SABARA-BHASYA III 4 11 (SUTRA 30-31) ON
THE TAITTIRIYA-SAMHITA 11 3 12 1
By
J. M. VERPOORTEN
§ 1.—The Taittiriye-samhitdi (TS) II 3 12 describes several oﬁer-
ings to be made when a horse is given, very likely by the yajomana,

the sponsor of the sacrifice, to a priest (1). And to account for them,
it supplies us with a mythical story the text of which is as follows:

1. Prajapatir vdrupdyisvam . Prajapati led the horse to
anayat Varupa.

2. sd (1) svdm devdtim Grchet It went to its own deity

3. sd (2) pdryadiryata : He was afflicted..

4. sd (3) etdm varundm He saw this (oﬂermg) to Varu:;a
cituskapilom apasyat on 4 potsherds. - .

5. tdm nEravapat He offered it.

6. tdto vai sd (4) varunapasid Then indeed was he set free
amucyata - from Varuna’s noose.

7. vérupo v etdm grhmdti / y6 Varuna seizes him who accepts
‘$vasp pratigrhndti’ the horse.

8. ydvaté ‘$van pratigrhnwydt / As many horses he éccepts, so
tdvato varundn cdtuskapdlin  many (offerings) to Varupa he

nirvapet muficati.? should offer.
9. vdrunam evd svena bhagadhé- Verily he has recourse to Varuna
 yenépadhdvati with his own share. ;
10. sd evainam varvunapasin Verily he frees him from Varu-
muficati? na’s noose, ‘

A. B. Keith who provides us with the translation here above
adds in a note:? “This is not very clear. S3yana thinks Prajapati
is the subject of the second clause and that archat means drtam aka-
rot, and so Eggeling (SBE XLIV, xxiii, xxiv). That is hardly pos-
sible but it may be that the subject is the horse and that archat

* K1, MYLIUS: Dakgind, Eine Studie iiber den cltindischen Priesterlohn, Alto-
rientalische For —

1. P. V. KANE: History of Dharmasdstra 11 2 (Poona, 1941), p. 839, schungen
(Berlin), VI, 1979, p. 173.

2. Text of the edition A. WEBER, Indische Studien XI (repnnt Olms Hilde-
sheim, 1973), pp. 180-81

3. A. B. KEITH The Veda. of the Black Yajus school entitled Taittinya-smhiﬁ
(Harvard, Or. Series, vol. 1B, reprint Motilal ‘Banarsidass), I, p. 173.
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means ‘“afflicted”. Probably, however, it means that the horse went
back to Prajapati as its primal deity and that Varuna avenged him-
self by causing Prajapati to become dropsical (pdryadiryata). Hille-
brandt (Mitra und Varupa, p.64) thinks that Prajapati appropriates
the steed from Varuna; but this is 1mposs1ble syntax (cf Speijer,
Sanskrit Syntax, § 131) »o

But whereas for Keith the point is: what are the subject and
the meaning of drchat? Sabara (Sb) wonders what they are in the
case of pratigrhmiyat. For our part, we should like to know besides
to whom sa refers in clause 10.

§ 2.—The answers given by Sb in hlS bhisya to the Mimdmsi-
s'u.tra of -Jaimini are obviously supplied according to his methodo-
Iog1cal approach and the apriori principles of his system (§ 7). The
mim3mss is primarily an investigation into a corpus of vedic utter-
ances* with the aim of grasping the connections (sambandha)
between their words, of setting them up in a hierarchy: principal
(pradhdna)-subsidiary (guna/anga) and pointing out their primary
as well as their secondary or implicit meaning (mukhya artha-lak-
gand). Mimamsi is not sheer grammar but rather semantical and
philosophical speculation.’ Therefore, the'discussion-of Sb should
. not be expected to contribute any new or useful element in the
grammatical commentary of TS II 3 12. Its value is elsewhere. It
is a striking-example of how the author tries to ﬁt the- commented
text in with his preconceived theories.

