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Laksmidana

Laksmipati
Laghima

Laghimavyiiha

Laghu
Lankavarna

Lajja

Lampata

d. w.

k.Lr.
d w.

- and Daksa I.5.21;

[voL. XXX, No. 1

U —PURANA

gained good fortune by means of Rudra-
dhyaya 1I. 27.274;

being requested to destroy one’s
1. 82.68;

Visnu was seen by II. 6.82;

name of Bilva tree; lihga made of which
was worshipped by Laksmi I. 74.8;

one of those who extolled Nandin I. 42.23;
linga as the support for II. 46.17;
worshipping Parvati always, being reques-
ted to destroy one’s sins L. 82.19;

has habitat Bilvavana in the mts. north of
Mahabhadra tank 1. 49.60.

one of the twenty-four daughters of Prasiti
and Daksa I. 5.20;

married by Dharma Prajapati I. 5.23;
70.284;

Darpa born to I. 70.293.

description of mode of making a gift of
1. 36.1.

as an epithet of Siva I. 21.24.
one of the eight worshipped in between

sins

- Yamya and Pavaka II. 27.56.

the deities worshipped in the enclosures of
II. 27.102; 27-106.

one of the sons of Yadu I. 68.2.
one of the eight energies worshipped in the
first enclosure of Gomukhivytha II. 27.90.

one of the twentyfour daughters of Prasiiti
married by Dharma
Prajapati 1. 5.23; 70.285;

Vinaya born to I. 70.296.

one of those who praised Nandin I. 42.23.

one of the deities worshipped in the first
enclosure of the Daksavynha II. 27.136.

one of the sixteen worshipped in the second

enclosure of the Paitamahavyaha 11.27.223.
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times and as such might have some peripheral internal divisions, and
adopted different names due to historical exigencies. Indian tradi-
tion?® knows only of one tradition of foreign priests of the Sun-
cult and Alberuni”® who mentions about the Magas does not know
of any such two groups among them. The difference in origin,
variations in cult-practices and dissimilarity in social status may
be explained on the grounds of historical logics of acculturation,
Indianization, socio-religious changes in early medieval India. As
such it is difficult to subscribe to the thesis of two distinct groups
of Indian Sun-priests of foreign origin—a myth created by Stieten-
cron which is far from historical reality.

75. Tradition as preserved in the Puranas and the foreign

notices know only of one foreign priesthood of the Sun-.

cult—see Elliot and Dowson, History of India as told by
its own Historians. Vol. 1. 77-218.

76. Sachau, Tr. Kitab-ul-Hind and Athar-al-Baquia of al-
Birini (Alberuni’s India), London, 1914, Vol. L., 21.

PURANIC HELP IN CORRECTING CORRUPT PASSAGES
OCCURRING IN PHILOSOPHICAL WORKS.

By
RAM SHANKAR BHATTCACHARYA

In the Puranas we sometimes find such statements as afford
help in correcting corrupt passages occurring in philosophical works.
An example of this kind is given in my article ‘A corrupt reading
in the Parimala commentary on the Bhamati corrected with the
help of the Puranas.? A sccond example is given here.

The Bhamati commentary of Vacaspati reads : gurg Trrfaa:—
A fz dwwEER aTed 59 ays faafa @ g9 wweww gefa (oo
Sariraka-bhasya 4.4.9).2 It is clear that Vacaspati connects
garﬁl with Agastya. A similar passage is found in Vacaspati’s

Tatparyatika : qomgermE=: #1 g dwsar %3 aed 57 agg frafa
g T3 9 ueFw gafq (on Nyayabhagya 1.1.1).3

It is perfectly clear that both of these two passages of the
same author speak of the results of two supernormal powers, namely
(i) the drinking of the water of the ocean by the sage Agastya and
(ii) the creation of the forest Dandakat (by Agastya).

1. Published in the J. of G. N. Jha Kendriya Sanskrit
Vidyapeetha, Allahabad; Vol. XXXV. 3-4.

2. The sub-commentary Kalpataru of Amalananda explains
the passage as : arecdl fg @98 weqaror qdl | Feafag =S
qmarq STfrfraramgafs avewred framam.

