Indra hymns of VII (save for VIL18):
VIIL.19 Indra

VII.19.1: Rhetorically interesting to begin a hymn with a syntactically non-
independent verse. This verse consists only of relative clauses (pace Ge; see below),
which find their main clause referent in the first word of the 2™ verse (and indeed
subsequent verses), namely tvam. Although ‘you’ clearly is the referent, the first
relative clause of vs. 1 has a 3" ps. verb (cyavdyati), though the second one switches
to the 2™ person (prayantdsi). It might be possible to attribute the 3" ps. in ab to
attraction to the simile, but such a switch would be very rare.

The simile marker nd in pada a is wrongly placed, after the 2" member of a
three-word simile, not the first (tigmdsrrgo vrsabho nd bhimdh). Ordinarily, given
such a structure, the first word would be interpreted as the common term and
therefore not a part of the simile proper (“sharp-horned like a fearsome bull”), but
Indra doesn’t have horns, which should certainly belong to the bull. The wrong
position may result from the fact that X nd bhimd-, where X = an animal, appears to
be a formulaic structure, esp. mrgd- nd bhimd- (1.154.2, 190.3, 11.33.11, etc.; also
simha- nd bhimd- 1V.16.14, 1X.97.28 and others). This smaller fixed phrase would
then be fitted into a simile containing another term.

Ge takes pada d as a main clause, following the Pp., which analyses
prayantdsi as containing unaccented asi. But this requires him to invent a verb for the
relative clause of ¢ (“raubst”) for which there is no support — and no need. Already
Old suggested accenting dsi contrary to the Pp.

Old (see also Tichy) also notes the nice example of case disharmony, where
both gen. gdyasya and acc. védah are objects of the agent noun prayantd. As has
often been noted, suffix-accented —far-stems generally have genitive complements,
as opposed to root-accented ones, which generally take accusatives. But enough
exceptions exist to allow prayantd to take both. That gdyasya is parallel to védah and
not to ddasusah is shown by passages like 1X.23.3 ... ddasuso gdayam and VII1.81.7
ddasustarasya védah. It is possible, but not necessary, that prayantdsi is a
periphrastic future.

I have no explanation for the comparative siisvitara- ‘better soma-presser’,
beyond the occasional use of the comparative for emphasis or intensification, without
comparandum.

VII.19.2: Pada b is repeated in IV.38.7, there of Dadhikra the racehorse. (This
repetition is not noted in Bl RR.) Re at IV.38.7 and Ge here (but not there) take
susriissamanah as meaning something like “putting oneself at the disposal (of
someone else, here Kutsa).” I assume that they are thinking of the enlarged root

Y $rus ‘be obedient’, but the two meanings seem quite distinct to me — I can’t see
Indra being obedient to any man — and formally our participle is a well-formed
desiderative to v sru. In both places I take it as meaning “desiring to be heard/famed’;
here he also helps out Kutsa, but at least part of his aim is to ensure his own fame. In



IV.38.7 there is no subsidiary beneficiary, and so the focus on the subject and his
fame is ever clearer. Heenen is similarly puzzled by Ge (238 n. 263) but tr. “(toi qui)
en personne as la volonté d’écouter au combat,” attributing an active sense to the
middle participle.

The word ddsam beginning ¢ plays off both (d)dasuso in 1c and suddsam in
3b.

VII.19.3: Trasadasyu and the Piirus also appear in IV.38 (vss. 1, 3), which contains
the pada in common with our 2b.

VII.19.4: This verse puts into analytic (that is, syntactically independent) form some
expressions met as compounds in the previous verse. Most obvious is (bhiirini) vrtrd
... hamsi, which realizes vrtrahdtyesu in 3d. (Notice that both refer to plural events,
handling their grammatical plurality in different ways.) A real ddsyu- is destroyed in
4cd, plucked from the name Trasadasyu in 3c. In a slightly different relationship,
devdvitau ‘in pursuit of the gods’ here contains a form of the root v vi ‘pursue’ found
as 1* compound member in vitahavyam ‘whose oblation is worth pursuing’ in 3a.
And within this verse nfbhih doubles the first member of the next word, nrmano.

VII.19.5: This verse presents some interlocking syntactic and lexical problems.
Unlike Ge, I take padas b and c together. Splitting them requires him to supply a verb
for b (“brachst”) again lacking support or necessity. Presumably again he is
following the Pp, which analyzes satatamdvivesih as containing unaccented avivesih.
I prefer to accent it and thus allow it to be the verb of the ydd clause beginning in b.
In either case satatamd is a problem. Everyone wants it to be the 100th thing
(probably piir- ‘fortification’) that Indra destroys (after the 99 in b). Gr suggests
reading Satatamdm, which would provide the desired feminine accusative (agreeing
with piir-), but among other things would damage the meter (since, s.v. vis, he is still
reading an augmented avivesih). Ge suggests that it [what is unspecified, presumably
the sandhi agglomeration] is to be dissolved (“aufzulosen”) into masc. Satatamdm,
and the 100" thing that Indra destroys is Sambara himself. He makes no mention of
meter, though this dissolution would cause the same metrical problem. Old suggests
supplying neut. pl. cyautndni (without translating), but I don’t see how an ordinal
“hundredth” can qualify all hundred items in the plural. There is a much simpler
solution: to take satatamd as a feminine instrumental with the old ending —a.
Although Old claims (in arguing against Gr) that the fem. stem should be Satatami-,
this is simply wrong. See AiG I1.2 §457, which establishes -a as the rule and -7 as the
rare exception. Cf. for -tama-stems purutama- of Usas and matitama-, and for
ordinals the well-attested feminine prathamd-. Or, if Ge is correct that the reference
is to Sambara himself, satatamd can be a masculine instr. sg. In either case the text
can stand as it is, with no metrical or sandhi problems, and the syntax can be rescued.
Ge takes nivésane in c as ‘at evening’. The word generally means ‘causing to
settle down’ (the usual association of —ana-nominals with the transitive-causative
dya-formations) or, as a noun, ‘settling down’, and is sometimes associated with



Savitar’s bringing the world to rest in the evening (IV.53.6, 1.35.1, V1.71.2), an
association that must have led to Ge’s tr. But the word never otherwise means
‘evening’. I read it with its full lexical value, but with a sinister edge. “Bringing them
to rest” is a euphemism like dsvapayah ‘you put to sleep’ in 4d. Old mentions the
“going to rest” possibility, but opts instead for “in the dwelling place (of the enemy).”
Again, there seems to me no reason for this attenuation of the meaning.

The root V- vis means ‘work, work over’, or here ‘work to the end’, again used
in a slightly euphemistic sense. Note the phonetic echo between nivésane and
(a)vivesir.

The d pada is a perfect chiasmus, even to the positioning of a conjunction
between verb and object: dharfi ca vrtrdm ndmucim utdhan. The mixture of ca and utd
is curious. Klein (DGRV 1.186-87) is not sure how to analyze it; he suggests either
that it’s a “both ... and” type of construction, with each conjunction appearing 2" in
its phrase (or so I interpr. his lapidary disc.), or that “ca is a sentential conjunction
adjoining d to the rest of the stanza, and utd conjoins the clauses of d.” I prefer the
former.

VIIL.19.6: sdna is generally taken (Gr, Ge) as a neut. pl. adj. ‘old’ agreeing with
bhojanani, and this is certainly possible. I find the sentiment somewhat odd,
however: to announce to Indra that the delights he has given to his client are “old”
seems slighting. I prefer to interpret the word as the 2™ sg. act. impv. to ¥ san ‘win’;
exactly this form occurs several times in initial position elsewhere. What gives me
pause, however, is 1.178.4, which contains very parallel phraseology, sdna td te indra
ndvya dguh, and where I do interpret sdna as ‘old’. The difference there is that the
poet contrasts the old deeds of Indra with the new ones (ndvya) that have come and
so avoids insulting the god. In any case, either the ‘old’ or the ‘win’ interpretation is
possible here, though I have a preference for the latter.

