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INTRODUCTION.
L

DIFFICULT as the historical problems are which the
Dharma-sfitras translated in vols. ii and xiv of this Series
offer, they are infinitely less complicated than those con-
nected with the metrical law-books and especially with
the Manu-smriti, or, to speak more exactly, with Bhrigu'’s
version of the Institutes of the Sacred Law proclaimed by
Manu. Though mostly the materials available for the
inquiry into the history of the Dharma-sitras are scanty,
and in part at least belong to the floating traditions
which are generally current among the learned, but of
uncertain origin, they not only exhibit no extravagancies,
but agree fully with the facts known from strictly historical
sources. Moreover, and this is the most important point,
though the text of the Dharma-siitras has not always been
preserved with perfect purity, they have evidently retained
their original character. They do not pretend to be any-
thing more than the compositions of ordinary mortals,
based on the teaching of the Vedas, on the decisions of
those who arc acquainted with the law, and on the customs
of virtuous Aryas. In some cases their authors say as
much in plain words. Thus Apastamba repeatedly laments
the sinfulness and the weakness of ‘the men of later times,’
and Gautama warns against an imitation of the irregular
conduct of the ancients whose great ‘ lustre’ preserved them
from falling. It is, further, still possible to recognise, even
on a superficial examination, for what purpose the Dharma-
stras were originally composed. Nobody can doubt for
a moment that they are manuals written by the teachers of
the Vedic schools for the guidance of their pupils, that at
first they were held to be authoritative in restricted circles,
and that they were later only acknowledged as sources of
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the sacred law applicable to all Aryas. This fact is fully
acknowledged by the Hindu tradition, even in cases where
the Dharma-sfitras no longer are the property of particular
Vedic schools.

The metrical Smristis, on the other hand, are surrounded
by clearly fictitious traditions, by mythological legends
which either may have grown up spontaneously, because
the real origin had been forgotten, or may have been
fabricated intentionally in order to show that these works
possess divine authority and, hence, have a claim to implicit
obedience on the part of all Aryas. Nay, what is more,
such legends or portions of them have been introduced
into the text, and obscure the real character of the
Smritis. These peculiarities are particularly marked in the
Ménava Dharmasistra, where the whole first chapter is
devoted to the purpose of showing the mighty scope of the
book, and of setting forth its divine origin as well as the
manner in which it was revcaled to mankind. Its opening
verses narrate how the great sages approached Manu, the
descendant of self-existent Brahman, and asked him to ex-
plain the sacred law. Manu agrees to their request, and
gives to them an account of the creation as well as of his
own origin from Brahman. After mentioning that he learnt
‘these Institutes of the Sacred Law’ from the creator who
himself produced them, and that he taught them to the ten
sages whom he created in the beginning, he transfers the
work-of expounding them to Bhrigu, one of his ten mind-
born sons. The latter begins his task by completing, as
the commentators call it, Manu’s account of the creation.
First he gives the theory of the seven Manvantaras, the
Yugas, and other divisions of time, as well as an incidental
description of the order of the crcation. Next he briefly
describes the duties of the four principal castes, passes then
to an encomium of the Brihmanas and of the Institutes of
Manu, and winds up with an enumeration of the contents
of all the twelve chaptei-s of the work, which he promises
to expound ‘exactly as it was revealed to him.” In the
following chapters we find frequent allusions to the situation
which the first describes. In about forty passagesa new
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topic is introduced by a prefatory verse which contains
phrases like ‘such and such a matter has been explained
to you, now listen to,” &c., or ‘I will next declare,” &c.

Twice (V, 1-3 and XII, 1-2) the sages are represented
as interrupting Bhrigu’s discourse and expressing their
desire to be instructed on particular points, and on both
occasions Bhrigu is again named as the narrator. More-
over in a number of verses! Manu is particularly mentioned
as the author of certain rules, and II, 7 the authoritative-
ness of Manu’s teaching is emphatically asserted, ¢ because
he was omniscient.” In two other passages Manu appears,
however, in different characters. VII, 42 he is enume-
rated among the kings who gained sovereignty by their
humility, and XII, 123 he is identified with the supreme
Brahman.

This account of the origin of our Manu-smr:ti would have
to be slightly modified by those who accept as genuine the
verse ? which stands at the beginning of the Smriti accord-
ing to the commentators Govindaraga, Nirayana, and Righa-
vananda, as well as according to the Kasmir copy and other
MSS. As this verse contains an invocation of the self-
existent Brahman, and a promise to explain the laws which
Manu taught, it indicates, as GovindarAga says 3, that ‘some
pupil of Bhrigu recites the work which had descended to
him through an unbroken line of teachers.” According to
this version we have, therefore, a triple exordium instead
of a double one, and our Manu-smriti does not contain the
original words of Bhrigu, but a recension of his recension
such as it had been handed down among his pupils. The
additional verse is apparently intended to make the story
more plausible.

The remarks which the commentators make on this
narrative are scanty, and, though they are meant to sup-
port its credibility, they are, partly at least, calculated to
discredit it. Medhatithi states in his remarks on Manu I, 1,
that the Pragapati Manu was ‘a particular individual, perfect

3 See the index s. v, Manu. 3 See note on Manu I, 1.

' g Py sfeefa iR e AW .



xiv LAWS OF MANU,

in the study of many branches of the Veda, in the know-
ledge (of its meaning) and in the performance (of its
precepts), and known through the sacred tradition which
has been handed down in regular succession!’ Govinda-
riga closely agrees, and says that Manu is‘a great sage,
who received his name on account of his acquaintance with
the meaning of the whole Veda, who is known to all learned
men through the tradition handed down in regular suc-
cession, and who is entrusted with causing the creation,
preservation, and destruction (of the world)?’ Kulldka, on
the other hand, though he agrees with respect to the ety-
mology and explanation of Manu's name, deriving it from
man, ‘to know (the meaning of the Veda),’ and though he
admits the human character of his S4stra, somewhat differs
in the description of the person. Referring to XII, 123, he
declares Manu to be a manifestation or incarnation of the
supreme Soul. Further, Medhatithi and Kulltka adduce in
their remarks on the same verse various passages from the
Sruti and the Smriti, tending to prove the authoritative-
ness of the Manu-smrzti. Both quote slightly varying ver-
sions of the famous Vedic passage which declares that ¢ All
Manu said is medicine” Medh4tithi adds only one more
anonymous verse, to the effect that ‘the Vedas were pro-
claimed by the great sages, but the Smérta or traditional
lore by Manu3’ Kaulldka gives two other passages, one
from the Brshaspati-smzsti which places Manu’s SAstra at
the head of all works of the same class, and another from
the Mah4bh4rata which declares that ¢ the Purdzas, Manu’s
laws, the Vedas, and the medical works must not be op-
posed by (adverse) reasoning.” Both commentators men-
tion also that the pre-eminence of Manu’s teaching is
admitted in other passages of the Vedas, the Puriras, the

! agam FfgrETT TR SR AT wiA-
qiwnfay: 0
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Itihdsas, and the Smritis. Finally, in the notes on Manu
I, 58, they discuss the question, how the Smrsti can be
called the Minava Dharmaséstra, though, as is admitted in
the work itsclf, Brahman was its real author. Medh4tithi
offers two explanations. First he contends that Brahman
produced only ‘the multitude of injunctions and prohibi-
tions,” while the work itself was composed by Manu. Next
he says that, according to others, the S4stra may be called
Manu’s, even if it were first composed by Brahman. In
proof of this assertion he points to the analogous case of
the river Ganges, which, though originating elsewhere, i.¢. in
heaven, is called Haimavati, because it is first seen in the
Himavat or Him4laya, and to that of the Kazkaka Sikhj,
which, though studied and taught by many others, is named
after KazZa. In conclusion, he adds, ‘ Nirada also records,
“This work, consisting of one hundred thousand verses,
was composed by Pragédpati (Brahman) ; it was successively
abridged by Manu and others!.”’ KullGka, who gives a
somewhat insufficient abstract of Medhitithi’s discussion,
refers to the same passage of NAirada, and bases on it his
own explanation of I, 58, according to which it means that
Brahman first composed the law-book, and that Manu con-
densed its contents in his own language and taught it in
that form to his pupils.

This is, as far as I know, all that the commentaries say
about Manu and the history of the Minava Dharmas4stra,
and their remarks contain also the substance of all that has
been brought forward in other discussions on the same
subject, with which we meet elsewhere2. Important as they
may appear to a Hindu who views the question of the origin
of the Manu-smziti with the eye of faith, they are of little
value for the historical student who stands outside the circle
of the Brihmanical doctrines. The statements regarding
the person of Manu can, at the best, only furnish materials

=R gfgw Ifan
? See e. g. the passages translated in Professor Max Miiller’s Ancient Sanskrit
Literature, pp. 87-94.
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for mythological research. The arguments in support of 3
the authenticity and authoritativeness of the Manu-smz:ti 3
are extremely weak. For the Vedic passage which the =
commentators adduce is, strictly speaking, a misquotation. -
It occurs in four slightly differing versions in three Saszhit4s
and in one Brdhmaza ! But in all the four places it refers,
in the first instance, to Vedic Mantras which Manu is said to
have revcaled or seen. As, however, the assertion of the
wholesomeness of Manu’s teaching is couched in general
terms, it may probably be inferred that many sayings,
attributed to the father of mankind, were known to the
authors of the four Vedic works, and it is not improbable
that legal maxims were included amongst them?2. But
MedhAtithi’s and Kullka’s assumption that our Manu-smzsti
is meant in the passages quoted would require very strong
special proof, as its language and part of its doctrines by no
means agree with those of the Vedic times. Of course, no
such proof is offered, and it is not probable that it ever will
be offered. The quotations made by the commentators
from the Mahédbhirata and from the Brzhaspati-smriti, as
well as their well-founded assertion that in the Purdzas and
in many Smsitis Manu is frequently referred to as an
“authority on the sacred law, are of greater importance. It
is undoubtedly true that the two works mentioned by
Kulltka refer to a particular Dharmasastra attributed to
Manu, and the same remark holds good with respect to
those passages of the Purizas and of the Smritis where,
in enumerations of the authors of Dharmaséstras, Manu is
placed at the head of the list. Yet even this evidence is of
little use, because on the one hand the antiquity of many
of the works in which Manu’s name occurs is extremely
doubtful, and on the other hand the existence of several
recensions of Manu’s laws is admitted, and can be shown to
have been a fact. Hence a reference to a Manu-smrzti in a

1 Kfshaka X1, 5 (apparently quoted by Medhétithi) ; Maitriyaniy8 Samhild
1,1, 5; Taittirlyd Samhitd II, 3, 10, 2; and Tandya Brihmana XXIII, 16, 7
(quoted by Kullika).

3 I would not infer with Professor Max Miiller, India, what can it teach us?
P- 3064, that a legal work ascribed to a Manu was known to the authors of the
four works ; see also below, p. Ix.
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Purdna or a Smriti does not prove much for Bhrigu’s
Samhit, if, at the same time, it is not made evident that
the latter is really meant, and that the work in which it is
contained really has a claim to be considered ancient. In
illustration of this point it may suffice to remark here
that the Brzhaspati-smzzti, which Kulldka adduces as a
witness, is by no means an ancient work, but considerably
later than the beginning of our era, because it gives a defini-
tion of golden dindras, an Indian coin struck in imitation of
and called after the Roman denariil, Regarding Manu and
the MahA4bhdrata more will be said below. Medhitithi's
quotation from Nérada is very unlucky; for it is inexact,
and worded in such a manner as to veil the serious dis-
crepancy which exists between the stories told in the
Manava Dharmasistra and in the Narada-smriti. The
introduction to the latter, as read in the MSS. of the
vulgata, does not state that the original law-book of one
hundred thousand verses was composed by Pragipati
and abridged by Manu and others, but alleges that its
author was Manu Pragdpati, and that Ndrada and Sumati
the son of Bhrigu summarised it®. The text of Néirada,
which is accompanied by Kalyédrabhatfa’s edition of Asa-
hiya’s commentary, names one more sage, Mairkandeya,
who also tried his hand at Manu Pragipati’'s enormous
work. Whichever of the two versions may be the original
one, it is evident that Medhatithi’s representation of
NAirada's statement is inexact, and that the latter differs
considerably from the story in our Manu-smrzti, which
asserts that it is the original work composed by Brahman,
and revealed by Manu to Bhrigu, who explains it to the
great sages ‘exactly as he received it Hence Nérada’s
story discredits the details of the account given in the
Manava Dharmaséstra. It might, at the best, be only
quoted to prove the existence of the general belief that
Manu was the first lawgiver of India. These remarks will

1 West and Biihler, Digest, p. 48, third edition.

3 See Jolly, Niirada, p. 3, and Tagore Lectures of 1883, p. 46. My conjec-
ture that the introduction to Nirada belongs to Asahiya, not to the Smrsti
itself (West and Biihler, Digest, p. 49), is not tenable.

[25]
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sufficc to show that the explanatory notes offered by the
Indian commentators on the origin and history of the
Manu-smziti are not suited to furnish a basis for a critical
discussion of these questions, and that hence they have been
deservedly set aside by most modern Sanskritists who have
written on the subject. As regards the theories of the
latter, it would be useless to enumerate those preceding
Professor Max Miiller’s now generally accepted view,
according to which our Manu-smviti is based on, or is in fact
a recast of an ancient Dharma-siitra. But, well known as are
his hypotheses and the later discoveries confirming them, an
introduction to the laws of Manu would, I think, be incom-
plete without a full restatement of his arguments and of -
their additional supports furnished by others,

The considerations on which Professor Max Miiller based
his explanation of the origin of the Manu-sms7ti may be
briefly stated as followsl. The systematic cultivation of
the sacred sciences of the Brahmans began and for a long
time had its centre in the ancient S(trakaranas, tlie schools
which first collected the fragmentary doctrines, scattered
in the older Vedic works, and arranged them for the con-
venience of oral instruction in SQtras or strings of aphorisms.
To the subjects which these schools chiefly cultivated, be-
longs besides the ritual, grammar, phonetics, and the other
so-called Angas of the Veda, the sacred law also. The latter
includes not only the precepts for the moral duties of all
Aryas, but also the special rules regarding the conduct of
kings and the administration of justice. The Sqtra treatises
on law thus cover the whole range of topics, contained in
the metrical Smzistis attributed to Manu, Yég#avalkya, and
other sages. Though only one Dharma-sQtra, that of the
Apastambiyas, actually remains connected with the aphor-
isms on the ritual and other sacred subjects, the existence
of the Dharmasastras of Gautama, Vasishz4a, and Vishnu,
which are likewise composed in Sqtras, proves that formerly

! See his letter to Mr. Morley, reprinted in Sacred Books of the East, vol. ii,
pp. ix-xi, and Hist. Anc. Sansk. Lit. pp. 132-134. Compare also the ana-
logous views formed independently by Professors Weber and Stenzler, Indische
Studien, vol. i, pp. 69, 143, 243-4.
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they were more numerous. The perfectly credible tradi-
tion of the Mimasmsa school, which declares that originally
each Vedic school or Karaza possessed a peculiar work on
Dharma, confirms this assumption. While the Dharma-
sltras possess a considerable antiquity, dating between 60o-
200 B.C., the metrical Smzstis cannot be equally ancient,
because there is much in their form that is modern, and espe:
cially because the epic Anushzubh Sloka, in which they are
written, was not used for continuous composition during the
Sitra period. As the metrical Smritis are later than the
Dharma-siitras, it is, under the circumstances stated, very
probable that each of them is based on a particular Dharma-
sitra. The Manava Dharmasistra in particular may be
considered as a recast and versification of the Dharma-sitra
of the Mdnava Sitrakarara, a subdivision of the Maitriyaniya
school, which adheres to a redaction of the Black Yagur-veda.
Considering the state of our knowledge of Vedic litera-
ture thirty years ago, the enunciation of this hypothesis
was certainly a bold step. The facts on which it rested
were few, and the want of important links in the premises
laid it open to weighty objections. No proof was or could
be furnished that the Sfitras of Gautama, Vasishz%a, and
Vishzu originally were manuals of Vedic schools, not codes
promulgated for the guidance of all Aryas, as the Hindu
tradition, then known, asserted. The assumption that it
was so, rested solely on the resemblance of their form and
contents to those of the Apastambiya Dharma-sitra. No
trace of a Manava Dharma-sitra could be shown, nor
could any connexion between the Minava Dharmasastra
and the school of the M&navas, except through their titles,
be established. The assertion that the Briahmans had
turned older Sitras, and especially Dharma-sitras, into
metrical works, written in epic Slokas, had to be left with-
out any illustration, and no cause was assigned which would
explain this remarkable change. As a set off against these
undeniable weaknesses, Professor Max Miiller’s hypothesis
possessed two strong points which secured for it from the
outset a favourable reception on the part of all Sanskritists
of the historical school. First, it substituted a rational theory
b2
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of historical development for the fantastic fables of the
Hindu tradition and for the hopeless uncertainty which
characterised the earlier speculations of European scholars
concerning the origin of the so-called Indian codes of law.
Secondly, it fully agreed with many facts which the begin-
ning exploration of Vedic literature had brought to light,
and which, taken as a whole, forced on all serious students
the conviction that the systematic cultivation of all the
Indian Séstras had begun in the Vedic schools. Subsequent
events have shown that Professor Max Miiller was right to
rely on these two leading ideas, and that his fellow Sanskrit-
ists did well to follow him, instead of taking umbrage at the
minor flaws, Slowly but steadily a great number of the
missing links in the chain of evidence has been brought to
light by subsequent investigations. We now know that the
Sttra works of other schools than the Apastambiyas in-
cluded or still include treatises on the sacred law. The
Dharma-sitra of the Baudhdyaniyas, the oldest Sitra-
karana of the Taittiriya Veda, has been recovered. Though
the connexion between the several parts of the great body
of Satras has been severed, it is yet possible to recognise
that it once was closely joined to the Grzhya-satral. The
recovery of the entire collection of Hiranyakesi-sitras has
proved that these too include a Dharma-siitra, which in this
instance has been borrowed from the earlier Apastam-
biyas?. The mystery which surrounded the position of the
Dharmaséstras of Gautama, Vish#zu, and Vasish#Za has been
cleared up. To the assertion that they were composed by
ancient Rishis for the welfare of mankind, we can at present
oppose another tradition according to which they were at
first studied and recognised as authoritative by particular
schools only, adhering respectively to the Sdma-veda, Black
Yagur-veda, and the Rig-veda 3 Internal evidence confirm-
ing this tradition has been found in the case of Gautama’s
Dharmaséstra and of the Vishzu-smriti, or, more correctly,

! Sacred Books of the East, vol. xiv, p. xxxi.

3 Sacred Books of the East, vol. ii, p. xxiii.

§ Sacred Books of the East, vol. ii, pp. xlv-xlviii; vol. vii, pp. x-xvi; vol.
xiv, pp. x1-xlv,
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of the K4s/Zaka Satras. These latter discoveries are of par-
ticularly great importance, because they fully establish the
truth of the assumption, underlying Professor Max Miiller's
theory, that in post-Vedic times the Brihmans did not
hesitate to change the character of ancient school-books and
to convert them into generally binding law-codes, either by
simply taking them out of their connexion with the Srauta
and Gr/hya-sttras or by adding besides matter which, in
the eyes of orthodox Hindus, must greatly increase the
sentiment of reverence felt for them. It is especially
the case of the so-called Vishzu-smriti, which descrves the
most careful attention. The beginning and the end of the
work distinctly characterise it as a revelation of the god
Vishnu. Vishnu, Vaishruava worship and philosophy are on
various occasions praised and recommended in the course
of the discussions. Yet the difference in the style of the
introductory and concluding chapters leaves no doubt
that they are later additions, and the perfectly credible
tradition of the Pandits of Puna and Benares, the occurrence
of particular sacred texts known to the Kizkakas alone, as
well as the special resemblance of its contents to those of
the Kdzkaka Grihya-sitra, make it perfectly certain that
the work is only a Vaishnava recast of the K4#saka Dharma-
satral. We thusobtain in this case the confirmation of almost
every fact which the conversion of the Dharma-sitra of the
Mainavas into the revealed code of the Pragdpati Manu
presupposes, with the sole exception of the substitution of
epic Slokas for aphoristic prose. With respect to the last
point, the further exploration of the Smziti literature has
furnished numerous analogies, As an instance to the point
we can now cite the fragments of the so-called Brzhat
Sankha Dharmaséstra, which, as the quotations show, must

1 A quotation in Govindar&ga'sSmrztimangart, fol. 12%,1. 8 (India Office Collec-
tion, No. 1736), contains a very small portion of this work. When explaining
the penance for the murder of a Br@hmana, mentioned Manu XI, 74, Govinda-

rign says, WARITH WILAPAT WrEATA [7 ] | AT A AT
gfa W’l[ﬂiﬂl’ﬂ] wm ?{ﬂﬂm‘l\l W The quotation shuws that the

Dharma-siitra of the Kas/as mentioned the fanciful expiations ending in death,
which are given in all the ancient law-books, but omitted in the Vishnn-smrit
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formerly have consisted of prose and verse, while the avail-
able MSS. show Sdtras and Anushzubhs in one chapteér
only, and Slokas alone in the remainder!. There are,
further, such works like the two Asvaldyana Smritis and
the Saunaka-smrzti, evidently versifications of the corre-
sponding Grzhya-stitras, with or without the additions of
extraneous matter?. In short, among all the general
propositions concerning the origin of the metrical Smritis,
which Professor Max Miiller advanced, only one, the asser-
tion that during the Sdtra period of 6oo—200 B.C. works
written in continuous epic verse were unknown, has proved
untenable in its full extent. It seems no longer advisable to
limit the production of Shtras to so short and so late a period
as 600-200 B.C., and the existence of metrical school-manuals
at a much earlier date has been clearly demonstrated 3. It is
now evident that the use of the heroic metre for such works
did not begin all of a sudden and at a certain given date. But
it seems, nevertheless, indisputable that the use of aphoristic
prosc was adopted earlier than that of verse. For in all
known cases a Sfitra, not a metrical Samgraha, Virttika, or
Karik4, stands at the head of each series of school-books,
and some of the most salient peculiarities of the Sdatra
style reappear in that of the metrical manuals*. With
respect to the conjectures specially affecting the Manava
Dharmasistra, the former existence of a Minava Dharma-
sQtra, consisting of prose mixed with verses in several
metres, has becn established by the discovery of some
quotations in the Visishzka Dharma-sitra, and their con-
tents show that the work known to the author of the latter
Sistra was closely related to our Manu-smz7ti. As regards
the conncxion of this Dharma-sitra, and consequently of
our Manu-smyzti with the Stitrakarara of the Ménavas, the
results of the late researches have not been equally satis-
factory. The recovery of the writings of the M4navas has’
not only not furnished any facts in support of the supposed
connexion, but, on the contrary, has raised difficultics, as it

1 West and Biihler, Digest of I1. L. p. 40, third edition.
2 West and Biihler, loc. cit. p. 51.

¥ Goldstiicker, Minavakalpa-sitra, p. 78.

¢ West and Biihler, loc. cit. pp. 42, 44.
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appears that the doctrines of the M4nava Gr:hya-sQtra differ
very considerably from those of our Minava Dharmas4stra.
Allthat has been brought forward in substantiation of this
portion of Professor Max Miiller’s hypothesis is that as close
an affinity exists between the Vishnu-smristi, the modern
recension of the K4zkaka Dharma-siitra, and our Manu-
smriti, as is found between the KA4zkaka and Minava
Grihya-sotras and between the Karskaka and Ma4nava
Samhit4s, and that hence the Vedic original of the Manu-
smriti may be supposed to have belonged to the Manava
school!. The conclusive force of this argument is no doubt
somewhat weakened, as Dr. von Bradke has pointed out, by
the fact that the Vishnu-smriti is not the original KézZaka
Dharma-sQtra. But to reject it altogether on account of
this circumstance would be going too far. For the agree-
ment between the Smritis of Manu and Vishru extends to
many subjects where the latter shows no traces of recasting,
and may be reasonably supposed to faithfully represent the
original Dharma-sQitra. Nevertheless a full reconsideration
of this point is indispensable. Before we proceed to that,
it will, however, be advisable first to supplement Professor
Max Miiller's arguments against the antiquity of our Manu-
smriti by the discussion of some of its passages which
clearly admit an acquaintance with a large body of older
legal literature and particularly with Dharma-sitras, and,
secondly, to re-examine and complete the proof for the
former existence of a M4nava Dharma-sttra and for its
having been the precursor of the metrical law-book.
Among the passages of the Manu-smz:ti which disprove
the claim, set up .by its author, to be the first legislator,
and which show that he had many predecessors, the first
place must be allotted to its statements regarding con-
troversies and conflicting decisions on certain points of thc
ritual and of the law. Such cases are by no means rare.
Thus the observances of ‘some,’ with respect to the order
of the several ceremonies at a Srdddha ® and to the disposal

1 Professor Jolly, Sacred Books of the East, vol. vii, pp. xxvi-xxvii; and
Dr. von Bradke, Jour. Germ. Or. Soc. vol. xxxii, pp. 438-441.

3 The same difference of opinion is mentioned in Siakhfyana Grihya-sutra
1V, 1, 10.
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of the funeral cakes, are mentioned Manu III, 261. Dis-
cussions of the ancient sages, exactly resembling those
met with in the Dharma-sitras?, are given IX, 31-55 re-
garding the long-disputed question whether a son begotten
on a wife by a stranger, but with the husband’s consent,
belongs to the natural parent or to ‘the owner of the soil.’
In the same chapter it is stated, just as in Gautama’s
Dharma-sttra ?, that ‘some’ permit the procreation of a
second son with an appointed widow. Manu X, 70-71,
we find a decision on the question whether, as ‘some’
assert, the seed be more important, or, as ‘others’ state,
the soil, or, as ‘again others’ maintain, the seed and the
soil have equal importance, and, XI, 45, we are told that
the sages, i.e. all sages, are convinced of the efficacy of
penances for atoning unintentional offences, while ¢some’
declare that they even destroy the guilt of him who sinned
intentionally. The latter point is discussed in exactly
the same manner Gaut. XIX, 3-6. In other cases the
author is less explicit. He merely places conflicting
opinions side by side without indicating that they belong
to different authorities, and hence he has mostly succeeded
in misleading the commentators as to his real meaning.
Thus we read Manu II, 145, that the teacher is less
venerable than the father and the mother, while the next
following verses teach exactly the contrary doctrine. The
commentators are much perplexed by this contradiction.
But if we turn to Gautama II, 50-51, where it is said, ‘ The
teacher is chief among all Gurus; some say (that) the
mother (holds the first place), it is not doubtful that the
Manu-smriti gives in the first verse the opinion of Gautama'’s
‘some’ as the plrvapaksha, and adduces the following one
in order to prove its incorrectness. A similar case occurs
Manu III, 23-25, where three opinions regarding the per-
missibility of certain marriage-rites are enumerated, the last
of which is the siddhanta or the author’s own view.

It might be contended that these passages, the list of

1 See especially Vas. XVII, 6-9, where one of the verses of the Manu-smrti
occurs.
3 Gaut. XVIII, 8.
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e —
whicB might be considerably enlarged, do not necessarily
forc® On ys the conviction that they refer to actual law-
bookS which preceded our Manu-smriti. If they stood by
theMSelyes, they might possibly be explained as showing
nothing more than that legal and ritual questions had long
engaRed the attention of the learned. But this subterfuge
becomes impossible, as we find in other verses the explicit
confession that the author of the Manu-smriti knew
Ph&nna:éstras. Three passages allude to their cxistence
Ingeneral terms. The first occurs in the definition of the
terms Sruti and Smziti, Manu II, 10, ‘But by Sruti
(revelation) is meant the Veda, and by Smriti (tradition)
the Institutes of thc sacred law.” In the text the last
word, dharmasastram, stands in the singular. But it must
doubtlessly be taken, as Kullika! and Nériyana® indicate,
in a collective sense. Another mention of law-books
is found Manu XII, 111, where a dharmapirkakaZ, ‘one
who recites (the Institutes of) the sacred law,’ is named
among the members of a parishad or assembly entitled to
decide difficult points of law. The commentators arc
unanimous in explaining dharma, literally ‘the sacred law,’
by ‘the Institutes of the sacred law’ or ‘the Smzstis of Manu
and others,’ and it is indeed impossible to take the word in
any other sense than that of ‘law-books3’ The third
passage is perfectly explicit, as the word Dharmaséstra is
used in the plural. It occurs in the scction on funeral
sacrifices, Manu III, 232, ¢ At a (sacrifice in honour) of the
manes he must let (his guests) hear the Veda, the Insti-
tutes of the sacred law (dharmasastrani), &c.* lere the
existence of many earlier law-books is plainly acknow-
ledged. The character of the Institutes of thc sacred
law, known to the author of our Manu, may be inferred

' weATieRTE w0
* VYT WIVTRA | TYgQUEAd agigrers »
3 Medh. VRQTS® AN eI TTIRATUTHWNT § Gov. ATARTIEGHATYAT 1

H
Kull. Fraqufeuitgrgaet o Nand. EREATISH: 1 The full significance
of this passage will be shown below, p. lii.

