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HISTORY OF VEDIC LITERATURE.

In  taking a survey of the works which belong to the 
Vedic literature of India, our task would be greatly 
facilitated if general and characteristic features could 
be pointed out by which Yedic and non-Vedic works 
might at once be distinguished. Without entering 
into a minute analysis of the individual character of 
a work,—a mode of criticism which, with our present 
knowledge of the earliest Indian literature, must be 
very uncertain,—it will often happen that some ex
ternal mark presents itself, determining at once the 
age or class of writing to which it belongs. It is 
true that there are certain grammatical forms and 
orthographical peculiarities which Indian gramma
rians restrict to the Veda, and which, therefore, might 
be used as distinguishing marks of works belonging 
to that era. But Manu, or rather the author of the 
Man ava-d harm a -Aftstra, has also employed sevei'al 
Yedic forms; because in transforming Vedic verses 
into epic tSlokas, he is sometimes obliged to retain 
words and forms which are not in strict accordance 
with the general character of his language; a fact 
which accounts in some degree for the strange ap
pearance of many of his verses, which are stiff and 
artificial, and very inferior in fluency to the older 
strains which they paraphrase.

There is a strongly marked character in Vedic 
prose, and no attempt has been made to imitate it in 
later times. But in order to distinguish Yedic from
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A^v-^^jion-Veclic poetry, we must attend more closely to 

^^'■^^iiietre. Several Vedic metres have been imitated by 
later poets, but there are metres which never occur in 
Vedic works, and which may be used as criteria for 
distinguishing ancient from more modem poetry.

That difference of metre should form a broad line 
of demarcation between two periods of literature, is 
not at all without an analogy in the literary history 
of other nations, particularly in older times. If once 
a new form of metre begins to grow popular by the 
influence of a poet who succeeds in collecting a school 
of other poets around him, this new mode of utterance 
is very apt to supersede the other more ancient forms 
altogether. People become accustomed to the new 
rhythm sometimes to such a degree, that they lose 
entirely the taste for their old poetry on account of 
its obsolete measure. No poet, therefore, who writes 
for the people, would think of employing those old- 
fashioned metres; and we find that early popular 
poems have had to be transfused into modern verse 
in order to make them generally readable once 
more.

Now it seems that the regular and continuous 
Anushtubh-sloka is a metre unknown during the 
Vedic age, and every work written in it may at once 
be put down as post-Vedic. It is no valid objection 
that this epic Sloka occurs also in Vedic hymns, that 
Anushtubh verses are frequently quoted in the Brah- 
manas, and that in some of the Sutras the Anushtubh- 
Moka occurs intermixed with Trishtubhs, arid is used 
for the purpose of recapitulating1 what had been 
explained before in prose. For it is only the uniform

1 Sangraha-Mokas. Cf. .Weber, Indische Studien, i. p. 47.
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employment of that metre1 which constitutes the 
characteristic mark of a new period of literature,
Thus rhyme occasionally occurs in English poetry 
before the Norman period; yet, when we find whole 
poems written in rhyme and without the old Teutonic 
system of alliteration, we are sure that they cannot 
have been composed in an Ante-Norrnan period. The 
elegiac measure seems to have been used before 
Callinus; yet Callinus and Archilochus are always 
mentioned as the inventors of it: — that is, they 
were the first to sanction the uniform employment 
of this metre for entire poetical compositions. Hence 
no elegiac poem can be previous to the close of 
the 8th century b.c. The same applies to the 
iambus, the invention of which is commonly ascribed 
to Archilochus ; although iambics occur interspersed 
in the Margites, a poem ascribed to Homer by no less 
an authority than Aristotle.1 2 In the history of 
German literature we have several instances where

1 It is remarkable that in Paitini also, the word sloka is always 
used in opposition to Vedic literature (Pan. iv. 1. 66., iv. 8 103,
1., iv. 3, 107.). Slokas, even if ascribed by Indian tradition to 
the same author, who is considered as the Rishi of Vedic hymns 
or Brahmanas, are quoted by a name different from that of his 
other works. The hymns or Brahmanas ascribed to Katha, for 
instance, are always to be quoted as “ Kathah” (oi vcpl KarOnv) ; 
an expression which could never apply to poetical compositions 
ascribed to the same Katha, if written in Slokas. Verses written 
in this modern style of poetry must be quoted as “ Katliic Slokas”
(Kathah slohah). The Brahmana promulgated by Tittiri, arul 
kept"up in the tradition of the Taittiriyas, is quoted by the name 
of “ the Taittiriyas,” but Slokas composed by Tittiri are never 
included under this title. Pan. ii. 4. 21. Valmiki-slokas are 
mentioned.

2 See Mures Critical History, vol. iii. ch. i.
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poems of the 12th century 1 had to be recast as early 
as the 1.3th, on account of their metre and language ; 
which, during this period of rapid transition, had 
already become obsolete and unreadable.

Excluding, then, from the Vedic period the Ma- 
Mbhttrata, EAmaynna, Manu, the Pur Anas, and all 
the b&stras and Darsanas, we have now to see what 
remains of literary works belonging to the Vedic 
age.

There are in that age four distinct periods, which 
can be established with sufficient evidence. They 
may be called the Chhandas period, Mantra period, 
Brdhmana periodand Sutra period, according to the 
general form of the literary productions which give 
to each of them its peculiar historical character.

In order to prove that these four periods follow 
each other in historical order, it is necessary to show 
that the composition of Sittra works presupposes 
the existence of a Br&hmana literature; that the 
IMhmana literature again is only possible with the 
presupposition of a Mantra literature; and lastly, that 
the form in which we possess the Mantra literature 
presupposes a period of Vedic history preceding 
the collection and final arrangement of the ancient 
Mantras or hymns. *

* For instance, “ Rein hard the Fox,” an old High-German 
poem of the 13th century, is a new edition of the same poem 
written in the 12th century, of which fragments have been found 
by Grimm. Other poems which are supposed to have been re
modelled in the 13th century are “ Crescentia,” “ Duke Ernst,” 
ami the “ Roland Song.’ Lachmann supposed the same to have 
taken place with the “ Nibelungen Kluge.”
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CHAPTER I.

THE SUTRA PERIOD,

/ T h e  Awfra jjo tW , with which wc have to begin, 
is of peculiar importance to the history of Indian 
literature, inasmuch as it forms the connecting link 
between the Vedic and the later Sanskrit. While 
on the one handAve must place several works written 
in Sutras under the head of the post- Vedic or modern 
Sanskrit, we shall also find others which, although 
written in continuous A.nushtubh-§lokas, or, more 
frequently, intermixed with Trishtubh and other 
verses (as, for instance, some of the Pr&tistlkbyas 
and Anukramanis, and the still more modern Paris- 
ishtas), must be considered as the last productions of 
the Vedic age, trespassing in a certain degree upon 
the frontier of the later Sanskrit. /

I t  is difficult to explain the peculiarities of the 
style of the Sfitra literature to any one who has not 
worked his way through the Sutras themselves. It 
is impossible to give anything like a literal transla
tion of these Avorks, written as they are in the most 
artificial, elaborate, and enigmatical form. /  Sutra 
means string; and all the works written in this 
style, on subjects the most various, are nothing but 
one uninterrupted string of short sentences, twisted 
together into the most concise form. Shortness is 
the great object of this style of composition, and it is 
a proverbial saying (taken from the Mahabhashya)

v 4.
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amongst the Pandits1, that “ an author rejoiceth in the 
economising of half a short vowel as much as in the 
birth of a son.” Every doctrine thus propounded, 
whether grammar, metre, law, or philosophy, is re
duced to a mere skeleton. All the important points 
and joints of a system are laid open with the greatest 
precision and clearness, but there is nothing in these 
works like connection or development of ideas. “ Even 
the apparent simplicity of the design vanishes,” as 
Colebrooke remarks, “ in the perplexity of the struc
ture. The endless pursuit of exceptions and limi
tations so disjoins the general precepts, that the 
reader cannot keep in view their intended connection 
and mutual relation. He wanders in an intricate 
maze, and the clew of the labyrinth is continually 
slipping from his hands.” There is no life and no 
spirit in these Sutras, except what either a teacher 

' or a running commentary, by which these works are
usually accompanied, may impart to them ./
/  Many of these works go even further; they not 
only express their fundamental doctrines in this con
cise form of language, but they coin a new kind of 
language, if language it can be called, by which they 
succeed in reducing the whole system of their tenets 
to mere algebraic formulas. To understand these 
is quite impossible without finding first what each 
algebraic os, y, and z, is meant to represent, and 
without having the key to the whole system. This 
key is generally given in separate Sutras, called 
Paribhdshd, which a pupil must know by heart, or 
always have present before his eyes, if he is to ad
vance one step in the reading of such works. But

1 Benares Magazine, Oct. 1849-
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TeveAthen it would be impossible to arrive at any 
real understanding of the subject, without being also 
in possession of the laws of the so-called Anuvritti 
and Nirvritti. To explain the meaning of these 
technical words, we must remember that the Sfttraa 
generally begin by putting forward one proposition 
(Adhik&rt), which is afterwards never repeated, but 
always to be understood, till a new subject of the 
same kind is introduced. After the statement of a sub-

■ ject, the author goes on by giving a first rule, which 
may extend its influence over the next following rules, 
whether these be restrictions or amplifications of it. 
These restrictive rules exercise again their influence 
to a certain extent over other rules, so that the whole 
becomes one continuous chain, each link held and 
modified by the others, and itself holding to and 
modifying the rest. The influence of one rule over 
the others is called Anuvritti, its cessation, Nirvritti. 
Without knowing the working of these two laws, which 
can only be learnt from commentaries, the Sutras 
become very much confused. This is particularly 
the case in those works where the so-called Mimansfi 
method of Pttrva-paksha (reasons contra), Uttara- 
paksha (reasons pro), and Siddh&nta (conclusion), is 
adopted. Here the concatenation of pros and cons is 
often so complicated, and the reasons on both sides 
defended by the same author with such seriousness, 
that we sometimes remain doubtful to which side 
the author himself leans, till we arrive at the end of 
the whole chapter. I t is indeed one of the most 
curious kinds of literary composition that the hu
man mind ever conceived; and though altogether 
worthless in an artistic point of view, it is wonderful 
that the Indians should have invented and mastered
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this difficult form, so as to have made it the vehicle of 
expression for every kind of learning. /  To introduce 
and to maintain such a species of literature was 
only possible with the Indian system of education, 
which consisted in little else except implanting these 
Sfitras and other works into the tender memory of 
children, and afterwards explaining thenf by com
mentaries and glosses. An Indian pupil learns these 
Shtras of grammar, philosophy, or theology by the 
same mechanical method which fixes in our minds 
the alphabet and the multiplication-table ; and those 
who enter into a learned career spend half their life in 
acquiring and practising them, until their memory is 
strengthened to such an unnatural degree, that they 
know by heart not only these Sutras, but also their 
commentaries, and commentaries upon commentaries. 
Instances of this are found among the learned in 
India up to the present day.

These numerous Sfttra works which we still possess, 
contain the quintessence of all the knowledge which 
the Brahmans had accumulated during many cen
turies of study and meditation. Though they are the 
work of individuals, they owe to their authors little 
more than their form; and even that form was, most 
likely, the result of a long-continued system of tradi
tional teaching, and not the invention of a few indi
viduals.

There is a great difference, according to the notions 
of the Hindus themselves, between a work composed 
previous to the Sutra period, and a Sfitra composi
tion. The difference of style between a Brahmana 
and a Sfitra work (with the exception of some Kalpa- 

. Sfitras, to be mentioned hereafter) would strike every



body at first sight, although, as regards the gram
matical forms, Vedic irregularities are, according to 
Sanskrit grammarians, allowed in Sfitras also,1 But 
there is another, and more important difference. Li
terary works, belonging to the preceding periods, the 
Brhhmanas as well as the Mantras, are considered by 
Indian theologians as forming the Sruti, or divine 
revelation, in contra-distinction to the Sfitras and all 
the rest of their literature, In the dogmatical lan
guage of orthodox Hindus, the works, which contain 
the Sruti, have not been composed, but have only been 
seen or perceived by men, i.e., they have been revealed 
to men. The Sfitras, on the contrary, although based 
upon the &ruti, and therefore in some instances also 
called Srauta Sfttras, are yet avowedly composed by 
h uman authors. Whenever they appear to be in con
tradiction with the Sruti, their authority is at once 
overruled, and only in cases where anterior evidence

1 Vedic forms occur in the PratiiSak'rya- Sfitras, and are pointed 
out as such by the commentators. For instance, I. PratWakhya,
iv. 33. r f T  instead of r i T f ^ f  i TIio

Commentator says,

The samc applies alsr' t0 the Samayacharika-Sutras, 
for instance, those of Apastamba, i. 53., where we read ŜT̂ TT*

The. Commentator explains this irregular form by

s w i f  Tri Again, i. 93. 

wo find explained by the Commentary as rTWT«TWT-

■qra^’t^ w : I =rr 1 Gautama-Sfitras, p. 4 0 .1. 20.

we read W T T i W ?  ^

\ v \  J i  / • /  S'liUTI AND SMBITI. 75 I /
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is wanting from the Sruti, can they have any claim to 
independent authority.

Now, even if we had no other means of proving 
that the Sutras could have been composed only after 
the composition of the Brahmanas, there would be no 
reason to consider this distinction, drawn by the In
dians themselves between their sacred and profane 
literature, as altogether artificial and devoid of his
torical meaning, particularly if it can he shown how 
great an influence that very distinction has exercised 
on the religious struggles of India.

I t is clear that this distinction has ever been the 
stronghold of the hierarchical pretensions of the 
Brahmans. We can understand how a nation might 
be led to ascribe a superhuman origin to their ancient 
national poetry, particularly if that poetry consisted 
chiefly of prayers and hymns addressed to their gods,
But it is different with the prose compositions of the 
Br&hmanas. The reason why theBrhhmanas, which are 
evidently-so much more modern than the Mantras, 
were allowed to participate in the name of Sruti., could 
only have been because it was from these theological 
compositions, and not from the simple old poetry of 
the hymns, that a supposed divine authority could be 
derived forthe greater number of the ambitious claims 
of the Brahmans. But, although we need not ascribe 
any weight to the arguments by which the Brahmans 
endeavoured to establish the contemporaneous origin 
of the Mantras and Br&hmanas, there seems to be no 
reason why we should reject as equally worthless the 
general opinion with regard to the more ancient date 
of both the Brahmanas and Mantras, if contrasted with 
the Sutras and the profane literature of India. It

/c,v-—
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easily happen, where there is a canon of sacred 
books, that later compositions become incorporated 
together with more ancient works, as was the case with 
the Bifthmanas. But we can hardly imagine that old 
and genuine parts should ever have been excluded. 
from a body of sacred writings, and a more modern 
date ascribed to them, unless it be in the interest of a 
party to deny the authority of certain doctrines con
tained in these rejected documents. There is nothing 
in the later literature of the Sutras to warrant a sup
position of this kind. We can find ho reason why 
the Sdtras should not have been ranked as Sruti, 
except the lateness of their date, if compared with 
the Br&hmanas, and still more with the Mantras. 
Whether the Brahmans themselves were aware that 
ages must have elapsed between the period during 
which most of the poems of their Rishis were com
posed, and the times which gave rise to the Brah- 
manas, is a question which we need hardly hesitate to 
answer in the affirmative. But the recklessness with 
which Indian theologians claim for these Brahman as 
the same title and the same age as for the Mantras, 
shows that the reasons must have been peculiarly 
strong which deterred them from claiming the same 
divine authority for the Siltras.
/T o  ascribe to literary compositions such as the 

Mantras and Brahrnanas a divine origin, and to claim - 
for them a divine and absolute authority, is a step 
which can hardly pass unnoticed in the intellectual 
history of a nation, whether for the circumstances 
which led to it, or for the results which it produced.
Now, in India the results of that fatal step are pal
pable. It may have been intended as a check on re
ligious reforms, but it led to a religious revolution.

