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BEI 22-23 (2004-2005): 249-264

Arlo GRIFFITHS

Tumburu: a Deified Tree’

In his fascinating article on ‘Tumburu and his Sisters’ (1973), GOUDRIAAN has collected
a wealth of material on the figure Tumburu. The article is wide-ranging both in terms
of geographical provenance of the textual sources, and in terms of their chronology —
though no source predates the Mahabharata. The name Tumburu “is connected with
traditions of a different character that describe two different personalities” (p. 74), viz.
2 Gandharva Tumburu and Tumburu as a manifestation of Siva. GOUDRIAAN rightly
observes:

There seems to be no reason to separate these two traditions altogether, widely
divergent though they may seem. We know foo little about Tumburu as an
incarmation of Siva to be able to ascertain his origin, and also the tradition about

Gandharvas is by no means uniform. There is no clear distinction between
Gandharvas and other classes of semidivine beings. (p. 74f., emphasis added)

In this contribution, I provide a textual source which is likely to predate all of the
references to Tumburu that GOUDRIAAN was able to trace, and — though 1t 1s not

unenigmatic — throws light both on the botanical identification of the tree tumburu- and
on the Saiva connection of its deified counterpart Tumburu.’

i

¥ 1 am indebted to Diwakar Acharya, Werner Knobl and Alexander Lubotsky who have provided helpful
comments on earlier drafts of this paper; to Harunaga Isaacson for information concerning the
Maiijuérimilakalpa and the reference to MATSUNAGA’s article; to Jan Meulenbeld for comments on an
earlier draft and incomparable bibliographical assistance; and to Mark Olson for lus botanical information
and the reference to VERDCOURT’s synopsis. — The editors have kindly allowed me to add at the stage of
proofs that a possible solution for the ‘red tree’ problem in Paippaladasamhita 20.61.8.c (see p. 254 below)

may lie in adopting a different word division, where lohita would become a voc. sg. addressed to a patient
(addressed also in 20.62.1d) who is in some sense ‘red’, or perhaps to Rudra himself (20.62.2a).

1. Cf. GOUDRIAAN, p. 89: “We feel, however, not to have exhausted the Sanskrit sources and perhaps more
can be said after the collection of new data.” The Maiijusrimilakalpa, a text of the Buddhist Mantrayana,
plays an important role in GOUDRIAAN’s survey, providing the main, evidence for the second aspect of
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The passage in question is found towards the end of kanda 20 of the
Paippaladasamhita (PS) of the Atharvaveda, one of the five large kandas that remain
unpublished to this day,” as we await the sequel to BHATTACHARYA’s 1997 edition of
the first 15 of the text’s 20 kandas (covering only about half of the actual size of the
text).

In a recent article, I noted in passing that we find a strong divergence between
the two branches of PS transmission at the end of kanda 19 (GRIFFITHS 2003a: 19
n. 144). Such divergence is also found towards the end of kanda 20. My general
impression is that the Orissa mss. (Or) have preserved the correct order and extent of
mantras, while the transmission represented by the Kashmir ms. (K) has undergone both
shuffling and loss/omission of material.

While attempting to sort out these differences in arrangement tor kanda 20, I
chanced upon the following stanzas, which offer Vedic evidence for the history of the
deity Tumburu.” The connection of the later Tumburu with healing is evident here,*
while the explicitly mentioned opposition with Rudra’s alter egos Bhava and (especially)
Sarva is remarkable in view of the later iconographical indication (Vispudharmottara-
purana 3.66.1) that ‘God Tumburu, the Lord, should be made between the mothers; he
should be made seated upon a bull, and be four-headed, like Sarva’’ and in view of

Tumburu’s character. In recent years (1994, 2001), SANDERSON has been able to demonstrate how Buddhist

Mantrayana scriptures derive most of their material from earlier Saiva (‘Mantramirga’) sources. This is

specifically demonstrated for the Yoginitantras, but by implication SANDERSON's claims hold also for ‘lower’
classes of scriptures, such as the Kriyatantras of which the MafjuSrimtlakalpa is one. It may well hold also

for the indications concerning the worship of four female deities and their brother Tumburu in this source:
it is a composite text, but even its oldest parts certainly postdate some Saiva sources (cf. MATSUNAGA 1985).
For information from these Saiva sources, see now SANDERSON 2001: 8 (n. 5), 12-13 (n. 10), 32 (n. 33); 2003-
04, pp. 355K, 373f,; 2004: 278, with n. 113). SANDERSON has collected further, still unpublished, evidence that
might attest to the Saiva worship of Tumburu among his sisters, who form the actual focus of the cult, as
early as the 6th century CE. I thank him and Somdev Vasudeva for informing me about these sources, and

sharing their unpublished material with me. The chronological gap between the Tantric texts and the stanzas
presented here unfortunately remains substantial (but see n. 3).