¢ See also Professor Stenzler in the Indische Studicen, vol. i, p. 245; Dr.
Johiinntgen, Das Gesetzbuch des Manu, p. ;6.
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from some other passages which reveal an acquaintance
with the Angas of the Veda!. Manu II, 141, and IV, g8,
these auxiliary sciences are mentioned in a general way.
From Manu III, 185, where it is said that a Brshmana who
knows the six Angas sanctifies the company at a Sraddha
dinner, we learn that their number, as known to our author,
did not differ from that mentioned in all Vedic works.
Further, the name of the first Anga, the Kalpa, occurs
ITI, 185, and the mention of a Nairukta among the members
of a parishad shows that the fourth, the Nirukta, was also
known. With the latter and the remaining four, which the
author of the Manu-sm#:ti in all probability also knew, we
are not immediately concerned. But the first, the Kalpa,
possesses a very great interest for our purposes. This
term, as is well known, denotes collectively those Sttras
of the Vedic schools which teach the performance of the
Srauta sacrifices, the rites especially described in the Sruti.
Hence both Srauta-sitras and, of course, also Sditra-
karazas must have preceded the Manu-smriti. If it is
now borne in mind that according to the Hindu tradition,
mentioned above, all Sftrakararzas formerly possessed
Dharma-sitras, and that in some existing Kalpas the
Dharma-s(Qtras are closely connected with the Srauta-sfitras,
it becomes exceedingly probable, nay, certain, that our
Mainava Dharmaséstra is later than some of the Dharma-
sitras. This conclusion is further corroborated by those
passages of the Manu-smziti where the author quotes
the opinions of individual predecessors. Manu III, 16
we read, ‘According to Atri and (Gautama) the son of
Utathya? he who weds a SGdra woman becomes an out-
cast, according to Saunaka on the birth of a son, and
according to Bhrigu he who has (male) offspring from a
(Stdra female alone)’ Under the above explanation,
which is adopted by the majority of the commentators,

! See also Professor Stenzler, loc. cit. ; Dr. Johinntgen, loc. cit. p. 74.

2 The form Utathya is a corruption of the Vedic Ukathya, and shows the
substitution of a dental for a palatal, which is not uncommon in the Prékrit
dialects. Ilence it possesses a certain value as an additional proof for the post-
Vedic origin of the Manu-smriti.



INTRODUCTION, xxvii

and is confirmed by an analogous passage of the aphoristic
Dharmasistra of Usanas!, the author adduces there the
opinions of four older authorities, all of which are credited
by the Hindu tradition with the revelation of law-books.
We still possess several Smritis attributed to Atri, Saunaka,
and to Gautama, as well as one said to belong to Bhrigu.
With the exception of the aphoristic Gautamiya Dharma-
sistra all these works are modern, some being metrical
recensions of older Sdtras, and some of very doubtful
origin. It is, therefore, impossible that any of the existing
Dharmaséstras, Atri, Saunaka, and Bhr7gu, can be referred
to by Manu, and, as a matter of fact, the opinions quoted
cannot be traced in them. But if we turn to Gautama'’s
Sitra we find among those persons who defile the company
at a Sriddha dinner, and who are thus excluded from the
community of the virtuous, the s@dripati, literally the
husband of a Sdra female?®’ The real signification of the
compound seems, however, to be, as Haradatta suggests,
‘he whose only wife or dharmapatni is a Sadrd.’ As it
appears from Manu III, 17-19, that the opinion attributed
to the son Utathya was the same, it is not at all unlikely
that the Manu-smyiti actually quotes the still existing Satra
of Gautama. Another reference to a lost Satra occurs at
Manu VI, 21, where it is said of the hermit in the forest,
¢ Or he may constantly subsist on flowers, roots, and fruit
alone...... , following the rule of the (Institutes) of
Vikhanas.” The original Sanskrit of the participial clause
is ‘vaikhidnasamate sthitaZ,’ and means literally ‘abiding
by the Vaikh&nasa opinion’ The commentators, with the
exception of Nardyana, are unanimous in declaring that

! Us. Dharmasistra, chap. I11, q{a} guatufa: | 4 qadld* | ATQUH
sHMAfATYAEIgUIT WA wyAfA qfge wig | gafe 7 qifa
9T | QUi W @dn | sEATaEAf @i | e
qaaHa lﬁ‘ﬁﬂ: I Though Usanas’ statements regarding the opinions of the

ancient lawyers do not agree with those of the Manu-sm»sti, except in the case
of Saunaka, they are yet impoitant, becausc they show that differences of
opinion regarding the effects of a marriage with a Sidrd did occur. See also
Jolly, Tagore Lectures, p. 53.

? Cautama XV, 18; Sacred Books of the East, vol. ii, p. 255.
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the word Vaikh&nasa here denotes a Sastra or Sdtra
promulgated by Vikhanas, in which the duties of hermits
were described at length. The correctness of this opinion
seems to me indisputable. For the word mata, ¢ opinion,’
in Manu's verse, requires that the preceding part of the
compound should denote either a person, or a school, or a
work. If we take vaikh4nasa in the sense of hermit in the
forest, we obtain the meaningless translation, ‘a hermit
may subsist on flowers, &c., following the opinion of
hermits,” It is, therefore, necessary to interpret vaikhinasa
with the commentators in the sense of vaikhinasa sistra, and
to refer it to a particular work which taught the duties of
hermits. The existence of such a book is attested not only
by Manu’s commentators, but also by other ancient and
modern authors. Baudhiyana mentions it explicitly 2, and
seems to give a short summary of its contents in the third
chapter of the third Prasna of his Dharmasistra. Hara-
datta, the commentator of Apastamba and Gautama, also
appears to have known it. In his notes on Gautama III, 2,
he gives the derivation of vaikhinasa, a hermit in the forest,
saying, ¢ The vinaprastha is called vaikh&nasa, because he
lives according to the rule promulgated by Vikhanas,” and
adds, ¢ For that (sage) chiefly taught that order’ If the
statements made to me by Indian Pandits are to be trusted,
we may even hope to recover the work in course of time.
It must be an excecedingly ancient book, as the secondary
meaning of vaikhinasa, a hermit, which can have arisen
only in the manner suggested by Haradatta ¢, occurs in the

! Medb. JWTH® ATV WIEE U¥ TTAR@e Wit fafearad 7w famn
Gov. FWTTHTE TANWYTATYA feqn: 1 Kull. 3WTAH TT9We: |
“‘T‘lﬁ"‘mmﬁ foga: @ Nand. im[m]m fﬂ"[ﬂ]ml
W 1‘.[‘] = f avmEwa lﬂl‘fﬁﬂ: fwgR n Nar. JgTAEwR
TARERR 0

? Baudh. Dharma. II, 11, 14 ; Sacred Books of the East, vol. xiv, p. 259.
' quAEl AR | fr®@a® Hi%A woiw gd3w g A g W

wres: wrvTtRa gfrqfaa: o

4 The double vriddhi in vaikbfinasa is according to the analogy of the words
enumerated in the Aksiti-gana anusatikidi, Pan, VII, 3, 20.
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oldest known Dharma-sitra. Under these circumstances it
is not advisable to assume that it had any connexion with
the Vaikhinasa Sdtrakaraza, a subdivision of the Taitti-
riyas, which scems to have been one of the youngest
schools adhering to the Black Yagur-vedal. But it is
evident that the ancient Vaikh4nasa Sdtra, which treated
of an important portion of the sacred law, preceded our
Manu-smz:ti.

Another reference to the opinion of a person who is the
reputed author of a still existing Dharma-s(tra is found at
Manu VIII, 140, wheré the rate of legal interest on secured
loans is thus described : ‘A money-lender may stipulate,
as an increase on his capital, for the interest allowed by
Vasish#/a, and take monthly the eightieth part of a hun-
dred’ If we turn to the VasishzZa Dharmasistra, we read,
III, 512, ‘Hear the interest for a money-lender, declared by
Vasish#ka, five mishas (may be taken every month) for
twenty (kdrshipanas).’ Though the wording of the Manu-
smyiti differs from that adopted in the Vésish#za Dharma-
sistra, the meaning of both passages is the same, The
eightieth part of one hundred is one and a quarter per cent,
and the same rate is obtained if five méshas are charged for
twenty kirshapanas, i. e. for four hundred mashas® Both
law-books, therefore, evidently refer to the same rule of
Vasishzza. But the correctness of the further inference that
the author of the Manu-sm7ti used the Vasish7Za Dharma-
sdstra is not so easily demonstrable as might seem from the
extracts given above. For Vas. III, 51 itself is a quotation,
marked as such by its final iti (left untranslated) and the
phrase, ‘Now they quote also,” which is prefixed to Sdtra
48. Hence it might be argued that the agreement of the

1 See Professor Max Miiller, Anc. Sansk. Lit. p. 199 ; Professor Weber, Indische
Studien, vol. i, p. 83. A portion of the Vaikbinasa Srauta-sitra is preserved
in the modern transcripts, belonging to the Bombay University and the Munich
Royal Libraries, which Professor Haug had made from a Barodd MS.

2 Sacred Books of the East, vol. xiv, p. 16 ; according to Dr. Fiihrer’s edition,
Vas. III, s0.

3 Gagannittha, in Col. Dig. I, a5, gives a somewhat different calculation.
Bat the general sense remains the same. I follow Krishnapandita and Hara-
datta on Gautama XII, 29.
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two passages furnishes no stringent proof for the posteriority
of the Manu-sm#:ti to that which bears VasishzZa’s name,
that, on the contrary, it perhaps merely indicates the de-
pendence of both works on a common source, be it on some
older work or on the tradition current in the BrAhmanical
schools. Such an objection would in most similar cases be
perfectly legitimate, but in the present one it is, I think,
barred by some peculiar circumstances. From the above-
mentioned Hindu tradition, preserved by Govindasvimin?,
we learn that the VasishzZa Dharmaséstra originally be-
longed to a school of Rig-vedins who ascribed the settle-
ment of their laws to the famous Vedic Riéshi Vasishz%a.
The rule limiting the monthly interest on secured loans to
one and a quarter per cent is found also in Gautama’s
Dharma-siitra XII, 29, a work which, as has been shown
elsewhere %, is older than the Vasish#ka-smrsti. But neither
there nor in any other work where it occurs? is its enuncia-
tion attributed to Vasish/za. Hence it is most probable
that this addition was made by those who attributed their
laws to Vasish#%a, and who, therefore, had an interest in
vindicating the invention of an important legal maxim for
their spiritual head. If their law-book gives the rule in the
form of a quotation, they probably do not mean to indicate
that an older verse ascribing it to VasishzZa cxisted, but
that the rule itself was an ancient one, and had been taken
from a law-book or from the tradition of thc Brihmasical
schools. With this explanation the mention of VasishzZa’s
name, made in Manu VIII, 140, still remains an indication
that its author knew and referred to the existing Vasish#zza
Dharmaséstra.

These passages are far too numerous to be set aside as
possibly later interpolations, and there is, indced, no circum-
stance connected with any of them which could lead to
such a supposition. We must, therefore, admit that they
clearly disprove the claim of the Manu-smriti to the first

1 See above, p. xx.

% Sacred Books of the East, vol. ii, pp. liii, liv.

3 See e. g. Yagi. I1, 37, and the texts of Brihaspati and Vyfisa quoted in Col.
Dig. 1, 26-2.
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place among Indian law-books which the first chapter sets
up, and that they furnish a strong support to the view
according to which the Manu-smriti belongs to a later stage
of literary development than the Dharma-sitras.

In turning to the second point of our supplement, it will
be advisable to reconsider in detail the passages of the
Vasishzka-smriti, which prove the former existence of a
Ménava Dharma-sitra, and which, as the preceding dis-
cussion has established the priority of the Vasish#ka-smriti
to our Manu, possess a particularly great importance. The
chief passage occurs Vasishzka IV, 5-81, where we read :

5. The Ménava (Sttra states), ‘Only when worshipping
the manes and the gods, or when honouring guests, he may
certainly do injury to animals.’

6. ‘On offering the honey-mixture (to a guest), at a
sacrifice and at the rites in honour of the manes, but on
these occasions only, may an animal be slain; that (rule)
Manu proclaimed.’

7. ‘Meat can never be obtained without injury to liv-
ing beings, and injury to living beings does not procure
heavenly bliss: hence (the sages declare) the slaughter (of
beasts) at a sacrifice not (to be) slaughter (in the ordinary
sense of the word).’

8. *Now he may also cook a full-grown ox or a full-
grown he-goat for a BrAhmana or a Kshatriya guest; in
this manner they offer hospitality to such (a man).’

As has been stated in the introduction to Vasish#%a 2, all
the four Sttras must be taken as a quotation, because the
particle iti, ‘thus,’ occurs at the end of 1V, 8, and because
the identity of Sitra 6 with Manu V, 41, as well as the close
resemblance of Sttra 7 to Manu V, 48, shows that the quota-
tion is not finished with SQtra 5. If we accept this explanation

! feRmfafagwmamay oy féanfyfn A nun ayed
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? Sacred Books of the East, vol, xiv, pp. xviil-xix.
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we have in our passage the usual arrangement followed in
the Dharma-sitras. First comes the prose rule, next the
verses which confirm it, and finally a Vedic passage on
which both the rule and the verses rest. It may be added
that the explanation of the passage given by Krishna-
pandita Dharmadhikarin in his commentary on Vasish#Za,
according to which the word Méanavam, explained above by
‘the Ménava (Sitra),’ is to mean °the (opinion) of Manu’
(manumatam), cannot be upheld, for several reasons.
First, the wording of the text of Sttra 5 looks like a real
quotation, not like a summary of Manu’s views by Vasish-
tha. This becomes quite clear, if we compare Vasish#Za
I, 17, where undoubtedly a rule of Manu, corresponding to
Maénava Dh. VII, 203, and VIII, 41, is given in Vasishz%a’s
words, ‘Manu has declared (that) the (peculiar) laws of
countries, castes, and familics (may be followed) in the
absence of (rules of) the revealed texts!.” Secondly, the
great differences betwecen several other passages, quoted by
Vasish#zza as Manu’s, and the corresponding passages of the
text of our Manu-smr7ti, as well as the fact that the latter,
as we have seen, refers to the Vasishzza Dharmasastra, do not
permit us to assume, with Krishnapandita, that Vasish/za
knew and referred to our Manu.

If it is thus necessary to admit that VasishzZa’s quotation
is taken from a Mé&nava Dharma-siitra, the agreement of
the doctrine taught in the quotation and of a portion of the
text with those of our Manu-smriti show further that this
Dharma-sttra must have been the forerunner of our metrical
law-book. An examination of the other quotations from
Manu, which occur in the Vasish#Za-smrsti, will show that
this agreement was, though pretty close, not complete.
The identity of the view, ascribed to Manu by Vasish#Za
I, 17, with the contents of Manu VII, 203, and VIII, 41,
has alrcady been mentioned. Vasish#Za III, 2, a Ménava
Sloka is quoted which agrees literally with Manu II, 168.
The same remark applies to the quotation at VasishzZa
XX, 18, which is found Manu XI, 152. Another passage,

! PV mimgsvR R ReEg: 0
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Vas. XIII, 16, shows considerable verbal differences.
According to Vasishzka, Manu’s verse is: ‘Be it fruit, or
water, or sesamum, or food, or whatever be (the gift) at a
Srdddha, let him not, having just accepted it, recite the
Veda ; for it is declared in the Smristi that the hands of
Briahmanas are their mouths,’” while we read Manu IV, 117,
‘Be it an animal or a thing inanimate, whatever be the
(gift) at a Srdddha, let him not, having just accepted it,
recite the Veda; for it is declared in the Smyiti that the
hand of a Brihmana is his mouth!. The last quota-
tion which occurs Vas. XIX, 37, and refers to the sulka,
(exemptions from) taxes and duties?, is in the Trishzubh
metre, and, hence, cannot have a place in our Manu-smr:ti.
But it is remarkable that the latter does not even show a
corresponding Anushzubh verse, and that the contents of
the quotation do not quite agree with the teaching of
our Manu. The latter mentions the exemption of a sum
less than a kérshapana incidentally X, 120. It agrees also
with Manu’s doctrines that Srotriyas, ascetics, alms, and
sacrifices should not be taxed. But there are no indica-
tions that infants, messengers, and ambassadors, or the
remnant left to a plundered trader, should go free. With
respect to those living by arts (silpa), our Manu teaches,
VII, 138, and X, 120, just like most other ancient authors,
that artisans are to do monthly one piece of work for the
king. Though this corvée amounts to a pretty severe tax,
it is, of course, possible to contend that Manu’s rule does
not exactly contradict that quoted by VasishzZa. = Besides
these passages, there are some other verses 2 which contain
the well-known phrase, ¢ manur abravit, thus Manu spoke,’

! Vas. A1 WTY WIREITECA | USTATY ISR ATyl
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? ¢No duty (is paid) on & sum less than a kirshipana, there is no tax on a
livelihood gained by arts, nor on an infant, nor on a messenger, nor on what
has been received as alms, nor on the remnants of property left after a robbery,

nor oa a Srotriys, nor on an ascetic, nor on a sacrifice.’
3 Vas. X1, 23; XII, 16; XXIII, 43; XXVI, 8.

[25] c
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and mention Manu as the authority for the rule taught.
With respect to these references it seems to me not
probable that they have been taken from the Manava
Dharma-sitra. We shall see below! that from the earliest
times the mythical Manu, the father of mankind, was
considered as the founder of the social and moral order,
and that he was considered to have first taught or revealed
religious rites and legal maxims. Hence I believe that
these four verses give nothing more than an expression of
the belief that their doctrines go back to the first progenitor
of men®, The first three among them either contradict or
find no counterpart in our Manu-smrsti. The fourth agrees
in substance with Manu XI, 260-261. But it occurs in a
chapter which is probably spurious, or, at least, full of
interpolations. Whatever view may be taken concerning
these passages, the allegation that the Manava Dharma-
sQtra, known to Vasish#zZa, closely resembled, but was not
identical with our Manu, need not be modified.

If we look for other traces of the Sftra, quoted by Vasish-
tha, it is possible that Gautama, who mentions an opinion of
Manu, XXI, 7, refers to it. His Dharma-sfitra is even older
than Vasishz%a’s,and long anterior to our Manu-smrsti. But
the possibility that Gautama refers not to a rule of the
Ma4nava Dharma-sitra, but to a maxim generally attributed
to the mythical Manu, is not altogether excluded. Gautama
says, ‘Manu (declares that) the first three (crimes, the
intentional murder of a Brihmana, drinking Sur4, and the
violation of a Guru’s bed) cannot be expiated3’ The
wording of the Sitra shows that it is not a quotation, but a
summary of Manu’s opinion. Our Manu-smriti explicitly
teaches, XI, 9o, the same doctrine with respect to the
intentional murder of a Brihmaza, and, if my explanation
of XI, 147 is accepted, also with respect to the intentional
drinking of Surd. As regards the third offence, there is no

! See p. lviii.
* The meaning of the phrase in the verse, occurring in the quotation from the
M#fnava Dharma-sfitra, is probably the same.

s «ftfg uwwﬁri‘:mﬁl #J: 1 The same opinion is expressed in the
Mah&bharata X1I, 165, 34, but not attributed to Manu.
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direct statement. But the expiations, prescribed XI, 104~
105, amount to a sentence of death. Hence our Manu-
smriti, too, practically declares the crime to be inexpiable
during the offender’s lifetime. Its original, the Dharma-
sitra, may, therefore, be supposed to have had the rule
which Gautama attributes to Manu. Nevertheless, owing
to the circumstances mentioned above, Gautama’s passage
cannot be adduced as a perfectly certain proof of the early
existence of the Manava Dharma-siitra.

Among the remaining Dharma-sttras? there is only
the fragment attributed to Usanas which seems to quote a
Sitra of Manu. At the beginning of the first chapter ? we
find a very corrupt passage containing a prose-quotation
which according to two of my MSS. belongs to Manu, but
according to a third to Sumantu. As the latter copy is,
however, clearly more incorrect than the other two, and
as a Satra by Sumantu is not known from other sources,
the reading of the first two seems to be preferable. The
contents of the quotation which apparently prescribes that
on the death of an infant, of an emigrant, of one who keeps
no sacred fires, of one who kills himself by starvation or by
self-cremation, and of one slain in battle, no period of im-
purity need be kept, agree with the teaching of our Manu-
smriati, V, 78, 89, 94, 98.

There is, further, one among the Vedic books on the
ritual, the Sankhdyana Gr:hya-sQtra, which possibly refers
to the M4nava Dharma-siitra. This work quotes the verse,
Manu V, 41, which, as has been shown above, occurred
also in the Dharma-sitra as well as several other Slokas of

1 Regarding the passage of Apastamba II, 16, 1, which ascribes the revelation
of the Sriddhas to Manu, see below, p. lix.

3 I transcribe the whole beginning of the work, A THATUT: T3
IgTATEn: W S Armiaa: gAR AT § Iy T
AR 1 WIS QTN WA TR (Y)  wArgapmy
gFER € quw: u yharae gfaahmiafaed gz ga8q . Thes
two MSS.; the third reads, IqEIYQ § AT and further on, lﬁqﬁ('

wifw aTiTea© | It is impossible to restore the whole passage. The end of the
quotation may have been §®¥I: ﬁqﬁnmﬁr n

Cc 2
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our Manu-smriti, partly in better versions 1. As the Grihya-
sitra agrees also in a number of its rules very characteris-
tically with Manu, it is not improbable that its author may
have drawn on the original of the latter. But before one
can be perfectly confident on this point, it is necessary that
some difficult questions regarding the critical condition of
Sankhiyana’s text should be cleared up more fully than
has been done hitherto. More important than the passages
from the last work is the evidence which the KAmandakiya
Nitisira furnishes, where twice opinions of the M4naviZ
and once an opinion of Manu are quoted, but rejected in
favour of the views of the author's teacher, K&nakya
Kautilya. In one case the doctrine, attributed to the
ManavdZ, agrees with the teaching of our Manu-smristi.
We read in the discussion on the number of the prakritis,
the constituent elements of the mandala or political circle
to which a king must pay attention, Kdm. Nit. VII, 24-25,
¢ With respect to this (question) the M4navas record that
five constituent elements, the ministers and the rest, belong
severally to each of the twelve kings. But those original
twelve (kings) and those (others), the ministers and the
rest, (are) seventy-two (in number, and form) the whole
circle of constituent elements3’ Our Manu-smriti states,
VII, 155-156, that twelve kings belong to the mandala,
and adds ver. 157, ¢ The minister, the kingdom, the fortress,
the treasury, and the army are five other (constituent
elements of the circle); for these are mentioned in con-
nexion with each (of the first twelve); thus the whole circle
(consists), briefly (speaking, of) seventy-two (constituent
parts).” The other two passages differ. According to
K4mandaki II, 3, the Manavas teach that the sciences,
which a king must study, are three only, the threefold
(Veda), the theory of professions and trades, and the

! Oldenberg, SAakh. G#7. S. in the Indische Studien, vol. xv, p. 11.
* FREPTE W TN TN [URYYR | WATATGTG FFA A
/AT 0281 AT FIEY ARAAT QATAGTEYT 9 °1: | GRITAIvE

ill'!: ll‘i ﬂ"ﬁlﬂmq WY U I read according to the commentary
FRFARTY®Y instead of the senseless FRITGTINET of the text,



INTRODUCTION. XXXVii

science of government, ‘ because the science of dialectics or
reasoning is a subdivision of the threefold (Vedic lore?),
while Manu VII, 43 enumerates five branches of learning,
or at least four, if either Medhitithi's or NAirayarna's
explanation of the term 4tmavidy4, rendered in the transla-
tion by ¢ the knowledge of the (supreme) Soul,’ is accepted 2
Again, we hear, Kdmandaki XI, 67, that Manu fixed the
number of ministers (amatya), which the king must appoint,
at twelve. But according to Manu VII, 54, no more than
seven or eight are required. These quotations show that
Kamandaki knew a work, attributed to Manu, which con-
tained rules on the duties of kings, and in some respects
agreed with the seventh chapter of our Manu-smziti. -If I
conclude that this must have been the old Manava
Dharma-siitra, it is because K4mandaki twice alludes to it
by the title ManavaZ, literally ‘those who study a work
proclaimed by Manu,” or, more freely rendered, °the
Mainava school.” It is a very common practice of Indian
authors to refer in this manner to the books restricted to
special schools. But I know of no case where the doctrines
of the Minava Dharmasistra, or of any other work which
is destined for all Aryans and acknowledged as authorita-
tive by all, are cited in the same or in a similar way. Nor is
it usual to contrast, as Kimandaki does, the rules taught
by Manu with those of other teachers and afterwards to
reject. them 3. If a Hindu writer on law finds it necessary
to sct aside an opinion of Manu, he cither passes by it in
silence or he interprets the passage where it occurs in
accordance with the principles of some other Smyristi with

't qrdr gmAifafefa fawr fg m@an | 3w w@ feand
wgarAifEst aar v 3

? With respect to MedbAtithi’s and Naryana’s explanations, see the note to

the translation. I will add that Kam. Nit. II, 7, wreftfgyermiasTas

¢ The science of dialectics (is) a means of fully recognising the Soul or Self,’
speaks in favour of Nériyana's explanation, and that it would perhaps have
been better if I had placed the latter in the text.

3 As the Jearned editor of the Nitisira (Preface, p. 2) asserts that its author
was a Buddbist, it might be conjectured that the latter treated Manu with small
respect, because he belonged to a heterodox sect. But it ought to be noted
that no proof is offered for the above assertion, and that the work contains no
trace of Buddhism.
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which he himsclf agrees. Hence it is not doubtful that
KAamandaki’s references point to a work of Manu which,
though highly esteemed, did not hold the same paramount
position as Bhrigu’s version of Manu's laws. In other
words, Kdmandaki’s Manu must have been the property of
a particular school, and that was just the case with the
Ménava Dharma-sGtra. The fact that all the known
Dharma-silitras contain a more or less detailed description
of the duties of kings agrecs well with this supposition, and
so does the circumstance that Kimandaki’s Nitisira is
either really an ancient work, composed long before the
beginning of our era, or at least a later recension of such
an old book!., These are all the certain indications of the
former existence of a Manava Dharma-siitra which I have
been able to find. It is possible that the same work is
also alluded to in some verses of the twelfth and thirteenth
Parvans of the Mahibhirata. But this question is, as we
shall see below, surrounded with great difficulties, and its
solution somewhat doubtful. Among the passages, dis-
cussed above, none are so important as Vasish#ka’s quota-
tions. The remainder contribute, however, to give a more
definite idea of the range of subjects included in the lost
work, and they confirm the conclusion, drawn from the
former, that the Manava Dharma-siitra closely resembled
our Manu-smziti.

