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Paippalāda� Sa#hitā� 11.10-11� forms� a� single� sixteen-verse� sūkta� that� is� not� found� in� the�

Śaunaka�Sa#hitā�of� the�Atharvaveda.� It�reveals�an�early�agricultural�ritual� that�does�not�

appear� to�be� documented� anywhere� else� in�Vedic� literature.� � The� general� subject� is� the�

harvest�and�the�threshing�floor,�but�its�focus�is�the�indrarāśi-�“the�heap�of�Indra”,�in�three�

verses�indrarāśi-�mahodara-�“the�big-bellied�heap�of�Indra”.�This�pile�of�grain�must�be�kept�

apart� from�the�rest�of� the�produce�on�the�threshing�floor,�and�may�only�be�consumed�by�

Brahmins.�PS�11.10-11,� together�with� two�other�Paippalāda� compositions,�6.15�and�8.11,�

supports� the� hypothesis� of� Renou� (1946:� 129)� about� the� existence� of� an� early� Vedic�

tradition�where�Indra�had�become�a�god�of�agriculture,�or�at�least�had�been�equated�with�

an�agricultural�deity.����

There� are� many� obscurities� and� difficulties� in� this� piece,� and� the� text,� translation,� and�

commentary�offered�below�are�very�provisional.1��Yet�the�sūkta�has�an�interest�which�may�

extend� beyond� Paippalāda� studies,� as� it� probably� reflects� an� ancient� Indian� system� for�
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dividing� the�harvest,�where�a�prestation�was�made� to�Brahmins� in�order� to�remove�what�

was�evil�and� inauspicious�and� thereby�ensure� the�well-being�and� future�prosperity�of� the�

threshing� floor.2� � The� removal� of� evil� (pāpmán-)� has� often� been� surmised� as� the� basic�

function�of�the�Brahmin�in�early�Vedic�ritual.�3��

PS� 11� is� caturdaśarcakā@Aa,� and� the� division� into� a� 10-verse� sūkta� plus� a� shorter�

supplement� is� a� common� feature� of�Paippalāda� textual� redaction� (Griffiths� 2009:� lxxiv-

lxxvi).� It� is� clear� that� the� original� fourteen-verse� composition� extends� from� 11.10.1� to�

11.11.4,�and�to�this�have�been�appended�two�verses�which�are�thematically�connected�(on�

such� AV� additions,� see� Insler� 1998).� Verses� 11.10.1-2� and� 11.11.4� form� a� frame� to� the�

original�sūkta,�and�employ�the�image�of�an�arrow-tip�which�has�been�shot�into�a�body�and�

must� be� extracted.� � Although� at� first� sight� puzzling,� this� must� be� a� metaphor� for� the�

indrarāśi-�which�is�dangerously�embedded�in�the�other�material�on�the�threshing�floor�and�

needs�to�be�cut�out.�In�the�original�final�verse�(11.11.4)�the�poet�triumphantly�exclaims�‘I�

have� cut� out� from� here� by� means� of� a� sacred� formula� what� was� shot� in’.� This� possibly�

indicates�that�the�poem�was�composed�to�accompany�the�ritual�separation�of�Indra’s�heap�

from�the�rest�of�the�grain.�
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My�critical�edition�is�based�on�the�first�edition�by�Dipak�Bhattacharya�1997,�but�it�utilizes�

three�additional�Oriya�palm�leaf�manuscripts,�Ku2,�Pa�and�JM,�photographs�of�which�were�

kindly�made�available�to�me�by�Arlo�Griffiths.4�The�same�sūkta�appears�in�kā@Aa�12�of�the�

Kashmiri� manuscript,� and� I� have� rechecked� the� transcription� of� the� Śāradā� Tübingen�

birchbark�by�Barret�1927�from�the�facsimile�published�by�Bloomfield�&�Garbe�1901.�

A�brief�verse�by�verse�commentary�follows�the�text�with�translation�and�critical�apparatus.�

In�addition�to�the�Sigla�of�the�individual�palm�leaf�manuscripts,�OrOrOrOr�is�employed�to�indicate�

readings� where� all� the� manuscripts� from� Orissa� are� in� agreement,� and� KKKK���� indicates� the�

reading� of� the� (single)� Kashmiri� birchbark-codex.� Where� the� readings� of� the� Oriya�

manuscripts�Ma� and�Mā� have� been� inferred� from� the� text� given� by� Bhattacharya� 1997,�

these� Sigla� are� enclosed� in� square� brackets;� and� where� the� text� given� here� diverges�

significantly�from�Bhattacharya's,�his�reading�is�indicated�by�[[Bh.]].��In�the�text�an�editorial�

sign�⁺⁺⁺⁺���� ���� is�employed�to�indicate�a�reading�which�can�be�reconstructed�from�the�manuscript�

variants�but�is�not�found�in�any�one�of�them;�*�*�*�*�marks�an�emendation�where�both�the�Orissa�

and�Kashmiri� traditions�appear� to�have�suffered�a�very�early�corruption,�or�a�corruption�

had�already�occurred�in�the�tradition�that�is�ancestral�to�both�of�them�(see�Witzel�1985�for�

a�reconstruction�of�the�earlier�history�of�the�two�traditions).�
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11.10.111.10.111.10.111.10.1�������� Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

saptsaptsaptsaptaitaaitaaitaaita#�⁺#�⁺#�⁺#�⁺����saptarsaptarsaptarsaptarTayaUTayaUTayaUTayaU� � śalyakartā�dvādaśaśalyakartā�dvādaśaśalyakartā�dvādaśaśalyakartā�dvādaśa���� ���� ||||�

āviddhaāviddhaāviddhaāviddha#�śalya#�*c#�śalya#�*c#�śalya#�*c#�śalya#�*cākākākākXturXturXturXtur���� ���� indrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśi#�mahodaram��#�mahodaram��#�mahodaram��#�mahodaram������ ||||||||���� � �

The�seven�sages,�the�twelve�arrow-surgeons,�have�cut�the�seven-coloured�arrow-

head,�(which�has�been)�shot�in,�the�big-bellied�heap�of�Indra.�

⁺�saptarTayaU�]�sapta�XTayaU�Or,��sapta�XTayaś�K� śalyakartā�dvādaśa�]�JM�K,��śalyakarttā�dvādaśa�

|�Ku2��Pa�[Ma�Mā]� āviddha#�]�Or,��āddhi#�K�� *cākXtur�]�cākratur�Or�K�[[thus�Bh.]]

� �����indrarāśi#�]�Ku2��Pa�[Ma�Mā],�indrarāśī��JM,�indrarāśir��K�

�

śalya-�m.�‘tip,�point�of�the�arrow’�(Lubotsky�2002:�51�on�PS�5.8.4).�For�the�second�member�

of�the�compound�śalyakarta-,�cf.�govikartá-� ‘cow-slaughterer’�MS�2.6.5;�66.12,�ŚB�5.3.1.10�

(Hoffmann�1966:�65-66).�The sense ‘shot in, pierced into’ for āviddha-�is�confirmed�by�two�

other� PS� passages� as� edited� by�Griffiths� (2004:� 92):� � PS� 19.33.3�utāviddhā#� niT� khidata�

“and�excise�the�(arrow�that�has�been)�shot�in”,�and�4.14.5ab�⁺⁺⁺⁺prahitāvasXT[āviddhā�śX\ga#�

puruTe�jahātha�“having�been�sent�forth,�released,�shot�in,�you�(arrow)�have�left�the�horn�in�

the�man”.�

The�epithet�mahodara-� that� is� applied� to� Indra’s� heap�here� and� in� 11.10.4-5�may� simply�

describe�the�shape�of�the�grain�pile�that�is�reserved�for�Brahmins.�But�the�“big�belly”�may�

have�an�additional�significance�that�will�be�discussed�in�connection�with�11.11.1.�



 5 

 

11.10.211.10.211.10.211.10.2���� Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

indrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśi#�mitr#�mitr#�mitr#�mitrāvaruāvaruāvaruāvaru@@@@āvāvāvāv� � āviddhaāviddhaāviddhaāviddha#�nir�akXntatam#�nir�akXntatam#�nir�akXntatam#�nir�akXntatam���� ||||� �

prasūtam�indreprasūtam�indreprasūtam�indreprasūtam�indre@ogre@a@ogre@a@ogre@a@ogre@a���� ���� brāhmabrāhmabrāhmabrāhma@@@@ānām�asat�pituānām�asat�pituānām�asat�pituānām�asat�pituUUUU���� ||||||||���� � �

Mitra�and�Varu@a,�you�cut�out�the�heap�of�Indra�(that�had�been)�shot�in,�impelled�forth�

by�mighty�Indra.�May�it�be�the�food�of�Brahmins.�

indrarāśi#]�Or,��indrarāśir�K� mitrāvaru@āv]��mitrāvaX@āv�Or,��mittrāvaru@āv�K� �brāhma@ānām�

asat�pituU�||�]��Or,��vrahma@ānāma�sarvataU��K�

�

11.10.311.10.311.10.311.10.3 Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

nainam�aśnīyād�abrāhmanainam�aśnīyād�abrāhmanainam�aśnīyād�abrāhmanainam�aśnīyād�abrāhma@o@o@o@o���� ���� na�gna�gna�gna�gXhXhXhXhān�pra�haret�sān�pra�haret�sān�pra�haret�sān�pra�haret�suuuuvānvānvānvān�� ||||� �

ttttXT[a#�viTam�XT[a#�viTam�XT[a#�viTam�XT[a#�viTam�iiiiva�taimātamva�taimātamva�taimātamva�taimātam� � indrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśiU�khale�śaye�U�khale�śaye�U�khale�śaye�U�khale�śaye����� ���� ||||||||���� ���� �

A�non-Brahmin�is�not�to�consume�it,�he�is�not�to�carry�it�forth�to�his�own�homestead.�Like�

the�pungent�poison�of�a�timāta,�the�heap�of�Indra�lies�on�the�threshing�floor.�

aśnīyād�abrāhma@o�]��Ku2��Pa�[Ma�Mā],��aśnīyābrāhma@o�JM,��aśnīyātha�vrahma@o��������K�� ���� gXhān�]�

Or,�gXhā#��K������������pra�haret�]�Ku2��Ma]��K,�pra�hare�Mā��JM� � suvān��|�]��Or,��svā#��K� � �

tXT[a#��]�Ku2��[Ma��Mā]�K,��tXT[ha#�Pa,��t]T[a#�JM� � viTam�iva�taimātam�]��JM��[Ma��Mā],�vi�Tam�

iva�taimātam�Ku2,��viTam�iva�taimātim�K� � khale�śaye�||�]�Or,��śāle�śaye��z��K�

�

For� pāda� c� ‘like� a� dry� poisonous� taimāta’� would� be� an� alternative� possibility� as� viTá-�

functions�as�an�adjective� ‘poisonous’�at�ŚS�7.113.2,�and�at�ŚS�5.13.6,� in�a�passage�about�

poisonous� creatures�of� various� colours,� taimāta-� appears� to�be� a� substantive.�However,�

the�other�PS�occurrences�(PS�1.44.1a,�4.21.1a,�9.10.3c,�9.17.4d�and�5a),�and�ŚS�5.18.6a�yó�
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brāhma@á#� mányate� ánnam� evá� sá� viTásya� pibati� taimātásya� “he� who� regards� the�

Brahmin’s�(cow)�as�mere�food,�he�drinks�of�poison�from�a�timāta”�suggest�that�taimāta-�

represents�a�secondary�adjective�“belonging�to�a�timāta-�/�temāta-”.��Most�likely�timāta-�/�

temāta-� is� the� name� of� some� sort� of� snake,� and,� if� so,� dddd� with� śaye� contains� a� verbal�

reminiscence� of� RV� Indra-VXtra� mythology,� cf.� e.g.� RV� 1.32.5d� áhiU� śayata� upapk�

pXthivyU� and�other� forms�of� śī-� in� the� same� sūkta,�RV�3.32.11a,�4.19.2c,� 6.30.4c�áhann�

áhi#�pariśáyānam�ár@aU.�

For�the�scansion�iva�in�cccc,�see�Kubisch�2007.����

����

11.10.4��11.10.4��11.10.4��11.10.4������ Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

ayaayaayaaya#�śaye�tan#�śaye�tan#�śaye�tan#�śaye�tanuuuuvavavava#�rakTam#�rakTam#�rakTam#�rakTamāāāā@o@o@o@o���� yo�aśnātyo�aśnātyo�aśnātyo�aśnātiiiiy�avicaky�avicaky�avicaky�avicakTTTTāāāā@a�enam@a�enam@a�enam@a�enam���� ||||� ��

madhye�kmadhye�kmadhye�kmadhye�khalasya�nirmitahalasya�nirmitahalasya�nirmitahalasya�nirmita���� ���� indrarāśindrarāśindrarāśindrarāśir�mahodarair�mahodarair�mahodarair�mahodaraUUUU�������� ||||||||� �

Here�it�lies�guarding�itself�(against�the�one)�who�may�consume�it�inadvertently.�In�the�

middle�of�the�threshing�floor�the�big-bellied�heap�of�Indra�(lies)�separated�out.�

tanva#��]�Or,��tanvo�K� �yo�aśnāty�]�Or,�aya#śvinābhy�K� � �avicakTā@a�]�Or,�avacakT@ā@e��K�

(avacakTā@e�Barret)�� �� enam�|]��eta#�|Or�[[thus�Bh.]],�ena#�K,� ���������nirmita]��Pa��JM��[Ma��

Mā],��nirmito�Ku2��K�

�

In�b�b�b�b�aśnāti�may�be�subjunctive,�although�a�subjunctive�value�for�forms�based�on�present�

stems�of� this� class� is� rare,� and�an� indicative�would�be�possible� in� the�context� “guarding�

itself�(against�the�one)�who�consumes�it�inadvertently”.5�
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A�sacrificial�victim�which�is�kept�apart�is�called�nirmita-�in�ĀśvalāyanaŚS�3.8.��Hence�here�

in� c�c�c�c� the� ppp� from�nir-mā-�probably� does� not� simply�mean� “measured� out”� but� has� the�

technical�ritual�sense��“separated�out,�kept�apart,�isolated”,��cf.�PS�11.11.6cd��“if�the�heap�

of�Indra�goes�down�into�the�grain�basket�without�being�separated�out�(anirmita-).”��The�

need�to�treat�the�indrarāśi-�differently�from�the�rest�of�the�grain�on�the�threshing�floor�is�

emphasised�in�some�way�or�other�in�almost�every�verse�of�this�poem.6�

����

11.10.511.10.511.10.511.10.5��������������Only�PS����������Only�PS����������Only�PS����������Only�PS����

utaiutaiutaiutaiTa�yakTa#�bhavatiTa�yakTa#�bhavatiTa�yakTa#�bhavatiTa�yakTa#�bhavati�������� indrarāśir�mahodaraindrarāśir�mahodaraindrarāśir�mahodaraindrarāśir�mahodaraUUUU�������� ||||���� � �

bhīmo�annasya�sabhīmo�annasya�sabhīmo�annasya�sabhīmo�annasya�sa#k#k#k#kāśeāśeāśeāśe���� aśva�aśva�aśva�aśva��ͥvātti�ś�ͥvātti�ś�ͥvātti�ś�ͥvātti�śinīnainīnainīnainīnaAamAamAamAam���� ���� ||||||||���� � � �

And�this�big-bellied�heap�of�Indra�becomes�a�shifting�apparition,�*it�(becomes)�fearsome�

in�the�shape�of�food.�Like�a�horse�he�(?the�one�who�consumes�it�inadvertently)�eats�a�śinī-�

reed.*�

yakTa#��]�Ku2��Mā,�yakTma#�Pa,�[Ma],�dakTa#�JM,�pādas�a-b�desunt�K�� annasya�sa#kāśe�]�Or,�

anyasya�śa@kāśe�K�(Barret�śañkaśe)�� aśva�’vātti��]�aśva�ivātti��Or,��aśvaivāttut�K�(Barret�

aśvaivābhyut)� � �śinīnaAam�||�]�Ku2��[Ma��Mā],��śīnīnaAa#��||�JM,�sininaAam��||�Pa,��sinīnaAa#�

K.�[[sinī��naAa#�Bh.]]�

�

I can only offer a tentative translation of the second half-verse which contains an unknown 

word śinī-� /� sinī-� .� yakTá-� in� aaaa� is� another� difficulty.�The� earliest� use� of� yakTá-� in� the�RV�

Family� Books� points,� in� my� opinion,� to� a� meaning� “shifting� apparition,� mirage,�
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hallucination”� as� the� contexts� always� refer� to� deception� or� change� of� form� (RV4.3.13,�

5.70.4,� 7.61.5� yakTadś-� 7.56.16).7� � This� sense� is� to� be� distinguished� from� the� late� RV�

“mystery”�(RV�10.88.13:�Geldner�“Geheimnis”,�Renou�“mystère�universel”),�which�is�also�

found� in� e.g.� ŚS� 10.7.38,� 10.8.15.� Accordingly,� annasya� sa#kāśe� in� c�c�c�c� might� refer� to� the�

appearance�of�food�that�the�indrarāśi-�may�take�on�among�its�shifting�forms,�cf.�the�sense�

of� sa#kāśa-� in� early� compounds� such� as�mádhusa#kāśa-� “of� honey-aspect”,� ŚS� 7.36.1,�

susa#kāś...�yóTā��RV�1.�123.11�“a�young�woman�of�good�appearance”�and�ŚS�9.8.6�yásya�

bhīmáU�pratīkāśa�udvepáyati�pruTam�“whose�fearsome�aspect�makes�a�man�tremble”.8��In�

other�words,�it�seems�possible�that�PS�11.10.5�follows�up�the�train�of�thought�in�11.10.4�and�

explains�how�someone�might�be�deluded�into�thinking�the�indrarāśi-�is�food.�However,�the�

comparison� with� the� horse� in� d�d�d�d� is� baffling,� although� the� words� aśva� iva� atti� are� well-

supported�by�the�OrOrOrOr�tradition.�śinī�/sinī��may�be�nom.�sg.�m.�of�an�unknown�nominal�stem�

śinín-� /� sinín-� (cf.�Bhattacharya� 1997),� or� it�may� form�a� compound�with�naAa-� “reed”� (a�

type�of�reed�that�is�bad�for�horses�to�eat?�“sharp�/�pointed�reed”?�9).� 

 

11.10.611.10.611.10.611.10.6 Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

ya�indrarāśiya�indrarāśiya�indrarāśiya�indrarāśi#�nirvap#�nirvap#�nirvap#�nirvapādādādād���� ���� vardhayāt��khalamānvardhayāt��khalamānvardhayāt��khalamānvardhayāt��khalamāniiiiyāyāyāyāUUUU���� ||||���� ���� � ��

sphātisphātisphātisphāti#�ca�khaly#�ca�khaly#�ca�khaly#�ca�khalyāāāā#�gXh@#�gXh@#�gXh@#�gXh@ātuātuātuātu���� ���� gavāgavāgavāgavā#�ca�bah#�ca�bah#�ca�bah#�ca�bahu�puu�puu�puu�puTyatuTyatuTyatuTyatu���� ||||||||���� �
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He�who�shall�present�the�heap�of�Indra�as�an�offering,�he�shall�increase�the�measures�(?)�

of�his�threshing�floor.�Let�him�take�the�abundance�belonging�to�the�threshing�floor,�and�

let�him�prosper�in�respect�of�much�cattle.�

ya�indrarāśi#�nirvapād�]��Ku2��Pa�[Ma��Mā],��ya�indrarāśī�nirvapān�JM,����yehendrarāśi<n>rivayātu�K��

(Barret�–rāśinnivayātu)�� � vardhayāt�]�Or,�vardhayātu��K� � ��khalamānyāU��|]��Ku2��Pa��

[Ma��Mā],�khalamānmaU��|JM,�khalamānyā��K� �sphāti#�ca]�Ku2��[Mā]��K�,�sphatitha�Pa,��sphātiñ�ca�

Ma,�spati#�ca�JM��khalyā#�]�Or,����khālvā#�K�

�

Verses�2-5�proclaimed�that�the�indrarāśi-�is�only�to�be�consumed�by�Brahmins�and�warned�

about�the�dangers�of�mistaking�it�for�ordinary�food.�11.10.06�now�speaks�about�the�rewards�

that�will�come�to�the�agriculturalist�who�deals�with�the� indrarāśi-�correctly.�ya�indrarāśi#�

nirvapād� in� a�a�a�a� cannot�mean� simply� “he�who�will� scatter� /� pour� out� Indra’s� heap”,� as� the�

indrarāśi-�is�already�on�the�threshing�floor�(cf.�11.10.3-4),�but�the�compound�nir-vap-�must�

have�the�sense�“offer,�present�as�an�offering”�that�is�attested�by�early�yajuT�-formulas�such�

as� agnáye� vo� juT[n� nirvapāmi� MS� 1.1.5.3.4,� agnaye� juT[a#� nirvapāmi� lpŚS� 1.17.12,�

BaudhŚS�1.5.8.1.10� �If�the� indrarāśi-� is�earmarked�as�a�prestation�to�Brahmins,�prosperity�

will� result� because� the� forces� of� evil� are� thereby� removed� from� the� threshing-floor� (cf.�

11.11.1).�
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In�b�b�b�b�a�reading�khalamānyāU�or�khalamānyā�is�supported�by�both�traditions,�and�I�suggest�

the�second�member�of�the�compound�is�a�synonym�of�mna-�“measure”,�employed�in�the�

sense�“measure�of�produce,�yield�of�corn”.11�

�

PPPPS�11.10.7S�11.10.7S�11.10.7S�11.10.7���� Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS�

yam�uvāha�śunayam�uvāha�śunayam�uvāha�śunayam�uvāha�śunaUśepoUśepoUśepoUśepo�������� ���� yam�indro�brahmayam�indro�brahmayam�indro�brahmayam�indro�brahma@as@as@as@as����patipatipatipatiU�U�U�U����� ||||���� � � �

tatatata#�cakruU�śivam�asmabhyam#�cakruU�śivam�asmabhyam#�cakruU�śivam�asmabhyam#�cakruU�śivam�asmabhyam���� XTayo�jXTayo�jXTayo�jXTayo�jīvanāya�kamīvanāya�kamīvanāya�kamīvanāya�kam���� ������������������������ ||||||||���� � � �

(The�heap)�which�ŚunaUśepa�has�conveyed,�which�Indra,�Lord�of�the�Sacred�Formula�(has�

conveyed),�that�the�sages�have�made�beneficial�so�that�we�may�live.�

yam�uvāha�śunaUśepo�]�Ku2��JM��[Mā],�yam�uvāhu�śunaUśepo�Ma,�imov�aśvinaU�śepo�K� ���� yam�indro�

brahma@aspatiU��|�]�Ku2��JM��[Ma],��yam�indro�brahmaspatiU�|�Mā,��im�indro�vrahma@aspatiU����K� �

ta#�cakruU�]�Ku2��JM�[Ma��Mā],��ta#�cakXU�Pa,��iva#�cakra�K� �� �asmabhyam]�Ku2��JM��[Ma]��K,��

asmābhyam�Pa,��asmabhyaUm��Mā� � ������XTayo�jīvanāya�kam��||�]�Or,��XTayo�ja�tvam�cakra�śivam�

asmabhyam�XTayo����jīvanāya�kam�K�

�

At� the� centre� of� the� sūkta� are� two� obscure� verses,� the� first� of� which� clearly� contains�

mythological� references.�The�appearance�of�ŚunaUśepa�as�a�conveyor�of� the� indrarāśi-� is�

surprising,�since�it�has�no�place�in�the�legend�of�ŚunaUśepa�as�known�from�AB�7.13-18�and�

ŚŚS�15.17-27�(see�the�discussions�of�the�legend�by�Weller�1956,�Lommel�1964,�Falk�1984).��

Could�the�connection�be�the� indrarāśi-’s�epithet�mahodara-�and�the�role�of�ŚunaUśepa�in�
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freeing� King� Hariścandra� from� the� affliction� of� Varu@a� which� is� called� mahodara-?�

Perhaps�ŚunaUśepa�is�also�mentioned�because�he�is�a�legendary�hero�whose�name�permits�

a�śleTa�with�the�adverb�śunám� that�is�repeated�in�spells�for�agricultural�prosperity�(cf.�PS�

11.14.3,�11.15.4)�and�with�the�name�of�the�dual�agricultural�deity�Śunāsīrā.�

�

11.10.811.10.811.10.811.10.8 Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

ttttXAha#�śXAha#�śXAha#�śXAha#�śākaākaākaāka#�*#�*#�*#�*ataataataata####ssssayadayadayadayad----���� ���� ddddhhhhXtam�Xtam�Xtam�Xtam�āsīc�chāsīc�chāsīc�chāsīc�chuuuuvāpadam����vāpadam����vāpadam����vāpadam�������� ||||���� ���� �

⁺⁺⁺⁺����pandrāpandrāpandrāpandrāU�sma�rupyantaU�śereU�sma�rupyantaU�śereU�sma�rupyantaU�śereU�sma�rupyantaU�śere�������� yayayaya�*�*�*�*ādann�ahutaādann�ahutaādann�ahutaādann�ahuta#�haviU���#�haviU���#�haviU���#�haviU������� ||||||||���� � � �

He�(?Indra�Brahma@aspati)�shook�to�and�fro�the�threshed�vegetable�food.�The�dog-footed�

one�(the�wild�animal?)�was�removed.�Those�who�ate�the�unoffered�offering�were�lying,�

suffering�pains,�pale�(?).�

tXAha#�śāka#�*ata#sayad��]�tXAha#�śāka#�tamaśayad��Ku2��JM�[Ma��Mā]�[[thus�Bh.]],�tX@a#�śāka#�

tamaśayad�Pa,��dXAhā#�śākuntamayaU�K� �� dhXtam�]�K,�dattam�Or�[[thus�Bh.]]� �� �

āsīc�chvāpadam�|�]�Pa��Ma��JM,��āsīc�chvapada#�|�Ku2��Mā,��āsīt��svāpada#�K�� � ⁺⁺⁺⁺����pandrāU�sma�

rupyantaU�śere�]�pandrā�sma�XpyantaU�śere�Ku2��Pa�[Ma��Mā],�pandrā�XTyantaU�śere�JM,�pakturās�sXpyantaU�

śera�K� � ya�*ādann�ahuta#��]�ya�ādanvahuta#�haviU��Or�[[ya�ādanvahuta#�haviU��Bh.]],��yā�

tanvahuta#�K�

����

There� is� no� space� here� to� discuss� all� the� details� of� this� difficult� verse� where� there� are�

several�textual�problems.�In�pāda�a�a�a�a�the�manuscripts�point�to�a�verb�in�-aya-,�and�I�suggest�

*áta#sayat,� from� the� transitive� -áya-�present� of� ta#s-� “to� shake,� to� tug� to� and� fro”,� cf.��
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Jamison�1983:�93-94�on�the�early�attested�Vedic�forms�from�this�root.�A�subject�for�this�3rd�

sg.�transitive�verb�form�would�have�to�be�supplied,�most�likely�Indra�Brahma@aspati,�who�

was�mentioned�in�PS�11.10.7b.�In�the�RV,�as�Jamison�notes,�the�root�occurs�mostly�in�Indra�

hymns,� and� once� describes� the� action� of� BXhaspati� and� his� companions� (tatasré� RV�

4.50.2).12�tXAham�might�be�understood�as�a�predicate�'he�shook�the�vegetable�food�to�and�

fro�(so�that�it�was)�threshed'.13�

The�exact�class�of�animals�designated�by�śvāpada-� ‘dog-footed’�(always�neuter�in�AV,�but�

masculine�at�RV�10.16.6)�is�not�certain,�but�the�tiger�is�supreme�among�them�(cf.�PS�7.10.4�

and�the�discussion�by�Griffiths�2009:�353-4).�Since�in�11.11.6�the�indrarāśi-�becomes�a�lion�

if�it�is�not�kept�separate�in�the�winnowing�process,�perhaps�the�first�hemistich�of�this�verse�

is�about�the�removal�of�its�destructive�form�as�a�consequence�of�threshing,�and�anticipates�

the� theme�of� verses� 11.11.1-4�where� pounding,� winnowing� and� cooking�makes� the� grain�

safe�to�eat.�If�so�KKKK’s�reading�dhXtam�in�bbbb�(probably�representing�hXtam)�is�to�be�preferred�

to�OrOrOrOr’s�dattam.��

The�second�hemistich�appears�to�recount�the�unpleasant�consequences� suffered�by�some�

people�who�ate�the�indrarāśi-�instead�of�turning�it�into�an�offering.��The�sense�of�rupyantaU�

may�be�compared�to�that�of�arupyan�read�by�Lubotsky�(2007:�28-29)�at�PS�8.15.7�ekasmin�
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viddhe� sarve� (a)rupyan� � “When� one� was� wounded� all� suffered� racking� pain”.� The� OrOrOrOr����

reading���� pandrā� in� c�c�c�c� may� possibly� represent� a� previously� unattested� adjective� “pale”�

belonging� to� the� word-family� of� pā@Aú-� /� p@Aara-.� An� OIA� form� *pandrá-� has� been�

reconstructed�to�account�for�Kashmiri�cognates�(Turner�1966:�454�no.�1805.2�referring�to�

Morgenstierne;� cf.� Mayrhofer� 1986-2001:� II,� 118).� Or� an� emendation� to� *pa@AāU�

“impotent,�emasculated”�(Wezler�1998)�might�be�considered.14��

�

11.10.911.10.911.10.911.10.9 Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

⁺⁺⁺⁺����anaanaanaanaAuhAuhAuhAuhāāāā#�pXśniśaph#�pXśniśaph#�pXśniśaph#�pXśniśaphānāānāānāānā####���� ���� vahatāvahatāvahatāvahatā#�vahar#�vahar#�vahar#�vaharāpiāpiāpiāpi@@@@āmāmāmām�������� ||||� � �

kīnāśasya�śramāt�svedādkīnāśasya�śramāt�svedādkīnāśasya�śramāt�svedādkīnāśasya�śramāt�svedād���� ���� indrarāśir�ajāyaindrarāśir�ajāyaindrarāśir�ajāyaindrarāśir�ajāyatatatata���� ���� ||||||||� � �

From�the�toil,�from�the�sweat�of�the�cultivator,�of�the�oxen�with�speckled�hoofs�muttering�

under�the�yoke�as�they�draw,�the�heap�of�Indra�was�born.�

⁺�anaAuhā#�]�anuAuhā#�Ku2��[Ma��Mā],��anuAahā#�Pa,�anudurha#�JM,��anaAuhāna�K�� �����pXśniśaphānā#�]�

Ku2�JM��[Ma,�Mā],��pXśniśaphā#nā#�Pa,��pXT@ihān�K�� vaharāpi@ām��|�]�vaharāpi@ā#�|��Or�

[[vaharāpi@ām�|�Bh.]],��vaharāpX@ā#�K� � �śramāt�svedād�]�Or,��samas�tv�edād��K� �

ajāyata��||�]�Or,��ajāyatāU��K���� ����

����

PS�3.25.12�provides�a�parallel�for�the�sentiment�expressed�in�this�verse,�and�it�likewise�pairs�

anaAuh-� and�kīnāśa-.� In� bbbb�vaharāpi@-� is� a�hapax,�but� is� supported�by�both� the�OrOrOrOr���� and�KKKK�

traditions.�The�second�member�of�this�compound�may�be�derived�from�rap-�‘to�chatter,�to�
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whisper’� in� a� pejorative� sense� ‘to� mutter,� to� mumble’.� ⁺⁺⁺⁺parirāpin-,� probably� meaning�

“calumnious”� (Griffiths� 2009:� 335-7),� occurs� at� PS� 7.9.2b� and� 3d.� vaharāvin-� literally�

“crying� at� conveying”� i.e.� “groaning� under� the� yoke”� is� attested� at�AB� 5.9.4� and� 6,� but,�

although�the�meaning�is�attractive,�it�does�not�seem�necessary�to�emend�here.��

11.10.9cd-11.11.2ab�have�been�translated�and�discussed�briefly�by�Bhattacharya�2008:�liv-lv�

in�connection�with�the�division�of�labour�between�the�cultivator�and�the�landlord.��

�

�

11.10.1011.10.1011.10.1011.10.10 Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

yat�kīnāśasya�svedayat�kīnāśasya�svedayat�kīnāśasya�svedayat�kīnāśasya�svedaetietietieti���� ���� sasasasa####taptas�tantaptas�tantaptas�tantaptas�tanuuuuvas�parivas�parivas�parivas�pari���� ||||� � ��

apāapāapāapā####�gāva��ͥva�tXTyantīr�gāva��ͥva�tXTyantīr�gāva��ͥva�tXTyantīr�gāva��ͥva�tXTyantīr���� ���� indrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśi#�so�aśnute#�so�aśnute#�so�aśnute#�so�aśnute���� ���� ||||||||� � �

When�the�heated�up�sweat�of�the�cultivator�goes�from�his�body,�he�attains�the�heap�of�

Indra,�just�as�cows�thirsting�for�water�(attain�water).�

yat��]�Or,�yadi�K� kīnāśasya�sveda�eti��������]�Or,�kīnānāśas�sasvedeti��K���� sa#taptas�tanvas�pari�|�]��Ku2��[Mā],�

santaptas�tanvas�pari�|�Pa�Ma,��sa#tapta�tanvas�pari��|�JM,��santastas��tanvam�pari�K�(Barret�sartastas)

� apā#�gāva�iva�tXTyantīr�]�Pa��JM��[Ma��Mā],�apā#�gā�iva�iva�tXTyantīr�Ku2,��apā#�gāveva�dXTyantī��K

� so�aśnute�||�]�Ku2��Pa��[Ma��Mā],��so�śnute��JM�K�

�

For� present� tTya-� collocated� with� p-� ‘water’� in� cccc� there� are� parallels� in� RV� 1.175.6� =�

1.176.6,� 1.116.9,� 8.4.3,� but� there� is� no� corroboration� that� tTya-,� which� only� occurs� in�

participle�forms�in�early�Vedic�,�is�construed�with�the�genitive.��An�emendation�of�apā#�to�
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⁺⁺⁺⁺āpa#�acc.�sg.�(cf.�Avestan�āpəm)�would�be�straightforward,�but�the�acc.�sg.�of�‘water’�does�

not� occur� in� either�RV�or� ŚS.� In� the�AV� this� noun� always� appears� to� be� plural,� but� an�

emendation�to�*apo�acc.�pl.�is�probably�not�warranted�when�the�sense�of�the�simile�is�not�

entirely�clear.� 

 

