reading of the 
basic Mss. it ought to be thown that the supposed superior reading must inevitably 
have stood in the Ur­Northern Recension. 

(2) Give preference to a reading found in both the Grantha and Malayālam 
Mss. when confirmed by the Bengali Mss., even though they stand in conflict with 
the Basic Mss. In other words, a reading found in Grantha, Malayālam and Ben­

gali is prima facie superior to a variant found only in the basic Mss. 
(3) As a general rule, no complete verse should be adopted as genuine unless 

it is found in both the Northern and the Southern Recensions. Exceptions may be 
considered. When a one­recension verse, for cogent reasons is adopted, it should be 
printed in small type. 

(4) There being two distinct recensions, only one can be printed at a time. 
When the N and S readings are of equal value, choose, for the sake of convenience, 
uniformly the N , so as to avoid as far as possible a samkara of the recensions. (We 
give preference to the Northern as the more reliable recension, it being nearer the 
source of the original. But this is external criticism and a priori conclusion). 

(5) In the absence of other criteria, the consistency of any one class of Mss. 
should be the guiding factor in the choice of a reading. 

(6) Compare commentaries and note down their pā(hāntaras in the footnotes, 
in among the v. I. 

(7) When there is a change of speaker, the name of the interlocutor should 
be invariably and consistently printed in the text. When it is not found in the old 
Mss. or in any of the Mss. at all, then it should be enclosed in square brackets. 

(8) No emendation should be made which is not self­evident or inevitable, 
and which is open to the slightest doubt. 

The rough draft of a Stemma Codicum reproduced here, on the opposite 
page, is dated 24th September 1925. It shows the process by which SUK­

T H A N K A R struggled through to that simple but great discovery of the genetic 
relationship between the recensions and versions and sub­versions of the 
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M a h ā b h ā r a t a critical apparatus.-- The above principles may be compared 
with those derived by SUKTHANKAR in critically editing the first two adhyā¬
yas of the Ādiparvan :r,3 

THE SOUTHERN RECENSION AGREES WITH THE ARCHETYPE K MORE CLOSELY THAN WITH 
ALLY OTHER NORTHERN VERSION SINCE I HAVE NOT BEEN ABLE TO DISCOVER TRACES OF 
' SECONDARY INTER-RELATIONSHIP' BETWEEN ARCHETYPES AND K AND S, I CONSIDER THE 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THESE TWO ARCHETYPES AS ' PRIMITIVE'. This concord is a factor 
oj supreme importance for the reconstruction of the text IN PREPARING THE CON­
STITUTED TEXT OF THE FIRST TWO ADHYĀYAS' I HAVE ENDEAVOURED TOI BALANCE THE ECLECTI­
CISM ADVOCATED IN CERTAIN MATTERS WITH RIGID CONSERVATISM INSISTED ON IN OTHERS. 
I HAVE BEEN MOST AVERSE TO REJECT OR CORRECT THE READINGS OF GOOD MANUSCRIPTS. 
INTERPRETATION HAS THROUGHOUT BEEN GIVEN PRECEDENCE OVER EMENDATION; . . . . A S A 
GENERAL RULE, PREFERENCE IS GIVEN TO A READING WHICH BEST SUGGESTS HOW OTHER READ­
INGS 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 IN­
DEPENDENT VERSIONS AND WHICH IS SUPPORTED BY INTRINSIC PROBABILITY IF WE LEAVE 
OUT OF ACCOUNT DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE, NO CONVINCING PROOF CAN IN GENERAL BE BROUGHT 
FORWARD TO ESTABLISH EITHER THE ORIGINALITY OR THE SPURIOUSNESS OF THE . . . . LINES. 

It wi l l be clear from the above that a great deal of advance had been made 
over the early scribbled notes. In the first place the principles of textual 
criticism to be applied to the peculiar conditions of manuscripts connected 
with the Great Ep ic had been definitely worked out by the time the consti­
tution of these first two adhyāyas became possible ; in the second place we 
observe that even in this Foreword the same cautious use of language is 
made as in the Prolegomena published seven years later ; the confidence, the 
meticulous accuracy, the mastery of the whole epic material, is evidenced 
by the very ring of the sentences which S U K T H A N K A R composes in express­
ing his views. Although the material included in the first fascicule is small 
compared to the extent of the whole of the Ādiparvan, the amount of work 
needed to educidate the principles, to select the Mss. for the critical appa­
ratus, and to constitute the text after classifying them, is something of which 
India can be reasonably proud. For in the annals of critical editing i n the 
Oriental world nothing similar had been done before; no text-critic in 
Europe had experience enough to deal with the problems which the wilder­
ness of text-tradition witnessed in the Great Ep ic presented ; only a prolonged 
and patient study by a master-mind could penetrate into this wilderness 
and clear the paths of textual reconstruction. That S U K T H A N K A R , standing 
as he d id at the apex of previous attempts, could achieve this distinction 
within such a short time as less than two years, is a factor which many have 
not thought about. Only those like W i N T E R N i T z and LUDERS who could 
measure a genius of this type, because they themselves possessed the gift for 

s2 An intermediate stage is seen in Epic Studies III, Annals BORI 11. 270 
[=SME 1.2401. 

5 3 Foreword, pp. vi-vii [=SME I.7-81. 
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tllis work in a similar degree, realized the greatness of the achievement.54 

It is interesting to note from the Postscript to this Foreword that after 
the manuscript of the first fascicule had been sent to the press, the Editor 
was able to secure collations of Śāradā and Nepali manuscripts, and the col­
lations received by him wholly supported the constituted text, especially 
regarding the interpolated stanzas, thereby proving the correctness of the 
method adopted in settling the text. 

The first fascicule ends with L23.233. During 1928 the second fascicule 
bringing the constituted text up to I.2L17 ab was published. In this fascicule 
five additional Mss. have been used, and particularly the Newārī Mss. H^. 
A perusal of the editorial note shows that SUKTHANKAR had finally decided 
about the position of this Ñ­version ; for while Ñ 2 agrees, as a rule with V 
B group, strangely enough show frequently features which they share 
with K and S, throwing doubts about the true Newārī characteristics of these 
two. 