The investigations concerning the last point, the question
if any traces of a connexion of our Manu-smssti with the
writings of the M4anava school are discoverable, have
hitherto led, as stated above, to a negative result. They
were, of course, directed to a comparison of the Manava
Grihya-sQtra with the Dharmasistra, as both works of

! The work claims to be the composition of a pupil of Kandragupta’s famous
minister, Anakya Kautilya or Kau/alya, to whom a portion of the Manhgald-
karana is dedicated, and who is frequently referred to as the Guru or teacher.
Though there is no clear cvidence corroborating this statement, there is also
none to rebut it. In favour of this claim speaks the fact that the name of the
author is a nomen gentile. For among the ancient writers the practice of
signing their books with the family-name is almost universal. Later it seems to
have fallen into disuse. The NitisAra is quoted by the oldest commentator of

Mana, MedhAtithi.
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necessity frequently treat of the same subjects. On com-
paring the corresponding portions of the two works, Pro-
fessor Jolly! found no special agreement with respect to
the ages prescribed for the performance of the Samskiras,
with respect to the marriage-rites and to the rules for the
conduct of students and of Snatakas. Nor was he able to
discover in the Manu-smristi any of the curious technical
terms and phrases used in the Grshya-sitra, while the
somewhat closer resemblance in the Mantras of the Vaisva-
deva ceremony and in a few other points turned out to
be without conclusiveness on account of the concurrent
agreement of other Grihya-sitras. Dr. von Bradke’s re-
examination of the question ? did not yield any other result.
I can only bear witness to the general correctness of these
remarks. Though it is possible to adduce some passages,
not mentioned by Professor Jolly3, in which the Grshya-
sGtra shows a special affinity with the Smriti, the very
great differences which occur in other sections 4, the absence
of an agreement in particularly characteristic rules® and the

1 On the Vishn#u Dharma-stitra and the K&s4aka ; Transactions of the Royal
Bavarian Academy, 1879, ii, p. 82 seq.

? Joumnal of the German Oriental Society, vol. xxxii, p. 438.

3 Among the rules which specially agree, I may mention one from the section

on the Initiation, Man. Gri. S0. 1, 22 (end), WY g qT# [q\(“\] | WTATH-
T | ATHTA FPE WAXT A7 WACEAT | o0 Next he shall

go out to beg, first, to his mother and to other females who are friendly, or to
as many as may be near.” These Siltras correspond to Manu II, 50, ¢ Let him
first beg food of his mother, or of his sister, or of his own maternal aunt, or of
(some other) female who will not disgrace him (by a refusal).” Iam not aware
that this rule occurs in any other Smy7ti.

¢ Among the very great discrepancies I would point to such as those occurring
in the section on the marriage-rites. The Manu-smrsti III, 20-34, describes the
well-known eight modes by which a woman may be obtained from her family.
But the Minava Grshya-sfitra I, 7-8, knows two only, the Brihma and the Saulka
rites, the latter of which corresponds to the Asura or Manusha rite of the other
Smritis, and sanctions the purchase of the bride from her parents.

$ The absence of an agreement in characteristic rules is particularly notice-
able in the chapter on the study of the Veda and the stoppages of the Veda
study. There the general rules, e. g. regarding the beginning, length, and end-
ing of the school-term, which are found also in other Smritis, agree in both
works. But none of those special prescriptions which the Manava Grvhya-sfitra
gives for the time when and the ceremonies with which particular portions of
the Maitriyanst Samhitd are to be learnt can be traced in the Manu-sraritl.
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non-occurrence of Mantras, peculiar to the Maitrdyaniya-
Minava school in the Manu-smriti, do not permit us to
consider them as decisive for the settlement of the question.
On the other hand, this negative result does not preclude
the possibility that the supposed connexion between the
original of the Manu-smrsti and the Manava school may
nevertheless have existed. For the examples of the Haira-
nyakesas and Madhyamdinas show that the S{tras, adopted
by a school, are not always composed by one and the
same teacher, but sometimes are made up of fragments
originally belonging to different authors. In the case of
the MAdhyamdinas the author of the Srauta-sGtra is a
Katydyana, while the Grshya-slitra bears the name of a
Paraskara. In the case of the Hairanyakesas the Dharma-
slitra, though it is ascribed to Hiranyakesin Satyashid/a,
is in reality the work of Apastamba, and differs both in
its language and in its contents very much from the
Grihya-sitral. Moreover, the Hairanyakesa Kayana-
sQtra has been taken over, as its colophon clearly proves;
from the Bharadvdgas. It is, therefore, still possible that
the ancient Minava Dharma-slitra was considered as the
special property of the Ménavas, but was not composed
by the same teacher as the Grshya-sitra, or that, though
both works had the same author, the materials for their
composition were borrowed from different sources. Either
supposition would explain the discrepancies between the
two works. If we now could show that some other work
belonging to the Manava Karana shows a special affinity
to the Manu-smriti, the view that the original of the latter
was first the property of that school might be still upheld.
A renewed examination of the various treatises, studied
and claimed as their own by the M4navas, has convinced
me that such a connecting link is actually found among
them. This is the Sriddhakalpa, a description of the
ordinary funeral sacrifices which the Mainava Grihya-
sGtra does not treat in detail, but barely touches in the
sections on the Ashzak4 rites (II, 8-9). If this treatise has
not been taken into consideration by Professor Jolly and

! Sacred Books of the East, vol. ii, p. xxiii.
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Dr. von Bradke, the reason is that it is not contained in
Professor Haug’s collection of the Manava Sitras, the
only one which has hitherto been accessible to European
students. In my copy of the works of the Manava school
it stands after the Pravarddhydya!. It consists of four
short Khandas. The first begins with the words, ‘ Now we
will explain the rules for the funeral sacrifices,’ and treats of
the following points: the invitation of qualified Brdhmanas,
their hospitable reception with the Arghya in the house of
the sacrificer, the invocations asking the Visvedevas and the
manes to attend, and the burnt oblations offered to Soma,
Yama, and Agni. The Mantras which are to be used
seem, if not all, at least for the greater part, to have been
taken from the Maitrdyani Samhitd. This section shows
hardly any special agreement with the Manu-smzzti, except
in the rule, known also from other Dharma-siitras, which
prescribes the entertainment of two guests at the rite in
honour of the gods, and of three at the offering to the
manes or of one on either occasion, as well as in the
number and the deities of the burnt oblations which precede
the Srdddha (Manu III, 123, 211). But the second Khanda,
which contains the description of the Srdddha ceremony,
opens with a couple of verses, the first of which corres-
ponds almost literally? with Manu III, 274. The only im-
portant difference is that at the end the words ‘ in the rainy
season and under (the constellation) MaghadZ’ take the
place of Manu’s ‘ when the shadow of the elephant falls
towards the east” It must be noted that, though Vishnu
LXXVIII, 52-53 and Vasish##a XI, 40 have passages which
contain similar prayers of the manes, their wording differs
very considerably from that of the Srdddhakalpa and of

' My MS. of the writings of the Mnava Karana, which was copied in 1864-65
at Nisik, includes, besides the Samhiid and the Upanishad, counted as the fifth
Kinda, all the portions of the Srauta-sitra, known from Professor Haug’s MSS.
together with the Kumfra or Kumérila Bhdshya and portions of a later vritti
by Misra Balaksishsza, as well asthe Grshya-slitra with its Bhishya, the PlranA-
khya, by Bbatfa Ashsivakra (not by Kumfrila, as I conjectured in West and
Biihler’s Digest, p. 46, note a), and the Srdddhakalpa.

* wfy 7 @y JITE A FETHAHIR | o AyAihat viyg
ATy .



xlii LAWS OF MANU.

the Manu-smsiti. The second verse! bears a faint resem-
blance to Manu III, 202, as it declares that water offered
in vessels of gold, silver, or Udumbara ‘becomes imperish-
able.” The following prose portion has little in common
with Manu’s rules. Curiously enough, it prescribes that
the funeral cakes are to be offered after the guests have
finished their meal, a custom which Manu III, 261 attri-
butes to ‘some.” The section closes with some Slokas?, the
last of which is nearly identical with Manu III, 283. The
chief difference is, that in the first line the word Sraddhe, ‘at
a Sraddha,’ occurs instead of snatv4, ¢ after his bath.” The
second var.lect.saméihita/Z,‘with a concentrated mind, instead
of dvigottama/, ‘a Brahmaza,’ is found in the Southern MSS.
of Manu. The next section, which is not numbered in the
colophon as Khanda 3, but separately, treats of the Abhyu-
daya, or Vriddhi-srdddha, the funeral oblations which must
be offered on all joyful occasions, such as the celebration of
the birth of a son, a wedding, and so forth3. As Manu
mentions this varicty of the Srdddha only incidentally, ITI,
254, the contents of this Khanda find no counterpart in the
Smyriti. But among its numerous Slokas one line agrees
literally with Manu IX, 186 a*. The fourth and last section
of the Kalpa, which is marked as the Parisishta, the addenda,
gives miscellancous rules regarding the times when Sraddhas
may be performed, the manner in which the fulfilment of
certain special wishes may be secured, and the persons to
be entertained on such occasions. It consists chiefly of

1 gAY € qUIAY UARTELY 9 | FRAE@A qa AT
9 (sic) u

* T0 TARATUATRT R © i o) | TEgwrATITaE-
N fa 0 wTE ¥ W@ 7 qufapay g Gio) | wfeadae-
arfg faerai wraR gfa: o Ry wiawiE: e wafen ) W
At fegaafsawsiata o I aAgagss frde -
BHR: 0

® Beginning Wq §fgeNE wWrEgrE™: 0 Colopbon, Ffa AITTYR
hode LRI LWL
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verses, seven® of which are cither quite or nearly identical
with passages of the Manu-smsiti I1I, 82, 125-126, 145,
185, 148, and 186, while another, which teaches that the
invited Brdhmaras and the sacrificer must remain chaste
‘ because the manes dwell with them 3] agrees in substance
with Manu III, 189. Two among the seven Slokas, those
corresponding to Manu III, 125-126, occur also in the Vi-
sisht4a and Baudhiyana Dharmaséstras. The remainder
are not traceable in the ancient Sitras.

These remarks show that the Ménava Srdddhakalpa
consists, like many other handbooks of Vedic schools, of
several pieces, which probably have been composed succes-
sively at different times. Even the whole treatise may be
possibly later than the Grshya-sitra, and may have been
added in order to supplement its too curt rules on funeral
sacrifices. But in spite of these admissions, the fact that it
contains so many verses partly or wholly agreeing with the
Manu-smziti, keeps its importance for the point under
consideration. If an adherent of the Ménava school found
it necessary to compose a treatise' on a subject like the
Sraddhas, he would, as a matter of course, base it on the
usage and the teaching of his school. Hence it may be
assumed that the verses which he inserted were current in

2. FARTE: WPAARARIT A1 | qARERSG fapu: W
fﬂlﬁl 0 In the corresponding verse of Manu, Medh. and Gov. read WIg{H
instead of Kullika's WITE ! b. Bt 3% HAfeq ] ewmpra= =
Wi @ gaem fewd (Y] o afma et € g
aTwwEE: | i [nfa] wd aemaey [Weg] frwt [X]u
c A7 Mwivgd v@¥ Aol | yraieTa] wWei a1 oam-
e d. qufe fe [ﬁwﬁa] qud w [w] fraifaam: vinfam)
TOIWMFAAT TN TI AN . RTATAE WIges § Ded gL 7§
e fazufit Wy [yq) wiomrsat 9 i £ [ fanaww
9 wawife [9¥] agr foran: (2] ) gogee fagar amwon i
qrEAT U The fifth and sixth verses have been transposed by a mistake of
the copyist.

* g¥geEifam fa: [4f%] feaw @t 1 g m ufa
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the latter, and it is not improbable that they may have
occurred in one of its written works. As, further, the
Manu-smrzti rests on a Maianava Dharma-siitra, and has
derived from the latter a number of its verses, the most
natural explanation of the partial agreement between the
Srdddhakalpa and the Smriti is that both have drawn on
the same source, the Minava Dharma-siitra. If that is so,
the latter must have been considered as authoritative by the
Manavas, and have been their peculiar property. Though
several links in this chain of arguments must unfortunately
remain hypothetical, it seems to me, especially if taken
together with Professor Jolly’s and Dr. von Schroder’s
above-mentioned discoveries regarding the relation of the
books of the K4zZaka school to those of the Maitriyaniya-
M4navas and of the Vishnzu-smz:ti to the Manu-smziti, suffi-
ciently strong to show that also this part of Professor Max
Miiller’s hypothesis is more than an ingenious conjecture.
In conclusion, I may mention that two other circum-
stances—a certain agreement between the Maitrayana-
brihmanopanishad and the Manu-smriti, as well as the
preference which the latter shows for North-western India
in its description of the countries where pure Aryan cus-
toms prevail (II, 17-22)—may also point to a connexion
of the Manu-smrsti and of its original with the Méanava
school. In the Upanishad VI, 37, we find quoted, as a
generally known maxim, a verse which occurs Manu
III, 76. Two other verses, Manu VI, 76-77, agree in
substance with Maitr. Up. III, 4, and some of Manu's
statements rcgarding the Atman and the results of the gunas
or qualities closely correspond to the doctrines taught in
the Upanishad2 On a closer examination these resem-
blances lose, however, a good deal of their significance.
For the ideas expressed in Manu III, 76 are likewise
traceable in a Vedic passage quoted in Vasish#4a’s Dharma-
sitra. The comparison of the human body to an impure
dwelling (Manu VI, 76-77) reappcars even in Buddhistic
works® The corresponding philosophical tenets, finally,

1 Sacred Books of the East, vol. xv, p. 398, note 1. 3 See below, p. Ixxiii.
* Dhammapada, 147-150; Johinntgen, Das Gesctzbuch des Manu, p. 93.
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occur in a portion of the Manu-smssti which probably is
not ancient!, and they are held by several of the special
schools of philosophy. As regards the passages in Manu’s
second chapter which praise the holiness of the districts
between the Drishadvati and the Sarasvati, and between
the Yamuni and the Gang4, they may indicate, as Dr.
Johinntgen thinks?2, that the home of the school which
produced the Minava Dharma-siitra lies in those districts.
If that were certain, it would agree well enough with the
facts known regarding the ancient seats of the M4navas.
The latter are a North-western sect, and extended, as the
Maharnava asserts?, from the Maylra hill to Gugarat.
Unfortunately, however, the Dharma-sitras of Vasishz%a and
Baudhayana contain almost exactly the same statements
as Manu, and hence the verses of the latter possibly mean
nothing more than that the Ménavas, like many other
Vedic schools, considered India north of the Vindhyas, and
especially the districts adjoining the sacred rivers, as the
true home of Brahmanism and of Aryan purity.

I

While the preceding discussion has shown that our
Manava Dharmasistra is based on a M&nava Dharma-sitra
which probably was the exclusive property of the Maitra-
yaniya-M4inava school, we have now to consider some
questions connected with the conversion of the locally
authoritative Stra into a law-book claiming the allegiance
of all Aryans and generally acknowledged by them. The
problems which now have to be solved, or at least to be
attempted, are the following: 1. what circumstances led to
the substitution of a universally binding Manava Dharma-
sastra for the manual of the Vedic school? 2. why was so
prominent a position allotted to the remodelled Smrsti?

! See below, p. Ixix.

? Loc. cit. pp. 109-110.

3 Sacred Books of the East, vol. ii, p. xxxi ; and L. von Schroder, Maitriyasni
Samh. I, pp. xxiv-xxviii. The ancient inscriptions name Maitrdyana Brihmanas
as donees in the Central India Agency and Gugarat, The Manava school still
exists in the latter country and in Khindesh.
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3. how was the conversion effected? and 4. when did it
probably take place?

Though the absence of all historical information, and
even of a trustworthy tradition, makes it impossible to
give full and precise details in answering the first question,
it is yet, I think, possible to recognise the general cause
which led to the production of that class of secondary
Smritis to which the Manava Dharmasistra belongs?!.
This cause lies, it seems to me, in the establishment of
special law schools which were independent of any parti-
cular Sikha of the Veda, and which supplanted the Vedic
Karanas as far as the teaching of the sacred law is con-
cerned. Evident as it is that the Vedic schools first
systematised and cultivated the six sciences which, on
account of their close connexion with the Veda, are called
its Angas or limbs, it is no less apparent that, as the
materials for each of these subjects accumulated and the
method of their treatment was perfected, the enormous
quantity of the matter to be learnt, and the difficulty of its
acquisition depressed the Vedic schools from their high
position as centres of the intellectual life of the Aryas, and
caused the establishment of new special schools of science,
which, while they restricted the range of their teaching,
taught their curriculum thoroughly and intelligently. In
the Vedic schools a full and accurate knowledge of the
sacred texts was, of course, always the primary object.
In order to gain that the pupils had to learn not only the
Samhitd text of the Mantras and BraAhmaras, but also their
Pada, Krama, and perhaps still more difficult pazkas or
modes of recitation. This task no doubt required a con-
siderable time, and must have fully occupied the twelve
terms of four and a half or five and a half months which
the Smrstis give as the average duration of the studentship
for the acquisition of one Veda® As long as the Angas
consisted of short simple treatises, it was also possible to

! Regarding the various classes of secondary Smritis, see West and Biihler,
Digest, p. 33, third edition.

3 See Manu III, 1, and 1V, 95, as well as the parallel passages quoted in the
notes.
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commit them to memory and to master their contents in
the twelve terms, consisting of the seven or eight dark
fortnights from the month Pausha to Vaisikhal. But
when the Kalpa or ritual alone reached dimensions as in
the Sitras of the Baudhdyaniyas and Apastambiyas, while
the grammar developed into as artificial a system as that
of Panini, it became a matter of sheer impossibility for one
man to commit to memory and to fully understand the
sacred texts together with the auxiliary sciences, especially
as the number of the latter was increased in early times by
the addition of the Nyiya or Pirvd Miméamsa, the art of
interpreting the rules of the Veda®. The members of the
Vedic schools were then placed before two alternatives.
They might either commit to memory all the Vedic texts
of their Sikhas together with the Angas, renouncing the
attempt at understanding what they learnt, or they had to
restrict the number of the treatises which they learnt by
heart, while they thoroughly mastered those which they
acquired. Those who adhered to the former course be-
came living libraries, but were unable to make any real use
of their learning. Those who adopted the second alterna-
tive might become great scholars in the science of the
sacrifice, grammar, law or astronomy, but they could not
rival with the others in the extent of the verbal knowledge
of the sacred books. Thus the Vedic schools ceased to be
the centres of intellectual, and were supplanted by the
special, schools of science.

The present state of learning in India proves beyond
doubt that this change actually took place in the manner
described, and direct statements in the ancient text-books,
as well as their condition, allow us to recognise the various
stages which led up to it. The true modern representa-
tives of the ancient Kararas are the so-called Vaidiks, men
who, mostly living on charity, devote their energy exclu-
sively to the acquisition of a verbal knowledge of the

1 See Manu IV, 98, and the parallel passages quoted in the note. According to
some Smritis the Aiigas might be studied at any time out of term (Vas. X111, 7).

3 Regarding the early existence of the PlirvA MimAms, see Sacred Books of
the East, vol, ii, p. xxvii; and the verse on the constitution of a Parishad,
quoted Baudh. I, 1, 8; Vas. III, 20.
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sacred texts and of the Angas of their Sikhis as well as of
some other works, more or less closely connected with the
Veda. A perfect Vaidik of the Asvaldyana school knows
the Rig-veda according to the Samhiti, Pada, Krama, Gazd
and Ghana Pizkas, the Aitareya Brahmana and Aranyaka,
the ritualistic Satras of Asvaliyana, Saunaka’s Pratisikhya
and the Sikshd, Yéska’s Nirukta, the grammar of Paxini,
the Vedic calendar or Gyotisha, the metrical treatise called
the K'/andas, Yé4gnavalkya's Dharmasistra, portions of the
Mahabhérata, and the philosophical Sitras of Karndda,
Gaimini, and Bidariyara. Similarly the Vaidiks of the
Yagus, Sdman, and Atharvan schools are able to recite,
more or less perfectly, the whole of the works of their
respective Sakh4s as well as some other non-Vedic books!.
But it would be in vain to expect from such men an ex-
planation of the literary treasures which they possess. It
is not the professional Vaidik who can perform the great
sacrifices according to the Srauta-siitras, interpret the intri-
cate system of P4~ini’s grammar, or decide a knotty point
of law according to the Dharma-sitra or the secondary
Smristi which he knows by heart. For these purposes one
must go to quite different classes of men. The performance
of the great Srauta sacrifices lies in the hands of the Srotriya
or Srauti, who unites with a thoroughly verbal knowledge of
the sacred texts of his Sikh4 a full acquaintance with the
meaning of the Srauta-sQtras and with the actual kriy4 or
manual work, described in the Prayogas. The Srauti, as
well as his humbler fellow-worker, the so-called Y4g7ika or
Bhatfagi, who knows the Grihya-sQtras and performs the
rites prescribed for domestic occurrences, likewise both
belong to the representatives of the Vedic schools. They
make, however, no pretence to a knowledge of the whole
range of the Angas, but content themselves with studying
the Kalpa, or parts of it, and perhaps the Sikshi® Real

1 Regarding the necessity for a Vaidik to leam non-Vedic books, see Vas.
XXVII, 6.
38 Regarding the present condition of the Vedic schools and of Vedic learning,
see Haug, Brahma und die Brahmanen, p. 47 ; and R. G. Bhindrkar's careful
paper, ‘ The Veda in India’ (Ind. Ant. III, 133 sqq.). From personal observa-



INTRODUCTION. xlix

proficiency in the other still surviving Angas, grammar,
law, and astronomy is to be found only with those Paxdits
who fulfil their duty of studying the Veda by committing
to memory a few particularly important sections, such as
the Pavamani-hymns of the Rig-veda or the Satarudriya
of the Yagur-veda, or by confining themselves to the few
verses which occur in the Brahmayag#a and the Samdhya-
vandanal. Their chief aim is to be perfect in one or more
of the special sciences which they study, without reference
to a particular Vedic school. Thus, though a Pandit who
chiefly devotes himself to the sacred law may belong to the
Vedic school of Baudhdyana or Apastamba, he will not
make Baudhiyana’s or Apastamba’s Dharma-sitra the
starting-point of his studies.- On the contrary, it will fre-
quently happen that he possesses no knowledge of the
Dharma-sfitra of his school, except a few passages quoted
in the commentaries and digests. If he has read the whole
work, he will consult it only as one of the many utterances
of the ancient sages. He will not attribute to it a higher
authority than to other Smuritis, but interpret it in accord-
ance with the rules of the secondary Dharmaséstras of
Manu or Yéagravalkya. A good illustration of this state
of things is furnished by Sayaza-Madhava’s treatment of
Baudhéyana in his Vyavaharamidhava, a treatise on civil and
criminal law supplementing his commentary on Parisara’s
Smriti. Though he himself tells us, in the introduction
to the Parésara-smriti-vydkhy4 2, that fie belonged to the
school of Baudhdyana, and though he seems to have written
a commentary on Baudhiyana’s Sitras, he relies, e.g. for
the law of Inheritance, not on Baudhiyana’s Dharma-
stra, but on Vigsinesvara’s exposition of Yag#avalkya.
He quotes Baudhiyana only in three places3 As far as
the law is concerned, Siyara follows the theories of the

tion I can add to Professor Bhdndfrkar's statements that Vaidiks of the White
Yagur-veda are found also in Northern India. I have also heard of Vaidiks of
the Sima-veda among the Parvatiyas in the Panjab, and of the Atharva-veda
in the Central India Agency.

! Bhindarkar, loc. cit. p. 132 note.

2 Parfisara-smriti-vylkhya, p. 3, ver. 7 (Calcutta edition).

* Bumell, Diyavibhiga, pp. 9, 39, 4!

[25) d
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special law school of his time and of his country, without
particular reference to the teaching of his Vedic Karana.
This depression of the Vedic Karanas through special
schools, which took over the scientific cultivation of a most
important portion of the Angas, is not of modern date. It
goes back to a time which lies long before the beginning of
the historical period of India. We have various indications
in the ancient books which force us towards this conclusion.
Thus Yaska’s Nirukta, a work which undoubtedly belongs
to a very early period, quotes Vaiydkarazas, grammarians ;
Nairuktas, etymological exegetes ; and Y4g#ikas, ritualists ;
and contrasts their conflicting opinions®. If these schools
were at issue with respect to grammatical or exegetical
questions, it follows that the subjects which they taught
were no longer cultivated by the same persons as auxiliary
branches of the Vedic lore, but that each had received in a
special school a separate development as an independent
science. The actual condition in which the various Angas
have been preserved, fully agrees with this view. It shows
that two at least, grammar and astronomy, slipped away
from the control of the Vedic Karazas in very early times.
For not one of those schools, the text-books of which have
survived, possesses a grammatical or an astronomical hand-
book of its own. Paxini’s Ashzddhyayi is the sole repre-
sentative of the Vyéakarana class of the Angas, and is
equally acknowledged by the followers of all Vedas. But
grammar, as taught by Péxini, is no longer a mere hand-
maiden of the Vedavidyd. It is an independent science
which lays down the laws, applicable to the whole Sanskrit
language, and treats what we now call the classical San-
skrit as the standard of Aryan spcech, the Vedic forms as
anomalies. As the numerous quotations of older schools
and older teachers in Paxini’s own work, in the Pratisakhyas,
and in Yaska's Nirukta clearly show, a very considerable
number of more ancient works did prccede the Ashfi-
dhyayi, and the latter is undoubtedly the final outgrowth
of a long scientific development 2. A good many of the lost

! Nirukta I, 13; V,11; VII, 4; XIII, 9.
¥ See Max Miilles, History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 150, who says
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works seem to have treated grammar from the same stand-
point as Pinini’'sbook. But it may be reasonably supposed
that the earliest among them mainly or even exclusively
taught the rules applicable to the Vedic texts, studied by
the several Karanmas to which the authors belonged. This
stage of grammatical research belongs, however, to a remote
past. Indian grammar, as it first becomes known to us, is
no longer entirely subservient to the wants of the Veda-
study, but works, though it still takes account of the Veda,
for its own ends.

The science of astronomy is still more loosely connected
with the Vedic schools. All the traces of its really having
been an Anga consist in the small treatise, entitled Gyotisha,
of which two slightly different recensions are extant, one
belonging to the Rig-veda and one to the Yagur-veda. All
the other works on this subject, even the ancient ones such
as the Gargi Samhitd, as well as the Vasish#zka Samhitd
and Siddh4nta, show no connexion with the Veda or Vedic
schools, except that their authorship is ascribed to Rishis
or descendants of the families of Rishis.

As regards the sacred law, the fact that such late off-
shoots of the Vedic tree, as the Apastambiyas and the
Hairanyakesas, possess Dharma-sQtras, proves that this
subject much longer formed part of the curriculum of
the Vedic schools. But already one of the most ancient
grammarians of the historical period of India, Patasigali,
hints that in his times the Dharma was taught not only
in the Vedic but also in special schools. For on the one
hand he refers to the Dharma-sQtras?!, on the other he
teaches the formation of a special word, dharmavidya,
which denotes ¢ a person who studies or knows the dharma-
vidy4, the science of the sacred law?’ Possibly the word
dharmasastra, the Institutes of the sacred law, which occurs

most appropriately that the Hindus ought to speak not of the PdninyAdya
vaiy@karani, but of the Pininyantd /.

! See the remarks on Pisini I, 1, 47.

% See the remarks on Plzini 1V, 3, 6o (vol. ii, p. 3248, Kielhorn). I follow
Dr. Kielhom, who prints the words ¢ vidyA #4nangakshatradharmatriprvd ’ as
a remark of Patafguli, not as a Virttika of Katydyana.

d 2
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occasionally in his Bhishya?l, may also point to manuals,
studied by the special schools, which differed from the
Dharma-sitras. But it is not absolutely conclusive, as a
Dharma-siitra too may be called a Dharmaséstra, because
it teaches the sacred law. If we go back to still earlier
times we find the existence of special law schools clearly
indicated even in some of the Dharma-sitras. The passages
which are most explicit on this point are those which
describe the constitution of a Parishad or an assembly of
learned men, entitled to decide doubtful law cases. For we
read, Vasishz/a 111, 20, and Baudhédyana I, 1, 8, ‘ Four men
who each know one of the four Vedas, a student of the
Miméams4, one who knows the Angas, one who recites (the
works on) the sacred law (dharmapaskaka), and three
Brahmanas belonging to (three different) orders (constitute)
an assembly consisting of, at least, ten (members)%’ Here
the reciter or teacher of the sacred law is named side by
side with him who knows the Angas. As the two works
in which the verse occurs are Dharma-sitras belonging to
the Kalpa section of thc Angas, it is evident that the
teacher of the sacred law must be a person who specially
devotes himself to the study of that subject, and knows
more than one Dharma-siitra. Hence it follows that
special law schools must have existed at the time when
these two Dharma-siitras were composed It may also
be that already then these special schools had elaborated

! See Kitylilyana’s Virttika 39 on Plnini I, 2, 64, and Patasigali’s remarks
thereon (Kielhorn, Mah. vol. i, p. 242).