PS�11.11.1�PS�11.11.1�PS�11.11.1�PS�11.11.1����� Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

yat�kīnāśayat�kīnāśayat�kīnāśayat�kīnāśa#�#�#�#�⁺⁺⁺⁺����sīrapatirsīrapatirsīrapatirsīrapatir�������� ���� ���� dadadada@Aena�hanti�manyutaU�@Aena�hanti�manyutaU�@Aena�hanti�manyutaU�@Aena�hanti�manyutaU����� �|�|�|�|� �

yadi�kiyadi�kiyadi�kiyadi�ki#�ca�khalya#�*s#�ca�khalya#�*s#�ca�khalya#�*s#�ca�khalya#�*sādānveyam�ādānveyam�ādānveyam�ādānveyam����� ���� indrarāśau�tad�āhitamindrarāśau�tad�āhitamindrarāśau�tad�āhitamindrarāśau�tad�āhitam�������� ||||||||�

When�the�Lord�of�the�Furrow�strikes�the�cultivator�with�his�stick�out�of�anger,�if�anything�

belonging�to�the�threshing�floor�stems�from�Sadānvās�(i.e.�is�contaminated�by�Sadānvās)�,�

that�is�deposited�in�the�heap�of�Indra.�

�

yat�kīnāśa#�⁺�sīrapatir�]��yat�kīnāśa#�śīrapatir��Or,��yadi�kīnāsam�sīrupatir�K� � hanti�manyutaU�|�

]�Or,��hantu�manyataU�K� � yadi�ki#�ca��]�yadi�kiñ�ca�K,��yat�ki#�ca��Ku2��JM,��yat�kiñ�ca�Pa��Ma��Mā�

� khalya#�]�Ku2��Pa��JM��Ma�[[khalya#�Bh.]],��khalvam�Mā�(?),�K� �*sādānveyam�]��

sādānvavam�(or�sādīnvavam)�Or��[[sādānvavam�Bh.]],��sādānva�K� � indrarāśau�tad�āhita#�||�]�

Ku2��Pa��JM��Ma,��indrarāśo�tadāhita#�||�Mā,��indrarāśo�udāhitam��z��K�

�

The� title� sīrapati-� “Lord� of� the� Furrow”� is� associated� with� Indra,� as� Renou� 1946:� 129�

pointed� out,� but� the�mantra� he� quotes,� ŚS� 6.30.1� (repeated� with� minor� variants� at� PS�

19.24.4,�KauśS�66.15,�KS�13.16,�TB�2.4.8.7,�ĀpŚS�6.30.20,�MānŚS�1.6.4.24,�ManB�2.1.16,�
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GG� S� 3.8.24,� PārGS� 3.1.6)� appears� to� show� Indra� and� the� Maruts� assuming� human�

agricultural�roles:�

�dev�ima#�mádhunā��sá#yuta#�yáva#� �sárasvatyām��ádhi�ma@v�acarkXTuU�

��índra�āsīt�srapatis��śatákratuU�� � kīnśā�āsan�marútaU�sudnavaU�

“The�gods�cultivated�this�barley�combined�with�honey�on�the�Sarasvatī�for�Manu.�Indra�

with�a�hundred�intellects�was�the�lord�of�the�furrow,�the�Maruts�with�good�gifts�were�the�

cultivators”.�

Consequently, Bhattacharya 2008: liv interprets sīrapati-� in� PS� 11.11.1� as� the� human�

“owner�of� the�plough”� or� landlord.  However, at MS 2.7.12 sīrapatir�marudbhiU�occurs�

next� to� Bhaga,� Parjanya,� which� suggests� that� in� some� traditions� at� least� sīrapati-� had�

become�a�title�of�Indra,�like�śacīpati-,�which�is�employed�in�connection�with�his�agricultural�

role�in�PS�6.15.15� �But�why�does�Indra�(or,�for�that�matter,�the�human�landlord)�get�angry�

and�strike�the�cultivator�who�in�the�preceding�verses�has�laboured�to�produce�the�indrarāśi-

?� I� do� not� have� any� certain� answer� unless� the� verb� aśnute� of� 11.10.10� means� that� the�

cultivator�appropriates�the�indrarāśi-�for�himself,�instead�of�making�it�into�an�offering.�

In� dddd� it� seems� inescapable� that� there� is� a� locative� form,� and� something� is� put� in� the�

indrarāśi-.� �I�conjecture�that�c�c�c�c�contains,�in�addition�to�the�adjective�khalya-����“belonging�to�
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the� threshing� floor”,� a� secondary� adjective� (metronymic)� *sādānuveya-� “stemming� from�

Sadānvās”,�(this�would�make�cccc�a�triT[ubh�pāda).� �PS�16.8.10�sādānuveya#�pra�mX@a�rakTa�

indra�“crush�the�harm�stemming�from�Sadānvās,�O�Indra”16�may�provide�some�evidence�(if�

this�reading�is�correct)�for�the�existence�of�a�metronymic�formation�sādānuveya-�related�to�

the�name�of�the�female�demonic�being�sadānuvā-�(usually�found�in�the�plural).17��Indra�also�

drives�out�Sadānvās� from� the�homestead�at� ŚS� 2.14.4,� and�khalajU� “the� threshing� floor�

born”�appear�in�a�list�of�demons�which�harm�women�during�pregnancy�at�ŚS�8.6.15.�

Thus,�the�purpose�of�this�verse�seems�to�be�to�explain�how�the�forces�of�evil�associated�with�

the� threshing� floor� are� absorbed� by� the� indrarāśi-,� and� may� then� be� nullified� through�

pounding�and�winnowing�on�the�one�hand�(11.11.2-3),�and�on�the�other�by�reserving�it�for�

Brahmins,�who� are� able� to� consume� it�without� ill� effects� (11.10.2-4).� � This� power� of� the�

indrarāśi-�to�absorb�all�contamination�found�on�the�threshing�floor�may�be�one�reason�why�

it� is� described� as�mahodara-.�At� PS� 10.12.12,� if� the� reading� of� the�Oriya�manuscripts� is�

accepted,�a� vocative�mahodara�qualifies� “death”� (mXtyo).�Death� is�big-bellied�because� it�

swallows�everything�in�the�course�of�time�(as�often�stated�in�the�UpaniTads),�and�“Indra’s�

heap”�is�likewise�an�enormous�infinitely�expandable�container.�
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PS�11.11.2�PS�11.11.2�PS�11.11.2�PS�11.11.2����� Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

ulūkhalamusalaulūkhalamusalaulūkhalamusalaulūkhalamusala####����*tad*tad*tad*tad�ni�codaya�ni�codaya�ni�codaya�ni�codaya���� śūrpaśūrpaśūrpaśūrpa#�n#�n#�n#�nārārārāriiiiy�apavice�ky�apavice�ky�apavice�ky�apavice�kX@uTva����������X@uTva����������X@uTva����������X@uTva�������������� ||||� ��

vāhāya�putrāya�gotamavāhāya�putrāya�gotamavāhāya�putrāya�gotamavāhāya�putrāya�gotama���� ���� indrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśiindrarāśi#�madhumantam�kX@otu��#�madhumantam�kX@otu��#�madhumantam�kX@otu��#�madhumantam�kX@otu������ ||||||||� ��

The�pestle�and�mortar,�set�that�in�motion.�Use�the�fan,�woman,�for�winnowing.�For�the�

draught�animal,�for�the�child�let�Gotama�make�the�heap�of�Indra�full�of�honey.�

ulūkhalamusala#�]�Ku2��JM�[Ma��Mā]�K�,�ulūkhalamuTala#�Pa�� *tad�ni�codaya�]�tānicodaya�Or�

[[Bhatt.�tāni�codaya]],��tānicodayan�K� sūrpa#�nāry�apavice�kX@uTva�|�]�Ku2��Pa��JM��[Ma],��sūrpa#�

nāryapavice�kXTva�Mā,�śūrpam�nāya�pavate�kX@uTva�K������ � vāhāya�putrāya�gotama�]�Or,�vāhi�

putrāya�gotamam�K� indrarāśi#�]�Or,��indrarāśir��K�

�

The� same� form� ulūkhalamusala#,� a� singular� dvandva� “pestle� and� mortar”,� which� is�

transmitted�by�both�manuscript�traditions,�also�occurs�in�the�following�verse�of�this�hymn�

and�at�PS�17.37.3.�ni�codaya��(imperative)�occurs�at�RV�8.24.25.�Accordingly�I�emend�Or�Or�Or�Or�

tānicodaya�to�*tad�ni�codaya.��

The� sudden� appearance� of� the� name� Gotama� here� is� puzzling,� but� it� is� probably� a�

reference� to� one� of� the� Seven� Sages� who� have� already� played� a� part� in� making� the�

indrarāśi-�harmless�at�11.10.1�and�7.�18�

�

�

11.11.311.11.311.11.311.11.3�������� Only�PSOnly�PSOnly�PSOnly�PS����

etac�chūrpaetac�chūrpaetac�chūrpaetac�chūrpa#�jaritar�#�jaritar�#�jaritar�#�jaritar�āharaāharaāharaāhara���� ���� ulūkhalaulūkhalaulūkhalaulūkhalamusalamusalamusalamusala#�kumbhy#�kumbhy#�kumbhy#�kumbhyā�gahi��ā�gahi��ā�gahi��ā�gahi������ ���� ||||���� ����

putrā�no�adya�sudinatvputrā�no�adya�sudinatvputrā�no�adya�sudinatvputrā�no�adya�sudinatve�*ahnāe�*ahnāe�*ahnāe�*ahnā####���� pitum�pitum�pitum�pitum�⁺⁺⁺⁺����aśnantu�madhumantam��aaśnantu�madhumantam��aaśnantu�madhumantam��aaśnantu�madhumantam��a#śum��#śum��#śum��#śum������ ||||||||�����
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Bring�this�winnowing�fan,�singer,�go�with�a�pot�to�the�mortar�and�pestle.�Today�on�this�fine�day�

of�days�let�our�children�consume�the�plant�full�of�honey�as�their�food.�

etac�chūrpa#]��JM,��etatsūrpa#��Ku2��Pa�[Ma],��eta�sūrpa#��Mā,��etaśchūrpa#��K� ulūkhalamusala#�

]�Or,�ulūkhala#�musula#�K��� ��kumbhyā�]�Ku2��JM��[Ma��Mā],�kuśmya�Pa,�kustyā�K�� adya�

sudinatve�*ahnā#�]��adya�sudinatve�ahni�Or�[[thus�Bh.]],��tha�sujanidve�ahni�K� ����� pitum�⁺�aśnantu�]�

pittam�aśnanta�Or�[[pittam�aśnanta�Bhatt.]],�pitumiT@a#te�K�(Barret�pitusiT@a#te)�� madhumantam��

a#śum�||�]�madhumantam�a#śu#�||�Or,�madhumamnam�ausa#�|K�

�

If�Gotama�in�11.11.2�is�the�XTi-�ancestor�of�the�RV�family�of�poets,�perhaps�he�is�also�the�

jaritár-�addressed� here� in� aaaa.� It� is� notable� how� the� language� of� this� sūkta�keeps� shifting�

between�agricultural�vocabulary,�and�poetic�or�ritual�expressions�(cf.�Indra’s�agricultural�

title� srapati-� in� 11.1.1� but� his� priestly� name� bráhma@as� páti-� in� 11.10.7).� The� poem�

appears� to� represent� a� highly� brahminized� reflection� of� an� agricultural� rite.� � In���� cccc�

sudinatve� ahni� is� attested� by� both� traditions,� and� possibly� it� represents� a� genuine� PS�

variant�of�the�common�sudinatv��áhnām,�but�evidence�for�the�locative�ahni�in�this�phrase�

is� not� found� anywhere� else� (RV,� AB,� and� also� TB� and� KauśS� have� áhnām� following�

sudinatv�).�In�dddd�KKKK�preserves�pitu-�which�is�preferable�to�pitta-�‘bile’�transmitted�by�OrOrOrOr,�not�

only�in�the�context�of�the�present�verse,�but�also�because�of�11.11.4-5�and�11.10.2.�

 

 



 20 

11.11.411.11.411.11.411.11.4���������������� �Only�PS�Only�PS�Only�PS�Only�PS����

agnir�no�dūtaagnir�no�dūtaagnir�no�dūtaagnir�no�dūtaU�prahito�yam�U�prahito�yam�U�prahito�yam�U�prahito�yam�āganāganāganāgan���� sa�nasa�nasa�nasa�naU�sarvam�annam�aviTa#�kX@otu��U�sarvam�annam�aviTa#�kX@otu��U�sarvam�annam�aviTa#�kX@otu��U�sarvam�annam�aviTa#�kX@otu������ ||||�

nir�āviddhanir�āviddhanir�āviddhanir�āviddha#�akXta#�brahma@eto#�akXta#�brahma@eto#�akXta#�brahma@eto#�akXta#�brahma@eto���� dodododomadhamadhamadhamadha#�pitum�atta�*pras#�pitum�atta�*pras#�pitum�atta�*pras#�pitum�atta�*prasūtam�ūtam�ūtam�ūtam����� ���� ||||||||�

Here�Agni�has�arrived�sent�as�a�messenger�to�us.�Let�him�make�all�our�food�free�from�

poison.�I�have�cut�out�from�here�with�a�sacred�formula�what�was�shot�in.�Eat�food�(that�

has�been)�impelled�forth�(that)�causes�no�pain.�

agnir�no�dūtaU�]�Or,��agnin�no�AataU�K�� �� āgan�]�Or,��āga#�K� � sa�naU�sarvam�

annam�aviTa#�kX@otu�|�]�Or,�manaU�maryam�a#nam�aviTa#�kX@omi�K� �brahma@eto�]�Or,�vrahma@eno�K�

� domadha#��]�domadha#�Or,�ado�manda#�K�� �����pitum�atta�*prasūtam�||�]�pittam�atta�

prasūtāU�||�Or�[[pittam�atta�prasūtāU�||�Bh.]],�pitum�avyaTasūtā�K�

�

Here� we� reach� the� closing� verse� of� the� main� composition� and� return� in� the� second�

hemistich�to�the�metaphor�of�the�arrow�head�that�has�been�pierced�in.�The�emendation�to�

*prasūtam�in�dddd�is�suggested�by�the�parallelism�with�11.10.2,�but�the�OrOrOrOr�reading�prasūtāU�is�

not�impossible.�

�

11.11.511.11.511.11.511.11.5 =�PS�6.16.2a�+�3ab��and�RV�1.187.2a�+3ab=�PS�6.16.2a�+�3ab��and�RV�1.187.2a�+3ab=�PS�6.16.2a�+�3ab��and�RV�1.187.2a�+3ab=�PS�6.16.2a�+�3ab��and�RV�1.187.2a�+3ab����

svādsvādsvādsvādo�pito�madho�pitoo�pito�madho�pitoo�pito�madho�pitoo�pito�madho�pito���� � upa�naupa�naupa�naupa�naU�pitav�U�pitav�U�pitav�U�pitav�ā�gahiā�gahiā�gahiā�gahi���� ||||� � � �

śivaśivaśivaśivaU�śivU�śivU�śivU�śivābhir�ūtibhiābhir�ūtibhiābhir�ūtibhiābhir�ūtibhiUUUU���� ||||||||����� � � �

Sweet�food,�honey�food,�come�to�us,�food,�beneficial�with�beneficial�aids.�
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madho�]�Or,�madhu�K� �upa�naU��pitav]��Ku2��JM�[Ma��Mā],��upa�na�naU�pitav�Pa,��tapa�nax�pitav�K����������

� śivaU�śivābhir�]�Ku2��JM��[Ma��Mā],��śivaU�śivābhi�Pa,��śivaś�śivābhir��K�

�

A� pāda�which� opens� a� gāyatrī� verse� in� the�RV� and�PS� 6� is� here� linked� with� the� first�

hemistich� of� an� anuT[ubh� that� follows.� The� RV� composition� contains� the� word� pitu-�

“food”�or�pīvas-�“drink”�in�every�one�of�its�11�verses,�but�it� is�strange�that�the�extracted�

pādas�are�made�into�a�gāyatrī�when�the�main�composition�(excluding�11.11.2-11.11.4)�and�

the�following�appended�verse�are�anuT[ubh.�

�

11.11.611.11.611.11.611.11.6 ������������Only�PS������������Only�PS������������Only�PS������������Only�PS����

sisisisi#ho�bh#ho�bh#ho�bh#ho�bhūtvā�gā�mūtvā�gā�mūtvā�gā�mūtvā�gā�mX@X@X@X@ātiātiātiāti���� agnir�bhūagnir�bhūagnir�bhūagnir�bhūtvā�dhānyam�tvā�dhānyam�tvā�dhānyam�tvā�dhānyam����� ||||�

indrarāśir�anirmitoindrarāśir�anirmitoindrarāśir�anirmitoindrarāśir�anirmito���� ���� mayāram�cāva�gachatimayāram�cāva�gachatimayāram�cāva�gachatimayāram�cāva�gachati�������� ||||||||�

Becoming�a�lion�it�crushes�the�cattle,�becoming�fire�(it�crushes)�the�corn,�if�the�heap�of�

Indra�goes�down�into�the�grain�basket�without�being�separated�out.�

mX@āti�]�mX@āty��Ku2��Pa��[Ma��Mā],��mX@ā�JM,��mX@āny��K� � anirmito�]�Ku2��JM�[Ma��Mā],�

anirmeto�[rmi�subscript]�Pa,��nirmito�K� � mayāra#�cāva�gachati�||�]�Or��[[mayāra#�cāva�⁺�

gacchati��Bh.]],��mayāthāra#�vāca#�gaśchatu��z��K�

�

I�owe�to�Arlo�Griffiths�the�suggestion�(letter,�31�May,�2006)�that�dddd����contains�a�new�example�

of� ca� meaning� “if”� in� a� postposed� conditional� clause� with� originally� accented� verb� (cf.�
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Delbrück�1888:�475�and�the�discussion�in�Klein�1985:�248-253�of�such�clauses�in�the�RV).�

mayāra-�“winnowing�basket”�(Lubotsky�2002:133-34)� is�only� found� in� the�AV,�and�at�PS�

6.15.4�it�also�appears�in�conjunction�with�khala-,�kumbhī-.�

This� verse� appears� to� represent� a� separate� mantra,� without� parallel� elsewhere,� which�

summarises� the� dangers� of� not� according� special� treatment� to� the� indrarāśi-.� It� suggests�

that� there� may� have� been� more� compositions� about� this� same� agricultural� ritual� which�

have�not�survived.�

�

ReferencesReferencesReferencesReferences����

Barret,�L.�C.��1927.�“The�Kashmirian�Atharvaveda�Book�Twelve.”�JAOS��46,�34-48.�

Bhattacharya,� D.� 1997.� The� Paippalāda-Sa#hitā� of� the� Atharavaeda.� Volume� One,�

Consisting�of�the�first�fifteen�Kā@Aas.�Calcutta:�The�Asiatic�Society.�

�

Bhattacharya,� D.� 2008.� The� Paippalāda-Sa#hitā� of� the� Atharavaeda.� Volume� Two,�

Consisting�of�the�Sixteenth�Kā@Aa.�Calcutta:�The�Asiatic�Society.�

�

Bloomfield,� M.� &� Garbe,� R.� 1901.� The� Kashmirian� Atharva-Veda� (School� of� the�

Paippalādas).� Reproduced� by� Chromatography� from� the� Manuscript� in� the� University�

Library�at�Tübingen.�3�Parts.�Baltimore:�The�John�Hopkins�Press.�

�

Delbrück,��B.�1888.�Altindische�Syntax.��(Syntaktische�Forschungen�V).�Halle�an�der�Saale.�

�

Falk,�H.� 1984.� “Die� Legende� von� ŚunaUśepa� vor� ihrem� rituellen�Hintergrund.”�ZDMG�

134:�115-135.�



 23 

�

Griffiths,�A.�2003.�“The�Orissa�Manuscripts�of�the�Paippalāda�Sa�hitā”,�ZDMG�153:�333-

370.�

----------� 2004.� “Paippalāda� Mantras� in� the� Kauśikasūtra.”� In:� A.Griffiths� &� J.Houben�

(eds.).� The� Vedas,� Texts,� Language� &� Ritual:� Proceedings� of� the� Third� International�

Vedic�Workshop,�Leiden�2002�:�49-99.�Groningen:�Egbert�Forsten.�

�

------------� 2009.� The� Paippalādasa#hitā� of� the� Atharvaveda,� Kā@Aas� 6� and� 7:� A� New�

Edition�with�Translation�and�Commentary.�Groningen:�Egbert�Forsten.�

�

Griffiths,�A�&�Schmiedschen,�A.� (eds.)�2007.�The�Atharvaveda�and� its�Paippalādaśākhā:�

Historical�and�Philological�Papers�on�a�Vedic�Tradition:�1-22.�Aachen:�Shaker�Verlag.�

�

Heesterman,�J.C.�1964.�“Brahmin,�Ritual�and�Renouncer”,�WZKSO�8,�1-31.�

�

Hoffmann,� K.� 1966.� “Vedisch� vichāyati� und� govyachá-”,� MSS� 19,� 61-72� (Aufsätze� zur�

Indoiranistik,�Band�2:�455-64.�Wiesbaden:�1976)�

�

Humbach,� H.� 1991.� The� Gāthās� of� Zarathushtra,� and� the� Other� Old� Avestan� Texts.�

Heidelberg:�Carl�Winter�Universitätsverlag.�

�

Insler,� S.� 1998.� “On� the� Recensions� of� the� Atharva� Veda� and� Atharvan� Hymn�

Composition.”�WZKS�42:�5-21.�

�

Jamison,� S.� 1983.� Function� and� Form� in� the� –áya-� Formations� of� the� Rig� Veda� and�

Atharva�Veda.�G|ttingen:�Vandenhoeck�&�Ruprecht.�

�

Klein,� J.� 1985.� Towards� a� Discourse� Grammar� of� the� Rigveda,� Vol.� I� Coordinate�

Conjunction,�Part�1�Introduction,�ca,�utá.�Heidelberg:�Carl�Winter�Universitätsverlag.�

�

Kubisch,�P.�2007.�“The�Metrical�and�Prosodical�Structures�of�Books�I-VII�of�the�Vulgate�

Atharvavedasa#hitā.”�In:�A.�Griffiths�&�A.�Schmiedschen�(eds.)�2007:�1-22.�

�

Lommel,�H.�1964.�“Die�ŚunaUśepa-Legende.”�ZDMG�114:�122-161.�



 24 

�

Lubotsky,�A.�2002.�Atharvaveda-Paippalāda,�Kā@Aa�Five:�Text,�Translation,�Commentary.�

Harvard� Oriental� Series� Opera� Minora� vol.� 4.� Cambridge,� Massachusetts:� South� Asia�

Books,�Columbia,�Missouri.�

�

----------� 2007.� “PS� 8.15.� Offense� against� a� Brahmin.”� In:� A.Griffiths� &� A.Schmiedchen�

(eds.)�2007:�23-24.�

�

Mayrhofer,�M.�1986-2001.�Etymologisches�W|rterbuch�des�Altindoarischen.�Heidelberg:�

Carl�Winter�Universitätsverlag.�

�

Raheja,�G.�G.�1988.�The�Poison�in�the�Gift.�Chicago:�University�of�Chicago�Press.�

�

Raheja,� G.� G.� 1990.� “Centrality,� mutuality� and� hierarchy.”� In� M.� Marriot� (ed.)� India�

through�Hindu�Categories:�79-99.�New�Delhi:�Sage.�

�

Renou,�L.�1946.�“Indra�dans�l’Atharvaveda.”�New�Indian�Antiquary�8:�123-129.�

�

Shulman,�D.�1981.The�King�and�the�Clown�in�South�Indian�Myth�and�Poetry.�Princeton:�

Princeton�University�Press.�

�

Turner,�R.L.�1966.�Comparative�Dictionary�of�the�Indo-Aryan�Languages.�Oxford:�Oxford�

University�Press.�

�

Weller,� F.� 1956.� Die� Legende� von� ŚunaUśepa� im� Aitareyabrāhma@a� und�

Śankhāyanaśrautasūtra.�Berlin:�Akademie-Verlag.�

�

Wezler,�A.�1998.�“Sanskrit�pa@Aá-/�pá@Aaka-”�ZDMG�148,�261-276.�

�

Witzel,� M.� 1985.� “Die� Atharvaveda-Tradition� und� die� Paippalāda-Sa�hitā.”� ZDMG�

Supplementband�VI,�256-271.�

�

Zehnder,� T.� 1999.� Atharvaveda-Paippalāda,� Buch� 2,� Text,� Übersetzung,� Kommentar.�

Idstein:�Schulz-Kirchner�Verlag.�



 25 

NotesNotesNotesNotes�
                                                 
1�I�am�much�indebted�to�Arlo�Griffiths,�Alexander�Lubotsky�and�others�members�of�the�Paippalāda�reading�

group� in� Leiden,� who� carefully� worked� through�my� preliminary� draft� for� an� edition� and� translation,� and�

suggested�many�corrections�and�improvements.�In�addition�Arlo�Griffiths�read�a�draft�version�of�this�paper,�

which�has�benefitted�greatly�from�his�comments. 
2��Such�a�hypothesis�about�the�general�background�to�the�sūkta�can�explain�a�number�of�points�which�at�first�

sight�appear�puzzling,�e.g.�why� in�11.11.1� something�associated�with�evil� is� placed� in� the� indrarāśi-�but� the�

latter� can� still� become� food� for�Brahmins.�This�background�was� first� suggested� to�me�by�Greg�Bailey� and�

Pramod�Pathak�after�my�paper�to�the�Fourth�International�Vedic�Workshop�in�May�2007�at�Austin,�Texas,�

who�drew� to�my� attention� the� important� literature� on� the� division� of� the� harvest,� involving� prestations� to�

Brahmins,�in�Pre-modern�and�Modern�India.�I�gratefully�acknowledge�their�advice�and�help.�
3�For�example,�Heesterman�has�argued�that�in�the�earliest�pre-classical�ritual�the�role�of�the�Brahmin�was�to�

take�over�the�yajamāna’s�impurity�and�the�evil�of�death�so�that�the�latter�could�be�reborn.�“The�function�of�

the� brahmin� officiant� is� to� take� over� the� death� impurity� of� the� patron� by� eating� from� the� offerings� and�

accepting�the�dakTi@ās.�By�gifts�of�food�evil�and�impurity�are�transferred�and�purity�attained,�especially�if�the�

donee�is�a�Brahmin”�(Heesterman�1964:�3).�Cf.�Shulman�(1981:�31)�“In�the�(ancient)�sacrifice,�the�patron-

protagonist,� the� yajamāna,� divests� himself� of� the� evil� adhering� to� him,� by� transferring� it� to� the� Brahmin�

priests� together�with� their�payment� in�gifts�(dakTi@ā).”�Present�day�prestations,�which�particularly�relate� to�

the� division� of� the� harvest� in� a�North� Indian�Hindi-speaking� village,� have� been� studied� by�Raheja� (1988,�

1990).� In�her� introduction�(1988:�xii)� she�argues�“the�Pahansu�data� indicate� that� the�central�conception�of�

dān� is� as� a� prestation� that,� when� given� in� the� proper� ritual� contexts,� and� to� the� appropriate� recipients,�

transfers� inauspiciousness� and� brings� about� auspiciousness,� well-being,� and� protection� of� the� person,� the�

family,� the� house� and� the� village….”�That� such� prestations� to�Brahmins� represent� very� old� rituals� is� also�

suggested�by�Raheja�(1990:�96)�who�finds�a�“persistence�of�the�sacrificial�model�of�the�disbursement�of�evil�

through�prestation�in�contemporary�village�life.”�
4�Ku2,�JM�are�manuscripts�from�Central�Orissa,�Pa�from�North�Orissa.�For�further�details�about�these�and�

the�manuscripts�used�by�Bhattacharya�1997�(Ma�and�Mā,�both�North�Orissa),�see�Griffiths�2003.�
5 Possibly�pāda�b�forms�a�separate�sentence�“who�eats� it�(is)�unaware�(of�it)”,�but�to� judge from the use of 

avicakTā@a-�at�Mānavadharmaśāstra�3.115;�8.150�this�appears�less�likely. 
6� Raheja� (1988:� 163-4)� describes� how� in� the� present� day� village� of� Pahansu� in� NW� Uttar� Pradesh� the�

Brahmin’s�portion�of�grain� is�given� to�him�“in� the�course�of�a� sequence�of� ritual�actions�performed�at� the�

threshing�place�for� the�“increase”�(barkat)�and�auspiciousness�of� the�harvest”.�These�ritual�actions� involve�

forming�piles�of�grain�by�a�complicated�series�of�movements�utilizing�winnowing�baskets,�and�the�gift�to�the�

Brahmin�is�distinguished�by�a�special�name,�Hindi�sāvXī�“of�the�pile”.��
7� I� acknowledge� with� gratitude� help� from� Stephanie� Jamison� and� Joel� Brereton�with� regard� to� these�RV�

contexts.�
8�The� locative�phrase�annasya� sa#kāśe�may� have� the� sense� “in� the� shape�of� food”�or� “at� (the� time�of)� its�

resemblance�to�food”.�However,�at�PS�9.3.5c�agneU�sa#kāśe�appears�to�mean�“in�the�vicinity�of�fire”,�and�so�

here�an�alternative�translation�for�annasya�sa#kāśe�“in�the�vicinity�of�food”�could�be�considered.�
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9�Possibly�śinī-�/�sinī-�may�be�connected�with�the�ppp�in�-na-�from�śā-/śi-��“to�sharpen”.�(Turner�1966:�721,�no.�

12441;� cf.,� Humbach� 1991:� II,� 157� on�Old�Avestan� sinā-� Y� 44.14,� which� he� suggests� means� “sharp-edged�

(weapon)”,�derived�from�the�Indo-Iranian�root�meaning�“to�sharpen”.) 
10 Alternatively,�the�preverb�nir-�may�here�have�a�parallel�value�to�that�suggested�for�nir-�in�nirmita-�(11.10.4�

and�11.11.6),�and�the�compound�verb�may�mean�“scatters�separately,�scatters�in�isolation”.� 
11 An�alternative,� suggested� to�me�by�Arlo�Griffiths,�might� be� to� emend�*khale� ⁺mānīyā� “the� things� to�be�

measured�on�the�threshing�floor”. 
12�The�exact�form�is�found�in�an�erotic�sense�in�YV�Aśvamedha�passages�(VS�23.25,�TS�7.4.19.4,�ŚB�13.2.9.7�

pratilāmīti�te�pitā�gabhe�muT[im�ata#sayat).���
13 An�alternative�would�be�to�read�an�intransitive�verb�form�aśayad��in�pāda�aaaa,�as�a�collocation�of�tXAhá-����with�

a�verb�from�root����śī-�is�found�at�RV�1.133.1ab�...�yátra�hat�amítrā���vailasthānám��pári�tX�h�áśeran��“...�where�

the�slain�enemies� lay�smashed�around�the�place�of�carnage”.�tam�of�the�codices�might�then�be�emended���� to�

adverbial�*tad�(Delbrück�1888:�216-17)�on�the�assumption�that�there�was�a�very�early�corruption�because�of�

the�surrounding�forms�in�-am.�In�addition�a�reminiscence�of�the�well-known�description�of�the�death�of�VXtra�

in�RV�1.32.10�dīrghá��táma�śayad�índraśatruU�could�also�have�been�responsible�for�such�a�corruption.�If�a�a�a�a�

was�emended�to�read�tXAha#�śāka#�*tad�aśayad-�it�would�mean�“the�vegetable�food�then�lay�threshed”. 
14�An�interesting�alternative�is�proposed�by�Arlo�Griffiths�who�suggests�*pu@ArāU�“The�Pu@Arās�were� lying�

suffering�pains…”,�which�would�continue� the�mythological� references�of�11.10.7�as� � the�Pu@Arās�are� elder�

sons�of�Viśvamitra�who�at�AB�7.18�are�cursed�by�their�father�and�go�“beyond�the�borders”�because�they�do�

not�accept�ŚunaUśepa.�But�beyond�this�negative�portrayal�in�AB�there�is�nothing�to�explain�why�they�should�

be�in�such�a�predicament�here.  
15�The�da@Aa-�is�likely�to�be�a�threshing�stick�in�view�of�the�word-play�at�RV10.48.7�(spoken�by�Indra)�khále�

ná�parTn�práti�hanmi�bh�ri�“I�beat�great�numbers�(of�enemies)�like�ears�of�corn�on�the�threshing�floor”.�The�

secondary�sense�of�han-�“to�thresh”�is�established�as�an�Indo-Iranian�inheritance�by�an�Avestan�parallel�(Yt�

13.71),� and� may� even� be� traced� back� to� Indo-European� *gɀhen-� according� to� the� recent� suggestion� of�

Rudolph�Wachter�about�the�meaning�and�etymology�of�Greek�Persephone�“corn-threshing�(maiden)”. 
16�This�possible�parallel�was�pointed�out�to�me�by�Arlo�Griffiths�(letter,�31�May,�2006)�who�prefers�here�the�

reading�of�K�K�K�K�sādānveya#�to�the�OrOrOrOr�reading�sādānveyāU�printed�by�Bhattacharya�2008. 
17 See�Zehnder�1999:�29�on�the�AV�occurrences�of�this�noun;�it�also�occurs�once�(sg.)�in�RV�10.155.1. 
18��Alternatively,�it�could�be�a�human�proper�name�representing�any�Brahmin�(like�Devadatta-),�i.e.�someone�

who�has�the�power�to�transform�the�dangerous�indrarāśi-�into�food�fit�for�his�own�family’s�consumption;�or�

perhaps� a� name� designating� any� prosperous� agriculturalist,� meaning� literally� ‘much� cowed’,� just� as� at�

Mānavadharmaśāstra�11.14�śatagu-�and�sahasragu-�designate�a�rich�man�who�has�an�obligation�to�give.�I�am�

indebted�to�Patrick�Olivelle�for�the�last�two�suggestions,�and�for�discussing�this�verse�with�me.��


