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Having bowed to the heavenly Narahari who destroys all obstacles,
and by the grace of Pippalada, do I study the Atharvanic Revelation.



The Sloka on the preceding page in transcription: natva naraharim devam
sarvavighnapranasanam | pippaladaprasadac ca pathamy atharvanasrutim. On
this introductory stanza before Veda-recitation of the Orissa Paippaladins, also
frequently found as motto (with likhamy for pathamy) in the mss. of the Paip-
paladasamhita, see BHATTACHARY YA 1964: 38, WITZEL 1985b: 269, GRIFFITHS
2003a: 346, 349, 352, 356, 359, 360.
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PREFACE

This work is a revised version of my doctoral dissertation, successfully defended
at Leiden University on 29 April 2004. It was then the first major fruit of over 6
years of intensive study of the Paippaladasamhita, and Atharvavedic tradition
in general.

My promotor, Prof. Dr. H-W. Bodewitz, had suggested in 1997 that I con-
sider taking up study of the Paippaladasamhita, which text had been intended
to play the major role (next to the Vadhila texts) in the Leiden ‘Veda Project’
inaugurated by Bodewitz’s predecessor, Prof. Dr. M.E. Witzel, when the latter
held the chair of Sanskrit at Leiden University in the early 1980s; it was under
the auspices of this project that Prof. Dr. D. Bhattacharya, the editor princeps
of the text re-edited here, spent a year at Leiden University in 1981-1982, and
that a small collection of manuscripts of the Paippaladasamhita was acquired
by Witzel during pioneering fieldwork in India in 1983. On the partial basis
of these manuscripts — very importantly, and uniquely in those early days of
computers — an ‘electronic text’ of the Paippaladasamhita was created under
Witzel’s supervision. This ‘Leiden text’; in a state of perpetual improvement,
is still being used nowadays by scholars working on the text, and was the fun-
damental tool in the development of the present work.

The Paippalada part of the ‘Veda Project’ could not for many years be
brought to further fruition in Leiden, after Witzel’s election to the Chair of
Sanskrit at Harvard University in 1987, but nevertheless it was Witzel who
guided this research in its early stages, during the year I spent at Harvard
University in 1997-1998. During that same year, Dr. T. Zehnder worked at
Leiden University under the guidance of Prof. Dr. A.M. Lubotsky, preparing
his Ziirich PhD thesis on kanda 2 of the text. Since then, Lubotsky has taken
an active interest in Paippalada studies as well, himself publishing a revised
text with translation of kanda 5 in 2002, and the ‘Veda Project’ has thus seen
a revival of sorts.

The present work, the regretted delay in whose publication was caused
mainly by a drastic increase of new duties when I was called to the succession
of my teacher Bodewitz at Leiden University, is based on a thorough study of
the original manuscripts. It is the first in what, I hope, will become a series
of studies on a similar methodological basis, by myself and several colleagues,
of individual kandas, leading finally to a revised critical edition of the entire
Paippaladasamhita.

I must note here that Volume II of Dipak BHATTACHARYA’s edition of
the Paippaladasamhita, which includes the text of kanda 16 and an elaborate
introduction that responds to criticism on Volume I, arrived too late in the
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course of 2008 for any significant adjustments in this work still to be feasible
on its basis.

This is also the place to acknowledge my debt of gratitude to many dear teach-
ers, friends, and colleagues. Here is, thus, my litany of thanks.

Thanks first and foremost to my gurus: Henk Bodewitz, Stephanie Jamison,
Werner Knobl, Sasha Lubotsky and Michael Witzel. All of them read my
dissertation in large parts, or in its entirety, some even more than once, and
provided the essential criticism upon which every young scholar depends; I am
fully conscious of, and grateful for the good fortune to be able to count these five
scholars, representing the best of both European and American Vedic studies,
among those who have guided my work.

Thanks to my many friends, adoptive relatives and informants in Orissa,
without whose help none of my Paippalada studies would have been possible.
Very few of them will ever read this work in this form, but it is hoped that an
edition of the Paippaladasamhita in Oriya script can be made available to the
Atharvavedic priests in Orissa in the future.

Thanks to the regular attendants of the weekly Paippalada sessions hosted
by Professor Lubotsky in his office during the five years of my doctoral studies:
Lenja Kulikov, Marianne Oort and Jan Houben, along with Lubotsky, provided
a stimulating forum to present the first drafts of my treatments of the forty-
three hymns studied in this work, and suggested many improvements.

Thanks to many colleagues in the Netherlands and abroad who have pro-
vided invaluable assistance at many stages in the growth of this work — I
specify just some of the many ways in which each individually has helped me:
Marcos Albino (for a long list of comments and corrigenda), Shrikant Bahulkar
(for advice in matters relating to the Kausikasutra), Peter Bisschop (for cor-
rigenda on the first draft of my introduction), Gerhard Ehlers (for re-editions
and translations of sections of the Jaiminiyabrahmana), Abhijit Ghosh (for
countless displays of brotherly love, including careful proof-reading), Yasuke
Tkari (for advice regarding the Vadhila texts), Harunaga Isaacson (for a long
list of comments and corrigenda), Jan Meulenbeld (for advice in matters relat-
ing to Indian ethnobotany and Ayurveda), Asko Parpola (for advice regarding
Samavedic texts), Walter Slaje (for last-minute aid and critical remarks that
eventually became incorporated in his 2007 article), Elizabeth Tucker (who
read large parts of my work, and pointed out some interesting connections
with Avestan), and Chlodwig Werba (who inspired me with several critical
remarks).

Thanks to those on whom I could count at various stages for technical and
TEXnical assistance: Roelf Barkhuis, Kengo Harimoto, Andrea de Leeuw van
Weenen, and Anshuman Pandey.

Thanks to the many colleagues across the world who have been part of
the electronic turn that has unfolded itself in Indological studies over the
last decade and a half: the creation and maintenance of an ever-growing



Preface X

corpus of electronic texts of Vedic and Sanskrit texts, which have become
indispensable research tools for me and many others. I have made use
of electronic texts that were available through different websites, princi-
pally those of TITUS (http://titus.uni-frankfurt.de) and of GRETIL
(http://www.sub.uni-goettingen.de/ebene_1/fiindolo/gretil.htm).

Thanks to Hans Bakker, the editor of the series Groningen Oriental Studies,
and to its publisher Egbert Forsten, for patiently abiding the long transition
period from the dissertation to the present book, and for providing gentle
nudges without which its gestation would certainly have taken even more time.

And thanks finally to my student Kristen De Joseph, who took upon her-
self some proof-reading work in the spring of 2008, and carried it out in an
exemplary fashion.

The research for this work was made possible between 1999 and 2004 by a
doctoral fellowship (grant 350-30-002) from the Netherlands Organisation for
Scientific Research; a grant from the same Organisation (P 39-317) made its
publication possible.

Leiden, December 23, 2008



INTRODUCTION

1 The Study of the Paippaladasambhita

1.1 Introducing the text

The Paippaladasamhita (PS) of the Atharvaveda is generally considered to be
among the most important products of Vedism.' It is also, regrettably, among
the least studied of the Vedic texts. As BLOOMFIELD wrote (1899: 15), “[a]bout
one eighth or one ninth of AVP. [i.e., PS] is original, being found neither in
the Saunakiya nor in any other of the accessible collections of mantras”:? the
hundreds of previously unknown mantras provide a wealth of information to
students of the Vedic language and its relationship to cognate languages, to
students of the history of religion and of Indian medicine, to students of natural
history, to students of social and cultural history, etc.

However, this is not all: the variations between those elements which the
two Atharvavedic Samhitas, Saunaka and Paippalada, present in parallel recen-
sions, to continue quoting BLOOMFIELD, “range all the way from inconsiderable
variants to complete change of sense”, and “[p|erfect textual correspondence
between parallel stanzas and hymns of the two $akhas is comparatively rare”.
Provided we pay careful attention to the differences between the two Samhitas,
we are given a rare opportunity to peek into the kitchen of Vedic text redacti-
on and the formation of Vedic Sakhas. As RENOU (1947: 208) summarised for
Vedic Sakhas in general: “Le probleme de la Sakha est au centre des problemes
védiques, et il est clair que si I’on réussisait & établir sur des bases solides la
description et la filiation des écoles, on saurait du méme coup comment s’est

1One of the reasons often expressed is the notion that it is, after the Rgveda, the most
archaic Vedic Samhita (cf., e.g., WITZEL 1997a: 282 and ZEHNDER 1999: 11). While it seems
beyond doubt that substantial parts of the text do indeed belong to the most archaic strata
of Vedic literature, there is also an increasing body of evidence suggesting that at least parts
of the text are innovative in terms of grammatical, lexical and ritualistic developments. This
issue was hinted at by me recently (GRIFFITHS 2004-05: 250 n. 3), with reference to the
unfortunately still unpublished doctoral thesis of Mieko KAJIHARA, who concluded that “the
final redaction of the Paippalada-Sambhita was carried out later than that of the Saunaka-
Samhita” (2002: 394), implying also that certain parts of the PS, especially in its twentieth
kanda, are likely to be contemporary with (late) parts of certain Brahmanas and Upanisads,
or even Grhyastitras. The two books under study here are assumed throughout this work to
belong to the older strata of the text, and hence to the oldest strata of Vedic literature. The
whole matter of the relative dating and stratification of the text, however, actually requires
a separate investigation.

2A rather less modest estimate is suggested by BARRET (1926b: 9), on the basis only of
kandas 1-12, in which kandas he found a ratio of 1530 new to a total of 3126 stanzas.
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développé 'ensemble du védisme”. But with regard to the thorough compari-
son of the Schools of the Atharvaveda, and the possible reconstruction of an
Ur-Sambhita, it is worthwhile to recall the words of HOFFMANN (1986: 457f. =
1992: 819f.): “Das wird allerdings nur dann Erfolg haben, wenn sich die Elite
der Indologie wieder dem Studium des AV zuwenden wird, wie es im vergange-
nen Jahrhundert der Fall war, als Rudolf Roth, William D. Whitney, Albrecht
Weber, Maurice Bloomfield u.a. Wesentliches fiir die Erforschung des AV ge-
leistet haben”.?

1.2 Discovery of the ‘Kashmirian’ Atharvaveda

The first step leading towards the discovery of the PS was, as far as I am aware,
made in the form of a hint published by ROTH in 1856 (p. 6): “es wire nicht
unmoglich, dass Kaschmir neue Hiilfsmittel fiir unsern [sc. den Atharva] Veda
darbéte. Herr von HUGEL gibt die Nachricht,* dass die Brahmanen Kaschmirs
dem Atterwan oder wie sie sagen Atterman Veda angehoren”. Thoroughly un-
satisfied by the unreliable nature of the mss. used by him and WHITNEY for
their 1856 editio princeps of the Saunakasamhité, ROTH pursued this lead in
the hope of finding better ones. Two decades later, this search resulted in the
discovery of a manuscript in Kashmir, which turned out, however, to contain
the text of the Samhita of a different School, termed ‘Kashmirian’ for want of
evidence of its survival elsewhere in India, and in the light of initial uncertain-
ties as to its proper identification as the Samhita of the Paippalada School.
Although it soon became clear that this coder unicus of the newly discovered
Samhita was exceedingly corrupt — incomparably more so even than the de-
fective Saunaka mss. that had inspired ROTH’s search —, it was nevertheless
deemed important enough to be published in facsimile, the magnificent edition
by BLOOMFIELD & GARBE of 1901. All details surrounding the discovery of the
manuscript and its importance, the issue of its attribution to an anonymous
‘Kashmirian’ or rather specifically to the Paippalada Sakha, the publication of
the facsimile, etc., have been described repeatedly and in much detail elsewhere,
so they need no longer detain us here.’

1.3 Work by Barret, Edgerton and Raghu Vira

At the end of their Preface to the facsimile edition of the Kashmirian manus-
cript, BLOOMFIELD & GARBE (1901/I: IIT), made the following announcement:
“Naturally it will be the lot of the editors to follow up this first step with other

3Cf., in a similar vein, GONDA 1965a: 8.

4CARL FREIHERR VON HUGEL, KASCHMIR UND DAS REICH DER SIEK, BAND II, S. 364.

51 refer, selectively, to RoTH 1875 and 1881; to BLOOMFIELD’s announcement “A proposed
photographic reproduction of the Tiibingen Manuscript of the Kashmirian Atharva-Veda,
the so-called Paippalada-Cakha” in JAOS 20 (1899), pp. 184-185; to W-L, pp. Ixxix—lxxxix;
and to BHATTACHARYYA 1964: x—xiv. In recent years, cf. e.g. also ZEHNDER 1999: 11.
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labors. A transliteration of the text in Roman characters; a detailed compa-
rison of the Kashmirian version with the vulgate text as hitherto known; and
finally, if possible, a translation may be expected from their continued coope-
ration”. Things, however, turned out differently, and the task of transliterating
the ms. was delegated to BLOOMFIELD’s student BARRET, who was helped, for
kanda 6, by EDGERTON, another student of the same teacher. It may suffice
here further to quote HOFFMANN’s summary (1968: 1 = 1975: 228):

Unfortunately the text of this manuscript ..., is corrupt, in many cases
beyond recognition. LeRoy Carr Barret, between the years 1906 and 1940,
did the tedious work of transcribing the Kashmirian manuscript book by
book, and added to it his attempts at reconstructing the original wor-
ding. It is not Barret’s fault that for the most part his efforts and sagacity
were doomed to failure, and that rarely convincing results were reached.
Nevertheless all scholars who have so far concerned themselves with the
Paippalada version [of the Atharvaveda] cannot but fully acknowledge and
feel grateful for the enormous amount of useful work done by Barret. His
edition is distributed in several volumes of the Journal of the American
Oriental Society and two independent publications. Thus Raghu Vira’s
DevanagarT reproduction of Barret’s text, which added some improvements
and a specification of parallel passages was very welcome. Yet, inspite of
what was achieved by Barret and Raghu Vira, everyone who has dealt with
the Paippalada version from a philological or linguistic point of view has,
again and again, been driven to despair.®

1.4 Durgamohan Bhattacharyya’s discoveries in Orissa
and his 1964/70 edition

The situation took an entirely new turn when BHATTACHARY YA announced his
epoch-making discovery of palm-leaf mss. from Orissa, containing in generally
well-preserved state the text of the Paippaladasamhita (1957a, 1961, 1964).7
This discovery was the crown on a life’s work devoted to Vedic texts, especially
such as had a transmissional or commentarial connection with eastern India.®

BHATTACHARYYA lived long enough only to see the publication of the first
volume of his edition, presenting a learned Introduction and the text of kanda 1
(1964), but passed away soon thereafter, on November 12, 1965. His informative
booklet dealing with various aspects of the Paippalada tradition (1968), as well

SFor a collection of phrases, occasionally rather poetic, used by various scholars to give
expression to the severity of the manuscript’s corruptness, see BHATTACHARYYA 1964: xi.

"The discovery dates to 1959 and not to 1957 (see WRIGHT 1967: 202). I thank Marco
Franceschini for alerting me to the fact that my earlier published statements (GRIFFITHS
2003a: 333 and 2003b: 6) were in need of rectification.

8Cf. BHATTACHARYYA 1953, 1955a, 1955b, 1957b, 1958. A bibliography of BHATTACHARY-
YA’s works has appeared in MUKHERJI et al. 2001.
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as the second volume of his edition, containing the text of kandas 2—4 (1970),
were published posthumously.

Although the great merit earned by him as discoverer was universally ack-
nowledged, BHATTACHARYYA’s editorial technique did not meet with unani-
mous approval. It seems worthwhile to quote here the clear methodological
statement that BHATTACHARYYA’s work provoked in a reviewer (HOFFMANN
1968: 3 = 1975: 230):

What is the task of an editor of the Paippalada-Samhita? He has to give,
first of all, the manuscript readings as they are and to establish the text
on this basis. If he wishes to do more he may give reasons for his decisions,
quote the readings of parallel passages of the Saunaka version (= AV.) or
other texts, and add explanations. Each of these additional procedures, if
adopted at all, must be carried out consistently, otherwise misunderstan-
dings will inevitably arise.

In HOFFMANN’s judgment, the edition did not entirely live up to this task.
Details of HOFFMANN’s criticism (1968: 1-10 = 1975: 228-237, see also
1986: 457f. = 1992: 819f.) need not be rehearsed here, as BHATTACHARYYA’S
two volumes were finally, after a lull of 27 years, almost entirely superseded by
the new edition (1997) of his son, Dipak BHATTACHARYA.

1.5 Dipak Bhattacharya’s 1997 edition

The son’s edition cannot be said entirely to supersede the father’s, both be-
cause some information from the 1964 Introduction has not been repeated in
1997, and — more importantly — because some editorial decisions in the first
four kandas of the 1997 edition can only be explained as expressions of filial
piety for his father’s work: only a glance in the old edition can explain them
(cf. GRIFFITHS 2003b: 12 n. 53). This new edition covers the first 15 kandas
out of a total of 20. The Samhita shows an uneven distribution of text over
kandas (see §3.2 below), and the 15 edited kandas span about half of the total
size of the text. BHATTACHARYA’s great merit lies in the fact that he has given
us a usable text, more importantly one which has been provided with a quite
reliable critical apparatus, reporting the most important varietas lectionis.

A single scholar working alone cannot be expected to solve all the problems
which a text as large, as difficult, and as corruptly transmitted as the PS
poses, even in a period of 27 years. But besides inevitable minor deficiencies,
BHATTACHARYA’s work also suffers from a number of more serious faults.”

91In the following paragraphs, I repeat with modifications some basic points of criticism
formulated by me a few years ago (2002: 44). The reader is referred to that 2002 publication,
as well as my 2003b and 2004 articles, for details and examples. The review by WRIGHT
(2002) also contains important points of criticism, with examples, besides deserved praise.
Only one other, very brief review has come to my attention: see Andreas Pohlus, in ZDMG
152 (2002), 220f.
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The editor has not set forth his editorial principles clearly and systemati-
cally in his Introduction. Furthermore, such principles as the user of his edition
may at one stage be led to infer from a series of individual instances, are of-
ten subsequently belied by inconsistency and arbitary choices in almost every
domain of editorial policy. The basic task of an editor of PS, as formulated
in HOFFMANN’s methodological statement (quoted under §1.4), has not been
fulfilled.

The edition in many cases amounts to little more than a collation of ma-
nuscripts. BHATTACHARYA’s work contains numerous instances where the ap-
plication of basic philological acumen, not least of which is attention to the
requirements of the meter, would have resulted in a better edition, more truly
deserving of the qualification ‘critical’. The editor has at many places taken re-
course to underlining the edited text: his method of indicating “doubt of some
kind, i.e. regarding authenticity, correctness etc.” (p. xxxii). The obligation to
make editorial decisions has too often been avoided, and also the method of
underlining has not been carried out with consistency: evidently corrupt passa-
ges are frequently unmarked as such by underlining, while impeccable passages
are not rarely provided with unnecessary underlining.

BHATTACHARYA’s editorial principle — a principle which has not been
made explicit as such in his Introduction (cf. WRIGHT 2002: 194) — to edit
the text of the Orissa manuscripts, and consider readings from the Kashmir
manuscript only when the reading of the former is evidently unacceptable,
is untenable. One of the reasons for adopting this policy may have been the
classic editorial misconception that readings of a certain manuscript or (as in
our case) group of manuscripts may be adopted for the sole reason that the
manuscript from which they are taken is ‘the better manuscript’ or that the
group of manuscripts to which preference is given is ‘the better group’. A critical
edition ought, by contrast, to weigh the readings of all available manuscripts
in each individual case, and the general quality of some manuscripts is never
in itself an argument for or against readings of other manuscripts. Cf. WEST
(1973: 50):

The quality of a ms. can only be established by reading it. And when
an opinion has been formed on the quality of a ms., it can be used as a
criterion only when other criteria give no clear answer. The absurdity of
following whatever is regarded as the best ms. so long as its readings are
not impossible is perhaps most clearly, and certainly most entertainingly,
exposed by Housman, D. Tunii Tuuenalis Saturae (Cambridge 1905; 1931),
pp- xi—xvi. Each variant must be judged on its merits as a reading before the
balance can be drawn and a collective verdict passed. Since the collective
judgment is entirely derived from the individual judgments, it cannot be a
ground for modifying any of them, but only a ground for making a judgment
where none could be made before. As Housman puts it, “since we have found
P the most trustworthy MS in places where its fidelity can be tested, we
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infer that it is also the most trustworthy in places where no test can be
applied .... In thus committing ourselves to the guidance of the best MS
we cherish no hope that it will always lead us right: we know that it will
often lead us wrong; but we know that any other MS would lead us wrong
still oftener.”

As a matter of principle, the Kashmirian and Orissa branches of PS transmissi-
on should be apportioned equal weight in the establishment of the text. Behind
and besides its many corrupt readings, K has in numerous instances preserved
a more authentic text than the Or. mss. The value of such more authentic
readings is not diminished by the plethora of corruptions elsewhere in the ms.

The issues hitherto addressed center on a lack of methodological reflection,
transparency and consistency in BHATTACHARYA’s edition of 1997, an edition
that — as observed — seems to intend to give the text of the Orissa manus-
cripts. It must further be noted that the edition of kandas 14 is based on four
of these manuscripts, while all of kandas 6-15 is based on only two. Since the
representativeness of this sample of manuscripts cannot be taken for granted, it
remains uncertain, especially in the case of kandas 6-15, whether the readings
presented as ‘Orissa-readings’ by BHATTACHARYA are in fact common Orissa
readings, or merely happen to be the readings of the few manuscripts that ha-
ve been employed. Furthermore, no analysis of the interrelationships even of
those few manuscripts that have been used is attempted by the editor in his
Introduction.?

Such, in sum, are the grounds on which I conclude that this edition, despite
all the praise that it certainly deserves, has not succeeded in laying a solid basis
for historical study of the text.

1.6 Aims of this work

In view of the importance of the text, and in view of the unsatisfactory na-
ture of the available edition, a number of scholars have for several years now
been working toward the long-term goal of providing a complete edition of
the Paippaladasamhita of the Atharvaveda, with a translation and (more or
less) elaborate commentary. Two re-editions have appeared in recent years, for
kandas 2 and 5 respectively, both taking the available 1997 edition as their
starting point.!!

Work on a number of additional kandas is in various stages of progress.
Arlo Griffiths and Sasha Lubotsky (Leiden) intend to publish a new edition,

100ne of the more regrettable among the minor errors, in this regard, is the confusion that
seems to be noticeable here and there between the sigla Ma and Ma in BHATTACHARYA’s
apparatus: see my notes under 6.6.7a, 6.10.1 (?), 6.11.6 (?), 6.13.13. In this way, the already
limited possibilities for reconstruction of the genetic relationships between the mss. become
even further reduced.

1 ZEHNDER 1999 (review by Klaus Mylius in I1J 43 [2000], 295-298; brief notice by Oskar
von Hiniiber in ZDMG 151 [2001], 459); LUBOTSKY 2002 (review ZEHNDER 2004a).
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along the lines of the present work, of kanda 4.'2 Griffiths, who prepared a
provisional edition of 19.1-10 for his MA thesis, published a single trca from
this kanda together with Lubotsky in 1999, and has prepared a preliminary
text of PS 19.53-56 in collaboration with Werner Knobl (Kyoto); he intends
in the long run to publish, in international collaboration, the whole of kanda
19. He is also currently working on hymns 10.1-10, while the remaining hymns
of this kanda (10.11-16) have been treated in a 2007 Oxford MPhil thesis by
Victor D’Avella (currently Columbia University). Elizabeth Tucker (Oxford)
has done a considerable amount of work on 11, which should lead to publication
within the next years. A team of scholars working in Berlin, led by Gerhard
Ehlers, has made considerable progress towards a new edition of kanda 12.
Philipp Kubisch (Bonn) is editing and translating kanda 20 for his doctoral
thesis. ZEHNDER’s unpublished Diplomarbeit of 1993 contains a revision, with
translation, of BHATTACHARYYA’s 1964 text of kanda 1, but the author has
expressed no intention to bring the work into a publishable format, up-to-date
with the present state of research. LOPEZ’ unpublished dissertation of 2000
offers a treatment of kandas 13-14, but the work is seriously defective and
needs to be done anew.!?

The present work, then, is focused on kandas 6 and 7. Following in the foot-
steps of ZEHNDER, (1999) and LUBOTSKY (2002), but wishing also to go beyond
their achievement — especially as regards their reliance on BHATTACHARYA’s
edition — by going back to the manuscripts, my research was undertaken with
the following aims:'*

1. Investigation of the manuscript transmission in Orissa and establishment
of a collection of PS manuscripts: see GRIFFITHS 2003a.

2. Thorough consideration of the methodological problems involved in the
critical edition of the text, and design of a format suitable for the purpose.

3. Re-edition of the text of kandas 6 and 7 based on an impartial compa-
rison of the Kashmir manuscript with a representative number of Orissa
manuscripts, provided with a detailed and positive critical apparatus.

Provisional metrical analysis.
Syntactic interpretation, laid down in the form of an English translation.

Recording and discussion of the Sakha-variants.

N o

Commentary dealing with grammatical, metrical, and lexical peculiari-
ties, and exegesis of the text.

L2For a first preview, cf. GRIFFITHS & LUBOTSKY 2000-01[03].

13Cf. the observations by LUBIN (2007: 89 with n. 30), and his critical re-edition of the
stanzas from the Nilarudropanisad that are taken from PS 14.3—4.

14The following list corresponds partially to the ‘Aufgabenstellung’ of ZEHNDER 1999: 12.
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8. Creation of an Index Verborum to kandas 6 and 7.

The remaining three parts of this Introduction treat of the sources used and
editorial principles adopted in the establishment of the text; of the textual
arrangement of the Paippaladasamhita; and of the presentation of my edition,
translation, and critical apparatus. Most of the above points will be discussed
in more detail at the appropriate places.

2 The Constitution of the Text

In this part of the Introduction, I first present all the sources that I have
drawn upon for the constitution of the text (§§2.1-2.3), then focus on certain
general facts of transmission that the PS editor is confronted with (§§2.4-2.5),
and, after a discussion of the history of PS transmission (§2.6), give an outline
of the editorial principles that have been followed here (§2.7). The concrete
application of these principles to difficult problems of orthography and sandhi
forms the subject of the long concluding section (2.8).

2.1 Manuscripts of the Paippaladasamhita
2.1.1 The Kashmir manuscript

Throughout this work, I use the siglum K primarily to refer to the Kashmirian
Sarada manuscript as the codex used in my edition, occasionally also to this
ms. as the sole representative of the Kashmirian Paippalada tradition. A re-
cent article by SLAJE (2007) recounts the background of this tradition in local
Brahminical culture (cf. SLAJE 2005), and the dating of the one manuscript
that has survived (most likely 1419 cE).'®

I have briefly touched upon the history of the discovery of this ms. due to
the efforts of ROTH, and the publication of the facsimile edition by BLOOM-
FIELD & GARBE (1901) in §1.2.1¢ T have referred in §1.3 to the work done
by BARRET (1905-40),'7 in collaboration with EDGERTON (1915), towards a
Roman transliteration and a first attempt at restoration of the text, and to
RAGHU VIRA’s work (1936-42) based on it, but with addition of various in-
dexes. These are the publications concerning K that I have used and referred
to in my critical apparatus, to counter-check my own and BHATTACHARYA’s
readings.!®

150n the various (late) copies from K that exist, none of which has been used here, see
WITZEL 1973-1976.

161 acknowledge here the kindness of Stanley Insler in procuring for me on long-term loan
a copy of the facsimile edition from the American Oriental Society Library housed at Yale
University.

17See my bibliography for BARRET’s other publications resulting from his 35 years of labor.

181 must record here explicitly that I have not used the CD-ROM edition that has been
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2.1.1.1 Sarada script and typical Sarada errors A list of typical errors
in Sarada mss., both graphical and phonetic in origin, is available in WITZEL
1994a (cf. also WITZEL 1973-76). Our ms. shows an unusually high number of
such errors, much higher than in other texts transmitted in Kashmir. It also
shows a number of peculiarities (of orthography, punctuation, etc.) common
to Sarada mss., which it is important to point out here, because knowledge
of these peculiarities is presupposed in my critical apparatus. On the Sarada
script in general, cf. GRIERSON 1916 and SLAJE 1993.