The third fascicule containing the constituted text up to L53.36 was 
published in 1929. In the history of Mahābhārata studies, for the first time, 
this fascicule presents the collations of a śāradā Ms. of the Great Epic. 
Similarly the new Ms. Kt added to the apparatus is another unique manus­
cript, being a Devanāgarī transcript of a iśāradā original very closely allied 
to §!. A very important result of the collation and utilization of these two 
codices belonging to the Kāśmīri version of the Mahābhārata is to show in­
dependently the correctness of the constituted text of the |Parvasaṃgraha 
(missing in IS-) figure for the extent of the Ādi as constituted by SUKTHAN­

KAR on the basis of the other Mss. The truth oí this constituted text is un­

expectedly proved by the stanza repeated at the end of the Ādiparvan in 
Si, though this œdex has a lacuna for the first 25 adhyāyas, and its colla­

tion begins only with 26.10. This corresponds almost verbatim with the 
constituted text of L 2 . % . The death­knell of the Paivasaṃgraha argument 
is tolled when SUKTHANKAR remarks.55 

In passing I may point out that even the variations mentioned above show, 
if indeed the critical apparatus has not done so in sufficiency, that it would be a 
grave mistake to regard the Parvasarhgraha as the one immutable factor in the 
chequered hisitory of the Mahābhārata text. There can, I think, be no doubt that 
the text of this adhyäya also has been tampered with and designedly altered, from 
time to time, in various ways, in order to make it harmonize with the inflated ver­

sions of a later epoch. 
A passing reference should be made here to a Descriptive Catalogue of the 
Bijapur Museum of Archæology, published by the Government Central 
Press, Bombay in 1928. Evidently the text of this must have been prepared 

5 4 This appreciation will be clear from their reviews and letters which are 
still on the Institute's files. 

5­ Editorial Note. 
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by S U K T H A N K A R during his short connection with the Archaeological Depart­

ment between 1916 and 1920. 

But far more important than this, and almost as important as fascicule 
2 of the Ādi published during the same year, is the first of the rightly­famous 
series E P I C S T U D I E S . It is published under the title 'Some Aspects of the 
Mahābhārata Canon' , 5 0 and is the result of two reviews of the first fasci­

cule published respectively by Hermann W E L L E R and Franklin EDGERTON. 

As S U K T H A N K A R remarks at the very outset, both reviews are evidently 
products of a very close study of the text and the critical apparatus. More­

over the problem of the Mbh. textual criticism is a problem sui generis, and 
the principles are to be evolved from an intensive study of the Mss. mate­

rial and the Mss. tradition. Both reviewers had considerable experience with 
allied problems, and if they disagree among themselves as to the choice of 
the reading for the constituted text, then (a) either the principles evolved 
for textual reconstruction are not quite sound, or (b) there are significant 
variants which have equal probability (documental or intrinsic) in favour of 

being accepted for the constituted text. The readings on which these differ¬

ences of opṃion are based are l.l.l9.42‚49‚62 and 201 and the identification 
of the hundred sub­parvans of the Mbh. enumerated in the second adhyāya 

of the Ādiparvan. The very first case of disagreement is the famous verse¬

foot vedaiś caturbhih samitām at 1.1.19 (with v. I. sammitam) which WEL­
L E R proposes to read as coturbhih sammitām vedaih. After a brilliant argu­
ment S U K T H A N K A R points out the reading accepted as a lectio difficilor giv­
ing rise to all the other variants noticed in the apparatus criticus. In passing 
he remarks : ‘ 'It is methodologically wrong to expect to find the original 
reading by picking out a stray variant which appears to give a better mean­
ing, and shuffling the words of the pāda until the pathyä form turns up ‘ (as 
W E L L E R seems to have done). In the second case discussed S u K T H A N K A R 

has marshalled the argument of documental probability to a nicety, showing 
that the reading ātmavān documented, among others, by the whole of B 
and the whole of S, there being no possibility of a secondary relationsliip 
existing between these two versions as a whole. In the third case the re­
jected reading samksipya cābravīt, though documented by B and S (except 
G-j . 2 M 3 ) and far superior to W E L L E R ' S samksepato (which is weakly docu­
mented), is still not documentally strong enough; it is not supported by 
the whole of S ; moreover, the weak point of the variant is that it does not 
explain how the other readings may have arisen. Al l these arguments which 
must have been utilized by S u K T H A N K A R in constituting his critical text 
exhibit his complete mastery of the methods and principles which had to be 
evolved by himself by patient study in less than two years. And he is not 
afraid to face the truth : he clearly indicates in this last argument that his 

s- ]BBRAS (NS) 4. 157-78, 
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own choice of samksepam may be purely a subjective one ; but it is clear that 
the other two readings ai^ not compellingly superior to replace it, even if 
the critical text were to be revised. 

The fourth fascicule of the Ādiparvan, bringing the constituted text up 
to L90.24 was published in 1930, and it is interesting from the viewpoint of 
a textual critic, firstly because of the far-reaching divergence, met with for the 
first time, between N and S as regards the sequence of adhyāyas or adhyāya 
groups, and secondly because of the stupendous addition found in S in the 
well-known śakuntalā episode. Now when there is discrepancy between N 
and S, it is difficult, as a rule, to give strict proof of the originality of either 
recension. In such cases the more generally reliable recension must be con­
sidered as the original, on the basis of general trustworthiness. This is 
precisely what S U K T H A N K A R does in accepting the credence in the 8 K group 
as a stop-gap arrangement. Although N is relatively speaking less liable to 
interpolations than S‚ it likewise contains some flagrant additions and altera~ 
tions. It thus follows that only that portion of the text which is documented 
by both recensions may be considered as wholly certain and authentic ; the 
rest is doubtful in varying degrees.57 

Epic Studies H I is one of the most virile papers from the pen of 
S U K T H A N K A R , 5 8 for it is a slashing answer to the criticism levelled against 
the first three fascicules and to the problems raised by Dr. R U B E N on the 
Critical Edition of the Mahābhārata itself. It is a challenge to the methods 
which he had developed and his deep feeling is expressed in the very opening 
sentence : * 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 ( vo. 8, pp. 240-256 ), in which the 
author. Dr. Walter R E U B E N has reviewed Fascicules 1-3 of my edition of 
the Ādiparvan, criticizing at considerable length and in great detail the prin­
ciples underlying the preparation of the edition and the constitution of the 
text! This paper is interesting because it gives him the opportunity of re¬
examining searchingly these principles and coming out triumphant, and once 
for all establishing the unquestionable soundness of his methods of recons­
truction and classification. A few selected sentences from this vigorous 
defence of his method will make the subject very clear : 5 9 

Tested on the touchstone ( of the canon of the caturvarga of the classical philo­
logist) the critical edition of the Mbh. isi found wanting in no less than three 
items, namely Heuristics, Emendatio and Higher Textual Criticism, the last two of 
whith have been wholly left untouched, according to R U B E N . Even the first has 
by a long way not been done justice to by the hapless editor. . . As for Emendatio 
I must plead guilty to having perpetrated so far, perhaps somewhat unnecessarily. 