3 See also Manu XII, 111; and above, p. xxv.

3 The significance of the passage quoted comes out still stronger, if we com-
pare Gautama's rule (XXVIII, 49), which differs very considerably: ¢ They
declare that an assembly (parishad, shall consist) at least (of) the ten follow-
ing (members, viz.) four men who have completely studied the four Vedas, three
men belonging to the (three) orders enumerated first, (and) three men who
know (three) different (institutes of) law,’ Gautama says nothing of men speci-
ally devoted to the study of the sacred law, He requires three persons, knowing
three different Dharma-sitras. He and Apastamba are perfectly aware of
the fragmentary character of their rules, and particularly refer their pupils
(Gaut. XVI, 49; Ap. I, 3, 11, 38) in certain cases to the teaching of other
schools, which, being comprised under the general term Smyiti, have authority,
provided the teachers were orthodox Sishsas (Gaut. I, 32 ; Ap. L, 1,1,3; Vas,
1, 4; Baudh. |, 1,1, 3).
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manuals of their own which differed from the Dharma-
slitras. In favour of this opinion the metrical quotation at
Baudhéiyana II, 4, 14-15 may be adduced, as it seems to
have been taken from a work in Anushzubh-Slokas?,
Though the unsatisfactory state of the text of Baudhdyana
does not allow us to insist too strongly on this passage, it
is undeniable that the formation of special law schools must
inevitably lead after a short time to the composition of
manuals for their use. It is, no doubt, true that their
founders possessed in the Dharma-sitras, the number
of which, to judge from the quotations, must have been
very great, plentiful materials on which they could base
their investigations. But the treatment of a science from
a new point of view was in itself an incentive to the
production of new manuals, and there were in the case of
the special law schools also other reasons which made such
a course desirable. Minute as the Dharma-sitras generally
are on the majority of the topics connected with the moral
duties of Aryas, their arrangement of the rules is fre-
quently unsystematic, and their treatment of the legal
procedure, the civil and the criminal law, with the excep-
tion of one single title, the ddyavibhiga, i. e. the law of
inheritance and partition, extremely unsatisfactory. With
respect to the other titles, the Dharma-sitras give nothing
more than a few hints, intended to indicate the general
principles, but they never proceed systematically, and
always show most embarrassing omissions. From the
standpoint of the Vedic schools, a more detailed and
orderly treatment of these matters was, of course, irrele-
vant, as their chief aim was to point out the road to the
acquisition of spiritual merit, and to guard their pupils
against committing sin. Though some of their members
might be called upon, and no doubt actually were destined
in later life, to become practical lawyers, as Dharmadhi-
kArins, i. e. legal advisers of kings and chiefs, or as judges,
and to settle the law between man and man, the few
general principles which they had learnt during their course
of instruction would suffice for their wants. For the details

1 Sacred Books of the East, vol. xiv, p. xli.
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were settled according to the law of custom, which, as the
Dharma-siitras themselves indicate, was in ancient times
even a greater power in India than it is in our days.
When the sacred law became a separate science to which
men devoted all or the best part of their energy, the case
became different. However much the specialists might be
convinced of the supreme importance of the moral side
of the Dharma, they could not possibly shut their eyes
against the glaring deficiencies of the old text-books, and
they were, of a necessity, driven to remedy them. In
order to effect this, two courses were open to them. They
might either remodel the old existing works or compose
entirely new ones. As might be expected from the
universal tendency, observable throughout the whole of
the sacred literature of India, they gave preference to the
former alternative, and the result of their work was that
class of the secondary Smritis, the chief surviving repre-
sentatives of which are the Dharmasastras of Manu and
Yégriavalkya. Thesec works reveal their origin by the
following marks. They are the exclusive property of the
special law schools, and they show a fuller and more
systematic treatment of all legal topics, while, at the
same time, more or less clear traces of older redactions,
connected with the Vedic schools, are to be found. They
are free from all signs of sectarian influence, or of having
been composed, like many of the later Digests, at royal
command. They, finally, exhibit unmistakable marks of
being school-books. If we examine our Manu-smrsti with
respect to these points, its connexion with an older Vedic
work has been shown above, and the fact that it is, and has
been ever since we have any information regarding its
existence, in the keeping of the Pandits, who especially
devote themselves to the study of law, will be patent to
every student of the Dharmaséstras. That it treats all
legal topics more fully and more systematically than the
Dharma-sitras, and especially devotes much more space to
those subjects which are briefly noticed in the latter works,
is no less evident. It will suffice here to point out the
fact that the description of the duties of the king, including
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the administration of justice and the civil and criminal law,
occupies considerably more than one-third of the whole.
For chapters vii—ix contain no less than 982 verses, while
the total number amounts to 2,684!. None of the older
law-books devotes more than one-fifth of its text to such
matters®. The freedom of the Manu-smsiti from all
sectarian influence is perfect. It nowhere teaches the
performance of other rites than those prescribed in the
Vedic writings, and it nowhere inculcates the exclusive
worship of one of the deities of the Paurinik sects as we
find it recommended, for instance, in the Vishzu-smriti.
Nor is there any hint that it was written by order of some
king or chief with the purpose of serving as a Digest of the
sacred law. Finally, the marks of its being a school-book,
intended for the instruction of all Aryas, are unmistakable.
We are told, Manu I, 103, that ‘a learned Brihmana
must carefully study these (Institutes), and must duly
instruct his pupils in them,” but that ¢ nobody else (shall do
it) Who the pupils, entitled to learn the work, are, is
explained II, 16. There it is said that ‘he for whom
(the performance of) the rites, beginning with the Garbh4-
dhidna and ending with the Antyesh#, is ordained together
with recitation of sacred formulas, is entitled to study it,
but no other man whatsoever.”” Hence Brihmans are to
teach the Sistra, and all Aryas may learn it. It further
agrees with its character as a school-book, if the phalasruti
or statement of the rewards to be gained by its study,
Manu XII, 126, asserts that a twice-born man, who is able
to recite ‘ these Institutes, will be always virtuous in con-
duct, and will reach (i. e. after death) whatever condition he
desires.” The first object which the student may gain is
self-improvement, and the second happiness after death3,

1 About the same ratio, 367 : 1009 is found in Yég#avalkya's Smziti,

2 Thus in the Gautamiya, seven pages of the text out of thirty-four are filled
with legal matters; in the VisishsAa, twelve pages out of eighty-one; in the
Apastambiya, ten out of ninety-eight; and in the Baudh&yantya, about seven
out of a hundred and fifteen.

8 Other secondary Smritis, e. g. Yigiavalkya's (III, 330-334), give much
more detailed statements regarding the rewards to be obtained. But in
substance they always agree with Manu.
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If we accept the conclusion which the preceding discussion
tends to establish, that the special law schools produced
the first and the most ancient division of the secondary
Smyitis on the basis of older Dharma-siitras, and that one
among these schools, which, however, cannot be further
specified, turned the Manava Dharma-sitra into our
metrical Smrsti!, we obtain also satisfactory answers to two
other questions. First, it becomes explicable why the
latter work shows so little connexion with the special
doctrines and usages of the Méinavas. If adherents of the
Vedic Ménava school, as Professor E. Hopkins conjectures?,
had undertaken the revision of their Dharma-siitra, they
would not have forgotten to mention such ceremonies as
those which, according to their Grzshya-sitra, must be per-
formed on beginning the study of particular portions of their
Samhita 3, and, above all, they would have allowed Man-
tras belonging to the Maitrdyani S4kh4 to stand. Again,
if the task had fallen to the share of the members of some
other Vedic school, we should find some points mentioned
which were of special interest to them. The entire absence
of all distinctive marks of any Vedic school which the
Manu-smriti exhibits can only be explained on the hypo-
thesis that it was remodelled by persons for whom such
minute distinctions had no interest, and who concentrated
their attention on those rules which they considered
essential for all Aryas. Secondly, the view expressed
above furnishes us with an answer to the question why the
Manu-smriti, like all other works of its class, emphatically
claims the allegiance of all Hindus. It is obvious that
every special law school must assert, if its labour is not to
be in vain, the general applicability of its doctrines and
rules to all mankind.

If we now turn to the second point, what reasons
induced the special law schools to select just the Ménava
Dharma-sQtra among the large number of similar works

1 This view, which I first taught in my lectures on the Hindu law, delivered in
the Vienna University during the winter, 1881-83, has been accepted by Professor
J. Jolly, Tagore Lectures, p. 41, and Lecture II passim, as well as p. 347 (end).

3 Proceedings of the American Oriental Society, October, 1883, p. xix.

3 See above, p. xxxix, note 5.
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for the basis of their studies and to recast it, the answer
is not difficult to find. The reason for this selection,
and for the high veneration in which the Manu-smrsti has
been held and is still held by Hindus, lies, without doubt,
in the myths which, since very early times, have clustered
round the name of Manu, and in progress of time have been
more and more developed and brought into a system.

In Vedic mythology, Manu, or Manus, as he is also
called in the Rig-veda, is the heros eponymos of the
human race, and by his nature belongs both to gods and
to men. As a divine being he is described as the son of
the Aditya Vivasvat and of ‘the female of equal colour,
whom Vivasvat’s wife, Sarany(, made to take her place!,
or as the offspring of Svayambhaq, self-existent Brahman 2,
In the same quality he is invoked at the sacrifices as
pragdpati, the Lord of created beings3, and in Kutsa-
yana’s hymn of praise, which is quoted in the Maitrdyana
Brahmanopanishad (V, 1), he is identified with Brahman,
the supreme Soult. In the systematised theology of the
Nairuktas he appears as one of the deities residing in
heaven®. His human character comes out still more
frequently. He is named in the Rig-veda together with
other sages of a remote antiquity ®, the Taittiriya-samhitd
speaks of him as of the father of a family who divides his
estate among his sons?, and the Satapatha-brahma#na opens
one of its legends regarding him with a passage which repre-
sents him as following the usual daily customs of men 2.

Manu’s position as the progenitor of mankind is usually

! VAlakhilya IV, 1; Atharva-veda VIII, 10,34; Sat. Br.XIlI, 4, 3,3; and
Nirukta XII, 10.

% See the Vedic sloka quoted Nirukta III, 4, about which more will be said
below. A third account, VAlakhilya III, 1, makes him the son of Samvarana,
who possibly may be identical with the Rsshi mentioned RV. V, 33, 10.

3 Taitt. Samh. I11,2,8,1; 1V, 1,9, 1; Vig. Samh. XI,66; Maitr. Samh.11,7,7.

4 The edition reads annam, food. But Professor Max Miiller’s MS. has cor-
rectly Manu (S. B. E, XV, p. 303 note). My copy has §§:.

® Nirukta XII, 33-34. 8 RV.1, 80, 16; I, 112, 16, &ec.

T Taitt. Samh. 1], 1, 9, 4.

8 Sat. Br. I, 8, 1; Sacred Books of the East, vol. xii, p. 216, ‘In the moming
they brought to Manu water for washing, just as they (are wont to) bring
(water) for washing the hands.’
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indicated in general terms only. In the Rig-veda he is
repeatedly called ‘ Father Manul. In other passages we
meet frequently with the assertion that ‘the five tribes,” or
‘these created beings,’ or ‘the races of men’ are his off-
spring 2. But in the famous legend of the flood, given by
the Satapatha-brahmana?3, we have a circumstantial account
of the manner in which he produced the human race.
According to that Brihmaza, Manu alone was saved by
the advice of a fish from a great flood which destroyed all
created beings. Being desirous of offspring he engaged in
worshipping and in performing austerities. During this
time he offered a Pika-yag#ia. His oblations produced a
woman, I44 or 1/4, a personification of the idi ceremony
and of ‘ the blessing of the sacrifice.’ Though solicited by
Mitra and Varuna to become theirs, she acknowledged
herself Manu’s daughter, and stayed with him. ¢ With her,’
the Brihmana concludes in somewhat ambiguous tecrms,
‘he went on worshipping and performing austerities.
Through her he generated this race, which is called the
race of Manu."! Though this legend is alluded to in another
Brihmana*, and repeated in later Sanskrit works, it may be
reasonably doubted whether it contains the original version
of the production of mankind through Manu. It seems
more probable that an older myth ascribed to him not a
reproduction, but the first creation or procreation of the
human race.

Being the father of mankind, Manu is naturally con-
sidered as the founder of social and moral order, as a ruler
of men, and as a R7shi to whom sacred texts were revealed,
as the inventor of sacrificial rites, and the author of legal
maxims. We find, therefore, passages which assert that he
was a king? which speak of his coronation, or make him

' RV. 1,80, 16; I, 124, 2; 1I, 33, 13, &c.

2 RV. III, 24, 3; Taitt, Samh. 1, 5,1,3; 1,56, 1; 111, 4,23; 111, 4,3, 7;
V1, 1, 5,6, &c.; Sat. Br, XIII, 4, 3, 3.

3 Sacred Books of the East, vol. xii, pp. 216-219.

¢ Weber, Indische Streifen, vol. i, p. 11, note 3.

% See e.g. Satapatha-brihmana XIII, 4, 3, 3, and RV, I, 113, 8. In the
latter passage the epithet siira, the hero, characterises Manu as a royal personage.



INTRODUCTION. lix

the ancestor of kings. Thus a Mantra, recited at the
Abhisheka of a king?!, asserts that Pragipati formerly
anointed Indra, Soma, Varuza, Yama, and Manu, and
among the mythical kings SaryAta is called Manu’s son?,
while Purfiravas is the offspring of Manu’s daughter, 144 or
IZ43. In later times this ancient idea, which makes Manu
the first king of men and the ancestor of kings, has led to
his being placed at the head of mythical and of partly
historical genealogies. From him springs Ikshvéiku, the
first king of the solar dynasty and the historical Kalukya,
and Kola kings name Manu as the founder of their families.

Much more frequently the Veda alludes to, or explicitly
mentions, Manu as the inventor of sacrificial rites. The
Rig-veda contains a very large number of passages* which
speak of Manu's sacrifices, and of his having kindled the
sacred fire, or invoked the gods to accept the offerings of the
Rishis just as they accepted those of Manu. The same
assertions are repeated in the Yagur-veda 5 and the Sata-
patha-brahmana (I, 5, 1-7) says very explicitly, ‘Manu,
indeed, worshipped with sacrifices in the beginning ; imitat-
ing that, this progeny (of his now) sacrifices.” In addition
to the fire-worship, Manu is also said to have invented the
Sraddhas or funeral sacrifices. The chief passage bearing
on this point occurs in Apastamba’s Dharma-sitra II, 18, 1,
where it is stated that the gods went to heaven in reward
of their sacrifices, and that Manu, seeing men left behind,
‘ revealed this ceremony, which is designated by the word
Srdddha’ Though this passage is not marked as a
quotation, its style clearly shows that it has either been
borrowed from a Brahma#na, or that it gives a summary of

1 Ait, Br. VIII, 8, 1.

! Sat. Br. 1V, 1, 5, 2; compare also Ait, Br. IV, 32; VIII, 21, where the
name is Sarydta.

3 RV.I, 31, 4; X, 95; and Sat, Br. XI, 5, 1, 1. Inthe first passage I take
manave in the sense of minaviya.

4 See Bergaigne, Religion Védique, I, 62-70, where, it seems to me, a great
many difficult passages have been explained more successfully than in the
translations of other Vedists, who take the word manu too freely in the sense
of man.

% See e. g. Taitt. Samh. 1, 7,1, 3; 11, 5,9, 1; 111, 3, 2, 15 NV, 4, 10, &.
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a longer story contained in such a work!. It is probably
on account of this legend that ‘ Manu, the offspring of the
Sun,’ receives in the Mahédbhirata ? the epithet Sraddha-
deva, which may be rendered either ‘the deity of the
Sraddha,’ or, perhaps better, ‘he whose deity is the Srdddha,
i.e. the Srdddha-worshipper.” Closely connected with
Manu'’s position as inventor of sacrifices is the ancient myth,
mentioned above, which makes him the father of Id4; and
from the same idea spring probably the legends regarding
his bull, whose voice destroyed the demons, and regarding
the sacrifice of his wife, Manivi 3.

That Manu was credited with the revelation of Mantras
has been stated above* in the remarks on the passages
from the three redactions of the Yagur-veda and of the
Tandya-bradhmana. The older works, however, nowhere
attribute to him entire hymns, but mostly small numbers
of verses only. The same is the case in the Index of the
Rishis of the White Yagur-veda, while the Sarvinukramani
of the Rig-veda ascribes five entire Stktas, VIII, 27-31, to
Manu Vaivasvata, as well as a few verses to Manu Apsava
and to Manu Samvaraza. An interesting passage in the
beginning of the last section of the K/indogyopanishad ®
informs us that that work was revealed by Brahméa (Hira-
nyagarbha) to Pragapati (Kasyapa), by Pragéipati to Manu,
and by Manu to mankind. This legend proves that the
ancient Vedic schools believed Manu to have taught more
than a few verses and hymns. It also helps us to under-
stand better the phrase of the four Vedic books quoted, ¢ All

! If Professor ;dax Miiller, India, What can it teach us? pp. 334-335 and
365, thinks that Apastamba’s passage betrays a consciousness of the later origin
of the SrAddha rites, { am unable to follow him. It seems to me more pro-
bable that it is only intended to explain the holiness and efficacy of the funeral
sacrifices, and why they secure heaven for the worshipper and the worshipped
ancestor. In the BrAhmasnas similar introductions, in which the Devas play the
part of Manu, are prefixed to the descriptions of most sacrifices. As the Stdddhas
specially concern men, the father of mankind is very appropriately represented
as their inventor.

* Mah. XII, 131, 29.

3 Sacred Books of the East, vol. xii, pp. 29-30; see also the passages and
essays quoted there in note 1. -

¢ See p. xvi.

# Sacred Books of the East, vol. i, p. 144.
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Manu said is medicine.” As has been pointed out above,
the assertion contained in this sentence is so general that it
makes us suspect the existence of many sayings of Manu
on religious subjects. Though the K/4andogya is probably
not as ancient as the Sashitds of the Yagur-veda, or even
as the Tandya, and though it hence would be more than
hazardous to assume that this very passage is alluded to in
the latter, the idea that Manu acted as mediator between
Brahman and mankind, and that he taught the way to
final liberation, may yet belong to very early times, and
may have been one of the causes which led to the
sweeping generalisation. The same passages probably
testify also to the early existence of the belief that Manu
first settled the Dharma, which, as the preceding discussion
shows, is but a natural outgrowth from the conceptions
which make him the founder of the moral and social order
of the world. The published Samhitis and Brahmaras
contain, as far as I know, no explicit statement on this
subject. But an allusion to it seems to occur in the
passage of the Taittirlya-samhitd which declares that Manu
divided his estate among his sons. Baudhdyanal, at least,
has taken it in this sense, as he places it at the head of his
rules on inheritance, The oldest direct testimony on this
point is the Sloka quoted in Yéska’s Nirukta III, 4, which
says, * According to the sacred law the inheritance goes
- without a distinction to the children of both sexes, (that)
Manu, the offspring of the Self-existent (Svdyambhuva),
has declared at the beginning of the creation?’ The text
shows the Vedic accents, the use of which appears to be
confined to the Samhitis and Brahmanas. As the verse is
emphatically called a Sloka, it cannot have been taken

1 Sacred Books of the East, vol. xiv, p. 224.

2 I do not share Professor von Roth’s misgivings (Nirukta, Notes, pp. 24-26)
regarding the genuineness of this verse, and of the whole legal discussion in
sections 4-6 of the third book of the Nirukta. We know now that the views of
the ancient authors on the succession of daughters differed very considerably.
Hence the incidental discussion of this vexed question in the Nirukta need not
raise any suspicion. Similar digressions are not uncommon in other Vedic
works, The difficulty with respect to the compound rskslokbhydm, in the
words introducing the verse, disappears if it is taken as a Dvandva, and not, as
Professor von Roth scems to do, as a Karmadhiraya.
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from a work of the former class. It probably belongs to
one of the lost accented Brahmanas. That it did not form
part of the Manava Dharma-sitra follows, not only from the
use of the accents, but also from its contents. Its doctrine
does not agree with that of our Manu-smrzti, which, with
respect to the greater part of the rules on inheritance, may
be considered as a faithful representative of the original
Dharma-sitra. Though Manu IX, 131-139 strongly insists
on the right of an appointed daughter, and, indeed, of every
daughter who has no brothers, to succeed to the paternal
estate, he nowhere lays down the rule, which, according to
Yaska, is taught in our verse, that daughters under all
circumstances share equally with sons. To daughters who
have brothers Manu allots one-fourth of a share.

In the Dharma-siitras the verses which contain the phrase
‘ manur abravit, thus Manu has said,’ or equivalents thereof,
become more frequent. The passages of Vasish#Za and of
Sankhdyana in which it occurs have been discussed above.
Two verses of this description are found in Baudhiyana's
Dharma-sitra (IV, 1,13; 2, 15),and a considerable number
in Usanas’ aphoristic Dharmasistra!. In the Mah4bhérata?,
in our Manu-smprzti itself, in the Narada-smrsti3, and in
other secondary law-books it is also of common occurrence.
Its real meaning is, as Professor Hopkins (loc. cit.) has
pointed out, no other than that the rule to which it is
appended was thought to be ancient and indisputable.
Hence it is sometimes used vicariously for appeals to the
teaching of the Veda * and of Pragipati. That the cause of

! Instances of this kind occur, especially in the Sriddhakalpa, chapter IV,
wafe W wis: | qRrganTIEER AL qftarRgTReY (i) n ===
wgRTTY ATy Winfrwieary ¥ | wer gigwrat efmmwgond
(sic) i and in chapter VI, 7er: FYATHITY Fuife wforerar | wigw:-
Wi 7g: WA | gy ST W Twey
T2 | QTR apaTat v agowtyn - - - - @iY® ¥ guTReg-

(]
3 Proceedings of the American Oriental Society, October, 1883, p. xix.

3 J. Jolly, Tagore Lectures, p. 46.
! Compare e, g. Vas, XVII, 10-11, and Manu IX, 182-3.
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its adoption was not the existence of a primeval Méanava
Dharma-sitra or Sistra, but the belief in the revelation of
the law by Manu is proved also by the wide divergence of
the doctrines attributed to the father of mankind from each
other and from the teaching of the Manu-smziti.

These legends and mythological conceptions are amply
sufficient to show why the special law schools should have
directed their attention to the Manava Dharma-sitra, and
should have chosen that in preference to other similar works
as the basis of one of their text-books. Even if the guthor of
the SGtra, who in the tradition of the Manavas! is sometimes
called Manvéikirya and sometimes Manavikirya, really was
a historical personage named after the progenitor of men,and
was considered as such by the adherents of his own school,
yet a confusion between him and his mythical namesake
was in course of time inevitable. Even Apastamba, who
himself claims to be no more than a common sinful mortal,
has not escaped the fate of being turned into a half-divine
being by the authors of the Mah4bh4rata® and of the Puraras.

! All I can adduce regarding the tradition of the M&navas is found in some
not very clear verses of the Mangalfkfaranas, prefixed to the two books of
AshAlvakra’s commentary on the Grihya-sltra. In the beginning of the
prathamapurushabhfishya he says, according to Professor Haug’s MS. (Munich

Roy. Lib. Sansk. MSS., No. 51), 7l {Teraprai| 4] wrerareiita =81 a1
RERTWT ygrertng (f) 37 ) scarguannty (?) @1 7 g
m W My MS. omits the invocation of the Bhéishyakiira and of Minavi.
#Arya and reads in the last line FTRPGATI WETAG WO U The dvittyapuru-
shabhshya begins, according to my MS., FTRAT: HATEA TQAJATTT |
wawrmTTTNTY: youret wagm: v werawg eaa wi g g (?)
ety wR 9¥ g adrgmm fefyoiod van Twesdin wi 3at
TEIT T T | AT e [ ey ) qzvhﬁmmu!l
In the first line of the second verse I propose to read ‘mm %iﬂ Tl 444

and to translate, ¢ As the venerable MAnavA4irya composed this

(Sitra) by the favour of Sarasvati, (even so) the (commentary) called Pdrana
was carefully written by Ash/dvakradeva after he had pleased Sarasvati, when
one hundred years (of the Lokakila) were completed, in the season called the
dewy one.” These verses seem to indicate that, according to the tradition of
the Minavas, a historical Mnavi#4rya or Manvikirya composed the Grihya-
slitra, which was also called Brshaddharma, by the special favour of the goddess
Saragvatt,
3 See Mah. XIII, 66, 1a.
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A Manu who composed a treatise on the sacred law which
gained some notoriety was, therefore, sure of divine honours.
As soon as the identification of the author of the Shtra
with the father of mankind was made, it was a matter of
course that the Manu-smriti obtained a particularly high
position, and was accepted as the paramount authority on
the sacred law.

The legends given above render us yet another service.
They explain the origin of the seemingly contradictory
statements of the Smriti regarding Manu. When he is
represented there as a descendant of self-existent Brahman
and a Pragédpati who takes a prominent part in the creation,
or as identical with the supreme Brahman', and on the
other hand as a Rishi and as a king of the remotest
antiquity, it is now patent that these conceptions have been
taken over from Vedic literature and that, different as they
are, they have all grown out of the one fundamental idea
which makes the first man and progenitor a half-divine and
half-human being, an assistant in the work of creation, and
the founder of moral and social order among men. Some of
the remaining elements of the myth of Manu, as told in the
Smyriti, are likewise clearly developments of Vedic ideas.
Thus the interposition of the androgynous Virfg in Manu’s
genealogy (I, 32-33) is foreshadowed by a curious passage
of the Atharva-veda, VIII, 1o, where the female Virg is said
to have been ‘in the beginning this (whole world),” and to
have yielded blessings to various classes of beings. According
to verse 24, ¢ Manu, the son of Vivasvat, was her calf2, when
Pr:thi Vainya milked from her agriculture and grain-bearing
plants.” It would, therefore, seem that Virig, who repeatedly
playsa part in Vedic cosmogony, was already there connected
with Manu. Further, the substitution of seven or more
Manus for one, has probably been caused, as the Peters-
burg Dictionary (s. v. manu) suggests, by the diversity of the
genealogies found in the various Vedic passages. It iseven
not improbable that the Vedic schools belicved, when K4ty4-

1 The same identification occurs Mah. I, 1, 32.
? This statement alludes to the fact that Indian cows do not allow themselves
10 be milked, except when their calves stand by.
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yana composed his Sarvinukramanikd of the Rig-veda,
in the existence of several distinct Manus. Finally, the
association of the ten great sages whom Manu Sviyam-
bhuva created, and who in turn created other Manus
(I, 34-36), in the work of creation, rests on such passages
as those quoted by Apastamba II, 24, 3-6, 13, where suc-
cessive destructions of the world are mentioned, and ¢ this
creation is declared to be the work of Pragédpati and of the
sages.” But the complete development of the myth of
Manu belongs to the schools of the Paurinmikas and
Aitihasikas, and we find in the Purizas and in the
Mahébhirata many legends which are partly identical with
or closely related to that told in our Smritil.

The third problem, to say how the conversion of the
Ménava Dharma-sitra into our Manu-smriti was effected,
presents very considerable difficulties, and admits of an
approximative solution only. It involves the consideration
of three questions. First, which portions of our Manu-
smriti are ancient and which are later additions? secondly,
whence have the additions been derived? and thirdly,
whether they have beén added at one time or successively ?
In our attempts to distinguish between the old and the
modern elements in our Manu-samhitd we must be
guided, except wherc we have quotations from the old
Dharma-sitra, by the analogies which the other existing
Dharma-sitras furnish. For it may be assumed as a
gencral maxim, that rules and other statements of our
Manu, which find counterparts in the critically unsus-
picious portions of the Sitras of Gautama, Baudhdyana,
Apastamba, and Vasish#Za, probably occurred also in the
Minava Dharma-sitra. Single exceptions are, of course,
possible, because, though the Dharma-siitras show a very
decided class-affinity, they yet differ in the details. The
one devotes greater attention to one subject, and the other
to others. Hence it may be, that occasionally a rule
which is found in the Dharma-siitras, nevertheless did
not occur in the MaAnava-siitra, but was added on its

1 See H. H. Wilson, Vishmu-purisa, vol. i, pp. 104-5 (ed. Hall); Professor
Hopkins, Journal of the American Oriental Society, vol. xi, pp. 247-250.

