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APPEAL OF THE COW

Poor cows bemoan their lot and humbly plead thus they : —
“You human beings ! how the quadrupeds us treat ?

With milk we have like mother nursed you day by day ;
You send us to the butcher’s house with death to meet.

“The men who hope to fatten bodies their with beef,

And hence by killing brutely us their bellies fill ;

They will not lose the body,—seems they harbour such behef —
Or carry it indeed along with them they will.

You do not seek to get well-built with milk we serve ;
Derive nor joy from milk-products not few.

- You want to dripk our blood, then drink without reserve,.,
tYe born in ‘mage of God ! nothing too much for you.

“Helpless are we poor creatures with no strength, no brawn..
You keep us or destroy, we are under your thumb,

Perhaps God too has now His help from us withdrawn ;

‘We are your cows’—what more can,say poor cattle dumb ?

“Before our eyes our calves struggle for milk in vain,

While we, not minding that provide you milk wholesome ;
We feed on grass in woods, return to you again.

When grown up are those calves, they too your hacks become.

““Goes on like this if process of our decay here,
Regard the sun as set in India’s Fortune’s sky,
The little verdure too that’s left will disappear,
Death on this golden land will stalk and jackals cry.’’

" 1 O Priests of non-violence ! nothing toe much for yoa.

Note— (Translated from ‘Bharata-Bharati’ of Rashtra-kavi late
Shri Maithili Sharan Gupta, M. P.)



SUBMISSION

Whenever the demand is made or an agitation takes place for
the imposition of a ban on cow-slaughter, certain highly placed
persons, out of ignorance or misunderstanding, publish articles in
newspapers and magazines in which an effort is made to prove and
establish that cow-slaughter was prevalent in Vedic India and beef
was also taken. They give stray quotations in their articles from
religious scriptures.  Simple persons get confused on reading these
articles. From time to time, scholars have clarified the position by
correct interpretation of such quotations in Hindi, but these inter~
pretations have not been available at one place, nor have they
been published in those newspapers and/or magazines in which
the misleading articles are published. Such clarifications have been
collected and published in this book for the general benefit of all
those who are interested in this question and who would like to know
the true position.

The work of collection and clarification has been done with the
co-opzration of some scholars for which we are grateful to them.
This is an English version of the Hindi original. Certain printing
mistakes might have crept in. Any such shortcomings brought to our
notice by the readers would be looked into and corrected in the next
edition. -

In respect of any of the articles in this book, if any scholar brings
to our notice any further new and/or strong argument in support
of contentions established therein, the same shall receive due
consideration for being included suitably in the next edition.

We hope that this book will be useful in removing from the minds
of the general public, such doubts as have crept in their minds by the
misleading articles tendentiously written by certain persons.
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Any writer and/or publisher desirous of utilizing any matter in
this book for propagation is fully authorized to do so without seeking
our permission.

Our efforts in this book are motivated only by the desire to bring
the truth to light by removing wrong impressions created by misleading
articles. There is no intentionto cast any aspersion on any person.
In spite of this, if anything appears otherwise, we earnestly beg to

be excused. -
Publisher, First Edition.

The first edition of this book was published in 5,000 copies by
‘Gita Press, Gorakhpur in January 1971. Since then, some more
material has been collected and added to the book by the compiler.
This second edition is now being published in 1100 copies by Shri
Krishna Janmasthan Seva-Sansthan, Mathura, with the hope that
it will be well received and patronised by the readers.

Publisher, Second Edition.
The references in case of Srimad Bhagwata, Mahabharata and

Ramcarita manasa are from Gita Press editions unless otherwise
stated.



GANDHIJI’'S SOUND ADVICE

In my opinion the economic side of the cow question, if. it is
properly handled, automatically provides for the delicate religious
side. Cow slaughter should be and can be made economically
impossible, whereas unfortunately of all the places in the world it
is the sacred animal of the Hindus which has become the cheapest
for slaughter. To this end I suggest the following :

(1) The State should in the open market buy out every cattle
offered for sale by out-bidding every other buyer.

(2) The State should run dairies in all principal towns ensuring a
cheap supply of milk.

(3) The State should run tanneries where the hides, bones, etc.,
‘of all dead cattle in its possession should be utilised, and should offer
to buy again in the open market all private-owned dead cattle.

(4) The State should keep model cattle-farms and instruct the
people in the art of breeding and keeping cattle.

(5) The State should make liberal provision for pasture land
and import the best experts in the world for imparting a knowledge
of the science of cattle to the people.

(6) There should be a separate department created for the
purpose, and no profit should be made in the department, so that
the people may receive the full benefit of every improvement that
might be made in the different breeds of cattle and other matters
pertaining to them.

The foregoing scheme presupposes the State upkeep of all old,
maimed and diseased cattle. This no doubt constitutes a heavy
burden, but it is a burden which all States, but above all a Hindu
State, should gladly bear.

My own study of the question leads me to think that the
. running of scientific dairies and tanneries would enable the State to
' cover the expenses of the upkeep of cattle, that have become
. economically useless, apart from the manure they yield, and to sell
at market rates leather, leather goods, milk and milk products,
besides many other things that can be manufactured from dead
cattle, and which today, owing to want of scientific knowledge or
false sentiment, are practically going to waste, or from which
greatest advantage is not received.

(Young India, dated 7-7-1927)

(copied from pages 9 and 10 of ‘Gandhiji On Cow Protection’ _
. published by Publications Division, Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting, Government of India, June 1967 edition)



NO COMPROMISE ON COW-SLAUGHTER
WITH MUSLIM LEAGUE BY
MAHATMA GANDHI

The Congress was holding its annual session in Madras in
December, 1927. We were staying in the house of Srinivasa Iyengar.
Our host prepared a draft-resolution concerning Hindu-Muslim
unity, and brought it to Bapu for his approval. Bapu had at
that time withdrawn from active politics, and was devoting himself
heart and soul to khadi work. When the draft was placed in his
hands, he said : “I am prepared to agree to anything, to any conditions,
that will bring about a settlement between Hindus and Muslims.
Where is the need to show this to me 7”7 However, in deference to
the wishes of its author, he cast a cursory look over it and said :
“it will do.”

Bapu went to sleep soon after evening prayer, and awoke at an
unearthly hour the next morning. He also awakened Mahadevbhai.
Hearing their voices I, too, awoke. Bapu said : “I have committed
a grave error. I did not read that draft properly last evening. I just
said, without due consideration, that it was all right. But in the night,
I suddenly remembered tlent, that draft gave a general permission to
the Mussulmans to slaughter cows, and the question of cow-protection
was conveniently ignored ! How can I bear this ? If they slaughter
cows, we cannot stop them by force, it is true, but we can at least win
their trust by loving service and explain our point of view to them,
can’t we ? As for me, not even to win Swaraj will I renounce my
principle of cow-protection ! Go and tell those people at once that I
do not accept that settlement ! No matter what the consequences, I
will not be a party to cow-slaughter !”’

(Glimpse No. 78, from the ‘Stray Glimpsés of Bapu® (Second
edition, August 1960) written by Kakasaheb Kalelkar, published
by Navajivan Publishing House, Ahmedabad-14)
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INTRODUCTION

It has been seen that for the last 100 years foreigners as well as
some scholars of our own country are trying to prove from the
Scriptures of Sanatana Dharma that during the Vedic period not
only ordinary meat, but beef was taken. Beef eating was not only
customary, but it was an essential item. Let us consider the back-
ground of such investigations and their propagation.

During the British period, when it was discovered that beef
tallow was being applied in cartridges, mutiny broke out in the
army during the year 1857. Since then, the Britishers were anxious
to remove the feeling of reverence for the cow from the minds of
the Hindus. With this object in view, they provided that European
scholars become proficient in Sanskrit and ultimately mis-interpret
the Scriptures of Sanatana Dharma, and the results of these so called
findings were propagated with ulterior motives. In support of this,
please read the article entitled ‘Western Indologist—A Study in
Motives’ appended to this book.

Our countrymen were also utilised to find out such instances
from the Scriptures of Sanatana Dharma as would wipe out from the
Hindu mind the feeling of reverence for the cow and also the feeling
that it is unkillable. It appears that the first Indian victim to this
stratagem was Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra. He was born in 1822, It
is said that he belonged to a Vaishnava family of Bengal His
essay ‘Beef in Ancient India’ was first published in the year 1872,
i.e. fifteen years after the mutiny, in the Journal of the Asiatic
Society of Bengal. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra had to study a
number of Vedic texts for preparing this essay and he has also
commented on several of them. About four years after the
publication of ‘Beef in Ancient ‘Ind‘ia’, when no protest was made
from any quarter, the Calcutta University conferred the degree of
Doctor of Laws (LL. D.) on Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra in the year
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1876. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra’s voluminous work was published
in two volumes under the title ‘Indo-Aryan’ by W. Newman & Co.,
Calcutta, in 1881 and the article ‘Beef in Ancient India’ was
incorporated as Chapter VI of its first volume.

This particular essay was published in the form of a booklet
for the first time in the year 1926 from Calcutta by one Swami
Bhoomanand. This was done just after Mahatma Gandhi had taken
up the work of cow protection which is clear from his presidential
address on 25th June 1925 at Belgaon at the Go-Raksha Parishad and
his subsequent activities. In the Preface to the booklet, on pagesi & ii
from line 17th onwards, the publisher Swami Bhoomanand has written
with great pride :

“In my long residence in the Punjab, and in my travels from
Alwar to Peshawar, I came in contact with many educated
Hindu gentlemen, but I was sorry to find that most of them
did not study their own scriptures, and, being ignorant of
the manners and customs of their ancestors, were necessarily
very narrow in their outlook .... I myself do not pretend to
be a Sanskrit scholar, but my studies of our ancient books, mostly
in English and Vernacular translations, have opened my eyes
to this fact, that the Hindu society was not always just like the
present one. For instance, we find in the Vedic literature, the
ultimate authority and the fountain of knowledge, clear evidence
of inter-caste marriages, widow marriage, elaborate yajnas,
animal sacrifices, ‘drinking of soma juice and the eating of food
which is at present prohibited in the Hindu Society.”

The above extract from the Preface of the booklet brings out
clearly the purpose behind its publication and propagation. How
the people, ignorant of Sanskrit, are misled by such misinterpreted
articles would be clearly evident from the various articles published
in this book.

 Hereafter, the cow protection movement gained momentum in
1967. A fresh reprint of the booklet ‘Beef in Ancient India’ was
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published in June 1967 by Manisha Granthalaya Private Ltd., Calcutta.
Several copies were distributed free. Whether they were distributed
by the publishers or somebody else, could not be traced.

After Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra came Shri Pandurang Vaman
Kane, M.A., L.L.B., Advocate, Bombay High Court. He wrote
‘History of Dharmasastra’ in several volumes and parts, which has
been published by the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona.
He has also tried to justify meat and beef eating by quoting from
several religious texts. '

They did not rest content at all this. Besides the publication
of the article ‘Beef in Ancient India’ by Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra,
‘Beef-eating Clubs’ were formed to propagate beef eating on an
extensive scale. The following extract is self-evident :

“There were those among the intellectuals in touch with the
British who were dazzled by the new ideas. The new light
in their eyes was so bright that they thought the light within
themselves was darkness.”

“They took, so to speak, Macaulay at his word, and set out
to Westernize themselves in thought, mind and spirit. They
formed beef-eating clubs and gloried in the defiance of caste

9 9

‘superstition’.

“The advocates of acceptance rather than the mutineers were
the real revolutionaries of the nineteenth century India.”

(INDIA, PAKISTAN AND THE EAST by Percival
Spear, published by Oxford University Press,1949 edition,
page 182, lines 9 to 13 and 28 to 30).

Lord Macaulay’s famous words are quoted below :—
“English education would train up a class of persons—Indian
in blood and colour, but English in tastes, in opinions, in morals
and in intellect.”

The prime objective of these people has been to conceal such
provisions of the scriptures as prohibit meat or beef eating, and
instead place before them in a prominent manner, words of scriptures
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misinterpreted to mean meat-eating. Such people got recognition
not only from the British Government, but also from the present
Government of India, and they were also honoured by the so-called
modern anglophilic society. People hankering after such honour,
though having little or no knowledge of Sanskrit and religious
literature, also write from time to time articles in English in favour
of beef eating referring to misinterpreted passages from scriptures.
They get them published in newspapers and magazines and thus
mislead simple people. Any article giving correct and logical
interpretation does not find place in these newspapers and/or
magazines as it goes contrary to such anglophilic views. The
common man is misled to think that articles of highly placed and
learned people which get so much publicity must be authentic
especially when they are citing the scriptures. Thus they get astray
that Sanatana Dharma scriptures do not prohibit, but on the other
hand, prescribe meat as well as beef eating. How deceptive and
incorrect are such notions, will be clear beyond doubt from articles
published in this book.

The Vedas prohibit not only cow-slaughter, but the slaying of all
kinds of herbivorous animals (see the heading ‘Were cow-slaughter,
Meat-sacrifice and Meat-eating Prevalent in the Vedic Age ?7°).
Scriptures of our and other faiths propouvnd the creed of non-
violence (ahimsd) (for details see ‘Non-violence is Supreme in
Religious Scriptures’). Inspite of this, one may find references to
act of slaughter and meat-eating here and there in the Scriptures.
These passages should be understood in their appropriate contextual
setting as to whether such indications are enjoined as ‘obligatory
duties’, or whether they are a way out for preventing evil tendencies
of meat-eating. Among sentient beings we find various kinds of
evil propensities which are ingenerate, such as adultery born of
passionate sensuousness, alcoholism, etc. etc. To prevent the
tendency of indiscriminate cohabitation of man and woman it has
been enjoined that a person should delimit his relations to one
woman after entering into matrimonial sacraments with her and he
should thus be considered on par with a brahmacari. In a similar
manner, to check the flesh-eating tendencies of meat-eaters, wherever
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there are references to meat-eating, though the ulterior and reatl
objective is prevention of meat-eating and forbidding of violence
(hirnsa), and vegetarian food and ahimsa have been promulgated
as the prime dharma—when such passages are considered duly well
and pondered over, it will be found that meat-eating and acts of
violence have not been enjoined as ‘obligatory duties’.

Shrimad Bhagwata 11th Canto, 5th Chapter prescribes :

2% saaraThirmadar facareg eard fg ax aigar)
sqafeafacdy faargasguagug fagfafer nitn

Man is naturally inclined towards the enjoyment of sexual pleasure,
flesh and wine. No rules enjoin him to indulge in them. A certain
check is provided over these tendencies (by the Sastra) by permitting
sexual commerce with one’s wedded wife, meat-eating at the end of
an animal sacrifice, drinking of wine during a Sautramani sacrifice (in
the case of those who are addicted to these) ; the (real) intention (of
S'astra) is to turn man away from them. (11)

ag mroae fafea: guataar qmiead a fgar)
qs sTaTq: 99AT A @ar @ fagd a fag: exaAg L

They do not understand the pure essence of their religion. Only
smelling of wine is sanctioned and touching the animal is allowed and
not its killing (in a Sautramani sacrifice). (13)

7 cqrdfagisasa: eaean wxfaarfaa: |
qq gafea fageam: fex @gfa d T am i

Those who are ignorant of this real Dharma and, though wicked
and haughty, account themselves virtuous, kill animals without any
feeling of remorse or fear of punishment, and are devoured by those
very animals in their next birth. (14)

So wherever there are sentences which seem to support violence
(hirmsa), or meat-eating, or enjoin rituals entailing meat, they should



Introduction 11

be deliberated with due consideration as to whether they are inhibitions
to prevent evil tendencies, or they are ‘obligatory duties’. If such
sentences are in the form of ‘obligatory duties’, then they are invalid
and they should be treated as interpolations (see the proof cited under
the heading - “What to do if there is contradiction between Sruti and
Smrti’).

It is stated in the éintiparva of the Mahabharata :
Foafaaaisem athad: asmafaan |
Farrafqair geavmataaigag 0 (Irfraad 93.9)

“O Brahmana ! atheists pursuing efforts to amass wealth and covetous,
having not understood the injunctions of Vedas have spread falsities
which have a semblance of truth.” (263.6)

g AcEqT AY ATQATEE FALFA |
a9 safdd @amag a3y wsgaq | (fed kee.Q)
“Liquors, fish, mead, meat, spirits, rice cooked with sesamum

(til) seads,—all these have been inserted into yajiia by the wicked
people. Vedas have not prescribed their use in yajiia.” (265.9)

In the Mahabharata, it is very clearly specified that in the yajfias,
there is no place for violence to animals. Santiparva, Chapter
337, Verses 4 & 5 provide that according to Vedic Sruti seeds
should be offered in oblation in a yajfia.

fRdag zeatafa § Ffgah afa:
andgrfa figrfa =St at gegazg
qq ai: @At 97 ax qs¥q § ag: | (Wfad 33e.¥-Y)

The seeds are named as aja. As such it is not justified to kill a goat.
Wherever animals are sacrificed in yajfia, it is not the norm of the
Virtuous. (337, 4-5)

In the ‘Syadvaadmafijari’ of the Jains, gja in a yajfiais to be
interpreted as seeds :
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auar fx fas 83 ‘widdczsay’ gearfratady faeaigaitsansd
QTS sTTARR | GIAFUEG FeATATANT Faarfia aqsharfz,
eg1ifis fasagufy, swarfis segatafy aragataaar
qagaraafea |

(Interpretation of verse No. 23, published by Bombay
Sanskrit Prakrit Series, 1933, first edition, page 140, lines
49 to 54)

It means—In Vedic injunctions like ‘yajfia should be performed
with aja’, the ignorant interpret aja as an animal (goat). Those
who are not to be reborn in the world, such wise persons interpret
it as three-year old barley and rice, five-year old Sesamum indicum
(¢til) and masura lentil, seven-year old panic seed (kangu) and
mustard, etc.

In thz third chapter (tantra) Kakolukiya of the Paficatantra
by Visnusarma, it is provided :

asfy ¥ arfasT agwdafn agm, sarargafia & gal ewrg
qad Frafea | o fwe gagwaSdszsan | wiaT Mgaanag
Faarfasn #1784 g qgfeda: !

Meaning thereby—Those who kill animals in yajfias are fools,
bescause they do not know the correct interpretation of Sruti.
Sruti provides for aja to be used for yajfia. Aja means seven-
year old rice and not an animal. There the following verse is
quoted in support :

FATTYSqT agFecar war shatwgay |
T8 MFAR TN ATH FA AFIR URo9

Meaning thereby—If, by cutting of green trees, by killing animals
and playing with their blood, one can attain heaven, then by which
action is one likely to go to hell ?



Introduction 13

Pandit Dharmadev Vidya-vachaspati writes in his Hindi book
‘Vedon ka Yathartha Svarup (The reality of Vedas)’ published by
Gurukul Kangri, Hardwar, Vikrama Samvat 2014, pages 251-252 :

“It is now crystal clear that killing of animals in yajfia is an
imagination of wicked persons. Such provisiors in the
S'rauta-sﬁtras, Grhya-sitras, Brahmanas, Smrtis and other
scriptures are unacceptable due to their being against the
provision of the Vedas and thus being later interpolations.”

Such interpolations have been widely prevalent in ancient
scriptures. This has been pointed out by the famous Dvaita teacher
Madhvacarya alias Anandatirtha in his exegesis on the Mahabharata

in the following words :

Fafaz aFara afyafa safazratiamafy
Y FAfgsa sqeaTd  GATFIFATAEAIdT |

ageaar afy geqn: satgeT fa @dwm: |

(Mahabharata-tatparya-nirnaya, Chapter 2, Sarvamul
Kumbhaghonam edition, page 907).

Meaning thereby—Wicked persons interpolate some scriptures, they
omit sentences, and they introduce perversions due to inadvertence
and sometimes otherwise. Thus the scriptures, though not completely
destroyed, are wholly spoiled in this manner.

Besides the provision of Vedas, we may look through the provision
made in Srimad Bhagavata 7.15.7, 8, 10 and 11 :

a gamaTias sre @ sETtarg aAaeafaq |
geaea: wreqer stfadar @ agfewar nen

One who knows the essence of piety should not offer meat (to
the mafies) in a $raddha ceremony nor should he eat it (himself).
The type of supreme gratification caused (to the manes as well as
to the Lord Himself) through cereals fit for (the consumption of)
anchorites (because irivolving no “destruction of life) is never brought
about through (meat etc. obtained by) the killing of animals, (7)
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QA . e
darga: 9O gl gut ggAtassag)
FTEY FUSET JAY ARTTRTAAET T \ICI

For men seeking true piety there is no other such virtue as
abstinence from violence to living beings, perpetrated through mind,
speech and body. (8)

goTagagaAIv gezar qarr farafa o
oY ATHFEWT EATEAIHT @PIA G Lol

Seeing one proceeding to propitiate the Lord through sacrifices
conducted with material substances, animals grow apprehensive
lest the merciless fellow, who is ignorant of the truth of the Spirit
and is (therefore) given to the (mere) gratification of his self, will
surely kill them. (10)

aearg atqeea geasatia aafag |
wrgsRiselE: Tatfaaatarast: fwar ng

Therefore, (remaining ever) contented, he who knows what is
right should perform from day to day (his) obligatory and occasional
duties even with the cereals fit for (the consumption of) hermits
and obtained by force of destiny (rather than undertake big
sacrifices involving destruction of life). (11)

It is not clear as for whom Manusmrti verses involving meat
are meant. A verse is found in Chapter 11, of the Manusmrti, which
is numbered as 95 in some editions and 96 in others. It reads as
follows: '

agx:faarard ag a9 guaaq |
AZATAUA ATAST FTATAAQT T 1)

aaegfa 2284 ear 88

Meaning thereby—Wine, meat, liquor, spirit etc., are the food of
Yaksas, Raksasas and Pisacas, hence these are not fit for Brahmanas,
who take havi offered to the Gods.
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This clearly proves that meat and wine preparations are meant
only for Yaksas, Raksasas and Pisacas and not for the human
species. In the Vedas also, it is mentioned that this type of food is
meant only for Raksasas and those humans who cosume them deserve
capital punishment or death.

T: FIERAT HIATT GATFR AT ALEAA qYAT ATAT: |
at sreeqrar aifa st aaf gt geaTfy gs= )
(AT 20.59.1%)

Meaning thereby—Those who are addicted to meat and take
meat of horse or other animals and by killing cows, deprive others
from their milk, cannot be corrected by any other means, then O
Ruler ! sever their heads by means of your shining weapon, this is
the last punishment, which can be accorded to them.

Dr.. Umesh Chandra Pandeya, Hindi commentator of the
‘Gautama Dharmasitra with its Mitaksara Vrtti (published by the
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Varanasi, Samvat 2023, page 13 of
Introduction), writes :

“There was great scope for interpolation in ancient literature.
It is practically impossible to decide the correct and original text
of any scripture.”

It appears that during the Muslim period under threat and during
British period under temptation, interpolations have been effected
in several scriptures. To arrive at the correct original text of such
scriptures is, no doubt, a very difficult task, but it is not impossible.
Those passages of such scriptures as contravene the provisions of
Shruti, can be taken for granted as interpolations and thus those
scriptures can be corrected to their original readings. This is a task
beset with great difficulties. Only those persons can accomplish it
who are capable of interpreting the Vedas in a correct manner. It
is worth undertaking. Even now a days there are scholars learned
in the scriptures and endowed with noble character. Day by day
such persons are getting scarce due to neglect of Sanskrit language.
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If this difficult task is not undertaken at this stage, then it would become
impossible in the future for want of scholars who are learned and
also of noble character.

It is not easy to interpret the Vedas. Their language cannot
be properly understood without the study of Nirukta. Gods
appreciate indirect (cryptic) expression and not the direct.

qQafyar ga fg 3ar wafra seagfafye: (Magatgm 2.2.9)

Even in the simple language of the Mahabharata, there are several
passages which are difficult to interpret and understand. In the
Mahabharata itself it is stated :

eI} gRTH-FEE iU AAsEt g@twgarfa T
=€ agfa gt afe @ afe ava ar (anfaed 2.sy)

Meaning thereby—8,800 verses are such, which are fully understood
by Sri Vyasa and Sr1 Sukadeva. Even Safijaya might or might not
understand them fully. (adi parva 1.81)

Shrimad Bhagavata Mahapurana also states that gods like indirect
expression :

eqUafant | waara, fazgarga: | (4.28.65)
qQUATE AT arSrarAgaraag || (11.3.44)

Just as darkness cannot exist in light, similarly it is not
possible that in Vedas which are knowledge incarnate, there would
exist any such provision which would not help human beings to
uplift themselves on all planes from the material to the spiritual
Just as, under light one sees the blackness of its own shadow,
similarly, if one is bent upon seeing blackness of his own mind in
the Vedas, he is free to do so, but actually it is not there in the
Vedas.

Rishis used to visualise the Veda Mantras and their interpretation

during their samadhi, therefore they were named as ‘Seers’. Likewise
they came to know about the creation of the universe. The Creator
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made some living beings to subsist on grass and leaves, while others
were made to sustain themselves on living beings. Human beings were
created to live on vegetation, which is amply clear from the physiology
of the human body. Modern physiologists and diet experts also
support it. A few extracts selected from the voluminous writing of
Earnest Crosby and James Oldfield, M.A., D.C.L., M.R.C.S,, are quoted
below in support of these biological facts :

WHETHER MEAT IS NATURAL FOOD FOR
HUMAN BEINGS ?

(Selected paragraphs from Enlightened and Voluminous writings by
Ernest Crosby)

THE MEAT FETISH

That butchery is cruel is so self-evident that it is hardly necessary
to dwell upon the fact, and cruelty usually attends the life of the victim
from the beginning.

Finally, at the abattoir, the cattle are received by men who have
been drilled into machines, who must kill so many creatures to the
minute and begin the process of skinning before life is extinct. In
some cases death must be prolonged to make the meat white.

The animal comes to the place of execution, as a rule, in a state
of frenzy, and to overcome its resistance the eye must be gouged or
the tai] twisted till the gristle cracks. It is futile to preach humanity
to men engaged in such a trade. You or I, enlisted in such a profession,
would act the same way.

The essential idea of butchery for food is cruel, and you cannot be
cruel humanely. “How could you select such a business ?” Asked
a horrified officer of a ‘Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals’,
upon his first visit to the stockyards of Chicago. “We’re only doing
your dirty work, sir,”” was the true and silencing reply. It is
brutalizing work as well as crue] work, and those who create the demand
for it are responsible for it.

2
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And with strange perversity we pick out the most inoffensive
animals for slaughter. There might be an element of justice in preying
upon beasts of prey, but we prefer to slay the harmless deer and cow
and sheep. Is carnivorous flesh offensive ? Then, why do we make
our own flesh offensive by being carnivorous ?

In addition to the uncleanliness and unwholesomeness of
meat, it is easy to show that it is also an unnatural food for man.
If it were a natural food, would you not be willing to go into the first
butcher’s shop, cut a slice from a carcass, and put it into your
mouth ?  You would not hesitate to do so to any fruit or vegetable.
If meat is a natural food, would you feel any repugnance at eating
dog flesh or cat flesh merely because you are not accustomed to it ?
You would rather like to taste a new fruit. Dogs are raised for
food in Korea, and there is no difference between their flesh and
other meat in principle. Put a kitten and a chick in the same room,
and the former will show—what its natural food is—by pouncing
upon the latter and devouring it. Put a baby, in the place of a
kitten, and it will not attempt to eat the chick ; but it will try to eat
an apple, which is its natural food. ..All of which goes to show
that meat is not man’s natural food.

The structure of his body confirms this belief. He has the long
intestines of the graminivorous animals, and not the short intestines
of the carnivora. His jaws are hung so that they can grind upon
each other, like those of the horse, cow, and camel, and are not fixed
vertically like the dog’s. He has no carnivorous teeth, those to which
that name is often given—the eye-teeth—being much more pronounced
in the non-carnivorous anthropoid ape.

Richard Owen, the great anatomist and natural historian, said
long ago that ““the anthropoids and all the quadrumana derive their
alimentation from fruits, grains, and other succulent vegetal substances,
and the strict analogy between the structure of these animals and
that of man clearly demonstrates his frugivorous nature,” and
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this truth is more firmly established today than it was when he wrote.
It is not natural to eat meat.

(Selected paragraphs from writing of Josiah Oldfield, M.A., D.C.L.,
M.R.C.S., Earnshaw-Cooper Lecturer on Dietetics, The Lady
Margaret Fruitarian Hospital).

The earliest medicine-man began to put two and two together,
and rightly concluded that the waste matter from any animal was

a cause of disease to that animal if not quickly and completely
removed.

He also noted that it was the excreta of animals that ate flesh that
was by far the most dangerous of all. He might store his domesticated
animals in the far end of his cave, and no one was much the worse,
but any cave in which dogs or cats, or wolves have been confined or
imprisoned, must be shunned for years after. He also made a mental
note for future use that cattle droppings were left scattered all over the
surface of the land, and were rapidly utilized as food by all vegetative
growths from grasses upwards, whereas carnivorous animals were
compelled, by an age-born instinct, to scratch holes and bury their excreta
as soon as it left their body.

Let us consider for a moment the wonderful machinery which
Nature has installed in the human body for the purpose of getting
rid of this waste matter from our system. In the first place, we must
get clearly fixed in our mind that all human waste matter is
poisonousiy dangerous to the individual that produces it, and that,
therefore, if he wants to escape the attack of any of the ever
present disease, he must regularly and promptly get rid of this
waste matter. In the second place, we must ever set before ourselves
that all forms of flesh food produce the most dangerous of these waste
products. It is not an error that the first duty of a nurse is to give to a
meat-eating patient admitted to a hospital, either an enema, or a
purgative, or an emetic, or all three.

The ordinary diet of a man or woman who gets seriously ill, is,
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in England, a very unnatural and a very unwise one. Most people
have been taught by parents, who know no better, that the food for
health and strength is meat. It used to be ‘beer and beef’ ; now
however, the beer fallacy has been exploded, while the beef fallacy
is rapidly losing its hold upon the intellectual and cultured classes of
the world. Tt is, however, the middle and the lower classes that are

carried off to hospital when they get ill, and these are the classes that
eat the most meat.

When I am called to a meat-eating patient, I always carry out
the same ritual. It is the first step towards setting the body free
from its burden of overwork and of self-poisoning. When, on the
other hand, I am dealing with clean eating patients, I am quite satisfied
if even forty-eight hours have elapsed since the last clearance, becaunse
in this case, the faeces—like those of a horse or a cow—are not on the
verge of septic putrefaction. When we have grasped these points
clearly we can greatly appreciate how wonderful is the mechanism
provided by Nature of keeping our bodies free from internal poisoning.

The mechanism is almost fool proof, but just as there are a great
many people who will spoil every car they drive, and those for whom
no watch will keep good time for long, so too, there is a high percentage
of people who are not to be trusted with the delicate machinery of their
own digestive organs—and certainly not with that of their children.

All vertebrates are built on the principle of a long, hollow tube,
round which the muscular and nerve and circulatory organs are built
up. Food is put in at one end of this tube and slowly passing along,
leaves it at the other end. As it passes along, the digestive juices
chemically act upon it. They physically absorb from it the various
elements of nutrition that it contains, and then pass on the residue.
Broken down sweepings of the body cells also are thrown into this

part of hollow tube, which has now become a ‘sewage tube’. Little

by little the contents are pushed on right to the end and then eliminated.
So simple in theory, so excellent in practice, the machinery is built to

work for about one hundred years, but fools get it out of gear long before
it is normally worn out ! i
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For the proper working of the machinery, a man must put
into it :—

1.
2.
3.

The food suitable to the particular human structure ;

In a condition suitable to be dealt with by the machinery ;

In a quantity in harmony with the requirements of the
body ;

At intervals sufficiently long to allow time for rest and repair
of the various parts of the machinery.

Give up the use of flesh-foods. Flesh-food cause retardations
of intestinal rhythm. Flesh-foods leave, as waste matter, substances
which decompose and produce an inhibitory toxic effect upon the
colonic muscles. The waste matter of flesh-foods is so liable to set
up a constitutional toxic effect that Nature has shortened the large
intenstine of her carnivorous animals so that the decomposing matter
shall not remain in the animal’s body a moment longer than necessary.
She has also emphasized its danger to the living creatures around by
teaching the carnivorous animals to scratch a hole in the ground,
defaecate into the hole, and cover it up again ; it is too dangerous a
substance to be allowed to lie about.



WESTERN INDOLOGISTS : A STUDY
IN MOTIVES

by Pt. Bhagawad Dutt (with minor additions)

INTEREST OF EUROPEANS IN BHARATAVARSHA AND
ITS ANCIENT LITERATURE : The battle of Plassey, fought in
Samvat 1814, sealed the fate of India. Bengal came under the
dominance of the British. In Samvat 1840, William Jones was
appointed Chief Justice in the British Settlement of Fort William.
He translated into English the celebrated play Sakuntala of the
renowned poet Kalidasa (Circa 4th cent. B. V.) in Samvat 1846, and
the Code of Manu in Samvat 1851, the year in which he died. After
him, his younger associate, Sir Henry Thomas Colebrooke, wrote an
article ‘On the Vedas’ in Samvat 1862.

In the Vikram year 1875, August Wilhelm von Schlegel was
appointed the first Professor of Sanskrit in the Bonn University of
Germany. Friedrich Schlegel was his brother. He wrote in 1865 V.
a work entitled ‘Upon the Languages and Wisdom of the Hindus’.!
Both the brothers evinced great love for Sanskrit. Another Sanskritist
Hern Wilhelm von Humboldt became the collaborator of August
Schlegel whose edition of the Bhagavad gita directed his attention to
its study. In Samvat 1884 he wrote to a friend saying : ‘It is perhaps
the deepest and loftiest thing the world has to show.”” At that very time
Arthur Schopenhauer (1845-1917 V.), a great German philosopher,
happened to read the Latin translation of the Upanishads (1858-1859 V.)
done by a French writer Anquetil du Perron (1788-1862 V.), from the
Persian translation of prince Dara Shikoh (1722 V.), named as Sirre-
Akbar—the great secret. He was so impressed by their philosophy
that he called them ‘the production of the highest human wisdom’,2

1. Inthisbook he ‘derives the Indo-Germanic family from India’. See ‘A Literary
History of India’, by R. W. Frazer, London, p. 5 note 2, third impression,
1915.

2. Quoted in ‘A History of Indian Literature’ by M. Winternitz, English
translation, Vol. I, p. 20 (1927 A.D.).
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and considered them to contain almost superhuman conceptions’,!
The study of the Upanishads was a source of great inspiration and
means of comfort to his soul, and writing about it he says, “It is the
most satisfying and elevating reading(with the exception of the original
text) which is possible in the world ; it has been the solace of my life
and will be the solace of my death.”’2 It is well-known that the book
“Oupnekhat’ (Upanishad) alwayslay open on his table and he invariably
studied it before retiring to rest. He called the opening up of Sanskrit
literature ‘the greatest gift of our century’, and predicted that the
philosophy and knowledge of the Upanishads would become the
cherished faith of the West.

RESULT OF THAT INTEREST : Such writings attracted the
German scholars more and more to the study of Sanskrit, and many
of them began to hold Bharatiya culture in great esteem. Prof.
Winternitz has described their reverence and enthusiasm in the
following words :

“When Indian literature became first known in the West, people
were inclined to ascribe a hoary age to every literary work hailing
from India. They used to look upon India as something like the
cradle of mankind, or at least of human civilization.”3

This impression was natural and spontaneous. It was based on
truth and had no element of bias. The historical facts that were
handed down by the sages of Bharatavarsa were based on true and
unbroken traditions. Their philosophical doctrines delved deep into
the source and mysteries of life and propounded principles of eternal
value. When the people of the West came to know of them for the

1. Ibid. p. 266

2. Ibid. p. 267. Also see New Indian Antiquary, Vol. 1, No. 1. April 1938. p. 59,
article of Heinrich Zimmer. The translation is, ‘the consolation of his old age’.
The original of this quotation is in Parerga et Paralipomena, Vol. 11, p. 427.
1851.

3. Lectures in Calcutta University, August, 1923, printed in 1925 at as ‘Some
Problems of Indian Literature, p. 3.
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first time, many unbigoted scholars were highly impressed by their
marvellous accuracy and profound wisdom and being uninfluenced
by any considerations of colour or creed they were generous in their
acclamations. This enthusiastic applause of the honest people of
Christian lands created a flutter in the dovecotes of Jewry and
Christian missionaries, who were as ignorant of the real import of
their own Scriptures and traditions as those of Bharatavaria and
followed only the dictates of dogmatic Pauline Christianity which
had made them intolerant of all other faiths.? '

The correctness of our conclusion can be judged from the following
observation of Heinrich Zimmer :—

“He (Schopenhauer) was the first among the Western people to
speak of this in an incomparable manner—in that great cloud-burst
of European-Christian atmosphere.”2

How revengeful are dogmatic Christians and Jews on those, who
do not hold opinions similar to their own, is amply illustrated by the
fate of Robertson Smith (1846-94 A.D.), the author of ‘The Religion
of the Semites’, and a professor of Hebrew in the Free Church College,
Aberdeen. The punishment he got for the frank and fearless expression
of his scientific researches is well recorded by Lewis Spence in the
following words :—

“The heterodox character of an encyclopaedia article on the Bible
led to his prosecution for heresy, of which charge, however, he was
acquitted. But a further article upon ‘Hebrew Language and Literature’

1. Intolerance was Inherent in all the Semitic faiths and was responsible for
the crusades, jehads, and the institution of the Inquisition. A century before
the time of Schopenhauer, Voltaire also fell a victim to the wrath of the
clergy. He wrote an Essay on the Morals and the Spirit of the Nations, which
offended everybody because it told the truth. It spoke highly of the ancient
cultures of India, China and Persia and relegated Judea and Christendom to
a relatively inferior position. How could then he be forgiven for ‘so unpatriotic
arevelation’ ? He was exiled for a second time by the French Government,
(vide ‘The Story of Philosophy,” by Will Durant p. 241).

2. New Indian Antiquary, April, 1938 p. 67.
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in thé Encyclopaedia Britannica (1880) led to his removal from the
professoriate of the College.”!

Primary Reason

JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN BIAS : The ancient Jews were
descendants of the Aryas. Their beliefs were the same as those of
the Aryas. The Primeval Man, whom they called Adam, was Brahma,
the originator of mankind. The Hebrew name is derived from ‘Atma-
Bhw’, one of the epithets of Brahma. In the beginning of Creation
‘Brahma gave names to all objects and beings’,2 and so did Adam
according to Jewish tradition : ‘and whatsoever Adam called every
living creature that was the name thereof’.3 In later times the Jews
forgot their ancient history and ancestry and became narrow in their
outlook. They considered themselves to be the oldest of all races.4
But in 1654 A.D. Archbishop Usher of Ireland firmly announced that
his study of Scripture had proved that creation took place in the year
4004 B.C. So, from the end of the seventeenth century, this chronology
was accepted by the Europeans and they came to believe that Adam
was created 4004 years before Christ.5

Hence a majority of the modern Jews and the dogmatic Christians
and especially many professors of Sanskrit found it hard to reconcile
themselves to the view that any race or civilization could be older than

1. ‘An Introduction to Mythology, New York. (Date of publication not indicated
in the book.)

2. Manu-smriti, 1.21.

3. Genesis, 11.10.

4. “. that the Jewish race is by far the oldest of all these” Fragments of
Megasthenes, p. 103.

5. ‘“‘Archbishop Usher’s famed chronology which so long dominated the ideas
of man...... * Historians’ History of the World, Vol. 1, p. 626, 1908.
Duncan Macnaughton in his ‘A Scheme of Egyptian Chronology London,
1932, writes :

“It is strange to see that Wilkinson place Menes (or Manu the first King
of Egypt) as low as 2320, but it is to be remembered that in 1836 English-
speaking scholars were still under the hypnotic influence of Usher’s Biblical
Chronology. The dates printed in the Bible were regarded as sacred, and it
was positively wicked to disregard them.” (p. 6).
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the date of Adam accepted by them. They resented the hoary antiquity
ascribed by their broad-minded brother scholars to the literature and
civilization of Bharatavarfa and much more to the origin of man.
Referring to this deep-rooted prejudice, A. S. Sayce writes :—

“But as far as man was concerned, his history was still limited by
the dates in the margin of our Bibles. Even today the old idea of his
recent appearance still prevails in quarters where we should least
expect to find it and so-called critical historians still occupy themselves
in endeavouring to reduce the dates of his earlier history.... To a
generation which had been brought up to believe that in 4004 B.C. or
thereabout the world was being created, the idea man himself went
back to 100,000 years ago was both incredible and inconceivable.”!

Ample evidence can be adduced to prove the existence of this
inveterate prejudice but the above quotationfrom a great anthropologist
would suffice for our purpose.

The studies of Sankrit continued and flourished in Europe and very
rapidly the opinions and judgements of scholars also became warped
by the influence of the inherent prejudice fanned by the clergy. From
the Vikram year 1858 to 1897 Eugene Burnouf occupied the chair of
Professor of Sanskrit in France. He had two German pupils Rudolph
Roth and Max Muller, who later on made a name in European
Sanskrit scholarship.

THE PURPOSE OF BODEN CHAIR OF SANSKRIT IN
OXFORD UNIVERSITY : In Samvat 1890 Horace Hayman Wilson
became the Boden Professor of Sanskrit in the Oxford University. His
successor Prof. M. Monier-Williams has drawn the attention of scholars
to the object of the establishment of that chair in the following words :—

“I must draw attention to the fact that I am only the second
occupant of the Boden Chair, and that its Founder, Colonel Boden,

1. ‘Antiquity of Civilised Man,’ Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute
of Great Britain and Ireland, Vol. 60, July-December, 1930.
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stated most explicitly in his will (dated August 15,1811 A.D.) that
the special object of his munificent bequest was to promote the
translation of Scriptures into Sanskrit ; so as to enable his countrymen
to proceed in the conversion of the natives of India to the Christian
Religion.””?

Prejudiced Sanskrit Professors

1. Prof. Wilson was a man of very noble disposition, but he had
his obligations towards the motives of the founder of the Chair he
occupied. He, therefore, wrote a book on ‘The Religious and
Philosophical System of the Hindus’ and explaining the reason for
writing it he says : “These lectures were written to help candidates
for a prize of £200-given by John Muir, a well-known old Haileybury
man and great Sanskrit scholar, for the best refutation of the Hindu
Religious System”’.2

From this quotation the learned readers can conclude to what
extent the aim of European scholarship could be called scientific, how
far the theories propounded by them could be free from partisanship
and called reliable, and how true would be the picture of Bharatiya
civilisation and culture drawn by them.

II. In the same spirit of prejudice the aforesaid scholar Rudolph
Roth wrote his thesis ‘Zur Literatur und Geschichte des Veda,’® a
dissertation on the Vedic literature and history. In 1909 V. was
published his edition of the Nirukta of Yaska. He was too proud of
his own learning and of the German genius. He asserted that by
means of the German ‘science’ of philology Vedic mantras could be
interpreted much better than with the help of Nirukta.5 Roth wrote
many other things in this haughty vein.

1. ‘Sanskrit-English Dictionary’ by Sir M. Monier-Williams, Preface, p. IX, 1899.
. ““Eminent Orientalists,” Madras, p. 72. )

3. English translation published in the Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal,
1847.

4. A treatise on etymology and semantics.

5. It would be interesting here to point out that in the introduction of his edition
of Nirukta, Roth has given a wrong interpretation of a passage of Aitareya
Brahmana which has invited a derisive comment from Gold-strucker (cf.
Panini, p. 198).
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III. The same pedantry is exhibited in the writings of W.D.
Whitney who asserts : “The principles of the ‘German School’ are the
only ones which can ever guide us to a true understanding of the
Veda.”?!

IV. MAX MULLER: Max Muller was a fellow-student of
Roth. Besideshis teacher’s stamp on him, Max Muller’s interview with
Lord Macaulay on the 28th December, 1855 A.D. also played a great
part in his anti-Indian views. Max Muller had to sit silent for an hour
while the historian poured out his diametrically opposite views and
then dismissed his visitor who tried in vain to utter a simple word :
“I went back to Oxford”, writes Max Muller, “a sadder man and a
wiser man.”’2

Max Muller’s name became widely known to the people of
Bharatavarsa for two reasons. Firstly, he was a voluminous writer
and secondly his views were severely criticised by the great scholar
and savant Svami Dayinanda Sarasvati (1881-1940 V.) in his public
speeches and writings. The value of Max-Muller’s opinions, be
estimated from his following statements :—

(1) “History seems to teach that the whole human race required
a gradual education before, in the fullness of time, it could be admitted
to the truths of Christianity. All the fallacies of human reason had
to be exhausted, before the light of a higher truth could meet with
ready acceptance. The ancient religions of the world were but the
milk of nature, which was in due time to be succeeded by the bread
of life.......... ‘The religion of Buddha has spread far beyond
the limits of the Aryan world, and to our limited vision, it may seem
to have retarded the advent of Christianity among a large portion of
the human race. But in the sight of Him with whom a thousand years
are but as one day, that religion, like the ancient religions of the world,
may have but served to prepare the way of Christ, by helping through

1. American Or. Soc. Proc., Oct., 1867.
2. Life and Letters of Max Muller, Vol. I, Ch. IX, p. 171.
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its very errors to strengthen and to deepen the ineradicable yearning
of the human heart after the truth of God.”

(2) ‘““Large number of Vedic hymns are childish in the extreme :
tedious, low, commonplace.”’?