6 7 See Editorial Note to this fascicule. 
5 8 Dr. R E U B E N and the critical Edition of the Mahābhārata, Annals BORl 

11259-83,. 
-9 Ibid. pp. 259-66, 
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minor emendations in 13 instances in about 3800 stanzas Most scholars will, 
I fancy, sincerely be grateful that I have been so moderate and that I have 
declared it as my policy to give preference to interpretation over emendation. In 
speaking at all of ‘ Higher Criticism' in this connection R U B E N seems to show a 
lamentable lack of understanding of this objective edition, having mistaken entirely 
the beginning for the end of the critical work on the Mahābhārata. Higher criticism 
can begin only after Lower Criticism has done its work, not till then, . . But I 
imagine, R E U B E N does not want to say anything special at all, when he mentions his 
1 Höhere K r i t i k ' . . The item is probably introduced here merely pro forma, as 
the fourth and last stage of the ariya-magga. 

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 in 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 down¬
wards but also laterally, like the Nyagrodha 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 and indifferent — copyists speaking different tongues ; a traditional 
book of inspiration which in various shapes and sizes, has been the therithed 
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 num­
bering over two hundred million ? No, the Classical Philology has no experience 
in dealing with a text of this description, a work of such colossal dimensions and 
complex character, with such a long and intricate history behind. That is why I 
have said that the problem of the Mahābhārata textual criticism is a problem sui 
generis. 

If this were all that S U K T H A N K A R had said it would have made him only an 
impassioned defence counsel with reference to the charges brought against 
the first three fascicules of the Ādiparvan and the methods of textual criticism 
advocated therein ; but like a true scholar whose main strength lies both in 
his character and his complete mastery of details, he pursues the1 arguments 
by a fundamental grasp of the essentials which are necessary for a firm hold 
on the recalcitrant material to bring them into shape. In the second section 
of the paper he lays bare R E U B E N ' S exaggerations and generalisations, un­
warranted by the facts which he uses as his basis for them. The next major 
item of discussion, the four types of constellations ( complete agreement 
between N and S, non-agreement, cross agreement and partial agreement) 
are discussed with great force and brilliance. This is followed by a provi­
sional stemma codieum representing the types of versions utilized for the 
critical edition. The concluding part is as interesting as the beginning and 
one sees S U K T H A N K A R at his best as a warrior, unapproachable but withal 
not destroying, only showing up the weaknesses of the opponent's best moves 
by a thrust here or a thrust there, or at times parrying. His is not a capri­
cious nature which hides behind heavy-weight authority when such criticism 
is levelled against him, and finds shelter in saying that the arguments of 
the opponent are not significant or are totally inadequate ; his true character 
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comes out in every statement he makes ; it is a desire to be understood pro­
perly and he does not brook incompetence or ignorance ; wherever he meets 
with them it is his duty to dispel them, and he does so without hurting, but 
with such a complete control and mastery that all opposition must either 
give way or look utterly foolish. 

The small paper on Arjunamiśra, 0 0 however, does not require a detailed 
notice, as most of the facts here gathered are utilized later in his Notes on 
the Mahābhārata Commentators. 

In 1931 appeared the fifth fascicule of the Ādiparvan, bringing down 
the constituted text to 1.149.20. The notable omissions from the critical 
text are the story of the birth of Duhśalā, the unsuccessful attempts made by 
Duryodhana to kill Bhīma, an inflated account of the defeat and capture of 
Drupada, and the notorious Kaṇikanīti, etc. These omissions give rise to a 
difficult text-critical problem, since they have been rejected mainly on the 
evidence of the Kāśmīri version : are they to be considered to be omissions 
in the lacking versions or additions in the others which contain them ? The 
intrinsic evidence is, in SuKTHANKAR’S opinion, strongly, against their origin­
ality. He says : 6 1 

" Here therefore we are confronted by a very difficult case where the evidence 
pro et contra of documentary and intrinsic probability is equally or almost equally 

balanced. Now it would not do to form some a priori hypothesis as to the inter¬
relationship of the versions* and fix the text in terms of some preconceived notion 

about it. The study of the documents themselves must teath us what their inter­
relationship is. And they unmistakably indicate that this interrelationship is' of a 
very complex character. In fact I am now fully persuaded that with the epic text as 
preserved in the extant Mahābhārata Mss. we stand at the wrong end of a long 
chain of successive synthesis of divergent texts carried out in a haphazard fashion 
through centuries of diaskeuastic activities ; and that with the possible exception of 
the Kāśmīrī version all other versions are indiscriminately conflated." 

The present statement sums up the importance of SuKTHANKAR’S approach 
to Mbh. textual criticism. In the face of these conflated Mss. the genetic 
methed cannot be applied strictly and it is extremely difficult to disentangle 
completely by means of purely objective criteria their intricate mutual inter­
relationships. The results arrived at from a consideration of documentary 
probability must be further tested in the light of intrinsic probability. No 
part of the text can be considered really exempt from intrinsic probability 
when we are dealing with a carelessly guarded fluid text like the one pre­
sented by the Mbh. These are some of the findings which emerge from this 
fascicule. 

In the following year the sixth fascicule appeared, covering the consti­
tuted text to the end (1. 225.19). There is no preface or editorial note with 
this issue, but SUKTHANKAR must have breathed a sigh of relief in releasing 

6 0 Sir J. J. Modi Commemoration Volume, 565-8, 
6 1 gee Editorial Note p. ii i . 



H I S C O N T R I B U T I O N T O I N D O L O G Y 491 

it to the public. For it was now seven years since his assuming the charge 
of its editorship, and in his own opinion he was behind his time-table. But 
those who knew the pioneer work he was doing in the Mbh. wilderness, rea­
lized with amazement the rapid progress he was making and the new histoiy 
in Indian scholarly achievement that he was building up. Notwithstanding 
the principles that he established for the first time for critically editing the 
Mbh., it took other Parvan Editors even more time to complete their own 
assignments. Even taking advantage of his ripe experience the Parvan Edi­
tors could scarcely make the progress that SUKTHANKAR achieved single¬
handed, and with all the pioneer's new ground to break. 

The year 1933 must rank in the annals of Oriental Scholarship as the 
zenith and peak of achievement so far as Mahābhārata studies are concerned. 
For during this year the final fascicule of the Ādiparvan containing the 
Appendices, Notes, Addenda, etc. and that immortal contribution of SUK¬

THANKAR entitled the Prolegomena, was published. No words of praise can 
describe the magnitude of S U K T H A N K A R ’ s achievement in this essay. For 
its classic style it stands supreme in the whole field of 1ndic Research ; not 
only that ; no other Introduction or Prolegomena can stand comparison with 
it, in its fundamental grasp, in its objective scientific approach and in the 
majesty of its survey. Once for all the question of editing texts of the type 
of the Great Epic was settled in all its fundamental aspects and fresh ex¬
l)erience gained in dealing with complicated texts of this nature for which 
the experience of the western Classical Philology was totally inadequate. By 
a synthesis of the processes adopted by Classical Philology with the luxuriant 
overgrowth of the oriental épopée, S U K T H A N K A R arrived at a number of prin­
ciples and an objective method of approach where the fundamental grasp of 
foundational doctrines was necessary and sufficient. 