The oblation of Sudas’s that was worth pursuing (vitdhavyam) in vs. 3 has
now been given by him (ratdhavyaya) here, tracking the progress of the sacrifice
to the point of mutual benefit of man and god.

The phrase dasiise suddse “for the pious Sudas” displays syllabic metathesis,
da-si [ su-da, with neutralizing play on all three sibilants. The poet seems to like this
collocation: see comment above on vs. 2 for connections across three verses and
below on VII.20.2.

VIIL.19.7: My construction of the first hemistich differs from Ge’s, both with regard
to the syntactic role of e and the sense of pdristau and leads to a very different
interpretation of the meaning. The latter word, literally ‘encirclement’, is generally
taken as always negative, a tight spot or constriction (Ge’s “in dieser Klemme”), but
I find this interpretation hard to reconcile with the hic-et-nunc deictic asydm, since
the poet has given no indication that he is currently in distress. (Ge’s note suggests
that this is a memory of the situation in VII.18, the Ten Kings battle, but this seems
to me an ill-supported attempt to account for the deictic.) I therefore think the pdristi-
here is positive — Indra’s encirclement (that is, protection) of us now — and fe is to be



construed with pdristau: “in this enclosure (that is, protection) of yours.” Weak
support for this may be provided by the first pada of the next verse, 8a, where ... fe
... abhistau# matches ... te ... pdristau# here, with rhyming forms and identical
morphology — and a parallel positive sense: “in your charge.” There is also a parallel
in the next hymn, in roughly the same part of the hymn, with e asydm as here and a
string of locatives: VIL.20.8 ... te asydm sumataii ...vdrithe ... nipitau “in this
benevolence of yours, in your defense, in your protection for men.” Ge (followed by
Scar 207) instead takes fe as the subject of the infinitive paradaf; in order to make
this work he has recast the sentence from one with 1* person subject (md ... bhiima
“may we not be...”) to one with 2™ ps. subject: “Nicht sollst du uns ... dem Bosen
preisgaben.” Scar’s tr. maintains the syntactic structure of the original, but otherwise
follows Ge’s interpretation. Better is Keydana’s (Infinitive im Rgveda 156, 203)
interpretation of paradari as a passive infinitive, as I take it — though he still takes ze
as the ultimate agent of the handing over. Again, I don’t see that the poet has
expressed any fear that Indra will betray them; rather, he hopes that the protection
Indra provides them will keep any such ill-fortune from befalling them, a hope that is
repeated in the next pada.

The poet’s penchant for case disharmony (see 1cd above) recurs in pada d,
where I read priydsah both with gen. tdva and with loc. sirisu.

VII.19.9: I take pada ¢ with ab, since all three have 3™ ps. subjects referring to
Indra’s worshippers and clients, with pada c a rel. cl. beginning with yé. Ge, by
contrast, connects ¢ with d, although d now refers to the same people in the 1* ps.
(asmdn vrnisva “choose us”). He does not, however, take asmdn as coreferential with
the yé of c, but rather apparently interprets the relationship between the clauses as a
kind of improper relativization: “for the same alliance (ydjydaya tdsmai) as (those)
who (yé)...” This has the advantage of providing some reason for the final tdsmai,
which I find hard to account for, though I find his way of linking the clauses too
tricky. Scar takes the first pada as a temporal subordinate clause (“As soon as they
are in your charge, the men...”). This is worth considering, although I am dubious
about the subordinating quality of sadyds cid. In the end, although I am not entirely
certain of my own way of putting together the various elements in this verse, [ have
not been convinced by those of other tr. either.

Note the poet’s playful variation on 8a ... te maghavann abhistau with ... té
maghavann abhistau, where the simple addition of an accent turns the 2™ ps. sg. into
a 3" ps. pl.

ndrah samsanti recalls the epithet ndrasdmsa, and then participates in an
interweaving of two words for ritual speech: samsanti ukthasdasa ukthd.

The lexeme vi v das occurs only here, as far as I know. Like the idiom d v yaj
‘attract by sacrifice’, it combines a directional preverb with a root of ritual activity,
producing a portmanteau “(send) away by perfoming ritual service’. So Old
‘hinweghuldigen’, which he paraphrases as “honor the god such that the Panis
become distant.”




VII.19.10: We might have expected an unaccented gen. pl. *naram in the voc. phrase
with nrtama, but don’t get it. There are no unaccented occurrences of this genitive. It
would be possible instead to read nardm with eté stomah (*“‘these praises of men”),
but nitama- + gen. pl. of ni- is a fixed phrase, though usually with nrndm (1.77.4,
II1.51.4,1V.25.4, etc.). (I am now inclined to read nardm with both stémda(h) and
nrtama. It is positioned between them, adjacent to both. The publ. tr. could be
modified to “These praises of men are for you, o most manly of men.” The first gen.
is subjective.) Note the co-occurrence of nardm, the older gen. pl. to ni-, and the
newer one nrndm in this verse.

Ge takes b as an independent nominal clause, while I consider it a sort of
definitional relative clause manqué, that is, lacking the relative pronoun yé which
would find its referent in the initial tésam of c.

Although d looks to contain a simple conjoined NP, each of whose members
consists of two members, sdkha siirah and avitd nrndm, each with a ca between the
two members (so Ge, JSK 1.195), I prefer to take siirah as the principal predication
of Indra, with the other two terms, sdkha and avitd nrndm, secondarily predicated of
Indra as siira-. Although this introduces a minor complication in word order, the fact
that siira- is overwhelmingly a noun and is used independently of Indra in the very
next pada (11a) persuades me that this analysis is correct, especially since both
“comrade” and “helper of men” are terms that explicitly encode Indra’s relationship
to men, while “champion” is of a different order. The distribution of ca’s makes no
problems for this analysis.

VII.19.11: The finals of padas a and c echo each other: ... ati # ... tipa stin #

I think it quite likely that mimihy out of sandhi should be accented (mimihi)
contra the Pp., given the balanced clausal-type constructions before and after (iipa no
vdjan ... upa stin), a possibility Old raises but considers uncertain.

VIL.20 Indra
This hymn shows some stylistic tics, esp. a penchant for oddly placed particles
(vss. 2, 4, 5) and for final enclitics (1d, 7d, 8b, 9a, 9d, as well as the refrain 10d).

VIL.20.1: A grammatical figure in the pada-initial reduplicated i-stems, b cdkrih, c
Jjdgmih, both functioning as verbs (cdkrih takes acc. direct object dpah; jdagmih an acc.
goal nrsddanam). For this type see Grestenberger 2013 (JAOS 133).

dpo ndryah is reminiscent of dpamsi ... ndryani in the next hymn (VIL.21.4),
though there the words form a phrase and here they are in two different cases and
numbers.

VII.20.2: Continuing the focus on nominal forms with verbal rection, the poet picks
up the pada-initial agent noun tratd of 1d and deploys three more pada-initial
nominative tar-stems in 2a, c, d: hdnta, kdrta, and ddta, each with an acc. object
(vrtram, ulokdm, and vdsu respectively). Although pada b lacks a subject rar-stem, it
does have one as object: jaritdram. The stem that began it all, ¢ratd in 1d, contrasts



with those in vs. 2 by being suffix-accented, and it should therefore, according to
general practice, have a genitive complement. I suggest that it’s not an accident that
its object is the enclitic nah, which could be accusative (and thus parallel with the
objects in vs. 2) or genitive (and thus conform to the usual rule). Recall this poet’s
tricky case syntax with the rar-stem prayantd in VI1.19.1.

The occurrence of parallel datives suddse (c) and dasiise (d) recall their
collocation in VII.19.6.