2. I disregard, of course, the edition prepared by L.C. BARRET (1940, for the final two kandas) on the sole

basis of the famous Tiibingen Saradd ms., because this edition has become entirely obsolete after the
discovery of the Orissa mss.

3. Contrast GOUDRIAAN, p. 88: “This deity ... does not occur as a god in Vedic or Epic Sanskrit literature”,
Although the PS 15 often referred to as the oldest Vedic text after the Rgveda, the chronological position of
its 20th kanda is unclear; the mantras 1n this kanda may belong to the latest part of the Vedic period, as
some strong parallels with Grhyasiitra material suggest (cf. KAJIHARA 2002).

4, On this trait of Tumbury’s character, cf. GOUDRIAAN, pp. 55, 69, 85, 94.

5. kartavyas tumburur devo matrmadhyagatah prabhuh | upavisto (thus V.. ed. upaviste) vrse karyah sarvavat
sa caturmukhah |1 (ed. Priyabala SHAH, Oriental Institute Baroda, 1958, reprint 1994 [Gaekwad’s Oriental
Series 130]). GOUDRIAAN (p. 62) first prints upavisto, then seems to translate a loc., but on p. 63 he uses
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Tumburu’s apparent identification with the same Sarva in a difficult passage from the
Manjusrimalakalpa.’

The following table shows how the two branches of transmission correspond for
these stanzas from kanda 20.

Or 61.7 61.8 6110 | 62.1 62.2
B
K 56.9 s.8 |- [ss10 | s6a 56.2

The stanzas in question, which follow in sequence only in the Or. mss., are now
presented in a preliminary edition, for which three Or. mss. were at my disposal (JM,
V/122 and Pa), besides the single representative of the Kashmir tradition, our K.

suddhavala krsnaphala - (8)
kabriir balasabhesaji | (8)
Suktivalgasya nasani (8)
devi dadatu bhesajam || [7] (8)
a$vattho devasadanas (8)
trtiyasyam ito divi | . | (8)
tatra lohitavrkso jatah (9)
sigruh ksiptabhesajah |1 [8] (7)

the words “riding on a bull”. Cf. the description of Mahadeva (= Sarva) as vrsdriidha at 3.44.14.

6. pascad anyo janah prahub kalpamantram prthakprthak | tumburuh (read: -oh) sarthavahasya tryambakasya
tu dhimateh | ananta kalpavistdrd Sarvasyasya kapdrdine (read -ah) | yatprabhavarttham mantrandm (read:
-ni) siddhim yasyanti bhiitale |. Cf. GOUDRIAAN, p. 82 (with n. 61), for an interpretation of this passage; the
proposed emendations on the text as printed in the edition (T. GANAPATI SASTRI, Trivandrum 1920-25 —
reprint Delhi, Sri Satguru Publications 1989 [Bibliotheca Indo-Buddhica Series Nos. 57-59], part 11, p. 523)
are has.

Even if we admit that the name Sarva in this passage, and the one quoted in the previous footnote,
is merely another name for Siva (who may in these religious contexts not have been identical with Rudra),
the change of Tumbury’s hostile relation to Rudra in our Vedic source (see below) into one of identity with
Siva in these post-Vedic sources remains striking.

7. From this same hymn, two stanzas quoted at KausS 89.13 have already been presented in edition by me
elsewhere (GRIFFITHS 2004: 81f.). I would now edit *edhamanah there, and have come to the conclusion
that it is necessary to make a small change in the numbering of the hymn’s stanzas. The two stanzas edited
as 20.61.4-5 in my earlier publication are now to be numbered 5-6 (after division of what the mss. take
together as a 6 pada stanza 1 [PSK 20.58.1] into two gayatsis, 1 and 2). Thus yields a regular decad hymn,
in accordance with the indications of the Or. mss. at its end. I continue here with stanza 7, although the
pertinent stanzas start with 8. The use of editorial signs and brackets conforms with the system explained
in GRIFFITHS & LUBOTSKY 2000-01: 196, n. 1. For a description of the Or. mss., see GRIFFITHS 2003b.
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na tatra bhavo hantl (7)
na §arva isum asyati | (8)
yatra tvam deva tumburo (8)
parvatesu ‘virohasi || [9] (8)
krsyam anyo vi rohati (8)
girer anyo *dhi paksasi | (8)
tratarau " $a$vatam imav (8)
a gantam *§igrutumburd 116111 prapathaka il [10] (8)
yavat parpam yavat phalam (8)
yavanto adhyrksarah | (8)
tavantah Susmas tumburos - (8)
tad u te visadisanam || [1] ~ (8)
rudra jalasabhesaja- (8)
-imam rogam a$iSamo | (8)
tHalanitit |1 [2] ()

