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Yajhavalkya, ‘the descendant of Yajfiavalka’,! is generally considered
to be the most prominent exegete of the later Vedic period,? and is
often acclaimed as the most outstanding propounder of the mystical
doctrines of the Upanisads.® His teaching has been studied and dis-
cussed in a number of publications, some of which (especially those
coming from India) hail him as one of the giants of ancient Indian
philosophy.*

However, as far as Yajiiavalkya’s own personality is concerned, most
of these studies present a picture of considerable confusion. Under-
standably enough, attention has always been concentrated on the
teachings which figure under his name, and great effort has been spent
on the evaluation of its impact on later schools of thought, but the
presentation of his personality as a man and a teacher bears no propor-
tion to the actual place which he occupies in the texts.

It will, therefore, be useful to collect all the available material
pertaining to Yajiavalkya’s personality, irrespective of the doctrines
ascribed to him, and to explore it in view of the cultural and sociologi-
cal data contained therein. Such an attempt can be trustworthy only if

! Rather than ‘Yajnavalkya’, as V.I. 2.189 explains it; cf. PanGP. 4.2.111. It is
noteworthy that neither the name of his father nor of any of his ancestors has been
preserved by the Vedic tradition.

2 Cf. Gonda, HIL Vol. I, Fasc. 1. Wiesbaden 1975, p. 353, and others.

* E.g. Walter Ruben, Die Philosophen der Upanishaden. Bern 1947, p. 177ff.

* ‘Yajiavalkya the renowned sage of ancient India is the hero eponymous whose
majestic figure looms large in the whole field of the V.S. and its Brahmana; he cham-
pions the cause of the white Yajurveda school against the Black Yajurveda school. Only
in the five books from the sixth to the tenth of the SB. occurs the name of the teacher
Sandilya to the exclusion of Yajhavalkya.’ Jogiraj Basu, India of the Age of the
Brahmanas. Calcutta 1969, p. xviii. For further studies on Yajfavalkya see Vedic bibli-
ographies.
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the texts are allowed to speak for themselves as much as possible.
Consequently, certain tempting questions which have often been dealt
with will have to be left unanswered — such as where did Yajnavalkya
come from, etc., simply because the texts give no information. That is
why most of the existing studies on Yajiavalkya and his teaching(s) will
have to be left out of consideration.

It is noteworthy that, in spite of the importance of the teachings
ascribed to Yajfiavalkya, they have been preserved in no other Vedic
school but that of the White Yajurveda and, within that school, in no
other text but the §atapatha—BréhmaI_1a, and even there only in Books
(kandas) 1 to 5 and 11 to 13,° and in the Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad,
which forms the concluding part of SB. His appearance in the Jai-
miniya-Brahmana and two quotations in the Sankhayana-Aranyaka
have a limited value, as will be shown later, while the teachings as-
cribed to him in several late post-Vedic Upanisads are irrelevant to our
purpose.

There can be little doubt that, at the time of the redaction of $B.,
Yajnavalkya had already been, for a considerable time, an authority of
the past. As to his historical authenticity, very little, if anything, can be
adduced as tangible evidence. While the features of his remarkable
personality are still prominent in the preserved records, the date of his
life and the place(s) of his activities were a matter of a bygone era.
Naturally, the later the texts are, the more the information and details
which are supplied. Nevertheless, even in the latest accounts of his
activities, the picture is extremely fragmentary. As a result, all the
information about his ideas and personal characteristics collected from
the texts, has to be viewed as a conglomeration of a floating mass of
dicta and discourses, ascribed to him by tradition and handed down in
the Yajurvedic schools (and even there not quite unanimously). To
these schools Yajfiavalkya was first and foremost an authority on subtle
points of the ceremonial worship, whose views were original and im-
portant enough to be preserved and quoted, no matter how unconven-
tional or even questionable they might have seemed to later genera-
tions of Vedic exegesis. Perhaps it was primarily the strength as well as
the uniqueness of his arguments that guaranteed their oral transmission

5 The contention of V.I. 2.189 n. 1 that ‘there are no references to Yajiavalkya in
Books v-ix’ is as inaccurate as the following statement that ‘the fame of Yajiavalkya
revives in Books x—xiv.’
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from generation to generation until they were finally embodied in the
Vedic corpus. The philosophical speculations ascribed to him in BU.
are of a different character, and in many respects do not agree with the
picture presented by SB.

Yajhavalkya’s statements and doctrines preserved in SB. fall into
two categories of a markedly different character. In Books 1 to 4
several times, in Book 11 twice, and in Books 5 and 13 once in cach, he
is quoted ad hoc with his views on various points of the sacrificial ritual.
These are concise, brisk and totally unrelated pronouncements made
(supposedly) by Yajfiavalkya either alone or in the company of a few
fellow-priests. None of these dicta contain anything but his name;
moreover, some of them are not even ascribed to him by one of the two
schools of the White Yajurveda.®

The situation is totally different in Book 11, which is just a supple-
mentary continuation of the first five books.” Here, in Chapters
(adhydyas) 3 and 6 (out of eight), Yajhavalkya appears three times in
the company of King Janaka of Videha and a number of brahmins, with
whom he competes for the recognition of superiority in the knowledge
of the ritual and its esoteric meaning. None of these stories is referred
to in the rest of the work, and nowhere else in that vast compendium is
he associated with those rivals. These narratives were taken over by
JB. and they appear again in BU., even though to a far lesser extent
than is generally believed and, what is more important, with com-
pletely different contents in BU. Moreover, only in BU. do we hear
about the existence of his two wives as well as about his authorship, not
only of BU. itself, but also of the white (Sukla) sacrificial formulas
(vajus).

Another notable fact is that, while being known to the authors of SB.
as ‘Yajhavalkya’ only, he is several times named ‘Vajasaneya’ in both
JB. and BU.

In spite of Yajfiavalkya’s doubtless fame and, contrary to the current
belief that his authority was conclusive,® the texts show a variety of
opinions. His views are, in fact, sometimes challenged, at other times,

¢ The frequency of case forms in which Yajiiavalkya’s name occurs in $B. is indicative
of the character of the quotations: it occurs 22 times in nom., 9 times in voc., twice in acc.
and loc. each, and only once in ins., while dat., abl., and gen. do not occur at all.

7 See SB. tr. 5, pp. xiii-xiv.

8 So e.g. Winternitz, HIL 1.193 and elsewhere.
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doubted, and once or twice even rebuked, though never ridiculed in
the way in which he sometimes treated his opponents. In several cases
the Brahmana manifests an amazing degree of objectivity.

The distribution of passages concerning Yajfiavalkya in SB. (and
JB.) may be arranged as follows:

1. Individual pronouncements: 1.1.1.9; 3.1.21; 26; 9.2.12; 3.16; —
2.3.1.21; 4.3.2; 5.1.2; - 3.1.1.4; 2.21; 3.10; 8.2.24; — 4.2.1.7; 6.1.10;
8.7, -5.5.5.14; - 11.4.2.17; 3.20; — 13.5.3.6.

2. Discussions with other brahmins: 1.1.1.7-10; — 12.4.1.9-10.

3. Private talks with King Janaka: SB. 11.3.1.2-4 # JB. 1.19-20.

4. Talks with King Janaka and other brahmins: SB. 11.6.2.1-10; JB.
1.22-25; SB. 11.6.3.1-11 # IB. 2.76-77.

The study of passages under 1. and 2. poses several problems. The
first is to find out how much of a quotation can be ascribed to a
particular person. Certain formal criteria can help in some cases, but
more than once we are left with what amounts to guesswork. Secondly,
it is impossible to establish to what extent the opinion under discussion
was in accordance with the view of the school that preserved it, and/or
to what extent such a discussion was left to a particular teacher or
depended on circumstances. The preferences of later ritualists do not
have to be identical with the choice of their predecessors.

From the formal point of view, the passages relating to Yajiavalkya
do not show any signs of editorial adjustments. For instance, we may
suppose with a fair amount of certainty that Yajiavalkya’s views were
accepted whenever they are quoted at the end of a discussion, thereby
ending a paragraph or a chapter, but even then we cannot be sure
whether the student was expected to follow the advice quoted last or
not. In some cases the text endorses Yajinavalkya’s pronouncements
explicitly; sometimes the approval becomes implicit from the context;
at other times there is no context. Sometimes it seems that his views
were preserved on account of their uniqueness rather than their accept-
ability while, at other times, they were borne out by an older tradition.
The text may neither comment nor take sides when a view of another
teacher follows that of Yajnavalkya. It also happens that his words
contradict the preceding opinion, but the text continues with another
teacher’s exposition of quite different problems. In one case his opin-
ion is left without' comment even though the text acknowledges that it is
in contradiction to the words of the Rgveda. Last but not least, an
occasional absence of the enigmatic particle if{, which normally termi-
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nates the quotation, makes it difficult, if not altogether impossible, to
decide how far the quotation actually goes (SB. 2.4.3.1; 11.4.2.17).

In one case, SB. 13.5.3.1ff., the meaning is absolutely clear. It
concerns the offering of the omenta (vapdnam homah), and the text
presents the views of Satyakama Jabala (1.), the two Saumapa Manu-
tantavyas (2.), Sailali (3.), and Bhallaveya (4.), whose views are intro-
duced by iti ha smaha, as well as of Indrota Saunaka (5.), who is
introduced by ifi alone. Unlike any other passage concerning Ya-
jiavalkya, the text continues in the same paragraph: ‘This, then, is
what these have said, but the established practice is different there-
from’ (etad aha tesam vaco ’nya tv evata sthitih) (5.). ‘And then Ya-
jhavalkya said’ (atha hovaca yajhavalkyah) (6.), and his view is not
disputed.

A reverse situation occurs in SB. 11.4.2.17, where not only ifi is
missing, but the text, after quoting Yajiavalkya, continues with an-
other story in the same paragraph (the division into paragraphs is, of
course, often quite arbitrary): ‘As to this /point/, Yajiavalkya said,
“When, after making an underlayer /of ghee/, and cutting portions
(from the sacrificial dish), he bastes them (the oblations) /with ghee/,
then, indeed, he satisfies them; and they (the oblations) being satisfied,
the gods fill /for him/ gold cups.” Now Saulvayana was adhvaryu to
those who had Ayasthiina for their grhapat?’ (i.e. yajamana).’

Two more passages are somewhat irrelevant to our purpose, but
illustrate what was said before. In SB. 2.4.3.1, which deals with the
‘Offering of first-fruits’ (agrayanesti), Kahoda Kausitaki spoke about it
(tad u hovdca kahoda kausitakih) (1), followed by Yajfiavalkya (tad u
hovaca yajravalkyah) (2)1° who supplied Kahoda’s ritual instruction
with a lengthy mythical account, evidently invented by the author and
ascribed to Yajfavalkya in order to give a traditional support to that
point of ceremonial. Yajfiavalkya’s narrative, however, is not rounded
off by an i#i in the following paragraphs.

The only quotation of Yajnavalkya in Book 5 may be of the same

% tad u hovaca ydajriavalkyah: yad va upastaryavadayabhighdrayati tad evainah samtar-
payati tasam samigptanam devd hiranmayams camasan pirayante ’yasthiinagrhapatinam
vai $aulbdyano *dhvaryur gsa. SB. 11.4.2.17.

' In most cases the stock phrase ‘as to this /point/, however, Yajfiavalkya said’ (tad u
hovdca ydjiiavalkyah) introduces a new idea that implies, at the same time, an objection
to what was said immediately before; cf. Bertold Delbriick, Altindische Syntax. Halle
1888, repr. Darmstadt 1968, p. 501.
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origin. SB. 5.5.5.14: ‘And, indeed, one may also practice magic by this
Joffering/; for it was thereby that Aruni bewitched Bhadrasena
Ajatagatrava: “He knocked him down quickly, indeed!” thus Ya-
jiavalkya used to say.’!! True, Uddalaka Aruni is said to have been the
teacher of Yajhavalkya according to BU. 6.3.7, but that is of little
consequence in this case, as a Bhadrasena Ajatagatrava does not ap-
pear anywhere else in the whole Veda.!?

A careful analysis shows, among other things, that at the time of the
redaction of SB., no authority was so great as to be exempted from a
critical evaluation, sometimes even by his own school. Yajiiavalkya’s
position is exceptional only in the sense that his views were neither
explicitly rejected, like those of other teachers (‘this, however, one
should not do so’ tad u tathd na kuryat, SB. 1.1.1.10, or ‘let him not
heed it’ na tad adriyeta, SB. 3.8.2.25), nor recommended, though this
occurred less frequently in the Brahmanas.t

It has to be pointed out, however, that none of these considerations
applies to the stories of Yajhavalkya’s discussions with King Janaka
and some fellow-teachers which are recorded in Book 11 as well as in
JB. and BU. Both the style and the contents of these narratives are in
every respect much more in agreement with similar accounts scattered
throughout the oldest Upanisads. The gap between Yéjfiavalkya’s
quotations in SB. and those preserved in BU. is a significant feature of
Yajhavalkya’s ‘biography’.

Finally, the passages ascribed to Yajiiavalkya often diverge from the
bulk of SB. in their vocabulary. Sometimes their language contains
certain common words used in an unusual sense, or words which are

1 gtho hainayapy abhicaret. etayd vai bhadrasenam djatasatravam drunir abhicacara:
ksipram kilastynuteti ha smaha yajfiavalkyah. $B. 5.5.5.14. Eggeling’s translation ‘Quick,
then, spread (the barhis)!” is not correct; cf. Caland, WZKM 26, 1912, p. 122. As to the
differentiation between the roots stj- ‘to spread’ (‘ausbreiten’) and sty- ‘to knock or bring
down’ (‘niederstrecken’) see Johanna Narten, Die sigmatischen Aoriste im Veda.
Wiesbaden 1964, p. 278ff., as well as MSS 22, 1967, p. 57ff., and Strunk, MSS 17, 1964,
p. S1ff.

12 Bggeling’s suggestion that he is ‘apparently the son of Ajatasatru, King of Kasi, who
is mentioned as having been very proficient in speculative theology, and jealous, in this
respect, of King Janaka of Videha’ (SB. tr. 3.141 n. 1) is a specimen of diligent, but
somewhat unproductive speculation.

1B Cf. $B. 11.4.2.1: ‘Now, in this respect, some /people/, thinking themselves compe-
tent (clever), ...let him do so...” 2.: ‘Let him do it in this way’ (tad dhaitad eke kusald
. manyamand... na tathd kuryat. 1. ittham eva kuryat. 2.)
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extremely rare in the Veda. Some of these words are not attested
anywhere else in the Brahmanas, others are not registered in any other
Sruti text and, in some cases, in any other Vedic work including those of
the voluminous smrti exegesis. Thus, in spite of the lack of historical
evidence, Yajfiavalkya’s individuality is best documented by his lan-
guage.

As far as Yijfiavalkya’s ‘human portrait’ is concerned, little can be
learned from the dispersed dicta on various points of specific ritual
practices. Yet, they are interesting for other reasons. Thus, e.g., during
a discussion about the beneficial effect of the anointment,'* while the
adhvaryu (the performing priest) anoints the eyes of the yajamana (the
patron of the sacrifice rather than ‘the sacrificer’, as is usually trans-
lated), ““Sore, indeed, is the eye of man; mine is sound”, so spoke
Yajhavalkya’ (arur vai parusasyaksi, prasan mameti ha smaha ya-
jAavalkyah), SB. 3.1.3.10. The text agrees with him: ‘Weak-eyed,
indeed, he was, and the secretion of his eyes was pus; he now makes his
eyes sound by anointing them.’> Here, in a quotation of six words,
Yajnavalkya uses two words which do not appear anywhere else in the
Veda: dn-arus mfn., the basic form of which, viz. drus itself, is ex-
tremely rare and is otherwise not used about eyes,'® and pra-sim
(ind.?), the derivation of which is not quite clear.!

All the passages quoted so far have had little practical value for our
purpose. All the rest, however, can be pursued with profit. In the first
category of quotations, which come entirely from the first three books
of $B., Yajiiavalkya appears as a respected authority. Contrary to the
stories of his contests for cows at the court of King Janaka in Book 11,
here he strives for excellence in the performance of his duties as a
sacrificing priest who leaves the desire for material possessions to
others:

S$B. 1.9.3.16: ‘He looks up /with the words/, “Self-existent are you,
the best ray of light!” The sun, indeed, is the best ray of light, and
therefore he says, “Self-existent are you, the best ray of light!”

14 ‘Man is sore... and whatever he gets anointed that becomes rid of soreness’ (arur vai
purusah... anarur evaitad bhavati yad abhyankte), SB. 3.1.3.7.

5 duraksa iva hdsa piiyo haivdsya disika te evaitad anarus karoti yad aksyav anakti.
$B. 3.1.3.10. .

16 Cf. AV. 5.5.4 and GB. 2.3.1; its three compounds, viz. arus-cit, arus-pana, and arus-
srana appear only once each.

17 For a detailed discussion see Narten, SII 5/6, 1980, p. 161 & n. 27.
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“But I say, ‘You are bestowing brilliance: give me brilliance!”” thus
Yijhavalkya used to say, “for at this indeed the brahmin should strive,
that he be brahma-varcasin” (enlightened by brahman, glorious).

Aupoditeya,'® on the other hand, said, “He indeed will give me
cows, /therefore I say/ “You are bestowing cows, give me cows!””

Thus whatever wish he (the adhvaryu) desires, that wish is granted to
him.’*?

Another authoritative opinion is expressed in SB. 2.3.1.21, where
Yajiiavalkya explains that the agnihotra must not be looked upon as a
mere havis sacrifice, but as a cooked (domestic) sacrifice (paka-yajia).
His opinion is not contested.

In SB. 1.3.1.26 Yajfavalkya rejects the practices of other sacrificers
and one text agrees with him. SB(K). differs from SB(M). only in that
it ascribes to him the whole passage; that is the most common dif-
ference between the two recensions of SB.:

SB. 1.3.1.26: ‘He then looks down on the butter. As to this some
make the yajamana look down. Yajfavalkya, however, said /in refer-
ence/ to this, “Now why do they themselves (the yajamdnas) not
become (act as) adhvaryus? Why do they themselves not recite when
far higher blessings, so to speak, are prayed for? How can these
/people/ possibly have faith in this here?” Whatever blessing the of-
ficiating priests (r#vijas) invoke, that is for the yajamdna alone; there-
fore the adhvaryu should accordingly look down on it.”

Similarly, SB. 3.1.1.4-5 ascribes to Yajiiavalkya words which sum up
the image of an ideal teacher of his time:

4, ‘Now Yajnavalkya spoke, “We went to choose a place of worship
for Varsna. Satyayajiia then said, “This whole earth, indeed, is divine;
wherever on it one may sacrifice /for anyone/, after enclosing /and
consecrating/ it with a sacrificial formula (yajus), there is a place of
worship.’

18 Kanva text reads Tumiiija Aupoditeya Vaiyaghrapadya.

9 sq udiksate; svayambhiir asi Srestho rasmir ity esa vai Srestho rasmir yat stiryas tasmad
dha svayambhir asi $restho rasmir iti. varcodd asi varco me dehiti tv evaham bravimiti ha
smaha yajiiavalkyas tad dhy eva brahmanenaistavyam yad brahmavarcasi syad ity uto ha
smahaupoditeya esa viva mahyam gi dasyati goda ga me dehity evam yam kamam
kamayate so ’smai kamal samydhyate. SB. 1.9.3.16.

2 gthajyam aveksate; tad dhaike yajamanam avakhyapayanti; tad u hovaca ya-
jiavalkyah: katham nu na svayam advaryavo bhavanti katham svayam nanvahur yatra
bhayasya-ivasisah kriyante katham nv esam atraiva Sraddhd bhavatiti yam vai kam ca

.....
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5. It is, however, the officiating priests that constitute the place of
sacrifice: where brahmins who have studied, are learned and wise,
perform the sacrifice, there is firmness; that /place of worship/ we
consider /to be/ the nearest /to the gods/, so to speak.”’?!

The picture of ideal brahmins who acted as officiating priests in those
times has all the necessary ingredients: they must be brahmins who
have studied the sacred lore by listening (§ru-) to the teacher (and are,
therefore, Susruvamsas), who are well enough versed in it to be able to
repeat (anu-vac-) it to their pupils (and are, thereby, aniicinas) and,
having understood (vid-) it, are considered to be learned or wise
(vidvamsas). All these qualities pertain solely to the study and knowl-
edge of the scriptures and to the performance of the established ritual.

The dialectic of which the teachers of the ritual availed themselves is
vividly transmitted in SB. 1.1.1.7-10. The point under discussion con-
cerns the question whether the yajamana, after having performed the
agnihotra on that day, should fast or accept food and, if the latter, of
what kind. The opinions of three authorities are quoted:

$B. 1.1.1.7: ‘Now then on eating and non-eating (fasting). As to this
/point/, Asadha Savayasa was of the opinion that the vow was just non-
eating. For, to be sure, the gods see through the mind of man. They
know that he is entering upon this vow, /and thinking/ “He will sacrifice
to us tomorrow morning”, all the gods betake themselves to his house,
and remain waiting for food (upa-vas-) in his house; that is upavasatha
(passing the night without having had a meal in the evening).

8. Now it would be unbecoming, if one were to eat first while the
men (staying with him as his guests) have not eaten; how much more
(would it be s0), if one were to eat first while the gods (staying with him
as his guests) have not eaten; therefore one should not eat /at all/.

9. Yajfiavalkya, on the other hand, said to this, “If he does not eat
{at all/, he thereby becomes a worshipper of the Fathers; and if he does
eat, he eats before the gods /have eaten/; let him, therefore, eat just
what — when eaten — is /as if/ not eaten.” For those offerings that they
(the gods) do not receive, that is eaten /as if/ not eaten. When he eats,
therefore, he does not become the worshipper of the Fathers, and by

2 tad u hovdca ydajriavalkyah: varsnyaya devayajanam josayitum aima tat satyayajfio
‘bravit sarva va iyam pythivi devi devayajanam yatra va asyai kva ca yajusaiva parigrhya
yajayed iti. $B. 3.1.1.4.

rtvijo haiva devayajanam; ye brahmandh SusSruvamso ‘nilcand vidvamso ydjayanti
saivihvalaitan nedisthatammam iva manyamaha iti. ib. 5.
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eating of that, of which they do not receive the offerings, therefore he
does not eat before the gods /have eaten/.

10. Let him, therefore, eat only what grows in the forest (i.e. wild),
be it forest (wild) plants or the fruit(s) of trees.

As to this, moreover, Barku Varspa used to say, “Cook beans for
me, because they (the gods) do not receive offerings of these.” This,
however, one should not do so, for pulse serves as an addition to rice
and barley, and he just increases the rice and barley by means of it. Let
him, therefore, eat only what grows in the forest.’?

The whole passage is a good example of ritualistic speculations which
occupied the minds of the sacrificing priests. Yajiavalkya’s authority is
clearly accepted in this case.

The term vrksya n. ‘fruit(s) of trees’, however common it may seem,
is not found anywhere else in the Veda.?

An even more engaging story is found in $B. 12.4.1.9-11, which has
its parallel version in JB. 1.58-59.2* It deals with the problem of what to
do if one’s agnihotra cow were to sit down while being milked.

SB. 12.4.1.9: ‘Now they say, “If anyone’s agnihotra cow were to sit
down while being milked, what rite and what expiation would there be
in that case?” Well, some make her get up with a formula (yajus) /like/:
“The divine Aditi has risen”; Aditi, namely, is this /earth/, thus saying,
“It is this /earth/ we thus raise for him.” “She has put life into the lord
of sacrifice”, thereby saying, “It is a complete lifetime we thus put into
him” (i.e. the yajamana). “Giving Indra his share”, thereby saying, “It

2 gthdto *Sanana$anasyaiva; tad u hasadhah savayaso 'nasanam eva vratam mene, mano
ha vai deva manusyasydjananti ta enam etad vratam upayantam viduh pratar no yaksyata
iti te sya visve deva grhan agachanti te ’sya grhestipavasanti sa upavasathah. $B. 1.1.1.7.

tann evanavakiptam; yo manusyesv anasnatsu piirvo ‘Sniydad atha kim u yo devesy
anasnatsu piirvo ’$niydt tasmdd u naivasniydt. ib. 8.

tad u hovaca yajiiavalkyah: yadi nasnati pitydevatyo bhavati yady u asndati devan aty
asnatiti sa yad evasitam anaSitam tad asniyad iti yasya vai havir na grhnanti tad aSitam
anasitam sa yad asnati tendpitydevatyo bhavati yady u tad asndti yasya havir na grhnanti
teno devan naty asnati. ib. 9.

sa vd darapyam evasniyad; ya varanyd osadhayo yad va vrksyam; tad u ha smahapi
barkur varsno mdsan me pacata na va etesam havir grhnantiti tad u tathd@ na kuryad
vrihiyavayor va etad upajam yac chamidhanyam tad vrihiyavav evaitena bhilyamsau
karoti tasmad aranyam evasniyat. ib. 10.

2 PW quotes in addition K$S. 2.1.13 v. 1., but neither Weber’s edition of KSS. nor
VWC s.v. gives it.

2 For a detailed study and translation of this passage see JB. tr. 182-7.
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is Indra’s power we thus put into him.” “And to Mitra and Varuna.”
Mitra and Varuna, indeed, are out- and in-breathing, thus saying, “It is
the out- and in-breathing we thus put into him.” At this offering he
should give away that /cow/ to a brahmin whom he does not intend to
visit,” arguing, “It was, indeed, after seeing the yajamana’s suffering,
the evil, that she sat down: thus we fasten the suffering, the evil, on this
/officiating priest/.”

10. Yajnavalkya, however, said to this, “Surely, the cow gets lost to
them as to the faithless ones, and they smite the offering with trouble.
He should rather proceed in this way: He should make her get up by
pricking her with a stick.” As it, indeed, also happens in daily life that
as one drives about /in a cart/, his horse, or his mule, or his ox yoked /to
the cart/ collapses, and he completes the journey he wishes to accom-
plish by urging that /animal/ on by means of a stick or a goad, even so
one attains that heavenly world which he desires to reach by urging her
(the cow) on by means of a stick or a goad.’?

The discussion is concluded by Aruni (ib. 11): “Let him therefore
think, ‘Unable to bear my superiority and greatness, she has sat down;
I shall become superior!” Let him keep her to himself; thereby he takes
glory (prosperity, fortune) to himself”, thus spoke Aruni.’”

*# JB. 1.58 limits this expiation: ‘they give her away to a brahmin whom they will not
visit for a year’ (tam... brahmandya dadati yam samvatsaram anabhyagamisyanto bha-
vanti).

% tad ahuh: yasyagnihotri dohyamdnopaviset kim tatra karma ka prayascittir iti; tam
haike yajusotthapayanty ud asthad devy aditir itiyam va aditir imam evasma etad utthd-
paydma iti vadanta dyur yajaapativ adhad ity dayur evasmims tad dadhma iti vadanta
indraya krnvato bhagam itindriyam evasmims tad dadhma iti vadanto mitraya varundya
celi pranodanau vai mitravarupau pranodanav evasmims tad dadhma iti vadantas tam
tasyam dhutyam brahmandya dadyad yam anabhydgamisyan manyetdrtim va es@ pap-
manam yajamanasya pratidysyopaviksad artim evasmims tat pdpmanam pratimusicama iti
vadantah. SB. 12.4.1.9 # JB. 1.58.

tad u hovica ydjhavalkyah: asrad-dadhanebhyo haibhyo gaur apakramaty drtyo (v.1.
arttyo) va ahutim vidhyantittham eva kuryad dandenaivainam vipisyotthapayed iti tad
yathaivado dhavayato *svo vasvataro va gadayeta balivardo va yuktas tena dandaprajitena
(v.l. ~prajitayd) tottraprajitena (v.1. ~prajitaya) yam adhvanam samipsati tam samasnuta
evam evaitaya dandaprajitaya tottraprajitaya yam svargam lokam samipsati tam sam-
asnute. ib. 10 # JB. 1.59.

2 tad vidydc chremanam me mahimanam adhdrayamanopaviksac chreyan bhavisyamiti
tam dtmany eva kurvitatmany eva tac chriyam dhatta iti ha smaharunih. $B. 12.4.1.11.

5 Acta Orientalia XLV
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The use of d-§rad-dadhdna and of the verb vi-pis- in this sense is very
rare in the Brahmanas.?

SB. 4.6.1 contains a discussion of three teachers on the way how —or
whether at all — to press the soma. Their opinions are introduced with
the same phrase, viz. tad u hovdca. They are Rama Aupatasvini (7),
Budila Agvatarasvi (9), and finally Yajnavalkya, who differs from them
and in support of his view, quotes ‘thus was declared by the rsi’ (ity
rsinabhyaniiktam)® (10),i.e. RV.7.26.1. This is the only example of its
kind.

Similarly unique, but in reverse, is $B. 2.5.1.2 on the question of
original beings (prajas) created by Prajapati: ““He created a third
frace/”, they say (irtiyah sasrja ity dhuh); Yajhavalkya, for his part,
declared them to be of two kinds only, but of three kinds they are
according to the rc’ (etd ha nv eva dvayir ydjiavalkya uvdca trayir u tu
punar rcd). As already mentioned, the disagreement is merely stated,
not disputed.

This is not the only case where Yajiavalkya’s views were considered
to be too speculative. Thus, concerning the question of the two cups of
soma juice (grahau), SB. 4.2.1.7: ‘Also Yajhavalkya said, “Should we
not rather draw them for the deities, since that is, so to speak, the sign
of conquest?” In this, however, he merely speculated (mimamsam
cakre), but he did not practise it.’®

A similar, but even more diplomatic example appears in the same
book, SB. 4.6.8.7: ‘He leads forward the king (soma). That agnidhriya
fire has been raised (elevated) and then they take one fire-brand each
(from the fire at the hall-door) and return to their respective dhisnya
hearths. “They who do so”, Yajiavalkya used to say, “hit with those

% d-§rad-dadhana ‘faithless’ occurs otherwise only in JB. 1.43: ‘if any in this world offer
the agnihotra without knowing thus and sacrifice without faith’ (ye va asmin loke
*gnihotram (a)juhvato naivamvido *sraddadhana yajante), see JB. tr. p. 107 n. 20. This is
parallel to $SB. 11.6.1.1. The other quotation comes from JB. 2.384 (asraddadhana
ayaksata).

vi-pis- occurs in $B. 4.1.5.2,5 about pelting someone with clods, and in $B(K).
3.1.10.1 about creatures seeking to crush someone. This corresponds to $B(M). 2.3.3.1
which reads sam-pis-.

2 The phrase simply means ‘so it stands in the sacred text’.

¥ api hovaca ydjriavalkyah: no svid devatabhya eva grhniyamas3 vijitarapam iva hidam
iti tad vai sa tan mimamsam eva cakre net tu cakdra. $B. 4.2.1.7. no svid can be
interpreted differently; see Eggeling 2.279 n. 3. The usage of the two voices of the verb
kr- is worthwhile noticing.
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tire-brands on them.” This is one way’ (etan nv ekam ayanam).?' And
the text continues (ib. 8): “Then there is this second /way/’ (athedam
dvitiyam). No other comment is added. It is, indeed, noteworthy that
Book 4 of $B. contains altogether three dicta of Yajiavalkya out of
which one is in agreement with RV., while the other two are treated
with disapproval.

Finally, a good example of the language used by the officiating
priests in a professional dispute is preserved in SB. 3.8.2.24-25:

24. ‘Having offered, he bastes first the omentum, then the clotted
ghee. Now, the caraka-adhvaryus (wandering teacher-priests) baste
first the clotted ghee, /arguing that/ the clotted ghee is the breath. As to
that, a caraka-adhvaryu cursed Yajhavalkya for doing so (i.e. basting
first the omentum), /saying/, “This adhvaryu has shut out the breath;
the breath will depart from him!”

25. But he (Yajfiavalkya), looking at his arms, used to say, “These
arms are hoary — what in the world has become of a brahmin’s word?”
Let him not heed that...” (i.e. the objection of the caraka).’2 The verb
anu-vyd-hy- in the sense ‘to curse’ is by no means rare in the
Brahmanas, although the curses and abuses become more frequent and
expressive only later, during the verbal contests for material gains.

The last three remaining single pronouncements of Yajhavalkya
recorded in SB. are the most interesting ones. They are both unusual
and original, and they afford a glimpse of Yajiavalkya’s personality,
very much in contrast to the record of BU.

Two of them preserve Yajiavalkya’s opinion of women, to whom he
obviously did not take too kindly. SB. 1.3.1.21 discusses a point of
ritual. If it were carried out as some teachers believed it should be, the
yajamana’s wife would consort with other men: ‘Yajiavalkya, how-
ever, said to this, “Let it be so as it has been prescribed for the wife;
who would care whether his wife consorted with other men™ (tad u

3 rajanam pranayati; udyata evaisa dgnidhriyo 'gnir bhavaty athaita ekaikam evo-
Imukam dadaya yathadhisnyam vipardyanti tair eva tesam ulmukaih praghnantiti ha smaha
yajfiavalkyo ye tatha kurvantity etan nv ekam ayanam. SB. 4.6.8.7,

2 hutva vapam evagre 'bhigharayati; atha prsad ajyam tad u ha carakadhvaryavah
prsad ajyam evagre bhigharayanti prandah pysad djyam iti vadantas tad u ha yajfavalkyam
carakadhvaryur anuvydjahdraivam kurvantam prapam va ayam antar-agad adhvaryuh
prana enam hasyatiti. SB. 3.8.2.24.

sa ha sma bahd anvaveksyaha: imau palitau bahi kva svid brahmanasya vaco
babhtiveti. na tad adriyeta... ib. 25.

5+
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hovaca yajravalkyo yathadistam patnyd astu kas tad adriyeta yat parah-
pumsd va patni syaf).® Again, the term parah-pumsa adj. f., however
regular it may sound, does not occur anywhere else in the Veda or, if
we are to rely on PW, anywhere else in Sanskrit.**

The other instance sounds equally genuine, though in this case the
Kanva text does not mention Yajhavalkya, and even in the Madhyan-
dina version it is hard to decide how much of the preceding phrase can
be ascribed to the speaker.

S$B. 1.9.2.12: ‘When he offers to the wives of the gods, he shuts /the
fire/ out from the view on the eastern side, for the gods wait as long as
they do not offer to the samistayajus (offerings), /thinking/, “This now
he must offer to us!” Thus he conceals /this offering/ from them.
«“/Therefore/ human females here wish to devour apart from a man, so
to speak’ — however many /they may be/, so many /let them be/”, Ya-
jfiavalkya used to say’ (doubting that there were so many).* It seems
that Eggeling either translated from a different text or misunderstood
the whole passage.’ Equally wrong is his contention (4.369 n. 5) that
the form jighatsanti ‘eat greedily, swallow their food’ is not meant
disrespectfully and that it can be compared with the parallel use of
asniyat, SB. 10.5.2.9, and asisiset, SB. 3.1.2.1. The latter concerns a
yajamana who, before performing the rite of consecration (diksa), may
not eat, if he does not care to eat, and it is, therefore, irrelevant to this

3 Cf. 1.S. 10.83 n.3. Eggeling’s doubt (1.76 n.2) ‘as to whether this last scornful
remark is really to be assigned to Yajiiavalkya’ is quite baseless in view of the indigenous
tradition.

3 PW’s interpretation ‘die sich am Ehemann nicht geniigen lésst’, repeated by MW
(‘dissatisfied with her husband’), remarkably differs from pw’s ‘aus dem Kreise der
Minner entfernt’, repeated by J. Wackernagel, Altindische Grammatik IL1, pp. 111 &
314. :

A similar formation, parah-purusa ‘higher than a man,’ seems also to appear only once
in Sanskrit, viz. in $$S. 17.1.16.

35 sq yatra devanam patnir yajati; tat purastat tirah karoty upa ha vai tavad devatd dsate
yavan na samistayajur jubvatidam nu no juhvatv iti tabhya evaitat tirah karoti tasmad ima
manugsyah striyas tira ivaiva pumso jighatsanti ya iva tu td iveti ha smaha yajriavalkyah.
$B. 1.9.2.12. It is most probable, but not quite certain that Yajiavalkya’s words begin
with tasmad. Unfortunately, the Kanva text does not mention Yajiavalkya, but merely
says, ‘hence women also here swallow their food apart from men’ (Eggeling 1.259 n. 1).

% ‘and accordingly Yajiiavalkya says, “Whenever human women here eat (they do s0)
apart from men”. Cf. Whitney’s remark: ‘It appears here and there as if Prof. Eggeling
(unless he is careless in his citations) had a slightly different text before him from the
published one’, in JAOS 11, p. cxxxv.
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case. The former, on the other hand, provides evidence that jighatsanti
was meant disrespectfully. The situation is similar, but not the same:

SB. 10.5.2.9: “Therefore he (the husband) should not eat food in the
presence of /his/ wife; for from him (who does not do so) a vigorous son
is born, and she in whose presence /he/ does not cat food, bears a
vigorous /son/.””” Here, as in many other instances, as- applies to the
eating of men, while ghas- in 1.9.2.12 is used of women.

The verb ghas- appears seldom in the Brahmanas and it has the sense
of devouring rather than of simple eating. Only in SB. 10.8.1.10 does it
refer to human beings, but ironically, as it is used about students who
feed on different kinds of food out of ignorance. Otherwise, it applies
mostly to supernatural beings like gods (TB. 2.6.15; 3.6.11, 15), Fa-
thers (pitaras) (TB. 2.6.3; SB. 12.8.1.8), Prajapati’s offspring (praja)
(KB. 5.3 = GB. 2.1.21; similarly SB. 2.5.2.1, in order to explain the
term praghasa), and a purusa devouring a purusa (JB. 1.42). On the
feeding (German ‘fressen’) of animals and greedy persons see PW s.v.
and cf. the well-known warning of Urvasi addressed to Puriiravas: ‘Let
not the cruel wolves devour you!” (ma tva vrkaso asivasa u ksan), RV.
10.95.15.

The next quotation is the most unique one. It concerns a lengthy
discussion during which various reasons are given why a consecrated
yajamdna should not eat the meat of a cow or an ox. It ends with an
argument that is not altogether clear:

SB. 3.1.2.21: ‘Were one to partake of an ox or a cow, there could be,
so to speak, an eating of everything or, so to speak, destruction; such a
one indeed would be likely to be born again as a strange being, /as one
who has/ ill repute such as, “he has expelled an embryo from his wife,
he has done evil.””*® The following passage, on the other hand, is
perfectly clear: “Yajhavalkya, however, said to this, “I, for one, eat it,
provided that it is juicy (fleshy)” (tad u hovaca ydjfiavalkyo *Snamy
evaham amsalam ced bhavatiti).

The word amsala occurs three more times in the Veda and, even
though Eggeling’s translation ‘tender’ seems most appropriate here, it

3 tasmaj jayaya ante ndsniyad viryavan hdsmdj jayate viryavantam u ha sa janayati
yasyd ante nasnati. SB. 10.5.2.9. The root ad- and ghas- stand side by side in e. g SB(K).
4.1.2.1 and 5.8.3.5.

38 etat sarvasyam iva yo dhenvanaduhayor asniyad antagatir iva tam hdadbhutam abhi-
janitor jaydyai garbham niravadhid iti papam akad iti papi kirtih. SB. 3.1.2.21. It could
also mean ‘to him something strange might happen’. See Oertel, KZ 65, 1938, 68f.
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has the meaning ‘fleshy, strong, stout’ clsewhere (mamsala, balavat,
VWC).* The Brahmana ends the discussion without comment, but
from the quotations in Book 11 it becomes evident that Yajnavalkya,
like the other sacrificing priests of his time, was a beef-eater.

The material contained in Book 11 of SB. and the corresponding
passages in JB. might be characterized as the birth of the Yajhavalkya
legend, i.e. it represents a transition from the isolated and impersonal
remembrances to the ‘classical’ record of BU. full of previously un-
known details. Yet, it was the stories of King Janaka of Videha and his
disputes with Yajiavalkya and other brahmanic teachers which capti-
vated the imagination and almost caused plain facts to fall into obliv-
ion.

As in the case of Yajiiavalkya, the figure of King Janaka was subject
to numerous speculations as well as to attempts to assess his role in the
development of some of the basic ideas of Upanisadic thought. This is
not the place to elaborate on that problem. Suffice it to say that, as far
as SB. is concerned, Yajfiavalkya’s encounters with Janaka are of no
real historical relevance, but provide a remarkable assortment of pieces
of data which may yield important information of cultural significance.
King Janaka is as much a stereotype in these stories as Yajfiavalkya,
which ought not to be surprising: ‘the Father of Videha’ may be, in the
end, a concept not far away from the idea of ‘King Brahmadatta of
Benares’ in the Pali Jatakas though, of course, literally it corresponds
rather to ‘il Papa di Roma’.

There are altogether not more than three independent accounts of
Yajiavalkya’s meetings with Janaka in SB., with corresponding pas-
sages in JB. Yajfiavalkya is still presented as an expert on sacrifice and
its salient problems, but now he competes both for recognition and
material gains.

$B. 11.3.1.2 # JB. 1.19; ‘Now, as to this, Janaka of Videha once
asked Yajnavalkya, “Do you know the agnihotra, Yajnavalkya?” “I

39 “The hind-part is /part of/ the animal, and fat is /sacrificial/ essence; thus he supplies
it with the /sacrificial/ essence; but if it be juicy (fleshy), then it has itself obtained the
/sacrificial/ essence’ (gudo vai pasuh; medo vai medhas tad enam medham upanayati yady
u ainsalo bhavati svayam upeta eva tarhi medham bhavati). $B. 3.8.4.6. The meaning is
equally clear in the other two passages: JB. 2.270 mentions a gandharva who is ugra,
balin, asma-ghdtin, and amsala, and TB. 3.4.17, when dealing with the ‘sacrifice of a
man’ (purusa-medha), says: ‘to Agni (he offers) a stout man’ (agnaye ‘msalam (alabh-

ate)).
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know it, O King”, he said.”®® And Yajiavalkya explained it to the king.
““You know the agnihotra, Yajhavalkya; I give you a hundred cows”,
he said.’*! The conversation does not continue, but verses are quoted in
support of Yajfiavalkya’s explanation. Again, as in many previous
cases, the compound dhenu-Sata ‘a hundred cows’ appears only twice in
Sruti texts: in the passage quoted here as well as in SB. 11.6.2.4, which
is concerned with the same subject (see further), and in JB. 2.151,
where a desire for a hundred cows as a sacrificial gift (daksing) is
expressed.® It is significant that both the Kanva version and JB. read ‘a
thousand’ (sahasra) without specifying of what.** Without going into
details it can be surmised that, if these numbers are to be taken
seriously at all, they can hardly represent their real numerical value,
but rather something like a ‘large’ and ‘extremely large’ number,
respectively. Again, if such were the gifts of the Vedic rulers (who were
often no more than petty chieftains) to their favourite teacher-priests,
and there is little reason to doubt that, it is very improbable that such
large herds of cattle were intended for milking only.

In a solitary quotation at the end of a Brihmana, King Janaka offers
Yajiavalkya a thousand in appreciation of his knowledge of a certain
sacrifice (isti) called mitra-vindd, lit. ‘acquiring friends’:

SB. 11.4.3.20: ‘Now, it was Gotama Rahiigana who discovered this
/sacrifice/. It went away to Janaka of Videha and he looked for it
among the brahmins versed in the angas, and found it in Yajfavalkya.
He said, “We will give you a thousand, Yajhavalkya, in whom we have
found that mitravinda.”**

The term ‘a brahmin versed in the arngas’ (anga-jid-brahmana) does
not appear anywhere else in the Veda. It should be perhaps read ariga-

0 tad dhaitaj janako vaideho ydjiiavalkyam papracha vetthagnihotram ydjiavalkya3 iti;
veda samrad iti, $B. 11.3.1.2. JB. 1.19 has only vedeti hovaca.

4 vetthagnihotram ydjriavalkya dhenu$atam dadamiti hovdca. ib. 4.

2 atho ghur dhenuSatam evasya nanavatsam daksind syad iti. JB. 2.151. The compound
occurs also twice in the Vedanga, while a compound dhenu-sahasra is known only from
VisnuSm. 20.47, where it refers to a calf finding its mother among a thousand cows
(dhenu-sahasresu).

3 tam hovdca vetthagnihotram yajiavalkya namas te ’stu sahasram bhagavo dadma iti.
JB. 1.19. sa hovdca namas te 'stu ydjiiavalkya vetthagnihotram sahasram dadamiti.
Kanva.

W tam haitam gotamo rahigano vidam cakdra sa ha janakam vaideham pratyutsasada
tam hanga-jid-brahmanesv anviyesa tam u ha ydajiiavalkye viveda sa hovaca sahasram bho
yajiiavalkya dadmo yasmin vayam tvayi mitravindam anvavidameti. SB. 11.4.3.20.
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vid, as this form occurs in VasDhS. 3.20 and BDhS. 1.1.8, and it seems
that it was also the reading of Sayana (cf. SB. p. 898 notes). It seems
more likely that it refers to the limbs of the sacrifice than to the later
Vedarigas, as Eggeling (5.66 & n. 1) understands it.

The following two stories illustrate the nature of the competitive
discussions (brahmdédya) among the teachers or of the teachers with a
king, who often arranged them and took an active part in them,
sometimes even outwitting famous brahmins. These discussions consis-
ted in questions and answers, either in ritually fixed verses or in a free,
improvised speech.* They were mostly of a purely speculative charac-
ter and their aim was to gain recognition and material rewards rather
than knowledge. The means to attain that goal was to outwit (lit. ‘out-
talk’, ati-vad-) the opponent rather than to convince him by the
strength of the arguments. In the following passage, even Yajfiavalkya
was beaten in a dispute by King Janaka from whom he had to receive
instruction:

SB. 11.6.2.1: ‘Now, Janaka of Videha once met the brahmins
Svetaketu Aruneya, Somasusma Satyayajiii, and Yajfiavalkya, who
were travelling (driving) about.* He asked them, “How do you each of
you perform the agnihotra?”’*’ Then each of them explains his own
method. The king, however, is not quite satisfied, not even with
Yajfiavalkya whose reply he appreciates most:

4. ““You, Yajiavalkya, have inquired most closely into the ag-
nihotra; 1 will give you a hundred cows”, he (the king) said. “But not
even you /know/ either the uprising, or the progress, or the support, or
the contentment, or the return, or the renascent world of those two
(libations of the agnihotra).” With these words he mounted his chariot
and drove away.’®

55 Cf. H. Oldenberg, Zur Geschichte des Wortes bréhman, in Kleine Schriften.
Glasenapp-Stiftung 8.1,2. Wiesbaden 1967, p. 1136f. For bibliography and a detailed
analysis of these passages see JB. tr. p. 62f.

46 The verb dhdvayati has been sometimes explained in a somewhat fanciful way
(Thieme etc.). For a well-balanced account see H. W. Bodewitz, Vedic dhdvayati “to
drive”. 11J 16, 1974, pp. 81-95.

47 janako ha vai vaideho brahmanair dhavayadbhih samdjagama Svetaketundruneyena
somaSusmena satyayajiing ydjhavalkyena; tan hovaca: katham-katham agnihotram
juhutheti. SB. 11.6.2.1.

8 tvam nedistham yajRavalkyagnihotrasyamimamsistha dhenusatam dadamiti hovaca;
na tv evainayos tvam utkrantim na gatim na pratistham na fyptim na punardavyttim na
lokam pratyutthdyinam ity uktva ratham asthaya pradhavayam cakara. ib. 4.
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It is clear from this passage that Yajnavalkya’s excellence consisted
in his minute scrutiny (mimdms-), i.e. in his skill in speculative exam-
ination and interpretation of the ritual. It is the same activity for which
he was criticized in one of the earlier books of SB. (4.2.1.7), where the
actual performance of the ritual was given priority.

The competitiveness of the discussion is well documented in the
following paragraphs:

5. “They said, “Surely, this royal fellow (r@janya-bandhu) has out-
talked us: come, let us challenge him to a brahmodya!” Yajfiavalkya
said, “We are brahmins, he is a royal fellow: if we were to vanquish
him, whom should we say we had vanquished? But if he were to
vanquish us, people would say of us that a royal fellow had vanquished
brahmins; do not think of this!” They approved of his words. But
Yajiavalkya, mounting his chariot, drove after /the king/. He overtook
him, and he (the king) said, “Is it to know the agnihotra, Yajiavalkya?”
“The agnihotra, O King”, he replied.”®

The verb ati-vad- ‘to be superior in dispute’ refers to eloquence as
such, i.e. ‘to outtalk, outwit’ by the volume of speech, and sometimes
merely of sound. It occurs predominantly in the later Brahmanas.

King Janaka explained the proper agnihotra to Yajfiavalkya (ib.
6-10), and the text continues:

10. ‘Now, Yajfavalkya granted him a boon. He (the king) said, “Let
mine be /the boon of/ questioning you when I choose to do so, Ya-
jfiavalkya.” Because of that Janaka was a brahmin.’>

There can hardly be any question of Janaka becoming a real brahmin
(in such a case one would expect the verb babhiiva), but rather that he
was equal to brahmins in knowledge and had the right to dispute with
them at his own discretion.

The word kama-prasna is again unique and occurs elsewhere only in
BU. 4.3.1, which refers to the same occasion. It goes without saying

9 te hocuh: ati vai no ’yam rdjanyabandhur avadid dhantainam brahmodyam
ahvayamahd iti sa hovdca ydjiavalkyo brahmand vai vayam smo rajanyabandhur asau
yady amum vayam jayema kam ajaismeti briiyamatha yady asav asman jayed brahmanan
rajanyabandhur ajaistd iti no brayur medam adydhvam iti tad dhasya jajiiur atha ha
yajiavalkyo ratham asthayanupradhdvayam cakdra tam hanvajagima sa hovdcag-
nihotram yajfavalkya vedita3m ity agnihotram samrad ifi. $B. 11.6.2.5.

0 tasmai ha ydjiavalkyo varam dadau sa hovdca kamaprasna eva me tvayi yd-
jhavalkyasad iti tato brahmd janaka @sa. ib. 10.




74 IVO FISER

that the right to begin a discussion by asking questions put the partici-
pant of a brahmodya into an advantageous position.

The other story of the same sort follows immediately in SB. 11.6.3.1—
11. It occurs in a slightly modified form in JB. 2.76-77, and reappears
with a widely extended framework and different contents in BU. 3.1.1-
3.9.28. There can be no doubt that the SB. version is the oldest one,
but even there the marks of a late origin are unmistakable. The birth
and growth of the Yajiiavalkya legend can be followed by a simple
comparison of the three versions:

SB. 11.6.3.1: ‘Janaka of Videha initiated a sacrifice accompanied
with numerous gifts /to the priests/. Setting apart a thousand cows, he
said, “He who is the most learned in sacred scriptures, brahmins, shall
drive away these cows.”””! Only the first sentence is common to all
three versions. After that, JB. and BU. supply further information: JB.
2.76 #+ BU. 3.1.1: ‘There the Kuru-Paficala brahmins assembled.’
That is a major innovation, because Yajhavalkya is nowhere associated
with Kuru-Pafcalas in $B. But even as far as SB. is concerned, this is
the only passage in which Yajfiavalkya is connected with an explicit gift
of a thousand cows.

BU. 3.1.1 has more details: ‘And in this Janaka of Videha there
arose a desire to find out which one of those brahmins was the most
learned in the sacred lore. So he set apart a thousand cows; to the horns
of each of them ten measures (pddas) (of gold?) were fastened.’> The
term brahmistha has been replaced by another superlative, viz.
aniicanatama, which is even less common and appears elsewhere only
in AiA. 1.2.2 & KSS. 22.4.7.5

SB. 11.6.3.2 continues with an episode that sounds like a historical
anecdote: ‘Yajhavalkya then said, “This way /drive/ them!” They (the
other brahmins) said, “Are you really the most learned in sacred lore

St janako ha vaideho bahudaksinena yajiieneje. sa ha gavam sahasram avarundhann
uvdcaitd vo brahmana yo brahmisthah sa udajatam iti. SB. 11.6.3.1 # IB. 2.76. etd vo...
could also mean ‘these are yours, brahmins...’

52 te tad u ha kurupanicalanam brahmana abhisamajagmuh. IB. 2.76,

tatra ha kuruparicalanam brahmand abhisametd babhivih. BU. 3.1.1.

33 tasya ha janakasya vaidehasya vijijidsa babhiiva: kah svid esam brihmananam
anticanatama iti. sa ha gavam sahasram avarurodha; dasa-dasa pada ekaikasyah syrigayor
abaddha babhuvuh. BU. 3.1.1.

4 bharadvdjo ha va psindm aniicanatamo dirghajivitamas tapasvitama dsa. AiA. 1.2.2.
— apetaprajanand sthavirds tadakhyds tesam yo npsamsatamah syad dravyavattamo va-
nicanatamo va tasya garhapate dikseran. KSS. 22.4.7,
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among us, Yajiavalkya?” He replied, “Reverence be to him who is the
most learned in sacred lore: we are but desirous of /these/ cows.””%

JB. 2.76 agrees with SB., except that it calls him Vijasaneya and
reads: ‘this way /drive/ them, my dear!’ (arvacir etds somyeti). His
mockery of the brahmins is unmistakable: by claiming the cows in
advance Yajfiavalkya made it clear that he considered himself to be
superior. His frank admission of his desire for nothing but cows,
however, does not agree with the picture of his aspirations drawn from
earlier passages in SB.

SB. 11.6.3.3 & JB. 2.76 continue: “Then they said /to one another/,
“Which of us shall question him?” Vidagdha Sakalya (or ‘the shrewd
Sakalya’) said, “I”.’*6 JB. adds: ‘they appointed him as their leader and
went /away/” (tam ha puraskrtyeyuh). Both texts continue: ‘When he
(Yajnavalkya) saw him, he said, “Have the brahmins made of you a
firebrand-remover?”’¥ In SB. Sakalya does not reply and starts to
question Yajfiavalkya, while JB. adds: ““If I am by that /appointment/ a
firebrand-remover, I shall certainly ask you.”’s

The whole scene is rearranged with more details in BU. 3.1.2: ‘And
he (Janaka) said to them, “Venerable brahmins, let him who is the
most learned in sacred scriptures among you drive away these cows.”
But those brahmins did not dare. Then Yajfiavalkya said to his own
disciple, “Drive them away, dear Samasravas!” And he drove them
away. But the brahmins were enraged: “What! Does he mean to say
that he is the most learned in sacred scriptures among us?”

Now there was A§vala, the hotar of Janaka of Videha. He asked him,
“So it is you, Yajnavalkya, who is the most learned in sacred scriptures
among us?” And he (Yajiavalkya) replied, “We bow to the most
learned in sacred scriptures: we are but desirous of /these/ cows!”

5 sa hovaca ydjriavalkyo ’rvdcir etd iti te hocus tvam svin no yajiiavalkya brahmistho ’si3
iti; sa hovdca namo ’stu brahmisthaya gokama eva vayam sma iti. $B. 11.6.3.2.

% te hocuh: ko na imam praksyatiti; sa hovdca vidagdhah $akalyo ham iti. $B. 11.6.3.3.

57 tam ha pratikhydayovaca (pratikhyayayantam, IB.): tvam svic chakalya brahmand
ulmukavaksayanam akrata3 iti. $B. 11.6.3.3. The idea is, of course, to be someone’s cat’s
paw, as already suggested by Max Miiller, but the picture of removing burning charcoal
from a fire makes better sense than that of extinguishing it (*a thing for quenching the
firebrand’, Eggeling 5.115). For coals becoming extinguished the verb upa-§am- is used in
ChU. 2.12.1. BU. 3.9.18 has angaravaksayana.

B sqa hovdca: yadi tenolmukavaksayapam smah praksyamo nvai tvam iti. JB. 2.76.
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Thereupon Asvala, the hotar, began to question him.’> From then on
the story in BU. takes its own course.

The information obtained from this passage has no historical value.
Neither a hotar of Janaka by name Asvala nor a disciple of Yajiavalkya
called Samasravas appears anywhere else in the Veda. Moreover, the
idea of one man driving away a thousand cows is singularly absurd.
Nevertheless, it is useful to be reminded that a ‘student of sacred lore’
(brahma-carin) was primarily a cowherd, who served his master,
guarded his house and cattle (SB. 3.6.2.15), took care of the fire (ib.
11.5.4.5), brought fire-wood at night (ib. 11.3.3.1), and did all his
teacher’s bidding (dcdrya-vacas): ‘having made himself poor, so to
speak, and become devoid of shame, be begs alms.’®

The story found in the Brahmanas has the form of a dialogue. The
‘shrewd’” Sakalya questions Yajfiavalkya on the number, nature and
powers of the gods, in decreasing number from three hundred and
three and three thousand and three, to the one god. Yajhavalkya
answers all his questions except the last one:

$B. 11.6.3.11 # JB. 2.77: ‘He (Yajnavalkya) said, “You have gone
on questioning me beyond the deity, beyond which there must be no
questioning: you shall die before such and such a day, and not even
your bones (body, JB.) shall reach your home!” And so, indeed, did he
(Sakalya) die; and robbers carried off his bones (body, JB.), taking
them for something else.! Wherefore let no man decry anyone, for
even /by/ knowing thus, he becomes superior.’®

A ‘deity beyond which there must be no questioning’ (anatiprasnya
devatd) does not occur anywhere else in the Veda except here and in
BU. 3.6.1 (see further). The word pari-mosin ‘robber’ is extremely

9 tan hovdca: brahmand bhagavanto yo vo brahmisthah sa etd ga udajatam iti. te ha
brahmana na dadhysub. atha ha ydajiiavalkyah svam eva brahmacarinam uvdcaitah sau-
myodaja samasrava (~va3, M.) iti. ta hodacakara. te ha brahmanas cukrudhuh katham
(kathamm nu, M.) no brahmistho bruviteti. atha ha janakasya vaidehasya hotasvalo
babhava. sa hainari papraccha: tvam khalu no yajriavalkya brahmistho ’si3 iti. sa hovdca:
namo vayamn brahmisthaya kurmo gokamd eva vayam sma iti, tam ha tata eva prastum
dadhre hotdsvalah. BU. 3.1.2.

& gtmanam daridrikptyeva ahrir bhitva bhiksate. SB. 11.3.3.5.

6t After the cremation; the bones were collected and placed in an earthen vessel which
was buried. According to the commentary, the thieves mistook the urn for a receptacle
containing gold or some other valuable substance.

€ sa hovdcanatiprasnyam (vai) ma devatam atyapraksih; puretithyai (puraitavatithya,
v. 11. purotavatithya, puretavatithyd) marisyasi (martasi) na te ’sthini (Sarfrani) cana
grhan prapsyantiti. sa ha (tad dha) tathaiva (tathaivasa. sa ha tathaiva) mamara; tasya
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rare,” while apa-harin does not occur anywhere else. Similarly, upa-
vadin is found only here and in ChU. 7.6.1,% though the verb upa-vad-
is fairly common.

Apart from passages parallel with SB., Yijnavalkya is quoted once
more as Vajasaneya in JB. 2.229, which is but a quotation from SB.
2.5.1.5.% Equally uninteresting are the other two references found in
SA. 9.7 and 13.1, as both are but transcripts from SB.%

Yajfiavalkya’s appearances in BU. may be arranged under similar
headings as in the case of SB.:

1. Individual pronouncements: 1.4.3.

Discussion with King Janaka and other brahmins: 3.1.1 - 3.9.28.
Private talks with King Janaka: 4.1.1-7; 4.2.1-4; 4.3.1 — 4.4.25.
Discussion with Maitreyi: 2.4.1-13; 4.5.1-15.

. Quotation in the ‘lineage’ of teachers: 6.3.7-8; 6.5.3.

The main bulk of material related to Yajfiavalkya has been preserved
in four conversations which form ‘The Book of Yajnavalkya’ (ya-
JAavalkiyam kandam), the central part of BU., in Chapters (adhydyas)
3 and 4. There is neither any logical sequence in the arrangement of the
disputes, nor is Yajiavalkya presented as a historical figure. The con-
tents of the discussions and the gradation of the importance of the ideas
expressed in them obviously determined the arrangement of the di-
alogues in which Yajfiavalkya is conceived as a great sage of the past,
beyond the reach of memory, who is an undisputed authority. The
outcome of his discussions with King Janaka, other learned brahmins,
and even with two women, is a foregone conclusion: his opponents are
totally defeated, and sometimes mercilessly and surprisingly harshly
humiliated. And yet, in spite of such a stereotype which served as a

SN

hapy anyan manyamdndh parimosino sthini apajahrus (tasya hapahdrino ‘nantarena
Sartrany apajahrur anyan manyamanah). tasman nopavadi syad uta (tasmad u ha
nopavadet) hy evamvit paro bhavati. SB. 11.6.3.11 (JB. 2.77). Delbriick, op. cit. p. 528,
suggests that paro bhavati could be understood as ‘he becomes one of the other side, or
shore’, i.e. he dies, but he himself doubts such an interpretation.

63 BU. 3.9.26 (= SB. 14.6.9.38) is a parallel passage; otherwise only in $B. 13.2.4.2; 4,
and TB. 3.9.1.3; 4.

6 ‘then the small people who are quarrellers, abusive, and slanderers’ (atha ye ’Ipah
kalahinah pisuna upavddinal), ChU. 7.6.1. It occurs again in MS. 4.3.9, and in BSS.
18.26:9.

& tq ayam vayuh pavamana dvista iti vajasaneyah. JB. 2.229 # SB. 2.5.1.5 where,
however, the name Vajasaneya does not occur as it was used by JB. in a generic sense of
the author of SB.

% See B. Keith in JRAS 1908, p. 374.
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framework for fostering Upanisadic speculations, Yajfiavalkya’s per-
sonality remained original both in ideas and in language.

Contrary to SB., there is only one independent pronouncement
ascribed to him in the whole BU. It concerns the doctrine of the
primeval Self (atman):

BU. 1.4.3: ‘He (atman) caused that very self /of his/ to fall into two
/parts/: from that husband and wife arose. Therefore Yajhavalkya used
to say, “Here, the two of us are like a half-fragment.” Therefore this
space is filled by a woman.’® The interpretation is not without diffi-
culties, and the quotation is not related to any other pronouncement
ascribed to Yajiavalkya. The compound ardha-brgala (~vygala, $B.)
does not occur anywhere else in the Veda.®

BU. 3.1.1-3.9.28 contains a description of a great brahmodya, which
was organized by Janaka, and during which Yajiavalkya successively
defeated eight opponents. They are called the Kuru-Paiicala brahmins
(3.1.1), but one of them is a woman, Gargl Vacaknavi (3.6.1 & 3.8.1-
12).% This is followed by Yajfiavalkya’s private talks with King Janaka
(4.1.1-4.4.25). The information obtained from these stories is of little
value and credibility. The questions and answers follow the established
pattern and agree with other Upanisadic speculations. After Ya-
- jiavalkya’s rejoinders, each of the questioners ‘remained silent’ (fato
ha... upararama). One of them, Usasta Cakrayana, when not quite
satisfied with his reply, asks for a more detailed explanation and
complains; “This has been explained /by you/ as one might say, “This is
a cow”, “this is a horse.”’”® The monotony of the procedure is inter-
rupted by Gargi Vacaknavi,” who asks Yajiavalkya about the ultimate

7 sq imam evatmanam dvedhapatayat; tatalh patis ca patni cabhavatam. tasmad idam
ardhabygalam iva sva iti ha sméaha yajiiavalkyah. tasmad ayam akasah striya paryata eva.
BU. 1.4.3 (= SB. 14.4.2.5).

6 The common translation is ‘this one’s own self is like a half-fragment’, i.e. sva is
taken for dtrman (svasya atmani, Sayana). However, it was observed already by O.
Bohtlingk, Sanskrit-Chrestomathie, Leipzig 31909, p. 398, and repeated recently by V. P.
Limaye & R.D. Vadekar (ed.), Eighteen Principal Upanisads, Vol. 1., Poona 1958,
p. 185, that sva is more likely a finite form of the verb as-.

® They are: Aévala (3.1,2-10), Jaratkarava Artabhaga (3.2.1-13), Bhujyu Lahyayani
(3.3.1-2), Usasta Cakrayapa (3.4.1-2), Kahola Kausitakeya (3.5.1), Gargi Vacaknavi
(3.6.1), Uddalaka Aruni (3.7.1-23), again Gargl Vacaknavi (3.8.1-12), and Vidagdha
Sakalya (3.9.1-26).

0 yathd vibrityad asau gaur asav asva ity evam evaitad vyapadistam bhavati. BU. 3.4.2.

7t ‘the daughter of Vacaknu’ (talkative?); both the name and its origin are unknown;
cf. 1.S. 10.118, and V.I. 1.226.
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world-ground, viz. about the explanation of a popular theory that “all
this world is woven, warp and woof, on water.” When she presses on
too much with her question, Yajiavalkya warns her not to question
further: ‘He said, “Gargi, do not question too much lest your head
burst asunder. You are questioning too much, indeed, about a divinity
about which further questions are not to be asked. Do not, Gargi, over-
question!” And after that Gargi remained silent’ (BU. 3.6.1).”2 The
phrase about the head ‘bursting asunder’ (usually translated as “falling
off’) is often used on similar occasions in the Upanisads.

Gargi is followed by Uddalaka Aruni, who is described as father and
teacher of Svetaketu in ChU. 6, but who plays a much more modest
r6le here. He uses the same warning when he addresses Yajfiavalkya:
“If you, Yajfiavalkya, drive away the brahma-cows without knowing
that thread and the Inner Controller, your head will burst asunder”
(BU. 3.7.1).»

The reappearance of Gargl and her eulogy on YajAavalkya after
Uddalaka is an incongruous interpolation, even though the matter
under discussion is more important than the previous one. It shows,
however, that the Yajiavalkya legend was already in full bloom:

BU. 3.8.1: “Then Vacaknavi said, “Listen, venerable brahmins, I
shall ask him (Yajhavalkya) two questions. If he answers me these, not
one of you will defeat him in /this/ brahmodya.” “Ask, Gargil”

2. And she said, “As a son of a powerful man (a noble youth) of the
Kasis or of the Videhas might rise against you, having strung his
unstrung bow and taken in his hand two arrows that pierce through the
enemy, even so, Yajfiavalkya, have I risen against you with two ques-
tions: answer me these!” “Ask, Gargi!”’™

72 sa hovdca: gargi matipraksih; ma te mirdha vyapaptat (vi~, M.); anatiprasnyam vai
devatam (~ah, ~ah, M.) atippcchasi; gargi matipraksir iti; tato ha gargi vacaknavy
upararama. BU. 3.6.1.

3 tac cet tvam yajiiavalkya siitram avidvams tam cantaryaminam brahmagavir udajase,
mirdha te vipatisyariti, BU. 3.7.1.

™ atha ha vacaknavy uvica: brahmand bhagavantah; hantéham imam (yajravalkyam,
Madhy.) dvau prasnau praksyami, tau cen me vaksyati, na vai jatu yusmakam imam
kascid brahmodyam Jeteti (tau cen me na vivaksyati, mirdhasya vipatisyatiti, M.). prccha
gargiti. BU. 3.8.1.

sa hovaca: aham vai tva yajriavalkya yatha kasyo va vaideho vograputra ujjyam dhanur
adhijyarn kytvd dvau banavantau sapatnativyadhinau haste kytvopottisthed evam eviham
tva dvabhyam prasnabhyam upodastham; tau me brithiti. prccha gargiti. ib. 2.
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The story continues in this unusually pompous style which is com-
pletely out of tune with the rest. After her question has been answered,
Gargi continues:

5. ““Salutation to you, Yajiavalkya, because you have solved this
question for me. Prepare yourself (lit. ‘hold yourself’) for the other.”
“Ask, Gargl!””

Finally, after her second question has been answered, Gargi bursts
into unrestrained praise, quite atypical of all the other participants’
reactions:

12. ““Venerable brahmins, you might consider it a great thing if you
escape from this /man/ by /merely/ making a bow /to him/. Not one of
you will defeat him in /this/ dispute (brahmodya).” And after that
Vacaknavi remained silent.’”

The last participant is Vidagdha Sakalya, known already from SB.
and JB., who asks (ib. 9.19): ““Yajaavalkya”, said Sakalya, “what is
the brahman you know that you have outtalked the Kuru-Paficala
brahmins?”’”” The verbal contest becomes very lively, but Yajfiavalkya
treats him exceptionally haughtily. At one moment during the discus-
sion, he calls him aqhallika, most probably a dirty word otherwise
unknown in Sanskrit (an idiot?), in any case an abuse totally un-
deserved, as Sakalya did not ‘over-ask.’ It is clear, as P. Deussen (op.
cit. p. 4291f.) has shown, that this was the original story, and that the
preceding discussions were inserted later. The conclusion is, however,
an unfortunate mixture of the Brahmana element and the Upanisadic
curse:

BU. 3.9.26 concludes the discussion with Yajhavalkya’s question
about ‘the person taught in the Upanisads’ (aupanisada purusa): *“If
you do not explain him to me your head will burst asunder!” Sakalya
did not know him, and his head burst asunder; and robbers carried off
his bones, taking them for something else.’”® Not content with that, in

75 sd hovdca: namas te ’stu ydjiiavalkya, yo ma etam vyavocah; aparasmai dhdrayasveti.
precha gargiti. BU, 3.8.5. BU(M). omits astu. )

% sd hovdca: brahmanda bhagavantah; tad eva bahu manyedhvam (manya~, M.) yad
asman namaskdrena mucyedhvam (mucyadhvai, M.); na vai jatu yusmakam imam kascid
brahmodyam jetefi. tato ha vacaknavy upararama. BU. 3.8.12.

71 yajriavalkyeti hovaca Sakalyah; yad idam kurupaiicalanam brahmanan atyavadih,
kim brahma vidvan iti. BU. 3.9.19. ‘

 tam cen me na vivaksyasi, mirdha te vipatisyatiti. tam ha na mene Sakalyah; tasya ha
mirdhd vipapita; api hdsya parimosino ’sthiny apajahrur anyan manyamanah. BU.
3.9.26.
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the zeal to demonstrate YajAavalkya’s complete sovereignty, the au-
thor(s) ascribed to him some rather unnecessarily boastful words:

BU. 3.9.27: ‘“Then he (Yajfiavalkya) said, “Venerable brahmins,
whosoever among you wishes /to do so/, question me; or you may all
question me; or I will question him of you who wishes /to be ques-
tioned/; or I will question all of you.” Those brahmins, however, did
not dare.”” In spite of this, Yajhavalkya then interrogates them in
seven stanzas (Slokas) and gives himself answers about the real nature
of brahman.

The story is followed by three dialogues of Yajfiavalkya with King
Janaka,

BU. 4.1.1: ‘Janaka of Videha was giving audience. Then Ya-
jhavalkya approached him. He said to him, “Yajhavalkya, for what
purpose have you come? Do you desire cattle or subtle (hair-splitting)
questions?” “Both, indeed, Your Majesty”, he replied.’s Yajnavalkya
then discusses the views of six teachers,® and finds the explanations of
each of them to be ‘one-legged’ (ekapad va etat), BU. 4.1.2-7.%8

2. “Let us hear who told you what.” “Jitvan, the offspring of Silina,
told me that brahman is speech.” “As one might say who had a mother,
a father, a teacher, so did the offspring of Silina say that brahman is
speech, for he might have thought, ‘What can one have who cannot
speak?”%

However self-evident the phrase ‘as one might say...” sounds, its

 atha hovaca (ha yajiiavalkya uvaca M.): brahmana bhagavanto yo vah kdamayate sa
md prechatu, sarve va ma prcchata; yo vah kamayate tam vah pycchami (~ani, M.),
sarvan va vah prcchamiti. te ha brahmand na dadhpsuh. BU. 3.9.27.

8 janako ha vaideha dsam cakre. atha ha yajfiavalkya Gvavrdja. tam hovica: ya-
Jhavalkya, kim artham acdrih pasin icchann anvantan iti. ubhayam eva samrad iti hovaca.
BU. 4.1.1.

81 They were: Jitvan Sailini, BU. 4.1.2, Udarika Saulbayana (3.), Barku Varsna (4.),
Gardabhivipita Bharadvaja (5.), Satyakama Jabala (6.), and Vidagdha Sakalya (7.), who
seems to have been Yajfiavalkys’s chief opponent.

& The comparison is used by Satyakiama Jabila when he instructs his pupil Upakosala:
‘Even as a one-legged man walking, or a chariot proceeding with one wheel, suffers
injury, even so his sacrifice is injured’ (sa yathaikapad vrajan ratho vaikena cakrena
vartamdno risyati, evam asya yajiio risyati). ChU. 4.16.3.

8 yat te kascid abravit tac chynavameti; abravin me jitva Sailinih: vag vai brahmeti. yatha
manyman pityman dcaryavan briydt tathd tac chailinir abravid vag vai brahmeti; avadato hi
kim syad iti. BU. 4.1.2. R. E. Hume, The Thirteen Principal Upanishads, London etc.
21975 (repr.), p. 127 n. 1 draws attention to the fact that the active briyat is here taken as
if it were the middle voice, which is a late epic usage.

6 Acta Orientalia XLV




82 IVO FISER

vocabulary is unusual: mdtymat occurs only here and in an obscure
passage in AV.;¥ dcaryavat appears once more in ChU., though not in
such a matter-of-course meaning,® while pitymat is found nowhere else
in the Upanisads, even though it is frequent in both the Samhitas and
the Brahmanas, but only in reference to the Fathers (pitaras).

Each paragraph is concluded with the same phrase: ‘““I will give you a
thousand with a bull /as large/ as an elephant”, said Janaka of Videha.
Yajiavalkya replied, “My father thought that one should not accept
/gifts/ without having instructed.”’®

This is the only passage in which Yajiavalkya’s father is mentioned,
though not named. The next story is short, and Janaka is even more
reverent:

BU. 4.2.1: ‘Janaka of Videha, approaching reverently from his
cushion,¥ said, “Salutation to you, Yajiavalkya, instruct me!”’%

The instruction is duly imparted and the text concludes:

4, ““Indeed, Janaka, you have reached /the state of/ fearlessness
(safety),” thus spoke Yajiavalkya. Janaka of Videha replied, “May
fearlessness come to you, Yajiavalkya, to you, Venerable Sir, who
make us know fearlessness. Salutation to you: here are the Videhas,
here am 1 /at your service/.”’®

The last account in this category of passages represents the final
stage in the gradation of ideas expressed in the previous discourses.
The framework of this part of the work corresponds to the importance
of the contents.

# ‘An enjoyable vessel that was deposited in secret became manifest in enjoyment for
them that have mothers’ (tr.) (bhityisyam péatram nihitam guha yad avir bhoge abhavan
matymadbhih). AV. 12.1.60.

8 On the contrary, Uddalaka Aruni stresses to Svetaketu the need for a teacher: ‘even
so here on earth one who has a teacher knows...” (evam evehdcaryavin puruso veda...).
ChU. 6.14.2.

8 hasty-ysabham sahasram dadamiti hovaca janako vaidehah. sa hovdca ydjaavalkyah:
pitd me *manyata nananusigya hareteti. BU. 4.1.2-7.

87 The exact meaning of upa-ava-syp- is difficult to assess, as it occurs nowhere else; cf.
‘descending from his cushion and approaching,” Hume, against ‘verliess sein Polster und
kam auf den Knien heran,” Deussen.

8 janako ha vaidehah kiircad upavasarpann uvdca: namas te *stu yajravalkya; anu ma
sadhiti. BU. 4.2.1.

8 abhayam vai janaka prapto ’siti hovdca yajfiavalkyah; sa hovica janako vaideho
*bhayam tva gacchatad yajiavalkya yo no bhagavann abhayam vedayase; namas te ’stu:
ime videhd ayam aham asmi. BU. 4.2.4,
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BU. 4.3.1: *Yajnavalkya came to Janaka of Videha. He thought, “I
will converse with him.” Then, as once Janaka of Videha and Yai-
jfiavalkya discussed together at an agnihotra, Yajnavalkya granted him
(the king) a boon. He (the king) chose to ask whenever he wished. He
(Yajnavalkya) granted it to him. Hence it was the king who asked
first.’®

This is, of course, a reference to SB. 11.6.2.1ff., but with a slight
modification in favour of Yajfiavalkya. In the original story, it was the
king who explained the meaning of agnihotra to Yajhavalkya, and it
took place not in the course of a discussion, but at Yajfiavalkya’s own
request, as he was unable to match Janaka’s previous questions. Now,
on the contrary, several times during Yajiavalkya’s exposition, the
king simply says: “I will give you, Venerable Sir, a thousand”’ (so ’ham
bhagavato sahasram dadami), BU. 4.3.14, 15, 16, 33, and begs for
further instruction. In the end Yajiiavalkya realizes that he has told the
king too much: ‘At this /moment/ Yajiiavalkya became frightened:
“This intelligent king has driven me out of every corner (or ‘to ex-
tremities’)!”” (ib. 33).”! Strangely enough, nothing happens and Ya-
jhavalkya continues to answer the king’s questions. Towards the end of
the discourse, Janaka exclaims: ‘““I will give you, Venerable Sir, the
Videhas and also myself as slaves!™ (ib. 4.23).% This is a long way from
the original story where, at the same point, ‘Janaka was a brahmin’
(SB. 11.6.2.10).

The distance between earlier records connected with Yajaavalkya
and the time when the ancient sage became a symbol of the highest
achievements of the Upanisadic era is very vividly illustrated by the
story of his discourses with one of his two wives, about whom no
mention is found anywhere else, concerning his intention to leave his
family in search of higher spiritual goals and, even more so, of his
authorship of the entire collection of ‘white sacrificial formulas’
(vajus). None of these ‘facts’ can be traced elsewhere.

The story of Yajfiavalkya’s two wives is preserved in two slightly

% janakam ha vaideham yajriavalkyo jagama; sam enena vadisya iti; atha ha yaj janakas
ca vaideho yajravalkyas cagnihotre samiidate, tasmai ha yajfiavalkyo varam dadau; sa ha
kama-prasnam eva vavre, tam hasmai dadau; tam ha samrad eva purvam papraccha. BU.
4.3.1.

%t atra ha yajhiavalkyo bibhayim cakdra: medhavi raja sarvebhyo mantebhyo udarautsid
iti. BU. 4.3.33.

%2 s0 "ham bhagavate videhan dadami mam capi saha dasyayesi. BU. 4.4.23.

6*
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different recensions, in BU. 2.4.1-14 and 4.5.1-15, and has been
already discussed in detail elsewhere.” The second version is more
elaborate and contains information of which no mention is made in the
first and, most probably, older account.* Some striking differences are
found especially in the opening paragraphs of the two versions:

BU. 2.4.1: ““Maitreyi,” said Yajfiavalkya, “I am, indeed, about to
depart from this place; look, let me make a /final/ settlement for you
and that Katyayani.”

BU. 4.5.1: ‘Now then, Yajiavalkya had two wives, Maitreyi and
Katyayani. Of the two, Maitreyi was a brahma-discourser, Katyayani
had just a woman’s discernment in that respect. Now Yajiavalkya was
about to commence another mode of life.

2. “Maitreyi,” said Yajiavalkya, “I am, indeed, about to go forth
from this state (of a householder?); look, let me make a /final/ settle-
ment for you and that Katyayani.”’*

Maitreyi, being keen on philosophical problems, asks Yajhavalkya

for an explanation of the supreme Self (atman) and the highest value in
human life, after which the sage walks away. Katyayani, who had ‘just
a woman’s discernment in that respect’, is never mentioned again
afterwards. She was probably thought of as having been in charge of
Yajfavalkya’s household which must have been, at least for those
times, an establishment of considerable size — provided we are pre-
pared to accept the hints of large royal donations bestowed on Ya-
jiavalkya as any sort of historical evidence. Maitreyl, who is believed
to have been one of those learned women who took an active part in
the Upanisadic discussions and is later named among the holy teachers
of old (SGS. 4.10 and A$vGS. 3.4.4) also appears only in this story.

% [vo FiSer, The Two Wives of Yajfiavalkya in the Brhadaranyakopanisad. Adjali.
Papers on Indology and Buddhism. Univ. of Ceylon, Peradeniya 1970, pp. 97-101.

9 Cf. also P. Deussen, op. cit. p. 481. It is, therefore, more than surprising that both
versions have been translated in exactly the same words by E. Roer, The Twelve Principal
Upanisads, Vol. II, Adyar, Madras 1931, pp. 236 & 374.

9 maitreyiti hovaca ydjriavalkyah; udydsyan va are *ham asmat sthanad asmi; hanta te
‘naya katyayanyantam karavaniti. BU. 2.4.1.

atha ha yajiavalkyasya dve bhdrye babhavatur maitreyl ca katyayani ca. tayor ha
maitreyl brahmavadini babhiiva, striprajiiaiva (~prajfieva, M.) tarhi katyayani. atha ha
yajiavalkyo ’nyad-vyttam upakarigyan, BU. 4.5.1.

maitreyiti hovdca ydjravalkyah; pravrajisyan va are "ham asmat sthanad asmi; hanta te
‘naya katyayanyantam karavaniti. ib. 2. ‘
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There are subtle changes in Yajiavalkya’s attitude towards her in the
two versions:

BU. 2.4.4: *Yajfiavalkya said, “Ah, verily, being dear to us, you say
what is dear. Come, sit down, I will explain to you. But while I am
expounding, do try to think attentively of it.”’%

BU. 4.5.5: “Yajfiavalkya said, “Though, indeed, lady, you have been
dear to us, you have /now/ increased your dearness. Well then, lady, I
will explain it to you. But while I am expounding, do try to think
attentively of it.”’

The same applies to the final passage in which the second version is
more elaborate:

BU. 2.4.13: ‘Then Maitreyi said, “In this, indeed, you have be-
wildered me, Venerable Sir...” Then /Yajiavalkya/ said, “Certainly I
am not saying anything bewildering. This, indeed, is enough for under-
standing.”’

BU. 4.5.14: “Then Maitreyi said, “In this, indeed, Venerable Sir, you
have caused me to reach utter bewilderment. Indeed, I do not under-
stand it (atman).” Then /Yajhavalkya/ said, “Certainly I am not saying
anything bewildering.””®® In this version he continues to make his
explanation clearer and adds (ib. 15): ““Thus you have the instruction
given to you, Maitreyl. Well, such, indeed, is immortality.” Having
said so, Yajfiavalkya departed.”

The story, as preserved in both versions, does not give much scope
for speculation about Maitreyi’s learnedness and her active part in the
discussion. She is, beside Gargi Vacaknavi, the only other ‘learned’
woman known to the old Upanisads. They are both brought into
connection with Yajnavalkya, but only at the time of the fully de-

% sa hovaca ydjiavalkyah: priyd batare nah sati priyam bhasase; ehy dssva
vydakhydasyami te; vydcaksanasya tu me nididhydasasveti. BU. 2.4.4. M. adds bravitu
bhagavan.

51 sa hovdca ydjfiavalkyah: priya vai khalu no bhavati sati priyam avydhat (avptat, M.);
hanta tarhi (khalu, M.) bhavaty etad vyakhydsyami te; vydcaksanasya tu me
nididhydsasveti. BU. 4.5.5.

%8 s@ hovdca maitreyi: atraiva ma bhagavan amimubhat... sa hovaca lydjriavalkcyah, M./:
na va are "ham moham bravimi; alam va ara idam vijianaya. BU. 2.4.13.

sa hovdca maitreyi: atraiva ma bhagavan mohantam apipipat (apipadat, M.); na va
aham imam (idam, M.) vijanamiti; sa hovdca lydjriavalkyah, M./: na va are *ham moham
bravimi. BU. 4.5.14.

% ity uktanusasandsi maitreyi; etavad are khalv amptatvam ity hoktva yajiavalkyo
vijahara (pravavraja, M.). BU. 4.5.15.
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veloped Yajiavalkya legend. Her involvement in a brahima-discourse
with her husband may have something to do with the fact that there is
nowhere any suggestion that Yajiavalkya had any children, as is the
case with other famous teachers in the Upanisads. Moreover, Maitreyi
is characterized only as a brahma-discourser, and only in the later
version of the story. Thus, even in the latest Vedic period, nobody
believed that she had studied the sacred lore in the traditional way
(Susruvas), or that she was learned (aniicana) like the brahmins of that
period; in fact, these two words have no feminine in the Veda.

Finally, Yajnavalkya is quoted as one of the teachers of old in the
‘lineage’ (vamsa) of teachers, even though, strangely enough, not at
the end of the text most concerned with him, as has been already
mentioned. He is named as a pupil (antevasin) of Uddalaka Aruni
(BU. 6.3.7) and the teacher of Madhuka Pairigya (ib. 8). Uddalaka is
also named as his teacher in another lineage at the end of the whole
BU., but there Asuri is given as his pupil (BU. 6.5.2-3). And it is there
that we are told (ib. 3): ‘these white sacrificial formulas (yajus) which
come from Aditya (the Sun), are declared by Yajiavalkya of the
Vajasaneyi school.”!® To make more out of these data than merely to
state them would mean to plunge into pleasant, but totally unwar-
ranted speculations.

10 gdityanimani Suklani yajimsi vajasaneyena yajiavalkyenakhyayante. BU. 6.5.3.
Nevertheless, the contention that he is mentioned 108 times in BU. (J. Gonda, op. cit.
p. 353), might lead to a misunderstanding — there are, of course, not 108 stories about
Yajiavalkya.
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