§ 3.—In his work, $b is in principle comline'ntiﬁg the 2465 sitra
composed by Jaimini about the vedic ritual. Rather than explain-
- ihg these as such, however, Sb is concerned with the series of vedic
sentences distributed under each of them. So we come across the
¢lause n°8 of the text just quoted under sitra III 4 30: acoditam
karma bhedit, which is translated by G. JHA as follows: “The sac-
rifice is not prescribed (for the giver), as the action (of g‘lvmg) is
entirely different (from the action of accepting in connection with
whxch the sacrifice is prescribed).”s :

. L.'F. STALL: Sanskrit Philosophy of Lenguage in H.  PARRET, History of
. lmgu,istic thought and contemporary linguistics (Berlin, 1976), pp. 112sq.
5. APADEVA: Mimimsi Nyiye Prokise (= Apadevi), § 84: na hi vicyavi~
© takabhévo wyikaranasmrtyadhinaeh tasya nwyasahiﬁanvayavyatirekagamyatvat
~“For the guestion of what expresses any meaning  to be expressed is not in
the province of grammatical science since that is to be determined by con-
.Sequence or inconsequence accordmg to logu: (ed transl, F. EDGERTON, New
" Haven, 1929, pp. 210° and' 73).
6. All the mmnm{wa ~texts here quoted are picked out of the Mimidmsikosa (MK),
“ an impressive set of 7 volumes which collects the most of the literature .of
this ool and is edited by KEVALANANDASARASVATI, Wai (Satara), 1952-
66. The 11th" adhikarana of the 4th pdde of the third adhyiye of the Sibara-
_bha,eya including the sitra 30, is found in the vol II, pp. 736ff, column I,
-lines 26ff. The translation of the bhisye of S and the sifra of Jaimini is due
to G JHA, 3 vol., Gackwad’s Oriental Series, 63/70/73. (reprint Baroda, 1973).
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. This sitra is put in the mouth of the first of 2 debaters, the
parvapaksin_ (PP), who propounds a point of view to be subsequ-
ently dismissed.

When the gift of a horse takes place, says the PP, the person
who should perform the sacrifice of a cake dedicated to Varuna and
baked on 4 potsherds is the acceptor, not the donor,” i.e. the person
to whom (the horse) is given, not the one who is the cause, namely
the one who gives (the animal).?

§ 4—The PP does not check his doctrine on the text of the TS.
Let us do it for him. Prajapati is the donor, Varuna the acceptor
or donee. Through the linga or “indicative power,” the 2 gods act
as the models respectively of the human yajemdna and priest, But
then a problem immediately arises: if the acceptor is the sacrificer
as well, it is Varuna who is bound, in the myth, to offer for himself.
That is hardly possible since a sacrifice requires somebody higher
who is the beneficiary of it.® Moreover, the clause n°6 stops being

“meaningful, for Varuna can not set free from Varuna’s noose.

On the contrary, the diptyc (clause n°8)!! is more natural and
consistent when the subject of the 2 verbs is the same. It would
be indeed rather odd to admit that the subject of Pratigrhniyat, the
donee, is different from that of nirvapet; that the priest is not the
sacrificer and that this latter (sa, clause n° 10) delivers the former
(enam) from the evil.

§ 5.—The opinion of the PP is set aside by the siitra 31 which
makes up the siddhdnte or the “accepted view”. It reads: sa lingad
drtvije syat, “It (= the sacrifice) should be (performed) by the
person employing the priests, as is clearly shown by indicatives.”

What is the sense of this rather puzzling formula? We must not
forget that the siddhintin (S) is replying here to the PP. For him,
the @rtvija, ie. the Yajemina,? bestows a horse on the priest, pro-
bably as the fee (daksipd) of his ritual work. And like his divine

7. MK I 736 I 34-35: na danasye kartuh istih codyate, pmtzgmha,ka.rtus tim
-avagacchimah (sandhi of the MK).

8. MK TI 736 I 31-33: athediinim semdihyate: kim pratzgmhakartrd kartavya
yasmai diyate, uta hetukartrdi yo dadatiti.

9. Cf. infra note 13.

10. The reason why the gods do not sacrifice is that they do not have anybody
above them, cf. M. BIARDEAU, Théorie de la connaissance et philosophie de
la parole dans le brahmanisme classique (Paris-La Haye, 1964), p. 87,

11. Diptyc = patiern subordinate clause-main clause both introduced by a cor-
relative, The term. is used for example by A. MINARD, La subordination
dans lo prose védique (Paris, 1949) and by J. M. VERPOOR’I’EN L’ordre des

* mots dans VAitereya-brihmane (Liége-Paris, 1977), 502sq.