A l l the great discoveries had already been made and assured by the time 
the Prolegomena came to be written. The three Epic Studies and the various 
Editorial Notes to the previous fascicules had seen to that. The greatness 
of the Prolegomena lies, however, in the fact, that here, at one place, all 
the great problems were taken up and systematically reduced to order, by a 
kind of mathematical logic which is the sine qua non of the objective scienti­
fic approach. A l l criticisms which had appeared in the various reviews were 
answered with an unswerving logic which has silenced the criticism once for 
all. However great the critic, he could not be the equal of S U K T H A N K A R in 
the critical handling of the Epic material. The suggestions which some of 
the continental scholars of eminence had thrown out with regard to the pre­
sentation of the text perhaps not from a sense of authority, but certainly 
through lack of experience in editing such texts—were squarely faced and 
exposed with a master's touch. 

What is it that the Prolegomena does for the Mbh. ? In the first place 
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it explains in great detail the fundamental principles of textual criticism 
which should be applied to texts in India ; for the textual tradition in India 
is vastly different from that of Europe as S U K T H A N K A R has so convincingly 
shown in Epic Studies H I . In the second place he has shown, despite the 
continuous syntheses, interpolations and conflations the mutual relationship 
existing between the different versions of the Mbh. as versions. In the third 
place he has shown the ideal method for critically editing Indian texts, and 
the Prolegomena is nothing if it does not teach a scholar how to edit texts 
scientifically. 

In this work lasting for seven to eight years (the Prolegomena dated 
August 1933) S U K T H A N K A R ' S scientific achievement reached the height of 
its glory. Witness, for example, the scientific use of the sigla attached to 
the critical apparatus of Mss. used ; to the writer's knowledge, this is the 
only instance when the sigla were really made sigulficant, representing in 
this case the script characterising the Mss. and the subscript numbers show­
ing the order of their importance in that particular series. Similarly while 
presenting the variant readings in the apparatus c?iticus, it will be noticed by 
observant scholars that an invariable rule was followed ; and this rule, or 
rather set of rules has a direct bearing on the pedigree of Mss. utilized for 
the apparatus. Everything S U K T H A N K A R did had a method and an object, 
and even those who do not know anything of his earlier mathematical train­
ing can discover in such matters -of small detail his fundamental training as a 
scientist. He is a scientist first and last and secondarily only an Orientalist 
or Indologist. 

One of the earliest opinions expressed by Prof. LUDERS on S U K T H A N K A R ’ S 

work has been printed on the cover pages of several fascicules of the Ādi­
parvan and is worth quoting ; for L U D E R S , like S U K T H A N K A R , was sparing 
of words, and any praise that he would bestow on a particular work was not a 
formal affair, but something absolutely personal and deserving. ' 1 have 
been greatly impressed by the arrangements that have been made at the Insti­
tute for the collation of the Mahābhārata Mss. The arrangements are such 
as will ensure great accuracy and perfect clearness in the registration of 
various readings. . . . Your work seems to me to merit the highest possible 
praise both as regards the constituting of the text, and the clarity and suc­
cinctness with which the Mss. evidence has been recorded.... In my read­
ing of the text I came across no passage oj any importance, where I had 
occasion to differ from you as to the choice of the right reading' This is 
the highest praise that can possibly be bestowed on the work of S U K T H A N ­

K A R for there was no scholar in Europe or America better fitted than 
LÜDERS to edit the Great Epic on the lines on which S U K T H A N K A R worked ; 
his training, keen critical acumen, his wonderful all-round acquaintance with 
almost every branch of Indic philology, and his own contributions which have 
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been considered on all hands as the last word on the particular subjects, give 
that authority to his words. 

There is now a gap of two years before S U K T H A N K A R publishes any 
paper. But it does not signify that he has been resting. The work of the 
critical edition was progressing on the Virata by R A G H U V I R A and on the 
Udyoga by Sushil Kumar D E ‚ under the personal supervision of the General 
Editor who had probably to work as much as the individual Parvan Editors 
on those sections assigned to them. Moreover he was also preparing for 
his editorial work of the Āraṇyakaparvan. In 1934 W I N T E R N I T Z published 
a very detailed review of the Ādiparvan, and in the opening paragraph re¬

marked :°­

I have no hesitation in saying that this is the most important event in the 
history of Sanskrit philology since the publication of Max MüTLER's edition of the 
Ṛgveda with Sāyaṇa's commentary! 

This review gives in brief the main principles which S U K T H A N K A R established 
with great detail in the Prolegomena. W I N T E R N I T Z further remarks that our 
full approval of the general principles followed by the Editor, does not imply 
that we agree with him in every detail of the constituted text. Both I 
myself and other critics have already referred to passages where we should 
prefer other readings! Accordingly he cites 24 instances which he came 
across in reading parts of the critical edition with his pupils in. his Indologi 
cal Seminar from time to time, where he differs from S U K T H A N K A R . These 
do not touch the general principles adopted by the Editor, but W I N T E R N I T Z 

takes exception to carrying too far the principle of choosing a reading ‛ which 
best explains how the other readings may have arisen! In his Epic Studies 
I V : ‘ More Text-Critical Notes' 0 3 S U K T H A N K A R attempts to meet the main 
objections raised by W I N T E R N I T Z in the above review. Altogether nineteen 
out of the above 24 instances are taken up for discussion. S U K T H A N K A R ' S 

absence of conceit and readiness to understand the other man's point of view 
are exemplified in this paper. Before actually presenting to us his view of 
these cases, setting forth the reasons which have guided him in the choice 
of the readings adopted by him in the critical text, he makes the following 
generous statement : ' When there are hundreds or thousands of readings 
to be considered and weighed it is natural that all the selections 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 substitute in the 
text any reading that appeals to him better." This is just what W I N T E R N I T Z 

has done and as it is incumbent upon himself to explain his reasons for the 
choice of the particular readings objected to, S U K T H A N K A R has once again 

62 Annals BORI 18.317. es Ibid. 16. 90-133. 
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shown that mastery of detail as well as of principles which we expect from 
him, as a result of his previous studies and publications. 