3. Udayana in his PariSuddhi explains the passage as:
frufamar sReeEOREaafl g IS TEF GUEIE ga-
g | dnfasnmagan fafaawenfen fafasreawen e
g FAF geomeeE  Aiwie o qvewagfergom
(p- 90, Mithila Institute Series).

4. Sahkaramira in his Upaskara refers to these two incidents
as the results of yogic power :qWrs ug g TEEfaead:
AvEAaHEaT quesTreataate Sf gsera: (9.1.14).
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It is needless to say that the original source of these two
incidents is Puranic literature comprising the Puranas, the Upa-
puranas and the two Epics. (These incidents are found to have
been referred to by the authors of non-Puranic works also, who
obviously came to know of these incidents from Puranic tradi-
tion).

But if we go through Puranic literature we come across a
discrepancy; to be explicit : while Agastya’s drinking of oceanic
water is described in various ways in this literature® we find no
mention of the creation of the Dandaka forest by Agastya in it,
though it says many things about this forest.® It is to be noted
here clearly that the only incident about this forest that may be
put as an example of the result of some supernormal power is its
destruction (and not creation) by the curse of the sage Sukra (and
not of the sage Agastya) to the king Danda (son of Iksvaku), who
violated Arajas, daughter of the sage.?

5. See Sk. Nagarakhanda. 35.30-41 (through vifosini vidya);
Nagarakhanda 36.36-47 (by uttering the mantra ‘mH#y
FUeT....’); Nagarakhanda 60.2-3 (through Sosani vidya

with the help of an Atharvana mantra); see also Mbh.
Vana-p. 105.3-6; Vispud harmottara-p. 1.213.5. The
incident has been alluded to in some Puranas : Lihga-p.

1.29.29 (sfiQ=w.... T Fgi: #q:), Brahmanda-p. 2.52.16
(errerdiqafes....).

6. As for example, see Santi-p. 29.137 (qavafazr dya wgwed
wguy:; according to Nil. maharanya is Dandakaranya
and ‘yam’ refers to ‘prthum’.

7. See Ramayana (7.81.1-18), Padma-p. (5.34. 49-59) and
Vamana-p. (63.19-37; 66.1-18). It is said here that
Danda, son of Iksvaku, violated Arajas, daughter of

Sukra. Cousequently Sukra pronounced a curse on
account of which Danda’s kingdom was buried deep in
an ash-hill ina week. The .incident is alluded to in

Mbh. Anusasana-p. 153.11 (Fvemt a5 Tsd g fTar-
farery) and 1517 (dwi fvnfenfe qvss Awawafs). The
significance of aqifiy (even to-day) remains to be disclo-

sed by competent scholars. See also Arthasastra 1.6 and
Kamasitra 1.2.44 with their commentaries.
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Since there is no mention of the creation of the Dandaka
forest in the Puranic works by Agastya or even by Sukra, it may
reasonably be concluded that the printed “reading of the above two
passages is corrupt.

The corrupt reading may however be corrected in the light of
Puranic literature. Since Sukra is said to be the agent of the act of
destroying the forest Dandaka, the printed reading g gz (in both
the passages) which connects Agastya with the act of destruction
may be corrected to g% - The finite verb gafa is to be corrected
to a word expressing the sense of destruction or an act similar to
it that has been stated in the relevant Puranic passages.

It is a pity that the authors of the two sub-commentaries ex-
pressed no doubt about the correctness of the reading. Amalananda’s
comment shows that he was aware of the ruined condition of the
forest on account of the curse of ‘some’ sage. I have every reason
to believe that Amalananda knew that the sage was no other than
Sukra. But since he read the reading as shown above and regarded
it as valid he explained ggfy not by its synonym safg or gareafy
but by frargarrg (in faz @) so that the meaning would be in
consonance with the nature of a forest.® Udayana’s explanation of
FuesToay fie is not at all clear. Is there any similarity between

agqmzﬁtﬁvr and guEFRUAfAT (both through yoga) ?

