X.61-84

This next section of X consists of paired hymns, each pair attributed to a different poet,
save for X.75-76, which clearly form a pair but are ascribed to different poets. The first three
pairs (X.61-66) all consist of hymns to the All Gods, but of very different styles.

X.61-62

Acdg. to the Anukramani, the poet is Nabhanedistha Manava, but see the publ. intro. of
X.61 for my view of the source of the name. Both hymns are dedicated to the All Gods, but are
of very different levels of complexity. Note that Re does not treat these two hymns in his Visve
Devah fascicles, but provides comments (but no tr.) in EVP XVI.

X.61 All Gods

On the structure and contents of this devilish hymn, see the publ. intro., as well as the
elaborate intros. by Old and Ge., though I differ from them on many points — and remain quite
uncertain about many details of my own interpr.

X.61.1: This vs. sets the tone for the rest of the hymn by posing a number of puzzles that elude
solution.

We can begin with the deictically announced “Rudrian formulation” (raddram ... brahma),
whose presence in the immediate circumstances is underscored by the annunciatory idam (ittha).
It is not obvious what is Rudrian about it (but see below), though both Old and Ge make attempts
to account for it. The adj. is found also in vs. 15, there modifying the ASvins, so one might argue
that the “Rudrian formulation” here is one addressed to the ASvins. But the ASvins are not a
presence in this part of the hymn. A more productive approach, partly flg. Ge, is to note that in
the later Vedic versions of the incest myth, with Prajapati and Usas as the main participants, it is
Rudra who punishes the offender (see my Hyenas, pp. 288—97). The incest story occupies vss. 5—
8 of our hymn, and the presence of this myth in the hymn might account for raudra-. In
particular, in vs. 7 the gods, concerned about the brutal rape, “begat a/the sacred formulation”
(Janayan brahma), presumably to guard against such behavior. To me the most plausible interpr.
of raudra- is that, in the context of a brahmodya (signalled by sdcyam antar ajai in b), a “Rudrian
formulation™ is one that exhibits the aggressive hostility often characteristic of that god, which
the poet can deploy to win the contest. The antagonistic relationship between Turvayana and
Cyavana is quite clear in vs. 2. Note that in 3cd Turvayana’s verbal skill is likened to arrows that
he successfully aims at a target, another war-like Rudra-type image.

The first hemistich lacks a verb — or appears to, on the assumption that the s-stem form
gurtdvacahis a masculine nom. sg. and raddram ... brahmais a neut. acc. We could avoid the
need to supply a verb by taking girtdvacah as a neuter; other s-stem cmpds modifying neuters
occasionally show the apparent masc. -a/ rather than neut -a/, esp. pada-final as here (see
Lanmann, Noun Infl. 599 and comm. ad VII.24.2 and I1.31.5). We could then have a nominal
clause “here is a ... formulation of welcome speech ...” Old considers this (and Re suggests that
the cmpd modifies brdhma, but as a masc., puzzlingly), but Old rejects this interpr. for the same
reason I do, that an unequivocal masc. splv. gurtavacastamah modifies the poet in vs. 2c. (He is
also concerned about the referent of asyain 1c.) The masc. splv. in vs. 2 may be considered an
ex. of poetic repair, making the masc. gender of girtavacah explicit. Given that we need to
supply a verb, I suggest a form of V &r, evoked by the &r- forms in the vs., etymologically
unrelated kzatva (b) and etymologically related but somewhat detached adv. krana (c).



Pada b is one of the few clear mentions (as signalled by sd@cyam antair ajaiur, see above) of a
poetic contest or brahmodya in the RV, an institution that other interpr. are more apt to see in
RVic contexts than I am.

On krana see comm. ad 1.58.3.

The cmpd. mamhanesthah poses problems in both members. On the one hand, what is
the case form of mambhane and to what stem does it belong? On the other, what is the case and
number of -sthah and what does it modify? To begin with the 2nd member, Old, Ge, and the
publ. tr. take the cmpd as modifying neut. yad, which picks up brdhma from the main clause. Ge
(n. Ic) explains it as a masc. form for the neuter (with [not very strong] parallels but without
exploring the morphology). Old simply says “... habe ich als Neutr. iibersetzt; doch auch Mask.
moglich,” without saying how he finesses the neut. or which masc. he might attach it to. By
contrast Scar (652—53) suggests that it is an acc. pl. m. with the consonant-stem ending -as < *ms
added to the root-noun stem (depending on the chronological stage, presumably: *-aH-ms or *a-
as), modifying Aotin. Although in this hymn with its many puzzles and blind alleys, a muddled
neut. sg. form, as represented in the publ. tr., would not be surprising, I am somewhat attracted to
Scar’s interpr. and suggest an alternate tr. “(a formulation) that ... will effectively guide across ...
the seven Hotars (who are) standing ready for liberality.” Scar’s interpr. of the 1% member is also
preferable to the standard, which takes mambhane as the loc. of a putative short -a-stem
* mamhana-, though the only stem attested (mostly in the [admittedly ambiguous instr.] is fem.
mamhana-. Scar suggests rather that mambhane here is a dat. infinitive, which allows a more
appealing interpr. ‘standing ready for liberality’ than the loc. ‘standing in liberality’. For what
this all might mean, see below.

There is also another alternative, not represented in any of the available interpr. as far as [
know — that mamhanesthah is a nom. sg. masculine (the easiest morphological interpr.),
modifying the poet referred to in ab, and that y4dis not a neut. picking up brdhma, but a
subordinating conj. This would yield another alternative tr. “when he, standing ready for
liberality, will effectively guide ...” If the cmpd modifies either the poet (as I just suggested) or
the formulation (in the standard and publ. tr. interpr.), ‘standing ready for liberaltiy’ (with Scar’s
datival 1st member) would express the poet’s / formulations’ readiness to recerve liberality; if it
modifies Aotin, it could refer to the Hotars’ readiness to dispense liberality, though it could also
have the meaning suggested for the other two interpr.

Gr and Ge take pakthé as a PN, as the stem certainly is in VII.18.7, VII1.22.10, 49.10, but
Old reports the suggestion of Wackernagel that it is an ordinal, ‘fifth’, here, construed with loc.
dhan. So also KH (KZ 65 [1979] = Aufs. 1.188—89). Re tentatively accepts this suggestion,
though Scar’s tr. maintains the PN. Mayr (EWA, also PN, both s.v.) also accepts it. The “seven”
of “seven Hotars” invites a numerical interpr. of the preceding phrase, even if the referent of “the
fifth day” is obscure.

I do now wonder if the second hemistich has astronomical reference. Perhaps “two fathers /
parents” here does not refer to the poet’s own parents, but, as often, to Heaven and Earth (e.g.,
1.159.2), and “the Seven Hotars” could be a variant of the Seven Rsis (saptarsi), who are later
identified with the constellation Ursa Major. If pitararefers to Heaven and Earth, it could set the
stage for the incest episode starting in vs. 5. As for the application in this vs. the poet and/or his
formulation would be assisting at an astronomical transit associated with “the fifth day.” This is
all very speculative, and I can’t get any further. But it would be unusual for the human parents of
the poet to be the beneficiaries of his poetic activity, esp. along with a gaggle of Hotars. Again, if
the Hotars are heavenly beings, not earth-bound priests, they might be “standing ready to



(dispense) liberality,” if we accept Scar’s view of the cmpd as an acc. pl. Unfortunately,
however, this speculative interpr. seems far from the poetic contest depicted in lab and 2.

X.61.2: As disc. in the publ. intro., in my view this vs. characterizes the verbal products of the
losing (Cyavana) and winning (Tturvayana) opponents in the brahmodya as metaphorical liquids
— Cyavana’s as mere add-ins to soma, Turvayana’s as gushing semen (itself often a metaphor for
soma). In taking rétah ‘semen’ as metaphorical, I part ways with Old, who thinks it’s the real
substance, used in a ritual to produce offspring. And in general my interpr. of this vs. differs both
from Old’s extensive analysis of it and from Ge’s tr. and notes.

To begin with, the standard interpr. is that the first hemistich has Cyavana as subject, the
second Turvayana. But note that cydvanah appears only at the beginning of pada b, while pada a
begins s4 id. While it is certainly not impossible that s4 anticipates the mention of Cyavana in the
next pada, the more natural way to interpr. s4 /din context is as a reference to the subject of the
previous vs., the gartavacah poet (1a), who in 2c will be further specified as gartdvacastamah.
This assumption underlies my interpr. of the vs., and it solves several problems in the construal
of pada a that the others must make heavy weather of.

First: in order to have the part. vanvan ‘winning’ modify Cyavana, other interpr. encounter
difficulties of both syntax and sense. As to the latter, since Cyavana seems actually to come out
the loser in this match, any “winning” he does (by that interpr.) needs to be of a qualified or
ironic type. Moreover, V van ‘win’ does not take the dative, except to express the beneficiary of
someone else’s win; certainly the object won is not in the dative, as the standard interpr. of the
syntax here requires. The supposed dat. complement leads Gr to create a unique def. of V van just
for this passage (“11) jemandem [D.] wozu [D.] verhelfen) and Ge also to stray far from the
usual sense of V van (‘sich bemiihen’ + DAT: “indem er sich um eine unsichere Gabe bemiihte”).
Note that the following two vss. each contain a verbal form of V van: vanuthah (3b),
vavanvamsah (4d), and these three forms should at least not contradict each other.

My interpr. avoids both these difficulties. Given the triumphant tone of the 2nd hemistich
concerning Turvayana, pronouncing him a winner in pada a is unproblematic. I take vanvadn in
absolute sense (“winning / a winner”) without expressed object (cf. pf. part. vavanvamsain the
same usage in 4d). As for the dat. phrase danaya dabhyaya, 1 begin with the fact that dat. dandya
is frequently used as an infinitive / quasi-infinitive “to give, for giving”; cf. e.g., .180.5 4 vam
danaya vavrtiya ... goh “Might I turn you two here to give / for giving (of) a cow.” In fact it is
several times found as the complement of V. mamh ‘be ready (to give), be magnanimous’
(VIIL.52.6, 61.8; including in the next hymn. X.62.8 = V1.45.32). Now recall the cmpd
mamhane-sthah in the immed. preceding vs. and Scar’s interpr. of mamhane as a dative
infinitive. I tr. that cmpd. “standing ready for liberality” (see above). In our vs. here I suggest
that we carry over the -stha- ‘standing (ready)’ and construe it with the syntactically independent
dative dandya. The extra twist here is that I take the other dat., dibAyaya not as a deprecatory

b 13

characterization of the type of gift (like Ge’s “eine unsichere Gabe” [with an unjustified
extension of the sense of vV dabh) or Re’s “mesquin”), but as characterizing an animate (‘who can
be outwitted’) and the dative agent of the infin., of the familiar type (indraya patave, etc.): “for
the dabhya-one to give.” The referent of diabhyayais the defeated Cyavana, and Turvayana is
waiting for the Cyavana, whom he outwitted, to give him what is owed. The gerundive dabhya-
is found only twice in the RV, and in its other occurrence, X.108.4, it also has animate/personal
reference, to Indra “who can (not) be outwitted.” It does not refer to things such as a paltry gift

(as others take it here); it is not a synonym of dabhra-, pace Re.



Pada b describes Cyavana’s losing tactics: he measured out his vedi with sida-s. In the
publ. tr. I render the word as “‘sweet’ (dregs),” but see comm. ad VII.36.3, where I come around
to favor Pischel’s Beisatz, the ingredients added to soma. The point here would be that Cyavana
used only auxiliary materials, not the real substance itself. In terms of a verbal contest, this could
mean poetry tricked out with flourishes but without true force, eloquence, or insight. I would
now slightly change the tr. to “with sweet admixtures.”

By contrast, Tarvayana’s product is the most forceful and vital subtance of all, namely
semen (réfas). In the metaphorical sacrifice in which he and Cyavana are competing the rétas can
stand for soma, as opposed to the add-ins that Cyavana employed: for the identification of soma
as rélah, see, e.g., 1.164.35. In the verbal contest rétas can represent well-formulated words that
reflect r74- and produce results. And of course in the account of the divine incest myth that
follows in this hymn rétas is actually semen.

On the problematic 7zditi-, see comm. ad VIII.99.7.

X.61.3: This vs. enlarges on Turvayana’s verbal triumph, with his skill not only defeating
Cyavana but also attracting the ASvins. The second hemistich uses the more familiar trope of
words/praise as arrows shot at the target of the praise (see, e.g., my 2020 “The Aim of Praise”) in
place of the more jarring eloquence-as-semen of 2d. This arrow image may also harken back to
vs. 1 and the Rudrian formulation, which I suggested is meant to evoke the hostility inherent in a
verbal contest.

My identification of the unnamed referents in this vs. follows Ge: the 2™ du. in b is
addressed to the ASvins (so also Old, flg. Pischel), who are also the addressees in the next vs. In
cd Turvayana is the referent of both the rel. y4h and the gen. demon. asya, though Pi1 takes Indra
as the subject of cd (see Old). The loc. pl. phrase yésu hdavanesuin pada a is shorthand for ydsya
hdvanesu, again with Turvayana as referent of the gen.

With Old (but not Ge) I take the manah simile with vipah ‘inspired words’, not with the
ASvins. And unlike both Old and Ge I think sgdcya ‘with skill” must refer to Tarvayana’s skill,
not the ASvins’. The verbal contest (4ji-) in vs. 1 was a contest “in skill” (sacyam), and it was
through his skill that T. won it. I would now slightly alter the tr. to better integrate this instr.: “...
inspired words, like thinking sharp with skill.”

On asrinita see Narten, “Ved. srinati ...” (KZ 100 [1987]: 281-82 = KISch 351-52).

X.61.4: As indicated in the pub. intro., I consider this vs. to be a direct quote of Turvayana’s
invocation of the ASvins; note the 1st sg. verb Auve (b) and the two forms of enclitic me (c). This
Ist ps. reference contrasts with the 3rd ps. narration of vss. 1-3 and brings this section of the
hymn to a close. As a welcome change, most of the vs. is straightforward.

The black female among the ruddy females is of course Night among the Dawn cows, at a
time when the “early-coming” ASvins are on their way to the sacrifice.

The one problem in the vs. is the final word dsmirta-dhra, specifically the root affiliation of
the 2nd member and the meaning of the whole. There are two older competing views of the root
affiliation. Starting with Say. (see also Old), -dhArid has been connected with druh ‘deceive’.
Although this derivation makes (sort of) reasonable semantic sense, it encounters two formal
difficulties: the initial aspirate di- and the loss of the root-final consonant. To account for this, a
two-step process is envisaged: the root of course has two underlying aspirates (* dhrugh-), with
the first ordinarily dissimilated by Grassmann’s Law. But the nom. sg. would be, and in fact is,
in this very hymn, dhruk (vs. 14 adhruk), with the first aspirate surfacing when the second loses



its aspiration. The dual form in our verse then results from “abnormer Abfall des
Endkonsonanten” (AiG 11.2.33; see AiG I11.326). But the loss of the root-final would be unusual
indeed, and the route to getting a dual in - to an original root noun in final consonant would be
quite tortuous. To start with, we should expect a dual to the unmutilated root noun to be *-druha.
The consonant to be lost is not, in this form, an “Endkonsonant.” Moreover, in the expected dual,
the root-final remains an aspirate so that the root initial is a plain dby Gr’s Law. The only
paradigmatic form that could show aspiration on the initial and lose a final consonant, to produce
an apparent stem *dhru-, is the just-cited nom. sg. dhruk, but it is precisely this form that doesn’t
lose its final consonant in this same hymn. But let us assume that was the immediate source: still
our problems are not over. If we had a putative intermediate root noun stem ending in short -u
dhru-, produced by the loss of the nom. sg. ending, it should add the empty -7 found in other root
nouns in short resonants. Only if such a stem were analyzed as containing a suffixal -u- could we
escape the adding of the -fand get a dual masc. in -z. If, by contrast, the result of the loss of the
final consonant was (by compensatory lengthening?) *dhri-, we should expect a dual masc. in *-
“va. Getting the form we have from a root noun cmpd in -drus- thus requires considerable
butchery. The alternative root affiliation is scarcely better. Wh (Rts) tentatively lists it under
Vdhvr, dhur, dhru ‘injure’, as short-vowel dhru (with ?); KEWA also classifies the form here
(s.v. dhvarati). Although the initial aspirate would no longer be a problem, the lack of appended -
fremains an issue. A third way was suggested by KH (StII 5/6 [1980] 95 = Aufs. 757; accepted
in EWA s.v. DHVAR), that dhru- (and related forms) belong to a separate root V*dhru ‘deceive’,
related to (/extended into) the more familiar *V dhru-gh. This does not solve the lack of -z but
that turns out to be a problem with several forms in this hymn (sabardhdim vs. 17, raghudri vs.
17). More from exhaustion than a deep conviction of its rightness, I adopt the KH solution. For
further disc. on this form and related problems in this hymn, see Scar 279 and 226 n. 309.

X.61.5-8: These vss. relate (or allude) to the story of the incest of Heaven / Surya and his
daughter, Dawn, found widely in the Brahmanas with Prajapati as the male figure (see my
Hyenas pp. 289-302) and glancingly alluded to elsewhere in the RV (1.71.5, 8). No names are
named in our passage, but as indicated in the publ. intro., I think the unifying topic of this hymn
is Dawn, and therefore it is her story being related here — pace Ge (n. 5), who tentatively
suggests that a different incest may be meant.

X.61.5: The cmpd virdkarmam is by accent, and sense, a bahuvrthi: ‘possessing the manly work’,
a euphemism for the penis; see Gr, Old, Re. It is surely the subj. of prathista. By contrast Ge
takes it, apparently, as a tatpurusa (“die Mannesarbeit”) and as the obj. of zsndr (“nach der
Mannesarbeit verlangend”). Note the nonce thematicization of the neut. -an-stem kdrman-,
presumably starting from first cmpd members in karma-. The thematicization in this context was
surely facilitated, perhaps caused, by the fact that - karmam is followed by a vowel-initial word,
and the -m avoids a hiatus between expected -n-stem neut. * virdkarma and isnat. The other two
examples of them. 2nd member -karma- in the RV, both also late, are not amenable to the same
interpr.: deva-karmébhih (X.130.1) and visva-karmena (X.166.4); see comm. ad locc.

With Old I supply ‘semen’ as obj. to the part. isnar, the same participle elsewhere takes a
liquid as obj.: 1.181.6 parvir isah ... madhva isnan ‘dispatching many refreshing drinks of
honey.” As was just noted, Ge instead takes virdkarmam as its object and assigns the meaning
‘desiring’ to the participle. Acdg. to him (n. 5a) isndti “crosses” with other roots Vs, but in fact
no forms with nasal have the ‘desire’ sense, only ‘send, dispatch’.



The referent of ydsyain pada a is ndryah in b. Although neither vira- nor nr- (and
derivatives) is specialized for male-as-sexual-being, the presence of these two words so close
together creates an atmosphere of sexual virility.

In b the rapist pulls out his penis, which has already ejaculated. The ppl. dnusthitam
modifies the gapped ‘penis’. The not particularly common lexeme dnu V stha generally means
‘follow, attend upon, stand beside’; for some disc. see Scar (644—45). My “attending upon” in
quotation marks is meant to convey a somewhat euphemistic sense, but I now wonder if dnu
Vsthain this context might be the equivalent of the current term ‘stalking’ for unwanted invasive
attentions of a male to a female.

Note that pada-initial anusthitam somewhat echoes prathista in the same position in pada a.

The second hemistich essentially paraphrases the first, esp. pada b. The verb 4 vrhati ‘tears
out’ doubles dpauhat ‘pulled out’ but in the more vivid present tense. The past part. dnubhrtam,
again modifying the gapped penis, echoes dnusthitam, but again more vividly — or more
graphically: dnu V bArin the RV and AV is erotic slang. See my 1981 “A Vedic Sexual Pun” (pp.
59-60) and for an unambiguous passage AV X1.5.12 brhdc chépo ‘nu bhiimau jabhara “he danu
Jabhara his lofty penis in/on/at the earth.” The question is how to translate the idiom. In my 1981
art. I suggest ‘penetrate sexually, stick (one’s penis) in’ and tr. AV XI.5.12 “he stuck (his) great
penis in the earth,” which is similar to Whitney’s somewhat more polite “has introduced in the
earth a great virile member.” In Hyenas (295-96 with n. 290) I tr. the form in our passage with
“what (had been) thrust in.” But I now think it is difficult to get from the literal meanings of the
preverb + verb root to ‘thrust in’, and I also think that leering euphemisim is more characteristic
of the usage than clinical description. The rendering “brought to bear” in the publ. tr., again in
quotes, seems better, as being both less literal and more menacing, though in English it has no
erotic flavor that I know of.

The unextended imperfect to Vas, dh (i.e., underlying s), is notable here. Is 4 dnubhrtam a
rough-and-ready pluperfect “had been brought to bear”? For further on this impf. form, see
comm. ad X.85.6-12.

The 2nd hemistich also presents a syntactic problem. The phrase kanaya duhitith straddling
the pada break can be either gen. or abl., but it makes most sense as an abl. with ‘tears out’, as
represented in the publ. tr. and Ge’s “Er reisst es von der jungfraulichen Tochter zuriick.” But by
word order it should belong in the subordinate yad clause, since the yad precedes it. Ge (n. 5cd)
recognizes the problem, suggesting it’s a mixture of two constructions. It is possible to take the
phrase as a genitive loosely construed with dnubhrtam (something like “what had been brought
to bear of [=for, with regard to] the maiden”), but an ablative with the main clause verb is far
more satisfactory. It may simply be that the six-syllable phrase was too unwieldy to position it in
its own clause, whereas the slight (if illicit) preposing of the neut. rel. yad allowed the two-word
phrase to fit the metrical space. I’'m not happy with this explanation, but I’m reluctant to give up
the ablative.

X.61.6: This vs. is relatively easy to decode, and it is notable that the English euphemism “make
love” (for sex) is closely replicated by kamam krnvana- in b.

The difficult word in this vs. is manandg. In the publ. tr. I render it as “a little,” flg. Ge’s
tentative “ein wenig (?),” which itself follows Say.’s a/pam and assumes some kind of
connection with Epic/Classical manak ‘a little’ — a connection that is difficult to motivate in
detail (though see Re’s vague sketch of an attempt). There is a competing, very different
analysis, represented already in Gr: that it is a root-noun cmpd in -nas. This is the interpr.



favored by Old, with V nas ‘disappear’ (etc.), rather than V nas ‘reach, attain’, modifying rétah.
(Ge [n. 6¢], in recognizing the root-noun-cmpd interpr., entertains the possibility that -nas-
belongs to ‘reach, attain’ and suggests a gloss ‘die Absicht erreichend’.) Old first suggests a
sense ‘sich der Aufmerksamkeit entziehend’ (escapting attention), but produces a second, and to
me more plausible, sense, that the discharge of the semen “die Erregung verschwinden lésst.”
The 1st member would be mana-, which generally means ‘zeal’ or the like, but could certainly
shade into ‘energetic excitement’ and be euphemistically applied penile erection. This would
require transitive-causative semantics for the root noun -zas (‘cause to disappear’ rather than just
‘disappear’), but this is also necessary for what seems to be an undoubted example of such a
cmpd, jiva-nas- ‘destroying life/living beings’, in MS 1.4.13 (63: 3—4), where it characterizes an
oblation (Zhuti-) that falls in the wrong place. That passage brings up another problem, however:
the form in the MS is nom. sg. with a final in retroflex -f (jivandt), while our nom. sg. ends in a
velar (mananak). Of course root nouns in final palatals show both finals (- vitto vis; -k: drk to
drs-) and the data are messy. I would expect a retroflex here, as in the 3rd sg. s-aor. avat (V vah)
and 3rd sg. root aor. to the homonymous root V nas ‘reach’, dnat. But a velar isn’t beyond the
realm of possibility, nor is the interpr. of mananak as containing such a noun. I therefore
tentatively suggest an alt. tr. “the two left behind semen, which dissipates excitement.” For a
summary of the problem see Scar (282-83), who, however, comes to no conclusions.

That sukrtdasya yonau refers to the ritual ground is clear from the appearance of the same
phrase in I11.29.8, of the place where Agni is to situate the sacrifice. As noted there, suffix-
accented sukrtd- has been substantivized and the tr. here should be corrected to “in the womb of
good work.”

X.61.7: Once again, part of this vs. paraphrases what went before. The sprinkling of the semen in
6¢cd (rétah ... nisiktam) is repeated in 7b rétah ... ni sificat. But the description is more violent
and the agency made clear. In vs. 6 the two “going apart, left behind” the semen, as if the semen
were a product of both male and female and mutually and tranquilly deposited. Here the father
brutally “springs on” his own daughter, and he is the subject and agnet of the VP rétahr ... ni
sificat. (Because the lexeme is the same in 6d and 7b, I should have tr. it identically: I would now
substitute ‘sprinkled his semen down upon the earth”).

HPS (B+1 45, see 44 and 47) takes ksmaya as instr. with samjagmanah (“sich mit der Erde
vereinigend”), indicating that the Earth was the object of the rape. But though we lack another
instr. to construe with the middle participle, this interpr. is surely wrong, on grounds both of
content and of form. In the other versions of the tale, the female is Dawn; we would hardly
expect Earth here, because she and Heaven are joint parents, not daughter and father. Moreover,
though it does no doubt have an instr. ending, ksmayd is always used adverbially.

As discussed above (ad 1ab), I consider the formulation ( brdhma) begotten here to be the
same as (or a model for) the “Rudrian formulation” (raddram ... brahma) in vs. 1, namely a
formulation with the hostile power associated with Rudra, enabling its deployer to overcome his
enemy. As noted there, in the Vedic prose versions Rudra is sometimes named as the avenger of
the rape depicted here. In our vs. I think the gods create the formula to be used against the
violator and also create the being who is to carry out the vengeance. But I do not think this latter
is Rudra (despite Ge’s n. 7d); instead I nominate Agni, who, in his guise as Svarbhanu, is the
avenger in many versions of this myth (see my Hyenas, esp. 364—73). It would make sense that
the gods should fashion Agni out of the semen spilled on the ritual ground since that is Agni’s
domain; moreover, in the sg. the epithet vrata-pa- is most frequently used of Agni (see comm. ad



X.32.6), and vastos pati- “Lord of the Dwelling Place” can be an alternative lexical realization of
Agni’s regular epithet gradpati- ‘Lord of the House(hold)’. (On the use of this term [almost]
exclusively for Agni, see my 2019 “The Term grhastha ...,” pp. 8-9.) As for the other RVic
occurrences of the phrase, the identity of vastos pati-in V.41.8 is unclear, but could be Agni; in
VIII.17.14 it is probably Indra; and in the other RVic occurrences (in adjacent vss., VII.54.1-3,
55.1) it seems to name the “personified guardian spirit” of the household. These occurrences
seem irrelevant to the solemn use of the term here.

The 3rd pl. janayan here is one of only two such forms found in the RV, for expected
Jjanayanta; the other is in X.66.9 (q.v.). See my 1979 -antareplacement article, esp. p. 154, which
treats the distribution of 3rd pl. forms to the transitive stem jandya-. Though the Pp. gives
augmented ajanayan, the augment would have to be elided, and I am tolerably certain that in fact
the form is underlyingly injunctive.

X.61.8: This vs. is the last one treating the incestuous rape, before the transitional vs. 9. It depicts
(bc) the desperate attempts of the daughter to get away from her attacker, an episode found in
some versions of the Vedic prose tale, as well as the rueful direct speech of her thwarted father in
d.

In pada a the father is compared to a bull in a contest (Jjad, returning from vs. 1b) throwing
off foam (phénam). In the real-world analogy, the foam presumably results from the bull’s
straining hard work and the sweat thus produced, but in the frame the “foam” surely stands for
the semen that the father keeps shedding.

Contra Ge, who take the subject in b to be the father, I take it to be the daughter, going in
every direction to evade her rapist. The nom. sg. dabhrdcetah can be masc. or fem.; there is no
other sign of the gender or identity of the subject of ast. The collection of preverbs with this verb,
4 pard ... dpa “hither, thither, away,” seem to be summed up by the adv. smat ‘altogether’,
indicating the almost random zigs and zags of her attempts to escape. Her desperate state of mind
is also conveyed by dabhracetah, which I render ‘heedless’ — that is, ‘possessing little
consciousness / attention’. In its other occurrence I tr. the cmpd. ‘small-witted’; here it does not
reference stupidity but rather distraction: “out of her wits,” “not having her wits about her”
would be appropriate.

The depiction of Dawn’s flight continues in ¢. The lexeme pdra V vij, found here in the root
noun cmpd. paravij-, needs to be distinguished from the much more common pdr7 V vy, lit. ‘twist
around’, but regularly meaning ‘avoid’. The sense of pdra V vijis equally both additive (‘twist
aside / away’) and idiomatic (‘shun’), and it does not differ substantially from pdr7 V vzyin its
idiomatic sense (‘shun’ versus ‘avoid’). The root noun cmpd elsewhere has passive semantics:
‘the outcast’, i.e., the one shunned (see 1.112.8, I1.13.12, 15.7), but here I see the active
semantics more common with root noun cmpds, ‘turning aside, shunning’.

The two words padi and diksina are taken together by Ge and tentatively by Re. Ge takes
them as referring to the “southern direction” (zu den siidlichen Orten) towards which the outcast
daughter runs. Re, pointing out that ‘southern’ isn’t attested for daksina- till the AV (not a
particularly strong argument, given the short chronological span), renders the phrase rather “au
pied droit,” with a question mark. But the two words do not have to form a phrase (as Old points
out). I take pada as instr. sg., but diksina as nom. sg., referring to the priestly gift (Daksina),
personified as a Gift Cow. Usas is regularly associated with the Daksina, since the priestly gifts
were distributed at the Dawn Sacrifice in RVic times. That the Gift-Dow is meant here is likely
also because adaksina- ‘without a Daksina’ is found two vss. later (10d). Here I think Dawn is



the personified (or bovinized) Daksina, and, as a cow, she flees (sdraf) on foot (pada). This detail
plays on the fact that Dawn is elsewhere said to be ‘footless’; see VI.59.6 ... apad iyam pirvagat
padvdatibhyah “This footless one has gone in front of the footed (cattle),” an esp. telling passage
because it contrasts footless Dawn with the cattle, which have feet (sim. 1.152.3). In her panic
Dawn runs away on foot, having transformed herself into the Gift Cow that is associated with
her. This transformation is perhaps the original model for the transformation of the victim into a
red doe (rohit-) in several of the Vedic prose versions (see my Hyenas, 290-93 with n. 276).

Pada d contains the direct speech of the father, recognizing that his daughter has escaped
his clutches. The word prsani- is used of the ‘caresses’ the father wishes to bestow on his
daughter also in the other RVic treatment of this incest story, 1.71.5.

X.61.9-11: These next three vss. all begin with maksi ‘right away’, which marks them as a unit,
even though vs. 9 also tidies up (some of) the loose ends from the preceding narrative. The
second pair of vss. (10—-11) begin almost identically and are more closely related in content than
they are with 9:

10a maksii kandyah sakhyam navagvah

11a maksii kandyah sakhyam naviyah
The first three words and half of the fourth are the same. The close relationship of the two vss.
does not make them easier to interpret.

X.61.9: This vs. depicts the birth of Agni. As noted above, ad vs. 7, I consider Agni to be the
creature the gods produced after the rape, from the semen spilled on the ritual ground — Agni
being suggested by the epithets vratapa- and vastos pati-. This vs. treats the production of Agni
in more detail, though without naming him: the only occurrence of the stem agni-is in a simile in
pada b, referring to fire the substance.

In pada a “trampling” (upabdih) is compared directly to the chariot horse ( vahnif), though
we might expect the horse to be in the gen., parallel to prajayah. Ge (n. 9a) attributes the
nominative case of vahnih to the reversion of nouns in similes to the nominative, a doctrine that I
hope I laid to rest in 1982 (“Case Disharmony in RVic Similes,” I1J 24). I consider our passage
to be simply a bold disjunction, with a quality compared directly to a possessor of that quality.
Note that the simile particle is wrongly positioned, before vahnif; it is unlikely that the preceding
word maksii is part of the simile, pace Old, since it is an adverb and, furthermore, also opens the
next two vss. without involvement in a simile.

The “trampling” of the offspring=Agni probably refers to the crackling of the kindled fire.

I consider b to incorporate a pun on the homonymous stems #dhar-/ iidhan-, both ‘udder’
and ‘cold’ (for the latter see comm. ad VIII.2.12 and EWA s.v. idhan- and ddhar), with one stem
used in the frame, one in the simile. The primary reading here is acc. ‘udder’, where Agni takes
his seat — the udder presumably being the fireplace. But in the simile agnim na nagnah1 take it as
a loc. ‘in the cold’. The simile is very close to VIII.2.12 ddhar na nagna jarante “Like naked
(ones) in the cold they stay awake.” The simile in our passage is esp. clever because it contains
agni- designating fire the substance in the acc., while the subject of the frame is the unnamed
Fire the god.

In the second hemistich the two occurrences of the root-accented agent noun sanitar- with
acc. objects idhmam and vdjam (c) respectively are contrasted with a suffix-accented dhartar-
without complement. Tichy (-zar-stems, 297-98) considers our passage as something of an
exception to her interpr. of the accentual difference, claiming that sdnitar- here designates a



habitual agent, but dhartdr- an occasional one. It seems to me rather the reverse, with dharta
indicating the role that Agni was born to exercise, and s4nita incidental feats that Agni
accomplishes. The rendering of sdnita + ACC as a straight past tense (“he gained the kindling ...”)
in the publ. tr. is misleading, however. I would change to “he is one who gains the kindling wood
and one who gains the prize.” This interpr. conforms to the general characterization of the two
accent types by Benveniste (Noms d’agent ..., 11) that the root-accented type designates
“I’auteur d’un acte” and the suffix-accented one “I’agent voué a une fonction.” However, the
data are quite messy and, for any general characterization, require a generous, indeed over-
generous, amount of special pleading.

The stable role of ‘upholder’ in d may be emphasized by the intensive (i.e., habitual or
frequentative) nominal yaviyudh- ‘ever battling’.

X.61.10: There is much disagreement about the referents and sense of this vs. — understandably —
though there is general agreement that it has to do with the Vala myth. My own interpr. is quite
tentative. The most solid identification in the vs. is that of the kana- (also in 11), who is surely
Dawn, since the same word was used of the incest victim in 5c. Since the Navagvas are
associated with the myth of the Vala cave, it seems likely that the story has shifted from Dawn’s
rape to Dawn’s imprisonment in the Vala cave, from which the Navagvas attempt to free her.
Since elsewhere (see, e.g., [.62.4, V.45.7, 11) the Navagvas open the cave with sound, with song,
it seems likely that “speaking the truth” (s7dm vadantah) refers to this activity and the “yoking of
truth” (r74-yuktim) to their employment of this spoken truth in the opening of the cave.

The identifications become more challenging in the 2nd hemistich, esp. of dvibarhas-,
gopd-, and dcyuta(h?). As for the first, Gr takes it as a nom. pl., referring to the Navagvas; Ge as
gen. sg. referring to the cave; Old as gen., tentatively supplying raydh. By contrast, I take it as
referring to Dawn, who is called dvibdrhas-in V.80.4. Both Ge and Old think the gopa- is the/a
Pani, while I take it as the Vala cave itself. If I am correct, the phrase “protector of doubly
exalted (Dawn)” is ironic, since the “protection” is actually imprisonment (consider the double
usage of the root Vraks ‘protect / guard’).

The interpr. of dcyutais complicated by the ambiguity of its form: out of sandhi it can
either be dcyuta (so Pp.) or dcyutah. The former is far more likely, and here I think Ge and Old
have the right idea: that it refers to the solid rocks, the fastnesses, of the cave; cf. VI.22.6
adduced by Ge. Now, as to adaksinasah ‘without Daksina(s)’, modifying the Navagvas — Ge (n.
10cd, flg. Ludwig) thinks this refers to the Pani’s theft of the cows that the Navagvas brought to
distribute at their sacrifice. I think rather that this refers directly back to 8c, where Dawn
transformed herself into the Daksina cow and ran away from her rapist. She has now been
confined in the Vala cave and the Navagvas are “without the Daksina” — namely without Dawn
herself. They attempt to “milk™ her out of the rocks that form the cave: their aim is to recover the
imprisoned Dawn.

X.61.11: It gets worse! This vs. is well-nigh impenetrable, and I am fairly certain that the interpr.
given in the publ. intro. and publ. tr. is wrong or at least incomplete. Nonetheless, the continuity
of the vss. (if we can dignify it with that term) suggests that the milking the Navagvas attempted
at the end of vs. 10 was successful, and the semen/soma/milk of vs. 11 is the tangible result.

A major clue is, or should be, that the second hemistich is identical to 1.121.5¢cd, a hymn
attributed to Kaksivant, who is also named in our hymn in vs. 16. But unfortunately 1.121 does
not give us much help, since, like much of Kaksivant’s oeuvre, it is bafflingly obscure. In 1.121.5



the reference is to soma, the referent of feis Indra, but — significantly — it is in the context of the
Vala myth, which is treated in the two preceding vss., 1.121.3-4. Because our vs. is also found in
the middle of a Vala context (vss. 10, 12—13), I now think that vs. 11 should be interpreted in
that context as well and that my claim that vs. 11 concerns, at least in part, the birth of Agni (see
publ. intro.) is incorrect. Instead I think that this vs., like I.121.5, concerns the soma that Indra
acquired to give him the power to open the Vala cave. Although soma is not usually a necessary
ingredient in the Vala myth (as opposed to the Vrtra myth), in I.121.4 it clearly is: Indra is said to
have opened the cave and freed the cows asyd mdde “in the exhilaration of this (soma).” (Though
the word somasya is absent, made makes the reference of asya to soma inescapable.) And the
following vs. (the relevant vs. 5) tells how Indra acquired this soma: brought to him by his
parents, probably Heaven and Earth (ab), and acquired by sacrifice by unnamed but plural agents
(cd = our cd). Other accounts of the Vala myth can also involve Indra’s possession of soma, e.g.,
VI.17.1-6.

Now let us examine our vs. in a bit more detail, first noting that although, unlike the second
hemistich, the first is not identical to I.121.5ab, it has points of resemblance, particularly the
opening of b rddho na rétah, which is very like the opening of 1.121.5b radhah surétah. In 1.121.5
surétah ‘having good semen’ modifies pdyah in pada a, which is also identified as a ‘bounty’.
The whole phrase, “the bounty, the milk consisting of good semen,” refers to soma. This set of
superimpositions allows us to identify the “semen, like a bounty” of our b with the milk, pdyah,
in d and to consider them also all to be soma. But it’s a bit more complicated, in that in pada d
the “milk™ is produced by a different, and feminine, being, the “ruddy one who gives sap as
milk” (sabardighayah ... usriyayah). The fem. usriya- ‘ruddy’ is always used of cows, or items
conflated with cows, namely Dawns/light. So here we may be dealing both with milk=soma and
milk=light, the latter produced by the Dawn confined in the Vala cave. The phrase
sabardighayah ... usriyayah also has to be considered in connection with the phrase sabardhiim
dhenimin vs. 17.

However, contra the publ. tr., I no longer think that the semen is identical to the “truth”
(rtam id) that immediately follows it in pada b. Instead I think this is a separate goal (of three) of
the verb furanyan: “they hastened to the fellowship of the maiden, to the semen, (and) to truth
itself.” In the immediately preceding vs. the Navagvas are speaking truth (s74m vadantah) and
their goal is the yoking of truth (s#dyuktim), namely (see comm. ad vs. 10 above) the use of their
spoken truth to open the cave. Here they seek the imprisoned maiden, the semen = soma for
Indra to use, and their own true song also to use in the opening of Vala.

The verb in this hemistich, furanyan, is generally taken as transitive (Gr, Old, Ge, HPS
[B+I 46], Re), but other forms of this stem (incl. in [.121.1), as well as the derived adj. furanyu-,
are intransitive (pace Re ad loc. and EVP XV.166), and I see no reason to impose a transitive
sense here. The verb is simply a more insistent rephrasing of agrman in the preceding vs. (10b),
with the same goal, kandyah sakhyam.

In the second hemistich, identical to 1.121.5, “your gleaming legacy” is again, surely, the
soma. The introduction of a 2nd sg. ze is surprising in our context, though it fits I.121.5 very
well: there Indra is addressed in the immed. preceding vs. (I.121.4), and the first pada of 5 begins
tubhyam, which anticipates fein c. Old believes that our hemistich has been mechanically
adapted from 1.121.5 and implies that we need not pay attention to the ze; HPS (46-47) by
contrast thinks that the abrupt introduction of a 2nd ps. reference to Indra in the context of the
Vala myth is not surprising, and I am in agreement (though not with the rest of his interpr.), esp.
because it’s likely that Indra (or his alter ego Brhaspati) is the unnamed speaker in the next vs.,



12b.

Indra’s “gleaming legacy” is, once again, the soma — and it is not, in my opinion,
something Indra has left behind, but rather what was left behind for him. As I remark ad X.132.3,
réknas- “is several times used of what we gain from the gods at the sacrifice (e.g., 1.31.5, 121.5,
VI1.20.7); in keeping with its etymology (from the root ric ‘leave’), it can be viewed as what was
‘left behind’ by the gods at the sacrifice.” In my view, in our verse the unnamed subjects of
dyajanta acquired the soma by their sacrifice, for the benefit of Indra. I think it likely that they
are the Navagvas.

Although the vs. remains very obscure, I feel I have a better handle on it than in the publ.
tr. and I would now substitute the following tr. for the one found there: “Right away they
hastened anew to the fellowship of the maiden, to semen [=soma], which was like a bounty,
(and) to truth itself -- / (the semen/soma), your blazing legacy, which they acquired through
sacrifice, (and) the milk of the ruddy one who gives sap as milk.”

X.61.12: This vs. appears to deal with the departure of the cows from the Vala cave and its
aftermath, and it introduces an unnamed single speaker (b), probably either Indra or Brhaspati, in
addition to the bards (kardvah c), who are surely the Navagvas we have been dealing with for
several vss. and who serve as the unnamed subjects of pada a. The vs. is hardly pellucid,
however, and once again I think that the publ. tr. has gone seriously astray — with
misinterpretations that I will attempt (no doubt not entirely successfully) to remedy here.

Our problems begin with the Samhita form v7yuta, which is multiply ambiguous. The Pp
reads viyuta, but viyutahis equally possible in this sandhi context. The latter would be the nom.
pl. m. of the past part. vi-yuta- ‘separated’ and agree with the subj. of injunc. budhdnta,
presumably the Navagvas. (Nom./acc. pl. fem. is also possible but probably contextually
excluded.) The former, viyuta, has two possible morphological analyses, as neut. pl. to the same
past part. (or fem. nom. sg., though this seems excluded contextually) or as loc. sg. to the #-stem
abstract viyuti- ‘separation’ (as in IV.7.7). All three possibilities have entered into the discussion.
In fact Old weighs all three (in order, -2 neut. pl. ppl., -£2h masc. pl. ppl., -faloc. sg. -ti-stem)
without making a decision. Gr. takes it as m. pl. ppl.; Lub lists it under the -#7-stem. But insofar
as there’s a standard view, it is as a neut. pl. — so Say., Ge, HPS (B+I 200) — an analysis that is
the hardest to fit into the passage, since it requires supplying a neut. pl. referent. All three just-
mentioned interpr. take the referent to be the place(s) where the cows were kept, for Ge and HPS
the fastnesses of the Vala cave, with Ge adducing the neut. pl. dcyuta ‘the immovable ones’ in
10c, referring to the walls/rocks of the cave. In Schmidt’s tr. “Als sie danach erkannten, dass (die
Festen) vom Vieh getrennt waren.” Though I originally took viyuta as the loc. to the -z-stem
(hard as that may be to get from the publ. tr.), I now think that the most likely interpr. is as the
masc. nom. pl., modifying the Navagvas, subjects of budhanta. They become concerned that the
cattle, departing from the cave, had also left them behind. The reassuring voice — and action — of
Indra/Brhaspati intervenes at that point.

I am somewhat disturbed by the sequence of tense between pada a, with an apparently
preterital injunctive budhdnta, and b, with present braviti. I suggest that this combination of
tenses is meant to remove this vs., which seems to depict the situation affer the opening of the
Vala cave, from the narrative of the besieging of the cave, which occupies vss. 10—11 and returns
in vs. 13. This perturbation of chronology is also signaled by pasca ‘afterwards’ in pada a.

Pada b also contains the problematic form vaktiri (read with short -7in Pp). The
morphological analysis of these -dri forms (e.g., kartari1.139.7, etariV.41.10=VI1.12.4) is



disputed; see also disc. ad V.41.10. Lanman (Noun infl. 426) considers them simply locatives to
the -far-agent noun with metrical lengthening. Old (ZDMG 55.302=KISch 761 and Noten ad
loc.) is inclined to follow the view that they are nom. sg., and he vigorously disputes the opinion
that they are locatives or locatival infinitives. AiG II1.205 (with considerable lit.) tentatively opts
for nom./acc. sg. neuter, though allowing the possibility of locative, while AiG I1.2.673
pronounces them “unerklirt ... bis jetzt.” Tichy (-zar- 59-60) takes them as locatives, but to
verbal abstracts. She tr. our passage “So spricht (Brhaspati), der beim Reden freigebig schenkt.”
Although in some instances her abstract value works reasonably well (see etdri
V.41.10=VI1.12.4), in others the agentive sense seems to be preserved. I would claim that for our
passage. Here vaktdriserves almost as an improper loc. absolute with the part. rdranah:
“bestowing (gifts) as he talked / when talking.” As for the long final -7of these forms, much as I
dislike the convenient invocation of metrical lengthening, Lanman does make a good case for the
metrical positions of the forms that show -7, and it may be that as their morphological identity
lost clarity, the integrity of their final was no longer guarded.

The 7#7in b seems to mark the following pada(s), ¢ and probably d, as direct speech.
There Indra/Brhaspati speaks of himself in the 3rd ps.