61.7: K not available for cd ® kabriir] keyur Pa V/122, keyu JM, kavrir K balasa®] Pa V/122 K, basa” JM
suktivalgasya nasani} Or, vikalpakasya K dadatu] V/122 M, da{va}datu Pa devasadanas] Or,
devassadanas K jatah] Or, jatas K §igruh] Pa, §isruh V/122 JM, Sriguru K °bhesajah] JM, “bhesajih
Pa V/122, °bhesaji K 61.9: K not available @ *virohasi] virohati Or  rohati] Or, rohasi K  girer] Pa
V/122 K, sirer M anyo adhi] K, anyodhi Pa V/122, anyodi JM *§advatim imav] sa§vadamimav Pa
V/122, sasvadamivav JM, suSrutamivav K *gigrutumburd] $iSrutumbuy Or, sukrtampuru K 11911
*prapﬁthaka 11161117101 oPaV/122, 1ir10 11 81 11 61 11 IM, | o vagantam sukrtampuru | K
parpam] K, parnpam Or - yavanto] Or, yavanno K adhyrksarah 1] V/122 [[|l]], <" >ksarah | Pa,
adhyarksarah | IM,‘ dhyaruksatah [{om. |]] K [[note °h t°]] tavantah] Or, tavanta§ K  Susmas tumburos
tad] Pa V/122, Susmastumburostad JM, §uspasthampurotad K  visadisanam |1] vusadiisanih 11 Or,
visadisana(~ na)m. [[om. 1]] K [[‘correction’ neglected by Bar]]  jalasabhesajemam] jalasa® Or,
jalasabhisaja imam K {[Bar. misreads imam]] tjalanitit] Or, jajvalaniti K 1] X, | Pa V/122, N

TRANSLATION

61.7. With light hair, and a dark fruit, the Kabrii is a cure against balasa: let the heavenly
destroyer of Suktivalga give the cure.

61.8. The ASvattha is the seat of the gods, in the third heaven from here. There the red
tree is born, the Sigru which is the cure for what has been struck (sc., by Rudra’s arrows).
61.9. Bhava does not strike, Sarva does not shoot [his] arrow, there where you, o
heavenly Tumburu, grow wide on the mountains.

61.10. The one grows wide in the field, the other on the flank of a mountain. Let these
two saviors of many, Sigru and Tumbur, come here.
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62.1 For as far as the leaf, for as far as the fruit, for as far as the ones (m.) with thorns
on them [extend], so far {do] the odors of Tumburu [extend]: that s a polson-spoiler for
you. |

62.2 Rudra, whose medicine is urine, you have pacified this disease ... .

COMMENTARY

61.7b. The problem posed here by the difference in reading between the two branches
of transmission cannot be solved with any certainty, because the word keyu- (Or) is
unknown, and a stem kabrii- (K) can be compared only with the obscure passage SS
11.3.6 kdbru phalikdranah $éro "bhrdam ‘kdabru the hulls, the cloud the stalk’ (WHITNEY).
The meaning of kabru can only be guessed at, but on the strength of this word alone, 1
follow the reading of K (substituting b for what I hesitantly read as v: the two letters are
barely distinguishable in this ms.).

61.7cd. I could not trace these padas in K; at least the padas that follow the text of ab
in K seem to have been perseverated from 20.38.1cd, although it is not clear why this
would have happened.

The word suktivalga appears to be attested elsewhere only at PS 1.90.4 Sirsarogam
angarogam Suktivalgam vilohitam | para te ajfidtam yaksmam adharancam suvamasi ‘The
head-ailment, the limb-ailment, the §uktivalga, the vilohita: we force away, downward,
[even] your unknown affliction’ and 16.74.2° karnabhyam te karkiisebhyah Suktivalgam
vilohitam | sarvam Sirsanyam te rogam bahir nir mantraydmahe ‘From your two ears, from
the kankiisas, we exorcize the Suktivalga, the vilohita, every ailment of the head’.
Especially the last stanza makes it clear that Suktivalga- denoted an ailment of the head. |
The element valga- is a hapax,” while sukti ‘shell’ (hence ‘ear-shell’?) is attested, e.g., at
Kaus$ 22.7, 71.6. 1 know of no better than RENOU’s etymologizing proposal (1965: 31):

“On pourrait penser & « vertige localisé a l'oreille » §[aunaka] ayant karnasala 9.8,1 et
2 (& cOté de Sirsanyam rogam et de vilohitd)”.