2.1.1.2 Orthography and sandhi Cf. SCHEFTELOWITZ 1906: 47, DU-
MONT 1962, and DREYER 1986: XX-XXVI. My knowledge of Sarada script
and Kashmiri mss. is practically restricted to my experience with K. The fol-
lowing remarks on orthography and sandhi, though perhaps equally valid for
other mss. written in Sarada script, are therefore presented as belonging to the
peculiarities of the ms. in question.

b ~ v Although there are two different signs, the two sounds they are meant
to represent do not seem to have been distinguished well in pronun-
ciation, and we encounter many errors. Practically indistinguishable in
the Sarada of this ms. are vr and br.

sth = st These clusters are written with an identical sign. When quoting rea-
dings from K, I have thus tried to choose the appropriate interpretation.

Cr — CCr Clusters of a consonant + r tend to see gemination of the conso-
nant. EDGERTON has, throughout PS 6, misread tir as tr.

! On this sign, see BARRET’s preface of 1940: “the Sarada sign (inter-
vocalic) which I have hitherto usually transliterated “d” I now give as
“1”; it is very different from Sarada d”. On this sign, cf. further my
discussion in §2.8 (U) below.

available for a few years, and which a generous grant of the Netherlands Organization for
Scientific Research allowed me to purchase: CD-ROM Edition of the Kashmiri Paippalada
[sic] Recension of the Atharvaveda. Digitised by e-ternals.com / Anthos Imprint Ltd. from the
original birch-bark manuscript in the University library, University of Tiibingen, Germany.
Digitisation date: February — April 2001. University of Tiibingen Catalogue ID: Ma I 42,
1-8 and Ma 1 422. Second edition, May 2001. Published by Anthos Imprint Ltd. Unter den
Linden 15, D-72762 Reutlingen, Germany. Product ID no.: A20010412. Product category: A
(Archive Quality).

At <http://www.e-ternals.com/english/publications/publications02.htm> (last view-
ed 27 October 2007), this “archive quality” digital edition advertizes itself as no less than
“a must for any serious scholar of the Atharvaveda”, i.a. because it “[ijncludes some folios
that were never published before, as well as ten pages of previously unpublished fragments”.
(In their enthusiasm to include previously unpublished gems, the publishers have also inclu-
ded, on the first CD-ROM, an entirely unrelated ms. giving the text of KS 18.14:275.2-13
in Sarada script.) It comes in 154 CD-ROMs with photos in uncompressed TIFF-format and
new folio numbering that is not identical with, and provides no reference to, the numbering
introduced by BLOOMFIELD & GARBE and used by BARRET and EDGERTON, and is thus so
impractical in its usage for the “scholar of the Atharvaveda” (serious or less so) that he may
be excused for ignoring it.
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°§ & /°s s K normally follows the common Kashmiri habit of assimilating a
word-final with an initial sibilant, rather than the well-known use of
visarga in such contexts. See §2.8 (P) below.

h/h/h K also normally shows common Kashmiri use of jihvamiliya (-h) and

upadhmaniya (-h) before k/kh and p/ph respectively. In principle, visar-

ga -h stands only in pausa, and has hence come to function as a punc-
tuation sign, marking pausa-form and punctuation at once. On such

use of visarga, see below under §§2.1.1.3 and 2.8 (Q).

An avagraha sign is never used in K, to my knowledge. Cf. SCHEFTE-

LOWITZ 1906: 47. WITZEL 1974a: X / 2004: xxiv mentions that his ms.

of the KathA uses avagraha three times, and SLAJE 1993: 28 depicts

its Sarada-form.

2.1.1.3 Punctuation I have encountered just one case of double danda,
at 7.18.9. Generally, K makes no distinction between single and double danda,
and my critical apparatus presupposes double value of | (| = ||). Note further
BARRET’s remark on PSK 7 (1920: 145): “the colon mark is often placed below
the line of letters rather than in it”. This statement also holds true for PSK 6.
I render such a subscribed (added) colon mark as (+ |).

By contrast with the Or. mss., the danda-punctuation in K is generally
quite unreliable. It is frequently found placed where there is no end of a he-
mistich or stanza, and is just as often absent where there is. The following is
a selection of the instances of misplaced danda-punctuation in K: 6.2.2, 6.2.8,
6.8.2, 6.9.12, 6.10.3, 6.11.4, 6.11.7, 6.15.2, 6.22.12, 6.23.9, 7.1.3, 7.1.11, 7.4.1,
7.8.5, 7.8.6, 7.8.8, 7.18.1. Many cases where a danda is missing in K show -k
at the end of the (half-)stanza, and for this reason -h can almost be taken as a
punctuation marker by itself, making added placement of danda superfluous.
Instances of such use of h for | (see DREYER 1986: XXII n. 26) are found, e.g.,
at 6.20.3bc, 19.1.4b. However, the sequence -h | does also occur, e.g. at 7.6.2b,
7.8.1d. Consonants that are followed by an explicit virama (e.g. -t at 7.9.6d)?
also need no extra |, because the virama itself marks pausa, but cases of double
marking (danda after virama) do occur.

We further encounter the symbols Z, and double Z Z.2° On this sign, see
WiTzEL 1979-80 §1.2, p. 12. If it is used, it generally seems to mark the end
of a stanza, only very rarely a hemistich: 6.4.3+4+5+7, 6.5.7, 6.6.3, 6.6.7,
6.7.1, 6.11.74+8+9, 6.12.1, 6.12.5, 6.20.4, 6.22.3, 6.22.11. The doubled form is
commonly used at the ends of hymns, and other important textual divisions.

2.1.1.4 Sporadic marking of accents An important trait of the ms. is
that it sometimes accentuates entire stanzas, or parts thereof. The system

9 Throughout this work, I use the c-less cedilla () as explicit transliteration of the virama.
On this and other (sometimes novel) symbols used in this work, see §4.5 below.

20BARRET transliterated these with lower case z and zz I prefer to use capitals, for the
sake of clarity.
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used for marking the accents is more or less the same as that of the Katha-
texts, transmitted in Sarada mss., described by VON SCHROEDER (1892, 1896,
1898: 2-3) and WITZEL 1974a: X / 2004: xxiv, with n. 66 (on p. XXV of the
1974 edition); cf. also SCHEFTELOWITZ description of the system encounte-
red in the famous Kashmir (Sarada) ms. of the RV (1906: 48f.), DUMONT’s of
the RV (Sarada) ms. from the Stein collection (1962), and in general WITZEL
1974b.2!

No accents are marked in kandas 3-7, and 10. BARRET transliterated the
accents that are marked in kandas 1 (1906), 2 (1910), 8 (1921), 9 (1922), 11
(1924), 12 (1926), 13 (1928), 14 (1927), and 15 (1930), as well as those marked in
fragment 2 treated by him in 1934; he stopped doing so in 16-17 (1936), where
he reports for kanda 16 that “accents appear on only a few stanzas” (p. 1), and
for 17 that “[a]ccents are marked on a very few words only” (p. 149). While
leaving the accents untransliterated for 18 (1938) too, he did note in more detail
(p. 571): “Accents are marked on several entire hymns and on a considerable
number of stanzas in other hymns: accents are marked on 1.1-3.8 and 21.1-
23.4, also on some stanzas in hymns 5, 7, 8, 12, 15, and 24”. Also in 19-20,
finally, he left the accents untransliterated (1940). PS 19 (p. 1): “Accents are
marked on 85 stanzas or parts of stanzas in 28 different hymns: a few less than
20 of the accented padas appear only in AVPaipp, and it is evident all through
this ms that its accented stanzas usually are known elsewhere”; PS 20 (p. 89):
“Accents are marked on some stanzas of 19 hymns in this book, but in no hymn
on more than 6 stanzas: accents appear in 10 of the first 15 hymns and on 9 of
the last 32; all the stanzas on which accents are marked occur in other texts,
mostly in the sanhitas of course”.

Only a complete survey of these accentuated passages will make clear to
what extent the accentuation is generally reliable. My preliminary impression
is that the placement of accentuation is in general somewhat more reliable than
the state of transmission of the accented words themselves would suggest. It
should be noted specifically, however, that syllables with udatta often lack a
svarita on the following aksara, and that accentuation tends to lapse at the
end of padas (often, again, with the concluding svarita lacking). A survey of
accentuated passages will be especially interesting for the assessment of those
few — hinted at by BARRET — which have no parallels in other (accentuated)
mantra-texts. Besides the accentuated short extract from PS 16.104.7¢ edited
by me under 7.13.6b, one more such passage, 1.65.4, has been published by me
in GRIFFITHS 2004, where I have remarked in n. 27 under item 10 (p. 60) on
the entirely unreliable accent notation for the second hemistich of that stanza.
LUBOTSKY (2007: 30f.) has re-edited 8.15.11cd (and 12a) with the accents that
are marked (not without mistakes) in K on this mantra unknown in any other
text than the PS. A comprehensive survey and evaluation of the accent marking

21T may note here that the few jatya-svaritas which I have encountered (e.g. at 19.8.3) have
all been of the subscript, tilde-shaped variety.
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in this ms. must be postponed till a later occasion. As stated above, no accents
are marked in K in kandas 6-7.

2.1.1.5 Marginal material Of considerable interest are the wealth of
points which, besides its value as a source for the reconstruction of the text,
make this codex an important historical document in its own right. I refer
to information of relevance for the history of the Kashmirian branch of the
Paippalada S/zikhéu7 as contained in colophons and marginalia etc. In the
following two paragraphs, I list some data randomly noted by me in the course
of my work; a specific search aiming to collect all these data would, I am sure,
be very rewarding, and may throw more light on the historical events leading
up to the copying of this ms., narrated in SLAJE 2007.

Anukramani/Paddhati type material 4.27 is called brhaspabhasukta
(i.e. brhaspati®); at 6.6.4b on fol. 92a, we seem to find a reference to an
abhisekam (see my comm.); 6.14 is called raksoghnasukta; 6.22 is called
pitrsukta; after 6.23 follows a prose portion called sraddhabrahmana; 12.22
is called kusadarbhasukta; BARRET 1910: 189 reports the titles imam
raksamantram digdhandhanam (2.49), i.e. presumably digbandhanam (and not,
with BARRET ad loc., digdhanam), agnisukta (2.50), and sadrtasakta (2.69);
BARRET 1912: 344 raksamantram (3.10/11), somam rajanam aServacana,
ie. agir® (3.34), and an “intrusion of a sttra into our text” at 3.11: japet
sarvam; BARRET 1915: 43 asirvacanam (4.4), dwisu (= devisuktam) (4.28),
“apannastakamta referring to no. [4.]29 (= . 4.33) where there is some
anukramani material prefixed to the hymn”, viz. kutsa rsih gayatryams
chandah agnir devata apan na astau Sucaye viniyogah, sadrtam suktam (4.30);
BARRET 1927: 238f. catasra rcah pathet; BARRET 1928: 58 darbhadi rcam;
BARRET 1936: 95 sarvatras sarvatra nir vapamity anusangah Z punaruktih
(16.93) and p. 147 (corrected) pratikandam pasScimam padam dvitiyam
dvittyam likhet 2 7 na tu parvam likhitva Z avaSyam japet (at the end of
PS 16); BARRET 1940: 10f. wrsabharca vrsotsargeti pathet and dampatyor
bhuktana rcam (in 19.7).

Evidence regarding the PS tradition in Kashmir Besides some of the
paddhati-like phrases that were just quoted, I must also mention some examples
of evidence for the fact that more than one codex must have been available (in
Kashmir?) at one time: I have seen the indication dvitiyapustake at 7.2.10, and
anyatpustake between 19.7.5 and 6.

2.1.2 The Orissa manuscripts

The general siglum for the Orissa mss., and for the apodosis of all extant mss.,
employed throughout this work is Or. I also use the abbreviation ‘Or.” for
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‘Orissa’. For a complete catalog of all presently known PS mss. from Orissa —
those used by BHATTACHARYA and those available to other scholars —, with
a discussion of their dating and numerous other details that have not found
mention here, I refer to GRIFFITHS 2003a.

2.1.2.1 The manuscripts used in this edition For the two kandas pre-
sented in edition here, at least seven palm-leaf mss. are known to exist. The
sigla, used here in a form that is somewhat simplified in comparison with those
listed in GRIFFITHS 2003a, are as follows (BHATTACHARYA’S two mss. are mar-
ked with an asterisk): Ku (i.e. Ku2) JM (JM1) RM V /126 *Ma (Mal)
*Ma (Maz2-a) Pa. Of these seven mss., six were directly available to me for
collation. Besides the five mss. obtained by myself during fieldwork in Orissa,
BHATTACHARYA’s Ma was also available for both kandas edited here, in the
form of microfilms kindly given to me by Michael Witzel,2? but I had no access
to Ma, perhaps the oldest of the known mss. The siglum Ma, representing as
it does the only ms. not available to me, has generally been placed between
[...] in the critical apparatus: cf. the explanation of signs and symbols in §4.5.

All mss. were first collated completely for kanda 6. On this basis, it could
be concluded that, among the mss. directly available to me, Ku RM V /126
Ma and Pa show considerably fewer insignificant variants than JM and RM,
which latter are closely related, and are frequently at variance from the other
Or. mss., but hardly ever with good readings that are likely to preserve an
authentic transmission of the text.2? In the preparation of my doctoral thesis,
shortage of time forced me to limit my collation work to the first group of Or.
mss. JM has therefore been collated only sporadically for kanda 7; RM, the
photographs for which are frequently hard to read, has not been collated at all
for this kanda.

The photographs of Pa that I reported to be at my disposal in my publi-
cation on the Orissa mss. of the PS (2003a: 358f.) cover kanda 6 completely,
and run on into the next kanda only up to 7.2.3. It was only subsequent to the
completion of my doctoral thesis (2004) that I obtained permission from the
owner of the volumes which constitute Pa to photograph (anew) the volumes
containing kandas 6-15 and 19-20, in June 2005. While this means that Pa
could have been collated for both kandas edited in this book, and not only for
kanda 6 and 7.1.1-2.3, constraints of time forced me to eschew all but sporadic
collation of this ms. for the rest of kanda 7 in the preparation of this work for
publication.

22These films came into his possession during Dipak Bhattacharya’s stay in Leiden in
1981-82.

23There is, however, a small number of cases where it is only this pair of mss. that supports
the adopted reading, and where the Or. mss. show small errors: see 6.1.3c svadoh, 6.8.4d
$rngavac chirah, 6.12.4d and 5a pragam, 6.12.6a agam, ¥*6.14.7c arayah, 6.22.1d ’dhi, 6.22.8a
sam. With the exception of the one marked with an asterisk (on which see n. 26 below), all
of these cases involve insignificant sandhi variants.
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I present the palm-leaf mss. here in the order which has been adopted as
standard in the critical apparatus. Manuscripts from central Orissa come first,
then those from northern Orissa.

] Siglum H Provenance \ Used for PS 6 \ Used for PS 7 ‘

Ku central °
JM central )
RM central °
V /126 || northern o
Ma northern °
Pa northern °
Ma northern ° °

2.1.2.2 Genetic relationships between the Orissa manuscripts As
I have provisonally remarked elsewhere (GRIFFITHS 2002: 38, with n. 5), the
Or. mss. can be divided into two groups, styled ‘central’ and ‘northern’ in the
preceding table. The grouping together of Ku JM and RM against the other
Or. mss. can be established on the basis of the following evidence, culled from
kanda 6 only. A clear indication comes from the order in which information
is presented in hymn-colophons:?* except at the end of hymn 1, the central
Orissa mss. give first the stanza-count, and then the hymn-number,?® while the
northern Orissa mss. always (except for Pa at 6.12) give the hymn-number first,
followed by the stanza-count (the number for the stanza-count is sometimes
omitted, but minimally || r || is always written). The other evidence from kanda
6 is not entirely unequivocal, and BHATTACHARYA’s (implicit) indications for
Ma are not always clear or beyond doubt, but I can point to groupings Ku
JM RM vs. V/126 Ma Pa Ma at 6.7.2 antar/antyar, 6.7.9 cakyr/cakrur,
6.10.1 vasita/vasita, 6.13.1 asman/yo (’)sman, 6.14.7c arayah/rayah,?® 6.20.2
ratri/ratri, 6.22.3 kusalam disam/kusalandisam.

Within the group of ‘central’ mss., JM and RM form a subgroup. These
two mss. share numerous errors against Ku: cf. e.g. the critical apparatus under
6.1.7, 6.2.5, 6.5.2, 6.9.7, 6.18.7, 6.21.2+3. Although shared good readings can
be used as evidence for the affiliation of mss. only with much circumspection,
I am confident that the cases cited above in n. 23 are indeed also significant in
this regard.

Among the ‘northern’ mss., it is evident that Ma and V /126 belong ve-
ry closely together, from the fact that their testimony (errors) goes together
against the other Or. mss. at many places, e.g. (restricting myself again to

24Cf. §2.1.2.8. Unfortunately, BHATTACHARYA tends not to report this kind of information
in his critical apparatus, so the place of Ma cannot be certified with this criterion.

250n the marking of stanza-count and hymn-numbers in these mss., see below, §2.1.2.8.

26 Ku has the correct reading arayah only post correctionem.
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kanda 6), 6.1.3, 6.1.7, 6.2.2, 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 6.3.11, 6.2.5, 6.4.5, 6.4.8, 6.6.5, 6.6.7,
6.6.8, 6.7.3, 6.9.2, 6.12.5, 6.13.13, 6.14.9, 6.15.4, 6.15.7, 6.19.84-9, 6.20.246,
6.21.5+6; I am not certain that one is copied from the other. That Pa and Ma
go together also seems likely, e.g., from their agreement against other mss. at
6.1.8,6.1.9, 6.13.2, 6.14.9, 6.17.8 (and from such telling shared corrections as at
7.1.5); moreover, it seems most likely that Pa is a direct copy of Ma, because
there are many cases where Pa alone has an error, while Ma (as is implicit
from BHATTACHARYA’s apparatus) agrees with all other mss.: e.g., 6.1.9, 6.4.2,
6.11.3, 6.16.9, 6.22.2, 6.22.13. T have found only one reverse case: 6.6.9c.

While the genetic reality of this grouping into ‘central’ and ‘northern’ mss.,
and the sub-groupings (Ku vs. JM RM and Ma Pa vs. V/126 Ma), seem
to me sufficiently supported by the evidence presented above, I have to em-
phasize that these (sub)-groupings are by no means closed.?” There are many
exceptions, and we clearly have to do with a conflated transmission: sources
of conflation are not only written mss., but, as with Sanskrit texts in gene-
ral,?® with a Vedic Samhita we have all the more reason to reckon with lateral
influence from oral transmission. In general, it must be admitted that stem-
matic reasoning — in any case a method to be employed with the utmost
circumspection by the textual critic?? — is of very limited utility in the case of
the Or. mss., which tend to diverge only in details, but show agreement in the
case of textual corruptions: this points to a common ancestor which was not
free from mistakes (see §2.6.2).

2.1.2.3 Oriya language and script Some awareness of the basic facts of
Oriya phonology is beneficial for a judicious weighing of the evidence found
in the Or. mss., while knowledge of the Oriya language is indispensable for
interpretation of the colophons in these sources: I may refer to RAay 2003 and
to NEUKOM & PATNAIK 2003, which works contain brief but for our purpo-
ses adequate sections on Oriya phonology; they also provide descriptions of

270n ‘closed’ vs. ‘open’ recensions, cf. WEST 1973: 14, 31ff.

28Cf. HANNEDER (1998: 49): “In the case of Sanskrit a more typical source of error is
certainly the practice of memorizing texts. Whereas the distorting influence of quotations in
Latin and Greek is supposed to be due to “inaccurate memory” [WEST 1973: 17], it is more
likely in the Indian context that a scribe substituted the reading he had learned by heart for
the one in the manuscript”.

297 fully agree with the opinion of the editors of the Skandapurana (ADRIAENSEN, BAKKER
& TSAACSON 1998: 39): “It is in our view misguided to believe that texts—especially those
that are products of cultures no longer living—can be edited by rule; that any particular pro-
cedure (for instance the sometimes invoked ‘stemmatic-method’) could possibly be applied in
mechanical or near-mechanical fashion to recover the ‘original’”. In the light of my discussion
in §2.7 below, it may be worthwhile also to quote the footnote (n. 157) which follows after
the cited passage: “This is so whether the endeavour really is to discover the original (i.e.
earliest) form of the text or only some form earlier (i.e. freer from transmissional changes)
than those of the extant witnesses”. For further methodological discussion and a reasoned
argument (with ample references) leading to “a strong devaluation of stemmatology except
in specially proven cases”, see HANNEDER 1998: 40-45.
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other parts of grammar, along with elaborate further references to primers,
dictionaries etc.

On the modern printed form of the Oriya script, cf. FRIEDRICH 2002
(chapter V) and especially MCPHERSON 1924. Extensive character sets for
five dated PS mss. (plus one dated Orissa ms. of the Pancavimsabrahmana,
and one undated PS ms.) have been produced for the ‘Indoskript’ project
of the German Research Foundation, and Kengo Harimoto has derived
from these a combined list of characters that I have placed online at
<www.sub.uni-goettingen.de/ebene_1/fiindole.htm#Sprachen>. Most of the signs and
notations described in the following paragraphs are illustrated in this list.

The common errors in the Orissa mss., due to the local pronunciation of
Sanskrit and to the form of the script, have already been listed by WITZEL
1985a: 260, 1985b: 267, and 282-284; BHATTACHARYA, p. xx—xxi and xxxii—
xXxxXiv; ZEHNDER 1999: 15; and LUBOTSKY 2002: 9-12. They are therefore not
repeated here.30

2.1.2.4 Orthography and sandhi I limit myself to those peculiarities of
the Orissa mss. of which knowledge is presupposed in the critical apparatus.
Cf. in general GRIFFITHS 2003a: 339-341. The following statements are a revi-
sed version of what was written there.

b = v Differently from Sarada, the Oriya script does not distinguish between
b and v (see BHATTACHARYA 1997: p. xxxiii). When quoting readings
from Orissa mss., I have decided to choose the appropriate phoneme
(rather than offering a strict transliteration, with consistent b or v:
this would have posed a useless burden on the critical apparatus). The
Orissa mss. cannot be used as evidence for establishing the spelling,
with b or v, of rare words with uncertain etymology (cf. Ved. Var. II,
§208, p. 110): e.g. 6.14.2¢ balahakam.

y/y The distinction between these signs was ignored in GRIFFITHS 2003a
(see now GRIFFITHS & LUBOTSKY 2000-01[03]: 205f., n. 10). While y
represents [j] (‘antastha ja’ as opposed to j ‘bargya ja’), the sign g, with
a special diacritic, is used to represent the sound [y]. The distinction
has been neglected in my critical apparatus for the simple reason that
I only learned to distinguish the two at a relatively late stage of my
work (after the writing of GRIFFITHS 2003a): anyhow, reporting the
difference between y and y with precision would have meant a consi-
derable expense of space and effort on variants without any relevance
whatsoever for the constitution of the text.

7/ru  Cf. BHATTACHARYA 1997: xxxiii. The Oriya vowel sign 7 is pronounced
[ru]. Hence, the sound [ru] is mostly written either with the independent

30T have prepared rather elaborate cumulative lists, incorporating also materials culled
from ZEHNDER 1999 and LUBOTSKY 2002. These can be made available upon request.
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rsign, when it occurs after a vowel in words like varna- (= varuna-), or
with the dependent sign after a consonant, as in cakrr (= cakrur). Simi-
larly, [rli] can be written 7, as in pufni (= purani), though apparently
not often postconsonantally. However, the script does certainly dispose
over graphemic means to distinguish ru/ra from r/7, and some words
seem to have a preferred spelling with the former: e.g. dhruva-, less
often dhrva-; Satrun, less often satrn. My apparatus will therefore con-
sistently report precisely how words edited with ru or r@ are in fact
spelt in the Orissa mss.

The script distinguishes the two different lateral phonemes of the Oriya
language (/1/ and /1/: I and [), and the [ sign is sometimes — a pattern
is not (yet) discernible (cf. ZEHNDER 1999: 21) — used in the PS mss.
for [. Cf. also RAU 1983b. The distinction between the two has mostly
been ignored in my apparatus.

The script uses a diacritic subscript dot which, in accordance with the
allophony of the Oriya language, is commonly used to turn intervocalic
d/dh into 1/rh. See §2.8 (U) below on my editorial policy with regard
to this distinction.

The script can distinguish the two, but in practice the Or. mss. gene-
rally write ch, (almost) never cch. See my discussion under 7.5.12a as
well as the readings at 6.3.1. Cf. §2.8 (N).

The Or. mss. use only visarga (-h) before sibilants, and before velar
and labial voiceless stops in external sandhi. One does not encounter
jihvamiliya and upadhmaniya in these mss. Cf. §2.8 (P), (Q), (R).

A sign for avagraha () is frequently — but not consistently — used in
the Orissa mss.

On the use of -7 (plus virama) for anunasika in the Or. mss., see WIT-
ZEL 1983 and §2.8 (D) below. Among the other Sakhas extant in Orissa,
this may be a peculiarity of the PS tradition: a proper sign for anunasika
does exist in Oriya script,! but seems never to be used in the PS mss.
In several mss. (i.a. Ku3, Pa and V/123) I have noticed the occurrence
of the sign for s plus a superscribed roughly m-shaped diacritic to mark
the correction of s to s. I transcribe it as §: see e.g. the opening invo-
cation of kanda 6 in Ma, and the critical apparatus for 6.3.5+9, 6.7.4,
6.10.8, 6.12.8, 6.20.6, 6.22.9, 7.6.9, 7.19.3. (See also the note provided
by BHATTACHARYA 1997: 659 ad PS 10.7.8d.)

2.1.2.5 Marginal and interlinear corrections/additions Marginal
corrections (or additions) are marked most often by the correct aksara(s)
vertically above or below the aksara(s) which is/are to be corrected/added,
plus an indication of the line where the correction/addition is to be made.

31 An example is contained in the list that I have put online, and that was referred to above,
on p. Xxvi.
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Small dots or the kakapada sign (cf. §4.5) sometimes mark the place where the
correction/addition is to be inserted. Cf., e.g., my apparatus under 6.2.6 (Pa),
6.9.5 (V/126), 6.20.5 (Pa), 7.2.10 (V /126 and Ma), 7.16.8 (Ku).

2.1.2.6 Punctuation BHATTACHARYA has pointed out (1997: xxix) that
the Orissa mss. indicate half-stanzas (|) and stanzas (||), and that most of them
indicate uneven padas as well. This indication of the uneven padas, which we
do not find in all mss., is done by means of an apostrophe-like raised stroke,
which I call ‘pada-marker’.3> Whenever the meter is not based on octosyllabic
padas, the placement of these markers tends to go astray. They seem to be an
invention of the Orissa branch of transmission, because no trace of them can
be found in K. I have not reported their presence or absence in my critical
apparatus.

As BHATTACHARYA also reports (p. xxi), “For a two-pada or six-pada stan-
za the number of half-stanzas is given at the end of the stanza or some indication
is made”. I may state here what I have seen: the markers consist of a numeral
(1, 3, or even 4) superscribed over (or sometimes subscribed under) a regular
double danda. The 1 is marked for single ‘hemistich’-stanzas (two padas), the
3 for stanzas with three ‘hemistichs’ (six padas), and the 4 for stanzas with
four ‘hemistichs’, or eight padas. I render these markers as ||! etc.: cf., e.g., my
apparatus under 6.11.10, 6.20.6, 7.10 (passim), 7.17.1, 7.18.2.