The publ. tr. of pada c suffers, I now think, from imposing a “moral” rather than material
sense on vasutva and dnehah. To begin with the first, the tr. ‘goodness’ for vasutvais misleading.
Though this stem (vasu-tva-) occurs only here, the extended stem vasu-tvana- is found 4x in the
RV, always in the sense of a mass of material goods. Esp. nice, because of the presence of voc.
vaso referring to Indra, is VIIL.1.6 ... vaso, vasutvanaya radhase “o you who are good for goods
and largesse,” where radhase anchors the phrase in a material context. There is no moral or
ethical nuance. In our passage the gen. vdsoh most likely refers to Indra/Brhaspati, as vasoin
VIII. 1.6 refers to Indra, and the phrase refers to Indra’s bestowal of a collection of material
goods: “by the mass/collectivity of goods of the good one.”

We must also re-evaluate the sense of anehds-. Throughout the publ. tr. I have generally
rendered this word as ‘faultless, blameless’, flg. EWA s.v. (and KEWA I11.656), based on a
suggestion of Hoffmann’s. Although I do not dispute KH’s etymology or assessment of the
general meaning, I think that, at least in English, the glosses I’ve used are misleadingly located
in the moral sphere. In a number of passages — incl., I’d claim, this one — the word falls into the
physical sphere, meaning ‘without defect, without flaw, without lack, wanting nothing’. The
word is seldom used of animate beings, the referents most likely to have a moral dimension —
only II1.9.1 (Agni), V.65.5 (we), VIIL.75.10 (Heaven and Earth), VIIL.18.5 (Adityas), X.61.22
(patrons, in our hymn; see below), as well as in our vs. Instead it applies a number of times to the
shelter or protection we pray the gods to extend to us (VI.50.3, VIII.18.21, prob. VIII.67.12,
31.12); what we want is shelter that is physically without gaps or weak spots, not shelter that is
morally blameless. Similar are the passages referring to paths (1.129.9, VI1.51.16=VII1.69.16);
again a path is probably morally neutral, but it should be physically without flaw, to allow easy
passage. The use of the adj. with “chariot” (VIII.22.2) falls in the same category. Verbal products
like mdantra- (1.40.6) and stiibh- ‘thythm’ (I11.51.3) could of course be ‘faultless’, but what is
more likely meant is that they are perfectly composed, without flaw. Although the usual
trajectory in semantic change is from the physical to the moral, it may be that this word went the
other way, partly encouraged by the rhyme form anenas- ‘without offense / transgression’.
When, in our passage, the bards are said to be anehah, the point, I now think, is that they lack
nothing, are in want of nothing, because Indra/Brhaspati bestowed gifts of goods upon them, in
fact probably the cows that had left the cave. The bards were at risk of suffering a materiallack,



but Indra/Brhaspati made it up to them. This statement in pada c follows on the gifting depicted
in pada b.

Our form aneha(h)is problematic for another reason: morphology. The stem is otherwise
an s-stem, but if aneha(h)belongs to this stem, it can only be a nom. singular. This is in fact how
Say. takes it, modifying Indra, the putative subject of the next pada. But not only does the pada
break intervene, but removing aneha(h) from pada c leaves the karavah with nothing to do: there
is no verbal or nominal predicate available to them. I'm afraid we must take it as a nonce nom.
pl. masc., as if to an -a-stem and chalk it up to the penchant of this poet for deforming
morphology.

The subj. of d is presumably the same as that of ¢, Indra/Brhaspati, and identical to the
referent of gen. vdsohin c. I would refine my tr. of the verb vivesti from ‘exert control over’, for
which I now see no evidence, to ‘toil/labor for’, as in VIIL.75.11 kuvit sii no gavistaye, dgne
samvésiso rayim “Surely you will toil for wealth for us, for our quest for cattle, o Agni.” The
point in that passage and this one is that the god labors to procure material gain for his
dependents.

The last major problem in the vs. is how to interpr. dpa ksu. The pada-final monosyllable
is concerning. Say. takes it as an abbreviation for maksi and Gr as a deriv. of V ghas ‘eat’, hence
‘food’. But the standard current view is that it derives from pasi- ‘cattle’; see EWA s.v. The
question is whether it should stand as an independent monosyllable. Ge considers it short for
ksumat and tr. “aus Vieh bestehende,” modifying drdavinam. Another, and to me more persuasive,
view is that it forms a cmpd with preceding dpa: * upaksi like puruksu, a view going back to
Ludwig and Bloomfield, rejected by Old, positively entertained by Re. This would also take care
of the problem posed by upa. The root V vis does not otherwise appear with the preverb upa,
though Gr creates the lexeme for just this passage, and it is positioned oddly for a preverb in
tmesis, neither adjoining a metrical boundary nor right after the verb. I therefore accept the
cmpd. interpr., which involves only the erasure of one accent in the Samhita text.

In the first hemistich note the echoic phrases beginning both padas: pasva ... pasca and iti
braviti. Note also that, assuming that ks is derived from pasii-, the vs. begins (pasva) and ends
(ksu) with forms of pasi-.

After this thoroughgoing rethinking of this vs., I would substitute the following translation:

When afterwards they became aware that they had been separated from the livestock, he
[=Brhaspati or Indra] speaks thus, bestowing (gifts) as he talked / while talking.

“By the goods of the good one the bards are lacking nothing. He labors for all movable
property, up to / including cattle.”

X.61.13: This is the last vs. of this section of the hymn, and in my opinion it (still) concerns the
besieging of the Vala cave — though there are some problems with this and it is not the standard
view (not that there really is a “standard” view). One of the reasons I consider this vs. a
continuation of the Vala narrative is the verb agman at the end of pada a, which matches agman
ending 10b, the first real vs. of the Vala narrative. The subjects in both cases are, in my view, the
Navagvas, and the verb match marks an internal ring.

As is well known, in the Vala myth Indra and his helpers (generally the Angirases, of
which the Dasagvas and the Navagvas [here] are subgroups) often open the cave by “sitting a
‘session’” (the ritual known later [already AV] as a sattrd); see, e.g., I11.31.9. The repetition of (-
Jsad- in a variety of forms hints at this ritual reference: parisadvanah ... sddanto narsadam. The
first two, in the nom. pl., refer to the Navagvas. The problem is narsadam, which is, in my



opinion, a red herring that has distorted the interpr. of this vs. This vrddhi stem is elsewhere a
patryonymic (‘son of Nrsad’) that seems to refer to Kanva in I.117.8, who is also identified as
“son of Nrsad” (kanvam nrsadah putram) in X.31.11. But Kanva is generally favorably viewed,
and if narsadam here is the obj. of bibhitsan ‘they desired to split’, he would seem to be an
enemy. This apparent contradiction has generated much, mostly fruitless, discussion, which I
will not reproduce here. I think a way out of the dilemma can be found if we 1) do not take
narsadi- as a PN (whether of Kanva or someone else) and 2) do not construe this acc. as obj. of
bibhitsan. A related stem nr-sddana- 1s used of ‘sitting(s) of men’, that is, ritual sessions, and I
now think that narsadam here falls in the same semantic sphere and that it’s the cognate acc. with
sddantah “sitting (a siege) like/related to a ‘session of men’.” In other words, the tactic the
Navagvas use to open the Vala cave both is and is like a (more benign) ritual session. This leaves
bibhitsan without an expressed object, but the object (Vala) is readily supplied fron context. I
take purii as I did in the publ. tr., as an acc. of extent of time, “for many (days).” In standard
Srauta ritual a saftrais 12 days or more. I would now emend the tr. of the first hemistich to “They
came just then as its besiegers; sitting (a siege) like/related to a ‘session of men’ for many (days),
they strove to split (Vala).”

Although the Vala myth and the Susna myth tend to be independent, the two are
intertwined in I.121, the Kaksivant hymn that has clear connections to this one (see comm. above
ad vs. 11). In 1.121.10 we have Susna associatedwith something sigrathitam ‘well-knotted’, like
Susnasya samgrathitam here.

As Ge (n. 13¢) (vi) V vidis used several times of discovering and disclosing the mdrman-
‘vulnerable spot’ of an enemy, and that must be what’s meant here. In [.121.10 it is Susna’s ojas-
‘power’ that is ‘well-knotted’ (sugrathitam).

X.61.14-15: The opening of the Vala cave and the vanquishing of Susna having apparently been
accomplished in the preceding vs., the hymn now (re)turns to the sacrifice, where the ASvins are
welcomed in vs. 15. The ASvins are of course associated with the Dawn sacrifice, so the Dawn
thread that runs through this hymn is continued.

X.61.14: With Old, I interpr. the two uf4’s in a and c as connecting the two naming constructions
in a and c, rather than seeing each as internally conjoining pieces of its pada (as in KH Aufs. 19:
“Dessen Name ‘Glanz’ ist und an dessen dreifachen Sitz sich die Gotter ... Agni ist dessen Name
und Jatavedas” [my underline]). Ge takes the first uzd as ‘auch’ and the second as conjoining
agnih and jatdvedah, but given that they take identical positions in their respective padas (after
#X ha nama), they ought to have parallel functions. The two utd are oddly positioned for what I
see as their function, but that seems a minor problem in this hymn.

X.61.15: The ASvins are called rudra a number of times (e.g., [.158.1); what exactly this is meant
to convey I do not know. Although the presence of the rare vrddhi stem raudra- (RV 3x) twice in
this hymn (also vs. 1, modifying brdahma) is suggestive, esp. with girtdye (b) echoing girtdvaca
(1a), I do not think that there is a strong conceptual link between the two occurrences. For the
one in vs. 1, see disc. ad loc.

arcimanta, rendered ‘who possess the chant’ in the publ. tr., can also mean ‘possessing
rays/beams’ (Ge “strahlend”),, and both are probably meant. The ‘ray/beam’ reading would of
course be appropriate to their connection with the Dawn sacrifice.

Ge supplies a nom. subj. “ich” for the infinitival ydjadhyai (‘... will ich ... verehren”), on



the basis of parallelism with 1.122.4 (adduced by Old; see Ge n. 15ab), which has a nominative
subject. His parallel is drawn from the Kaksivant hymn immediately following Kaksivant’s
I.121, which shows important points of contact with our hymn (see above). Nonetheless I see no
reason to supply an extraneous subject here, since the infinitive(s) can easily be taken as passive.

I take gartdye as a dative (pseudo-)infinitive parallel to ydjadhyai, Ge, by contrast, takes
it as a separate dative expression “um mir Beifall zu erwerben.” Although there are no other
dative forms to garti- to support its infinitival status here, it appears parallel to yajaa- in IX.105.1
... yajiaih ... gartibhih, which suggests the connection. And it is worth noting that gir#i- in its
other three occurrences is something originating from men and destined for the gods, not, as Ge
has it, something a mortal might acquire for himself. The part.
rdrana picks up raranahin 12b, used of Indra/Brhaspati distributing gifts, probably cows, to the
Navagvas. The myth provides the model for the ritual.

X.61.16—-19: On my interpr. of these much disputed verses, which differs substantially from
those of Old and Ge, see the publ. intro. I am not at all certain that I am right, but am tolerably
certain that Old and Ge are not.

X.61.16: As indicated in the publ. intro., I take this vs. as relatively conventional praise of his
royal patron by the poet of the hymn — praise that he will soon qualify. The near-deictic aydm
that opens the vs. suggests that the person in question is present at the sacrifice, which favors my
interpr. that it is poet’s patron and the sacrificer (ydsta 17a), the sponsor of the ritual.

Ge (n. 16b) takes pada b as a “schones Bild” — the subject overcomes all obstacles
through his own power (‘being/creating his own bridge’: svdsetul). Ge is no doubt correct, but I
think that crossing the river is meant not only metaphorically but literally, referring to the Aryas’
winning of new territory by crossing the boundary rivers, a feat also often attributed to Indra as
leader. Here the king would be assimilated to Indra.

Ge (n. 16¢) thinks the king makes Kaksivant and Agni both tremble because, as vipras
themselves, they fear that the king/ vipra will out-perform them poetically. I think the point is
rather that he inspires them to create poetry praising him, and poetic inspiration as often sets the
poet atremble (as the word vipra- indicates). In my view Kaksivant is either the poet of this hymn
or, perhaps more likely, the poet identifies himself with Kaksivant and has adopted some of his
lines, as we saw above.

On raghudri as probably not a root-noun cmpd see Scar 243—44, though see his
somewhat different opinion p. 226 n. 309.

X.61.17: As I discussed in the publ. intro., I think that the poet follows his praise of his royal
patron in vs. 16 by cutting him down to size. Specifically, he hints that the king is not producing
the gifts due to the poet and ritualists, even while the poet himself is doing his job by roping in
(almost literally) the gods Mitra, Varuna, and Aryaman. The poet’s description of his successful
attraction of the gods in cd is close to menacing.

As I'said in the publ. intro., I think dvibandhu- means that the king is related to both gods
and men—or thinks he is. It is this term that set both Old and Ge to constructing an elaborate
backstory and family tree, and I do not think it should bear that weight Old and Ge put on it.

The agent noun ydstar- ‘sacrificer’ in my opinion refers to the same figure as the
technical term ydjamana-, namely the sponsor of the sacrifice, not a priest. It is not clear that
Yydjamana- has entirely acquired its technical meaning in the RV.



The “sap-yielding milk-cow” (sabardhum dhenum) echoes the sabardiighayah of vs. 11,
which we identified as the Dawn in the form of a cow, confined in the Vala cave. Despite her
circumstances, she produced milk (pdyah). Here I think the poet is indicating that a cow (or
“cow”) assimilated to the sap-yielding cow in vs. 11 is available for the sacrificer to milk. The
cow may be the Daksina cow herself, the source of the necessary priestly gifts for the poet and
other ritual personnel. Though she potentially yields “sap,” she has not yet given birth (i.e., she
has not produced the gifts), and it is the sacrificer/king’s job to milk her. This ritual task harkens
back to the mythological depiction of the Navagvas coming to the Vala cave and, though lacking
the Daksina, seeking to milk the cave (vs. 10). They seem to have been successful (vs. 11), a
good model for the king’s activity here.

In the 2nd hemistich the poet is properly performing his task. Ge (n. 17¢c, flg. Say.) takes
the verb vi73j€ as a 3rd ps., but there’s no reason to impose an anomalous morphological analysis
on it, when the morphologically proper Ist ps. works better in context. As I said above, there is
something faintly threatening about the poet’s account of what he does: he “enmeshes” (sdm ...
vrijé) Mitra and Varuna with his hymns. Verbal forms of the lexeme sdm V vij are found only
twice in the RV; in the other occurrence (VII.3.4) it refers to Agni’s encircling / encompassing
food with his jaws. The noun samvdrga- (VII1.75.12, X.43.5) is used of booty or winnings that
has been completely encompassed and acquired; the root noun samviy- (11.12.3.) is used of the
winner who does the encompassing. In all these passages there is a sense of dominance, which I
think is also found here: the gods have been captured by the poet’s hymns, perforce.

But the hymns also act as protective defenses, varathaih, for all those within them,
including those same gods, so that the hint of menace is countered by the positive protective
association of vdratha-, which always has the sense of a protective defense, sometimes found
with Sdrman- ‘shelter’ (IV.55.4) and chardis- ‘id.’. For the association of varatha- with verbal
products, cf. VIII.101.5 varathyam ... chandyam vica stotram ““a speech, a pleasurable,
protective praise-song” and VIII.67.3 ukthyam vdratham ‘protection worthy of hymns’.

I would now no longer separate Mitra-Varuna in ¢ from Aryaman in d and construe each
with a different instr. and would therefore emend the tr. to “when I enmesh Mitra, Varuna, and
Aryman with hymns (that are) preeminent defenses.

X.61.18: On my general interpr. of this vs., which is taken very differently by others, see the
publ. intro. As I say there, I take the subj. of this vs., the sarih (patron), to be the same as the
king in vs. 16 and the sacrificer/sponsor in vs. 17. The adj. tddbandhuh opening the vs. aligns the
subj. with the dvibandhuh of 17a. Ge (n. 18a) suggests rather that the subject here is a relative of
the ydstar- in 17.

This leads us to the question of the referent of fe. For Ge, it’s Agni—also Re, flg. Gonda;
further HPS, 47-48; see also Scar 253-54. They also take ze as an improper locative (e.g., Ge
“auf dich im Himmel”). Citing the fein 11c and the voc. indrain 15b, Old tentatively suggests
Indra. I suggest instead that it is the poet and that the zeis a gen. dependent on dhiyam in the
cmpd.: “setting your insight in heaven.” The patron is dispatching the poet’s own dhito heaven
as part of his sacrificial offering. My suggestion poses several problems. First, by my interpr. the
poet was the 1st person speaker of the previous hemistich (17cd), and so we must switch to a 3rd
ps. narrator addressing the poet. in the 2nd ps. I can point to numerous abrupt changes of person
in the RV in support, but I am still uneasy with this particular one. Further, it is not usually the
patron’s task (or privilege) to manipulate or physically position the verbal offerings in the
sacrifice, but rather the poet-creators. The referents of this cmpd dhiyam-dha- in 1.67.4 and



IV.45.4 appear to be the poets themselves — though as Scar points out, the referents of other
occurrences are different and the meaning of the compound “schwankt je nach
Kontext.”Moreover there are other passages in which the patrons do seem to provide the motive
power to the poet’s productions. See, e.g., 1.77.4 ... yé maghdvanah ... isdyanta mdanma ‘“‘our
benefactors who propel our prayers at length.” As many times elsewhere in the interpr. of this
hymn, I am uncertain about my own choices, but fairly sure that the ones prevalent in the lit. are
less justified. In any case the publ. tr. would be easier to interpr. if I had identified the referent,
however.

The word nibhanédistha- is taken by most as a PN, and that may be one of its values
here. But I think its full lexical sense, ‘nearest to the navel’, is in use here — and as a pun. On the
one hand, nabhi- ‘navel’ is often used for the physical focal point of the sacrifice, namely Agni
(as in VI.7.4 nabhim yajianam). When the patron is described / describes himself as
nabhanédistha- he is accorded or claiming the preeminent position on the ritual ground, beside
the ritual fire. On the other, as disc. in the publ. intro., nabhi- ““is a standard metaphor for origin
and close kinship (especially the point of origin of two disparate groups).” This same patron is
credited in 17a with two lineages (dvibandhu-), presumably both divine and human, and “nearest
to the navel” would situate him high up the family tree of both, close to the point of bifurcation.

It is the latter sense of nabhanedistha- that prompts the patron’s speech in cd, which again
I interpr. quite differently from others. Ge thinks the s2 opening the hemistich refers to Agni; it
would be feminine by attraction to fem. nabhi-. (This exact attraction is, admittedly, found in
X.10.4 [see comm. ad loc.].) I take pada c as a disjunctive question (again unlike others): the
patron is asking, in a bit of shorthand, whether his navel is higher than “his” or vice versa, that is,
in my view, whether he is closer to the top of the tree of lineage than someone else. The someone
else (asyd) is Agni; with this identification I am in agreement with HPS, though not Ge, who
thinks it’s the zdd of tadbandhu- in pada a. Note that asyd is accented, though pronominal. This
may be because its referent is new to the discourse (which might exclude ze as referring to Agni
in pada a) or because it is initial in the second half of the disjunctive question.

In d the patron provides the (rather flimsy) evidence for his claim to the higher position:
he has a defined place (“the so-many-eth”) in the line of descent. “That one” is presumably the
originator of the line.

To make the tr. more intelligible, I would now change the first hemistich to “Setting your
[=poet’s] insight in heaven, the patron whose lineage this is, the one “nearest to the navel,”
murmurs as he quests.”

X.61.19: In this vs., responsive to 18, Agni is the speaker (here I am happily in agreement with
most interpr.), and he decisively refutes the patron’s boasts. Interestingly he does so by claiming
both senses of nabha- in nabhanedistha- (see above). On the one hand, in the first pada he
emphatically gestures towards the ndbhi- on the ritual ground: “here is my navel, here is my
seat” — namely the fireplace where Agni is situated during the sacrifice. But in the rest of the vs.
he claims both the first birth (prathamaja(h)), putting him higher than his interlocutor, and also
double birth (dvija(h)), responding to the other’s claim of two lineages (dvibandhu- 17a). And of
course Agni is both a god and thus divine by nature and kindled by men, thus, by the mechanism
of his creation, part of the mortal lineage. For the former, note “these gods here are mine” (imé
me devah), which, as Ge points out (n. 19d), picks up 14a referring to Agni: yadsya devah ‘“to
whom the gods belong.”

We must assume that Agni is proclaiming all of this in the here-and-now, on the ritual



ground: the annunciatory initial near-deictics are insistent: #7ydm ... ihd ..., imé€ ... ayam ... | ...,
idam ...

The referent of idam, the milk of the cow as she was being born, isn’t clear. Ge tr. “dieses
All”; Klein (DGRYV 1I.118 “creation” (supplying bhuvanam). Similarly to Klein, I tentatively
supply “world” (rather than the “earth” of the publ. tr.). I now think it probably refers both to the
world and all its trappings, and also to the ritual ground right here — which, in some sense, are the
same: the ritual ground as the microsmic representation of the universe. Who the cow is, in this
instance, I won’t venture to speculate — there have been (and will be) more than enough cows in
this hymn.

X.61.20-24: The spat between the sacrificial patron and Agni having been decisively settled in
Agni’s favor, we now turn to the Dawn sacrifice in the five following vss. (20-24). Each begins
with ddha and each (loosely) treats a different divine figure or figures at the sacrifice (though the
patron is not absent), starting and ending with Agni (20, 24). The sacrifice in these vss. is
properly conducted, in contrast to the difficulties that beset other sacrifices alluded to in the
hymn.

X.61.20: I tr. arati- ‘spoked wheel’, rather than the ‘chariot’ favored by Th (Unters. 35) for this
passage, because Agni’s circular appearance seems always a prominent feature when he is called
arati- elsewhere. However, since the arati- is described both as ‘unhitching’ (dva syati) and
‘having a double track’ (dvivartanih), it’s an example of pars pro toto — wheel for chariot. The
‘unhitching’ presumably refers to placing the ritual fire in the hearth, in particular to conveying
the fire taken out from the Garhapatya to the Ahavaniya and settling it there. As Th already
suggested (see also Scar [609 n. 873]), the “double track” refers to the course that leads to the
gods in heaven and back again.

For asu the publ. tr. supplies ‘clans’, flg. Old (flg. Ludwig) and Ge. (adopted by Scar).
This interpr. can be justified with ref. to 15d viksu yajyi “the two that seek sacrifice among the
clans.” However, I am now not certain that it is correct; it could alternatively refer to the cows
that are a constant presence in this hymn and will be the focus of the next vs.

Re appositely adduces VI.12.3 aratir vanerat the spoked wheel (of the sacrifice), the ruler
in the wood” as parallel to our aratih ... vanesat -- with thyming root noun finals, though the
underlying roots, Vraj and V sah, are quite differently shaped.

Re suggests that the nonce phrase s7sur dan “child of the house’ is based on the formula
patir dan ‘lord of the house’ (5x, mostly at pada end). The child is of course Agni, just after
kindling, and pada d depicts his mother (one of the kindling sticks, presumably) giving birth to
him, “grown strong with kindness” or, after the comm. ad V.87.4, “with kind attention,”
probably of the maternal variety.

X.61.21: In my view this vs. concerns the distribution of the Daksinas at the Dawn sacrifice. The
Daksina, esp. the lack of one, has been a regular preoccupation of the hymn; see vss. 8 and 10
and my interpr. of 17. But here, in this well-ordered sacrifice, they are properly distributed. The
“cows of the maiden” — with Ge I take kanaya(h) with gava(h), not with dpamatim as Old does —
can also refer to the light of dawn, as so often, but I think the Gift-cows are the primary referents.
Contra Klein (DGRYV 1I.118) I do not think the cows refer to the flames of Agni.

On dpamati- see comm. ad VIIL.40.9. The “someone swollen (with wealth)” (Svantdsya
kdsya cit) 1s, in my view, the patron, who is (/may be) then addressed directly in the 2nd



hemistich.

It is not entirely clear who the 2nd ps. addressee in c is. Ge seems to favor Agni, and this
is possible. Re points out that sudravinah is addressed to Agni in 1.94.15. However, dravina-
figured earlier in the hymn, in vs. 12. Like our vs. that vs. describes the departure of Dawn’s
cows, and in that vs. (at least by my interpr.) Indra has control over them, as “moveable
property” (dravinam), which — crucially — he distributes to the bards. Thus Indra serves in that
vs. as the model of a patron bestowing Daksinas, and here I think the voc. sudravinah is
addressed to the human patron at this sacrifice, distributor of Daksinas, who has been the subject
of the middle part of the hymn. The connection between them is, again in my opinion, signalled
by the pada-final s-aor. injunctive yat, in imperatival function, which picks up the agent noun
yasta at the end of 17a. Both of these are unusual forms: ydstar- is found only twice in the RV,
while injunc. yaris found only here in all of Skt. (though the augmented ayaris somewhat more
common). As Narten points out (Sig-aor. 200), it substitutes here for the very common si-impv.
ydksr; it therefore seems to have been chosen to send a particular message, which, I think, is the
connection with the agent noun ydstain vs. 17, tied together by their superficially deviant
phonology.

With Ge (and tentatively Old), I take vavrdhe as 1st ps., with the poet as subject. This is
as close to a danastuti as he is willing to come.

The name ASvaghna, lit. ‘son/descendent of a horse-slayer’, is found only here and is a
curious piece of nomenclature. It may refer to the performance of an ASvamedha by an
illustrious ancestor of the current patron. I also wonder if it’s not a sly pun on the gambling term
*Svaghna- ‘dog-killing (throw)’, found in svaghnin-, a term for a successful gambler. Is the poet
subtly implying that his patron owes his wealth to risky speculation?

X.61.22: Both Indra, as the model of a patron, and the patrons themselves return here.

The accent on viddhiis unexpected. Old suggests that it might be for emphasis; Ge
supplies the impv. “(komm)” before it, presumably to allow viddhrto open a new clause. My tr.,
with a dash after “Indra,” is meant to suggest that ddha tvam indra “And now you, Indra”
strongly signals a referent shift and can be taken as its own quasi-clause.

I would now render viddhiby “come to know, take note,” rather than the misleading
stative “know.” The point is that we will come into Indra’s ken, so he will be prompted to give
us wealth.

On the phrase maho rayé see comm. ad IV.31.11. The tr. here should be modified to
“greatly for wealth.”

The adj. anehasah in d is morphologically ambiguous: it can be an acc. pl. modifying the
patrons in pada c (so Gr) or a gen. sg. modifying fe. Although the pada boundary separates it
from the patrons and, in fact, c is a repeated pada (=1.54.11c), I favor the acc. pl. On anehds- see
comm. ad vs. 12 above, where I argue that the word refers to the absence of a material lack rather
than a moral one. Here I think the point is that the patrons want for nothing and therefore can
afford to be especially generous to us. I would therefore alter the tr. to “our blameless patrons
who lack nothng ...” If the gen. sg. reading is preferred, it could indicate that Indra, the model
patron, lacks nothing. In fact, both readings may be simultaneously meant.

X.61.23: Note that pada-final gavistau picks up abhistau in the previous pada (22d) and
anticipates pustau and satau in 24 (a and d), all also pada-final.
The referents in this vs. are quite unclear. Let us begin with dual voc. rgjana. There are



two (or possibly three) candidates. Ge seems to think that it refers to earthly kings, but this seems
quite unlikely, since rdjan- is not used very often for mortal rulers. The two divine pairs in
contention are Mitra and Varuna (so Say.) or the ASvins (so Re, tentatively). Old vacillates
between Mitra and Varuna and earthly kings. Both M+V and the ASvins have already appeared
in the hymn — the former in vs. 17, the latter in vs. 4 — and there are arguments in favor of each.
The strongest support for M+V is that dual forms of r3jan- almost invariably refer to them, with
the exception (in my view) of X.39.11 (see comm. there). On the other hand, the Asvins fit better
in a Dawn sacrifice context than M+V do. Moreover, the rare adj. saranyu- ‘hastening’ reminds
us that the fem. of this stem, saranyii-, is identified as the female who bore (/carried) the ASvins
in the very obscure passage in X.17.2. The use of the adj. here might be meant to conjure up this
association. In the end I find it difficult to decide, likewise in vs. 25, but am tolerably sure that a
divine pair is at issue.

Then there is the question of the subject of sdrafin b, modified by the adj. pair saranyih
... jaranyuh, the identity of the dearest vipra (viprah présthah) in c, and whether the referents in b
and c are the same. My tentative answer is that the referents are the same and point to Agni,
although this is by no means certain. In favor of this identification is the fact that in the following
vs. (24cd) the same referent is characterized both as saranyu- and as a vipra-.

The pada-initial sdratechoes the same form at the beginning of 8c, whose subject is
Dawn. It is tempting to invoke her here as well, but the clear masc. adjectives (esp. since fem.
saranyi-is attested elsewhere) make that difficult. Another possibility is that the subj. of sdratis
Soma, who is elsewhere sometimes the subj. of that verb (e.g., IX.62.16), in which case I would
say that the subject switches to Agni in ¢ — though given the evidence adduced above from vs.
24, 1 consider this significantly less likely. The identification is made all the more difficult
because pada b provides no clear cues. The adj. saranyui- essentially doubles the verb; the hapax
Jaranyu-, obviously modeled on saranyu-, could equally well belong to ‘age’, ‘sing’, or ‘awaken’.
I have opted for the last (so also Ge, Old tentatively, JSK DGRV II.118) because of my belief
that the hymn is really about the Dawn sacrifice, but ‘sing’ is represented by Say., Gr, and Re,
inter alia, and a case could be made also for ‘age’.

There is a tendency to interpr. dat. kardve as goal with sdrat (e.g., Ge “zum Singer eilt”),
but datives should not be straight goals of motion. I think rather that kardve ultimately is the
beneficiary of the actions in cd — Agni’s aid and protection for the bard’s patrons, which will
ultimately benefit the bard himself.

Agni as vipra- is well attested elsewhere.

X.61.24: This is the last of the ddha verses. Several items of vocabulary get recycled here —
saranyu- (c), vipra- (d) — but the vs. is confusingly structured.

No doubt the boldest part of my interpr. has to do with pada b. In this pada we singers
explicitly “beg” (imahe) for something, but the rest of the vs. is not phrased as a request (though
so tr., e.g., by Ge, JSK DGRV II.118). There are no modals; the only finite verb is the indicative
asi. It is therefore hard to see cd as directly continuing b. I suggest that the request in b is
postponed until the final vs. (27), with the intervening material establishing the right to have
these requests fulfilled (though quite obscurely). Note that the end of our b pada, t4d & nu, is
matched by the beginning of 27, 4 a su, which picks up 24b and provides the link to the actual
request. Vs. 27 also contains the (likely) modal bAdta and so is phrased as a request.

As for the structure of the rest (removing b from consideration), I think it is framed by
two locatival phrases, joined by ca: ... asya jényasya pustau (a) ... srdvasas ca satau (d). In



between the addressee is characterized, perhaps parenthetially, by two phrases, also conjoined by
ca. saranyur asya sunur asvo, vipras casi. (Note that this ca precedes the one that conjoins the
locatives of a and d and that the two ca’s do not interact by my interp. [but see JSK DGRV II.116
for a contrary opinion].) The locative phrases, particularly the first, establish the setting of the
request in b as the ritual. I take asya jényasya (“of him who is well-born”) to refer to Agni:
Jénya-is several times used of Agni (e.g., 1.71.4) (on jénya- in general, see comm. ad 1.128.7).
His “thriving” (pustad) 1s the successful kindling of the ritual fire. As for the other loc., “at the
winning of fame,” I think this may refer to the poet’s role in the production and conferral of fame
on the gods, the patron, and himself.

This leaves ¢ and the first half of d, “you, his son, are a hastening horse and an inspired
poet,” which I take as essentially parenthetical. What is the referent of “his” and what of “you”
(implicit in asi)? I suggest (though tentatively) that “his” refers to Agni, also found in asya
Jényasyain pada a, and the referent of ““you” is the poet himself — with the poet addressing
himself in the 2nd ps. The strongest evidence for this comes from the immed. preceding vs., 23,
where, by my interpr. anyway, “the hastening one” (saranyu-) and the inspired poet ( vipra-) both
refer to Agni. Here we have the same two words, predicated of an unidentified 2nd sg. addressee,
who is also identified as “his son” — and therefore presumably shares Agni’s characteristics. This
identification of Agni and the poet is the necessary preliminary to the next two vss., in which I
believe that the unidentified subject is both Agni and the poet. I realize that this interpr. is quite a
stretch, for it assumes that the poet is both participating in the plural “we” of the request in b and
addressing himself in the 2nd sg. Such things are not impossible in RVic discourse (see my
“Poetic Self Reference,” Fs. Skjaerve 2005) but in a hymn this obscure it adds significant
complications that can’t be established with certainty.

X.61.25-26: As indicated in the publ. intro. as well as just above, I think that the unidentified
subject of these vss. 1s Agni=poet, and the poet is establishing his noble lineage and right to the
favor of the gods. The syntax of these vss. is clotted and almost impossible to follow: 25 and 26a
and part of 26b form a single sentence, with the main clause in 26, which is preceded by the
various dependent clauses in 25, seeming almost to constitute a series of false starts.

X.61.25: As was just noted, the syntax of this vs. is an intricate puzzle — or, to be more
straightforward, a mess. I take the whole as an “if” clause, introduced by ydd; in pada a, which
has two parallel verbs, jujuséin b and dasatin d. Interrupting this “if”” clause are two interrelated
dative phrases in ab (yuvoh ... sakhyaya and asmé sardhaya) and a parenthetical / embedded rel.
clause (c and 1st half of d) introduced by yasmin, which refers to the subject of the verbs in the
“if”” clause. There are multiple ways to interpret the vs. (see esp. Old’s disc.), which deviate
markedly from mine in the overall construal, in the identification of the referents, in the analysis
of the morphology, not to mention the purport of it all. I will not attempt to treat them, but
concentrate on my own. I think the point of the vs. is that if Agni=poet is doing his ritual job for
the sake of communion with the gods (pada a) and the exchange of praise and material goods (d),
then (in vs. 26) he is praised and seen to be “of good lineage,” and he properly conducts the
ritual.

The reference of dual yuvohis much disputed. I think it must be the same two as the
1ajanain 23 (q.v.), namely the ASvins or Mitra and Varuna. See the standard treatments for other
suggestions. In any case I think they are stand-ins for the gods in general, with whom we wish to
establish communion by the sacrifice. As for “us, the troop” (asmé sardhaya), I assume these are



the same “we” who made the request in 24b, namely the group of poets and ritual performers. I
should note, though not pursue, that most interpr. take asmé and sardhaya independently, with
the latter referring to the troop of Maruts.

Jujusé: contra Ge, but with Say., Gr, Old, and Re, I take this as a 3rd sg., not 1st sg. With
Agni as subj., this means that he likes the praise given him; with the poet as subj., that he feels he
has produced a good hymn.

The rel. cl. of ¢ expands on the notion of the praise-hymn conferred or produced in b: in
fact, it’s not a single praise-hymn, but hymns found in all places that converge on him. That is,
Agni receives praises from all over; the poet is a hub of poetic inspiration. The point of the
relative clause is clarified by the simile found at the beginning of d: the hymns reach their
destination along many different routes.

The easiest part of the vs. is the simple second VP dasat sianrtaya at the end. I take disat
as a 3rd sg. injunc., which is accented because it still belongs to the “if”” clause (and also because
it begins a new clausette within that clause) — though others consider it a participle.

X.61.26: Here the good ritual work performed by the subject in vs. 25 is rewarded: he is “sung
by the waters” and has the gods on his side. Moreover he is “of good lineage” — the 777 seems
intended to mark subdndhuh as a title bestowed on him. This is the lineage that his patron was
aiming at and failed to achieve in vss. 17-19; note the term -bandhu-in 17-18.

I do not understand why he is hymned/sung by the waters (grnano adbhih). It is true that
waters are often considered to be noisy, but I assume there is a further ritual reference here.

With Old and Ge, I take the instr. phrase ndmasa suktaif in b with the clause in pada c,
parallel to ukthair vacobhih.

With Old and Re (but contra Ge), I supply an obj. for vardhat. As Re points out, this
would otherwise be the only intrans./reflex. form of the well-attested act. stem vardhati.

The brief clause at the end of ¢, 4 A7 nianam, lit. “for now here,” lacks both nominal and
verbal forms. I think it refers to the accomplishment of the ritual. I supply “he has” and take 4 as
standing for “arrived.” This interpr. follows Ge’s, and it could refer to Agni/the poet. Or simply
be the equivalent of “voila.” In fact, given that the next vs. refers to the departing gods, the latter
seems more likely — indicating that the ritual has been achieved — is at a successful end.

That clause is further amplified by d, which in my opinion simply means that the ritual,
the ceremonial “course” (ddhvan- for adhvara-) that the hymn has traversed, starts from the
Dawn, from the “milk,” that is, the milky light at dawn, which is nicely contrasted with the ruddy
color of Dawn herself. (See the same phrase pdya usriyayahin vs. 11.)

X.61.27: With the end of the ritual proper (and the end of the tortured verbal path that led us
there), the poet can now express his request with relative simplicity. (See 27b for the initiation of
the request.)

The distracted phrase mahah ... atdye should not have been rendered “for great help,”
but, like maho rayéin 22, “greatly for help.”

X.62 All Gods

On the structure of this hymn and my disagreements with previous treatments, esp. Ge’s,
see the publ. intro. For a complete tr. and disc., see also HPS, B+I 193-99. Its relative simplicity
is a considerable relief after X.61. The hymn is metrically quite varied, with six different meters
represented in its eleven vss.: the first four are in Jagati, three others (5, 8, 9) in Anustubh, but



the other four meters are found once each (Brhatt 6, Satobrhati 7, Gayatr1 10, Tristubh 11).

X.62.1-4: The four Jagati vss. are also united by a refrain in the d padas and very parallel
constructions in the ¢ padas.

X.62.1: The Daksina was of course a preoccupation of X.61 as well, and the achievement of
companionship / fellowship (sakhy4-) was the aim in X.61.25. Although the Angirases are of
course gods and associates of Indra, in this vs. they seem to be acting as if in the role of mortal
sacrificers vis-a-vis Indra, exchanging the sacrifice and the Daksina for Indra’s fellowship and
immortality. For the Angirases’ attainment of immortality see also X.92.3.

I do not know why “anointed” (sdmaktah) is used here. Schmidt (193) suggests that it
expresses the marriage-like (ehedhnlich) relationship between the Angirases and Indra, based on
some comments on s4m V afjin this vs. by Re , but this seems farfeteched.

The ¢ padas of 14 have the structure X [ABSTRACT NOUN] arigiraso vo astu “Let there be
X for you, 0 A’s.” Our c begins with the dat. prn. /€bhyah, which ordinarily has 3rd ps. ref. Here,
however, I think it doubles the va# later in the pada and therefore has 2nd ps. ref. — like the
common nom. phrase sd tvam (see my 1992 “sa figé€”). I suggest that it’s used here to anchor the
case value of dative for the multivalent enclitic vaA. Once the structure of this pada was
established in that way, the subsequent ¢ padas needed no such help.

Since Ge believes that the speaker is the Manava named in the refrain, he supplies “me”
as the primary obj. of prati grbhnita (so also HPS), but since I think Manava is related to the
poet’s patron (see publ. intro. and vss. 8 and 11), I do not follow him. I think rather that the poet
is commending his patron to the Angirases.

X.62.2: The signature deed of the Angirases: the splitting of the Vala cave and release of the
cows. The signature verb of the release is often #d vV aj, as here.

Properly speaking, dirghayutvam is an abstract meaning literally “long-life-ness,” but no
non-awkward English equivalent comes to mind.

X.62.3: As noted in the publ. intro., this set of deeds is more appropriate to Indra than the
Angirases.

As in 2¢, we have an nominal abstract that does not go easily into English: good-
offspring-ness. The form suprajastva- is somewhat oddly formed; assuming it’s based on
(su)praja-, the -s before the abstract suffix is intrusive and seems to be based on a case form,
probably nom. sg. -prajas, though opinions differ. See Scar (143), who doesn’t pronounce on it
but gives clashing reff. to AiG. It is notable that the s makes an already over-heavy syllable *a-
tv-even heavier.

X.62.4: The first three vss. of this quartet (vss. 1-4) have the same structure in the first
hemistich: a relative clause introduced by yé treating the past deeds of the Angirases. In vs. 1 this
rel. cl. has 2nd ps. ref. (2nd pl. pf. anasa) matching the 2nd pl. in cd; in the other two the 3rd ps.
of the rel. cl. in ab gives way to 2nd ps. in cd with the same referents. Here in the final vs. the
structure and temporal reference of ab change abruptly. The opening aydm ‘this one here’ signals
that the time is the here-and-now, as well as switching the referent to the singular: the subject can
no longer be the Angirases of long ago.

The interpr. of this vs. has been muddied by the assumption that ndbhais a short version



of the PN Nabhanedistha, the supposed poet of X.61-62; both Ge and HPS (p. 193) tr. “in der
Sippe” (in the clan) and suggest it’s a word play on the name (and therefore presumably on the
lineage). But I think it simply refers to the fireplace on the ritual ground, as it does (in my view)
in X.61.19 (g.v.). In this interpr. aydm “this one here” refers to the priest/poet, speaking at the
sacrificial hearth.

What “in the house” refers to, I’m not certain — it could be a shorthand reference to the
ritual ground as Agni’s house, of which he is lord (the title grfdpati- almost exclusively refers to
Agni in the RV). Or it could be referring to a more intimate sacrifice than most, performed in the
family household, a grhya ritual avant la lettre, in this period that predates the Grhya / Srauta
ritual split.

Because of the voc. accent, dévaputrah can be either a bahuvrihi ‘having gods as sons’
(<devd-putra-) or tatpurusa ‘sons of the god(s)’ (<deva-putrd-). Gr assigns it to the former,
though allowing the possibility of the latter. Ge and HPS take it as the latter, “Gottersohne.” In
the publ. tr. I opted for the bahuvrihi because it is securely attested in the RV and elsewhere in
Vedic, whereas the tatpurusa is not found in Vedic at all (unless here), as far as I can tell.
However, I now feel I was wrong, on grounds of sense. The Angirases are not known as the
fathers of other divinities, but are several times called “sons of heaven”: divas putrasah
(II1.53.7=nearby X.67.2, IV.2.15). Since the tatpurusa would have been simple to create (see
rajaputrd-, e.g.), I would now change the tr. to “sons of the god(s).” Note that the next vs. (5)
presents them as sons of Agni, the (sg.) Angiras, and that vs. 6 gives both Agni and Heaven as
progenitors.

X.62.5-6: These two vss. form a pair, mostly repeating the same information or variation thereon
and amplifying 4b. It is not clear to me why this duplication was deemed necessary. It is almost
as though the poet was considering two different versions, in different meters, and failed to prune
one of them.

X.62.7: The first hemistich repeats the motif of the Angirases, here along with Indra, releasing
the Vala cows. Curiously it is not only cows but horses (vrajam gomantam asvinam); the latter
are not ordinarily associated with the Vala myth elsewhere, and it is not immediately clear to me
why they are found here (but see vs. 8 below). The same pada is found in X.25.5, not in a Vala
context, where Soma is urged to release the animals from their pen. Here I would suggest that the
action portrayed provides a transition from the Vala myth to the poet’s current desire for
recompense, and he wants horses as well as cows. The mixture of myth and the here-and-now is
also found in the 2nd hemistich, where a generous gift to “me” (presumably this very poet)
reorients the Angirases’s mythic deeds towards the present time. To make this clearer I would
now substitute “have made fame” for “made fame.” Since the subjects of cd are not identified,
they can represent the current patrons configured as Angirases.

The act. part. dddatahin c is interpr. by all as nom. pl., modifying the subj. of akratain d,
and I am certain that that is the correct analysis. However, it could instead be a gen. sg.
modifying me, which adjoins it. Sense speaks against this analysis, but it must be admitted that
word order favors it — or, better, tempts the hearer to make the gen. sg. analysis before the more
likely nom. pl. one surfaces.

The first member of the adj. astakarr’yahis much discussed; see HPS (194) for lit. The
“cut-branded” of the publ. tr. follows the etym. of Kuiper, enlarged by KH, on which see EWA
S.V. AKS.



X.62.8—-11: The danastuti that occupies the last four vss. builds on the model of giving provided
by the Angirases in the previous vs.

X.62.8: The intrusive presence of the horses in the Vala cave in 7b finds its explanation here,
where the poet praises the imminent gift not only of the thousand (cows) found in 7b and 8c, but
also one consisting of a hundred horses (satasvam).

The phrase dandya mamhate picks up mamhate from 6d and thus connects the patron
Manu’s munificence with the Angirases; it also reminds us of mamhanesthih and danayain the
vss. 1 and 2 of the previous hymn X.61.

X.62.10: On smaddisti- see comm. ad I11.45.5.

X.62.11: “Aligning itself with the sun” of the Daksina in ¢ of course refers to the fact that in
RVic ritual the Daksinas were distributed at the Dawn sacrifice.

X.63-64
The next two hymns to the All Gods are attributed to Gaya Plata and appeal to a variety
of gods, with the Adityas esp. prominent in X.63. Neither hymn presents major challenges.

X.63 All Gods

X.63.1: As Ge points out (n. 1a), the sandhi form didhisanta could represent the act. part. nom.
pl. didhisantah rather than the finite med. 3rd pl. didhisante. The desid. stem has both act. and
mid. forms. Against the participle suggestion one might object that the act. participle slot is
already filled by the u-stem (pseudo-)participle didhisii-, but since that stem is specialized in the
sense ‘desiring to acquire (a spouse)’, there would be room for a non-lexicalized participle stem.
Still, I favor the Pp medial -anfe analysis; among other things it avoids the need to posit a
predicated pres. participle (not that I object to them).

Ge supplies the verb “kommen” in b to govern janima, but I see no reason not to construe
that noun with didhisante in pada a. Since the gods have been gratified by Manu (mdanupritasah
b) and already in the RV Manu is called Manu Vivasvant and later regularly has the patronymic
Vaivasvata (see Macd., Ved. Myth. 139), it makes sense that the gods would wish to help Manu
by establishing the races associated with him.

The interest of the 2nd hemistich lies in the mention of Yayati Nahusya, but there is no
evidence in the two bare mentions of him in the RV (also 1.31.17) of the dramatic episodes
concerning Yayati Nahusa in the MBh (1.70-80); he is merely a minor ritualist in the RV.

X.63.2: Ge (n. 2cd) follows Say. in seeing Aditi here as Heaven, which would make sense of the
rest of the trio. However, I don’t know of any particular support for this identification; the next
vs. is not sufficient (see comm. there).

X.63.3: Re points out the double alliteration in pada a: mata madhumat pinvate pdayah, the latter
continued in b by init. piyidsam. The rest of b, dyadr aditir adribarhah, is also a phonetic figure
with the repetitions of d-s and r-s and the initial 4ds .. 4dri echo.

Again Ge (n 3ab) considers this vs. to concern “Himmel-Aditi,” with dyauh being



feminine, as it sometimes is. I find this unnecessary and also detrimental to the complexity of the
thought. Aditi is instead compared to heaven, in an unmarked simile. The basis of comparison is
twofold. On the one hand, as JPB (Adityas, p. 235) points out, Aditi is like heaven in producing
liquid nourishment (rain on the part of heaven, milk on hers). On the other, there is a pun on the
name 4diti- lit. ‘without bounds’; in this sense heaven is dditi- ‘unbounded’. JPB (pp. 235-36)
rejects this pun, which is favored by Bergaigne and Hillebrandt, but I find the suggested pun
persuasive.

The sense and semantic application of the cmpd ddri-barhas- are hard to discern, in part
because -barhas- does not occur independently but only in two cmpds, this one (a hapax) and the
considerably better-attested dvi-badrhas-. In all instances of the latter the publ. tr. renders the
cmpd ‘doubly lofty / exalted’ in contrast to the standard rendering ‘doubly strong’ (e.g., Gr
“doppelte Festigkeit, Stirke, Grosse habend’. (The publ. tr. of course presupposes a bahuvrihi
‘having double loftiness/height’.) The sense ‘height, loftiness’ rather than ‘strength’ for the
underlying s-stem is supported by the YAves. correspondent barazah- ‘height, mountain’ and by
the existence of the extremely well-attested and inherited non-participial -nz-stem brhdnt- ‘lofty’.
The latter is ordinarily associated with the Caland system (among the many reff., see, e.g., Lowe,
Participles in Rigvedic Sanskrit, pp. 284-85), and, though I am generally slow to invoke the
Caland system, barhas- might well be a Caland -s-stem. associated with brfidnt-. The contexts of
dvibdrhas- are not diagnostic: either ‘doubly strong’ or ‘doubly lofty/exalted’ fits them all
without adding much meaning in either case. There are some suggestive collocations, however;
see esp. VIII.15.2 dvibdrhaso brhat, V11.8.6 ud ... janisista dvibarhah (noting the dd), and IV.5.3
where dvibadrhas- follows 2 occurrences of brhdnt-in vs. 1. See also vs. 4 here.

So much for dvibarhas-; the form in our passage is actually the other cmpd, the hapax
adri-barhas-, likewise a bahuvrihi. I render it in the publ. tr. by ‘massive as a stone’, which
accords more or less with Gr, Ge ‘felsenfest’, Re ‘a la resistance de rocher’, but which attributes
a different sense to -barfas- than the one we gave to dvi-barhas-. This certainly needs to be
rectified, and, assuming the correctness of ‘loftiness’ in dvibdrhas-, our cmpd should mean
‘having the loftiness of a stone’. What would this really mean, and what would it mean in
context? Now 4dri- refers not only to stone the substance and stone(s) the object(s), but also to
mountains or mountain peaks (possible exx. include 111.32.16, V.87.2, V1.48.5, etc.), so ddri-
badrhas- can have the sense ‘having the loftiness of a mountain peak’. Here the adj. would apply
to heaven, and though it might seem like a comedown (literally) for the height of heaven to be
compared to that of an earthly mountain, the visual effect of soaring mountain peaks actually
gives a stronger impression of height than simply looking at the sky. I would now emend the tr.
to “(like) unbounded heaven, which has the loftiness of a mountain peak.” Support for the ‘lofty’
rendering of -barhas- here comes from the next vs., with brAadtin 4b and a different word
referring to the height of heaven in 4d (divo varsmanam). It might be tempting to consider adri-
here as a designation of heaven, reflecting the notion of the stony firmament that is prominent in
Avestan texts, but it is a temptation that I think should be resisted. I know of no real evidence in
Vedic for this concept — the passages under Gr’s def. 5) s.v. dsman- “der Himmel, der als
steinernes Gewolbe gedacht ist” should all be interpr. otherwise, and in any case we would
expect dsman-, corresponding to Aves. asman- (/asan-), in this sense, rather than ddri-.

The sense of the cmpd vrsa-bhard- is unclear. Parallel formations like vajam-bhara-
‘bringing prizes’, sahasram-bhard- ‘bringing thousands’ suggest that vzsa- should function as
object; hence Gr’s “’Minner hegend,” Ge’s “Stierlasten tragenden,” Re’s “qui portent (des
charges de) taureaux,” but none of these seems satisfactory, primarily because vzsa has to be



attenuated or manipulated in some way. Moreover, those other cmpds have an overt acc. marker
on the first member, whereas this has the stem form. I take vrsa- as a pseudo-adverbial
‘bullishly’. Note also that the compound seems to invite an alternative segmentation vzsabha(-
rd)- with a different word for bull, vrsabha-, though this does not yield sense. The 2" member -
bhara- also scrambles -barhah- in the preceding pada.

Pada d contains a poetic self-address (so also Ge n. 3d).

X.63.4: For the relevance of brhdt and varsmanam to the previous vs., see comm. there.

X.63.6: Unaccented manusah must be a part of the vocative phrase beginning visve devasah, but
its role is disputed. Gr and Old take it as a voc. pl., presumably (neither translates) parallel to
devasah—hence “o all gods (and) men.” Ge takes it as gen. sg. dependent on visve devasah, and
I follow him; the lack of accent on the gen. is regular in tightly constructed voc. phrases of the
type sano [voc.] sahasah [gen.] “o son of strength.” Ge points out (n. 6b) that taking it as a voc.
would require it to refer to the interrog. kA in pada a, while visve devasah would double the
subj. of 2nd pl. jujosatha, a complex distribution of vocc., which would also match a sg. kahto
pl. manusah. Re also takes it as gen. sg., but supplies additional material: “o tous dieux (et) (fils)
de ’'Homme,” which seems to combine the drawbacks of both interpr. with no particular benefit.
The presence of sg. madnuf in the. next vs. favors Ge’s (and my) interpr.: since Manu was the
first to establish sacrifice for the gods, they can legitimately be termed “the gods of Manu.”
Manu is perhaps the (or an) implicit answer to the questions introduced by &4/ in padas a and c,
even though those questions refer to the present (radhati) and future (subj. karat).

X.63.7: On the morphological and metrical problems of ayejé see comm. ad 1.114.2. There is
also a conceptual one, at least in the standard interpr. Both Ge and Re take Adfram as a common
noun (Ge “das Opfer,” Re “la ... oblation”; Gr “Opferguss”), but the lexeme 4 V yaj means
‘attract/win by sacrifice’, not simply ‘offer/sacrifice [a substance]’ (see comm. ad IX.7.8). In this
particular case the obj. Aofram is, in my interpr., not merely the libation, but the deified Libation,
who is clearly present in the next hymn, also by Gaya, in X.64.15. The point here, as I see it, is
that Manu attracted the goddess Libation to his sacrifice by his initial sacrificial performance,
and she then contributed a significant element to the subsequent sacrifice, namely the libation.
For a similar ambiguity between ritual element and goddess with this verbal lexeme, see 1.40.4
ilam ... 4 yajamahe and comm. ad loc. Note that the goddesses Hotra and Ida ‘Refreshment’ are
found together in the Apri hymn 1.142.9; cf. also I.1.11.

This interpr. has implications for the interpr. of the rest of the hemistich: in b manasa
could be construed either with samiddhagnih or with sapta hotrbhih. Ge opts for the latter, Re for
the former (“ayant allumé le feu avec réflexion”); I think Re is correct. If Manu initially lacked
one of the crucial elements of sacrifice, namely libation/Libation, he had to institute the sacrifice,
kindle the fire, mentally, before the physical element was attracted to the sacrifice by Manu’s
purely mental observance.

X.63.8: This vs. modulates from 3rd ps. in the rel. cl. (iire, pada a) to 2nd ps. in the main cl.
(piprta d); the modulation pivots on 7 which opens the 2nd hemistich: 7€ can of course be the
3rd ps. correlative to y€ opening the rel. cl., but it can also have 2nd ps. ref. with the impv. in d.
(See my “sa figé.”) The ambiguity of pada ¢ cannot be conveyed in tr.; it is only in pada d that
the voc. devasah and the 2nd pl. impv. piprta unambiguously signal the change in person.



X.63.10: The long accusative phrase in abc of this vs. at first appears to be a continuation of the
accs. in 9cd, which are objects of Aavamahe in 9a. The surfacing of a well-oared boat in 10a calls
this initial interpr. into question, since we would be unlikely to invoke a boat, and in d we come
upon a new verb, 4 ruhema ‘may we mount’, which reconfigures the audience’s interpr. of the
verse. Or such is my interpr. — Ge takes ab with vs. 9 and starts a new sentence with 10c. (Re’s
punctuation is unclear and a bit incoherent.) Ge’s interpr. is of course possible, but since we try
to preserve the integrity of verses when possible and since this poet shows some interest in
syntactically misleading the audience (see vss. 8 and later 13—14, both with comm.), I prefer to
take 10 as a unit. See further comm. ad vs. 14.

X.63.11: As Re points out, ddhi vocatareprises ddhi bruvantu in 1d, though with relexicalization.
But this echo does not seem to signal a ring or other structual feature, and the tendency for this
hymn to keep circling around the same topics makes the thematic repetition fairly unremarkable.

X.63.12: Almost predicatably, Re interprets the first hemistich in a Dumézilian (though his name
is not mentioned) trifunctional fashion: disease, absence of oblation, hostility (Functions 3, 1, 2, |
assume). I do not see that such a formal structure is needed to appreciate the variety of threats
envisioned.

X.63.13: As transmitted, pada a is a syllable short and would have a rare break of three heavy
syllables (madrto visv/aj). Arnold (Metre, metrical comm. ad loc. and p. 101) suggests reading
* mdrtyo for transmitted mrto, a change endorsed by Old and reflected in the HVN edition.
Bloomfield (VV ad 1.41.2) rejects this emendation on what seem insufficient grounds, but he
does draw attention to the fact that our imperfect pada dristah sd marto visva edhate seems based
on dristah sarva edhate in 1.41.2=VII1.27.16 (in the latter case directly following our pada b).
Although I would not accept Bloomfield’s rather mechanical attempt to generate our pada from
the shorter one (dristah sa [marto visjva edhate, with sd ... vathe disjecta membra of sdrvah), it
does seem as if some effort was made to replace sdrva- with visva- -- oddly, since visva-is
somewhat in retreat in Mandala X, in favor of sdrva-. But this is a Vi§ve Devah hymn and forms
of vi§va- are prominent in it (vss. 2a, 6b, 8b, 11a, 13d, 17b). See also Ge’s (n. 13a) and Re’s brief
comm. on visva- and sdrva- in this passage.

Pada b is also found at VI.70.3 and VIIII.27.16; as was just discussed, the latter also has a
variant of our pada a.

X.63.14: The structure of this vs. is very close to that of vs. 10, in that the first hemistich focuses
on accusative referents (ydm ... yam), which seem to continue the acc. reference of 13cd (yam),
but which in the end can be construed with the acc. phrase in pada c, headed by rdtham, which is
the obj. of 4 ruhemain d. This redirection of the accusatives in ab from connection with the end
of the previous vs. to what follows in their own vs., the focus on a material means of
transportation (ni2vam in 10c, rdatham in 14c), and the presence of the same verb governing it in d
(4 ruhema) in padas of identical structure (negated acc. sg. pres. part. [dsravantim | arisyantam)
druhema s"vastaye — all this imposes my interpr. of vs. 10, against Ge’s.

X.63.15: The rendering of vzjdna- as ‘precinct’ rather nicely taps into their shared etymological
semantics, from ‘enclosure’, then to area or district, inter alia. For more on vrydna- see comm. ad



X.27.2. 1 do not subscribe to Ge’s understanding of vzyana- as “Kampf”; better Re’s tr. of the
phrase “dans le district pourvu de lumiere solaire.”
On pl. yonisu see comm. ad X.40.11.

X.63.17: It is possible, but not necessary, to supply devah with voc. visve and take adityah as a
separate term—“o All (Gods), Adityas, (and) Aditi”— to signal in this last vs. that the hymn is in
fact dedicated to the All Gods

The name, or nom de plume, of the poet Amartya Gaya recalls Aves. gaiia- maratan-, the
(name of the) first man, and in my view is a pun based on a reminiscence of this Indo-Iranian
figure. For a similar, but slightly different view, see KH “Martanda and Gayomart,” MSS 1957 =
Aufs. 422-38, esp. 435. See also Ge’s n. 4.

Ge takes 78anaso narah ... jano divyah as an (unsignaled) conjoined NP: “Die michtigen
Herren und das himmlische Volke,” both subjects of sg. dstavi. Say., at least, considers the
former to refer to rich human men; Ge does not make his view about the referent known.
Although a singular verb for this conjoined NP could perhaps be justified by having it agree with
the nearer member, sg. janah. I think it more likely that sg. jano divyahis an appositive to the
preceding pl., which would make the sg. verb easier to account for. So, it seems, Re: “Les
seigneurs puissants, la gent céleste.”

X.64 All Gods

X.64.1: Note the etymological figure sumantu (nama) ... manamahe; sumantu- here does not
seem to have anything to do with mdantavah ‘counselors’ in the previous hymn, X.63.8. With the
sumdntu nama here compare Yama’s durmantu ... nimain X.12.6, where it is contrasted with
one that is sumantu, see comm. ad loc.

Ge takes yamanito well-attested yaman- ‘journey’ and construes it with the gen. pl. part.
Srnvatamin b (“die auf der Fahrt erhoren”); this is certainly possible. He cites several supposed
parallels, esp. X.92.13 yamani srutam “hear this on your journey” (addressed to the Asvins).
However, though the ASvins are famous for their travel, the assumption of a journey for the
unnamed group of gods, in the first vs. of the hymn, is perhaps less appealing. The publ. tr. “as
they listen to my plea” follows Re’s “qui (nous) entendent dans (notre) imploration,” with
yaman-to V ya ‘beg, implore’. Other passages containing ydman- ‘plea’ (may) include 1.25.20
(also with Vsru; Ge ‘Fahrt’), VIIL.52.5 (Val.) dyaman (again generally interpr. as ‘journey’), as
well as the cmpd yama-hiti- (X.117.3). It may of course also be a pun, also in passages like
X.92.13. For a semantically similar phrase in this hymn see 4d stnotu ... havimani “let him
harken to my call.”

X.64.2: Note the matching etymological figures opening padas a and b: kratdyanti kratavah ...,
vénanti venah, also with matching syntax (3rd pl. act. pres. + nom pl. masc. subj.). The denom.
kratidya- is found only here and in IV.24.4, while the pres. véna- is better attested. On vend- and
its relatives, see esp. comm. ad VIII.100.5, as well as Re’s comm. to this vs. (EVP IV.118).

Old seems somewhat inclined to read adisah here (as also at 1.119.2), which would yield
a tr. “(Our) aims are flying,” vel sim., which would yield reasonable sense. Evidence in favor of
this reading might be found in IX.21.5 dadhata venam adise with similar lexicon. However, the
adise there is infinitival and the vena- refers to soma, so the similarity is far less than it first
appears. It is also the case that 7 of the 9 occurrences of adis- (all of which are trisyllabic) occur



at the end of the pada, as here. Nonetheless, since the transmitted text makes sense, and as an
acc. pl. disah provides a goal for the verb of motion patdyanti, I do not favor emendation. In fact
given the preponderance of pada-final adise, etc., it would be hard to explain how an original
adisah acquired a second accent, since other occurrences of the root noun cmpd. in the same
metrical position would favor maintaining the singly accented form.

For a somewhat similar expression of the poet’s senses and sense organs flying apart
widely in his inspiration, see V1.9.6.

X.64.3: The vain 2nd position in the vs. is a bit surprising, and several emendations have been
proposed: to the particle var (see Klein DGRV 11.206), to vah (Old). However, the transmitted
text makes fine sense: given the long list of divinity names occupying most of the four padas of
the vs., the poet chose to signal early that it was a disjunctive list; otherwise a va would have to
have been placed after every (or almost every) term (and there are 12 different entities) or would
have to be postponed till the end of the last pada. Ge’s “Soll ich vielleicht ...?”” and Re’s “Dois je
éventuellement ...?” both capture the force of vanicely; Klein also slightly favors this solution,
though he worries about the lack of parallel usages.

Note that the loose cmpd. ndra-samsam is split by va taking Wackernagel’s position.

The referent of dgohya- is disputed and unclear. Gr identifies it as Agni; Macdonell (Ved.
Myth. 35) suggests it’s an epithet of Pusan here, but there is no evidence for that elsewhere, and
the other passages suggest that he is an independent figure. Re identifies him with Indra in this
passage, but gives no evidence. Ge goes rather for Savitar, which is the default (if there is one);
see the parenthetic ident. for most of Gr’s entries. JPB (pub. intro. to I1.161) suggests the sun, but
possibly Savitar, the latter identification being the one he favors in the publ. intro. to IV.33. I do
not have my own candidate, but it should be noted that the word appears generally in association
with the Rbhus (though not here). See 1.110.3, 161.11-13, V.33.7; the only passage besides ours
outside of this context is VIII.98.4, where it seems to be used in adjectival sense (“who cannot be
concealed”) of Indra. The Rbhu passages concern their twelve-day sleep (IV.33.7) “in the house
of Agohya” (I1.161.11). This may refer to the intercalary days needed to bring the lunar calendar
into synch with the solar cycle. Given some of the other potential recipients of the praise in this
vs. — Sun and Moon, (New and) Full [‘bright’] Moon, Dawn and Night, all entities that regulate
time — I wonder if Agohya here refers to the divinity who oversees the intercalary period (who
could, of course, be Savitar or the Sun).

The hapax abhy arcase (1x) belongs to the class of -se annunciatory 1st singulars in the
realm of praising, of which well-attested sfusé€is the standard example and presumable source.

Ge (n. 3c) suggests that the dual candramasais a pregnant dual dvandva for “Neu- und
Vollmond,” though he offers as an alternative a mere pleonastic doubling of siryamasa. 1 find
his first alternative quite appealing. Although candra-mas- is attested a number of times in the
singular, where it seems simply to refer to the moon, this is the only dual form. The dual could
easily refer pregnantly to two forms of the moon (Re’s “des deux (formes de) Lune”), full and
new, of which the “bright, gleaming” (candra-) full moon would be the more conspicuous of the
two and give its name to the duo.

There is some disagreement about the scope of divi. Ge (fld by the publ. tr.) takes it with
immediately preceding yamam (“Yama im Himmel”), but Re with #itdm, despite the intervening
pada boundary — presumably on the basis of Trita’s association with heaven elsewhere (see the
passages cited by Ge [n. 3c]: V.9.5, 41.4). To me both these interpr. seem too limited and assume
that divi'can only be construed with one immediately adjoining term. I would suggest that div7,



which in final position-produces a fine Jagati cadence, is to be construed with all the elements in
the pada or, better, with the two duals referring to heavenly bodies: sidryamasa candramasa.
Elsewhere dividoesn’t have to immediately adjoin the entity whose position it specifies. I would
now slightly alter the tr. to “or the Sun and Moon, (the new and) bright [=full] Moon in heaven,
Yama, Trita ...” Note that the pada-final loc. sadhdstha ain 8c applies to all the terms in its pada.
Re points out that this is the only passage where akzu- is found with usds-, and the phrase
usdsam aktum substitutes for the dual dvandva usasanakta. Given the two dual dvandvas in ¢, we
might expect that dvandva here as well. But that form would produce a very irregular break, as
well a bad cadence and hiatus before asvina. One might have expected as substitute here usdsam
*naktam, which would have given a somewhat better break (the standard -~ - —, rather than the

transmitted - v -, which, acdg. to Arnold, is considerably less common than the former, but still
within his parameters). See VIII.27.2 (ad comm. ad loc.) with the hybrid pada opening usasa
ndktam, with the 1°' member of the dual dvandva followed by the sg. of ‘night’. I might almost
speculate that a putative original usdsam *naktam in our passage underwent degemination of -m
n- and the old ndktam was replaced by phonetically similar akziim, which lacks the nasal initial.
But this probably goes too far.

X.64.4: The poet Gaya uses almost the same words to describe himself in vs. 16 that he applies
to Brhaspati here: 4a katha kavis tuvirdvan ... | 16a eva kavis tuvirdvan ..., ... gdyah, thus clearly
identifying himself with Brhaspati. I wonder if 4y in the instr. phrase ending pada a here, kdya
gird, is meant to evoke his name.

The stem rkvan- ‘chanters, versifiers’ usually refers to non-humans, several times of a
group connected with Brhaspati (VII.10.4, X.14.3), so the instr. /kvan- here expresses
accompaniment, not the agency of human poets creating the call.

X.64.5: The vahere seems to add further choices of goods to praise and/or puruse to the ones
offered in vs. 4. However, the syntactic structure of the vs. is rather loose. The dual dvandva
mitravaruna is acc. with 4 vivasasi, generally replicating the syntax of vs. 2: god(s) ACC abhy
arcase. But M+Vs’ constant partner Aryaman appears in the 2nd hemistich as nominative,
though we might expect him to be a third obj. to 4 vivasasi. Since there is no finite verb in cd or
any obvious predicate, Aryaman simply hangs there, a notional, but not syntactic, object. I do not
like the idea, sometimes floated by Ge., of simple reversion to the nominative. Here I think we
must interpr. the dual mitravaruna, ambiguous between nom. and acc., as the pivot to the
nominative in cd. Re is obviously disturbed by the syntactic rupture and re-supplies 4 vivasasi
and re-establishes the acc. pattern, in a parenthesis that supplies all relevant parts of the sentence
and rests on nothing in the text: “(veux-tu le gagner a toi).”

On the first pada, see the disc. of HPS ( Vratap. 74), who strongly asserts Agni as
identical to Daksa (hesitantly so also Ge, n. 5a); so also tentatively Ge (n. 5a) and JPB (Adityas,
243), as well as the publ. tr. HPS is himself hesitant about whose vrata- it is, but JPB argues
persuasively that it is Aditi’s, and the publ. tr. follows his view by implication.

Aryaman is called dtiartapanthah and parcahotain V.42.1, purujatahin VI1.35.2.

X.64.6: As discussed ad VIII.103.3, which contains an almost identical pada, tmana ‘by
themselves / himself” contrasts the individual effort that goes into the winning with the
multiplicity of things won (“thousand(s)’). I do not think, with Ge, that zmadna should be
construed in the simile with medhdsatau (“wie bei dem Kampf um die (Dichter)meisterschaft



selbst”). Among other things, in VIII.103 the next vs. also contains fmana juxtaposed with a
form containing ‘thousand’ and expressing the same contrast: tmana sahasraposinam ‘“who
fosters a thousand by himself.”

Re takes medhdsatav iva as a simile with samithésuin d — in his clotted tr. “... dans les
compétitions, comme (d’autres font) dans les (occasions ou 1’on obtient un) gain (pour prix) de
I’inspiration-poétique.” But this requires scooping up the simile from the main clause in ¢ and
inserting it in the relative clause in d, which would violate standard RVic syntactic practice.

X.64.7: Note the phonetic figure in d: ... sdcante sacitah sacetasah, with the last two words also
an etymological figure. sdcante also etymologically echoes sakhyayain b.

Ge takes both sacitah and sdcetasah as nom. pl.; on poetic grounds, I prefer Re’s interpr.,
with one gen. sg., referring to Savitar, and the other nom. pl. Either of them would in fact fit
either morphological role.

X.64.8: A somewhat maladroit phonetic and etymological figure in d, rudrdm rudrésu rudr'yam,
which also serves as a particularly heavy final Behaghel’s Law member.

X.64.10: Ge and Re both give lexical weight to brhaddiva, both rendering it as an apparent
bahuvrihi (“die im hohen Himmel wohnt,” “celle du haut du ciel”). But it does not have
bahuvrthi accent (as opposed to brhdddiva-), and it is rather the name of a minor goddess, who
appears in company with other such. See I1.31.4, where she is found with 1da, Rodast, and
Puramdhi, as well as Tvastar and the wives of the gods as here; V.41.19 with Ida and Urvasr;
V.42.12 with Sarasvati and Raka.

On deveébhir janibhih see comm. ad 11.36.5 (also V1.50.13).

On the morphologically problematic rathaspatih and the possibly associated metrical
issue (11-syllable Jagati) see comm. ad V.50.5.

X.64.11: The first pada is identical to 1.144.7d. I take it as a continuation of the previous vs.,
whose final pada (X.64.10d) also begins with ranvah. Ge and Re by contrast construe it with the
following pada, b. Although we generally aim to interpr. RVic vss. as self-contained units, in this
case there is a gender clash between padas a and b, since the subj. of b is fem. upastutih, which
does not match the masc. ranvahin a. One could explain the masc. as attraction to the gender of
the simile (m. ksdyah) or, with Bl (ad 1.144.7), consider its lack of fit simply a sign that it was
secondarily inserted here. But I prefer to consider it an afterthought to 10d.

X.64.12: The series of vocatives in ab, mdruta indra dévah ... varuna mitra displays odd
accentuation: the first three are accented, though their position internal to the pada should not
trigger accentuation; the two in b are unaccented, though they occupy the same position as those
in pada a, namely after an early caesura.

Two of the three 2nd pl. act. verb forms in this vs., ddadata (b) and pipayata (c), are
morphologically irregular. The first is surely an imperfect to the redupl. pres. dddati, but we
should expect a weak form in the pl.; cf. the equivalent form ddattana (1.139.7). (Trying to make
it into a pluperfect would gain us nothing, since, as far as I can see, that form should be
identical.) Unexpected full grade in the 2nd pl. act. (of all types of stems) is not altogether
unusual, esp. in the imperative: see didata (VI1.57.6) and dadatana (X.36.10) beside datta (2x);
here it might have spread from the impv. to the impf. As for pipayata, probably (but not



certainly) belonging to the perfect -- in addition to the full-grade root syllable, there is also the
thematic vowel. For a 2nd pl. act. impv. to the perfect, we should probably expect *pipita (cf.
pipihi 2x); a thematized stem with full-grade root syllable should belong to the subjunctive. A
subjunctive interpr. might be favored by the undoubted 2nd pl. pres. act. subjunctive vahatha in
the next pada. However, the 2nd pl. act. subj. is supposed only to take the primary ending -zAa,
not -fa as here. (Note the undoubted 2nd pl. pf. subj. bubodhatha in the next vs., 13b.). Moreover,
the pf. to V princludes a number of apparent thematic forms, though most are built to the weak
stem (e.g., likewise 2nd pl. impv. pipyatall.34.6, on which see comm. ad loc.). For disc. of these
pseudo-thematic forms see my 2018 “The Vedic Perfect Imperative and the Status of Modal
Forms to Tense-Aspect Stems” (Fs. Lubotsky). As for the full-grade root in our pipayata, I think
it likely that the tendency for 2™ pl. imperatives to take full grade is at work here; however, it is
worth considering Kii’s compromise (p. 300 n. 495): that these impvs. with full grade are
“hybride Bildungen zu einem Konjunktiv pipdyat.”

X.64.13: As with 10d and 11a, our pada a begins like the final pada of the preceding vs. (12d),
with kuvid.

Ge interpr. yatha cid as an indefinite “irgendwie,” followed by Re (“en quelque sorte™)
and the publ. tr. (also Hettrich, Hypotaxe 149, though without discussion). Such an interpr. fits
the context in my opinion: the poet is looking for any kind of acknowledgement of his kinship
with the gods. Old argues strenuously against this interpr., on what seem to me fairly weak
grounds; he thinks rather that the y4rha signals that there’s an intervening syntactic link
(“Mittelglied”) between the kuvid and the yatha, which keeps its subordinating function: “Ob
doch (es geschehen wird) dass ihr diese Verwandtschaft mit uns wahrnehmen werdet.” I do not
see the advantage of this distancing construction, and his rendering seems to ignore the cit.

The navel in pada c is surely, as Ge persuasively argues (n. 13c), a pun, referring both to
the Opferaltar, where mortals and gods meet at the ritual, and to the bodily navel as a symbol of
kinship, as so often in the RV.

X.64.14: This vs. seems to play on the gendering possibilities and ambiguities of the dual
dvandva dyavaprthivi that is its subject. In the first hemistich the cmpd not only displays the
feminine grammatical gender that is appropriate to a dvandva with fem. 2nd member: so the
introductory fem. du. pronominal adj. 7€ and the adj. yajiiye (b). But it also aggressively ascribes
female characteristics to the pair, identifying the two as dual mothers and great goddesses:
matara mahi devi.

The third pada is less insistently female, though still grammatically feminine (ubhé): the
two support/carry/bear both (breeds). The redupl. pres. bibhrtah can express simple non-
gendered support; however, it’s worth noting that it can take a mother, esp. Earth as mother, as
subject (e.g., X.4.3 mata bibharti, 111.55.22 prthivi bibharti) and a child or embryo as object (e.g.,
111.46.5 garbham na mata bibhrtah with both). Given the dual mothers of the 1st hemistich, a
female/motherly interpr. might be the first to come to mind.

The final pada contrastively asserts the masculinity of the same pair, Heaven and Earth.
Here both together “sprinkle much seed/semen” (puril rétamsi ... sificatah -- a decidedly male
action and something of a shock after the pervasive motherly focus of the rest of the verse. The
participation of the “fathers” (/forefathers/ancestors) is also unexpected and unexplained. I think
that they appear here to balance out the “mothers” of the earlier part of the verse and to remind
us that Heaven is, outside of this dvandva, both male and the Father par excellence (dyaiis pita).



By this interpr. the Pitars are sidekicks to the Ur-Pitar in this male activity. A possible clue to
this indirect use of pitrbhih for contrastive purposes may be provided by the ca that follows it.
This conjunction is oddly placed in its pada and it seems to be doing none of its usual conjoining
work. Klein (DGRYV 1.103) considers it a clausal ca but is hard-pressed to explain what it’s doing
and why it’s so positioned. I suggest that it implicitly — and conceptually -- conjoins pitrbhih
with matarain pada a, to add up to a dvandva with both genders represented. Admittedly, this is
a speculative explanation, but such aberrant usages invite speculation.

The phrase devan janman- raises problems in its various appearances — not only here, but
1.71.3 and VI.11.3. On the one hand, the existence of a parallel phrase devanam janman- (1.70.6,
VI.51.2 [though see comm. ad loc.], 12; not adjacent IX.81.2) supports the widespread view
(Lanman, Noun Infl. 353-54, Old [for some of the passages], Ge, etc.) that devan is an archaic
(or truncated) gen. pl. On the other, I am generally reluctant to posit such a form, if it is possible
to construe the acc. pl. that devan appears to be. In both 1.71.3 and VI.11.3 an acc. interpr. is
possible, but it is very difficult in this passage. I therefore must accept the gen. pl. interpr. here,
and at least as an alternate in the other two passages. Whether the form represents a deeply
archaic gen. pl. devim < *-om 1 do not venture to say.

ubhdya- ‘both’ is found fairly regularly with janman- to refer to “both breeds/races [of
gods and men]” (e.g., 1.31.7, 11.6.7, X.37.11), and I therefore “borrow” jdnman- from pada b to
be head noun, in slightly different sense, for ubAdyam in c. Given the emphasis on kinship, esp.
the joint kinship of gods and men, in this section of the hymn, I am sure this is the primary
reading. However, given also the stress on gender opposition in this vs., ‘both’ here might refer
to women and men, or mothers and fathers, with an alternative tr. ““... support both (males and
females / mothers and fathers) ...”

X.64.15: Note the opening figure v7'sa ... visva(m).

The lexeme vi'V nashere is generally rendered ‘attains, acquires’ (Ge “erlangt,” Re
“atteint”), without registering the vi But in nearby X.67.7 the VP drdvinam vy anat “he reached
through to the treasure” is found in a Vala context, with Brhaspati as subject, and ‘reach through’
is therefore appropriate. He reaches into the Vala cave from outside to take possession of its
contents. Since Brhaspati is one of the subjects here, I think the lexeme has its full semantic
value in our passage as well. For disc. of other uses of v7'V nas see comm. ad X.27.20.

The passive ucyate (with passive accent) occurs three times with grdvan- ‘pressing stone’
as subj. (our passage = X.100.8, as well as V.25.8 with the same phrase in a simile, gravevocyate
brhar). This quite well-attested verb form otherwise has undoubted passive value in the sense ‘be
called’ or, much less frequently, ‘is spoken’. Neither sense works here; the standard response is
to tr. it as a simple intrans. ‘sounds, speaks’ (Ge “erklingt,” Re “parle,” Scar [615] “spricht”), but
this ignores the unequivocal passive morphology. It almost seems like the passive to a causative,
‘is made to speak’ (though vacayatiis not attested till Vedic prose and we would expect its
passive to be *vacyate). I tr. ‘is given voice’ to capture the passive formation and the lack of
agency of the stone, in contrast to the “inspired thinkers” (inanisinah) of the next pada, who
bellow.

The 1t noun cmpd madhu-siid appears to contain the root Vsu ‘press’ (-si-1), and it is
generally so analyzed (e.g., Gr, Scars 615) and so rendered in the publ. tr. (and in the standard
tr.). Nonetheless, I wonder if there is semantic overlap with the root(s) Vsvad/ sid ‘sweeten,
prepare’ of ritual offerings. havya-sid- occurs twice, and there is a single occurrence of sam-sid-
with short root vowel (VIIL.17.6), ordinarily ascribed to V svad, but see my doubts ad loc. As



Scar (626) says, “Die Alternation °sid- ~ °-siid- ist offenbar metrisch ausgeniitzt worden.” Since
the form in our passage is nom. sg., the final -d'in sandhi could either be the automatic voicing
result of the empty -fadded to °su- ‘press’, or simply reflect the voiced root final of °sid
‘sweeten’. (Though there are two other occurrences of madhu-sut/d-, none of them is in a
phonologically diagnostic position.) Note that a reading with long vowel -siid- here would
produce a slightly better break, but not better enough to justify emendation.

It is not possible to decide whether cd form a separate sentence, with ¢ dependent on the
main clause in d — or whether they are parallel clauses and both dependent on the main clause of
ab. I have opted for the latter, along with Re and HPS (B+1 127), while Ge and Scar (615) prefer
the former. Fortunately almost nothing rests on the choice; I went for independent sentences
because cd don’t seem integrally connected with ab semantically.

X.64.16—17: The final vs. of the hymn, 17, is identical to the final vs. of X.63, also 17. Our vs.

16 essentially doubles vs. 17, with relexification. Both begin with a hymn-summary eva followed
by a nom. of the poet (16 kavih, 17 platéh sanih), who is later identified as Gaya (16d, 17d).
Both vss. contain an augmented redupl. aor. with the general sense ‘strengthen’ (16d dpipayat
‘has swelled’, 17a avivrdhat ‘has strengthened’) whose obj. is the gods or a subset thereof (16d
divydni janma “the divine races,” 17ab vo visva aditya adite “you, o all you Adityas and Aditi”
[or “... o All (Gods), Adityas, and Aditi”; see comm. ad 63.17]), with the divyani janma of 16d
nearly matched by jdno divyahin 17d. Vs. 16 fills out the rest of its bulk with qualifications of
the poet and his aims, while the second hemistich of 17 rephrases and emphasizes the poet’s act
of praising.

X.64.16: The phrase kavis tuvirdvan, used here of the poet Gaya, is repeated from vs. 4, where it
qualifies Brhaspati; Gaya is obviously identifying himself with that eloquent god. See HPS (B+I
127) for further spec.

X.65-66 All Gods
On the poet of these two hymns, Vasukarna Vasukra, and his relatives see the publ. intro.
to X.65 — also for the Vasistha clan refrain that ends both hymns.

X.65 All Gods

X.65.1: This has to be the easiest RVic verse to translate of all the ca. 10,000 vss. in the text —
consisting as it does of a series of divine names in the nom., along with a couple of adjectives.
Happily the hymn doesn’t stay at this level of simplicity.

X.65.2: The two nom. sgs. that begin vs. 1, agnir indrah, appear in reverse order in the dual
dvandva that opens vs. 2, indragni, which is to be read quadrisyllabically here—as often, but not
invariably, elsewhere. In these quadrisyllabic readings, because the distracted syllable is
surrounded by heavy syllables (indrand agn), its quantity cannot be definitely determined.
However, almost all the distracted forms are pada-initial (as here), and heavy 2nd syllables are
favored in trimeter vs. A reading indra-agni following this pattern would contain the dual -2
expected in dual dvandvas (like /2drd-varuna) — but it must be noted that the other dvandva
containing Indra that has only one accent, namely /ndra-vayi, contains the stem form. So a
reading /ndra-agniis far from excluded. For further on this cmpd see comm. ad VII.35.1.



The phrase mitho hinvana tanva “spurring each other on mutually” is reminiscent of
IV.56.6 punané tanva mithah “purifying their own bodies / each other mutually,” of Heaven and
Earth. See also X.28.12 yé hinviré tanvah “who urged themselves / each other on,” adduced by
Old -- keeping in mind that X.28 is attributed to Vasukra, and our poet has the patronymic
Vasukra.

The subject shifts abruptly from the dual of ab to pl., signaled only by the 3rd pl. verb 4
paprufiin c. The default 3rd pl. referent would presumably be the All Gods or else the
enumerated list of gods in vs. 1. The next hymn, by the same poet, contains the same VP:
X.66.9¢c antariksam ... 4 papruh ... “they filled the midspace,” where the gods (devasah 9d) are
the likely subj. However, since Soma is found independently in our pada d, it would be possible
to interpret the subj. of 4 papruh as Indra+Agni plus Soma, though this seems artificial to me.

Scar (550-51) suggests a number of possible interpr. of ghrta-sri- (4x), without making a
definite decision among them. I opt for the simplest, ‘glorious through ghee’, rather than, say,
“durch die Schmelzbutter vollkommen [gemacht].” Two of the four occurrences of this stem
modify Agni (1.128.4, V.8.3), and ghee is of course completely at home in Agni contexts. One
modifies Heaven and Earth, in a passage (V1.70.4), indeed a hymn, where ghee figures
prominently as an attribute of H+E — perhaps a reference to rain? But the relevance of ghee to
Soma is less clear; judging from the use of the independent stem g/r7d- in Mandala IX, it is used
there to refer to the milk with which the soma is mixed, perhaps to indicate how rich and
unctuous that milk is. On -s77- cmpds in general see comm. ad I11.26.5 and on this cmpd in
particular 1.128.4.

X.65.3: My construal of the instr. mahna differs from that of Ge and Re. They take it as a sort of
internal instr. with gen. pl. mahatam “of those great by their greatness,” while I construe it with
the 1st sg. verb “By [or perhaps, because of] their greatness I rouse my praises.” Although an
internal reading is likely in 1.166.11 mahanto mahna, in the other two passages Gr ascribes this
syntax to (nearby X.67.12=X.111.4) the mahna also goes with the verb; the standard tr. agree
(see also HPS, B+I, 227).

Note that 7yarmi responds to the part. izdyan in 2d, which is built to the secondary -dya-
stem arising from the redupl. pres. represented by 7yarmi (weak form ir-).

Note the scrambled phonetic figure of anarvanam (a) and (-am arnavam (c); arnavam also
participates in a rhyme figure with immed. preceding apsavam.

With Ge (n. 3¢) I consider apsava- an irregular deriv. to the loc. pl. apsd, which, as Ge
points out, sometimes serves as a pseudo-stem (apsu-ksit-, etc.). By contrast, Gr considers it a
cmpd. with -sava-, glossing the cmpd ‘Wasser spendend’ -- with the 2nd member sava- ‘impulse,
stimulus’ belonging to Vs ‘impel’. But ‘water’ does not appear to serve as an object to this verb
and the semantics would have to be somewhat attenuated. It’s also worth noting that
uncompounded sava- ‘impulse’ never appears in a context without at least one other form from
Vsi. Although AiG 11.2.96 follows the -sav4- interpr., Deb does point out that it would have to
be a nom. agentis here, though sava- and its various cmpds with preverbs are nom. actionis —
another argument against this interpr.

However we interpr. apsava-, we must reckon with the absence of a verb in the rel. cl. of
c. Ge (n. 3c) supplies the verb from the main cl. in d (ra2santam). But this brings the further
problem of how to construe the acc. phrase apsavam arnavam. The easiest solution is Ge’s, to
take it as obj. of the supplied ‘give’ (“die die Wasserflut (spenden)”), but I think we are hoping
the gods will give us something more appealing than water. I take the bahuvrihi cizrd-radhas- lit.



‘possessing bright bounties’ as pregnantly expressing our hope: that the gods who possess these
bounties will grant them to us. As for the acc. apsavam arnavam, 1 take it as an unsignaled acc.
of extent: “(across) the watery flood” — the space that the gods will traverse in bringing these
gifts. Cf., e.g., 1.19.7 tirdh samudram arnavam. Re’s solution is even more radical: he seems to
supply the verb ‘possess’ extracted from the bahuvrthi citra-radhas- and construe apsavam
arpavam as its obj. “eux qui ... (possedent) I’océan aux (riches) eaux,” a syntactic sleight of hand
that stretches the boundaries.

Pada d poses its own problems. Most importantly, the morphological identity and
function of mahdye are unclear. The standard view (Gr, Ge, Re) is that it’s a dative infinitive; Gr
assigns it to a hapax stem mahi- (different form the NA madahi), while in contrast Re asserts that
the infinitive is built to the -dya- verbal stem mahdya-. (Ge does not pronounce on the
morphology, though his tr. [“um (unseren Mut) zu erhhen”] reflects an infinitival interpr.)
Neither of the morphological analyses is appealing. Though -#7-stems regularly build -faye
infinitives, dative infinitives to straight -7-stems are fewer and less well established, save for a
few well-known exx. like drsdye; see Keydana’s detailed disc. (nfinitive im Rgveda212-19,
which concludes with an indecisive treatment of this very form and passage. But Re’s solution
seems to invent a category: treating the -dy- of the verb stem as if it were a root noun onto which
a dative -e could be slapped. He also fails to mention that the standard way to make an infinitive
to -dya-stems is with -dhyai — e.g., madayadhyai, vartayadhyar, we should expect * mahayadhyai
here. I propose a more radical reinterp.: to take mahdye as a finite verb, the 1st sg. middle of the
verb stem mahdya- ‘magnify’, beginning a new clause and therefore accented. Though most of
the forms to this stem are act., 1st sg. verbs of praising have a tendency towards middle voice,
and see also the technically middle -anfa replacement form in I11.3.3. If mahdyeis a 1st sg., it
echoes the semantically similar stomani iyarmiin pada b; see also mahdyantah in the next vs.
(4c).

However, this reconfiguration of the syntax requires a different interpr. of following
sumitryah, which must then belong to the mahdye clause. This form, found only here in the RV,
is standarly taken as nom. pl. masc. agreeing with the 7€, subject of rasantam, but that is not
possible under my new interpr. of mahdye. I take it as a fem. acc. pl., modifying *visah
‘(heavenly) clans’ to be supplied. Although this might seem arbitrary, note that in nearby X.69
(not attributed to the same poet, however), vs. 1 contains the phrase sumitra visah “well-allied
clans,” with the base adj. sumitrd-. For divine clans, see, e.g., VIII.75.8 devanam visah.

X.65.4: The phonetic manipulation found in the last vs., with the pair anarvanam ... -am
arnavam, is continued by the first word in this vs. (s/)varnaram. Note also the final words of ¢
and d: suratdyals# ... sirdyalrt.

On svarnara- see comm. ad IX.70.6.

The opening of b is striking for the prehivim doubling the second member of the dual
dvandva dyavabhiimi. As Ge points out (n. 4b), a similar doubling is found in the phrase
dyavaksama prthiviin 1.102.2, 111.8.8 (on which see comm. ad 1.102.2). In such configurations
prthivi- may show its origin as an epithet of the earth (‘the broad one’) rather a word for earth
itself.

On skambhuh see comm. ad VI.72.2, where the competing interpr. as de-redupl. pf. or
root aor. are weighed and Kii’s extensive disc. is noted. As indicated there, I do not have a strong
feeling either way, but Kii’s desire to see a “generell-zeitlos” sense in the contexts of these verbs,
to justify an aor. injunctive interpr., seems to me unnecessary.



On prksa- see comm. ad 11.34.3.

The participle mahdyantah, though picking up mahdye from 3d, has the gods as subject.
This may be a playful reversal on the poet’s part, since his audience would expect humans to be
the subj. The last pada also presents the gods in a role generally associated with humans, that of
“(sacrificial) patron” (siri-), a role they also assume in the next hymn (X.66.2). For the object of
mahdyantah 1 borrow the accusatives from ab; Ge supplies “Mut,” Re “I’homme,” with no
obvious support for either choice.

X.65.5: Ge (flg. Ludwig) and Re construe dasuse at the end of pada a with the rel. cl. that
occupies the next pada (e.g., Ge: “die gegen die Spender ... nie gleichgiitig werden”). This is
(barely) syntactically possible: the rel. pronoun y2 would be in 2nd position flg this dative.
However, I think this type of configuration is unlikely (/nonexistent?) when the rel. prn. opens a
pada. Moreover, dat. dasise immediately follows dative varunaya, which adjacency suggests
they belong together. Especially because the very same phrase, vdrunaya dasise, occurs in the
very same position in the following vs. (6c; see also X.113.5), where both Ge and Re bow to the
need to construe them together (and in n. 5a Ge expresses doubts about his interpr. of the word in
5). The four-square construction of vs. 5, with a clause occupying each pada (the last three of
which are introduced by rel. prns.) also speaks against their interpr. Obviously the reason Ge/Re
separated the two datives in this vs. is that dasvams- is almost exclusively applied to humans
(though see comm. ad X.104.6). But we have already noted, in the previous vs. (4), this hymn’s
tendency to attribute human ritual roles to gods, and this would be the same phenomenon.

Pada c is notable for containing both dhaman- and dharman-, which, however, seem easy
to separate in this context.

On v7t- see comm. ad VII.98.4.

nadhasris a hapax. See Old’s disc. He flirts with the poss. of a long-7loc., but opts in the
end for a dual.

X.65.6: Flg. Ge (n. 6a), I tentatively interpr. the cow as the offering ladle; there is similar
phraseology in II1.7.2, as he points out.

Note the echoes between vartanim (a) and vratanih (b), already pointed out by Old — to
which we can add immed. flg. avardtah. All of these prepare the way for vdarunayain c.

In the rt. noun cmpd. vratani-, rather than taking vrata- as the obj. of -ni- (e.g., Re:

“qui conduit le voeu (divine),” I interpr. it as an instr. adverbial, “leading according to / by / at
the commandment (of Varuna).” For a very similar configuration see X.16.2 devanam vasanih
“leading at the will of the gods” and comm. ad loc. I supply “of Varuna” because he is the
standard possessor of vratas, and he is quite prominent in this set of vss. (5-6, 8). See esp. 8c
vdarundya sdvrate “(the two) obeying the same commandment to Varuna.”

My interpr. of avardtahroughly follows Ge’s (who follows Say.’s), namely that it is
derived from V v7 ‘choose’. Both Say. and Ge think it means “without seeking something fir
herself” (Ge: “ohne sich etwas auszubitten”), whereas my “not by choice” is in implicit contrast
to vratanih “leading by the commandment (of Varuna)” — that is, she does not control her own
ritual movements but follows what has been established by Varuna. However, it is easier to get
the Say./Ge meaning, from vara- ‘choice (thing), thing of value’ (through accent shift in the
adverbial -tah formation [see, e.g., ubhdya- : ubhayataf]), than from vdra- ‘choice’, so ‘not
because of a thing of value’ is a possible alternative. It must be admitted, however, that the
Say./Ge/S]J interpr. of this form is not the standard one, which is as a deriv. of dvara- ‘near (side),



with avaratah supposedly meaning ‘from here / this side’ (e.g., Re: “de ce coté-ci”). See Gr, AiG
II1.591, EWA s.v. dvara-; although the long 2 might seem to be a stumbling block, VS (+) has
avara- ‘the nearer (bank)’, avarya- ‘near(er)’, matching the semantic opposite, para- ‘far bank’
beside padra- ‘farther’ (see esp. AiG II1.591). The problem for me is that ‘from this side’, even
interpr. as ‘from this world’, doesn’t make much sense in context.

I take the middle part. prabruvana as passive (or possibly reflexive, ‘announcing
herself’); so also Re. However Ge supplies “(das Opfer)” as obj., and it is true that most of the
forms of this part. take an object. Nonetheless, though the interpr. is possible, I don’t think
supplying an object is necessary.

Note the allit. dasise, devébhyo dasad dhavisa, with the allit. of the last word produced
by sandhi.

X.65.7-8: The poet takes pleasure in mixing and contrasting forms from the two phonologically
similar roots vV ks7 ‘dwell’ and Vksarule’: 7a divaksasah, 8a pariksita, 8b ksayatah, along with, as
a wildcard, samokasato an entirely different root.

X.65.7: The adj. found here as nom. pl. divdksasah (also as gen. sg. in II1.7.2; nom. sg.
divdksa(s)111.30.21) raises a number of formal and semantic questions. It is ordinarily (Gr, Ge,
Re) taken to mean ‘dwelling in heaven’, even though already in AiG II.1 (1905) Wack assigned
its second member to Vksa ‘rule’ (I1.1.127, etc.), an analysis fld by EWA (1.427) and Scar (92—
93). If the 1st member diva- stands for gen. sg. divds (gen. cmpl. to verb of ruling), as Wack.
takes it, the absent final -s needs explanation. Wack (loc. cit.) attributes it to the loss of final -s
before a cluster consisting of stop + sibiliant (his three exx. all involve -ks-), somewhat refined
by Scar to dissimilatory cluster simplification (with ? after “dissimilatorische”). If the 2nd
member is a root noun, we need also to account for the 1st-member accent and, even more
crucially, the apparent s-stem gen. sg. / nom. pl. These could be explained by positing not a root-
noun 2nd member, but an -as stem built to the zero-grade root, as Scar suggests, which seems to
me to be the best overall solution. But this makes the nom. sg. in I1I1.30.21 problematic, because
it immediately precedes as7in a pada that has two many syllables. An asigmatic divaksa+ asi,
contracted to *divaksasi, would provide a metrical solution, but neither a root noun nor an as-
stem should be asigmatic in the nom. sg. (See comm. ad loc. for the likely double-sandhi
solution, provided by HvN.) For the various formal problems in these forms see Scar’s disc. (92—
93). His positing of a parallel -an-stem to account for the nom. sg. in I11.30.21 seems de trop, but
the -as-stem he suggests instead of a root noun seems quite plausible.

On the anomalous accent of the bahuvrthi agni-jihva- see AiG 11.1.297, which, however,
does not give a satisfactory account of it.

The lexeme v7'Vnus'is found in the RV only here and in X.88.16, in the AV at AVS
XIII.1.8 = AVP XVIII.15.8. Although the root vV mrs clearly means ‘touch’, often in a
forthrightly physical sense (see the hyper-sexual dpopa me pdra mrsain 1.126.7 and the sad fate
of the gambler’s wife in X.34.4 any€ jayam pari mrsanty asya), the standard tr. attenuate the
meaning here to something like “think about” (Ge’s gloss “iiberdenkend” of his own tr.
“befiihlend”; Re’s “considérant-en-leur-pensée”). These mental interpr. are probably based on
the other attestation of the lexeme in X.88.16 madnasa vimrstam “‘stroked’ by his mind,” but
surely the manasa there is meant to signal that the use of V mrsis metaphorical, rather than to
indicate that the root itself has a fundamental mental rather than physical application. In the same
manner that I always argue when the standard interpr. flatten or attenuate the sense of a word or



lexeme, I would point out here that the RV has numerous roots that fall squarely in the domain of
thinking, considering, etc., and therefore when the poet chooses to use instead a fairly rare root
with a specific, non-mental sense, he is aiming to plug that specific sense into a context that
might not seem immediately receptive to it — such is the RVic poetic enterprise.

What the gods are stroking is the rzdsya yoni- “womb of truth’, a common trope for the
ritual ground (see also 8b). Here it probably refers to the part of the ground prepared as seats for
the gods, where in fact they are sitting (asate). Although I considered the possibility that
vimrs4nta asate is a periphrasis for the present progressive, with Vs as an auxiliary (“keep
stroking” vel sim.), I think we should take asafe in its full lexical value here as indicating the
gods’ physical location and posture at the ritual.

The 2nd hemistich contains two examples of the -fvi gerund, skabhitvi (c) and janitvi(d).
The example in ¢, dyam skabhitvi ... djasa, echoes 4b dyavabhimi ... skambhur ojasa, and this
echo suggests that djasa in our pada should be construed with the gerund, not the finite verb,
despite the word order (and pace Ge, Re, and the publ. tr.): “having propped up heaven with their
might, they ...”

The verb in d, mamrjuh, belongs to the root V.mzy ‘wipe’, which is phonologically similar
to, and in some derivatives phonetically indistinguishable from, V mrs, which we met in b. The
roots are semantically similar as well, particularly in idioms like this. For the sense of ni'V mry
‘clasp (to oneself)’, see comm. ad 11.38.2, VII.26.3, X.39.14. The intimate physical relationship
between the gods and the sacrifice is strongly signaled in these two padas (b, d). The post-
caesura portion of this pada, tanvi ni mamryuh, is also found in the next hymn, X.66.9, though
with a different object. See disc. there.

X.65.8: The rt noun cmpd pariksit- occurs 3x in the RV, always in the dual. Twice (here and
II1.7.1) it is used of Heaven and Earth identified as pitdra. (The third occurrence, in 1.123.7, is
usually also interpr. as H+E, but I prefer Night and Dawn there; see comm. ad loc.) How exactly
it applies to H+E is a little uncertain. I take it to mean that they ‘encircle’ or ‘surround’ the space
between them, that is the surface of the earth where human life takes place and the midspace,
here perhaps defined more narrowly as the ritual ground that is the conceptual center of this
space. It is mildly noteworthy that the occurrence of this cmpd in III.7.1 is found in a vs.
immediately preceding one of the three occurrences of divaksas- (111.7.2), which here is found in
similar proximity, in the preceding vs., X.65.7.

Like X.64.14 in the immediately preceding hymn (attributed to a different poet), this vs.
plays on the different genders of the gendered pair Heaven and Earth. Their dual designation
here, pitara ‘two fathers’ (for ‘(mother and) father’), of course explicitly references the masc.,
and the preceding dual adj. pariksita could be equally masc. or fem. But the immediately
following adj. pirvajavariis not only fem. but has the archaic, inherited, synchronically
suppletive fem. -ar(-7) suffix associated with -an-stems (type pivan-/ pivari). Discomfort with
the gender mismatch is perhaps conveyed by Re’s curious tr. of pitdra as “les deux meres” — or it
may be a rare lapse.

The finite verb in b, ksayatah, 1s perfectly ambiguous: it can be the pres. indicative of
Vksa ‘rule’, as the publ. tr. takes it, or the pres. subjunctive of Vks7 ‘dwell’: ‘they two will
dwell’. Opinions are divided: Ge, HPS (Vrata 97), and Scar (92) opt for “herrschen” (though Ge
allows for either in n. 8b); Re and JPB (Adityas 110-11) for ‘rule’ (though Re doesn’t tr. as
subjunctive). I now think that choosing one is unduly restrictive, given the apparently deliberate
fluidity of the -ks- forms in these two vss., and would now slightly emend the tr. to “rule / will



dwell.”

The final word of the pada b, sd@mokasa ‘having the same house’, appears to echo the first
word of vs. 7, divaksasah, esp. for those who interpret the latter as ‘dwelling in heaven’ (rather
than ‘ruling over heaven’, as is now the norm; see above). But even though okas contributes to
the -ks- play in this sequence as well as to the semantic play, it is of course etymologically
unrelated to V ksi.

I construe varunaya with savrate since vratas are Varuna’s special province. The question
then is whether the dat. mahisayain the next pada is coreferential with varunaya, as in the publ.
tr. (as well as explicitly Gr, Re, JPB [Adit. 110-11]). If, as Ge and JPB assert, the “ghee-filled
milk” is really rain, a substance that H+E do indeed have in their control, then the identification
makes sense, esp. given Varuna’s growing association with the waters. (That the next vs. begins
with the dvandva parjanya-vata, two divinities associated with storm and the atmosphere may
support the ‘rain’ interpr.) But if the ghrtdvat payah is more closely tied to the ritual, a different
referent might be more appropriate, esp. since, as far as I know, this would be the only passage in
which Varuna is identified as a mahisa-. Indra and Soma are both regularly called mahisa- and
both would be likely beneficiaries of the swelling of milk on the ritual ground. It is, of course,
quite possible, that mahisayais meant to be ambiguous here.

X.65.9: This enumerative vs. sems to return us to vs. 1, though the syntactic frame changes in
midstream: ab are presumably in the nominative (though this is signalled only by the last three
words, the singulars varuno mitro aryama— the rest is in the dual and could just as well be acc.),
but the divinities in ¢ are in the acc. and the objects of Aavamahe.

As was just noted, the dvandva parjanya-vata seems to pick up the theme of rain from 8d,
esp. given the adj. purisina ‘overflowing’. Ge also appositely cites VI.49.6 on this quality.

The final pada is an expansion of the enumeration in a relative clause — a variant of the
“X and which Y type, without overt conjunction. It is oddly framed by a rel. prn. at the
beginning and the end: #y¢ ... yé#. All three terms in between are locational, but the first two are
adjectives in the nom. pl., the last a locative. A slightly more faithful tr. might be “(those) who
are earthly (and) heavenly (and) who are in the waters,” with the two y€’s associated with the
two different constructions.

X.65.10: Another enumerative vs., this time couched entirely in the acc. These accusatives are
presumably governed by imahe ‘we beseech’, which is the absolute final word of the vs., though
it’s possible instead to carry over Aavamahe ‘we summon’ from the previous vs. (9¢); it hardly
matters.

The rel. prn. y4in the Sambhita text could reflect either sg. yah or pl. yé. Either would be
possible in context, since there are potential antecedents in both sg. (Tvastar, Vayu) and pl.
(Rbhus) and the verb in the rel. cl., ohate, can also be sg. or pl. (see below). Most tr. and interpr.
(incl. the publ. tr.) opt for the sg. yah, flg. the Pp as well as Say., with Vayu as the likely
antecedent (and voc. rbhavah interposed). I would not rule out a pl. interpr. with rbhavah as
antecedent, since a rel. cl. dependent on a voc., even a rel. cl. in the 3rd ps., does not seem
wildly outlandish to me. This would produce an alt. tr. “... o (you) Rbhus, who vaunt
themselves.” Since the rel. cl. has no specific content — every god is always available for praise
or self-praise — there are no contextual clues that favor one interpr. over the other. I favor the sg.
interpr., since it avoids the implicit change of person. It is also possible that the rel. cl. identifies
another individual who vaunts himself or who (per Ge, Re, JSK [Part. #z 162]) considers himself



an Rbhu, but this seems to introduce further syntactic complications without much gain in
content.

The verb ohate and its relatives are slippery both morphologically and functionally, as
was disc. esp. ad V.52.10. A number of its occurrences belong to a root present; see the
athematic participle, 0hana- ~ ohana- and the clear (I1.23.16, V.52.10, 11) or likely (VII1.66.12)
3rd pl. ohate. However, most of the occurrences of ohate are singular (as is 2nd sg. ohase
VIIIL.80.9; on ohasein 1.30.4, see comm. ad loc.). These presumably began life as subjunctives to
the root present, but subjunctive value is not prominent or necessary in a number of passages
(like this one), and it seems likely that the stem oAa- was reinterpr. as a 1st class present. On the
morphology see Narten (Fs. Kuiper 10-12 = KlSch 98-100) and Gotd (1st KI. 81). As for
semantics, see comm. ad V.52.10. Although a few forms appear to be transitive with the sense
‘solemnly proclaim’ (esp. 1.30.4) like some forms of the corresponding Aves. verb vV aog, most
are either reflexive ‘proclaim oneself (as), vaunt oneself’ or passive ‘are praised (as)’. (Most of
the passages Gr identifies as having an acc. obj. should be otherwise interpr; see the publ. tr. of
and comm. on the parrticular passages.) Verbs of praising have a tendency to slip into reflexive
and then passive value.

The epithet vrtrakhada- ‘gnawer of Vrtra’ occurs 3x in the RV, twice clearly of Indra (as
we might expect) (I11.45.2, 51.9). Here it appears to modify Brhaspati, since it is placed between
the name Brhaspati and an epithet that is more appropriate to that god, sumedhds- ‘of good
wisdom’. Since gnawing Vrtra is distant from Brhaspati’s usual sphere of operations, we might
interpr. the epithet here as indirectly inserting Indra in the list of invoked deities; or we can
simply take the assignment of the epithet to Brhaspati at face value. Certainly HPS (B+1 32)
takes it as modifying B.

Although dhanasa(h)is simply a nom. pl. modifier of the unexpressed subj. (“we”) of
imahe, it may implicitly express purpose (‘“‘so that / such that we win the stakes”).

I do not understand the position and function of u. JSK (Part. © 162) suggests that it’s
conjoining havamahe (9c) and imahe (10d). I would almost prefer to claim that it connects the
morphologically non-parallel purpose expressions svastdye (b) and dhanasa(h) (d).

X.65.11: This vs. contains three predicated pres. participles (a: jandyanta(h), c: rohdyantah, d:
visrjantah) in the nom. plural and no finite verb. This structure is particularly clear because the
vs. cannot be taken as syntactically dependent on the previous vs., whose 1st pl. subj. “we”
cannot perform the cosmogonic deeds described in this vs., or as anticipating the next vs., whose
subj. is the ASvins in the 2nd dual. The plural subject in our vs. is not identified, but presumably
it’s the gods in general or some subset of them, perhaps the ones invoked in the previous vs(s).

X.65.12: Four of the ASvins’ good deeds, briskly summarized one per pada. The tenses are oddly
varied: a: pres. piprthah;, b: aug. impf. ajinvatam;, c: pf. dhathufr, d: pres. sgjathah. I have no
explanation for this temporal grab bag.

On Visnapi see Remmer (Frauennamen 39-40) and comm. ad X.39.7.

X.65.13: And now we have a nomenclatural grab bag. On Paviravi see Remmer (96), though
there is little to say. The name is also found in V1.49.7, which also contains Sarasvatt; the
previous vs. in that hymn, VI.49.6, also has the dual dvandva parjanyavata found in our vs. 9, in
similar context.



X.65.14: Pada a condenses the second hemistich of vs. 13, though eliminating Sarasvatt; the
second pada simply expands on visve devah.

On the ratisac- see comm. ad VII1.28.2; on abhisic- see Scar (587-88). It’s worth noting
that in II1.51.2 abhisac- is immediately followed by svarvid-, as it is here.

Ge takes svarin d as part of the subject, rather than part of the object as I (and Scar do
[Re has a more complex take]). Although removing svar from the object phrase produces a more
thematically unified object (songs, formulation, and hymn — all verbal products), the pada break
speaks for the acc. interpr., as does the fact that the subjects are “sun-finders” and so should not
include the sun him/itself.

X.65.15: The 2nd hemistich is identical to VII.35.15 (likewise a hymn-final vs.), whose pada b is
identical to our 14b. The final pada of our vs. and of VII.35.15 is of course the Vasistha clan
refrain, and it is therefore at home in VII.35 in the Vasistha mandala. VII.35 is an enumerative
hymn, like this one, and includes some of the same minor divinities: the Escorts and Gift-escorts
(VII.35.11c), Sarasvati along with insights (11b), and Aja Ekapad (13a). The first pada of our vs.
also identifies Vasistha as the praiser in our hymn. It is not possible to say whether our poet is
borrowing the mantle of Vasistha or belongs to Vasistha’s poetic lineage, or perhaps just
plundered VII.35. See the publ. intro. for indecisive disc.

X.66 All Gods

This hymn is even more focused on divine enumeration than the last one and contains a
capacious catalogue, including many minor divinities. In this it is even closer to the spirit of
VIL.35 than X.65 is. Its final vs. is identical to the immed. preceding hymn, X.65.15, and thus
also links the hymn to Vasistha. In fact the penultimate vs. (X.66.14) makes a strong claim to the
poetic lineage of the Vasisthas and their eponymous ancestor.

X.66.2: Since the y¢€ at the beginning of the second pada follows an opening pada containing
only a single constituent, I consider it to have domain over the whole hemistich, which provides
a more satisfactory structure.

On mdnma dhimahi see comm. ad X.36.5.

With Ge and Re (also AiG 11.2.132) I take maghone as an abstract, ‘generosity’. It is
tempting, however, to interpret this vrddhi deriv. of maghdvan- as more directly related to the
usual referent of that epithet, i.e., as meaning ‘associated with the Maghavan=Indra’, and
construe it with vzjdne in c, as a parallel to marudgane: ““... on the community having the Maruts
as their troop and associated with Indra.” This is exactly what Say. does (maghone maghavata
indrasya sambandhini). Given the pada break I think the Ge/Re/publ.tr. interpr. is probably
better, but the other is at least lurking.

As in its companion hymn X.65, pada d attributes ritual roles to the gods that are usually
filled by mortals; see comm. ad X.65.4.

X.66.4: The first hemistich is couched in the nominative, although only the first term, dditih, is
unequivocally nom.; the others could alternatively be acc., because they are dual dvandvas,
neuters, or, in the case of marutah, a consonant stem identical in nom./acc. pl. The second half-
verse 1s entirely and unequivocally in the acc., to be construed with Aavamahe.



X.66.5: sdarasvan dhibhih is a variant of sdrasvati saha dhibhih in the preceding hymn (X.65.13;
cf. also VII.35.11). The masc. figure sdrasvant- is of course far less prominent than the
goddess/river Sarasvati. I do not now why he was introduced here as a substitute for the
feminine.

The abstract mahima ‘Greatness’ is an anomaly in the list of gods’ names in b, though of
course English speakers would have no trouble interpreting (His/Your) Highness or (His/Your)
Majesty in such a list. Re’s suggestion that it is the Greatness of Indra seems plausible; see the
passages cited by Ge (n. 5b) where mahiman- stands in for Indra.

Ge’s suggestion (n. 5c) that the Maruts are the formulation-makers (brahmakitah) also
seems plausible. As we see in passages like V.52.1, 5 the Maruts are praisers as well as
recipients of praise.

X.66.6: It is unclear how large the domain of the impv. santuis. I take it as extending through the
whole vs., or at least the first hemistich (with appopriate adjustment in number), while Ge’s tr.
implies that only the 2nd part of pada a falls under its sway. In a verse of this banality it scarcely
matters.

The unbroken predication of v7san- in a series is strongly reminiscent of the first part of
the Atri hymn V.40, esp. vss. 1-3.

X.66.7: The bulls continue in this vs., but at least they have a little more to do.

X.66.8: The hapax root noun cmpd. yajAa-niskrt- is unusual in apparently cmpding a root noun
both with a nominal and with a preverb; this type (NOMINAL-PREVERB VROOT) is rare to non-
existent. See Scar (649 and n. 921) and my 2020 isudhya- (Fs. Lamberterie): 486—87, as well as
my forthcoming “Limits on Root-noun Compounds in Indo-Iranian.” In fact, the next phrase,
adhvaranam abhisri-, may illustrate the point (see below). As for this cmpd., see Scar (78-79),
who suggests that it results from confusion between synonymous nis V krand is V &z, the latter an
idiom with a synchronically unanalyzable pseudo-preverb. He even suggests an underlying form
* yajiam-1skrt-, with an accusative, which was reanalyzed as yajiaa-niskit-. Although this last
suggestion seems fanciful (or desperate), a confusion between the two idioms may have led to
the creation of this anomalous form.

The cmpd abhisriyah is of course plural, but “full glories” does not go well in English;
adhvaranam is also plural, despite the singular rendering in the publ. tr. (a lapse). For this phrase
GEN abhisri- 1 would now substitute “excelling in glory over the ceremonies,” parallel to VI.70.1
bhiivananam abhisriya “excelling in glory over the creatures.” The root noun abhisri- is generally
construed with a genitive, and the abhi- suggests the notion of superiority or dominance over.
This interpr. differs somewhat from that givem by Scar (547—48) and the lit. cited there. It is
striking that, beside our phrase adhvaranam abhisri- (here and VII1.44.7), there exists a cmpd
adhvara-sri- (5x). Scar (545-46) is hard pressed to account for the construction and interpr. of
the cmpd, but I wonder if it represents an underlying * adhvara—abhi-sri-, with both nominal and
preverb. The cmpd. has expelled the preverb because root noun cmpds can have only two
members (see immed. above, on yajia-niskit-). This would be exactly parallel to the expulsion I
hypothesize in an original *isu-prati-dhal dh- ‘arrow-aiming’, resulting in *isu-dh-, in my 2020
article cited above. The full phrase adhvard—+abhi-sri- would be preserved with the gen. pl. of the
nominal and the preverb+root noun, as here.



X.66.9: The injunctive janayan is one of only two 3rd pl. active injunctives to this stem, where
we expect instead the likewise transitive janayanta with -antareplacment. The other is in nearby
X.61.7; see disc. there and my 1979 -anta replacement article (I1J 21), esp. p. 154.

The phrase abhi vratais difficult to parse. Most tr. take it as a separate prep. phrase,
loosely construed: So Ge “fiir die heiligen Werke,” Re “selon les voeux (divins)” (commenting
that the phrase “resolves” a cmpd. *abhivratam [no accent given]), HPS (Vrata 63) “um der
Geliibde willen.” The publ. tr., “to their commandments,” is of this type, though it might be
easier to interpr. as “according to their commandments” or, with a looser gloss of vrazd-, “to their
standards.” I think some version of this interpr. is probably correct, but it is possible that vrafais
simply another object to janayam; ct. VI1.75.3 janayanto daivyani vratani. This, however, would
leave abhi stranded; it’s difficult, though perhaps not impossible, to take it as a preverb in tmesis
with janayan. For another problematic ex. of abhr vrata, see VII1.32.28 and comm. thereon.

Note that gpah in b shows the occasional substitution of nom. pl. for acc. pl. in this stem.
It is noteworthy here because in the previous vs. the last pada begins with a correct acc. pl. apah
(X.66.8d); however, the ¢ pada of the next vs. (X.66.10c) begins exactly like our pada, dpa
Osadhih, where the nominative is correct. Cf. also other exx. of this pada opening (V.41.11,
VIIL.34.25 with expected nom. — though cf. also the acc. apad osadhifrin V1.39.5). It is possible
that the redactors altered our phrase to match the nearly identical expression in the following
verse; since sandhi across the pada boundary would have amalgamated the final and initial
vowels to vratdpa osadhih, the only change would have been the erasure of the accent on the
putative acc. *apah (that is, * vratapa).

In c the form svarraises questions. Ge (n. 9c) simply pronounces it an honorary instr. and
tr. “mit Sonnenlicht” (sim. HPS, Vrata 63). Re attenuates the sense but leaves the grammar
intact, tr. “le ciel” as a second obj. to “fill.” I am reluctant to tamper with either morphology or
sense, though I’m not sure what filling the sun would actually mean. Kii (372) also takes this
austere road.

The last part of d, tanvi ni mamrjuh, is found identically in the companion hymn,
X.65.7d. There the gods clasped to themselves the sacrifice they had just created; here the object
is both more intangible and more comprehensive: their “will” (vdsa-). I take this to mean that
they have fully appropriated and deployed the motivation and ability to effect the actions
described in the earlier parts of the vs.

X.66.10: With the gen. phrase mahisasya tanyatoh both Ge and Re supply a head noun ‘master’,
modifying the dual dvandva vataparjanya. This is certainly possible, but I think it is also possible
that the relationship between Wind + Thunderstorm and thunder is meant to be more open-
ended. Unfortunately the publ. tr., which reflects this idea, is hard to interpr.

X.66.11: The formation of tanayitni- here differs from tanyati- in the preceeding vs. (10b) as
well as in the preceding hymn (X.65.13), and I’'m not sure what, if any, distinction is meant to be
drawn. I tr. fanyatud- as “Thunder” and tanayitnu- as “Thundering,” but this is simply to register
the difference in formation. Note esp. that X.65.13 contains the sequence tanyatir ékapad ajah,
which seems a minimal reverse reordering of our ajd ékpat tanayitnufi—which might suggest that
tanyatu- and fanayitnu- refer to the same entity. Since sorting out these minor divinities is
difficult anyway, I won’t speculate further.

In d we may have two different groups — the All Gods and my patrons — or the gods may
be identified as my patrons, with patrons an appositive. The position of ufd could be compatible



with either reading, conjoining all of d with the list in abc or conjoining the two terms of d. The
standard interpr. (Ge, Re; also JSK, DGRV 1.335) opt for the former, but it’s worth noting (as Ge
does, n. 11d) that the gods were identified as patrons (same word sdrdyah) and creators of the
sacrifice in vs. 2, and so the second possibility is a strong one.

X.66.12: Ge/Re take manavah as ‘humans’ and as modifying the 1st pl. subject of sydma (“may
we humans be ...”). The publ. tr. “might we be Manu-s,” with the more specific interpr. of the
stem manu-, which then is predicated of the subject, comes from a suggestion of JPB. The idea is
that we all want to enact the role of Manu as first sacrificer at the first instantiation of the
sacrifice, which would then be a joint venture between Manu (/us Manus) and the gods, who, as
we saw in 2d (and X.65.7d), begot the sacrifice. In b it is surely the gods who are urged to lead
the sacrifice east. Re cites Bergaigne as having an interpr. similar to the publ. tr. (“puissions-
nous étre a vos yeux des Manus ...”).

X.66.13: The divine model for the current sacrifice is further set forth here.

See extensive disc. of prativesa- (only here in the RV, but common later) and related
words ad X.49.5. The literal gloss in AiG I1.1.284, ‘die Wohnung gegeniiber habend’, and its
suggested meaning ‘neighbor’ seem reasonble.

X.66.14: This vs. makes a strong claim on the part of the poet(s) to belong to the poetic lineage
of Vasistha, who is surely the referent of pizrvat ‘like/in the manner of (their) father’. I think it
quite likely that the seer embedded in rsivar “‘like/in the manner of the[/a] seer’ is also Vasistha,
rather than a generic figure.

The close partnership between us humans and thte gods in the sacrificial enterprise is also
depicted here, where the gods are referred to as prized and pleased ‘kinsmen’ (jAatdyah).

X.66.15: This vs., identical to the final vs. of X.65, also asserts the Vasistha connection.

X.67—-68 Brhaspati

Two hymns dedicated to Brhaspati. In addition to the usual treatments, see HPS’s
detailed discussions in B+I; Re treats the Brhaspati hymns in EVP XV. On the supposed poet
Ayasya see comm. ad X.67.1.

X.67 Brhaspati

X.67.1: The first word of the hymn, 7/mdim, is a near-deictic “this ... here” and implicitly locates
us on the ritual ground, with this hymn (dhi- ‘insightful thought’) being recited now. In this
particular case, the speaker credits “our father” (pita nah), by implication Brhaspati, with finding
(that is, composing) the hymn, with an augmented imperfect avindat. This is unlike the usual
RVic situation, in which the poet claims to be himself composing the hymn, though “in the
manner” of a father or ancestor — e.g., in the immediately preceding hymn, X.66.14 vasisthasah
pitrvad vacam akratar “like their father(s) the Vasisthas have made speech”; instead it seems to
depict something closer to the later Srauta ritual situation in which already existing ritual texts
are recited in a fixed liturgy.

On the various possible referents of “seven-headed” (saptasirsnim) see Ge (n. 1a), HPS
(228).



The adj. brhatim ‘lofty’ evokes the dedicand’s name, Brha(spa)ti; we might also see the
anagram in pita (<€) -pati-.

The “fourth one” (turiyam) in ¢ cannot be directly coreferential with 7mam dhiyam in
pada a because of the gender difference. It could, however, match ukthdm in d. As noted in the
publ. intro., it is strongly reminiscent of the fourth part of speech or the fourth formulation often
prominent in Vedic discussions of the nature and powers of speech. Indeed, HPS takes it as the
fourth formulation (brdhman-)(224).

The adj. ayasya- ‘irrepressible’ is used of various gods (Indra, Soma) and surely here
refers to “our father,” that is, Brhaspati, as HPS (227-28) argues. The Anukramant has probably
extracted it from this first vs. as the name of the poet, to whom not only these two hymns (X.67—
68) but also IX.44-46 are attributed, and who becomes an independent figure in the later
tradition. On the reinterpretation of the adjective as a PN, see HPS (165-66, 227-28), citing
Pischel; Mayr (PN s.v.); and comm. ad 1.62.7; and for Ayasya’s later existence, see Macdonell-
Keith, Vedic Index s.v.

X.67.2: This vs. is lexically chained to vs. 1 (see HPS 228): 1d sdamsan: 2a samsantah (both pres.
participles, in adjacent padas); la dhiyamr: 2a didhyanal; 1b rta(-prajatam): 2a rtam; note also
pitd (1a) contrasted with putrasah (2b). This chaining superimposes the pl. Angirases (vs. 2) on
the sg. Brhaspati (vs. 1) as the original joint devisers of the verbal portion of the primal sacrifice.
The important connection between dhi- (1a) and didhyana- (2a) is not signalled in the publ. tr.
due to the difficulty of coming up with a non-awkward English verb. Perhaps “seeing insights
straightaway” in 2a.

The agreement of the participles sdmsan and samsantah also suggests that their objects,
uktham (1d) and rtam (2a), can be superimposed and identified with each other (see Lii 421, Re
comm. ad loc.). There is also verse-internal lexical and morphological play: the pres. mid.
participles ending padas a and c, didhyanah and dadhanah, share not only a suffix and ending (-
anah), but also a reduplicative skeleton, d_dh. And dhama in d picks up didhanahin c.

The meaning and referent of vipram padam are disputed, as instances of padd- often are.
Ge takes the phrase as a double acc., with padam predicated of vipram and meaning ‘track’: “den
Redekundigen zu ihrer Wegspur machend”; he explains (n. 2¢) that they follow in their speech
the tracks/traces of Brhaspati. But most interpr. take vipram as a modifier of paddm, meaning
“inspired word/speech.” See Lii (522 n. 6), Re (ad loc.), HPS (225). I do not see why it cannot be
a pun, as the publ. tr. presents it (though perhaps it should be better phrased in the manner of Ge:
“laying their inspired word as their track,” in this case the track of the ritual cursus.

Most interpr. take mananta to mean “they thought up / devised” the dhama of the
sacrifice: Ge “haben ... ersonnen,” HPS (225) “haben ... erdacht,” Re “ont inventé.” Certainly
the prathamam ‘first’ qualifying dhama supports this view. However, the occurrence of the VP
dhiama mana- in X.97.1 madnai ... dhama,” where it refers to the various forms of plants, favors a
more neutral “think about / bring to mind,” with no sense of creation or invention. Hence my
“pondered” — though I do not entirely reject the standard view.

X.67.3-8: The narration of the Vala myth begins here and continues through vs. 8. As noted in
the publ. intro., the pattern associated with the name Brhaspati in this sequence is significant.
The name first appears in vs. 3 at the beginning of pada c, and this nom. brhaspatih occupies the
same position in 4c and 5c, as well as 8c, with acc. brhaspatim beginning 9¢ and 10c after the
recital of the myth proper. Brhaspati’s variant brahmanaspatih opens the ¢ pada of 7. But in the



center of this sequence, vs. 6, we find instead indrah at the beginning of the vs., a vs. with no
occurrence of Brhaspati — structurally imposing, as I suggest in the publ. intro., the
superimposition and identification of Brhaspati and Indra.

The preverb v/figures prominently in this account (3b, 4d, 6b, 7b, 7d).

X.67.3: This vs. is esp. focused on the soundscape of the myth. On the one hand, the two
intensive participles, vavadadbhih (a) and abhikanikradat (c), both of sounds associated with
animals, convey a sense of the constant cacophony in the background of the mythic actions: the
Angirases’ constant vocalizations compared to the disordered honking of geese, Brhaspati’s
continual roaring at the cows like a bovine himself. On the other hand, the final pada depicts the
ritually regulated starting up of the praise song and its hymn tune, the province of the priestly
figures the Prastotar and the Udgatar, an oasis of sonic order in the midst of an uproar of voices.
The presence of both ufd and cain pada d is curious, esp. since they seem to form a “both
... and” structure, conjoining the two verbs prastaut and ud ... agayat. This kind of subclausal
usage is rare with u/4, as is the mixed construction with ca. See JSK (DGRV 1.357) for disc. Of
course, in pada-initial position ca could not be used, but there doesn’t seem any reason why pra
astaut could not have been separated through tmesis by ca (* #prd castaut ...), like dc ca ...
agayat. Because these finite verb forms are preceded only by participles (vydsyan ...
abhikanikradat) modifying the subject, we cannot interpr. the u/d as a clause connector.

X.67.4: The three feminine entities, divided into two and one in pada a, but aggregated as three
in d, are universally interpreted as “doors” (for which I substituted “gates” as slight more suitable
to a cave). As Ge points out (n. 4d), the ‘doors’ (dras) are found in this Vala context in VI.18.5
and X.120.8. Re cleverly suggests that there may have been a (notional) haplology from the
sequence dva(bhyam) *dvarbhyam that resulted in the gapping of the ‘door’ word here.

Note the echo of the first word of the vs., avah (/avo) ‘below’, and the last, 2vah ‘opened
up’ (underlying avar).

X.67.5: Here we meet another “three,” but neut. (#rins), not the fem. of 4d (tisrah).

Pada a contains the problematic saydthem (Pp sayatha im), which has received a variety
of interpr., none of them satisfactory. The publ. tr. follows Old (as does Re) in taking sayadrha as
a neut. acc. pl. (Old “Lagerstitten,” publ. tr. “lairs”) as parallel obj. beside purdam. The stem is
otherwise only found in two passages in adjacent hymns, dat. saydthaya (V1.18.8) and loc.
sayathe (V1.17.9). Both those forms appear to have (quasi-)infinitival value ‘to lie’, although
only the dative fits this function well morphologically (see comm. ad VI.17.9). Gr suggests we
should read saydthe here as well (with no explan. of the -m); Ge (n. Sa) reads saydtha (with the
Pp, the likely analysis), but claims that the form is an infinitive (with no explan. of the
morphology). HPS (B+I 225-26) takes it as an instr. (flg. a corrrection by Thieme [11J 3.15] of
HPS’s tr. in Vrata 47 n. 84), attributing the sense ‘riverbed’ to the stem: “Nachdem er den
zuriickgebeugten Wall durch ein Flussbett zerspalten hatte.” I have no idea what this is meant to
mean; how can a fortress be split by a riverbed, and how did Brhaspati get hold of such an
instrument in the first place? In his tr. in Vrata, saydtha- is also ‘riverbed’, but (I think) as an acc.
pl., expressing what parts the fortress separated into after Brhaspati split it (“Die ... Burg ...
zerspaltete er in (Fluss-)betten”), which are then the referents of the “three” in pada b; this
interpr. basically follows Ge’s alternative, given in n. Sa. Given that that the various tricky
manipulations of morphology or meaning don’t yield plausible sense, Old’s acc. pl. seems the



simplest and the least harmful. But I am still disturbed by several features. First, at least in my
interpr. the fem. sg. dpacim modifies puram, but is separated from it by sayathem. However, this
word order might be iconic for splitting apart the fortress. More serious is the position of the
particle 7zm2 (assuming that’s what’s lurking in sayathem). In my treatment of this particle
(“Rigvedic sim and 7m,” Fs. Cardona 2002) I point out (pp. 303—4 and n. 23) that 772 is almost
always found either in second, or modified second, position (as in 7a) or directly before the verb.
Of the 208 instances of 7m (per Lubotsky), only nine fail to conform — including this one. After
reconsidering the problems posed by saydthem I now find I cannot accept the neut. acc. pl. + im
interpr. found in the publ. tr. The need to posit an out-of-place iz seems close to fatal, esp.
because the acc. pl. ‘lairs’ doesn’t fit the passage all that well, and further the other two
occurrences of the stem saydtha- are (quasi-)verbal usage, not concrete. I now find myself
sympathetic to Gr’s suggestion that we read *saydthe. This entails assuming that the -m was
originally a hiatus breaker (notionally -m) that was reinterpreted as a real m— even though (and
this is a major problem) this is not a sequence (*-e a-) where a hiatus-breaking -7 would be
introduced. If this dubious analysis is accepted, saydthe would have the same quasi-infinitival
use as in VI.17.9 and depict the collapse of the pur- and its subsequent position. I would now tr.
“Having split apart the stronghold to lie facing backwards,” eliminating “(from front) to back,
(having split apart) the lairs” and picking up with “at one blow.” The use of a form of ‘lie’ would
thematically connect this account of the Vala myth with the Vrtra myth, where Vs7is a signature
word (see esp. 1.32).

The next problem is the identity of the three (neut. #ini) in pada b, which in part depends
on the sense of the lexeme nis V &rt. In its only other RVic occurrence, in 1X.108.6, the object is
something desirable (cows) that one cuts out from its surroundings (stone) (... d4smano nir ga
dkrntab), i.e., essentially the same context as here. Our nis V krt seems parallel also to nis V bhrin
a similar context in the next, paired hymn (X.68.8). With Ge (n. 5b) (and Say., sim. Re) I identify
the three as the dawn, the sun, and the cow found in pada c (usdsam siryam gam), despite the
gender mismatch between neut. #7717 and the assorted fem. and masc. items in c; the neut. may be
a cover term for “three (things),” esp. since neither masc. nor fem. would encompass all three.
(Re supplies “trésors” with #7ni.) Although together padas cd name four things (including
arkam), this last term is in a separate pada and, as Ge points out (n. 5b), Brhaspati had already
found it (see lab dhiyam ... avindat). Moreover, in the parallel in the next vs., X.68.9, the verb
‘find’ (avindat) has three objects, and though arka also occurs in that vs., in a separate pada as
here, it is in the instr., not the acc. of the other three.

“Water-holder, reservoir” (udadhi-) is a slightly odd way to refer to the Vala cave, but it
can hardly have any other referent. The usage is similar to that of “well” in English, which can
be used metaphorically as a container for substances other than water (e.g., “well of loneliness™);
in fact, we also have metaphorical expressions with this very word — e.g., “reservoir of
goodwill,” “reservoir of infection” (apparently a technical term in epidemiology), etc.

X.67.6: On the significance of the vs.-initial placement of /ndrah here, see comm. above ad vss.
3-8 and the publ. intro. Not only is Indra superimposed on Brhaspati here, but he has access to
the same verb: (v7) cakarta, like Brhaspati’s (nif ...) akrntat in 5b.

As noted in the publ. intro. raksitar- ‘guard’ is an ambiguous and potentially menacing
term. See Re’s comm.

Gr, Ge, and HPS (226) render kard- as ‘hand’, a sense well established in the epics and
later, but, as Re points out, this is likely the only example in Vedic. (The other RVic



occurrenceof the stem, in 1.116.13, refers to the ASvins. Ge and the publ. tr. [JPB] take it as
‘hand’, but a more generic ‘doer’ seems more likely. The occurrence in AVS XII.2.2 likewise
fits its context better with such a sense.) A meaning ‘hand’ here would seem distinctly odd, since
the action of ‘cutting apart’ (v/'V &r?) is not something a hand by itself can manage (outside of
Kung Fu movies) — better a physical ‘doer’, concretized as ‘tool’ or, with Re, “un instrument (a
découper)” like a knife.

On sweat as a sign of ritual activity, see my 2015 “Avestan xsuuid.” A more literal tr. of
this bahuvr. would be ‘whose ointment/unguent is sweat’. The theme returns in the next vs., 7d.

X.67.7: Note the allit. in sa ... satyébhih sakhibhih sucadbhih (also unified by instr. pl. ending)
and (go)dhayasam ... dhanasair (a)dardah.

The cmpd go-dhayas- ‘cow-nurturing’ is presumably meant ironically, continuing the
ambiguity of raksitiaram dughanam. It has an Old Avestan cognate gaodaiiah- (Y 29.2). Perhaps
it is not an accident that the Avestan occurrence is in the famous Lament of the Soul of the Cow,
when the Cow is complaining that the cow-tending is not entirely satisfactory. The Aves.
correspondent supports a rendering ‘nurturing cows’, ‘having the nurturing of cows’ (so Gr).
However, most tr. interpr. go- not as an obj. of the 2nd member, but rather as the source of
nourishment — Ge “der von den Rindern sich nédhrte”; Re. “qui tétait [le lait] des vaches”; HPS
“dessen Nahrung die Kiihe sind.” I assume that all these interpr. are trying to capture the fact that
the Vala cave is a sinister, not a nurturing figure towards the captive cows . But this seems to me
sufficiently covered by an ironic interpr. of the cmpd. (like ggpati- in the next vs.). Against the
“source” interpr. is the fact that several of the host of X-dhayas- cmpds — ari-dhayas-, karu-
dhayas-, bhiiri-dhayas- -- clearly have 1st member objects (‘nourishing the stranger’, etc.). visva-
dhayas- 1s ambiguous: either ‘nourshing all’ (with obj.) or ‘having all nourishments’, but it
certainly doesn’t mean *‘deriving nourishment from all’; by my interpr. Adri-dhayas- means
‘having golden nourishment’, not ‘nourishing the golden’, but again certainly not *‘deriving
nourishment from the golden’ (see comm. ad 111.44.3).

The root-noun cmpd dhana-sa- is found 6x in the RV, including in nearby X.65.10;
dhana-sd- here is a nonce thematization. See Scar 581.

The gharma- in gharma-sveda- may well refer to the gharma pot at the Pravargya ritual;
cf., in the frog hymn, VII.103.8 adhvaryavo gharminah sisvidanah and comm. thereon.

For the sense of vi'Vnashere, see comm. ad X.64.15.

X.67.8: iyanad- ‘begging’ may be used sarcastically here. They used verbal means, which is like
begging, but the words in fact ‘compelled’.

1sanayanta — This hapax, which belongs in the hazy group of isana-, isanya- and the
nominals 7sani- and isanya-, is rendered by Re and HPS as intrans./reflex. But it is surely an -anta
replacement and so is trans., as Ge (and I) take it.

mitho-avadya-pa- 1s one of the few three-member cmpds in the RV; I have found fewer
than 20 (not counting negated two-member cmpds, cmpds with su- and dus-, and cmpds. with a
lexicalized member [like gopa-]). This rarity adds to the difficulty of interpreting it. It seems to
have been rather casually assembled. The final member -pa- is, like -sa- in 7 above, thematized
from the root noun -pa- ‘protect’ (see Scar 308). For avadya-pa-, Renou cites the syntagm
1.185.10 patam avadyat. To this “protecting from fault,” the adverb mithah ‘alternately,
mutually’ would be loosely joined. If ‘protecting each other from fault’ (e.g., Old “einander
wechselseitig als Abwehrer von Schande habend”) vel sim. is really the sense of the cmpd., its



application to the Angirases is somewhat puzzling. But there is an alternative. In my copy of
HPS’s B+I, which belonged to Stanley Insler, he penciled in the margin “protecting from falsity
and disgrace = dvandva.” This seems eminently worth considering, esp. if mithdh here has a
sense closer to that found in Iranian, where it refers to wrong or falsehood. For the Old Persian
evidence see R. Schmitt, Worterbuch der altpersischen Konigsinschriften, p. 215 with lit. In
Avestan the adverb is esp. associated with false speech: Old Avestan mi9ah-uuacah- ‘having
false speech’, YA mridaoxta- ‘falsely spoken’, mido.aog- ‘falsely speaking’. Here it would be
paired with avadya-, whose literal meaning is of course ‘not to be spoken’. I now suggest an
alternate interpr., based on Insler’s dvandva analysis: “protecting from the false and the
unspeakable” — an appropriate description of the Angirases, whose realm is true and effective
speech. Alternatively, it is possible that we are dealing with two words here, with mithih a
separate adverb (as in the next hymn, X.68.10, where it means ‘alternately’) and a standard two-
member cmpd. that should be accented *avadya-pébhih (cf. dhana-saihin 7b), with the accent
having been erased redactionally. The problem then would be: what does mithah mean in that
context? It seems unlikely that Brhaspati and the Angirases alternated in releasing the cows or
did so rivalrously. I therefore prefer the dvandva analysis.

ud usriya asrjatareprises 4d ud usra akar.

X.67.9: This is the transition vs. back to the present time and the 1st ps. poets — but we don’t find
that out till the Ist pl. madema in d. Till then it could the subject could be the Angirases.
Note that Brhaspati here is credited with martial, more-Indra-like skills.

X.67.10: With Old, I attach ab to the previous vs. because it seems to continue the victory
narrative from there, but this is not necessary. The second hemistich lacks a finite verb; I supply
dnu madema from 9d.

Pada c is a mash-up of 9a vardhdyantah and 9c brhaspatim visanam.

My interpr. of d differs from the standard ones, and infuses it with more content —
perhaps going beyond the evidence. It is dependent on the interpr. of nana. Ge (n. 10c) follows
Say. (nana diksu santah) in taking it locationally (“da und dort weilend”), while Re seems to
project this onto conceptual social location (“bien qu’étant diversement (situés sur le plan
social)”). I suggest that the nanarefers to the varying capacities of the poets, who each “bring
light with their mouth” (bibhrato jyotir asa), but in different ways according to their particular
verbal skills.

X.67.11: On the formation of the infinitival vayodhar (also X.55.1), see Scar 261.

X.67.12: The intrusion of the Vrtra myth (pada c) and other violent Indraic exploits is surprising

in this insistently Brhaspati/Vala-oriented hymn. The vs. seems tacked on; on the other hand, the
invocation of Heaven and Earth duplicates that of the two world halves in 11d. More to the point,
there is some ring composition: saptd in la and 12¢, mardhan- in 12b recalling sirsan- in la.

X.68 Brhaspati

On the complex style of this hymn see publ. intro.

Like X.67, this hymn has its share of verse-, hemistich-, and pada-initial occurrences of
brhaspati-: 1d, 2d, 3c, 4c, 5c, 6b, 7a, 8d, 9c, 10b, 11d, 12c. There is one, and only one, per verse.



As discussed below ad vs. 7, it is likely that all these occurrences are extra-clausal and
topicalized.

X.68.1: This vs. has three marked similes (a, b, c¢), each of which presents difficulties of
interpretation. In all three cases the comparandum is the chants (ark4-) directed towards
Brhaspati in d.

In the first simile the point of comparison is noisy water birds “constantly gabbling” (the
intens. part. vdvadatalr, see in the previous hymn X.67.3 where the Angirases are modified by the
same participle). There is some unhappiness among interpreters about the other participle in this
simile, rdksamana-. Gr suggests reading ydksamana- (‘appearing, displaying’?); Old favors
Brunnhofer’s suggestion krdksamana- ‘howling’ (vel sim.), which is associated with udaprit- in
IX.108.7. However, as Ge points out (n. 1ab), this would involve adjusting the sandhi of
transmitted vdyo. And I for one see no semantic problem with rdksamana-. Flocks of birds on
water are often found in fairly tight, noisy groups, which can be seen as (and probably are)
mutually protective. I take the middle participle as reciprocal; Re interpr. it as passive (“‘qu’on
tenait enfermés”), but the middle of V raks is never passive.

Note that the part. vavadatah occurs across the pada boundary from the birds and sits
exactly between the first and second similes. This allows it to be construed with both, as, e.g.,
HPS (218) sees. With the first it is a nom. pl. masc., with the second it is the homonymous gen.
sg., modifying abhriyasya: “of the ever-speaking (lit.) X of the cloud.” Although most interpr.
abhriya- as the cloud itself, I prefer to see it as the adj. it is formally, modifying a gapped
“thunder.”

The difficulty of c lies in the hapax giribhrdj- and within this cmpd there are several
problems: 1) what is the second member? and 2) what is the relation of the first member to the
second? For a detailed disc. see Scar (373—74). A number of possibilities have been suggested
for the etymology of -bhArdj-, of which the strongest competitors are *bhleg” ‘swell’ (also
possibly in the root noun bArdj- AV VII.90.2, possibly meaning ‘penis’) and *bhAreg ‘break’ (for
a recently suggested alternative root see below). The ‘break’ interpr. is the one favored by most
tr. and comm.: Gr, Ge, Re, HPS (218), Mau (155) [Pokorny IEW also includes it there] and
generally involves a direct-object function for the 1st member, or at least a goal, though an
ablatival source is also sometimes considered: e.g., Re “brisant la montagne” (direct obj.) versus
Mau “as they break upon the rocks” (goal) versus Gr (alt. gloss; sim. Re’s alt. in n.) “aus ithnen
[=mountains] hervorbrechend” (source). For “waves” in a similar direct object context, see
V1.61.2 iyam ... arujat, sanu girinam tavisébhir armibhih “She [=the river Sarasvati] broke the
back of the mountains with her powerful waves.” The problem is that there are no other certain
(and few if any possible) traces of * bareg in Indo-Aryan. Mayrhofer (EWA s.v. bArdj-) considers
it “willkiirlich” to involve the ‘break’ root here.

The ‘swell, be erect’ interpr. has the merit of an at least tenuous connection with another
Vedic word, the aforementioned root noun b/Ardj- ‘penis’(?). The publ. tr. follows this interpr.
and the exact wording, “stiff-peaked (like) mountains,” was adapted from a suggestion of Darms,
reproduced in EWA (“Steifheit wie Berge habend”). Scar also favors ‘swell’, but points out that
giri- as first compound member often has a locatival sense (e.g., giri-ksit- ‘dwelling in the
mountains’; Scar’s suggested gloss, ‘im Gebirge schwellend,” is more plausible, if less poetic,
than the one based on Darms.

Recently (WECIEC 28, 2016; Proceedings publ. 2018: 79-81), R. Ginevra suggested a
different interp. of both parts of the cmpd and a diff. meaning for the whole. He glosses it “loud-



roaring.” The 2nd member belongs to a root * bhr(hz)g ‘roar’, of his manufacture, whose nearest
Vedic relative is, by his account, bhdrjayant- in X.46.4 — but see comm. ad loc.: it is not at all
clear that this stem even exists. As for the first member, he takes it as a reduced form of * g*erh>
‘heavy’. This is of course a particularly bold interpr., since ‘heavy’ has u-vocalism in Skt. (gur-
u-); Ginevra has a complex and ultimately unconvincing way to get to giri-, but the real problem
is that it’s hard to imagine a *giri- ‘heavy’ surviving the competition not only of the well-attested
giri- ‘mountain’, but the even better attested g77- ‘song’. That a cmpd ‘loud-roaring’ would have
survived with that meaning in Vedic when neither of its members has any support in the attested
language, beggars belief.

But Ginevra’s alternative interpr. has the merit of reminding us that the cmpd. should
somehow fit the simile in which it’s embedded, and that simile concerns noise. Wave(s) are at
least marginally associated with sound elsewhere in the RV: see 1.44.12 sindhor iva prasvanitasa
arrmdyah “like the clamorous waves of a river”; IX.50.1 sindhor armér iva svanah “like the roar
of the wave of a river,” and so perhaps the cmpd giribhrdj- does not have to contribute
semantically to the simile; on the other hand, deploying a hapax cmpd that is irrelevant to the
content of the passage seems an unlikely move on the part of a skilled RVic poet. Assuming that
it does contribute to the noise simile, I now think that “breaking the mountains” is more
compatible with the simile than “stiff-peaked (like) mountains,” since breaking or pounding the
rocks is going to produce a certain amount of noise. At least as an alternative, I would therefore
now change the publ. tr. to “breaking the mountains” (see VI.61.2 cited above), despite the
problematic absence of other reflexes of *bhreg.

The collocation of armi- and V mad ‘be/make exhilarated’ found here (drmdyo madantah)
is also found elsewhere: V1.44.20, VIII.14.10, passages laconically cited by Ge (n. 1c; see also
HPS). The association presumably arose because armi-is often used metaphorically of
“wave(s)” of soma, whose signature verb is vV mad.

X.68.2: On the interrelated and developing similes in this vs., see the publ. intro. as well as Ge’s
n. 2ab.

The opening phrase sdm gobhih participates in two different images in the first hemistich.
The first, unrecognized by other tr./comm., is triggered by the end of the preceding vs., (abhr ...)
anavan “they bellowed.” In the Angiras context gobhih can be associated with the root vV nu
‘bellow’. See, e.g., IV.3.11 sdm dinigiraso navanta gobhih “The Angirases roared along with the
cows” (also V.45.8), with both sdm and gobhih. The joint bellowing refers to the mutual
recognition-by-sound that allowed the Angirases to free the cows penned up in the Vala cave.
(Note also that Brhaspati roared at the cows in the previous hymn. [X.67.3], though with a
different root: brhaspatir abhikanikradad gah.)

But sdm gobhih V ni also exists independently; see V.42.4 sam indra no manasa nesi
gobhih “Through your thought, Indra, lead us together with cows,” and the final word of the
hemistich, ninaya, is thus also to be construed with the opening. The object of the frame
construction is gapped, but with Ge and Re (and HPS in n.) we can supply. the Angirases, whom
Brhaspati reunites with the (freed) cows. In the simile Bhaga leads Aryaman (bhAdga ivéd
aryamanam); as I explained in the publ. intro. “Bhaga (Fortune or Good Fortune) leads Aryaman,
the "civilizing" god of custom, one of whose roles is patron of marriage, to the marriage
ceremony in order to preside.” The ceremony itself is found in the next pada. That the simile in b
relates to the marriage is the view of Ge, Re, and Mau (156 n. 2), though HPS explicitly
disavows this interpr. (219 n.).



In my opinion, the verse-initial sam gobhih that we’ve already used twice in the first
hemistich gets reused in pada c, as Ge also suggests (n. 2c, tentatively also Re n.). The simile,
which dominates the pada, is of the marrriage ceremony, with the officiant (jane mitrah) in the
nom. “anointing” the married couple in the acc. (dampati). As Ge points out, this step in the
ceremony is ordinarily expressed with the lexeme sdm V afj (e.g., in the final vs. of the wedding
hymn, X.85.47 sam afjantu visve devah; see also Ge’s other citations). It is rather nice that sam
‘together’ unites the various pieces of this vs.

Two questions remain about the verse. First, who is the referent of jane mitrah? second,
how does the frame, which must be entirely supplied, match the simile? As for the first, most
take the muitra- to be an actual friend or close associate of the couple (so Ge, Re, Mau), while
HPS, with a different arrangement of simile and frame, opts for Mitra. I think instead that it is
Agni, who is elsewhere called jane mitrah (11.4.1, VIII.23.8; for disc. see my “Rigvedic
Svayamvara?” Fs. Parpola [2001]: 312). Agni officiates at the wedding by virtue of the centrality
of the ritual fire at the wedding ceremony.

My answer to the second question is given in the publ. intro.: “Just as Agni anoints the
marrying couple with milk, so Brhaspati "anoints" the Angirases (compared to the couple) with
cows.” Alternatively, Ge and Re take the Angirases and the cows as the two parties to the
ceremony representing the dual dampati ‘married couple’; this is also one of the possibilities that
HPS entertains. This is possible, but it fails to make use of the instr. gobhih as the anointing
medium. And the image of the Angirases and the cows pairing off in marrriage might be a bit
extreme.

Pada d breaks this mood, with competition substituting for union. Again, the identity of
the object in the frame, to which the swift horses are compared, is unspecified and somewhat
unclear; I assume the Angirases, who are spurred to action to open the cave. (This action is, of
course, out of order, since the rest of the vs. assumes the cows have already been freed, but
chronological scrambling is scarcely unknown in the RV.)

Another question about d: who is addressing Brhaspati? I assume that the abrupt
departure from the topic of abc also returns us to the larger context of the hymn, and the poet is
the speaker, but both Ge and Re take the address to be internal to the scenario of pada c and
spoken by the officiant (jane mitrah). In this case it could not be urging the Angirases to open the
cave, since the cave is already open. /f'we intepret the impv. clause internally (which, as I said, I
am not inclined to do), we might compare Agastya’s address to his wife Lopamudra in 1.179.3
Jjdyavéd dtra satanitham ajim “let us two win here the contest of a hundred strategems,” as a
programatic blueprint for marriage. It too contains the word 4j7- ‘contest’. However, I think this
is farfetched.

X.68.3: The first hemistich consists entirely of fem. pl. adjs. with no referent specified until pada
d gah, but of course the cows are in the discourse and were mentioned in the instr. in 2a.

There is no agreement on the sense or even the formation of the hapax cmpd sadhv-aryah.
Glosses range widely: Say. sadhianam kalyanam payasam netril, Gr “gerade aus, vorwirts
strebend,” Old “bei denen die Arier ihr Ziel erreichen,” Ge “die einem trefflichen Herrn
gehoren,” Re “tres amicales,” Th (Fremdl. 87) “in guter Weise (schonstens) fremdenfreundlich
(gastlich),” HPS “die gut gastlich sind,” Mau “dear to the pious,” JPB (Adityas 162 n. 23)
“correctly civilized.” Several of these (notably Old and Ge) assume that the cmpd is a bahuvrthi,
but the accent is an obstacle. Old refers laconically to AiG 1.2.296(d), treating bahuvrihis with
2nd-member accent whose 1st member ends in -7- or -u-. But even if this rule worked better than



it does, all of the cases listed there have 1st members with light initial syllables (puri-, etc.), and
sadhu- decidedly does not (cf. also the bahuvrihi sadhu-karman- X.81.7 with expected accent).
Moreover, the simplex aryd-is an adjective and should not therefore be the head of a bahuvrihi
unless the adjective has been substantivized (as Ge’s Herr and Old die Arier implicitly assume).
The publ. tr. follows JPB’s interpr. of the adj. arya- as ‘civilized/civilizing’ (discussed at length
in Adityas, 155-62), that is, “adhering to or upholding to (sic) the rites and customs of the Vedic
peoples” (155), who are the others (ari~) who belong to the larger Arya community (on which see
comm. ad IX.79.3). The term is used here of cows in the context of hospitatlity (see immed. flg.
atithinih and Thieme, Fremdl. 86-87), a cardinal Arya principle, but I do not think it necessarily
has the narrow meaning “fremdenfreundlich” that Th gives it. It could simply emphasize the
cows’ status as domestic animals that ordinarily form part of the social group (see JPB’s “they
are domesticated and hence a part of the community,” 162 n. 23) and have been reintegrated into
it after their abduction and imprisonment outside of it. With Th I. take sadhu- as adverbial here,
rather than as referring to a group of particularly worthy people (e.g., Mau’s “the pious”).

The final word of pada a, zsirah, makes a bad Tristubh cadence. In fact, though the stem
1sird- generally behaves well metrically when internal, often occuring right after the caesura
where two light syllables are at home, there are several pada-final occurrences like this one,
making a bad Tristubh cadence: in addition to this one, 11.29.1, V.37.3, 1X.96.15, X.98.3 (see
also, in dimeter VII1.46.29). In all these cases a heavy second syllable (*isird-) would be
preferable, but precisely this shape would be anomalous in the post-caesura occurrences.

X.68.4: Judging from the 2nd hemistich, this vs. returns us to the moment of the opening of the
Vala cave and the release of the cows. Brhaspati split open the enclosure (“the skin of the earth)
so easily that his tool for splitting is compared to water in pada d; see a similar characterization
of the ease of this deed in the next vs., 5d. It is harder, though not impossible, to fit the first
hemistich into this picture. I take ab as referring to the ritual preliminaries to the assault on the
cave. The phrase rtdsya yoni- is quite common in the RV, used for the ritual ground and esp. for
the place where the ritual fire is installed (II1.62.13, etc. etc.; see comm. ad X.65.7). The “honey”
with which Brhaspati is sprinkling it may be milk or soma or even water. Despite Ge (n. 4a) and
others (Mau, esp.) I don’t think the liquid is rain, because Brhaspati isn’t particularly associated
with rain elsewhere.

Pada b is the real problem, in part because of the ambiguous sandhi form arkd. The Pp
takes this as nom. sg. arkah, and this is followed by most interpr. Before assessing that interpr.,
we should investigate what its referent might be. The stem ark4- means both ‘chant’ and
‘ray/flame’. Its proximity to u/ka- ‘firebrand’ in this pada has led a number of interpr. to favor
the latter identification (e.g., Ge “Wetterstrahl”; also Re, Mau). However in a Brhaspati context
the word should mean ‘chant’ — as it in fact does elsewhere in the hymn: 1d, 6b, 9b; see also in
the previous hymn X.67.5. The chant is the means by which the Vala cave is opened. Old and
HPS both recognize that arka- must mean ‘chant’ here; they both decide that Brhaspati is the
personified arka- and therefore accept the nom. interpr. of the Pp. This is possible, but I prefer
interpr. the sandhi form as loc. arké, as a minimal loc. absolute: “when the chant (was chanted),”
referring to the moment when the cave is opened. That the chant can be secondarily associated
with fire, and so the juxtaposition of arka and u/kam here is probablly not accidental, is shown
by 6b agnitapobhir arkaih “with his fire-hot changes.”

The problem that I can’t solve is what is the object of avaksipan in the frame, compared
to the “firebrand of heaven” (u/kam ... dyoh) in the simile. In the publ. tr. I tentatively supply



‘honey’ from the first pada, and in the absence of anything better I will stick with it — but it
would depict a fairly aggressive sprinkling of the ritual ground, and I also don’t see what it
represents mythologically. Ge gets out of the problem by making the whole of b the simile
(violating ordinary simile structuring principles by assuming a different verb in the simile from
the frame, which for him is pada a). Re, HPS, and Mau make the 7va weakly adverbial (“pour
ainsi dire,” “gleichsam,” “as it were”). This is tempting as an easy way to avoid the problem, but
I am reluctant to do this because of the prominence of 7va and the quite specific similes in this
part of the hymn (3d, 4b, 4d, 5b, 5d).

99 ¢

X.68.5: The similes continue. In the first hemistich a four-element frame (gapped subject
Brhaspati, object tdmah ‘darkness’, instr. ‘with light’, abl. ‘from the midspace’) is more or less
matched by a three-elememt simile (subj. ‘wind’, object “Sipala plant’, abl. ‘from the water’),
with only the instr. missing: ‘wind’ can stand in for it as well.

The purport of the simile in the 2nd hemistich is not as clear — or rather, my interpr.
differs from the general consensus. The standard interpr. is that the simile goes with the main
verb: “brought the cows here like the wind a cloud.” But to me this doesn’t make sense: the wind
doesn’t bring clouds Aere; they stay in the midspace, wherever the wind pushes them. I think that
the simile instead belongs with the gerund anumisya. The lexeme dnu VvV mrs occurs only here in
the RV, and the tr. universally render it as ‘lay hold of, seize’ vel sim. — but V mrs generally
depicts a less aggressive action, ‘touch, stroke, fondle’. In KS XXV.9 (116: 6) the causative
anumarsaya- 1s used of healers touching a sick man, where ‘seize’ seems out of place. There is
also a brief narrative in TS VI.1.3.6, where Indra seeks to prevent anyone else from being born
from the womb from which he has just emerged. He dnu vV mrs'the womb and splits it: zdsya
anumisya yonim achinat. Keith tr. ‘stroking her womb he split it.” Although “seizing” isn’t ruled
out here, the context invites a more intimate, if no less devastating, action. In our passage the
object of anumrsyais generally taken to be “the cows of Vala,” but esp. given the TS passage |
think it better to supply ‘skin’ (¢vdcam from the immed. preceding vs. 4d) or even ‘womb’ (for
the Vala cave as a womb, see IV.50.2; yonim is also found in the preceding vs., 4a, though with
a different referent). Note that, like the womb in the TS passage, the “skin” was split in 4d
(though with a different root), and Brhaspati splits something of Vala’s in the next vs. (6ab) and,
by my interpr., splits the garbha- of the mountain in 7c. What does this have to do with the simile
“like the wind a cloud”? I think the point is that the wind needs merely to “stroke” a cloud to
move it, and this emphasizes how light and minimal a touch Brhaspati needed to open the Vala
cave, a point also made in 4d.

With the simile of d associated with the gerund in c, the rest of d contains the main VP,
whose meaning is straightforward: 4V krin the middle means ‘bring here, make one’s own’.
What I don’t understand is the doubling of 4. Old (Noten ad 1.3.7) says it’s not uncommon and
lists some passages, but I would still like an explanation. Perhaps the two 4’s convey different
senses: ‘make one’s own’ and ‘bring here’; this is what I meant to imply in the publ. tr.

X.68.6: The abstract noun jdsu-‘feebleness’ may seem an odd object for the verb bhed “split’,
which seems to call for a concrete object. However, it neatly summarizes the point of the similes
in vss. 4 and 5, that Vala was easily breached. Ge unaccountably renders jdsu- here by “das
Gefingnis” (prison) without comment, though in its other occurrence (X.33.2) as
“Verschmachten.” Perhaps he was swayed by Say.’s concrete gloss ayudham ‘weapon’ in our
passage.



On the pun that structures the 2nd hemistich see publ. intro. As discussed there, the pun is
enabled by two ambiguous forms: pdrivistam and ddat. The former can be the ppl. to either V vis
or V vis. In the former case, it means ‘surrounded’, in the latter ‘served’. As for 4dat, it can be the
(remarked medial) 3rd sg. root aor. to 4V dz ‘take’ (4 + (a)da-1) or a pseudo-thematic imperfect to
the root pres. of Vad ‘eat’ (a-ad-a-f): the expected athematic form would have been *at (< * a-ad-
0, which cries out for remodeling. At least with regard to the publ. tr., only the former would be
strictly correct, since the imperfect of Vad, without preverb, should not be accented in a main
clause (see also Ge n. 6¢). But secondary readings in puns can be lax about accentuation, and in
any case nothing forbids ¢ from being still in the domain of yadiin pada a, in which case both of
the proposed verb forms would be accented in the subordinate cl. I therefore offer an alternative
translation “When Brhaspati split the feebleness of taunting Vala with his fire-hot chants / (and)
he took / ate (the cows) ...,” with the main clause represented only by d. Only Mau of the
standard tr. takes this option.

As for the pun itself, taking pdrivista- to V vis with the sense ‘surrounded, trapped’, the
ppl. can be construed with the instr. dadbhih as the agent/instrument; the more appropriate main
verb would be 4V dz ‘take’ (though ‘eat’ is also possible). The image is the familiar and slightly
unpleasant one of using the tongue to worry tiny particles of food stuck between the teeth and
suggests that Brhaspati scoured all the nooks and crannies of the Vala cave for stray cattle. If
pdrivista- is taken to V vis in the lexeme ‘serve’, the more appropriate main verb would be ‘eat’
(though ‘take’ is not excluded), and the tongue and teeth together do the eating. HPS objects to
Ge’s supplying the cows as obj. of ‘eat’ because Brhaspati doesn’t eat the cows — but supplying
Vala as object, as he, Re, and Mau do, is subject to the same objection: Brhaspati doesn’t eat the
cave either. Surely “eat” is a metaphor and, in my opinion, works better with cows as object:
Brhaspati sucks them all out of the cave at one time.

X.68.7: The position of Afis at first surprising, coming superficially in 3rd position: brhaspatir
dmata hi ..., but is easily explained if we take brhaspatih as extraclausal and topicalized, as I
suggested above (intro. to hymn comm.) for all occurrences of the name in this hymn. Under this
analysis 47 would be in its standard 2nd position; see the same configuration in 12c brhaspatih sa
hr ..., where the coreferential pronoun s4 underlines the extraclausality of the immediately
preceding name in the same case. Further, in 11d brhaspatir bhinat ... it is easiest to explain the
accent on the verb bhAinarif it is actually first in its clause (same explanation for the repeated
pada in 1.62.3) — the accent on dmatain our vs. can be ascribed to the presence of 47, though
under the extraclausal analysis it would also be clause initial. Finally, in 1d the apparent second
position of the preverb abhrin tmesis — brhaspatim abhy arka anavan makes better sense if it is
notionally initial after extraclausal béhaspaim, since preverbs in tmesis ordinarily move to first
position (though the position after the caesura, as here, is not infrequent). In the publ. tr. I did not
mark off the occurrences of brhaspati- typographically (with dash or sim.) because I think it
would be distracting.

All the standard interpr. construe sddane with guha yait (e.g., Ge “der an de Orte
verborgen war”). I do not, because guha yatis a pada-final formulaic tag, at most preceded by
paramadm, which does not further participate in the clause to which it’s attached beyond
modifying a neuter noun earlier in its clause (ndma in this case). Interestingly the tag is only
found in the RV in Mandala X, though guha and guhya- are common throughout. The
occurrences: X.45.2, 61.13, 68.7, 85.16 (=AV XIV.1.6) [yad guha), 181.2; AV 1.13.3,11.1.1, 2.




The simile in ¢ has tied interpr. in knots, primarily because they want to make some bird
or other the agent of bhittva, either the baby birds inside the eggs (Ge, HPS, Lu 522) or the
mother bird (Re), all these birds being in fact invented. See Mau’s useful n. on the passage,
though his English deserts him in his own unparsable tr. In addition to the invented birds, some
of these interpr. seem to assume that acc. garbham is the agent of bhittva in the simile, which is
syntactically impossible. As Ge says somewhat despairingly (n. 7cd), the simile “ist etwas schief
geraten.” The problem is that they all assume that garbham in ¢ must be part of the simile; the
difficulty disappears if we take gdrbham with the frame, with pdrvatasyain d dependent on it.
garbham is then the object of bhittva, parallel to andi in the simile: “having split the garbha of
the mountain like the eggs of a bird.” Although garbham is somewhat more distant from its
genitive than I would like, the phrase exists; see V.45.3 pdrvatasya garbhah adduced by Old and
see also Ge’s n. 7d. And the “womb of the mountain” is a fine description of the Vala cave with
the cows inside.

X.68.8: The simile in c is a bit slippery. From ab, where the cows are simply enclosed by the
stone, we expect nil1 ... jabharain c to depict a simple removal. But the simile “like a cup from a
tree” assumes the shaping and crafting of what was removed into an object of artifice: a cup, not
Jjust a block of wood.

X.68.9: Most of the first hemistich is a near variant of X.67.5cd in the immediately preceding
hymn: brhaspatir usasam siiryam gam, arkam viveda ... versus our sosam avindat sa svah so
agnim, so arkéna ... This close agreement is all the more surprising since there are very few
verbal echoes between the two hymns, despite their kinship and shared subject mattter. In our
passage “fire” substitutes for “cow,” as the third object of ‘find’, but “cows” should be supplied
as the obj. of nih ... jabharain the second hemistich.

The second simile with nif ... jabhara, flg. directly on the one in 8c, is less daring, though
still striking.

X.68.10: The simile in ab is neatly structured: both simile and frame are tripartite, with nom.
subj. (woods / Vala), acc. object (leaves / cows), instr. agent of stealing (cold / Brhaspati).
Connecting the subject and the object is the verb akrpayat ‘lamented’, found overtly only in the
frame but shared by simile and frame; connecting the object and the agent is the ppl. musitid
‘stolen’, found overtly only in the simile but shared by simile and frame.

X.68.11: The first three padas of this vs. seem at best loosely connected with the Brhaspati / Vala
theme. Although, as Mau (n.) suggests, Brhaspati’s freeing of the cows from Vala can be seen as
an act of creation, with the Pitars joining in the cosmogonic fun, the specificity of the decorating
of the night sky and the day sky seems different from the usual blaze of dawn after the opening
of the cave. It seems possible that the alternate rising of sun and moon in 10d suggested this
particular treatment.

The ornamenting of the dusky horse in pada a is reminiscent of the ASvamedha when the
Wives of the king/sacrificer weave jewels into the hair of the horse just before it is sacrificed
(see SW/SW 99-100 with reff.).

Pada c is a perfect syntactic palindrome: LOC; ACC1 VERB ACC2 LOC2, with the verb equally
applicable to both VPs. Or, as Re says dismissively, “chiasme banal.”



The last pada, which is the final pada of the hymn before the summary vs., briskly
summarizes Brhaspati’s accomplishment: “he split the rock; he found the cows,” an abrupt and
terse end to an elaborate hymn. For the accent on bAindt see comm. ad vs. 7 above and 1.62.3,
where the pada is also found.

X.68.12: As indicated just above, this is clearly a summary vs. standing outside the hymn proper,
whose content was just boiled down in the last pada of the preceding vs. (11d). The near-deictic
1dam and the aorist akarma at the beginning of 12 locate the vs. in the ritual here-and-now,
referring to the hymn, called an “(act of) reverence” (ndmah), that was just recited.

The vs. also forms a ring with the first vs. of the hymn: the fairly rare word abhriya-
‘belonging to a cloud’ is found in both (1b, 12a), and the verb anonaviti (12b) echoes two verbal
forms in vs. 1: anavan (1d) by root (V ni), vdvadatah (1b) by morphology (both intensives), as
well, of course, as semantics. Interestingly, the referent of abhriya-/ subject of anonavitiin 12 is
Brhaspati, but that is not the case in vs. 1.

Pada b has only 10 syllables, and there is no obvious fix. HVN suggest a rest at syllable 4,
which seems the best solution: dnu anonaviti handily fills the post-caesura slot.

The referent of parvih is unclear, at least to me. The standard tr. supply voices or the
sounds of thunder vel sim., which Brhaspati is imitatating; see, e.g., HPS (222) “der viele
(Stimmen dem Donner) nachbriillt.” (Similarly, but not identically, Mau sees the “many” as our
praise hymns.) This strikes me as a rather distant notion to attach to the unspecified “many” and
not in accord with the use of dnu V ni elsewhere. It is possible that pirvih signals a time period,
as often (e.g., IV.19.8 pirvir usasah saradas ca ... “for many dawns and autumns”). However, I
think this less likely than that parvih refers to the feminine beings after which Brhaspati bellows.
The lexeme dnu V nii takes an acc. of the longed-for object in both 1.80.9 and VII1.82.33, and it is
not difficult to supply the likely fem. acc. here: “cows” (also secondarily suggested by Re in his
n.). Surely his freeing of the cows did not end Brhaspati’s fond engagement with them: he
yearned for them still.

On the opening of ¢, brhaspatih sa, see disc. ad vs. 7.

The lack of accent on the verb dhatis surprising to me, since it must still be part of the A7
clause begun in c, given the sequence of s4 + instr. that unifies cd. Also surprising is the fact that
no one comments on the absence (not even Old!). I would explain it by the fact that vayo dhah
(/dhat) 1s a common hemistich ending (11.4.9; 111.29.8, 51.6; IV.17.18; V1.40.1, 4; 1X.90.6;
X.46.10 [also pada final in X.30.12]), where the verb is never accented. Either the poet simply
reverted to this formulaic usage or the redactors adjusted it to that usage.

X.69-70

One hymn addressed to Agni, the other an AprT hymn. The Anukr. ascribes them both to
Sumitra B/Vadhryasva, both names extracted from X.69. Although Vadhryasva and the
associated vrddhied patronymic do appear to be PNs, sumitra-, which occurs 5x in X.69, is best
taken in its literal sense ‘good ally, having good allies’. As for vadhryasva-, that an original
bahuvrihi ‘having gelded horses’ was reinterpr as a PN may be shown by the final accent
(vadhri-asva-); we would otherwise expect * vadhri-asva-, with standard b-v accent like vadhri-
vac- (VIL.18.9).

X.69 Agni



On the subject matter of the hymn, see publ. intro. The language is for the most part
straightforward, at least superficially, but there are some twists. For much of the hymn the verses
proceed in pairs; they are not technically Pragathas, but they mirror and complete each other
thematically and often share phraseology.

X.69.1-2: The first two vss. are not tightly bound, but they share the phrase ghrténihutah (1d,
2¢).

X.69.1: The two supposed PN vadhryasva- and sumitra- that provide the poet’s name in the
Anukr. are both found in this 1st vs. As noted above (intro. to X.69-70), sumitrd- is better taken
in its literal sense.

X.69.3—4: On the shared features of this pair, see disc. ad 4.

X.69.3: The double ydd phrases, sharing the same verb samidhébut paired with two different
nominatives, clearly refer to two occasions in the past when the ritual fire was kindled, starting
with the primordial institution of the sacrifice by Manu. The main clause z4d idam naviyah then
points to the ritual fire right here and emphasizes both its identity with those previous fires and
its novelty. None of the standard renderings (Ge, Re, Proferes) fully registers the repeated ydd's;
Re, esp., seems to have missed the point.

The 2nd hemistich has four occurrences of sa with 2nd ps. reference, each matched with
an imperative (or imperative substitute like injunc. dhah) by (my) rule.

X.69.4: The first hemistich is modeled on 3ab:

yatte ..., samidhé agne tad idam ...

yam tva ..., samidhé agne sd idam ...
4a adds another previous (pirvam) kindling of the fire to those in 3ab, but this one is temporally
close, since the kindler is Vadhryasva, whose fire is the focus of this hymn. He is thus
associated, in his first kindling, with the primal sacrificer Manu, but he is also responsible for a
new kindling, in pada b.

The referent of neut. 7ddm in b is not specified. In the paired expression in 3b, it is Agni’s
dnikam, and I supply that here as well. Ge suggests rather the hymn and the sacrifice, perhaps
basing himself partly on sd giro jusasvain c, matching 4b sa idam jusasva save for the object. Re
supplies “sacrifice,” though in his n. he says that iddm stands for the girah in the phrase in 3c;
Proferes just “this.” The parallelism of 3ab and 4ab seems to me to impose the dnikam interpr.

Vadhryasva is “solemnly invoked” (i/ifd-) at the first kindling in 4a. This ppl. ordinarily
characterizes Agni, but Agni esp. in his role as Hotar (see, e.g., VII.7.3 agnir ilito na hota). The
use of this term suggests that Vadhryasva must have served as Hotar on that occasion and also
implicitly identifies him with Agni, that is, with his own ritual fire.

X.69.5-6: Like vss. 3 and 4, this pair should be read together. It is the near repetition of 5c by 6¢
that allows us to identify “the son of Vadhrya$va” with Agni, on which see Proferes (40—41).

X.69.5: Note the solemn and ceremonial prd ni vocam “I shall now proclaim,” which links the
announcement to others like it (e.g., 1.32.1) and establishes the importance of the name of



Vadhryasva’s son. The name is presumably “Agni,” given in the next, paired vs., but not till pada
d.

X.69.6: The first hemistich flirts with another contender for the name of V’s son, namely Indra,
who is the usual conquerer of obstacles (vztrani). And of course Indra is the target of prd vocam
in 1.32.1 just alluded to.

On the phrase disa vrtrani arya see comm. ad V1.22.10.

X.69.7-8: The second hemistichs of both vss. are paired: the instr. pl. + pass. phrase in 7c nrbhih
mirjydmanah is expanded in 8cd to nrbhir diksinavadbhih ... sumitrébhir idhyase devayadbhih,
with the last two instr. also matching the loc. pl. of 7d sumitrésu ... devayatsu in the same
metrical position. The close pairing of the 2nd halves of these vss. draws attention to the sharp
thematic contrast between the barren cows (-stari-) in 7b and the milch-cow (dhenii-) of 8ab.

X.69.7: Once again the phrase ayam agnih “this fire here” emphasizes the immediacy of the new
fire. This suggests that dirghd-tantu-, lit. ‘having a long thread’, should be interpr. with Proferes
as referring to the “long line (of ancestors),” some of which we have met in vss. 3—4. The fire in
front of us may be new, but it has deep roots.

The lofty bulls (brhdd-uksan-) by contrast are probably his flames, as Ge suggests.

The puzzling descriptor is sahdsra-stari- ‘having a thousand barren cows’, esp. since the
barren cows seem to substitute for the harmless and well-integrated -cetas- found in the
otherwise identical pada 1.100.12 sahdsracetah satanitha rbhva “of a thousand insights and a
hundred counsels, skillful.” (Curiously, Bl [RVReps] finds our version “insipid,” an adj. I’d be
more likely to apply to 1.100.12.) Ge finds no clear reason for the barren cows (n. 7b), while Re
and Old are silent on them. The impetus for their appearance here is, I think, to be found in the
name of the fire’s owner and producer, Vadhryasva, Since his name literally means ‘having
gelded horses’, his clan fire matches the nomenclatural model with “having a thousand sterile
cows’, with equally deficient livestock — a deprecatory model that reaches back into prehistory,
most famously in Zarathustra ‘having old camels’ (by most interpr.). Happily we need not worry
too much about the reality of this description, since in the next vs. Agni is credited with a ‘milch-
cow’ (dhenu-), whose fecund productivity is described at length.

X.69.8: On the dhenu- see comm. just above.

With Ge and Re (contra Gr, Old, who interpr. it as an instr. sg.), I take asascata as a dual
fem. referring to Heaven and Earth. The same form is used of them in 1.160.2 and dsascanti of
the same in V1.70.2.

Ge takes daksinavant- as referring to the dispensers of Daksinas, namely, the Siris or
patrons, who, in his view, are the referents of nrbhihin 7c, 8c, 9d, and 11b. Since in all these
occurrences but 9d (which is non-diagnostic) these men are ritual officiants, kindling (8c) and
tending (7c) the fire and providing pressed soma (11b), they should be receiving the Daksina, at
least by later custom.

X.69.9-10: This pair of vss. don’t share much phraseology or syntactic structure, but they are
thematically (and partly lexically) connected. In both, Agni is identified as the son of
Vadhryasva and the beneficiary of his service, which enables Agni to overcome opponents. The
patronymic voc. vadhryasva takes the same position in 9b as the name vadhryasvahin 10b. And



the nearly synonymous 2nd sg. imperfects ajayah and avanoh take the same positions in 9d and
10d. We can also note two different words that play off the PN. Vadhryasva: (¢va)vrdhebhih (9d)
and vradhatah (10d).

X.69.9: As disc. in IV.18.2, I would now tr. samprcham as ‘to consult’. As Proferes (41) points
out, the manusir visah “clans of the sons of Manu” are Agni’s (and Vadhryasva’s) own people,
come to take counsel about an external threat (c), and it is with these men that Agni conquers in
d. The publ. tr. makes the clans sound as if they’re the enemy.

I would now slightly emend the tr. of d to “whose strengthener is you,” to match vrdhdh
in 11d, if that analysis is correct.

X.69.10: In pada a abibhar is better read abibharr (< *-rf). See comm. ad VIL.75.1 and Old.

The identity of those whom Agni vanquishes in d is not made explicit, and contextual
clues pull in two different directions. On the one hand, the next vs. (11a) proclaims the victory of
Vadhryasva’s fire over rivals (satrin); the default interpr. would probably be of human rivals,
enemies outside the domain of Vadhryasva. This seems to be the Ge/Proferes interpr. On the
other, pirvan ‘previous, former’ echoes piirvam in 4a, where it referred to a fire that Vadhryasva
had kindled previously, to which the current one is superior. This accounts for my tr. “the former
(fires),” as also Re “(les Agni) antérieurs,” sim. JSK (DGRV 1.381). I think both might be meant
(as Re rather awkwardly seems to indicate in his n.).

The position of uzdis somewhat odd, but acdg. to JSK (same ref.) it joins the second
hemistich with the first, despite appearing at the beginning of d. He adduces several similar exx.

On the formation and sense of vradhant- see comm. ad X.49.8. We already noted the
phonological similarity between this stem and the name vadhryasva-.

X.69.11-12: These two vss. do not seem twinned. Rather, vs. 11 gathers up a number of the
elements of the immediately preceding vss., while vs. 12 is a hymn-summary vs.

X.69.11: In b nrbhir jigaya matches 9d ... nrbhir ajayah, with both instr. nrbhih modified by a
pada-final instr. In d there reappear both vradhantam (see 10d) and vrdha-, reinforcing the play
with Vadhryasva’s name noted above.

The publ. tr., along with Ge and Proferes, tr. sutdsomavant- as if it were synonymous
with the well-attested bahuvrthi sutdsoma-, with a pleonastic possessive suffix -vant-. However,
Re (and in fact Gr) must be correct that -vant- here signals accompaniment (like /ndra-
marutvant- “Indra along with the Maruts™). I would now alter the tr. to “by means of the
(aforementioned) men along with those who have pressed soma.” The men (nrbhih) are the same
as those in 9d.

There is disagreement about the identity of vzdhdh in d. The publ. tr. follows Say., Gr,
and Proferes in taking it as the nom. sg. of the thematic stem vrdha-, found also in the cmpd #va-
vrdha- in 9d. Ge and Re take it rather as the abl. of the root noun v7dh- and construe it with
vradhantam, which functions (for them) as a quasi-comparative: Ge “... die stirker fiihlte als
selbst der Starke” (see his n. 11d and Re’s n.). This would cleverly bring vradhant- and vidh-
into conjunction and would also account for the position of cid. But this otherwise has little to
recommend it, since vradhant- is not a comparative, and Ge’s supplying of extra material verges
on the reckless. True — a nom. sg. vrdhdh is thetorically a little flat, and the cidhas nothing to do,



but that hardly disqualifies it. The cid may have the position it does to emulate the vs.-final cidin
10d.

X.69.12: This summary vs. begins with the annunciatory aydm agnih “here is Agni,” found also,
less prominently, in 7a.

Another phonological play on Vadhryasva: vrtra(-hdn-). This sonic link may help account
for the application of this Indraic epithet to Agni (though this is not the only such occasion), but
the emphatic militancy of Vadhryasva’s fire provides another reason. It might be better rendered
‘smasher of obstacles’, although this would lose the phonological echo.

vijami-, clearly playing off djami-, is a hapax and has been variously rendered. The publ.
tr. ‘estranged kin’ (with v/ ‘apart’) is due to JPB and seems the most persuasive of the
possibilities.

X.70 Apri
One of the two Apri hymns in Mandala X (the other being X.110). Re tr. in EVP
XIV.47ff. There are connections esp. with the Apri hymn VIL.2.

X.70.1: For reasons unclear to me both Ge and Re tr. the instr. devayajya as a dative.

X.70.2: 1 take rtasya pathdin c with ab, as more appropriate with a verb of motion (yatu in a)
than with Vsidin d; cf. 1.129.9 yahi pathini anehdsa “drive along a faultless path” as well as
exx. with other verbs of motion. However, the existence of other exx. of the sequence rtdsya
pathd namasa (1.128.2, X.31.2) does give me pause. Ge and Re take the hemistich break as the
syntactic break, in contrast to my enjambment, which I still weakly prefer.

With Ge, Old, and Re, I take miyédhah as belonging to a neut. s-stem, not the thematic
miyédha- found elsewhere. As Old points out, in other Apri hymns at the corresponding point we
find an obj. Aavyam, yajiam et sim.

X.70.4—-6: The part. usant- ‘(being) eager’ figures prominently in these vss. (4d, 5c, 6¢ [2x]); see
also 9d.

X.70.4: Note the pleasing etymological and phonetic figure dirgham draghma. On the instr. sg.
draghma (only here) to dragh(i)man- see AiG I11.268. It is striking that the following vs. contains
another instr. to a -man-stem, mahina (5c) with a different shape. We might have expected
*dragh(i)nd here.

X.70.5: Ge (n. 5a and see Re’s tr.) is quite insistent that variyahis adverbial and does not modify
sanu, as I take it. This is possible, but I don’t know what “touch more widely” means, and both
Ge and Re have to introduce some extra verbiage to make it make sense. See also 8a.

Contra Pp. but with all standard interpr., gen. prthivyah, not instr. prthivya.

The apparent nom. sg. rathayiih is the problem in b, as also in the very similar Apri vs.
VIIL.2.5. We should expect a fem. nom. pl. here and a fem. acc. pl. in VII.2.5. Old (ad VIIL.2.5)
simply suggests sg. for pl. (accepted by Wack., AiG II1.159). But surely this substitution was
occasioned by uncertainty on the part of the poet, or the redactors, as to what the fem. pl. form to
such a stem should be. I therefore am sympathetic to Gr’s -yuis for *- yis. In any case I don’t
know what the chariot is doing here.



X.70.7: Given the position of adverbial neut. brAdt, it could go with both NPs. I suggest a minor
adjustment to the tr.: “the pressing stone is loftily upright; the fire has been loftily kindled.”

The phrasing of pada b may seem somewhat opaque, but its purport seems clear. The “lap
of Aditi” (e.g., IX.26.1, 71.5, 74.5; X.5.7) 1s generally a kenning for the ritual ground. The point
here is that the ritual fire and the pressing stone both have their places there. (Somewhat
different, Ge and Re.) For the kindling of the fire in the lap of Aditi, see X.5.7. In the publ. tr. I
would erase the ? after “ground.”

The keyword in this vs. is r7vija, substituting for the standard daivya hotara at this point
in Apri hymns.

X.70.8: As in Sa, vdriyahis placed pada-final, following a neut. noun (barhih in this case). I take
it as modifying this noun; Ge and Re as adverbial. I doubt that the goddesses are urged to sit as
far apart as possible, as a species of social distancing; rather, that the barhis has been widely
spread. See, e.g., 1.85.6 sidata barhir urd vah sadas krtam “Sit on the barhis; a wide seat has been
made for you.”

X.70.9: In the Apri hymns Tvastar, as shaper of creatures and releaser of the semen that produces
them, is also called on, conversely, to start the journey of one of his created creatures, the
sacrificial animal, to its death, a task continued by Vanaspati “Lord of the Forest” (=sacrificial
post), who occupies the next vs. in the litany. Because of the taint of death, both the Tvastar and
Vanaspati vss. in AprT hymns are often euphemistic and/or underdeveloped, and our vs. is no
exception. (For further on Tvastar and Vanaspati and their occasional conflation, see comm. ad
I1.3.9.) In pada a “has attained/achieved loveliness” (carutvam anat) is a reference to Tvastar’s
role as the shaper of creatures, as Ge (n. 9a) points out. Re suggests that the phrase has a loose
connection to the epithet visvd-ripa- ‘having/providing all forms’ that is used of Tvastar in other
Apri hymns. I do not understand the connection of the Angirases in pada b.

Pada c is almost identical to 10b, addressed to Vanaspati, and so Tvastar is essentially
identified with Vanaspati here, as sending the sacrificial animal “into the fold of the gods.”
However, because of its inauspicious nature it contains neither verb nor object. The verb can be
supplied from vaksi (‘convey’) in 10b, but the victim is never directly expressed in the Apri
hymns. The object is either gapped or the anodyne ‘oblation’ (A4avis-) is substituted; see havimsi
in the second hemistich of 10.

X.70.10: The gerund phrase in pada a, rasandya niyiya ‘“harnessing with a halter” comes closer
than other Apri hymns to acknowledging the animal victim. The object is still gapped, but one
doesn’t harness a generic Aavis- with a halter.

[X.71-72 JPB]

X.73-74

Two hymns to Indra attributed to Gauriviti Saktya. The Anukr. also attributes to him
V.29, another Indra hymn, where the poet names himself in vs. 11, and the first two vss. of
IX.108. On possible thematic connections between V.29 and 1X.108.1-2 see comm. ad
IX.108.1-2; for possible thematic connections between V.29 and X.73 see comm. ad X.73.8.



X.73 Indra

On the structure and contents of this difficult hymn, see the publ. intro. Caland-Henry
give a complete (though very loose) translation, pp. 301{f., and HPS treats the hymn in a 2002
article, “Rgveda 10.73” (StlI 23).

X.73.1: Note the rhyming forms at the beginning and end of the vs.: # janistha(h) ... (d)hanistha,
though they are morphologically distinct: 2nd sg. mid. injunctive and fem. superlative
respectively.

The adj. ugrd- in pada a is matched by its superlative Jjistha- in b, whose etymological
identity would have been clear to Vedic speakers despite their phonological divergence.

On the various meanings of abhiV man see comm. ad X.27.11. Here I think the sense is
‘designs on / intentions towards’, i.e., ‘plans’. I don’t know where Ge gets his “von reichlichem
Selbstgefiihl.”

The pf. subj. dadhdnat is anomalous in two ways: 1) it appears to be transitive, though
most of the other forms of the pf. of V. dhan are intransitive (incl. dadhanvdnin X.113.2; see
comm. ad loc.) (see Kii 255-56); 2) it does not have the usual value of the perfect subjunctive.
As I established in my article on the perfect subjunctive (Garcia Ramon Fs.), the vast majority of
these forms supply the only subjunctives to their roots and have simple subjunctive value
(“will/shall X”’) without any “perfect” nuance at all. However, such an interpr. does not work
here: the form is in a subordinate clause, whose main clause has an imperfect (#vardhan), and the
whole refers to the mythic past, the birth of Indra. As far as I can see, it is not possible to avoid
interpr. dadhdnat as a past prospective (Kii 156: “Prospektiv der Vergangenheit”) “was going to
set to running / moving.” Whether the two anomalous features are related is not clear.

We might, however, try to figure out the mythological situation being depicted. And in
my view this requires taking a closer look at the superlative that ends the vs.: dhdnistha. On the
surface, we have a straightforward, somewhat banal, etymological figure dadhdnad dhanistha
“(she), the best runner, was going to set (him) to running.” However, in this sandhi position, the
superlative could also stand for Adnisthato vV han ‘smite’. Recall that Indra’s birth was a troubled
one, at least as depicted in the famous hymn IV.18, where Indra in utero declines to be born
vaginally and instead comes out of his mother’s side (IV.18.1-2). I wonder if V han in a birthing
context could refer to what is called “pushing” in modern English: the movements the mother
makes to expel the fetus from the birth canal: “slamming” might be what V han expresses. Thus
“best at pushing/slamming” would identify Indra’s mother as possessing the skill and strength to
give birth even to Indra, despite his prodigious qualities. I also wonder if dadhdnat refers to the
movement of the baby through the birth canal: “she, best at pushing, was going to set him in
motion.” The perfect subjunctive here might express a potential thwarted: she was going to make
him move through the birth canal, but he went out her side instead.

Alternatively, we might consider the rather confused situation depicted later in IV.18. At
various points in that hymn it seems that his mother abandons him and goes away (IV.18.3, also
4, 8), which could fit with the reading dhdnistha “(she) best at running (away).” But closest to
our phrase is the sequence in IV.18.10-11, in which (in my interpr.) his mother “impelled her
calf to wander” (10a, c ... sasiva ... vatsan cardthaya mata) and then followed after him (11a uta
mata mahisam anv avenat). Our dadhanat could correspond to vs. 10 and dhadnisthato 11a —
though I prefer my birth interpr. A final alternative interpr. of dadhdnat could take it as
intransitive, referring to the mother’s own running, following after her son, as in IV.18.11a.



So, to summarize, I have suggested three different interpr. of the obscure pada d, one
depicting the birth itself, two soon after the birth:

1) When the mother, best at pushing/slamming, was going to set the hero in motion
[=expel him from the birth canal].

2) When the mother, best at running [/smiting], was going to set the hero to run [=send
him away from her].

3) When the mother, best at running, was going to run after the hero [after she had sent
him away].

I prefer no. 1.

Any of these interpr. rests on taking IV.18 as a widespread, fairly standard depiction of
Indra’s birth — an assumption that we can, of course, not count on. One thing that calls into
question my use of IV.18 as background for our vs. is the fact that the Maruts do not figure in
IV.18, though in X.73.1 they occupy the main clause (c) on which our ydd clause is dependent. I
do not know other references to Indra’s birth that involve the Maruts.

X.73.2: This vs. 1s considerably more baffling than even the one before. But we do have one
thing to hang onto: pada b ... vavrdhus td indram echoes 1c¢ dvardhann indram ... Since the
Maruts are the subject in lc, they are likely the referents of z€1in 2b. This further suggests that the
female in 2a is identical to the mother in 1d. The padas in the two hemistichs are simply flipped:
Icd: Maruts / Indra’s mother; 2ab Indra’s mother / Maruts. This is essentially Ge’s view of the
structure too (n. 2a), though I don’t quite understand his view of the sense of pada a.

It further seems that the fine plans that Indra’s mother had in 1d have not come to pass,
and she is considerably chastened (n7satta ‘sunk down’). I agree with Ge that what has reduced
her to this state are the “ways of deceit / the activities of the Lie,” referring to harm intended for
her infant Indra by enemies, not any hostile actions against him on her part. But the
enemy/enemies is/are not identified. Old is in general agreement, though he considers the
possibility that it is the mother whose hostility against her son is at issue. He also toys with the
female as the Maruts’ mother, on the basis of the similarity between the word prsani and the
Maruts’ mother Prsni, but though a phonological play is surely intended, the structure of the
passages imposes Indra’s mother.

Despite her demoralized state, she still expresses affection for the newborn — or so I
interpr. prsani. On the fem. stem prsani as well as related forms, see comm. ad 1X.97.54. The two
fem. pl. forms prsanyas (1.71.5, 1X.97.54) seem to mean ‘caresses’ (Re EVP XVI.137: “gestes
d’amour pour attirer”’), but our nom. sg. occurrence must refer to a person and hence an agent:
caresser, one who caresses. I do not, with Ge and Re (loc. cit.), think it has developed here to
mean ‘courtesan’ or the like: Ge Buhlerin, EWA Liebeslockung, Buhlerin, Kurtisane. Rather,
Indra’s mother is bestowing affection on her newborn, despite the circumstances.

Starting with the 2nd hemistich of this vs. through the first one of vs. 5, the contents
become extremely obscure, though much of it seems to concern prodigious births and Indra’s
part in them. For my quite speculative interpr. see publ. intro.

With most others I take #3 as neut. pl. referring to the worlds or beings (see Ge n. 2cd).
They are “covered over” (abhivrta) by a great footprint (mahapadéna) that seems to obstruct light
and movement, but the same covering seems to have sexual overtones (as in a cow “covered” by
a bull), given the immediate production of gdrbhas in the next pada. It seems likely that the
footprint is Indra’s, since his feet feature in the next vs., 3a.



Ge (n. 2d) takes the embryos as everything that comes out of the darkness, esp. rivers and
the lights of heaven — which makes it sound like a mash-up of the Vrtra and Vala myths. Old
suggests d depicts the Maruts’ birth, but gives no evidence. I’'m more inclined to see the referents
as generic living beings, which could be generated by a sexual encounter — since it seems likely
that Indra impregnated the worlds when he covered them with his big “foot.” But since I really
don’t know what’s going on in these vss., I am not insistent.

X.73.3: As was just noted, Indra’s “lofty feet” (zsva ... pada) here suggest that the big foot of 2a
is also Indra’s.

In b Indra is once again strengthened (dvardhan), but his strengtheners are no longer the
Maruts as in 1c and probably 2d), but the Vajas and unspecified others who were on the scene
(utd yé cid atra). Caland-Henry (302) think these latter are the Maruts, and the repetition of cid
dtra from 1c might support this identification. As for the Vajas, Ge, flg. Say., takes them to be
the Rbhus. It is certainly the case that plural vija-is used of, or at least adjacent to, the Rbhus
(e.g., IV.36.2-4, 7), but the Rbhus aren’t, as far as I know, ordinarily implicated in Indra’s birth
or strengthening.

Pada c brings the surprising intrusion of the hyenas (sa/avrkan), a thousand of which
Indra takes into his mouth. Ge (n. 3c) thinks this is a measure of the great size of Indra’s mouth,
esp. given the fearsomeness of the jaws of the hyenas. He explicitly denies that the mention here
has anything to do with the “bekannte Sage,” in which Indra feeds a group of priests to hyenas.
As I discuss in my extensive treatment of this “well-known saga” (Ravenous Hyenas, 1991), 1
think Ge is wrong here. The word salavrka- and its relatives are rare in Vedic; it only occurs
twice in the RV, and only once in connection with Indra. It seems extremely unlikely that the
widespread Brahmana story (already in Sambhita prose) of Indra and the hyenas isn’t in the poet’s
mind. I treat this RVic passage in Hyenas pp. 7879 and argue that our RVic passage depicts a
scene of parental tenderness: adult hyenas carry their young in their mouths like cats. Here I
think the gdrbhas that Indra generated in 2cd are now being carted around in his mouth.

But the scene shifts abruptly to current-day ritual, and Indra is urged to turn the ASvins
our way, presumably to the early morning sacrifice that they are esp. associated with.

X.73.4: The journey of Indra and the ASvins continues in 4ab, with 4b a slightly elaborated
version of the last two words of 3cd (asvina vavrtyah). But in the second half of the vs. we return
to matters of procreation in the past.

The adv. samana ‘in the same way’ must refer to Indra’s repetition of his habitual journey
to the sacrifice. It may also be meant to play off sdnamanain 6a, likewise vs.-initial. Gr suggests
that in this passage samana introduces the first clause in a coordinated structure “sowohl ... als
auch,” and a similar interpr. seems to underlie Caland-Henry’s “En méme temps que ...” (302),
but this adverb is not otherwise so used, and in any case I think we’d expect the first verb to be
accented.

I would now change “—swiftly—" to “advancing, you drive to the sacrifice,” with a more
apt sense of firni-. For the meaning and root affiliation of this stem, see comm. ad III.11.5.

The rendering of sakhyaya as ‘fellowship’ in the publ. tr. would be better as “for
comradeship” to harmonize with s@khibhih in 5b.

The difficult 2nd hemistich is parallel to the difficult 2nd hemistich of 3:

3cd tvam indra salavrkan sahasram, asan dadhise (/) asvina ...
4cd vasavyam indra dharayah sahdsra, (/) asvina ...



The points of contact include the direct object ‘thousand(s)’ (sahdsram, sahasra), a 2nd sg. verb
‘take, hold, make fast’ (dadhise, dharayah), a loc. indicating where the thousand(s) are held
(asan, vasavyam), and an abrupt shift to a new clause beginning asvina -- as well as a voc. indra
(the least important point of contact). Though both half-verses are difficult to interpr., they
should be interpreted in tandem, or at least as deliberately contrastive. As indicated in the publ.
intro., I think 4cd is another depiction of prodigious birth, with Indra engendering thousands of
offspring in a single female. I don’t think that these thousands are the same ones Indra was
carrying in his mouth in the previous vs. — though that is far from excluded, esp. if we take 3cd
as chronologically later than 4cd (as often in RVic recountings of myth). But whether they are
narratively connected or not, the point is that Indra is responsible for massive fertility.

The otherwise unknown female vasivi- can be either the wife of a/the good one (vasu-)
or of someone named Vasu (see Mayr. PN s.v.). I favor the former, since Indra’s fecundity is
clearly viewed favorably.

X.73.5: In my view, the first hemistich summarizes the accounts in the last few vss. of Indra’s
generative powers: Indra achieved his goal (drtham, b), which was to produce progeny (prajayai,
a; on prajdyai as a quasi-infinitive see also VII.36.9 and possibly the preceding hymn, X.72.9).
He did so “from truth” (stad adhi), that is (probably), from his adherence to the sacrificial model
and to proper procedures. See 1.36.11 where Agni is kindled r742d adhi. My interpr. of the sense
would be clearer with some rearrangement: ““... with his vigorous comrades Indra (went) to his
goal, to produce progeny from truth.”

Indra reached his goal along with, or with the help of, his comrades (sdkhibhih).
Although Indra has been prominently associated with the ASvins in the last few vss, (3d, 4b, d)
and indeed he conveyed them “for comradeship” (sakfiydya) in 4b, the plural of sakhibhih cannot
be exclusively identified with the two ASvins. Perhaps, with Say., the Maruts (see Ge n. 5b), who
figured in vss. 1-2, or all the sidekicks previously named: the Maruts, the Vajas (/Rbhus?) and
the others there at the time (3b), as well as the ASvins.

The topic of procreation is now at an end, and the poet turns to more usual Indraic fare,
his great victories over enemies. The first up is a dasyu-. who may well be Vrtra, since the foe
has mayas (see 1.32.4 mayinam ... mayah “the wiles of the wily one [=Vrtra]”) and the battle
takes place amid mists (mshah) and darkness that have been scattered (see 1.32.13), both
passages in the great Indra-Vrtra hymn [.32. I do have to note that Namuci is rendered “without
wiles” (vimaya-) in 7b, so it is possible that Namuci is the referent here.

Essentially all comm. and tr. supply mayabhih with abhih in c, for good reason.

Again with all comm. and tr. (Ge, C-H 302, Lii 180, HPS), I take the A7cl. of ¢ with the
main cl. of d.

X.73.6: The action and personnel (besides Indra) in the first hemistich are not clear. As for
personnel, there are two “of the same name” (sdnamana) as well as a singleton in the dative. If
we start with the latter, we can begin to unravel the passage, for the dative is the unaccented
asmai, which must refer to a referent already in the discourse. In my view, this can only be the
dasyu- of 5c — though Ge (n. 6a) suggests rather Namuci, who figures in vs. 7, and HPS also
considers this possibility. However, unaccented asmai speaks against this (unless Namuci is the
dasyi in 5c, which is possible but less likely than Vrtra, in my opinion — despite vimaya- in 7b;
see disc. just above).



To get closer to an identification of the two “of the same name,” we must first tackle the
verb ni dhvasayah. The stem dhvasdya- (3x) belongs to the root V dhvams ‘smoke’ (in my view),
and as I discussed in my -dya-Formations monograph (54-55), I consider all three occurrences
intransitive, in the sense ‘smoke, produce smoke’, The two occurrences of the participle in
1.140.3, 5 refer to Agni and his flames respectively, and an intransitive sense seems to me clear,
though those who wish to impose a transitive interpr. (like Ge) supply objects. The occurrence
here is generally taken as transitive; see not only Ge, but Goto (1st Class, 60 and 190, with lit. in
n. 351). The object is taken to be the dual sdnamana, and the referents are then identified as the
two wives of Namuci, who are supposed to be hostilely dealt with in 1.104.3 and V.30.9. All of
this turns out to be a tissue of speculation, which evaporates on examination. In V.30.9 women
are mentioned in the context of Namuci, but these women are plural (striyah). Moreover, Indra
does them no damage. In 1.104.3 there are indeed fwo females, but there is no mention of
Namuci in this hymn; in fact they are called “the two maidens of Kuyava” (kuyavasya yose).
Though a bad end is wished for them, they have nothing to do with Namuci. (For further on these
passages, see comm. ad locc. and publ. intros. to both hymns; in both cases I think we’re dealing
with rivers.) Thus, not only is asmai unlikely to refer to Namuci on syntactic grounds, but
Namuci is not elsewhere associated with a pair of females.

Moreover, sdnamananeed not be — and in fact is unlikely to be — feminine. The number
of feminines built to n-stems is quite limited; see Lanman (Noun Inflection, 528). However,
Lanman cites a number of fem. bahuvrihis built to -naman- in the AV, which are suffixed with -7,
e.g., durnimni-, paicanamni-, etc. Though no such forms are found in the RV, in this late hymn
it is likely that the AV practice would have been followed (expect * sanamni-). Therefore
sanamanais probably masc. What then are its referents? Old suggests dual body parts of the
Dasyu or Indra’s two Adri, neither of which is terribly plausible. Ge (n. 6a) reports Fay as
suggesting Vrtra and Danu. (Say. is silent on referents.) We need to ask: in the context of this
hymn who would be "the two with the same name"? This produces an obvious answer: the
Asvins (/Nasatyas], who have been insistently mentioned by name in the dual in 3d, 4b, 4d. What
has impeded accepting this obvious answer has been the assumption that the two of the same
name must be enemies of Indra subjected to a hostile action expressed by the verb ni dhvasayah,
and the ASvins would not fit. But if the verb is neither transitive nor necessarily hostile, the way
is cleared. In my view n7/ dhvasayah continues the picture of the immediately preceding pada, 5d,
where Indra scatters mist and darkness to obfuscate the place of battle. Here he sends down
smoke for the same purpose; the smoke is “for” the Dasyu (asmai), a dative of malefit. But it also
beclouds his companions, the Asvins. Note that the ASvins are called dhvasra in X.40.3, and
since they travel in the early morning, it is not surprising that they become obscured by morning
mist and, here, by Indra’s smokescreen.

In ¢ rsva- ‘lofty’, which characterized Indra’s feet in 3a, returns to modify his comrades
(sdakhibhih) of 5b.

Opinion is divided on the morphological identity of pratistha hrdya. The Pp. reads both
words with final -4, hence as instr. sgs. Old accepts the Pp. reading, as does Scar (651-52),
supplying the enemy as object of jaghantha. Gr reads underlying pratisthas hrdyas, fem. acc. pls.,
perfectly possible in this sandhi context. In this he is followed by Ge, C-H, HPS, and the
published tr. Although either is technically possible, I find it harder to imagine how Indra would
wield “firm standing / foundation” as a weapon, so I prefer the acc. interpr.




X.73.7: On Namuci as vimaya- see disc. ad 5¢. On the connection of Manu’s path with Namuci,
see V.30.7.

The identity of the “seer” in b, for whose benefit Namuci was rendered wileless is not
entirely certain. It most likely refers to Manu, also benefited in pada c. But Ge (n. 7b)
alternatively suggests Nam1 Sapya, who is associated with Indra in the Namuci battle in 1.53.7
(see comm. ad loc.) and VI1.20.6 (see also X.48.9).

X.73.8: The expression ndmani V pra “fulfill (your) names” is found also in the next hymn (by
the same poet), X.74.6. It must refer to Indra’s performing the deeds encapsulated in his epithets
(so also Ge, n. 8a) and gestures towards the complex interrelationship between words and actions
in Vedic India. For a similar exploration of this theme, see VIII.80.

The object of dadhise in b is most likely the names of pada a, producing a strikingly
physical image of Indra holding his names in his fist.

Pada c is almost identical to 1.102.1, but in scrambled order. As I did there, I take savasa
as referring to Indra’s power, which incites the gods’ acclaim. Ge (and others) take it as semi-
adverbial (Ge “michtig”), referring to the energy with which the gods cheer Indra on.

The puzzling pada is d, and my interpr. is quite different from the standard, in two ways.
The standard assumes that vaninah must refer to trees, but, though vanin- often has that referent,
it literally just means ‘wooden, having wood’ and, in my view, could refer to any wooden object.
My second deviation from the standard is more controversial: I suggest that d should be read
with the first pada of the next vs. (9a), with 9b beginning a new clause. I do not make these
departures lightly, but the standard interpr. seems to me to lead to very unlikely scenarios and
also produces syntactic problems in 9ab. Ge (n. 8d) suggests that turning the trees upside down,
with roots facing up, is just a metaphorical expression “fiir die umwilzenden Taten des Indra,”
but the image seems too precise to serve vague metaphorical ends. HPS tr. “You have made the
trees aboveground,” suggesting that Indra’s separation of the two world halves allowed the trees
to grow (not a standard result of this standard cosmogonic deed). I think rather that the ‘wooden’
things are chariots or pieces of chariots, including the wheel in 9a, and that this is another
obscure reference to the chariot race between Indra and the Sun, in which Indra tears the wheel
off the Sun’s chariot and also reverses the position of the chariots (a topsy-turvy image). See the
tantalizing hints in the Indra hymns of the Vth Mandala, esp. V.29.5,9-10 and V.31.11). I
unfortunately don’t have a precise image in mind, but the sudden reversals in the passages in V
and the prominence of the wheel there suggests that this is a promising direction to explore — esp.
since the poet of our hymn is also the poet of V.29, per the Anukramani. (One can also think of
Karna’s wheel stuck in the earth in the climactic MBh battle.) Given the uncertainties of the
situation depicted, the referent of asya is not clear to me, but see below.

X.73.9: For my suggestion that 8d and 9a form a sentence, see immediately preceding disc. One
of the further advantages of this interpr. is that, if the ydd clause of 9a leans backwards, this
configuration avoids the awkwardness of trying to make 9b, with its initial z/4, into its main
clause. Both Ge and JSK (DGRYV 1.453) give utd the sense ‘also’ here, but uzdis of course a
coordinating conjunction and should not connect subordinate and main clauses. (However, see
the disc. of problematic uzzin 10b.)Moreover, the sense Ge and JSK give the whole — that Indra
can find the good in any situation, even one like 9a — seems foreign to Indra’s character; he is no
Pollyanna-esque optimistic stoic.

Note that nisattam reprises nisattain 2a, of Indra’s mother.



In the 2nd hemistich Ge (et al.) once again tries to impose a subordinate clause (c) / main
clause (d) structure, but once again runs into textual difficulties, because the verb in d
(adadha(h))1s accented. Ge suggests, rather weakly, that it’s accented because it’s between two
vocatives (n. 9cd); Old’s account is similarly unsatisfactory. The syntactic solution seems to me
obvious — to take d as part of the yad clause begun in c, with both of them subordinated to b. I
further take ydd as a neut. rel. prn. (not a subord. conjunction), with #idin b as its antecedent.
The yad agrees with both iddhah and pdyah.

With the syntax sorted out, we can turn to the sense. The assumption of Ge et al. seems to
be that ¢ depicts a bad situation that Indra remedies in d. Exactly what is supposed to be bad in ¢
is not clear, and the fact that the lexeme 417 V sais otherwise unattested doesn’t help (see Ge n.
9cd). I think rather that ¢ and d are benefits conferred by Indra: he positioned the udder,
presumably abounding in good things, on the earth and put milk in the cows and plants. All of
this seemed should/would seem good (“seem honey”) “to him” (asmai), who must be a
beneficiary of Indra’s positive actions. The referent of asmai is probably the same as that of asya
in pada. It could perhaps be Manu (see ad 7), though this is less likely for a than for b.

X.73.10: Note that Old makes no comment on this vs. — surely not because he found it crystal
clear!

Leaving aside the content, the structure of this vs. is very challenging and may undercut
my argument about z/4'in 9b, as it is difficult to interpret u/d as a coordinating conjunction in
pada b (though see an attempt below). The most natural way to interpr. ab is with pada a as a
subordinate clause whose main clause is b, expressing two contrastive views of the source of
Indra’s birth, one held by unidentified 3rd pl. ‘they’, the other by me. This interpr. is reflected in
the publ. tr., with w4 arbitrarily rendered as ‘rather’. In a similar vein, JSK (DGRYV 1.447-48)
suggests that here and in a few other passages “the scope of ufdis limited to some constituent of
its clause,” here the person of the verb: 1st sg. manye versus 3rd pl. vadanti. He tr. “When they
say, ‘he has gone (forth) from the horse,” (then) I also (i.e. for my part) think him to be born from
strength.” The problem is that there are 752 occurrences of utd (per Lubotsky), and at best not
even a handful of them need this “scope” interpr. This interpr. also leaves pada ¢ somewhat
hanging: who holds that Indra came from battle-fervor — the “they” of a, the “I”” of b, or some
other entity or entities? Is ¢ the rea/ story of Indra’s birth? Probably not, since d indicates that no
one know that but Indra. But the close parallelism between the expressions in a and ¢, ABL 7yadya,
carries no rhetorical weight in this interpr.

My tentative — and quite arbitrary — attempt to account for the vz and for the floating
pada c involves taking b as a parenthetical aside; c then is either what “they” really mean when
they say he comes from a horse, or else an alternative, possibly the dominant view. In either case
the obvious contrast between the phrases in a and c is properly exploited. I therefore suggest the
alternative translations: “When they say ‘he came from a horse’ — and I think of him as born
from strength — (they mean) ‘he came from battle-fervor ...”” Or “While they say ‘he came from
a horse’ — and I think of him as born from strength — he (really) came from battle-fervor ...”

The sense of harmyésu tasthau is also unclear. Ge (n. 10c) thinks that the jealous gods
imprisoned Indra after his birth, but I see no evidence for this. I think rather that Aarmya- refers
to the womb. It is even possible that the beginning of d should be construed with this VP: “he
stayed in a secure house (=womb), from which he came forth,” with “Indra knows this” a
separate clause.



In any case this vs. returns us to the 1st vs. of the hymn, indeed the first word: jdnisthah
‘you were born’. Since the final vs. (11) is a summary vs. detailing the requests of the poets, vss.
1 and 10 are conceptually ring compositional, but contrastively. It is striking that the beginning
of the hymn focuses on Indra’s mother's role in his birth, whereas the various suggestions for
Indra’s origin in vs. 10 are either masc. (‘horse’, ‘battle-fervor’) or neut. (‘strength’). There is
also more certainty about the facts of the birth at the beginning than in this vs.

X.73.11: As just noted, this is a summary vs., unrelated in content to the rest of the hymn. This is
also the only appearance of the Priyamedhas in X; they are more at home in VIII.
arnuhi’is accented because of its contrastive proximity to puardhi.

X.74 Indra

Although Ge suggests that the theme of the hymn is a plea for the daksina, I see no
evidence for this — nor for his previous view (registered and rejected by Old) that it celebrates a
victory in racing.

X.74.1: This vs. provides an unusual number of disjunctive possibilities for objects and
instruments of celebration: the vs. contains 5 occurrences of va ‘or’. Perhaps this wide range at
the beginning makes the narrowing focus on Indra in the 2nd half of the hymn more pointed.

With Old (implicitly), I supply sumnam ‘favor’ as obj. of the part. /yaksan, as in 1.153.2,
I1.20.1, X.50.3. Ge (also Scar 557) instead makes the objects of praise (Vasus, world-halves,
etc.) the objects of 7yaksan as well as of carkrse. This is not impossible, but does require
doubling the genitives with carkrse with supplied accusatives to serve as objects of 7yaksan,
which does not take the gen.

As Ge points out (n. 1b), dhiya va yajiair vais reprised in 3c by dhiyam ca yajiam ca.

The two padas in the second hemistich are syntactically parallel: both contain yérel.
clauses with the genitive antecedent (complement of carkrse) gapped and the nominal expression
of it found as nom. pl. in the rel. clause “... pay tribute to (those), which steeds ...,” etc. Needless
to say, a literal rendering of these constructions produces non-parsable English.

(su)srina- is a hapax; such a na-stem is not otherwise found to Vsru. It may have been
created to split the difference between vanim and susritah.

X.74.2: With Ge I interpr. Adva as loc. hdve, against the Pp and Old. In favor of Old’s analysis
(“asurischer Ruf den Himmel erreichte”) is 3a iydm esam ... gih, with a nom. sg. of a verbal
product plus dependent gen. esam. But I find dsura- as a qualifier of ‘call’ unlikely; it is the only
such passage registered by Gr. The more likely subj. is Agni; see Ge’s n. 2a for dydm V nasl naks
with Agni as subject and WE Hale (68—69) for Agni as dsura-. It is characteristic of Agni that his
smoke (and flames) reach heaven while he spreads across the earth.

Of the three finite verbs in this vs., naksata, nimsata, and krndvanta, the last one is an
unambiguous subjunctive, and the second one 1s most likely subj. as well: though Gr classifies it
under a them. nimsa-, the few other forms to this (secondary) root are all athematic (as Gr
recognizes): 3rd pl. nimsate, part. nimsana-. (Wh Rts gives only a Class 2 pres.) By contrast
naksatalooks like the injunc. to the well-attested thematic stem ndksa-, and this may well be so,
since injunctives can mix with modal forms — though an s-aor. subjunctive to v nascan’t be
formally excluded.

On the semantics of V nims see comm. ad VIII.43.10.



Ge (fld by WE Hale, p. 69) takes cdksana(h) as intrans. ‘appearing’, but med. caste (etc.)
overwhelmingly has the sense ‘see’, even when used absolutely without expressed object. In the
publ. tr. I take the dat. suvitiya as what the gods are looking out for; it would also be possible to
supply an acc. obj. like visva, as in IX.57.2 visva caksanah “observing all,” with the dat. serving
as goal: “surveying (all things) for easy passage.”

Ge’s (and Hale’s) interpr. are also unpersuasive because the simile in d is left hanging:
“wihrend die Gotter ... es sich nach ihren eigenen Wiinschen einrichten sollen wie der Himmel”;
“while the gods ... will act by their own desires like the sky.” Doing whatever it feels like is not
a quality I associate with heaven; instead I think we have an incomplete simile, which lacks an
instr. parallel to varebhih ... svaili, which, however, is easily supplied: s&rbhih ‘with stars’ (cf. for
the full simile 11.2.5, 34.2, IV.7.3). The use of the medial krndvantais idiomatic: ‘make oneself
(to be) with, provide oneself with’. The idea is that before their journey to the earth, the gods
provide themselves with desirable things proper to themselves to distribute in return for sacrifice.
The ritual reciprocity is described in the following vs. (3).

X.74.3: krpananta echoes krndvantain 2d; it’s worth noting that this is the only form built to this
stem.

X.74.4: The verbal echoes continue, with pananta (pada a) reading like a truncated form of
krpanantain 3b.

The vs. is notable for containing two desideratives in parallel rel. clauses with the same
subject, one subjunctive (#rtsan b) and one injunc. (duduksan d). It is not clear to me what the
functional difference is between the two, and unfortunately Heenen (Le désidératif en védique)
does not discuss the functions of modal forms to the desiderative or even list the relevant forms.
(For the latter see Avery, Verb Forms of the Rig-Veda 1268-70, and Lanman, Vedic Gr. 389.
Unfortunately both omit the injunc. duduksan.) Of titrtsan Heenen says (149) that the verb “fait
référence a un effort intense de volonté, suscité par I’émerveillemnt pour la récompense,” but
this reflects his usual ad hoc imposition of context on morphology. I do think that we must take
the modal difference between the two verbs seriously: although, being pada-final, there is no
metrical difference between subj. -an and injunc. -an, it is highly unlikely that redactors would
have introduced the difference — much more likely that the two endings would have been
secondarily harmonized. In trying to figure out what’s going on, we are hampered by the fact that
the role of the plural Ayus is not well defined. Gr considers the pl. to refer to men who are active
in the service of the gods. Certainly almost all of the plural occurrences are found in specifically
ritual situations, esp. the preparation of soma. Note in particular IX.62.20 payo duhanty aydvah
“The Ayus milk the milk [=soma],” with the same root as here -- though this may be a red
herring (see below).

My suggestions in what follows are extremely tentative. I start with the assumption that
the desiderative subjunctive firsan expresses an action that the Ayus desire to perform that
temporally and logically follows the action of the desiderative injunctive diduksan, even though
the rel. clauses are in the opposite order. I further assume that this logically sequential action is
drilling into the Vala cave, “the enclosure full of cows” (drvam gomantam), to reach and
acquire/free the cows. The logically prior duduksan must be what might enable them to do this:
the milking of the great lofty (cow) with a thousand streams. As it happens, this cow is found
elsewhere in the RV, esp. in two identical hemistichs: IV.41.5cd = X.101.9cd s4 no duhiyad
yavaseva gatvi, sahasradhara pdayasa mahi gaih “She should yield her milk to us like a great cow



with her milk in a thousand streams who has gone to the pastures.” (See also X.133.7d, which is
identical to the other d padas.) Who is this prodigious cow? In IV.41.5=X.101.9 it is quite clearly
identified as the dhi-, the inspired or visionary thought (IV.41.5b, X.101.9a)(in X.133.7 there is
no referent, but dhi- is certainly not excluded). I suggest that the milking of the dhi-is at issue
here as well: the Ayus must milk all the good out of their dAi in order to penetrate the Vala cave
and reach the real (or at least real-er) cows. Note that dhi- has occurred twice already in this
hymn (1b, 3c); further the Ayus are elsewhere associated with ritual speech (1.117.25, 130.6,
131.2, 139.3; 11.31.7; VII1.3.7-8). And of course the opening of the Vala cave was effected by
speech and song, not by brute force. It is a nice touch that to reach the real cows the Ayus have
to milk a metaphorical cow. For clarity I would now slightly rephrase the last three padas of this
vs. to “... -- they who will intend to drill through to the enclosure full of cows, who strive to milk
the great (cow [= visionary thought]) ...”

It should be noted that the only other occurrence of duduksan (there unaccented) is in the
devilish hymn X.61.10 also in a Vala context, where I take it to refer to the milking of the Vala
cave itself (see comm. ad loc.), but not much can be made dependent on the interpr. of that
hymn.

X.74.5: With Old (et al.), it is best to take sdciva(h) as displaced from a voc. phrase sdciva indra,
as in 1.53.3. This voc. is overwhelming applied to Indra.

On suvrkti- as a secondary bahuvr. applicable to gods who receive hymns, see comm. ad
I1.4.1. It modifies Indra in X.104.7.

X.74.6: There is some disagreement about several words in pada a: the verb vavana and the root-
noun cmpd. purasat. To start with the latter, though the standard view is that the cmpd. consists
of adverbial pura ‘earlier, previously’ (e.g., Gr, Scar 604), with the cmpd meaning ‘previously
victorious’ vel sim., Ge, flg. Say., renders it ‘Burgenzwinger’, without providing a
morphological analysis. Such an interpr. would require that the 2nd member be a preverb-verb
combination 4V sah, which does not occur, with the root noun plr- ‘fortress’ as first member.
Even if 4V sah did occur, root-noun cmpds don’t contain both a nominal 1st member and a
preverb, as I’ve discussed elsewhere (Lamberterie Fs.). If the 2nd member is only siA-, then the
Ist member would have to be a case form of pir-, but the instr. doesn’t work semantically and
there are no other possibilities. I like ‘previous victor’ vel sim. for another reason: it contrasts
nicely with purutamam. Although most interpr. take the latter as adverbial (Ge, Scar “am
haiifigsten”), if we take the -zama-suffix as expressing not a superlative but the last of a series (as
is common), Indra is identified as a victor both long ago and right this minute.

As for vavéna, in contrast to the near-universal interpr. as the pf. to V' van ‘win’, Kii (448
49) assigns it instead to V vart ‘love’, for complex reasons that I will not rehearse because I find
them implausible.

Note the return of the expression “fulfill his names,” as in the previous hymn X.73.8.

X.75-76: The Anukramani attributes these two hymns to different poets, Sindhuksit
Praiyamedha and Jaratkarna Airavata respectively. The contents of the two hymns are also quite
distinct. Nonetheless, it is best to follow Old (Prol. 236 n. 3) in assuming the two hymns belong
together, since they are found in the midst of the series of dyads (X.61-84).

X.75 Rivers



The first few vss. are dominated by the preverb pra ‘forth’: pada-initial in 1a, c, d, 2a,
internal in 2c¢, 3c¢).

X.75.1: There is much disc. of the numerical phrase sapti-sapta tredha. In addition to Ge and Re,
see Lii (684—-86), Mau (203—4), also Kii (146). Mau’s disc. seems the most sensible: he thinks
we’re dealing with three geographical groupings consisting of (roughly) seven rivers apiece,
rather than a straight multiplicative 3 x 7. The number of rivers named in vss. 5-6 is eighteen (by
my count) — close enough to seven groups of three. For a similar expression used of the river
Sarasvati see VI.61.12 mrisadhdstha saptadhatuh.

I do not understand the placement of 47in c.

Ge (n. 1d) suggests supplying sasre in d. Given the repetition of pr4, I prefer to continue
with a form of Vkram as in ¢ (prd ... cakramuih).

X.75.2: The gen. pl. phrase esam ... jagatam is interpr. by all as referring to the rivers (e.g., Re
“... de ces (rivieres) mobiles”), and this is quite plausible, esp. given 1d. However, ‘river’ is of
course fem., and adjectives modifying the rivers should be fem. too (like s/tvarinamin 1d). But
esam identifies the phrase as masc.; the contrast between esam dgram here and fem. asam dgram
in 4d is quite pointed. I'm afraid we must take jigar- as a quasi-masc. substantive here, though it
does presumably refer to the rivers.

X.75.3: On bhiimya as instr., pace Pp., Gr, see Old.

Apropos of susmamin b, In VI.61.2 the river Sarasvati is compared to “a root-grubbing
(boar) with its snortings” (Susmebhir bisakha iva), see comm. ad loc.

I read vrstdyah both with the simile, as “real” rain, and with the frame, as the spray from
the rushing river. “The rains thunder” is a type of synaesthesia or, at any rate, the conflation of
two separate phenomena related to a single event: rain and thunder associated with a storm. Re’s
“Les pluies (pleuvent) comme (les tonnerres) tonnent” sorts the two phenomana into separate,
more logical categories — losing the concentrated poetic focus. Moreover, his rendering is
grammatically impossible, as RVic similes always share the same verb.

X.75.4: Note that vs.-initial #abhr tva slightly echoes 3c #abhrad iva

The first hemistich presents Sindhu as a helpless calf to whom the motherly cows flock.
This might seem like a reversal of the depiction of the power and dominance of Sindhu over the
other rivers (1d, 2d), but of course the other rivers are bringing their “milk™ to contribute to her
strengthening stream.

If there was even a moment of doubt about her dominance, it is dispelled by the second
hemistich, with Sindhu as a “battling king” (rdjeva yidhva).

X.75.5-6: These vss. enumerate the names of rivers. As indicated in the publ. intro., much has
been made of this list for the geography of NW India, and I refer the reader to such discussions,
e.g., that of Mau.

X.75.8: The two hapaxes silama(-vati) and madhuvrdh- are plausibly taken as plant names. (For
the latter see Scar 521.)



X.75.9: The referent of the genitive phrase in cd, asya ... ddabdhasya svdyasaso virapsinal, 1s
unclear, but the most obvious and desirable referent, Sindhu herself, is excluded by the gender,
which must be masc. or neut. This leaves the chariot (r4tha-), the prize (vdja-), or the contest (aji-
). Ge, Re, and Mau opt for the chariot, though in his n. Re allows the possibility that it is Sindhu
“concu(e) comme masc.” Old is of the same opinion, based on the implicit comparison of Sindhu
to a Wettfahrer in ab. I am reluctant to go this direction because of the stress laid on the
grammatical gender of ‘river’ words, esp. emphasized for Sindhu in vss. 7-8.

X.76 Pressing Stones

It is totally unclear to me why this hymn is attributed to a snake (sarpa), much less why
this snake is called “Having old ears.” As MM (PN s.v. jdratkarna-) points out, the phrase jaratah
kdrna-) 1s found in nearby X.80.3 as a personal name, but the connection is not straightforward.

X.76.1: On rfAjase see comm. ad IV.8.1. The form expresses an act of reverence, several times in
the form of a hymn (gira1V.8.1, VI.15.1).

The expression drjam vyustisu, assuming the two words go together (as most do, incl.
Caland-Henry p. 271, but notably not Ge), is at first glance somewhat bizarre: “at the first dawn
flushes of nourishment(s)” (in the publ. tr. I suppressed the pl . of &rjam). But I think it
economically combines two different concepts. On the one hand, like “the milk of the dawn
cows,” it refers to the visual effect of dawn: the milky white sky at the horizon just before
sunrise. On the other hand, the appearance of the dawn inaugurates the soma pressing, that is, the
production of nourishment, and so the pressing stones need to be deployed. Ge prefers to
construe gryam with (4 ... ) rijase, (“ich begehre eurer Kréfte”), but r7jase does not take a
genitive elsewhere (and it does not mean ‘desire’).

I take udbhida as referring to what in English is also called day-break.

It’s not entirely clear what “make every seat spacious” is meant to convey, but I assume
that, with the coming of daylight, places appear larger. The particular seats in question may be
the ritual ground and its parts.

X.76.2: This vs. provides ample puzzles, though the straightforward first pada gives no hint of
what is to come.

The first issue is sotdri in b. This appears to be the loc. sg. of the well-attested agent noun
sotdr- ‘(soma-)presser’, and that is how I take it (also in its other occurrence in X.100.9). But this
1s a minority view, at least as to function. Ge (n. 2b) cites Ludwig’s view that it is a nom. sg.,
while Ge himself suggests it might be an infinitive (which he glosses as a functional
imperative/modal “soll pressen”); Re follows suit by pronouncing it a hortatory infinitive. Tichy,
by contrast, considers the locc. in -#dr7 as verbal abstracts, here “beim Somapressen.” My interpr.
starts with the simile dtyo nd hastayatah “like a steed controlled by the hands.” The stone (ddrih)
is compared to the steed, and, in my opinion, the soma-presser is compared to the hand(s), the
first member of the cmpd., the controller of the steed — as often, we have a cmpd. corresponding
to a free syntagm. Caland-Henry’s rendering, “comme un cheval tenu en main [est] le Pierre
pour le pressureur,” is closest to mine.

One of the questions posed by the 2" hemistich is the identity/-ties of the subjects of
vidat (c) and farute (d), but before tackling that we must figure out how to construe d. Despite the
glaring absence of accent on Zarute, the standard tr. take d as a subord. clause controlled by yadd.
The accent problem is rather casually waved away, even by Old. I am quite unwilling to ignore



the lack of accent, and therefore interpr. ydd drvatah as a nominal rel. cl. of the type frequent at
the ends of sentences/verse lines (see my Fs. Hale paper). The antecedent of yadis paumsyam,
the obj. of vidarand gapped obj. of faruse. The subj. of vidatis the stone, that of farute the
presser, who attains the power that the stone found by virtue of his (presser’s) wielding of the
stone. Figuring out what to do with farute is complicated by the fact that it is the only form to
this stem (anywhere) and the only middle form of V& without a preverb (save for tarusanta in
[.132.5, which is an -anta replacement).

On maho rayé see comm. ad IV.31.11.

The publ. tr. misleadingly renders both dtya- (b) and drvant- (d) as ‘steed’, implying that
the same word is used in both places. Both are marked words, in contrast to dsva- -- as ‘steed’ is
in English — but I would now substitute ‘charger’ (another marked word) for the second.

X.76.3: The opening of this vs., fdd id dhy asya savanam ..., is a kind of mash-up of the 2a zdad u
X X X sdvanam ... and 2c vidad dhi with flip of vowels in the latter. These echoes may underline
the fact that 3 continues the theme of 2.

Pada a presents several problems. One is accentual: apah, so accented, should be the acc.
pl. of dp- ‘water(s)’; the same phrase, vivér apah, is also found in X.147.1. In both cases, the
form is better taken as the wrongly accented neut. sg. *dpah ‘work’; so interpr. by Say (with
gloss karma), Ge, and Old. This interpr. is supported by the same phrase with neut. pl. viver
dapamsi (1.69.8 and VI.31.3) showing the expected accent. By contrast, Caland-Henry (271) tr.
apadh as ‘waters’, and Lub seems to accept ‘waters’ not only for this passage and X.147.1 but
also for 1.69.8 and VI.31.3, judging from the ! that he uses to mark those occurrences of dpamsi.

Another question is the morphological identity and syntactic function of sdvanam. With
Say. and Old, I take it as acc., a parallel object to *adpah; the subject is then the stone. As Old
points out, the spressing stones are associated with dpas- in vss. 5 and 8. However, Ge takes
sdvanam as the subject, referring not to the action of pressing but its result, the Trankspende; this
doesn’t make a lot of sense to me: in what way has the oblation accomplished its work?

Finally, what is the referent of asya? For Ge (n. 3a) it is Indra, who was indeed mentioned
in 1b; I think rather the stone, with (explicitly) Say. and (implicitly) Old. Although by this
interpr. asya1is coreferential with the subject, a reflexive is not required under these
circumstances — anymore than in the Engl. tr. “it has labored ... at its task.” As this tr. shows, I
think asyais actually dependent on *dpah, not adjacent sdvanam, the enclitic asyais taking
modified 2nd position after 74d plus the complex of particles 7d dhi.