‘ G<W\
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' V*. - ; J’ufldliism would be unintelligible, unless as the over
throw of a system which had tried to maintain its 
position by an appeal to a divine revelation; and we 
may be certain that the distinction between Sruti and 
Smriti, between revealed and profane literature, was 
established by the Brahmans, previous to the schism of 
Buddha. /

If the belief was once established, that not only the 
, simple effusions of the Rishis, but the pointed doc

trines of the Brahman as also, emanated from a divine 
source, and could not therefore be attacked by human 
reasoning, it is clear that every opposition to the pri
vileges which the Brahmans claimed for themselves, 
on the sacred authority of the Veda, became heresy; 
and where the doctrines of the Brahmans were the 
religion of the people, or rather of the king, such op
position was amenable to the hierarchical laws of the 
state. The Brahmans themselves cared much more 
to see the divine authority of the Sruti as such im
plicitly acknowledged, than to maintain the doctrines 
of the Rishis in their original simplicity and purity.
In philosophical discussions, they allowed the greatest 
possible freedom; and, although at first three philo
sophical systems only were admitted as orthodox ( the 
two Mimans&s and the Nyfiya), their number was 
soon raised to six, so as to include the Vai&eshika, 
Sankhya, and Voga-schools.1 The most conflicting 
views on points of vital importance were tolerated as

1 Kumarila quotes S.inkhya and Yoga, together with other

As to the Vaiseshikas, see
' * page 84,



as their advocates succeeded, no matter by what 
means, in bringing their doctrines into harmony with 
passages of the Yeda, strained and twisted in every 
possible sense. If it was only admitted that, besides 
the perception of the senses and the induction of rea
son, revelation also, as contained in the Yeda, fur
nished a true basis for human knowledge, all other 
points seemed to he of minor importance/ Philo
sophical minds were allowed to exhaust all possible 
views on the relation between the real and transcen
dental world, the Creator and the created, the divine 
and the human nature. It was not from such lucu
brations that danger was likely to accrue to the caste 
of the Brahmans. Nor was the heresy of Buddha 
Sakya Muni found so much in his philosophical doc
trines, many of which may be traced in the orthodox 
atheism of Kapila. His real crime lay in his opposi
tion to the exclusive privileges and abuses of the 
Brahmans. These abuses were sanctioned by the 
divine authority of the Yeda1, and particularly of the 
Br&hinanas. In attacking the abuses, Buddha at
tacked the divine authority on which they were 
founded, and the argument was short: he is a heretic; 
anathema esto/
/Buddha was a Kshatriya.2 He was of princely

1 The Buddhists say that the three Vedas were propounded 
originally by Maha Brahma, at which time they were perfect 
truth; but they have since been corrupted by the Brahmans and 
now contain many errors. Of. R. Spence Hardy, Eastern Mona- 
chism, p. 185.

s Kumarila always speaks of Buddha as a Kshatriya who tried 
to become a Brahman. For instance,

And again,
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origin, and belonged to tbe nobility of the land. He 
was not tbe first of his caste who opposed the ambition 
of the Brahmans. Several centuries before Buddha, 
VKv&mitra, who, like Buddha, was a member of the 
royal caste, had to struggle against the exclusiveness 
of the priests. At that early time, however, the posi
tion of the Brahmans was not yet impregnable ; and 
Vi&vtimitra, although a Kshatriya, succeeded in gain
ing for himself and his family the rights for which he 
struggled, and which the Brahmans had previously 
withheld from all but their own caste. King Janaka 
of Videha again, whose story is given in the Brah
man as, refused to submit to the hierarchical preten
sions of the Brahmans, and asserted his right of per
forming sacrifices without the intercession of priests. 
However great the difference may have been between 
the personal character of these two men and of Buddha,

v l w ?  qifin reHramfii
<5 Tf* * favr riW w rv i

trcT^r? 3 ^ : ^ r a n
“ And this very transgression of Buddha and his followers is re

presented as if it did him honour. For he is praised because 
lie said, ‘ Let all the sins that have been committed in this 
world fall on me, that the world may be delivered.’ It is 
baid that if he thus transgressed the duty of a Kshatriya, 
and entered the life of a Brahman and preached, it was merely 
for the good of mankind; and that in adopting for the instruc
tion of excluded people a law which had not been taught by 
the Brahmans, lie took the sin upon himself and was benefit- 

. ting ptliers.”
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the first principle of their opposition was the same.
All three were equally struggling against the over
weening pretensions of a selfish priesthood. /
/■ But while Visvamitra contented himself with main
taining the rights of his tribe or family, and became 
reconciled as soon as he was allowed to share in the 
profits of the priestly power,*— while King Janaka 
expressed himself satisfied with the homage paid to 
him by Y&jnavalkya and other Brahmans, —while, in 
short, successive reformers as they appeared were 
either defeated or gained over to the cause of the 
Brahmans,— the seeds of discontent were growing up 
in the minds of the people. There is a dark chapter 
in the history of India, the reported destruction of all 
the Xshatriyas by i ’arasu-rftma. I t marks the be
ginning of the hierarchical supremacy of the Brahmans. 
Though the Brahmans seem never to have aspired to 
the royal power, their caste, as far as we know the 
history and traditions of India, has always been in 
reality the ruling caste. Their ministry was courted 
as the only means of winning divine favour, their 
doctrines were admitted as infallible, their gods were 
worshipped as the only true gods, and their voice was 
powerful enough to stamp the simple strains of the 
Righis, and the absurd lucubrations of the authors of 
the Brhhmanas, with a divine authority. After this last 
step, however," the triumph of Brahmanism was prepar
ing its fall. In India, less than in any other country, 
would people submit to a monopoly of truth ; and the 
same millions who were patiently bearing the yoke 
of a political despotism threw off the fetters of an 
intellectual tyranny. In order to overthrow one of 
the oldest religions of the world, it was sufficient

G
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. . .x^, .vC- that one man should oliallenge the authority of the 
Brahmans, the gods of the earth, (bhiicleva), and 
preach among the scorned and degraded creatures of 
God the simple truth that salvation was possible 
without the mediation of priests, and without a 
belief in books to which these very priests had given 
the title of revelation. This man was Buddha iSdkga 
Muni, /

Now if we inquire how Buddha’s doctrines were 
met by the Brahmans, it is true that here and there 
in their philosophical works they have endeavoured to 
overthrow some of his metaphysical axioms by an 
appeal to reason. An attempt of this kind we have, 
for instance, in Ydchaspati Mifera’s commentary on the 
Vedanta Sfttras. In commenting on the tenet of 
Buddha, that “ ideas like those of being, and riot- 
being, &c., do not admit of discussion,” 1 Vachaspati 
observes that the very fact of speaking of these ideas, 
includes the possibility of their conception ; nay, that 
to affirm they do not admit of reasoning involves 
an actual reasoning on them, and proves that the 
mind can conceive the idea of being as different from 
that of not-being.
/Such, however, were not the usual Weapons with 
which Brahmanism fought against Buddhism. The 
principal objection has always been, that Buddha’s 
teaching could not be true, because it did not derive 
its sanction from Sruti or revelation. The Brah
mans, as a caste, would readily have allowed being 
and not-being, and the whole of Buddha’s philoso
phy, as they did the Sdnkhya philosophy, which

1 ^ i i  *  w t ii
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'^ ^ 4i^rdi<3.-'most important points is in open opposition 
to the Vedanta. But while Kapila, the founder of 
the Silnkhya school, conformed to the Brahvnanic 
test by openly proclaiming the authority of revelation 
as paramount to reasoning and experience, Buddha 
would not submit to this, either for his philosophi
cal (abhidharma), or for his much more important 
moral and religious doctrines (vinaya). No doubt 
it would have been easy for him to show how some 
of his doctrines harmonised with passages of the 
Veda, as in the Veda all possible shades ol the human 
mind have found their natural reflection. If he had 
done so only for some of his precepts, such, for 
instance, as, “ Thou shalt not murder,”1 “ Thou shalt 
not drink,”2 “ Thou shalt eat standing,”3 the Brah
mans would readily have passed over other doctrines, 
even such as came into practice after Buddha’s death, 
like » Who longs for heaven, shall worship the holy 
sepulchre,”4 ‘ He shall pull out his hair,”5 &c. As 
he refused to do so, the line of argument taken by the 
Brahmans was simply confined to an appeal to reve
lation, in disproof of the possibility of the truth of
Buddha’s doctrines. /  . . .
/  There must be something very tempting in this 

line of argument, for we see that in later times the

1 ^  W frU
2 -j *• “thou slialt not drink intoxicating liquors.
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X'5 t ^  Buddhists also endeavoured to claim the same divine 
character for their sacred writings which the Brah
mans had established for the Veda. A curious in
stance of this is given in the following discussion, 
from IvumArila’s Tantra-varttika. Here the opponent 
(pftrva-paksha) observes, that the same arguments 
which prove that the Veda is not the work of human 
authors, apply with equal force to jS&kya’s teaching.
His authority, he says, cannot be questioned, because 
his precepts are clear and intelligible; and as S&kya 
is not the inventor, but only the teacher of these pre
cepts, and no name of an author is given for Sakya’s 
doctrines, the frailties inherent in human authors affect 
them as little as the Veda.1 Everything, in fact, he 
concludes, which has been brought forward by the 
Mrn&nsakas to prove the authority of the Veda, 
proves in the same way the authority of Buddha’s doc
trine. Upon this, the orthodox KunnVrila grows very 
wroth, and says: “ These 6A,kyas, Vaifeshikas, and 
other heretics, who have been frightened out of their 
wits by the faithful Mimansakas, prattle away with 
our own words as if trying to lay hold of a shadow.
They say that their sacred works arc eternal; but 
they are of empty mind3, and only out of hatred they 
wish to deny that the Veda is the most ancient book..



these would-be logicians declare even that some 
of their precepts (which they have stolen from us), 
like that of universal benevolence, are not derived 
from the Veda, because most of Buddha’s other say
ings are altogether against the Veda. Wishing, 
therefore, to keep true on this point also, and seeing 
that no merely human precept could have any au
thority on moral and supernatural subjects, they try 
to veil their difficulty by aping our own arguments 
for the eternal existence of the Veda. They know 
that the Mtm&nsakas have proved that no sayings of 
men can have any authority on supernatural sub
jects; they know also that the authority of the Veda 
cannot be controverted, because they can bring for
ward nothing against the proofs adduced for its 
divine origin, by which all supposition of a human 
source has been removed. Therefore, their hearts 
being gnawed by their own words, which are like 
the smattering of children, and having themselves 
nothing to answer, because the deception of their 
illogical arguments has been destroyed, they begin 
to speak like n foolish suitor who came to ask for a 
bride, saying, * My family is as good as your family.’
Tn the same manner they now maintain the eternal 
existence of their books, aping the speeches of others.
And if they are challenged and told that this is our 
argument, they brawl, and say that we, the Miman- 
sakas, have heard and stolen it from them. For a 
man who has lost all shame, who can talk away 
without any sense, and tries to cheat his opponent, 
will never get tired, and will never be put down! ” 
Towards the end of this harangue, Kum&rila adds, 
what is more to the point, that the Bauddhas, who
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ascribe to everything a merely temporary existence, 
have no business to talk of an eternal revelation.

/Now, it ought not to be overlooked, that in all 
these discussions the distinction between Sruti (Man
tras and Bruhnmnasj and Smriti (Shtras) is always 
taken for granted. ( If, at the time of the first con
troversies between Bauddhas and Mitnlansakas, the 
authors of the Mantras or Brahmarias, and particu
larly the founders of the so-called ancient Brdhmanas, 
had still been alive, or their names generally known, 
even a Brahman could not have ventured to stand up 
for the divine and eternal origin of this part of the 
Sruti. On the other hand, nothing could have pre
vented the Brahmans from ascribing the same super
natural origin to the Sfitras, if at the time of the 
rising power of Buddhism their authors also had been 
lost in oblivion. The distinction, therefore, between 
Sruti (revelation) and Smriti (tradition) which is a 
point of such vital importance for the whole Brah- 
manic system, will also be found significant in an his
torical point of view.
/  It must be observed, however, before we proceed 

farther, that what is called Smriti includes not only 
Sutras, but also Sloka works, such as the laws of 
Manu, Yajuavalkyii, and Parasara (the Milnava, Y&- 
inavalkya, and Pardsara-dharma-sastras), which some
times are called the Smritis, in the plural. Most of 
these, if not all, are founded on Sfitras; hut the texts 
of the Sutras have mostly been superseded by these 
later metrical paraphrases. /
✓  How then did the Brahmans, after they had esta

blished the distinction between Sruti and Smriti, 
defend the authority of the Smriti, including Sfttras 
and the later Sloka works ?/
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Xx̂ ^ T h a t  the Smriti has no claim to an independent 
authority, but derives its sanction from its intimate 
connection with the Sruti, is implied by its very name, 
which means recollection. For, as Ivumftrila remarks 
(in the pdrva-pakaha), “ Recollection is knowledge, 
the object of which is some previous knowledge; and if 
Manu and other authors of Smritis had not originally 
been in possession of an authoritative knowledge, it 
would be impossible to appeal to their recollection as 
an authority.1 I t would be as il a man, omitting his 
son or daughter, was to appeal to the son ot a barren 
daughter. For the original knowledge of Manu 
might be compared to his son, but his recollection 
would only be like a grandson. Now as people, if 
they have reason to doubt the existence of a daughter, 
would disbelieve every mention of the son of a daughter, 
thus the recollection (smriti) of Manu would be futile, 
if he himself had not possessed some means of au
thoritative knowledge.’/'
/  The following extract from Sayana’s Commentary 

on Paraisara’s Code2 will show the use which the
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t^ rah m an s made of this argument, in. order to sub
stantiate the authority of their legal text-books.

“ Does it not seem after all,’' he says, “ as if this 
Smriti (containing as it does the laws of men) hardly 
deserved a commentary of: its own, inasmuch as it is 
difficult to make out on what grounds it claims any 
authority? .For if we appeal to a Sfttra of Jaimini’s 
(the founder of the Pitrva-mimarm) where he has 
proved that the Veda possesses an authority irrespec
tive of anything else, these arguments can hardly ap
ply to books which are evidently the work of men, and 
entirely dependent on the authority of their sources. 
These sources again, if they be considered as the life 
and strength of that authority, are often very in
distinct. First, they could never fall under the cog
nizance of the senses, because the very nature of duty 
or law is transcendental. Nor can this ultimate reason 
or source be found in induction, inasmuch as induc
tion is only possible after observation. Neither can 
it be looked for in the sayings of other men, because 
man is exposed to error, and cannot even express 
things as he has really perceived them. But even if 
man was free from error, there would always bu room 
for doubt and opposition. And as to finding the 
authority for these laws in direct precepts of the 
6ruti (Mantras and Brhhmaiias) this is out of the 
question, because such precepts are not to be found 
there. We have never seen a passage in the Veda 
where precepts like those of the Smriti, to keep the 
body clean, &c., are given. To admit the right of 
induction for laws of this kind would be most dan
gerous, for it would apply with equal force to the pre- 

• cepts of Buddha, to worship the holy sepulchre, &c.
“ However, there is an answer to all these doubts. /
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difference exists between the Smritis of 
Manu and the Smritis of Buddha, because Mann's 
authority is asserted by the undeniable Veda itself.
It is said in the Veda, ‘Whatever Manu said, was 
m e d ic in e b u t there is no passage there in any 
way favourable to the Sinriti of Buddha, and there
fore the right of applying induction cannot be con
sidered dangerous, because it never could be extended 
to Buddha’s doctrines.

“ Quod non,” says the opponent. “ This passage of 
the Veda, * Whatever Manu said, was medicine,’ is 
only an Arthavftda (an. explanatory remark), and has 
no evidence by itself. It only serves to illustrate or 
recommend another precept, viz., that two verses ot 
Manu’s are to be used at a certain sacrifice.3 There
fore, there is no passage in the Veda to warrant the 
authority of the Sinriti; and if Sftkya’s, i. e. Buddha’s, 
Sinriti be exceptionable, the same applies to the 
Sinriti of Manu. Thus it is said, ‘ As men speak 
often untruth and are exposed to error, as no divine 
precept is given, faith only can be authority.’ But

1 As dhayyas at the Somaraudra Chart], in the middle of the 
Samidhefii, or fire-kindling hymns. The same argument occurs in 
Kumarila’s Tantra-varttika, i. 3„ ^

?raT ^
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Mahadeva, in his Commentary on the Hiranyakem-sutras, says 
that the &ruti bears witness to the authority of the Smritis by de
claring that whatever Manu said was medicine.
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■ fu rthei-, even admitting that there was a shadow of
authority for Manu, what could be said in favour of 
I arasaras Sinriti, which is now to be explained ? 
For, although the Veda may praise Manu, it never 
does the same for Parusara, and thus Par&sara’s 
authority at least can hardly be defended.