(3) “Nay, they (the Vedas) contain, by the side of simple, natural,
childish thoughts, many ideas which to us sound modern, or secondary
and tertiary.”3

Such blasphemous reviling of the most ancient and highly scientific
scripture of the world can come only from the mouth of a bigoted
(not an honest) Christian, a low pagan or an impious atheist. Barring
Christianity, Max Muller was bitterly antagonistic to every other
religion which he regarded as heathen. His religious intolerance is
borrowed from his bitter criticism of the view of the German scholar,
Dr. Spiegel, that the Biblical theory of the creation of the world is
borrowed from the ancient religion of the Persians or Iranians. Stung
by this statement Max Muller writes : “A writer like Dr. Spiegel
should know that he can expect on mercy ; nay, he should himself
wish for no mercy, but invite the heaviest artillery against the floating
battery which he has launched in the troubled waters of Biblical
criticism.”4 (Strange to say that our History supports the truth of Dr.
Spiegel’s view to the extent that the Biblical statements were derived
from Persian, Babylonian and Egyptian scriptures, which according
to the ancient history of the world, were in their turn derived from
Vedic sources.) '

At another place the same devotee of the Western scientific’
scholarship says : “If in spite of all this, many people, most expectant
to judge, look forward with confidence to the conversion of the Parsis,
it is because, in the most essential points, they have already, though
unconsciously, approached as near as possible to the pure doctrine of

History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 32, 1860.

‘Chips from a German Workshop®, second edition, 1866, p. 27.

‘India, What can it teach us’, Lecture 1V, p. 118, 1882,

*““Chips from a German Workshop”, Genesis and the Zend Avesta, p. 147.

Pone
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Christianity. Let them but read Zend-Avesta, in which they profess
to believe, and they will find that their faith is no longer the faith of
the Yasna, the Vendidad and the Vispered. As historical relics, these
works, if critically interpreted, will always retain a pre-eminent place
in the great library of the ancient world. As oracles of religious faith,

they are defunct and a mere anachronism in the age in which we
live.”’1

Even a superficial reader can see the strain of Christian fanaticism
running through these lines. If Bharatiya culture could exact
occasional praise from the pen of a bigoted man like Max Muller, it
was only due to its unrivalled greatness and superiority.

MAX MULLER AND JACOLLIOT : The French scholar Louis
Jacolliot, Chief Judge in Chandranagar, wrote a book called ‘La
Bible dans I’Inde’ in Samvat 1926. Next year an English translation
of it was also published. In that book the learned author has laid
down the thesis that all the main currents of thought in the world
have been derived from the ancient Aryan thought. He has called
Bharatavarsa ‘the Cradle of Humanity’.2

““Land of ancient India ! Cradle of Humanity, hail ! Hail
revered motherland whom centuries of brutal invasions have not
yet buried under the dust of oblivion. Hail, Fatherland of faith,

of love, of poetry and of science, may we hail a revival of thy past
in our Western future.”’

This book cut Max Muller to the quick and he said while reviewing

1. Ibid. The Modern Parsis, p. 180. To write about an unconscious approach
of an anterior religion to the doctrines of a posterior faith can only become
a person of ‘scientific’ mind like that of Max Muller. How repugnant to a
biased Christian mind is the idea of Christianity borrowing anything from
another ancient religion even when the similarity is so striking ! And these
very sc-called unbiased pedagogues have not hesitated to attribute to
Bharatiya literature a Greek borrowing on the flimsiest excuse, i.e., where
the similarity is not at all obvious but is strained.

2. Cfquotation from Winternitz after 3rd para from the beginning of this chapter,
Praobably Winternitz refers to Jacolliot.
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it that “the author seems to have been taken in by the Brahmins in
India”.

MAX MULLER’S LETTERS : Personal letters give a true
picture of the writer’s inner mind. A person expresses his inmost
feelings in the letters which he writes to his intimate relations and
friends. Such letters are very helpful in estimating his real nature and
character. Fortunately, a collection called the ‘Life and Letters of
Frederick Max Muller’ has been published in two volumes. A few
extracts from those letters would suffice to expose the mind of the

man who is held in great esteem in the West for his Sanskrit learning
and impartial judgment.

(@) In a letter of 1866 A.D. (V. Sam. 1923) he writes to
his wife :

“This edition of mine and the translation of the Veda will
hereafter tell to a great extent on the fate of India, .. It is the root
of their religion and to show them what the root is, I feel sure, is
the only way of uprooting all that has sprung from it during the
last three thousand years.” (Vol. I, Ch. XV, page 346)

(6) In another letter he writes to his son :

“Would you say that any one sacred book is superior to all
others in the world ? ....I say the New Testament, after that,
I should place the Koran,! which in its moral teachings, is hardly
more than a later edition of the New Testament. Then would
follow according to my opinion the Old Testament, the Southern
Buddhist Tripitaka, the Tao-te-king of Laotze, the Kings of
Confucius, the Veda and the Avesta.” (Vol. II, Ch. XXXII,
page 339)

1. A clear indication of Anglo-Muslim alliance worked out by the English
bureaucrats and later evident in a work like the Cambridge History of India
and a hoard of other works.

It is also evident in the works of the French author Garcin de Tassy, Les
Anteurs Hindoustanis et leurs ouvrages 2nd., Paris 1868 and Histoire de la
literature Hondoustainic, 3 vols, 2nd ed., Paris 1870-71,
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(c) On 16th December 1868 A.D. (Sam. 1925) he writes to Duke
of Argyl, the Minister for India :

“The ancient religion of India is doomed and if Christianity
does not step in, whose fault will it be ?” (Vol. I, Ch. XVI,
page 378)

(d) On 29th January 1882 (Sam. 1939) he wrote to Sri Bairamji
Malabari : ' '

“I wanted to tell .... what the true historical value of this
ancient religion is, as looked upon, not from an exclusively European
or Christian, but from a historical point of view. But discover in
it ‘steam engines and electricity and European philosophy and
morality, and you deprive it of its true character.” (Vol. II,
Ch. XXV, pages 115-116)

(e) Max Muller grew so insolent and audacious that he started
to challenge Indians in a direct foolhardy manner. It is clear
from a letter written by him to N. K. Majumdar :

“Tell me some of your chief difficulties that prevent you
and your countrymen from openly following Christ, and when I
write to you I shall do my best to explain how I and many who
agree with me have met them and solved them .... From my
point of view, India, at least the best part of it, is already converted
to Christianity. You want no pursuasion to become a follower of
Christ. Then make up your mind to work for yourself. Unite
your flock—to hold them together and to prevent them from
straying. The bridge has been built for you by those who came
before you.. STEP BOLDLY FORWARD, it will break under
you, and you will find many friends to welcome you on the other
shore and among them none more delighted than your old friend

and fellow labourer F. Max-Muller.” (Vol. II, Ch. XXXIV,
pages 415-416)

Herein Max Muller claims to know ‘the true historical value’ of

Vedic religion, but our history is going to expose the hollowness of
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the learning and scholarship which he and his colleagues boast of
possessing.

V. WEBER’S BIAS : At the time when Max Muller was busy
besmirching the glory of Bharatiya literature and religion in England,
Albert Weber was devoting himself to the same ignominious task in
Germany. We have already referred to the unstinted praise of the
Bhagavad-Gita by Humboldt. Weber could not tolerate this. He
had the temerity to postulate that the Mahabharata and Gita were
influenced by Christian thought. Mark what he writes :—

“The peculiar colouring of the Krsna Sect, which pervades the
whole book, is noteworthy ; Christian legendary matter and other
Western influences are unmistakably present ....”!

The view of Weber was strongly supported by two other Western
scholars, Lorinser? and E. Washburn Hopkins.? Yet the view was
so blatantly absurd that most of the professors in European universities
did not accept it in spite of their Christian leanings. But the
propagation of this wrong view played its mischief and was mainly
responsible for the hesitation of the Western scholars (including the
antagonists) to assign to the Mahabharata a date, earlier than the
Christian era.

WEBER AND BANKIM CHANDRA : I am not alone in
holding this view,

This .is what Bankim Chandra Chattopadhyaya, the well known
Bengali scholar, has to say about Weber in his Krishnacharita, 4th
chapter ;—

“The celebrated Weber was no doubt a scholar but I am
inclined to think that it was an unfortunate moment for India

1. “The History of Sanskrit Literature Popular ed. 1914, p. 189, footnote ;
of also p. 300, foot-note.
2. He wrote an article ‘Die Bhagavad Gitd@’ in samvat 1926.
3. ‘India, Old and New’, New York, 1902, p. 146, Alsocf. his Religions of India,
p. 429, Boston, 1895,
3
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when he began the study of Sanskrit. The descendants of the
German savages of yesterday could not reconcile themselves to
the ancient glory of India. It was therefore, their earnest effort
to prove that the civilization of India was comparatively of recent
origin. They could not persuade themselves to believe that the
Mahabharata was composed centuries before Christ was born.””!

WEBER AND GOLDSTUCKER: Weber and Boehtlingk
prepared a dictionary of the Sanskrit language called the ‘Sanskrit
Worterbuch, Prof. Kuhn was also one of their assistants. Being
mainly based on the wrong and imaginary principles of philology, the
work is full of wrong meanings in many places and is, therefore,
unreliable and misleading. It is a pity that so much labour was
wasted on account of sheer prejudice. The dictionary was a subject of
severe criticism by Prof. Goldstucker which annoyed the two editors.
Weber was so much upset that he stooped to use abusive language of
the coarsest kind2? against Prof. Goldstucker. He said that the views
of Prof. Goldstucker about the Worterbuch showed ‘a perfect
derangement of his mental faculties’ 8 since he did not reject the authority
of the greatest Hindu scholars freely and easily. Replying to their
undignified attacks Prof. Goldstucker exposed the conspiracy of
Professors Roth, Boehtlingk, Weber and Kuhn which they had formed
to undermine the greatness of ancient Bharatavarsa. He wrote :

“It will, of course, be my duty to show, at the earliest
opportunity, that Dr. Boehtlingk is incapable of understanding
even easy rules of Panini, much less those of Katyayana and still
less is he capable of making use of them in the understanding of
Classical texts. The errors in his department of the Dictionary
are so numerous .. .. that it will fill every serious Sanskritist with
dismay, when he calculates the mischievous influence which they
must exercise on the study of Sanskrit philology”’.4

An English translation from the Bengali version.

“Paninian, His Place in Sanskrit Literature”, Allahabad Edition, p. 200, 1914,
Ibid. p. 200.

Ibid. p. 195,

b=
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He further remarks : “that questions which ought to have been
decided with the very utmost circumspection and which could not
be decided without very laborious research have been trifled with in
the Worterbuch in the most unwarranted manner”’.!

Goldstucker was called upon by one of Boethlinkg’s men not
only to have respect for ‘the editor of Panini ..’ (i.e. Boehtlingk),
but even for the hidden reasons for foisting on the public his blunders
of every kind.2

We know that there were no other ‘hidden reasons’ than their
Christian and Jewish bias which impelled them to suppress the correct
information of the Hindu grammarians and underrate and vilify Aryan
civilization and culture, and at the same time to serve as tools of the
British government towards the same end.

Professor Kuhn, who ‘gave his opinion on the Worterbuch’ was
“an individual whose sole connection with Sanskrit studies consisted
in handling Sanskrit books to those who could read them, a literary
naught, wholly unknown, but assuming the airs of a quantity, because
it had figures before it that prompted it on, a personage who,
according to his own friends, was perfectly ignorant of Sanskrit”.3

Provoked by the unwarranted flouting of the authentic Hindu
tradition, Professor Goldstucker was compelled to raise his ‘feeble
but solitary voice’ against the coterie of mischievous propagandists
masquerading under the garb of ‘scientific’ scholars. He concludes
his laborious work with the following significant remarks :

“When I see that the most distinguished and the most learned
Hindu scholars and divines—the most valuable and sometimes
the only source of all our knowledge of ancient India—are scorned
in theory, mutilated in print, and, as consequence, set aside in the

interpretation of Vaidik texts ; .... when a clique of Sanskritists
1. Ibid. p. 197.
2. Ibid. p. 203.

3. Ibid. p. 203,



36 ‘A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’

-of this description vapours about giving us the sense of the Veda
as it existed at the commencement of Hindu antiquity ;—when
I consider that the method of studying Sanskrit philology is pursued
by those whose words apparently derive weight and influence from
the professional position they hold ; .......... then I hold that
it would be a want of courage and a dereliction of duty, if
I did not make a stand against these Saturnalia of Sanskrit
Philology.™ '

VI. MONIER-WILLIAMS, who revealed the real object of the
purpose of the establishment of the Boden chair, thus delivers
himself :—

“Brahmanism, therefore, must die out. In point of fact, false
ideas on the most ordinary scientific subjects are so mixed up with
its doctrines that the commonest education—the simplest lessons in
geography—without the aid of Christianity must inevitably in the end
sap its foundations.”?

““When the walls of the mighty fortress of Brahmanism are encircled,
undermined, and finally stormed by the soldiers of the cross, the
victory of Christianity must be signal and complete.”3

Therefore, we are justified in drawing the conclusion that his book,
‘The Study of Sanskrit in Relation to Missionary work in India’
(1861 A.D., London) was written with the sole object of promoting
Christianity and ousting Hinduism. Inspite of this some of our
Indian Sanskrit scholars call these European scholars, unbiased students
of Sanskrit literature, whose sole aim has been to acquire knowledge
for its own sake.

Again, expressing his deep rooted veneration for the Bible,
Monier-Williams writes :—‘‘the Bible, though a true revelation.”*

Ibid. pp. 204-205.

Modern India and the Indians, by M. Williams, third ed. 1879, p. 261.
Ibid. p. 262.
Indian Wisdom, p. 143,

b
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VII. RUDOLF HOERNLE : Rudolf Hoernle was the Pringcipal
of Queen’s College, Banaras, in Samvat 1926. At that time Svami
Dayananda Sarasvati, who later on founded the Arya Samaja,
happened to reach Banaras for the first time for the propagation of
his mission. Dr. Hoernle met Svami Dayananda on several occasions.
He wrote an article! on Svamiji from which the following extract is
noteworthy, because it reveals the real intention of many European
scholars who take to the study of Sanskrit and ancient scriptures of
Bharatavarsa. Hoernle says :(—

oo he (Dayananda) may possibly convince the Hindus that
their modern Hinduism is altogether in opposition to the Vedas ....
If once they became thoroughly convinced of this radical error, they
will no doubt abandon Hinduism at once .... They cannot go back
to the Vedic state ; that is dead and gone, and will never revive ;
something more or less new must follow. We hope it may be
Christianity, ........ 72

VIII. RICHARD GARBE : was a German Sanskritist, who
edited many Sanskrit works. Besides these in 1914 he wrote a book
for the missionaries, entitled “Indien und das Christentum.”” His
religious bias is quite evident in this book.

IX. WINTERNITZ : The pride of the superiority of their own
philosophy and religion and of the infallibility of their own conclusions
has become so ingrained in the above-mentioned type of Western
Sanskrit scholars that they feel no hesitation in giving expression to it
brazen-facedly before the public. Reverent admiration ofthe philosophy
of the Upanisads by Schopenhauer, often quoted by Bharatiya writers,
rankled in the heart of the Europeans, and as late as A.D. 1925 Prof.
Winternitz thought it incumbent on him to denounce the sincere and
heartfelt views of Schopenhauer in the following words :—

“Yet I believe, it is a wild exaggeration when Schopenhauer
says that the teaching of the Upanisads represents ‘the fruit of

1. The Christian Intelligencer, Calcutta, March 1870, p. 79.
2. AF.R.H. quoted in “The Arya Samaj” by Lajpat Rai, 1932, p. 47.
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the highest human knowledge and wisdom’ and contains ‘almost
superhuman conceptions the originators of which can hardly be
regarded as mere mortals ....”"?

Not content with his invective against the Upanisads he had the
audacity to deprecate even the greatness of the Vedas by saying :—

‘It is true, the authors of these hymns rise but extremely
seldom to the exalted flights and the deep fervour of, say, religious
poetry of the Hebrews.”’2

This vilification did not remain confined to Sanskrit scholars
alone, but through them it percolated into the field of Science. Not
knowing a word of the exact and multifarious scientific knowledge
of the ancient Hindus, Sir William Cecil Dampier writes :

“Perhaps the paucity of Indian contribution to other sciences
(than Philosophy and Medicine) may in part be due to the Hindu
religion™.3

The climax of hatred against Hinduism is seen in the highly

mischievous and provoking remarks like the following even in popular
literature :—

(a) “The curse of India is the Hindoo religion. More than two
hundred million people believe a monkey mixture of mythology that
is strangling the nation.” ‘“He who yearns for God in India soon
loses his head as well as his heart™.4

(b) Prof. McKenzie, of Bombay finds the ethics of India defective,
illogical and anti-social, lacking any philosophical foundation, nullified
by abhorrent ideas of asceticism and ritual and altogether inferior to
the ‘higher spirituality’ of Europe. He devotes most of his book

Some Problems of Indian Literature, Calcutta 1925, p. 61.

History of Indian Literature, page 79, 1927.

A History of Science, 4th edition, p. 8, Cambridge University Press, 1948.
Ripley’s ‘Believe it or Not,” Part 1, p.-14, 26th edition, Pocket-Books Inc.
New York,

Hwb=
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‘Hindu Ethics’ to upholding this thesis and comes to the triumphant
conclusions that Hindu philosophical ideas, ‘when logically applied
leave no room for ethics’ ; and that they prevent the development of
a strenuous moral life.”?

It is a matter of serious mistake on the part of a Government
which is anxious to win the friendship and sympathy of Bharata to
allow such heinous type of literature as Ripley’s to be published. And
again, it is a matter of regret that such books, whether published in
India or abroad, are not taken notice of by our politicians and have
not been banned by our National Government. Not only is our
Government indifferent to the interdiction of such slanderous literature,
but even our Universities not only prescribe but recommend for higher
study books on Bharatiya history and culture written by foreign
scholars who lose no opportunity of maligning our civilization openly
or in a very subtle way.

Remarks like those of McKenzie on the ethics of a country from
whose Brahmanas the whole world learnt its morality and rules of
conduct,? are nothing short of blasphemy and national insult. The
irony of the situation is that, instead of being condemned such persons
receive recognition and honour from our educationists and political
leaders.

MOST BHARATIYA SCHOLARS AND POLITICIANS
UNAWARE OF THIS BIAS : We have sufficiently exposed the
mentality of this type of Western scholars. They received enormous
financial aid from their Governments and also from the British
Government in India, which they freely used in writing articles,
pamphlets and books propagating their reactionary views in a very
subtle and disguised manner. It was their careful endeavour not to
give themselves away and to mislead the world and the people of
Bharatavarsa under the cloak of scholarship and impartiality. They
might have pretty well succeeded in their work had not their apple-cart

1. Vide ‘Ethics of India’ by E. W. Hopkins, Preface, pp. x and xi, New Haven,
1924. .
2. Manu, II. 20.
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been upset by Svami Dayananda Sarasvati, who ruthlessly exposed
their nefarious designs. Svamiji was a man of unique personality,
indomitable courage, keen intellect and far-reaching vision and
imagination. He had come in contact with many European scholars
of his time. He had met George Buhler, Monier Williams,! Rudolf
Hoernle, Thibaut and others who had worked with Christian zeal
in the field of Sanskrit research. He was the first man whose
penetrating eye could not fail to see through the ulterior motives of
their research work, although the common run of people in
Bharatavarsa and even most of the learned men in the employ of the
Government here had permitted themselves to be deluded by their
so-called profound scholarship, strict impartiality, scientific and liberal
outlook. He gave a timely warning to the people of his country and
to a great extent succeeded in saving them from the clutches of these
pseudo-scholars and clandestine missionaries.

We have studied almost the entire literature produced by generations
of Western scholars and have thoroughly examined it with an open
mind. We have arrived at the conclusion that there is a definite
tinge of Christian prejudice in the writings of most of these scholars,
which is responsible for discrediting all that is great in Bharatavarsa.
The ultimate aim of the writers seems to be the proselytization of
the people of this land to Christianity by instilling into their head
in a subtle manner the inferiority of their indigenous religion and
culture.

1. Monier Williams himself writes of his meeting :—‘“Dayanand Sarasvati, ......
I made his acquaintance at Bombay in 1876, and was much struck by his
fine countenance and figure. There I heard him preach an eloquent discourse
on the religious development of the Aryan race. He began by repeating a
hymn to Varuna (IV. 16) preceded by the syllable Om—prolating the vowel
in deep sonorous tones.” Brahmanism and Hinduism. M. Williams, 4th ed.
1891, p. 529.

“In one of my interview with him, I asked him forhis definition of religion
He replied in Sanskrit :—‘Religion (&]ﬁ) is a true and just views (<J1g:) and
the abandonment of all prejudice and partiality ( GETCRIfgeg¥ )—that
is to say, it is an impartial inquiry into the truth by means of the senses and
the two other instruments of knowledge ( SHTOT ), reason and revelation.”
1bid. (p. 530).
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| But truth can never remain hidden for long. Now some modern
f scholars of Bharatavarsa have also begun to see to some extent,
though not thoroughly, through the thin veneer of European
scholarship, e.g. :—

I. - Prof. V. Rangacharya writes :—

“Incalculable mischief has been done by almost all the English
and American scholars in assuming arbitrarily the earliest dates
for Egypt or Mesopotamia—dates going back to B.C. 5000 atleast
—and the latest possible dates for Ancient India on the ground
that India borrowed from them.””!

II. Sri Nilakantha Sastri, the Head of History Department of
Madras University, although a supporter of many untenable Western
theories, had to write :— '

“What is this but a critique of Indian society and Indian history
in the light of the nineteenth century prepossessions of Europe ?
This criticism was started by the English administration and
European missionaries and has been nearly focussed by the vast
erudition of Lassen ; the unfulfilled aspirations of Germany in the
early nineteenth century, doubtless had their share in shaping the
line of Lassen’s thought.”2

III. SriC.R.Krishnamacharlu, Ex-Epigraphist to the Government
of India, having realized the ulterior motives of European writers,
has expressed his views more strongly. He writes :—

“These authors, coming as they do from nations of recent
growth, and writing this history with motives other than cultural,
which in some cases are apparently racial and prejudicial to the
correct elucidation of the past history of India cannot acquire
testimony for historic veracity of cultural sympathy.”3

t. History of Pre-Musalman India, Vol.I1, Vedic India, Part I, 1937 A.D. p. 145.
2. All India Oriental Conference, December 1941, Part II, p. 64, printed in 1946,
3. ‘The Cradle of Indian History’, p. 3, Adyar Library, Madras, 1947.
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IV. Prof. R. Subba Rao, M.A., L.T., in his Presidential Address,
(Sectional), Sixteenth Session of Indian History Congress, Waltair,
(29th December, 1953) writes :—

“Unfortunately, the historicity of Puranas and their testimony
has been perverted by certain Western scholars who stated rather
dogmatically that the historical age cannot go back beyond 2000
B.C., and that there is no need for fixing the Mahabharata war
earlier than 1400 B.C. They accused the Brahmins of-having
raised their antiquity and questioned the authenticity of the Hindu
astronomical works.”!

Conclusion

In short, the foregoing pages make it clear that it was this Christian
and Judaic prejudice which :

(a) did not allow the real dates of ancient Bharatiya history to
be accepted by the occidental scholars, who were always reluctant to
give to the Vedas a higher antiquity than the earliest portion of the
Old Testament and to place them beyond 2500 B.C.2

Even the school of Paul Deussen, A. W. Ryder and H. Zimmer,
which followed Schopenhauer in the appreciation of ancient Indian
intellect, but which did not work directly on chronology, could not
throw off the burden of these extremely unscientific, fictitious dates.

(b) gave rise to the two interrelated diseases of Western Indologists;
firstly the disease of myth, mythical and mythology, according to
which Brahma, Indra, Visnu, Parvata, Narada, Kasyapa, Puriravas,
Vasistha and a host of other ancient sages have been declared as
mythical. Nobody ever tried to understand their true historical
character apprehending that the dates of Bharatiya history would go
to very ancient periods ; and secondly, as a corollary to the above,

1. JAHR.S,, Vol. XX, p. 187.

2. Cf. A. L. Basham :— “Few European scholars would agree with professor
Altekar (p. 19) that the Rigveda dates from 2500 B.C.” (JR.A.S., 1950 AD.,
parts 3-4, p. 202.
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the disease of ‘attribution’ and ‘ascription’, under which the works
of these and other sages have been declared to be written by some
very late anonymous persons who are said to have ascribed or attributed
them to those ‘mythical’ sages.

(c) brought to the fore-front, the most fanciful and groundless
theory of the migration of the Aryans into India, according to which
the very existence of Manu, the first Crowned King of Bharata, Egypt
etc. ; Iksvaku, Manu’s glorious son ; Bharata Chakravarti, the
glorious son of $akuntala ; Bhagiratha, who changed the course of
the Ganga ; Kuru, after whom the sacred sacrificial land is called

Kuruksetra © Rima, the son of DPiasarathi snd a number of olber
kings is being totally denied.

(d) was responsible for the altogether wrong translations of
Vaidika works, and misrepresentation of Vaidika culture.

(e) did not allow the acceptance of Sanskrit, as being the
mother language of atleast the Indo-European group ; as at first

very ably propounded by Franz Bopp, and often mentioned by ancient
Indian authors.

We are not sorry for all this, for, nothing better could be expected
from such biased foreign pioneers of Sanskrit studies.

With these brief remarks we earnestly pray that the light of truth
may dawn on every thinking and learned man of Bharatavarsa, so
that in these days of political and individual freedom he may shake
off the yoke of intellectual slavery of the west.



NON-VIOLENCE IS SUPREME IN
RELIGIOUS SCRIPTURES

‘Non-violence has been accorded a very high position in the
scriptures of the Hindus as well as those of other faiths. It is evident
from the citations given below :— :

1. a7 feemg, adyarta

Do not kill any living being.

2, In the Patafijala Yogasutra, (2.30) ahi}gzsd is the first of the
five yamas.

afgaracaretaamaaiaiiggr aan (19991 o)
Mabharsi Vedavyasa in his commentory defines Ahimsa as follows—
aatfeaT @uur @agT QnEEamataRis

Having no ill feeling for any living being in all manners possible
and for all times is called Ahimsa.

3. aifgmar @ y@TaTHTaEATT Faad (qmEgfy €.60)

‘By not killing any living being, one becomes fit for salvation.
(Manusmrti  6.60)

aifgmar qzagn (Ageafa &.ou)

By non-violence, one attains the supreme state, the paramapada.
(Manusmrti 6.75)

Manu in 10.63 in his prescription of duties for all human beings,
has given priority to ahimsa even over truth etc.

afear aeancdd Mafufigatane: (agegft 0.43)
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4. gAtort & aurfe|Taagtd atvasg (arfagor 2. 20)
Just as ahimsa is highest among all religions, similarly granting
of fearlessness (Abhaya-dana) is the highest of all gifts (dana).
(Adipurana 1.19)
5. afqmfea aar A SgFEIEEITn )
gasaalsa fearat afqafea aar geg 1 (as7.3.3%1. %)

Just as rivers following straight or crooked path enter the ocean,
likewise all sins (adharma) surely converge into violence (himsa) that
is, himsa is the greatest sin. (Padmapurana, Uttara 243.6)

6. @cd 7 |ed @g aw fear (FNwwag 3.¢¢.3%)

The truth which involves violence is not a truth.
(Devibhagavata 3.11.36)

7. qad fafed e afsosd: gaarfaan |

arg fasqtwiegman:  atawfegag 0

sigha: geafea ararfo gfgaite geafa

Afgqar T wareAr AaesAn gEafa
(a8 3.20.33R¥)

Purification is of two kinds. Outer purification is effected by
removal of adherences and inner purity is effected by ahimsa. The
physical body is purified by water ; intellect is purified by knowledge ;
the spirit (atma) is purified by ahimsaé and the mind is purified by
truth. (Baudhayana Dharmasitra 3.10.23-24)

8. The Baudhiayana Dharmasatra (3.10.14) accords a premier
position to ahimsa in the various kinds of tapas.

AfgaT aeaneAdsAqRTERITER  EgTT |
sgadATIARTaeasata®  gfa awifa

9. Even Bhagavan Sri Krsna while replying to the querries of
Uddhava has given priority to ahimsd harmlessness or non-violence,
while describing yama-niyama in Srimad-Bhagavata.  (11.19.33-35)
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Bhagavin Kapiladeva also has given priority to ahimsa over
truth etc. while preaching ‘yoga’ to his revered mother Devahiti in
Srimad-Bhagavata 3.28.4.

Enumerating His glorious manifestations, Lord Krsna said to
Uddhava in Srimad-Bhagavata 11.16.23—“Of all sacred vows I am
(the vow of) harmlessness ahimsi—aqATAIARETH 1”

aatgm: O 9w @@Hfrsoany |
FqTEY UTET HAAY FAATIRIAXET T |
(Srimad Bhigavata VII. 15.8)
For men seeking true piety there is no other such virtue as abstinence

from violence to living beings, perpetrated through mind, speech and
body.

10. wifgar Qeamwia: (NAr 26.R)
Among daivi-sampad qualities, ahimsa gets priority over truth.
(Gita 16.2)

11. qua qa gfa fafgm afgar) (ueafaamg ©.030/3R)

Ahimsa is known to be the highest religion in Sruti.
(Rama-carita-manasa VII. 120/22)

12. In the Pancha-tantra by Visnu Sarma, where practical
knowledge is illustrated by way of stories, ahimsd is described and
praised as the prime religion. In the third section Kakolukiya it is
said :

feawmeaty qarfa a1 fgafa @ fag'm:
 arfs mw O f& grw: gafa
meaning thereby, that he who kills even ferocious animals without

any reason or justification, is a cruel person and he goes to infernal
hell ; what to speak of one who kills innocent living beings,
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Stress has been laid on ‘ahimsa’ (non-violence) at several places
in the Mahabharata. Some extracts are quoted below. The references
to chapter and verse are from the Gita Press edition followed by the
Bhandarkar Research Institute edition.

VANA-PARVA

afeafrea: st Tsofxfa afada 181.2; 178.2
afgariaaTge: w10 TaTHIGR | 181.10; 178.10

afgar  wwfaeaar | 181.42 ; 178.43
afgar 99 F=gy | 189.22 ; 187.21
afgaT quEy W | 207.74 ; 198.69
afgaT qeagay,
JATATATHITRTS,
et STt 207.91,92,93 ; 198.87-88
(StwEagan)
Discourse on ‘ahimsa® versus ‘himsa’ by Dharma-Vyadha.
The whole chapter deals with the subject. 208 ; 199

sfear awar orfa s Bt mfa gt aw 314.8;298.8

UDYOGAPARVA :

afeqsT garaEr | 33.52 ; 33.48
DRONAPARVA :
Afear @eqay W saraed g 192.38 ; 165.29

SANTIPARVA. Raja-dharma-anusisana

aféar a=wisaent geaa wdfefas: 35375 3533
AfEAT wegwwla  WRSAT wdeww ) 36105 377
Aféar acamwhnt  gfegratgaieag | 65.20; 65.20



48

A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’ -

- Feqravied @ed arcafedt aq wsaq |

afgewt FEgea: a  s@rEansfd |
afgar gegqaaATHEd AT FOT |
qaq aqt fagdio a adwea @aua
Afgm: [EAAg  Scgam™ ggead: |

SANTIPARVA Apad-dharma :

afgar  wcggsd  gratafgataag: |

advrnt f& AErua aqt arAgarg, 9 0

wfgqar 99 UNE  GEATHFTLEIDZT |

SANTIPARVA Moksa-dharma :

.o

afée: @gwarat  AxraamaEiy )
aféar Semmwbx:  SaiwmE A |
affmr geagad  @EwAT  ArsEm |
gAT AaTaAaTiRE A€ad @ gEr wAq |
Afda®: Q@ qeat giaara, fraafega: |
qeUa:  gEAATAT  ArAATCAIEgEaTd |
wgaaiag  gaafdarai  AgredATq |
afdarfezd ®4 g8 QA9 o= = |
afgar agaden wient saradt @ar
ArgEd Aar arfadiar a@arsag |

79.6 ;

79.18 ;
111.6 ;

161.8 ;
162.9 ;

189.12 ;
191.15 ;

215.6 ;

245.20 ;
262.19 ;
264.6 ;
265.6 ;

80.4
80.6

80.17
112.6

155.8
156.9

182.12
184.15

208.6

237.20
254.20
256.6
257.6

qRTAT AR T ATATRT qeqy | 270.39,40 ; 262.37,38
afgar awat At feanmeaafia: @ 27220 264.19

AJTATY g FTaAT TEarargar sggmeafa

aaT stAwd arex fuffardgwdfa) 291.12,13;280.12,13
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afgar agged a fafaag afarea)
afgarandgsn  q@ig:  gU«An |

& gt 3 Afaasat AT QISTA: 987 €9TA |

afgaraagsaa smd  gRdgac

afgqar 9@ & |

ANUSASANAPARVA Dana-dharma

afgar qaAma sgued IAEAAT |
ATeE A9 VX Tafzad  aHeSwwg |
AfEEIITRIRITI | T, FaAAR: |
afgarfacar  sara, .. anearfa 3a9 1
afgdT g0 S(THSH...acqS MARE A |
afgaran &F 9 g S+7 T 3 |
afgar Qi e AgeanIaTg 3|
afgarfaat facd ggat stadzag)
Tzfiva @ aveg fasad aw @nE |
afgar qagarag )

Afeqar eagas.. mEeeat ai I9A: |
SqTTaRazi-aT  @femn  @exariye: |
giaen Gea wead: ag AigreaaTRan ||
wfgaT Seaamial  FTAddsAgeIaH |
Afggar a Hargffa argadifo: |

ASVAMEDHAPARVA :

afgar  axgaiartiafa ggrgaaag |

afeqfa afads afy agavaa: @q)
4

321.5 ; 309.4

340.89 ; 327.78

348.56 ; 336.52
354.12 ; 343.12

22.19 ; 23.19
23.28 ; 24.29
31.19 ; 32.19
37.8-9 ; 37.8-9
57.11 ; 57.11
60.18-19 ; 59.18

107.7 ; 110.6.7
108.4 ; 111.4
141.25 ; 128.25

142.38 ; 130.38
162.23 ; 147.22
163.12 ; 149.11

28.16 ; 28.16
28.17 ; 28,17
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afgar ah@Er fremearg Q= | 28.18 ; 28.18
afgarat adt fgar amaasgaT ) 4321 ; 43.19
afgar sgad @ SEWETRE =) 46.29 ; 46.35
afgar a@g@TmAay FdAad  waq | 50.2 ; 49.2

CHRISTIANITY ON NON-VIOLENCE

1. For ‘meat’ destroy not the work of God. (Romans 14.20)

2. Ttis good neither to eat flesh, nor to drink
wine, nor any thing whereby thy brother
stumbleth, or is offended, or is made
weak. (Romans 14.21) -

3. Sacrifice and offering thou didst not desire,
mine ears hast thou opened ; burnt offering
and sin offering hast thou not required. (Psalms 40.6)

4. 1 will take no bullock out of thy house,
nor he goats out of thy folds. (Psalms 50.9)

5. For every beast of the forest is mine,
and the cattle upon a thousand hills. (Psalms 50.10)

6. I know all the fowls of the mountains,
and the wild beasts of the fields are mine. (Psalms 50.11)

7. IfI were hungry, I would not tell thee :
for the world is mine, and the fulness

thereof. (Psalms 50.12)
8. Will I eat the flesh of bulls,

or drink the blood of goats ? (Psalms 50.13)
9. I will have mercy and not sacrifice. (Mathews 9.13)

10. He that killeth an ox* is as if he slew a
man ,he that sacrificeth a lamb, as if he i
cut off a dog’s neck. (Issiah  66/3)

* According to dictionary ‘OX’ represents both male and female of Cow progeny,
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How strange that inspite of the provision in their scriptures that
killing of the bovine species is like human murder, the Christians are
the biggest cow-killers and beef-eaters and even persuade others to do
so for their selfish ends.

ZARATHUSTRA RELIGION

The Parsi Zarathustra religion has also attached great importance
to ahimsd and it considers meat as very impure. Mr. Dastur
Khurshedji, the High Priest of the Wadia Temple, Bombay has written
in his letter dated 7-2-1969 :—

1. Our religion has the attribute—

“Not advocating compulsion and violence”
. (Naida-Snaithishem)

2. Any cruelty to animals is prohibited ;
and protection or kindness is advocated.

3. It is pointed out that at the final ‘judgement’ (Resurrection)
man’s food should consist of vegetarian products ; and none
would kill living creatures for food.

4. The sacred hymns of Zarathustra emphasise our homage (nemo)
to the animal kingdom. All life is sacred.

5. Animal sacrifices are forbidden and none of our rituals ever offer
meat. Nay, it has to be far away from sacred precincts.

Although many Parsi friends take meat against their religion,
their priest Shri Dastur Khurshedji is completely vegetarian.



WHAT TO DO IF THERE IS CONTRADICTION
BETWEEN SRUTI AND SMRTI ?

8 e emzafa agamag) (S gEammEEET .3.3)

In case Smrti provision is against the provision of Sruti, Smrti
provisions become inoperative. If the srutivis not against, then it
has to be presumed that in Sruti also there must have been provisions:
similar to Smrti but by the passing of time, the same is lost and is not
traceable. (Jaimini Parva Mimansa Darsan 1.3.3)

AAFTATERTAT THATA =g |
it Fmraararai smvor qoi afa:n (saegft R.93)
These are the duties prescribed for those who are not addicted

to artha and kama. For those who are anxious to know dharma,
$ruti is the best proof. (Manu 2.13)

T J7ETET EFAA JTI FKIIF  FEIA: |
agiear fasean: fan aatftassr fg an egan )
(meqfa 22.8y)
Those () Smrtis (WA ) and those (TFTF FI139 )
despicable systems (&es&q:) which are not based on the Veda
( qzumgm: ) are all ( wafw: ) futile ( fowar: ) for (g ) they (ar )

are declared (®gaI: ) to be founded on dark ignorance ( FHIFESN: )
(Manu 12.95)

gfregfafda g gfate adast
AfQR TgT w17 wWTd SfgwaemaT)  (AET9)

In case of contradiction between $ruti and smyti, the former is
to be given more weight. Where there is no contradiction, good
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people should perform actions ordained by smyti as if they were
prescribed by $ruti. (Jabala)

T &g fatda arcad fawd fgary  (afasagemm)

In case of contradiction with $ruti, smrti becomes inoperative
and ineffective. (Bhavisya-purana)

Sri Madhavacarya alias Swami Anandatirtha has quoted passages
from Vedic texts and Puranas at certain places in his commentary on
the Brahmasiutra and he has clearly specified :—

gquInrERtqsizaga 8% a9 A |Iq |
afgaR *a i« qax @ Jhasafa

This basis of Puranas is Veda and nbthing else. As such, how
can they be taken as authentic against Vedic provisions ?



IS BEEF EATING PRESCRIBED IN THE
BRHADARANYAKA UPANISAD ?

Notorious importance has been attached to Raja Rajendralala
Mitra’s ‘Beef in Ancient India’, published as a booklet by Manisha
Granthalaya (Private) Ltd., Calcutta. On pages ii & iii of its
‘Preface’ a passage from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (6th Chapter,
4th Brahmana, 18th kandika), has been cited and interpreted as the
‘eating of beef-preparation by a couple desirous of begetting a son
learned in all the Vedas’. This verse is invariably quoted by almost
all who support beef-eating in the Vedas. Shri Panduranga Vaman
Kane, M.A., LL.M., Advocate, High Court, Bombay, has also
" referred. to it in Chapter XXII . ‘Bhojana—flesh-eating’ of his
‘History of Dharmasastra’, Vol. II, Part II, published by the
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona. Later scholars like
Dr. R. C. Majumdar, Honorary Head of the Department of History,
Bharatiya Vidya Bhawan, Bombay, in the chapter ‘Food and Drink’,
(‘History and Culture of the Indian People’, chapter XXI, page 577)
have relied on Kane’s History of Dharmasastra for supporting the
contention of beef-eating. Shri A. B. Shah, Professor of Mathematics
and Statistics at the Universities of Poona and Bombay for about 20
years, now Director of Programme in India for the Congress
for Cultural Freedom, author of ‘Scientific Method & Planning for
Democracy’ and other essays, in the ‘Introduction’ to his book
‘Cow Slaughter—Horns of a Dilemma’, has emphatically supported
beef-eating on the basis of the same controversial verse of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. This article intends to discuss this oft-
cited verse. It reads as follows :

AT 7 539 741 A afveat fada: afafana: gafeat o=
arf@r arda @ata, Ag@gEEa agargfarfzfa  atatad
qrafaear afrsaransfarardeat safaaar g g ar )

(zzz1T0a% gafang &.¥.95)
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In the ‘Preface’ of the ‘Beef in Ancient India’, this verse has been
translated into English as follows :— ‘

“And if a man wishes that a learned son should be born to him,
famous, a public man, a popular speaker, that he should know
all the Vedas and that he should live to his full age, then after
having prepared boiled rice with meat and butter, he and his wife
should both eat, being fit to have offspring. The meat should be
of a fullgrown or of an old bull.”

Mr. Robert Earnest Hume, Ph.D., D. Theol,, Professor of the
History of Religions at the Union Theological Seminary, New York,
has translated this verse in different words but the idea is the same,
except that in place of ‘full grown or old bull’ he has interpreted the
meat as ‘either veal or beef”.

The controversial words are interpreted by the two authors as
follows :—

Rajendralala Mitra Robert Earnest Hume
Maimsaudanam  boiled rice and meat boiled rice and meat
Aukgena meat of a fullgrown bull veal
Arsabhena meat of an old bull beef

In English usage ‘veal’ is the flesh of a calf and beef that of a
grown-up animal.

If it be accepted that rice with veal, meat of a full-grown or an
old bull, cooked in butter, would beget a son, blessed with the learning
of all the Vedas, then the Western people, who are almost all beef-
eaters, should have all acquired this learning. Let us examine the
interpretation of this verse in its appropriate context. The four
verses immediately preceding the said controversial verse in the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad read as follows :—

g7 539 797 A LIS F1a JxAgANa qeargiarfaia
gidzd grafusar  afwraAsAAaTaEEd aafaas uis
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Aq T =3 I A wfum Rger e R Agagada
gaargreaTzia gsatgd qratacar afqsrraagfiarardigad
Fafaas ngan

g 7 T3 TR A zATAr SfEarar arda iq Rragaeta
gRarIRathieaiad  araficar  aftwrarstarardted
Fafaad ugk

wq 7 =33 gfear A afvzar ar3a sgargfarkzfa
fadgd  arafiear  aftsaransdratardigad  swfrad uten

These four verses, according to all the translators, give dietary
prescriptions for begetting progeny which is well versed in one or
more Vedas as follows :—

for a son, proficient in one Veda, diet of rice cooked in milk,
and mixed with ghee ;

for a son, proficient in two Vedas, diet of rice cooked with curd,
mixed with ghee ;

for a son, proficient in three Vedas, diet of rice cooked in water,
mixed with ghee ; and

for a learned daughter, diet of rice cooked in til (sesamum),
mixed with ghee.

According to Western scholars, the chronological order of the
four Vedas is as follows :—

(i) Rg-Veda; (ii) Yajur-Veda ; (iii) Sama-Veda ; and (iv)
Atharva-Veda. :

If the sequence of the Vedas in the above-quoted verses of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad is taken to correspond to the order in which
the respective Vedas have appeared, then the diet prescribed for a
couple to acquire a son well versed in one or more of the Vedas will
be as follows :—

(i) For Rg-Veda, diet of rice and milk, mixed with ghee ;

(i) For Rg, and }

- Yajur-Vedas »? curd, ” ”
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(iii) For Rg, Yajur

& Sama Vedas }dlet of rice and water, mixed with ghee :

iv) For Rg, Yajur, Sama y . .

() ~E, Lalur }dlet of rice and beef, mixed with ghee.
& Atharva Vedas

If the above interpretation is accepted, beef diet has been enjoined

for the acquisition of the knowledge of the Atharva-Veda only.

The above verses do not indicate a diet of the meat of smaller
animals like goat, sheep or others for acquiring a child proficient
in one or two or three of the Vedas. Then how can it be justified
that beef diet has been prescribed for begetting a son learned in the
four Vedas, particularly for the Atharva Veda. Let us consider
the question further and in greater details.

Just as the English word ‘flesh’, besides meaning ‘muscular tissues
of an animal’, also means ‘soft pulpy part of fruits and vegetables’
and ‘meat’, besides meaning ‘flesh of an animal’, also means ‘anything
eaten as food for nourishment’, the Sanskrit word Mamsa also means
‘soft pulpy part of fruits and vegetables, etc.” The readers can consult
any Sanskrit dictionary. Similarly, the peel of a fruit is called skin ;
its hard part is called bone and fibres are called ligament or nerves etc.

‘PRASTHAM KUMARIKA-MAMSAM ANAYA’ in Sanskrit
could mean ‘bring a seer of girl’s flesh’, but it means only ‘bring a seer
of the fleshy pith of the medicinal plant called kumari (Hindi—ghikvar).

There are several words in Sanskrit which mean a particular animal
or which refer to parts of their body, but primarily they are the names
of medicinal plants. ‘

Go-dant: cow’s-teeth ; a kind of medicinal plant ; yellow orpiment
(Monier-Williams) ; a white mineral substance
(Monier-Williams) '

Go-ksura cow’s hoof ; a medicine called gokharu,; Tibulus
lanuginosus, susruta (Monier-Williams).
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Go-jihva ~ cow’s tongue ; Ayurvedic medicine called gajwan
or gojwan (its leaf is rough like cow’s tongue) ; name
of a plant Phlomis or Premna esculenta (Monier-
Williams).

Aja karna goat’s ear ; asana arjuna (3G (A1) tree whose parts
are used in the preparation of medicine ; the tree
Terminalia Alata Tomentosa (Monier-Williams).

Aja she-goat ; plant whose bulb resembles the udder of a
goat (Monier-Williams) ‘
It would be blasphemy if one interprets these words only as parts
of the body of a cow or goat or the animal itself.

The chapter VI-4 of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad deals with
the subject of begetting learned progeny according to one’s own
desire. The very first verse of this chapter is :(—

aat § qarat gfadt @, gfisar arqisarainga:, sittotat

gsarfor, gsqrot wetfA, ®erat gEm, gEved W@ at
which means—

“Verily, of all created things here, earth is the essence ;
of earth, water is the essence ;

of water, medicinal plants are the essence ;

of medicinal plants, flowers are the essence ;

of flowers, fruits are the essence ;

of fruits, man is the essence ;

of man, semen is the essence.