61.8ab. This is apparently a stock opening of stanzas introducing medicinal plants, found
also at PS 7.10.6 / SS 19.39.6 (padas cd tdtramftasya cdksanam tatah kiistho ajayata), SS
543 = 6.95.1 (... devidh kistham avanvata). Cf. also PS 15.15.4 arundhati namasi
trttyasyam ito divi | tatramrtasya rohanam ... |

8. Text established by collating Ku3 with K, and comparing SS 9.8.1.

9. At §S 19.9.9 valgiah must be read as valagéh.
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61.8d. Concerning the tree called Sigru-, commonly identified as the drumstick tree
(Moringa pterygosperma Gaertn., an old and invalid name for M. oleifera Lam.),"
of. ZYSK 1993: 66 and 260. He mentions that there is a red variety called madhusigru- (or

raktasigru-) in later sources, and often identified as M. concanensis Nimmo by modern
authors.!* However, Mark Olson, a botanist from the Instituto de Biologia, Universidad

Nacional Auténoma de México,'* whom I have consulted about this matter, informs me
in email messages of 15 and 17 February, and 3 March 2005:

M. oleifera has white to cream flowers. The only red-flowered species in the family
are rare spectes in Somalia, and could never have made their way into Ayurveda.
The bark isn’t red either. There are plenty of trees that have red bark, but this
isn’t one of them. So, taken literally, it’s hard to say what the passage might be
referring to.

.. M. concanensis definitely doesn’t have red flowers.

.. the bark of M. oleifera has gum ducts under the surface. When the tree is
damaged, it exudes this gum which then hardens to a copper color. The fresh gum
is the same color but lighter, more of a tan pink. Not blood red, but I would
certainly describe it as copper colored.”

The tree’s qualification as lohitavrksa- could theoretically also be interpreted as ‘blood-
tree’ or ‘copper-tree’, but these would still strongly imply some degree of redness of some
part of the organism. It may be that the redness is to be sought in its gum, or in Its
petals, but it seems safest to leave open the possibility that $igru- denotes neither Moringa
oleifera nor concanensis in our context. There are only two other attestations of the word
in Vedic, which do not help positively to identify the tree. Both are from the
Atharvavedic Kau§ikasiitra. At KausS 29.23, the s

e word is clearly used to mean either

10. Cf. VERDCOURT 1985: 8.

11. In a message of 23 February 2005, Jan Meulenbeld informs me that Ayurvedic texts distinguish two types
of Sigru-, a fveta- ‘white’ and a rakta- ‘red’. According to Meulenbeld, the 1dentification gives little problems,
because the white one is Moringa oleifera Lam. and the one with reddish flowers i1s Moringa concanensis
Nimmo. The only problematic name would be madhusigru-, regarded as the red variety by most texts, and
by Meulenbeld, who refers to Dalhana ad Su§rutasamhita, Sutrasthana 38.10 and 46.221. The slight redness
of the flowers of M. concanensis 1s affirmed 1 many sources, e.g. SIVARAJAN & BALACHANDRAN 1994: 445-
447 “yellow flowers streaked with red”; VERDCOURT 1985: 5 refers to yellowish petals “with pink streaks”.

I see no way to reconcile this information with the botanical facts that have been communicated to me (see
below).

- 12. Cf. s laboratory’s website <www.explorelifeonearth.org>, and specifically the Moringa Home Page
<www.explorelifeonearth.org/moringahome.html >,

13. Cf. also The Wedaith of India: Raw Materials, vol. VI (New Delhi 1962), p. 429.
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‘seed of Sigru’ or possibly “fruit of Sigru’.** At KausS 38.5," it may denote the tree’s
leaves.'® Cf. LUBOTSKY 2002: 199 for a hypothesis about the origin of the word Sigru-.

Since the Rudra-names Bhava and Sarva are used in the next stanza, we must
compare PS 15.16.6-15.17.3, where in the formula X-ena ca ksiptasyaghasyaghavisa caya |
arundhati tvam tasyasi visasya visadiisani ‘Both for him who has been struck by X, and of
the il which is the ill-poisonous [arrow]: o Arundhati, you are the poison-spoiler of
its /his poison’, the name X is consecutively filled in with Vatikara, Bhava, Sarva, Rudra,
Pasupati, Ugra Deva, Mahadeva, I§ana. The compound ksiptabhesaji- is found also at SS
6.109.1 pippali ksiptabhesajy utatividdhabhesaji | tam devah saém akalpayann iydm jivitavd
dlam ‘Pepper is a cure for him who has been struck, and a cure for him whose skin] has
been pierced through: the gods have concocted it, it is conducive to life’.