As in Mathematics, here too S U K T H A N K A R recognizes two types of condi­
tions : the necessary condition and the sufficient condition. He has assumed 
tllat the agreement between K and S is a sufficient condition though not a 
necessary condition for the originality of the concordant reading. In the 
reading adopted by him at I.3.60 : girā vā śamsāmi, W I N T E R N I T Z prefers 
the omission of vā, according to the principle that agreement between K and 
S warrants the better text, for K 0 51. S omit it, and besides, it disturbs tlie 
metre and the sense. To this S U K T H A N K A R replies : there is no agreement 
here between K and S ; K 0‚ it is true, represents the version K in a compara­
tively pure form but K 0 is not K . K x is, on the whole, a decidedly better 
representative of the Kāśmīrī version than K 0 . In the case under discussion 
we have K 0 agreeing with S and K t with Ñ , a case of cross­agreement, which 
has been overlooked by W i N T E R N i T f e . As for the agreement of Ñ , with S, it 
had already been pointed out by S U K T H A N K A R that even the Mss. of distant 
Nepal are not wholly free from contamination from some Southern source 
or sources. It is thus proved that the documental probability in favour of 
the reading preferred by W I N T E R N I T Z is not at all strong, and it is then proved 
to be further weakened by intrinsic probability. To the criticism of WINTER¬

NITZ that too much reliance on the principle : adopt the reading* which best 
explains how the other readings have or may have arisen, S U K T H A N K A R 

replies by showing documentally how the reading nivasatām adopted by him 
at L3.145 could never be proved to have arisen from an original nyavasatām 
preferred by W I N T E R N I T Z . There are many priceless teachings in this paper ; 
one of the classical instances is in connection with 1,922.2 : Gañgā Śrīr iva 
rūpinī. W I N T E R N i T z had remarked : " Here S U K T H A N K A R adopts the readings 
of s i Klt against the reading of all other N Mss. The same Mss. &1 K , 
have in c Śayanāt for salilāt of all other Mss. which is rejected. Why 
should IS! K ! in the first line be of greater authority than in the second line ? ” 
This is a very pertinent question foi" a novice in textual criticism, but it is 
surprising that so acknowledged an authority on the subject like W I N T E R N I T Z 

should have raised it. Nevertheless S U K T H A N K A R considered it his duty to 
reply to this question, and he remarks : ' The configuration of the Mss. as 
well as the intrinsic merit of the readings are different in the two lines. Tliat 
is how Ś 3 K± 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 ŚX K - (S only 
transposing the word), and is, therefore, for one thing, obviously far better 
documented than Śayanāt of é X I¾ only. In the second line, therefore, we 
have practically, only two readings : Śayanāt of St Kly against salilāt of 
the rest ; therefore the reading of fet K± has been rightly rejected. Such is 
not the case in the first line!. Here we have three nearly independent read­
ings (S! K X Gangā Śrīr iva rüpint : Vulgate G. strīrūpadhārinī : S lobhani-
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yatamākṛtih 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 read­

ings 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 tradi­

tion was, as usual, followed! Leaving aside other issues, this reply and the 
query raised by W I N T E R N I T Z show the difference of approach between the two. 
While SUKTHANKAR considers each case from fundamental principles, in­

dependently of other considerations such as a general theory of genetic rela­

tionship, etc., WiNTERNiTz and other critics, in spite of their deep study of 
the Epic material are misled by general principles. If the Mbh. textual 
criticism is a problem swi generis, then the general principles are only guid­

ing steps or corner stones ; each case has to be seen from the configuration of 
Mss. used as evidence, and the general reliability of any set of Mss. is no 
guarantee that it contains the original or the more ancient reading. The 
above arguments have been reproduced here only to illustrate the mastery 
with which SUKTHANKAR worked with his material and his superiority in 
this line to every other scholar, which W I N T E R N I T Z himself conceded to him. 

While he was firm on matters the truth of which he had demonstrated 
himself entirely to his own satisfaction, SUKTHANKAR was always the first 
to admit any slip in his work. Thus at I.218.27 the reading vyātisthania 
though supported by SX K l f was not admitted into the text for that reason ; 
it is a misprint, and SUKTHANKAR thanks W I N T E R N I T Z for pointing it out. 

During the following eight years SUKTHANKAR’S whole life was practi­

cally devoted to contributions concerning the Epic. So far as the critical 
edition is concerned, the Virātaparvan by RAGHU V I R A was published in 
1936, the Udyoga by S. K . D E in 1940 and the Vana—or the Āraṇyakaparvan 
in 1942. SUKTHANKAR's contribution to the first two as the General Editor 
is gratefully acknowledged by the Farvan Editors in their Introduction.04 

Every line of the text and the critical apparatus must have been passed by 
him, both in the press­copy and the printing stage. 

Epic Studies V deals with the Mahābhārata Commentators.65 It is 
divided into two sections. The first deals with chronological notes on the 
Mahābhārata scholiasts of whom nearly 22 are known by name. Very little 
is, however, known of all these commentators, and only a few of these scholia 
are available in print. By a gradual progression from the known to the 
unknown, SUKTHANKAR establishes the relative chronology of some of these 
commentators, and the final order as given by him is as follows : Deva¬

bodha­Vimfllabodha­Sarvajña­Arjuna­Nīlaka!ṇtha, with Sarvajña's date limit­

ed to not later than 1300 A.D. whence it follows that Devabodha and Virnala¬

bodha must have lived long prior to this date. The second part of this paper 

6 4 Virāṭa Introd. and Udyoga Introd. es Annals BORI 17. 185­202. 
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deals with the version of Devabodha. S U K T H A N K A R was struck by disparity 
between the text of the Mbh. (C B or K ) and the commentary ; not only 
does this commentary contain 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 Vulgate. Similarly one finds passages and adhyāyas of the 
Vulgate which are wholly uncommented by Devabodha. By a close inspec­
tion of Devabodha's text it is found that it agrees remarkably closely with 
Ś K sub-recension, particularly on the compelling evidence of the supplemen­
tary and entirely superfluous adhyāya at the end of the Ādi, being a repeti­
tion of the episode of śvetaki's sacrifice occurring earlier, with the curious 
variant Śvetaketu for śvetaki. That the version of Devabodha also con­
tained this adhyāya is proved by his remark ; Śvetakir eva Śvetaketur iti 
nāma. This conclusion is also borne out by many other minor and major 
agreements which are enumerated in the paper. 