In this chain from earth to semen (seed of the human species),
no mention has been made of anything connected with animal flesh.
The specification of the plant kingdom clearly indicates that high class
semen needed to beget high class progeny, can be produced by fruits
of medicinal plants only and not from any kind of animal flesh.

The word ‘auksena’ is from ‘Ukga’. It will be relevant here to
quote the various meanings of this word from the famous Sanskrit-
English Dictionary compiled by Monier-Williams. They are as
follows :— '
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(i) a bull (as impregnating the flock) ;
(i) name of ‘soma’ (as sprinkling or scattering small drops) ;
(iii) one of the eight chief medicaments (7sabha).

The word ‘arsabhena’ is derived from the word ‘rsabha’. The said
Dictionary renders this word as follows :—

(i) a bull (as impregnating the flock) ;
(ii) a kind of medicinal plant (Susruta, Bhava-Prakasa) ;
(iii) Carpopogon Pruriens (Caraka).

The well-known Sanskrit-German Dictionary under the title
Sanskrit-Werterbuch published by the Imperial Academy of Sciences,
St-Petersburg in 1855, explains the word ‘uksa as dripping or trickling
soma. The Dictionary has cited the word from various mantras
1.135.9, 9.83.2, 9.85.10, 9.86.43, 9.89.2, 9.95.4 of the Rg-Veda.

A few more meanings are ascribed to these two words, but they
are not relevant here.

‘SOM A’ in Monier Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary
is *Juice of soma plant’ where soma plant itself is said to be a climbing
plant Sarcostema Viminalis or Asclepias Acida ; a drug of supposed
magical property. ‘Soma’ is interpreted as ‘nectar’ as well. Almost
similar interpretations of the soma plant are given in other indigenous
dictionaries also.

The concluding words of the above verse are ‘auksena va rsabhena
va, which stand for ‘either uksa or rsabha’. As such uksa and rsabha
must be two different things and not one and the same thing. According
to the dictionaries, uksa does not mean ‘go-vatsa’ or calf, while both
words uksa and rsabha, if interpreted as an animal of the bovine species,
will mean bull (as impregnating the flock) i.e. one and the same thing.
Hence the word ukgsd and rsabha, with the conjunctions ‘either’ and
‘or’, cannot mean one and the same thing i.e. bull'(as impregnating the
flock). By adding the conjunctions ‘either ... or’ to ‘uksa’ and ‘rsabha’
the seer of the verse must have intended to represent two different
things. In the field of medicine ‘wksa’ may also mean ‘rsabha’, but
with the words’ either and ‘or’ added with the words ‘uksa’ and ‘rsabha’,
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uks@ cannot mean ‘rgabha’. As such ‘uksd’ stands for ‘soma’ (as
sprinkling or scattering small drops) and ‘rsabha’ signifies a medicinal
plant as described in the Caraka-Sarhhita, Suéruta-Samhitd and
Bhava-Prakasa.

In Caraka-Samhita, Volume I, Chapter IV. 13, the first mahdkasaya
consisting of ten medicines, among which ‘rsabhaka’ is one, are termed
as ‘jivaniya’ or energy-increasing. The text is as follows :(—

1 2 3 4 5 6 78
FrqwIATt AT ASTAST WTRIGT et gEaATIqudf
10

9
sitaedt Agwfafy gqaifa hedarfa qafa)

In the 38th Chapter of the sétra-sthana of the Susruta-Sammhita,
which is named as dravya-safigrahaniya, rsabhaka’ is one of several
items.

In Bhava-Prakasa, Purna-khand ‘rsabhaka’ is one of the elght
medicaments. The text is as follows :—

2 3-4 5-6 7 8

sﬁmm‘? A wiwteat wigafed 1ol

Among the various qualities of asta-varga or the eight medicaments,
the most important are : brhana aphrodisiac ; $ukra-janaka—semen-

producing ; and bala-bardhaka—tonic. -

It is further mentioned there that the ‘rsabha’ medicine is found
on Himalayan peaks. It is shaped like the horn of a bull.

From the several references quoted above as well as from verses
1, 14, 15, 16 and 17 of the same chapter of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad,
it is amply clear that ‘uksa’ and ‘rsabha’ in verse 18 can mean only two
different medicinal plants referred to in Ayurvedic texts and not the
meat of a calf or an ox (whether full-grown or old) in any case.
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Commentary of Jagatguru Adi-Sankaracarya

Jagadguru Adi-S'ar'lkarécirya’s Sanskrit Commentary on
controversial kandika 6.4.18 of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, is often
cited in favour of the prescription of beef. Some contend that it is
evident from this commentary that even Jagadguru Adi—S’aﬁkaricirya
has accepted the prescription of partaking of rice cooked with beef
for a couple desirous of begetting progeny well-versed in the four
Vedas. The wording of the commentary is as follows :

“fyfend at fasfia: aeara geae: | |tafanm: aat assdfa
T gead: | qTiigeaes quimRwrg | et sng fagt caitad
qre ATivar Sesarar [ggear arat arfasag: |

giafirdigd  gietgay | aeRiEfagargarg-ngw  qr
RIQAT| IPYT IIFAT: YAEIEE ATEY | WITEAIsOTRAT
qaTEaftaAry araqg 1’

There is no difference of opinion about the translation of the first -
part of the commentary which is as follows :

“One whose importance is sung in varied ways is called vigiza.
Vigita i.e., renowned. Samitingama i.e., a fearless or undaunted
person who attends the assembly of the learned. As learned has
been specified separately in the text, the word samitinigama
has not been taken in the sense of a scholar or learned person.
Susrfista is affable in speech, speaker of charming expression,
i.e., a coherent speaker endowed with samskaras”.

The meaning of the latter part is as follows :

“Cooked rice mixed with mamsa is mamsaudana. The marnsa is
further specified as : that of uksa, uksa is a purnigava potent in
impregnation; or that of a rsabha of vayas exceeding that of
uk?d”.
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This is the literal meaning. Jagadguru Kdi-S'aﬁkaricirya has
not clarified whether it is the meat of an animal or whether it is the
mamsa i.e., fleshy part of medicinal fruits. In such a situation it has
to be considered in the light of its context, whether the meat of an
animal is appropriate here or the fleshy part of medicinal fruits. This
will be clear by considering the signification of secana-samarthah
pungavah and of ‘a ysabha exceeding in vayas than that of uksa’. There
is no difference of opinion about the meaning of secana-samarthah
which is potent in impregnation. The meanings of the words uksd,
purigava, rsabha and vayas will have to be considered.

The meaning of uksd@ has been discussed earlier in this chapter.

The meanings of the word purigava are given by Monier Williams
in his Sanskrit-English Dictionary p. 630, column 3 (lines 8-11 from
bottom) as follows :

‘“‘a bull, a hero, eminent person, chief of, a kind of drug”.

On their basis, the meaning of secana-samarthah purgavah
can be :

(i) a stud-bull potent in impregnation.
(ii) a hero potent in impregnation.
(iii) an eminent person potent in impregnation.
(iv) a chief potent in impregnation.
(v) akind of drug potent in impregnation.

The herb potent in impregnation has been termed as vdjikarana
or aphrodisiac in Ayurveda. Soma is also an aphrodisiac herb (a
drug of supposed magical property) which is a favourite of the gods.
According to Hindu scriptures one attains birth among the gods for
enjoying the fruits of one’s meritorious deeds. These include all
enjoyments according to one’s inclination or longing. The Puranas
recount a number of legends of the amours of the gods enjoying the
fruits of their meritorious deeds. Therefore, it is not surprising that the
herbal juice of soma which is potent in impregnation, should have been
such a favourite of the gods enjoying the fruits of their meritorioug
deeds. Now, the readers should themselves consider as to which
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of the five meanings mentioned above will be more appropriate and
in accordance with the context for ‘uksa secana-samarthak’. Taking
the contextual propriety into consideration, the meaning ‘a herb
(uksd, i.e. soma juice) potent in impregnation’ will be the most
appropriate and relevant.

The meaning of ‘tatah api adhika-vayalk’ is ‘one exceeding in vayas
than that’. The base of vayak is vayas. The meanings of the word
vayas are given as under in Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English
Dictionary, page 920, columns 2, 3 :

(i) enjoyment, food, meal, oblation ;
(i) energy (both bodily and mental), strength, health, vigour,
power, might ;
(iii) vigorous age, youth, prime of life, any period of life, age.

Accordingly, tatak api adhika-vayik will mean :
(i) more enjoyable than that ;

(ii) more energetic than that ;

(iii) more invigorating than that.

The meanings of rsabha as given by Monier-Williams® Sanskrit-
Eng'ish Dictionary have been cited already. In the section on plants
and herbs in the Amarakos$a 2.116 it is rendered as $rrigi tu rsabho
vrsah. The plant $yigi is also called rsabha and vrsa. This plant
$ragi is an aphrodisiac.

If we take it as the flesh of the bovine rsabha (bull) here, then
the meaning of ‘rsabhah tatah api adhika-vayak’ will be ‘the bovine
rsabha who is older in age than the uksa capable of impregnating
the bovine species’. But the reality of the situation is that the vigorous
age for impregnation is growing youth and not the advancing age
(declining youth). So this meaning does not fit in the context.

Taking the context into account rsabhah tatak api adhika-vayah
will mean, ‘a medicine of asfavarga called rsabha which is more
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invigorating even than soma juice’. This medicine is often prescribed
by Ayurvedic practitioners for frequent use by the rich to keep their
sexual powers undiminished. The medicine of the astavarga is an
aphrodisiac which increases semen.

The prescription of beef is impossible, particularly because the
bovine species is declared as inviolable in Vedas. There is no mention
of meat in this section from its very first kandika among the items
which ultimately result in the best, purest satfvika semen. And only
the purest sattvika semen is required for begetting progeny proficient
in the Vedas. Therefore, in the present passage uksaé and rsabha can
never signify the meat of animals, but they can only mean the fleshy
part of pulp of pure medicinal fruits,

In none of the dictionaries do we find that the word uks@ means
<a stud-bull of younger age, potent in impregnation’ or that the word
rsabha means ‘an older stud-bull potent in impregnation’. If we take
that according to Jagadguru Adi-éaﬁkaricirya, both the words ukga
and rsabha mean stud bulls potent in impregnation, and one of them
be younger while the other be older, then the words uksa and rsabha
taken collectively, will mean, a bull of any age potent in impregnation.

If, in the marmsaudana, the meat of a bull of any age, potent in
impregnation had been intended then in the original Upanisad the
wording would have been govamsa auksena (bovine uksa) or govamsa
arsabhena (bovine rsabha) and Jagadguru Adi-éaﬁkarécarya, to make
it clear beyond doubt that the meat of the stud-bull is intended,
would aslo have written, secana-samarthak govamsa-purigavah tadiyam
mamsam’.

Stud-bulls potent in impregnation are of a very high breed and
also very rare. Their slaughter will never be desirable. Moreover,
the original words in the text are auksepa va arsabhena va, that is,
either of an ukga or of a rgabha’. The use of the conjunctions ‘va ......
va i.e. ‘either...... or’ itself indicates that wuksa and rsabha are not the
same, but distinctly different. Therefore, it is impossible that a highly
learned personality like the Jagadguru Adi-S’aﬁkarécérya would
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interpret as a tautology the words uksa and rsabha signifying ‘a stud-bull
as long as it is potent in impregnation’, when the contradistinctive
conjuction ‘va...... va’ i.e. ‘either...... or’ is used to contrast the words
uksa and rgabha. [t is certain that ‘uksa secana-samartha puigavah
as used in the commentary of Jagadguru Adi-Sarkaricarya means an
aphrodisiac drug, i.e. soma juice, and ‘tatak api adhika-vayal’ means
‘the drug rsabha of the astavarga, which is supposed to be more
invigorating even than uksa i.e. soma juice’.



WERE COWS SLAUGHTERED AT KING
RANTIDEVA’S PLACE?

In the booklet ‘Beef In Ancient India’ by Raja Rajendralala Mitra, it
is stated on page iii of the‘Preface’ that according to the Mahabharata,
2000 cows used to be slaughtered every day at King Rantideva’s place
to entertain guests. In support of this assertion the following verse
has been quoted from Vana-parva, Chapter 207. Actually this verse is
not found in Chapter 207, but occurs in Chapter 208 of the
Chitrashala edition and in Chapter 199 of the Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute edition :—

TR A qF eagwes § fEa
g @geR g TAR qgATHFaE  aqv |
wgeaefe Q33 2 @ged w4t aqr |

In this verse, interpreting the word vadhyete as ‘used to be
slaughtered’, it is being propagated that 2000 cows and 2000 animals
used to be slaughtered every day in the kitchen of King Rantideva.
According to Panini’s Sanskrit grammar, this cannot be the correct
interpretation, which we will discuss later.

Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay, in their renowned publication
‘The History and Culture of the Indian People’ whose General Editor
is Shri R. C. Majumdar, M.A., Ph.D., F.R.A.S.B. has also stated in
Vol. II, page 579 as follows :—

“According to Mahabharata, a King called Rantideva killed
every day two thousand cattle and two thousand kine in order
to dole out meat to the people.”

They have neither quoted nor given a reference to the Mahabharata
in this respect. It appears that their ideas are also based on the above
quoted verse. They must have also done so following in the foot-steps
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‘5 of other persons without caring to study the full context, which is

o

most unfair on the part of an institution like the Bharatiya Vidya
Bhavan, whose publications carry weight with the general public.

This verse, along with a few more, is not available in all the editions
of the Mahabharata. Wherever this verse exists it is followed by
another verse. The lines of this further verse read as follows :

TAtd Fgal @ fagaen faeam
aget  wfavasaer  frwead

It means : “O superior among Dvijas ! King Rantideva earned
unparalleled glory by serving guests with such meat,”

Let us now consider the propriety of this verse.

Incompatibility of Rantideva’s Glory by Animal-Slaughter
while Propagating Ahirhsa

At this place in the Vana-parva of the Mahabharata, a Dharma-
vyadha, while giving discourse to a Kausika Brahmana, discusses the
merits of non-violence vis-a-vis violence. In the previous chapter he
has preached non-violence as the greatest virtue in verse no. 74 of the
Gita Press and Chitrashala edi‘ions and verse no. 69 of the Bhandarkar
Institute edition. He has not quoted any historical incident as an
example.

Taking into consideration the previous context of the subject,
no sane person will admit that after preaching non-violence as the
supreme religion in the previous chapter, and praising non-violence
and decrying violence in the chapter under discussion, any historical
example of attainment of fame by any king by practising violence
by way of killing 2000 innocent animals and 2000 innocent cows every
day, could be quoted by the Dharma-vyadha. The assertion that
two thousand innocent cows and two thousand other innocent animals
were slaughtered at King Rantideva’s place, is entirely baseless. In the
Mahabharata, there are several other testimonia which attest that this
assertion has no foundation in fact, such as ;—
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In Mahabharata, Anusasana-parva, Chapter 115, in verse
63-67 of the Gita Press edition and verses 72-76 in the
Chitrashala edition, names of various kings of ancient times
are quoted, who were never addicted to any sort of meat-eating.
Among them, the name of King Rantideva is also mentioned.
These verses appear in Chapter 116 and are numbered 67 to
70 in the Bhandarkar Institute edition.

If Brahmauas would have been served beef and/or ‘ordinary
meat at King Rantideva’s place, then ‘the king himself would
have taken beef and/or meat as prasidam, in which case his
name would not have found place among kings who never
took meat.

Even if one insists that the text samdmsam dadato hyannam
is correct, then too, considering the special virtues of King
Rantideva, which will be described later, mamsam cannot
mean the meat of an animal body. In the Satapatha Brahmana
11.7.1.3 the word manmsa is equivalent to and carries the same
meaning as paramannam—Jag 8 3§ W g —and
paramannam according to the Sanskrit lexicon Amarakosa
2.7.24 is payasam prepared with the admixture of milk, rice
and sugar—qRHANA g 919 | Thus it would mean that King
Rantideva earned fame by entertaining Brahmanas with
payasam and not with animal meat.

If 2000 cows are killed every day, then 7,20,000 cows would
have been killed in a year. If this had continued year after
year, then the cow progeny would have gradually vanished
fromthe earth. As such, from the practical point of view also,
this does not appear to be justified.

Again in the Mahiabharata (Gita Press and Chitrashala
editions), Drona-parva, Chapter 67, Narada is describing
to King Srfijaya, the greatness of King Rantideva, wherein
he has said that Rantid¢va made gifts to Brahmanas out of
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his honest and just income in which thousands of ‘niska’ used
to be given daily. There, a ‘niska’ is defined as equal to
‘1000 golden bulls and 100 cows as well as 108 gold coins with
each bull”.

(5) In the Mahabharata, Santi-parva, Chapter 262, verse 47
in the Gita Press and Chitrashala editions and Chapter
254, verse 45 in the Bhandarkar Institute edition, it is
stated :

weeq gfA T TR ® o|qT gegREa |
ATSARTUEAS I AT qISSSAA g 4 |

meaning thereby that in Sruti the cow is referred to as aghnya
‘not to be killed’ ; as such who can even think of Kkilling
a cow ? He who kills a cow and/or a bull, commits-a
great sin. :

Let the readers consider, whether it is consistent or possible
for such a pious king to get 2000 innocent animals and 2000
innocent cows slaughtered in his kitchen for the entertainment of
guests. '

As the cow is inviolable (not to be killed) and also in view of the
foregoing facts about King Rantideva in the Mahabharata, no sensible
person can believe the assertion of Raja Rajendralal Mitra in his
English monograph : ‘Beef in Ancient India’ that two thousand
innocent cows and two thousand other innocent animals were
slaughtered to feed meat to guests.

Many persons, either being themselves ignorant of the Sanskrit
language or not willing to take pains to consult the quoted passage
in its context in the original books, take it for granted that a passage
quoted by a famous person and announced publicly and published
in the press, must be correct beyond doubt. But the facts are
not so.
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Misleading Views exprassed by Shri Mukandi Lal, formerly
Deputy Speaker of the Legislative Assembly of United
Provinces, and by Rahul Sankrityayan

Recently, tendencious book ‘Cow Slaughter—Horns of a Dilemma’
has been published by Lalwani Publishing House, which is edited by one
Shri A.B. Shah, who has been Professor of Mathematics & Statistics
for about 20 years at the Universities of Poona and Bombay and who
is at present Director of Programmes in India for the Congress of
Cultural Freedom. It contains similar irrelevant material. In this
book, an article ‘Cow—Cult in India’ has been published, which is
written by one Shri Mukandi Lal, an Oxford Graduate and a Barrister-
at-Law, who was Deputy Speaker of the U.P. Legislative Assembly
during the British period in the years 1927-30. The shallowness of
personal knowledge of Shri MukandiLalis clear from his statement
on page 31, wherein he has stated that the great Vaisnava saint
Vallabhacarya translated the Bhagavata Purana in Hindi. Shri
Vallabhacarya has written his commentary on the Bhagavata Purana
in Sanskrit, which is entitled ‘Subodhini’. In this essay propagating
cow-slaughter in the ancient period, Shri Mukandi Lal has quoted
freely from Shri Rahul Sankrityayan’s. Hindi book Volga se Ganga.
He himself has not taken pains to consult the texts in the original.
Let us discuss these quotations and also consider what Shri Rahul

Sankrityayan has alleged.

In a foot-note to page 228 of his book, Rahul Sankrityayan has
quoted three lines of two verses from the Drona-parva, Chapter 67.
Thefirst §loka and the first-half of the second §lokaread as follows :

wigfa frald T g7 gwg gm)
geq fagaaresT ataa gzr AgTeAA: ||
geraramaE, fagrafaada af@wwn |

These lines have been interpreted by Shri Rahul Sankrityayan and
have been accepted as correct by Shri Mukandi Lal, that two thousand
cooks were employed in the kitchen of King Rantideva to cook beef.

|
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The number of cooks in the Sanskrit text is 200 thousands (dvi-$ata-
sahasra) and not two thousand. From these interpretations one can
fathom the knowledge of Shri Rahul Sankrityayan and Mukandi Lal
as regards Sanskrit. ‘To cook beef’ is not mentioned in these lines
anywhere. Rahul Sankrityayan has cleverly omitted the latter half
of the second $loka reading :

ggataFd  fRarus  guEamaeng )

All the four lines of the two verses quoted above are interpreted in
the Gita Press edition as follows :—

Narada, explaining to King Srfijaya who was miserable due to
the death of his young son, said :

“O Sriijaya, it is said that Sankrti’s son Rantideva also could
not live for ever, though that great king used to employ two lakh
cooks in his kitchen, who prepared nectar-like meals both unfried
(consisting of dal, rice, etc.) and fried (poori, kachori, sweets,
vegetables, etc.) for Brahmana guests and used to serve them day
and night’.

Later, two other lines of the same chapter reading as follows have
been grossly misinterpreted by Rahul Sankrityayan :

a% €9 g3n: fimfra gEszAfugearn: |
gd qlRrssusdhed ama ate aqr g i

Shri Rahul Sankrityayan has changed the word mdsam meaning

‘month’ to mamsam meaning ‘meat’ and interpreted these as
follows :—

“The number of guests used to increase to such an extent that
due to shortage of meat, the cooks had to request them to accept
more quantity of soup.”

The paraphrasing according to the correct text and its interpretation
as given in the Gita Press edition are as follows :
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“Sudah (the cooks) sumysta-manikundalah (wearing glittering
‘and jewel-studded pendants) krosanti sma (used to speak loudly)
tatra there) (that) ainidhyam (you all eat) bhiyistham (as much
as possible) siipam (liquid preparations like dal, cury, etc.) yatha
(a kind of which) nadya (has not been prepared) masam pura (since
the last one month).”

In the second line of the above quoted verse of the Mahabharata,
Drona-parva 67.2, the phrase vardnnam amrto pamam means that the
food served to Brahmanas was high class, and tasted like nectar.
The word vardnnam literally meaning ‘supreme food’ is equivalent
to the word paramannam. The Sanskrit dictionary Amarakosa
2.7.74 says “‘paramdinnam tu piyasam (a preparation made by boiling
rice in milk and then mixing sugar with it).”” It has been discussed
already. As such, the cows at King Rantideva’s kitchen could be
present only for the supply of milk for making pZyasa and not to be
-slaughtered for beef. A slaughter-house, which is always so dirty,
is never situated near a habitation and in no case near the kitchen
or inside the kitchen. As such it is clear that in King Rantideva’s
kitchen, neither cows nor other animals used to be slaughtered for

serving beef or meat to the guests.

The above episode in the Dronaparva is narrated by Vyasa-deva
to console King Yudhisthira, when he was in grief after the death
of his nephew Abhimanyu. This episode is said to have been
narrated by Devarsi Narada to King Srfijaya long long ago, when
the latter was very miserable due to the death of his son. The
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, considers this
episode to be an interpolationt and it has not included this in its
critical edition of the Mahabharata.

+With the stanza commences the story of the sixteen Great Kings, which is
found duplicate in the Dronaparva. The occasion in the Dronaparva, the death
of Abhimanyu, would lead one to suppose that these sixteen stories must have been
first told in the Dronaparva and subsequently repeated in the Sintiparva. But
the fact seems to have been otherwise. There are also some variations in the names
of the kings and in the sequence of the stories, as can be seen at a glance. ......

(Contd. to next page bottom.)
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This episode is said to have been narrated briefly in the Santiparva
by Bhagavan $ri Krsna to King Yudhisthira, when he was in grief
due to the destruction of practically his entire family. At this place
(ééntiparva, Chapter 29) verse 128 in both the Gita Press and
Chitrashala editions, has a text identical with that of the above quoted
verse “dF ¥ gI: AIE JAT Q@ with the difference that the
word masam in the last portion of the verse is mamsam in the Chitrashala
edition while in the Gita Press edition it is bhojyam. The text of this
verse with the word bhojyam is admitted by Rahul Sankrityayan as
well (see his Hindi book Volga se Ganga, page 228, last line of the
foot-note). The same verse appears in the edition of the Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute in the sintiparva, Chapter 29, verse 120
and there also the reading is mamsam, but it is stated that in manuscript
no. 198 of the Bombay Government Collection 1891-95, the reading
of this word in the Kashmirean recension is bhojyam. In the last part
of the verse tatra sma suda......the text mamsam is not relevant according
to the principle of ahimsa paramo dharmah. As such, the reading
of this word either as masam or as bhojyam is the only correct text.
So the fame of King Rantideva can never rest on the daily slaughter
of 2000 innocent animals and 2000 innocent cows, but this can be
by rearing them and giving them away in gifts.

True Facts of King Rantideva’s Glory as narrated in the
Mahabharata

In the Séntiparva; the fame of King Rantideva is further sung
in verse 7 of Chapter 292 in the Gita Press and Chitrashala editions
and chapter 281 of the Bhandarkar Institute edition. There too,
it is due to entertaining Rsis with fruits and tubers and not with meat.

The text is as follows :

(Continued from previous page)

*““As far as the Dropaparva list is concerned, since the Kashmir version omits
the chapter altogether, it is obvious that there is a duplication from the S‘dntiparva
original, probably by one intereste¢ in glorifying the Bhrsus.” (Malabharata,
edition of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, Vol. 13, séntiparva
Rajadharma, page 649 of the critical notes on chapter 29).



74 A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’

feagda SNzt fafg: arar ageaar )
wIQAW  geuAmfamam &

In the Mahabharata S'éntiparva (Rajadharma) chapter 29,
Bhagavan Sri Krsna narrates an episode to King Yudhisthira, grieved
by the destruction of practically his entire family. Once upon a
time this episode was narrated by Sage Narada to King Srfijaya who
was in grief due to his son’s death. Herein a number of ancient kings
have been mentioned, who were highly endowed with Dharma,
knowledge (jfiana), renunciation (vairdgya) and affluence (aisvarya)
and who by their noble deeds had earned a good name but they too
could not live for ever. Among those noble deeds which earned them
a good name, there is no mention of the killing of animals or cows,
but on the other hand, gift of cows has been clearly specified. King
Rantideva’s name is also quoted there. Instances of the gift of cows
are as follows (the verse numbers indicated below are of the Gita
Press and Chitrashala editions, followed by those of the Bhandarkar
Institute edition) :

o gaggwTt garot 2AATIEArg |
nai gEEmrgal gfAvrAeawISaq I (34-35; 30)

This verse mentions the gift of a crore of cows and bulls with gold
chains around their necks accompanied by thousands of servicemen
by King Brhadratha of the Anga country.

argar: azft o g fofadfausst @237

Gift of lakhs of cows by King Sibi in his yajiia is prescribed in the
above verse.

0d 9 gEErfu gaAwerfo @ 1 (115 108)
FeARg @t SFrgrEgdwEEt W@ 0 (1185 111)

In the above, lakhs of cows were donated by King Gaya.
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qrEtet 2 feswm, @zfa w@d g )
g fasw gvd farewfafa stafea G fzam
qEE gEafHegacar AT@OTE, @39y |
AIEEAMHWT  FoaqFw F  ag
TIT: QT FHITETIA TqTeAL fazwrfor &)
areiq fefagatan fmaer sma: 0
giza razgea at ufymaga g8 )

ATFeqeq [a T @gETin = famfa:
(124-127 ; 117-119)

The above verses describe gifts by King Rantideva amounting
to thousands of Niskas and thousands of cows. The word. alabhyanta
in the above verses does not mean violence, but means touching for
the purpose of giving away.

In the whole of this chapter, several kings including King Rantideva
are named, who earned fame and good name, but nowhere is it said
that they did so by killing animals and/or cows.

Throughout the world, at places where violence (killing of animals)
is not considered a sinful practice, there is not a single instance, where
one could have earned fame and good name by killing living beings.
Fame and good name is earned by bravery in battle, which may include
killing of opponents, or by killing of undesirable characters which
becomes necessary for the protection of innocent persons from their
clutches. No other type of killing of living beings can earn fame
and good name. In the episode of King Rantideva, neither instance
of bravery in war nor protection of the helpless from undesirables
is narrated as such. Killing of 2000 innocent animals and 2000
innocent cows cannot be the cause of his fame and good name,
but this is possible by giving away cows as gifts, which is more
logical.
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At several places in the Mahabharata ‘ahimsa’ is praised and
‘himsa is denounced (see quotations from the Mahabharata under
the caption ‘Non-violence is Supreme in Religious Scriptures’). In
Anusasanaparva, Chapters 114, 115 and 116 of Gita Press edition
and 115, 116 and 117 of Bhandarkar Research Institute edition are
full of superiority of ‘Ahimsa’. Some verses therefrom are quoted
below. The reference numbers of chapters and verses are from the
Gita Press edition followed by the Bhandarkar Research Institute
edition :—

aqT Anradssarfa qgrfa qgarfaar |

gatuagriedtasa qgararfa «isa@ 1 1146 ;1156

ad Fidsafear g fafgear awa: qur 1 11471156
As the footprints of all other moving living-beings are engulfed in
those of the elephant, even so all other religions are to be comprehended
in ahimsa.

afgar quAt gdaeagrfear of aq |

wfgqr g @ed At am: gada 0 11523511625
Abstention from injury (ahirisa) is the highest religion ; it is again

the highest penance ; it'is also the highest truths from which all duties
proceed.

wfgar guat weagrfzar oo g@
Afeqr qd graafear g Q@ 0 116.28 5117.37

afgar gt ag@arfzar ai ®ag |
afgar qud fasafzgar aw ga@g 0 1162911738

Abstention from cruelty (ahinisa) is the highest religion.
Abstention from cruelty is the highest self-control.
Abstention from cruelty is the highest gift.

Abstention from cruelty is the highest penance.
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Abstention from cruelty is the highest yajfia.
Abstention from cruelty is the highest puissance.
Abstention from cruelty is the highest friend.
Abstention from cruelty is the highest happiness.

(3 o < -
qIIRY a7 T FAGET qATSSCFAT |
@dzTa®ed  arft Jagewafemar 1 116305 117.39

Gifts made in all ygjiias, ablutions performed in all sacred water,
and the merits that one acquires from making all kinds of gifts
mentioned in the scriptures—all these do not come up to abstention
from cruelty (in point of the merit that attaches to it).

In the Mahabhirata, where ahimsa is so much praised, it would
not have been possible to praise the glory of King Rantideva therein,
had there been killing of cows or other animals at his place.

Possible Reasons of Naming the River as Carmanvati

On page 277 of his Hindi book Volga se Gariga, Rahul Sankrityayan
has stated that from the undried raw hide of 2000 cows, which used
to be killed every day in the kitchen of King Rantideva and stored
there, liquids oozed out, which became a river which was named
‘Carmanvati’ due to its water being accumulated from the carma
(hide) of the cows. In support he has quoted the following verse in
the foot-note :

ATTASY FAVAGEFAZTY QR qd: |
aayaAvaAids faearar @ agrady |

The verse is from chapter 29 of the S'éntiparva of the Mahabharata,
but the serial number of the verses differ in the editions of the Gita
Press, Chitrashala and Bhandarkar Institute. We will discuss this
verse and others appearing along with it. The whole context is quoted
below. The serial numbers quoted against these verses are those
given in the Gita Press edition ;—
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gqifassa qua: €@d o @@ffiqEag |
FITATUAT AGIEATH Tleazd gafeqag ugRal
Animals from villages and forests used to come themselves* for the

yajia of famous and magnanimous King Rantideva, who used to
observe very strict vows. (122)

Azl SEURNEERET QR A | |
aagaAvadleds fasarar a1 AgEEd W12

The water flowing from the wet carma took the shape of a big
river, which became famous as Carmanvati (Chambal). (123)

Fgat g4t faswa g@zfa w@@ g )

g fass ged Taswfafa miafea  fgan igzen

gd FEafiRgsar g, |wmaTd |
The king used to offer gold Niska to the Brahmanas in yagjfia. The
Dvijas used to exclaim—“O Brahmana ! these Niskas are for you”,
but no one used to come forward to accept them. When they offered

a 1000 Niskas, then they could find people to accept them. (124,
first half of 125). '

FeqTETIfaRTe  gemMawAw I I 1IRRYN
qZT: qTsT: HITET wuTEmRa fsafu a )
aretq frfagatawn fadgen  diaa: 1gasl
For the yajiia of wise king Rantideva, the utensils for offering oblation

or for collection of materials—pots, plates, cauldrons, pans, vessels—
were all made of gold. (125-126)

aizy feagaes at ufawgea I8
ATEFAFA [ T ggEor G fqnt 1R

*See footnote on page 79-80.
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When a crowd of guests spent a night at the place of King Rantideva,
the son of Sankrti, then 20,100 cows used to be gifted to them by
touch. (127)

ax €A gIn: Fmiwfda gaszafugestn: |

gad gfiaszasdied ama Aisd qqr g 1gRal
The cooks, wearing polished and bright jewelled pendants, used to
announce that all of you please eat liquid preparations (like dal, curry,

etc.). The food prepared today is of very high order, the type of which
has never been prepared before.

From these verses, it is amply clear that there was no animal killing
at King Rantideva’s place. If there would have been killing, then
the animals would have never gone of their own accord to the yajfia
of King Rantideva, as stated in verse 122.

In the Shrimad-Bhagavata Mahapurana VII. 15.10, it is stated :

FEAARARAATO  gozar qarta  fawafa

gV ATHREUT EATEASH! @GIT  J
Seeing one proceeding to propitiate the Lord through sacrifices
conducted with material substances, animals grow apprehensive lest
the merciless fellow, who is ignorant of the truth of the spirit and is

(therefore) given to the- (mere) gratification of his self, will surely
kill them.

In the Ram-charit-manas of Gosvami Tulsidas also it is stated :
gfama fasz fagn ga are | aras afus faeifs qudi
(Ayodhya-kanda, between doha 263 and 264)

meaning that birds and animals go to the sages, while they run away
on seeing a hunter who entices and kills them.* The idea of animals

*On page 56, lines 19-23 of Urdu book ‘Abbar-ul-Itkya’ (containing life histories
of Muslim saints) which is translated from the Persian book ‘Tazakirat-ul-aulia’,
an incident is narrated therein as follows :— (Contd. to next page bottom)
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coming by themselves was only because of affection, that is to love
and to be loved. The cattle might have been going to the yajfia to
serve with their milk or for rendering similar other services. Then,
gift by King Rantideva is also described. From this, it appears that
King Rantideva used to donate them at the yajfia. Before giving
away as a gift, these animals must have been washed and bathed to
make them clean, and they were beautified by decoration. The water
used for washing their skin (carma) used to flow in quite a big quantity,
which might have taken the shape of a river, which became famous as
Carmanvati (Chambal). '

The description as given by Rahul Sankrityayan indicates that
cows used to be slaughtered in the kitchen, their beef cooked, the hides
(carma) used to be stored there and the liquid dripping from these
hides (carma) became a river. The first argument is that even beef
eaters do not slaughter cows in the kitchen, neither do they store hide
(carma) in the kitchen. Secondly, liquid dripping from the hides
cannot be of such a huge quantity, which can take the shape of a river.
As such, the impossible imagination of Rahul Sankrityayan cannot be
accepted. Considering the context of the entire description, the only
possibility is that the animals coming of their free will, before being
gifted away, might have been washed and bathed and water flowing
from washing the skin (carma) of living animals must have been taken
the shape of a river, which might have been called ‘Carmanvati’,
This is more in keeping with the context.

(Continued from previous page)
““Hazrat Rabia Basri once went to a hill. Many animals gathered round her
and started glancing at her with affection. At that time Hazrat Hasan Basri
reached there. On seeing him all the animals ran away. Hazrat Hasan Basri
enquired the reason of their flying away on seeing him and why they kept on
staying near her. Hazrat Rabia questioned as to what diet had been taken by
him. Reply came, ‘I took meat diet’. She explained that when he had taken
meat diet, it was natural for those animals to get scared on seeing him and to
run away.”
This incident is also narrated on page 16 of the Hindi book Sufi-Sant-Charit, 1961,
published by Sasta Sahitya Mandal, New Delhi.
Such incidents clearly prove that the animals coming to the yajfia of King
Rantideva were doing so not for being slaughtered but for getting affection and
for rendering services voluntarily.
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Shri Sudhir Kumar Gupta has edited the Meghaduta of the great
poet Kailidasa, along with the commentary of Mallinatha and he has
given a literal Hindi translation with detailed annotations. In his
notes on the 49th stanza of Pirva-megha, which relates to the fame

of King Rantideva, he writes as follows which is translated below
into English ;

“In the Tandya-Brahmana 19.13.1 MHq: %g: is explained
as 318 MYy: T@Ted) I5i:. The word ‘Rantideva’ means Ifid:
THU 29 IRFF §: or ‘one in whom the learned rejoice’, that
is one who pleases scholars and hence is honoured by them.
The word ranti occurs in this very sense in Yajur-Veda 22.19 (see
$atapatha—Br5hmar)a 13.1.6.2). Thus the surabhitanayalambha
yajiia, of the mighty king Rantideva who is honoured by the
gods, is nothing else but the defence of his dominions. The river
Carmanvati symbolises his glory. Its very banks have evidenced
the King’s munificence, love of learning, heroism, and devotion
to the welfare of his people. The word carmanvati is formed as
carman-+vat+i. According to the Unadi-kosa 4.115 (Rishi
Dayanand’s commentary, Ajmer, Vikrama era 1989) the word
carman means WX BT A7 T 9+ “whereby one moves unto
or attains glory that is carma”. So, being denotative of the
glory of Rantideva it is termed Carmanvati,

It can be interpreted in another way also. In the Taittiriya
Brihmana 3.97.5 (g & GIHT:) surabhayah (FHI:) is
interpreted as pranah (ON: ). So §Rfudaan: ( ARygewr:, Mer: g
) A9 A (I, TSR, T80 ) T ST that is,
‘that which retains an immense army of heroes’, or ‘one who
is the vanquisher of powerful warriors’. This interpretation
denotes the mighty valour of the great king Rantideva—which is
not at all impossible,

Mr. Sadhuram has suggested another interpretation : the
alambha yajfta of agriculture, the daughter ( FT ) of the earth
6
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(gs). Affording due facilities and protection for the crops
of different seasons is verily ‘the gomedha yajfia or the agricultural
culture of the land’. This is also a plausible suggestion. It is
possible that the great king Rantideva had rendered the Chambal
region into a highly fertile area lush with greenery, during his rule
replete with yajfias.”

In all the passages where King Rantideva is mentioned in literature,
there is no contextual relevance of cow-slaughter. Those who have
alleged it to be cow-slaughter, that is due either to their misunder-
standing or to some ulterior motive.

In Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary, two meanings
of Carmanvati are given as follows :

(i) Name of a river flowing through Bundelkhand and merging
in the Ganga ; modern name is Chambal.

(ii) Musa Sapientum. This is the technical term for banana or
plantain tree in Botany. Musd is a synonym of Arabic
mauzah and Sanskrit mocha.

The tract of land through which Chambal flows may have been |
covered with Musa Sapientum (banana trees) in ancient times and
hence the river was named ‘Carmanvati’. It is possible that the cows
meant for donation by King Rantideva used to graze in that tract of
land and hence the name of the river ‘Carmanvati’ came to be associated
with King Rantideva’s glory earned by donating cows. Be it as it
may, this much is certain that the theory that the dripping of liquid
from the hides of cows collected in King Rantideva’s kitchen caused
a stream to flow from their carma (hide) which came to be known as
Carmanvati—is baseless, and neither liquid dripping from a collected
heap of hides can form a stream which could make a riverlike Chambal.
As such, association of the name of the river Carmanvati with the
glory of King Rantideva can not prove that cows used to be slaughtered
in King Rantideva’s kitchen angd their hides used to be stored there
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and the liquid dripping from these hides caused a stream, which came
to be known as ‘Carmanvati’,

If the whole episode is carefully studied from beginning to end,
it will be found that there is no relevance of slaughter of cows, but of
course there certainly is a propriety in giving them away in gift.

Rantideva in the Bhagavata Mahapurana

In the Bhagavata Mahapurana 9.21, the legend of King Rantideva
is narrated. Its resume follows :

King Rantideva was so generous that without caring for his own
self and for his family, he used to offer every day to others whatever
he had or used to get. Once it so happened that after remaining
hungry for 48 days, he got some payasa (milk-rice preparation),pudding,
etc. As soon as they sat for their meals, a Brahmana guest arrived,
who appeared to King Rantideva as God incarnate. The King
entertained him with due respect. When the Brihmana went away
and the king and his family sat down at meals with the remaining food,
a Sudra guest arrived. The king gave part of the food to that guest.
When the Sudra guest went away, then another guest accompanied
by a few dogs arrived and demanded food for his hungry dogs, and
King Rantideva respectfully offered all the remaining food and
honoured them as so many manifestations of God. Now only water
was left with them which too would suffice only for one person. They
were just on the verge of drinking that water after sharing it amongst
themselves, when a thirsty candala arrived and beseeched for water.
The king felt pity on him and offered the whole water to him and
prayed to the Creator as follows :

a wAdse afazaUy quaszfggaaiagadd ar |
Arfa aud sRawggarsnara:fegal 3a waragan I
(sﬁqo)]']'o RULN)
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I do not seek from the Lord the highest position attended with the
eightfold Yogic power (4nimd and so on) or even final beatitude
(cessation of rebirth). Dwelling in their hearts (as the sufferer) I
would (rather) undergo the suffering of all the embodied souls, so
that (through such vicarious sufferings of mine) they may be relieved
of misery. (Bhagavata 9.21.12).

. A person, who does not seek the kingdom of heaven, the highest |
position attended with the eightfold yogic power or even beatitude }
and who prays for vicariously suffering himself to relieve others of
misery—how can such a person think of even causing harm to any ¥
living being, let alone the question of slaughtering innocent animals. :

As pointed out earlier, Mahabharata, Vanaparva, chapter 208 :
deals with the subject of non-violence versus violence, and non-violence
is established as a super virtue, and when no other historical example 4
is quoted therein, it is incomprehensible how the episode of King §
Rantideva has been inserted there in a manner, which does not support
the principle enunciated therein, but goes against it. In other words
the principle established there is that non-violence is a super virtue
and should be practised by all, violence is condemned as not worth
to be practised. Hence the example of King Rantideva attaining
high fame by slaughtering 2000 innocent animals and 2000 innocent
cows every day in his kitchen for the entertainment of guests goes
clearly against the context. As such it is more than certain that the
verse referred to in the beginning of the article can never be
authentic, and they are definitely interpolated. Some beef-eaters must
have done so to misguide simple people. Santiparva, chapter 265,
verse 9 supports this :

gU #eEqT AY AraATad FAATA |
g wafed gamag 3]Y wiewan 0 (fand jae)

“Liquors, fish, mead, meat, spirits, rice cooked with sesamum (z/)
seeds—all these have been inserted into yajiia by the wicked people. |
Vedas have not prescribed their use in yajfia.” (Santiparva 265.9)



Were Cows Slaughtered at King Rantideva’s Place 85

Correct Meaning of ‘vadhyete’ According to Grammar

The meaning of the stanza cited by antagonists and quoted in the
beginning of this study, should be considered in its due setting. The
context preceding and succeeding in the same chapter as well as
elsewhere in the Mahabharata makes it clear that they never intended
to convey the slaughter of two thousand innocent animals and two
thousand innocent cows. In both the verses relevant to it, the word
vadhyete is used, which has been mistranslated as ‘were Kkilled’ or
‘used to be killed’ by the protagonists of cow-slaughter. In Sanskrit
grammar, vadh (84 ) is not an independent root in the meaning of

-‘to kill’ ; to convey this, the root han (g7) is used. This is further

corroborated by the Uddyota commentary on Mahabhasya (2.4.42-43)
and by Sabdendusekhara (3.1.133) mvul trcau (vq®gH ). The root
han is substituted by vadh in certain cases. The rule according to
Panini 2.4.42-43 reads : hano vadha liri lurii ca (&) 34 fo5fs qfe 4).
It means that the root han is substituted by vadha in the Benedictive
(lin f5g ) and also in the Aorist (Jui §§ ). There are two types of
lin (fesg )—the Potential Mood (vidhi-liri fafafesg ) and the Benedictive
Mood ( asir-lin 3nzfeg ). The root han is not substituted by vadha
in both types of /ir (fg; ), but only in the Benedictive, which is used
for benediction or blessing. In Panini’s grammar, the aphorism
substituting vadha is preceded by the aphorism ardhadhatuke ( JTaTg® ).
This order of precedence in the Paninian technique means that vadha
will be substituted for the root han only in ardhadhatuka ( SnduTg® )
which is a technical term for the perfect and benedictive. The
substitution is not applicable to sarvadhatuka (®EaRg® ) or the entire
verbal base. Thus, except these two, the Benedictive Mood and the
Perfect Tense, nowhere is the root han replaced by vadha. The form
vadhyete used in the Mahabharata pertains to neither of these two
paradigms. In them the conjugated forms will be avadhit ( 3@eq)
and vadhyat (aegrq ). By no stretch of imagination can there be the
form vadhyete in these two because vadhyete is a form of the Present
Tense. In this tense han is never replaced by vadha. The forms of

‘the Present run hanyate ( &0 ), hanyete ( &2 ) etc., as in na hanyate

hanyamane sarire (9 &Jd &FAA TR, Bhigavad Gita 2.20) : here
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the root han is used to convey the idea of killing. If vadha were
substituted in the Present Tense, then the passage would have read :
na vadhyate vadhyamane sarire (9 qeqd qegay IR ). But it is
known to everyone that it is not so. So the word vadhyete, occuring
in the two verses of the Rantideva episode of the Mahabharata, cannot
be considered to be an instance of the root han meaning ‘to kill’. In
Sanskrit grammar vadh in the sense of ‘to kill’ is not an independent
root. As it cannot belong to the root han ‘to kill’, it is form of the
root badha bandhane ( §¢1 §7g% ) meaning ‘to tie, to bind’. In Sanskrit
phonetics,b (88K ) and v (&R ), r (&) and d (8FK), r (W@R)
and / (3R ) are undifferentiated. That is b (§) can be used instead
ofv(g),v(a)for b (g),r(X)ford(s),d(8)forr(T),r(x) for §
I (&)and ! (&) for r (T). The interchange of these letters is a £
common phenomenon. In tune with the considerations of Sanskrit §
grammar and also kepping in view the context, the correct meaning |
of vadhyete can only be “are tied”. :

The word ‘badhyate’ is found in the chapter on marriage in
Atharva-veda 14.1.26 and also in Rgveda 10.85.28 reading qfgd-ag
§e9 where it is clearly interpreted even by Europeans as ‘the husband
is bound in bonds (of family life)’.