The corruptness of the readings of the above two passages may
be known from another source also. 1t may be easily observed
that Vacaspati begins his statement by saying gugymfas: and
AAGATAT: - This undoubtedly shows that Vacaspati is referring
here to the statement of some ancient authority. Fortunately this
authority is known to us. It is the Vyasabhasya (on Yogasitra
4.10) which reads : gusFw 7 faqawsafadadn & aRRT FHor =
FIHERT FTRday A fraq.

Though in this passage there is no mention of the agent of

the act of emptying the Dandaka forest, yet the wording of the
passage clearly shows that this agent must be different from

8. frargamm@—Ifrom the root fq + =g (fory) ‘té found’, cp.
arfgewdt g Frargenarg (Visnu-p. 4.11.9).
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Agastya. Though the Tattvavaiaradi comm, of Vacaspati is silent
on this point, yet the comm. Yogavarttika of Vijaanabhiksu refers
to the incident by giving the name of the agent of destruction as
Sukra (wesly qeet MEfade g gufefaorsen SAgEd FwIR)
obviously on the basis of Puranic works.

Since Vacaspati was a commentator of the Vyasabhasya and
since he was well-versed in the Epic-Puranic tradition,»® it would
be wrong to hold that Vacaspati was ignorant of the nature and
author of the incident concerning the forest Dandaka. This also
strengthens our view that the printed readings of the Bhamati and
the Tatparyatika are corrupt and that they are to be corrected with
the help of Puranic liturature—the original source of the two
akhyanas relating to Agastya and Sukra.

Since both the acts, namely FIEAFAGY TTASATT and FHFFA-
FuegFToAT=NF  were well-known episodes of the Puranas, a
question Exay be raised about the reason that gave rise to the
corrupt reading in a later period. It is not-easy to show the
reason.

Following factor may be considered in this connection. The
Vivarana comm. (which is not by Adi-Sankaracarya but by some
later Sankaracarya) on the Vyasabhasya says: guesiewd faqae-
wfador F: wg AN B fadq @ swreeEfafy (4.10). (This shows
that the commentator read the Bhasya-passage as gugaiud *@g?ﬂ‘%’d
(in the place of gugFTiw T~ ﬁi’q gegga). This reading (which
seems to be an emanded form of the original reading ;= EF@I{)

9. Vijianabhiksu seems have written grefrag inadvertently;
he should have written myafad; CP- IMEHN ATH  HIoTs

FEE  FRITFAACIAE: G R (Kamasatra
1.2.44).

10. Vacaspati is found to have quoted from the Visnupurana
and Vayu-purana. He seems to have known some of the
other Puranas also, for while explaining Nandisvara’s
acquiring of a divine body (as stated in the Vyasabhasya
2.13), he added that Nandin was ‘eight years old’ at that
time—a fact not stated in the works on yoga but in the
Puranas (Sk. Kasikhanda 11.106, Siva-p. 3.6.49-52 and
other Puranas).
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may be supposed to have some regional basis. Since only Agastya

_is mentioned in this Bhasya-passage, FusFRey foe came to be

wrongly considered as connected with Agastya.1? Agastya’s connec-
tion with the Dandaka (as mentioned in Ramayana 1.1.42-43)
may have strengthened the notion of Agastya’s destroying the
Dandaka forest. Some scholars seem to have ‘corrected’ the original
sentence, being influened by this notion.

This however is a conjecture only and the conjecture is very
weak, for it is based only on the printed reading of the Vivarana
commentary, which has not been edited properly with the help of
several manuscripts. It may be further noted that Puranic tradi-
tion knew of the creation of the Dandakal? forest also, but that
is not through yogic power but through kingly power (Harivamsa
1.10.24-25). A fruitful discussion on the reason for the corrupt

readings seems to depend on the older manuscripts of Bhamatj and
Tatparyatjka.

11. The commentator Nilakantha seems to hold the view that
Agastya’s curse fell on the Dandaka forest . spTeaTfaT-
srFsfr agfeamt avewwANTeR wud WA (Santi-p.

© 260.6).
. 12. It may be noted that Dandaka is also used for Dandaka,
vide Ganaratnamahodadhi 1.61 ‘“‘guggr srregm | ‘é’q’fﬁ]'r
feg gy avewEm (smsaEm ¥1%%) 1 ‘grnfa gawafy
quedy dfaraarify gelt a3 sfa el (VaRy) P