Having dealt with pada a, we must determine how the rest of the vs. fits together, and
once again there are competing views. Ge (n. 3c) takes b as a parenthetical intrusion, with ¢
continuing pada a and d a separate sentence. Caland-Henry take b with a, with cd belonging
together; this seems to be the implicit assumption of Kii (527), in that he tr. cd as a single clause
and ignores the first hemistich. My interpr. departs from all these and begins with the fact that
the ydtha clause of b contains the root aor. dsret, which is echoed by the main verb in d, the pf.
asisrayul. Although Re explicit states that the two verbs have entirely different senses (without
saying what he thinks they are), the root agreement between the two verbs strongly invites an
interpr. with yatha pura “just as previously ...” serving as long-ago model and exemplar for the
main clause, which expresses action of the more recent past.

The phrase mdnave gatiim VERB several times has Indra as subj. (V.30.7, X.49.9; once
ASvins 1.112.16), and so it seems reasonable to supply Indra as the mythological subject here. It
also seems reasonable to attach c to the subordinate clauses in b, with the main clause



constituting d. Not only does the mention of Tvastar in ¢ locate it in the realm of mythology, but
syntactically d “presents” as a new clause, with the preverb prd in tmesis, followed by an enclitic
particle/pronoun 7m, doubling the obj. adhvaran.

What then does pada c add to the mythological picture begun in c? Here we need to
determine whether the vrddhi derivative ¢vastra- refers to anything associated with the god
Tvastar or specifically to Tvastar’s son, Vis§variipa. The other occurrences of this stem can refer
to either one, but with a decided preference for the latter: in 1.117.22 it’s Tvastar’s honey
(madhu), possibly soma, but in the remaining clear passages, I1.11.19, X.8.8, 9 [that is, leaving
aside II1.7.4], ViSvarupa is the referent and his defeat and the loss of his cows the topic. In our
passage I now think either is possible — and neither is particularly compelling. In the publ. tr. I
supply ‘wealth’ as the referent of fvasiré, in part because one of the other adjectives in this NP,
goarnas- modifies rayi-in X.38.2. In this interpr. the loc. phrase serves as the goal of Manu’s
course in b. It could also be a loc. absolute: “when Tvastar’s (wealth) (was at issue).” If ¢vaseré
here refers specifically to Tvastar’s hapless son, the phrase again could either be a goal or a
locative absolute: “... course to Tvastar’s son, who had a flood of cows and a raiment of horses”
or “when T’s son ... (was at issue).” Unfortunately I know of no tale involving Manu and
Tvastar’s wealth or son, and so there is no easy (or indeed hard) way to make a decision — except
in one particular: the loc. goal is somewhat favored over the loc. absol., because the main clause
verb (prd ...) asisrayuh also takes a loc., which is unlikely to be in absolute function.

It also has to be admitted that the main clause of d provides no help at all. Though I stand
by the argument that the two verbal forms of Vs77in b and d impose the structure laid out above,
it is difficult to see how bc provides a model or comparandum for d. The problem is exacerbated
by the fact that the main clause verb seems to be construed with prd in tmesis, but there are no
other exx. of prd Vsri in the RV [in 1.149.2, cited by VB, the prd belongs rather with the
participle to Vsr], and the only one anywhere else in Vedic is found in a single passage in KS
(XXVI.3), which contributes nothing. My feeling is that in our passage prd doesn’t do much
work, though perhaps a tr. “set forth ceremonies upon ceremonies” would at least register its
presence. Another issue about the perfect is that it’s plural, but there’s no likely plural subject in
the immediate vicinity. I think it likely that it’s the pressing stones, who get directly addressed,
in the plural, in the next vs. Perhaps the point of all of this is that just as Indra set Manu on the
course to acquire Tvastar’s wealth or Tvastar’s son, so it’s the pressing stones that set the ritual
cursus at sacrifice after sacrifice. The exhortations to the stones in the next vs. may delineate
what their relevant actions should be. But this is all very tentative and unsatisfactory.

X.76.4: On bhanguravant- see comm. ad VII.104.7.

In ¢ sunotanareprises the same impv. in 2a.

“Carry a tune” for bharata slokam is my playful and not entirely literal rendering, which I
found impossible to resist. For the sense of s/oka- see comm. ad 1.51.12, IX.92.1 (the latter with
regard to the pressing stones’ role). The point here is that the stones are so noisy that the sound
will reach heaven as a signal to the gods that the soma is ready.

X.76.5: The rigid, four-square pada structure with a pada-final comparative in the dat. pl. and a
pada-initial standard of comparison in the ablative (a, ¢, d), maked by cid (d), should impose an
ablative interpretation on vibhvadna, and indeed a number of comm. (see Old) suggest emending
to *vibhvanas. However, as Old asks, how would such a corruption have arisen? He opts for
taking it as a “‘comparative instrumental,” which is a fine description but is not a standard



syntactic category as far as I know. I do not have a better solution, however. It is worth noting
that the stem to which it belongs is somewhat problematic. It has two different accents: initial
vibhvan- in well-attested nom. sg. vibAva and suffix accent only in this form and the
(infinitival?) dat. vibhvane (V1.61.13, where, it might be noted, it’s found in the same vs. as the
superlative apdstama- ‘busiest’). The stem is also used in two different senses, as an adj. ‘wide-
ranging’ and/or ‘distinguished’ and as the PN of one of the Rbhus. In this passage the latter
seems the default interpr. (see the standard tr., incl. Caland-Henry and the publ. tr.), given the
names in the other three padas and the fact that apads- ‘industrious’ several times modifies the
craftsmen Rbhus (II1.60.3, IV.33.1, maybe V.42.12). It is possible, however, that vibhvina here
should also be read in its general sense and with an instr. function “by (your) distinction.” But I
suggest this only very tentatively.

Another way in which b deviates from the surrounding padas is the apparent lack of &
both a and ¢ begin ABL cid 4, but though b has a long aflg. cid, it is unaccented and belongs to
the 1st cmpd member asu-. It would be possible to argue that the accent was removed
redactionally, but I think it more likely that it’s another way in which b is marked out as
different. The 4is also missing from d, where an a-vowel follows cid, but a short one: agnés cid
afrcaj.

arcais also somewhat problematic. It is, of course, on the surface a straightforward 2nd
sg. impv. However, it coexists, a bit uneasily, with the 2nd pl. enclitic vah in pada a, referring to
the pressing stones -- giving two 2nd ps. with different refernts in a single sentence. Therefore a
number of interpr. (Ge, Caland-Henry, etc.) silently or explicitly emend to Ist sg. subj. *arca “I
shall sing / let me sing.” Metrically this would be acceptable, and the mechanism is easy to see:
since 2nd sg. impvs. frequently lengthen their final -a, coinciding with the 1sg sg. subj. ending -
4, a backformation of the latter to short -2 would be unexceptionable. However, this reanalysis is
unnecessary: poets frequently exhort themselves, in the 2nd sg., to praise or perform other ritual
acts, and these exhortations can co-occur with 2nd plurals referring to others, often the poet’s
ritual colleagues — as the pressing stones are here. See my 2005 “Poetic Self-reference” (Fs.
Skjaerve). Old also resists the 1% sg. interpr.

X.76.6: Yet again, this vs. poses some niggling grammatical problems, the most serious of which
is sotu in pada a. This appears to be a 3rd singular root aor. impv. to Vsu ‘press’, which is how
Gr classifies it (though with an alternative suggested; see below) and the publ. tr. renders it.
However, it follows a 3rd plural impv. (bhurantu), whose subj. (gravanah) is continued in b. In
other words, if sofu is a singular impv. it has to be parenthetical (as in the publ. tr.). I still
subscribe to this interpr. In its favor I will point out two factors: 1) references to plural stones
alternate with singular ones in this hymn; see esp. 2a with pl. impv. sunotana, fld. by 2b with a
single stone (4drif1) (and if I’'m right, also 2cd and 3a; then 3d, 4 with pl. stones). 2) the 3rd plural
impv. of the root aor., to correspond to preceding 3rd pl. bhurdntu, would be *svantu, almost
surely undistracted (cf. the overwhelmingly undistracted med. root aor. part. svand-), which is
unattested and, if found, would lose the distinctive root syllable of this root. I think this form
would be avoided, and the 3rd sg. would provide a robust substitute (with root syll. so-).
However, I seem to be alone in this interpr., so I will briefly consider the alternatives that
have been suggested. Old’s is the one that requires the least machinery, but it is unlikely for two
reasons. After flirting with sofu as a loc. he takes it as a neut. acc. -fu- stem (presumably meaning
‘soma-pressing’), which serves as obj. to bhurantu (apparently partially fld. by Scar 44-45, 186).
However, as Re also points out, bhurd- (and related stems) is otherwise intrans. Moreover, a



masc. acc. sotum is attested (VIII.19.18) with the same apparent meaning, and it is not exactly
parsimonious to posit an identical stem but two different genders, each attested only once — esp.
since masc. acc. *sotum would neatly avoid hiatus here. Gr in fact suggests emending to *sofum,
and Ge seems to follow this suggestion (without explicit note), but rendering it as an infinitive
“um uns Saft auszuschlagen.” This infinitival stem is attested elsewhere, as dat. sotave (1.28.1)
and abl. soros (X.86.1). The -fum infinitive, so characteristic of later Skt., is of course quite rare
in the RV, but in this relatively late portion of the text it is certainly thinkable. If the 3rd sg.
impv. interpr. is rejected, I would favor the infinitive above the others, tr. “Let the glorious ones
clatter for us, to press (soma) out of the stalk.” But this still requires emendation, whereas the
impv. interpr. does not.

I take dndhasah as an abl. of source (“out of the stalk’) rather than partitive gen. obj.
(“press of the sap/soma”). On the meaning of dndhas- see comm. ad IV.1.19.

On divit(mant)- see comm. ad IV.31.11; unsuffixed divit- occurs only here, divit-mant-
only 4x. The -mant-suffix seems pleonastic, so a satisfactory and semi-literal tr. is hard to
achieve — perhaps “with their heaven-bound voice going to heaven.”

As noted in the publ. intro., I take ndra/ in c (and in 7d) to refer to the pressing stones,
not human ritualists, since the voc. narah in 8a must be addressed to the stones. Among other
things, this saves us from taking c here as parenthetic, as Ge does, since he recognizes that d
must have the stones as subj. (n. 6d).

I supply “heaven and earth” as obj. to aghosdyantah ‘causing to heed’, on the basis of
passages in the other principal pressing stone hymn: X.94.4 ghosdyantah prthivim “making
earth heed,” as well X.94.12 4 dyam ravena prthivim asusravuh “they have made Heaven and
Earth listen by their bellowing.”

On mithas-tir- see Scar (186).

X.76.7: The stem rathird- ordinarily modifies gods, and the usual gloss ‘charioteer’ (Gr
Wagenlenker) fits those contexts. However, in VIII.50.8 (Valakh.) it qualifies horses (A4drayah),
and ‘fit for the chariot’ or sim. seems a better rendering. In our passage, too, I would now
substitute ‘fit for the chariot, chariot-broken’ for ‘charioteers’, on the basis of 2b, where the stone
is compared to the steed controlled by the hand of the charioteer.

With Ge (and Re, Scar 55) I take gavisah as gen. sg. (with asya), not nom. pl. (with Say.,
Gr, Caland-Henry, Ob I1.46). The referent of the gen. phrase in b, asya ... gavisah “of him/the
one seeking the cows,” is of course soma, which always seeks mixture with cows’ milk. It is
possible, however, that gavisah could also be read as nom. pl., modifying the stones that are
“milking” out the juice.

The simile in d is puzzling. Given the position of 24, it should signal that the simile is
limited to Aavya (so “the men groom [X] like oblations™), but this doesn’t make a lot of sense:
the milked-out soma 7s the oblation. Nonetheless, this is the interpr. in the publ. tr. Ge silently
flips the na, taking it with ndrah (and does not include Aavyain the simile): “Wie die Herren
machen sie das Opfer mit ihren Miulen sauber.” So also Scar (55), though with a long, puzzled
note (n. 68) on the problems with the simile. Although this is an easy solution, I don’t think it is
the correct one. For one thing, the stones have already been identified as ndrah (6¢) and will
almost immediately be addressed as such (8a); they are not like men, but men. For another, there
is no metrical or other barrier to the proper positioning of n4 for such a meaning: ndro * na havya
is, if anything, metrically better than the transmitted text (see Arnold’s statistics on the rhythm of




the opening, p. 188). I reluctantly conclude that this may be one of the few occasions in the RV
where the simile particle should be taken with the verb: “they, as it were, groom ...”

X.76.8: The publ. tr. takes the two parallel nominal clauses in the 2nd hemistich as statements of
fact; Ge by contrast supplies a modal “sei.” This is possible but not necessary.

X.77-78: These two hymns are attributed to Syimarasmi Bhargava and dedicated to the Maruts.
They are also unified by an unusual metrical scheme and a tightly controlled stylistic reliance on
similes. For both of these features see the publ. intros. to the two hymns; for the meter esp. see
Old, Prol. 92ff., as well as the intro. to X.77 in the Noten.

X.77 Maruts

X.77.1: A dense vs. We can start with the root noun cmpd abhraprisah and its etymologically
twinned verb prusa. Both of these forms are morphologically ambiguous: the former can be nom.
pl., acc. pl., or abl.-gen. sg., the latter 2nd sg. impv. or 1st sg. subjunctive. On the basis of asfosi
in d I opt for the subjunctive, and for the cmpd. the nom. pl., to allow the referents of the cmpd.
to be directly compared with the subject of prusa. (These are generally the choices made by other
interpr., though the Pp. reads short-vowel prusa, hence the impv.)

The next question is the relation between the cmpd members in abhra-pris-. (For disc.
see Scar 342.) An acc. relation is possible; so Re “... qui font-fuser la nuée.” But I favor an
ablative, like abAratin ¢ and, closer in sense, the phrase in nearby X.75.3 abhrad iva ... vrstiyah
‘like rains from the clouds.” Here as well I supply ‘rain’ as the suppressed object of -prisa-,
parallel to the ‘goods’ (vadsu) that I, the poet, shower down. The referents of abhrapriisah are
surely the Maruts, the dedicands of this hymn, who thus appear, disguised, in its first word. It is a
nice touch that the poet compares himself with the very gods he is also praising.

I read vaca with both simile and frame. In the frame, of course, it refers to the poet’s
speech, but in the simile it can refer to thunder, the Maruts’ speech (cf. I.168.8 [Maruts]
abhriyam vacam “speech stemming from a cloud”). Scar (342 n. 481) also mentions the
‘thunder’ possibility but stops short of reading vaca twice.

Pada b contains the morphologically aberrant gen. sg. vijaniusah. The standard explan. of
this form (see, e.g., Old with reff., AiG I1.2.910, more recently Kii 203—4, Lowe [Part. 25, 252])
must be correct: that it is a contamination/blend of the pf. participle of Vi (expected weak form
*jajii-us-) and the 9th cl. pres.part. (expected weak form *jan-dr-). The reason for this blend is
not apparent, since the gen. sg. of either stem would fit metrically and should have been
morphologically transparent.

The poet is the referent of this gen., and the point of the pada is that /4is sacrifices, which
consist of well-wrought words are just as good as those that consist of physical oblations. There
may be a slight asymmetry of expression here. On the surface Aavismantahin the simile of
course modifies yajAah, which participates in both simile and frame, with the meaning
“(like)sacrifices consisting of oblvations,” but in fact well-attested Aavismant- generally modifies
the ritualists who provide oblations, rather than the sacrifice that consists of them. We might
almost have expected gen. * havismatah, parallel to vijaniusah, with the sense “The sacrifices of a
discerning one are like (those)*of one who provides oblations.” I do not suggest emendation;
instead I think the poet is keeping his audience off balance and confounding their expectations.



The syntax and constituency of cd are multiply ambiguous and interpr. in multiple ways:
see the very different treatments of Old (at some length), Ge, and Re. I will not examine their
versions in detail. As for mine, there are several structural clues that may help to sort out the
competing possiblities. First, the dat. -dse forms that end each pada (c arhdse, d sobhdse) seem
meant to be parallel, though a number of interpr. deploy them differently. Second, given their
localization in different padas, the accusatives of ¢ (sumdarutam (nd) brahminam) and d (ganam)
should be kept separate, with the phrase in ¢ being compared to that in d. Again, this is not the
universal view.

Pada d is straightforward, with the Ist sg. astosi “I have praised,” with gdnam ... esam
“the flock of them,” referring to the Maruts, as obj. The dat. sobhdse ‘for beauty’ belongs to a
root, V subh, that is characteristic of the Maruts. See esp. the similar use of the root noun dat.
Subhéin Syavasva’s Marut hymns (V.52.8, 57.3, 63.5,6), also subhamyii- in the next hymn,
X.78.7. Despite the position of z4, I think it marks sobhdse as the simile, compared to arhdse in
c. As discussed elsewhere (see, e.g., comm. ad X.21.1), simile-marking n4'is blocked from pada-
final position and flips with its target if it would take that position.

This now leaves pada c. Since, per my structural analysis, the acc. phrase in this pada
cannot be identical to that in d (pace Re) and it should not be the obj. of arhdse (pace Ge), we
need to identify a referent for sumarutam ... brahmanam different from the Marut flock in d.
Taking sumaruta- as adj. with brahman- (pace Old, who claims it has to be a noun) points to an
obvious referent: Indra, who is, of course, often accompanied by the Maruts (inaritvant- being
one of his standing epithets). And Indra, in his role as brhaspati-, is closely associated with the
formulation and indeed called brahman- directly (e.g., VIIL.16.7).

Now arhdse — who is deserving, and deserving of what? Re takes it as passive; Ge’s
interpr. I don’t understand, and it is informed by his somewhat peculiar view that this is all about
weather; Old takes sumarutam as its obj. (“damit er Anspruch habe auf schone Marutgnade”) and
brahmanam as its subj. I supply soma as the obj., because the soma drink is the most common
obj. of Varh (see comm. ad VII1.20.18). I am not entirely happy with this intrusion, but it might
make sense of comparing the Marut flock with Indra: they both deserve the soma, but Indra
especially.

X.77.2: The dat. sriyéthat opens the vs. picks up the sobhase that ends vs. 1. Both are common
elements in the Marut lexicon; for sriyé see, e.g., V.55.3, 60.4.

The problematic pada is b, which contains sumarutam like 1c. There is no consensus
about its usage here, or even its case form. Re takes it as a neut. nom., collectively referring to
the pl. subject mdryasah (“en tant que bonne troupe marutienne”), while Ge takes it as acc.
referring to “ihr schones Marutwetter.” My interpr. differs significantly from these, and depends
on three factors: I take sumarutam as acc. and supply brahmanam from the phrase in 1c
sumarutam nd brahmanam;, 1 take the verb akrnvatain pada a as controlling a kind of §lesa,
where sumarutam ndis structurally compared to azjin, though they have somewhat different
relationships to the verb; I take parvir ati ksapah with the phrase in c, not the simile in d. In ¢ the
obj. ajin denotes what the Maruts made/provided for themselves — ornaments -- appropriate to
the middle voice of akrmvata. The phrase pirvir ati ksapah “across the many nights” is also
appropriate here, because the ‘ornaments, unguents’ they make for themselves are elsewhere
compared to stars. See, e.g, 1.87.1 1 ... afjibhir, vyanajre ké cid usra iva strbhih “with their
unguents [the Maruts] have anointed themselves ... like the ruddy (dawns) with stars,” In the
simile in d sumdarutam is a predicate adj. modifying the gapped brahAmanam: “(as) they have



made (the formulator) well-provided with Maruts.” This latter usage is rather like III.11 4 agnim
.. vahnim deva akrnvata “The gods made Agni their oblation-conveyor.” My interpr. of this
hemistich is not particularly secure, but I think it is better than the other ones available.

On the curious intrusion of the Adityas, see the publ. intro. I have no explanation; I am
somewhat dubious about Th’s view (Fremd. 158) that what the Maruts and the Adityas have in
common is their care for the stranger (expressed by the epithet r7sadas- of disputed meaning [see
comm. ad [.2.7, V.60.7] in 3d and 5c). In any case, the word order, with 7€ ordinarily a first-
position pronoun, following adityasah, seems to me to signal that adityasah is an unmarked
simile.

On akra- see comm. ad 1.189.7.

X.77.3: The first pada of this vs. departs from the already aberrant meter of this part of the hymn:
rather than having an opening of 5 ending with a light syllable, followed by a heavy syllable that
can count as two lights (see disc. in publ. intro.) allowing a Jagati cadence, this has an opening of
4. However, the 5th syllable is light and the heavy 6th syllable can “count” as two lights, as
elsewhere in this little group. The other 3 padas conform to the meter elsewhere in these vss.,
with an opening of 5.

The ndin pada a does not seem to be doing real simile work, since it seems unlikely that
earth is being compared to heaven: they usually form a pair. My “as beyond earth” renders the na
unobtrusively and not very convincingly. It is possible that it’s marking pada-final barfhdna as the
simile, with the same flip as in 1d, but “as if by might” seems to belittle the Maruts’ power.

In ¢ #pajasvanto ... panasyavo# echo each other, further taken up by #prdyasvanto in 4d.

X.77.4: The first two padas diverge from the metrical template of this part of the hymn in a
different way from 3a: they have light 6™ syllables. It is also a challenging vs. in structure and
content.

In pada a I take the gen. yusmakam with yamani and the gen. apam with budhné, with
Old and Re (though not, with the latter, introducing Ahi Budhnya into an already crowded vs.). |
also take the simile as consisting of budhné apam na despite the position of n4. (As we have seen
and will see, the position of 74 in this hymn can be all ove the map.) The point of this first
hemistich is that the earth (mahi) trembles at the Maruts’ journey, a common image in Marut
hymns. In my interpr. the simile in the first pada compares the earth to something based on water
— that is, without a solid base.

Pada b contains two verbs of parallel formation and near-identical sense, # vithuryati
‘wavers, falters’ and sratharydtat ‘slackens’. Both are hapaxes, but the former is clearly based on
the reasonably well-attested adj. vithura- ‘wavering’, while sratharya- has no associated r-form,

* Srathara- or the like, and must be directly based on vithuryati. So also Re, though he cleverly
also adduces Sithird-, also with -r-, as a near-relative. I assume that the accent of sratharyati was
also adapted from vithuryati, as there is no syntactic reason for this verb to be accented. For
vithura- in this exact context, see 1.87.3 [Maruts] praisam dajmesu vithuréva rejate, bhiimir
yamesu ... “At their drives, their journeys the earth trembles like one with faltering step” (sim.
1.168.6, also Maruts).

The second hemistich is oddly constructed. In ¢ we find a pada-internal deictic pronoun
followed by a Wackernagel particle chain: ... ayam si valgt. This is unprecedented as far as I can
tell: ayam (etc.) is overwhelmingly pada (/clause) initial; the few non-initial forms are generally
preceded by at most one item, and I have found no other exx. where a mid-pada aydm supports a



clitic chain. The referent of ayam here is clearly the nom. phrase that precedes it: visvdpsur yajio
arvik. Because of the unusual configuration of ayam, in the publ. tr. I took it as introducing a
new clause, which continues into d. I now think this is wrong; certainly my English tr. is scarcely
parsable. I now think that c is a self-contained nominal cl. with a heavy left-dislocated NP: “the
sacrifice close by consisting of all good things -- this is for you.” The simile that opens d,
prayasvanto nd, then qualifies the unexpressed subj. of the impv. 4 gata, the Maruts: “Like
dispensers of ritual delight, come here to those who are concentrated (on you).”

On the adj. visvapsu- see comm. ad 1.148.1. Th’s ‘breath’ interpr. (see KlSch 74f.) “ganz
aus Atemhauch bestehend,” which is also responsible for Re’s “consistant entierement en
souffle,” does not make sense in most contexts, as Th’s special pleading for it in this passage
demonstrates.

Re pronounces that satraca(h) is for * satraricah [he omits accent] by fiat; Ge (n. 4cd)
would like to do the same. But I see no reason why we, the goal of their journey, would not be
focused on the arrivals, with the form therefore the acc. pl. it appears to be.

X.77.5: Acdg. to the Anukramanti, this vs. is in Jagati, against the rest of the hymn, which the
Anukr. labels Tristubh. For vs. 5 the Anukr. is half right: the first two padas again have a Jagat1
cadence but 11 syllables and do not fit the template of what emerged as the standard such pattern
earlier in the hymn. But the 2nd hemistich consists of two entirely well-behaved Jagatt padas.

This is the last of the simile-laden vss., a structure signaled by ring composition: the last
word of 5 is (pari-)prisah ‘showering (all around)’, which matches the first word of the hymn,
(abhra-)prusah ‘showering (from a cloud)’ (see also the impv. prusa also in 1a).

In b it is unclear what ‘light-possessors’ (jyotismant-) the Maruts are being compared to.
Both Ge and Re fail to provide a referent, while Scar (343) supplies ‘dawns’, which would be
difficult, since jyotismantah is masc. I suggest rather ‘fires’, on the basis of X.35.1 ... agndyo,
Jyotir bhdranta usaso vyustisu “... fires bringing light at the early brightenings of the dawn,” with
the same vyustisu as here.

In d prava- belongs to the root V pru/ plu ‘float’; the r-form here allows the phonetic
figure pravasah ... prasitasah pariprisah.

X.77.6-8: The last three vss. are conventional in content and have proper Tristubh cadences
throughout.

X.77.6: The structure of the vs. is somewhat unclear. Both Ge and Re take bc as qualiifying the
subj. of the ydd clause in pada a, with d as the corresponding main clause. I find this unlikely:
pada d is a repeated pada (=V1.47.13, X.131.7, save for yuyota for yuyotu, cf. also VII.58.6), and
repeated padas are less likely to be integrated into a subord. cl. / main cl. diptych. Moreover, d
has no logical connection with the rest. I instead think bc is itself the main clause, though it lacks
a finite verb. We can either supply a verb of motion, as in the publ. tr., or take the participle
vidanasah as the predicate of the main cl.

However we choose to take bc, the structure of these two padas is itself noteworthy.
What governs the gen. phrase mahih samvaranasya vasvahin b must be the participle vidanasah
in ¢, which contains another gen., radhyasya, to be construed with the genitives in b. The
postponement of the governing verb across the half-vs. boundary strikes me as somewhat
unusual, though far from excluded. Note the play on vdsu-, which knits the padas together.



Pace Gr, vidan4- must belong to V vid ‘know’, not ‘find’, since, as Re points out, only
‘know’ takes genitive complements.

X.77.7: The ndin b seems unnecessary, or at least displaced, since it would be odd to compare
some entity to the Maruts in their own hymn. (Ge supplies “[to the singers], as to the Maruts,”
since he thinks that b concerns the distribution of the Daksina. But this would be an odd use of
nd, and further I see no evidence of the Daksina. Re vaguely adds “pour ainsi dire.”) In a hymn
with so many n4-s, often in the “wrong” place, a pleonastic z4 should not surprise us, but in fact I
think we can justify it. In my interpr. two factors are at work. On the one hand, it may be playing
off 8b:

7b XXXX nd man(uso) Xxx
8b XxXXX nant'm(a) Xxxxx

[On the reading of ‘name’ in 8b, see comm. ad loc.] On the other hand, I think there is a
suppressed comparison in pada a. The human priest, descendant of Manu (manusah), in b is
implicitly compared to the figure who is often “standing up at the ceremony” (adhvarestha-),
namely Agni. See Scar’s phraseological parallels (643—-44) V1.63.4 irdhvo vam agnir adhvarésu
asthat and X.20.5 drdhvas tasthav rbhva yajie, both of Agni.

X.77.8: As noted ad vs. 7, I read distracted nanr’na (with Gr and, tentatively, Old), which, in my
interpr., allows a phonetic play with 7b. Distracting adi¢'yéna as HvN do seems far less plausible:
this stem is almost never distracted, and in this case it would produce a highly unusual rthythm
for the opening, with light syllables in the 2" and 3" positions, and for a late break, with two
heavy syllables.

Note the etymological play between dmah (a) and avantu (c).

As disc. above, ad 2d, the connection with the Adityas is puzzling.

The rt-noun cmpd rathatirin c raises several questions: it is a singular used of plural
subjects and it doesn’t seem to have any bearing semantically on the Maruts’ activity here:
aiding our inspired thought. In my view it must be an unmarked simile, with a horse as
underlying referent (see 1.88.2 rathatiirbhir asvarh) and generally refer to the Maruts’ swiftness
and victoriousness, qualities that might help produce a swift and victorious inspired thought for
us. On the pl. Maruts compared to a singular entity, see the next hymn, X.78.2 agnir na. Contra
JSK I do not think rathatiiris conjoined with pada d: “overtaking the chariots [rathatith for
*rathaturah] and finding pleasure in the ceremony in their great course” (DGRV 1.95) (sim. Ge).
Among other things, the Maruts can hardly enjoy the ceremony if they’re on the road.

As for d and the ca therein, I take it as conjoining the two locc., (inahas ca) yaman and
adhvaré, in a modified X ca 'Y construction (with the ca following the first word of the first loc.
phrase. The standard X Y ca construction was avoided here to forestall the double ca that would
have arisen because of the flg. pf. part. cakanah: * maho yaman adhvaré ca cakanah.

Finally, what is the referent of mahah? I suggest that it is the Maruts’ “great host”; cf. in
the next hymn X.78.6 mahagramo na yaman “like a great host on their journey.”

X.78 Maruts
On the tight structure of this hymn, see publ. intro.



Though the Anukr. identifies vss. 1, 3, 4, 8 as Tristubhs and 2, 5-7 as Jagatis, in fact 1, 3,
and 4, like many of the “Tristubhs” in the previous hymn, mostly consist of 11-syllable padas
with Jagati cadences, and though the vss. identified as Jagatis have Jagati cadences, at least 6¢
has only 11 syllables. By contrast, the final vs., 8, begins with a pada containing 12 syllables but
a Tristubh cadence, but then provides three conventional Tristubh padas to bring the hymn to a
settled and metrically safe conclusion.

X.78.1: Pada c has 10 syllables but a Jagatt cadence.

The first three padas end in an adj. in su-, which furnishes the point of comparison. The
first two seem to sketch a ritual progression: the poets (viprasah) of pada a have good intention
or purpose, are attentive in their ritual activity. Elsewhere such ritualists are depicted as “seeking
the gods™: cf. 111.8.4 svadhyo manasa devayantah, V11.2.5 svadhyah ... devayadntah. This is the
next step in our vs., with devavyah ‘pursuing the gods’ (with root V v, not -ya-denom.) opening
pada b. And the happy result is found at the end of b, svapnasah ‘having good profit’; as we all
know, successful ritualist get well rewarded.

Re sees the vs. as embodying the three functions, which seems a stretch to me.

As Ge points out (n. 1d), the Maruts are described as mdrya arepasahin V.53.3.

X.78.2: In this supposedly Jagat1 vs., d contains only 11 syllables; the other padas conform. This
pada is also structurally aberrant, in that the shared property, susdrmanah ‘providing good
shelter’, occurs first in the pada, not last. (Pada a also deviates in this regard: the shared property
is bhrajas- ‘flash’ in mid-pada.)

For the possible senses of svayuj- see Scar 433-35. I favor ‘own yokemates’ rather than
‘self-yoking’: the winds and the Maruts can be yoked together because they are equally speedy.
(This sense of svayuj- also works well in the other two occurrences: X.67.8, 89.7.) This swiftness
is underlined by the shared property, ‘bringing immediate aid’ (sadyditayah): they appear as
soon as needed.

In ¢ I would slightly alter the tr. of prajAatarah to “who know the way forward.”

I do not know why soma drinks are esp. associated with good shelter. In the IXth
Mandala Soma occasionally provides or is asked for shelter (e.g., IX.86.15; see passages in Lub
s.v. Sdrman-), but not so often as other gods in other mandalas. The bahuvr. susdrman- once
modifies Agni and Soma in the dual (1.93.7), but this is surely because of Agni, who is the usual
referent of this adj. (e.g., V.8.2).

X.78.2-3: As noted in the publ. intro., “winds” are the comparanda in these two adjacent vss., 2b
and 3a.

X.78.3: dhiinayah can belong either with the simile (so Ge, publ. tr.) or the frame (so Re). The
structure of the hymn, with, usually, a single shared property per simile, favors the former, but
the fact that dhuni- regularly modifies the Maruts (1.64.5, 87.3, etc.) the latter. A possible
alternative tr. would be “The boisterous ones who, like the winds, are always on the move.”

Given the metrical patterns established, we should expect pada c to have a Jagati cadence
despite its 11 syllables. But in fact it has a cadence that fits neither Jagati nor Tristubh: L H H x
(Simivantah). Elsewhere this stem sometimes has to be read * simivant- with light 2nd syllable
(see comm. ad X.8.2), but that wouldn’t help here. Best would be * simivatah, but we need the
nom. pl. -vantah.



In d we see the same ritual cause-and-effect as in lab: the “lauds of the ancestors”
(pitindm ... samsah) result in lovely gifts, as the proper reciprocal response to praise.

X.78.4: sanabhayah is a pun, in that nabhi- refers both to the nave of a wheel into which the
spokes are fitted and the navel of the human body. The Maruts “have the same navel,” because
they are the sons of the same mother, Pr$ni (also the same father, Rudra, but it’s motherhood
that’s relevant to the navel).

In ¢ the mdryah reappear from 1d (also X.77.3). The common property shared by the
Maruts and the “young bloods gone awooing” is ghrtapris- ‘sprinkling ghee’, which is not
directly appropriate for either party — although more for the Maruts than the wooers. The root
V prusis very prominent in the immediately preceding Marut hymn (X.77), with the rt noun
cmpds abhra-prus- (1a) and pari-pris- (5d), as well as impv. prusa (1a), so the act of
showering/sprinkling is characteristic of them. The ghee that they are showering here must be
metaphorical, representing rain (so also, e.g., Scar 343); the same act is attributed to them in
1.168.8 yaddi ghrtam marutah prusnuvanti, where it clearly refers to rain. Moreover, two other
occurrences of ghrta-prus- (V1.44.20, VI1.47.1) modify drmi- ‘wave’ and presumably refer to
water as well. But it is hard to envision madryah showering either real or metaphorical ghee. Ge’s
tr. indicates that in the simile he takes the cmpd to mean “verschwenderisch” (prodigal), and this
is possible; Re bleaches it to mean simply “z€1€ au rite.” I would alternatively point to I11.13.4 ...
prusndvad vasu “he will shower goods” and suggest that we supply “goods” as the gapped obj. of
-pris- in the simile; “goods” would be the potential bridal gifts.

X.78.5: 1 render jyéstha- differently here and in 2c, because neither ‘elder’ nor ‘superior’ easily
fits both contexts.

Pada b can be variously interpr., depending on the sense attributed to the desid. part.
didhisu-. As discussed elsewhere (comm. ad 1.71.3, X.26.6 and see my Biihler lecture), didhisu-
can have the developed sense ‘desiring to acquire (a wife)’ = ‘suitor, wooer’. Ge takes it thus
(“wie freiende Ritter,” though see his cautious n. 5b), as does the publ. tr. This interpr. has the
merit of making sense of sudanavah ‘having good gifts’, i.e., providing good bridal gifts, and it
also thematically matches 4c vareyavo nd maryah “like young bloods gone awooing” in the
immediately preceding vs. The charioteers on this bridal errand are (somewhat) reminiscent of
the bride-seeking journey in Kaksivant’s danastuti, 1.126.3, 5, esp. 3b vadhiimanto dasa rathasah
“ten chariots carrying brides.” However, it would be possible to interpr. didhisu- literally as
‘desiring to acquire’, without a marital context. In this case, sudinavah would be proleptic,
expressing the gifts they will acquire. Re’s tr. uses the non-technical sense of the participle, but
considers its gapped object to be victory, not gifts: “qui (recoivent) de beaux dons comme des
conducteurs-de-char cherchant a obentir (la victoire).” I prefer the Ge/publ. tr. version but an
alternative would be “who (will) possess good gifts like charioteers seeking to acquire (them).”

Note that jigatnavah returns fro 3a.

The question in ¢ is what to do with udabhih, and this question can be divided into two:
1) should it be construed with nimnaih, likewise instr. pl.? 2) does it belong in the simile or the
frame? The first is easily answered: though Re takes the two together (“avec les eaux déclives”),
nimnd- is always elsewhere a noun (‘depth, the deep’) and so the two instr. pl.s must be taken
separately. The second is more difficult. Ge (as well as Re) takes uddbhif with the simile (“wie
die Flisse ... mit ithren Gewdssern”), and this is certainly possible: though there are two words
for ‘water’ in the phrase (Ge’s “Fliisse” is misleading for dpah), apah are of course animate and



agentive, while udan- is neuter and an inert substance. Nonetheless, I think zdabhif must be at
least partially part of the frame, referring to the water the Maruts produce as rain (just referred to
in ghrtaprisah in 4c), hence my “always on the move with their moisture.” However, I am now
willing to entertain the possibility that udabhifiis shared by simile and frame and suggest the
alternative translation “always on the move with their waters [=rain] like the Waters with their
waters (moving) through the depths.”

The exact point of d is unclear, though I don’t think Ge helps by making visvaripah a
proper noun qualifier of the Angirases. I see visvdriapa- as the shared property, placed unusually
in initial position (but see susdrmanah in 2c). I think the idea here must be that the Maruts are
inventive and skilled singers like the Angirases and their samans are thus ornamented with every
possible variation. The Maruts’ “samans” are quite possibly the sounds of the thunderstorm: the
thunder itself and the howling of the wind, often highlighted in Marut hymns.

X.78.6: Once again Re considers this vs. to express the three functions (First Function in ab,
Third (?) in ¢, Second in d — he is only explicit about ab). This seems to me to be in the realm of
fantasy.

Pada a is difficult to interpr. because it is not clear what is the shared property and what
belongs to the simile. Ge (at least in his tr., but see his n. 6a) takes sar7- as the shared property,
which he tr. as an adj. “freigebig”: the Maruts give abundant rain, the pressing stones abundant
soma. In his interpr. sindhumatarah exclusively modifies the stones (“wie die sindhugeborenen
Presssteine,” though again see his n. 6a). Re also takes sari- as the shared property (though he
properly tr. as a noun, with a certain amount of extra machinery), with sindhumatarah
exclusively modifying the Maruts: “(Eux qui jouent le role de) patrons comme les pierres-
presseuses, (ces dieux) dont la Sindhu est la mere.” Klein’s tr. (DGRV 1.350) seems to contain
no shared property, but identifies the Maruts as sar7- and the pressing stones as Sindhu-
mothered: “The lords, like pressing-stones whose mother is the Indus.” In contrast to all of these,
the publ. tr. takes sindhumatarah as the shared property, with the Maruts identified as sari- (as in
V.52.16). As to sindhumatarah, 1 see the stones as having a river as mother because they have
been smoothed as they tumble in the river (though I have no textual evidence for this) and the
Maruts are said to have a heavenly river as mother, who would produce the water they distribute
as rain. See nearby X.75.3, which establishes a heavenly (3a divi), rain-producing (3c... prd
stanayanti vrstdyah) Sindhu (3d sindhur yad éti ...), and note that this would continue the watery
theme of our vs. 5c. Although I think this interpr. is more than defensible, I would also consider
an alternate more like Ge/Re, though I then don’t know who to identify as sindhumatarah:
“Patrons, like the pressing stones whose mother is a river” or “Having a river as mother, they are
patrons like the pressing stones” (slight preference for the first).

In b the shared property occupies most of the pada: #adardirasah ... visvahat. The word
adri- can also be used to refer to the pressing stones (like gravan- in a), and the image is of their
constantly pounding the soma plant, as the Maruts-as-storm pound the earth. Note the phonetic
figure adardirdso ddrayo. The use of ddri- as subj. of Vdris rather cute, because on several
occasions it is the object, when it refers to the Vala cave: see IV.16.8 ... yad ... adrim dardar,
IV.1.14 ... dadrvamso adrim.

In c the hapax sisii/a- seems to be an affectionate, colloquial diminutive (note the /-form),
though AiG I1.2 862-63 doesn’t explicitly recognize such a function for the -/a-suffix. Note that
pada-final sumatarah exactly echoes s(indh)umatarah, which ends pada a.



There is no agreement on the position and function of u/4in d. Ge seems to take it as
introducing the shared property (which he takes as #visi) and therefore connecting d with the rest
of the vs., though displaced: “und mit ihren Funkeln wie ein grosser Klan auf dem Kriegszug.”
Klein (DGRYV 1.350) also thinks w/d1s conjoining pada d with the rest of the vs., but without flg.
Ge’s linkage of the two words in the phrase utd tvis, he therefore offers no explanation for the
late position of uzdif it is conjoining padas. Re and the publ. tr. take ufd as (unusually)
conjoining nouns, in the case-mismatched phrase yamann uta tvisa. 1 still think this is the best
explan., with ufd used instead of ca perhaps because of the case disharmony. But a tr. like Ge’s
“And with their turbulence (they are) like a great host (of warriors) on their journey” would be
possible and would offer a different explanation for the unusual position of u/a.

The use of mahagrama- here certainly fits Rau’s interp. of the term grdma- as, in the first
instance, “a roving band”; see comm. ad X.27.19, though as disc. there I think it has already
developed the sense ‘village’ in some occurrences in the RV.

For tvisa here I’d now substitute “turbulence” or “agitation” for “turmoil.”

X.78.7: My rendering of adhvarasriyah as “providing splendour to the ceremony” is nextdoor to
transitive. On the interpretational problems of -sri-cmpds in general see comm. ad I11.26.5 and
for this compd 1.44.3. I’d now consider a more overt transitive rendering “completing/perfecting
the ceremony” as alternative here.

As disc. in the publ. intro., this vs. introduces the first finite verbs in this hymn: vy
asvitan (b) and mamire (d).

I also think that the vs. has loosened up in another way: the rigid independence of padas
found through the rest of the hymn is broken in the second hemistich, by my interpr. (and Re’s).
By this interpr. the simile of ¢ consists only of sindhavo nd yayyah, with the last word in this
pada, bhrajadrstayah, belonging with d; it does not fit easily with the simile in c. Ge takes it with
the rest of ¢, but not, it seems, as the shared property: “Wie die Strome eilend mit blinkenden
Speeren.” In either type of interpr. the problem is yayyah, which ought to be fem. and therefore
not applicable to the Maruts. Re suggests it’s been attracted to sindhavah and, more to the point,
adduces 11.37.5 yayyam ... ratham, where the adj. modifies a masc. I think it likely that it
matches / assimilates to masc. vrki-inflected stems like rathi- ‘charioteer’, with nom. pl. rathyah.

The last question in this vs. concerns the simile in d, and how we interpr. it depends on
the morphological identity of paravatah. Usually this form is an ablative “from the/a distance,”
but in a minority of cases it is the homonymous acc. pl. This morphological identity is clearest
when it is construed with tisrds “the three distant realms” (1.34.7, VIIL.5.8, 32.22), though it is
found elsewhere. I think this is one of those places: acc. pl. paravatah is the comparandum (224)
for acc. pl. ygjanani, hence my tr. “the stages of their journey (ydjanani) like distant realms” —
indicating how vast a distance the Maruts can cover in a single stage. If I am correct, this is also
the first and only simile in this hymn that is not in the nom. pl. I seem to be alone in this interpr.,
however: both Ge and Re (in different ways) take paravatah as ablative and the simile is quite
recessive.

X.78.8: As disc. in the publ. intro., this vs. entirely departs from the style and structure of the rest
of the hymn, both in content and in meter. It is a conventional hymn-final vs. begging for
rewards for the praise conferred. It also contains the only occurrence of the word Marut in the
hymn — solving the implicit riddles posed by the torrent of similes. Metrically it is the only
standard Tristubh — except for the 1st pada, which has a Tristubh cadence but twelve syllables



(the opposite of much of the rest of the hymn with Jagati cadences and eleven syllables). One of
these syllables is entirely unnecessary: the 70 in 4th position, which doubles the asmdin opening
b. But, as sketched in the publ. intro., the nois the punning link between this vs. and the rest of
the hymn. Almost every previous pada has the simile particle 24 1n 2nd position, usually in
syllable 4 (sometimes 5, occasionally elsewhere). The enclitic no in 8a deliberately (in my view)
echoes this pattern of n4-s, and the fact that it disturbs the meter draws attention to it.

The part. vavrdhanah is rendered as reflexive/passive by Ge and Re. This is the usual
function of this form, but it can also be (self-beneficial) transitive. I read it as both; see VIII.96.8,
where it is transitive in the frame and intransitive in the simile.

On the slightly awkward phrase ratmadhéyani santi, see VI1.53.3 uto hi vam ratnadh€yani
santi and (with V bhd) 1V .34.4 dbhid u vo vidhaté ratnadhéyam.

X.79-80

Two hymns to Agni, both attributed to Agni Saucika or Agni VaiSvanara, with Sapti
Vajambhara listed as an alternate poet for X.79. This last name is obviously extracted from
X.80.1 saptim vajambharam.

X.79 Agni
On the (pseudo-?)omphalos structure of this hymn, see publ. intro.

X.79.1: Unaccented asya should not be a demonst. adj. with mahatih (pace Re “de ce grand
(dieu)” and probably Ge), and it should refer to something already in the discourse, despite being
only the 2nd word in the hymn. The ritual fire beside which the poet is reciting the hymn fits the
bill — the “discourse” must include the shared ritual situation.

The sense of nana ‘each for itself” (see comm. ad 11.12.8) is rather attenuated here, to
‘alternately’ vel sim. It is notable that nana appears often with duals: I11.12.8, I11.54.5, 55.11,
V.73.4.

With Re, I take dsinvant- (and the adj. asinvad-) to mean ‘insatiable’, contra Ge (and EWA
s.v. asinva-) ‘without chewing/biting’. ‘Insatiable’ fits the contexts better, as well as the
derivation from *sef1> ‘satiate, satisfy’ (EWA ibid.). Esp. in this context, ‘not biting’ would be
directly contradicted by the flg. word bdpsati ‘chewing’.