The same year another paper, and this time a very important one, was 
published as the sixth in the series of Epic Studies under the special title : 
The Bhrgus and the Bhārata : A text-historical Study. 0 6 The modest aim 
of this paper, as S U K T H A N K A R expresses himself, is to collect and collate 
the Bhārgava references in the Mahābhārata, and to give a succinct account 
of all that the Great Epic has to say about these Bhṛgus. For the sakq of 
convenience S U K T H A N K A R studies these legends as they appear in their natu­

ral sequence in the Mbh. The results of this important text­critical study 
may be summarised in the author's own words : 

From the legends preserved in our epic, the Bhārgavas appear to be a Brahmin 
dan more intimately as*sodated with the ancient Kṣatriyas than most of the other 
Brahmin clans, connected with mostly by ties of marriage. In their conflicts with 
K§atriyas they appear to the epic bards as irascible sages, domineering, arrogant, 
unbending and revengeful, but at the same time omnipotent supermen. The epic 
contains' a number of episedes or upākhyānas and two independent sub­parvans of 
the epic the entire Pauloma and a large section of the Pauṣya, besides a number of 
discussions and discourses. There is frequent repetition of these legends) on differ­

ent occasions in the course of the epic. It is also to be noted that the Bhārgavas 
spring into prominence all of a sudden in the Mbh. and there is no basis 
for this eminence in the earlier literature. Taking a collective view of all these 
legends and references, we cannot avoid the conclusion that the Bhārgava heroes 
occupy a surprisingly large portion of the canvas, filling up much of the available 
space in the background. Their figures are painted with a thick brush and in 
vivid colours'. Their myths are uniformly distributed over the entire extent of the 
Great Epic, and throughout represented as the people. 

The place occupied by these Bhārgava legends unmistakably shows the gradual 
‘ bhṛguisation' of older legends, which occur in the epic itself in two forms, one 
with and the other without some important Bhārgava element. In the process of 
converting the popular epic of the Bhāratas into the Encyclopedia Brahmanéca, 
the special predilection to the Bhārgava element is highly significant. Intrinsically 
there can be no question that this1 element is entirely foreign to the plan of the 

–6 Ibid. 18.1­76. 
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original saga of the B h ā r a t a s , as it occurs entirely i n the episodic material. Accord­

ing to tradition contained within the epic itself V y ā s a could not have been the author 
of these surreptitious addition­­' and embellishments, nor could his disciple Vaiáam¬

pāyana be credited with this particular work. But the next recorded recitation of 
the M b h . is by U g r a ś r a v a s in the presence of B h ā r g a v a Ś a u n a k a during the latter's 
twelve-year sacrifice. T h i s lends colour to the hypothesis that the momentous 
alterations which have occurred in the Great E p i c from V y ā s a ' s 24,000 to the later 
śatasāhasrī samhitā, is due to the gradual ' bhṛguis ing ' of the epic material  
The influence of the Bhārgavas 1 in the narrative portion of M b h . is very evident 
and can hardly be disputed. Their special connection with Dharma and N í t i is 
also established by Śukra and Bhrgu. 

T h e infiltration of masses of B h ā r g a v a material in the shape of B h ā r g a v a myths 
and legends1, the manner of its treatment, and even that strange admixture of the 
E p i c wi th the Dharma and Nī t i elements, which latter especially has so long puzzled 
many inquirers into the genesis of the M b h . , thus appear to find a simple and 
straightforward explanation of an important unitary diaskeuasis of the epic under 
very strong and direct B h ā r g a v a influence. The process of expansion thus begun 
must have continued subsequently, first by the Bhārgavas ' themselves and later 
under their supervision, and it is l ikely that the remodelled B h ā r a t a , like the 
Vcdas, now elevated to the rank of the F i f t h Veda, must have remained for some 
time in the exclusive possession of the B h ā r g a v a s as their close literary preserve. 
This fact would explain the apparent homogeneous character of this heterogeneous 
mass. It a l l came from different hands, from out of the same mould. The colossal 
success of this B h ā r g a v a recension of the ancient E p i c of the B h ā r a t a s — a success 
which in one sense was richly deserved—was the cause of the neglect and subsequent 
disappearance of the original heroic poem which must have st i l l existed at the time 
of composition of the Ā ś v a l ā y a n a Gṛhya Sūt ra . 

It will thus be noticed that this text­critical study has lifted a corner 
of the veil which covers the hoary history of the text of the Great Epic. 
SuKTHANKAR thereby established a possible ground for explaining all the 
contradictory facts connected with the growth and development of the Mbh. 
The response to this theory was immediate and has led to further investi­

gations which have added to the expectations raised by SuKTHANKAR when 
he closed this paper with the words : ' The further we pursue the study of 
the traces of Bhārgava influence the clearer, it seems to me, will become the 
history of our Mahābhārata, the Great Epic of Bhāratavarṣa! 

The only recorded paper by SuKTHANKAR for 1937 is the In Memoriarn 
Professor Moritz Winternitz (1863­1937).G7 It is really a brief resume of 
the Mahābhārata work that W I N T E R N I T Z did for nearly half a century, and 
is altogether one of the best obituary notices on the lamented Professor. 

It is, therefore, a matter of great regret that W I N T E R N I T Z . passed away 
before a discovery of capital importance for Mahābhārata studies was acci­

dentally made by Manyavara Guruji H E M A R A j Panditjiu, the distinguislied 
Director of Public Instruction of Nepal, of a new Nepali Ms. of the Ādi­

parvan. The manner of its discovery and its importance is described in Epic 

07 Ibid. 
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Studies VII : The Oldest Extant Ms. of the Ādiparvan. 6 8 The Rajaguru 
sent complete collations and specimen photos for the use of the Institute. 
The Ms. is on palm­leaf, written in a uniform hand in old faded ink, and 
contains only the first parvan of the Mbh. The average length of the folio 
is 21" X 2¼" and each folio contains uniformly 7 lines of writing. Although 
the Ms. is not dated, its old appearance and the script which comes closest 
to the script of Tafel VI , No. X I (Cambridge Ms. No. 1891, 2 of A.D. 1179) 
authenticate the high antiquity claimed for it. This is also supported by 
internal evidence ; the best proof is that it is almost entirely free from those 
modem 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 SUKTHANKAR, fifty per cent, are actually docu­

mented by this Ms. As SUKTHANKAR remarks : 6 9 

It is therefore no exaggeration to say that this remarkable Ms. opportunely 
affords welcome support to the Critical Edition in most crucial matters1. More­

over many of the variant readings of the new Ms. are difficult and obscure, marking 
out its text as distinctly archaic. Finally, in many of its readings it agrees fairly 
closely with a certain other Ms. from Nepal which is symbolized as in the 
critical apparatus of the Ādi. and which is1 again the oldest dated M s . of the Ādi­

parvan. The tradition is therefore fairly complete and well attested. 

The greatest value of this Ms. lies in its corroborations of the constituted text 
of the Critical Edition. Indirectly it attests and justifies, as an independent wit­

ness, the principles according to which reconstruction of the epic text is achieved, 
thus placing the constituted text on still surer foundations. 