' e‘ Against all this our answer is: the Sroritis are an 
authority, because that they should have authority 
is understood by itself; and there is no reason why 
they should not be considered as having authority, 
Three reasons are given why Manu and the rest 
could not claim any authority, viz. ‘ that men speak 
untruth, that they are exposed to error, and that 
ho divine precept is given.’./ These objections, how
ever, are entirely out of order, because nobody would 
ever think that Manu and Parusara, who have been 
perfect from their very birth, could have spoken 
untruth, and could have erred. So much for the 
first two objections. And who ever denied that 
these sages were perfect from their very birth, as 
Mantras, Arthavadas, ItMsas, and Put-anas, prove 
distinctly not only the existence of ParMara and 
others, but also their perfection ? Nay, even if we 
had not the testimony of the Mantras, how could 
the perfection of Parasara and others be denied, 
which is involved in their very existence ? A dif
ference of opinion is quite impossible. And has it 
not been proved in the chapter on the gods1 in the 
Uttara-mimausa, that the Mantras do not require

1 If this refers to the Sankarshanakanda, which is ascribed to 
Jaimini, and forms an appendix to the Kariaainimansa-sutras 
h Prasthanabheda), we ought to read Pfirva-znunansa instead of 
Uttara-mimansa.
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any farther proof for what they say ? It is true 
that in the chapter on the Arthavftdas it has been 
admitted that what the Arthav&das contain is not 
always to be believed. But this is only on account 
of some impossible things which are occasionally 
mentioned therein. Therefore an Arthavada like 
this, ‘ Whatever Manu says is medicine,’ although 
it only serves to recommend another rule, must yet 
be considered as true in itself. With regard to 
Sdkya, nothing similar can l>e brought forward; and 
thus it is well said elsewhere, ‘ May a man scorn 
all the erroneous doctrines of Arhat, Chfirvaka, and 
Buddha.’ /  As regards Barbara in particular, it is 
wrong to say that his fame is not equally founded 
on the Veda, for it is said in the Sruti, ‘ Thus spoke 
Vy&sa, the son of ParaSara.’ If, therefore, the 
famous Veda-Vyasa is praised as the son of Pura- 
sara, how much more famous must not. PftrMara, 
his father, have been! In the genealogical Brah- 
mana of the Vajasancyi-sakha, the son also and the 
grandson of Pardsara are mentioned in the suc
cession of pupils and teachers who handed down the 
Veda1/*  Ghritakaukika received from PanVaryayuna, 
P&rMary&yana from Pftr^arya, Pfu-akarya from J&- 
tukarnya, &c.’ /  Therefore Parasar.i stands quite on 
a level with Manu ; and the same applies to all the 
other Rishis, like Vasishtha and Y&jnavulkya, who 
are authors of Smritis, and’ are mentioned in the 
Sruti./ Thus we read, ‘ The Rishis did not see 
India clearly, but Vasishtha saw him clearly.’-

1 Brihaclaranyaka, 5. 6. 3.
a TaittirijB-Sankitft, 3. 5. 2 .
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‘ Atri gave his children to Anrva, who longed for a 
sow/1 ‘ Yajtmvalkya had two wives;’2 Therefore 
one must not think of attacking the Smritis of Manu 
and others by any means.

/ “ The third reason also which was brought forward 
against the authority of the Stnriti, viz. that the

*rf •sirgfv ^  *mr irai;
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W R , Tpsfi:
3tTgnRj?r r r ^ n ^ r r f  w ^ t  qmfcn
“ Tlie Rishis did not see Indra clearly, but Vasishtha saw him 

clearly. Indra said, ‘ I shall tell you a Brahmana, so that all 
men that are born will have thee for Purohita ; but do not tell 
of me to the other Rishis.’ Thus lie told him these parts of 
the hymns; and ever since, men were born having Vasishtha 
for their PurohiU. Therefore a Yasishtha is to be chosen as 
Brahman.”

Cf. Tandy a Brahmana, xv. 5., where it is said of the Bharat as 
that they will always have a Vasishtha as Purohita. The Com
mentator there observes, that Bharata may either wean the kings 
of that name, or men in general.

1 Taittiriya-Sanhita, 7. 1. 8.

' s f ^ T ^ T ^ r t R i  w r  w  f r f n m r r

f w # N :  f i r f w >  h t t

T r^rsrsirT  ?tttV % w  ~di7TfV cfixr 7?3fT^*w 

TiftiTT
“ Atri gave bis children to the son of Urva, who longed for a son.

Then ho felt lonely, and saw that he was without power, 
weak, and decrepit. He saw this Ch&turatra; lie took it ami 
sacrificed with it. Four sons were horn to him from it,—a 
good Hotri, a good Udgatri, a good Adhvaryu, and a good 
Brahrdan.”

s Siatapathn-brahmana, xvii. 4. 5.



■' Jj?«x3epts given there are not based upon passages of - 
the fciruti, does not hold good, because passages are 
met with which are the source of all the laws given 
in the Smriti./ Thus we read, ‘ These five great 
sacrifices are every day commenced and every day 
performed: the Devuyajna (to the gods), the Pi- 
tpiyajna (to the fathers, the manes), the Bh&tayajna 
(to all beings), the Manushyayajna (to men), the 
Brahmayajna (to Brahman, the divine Self).’ 1 
And although there is no distinct precept in the 
Veda for ablutions, &c., yet all this is implied/ Tims 
the Bhattach&ry&s say ,,‘ It, is right to respect the 
Smritis, because they are delivered by Vcdic au
thors, because their origin is well established, and 
because they derive their authority from the Veda, 
if hut rightly understood.’ The Munis see the 
iSruti, and they deliver the Smriti; therefore the 
authority of both is proved on earth by full evidence.
A man who despises these two, and adopts fallacious 
doctrines, is to be avoided by good men as a heretic 
and Veda-blasphemer./
y “ But one might object that if these precepts can 
he learnt from the Sruti, the Smriti would be un
necessary, because that only which cannot be learnt 
from other sources forms a fit object for a new 
work. Here then we say that these precepts, though 
they can be learnt from the Veda, are nevertheless 
put together in the Srnritis for the purpose of 
making the order of their performance more easy, 
by leaving out the Arthav&das, and by taking from 
some SfikMs of the Veda particular facts omitted 
in others. Now it might again be objected that this i

i Tai t ti riy e - am ny a k a, ii. 10.
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done in the Kalpa-sfitras, and that therefore there 
was no necessity for the Smritis. But this is wrong, 
because there are two different kinds duties to 
be performed, called Smuta (based on iSruti) and 
Smkrta (based on Smriti). The Sr aula ceremonies 
consist in sacrifices like the Itarsa-purnamas;:, <vc., 
which can only be performed after the sacred fire 
lias been placed in the house, and they are clearly 
based upon the Veda, .as we read it. The Smdrta 
sacraments and traditional customs, on the contrary, 
consist in ablutions, rinsing the mouth, &c., and 
the}1, are to be considered as based upon a Sakhfi oi 
the Veda which is hidden, but the existence of 
which must be inferred. Although, therefore, those 
precepts which regard the placing of the sacred fire, 
&e., are. put together in the Kalpa-sutras, yet as 
other duties, such as ablutions, rinsing, &c., are not 
included in them, the Smritis have still their legiti
mate object.”/

This discussion has been given here at full length 
because it is a genuine specimen of Indian ortho
dox dialectics. Whatever may he thought of this 
style of argument, we see at all events how great 
an importance has always been attached by the Brah
mans to the distinction between Sruti and Smriti.

It may also have been observed in this extract, 
that it is not quite in accordance with the language 
of Sftyana to speak of Sfitra works as Smritis in the 
plural. He applies this term to metrical codes only, 
like Manu, Y&jnavalkya, and ParM&ra, but not to 
Sfitras or Vedangas.1 Thi3, however, does not affect

1 Kumarila remarks that, although the six Vednnga- are not 
called by the name of Smriti, they are Smriti in the same sense



K ^ ^ ^ p re sc n t question, because even S&yana, though* 
he does not call the Sfttras by the name of Smritis, 
places them notwithstanding in the same category 
with the codes of law, and separates them from the 
Sruti, upon which they are founded, but with which 
they are not to be confounded. The Kalpa-shtras 
are called by hirrq sraufa, i. e. based on revelation, 
but not Sruti (revelation), because although they 
treat of the same subjects as the $rut.i, they are 
themselves extracts only from the sacred writings.
They are arranged by authors whose names are 
given, while, according to Indian notions, Mantras 
and Brahmauas were only seen by the Ri sills, but 
neither composed nor arranged by them.1

That S utras, even where they contain Vedar,gu
ll oe trines, are distinctly excluded from the Sruti, may 
be seen from the following passage. In the Tantra- 
v&rttika (1. 3.), Kumarila says, “ There is a great

as the Dharma-siitras, i. 3. 9.

^fcfsrg ii i crar-
Mahaueva, in his Com

mentary on the Hiranvakesi-sutras, says distinctly, gTlfq

1 “ When we spoke of this (the anti orship of Madlmchhftn- 
das) to a learned Hindu friend, he exhibited very marked dis
satisfaction and distress, begging us to write and tell Professor 
Wilson that the hymn had no author; that it had existed from 
everlasting ; and that Madhuehhandas was only the fortunate seer 
to whom, on the last occasion of its revelation, it had been re
vealed.”—Benares Magazine fo r  June 1851, “ On Mitller’s Edition 
and Wilson’s Version of the Rig-Veda,”
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^difference between the Kalpa-siltras, which teach the 
performance of sacrifices enjoined by the Vedas, such 
as we now possess them, and the Smritis, which de
rive their authority from parts of the Veda that have 
either disappeared or are dispersed, or the existence 
of which can be proved by induction only. I t  is 
easier, therefore, to establish the authority of the 
Kalpa-sfitras than that of the Smritis. The objec
tions which have been raised against the authority 
of the Smritis, and which had to be removed by us 
before, cannot be thought of with regard to the 
Kalpa-sritras. not even if it were only for argument’s 
sake.1 The question, therefore, is only this, whether 
the Kalpa-shtras have the same authority as the 
Veda, or whether they merely derive their authority 
from it. As the Veda ia called1 shadanga,’ ‘having 
six members,’ these six members, and amongst 
them the Kalpa-sfttras, might seem to be implied by 
the common name of Veda. This, however, would 
be wrong'2; for the Kalpa-shtras, as is well-known, are 
composed by human authors like Mafeaka, &e. They 
do not take their names, like the Kathaka and other 
Sakhhs of the Veda, from those by whom they were 
proclaimed, but from their real authors. It is true, 
no doubt, that the authors of the Kalpa-sritras have 
the name of Rishis, and it might be said that as Sisu

. 1 w rffar ^  *
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Ahgirasa was not the author oi the baisava hymns in* 
tlie°StLmaveda, the Kalpa-sfttras too were not com
posed, but only proclaimed, by those whose names 
they bear, particularly as there are even Br&hmanas, 
for instance those of the Artina and Parasara-4akha, 
which have nearly the same form as the Kalpa-shtras. 
Nevertheless, nothing can be more mistaken than the 
opinion of those who would put the Ivalpa-stitras on 
the same footing as the Veda, because people who 
teach and learn the Kalpa-shtras know that there 
was a time when these works did not exist, and 
that they were composed by certain authors like 
Masaka, Baudb&yana, Apastamba, Asvalayana, 
Katyayana, and others.”1 They are drawn, as he

1 Kumarila expressly observes that these names signify certain 
individuals, and not C bar an as (sects), like those of Katha, by which 
certain Sakhas of the Veda were promulgated.

tT̂  ■H f tT•’ I ^^TVTERT -

Tglf*

« The branches of the Veda which were proclaimed by the sects of 
Katha and others from all eternity, have a fair claim to be 
called eternal. But this does not apply to works handed down 
by the sects or families of Masaka and others, however long  ̂
they may have been established. For names like Masaka, 
Baudhayana, and Apastamba, imply an individual being which 
had a beginning, and therefore it is impossible that a title 
derived from these names should ever belong to an eternal 
work.”

And again:

H



V:: - ‘-Observes in another place, partly from the Yeda, but 
partly also from other sources ; and the same applies, 
according to him,'to all the Yedftngas and Smritis ; 
nay, even to later works, such as the epic and paurauie 
poems.1

•-spFTTOrftn  ̂ W T T ^ l !
« For teachers and pupils do not only know by heart the Kalpa- 

sfttra books, and the other Vedanga and Smriti compositions, 
h it they also remember Aivalayana, Baudhayana, Apastamba, 
Katyayana, and others, as the authors of these books.”

i rpf rf^?TWUI

“ All that has reference to virtue and final beatitude is taken from 
the Veda, while other matters, the purpose of which consists 
in pleasure and gain, are according to the customs of men. 
This distinction applies not only to the Vedangae, but also to 
authoritative passages in the Pur&nas and Itihasas.”

TJvat,a, in his commentary on the Sakala pratUakya, takes the 
same view. He says, “ that as the Veda was too difficult to be used 
by itself, learned men have extracted from it different doctrines 
on the ceremonial, the metre, and grammar, and brought them 
into a more intelligible form in the Sutras.’

^Tcgjpri'
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And again:
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*( X  SRAUTA- AND SMARTA-ShiitAS. I
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' ^ l t  might therefore be best to distinguish between 
Snrriti or tradition in general, and the Smritis or law
books in particular. We might thtfn speak of srauta- 
and stfidrta-s&tras, comprehending by the former name 
allSfxtras, the sourceof which can be traced in the tSrutif 
by the latter those of which no such source exists, or at 
least, is known to exist.1 The title of Smritis in the 
plural (or Smriti-prabandhas) might be left, for conve
nience sake, to such works as Sayana is speaking of, 
which are composed not in SCttras but in Slokas. It 
ought to be remembered, however, that the same sub
jects which are treated in the metrical Smritis of 
Manu and others, had similarly been treated in Sfttra s 
(krauta, grihya, and sfuuayacharika), and that the 
principal difference between the two lies, not in their 
matter, bat in their age, and their style.

ftW  *?*rrw
fa w u x #  «<prrf%friii

1 Thus, smdrtam karma is well defined by Shadgurusishya in 
the Sarv&nukramanibhashya, as ‘nishekadi smaianantam sinriti- 
grihvavihitam karma.’ In the Commentary on A^valilyana’s 
Srauta-sutras, it is said, that, if observances, like rinsing the 
mouth, &c., are prescribed in the 6rauta-sutras (as they are for 
instance Asval. i. 1. 3.), this is only done in order to show that 
such observances are acknowledged and presupposed by the Srauta- 
sutras, though they belong to the province of the Grihya cere
monies.

-517% f ^ P r ^ i
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An objection against this division and terminology, 
not unknown to the Brahmans themselves, is that it 
is difficult to say whether certain Svnarta-sutras may 
not be based upon some lost jSiikhl of the Veda. The 
Brauta portions of the Kalpa-sutras, there can be no 
doubt, are founded on Bruti, if by this name we 
understand not only the hymns, but also the Br&h* 
manas of the Veda. But there are only few allusions, 
even in the Brfthmanas, to the ceremonies described 
in the Grihya-sfitras ; and the few passages which are 
quoted from the Bruti in their support, are chiefly 
taken from the Aranyakas and Upanishads, the latest 
branches of Vedic literature. As to the Acharas, or 
the established rules of conduct with regard to particu
lar temporal duties, even Indian writers admit that 
there are only very vague allusions to them in the 
Bruti, and they try to prove that these laws are based 
on parts of the Veda which no longer exist. This 
is a view which is taken for instance by Haradatta 
in his Commentary on Apastamba’s Samayaclnlrika- 
sfltras, and it deserves to be examined more closely. 
On the first Shtra1, “ Therefore let us now explain 
the S&may&cMnka duties,” he makes the following 
observations.

“ The word 4 therefore ’ implies a reason, which is that 
as the srauta (sacrificial) and garhya (domestic) cere
monies have been explained, and as these ceremonies 
presuppose other observances, these other observances 
must now be explained too. For when it was said 
before (in the Brauta and Grihya-siltras). that such 
anfl such an act was to be performed by a man after

1 w r : H \  H
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; «e; had rinsed his mouth, by a man who is clean, 
who holds a pavitra in his hand, who is invested. 
Avith the sacred thread, &c., an acquaintance with 
all these things, such as rinsing, &c., is presupposed, 
the twilight prayers,, too, are referred to in the 
preceding Sutras, when it is said, that a man who 
does not perform his twilight prayers is impure, 
and unworthy of every sacrifice. Several other 
instances occur; and it is therefore necessary to 
explain now immediately those other precepts called 
s&may&Mrika (temporal). Sdmaydchdrika is de
rived from  ̂ samaya (agreement) and dchdra 
(custom). Samaya, a human agreement, is of three 
hinds: vidhi, injunction ; niyama, restriction; pra- 
tishedha, prohibition, Rules founded upon samaya 
are called samaydchdras, from which the adjective 
sdmaydchdrika. Dharma (virtue) is the quality of 
toe individual self, which arises from action, leads to 
happiness and final beatitude, and is called aptirva, 
supernatural. But, in our Sfitra, dharma means 
law, and has for its object, dharma, as well as 
adhanna: things to be done and things to he 
avoided.

“ ** might be said, hoAvever,” continues the Com
mentator Haradatta, alluding to the same controversy 
Avhieb we saw before treated of by Say ana, “ that if ’ 
samaya (human agreement) be the authority for the 
law, it would be difficult to deny the same authority 
to the Bauddhas and their laAvs, to worship the holy 
sepulchre, &c.; and therefore Apastamba has added 
the next Sutra: 1

1 wwwspsr: ttotwh^ h
h 3
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x^? u 4 Those agreements ace of authority which wen e 

made by men who hnew the law.'
“ We do not say,” Haradatta remarks, with regard 

to these words, “ that every agreement becomes of 
authority, but those only made by men like Matm, &c., 
who knew the law. But then, it might be asked, 
how it can be found out that Manu knew the law, 
and Buddha did not ? People answer, that Buddha 
could not have had a knowledge of the divine law.
But the same might be said also of M anu; and if a 
knowledge of divine things be ascribed to Manu, on 
account of the excellence which he acquired by his 
virtue, then, again, it would be the same for Buddha. 
There is a known verse1 : ‘ If Buddha know the
law, and Kapila does not, what is tru th?  If  they

1 -« rft M W . s f f w r  3>t u h t i

tttsrtY -«rt̂  *m!Y n fw * :
Or. Weber, in his dissertation on the Upanishads, thinks it is 

not impossible that Kapila, the founder of the Sankhya, and Buddha 
were in fact one and the same person. (Indische Studien, i. 436.)
He afterwards qualifies this conjecture, and calls it not very pro- 
liable. It is true that the Indians themselves observed a certain 
similarity between the doctrines of Kapila and Buddha. But this 
would rather show that the two were different persons. Nor 
would the legend that Buddha was born at Kapila-vastu, the town 
of Kapila, or rather of the Kapilas, seem to prove the identity of 
Kapila and Buddha. By another conjecture, the same ingenious 
scholar makes the founder of the Sankhya (Pancbaiikha K&pileya) 
the same person with Kapya Pfttanchala, who occurs in the data- 
patha-brahmana; while, in a former article (i. 84.), both Kapila 
and Patanchnli together, the former as the founder of the Sankhya, 
the latter as the author of the Yoga system, are merged into Kapya 
Patanchala. Afterwards, however, this opinion also is retracted, 
because Dr. Weber thinks that the Yoga system might bo a later 
development of the Sankhya.
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X'^^3vere both omniscient, how could there be difference 
of opinion between them ?’ If  this he not so, a 
distinction must be made; and this has been done 
by A pastamba in his next Sutra: ‘ And ike Vedas 
(are of authority).’1

This Sfitra is explained by Haradatta in the fol
lowing mariner: — “ The Vedas are the highest au
thority for good and bad; and none of the objections 
made before could apply to the Vedas, which are 
faultless from all eternity, evident by themselves, 
and, as they were revealed, unaffected by the faults 
of human authors. Therefore, while to us those 
agreements are of authority which were made by men 
who knew the law, the Vedas, again, were the au
thority for those men themselves, like Manu, &c. 
And although we have not before our eyes a Veda, 
which is the source of these laws, we must still con
clude that Manu and the rest had.” 2

1 ^ rra ii^ i!
2 Somesvara, who calls himself a sou of Madhavn, and of whose * 

work “ Tantra-varttikatika” there is a manuscript at the E. I. H. 
(No. 1030.), dated Sam vat, 1652, gem? even a step farther, and 
say» that, although rules of the Smritis may be against the sacred 
law, the Veda must notwithstanding be considered as their 
source, because the Smritis themselves maintain that the Veda
is the highest authority, an admission which the followers of

Buddha protest against. Cf. p. 80. ef«ff ' £ ( ffdff+TTfa

rFJm Tflfrj
W T tTMTWT ^  iN

rfsirrifW

t r  fersfnfH r trv
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It is a matter of considerable interest to know 
whether this opinion of Haradatta’s, as tothe previous 
existence of a larger number of Vedic works, deserves 
credit or not. The opponent of the orthodox Xuma- 
rila in the Tantra-varttika remarks very truly, that to 
invoke the testimony of lost parts of the Veda is like 
calling a dead person as a witness.1 And if we bad 
no better authority for this opinion than so late a 
commentator as Haradatta, we should hardly be justi
fied in mentioning it as an argument. Anybody, 
however, who is acquainted with the character of 
Indian commentators, will admit that they seldom

» :  htwtS b  &c. Cf. Ylyna-
valkya, ed. Stenzler, i. 56., i. 40.; Mann, iii. 12, 13., where the 
Commentator mentions Vasishtha as having spoken of the marriage 
ol'a Brahman with afsihdra, the ceremony not being accompanied 
by sacred hymns, as a kind of morganatic marriage, k am a to

vivahah, Y lfW TSfa iHrafahv

s p r f^ T W T n i

W  ¥  rT̂ ^TTtrfl̂ r̂rVTJ
“If a man maintain a lost tradition to have been a source, he may 

prove what he pleases, for it is like appealing to a dead 
witness.” And again:

m  w r w r * n iT ^  rp -̂-
«  *i w r % T  it m i?  w  T F ir e ft -

s m r w j^ r r j i
“ Why has a divine precept not been established by Man u and 

the others as the source of their teaching, which would not 
have cost them more labour than to proclaim their own doc
trine? Anybody may throw whatever he likes into the skull 
of a lost tradition, and then invoke it as an authority.”

v \
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v<^ai^W it themselves to novel theories, but almost 
always repeat what existed before in the tradition of 
their schools; a fact which at once increases and 
diminishes the usefulness of their works. Thus we 
find in the case before us, that Apasturnba himself, 
whose Sutras Haradatta explains, entertained a simi
lar opinion on this subject. In the twelfth section 
of his Sfttras, when speaking of some rules on the Sva.- 
dhy&ya (praying), he says1, “ that certain rules must 
be considered as given in Brahmanas of which the 
tradition or reading has been destroyed. Their 
former existence,” he says, “ must be inferred from

1 w t :
*mi <% iftBprarfaw rnr •arr^^rf e

The Commentator say3: !|
“ The original passages were lost by the negligence of the 

students.”
Kurtiarila observes: irnsTT^f f%JF^W>TT^TT13T W -

“ The original text from which the Smriti was derived cannot 
always be found, because the iSakhaa are scattered about, 
students are negligent, and because these rules stand under 
different heads.”

And again: S^P$(fa)*PCW
“ As if we did not see in our own time that subjects are forgotten 

and works lost.”

*r ^  •Rwr̂ 't *r riwwwi fa  W T T ^ifa rfw :

“ And it must not be said that their destruction is impossible, for 
we see it take place every day, whether by negligence, 
idleness, or by the death of men.”

( i (  | | |  \  1' LOST S.vKHAS. 1 0 ( S |



x S s i^ ih e  simple fact, that these rules are still followed by 
men; the only exception being where customs can be 
proved to depend on selfish motives. In this case, a 
man who follows such unauthorised customs, shall go 
to hell.”

With regard to the hymns, it is in itself very un
likely that no more should have existed than those 
which happen to be collected in the Rig-veda; and 
even in the Rig-veda we see that the number of hymns 
varied in different communities. The ancient poetry 
of India, however, would hardly have furnished autho
ritative passages for legal and ceremonial questions; 
and there is no doubt that the lost tradition which is 
appealed to by later writers, refers only to Br&hmanas. 
A number of these dogmatic works are still in exist
ence; but others, which are always quoted along with 
them, are now lost, or known by extracts only. 
There existed a considerable number of ancient sages 
who embodied their doctrines, whether on philosophi
cal or ceremonial, on metrical or grammatical ques
tions, in independent works, which were handed down 
by tradition among their descendants. But, as Ku- 
m&rila observes, through the carelessness and forget
fulness of men, and also by the extinction of families, 
these works were necessarily lost; and it is, indeed, 
less surprising that many of these Brahmanas should 
have been lost, than that so many should still have 
beer, saved, if we remember for how long a time oral 
tradition was in India the only means of preserving 
them. Kum&rila, however, was too keen-sighted not to 
perceive the danger of admitting lost Sfiklms of the 
Veda as authorities, and he makes several reservations

• in order to guard against a promiscuous use of this 
argument. The Buddhists also might appeal to a lost

i f  W  ]iG 8  LOST BKiHMANAK. v C J
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Sakha, anti thus upset all the arguments of the or
thodox philosophers. But in spite of the bug-bear of 
the Buddhists, the general fact that some Sfikhas had 
perished was admitted by Kumarila, us well as by 
Apastaraba, both endeavouring to prop up the autho
rity of the Smriti by the broken pillars of the Sruti.1

1 he evidence which has been brought together is 
sufficient to establish the fact, that the distinction 
between &ruti and Smriti, revelation and tradition, 
had been established by the Brahmans previous to the 
rise of Buddhism, or, at all events, previous to the 
time when the Sfttra style began to be adopted in In
dian literature. There existed, previous to the Sfitra 
period, a body of literary works propagated by oral 
tradition, which formed the basis of all later writings 
on sacred subjects, and which by the Brahmans was 
believed to be of divine origin. The idea expressed 
by the verb sru, to hear, i. e. to receive by inspiration, 
is known in the Br&hmanas. The name of Smriti 
seems to occur for the first time in the Taittiriya- 
aranyaka", though it is said to be used there in the

w t  t o  ^  i

cfrifi ’<prn§r ^T- 
wrr̂ r nf%f^ n?i

f^f^n
3 Taitt. At. i. 1, 2.: |)

The Commentator explains Smriti by
''■t »J C\
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...XgCnse of Sruti. la  the Shtras, however, the distinc

tion between Sruti and Smriti is distinctly stated.
We find it in the Anupada-sfitras1, which we have 
reason to reckon amongst the earliest specimens of 
this class of literature. In the Nidhna-sutras also, 
ancient tradition is mentioned by the name of Smriti2; 
and although in P&nini the technical distinction be
tween Sruti and Smriti is not mentioned, it would he 
wrong to draw any conclusions from this, as there can 
be little doubt that Pan ini is later than the Anupada- 
sutras.

The Six Ved&ngas.
We shall now proceed to an examination of those 

works which belong to the Sfttra-literature of India, 
as far as they have reference to the Veda.

I “ the laws of Manu and others whose source is a revelation 
the existence of which must he inferred.” Pratyaksha (sensuous 
impression) is, according to S&yana, s f l f ^  *in§j

“ the word of the Veda which all men Can perceive in 

their teacher.” Aitihya (tradition) is explained by Tf?T^F5RTr- 

ttrjf ̂ TM'R'rfWT'irWTf^^'; “ legends, Puranas, the Mahabharata,
and the Brahmanas.” Lastly Anurcana, if  we believe Sayana, does 
not here mean inference, but customs of good men, by which or from 
which the existence of an authority, that is, of Sruti and Smriti, as
the source of these customs, is inferred. f^njT^TT i!<P

1 Anupada-siitra, ii. 4. 1 Cf' Iudlscha
Studien, i. p. 44.

s Niddna-sutra, ii. 1. ’S I^ T ^ W ffF tl « n fS 5<iT: w i
Cf, Tndische Studien, i. p. 45.

-- < V \
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^ ^ j^ T h e  Brahmans say that there are six members of 
the Veda, the six Vedangas. This name does not 
imply the existence of six distinct books or treatises 
intimately connected with their sacred writings, but 
merely the admission of six subjects the study of 
which was necessary either for the reading, the 
understanding, or the proper sacrificial employment 
of the Veda, fManu calls the Vedangas by the name 
of Pravachanas*, which is a title not unusually ap
plied to the Brahmanas.2 And indeed, instead of

' Manu, iii. 184.: ^ T |  I f fT O W f
“ Those priests must bo considered as the purifiers of a company 

who are most learned iu ail the Yedas and all their Angas.”—
Sir W. Jones.

Kulluka: v t o t o t w ? xrfiffjrfrf T r r w s r o r fa l l
“ Because the meaning of the Veda is proclaimed by them, therefore 

are the Angas called Pravachanas.”

2 3iT"refsprr*TfT w r o fa fT m : & nc- w w t ^ i Com.

“ Among the Kalabavins also the accent exists in the perusal of 
the Veda enjoined by the Pravachanas. Com. By the word 
pravachanais meant the Brahmana, and it is called so because 
it is proclaimed.”

There is a passage in the Prastbanabheda,
mj frorr w :  TOT: I

“ For each Veda there are several 6akhas the difference of which 
arises from different Pra vachanas.”

Here pravachana means Brahmana, because the difference of the 
Brahmana-sakhas does arise from Brahmanas peculiar to each. It 
is possible, however, that Madhusudana used pravachana in the 
sense of pronunciation, the difference of pronunciation being tbe 
chief cause of the Sanhita-saklms. Pravachana is used in the Ka- 
thopanishad, ii. 23., in the sense of “ reading.”

* ( J S I  NUMBER OF VEDANOAS. 109 V \ |
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looking for the Vedangas to those small and barren 
tracts which are now known by this name, it is in the 
Brahmanas and Sfitras that we have to look lor the 
Vedanga-doctrines in their original and authentic 
form,/The short Vedangas which are generally added 
to the manuscripts of the Yeda, and which by several 
scholars were mistaken for the real Ved&ngas, re
present only the last unsuccessful attempts to bring 
the complicated and unintelligible doctrines of former 
sages into an easy and popular form, and to preserve 
at the same time the names which had been sanc
tioned by antiquity.