2.1.2.7 Abbreviations of repeated parts of mantras The just mentio-
ned superscribed numerals are superscribed in exactly the same way as another
sign, the aksara ka, which is added to the double danda after a stanza not writ-
ten out in full because it repeats one or more words or padas from the preceding
stanza (||**). My informants among the Orissa Atharvavedins all explain this
syllable as an instruction to the reciter, short-hand for the Oriya word karhent,
which would mean ‘repetition’: i.e., the unwritten remainder of the stanza is
to be recited as written in the preceding one. The word karheni is not atte-
sted in Oriya dictionaries, but must be derived (by means of the productive
suffix -ens, NEUKOM & PATNAIK 2003, §3.1.1.1, p. 18) from the verb karhiba
‘to draw out, extract’. Other notations of abbreviation are common to the K
and Or. transmissions, and will be discussed below in §2.5.

2.1.2.8 Indications of textual divisions Cf. the discussion in §3.1. The
Or. mss. indicate the end of the respective textual divisions above the stanza
level in the following way.

320n the marker, see WITZEL 1985b: 265.
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Hymns BHATTACHARYA informs us (p. xxi), “The Or. MSS give the total
number of verse[s] in the kandika (hymn)3? and its serial number at the end
of the kandika”. The mss. use the abbreviation r (for rc-) followed by the
number of stanzas contained in the hymn (e.g. || 7 10 ||), but the stanza-count
is (occasionally) not filled in in particular mss. (|| 7 ||), especially the more
recent ones. In several mss., the stanza-count follows the hymn’s serial number,
instead of preceding it (cf. above, §2.1.2.2).

Anuvakas The anuvaka-division is generally marked by a (for anuvaka) plus
a number, immediately after the stanza-count/hymn number, separated from
the last number by double danda (e.g. || a 4 ||). Occasionally, e.g. in the post-
colophons of Ek2 and JM2-5 reported in GRIFFITHS 2003a, the Or. mss. do
write a full anuvaka-colophon, with the anuvaka-number in words rather than
figures.

Kandas The end of a kanda is generally indicated by the appearance of
slightly more extensive colophons, marked off from the surrounding text by
sometimes quite elaborate floral designs. Only the names of the kandas (see
§3.3), no numerical indications, are normally given. Unique, to my knowledge,
is the indication ksudrah sodasakandah which we find in the post-colophon to
Jil (GRIFFITHS 2003a: 347).

To clarify the above, I can quote as example the colophon of ms. Kul, as given
in GRIFFITHS 2003a: 355. When weread ... || 78| 40| a 8 || iti astarccakandah
samaptah ||, this means: ‘With the 40th hymn, consisting of 8 stanzas, and the
8th anuvaka, an end has come to the Kanda of 8-stanza-hymns (i.e., PS 5)’.

Of the other textual divisions discussed in GRIFFITHS 2003b, the division
into Vargas and Padas is not relevant in kandas 6/7, so I mention only the
division into *Prapathakas.

*Prapathakas This division (GRIFFITHS 2003b: 29-31) is marked in the
Or. mss. with a simple insertion of the type || $ri(h) ||, or || visnuh ||, into
the text. See my apparatus under 6.12.5 and 7.4.4.

2.1.2.9 Absence of accents Differently from K, the Or. mss. mark no ac-
cents anywhere. According to WITZEL 1979-80, §2.1 p. 22 n. 5, “Uberlieferung
ohne Akzente bedeutet Miflachtung des Textes” (after AiGr. I, §243a p. 282).
Clearly, the relative faithfulness of the Or. mss., compared with the astoundin-
gly corrupt but sporadically accented ms. K, contradicts this generalization,
which does not further our insight into the reason for the absence of accents in
the Or. transmission. RENOU 1964b: 422 speculates that the Or. mss. show no

330n BHATTACHARYA’s use of the word kandika- in the meaning ‘hymn’, see GRIFFITHS
2003b: 26, with n. 240.
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trace of accents “parce que la transcription en avait été faite a des fins rituelles
et non pour accompagner l'apprentissage mnémonique”. But this hypothesis
does not take into account the fact that the most important ritual manuals of
the Orissa Paippaladins contain mantras in sakalapatha, and that this severely,
if not entirely, limits the ritual ends to which Samhita mss. are required. In any
case we are still at a loss to explain the retention (or reinsertion) — however
limited — of accentuation in K (see §2.1.1.4).

2.2 The Saunakasamhitﬁ

The text of SS consists of its proper portion of mantras not known in other
collections, of mantras borrowed (in more or less altered form) from the RV,
and of mantras shared with other mantra-collections. About half of the mantras
of the PS find a parallel — sometimes close, sometimes more distant — among
these mantras of the SS, which are hence a primary source of support for
textual criticism of the PS, not least because of their transmission with accents,
Padapatha, and commentary,3* along with two Prati§akhya-treatises®® and two
Anukramani-works.?® For the text of the SS, the following sources were at my
disposal.

— The 1856 editio princeps by ROTH & WHITNEY, complete with the 20th
kanda, intended to be and published as the first volume to which W-L
(see below) became the sequel. Henceforward this edition is referred to
as IR-W.

— The excellent critical edition by Shankar Pandurang PANDIT — hence-
forward referred to as SPP — of the Samhita with Padapatha and the
commentary attributed to Sayana. See the high praise voiced by WHIT-
NEY (1905: xviii), but also his criticism (p. Ixvi). The Critical Notice
which the editor prefaces to Volume I remains essential reading.3”

340n the relative reliability of accentuation and the Padapatha see the references collected
by RENOU 1947: 62 (add WHITNEY 1856: 402). To the examples of errors in the Padapatha
given W-L, pp. Ixix f., I may add the examples pointed out by me in my commentary on PS
6.11.5a and 6.11.8a. On the caliber of the $S commentary attributed to Sayana, see WHITNEY
1893 (also W-L, p. Ixvii). See SURYA KANTA 1950 and now SLAJE forthc. on the identity of
the commentator.

35The Saunakiya Caturadhyayika (WHITNEY 1862, DESHPANDE 1997) and the Atharva-
pratisakhya (SURYA KANTA 1939).

36Cf. W-L, pp. Ixxi ff. See the edition of the Paficapatalika by BHAGWADDATTA 1920, and
the one of Atharvavediyabrhatsarvanukramanika by Ramgopala SHASTRI 1922, revised ed.
by VisHvA BANDHU 1966.

371t may be noted here that I ignore the other Indian editions, of which only VisHvA BAN-
DHU’s was available to me. Although I have not undertaken even a superficial comparison of
this edition with the one it claims to emulate — viz. SPP —, a number of details suggest
to me that SPP’s is the more reliable of the two: e.g., the important evidence on the stanza
division of 19.47 (= our 6.20) from the commentary as printed by SPP (Vol. 4, p. 475 sasth
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— The translation of the text (with the exception of kanda 20), with elabora-
te text-critical notes, by WHITNEY. The long prefatory and introductory
sections to this posthumous magnum opus, “revised and brought nearer
to completion and edited” by LANMAN and published in the latter’s Har-
vard Oriental Series in 1905, repay attentive and repeated study. They
remain elementary reading for all research on the Atharvavedic Samhitas,
and knowledge of the basic facts recounted therein is presupposed in the
present study,?® where the work is referred to throughout as W-L.

— The text of 'R-W, revised by LINDENAU on the basis of indications in
W-L, but without kanda 20. For that kanda, only 'R-W and SPP were
available to me. The siglum R-W henceforward refers to the text and
stanza-numbering of this, the most current edition.

While RENOU’s desideratum (as quoted in §1.1) of solid description of the two
extant AV Schools and their interrelationships cannot be achieved with any
completeness in the limited context of this study, and I have restricted myself
primarily to the solution of the manifold problems which the PS itself poses, we
must not forget that since the heyday of studies in the AV about a century ago,
perhaps even less philological work has been done on the text of SS than on
PS, and many problems remain to be solved there as well: a better knowledge
of the Paippalada text will, for many of the parallel passages, also contribute to
the better understanding of their Saunaka version. The question whether one of
the two recensions can be designated as more original, the question as to their
relative chronology, and the question to what extent a kind of Ur-Atharvaveda
can be reconstructed (cf. WITZEL 1997: 275-283) remain outside the scope of
the present study.

2.2.1 The position of SS kanda 19 vis-a-vis PS

That SS kanda 19 is a supplement to the basic collection of 18 kandas in
that Samhita has long been known. The mss. are far more corrupt for this
kanda than elsewhere.?® This and other reasons (W-L, pp. cxli, cxlvi and 895-
898), coupled with the observation that “book 19 with the exception of about
12 of its 72 hymns is scattered through the AVP”  already led BLOOMFIELD
(following ROTH 1875: 18) to the supposition that “this supplement to the

|| dvipadeyam rk etc.) is omitted by VisHvA BANDHU, and the latter’s edition also shows
arbitrary (and inconsistent) orthographical changes (cf. e.g. 4.38.5ab samcdranti [bis] in
SPP vs. saficdranti [bis] in VisHvA BANDHU’s ed.). If all available editions were to be used,
this would make the PS editor’s task unmanageable, but would, I am confident, not bring to
bear on the PS any new facts of text-critical importance.

38Cf. the important review by OLDENBERG (1906 = 1993: 1950-1955).

39Cf. WHITNEY (1856: 410): “And it is moreover to be noticed that in the nineteenth book
of the text the manuscripts are most especially faulty, so that their authority in doubtful
cases is of almost no weight whatever”.
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SéunakTya is largely derived from its sister-sakha”.*® What a careful study of
the K ms., before it was even published in facsimile, this brief statement of
BLOOMFIELD implies, is shown by the following table, where mantras from
PS 19 and 20 are quoted according to a provisional numbering following the
Or. mss. I have printed in italics such correspondences as are merely partial,
and places where the arrangement of the PS parallel is different have been
marked with an exclamation point; the numbers in parentheses are the verse
totals of the §S hymn in question.

[Ss19 ] PS [ Ss19 | PS [ Ss19 [ Ps
1(3) 19.43.13-15 25 (1) 20.39.8 49 (10) 14.8
2 (5) | 8.8.7-11 26 (4) | 1.82 50 (7) | 14.9
3(4) | 1.73 27 (15)| 10.7+8! 51 (2) | 20.57.12-13
4 (4) 19.24.7-9 28 (10) 12.21 52 (5) | 1.30.1-5
5 (1) | 20.19.4 29 (9) | 12.22.1-9! 53 (10)| 11.8
6 (16) | 9.5 30 (5) | 12.22.10-14! 54 (5) | 11.9
7() | — 31 (14)) 10.5 55 (6) | 20.52.1
8 (7) | 20.49.9-10, 20.22.4|| 32 (10)| 11.12 56 (6) | 3.8
9 (14) | — 33 (5) | 11.13 57 (6) | 3.30
10 (10)| 12.16 34 (10)| 11.3 58 (6) | 1.110 (4) + 1.81.1-2
11 (6) | 12.17 35 (5) | 11.4 59 (3) | 19.47.4-6
12 (1) | — 36 (6) | 2.27 60 (2) | —
13 (11)] 7.4 37 (4) | 1.54.2-5 61 (1) | —
14 (1) | 20.22.10 38 (3) | 19.24.1-3 62 (1) | 2.82.5
15 (6) | 3.35 39 (10)| 7.10 63 (1) | —
16 (2) | 10.8.4-5 40 (4) | 19.38.6, 20.60.3-4, 11.15.5| 64 (4) | —
17 (10)| 7.16 41 (1) | 1.53.3 65 (1) | 16.150.4
18 (10) 7.17 42 (4) | 8.9.5-6, 1.77.3-4 66 (1) | 16.150.5
19 (11) 8.17 43 (8) | — 67 (8) | —
20 (4) | 1.108 44 (10)| 15.3 68 (1) | 19.35.2
21 (1) | — 45 (10)| 15.4 69 (4) | 19.55.12-15
22 (21) 46 (7) | 4.23 70 (1) | 20.43.1
23 (30)] — 47 (9) | 6.20 71 (1) | —
24 (8) | 15.5.8-10, 15.6.1-5! || 48 (6) | 6.21 72 (1) | 19.35.3

There are, out of seventy-two, six hymns where the correspondence is imperfect,
and another four where the arrangement of the text in SS 19 shows marked
differences from the transmitted arrangement of PS, while there are thirteen
hymns finding no parallel at all in PS.4!

40The quotations are from BLOOMFIELD 1899: 15. See also p. 35 and RENOU 1947: 67f.

410f 19.4, whose stanzas 3-4 are PS 19.24.7-9, the first stanza is not found along with that
trca, and is not traceable anywhere else in Vedic literature either. Of 19.6, the Purusasukta,
PS has a slightly different version, shorter by two stanzas (cf. GRIFFITHS 2003b: 14 n. 69, and
my n. 119 below), in which $S 19.6.7-8 find no parallel (although they are tacked on at the
back of the hymn in the Or. mss.). Of 19.7, ‘to the lunar asterisms’, we find no parallel in
PS at all: the hymn seems to have been incorporated into $S from elsewhere at a late stage,
as it is found in sakalapatha also at AVPari$ 1.11.1-5. Of the related 19.8, ‘for well-being: to
the asterisms etc.’, we find no parallels in PS for stanzas 1-3 and 7, but we do find the whole
hymn once again in sakalapatha in AVPari§ 1.26.1-7. The next hymn, 19.9, seems to have
no parallel anywhere; 19.12 is not found in PS either. The pseudo-hymns 19.21-23 are mere
ancillary collectanea regarding meter (21: paralleled by VSM 23.33), and the contents of the
(Paippalada?) Sambhita (23: cf. WITZEL 1985a: 269; GRIFFITHS 2003b: 27); 22-23 are found
integrally in AVPari$ 46.9.1-10.30. The hymn 19.37 is largely parallel to, but — especially in
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For those hymns which seem not to have been borrowed from PS, T have the
impression that in most cases ad hoc composition might be argued, and the fact
that two of them are found in sakalapatha in an old part of the AVPari$, viz.
the Naksatrakalpa (see BAHULKAR 1984), suggests that these might have been
incorporated into the Samhita from a ritual text with its own Mantrapatha. But
I wish here to leave such interesting possibilities for what they are, and reserve
them for future study. The fact remains that the text of those mantras which
do have a parallel in PS is mostly (except for secondary corruptions) in perfect
agreement with that of PS, and I therefore regard such parallels as testimonia
in the strict sense of the term: good readings from the SS transmission of such
mantras may be used to restore the text of PS, without further scrupules about
mixing up possibly authentic Sakha-differences (cf. §2.7).

2.3 Testimonia and parallel mantras outside of SS

Besides the PS mantras transmitted in SS 19, there is a considerable amount
of other evidence external to the manuscript tradition of the PS itself that is of
importance for the history of the text, for its constitution and interpretation.
This evidence is to be found in testimonia and in parallel texts. Let me men-
tion here in the first place a source not belonging properly to any of the two
categories discussed in this regard in the next section: the Nilarudropanisad.
LUBIN’s article of 2007 contains a new edition of this small work, transmitted
with accents in some of the numerous extant mss., that is composed entirely of
PS stanzas, and a discussion of all information that can be extracted from it
of text critical relevance for the PS. The following table of correspondences is
reproduced from LUBIN’s article (p. 81), with preliminary numbering of stanzas
from PS 20 (where the Orissa and Kashmir transmissions diverge strongly).

Khandal = PS14.3.1-9
Khanda 2 = PS 14.3.10-14.4.7, 19.22.1-3
Khanda 3 = PS8.7.9, 19.5.8, 20.55.10, 20.60.7, 20.62.6, 20.62.7

(the final stanza found only in the Or. mss. of the PS)
2.3.1 Testimonia

Except for the Nilarudropanisad and the Paippalada mantras transmitted in
SS 19 (§2.2.1), the only testimonia in the strict sense of the term — at least
as far as such have become known to me thus far — are the quotations of PS

the last stanza — not identical with the seeming parallel in PS 1, in a five-stanza hymn whose
first stanza seems to be a later accretion: we may here have a case where $S has borrowed
from a different Sakha. Of hymn 55, only the first stanza seems to be found in PS; of 60 (a
couplet) and the single-stanza hymns 61-63, only 62 seems to be found in PS (where it is the
last stanza of a regular five-stanza hymn), and it is a striking fact (cf. W-L, p. 1001) that
the text which ‘Sayana’ had before him also did not contain any of them. Of hymns 64, 67,
71, no trace seems to exist in PS.
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stanzas in ancillary literature of the AV,*? and in the Vyakarana (and Nirukta)
literature. I briefly discuss the sources in question.

2.3.1.1 Atharvavedic ancillary literature

Saunaka Sakha The Saunaka Sakha offers a full array of ancillary texts,
almost all of which is available in print. Of the Samhita-related sources —
Padapatha, Pratisakhyas, Anukramanis and commentary — mentioned above
in §2.2, the latter needs to be mentioned here again as containing a texual
transmission of the SS mantras independent of the SS mss.#3 On the ritual
ancillary literature of the Saunaka Sakha, I may refer in general to BLOOM-
FIELD 1899 and to MODAK 1993.

Quotations in sakalapatha of Paippalada mantras in the KausS have been
made the subject of a separate treatment by myself (GRIFFITHS 2004): see also
my commentary under 7.6.10. A similar study might be undertaken for the
other ancillary texts transmitted within the Saunaka Sakha. No sakalapatha
quotations of any mantras of PS kandas 6/7 are found in the VaitS, but for
some quotations from PS 2 and 5, see ZEHNDER 1999: 103-106 and LUBOTSKY
2002: 84, 123-126. As to Paippalada quotations in AVParis, see e.g. ZEHNDER
1999: 74 and my treatment of 7.7.9-10; cf. also BLOOMFIELD 1899: 12 and
BisscHOP & GRIFFITHS 2003: 324.

No quotations from kandas 6/7 are known to me from the GB, although
this text does contain a significant number of quotations from other kandas.**
The AthPrayas also contains several PS mantras in sakalapatha, one of which
has been made use of for the present edition (see under PS 7.7.9). None of the
manifold ‘Atharvan’ Upanisads yield any significant material known to me for
kandas 6/7.

Paippalada Sakha Another, potentially useful, and certainly much more
ample source of external evidence on the readings of the mantras (and on
the rituals for which they have been employed at least in recent centuries) is
available in the anonymous ritual manual called Karmasamuccaya used by the
Paippaladins of Orissa (cf. GRIFFITHS 2002: 39, now also 2007: 145f.). Since this
manual seems consistently to quote the mantras in sakalapatha, its testimony
could be important, even if the scribal reliability does not seem to be high in
these mss., and some interference from oral/written Samhita transmission must
always be expected. Unfortunately, I have not yet found the time to acquaint
myself more than superficially with the few manuscripts (from a sea of mss.

421n fact, an important question which still has to be addressed is the exact nature of
the relationship between the Paippalada Sakha and the ancillary literature that has been
transmitted by the Saunaka school (cf. CALAND 1904; GRIFFITHS 2004 and 2007).

43See W-L, pp. Ixvii f., and §2.6.3.1 below.

44See RENOU 1947: TT7f.
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available in private collections throughout Orissa) in this class of literature that
are available to me, and of which I have recently published a list (2007: 145f.).

The other known ritual manual, Sridhara’s Karmapaiijika (cf. the corre-
sponding index entry, GRIFFITHS & SCHMIEDCHEN 2007: 390), quotes mantras
in pratika, but when it becomes available in edition — a project being under-
taken by Shilpa Sumant (Pune) and myself —, may still be expected to be
of some value as testimony for the establishment of the readings of mantras
(if only their initial words), as it has proved to be for the establishment of
the places where the textual divisions are made (GRIFFITHS 2003b), and as it
promises to be for the understanding of the ritual context, and hence for the
interpretation of mantras.

2.3.1.2 Vaiyakaranas [need toemphasize that I do not have any specialist
knowledge of Vyakarana literature, and may therefore refer to the words of an
authoritative $astrin, Kamaleswar BHATTACHARYA (2001: 25f.):

It has long been recognized that in studying the Vedic literature it is es-
sential to consider the ancient grammatical literature of India, and that in
studying the latter, it is essential to consider the former: the study of the
one is beneficial to the study of the other.

Now a host of evidences suggest that the ancient grammarians, from
Panini onward, up to the authors of the Kasikavrtti at least, used the
Paippalada-Samhita.

Close attention to evidence of acquaintance, on the part of the Vaiyakaranas,
with the PS is important: first, for general historical questions surrounding
the Paippalada and Vyakarana traditions, and also, at times, for establishing
the text of PS; in cases where the PS mss. are corrupt, the Vaiyakarana ‘Ne-
beniiberlieferung’ sometimes comes to our aid. Kamaleswar BHATTACHARYA's
small article contains all of the most important references,*® but I may point
especially to his note 6 (p. 29), giving a few instances where it seems likely
— as far as the nature of Panini’s text allows conclusions in this regard —
that Panini has made use of PS.#5 See also my commentary under 6.12.6d and
7.9.6a.

45 Although regrettably BHATTACHARYA takes no position with regard to BRONKHORST’s
very cautious arguments (1991: 99-102), which in fact remain unmentioned. See now BRONK-
HORST 2007: 196, plus appendix IIT (pp. 330-334), for additional words of caution concerning
the connections I propose here between forms attested in the PS and rules providing for such
forms in Panini’s grammar; BRONKHORST mainly argues for caution on the grounds that the
same grammar expressly forbids several forms that are nevertheless found in the PS.

46Cf. already THIEME 1935: 39 and 41, 64, 66. Since BHATTACHARYA’’s article may not be ea-
sily available everywhere, I list here his examples: with PS 4.14.8 sastiratra-/sastika-, compare
Astadhyayt 5.1.90; with 1.44.4, 1.111.4, 3.9.1-6 [also 13.3.5, 15.16.5] aheya-, compare 4.3.56.
These first two examples have been taken from RENOU 1957¢: 118 (where some more examples
are given). BHATTACHARYA further compares PS 5.36.1-8 Sivatati- with Astadhyayt 4.4.143f.,
and mentions the case discussed by me under 7.12.5b (contrast BRONKHORST 1991: 100 and
now 2007: 195f.). I myself (2004: 67f.) have added another possible example elsewhere (PS
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The special connection between Patanjali and PS has been pointed out
long ago, and the evidence has been collected by RAU in 1985, who concluded
(p. 103), “Das Mahabhasya gehort in die niichste Nihe des Kathaka und des
Paippalada-Atharvaveda”. A similar conclusion was reached by RAU in 1993
(p. 109) with regard to the Kasikavrtti. For Patanjali, cf. besides RAU’s work
RENOU 1953: 463, WITZEL 1986: 257 n. 24, BRONKHORST 1991: 101f. (now
2007, appendix V), my commentary under 6.8.5d, 6.14.2b, 7.9.4a+5b, 7.10.7a,
7.13.9a, and my introductory remarks on 7.17;%7 for the Kasikavrtti, my com-
mentary under 6.6.8d, 6.14.2¢, and 6.22.9d. Cf. in general, again, the article by
K. BHATTACHARYA. Regarding testimonia in the Nirukta (e.g. for PS 19.4.15),
cf. RENOU 1947: 72 n. 1.

2.3.2 Parallels in mantra texts

I have done my best to trace all the relevant parallels, and to report them
above each stanza. Those pertinent to the establishment and interpretation of
the PS text — and as a matter of principle I regard the preservation of Vedic
accents (not transmitted by PS mss.) as a criterion for inclusion among such
parallels — have been quoted in 8pt typeface below the critical apparatus to
the stanza in question (see §4.1). My starting point for tracing parallel mantras
and padas was of course BLOOMFIELD 1906, and, since it becamse available,
Marco FRANCESCHINI’s extremely convenient electronic update of the same
(2000). For texts not entirely included or not included at all in the original or
the updated Concordance, I have relied on searches in my database of electronic
texts.

2.4 Perseveration in the manuscripts

Besides the usual array of visually based errors familiar to the textual critic,
and errors due to local pronunciation of Sanskrit (the latter justly emphasized
by WITZEL 1973-76, 1985b, 1994a), I wish to emphasize here especially one
factor, which, when duly taken into account, is of particular fruitfulness for
the identification of errors in the transmission, both the one in Orissa and the
one in Kashmir. I refer to the psychologically based phenomenon that I call
perseveration in this work (and is used by me to cover also its counterpart

20.9.4 akasvala-: Astadhyayt 3.2.175), and may point here to the formation sragvin- found at
7.9.6d (Astadhyayt 5.2.121) — on these two cases see now BRONKHORST 2007: 196 n. 26. Is
the shared use of the name pada for textual divisions, in PS and the Astadhyayt (GRIFFITHS
2003b: 29), also relevant here?

47 Among unattributed mantras listed by RAau 1985, I have on casual perusal noticed also
the following: item 150 indro ma vaksat is quoted from PS 19.34.14a. Cf. further ZEHNDER
1999: 81 (2.27.5) [not listed by Rau], 184 (2.84.1), 189 (2.87.1), 193 (2.88.1) [amitraghata-:
not listed by RAU; cf. RENOU 1953: 443 “le mot ... n’est pas attesté en védique, et n’est pas
peut-étre voulu pour tel”] and LUBOTSKY 2002: 66 (5.11.8).
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anticipation).*® Cf. the article on grammatical perseveration phenomena by
OERTEL (1912-13), who speaks (p. 50 = 1994/I: 239) of “ein im Brennpunkte
des Bewufitseins stehendes Lautbild” which “von einem nahe der Peripherie des
Bewufitseinsfeldes liegenden Lautbild verdriangt wird, weil die Aufmerksamkeit
vom fokalen Lautbild auf das periphere Lautbild abgelenkt wurde”. OERTEL
gives some specific examples, culled from the KapKS (1934: 70 = 1994/I: 701),
of contiguous mantras and prose sentences influencing each other. One of the
first Vedic scholars to have reckoned with the same principle over longer distan-
ce was WHITNEY (1856: 414), although he did not find the use of this principle
strictly convincing in the particular example he was dealing with (3x pada-final
babhiiva for babhava at SS 6.133.4, 8.7.12, 13.2.44): “It is to be noted ... that
the verbal form here in question stands in the Atharvan very often, indeed, in
almost every case in which it occurs at all, at the end of a pdda; and that in
numerous instances (seventeen in all) it receives an accent in that position; not
without a distinct reason, it is true, in each case, such as is wanting in the three
passages now under consideration; yet it may be that the frequent occurrence of
that ending led to the transference of its accentuation to these three passages:
the tonic cadence was familiar to the ear, and was accordingly intruded upon
a few lines to which it did not properly belong”. It seems to me that the term
perseveration can be used to describe all such phenomena, including the one
frequently encountered in both branches of PS transmission, viz. of secondary
replacement of part of mantras by parts of others, due to partial similarities
between the borrowing and the lending mantra: the underlying psychological
process — confusion of closely similar information stored in the memory —
seems comparable.

LANMAN has provided, under the heading ‘Faulty assimilation’, a large
number of instances of such perseveration from SS (1903: 303-305). ZEHNDER
1999 has noted several cases where parts of mantras are transferred from one to
the other in K (pp. 51, 83, 92, 173, 187), one where both K and the Or. mss.
have undergone such perseveration (p. 188), and two where (a part of) the
Or. mss. have done so: pp. 102, 121. I have noted the phenomenon in K at
6.9.10a, 6.22.12d, 7.1.7, 7.3.11b, 7.5.11a, 16.73.1b (?7), 20.65.10 [PSK 20.61.10c];
in (some of) the Or. mss. at 6.4.7d, 6.10.5¢, 6.10.9d, 6.11.10, 7.1.5b, 7.5.11a
(?), 7.6.6a+d, 7.6.8¢c, 7.8.1d. In cases of divergence between the two branches
of transmission, I have found the search for possible sources of perseveration
elsewhere in the text a very powerful tool for textual criticism: if it can be made
plausible that only one of two at first sight equally fitting readings may have
been perseverated from elsewhere in the text, this constitutes an important
point in favor of the other reading.