[35) e
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revision. To a certain extent we may also avail ourselves
of the Vishnu-smriti for the same purpose. But a greater
degree of caution will be necessary, as this work, though in
the main a representative of the Kizkaka Dharma-sitra,
contains also an admixture of modern elements. On the
other hand, those rules and discussions which cannot be
traced in one of the old Sitras, are at least suspicious,
and rcquire careful consideration. The ultimate decision,
if such passages have indeed to be considered as additions,
must depend on various collateral circumstances. The
safest criterion will always be the character of the ideas
which they express. If these are entirely foreign to the
Stitras or to Vedic literature, they may be confidently
rcjected as interpolations. A good deal depends also on
their position and on the manner in which they fit into the
context. Numerous cases will, however, remain doubtful.
If we examine Manu's text according to these principles,
the more important results will be as follows :—The whole
first chapter must be considered as a later addition. No
Dharma-sitra begins with a description of its own origin,
much less with an account of the creation. The former, which
would be absurd in a Dharma-s(itra, has been added in order
to give authority to a remodelled version. The latter has
been dragged in, because the myths connected with Manu
presented a good opportunity ‘to show the greatness of the
scope of the work,’ as Medhitithi says. The table of con-
tents, given at the end of chapter I, was, of course, also
foreign to the original Shtra. Chapters II-VI, on the
other hand, scem to represent with tolerable faithfulness
the contents of the corresponding sections of the Ménava
Dharma-stra. Nearly all the rules are found in the other
Dharma-siitras and in the Vishnu-smrsti, and more than
three-fourths of the verses find counterparts in the aphorisms
and verses of the older law-books. Nevertheless, the hand of
the remodeller is not rarely visible. There are, besides the
verses which announce the transition from one subject to
the other!, a considerable number of smaller and some

1 These verses probably mark the subdivisions of the Adhyfyas, the Kandikis
or Khasdas of the ancient Sitra.
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larger interpolations. To the latter belong, in the sccond
chapter, vv. 1-11 and vv. 88-100. The first passage gives
a philosophical account of the origin of actions (1-5), such
as is not found in any older law-book ; further, a verse (v. 6)
stating the sources of the sacred law, which is unnccessary
on account of v. 12, and suspicious on account of the double
description of the third source of the law, by the synonymous
terms sila and 444ral. The contents of the remaining
verses, the praise of the Manu-smr:ti (v. 7), the advice how
the different authorities are to be studied (v. 8), the decla-
ration of the reward for obedicnce to the revealed texts
(v. 9), the definition of the terms Sruti and Smrti, and the
declaration of their authoritativeness, are likewise super-
fluous, and clearly later enlargements. The second passage
(vv. 88-1c0), which enumerates the organs of sensation and
action and teaches the necessity of controlling them, inter-
rupts the continuity of the text very needlessly, and has
nothing whatsoever to do with the matter trcated of.
Among the smaller interpolations in this chapter, vv. 13,
16, 27, 28, 143, 143, 213-215, 221, and 239 must certainly be
reckoned. It also scems probable that the passage on the
importance of the syllable Om, of the Vyahritis, and of
the Savitri (vv. 76-87), as well as that on the humility and
meekness required of a BrAhmarna (vv. 160-163), and that
on the worship due to parents and a teacher (vv. 225-237),
have been enlarged, though in each case something of the
kind may have occurred in the Dharma-siitra. In the third
chapter, there is one longer passage (vv. 162-201) which,
beyond all doubt, has been added by a later hand. For
the classification of the Manes, which it contains, is in this
form foreign to Vedic literature. More doubtful are the
discussions on the duty of conjugal intercourse (vv. 46-50),
on the honour due to women (vv. 55-60), on the excellence
of the order of householders (vv. 79-80), and on the results of
inviting sinners and men of bad conduct to Sraddhas (vv.
169-182). Possibly the ancient Sitra contained hints on
some of these subjects, but it is most improbable that it

1 See note to the translation.
e 2
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should have entered into all the details which our text gives.
The passage on the houscholders has probably been placed
wrongly. Most of its verscs ought to stand in the discussion
on the relative importance of the orders at the end of chapter
VI. In the fourth chapter the first section on the means by
which a Brihmara may subsist (vv. 1-24) is exceedingly
suspicious. The Dharma-sitras, e.g. Vasish#/a XII, 2-4, no
doubt sometimes prefix brief hints on the manner in which
a Sniataka may support himself, to the rules regarding his
behaviour. But they do not mention the curious classifica-
tion of the means of subsistence, Rsta, Amrita, Mrita,
Pramrita, and Svavritti (vv. 5, 6), which, though common
in the Purinas and other later works, is unknown in Vedic
literature. As, moreover, Vasis#/a’s rules, which enumecrate
the persons by whom a Snitaka may be supported, occur
further on (IV, 33-34), it is not improbable that the whole
section consisting of the first twenty-four verses is a later
addition. With still greater certainty the same may be said
of vv. 85-91, which describe the heinousness of the offence
committed by him who accepts gifts from a royal usurper and
other wicked persons, and enumerate the twenty-one hells
which will be the offender’s portion. For it is not doubtful
that, even if the Shtrakdras were acquainted with a classifi-
cation of the regions of punishment, their enumeration ought
not to stand here, but, as in the Vishzu-smriti, at the
beginning of the section on crimes and penances. Other
probable interpolations are vv. 172-174 on the results of sin,
vv. 180-185 on the reasons why quarrels with near relatives
should be avoided, vv. 238-243 on the reasons why spiritual
merit should be accumulated. Finally, the section on gifts
and the acceptance of gifts (vv. 186-197) secms to be
strongly mixed with modern elements. The next fol-
lowing two chapters present fewer suspicious passages.
Nevertheless, the precamble to the section on forbidden
food, V, 14, the verses 19-21, which prescribe the penances
for eating mushrooms, onions, leeks, and so forth, must be
certainly rejected. For the former belong to the artificial
framework which hasbeen placed round the old Sitra, and the
Jatter ought to stand in chapter XI. From the quotation in
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Vasishz/a 1V, 5-8, it is further evident that the rules on the
permissibility of meat have been much altered and enlarged
in accordance with the growing repugnance against the
slaughter of animals. The last section of the same chapter,
on the duties of women, has probably had the same fate.
The example of the Vasishzza Dharmasastra shows that
some of the old Siatrakéras treated the duties of women in
two separate sections!. But it also proves that they did
not, as our Manu-smziti does, go twice over thc same matter.
It is evident that either here or in the beginning of the ninth
chapter the same verses have been needlessly repeated by
the author of the remodelled version. In the sixth chapter
there is only one passage, vv. 61-82, which goes beyond
the range of the Dharma-sfitras. None of the latter enters
into such details regarding the meditations to which an
ascetic must give himself up in order to attain salvation.
The subject naturally tempted the remodeller of the Smrsti
to expand the shorter notes of the original. Very different
is the case of the next thrce chapters, VII-1X, which treat
of the duties of a king, and of civil and criminal law.
These sections probably bear only a faint resemblance to
the corresponding portions of the original work. Among
the 226 verses of the seventh chapter there are only fifty-four
to which passages of the Dharma-siitras and the Vishzu-
smriti correspond. If one pays attention to the rules
regarding the king’s duties, given in the Darma-sitras of
Gautama, Apastamba, and Vasishzka, as well as to the
references to the opinions of the Manavas and of Manu,
made in the Kdmandakiya NitisiraZ it would seem probable
that the contents of this section of the Manava Dharma-
sitra cannot have differed very much from those of the
third chapter of Vishnu, and that about two-thirds of
the seventh Adhyiya of our Manu-smristi have been added
when it was recast. With respect to the cighth chapter and
the first 224 verses of the ninth, which give the rules
regarding the eighteen titles of the law, the remodeller
seems to have bcen cqually activee. We must ascribe to

1 See Vas. V and XVII, 55-80. 2 Sce above, p. xxxvi,
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him the systematic arrangement of the legal rules, which is
not found in any of the ancient Dharma-sitras, and is even
neglected in the Vishzu-smrsti.  He is most probably also
responsible for more than one-half of the verses of these
chapters. In the eighth Adhyiya only thrce-sevenths of
the rules of our Manu can be traced in the Dharma-sitras
or in the Vishzu-smyriti, which latter, as far as these topics
are concerned, may be considered a faithful representative
of the Kiskaka Dharma-siitral. Two of Manu'’s titles, con-
cerns among partners? and the resumption of gifts, are
not mentioned in the older works; and the rules under a
third, rescission of purchase and sale, have no resemblance
to those of Vishsu, In the ninth chapter the chief topics,
treated under the head, duties of husband and wife, are
discussed or at least touched on in the Sdtras. But the
latter place them differently, and give them much more con-
cisely. The notes to the translation show that only one-fourth
of Manu’s verses corresponds to utterances of the ancient
teachers. The section on inheritance has probably suffered
much less, since upwards of eighty verses out of one hundred
and seventeen agree with the teaching of the Sitras, and since
among those, the contents of which are not represented in
the older works, only eleven, vv. 108-110, 128-129, 133, 138,
147, 184, 215, and 217, are really suspicious or clearly inter-
polated. Most of these latter contain clumsy repetitions of
matters discussed in other places, and v. 217 gives a supple-
mentary rule which but ill agrees with the spirit pervading
the remainder of the section. Some of the other, apparently
unsuspicious, verses may, of course, possibly be interpola-
tions. But their contents are in harmony with the spirit of
the Dharma-siitras, and with the eliminations, proposed
above, Manu’s theory of inheritance and partition is self-
consistent. The vicws, expressed under the eighteenth title,
on gambling and betting, agree with those of Gautama and
Baudhayana, who both strongly disapprove of these prac-

! To this conclusion points the absence of systematic arrangement in Vishsu
1I1-V,

* Manu’s rules on this subject have probably been borrowed from a Srauta-
sitra, where the distribution of the sacrificial fees is usually explained.
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tices. The former enumerates the gambler among thc men
who defile the company at a Srdddha, and the latter names
gambling among the crimes which render men impure.
Though Apastamba and Vishzu arc less puritanical, and
permit gambling under royal, i. e. police-supervision, or pro-
vide only punishments for cheating (Vishzu V, 134-135), the
teaching of our Smriti is, nevertheless, probably ancient.
But the section has been enlarged by the addition of mis-
cellaneous rules and by the allusion to the evil results of
gambling ‘in former ages,’ i.e. to those exemplified by the
fate of Yudhish/Zira and Nala. The last 106 verses of the
ninth chapter which, according to the table of contents in the
first chapter, teach the removal of (men nocuous like) thorns
(kantakoddharana), correspond to a part of the prakirzaka
or miscellaneous rules of Yagiavalkya and Nirada. This
section seems to have grown out of thosc legal rules in the
Méanava Dharma-stra which did not fit into the system of
the eighteen titles. But, as very few verses only correspond
to rules of the Dharma-sitras, its ancient portion is probably
small. The greater part of its contents is made up of
repetitions and additions inserted by the author of the
remodelled version.

The rules on times of distress, given in chapter X, differ
considerably from those of the Dharma-siitras, as they in-
clude also the theory of the descent of the mixed castes.
The older works treat this subject either in connexion with
the law of marriage or with the rules of inheritance.
Considering the great inequality which the Sttras show in
the arrangement of the various topics, it is, however, not
impossible that the Mdnava Dharma-sitra placed the section
on the mixed castes just before the 4paddharmas, and that
the author of the metrical version combined both in one
chapter and gave them a common title. But it is not in
the least doubtful that the treatment of the subject in the
former work must have been very different from that which
it receives in vv. 1-74. The Dharma-sitras enumerate
either one or two sets of mixed castes, briefly indicating
their origin, and, sometimes, their modes of life. They
also add a few verses or rules regarding the changes to be
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attained in successive generations, as well as regarding the
manner in which men of low descent may be detected.
Our Manu-smzti, on the other hand, is much more minute
in its details, and introduces a good many new names of
which the Siatras know nothing. These additions have
probably expandcd the section to three times its original
extent. The immediately following rules, vv. 75-100, on
the occupations of the castes and their manner of subsisting
in times of distress, agree, in the main, with the Sdtras, and
seem to have been changed very little. But the supple-
mentary notes on the same subject, vv. 101-131, are
probably additions made on the revision of the work. The
few ancient rules which they contain are partly repetitions
of matters already discussed (e.g. vv. 113-114) and partly
misplaced (e. g. vv. 111, 115-117, 11g) L,

The eleventh chapter is again, like chapters II-VI, in
all probability a faithful representative of the corresponding
portion of the Manava Dharma-stitra. We find here again
that the great majority of the rules corresponds to those of
the Dharma-sfitras and of the Vishs#u-sizzti. The agreement
with the latter is particularly close, and appears especially
in the classification of crimes, the enumeration of the
discases caused by offences committed in a former lifc, and
in many details referring to penances. Curious and against
the practice of the older works is the combination of the
rules on gifts and the performance of sacrifices, vv. 1-43,
with the section on pcnances. The excuses which the
commentators offer for this anomaly 2 are, I fear, insufficient
to explain it. It seems more probable that here, as in the
prceceding chapter, two separate sections of the original
work have been welded together into one Adhydya. In
favour of this view it may be pointed out that in Gautama'’s
Dharma-satra, XVIII, 28-32, a number of rules, corre-
sponding to Manu XI, 11-23, stand just beforc the Praya-
skittakanda. A passage of the Mahdbhérata, which will be

1 A characteristic sign of the great changes which chapters VII-X have
undergone consists in the allusions to legends famous in the Puif as and the
Mahfibblrata ; sze also below, p. Ixxix.

% Sec note on Manu XI, 1.
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discussed below, shows exactly the same combination as
our Smriti.

The twelfth chapter, finally, is ccrtainly almost entirely
due to the author of the metrical version. Its contents are
partly foreign to the Dharma-siitras and partly repetitions.
The classification of actions and existences as sittvika,
rigasa, and tdmasa, i.e. as modified by the three qualities
of Goodness, Activity, and Darkness, finds no place in the
older law-books. It is based on the doctrines which are
taught in the Samkhya, Yoga, and Vedinta systems, and
some traces of which are found in the Maitrdyanabrahmaro-
panishadl. [Equally or similarly minute dectails are, how-
ever, to be met with only in the Puraras, the Mah&bhérata,
and some of the metrical Smz:tis, which blend philosophical
ideas with the sacred law. The next following discussion
on the karmavipika, the results of sinful acts in future
births, vv. 51-81, is altogether wrongly placed. It evidently
ought to stand in the beginning of the section on penances,
where Vishzu and Yég7iavalkya have a number of corre-
sponding Sdtras and verses. As it is found in the Manu-
smreti in a different position, it is most probably an
addition made on the revision of the work. The section
on the means of attaining supreme bliss, vv. 82-104, returns
to the questions which have already bcen discussed in the
fourth and sixth chapters, and adds nothing that is new.
The long peroration at the end, vv. 116-126, cannot have
formed part of the Dharma-sitra, as it again refers to the
myth concerning the origin of. the Sistra, narrated in the
spurious first chapter. But the small piece on the manner
of deciding doubtful legal questions, vv. 105-115, belonged
probably to the original work. To this conclusion point
its close agreement with the rules of the Dharma-sitras,
and the circumstance that Gautama also places the corre-
sponding Sitras just at the end of his work.

If thus it is extremely probable that the contents of
more than half the verses in our Manu-smz7ti cannot have
been derived from the ancient Minava Dharma-sitra, we

1 Maitr. Up. III, 3, 5, 6; compare Manu XII, xii, 32-33.
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have now to face the question whence this large amount of
additional matter has been taken. A clue to the solution
of this problem is furnished by the peculiar relation of the
Manu-smr:ti to the Mahidbharata, which undoubtedly is
onc of the most ancient metrical works of Indian literature,
and the great storehousc of the earliest forms of post-Vedic
mythology and doctrine. The connexion existing between
these two works, and its importance for the history of the
Institutes of Manu, has been rccognised by most San-
skritists who have directed their attention to the investiga-
tion of the origin of the secondary Smritis. Many years
ago Professor Weber! pointed out that the Mahabharata
contains not only a number of quotations from Manu, some
of which are found either with or without variations in the
existing Smr:ti, while others arc not traceable, but also a
considerable number of verses, not attributed to Manu,
which, nevertheless, arc included in the Dharmasistra.
He inferred from these facts that the existing Manu-smr:ti
cannot have been cxtant in its present shape even at the
period to which the later portions of the Mahéabhérata
belong, and that the author or authors of the latter work
must have known and uscd an older redaction of Manu's
Jaw-book. Another conclusion, based on the agreement of
numerous Slokas, especially in the twelth and thirteenth
Parvans of the great epic, with verses of the Manu-smr:ti,
has been drawn by Rao Saheb V. N. Mandlik?, who is
convinced that the editor of the latter has drawn, to a
large cxtent, on the former work. Of late Professor
Hopkins3 has made a carcful analysis of the quotations
from Manu found in the Mahibharata. According to him,
their number is thirty-thrce, among which seventeen are
traceable, five being verbal quotations, the rest agrecing in
doctrine only. His explanation for the untraceable quota-
tions is not that they have been taken from an older
rccension of the Manu-smristi, but that a floating mass of

! History of Indian Literature, p. 279; compare also Professor Stenzler in the
Indische Studien, vol. i, p. 345.

* ‘The Mayiikha and Yig#avalkya, introd. to Yigit. p. xlvii.

3 Proceedings of the Amecrican Oriental Society, October, 1883, pp. xix-xx,
and now Journal of thc American Oriental Sodiety, vol. xi, p. 257 seqq.
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unwritten sayings of Manu existed, some of which were
incorporated with the Dharma-sitra of the Manavas in its
revision, while others were not. Hec also notices the fact
that our Manu-smszti contains many verses which occur
also in the Mahibhirata without being attributed to Manu,
as well as some which are ascribed to other authorities.

These somewhat divergent results of my predecessors
show very clearly that the Mahabhirata may be expected
to render some assistance for the solution of our problem.
But they indicate also that the utilisation of the facts which
it offers requires some caution.

In resuming the enquiry into the relation of the two works
and its bearing on the history of our Manu text, the first
point to be ascertained is, whether the Mahabharata really
mentions a law-book of Manu, and whether this work is
identical either with the ancient Dharma-sttra or with the
existing Smriti, or if it differed from both. According
to what has been said above?! regarding the ancient belief
ascribing the settlement of social and religious institutions
to the Father of mankind, and the real meaning of the phrasc
¢ thus Manu has spoken,’ it is evident that Professor Hopkins
has correctly distinguished between sayings of Manu on
religious and legal matters, and law-books attributed to
him, and that he is right in refusing to recognise in every
mention of Manu’s name a reference to a Smriti of his.
Hence the number of passages useful for comparison is very
much restricted. Those only which explicitly mention a
Sastra of Manu are really indisputable evidence. The
estimation of the value of the remainder must depend on
collateral circumstances. Quotations of the former kind
are not numerous in the Mah4ibhérata. Nevertheless, some
do occur in the twelth and thirteenth Parvans, and they
clearly prove that the authors of these books knew a
Mainava Dharmaséstra not identical but closely connected
with our Smrsti. Thus we read, Mah. XII, 56, 23-25,
where the power of Brihmaras is being described, ¢ High-
minded Manu likewise, O king of kings, sang two Slokas in
his Laws (sveshu dharmeshu), those, O descendant of Kuru,

! Sce p. Ix.
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thou shouldst keep in thy hecart (23). Fire sprang from
water, Kshatriyas from Brihmanas, iron from stone, the
all-penetrating power of these (three) has no effect on that
whence they were produced (24). When iron strikes stone,
when fire meets water, when a Kshatriya shows hostility to
a Brihmara, then thesc (three assailants) perish.’” Again,
Mah. XIII, 46, 3036, in a discussion on the prerogatives of
a Brihmana’s Brihmani wife who, we are told, is alone
entitled to attend her husband and to assist him in the
performance of his religious duties, the conclusion runs as
follows: ¢ And in those Institutes which Manu proclaimed
(manunibhihitam sistram), O great king, descended from
Kuru, this same eternal law is found (35). Now if (a man)
out of love acts differently, O Yudhish#kira, he is declared
to be (as despicable as) a Kéiwndila (sprung from the)
Brahmazna (caste 36).” Nothing can be clearer than these
two passages. The second speaks plainly of a Séstra pro-
claimed by Manu, and the first of his DharmaZ, a word in
the plural, very commonly used to denote a book on the
sacred law. Moreover, the second is clearly a paraphrase
of Manu IX, 87, and reproduces its second line to the
letter. Of the two verses quoted in the first, one agrees
with Manu IX, 321, but the other one is not traceable.
While these two quotations would seem to indicate a very
close connexion between the Méinava Sastra of the Mahé-
bhirata and our Smrsti, a third from the Régadharmas
of Manu Priketasa—i. e. from the section on the duties of
kings belonging to the Manava'—reveals a greater dis-

! Though I will not deny that some show of argument might be made for
the supposition that the Rdgadharmas of Manu Prifetasa were a separate work,
different from the Sfstra referred to in the preceding quotations, because the
epithet Pritetasa is here added to Manu’s name, and because at Mah. XII, 38, 2,
we find Manu Pidtetasa named as the anthor of a Rigasistra in company with
Brshaspati and Usanas, to whom scpatate Nitisfistras were attributed, I yet hold
this to be improbable. For the legends regarding the descent of the lawgiver
Manu vary in the Mahdbh&rata. He is in other passages sometimes called
Sviyambhuva, and sometimes (e. g. XII, 349, 51) Vaivasvata. Further, a sepa-
rate Nitisistra of Manu is not quoted elsewhere. On the other hand, the section
on the duties of kings bears in every law-book the separate title Rgadharmi4,
and the commentators of our Manu-smriti call its scventh chapter expressly by

this name. .
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crepancy. We read, Mah. XII, 57, 43-45, ‘And the
following two verses are pronounced ! by Manu Priketasa
in the Law of kings, listen to them attentively, O lord of
kings! (43.) A man should abandon, like a leaky ship in
the ocean, the following six persons,—a teacher who does
not instruct, a priest unable to recité the Veda, a king who
affords no protection, a quarrelsome wife, a herdsman who
loves to stay in the village, and a barber who seeks the
forest” Neither of these verses is found in our Manu,
though the latter inveighs against kings who do not protect
their subjects (VII, 143-144).

If we turn to the passages in which Manu—not his
Sastra—is named as an authority, I know only of one that
may be confidently considered to contain a reference to a
law-book. In the Sakuntalopikhyana, Mah. I, 73, 8-13,
king Dushyanta tries to persuade the reluctant object of
his affections to consent to a Gindharva union by a dis-
cussion of the law of marriage. He first briefly mentions
the number of the marriage rites (v. 8*) and their names
(vv. 8°—9*) in the same order as Manu, and then goes on,
‘Learn that among these (rites), as Manu Svidyambhuva
has formerly declared, the first four arc lawful and recom-
mended for a Brahmazna ; know, O blameless orie, that six,
according to their order, are lawful for a Kshatriya (9®-10).
But the Rikshasa rite also is ordained for men of the royal
caste, and the Asura rite is prescribed for Vaisyas and
Stdras. But among the (last) five, three are declared
lawful and two unlawful (v. 17). The Paisiba and Asura
(rites) must never be used. According to this rule
(marriages) must be concluded, this is the path of duty
(v. 12). Do not question the legality of the Gindharva and
Raikshasa (rites) for Kshatriyas. Without a doubt they
may be used, be it separate or mixed’ (v. 13).

The close verbal agreement of this passage with Manu
III, 20-26, on the one hand, and its serious discrepancy
with respect to a portion of the doctrine, make it, I think,
very probable that it is a paraphrase or adaptation of a part

! The original bhas udahritau, which is ambiguous and may also mean
¢quoted.’
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of a Minava Dharmasistra which closcly rescmbled, but
was not quite identical with, the existing text. Versc 8b-
9* agrees literally with Manu III, 21 ; and vv. 11°>-13 come
close to Manu III, 25-26. But vv. g°-11%, though they
have a certain affinity to Manu III, 23-24, show, neverthe-
less, a considerable difference in doctrine. For Manu
declares (v. 23) the first six rites to be lawful for a Bréih-
maza, the four following ones for a Kshatriya, and the same
four, with the exccption of the Réikshasa rite, for Stdras
and Vaisyas, while v. 24 says that the first four rites are
recommended, and that the Rikshasa rite alone is per-
missible to Kshatriyas, and the Asura to thc two lowest
classes. According to the Mahé&bh4rata, on the other hand,
Manu approved of the first four rites in the case of Brih-
maznas, and of the first six in the case of Kshatriyas. To the
latter he allowed also the seventh, the Rikshasa rite, and
confined Vaisyas and Sdras to the purchase of their
brides, the Asura rite. The most probable explanation of
this contradiction seems to me the assumption that the text
of Manu, known to the author of the Upéakhyéana, slightly
differed from that which we find at present.

Another passage is more doubtful. Mah., XIII, 61,
34-35, various opinions are enumerated with respect to the
question how large a share of the guilt incurred by ill-
protected and ill-governed subjects falls on the king!. The
decision is that, according to the tcaching of Manu, the
negligent ruler is loaded with a fourth share. This doctrine,
which is found also in other passages of thc Mahébhéirata,
contradicts that taught in our Manu-smriti as well as in the
older Dharma-sQtras, where a sixth part of the sins com-
mitted by subjects is said to fall on their lord. The cir-
cumstance that scveral opinions are contrasted may be used
as an argument for the opinion that here, too, an individual
law-book of Manu's is referred to. If that were so, the
passage - would revecal another remarkable discrepancy
between the older and the present texts. But to my mind

' 9@ 7@ qeE W folir aRw 0gde wag: wnaiw
ygufala fagy: | 95 TAWETH T FATIRTAARH 1gun
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it seems, just because the teaching of our Manu agrees with
the Dharma-sfitras, more probable that the author of the
Mahibhirata makes here, as in other cases, a random
appeal to Manu’s name mcrely in order to give weight to
his peculiar opinion.

There are two other longer pieces in the Mahé&bhirata
which are ascribed to Manu. In one case it is perfectly evi-
dent that there exists no connexion with our Smrsti. The
philosophical conversation betwcen Manu and Brzhaspati,
which fills chapters 200-206 of Mah. XII, has neither any
distinctive doctrines nor any verses in common with the
Mainava Dharmasistra. On the contrary, it shows a leaning
towards the Vaishzava creed.

With respect to the second passage, Mah. XII, 36, 3-50, a
doubt is at least possible. It contains an ‘ancient legend’
(puréna itihisa), narrating how Manu revcaled in the bc-
ginning to the sages the law regarding food, and some
miscellaneous rules concerning worthy recipients, gifts,
Veda-study, and penances. Manu’s specch consists of
forty-five verses, among which two agree fully and five
partly with Slokas of our Smrstil. But one of the fully
agreeing verses (v. 46) occurs also in two Dharma-sitras,
and belongs, therefore, to the traditional lore of the Vedic
schools. Though the remainder is not traceable in the
older works, the faintness of the resemblance makes it, I
think, more probable that the Mahédbhirata accidentally
attributes to Manu verses now read in his Smrti, than that
its author extracted them and the whole piece from a
Maénava Séstra. ‘

But whatever may be the correct interpretation of the
mention of Manu in these passages, it remains indis-
putable that the author or authors of the first, twelfth,
and thirtecnth Parvans of the Mah4bh4rata knew a Méanava
Dharmasastra which was closely connected, but not identical
with the existing text. The latter must, therefore, as Pro-
fessor Weber has pointed out, be considered later than

! Mah. X11, 36, 27 = Manu 1V, 218; first pAda of ver. 28* = first pfida of Manu
1V, 220; ver. 28>=Manu IV, 217%; first pida of ver. 29* = first p&da of Manu
1V, 210%; ver. 46 =Manu II, 157 ; ver. 47*=Manu II, 158*,
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these ‘ latest portions of the epic.’ The latter conclusion
is, it secms to me, confirmed by some indications in the
Smyiti which point to an acquaintance with the Mah4bha-
rata. The warning regarding the consequences of gambling,
Manu IX, 227, certainly presupposes a knowledge of the
legend of the Kurus and Pindavas. When it is stated
there that ¢ in a former Kalpa the vice of gambling has been
seen to cause great enmity, this assertion can only point
in the first instance to the match played between Yudhish-
thira and Duryodhana, which was the immediate cause of
the great war. It may also contain, as some commentators
think, an allusion to the fate of king Nala, but that can only
be a secondary meaning, because war was not the result of
his gambling. More significant than this passage is the
fact that in chapters VII-X of the Manu-smz7ti a number
of legends are quoted in illustration or in support of rules
which, as the commentators repeatedly assert!, are taken
from the Mahibhirata, and that in one case just those
which are mentioned in one verse of Manu (IX, 314) are
found close together in the same chapter of the Maha-
bhérata.