As such, the verse of Mahabharata under consideration would
really mean that two thousand cattle used to be kept near the
kitchen by chaining to the peg, so that their products like milk may
be available readily even at odd times for the guests. The idea of
keeping other 2000 animals may be for utilising them for transport
of materials needed in the reception of guests.

Be it known that this verse is not found in all the editions of
Mahabharata. As already explained, the Dharma-Vyadha while
preaching to Kausika Brahmana on various subjects has not
quoted any historical example. The dialogue between Dharma-
Vyadha and Kausika Brahmana is spread over ten chapters in




Were Cows Slaughtered at King Rantideva’s Place 87
Rantideva in Meghadita

Vana-parva in verses approximating the number of days in a year
out of which about 20 verses recount the previous birth of Dharma-
Vyadha and about three-quarters of a hundred relate to the querries
by Kausika Brahmana. The balance of nearly 250 verses relates to
the preaching by Dharma-Vyadha. Out of these, no historical
example is quoted on any subject dealt with. in the preaching.
Quoting historical instances in preaching ahimsa (non-violence) is
against the system of preaching by Dharma-Vyadha, particularly
against the context of the subject as interpreted by the protagonists.
Hence it is also not free from doubt, whether this verse is genuine
or not.

Rantideva in the Meghadiita of the great poet Kilidasa

.The great poet Kalidasa has also mentioned King Rantideva’s
glory in the prior part (Pirva-megha) in a stanza, which is numbered
as 45 in some editions and 48 or 49 in others. The text with the
resolution of sandhi and English translation based on Shri M. R. Kale
is quoted below :—

2 3 5 4 1
ATUET TAY, YREOANY, 9] SgSTearsar
7 9 8 6
fasgss: wewwmarg difwfn  geant:

: 10 16 15 11
SATRIRAT: AT ATSTAATH, ATATISTA,
18 17 14 13 12

sargeat gfa aftwary razaea sifag

(1. Segfuqrear ) When you have gone over some distance,
( 2. JIREY ) after having waited on ( 3. @@y 4. 33 ) the God
( 5. WMy ) born of Sara reeds, ( 6. gPAnRf: ) your path being
left (7. fage=: ) by the pairs of Siddhas ( 8. #foifif: ) bearing lutes
(in their hands ) (9. SFMIR ) from fear of the drops of water,



88 A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’

( 10. sgiBFaan: ) you do hang down ( and stop there ) (11. HIAfISE )
to do honour (12. G ) to the glory (13. I+q3a® ) of Rantideva
(14. gRRorgrg ) sprung (15. 3SHATH ) from ALAMBHA ( 16. §RfFc=a)
of cows (dauthger of Surabhi) and ( 17. g ) appearing on earth
( 18. Eargeaf ) in the form of a river.

Mallindtha in his ‘Sarhjivani’ commentary on Meghadita has
interpreted the portion *‘GRATIAAI FeRIwy w4 Wdigeat”
as follows : .

qur Rz uadt alges aa@FISEws
IATFRiACTZToTRUR:  FTFAA Qe |
a1 SRuedteateaTad  gfa 0

meaning thereby that :

(9¢i) In ancient times (f& ) verily (&1fdq) a certain ()
river ( ¥8-¢ ) streamed out ({THfsTRy ) of blood trickling down
(=H@:) from the heaps of hide (@Warg) collected together (q&=)
in one place (TAFAY ) in the dlambha of cows (VF AR )
by King Rantideva. (1) It ( JIRIZT ) became famous ( FHUAHT)
as Carmanvati.

’The same iJortion has been commented upon by Madhava Shastri
on page 18 of ‘Kavyasara-sangraha’ published by Sunderlal Jain,
Punjab Sanskrit Pustakalaya, Lahore, 1929 as follows :

gfaaaar—me:, arat ArssRd—aei, aat Srat—sgar,
gfa, a1 satgert—areslo, aftaar—sgras qanmg |

The literal English translation of above would be as follows :

gUiaaa—ma: Cow ; @rai their ; J@FIH—Ngoi  sprinkling or
‘spraying with water ; & therefrom ; Sgi—gai delivering ;

" ¥fy on earth ; 9 and ; WIIGeAI—yaE €A% in the form of a
stream ; GRUIAI—®qFTR Tq1F having been transformed ;
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The running translation of the above would be as follows :

Sprinkling or spraying of cows with water delivered on earth and
which has been transformed in the form of a stream.

Madhava Shastri has interpreted alambha to mean proksapa that
is sanctifying by means of water, which resulted in a stream.
Sanctifying by sprinkling of water cannot result in a stream. The
stream can only be possible if vast numbers of animals are sanctified
by water spray bath. After such sanctifying he has also indicated
killing of cows, which cannot be correct according to descriptions
at several places in the Mahabharata and also according to their
larger context, but so far the word alambha is concerned, he has
not directly interepreted it to mean violence (see the caption
“Meaning of Alabhyanta, Alambha etc.” in this chapter). Any
sane person considering the episode without any prejudice would
arrive at the only conclusion that according to the description of
King Rantideva at several places in the Mahabharata and their
respective contexts, violence by King Rantideva is not proved but
gift of cows alone is proved which resulted in spreading his glory.
(See the caption : ‘True facts of King Rantideva’s Glory as narrated
in the Mahabharata’).

Killing of cow progeny is prohibited by Hindus as well as Christian
scriptures. Muslim religion also prohibits beef eating. (See the
caption ‘Cow-slaughter—Hienous crime in Manusmrti’, ‘Cow-slaughter
—Hienous crime in Christianity’ and ‘Prohibition of Beaf-eating in
Islam under ‘Were Cow-slaughter, Meat-Sacrifice and Meat-eating
Prevalent in the Vedic Age’ 7). Therefore, no sane person will agree
that heinous acts like cow-killing can be the cause of earning glory
for King Rantideva. As such, the words @labhyanta in the Mahabharata
and Alambha in the Meghadita of the great poet Kalidasa cannot
mean violence.

It is also worth noting that according to Mallinatha’s commentary,
trickling of blood drops from the heap of hides resulted in a flow of a
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river which is famous by the name Carmanvati. The basis of this
appears to be a verse of the 29th Chapter of the ééntiparva of the
Mahabharata, which has been discussed earlier (see caption ‘Possible
Reasons for Naming of the River as Carmanvati’).

The readers may see that neither is there any mention of blood
in the original text of the great poet Kalidasa nor is there any justifiable
basis in support of this. Such views of Mallinatha about the
formation of the Carmanvati river cannot be acceptable to any
reasonable person.

Meanings of ‘Alabhyanta’, ‘Alambha’. etc.

In the Dhatupatha of Panini’s grammar, dulabhas praptau (&Y
qIeG} ) occurs as root number 975 in the first conjugation called
‘bhvadi-gana’. Its conjugated form in the present tense third person
singular is Jabhate (9 ). Panini’s grammar stands out pre-eminent
amongst all treatises in the depth of its insight ; it supersedes all in
importance and authoritativeness. According to this authentic work,
the meaning of labhate ( WA ) is none except the sense of ‘obtaining’
(9rg #H1). The science of grammar is vast—3H+quR F& SIS,
As such, to find out whether there is any other meaning of the root
‘labh’, we looked into other references and found that ‘labh’ also
means YOI that is urging, inciting, direction, command etc.
This has been accepted by the Maitrayani-samhita, Sayana-bhasya,
Candra-Vyakarana, Jainendra-Vyakarana, Kasakrtsna-Vyakarana,
Katantra-Vyakarana, S'ikat_iyana-Vyékarana and Hemacandra
Vyakarana also. The Varanaseya Sanskrit University of Varanasi, which
is considered the seat of Sanskrit learning in India, has published a
Dhatupata-samiksa’. There too, we do not find the root ‘Jabh’in the
meaning of violence ‘himsa’ by any stretch.

A Sanskrit scholar has stated :(—

“Some time before Panini, the root /ambh had ceased to be used
in its conjugated forms. Hence grammarians did not incorporate
this root /ambh in the Dhatupatha lists. The words derived from the
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lambh were corelated to the root labh, and hence both the words
alabha and alambha came to mean the same. In fact, the meanings
of both the roots labh and lambh, as well as of their derivatives, are
different. The root /abh has two meanings : (1) obtaining, and
(2) touching. Likewise, the root lambh also has two meanings :
(1) killing and (2) touching. The word alabha from the root labh
and alambha from the root lambh are synonymic in the sense of
‘touching’. So much is certain that alabha does not signify killing
anywhere, and alambha does not mean ‘obtaining’.

The scholar does not cite a scriptural or historical proof in support
of the above.

No dictionary gives the meaning of killing for /lambh. In modern
times no one has put in so much hard effort as European savants in
Sanskrit studies and in researches into the semantics of Sanskrit words.
Had any word carried the sense of killing, then it could not have
escaped their researches, because an objective of European scholars
was to bring out and propagate that Hindu scriptures enjoin killing
(hinsa.)

Even according to all the meanings of the prefix @ found in the
different dictionaries, the roots /abh or lambh with this prefix, that is
alabha or dlambha, cannot signify ‘killing’. Inspite, lexicographers
have also given the meaning of killing both for alabha and alambha,
which can be possible only in a conventional meaning. These lexicons
also give for both the words the following meanings :

‘to obtain, touch, take hold of, etc.’

which have nothing to do with killing. By virtue of their etymology
alabha and alambha do not carry any meaning of killing, and as lexicons
have still accepted ‘killing’ as their meaning, and as in some passages
we come across the meaning of ‘killing’, in such a situation wherever
these words occur, they should be rendered in a ‘killing’ or ‘non-killing’
meaning only after due consideration of the context. '
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In Yajurveda 30.5, the word ‘alabh’ means ‘to obtain or receive’,
such as :

1. sg9 sigei A .. For knowledge he obtains a
: knower (a wise man).

2. 319 U IS .. For heroism he obtains a hero.

3. IO gd ASHA .. For dance he obtains a sata.

4. g¥ig guEIE ASHA .. For dharmc'I he receives a member

of a religious congregation.

In the Smrtris, Grhyasitras, and allied texts alambhana and alabhate
mean ‘touching’ ; for example :

(i) In the Subodhini commentary on ‘Mimarnsa-dar§ana’ 2.3.17
it is stated : InFH: Taf HAfG, that is alambha is sparia
‘touching’.

(ii) In the duties of a Brahmacari—
gady €T T SFUTSTAY

“the brahmacari should avoid looking at a woman or touching
her.” (Manu 2.179).

(iii) In the Upanayana ceremony—

wiaren (F@ariio:) gfyoure afugzd aread

“the teacher touches the heart of the brahmacar?’

(Paraskara-grhyasiitra 2.2.16).

(iv) In the marriage ceremony—

Q0 auar grauiay afagad suewd
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“the bridegroom touches the heart of the bride with his hand
over her right shoulder”. (Paraskar-grhyasiitra 1.8.8) etc. etc.

(v) The Bhagavata-Mahapurana 11.5.13 also clearly testifies that
in yajfia, pasu-alambhana does not convey the meaning of
‘killing’ : —

73 aruast fafda: goareaar wrosad a frar)
(Nagarag 22.4. 1)

“In yajfia, the smelling of wine is prescribed, not its drinking.
In yajfia, the touching of an animal is enjoined not its
killing.”

(vi) The word ®q3f that is ‘touching’ is used for A gift as well.
The great poet Kilidasa has @: ®fem wuzfadr g in
Raghuvarnéa 2.49 where spariayata ( ©uZiqer ) means danam

(& )—gift.

It is customary even now a days that a donor has to touch the
items of gift and then those items are passed on to the persons accepting
those gifts. If the items or varieties of gifts are so many that it is nct
possible to touch them physically, then they are glanced over and thus
touched by mere eye-sight.

Chapter 29 of the Santiparva (Rajadharma) of the Mahabharata
enumerates the names of kings who became famous by giving away
cows in donation ; hence the context of the word alabhyanta in JSWF+q
1< A of verse 127 of Gita Press and Chitrashala editions and verse
119 of the edition of Bhandarkar Research Institute, Poona, can
mean only ‘obtaining’ (If§ ) or ‘touching (¥9zf) in relation to the
donation of cows. Similarly the meaning of the word alambha in
PRI AT ITea aﬂfﬁq of Pirvamegha in the Meghaduta
of the great poet Kalidasa also relates to the donation of cows ard
not their killing.



IS BEEF POSSIBLE IN MADHUPARKA ?

Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra in his book ‘Beef in Ancient India’
and Pandurang Vaman Kane in his book ‘History of Dharmasastra’
Vol. II, Part I, Chapter 10 (Madhuparka and Other Usages) ; and
Vol. II, Part II, Chapter 12 (Bhojana—Flesh-eating) have tried to
prove that madhuparka contained meat and that too beef. Besides
foreigners, a number of other Indian writers too have at times
described and referred to it in their articles. Let us consider it.

Madhuparka in the Vedas

The famous Vedic scholar of modern times, the late Pandit Shripad
Damodar Satavalekar writes in his Go-J#igna-Kosa, Ancient Period,
Vedic section, Part I :—

“Several people say that the rite of madhuparka is Vedic and meat
is its essential ingredient. But the word madhuparka itself is not
found in the Rgveda, Yajurveda and Samaveda ; it is also not
found in the Brahmanas and Upanisads. It occurs only once in
the Atharvaveda Sathhita. This mantra is :

JUT T SAAR ﬂ'gq‘%‘\ gqr aq: | (Atharvaveda 10.3.21)
“May I be blessed by the glory that dwells in the draught of soma

and in madhuparka.”

This is all that is found about madhuparka in all the four Sarhhitas
of the Vedas. Therefore it is not possible to ascertain as to what
should be the ingredients of madhuparka, and what not. But this is
a fact that whosoever claim that meat is a necessary ingredient of
madhuparka, their view point cannot be proved by the Vedic mantras.
Beyond this, evenin the Brahmanas and Upanisads, no text has any
mention of madhuparka. Therefore it is impossible to prove by Vedic
testimony that meat is necessary in the Vedic madhuparka,
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Although the word madhuparka is not found in the Vedas anywhere
else, yet the word madhupeya (AY3q ) occurs. This too can be taken
asits synonym. This is a good, delicious i.e., sweet drink, as it appears
from the following mantra of Rgveda 6.44.21 :—

gTsfa et g gfgsar gur fasgat guafeaarang )
FU d FIT™ qarg €@Ig @ FIA@ G

(7T & ¥¥.R?)

In the last quartet of this mantra we find the words ( g TEY #YAA ).
They mean ‘sweet drink madhupeya’. But this is not any independent
drink, it is the soma juice itself, to indicate which, the word indu is
there in this very mantra. Vrsa ( @91 ) vrsabhak ( 9H: ) in this mantra
signify an ‘ox’.

Seeing these words, many seem to have conjectured the meat
of an ox as an ingredient of madhupeya. But this mantra is in praise
of god Indra and it means : ‘O, God Indra ! thou art the giver of
strength to earth, heavens, rivers, moveable and immoveables, so come
here at the time of drinking madhu.” Though Mr. Griffith has
translated it into English as : “Though art the ‘bull’ of earth, the
‘bull’ of heaven” ; the meaning here is not ‘the bull’ but ‘the giver of
strength’,—this need not be explained to those who comprehend the
meanings inherent in English words. If anyone insists that as the two
words vrsa and madhupeya occur in this mantra, therefore meat of a
bull is required in madhuparka, then his contention will not be credible
because to thrust on the mantra a sense which is not therein—is not a
learned person’s work.

Following are the meanings of vrsa (9 ), vrsabha (W) and
vrsakarma (gu&#Ai ) found in the Sanskrit-English Dictionary of
Monier-Williams ;—
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vrsa (J9) — (i) A strong or a potent man ;

(ii) The chief of the class or any thing the
most excellent or prominent or best of its

kind.

vrsabha (Q9Y ) — Bull (in Veda, epithet of various gods, as
of Indra),

vrsakarma (9HHf ) — Doing manly deeds as Indra (Rgveda).

Thus it is proved that there is no mention of madhuparka in the
Vedas except in one passage in the Atharvaveda. Madhupeya is
mentioned in the Rgveda. The ingredients of madhuparka are not
specified anywhere in the Vedas. The name only indicates that it is
something sweet. Therefore it cannot be proved from the Vedas that
there is any possibility of any type of meat in madhuparka according
to the Vedas. Let us now consider as to what are the ingredients of
madhuparka according to the other texts.

Ingredients of Madhuparka

Madhuparka has been prescribed for special honoured guests
who have come from far-off places. Wherever the ingredients of
madhuparka have been described in the scriptures, nowhere has meat
been included in them. Curd, ghee, milk, honey and candy-sugar
are the main constituents of madhuparka. Some have not taken all
of them but mentioned only a few of them. In some sources, parched
barley powder (sattu) has also been mentioned as one of the ingredients
of madhuparka.

Now let us see what are the ingredients of madhuparka in the various
texts :—

1. TANTRASARA (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Varanasi,
November 1938, Chapter I, page 53) :

. ¢
arsd  gfamafini agew  faggan

“Wise men prescribe the mixture of ghee, curd and honey in
madhuparka,” '
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The same has been quoted in Sabda-kalpadruma (Chowkhamba
Sanskrit Series, Varanasi, 1961, Part III, page 599, column 2)
while explaining the word madhuparka.

At the same place in éabda-kalpadruma in the meanings of
madhuparka, the following has been quoted from the
KALIKA-PURANA, chapter 7

g afusds ity fadarfaeg qerfa: |

ge7d  gIoReg  wE39iqged |
“Curd, ghee, milk, honey and candy-sugar—all these five
constitute madhuparka which satisfies all the gods.”

. YAINAVALKYA SAMHITA by Brahma (Smrti-sandarbha,
first edition, part 4, page 2430, published by Mansukh Rai
Mor, 5 Clive Row, Calcutta), chapter 8, stanza 202,

o Y o e
FIETqH QATgF  ZFARIITIA |
mIo: & fadar fases s sdtaft 0

“The preparation with curd, honey and ghee in a bronze vessel
is called madhuparka.”

ASVALAYANA-GRHYA-SUTRA 1.24.5,6
zafa  ameardta, afmai  aeasa

“One should mix curd and honey, and ghee if honey is not
available.”

PARASKARA-GRHYA-SUTRA chapter on marriage, 1.3.5

streefea fagd qret qrgrdgTwRasgATaAHdE |
wqaw gfunggaafufid wied ®ieda )

After describing other items in the first line, the ingredients
of madhuparka have been detailed in the second line :
“Madhuparka is made of curd, honey and ghee in a bronze vessel
covered with a_bronze lid, ' ”

7
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6. VARAHA-GRHYA-SUTRA 124

Hie? Y qU  Qgfea awartasa,
qffagr faararaada qqi: afaeera |

“The celebrant should come for worship with mixture of honey
and curd in a bronze vessel or in a camasa vessel shaped like
the pranita covered with a big lid, along with the sipping water.”

APASTAMBIYA-DHARMA-SUTRA 2.4.8.8,9

gfamgaass agas: qat 9T AGEYIA | N 3T |

“Madhuparka should be prepared by mixing curd and honey
or by mixing milk and honey, and if they are not available, water
should be mixed with honey.”

BAUDHAYNA-GRHYA-SUTRA 1.2.10—13

In sutra 9, bringing of madhu has been described. In sutras
10 to 13 the ingredients to be mixed with honey have been
described as follows :

gfx qat ar fid & g
“f curd or milk is mixed with honey, it is called dvivr¢

(few)”
o g ar P

“if the third ingredient ghee is added, it is called trivet

( f‘aﬁ)”
. e <
a3 fdtd asagy @ sggq |
“by mixing the second ingredient i.e. if firstly milk has been

mixed then curd and if firstly curd has been mixed then by mixing
milk, it is called caturvet (TG )"
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ATE: qgHied T |

“by mixing the fifth ingredient, i.e. water, it is called parkta
(g )

9. JAIMNIYA-GRHYA-SUTRA 1.19

amafy @y afafed waay, g=ar Az
gfanratsgfa@z S3aea:, gaar Aq qaeq: |
“Curd and honey are mixed in it. With curd it is called

dadhimantha ( Sfg9~g ) ; with water it is termed udamantha
(3g8+g ) and with milk it is designated as payasya (9qeg)”

10. HIRANYAKESI-GRHYA-SUTRA 1.12.10

The text of Hiranyakesi-grhya-sitra was neither available with
any book seller nor in any library. But its evidence was found in
the German book : ‘Ritval Literatur Vedische Opfer und Zauber’
by Alfred Hillebrandt, published by Verlag von Karl. J. Trubner,
Strassburg, in 1897. It is cited below in the original German, with an
interhnear English word-for-word translation ;

Hierauf folgt dic Darbietung des Spulwassers und des Madhuparka.

Hereafter follows the offering of rinsing water and of Madhuparka.

Dieser bestecht nach  Hiranyake$i 1.12.10 aus drej
These comprise according to Hiranyakesi 1.12.10 of three

oder funf Bestandteilen, namelich dadhi, madhu, ghrta

or five components, namely curd, honey, ghee which can be
wozu noch dpah und saktu’s treten konnen

mixed with water and saktus (flour of barley, parched in hot
© sand)

- According to Hiranyakes$i 1.12.10—firstly water should be offered
for washing and then madhuparka which contains three or five
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ingredients—curd, honey and ghee ; to which water and groats of
barley meal (saktu) can be added.

11. Meanings of madhuparka in Monier-Williams® Sanskrit-English
Dictionary, page 780—

(i) A mixture of honey ;
(ii) An offering of honey and milk ;

(iii) A respectful offering to a guest, or to the bridegroom on his
arrival at the door of the father of the bride, sometimes
consisting of equal parts of curd, honey and clarified
butter.

At other places too wherever the ingredients of madhuparka have
been detailed, what to talk of beef, there is not even the slightest
indication of meat. When meat has nowhere been included in the
ingredients of madhuparka, then how is it alleged that meat is essential
in madhuparka or that there can be no madhuparka without meat.
The most essential ingredient of madhuparka is honey, without which
there can be no madhuparka. Only the Aévaliyana-g}‘hya-sﬁtra
prescribes that ghee can be taken if honey is not available, nowhere
else such a prescription has been made ; though other ingredients in
place of milk, curd or ghee have been prescribed. Apastambiya-
dharma-siitra has even prescribed that if neither milk nor curd is
available, then madhuparka can be prepared by mixing honey in water.
It is not understandable as to how the Asvalayana-grhya-siitra has
accepted madhuparka without honey when the name madhuparka
itself indicates the essentiality of honey in it. There appears to be
some transgression. It is probably due to a pressing occasion when
some followers of Aévaliyana must have ruled in a hurry that ghee
could be mixed in place of honey when it is not available, to avoid
inconvenience of waiting to the guest. From that very time onwards
the followers of Asvalayana would have recognised the convention of §
mixing ghee in place of honey when it was not available. Whatever
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it be, meat is not mentioned anywhere in the ingredients of madhuparka,
inspite of ransacking searches.

The descriptions of the ingredients of madhuparka in the various
scriptures prove that there is not even an inkling of meat in madhuparka.
So it is firmly proved that madhuparka contains no meat. Whichever
passages are referred to as prescribing meat in madhuparka, such as :

1. armaian ngﬁ wafa swafa | (Asvalayana-Grhya-Siitra 1.24.26)
2. 7 SqFTHIAIST: 1| (Paraskara-Grhya-Siitra 1,3.29)

3. aguw = 98 = fagdgawdfn
axq quat feear arademdicag:  (Manu 5.41)

will be discussed later on.

Impracticability of Beef in the Reception of a Guest with Madhuparka

The rites of receiving an honourable guest with madhuparka have
been detailed in the Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.24 and Paraskara-
grhya-siitra 1.3. Only on the basis of these two grhya-siitras, people
opine that meat (beef) is essential in madhuparka. Let us now consider
the possibility of meat in madhuparka according to the rites described

in them.
The seQuence of rites given in these grhya-siitras is as follows :
1. Offering of a seat and its acceptance ;
2. Offering of water for washing the feet ;
3. Offering of arghya ( 31ed ) and its acceptance ;
4. Offering of sipping water (dcamaniya) and its acceptance ;
5

Accepting madhuparka, mixing it with the thumb and third
finger, sprinkling madhuparka in the four directions by these
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very fingers, taking madhuparka thrice from its middle by
these very fingers, and leaving the residue ;

6. Cleaning the mouth by sipping water.

The rites upto here are almost identical in the Asvalayana and
Paraskara-grhya-siitras. Till this place there is no point for difference
of opinion. Hereafter interpretations differ, which will be discussed
separately according to both the grhya-siitras in the forthcoming
sections. Here it will suffice to point out that there is no mention of
meat in the ingredients of madhuparka, nor is meat mentioned till the
completion of the rite by cleansing the mouth with sipping water.
When a guest arrives, all the rites in the chain of his honoured reception
by madhuparka are performed one after the other in a regular sequence
and without interruption. There is no waiting for any length of time.
Therefore, it does not seem possible that a cow could be slaughtered
instantaneously, her meat taken out, be cooked, be mixed with
madhuparka and then it could be served to the guest. It takes a long
time to slaughter a cow, to extract her meat and then to cook it. It
does not seem possible that an honoured guest was required to wait
for such a long time. The followers of Asvalayana do not let an
honourable guest wait even for honey and hence accept ghee in its
place.

Moreover, a guest cannot consume the entire meat of a cow. The
quantity of madhuparka for the occasion can permit only a fraction of
an ounce of meat in it. How can it be desirable to slaughter a cow
for such a little quantity of meat ? Therefore, when a cow is brought
after the guest has partaken of madhuparka and has cleansed his mouth
by sipping water, her bringing in can be either for gifting her to the
guest, or for offering instantaneously drawn milk to the guest for which
he will not have to wait.

Gift of a Cow in Madhuparka

Some scriptures specifically prescribe that a cow should be gifted
in madhuparka.
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Aruna-smrti, chapter 1, (published by Mansukhrai Mor,
5, Clive Row, Calcutta) :

ggwtor ar  Agat  Qggawafow g % 0
arafyaafafa= ar giarg gasm ar
ageE & a1 Ag: ar Ag: FAEET I 1S |
qar: @qt fgam fagra afvge aasa: |
a @ qua feda quoEfasihET | 8¢

“As there is no effect of water on a lotus leaf, similarly sin does
not effect a learned dwija who accepts a cow gifted at the time
of a yajfia, in a religious performance, on performing expiation
rites, for offerings (homa), for regaining his lost health, in the rites
of madhuparka, and on fulfilment of desire (karma-siddhi).”

Manu-smrti 3.3 :

d odid wagwr SgETael  fugs |
@ffgui asq srewwEdeagd a9t |l

“Being justly applauded for his strict performance of his duty,
and having received from his natural or spiritual father the sacred
gift of the Vedas, let him on an elegant bed, decked with a garland
of flowers, and let his father honour him before his nuptials with
the present of a cow according to the Madhuparka rite.” (translated
by Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra in ‘Beef in Ancient India’)

Manu-smrti 3.119, 120 prescribes that ordained person who has

finished his studies should be honoured by madhuparka and Manu-smrti
3.3 prescribes that a cow should be gifted to such an ordained one ;
and in the succeeding stanzas he has been permitted to marry an
auspicious girl. It is clear from this that an ordained brahmacari

_should first be honoured with madhuparka along with an offer of a

cow. Probably its reason is that one who has been physically weakened
by the hard labours of studies and by performing the strict duties of a
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brahmacari should increase his vigour and regain his health’ by drinking
cow’s milk before marriage so that he may be able to carry on with
married life without adverse effect.

3. The following siitras of the Apastamba-dharma-siitra 2.4.8 are
also indicative of the offering or gifting of a cow :

(i) agawEl Agreara:

“One who studies the Vedas is eligible to a cow and
madhuparka.” (5)

(i) sraratafeax gagoa va fa afidaewigafasagat
TR —

“A teacher, priest, father-in-law, king—if they come once
a year they should be offered a cow and madhuparka.”

Immediately after these siitras follows the enumeration of the
ingredients of madhuparka :
gfa mgeEs® Agaw: QY 91 AgETTY | TR ITHRA N

If the sense of a ‘cow’ would have been its beef, then it would have
surely been included in the enumeration of ingredients. Evidently
therefore, only the gifting of a cow is desired in these sutras.

Historical Examples of the Gift of a Cow with Madhuparka

Let us now look into the historical examples of madhuparka,
wherein only the gift of a cow is mentioned and not serving its beef
after immediate slaughter.

Valmikiya Ramayana :

(2) When Sri Rama went to Bharadvija Muni, he (Bharadvija
Muni) gave a reception"to $ri Rama by offering madhuparka and a
cow in gift. .

a€q ag q_qd q&T vAgAET MA@ |
Iqragq  qATAT  AWEAEEE ads
(Ayodhya-kanda 54.17)
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meaning—Pious Bharadvaja Muni after hearing highly intellected
Prince Sri Rama, offered him water for washing feet and hands and
then offered arghya (madhuparka) and also a cow in gift.

(b) On the arrival of Maharsi Agastya and others Lord Sri Rama
also offered them madhuparka in reception along with a cow in gift.

FZAT qTHTA, GATEIeg FgeqTT FATSATS: |
qrarsaifgfauas af fada s &g
(Uttara-kanda 1.13)

meaning—On arrival of those great sages, Sri Rama Candra got up
and stood before them with folded hands and then worshipped them
with high esteem by offering water for washing their feet and hands
and by offering arghya (madhuparka) and a cow in gift to each of
them.

Mahabharata :
(a) When Sri Narada presented himself in the assembly of King

Yudhisthira, the King received him with madhuparka rite and with the
gift of a cow.

T A AYTR T GESFTIEART |
AAATATH TEAT QERTRYST aHfag I
(Sabha-parva 5.15)

meaning—The king, conversant with religious observances & duties,
worshipped them in the prescribed manner by offering water (for
washing feet and hands), madhuparka and a cow in gift and pleased
them by fulfilling all their desires.

(b) When Lord Sri Krsna arrived in the assembly of Kauravas,
a cow was gifted to Him in His reception by madhuparka rites :

AY A AGIR TACIIH T FATER |

IqHE FAATPATE  JATTSTOEET: |
(Udyoga-parva 89.19))



106 A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’

meaning—The priests of Dhrtarastra presented water, madhuparka
and a high breed cow for the reception of Bhagavan Janardana.

(c) When Lord Sri Krsna came to Duryodhana’s place, there
too the gift of a cow with madhuparka is mentioned :—

afena i Agew ATgTH T JATER |
fadzarara agr gEE usd T B |
(Udyoga-parva 91.9,10)

meaning—Kururaja (Duryodhana) offered water, madhuparka, cow
and his palace and kingdom on the occasion.

Srimad-Bhagavata Mahapurana:

(a) When Akriira arrived in Braja, Lord Krsna received him with
madhuparka rite and presented a cow in gift.

29T €W aed fada T quEag |
geater fafagq ot agawfdumea
fadm o arfaa? e seaAga: |

wed  gggel Wed wrgaargg fag:
(Srimad-Bhagavata 10.38.38-39)

meaning—Then, enquiring about his safe arrival and giving him an
excellent seat, Balarama washed his feet with due ceremony and
fetched (for him) an offering called madhuparka (consisting of honey,
clarified butter and curds). Again, bestowing on the guest a cow
and massaging him, weary as he was, the almighty Lord respectfully
and with (great) reverence brought (for him) pure food endowed
with manifold excellences.

(b) When Kauravas honoured Balarama with madhuparka rite,
there too, a cow was presented.
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d €a UTATE AT 9 FqA5q4, |

ATt T geqwraan: qorg: facar a@g
(Srimad Bhagavata 10.68.19)

meaning—They received Balarama with due honours and offered
Him arghya and a cow ; and such of them as knew His greatness
saluted Him with their heads (bent low).

(c) When Sudama visited Dvaraka, the reception to him included
the gift of a cow, even though reception by madhuparka rites is not
clearly specified :

o [
g&:  grfafufed  sdiarafefiman
AfaTssAT areg w1 T STTanseg |
(ﬁrimad Bhagavata 10.80.22)
meaning—Having joyfully worshipped His friend with scented fumes
and rows of lights, and offering him betel-leaf seasoned with catechu,

lime, areca-nut parings and cloves etc. and a cow, the Lord greeted
the Brahmana with sweet words.

(d) On his arrival at the place of Bahulasva in Janakapura, when
Lord Krsna was given a reception with madhuparka rite, gift of a
cow is very explicit :—

HFZIaT 9, geAl qwAiaR AT, |

ATATEATTACFRAITNOTSINTT: )
(Srimad Bhagavata 10.86.29)

meaning—King Bahulasva sprinkled that all-purifying water on his
head and on his relatives and worshipped the Lord as well as the
divine sages by offering them sandal-paste, flowers, textiles, ornaments,
scented fumes, lights, oblations of water, cow and oxen.
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Brahma-vaivarta-purana, Sri Krsna Janma-khand :

(a) On the arrival of Garg Muni at the name-giving ceremony at
Nanda Bhavan, he was offered cow alongwith madhuparka.  (13.10)

qre M wIeR T equifagrad g5t | (23.20)

(b) When Uddhava reached Vrndavana and came to the house
of Nanda, then Yasoda and Rohini welcomed him with madhuparka
alongwith the offering of a cow. , (92.13)

aad = 9 AT A AYTH T g7 (8R.23)

(c) When Garga went to Vasudeva, then he (Vasideva) honoured
him with madhuparka and the offering of a cow. (99.4)

agaw wIAIG afy gIIgH auT |
Z2qT T gEqAT qRATATE Afwa: | (Re.¥)
(d) When Lord Krsna went to the Great Sage Sandipani for

studies, then the Sage honoured him with madhuparka and a cow.
(102.4)

stfegeeT giveiss: qeatate & gar |
AYTH - AGAA TET GEIW  awgA: | (203.¥)

(¢) King Bhismaka offered madhuparka and a cow in honour of
Lord Krsna. (107.93)

=g 9 9gft ax galgAwThaan |
aqew = gifa qalg aex aegag | (200.83)

Several similar examples can be found in the other Puranas. But
there is not a single instance, wherein beef or any other kind of meat
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is served with madhuparka. Even at present, the meat eaters will not
accept in madhuparka the raw meat obtained by slaughter of any animal
on the spot.

Agvalayana-Grhya-Sitra

Pandurang Vaman Kane in his book ‘History of Dharmasastra’
Vol. IT, Part I, Chapter 10, page 543, lines 22-23 says—*‘the procedure
of madhuparka is set out in the A$valayana-grhya-siitra 1.24,” which is
correct. In the ingredients of madhuparka it prescribes a mixture of
curd and honey and if honey is not available then ghee can be mixed.
This has been described before. There is no difference of opinion
regarding the subsequent rites described and in their interpretation.
After partaking of madhuparka and rinsing the mouth with sipping
water, the subsequent rites are described by Panduranga Vaman Kane
as follows on page 545, lines 3-8 :

“When he has sipped water, they announce to him the cow. Having
muttered the words ‘destroyed is my sin, my sin is destroyed’, he
says ‘Om, do it’, if he desired to have the cow killed ; if he is desirous
of letting her go, he mutters the verse (Rig. VIII, 101, 15) the mother
of Rudras and daughter of Vasus and says ‘let her go’,”

The original siitras are :
ATIFARGHTT AT AT | 2 W
gat & qrear ® ga gfa safteat geata srefasas 123 )

Its simple, straight-forward and word-to-word meaning is :

“gravaigar (When the mouth has been rinsed with sipping water)
i 3<g-9 (a cow is gifted), & (my) qir (sin) g: (is destroyed)
(9 (thus) SfGeaf (uttering) & (pronouncing Om) gfJ (thus he says)
Fed (do it) RG], (if he wants to get it done),
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In the contents of Aévaléyana-g}"hya-sﬁtra with the commentary
of Garga Narayana published in 1893 by Jivanand Vidyasagar, No. 2,
Ramanath Mazumdar Street, Calcutta, the heading of this 23rd sitra
has been given as JEFIeHI MgAY which means ‘gift of cow
after rinsing mouth with sipping water’, which has been interpreted by
Pandurang Vaman Kane as ‘they announce to him the cow’.

The meaning of the word kuruta ( $%d ) in the 24th siitra has
been taken by Pandurang Vaman Kane as ‘do it’ that is ‘perform
the duty that should be done’ but it is not understandable wherefrom
he has inserted later on ‘if he desires to have it killed’. When the
madhuparka has been taken, the mouth has been purified with sipping
water, and the cow has been announced for gift, then the reply comes :
‘T accept it’ preceded by Om, the rite of gift be performed, and if it is
not acceptable then the following siitra prescribes that the mantra of
Rgveda VIII.101.15 should be pronounced :

arar ggiut gfgar agarg—zfa aftaatgeawdcgmeaa, 14

“He mutters : ‘The mother of Rudras and the daughter of Vasus’
and says : ‘Let her go’ (to her place as I will not take her along).
This mantra is also not suited to this context. We shall discuss
it later. The sense ‘if he desires to have the cow killed’ is nowhere
in the original sttra. It is understandable that the cow was gifted*
after all the rites of welcome were effected i.e. offering of water
for washing the feet, offering scented water for cleaning hands,
offering and acceptance of madhuparka, and the purification of
mouth with sipping water but it is hard even to imagine her
slaughter.

After it, Pandurang Vaman Kane writes on page 545, lines 8-9 :
‘Let the madhuparka not be without flesh’, which seems to be the
meaning of the last sitra of Aévalayana-grhya-sitra 1.24.

aratat agaat wwfa aafa 1R

*Sce the prescriptions of Scriptures regarding it under the heading ‘Gift
of A Cowin Madhuparka’,
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In the present day printed texts, this sutra is found which is
interpreted by the supporters of meat-eaters as ‘Madhuparka is not
devoid of flesh’. The sandhi can be resolved in two ways, giving two
interpretations : (1) Madhuparka is never devoid of flesh; and
(2) Madhuparka is never with flesh, which will be discussed in details
later on. ‘Madhuparka is never devoid of flesh’ is not relevant.

In the madhuparka rite, curd and honey or curd and ghee have
been prescribed as its ingredients and there is not even an inkling of
flesh. After therite of madhuparka has been completed, which means
that after the mouth has been rinsed with sipping water taking
madhuparka and if then the guest mutters Om and says ‘kill it’ and
‘the madhuparka is not without flesh’—these things can neither be
reconciled because of the sequence of their occurrence and nor are
they correct as a matter of principle. If flesh would have been essential
in madhuparka, then it would have been mentioned among the
ingredients of madhuparka and the announcement of the offering of
the cow would have been before the offering and acceptance of
madhuparka and if the guest would have had a longing for madhuparka
with flesh, he would have muttered Om and said ‘do (kill) it’ before
accepting madhuparka. Then madhuparka would have been prepared,
offered, accepted and the mouth rinsed with sipping water. Therefore,
it is certain that the announcement of the offering of cow is only for
gift and if the guest does not like to take along the cow, he can say
‘let her go to her place, I will not take her’. It is impossible to fancy
the presence of fesh in madhuparka, because when a guest who has
already arrived at one’s door has to be honoured, there is not so much
scope of time that a cow be slaughtered, her flesh extracted and then it be
cooked. Therefore, the fancy that ‘Madhuparka is never without meat’
is entirely unjustfied and improper. It cannot be conceded that such a
point would not have occurred to a jurist of the stature of Pandurang
Vaman Kane (M.A., LL.M., Advocate). It is a different thing that he
should knowingly close his eyes to it with some other end in view
and that he should try to conceal it even from other people for the
attainment of his objective,
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Let us now consider Aévalayana-grhya-sitra 1.24.25 whch is
incongruent and which we had promised to discuss later on :

arar gxrort giear agarg—sfy sfedigeasegamaa 1

It means that the leaving or taking away of the cow may be permitted
by uttering the mantra ‘mata rudranam ...... >, This is the Rgved
mantra VIIL.101.15 and its full text is as follows :

ATAT TFTOMT ZleAT agAT EqarfgTaTAgaes aifa: |
u g aid fafrg® st ar araamt afxfa qfisz

Its word-to-word meaning is :

= A7 (mother of the brave Maruts who make the enemies
wail), a9 gfgar (the daughter of Vasus), anfeeami @@ (sister
of the sons of Aditi) and spawy A1f: (the focal point of ambrosia
is the cow, therefore) faf$gd SHG (to the wise man) § A& J
(I announce) #y afese (do not kill) aAmi e @i (the innocent
and inviolable cow). Here aditi has double meaning—one which
has been given above and the other ARy sifkfq:i.e., one who
produces consumables like milk, curd, butter ghee etc. Both the
meanings are appropriate and acceptable. #i @i afgsg (do not
kill the cow—this is injunction of the Veda contained in this mantra.
(See Ga-jfiana-kosa, Ancient Section, Vedic Age, Part I, page 3
edited by Pt. Shripad Damodar Satavalekar).

How impossible a conjecture it is and in tot@ contradiction to
the injunction of the above Vedic mantra that after the completion
of the rites of madhuparka, the guest by muttering the sacred Om
should say : do it (kill it) if he (the honoured guest, who has been
offered madhuparka and who has completed the madhuparka ceremony),
desires to have the cow killed. Then imagine how improbable it is
to mention that MAE) qyqsf WA (the madhuparka is never without
meat) when the madhuparka rites have been completed without meat.

Besides the above reasons, another point deserves consideration,
i.e., when the madhuparka rites have been completed, is it desirable
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to feed uncooked meat of an instantaneously slaughtered cow to the
guest ? Even if it is accepted that the cow is killed then and there
and that uncooked flesh is served, then has it to be enquired from an
honoured guest whether he will eat a certain thing or not ? Whatever
is the best, is put before an honoured guest and it is up to him to
accept it if he so desires or to leave it if he does not relish it.

Furthermore, even at present, people who take meat, never like
the heinous act of slaughtering an animal in their presence. Slaughtering
is done only where they cannot witness it and thence meat comes for
the consumption of these meat-eating people belonging to a civilised
society. Then how can one imagine something contradictory to this
generality and that too about the great saints and sages dwelling in
the forests ?

Therefore, if the meaning of Asvalayana-grhya-sitra 1.24..26
AW AguPf Hafd be taken as ‘there is no madhuparka without
animal flesh’, then it will be contrary to the context and because of
its being unsuitable, it can never be relevant to the sense. Therefore,
it wll have to be accepted as an interpolation. Other interpretations
of this sitra are given below :—

1. In qwiet Ayqsf wafd the sandhi of AR can also be
resolved as H+3JMiG!. By resolution in this manner, the prefix
&1 in JMEY may be taken in the following sense according to
Amarakosa 3.3.239 :

Frvedsficmdt @Wid arg S | Its breaking of words s
Irg &9 ¥ e - eig@nd | It means that the

prefix & is used in the senses of little, pervading, limitation
and addition to the root.

The meaning of S|l of AN AyguPf Hafy will be ‘pervaded
with flesh’ and its sense comes to ‘containing flesh’ only. The
whole sitra will mean RYuHf G 4 Hafd ‘madhuparka is not
pervaded with—not containing i.e., devoid of flesh’.

"8
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This clarifies and removes any misapprehension that the cow
was brought for killing. So it is explicitly pointed out that
madhuparka is never with meat. The bringing in of the cow is
not for slaughter, but for offering or gifting away. If the guest
desires to take away the gifted cow he says ‘Om, do it’ and if
he does not want to take her away, he says ‘let her go’.

Pandit Dinanath Sastri, in his book ‘Sanitana-Dharmailok’ Vol. 6,
pages 337-338, has interpreted the word mdrmsa ( ®i§ ) in relation
to madhuparka as under :

“The above-stated ingredients of madhuparka should be (HiGS )
i.e. rich in fats, nourishing and should not be devoid of substance.
To the word mamsa (®i9), has been suffixed in accordance
with arzf anfd¥alsy ( Astadhyayi 5.2.127) in the sense of ‘with,
together’ and it gives the meaning of ‘rich in fats’.

This meaning is also relevant to the present context. In practice
it means that the milk and curd used in madhuparka should not
be that from which butter or cream has been extracted. Milk
or curd from which butter, cream has been extracted will neither
be rich in fats, nor delicious and tasty, nor well nourishing, rather
it will be devoid of substance. Only good things should be used
for an honoured guest and not things devoid of substance.

Pandit Madhavacharya Sastri has interpreted the word mamsa
(#ig) on page 39 of the ‘Removal of Doubts’ Number ( ZTg1
§AIg 3r¢ ) of his monthly magazine ‘Lokalok’ (published by
Madhava Pustakalaya, Dharmadham, Kamla Nagar, Delhi-7).
There he says that in the context of madhuparka, mamsa ( H/ig )
means the fleshy part of fruits, kernels of dry fruits like almonds
etc., fresh newly milked warm milk, or substantial milkproducts
thickened by boiling and sweetened like T&gY, @11, f@T= etc. This
meaning is also not irrelevant as it is not contradictory to principles.
Incongruence, if any, is that fruits, etc. are not mentioned anywhere
in the ingredients of madhuparka, but curd and milk do figure
among the ingredients and newly-milked fresh warm milk of a
cow is desirable to remove the fatigue of the honoured guest,
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These discussions make it clear that there is no place even for
any surmise of animal-flesh in madhuparka.

Paraskara-Grhya-Siitra

In continuance of the aforesaid description of the rites, the cow
is mentioned only after madhuparka has been taken and the mouth
has been purified with sipping water. Mention of a cow after the
madhuparka has been taken, clearly indicates that there is no possibility
of beef in madhuparka.