12. KUMARILA: Tantravarttike II 4 11 (31) = MK II 737 II 32-33;: sa khalu
igtih drtvije syat °yajomdne sydd ity arthah.
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prototype Prajapati, he has to sacrifice a cake to Varuna. To get
over his position, Sb provides us with a substantial piece of mi-
mimsa exegesis.!?

First of all, we a're reminded that there is a connection between
the first words and the next ones. So the anaphoric sa requires the
context of what precedes it to. determine its ‘meaning. Here the
four times it occurs, it refers to Prajapati, but not to Varuna; be-
cause both pronoun and noun are nominatives, they stand for the
same person.+ Thus, if Prajapati is the donor and gets free from
Varuz;a’s noose through his sacrifice, the yajamina, his human coun-
terpart, has to sacrifice too.!5 But problems arise at once.

§ 6.—The first concerns the internal consistency of the dipty—é.
This cannot be maintained if the subject of pratigrhnaydt is the priest

13. MK IL 737 I 25 sq: nais@ pratigrahakertuh, kim tarhi hetukartuh syat. kutah?
lingat. kim lingem? purvepadindm uttereir padair yath@irthem aohisamban-
dhah. Tdem ériyate: Tprejapaetir varpdysvem enoyet” iti prajdpatir asvasya dai
lertitah, varunah. pratigrahité “sa svam devatdm arcchat” iti, sa iti sapeksam
purvaprakrtom vakyasesom apeksate. sa iti prajipatim prait nirdisati iti tena saha
ekavakyatim yati. simangdhikaranydc ca prajgpater eva pratinirdesah avakal-
“pyate. ne tu verunasye veiyedhikerapydt. “sq paryadiryate” ity, ego ‘Pi pra-
jipatim eva pratinirdisati parvaprekrtam, tena ca saha ekavikyatim yati.
“sgevaitam varunemp catuskapilam apasyat’ iti prajdpatir eventi. “sg wmirave-
pat” it praj@ipatir eveti. “tato vei so verupepisid amucyate® prajipatih.
“parung va etem grhudti’ iti hetvapadeso *ym. : :

14. G. JHA, 1 518: The sacrifice is to be pertormed, not by the -person accepting

the gift, but by the person who makes the person accept it. Why? Because

this is clearly shown by indications. What is the indicative that shows it?

The “indicative” consists in the connection between ' the words that - follow

and the words that have gone before. That is to say, there is the texti “Pra-

japati presented a horse to Varuna”, where Prajapati is spoken of as the
giver and Varuna as the receiver of the horse. Then follows the sentence
“He lost the divinity within himself”, which needs to be construed with the
foregoing sentence, so that the pronoun sa. (“he”) stands  for Prajapati (of
the preceding sentence), and the two sentences become syntactically con-
nected. The pronoun “he” is taken as standing for Prajépati, as it is in the
same case as the word Prejépati, and it is not taken as standing for Varuna,
as it is not in the same case as varundye. Next follows the sentence “He
became torn (afflicted with disease)”; here also the pronoun “he” stands for
Prajapati mentioned before, and the sentence becomes syntactically connected
with the first sentence. Next comes the sentence *“He perceived the cake
baked on four pans dedicated to Varuna”, where again “he” stands for the
same Prajapati.  Then it goes on “He red. it”; again. “He” is  Prajapati.

.Then “Thence he became freed from the clutches of Varuna”; here also “he” is

Prajapati. The sentence “Varuna seizes him”_ is’the statement of reason,

15. MK II 737 II 4fF: yasmid eva prejdpatih verundyasvem dativd peridirneh, tasmgt
yo ’svam pratigriméti °prayecchati, tam varuno grhnati. sa paridiryate iti. Tatas
tu viyunena pratimukteh, tasmad enyendpi asvam prayacchati varuno nirep-
tavyah iti asvesya dituh varunistih prasasyate kartavyd anena dkhyitena. tasmid
‘aévam dattvd varunim istim nirvepet. JHA, I 519: Because Prajapati, on giving
a horse to Varuna, became afflicted with disease, therefore, the person