A very clear and rational statement as to the 
character of the Vedangas in early times, is given 
in the Brihadaranyaka and its commentary. Accord
ing to them the different doctrines of the Vedangas 
are to be considered as integral parts of the Brah
manas, in the same maimer as the Puranas and Iti- 
3iasas. These, as we saw before, were to be taken in 
the sense of epic or pauranic stories, incorporated 
in the Brahmanas, as illustrations of ceremonial 
questions. By Itihilsa, as the commentator says, 
(Brih. Arany. ii.4.) we have to understand stories like 
those of UrvaM and Purftravas in the Satapatha-br&h- 
m ana; by Pur Ana, passages on creation and the like, 
for instance, “ in the beginning there was nothing,”
&c. He then proceeds to quote passages from the 
Br&hmanas which he calls Upanishads (mysteries), 
Slokas (verses), Shtras (rules), Anuvy&khyas (ex
planations), and Vyakhyas (comments). I t is under 
these heads that the Vedangas had their original 
place. /
/ I t  is more difficult to determine where and when

' v -



‘ G°t&X

! (  W  ) l j  NUMBER OE VEDANGAS. l l k l T

■ The Yed&ngas were first mentioned as six. In the 
Mimdaka-upanishad the number of the Yedangas is 
given as six, but in a line which is not unlikely 
to have been interpolated. Yaska (Nir. i. 20.) 
quotes only the Vedangas, but not the six V'e- 
d&ngas. The number of six occurs in the Cha- 
ranavyhha, where we meet with the well-known *
versus memorialis, containing the titles of the six 
Yed&ngas.1 The same number occurs in Manu (iii.
185). There is a passage in the Chhtuidogya-Upani-

1 f e t  WtTTW fa^Hi ^ tfrfa  it Apa-
stamba, who occasionally quotes Slokus in his Sfttras, does not seem 
to have known this verse. Ilis words are (ii. 4. 8.),

^Eftfaw fa ^ R  fST^Tl What follows, in 
the only MS. I know, is eaten away by worms ; but then comes the 
word l^<ftfafa[fa> which was the title of a metrical treatise, and 
is quoted as such before Pingala, in the Sabda-Kalpa-druma, *. v.

fa ll One of the Parisishtas of the Samaveda begins with the

words ■sg l̂TrFW^Wr I The Parisish
tas, however, are later than Apastamba and Pingala; for the 
author of the Parisishta declares thathe made use of Pingala’s work :
W TW ^Trifati% l ftfaW H f W t W I  faT T ^I^W Y T -

WTW W H W fT II The title # f t f a f a f a  refers,
therefore, most likely to the Nidana-sdtra, which also begins 
with ’svrrrn w Y ^ f f a ^ r  ^ rrw n ^ r* i:i cf. m s . Beroi.
95. In the Commentary on the Sakalra-prati^akhya, at the end of 
the 14th Book, the Vedangas are enumerated as follows:

ctpaft SjFfrptq f a ^ ?  f w  YYTfafafa^iTfdTTWi II



where a mention of the six Ved&ngas might J ^ L i  
expected, at the beginning of the ninth PrapiUhaka.
The number six, however, does not occur there, al
though Ved&nga doctrines are clearly implied under 
somewhat unusual names.1 The earliest mention ot 
the number six in reference to the Vedangas seems 
to be contained in one of the Br&hmanas of the 
Sama-veda. But there again, though the number six 
is given, the titles of the several Vedangas are not 
mentioned. /  It is said there (ShadvinSa-Br. iv. 7.) of

1 This passage has been pointed out and translated by Cole- 
brooke (Miscellaneous Essays, i. 12.). “ Narada, having solicited 
instruction from Sanathu.ni.tra, and being interrogated by him as 
to the extent of his previous knowledge, says, ‘ I have learnt the 
Rig-veda, theYajur-veda, the §ama-veda, the Atfmrvana (which is) 
the fourth, the Ilihase and T'urana (which are) a fifth, and (gram

mar, or) the Veda of Vedas, the obsequies of the manes
♦

the art of computation (T lf^ X  the knowledge of omens (^ ? ) ,  

the revolution of periods com.

the intention of speech (or art of reasoning) (3fP3rfWT*f*I)> 

the maxims of ethics the divine science (or construc

tion of scriptures) com. f%^vR), the sciences append

ant. on holy writ (or accentuation, prosody, and religious rites)

 ̂®p^fip»yj ), the adjuration of spirits com.

the art of the soldier C ^ f W ,  com. the science of as

tronomy (r p g ^ fif^ t) , the charming of serpents (^ tlf^ J 'f), the

science of demigods (or music and mechanical arts, see

page 39.): all this I have studied; yet do I  only know the text, 
and have no knowledge of the soul.”

N l'M B E B  OS' V E D iN G A S . / H



^-^iJSpaM, that her body consists of the four Vedas, and 
that her limbs are the six Angas, or members of the 
Veda.1 It is possible, however, that more ancient 
Br&hmanas allude to the number of six; at all events 
we see that it was sanctioned for the Vedangas before 
the end of the Brahmana period.

The six doctrines commonly comprehended under 
the title of Ved&ngas, are £iksh& (pronunciation), 
Clihandas (metre), Vyakarana (grammar), Nirukta 
(explanation of words), dyotisha (astronomy), and 
Jvalpa (ceremonial). The first two are considered 
necessary for reading the Veda, the two next for 
understanding it, and the last two for employing it 
at sacrifices.

&IKSHA, o r  P h o n e t ic s .

/  Sayan a, in his Commentary on the Rig-veda, de
fines Sikshft as the science of the pronunciation of 
letters, accents,^c.; and he quotes from a work of 
the Taittiriyas, who have devoted a chapter of their 
Aranyaka to this subject. Now in the seventh book 
of the Taittiriya-Aranyaka we still find the following 
headings: “Let us explain tho&ikshft,”2 “On Letters,”

1 w f t  s ir  % r :  v v h  i
rtm- w n n f^ i i  “ The four Vedas are her body; the six Angas 
her limbs; herbs and trees her hair.” See also the text frequently 
quoted from the Veda, s f l i p N  UnSTTT sfcft faW T V rr
•N
’s h r i l l  “ The Veda, with its six members, ought to be known 
and understood by a Brahman without any further inducement.”

8 The i in Siksha is short (hrasva),
though it is strong (guru). It is only in the Aranyaka that Siksha

I
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On Accents,” “ On Quantity,” “ On the Organs of 
Pronunciation,” “On Delivery,” “ On Euphonic Laws.” 
^Unless we admit that the rules on 6iksh& had 
formerly their place in this chapter of the Taittiriya- 
Aranyaka, it would be difficult to explain why all the 
principal subjects of the Siksha should be mentioned 
here, why the whole chapter should be called the 
SiksM chapter (ityuktah mksh&dhy&yah), and why 
it should begin with the words “ Let us now explain 
the &iksh&.” Sayan a,, who was certainly acquainted 
with the Vedie tradition, takes the same view in his 
Commentary on the Sanhiti-upanisliad.1 He states 
that the Taittiriya-upanishad consists of three parts2, 
of the Sanhiti, Yajniki, and Yaruni-upanishad. Of
occurs instead of Siksha. Siksha. is derived from hi ft, to bn able, 
and means originally a desire to know. From the same root we 
have sakl.a, a teacher (Rv. vii. 103. 5.) ; Hkshttmana, a pupil (Rv. 
vii. 103. 5.). Sishya, a pupil, comes from a different root. Sa-
yana says, fa n # *

?Nf aft^III The other headings are, I 'ST* I

tFrnrri srti urm  # t r : i
1 I owe n copy of this Commentary of S&yana’s to the kindness 

of Dr. Riier, at Calcutta. Seeing, in the catalogue of manuscripts 
published by the Asiatic Society of Calcutta, a work of Sayana's, 
called Sikslmbhashya, and imagining this to be a commentary on 
the Siksha-vedunga or one of the Rratisakhyas, 1 wrote to Dr. Rber 
jbr a copy of it. Though I was ultimately disappointed when I 
found that, it hud nothing to do with the Pratisakhyas, I  still con
sider the Commentary of great interest, particularly Sayana’s in
troduction to the Yedanta-system in it. Dr. Roerhas since pub
lished the whole Taittiriya-upanishad, with the Commentaries of 
Sankara and Ananda Giri, in No. 22. of the Bibliotheca Indies.

s ^rrrYYT^fawfp f A ^ r i

^f?ii ?nr w s V  ^

r  ( |||>  )|14 SiKSiii. VfiT
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the last is the most important, because it 
teaches the knowledge of ‘lie Divine Self. The first 
serves as an introduction or preparation, in order to 
bring the mind of the pupil into a proper state for 
receiving the doctrines- on the highest subjects. Now 
immediately after the first invocation, the IJpanishad 
begins with the Siksha, chapter ; and in order to ex
plain this, Shyaria remarks that this doctrine is ne
cessary here, in order to enable the pupil to road and 
pronounce the sacred texts correctly, and thus to un
derstand their real meaning.1 It might be objected,
Say ana remarks, that as a correct pronunciation is 
equally required for the earlier ceremonial portion of 
the Veda (Karma-kftnda), the Sikshii ought to have 
been inserted there. But then, he says, this chapter 
in its present place stands between the ceremonial 
and the philosophical portion of the Veda, like a 
lamp on the threshold of a door giving light to both.
He adds, that a right pronunciation and understand
ing is of greater importance for the philosophical 
p a rt; because mistakes in the sacrifices and the cere
monial can be made good by penance, while there is 
no penance for a wrong understanding of philo
sophical principles.

If  then there is reason to believe that the doctrine 

t w r  f%f%m rnsf i &c. rtwf i

*r*ren1?rartT fwrrjTr%r fargrerrct if ^

fa?fr*rRTr%
1 ‘2



.>^of the Sikshu was formerly embodied in the Aranya
kas, perhaps even in the Brahmanas l, the question 
is, why it afterwards lost this place. This can 
only be accounted for by the appearance of more 
scientific treatises, which embraced the same subjects, 
but in a much more systematic style than anything 
which we could expect to meet with in the Br&hmanas 
and Aranyakas.

These were the Pratisakhyas, a branch of litera
ture which will claim our particular attention for 
more than one reason. If we compare the Pr&ti- 
kikhyas with Brahmanas and Aranyakas, they evi
dently indicate a considerable progress of the Indian 
mind. They were written for practical purposes ; 
their style is free from cumbrous ornaments, and 
unnecessary subtleties. I t is their object to teach 
and not to edify; to explain, not to discuss. Where 
the Brahmanas or Aranyakas allude to grammatical, 
metrical, or etymological questions, they give nothing 
but theological and mystical dreams. So far from 
receiving elucidation, the points in question generally 
become involved in still greater darkness, i t  is not 
unlikely that, teachers appealed to these passages 
of the Br&hmanas in order to derive from them the 
highest possible sanction for their doctrines. But 
these doctrines, if they were intended for use and 
instruction, must have been delivered in a more 
homely and more intelligible form. The origin of the 
PrafBakhyas mny# therefore be accounted for in the

1 The passage from the Fushpa-sutras (viii. 8.) which was quoted 
before, grreR fsprrafa •srsnHfafsrT: does
not prove that the rules on the accent were laid down in the 
Brahmana of the Kalabavins, because it may also mean that the 
accented delivery of sacred texts was enjoined in the Brahmana.

( f f s A  r , ] T
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following manner:—During the IMhmana period the 
songs of the Yeda were preserved by oral tradition 
only: and as the spoken language of India had ad
vanced and left the idiom of the Veda behind as a 
kind of antique and sacred utterance, it was difficult 
to preserve the proper pronunciation of the sacred 
hymns without laying down a certain number of rules 
on metre, accent, and pronunciation in general. The 
necessity, however, of such a provision could hardly 
have been felt until certain differences had actually 
arisen in different seats of Brahmanic learning. Thus, 
when the attempt was made to prevent a further cor
ruption, a certain number of local varieties in accent 
and pronunciation, and in the recital of the hymns, 
had actually crept in and become sanctioned by tho 
tradition of different families or schools. These could 
not be given up, nor was there any means of de
termining which was the ancient and most correct 
way of reciting the sacred songs of the Veda. Dis
cussions having arisen on this subject, we find in the 
Br&hmanas occasional mention of verses which, if 
improperly pronounced, become changed in their 
meaning. But even where the sense of the Veda was 
not affected, the respect paid by each teacher, by 
each family, and by each Brahmanic community to ' 
its own established oral tradition, was sufficient to 
give an imaginary value to the slightest peculiarities 
of pronunciation, accent, or metre.

A twofold advantage was gained when the rules 
and exceptions of the old sacred dialect were first re
duced to a system. First, ancient dialectical dif
ferences, many of which are not so much attributable 
to corruptions as to the freedom of the old spoken 
language, were carefully preserved, and even apparent

i 3
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^ ^ ^ liT e g u la r it ie s  and exceptions were handed down as 
such, instead of being eliminated and forgotten. 
Secondly, a start was made towards a scientific study 
of language; by the collection of a large number of 
similar passages, general laws were elicited which 
afterwards served as the phonetic basis of a grammar 
like that of P&nim;— a work which, although ascribed 
to one author, must have required ages of observation 
and collection before its plan could be conceived or 
carried out by one individual. Even the Pr&tis&khyas, 
though they do not refer to grammar properly so called, 
but principally to the phonetic laws of language, 
presuppose a long-continued study of grammatical 
subjects previous to the time of their composition. 
The best proof of this lies in the great number of au
thors quoted in the Prfiti&lkhyas, whose opinions are 
frequently at variance with the precepts contained in 
the PrhtiSakhyas themselves. Though we are not 
now in possession of the works of these earlier authors, 
yet we have a right to assume that their doctrines 
existed formerly in the shape of PnUisakhyas. In 
the same way as one only of the different S&khhs or 
recensions of the Rig-veda has been preserved to us in 
manuscript, the Sakala-kilkha, which was followed by 
Saunaka, wo may understand how one only of the 
Pr&tMkhyas of the Rig-veda has come down to us; 
particularly as its composition is ascribed to the same 
Saunaka who is said to have united the Bfishkala and 
the bfikala-sftkMs, and who, as far as the Sanhitft is 
concerned, was a follower of the SaiMra-sakha. 6au» 
naka’s Pr&tis&khya of the Sftkalas, being one of the 
latest compositions of this kind, was probably also 
the most perfect and complete. As $aunaka states 
the different opinions of fciftkala grammarians on im-

i'. V rUATISAKHVAR. V V j
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\ ^ 2̂ ortant points, where he himself differs from them, 

his work was the more likely to supersede previous 
PrfttMkhyas, particularly at the time when the Vedio 
religion was on its decline, and Br&h manic doctrines 
daily losing in influence. Though it is true that 
as yet only one Pr&tisakhya belonging to each Veda 
has been found in manuscript, yet they all belong 
not to one of the four Vedas in general, but to one 
Sakhft, of each of them. Pr&tMkhya, therefore, does 
not mean, as lias been supposed, a treatise on the 
phonetic peculiarities of each Veda, but a collection 
of phonetic rules peculiar to one of the different 
branches of the four Vedas, i. e. to one of those dif
ferent texts in which each of the \  edas had been 
handed down for ages in different families and dif
ferent parts of India. The differences between the 
Sakhas of the same Veda, as far as the words of the 
hymns are concerned, seem certainly not to have been 
very great, if we may judge from the few instances in 
which different S&kh&s of the same Veda have been 
preserved in manuscripts. Most Saklias do not differ 
in the general arrangement of the Sanhitas, or collec
tions of hymns, but merely in single words or verses.
In a few cases only one S&kbft contains some hymns 
more than another. The Sakhas were not indepen- ' 
dent collections of the old hymns, but different edi
tions of one and the same original collection, which 
in the course of a long continued oral tradition had 
become modified by slight degrees. The texts of 
the Veda as they existed and lived in the oral tra
dition of various sets of people became S&khAs dif
fering from other Sakhfis somewhat in the same way 
as the MSS. of the New Testament differ from each 
other. The Prati&'ikhyas, besides giving general

1 4
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.w^oioa for the proper pronunciation of the Vedic 
language in general, "were intended to record what 
was peculiar In the pronunciation of certain teachers 
and their schools. Even in cases where these schools 
had become extinct, we find the names of their 
founders, preserved as authorities on matters con
nected with the pronunciation of certain letters or 
words.

The real object of the Pratistikhyas, as shown be
fore, was not to teach the grammar of the old sacred 
language, to lay down the rules of declension and 
conjugation, or the principles of the formation of 
words. This is a doctrine which, though it could not 
have been unknown during the Vedic period, has not 
been embodied, as far as we know, in any ancient 
work. The Pratis&khyas are never called Vyakaranas, 
grammars1, and it is only incidentally that they 
allude to strictly grammatical questions. The perfect 
phonetic system on which P&n ini’s grammar is built, 
is no doubt taken from the Prati&Lkhyas; but the 
sources of Panini’s strictly grammatical doctrines 
must be looked for elsewhere.

Although, then, there is no necessity to suppose that 
every one of the numerous Vedic Sa-khua possessed 
full and complete Pratisftkhyas, like that belonging

1 According to the first Pratisakhya, i. 58., q i ^ l N  
their rules would seem to affect passages of the Bralnuanaa too, like 
' i t  m  &c.: and the Commentator adds, igv}

r f^ 'jq fq i Most of these Praishas, however, are taken from the

hymns; as, for instance, the words IfYcTT I Kv‘ u 139- 10*
This is different for the Ynjur-veda where the general rules of the 
Pratisakhya extend their influence to the sacrificial invocations.
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to the S ak ala-wild ill, -which was finally collected by 
Saunaka, yet the great number of previous autho
rities quoted in our Prhtishkhyas makes it likely 
that a large number of similar works did actually 
exist for the principal Shkhis that are mentioned in 
earlier writings, In the Pratijnaparisishta1 it is stated 
that there were fifteen codes of law for the fifteen 
SakMs of the VJtjasaneyins: and Kuumrila says that 
the text of these Codes of law and of the Grihyas was 
peculiar in each Charana, in the same manner as the 
formal rules of the Pratifeakhyiis.2 Mudhusxtdana 
Sarasvati’s definition of Pratisakhya is perfectly in 
accordance with this view of the subject. He says:
—“ The Veda3 consists of two parts: one teaching 
the sacrifice, the other teaching Brahman, or the Su-

! MS. Bodl. W . 510.:

Thrf v fw rw  ^  $*rcn5r:j
The meaning of “ Yathasvaram pratishthas’’ is doubtful. Should it 
mean “ rules with reference to accents ?” I f  so, they would be the 
rules of Pratisakhyns. That the fSaldias differed about the accents is 
seen in the case of the Mtiiulukeyns and Sakalas. PratisukLya 1.200.
Kfityayana, as the author of a Pratisakbya, is called -

VH^TTf^TTTII
* Tantra Y. I. 3. (MS. Bodl. W. 325. p. 15 b.)