One phase of SUKTHANKAR’S triumph consisted in converting his erst­

while critics into staunch supporters and followers of the methods and prin 
ciples evolved by him. The discovery of this important Ms. is the second 
phase and the culminating point for the full vindication of the Critical Edi­

tion of SUKTHANKAR. This fortunate discovery has set the final seal of ap­

proval on his editorial work. 

Although this Ms. is practically free from the long and short insertions 
oi the Vulgate, it is not entirely devoid of small infiltrations as SUKTHANKAR 
demonstrates, such as App. I, Nos. 12, 33 and 58 and over 87 single line 
insertions. A l l these are uniformly found in the majority of N Mss. It also 
throws an interesting side light on the indirect way in which the text gets 
gradually inflated. Its superiority over Ñ 3 is proved by its lacking about 
ninety per cent, of the insertions of Ñ ; 3. The unique readings of this Ms. 
bear out nearly half the emendations made by SUKTHANKAR in his consti­

tuted text. Out of the total 36 emendations made 18 are corroborated by 
this Ms. Of these 13 are cases of hiatus. It was precisely on this point that 
A. B. K E I T H differed from SUKTHANKAR when he said : ' We need not. 

6 8 Ibid. 19. 201­62. «» Ibid. 19. 
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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 efforts made by scribes, who were 
not accustomed to hiatus to remedy the irregularity.' S U K T H A N K A R ’ S reply 
is characteristic : ' Whether the said view represents a correct theory of Mbh. 
text-reconstruction or not may be best judged from the circumstance that out 
of eighteen emendations which are actually documented and attested by this 
new Ms., not less than thirteen were made just on the ground of hiatus! 

The whole of the subsequent discussion is taken up with replying to 
K E I T H ' S criticism. This paper marks the close of a period and shows the 
vast difference that exists between the mastery of S U K T H A N K A R and the 
general acquaintance of others with epic material. One need only remember 
the force of the following words recorded in the Prolegomena, to understand 
the gulf that existed between the attainment of the General Editor and the 
critical reader, including the learned reviewers : 7 0 

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 elo­
quence deprecated this hastily prepared, eclectic text. Al l that we need do at 
present, according to this scholar, is to reprint the Vulgate, giving merely the variae 
lectiones of the manuscripts collated and 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 problem. But we need not take it too 
seriously. 

The rest of this passage is unapproachable for the dignified manner in 
which this learned authority and others like him are admonished, and is worth 
reading by all those who have any doubts about the scientific background 
of the critical edition. For even the best of critics like W I N T E R N I T Z who had 
devoted almost 50 years of his life to the problems connected with the Great 
Epic has been proved by the evidence of this unique Nepali Ms. to have been 
wrong in his differences with S U K T H A N K A R . In 12 places where he objected 
to the text of the critical edition, the text is supported by the documentary 
evidence of this M s . 7 1 No one doubts now that the discovery of this valua­
ble Ms., so consequential for the text-criticism of the Ādiparvan, would cer­
tainly have delighted the heart of this veteran scholar, who took a passionate 
and life-long interest in epic studies. Al l the criticism of so acute a scholar 
as K E I T H is slashingly but with scholarly dignity answered point by point, 
with the incontrovertible evidence of this unique Ms. 

It is no wonder, therefore, when recently Franklin E D G E R T O N wrote : 7 2 

70 Prolegomena, p. lxxxiii. 
72 Ibid. 24. 136. 
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March I. 1943. 
I have just received the news of the death of Dr. V . S. SUKTHANKAR. It is 

not only a very grave personal loss to me : I counted him one of my best friends, 
and had come to feel a very deep respect and even affection for him as a man. 

But the loss to scholarship is immeasurable, and, naturally, far more important. 
I am appalled at the thought that it will now be necessary to entrust the Mahābhā­

rata edition to others. Few persons now living are as well gifted by nature as he 
was with the peculiar combination of intellectual qualities needed for this work. 
And literally not one has had the experience which he had, and which Is second in 
importance only to that native ability. He had arrived at a point where so many 
things had become almost automatic to him, like second nature ; things which even 
those of us who have helped in the edition cannot control as he did, though we may 
have painfully struggled towards an approximation of a few of them. Now, just 
when he could have exploited to the full this unique combination of knowledge and 
experience—jñānam savijñānam—he is cut off in the midst of it. 

No higher tribute can be paid to a genius who was unique in his field and 
unrivalled for his courtesy to those who differed from him.' 

The paper referred to above was published during 1938. In 1939 he 
contributed a paper on the Nala episode and the Rāmāyana 7 3 in which he 
conclusively shows that the Sudeva soliloquy in the Nalopākhyāna of the 
Mbh. must necessarily have been borrowed by one of the redactors of the 
Great Epic from the Rāmāyaiṇa, since the passage in question is a misfit in 
the Mbh. context. It is shown that this Nala passage is not the only passage 
for which a parallel exists in the Rāmāyaṇa and in the parvan­survey S u K ­

THANKAR refers to the Rāmopākhyiāna occurring in the Vana­—or Āraṇyaka¬

parvan. This topic is, however, taken up for a separate study as the last of 
the Epic studies, published during 1940.74 Here S U K T H A N K A R ' S researches 
confirm j A C o B I . S assumption that the Rāmopākhyāna is indeed an epitome 
of the work commonly known as Vālmīki's Rārnlāyaṇa. 

Just as S U K T H A N K A R ' S studies in Bhāsa were based both on first­hand 
acquaintance with original as well as critical material, the latter of which he 
included in a special bibliography, so also in the case of his epic studies, he 
had started compiling a card index of all articles, notes, pamphlets, mono­

graphs and books dealing critically with epic questions. The index so pre­

pared by S U K T H A N K A R is still lying at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research 
Institute, and has incidentally paved the way for P U S A L K E R ‘ s survey of 
Epic and Pmanic Studies published in the Progress of Indie Studies. This 
bibliography, though probably not quite complete, is yet indispensable to 
critical scholars dealing with the Great Epic. 

In spite of his preoccupation with all this great work S U K T H A N K A R 
never limited his interests ; during 1933­34 he delivered a series of lectures 
under the auspices of the University of Bombay as the Wilson Philological 

7 3 A Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies presented to Prof. F. W. THOMAS. 
7 4 p. y Kane Fastschrift. 
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Lecturer under the title 'Life and Growth of Languages'. Under the new 
arrangements for postgraduate instruction in Poona he continued to guide 
M.A. students in Ancient Indian Culture, delivering weekly lectures in the 
Institute. He was several times Sectional President at the All-India Oriental 
Conference. During the last of these occasions, in 1940, he allowed his ad­
dress to be published in the Bharatiya Vidyā,7:> and any one reading it is 
struck at once by his lively spirit and freshness of approach which always 
kept him alive to new ideas and impressions. 