The phrase dha vai (dha vd in sandhi) interrupting the VP is very peculiar. It is
easier to account for the vaf than the dha: the particle vai, rather rare in the RV though
very common in Vedic prose, is often found directly before the particle . In this
hymn it occurs twice (also 4d), in both cases before u, though not the particle u. Here
before ulokdm, which by most accounts is a haplology of *uri [*ulii] lokdm, and in 4d
before the perfect uvoca. I have no explanation for dha, whose function is also opaque
to me in general. Although dha often takes Wackernagel (or modified Wackernagel)
position, it is more flexibly positioned than most RVic particles, so showing up in the
middle of the pada as here is not as anomalous as it might be. My exclamatory tr. is
meant to signal the interruptive quality of the phrase, but makes no claims as to its
semantic accuracy. I suspect that the poet is indulging in phonological play (one faint
possibility: dha vd u mimics the opening of the next pada, ddta vdsu) or
morphological or lexical manipulation, but it’s too deep for me.

VI1.20.3: khaja- lacks an etymology (see EWA s.v. khaja-kit-), but embedded in an
epithet of Indra in martial contexts like this, ‘tumult’ serves as well as anything else.

The particle im here lacks its usual accusative function (see Jamison 2002) and
does not take its usual Wackernagel position; it therefore reminds us a bit of the
similarly irrational dha vari of the preceding verse. However, im does serve to forestall
a hiatus between janiisa and dsalhah and its position immediately after the former can
be taken to signal that janisa dsalhah are to be construed together. For another
example of janiisem see the next hymn (VIL.21.1).

Note the sibiliant play beginning with samddva and continuing through the end
of the hemistich.

VIL.20.4: Again the poet plays with case disharmony, construing both inst. dndhasa
and loc. mddesu with uvoca.
Note again the apparently functionless vai and see disc. above ad vs. 2.

VII.20.5: Once again a particle is positioned oddly: ddha in the middle of the relative
clause (versus properly positioned ddha in 3d). Klein (I1.130) suggests the ddha here
“is either a subclausal conjunction (but conjoining what? sj) or weakly conjoins the
second distich with the first,” but neither explanation accounts for the mid-pada
position.

VIL.20.6: The final pada has two linked uncertainties: the identity of the verb and the
case form of rayd. Though the Pp. reads dat. rayé, gen.-abl. rdyah is equally possible.



The choice depends in great part on the analysis of the verb ksdyat: whether it
belongs to v ksi ‘dwell’ or ¥ ksi ‘rule’. If the former, it would be a subjunctive; if the
latter, an injunctive. The immediate context favors a subjunctive (dddhate in the rel.
clause attached to this main clause, plus bhresate [on this form as an s-aor. subj. to

Y bhrt, see EWA s.v. bhri, with ref. to Hoffmann], resat probably, and avivasat in ab),
but this does not necessarily decide for an affiliation to ‘dwell’, because there are no
overt subjunctives to the Class I present of ‘rule over’ (no *ksdyat) and the injunctive
might function modally here. Parallel passages cut both ways. On the one hand, ‘rule’
regularly takes the gen. of ‘wealth’: cf. 1.51.14 (of Indra) raydh ksayati, VI1.93.2
ksdyantau raydh (Indra and Agni), X.106.7 ksayad rayindm (though in an otherwise
incomprehensible verse); on the other, a form of ‘dwell” appears in a parallel passage
with the material from the end of the pada: V1.3.1 ... sd ksesad rtapa rtejah. Old,
having considered both possibilities, opts (slightly) for the latter; Ge’s tr. also
assumes an affiliation with ‘dwell’ and a dat. rayé: “der wird im Frieden lassen, um
zu Reichtum (zu gelangen).” The publ. tr. instead chooses ‘rule over’ and gen. raydh,
though I recognize that both possibilities were probably in the poet’s mind. One
slender support for my choice may be the parallel phrase in 9d ... vdsva d Sakah...
“you hold power over goods,” with gen. vdsvah reprising the gen. raydh that opens
Oc.

VIL.20.7: By my interpr. (and Ge’s) siksan is a predicated pres. participle, parallel to
the subjunctive dyat in the 2™ clause; it seems to have adopted the modal sense of
this parallel finite verb.

Note the play between the two initial words of padas a and b: ydd and dyad
(dyaj in sandhi), where the second is actually a subjunctive to the root present of v i

3 b

go’.
The question in c is not overtly marked, but I follow both Old and Ge in

taking it as such.

VII1.20.8: dghnatah is a gen. sg. negated act. pres. part. modifying fe ‘of you’ in the
preceding pada; the heavy modal tr. is a concession to English.

VIL.20.9: stamii- is a hapax and there is no agreed upon etymology or interpretation.
Gr takes it as belonging to v stan ‘thunder’ and meaning something like ‘sighing’
(with no explanation of the semantic distance), and he is followed implicitly by
Oberlies (I1.210). KEWA also registers this idea, but in EWA it seems to have been
abandoned, without anything to replace it. Ge, on the other hand, connects it to the
root v sta ‘steal’, a suggestion I find very appealing. However, his further
interpretation does not seem compelling: “und verstohlen hat (der Sénger) geklagt.”
The structure of the hemistich, with two clauses joined by utd, each with a verb of
noisemaking, whose subject in the first clause is an animal, suggests that an animal
should be the subject of the second as well. I therefore suggest that stamii- means
‘thieving’ and it is a well-known characteristic of some animal or other. I suggest
‘monkey’: monkeys are of course well known for thievery and Vrsakapi, Indra’s



monkey pal in X.86, steals “the goodies of the Arya” (X.86.1). Monkeys are also
know for their sharp cries. The presence of visa (recalling Vrsakapi) in pada a may
support this idea, but of course all of this is very tentative, and in particular I have no
explanation for why configuring his praise as a screeching monkey would please
Indra (unless, again, to remind him of his friend Vrsakapi). An alternative animal
possibility is the magpie, which has a reputation at least in the West as a thief (cf.
Rossini’s opera “The Thieving Magpie” [La gazza ladra]), although the internet tells
me that this reputation is undeserved. There are species of magpies in northern India
and they do make sharp cries.

While it is impossible to be certain about the meaning and etymology of the
hapax, as often with hapaxes and other rare words it is possible to suggest reasons
why it appears in just this passage. Its position in its pada is identical to that of stémo
in the preceding pada, and it echoes that word phonologically. In fact, the
phonological play is quite subtle: underlyingly stoma = st a u m a, and stamu = s t a
a m u, with the vowels around the m simply reversed.

The return of the singer (jaritdr-) in the last two verses of this hymn (9¢, 10c)
forms a faint ring with his appearance in 2b.

VIL.21 Indra

VIL.21.1: Some recycling and recombination from the last hymn: janiisem uvoca
combines janiisem (20.3b) and uvoca (20.4d), each in its metrical position, and
dandhaso mddesu echoes dndhasa mddesu of 20.4d.

devdm appears to be one of the few adjectival forms of the stem, modifying
neut. dndhah. Although I would like to reduce the number of these supposed
adjectival forms to zero, it is difficult to see what else to do with it here.

VII.21.2: In the -dya-book (Jamison 1983: 50), I take vipdyanti as intransitive, in
keeping with its vocalism, supplying a form of ¥ sad, which is extraordinarily
common with barhis-: “(Sitting on) the barhis, they become inspired.” However, the
publ. tr. takes vipdyanti as transitive, despite the vocalism, both to avoid supplying
extraneous matter and because I did not think the pressing stones that are the verb’s
unexpressed subj. should sit on the barhis. I failed to note that in V.31.12, adduced
by Ge, the pressing stone “will be brought down to the vedi” (dva védim bhriyate).
Since the vedi is where the barhis is strewn, the passage seems to put the stone in a
position actually to “sit on the barhis.” See also VIII.27.1 agnir ukthé purohito
gravano barhir adhvaré “Agni has been set in front while the solemn speech (is
being recited), as have the pressing stones and the ritual grass while the ceremony (is
going forth),” which has the stones and the barhis set out together, and 111.42.2,
which describes soma as barhisthdm grdavabhih sutdm ‘“‘stationed on the ritual grass,
pressed by stones.” The transitive interpr. found in the publ. tr. has the merit of not
requiring an extra verb to be supplied, but what ritual event it might depict is unclear.
I suppose that the vigorous activity that pressing required would make the material
on which the pressing apparatus was placed (presumably the barhis) tremble. But I



now tentatively favor my old 1983 intransitive interpr., which takes better account of
the vocalism. Moreover, since what is most often emphasized about the pressing
stones is the noise they make, “become inspired” (like vipras ‘inspired poets’) would
express this well-known characteristic of theirs. Note in the next hymn, VII.22.4ab,
where the call of the pressing stone (hdvam ... ddreh) is parallel to the thought of the
inspired poet (viprasya ... manisdm). Indeed in that passage the vipra might refer to
the pressing stone itself. On the vedi as the place where the soma pressing apparatus
is placed, see Oberlies, Der Rigveda und seine Religion, 254.