61.9¢d. It is clear from the context (repeated vi-roh) that the deity Tumburu must have
been a tree- or plant-spirit, and stanza 10 again suggests that the species in question grew
at higher altitudes. The word tumburu- was not previously registered as attested i Vedic
literature. At KausS 76.2-3, BLOOMFIELD’s edition reads yad duskrtam i visasangani
pramrjya kumaripalaya prayachati | tumbaradandena pratipadya nirvrajet | tad vana
asajati,'’ but his ms. Bii reads tumburu®, and — in view of the fact that this ms. often

14. Sigrubhir navanitamisraih pradegdhi ‘Mit Samen der Moringa pterygosperma (§igri), vermischt mit frischer
Butter ... beschmiert er (die kranke Stelle)’ (CALAND 1900), ‘(he) anoints (the palate) with fruts of Sigru ...
mixed with butter’ (BAHULKAR 1994). The latter mterpretation is based on the commentator Darila’s
Sigruphalair (DIWEKAR et al. 1972: 96).

15. utsadya bahyato ‘ngarakapale Sigrusarkard juhoti ‘Nachdem er entfernt hat, opfert er draussen in eine mit

Kohlen gefitlite Scherbe (Blatter der) Moringa pterygosperma (figriz) und Kiesel (, wihrend er das Lied dazu
hersagt)’ (CALAND, partly adopting Darila’s interpretation Sigrupatrani juhoti | Sarkard va 1).

16. In the post-Vedic Parisistas of the Atharvaveda (26.5.3), then, the wood of this tree is recommended for
use in a rite aiming at the ‘eradication’ of the enemy: kakubharn katabham vrksam kauviralam tu kauhakam |
vamsam vibhitakarn Sigrum vidyad uccatane hitan. In view of the pairing of éigru and Tumburu in stanza 10
of the PS hymn under discussion, the use of tumburu-wood for the same purpose at AVPari§ 36.4.2, cited
below (n. 20), 1s striking. |
Cases such as this limitation of §igru- (as also tumbunu-, to be discussed just below) to PS on the
one hand, and the KausS (and its dependent texts) on the other, contribute to my impression that the layer
of Saunaka veneer under which ancillary texts such as Kau§S and AVPari§ have reached us is only a thin one,

and that these were orginally not §akha-specific, but closely connected with the Paippalada tradition as well
as with the Saunaka.

17. Cf. WEBER’s translation, appended to HAAS 1862 (p. 385): ‘Nachdem er (der die Braut badende
Verwandte) die Glieder (derselben) unter Recitirung des verses: “Was Boses und Unreines bei der Hochzeit
und bei der Fahrt begangen wird, das Ueble schiitteln wir ab auf die Decke des Brautwerbers” [SS 14.] 2,66
mit ihrem Kleide abgewischt (getrocknet) hat, iibergiebt er dasselbe dem Brautwichter. Dieser nimmt es
entgegen mit emem Stock von Tumbara, geht damit hinaus und befestigt es [an einem Baume] im Walde’.
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preserves good readings against all other mss. used for his edition’® — it is very likely
that this is the authentic reading here.”” In that case, the passage provides a second
Vedic attestation of fumburu-, and clearly underlines that we are dealing with a kind of
wood: a danda- can be made from it. The meaning ‘coriander’, which is sometimes
quoted for tumburu- on the basis of later sources (EMENEAU 1988: 187), can certainly
be excluded.

Under the lemma fumbara-, which we have thus demonstrated very likely to be
a ghost-word, MAYRHOFER states (EWAia I, 655): “Es ist unerweislich, daf} #° mt
tumburu- 1. ‘frait of Diospyros embryopteris’ (Kasika zu Pan. 6,1,143 Suér) und anderen
Pflanzennamen der Jii{ngeren] Sprache (dazu Tu[rner, CDIALJ 5872, mut Verweisen;

Em[eneau] Lg. 33 [1957] 601 = Sellected Papers, Sanskrit Studies] 187f.) zu verbinden.

sei” — tumburu- can now confidently be attributed to the ‘dltere Sprache’. Its
identification as Diospyros embryopteris (= D. peregrina Gaertn.) seems to go back to the
Petropolitan Sanskrit Worterbuch (111, 361): while it may be correct in some cases,”
most species of Diospyros are reported to thrive “in the evergreen forests of the Deccan,

18. See CALAND 1899: 207 = 1990: 46. Cf. also GRIFFITHS 2004: 53 and 59, 77, 85, 89.

19. Of my additional mss. listed GRIFFITHS 2004: 53 n. 16, My My M, are available for this part of the text;

they read tumbara® (M; M,) and tumvara® (Ms) respectively. In 2003, Peter Bisschop obtained 4 more mss.

for me at the Oriental Institute, Vadodara: acc. nos 379 [B,], 889, 6854 [B;], 7596 [B,] (the sigla given in
brackets follow BAHULKAR 1990: 117, except that 379 is there quoted as 397, and that 839 [not available for

this part of the text] and my B, were not used there). The readings are: dumvrara® B,, tumbara® B,, and
tumburu® (1) Bs.

At AVPari¢ 36.4.2, BOLLING & VON NEGELEIN read ghrtena tejaskamasya Gyuhkamasya diirvayd |
kukusam tumbaram vapi vidyad uccatakarmani, but the reading tumbara- in this late Atharvavedic text 1s
likely to be based on the Kau$S passage, and cannot be seen independently from the readings of all but two
of the (collated) mss. of the latter text (note the use also of Sigru- in uccatana- according to AVPans 26.5.3
cited above, n. 16). The same holds for the reading tumbaradanda, referred to by WEBER in his note to
HAAS 1862: 383, at Santikalpa 22.1 (edited by BOLLING 1904: 107 from the single ms. that WEBER also used).
The misreading in the vast majority of the Kau$S mss., and thence in AVPari§ and Santikalpa, can be
compared with variants fumbaru- for tumburu- in other texts: the critical edition of the MBh, e.g., at
13.151.9ab chooses fumbarus (some mss. ftumburus) citrasena$ ca devadiitas ca visrutah, while at 15.36.9cd 1t
chooses visvavasus tumburus (K, Ds tumbaras) ca citrasenas ca bharata. Cf. also the a vowel in Pali imbaru-

(on the irregular sound correspondences, see GEIGER 1994: 25, § 34), and forms in other Indo-Aryan
languages (CDIAL 5872).

20. It seems next to impossible not to connect tumburu- with the various words assembled under DEDR 3325
(see also EMENEAU 1988: 187f.), apparently denoting a total of 5 Diospyros species: since there 1s no cognate
from North-Dravidian, this etymon cannot be attributed to the Dravidian proto-language with certainty, and
it may therefore have been borrowed into Indo-Aryan and Dravidian from a third language famuly (cf. n. 22).

KERN 1916: 92 states: “Timbaru: naam van een boomgewas, de Tinduka, onzeker of Diospyros dan
wel hier Strychnos nux vomica; °ruatthi, pit van de T. (zeker wel Strychnos), J. VI, 336”. Presumably on this

authority, PED, 303 glosses “a certain tree (Strychnos nux vomica or Diospyros)”, and this was copied under
CDIAL 5872.
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Assam and Bengal” while “only a few are found in north India”,” and other sources

not reflected in our Sanskrit dictionaries point rather to a species of Zanthoxylum as
identification of tumburu-. For instance, in The Wealth of India: Raw Materials, vol. Xl
(New Delhi 1976), p. 18, swv. Z. armatum, rumburu- is given as the first Sanskrit
equivalent (besides cognates in NIA languages), and we find the following description:

An armed, scandent or erect shrub or small tree, 6 m. tall or more, with dense

foliage, found in the hot valleys of the Himalayas from Jammu to Bhutan at
altitudes of 1,000-2,100

., ... . Branches armed, the prickles flattened, ...

Under Z. acanthopodium, on the same page, we read in that source:

A thorny, dioecious shrub or small tree, up to 6 m. tall, with dense foliage and
prickly trunk and branches, found in the hot valleys of the Himalayas from
Kumaun to Sikkim ..., at altitudes of 600-1,800 m. ... . Various parts of the plant,
including the wood, have a pungent taste and odour. The fruits are very similar
to those of Z. armatum and possess the peculiar flavor of coriander.

SARIN 1996: 284 explicitly identifies ‘tumbru phal’ as Zanthoxylum armatum DC. syn.,
speaks of a characteristic odour “reminiscent of coriander”, and adds a photograph (fig.
170) of the tree’s fruits: these also show a striking physical resemblance with the fruits
of Coriandrum sativum Linn. (‘dhanyaka’) shown on his fig. 133. These similarities
between Zanthoxylum and Coriandrum explain the evident linguistic connection between
tumburu- and kustumburu- ‘coriander’ (both words with phonological variants),? in a
way that no species of Diospyros could do, and the habitat of the Zanthoxylum species

referred to is a perfect match with the indications of our text. The botanical
identification of Vedic rumburu- seems, therefore, beyond doubt.

62.1ab. The Or. mss. point to the compound adhyrksara-, with a second member rksara-
from rksard-, as in the traditional interpretation of RV anrksard- as an-rksara- and as
meaning ‘thornless’. Although it is uncertain which masculine word is to be supplied,
reading such a Bahuvrihi compound with adhi- (of the type ddhi-rukma-, RV 8.46.33¢)

21. Cf. The Wealth of India: Raw Materials, vol. IIl (New Delhi 1952), p. 76. This source describes a wide
range of Diospyros species (pp. 76-87), only D. lotus Linn., one of the rarer varieties, being “found in north-
western Himalayas at altitudes of 2,000-6,000 ft.” (p. 81). None of the better known species, such as D.

melanoxylon Roxb. (the Beedi-leaf tree or Coromandel Ebony) and D. ebenum Koen. (True Ebony), agree
with any of our text’s indications.

22. See EWAIa IT1, 115, under the lemma kustumbari-; “Héangt (wohl anf Grund einer au[stro]ra[siatischen]
Variation) mit tumburu- znsammen” (cf. KUIPER 1991: 53, 60). |
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is supported by the identification of fumburu- as a species of the thormy genus
Zanthoxylum, and casts serious doubt on JAMISON’s re-analysis (1993) of the mentioned
compound anrksard- as a-nr-ksard- ‘not sweeping men off course’.

If one wants to try to salvage JAMISON's proposal,” one might alternatively
restore here a 3rd person du. aor. ind. form of roh, the verb that occurs also in 61.9-10:
of. e.g. PS 1.79.1cd, 2a atho varcasvinam krdhi yam asvatthadhirohasi || yam asvattho
adhyaruksat and 16.150.10e adityo dyam adhyaruksad vipascit.” If such a conjecture were
adopted, perseveration would have to be invoked to explain the errors found in the Or.
ss.: the word anrksara (without -, through sandhi) occurs in PS at 18.4.3 and 18.65.2.
And as a corollary, one would have to adopt the K reading yavan no, rather than yavanto
as found in the Or. mss. But all this seems quite evidently to be a less attractive scenario.

62.1cd. The reading of these padas is uncertain. All mss. point to fad u, but only K shows
the necessary agreement with its °dizsanam. 1t may be better to conjecture ¢ta u and to
adopt °dusanih from the Or. mss. (cf. PS 9.11.5¢d apah puru sravantis ta u te visadiisanih).
In that case, one might assume that both branches of transmission have, 10 varying
degrees, suffered perseveration from 9.11.8d+9d tad u te visadisanam. A conjecture
yavantah may arguably lead to smoother syntax, but I am not sure that a yavant- relative
can be taken up by tad/tas.

62.2. This stanza in fact seems to belong with the following stanzas, no longer relevant
to Tumbury, and I include it here only to take this opportunity to bring forward a

tentative solution to the crux posed by the stanza’s sudden lapse into incomprehensibility.
The only conjecture that has occurred to me is to restore the stanza’s end as jaldasam i,
an unusual kind of abbreviation for a hemistisch found earlier in the same kanda,

20.39.6¢cd [PSK 20.38.5¢d] jalasam it pra sifcati tad visasyapa sificatu, or for a variant of

that hemistich (siicast for siricati?). On jalasa- see EMENEAU 1988: 195; the compound
iglasabhesaja- occurs at RV 1434, 8.29.5, PS 2.16.4 (§S 2.27.6), 5.22.9, 143.3b (ed.
°bhesajt).

23. The proposal was enthusiastically endorsed in a recent publication by PUHVEL (2004).

24. Reading aruksatam, the corresponding 2nd person du. form, would imply that Sigru and Tumburu are

addressed, but in that case it remains unclear why the fusmah in the second hemistich are only Tumburu’s,
not also Sigru’s.

Tumburu: a Deified Tree 259

POSTSCRIPT

After the manuscript for this article had been submitted, I went to India to work on an
edition of a Paddbati belonging to the Paippalada ritual tradition, Sridhara’s
Karmapaijika, the Vedavratavidhi section of which 1 have published elsewhere (see
GRIFFITHS 2003a). In its Vivahakarmapaicaka section, I now find three passages that
seem worth quoting by way of postscript.” Let
sambharas:

1e first give the list of vaivahika

tatradau methiprabhrtin sambharan upakalpayet | ta ucyante | audumbari methih
audumbarakasthasya methih sa ca khalake (?) metir (?) iti prasiddhd |
tumburudandah tindukadandah sa ca hastamatrapraminam iti | aSlilam
krsnavastrayugam | $antivksam a$vatthasakha | yugalih (?) prasiddhah
yoktram dvihastaparimanam ku$amayi rajjih | saSaram dhanuh prasiddhah
kumbho mmmmaya iti | $uklavastram | suvarnam | darbhah | samidhal
¢antivrksayah | Surpam  prasiddham | lajah SamipatractrpamiSrah |
kanyangusthaparvamétrah madhughamanih | yastimadhur iti loke prasiddha |
lohitasiitram manibandhanartham | $ayanam khatvadi | kampillapald$ani |
rohinipatrani | ayutapatrarthe sugandhidravyam ghrtatailodakani | madhu
prasiddham | vimalafijanam | ajyam prasiddbam | $ilakhandam | gomayam |
diirva prasiddha | lohitam carma gocarmakhandam | balbajah bobo iti loke
trnaviéesah | kumarah | phalam | kankatah | vadhvaudanah vadhiisadhita odana
iti | sambhalavasah ksaumavasanam | §almalidanda etair upakalpya ||

In the actual description of the rite, we first read (in fact before the list of
sambharas has been given):

tadanantaram daraka anrksara rjava ity rcam [PS 18.4.3] pathitva tindukadagdam
krsnavastrasahitam varamitraya prayacchet | tato darakasya varaydirika
utsahavanto nanavadyapurahsaram gitanrtyadibhir mangaldm gﬁyﬁnto bahih-
§alantikam agatya | tatah kanyadata kanyam yathavibhavanusarenalamkrtam haste
narikeladiphalam dattva | kumarim varasya sammukham nitva | kumari varam
drstva narikelaphalam bhiimau sthapayitva darakam namaskuryat | etasmin kale

25. I do so in a preliminary editton constituted on the basis of the three mss. used also in my earlier
publication, though now without giving any variant readings. The text of the three passages to be quoted is
found respectively on the folios N1 63v1-5, Ku 61v2-62r2, Gu,y 65r4-65v2; N1 48v4-49r2, Ku 55v2-4, Gu, 58v3-
5912; N1 55r2-3, Ku 63r5-63vl, Gu, 67r3-4 (there scems to be some difference in 'arrangﬁment of the

constituents of the Vivaha rite in the three mss.). Several grammatical rregularities are retained as typical
for the style of this aunthor, |
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varamaitrah  piirvadattatindukadandam kanyadaksinaparSve dattva tam

¢alamandapasyopari sthapayati ||
And finally:

tato hota yad duskptam yac chamalam vivaha ity rgbhyam [PS 18.13.5-6]
kanyangasammarjitakusali(?)yugottariyavastram varamitraya prayacchet | tatah
piirvasthapita§alamandapasyopari krsnavastrasahitam tinduka-dandam aniya tad
vastram utksipya tatkrspavastrasahitam tindukadandam [veder] nairrtakone
parityajet || '

From this newly discovered material we can draw the following conclusions:

1. The semantic shift, or rather expansion of fumburu- to denote also species of
Diospyros (tinduka-), the only meaning registered in our dictionaries, had also taken place
in Orissa, the native land of Sridhara (where neither of the species of Zanthoxylum
mentioned above, p. 260, would have been easily available).

2. Sridhara knew the association of fumburu- with thorns or at least with the word
rksara- (whether generally, or merely because he knew PS 20.62.1), as is clear from the
application of the mantra RV 10.85.23 = PS 18.4.3. This despite the fact that tinduka-

1S not a thorny tree.

3. The Karmapaijika preserves clear traces of the authentic Atharvavedic ritual tradition
as known from the Kau$ikasiitra (cf. pp. 258-259 above).

4, If there was still any doubt about the proposal to read tumburudandena at Kau§S 76.2,
this matter is now definitely settled.

ABBREVIATIONS

AVPari§ Atharvavedaparisistas, ed. Bolling & von Negelein 1909-1910.
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DEDR A Dravidian Etymological Dictionary. Second Edition. BURROW &
EMENEAU 1984.
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KausS Kausikasiitra, ed. BLOOMFIELD 1890.

PED The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary. RHYS DAVIDS & STEDE
1921-24. |

PS (Atharvaveda) Paippalddasamhit@, ed. BHATTACHARYA 1997 (kandas 1-
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Orissa manuscripts available to me (GRIFFITHS 2003b); for K, I use the
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RESUME

Cet article fournit le premier témoignage qui montre que Tumburu, une forme
ndra-Siva dans les traditions tantriques de Phindouisme comme du bouddhisme et
wmdharva dans le Mahabharata, existait aussi comme divinité dans la religion
jue. Cest ce quatteste la Paippaladasamhita de I'Atharvaveda. En contexte
vavédique, ce Tumburu est clairement la déification d’un épineux apparemment
vu de vertus médicinales et poussant & des altitudes élevées. Cet arbre appelé
uru- peut étre identifié comme une espece du genre Zanthoxylum, plutot que
pyros (sk. tinduka-), en dépit des indications figurant dans les dictionnaires sanskrits
sférence. La discussion des strophes de I’Atharvaveda Paippalada ou apparait
buru donne aussi Poccasion d’examiner Videntification botanique de I'arbre appelé
-, de reconnaitre une attestation assez certaine du mot rksara- « €pine », dont
stence a 6té mise en doute, et d’attirer lattention sur les importantes relations
textuelles entre la littérature de mantra et les manuels de rituels atharvavédiques.
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