Mr. E. W. Hopkins writes about madhuparka in the “Cambridge
History of India” Vol. 1 Chapter 10, page 208 (second edition, 1962,
published by S. Chand & Co., Delhi) :(—

“But it is an old rite of hospitality to kill a cow for a guest and as

a matter of form, each honoured guest is actually offered a cow.”

Mr. E. W. Hopkins further continues :—

“The host says to the guest, holding the knife ready to slay the
cow that he has the cow for him but the guest is directed to say—

“Mother of Rudras, daughter of Vasus, sister of Adityas, Navel
of immortality (is she), do not kill the guiltless cow ; she is (earth
itself), Aditi the goddess.” I speak to them that understand.
He adds, “My sin has been killed and that of so and so, let her go
and eat grass.” But if he really wants to have her eaten, he says,
“I kill my sin and the sin of so and so, (in killing her)”’, and though
in many cases, the offer of the cow is thus plainly a formal piece of -
etiquette, yet the offering to the guest was not complete without
flesh of some sort ; and it is clear from the formulas, any of the
worthiest guests might demand cow’s death.”

Such a statement seems to be based on Paraskara-grhya-siitra 1.3.26
which reads :

ATATFAIRFTT  WrEATITA  MRfa B g

It means that after the guest has taken madhuparka and rinsed
his mouth with sipping water, holding the $dsa (zm¥) the host says
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thrice : ‘this cow is (for you)’. There is no such word in the original
text which refers to killing or slaughtering. It seems that Mr. E. W.
Hopkins has taken the meaning of FM& 3Ny as ‘holding the knife
ready to slay the cow’.

In Yajiiavalkyasarnhita as told by Brahma 8.212 (Smrti-Sandarbha,
part 4, published by Mansukh Rai Mor, 5-Clive Row, Calcutta, first
edition) the meaning of $asa (Zg ) has been given 3IATFT: WMFHIZIT
219 B9 STgq i.e. after cleaning the mouth with sipping water, the
meaning of holding a $asa ( 3119 ) is “to control with a $asa ( 2N )”.

The meaning of the word 31§ is to control by the use of some
object. Here a cow is brought for a guest who has just arrived and
this cow is intended only to be gifted (see the heading ‘Gift of a Cow
in Madhuparka’). The nature of a cow is that she does not easily
go to the house of a new owner from that of her previous owner.
Even nowadays it is seen that if a cow is sent to a new place then she
returns to the place of her old owner at the end of the day while
returning after grazing in the forest and it is only with some efforts,
that she gets accustomed to and intimate with new owner. In such
efforts one may sometimes have to control the cow by the fear of a
stick or a rod. Likewise it has been said that a stick or a rod should
be held in one’s hand to keep the cow under control so that she does
not back at going with a new guest. It is not said here that one should
hold a knife in hand to kill the cow. It is not understandable as to
wherefrom Mr. E. W. Hopkins has brought the meaning ‘holding the
knife ready to slay the cow’ when in the original text there is no
indication of slaying or slaughtering.

In Monier Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary the meanings
of the root $as ( FY ) have been given as under :

to chastise ; to correct ; to censure ; to punish ;
to restrain ; to control ; to rule ; to govern ;
to administer the law ; to command ; to direct ; to bid ;

to order ; to teach, etcz)

i i
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The verbal noun from the root $as ( =19 ) has the form ZJF in the
accusative singular which means ‘to an object of controlling’.
With reference to one whom the Government has sentenced to death,
the meaning of the word 3md can be taken as a knife or a sword,
but here the meaning ‘knife’ or ‘sword’ does not fit-in.

The meaning of Paraskara-grhya-siitra 1.3 :

qeqTg | ATAT BTOT gfEar a@at exarfgeararmgass arfa
qaTatiafegR sara armmarmafEf afsz | aq amga e
qrenR T gATH A aasAa 1ol w9 aufcagd-aa a1gsa o qIeHt
ga 9 IegAad guTeafEata aata 1¢I A FaTArErsT: w1@Tq e
is almost the same as that of Asvalayana-grhya-satra 1.24 :
gat R qreAr greAt R ga 3fq Afgcal gEafa srefasaa ke
arar sgroi gfegar agarfafa aﬁra‘igcﬁaﬁzg’aaem N
amtat ayawt Aafa wata 18

which has already been considered under the heading ‘Aévalayana-
grhya-siitra’. Only the 28th sitra is slightly different, whose
simple and straight-forward meaning is given hereunder for. the
information of our readers, wherein the mention of ‘leaving the cow
for grazing’ also proves that the cow was meant for gifting. The
meaning of 28th sitra is :

( 319 afk) If ( I*cEYAF ) he desires to leave her (FIF ) he
should say—( #9 9 ) mine and ( 3/qsg 9 ) his i.e. host’s gicHr

sin ( gd: ) has ended, ( 3NY ITYFT ) yes, leave her, ( gmfq Q)
let her graze.

The meaning of JRIAMIHISEd: T ) the 29th sitra of the
Paraskara-grhya-siitra can be taken in two ways like that of

e AUl Hafi—
(1) a g aa =s\FEr sred: &q1q
(2) @ g oa suaAiEY @sA: TTTq
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The meaning in the first case is: ‘Madhuparka (3&f:) is
never devoid of flesh ( 3¥ig:)’, while in the second case the
meaning is : ‘Madhuparka ( 31ed ) never contains flesh ( JHiG: ).
The coherence and incoherence of both these renderings together
with the meaning of mamsa (®ig ) as fleshy fruit have been
discussed under Aévaléyana—g_rhya-sﬁtra.

Vasistha-Dharma-Siitra, Siﬁkhéyana-G;hya-Sﬁtra

Pandurang Vaman Kane writes in his ‘History of Dharmasastra’,
Vol. 2, Part II, Chapter 22, ‘Bhojana and Flesh-eating’, on page 778,
lines 22-24 :

“Manu (V. 27-44) at first contains a permission to kill animals
only in Madhuparka, in sacrifice (yajna) and in rites for gods and
manes and on no other occasion. This is same as Vasistha IV.6,
Visnu-dharma-sitra  51.64, éiﬁkhéyana-g;hya-sﬁtra I1.16.1,
(Séﬁkhiyana-g;hya-sﬁtra reads §1# for Jg).”

In the extant Manusmrti, meat in madhuparka has been mentioned
only in 5.41 which has been considered under the heading
“Manu-smrti. The very same text is also found in the extant Vasistha-
dharma-sitra (Vasistha-dharmasastra or Vasistha-smrti) 4.6 and in
Séﬁkhéyana-g_rhya-sﬁtra 2.16.1 :

TIeE I 79 T fygaamafi
wiig 9 q¥ feearaTeadasditag: |

It has not been separately and specifically prescribed in the
Vasistha-dharma-satra or the éankhéyan-g}*hya-sﬁtra that animal-
slaughter is permitted in madhuparka, yajiia and rites of the manes
and gods and nowehere else ; but it has been quoted in passing as an
opinion of Manu. *

As has been proved under the heading ‘Manu-smrti’, the above-
meptioned stanza cannot be that of the Manu-smrti 5.41. Moreover
an independent prescription of this intent is found nowhere else in
the Manu-smrti. Therefore, it is also proved that the citing of

e e i

i 2 N
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such a stanza from the Vasistha-dharma-satra or Siﬁkhayana-
grhya-siitra or from another scriptural text by Pandurang Vaman
Kane is not genuine but imaginary and spurious, specially
when such a specific prescription is not available elsewhere in the
Manu-smrti.

In the fourth chapter of the Vasistha-dharma-sitra, the seventh
stanza after the sixth one reads :

arger arfnat fear giageeaa safaqg
a = grfuread: eIEERTET g )

This stanza tallies with Manu-smrti 5.48 ; only the fourth quartet
differs. Here it is THENAY agl gg: which means that ‘violence in
a yajra is considered non-violence’, while the Manu-smrti reads
T fdaéaq which means ‘therefore, one should avoid meat’.
The text of this stanza of the Manu-smrti is valid by virtue of its being
in conformity with the Vedas ; and the reading of Vasistha-dharma-
sitra is invalid being against the Vedas.

Baudhayana-Grhya-Sttra

Pandurang Vaman Kane, in his book ‘History of Dharma-sastra’,
Vol. 2 Part I, chapter 10, Madhuparka & other Usages’ page 545,
lines 32-37, writes :—

“The Baudhayana-grhya-siitra says (1.2.51-54) that when the cow
is let off, the flesh of a goat or ram may be offered, or some forest flesh
(of a deer etc.) may be offered, as there can be no madhupakra without
flesh or if one is unable to offer flesh, one may cook ground grain.”’

The original reading of these Sitras is as under :(—

FEATITPSZTAT ATAS GISSTAA WL TTORAT qT AT aR|
a AqmAtEIsSIEETI 1M1 wmwt fuszied d@fagag nusi
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According to the Baudhayana-grhya-sitra, honey, curd, milk, ghee
and water—only these five are the ingredients of madhuparka. It
has been discussed already that meat has not been mentioned in
the ingredients of madhuparka, neither there is any scope for serving
meat after slaughtering an animal within the time for the rites of

welcoming a guest (it takes even more time in bringing the meat of a
wild animal, like deer etc. after hunting it), and nor is meat desirable
according to the principle. Therefore, the contention that madkuparka
is not without meat is incorrect and unfounded. If there can be no
madhuparka without meat, then why a prescription of offering ‘cooked
ground grain’ ? This affirms that the contention that ‘madhuparka
cannot be without meat’ is not true.

Manava-Grhya-Siitra

Pandurang Vaman Kane, in his ‘History of Dharma-§astra’ Vol. 2,
part I, chapter 10, ‘Madhuparka & other Usages’, page 545, lines
28-31, writes :

“Manava-grhya-siitra 19.2.2 says that the Veda declares that the
Madhuparka must not be without flesh and so it recommends that
if the cow is let loose, goat’s meat or Payasa (rice cooked in milk)
may be offered.”

The original sutra reads :—

qEag QA€ GT FAF qarar mIawt gfq s
Shri Bhimsen Sharma, editor of the monthly ‘Brahmana-sarvasva’
(published by Satyavrata Sharma Dvivedi, printed by Veda Prakasha
Press, available from Sanatana Dharma Pustakalaya, Etawah, pages

19-20) has translated it into Hindi, which can be rendered into English
as follows :

“One should offer madhuparka with milk-rice pudding (pdyasa)
which is symbolic of cattle ; as milk is a part or product of cattle,
they are casually present therein. It is written in Sruti that
madhuparka is not without meat, so when milk-rice pudding has

been prepared and milk being part of cattle, words of the Sruti
are fulfilled.”
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Under the heading ‘Madhuparka in the Vedas’ on page 94 it has
already been pointed out that according to Pandit Shripad Damodar
Satavalekar even the word madhuparka is not found in the Vedas.
The author or commentator of Manava-grhya-siitra has not quoted
any Vedic mantra ; therefore, it is not a fact that the Vedas mention
that there is no madhuparka without meat. If mamsa (@ig ) is inter-
preted to be a pudding (91g¥ ) prepared by admixing milk obtained
from cattle and rice, then this will not be acceptable to the propagators
of meat and if they accept it then we have no objection because it
involves no violence. Even in the S'atapatha Brahmana 11.7.1.3 meat
(mamsa) has been termed paramdnna QUHTF—( QWG 8 ¥ WHTTT
g9 ) and according to Amarakosa 2.7.24 paramanna GTH is a
synonym of payasa qq§ or a pudding of milk and rice with sugar
added to it (QXAFE J NIFEH ). But it takes time in preparing a milk-
rice pudding (payasa). Such a scope of time does not exist in the
madhuparka rites ; and therefore, it seems more appropriate that instead
of milk-rice pudding ( payasa ) fresh warm milk was served. In the
original text of the Manava-grhya-siitra, there is no mention of the
meat of a he-goat as alleged by Pandurang Vaman Kane, and wherefrom
he has got this he alone knows. '

Manu-Smrti

On page 6 of his afore-mentioned ‘Beef in Ancient India’ Raja
Rajendra Lala Mitra mentions :

“Being justly applauded for his strict performance of his duty,
and having received from his natural or spiritual father the sacred
gift of the Vedas, let him on an elegant bed, decked with a garland
of flowers, and let his father honour him, before his nuptials, with
the present of a cow, according to the madhuparka rite.”

There is no difference of opinion here. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra
writes further : o

“In a subsequent -passage (Manu II1.119-120) he (Manu)
recommends the madhuparka or the ‘honeyed meal’ * with
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beef for the reception of kings and other great dignitaries.”’

The stanzas of Manu-smrti (3.119-120) read :

URfaEATaRIEeTaEg@Rgs™, |
ALATAIAR qitEdeaTrega: |
usr @ sifFage agwRvgafegat |
aIIR W GYSAT A @aw gfq feafa:

In the above first stanza it has been said that a king, priest, graduate
teacher, son-in-law, father-in-law and maternal uncle should be
honoured by madhuparka if they come once a year. In the second
stanza it has been said that a king and a scholar of Vedas should be
honoured by madhuparka whenever they are present at the performance
of yajia. In both these stanzas honouring by madhuparka has been
mentioned, but there is no inkling of beef anywhere in them. We
are at a loss to understand wherefrom Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra or
others, whosoever they may be, scent beef in these stanza while citing
them.

On page 29 of the same book, Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra writes :

“Aévalayana emphatically ordains that no Madhuparka should
be celebrated without flesh.”

This has already been discussed at length under the heading
‘Ingredients of Madhuparka’, ‘Practicability of Beef in Reception of
Guest with Madhuparka’ and ‘Aévalayana-grhya-siitra’.

Pandurang Vaman Kane writes in his ‘History of Dharma-s§astra’,
Vol. 2, Part 2, Chapter 22 ‘Bhojana and Flesh-eating’ :

“Manu (V.41) contains a permission to kill animals only in
madhuparka and in sacrifice (yajfia) and rites for gods and manes
and no other occasions.”

The text of the above-mentioned stanza in the Manu-smrti editions
available now-a-days reads :—
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ageR = 498 9 fagReawiu |
AT quat fEeat aradfeasdieng: | (770 L.¥Q)

The meaning of this stanza is : ‘“An animal can be slain on the
occasions of madhuparka, yajfia, rites for the manes and gods and
nowhere else—this has been said by Manu.”

The final words of this stanza gIFdHY: G FFNF AF: )—
‘this has been said by Manu’ are indicative of the fact that this stanza
as a whole does not belong to the Manu-smrti. All the injunctions
given in the Manu-smrti are by Manu and as such it is not necessary
to specify that this has been said by Manu. If Manu’s injunctions
are quoted in another work, then it can be specified that thus it has
been said by Manu—Manu has thus ordained. This also goes to
prove that this injunction does not form an integral part of the Manu-
smrti as propounded by Manu.

It seems that the above quoted stanza is the basis for the following
attribution in the Cambridge History of India, Vol. I Chapter X
(by E. W. Hopkins), page 208, (2nd edition of 1962, published by
S. Chand & Co., Delhi) :

“The general rule in this regard is that attributed to Manu—

‘Animals may be killed (so said Manu) at the Madhuparka and

soma sacrifice (yajfia) and at the rite for manes and gods.”

As proved on the basis of arguments given above, this stanza
should not belong to the Manu-smrti and hence this statement is
also baseless.

The aforesaid stanza 5.41 of the Manu-smrti is not authentic,
as is proved by the statement made by Bhisma-pitamaha while
preaching duties to Maharaja Yudhisthira. The stanza reads as
follows in the Santiparva of the Mahabharata :

aqsAeafgar fg aatear agaeiy |

wrawTUg fafgafra afgdat ogm a0
(Gitapress 265.5 ; Bhandarkar 257.5)
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meaning—Holy Manu has prescribed ahimsd (non-violence) only in
all performances. Out of their selfish desires, i.e. induced by the
desire of eating meat and pretending that slaying of animals in
yajfia is not himsa (violence), people slaughter animals on the outer
altar of the yajia.”

In the same fifth Chapter of Manu-smrti, the 27th stanza reads :

gifird wgAsare arguTat F w1EAAT |
Tarfafa fagweg srorA@e S

Its correct word-to-word meaning in prose order is as under :
(9T I8 ) At the time of impending death ( @@ ) only (ie.
only when death is imminent and under no other circumstance),
(4) and ( SRUAM FFFAT) at the desire of —by the permission of
Brahmanas (i.e. the Brahmanas feel that it is essential for the
person to live, then only), ( gy ) directed (T ) according
to the rites, (Wg3] ) one may take ({iF ) meat (Nféi) which
has been sanctified (but under no other circumstance or in no
other way).”

Itis clear that meat can be taken by those, whose death is imminent
and who do not want to give up life, as on the non-availability of
‘cereals during famine or in some fatal disease when no other cure is
possible, but in no other circumstances is the taking of meat prescribed.
According to this prescription of Manu also, meat is not possible in
madhuparka.

The following stanzas are also from the fifth Chapter of
Manu-smrti :

Asfeamifa qarfa Raccareaga@ssar |
q T gagEw a Fatgcg@Rsd 18
“He who slays innoxious beings with the intention of one’s own

pleasure, attains happiness neither in this world nor in the world
hereafter.” (45)
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At geqagasdarearfuar a  fawefa
| gdex fgadeg: ganAearansgd st
“He who does not seek to keep the animals under detention, to

slay or to cause suffering to them, and who desires the good of
all, attains endless bliss.” (46)

agsarafa Fegea gfa asarfa ax &)
AT At faafem @ fEaa 1gsi

“He who does not injure or slay anyone, whatever he wants,
whatever he thinks of, whatsoever he fixes his mind on, he attains
all that without any effort.” (47)

argear arfwat fear atageqad safaq )
a T arfrm ewdmenTAie faasdq 1een

“Flesh can never be obtained without slaughtering a living creature.
As animal-slaughter cannot cause attainment of heaven, so one
should abstain from meat.” (48)

ageafa T ataexr o@et = ATy
qiten frada  @daiges  wgog s
“One should abstain from eating all kinds of flesh having well

considered the origin of flesh and the cruelty of fettering and
slaying animals.” (49)

a wgafa 2t aig fafa feear fraraag )
g e fgar arfa sarfafier @@= 140l

“(@:) He who (s4gyufq) does not eat (|G ) meat (fgAT)
disregarding ( fafef) the rule of (what is eatable and what is
not) like a (fqZI@) pisaca, that is, a person who dees not
follow the pisacas who disregard all the rules of what is to bg
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eaten and what is not to be eaten. (¥ ) he (f4Idi JiIF ) becomes
dear (&@) to all(=&) and (A) he is not (fITAY ) tormented
( =mfyufir:) by diseases. (50)

wgA-ar faafaar frerar  wafowdt |

dewal Qlqgal G QAEHIATT TrawT: 1L
“He who permits slaughter, he who cuts it into bits, he who Kkills
it, he who buys or sells it, he who cooks it, he who serves it, and
he who eats it—all these are slayers (butchers).” (51)

gUEdsEARA At gdXa  Ud QA |

atarfa 9 9 GarTEat: gUaRd Ay 3
“He who performs an A$vamedha yajfia annually during a hundred
years and he who does not take meat altogether, both obtains
the similar reward for their respective merits.” (53)

AN A ¢ . <
FEPBHARTLAATAT T AT |
a4 achIAQICAG  geATEafadETg uasn

“By taking fruits and roots and the food fit for ascetics, one does

not gain the reward which is attained by entirely giving up
meat.” (54)

at @ wafaarsgs aea arafagrgragy |
qIFATHET Ata AAZted  AATHOE nawat

‘7 aAEfqQsar:  wean  GgtaaTia )
aqa, gufea faeea: S agfea 8 a am@
‘ (snAgaTTET 10.K. 2¥)

“Those who are ignorant of this real dharma and, though wicked
and haughty, account themselves virtuous, kill animals without
any feeling of remorse or fear of punishment, and are devoured
by those very animals in their next birth, (Srimad Bhagavata X1.5.14)
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“Me (&i) he (®:) will eat in the next world, whose meat
I am eating in this (life). This is the real meaning of the word
mam-sa—Wxi-§ (me-eat) (i.e. this is the etymology of the word
mdmsa Afg—meat).”

Again in the 11th Chapter of the Manu-smrti we find :

feqar sarhingaeay 1Rl
Violence (i.e. eating of meat) gives rise to diseases.
(Please see sub-heading ‘Prohibition of Beef-eating in Islam’
under Chapter : ‘Were Cow-slaughter, Meat Sacrifice and Meat-
eating Prevalent in the Vedic Age 7°)

yee: faqrared ag gidguET lgs)

Intoxicating drinks, flesh and wine are the food of yaksas, raksasas
and pisacas.

(Please see sub-heading ‘Punishment for Meat-Eating” under
Chapter : ‘Were Cow-slaughter, Meat Sacrifice and Meat-eating
Prevalent in the Vedic Age 7°)

It is a matter of great suprise and regret, as to why learned lawyers
like Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra (Doctor of Law, LL.D.) and Pandurang
Vaman Kane (M.A., LL.M., Advocate) had closed their eyes to afore-
cited clear injunctions of Manu against flesh-eating and why did they
indulge in such condemnable efforts of propagating flesh-eating.

The above quoted Manu-smrti 5.55 is attested by Bhagavata
‘Mahapurana IV.25 which narrates the episode of King Pracinabarhi,
who used to perform yagjfias by slaying animals. Holy Narada
told him :

AT AL AFTR T, YA T STATER |
daffarfaagarfrag via @& 19l
a3 @ SIuAEae enceat S ag |

grtana R igrmgfaansas e
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“Narada said : O Ruler of men ! O King ! behold the multitudes
of creatures slaughtered by you in thousands as animals for
sacrifice, merciless that you are (7). Retaining the memory of
your cruelty, they eagerly wait for you, their anger having been
roused (by the recollection), and will tear you with their horns,
made of steel, when you have departed to the other world (8).

When venerable Narada gave a glimpse of such retributions, King
Pracinabrahi was enlightened ; he gave up yajiias with violence and
went away to perform penances.

How can the slaughter of animals be justified in madhuparka and
in rites of the manes and gods in face of such historical truth ?

Uttara-Rama-Carita

- Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra writes on page 3 of his above quoted
booklet ‘Beef in Ancient India’ :

“The passage in which Valmiki’s preparation for the reception
of Vasistha is described in Uttara-Réma-carita, is so remarkable,
that I need not offer any apology to quote it entire. The scene is
laid in front of hermitage of Valmiki ....”

After this he has given the running sense of that passage from the
play Uttara-Rama-Carita, which need not be quoted. Let us consider
the original text itself.

Bhavabhiiti’s ‘Uttara-Rama-Carita’ is a drama in which the
sentiment of pathos (karund) dominates. It relates to the renouncing
of Sita Maharani by Lord Sri Rama sometime after his coronation.
The plot is not based on any ancient history but it has been
supplemented by a number of fancies. It has been considered excusable
to add imaginative fancies even in a historical play to augment its
aesthetic appeal. But fancies which mar the aesthetic sentiment and
which are contrary to the scriptures cannot be considered pardonable.
The playwright sends off the preceptor Vasistha, his wife Arundhati
and Kausalaya, the mother of Sri Réama, to the twelve-year yajf
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the hermitage of Rsyasrnga before Lord $ri Rama renounces Sita
Maharani who is pregnant, so that no elders may be present to hinder
renouncing of Sita Maharani. This event is not supported by any
Purana. This fancy can be held pardonable till here.

After about twelve years, on their return journey, they stop at
the hermitage of Valmiki.

Report of the renouncing of Sita Maharani spreads like lightning
in all directions. Grieved at it, King Janaka, the father of Sita
Maharani takes up the third asrama of Vanaprastha and goes for
penance to the forest, hermitage of Candradvipa. At the time when
Holy Vasistha, along with Arundhati and the Royal Mother Kausalya,
reaches the hermitage of Valmiki, King Janaka also comes there to
meet his friend Valmiki after interrupting his penances.

Sita Maharani was pregnant and about to give birth before her
renouncement. Readers may themselves consider how appropriate
" and justified is the dramatist’s innovation to send away the mother-
in-law, Royal Mother Kausalya, to a far-off place leaving behind her
daughter-in-law Sita Maharani in such a state ; then to keep Kausalya
there for twelve years, to deprive her of the likely pleasure at the birth
of grand sons, to make all of them reside for twelve years at the
hermitage of Rsyasringa even after the renouncing of Sita Maharani
by her husband had become known to all. It is not found possible
even today in a society over-whelmed by modern civilization.

In such a situation of bereavement, the reception with beefy
madhuparka by sage Valmiki in his hermitage, Janaka refusing the
beefy madhuparka and the great sage Vasistha accepting the beefy
madhuparka,—can all these innovations in the plot be said to promote
the sentiment of karuna or pathos, to further which this play has been
written ? If such are the imaginations of Bhavabhiiti, then it hardly
spells well of his genius ; and if somebody has interpolated it later,
then he has committed an unexcusable and heinous crime. It has also

to be noted that when Lord Rama arrives there, he has not been
9
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welcomed with madhuparka in compliance with the injunction of the
scriptures.

Even today Western oriented people will not like intoxicants or
meat in such an agonising situation ; then readers may themselves
judge how debased and vile is the conjuring up of getting beefy
madhuparka accepted by Sage Vasistha at the sorrowful occasion of
the sad renouncement of Sitd Maharani and when her father, King
Janaka, is present in that very hermitage.

Once when a lion had attacked the Nandini cow of the great sage
Vasistha, King Dilipa, an ancestor of Sri Rama, was ready to offer
his life to the lion to save that cow. It is an impossible fancy that the
hereditary royal preceptor of such a dynasty as of the Raghus, the
great Sage Vasistha, should accept beef and that too at a time of grief
and sorrow.

Because the incident is imaginary, therefore getting beefy
madhuparka served to sage Vasistha by sage Valmiki and getting
it accepted, is also imaginary and unreal. Therefore, it is proved
that the incident of madhuparka with beef freshly obtained by slaying
a cow, in the fourth act of the Uttara-Rama-Carita is imaginary and
false and it is not a historical truth.

The above incident is presented by two disciples of Valmiki as a
comic interlude. Readers may themselves judge as to what is the
value as to the reality of a comic. Furthermore, it has already been
discussed above that there is no possibility of meat in the ingredients
of madhuparka or in the madhuparka rites.

Mahavira-Carita

Further Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra tries to prove beef in madhuparka
from the Mahavira-Carita of Bhavabhiiti. Let us now consider it
too.

Bhavabhiiti’s Mah&vira-Carita is the anterior story of Lord Rama.
The sage Visvamitra took Rama and Laksmana for protecting his
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yana. The plot of the play begins hereafter. It continues to the
exile of Rama, killing of Ravana and other demons and coronation
of Lord Rama on his return to Ayodhya. This is the span of events
covered in this play. The plot has not been based on the history
available in the Puranas. Dramatists usually seem to follow an
independent course in this direction. Thus no play can be accepted
as history. In short, the plot of the play is :—

“When Rama and Laksmana reach the hermitage of Sage
Visvamitra for the protection of his yajfia, at that very time,
Kusadhvaja, the brother of King Janaka, also reaches there along with
Sita and Urmila, as a representative of King Janaka who had been
invited. Seeing Rama, he is so attracted towards him that he thinks
that if there had not been the condition of breaking the bow, then
Rama and Sita would have been married. There itself comes
Sarvamaya, the royal chaplain of Ravana, with the proposal of Sita’s
marriage to Ravana. The proposal is evaded. In his very presence,
demoness Taraka comes to disturb the yagjfia. Rama kills her in
everybody’s presence. Visvamitra blesses Rama and Laksmana with
divine weapons. Visvamitra gets the bow of Siva there itself by the
virtue of his meditative powers and gets it broken by Rama. Then
and there Rama and Sita ; Laksmana and Urmila ; Bharata-Mandavi ;
and Satrughna-Srutakirti are engaged. Thereafter Subahu and
Marica come to create havoc but they are killed.

“The demon Sarvamaya takes all this information to Lanka.
At the same time, Ravana gets a letter from Jamadagnya Parasurama
that demons are creating havoc in Dandakaranya and it should be
stopped. As Rama has broken the bow of Lord Siva, the preceptor
of Parasurama, Ravana plans to incite Parasurama to collide with
Rama and sends him to Janakapura where marriage preparations are
being made. Parasurama is surprised on seeing the handsome figure
of Rama, but feigns anger as before. King Janaka comes and says
that if he has come as a guest then he should be served madhuparka,
fit for a Srotriya and if he has come as an enemy then he should be
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faced. After some heroic utterances, Rama goes inside for the marriage
ceremony. Vasistha and Visvamitra try to pacify Parasurama.
Dasaratha gets ready to face Parasurima, when his anger is not pacified,
After the marriage-rites are over, Rama comes there, defeats
Parasurama, who then goes away.

“Manthara, the maid-servant of Kaikeyl comes to Rama with
a letter of Kaikeyi from Ayodhya. In the letter, Kaikeyl reminds
of two boons given to her, and in this context expresses her wish that
Rama should go in exile for fourteen years together with Laksmana
and Sita and that Bharata should get the throne.

“Lord Rama goes to his father Dasaratha and seeks permission
to go in exile. From Janakapura itself Rama, along with Sitd and
Laksmana, goes to the forest leaving behind all the relatives
wailing, including Yudhajita the brother of Kaikeyi. On the
insistence of Bharata, Rama leaves for him his golden sandals sent by
Sarabhanga.

“Bharata, after establishing the sandals of $ri Rama at Nandigrama,
starts following the directions of S$r1 Rama. With Laksmana and
Sita, Rama reaches Dandakaranya, killing Viradha and other demons,
passing through Citrakiita and meeting sages on his way. Khara,
Diisana, TriSira etc, 14000 demons are killed by him on the way.
Jatayu is wounded in an encounter with Ravana while he is carrying
away Sita.

From the narration of Bharata’s going to Nandigrama upto here
is covered by an interlude,

“Rama meets Jatayu who informs him of the kidnapping of Sita
and passes away. Then comes Sramana with a letter of Vibhisana
seeking refuge and Vibhisana surrenders himself for asylum.
Afterwards takes place the meeting with Bali, who challenges to
encounter, in which he is killed by Rama, leaving his kingdom
etc. to Sugriva. '
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“Lanka is ablaze. Trijatd informs Malyavan about the death
of Aksayakumara. Kumbhakarpa is awakened. Battle ensues.
In the fight, Laksmana becomes unconscious. Laksmana regains
consciousness by the herb Safijivani. Meghanada, Kumbhakarna
and others are killed. The fire-ordeal of Sita takes place.

All this has been told in conversation in the form of an interlude.

“Lord Rama, Sita and Laksmana return to Ayodhya by an
aeroplane. All meet in re-union and Rama is coronated King.”

We can imagine from the above plot as to how imaginary it is and
how different from the historical facts in the Puranas.

On page 5 of his above quoted book ‘Beef in Ancient India’, Raja
Rajendra Lala Mitra mentions beef in the Mahavira-carita :

“Vasistha, in his turn, likewise, slaughtered the ‘fattened-calf’
when entertaining Viswamitra, Janaka, Satananda, Jamadagnya
and other sages and friends, and in the Mahavira-carita, when
pacifying Jamadagnya, tempted him by saying, “The heifer is ready
for sacrifice, and the food is cooked in ghee. Thou art a learned
man, come to the house of the learned ; favour us (by joining in the
entertainment).”

In support, the original stanza of the third act of the Mahavira-
carita has been quoted there in a footnote :

@A qe@ad  qfsgEy  qsad |
sty sifaxaggrarmatsfa gaea a

It seems that €scgq acga<l has been taken here as ‘the heifer is
ready for sacrifice’. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra has said before that
Vasistha slaughtered a fattened calf to entertain Visvamitra, Janaka,
datinanda, Jamadagnya, other sages and friends. In this stanza
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there is nowhere mentioned that a fattened calf was slaughtered, and
in the Mahavira-carita there is no such indication anywhere before
or after this stanza. It is not clear, wherefrom Raja Rajendra Lala
Mitra has brought in the ‘slaughter of a fattened calf’. Later on
he says ‘the heifer is ready for sacrifice i.e., slaughter’. These two
statements in his text, that is (1) Vasistha slaughtered the fattened
calf and (2) the heifer is ready for sacrifice, that is for slaughter, are
contradictory. In this way such people try to confuse simple folk by
making such absurd antithetical statements.

In the above context, Vasistha and Visvamitra try to pacify
Parasurama, and in the original text their words are :

WA GeAgRATRITE: |ET

qa atfig afgor agadt fo v |
qEq? qAAAG: fRROQE SRS gaEda:

|isd eqf aaafya: qfiuat uaAT aF a1=d |

afga gewwegE © ArEg |

“The aged King Dasaratha, who has become a friend of Indra
by performing yajfias, by constructing temples and by vanquishing
enemies, who has become famous on earth as a good King like
the divine King Indra in heaven, with whom we are allied and who
is a scion of the Solar Race, moved by affection for his son, he
requests you to be calm. So give up this futile quarrel.”

We have already discussed the stanza cited by Raja Rajendra
Lala Mitra in support of his contention in a footnote of his book.
Neither is there any mention in the Mahavira-carita that Vasistha
slaughtered a fattened calf for ViSvimitra, Janaka, S'»atinanda,
Jamadagnya, other sages and friends, nor is there any mention of
the entertainment of them all by Vasistha.

The above quoted ‘HIHQ, qeq) etc. ( Mahavira-carita 3.2)
occurs just after ‘§2[gw a0’ etc. (Mahavira-carita 3.1) which is being
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addressed by Vasistha and Visvamitra to ‘Jamadagnya Parasurama.
Earlier King Janaka has expressed :—

whRanfafiydfzer  wans
aggd =« AYYH: Fe@ar snimard ¢’ (2.44)

That is, if he is a rsi (sage), he may be offered a seat, padya (water for
washing his feet) and arghya (water for cleaning hands) and be
honoured by offering madhuparka, fit for a srotriya. The expression
samjfiapyate vatsatari ‘GG IS et, is in the context of honouring
with madhuparka rite. It has already been discussed and proved that
there is no possibility of any kind of animal flesh in madhuparka.
Prescription of the gift of a cow with madhuparka is also indicated in
the scriptures. In the phrase referred to samjiiapyate (dgegq)is a
word which may mean violence (hirisa) as well as non-violence
(a-himsa). In the Sanskrit-English Dictionary of Monier-Williams,
page 1133, column 3, samjfiapana is interpreted as ‘causing agreement
or harmony ; killing a sacrificial animal’. In Atharva-veda 6.74.1-2
samjfiapana has the former meaning :

d@ ¥ gsgeal a: @ AATRE @y Far )
| qisd sguesfadw & o setaag 0
@9gd 91 @edisat E@9ed g% |
AAT AMET ISPTed  JA HEQEATH W@ )

Ralph T. H. Griffith, in his translation of the Hymns of the
Atharva-veda, published by Master Khelari Lal & Sons, Varanasi,
third edition (1962, page 285) has translated these mantras as follows:—

“Close gathered be your bodies :
be your minds and vows in unison !

Here present Brahmanaspati and Bhaga have assembled you.
Let there be union of your minds,

let there be union of your hearts :

All that is troubled in your lot with this

I mend and harmonize.”
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Supporters of beef-eating interpret the words ‘samjfiapyate vatsatari’
as ‘the heifer is ready for sacrifice’. As there is neither gomedha
nor another similar yajfia performance, interpreting ‘samjfiapyate’
as ‘killing a sacrificial animal’ is not possible according to Monier-
Williams’ Dictionary. As the scriptures prescribe the gift of a cow in
madhuparka rites, there are historical examples of the gift of a cow in
" reception with madhuparka, there is not a single historical example

of beef served with madhuparka, and as the meat-eaters even these

days would not accept raw meat with madhuparka obtained by
slaughter on the spot and as there is no possibility of any kind of
meat in madhuparka as discussed and proved earlier, the only
justified interpretation of the words ‘samjfiapyate vatsatari would
be offering a heifer in gift to Jamadagnya Parasurama and thus
making their union and harmony. The whole stanza can be translated
as follows :—

(a%|a8y) The heifer ( @gcgy ) is offered to you as a gift. (3FH )
Dishes (9=gq9) are being cooked ( @fif§) in ghee. (HfFF)
O Srotriya! ( A5 ) you have come ( sNfagygq ) to the house

of a srotriya. ( g9 A:) Please favour us by accepting our
hospitality.

Let the readers decide themselves as to which is the appropriate
interpretation with reference to the context of the subject.

How surprising and shocking it is that men like Raja Rajendra
Lala Mitra who are considered well-read and learned, should lead
astray their simple countrymen, who respect their learning, by such
imagined contentions and by twisting them according to their fancy.
Its reasons have been enunciated very clearly in the ‘Introduction.’
To this day his book is quoted with great pride by the Government
of India to mislead the people that beef was taken in ancient
India.
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In his “History of Dharmasastra’, Vol. II, Part 2, page 750,
lines 8-17, in the Chapter on Nryajiia, or Manusya-yajiia P. V. Kane
writes :

“Yajfiavalkya-Smrti 1.109 also says that a big ox or a goat was
to be kept apart for a guest learned in Veda. But the commentary
Mitaksarda on Yajfiavalkya-Smrti and other medieval writers to
whom flesh-eating was an anathema and an unspeakable sin for
a Brahmana remark that an ox or a goat was to be understood as
set apart for the guest to flatter him (with the words ‘this ox is
yours’) just as one says in humility ‘all this house is yours’ and that
the ox or goat was not meant to be given in gift or to be killed since
it would be impossible to find an ox each time a Srotriya guest
comes.”

The relevant stanza of the Yajfiavalkya-Smrti 1.109 occurs in
the section on the duties of a householder within the chapter on conduct
‘(@caray. It runs as follows :

A qT AETS QU AfaaTatgFHRdq |
afwarsearad waTg Wied gad g | (arsasFacgfa 2.208)

It simply means :

“One should offer a big bull or a big goat before a guest who is
versed in the Vedas (Srotriya). (Thereafter) one should welcome
him (with pddya, arghya, dcamana, a seat etc.). (After he has
taken his seat) one should sit down near him ; give him delicious
food and speak pleasant words.”

In the aforesaid stanza, the original Sanskrit word for offering a
big bull or a big goat is upakalpayet, which is conjugated from the
root klrp (39 ) with the prefix upa-.
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The meaning of ‘upa-klrp (J9-F%9 ) in Monier-Williams® Sanskrit-
English Dictionary, page 195 column 3 is :

to be fit for ; to be ready at hand ; to become ;

to serve as ; to lead to ; to take the shape or form of ;
to become ; to be ; to prepare ; to make ready;
to equip ; to procure ; to bring near ; to fetch ;

to allot ; to assign ; to put or set up ;

to turn towards ; to impart ; to arrange ; to communicate ;
to assume ; to suppose. ‘

It carries no nuisance of himsa or Kkilling. It is clear that it does
not even imply the killing of these animals and fetting the guest with
their meat. A Srotriya, i.e. a guest versed in the Vedas, is entertained
with madhuparka—thus it is specified in the succeeding stanza number
110. In this context, either in the preceding or succeeding stanzas.
there is no mention of offering meat with madhuparka, and nowhere
is there any reference to killing.

It proves that animal meat of any kind is not required in
madhuparka.

The commentators opine that a big bull (mahoksa) or a big goat
(mahdja) is brought before a guest, which is just a part of etiquette
wherein the host as a matter of courtesy says that this is your house ;
this thing is yours, etc., etc. In fact, they are not intended to be
presented to the guest. New guests, learned in the Vedas, visited
people now and then, and if a big bull or a big goat were presented to
every one of them, where could one obtain so many big bulls or big
goats. Nor, does the original stanza convey such an intention. But,
it is simple enough to understand that one who has the means may
present the things enjoined, and one who does not possess the means
to do so, he need neither offer them nor give them away.

Now we come to words of politeness and courtesy. This is the
practice to this very day. Whenever a guest comes, coarteous sentences
are spoken, such as ‘this is your house, please make yourself free and
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comfortable ; such and such a thing is yours, you may feel free to use
anything you like’ etc., etc.

Whether the offering of a big bull or a big goat is significant or not,
‘will be considered further on.

The alleged offering of a big bull or a big goat to a guest also occurs
in the Satapatha-Brahmar_xa etc. It may also be taken up for discussion.

In the same section on Nryajfia or Manusya-yajfia of his “History
of Dharmas$astra”, Vol. II, Part 2, chapter 21, page 750, lines 4-6,
P. V. Kane writes :

“The éatapatha shows that an ox or a goat was cooked for a guest,
either a King or a Brahmana (IIIL. 4.1.2.).”

Its original text is as follows :—

aq gearrfasd am | afafael v casamssta asia:

FITEAEAT CAAT TR T AGUTA 9T Heled G AL AT

qAagg ATg gfaIATATAGAEAT qARTIRT &I |
(aaqasTgo .¥.2R)

Some people translate the verb pacet (Quq ) in this passage
as ‘cooking on fire’. The common meaning of pacet is ‘cooking
on fire’. But what is the sense intended here has to be discussed.

According to Chapter 318 of the éintiparva of the Mahabharata,
Yajfiavalkya obtained the Satapatha-Bréhmar_xa from Surya. Through
such a revelation he must have authored the Yajfiavalkya-Smrti.
Thus there should be consonance in both the works in the matter of
honouring a guest with a big bull or a big goat. Pandit Dinanath
Sharma Shastri has discussed this question at length in the sixth volume
of his Hindi book Sri-Sanitana-Dharmalok’ on pages 333-334 and
pages 342-343.
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It is translated below in extenso :

“The meaning of pacet in the éatapatha-Bréhmar)a is not
‘cooking’, but it is ‘presenting ; offering’ (vyakfikuryit sg®$alq ).
Here the root is paci vyaktikarane (9fa og®Ia® ) of the
first conjugation, sef, and atmanepada. In the Balamanorama
commentary (editions of Guruprasad Shastri and of the
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office) it is said :—pacetyeke
(93ed& ) i.e., there is also the variant pac (9g ) of the root
paci (9fa). It signifies to present vyaktikarana. This meaning
proves the identical intention of the Satapatha-Brihmana
and the Yajfiavalkya-Smrti. Now the question arises that while
the aforesaid root is atmanepada, in the éatapatha it is not
atmanepada. In this context it should be noted that the
atmanepada is not obligatory by the rule anudatte tvalaksanam
atmanepadam anityam ( JYQIT TISHACHATCHATY ). Hereby
it is not drmanepada in the Satapatha or it can also be an arsa
or aberrational usage.

Our meaning is attested by other texts also.* In the mantra
uksanam prsnim apacanta ( 3419 93y 997 ) (Rgveda 1.164.43)
the root pac has been commented upon by Sayana as

IPTH FIET AFATE QWY Wleqs: qaea
qaqreagAEen  faggeas:  wdwd: |
a @ fraramraagaa: | wq sitfacarg gearfRaasa: geag: |

*This interpretation of the root pac (49 ) is confirmed by the
Madhaviya-dhatu-veti of Sayanacarya (Pracyabharati Prakashan,
Vaéranasi, 1964, root no. 107 of the bhvadi-gana (¥qifgme ) 1.86-87
paci vyaktikarne ( 9fq sgaFT0 ). At the end it is stated :

ug g g a1 adEEsY, IE | IR 9wy g9Ey us,
g9 ARNEM g’ TwEEl g acfeg Saear ‘Sravaammiy
S &g | AW MEdE I wmi MEfegaRy
‘g9 SgFIeN’ g7 93 rPR: WEAURH ¥ #4Q |

(Contd. to next page bottom)
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Here the root pac signifies ‘to effect ; to accomplish’. Simllariy in,
Din-naga’s drama ‘Kundamala’ too :

RETRUT F |ewt R dagarfgwT: | stearfata asa:d (121)

the root pac means ‘to effect’. Likewise, in the famous Puranic
hymn Deva-stotra there is the sentence :

ant AeeaFAtfEATATERRR < AW IRATOERFS s

where paka-kartre means ‘one who effects or accomplishes’. So in
the passage in Yajfiavalkya’s éatapatha also the meaning of the
pac is ‘to effect ; to accomplish’ etc. and not ‘to cook’. This
very meaning is intended by Yajfiavalkya, as it has been expressed
by him in his Yajfiavalkya-smrti.

*k *¥ * K

Or, uksa also means Soma, for example §¥H SLEIGEE (Sayana’s
commentary on Rgveda 1.164.43). Its accomplishment is intended
here, and it is relevant too. In fact the source of Brahmanic #g&

ufq appears to be the Rgveda mantra 3w gfiHgea (Rgveda
1.164.43). Here Sayana has translated it as the preparation of Soma.

(Continued from previous page)

“Durga has accepted the identity of ufy s¥gdlaxd® and 94
agFdigvd. Vardhamana also follows the same interpretation.
The book Sammata also expresses the same opinion as Vardhamana
and adds that some others read it as paci. The author of the
Nyasa commentary admits the root paca vyaktikarne (99 qFHT0 )
according to the Paninean sutra 8.1.27 tirio gotradini ( fG€Y MAEA)
and considers it Parasmaipada. In the éatapatha Brahmana also
it is Parasmaipada and so the meaning ‘to make evident’ (qaI&)
suits the context,”
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So it appears to be appropriate in the Brahmana too i.e. to prepare
Soma for the guest. Or ukgd is also the tuberous plant rsabha. The
names of this plant are all synonyms of vrgabha or bull. Because of
its succulence, the plant wksd is one of the medicinals for long life
(Raja-nighantu, varga 5). There the following synonyms are given
for it : rsabhah ; uksa ; gauh ; vrsabhah. Aja also means ajamoda or
common carroway. Mahdja means the big carroway. It is probable
that these medicinals were offered to a guest after food, as a digestive
or invigorating tonic. Or, there is the sentence 31 Figaeas quarfde:

in the third story of the Kakolukiya section of. the Pancatantra, and
the stanza :

fidddy awsafufy § Sgwd afe
aadgrfa darfa @ s grgREw
(7. wr. afraed 339.%)

In the Mahabharata (éintiparva 337.4), the word aja is clearly
stated to mean ‘seven-year old rice’.