Ge takes grbhdd d as “bis zur Handhabung,” but in this use of the ablative
with @ (“all the way to”) the noun follows the d (see Gr s.v. d@). Better to interpret it
as a standard ablative expressing the place/person from which the pressing stones are
being brought to the ritual ground for use (so, e.g., Scar 591). Old argues
persuasively that grbhd- is an agent noun. For v grabh with the pressing stones, see
grava-grabhd- (1.162.5), the title of a functionary, “Handler of the Pressing Stones.”

dirdiipabdah most be nominative plural, so, although the stem is universally
(Gr, EWA, AiG 11.2.75) given as thematic, this form (versus upabdaih V11.104.17)
must belong to a root noun. Gr suggests instead reading —upabdas, an emendation
Old rejects as unnecessary without commenting on the stem.

VII.21.4: Ge supplies a second, accusative, form of d@yudha- as object of vivesa and
supplies “enemies” as the referent of esam ‘of them’, while making the accusative
phrase in b the object of vidvdn ‘knowing’: “Der Fiirchtbare hat mit den Waffen ihre
(Waffen) abgetan, der aller mannhaften Werke kundig ist.” But there are several
reasons to reject this interpretation in addition to the necessity of supplying a
significant word. The root ¥ vis ‘labor, bring to fulfillment’ does not mean ‘abtun’
(dismiss, brush aside). Moreover it regularly takes dpas- ‘work’, a form of which
appears in pada b, as object; see esp. IV.19.10 dpamsi ... ndrydvivesih. By contrast,
the participle vidvdn is usually used absolutely, without object. As for the referent of
esam it would of course possible to supply “enemies,” although they are not
mentioned previously in the hymn: the only preceding masc. or neut. plurals are the
pressing stones (subject of the whole of vs. 2), the “finely made (fortifications)” of
3d, and, in a simile, the charioteers in 3c. Because the pressing stones are
extravagantly celebrated in vs. 2 and called Indra’s “companions,” I think it likely
that they are the referents here: the soma they produce is their weapon, and this soma
fuels Indra’s labors. This is also Caland-Henry’s solution (L’Agnistoma, p. 285 and n.
3).

I supply “fortifications” (piirah) from c as the obj. of jaghana in d. It is
possible that we are meant to think instead (or in addition) of the archetypal obj. of
this verb, the serpent Vrtra, who is concealed in the instr. (m)ahi(nd) directly before
the verb. Cf. dhina in 3b.

The first word of the verse, bhimdh, picks up the last word of vs. 3, bhisd.

VIL.21.5: A verse with several rare words. The neut. pl. vdndanda in b is unclear; the
neut. sg. vandanam in VII.50.2 appears to be some medical condition, and in AV
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VII.115.2 it refers to some sort of negatively viewed plant (a parasitic plant, acdg. to
Gr; see also EWA s.v.), neither of which is helpful here. I think it better to start with
the root v vand ‘praise, extol’ and give it a negative twist appropriate to the context,
hence my ‘sycophant’: praise gone wrong. A similar negative interpretation is
needed for the positive term vedyd- in the same phrase. Why vdndana is neuter and
not masculine isn’t clear to me; perhaps a better tr. would be “sycophancy,
sycophantic (words).” With sorcerers and flatterers in this first hemistich we then
have two different ways in which rtd can be undermined within our own community,
while the ari- ‘stranger’ whose ways are contrary to ours and the phallus-
worshippers in the second hemistich represent external threats to rtd-.

In ¢ visuna- ordinarily means ‘variable, various’, which here shades into
‘variant’ and, with the negative reading prevailing in this verse, ‘contrary’.

The lexeme dpi v ga occurs in the RV only here, but dpi v gam can have a
sexual sense (“inire feminam” as Gr chastely phrases it), and that image would be
appropriate here, given the grammatical subject.

VII.21.6: I take the injunc. bhith in the first pada as imperatival, although Ge’s
preterital value is also possible.

The particle ddha is once again oddly positioned; cf. VII.20.5. In this case,
however, it seems a mistake for (or a play on?) ddhi, which regularly appears with
locatives (esp. cosmological locatives) in just this metrical position — including a
number of times with the phonological variant of the endingless loc. jmdn here,
namely the i-loc. ksdmi: ... ddhi ksami# (5x, e.g., .25.18). See also nearby pada-
initial ddhi ksdmi in VIL.27.3b.

Pada b contains one of the standardly cited examples of neut. pl. subject with
singular verb: ... vivyak ... rdjamsi.

The verb in d, vividat, is morphologically slightly problematic. Following Gr 1
interpret it as a subjunctive to the act. pf. of v'vid ‘find’, but we ought then to have
full-gr. root syllable *vivedat. Kii (493) takes it as an injunctive “in komprehensivem
Gebrauch,” but the perfect injunctive ought not to be thematic, but rather *vivet (like
vivyak in b). In the end I take it as a wrongly formed subjunctive.

Ge. construes the enclitic fe with dntam: ... dein Ende finden,” but the
enclitic seems wrongly positioned for this interpretation (insofar as we understand
the positioning of adnominal enclitics — but see te asurydya in 7a), and at least one
parallel passage suggests that it is the end of his sdvas- that is at issue: 1.100.15 nd ...
sdvaso dntam apuh.

VII.21.7: Note the juxtaposition of the gods (devdh) and Indra’s “lordship”
(asurydya).

For the meaning of the idiom dnu v ma, see Kii (279). It parallels the
concessive sense of dnu v da ‘concede’ and dnu ¥ dha ‘id.’

VII.21.8-9: Final varitd of 8d is matched by final tarutra in 9b.

10
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VII.21.8: The “man like you” (¢vdvatah) is the human patron because he, too,
distributes largesse. So also Ge (n. 8d).

VII.21.9: vanvdntu ‘let them combat’ and vaniisam ‘rapacious ones’ are presumably
derived from the originally separate roots van ‘win, vanquish’ and van' ‘love, desire’,
but since these roots have become synchronically entangled, the pair presents itself
like an etymological figure, like 1.132.1=VII1.40.7 vanuydma vanusydtah ‘“may we
win against those who seek to win.”

VII.21.10: This verse is identical to the final verse of the last hymn (VII1.20.10), but
in this case maghdvano jundnti “‘the bounteous ones incite (us)” is the positive
equivalent of the negative nd ... jijuvur nah “They do not incite us” in vs. 5, where
the internal enemies served as subject.

VIL.22 Indra

VIL.22.2: 1 tr. dsti as an existential (“exists to be yoked”) rather than simply a copula
with the predicated gerundive yiijyah (“is to be yoked”) because the 3™ sg. pres. of

Y as is almost always an existential, given that the copula is almost always gapped.
However, this may be too emphatic a tr., and it is the case that a surface copula is
more likely to be found in subordinate clauses than main clauses. See Jamison 1990
(“Tense of the Predicated Past Participle ...,” IIJ 33: 1-19) pp. 4-—5. The gerundive +
asi in 7c (hdvyah ... asi “‘you are to be invoked”) supports a simple copula interpr.
here.