481 follow WITZEL’S (undefined but apparently broad) use of the term perseveration
(1997a: 280).
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2.5 Mantra abbreviations in the manuscripts

The mss. use several ways of abbreviating (1) stanzas or groups of stanzas re-
peated from preceding parts of the text, as well as (2) repeated openings and
refrains. Both of the devices described in the next two sections show similarities
with the system of galitas found in RV (Sambhita- and Padapatha) mss., dis-
cussed most recently by FALK (2001: 183): “on almost every manuscript page
a circle inside two dandas replaces some part of the text. The passages omitted
as well as the graphical sign is called galita or galanta in present time. The
passages omitted involve usually three or more words; in rare cases one circle
replaces more than a complete stanza”.

2.5.1 Abbreviations by pratika with addition of ity eka etc.

All mss. use, at precisely the same places, pratikas of mantras followed by
indications of the type ity eka, which usage must hence be an old part of
the tradition; it must in fact be part of a shared AV tradition of manuscript
writing, probably going back to early medieval Gujarat (GRIFFITHS 2004: 93f.
and 2007: 186f.), because precisely the same phenomenon is also found in the
S$S mss. I may quote integrally the statement regarding SS in W-L (p. cxix):

There are 41 cases of a repeated verse or a repeated group of verses oc-
curring a second time in the text and agreeing throughout without variant
with the text of the former occurrence. These in the mss. generally, both
samhita and pada, are given the second time by pratika only, with ity éka
(sc. k) or iti dvé or iti tisrah added and always accented like the quoted
text-words themselves. Thus ix.10.4 (= vii. 73.7) appears in the mss. as
dUpa hvaya ity éka. On the other hand, the very next verse, although it dif-
fers from vii. 73. 8 only by having ‘bhagat for nyagan, is written out in full.
So xiii. 2. 38 (= x.8.18) appears as sahasrahnydm ity éka; while xiii. 3. 14,
which is a second repetition of x. 8. 18 but contains further the added refrain
tdsya etc., is written out in full as far as tdsya.

As DESHPANDE informs us (2002: Ix), the same abbreviation device is found
even in the Kramapatha-mss. of the Saunaka school. The same basic principles
hold in the PS mss. as well: see BARRET 1912: 344f., 1915: 43; EDGERTON
1915: 376f.; and WITZEL 1985a: 262. Cf. a case (20.12.2-4 [PSK 20.11.1-3])
where the mss. write a pratika plus iti tisrah, to refer to 16.68.4—6, and another
(14.1.2-5) where the mss. give a pratika plus iti catasrah, to refer to 1.25.1-4.

Further, somewhat more complicated cases in SS are discussed by W-L,
p- cxx. A comparable example in PS is found e.g. at 15.19.9-12, where the
words ya nadir iti catasrah refer back to 7.13.11-14: although the pratika is
identical, there is a difference between these two sets of four stanzas, and the
difference is indicated by the addition of idam ulurigulukottarah (cf. BHAT-
TACHARYA 1997: 830). The following other cases in PS have thus far come
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to my attention: PS 16.33.6 yad girisv iti pancarciki (to indicate repetiti-
on of 2.35.2 rather than 4.10.7, pancarcika- ‘from the eighteenth’ here re-
ferring to the title paricarcakanda of book 2); 19.11.1-2 asvattho devasadana
ity ajayatante (a dual form to indicate repetition of two stanzas, 7.10.6-7,%°
without the refrain padas e—h, rather than the single stanza 20.61.7 [PSK
20.51.8]); PSK 17.25.2 yad asmasv ity astadasaeki (to indicate repetition of
15.4.2 rather than 3.30.6, astadasaka- ‘from the eighteenth’ seemingly refer-
ring to the title astadasarcakanda of book 15); and PS 20.58.2 girim gacheti
saptamiki (to indicate repetition of PS 4.24.75" rather than 12.1.9 or 20.39.5
[PSK 20.38.4], saptamika- ‘from the seventh’ here referring to the title saptar-
cakanda of book 4).°! Cf. also the related comments on PS pratikas in GRIF-
FITHS 2003b.

Both the R-W and the SPP edition give all the repeated stanzas in full (see
W-L, p. cxix for a complete list). So does BHATTACHARYA in his 1997 editi-
on: e.g. 2.59.12 (p. 189), 4.9.7 (p. 310), 4.17.7 (p. 324), 4.19.8 (p. 327), 5.234
(p. 406), 6.7.5 (p. 452), 6.11.1 (p. 459), 10.1.6 (p. 644), 12.19.8 (p. 749). On
the mentioned pages he reports the actual readings of the mss. in his critical
apparatus while at 6.23.8 (p. 481), 7.1.6 (p. 484), and 10.6.13 (p. 657) he does
the same, but in addition places the actually unwritten words within [...] in his
text: my list is not complete, and I suspect that other small inconsistencies can
be found in the edition. While LuBOTSKY (2002: 107f.) follows BHATTACHA-
RYA’s policy, ZEHNDER (1999: 137) follows the mss., and this is my policy as
well.

2.5.2 Abbreviated openings and refrains

Another common type of abbreviation, the omission of identical openings
and/or refrains in at least three consecutive stanzas, remains unmarked in the
mss. (except for the marker ||** occasionally encountered in the Or. mss.: see
§2.1.2.7 above). This kind of abbreviation is also an old part of the tradition,
because it is again found in all mss., and an identical practice is again found
in the mss. of SS. W-L state for that text (p. cxx):

For the relief of the copyists,®? there is practised on a large scale in both
the samhita- and the pada-mss. the omission of words and padas repeated
in successive verses. In general, if anywhere a few words or a pada or a line

49BARRET 1940: 17 misunderstood this case, and supplied only 7.10.6, thereby leaving the
hymn 19.11 one stanza short of the standard of 15 stanzas per hymn that holds in kanda 19.

50BHATTACHARYA’s stanza division is to be rearranged accordingly.

51The last two examples seem to imply that the Samhita was at one time arranged strictly
in the ascending order of the standard number of stanzas per hymn valid in each book, thus
starting with the ekarcakanda, finding the saptarcakanda as seventh, etc. See §3.2 below. The
slight different in suffix between astadas-aka- and saptam-ika- is in need of explanation, if
neither is actually in need of emendation.

52Cf. FALK 2001 on the RV galitas: this rationalization may not be correct.
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or more are found in more than two successive verses, they are written out
in full only in the first and last verses and are understood in the others
|cf. p. 793, end]. For example, in vi. 17, a hymn of four verses, the refrain,
being c, d of each of the four, is written out only in 1 and 4. Then, for
verse 2 is written only mahi dadhdare ‘'man vdnaspdtin, because ydthe ‘ydm
prthivi at the beginning is repeated. | That is, the scribe begins with the
last one of the words which the verse has in common with its predecessor. |
Then, because dadhdra also is repeated in 24, in verse 3 mah also is left
out and the verse reads in the mss. simply dadhara pdrvatan girin — and
this without any intimation of omission by the ordinary sign of omission.”?
— Sometimes the case is a little more intricate. Thus, in viii. 10, the initial
words sd ’d akramat are written only in verses 2 and 29, although they are
really wanting in verses 9-17, paryaya 1I. (verses 8-17) being in this respect
treated as if all one verse with subdivisions |cf. p. 512 top].

This mode of abbreviation, and the rules pertaining to it in K, were already
clearly stated by EDGERTON 1915: 377, and nicely exemplified by BARRET
1921b for PS 6.18; the practice of the Or. mss. agrees largely (though not
always precisely) with K. Besides 6.18, other examples can be found in PS i.a.
at 6.6.5—7, where padas cd are written in full in stanzas 5 and 7, but abbreviated
to sa ma in 6; at 6.11.8-6.13.3, where yo ’sman ... is written in full for 6.11.8
and 6.13.3, but — in most mss. — abbreviated to asman ... in the intervening
four mantras; at 6.14.2-5, where tan ito nasayamasi is abbreviated to tan; at
6.15.5-7, where the opening urja ya te ... is written in full for 6.15.5 and
6.15.7, but abbreviated to te ... in the intervening mantra, where the final
words ... ta a dade are also abbreviated to ... te in K and most Or. mss.; at
6.17.2-10, where the Or. mss. omit the entire text of each second hemistich
(some with the marker ||¥®), while K for 2-9 gives its first word, in a rather
unintelligent abbreviation without final visarga (marudbhi), and shares the full
abbreviation with the Or. mss. in 10; similar abbreviations appear in 6.16, 6.19,
7.10, 7.13 and 14, and 7.16. The abbreviation of stanza 7 in the last mentioned
hymn constitutes an irregularity, as noted ad loc.

I may refer here also to my discussion (GRIFFITHS 2003a: 343) of the case
13.1.7, where the opening word antarhitah (found also in the surrounding stanz-
as 5 and 7) is omitted: this case has been misinterpreted by WITZEL 1985a: 263
as a transmissional error, namely a ‘lacuna’: the abbreviation is applied only at
13.1.7, because only 13.1.6-7-8 have an identical opening antarhita me, sandhi
me rsayah — marsayah in the abbreviated stanza apparently not being judged
an infringement upon the rule.

WHITNEY writes about the practice in his edition with ROTH, comparing
it with SPP’s (p. cxxi):

531t has not become clear to me which “ordinary sign” WHITNEY had in mind here. Perhaps
a type of galita sign, such as the one described by FALK 2001: 1837
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Very often SPP. prints in full the abbreviated passages in both samhita
and pada form, thus presenting a great quantity of useless and burdensome
repetitions. Our edition takes advantage of the usage of the mss. to ab-
breviate extensively; but it departs from their usage in so far as always to
give full intimation of the omitted portions by initial words and by signs
of omission.

Despite occasional differences between the two branches of transmission and
among the Or. mss. as well, this abbreviation device evidently was a typical
characteristic of the common ancestor of PS tradition (see §2.6.1), and is the-
refore retained in my edition. I follow the example of the R-W SS edition in
intimating portions omitted, but my sign is a sequence of three raised circles
or kundalas (°°°).

2.6 History of transmission

The working hypothesis that has been followed in my work, and is further
elucidated in the following paragraphs, is based on the scenario sketched by
WITZEL 1985a.%4 It involves an archetype of all PS mss., dating to 8001000,
written in a late form of Gupta script, and hailing from western India (Gujarat):
following WITZEL, I call this archetype *G. It may be noted here, as will be
repeatedly stressed in the discussions below, that this *G hailed from precisely
the region where the texts of the Saunaka Sakha have been transmitted all
through the historical period (see GRIFFITHS 2004 and 2007).

Furthermore, WITZEL’s scenario involves two hyparchetypes, one preceding
the Kashmirian transmission, written in early Devanagari script, and dating to
ca. 1350 (*D); the other preceding all Orissa mss., written in so-called Proto-
Bengali script, and dating at the latest to ca. 1400 (*B).

2.6.1 The archetype of all PS manuscripts (*G)

Mention of this common ancestor of Kashmirian and the Orissa transmissions
of PS has already been made off and on in the preceding sections. The evidence
supporting postulation of a written archetype comes primarily from common
errors found in both K and the Orissa mss. In the following (not entirely
complete) list of cases encountered in kandas 6/7 where all the mss. share an
identical error, and I have felt compelled to emend the text, I ignore small er-
rors. The apodosis of all mss., being the reading of the archetype, is in each case
clear. Of course, shared errors do not need to be significant, but their accumu-
lation is at least noteworthy, and especially the common omission of a syllable

54WITZEL’s references to epigraphical and literary evidence must now be compared with
KATAOKA 2007, SCHMIEDCHEN 2007 and SLAJE 2007.
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at 6.2.5 seems to be a strong argument in favor of WITZEL’s hypothesis.?® It
may be worthwhile to recall here that ROTH and WHITNEY also assumed that
all their SS mss. descended fom one common, written archetype.6

Common errors in K and the Orissa manuscripts 6.1.6 *stuseyyam,
mss. snu’;®” 6.2.2 *sasada, mss. sva’; 6.2.3 *ksarad, mss. ksu®; 6.2.4 *ajuryam,
mss. adu®; 6.2.5 *,dhi *ksam adha, mss. ’dhaksadha; 6.3.6 *$undhantam,
mss. °tvam; 6.3.12 *tadrsir, mss. tva’; 6.4.4 *ni, mss. na; 6.4.8 *uksita, mss.
uksa®; 6.4.10 *vatarathe, mss. vama®; 6.4.9 *asvasyasnah, mss. °stnah; 6.8.4
avivyacad, mss. ava®; 6.8.8 *plusayah, mss. pulu®; 6.10.5 *nirpijam, mss.
°jah; 6.11.7 *grbhitan, mss. grbhitad; 6.11.8b *ye, mss. yo; 6.11.9b *tam,
mss. twam; 6.12.7 *pratispasah, mss. °smasah; 6.12.8 and 6.13.3 *rchad,
mss. °ts°; 6.15.8 *ekasaphad dade, mss. °Saphadade; 6.16.2 *vavrmahe, mss.
vivr®; 6.20.1 *aprayi, mss. aprayu; 6.21.2 *dehi, mss. dhehi; 6.23.5 *asaktam,
mss. asakun; 7.1.4 *sutat, mss. sutat; 7.2.10 *a$mana, mss. asmina; 7.3.2
*krnvahe, mss. °mahe; 7.3.6b *kilbisakrtasadhi yah, mss. °kri(a)sadhya(h);
7.5.12 *Satrunjayah, mss. Satran®; 7.8.7 *durasyaj, mss. durasyam; 7.8.9
*anastigyam, mss. °astigmam; 7.9.5 *bobhuvati, mss. bobha®; 7.9.6 *rukmini,
mss. rukmant; 7.9.10 *nakulya, mss. makurya; 7.15.7 *yaksmaj *jatravyat, Or
yaksmaddatkravyat | K yaksmadatravya;®® 7.18.9 *atrainam, mss. athainam;
7.19.5 *prapr yas, mss. prapyas.

2.6.2 The hyparchetypes *D and *B

As to the hyparchetypes *D and *B, I refer to WITZEL’s discussion (1985a),
and want to limit myself here only to giving some support for the postulation
of a common predecessor of the Or. mss. written in Proto-Bengali script (for
which we may now compare the tables in DIMITROV 2002), because this type
of argument becomes even more difficult to make cogent in the case of a sole
descendant (such as K is) from a hypothetical predecessor (*D), than it already
is with the Or. mss. (*B). As to those mss., perhaps the most convincing case
known to me, suggesting that they descend from a common written predecessor,
is the omission of the syllable kta at 7.8.1b, where all Or. mss. have durdvrvat,
K reads drktavrvat, and my restoration is *duruktam bruvat (the anusvara

55 Another persuasive example I may note in passing is the seemingly haplographical error
found in all sources at 19.44.24ab, where we read stayadi for stayad *yadi.

56Cf. RoTH (1856: 11): “Die meisten Fehler sind von der Art, dass dieselben nicht fiiglich
auf Irrthum des Sammlers oder Diaskeuasten zuriickgefithrt werden konnen, da bei einem
solchen dieser auffallende Mangel an Verstdndnis nicht vorausgesetzt werden darf, sondern sie
sehen mit wenigen Ausnahmen Schreibfehlern dhnlich. Dass aber derartige Fehler in unseren
Handschriften einstimmig gegeben werden, weist darauf hin, dass sie sémmtlich aus einer
Originalhandschrift stammen und zwar aus einer Fehlerreichen Handschrift”. See the example
given by WHITNEY 1856: 406.

57Uncogently on this case, BHATTACHARYA 2001.

580n this example, see the elaborate discussion by KNOBL 2007: 54f. with n. 55.
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of duruktam had, it seems, been lost already in *G). Cf. also the case of the
lost syllable ma in 19.51.1c nigjagmima (discussed GRIFFITHS 2004: 62), as
well as the somewhat more complicated case dyaur *javena — dyauryena at
16.70.1 (4bid., p. 73). A clear example of a graphic error that is more likely to
have originated in a NagarT type script than in (an old form of) Oriya is the
reading madhama to which all Or. mss. point at 7.8.4b, where K has correctly
preserved maghava [DIMITROV §1.2];°? in this class I would also place the Or
reading asyai for asmai (thus K) at 6.7.3 [DIMITROV §2.6.4, 2.7.1]. The very
frequent confusion hy/jy (6.9.12d, 7.5.11d, 7.19.6d; also PS 20.61.4 [GRIFFITHS
2004: 81f.]: °stimajya® Or, for °simahya® K) may also have the same graphic
origin: DIMITROV §1.2 and §2.7.1. Other common errors in the Or. mss. belong
rather to the realm of phonetic errors, or if they are of graphical origin, they
cannot, it seems, be attributed to the specific graphical form of *B: e.g. ri/r
(7.8.8d, also 4.15.6d in GRIFFITHS & LUBOTSKY 2000-01[03]), bh/v (6.9.12a,
7.5.11a), a/u (7.4.7d, 7.10.2¢), /T (6.20.6a, 7.4.3b). Cf. further miscellaneous
errors shared by all Or. mss. at 6.3.8b (madhustha for madhisthah), 6.11.10
(manisori® for manisodi), 6.15.3c (nisthayate for nisthate), 7.2.6¢ (prsthir for
prstir), 7.4.5¢ (sodhijij for sahojij), 7.6.6a (agnir for indro), 7.11.4b (rohanaya
for rehanaya).

2.6.3 Conflation with other traditions

One of the main conclusions of my study of PS mantras quoted in the KausS
(2004) was that the relationships between the two branches of Paippalada tra-
dition (K and the Or. mss.), and the testimonia in the KausS, and even with
the text of SS as ‘Sayana’ knew it, are extraordinarily complex. We must not
only reckon with the mutual contaminatory influence of the written transmissi-
on of the various different Atharvavedic texts, of both the Paippalada and the
Saunaka Sékhés, and even of non-Atharvavedic texts, but also with continuing
influences of oral transmission through the centuries. I wish to emphasize here
two categories of evidence that point to different paths of influence.5?

2.6.3.1 Readings shared by ‘Sayana’ and PS against SS Cf. BLooM-
FIELD (1899: 14): “Sayana in his commentary to the Saunakiya occasionally ad-
opts readings from the Paippalada”. BLOOMFIELD makes reference to WHIT-
NEY 1893: 92, but WHITNEY himself wrote (p. 93) that this commentator’s
readings “agree now and then (as noted above [p. 92]) with the readings of
one or more of the parallel texts or with those of the Paippalada cakhd, but
only sporadically and as it were fortuitously; of any special relation between

59 A comparable case of confusion dhr :: ghr occurs at PS 2.19.3a, cf. ZEHNDER 1999: 62.

60Much, if not all, of the evidence for even more complex paths of influence that has been
collected and discussed by BHATTACHARYA (1989, 1991, 1997: xliii ff.) has to be canceled from
the dossier, because BHATTACHARYA neglects the factor ‘perseveration’ (see §2.4).
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them and the variants of the Paippalada texts (which are upon a very different
scale) no sign appears”. It is my impression that BLOOMFIELD’s less restricted
statement may be closer to the truth, because there do appear to be real signs
of the commentator’s acquaintance with the (Or. reading of the) PS version
of mantras: cf. my note on the stanza division of 6.20. At 6.20.5 and 11.13.3
(GRIFFITHS 2004: 54) we find two cases of correspondence between the reading
known to ‘Sayana’ and the Or. reading of a mantra, against the ss /K reading.
Further research may or may not confirm my impression based on these very
limited data.

2.6.3.2 Readings shared by K and other Kashmiri texts against
the Orissa manuscripts Numerous are the cases where we can explain
difference of reading between K and the Or. mss. by assuming that the
transmitter(s) of PS in Kashmir were well acquainted with mantra texts of
the Katha school, and with Kashmirian Rgveda texts, and that their efforts
at PS transmission have not remained free from contaminatory influence from
such locally dominant traditions. Cf. e.g. PSK 2.76.6 [not in the Or. mss.]
(ZEHNDER 1999: 172, BHATTACHARYA 1997: 201 “kim kathakaprabhavad
asyatrantarbhuktih’: KS 18.13:274.20f., etc.). — 4.27.4e wisas tva sarva a
yantu Or; visas tva sdrva vanchantu SS 4.8.4c, thus also K: influence on K
not from SS, but from KS 37.9:89.13 or RV 10.173.1 — 4.29 (BHATTACHA-
RYA 1997: 342 “kasmirtyapustika tu rgvedam evanusaratiti pratiyate”). —
Cf. further my notes under 6.1.3a, 6.20.3c, 7.4.2d below.

2.7 The editorial policy adopted in this work

In his article of 1968, HOFFMANN laid the methodological foundation for the
text-critical study of the PS (1968: 3-4 = 1975: 230-231):

There is no doubt that the Or. mss. are closely related to one another, whe-
reas K. has a different position with respect to both time and place. The
Or. mss. and K. therefore represent two branches of Paippalada transmis-
sion, converging far back in the past. That is to say, if a reading is common
to both, we have, at the very least, an old reading, and we may even main-
tain, that we have an AUTHENTIC reading of the Paippalada-Sakha. 1t is
quite another question whether we think that such an authentic reading is
correct as to grammar or sense. Every Vedic Sakha has readings which we
must accept as authentic, i.e. as peculiar to the respective text. We cannot
eliminate these authentic readings, even if we know that the original or
the correct reading has been preserved in another text. Consequently, if we
have a reading common to both branches of transmission, we are obliged
to regard it as authentic and to face this fact.

The distinction between the reconstitution of an ‘original’ and an ‘authentic’
form of the text has been discussed at length by WITZEL 1979-80, §2.1 pp. 22—
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24:

Diese von K. HOFFMANN gepréigten Termini beziehen sich auf die Ver-
danderungen, die beim Ritual verwendete Mantras im Laufe ihrer Tradie-
rung, beginnend mit dem Zeitpunkt ihrer Abfassung, durchgemacht haben.
Die originale Form eines Mantra ist diejenige, die er bei seiner Formulie-
rung besaf, gleichgiiltig ob es sich dabei um Verse handelt, die man dem RV
entnommen hat, um solche, die spéter als dieser verfa3it wurden, oder um
Prosaspriiche, die sich auf die unzéhligen Einzelhandlungen beim Ritual
beziehen.

Wie bereits von OLDENBERG und danach von BLOOMFIELD—
EDGERTON—EMENEAU in den ,Vedic Variants“ mit ausgebreitetem
Material belegt worden ist, haben die aus dem RV {ibernommenen und
die in der ,Mantrazeit“ (RVKh, AV, YV-Mantra) formulierten Mantra
zahlreichen Verdnderungen durchgemacht, ehe sie in den YV-Sambhitas,
in den Brahmanas, Aranyakas, bisweilen in den alten Upanisads, oft
aber auch erst in den Srauta- und Grhyastutren festgelegt, kanonisiert
wurden und dort die fiir die jeweilige Vedaschule authentische Form
erhielten. [...] Nun ist es nicht immer leicht, zunéchst die ,richtige’ Gestalt
des Mantra auch nur in einer Vedaschule festzustellen, da diese haufig
grammatisch abnormal, der Bedeutung nach unklar oder gar unsinnig
erscheint. [...]

Anders dagegen verhélt es sich mit der Feststellung der originalen
Form eines Mantra, die durch den Vergleich mit der Tradition anderer ver-
wandter oder fernstehender Vedaschulen, und aufgrund von Uberlegungen
philologischer und linguistischer Art gewonnen werden kann. Diese Form
diirfte in den meisten Féllen die der Mantrazeit gewesen sein, d.h. des-
jenigen Zeitabschnitts, in dem diese Spriiche verfait (bzw. aus dem RV
iibernommen) wurden: eine Periode von einigen Jahrhunderten, die sich —
dem Abschlufl des RV anschliefend — bis hin zur Abfassung der Prosapar-
tien der Yajurveda-Sambhitas erstreckte und wohl an den Beginn des ersten
vorchristlichen Jahrtausends zu verlegen ist.

WITZEL had discussed these issues with special reference to the PS in his 1973—
76 article, part II, pp. 159fF.,57 where he stresses that reconstruction beyond
the ‘authentic’ text on the basis of, e.g., the SS or other texts leads to —
at least theoretically — unacceptable uncertainties about the ‘originality’ to
PS of a reading established in such a way, for it would be indeterminable “by
which means can one detect whether (even a corrupt) reading of AV(S) leaves
us (although also coming from an Atharva text) with an authentic Paippalada-
reading, an Ur-Atharva-veda reading, or worse, with a reading of a time when

there was no fixed AV but a floating mass of mantras, derived either from RV

611t is an unfortunate fact that two pages of WITZEL’s original typed manuscript were left
out by the press here. Professor Witzel has kindly given me a copy of the missing pages.
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sources or from folklore”. These basic ideas, subjected to further elaboration
by HOFFMANN and especially WITZEL, can already be found voiced in the work
of earlier Vedic scholars,5? and I myself am in agreement with them for cases
where we have the RV form of a mantra as countercheck (see below).

I fear, however, that it is an impossible thing to ask of an editor of PS
to “face the fact” that all mss. at 7.9.10 point to makurya, at least if facing
this fact means balking at the emendation demanded by all other evidence:
nakulya; or if it means he is to accept the apodosis of all mss. aprayu, rather
than aprayi, at 6.20.1, even though the parallel in SS 19 — a kanda which
we know mostly to contain direct borrowings from PS (cf. §2.2.1) — has the
expected reading; or again if he is to accept in his text an unparalleled stanza-
initial atha rather than atra at 7.18.9.5% It is anyhow clear that the number
of such cases — where there is unanimous or near unanimous evidence in the
mss. for an absolutely unacceptable reading — is in fact quite limited. Larger
is the number of cases where both K and the Or. mss. have different, but both
impossible readings, and the concept of ‘authentic’ text loses it value, because
there ceases to be any objective means of establishing whether the impossible
text of K, or that of the Or. mss. is to be awarded the predicate ‘authentic’,
while chances are that neither deserves that name.

The way out of this conundrum has been paved by WITZEL himself: since
we postulate, after his scenario (1985a), a written archetype *G underlying
all PS mss., we may assume that this ms. itself was not free of errors, and
hence that not all readings common to K and the Or. mss. are necessarily the
‘authentic’ ones of the Paippalada Sakha. In such cases we are permitted, with
due care and with the most stringent application of critical thought, to alter
the uniformly transmitted shape of the text, on the basis of the philological
arguments that present themselves in each individual case.

Of quite a different nature is the type of problem — luckily of rather rare
occurrence —, where a seemingly impossible reading attributable to *G, a case
which one might according to the approach just set forth try to purge from the
text by proposing that *G was already corrupt, actually finds support from the
other AV tradition, the one of SS. Such cases force us to tackle the very broad

621 may quote here just two examples. WINTERNITZ, in his edition of ApMP (1897: xv):
“There are numerous cases in these Mantras where every editor would be tempted to have
recourse to conjectural emendations. But on closer examination he will remember that he has
to edit, and not to correct his text, and that even a grammatically impossible reading has to
be retained, if it is warranted by the best authority”. This statement is perhaps somewhat too
simplistic, but let us compare the words of BLOOMFIELD & EDGERTON (1932: 15f.): “The study
of Vedic tradition must not be content with reconstructing or defining the original body of
mantras, by detecting and recording secondary fancies, adaptations, and corruptions. These
secondary readings have their own right to exist; they are, as a rule, the genuine readings of
their respective schools. It is our duty to sketch the development of the mantras in all the
Vedic schools, assigning, where possible, causes for the changes, but rejecting no unexplained
or apparently unmotivated change, however it may seem to conflict with what seems to us
good mantra sense”.

63The examples have been taken from the list in §2.6.1.
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question of what authority we will attribute to our transmitted Samhitas: how
seriously do we take the compositional skills and intentions of the makers of
“Vedic Variants”, and how confident may we be that the extant mss. — even
if their readings are unanimous — have transmitted to us the text as they had
it before them? Do we really assume the ‘Ur-AV’ to have read an impossible
priicanti (PS 6.1.3 / $S 5.2.3), instead of RV 10.120.3 vriijanti, and if we do,
must we assume that this meant something to someone at some time, or do we
see it as a mere mistake (at whatever stage it may have been made)?