The cooking of such rice, or of the vrgsabha tuber, or of Soma-juice,
might have been intended here.

If we do not accept the aforesaid meanings and insist it to mean
that a great bull (mahoksa) or great goat (mahdja) were slaughtered
and their meat was cooked on fire, then it would be against Vedic
principles and thus it will be without sanction and invalid.

The Vasistha-dharma-siitra 4.8 also refers to the reception of a
guest by a mahoksa or a mahdja. JAMI MPNT T VT ARIRTNY
AR g gl a1 UHRIEA 3nfqed Fa~fd | After the foregone
discussion, it is not necessary to discuss it over again. Some
maintain that the preceding stanzas refer to meat in madhuparka
and to killing in yajfia, but we have discussed it at length under the
caption of ‘Vasistha-dharma-sutra and S’éﬁkhéyana-g;hya— satra’ in
this chapter. ' ‘
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In his “History of Dharmasastra”, Vol. 2, Part I, in the section
on Madhuparka in Chapter 10, page 542 ; lines 6-10, P. V. Kane
writes :—

“It appears that the Aitareya Brahmana III. 4, when it says that
‘if the ruler of men comes as a guest or anyone else deserving of
honour comes, people kill a bull or a cow (that has contacted a
habit of abortion)’ refers to madhuparka, though that word is not
actually used.”

The original text of this sentence of Aitareya-Brahmana IIL.9 is
quoted there in a footnote :

qOIETEY AGSAUR AWTASFAteRaTsefa Sanvi a7 A Qv

B3 |

It is further stated that this is cited by Medhatithi on Manu-Smrti
3.119 and by Haradatta on Gautama-dharma-siitra 17.30.

In Vol. II, Part 2, in the Section on Nryajfia or Manusya-yajiia
in Chapter 21, page 750, lines 6-8 of the same work, P. V. Kane
writes : '

“Vide also Aitareya Brahmana IIL.4, for the offering of an ox or
a barren cow to king or another deserving person coming as a
guest.”

We have already discussed Manu-Smrti 3.119 under caption
‘Manusmrti’. It is clear beyond doubt that there is no reference to
meat therein, and the question of beef does not arise at all.

In the Gautama-dharma-sitra 2.8 prohibited foods are listed.
The 30th sttra reads a-‘-qa'gﬁ ¥, which simply means that the cow
(dhenu) and the bullock (anaduh) are also among prohibited items
and should not be eaten. This does not prove the presence of meat
or beef in madhuparka,
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The citation of Aitareya-Brahmana IIL.4 in a footnote by P. V.
Kane is the 15th pada and the whole reads :

wfid weafea QR UREWE FTIATE AFEATN ATIASH-
fermar Begaret a1 Jed QU WA CIAITEAT QAT
agfid wrgreafiafe Ramai ag: |

Earlier, it has been established that the word pacet (9= )
occurring in a similar context in the satapatha-Brihmana corresponds
to upakalpayet in the Yajiiavalkya-smrti. Now we have to consider
if ksadante occurring in this context of the Aitareya-Brahmana also
corresponds to it. In his Hindi book, ‘éri-Sanétana-Dharmiloka’,
Vol. 6, pages 360-374, Pandit Dinanath Sharma Shastri has discussed
it at length. Hereunder are a few quotations :—

“Now we have to consider the root ksad. The cited Brahmana
passage means : ‘“If a king or a celebrated $rotriya comes, then the
ksadana of a bull or cow should be effected in his honour.” The root
ksad does not occur in Panini’s Dhatupatha. So we cannot know its
meaning therefrom. But we find it in the Unadi (Paficapadi) siitra,
trn-trcau Samsi-ksad-adibhyak samjfidyam canitau.

(gagant yifg-ugrfzes: d@arat arfast) (2.94 ; 25.1)

So it is clearly a root derived from the stitras. But its meaning is not
clear even from the siitras. (page 362)

“In the Nighantu 2.8 where roots signifying ‘to eat’ are listed,
there is no mention of ksad—this fact should be noted. In 2.19, which
is a list of roots meaning ‘to kill’, the root ksad is not mentioned—it
should also be noted.” (page 363)

“Now we should look into the usage of the root ksad in the mantras
of the Rgveda Samnhita and also consult the commentary of Sayana

on the relevant passage. We should explore the meaning assigned
to it by ancient scholars.” (page 363)
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“The following passage of the Mahabhagsya 1.3.1 is well known :

ARwTat Aafg gramt wafta ag agr—afy afea
(statard) gez:, 37 arfy a3 1. .&QfEeE aga
geit fadiwaot arfa a8, MAqh arfy add | aafaeria
fasstata afwfwaiare, fassfata afafmaar fagfag)

So it is possible that a single root can have two opposite meanings,
e.g., the root sthd means ‘to stay’ and ‘to move’. Then, if for
contextual propriety we take an unspecified meaning of a root, then
it will not be against grammatical considerations.” (pages 363-364)

“Thus, bhakgsana (consuming) also means ‘to make use of’, ‘to
employ’, or ‘to accept’,” (page 364)

“In Rgveda 1.25.18 Acarya Sayana has written : Bf3 &e@—
33A1fg where, after having translated ksadase as ‘you eat’, he goes
on to take asana to mean ‘to accept’ By —TNFRIg Feadq | If the
root ksad means ‘to eat’, does this meaning apply to the Rgvedic
Brihmana passage &0 3gd a1 &+d1 Then it will mean:
‘They eat a bull or a vehata on the arrival of a king or a srotriya’.
But is this meaning applicable here ? If we translate it this way, then
it will refer not to its partaking by the guest but the eating of
the vehata by the host himself. Haridatta has prohibited its eating
by anyone other than ‘the guest. If we take ksad in the meaning
‘to accept’, then it will mean ‘they accept the cow or the bull’, i.e. ‘they
bring them for the guest—this is a relevant meaning. (pages 364-365)

‘In the Unadi, where a Rgvedic Brahmana passage is cited to
illustrate the usage of the root ksad, there ksadanta means neither
‘to hack to pieces’ nor ‘to eat’. The meaning ‘to hack to pieces’
would be most inappropriate.” (page 365)

“Himsa also refers to ‘goading’ (greq). In the Nirukta 1.3.2
hasta has been explained as (g : Wig[g"7 ). Here the meaning of han
is ‘to goad’ and not to kill or deprive of life. Kgsattd in the sense

10 '
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of ‘a chariotteer’ (Atharva-veda 5.7.14 ; 9.11.1) also refers to the
goading of the chariot’s horse, and not to its killing. While bringing
a cow or bull to a guest, it had to be goaded and this was its hirsd.”
(Page 366)

“When the root ksad can have a third meaning besides ‘to hack
to pieces’, ‘to eat’ as pointed out above, then this sutra-occurring

root can have other meanings too. Views of other learned people
should also be taken into consideration in this context.” (Page 366)

“While explaining the word ksadma Skandaswami writes :
“gg T8Y (¥Wo)”. The same view is held by Devaraja-yajva on
Nirukta 1.12.3 : @& R’k wafy, @4 &gy RIQwadfy ar.
Thus the passage can mean—‘When the guest comes, he should
steady the cow or the bull’ ; this meaning is also relevant here.
The author of the Subodhini derives ksadma meaning ‘water’ from
the root &g ufF fggwa):, In &RR—RART faurargeat ai siftwd ar
geuq, the root signifies ‘going’, as the killing of the un-killable
cow (aghnya) was not possible. Kgadanti can mean JJfAfqRF i
TR, i.e., ‘they take the cow near the guest'—a meaning which
is also relevant here. One who is dearly loved is never killed, and
he certainly is brought near.” (Page 367)

“While explaining the word ksarta in his Sudha-Vyakhya on
the Amarako$a, Bhanuji-Diksita, the son of Bhattoji-Diksita,
writes : &g RN H=: (2.8.59). Here the root ksad has been
rendered as ‘closing’—sarivarana. He accepts the same meaning in
the word kgsatriyak (2.8.1). Swami Dayananda has also accepted
the same meaning in his Unadi-ko$a.” (pages 367-368)

“Bhanuji-Diksita has explained ksatta in Amarakosa 2.10.3 as
@1, &3Q al, &g §RIG). Here the meaning of the root kgsad is
indicated as ‘bringing up’. As the killing of the unkillable cow
(aghnya) and of the unkillable bull (aghnya) is impossible, the cow
and bull were brought up for being donated to a guest—this can also
be relevant. In the Brahmana sentence, the locative case can be
considered to be ysed in the meaning of ‘by reason of”, ‘for’. (page 368)
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“The foregoing investigations prove that the root ksad has many
meanings, and it does not mean only ‘to kill’ or ‘to eat’. A meaning
that is appropriate to the context and one which does not go against
the accepted principles, that meaning alone is correct in that context,
and not any other meaning. If W§AT €W: is a case of transferred
meaning, then in TR AT, it would not be correct to take it
in a transferred sense as in the previous case, though there is no technical
impropriety. In the Kusumaiijali 3.12, Udayana Acirya holds the
same view :

JATETATE AATRISY T qrFd geafzssial
qrafeaa-dgalq agrfacda  eghe 1 (FgAesEt 12R)

i.e. in the case of a logical connection no other signification is required ;
in the event of an incongruity another meaning appropriate to the
context has to be sought. Hence, when the incongruity of Kkilling
an aghnya or one who is not to be Kkilled arises, we have to seek a
meaning that suits the context.” (pages 368-369)

“The readers should consider another piece of evidence from the
Vedas and Sayana’s commentary thereon, which clearly fortifies
our interpretation. In the Rgveda 6.13.2 &I a@Tg 2q | R, ksarta
is a derivative of the root ksad. Sayana comments :

SAET IZHET qT gAT — @I grAFal, grav wata |

Here Sayana has clearly stated that the root ksad means ‘to give’,
It merits consideration as to why Sayana has translated the root ksad
as ‘to give’ against his own statement that ksad is primarily used in
the sense of ‘killing’. It is clear that here ‘killing’ is not pertinent,
hence the meaning ‘giving away’. If it is so, then in the passage of the
Aitareya Brahmana too, the ‘giving of a cow or of a bull (aghnya—not
to be killed) is intended. Itis but natural, as the killing of one who
is not to be killed is a contradiction. On setting out for a journey, the
meaning of saindhavam anaya as ‘bring salt’ would be unwise ; ‘bring
a horse’ alone would be the relevant meaning,



148 A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’

Hence, in the sentence I&vi 3gd a1 &g=a of the Rgvedic Brahmana,
the meaning ‘he gives a bull or a cow’ alone is proved and pertinent.
Thus its identity with the #glg ar wgid a1 NfFTAuseadq  of the
Yajfiavalkya-smrti (1.5.199) is established. Upakalpana also means
‘donating’.

The Mitaksara realised the impossibility of such a big donation,
and hence it interpreted it as a polite offer by words alone, in honour
of the guest. It is indeed impossible to donate bulls every time. How
can a person have so many of them ? But here an ordinary cow and
an ordinary bull are enjoined—hence there is no incongruity even in
donating.

The meaning of vehata as a miscarrying cow is not appropriate
here, because such cows cannot always be obtained,”
(pages 369-370)

“In this way, by these authoritative proofs it has been settled that
in #@)¥ 9, it means ‘he should present’ and in JIgof &I it
means ‘he should donate’. Here the root ksad means ‘to donate’.
When the root ksad in the sense of ‘to donate’ is attested by the Vedas,
Sayana also corroborates it, and all the scriptures from the Vedas
downwards are replete with the glorious praises of ‘donating a cow’,
then this meaning alone is correct from all points of view ; it alone
is appropriate.” (pages 370-371)

“Scholars mis-understood the root kgsad as ‘to kill’, ‘to eat’ because
they did not find it in the Dhatupatha where the meaning of roots
are given. Instead, they came across khad (W@e €& &9ai =, @18 Jeor)
and they imposed the meanings of kkad on the root ksad. Whatever
be the meaning of the root khad of the Dhatupaiha, it does not follow
that the sautra root with ks means the same. When the root ksad
is attested in the meaning ‘to donate’, and this meaning is also
appropriate ; when the eating or killing of a cow and bull is prohibited
and censured in the éatapatha-Bréhmana; when Vedas and other
scriptures are full of the glories of donating a cow ; when Sage
Yajfiavalkya of the S'»a_tapatha Brahmana and the Yajfiavalkya-smrtj
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desires the donation or presenting of a cow or bull in madhuparka;
when in the Brhadaranyaka which is the 14th book (kanda) of the
Satapatha, Yajfiavalkya clearly wants to perpetuate the cows MFTHT G
g% TH: (14.6.1.4 ; 11.6.3.2), then the unanimity of all these authorities
proves that in the Aitareya-Brahmana passage too ksadana means
‘the donation’ of a cow or a bull.” (pages 371-372)

In the reception to a guest, after the offering of padya, arghya
etc., several Grhya-sitras and Dharma-sitras prescribe the madhu-
parka and alongwith it the giving of a cow is also enjoined. The
offering of a big bull or a big goat occurs only in the Yajfiavalkya-
smrti and Vasistha-dharma-siitra, but there is no reference to a
miscarrying cow (vehata). Its relevance is not clear. In the éatapatha
and Aitareya Brahmanas, there is no imperative injunction, but there
it is stated as an illustration that as on the arrival of a human king or
of a learned Brihmarja, one would Hgg a1 HEIS al 93aq ($atapatha)
or IV 3gd a1 &9 (Aitareya), likewise one should duly offer
all the courtesies to King Soma who has arrived as a guest. It means
that the followers of Yajfiavalkya used to present a mahoksa or a
a mahdja in the reception to a guest alongwith padya, arghya, madhu-
perka, etc.  If this is correct, then the intention of the éatapatha and
Aitareya Brahmanas regarding the mahoksa or mahdja is probably
the same as that of Yajfiavalkya-smrti or the Vasistha-dharma-sitra ;
for such a reference has not been found in any other book. Then
how can it be that the word pacet in the Satapatha—Brihmana and
ksadante in the Aitareya-Brahmana carry the sense of Kkilling (hirhsa)
when the meaning of Yajfiavalkya-smrti is clearly of non-killing ?
Hence those who impart the sense of killing to pacer or ksadante, they
do so without considering the context, which is altogether inappropriate.

Another point also deserves consideration. Uksa is a bull for
breeding. High pedigree stud bulls are very few in number. Everyone
does not own such a bull. One stud bull suffices for a village. If
a Srotriya guest does not own several cows, the presentation of a stud
bull will be of no use to him, and the host giver will render
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great disservice to the community of cows. Thus, bringing a big
stud-bull for presentation to a guest in his reception, does not make
sense, and much less so killing it. Bringing a stud-bull to receive a
king also makes no sense, because the king normally owns several
cows along with proportionate number of bulls in a royal cow-stall.

If we try to translate uksa as a draught bull, then such a meaning
is not attested by usage. The word for a draught bull is anaduh.
Secondly, if one does not present so many and such heavy things to
a guest as to require a bull to carry them, then one cannot understand
the propriety of such a presentation. If the bull presented is intended
for agricultural purposes, it may be appropriate for a $rotriya, but not
for a king.

The presentation of a big goat can be only for carrying burden,
but that too does not seem to be proper.

It is likely that ®glg ar #gisi ar has a spiritual signification,
which has not been elucidated so far. Scholars should investigate
it.

It is certain that the #g)ef al #EF Al are not intended to be
slaughtered. Those who try to force such a meaning, they are in

the wrong.

Meaning of Goghno’tithih

Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra quotes Colebrooke in his aforesaid
book ‘Beef in Ancient India’, page 5, lines 20-24 :

“Colebrooke noticed the subject in his essay on ‘the Religious
Ceremonies of the Hindus’, in which he says, “it seems to have
been anciently the custom to slay a cow on this occasion (the
reception of a guest), and a guest was therefore called GOGHNA
or cow-killer.”

Goghnah (TMed:) has been explained as WETQ T MeA:|
There is no scope for difference of opinion in this etymology. There
certainly is difference in the interpretation of g=ad. Those, who
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propagate beef-eating, find it handy and interpret goghnah (Me:)
as ‘the killer of a cow’, inspite of the fact that they are aware of the
multiple meanings of the root han :

ga—fEaTaeat: | naeTASAL—qTH, NG+, qritagAfy |

Besides the meaning ‘to kill’, the root & in &3 also means ‘to
multiply ; to go ; to move ; to obtain ; to attain ; to get ; to touch ;
to come into contact ; etc. (see the Sanskrit-English dictionaries of
Monier-Williams and V. S. Apte).” But they do not want to take
these meanings into account because by them their main purpose
of the propagation of beef-eating is not served. According to the
previous discussions, when any possibility of beef or any other kind
of meat cannot be proved in the madhuparka rites to entertain a
guest, but what can be proved is the gifting of a cow, then it is clear
that the meanings of goghnak (MeA: ) can only be—one who ‘touches’
the cow for accepting her in gift and by drinking her milk ; or one who
‘multiplies’ the number of his cows by taking the cow in gift, etc.

According to the Dhatupatha (engqid) of Acarya Panini which
reads g9 fE@M): the meanings of the root han ( & ) are himsd
(violence) and gati (movement). Gati (7fd) has three meanings ;
(i) jfiana (learning) ; (ii) gamana (going or moving) ; and (iii) prapti
(obtaining, attaining, getting). The meaning of &4 in NEIY TR
MeA: is T, JIvgq i.e. ‘attained, obtained’.

Scriptural proof has been adduced under the heading ‘Gift of a
Cow in Madhuparka’, which makes it clear that there can be no other
meaning of goghnak ( MeA: ) except ‘one who gets a cow in gift’, or
‘one who takes a cow with him after obtaining her in gift’.

Panini’s sitra grziMed! @9 3.4.73 also makes it clear that the
words &3 and Meq are formed irregularly in the sense of the dative
(g¥5A ). If the dative case (=geY) alone had been intended here,
i.e. if the aim had been to convey that the cow was killed for a guest,
then the word §F¥e@ would not have been used, but €& would
have been employed instead, i.e. an indeclinable (3% ) indicative of
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the dative case would have been used. But, as it is phrased G¥yemq,
the only sense expressed here is that of gifting. Therefore, the correct
and genuine signification of MeASRIFY: is ‘a person to whom a cow is
gifted’.

The word g&Feq occurs in the mantra beginning JfgRg Wi}: in
the Rgveda and Yajurveda. Its meaning has been given in Monier-
Williams® Sanskrit-English Dictionary on page 1295, column 1, as
follows :

geqed—a kind of hand-guard (protecting the hand in archery RV).

When the word (g%deq ) hastaghna can mean ‘a kind of hand-
guard’ then why can the meaning of MeASRifRI: not be ‘a guest who
protects a cow’ ?

The meaning of Atithinir-Gah ( JifGfa=ini: ) and
Atithigva ( gfafera )

Under the sub-heading ‘Food and Drink’ in Chapter 19 ‘Social
and Economic Conditions’ of ‘The History and Culture of the Indian
People’, Vol. I, The Vedic Age, page 393, lines 20-22, Dr. V. M. Apte
mentions the expression JfIfeg=nf: (JAfAA:+. ) and asserts that
its only meaning is that the cow was slaughtered for a guest. In
support he cites Rgveda 10.68.3.

Macdonell and Keith also write under the entry mamsa in the
Vedic Index, part II, page 145 :

“the name Atithigva probably means ‘slaying cows for guests’,
(Bloomfield, American Journal of Philology, 17.426 ; Journal
of the American Oriental Society, 16, cxxiv. Cf. Atithinirgah ‘cows
fit for guests’, RV.x.68.3).”

Prof. Bloomfield has also written on the problem in the Journal

of the American Oriental Society, Vol. 16 (1896), page cxxiv line 12

to page cxxv line 6, in the proceedings of the American Oriental
Society’s meeting in New York N.Y. on March 29th, 30th and 31st
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1894, Item No. 17 “On the group of Vedic Words ending in gva
and gvin” :

“The proper name Atithigva has so far as is known, nevér been
translated. Grassmann’s gva ‘going’ does not yield appreciable
sense.

If we analyse structurally atithi-gv-a ‘he who has or offers a cow
for the guest’, ‘he who is hospitable’, we have a normal compound,
normal sense, and a valuable glimpse of Vedic house-practices, known
hitherto only in the Brahmanas and Sitras. At the arghya ceremony,
which is performed on the arrival of an honoured guest, the ‘prepara-
tion’ of a cow is the central feature. The technical expression is gam
kurute : see CGS. ii.l15.1 ; AGS, 1.24.30.31 ; PGS, i.3.26.30 ; Gobh.
iv.10.1 ; ApGS. 13.15 ; HGS.i.13.10 ; ApDhS. ii.4.8.5. In TS. vi.1.10.1
the ceremony goes by the name go-argha. There is no reason why this
simple and natural practice should not be reflected by the hymns, and
it comports with the character of Atithigva as a generous giver ;
cf. vi47.22 ; x.48.8 ; i.130.7 ; also similar statements in reference to
descendants of Atithigva in viii.68.16.17. The adjective atithin is a
hapax legamenon in RV. x.68.3 ; it occurs in the expression atithinir
gah ; and, whatever it may mean, it suggests forcibly the proper name
in question. The rendering of atithin by ‘wandering’, as given by
the Petersburg lexicons and Grassmann, is based upon the supposed
etymology (root at ‘wander’), and reflects the vagueness usual with
such interpretations. Ludwig’s translation (972) ‘wie gaste kommend’
" is a compromise between the etymology and the ordinary meaning of
atithi. The passage in question reads : ‘Brhaspati has divided out
like barley from bushels the (rain-) cows propitious to the pious, fit for
guests (atithin), strong, desirable, beautiful in colour, faultless in form,
after having conquered them from the clouds.” The proper name
atithi-gv-a means therefore precisely one who has ‘atithinir gah.”

Prof. Bloomfield gives the technical term i F%d for the
‘preparation of a cow’ in the arghya rites ; and in support thereof
he has cited a number of siitra texts. The expression i $&q is not
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found in those sitra texts. It is just possible that the references of
Grhya-siitras through oversight are not correctly recorded and/or
printed or the wordings in place of i F&J may slightly differ in the
original texts ; for example : Asvalayana-grhya-sitra 1.24.23 reads
FrA-AESIT i 3Z8-q Gobhila-grhya-siitra reads g9 71 FRAIANSET<
Asfafg (4.10.19) and FedAfrmsy (4.10.22) ; Apastambiya-Dharma-
sitra 2.4.8.5 reads TMHYYSTEl dET]: But a number of siitra texts
from among them have been interpreted as putting forth madhuparka
with meat. These passages have already been discussed under the
headings ‘Paraskara-grhya-sitra and Aévaliyafna-g.rhya-sﬁtrai.

Prof. Bloomfield has taken Atithigva Jfdfgra as the proper name
of a person who is described as a noble generous giver, and he has
cited Rgveda 6.47.22 (6.4.4.22), 10.48.8 (10.4.6.8) and 1.130.7 (1.19.4.7)
in support. In the English translations of these mantras Griffith and
Wilson have also taken it as the name of a person and not as ‘cow-
slaughterer’. Their English translations are as quoted below :

RYV. 6.47.22 (6.4.4.20)

Griffith : Out of the bounty, Indra, hath Prastoka bestowed ten
coffers and ten mettled horses. We have received
in turn from Divodasa Sambara’s wealth, the gift of
Atithigva.

Wilson : Prastoka has given to thy worshipper, Indra, ten purses
of gold, and ten horses, and we have accepted this
treasure from Divodasa, the spoil won by Atithigvan
from Shambara.

RY. 10.48.8 (10.4.6.8)

Griffith : Against the Gungus I made Atithigva strong, and
kept him mid the folk like Vrtra-conquering strength ;
when I won glory in the great foe-slaying fight, in battle
where Karafija fell, and Parnaya.

Wilson : I prepared Atithigva for (the protection of) the Gungus,
I upheld him, the destroyer of enemies, as sustance
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amongst the people ; when I gained renown in the
great Vrtra-battle, in which Parnaya and Karafija
were slain.

RYV. 1.130.7 (1.19.4.7)

Griffith : For Puru thou hast shattered, Indra, ninety forts,
for Divodasa thy boon servant with thy bolt, O Dancer,
for thy worshipper.

For Atithigva he, the Strong, brought Sambara
from the mountain down.

Distributing the mighty treasure with his strength,
parting all treasures with his strength.

Wilson :  For Puru, the giver of offerings, for the mighty
Divodasa ; thou, Indra the dancer (with delight in
battle), hast destroyed ninety cities, dancer (in
battle), thou hast destroyed them with (thy thunderbolt)
for (the sake of) the giver of offerings. For (the sake
of) Atithigva, the fierce (Indra) hurled Sambara from
off the mountain bestowing (upon the prince) immense
treasure, (acquired) by (his) prowess ; all kinds of
wealth (acquired) by (his) prowess.

The meaning of the word atithigva (3Ifqf&rg) has been given
in Monier-Williams® Sanskrit-English Dictionary as under :(—

‘To whom guests should go’

Besides this, no other meaning has been given. There is not even
the slightest inkling of cow-slaughter in this meaning. Therefore,
the noun atithigva ( Jfqf4rg ) can never imply ‘to slaughter a cow
for a guest’ ; or ‘a guest who gets a cow slaughtered’.

Shri Kanhaiyalal Maniklal Munshi, Chairman of Bharatiya Vidya
Bhawan, Bombay, in his Hindi novel ‘Lopamudrad’, page 34, lines
16-17 has indicated Atithigva as a particular person and has interpreted
this word as ‘one who serves beef to a guest’, while Prof. Bloomfield,
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after analysing this word structurally atithi-gv-a has interpreted it as
‘he who has or offers a cow for the guest’ or ‘he who is hospitable’ and
Monier-Williams has interpreted it in his Dictionary as ‘to whom
guest should go’. Shri K. M. Munshi in interpreting it as ‘one who
serves beef to a guest’ has given neither any etymology nor other
testimony nor has Atithigva been shown in the story as actually serving
beef to a guest. When a person of the standing of Shri K. M. Munshi
propagates in this manner, then there is no wonder if ordinary public
is misled.

Those who insist to find cow-slaughter in atithigva ( fdfara )

and atithinir gahk (JARIFGAE:) are clearly prejudiced. The basis
of their prejudice is the predilection of Western scholars like Keith,
Macdonell and others who are insistent in their efforts to prove that

the Aryans were uncivilized.

The expression atithinir gah—afafg-tnt: (fafah:+ar) occurs
in Rgveda 10.68.3 whose meaning has been clarified by Bloomfield in
the Journal of the American Oriental Society. The original mantra
reads :

arcaal afafudtfifa: eqreh gaut s@mgasan |
ggeafa: qdarnt fagat fant e aafas feafara:
(/AT 20.%5.1)

After resolution of the sandhis this will read as follows :

8 9 10 11 12 13
arqaf, wfafady, gfaan, saebl, gaob, @,
1 15 1 2 7 3 5
geeafa:, qadvmw, fagal, fag, m, W, aag,
4 6

ga, feafaea: )
The literal meaning of this as given by Prof. Bloomfield in the Journal
of the American Oriental Society is as follows :

(1. gg¥afy: ) Brhaspati (2. X, 3. &) has divided out (4. &)
like (5. Zay ) barley (6. fegfary:) from the bushels (7. w1 )

e
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the (rain-)cows (8. Wieaqt) (which are) propitious to the pious,
(9. Ffqfasi: ) fit for the guest, (10. gRRT: ) strong, (11. wqrgh )
desirable, (12. ganf:) beautiful in colours, ( 13. JaRAL ) faultless
in form ( 14. fagaf) after having conquered them (15. qdQw:)
from the clouds.

H. H. Wilson has translated it as under :

“Brhaspati brings unto (the gods), after extricating them from
the mountains, the cows that are the yielders of pure (milk), ever
in motion, the objects of search and of desire, well-coloured and of
unexceptionable form, (as men bring) barley from the granaries.”
(RV. x.5.8.3.)

And Ralph T. H. Griffith has translated it as follows :
“Brhaspati, having won them from the mountains, strewed down,
like barley out of winnowing-baskets, the vigorous wandering
cows who aid the pious, desired of all, of blameless form, well-
coloured.”

In both these English translations of the Rgveda mantra, no-where
is there any indication that the words aitihinik and gah suggest the
meaning of ‘a guest who causes the slaughter of a cow’. Bloomfield’s
interpretation of the words atithigva and atithinirgah in the Journal of
the American Oriental Society also does not indicate even a remote
hint of cow-slaughter and to the contrary he has taken them as proper
names.

The word atithini (SfIfEN) can be formed only by adding the
possessive suffix-ini. Meanings with the possessive suffix can be
‘with a guest’ ; ‘one whose the guests are’ ; ‘one for whom the guests
come’ ; ‘one who is useful to guests’ etc. and the cow can be useful
to the guests only by her milk, curd, ghee etc. If one contends that
she can also be useful by her beef, then she will be useful only once for
a guest and it will become impossible for a man of common status to
slaughter a new cow every time he receives a guest. Reception of
guests is as important to a common man as it is to an affluent person,
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Taking into account all these considerations, atithinirgak will
mean ‘cows fit for guests, i.e. for serving them with milk, yoghurt,
ghee, etc.’, and atithigva will mean ‘the person to whom a guest should
go’, i.e., a host whose hospitality with milk products a guest should
accept.

Culinary Impossibility of Mixing Meat
with Madhuparka

Late Pt. Shripad Damodar Satavalekar has written in the section
on Madhuparka, in his ‘Go-Jfiana-Kosa, Ancient Period Vedic Section,
Part I, which is translated below :—

“We do not know it fully as none in our family has ever tasted
meat, as we have been strict vegetarians. Even then we have
enquired from our non-vegetarian friends who have informed us
that no preparation of meat is prepared with honey or candy-sugar.
Whatsoever preparations of meat are, they are all salted and spiced.
If this is true, then how can madhuparka be prepared with meat ?
Because it is madhuparka, i.e. it is a sweet preparation mixed
(g% ) with honey (®Y). Nothing is prepared from meat by
mixing it with honey or candy-sugar, but meat is always mixed
with salt and spices.”

To verify its truth, we wrote and enquired from the Institute of
Hotel Management, Catering and Nutrition ; and a number of hoteliers.
Their replies are reproduced hereunder :

Institute of Hotel Management, Catering and Nutrition, Pusa,
New Delhi-12 writes in its letter No. ICT/PA/2/69/192, dated
29-1-69 :

“No popular or famous dishes have been prepared so far out of
meat and sugar in classical French, Indian or English cookery.
Of course, this does not mean that the sweet meat preparations
cannot be prepared, but the problem that has to be faced is the
consumer’s acceptibility and market potentiality.”
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It is clear from the above that no sweet dish is prepared with meat.
If prepared, consumers will not relish it and it will be difficult to
sell it.

Hotel Oberoi Intercontinental, Wellesley Road, New Delhi-11
writes in its letter dated 11-2-1969 :

“I would like to point out that no sweet meat preparations are
made by us and whatsoever no meat is used for our dessert
preparations.”

From this also it is evident that no sweet is prepared with meat ;
meat is not mixed in any sweet dish ; and meat preparations are only
salted and spiced. An honoured guest is entertained only by serving
what is most delicious and what he likes best. When in the refinement
of culinary art there is no sweet dish prepared with or from meat,
then how is it pos:ible that meat should have been added to madhuparka
at the reception of an honoured guest ?

Some people add a little sugar to salted spiced vegetable
preparations, but it cannot be maintained on this basis that vegetable
preparations are sweet. Nobody will relish vegetables prepared with
sugar alone. In the same way if somebody perchance adds a little
sugar to salted and spiced meat preparations, then they do not become
meat containing sweets. Salt or spices are not mentioned among the
ingredients of madhuparka. In such circumstances, mixing of meat
in madhuparka will be a sweet meat preparation devoid of salt and
spices which has neither been seen nor heard of so far. Then it is
beyond comprehension, how an honoured guest would relish the
addition of meat to madhuparka. If we apply our minds seriously,
then the mixing of meat in madhuparka is impossible.

Madhuparka System in Siberia

Doctor Lokesh Chandra, Director of Saraswati Vihar (International
Academy of Indian Culture), New Delhi and son of late Dr. Raghuvira,
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the well known Indologist, has given an instance of his experience with
madhuparka, which is narrated below in his own words :—

“Deep in the heart of Eastern Siberia lies the Aginsky Monastery
which has been renowned for its inexhaustible manuscript resources
and unparalleled scholarship. Till the thirties of our century it
continued the academic and spiritual traditions of the Nalanda
University. On the midnight of 14/15 June 1967 we reached this

- Aginsky Monastery, a legend for those who have taken interest in
Eastern Siberia, in her thought and her deep traditions. For
the first time in our life we were received in national style with
madhuparka comprising of yoghurt (dahi), milk and honey in
silver spoons from silver vessels.”

This shows that even meat-eaters of Russian Siberia do not include
any kind of meat in madhuparka and as such it is beyond doubt that
there is not even an inkling of meat in madhuparka and the statement
that madhuparka is never without meat is baseless and wrong.

Conclusion

It is clear from the above considerations that there is no possibility
of mixing meat in madhuparka. Due to shortage of time, even the
possibility of preparing milk-rice-pudding (91g9 ) then and there
and serving it to entertain the guest is rather slight. It may be possible
that parched barley (satru) besides milk, curd and ghee was mixed
with madhuparka as is prescribed in Baudhayana-grhya-siitra 1.2.54
(&) fasei~ 9@f9gdg ) and Hiranyakesi-grhya-sitra 1.12.10. Even
nowadays in the countryside of Bihar and Uttar Pradesh, guests
coming from far-off places at summer time are served with parched
barley (sattu) dissolved in water mixed with sugar, '



WERE COW-SLAUGHTER, MEAT SACRIFICE
AND MEAT-EATING PREVALENT
IN TBE VEDIC AGE ?

By constant propaganda it has been dinned into the minds of
several people that during the Vedic age killing was a part of yajfia,
even cows were slaughtered, beef and other kinds of meat were
commonly eaten ; and the total prohibition of killing (ahirisa) came
into vogue in the Buddhist and Jain period. It is true that before
the Buddhist and Jain period, by misunderstanding, killing became
prevalent among people to some measure, but it is totally false that
in the Vedic age there was killing in yajfia, or meat-eating prevailed.
A number of people think that the cow is considered aghnya ( ST )
‘un-killable’ in the Vedas, but there is no prohibition regarding the
killing of other animals and hence animals were slaughtered in the
yajiias—this assumption also is false.

The high respect accorded to the cow in Vedic times has been
described in details by the late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satavalekar
in his Go-jiiana-kosa (published by the Svadhyaya Mandal, Anand-
ashram, P.O. Pardi, Dist. Balsar, Gujarat), by Pandit Dinanath Sharma
in his Sri-sanatana-dharmaloka, and by Pandit Dharmadev Vidya-
vacaspati in his Vedon ka Yathartha Svarapa(published by the Gurukul
Kangri University), A few extracts are being cited here which clearly
prove that in Vedic times there was neither cow-slaughter, nor beef-
eating, nor the killing of other animals and the eating of their meat.
Those who want to go into greater details they should study the three
works just referred to,

The Inviolability of the Cow

By a careful reflection of the Vedic mantras it becomes clear that
the cow is inviolable. This has been spoken of in a number of ways
in the Vedic mantras. In the Veda, the very name of ‘a cow and
bull’ is aghnya (aew). It means ‘inviolable’. Whose name itself
is ‘inviolable’, its cutting up or slaughter is impossible. Vedic words
are full of meaning, they are significant, and intrinsically relevant.

11
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Therefore whose name is aghnyad 3e=g1 or ‘inviolable’, its slaughter
is impossible in Vedic times. And without slaughter, the offering of
beef in havan is altogether impossible. The hypothesis of the slaughter
of cows and the offering of beef in gomedha are all figments without
any foundation.

Thus the word go has several meanings like, cow, her milk, her
yoghurt, her butter, her sour-milk, her ghee, her urine, her dung, her
hide, her hair, her bone, etc. In the Veda it is used chiefly in the
sense of ‘milk’ and ‘ghee’. This is specially to be borne in mind.

min shivfig Aca<d | Rg 9.46.4

The literal meaning of this maifitra is : ‘mix (Srinita sNNF ) soma
(matsaram 8T ) with the cows (gobhik Mfd: )’. The words literally
convey that mix the whole of soma with a whole cow. But here it
means : ‘mix soma-juice with the milk of a cow’. Here the whole
has been used for its part. Milk is a part of the cow, and a part of
soma is its juice. Here the mixing of these two parts alone is intended.
Such was the idiom of Vedic speech. It is a mode of language. If
this mode is understood then no doubt remains.

If in this mantra we do not translate the word go as ‘cow’s milk’,
and interpret it as ‘mix soma with a cow’, then it has no congruency
of meaning, because soma cannot be mixed with a cow by any means.
The cow is a long and broad animal specy, and soma is the juice of a
creeper. How can they be mixed ? Soma cannot be mixed with a
living cow, nor with a whole dead cow. If the proponents of cow-
slaughter and beef were still to insist that ‘soma can be mixed with
the flesh of a cow after slaughtering her’, then we shall have to set
aside the real meaning of gau as a cow, but we will have to understand
it in the secondary meaning of ‘beef’ as a figurative extension. In
such a situation when we have to give up the real meaning of the word
gau M as ‘cow’ and we are compelled to resort to its subsidiary
meaning of ‘beef’, then why should we not take gau 7} as meaning
‘cow’s milk’, which will be easier to mix with soma juice. Those who
interpret it as ‘beef’ they will have to go to the length of taking it as
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‘the meat of a dead cow’. It will be easier and more befitting than
that if we interpret it as ‘the milk of a living cow’. Because the principle
is that the closer the subsidiary meaning to its primary the better it
is to that extent.

The Primary Principle of the Veda

The primary principle of the Veda is to view all beings in friendly
compassion. So we can say that those who saw all beings with friendly
love, how could they slaughter others for their stomach ? Friendly
love will lead to the dedication of one’s own life for others, and it is
impossible that the loved one is slaughtered for the stomach. The
primary principle of the Veda is exemplified by the following :

1. fiwex At g @aife qarfa adfrarag
~ May all beings behold me with the eyes of a friend.

fageg agar maifor garfa afdy )

I behold all beings with the eyes of a friend.

fagea augmr adamAR |

We behold each other with the eyes of a friend.
(Vajasanehi-samhita 36.18)

2, famex qupgar aderag | (FA1E0) FiEar v 2.R9)
Behold all with the eyes of a friend. (Maitrayani Sarhhita 4.9.27)
3. fox: aqAt gaten | (7Fd3T 29.2.¥)
May I be dear to all animals. (Atharvaveda 17.1.4)
4. ga@ gg At fuves g T |aifw garfa afaean |
fugearss agar @aifon garfa @@
fawea wgar aEtETAR | (79T 3% . 15)

O Dispeller of all pangs and ignorance (T ) strengthen me
(T A1). May all beings (¥affer yanf ) regard (wHg=ii) me (HT)
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with the eye of a friend (fq5%7 wgu ). May I regard (3§ &+ld)
all beings (waffor yaifg) with the eye of a friend (frzey =gw).
May all of us regard ( §Mlen®g ) each other with the eye of a friend

(=g agur) (Yajurveda 36.18)

This is the commandment of the Veda. Here it admomishes us not
only to regard all men with the eye of a friend, but the entire gamut
of sentient beings. Then should one kill one’s friend for one’s
stomach. If he is to be killed, then where is the friendly eye. The
Vedic people who followed the prime principle of the Veda to
regard all beings or the entire sentient world with the eye of a friend,
could never even imagine to slaughter them to eat. So it will have
to be accepted that due to some extraneous causes meat-eating intruded
into the Aryans. The natural diet of the Aryans was vegetarian.

In the Bhagavata-mahapurana 7.14.9 we find the same assertion :

M EARGaIGeETAAFT: |
ATRAA: IATY I aTAqad frag 1 (NgodTo 0. . 8)
“Deer, camel, donkey, monkey, rats, creeping animals, birds, and

flies—one should consider them like one’s own sons ; what difference
is there between them and the sons ?”” (Srimad-Bhagavata 7.14.9)

dqgm gt gAl U ggAmSSaTy |
FATEY qUIET WA FWTIRTATED A |
(=" AT. 9. q¥.5)

“For men seeking true piety there is no other such virtue as
abstinence from violence to living beings, perpetrated through mind,
speech and body.” (érimad-Bhégavata 7.15.8)

Ahimsa in the Veda

The Veda enjoins the non-killing not of the cow alone, but it calls
upon the non-killing of all the bipeds and quadrupeds, The prime
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principle of the Veda is to view all beings with the eye of a friend.
Consider the following supporting passages :

aaAET  qg@E. arfie 0 oagEE 2.

ar  fedfimeEar gem noagde R

ag oAt feeE@noo 0 agEr }.R

afg - ar feet: - N agag 23.%¥

gi A1 feenfgerd  agm 0 agdT 23w

gd ar fgewoo o arfaag 0 agEe 3.vs

G 11 SRR ar  fgEl: 0 agEg 3.4

ar fes: g&T 1| agaq 2%.Q

ar fefass fzuzt ar agwag: | a6z 1218
“Do not kill any of the creatures, like the horse, goat, bipeds,
quadrupeds, wool-giving animals and human beings.” Reading
these mantras alongwith those propounding the principle of the friendly
eye, the Vedic admonition of non-killing (ahimsa) will become
apparently clear. View the generality of sentient beings with a friendly
eye, and never kill them—this is the admonition of the Veda to men.
Inspite of such a clear injunction, Europeans constrain to think that

non-killing (ahimsa) was not so strict in the Veda as it became in later
times. : ‘

Pandit Dharmadeva Vidya-vachaspati has given a clear exposition
of non-killing (ahirhsd) in the Vedas on pages 498-499 of his book
Vedon ka Yatharth Svarip (published by the Gurukul Kangri,
Haridwar). A few extracts from it are cited below : ‘

gagfaaighiaaiaa ar fasfimear gar vago )R.3_ 0

“May you be illumined by the mighty rays of knowledge
(gegf: i |97 ) and may you not kill (#7 fg®): ) the creatures
(9sr:) by your body (&=ar)”. (Yajurveda 12.32). .
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 ufmgfagfa ¥ = aqag safa )
a3 & |aia wafva @ 4 areag strafa @ A: agg st
(99937 R.¥5.%)
“Those noble souls who practise meditation and other yogic ways,

who are ever careful about all beings, who protect all animals,

they also care for our spiritual progress. They always take care
that our behaviour does not afflict any animal”. (Atharva-Veda

19.48.5).

Rra: agat waram | (a9d3T 19.v)

“May I be dear to the animals”. (Atharvaveda 17.4)

One who protects the animals, and regards them with a kindly
heart, he alone can be dear to them, and not one who slaughters them
—this is quite clear.

It may be acceded to, that the totally complete and singularly
unqualified non-killing (ahirisa) propagated by the Jains and
Buddhists is not found to such a degree in the Veda, but it is
unreasonable to say that the principle of non-killing (ahirmsa) did
not exist in the Veda. The Veda preaches ahimsa alone as the
common norm of behavior, but in special circumstances like war
it does not enjoin to refrain from killing. Veda enjoins ahimsa of
a type in which killing necessitated by a great national war is not
ruled out. But should one desire to kill others for his stomach,
such killing is not permitted by the Veda. The readers should
clearly bear this difference in mind. In fact, it is the Vedas alone
that propound the true principle of non-killing (akirisd). So the
Aryas who follow the Veda try to save the insects moving on the
road, and if some are crushed by oversight that horrifies them and
they recede back uttering ‘Ram Ram—I1q A’ in repentance, and
they also safeguard sparrows and pigeons who lay eggs in their
houses.

A number of modern scholars think that in the Vedic agé the
cow was surely killed at gomedha. They adduce in proof that the
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kalivarjya sections prohibit gomedha in this Kali-age. But they entirely
forget that in the Zend Avesta scriptures of the Parsis, there is surely
no cow-slaughter in the gomez yajria which is equivalent to the Vedic
gomedha, and in their soma-yaga also there is no slaughter, but the
juice of the soma creeper alone is used. European scholars make a
comparative study, but as soon as comparative studies prove ahimsa
they give up this basis. When the gomez yajia of the Parsis can be
accomplished without cow-slaughter, then why not the gomedha of
the Vedic Aryans.

Medha does not imply killing or slaughter at all. For instance
we may cite the words grhamedha (gRa) and pitrmedha ( fagag ).
Just as honouring the father is intended in pitrmedha ( fGq@a ), and
just as sanitary and other conditions of well-being of a house are
explicity predominant in grhamedha (gAY ), likewise in gomedha
too honouring of the cow and the preservation of her health were
naturally desired. Manu has also said : :

ReAqd  F@As: fygageg qaqud |
DA dat afediar guatsfafagsag | (F3egfa 3, )

“Teaching is brahma-yajiia (§gaF ), pleasing the parents is pitri-medha
( fagAae ), offering of homa is deva-yajfia (3ax ) offering of food
to worms and insects is bhita-yajiia (Y47 ), and honouring the guests
i8 nr-yajia—nara-medha (Ja9—]Ag)”. (Manu 3.70)

Vedic Names of the Cow

The Vedic lexicon Nighantu gives nine synonyms of the cow.
Out of them the following three bear the meaning ‘not to be killed’.

1. aghnyi (&—€q1)=not to be killed.
2. ahi (a—&) =not to be killed.
3. aditi  (F—f3fq) =not to be cut to pieces.