VIL.22.3: The position of @ in the middle of the NP védcam ... imdm is worth noting.
Gr takes it as a preverb with bodha, but v budh does not otherwise occur with @, and
its position would not be normal for a preverb in tmesis. Note also that bodha +
SPEECH is found in the next vs. (bodha ... manisdm) and in the preceing hymn
(VIL.21.1d bodha ... stomam), both times without preverb. I am tempted to assume
that the poet inserted an unnecessary adverbial @ ‘here’ to produce a proper cadence.
Pada-final vdcam émdm is also found in 1X.97.13, a verse attributed to Upamanyu
Vasistha, again without obvious function.

VII.22.4: The lexeme vi ¥ pa in later Vedic is regularly found in specialized sense in
the Sautramani ritual, and there it refers to the feat of separating the sura from the
other liquid (milk or soma). This sense and context are already found in the late RVic
hymn X.131.4 in the med. part. vipipand. See Old ad loc. (and NGGW 1893, 348—
49). Though it has been suggested that this usage belongs to a separate root v pa ‘go’
(see, e.g., EWA s.v. PA?), this seems unnecessary and somewhat perverse. Although
the other vi ¥ pa passages (all medial) don't have a Sautramani association, I think
they (or most of them) belong to this same lexeme, though Old is less certain. Here
the stones are separating the soma juice from the stalk. In IV.16.3 the pressing stone
is also the subj., and there is a pressing stone association in I111.53.10. However,
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[.112.15 is more enigmatic. The subj. there is an ant (or someone called “ant”),
vamrd-, and the vignette occupies half a pada in a list of the ASvins’ helpful deeds.
For further on that passage, see disc. ad loc.

VIL.22.5: A nice example of the potential iterative-repetitive value of a reduplicated
present (vivakmi) reinforced by an adverb (sdda ‘always’).

VII.22.7: The first pada could also be another obj. of krnomi in b.

VIL.22.8: Ge seems to take the participle mdnyamanasya as a functional reflexive
‘think oneself to be’, with the added sense of self-conceit (“der du dir darauf etwas
einbildest”). Although I would certainly not ascribe to Indra excessive modesty, in
this context, where the poet is emphasizing the poets’ inability to capture all of
Indra’s greatness, I think it unlikely that he is focusing on Indra’s egotism. I instead
take the participle in a passive sense ‘be thought to be’, as sometimes elsewhere —
pace Kulikov (339—40) who follows Goto.

VIIL.22.8-9: The subject of the verb in 8b, iid asnuvanti, is not specified. In my view
the subject is postponed to 9ab: neither the older nor the younger poets are capable of
expressing all of Indra’s powers in their formulations. Although this interpretation
requires enjambment over a verse boundary, the main clause in 9¢ to which 9ab is
supposedly subordinate has no appropriate referent for the relative pronoun (asmé
works awkwardly at best), whereas 9ab neatly completes the thought of vs. 8.

VIL.23 Indra

VII.23.1: I follow Ge in taking upasrotd as a periphrastic future (contra Tichy, 189,
364).

VII.23.2: Note the echoes at the beginning and end of the first pada: dyami ...
(dev)djami(r). As often, the local patterns created by the use of hapaxes (as devdjami-
is in the RV) may help account for their deployment.

I don’t understand Ge’s rendering of pada b, where he seems to take singular
ghosa(h) of pada a as the implied subject of plural irajydnta. I take the verb as a
contrastive passive/reflexive to the otherwise active stem, more or less following
Old’s interpretation, with suridhah as subject.

The root noun cmpd vivac- echoes the redupl. pres. vivakmi in the preceding
hymn, VIL.22.5, though of course the vi’s have nothing to do with each, being the
preverb and the reduplicating syllable respectively.

VII.23.4: ‘Teams’ (niyit-) often appear in context with Vayu and his driving. Often,

of course, they are his teams, but here and frequently elsewhere the ‘teams’ clearly
stand for our poetic thoughts. Cf., e.g., 1.135.2, V1.47.14, X.26.1. Therefore, it is
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unnecessary to supply, with Ge, a verb of guiding or yoking to make the teams into
Vayu’s.

The instr. dhibhih is taken in the publ. tr. as an instr. of accompaniment, but it
could also be an instr. of price/exchange: “in exchange for (our) visionary thoughts.”

VII1.23.5: The syntactic frame of ddyase here is wrong: it ordinarily takes an
accusative of the material distributed and a dative of recipient on the rare occasions
on which the recipient is made explicit. A clear example is found in the preceding
verse, 4d ... ddyase vi vdjan, also nearby VII.21.7 maghdni dayate. The position of hi
is also anomalous, though note that it exactly replicates the position of vi in the
phrase in the preceding verse just cited and may well owe its position to this rhyme.
Despite the syntactic aberrancy I think that mdrtan must represent the recipient, and
the parallelism of the ddyase phrases in the adjacent verses has imposed the
accusative recipient. (There is also an apparent double accusative, of goods and
recipient, in one other passage: VI.37.4 maghd ... ddyase vi siirin “‘you apportion
bounties to our patrons.”)

VIL.24 Indra

VII.24.1: The conjoined phrase avitd vrdhé ca is not syntactically parallel in the strict
sense, but both the agent noun avitdr- and the purpose dative vrdhé are properly
construed with the 2™ sg. copula, subjunctive dsah. For the latter, cf., e.g.,1.89.5 ...
ydtha ... dsad vrdhé, and for the cooccurrence of the two terms V1.33.4 ... avitd
vrdhé bhiih.

VII.24.2: The striking expression “your mind ... has been captured” presumably
indicates that our successful preparations for the ritual have forcibly brought Indra to
the soma sacrifice, with the implication that he is prevented from going to the
sacrifices of others.

In pada a dvibdrhah appears to be a masc. nom. sg., though I take it (as Ge
does) as modifying neut. mdnah. Gr, by contrast, suggests that it belongs with masc.
sutdh somah in the following pada. Although Gr’s solution might seem to be
grammatically more satisfactory, on several occasions dvibdrhda(h) does seem to
modify a neut.: 1.114.10, VIL.8.6, possibly IV.5.3, and AIG II1.288 allows neut. sg. to
-as-stem adj. in -ah. In most instances, as here, the -ah is pada-final, and so the long
vowel isn't metrically guaranteed.

Goto (226 n. 483) interprets bharate in ¢ not as a passive (with Gr, Ge, and
me; also H-P Schmidt, Fs. Nyberg), but as a self-involved middle: “Lobpreisung,
deren Milchstrom losgelassen ist, bringt [ihre Milch] dar,” on the basis of his
principle that medial Class I presents cannot be used passively. But in my opinion at
least, this principle cannot be maintained in general, and certainly in this context,
with passive expressions dominating the first hemistich, a passive reading is most
natural and the image of the praise hymn bringing its own milk borders on the comic.
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With others I take pada d as an extension of ¢, with iydm ... manisd an
appositive to suvrktih. However, it would be possible to take it independently: “this
inspired thought is constantly invoking Indra,” since, though fairly rare, predicated
present participles do exist, and the short staccato clauses of the earlier part of the
hymn may invite an independent reading here.

VII.24.3: Despite its position, tavdsam should not modify angiisdm, though that is
grammatically possible, but fva, since the adjective is a regular epithet of Indra.

VII.24.4: The intens. part. vdrivrjat can only be intransitive here, as there is nothing
overt or latent that could serve as object (so also Ge “zu uns einbiegend,” Schaeffer
[191] “immer wieder (zu uns) einbiegend” -- though with a different nuance from my
tr.). However, forms to the root v vrj ‘twist” are otherwise always transitive,
including the other ex. of the intens. part. (VI.58.2). I do not have an explanation.

VII.24.5: Uncompounded vrddhied véih- to ¥ vah ‘convey’ is attested only here, but it
is common in compounds, e.g., indra-vih- (4x). See Scar (473-80; for the grade of
the root, esp. 479).

The two different simile markers in b (iva ... nd) may be highlighting two
different aspects of the complex simile.

The genitive of goods with v id ‘invoke’ is somewhat aberrant. Although for
this root Gr allows acc., dat., or gen. of the material desired, the only other genitive
passage he cites is VIII.31.14, where the genitive is otherwise to be construed.
However, there seems nothing else to do with vdsinam, and the construction is
reminiscent of nearby VIIL.32.5 ... sriitkarna tyate vdasiinam "he of listening ears is
implored for goods." Alternatively we could assume the gapping of a noun like
sambhdranam ‘assemblage’ as in the next hymn, VII1.25.2d sambhdranam vdsianam.

In d the sromatam is presumably the ‘hearing” that gods extend to men’s
hymns. See VII.32.5 just cited for a similar sentiment.

The simile diviva dydm is opaque to me. Ge tr. “Wie Tag auf Tag,” but neither
of these case forms of div-/dyu- is used temporally, but only spatially of ‘heaven’.
Placing “heaven upon heaven” must refer to Indra’s cosmogonic deeds, but the
connection with Indra’s activity in the frame is vague. Old believes that setting
heaven on heaven means that Indra is fixing heaven in its proper place.

VI1.24.6: For piirdhi see EWA s.v. PAR™ ‘give’.
VIL.25 Indra

VIL.25.1: Although mahd(h) in the first pada is a genitive, I have tr. it in the vocative
phrase to avoid the awkward “(Be) here with the help of you, the great one, o strong
Indra.”

Ge supplies ‘mind’ from d as the subject of the first pada, but this seems
unnecessary.
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I take pada c as a clause parallel to b, with the ydd in b having domain over
both, hence accented pdrati in c. By contrast, Ge (see also Old) takes it as a
circumstantial clause dependent on d and supplies “(Wenn).” This is certainly
possible, but my solution seems simpler.

The threatened possibility of Indra’s wandering mind may account for the
capturing of his mind in the previous hymn, VII.24.2.

VII1.25.4: The prohibitive clause nd mardhih is of course grammatically incorrect.
We expect md with the injunctive in prohibitives, and in fact find it with this same
stem several times: md no mardhih 1V.20.10, md no mardhistam VI11.73.4,74.3,
always with the 1* pl. enclitic following the md. Non-prohibitive forms of v mrdh
almost always occur with the negative nd, e.g., nd mardhanti (1.166.2, 111.54.14);
there are no positive attestations of this verb. Our passage must be an odd conflation
of the prohibitive passages with enclitic no and the non-prohibitive passages with
negative nd. Or alternatively, and in my opinion less likely, this is a non-prohibitive
use of the injunctive: “you do/did not neglect.” That, however, is Hoffmann’s
solution (Injunk., 101), taking it “als allgemeine Eigenschaft” of Indra’s: “du ldsst
nicht im Stich.” See his discussion, where he also points out that that *md mardhih
would be metrically bad.

VIL.25.5: The opening of my tr. of this verse is meant to capture the odd order of
noun and demonstrative, kiitsa eté ...

With Ge I supply a form of ¥ rc ‘chant’ as the main verb of the first hemistich,
since this verb takes siisdm as object in a number of passages (e.g., 1.9.10, X.96.2).
Cf. nearby VII.23.6 vdsisthaso abhi arcanty arkaih, with the nom. pl. subj. of a group
of contemporary singers and the verb ¥ rc in the last vs. of the hymn (VIL.25.6 is
repeated from VIL.24.6).

VIL.26 Indra

VIL.26.1: nrvdt in d may, as frequently, be adverbial (“I manfully beget...”) or, as in
the publ. tr., a neuter acc. sg. modifying ukthdam.

VI1.26.3: The use of sdrva- rather than visva- for ‘all’ may be a sign of lateness.

VI1.26.4: The utd of pada a is echoed by itdyo in ¢, which in turn is picked up by
iitdye in Sa.

Pada b opens with ékah ‘one, single’ and ¢ ends with pirvih ‘many’, a
contrast that appears to be hightlighted.

The verb sascata in d is morphologically ambiguous. My publ. tr. follows Ge
in rendering it as a modal (Ge “... sollen ... zufallen,” SWJ “will be companions”).
Ge does not, however, comment on the form. Gr identifies it as a 3" pl. to an
athematic redupl. stem sasc-; since this stem precedes and is distinct from his
“schwaches Perf. sasc-,” he must consider it a redupl. pres., as Whitney and
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Macdonell (VGS) do; Hoffmann (Injunc. 260) likewise calls our form an injunctive.
A 3" pl. mid. injunc. is certainly possible here, but if we wish to maintain the modal
value (which, in fact, is not actually necessary), the injunctive is a small
embarrassment, since modal value is fairly rare, and generally limited to particular
forms like dhds for the injunctive. An alternative would be to take it as a 3 singular
subjunctive, possibly built to the perfect stem. The neut. pl. bhadrdni ... priydni
could serve as subject to the singular verb in the well-known inherited construction,
though it is not overwhelmingly common in the RV. Of course, we would far prefer
a primary -te ending for the middle subj., but I do not think secondary -ta is
impossible. Alternatively, with an analysis as 3" plural injunctive, the tr. could be
changed to “... are companions to us.”

VIL.27 Indra

VII.27.2: The relative clause in the first pada has no overt referent in the main clause
of b, but I supply an instr. téna (see also Ge’s n.; his first alternative, to supply tdm, is
less attractive because Siksa- doesn’t ordinarily take an acc.).

I interpret c as containing an implicit pun. The form viceta(h), masc. nom. sg.
of vicetas-, derived from the root ¥ cit ‘perceive’, means ‘discriminating’, hence my
‘tell things apart’, and is regularly applied to Indra (and other gods). But this leaves
drlhd with no verb to govern it. (It cannot be object of dpa vrdhi in d, because the hi
in ¢ should trigger verbal accent.) I suggest that viceta (in sandhi) might also be
secondarily construed as the agent noun of vi ¥ ci “pile apart, pull apart’, governing
drlhd. Of course we would expect the Sambhita text to show coalescence of the final
vowel of the agent noun and the initial vowel of the next pada, but the recitational
text would not reflect that. Although most agent nouns compounded with preverbs
take suffix accent, compare nicetar- (1.184.2) to a different root ¥ ci ‘perceive’. If
this suggestion seems too radical, it would also be possible to detach the preverb vi
from vicetd(h) and supply a form of ¥ vr ‘cover’ (found in dpa vrdhi in d), producing
the familiar lexeme vi ¥ vr ‘uncover’.

VII.27.3: The cid in d is somewhat surprising: cid generally means ‘even’, but “even
when praised” (dpastutas cid) is the opposite of what we should expect. Both Ge and
I have avoided this problem by tr. cid almost as a subordinator or at least a
circumstantial (Ge “zumal da ...,” SWJ “just when”). I now wonder if it expresses
anticipatory polarity with nii cid in the following pada (4a). Since nii cid means
‘never’, cid in 3d could mean ‘always’.

VII.27.4: Note the rhyming pada-final ... (sdh)ati (a), ... iti (b).

In b Ge takes dandh as gen. sg. of damdn-, dependent on vdjam: ... den Lohn
der Gabe.” This is possible, though it would be more natural to have vdjam as object
of some form of ¥ da (esp. given the parallel he cites, V1.45.23 dandm vdjasya, with
vdjasya dependent on dandm). I therefore prefer to take dandh as the ablative
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singular of the mdn-stem, with verbal rection, or, possibly (but somewhat farfetched)
the nom. sg. of an otherwise unattested medial root aorist participle of v da.

The combination of abhi with ¥ vi ‘pursue’ would occur only here in the RV
(and the other samhitas); Ge renders it as ‘willkommen’. I suggest that it belongs
rather to v vya ‘envelop’ and continues the theme of confinement found in 1d and 2d.
The idea here is that the cow was once enwrapped or enclosed but freed by Indra to
swell for us. It is possible that abhivita is actually a pun on both those roots, and the
tr. should reflect this ambiguity: “... gift-cow swells ..., (previously) enclosed, (now
to be) pursued by his comrades,” vel sim. The presence of vydntah ‘pursuing’ in 5¢
supports this possibility.

VIL.28 Indra

VIL.28.1: The 2™ hemistich begins and ends with a form of visva- ‘all’: #visve ...
visvam(-inva)#.

VII.28.2: Pada a continues the theme of competitive invocations embodied in the
lexeme vi v hva in 1c¢ vihdvanta with hdvam ... vi, even though the two words are not
to be construed together.

“Your greatness” as an agent may seem odd, but consider “your majesty, your
highness,” which pose no such problems in English.

I interpret brdhma in b as plural rather than singular because of pl. brdhma in
la and because there are multiple seers in 2b.

I take c with ab, contrary to Ge, who takes it with d. His is technically
possible, but it seems to imply a backwards sequence of events: Indra is born only
when he has taken the mace in his hand. Ge avoids the problem by radically
bleaching the meaning of janisthah to make it an auxiliary or copula substitute
(“wardst”) with dsalhah: “so wardst du unbezwinglich.” This seems too high a price,
esp. as jajiié appears in the next verse, where Ge gives it its full lexical value (“er ist
... geboren”).

With janistha dsalhah compare VI1.20.3 janiisem dsalhah.

Although nominative forms of the pres. part. to ¥ as ‘be’, particularly sdn, are
ordinarily concessive, I cannot see a concessive force here. Perhaps it is here almost
as a place-holder, to match the ydd forms in the same position in surrounding padas
(2b, ¢, 3b [whose ydn in sandhi rhymes with sdn]).

VII.28.3: I take ab as dependent on the previous verse, 2d, describing Indra’s
cosmogonic deeds right after birth. For a novel, but not ultimately persuasive
interpretation of this hemistich, see Old. Note that forms of nr open and clause this
half-verse: #tdva praniti ... ninéthai.

The position of ydd in this dependent clause is somewhat disturbing. It occurs
in Wackernagel’s position in the second pada (b), but the a-pada is part of this same
clause and is intimately interwoven with the elements in pada b: note esp. the acc. pl.
Jjohuvanan, which modifies nn, the third word in b. Although superficially late
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position of subordinating elements is not uncommon in the RV (see, e.g., hi in pada
¢), what precedes is generally syntactically unified, belonging to a single constituent
(as in pada c), but this is not true of the assorted material found in pada a. I have no
explanation.

For the oppositional pun in sdm ... ninétha, standing for vi (... ninétha), see
the publ. intro. As I explained there, since sdm and vi are preverbs of opposite
meaning that frequently pattern together, the sdm here evokes the vi of the lexeme vi
vV hva earlier in the hymn (with ¥ hva present here in the intensive part. jéhuvanan)
and the various expressions of Indra’s pushing apart the two world-halves. E.g.,
nearby VI1.23.3c vi badhista syd rodasi mahitva (1.51.10, VI.29.5, etc.). These
associations would prompt the audience to take “bring together” as standing for
“push apart,” in the standard mythology of Indra.

After the 2™ ps. description of Indra’s mythological activity in 2d—3ab, the
second half of vs. 3 summarizes the birth in the 3" person. Ge’s interpretation, which
makes c parenthetical and connects ab with d despite an awkward change of person,
seems clumsy.

VII.28.4: A curious verse. It begins conventionally enough, with a plea to Indra to
favor us “though these days” (ebhih ... adhabhih). Which days is not clear, but I
assume it means “now.” The verse then turns towards the moral sphere: the peoples
(ksitdyah) who are durmitrd- ‘having bad allies/alliances’ (or possibly ‘bad allies’)
are purifying themselves (pdvante). This pada presents a number of problems: not
only whether durmitrd- is a bahuvrihi or tatpurusa (opinion is divided; I take it as the
former), but also whether the ksitdyah are intrinsically our enemies or are members
of our larger community who have fallen into an evil state. ksitdyah are ordinarily
presented either positively or neutrally, but see 1I1.18.1, where they are purudrithah
‘possessing many deceptions’, so an intrinsically hostile reading is possible (if, in my
opinion, less likely). If here they are intrinsically hostile, the point may be that if
they’re sprucing themselves up, we had better get to work on it as well, to meet the
challenge of our enemies. If they are not our sworn enemies but peoples with whom
we have dealings (or who we ourselves actually are), is it that they are purifying
themselves of their bad allies/alliances, and therefore are worthy of Indra’s aid?
Varuna, as if evoked by his partner Mitra in durmitrd-, then makes his appearance,
noting untruth and releasing us from it. As was stated in the intro., Varuna’s presence
is unexpected here. I now wonder if the hymn is specialized for a particular ritual
context (signaled by “these days”), perhaps the Varunapraghasa. A purificatory
period (like that described in pada b) might be appropriate then. For this reason I
favor an interpretation of pada b in which the ksitdyah are identified with, or
associated with, us.

VII.28.5: As noted in the publ. intro., this verse serves as refrain for VII.28-30, so

that it does not respond to (or at least need not respond to) the immediately preceding
Varuna verse.
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In b the genitives maho raydh and rddhasah may either be parallel or one
dependent on the other. I follow the latter interpr., with the raydh phrase dependent
on rddhas-. Although I have not found absolutely diagnostic passages, rddhas- is
regularly modified by adjectives (like ‘bovine’) that specify the type of rddhas-, and
maho raydh may be a defining genitive of the same type.

VIL.29 Indra

VI1.29.1: Pada d (dddo maghdni maghavann iyandh) is almost a rewrite of V.28.5ab
vocéma ... maghdvanam ..., ... radhaso ydd dddan nah, with iyandh ‘being implored’
substituting for vocéma and rddhah for maghdni.

VII1.29.2: The pada-initial voc. brdhman shows the accent of the neut. brahman-
‘formulation’, though it clearly belongs to the m. brahmdn- ‘formulator’. The
confusion is probably deliberate; the first word after the voc. phrase is brahmakrtim
with the neut. 1* cmpd member, neut. pl. brdhmani is found in pada d, and note that
the preceding hymn begins brahma (V.29.1a), with the neut. (see also V.29.2b).

Just as 1d is a variant of V.28.5ab, so does 2b (arvdciné hdribhih yahi tiiyam)
appear to play on V.28.1ab ... iipa yahi ..., arvdiicas te hdarayah ..., as well as
echoing the immediately preceding vs. (29.1b d tu prd yahi harivah ...) with hdribhir
yahi tityam.

VII.29.3: Ge takes tatane as a preterite (“... habe ich ... gespannt”), but the full-
grade root syllable should signal a subjunctive, which also fits the context better (opt.
daSema [b], subj. srnavah [d]). In constrast Kii (210) considers the form a properly
formed indicative and a relic, the regularly developed product of *ta-tn-h,ai;
although this could be possible, it seems unnecessary, given that the context favors a
modal form.

Note that the hemistich finals dasema (b) and hdvemd (d) rhyme, though they
are morphologically entirelhy distinct.

VIL30 Indra

VIL.30.1: Although tr. as if parallel, mdhi in d is an adverbial neuter, whereas mahé
in c is a dative modifying nrmndya. However, “greatly for dominion” seemed overly
fussy in English.

VII.30.2: The first hemistich is characterized by alliteration, v-s in a, u-s and sibilants
in b: hdvanta u tva havyam vivdaci | taniisu Sirah siryasya satau.

suhdntu in d is a nice example of a proleptic adjective: “weaken the obstacles
(so that they are) easily smashed.”

VIL31 Indra
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VII.31.2: Unlike other interpretors, I take utd as marking a new clause, summing up
the actions of the poet (who addresses himself in 2a) and his ritual companions
(whom he addresses in vs. 1) and comparing them to the actions of the Maruts (ydtha
ndrah). Klein (I1.409) takes utd as connecting vss. 1 and 2, but the position of utd in
2b makes that interpretation awkward. Ge takes it as connecting ukthdm and dyuksdm
(““... ein Loblied ... und zwar ein himmlisches”). His interpretation assumes a new
clause beginning with ydthda in the middle of b and also takes cakrmad in c as a sort of
dummy verb substituting for a verb of poetic speech (“wie wir Ménner es ...
gedichtet haben”). But, although “just as we have done” works fine in English as a
dummy verb, I am not sure that v kr can be bleached in the same manner in Sanskrit
— though I notice, with some chagrin, that I suggest just such an explanation for
krnoti in 1.77.1. Since the Maruts as Indra’s singers are mentioned elsewhere in the
hymn (explicitly vs. 8, implicitly vs. 12) and are often called ndrah, my
interpretation of b has some support. The position of ydrha as a simile marker might
be problematic, however; it can be ameliorated by assuming that dyuksdm forms part
of the simile “as the superior men (made/make) a heavenly (speech), we have made
...” For dyuksd- qualifying ‘speech’, cf. the compound dyuksd-vacas- (V1.15.4).

VII.31.3—4: Although these verses straddle a trca boundary, they are neatly
responsive. The repeated tvam of vs. 3 is matched by the initial vaydm of vs. 4, and
the repeated -yii- (‘seeking X’) adjectives of 3 are again matched by the rvayii-
‘seeking you’ of 4a. The final word of both verses is the voc. vaso. Even the gavyui-
‘seeking cows’ of 3b has its complement in 4b vrsan ‘o bull’.

There is no obvious noun to supply with asyd ‘of this’ in c. Ge supplies
“Schrei,” and my “cry” follow him; Klein (I.175) instead “act.” The phraseology
reminds us of the refrain of 1.105 vittdm me asyd rodast, which I tr. “Take heed of
this (speech) of mine, you two world-halves.”

VIIL.31.5: Contra Ge (and Klein DGRV 1.175), I take vdktave with nidé, not with
dravne, which respects the pada boundary and also conforms better to the semantic
domain of the two nouns: nid- ‘scorn’ is verbal, whereas dravan- is more general. In
either interpretation the position of ca is a problem, since it appears with the first
member of a conjoined NP, not the second. In my interpretation the configuration is
X caX'...Y, in the Ge/Klein interpretation X ca Y...Y".

VIIL.31.6: On the basis of VII1.92.32 tvdyéd indra yuja vayam, prdti bruvimahi
spidhah “With you as yokemate, we would respond to the challengers,” I supply

‘challenger’ here.

VII.31.6-7: Again there is responsion across the trca boundary: 7a mahani utdsi
echoes 6a tvdm vdarmasi.

VII.31.7-8: Echo between 7b svadhdvart and 8b saydvart, though they occupy
different metrical positions.
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VII.31.10: Much phonetic and morphological play, with the repeated prd’s, the
repetition of mahé mahi- (note that this replicates the mahé ... mdhi of VI1.30.1cd),
and, especially, the chiastic finale: prd cara carsaniprdh, where the last element, the
root noun -prdh, is of course unrelated to the first one, the preverb prd.

VII.31.12: Because the vani ‘choir’ in vs. 8 was qualified as mariitvati ‘composed of
Maruts’, I supply Maruts here with pl. vanih. It is also possible, and perhaps
preferable, to assume that the plural indicates that several choirs are involved: both
the Maruts and (we) the human singers.

In ¢ barhaya could also be 1* sg. subjunctive, as Ge takes it. Either
interpretation fits the context fine; I slightly prefer the 2™ sg. imperative, because it
returns us to the imperatives of vss. 1-2.

VIL32 Indra

VIL.32.2: It is tempting to take suté as parallel to mddhau in the simile and sdca with
dsate, rather than taking suté sdca as a formulaic phrase with semi-pleonastic sdca as
the publ. tr. does. The former interpr. would yield “because these who craft sacred
formulations for you sit together at [=by/around] the soma like flies on honey when
(the soma) is pressed,” an interpr. also suggested to me by Dieter Gunkel (p.c.,
11/5/15). I chose the latter path because of the parallel cited by Ge, X.50.7 ...
brahmakitah suté sdaca # However, it could be argued that X.50 is presumably a later
composition than VII.32 and need not provide unassailable evidence for how
VII.32.2 should be interpreted.

VII1.32.3: suddksina- is a triple pun. In its only other RVic occurrence (VIIL.33.5) it
means ‘having a good right (horse)’, but it could equally mean ‘having a good right
(hand)’, alluding to the immediately preceding vdjrahasta- ‘having the mace in his
hand’. And, in keeping with the theme of giving, it can refer to the ddksina-, the
priestly gift’ distributed at the dawn sacrifice. This would respond to the raydskama-
‘desirous of wealth’, which opens the verse.

VII.32.5: Ge joins ¢ with b, rather than d as I do. This is possible, but the topic of
giving in both ¢ and d connects them thematically.

VIL.32.8: dvase krnudhvam is close to a periphrastic causative, since “make [=create]
(him) for help” is unlikely to take the long-created Indra as object. Zehnder (p. 7 and

passim) takes it as such.

VIL.32.9: krnudhvdm ... atije similarly functions as a periphrastic causative. So also
Zehnder (p. 20 and passim).
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VIL.32.11: Although ‘seeking the prize’ is ordinarily accented as a denominative
(vajaydnt-), as opposed to ‘incite’ (vajdya-) with causative accent, in this context, the
denominative sense seems clear. See comm. on 14d below.

VI1.32.14: sraddhd is most likely instrumental, but its lack of contraction with the
following vowel in the Samhita text gives pause. See Old on this problem.

vaji vdajam sisasati seems like a variant of gdmad vdjam vdajdyan in 11a with
different emphasis. See also 20a below.

VI1.32.17: The relative clause of b is very peculiar. There is no possible referent for
the yé in either the preceding or the following main clause, and in addition the im
lacks function. It seems like a mangled paraphrase of 1.81.3 ydd udirata ajayah
“when (battle-)drives arise/happen,” but what caused the mangling is unclear to me.
The yé can be by “attraction” to the m. nom. pl. @jdyah from putative *ydd, and this
set of Indra hymns has several examples of functionless 7m (VI1.20.3, 21.1). But it
still lacks motivation.

The VP ndma bhiksate “desires a share in your name” is striking and a little
puzzling. The same phrase ndma v bhaj is found in V.57.5, but there it means that the
Maruts, the subjects of the verb, all share the same name. Here, by contrast, it must
be a clever way of saying that everyone calls Indra’s name, a novel paraphrase of the
common epithet of Indra puruhiitd- ‘called upon by many’, found in this verse and
vss. 20 and 26. (The English slang equivalent would be “wants a piece of you.”) Ge
renders ndma bhiksate as “Deinen Namen fleht ... an” (implores), robbing the
expression of its vividness.

VII.32.22: Despite Ge’s easy “dessen Auge die Sonne ist,” I cannot accept this for
svardisam. First, dis- is never an ‘eye’, but rather ‘seeing’ or ‘having the appearance
of’, and furthermore, it’s Varuna who has the sun as his eye (that is, his spy). Here 1
think the point is rather that Indra, like the sun, sees everything in the world, here
expressed by the merism “the moving and the still.”

VIL.32.24: There are two word plays in this verse. The simpler one is between the
impv. bhara ‘bring’ in pada a and the amredita bhdre-bhare ‘at every raid’, where
the noun bhdra- has been specialized from ‘(an occasion for) bearing away’ to ‘raid’.

The more complex one involves the creation and disappointment of
expectations. The verse begins with abhi satdh. The juxtaposition of these two forms
(the latter being the pres. part. to ¥ as ‘be’ in either gen.-abl. sg. or acc. pl.) and their
close sandhi, with retroflex initial s, invites the audience to fill in the semantics of the
lexeme abhi ¥ as ‘be superior’. But to our surprise, at the end of this hemistich we
find the semantic opposite, kdnivasah ‘the lesser ones’, requiring us to revise our
analysis of the opening, dissolving the presumed lexeme into the directional
preverb/preposition abhi and the independent pres. participle modifying kdnivasah
much later in the line. For extensive discussion see Old.
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I cannot follow Gr, Old in interpreting jydyah as voc., but take it, with Ge, as
neut. sg. with tdd. Among other things, AiG II1.296 notes only two masc. vocatives
in -7yas in the RV, this one and djiyah in X.120.4, which is also better taken as a neut.
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