2.8 Orthography, Sandhi

Since the two branches of PS transmission present the text in two rather differ-
ent forms, from the point of view of orthography and sandhi, a specific problem
is the formulation of clear editorial policies in these matters. In the Introduc-
tion to his edition of the Katha—giksé—Upanisad, WITZEL took the following
position (1979-80 §1.1, pp. 11f.):

Vedische Texte sind gemeinhin in der seit einigen Jahrhunderten in Nordin-
dien {iiblich gewordenen, sich an die Schreibweise des klassichen Sanskrit
anlehnenden ,Orthographie“ gedruckt worden. Kaschmirische, aber auch
siidindische Handschriften dagegen haben haiifig die dltere Aussprache tra-
diert. Da einerseits zwischen den verschiedenen vedischen Schulen zahlrei-
che phonetische Besonderheiten bestehen, zum andern aber die Reproduk-
tion der originalen (bzw. der fiir eine Schule authentischen) Aussprache
(und damit Schreibweise) hiufig Fehler in der Textiiberlieferung erklért
bzw. aufkldren hilft, sollte eine Veda-Edition stets die Norm der betreffen-
den Veda-Schule wiedergeben.

A similar position had been advocated implicitly in the Introduction to his 1974
edition of the KathA (published in English in 2004), based entirely on (Sarada)
mss. from Kashmir, and after him by DREYER 1986: XX ff. in her edition of the
first chapter of the KathGS with commentaries, also all transmitted in Kashmir
alone.

WITZEL, and after him DREYER, at various prominent places asserts the
‘Altertiimlichkeit’ of several peculiarities of (older) Kashmir Sarada mss. Al-
though I am not a specialist in these mss., I would be inclined to think that
such assertions cannot be accepted a priori. Further evidence is required. In
fact, WITZEL also realized this, as appears from an important methodological
observation in his commentary on the Ka‘gha—éiksé—Upanisad (1979-80 §3.18,

pp. 46f.):

... bleibt fiir einige der Katha- und damit kaschmirischen Besonderheiten
der Vedatradition problematisch, in welcher Zeit diese Eigentiimlichkeiten
entstanden (bzw. in der Tradition durchgefiihrt worden) sind, d.h. es erhebt
sich die Frage, ob sie authentisch fiir diese Vedaschule sind oder ob es
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sich nur um provinzielle Sonderentwicklungen handelt, die in einer oder
mehreren Vedaschulen durchgefiihrt wurden.

Fiir die Kathaschule wird sich die authentische Gestalt ihrer Texte
— was deren phonetische Gestalt betrifft — vielleicht feststellen lassen,
falls Katha-Hss. in Orissa existieren. Tatsédchlich ist ein Orissa-Zweig der
Katha-Schule aus wenigstens einer Inschrift (802 n.) bekannt (s. WZKS
XXII (1979) 10 Anm. 37).%4

We are in the lucky position, in attempting to reconstruct the authentic (pho-
netic) form of the PS — this means in practice the tendencies of the archetype
*G (see §§2.6-2.7) —, to be able to perform precisely the countercheck that
WITZEL imagined for his Katha-texts transmitted only in Kashmir, if they had
known an Orissa transmission.

If, in the following paragraphs, many an idiosyncracy, especially of K, is
rejected as unauthentic, this is not due to any desire on my part to normalize
the text — on the contrary, I strongly adhere to the conviction that idiosyn-
cracies of the manuscripts ought, all things being equal, to be retained in the
edited text. All things, however, are in our situation very often not equal:
my editorial decision for each individual issue is based on a weighing of all
the different factors that seemed relevant to me, and the result is my notion
of what our text may have looked like as written in the archetype. This re-
sult is markedly different from ZEHNDER’s “Textgestaltung” that (1999: 20)
“richtet sich in vielem nach der Kashmirer Handschrift” which — according to
ZEHNDER (following WITZEL) — “manche &lteren Ziige bewahrt hat”.5®> The
following pages of this section are a first attempt to specify the issues that
were left untreated by BHATTACHARYA, ZEHNDER, and LUBOTSKY, and — as
far as is possible while only such a small portion of the whole text is available
in a reliable edition with a representative number of Or. mss. collated — to
formulate provisional answers. In the course of my work on the PS, I have
come across some phenomena of sandhi and orthography that are not encoun-
tered in kandas 6/7, but are nonetheless included here, for the sake of greater
completeness.

(A) Irregular non-appearance and results of vowel-contraction An
example of irregular non-appearance of vowel-contraction is 4.15.7d tistha
evam. No cases with unanimous ms.-support occur in kandas 6/7,% but a
similar case is found at PS 1.64.2cd na eso. The only further examples I

64W1TZEL continues: “Ferner soll es im Tempel von Puri weitere Katha-Hss. geben (s. StIT
6, Materialien, Anm. 296)”. The footnote refered to has in fact been published in StII 8/9
[1982], pp. 226f. To my knowledge, there is no living or ms. tradition of the YV in Orissa,
except for the Kanva school of the White YV.

65ZEHNDER is careful to add: “Ob damit die Regeln des Archetyps getroffen sind, is aller-
dings eine komplizierte Frage, die hier nicht weiter untersucht worden ist”.

660n PS 7.18.2a, where the Or. mss. read indra [voc.] @ rather than indra, see my note ad
loc.
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know are with intervening pada boundary: 1.65.4cd bhutva asya,vata (with
uncontracted bhatva asyd, cf. GRIFFITHS 2004: 59); 2.27.4cd hatva *apa
(BHATTACHARYA reads hatva apa but ZEHNDER, commenting “Sandhi muss
eintreten”, introduced contraction: hatva- T,va); 3.18.3cd tena mam adya
varcasa agne varcasvinam krdhi (with uncontracted varcasa agne).

An example of an irregular result of vowel-contraction is the sandhi -a o- —
-0- rather than -au- at 7.9.10b (jihvaya+ostha® — jihvayostha® (see my note).
No other comparable cases have as yet come to my attention.

(B) Traces of pluti Led by the possible interpretation of pareta in PS 12.7.4c
pareta apsarasah (to be compared with PS 7.13.4) as 2pl. imp. form to a consid-
eration of the possibility that the unexpected vowel lengthening and absence of
sandhi could be attributed to the phenomenon of protraction or pluti, I pursued
the question of whether any traces of such pluti can be found in the PS. The
list of cases of pluti in SS provided by SCA 1.105 (WHITNEY 1862: 70)57 has
been taken as the starting point to investigate the orthographical tendencies
of the PS, because several of the SS mantras in question have parallels in PS.
One further case of pluti in $S with a PS parallel stands at the beginning of
my list, and one case of pluti in PS without Ss parallel stands at its end.

(1) SS 2.3.2abc dd arga kuvid argd Satdm ya bhesajani te | tésam asi tvdm
uttamdm ‘Now then, forsooth! how then, forsooth? what hundred remedies are
thine, of them art thou the chief’ (WHITNEY) = PS 1.108.2abc. This passage is
not taken into account in STRUNK’s monograph, because the ss Padapatha and
following it the SCA do not recognize any pluti here, but ZEHNDER (1993: 23)
states: “Die Langvokale in ariga sind durch Pluti im Fragesatz bedingt”. ZEHN-
DER’s claim that this is a case of pluti may be supported by pointing out the fact
that the particle arngd is liable to cause pluti, albeit it on accompanying verb-
forms in the examples provided by STRUNK (1983: 32f., [20]), but the pragmatic
context here, if we follow WHITNEY’s interpretation, is rather one falling “unter
den Begriffen emphatischer oder affektischer Redeweise” (STRUNK 1983: 29),
than that of a “Fragesatz”.%®

(2) SS 4.15.15 khdnvakhd3i khdimakhd3i mdadhye taduri | varsim vanu-
dhvam pitaro mardtam mdna icchata ‘O khanvaka! O khaimakha! in the mid-
dle, O taduri! win ye rain, O Fathers; seek the favor of the Maruts’ (WHITNEY).
This mantra has no PS parallel. See STRUNK 1983: 27, ex. (16).

(3) $S 9.6.18 yajamanabrahmandm va etdd dtithipatih kurute ydd aharyani
préksata iddm bhiya3 idadm iti ‘The lord of guests verily makes for himself
a sacrificer’s brahmana in that he looks at the [portions] to be partaken of,

67STRUNK (1983: 57) wrongly suggests that this list is complete: it is only complete for
the cases recognized by the tradition as reflected in the Ss Padapatha. Cases of ‘semi-latent’
pluti (STRUNK 1983: 21), such as our first case below, are not included.

68Cf. STRUNK (1983: 56fF.) on the non-appearance of pluti in “Wortfragen”.
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saying “is this larger, or this?”’ (WHITNEY) ~ PS 16.112.2¢ ... idam bhuya
idam iti.%° Cf. STRUNK 1983: 68f., ex. (82).

(4) $S 10.2.28ab ardhvd ni srstads tirydn mi srstash sdrva disah pirusa a
babhiwasm ‘Was he now created upward? [or] was he now created crosswise?
did man grow unto all the quarters?” (WHITNEY). This mantra has no PS
parallel. Cf. STRUNK 1983: 67f., ex. (79).

(5) $S 11.3.26 brahmavadino vadanti pdraricam odandm prasiSh pra-
tydicadm iti ‘The theologues say: hast thou eaten the rice-dish as it was
retiring, or as it was coming on?’ (WHITNEY) and SS 11.3.27 tvdém odandm
prasi3s tvam odanad iti ‘Hast thou eaten the rice-dish, or the rice-dish thee?’
(WHITNEY) ~ PS 16.55.1a/d = 18a/d ... brahmavadino vadanti pratyancam
odanam prasih tparaiicam™ tvam odanam prasis tvam odana iti"* ‘The
theologues say: have you eaten the rice-dish as it was coming on, [or] as it was
retiring? Have you eaten the rice-dish, [or] the rice-dish you?’. Cf. STRUNK
1983: 69, ex. (83) and (84).

(6) SS 12.4.42 tam devd amimarmsanta vaséyadm dvaséti | tam abravin
naradd esa vasanam vasditaméti ‘The gods questioned about her: is this a
cow, or not a cow? Of her Narada said: she is of cows the most truly cow’
(WHITNEY) ~ PS 17.20.2 tam deva amimamsanta™ vaseyam *nv avaseti’™
.... Cf. STRUNK 1983: 80ff., ex. (105), especially on the SS reading dvaséti,
which now finds support in the quoted PS parallel, although one expects dvasa3
iti. ZEHNDER (1993: 23), who did not have access to the Or. readings of this
mantra, took the aksara nnu in K as a misreading for an original 3, explicitly
marking pluti (ZEHNDER: wa$a iyasm (a-)vasa iti), which would make this
the only known case of explicit pluti notation in the PS. The Or. readings
combined with that of K, however, rather speak for restoring the particle n,
that also figures in two of the other Atharvavedic pluti-contexts discussed here;
an alternative would be to read vaseyam na vaseti — either way, this passage
too shows only ‘semi-latent’ pluti.

(7) $S 12.5.50 ksiprdm wvdi tdsya prechanti ydt tdd asi3d iddm ni tasd
iti ‘Quickly, indeed, they ask about him: what that was, is this now that?’
(WHITNEY) ~ PS 16.145.5 ksipram vai tasya prchanti’* yat tad”™® asid idam’®

69Thus Or. K reads yadam bhiya yadaciti. In the preceding part of the mantra, there are
some readings in PS that differ from SS, but they are not important in this context.

7"0The readings are, for our present mantra 1: paraica Ku3 JM Jil Ji4; om. K. For
mantra 18 [PSK 16]: paranca Ku3 JM Jil Ji4; pracyam K.

"1Thus in mantra 1 Jil; Ku3 JM Ji4 read twice odanayati and Jil shares this reading
in mantra 18; K reads odana iti in both mantras.

"2 deva amimamsanta) deva amimasanta JM, deva amimasanta V /122, deva astimasanta
Ji4, devamimamsanta K.

Syaseyam *nv avaseti] vaseyannavaseti IM, vasoyah nnavaseti V /122, vas{o}eyanna-
vasett Ji4, vaseyam nnuvaseti K.

" prchanti] mrchanti Or, prschanti K.

"Syat tad] Or, etad K.

"6idam] Or, atam K.
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nu tat.”" Cf. STRUNK 1983: 45, ex. (46).

Nowhere do the mss. for the above PS passages that have a SS parallel give
any trace at all of numerical pluti marking, as commonly found in SS, but in
those diagnostic cases with normally short vowels (3, 4, 5, 6, 7), we do find the
lengthened vowels that suggest pluti. I therefore conclude that also the final
passage can be considered to show ‘semi-latent’ pluti:

(8) PS 12.7.4cd/8cd tat pareta apsarasah pratibuddha abhitana ‘Go away
there, Apsarases: you have been recognized’. For two comparable cases (one
also including an imperative verb form), see STRUNK 1983: 32f., exx. (20) and
(21).

We may expect to identify other cases of (‘semi-latent’) pluti as the study of
our text advances, but no case seems to occur in PS kandas 6 and 7.

(C) Abhinihita sandhi See §§2.1.1.2 and 2.1.2.4 on the respective practices
of K and the Or. mss. with regard to use of the avagraha sign. I have thus
far failed to detect a pattern in their usage, and have therefore adopted the
following policy, in which meter is the only objective criterion, besides the
readings of the mss.

1. If the initial a- is metrically required and is written in both K and Or, I
adopt it.

2. If one of the two transmissions offers a metrically required a- against ’
(avagraha) or §) in the other, I follow the former. In the prose hymn 7.14,
where meter cannot be used as argument, I have at 2b arbitrarily adopted
the ” of the Or. mss. rather than the a- of K.

)

3. I print 4 when ( or
syllable a-.

is found in the mss., but the meter requires a

4. T print % when a- is found in all mss., but the meter requires elision (or,
as in the case of 7.8.1b, if my resolution of sandhi at pada boundaries
results in an -a- which is not in fact allowed by the meter — and on this
analogy - at 7.6.1Db).

5. I print ’ when it is found in one or more of the Or. mss., and when the
meter requires elision.

6. I print (’), when neither ’ nor a- is found in any of the mss., but the
sense requires an underlying a-, and the meter requires its elision (thus
precluding o).

"Ttat] Kud JM Ji4, dat Jil, da K.
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The mss. sometimes show a secondarily elided a- even after an -o which is
the result of sandhi atha@ u/ma u and should be properly pragrhya: see my
discussion under 6.23.3+11. In these cases I have restored the a- and marked
the restored form as an emendation with asterisk.

(D) Final -n before vowel As in (I) 6.1.7b yasminn avitha, (II) 6.6.6b
janam anu, (IIT) 6.1.1cd Satrun anu. — Cf. AiGr. I, §279.

(I). The familiar doubling of a nasal after a short vowel before any initial vowel
is generally observed in our mss., at least in the case of the dental nasal (W-L,
p. cxxiii, where in n. 3 it is pointed out that nearly all mss. violate this rule
in the case of the velar nasal at SS 11.1.22b: pratydn enam). I limit myself
here to the data available in PS 6/7, where only the dental nasal comes into
question.”™ All mss. have the expected -nn V- only at 6.1.7b. K has a tendency
to render the -nnV- as -m V- (in kandas 6/7, only at 6.2.6cd), or as -mn V-
(6.7.7cd, 6.8.6d, 6.22.11d, 7.1.8c, 7.2.7c, 7.4.8c, 7.18.9ab). This last spelling is
also occasionally found in one or more of the Or. mss. (6.7.7cd, 6.8.6d, 6.22.10d,
6.22.12d, 7.1.8¢c, 7.2.7¢), but only once in all (7.4.8¢c). I assume that -nnV- is
the authentic sandhi for our text.

(IT). The sandhi of a final nasal after a long @ before an initial vowel is problem-
atic (cf. AiGr. I, §279bB): -am or the pausa-form -an? Note WHITNEY’s words
regarding the practice of the SS mss. (1862: 88f.), under rule SCA [DESHPANDE]
2.1.27, which prescribes change from pausa- to anunasika-form: “To give with
the same detail the exceptions from the rule, or the cases in which final an
remains unchanged before a vowel, would be quite useless. They are very fre-
quent, by far outnumbering the instances of the loss of n—thus, in the first
four books of the text, against thirteen instances of am before a vowel, we have
forty-one of dn, and twelve of these between two pddas—and they are found
indifferently in all possible situations, so that it is quite impossible to lay down
any rule respecting them?”.

WHITNEY does not intimate any variation between the invididual mss.,
but the editor of PS is confronted with a bewildering variation between K
and the Or. mss., without any clear means to decide what the reading of the
archetype may have been. Before continuing, I must note that WITZEL 1983
states, without any specific reference, that cases of the use of -7 for anunasika
as encountered in the Or. mss. (with virama, cf. §2.1.2.4 — referred to simply
as anunasika below) are also to be found in K: in possible confirmation of this
statement, 1 have thus far only found 2.15.1 khalvaniva™ (for khalvar iva)
and 5.21.3d maratamriabhi (for maratam abhi).3° K certainly uses a separate

78Some cases of the velar nasal: 2.33.4c, 13.5.7a, and 16.68.6c. Apparently no doubling at
8.6.5cd, 18.22.4b.

TWithout virama in K (fol. 33al), with virama in the Or. mss.

80WiTZEL’s single example (1985a: 262) “lokath akalpayan > lokan akalpayan K, Or
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sign for anunasika (m), but its use seems to be rarer than that of anusvara

(m) (ct. WITZEL 1973-76: 481, 143 on m for m in K), which is also a common

spelling in the Or. mss. (there are numerous cases where some Or. mss. show

-n,, some other -m, for anunasika).8

Again limiting ourselves to PS 6/7, we can now distinguish the following
types of cases:8?

1. There are four cases which seem to require assumption of an anunasika in
the archetype, two of which leave very little doubt at all, in that at least
one branch of transmission has anunasika while the other has anunasika
too, or anusvara. 6.6.6b asva iva niyate janam anu (-7, a- Or, -m a- K);
6.15.2d a harami grham upa (-m u- Or, -m u- K); 6.23.4d mrgam anu
pra pataya (-1, o- Ku JM RM Ma Pa, -m a- V/126 Ma K); 7.2.9b
hato ganganivam uta (-1, u- Or, -m u- K).

2. There are three ambiguous cases where one branch has anunasika, and the
other has or points to dental -n. They are: 6.11.5¢ divas tad arpavam?
anv tyase (-r,a- Or, -nna- K); 7.4.8b raksohamitram? apabadhamanah
(with intervening caesura: -na- Or, -m a- K); 7.8.4c Sapatham? upejatu
(-nu- Or, -mtu- [presumably from -m u-] K).

3. The cases that point clearly to assumption of -n are the following. Unan-
imous evidence for -n is found at 6.8.6c tan agne krspavartane; 6.13.1a
[prose] asman udicyah; 6.13.3a [prose| asman ardhvayah; 6.14.6de ...
kesyan arayan ... (with intervening pada boundary); 6.19.3¢c sam devo
asman aryama; 6.22.11a ya Timan yajnan abhi *vitastara (with inter-
vening ceasura); 6.23.2cd ... parvatan atima ... (with intervening pada
boundary); 7.4.8cd ... amitran asmakam ... (with intervening pada
boundary); 7.13.5a yas talpan anunrtyanti; 7.14.11c [prose] ayusman
ayusmantam; 7.16.8a [prose] marutvan etasya. 6.11.8b [prose| amenayas
te santu *ye ‘sman abhyaghayanti svaha may be added as well (all mss.
-nabhya-, except Pa -n, bhya-; the SS parallel with accents: yé ’sman
abhyaghayanti). We can also safely add 7.14.1c sa mayusman ayus-
mantam krpotu (-na- Or, -n, a- K) and 7.18.1c agne tan iha madaya
(-ni- Or, -nni- K).

(Anunasika)” is spurious, as the stanza in question (9.5.16 of the Orissa mss.) is altogether
absent in the Kashmir ms. (see GRIFFITHS 2003b: 14 n. 69).

81Note, in this regard, WHITNEY’s footnote (1862: 92) with regard to SS/SCA: “The dis-
tinction made in ordinary usage between the simple dot and the dotted crescent, as nasal
signs, is purely arbitrary, founded on nothing in the theory of the Praticdkhya, and having
but a scanty and uncertain support from the Atharvan manuscripts: some of the latter oc-
casionally, or even generally, attempt to use the dotted crescent for a nasalized vowel, and
the dot for a nasal mute, but for the most part they employ the latter indiscriminately for
both cases”. Cf. also WHITNEY 1862: 17 and DESHPANDE 1997: 113 on SCA 1.11 = 1.1.13.

82Gince metrical considerations may, despite WHITNEY’s conclusion, play a role after all, I
quote whole padas where appropriate.
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4. There are a few cases where the evidence is equivocal, but does not seem
to allow assumption of an underlying anunasika. 6.22.4d Tnainan avartih
sacate kuta$ cana (-am Or, -an K); 6.22.6b ksirena purpan udakena
dadhna (with intervening caesura: -anu- Or, -a u- K); 7.3.4d tan ito
nir payamasi (tan Or, tam K); 7.8.1cd asman apa (with intervening
pada boundary: -n Or, -m K). I also classify here repeated tan ito with
identical variation (-n Or, -y K) at 6.14.6f+9f, 7.11.3d+4d.%3

A possibly significant fact (i) is that three of four cases under (1.) have a
postposed preposition governing an accusative plural. Close syntactic nexus
is evident also in the fourth case, because although uta does not appear here
in enclitic position, its use is quite comparable to the RV examples of parallel
clauses with utd enclitic in the second (KLEIN 1985/1: 363f.). All cases under
(3.) and (4.) fail this criterion because of (ii) weaker syntactic nexus (sometimes
along with intervening metrical boundaries). In cases of doubt, such as those
listed under (2.), my editorial working hypothesis is that instances falling under
(i) require anunasika, while those falling under (ii) retain -an. I therefore edit
the first case under (2.) with anunasika, while the other two get -an, because
of intervening caesura in the one, and syntactic nexus of the preverb with the
verb rather than the noun in the other. But I emphasize, with WHITNEY’s
words in mind, that this working hypothesis may only be employed to decide
cases where K and the Or. mss. cannot be reconciled, but never to introduce
a system into the text which the mss. do not support. All wvarietas lectionis
in the mss. is reported, and all sandhis subjected to regularization are marked
with a T.

(IIT). Cf. WHITNEY 1862: 89f. T have not yet collected the full data here,
but it seems that -un/-in V- normally remains unchanged. Cf. e.g. 1.42.2a
malimlan agne, 1.60.1b dasyan iva, and from PS 6/7: 6.1.1cd Satran anu (with
intervening pada boundary), 6.9.4c Satrun ayatah. We may add 6.22.2b sucin
api (with intervening caesura), and the sandhi -in V- is also found e.g. at
3.30.7a navaratnin avamaya, 4.16.8a udyan rasmin a tanusva etc. I know two
cases in PS where the Or. mss. clearly suggest a sandhi -un V- — -aumr V-
(cf. AiGr. I, §279b). Both are borrowings from the RV: 4.32.6d dasyurir Tuta
(RV 10.83.6, SS 4.32.6 ddsyamr utd), and 15.10.7d *satrarir anapavyayantah
(RV 6.75.7 $dtramir dnapavyayantah):3* the K readings do not support the
insertion of r, and the sandhi of the Or. mss. can be supposed to have arisen
under influence of the RV. Philipp Kubisch has pointed me to one case of

83We may cancel from the comparative dossier 6.11.7c (where in restored *grbhitan avadyad
all mss. have perseverated -d), and the following padas entirely omitted by K, where Or
each time points to -n: 7.14.9c sa mayusman ayusmantam krnotu; 7.18.6ab (2x) yan asau
pratisaran akas; 7.18.6¢c tvam tan indra vrtrahan. I also disregard 7.12.8d mahendro danavan
iva where the varietas lectionis is too diverse (-n Ku K, -m V /126 Ma, -r Ma).

841 quote the PS readings reported by BHATTACHARYA: dasyanruta Va Ma, dasyinaruta
Ja, dasyunuta K. — Satranranapavyayantah Or, SatFm anapavyayantah K.
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-zmr V-, in a variant on RV 10.139.4d pdri suryasya paridhimr apasyat at PS
20.1.3d nityasya rayah paridhimr apasyat.®®

(E) Anunasika (1th) before s This spelling is quite common in K, but I
know just one case from the Or. mss.: at 18.61.8c uto Tnv asya papivamsam
indram (K not available), some read papivar,sam. No examples occur in PS
6/7.

(F) Final -n before §- As in 6.15.2b sarvan chacipate. — Cf. W-L, p. cxxiv.
As far as I can see, no information on the practice of the SS mss. is provided
by WHITNEY (1862: 79f.). The PS mss. show quite a bit of variation in the
treatment of this sandhi. I limit myself again to the cases encountered in PS
6/7.

6.14.6e Tarayan +chvakiskinas (-n, cha- Or, -m $u- K); 6.23.11b *asmin
chayane (smim cha- Or, ssyosa- [presumably from smim sa-] K); 7.4.8¢c
prabhanjan chatran (-nch- Ku [Ma] Pa, -m ch- V/126 Ma, -m § K);
7.16.1b Ttasmin tchraye (-m t$r- Or, -m $r- K); 7.16.5b Ttasmin Tchraye
(-m tér- Ku Pa, -nichr- [Ma], -m $r V /126, om. Ma K); 7.16.10b Ttasmin
Tchraye (-m t$r- Ku [Ma] Pa V/126 Ma, -m nr- K).

There is a pattern of nasal 4+ ch in the Or. mss., against nasal + § in K, as
is clear from the other cases that I have been able to find in BHATTACHARYA’s
apparatus (1.61.2d, 1.61.5f, 2.15.2¢, 3.6.3b, 3.35.1c, 4.11.4c, 5.24.4b, 5.36.1d,
10.3.7b; add 19.10.12¢): it is only 3x ch — t§in 7.16 that distorts the picture if
we look merely at PS 6/7. T have found only one minor exception in the Or. mss.
(1.76.4c -m ch- Ma, -0 §- Va, -ni §- K), and one — perhaps important — in
K (4.23.2d -1i/n, ch- Or, -msch- K). In the information WHITNEY provides, I
find no trace of anything comparable to the orthography of K, only abundant
agreement with the tendencies of the Or. mss. It seems most likely to me
that this was therefore the kind of orthography preferred in the common early
medieval homeland of PS and SS traditions. We may consequently assume this
orthography for the PS archetype: it was preserved in the Orissa transmission,
but replaced almost wholesale in the Kashmirian (the one case of ch in K may
be a trace of the older state of affairs). We probably may not assume that *G
was consistent as to the spelling of the nasal, although I have regularized it as
n throughout.

(G) Final -n before s- As in janant svapayamasi. — Cf. AiGr. 1, §282;
WiITZEL 1979-80, §3.18, pp. 45f.; on the “exceedingly irregular” usage of the
Ss mss., see WHITNEY 1862: 76 and W-L, p. cxxiv. The quoted example,
found at PS 4.6.1d ni janant svapayamasi (RV 7.55.7d [SS 4.5.1d] ni janan/t]

85 paridhimr apasyat] JM V /122 Pa, paridhz’m<rapa> asyat K [Bar. reads paridhim
***agyat, but the reading of the two aksaras that have suffered damage is still determinable
on the basis of what is left of them].
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svapayamasi), has clear manuscript support: jananchvapa® Va, jana(Ma stva
—)tsvaye® Ma Ja, janamtsva® K. There is support only from the Or. mss. at
13.6.3¢c Sarmant syama tava saprathastame (RV 1.94.13c $drman syama tdva
saprdthastama), where K reads §arman. Counter-examples, however, are over-
whelmingly more numerous. Cf., e.g., just from PS 6/7: 6.2.7d ahvayan svasti,
6.18.2c (etc.) asman sinicatu, 7.3.4b ubhayan saha, 7.8.3a yan samasyante,
7.16.9a prajananavan saha. The occurrence of this transition sound is thus
very restricted in our mss.; it does not occur in kandas 6/7 (the ostensible
cases in some mss. for 7.16.1, 5, 6 [!], 10 seem to belong rather with the type
of sandhi discussed in the preceding paragraph).

(H) Final -n before c- Regarding this sandhi, ¢f. WHITNEY on SCA (W-
L, p. exxiv): “Rule ii. 26 virtually ordains the insertion of ¢. Owing to the
frequency of the particle ca, the cases are numerous, and the rule is strictly
followed in all the Atharvan mss. and so of course in our edition. This is not,
however, the universal usage of the Rik: cf. for example ii. L. 16, asman ca tamc
ca, and see RPr. iv.32”. On the precise facts from the RV, see OLDENBERG
1888: 432f. The SS rule is generally followed by the PS mss., although it does
not seem to be carried over pada boundaries (cf. 2.81.5ab prapatan caksusa).
We find it in kandas 6/7 at 6.3.3b, 6.5.5a, 6.8.9¢, 6.9.9d, 6.14.6d, 6.22.6a,
6.23.9d, 7.2.7c, 7.2.7d, and even in cases where the historical explanation for
the insertion of the § (see WHITNEY 1862: 86f.; OLDENBERG ibid.; AiGr. I,
§280) does not hold: 6.23.9d uttarasmims cana. Given this generalization of
the rule with disregard for historical factors, it is noteworthy that a few traces
of a more historically faithful system such as that of the RV do remain: in the
portion of text treated here, cf. 6.11.9a yo *’sman caksusa manasa (-n, c- Or,
-m c- K) for $S 5.6.10a 3o ‘smams cdksusa mdnasa.

(I) Final -n before j- Cf. SCA 2.1.11 in DESHPANDE’s translation
(1997: 274): ‘[The final n changes to 7, also| before a voiced [stop] belonging
to the c-series’. WHITNEY (1862: 77) writes with regard to this rule: “This
is another rule as to the observance of which the usage of the Atharvan
manuscripts is quite various; and it may almost be said here, as of the
insertion of ¢ between n and s, that there is not a passage in which all the
codices agree either to make or to neglect the assimilation. We find written
in such cases either anusvdra, or 7, or n; yet the first is notably the most
frequent, and in the printed text has been made, in obedience to the authority
of the Praticakhya,®0 the universal usage. It might perhaps have been better,
in order to avoid ambiguity, to write the palatal nasal expressly, instead of
intimating it by the employment of the nasal sign over the preceding vowel:
yet the cases are few in which a final 7 so written could be mistaken for one

861 do not understand this remark, because the Pratisakhya (i.e. SCA) seems to sanction
only 7, not m.
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which arises from the assimilation of a final m”. In the two kandas treated
here, we come across five cases: 6.14.7a Ykumaran janasya (-n, j- Or, -m j-
K); 6.22.13ab *enan jaya (-m j- Or K); 7.2.5d krimin jambhayamasi (-n, j-
Or, -rij- K); 7.10.4b *anadvan jagatam (-n, j- Or, -m j- K); 7.18.6e Ttrnahan
janam (-m j- Or K).87 I may list here those further cases that I have come
across in BHATTACHARYA's edition: 1.25.2b, 1.45.3a, 1.83.1d, 3.3.3ab, 4.18.2c,
4.40.1b, 5.3.4d, 5.6.4a, 5.20.4d, 5.20.4d, 8.3.1c, 11.3.2d, 11.4.5d, 12.22.10d,
13.3.7b, 15.12.1a. Although (as far as I can tell from BHATTACHARYA’s critical
apparatus) the Or. mss. and K at no place seem both to have -7j-, I have
regularized 7 here, as I have done in the sandhi discussed above under (F).

(J) Final -n before t- As in dabhan tvam and ripams tan. — Cf. AiGr. I,
§280. Only two cases occur in kandas 6/7, viz. at 7.3.3d te agne ma dabhan tvam
and 7.11.4cd ripums tan ito nasayamasi. 1 have followed the same principle as
R-W for SS, explained in W-L, p. cxxiv f.: “As in the other Vedas, so in the
AV., a s is sometimes inserted and sometimes not; its Pr[atisakhya, i.e. SCA]
(cf. ii. 30) allows and the mss. show a variety of usage. Of course, then, each
case has been determined on the authority of the mss., nor do there occur
any instances in which this is wavering and uncertain. |The matter is fully
discussed in W’s note to ii. 26, and the 67 cases of insertion and the 28 cases
of non-insertion are given on [JAOS 7] p. 417 [= reprint p. 87]. ... ]".

(K) Final -m before n- and before k-, c-, t-, p- and the like Cf. AiGr. I,
§283b. Presumably because he did not feel bound in each case to follow instruc-
tions of the Pratisakhya differing from what he found in his Samhita mss.,%8
WHITNEY (1862: 90) provides no comments on the usage of his S$S mss. in cases
covered by the rule SCA [DESHPANDE] 2.1.31 makarasya sparse parasasthanah
‘[A final] m, before a stop, is changed to a consonant which has the same point
of articulation as the following [stop]’ (DESHPANDE). Both the R-W and the
SPP editions of SS do not follow the implication of this rule, instead following
what I assume to have been the usage of their mss., viz. to employ anusvara.
Although the PS mss. occasionally do show -n n- (from -m n-), -1 k-, -7 c-, -n
t-, and in external sandhi rarely -m p-, the vast majority of the cases supports
the use of anusvara. I have followed HOFFMANN’s advice (1976: 498 n. 5):
“Die Schreibung mit Anusvara (m) vor Verschlufllaut in verschiedenen Texten
ist lediglich ein Interpretamentum der spéteren Tradition bzw. der Editoren:
tannd wird z.B. je nach seiner Entstehung als tdm nd (< tdm nd) oder als tdnnd
(tdn nd < tdd nd) geschrieben. Diese Praxis sollte, auch wenn Fehlinterpreta-
tionen moglich sind, um der Ubersichtlichkeit willen im Satzsandhi beibehalten
bleiben”.

87 According to DESHPANDE (1997: 275) on SCA 2.1.11 (°n j° — °7 j°), as a matter of
general policy “S.P. Pandit’s edition and the VVRI edition read -an j- without applying this
sandhi rule”, but at $S 5.8.7 they read trpdham as do R-W.

88Cf. W-L, p. cxxiii.
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(L) Final -m and -n before 1- As in 6.22.9b vistarinam lokae® and 6.22.13d
Tasmiml loke. — Cf. AiGr. I, §§283c and 281b. Let us quote in full WHIT-
NEY’s remark (1862: 92) under SCA [DESHPANDE] 2.1.35 ubhayor lakare lakaro
‘nundasikah ‘Both [i.e. m and n] are changed to a nasal [ before I’ (DESH-
PANDE): “It is perhaps to be regretted that the editors of the published text
did not follow this rule of the Pratigakhya with regard to both m and n. The
manuscripts, however, are almost unanimous in reading only a single [ after
an original m, with a nasal sign over the preceding vowel (there are but two
or three cases, if I recollect aright, of a doubled 1), and their authority has in
this respect been followed. Where an original n has disappeared, on the other
hand, the manuscripts follow, not without some exceptions, the directions of
the Praticakhya”. As to -m [-, the PS mss. agree precisely with those of Ss.
Just one case occurs in the two kandas treated here, viz. 6.22.9b wistarinam
lokagitam, but also at all other instances known to me in the fifteen kandas
edited by BHATTACHARYA (except at 14.6.1e svargam lokam Or / svargalokam
K) do we find this sandhi: 1.72.1d, 2.10.1d, 3.38.9¢, 5.40.1c, 9.14.7a, 9.23.6b,
9.28.2a, 13.9.1e, 14.5.4d.

Our PS mss. treat the sandhi -n [- in different ways. There are three
instances in kandas 6/7: 6.22.13d Tasmiml loke (-smil lo-/-smilo- Or, -sminlo-
K); 6.23.12b Tasmiml loke (-smillo-, -smilo- Or, -smimnlo- K); 6.23.12d
Tasmiml loke (-smillo- Or, -smimnlo- K). According to the information
provided in BHATTACHARYA’s critical apparatus, a similar pattern (-lI- Or,
-m/mn/n I- K) holds at 5.31.4b, 11.9.5¢, 12.14.4c, 14.7.1d, while at 14.6.8
Tsarvaml lokan (thus BHATTACHARYA), we find -lI- in the Or. mss, but
simply -I- (omitted anusvara) in K, and a case of doubling in both branches
of transmission is found at 14.7.10c taml lokan (tallokan Or, tamllokan K):
while the Or. have -l I- (occasionally just -I-), K tends to have nasal plus
single I-. But to the mentioned case of doubling in K (PS 14.7.10c), we can
add e.g. 16.22.8d, 16.81.8b, and this evidence leads me to suspect that the
authentic orthography was -ml [-, whose anusvara was then dropped in the
Or. transmission. This, at least, is how I have decided to edit the three cases
that had to be dealt with in this work. Since the SS tradition also does not
support an anunasika sign m in this sandhi (cf. WHITNEY 1862: 92 note), it
seems unwarranted to follow BHATTACHARYA’s consistent, but inconsistently
marked, regularization with 7 rather than m.

(M) Final -t before $- As in tac chrpu. — Cf. WHITNEY (1862: 80): “we
have followed in the printed text the authority of the manuscripts, which, with
hardly an exception, write simply ch instead of cch. This orthography is also,
to my apprehension, a truer representation of the actual phonetic result of
combining ¢ with ¢”.8% The mentioned instance is from 7.18.2b; cf. further,

89Cf., e.g., WEBER’s decision to edit wuc-chisydte at SBM 13.1.1.1 as uchisydte and,
similarly, the substantivized verbal adjective uc-chistd- with simple ch in the compound
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in the portion of text treated here, 6.8.4d $rigavac chirah, 7.2.6d Yyac chirah,
7.8.1c Tarac chaptam, 7.8.2b Tyac chvasuro, 7.13.1d(ff.) Tkrtac chirah, 7.15.4ab
*amamac chalyan. While K everywhere writes $ch, the Or. mss. with few
exceptions spell ¢§ (once ts) in these passages. This last, rather surprising
spelling is mentioned in AiGr. I, §278a (p. 329, 1. 26f.) as being attested also
epigraphically. To see if there is any chance that it has to be taken seriously
— in the sense of representing an authentic spelling, or else representing a
reflex in the Samhita-text of a now lost Padapatha —, I have checked the
cases of the same sandhi occurring in kanda 5. To the extent we can draw
conclusions from BHATTACHARYA’s negative apparatus,”’ they must be that
this interesting writing habit was not the only option available to the Oriya
scribes, but that we have in PS 6/7 merely a coincidental cluster of instances:
the Or. mss. for kanda 5 appear to have this spelling only at 8.4c, 9.4b, and
10.7d, and are not even unanimous in all of these cases; at most other places,
we find expected ch: 2.6¢, 10.10e, 14.1¢, 17.1b, 23.4c, 26.2¢, 28.6d (-ts- in K!),
29.1a, 36.3d, 36.4 (ff.), 38.8d. I therefore do not want to take the mentioned
cases from kandas 6/7 to show anything more than an awareness on the part
of the scribe(s) that the second word in question, free from sandhi, begins with
§; otherwise, they seem merely to be examples of the common confusion ch/ts
(and hence, since Oriya phonology does not distinguish sibilants, also ch/ts). I
follow LUBOTSKY 2002: 9, and edit -c¢ ch- “in order to preserve transparency of
the text”, marking with a ‘™’ for emendation only if the Or. mss. do not show
their standard ch (see the next paragraph).

(N) Initial and intervocalic ch As in gayatrena chandasa and gachati. —
BHATTACHARYA regularizes extension of word-initial ch- to cch- after word-
final a/4, a (AiGr. I, §133), and edits cchandasa in the former example, which
is taken from 1.63.4a (cf. also 1.87.4d, 4.1.2¢). In fact the mss. of our text, with
hardly any exception, write ch (Or. mss.) and $ch (K) respectively.”! In rare
cases, however, we do find the rule ch — cch of the grammarians (AiGr., ibid.)
adhered to in one or the other of the Or. mss.: cf. my discussion under 7.5.12a,
and the V /126 reading at 7.18.7d. Interesting though such cases may be, they
can easily be explained as adjustment to Paninian rules on the part of a scribe.
For me, the fundamental fact is that even though the Or. mss. can write -cch-,
and sometimes do, they refrain from doing so in the overwhelming majority

hutochistdm at SBM 12.4.2.8, etc.

90That it is probably reliable in reporting variants for this kind of sandhi is confirmed by
the fact that all instances from PS 6/7 of ¢ in the Or. mss. have been reported by him,
although he, too, edits -cch-.

91 An explicit statement regarding the practice of the SS mss. seems not to have been made
by WHITNEY anywhere, but LANMAN adds (W-L, p. cxxv), under the treatment of “Final -t
before ¢-” (see my preceding paragraph): “1The procedure of the edition and of the mss. is,
I believe, uniformly similar also in cases like rchat, gacha, yacha, etc.J”. Note also WITZEL
1989: 161-163.
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of cases. Whatever considerations of historical phonology and meter tell us, it
seems to me that we cannot ignore this apparently authentic spelling (found
not only in PS, but also in $S and several other Vedic texts whose transmitters
disposed of a grapheme ccha but nevertheless did not use it), and I therefore
share LUBOTSKY’s opinion (2002: 9) “that we should keep to the Orissa ms.
tradition and edit simple -ch- (as is the practice of, for instance, the mss. of
the RV)”.

It will be observed that I do not take the K spelling $ch seriously for PS,
in the same way that I also reject its jihvamiuliya/upadhmaniya as unauthentic
(see below). There is an old controversy as to the graphic interpretation of
the Sarada sign transcribed as sch, whose shape has been assumed to stand
for cch.%? Cf., however, WITZEL’s statement (1979-80, §1.4 p. 16): “In der
Schreibung $ch ... nur einen Lese- und Schreibfehler fiir cch ... zu sehen, is
verfehlt: Die Kashmirische Schreibung mit $ch ist zu konstant, auch in klass.
Texten” (also DREYER 1986: XX VI n. 63; WITZEL 1989: 161ff.). T assume that
the aksara in question is indeed to be read sch, but that its use is an artefact
of Kashmiri habits — the reason for whose persistence in Kashmir, as that of
jihvamauliya/upadhmaniya, remains unknown — introduced into the text only
after a predecessor of our K got transported to Kashmir, and does not mean
anything about how the PS text was written before it came to be transmitted
in Kashmir.? I base myself, in making this decision, on the fact that K shows
instances of spellings with ch rather than its usual sch: see the ms., e.g. fol.
240a15 yavayachattrum [19.2.2d], 246a7 yathachinnady [19.13.8bc]: T interpret
these cases as preserving an older orthography which is in most cases lost due to
the Kashmirizing efforts of PS transmitters in Kashmir. Note also the readings
at 6.12.8/6.13.3, where both K and Or have ts: it thus seems that *G also had
instances of ch — ts. The mss. of the KausS, which must have circulated in
Gujarat simultaneously with, and among the same people as, our archetype and
the predecessors of the SS mss. (see GRIFFITHS 2004 and 2007), show several
cases of ts for ch; we find similar spellings also in another text transmitted in
Gujarat, MS: 4.14.7:247.1ff. rtsatam,* but in none of these texts (nor in other
locally transmitted texts with old preserved mss., like AVParis) do we find any
traces of a spelling sch, which we would expect if such had been a common
spelling at the time and place of origin of the PS archetype.?®

92Thus still DUMONT 1962: 52.

93 AUFRECHT 21877: VI was willing to admit that “die Schreibung gaschati, aschinat
... kommt der Wahrheit viel néher als gacchati[,] acchinat”, but did not adopt this orthog-
raphy in his edition. Similarly, VON SCHROEDER wrote in the Introduction to his KS ed. I,
p. XII: “Es hatte etwas Anmuthendes, in Formen wie ga$chati, yaschati, ischati, yuschati
u. dgl. m. fir gacchati etc. etwas Archaisches zu suchen, eine erhaltung des s von dem alten
prasensbildenden sk zu vermuthen”. VON SCHROEDER rejected $ch, however, on the basis of
the mistaken assumption that it represented a graphical error for cch. Cf. finally WITZEL
1974a: IX / 2004: xxiii (with notes) and AiGr. I, p. 154 1l. 7., with Nachtrag p. 81 on 154,
13.

94Cf. also Ved. Var. 11, §§183-185; HOFFMANN 1982: 61 = 1992: 767.

951 may note, to conclude this discussion, that a reverse scenario (sch in *G, completely
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(O) Degemination of ttv, tty, ddv, ddy to tv, ty, dv, dy etc. Cf. W-L,
p- Ixvii, on SS: “the ordinary usage of the mss. makes no distinction between
double consonants in groups where the duplication is phonetic, and those in
groups where the duplication is morphological (cf. W’s Grammar, § 232)”.
LANMAN’s example is tddyam for tdd dyam at SS 4.19.6. The Or. mss. of
our text never write the geminate in the portion of text treated here, but
at such instances as 7.6.1d, 7.11.10a (and 7.6.10c), at least K shows that it
can write -ddy-, -ttv-. All cases where none of the mss. writes the geminate
have been marked by me with a . For -t tv-, cf. the readings at 6.21.3d
(tasmatvam Or K), 7.6.10c (yatvemahe Or, yantvemahe [from yattvemahe] K),
7.11.10c¢ (tavatvam Or K); for -ttv- 7.15.2b+d (datva Or, datta K); for -tty-
6.11.9b (citya Or KP©); for -d dy- 7.6.1d (tadyava® Or, taddyava® K), 7.11.10a
(yavadyaur Or, yavaddyaur K). No cases of -d dv- occur in kandas 6/7, but
cf. 2.37.2a (no variants reported by BHATTACHARYA for Or, but my Kul
reads asmadvesamsi; asmaddvesamsi K), 10.5.4a (yadvipac Or, yaddvipac K),
14.5.7a (dvipat, dvihastah Or, dvisadvihastah K).°® Here too belongs the re-
duction of jjn to jn that was noted in the Or. mss. for 4.15.1 (GRIFFITHS &
LUBOTSKY 2001-02[03]: 197).97

(P) Final visarga before §- s- s- As stated above (§2.1.2.4), the Or. mss.
have the usual system of -h for -s, before s- s- s-, while K assimilates the fi-
nal -s to -§ -s -s, only showing (occasional) pausa-forms at pada boundaries
(e.g. 6.11.3bc, 6.18.8ab, 6.22.3ab, 7.4.5ab), in prose-mantras also at syntactic
boundaries (6.12.2b). WITZEL 1974a: IX / 2004: xxii f. (with n. 59) regards
the type of sandhi found in K as archaic,”® and the Kashmiri system is sup-
ported by SCA [DESHPANDE| 2.2.1 visarjaniyasya parasasthano ‘ghose ‘The
visarjaniya [= h], before a voiceless [consonant], is changed to a [maximally
similar consonant] which has the same point of articulation as the following
[voiceless consonant]’ (DESHPANDE). For information on the practice of the $S

eradicated by pre-/proto-Orissa transmitters) is rendered even more unlikely by the fact that
the Or. mss. do write $ch where we expect it in external sandhi: 4.13.2cd (Sira$ chinadmi),
4.20.7ef (manas chaya), 9.7.2d (himas chadih), 9.11.6b (agnis$ chaya); I have found only one
exception, at 1.53.2¢, where for stomas chandamsi the Or. mss. have -a(c)cha-.

96The Or reading for the last instance is particularly interesting, and is to be compared
with the case of -{gh- for -dgh- discussed under 7.8.6d.

97We may also expect cases of jju — jv, as they are found in the mss. for $s (cf. WHITNEY
on $S 6.121.1).

98His statement, in the note, that the sandhi of the MS mss. would be of the same assim-
ilating type is not supported by his reference to VON SCHROEDER’s Einleitung, p. XLII; in
light of the few “sporadic cases” that WHITNEY mentions for S$S in the passage quoted just
below, and in light of possible geographical connections between MS and AV transmission
(see §2.6, and (N) just above), WITZEL’s remark could be interesting, but nothing further
is found to confirm it in VON SCHROEDER 1879 or LUBOTSKY 1983. On the facsimile of the
Haug ms. kept in Munich accompanying VON SCHROEDER'’s article, one case occurs: for edited
bhiitikamah sydt, the ms. does not have -ssy- but reads bhutikama syat (not registered in the
critical apparatus).
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mss. (in full agreement with the Or. mss.), cf. WHITNEY’s statement (1862: 96)
under the quoted rule, that his mss. do not “—except in a few sporadic cases,
and without any agreement among one another as regards these—convert vis-
arjantya into a sibilant before a sibilant. In the final revision of the edited text,
the rule of the Pratigakhya in this respect was begun to be followed in the in-
terior of a word (see ii. 3. 3, 5; iii. 21. 2; iv. 17.2), but was soon neglected again,
and the text in general shows wvisarjaniya before a sibilant in all situations”.
I have not found any internal evidence suggesting the secondariness of either
system, and regard the question which was the system of the PS archetype
as unanswered. For practical purposes, I follow the system of the Or. mss.,
and I am strengthened by the arguments in the next paragraph in my implicit
assumption that the system of the Or. mss. is the authentic one.

(Q) Final visarga before k(h)- and p(h)- Under the same just quoted
Pratisakhya-rule, WHITNEY (1862: 96) leaves no doubt as to the SS usage. Ac-
cording to the rule, “before k and kh it [i.e. visarjaniya] becomes jihvamiliya,
and, before p and ph, upadhmaniya—these last two spirants being ... clearly
implied in this rule, although nowhere referred to by name as belonging to the
scheme of spoken sounds recognized by the treatise. Visarjaniya itself, then,
would only stand, in sanhitd, before a pause. The theory of the Praticakhya,
however, is not at all the practice of the manuscripts, and the latter, rather
than the former, has been followed by us in the printed text. In none of
the Atharvan codices is any attempt made to distinguish the jihvamdiliya and
upadhmaniya from the visarjaniya—and, as we cannot but think, with much
reason: since the division of this indistinct and indefinite sound into three dif-
ferent kinds of indefiniteness savors strongly of an over-refinement of analysis”.
Whatever one may think of WHITNEY’s rationalization of the manuscript us-
age (cf. DESHPANDE 1997: 305f.), the usage itself is clear. The editor of PS
is confronted with different problems, viz. the evidence of the two branches of
the text’s transmission, that seems at first sight to be conflicting: the Or. mss.
again write visarga (h), and consistently so, it seems, while K uses jihvamiliya
(h) and upadhmaniya (h), participating once again in common Kashmiri writ-
ing habits (cf. WITZEL 1974a: IX / 2004: xxiii; 1979-78, §1.4 p. 16; 1994: 5;
DREYER 1986: XXIII). K, however, is far from consistent in this matter. Be-
sides manifold cases of visarga at pada boundaries, where the pausa-form may
be expected (-h k- e.g. 6.9.7, 7.5.1; -h p- e.g. 6.10.9, 6.11.4, 7.15.8), I have
also found deviations from the general practice pada-internally: -h k- at 6.14.7,
7.4.2; -h p- 6.2.4, 6.3.11 (2x), 6.6.3, 6.6.9, 6.12.5, 6.14.6, 6.19.3, 6.22.3, 7.6.8,
7.7.2,7.7.4,7.9.1, 7.15.8, 8.15.6.9% It may be true, as WITZEL asserts (1994: 6),
that cases of h instead of h and h are “indicative of the late date of MSS.”, or,

99The disproportionately greater number of cases of -h p- than of -k k- may be partially
explained by the special sandhi situation created when final -s precedes, as it so often does,
a form of the verb kar: see the next paragraph.
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as DREYER informs us (1986: XXIII), that h/h “werden auch von Schreibern
direkt in A iiberfuhrt”, but it seems to me that another factor may have played
a role as well, viz. retention of the authentic sandhi system of *G, which most
likely agreed with that of the SS mss., and which — I assume — our Or. mss.
have preserved intact. Further support for the assumption that our text, after
it came to Kashmir, has also in this regard been subjected to Kashmirization,
comes from the fact that K even offers clusters hk where, as the Or. mss. show,
sk ought properly to have been written (6.4.3d, 6.6.5b).1%°

(R) Final -s/-s before k-, p- We sometimes find deviations from the types
of sandhi discussed in the preceding paragraph. They have been discussed
in full detail for $S by WHITNEY (1862: 107-113).2°1 As to -s/-s preserved
before k, the vast majority of cases is found before forms of the root kar, as
noted for SS by WHITNEY (pp. 107f.), and for PS by LUBOTSKY (2002: 51f.),
who, however, was not entirely correct that the sibilant is preserved in PS
only before k- of this root: the mss. for 7.3.3b are unanimous in reading nis
kravyado (contrast WHITNEY, bid., and DESHPANDE 1997: 331 on $S 12.2.16
nih kravyadam), and — as far as I can judge from BHATTACHARYA’s negative
apparatus — so are the mss. for 11.9.3b yajus kalad (but no such variant is
reported by SPP or W-L for SS 19.54.3 ydjuh kalad, which one might have
expected to follow the PS sandhi here: cf. §2.2.1). T have also found one case
before kh: 20.39.7¢ nis khidamasi. Moreover, even in kandas 6/7 alone I have
found several exceptions to the preference of -s/-s before forms of kar: 6.2.8b
avarvrtatah krpavo (with intervening caesura), 7.5.4d krtyadasih krto, 7.19.3d
namah krpmo; one may perhaps also add 7.1.7a punah krtyam.'°? As to -s/-s
preserved before p-, the conditions causing it are even less easily arranged in
one category, and this is reflected, for SS, in the fact that SCA needs 15 rules
to cover all the cases on an ad hoc basis. All instances from kandas 6/7 may
be explained by invoking close syntactic nexus (cf. D II): 7.6.10a vastos pate
(cf. cases of brhaspati-, vanaspati- passim), 7.10.1b himavatas pari, 7.10.5b
adityebhyas pari. 1 have tried to follow the generally unequivocal evidence
of the mss., discarding occasional jihvamiliyas and upadhmaniyas (or even
visargas) in K, against s/s in the Or. mss. (e.g. 6.8.8d, 6.18.1+9), as secondary
(Kashmir-style) regularizations.

(S) Omission of visarga before st- and the like As in 6.17.10ab ganai
stuta. — Cf. WHITNEY (1862: 96), on the rule SCA [DESHPANDE] 2.2.1 quoted
under (P) above: “The rule that the wvisarjaniya is to be dropped altogether

100 And similarly also clusters hp. Cf. HOFFMANN 1986: 459 = 1992: 821 n. 3: “Im K.-ms.
kann der Jihvamiliya in hk [sic] und der Upadhmaniya oder Visarga in hp [sic], hp auch s
ersetzen, vgl. z. B. vahpasca AVP IV 24,1 statt baspasca”.

101Cf. also p. 106 for the same combinations in internal sandhi: no problems have emerged
for this internal sandhi in PS 6/7.

102Cf. also the extensive discussion by DESHPANDE 1997: 333f.
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before a sibilant followed by a surd mute—a rule which is laid down by the Rik
and V3aj. Praticakhyas, and not by our own, but which is rather more usually,
although with very numerous and irregularly occurring exceptions, followed
in the Atharvan manuscripts—has been uniformly carried out in the edition;
although many will doubtless be inclined to think with me that, considering
the varying usage of the manuscripts, it would have been better to follow the
authority of the Praticakhya, and so to avoid the ambiguity occasionally arising
from the omission of the final spirant”. Applied to PS, following WHITNEY’s
final inclination would have meant editing ganais stuta, with a type of cluster
indeed encountered in K at 7.4.5a: balavijnayassthavirah, where the Or. mss.
point to balavijnayah sthavirah, as I have edited there. The habit of omitting
visarga (or rather, of simplifying a cluster sst(h) to st(h)) is well known (AiGr. I,
§287b; Ved. Var. 11, §§972, 974-977), and is commonly (in all mss., e.g., at
6.17.10ab, 6.20.8ab, 19.7.9b, 19.9.6ab),'%® but — as at 7.4.5a (with intervening
caesura) — not always, encountered in our mss. It is too early to attempt to
synthesize the PS data for this sandhi. Surely there will be many cases where
the two branches of transmission do not agree, but no clear instance of such
divergence has been encountered in kandas 6/7. I have, therefore, followed
the evidence of the mss., a policy which in our two kandas did not lead to
difficulties.

(T) Omission of visarga before sv-/sy- and the like Cf. AiGr. I, §287c,
and Ved. Var. II, §978: “here the regular usage of nearly all texts, and the
prescriptions of all the Pratisakhyas, require h. ... . The only text which
regularly drops the final s is ApMB.; see Winternitz’s Introduction, p. xlviii.
It appears, however, that the mss. of some other texts show the same dropping
of s not infrequently. Especially is this true of AV.; see Whitney’s note on
APr. 2.86, and on his Translation of AV., 6.121.1”.

The only case relevant for us that WHITNEY (1862: 116) in fact touches
upon in the passage referred to by BLOOMFIELD & EDGERTON (1932) is the
problematic spelling of the internal sandhi of the word duhsvdpnya-, which
falls under SCA 2.4.6 [DESHPANDE] strtasvasvapisu ‘Before strta, sva, and
forms of the root svap, [the s, preceded by a vowel other than a or a, is
changed to s’ (DESHPANDE): “If we follow our treatise, then, implicitly, we
shall write anishstrtah, nish svéa, dushsvapnyam, which are barbarous and im-
possible forms. The manuscripts write, without dissent, anishirtah and nishva;
as regards dushvapnya, their usage is very irregular; they vary with the utmost
inconsistency between that form and duhshvapnya, in no single instance writing
dushshvapnya. While, therefore, we are compelled to look upon anishshirtah,
nish shva, and dushshvapnyam as the forms which the Praticakhya intends
to sanction, we cannot but hold the editors justified in following for the two
former cases the unanimous authority of the MSS., and in making the third

1031 have further noted sva sthabitamn in K at 4.1.4b, Or. mss. corruptly svastyabhitam.
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conform to them”. While the $S mss. vary inconsistently between dusvdpnya-
and duhsvdpnya-, those of PS show other variation: cf. 7.7.9a duhsvapniyam
Or, dusvapni K; contrast ZEHNDER’s decision to edit dusvapnya- at 2.37.2
(duhsvapnya-/duhsvapnya- Or, dvisvapniya- K) with LUBOTSKY’s to edit duh-
svapnya- at PS 5.23.7, 5.37.3. Says LUBOTSKY (2002: 171): “Bhattacharya
edits this word either with -hsv- (6x) or with -hsv- (8x; once dusvapnyam at
15.4.2a), which is based on the spelling of the Or. mss. (K. also vacillates be-
tween -ssv- and -(s)sv-)”. The Or. mss. thus consistently insert a visarga,'%*
except at 15.4.2, and in a comparable case of external sandhi at 13.4.4 (see my
commentary on 6.20.8), all mss. point to a sandhi rajjah sma — rajji sma. In
view of these two small pieces of evidence, and of the policy adopted by WHIT-
NEY (followed by ZEHNDER), I reject LUBOTSKY’s choice, and edit dusvapnya-
at the one case encountered in kandas 6/7 (viz. 7.7.9a), where the evidence of
K and the Or. mss. cannot be reconciled; I fully realize, of course, that the
base of argumentation is in fact virtually nil, but no objective criterion suggests
itself.

We may now return to the external sandhi. At none of the cases in kandas
6/7 (only -s sv- occurs: 6.1.3¢c, 6.1.8b, 6.2.6d, 6.12.5b, 6.22.3ab, 6.22.6cd,
6.22.11b, 7.7.6a, 7.13.12b) did I encounter unanimous evidence against the
adoption of visarga in my edition. A perusal, on the basis of BHATTACHARYA’s
critical apparatus, of all the cases in kandas 2 and 5'%° leads to the same result,
viz. that in almost all cases the mss. write -k sv-/-h sy-. I thus find LUBOTSKY’s
decision to restore BHATTACHARYA’s priya syama to priyah syama at 5.39.7cd
fully justified; cf. also Tedhamanah sve for edhamana sve at PS 20.61.5 (GRIF-
FITHS 2004, item 31).

(U) Intervocalic d The case of ‘Vedic I'. — WITZEL states (1989: 165):
“both the Kashmiri PS (with a diacritic) and the Oriya PS with a special letter
used for intervocalic -J- (now also found in Marathi, Oriya, etc.) exhibit the
retroflex -[- instead of the usually printed -d-". These words are problematic.'%6
In the following discussion, I make reference to the four signs nicely reproduced
by ZEHNDER 1999: 21. The conventional transliteration for Sarada (1) is la (or
1), and for Oriya the conventional transliterations are (2) ra, (3) la, (4) la.
First, as to the sign used in the Or. mss., it is not entirely certain what “spe-
cial letter” WITZEL had in mind: the sign used in the Or. mss. for intervocalic
d certainly is not the sign used (when writing Oriya language)'%” to represent

1041t seems quite possible that this is secondary, because the least faithful of the Or. mss.
(JM RM) can also insert visarga in such cases as 6.1.3c.

105They are 2.13.5¢, 2.28.5a, 2.31.1b, 2.49.1h, 2.53.1d, 2.54.3b, 2.56.1e, 2.57.1c, 2.60.4c,
4.31.3d, 5.4.5d, 5.14.8, 5.28.4.

106The brief statement regarding the Or. mss. of PS in note 272 on p. 211 of WITZEL 1989
does not succeed in properly identifying the issues either.

107Qccasional intrusion of this Oriya grapheme/phoneme into the spelling of Vedic has been
noted above, §2.1.2.4.
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/1/, the retroflex lateral phoneme for which Oriya has a separate sign (properly
l: ZEHNDER’s 3) — related palaeographically to that for [ (ZEHNDER’s 4) —,
but is a sign derived by means of a subscript diacritic dot from d (ZEHNDER’s
2).198 WiTZEL wrongly equates the orthographies of Oriya and Marathi, which
latter has no r, and to whose [ /1/ the only graphic and phonemic Oriya cor-
respondent is equally [ /1/. The Oriya sign for the intervocalic allophone of
d /d/ is properly transliterated as r [r], and the same process, by the way, is
used to derive intervocalic 7 (not depicted by ZEHNDER) from dh. To take the
most familiar example, the Or. mss. of PS would write agnim re purohitam,
possibly ide, but not (as in Marathi) #e.1%°

Coming, then, to the Sarada sign in question (ZEHNDER’s 1 — see also
GRIERSON 1916: 686), WITZEL (1994: 14f.) has aptly described it as derived
from the sign for d by attaching a “small diacritic triangle” to the upper right
side of that sign in order to express the intervocalic phonetic variant of /d/.11°
We note that the (palaeo)graphical connection here again, as in the case of the
Oriya sign r, is with d, rather than with /. This was doubtless the reason why
BHATTACHARYA suggested (p. xxi) that it is possible that “ra is intended by
the letter” in question, meaning that its phonetic value may not be done jus-
tice by the conventional transliteration /, and the equation (by WITZEL, GRI-
ERSON, BHATTACHARYA) with the (Marathi-)DevanagarT sign conventionally
transliterated that way. BHATTACHARYA’s 1993 publication offers a convenient
collection of occurrences of the sign in the Kashmir ms., and BHATTACHARYA
in this earlier publication too is inclined to infer that it represents the “trilled
variety of /d/”, i.e. r[r] (1993: 106).

It must be emphasized now that the Oriya writing habit is normally as
predictable when writing Oriya language'!! as is the Vedic allophony, and the
occurrence of r(h) in the Or. mss. of PS may hence easily be taken as an impo-
sition by the scribes of their vernacular writing habits onto their writing habits
for Vedic mantras: the authentic ‘Sprachwirklichkeit’ of the Oriya spelling r(h)
in the PS mss. may therefore not be taken for granted.''? On the other hand,

108 Cf. MasIcA (1991: 146f.): “The favorite diacritic of the “Northern” scripts is the subscript

dot () ... . It is used for the near-allophonic intervocalic flaps [r, Th] corresponding to /d,
dh/ in Hindi, Bengali, and Oriya ...; in Marathi and Gujarati it is ignored; ...”.
109RV 1.1.1 itself does not occur in PS, but cf. PS 19.1.10a wre agnim bhavam ... . Tt is

unfortunately not clear what is the basis of WITZEL’s assertion (1994a: 46 n. 67): “The [
[i.e. [ AG] used in Vedic MSS now and in printed editions is a Marathi invention expressing
one of their [-sounds”.

10Surprisingly, an aspirated counterpart of the intervocalic sign does not seem to exist in
Séradé, as noted by GRIERSON 1916: 687 and WITZEL 1974a: XXV n. 63 (found on p. xxiii
in the 2004 edition). Three cases occur in PS 6/7: at 7.6.5c and 8ab, K reads drdha°, but
at 7.11.5¢ we find the interesting spelling arelhs.

HICf. MASICA 1991: 147 n. 4 (p. 470): “There is some inconsistency about writing Oriya
R”. Indeed, a few of the Or. mss. available to me do not, or not consistently, place the
subscript dot. BHATTACHARYA suggests (p. xx) that his mss. only “rarely” place the dot.

112That the Orissa scribes of PS most likely did not intend ‘Vedic I’ with r(h) I find con-
firmed by autopsy (December 2003) of a Kanvasamhita ms. in the village Bodapalasa, Keon-
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the apparently quite consistent use of the Sarada sign ‘I in our K may belong
to the large number of orthographic peculiarities I have judged as secondary
‘Kashmirizations’ in the preceding paragraphs,''® and may therefore be of no
evidential value for the authentic Paippalada orthography either. I have de-
cided to go against my earlier voiced inclination (GRIFFITHS 2003a: 341) to
follow the Kashmirian tendency, and instead to regularize d(h), on the basis of
the mentioned text-internal considerations, but also on the following external
grounds.

There is no trace at all in the tradition of the Saunaka Sakha of the al-
lophony d — 1/l (see WHITNEY 1862: 29; DESHPANDE 1997: 145), nor is there
any trace of it in the other Vedic tradition historically restricted to Gujarat,
that of the Maitrayaniyas. Above, we have at various stages been led to postu-
late close orthographical agreements between the traditions of S$S and PS, and,
under (N) and (P), with MS too. Given the equivocal nature of the evidence
of the PS mss. themselves, I feel that following the orthography of SS and MS
in this case is most likely to lead us to anything resembling historical accuracy.
The factual readings of the PS mss. are of course reported as faithfully as possi-
ble in my critical apparatus, where the Oriya sign is transliterated with 7, and
with considerable hesitation the Sarada one is transliterated as ! (despite my
inclination to assume that it actually represents [r], as the shape of the aksara
suggests).

(V) r/1 Cf. Ved. Var. II, §§257-263 on the confusion between r and I, which
“is reflected in the earliest language and thruout the Vedic period, not only in
the variations of parallel texts, but in the ms. readings of one and the same
text”. Our PS is such a text: cases of divergence between K on the one hand,
and the Or. mss. on the other, are quite numerous, and have been noted by me
e.g. at 7.7.4b (anuprlavam [sic] Ku, anupravam V /126 Ma [Ma], anuplavam
K), 7.12.6b (vataprava Or, vataplava K), 7.13.10b (puskarair Or, puskalair
K). The tendency is clearly toward ! in K, and toward r in the Or. mss. To
the extent that sense and etymology pronounce a clear verdict, these have been
my criteria in establishing the text of each individual case.

jhar Dt., Orissa (assuming that this single ms. is representative of the orthography used in
all Orissa mss. of that text): it is immediately clear that in this tradition intervocalic /d/
(‘Vedic 1’) is spelt with the retroflex lateral [ sign. I have seen no case of intervocalic /dh/,
so I do not know how this would be rendered in the Orissa Kanvasamhita mss.

130n the use of the sign in the dominant Katha and RV tradition of Kasmir, see WITZEL
1989: 165 with n. 169.
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3 The Arrangement of the Paippaladasamhita

3.1 Divisions and principles of arrangement of the text

In my publication GRIFFITHS 2003b, I focused in detail on the names of the
divisions of our text, and on the places where divisions are made. In my 2003a
paper, I have given some remarks about how these divisions are marked by
means of colophons etc. in the Or. mss.: see now §2.1.2.8 above. Regarding K,
see §2.1.1.3.

The PS is divided, in order of decreasing size, into vargas ‘halves’, padas
‘quarters’, kandas ‘books’, and *prapathakas ‘lectures’. Every kanda is fur-
ther subdivided into anuvakas ‘lessons’ which are groups of suktas/kandikas
‘hymns’. Each hymn, finally, is divided into rcs ‘stanzas’ (or prose sentences
which also came to be called rc- at some stage of the transmission: see BIS-
SCHOP & GRIFFITHS 2003: 334 n. 97).

Not all of the larger divisions are encountered in the portion of text treated
here. Two *prapathaka transitions fall within kandas 6/7: between 6.12.5/6
and between 7.4.4/5. Kanda 6 contains twenty-three hymns, and four anuvakas,
with a standard length of five hymns per anuvaka: an overlong anuvaka of seven
hymns covers hymns 11-17, and another one of six covers hymns 18-23 (among
which 20-21 clearly form one original hymn, arthasukta). Kanda 7 contains
twenty hymns and is divided into four equally sized anuvakas of five hymns
each.

I did not discuss the principles of arrangement behind the textual divisions
in my 2003b paper. These are twofold: we can distinguish numerical principles
and principles of contents. I leave out of further discussion here the division into
anuvakas which is mostly straight-forward and based on numerical principles:
it has been treated by me at length in the aforementioned article (cf. also W-L,
p. exxix fI.), only the issue of norms for the hymn totals of the anuvakas (W-L,
p. cxxxix) in some, especially the later, books remaining unclear;'!* in that
same paper I presented all the facts thus far known about the *prapathaka
division (pp. 29ff.). In the following sections, I focus first on the arrangement
of the text into kandas, and then on the arrangement of hymns within these
kandas, with special reference to kandas 6/7.

3.2 The kandas and ‘grand divisions’

On the division of the PS into 20 kandas, and their titles, cf. WITZEL
1985a: 267ff. The organizing principles seem to have been very similar to those
of SS, being a combination — not yet well understood — of numerical criteria
with criteria of contents (cf. W-L, p. cxlii), the latter playing a decidedly

14The reader is referred for some basic facts to the discussions in RENOU 1947 (§53) and
JHA 1952-53: 332ff., partially outdated because based only on K.
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minor role in PS, and one that is restricted, it seems, to groupings of hymns
within kandas. The following table gives for each kanda its traditional title,
the number of hymns (with the norm for the amount of stanzas per hymn
implied by the title, and the actual average), and the number of anuvakas per
kanda (with the amounts of hymns per anuvaka).

[ Kanda [ Title (°kanda) [[ Hymns'™ [ Norm | Average''® || Anuvakas [ Size''" |
1 caturrca® 112 4 4.3 22 5(6)
2 pafcarca® 91 5 5.3 18 5(6)
3 sadrca® 40 6 6.9 8 5
4 saptarca® 40 7 7.6 8 5
5 astarca® 40 8 8.9 8 5
6 navarca’ 23 9 10.3 4 5(6/7)
7 dasarca® 20 10 10.6 4 5
8 ekadadarca® 20 11 11.5 4 5
9 dvadasarca 29 12 10.4 4 5/6/9
10 trayodagarca® 16 13 10.3 2 6/10
11 caturdasarca® 16 14 9.3 2 7/9
12 pancadasarca® 22 15 9 2 11
13 sodagarca® 9 16 7.2 2 4/5
14 saptadasarca® 9 17 9.3 2 4/5
15 astadadarca® 23 18 9.9 5 4/5
16 ksudra® 155 ? 8.8 22 4-16
17 ekanrca® 55 ? 8.9 8 4-17
18 mahat® 82 ? 8.9 13 3-11
19 trca® /tryrca® 56 3 16.1 14 4
20 ekarca® 65 1 9.8 10 5-8

Based on the variables indicated in the table, we can make, just as WHITNEY
did for SS (W-L, pp. cxxvii, cxxxix f., cxlii ff.), a provisional grouping of the
kandas into three ‘grand divisions’: I (1-8), II (9-15), III (16-20). While the
time has not yet come to go into such details here as could be done in W-L for
S/S7 I can nevertheless make the following observations.

‘Grand division’ I In the first ‘grand division’, the principle is clear: criteria
of contents do not play any role; kandas are arranged by the decreasing total
number of hymns, and the increasing number of stanzas per hymn. It is notice-
able that this average is always higher (presumably in part due to secondary
accretions onto the text after its first redaction) than the norm as implied by
the kanda-titles, but it is always lower than the average of the next kanda.
There is an additional rule, which has only few exceptions:''® no hymn may

115 The numbers of hymns are given according to the Or. mss. (see ZEHNDER 1999: 258).

H116Fxcept for kandas 2 and 6-7, where T have used respectively ZEHNDER’s (1999: 22) and my
own counts, these calculations are based on the figures given by BHATTACHARYA 1997: xxii.
For the small adjustment that is required in BHATTACHARYA’s count for kanda 9, see my
special table for that kanda below.

H7The figures in the last two columns are based on GRIFFITHS 2003b. Numbers within
parentheses mark small and rare departures from what is otherwise a clear norm; numbers
separated by ¢/’ cover the entire available variation; those separated by ‘- are the smallest
and largest sizes encountered.

18The only possible exception known to me from kandas 6/7 is 6.21. If, however, the
stanza arrangement as found in $S 19.47-48 (= PS 6.20-21) according to R-W and ‘Sayana’
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contain fewer stanzas than the norm (pace RENOU 1947: 65; cf. W-L, p. cxlix).
Regarding the possibilities for restoring to regularity those hymns that exceed
the norm current in the respective kanda, I may refer to the study of INSLER
(1998b) and to my remarks introducing hymns 6.3, 6.4 (end), 6.5, 6.9, 6.11,
6.16, 6.17, 6.20, 6.22, 6.23 (10 out of 23 in kanda 6) and 7.1, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 7.13,
7.14 (6 out of 20 in kanda 7). Finally, in this ‘grand division’, the total number
of anuvakas per kanda steadily diminishes, while the norm for the amount of
hymns per anuvaka is clearly five throughout (exceptions being necessary only
there where the total number of hymns is not easily divisible by five).

‘Grand division’ IT In the second ‘grand division’, an organizing principle
is at first glance hard to detect, except for the fact that all but the first and
last kandas have two anuvakas each, while their size varies from four to eleven
hymns per anuvaka. The norm that is implied by the titles of the kandas seems
to become entirely irrelevant. The relative numbers of hymns per kanda also
seem not to count any longer, while the absolute numbers may serve only to
separate this ‘grand division’ from the third. The following tables for kandas
9-15 give the numerical facts.

9 Ostensible norm of 12 stanzas per hymn: out of 29 hymns 8 conform, 21
do not. Note that short hymns of 10 stanzas, or pairs of such hymns, are
six times followed by ‘supplements’ of 5 or 7.

hymn number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

stanzas 11 10 13 12 14° 12 14 10 5 12 14 12 10 7
hymn number 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
stanzas 10 7 10 10 7 12 12 10 10 7 10 12 12 10 7

10 Ostensible norm of 13 stanzas per hymn: out of 16 hymns 3 conform
(including the first), 13 do not. Note that short hymns of 10 stanzas are
three times followed by ‘supplements’ of 5 or 7.

hymn number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
stanzas 13 10 7 13 14 13 10 5 10 7 10 12 10 10 10 11

11 Ostensible norm of 14 stanzas per hymn: out of 16 hymns 3 conform
(including the first and the last), 13 do not. Note that short hymns of 10
stanzas are six times followed by ‘supplements’ of 5, 6 or 7.

(10+6) is correct rather than that of PS/SPP (946), we seem to have here an intrusion of
the common pattern of ‘grand division’ II into I.

11916 in BHATTACHARYA’s edition: cf. however GRIFFITHS 2003b: 14 n. 69, and also my
conclusions below: the principles of textual arrangement in the second ‘grand division’ do
not allow a hymn of 16 stanzas.
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hymn number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
stanzas 14 13 10 5 14 10 7 10 5 10 6 10 5 10 5 14

12 Ostensible norm of 15 stanzas per hymn: out of 22 hymns 0 conform.
Just one hymn exceeds the number of 10 stanzas; hymns of 10 stanzas,
or pairs of such hymns are often followed by ‘supplements’ of 5, 6 or 8;
there is one hymn with 9 stanzas.

hymn number 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
stanzas 10 6 10 10 6 10 6 10 10 9
hymn number 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

stanzas 10 5 100 8 10 6 10 10 10 10 14

4
8

13 Ostensible norm of 16 stanzas per hymn: out of 9 hymns 0 conform.
Hymns of 10 stanzas are followed by ‘supplements’ of 5, 6 or 7, and one
prose ‘hymn’ of just 1 ‘stanza’ closes the kanda.

hymn number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
stanzas 10 6 10 7 10 6 10 5 1

14 Ostensible norm of 17 stanzas per hymn: out of 9 hymns 0 conform. One
group of hymns of 3x10 stanzas and one of 4x10 are both followed by
‘supplements’ of 7.

hymn number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
stanzas 10 10 10 7 10 10 10 10 7

15 Ostensible norm of 18 stanzas per hymn: out of 23 hymns 0 conform.
Just four hymns minimally exceed the number of 10 stanzas; hymns of
10 stanzas are four times followed by ‘supplements’ of 6 or 8.

hymn number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

stanzas 10 8 10 10 10 10 10 10 6 10 10
hymn number 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
stanzas 11 10 11 10 10 8 10 12 10 & 10 13

Several principles emerge. First, that the implicit norm is 10 stanzas per hymn
throughout this ‘grand division’. This principle is accompanied by the following
rule: no hymn may contain more than 14 stanzas. If a group of connected
stanzas contains more, it is split over two hymns, giving combinations of 1045,
10+6, 10+7, 10+8, 1049. In other words, the rules of this kanda allow hymns
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of the sizes 5, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 but not of 1, 2, 3, 4, or larger than 14
(cf. the norm of 15 in kanda 19). The fact that only one case (12.11) of 10+9
seems to occur, may have to be seen in the light of the basic rule that holds
also in ‘grand division I’; viz. that no hymn ever contains fewer hymns than
the norm, or may be merely due to chance.

‘Grand division’ IIT The third ‘grand division’ is distinguished from the
first two primarily by the sudden change in the kind of titles its kandas receive,
although the titles revert back to the number-based system in 19-20: this might
be a reason to assume two ‘grand divisions’, covering respectively 16-18 and
19-20, rather than only one. However, all 5 kandas share characteristics against
those of divisions I (e.g. unstable anuvaka sizes between kandas, and, with the
exception of 19, also within kandas) and IT (e.g. high total numbers of hymns
and anuvakas). Grouping on a thematic basis plays a role in kanda 18, which
contains i.a. the PS funeral hymns, just as does SS 18. Because even the basic
facts are not yet entirely settled in the case of kandas 16-20, I cannot go into
any details here. Suffice it to say that these kandas — with the clear exception
of kanda 19, where the norm is evidently 15 stanzas per hymn, grouped in
triplets (trcakanda) — also clearly show a pattern of hymus, or rather (as in
kanda 20), groups of 10 stanzas, occasionally followed by smaller ‘supplement’
hymns. Only kanda 19 shows a clear norm of 4 hymns per anuvaka.

3.3 The arrangement of hymns within kandas

The following are WHITNEY’s words on this subject (W-L, cxliii, cxlvi; cf. also
cliv f., clvii):

While the general guiding principles of arrangement of the books within
the division are thus in large measure and evidently the external ones of
verse-norms and amount of text, it is not easy to see what has directed
the ordering of the several hymns within a given book. It is clear that the
subject has not been considered; nor is it at all probable that any regard
has been had to the authorship, real or claimed (we have no tradition of any
value whatever respecting the “rishis”). Probably only chance or arbitrary
choice of the arranger dictated the internal ordering of each book.

BLOOMFIELD, by contrast, noticed several tendencies that hold in SS: the very
same that are clearly encountered in our text as well. The citations in the
following paragraphs are all from BLOOMFIELD 1899: 38f.

Lofty hymns open a kanda “[JJust as the introductory hymn 1.1 and the
closing hymn of 19 hold their places because of their subject-matter, so there is
a design in the opening-hymns of books 2, 4, 5, and 7, all of which begin with a
theosopic or brahmodya-hymn in loftier diction”. This tendency we see clearly



8. The Arrangement of the Paippaladasamhita LXXIIT

exemplified in PS 6.1 and 2 (~ ss 5.2+1), the former being a borrowing from
the RV, both in a style quite apart from the rest of the kanda.

Arrangement according to subject-matter “[T]wo, three, four, and ris-
ing from that to as high as twelve hymns, dealing with quite or nearly the
same theme”; BLOOMFIELD notes that “they appear together many times not
only because they deal with the same theme, but because a given group in an
earlier period of mantra-production made up one and the same hymn, or two
or more hymns bearing upon the same theme and the same occasion”. Of this
kind of grouping, we find one clear (6.20-21 = SS 19.47-48) and one hitherto
unrecognized example in kanda 6 (6.11-13 ~ $S 5.6, 9, 10), and the pairings of
6.15 with 6.16 (both hymns dealing with the topic of food) and 6.18 with 6.19
(both hymns calling for blessings) may be mentioned here as well. In kanda
7, we find one clear case of this type (7.16-17), but — as I have noted in my
introductory remarks to hymns 7.14, 7.16-17, 7.20 — it seems quite possible
that this pair is in truth part of a substantially larger collection of hymnic
material for the use of the Purohita, specifically in kamyestis.'?°

Division into separate hymns of material originally belonging together is
not unknown in Vedic Sambhitas: for an example from the RV, c¢f. OLDENBERG
1888: 193; in our own text, it is noticeable in all of the kandas constituting
‘grand division’ II, as well as in kandas 16-17 (see also my comments just
above in §3.2 under ‘grand division’ II).

Verbal correspondences “Above all verbal correspondences, at times so
vague as to cast doubt upon one or the other of the following observations,
seem to be the sole cause of the juxtaposition of hymns. Thus 1.9, 10 are
not connected by theme, but each contains the word varuna in the opening
hemistich. ... . The word vajra links externally 6. 134 and 135; the words stana
and stanayitnu 7.10 and 11; ava mrj and apa mrj 7.64 and 65; prajavantah
and prajavatih 7.74 and 75; vrkau and vrkkau 7.95 and 96; stem ka, felt to
be the same as prajapati, 7. 100 and 101; stem raksohan 8.2.28 and 3. 1; stem
prana 11.3.54 ff. and 11.4; ...” etc. Such verbal correspondences — hymn-
concatenations as they may be termed (RENOU 1947: 64) after the comparable
links that connect individual stanzas (INSLER 1998b) — between the hymns of
kandas 6/7 sometimes also extend over series of hymns. I have listed those cor-
respondences that have revealed themselves to me in the introductory remarks
to the hymns in question; the nature of the phenomenon makes it inevitable
that quite a number will still have gone unnoticed.

120Cf. RENOU 1947: 65 and 75. Hymns 7.15 and 7.18 (stanza 7!), too, stand in a direct,
even more or less explicit, connection to the domain of the Purohita; the same perhaps holds
true also for 7.19, although the suspected connection is far from explicit in that hymn.
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3.4 Verbal correspondences between kandas 6 and 77

Besides the numerical factors governing the structure of the Samhita and its
organization into kandas, and the factor of concatenation that we have just put
forward as one of the factors that might help to explain the internal organization
of kandas, I have entertained the possibility that the two kandas treated in
this study show similar verbal linkages, too. A few rare words occur only in
PS 6 and PS 7, but nowhere (or hardly anywhere) else: the hapax °tundika-
is found at 6.14.5a and at 7.11.8b we find tundila-; tanda- is found at 6.14.5a
and 7.11.9a (elsewhere in PS only tandika- at 16.79.5b); the hemistich jayanti
pratyatisthantt samjaya nama va asi occurs in PS only at 6.4.5 and 7.12.6.
Further research may reveal more such thematic/verbal linkages between these,
and between other contiguous kandas, if the few examples I note here are not
merely due to chance.