This relative position of the two works might induce us to
assume with Rao Saheb V. N. Mandlik that the Mahébhérata
had a direct influence on the final redaction of the Manu-
smyisti, and that the author of the latter appropriated from
the former the very large number of identical verses which
in the Mahabhérata arc not ascribed to Manu.

Tempting as the hypothesis of the dependence of the
Smriti on the epic is, becausc it would account for
the adoption of the Anushzubh metre in the latter, a
careful examination of the corresponding passages leads
to a very different result. On going over the third, twelfth,
and thirteenth Parvans of the Mahabh4rata I have succeeded
in identifying upwards of 260 verses or portions of verses, not
attributed to Manu, with Slokas of the Manu-smr:ti. This
number, which corresponds to about one-tenth of the bulk
of the latter work, would no doubt be considerably swelled
by a comparison of the remaining portions of the epic, and

1 See notes to VII, 41; VIII, 110; IX, 23, 129, 314-315, &c.
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it may be that even in the Parvans examined some iden-
tical pieces have escaped my notice. The number of the
verses which has to be compared is so enormous that
mistakes are easily possible; but the identifications made
are amply sufficient for the purpose of illustrating the rela-
tion between the two works. The corresponding passages
vary considerably in extent, from a single pida or a single
line to sections of twenty to forty verses. Where larger
sections agree, it is rare that more than half-a-dozen verses
stand in the same order in both works, and it happens not
rarely that a series of identical Slokas is interrupted by the
expansion of one verse into two, or by a contraction of two
into one. Further, the purpose which an identical line or
verse is made to serve sometimes differs, and sometimes
a various reading alters its sense entirely. The various
readings are exceedingly numerous, and the better one is
sometimes found in the Mahibhirata and sometimes in
Manu. If we enter on a more detailed analysis of the
corresponding passages, there are three cases in which one
or two consecutive chapters of the Mahédbharata contain
from twenty to forty verses which occur in our Manu.
Mah. XII, 232-233 include the geater portion of Bhrigu’s
account of the creation and some of the verses, said to have
been enunciated by Manu himself on the same subject, i. e.
Manu I, 18%, 20, 28-29, 6478, 81-86.

Further, Mah. XIII, 48, 14-44 gives a portion of Manu’s
definitions -of and rules regarding the mixed castes, and
contains the verses X, 27-32, 33*, 34—37, 38%, 3949, 50, 52°,
58-60, and 62, mostly with considerable variations, and
Slokas resembling Manu X, 42—43 are found Mah. XIII,
33, 21-22, and 35, 17-18.

Finally, Mah. XII, 165, which treats of gifts, sacrifices,
and penances much in the same manner as the eleventh
chapter of Manu, exhibits, mostly in the beginning, the fol-
lowing verses, partly in somewhat different versions, XI, 2°,
3% 4%, 7, 1117, 20, 22°, 23%, 27%, 2931, 34—40, 91®, 105, 150,
177% 181, 207. The general sense of some other Slokas
corresponds without a real agreement in words, and the
same chapter of the Mah. contains also vv. 31* and %2*,

[25) f
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three-quarters of Manu II, 238, and v. 68® the first half of
Manu III, 172. Equivalents of Manu XI, 44, 74, 76*, 77,
84 are found Mah. XII, 34, 2; 35, 4-6; 263, 45°—46%.
Among other somewhat longer corresponding passages the
following are the most noteworthy. Portions of the discus-
sion on the reverence due to parents and teachers, Manu II,
229-234, occur Mah. XII, 108, 5~-12. The rules regarding
the disposal of the fee at an Arsha wedding and the respect
to be shown to females are found Mah. XIII, 45, 20; 46,
1-7, and some verses, Manu III, 134-135, 140-142, 158—
159, 172, 180-181, 184-1835, from the section on Srdddhas,
Mabh. XIII, go, as well as fragments of III, 267-274 in the
beginning of Mah, XIII, 88. The warning against quarrels
with relatives, Manu IV, 179-185, is repeated Mah. XII, 244,
14°-21*. A number of the rules applicable to the ascetic,
Manu VI, 42-48, 5% 582 reappears in the beginning of
Mah. XII, 246 and 279, while Manu VI, 49 is read Mah.
XII, 331, 30. The sketch of the state administration, Manu
VII, 115-122, is given mostly in the same words, Mah. XII,
87, 3-11%, and the same chapter contains also closely
agreeing precepts regarding taxation together with the
verses Manu VII, 127 and 139°. The remainder of the
corresponding passages ranges between triplets and single
feet of Slokas, and is scattered over all the twelve chapters
of Manu. The portions of the Mah4ibhérata where we chiefly
meet with them, are III, 94, 180; XII, 15, 244-245, 265 ;
XII, 44—46, 90, 104-105, 115, 152 1.

In order to complete this sketch of the rclation in which
the two works stand towards each other, it will be advisable
to give one of the three longest corresponding passages in
full, and to carefully note both the points of contact and of
difference. The piece most suitable for such a comparison
is that from the first book of Manu. For the latter doubt-
lessly belongs to the additions made by the editor of the
metrical version, and its account of the creation presents
numerous problems which have sorely puzzled the com-

! It is impossible to give here more than these general indications. A more
complete list of the verses of the Manu-sms3ti occurring in the Mah. will be
found in the Appendix.
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mentators. The solution of some of these difficulties is
furnished by the corresponding passage of the Mahibhéirata,
This passage occurs in an account of the creation, com-
municated by Vyésa-Krishna-Dvaipiyana to his son Suka,

which Bhishma narrates to YudhishzZira.

MAHABHARATA XII, 232.

11. Vyisa said: In the com-
mencement exists the Brahman
without beginning or end, un-
born, luminous, free from decay,
immutable, eternal, unfathom-
able by reasoning, not to be
fully known.

12, Fifteen nimeshas
(twinklings of the eye are)
one kishzka?!, but thirty kish-
this one should reckon as one
kali ; moreover, thirty kalis
and thatwhich mayamount
to the tenth part of a kalé
shall be one muhfrta ;

13. Thirty muhfrtas shall
make a day and a night—that
number has been fixed by the
sages; a month is declared (to
consist of) thirty nights and days,
and a year of twelve months.

14. But those acquainted with
calculations call two progresses
of the sun, the southern and the
northern one, a year?,

15, The sun divides the days
and nights of the world of
men®, the night (being intended)

MaNvu L.

64. Eighteen nimeshas
(twinklings of the eye are
one kdshzk4d?"), thirty kishszis
one kali, thirty kalds one
muhdrta, and as many (mu-
hfirtas) one day and night.

65. The sun divides days and
nights, both human and di-
vine, the night (being intended)

! Regarding the difference between the two computations, see Wilson,

Vishrmu-purlina I, 47 (ed. Hall).

? The verse marked as 14 in the Bombay edition consists of a single line

only.

* The reading of the Mahibhirata, mAnushalaukike for ménushadaivike,

seems the better one.

f 2
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for the repose of created beings
and the day for exertion.

16. A month is a day and a
night of the manes, but their
division (is as follows): the
bright (fortnight)! is their
day for active exertion, the
dark (fortnight) their night
for sleep.

17. A year is a day and a
night of the gods; the division
is (as follows): the half year
during which the sun progresses
to the north will be the day, that
during which it goes southwards
the night.

18. Counting the sum of
years (consisting) of those hu-
man days and nights which have
been mentioned above, I will
declare (the duration of) a day
and night of Brahman.

19. I will declare severally
and in due order the totals of
the years in the Krita, Tretd,
Dvipara. and Kali ages®.

20. They declare that the
Krita age (consists of) four
thousand years (of the gods);
the twilight preceding it con-
sists of as many hundreds, and
the twilight following it of the
same number.

21. In the (other) three ages,

>

for the repose of created beings
and the day for exertion.

66. A month is a day and a
night of the manes, but the
division is according to
fortnights. Thedark(fort-
night) is their day for active
exertion, the bright (fort-
night) their night for sleep.

647. A year is a day and a
night of the gods ; the division
is (as follows): the half year
during which the sun progresses
to the north will be the day, that
during which it goes southwards
the night.

68. But hear now the brief
(description of) the duration of
a night and day of Brahman
and of the several ages (of the
world) according to their order.

69. They declare that the
Krita age (consists of) four
thousand years of the gods;
the twilight preceding it con-
sists of as many hundreds, and
the twilight following it of the
same number.

vo. In the (other) three ages,

! The reading of the Mahfibhérata is obviously faulty, as it is well known
that the dark fortnight is, according to the Hindus, the day of the manes. The
fault has probably arisen by an accidental transposition of the words suklak
and krsshnak. The second var. lect. of the Mah. tayok punak for tu pakshayok
is less intelligible than Manu’s, because a substantive is required to which sukla

and krsshma’ can be referred.

3 It is a particularly significant fact that in spite of the great difference
between the two works, both show the intercalation of a fresh exordium.
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with the preceding twi-
lights and in the twilights
following them, the thousands
and hundreds are diminished by
one-fourth (in each)®.

22. These support the eternal,
everlasting worlds ; this is known
as the eternal Brahman to those
who know Brahman.

23. Inthe Krita age Dharma
is four-footed and entire, and (so
is) Truth; nor does any gain
which is opposed to that
(spirit of justice) accrue by
unrighteousness 2.

24. In the other (three ages),
by reason of (unjust) gains,
Dharma is deprived successively
of one foot, and unrighteous-
ness increases through theft,
falsehood, and fraud.

25. (Men are) free from dis-
ease, accomplish all their aims,
and live four hundred years in
the Krita (age); but in the
Tretd age (and the follow-
ing ones) their life is lessened
by one quarter in each?;

26. And the doctrines of
the Veda decrease, as we

with their twilights pre-
ceding and following, the
thousands and hundreds are
diminished by one (in cach).

81. In the Kritaage Dharma
is four-footed and entire, and
(so is) Truth; nor doesany gain
accrue to men by unrighteous-
ness.

82. In the other (three ages),
by reason of (unjust) gains,
Dharma is deprived successively
of one foot, and through (the
prevalence of) theft, falsehood,
and fraud the merit (gained
by men) is diminished by
one-fourth (in each).

83. (Men are) frce from dis-
ease, accomplish all their aims,
and live four hundred years in
the Krita (age), but in the
Tretd and (in each of) the
succeeding (ages) their life is
lessened by onc quarter.

84. The life of mortals, men-
tioned in the Veda, the de-

! The reading of Manu, sasamdhyfmscshu Za for samdldmseshu tatak, scems
preferable, but his ckdffyena is inferior to the ekajfidena of the Mahibhérata.

* Nilakantha explains gama in this verse and the next by ¢doctrine.” I
translate it by ¢ gain,’ in accordance with the rendering adopted for Manu, but
willingly acknowledge that the other rendering is possible in both works, and
that the meaning may be ¢ nor does any unrighteous doctrine, opposed to that
(Dharma), prevail’ (Mah.), ¢ nor is any vnrightecous doctrine spiead among
men ' (Manu).

* The reading krite tretiyuge tvestdm instead of Manu's ksste tretidishu
hycshfm is more archaic.
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hear,ineachsuccessiveage,
as well as the lives (of men),
their blessings (4sisha), and
the rewardswhichthe Veda
yields?®.

27. One set of duties (is pre-
scribed) for men in the Kria
age, different ones in the Tretd
and in the Dvipara, and (again)
another (set) in the Kali age, in
proportion as (those) ages de-
crease in length.

28. In the Krvta age the chief
(virtue is the performance
of) austerities, in the Tretd (di-
vine) knowledge is most ex-
cellent, in the Dvipara they
declare sacrifices (to be best), in
the Kali liberality alone.

29. The wise know such
(a period of) twelve thousand
(divine) years (to be understood
by) the term an age (of the
gods); that (period) being multi-
plied by one thousand is called
a day of Brahman.

30. (Know his) night to be
as long?® At the beginning of
that (day) the lord who is the
Universe finally awakes, after
having entered deep meditation

sired results (dsishak) of sacri-
ficial rites, and the (super-
natural)powerofembodied
(spirits) are fruits propor- -
tioncd among men accord-
ing to (thecharacter of) the
agel,

85. Onc set of duties (is pre-
scribed) for men in the Krita age,
different ones in the Tretd and
in the Dv4para, and again an-
other (set) in the Kali age, in
proportion as (those) ages de-
crease in length.

86. In the Krita age the chief
(virtue) is declared to be (the
performance of) austerities, in the
Treta (divine) knowledge, in the
Dvidpara (the performance of)
sacrifices, in the Kali liberality
alone.

71-72. These twelve thousand
(years), wvhichthushavebeen
mentioned above as the
total of four (human) ages,
are called one age of the gods.
But know that the sum of one
thousand ages of the gods
(makes) one day of Brahman,
and that his night has the same
length®.

! The Sanskrit text of the two Slokas agrees somewhat better than the trans-
lation. It looks as if neither of them was the original version, which probably
declared that the age of men, their blessings, and the rewards of deeds, such as
they are promised in the Veda, diminish in each successive age. Another ver-
sion, which almost exactly agrees with Manu's, occurs Mah. I1I, 200, 113.

2 Both the Mah. and Manu have the accusative case riitrim, which does not
agree with the preceding verb gifeyam (Manu) uéyate (Mah.). It would seem
that both give adaptations of an older verse, where a word like Ahu#, which
governed the accusative, occurred.  Though the verb was changed, the further

alteration of the casc was forgotten.,
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and having slept during the
period of destruction.

31. Those (only) who know
that Brahman's day ends after
(the completion of) one thousand
ages (of the gods) and that his
night lasts a thousand ages,
are (really) men acquainted with
(the length of) days and nights.

32. When imperishable Brah-
man awakes at the end of his
night, he modifies himself and
creates the element (called) the
Great One (and) from that mind
which is discrete.

MAHABHARATA II, 233.

1. Luminous Brabman is the
seed from which single element
this whole twofold creation, the
immovable and the movable,
has been produced.

2. Awaking at the beginning
of his day, he creates the world

by means of Ignorance—even -

first the element, (called) the
Great One, (next) speedily mind
which is discrete ;

3. And conquering here re-
splendent (mind) which goes
far, enters many paths, and has
the nature of desire and doubt,
creates the seven mind-born
ones,

4. Mind, impelled by the de-
sire to create, performs the work
of creation by modifying itself;
thence ether is produced; they
declare that sound is the quality
of the latter.

73. Those (only) who know
that the holy day of Brahman,
indeed, ends after (the com-
pletion of) one thousand ages
(of the gods), and that his night
lasts as long, are (really) men
acquainted with (the length of)
days and nights.

75. Mind, impelled by the de-
sire to create, performs the work
of creation by modifying itself ;
thence ether is produced; they
declare that sound is the quality
of the latter.
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5. But from ether, modifying
itself, springs the pure, powerful
wind, the vehicle of all perfumes;
touch is considered to be
its quality.

6. Next from wind, modifying
itself, proceeds the brilliant light
which illuminates andis white;
that is declared to possess the
quality of colour;

7. And from light, modifying
itself, (comes) water which pos-
sesses taste; from watersmell
andearth; (such)is declared
(tobe)thecreation of(them)
all.

8. The qualities of each
earlicr-named(element)en-
tereach of the later-named
ones, and whatever place (in
the sequence) each of them oc-
cupies, even so many qualities it
is declared to possess?.

9. If some, perceiving a smell
in water through a want of care,
attribute (that quality to water),
onc must know that it belongs
to earth along, (and that it is)
adventitious in water and wind.

10. Those Atmans of seven
kinds?, which possess various
powers, were severally unable
to create beings without fully
uniting themsclves.

11, These great Atmans,
uniting and mutually combining

76. But from ether, modifying
itself, springs the pure, powerful
wind, the vehicle of all perfumes ;
that is held to possess the
quality of touch.

77. Next from wind, modifying
itself, proceeds the brilliant light
which illuminates and dispels
darkness; that is declared to
possess the quality of colour.

#8. And from light, modifying
itself, (is produced) water, de-
claredtopossess the quality
of taste; from water earth,
which has the quality of
smell; such is the creation
inthe beginning.

20. Among them cach
succeeding (element) ac-
quiresthe qualityofthepre-
ceding one,and whatever place
(in the sequence) each of them
occupies, even so many qualities
it is declared to possess.

Y

! The position of this verse in the MahAbhirata makes the conjecture, put
forward in the note to the translation, that the correct position of Manu I, 20

is after verse 78, exceedingly probable.

* According to Nflakantka, the scven Atmans, called above, ver. 3, the seven
mind-born ones, are Mahat, AhamkAra, and the five subtile clements.
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with each other, entered the
body; hence one speaks of Pu-
rusha [i.e. him who resides
(usha) in a fortress (pur)].

12. In consequence of that
entering (srayama), the body
(sarira) becomes endowed with
a (perceptible) form, and con-
sists of sixteen! (constituent
parts).

That the great elements? enter
together with the karman (merit
and demerit).

13. Taking with him all the
elements, that first creator of
created beings (enters it) in
order to perform austeritics;
him they call the lord of created
beings.

14. He, indeed, creates the
creatures, both the immovable
and the movable; then that
Brahmi creates gods, sages,
manes, and men,

15. The worlds, rivers, oceans,
the quarters of the compass,
mountains, trees, men, Kinnaras,
Rakshas, birds, tame and wild
beasts, and snakes, the imperish-
able and the perishable, both the
immovable and the movable.

16. Whatever course of
action they adopted in a
former creation, even that

18b, That the great elements
enter together with their func-
tions (karman)®.

28. Buttowhatevercourse
of action the Lord at first
appointed each (kind of

! The sixteen constituent parts are, according to Nilakanska, the five gross

clements and the eleven organs.

? Nilakass/a takes mahfinti bhiiéini, ¢ the great elements,’ in the sense of
¢ the subtile elements, and the gieat ones, the mahattattvas’ (bhitlni sikshn:ini

mahfinti mahattatattvini).

* This line is a good example, showing how the same words of the ancient
school-tradition wcre made to serve different purposes.
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alone they adopt in each suc-
ceeding creation.

17. They turn to noxious-
ness or harmlessness, gentlencss
or ferocity, virtue or sin, truth or
falsehood, according to the
dispositionwith which they
were (first) created; hence
that (particular course of action)

beings), that alone it has
spontaneously adopted in
each succeeding creation.

29. Whatever he assigned
to each at the (first) crea-
tion, noxiousness or harmless-
ness, gentleness or ferocity,
virtue or sin, truth or falsehood,
thatclung(afterwards) spon-
taneously to it.

pleases each.

The remainder of Vyisa's narrative, which continucs
through the following twenty-six verscs, may be omitted,
as, further on, it presents few points of contact with our
Smriti. It must, however, be noticed that, according to
verses 25-26, ‘the Lord assigned to his creatures their
names and conditions, in accordance with the words of the
Veda.” This idea agrees with Manu I, 21, but the wording
of the two passages differs very considerably.

The lesson which the facts, revealed by the above dis-
cussion, teach, is a double one. First, they clearly show
that the editor of our metrical Manu-smz4ti has not drawn
on the Mahibhdirata, but that the authors of both works
have utilised the same materials. Secondly, they make it
highly probable that the materials, on which both works
are based, were not systematic treatises on law and philo-
sophy, but the floating proverbial wisdom of the philoso-
phical and legal schools which alrcady existed in metrical
form. The first point is so evident that it seems to mc
unnecessary to waste any more words on it. With respect
to the sccond conclusion, I would point out that it is made
unavoidable by the peculiar character of the differences
found in closely connected Slokas, by the occurrence of
identical lines and pidas in verses whereof the general
sense differs, and by the faint, shadowy resemblance in
words and ideas, observable in other pieces. I may add,
further, that the supposition that cach special school pos-
sessed such a body of metrical maxims is perfectly well
founded.
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As has been repeatedly stated, the text-books of the
ancient Vedic schools, the Sitras and the Upanishads, con-
tain already a not inconsiderable proportion of Anushzubh
verses which sometimes recur in identical or slightly varying
forms. Hence it is no more than might be expected that
the teachers of the special schools should have continued
in the path of their predecessors, and should have gradually
augmented the stock of their ‘Spruchweisheit, until it
extended to all legal and philosophical topics, and the
accumulation of these detached verses made it casy and
tempting to convert the old aphoristic handbooks into
metrical treatises . The answer, which we are thus obliged
to give to the question whence the editor of our Manu-smzti
took his additional materials, agrees very closely with Pro-
fessor Hopkins’ hypothesis, who, as mentioned above, con-
siders the law-book to be a conglomerate of the Minava
Dharma-sitra and of the floating sayings attributed to
Manu, the father of mankind. The latter restriction seems
to me unadvisable, because among the mass of correspond-
ing pieces found in the Mahdbhdrata comparatively few are
attributed to the Pragapati, and because a Hindu who was

! The probability of the existence of such a body of metrical maxims would
become still more apparent, if it were possible to enter here on a comparison
of portions of the older urAnas with the MabhAbhArata and the metrical
Smzitis, as well as on a detailed consideration of the ancient Buddhist litera-
ture. Though the difficulty and magnitude of such a task forbid its being
attempted in this Introduction, I cannot refrain from inserting a few general
hints. The Purlnas contain a good deal that is identical with or similar to
passages of the Mahibhirata and Manu, and it is in many cases impossible o
assame that the corresponding verses have been borrowed from the latter
works. The Purinas, some of which, like the Viyu, even in their present
shape, go back to a very respectable antiquity, are popular sectarian compila-
tions of mythology, philosophy, history, and the sacred law, intended, as they
are now used, for the instruction of the unlettered classes, including the upper
divisions of the Stdra varna, the so-called Saf4/4idras. It was only natural that
their authors should have appropriated suitable portions of the floating metrical
wisdom of the philosophical and legal schools.

The comparison of the ancient Buddhist liteiature is particularly instructive,
because the Buddhists are a special philosophical school, and because their
oldest works, though mostly consisting of prose, include a considerable number
of Slokas, among which a certain number, as, for instance, in the Dhamma-
pada, shows affinities to verses of the Mahibhérata and even of Manu. They
probably took over a certain stock of ancient metrical maxims, and added a
great number of new oncs.
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thoroughly convinced of the truth of the dogma that Manu
first taught the sacred law, would not hcsitate to ascribe to
that sage all the maxims which seemed to him to bear the
stamp of authenticity, cven if others attributed them to
different authorities.

The answer to the next question, whether the conversion
of the Manava Dharma-siitra was effected at onc time or by
dcgrees, and whether Bh7igu’s recension has to be considered
as the immediate offspring or as a remoter descendant of the
Satra, must, I think, be answered, as has been tacitly assumed
in the preceding discussion, in the sensc of the first alterna-
tive. Not long ago it seemed that the contrary opinion was
the more probable one. But the closer one examines the
facts which at first sight seem to lead up to the inference that
Bhrigu’s Manu-sashita forms the last link in a long chain of
metrical Manu-smy-tis, the morc one sees that they possess
no, or very little, importance. On the other hand, thosc
arguments which speak in favour of our text being, if not
the first, at least one of the first attempts at a conversion
of a Vedic school-book into a special law-book, gain by
thc same process in force and increcase in number,
The points which have been brought forward in order to
prove that the existing text of Manu has suffercd many
recasts arc, first, its numerous contradictory passages ;
secondly, the explicit statement of the Hindu tradition in
the preface to the Nirada-smsiti; thirdly, the quotations
from a Brs/hat Manu and a Vriddha Manu met with in the
medicval Digests of law ; and fourthly, the untraccable or
partly traceable quotations from Manu's Dharmasistra
found in some of the older Sanskrit works. The existence
of these facts is undeniable. But it is not difficult to show
that they are partly useless as arguments, and partly, under
a better interpretation, lead to quite other conclusions,
Thus in weighing the value of the argument drawn from the
occurrence of contradictory passages, two circumstances,
which mostly have been left out of account, must be kept
in mind : first, that it is a common habit of Indian authors
to placc conflicting opinions, supported by authoritics of
cqual weight, side by side, and to allow an option, or to
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mention time-honoured rules, legal customs, and social
institutions, and afterwards to disapprove of them; and
secondly, that, as our Smz#ti is in any case a rccast of an
earlier Sitra, that fact alone is sufficient to account for
contradictions. It has been shown above !, that some con-
tradictory passages, such as those concerning the respective
rank of the mother and the teacher, or regarding the per-
missibility of certain marriage-rites, express conflicting
views, mentioned also in the Dharma-sitras. The Manu-
smriti only reproduces the ancient opinions, but omits,
possibly for metrical reasons, to mark them as belonging to
different authors or schools. In other cascs we may hesi-
tate between two explanations. If we find, for instance,
that our text in the third and ninth chapters? violently
inveighs against Asura marriages, and in the eighth and
ninth 3 lays down rules which presuppose the legality of the
sale or purchase of a bride, we may assume that the first
utterance is due to the editor of the metrical version, and
that the second represents the more archaic doctrine of
the Dharma-siitra. In favour of this supposition it may be
urged that the Manava Grzhya-sGtra unhesitatingly admits
the acquisition of a bride by purchase*. But it is also
possible that the Dharma-sitra itself contained both the
condemnation of the custom and the rules regulating it.
For similar contradictions occur also in other Satras. Thus
Apastamba expressly forbids, in his sections on Dharma,
the sale and gift of children and the procreation of Kshe-.
traga sons 5. Yet, in his Srauta-siitra I, 9, 7, he gives a rule
showing how the Pindapitriyagiia is to be performed by
the son of two fathers (dvipitd). Sugh a person can only
be a Kshetraga, a Dvydmushyadyana Dattaka, or a Putrika-
putra. If it is borne in mind that Baudhiyana, on whose
works Apastamba’s Sitras are based, admits the affiliation
which the later member of his vidydvamsa rejects, the
obvious explanation of the contradiction is that Apastamba,
in spite of his disapproval of other than Aurasa sons, did

! See p. xxiv. ? Manu III, 235, 51-54; IX, 98-100.
3 Manu VIII, 204, 234-225; 1X, 97. ¢ See above, p. xxxix.
8 Ap. Dh.S. 11, 13, 11; 37, 3.
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not venture to change the prescriptions which he found in
the older Srauta-slitra. Similarly, the supposition that the
author of the Médnava Dharma-siitra, though condemning
Asura marriages, was unwilling to expunge the rules regu-
lating the sale, is not at all improbable. It seems to be
even better than the explanation proposed first. For the
prohibition of the Asura rite occurs in the quotation found
in the Sakuntalopikhyina, and the latter, as we shall sec
presently, in all probability refers to the Minava Dharma-
sQitra. Hence I think that at least the remarks made Manu
I1I, 26 did stand in the ancient text. The other repetitions of
the same sentiments may have bcen added on the revision.
Another famous instancc of a contradiction, Manu IX, 58—
70, where the appointment of a widow is first permitted
and next forbidden, has probably to be explained in the
same manner. If I herc differ from Professor Jolly! and
others, who ascribe the prohibition to the remodecller of the
Dharma-sitra, and if I adhere to the view expressed by
Brihaspati and some Indian commentators, my reasons are
that, as the conflicting statements of the Dharma-siitras show,
the propriety of the Niyoga was not gencrally acknow-
ledged even in ancient times, and that the medieval Niban-
dhakaras frequently follow the strange method of teaching
adopted by Manu. They, too, describe various antiquated
customs, and afterwards add the remark that the matter
taught is forbidden in the Kali age. Among the clear cases
where a conflict of statements has been caused by additions
of the editor, I may mention the rule, Manu IV, 222, pre-
scribing a penance for an unlawful acceptance of food, which
differs from that given XI, 153. Here the former must be
considered spurious, because it occurs in a chapter which
has nothing to do with penances. It is evident that neither
the instances just mentioned, nor indced any other, where
our Smriti exhibits either two ancient conflicting rules or a
modern precept contradicting an ancient one, can be used
as arguments showing that the Minava Dharma-stitra under-
went more than one revision. Under these circumstances
it might appear advisable to rely on those contradictions

1 Tagore Lectures, pp. 48, 61.
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which occur in the decidedly modern portions of our text,
in the additions to the ancient Dharma-siitra, and to main-
tain that e.g. the differences in the two accounts of the
creation!, Manu I, 7-58 and 62-86, indicate that the first
chapter owes its present shape to two different authors.
Such a mode of reasoning would, no doubt, be correct if
the additions to the Dharma-sitra were independent, ori-
ginal productions. But as the preceding discussion on the
sources of this additional matter has shown that the first
chapter is a compilation from older versus memoriales,
which certainly contained portions and possibly cven the
whole of both accounts, it becomes inconclusive. The
contradictory verses may either have bcen strung together,
as Medhaitithi seems to suggest 2, merely because they really
are or were considered paraphrases of Vedic passages, or
they may have been reconciled with each other by one of
those ingenious methods of interpretation of which the
Indian schoolmen are such great masters.