3 Veda is taken here in the general sense of sacred literature, 
as Uvata says,

“ Every single collection of hymns which existed at any time, and 
in any place, without reference to the divisions in each Charana 
(sect), is called Veda.”
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*x^.^pTem e Being, As there are three different "branches 
of the ceremonial, the Veda is, for the better per
formance of the sacrifices, divided into three: the 
Jtig-Veda, Yajur-Veda, and Sftma-Veda. The cere
monial of the Hotri priests is performed with the 
Itig-Veda; that of the Adhvaryu priests with the 
Yajur-Veda; that of the Udg&tri priests with the 
S&rna-Veda. The duties of the Brahman priests, and 
of him for whom the sacrifice is offered, are also con
tained in these three, Vedas. The Atharva-Veda is 
not used for solemn sacrifices, and is very different 
from the others, as it teaches only expiatory, pre
servative, or imprecatory rites. For each Veda 
there are several JSiikh&s, and their differences arise 
from various readings.” 1 Afterwards he goes on to 
observe that “ the rules of pronunciation (sikshft), 
which apply to all the Vedas in general, have been 
explained by P&nini, but that the same rules, as they 
apply to the 6a.kl.As of each Veda, have been taught 
by other sages under the title of Pratiaakhyas.” 2 If

1 According to Madhosfidana, the Brahman part of the Veda, by 
which he can only mean the Upanishnds, is not affected by the 
peculiarities of the sakli&s. I f  this were true, it would only prove 
the late origin of the Upanishnds. Some Upnnishads, however, 
show traces of various readings, which must properly be attributed 
to various f-iitkhus. This is admitted, for instance, by Sayana, in 
his Commentary on the Yajniki or Narayaniya-upanislmd. “ Ta- 
diyapatha.sampradd.yo desavisesheshu bahuvidho drisyate; tatra 
yadyapi sakhubhedah karanam tathapi Taittiriyadhyayakais tai- 
tadde&mivasibhih sishtair adritatvat, sarvo’pi patha upadeya eva.” 
Ind. Stud. i. 76.

* See also Somes vara’s Tantra-varttikatika. (MS. E. I. II. 
1030. p. 95.)

^  f t  f a n  f w i  tm r r w r
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sre take the word yakMs (branches) In the sense 
of different traditionary texts of the four Vedas, 
Madhushdana’s words do not require any alteration; 
they would become obscure if, as has been proposed, 
we took hhldifi either in the sense of “ a school ” or 
of “ a portion of the Veda.”

The word sakha is used, however, by some writers 
in so vague a manner that we need not wonder if its 
meaning has sometimes been misapprehended. “ Tra
ditional text (recension) of the Veda” is perhaps the 
nearest approach to its real meaning.

The word is sometimes applied to the three original 
Sanhit&s, the Rig-veda-sanhifft, Yajur-veda-sanhitd, 
and Sama-veda-sanhitti1, in their relation to one an
other, and without any reference to subordinate S&kh&s

TpsrT̂ rT: fw#t?TT
sfv

^ T ^ T q frT : i
“ There are two kinds of 6iksha, a general and one which has 

regard to particulars. It is true that the authority of the 
general rikslm is established, on account of its belonging to 
the Vedangas; but in order to remove all doubt as to the • 
authority of the particular 6ik alias, published by Katyayana 
and others, which determine the pronunciation of each 
sentence and each word, it is clear that it is not different 
from the other, inasmuch as both are one by their common 
character of rikslrn, although they are spoken of separately.

1 It is said of Sayana that he wrote commentaries on each of 
the Sakbas of the Iiicb, Yajusli and Sarna.

^inj^:^iRiiTr^Tvrre%^r ^ usttt
sj

ciTTrlT cTsfjTnFTT̂ T *fT»f *T*JTW VTT: II
Ekaika could hardly moan “ one from among the Vakhas of each 

Veda.”

pu At is Ak u t a s . 1 2 3  \ f i T
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N * ^ ^ ao n g in g  to each of them. They may be called the 
original branches or the three stems of the Veda-tree, 
each of them branching off again in a number of other 
ilkh&s. The “ branches,” as Kumhrila says, have all 
the same root, revelation (aruti), and they bear all 
the same fruit, the sacrifice (karma). If  otherwise, 
they would be different trees, not different branches.1 
In the same acceptation the word is used for instance 
by Apastamba, where he is giving rules as to 
the time and place where the Yeda ought not to 
be read. He says there (Sam Sutra, 3.44, 45,) that 
it ought not to be rehearsed where music or Sama- 
hyinns are performed, and he adds, that Shma- 
hymns ought not to be practised in the neighbour
hood of another sakhh, that is, as the commentator 
observes, of another Yeda.2

More frequently, however, MkM is used to signify 
the various editions, or, more properly, the various 
traditions, that branched off from each of the three 
original branches of the Yeda. In this latter sense 
6&kha seems sometimes synonymous with eharana. 
But there was originally an important difference in 
the meaning of these two terms.

1 ^  Trfrnmgt 7PT tr^W W RT^T-

2 v̂ f?Ttq"®^rg Tfnrrar^r^f trn ’̂ ’Tsirar-
nT w m r ^  *iranFfwnq:ii hiji

•S, *\ .
¥R T  SfTWSTU The first Sutra is paraphrased by the 

ManavaS, iv. 123., H T IT K R T flirftft
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4 / ,  .. . u I j-w^ln order to appreciate the difference between Sftkhft 
and charana, it need only be remembered that we 
find “ fiakhftm adhite,” “ he reads a certain recension of 
the Yeda,” but never “eharanam adhite,” still less “pa- 
rishadam adhite,” “he reads a Charana or a Parishad.”
Hence it is clear that fiftkhft means originally a lite
rary work, and that Charana does not. If 6ftkhft is 
sometimes used in the sense of charana or sect, this is 
because in India the 6ftk lifts existed in reality not as 
written hooks, hut only in the tradition of the 
Charanas, each member of a Charana representing 
what, in our modern times, we should call the copy 
of a book.

The Brahmans themselves were fully aware of this 
difference between §ftkhft and charana. In a Yftrttika 
to Pftnini, iv. 1. 63., we find charana explained by 
sftkhftdhyetri, &c., “ the readers of a feftkhft.” In a 
passage of Jagaddhara’s Commentary on Mftlatimft- 
dhava, Charana is said to mean “ a number of men 
who are pledged to the reading of a certain Sakha of 
the Veda, and who have in this manner become one 
body.” 1 Pftnini2 speaks of Charanas as constituting 
a multitude, that is to say, as comprising a number 
of followers. In Apastamba’s Sftmayftcbftrika-sfttras, . 
where rules are given as to the relative age of persons 
who ought to be saluted, the Chftranas or members of 
the same Charana are mentioned immediately after 
the Paurasftkhyam, or town acquaintances; and in

Cf. Z'ir Litteratur, p. 57 
•* Pan- iv. 2.^ 6. sciL

f i (  w  ) !  n u T is A K iiy A s .  1 2 1 T T



third place stand the 6rotriy a-Brahmans.! 
Bimini speaks of the Khthaka and Kalapuka as 
works belonging to the Char arias of the Kathas and 
Ival&pas.2 In a V&rttika to iv. 1. 63., women are 
mentioned as belonging to a Charana; for Katin 
is the wife or daughter of a Brahman who belongs 
to the Charana, or reads the &4kh&, of the Kathas.
A lAkhfi, which is always -a portion of the Sruti, 
cannot properly include law books. But followers of 
certain S&kh&s might well, in the course of time, 
adopt a code of laws, which, as it was binding on their 
Charana only, would naturally go by the name of 
their Charana. That this actually took place may be 
seen from a V&rttika to Ban. iv. 3. 120., where it is 
said that K 6 th aka may be used not only for the sacjqpd 
traditions, but also for the laws of the Kathas. Thus 
the Prdtisakhyas also were called by the name ef the 
Charanas, because they were the exclusive property 
of the readers of certain bikinis, and even more 
so than the Kuladharmas or family-laws.

As a sakliti consisted of a Sanhita as well as a 
Brahmana, at all events in later times, differences in 
the text of the hymns, as well as discrepancies hi 
the Brahman as, might lead to the establishment of 
new Charanas, founded as they were on sacred texts 
peculiar to themselves.3 6akluis of this kind, which

1 Ap. i. 4. 4. The Commentator says that ^TT~
^fTW rf^nj 1 Charana, therefore, means a member of a
Charana. Lassen (Ind. Altertliumsk. i. 640.) takes Charana in the 
sense of wandering poets, so named still in Western India.

2 Pan. iv. 3. 126. sciL

3 Mahadeva’s Hiranyakesibhashya: m

^ ir s i r ^ r a f r
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- x ^ ^ p lie d  through the various readings of the Sruti, 
were considered by the Brahmans as eternal Vakhas, 
and the Charanas, to which they belonged, were not 
supposed to have been founded by human authors.1 
I t will be seen hereafter that the Brahmans ad
mitted another class of saklias, which were founded 
on Sutra.,2 and derived their names from historical 
personages. They were confessedly of a later date.

But although, after a careful examination of these 
passages, we cannot doubt that there was an ori
ginal difference between Mkha and charana, it is not 
the less certain that these two words were frequently 
used synonymously3; in the same way as we may 
speak of the Jews when we mean the Old Testament, 
or\gf the Koran when we mean the Mohammedans.

€<srii
“ Any portion of oral tradition consisting of Mantras and Brah- 

manas is called a sakha, and it is clear that differences of 
either the Mantras or Brahmaiias will necessarily lead, in the 
Veda, to a variety of subordinate sakhas.”

1 •S5Tlfe':i “ The various sakhas 
which arise from various readings are eternal.”

2 i ^ T W T -

^Trqw Pr4 ^  ^  t% fir^r^^r«T4T^4l:
I IfrT-Ct^r I T R I ^

STprfT ^ ^ r r f%  1 Mahadeva’s Commentary on the HiranyakeSi- 
sutra.

3 Cf. Kirukta, i. 17., where *ft is explained by

and Pan. ii. 4. 3. ^ T T f: I f fT f ll  Pan. yi.

3 .  8 6 .



After having established the difference between £&~ 
khft and charana, we have still to inquire liow both dif
fer from parishad, in order to deterxuine the meaning 
of Pslrshada, another title which is frequently applied 
to the Prhusakhyas. Here it is important to observe 
that although every Pr&tMkhya may be called a 
Ptlrshada1, i. e. a work belonging to a Parishad, not 
every Parshada can be called a Pr&ti&Akhya, but 
those only which contain the rules of pronunciation 
for a particular lakh A or text of the Vedic hymns, 
studied and taught in certain Parishads.2 Amara 
explains parishad by sabha or goshthi, an assembly; 
but the codes of law lay down more accurately the 
number, age, and qualifications of the Brahmans, 
necessary to form such an assembly as should be 
competent to give decisions on all points on which 
the people, or, if we may say so, the parishioners, 
might demand advice. That such Parishads or 
Brahmanic settlements existed in old times, we see in 
the Brihadaranyaka3, where it is said that Svetakelu

1 Parshada, instead of Parishada. Cf. Pan. iv. 3. 123.
! I doubt the existence of a word like which

Dr. Roth mentions (Zur Litteratur, p. 16.). One may speak of
w r w P T f or w n r r  &c„ and a Pr&taakhya
current in one of these Parishads may, perhaps, be. called 
cf^TCTt? .̂ But is not the name of a Parishad, but of
a Sakha; and therefore the Commentary on Gobhila speaks of a

| but could not well have spoken

of a w $ n r« itw fW w H 9T ii

s Bnh. Ar. vi. 2. ip iV f p t

f. ( Jfjjj[ ) :i 28  p r a t i s I k h y a s . ^ l| .\  t&/V wrawt s ' a /  JA._A
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went to the Parishad of the Panchalas, and many 
similar passages. The character of a Parish ad is 
described in Manu’s Code of Laws, xii. 110—113., 
and by YAjnavalkya, i. 9., where we have the con
tracted form Parshad instead of Parishad, According 
to the ideas of these modern writers a Parishad ought 
to consist of twenty-one Brahmans well versed in 
philosophy, theology, and law.1 This number, how
ever, can be reduced according to circumstances, as 
will be seen from passages of Par^Aara’s DharmaMstra.
I t  must not be supposed that the rules laid down in 
these law-books have always been observed in the 
formation of a Parishad, particularly as regards the 
early times of India; yet we may be able to form 
some conception of their original character, by seeing 
what has become of them in later times. Parasara 
says2: “ Four, or even three able men from amongst 
the Br&hmans in a village, (gramamadhye) who 
know the Yeda, and keep the sacrificial fire, form a 
Parishad.

I j ^ |^ |  1 | | ̂ |

II
8 ^ r f r  wr w  Trfa t<w  sfa itfaw : i

YJrqx ^
^ r f w r w r  $  $3r i

* w rT ^T ^^r sfa ii
w r  s P t r r w  wnroft ^ r :  i

$  qftW r TĴ tf#rfTII
K
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“ Or, if they do not keep the sacrificial fire, five or 
three who have studied the Vedas and Vedangas, 
and know the law, may well form a, Parishad.

“ Of old sages who possess the highest knowledge of 
the Divine Self, who are twice-born, perform sacri
fices, and have purified themselves in the duties of 
the Veda, one, also, may be considered as a Parishad. '

“ Thus, five kinds of Parishads have been described 
by ine; but if they all fail, three independent men 
may form a Parishad.”

Mad have, in his Commentary on ParMara, quotes 
a similar passage1 from Briliaspati’s Code: — “ Where 
seven, five, or three Brahmans, who know the customs 
of the world, the Vedangas (or the Vedas and the 
Angas), and the law, have settled, that assembly is 
like a sacrifice.” The real difference, therefore, be
tween a Charana and a Parishad, seems to be that the: 
former signifies an ideal succession of teachers and 
pupils who learn and teach a certain branch of the 
Veda; .while the latter means a settlement of 
Brahmans, a community or college to which members 
of any Charana might belong. Thus members of 
the same Charana might be fellows of different 
Parishads, and fellows of the same Parishad might 
be members of different Charanas.2

1 ^ W ^ T w ri's r r :  to  to  t o V r̂rf%i 
w q ftg T  Rut: *§: tn  touttjGT w ru

* See GoWnlabhashya, MS. W. 72. p. 73.a.
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-N off as Parshada may be used as the title of any 
work that belonged to a Parishad, or formed, so to 
say, the traditional library of the P&rishadyas, it is 
clear that this title could not be confined to the Pnl- 
ti&ikhyas, though it would necessarily include them.
If  a follower of the S&kala-charana was a fellow of the 
Yatsa-parishad, the 6hka]a-priitiklkhya would neces
sarily be one of the Parshada works of the Yatsas, 
and the Parishad of the Yatsas -would through this 
fellow be connected with the Sakala-charana. This is 
what Durga means when in the Commentary on the 
Nirukta1 he saj ŝ “that those Parshadas only are called 
PrltMkhyas which are adopted in a Parishad of one’s 
own Charana for teaching certain grammatical doc
trines connected with the reading of the Yeda ac
cording to one or the other Sakha.” The Pratisakhyas 
are in fact a subdivision of the P&rshada books, and

The expression Tril%, “ thus say some,” which 
occurs frequently in the Sfttras, is stated to refer to different

6a!<Ms, ^ T T T faw % l! Com. YTf%Y Y rre:i

Y^r Tf?r y w <si 1 y 4 y i

«T ’JTTf̂ PtT I Narayana’s Commentary on Gobhila,
MS. W. 72. page 23. b.

‘  N i r - “  1 7 - f %  Y T C V T f Y  I I :  Y f a H T Y i

«TPTt-

YTTf% YTYYTfY II
“ Those Parshada boohs by which in a Parishad (parish or college) 

of one’s own Charana (sect), the peculiarities of accent, Sanhita 
and Krama-reading, of Pragrihya-vowels and separation of 
words, are laid down as enjoined for and restricted to certain 
Vakhas (branches or recensions of the Veda), are called Prii- 
tisakhyas.”