These three synonyms clearly indicate that the cow should not be
slaughtered. First we showed that the names of yajfias imply non-
killing (ahirhs@), now we see that the synonyms of the cow show the
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same non-killing. The intrinsic meaning of the synonyms of the cow
itself proclaims that the cow is holy, and therefore she should never
be slaughtered. The same meaning is the basis of a stanza in the
Mahabharata :

arseaT A TGt AT ® gAT SRgREd |
ATSARTUEAS T AT GISSTAF G T 0 (ANT.7T0 &%)

“The very name of the cows is aghnya that is the cow is not to be
slaughtered. Then who can slay them. Thosevwho kill a cow or
a bull, they commit a most heinous crime”

(Mahabharata Santlparva 262.47)
Synonyms of Yajiia

From among the synonyms of yajfia, the word adhvara, ( 3EaR )
occurs in several mantras of the Veda. Its very meaning is ‘non-killing’.
The word dhvara ( £a3 ) denotes killing ( €331 f&qr JeWI@Y I3 9 3fea}: ),
it is prohibited by the word a-dhvara, The presence of the word
a-dhvara meaning ‘non-killing’ among the synonyms of yajfia proves
that any type of killing is not appropriate in a yajfia or medha. The
word medha ( @y ) has three meanings : ‘increasing intelligence ;
attending ; and killing’ ( &g @™ 4). The word medha has a
nuiance of killing, but it aiso signifies ‘increasing ; attending’. Thus
the etymological meanings of go-medha (M-A¢) can be : (1) increasing
the cows. (2) attending the cows, and (3) killing the cows. The readers
themselves should consider which of the three meanings is intended.
By association with the word a-dhvara (3ta¥) ‘non-killing’ for a
yajfia the idea of cow-killing has to be discarded, and the other iwo
meanings remain. Rearing the cows, multiplying them and eugenic
cow-breading is meant by ‘attending the cows’. All these are
comprehended by gomedha ( MAg ) but not cow-killing ; this is clear
even by considering just the synonyms of yajiia.

Prohibition of Cow-Slaughter
ar wr fgetefzd  fausg a8
94 geramafd JAe AT et 1 g (agEq 2?)
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“The cow is illustrious and inviolable, therefore do not slay her
(Yajurveda 13.43). The cow is inviolabe and she yields ghee for the
people, therefore do not slay the cow, (Yajurveda 13.49)”.

Thus, slaughter of cows is prohibited, it is a clear injunction against
killing them.

The Incomparable Cow

The Veda enjoins that for everything else there is a comparison,
but the cow is beyond comparison ; so many are the beneficences
conferred by her on man. For it, see the following mantra :

S gagd saifeEt: @ggeA ac )
& gfasT qeffara mMeg mata faR 1 (age 3.¥5)

“The effulgence of knowledge can be compared to the sun, the
Heavens (q&ﬁéﬁ ) can be compared to the sea, the earthis very vast,
yet Indra is vaster than her, but the cow cannot be compared to
anything.” (Yajurveda 23.48)

Behold ! how the Vedas describe the loftiness of the cow.
Though the word gau (i} ) is used for the earth also, but in the above
mantra the word gau () stands for the cow alone, and the passage
expresses its (cow’s) incomparability in so many words.

Advantages of the Cow

gErafyaEat am ssAG gt @At Ag} Srana
(o 2. 2%¥. Q)

““May this inviolable cow yield milk for both the Aévini, and may she
prosper for our great good fortune” (Rg 1.164.27).” In this mantra
it is said that may the inviolable cow prosper (&I JE-ATT FHTIY )
this mantra deserves careful reflection. Mr. Griffith translates it
as ‘and may she prosper to our high advantage’. When this
mantra proves that the increase of cows leads to the growth of our
fortune, then whence arises the possibility of slaughtering the cow ?
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The numerical increase of the cow and the enhancement of its quality
leads to numerous advantages for man—this has been propounded by
the Veda without reservations and in several ways. Such great
importance was attached to the cow in Vedic times. So we can say
that in Vedic times efforts of the pious were directed to the improve-
ment of the cow. Also see Rg-veda 1.164.40 :

gaaaTg wad fg war wmt F Aned: €49 |
afg quasa fagagdt foa geggwarat |
(o 2. 2%¥.¥o)

“May the cow eat the best of grass, may she be blessed, and by her
may we also be blessed with wealth. O inviolable cow ( &) ! ever
feed on grass ( Qoi 3fg) and coming back ( 3-=X=A ) drink pure
water (& S [19).

What the cow should be fed has been clearly spoken of in the
mantra. The cow should eat grass alone, and when a cow is kept
there should be such arrangements as she gets the best grass. Milk
obtained from a cow that eats the best grass and drinks pure water—
that alone is health-bestowing for man. The milk which is obtained
from a cow fed on fried dishes, grains, decaying produce and human
excreta, etc.—that cannot be so wholesome.

The following mantra is note-worthy in this respect :

FIGANATMTAT TTT: ATFAATAAT ATTAATATIGG: |
argdtegraaITR: Wi asPreaTaT: | (39438 5.9, jK)

“All the herbs that inviolable cows feed on, and all those on which
goats and sheep feed, may all of them increase your well-being.”
Griffith has translated the word aghnyi (3e=g1 ) as ‘whom none
may slaughter’. If the word aghnya ( 3i&vg1) standing for the ‘cow’
has this meaning, and her slaughter is not proper then on what basis
. do European scholars opine that beaf-eating was prevalent among
the Aryans ?

e e ——————



Were Cow-Slaughter etc. Prevalent in the Vedic Age ? 171
Animals in Yajiia

Animals in Yajiia

Whatever man offered to the gods in yajnd, that he ate himself—on
this basis European scholars have written :

“The usual food of the Vedic Indian, as far as flesh was concerned,
can be gathered from the list of sacrificial victims ; what man ate
he presented to gods—i.e. the sheep, the goat and the ox”. (Vedic
Index, Vol. II, page 147, lines 10-13).

It means that all the offered animals were slaughtered and eaten.
It appears from what follows in the Vedic Index that according
to the Europeans the horse was killed at asvamedha, but they have
specified that the Vedic Aryans mostly did not eat horse-meat. It is
really considerate of the Europeans that they have spared the Aryans
from eating horse-meat. Because of the general European belief that
what was offered at yajfia was eaten, and that the horse was slaughtered
at yajna, it was difficult for the Aryans to be spared from it. But in
the book ‘Vedic Index’ it is clearly stated that horse-meat was not
eaten—so we tender them our thanks.

If Europeans concede the exceptions that inspite of human sacrifice
at narmedha ( AAY ) human meat was not consumed, and inspite of
the sacrifice of a horse at aivamedha, horse-meat also was not eaten,
then what objection do they have to accept the fact that the flesh of
other animals was also not partaken of. Now remains the question
of animal-offering in the Vedic yajfia. Under the sub-head ‘Ahimsa
(non-violence) in the Veda’ and ‘Synonyms of Yajfia’, we have come to *
the conclusion that in the Vedic yajfia there was no slaughter or offering
of animals ; and as a general rule violence to all beings is forbidden
in the Vedas. :

According to Ralph T. H. Griffith’s translation, Atharva-Veda
provides that :

(i) “Horses are the grains ; Oxen the winnowed rice-grains ; gnats
the husks (3m@ar: HvI, TATEUES], AW &9 ) 1135
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(ii) The grains of corn have now become a cow ; the sesamumn

her calf (g1 XHag FTERIRTEHaq ) 18.4.32.

The above quotations indicate that wherever prescriptions of
oblation of cow are apparent, there they mean only corn (barley).
rice, sesamum etc. and not animal flesh.

According to Mimansa-darsana—ojasaRaciaon  wEgw &
qEYIg_A) g7 fEXorey 10.3.65—a Brahmana takes away a cow or horse
as a gift (gf&or) just as he does in the case of gold dakgsind. This
proves that in yajfia, cows and horses were assembled for giving
away to Brahmanas in daksina.

Cattle Exhibitions at Yajiia

Here it must be pointed out that the meaning ‘to come together’- .
of the root medhr (®Y ) is supported by several episodes of yajfias
in the Mahabharata. For instance, in the Asvamedha-parva of
the Mahabharata it is narrated as follows : (The references of chapter
and verse numbers are from Gita Press edition followed by Bhandarkar
Research Institute edition).

TYITAT ASAT T G qUT: FAA AT )
GOiNY  QETAIAT, AqTEs 4§ Jun | 85.32;876
areaw wfgfiga ax gefesarsfy =)
sgwfa a garfa wagrfa aaifa s 0 85.33;87.7
qugATET@TT  eJRrAggffa T
qadarqasrarfa warfa  gggem & 1 85.34;87.8
ad agfgd &4 agmivaarea: |
ggarE 397 AT X feewaAraan 0o 85.35;87.9

“In the pavilion of the yajfia, people saw all kinds of land and
water animals which had been brought there. There were several
kinds of cows, she-buffalos, old women, water creatures, beasts of
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prey and birds. Viviparous and ovoparous creatures, creatures
born of sweat and plants of mountainous and lacustrine regions—
all were to be seen there. Thus seeing the pavilion abundant in
animals, cows, wealth and grains, and filled with joy. the kings
were in ecstacy.”

This clearly proves that exhibitions were held at gomedha, naramedha,
asvamedha and avimedha, etc.

Meat Sacrifice

Whether meat should be used in the yajfia or not is a different
matter. Our opinion is that yajfias were without meat, but for
argument’s sake if we consider yagjfias with meat, then we will
come to know that the modern altar (vedi—3<}) of the yagjfia is
two-fold :

(1) pirva altar, and
(2) uttara altar.

In the pirva altar there were several altars in which only grain was
offered, and meat is never mentioned. Meat is said to be offered
only in the wrrara altar. If the two adjectives of altar, piarva and
uttara, are understood as ‘ancient times’ (piirva-kala) and ‘later times’
(uttara-kala, then it is clearly proved that only grains were offered
on the ancient (pirva) altar, and meat began to be offered on the later
(uttara) altar.

The altar on which meat is offered nowadays, that is the later
altar. Uttara-vedi clearly means the altar that came into vogue in
later times, i.e. in the ancient yajfias, this altar did not exist at all.
The altars which existed in ancient times, the piirva (ancient) altars’
are stillfound. In the pirva altar only pure grain is offered, and meat
is offered on the urtara altar. Not only that, but first the offering of
grains was completely finished on the parva altars, and then offering
on the meat-altar started. Meat is never offered in the early part of
the yajfia, only grains are offered, and in the later days of yajfia meat
is offered in the wurtara altar,
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If is clearly proved that in very ancient times, the yajfia was
performed at pirva altars on which only grains were offered, and

the offering of later times comprised of the offering of meat at the
uttara altar. If somebody insists that meat yajfias were prevalent
during the period of the Brihmanas, then he will have to agree to
the fact that this was not the vogue in ancient times and only
meat-less yajiias were prevalent in those days,

If meat yajfias began in later times, it was to prevent meat-greedy
men of sinister nature to continue this disposition. With this end
in view it must have been ordained that if meat has to be eaten then
partake of it only in yajfias, so as to save daily slaughter. This seems
to be the intent of the following stanza of the $rimad Bhagavata

Puréna 11.21.29 :
3 R waafegra  qve  fawatesn: |
feqmat afy v sa1g a7 ag a @igar

(=Y7oqTo 22.1¢.18)

Lord Sri Krsna said to Udhava—

“Not knowing My implicit view, if sensuous men find pleasure in
violence, then they should indulge in it only in yajfia”,

From the above it is clear that it is not a general injunction, It
has been ordained only for the purpose of putting a curb on sensuous
pleasures and not as a general injunction to duty.

Lord Krspa has said further :
fearfigra ares?: agfi sag@ssar \

ased 3qar a@: fugwacda, @en
(sHoTo £2.3%. 30)

“People who find enjoyment in violence, out of wickedness and for
the gratification of their pleasures they slaughter animals, offer the
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meat in yajfias, and thereby make a pretence of worshipping the gods,
manes and rulers of evil spirit.

érimad-Bhigawata has stated clearly earlier also that animals
killed in sacrifice take their revenge by devouring their killer in the
next birth :

R} cauafagisara: wean  aghmrfa )

agA qafea freean: dea @ngfea @ T ama |
(sAZATTAT 2. K. )
“Those who are ignorant of this real Dharma (that is in yajfia,
the touching of animal is enjoined—not its killing—gz): FSHAI—F
f&ar Srimad Bhagavat 11.5.13) and though wicked and haughty, account
themselves virtuous, kill animals without any feeling of remorse or

fear of punishment, and are devoured by those very animals in their
next birth.” (Srimad Bhagvata 11.5.14)

In the Mahabharata also, which is considered as a fifth Veda,
animal killing is prohibited in yajfia :
gearaafagadf An gt san: |
CATSE, RIQUEg: & § ATRNgAo |
(Mahabharata, Anusasana-parva 115.43 : 116.45)

The wretch among men who, pretending to follow the path of religious
rites and yajnas laid down in the Veda, would kill living creatures
from greed of its flesh would certainly go to hell.

Persons indulging in ‘meat sacrifice’ were considered so low, that
it was prohibited even to take food from their house :

£graT: qgEeqTan SYETATEITISEEAT: |
Feqx Qfgaearly ammgaa, g gsafa
(sNAATET 20.33,5)
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O most righteous souls ! Indeed anyone eating the food cooked
in the house even of a householder consecreted for a yajfia other than
one involving animal slaughter and different from the one known by
the name Sautramani is not defiled (thereby).

(Srimad Bhagavata X.23.8)

Kalivarjya Section

Some people assert that in the kali-varjya sections asvamedha.
gomedha, etc. are prohibited in the Kali age, therefore before this
prohibition asvamedha and gomedha were performed, and horse-meat
was eaten at asvamedha and beef during gomedha.

Now the question arises who has written this kali-varjya section,
and in which text is it incorporated ? Is this found in a respectable
authoritative work ? This is not found in the respectable authoritative
smrti works, therefore we cannot arrive at any special and potent
conclusion from such an imaginary section,

The second point is that everything becomes clear when the
chronology of the kali-varjya section is fixed. According to us, the
kalivarjya section has been written within the last 700-800 years,
Therefore this cannot regulate the entire past preceding it. Here
too, there is the aforesaid defect of chronological incongruency.

Besides, if we accede that in the kalivarjya section, asvamedha and
gomedha are prohibited, even then we cannot come to kncw of the
Vedic rites of asvamedha or gomedha. It can only prove that before
the writing of the kalivarjya section, meat yajiias were performed.

Yajtias of the Brahmana and Sitra texts show additions and
subtractions as compared to the yajfias of the period of the Vedic
mantras. Certain items are not found in the yajfias of the mantra-
sambhitas, but they have been inserted later on. The reason is that in
the parva altar, meat was not employed in offering, and in the offerings
of the uttara altar, that is in the yajiia ritual of later insertions, meat
offering was employed. It was a custom of the times when the manual
of yajiia ritual was composed. The Vedic usage is only that which
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has been prescribed in the metrical mantra portions. Therefore, we
ask as to which Vedic mantra proves that the cow was slaughtered in
the Vedic gomedha ; if there is even a single mantra, let anyone bring
it forward. Gone are the days of accepting statements without proof.
We know that now-a-days several scholars acquiesce into the contention
that cows were slaughtered during gomedha, but here the question is
not the status of persons who accept it : the scholars or the non-scholars.
Here we have to consider as to what is attested by the Vedic mantras
and what is not attested—this is the question here and it is this that
we have to consider.

Punishment for Eating Meat

Those who eat meat, such carnivores have been termed yatudhana
(violent person of a fiendish disposition) by the Veda and it enjoins
punishment to them :

o Qe wfrar aagE A AHAT AGAT ATFAT: |

a1 srsrqTaT WX afeam aqf fwifo gxarfy gw= 0
(AT 20.59.2%)

“One who partakes of human fiesh, the flesh of a horse or of another
animal, and deprives others of milk by slaughtering cows, O king !
if such a fiend does not desist by other means, then even cut off
his head by your powers, this is the ultimate punishment which can
be inflicted on him.” (Rgveda X.87.16)

T atm“n"rsmqﬁ-a qteigd S X wmfE
mata, @rgfra fgarerfaat argaafa | (F9de 5.%.%3)

Itis said in this mantra of the (Atharva-Veda VIII.6.23) that those
who eat uncooked flesh, who eat meat cooked by men, who eat eggs
that are embryos, do away with this evil addiction of theirs.

This very clearly proves that in the Vedas there is prohibition of
meat-eating,
12
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gU JeEar A ArqATad FAATA |
yd: wafad Tasiag A3g wiegaq |
(m.ar. Arfeae XU, M9.R)
“Liquors, fish, mead, meat, spirits, rice cooked with sesamum
(til) seeds—all these have been inserted into yajia by the
wicked people. Vedas have not prescribed their use in yajfia.”
(Mahabharata, S'inti-parva 265.9 ; 257.9)
didasg aszsafafa @ Ry i
aweqrfa Grarfa s At gagaEy |
d 9@ @at 3ar aF a7 § qg: |
(7. ar. arfegoe 330.¥-Y; IY.¥-R)

“Yajiias should be performed with seeds—this is the Vedic
tradition. Aja are a variety of seeds, therefore it is not proper
to slaughter he-goats. Wherever there is animal-slaughter in
yajiias, that is not the way of good men.”

(Mahabharata, Santi-parva 337.4-5 ; 324.4-5)

Heinousness of Cow-Slaughter in the
Manu-Smrti
AT @ qEHW  fqad @Ak geq |
a feearg argorme iz aateRa aufeas:
(A0 ¥.1%R)

“A teacher, propounder (of the scriptures), father, mother, guru,
brahmana, cow and ascetic—they should never be Kkilled ;”

(Manu-smrti 4.162)

The slaying of persons specified in the stanza has been equated
with cow-slaughter. In other words it means that cow-slaughter is
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on par with murder of a teacher, propounder of the scriptures, father,
mother, guru and brahmana.

Heinousness of Cow-Slaughter in Christianity

‘He that Kkilleth an ox is as if he slew a man’. (Isaiah 66/3)

According to English dictionaries, the word ‘ox’ stands for the
male and female species of the bovine family.

Prohibition of Beef in Islam

Al-Ghazzali (1058-1111 A.D.) was one of the most brilliant
philosophers of Islam. At the age of 28, he headed the Institute of
Islam at Baghdad. His chief book, ‘IThya Ulum ul-Din’—‘The
Revival of Religious Sciences’ is respected as highly as the Quran.
Its Urdu translation has been published by the Navalkishore Press,
Lucknow under the title Mazakul Arafin. In its 1955 eddition (part
2, page 23, lines 17-19 the detrimental effects of beef, and the virtues
of the ghee and milk of a cow are stated as follows :—

“the meat of a cow is disease (marz), its milk is health ‘(safa)y
and its ghee is medicine (dava).”



THE MEANING OF UKSANNA AND VASANNA
AND THE BARRENNESS OF THE VASA COW

In the ‘Vedic Index’, Vol. 2, page 145, under the caption ‘Mamsa’,
Macdonell and Keith have written :—

“The eating of flesh appears as something quite regular in the
Vedic texts, which show no trace of the doctrine of ahimsa, or
abstaining from injury to animal. For example, the ritual offering
of flesh contemplates that the gods will eat it, and again the
Brahmanas ate the offerings.

(Foot note : So Agni is called eater of ox and cow in RV.
VIIL43.11)

A similar assertion has been made by V.S. Apte in Chapter 19,
 page 389 of ‘The Vedic Age’, which has been quoted above under the
heading of ‘Cow killing and Beef in the Marriage Ceremony’.

The Blided Taddhita or the Use of the
Whole for the Part

The late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satavalekar has explained
the system of the Elided Taddhita (lupta-taddhita prakriyd) on page 13
of the first part of the Vedic Section of his Go-jfigna-kosa :

“There are some Vedic mantras where the word-meaning seems
to convey a strange sense, for example :

M sfoita Aeqag + (Rgveda 1X.46.4)

Its word-meaning is : Cook or mix ($rinita) soma (matsaram)
with cows (gobhik). Prima facie, people are misled to interpret
it as an injunction to cook or to mix soma with beef. This
misapprehension arises due to the ignorance of grammar. If one
is fully conversant with the taddhita affixes, then this error does not
arise, Regarding it Acarya Yaska has said in the Nirukta 2.5 :—
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Aqrereat arfgla saeaattanar yafea
‘mfa:  fivita acedfafe’  gqma:

When there is at faddhita affix, the whole is used for a part. For
example, in gobhik $rinita matsaram, the word gau means milk’.
In this connection, it is well-worth to notice what  Yaska has
elaborated elsewhere too :—

‘“igf gerat swsArEd iy’ geafanquad: |
AqTRy A o1 2sar a ‘mfa g afa deges’ iy tm:gaﬁ‘ |

qarfy earqg a1 W@WeaAr a1 ‘mfa: aagr qafy agar
gftgegat 1 L n 4
sarsf Mesad | a1 Aarfgay, g A= weqr qAadgm ofq)

‘T g Frardiaagieaatas: aears, e’ |
(Nirukta 2.5)

Here Acarya Yaska has cited three Vedic mantras and has given
meanings of the word go as ‘hide, gluten, ligament, and bow-string’—in
all of them a part is denoted by the whole.

Arthur Anthony Macdonell and Arthur Berriedale Kelth have
also accepted it on page 234, Volume I of the ‘Vedic Index’ :

“The term go is often applied to express the products of the cow.
It frequently means the milk, but rarely the flesh of the animal.
In many passages it designates leather used as the material of
various objects, as a bowstring, or a sling; or thongs-to fasten part
of the chariot, or reins, or the lash of a -whip.”

Instead of saying ‘the eyes see’, it is said that ‘man sees’. Similarly,
for cow products like milk, yoghurt (dahi), ghee, hide, gluten, ligament
and the string made of ligaments—for all of them—the Veda Ause's_ one
word gau. In such cases, the meaning should be arrived at by the
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context. For the convenience of our readers we will cite an instance
of each :(—

sig gErar weaTEd w1 (Rg X.949)

“Draining (duhantak) the soma (amsum) they sit (adhydsate) on
the hide (gavi).”

Rulph T. H. Griffith has also translated it in the same way,
taking gavi to mean ‘hide’, “draining the stalk they sit upon the Ox’s
hide.” :

See further :—

qaeqd iz & qa7 semEr gawm g |
mfa: et wfa fsgemegrar @ sag Jarfa
(Rg. V1.47.26)

“O chariot fashioned out of the trec (vanaspate)! be (bhuyah)
strong in your parts (vidvarigo), be our mate to carry us across
(prataranah), being full of brave heroes (suvirah). Compact with
(sannaddhah) straps of leather (gobhik) show forth thy strength
(vilayasva), and may thy rider (te asthata) with the vincible foe

(jetvani jayatu).”

In this mantra, the whole denotes the part in two cases :

(1) the word go denotes the straps of leather, and

(2) the word vanaspati refers to the chariot made of the wood
of a tree. Just as the tree is lumbered into wood, and the wood is
manufactured into a chariot, so the hide is derived from the cow
and string from the hide. Similarly, the cow produces milk, milk
curdles into yoghurt, the yoghurt yields butter, and butter is boiled
to ghee—for this reason the word go is used metaphorically for all
these products.
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Now let us go on to another illustration : —

gqot €8 am wear Far i gragr qafy agar
(Rg. VI.75.11)

“This arrow is dressed (vaste) in fine feathers (suparnam), its
tip (dantakh) is made out of deer bone (mrgah), it is strongly fastened
with fine threads of cow-hide (gobhik sannaddha) and when launched
(prasitad) it strikes (patati) the enemy.”

In this mantra also there are two instances where the whole denotes
the part. The word mrga ‘deer’ expresses the bone of a deer. Instead
of saying ‘the bone of a deer’ only the elliptic expression ‘deer’ is used.
Further on, the leather straps are expressed by gobhih. This word has
also been used elliptically for ‘the straps of cow-hide’.

Also refer to the following mantra of Rgveda X.27.22 :—

g 3 frgamfigagiteat 9o 9 qaE gewmE: |

“The bowstring made of cowhide (gauk) strung (niyata) on every
bow made of wood (vrkse vrtkse) resounds (amimayat) and the
arrows with bird-feathers (vayah) which consume men, i.e. strike
them to death (périsadah) fall (prapatan) in the ranks of enemies.”

In this mantra, three words exemplify the semantics of ‘a whole for
a part’ :—

(1) vrksa ‘tree’ means a bow made from the wood of a tree.
(2) gau ‘cow’ denotes the bowstring made of cow-hide.

(3) vayah ‘birds’ stands for arrows with bird-feathers.

From the afore-mentioned examples the readers must have
understood that in the Vedic style the whole stands for its part.
If this principle had been only applicable to the word gau ‘cow’, then
one could have objected to it as an over-straining, but this is found
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in the case of other words also. Over 2500 years ago, Acharya Yiaska
has also said the same, and his examples are tabulated below :—

1. vanaspati ‘tree’ stands for a chariot made of the wood of a tree.
2. vrksa ‘tree’ stands for a bow made of the wood of a tree.

3. gau ‘cow’ stands for its milk, ghee and others.
4

gau ‘cow’ stands for its hide, hide-products etc.

(9,

gau ‘cow’ stands for string, bag, etc. made from its hide.
6. mrga ‘deer’ stands for weapon made from its bones.

7. vayah ‘birds’ stands for the arrows made from the feathers of
the birds.

Several instances can be cited ; but here we have confined ourselves
only to those quoted by Acarya Yaska. These will clarify to our
readers that this is the Vedic style. As such the word gau (cow) used
in Vedas or elsewhere as oblation material for yajfia indicates milk,
ghee etc. obtained from a cow.

The Meaning of Vasinna

Now we have to consider the meaning of the words wksanna and
vasanna which are the epithets of Agni. Europeans surmise that
uksanna means ‘meat of the bull’ and vasanna is beef. The Europeans
opine that because these words occur for Agni (fire) in the Vedas, meat
was offered in the fire and it was also consumed. If human food is
inferred from the synonyms of fire, then the fire is termed visvad which
means ‘one who eats all’ as in Rgveda VIII.44.26 .—

gard famfa wfa fagard gagaan)
whd gearfa  awfi )

“I glorify with noble ideals Agni, the youthful, Lord of the Universe,
sage who eats all visava-adam, and who stirs much.”
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In this mantra, the word visvadam has been used for Agni. Agni
eats ( € ) all (=g ), hence man ate everything ; it is improper to
conclude from it that men of the Vedic age were omnivorous. Agni
eats all, it consumes whatever is put into it, but how does it prove
that man also necessarily consumed all these things.

Faggots of seven kinds of trees were offered into the fire, but how
does this lead to the conclusion that Vedic Aryans ate the wood of
the seven trees of mango, catechu, wood-apple, Butea frondosa,
banyan, Calotropis gigantea. Such a procedure of deductions
would be disastrous. Hence it would be improper to deduce from the
words uksanna and vasanna, which are found in the Rgveda, that
Vedic Aryans ate meat of the bull and beef.

We have already explained before, the principle that the whole
is used for its part. In accordance with it, the word vasanna means
‘the Agni which consumes milk, ghee and other produce from the
cow.” Other similar examples are :

In Rgveda 1.137.1 there are gosritah and gavasirah. They are
adjectives of soma. Their literal meaning is ‘mixed ($rita) with cow
(go)’, and again mixed (asirak) with cow (go)’. In both of them the
word go ‘cow’ occurs, and here no one interprets it as beef, but as
‘milk of a cow’. Mr. Griffith has translated the word gavasirah as
‘bent with milk’. It is known to all that a very pleasant drink was
prepared by mixing cow’s milk with soma.

Acarya Siayana comments on the words gosritah and gavasirah
as follows :

faw? azfansg | qaife fafsan
mf: & arfod faban d@srar @ Re. 1.137.1-2)

To wit, here the word go ‘cow’ has been understood as ‘milk’ and
soma is mixed therewith—so it is said here.
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The following products used to be mixed with soma according
to information contained in the Vedic mantras :

1. Gavidsirah TaIf3R: ‘Soma mixed with cow’s milk (RV.1.137.1)
2. Gosrita Mg Soma mixed with cow’s milk (RV. 1.137.1)
3. Dadhyasirah SEQIAT: Sorha mixed with curd of cow-milk

(RV. 1.137.2)
4. Yavasirah QIR ‘Soma mixed with flour made from

parched barley’ (RV. 1.187.9)

5. Tryasirah sqf3T: ‘Soma mixed with milk, curds and
parched grain’—Griffith (RV. V.27.5)

6. Rasdsirah TAIRI: ‘Soma mixed with juices’ (RV.IIL48.1)

From the above it is clear as to which products were mixed with
soma. This should be particularly borne in mind by the readers that
nowhere is there any reference to the mixing of flesh or blood with
soma.

In the Veda, soma is also termed uksa. The root meaning of the
word uksa is ‘one who sprinkles’. Drops of juice drip from soma—
hence it is called wksa. At first, soma juice is offered at the former
altar (gd 3& ). Hence, soma is the food of fire—this is the meaning
of the word uksanna—‘one whose food is soma’. The meaning ‘bull’
is not intended here, because meat of the bull is never offered at havana,
then how can it go into the fire.

For a comprehensive discussion of the meaning of uksa as ‘soma’,
see the chapter on ‘Is Beef eating Prescribed in the Brhadaranyaka-
Upanisad ?”

This evidence proves that the terms wuksanna and vasanna for fire
do not mean ‘one who eats the flesh of a bullock or of a vasa Jcow’,
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but it means that ‘one who consumes products obtained from a bullock
or a vaia cow’ as for instance :

uksa or soma —the fire that consumes soma juice ; or

uksa or bull —the fire that consumes grain produced through
agriculture by bullock ; or

uksa or bull —the fire that consumes grain which imparts energy
like that of a bull ; and

vasa qzm —the fire that consumes milk-rice-pudding, ghee
or other produce from the milk of a vasa cow.

On page 929, column 2 of the Sanskrit-English Dictionary by
Monigr—Williams, vasa (g3 ) is translated as “will, wish, desire RV.
etc., ete.”, vasan anu or anuvaian “according to wish or will”.

The meaning of Rgveda VIIL43.11

Those who translate the terms uksanna and vasanna as fire that
eats bullock’s flesh or beef, they cite Rgveda VIII.43.11 to prove their
contention. The original mantra is as follows :—

IATFATE qOIATT TATSSTT A e AT ATT™R |

It has been translated into Hindi by Pandit Jayadeva Sharma,
Vidyalankar, Mimansa-Tirtha and a commentator on all the four
Vedas. Its English version is given below :—

(1) Let us adore and perceive (fa8% ) with Vedic mantras (Tqid:)
the soul ( atma JcAT ) that is ethereal like the fire ( 3= ), that
consume food capable of procreating ( I&F1 ), that enjoys
food as it desires ( @3N+ ), and that is of the nature of vigour

and verve ( @NYDA ).



188 A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’

(2) Let us revere, adore and worship (f&é‘m) with hymns ( &&§}®:)
the Supreme Lord who is effulgent like fire (37A% ), the Giver
of waters (34r), the Mover of all, of supreme sway ( §IHIS3IY ).
and the Creater of the Universe ( 3g§ ).

Barrenness of the Vasa Cow

The late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satawalekar has discussed this
topic on page 78-80 of his book Go-jiiana-kosa (Ancient Period Vedic
Section, Vol. I). Its English version is given below :

In Classical Sanskrit, ‘Vasa’ means a barren cow. By interpreting
these hymns as such under the impression that they pertain to
barren cows, many people have gone to the extent that barren
cows were slaughtered and different parts of her body were
offered at the yagjia. In our opinion it is excessive overdoing in
interpretation. First of all we should examine whether in these
hymns the word vasad conveys the meaning of a barren cow or
of a milch cow. Let us consider the following verses from the
Atharva Veda :—

ATHARVAVEDA X.10

1. O FEHATIT " AqATATRTE W30

We praise the vaia cow which gives us milk in a thousand
streams. (4)

2, QF KAT: NG FEATTC [ Mearq afiy gs3 7EqT: 14|

For the vasd cow a hundred kéepers and a hundred milkers stand
ready with a hundred milk vessels. (5)

3. garegdtTy o cceqmr 1EN
The giver of milk as food is the vaia cow. (6)
4. FaER ag q@em TR el

The udder of the vaia cow symbolises the rain-cloud. (7)
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11.
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gar el a1 &g
O vasa cow ! you pour milk. (8)
e gl SEIER ol

Milk of the vasa cow has been extracted. (10)

el aegdr - fag ey Ty e

After milking the vaiad cow, its milk has been stored in three
vessels. (11)

g9 wAlzAgTa AGET: | qu T atATgEaty 1IR30

When the cow which generally does not conceive becomes

pregnant, all get frightened. (23)

&t awggmTEn | sga glag 12

The semen of vaid cow is her milk, ambrosia-like. (29)

FATAT FAIATYIAGTEAT  qEATH F N2o0)

The Sadhyas and Vasus have drunk the milk of the vaid cow
in yajfia. (30)

qUTAT 0 AT qTEAT qJEagT T

d 9 soaea fszfy qa@t swar sgrad v

When the Sadhyas and Vasus have taken the milk of the vasa
cow, they praise her milk alone in Heaven. (31)

TATAS g8 TaA® SqTHA IR

Some milk this cow, while others look after its ghee. (32)

ATHARVAVEDA XIL4
13. I9AT AR g2 Wl

- This cow gives milk through both undder and teats. (18)
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14. gZar " amroUgR Rl

The vasa cow is easy to milk. (35)

15. geftgarar - qar el

The vaia cow gets conceived. (37)

16. mMaad FuTzze fad g@ uien

Vasa yields milk as if it were poison to the owner of the cow
who does not donate. (39)

17. qmrarted fsd aggasr gfq: samg ugon

The vaid cow loves those who offer her milk products in
yajiia. (40)

According to Atharva-Veda X.10.23 (serial no. 8 above) it appears
that the vasa cow normally does not progenerate and in a while when
she conceives, the rearers get scared. According to Atharva-Veda
X11.4.37 (serial no. 15 above), at certain times, the vas@ cow conceives

and progenerates. This verse of the Atharva-Veda reads in full as
follows :—

aeftaarar afa wgT Meed qqr )
A AT AFFATAT Feat: qrAg q=qATY || (Atharva XI14.37)

(391) The vasa (Y4IA ) cow which progenerates ( &1 aRfd )
roams about in anger (M9gy ) towards her master and curses
him saying “(®#=gA1d ) he who considers (A7) me (g ) abortive

(&§egai ) may he be liable to be seized (geQ); 91Ay ) in the clutches
of death.”

From this it appears that the Vedic vasa cow is neither barren nor
does she progenerate often like an ordinary cow. Whether she is
barren or she progenerates, she gives milk in abundance and that is
why a hundred persons attend to her, another hundred remain ready
to milk her, and yet another hundred carry vessels for her milk.
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If it is accepted that the vaid cow, without giving progeny, provides
milk in such a large quantity, then it will also have to be accepted
that only a very few fortunate persons are blessed with such a cow.
Such cows surely cannot be had in numbers. In no circumstances,
can a man think of destroying such a rare animal. Even in foreign
countries where beef is eaten without any scruples and restrictions,
even there if one were to get such a cow by good luck, one would
protect and maintain her by all means and in no circumstances will
allow her slaughter. As such, those who try to establish that the vaia
cow used to be slaughtered in the Vedic period are altogether in the
wrong. Not to speak of the slaughter of the vasa cow, even the killing
of an ordinary cow in the Vedic period cannot be established according
to the Vedas.

Keeping his self-interest and financial gain in view, even a buteher
will not like to kill a cow having such qualities, but on the other hand
he will protect her and will always benefit himself from her milk etc.



WAS THERE COW-SLAUGHTER AND BEEF
IN THE MARRIAGE CEREMONY ?

In the first volume of the History of the Indian People, entitled
‘The Vedic Age’, published by George Allen & Unwin Ltd., London
under the auspices of the Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay, Dr. V.
M. Apte has written in the 19th chapter on ‘Social and Economic
Conditions’, (Second edition, 1952) under the caption : “Marriage
and the Position of Women™ (page 389).

“A hymn in RV (X.85)—which may be called the wedding hymn—
gives us some idea of the oldest marriage ritual. The bridegroom
and party proceed to the bride’s house (X. 17.1), where the well-
adorned bride remains ready (IV. 58.9) to join the marriage-feast.
The guests are entertained with the flesh of cows killed on the
occasion (X. 85.13). The ceremony proper now commences. The
bridegroom grasps the hand of the bride and leads her round the
fire (X. 85.36, 38). These two acts constitute the essence of the
marriage and the bridegroom is now the husband who takes her
by hand (hasta-grabhak X. 18.8). The bridegroom next takes the
bride home in a car, in a wedding procession (X. 85.7, 8, 10, 24-27,
42). Then follows the consummation which is signified chiefly
by the purification of the bride’s garment (X. 85. 28-30, 35).”

Thereafter Dr. Apte writes on page 393 under the caption : “Food
and Drink” (page 393) :—

“The cow receives the epithet aghnya (not to be killed) in the
Rgveda, and is otherwise a very valued possession. It is difficult
to reconcile this with the eating of beef, but we may get some
explanation if we remember the following :

(i) Firstly, it was the flesh of the ox rather than of the cow that
was eaten ; a distinction was definitely made.
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(ii) The flesh of the cow was (if at all) eaten at the sacrifices
only, and it is well known that one sacrifices one’s dearest
possession to please the gods.

(iii) Even in the Rgveda, only vaids (barren cows) were sacrificed.
For example, Agni is called in VIIL.43.11 as vaiinna.

The expression atithinir gak (cows fit for guests) in X.68.3 implies
the same distinction.”

In the Vedic Index, Vol. 2, page 145, Arthur Anthony Macdonell
and Arthur Berriedale Keith have stated :

“The marriage ceremony was accompanied by the slaying of oxen,
clearly for food.’

Before taking into consideration the 13th mantra of the 85th sikta
of the tenth mandala of the Rgveda, on the basis of which the
aforementioned scholars have alleged beef in the marriage ceremony,
it would be in the fitness of things that all the mantras of the 85th
sukta be considered for the appropriate setting of the whole situation,

Explanation of Rgveda IV,58.9

Dr. Apte alleges that according to Rgveda IV.58.9 as the
bridegroom’s party reaches the house of the bride, she is well-adorned
_and keeps ready to join the marriage-feast. The mantra reads :

AT qEgAAET 3 AssagAr  afa  Svewnfa

% am: 138 A% gF gaeTs qru AfY T |

The padapit,ha-or break-up of the constituent words is as follows :
weaT;, 19, TEgH, TAAT, 3, afy, sgEr, w iy, awhta,
a7, @, gad, a7, ag, A€, I, A9, aq, 9w |

We have looked up ail these words in the Sanskrit English dictipnaries
13
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of Monier-Williams and V. S. Apte.
a ‘feast’.

None of these words means

The word meaning of the mantra is as follows :—

FY: &9 — As the girls
e A — having adorned themselves with ornaments
3ff 9g=a9  — are resplendent

aggq @ar — while going for marriage

Likewise

(Physical meaning)

I3 §: §IA— where the soma-yajiia is

conducted.

I3 I — where the yajfia takes
place

Tq — there

ga&g gR1  — I see the shining

A SN streams of ghi.
Where there is yajfia,
the offering faggots are
kindled being soaked in
ghi and thereby the yajiia
becomes bright, bril-
liant and illuminated.

(Spiritual significance)

where there are disciples
of noble virtues.

where there is the yajfia
of intellectual give-and-
take

there
I envision or experience

the uninterrupted flow
of the expression of
knowledge which is like
the fast-flowing gheei.e.,
illuminated knowledge
is visualised.

This is an allegorical mantra, and there is not even a remote inkling

of a beef feast.

H. H. Wilson has translated this mantra into English and there

quoted below :—
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“I contemplate these streams of ghi as they flow from where the
soma is effused, where the sacrifice (is solemnized), as maidens
decorating themselves with unguents to go to the bridegroom™.
(RV.1V.5.13.9)

Ralph T. H. Griffith has referred to the bridal feast in the English
translation of this mantra, but there is no reference to beef. His
complete translation is as under :(—

“As maidens deck themselves with gay adornment to join the
bridal feast, I now behold them,

Where Soma flows and sacrifice is ready, thither the streams of
holy oil are running.”

In the English-Sanskrit dictionaries of Monier-Williams and
V. S. Apte, the following Sanskrit equivalents are given for ‘feast’.

afewrar, aQEdE, GRS, ITATFAQTITTG, FATHARIRNIT,
fafagreagsae |

How this meaning ‘of joining the marriage feast’ has been inserted
by Dr. V. M. Apte in ‘The Vedic Age’ or other authors into this mantra,
~cannot be comprehended.

Dr. V. M. Apte writes that it was the flesh of the ox rather than
of the cow that was eaten, because the cow has been termed aghnya
(37e=1) “one who is not to be killed’, and she is also a valued possession.
According to him, the bulls are not valued wealth, and thus they are
not referred to as the inviolable in the Vedas. But this is a misunder-
standing on his part. The late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satavalekar
has discussed it at length in his Go jfiana-kosa, Vedic section, part 2,
on pages 8-9 of the Introduction. It is cited below in our English
translation :— )
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As the word aghnya (31e7g1 ) is used for the cow, likewise the term
aghnya (31Eg ) is applied to the bull. Therefore, like the cow the
bull too is to be protected, looked after and inviolable. See Atharva-

Veda 94 —

STt w  maaafa  gfa agar )
spoifa wg suteat wat = arfasa nen
qANFE @ AFNX  Ad  geawewAT: |
faeafea e & 2ar ot svgror spavaTgEfa neen

“That lord of the cows, the inviolable ( aghnya—3&=g ), that is
the bull, he listens to good tidings with his ears, he banishes famine
by his eyes, he chases away the demons with his horns. He worships
with a hundred yajfias, the fires do not consume (agnayah na duvanti)
him (enam, the bull). All the gods promote him who offers
(@ juhoti) the bull (rsabha) to the Brahmana.”

-In the above mantra, the following points deserve attention ;
1. The bull is termed a-ghnya ( 3577 ) which. means ‘not to be killed’.

2. The donation of a bull to a Brahmana is equivalent to a hundred
yajfias (mantra 18). Such is the importance of the protection,
bringing up and donation of a bull.

3. The fires do not consume him, such is the importance of a bull
(mantra 18).

. 4. The bull does not hear untoward speech, because all only praise
him (mantra 17).

5. The buil does away the horrors of famine (avarti hanti caksusa).
The bull eliminates famine by agriculture (mantra 17).

By perusing the above Atharva-vedic description of the bull, the
-readers will realise the utility of the bull, so who will dare to slaughter
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him for filling up his stomach and who would be wiliing' to invite
famine thereby. If the bull averts famine, it is necessary to keep him
well-guarded.

Dr. V. S. Apte has written : “The flesh of the cow was (if at
all) eaten at the sacrifices only, and it is well known that one sacrifices
one’s dearest possession to please the gods.” It should be known
that to sentient being the dearest is one’s own body ; so if offering of
life has to be made to please the gods, the dearest possession that is
one’s own body should be offered. It is his misunderstanding that the
gods are pleased by the offering of a cow. See its detailed-discussion
under the caption :. ‘Were Cow-Slaughter, Meat Sacrifice and Meat-
Eating Prevalent in the Vedic Age 7

Hereafter Apte writes that according to the Rgveda a barren (vasa)
cow was offered, because in Rgveda VII1.43.11 Agni is called vasanna.
By this he means that the food of agni is vasa, therefore, a barren
(vasa) cow was slaughtered and its flesh offered in havan. To consider
the Vedic vasa cow to be barren is ‘due to ignorance. For its correct
interpretation see the caption : ‘The meaning of Uksanna and Vasanna
and Barrenness of the vasa cow’.

Still further, Dr. Apte asserts that the expression athithinir gah
(Rgveda 10.68.3) also implies the same. See its detailed discussion
under the sub-caption : ‘The Meaning of Atithinirgah and Atithigva
of the caption : ‘Is Beef Possible in Madhuparka ?’

The meaning of Rgveda X.85

Now we will consider the relevance of cow-slaughter and beef in
the marriage ceremony. It has been discussed by the late Pandit
Shripad Damodar Satavalekar in his Go-jfiana-kosa, Vedic Section,
Part I, pages 16-20. It is quoted below in our English translation.
The following mantra is cited in support :
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gatar Igg: Trq afqar aaarasg |
G geAed  wEisgeal: od@d 1| (Reveda X.85.13)

This mantra occurs in an allegorical context. The meaning will
become clear by taking its contextual setting into account. Now let
us see some mantras preceding it as well as a few that follow :

wrafaar  gfi:  gg@wafrar o
waarfieariiagfa fxfa st sty fira: nan

fafac  sowEwi  Sgo sweasIEq
dhific ®w  artagaremat afag nen

AT argeafaan: AT S| eawm )
gata wfyaar qufaraiegiaa: na

arat qggazfEaTEgar . @
gat amt dawdt Aaar  afqagarg usn

At wEAT WA ATEg dUEga S
QRIGASITETETET  agategal  gEg nien

waaangatateat et 8 qraartaa
s & = et ¥ qegmssTEe uQ

gt @ I AT SqTAr }W  ATEQ:
Ft  AaeRd  g@aidweadt  afag nt

gafar 9gg: amrreafyar aASTESq |
@Aty gmA wEiseeE: OTER IR
qgatd guewdt wtd gaiga
FIF AW qIATAEFT @ AEAT: 14N
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g & a% @i FEw WgaT fug |
wqF W% AU AT gy UGN
(Rgveda X.85.1, 7-13, 15, 16)

While considering these mantras the readers should bear in mind
that it is an allegorical description of the marriage of Surya (gaf),
the Daughter of the Sun, to the Moon. Its meaning is :

Earth is sustained by Truth : by Surya (g4 ) are the heavens
sustained. By verity the Adityas stand secure, and Soma stands
in heaven—g @& (1) ; Intellectual power was the pillow of her
couch, sight was the unguent for her eyes : All the objects from
the earth to the heavens were her treasure when bride Surya ( §af )
went unto her Lord. (7); Mantras were the cross-bars of the
chariot, Kurira-metre decked it ; The bridesmen were the Twin
Asvins, Agniled them all. (8) ; Soma was he who wooed the bride,
groomsmen were both the Asvins, when the Sun-god Savita,
bestowed his willing Surya (gaf) on her Lords. (9) ; Her Mind
was the bridal car ; the covering thereof was heaven ; the two
white steers drew it, when Surya ( gaf ) approached her husband’s
home. (10) ; The two bulls were kept steady in place by the
mantras of the Rig and Sama Vedas. The two ears were the two
chariot wheels : stationary and moving were the path in the heavens.
(11) ; Clean as thou wentest, were thy wheels ; the vyina breath
was the axle of the chariot. Seated on such a chariot fashioned of
the Mind, Surya (gaf ) proceeds to her Lord. (12) ; Savita gave
a bountiful dowry to Suryi (gaf). She moved forward. This is
the time of the Magha constellation when the cows are sent as
dowry (Europeans have interpreted it as cows are slain during the
Magha constellation), that is, the rays of the sun reach the moon
and in the Phalguni constellation (arjunnyoh paryuhyate) the moon
Soma is wedded to Surya, (13) ; O ye twin Asvi-devas, when you
came to Surya’s wedding on a three-wheeled chariot, where was
the one chariot wheel of yours ? Where stood ye for the command ?
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(15) ; O Surya (qu) the Brahmans recognize the two seasons
(Uttarayana and Dakginayana) as two wheels of thine and the one
kept concealed (or invisible in the cave of the heart) is known to
those who are skilled in the eternal truths. (16)

The readers can follow the mantras and comprehend their meaning.
It will be clear that there is no relevance of the slaughter of cows.
If we try to insert that the cows were killed, that does not suit the
context. We have given above the translation of the Europeans (in
brackets) and also the real and correct meaning. The readers should
deliberate and should themselves come to realise how wrongly the
Europeans have misunderstood these mantras.

Dr. Wilson has translated the expression aghdasu hanyante gavah
as ‘the cows are whipped along’, which is a bit better than Griffith,
Whitney and others who have understood it as ‘the cows are slaughtered’
which is a grave blunder as is clear from the whole context. The
meanings of the mantras as we have given above are also accepted
by the Europeans ; they differ only in the slaughter of cows. In fact,
now it is not necessary to go into further details. Yet, we will elaborate
the allegory of the bridal chariot to make it clearly intelligible to the
readers.

Bridal chariot Spirit, mind ’ (Mantra 10)
Covering of the chariot Heaven (G »)

Those who draw the

chariot 7 Two bulls ( »)
Reins Mantras of Rk & Sama (Mantra 11)
Path or way The stationary and moving

worlds, i.e. the inanimate

and animate worlds « , ')
Axle of the chariot vyana breath (Mantra 12)

Pillow Intellectual power (Mantra 7)
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Unguent for the eyes sight (Mantra 7)
Treasure all the objects « ., v )
Crossbars of the chariot Mantras ‘(Mantra 8)
Shine of the chariot Metres of the mantras « , v )
Groomsmen of the bride  The twin Asvins (Mantra 9)
Herald Agni

The two wheels of the

chariot

The two ears

( 2 ”)

(Mantra 11)

This description follows the mantras literally. The readers are
aware that Vedic depiction proceeds on the three planes of the physical,
This three-fold interpretation will become
clear from the tabulation given hereunder :

deific, and metaphysical.

METAPHYSICAL

PHYSICAL DEIFIC
(in worldly usage) (in the universe) (in the body)
Father of the bride Sun The Supreme father
Bride Surya (Light of the Intellective power
Sun) ‘
Bridegroom Soma Spirit (atma)

Groomsmen of the
bride

In the bridal party
Unguent in the eyes

Bridal treasure

Cows

Twin Asvins

Agni in the fore
Scenes

All the objects

Rays

endowed with the
16 degrees

Inhalation and
Exhalation

Speech

Sight

All the parts of the
body

Senses
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Chariot Lightning Mind

Covering of the chariot Heaven—3I 3% Brain

Path of the chariot Stationary and moving Inanimate and
animate

Those who draw the

chariot Two bulls Prana & apana
breaths

Reins Mantras of the Rk
& Sama

Cross bars of the chariot Mantras

Shine of the chariot Metres

Axle Vyana breath

Two wheels of the

chariot Directions Two ears

Pillows in the chariot Noble thoughts.

On perusing this tabulation, the Vedic allegory must have become
evident to the readers. So it is not necessary to elaborate it further.
The readers can see this wedding within themselves and also in the
world without. These Vedic mantras depict the eternal wedding taking
place in the external world ; and now-and-then the nuptials occurring
in the human body have also been indicated by allegory to the mind,
noble thoughts, etc. The light of the sun drives pleasure by reflecting
into the moon ; this provides the metaphor for a description of the
metaphysical reality.

Use of the root ‘Han’ with the word ‘Go’

The word go (i) refers to the rays of the sun ; this is beyond
doubt. In hanyante the root is han. The great grammarian Panini,
the Sage, has given two meanings : han himsa-gatyokh, i.e., in the
Dhatupatha it means ‘killing’ and ‘moving’. In the dictionaries, this
root han has the following meanings :
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To kill ; To multiply ; To go.

The readers will find these meanings in every dictionary. If the readers
will take these meanings into account, then the meaning of the
expression

< [\
qATY TAQ  ATHISHEAT  qa @]
in the mantra (even leaving out the allegory) will be clear,

(3@rg ) at the time of the Magha constellation
(ma: ) the cows (&g ) are driven along, and
(3j:) during the Phalguni constellation
(9g@d ) the marriage takes place.

Dr. Wilson has taken only this meaning. Besides the allegorical
interpretation, as a matter of fact on a cursory glance too, this is the
straight-forward meaning. Though the well-known meaning of the
root han is ‘to kill’, yet the other significance of ‘to move’ has nct
become obsolete. If we take it to mean ‘to multiply’, then the
expression gavah hanyante will mean ‘the number of cows is multiplied’,
the cows are multiplied two-fold or four-fold. When a marriage
takes place, several people collect together and to offer them milk,
cows are collected and brought from place to place and thus their
numbers are augmented. See how perfectly and naturally this
interpretation suits the context. A meaning which will conform to
the concept of inviolability of the cow inherent in the word aghnya
and which will suit the context, that meaning alone will be correct
and appropriate. )

Besides, it will be clear from the tabulation that the cows of the
physical plane, are the rays in the deific, and the sensory powers on
the metaphysical plane. In case of doubt, the meaning should be
determined by recourse to other areas of semantic usage. On there
being a doubt as to the meaning on the physical plane, i.e. in worldly
practice, whether the cows should be slaughtered or not duringa
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marriage, how the mantra should be translated ; which of the two
meanings of the root han should be taken—we should consider and
arrive at an appropriate decision after taking into account the meanings
on the deific and metaphysical planes. On the deific plane, it is clear
that rays of the sun are reflected on to the moon and light spreads.
The rays of the sun are not killed or extinguished. Considering this
we find that the root han in the sense of ‘to kill’ is not intended, but the
significance of ‘expansion, spreading or movement’ alone is meant.
If the meaning of extinction or killing is taken up, then how could the
rays of the sun reach the moon after being extinct. How will light,
the daughter of the sun (Surya Savitr?) be wedded to the Moon (Soma) ?
How will the bridal party proceed in pomp and show ? In short,
_here the root han does not signify ‘to kill’.

On the metaphysical plane we should look within. Will there
be happiness of the Spirit (atma) by annihilating the sensory powers,
or will their discipline alone auger well ? The bridal chariot should
proceed on the path of dharma, disciplined by the mantras of Rk and
Sama, on the way of the world. For this, the bulls who draw this
chariot should be well-trained, and governed by the mantras they should
move on the correct path. From this train of ideas, it is again evident
that cow-keeping is intended.

Likewise, it is but proper that cows should be collected, moved
along the proper way and not allowed to go astray so that family
relations coming to the wedding ceremony are well-fed with milk.
What will be gained by killing them, by slaughtering them ?

From this point of view also it appears that the multiplication of
cows is intended, or to move them along the proper path is meant.
As pointed out above, the root Aan means gati or movement. This
gati signifies knowledge, going and obtaining. These meanings are
attested by the grammarians. If we take this meaning of gati, then the
expression gavah hanyante would mean to gain knowledge about the
cows, to move the cows or to obtain the cows.

The root han also means ‘to prod’. Now-a-days this meaning is

atmea .

ot gt e Ebgnian
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current in the Marathi language. The word hanana—Marathi hanane
(gmd )—means to prod with a stick, i.e. a cowherd leads the cows
by a stick in whichever direction he wants to take them. So this is
also the signification of the word hanana. If we take this meaning
of the root han, then hanyante gavah would mean that the cowherds
prod the cows to the desired direction. In the context of the marriage,
they bring them together and take them to the desired destination.

Whichever alternative we accept, this much is clear that the killing
of cows is not intended. Acarya Sayana also does not translate it as
killing Fel ARy WA gAQ S drewwq YmeRq , ie. at the time
of the magha constellation the cows are driven to their destination
being prodded on with sticks. The cows starting from the house of
the Sun are guided on the correct way to the house of the Moon.
The purport of the commentary of Sayana is that the sun god gave
cows as dowry to his daughter at her marriage. To bring the cows
to the house of the moon the cowherd of the sun drive them along,
and is necessary to keep them on the correct path they prod them
with sticks and finally the cows reach the house of soma, and at the
time of the phalguni constellation the daughter of the sun is wedded
to the moon. If we accept the meaning of ‘killing of cows’, then the
dowry would be annihilated and the would be son-in-law would be
angered, and the marriage would be interrupted. So the meaning of
‘killing’ does not apply here.

In whatever manner we consider the passage, it will be evident
that cow-slaughter is not meant here. Inspite of all this European
scholars have written on the basis of this mantra that ‘the marriage
ceremony was accompanied by slaying of oxen, clearly for food’.
It is really astonishing how they jot down their imagination without
considering the context. The Europeans may indulge in fancy, but
we should arrive at a rendering after due consideration of the context.
As we have seen in the above mantra in no way does cow-slaughter
fit in the context, yet Europeans are bent upon presenting this mantra
as an evidence of beef-eating. Can there be a bigger blunder ?
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The magha constellation is immediately followed by the prior
(purvé) and later (uttara) phalguni constellations. The moon stays
in them for three nights. If Monday falls on the magha constella-
tion, then the Tuesday and Wednesday fall on the two phalguni
constellations. Hence the dowry is sent during the magha constellation,
and the wedding takes place on the second or third day. If any facts
have to be deduced from this mantra, then we will arrive at the situation
that according to the Veda, cows were given as dowry, and the marriage
took place after the dowry reached the bridegroom’s home. But,
there is no possibility of deducing the slaughter of cows. Such a
conclusion is a display of strange ignorance. We certainly have to
decide which of the several meanings of the root han is intended here :

1. han—to kill. This meaning is well known.

2. han—to go ; to move ; to goad. This meaning is given by
grammarians and it is also exemplified by passages. In the
Vedic usage this meaning is commoner than in the classical
Jlanguage. It is also gati given in the Vedic lexical work
Nighantu 2.74.

3. han—to guard ; as in hasta-ghna. Here ghna from the root han
means to protect. Hasta-ghna means ‘hand-guard’, which is
cognate todastana. This is a Vedic usage (Rgveda VI.75.14).

4. han—to multiply. It is used in mathematical literature, ghata

(e7<T) hanana (§97) hati (gfQ) hata (g5) convey the meaning
of ‘multiplication’ etc.

5. han—to raise ; to kick up. Its instance is : turaga-khura-hatas
tatha hi renuh—°the dust kicked up by the hoofs of horses’
in Sakuntala 1.32.

6. han—to beat ; to prod ; as the cowherds prod the kine by a stick.

7. han—to ward off ; to avert. This meaning is attested by the
Mahabharata also.

8. han—to touch ; to come in contact. It is an astronomical term
in Varahamihira’s Brhat-sarbhita.
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9. han—to give up ; to abandon.
10. han—to obstruct.

Ten meanings of the root han are given in dictionaries. Which
of them are applicable to the ancient Vedic mantras, can be decided
only after considering their relevancy to the context. If the root han
is interpreted as ‘to kill' wherever it occurs, that would become
nonsensical.

Conclusion

Those scholars who have tried to show on the basis of Rg-Veda
that the cow-slaughter was resorted to for feasting the bride-groom
party, have picked up stray mantras from here and there without any
coherence. They have tried to mislead the people by their academic
standing or by the importance of their status. The bride is set to be
eleganﬂy adorned and dressed to be taken to participate in the bridal
feast in the fourth Mandala of the Rig-Veda, and in the remote tenth
Mandala it is alleged that the marriage party is feasted on beef. While
unconnected and far removed, both of them are allegorical descriptions
as has been shown earlier. Those scholars whose intellect runs over
to cover such unrelated statements, far removed from each other, it is
beyond comprehension that their intelligence is unable to see the
reality of facts. Undoubtedly, they have moulded their researches
being motivated by special considerations. This is amply attested
and it must have become evident to our readers by the clarifications
offered in this essay.



WAS THE COW KILLED AT CREMATION ?

Raja Rajendralala Mitra writes on page 2 lines 4-6 of his booklet
‘Beef in Ancient India’ :—

“A supply of beef was deemed an absolute necessity by pious
Hindus in their journey from this world to another world, and
a cow was invariably killed to be burnt with the dead.”

He has further referred the readers to his article ‘Funeral Ceremonies
of Ancient Hindus’. On ransacking, we found it in the Journal of the
Asiatic Society of Bengal Vol. XXXIX, Part I, No. IV of 1870. It
was delivered as a speech in November 1870. In lines 3-10 of page
251 it is stated :(—

“The Aranyaka, after arranging the sacrificial vessels, gives the
mantra for covering the corpse with the raw hide of the cow, which
should be entire with head, hair and feet, the hairy side being kept
upper-most. The mantra for the purpose is addressed to the hide ;
‘Cuirass, carefully protect this body from the light of Agni ;
envelope it with thy thick fat and marrow ; holding this impudent
Agni, desirous of seeing and consuming it by his vigour, allow him

99

not to go astray’.

The mantra of the Aranyaka referred to above is the 7th mantra of
the 16th sikta of the 10th mandala of the Rgveda.

In lines 7-9 of page 147 of the ‘Vedic Index’, Vol. Il,it is asserted :—

“The ritual of cremation of the dead required the slaughter of
a cow as an essential part : the flesh being used to envelope the
dead body.”

The late Pt. Shripad Damodar Satavalekar has discussed this
passage at length no pages 4-5 of the Introduction to his ‘Go-jiiina-
kosa’, ancient sector, Vedic section, part II, under the heading ‘Antya
Yajiia’. It is quoted below in extenso in our English translation i—
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“According to Vedic tradition the whole life of man is a great
yajfia. To devote one’s entire life to the good of all is a yajFa,
and death of the human person is the final offering. When the
final offering, i.e. the offering of one’s body, is effected, that is the
completion of the life-long yajfia. The readers should note the
loftiness of the conception of a life pervaded by yajfia. In the
Vedic tradition, cremation is not mere reduction of thé body to
ashes, but it is the final yajfia, and being the last offering it is the
consummating yajia. The body is offered into the flaming fires ;
from this point of view the offering of flesh i.e. one’s entire body—
into fire is in accord with Vedic dharma. But can this be termed
a yajfia with meat ? Now-a-days a meat sacrifice means; the
offering of the flesh of a horse, a cow, or a bull. This is Quite
different from the final offering or cremation. In this ultimaté act,
the offering of the human body or of another body, is not meant
to be eaten. As the dead body has not to be kept in the house,
it is burnt and this is termed the last yajiia. - . So if one says that
meat is used in ygjfia it is true in a way, but what is intended and
understood by it—that is not the truth. So we say that inspite of
fire being named kravyada ‘consuming flesh or corpses’ it does
not prove the eating of animal flesh. Fire was so térmed because
of the cremation of dead bodies in the Vedic age. As a matter of .
course, men die, their corpses are cremated. In war, horses, bulls
and other animals die in battle along with men—all of them were

cremated in Vedic times. = The readers can judge from this custom

that though fire is called kravyada, it in no way proves the eatmg

of meat :

 wwRed qft MiEdaer | fosr faar Azar = [

AT gogETAT A T qqﬁmwg«i [
Reg. X 16. 7)

Here the word gobhik is used. Europeans have surmised from it

that the corpse was covered with beef, ~and for it, they deem cow-

slaughter to be essential, Several Indian scholars also thihk likéwise,
14
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Here it has to be taken into consideration that the word gobhik is in
the plural, and according to Sanskrit grammar, plural means ‘at least
three cows’. If a human corpse has to be covered with flesh, will it
require three cows as minimum ? If this rite has to be accomplished
with beef, will one cow not suffice ? The body of a cow is three-to-four
times the human body, so the covering of the corpse of one human
being will not require at least three or more cows.

This will draw the attention of our readers to the fact that something
else is intended. By the word gau (7}) are intended milk, yoghurt
(g&), ghee, hide,etc. This is accepted even by Europeans. So we
must find out for which product three or more cows can be required

during cremation, and what is_it-that cannot be effected by one cow
alone.

Flesh, hide, lard, etc. can be obtained in sufficient quantity from
one cow. So ghee alone is the product which will have to be obtained
from more than three cows. It is essential to smear the corpse with

~ ghee before putting it on the fire. Those who perform havan they
know well that ghee is poured over oblation-materials before they are
offered into the fire. So also the kindling faggots are soaked in ghee
_ before being put into the fire. In the final havan when the body, the
' consummating faggot is offered into the fire, will ghee not be required ?
Now-a-days ghee required for properly soaking the faggots is not
available, so they are just sprinkled over with a few drops. In the
Vedic age when there was no dearth of ghee, it is no wonder that the
dead body was well anointed with ghee, the body that was the faggot
offering par excellence into the ultimate yajiia. The ghee also allays
poison. When the corpse burns, poisonous air fills the atmosphere ;
to cleanse it the more the ghee the better, and more and more necessary
it is. The atmosphere is purified by it. According to Vedic custom,
the quantity of ghee used for cremation was equal to the weight of the
body. Now-a-days the Hindus make 5 to 10 tolas suffice for this rite.

To comprehend ‘gau’ as meaning ghee produced from a cow,
~is not new. It is accepted by all. Inspite of this, it is amazing
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how one can surmise the slaughter of a cow by the mantra under
discussion.

The attention of scholars has not been drawn to the plural form

of gau, or they have intentionally overlooked it, hence this non-sensical
rendering—this is clear and evident.

The detailed consideration of this mantra also proves that in the

Vedic age there was no idea of slaughtering either a milch-cow or a
vasa cow.




WAS A RED BULLOCK SLAIN FOR ITS HIDE AT
THE AUSPICIOUS OCCASIONS OF MARRIAGE
AND ROYAL CONSECRATION ?

In ‘Cow-Slaughter—Horns of a Dilemma’, edited by Sri A. B.
Shah, Sri Mukandi Lal has written under the caption : ‘Cow Cult in
India’ on page 18 : '

“Slaughter of cows on ceremonial occasions was considered
auspicious in ancient India. The bride and bridegroom were
to sit on the raw skin of a red bull before the altar. The skin
must have been of the red bull sacrificed on the occasion of the
marriage ceremony to feed the guests.”

He continues further :

“Similarly, on the occasion of the coronation of kings, the raw
skin of a red bull was placed under the seat of the king to be
anointed. Probably the king had to sit on fresh cow hide to
perform the ceremony.”

We have already introduced Messrs. A. B. Shah and Mukandi
Lal and have given an assessment of the depth of their knowledge
under the heading ‘“Were Cows slaughtered at King Rantideva’s
Place ?* It is not necessary to repeat it here. ’

$ri Mukandi Lal has not referred to the Dharma-§astra wherever
the above facts are cited. It appears that he has no personal knowledge
of their source and neither did he find it necessary to go into their
details. His sole objective seems to be to do propaganda for cow-
slaughter somehow or the other, making use of the stature of his
position. Whatever it be, it is necessary to clarify the points raised
by him in trying to mislead the common man. so that fals¢
apprehensions are removed.
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Was a Red Bull-Hide Obtained by Slaughter ?

Was a Red Bull-Hide Obtained by Slaughter
at a Marriage Ceremony ?

For cow-slaughter in a marriage ceremony and for serving beef
to guests during a marriage feast, see the heading ‘Was There Cow-
Slaughter and Beef in the Marriage Ceremony ?°

The contention of Sri Mukandi Lal is that beef was served to
guests at marriage, and for it a red bull was slaughtered then and
there and the raw hide of the red bull was used as a seat for the bride
and groom. Such a raw hide was also used at the coronation ceremony
as a seat for the King to be coronated. Let the readers consider how
practicable it is that a red bull was slain just after the arrival of the
groom’s party ; its raw hide was utilized for seating the bride and
groom and a similar fresh raw hide was employed as the seat for a
King to be coronated and to serve the meat of that red bull to guests
in the groom’s party ? The fresh raw hide of a red bullock slain
instantaneously will be dripping with blood and its flesh will be oozing,
which is a horrid sight. It will be smelling horrible. "Is it possible
that such an item fits in the festive decorations of a marriage or of a
royal consecration ? Inspite of this, men like Mukandi Lal try to
mislead people by such impossible fantasies without a proper analysis
of the whole situation, taking undue advantage of the stature of their
position.

- In recent times, Pandurang Vaman Kane has made a detailed
study of the Dharmasagtras. Its results have been incorporated in
his book ‘History of Dharmasastra’. From the description given in
its Vol. 2, part 1, page 530, under the caption ‘Ceremonies of Marriage’,
it is clear that according to the Sitras, only the bride is seated on a
bullock-hide and that too when she comes to the bridegroom’s house
after the performance of the due departure ceremony. On that occasion
the groom makes a few offerings in the marital fire, All the grhya-
siitras we have been able to gather, prove this very situation. Thus
it clearly proves as false and unfounded the contention of Mukandi
Lal that a bullock was slain then and there by the bride’s party to
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serve beef to the groom’s entourage and that its freshly obtained hide
was used to seat the groom and bride for the marriage ceremony.

All the grhya-siitra texts are not available now-a-days. After
strenuous efforts, we have been able to consult Asvaldyana, Kathaka,
Varaha, Baudhayana, Paraskara, Gobhila, Bharadviaja and Khadira
grhya-siitras.

All of them refer to the red ( Qfgd, g ) hide of the bullock.
But the Baudhayana-grhya-siitra does not specify the red colour.
Nowhere have we come across a seat of bulloek-hide instead of the
usual seat. Wherever a seat of hide is referred to, there only the deer-
hide is prevalent. Even if, for argument’s sake we accept a bullock-hide
seat for any ritual of the marriage ceremony, it does not prove that to
obtain bullock-hide for a seat, it was incumbent to slay a bovine
animal. The hides of animals who die a natural death are available,
which can be utilised for all appropriate purposes. Cows and bullocks
of a red colour also die. If, in case ox-hide or red ox-hide is required
for a ritual during marriage, then an ox-hide obtained without killing
can also be used as a seat on such occasions. Even by straining or
twisting the interpretation of words in the original text we do not arrive
at the meaning that it was essential to obtain hide for a seat by slaying
a cow or a bull on that very occasion, nor can we come to the meaning
that the groom’s party was to be served with beef.

Here below are the texts of the grhya-siitras on which we have
been able to lay our hands. Readers conversant with Sanskrit can
conclude for themselves :

1. Asvalayana-grhya-sitra 1.8.9 :—
frqregrfiagquasrara aEREaTssAgE aaissed afie-

gaw@y afersgafywral sarnemam | Ar @ gt
Aaag axafafifa gagh: swas gar ausag fawen

gha A arg afamasSgrsaiRo qrsats g2 |
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éiﬁkhayana-g;‘hya-saﬁgmha —
ATGLEIATH TEATA: | A% QIOTATITAISTATIT: qrizar: |
IGBAEBRAGTITATT AT qat SHES  aHagawor
qggaaqafa | aar @ g afeg @i
Kathaka (Laugaksi) grhya-sitra 3.4.4 (284) :—
dfgvar g4 ar agr  guaiwARuTEmEge  OfEd
FAvgafgaThy ar sy sazfafug arfitg sua gfa =)

Varaha-grhya-sitra : (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series ‘No. . XVIII,
Edited by R. Sama Sastry B.A., 1921 edition FFdgq TR,

page 18) :

qeargR Afgq Sdvaragd gy Stwat qﬁm«ﬁu %s
ayguanata |

Baudhayana-grhya-siitra 1.5.8 :— .
AFATATAZE IATFAATATI ‘g v ﬂmwﬂﬁmﬂm w®:
q&r | g8t SeRfAat vaeqit fafieg” gfi |
Paraskara-grhya-siitra 1.8.10 :— |

at FEYTT IAUT ATHIFWISIAN AT aAgE e

,aﬁﬁgqaﬂdﬁ gg T faizfraerEr @ qET: | @

wea gfgont ag g8 qur fadigieeafy |

Gobhila-grhya-siitra 2.2.3 :— )
aqursfharagg Afimad aofiagaeimstvieaafy

Bharadvaja-grhya-siitra 1.18 :—
gaEareafyaT 397 Aq+g aq SATTAT LeAGAT YETIEATAZR ﬁ&a
aRegaRRadty et frfirfreagrar ge g |
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9. Khadira-grhya-sitra 1.4.2 :—

sTEnEAsfagrenng  arEERdifE  aniagegeEE
srsftaatetd arraaTguanay |

10. We could not get the original Sanskrit text of the Manavagrhya-
siitra but only its English translation by M. J. Dresden. Herein
too the sequence is that the bride is seated after coming to the
house of her in-laws, and there is no inkling of any slaying here.

», It also enjoins the spreading of kusa grass on the hide, and
alternatively it prescribes that the bride should take a kusa seat.
Below we quote the English translation :

“To the west of the fire, he causes the bride to sit down upon
- a red bull-skin, of which the neck is turned eastward, on the
hairy side, after having bestrewn it (i.e. the skin) with Darbha-

- rass, or (he causes her to) sit down on Darbha-grass (only).”
o- -

"ce Ma
Even a person . xﬂ{:h::ller fwhost«;,1 1ntengon fw:;xls E egmmate
the feeling of reverence for .. oW from the minds of the Hindus, has

not been able to twist the meanm of any grhya-sitra in.his English
translation, to signify that at the occasion . ot marrlage a seat of raw
hide was provided for the bride and groom by kllu oxa red bUHOCk at
the spur of the moment and that its flesh was served to 1 ® groom 8
party (see ‘Sacred Books of the East’, edited by F. Max Muller, v< VoL

XXIX & XXX Grhya-Sutras Parts I & II). Besides the grhya-siitras,

rites of the marriage ceremony are not detailed anywhere. We are
at a loss to know whence Mukandi Lal has found out that in ancient
India cow-slaughter was considered auspicious at a marriage ceremony
and the bride and groom had to sit on a raw skin of a red bull before
the altar, and that the skin had to be of a red bull which had been
sacrificed on the occasion of the marriage ceremony to feed to the
guests. o

From the foregoing discussion it is clear that there was no
on-the-spot slaughter even if the bride had to sit on a bullock-hide
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to consummate certain rites after reaching the house of her in-laws
after the marriage ceremonies.

The meanings of the word rohita ( Qfgd) in Monler Wllllams
Sanskrit-English chtlonary are as follows :

(i) ared deer ;
(ii) a red mare ;
(iii) a red or chestnut horse.

So the meaning of Qg THMT can also mean the hide of a red. deer,
red mare ora red horse.

The Meaning of Anaduh and Gocarma

According to the texts of Baudhiyana, Paraskara and Bharadvija
grhya-sitras given above, where JHga MR =HOI IWIAM occurs,
it is followed by gg mal fAfle=y, &8 3Izal:, §8 Yeur: which means
‘may the cows (oxen) sit here, here the horses, here men’. In Sanskrit
the word gau also connotes a bullock. It can mean that on the
return of the marriage party the bullocks yoked to the chariots may
also sit, i.e. remain there, there also the horses, there the people, i.e.
the groom’s party. How can the sitting area of the hide of a bullock
or deer accommodate so many bullocks, horses and men ? To make
the sentence gg Q) fA4Ia—g, 88 3=AI:, §8 geul: significant, what can

be the intent of the Paraskara-grhya-sitra 3qqu SR aM-gd VfEQ
9¥for I933afd p  This ought to be well-considered. Its corréct

interpretation has been given by Pt. Dinanath Sastri Sarasvat in his
Sanatan-Dharmalok, Vol. 6, pages 436-440 whose resume is given
below i—

1. According to the Ranti-kosa, the word anaduh (F7g8,) signifies
the main residence or the gaiety room in the marriage
pavilion. The etymology of the word anaduh ( &gg.) is I
FBAI—A JFSIq. So the meaning of anaduh (JFGE.) given
by the Ranti-kosa is correct as being the main xfesidence
which bears the chariot in the form of husband and wife.
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The Vicaspatya lexicon says JAgE NT-EWR) which means that
the word anaduh (g8, ) is used to connote ‘an adjacent place’ etc.
This refers to the gaiety room near the marriage pavilion, where it is
appropriate to seat the bride, or the groom and the bride together.

2. Ofgq WM can also mean ‘red hide’ and also ‘the hide of a
red deer, or red horse or mare’. A deer-skin seat has been in
vogue for ceremonial sitting. Thus the meaning of the

sentence JFYCA MR JFGE QXA T9M I9AYAM in Paraskara

grhya-siitra 1.8.10 according to the two preceding intérpreta-
tions will be : ( SUdZAMT ) he seats (her) (&) on deer-hide
(3FTA ) in a covered (HR ) building ( H=FR ) in the gaiety
room near the marriage pavilion.

3. The hide of a bullock is also termed go-carma (M=H ‘bovine
hide’). Let us now consider the various meanings of go-carma
(W=H ). The technical senses of go-carma are as follows :

(a) In the Mitaksara commentary of the Yajfiavalkya-smrti :—

grgEaa guad fang-guefradag | gn avde man

i.e. ‘ten hands make a rod (38 ), 30 rods a nivartana
(ffad9). A land area of ten such nivartanas is termed a

gocarma ( MAHF ).

The meaning of nivartana in Monier-Williams® Sanskrit-English
Dictionary, page 560, column 1 is as follows :

“a measure of land 20 rods or 200 cubits or 40,000 squafc
hastas”.

The counterpart of the English word ‘rod’ in Sanskrit is danda
(zv8 ). The English word ‘cubit’ is defined in an English dictionary
as the measure from the elbow to the end of the middle finger which
is 18 to 22 inches. An English dictionary defines the length of ‘rod’
as 5.1/2 yards or 16.1/2 feet, which is approximately ten hands. In
the Yajfiavalkya-smrti too a ‘rod’ (danda) has been reckoned as ‘ten
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hands’ which tallies with the English dictionary. According to the
Yajiiavalkya-smrti a nivartana is 30 rods long X 30 rods wide area of
land, i.e. 300 hands x 300 hands = 90,000 sq. hands. But, according
to the Sanskrit English Dictionary of Monier-Williams, a nivartana is
20 rods or 200 hands, i.e. 200 hands long X 200 hands wide = 40,000
square hands.

(b) Grhya-sarngraha 1.39 :
Fwgd A% waT fassfa d@gag |
qrIqER-ggATAT  WMaEw  gfa @rag: |

that is, an area in which 100 bulls and cows can sit with their
calves, that is termed gocarma ( M=aH ).

The Candra-kanta-bhagya comments on the above :—

Tt T gUsEwl A% fassgatema: |
qag MawArs g wgagtagl @

that is, where a 100 cows and bullocks can sit without
restrictive restrains, that land-area is termed gocarma ( MaH )
by those conversant with the Vedas.

(¢) The lexicon Padmacandra-kosa defines it on page 136 as a
measurement of land 100 yards long and about 3 yards wide.

(d) Itis stated in the 9th stanza of the Brhaspati-smrti :
g7 mMagw g ax fasssrafegan )
qr@TeERGATAT ag MaAw ¥ra <TA

i.e. where a 1000 cows and bulls can sit comfortably with their
calves, that measure of land is termed a gocarma ( M<H ).

The measurements of gocarma given in the Sanskrit English
Dictionary of Monier-Williams on page 364, column 2 are as
follows :(—
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(i) A particular measure of surface It tallies with the definition
—a place large enough for the given above in (b)
range of 100 cows, one bull and
their calves ; Grhya-siitras ;

(ii)) or a place 10 times as large ; it agrees with the
Parasara-smrti ; definition in (d).

(iii) a place 300 feet long by 10 feet it corresponds to the
broad ; Wilson ; definition in (c).

(iv) or a place 30 Dandas long by 1 its style partly tallies with
Danda and 7 Hastas broad. the definition given above
Brhasp. (Mahabharata xiii, 3121 in(a),but its area measure-
Sch.). ments are different.

Thus, gocarma ( M3H ) means a land area where, according to the
Grhya-samgraha, a 100 cows and bulls can sit along with their calves,
or according to the Brhaspati-smrti where a 1000 cows and bulls can
be accommodated along with their calves. These meanings are
appropriate to the context, because where TR0 S933R is prescribed,
there it is also enjoined that gg W@l AWy, 88 S=AL, T& TRUI: i.e.
‘may the cows sit here, here the horses and here men’. If we take the
connotation of an animal-hide, then how can a hide accommodate
all the numerous chariot-bullocks, horses and men assembled for
the marriage ceremony ? The aforesaid technical meaning alone is
appropriate to the context as it refers to a measure of land which can
be occupied by cows and others. So sometimes a meaning based on
the etymology alone becomes irrelevant and absurd ; only a signification
arrived at after due consideration of the context can be faultless.
Thus, it willmean :—at the groom’s house, near the marriage pavilion,
there should be an area of land which is sufficient to accommodate
all the bullocks yoked to chariots, riding horses, and all the people
who have arrived for the grand occasion, and where there is‘a seat of
red deer-hide for the bride in the illuminated gaiety room.

In his article, Mukandi Lal opines that at a royal consecration-the
king had to sit on a fresh and raw skin of al red bull. Just as the
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technical meaning of gocarma (=9 ) alone is relevant in a marriage
ceremony, likewise the same meaning is appropriate to the ceremony
of a royal consecration, because during a coronation too, there is a
multitudinous crowd as at a marriage.

Hide Seat in a Royal Consecration

It has not been possible to trace a text which details the rites that
are performed when a king ascends the throne. In the consecration,
during a rajasiiya yajiia, a seat of bullock-hide is referred to here and
there, but there is no reference that a fresh and raw hide should be
dbtai_ned by slaying the animal then and there. Now we will consider
all the descriptions that we have found.

Johannes Cornelis Heesterman has written a book “The Ancient
Indian Royal Consecration’, wherein it is said on page 106, chapter 13,
paragraph 1 :

“The unction will be administered to the King while standing up
a tiger skin.”

(At Mahabhiseka, described by Kausika Sitra, likewise a tiger
skin is used (17, 13). At the Laghvabhiseka, however, a bull’s
hide is used (17,3).)

~ Besides the tiger skin, Apastamba-Srautasitra and Varaha-
$rautasiitra prescribe also a throne of Khadira or Udumbara on
which the tiger skin is to be fastened. The other authorities do
not use a throne at the unction. The actual enthronement takes
place later, after the chariot drive.”

According to Monier-Williams® Sanskrit-English Dictionary,
Khadira (W@RY ) means :

Acacia Catechu (having very hard wood, the resin of which is
used in medicine called Catechu, Khayar, Terra japonica), page
336, column 3. :
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and Udumbara ( S} ) means :
The tree Ficus Glomerata. page 196, column 3 :

In the above cited texts, there is not even a hint that tiger-skin
or bullock-hide was obtained by slaying them then and there, and
that it was a raw hide. It may be possible that a new (unused) skin-seat
was necessary for the royal coronation. Consecrations are not of
daily occurence ; they take place once in an age, for which a new skin
which has never been used for any purpose can be preserved, and such
an un-used new skin can be used for the coronation ceremony. A
new skin does not mean a raw skin obtained by slaying the animal
then and there. A skin which has never been used for any purpose
and which has been kept in a store-house, is a new skin. Whichever
$rauta-sitra could be found and wherever a hide-seat is referred to,
all such passages are cited below in original for Sanskrit-knowing
readers, so that it may become clear that a new hide-seat does not
mean a raw skin which has been obtained by slaying the animal at
that very moment :—

1. Apastamba-frauta 18.15.5. :—

A qareghaftug arfydmigsad ara=t afagrer qwea
fafiefia aeat 13 e=m anfaga@iaetataansita
afeassand fewd fagra featear qréifa d@tgvm maga
QAT NATNIA §T ATATAET vty faad |

This description agrees with that given in J. C. Heesterman’s
‘The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration’ as to the type of wood
used for the throne.

2. Kaityayana-siitra 15.5.1 :—
aweadraT qrarfur qEw saTERAteg Ty atve fafufda

3. Baudhiyana-Srauta-sitra 12.10 :—

AR TR qg o Sreftasfegeatmtaegof |
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4, Varaha-Srauta-sitra 3.2.43 :(—

ainea fafetfa soigaw  fadszarasamegaifa

The throne used by Kings is called a simhdsana ( simha fGg-+asana
3rg9 ) which means ‘lions seat’, or ‘a seat made of a lion skin’. In
the srauta-siitras, the seat of tiger-skin is referred to frequently. In
his book ‘The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration’, J. C. Heesterman
says that according to the KauSika-siitra a bull’s hide was used at the
minor consecration (laghu abhiseka) of a king, which can be correct.
We could not have access to the original text of the Kau$ika-siitra.
Yet, this much is clear that there is no context which proves that
bull-hide was raw and it was obtained from a bull slain instantaneously,
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Mapdonell and Keith have written as follows in the Vedic Index,
Part 2, page 145, under the entry ‘Mamsa’ :

“The great sage Yajiiavalkya was wont to eat the meat of milch
cows and bullocks (dhenvanaduha) if only it was amsala (‘firm’ or
‘tender’) (Satapatha Brahmana 3.1.2.21)”

Following them blindly, and without going into the crux of the
situation, a number of Indians have started humming their tune.

This has been discussed at length by Pandit Dinanath Sastri
Sarasvat in his Sanatana-Dharmaloka, Part 6, pages 375-380. Here
below follows a gist of his arguments for the benefit of our readers.
The original text of S'atapatha-Bréhmana 3.1.2.21 is :

Aq oA (gaA) WHt qerEafay @ A T wagEa
argftara | Aegagsl T €% @9 frga: | & JaT e —Reeag @t §
w4 ad for: g | 73729 gaat iy, ag Jeaageidam—
gfa | 9g s et fdareiy ; ag Araagetuag: | aEATg AgET
AAgarsT Ifaed gI® 1 a3 g gaq, qaivdfag, @t Segeic-
w11 srqnfafia 4 g afrgaafaafat aradt wi frasdfzfa
qraAFE—3f ardt a1 qeArg GegageaAi g ag g
ITTA ATITFL—ATIATIAT A1ZH_siwd Ag waadfa (3.1.332)

In the Vedas the cow and bull are inviolable. So the question of
of eating any type of ﬂesh of a cow or bull does not arise. By the
principle of the elided taddhita ( e qfE Sfiean) the word dhenu (85 )
‘cow’ means products from the cow, i.e. milk and products from milk,

and anaduh (37gg ) ‘bullock’ means the produce from farming dong
with a bullock.
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The context of the éatapatha is quite different. Sayana Acarya
has made it clear beyond doubt. After the householder has shaved,
bathed and dressed, the adhvaryu should lead him to the pavilion.
Then the householder should undertake a fast to fulfil his initiation
into the yajfia, and he should not eat even cream and its sweets prepared
from cow’s milk and food obtained from farming with a bullock.
Here the words of Sayana are :

eIy (MIBTIRAV-F:) AVARTIE@TE AT AQA K g
faaaae—ae3-3at: s fgeg, vy avafeg stoaag
FUd:, AZAT ATAIATA |\ AE AAQ: @AtQA A, aea
T F1gTaT TA-TR @fq a9 qetnd & W@ oo
feearq, aq arqaf: sarq | ag swan (YA
(qrgEy) ated () argdratg | A% ATIICTEIRATE=-
TEATF IAAT- (AFqATHT-) —ATAR WA 6 [a=wg] wafa,
AECATZ FTCAARIAIIRG |

Sayana Acarya has very clearly translated the two words as ‘cows’
milk’ and ‘food procured from farming with a bullock’. There is
no mention of any kind of flesh.

Yajfiavalkya is not a householder for whom fasting would have
been obligatory. He is a chaplain. Fasting in a yajia has been
prescribed for a householder. So Yajfiavalkya in his capacity of a
chaplain says :

AEATIH aq @§ iad A wafa gfa)

“I can eat what is amsala (3f€d ).” Alternatively it can also be
understood as follows : Inthe opinion of Yajfiavalkya if the performer
of a yajfia totally abstains from eating and as the yajfia lasts for a long
period, he will become emaciated and then he will not be able to
perform the yajfia. To keep up his bodily needs, he will have to eat

15
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something. So Yajfiavalkya opines that even as a performer of the
yajfia I can eat what is amsala (3/9a1). And those householders who
follow him can also partake of such victuals.

The antagonists have translated amsala (3€a&) of the cow and
bullock as ‘tender flesh’, which is not relevant in any manner. The
flesh of young cows and bullocks is not tender ; only the flesh of a
calf is tender. In this context the calf is neither mentioned in the
original passage nor in the statements of the antagonist.

The word amsala ( 3iga ) does not mean ‘the flesh of an animal’.
According to sitra 5.2.98 of Panini acgianai &HE® it means
‘nourishing, strength-bestowing’. In Amarakosa 2.6.44 also it has
been translated as qma’fsﬂss: which means ‘amsala is Mamsala’.
Marsala ( Aigs ) does not apply to flesh (mdmsa). Mamsala is
used for cream and sweets therefrom, fresh and dry fruits and such
other nourishing eatables. It is clear that the word amsala ( 3i8& )
does not refer to ‘animal flesh’. There is no basis or authority for
translating amsala ( 3ig® ) as ‘tender flesh’. The correct and genuine
meaning of amsala is ‘nourishing’ or ‘strength-giving’.

So in his capacity as a chaplain or as performer of a yajfia,
Yajfiavalkya can partake of milk or milk-prcducts like butter,
cream, cream-sweets, or milk-rice pudding (k/ir), and his followers
can also do likewise. And if these be forbidden, they can take
strength-giving fruits, both fresh and dry, which are not produced
from a cow ( dhenu 8 ) or from cultivation with a bullock (anaduh
I=<g.); and this will sustain the prohibitive injunction of the
Satapatha-Brahmana ‘T&Ig 9-39€Ea): T XA
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Macdonell and Keith have written as follows in the Vedic Index,
Part 2, page 145 under the entry ‘Manmsa’.

“The slaughter of a hundred bulls (uksan) was credited to one
sacrificer, Agastya. (Taittiriya Brahmana 2. 7. 11.1 ; Paficavimsa
Brahmana 21. 14.5).”

"The English translation of Taittiriya Brahmana 2.7.11.1 is given
below with all the original Sanskrit words in parentheses :

“(am=ar ) Agastya (Weg ) performed the proksana (3&wm:) of
the bulls (®eg¥g) for the Maruts, ( &=:) Indra (a3n_™

. @9 ) carried them away. (Q) They the Maruts (¥JRI~T)
came upon him ( 3wy ) with their vgjras (STu@) uplifted.
(FT™Y 93 ) Agastya (&&: 9) and Indra ( 3EREAR) pacified
() them ( &AIFNA) with the Rgvedic hymn beginning)
kayasubha. ( =) When they were calmed down (3uigad )
he called (&1 ) them (& ). The ( FYHTY ) kayasubhiya hymn
(7afy) is (Z=<d ) for pacifying.”

Paficaviria Brahmana, also known as Tandya Brahmana, 21.14.5
is cited below in its English translation with the original Sanskrit
words in parentheses :

“( aeedY § ) Agastya verily (W ) consecrated by sprinkling
(Sem:) the bulls (®eg¥y: ) for the Maruts. (3@eqry). He
bound ( ) them ( gz ) forIndra. (). They (Fggad)
fell upon ( 3@ ) him taking up ( a5 ) the vajra, (|) He,
Agastya ( 39zqq ) saw ( Q@) this (FAPNTY ) kayasubhiya
hymn. (&9) Byit (3®™Maq ) he pacified (the anger of the
Maruts).”
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In the Sanskrit-English Dictionary of Monier-Williams proksana
has been translated as ‘consecration by sprinkling’. The context
clearly indicates that consecration cannot be for violence. In the
Vedas, the bovine family has been declared inviolable in every way.
Yet beef-gluttons see cow-slaughter everywhere as a lascivious person
sees only a woman whether awake or asleep. When the cow-family
is unkillable under all circumstances, then there is no hinderance in
accepting consecration by sprinkling for gifting. '
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' CHRISTIANITY ON NON-VIOLENCE

1. For ‘meﬁélt’ destroy not the work of God.
" (Romans 14-23)

2. Itis good;'clvleither to eat flesh, nor to drink wine, nor
anything whereby ‘thy brother stumbleth, or is offended, or is
made weak: : ; (Romans 14.21)

3. He that Kkilleth an ox* is as if he slew a man, he
that sacrificeth a’'lamb, as if he cuts off a dog’s neck.
S o y (Issiah 66/3).

: o

*  According to dii’;ﬁo’hﬁr-y ‘Ox’ represents both male and female

of Cow progeny.

PROHIBITION OF BEEF IN ISLAM

Al-Ghazzali (IOSS-]Iﬁ A.D.) was one of the most
brilliant philosophers of Islam. At the age of 28, he
headed the institute-of Islam at Baghdad. His chief book,
‘Ihya Ulum ul-Din’-—<The Revival of Religious Sciences’ is
respected as highly as the Quran. Its Urdu Translation has been
published by the Navalkishore - Press, Lucknow under the title
Mazakul Arafin. In its 1955 edition, Part 2, page 23, lines 17-19
the detrimental effects of beef, and the virtues of the ghee and
milk of a cow are statéd as follows :—

‘the meat of a cow is disease (marz), its milk is
health (Saf@) and its ghee is medicine (dava).”
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