As regards the second argument, the assertion of the
Narada-smz:ti 3, that Manu composed a Dharmaséstra in
100,000 verses arranged in 1080 chapters, which was suc-
cessively reduced by Nirada to 12,000, by Mirkandeya to
8,000, and by Bhrigu’s son, Sumati, to 4,000 verses, is so
circumstantial that, in spite of its obvious exaggerations,
it might be considered to have a substratum of truth,
and to be important for the history of Manu’s law-book.
Abridgments of larger works* are in literature as common as
expansions of shorter ones. Yet the only assertion in the
above account, which we can test, is certainly not true, that
Nérada’s version of Manu'’s laws is more ancient than that
by Sumati Bhargava or Bhrigu. The actual position of the

! See also Dr. Johinntgen, Uber das Gesetzbuch des Manu, p. 15.
2 In his discussion on the aim of the first chapter Medhdtithi says (comm. on

1,6): -~ = - farfagiwidguintgadaared: | Tguufcerndfn
WG ATRATARRATAAETIATAIAR | [ A AATGIRI: aml-
=M ¥ 9| A9 7@ | AW wrEgAy

3 See above, p. xvii; and Jolly, Tagore Lectures, p. 57.
¢ The two versions of Nrada furnish an interesting instance ; see Jolly, loc.
cit. p. 57.
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two works has been inverted. Nairada’s Vyavahiramatrika
shows a far more advanced development of the judicial
theories than Bhrigu’s Samhit4, and contains matter which
conclusively proves that it cannot date from an earlier time
than the fourth or fifth century of our eral. As this test
fails, Narada’s statement cannot be used for the determina-
tion of the order in which the various versions of Manu’s
laws were composed. It becomes more probable that it
has been framed, with a view to enhance the importance of
the NAarada-smrsti, on the model of such purely fictitious
stories respecting the origin of the Dharma, as’ that given
in the Mahabharata XII, 56, 22, and 8o seqq., where we are
told that Brahman, assisted by the gods, first produced a
Dharmasistra in 100,000 chapters, which was successively
abridged by Samkara in 10,000, by Indra in 5,000, by
Brihaspati in 3,000, and by Kivya in 1,000 Adhy4yas.
Against the genuineness of Nirada’s story we may also
adduce the Paurizik statement, according to which Manu’s
laws were remodelled first by Bhr:gu, secondly by Nirada,
thirdly by Brshaspati, and fourthly by Angiras32.

The third argument, drawn from the fact that the medie-
val Nibandhas and commentaries quote passages from a
Brihat (great) and Vriddha (old) Manu, has still less value.
Professor Jolly has of late asserted in his able discussion 3
of the quotations from these works that they are later, not
earlier, than the existing text of Manu, because some of
their rules resemble the advanced teaching of Yégsavalkya
and NAirada, while others contradict our Manu on points
where he holds archaic views. Morcover, a passage of
Vriddha Manu,to which Professor Max Miiller has firstcalled -
attention 4, possibly indicates an acquaintance with Greek
astrology. I canonly agree with Professor Jolly’s conclusions,
and add that a comparison of the quotations from Brzhat
and Vriddha Manu with Bhrigu’s Samhitd produces the
impression that both works—if indeed the titles refer

! West and Biihler, Digest, pp. 48-50, third edition ; Jolly, Tagore Lectures,
p. 56 : Preface to the Translation of Ndrada, pp. xv—xvii.

? Mandlik, the Vyavahramaykkha and Y8g#., p. xlvii; Jolly, Tagore
Lectures, p. 44.

# Tagore Lectures, pp. 65-66. ¢ India, what can it teach us ? p. 366,
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to two and not to one—must have been enlarged versions
of the latter!. As it thus appears that there existed
recensions posterior to our Manu-smziti, the existence of
untraceable or partly traceable quotations from Manu'’s
Dharmasistra in Asvaghosha’s Vagrasd4i? and from Manu
in Vardhamihira’s Brihat-samhitd 3 possesses no great
significance. With respect to Varihamihira’s reference, it
must be noted that, according to AlbirGni’s Indica, two
astrological Samhitis, called after Manu, existed in the
eleventh century A.D., the smaller of which was an abridg-
ment made by a perfectly well-known human author?*
Hence Varihamihira may have taken his verses on the
character of women from the latter. In both quotations
the Slokas, not found in our Smriti, have a very modern
look. The case is, however, different with the quotations
from Manu, which, as has been shown above, occur in the
Mahdbharata. We have been compelled to admit that
the existing text of our Smriti is younger than the epic.
If, therefore, the law-book referred to in the latter is not
the ancient Dharma-siitra, we must also concede the
existence of a secondary recension which preceded Bhrigu’s
Samhitd. The solution of this question is, owing to the

1 In order to enable the reader to form his own judgment on this point, 1 add
a list of the quotations which I have noted. Those from Br7hat Manu occur,
1. Col. Dig. 11, 3,26; 2. Col. Dig. V, 428 = Gi. Day. XI, 6, 34; 3. Datt, Mim.
11, 8; 4. May. IV, 5, 53 ;—those from V7iddha Manu, 1. Col. Dig. 111, 1, 69 ;
2. Col. Dig. 111, 1, 83 = May. XI, 5= Viv. Kiat. p. 99; 3. Col. Dig. 11I, 1, 86
= Viv. Kint. p. 89; 4. Col. Dig. I1I, 1, go=May. XI, 5=Viv. Kint. p. 100;
5. Col. Dig. 111, 1, 93 = Viv. Alnt. p. 103; 6. Col. Dig. V, 162 =Viv. Kint,
P. 273 = Varad. p. 21 = Gi. Diy. IX, 17 (where attrib. to Brshat M.); 7. Col.
Dig. V, 408 =Smyr7. A'and. XI, 1, 15 =Sar. Vil. 504 = Varad. pp. 33, 40= Viram,
11, 1,2 = Gi. DAy. XI, 1, 7 and Viv. K'int. p. 289 (where attrib. to Brshat M.);
8. Mit. II, 5,6 = Viv. Klint, p. 289 and Varad. p. 37 (where attrib. to Brshat M.) =
Sar. Vil. 591 (where attrib. to M.); 9.Viv. A’int. pp. 126-7; 10.Viv. Xint.p.180;
11. Varad. p. 50; 12, Varad. p. 28, where in reality Manu IX, 206 secms to be
quoted.

2 Weber, Indische Streifen, vol. i, pp. 190, 193, 198.

3 Kern, Brshat-samhitd, chapter 74, vv. 7-15, and Preface, p. 43.

* Albirini, Indica, chapter xiv; see also Kemn, loc. cit. p. 43, where the
probability of the existence of a Méinavi Samhitd has been shown. Albirdnt
says that the title of the two works was Manasa (MAnavi?), and that the
shorter one had been composed by one PNA'L, a native of Southern India.
I owe these notes to the kindness of Professor Sachau, the learned editor and
translator of Albirlni’s important work.

[25] g .
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shortness of the extracts, very difficult. But; considering
all things, I feel inclined to assume that the author or
authors of the Mah4bh4rata knew only the Dharma-sitra.
The character of the four verses and a half, quoted verbally,
as well as of the paraphrasc in the Sakuntalopikhyina
agrces well enough with this assumption, becausc the
Ménava Dharma-siitra, as we have seen, certainly did
contain numerous Slokas. It is further corroborated by
the fact that the Mahdbharata does not differ in its arrange-
ment, or rather in its want of an arrangement of the civil
and criminal law, from the Dharma-satras. Though the epic
contains numerous verses on these topics, it nowhere shows
an acquaintance with the eighteen titles of the law which
are so characteristic of the secondary Smristis, the hand-
books of the special law schools. On the other side it may
be urged that the Mah4bhirata says nothing of Dharma-
slitras, and that its general view of the origin of the sacred
law coincides with that expressed in the later law-books.
It holds that the moral and legal doctrines werc revealed
for the benefit of the human race, first by Brahman to
" various mythical Rzshis, and by them to mankind. This
objection may, however, be met by the not unreasonable
assumption that at the time when the Mah4bhirata was
composcd, the real origin of the old Sitras had been for-
gotten, while the text had not yet becen materially altered.
What has been said above regarding the rise of the
special law schools, and the facts known rcgarding the
change in the tradition concerning the Sitras of Gautama
and Vasish#%a, make the hypothesis of such a transitional
period not at all improbable. Should, ncvertheless, the
possibility of the existence of a metrical redaction of the
Manava-sitra, preceding that ascribed to Bhrigu, be
considered as not altogether cxcluded, it would at least
be necessary to concede that it could not have contained
the present arrangement of the Vyavahira portion under
titles.

While there is thus no proof for the opinion that the
modern portions of the Manu-smrsti have been gradually
added one to the other, or that the present text is one of
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the last links in a long chain of metrical rccensions, there
are several points which tend to show that our Manu-sahita
is one of the first attempts at remodelling a Dharma-sitra.
The most important argument for its comparatively early
date is furnished by the incompleteness and awkwardness
of its rules on judicial procedure and on civil law?!, If we
compare these rules with those of the Dharma-siitras and
with those of the other metrical Smritis, they are some-
what more explicit than the former, but very much inferior
to the latter. As regards procedurc, the Manu-smz:ti pays
more attention to the moral side of the duties, incumbent
on the judge and the other persons concerned, than to the
technicalities, which are much more clearly and minutely
described in the Dharmasistras of Yigsavalkya and
Nérada. In this respect it comes close to the Dharma-
sitras, with which it particularly agreecs in the absence of
all mention of written plaints and of documentary evi-
dence, as well as in the shortness of its remarks on ordeals.
Among the ancient law-books the VéasishzZa Dharmaséstra
is the only one which has allusions to written documents,
and names them, XVI, 10, 14135, as onc of the means of
legal proof. In the other Dharma-sitras there is no indica-
tion that their authors were acquainted with the art of
writing. I have already pointed out in the Introduction
to my translation of VasishzZa? that most probably this
omission has to be explained not by the assumption that in
the times of Gautama, Baudh4yana, and Apastamba writing
was unknown or little used in India, but by the considera-
tion that the general character of the Dharma-sitras, which
principally pay attention to the moral side of the law, does
not require the introduction of matters belonging more
properly to the customs of the country or to the Artha-
sistra. Whatever may be thought of the prevalence of
writing during the carlier times and of the value of my
explanation, it may be regarded as perfectly certain that

! See on this subject and the following discussion, Weber, History of Indian
Literature, pp. 279-281; Stenzler, Yag#iavalkya, pp. vii-x; Journal of the German
Or. Soc. vol. ix, on the Indian Ordeals ; and Jolly, Tagore Lectures, pp. 45-49-

2 Sacred Books of the East, vol. xvi, p. xxvi.

g2
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Bhyzgu’s Manu-sashitd belongs to a period when the art of
writing was known and generally practised. For, first, we
find two clear references to written documents, ¢ what has
been caused to be written by force’ (lekhita, VIII, 168)
and royal edicts (sdsana, IX, 232). Secondly, we have the
_expression nibandh, ‘to record,’ in a passage (VIII, 2553)
where the context leaves no doubt that a written entry is
referred to. When it is said there, that in a boundary-
dispute the king shall record the boundary, according to
the unanimous declaration of the witnesses, together with
their names, it is impossible to imagine how he can do so
without drawing up a written document, which, of a
necessity, must have legal force for the future. This use of
the verb nibandh makes it further probable that Medhatithi
is not altogether wrong, when he explains (VIII, 76) the
compound anibaddhaZ, ‘a person not appointed (to bc a
witness to a transaction), by ‘a person not entered (as a
witness in the document),’ and refers the rule to cases of
loans and other commercial transactions. Thirdly, there is
the term karanza (VIII, 54 and 154), which, though less
. explicit, likewise points to the use of written bonds for
loans. The former passage declares that ‘a debt which is
proved by karana’ (karasena vibhévitam) must be paid,
and the commentators explain karaza to mean °written
bonds, witnesses, and so forth.” Hence it has been rendered
in the translation by ¢ good evidence.” Verse 154 prescribes
that a debtor ‘who, unable to pay a debt (at the fixed
time), wishes to make a new contract, may renew (lit.
change) the karazam (karazam parivartayet?!).” Two com-
mentators, Kullika and Réighava, take the word here in the
sense of ‘a written bond, while the older ones, Govinda,
Nériyana, and probably also Medhatithi, explain it by
‘ bonds and so forth,” and make it include agreements before
witnesses. From these explanations and the use of the
word karaza in other legal works it would appear that
karaza may also be cited as a witness for the acquaintance
of our author with the art of writing. To the conclusion
that writing must have been extensively used in business-

1 Nandaua’s reading kiransam is clearly erroneous; see below, p. cxxxiv.
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dealings points, finally, the whole state of civilisation to
which Manu’s rules are adapted. The highly developed
trade by land and by seal, on which ad valorem duties
were imposed %, the existence of official lists of prices which
were renewed periodically 3, the complicated system of
calculations of interest, among which we find compound
interest 4, and the occurrence of mortgages5, would be im-
possible without written documents. These facts appcar to
me so eloquent that even though all the passages adduced
above, which explicitly mention written documents, could be
proved to be late interpolations, the general aspect of this
question would remain unchanged. If, under these cir-
cumstances, Manu’s rules on evidence contain nothing
definite on the admissibility of documents, and if he
agrees in this particular with the Dharma-sitras and differs
strongly from the Dharmasistras of Yig#avalkya and
_Nirada as well as other metrical Smritis, this omission
gains a great importance for the historical position of the
Samhitd. Whether we explain it by an oversight of the
editor or by the assumption that he left the determination
of the value of written documents to custom or to another
Sastra, it shows that he was acquainted with the Dharma-
sitras alone or with Dharma-sitras and such metrical
Smyritis as excluded the section on documents. As he
certainly was an adherent of a special law school, and bent
on making his work as complete as possible, he would not
have omitted so important a point if he had known law-
books like the Yagravalkya-smrati.

The omission of the details regarding ordeals is no
less significant. Manu VIII, 109-116 describes only the
administration of oaths more fully, and mentions the ordeals
by fire and water in a cursory manner. Among the Dhar-
ma-siitras there is only the Apastambiya which (II, 29, 6)
recommends the employment of divine proof (daiva) or
ordeals in a general way without adding any particulars.
The secondary law-books of Yig#avalkya and Ndarada
describe five kinds of ordeals, and enter, the second more

1 VII, 156-157. 2 VII, 127-128; VIII, 348.
3 VIII, 401-402. ¢ VIII, 139-143, 151-153. 3 VI, 16%.
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fully than the first, on descriptions of the manner in which
they must be performed. Even the Vishnu-smriti agrees
with them, and the fragments of the lost metrical Smritis
show that most of the latter, too, contained scctions re-.
sembling those of Yégriavalkya and Néirada. It would be,
in my opinion, a mistake to infer from the silence of Gau-
tama, Baudhiyana, and VasishzZa that in ancient times
ordeals were unknown in India. Traces of such practices,
which were formerly prevalent in various forms also among
other Indo-European races, are found, as might be cxpected,
cven in Vedic works.  If the authors of the Dharma-sitras
ignore them or just indicate their existence, the correct
cxplanation of this fact, too, is that thcy considered the
subject not important ecnough for giving details, and left it
to custom. The authors of the secondary Smsitis, as a
matter of course, were anxious to fill up the blank left by
their predecessors. But they probably did nothing more,
than bring the various local customs into a system which
gradually was made morc and more complete. Under
these circumstances the fact that Manu’s ryles stand mid-
way betwcen those of the Dharma-sitras and of the other
metrical law-books is another argument for allotting the
first place to his Samhitd. In the treatment of the civil
and criminal law the inferiority of the Manu-smriti to the
other Dharmasastras of the same class, even to Yigiia-
valkya’s, which contains a much smaller number of verscs
on Vyavahira, manifests itself in various ways. In spite of
the attcmpt at a scientific classification of the rules under
certain hcads, the arrangement of these sections is cumbrous
and disorderly. Twice, at the end of the eighth and ninth
chapters, we find collections of miscellaneous rules, which,
as a comparison of the works of Yég#avalkya and Nairada
shows, might for the greater part have been easily fitted
in to the onc or the other of the eighteen titles. Under the
single titles the rules are sometimes badly arranged. This
is particularly visible in the chapter on inheritance, where,
to mention only one most conspicuous instance of this want
of care, the verse asscrting the right of the mother and grand-
mother to take the estate of a predeceased son or grandson,
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is placed so awkwardly that it is absolutely impossible to
guess which place in the sequence of heirs the author meant
to allot to them. As stated above, the verse most probably
was inserted by the editor of the ancient Dharma-sitra. If
he had cared at all for order and intelligibility, he ought
not to have contented himself with the enunciation of the
maxim that these persons do inherit, but he ought to have
indicated where the preceding close series of heirs has to be
broken in order to admit them. Very significant, too, are
the constant mingling of moral exhortations with the legal
rules and the occasional recommendation of quaint judicial
devices which are common in the earlier stages of the de-
velopment of the law. Though the duty of kings to protect
their subjects and to restrain the wicked has been fully
explained in the seventh chapter, yet in the sections on
theft (VIII, 302-311), on violence (VIII, 343-347), and on
adultery (VIII, 386-387), the author expatiates again and
again on the necessity of eradicating such offences. In the
second case the specific rules, providing for the punishment
of sihasa crimes, are left out, the omission being rcpaired
at the end of the ninth chapter. Both Yag#avalkya and
Nairada think it unnecessary to recur to the moral obliga-
tions of the king after pointing them out once. Both
refrain also from mentioning the curious expedient which
Manu recommends (VIII, 182-184) for the decision of
doubtful disputes regarding deposits. Another important
point is that Manu’s rules on some titles are exceedingly
incomplete, and touch one particular case only, from which
it is not always easy to deduce the general principle. Thus,
in treating of the subtraction or resumption of gifts, Manu
(VIII, 212-213) confines his remarks to pious gifts which are
not applied in the manner stipulated. Y4ig7avalkya (II,
175-177) gives under this head at least some general prin-
ciples, showing what is required for the validity of gifts;
while Nérada? offers a fairly full and systematic trcatment
of the whole law of gifts. A similarly gradual development
is visible under other heads, especially concerns among

1 Professor Jolly’s Translation, pp. 59-60.
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partners and rescission of sale and purchase, the rules under
which latter head Manu gives partly in their proper place
and partly among the miscellaneous precepts at the end of
the eighth chapter. A third point, finally, which deserves
to be noted here, is the fact that legal definitions are almost
entirely wanting in the Manu-smzsti, become more frequent
in Yigriavalkya’s work, and are regularly given by Nérada,
as well as that many single rules which are common to
Manu and Yig#iavalkya, or to Manu, Yig#avalkya, and
Narada, are framed in the latter works with much greater
precision than in the former!. The inferiority of thc Manu-
smrzti in all these points can only be explained by the
assumption that it was composed at a time when the sys-
tematic treatment of the law had been begun, but had not
reached a high state of perfection, while the superiority of
the other metrical Smritis permits us to infer that they
belong to a much later period when the special law schools
had made a considerable progress in the elaboration of their
theories. This argument is, it seems to me, the strongest
which can be brought forward as a firm basis for the
universally prevalent belief of all Iuropean and Indian
Sanskritists in the priority of our Manu to all other known
secondary law-books. For whercver we are able to trace
larger portions of the history of a special Brahmanical
science, as e.g. in the case of grammar, we find that the
later authors, though belonging to different schools and
creeds, and though differing in the actual doctrines, invari-
ably avail themselves of the method of their predecessors,
developing and refining it morc and more. Retrogressive
steps, examples of which seem to occur in the handbooks
of the Vedic schools ?, have hitherto not been found 3. All

1 Compare e. g. the rules regarding lawful interest, Manu VIII, 140-142, and
Yhgi#. 11, 34.

2 Compare e. g. the case of the Gautamfya and Baudhfiyanfya Dharma-siitras,
where the second and later work is inferior in method to the earlicr one.

% Should it be objected that the Vishmu-sms7ti, though certainly younger
than Manu’s and Yg#avalkya's Dharmasfistras, is deficient in a systematic
arrangement of the rules on civil and criminal law, the answer would be that
the editor of this work appears to have been a Vaishmava sectarian, not an
adherent of a school which made the law its special object of study.
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the other arguments which have been or can be adduced to
prove the antiquity of our Manu-smrzti are less conclusive.
If it has been said that this work contains some very archaic
doctrines ! which are not found in the other sccondary law-
books, that is perfectly true. But the inference regarding
its age becomes doubtful, because on other subjects Manu
is ahead of the other Smritis 2, and because in general the
development of the actual doctrines seems to have been not
quite steady and continuous. Still more precarious are the
arguments, based on the language of the Manu-smz:ti, on
its not mentioning the Greek astrology or Greck coinage
and similar points. As we have to deal with a recast of
a very ancient book, and as its editor has utilised a good
many ancient verses in compiling his recension, it is only
to be expected that a number of archaic forms and phrases
should be found. But it is evident that they prove nothing
with respect to the period when the compilation was made,
because it is impossible to decide in each case to which of
its component parts the archaism belongs. As regards the
remaining argumenta a silentio, they are equally incon-
clusive. Even if we grant, for argument’s sake, the correct-
ness of the assertion that our Manu contains no allusion to
the Greek order of the plancts, to the zodiac, to judicial
astrology, and to Greck or Scythian diniras, drammas, and
nérakas, while all the other sccondary law-books mention
one or the other of these foreign importations, the omission
may be purely accidental. These and similar points can
be used for no other purpose than to show that therc is
nothing in Manu’s text that compels us to place it in or
after the period between 300-500 A.D., during which Greek
influence made itself strongly felt in India. They possess

1 One of the clearest instances of this kind is Manu’s doctrine with regard to
the succession of females to the estate of males, where the exclusion of the wife
agrees with the teaching of the Dharma-siitras (Jolly, Tagore Lectures, p. 48).
The assertion of Professor Hopkins (Castes according to the M. Dh. p. 108
seqq.), that the prerogatives of Brihmasas are greater according to Yag#. than
according to Manu, seems to me erroncous, and chiefly based on an inadmissible
interpretation of some passages of Manu. In my opinion the mutual relations
of the castes, as described in the two law-books, cannot be used to prove a
priority of the one to the other.

2 E. g. in the doctrine concerning the Niyoga.
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a certain importance only as auxiliaries to the chief argu-
ment derived from the imperfect development of the method
or formal treatment of the law. But considering all that
has been said in the preceding discussion, it is, I think, not
too much to say that there is no obstacle against, and some
reason for, our accepting as true the assertion, which is made
in the Manu-smzsti itself and supported by the tradition
preserved in the Skanda-purdna, that Bhrigu’s! Samhita is
the first and most ancient recast of a Dharmaséstra attri-
buted to Manu, which latter, owing to the facts pointed out
in the first part of this Introduction, must be identified with
the Manava Dharma-sitra. Though this recast must be
considered the work of one hand, the possibility that singlec
verses may have been added later or altered, is of course
not excluded. A perfectly intact preservation of an Indian
work which has been much studied, is a priori improbable,
and the divergence of the commentators with respect to
certain verses shows that some of those contained in our
text were suspected by the one or the other of them. But
the number of Slokas with regard to which rcal doubts can
be entertained is comparatively small, and hardly amounts
to more than a dozen%

The above discussion has also to a certain extent defined
the rclative position of our Manu-smzzti in Brihmanical
literature, and has thus opened the way for the consideration
of the last remaining problem, the question when the conver-
sion of the Mdnava Dharma-sitra into a metrical law-book

1 A clear and definite explanation of the question why the Hindu tradition
ascribes the promulgation of Manu'’s laws to Bhs7gu has hitherto not been
traced. Bhsigu’s only connexion with Manu is that mcntioned in the text,
according to which he is one of the mind-born sons or creatures of the father of
mankind. This version of the legend of his origin is, however, by no means
common. In the MahbhArata XII, 182-193, we find ‘a condensed Dharma-
siistra,” which is said to have been revealed by Bhrsgu to Bharadviiga. It in-
cludes an account of the creation, but makes no mention of Manu. As Bhrigu
appears also elsewhere as the author of a Dbarmasfistra, it is just possible that
the legend may be based on Bhrigu's fame as a legislator and as the offspring
of Manu.

2 Many more verses are left out partly in MedbAtithi’s Bhishya and partly in
Nandana’s commentary. But see below, pp. cxxvi and cxxxv, where it has been
shown that omissions in the accessible MSS. of these two works alone do not

mean much.
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may have taken placc. The terminus a quo which has
been gained for the composition of Bhrigu’s Samhitd is
the age of the Mahabhérata, and the terminus ad quem
the dates of the metrical Smritis of Yég#iavalkya and
Narada. Though we are at present not in a position to
assert anything positive regarding the period when the
Mahabhédrata and ecspecially its twelfth and thirtecnth
Parvans were written, and though the date of Yagsavalkya's
Dharmasastra is very doubtful, yet some facts known
regarding the Narada-smsiti are not without importance for
framing our answer to the difficult question now proposed.
Both Professor Jolly and mysclf! have lately discussed the
significance of the mention of golden diniras or denarii in
the longer and more authentic version of Narada and of the
circumstance that Asahiya, a predecessor of Manu's carliest
commentator, Mcdhitithi, explained it and have arrived at
a very similar conclusion, viz. that the Narada-smriti dates
cither shortly before or shortly after the middle of the first
thousand years of our era. If that is so, Bhr7gu’s Samhiti
must, in consideration of thc arguments just stated, be
placed not only earlier, but considerably earlier, and the
assertion that it must have existed at least in the second
century of our era is not unwarranted. This latter inference
is also made inevitable by the discovery that we have to
admit the former existence of very ancient commentaries, .
and of at least one ancient Varttika or Kérika which referred
to the text of Manu, known to us. With respect to the
commentaries, Medhatithi, the author of the Manubhashya,
is a most valuable and clear witness. This author, who
probably wrote in the ninth century A.D.2 very frcquently
quotes opinions and various readings, expressed or men-

' Jolly, Tagore Lectures, p. 56; West and Biihler, Digest, p. 48. To the
arguments adduced there T would add that Baza, the friend of Sriharsha-
Harshavardhana (606-7-648 A.D.), makes a pretty clear allusion to the Nira-
diya Dharmasastra in the KAdambari, p.9g1, 1. 13 (Peterson’s edition), where he
calls a royal palace niradiyam ivivarnyaminarigadharmam, ¢similar to the
Néradiya (Dharmasfistra), because there the duties of kings were taught (by
the conduct of the ruler) just as they are taught (in the law-book).’