K. 2
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in this sense it might well be said that PrAtiMkhya 
is an adjective to Pftrshada.‘

After the true meaning of SfihM, Gharana, and 
Parishad, of Pratishkhya and Parshada, has thus 
been determined, we have still to inquire about those 
other works, which together with the PrAtisAkhyflS 
were mentioned as the peculiar property of the 
Charanas. I mean the Kula-dharmas, or law books. 
They of course could not be called PrAtisakhyas, but 
they might claim the title of Charanas, (a name 
which has not been met with,) or PArshadas. Now 
we saw before that Apastamba actually refers to the 
Parisbads in bis SAmayAebArikA-sAtras (1. 11.), 
■where, after having pointed out the days on 
which the Veda ought not to be repeated, he re
marks, that farther particulars on this point are to • 
be found in the Parisbads.2 Wlmt docs this mean V,
All that Haradatta has to say in the commen
tary on this very passage, is that by Parisbads 
must here be understood the MAnava, VAsishtha, 
and other DharmasAstras.8 These Dharma&Astras, 
however, as we now possess them, betray their 
comparatively modern origin by their form and metre, 
ami occasionally by their matter also. As many of 
them have been printed at Calcutta, it may be seen 
that the majority of these small 6loka works are 
utterly worthless. They were probably made up only

1 See Dr. Both, Zur Litteratur, p. 58.
* ’SRRgrf: BfrtTcgll
s 'sett xprBT t <"*1 qfr-
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^"^AMirder to fill the gap which had been occasioned by 
the loss of ancient, legal works. This loss was felt the 
more severely because the names of the old authors 
retained their celebrity, and were still quoted in 
common practice and courts of law. I have suc
ceeded, however, in recovering in manuscript large 
portions of the Kula-dharrnas, which are written in 
Sfitraa, as might be expected in works contempo
raneous with the Pr&tiS&khyas. It has been thought 
that the sources of Manu and other DharmaMstras 
must be looked for in the Grihya-sutras. This is not 
quite correct. The Grihya-sfitras are concerned 
chiefly with the Sanskaras, or domestic sacraments, ex
tending from the birth to the marriage of a man, and 
in so far only as these sacraments form a portion of 
the subjects treated in the Dharmasftstras, theGrihya- 
sfitras might be considered as their original sources.
But then the same might be said of the Srauta-sfitras, 
because the solemn sacrifices prescribed by them are 
likewise alluded to in the Codes of Law. By far 
the greater portion, however, of these codes is taken 
up with Ach&ra, i. e. laws, manners, and customs.
The difference between these observances and the 
ceremonies laid down in the other two branches of 
Sutras is th is: the domestic sacraments (grihya), as 
well as the solemn sacrifices (srauta), arc administered 
by parents or priests for the good of their children 
and pupils, while the Achara comprises all the duties 
which are to be performed by an individual on his 
own behalf.1 These duties refer to the different castes,

1 The threefold division of Dharnia is pointed out by the Pravo- 
ga v̂aijayanti. (MS. Bodl. W. 68, p. 16. a ) Tftifar f*fAf

118̂11 flVT-
K 3
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of discipline for the young student, the occupations of 
the married man, the law of inheritance, the duties of 
the king, the administration of the law, are accurately 
detailed in these Shtras. They are of great im
portance for forming a correct view of the old state 
of society in India, and the loss of the larger num
ber of them is greatly to be regretted. Their general 
title is Samay&ehilrika-shtraa, or Dharmasfttras, and 
they form the third part to the 6rauta and Grihya- 
sutras. Thus we have, besides the &rauta and 
Grihya-ehtras of Apastamba, a collection of S&ma- 
y&chflrika-sfttras belonging to the same Charana of 
the Apastambas, tbe member's of which, as Kurn&rila 
tells us, followed One of the Silkhfis of the Taittiriya- 
veda. Another collection of Dharraasfitras, which, 
however, is liable to critical doubts, belongs to the 
Gau tain as, a Charana of the Saina-veda. I t  has 
been printed at Calcutta. A third one bears the 
name of Vishnu, and lias been printed at Calcutta, 
enlarged by modern additions written in Slokas.
The Vasishtha-dharma-s&stra, printed at Calcutta, 
belongs likewise, at least in part, to this class of Dhar- 
masfttras. Whether we shall succeed in finding still 
more of these Siitra works is questionable, though 
prose quotations from other Dharma&tatras would 
ju stify  this expectation. There can be no doubt, how
ever, that all the genuine metrical Dharmas&stras

*rsr:i « irw w m : («»«-) 1

qrnrr Tfan
« Baiidhayan* says, the highest law is that contained in each 

'Veda, which we shall follow in our explanation ; the second is 
the traditional law; the third, the customs of eminent sages."
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which we possess now, are, without any exception,
nothing but more modern texts of earlier Siltra-works
or Kula-dharmas belonging originally to certain Tedic
Charanas,1

To return to those works of the P&rshada litera
ture which arc known by the name of PrfLtis&khyas, 
I may refer for further particulars to Dr. Roth’s 
valuable observations on this branch of literature. 
To him belongs the merit of having first pointed out 
in manuscript four of these works. The first is 
ascribed to Baunaka, and belongs to the Sakala-£aklu\ 
of the Rig-veda. I call it the Sfikaln-prIUia&khya, 
not the S ai sir a - p r& t is ak hy a, though it pretends to 
follow, like Saun aka’s Anukramani, the Sard) it a of 
the 6ai6iriya-Aakli.il, which is itself a subordinate 
branch of the S&kala-&A.kh&.2 6i.4ira, however, is 
never mentioned in this or any other Pr&tiMkhya, 
as an authority on grammatical questions.

I t is doubtful how flu* the rules given by Saunaka
1 See Prof. Stenzler’s Introduction to liis edition of Yajna- 

\ alky a, and his remarks on Indian Law-books in Indische Studien, 
i. 232.

V T T n rw v rz  T fa  t t w 5p t : i t f T r f t -  

^ r^ rt ^ f% rT F irfn ^ r4 :i t f i r O  t
’ rndT tprntr t p - ^ r  tttgj: l i f in ; :

TJfTw r: fai^rr: w m r^ -n re n fg rr  

Tffin ^  ^ r r
q N J4Jin |^ T 4j T i l TJie

verses to which the commentary refers are not in the MS. See

also Vishnu Parana, p. 277. n. I f r f t r r r t  TiffrfT^T
K 4



■ ^ y f e  Ms Prt\ti,44khya, can be considered as representing 
the general opinion of the Sukalas. Saunaka, no 
doubt, wrote for the Sakalas, to whom he likewise 
addresses his Anukramani. But the author of the 
Prati&Akhya occasionally quotes the opinions of the 
$&kaias, as different from his own, and speaks of 
them in the same manner as he alludes to the 
opinions of other grammarians. He mentions (i. 
65.) the S&kilas as observing a certain peculiar 
pronunciation out of respect for their master, who 
seems to have sanctioned it in his own rules. "Who 
this master was is difficult to say. But it is most 
likely the same who (i. 52.) is called the Master, 
Vedamitra (friend of the Veda), and who (i. 223.) 
is called iSakalyapitfi,, the father of Silkalya. Ilis 
opinions, if we may judge by i. 232., differed from 
those of the younger Sakulya. In i. 185. we meet 
with him again under the name of S&kalya Sthavira, 
S&kalya the elder, and he is there represented as ad
vocating a pronunciation from which jSaunaka, the 
author of the Pr&tis&khya, dissents. In i. 199. 
Saunaka adopts the opinion of SAkalya, and in i. 208. 
he likewise mentions him with approbation. But all 
this Avould only tend to show that Saunaka does not 
consider himself bound to follow either Siikalya or 
the father of S&kalya, implicitly.1

There is not a single MS. at present existing of the 
Rig-veda in which the rules of our Pr&tishkhya are 
uniformly observed, and the same applies to the MSS.

vtTTrm«TTr^r?ri ^ r s ^ c r  T o w n ii  c™.

1 In xiii. 12. ^akalya id mentioned ns one of three Acharyns, 
Vyuji, 8akalyn, Gargya.
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^%&fJhe other Vedas. The rules of the IMtil&khyas 
were not intended for written literature, they were 
only to serve as a guide in 'the inst ruction of pupils 
who had to learn the text of the Veda by heart, and 
to repeat it, as part of their daily devotions. As Sau- 
uaka was himself a member of the Shkulas, we may 
quote his PratM khya as the Sakala-pratisakbya. But 
strictly speaking it could only be called one of the 
Sakala-pr&tiSkkhyas, preserved by the pupils of 
Saunaka, who, soon after, formed themselves into a 
new Charana, under the name of Saunakiyasd

The second Pratis&khya belongs to the ancient 
text of the Yajur-veda. There is only one MS. of it 
at the Bodleian Library, together with a considerable 
portion of the Commentary, the Tribh&shyaratna. 
Professor Wilson, in his catalogue of the Mackenzie 
Collection (i. 7, No. xxxiii.) mentions another MS., 
“ The PratiSakhya of the Yajur-veda, with a Bhfi- 
shva or comment, entitled Tribh&shyaratna, from 
its being said to he the substance of the works of 
three celebrated sages, Atreya, Mabisha, and Va« 
raruchi.” To what particular Sakha of the Black 
Yajur-veda this Pr&tis&khya belonged it, is difficult to 
determine* It quotes several of the Charanas, be
longing to the Black Yajur-veda, such as Tnittiriyakas, 
Ahvarakas, XJkhya, the founder of the Auklnyas, and 
BhAradvhja, the founder of the Bharadvajins. I t also 
alludes to Mim&nsakas, a school of philosophers, men
tioned in none of the other Pr&tiSakhyas. Until we 
receive some more complete MSS. of this work we can 
only say that it belongs to some £&kh& of the Tait- 
tiriya or Black Yajur-veda, Its grammatical termi- 1

1 This Pratisakhya has lately been edited by M. A. Kegnier, in 
the “ Journal Asiatique.”
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nology, as might be expected, is less advanced and 
less artificial than that of the Pr&tLs&khya of the 
modern or White Yajur-veda.

The third Pr&tMkhya is ascribed to the $&kh& of 
the Mltdhyandinas, one of the subdivisions of the 
V&jasaneyins1; though, perhaps, on the same grounds 
as those stated above with regard to the Sfikala-prfiti* 
6&khya, it might seem more correct to call it the Pr&- 
tikfikhya of the Katyfiyaniyas, a subdivision of the 
M&dhyandinas. Tt was composed by K&tyHyana, and 
shows a considerable advance in grammatical techni
calities. There is nothing in its style that could be 
Used as a tenable argument why Kfityfiyana, the 
author of the Pr&tis&khya should not be the same as 
KiUyfiyana, the contemporary and critic of Pan ini. 
It is true that P&nini’s rules are intended for a lan
guage which was no longer the pure Sanskrit of the 
Vedas. The Vedic idiom is treated by him as an ex
ception, whereas Katyayana’s Pratis&khya seems to 
belong to a period when there existed but one recog
nised literature, that of the Rtshi3. This, however, 
is not quite the case. Kfityfiyana himself alludes to 
the fact that there were at least two languages. 
M There are two words,” he says(i. 17.) 2, “ om and 
atka, both used in the beginning of a chapter; but om 
is used in the Vedas, atha in the Bhashyas.” As Kfi- 
ty&yana himself writes in the Bh&shya or the common 
language, there is no reason why he should not have 
composed rules on the grammar of the profane San
skrit, as well as on the pronunciation of the Vedic 
idiom.

Some of Hatty ily ana’s Siitras are now found re- 1

1 It lias been eiliteil by Prof. Weber, Indisclie Studien, vol. iv.
a Indischc Stadien, iv. p. 103.
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pratisakhtas. 139

ipsissimis verbis in Pftnini’s grammar. This 
might seem strange; but we know that not all the 
Sfttras now incorporated in his grammar came from 
Panini himself, and it is most likely that Ivfity&yana, 
in writing his supplementary notes to P&nini, simply 
repeated some of his Pratisakhya-sutras, and that, at 
a later time, some of these so-called Vart.tikas became 
part of the text of Pftnini.

The fourth Prfttifclkhya belongs to the Atharva- 
veda. I t is called Saunakiyft Chhturhdhyayikh, and 
was, therefore, no doubt the property of the Sauna- 
kiyas, a Charana of the Atharva-veda. The name of 
the author is unknown, and we possess as yet. hut one 
MS., and that a very imperfect one, in the Royal 
Library at Berlin. That it belongs to a SakliA. of the 
Atharvana, is indicated by its very beginning1, and 
one of its first rules is quoted by the commentator on 
the Saka 1 a-pratiMkhya as belonging to an Atharvana.- 
prhti&hkhya.2 Besides, in the fourth chapter of the 
fourth and last book special reference is made to 
Atharvana sacrifices.3 We can hardly suppose that 
Baunaka, the author of the Prfitisfrkhya of the. Rig- 
veda, was at the same time the author of this Bau- 
nakiyA, CMtur&dhyayikft. Saunftka, whose name
never occurs in the S&kala-pr&tiis&khya*, is quoted in

2 rf'sqT W faP npf I TÊ -

* I still doubt the genuineness of the first verse of the Sakaln- 
pratisakhya where kanaka’s name has been foisted in at the end. 
The emendation which I proposed in my edition of the Sakaht- 
pratisakhyn, requires the admission of a so-called iyadiphrana in 
tvadi.
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Ch&tursldhy^yiM, i. 1. 3.1 The grammatical ter- 'J  
minology of this little tract is far in advance of the 
technical terms used by Saunaka. Yet there is a cer
tain connection between the two books, and it is most- 
likely that the author of the Chkturiidhystyika was a 
member of the &aunakiya-charana, founded by the 
author of the S&kala-pr&tMkhya. Nay it seems as if 
its author had retained something of the allegiance 
which Saunaka owed to Sakalya and the S&kalas.
In one instance, where Panini quotes the opinions of 
Stikalya, the original is found in the Chatur&dhy&yikd, 
and not in the Sfikala-pratisakhya. We are told by 
P&nini, that 6akalya pronounced the o of the voca
tive to he unchangeable (pragrihya), if followed by 
the particle iti.2 Exactly the same rule, and in the 
very same words, is given in the Atharvana-prati- 
bakhya3, whereas the S&kala-pr&tiMkhya teaches first, 
that the o of the vocative is pragrihya (i. 69 )J; se
condly, that it is liable to certain changes (i. 132, 
135); and lastly, that all pragrihya vowels are un
changeable, if followed by iti (i. 155). In none of 
these Sfitras do we find the exact words which P&nini 
quotes, and which are found in the Atharvana-prfiti- 
6akhya. Again, P&nini (viii. 3, 19.) ascribes the 
dropping of y and v in vishna iha instead of vishnav 
iha, in hunt ehi instead of haray ehi, to S&kalya. 
Now it is true that this process is not unknown in the 
$akala-pr&tisakhya, but it there assumes quite a dif-

1 The quotation refers to Sakala-pr. 1 .114,

* 1.1. is. *iprY

* i. 3. i9. •^Twf^faTrRTr^ii

4 1.69. ^rnRf%?nr: m jin  i
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VjbEfin^ aspect (i. 129.132.135); whereas, in the CM- 
turAdhyhyikh the explanation is very much the same 
as in P&nini.1 P&nini quotes in the same place (viii.
3. 18.) the spelling adopted in these cases by Sakata- 
yana.2 This is mentioned likewise in immediate con
nection with the rules which precede it in the Athar- 
vuna-prathakhya; it i3 not mentioned at all in the StL- 
kala-prhtishkhya. I t has been supposed3 that a rule, 
which in K&tyhyana’s Pratihikhya is ascribed to $&u- 
iiaka, was taken from the Chaturhdhyhyikh, and that 
therefore Katyayana’s Prfitisakhya was later than that 
of the Atharva-veda. But the rule ascribed to Saunaka 
by Kat.yhyana is, that, a final tenuis, if followed by a 
sibilant o f a different class, is changed into the aspirate, 
whereas according to the ChsiturMhy&yik& (II. 1.6.) a 
tenuis, followed by a sibilant of its own class, would 
have to be aspirated.4 I t  must be admitted, however, 
that no such rule as that ascribed by Kafyhyana to 
Saurtalca is found in the Shkala-prhtishkhya, and, 
in other respects, the Pratisakhya of Kafyayana shows 
traces of more modem origin than the Chatura- 
dhyayika.

H i. 1 .21. 7TT T W  ’̂ rrer: u

ii. i. 22. “ • L 23-
^  j| Forms like nbha u, instead of ubhav u, sanc

tioned by the Sakala-pr. i. 129, would offend against the rule of 
the Atharvann-pratisakhya.