4 Text, Translation and Critical Apparatus

4.1 The plan of the work

In the main part of this work, the data are presented in the following way. Each
hymn receives a caption, printed next to the hymn’s number (cf. W-L, pp. xcv
and 1024ff.), which intends to bring across my view of the general purport
of the hymn. Further elaborations of my interpretation, along with sundry
other information, are provided in the introductory comments that precede
each hymn.

Text, translation, critical apparatus, parallel passages, and commentary
then follow in that order, arranged stanza by stanza. Every stanza is provided
with a heading containing its number in bold face, along with a listing of
parallel passages. If relevant — but without exception in cases where they
are transmitted with accentuation — these parallel passages are then quoted
under the critical apparatus. Each pada is followed by a symbol indicating its
metrical structure.

4.2 Editorial signs in the text

The text is presented pada by pada. Cases of sandhi across pada boundaries
are dissolved, and such dissolution of sandhi is marked by hyphens: the critical
apparatus contains the undissolved text. In the edited text, I make use of the
following special signs.

* An asterisk precedes restored readings that had already suffered cor-

ruption by the time of the archetype (cf. §2.6.1 and §2.7).
T The raised + sign precedes emended readings not attested as such in
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any of the mss., but attributable to the archetype, or small orthograph-
ical changes upon the presumptive text of the archetype.

T...1 Obeli enclose sequences of syllables that seems to have been corrupt al-
ready in the archetype and have thus far resisted attempts at emenda-
tion; if the corrupt readings of the Or. mss. and K are not reconcilable,
the apodosis of the Or. mss. is generally adopted.

°c°  Three kundalas intimate abbreviating omission of repeated openings or
refrains (see §2.5.2).

4.3 Metrical analysis

To provide a first sifting of the material for a future study of the metrical
tendencies of the Atharvavedic Samhitas, a metrical analysis of each pada has
been given, and an attempt has been made to restore deficient padas to a
metrically satisfactory form, paying due consideration to the dangers posed by
the metrical Scylla and Charybdis identified most eloquently by BLOOMFIELD
in 1899 (p. 42):

Atharvan metres are so generally capable of improvement that we are in
danger of singing our own rather than Atharvan hymns, when we apply
ourselves to the task of improving them. An uneasy sense is left that we
all know how to make better verse-lines than those that have somehow
got to be in vogue among the Atharvan writers; carried out to its full
consequences this would eliminate one of the more marked peculiarities that
render the Atharvan what it is. Yet it is impossible to abstain entirely: such
abstemiousness would suggest the equally mistaken view that all Atharvan
stanzas are before us in the form in which they were originally composed.

OLDENBERG 1906: 690 = 1993: 1951 n. 1 rightly complained that W-L’s Intro-
duction added no new facts, devoting but one page to the ‘Metrical Form of the
Atharvan [i.e. Saunaka] Samhita’ —, and it is only recently that a publication
on the metrical and prosodical structures of kandas 1-7 of the Saunakasar_nhité
(KuBIsCH 2007) has taken us beyond BLOOMFIELD’s two-page treatment of
1899 (8§38, 39). Unfortunately, the results and analytic refinements proposed
by KUBISCH could not be applied anymore in this work, which was basically
completed in 2004. The system of metrical analysis still used here is modelled
upon the system developed by ZEHNDER for his 1999 edition of PS, kanda 2
(p. 14), and adopted with minor changes by LUBOTSKY for kanda 5 in 2002.

(5)  Pentasyllabic pada

(8) Anustubh- or Gayatri-pada

(7)  Catalectic or acephalic Anustubh-pada
(9)  Hypermetric Anustubh- or Gayatri-pada
(10) Tristubh-pada lacking one syllable

(11) Tristubh-pada
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(117) Hendecasyllabic pada with an iambic (‘Jagatt’) cadence
(12) Jagati-pada
(4+8) Dodecasyllabic pada showing an Usnih-like pattern
(12T7) Hypersyllabic Tristubh-pada (on this type, see also OLDENBERG
1906: 690 = 1993: 1951 n. 1)
(13) Hypersyllabic trimeter pada (these tend not to be of the regular type
discussed OLDENBERG 1888: 66)
() Metrical analysis unclear or impossible
(P)  Prose line or sentence

I must emphasize that my metrical analyses and restorations are not based on
a thorough statistical study of the available data of PS and $S. The symbols
listed above are only to be seen as a starting point for an analysis of the whole
corpus of AV poetry (PS and SS) and serve as a simple means to indicate
metrical regularities and oddities.

W-L (p. xciii) discuss “hypermetric words as glosses”. In my 2004 article
I have experimented with the use of <...> to mark off, in the metrical indi-
cations, such superfluous material, but have opted for the more conservative
analysis with the symbol ( ) in this work. Syllables which are to be restored
(in case of abhinihita sandhi etc.) have been given in subscript; those to be
omitted in scansion (notably “wa ‘like’) in superscript. Special mention may
be made here of the not uncommon metrical requirement to apply secondary
sandhi. ZEHNDER 1999 has introduced the notation with X Y (e.g. pp. 141,
146, 172: kasyapa indraya at 2.61.3a, ya imam at 2.64.2a, ma uta at 2.76.3d)
but did not introduce it into his text. This notation seems felicitous to me,
and I have made use of it in the edited text itself (7.7.4a and 7.10.9a).

4.4 Translation: its examples and its style

In a context unrelated to his work on SS, WHITNEY (1882: 396) stated most
truly: “A second translator stands in a manner on the shoulders of a first,
and may hope to see some things hidden from him”. In the same manner may
we hope to have seen some things that remained obscure to the 19th century
scholars who produced complete or selected translations from $S. It should be
noted here that, for purely practical reasons, I have only made it a point to
compare consistently and thoroughly WHITNEY’s work published in 1905. I
have also made frequent reference to BLOOMFIELD’s excellent, and often more
readable translations dating to 1897. Wherever WEBER’s translations were
available — because PS 6/7 have a considerable number of mantras paralleled
in §S 5, this meant in my case especially WEBER 1898 — I have consulted them.
For even though his work is in many respects outdated, and his translation
therefore often off the mark, his commentary remains valuable. It is a pity that I
was only reminded, by re-reading the General Introduction to W-L (pp. xciv f.),
after my own work was already finished, of BARTH’s positive judgement (quoted
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by LANMAN) of GRIFFITH’s RV and $S translations:'2! T have consulted his
work only very rarely, and some important insights of GRIFFITH may for this
reason have escaped my attention.

ZEHNDER (1999: 14f.) explicitly chooses WHITNEY’s extremely literal style
of translation as his model. WHITNEY’s approach, however, has come under
criticism mainly from GONDA, whose remarks deserve to be quoted in full
(1965a: 8f.):122

Whitney’s monumental achievement should not ... become regarded as fi-
nal, the less so as “this reproduction of the scripture in Western guise” can
generally speaking hardly be called a translation. The author himself who
fully recognized its provisional character may have over-estimated its value
as “a basis whereon could afterwards be built such fabric of philosophic
interpretation as should be called for”. Whatever its merit “as a touch-
stone to which could be brought for due testing anything that claimed
to be an interpretation”, the disadvantages of a ‘translation’ the maker
of which “need not pretend to penetrate to the hidden sense of the dark
sayings that pass under his pen, to comprehend it and set it forth” are
enormous. The belief that students of the history of religion, philosophy or
literature could be able to fill the skeleton created by the ‘Sanskrit scholar’
with flesh and blood and inspire it with life is as great a misconception
as the view that such “a reproduction in Western guise” would be possi-
ble at all, because almost every term of real interest is untranslatable in
any modern language. A ‘Sanskrit philologist’ should not limit himself to
mechanical word-for-word translation, to text-critical notes and the care-
ful observation of parallel pasages and correspondences in phraseology, he
should try to make himself familiar with all branches of knowledge which
are indispensable for a right understanding of the texts. The translation
should be the result of a process of integration of a formal (text-critical
and ‘linguistic’) and a material approach to an interpretation of the text.

These, then, are the high standards which GONDA has set for us, and it has
been my attempt to achieve such an integrated translation which is at once
as literal as possible and informed by the material factors that GONDA hints
at, and which is accompanied by a commentary devoted mainly to further
elucidation of the translated text.'?3

1211 quote here from BARTH’s (Buvres 11 [1914], 91 and 253: “Elle [the RV translation of
1889-92] se présente ainsi sans aucun appareil savant, ce qui, du reste, ne veut pas dire
qu’elle n’est pas savante. L’auteur ... a une profonde connaissance des langues, des usages,
de ’esprit de I'Inde, et, pour maint passage, on aurait tort de ne pas tenir grandement compte
de cette version en apparence sans prétentions”, and “exécutée dans le méme esprit et avec
le méme soin que celle-ci, elle [the S translation of 1895-96] en forme le digne pendant et
mérite les mémes éloges”.

122The passages quoted by GONDA are taken from W-L, p. xx.

123 A reference to GONDA may not go without a reference to THIEME: the reader is advised
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4.5 Critical apparatus

It has been my aim to record all variant readings of the manuscripts without
exception in the critical apparatus of my edition. To do so I developed the
conventions that will now be described.

Each individual lemma repeats the portion of text on which a variant is to
be reported — but now, except for the case of restored initial subscript a in
abhinihita sandhi (e.g. 6.1.7a), without accoutrements of my metrical analysis
and pada-division: the text proper, as it were —, and is followed by a lemma-
sign (]), the ms. or mss. attesting the adopted reading, and the variant or
variants, separated by commas. Some word-breaks have been introduced into
the variants reported, to ease comparison with their respective lemmata, but
I have not strived for consistency in this regard, and have left some variants
undivided (the mss. normally present only uninterrupted strings of aksaras).
In those cases where I have adopted a reading not actually found in any of the
mss., this reading has been marked in the lemma, as in the edited text, with
either the T or the * sign, as described in §4.2. It may be noted that mine, in
contradistinction to BHATTACHARYA’s and those of almost all existing editions
of Vedic texts, is a strictly positive apparatus (WEST 1973: 87 n. 14). For those
readers to whom the disadvantages of a negative apparatus are not plain, it will
be worthwhile to quote here in full a telling passage from LANMAN’s General
Introduction to W-L (p. Ixiv, cf. also lxv, Ixvi n. 1):

The difficulty of verifying statements as to the weight of authority for a
given reading may be illustrated by the following case. At iii. 10. 12¢, Whit-
ney’s first draft says, “The s of vy asahanta is demanded by Prat. ii. 92, but
SPP. gives in his text vy asahanta, with the comm., but against the decided
majority of his mss., and the minority of ours (H.O., and perhaps others:
record incomplete).” The second draft reads, “SPP. gives in his text vy
as-, against the decided majority of all the mss.” Scrutinizing the author-
ities, written and oral, for the samhita (since for this variant pada-mss.
do not count), I find that Whitney records H.O., and that SPP. records
Bh.K.A.Sm.V.,; as giving s, in all, seven authorities; and that Whitney
records PM.W.E.LLK., and that SPP. records K.D.R., as giving s, in all,
nine authorities. Whitney’s record is silent as to R.T.; and SPP’s report
of K. is wrong either one way or else the other. The perplexities of the
situation are palpable.

As stated above, the aim I set myself from the outset in preparing the apparatus
for this edition was to report the evidence of the mss. in all its minutest details,

to consult this great scholar’s insightful and sharp remarks in his lecture on ‘Stand und
Aufgaben der Rigveda-Philologie’ (printed 1995a: 1220ff.), from among which I may quote
one, showing — for once — some form of agreement with GONDA: “Selbstverstandlich muf}
sie [i.e. the translation] von Erlauterungen, die auBerhalb der Ubersetzung gegeben werden,
begleitet sein”.
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including punctuation. I made this decision in recognition of the partly idiosyn-
cratic orthographical tendencies and punctuation notations of the two branches
of transmission, which, in turn, are widely divergent from one to the other, and
in view of the heightened importance of attention to phonetic/orthographical
details in establishing the text of a Vedic Samhita. Hence, I have in this work
not eschewed even such accidentals, “merely orthographical variants” as certain
editors of recently published critical editions of Sanskrit texts (whose editions
in many other ways served as my examples) had good reason to ignore in their
respective apparatus.t?*

I give below an itemized list of all special symbols and brackets that were
at my disposal to represent the manuscript readings as precisely as possible.

CAPITALS These are used to represent readings that are uncertain (due, e.g.,

to bad legibility of photographs).

A cedilla sign following a consonant is used to mark explicit virama.

Z  This symbol renders the sign, discussed above (§2.1.1.3), that is used
singly and doubly as punctuation marker in K.
A single raised dot represents an illegible aksara. If a vowel follows,
this means that the consonantal (basic) part of the sign is illegible, but
that its vowel component is clear.

[siglum] Manuscripts whose readings are to be inferred from BHATTACHARYA’s
negative apparatus appear between [ . ] in my positive apparatus; read-
ings that are explicitly reported by BHATTACHARYA are treated here
as those from my own mss. In the case of kandas 6/7, the only ms.
coming into question is Ma.

[...]] Editorial observations on the preceding reading(s) appear in double
square brackets. The following indications and abbreviations may ap-
pear enclosed within them:

folio  Shift to a new folio.

line Shift to a new line.

om.  The aksara(s) or punctuation sign(s) is/are omitted in the re-
spective ms(s).

note  The reader is requested to note a particularity of the preceding
reading.

v This sign represents the sign of roughly similar shape (kaka-
pada) used by the Or. mss. to mark a place in the line of aksaras
where a correction or insertion is to be made (see Ku at 7.16.8).
These have been reported only where there was special reason
to do so.

124Cf. e.g. ADRIAENSEN, BAKKER & ISAACSON 1998: 47f.; HANNEDER 1998: 42. I may record
here that in retrospect I would probably have been more selective, as the aforementioned
editors of classical Sanskrit texts have chosen to be, and I recommend future editors of parts
of our text not to burden their apparatus with all the types of variants that are retained in
mine.
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(open space) The scribe has left an open space which he has forgotten
to fill in with a correction.

Bar. BARRET’s reading of K.

Bhatt. BHATTACHARYA’s reading of K.

Edg. EDGERTON’s reading of K.

R-V  RAGHU VIrA’s reading of K.

Curly braces enclose aksaras or vowel elements thereof deleted by the
scribe.

Angle brackets enclose aksaras wholly or partially lost due to damage
suffered by the palm-leaves. The number of intervening raised dots ()
reflects the number of lost aksaras.

Parentheses enclose material appearing interlinearly or in margine. The
following specifications can be made:

+ Additions: in the Orissa mss., marginal additions are often
followed by a number referring to the line in which the addition
is to be made (see §2.1.2.5).

— Corrections: the marginal or interlinear material replaces the
preceding material that appears in the actual line of writing.
In the Orissa mss., such corrections are often followed by a
number referring to the line in which the correction is to be
made (see §2.1.2.5). A siglum followed by P¢ gives a reading
post correctionem.

pr. m. Material written prima manu.

sec. m. Material written ‘secunda manu’: in the Orissa mss., this of-
ten merely means that the correction or addition has been made
after the ink was applied to the manuscript. Regarding the two
(or more) hands that appear to have been at work in K, see
WiITZEL 1973-1976.

This symbol represents an illegible sign that appears to be a number.
This symbol represent (floral) ornaments in the Or. mss. around divi-
sions of the text.

4.6 Miscellaneous

Having come to the end of this Introduction, I may briefly point out some
remaining methodological issues that have not yet found their natural place
anywhere above.

Unmarked regularization The only issue where I have allowed myself to
deviate from ms. transmission without marking this deviation with any symbol
— besides the regularized intervocalic d(h) (§2.8 U) — is the regularized pausa-
form -m before danda(s). The Or. mss. are quite consistent in this respect
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(with the exception of the cases of confusion of final nasals: see LUBOTSKY
2002: 11f.), while K often has -m,, but can also agree with the Or. mss., as
at 7.18.10b adhaspadam | (-m | in all mss.). However, even in such cases the
precise readings of the mss. can be retrieved from the critical apparatus.

Problems in reporting variants involving prsthamatra vowels The
Orissa mss. use the prsthamatra way of writing vowels -e, -ai, -0, -au. When
scribes make errors or corrections involving such aksaras, the prescribed ele-
ment is liable not to be repeated. Strict exactness in representing such readings
is probably not obtainable without resorting to extremely cumbersome nota-
tions, which I have eschewed.

Quotations from unedited parts of PS When quoting, in my commen-
tary, from parts of PS that have not yet been edited by BHATTACHARYA, I
rely in general on provisional editions prepared by myself on the basis of the
mss. available to me. In such passages, I do employ the usual + and * signs for
emendations, but only in cases of serious textual uncertainty have I reported
the readings of the mss. consulted by me in footnotes.

Citation forms Verb roots are cited in full grade, following the lemmas of
MAYRHOFER’s EWAia, and without hyphen. Verbal stems, as well as — much
more frequently — nominal ones, are cited with hyphen.

Nominal and verbal compounds Amreditas, because they bear only one
accent in accented texts, are printed as one word (without the needless hyphen
that is often seen used in editions), while Devata-dvandvas that are likely to
have belonged to the archaic type with full inflection and independent accen-
tuation of both members (INSLER 1998a: 285) are printed as two.

The matter of prepositions compounded or uncompounded with the verb is
complex but important, e.g., because the original accented (enclitic) or unac-
cented (proclitic) condition of a preposition may have been significant for other
matters, such as sandhi (cf. §2.8 D, R). In principle, even though our text is
transmitted largely without accents, I divide prepositions and verb-forms as
though we had an accented text before us, with Padapatha, following the ex-
ample of AUFRECHT’s RV edition. The pattern for single prepositions with un-
accented verb-forms is clear. For combinations of prepositions, with accented
or unaccented verb-forms, I try to follow as closely as possible the patterns
encountered in SS (cf. the rules SCA 4.1-5 [DESHPANDE 1997 4.1.23-27], with
discussion, in WHITNEY 1862), this being the text whose grammatical tradition
may be supposed to have been closest to that of PS. The problem is that Ss
does not seem to be entirely consistent, sometimes following the pattern of the
RV/TS (etc.), sometimes tending towards combination of prepositions which
in the RV would bear separate accents (and which, along with the RV/TS
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Padapathas, would thus be printed separately there). In cases of doubt, I have
tended to follow the RV pattern (cf. 7.9.3a), but not so at 7.13.5a. In cases
where there is clear evidence from SS, I have followed the instructions of SCA
(e.g. 7.1.11c).



Kanda 6

Navarcakanda



At the beginning of this kanda, which corresponds in all Orissa mss. with that
of a new volume of palm-leaves, the mss. open with the following invocations:

Ku:
JM:

RM.:

V/126:
Ma:

$rilaksmingsimhasaranam || || avighnam astu || || om

sriganesaya namah matva nareharim devam sarvavighnapranasa-
nam | pippaladaprasadac ca likhyamatharvanasrutim || 0 || om
sriganesaya namah || || natva naraharim devam sarvavighnaprana-
$anam || pippaladaprasadac ca likhamy atharvanasrutib || || || om
$rilaksmingsimhaya namah || $riganesaya namah || om
$riganesaya namah || om

om mnamo laksminysimhaya || || natva raghunathadevam sarva-
vighnapranasanam | pippaladaprasadac ca likhyamy atharvanasru-
tim | || o

om

atha sasthah kanda likhyate Z Z omi namamo jualabhagavatyai Z om
namo tilotamayaih Z Z om



6.1. To Indra.

This hymn is attributed to a Brhaddiva Atharvana (see stanzas 8-9 and WEBER
1898: 164f.). It is parallel to RV 10.120, and is clearly directed to Indra, in spite
of WHITNEY’s title for the parallel $S 5.2 ‘Mystic’. Its first trca has parallels
throughout Vedic Literature.

My references to Ss, kanda 20, follow the edition of SPP, which differs from
the R-W editio princeps in following the text of SS 5, as opposed to the text
of RV. Next to the complete translations of GELDNER and WHITNEY, I will
have occasion below to refer to WEBER 1898. My interpretation of this hymn,
in particular of its stanzas 5, 8 and 9, is the result of extensive discussions with
Werner Knobl.

The various ritual applications for the stanzas of this hymn in the KausS,
VaitS (see the indications in W-L), and other sutras are too secondary and
diverse to be enlightening for the hymn’s exegesis. Besides the not too revealing
explanations of AA 1.3.4 (see KEITH 1909: 182), there is a relatively old and
interesting commentary on the verses of the first trca at JB 2.144:

tah padabrahmana bhavanti | tad id asa bhuvanesu jyestham iti prajapatir
hil sah | prajapatir hy esa bhuvanesu jyesthah | yato jajia ugras tvesanymna
itindro ha sah | sadyo jajnano ni rinati Satrun iti sadyo hy eva sa jajnanas
sarva mydho vyahata | anu yam visve madanty ama ity rtavo va amas
ta evainam tad anumadanti | vavydhanas Savasa bharyojas Satrur dasaya
bhiyasam dadhatitindro ha sah | avyanac ca vyanac ca sasni sam te navanta
prabhrta madesv iti yac ca ha vai vyaniti yac ca na tat sarvam etasyaiva
Sriyai tat sthanam | tve kratum api vrrjanti visve dvir yad ete trir bhavanty
uma ity rtavo va umas ta evaite dvis trir bhavanti | svado svadiya svaduna
srja sam iti praja vai svaduh prajayai ya praja sa svado svadu | adah su
madhu madhunabhi yodhir iti praja vai madhu prajayat ya praja sa mad-
hor madhu | api ha prajayai prajam pasyate ya evam veda | tasu Syaitam
uktabrahmanam ||

‘There are these verse-quarter explanations. “This indeed, was the chief
among beings ...”: (for?) that is Prajapati. For Prajapati is this chief
among beings. “... whence was born the fearsome, the one with brilliant
manliness”. That is Indra. “Just born, he disperses the enemies”. For only
just born he shattered all his foes. “He whom all the helping ones cheer
on”. The helping ones are the seasons. It is they who cheer him on in this.
“Increasing in vigor, the one of manifold powers instills fear in the Dasa,
as [his] enemy”. That is Indra. “Both the one which does not breathe,
and the one which does breathe, is winning; at the offering, during the
intoxications (of Soma), they call to you”. That indeed which does, and
that which does not breathe, that indeed is all for his glory, it is a resting

I Read ha? Cf. 1.312, 3.262, but cf. also 3.309.
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place (7). “To you, all [gods (?)] add [their] will, when these ones become
helpful, two times three times”. The helping ones are the seasons. As these
(helping ones) those (usual seasons) occur two times three times (in the
course of a year). “Mix together with the sweet that which is sweeter than
sweet”. The sweet is offspring. The offspring of the offspring, that is the
sweet of the sweet. “Fight well for yonder honey, by means of honey”. The
honey is offspring. The offspring of the offspring, that is the honey of the
honey.? He indeed sees even his offspring’s offspring, who knows thus. On
these [stanzas] the Syaita [Saman], whose explanation has been given (JB
1.145-147), [is sung]’.

6.1.1 RV 10.120.1, $S 5.2.1 = 20.107.4, SVK 2.833, SVJ 4.5.5, VSM 33.80,
VSK 32.6.11 ~ TS 3.5.10.1 o Nir 13.37 = 14.24 etc.

tad id asa bhuvanesu jye;stham (11
yato jajiia ugras tvesanrmnal | (10)
sadyo jajnano ni rinati Satrun (11)
anu yam vi$ve madant;y amah || (10)

This, indeed, was the chief in the worlds, whence was born the fearsome, the
one with brilliant manliness. Just born, he disperses the enemies, he whom all
the helping [gods] cheer on.

tad] Or, ud K bhuvanesu] Or, bhavanesu K jajna] K, yajia Or ugras
tvesanrmnah |] RM, (+ ugra 1)stvesunrmnah | Ku, ugra(-)tv(--)rmnah | V/126,
ugrastvesu(— sa)nrmnah Ma, ugrastvesunrmnah JM Pa [Ma], ugrastveca(sec. m. —
sa)urmnah [om. |] K jajnano] [Ma?] K, yajnano Ku JM RM V /126 Ma Pa ni
rinati] Or, anrnita K anu] K, ant Or madanty] JM RM Ma, madamty Ku Pa
Ma, ma(D)anty V /126, sadamty K [Edg.: “nty] tmah ||] V /126 Pa Ma, umah H Ku
JM M3, omzh || RM, @mah [om. |] K

RV 10.120.1 etc.
tad id asa bhivanesu jyéstham yato jajid ugras tvesanrmnah ‘

sadyé jajiiané nf rinati §4triin 4nu yam vi$ve madanty imah ||

SS 5.2.1d

. 4nu yad enam madanti vi§va umah ||

While the Vedic Brahmana texts connect this verse with Prajapati, the Nirukta

goes a different way (13.37 = 14.24): tad bhavati bhitesu bhuvanesu jyestham

adityam?® yato jajiia ugras tvesanymno diptinrmnah | sadyo ... Satrun iti |

2 The mantra seems to have been understood as madhumadhuna.

3 Pace BHADKAMKAR 1942: 1199 n. 9 “adityam should be adityah”, this may be taken
as a neuter adjective — sc. bhuvanam — derived from masc. aditya-, cf. AiGr. 11/2, §34ey
p. 110.
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nirinatih pritikarma diptikarma va | anumadanti yam visva aumah | ity adhidai-
vatam | atha adhyatmam | tad bhavati bhutesu bhuvanesu jyestham avyaktam
yato jayata ugras tvesanymno jnananymnah | ... ity atmagatim acaste ‘That
chief one, i.e. the one belonging to the sun, among creations, i.e. among worlds,
whence was born the fearsome, the one with brilliant manliness, i.e. the one
whose manliness is [full of] shining. Concerning the words sadyo jajriano ni
rinati Satran: ni-ray is that [verb] whose meaning is to please, or whose mean-
ing is to shine, [and this action is performed by him] whom all helpful ones
cheer on. Thus macrocosmically. Now, microcosmically. That chief one, i.e. the
unmanifest one, among creations, i.e. among worlds, whence is born the fear-
some, the one with brilliant manliness, i.e. the one whose manliness is [full of]
knowledge. ... Thus [the Rsi] is speaking of the migration of the soul.’

a. On the interpretation of Vedic bhivana-, and the word’s apparent pol-
ysemy, cf. GONDA 1967b: 42-57 = 1975/I1: 432-447. Words similar to those
of this pada are found at RV 4.56.3ab: sd it svdpa bhivanesv asa yd imé
dyavaprthivi jajana ‘He is truly an artisan among beings, who created these
two, Heaven and Earth’ (cf. also GONDA 1967b: 54 = 1975/1I: 444). The dif-
ferences with our stanza are unfortunately as striking as the similarities. It
remains to be determined what tdd refers to. I would suggest combining the
Nirukta’s adhidaivatam interpretation with a further thematic parallel found
at $S 10.8.16 (= PS 16.102.5): ydtah siryah udéty dstam ydtra ca gdchati | tdd
evd manye ‘hdm jyesthdm tdd u naty eti kim cand ‘Whence the sun rises, and
where he goes to rest — that same I think the chief; that nothing whatever
surpasses’ (WHITNEY). Our pada thus seems to refer with tdd ... jyéstham
to an underworld or Ur-world (bhivana-), whence the sun rises, and which is
Indra’s place of origin.

KUMMEL (2000: 112, see also p. 186 on RV 4.56.3ab) takes the perfect
asa as ‘Faktisch’, serving “nur zur Konstatierung”. Cf. RENOU 1925: 43 on the
formulaic nature of this type of phrase.

I may add that the pada is explained, besides in the two texts referred
to above (AA 1.3.4, JB 2.144), also at KausB 25.10.1-3 [ed. LINDNER
25.11:118.1f.], with disregard for grammatical gender: tad id asa bhuvanesu
Jyestham iti niskevalyam | yajno vai bhuvanesu jyesthah | yajna v vai prajapatir
visvagit ‘‘That was the chief among the worlds’ is [used for] the Niskevalya
(Sastra); the ritual of worship is the chief among worlds; the Visvajit [ritual]
as Prajapati is the ritual of worship’ (cf. also 19.6.10-11 [ed. LINDNER
19.9:87.221.]).

b. The epithet tvesdnrmnah