2 For the details, see below, pp. cxxi-cxxiii.
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tioned by his predeccssors, and shows by the number of the
conflicting explanations which he sometimes adduces for
a passage of the text, that in his time a very large number
of commentaries on the Manu-smriti existed. Among the
persons thus quoted, he designates some by the terms Pirva
and Kiramtana. Parva, which means both ‘former’ and
‘ancicnt,’ is an ambiguous word. It can be applicd to all
persons who wrote before the author, though it frequently
is used in spcaking of those who lived centuries ago.
Kiramtana, ‘long previous or ancient, is much stronger,
and, according to the usage of Indian authors, denotes a
predecessor belonging to a remotc antiquity. As Medha-
tithi, writing in the ninth century, knew of commentaries
to which he was compelled to assign a remote antiquity, it
is only a moderate estimatc if we assume that the earliest
among them were in his time from three to four hundred
years old. But if in the sixth or even in the fifth century
A.D. glosses on our text existed, its composition must go
back to much earlier times. For the widely divergent and
frequently very questionable explanations of the more diffi-
cult passages, which MedhAtithi adduces from his prede-
cessors, indicate that even the earlicst among them were
separated by a considerable interval from the compilator of
the Manu-sazhitd, an interval so great that the real meaning
of the text had been forgotten,

The merit of the discovery that one of the lost metrical
Dharmaséstras, the Br¢haspati-smzzti, was a Varttika on our
text of Manu, belongs to Professor Jolly, whose carcful
investigation of the fragments of the lost law-books, con-
tained in the modern Digests, has contributed very mate-
rially to the elucidation of a difficult chapter in the history
of Indian legal literature. He shows! that Bszhaspati not
only allots to Manu’s Smrti the first place among all law-
books, but that he explains, amplifies, and occasionally
corrects its rules on various portions of the Vyavahira.
The particulars from Manu which Brzhaspati mentions are
such as to leave no doubt that the text which he knew in

1 Tagore Lectures, pp. 60-63; see also above, p. xvi.
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no way differed from that knowntous. He explains, as Pro-
fessor Jolly points out, the curious terms, used Manu VIII,
49, for the various modes by which a creditor may recover
a debt, as well as the expression asvimin, which occurs in
the title of law, called Asvimivikraya. He further mentions
that Manu IX, 57-68 first teaches and afterwards forbids
the practice of Niyoga, and gives, as it seems to me!, the
correct explanation of this contradiction. He also notes
that Manu IX, 221-228 forbids gambling, which other
writers on law permit under due supervision, and he corrects
Manu’s rules regarding the indivisibility of clothes and other
objects enumerated IX, 219. An apparent contradiction
in Brzhaspati’s rules with respect to subsidiary sons 2 proves
that he knew and accepted Manu’s teaching on this subject.
He declares that the substitutes for a legitimate son of the
body are forbidden in the Kaliyuga, and yet admits the rights
of a Putriké or appointed daughter, who mostly is reckoned
among the substitutes. This difficulty is easily solved, if it
is borne in mind that Manu, differing from the other ancient
law-books, does not reckon the Putrikd among the subsidiary
sons, He separates her, IX, 127-140, from the Gauza
Putras, IX, 158-181, and strongly insists on her rights,
while he restricts those of the others very much. The list
of instances where Brzhaspati alludes to, annotates, or
amplifies rules of Manu might, I think, be enlarged still
further, and it seems to me that a comparison of those
verses of his, which Colebrooke’s Digest contains, with
Manu gives one the impression that Brzhaspati’'s work is
throughout a revised and enlarged edition of the Bhrigu-
samhit, or, to use the Indian expression, a Manuvirttika
or Manukarikd. Professor Jolly, finally, has pointed out
that this evidence concerning the relation between Manu
and Brzhaspati agrees with and gives some weight to the
tradition preserved in the Skanda-purina, according to
which Brzhaspati composed the third of the four versions
of Manu’s Dharmasistra. The age of the Brzhaspati-smriti

1 See also above, p. xciv.
2 Jolly, Tagore Lectures, p. 158.
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is circumscribed by its dcfinition of the value of golden
diniras, and by the quotations from it which occur already
in the oldest commentaries and Nibandhas from the ninth
century A.D. downwards. Since the latter period it has
been considered as a work of divine origin, revealed by the
teacher of the gods. Hence Professor Jolly’s supposition,
that it must have existed some two or three hundred years
earlier, places it not too early, but, in my opinion, rather
too late. But even if the Brzshaspati-smriti dates only about
600 A.D., its statements regarding the high authority of
Manu'’s teaching show that our version of the latter must
have preceded it by many centuries.

The three points just discussed are, in my opinion, the
only ones that are really useful for fixing the lower date of
our Manu-smrizti. All the other facts known to me which
bear on the question are made valueless by flaws of one
kind or the other. Thus if we find that another metrical
Dharmasastra,the K4tyAyana-smy7ti,which probably belongs
to the same period as the Brshaspati-smrzti, repcatedly
quotes doctrines of Manu or Bhr7gu found in our text, it is
nevertheless not permissible to assume confidently with
Kullika on Manu VIII, 3501, that its author knew and
explained our text. For, as Professor Jolly has shown 2,
there are other cases in which the teaching attributed by
Katydyana to Bhrigu or Manu differs from the opinion
advanced in our Smyisti. It is, of course, possible that the
author, who assumes the name of Kaitydyana, may have
madc a slip, or may have known several Manu-smritis or
Bhrigu-smritis, and have referred in diffecrent places to
different works. But, making every allowance for such
possibilities, it cannot be said that his references furnish a
really conclusive argument. Again, it has been pointed
out 3 that the author of the Bhavishya-purina has largely
drawn on the first three chapters of our Manu, whom he
also names, and nobody who carefully compares the two

! WY WAREAA A% WF O qrEragrwg o

? Tagore Lectures, p. 62, 11. 22 and 24, Brshaspati has been printed twice by
mistake for Kityfiyana,

3 Professor Aufrecht’s Catal. Sansk. MSS. Bodl. Libr. p. 30.
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texts can have any doubt who the borrower is, as the
Purdna regularly substitutes easy readings for difficult
ones, and adds numerous explanatory verses. Besides,
Nérayana, as well as Kulltika !, quotes verses of the Bhavi-
shya-purdza from a section on penances not found in the
accessible MSS., which likewise are clearly intended to
explain the text of our Samhitd. All this is however
useless, as for the present it is impossible to determine the
date of the Purina even approximatively. Professor H. H.
Wilson 2, who has a very mean opinion of the book, declarcs
that it cannot lay claim to a high antiquity, and seems to
consider it a production of the ninth or tenth century A.D.
Professor Aufrecht’s discovery3 that the Matsya-purésa,
which mentions a Bhavishya-purdza in 14,500 verses, con-
tains actually several sections which have becen borrowed
from the portions of the latter work prescrved in the MSS,,
makes Professor Wilson’s estimate improbable. For the
Matsya-purdza was considered a canonical work about the
year 1000 A.D., and used by AlbirGni for his work on
India®. Though it, therefore, becomes probable that the
Bhavishya-purdza is much older than Professor Wilson
was inclined to assume, the data thus gained are much too
vague for inferences regarding the age of our Manu-smzti.

Equally unsatisfactory are the results which an examina-
tion of the quotations from the Manu-smrzti, found in
various Sanskrit works, yields us. Perfectly indisputable
quotations arc not very common, and they occur mostly in
works of comparatively recent date, e. g. in the Yasastilaka
of the Digambara-Gaina poet Somadeva, 959 A.D., in
Sankardkarya’s Sarirakabhashya, 804 A.D.%, and in Kshi-

! Sec e. g. his remarks on Manu XI, 101, and Nirflyana's on XI, 131.

3 Vishnu-puriisza, vol. i, pp. Ixii-lxiv, and Reinaud, Mémoire sur I'Inde,
P- 396.

3 Catalogue, p. 43.

¢ I owe the knowledge of this fact also to the kindness of Professor Sachau.

8 Sce Professor Peterson’s Report on the Search for Sanskrit MSS., 1883-84,
PP- 42-43-

¢ Deussen, Vedinta, p. 36. With respect to the date of Sankaritirya’s work,
I follow the Hindu tradition, which places the birth of the author in 788 A.D.
According to the statement of the late Yag#esvara Sstri, with whom I discussed
the passages which he adduces in the AryavidyAsudhfkara, p. 226, the sampra-
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rasvimin’s Amarakoshodghé4zanal. Other cases, where we
find verses from the Manu-samhiti quoted in ancient works,
are made inconclusive by the vagueness of the reference or
by the circumstance that the same passages occur also in
other works. Thus we find Manu VIII, 416, with a slight
verbal difference at the end of the first line%, in the Sabara-
bhashya on Mim. Sh. VI, 1, 12. Though the cxact date
of the latter work is uncertain, we know that it preceded
Kumérilabhazza’s Tantravirttika, and its style, which closely
resemblcs that of Patadgali’s Mahdbhishya, makes it
probable that its author lived not much later than the
beginning of our era. Hence its testimony would be of the
greatest interest, provided it were perfectly clear. Un-
fortunately the Bhishya introduces the verse merely by
the words evam ka smarati, ‘and thus he records or states
in the Smiti} without specifying the author. As the
doctrine of the verse which declares a wife, a son, and a
slave to be incapable of holding and acquiring property is
found, though expressed differently, also in the Narada-
smriti, Vividapada V, 39, it may be that Sabara took the
passage from some other work than the Manu-smziti.
Again, though Patafigali in the Vyikarazamahibhdshya
on Pinini VI, 1, 84 adduces Manu II, 120 without any
variant 3, it would be extremely hazardous to conclude that
he quotes from our text of Manu. For the Mahdbhdrata
(XIII, 104, 64°-65%) has exactly the same words.

diya, referred to in his work, is that of Siingeri, where also documentary evi-
dence for its correctness is said to exist. Hence I hesitate to accept Mr. Telang’s
conclusions, who places Saiitkara in the latter half of the sixth century, Mudri-
rikshasa, Appendix, and Ind. Ant. vol. xiii, p. 95 seqq.

! Aufrecht, Journal of the Germ. Or. Soc. vol. xxviii, p. 107. The date of
this author, who used to be identificd with the teacher of Gayapida of Kasmir
(779-813 A.D.), seems, according to the latest rescarches, more recent.

? See the cdition in the Bibl. Ind. vol. i, p. 61r: WT3T ITW YIW
fadan: g% Ty 71 a® gEyTSim 7@ F wE AYAH N At the end

of the first line Manu has Iq TYTYAT: 8{]’\’: [}

3 See vol. iii, p. 58 of Professor Kielhorn’s edition. I may add that the same
work on Pxuini II, 3, 35 (vol. i, p. 457, Kielhorn) quotes another verse, the
first line of which agrees with Manu IV, 151%, while the second entirely differs.
In this case, too, the Mahfbhirata X1II, 104, 82 has a version closely resembling

that of Manu,



INTRODUCTION. cxiil

More important are some allusions to the laws of Manu
found in several works of considerable antiquity, and in
inscriptions. Taken by themselves they would, indeed, not
prove much. But considered in conjunction with the results
of the three chief arguments, they certainly furnish a con-
firmation of the latter. The clearest case, perhaps, occurs
in the Kiratarguniya of Bharavi, a poet, whose fame on the
evidence of the Aihole inscription was well established in
634 A.D., and who, therefore, cannot possibly have lived
later than in the beginning of the sixth century, but may
be considerably older. He makes (Kir. I, 9) YudhishzAira's
spy say, ‘ He (Duryodhana), conquering the six (internal)
foes, desiring to enter on the path, taught by Manu, that is
difficult to tread, and casting off (all) sloth, since by day
and by night he adheres to the (prescribed) division (of the
royal duties), shows increased manly energy in accordance
with the Niti” At first sight it might seem as if this
passage contained nothing more than an expression of the
ancient belief according to which Manu settled the duties of
mankind, and among them also those of kings. Butif we keep
in mind the inference made unavoidable by Medhatithi’s
statements regarding the ancient commentaries and by the -
character of the Brshaspati-smziti, it becomes more probable
that Bhiravi alludes to the seventh chapter of Bhrigu's
version of the Manu-smyrsti, which declares vinaya, humility
or self-conquest, i. e. the conquest of the six internal foes,
to be one of the chief qualities requisite for a king, and
which carefully and minutely describes the employment of
each watch of the day and the night. Other much less
explicit allusions occur in the land-grants. It will suffice
to adduce thosc found in the commencement of the
Valabhi inscriptions of Dhruvasena I, Guhasena, and
Dharasena II, to which I have called attention some time
ago!. The oldest of them is dated Samvat 207, i.e. not
later than 526 A.D.2 There it is said in the description

1 See West and Biihler, Digest, p. 46, and for the inscriptions, Indian Antiquary,
vols. iv, p. 104 v, 28; vi, 11; vii, 67, 69, 71; viii, 303. For other passages,
see Hopkins, Journal of the American Oriental Society, vol. xi, pp. 243-246.

% This is on the supposition that the era of the Valabht plates began in
319 A.D,, the latest date ever assigned to it.

[25]



cXiv LAWS OF MANU.

of Dronasimha, the first Mahdriga of Valabhi and the
immediate predecessor of Dhruvasena I, that ‘like Dharma-
riga (Yudishzhira) he observed as his law the rules and
ordinances taught by Manu and other (sages).’ Strictly
interpreted, the passage says nothing more than that in
Dronasimha’s times various law-books existed, one and the
chief of which was attributed. But, considering what we
know froin other sources, it is not improbable that it refers
to our Samhitd, which is acknowledged by Brshaspati as
the paramount authority. This is all I am able to bring
forward in order to fix the lower limit of the Manu-smrzti.
But the facts stated are, I think, sufficient to permit the
inference that the work, such as we know it, existed in
the second century A.D.

For an answer to the question whether our Manu-smrzti
can go back to a higher antiquity, and how much older it
may be, we have at present very scant data. Its pos-
teriority to the twelfth and thirteenth Parvans of the Mahéa-
bharata teaches us, as -already stated, nothing definite.
But there is a passage in its tenth chapter, vv. 43-44, which
has been frequently supposed to convey, and probably does
contain, a hint regarding its lower limit. There the Kim-
bogas, Yavanas, Sakas, and Pahlavas are enumerated among
the races which, originally of Kshatriya descent, were
degraded to the condition of Sidras in consequence of
their neglect of the Brihmanmas!. As the Yavanas are
named together with the Kambogas or Kébulis exactly in
the same manner as in the edicts of Asoka? it is highly
probable that Greek subjects of Alexander’s successors,
and especially the Bactrian Greeks, are meant. This point,
as well as the mention of the Sakas?® or Scythians, would

! The verse contains also the name of the Atnas, which formerly has been
taken to be valuable as a chronological landmark. More modern researches
have proved this view to be untenable; see A. von Gutschmid, Journal of the
German Or. Soc. vol. xxxiv, pp. 202-208; Max Miiller, India, what can it teach
us? p. 131; Rig-veda, vol. iv, p. li.

* See c.g. the fifth rock-edict, where the Yona-Kamboga-Gamdblra or Gam-
dbAla are mentioned as Asoka’s neighbours, the most distant being placed first.

3 The earliest mention of the Sakas probably occurs in a Varttika of Katyf-
yana on Pin, VI, 1, 94, where sakandhu is explained by saka + andhu. According

to the traditional explanation the compound means * the well of the Saka king.’
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indicate that the Slokas could in no case have been written
before the third century B.C. This limit would be still
further and very considerably contracted if the mention of
the Pahlavas were quite above suspicion, and if the deduc-
tions of my learned friend, Professor Noldeke!, regarding
the age of this word were perfectly certain. Pahlava and
its Iranian prototype Pahlav are, according to the con-
current testimony of the most distinguished Orientalists,
corruptions of Parthava, the indigenous name of the
Parthians? Relying on the fact that the change of the
Iranian 2% to % is first traceable in the name Meherdates,
mentioned by Tacitus, and in the word Miiro, i. e, Mihira,
on the coins of Kanishka or Kanerki? Professor Noldeke
‘concludes that the form Pahlav cannot have originated
among the Iranians earlier than in the first century A.D.,
and that it cannot have been introduced into India before
the second century of our era. If this inference were un-
assailable, the remoter limit of the Manu-sm#:ti would fall
together with its lower one. But, with all due deference to
the weight of Professor Noldeke's name, I must confess that
it appears to me very hazardous. For, first, the foundations
of his theory are very narrow : secondly, one of his own facts
is not quite in harmony with his assertions. However late
we may place Kanishka, he cannot be later than the last
quarter of the first century A.D. Kanishka was not a
Parthian, and his coins probably were struck in the North
of India. Hence it would appear that Iranian word-forms
with the softening of #% to £ were known in India towards the
end of the first century. Moreover, the word Pahlava occurs
in the Girndr inscription of Rudradiman #, which was incised
shortly before the year 72 of the era of the Western Ksha-
trapas. This era,as has been long ago conjectured, and is now
incontestably proved by Mr. Fleet’s important discoveries, iS

1 Weber, History of Indian Literature, pp. 187-8, note 301",
% Olshausen, Parthava und Pahlav, Mada und M&h (Monatsberichte der

Berliner Akademie, 1877), and Néldeke, Journal of the German Oriental
Society, vol. xxxi, p. 557,

3 Sallet, Die Nachfalger Alexanders des Gr. p. 197.
4 Ind. Ant. vol. vii, p. 261. Rudraddman’s lieutenant at Girnir was the
Pahlava Kulaipa (Khoraib ?), son of Suvisdkha,

h 2
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the so-called Vikramasamvat or, more correctly, the Samvat
of the Milavesas, the lords of Mélava, which began in 57
B.C. Rudraddman’s inscription consequently dates from the
year 21-22 A.D.,and it is thus certain that the word Pahlava
was used in India at the beginning of the first century A, D.
These circumstances make it impossible to accept Professor
Noldeke's inferences from the occurrence of the softened
Iranian forms. But the mere mention of the Pahlavas
would show that Manu’s verse cannot have bcen composed
before the beginning of the first century B.C. The Parthian
dynasty of the Arsacides was founded in the middle of the
third century B.C., and its sixth ruler, Mithradates I,
according to some classical authors, invaded India about
the middle of the second century!. Coins of.an Arsaces
Theos and of an Arsaces Dikaios, who uses also the Prakrit
language and the North-Indian alphabet, have been found
in the Panjib, and belong to the same or a little later
times?, As the Brihmans are cver ready to give foreign
nations, with which they come into contact, a place in their
ethnological system, it is quite possible that about the
beginning of the first century B.C. an Indian origin might
have been invented for the Pahlavas. But even this reduc-
tion of the remoter limit of the Manu-sm~iti is, in my opinion,
not quite safe. For though the evidence for the genuine-
ness of Manu X, 43-44 is as complete as possible, and
though the varia lectio for Pahlava, which Govinda offers,
probably deserves no credit? there is yet a circumstance
which raises a suspicion against the latter reading. Parallel
passages, closely resembling Manu’s two verses, are found
in the Mah4bharata XIII, 33, 21-23* and XIII, 35, 17-18,
where the names of the degraded Kshatriya races are like-
wise enumerated, and the cause of their degradation is stated

1 Lassen, Indische Alterthumskunde, 112, 334.

2 Sallet, Die Nachfalger Alexanders des Gr. pp. 51, 156-157.

8 The commentators and MSS. all give the two verses. If some MSS. of
Medhatithi read Pahnava for Pahlava, that is a clerical mistake caused by the
similarity of the subscribed Devanfigart la and na. Govinda's var. lect. Pallava
is iinprobable, because the other races mentioned in the second line of verse 44
all belong to the North of India, while the Pallavas are, as far as we know,

coafined to the South.
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in exactly the same or similar words. Both passages name
the Yavanas, and one also the Sakas. But neither men-
tions the Pahlavas. Hence it becomes doubtful if the
original version of these Slokas really did contain the latter
name. It is further not impossible that its insertion is not
due to the first remodeller of the Minava Dharma-sitra, but
has crept in later accidentally,in the place of someothername.
The Indian Pandits are not strong in ethnology and history,
and habitually careless with respect to the names of peoples
and countries, which they frequently alter, or substitute
in their works one for the other. I have, therefore, not the
courage to reduce the terminus a quo by more than a
hundred years on the strength of this single word, which
occurs in a verse that evidently has had originally a different
form. I think it safer to rely more on the mention of the
Yavanas, Kimbogas, and Sakas, and to fix the remoter
limit of the work about the beginning of the second century
A.D., or somewhat earlier.

This estimate of the age of the Bhrzgu Sashita, according
to which it certainly existed in the second century A.D.,and
seems to have been composed between that date and the
second century B.C., agrees very closely with the views
of Professor Cowell! and Mr. Talboys Wheeler?, It differs
considerably from that lately expressed by Professor Max
Miiller, who considers our Manu to be later than the fourth
century 3,apparently because a passage quoted from Vriddha
Manu, which he takes to be a predecessor of our Sashita,
mentions the twelve signs of the zodiac. I do not think
that it has been proved that every work which enumerates
the ridsis must be later than the period when Ptolemy’s
astronomy and astrology were introduced into India. But
irrespective of this objection, Professor Max Miiller’s opinion
seems to me untenable, because, according to Professor
Jolly’s and my own researches*, the Vriddha or BrshatManu,
quoted in the digests and commentaries, is not earlier, but
later than Bhrigu’s Samhitd. Whatever may be thought

! Elphinstone, History of India, p. 249 (edition of 1874).
2 History of India, vol. ii, p. 422.
3 India, what can it teach us? p. 366. ! See above, p. xevil.
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of the details of my inferences and conclusions, I believe
that the rudimentary state of the legal theories in our
Sahita, as compared with Yigsavalkya and Nirada (fourth
or fifth century A.D.), the fact that the Brzshaspati-smriti of
the sixth or scventh century A.D. was a Virttika on our
text, and the assertion of MedhAtithi, that he knew in the
ninth century commentaries belonging to a remote antiquity,
force us to place it considerably before the term mentioned
by Professor Max Miiller.

ITL

It now remains to give an account of the matcrials on
which my translation is based, and of the manner in which
they have been used. Among Sanskrit works the com-
mentaries of Medhétithi, Govindariga, Sarvagiia-Nérdyana,
Kulltikabhasfa, Raghavinanda, and Nandand4irya, as well
as an anonymous 7ipparna, contained in a Kasmir MS. of
the Manu-sazhita, are the sources on which I have chiefly
relied. Among the earlier translations, Sir William Jones’
famous versio princeps and Professor J. Jolly’s annotated
German translation? of chapter VIII and chapter IX, 1-
102 have been carefully used. Occasionally Mr. Loiseleur
Deslongchamps’ well-known edition of the text, the Eng-
lish translation of chapters I-III, 33 by Tardkand Kakra-
varti (Kuckerbutty) 2, and the Mar4z/i translation of Ganir-
dan Visudev Gurgar® have been consulted. Sir G. C.
Haughton’s edition and various Indian reprints of the text
have been left aside, because they mostly repcat Kullika's
readings or give variae lectiones for which no sufficient
authority is shown.

Among the Sanskrit commentaries on the Manu-smzti
the oldest extant is the voluminous Manubhéshya of Bha#za

1 Pablished in the Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Rechtswissenschaft, vol. iii.

2 | have used the copy of the India Office Library, 19-2%7, 17. The name
of the author is given by Professor Goldstiicker, On the Deficiencies, &c., p. 5,
note.

3 Published with the text of Manu, at the Nirsayasigar Press, Bombay, 1877.
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Medhitithi, the son of Bhatza Virasvimin. As its title,
bhashya, indicates, it is not a gloss which paraphrases every
word of the text. Its aim is to show the general sense of
Manu’s dicta, to elucidate all really difficult passages, and
to settle all doubtful points by a full discussion of the
various possible interpretations, and of the opinions ad-
vanced by others. In carrying out this plan Medhaitithi
displays a great amount of learning and not inconsiderable
ability. He carefully uses a number of more ancient com-
mentaries on Manu, and shows a full acquaintance with the
Siastras requisite for the successful explanation of his text,
with Vedic literature, grammar, Mimédmsi, the Dharma-
sitras! and other Smritis, Vedanta, and the Mah4bh4rata.,
At the same time he avoids the common fault of Sanskrit
commentators,—an undue copiousness in quotations which
bear only remotely on the subject under consideration.
Moreover, he frequently enhances the value of his explana-
tions by illustrating Manu’s rules by instances taken from
every-day life, a point which most Hindu writers on law
and on kindred subjects entirely neglect. Finally, he fre-
quently takes up a much more independent position
towards his author than the other commentators dare to
assume. Thus he does not shrink from declaring that
many verses are arthavidas, without legal force, and that
many single words have been inserted merely vrittapi-
randrtham, ‘in order to make up the verse’ His chief
weakness, on the other hand, which is not unfrequently
observable, and which has drawn on him Kulliika’s stric-
ture 2 that he brings forward ¢ both valuable and valueless’
remarks, consists in a disinclination to decide between con-
flicting interpretations and in his sometimes placing side

1 Medhatithi quotes the Dharma-siitras in general, and Gautama, Baudbiyana,
Apastamba, and Vasish/ka, as well as some other lost works, in particular.
Among the lost Dharma-siitras which he used, is a Kity8yaniya-siitra, quoted on
Manu VIII, 215, which seems to have treated the civil law in detail, and pro-
bably is the original of the metrical KityAyana-sm7sti, from which the digests
give so numerous extracts.

3 See the concluding verses of Kullika’s commentary. Sir W. Jones' state-
ment that Medhétithi’s work is reckoned ¢ prolix and unequal’ (Preface to the
Translation, p. xvii, St. Grady) is probably based on this remark of Kulldka.
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by side, as equally admissible, widely divergent opinions.
This vacillation is perhaps justified in a restricted number
of passages, where the text is really ambiguous or very
obscure. But more commonly it seems to be due solely to
an excessive veneration for the views of his predecessors?,
whose commentaries, in part at least, possessed a high
antiquity and a great reputation, or whom he had personal
.reasons to respect. On several occasions he mentions
certain explanations as those of the Plrvas or Kiramtanas,
i.e. of the ancient commentators. Thus he remarks on
Manu IV, 223, ¢ But the exposition given above is the view
of the Ancients; hence it has also been given by us2’ In
another case, whcn explaining Manu IX, 141 and 147, he
notes that his interpretation is that of upddhyiya, i.e. of
his own teacher from whom he learnt the Manu-samhita.
Disagreeable as this want of decision may be to those who
look to a commentary for a concise and authoritative
explanation of its text, yet it is not without advantages.
His copiousness in quoting the opinions of his predecessors
makes his work extremely important for the student of
the history of the Manu-smr:ti and of the Hindu law. The
Bhishya clearly proves that Manu's text had been made
for centuries an object of decp research, and that many of
its verses had given rise to widely different interpretations.
It shows, further, that a good many various readings
existed. Finally, a comparison of the later still extant
commentaries leaves no doubt that these in general are
based on the Manubhishya, and that even their divergent
opinions and readings are frequently derived from the
earlier work. Under these circumstances the question of

! Though the opinions of ¢ others’ are mentioned very frequently, and though
sometimes those of three or four predecessors are contrasted, Medbtithi gives
only once the name of an earlier commentator, Manu IX, 253, WYq ITqAt

wismmgn: a1 adrde sfr sre o (v w1 o) fraan
e Lt f nl’ﬁwm I The name seems to be Vishwusvdmin. But it
is uncertain what the corrupt word, preceding it, may hide.

* TY ATATETH At ﬂmﬁttﬁ afmn{ u Compare also

the remark on Manu V, 128, ¥ % fui
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Medhétithi’s date acquires great importance. It is a
matter of regret that in this, as in so many other cases, we
do not possess any trustworthy historical information, but -
have to depend on such circumstantial evidence as can
be collected from Medhitithi’s own quotations and from
the quotations made by other authors from the Bhéshya.
If we begin with the latter, the lower limit for the com-
position of Medhitithi’s work is fixed by Vig#inesvara's
reference to his explanation of Manu IX, 1181, Vig#éine-
svara wrote his commentary on Yig#avalkya in the reign of
the Kalukya king, Vikramaditya VI, who ruled at Kalyaza
from Sakasamvat 997-1048, or 1073-1126-7 A.D.2 The
manner in which Vig#inesvara’s reference is made, shows
that in his times the Bhishya possessed an established repu-
tation. Hence it may be inferred that it was then not of
recent date. To the same conclusion points also a passage
in Kulldka’s commentary on Manu VIII, 1843, where, in a
remark on the arrangement of verses 181-184, Medh