- who receives (ie. gives) a horse is seized by Varuna, and becomes . afflicted
with disease. And because Prajapati became free by offering the Varuna
sacrifice, therefore the man who gives a horse should offer the Varuma sacri-
fice, In this manner, the performance of the Varuna sacrifice by the.giver of
a horse becomes commended by the verb “should be performed”. - From this- it
follows that when a man gives a horse, he should offer-the Varuna sacrifice,
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and that of nirvapet; the yajamina. And yet this distinction is the
only solution in dccordance with the myth. If both verbs have the
same person as their subject, then agreement' withithe myth becomes
difficult, as, there, the .sacrificer is' the donor, Whlle, in the diptye,
he would be the acceptor

Another problem which Sb does not dwell on is the destination
of the clause n°10. In the myth, Prajapati set himself free' from
the ho}d of Varuna (amucyata, clause n°6), but, in the ritual, the
verb is active (muficati, clause n°10). ‘Does it mean that the yaja-
ming frees the priest by his offermg‘? That would go in the oppo-
site direction of the whole Vedic thought. But to take sa n°5 as
applymg to Varuna!®® does not seem much better.

§! 7—To overcome these difficulties, Sb emphasises a methodo-
loglca], pr1nc1p1e and resorts to it in order to invert the meaning of
patigrhniydt.

The principle, that could be traced back in the thought of the
briahmana's, runs: the beginning and the end must be in concordance,
in"a ritual sequence as well as in a grammatical one. Thus it must
be possible to infer the beginning from. the conclusion and the op-
posite way around. - And here, that holds not only inside the diptyc
but also between it and the antecedent myth 17°Sh declares: “(That
is) either the opening sentence ‘Prajapati- ~presented-a horse to
Varuna’ will, in accordance with what is said in the concluding sen-
tence, have to be taken to mean ‘He received the horse from Varugpa’,
—-or, in. accordance w1th what is said in the opening sentence, the
concluding sentence ‘He who receives a horse’ will have to be taken
to mean - one who gives a horse’.”’

“Now which solution has to be. admltted after all? Whlch is the
metarule allowing us to choose? This one: - “It is' what comes first
that is fo be respected (kept intact), as there is nothing to contra-
dict if (&t the time of its appearance), whereas what _tomes Jater

15a, Cf. P. E. DUMONT, L’Ajvamedha (Louvain-Paris, 1927), introduction, p. xiv.
16. J. M. VERPOORTEN, Unité et distinction dans les spéculations rituelles védi-
ques, Archiv fiir Begnﬁsgesduchte XXI 1 (1977), pp. 62-63. Cf. also JAYANTA,

] Nya'ya,maman I4= Enghsh transl J. V. BHATTACHARYA (De],hl 1978),

. 8.
17 .“MK i 137 I 13-14 tasmit upakra,me v sabdurthah upasamhara,vasena kal-
. paniyah, upa,samhwre vi upakramovasena.
18."JHA, I 519 = MR I 737 II 14ff: tartra “prajapatir . varumyas'vam a,nayat" i
,,.va,rumd esvam pratyagrhnit upasamhardnurodhe'na (upakramah).- kalpya.te yad:
*.. vd upakramavasena upasamharam “yo *$vam p'ratzgrhmm” m yo ’svam - prati-
grihayati #i. .
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has to be taken in an indirect sense by reason of a contrary idea
having already appeared on the scene, — this according to the maxim
‘That which comes first is to be accepted, as its injunction comes
first, as in ordinary practice’ (Mim#msi-sitra XII 2 23).719

§ 8—With the help of this principle, Sb decides that sa n°l re-
fers to Prajapati,® while Keith would prefer the horse (§1), and
proclaims the subject of pratigrhniyit and nirvapet to be the same.
Nevertheless, the usual meaning of the first verb prevents a donor
to be its subject. On the other hand, it is out of question to take
the statement ‘Prajapati presented a horse to Varuna’ (clause n°1)
as signifying that he received it from him.2!

To remove the dilemma, Sb does not hesitate to understand
pratigrhnwyat of clause n°8 as if it had the causative form pratigni-
hayet “to make the acceptance possible — to give.”2 On the other
hand, he keeps silent about a similar modification for pratigrhniti of
the clause n°7. However that may be, how can this meaning be con-
veyed?

We must confess that the response of Sb on this point is rather
clumsy and cumbersome. “A man — he says — by whom an act
is carried out, either directly or indirectly, can be called the ‘doer’
of that act”.2? Under these conditions, the giver who calls forth
the acceptance, cooperates in it and could be said to accept as well.
So the donor turns into the donee.#

Let us go further with this reasoning: if it is so, the reverse is
equally true, and the person who accepts will be in a way a giver.
Even if the text of Sb is not very explicit, it allows the conclusion
that pratigrhniydt actually means dadyat, and that its subject, the
yajomina, is offering the cake. Thus the terms of the diptyc match
with those of the myth. But have we the right to make the text
consistent by such a juggler trick?

19. JHA I 519 = MK loc. cit. I7Tff: tatra “mukhyem vi pirvecodanil lokavat” it
athamam enugrahitavyam virodhiabhdvdt, pescittamanm tu virodhdt laksanayd
ﬂlpaniya.m.

20. Cf. supra notes 13-14,

21. MK II 737 01 21-22: api ca “prejipatir varuniyisvam anayat® iti varundd asvanp
Pratyagrhndd iti bahu esemadijasam kalpayitavyam.

22. MK 737 I 22-24: pratigrhndti ity ese sabdah pratigrihayati ity etam artham
Saknoti yathd keyd cic chalktyd vaktum. The device of giving an expression its
countrary meaning is found again in Sbbh IV 4 11 (34) where a blind man is
spoken of as “having excellent eyes” — MK II 1027 I 20-23,

23. MK, 11.24-26: yo hi tad dcarati yena ca kriya pranddyip: sidhyoeti, sa tasyih
keriydydh karts Sakyate vaditum. E

24, MK, 11.28-31: evam ihdpi se pratigrahasamartham dcarats yo dadidti, tesmdt
dadat pratigrhnati iti Sakyate vaditum. tasmat adhyevedharyam idam avaklptam.:
dadat pratigrhmdtity ucyate, tasya ca varupistih iti.
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§9. — Conclusion. If we go back to the question raised in
‘§1, we can observe that Sb, by the voice of the S

proclaims Prajapati to be the subject of drchat ‘(§'5), while-
Keith would select the word “horse”,

is worried neither with regard to the meaning of this verb

nor the connection of clause n°10 with the previous ones,

is eager to defend the consistency of the text by ensuring
the same subject for the verbs of the diptych while, at the
same time, according this latter with the myth. This re-
sult is achieved by altering the meaning of pratigrhniyat
in a way that is hardly possible.

- Of course, TS II.3.12.1 is rather obscure by reason of the am-

,b1gu1ty of the pronouns and shortcomings of expression (for ex-

ample, there is no sentence referring to the gift on the human level),
but the mimidmsi thinker goes too far in his desire to bend the

‘words into the framework of his system.




A VERY INTERESTING RAMAYANA
PANEL AT NIDIKONDA

By .
Y. GOPAL REDDY

Nldlkonda is a small vﬂlage s1tuated nearly 26 mlles away
south-west of Hanumakonda in the Janagaon taluk of Warangal
District, Andhra Pradesh. The panel which is the sub]ect-matter
of our discussion here, is carved on one of the Chajja slabs of a
Saiva temple at Nidikonda. The temple is a trikitalaya on- plan'and
is in a very much battered state. The portico and the sabh#mandapa’
are in a heap of ruins. S - o

The right portion of the panel is occupied by three male figures.
They are in standing posture. The figure on the extreme right is
having a monkey face. His head is adorned with Kiritamukuta.
His left hand is losely hanging down and holding an indistinct ob-
ject. Wings are shown on either side of his shoulders. The second
figure which is carved immediately left to the above one is also
standing and holding a bow in his left hand which is resting on his
left shoulder. The figure on the left extreme is in vigorous action
as is evident from his posture. He is pressing with his left foot the
tail of the serpent which is lying straight on the ground. His right
hand is slightly raised above and holding an arrow whilst the left
one a bow. The left one is unfortunately broken, but the bow and
that portion of the hand holding it are fortunately retained. The

Raméayana Panel, Nidikonda, Warangal District (Andhra Pradesh).