3 Indische Studlen, iv. 249.
* Katyayana would write <jr"ET7p *114J, 1 the

Cbatiu-adhyayika, w i l l

(If W  )! i’iiAtisakuya.-. H llC JT
v L j
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'•5i\-v2-••"' The following list gives the names of the principal
authorities quoted in the Hakala-prati.sakliya, the 
Taittiriya-piAtiM-kliya, the K&tyfi.yaniya*prfi.ti§&khyft, 
the Chaturadhyayika, the Nirukta, and P&riim. 1 
have availed myself of the lists given by Roth, Weber, 
and Bbhtlingk; arid though I do not pretend that my 
own list is complete, it will be sufficient to show 
the active interest which was taken in grammatical 
subjects at that early period:—

1. Agnivesya. T. 25. Gautama. T.
2. Agnive&yhyana. T. 26. Charmasiras. N.
3. Agrayana. N. 27. Chakravarmana. P.
4. Atreya. T. 28. Jatukarnya. K.
5. Anyatareya. §. Ch. 29. Taitiki. N.
6. Apifeali. P. 30. Taittiriyakas. T.
7. Ahvarakas. T. 31. Dalbhya. K.
8. Ukhya. T. 32. Panchalas. J§.
9. Uttamottariyas.(?)T. 33. Paushkarusadi. T. P.

10. Udichyas. P. (vart.)
11. AuduinbarAyana. N. 34. Praehyas. P.
12. ' Aupamanyava. N. 35. Plhkshi. T.
13. Aupasivi. K. 36. Plakslmyana. T.
14. Aurnav&bha. N. 37. Babhravya (Krama-
15. Kkndamhyana. T. krit). S.
16. Kinva. K. 38. Bharadvaja. T. P.
17. Katthakya. N. 39. Mamlukeya. 6.
38. KAsyapa. K. P. 40. MAsaklyA T.
19. Kaundinya. T. 41. Mim&nsakas. T.
20. Kautsa N. 42. Yaska.
21. Kauhaliputra. T. 43. Yfitabhikara. T.
22. Kraushtuki. N. 44. V&tsapra. T.
23. Gargya." 6. Iv. N. P. 45. Vatsya. Ch. (?)
24. Cfdava. N. P. 46. Yarshyayani. N.



' *4f,' YMmiki. T. 56. 6akalya-j)iiri (stha-
48. Yedamitra. 6. vira). S.
49. YytUi. 6. 57, &\nkhdyana. T.
50. Satabahlksha Maud- 58. Saity&yana. T.

galya. N. 59. Saunaka. S (?). K.
51. 6akat ayana. &. K. Ch. Ch.

N. P. 60. S&nkifitya. T.
52. Sakapfini. N. 61. Senaka. P.
53. &hkala (pMakrit). S. 62. Sthaulashthivi. N.
54. Sakalas. 6. 63. Spliotayana. P.
55. 6akalya. 6. K. P. 64. H&rlta. T.

» r.- ' V , i
For the S&ma-veda no Pnltisakhya has as yet been 

discovered. There is a small treatise which I found in 
the same manuscript of the Bodleian Library which 
contains the Taittiriya-pr&tMkhya, and which might 
be called a Prhtisakhya of the Siima-veda. But it is 
so badly written, and so unintelligible without a com
mentary, that little use can be made of it at present.
It is called S&ma-tantra *, and evidently treats of 
the same subjects which usually occur in the Pr&ti- 1

1 It begins (MS. Bodl. W. 505.) 5W ll

7STI I W c S f l W W I

f ^ H i  ’SSrrgi W W H I I  

^RTCTI WTT1I ?FSp 3̂?<TTI ^ T f ^ l

f t l  f^TTt W  ^1 ^ T l  t * T ^ I

inTTi f^YI^TU From my notes taken in the Royal 
Library of Berlin, I  see that the same work exists there with a 
commentary ( ?) in 13 Prap.ithakas. *?rrcrf$RC

The same work I find mentioned
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Its authenticity is supported by the Charana- 
vyilha, where a S&uia-tantra is mentioned, but without 
any further particulars.

If it be asked now why all these works, so dif
ferent in appearance, are to be ascribed to one period 
of literature, the Sutra-period, the reasons for it are' 
as follows: first, that the style of the majority of 
these works is the old Sutra style, for instance, in the 
Taittiriya-pr&ti&fikliya, the K&ty&yaniya-pr&tis&khya, 
and the ChMurftdhy&yika1; secondly, that the ma
nuscripts call these works Sfttras; thirdly, that' 
even works, written in mixed Slokas, like those of 
Saunaka, are quoted as Sfitrasi 2, a title which would 
never be given to works like the Mfinava-dharma- 
Matra, &c.; and fourthly, that the same men to whom 
these works are ascribed are known to have com
posed other works, generally written in the style of
in Dr. Weber’s interesting article on the Suma-veda. (Indische 
Studien, i. 48.) It is curious that this Saraatantra is called Vyu- 
karaua, grammar. The same name is also given to the Itik- 
iantra, a small Siksha treatise, MS. Bodl. W. 375. This MS. 
contains several small treatises on Sikslnt matters connected with 
the Sama-veda, but more in the form of Parisishtas: one on 
Avagraha, or division of words; another called Samasankhya; 
and a third called Stobhanusanhara, beginning with the words

i The title put at the end of the chapters of the Taittiriya- 
prktisakhya is “ iti pratisakhya-sutre prathamah prasnah samaptah, 
&c."

s Shadgurusishya, in his Commentary on the Anukramaui, says 
that Saunaka first composed a Kalpa-sfitra, consisting of 1000 parts
and resembling a Brahmana. WPjgpSPH-
f%»i- This was afterwards destroyed by himself; but his few 
remaining works, which are written in verse, are equally called 
Sutras,
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That the Prat/iAakhya of the 6akalas should be 
written in Slokas and yet he ascribed to Saunaka 
the teacher of Katytlyana, is no objection. It would 
have to be excluded from the Sutra period, if written 
in regular Anushtubh-Alokas like those of Mann.
But the mixture of the Sloksi with other ancient 
metres indicates better than anything else the trans
ition from one period to another, and is quite in ac
cordance with that position which, as will he seen, 
Saunaka occupies in the literary history of India.

By comparing Saunaka’s chapters on Sikshfl, in his 
first PrhtiAakhya with the small Sloka compilation 
which is generally quoted as the Veddnga, the dif
ference of old and modern Slokas will at once he 
perceived. This modern tract which has been 
printed in India, contains scarcely more than the 
matter of the &iva or Sainkara-sutras brought 
into Slokas. It mentions the Prakrit dialects, and 
represents itself as written after P&nini, but not, as 
Madhushdana Sarasvati pretends, by Pan ini.1 Yet 
it is curious to see how great a reputation this small 
work must have gained, because Sayana, who knows 
the Pr&tiA&khyas and quotes both from the S&kak 
and Taittiriy a-pr&tiMkhya, regards this small tract 
a3 the real Vedanga. In a Mimansa work, which 
has been mentioned before, SomeAvara’s Tantra-

' Tsra f w  w n
and again:

ir-Nr^T
srrgfafa fwrft: 11

zrcor ttH  ttI r sra=f: li
L
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.r^ntika-tikH, it seeins even as if greater authority 
had been attributed to this short &iksha tract than to 
the more developed and evidently older works of Sau- 
naka, Katyayana, and others.

Besides these works on Siksha which have been 
enumerated, from the Tait.tiriyd.ranyaka down to the 
so-called Ved&nga, we possess another tract on &iksh&, 
called the Mandilki-£iksh&.1 But this also is probably 
a production later than the Sutra period, and it is 
important only in so far as it bears the name of 
another Cliarana of the Rig-veda, the Mandukayanas2, 
and thus confirms what was pointed out before, that 
each of the old Sakhas had originally its own Pr&tisS,- 
khya, although the greater number of them, as well as

1 Another work on Sikaba is mentioned by Raja Badhakiinta 
in the article which he has dedicated to the Vedangas in his 
Snbda-kalpa-druma, and for which Amara and Bharata are quoted
as authorities. rpT '9^T T f^W T iTr

fw T  ^  xr ^  fw aH far: aNtt f w
The Commentary on the Sakala-pratiSakhya also seems to speak 
of two Sikshas. tS|V}T ^^CWT.*

rfVjrepRjf
f ire re t w : i
f w  w n?nj f
wfTTi «r ^  frsm: nw r  WTWT^\wr wmi
7̂T1R“̂  Tfon ^cr W*
rBfTTTW3?: wT^TTrg \q ?  TTT° TfT° \
8*1 8 1 1 8^ 1  TTcnRW ^ r T ^ W T

TT V̂ R TW^^VilfTri !|
1 Mandukeya is quoted in the &akala-pra.tisakhya, I. 200.
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^^feSIrtT Mantra texts, are now lost or preserved only 
under a more modern form, as may be seen in the case 
of this Munduki-sikshft.

C h h a n d a s , or  M e t r e .

The second Yed&nga doctrine, Chhandas or metre, 
stands very much in the same position as the 6iksh&.
Some names which have been, afterwards adopted as 
the technical designations of metres, occur in some of 
the Mantras of the Rig-veda, and there are frequent 
allusions to metres in the Br&hmanas. What is 
said, however, in the Br&hmanas with reference to 
metres, is generally so full of dogmatic and mystical 
ingredients as to be of scarcely any practical use.
In the Aranyakas and Upanishads whole chapters 
are devoted to this subject. Yet it is again in 
the Sutras only that a real attempt has been made 
to arrange these archaic metres systematically. We 
have some chapters on metres at the end of the 
S&feala-pr&tiA&khya, written in Saunaka’s usual style 
of mixed Slokas. This treatise is anterior to that 
of Katy Ay ana which we find in the introduction 
to his Sarvanukrama, because Katyayana is the 
pupil of Saunaka, as we shall see hereafter. For 
the metres of the S&ma-veda we have the Ni- 
dana-sfitra in ten prapathakas, which, after ex
plaining the nature and different names of all the 
Vedic metres, gives a kind of index (anukramani) 
to the metres as they occur in the hymns em
ployed at the Ekaha, Ahina, and Sattra sacrifices.
As to Pingalan&ga’s work on Chhandas, which is 
most frequently quoted under the title of VedAnga, 
it does not pretend to be of greater antiquity than

t . 2
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x% iX ^“e MahMMshva, supposing it were admitted that 
Patanjali, the author of this famous commentary 
on Panini, was the same as Piugala.1 There would 
be nothing extraordinary in the fact that Piugala 
treats of PrAkrit as well as Sanskrit metres. For 
we have the instance of K&tyayana-Vararuchi, who 
wrote the YArttikas on PAuini and lived before Pa
tanjali, and is said to bn the same who wrote a gram
mar of the Prakrit dialects. I t must he admitted, 
however, that PingalanAga’s Metric is one of the last 
works that could possibly be included in the SAtra 
period; though there is no sufficient ground for exclud
ing it from this period, altogether, merely because those 
rules which refer to metres not yet employed in the 
Veda are ascribed to the same Piugala. Besides, Pin- 
gala is quoted as an authority on metres in the Pa- 
r is is lita sa  class of literature which does not seem to 
be separated from the SAtra period by a long interval.

To the same class of Chhandas works to which Pin- 
gala’s treatise belongs, and which are not restricted 
to certain SakhAs, but are intended for the Veda in 
general, two other works are added Ity the com
mentator on the SAkala-pratisAkhya, the one ascribed 
to VAska, the other to Saitava.8 Both these works, 
however, seem to be lost at present.

' Colebrooke, Miscellaneous Essays, ii. 63.
3 MS. Bodl. W. 466. T̂TTPTT'fT W ^ l  I *rr^W rrtf% ^% 3

f^ re rn r i W -
W |rTil

3 rfWT
I * T W |. See Dr. Roth’s preface to theNirukta,
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’.'"' The difference between a Chhandas work belonging
to one of the iS&kh&s, and those treatises which are 
occupied with metre in general, may be seen from 
the following instance.

According to Pingala’s Sutras, a metre of seventy- 
six syllables is called Atidhriti, a metre of sixty- 
eight syllables Atyashti. Now Rv. i. 12T, 6. a verse 
occurs of sixty-eight syllables which ought therefore 
to be called an Atyashti. According to Pingala him
self, however, some syllables may be pronounced as 
two1, and if we follow his rules on this point, the same 
verse consists of seventy-six instead of sixty-eight syl
lables. In order, therefore, to remove the uncertainty 
attached to the metre of this verse, the Chhandas chapter 
in theS&feala-pr&ti&khya (towards the end of the 16th 
Pat ala) declares that according to the tradition of the 
Sakala or Aaisira-sflkhtt, this verse is to be pronounced 
as an Atidhriti, t. e. with seventy-six syllables. I he 
same direction is given in Katyayana’s index to the 
S&kala-sanhitd.

p. 10.; and quaere whether in the Sakala-pratis. xvii. 25. one might
read T fa  %  ^ T ^ i :  instead of T f a  W W *  as th« ct>m'  
mentator proposes. Saitava is the pupil of Tarasarya and divided . 
by thirteen teachers from Yaska. Ci. Brill. Arany. Kanva. ii. 6.
2, 3. .: Indisclie Studien, i. p. 156. n.

i Pingala, 3. 1. ^  II ^

«r ^  Tmrfirfw: s tfw ro n  ™
^  W  ^  T a r a w a  : u
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V yAkaraxa, or Grammar.

The third YedAnga is Vy&'karana or Grammar. 
According to the account which Indian authors give 
of their literature, this branch of Vedic learning 
would be represented by the Grammar of PAnini. 
Here the contradiction becomes even more glaring.
In Pingala’s Sfttras the Vedic metres were at least 
treated in the same way as the non-Vedic. But in 
P&aini, the rules which refer to V edic grammar in 
particular, form only the exceptions to all the other 
rules which treat of the regular or classical lan
guage. Instead, therefore, of considering the third 
Vedanga doctrine as represented by the grammarians 
beginning with PAnini (PAninyAdayah), as Indian 
authors do, it would be more correct to say that it is 
represented by the grammarians ending with PAnini 
(PaninyantAh). It unfortunately happened that PA- 
niru’s work acquired by its great merits such a cele
brity as to supersede almost all that had been written 
on grammar before him, so that, except the names 
and some particular rules of former grammarians, 
we have little left of this branch of literature, except 
what occurs occasionally in the PratMkhyas. That 
PAnini knew the PrAtisAkhyns had been indicated long 
ago by Professor Bohtlingkj and it can be proved 
now by a comparison of Pan ini’s Sfttras with those of 
the PrAtisAkhyas, that PAnini largely availed himself 
of the works of his predecessor*, frequently adopting 
their very expressions, though he quotes their names 
only in cases where they have to serve as authorities 
for certain rules.

There are two separate treatises on grammatical



V f i  / . / ' • ’ VYAKARANA. 1 I ,

^^m bjects, which belong to a period anterior to Panini: 
the Sfitras on the TJnMi affixes, and the Sutras of 
6antanhcharya on accents. The TJnMi affixes are , 
those by which nouns are formed from roots, the 
nouns being used in a conventional sense, and not in 
strict accordance with their radical meaning. They 
are called TJnMi, because, in the Sfitras as we now pos
sess them, un is the first-mentioned affix. That 
Panini was acquainted with the same arrangement of 
these formative affixes cannot he doubted, because 
he uses the same technical name (unMi) for them.
We do not know by whom these TJnMi affixes 
were first collected, nor by whom the UnMi-s&tras, 
as we now possess them, were first composed. All 
we can say is, that, as PM in i ment ions them, and 
gives several general rules with regard to them, they 
must have existed before his time. Bat how many 
of the Sfitras existed before the time of Panini, 
and how many were added afterwards, is a question 
that can lmrdly he solved. In their present form the 
Sutras seem to treat the Vedic words as exceptions, 
at least they give now and then a hint that a certain 
derivation applies to the C-hhandas only. Neverthe
less it is curious to observe that the greater number ' 
of words, explained by the genuine TJnMi-sfttras, are 
Yedic, some of them exclusively so. If the author of 
the Sutras had intended his rules for the Bhashfi, there 
would have been no reason why he should have paid 
such prominent regard to words of a purely Vedic 
character. In fact, I believe, that originally the 
UnMi-sutras were intended for the Veda only, and 
that they were afterwards enlarged by adding rules 
on the formation of non-Vedic words. At last the 
non-Vedic or lauMka words assumed such a prepon-
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