Two short papers were contributed by S U K T H A N K A R under the general 
title EPI<C Q U E S T I O N S . The first of these is the opening article in the first 
volume of the Bulletin of this Institute and is connected with the reading 
Hāsyarūpena Śamkarah as opposed to hamsarūpena ceśvarah of the Vulgate.7 3 

The paper itself has the sub-title : Does Indra assume the form of a swan ? 
The paper conclusively proves that the hamsa incarnation of Indra is nothing 
but a canard. The second of the series is, unfortunately, the last paper to 
be published by S U K T H A N K A R , and deals once again with the Parvasamgraha 
figures.77 It is an interesting contribution and deserves careful reading by 
a critical scholar who would like to deal with Mbh. textual criticism. 

The short introduction to the Āraṇyakaparvan is very interesting and 
instructive. Dated in August 1942, it contains however his experience of 
the past seventeen years of work on the Critical Edition. As a result the 
language clearly expresses the fundamental principles, which may be quoted 
here just to show the way in which he was making himself approachable to 
a larger group of scholars who are not specialists : 7 8 

When the Śāradā–K version (which is the best Northern version) and the 
Southern recension are placed vis-ä-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 cons­
truction or obscuring the sense. The concord between Śāradā–K version and the 
Southern recension in point of general content is striking and forms a sure basis for 
constituting a single text. Contamination between the K version and the S recen­
sion cannot be proved, but contamination between the B-D version and the S re­
cension is not impossible. The agreements between the B-D and S recension have 
nevertheless been as a rule utilized to arrive at a tentative stop-gap, based on the 
indications of documental evidence. But it should be noted that the K S agree­
ments have far greater documental authority and probative value than the B-D-S 
agreements. 

Let me put the matter in a slightly different way. The highest documental pro­
bability we can demand and expect is when all Mss. of our critical apparatus— 
which is the same as saying, all our different versions-—agree on a reading or a 

75 BV 3. It is reprinted again in the Proc. and Trans, of the All-Indi. Or. 

Conf. Tirupati, pp. 593-609. 
76 Bull. DCRI I. 1-7. 
77 Silver Jubilee Volume of Annals BORI 23. 7 8 Introduction, p. xviü. 
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feature. We must accept this as the original ; at least we do not wish to question it, 
at present. In the absence of such complete concord, the next best combination is the 
agreement between the Śāradā version and the Southern recension (against B - D ) . 
Third in importance is, in my opinion, the concord between the Southern recension 
and the Bengali-cum–Devanāgari version (against the Śāradā). Fourth in order 
stands the agreement between only Northern versions or only Southern versions 
inter se, which I consider, in general, a9 of equal value. With the proviso that 
a passage, or a stanza or even a little line which is not necessary to the context, 
may be rejected, if it is actually omitted entirely in even one of the important ver­
sions, since as experience has shown, the chances of conflation are always very much 
greater than those of accidental or intentional omission. 

The italicised words will indicate a new phase that was gradually coming 
over SUKTHANKAR. While still interested in the Critical Edition of the 
Great Epic to which he had devoted the best part of his life, he was slowly 
being drawn towards the content of the Mbh., not as it was in the constituted 
text only, but in the entire Mss. tradition. There was a double approach to 
this problem, or to be more precise, a threefold approach ; in the first place 
the mass of accretion, interpolation, conflation, etc. was symptomatic of a 
certain phase in the life of the nation where the original text grew into these 
gigantic proportions. Then again there was a central theme which was per­
vading the whole of the epic and around which it moved. And finally there 
was the question of higher criticism, which could come in only after lower 
criticism had done its work properly. 

When SUKTHANKAR says : ‘ at least we do not wish to question it, at 
present', he indicates thereby the possibility of going behind this constituted 
text—although a distant possibility—and of arriving at the original. But 
then whether an objective method could be devised for such a restoration 
depended entirely on certain other studies which were being attempted at 
this time. What is the genesis of the significant variant readings in the 
Mbh. textual tradition? Could they be fixed in their space-time context, 
and thereby explain the local divergences in their temporal evolution ? And 
if this were possible, could we get behind the constituted text, especially 
when it was less than certain, and arrive at a more certain text ? By mere 
objective criteria could we devise methods which would enable us to analyse 
the elements which were welded into that great synthesis which is the Mahā­
bhārata ? 

Great things were in the offing when SUKTHANKAR penned these para­
graphs. His lectures on the three-dimensional view of the Great Ep ic 7 9 were 
assuming their final shape at this time ; a good deal of work was being done 

7 9 Two of these lectures were actually delivered before the University oí 
Bombay on 8th and 15th January 1943. The third was due on 22nd January, and 
the audience was actually waiting for him when the news of his death reached 
Bombay on that day. 
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in the statistical analysis of the significant Mbh. variants.80 What the re­
sults of all these combined studies would have been, it is too premature to 
say. But that tragic death which cut short his life when he was at the very 
height of his powers and on the verge of discovering new domains in the 
critical study of the Epic has dealt an irreparable blow to further research 
in these directions. 

On the 21st of January 1943, just two weeks after the Silver Jubilee 
function of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute had been celebrated, 
he laid down his mortal coil in the service of the Great Epic of the Bhāratas. 

In writing this epilogue to a full life of research where the highest 
reaches of knowledge possible for a human being were attained by SuKTHAN¬
KAR, one is poignantly reminded of the concluding part of the Introduction 
which reads like a farewell.81 But S U K T H A N K A R ’ S voice will continue to 
draw the best scholars to a study of the Great Epic which has now become 
the great epic of S U K T H A N K A R ' s own life. This paper can only be con­
cluded fittingly in his last public utterance, at Poona the inspiring words of 
which still continue to ring in the ears of those who listened to him on that 
unforgettable 5th January 1943 : 8 2 

' 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 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 Herman 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 collec­
tive 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 pro­
longed itself into the present. TVe are it I I mean the real W E I Shall 
we be guilty of strangling our own soul ? N E V E R . ‛ 

December 1943. S. M . K A T R E . 

8 0 A discussion of these problems was to take place on 2lst January 1943 bet­
ween the writer and Dr. SUKTHANKAR, and the last note which he wrote on 20th 
January 1943 was to fix the appointment from the 20th to the 2lst January, as the 
facsimile of this note reproduced here indicates. 

8 1 Many scholars have expressed this view in their letters to the Honorary 
Secretary of the SUKTHANKAR Memorial Edition Committee. 

82 Annals BORI, 24. 
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