X.79.2: This vs. focuses on body parts — of the fire (head [sirah], eyes [aksi], tongue [jiAvaya])
and of the priests (feet [ padbhihi], hands [-Aasta-]). The image of the fire must be standing on its
head, with the (top of the) head on or in the ground, where the flames originate and differentiate,
and the flames above this source being his tongues. What exactly his eyes are and where they are
are unclear to me — much less why Agni has two (and only two?) eyes, but aksi must be dual and
is so interpr. by the Pp. This puzzle has elicited little or no comment from moderns; Say.’s
interpr., that Agni’s two eyes are the sun and the moon, may be correct. They are light sources
comparable to Agni and roughly eye-shaped. This certainly accounts for the dual, which needs to
be accounted for, and they are spatially ‘separate, apart’ (7dhak) from the rest of the scene. If
this is correct, the visual image conjured up is a kind of Vedic proto-cubism, with the eyes
removed from the upside-down face and stuck into the sky, rather than between the top of the
head and the mouth/tongue, where they ordinarily are found. So be it — it wouldn’t be the
strangest RVic image ever!



And it is already challenged by pada c. The priests collecting foodstuffs for Agni “with
their feet” (padbhifi) makes them sound as if they have prehensile monkey-like toes, but surely it
Jjust refers to the priests’ walking in the brushland to collect firewood (though I’m quite sure the
poet was well aware of the bizarre image he was creating).

Note that the pada-final verb sdm bharanti matches sam bharete in the same position in
1d.

X.79.3: With the standard tr. going back to antiquity, I interpr. “the hidden place of the mother”
(matuh ... guhyam) to be her breast, which the child /young fire is seeking.

Also with the standard tr., I assume an unsignaled change of subject in cd. Agni must be
the one “gleaming” in the acc. (sucdntam) in c, so the subj. of avidatis the priest or another
mortal. His “finding” of Agni may depict the moment when the fire-kindling priest perceives the
first glimmer of flame in the dried vegetation assembled for the kindling.

There is some difference of opinion (see Ge n. 3c) as to whether sasdm ... pakvam refers
to “cooked food” or “ripe grain(field),” with the former mostly favored (Say., Ge, Re), though
Old and Kii (429) opt for the latter, as do 1. I take sucdntam as the shared property; most take the
simile just with avidat (“found him like cooked food”). The image in my view is that of the sun
gleaming on the golden heads of ripe grain (see the photos in Google Images of ripe barley).

ripahis a problem. With most, I take it as belonging with the phrase ripo dgram in 111.5.5,
which is a variant of the likewise problematic dgre rupahin IV.5.7 (see comm. ad loc.). Here
upasthe antah substitutes for dgra- as the location of the mysterious r7/up-.

X.79.4: As noted in the publ. intro., this vs. structurally functions as an omphalos vs. and is
introduced as if with a revelation: dd rtam ... prd bravimi “I proclaim this truth” — though the
truth is fairly humdrum. Note also that though the poet began the hymn with dpasyam “I saw,” in
this vs. he asserts that he, as a mortal, does not perceive (ndham ... mdrtyas ciketa); only Agni
does.

X.79.5: This vs. accomplishes a tricky switch of referents: pada a contains a dat. sg. m.
pronominal asmari, c the same, but fdsmai. The first is a 3rd ps. ref. to Agni, the second a 3rd ps.
ref. to the sacrificer, who is represented in ab by ydh as subject of the three verbs in that
hemistich. Meanwhile, Agni resurfaces as subj. of cd but in the 2nd ps. (v7 cakse ..., dgne ... asi
tvam).

There is a possible alternative interpr. of ab, which does not actually change much. In
both the publ. tr. and the standard tr., pusyati at the end of b has the sacrificer as subj. and a
(semi-)transitive sense, ‘prosper s.0.’. It owes its accent to being in the relative clause. However,
it’s possible to read it as the verb of the main clause to which ya#h ... juhotiis subordinated. It
would then owe its accent to being 1st in its clause, and would express the happy result for the
hard-working sacrificer: “Whoever sets out dry food for him, pours oblations with melted butter
and ghee for him, he [=sacrificer] prospers.” The verb would have the less common intrans.
sense. The second hemistich would begin a new sentence. I do not favor this alternative,
however.

The puzzling “two eyes” of Agni in 2a are here replaced (/repaired) by a thousand eyes
(sahasram aksabhifi) more appropriate to a multiply glittering god.



X.79.6: This vs. turns on the pun between the perfects cakartha (V kr) in pada a and cakarta (V krt
‘cut’) in d. The first thing to say is that the publ. tr. contains an outright error: cakartais of
course a 3rd sg. (‘he cut’) not a 2nd sg. (‘you cut’), however tempting the latter is. The pada
should read “he cut apart (the wood) piece by piece, as a knife does a cow joint by joint.”

The vs. also presents itself in the fashion of an omphalos hymn, with the speaker,
confessing ignorance, asking the god for enlightenment (b: dgne prchami ni tvam avidvan
“Agne, unknowing I ask you now”) about a grave offense to the gods (pada a). This is highly
reminiscent of the anguished questioning of Varuna by the poet in the famous dialogue hymn
VIL.86 (esp. vs. 3). But here it’s actually a joke! The poet isn’t asking about his own faults, but
Agni’s — and the only evidence that Agni has committed a transgression is that he “eats without
teeth,” a natural fact that never slows down Agni’s consumption, as d demonstrates.

As Re points out, dttave ‘ddnis a pun on Vad ‘eat’ (di-tave) and ddnt- ‘tooth’ (a-ddnt-
).which, if we backproject it far enough, becomes an etymological figure.

X.79.7: The tr. ‘that face in all directions’ is misleading for visiacah, since it sounds as if visva-
were involved. Better ‘facing in diverse/multiple directions’; see comm. ad VI.59.5. These
horses are of course his flames.

Although Gr glosses fjiti- as ‘glithend, strahlend’, most modern comm. and tr. take it
rather to mean ‘of straight course’ vel sim; see the tr. of the various passages by Ge, Re, as well
as EWA s.v. — though see Kii’s tr. of the phrase in this passage (149) “mit glithenden (?)
Ziigeln.” Although 77i- ‘shining’ could easily be a Caland form to z7r4- in the part of the lattter’s
range that means ‘silvery, shining’, a relationship to zyu- ‘straight’ is also probable. The
formation of 7jiti- is not clear: though AiG I1.2.628 seems to favor a suffixal form, comparable to
dabhiti- ‘harmful’, it also mentions the possibility of a cmpd with 7zi- to V7 ‘go’, which I would
favor. See EWA, which mentions both. The stem occurs 4x in the RV; the passage that most
clearly supports ‘having a straight course, going straight’ is VI.75.12, where it qualifies an
arrow. In our passage, ‘straight’ is better than ‘shining’, though since Agni is involved, ‘shining’
isn’t excluded. X.21.2 of an oblation and X.75.7 of a river are friendlier to ‘shining’, but
‘straight” works well in both.

With Ge and Re, I take muitrd- as a qualifier of Agni (my ‘ally’; their ‘friend’), in contrast
to Kii (107, 149), who takes it as a ref. to Mitra. Agni as distributor of the oblation to the gods
makes better sense than Mitra as subj. of caksadé. The adj. sujata- is also more appropriate for
Agni, esp. since his birth featured earlier in the hymn: most of the singular forms of (differently
accented) sujatd- qualify Agni, as well as the majority of the same to sujata-.

X.80 Agni

On the insistent repetitive structure of this hymn, see publ. intro. Because of the relentless
fronting of Agni in the original, I have tried to keep Agni close to the front in the tr., even when
it is awkward.

X.80.1: The cmpd. karmanistha- is variously rendered (see the standard tr. as well as Scar 648—
49); on my understanding of nzsthi-, which matches Scar’s, see comm. ad I11.31.10 and of
further cmpds using nistha- VII1.2.9; as for root noun cmpds of the type NOUN — PREV.+ROOT
(and their avoidance) see comm. ad 1.124.7.

As I have argued elsewhere (see now comm. ad X.28.2, inter alia), kuksi- originally, and
in most of its Vedic occurrences, meant ‘cheek’; however, here it shows the transferred sense



‘belly’ in the cmpd vird-kuksi- ‘having a hero in her belly’ (< ‘having a belly with a hero [in
it]”). It is surely no accident that this is a pregnant belly, which physically resembles a puffed-out
cheek.

X.80.2: The form of Agni that opens pada a, gen. agnéh, is the only interruption of the string of
nom. sg. agnifi-s that open every pada (14 in all) until agnéh reappears in 4d. Despite the
grammatical difference, note that it involves only the change of one vowel.

The problem in pada a is the gen.(/abl.) dpnasah, about which there are many and diverse
opinions (see esp. Old). As a neut. noun it cannot modify the other gen., agnéh. Old and Ge, in
different ways, take dpnasah as directly dependent on samidh- “the kindling of dpnas-’ —e.g.,
Old “Das Holzscheit der Gabe des Agni sei herrlich.” Re takes it rather as semantically parallel
to bhadra despite the case difference: “... soit réjouissante, (soit signe) de bénéfice.” I’'m inclined
in the Re direction because (as Ge [n. 2a] and Old point out) bhadra- and dpnas- are parallel in
1.133.9, 20. Here the adj. bhadra- modifies samidh- directly, but the noun dpnas- must be in an
oblique case: “of/for profit.”

Agni “enters” the two world-halves by being kindled and spreading his light between
them.

Padas c and d are obviously contrasted, through the polarized terms ékam ... purini. The
sense in the publ. tr. would be clearer if I had fld. Ge and Re in tr. ékam as ‘alone’. In other
words, Agni gives aid to the warrior fighting alone and against odds, as well as having the power
to take on many opponents.

X.80.3: As noted in the publ. intro., this vs. is reminiscent of the brisk catalogues of the ASvins’
deeds (so also Re), particularly those found in Kaksivant hymns (I.116-20). The similarity
extends to the fact that most of the deeds (in padas a, b, and d) are unknown or barely so. Only
the Atri episode (c) is familiar, on which see my Hyenas 228-29; it is worth noting that it’s
usually the ASvins who rescue Atri, which supports the notion that this vs. is based on ASvin
models. The destruction of Jartitha is mentioned twice elsewhere (VIIL.1.7, 9.6), but with no
further details: in VII.1.7 Agni burns him up, but in VII.9.6 it is Vasistha who smites him
(though with Agni apparently present). Nrmedha figures briefly in X.132.7, but as a rescuer, not
a beneficiary. Nrmedha Angirasa is also a poet to whom the Anukr. attributes VIIL.89-90 and 98-
99 (all Indra hymns), as well as IX.27 and 29; see also Sakapiita Narmedha, the supposed poet of
X.132. None of these hymns gives any clue to the role of Nrmedha here.

As noted in the opening comm. to X.76, the Anukr. attributes that hymn to a snake
Jaratkarna. The relationship is clear, the reason for it is not.

In b adbhyah could be either dat. or abl.; the standard tr. (incl. the publ. tr.) take it as abl.,
presumably because ‘for the waters’ makes little sense, and in any case Agni would probably
need to get his victim out of the water before burning him. But in the absence of more
information about the story, we can’t be certain.

X.80.4: On the NP dravinam virapesa(h) and the gender (dis)agreement therein, see comm. ad
IV.11.3. Although in our passage, virapesa(h) could be nom. sg. m. and modify Agni, in IV.11.3
Agni is in the ablative: tvad eti dravinam virdpesa(h) and so neut. drdvinam must be the target
noun.



X.80.5: Ge (n. 5c) thinks the birds call on Agni “aus Angst”; I’'m not sure that this limitation is
necessary, esp. since it’s not clear to me what Agni could do for flying birds-in-need.

X.80.6: As Ge points out (n. 6a), pada a is almost identical to nearby X.83.2, except that Manyu
(battle fury) is the addressee there. Although I usually render the vrddhi deriv. manusa- as
‘stemming from Manu’ or the like (so persuaded by JPB), here the more standard ‘human’ might
be better, given mdanusah ... jatahin the next pada, which would otherwise seem to double
manusa-.

On v7/in b see Old.

Acdg. to Ge (n. 6b; see also Macdonell/Keith, Vedic Index s.v.), Manu and Nahus are
two clan ancestors of the Arya, which seems approximately correct, though Manu is obviously
more prominent.

The interpr. of ¢ is hampered by the absence of a verb and by the unclarity of the phrase
“the Gandharvan path of truth” (gandharvim pathyam rtasya). Ge supplies ‘knows’ and thinks
the phrase refers to the right way to sing; Lii (540 n. 2) agrees. Re is rather vague about the
purport of the pada but supplies ‘finds’ on the basis of I11.31.5 visvam avindan pathyam rtasya.
Although this parallel lacks the Gandharva connection (Gandharvas in the RV tend to spread
obscurity), it otherwise seems close enough to favor supplying ‘find’ here too. The path Agni
finds is presumably connected with the ritual process, perhaps, with Ge, the sung or at least
verbal portion of the ritual.

The word gavyuti- is regularly associated with ghee, though the ghee is metaphorical for
rain, in the phrase “sprinkle the pastureland with ghee” (ghrténal ghrtair gdvyatim vV uks):
I1.62.16=VIIL5.6, VII.62.5, 65.4. Here I think this metaphorical phrase is given a literal spin:
Agni’s pastureland — the place he forages for food — is in the actual ghee of the poured oblation.
(I owe this explanation to JPB.)

X.80.7: As pointed out in the publ. intro., this vs. breaks the rigid structural pattern of the rest of
the hymn — first by beginning the vs. with a trisyllabic form of Agni, dat. agndye, and then by
addressing him directly in the 2nd hemistich, with two vocc. dgne, thus introducing the 2nd ps.
for the first time in the hymn.

[X.81-82 ViS§vakarman JPB]

X.83-84 Battle Fury

The next two hymns to “Battle Fury” (Manyu) are attributed to a poet Manyu Tapasa,
whose name is transparently derived from the dedicand of the hymn; for the patronymic see
tapasain X.83.2, 3. Although not as rigidly structured as X.80 with its relentlessly fronted agni-,
both of these hymns are quite insistent on the name: manyu- appears at least once in every vs. in
both hymns and once considerably more (4x in X.83.2) -- except for the last vs. in X.83 (in a
different meter). The diction and contents are fairly straightforward, but there is considerable
sharing of vocabulary both within and across the hymns. Both hymns are found, in opposite
order, in AVS IV.32-33; also in AVP IV.32 [=RV X.83] and IV.12 [=RV X.84] but not adjacent.

X.83 Battle Fury

X.83.1: On the voc. phrase manyo ... vajra sayaka see comm. ad X.96.3.



An etymological figure involving V sah ‘be victorious’, beginning in b, continued in c,
and exploding in d. For other forms of V sah see below.

X.83.2: I don’t understand the pf. asa; these identifications would be more powerful if they were
not set in the past.

As indicated above, c is almost identical to nearby X.80.6a, though with Agni as the
addressee.

X.83.4: Note ... abhibhilty-ojal# and abhimati-sahal# ending the two padas of the first
hemistich.
Another flurry of vV sah forms, beginning at the end of b and continuing in c.

X.83.5: It is difficult to ascribe to the nom. part. sdn its usual concessive force.

For ease of tr. I render the gen. favisdsya as a voc. beside pracetah.

Note the phonetic figure tdva krdtva tavisasya.

Note also the contrastive krdtva (b) and akratiih (c).

On nonce act. transitive jihida as generated to medial jihide ‘is angry’ (as also suggested
by the vocalism), see Kii 610-11.

X.83.5-6: Note the repetition of méhi (5d, 6a), reminiscent of the more ubiquitous and
regimented concatenations in X.84.

X.83.6: Another V sah form, sdhuri-, a Lieblingswort of these two hymns: X.83.4, 6; 84.2, 5.

‘Suckling all’ (visvddhayas-) seems an incongruous epithet for Battle Fury; it usually
characterizes more benign subjects, esp. Agni, but also wealth, the earth, etc. I don’t know what
it is meant to convey here—perhaps that the Manyu that sweeps us to victory provides us with the
spoils we need to thrive.

With JSK (DGRYV 1.371-72), I take utd as conjoining the two imperatival clauses ... 4
vavartsva (c) and utd bodhi apéh (d), with the first dual subjunctive clause Adnava dasyiin
parenthetically inserted.

The impv. clause bodhi apéh raises the question: which root does bodhi belong to -- V bhi
or V budh? Re opts for the former, on the basis of VIIL.3.1 apir no bodhi “become our friend” and
of the impv. bhavain the next vs. (7a). However, this leaves him floundering in attempting to
explain the clear gen.(/abl.) 4peh. Much better to follow Old, Ge, and Klein (inter alia) and take
it to Vbudh ‘be aware’, which takes a gen. complement by rule.

X.83.7: This vs., particularly the 1st hemistich, is apparently modeled on VIII.100.2, in a brief
dialogue between Vayu (VIII.100.1) and Indra (vs. 2): the even padas (100.2d, 83.7b) are
identical and the preceding odd padas very similar: VIII.100.2¢ dsas ca tvam daksinatdh sakha
me “and you will be my comrade on my right side’ v. our daksinato bhava me “be on my right
side” (with dpi- ‘friend’ in 6d). Indra’s offer to Vayu of the first drink of soma in VIII.100.2ab is
similar to our cd, where the poet offers Manyu the best of the soma and suggests they two will
drink it together silently. The ritual tech. term upamsiiis found only here in the RV; on its sense
see Re (Vocab. rit. véd.), Sen (Dict. of Vedic Rituals) both s.v. It refers to a kind of near-silent
recitation; the first drawing of soma at the Morning Pressing is done this way. And of course
Vayu gets the first drink of soma.



X.84 Battle Fury

As noted in the publ. intro., this hymn is characterized by verbal concatenation, with the
final word of one vs. picked up at the beginning of the next: agni- ‘fire’ in 1d/2a, éka- ‘alone’
3d/4a, viVji ‘be victorious’ + Vkr ‘make’ 4d/5a, 4V bhil ‘(come) into existence, be at hand’
5d/6a, (dhana-) sdm V srj ‘pour in spoils’ 6d/7a; only 2d/3a lacks this type of concatenation (but
see below). In fact, the concatenation carries over the hymn boundary: in vs. 1d abhi prd yantu
“let them go forth on attack™ echoes X.83.7a abhi préhi “go forth on attack” in the last vs. of the
preceding hymn.

X.84.1: On the verbal concatenation with the last vs. of the previous hymn, see immed. above.

The adverbial phrase ¢vaya ... saratham “on the same chariot with you” is a variant of
tvdya yuja “with you as yokemate” in the 1st vs. of the preceding hymn as well as 4c in this
hymn.

X.84.3: Although, as noted above, the final/initial concatenation that prevails in the rest of the
hymn does not link vs. 3 with vs. 2, vs. 3 is nonetheless tightly bound to the two preceding vss.
Initial s@hasvarepeats pada-final sahasvain 2a, and vs.-final satrin repeats satrin in 2c.
Moreover, rujdn (3b) echoes arujantah (1a) and préhi (3b) abhi prd yantu (1d).
hymn, X.83.4.

In d both Ge and Re supply a second object in the phrase vasam nayase, namely
“them” presumably picking up sa#riin in b and the subj. of 4 rurudhre in c: “bringst du ... (sie) in
deine Macht”; “tu (les) menes a (la) volonté,” with vasam an acc. of goal. I instead take vasam as
adverbial “at will,” as I do also in the rt-noun cmpd. vasa-ni-in X.16.2. See comm. ad loc. and
Scar (290). I do not supply an acc. ‘them’.

X.84.4: Note the juxtaposition of the semantically polarized terms éko bahinim “one/many.”
The function of the gen. bahianam is disputed. With Ge I take it as (an irreg.) gen. agent with
iditah, Ge (n. 4a with suppl. n. 1) cites X.93.4 nrnam stutah as parallel. Re explicitly rejects an
agentive reading and tr. “Tu es seul parmi beaucoup ...” (so also Proferes, Sovereignty, p. 18)
with a more orthodox use of the genitive. Because of the amredita visam-visam in the next pada,
I nonetheless favor the agentive interpr.: Manyu performs various services for the many who
invoke him. I also can’t imagine who “the many” would be who are not being called upon — gods
like Indra? other emotional states?

sam sisadhi echoes samsisanah in 1a. There the participle took ayudha as object, while
here the impv. has yudhdye as dative of purpose.

On the voc. bahuvrihi dkrtta-ruk, see, briefly, Scar (459).

On tvaya yuja see comm. ad vs. 1.

On krnmahe see comm. ad X.51.7.

X.84.4-5: The final two words of vs. 4 vijayaya krnmahe are matched by the rt. noun cmpd.
vijesa-kit, which opens vs. 5. Several remarks about this pairing are in order. First, vijayiya
krnmahe is not a tight syntagm: krnmahe has its own direct object (ghosam ‘cry’) and vijaydyais
a dative of purpose with the whole predicate. Second, as Scar (80) points out, vijesa-is not
otherwise found in the RV (though it is found non-compounded in AVP V.23.1), though jesa- is



found a couple of times — and, I’d point out, there are s-aor. forms jés(a)-. Scar considers various
possibilities for its formation in this cmpd. (see also Re), but does not mention the clear impetus
for its creation: the chaining between 4 and 5. Clearly a nominal form of v/ Vi was wanted as
first member of the -k7-£ cmpd, but simply repeating vijaya- is not possible for metrical reasons:
* vijaya-kit would produce an opening of 4 light syllables (since -k7dis followed by a vowel),
whereas vijesa- provides the very desirable heavy second syllable and breaks up the
unacceptable sequence of light syllables.

X.84.5: The hapax anavabrava- is very difficult to interpr. because the lexeme 4va V bri does not
seem otherwise to exist, nor in fact does dva plus a verb-of-speaking, like 4va V vac or dva V vad,
in early Vedic. (In the Brah. ava vV vadis found [e.g., AB V.22] in the apparent sense ‘speak ill’;
one could also point to ava V man ‘despise’, although this lexeme doesn’t really show up till
Epic/Classical.) Both the context and the preverb dva ‘down’ suggest that the lexeme has a
negative value, lit. ‘talk/speak down’ — with this negative sense reversed by the privative an-.
The range of available tr. reflects this assumption, but there is otherwise little or no agreement:
Gr “von dem man nichts iibles sagen kann,” Ge “keine Absage [refusal] geben,” Re “sans dédire
(la promesse),” Scar (80) “untadelig,” Wh (AVS IV.31.5) “not to be talked down.” There are no
grounds on which to choose among these. The publ. tr. sticks close to the additive/literal, but
assumes that the form is active (so Ge, Re), not passive (so Gr, Scar, Wh). In the publ. tr. the
unexpressed assumption is that Manyu can become our overlord (adhipa-) without verbally
demeaning us.

X.84.5-6: The formal concatenation between ababhiitha (5d) and abhiti- (6a) is undeniable; their
semantic connection is a different matter. Re explicitly asserts that they have different meanings,
and the standard tr. render the verb and the noun differently: Ge “... du entstammst” v. “mit dem
Erfolg”; Re “... tu as pris naissance” v. “avec le succes”; Wh (AVS IV.31.5-6) “thou camest” v.
“with efficacy.” Since dbhiti- is found only here in the RV (and very seldom elsewhere), it is
embarrassing to attribute to it a sense different from the juxtaposed verb. Consequently the publ.
tr. attempts to unify them: “you came to be ready to hand” and “with readiness.” One of the usual
senses of verb forms of 4V bhAiis ‘come into being’, as in the repeated ydta ababhiva ‘... from
where [this creation] came to be” in the famous creation hymn (X.129.6-7). Our clause, yata
ababhiitha, matches the X.129 usage exactly, and I would now emend the tr. to “... whence you
came into existence.” Another sense of 4V bhAi is ‘be at hand, be ready’, and this is the usual
meaning of the rt noun cmpd abhi- ‘standing by, ready at hand, available’; see Scar 359-61. Our
isolated abhiti- seems to be the abstract ‘readiness’ corresponding to this rt noun adj.; so approx.
also Scar. In this instance the concatenation implicitly contrasts two somewhat different senses
of the same lexeme.

X.84.6: On abhiti- see immed. above; note that the voc. of another such -#-stem cmpd.,
abhibhiite, 1s found in the next pada. The latter is also found in the cmpd. abhibhity-ojas- in the
preceding hymn, X.83.4.

On sahaja- see Scar 148. The first member is presumably the adv. sah4 ‘together with’,
and this first cmpd member is construed with the instr. Zbhutya. However, as Scar points out, a
connection with V'sah ‘be victorious’ is also thinkable, esp. since forms of this root are all over
these two hymns, incl. sdhah in the next pada. However, the phrase krdrva ... saha “together with
your resolve” in ¢ seems to stabilize saha- in sahaja- as the adv.



The sequence vajra sayaka, sahahis found also in X.83.1, likewise split across a pada
boundary.

The rhyming phrase med'y edhiis phonologically catchy and recalls the repeated méhi of
the previous hymn (X.83.5, 6). On the meaning of medin- see comm. ad X.38.2.

X.84.6-7: The concatenation of these two vss. is phrasal: (maha)dhanasya ... samsiyiin 6d
matches samsrstam dhdanam in 7a.

X.84.7: On sdm V sij see comm. ad X.27.10 and Scar 627-28. My rendering ‘pour in’ may be a
bit over-literal. In 7a spoils that are samsrsta- are contrasted with those that are samakrta-. Ge
suggests (n. 7a) inanimate and animate respectively; Re’s interpr. is more elaborate (see below).
Although both s@m V krand 4 V krare common, sam-d vV kris quite rare. | take the preverbs as
additive — ‘bring here [=make (to be) here] together’ — and assume that it involves actual
collection, whereas sdm V srj may refer to things that have accumulated on their own. This is
somewhat like Re’s “celui qui s’est déversé (de soi-méme) et celui qu’on a poussé (devant soi
pour le faire aller) ensemble” — which seems to be the exact opposite of Ge’s suggestion. I can’t
get any further, but I favor something like Re’s solution (without the excess verbiage).

I do not understand why the peaceable Varuna is brought in at the last minute, to pair
with Battle Fury.

X.85-191 From here on till the end of the mandala, the hymns are discrete, arranged (roughly
and with a number of exceptions) by decreasing number of verses. See Old, Prol. 228, 237, 240—
49.

X.85 Wedding

This long and complex hymn is clearly a composite, as suggested by its length (one of the
longest hymns in the RV), the abrupt changes in its tone and subject matter, and its metrical
variety. It has been treated by a range of scholars too numerous to mention. Most of its vss. are
found in the AV (AVS XIV.1-2; AVP XVIII), though not in the same order and with many
additional vss. interspersed: the RV version has 47 vss., the Saunaka AV a total of 139. For my
overview of the structure and contents of the RV version see publ. intro.

X.85.1-19: This long preamble treats the mythical wedding of Siirya, daughter of the Sun, and
Soma, who here is identified with the Moon, as in later texts but very rarely in the RV. The
structure of this hymn-within-a-hymn is

vss. 1-5 Soma’s astronomical qualifications

vss. 612 identification of items associated with the wedding with astronomical and other
phenomena

vss. 13-16 the pre-wedding: the “wooing”

vss. 17-19 blessings and more astronomy
On the various possible boundaries of this Stirya hymn, see Old.

X.85.1: This vs. is notable for the parallel hemistich-initial instr. sazyéna (1a) and rzéna (1c). In
keeping with my (perhaps overscrupulous) insistence that s74- means ‘truth’ in the RV (flg.
Liiders), not ‘cosmic order’, ‘law’, or the like, I tr. r7éna here as ‘by truth’ and satyéna as ‘by
reality’: in much of the RV the adj. satyd- means ‘real, actual, actually present’. However, I now



realize that I must reckon with changing semantics in the late RV, and just as Soma here assumes
his later role as the Moon, saty4d- may here have acquired its later meaning of ‘truth’, impinging
on the semantic domain of 773-, while r74- may have narrowed its usage to the principle of truth
associated with the Adityas, as is suggested by their presence in pada c. (See Re’s remark, EVP
XVI.144, that in Mandala X 774 “coincides” with satyd-.) I would now change the tr. to “By
(realized) truth ..., by (immanent) truth ...” — or, more simply, “by truth ... by truth,” however
against my principles that is.

The next question is why the earth needs to be propped up (#d). I have no answer, and it’s
not a question that seems to have exercised other commentators.

Though underlyingly and overwhelmingly masc., dyauh is fem. here (adj. dttabhita), as it
tends to be when associated with reliably fem. ‘earth’.

The nuance of zisthantiisn’t entirely clear to me — perhaps ‘take their stand’ or ‘stand
firm’; the other three padas in the vs. concern the stable position of the entity in question.

Pada d establishes Soma in heaven and implicitly as a heavenly body.

X.85.2: A major lapse in the publ. tr.: in pada b “by Soma” should be substituted for “by truth”!

X.85.3: Having established the celestial and cosmic bona fides of Soma, the poet now
distinguishes this Soma from the ritual drink.
On the knowledge possessed by ‘formulators’ (brahmanah) see comm. ad vs. 16.

X.85.4: This vs. develops the thought of vs. 3: that the Soma under discussion here is not the
ritual drink, and he therefore can listen to the sound of the pressing stones with equanimity, since
he will not be smashed by the stones and consumed.

So much is clear from the 2nd hemistich; the first one presents interpretational difficulties
in the two instr. pls., achdadvidhanaih (a) and barhataih (b) — in both cases the protectors of Soma.
The first is a hapax, the second occurs only once in the RV (though it is common elsewhere in
Vedic), but their formations are fairly clear: barhata- is a vrddhi deriv. of brhadnt- ‘lofty’, and the
two members of the cmpd. achdd-vidhana- are both found elsewhere. But this doesn’t get us very
far, nor do the various tr. offered of the cmpd., including the unperspicuous one in the publ. tr.
“whose regulation is sheltering.” Perhaps the closest to the mark is Doniger’s non-literal “by
those charged with veiling you.” I think this has to do with the phases of the moon. v’V dha can
refer to temporal regulation, indeed of the moon. Cf. X.138.6 vidhinam masam “the apportioner
of the months”; and in our hymn vs. 18 rtinir anyo vididhaj jayate pinah “The other [=the
moon] is born again as he portions out the seasons.” The cmpd should be a bahuvrihi, and I
suggest something like “those who have [=oversee] the regulation of (your) covering” or, a bit
less awkwardly, “those who regulate your covering” — i.e., whatever forces control the regular
covering and uncovering of the moon in its monthly phases. For further on the cmpd. see Scar
129-30.

As for barhata- ‘those belonging to the heights’, this could refer to heaven-dwellers (cf.
brhad-diva-, etc.) or, since the earthly plant soma grows in the mountains, to mountain-dwellers
(hapax voc. brhad-giri-). Since the focus in this hymn is on heavenly Soma, the former is more
likely.

In c it is possible that tisthasi + PRES PART is a periphrastic constr., “keep X-ing,” though
in the standard tr. fisthasi is rendered with its lexical value “you stand, listening ...” The zisthanti



in 1c without participle might support the lexical reading, though I am attracted to the
periphrasis.

X.85.5: Since the last pada of the preceding vs. (4d) proclaimed that no earthling consumes
Soma, the subject of prapibanti must be other — presumably the gods and, in particular, Vayu,
mentioned in ¢, who receives the first drink at the Soma Sacrifice.

I take “you swell up again” as a reference to the moon’s phases, as I do in 4a.

X.85.6-12: These vss. consist for the most part of bandhus equating parts of Surya’s wedding
chariot and equpage with astronomical phenomena, inter alia. In several instances identification
is difficult because of the specialized lexicon. I also think it likely that we are missing a number
of astronomical references.

It is a little surprising how many overt copulas are found in these equational clauses.
True, they are all preterital, and technically only present-tense copulas are ordinarily gapped. But
still I would have thought that once the temporal situation had been established, the preterital
copulas could have been dispensed with. The examples are all impf.: sg. asiz (6a, 7c, 8d, 10a,
10b), du. astam (9b, 10c, 11c), pl. asan (8a), and notably the unextended impf. a(s) (7a, 7b). We
(linguists) tend to view this form as a precious relic, the expected 3rd sg. impf. to Vas (a+as+0),
which is almost universally replaced by remarking it with the 3rd sg. sec. ending to set roots (-iz,
as in abravir). But the RV distribution of s gives me pause: there are 5 exx., all in (late) X and
all appearing before vowels, so they appear in sandhi as minimalist Z (accented 4 once in
X.61.5). These seem to me signs of artificiality, and I suggest that a(s) was reverse-engineered as
a kind of parlor trick by linguistically savvy poets. This isn’t to say that 4s/ as never existed — it
must have, on system-internal grounds and to provide the foundation for asiz— just that it had
disappeared by the time of the RV but could be recreated as a pseudo-archaism.

A number of padas in this sequence are semi-duplicates. I don’t know the reason for this
— it might just be a taste for repetition, but (more likely in my view) it may be that in various
circles there were alternative phrasings of the same general vs. for various stages of the wedding
enterprise, and when the hymn was assembled, the assemblers kept the alternative versions.
These semi-duplicates include

7d yad ayat siirya patim

10d yad ayat sarya grham
12¢d ... sarya, ... prayati patim
8c saryaya asvina vard

Ob asvinastam ubha vara

10a mano asya dna asit
12¢ dano manasmdyam sirya ...

as well as other, less precise, echoes. There are other such semi-duplications in other sections of
the hymn; see below passim.

X.85.6: Raibht and Narasams1 are names of particular gathas that were presumably sung on (or
before and after) the wedding journey. The two feminines with which they’re equated, anudéyr



and nyocani, are difficult to identify because of limited attestation: the latter is a hapax and the
former almost so. (Fortunately their verbal lexemes, 4nu V da and ni'V uc, are a bit more secure.)
There is a wide range of interpr. of these two terms, which I will not rehearse. On anudéyi see
my “Inborn Debts of a Brahmin™ (JA 302.2 [2014], esp. 248). In my opinion the two feminines
refer to servants/attendants of the bride: the anudéyiis one from her natal place, lit. ‘to be given
along with/following (the bride)’. I interpr. nydcaniin light of nyokas- ‘(being) at home’ (niV uc
‘be at home, at ease’) and suggest that she is a female servant at the husband’s home, who will
become the bride’s attendant when she comes into the household. This is somewhat similar to
Re’s suggestions (EVP XVI.144, not Hymnes Spec.) that anudéyiis “qqch. qui est a mettre en
place” and nyocani “qqch. qui est d’ores et déja en place” — though he then immediately claims
that they are doubtless parts of the chariot. It is impossible to prove my conjectures (or any of the
other suggestions floating out there), but the two suggested meanings are compatible with the
verbal lexemes, and they also make the two terms explicitly contrastive, which many of the other
suggestions do not.

The standard tr. (Ge, Re [HySpec], WD) take cd as a single clause and as if the verb were
a copula. E.g., Ge “Das gute Kleid der Surya ist mit der Gatha ausgeputzt.” But d clearly
contains ef7, a verb of motion, which is represented in the publ. tr. (“... goes adorned ...”).
Although garments don’t ordinarily move on their own, the focus on the wedding journey in this
section justifies a verb of motion. The standard rendering seems to be the result of a collective
Homeric nod.

X.85.7: The logical connections between the terms in each pair elude me (save for b), though ¢
would make more sense if I interpr. kosa- with most, incl. Gr, Ge , and Wh (AVS XIV.1.6),as a
traveling chest, cask, or coffer, since the cosmic spaces can be seen as hollow containers, which
could be compared to a traveling chest mounted on the wagen and containing the bride’s
possessions brought from her natal family. I would therefore emend the pub. tr. to ‘coffer’.

Pada d depicts a somewhat different model of the wedding from the one we find later
(both later in Vedic and later in the hymn), since the bride Siuirya seems to be traveling by herself
to her new husband. Ordinarily the bride’s wedding journey is taken in company with her
husband after the ceremony, to her new home with his extended family. (See my Sac. Wife 125-
26, 223-26.)

X.85.8: As generally rendered, the first pada refers to parts of the chariot, the second to bridal
finery. Because of this mismatch Wh (ad AVS XIV.1.8) reasonably suggests the pratidhdyah
“must rather be some article of a woman’s dress.” None of this can be further determined.

X.85.8-9: As disc. in my Sacrificed Wife (221-24), “wooer” (vard-) refers not to a hopeful
suitor, the future bridegroom, but to his sidekicks, who accompany him to the bride’s house to
ask her male relatives for her hand and conduct some of the negotiations.

X.85.10: On the anas- ‘cart’ as the proper vehicle for a bride, see comm. ad 1.126.5 and my 2003
“Vedic vra” (Fs. H-P Schmidt).

Pace Re (HymSpec, fld by Don), the two sukraui are far more likely to be the Sun and
Moon than the two summer months Sukra and Suci.

Pada d is almost identical to 7d.



X.85.11: On the disputed sense of samana- see comm. ad I11.30.9. Here its usage is complicated
by the fact that there is a play on -samabhyam in the preceding pada. A rendering like “of one
accord” fits well here, though it’s rather different from what I suggest in I11.30.9.

What c is meant to convey baffles me, esp. because of the number disagreement between
‘ear’ (or perhaps ‘hearing’) and ‘two wheels’. The ear/hearing part fits well with the 7c- and
saman- in pada a, but the wheels are puzzling — though it is the case that wheels can creak in
Vedic. Or perhaps ears are here conceived of as circular, with the various articulations of the
outer ear seen as the axle and spokes. Given the shape of most ears, they wouldn’t provide a
smooth ride!
X.85.12: Here at least a dual is equated with the two wheels, but what exactly sucirefers to is
unclear. Since an etymologically related dual sukrai occurs two vss. previously (10c), they might
refer to the same entities. Indeed, Re (HymSpec, + Don) identify them again as the two summer
months. However, perhaps the two oxen and the two wheels ought to be identified with two
diffeent pairs — though not necessarily, if these vss. are variants of the type disc. ad 6-12. Re
(EVP XVI) points out that sziciis used of Heaven and Earth in X.56.5, and this informed my
tentative choice of referents in the publ. tr. However, H+E are not very wheel-like (not that
superficial resemblance is guiding the bandhus in this section), so we are back to Sun and Moon,
which at least are circular (more so than ears). Ge (n. 12ab) also suggests ‘eyes’, which would fit
the surrounding context better, but I don’t think stici- is otherwise so used. On the basis of
Surya’s two wheels in 16 and the regular succession of sun and moon in vss. 18—-19, I would now
change the bracketed ident. in the publ. tr. to “[=Sun and Moon].” On the genders of sukrau and

s -

suciwith further disc. of these passages, see comm. ad X.26.6.

X.85.13: vahatu- can mean both ‘wedding’ and ‘wedding procession / journey’, in keeping with
its etymology (V vah ‘convey’) and with the emphasis on the wedding journey in traditional
treatments of ancient Indian marriage; see the reff. given above ad vs. 7. Here either would work.

The locc. aghasu and drjunyoh refer to naksatras; for further see, e.g., Ge n. 13c, Wh (n.
to AVS XIV.1.13). The “cows are killed” presumably for the wedding feast.

X.85.14: On the ASvins as wooers and the use of the mid. part. prchdmana- see Sac.Wife p. 222.

Pusan’s appearance and role in d are puzzling. The med. verb vrnife in a wedding context
is specialized for the bride’s choice in a svayamvara ‘self-choice’ marriage. See my 2001
“Rigvedic svayamvara” (Fs. Parpola), and for this particular passage p. 306. Elsewhere there are
hints that Piisan was considered, in certain circles, the husband of Siirya (see VI1.58.4 and comm.
ad X.26.6), but even so he should not be the “chooser” (though see the reversal in VI1.58.4) and
in any case he is choosing his 7athers, not a spouse. As disc. in the Fs. Parpola art., I think we are
dealing with “formulaic slippage”: though avrnita has the wrong subject and the wrong object, it
covertly signals that we’re dealing with a self-choice marriage, as Surya’s marriage is depicted
elsewhere in the RV (see Parpola Fs. art. for the evidence).

X.85.14-15: Another semi-duplication: 14ab yad asvina ... dyatam, ... vahatum sirydyah// 15ab
yad dyatam subhas pati, vareyam siryam upa.
On the relevance of the questions in cd to the “wooing,” see SacWife 222-23.



X.85.16: The question of enigmas and who understands them has been ratcheted up a notch. In
vs. 3 the ‘formulators’ (brahmanah) possessed the esoteric knowledge about the real nature of
Soma (somam yam brahmano vidiih), but here they know only about Siirya’s two wheels, but not
the hidden third (¢kam cakrdam yad guha) — knowledge of which is limited to the addhatr-, clearly
a more intellectually elite group than mere brahmdn. The stem addhati-, found only here in the
RV though slightly more commonly in the AV, is a -t/-stem built to the adverb addha ‘certainly’.
As Old points out, the adverb addhd appears several times with forms of V vid, so its derivative
fits the context here well. Though, per vs. 12, the two wheels are most likely the Sun and Moon,
I have no idea what the third wheel is meant to be; Say. suggests it’s the year (see Ge n. 16).
Because of the identification of the two wheels as the Sun and the Moon, since vss. 18-19
portray the regular alternation of sun and moon I would now change the tr. of r7utha in our pada
b to “in their succession.”

In order to make the connection between this vs. and vs. 3 clearer, I would now also
match the translations of braAmanah in the two vss. The emended tr. of ab should now read
“Your two wheels [=Sun and Moon], o Stirya -- the formulators know them in their succession.”

X.85.17: This vs. seems the rough equivalent of a mangala vs. and interrupts the semantic
connection I see between 16 and 18-19. In a RVic context it reads like a final summary vs.,
which in this case might bring the first section of the hymn, the mythical marriage of Surya, to a
close; in that case vss. 18—19 would seem to constitute a loose appendix. AVS separates both our
17 and our 18-19 from the other Siirya materials, which are transmitted together as XIV.1.1-16.
Our X.85.17 is the far distant AVS XIV.2.46; our 18—19 less distant, but still separated from the
Strya vss., as AVS XIV.1.23-24.

X.85.18-19: As noted above, these two vss. concern the regular alternation of sun and moon.

X.85.18: The first hemistich treats the two heavenly bodies together, the second contrasts them
as separate entities.

In d the participle vidadhatis picked up by vi dadhati in the next vs. (19¢), as well as
echoing the cmpd achad-vidhana- in 4a, which in my view concerns the phases of the moon (see
disc. there), as it does here.

X.85.19: The subject of this vs. is universally considered to be only the moon. I disagree: I think
ab concerns the sun, cd the moon. To begin with, it is difficult to apply b to the moon: both
“beacon of the days” and “forefront of the dawns” bring to mind not the retreating moon, but the
daylight produced by the rising sun. As Ge points out (n. 19b), dhnam ketii- is otherwise used of
the sun (I11.34.4, VI.7.5) or the dawn fire, not the moon. Pada a is more easily attributed to the
moon, esp. since ndvo-navah ... jayamanah seems a variant of the last words of the preceding vs.,
Jayate punah, which do describe the moon. But “becomes ever new as he is born” can just as well
characterize the sun rising anew every day: both sun and moon are cyclically renewed, just on
different timetables.

With cd we return to the moon and its signature verb v7'V dha.

X.85.20-27: On the somewhat various contents of these vss., see publ. intro. It’s worth noting
that 20-23 are found scattered in the AVS wedding hymns, but 24-27 occur together (in slightly
jumbled order) in AVS XIV.1.18-21.



X.85.20: As noted in the publ. intro., this vs. may be placed here because Surya is addressed in
it. It also reprises the mounting (4 roha sirye; cf. saryarohat 12cd), the vahatu- (13a, 14b), the
dat. patye (9c; also acc. patim7d, 12d), and Surya’s journey in general, as depicted in the Surya
portion of the hymn.

X.85.21-22: These two vss. are variants of each other in lexicon and content, but in different
meters (Tristubh and Anustubh respectively). The first is found in AVS XIV.2.33 (more or less),
but the second is not part of the AV marriage suite.

X.85.21: Visvavasu is the name of a Gandharva; on the Gandharva as the bride’s second
supernatural husband (after Soma), see vs.. 40—41.

In ¢ vyaktam is usually interpr. as indicating that the girl is post-menarche — though with
delicate euphemisms (e.g., Re “pubere,” Don “ripe”), but the use of v7'Vadjin vs. 28 invites a
more literal interpr. I also think it’s a pun: she is not only ‘smeared (with menstrual blood)’ but
also ‘adorned’, that is, in bridal finery.

In d sd te bhagdh looks literally to mean “this [masc.] is your portion,” but the preferable
“she is your portion” is syntactically possible — on the basis of the syntactic rule, esp. well
represented in the Brah., that in equational sentences pronominal forms are attracted into the
gender of the equated noun.

X.85.22: On prapharvi- see Narten, “Vedisch prapharvi-’ (Die Sprache 32 [1986] = K1Sch 330-
39). Acdg. to her it means ‘young, unmarried maiden’ — referring to a short time-period after
puberty but before marriage. She plausibly suggests that it’s related to / derived from phdla-
“fruit’.

X.85.23: The universal interpr. of anrksara-is ‘thornless’, based on a supposed rksard- ‘thorn’.
As I have argued at length elsewhere (“Thornless Paths and Others: Vedic anrksara- : Greek
dOelpw,” Fx. Rix 1993), there is little or no support for an independent rksara- ‘thorn’, and I
suggested an alternative segmentation a-nr-ksard- and an alternative interpr. ‘not sweeping men
away’ (Vksar), ‘harmless to men’.

Note the archaic nom. plural of panthi-; the AV version (S XIV.1.34, P XVIIL4.3)
already substitutes the newer form panthanas, which disturbs the meter.

In d I failed to tr. nah; I would now substitute the tr. “by which our comrades go to woo
(her),” with vareyam matching the same word in vs. 15.

Aryaman, patron god of marriage, and Bhaga, who represents good fortune, are
appropriate deities for the occasion.

X.85.24-27: These vss. treat the wedding ceremony itself, rather cursorily (24-25), the journey
to the new home (26), and blessings bestowed on the bride on her arrival (27). This last vs. has
the feel of a final vs., and though nearly half the hymn follows, there is an abrupt change of tone
and subject after it. These four vss. are also found together in AVS (XIV.1.18-21).

X.85.24-25: Another pair of vss. saying much the same thing but in different meters (24
Tristubh, 25 Anustubh). They are found together in AVS (XIV.1.18-19), but in opposite order.
The other salient difference between the vss. is that 24 addresses the bride in the 2nd ps., while



25 describes her in the 3rd. On the binding of the bride and her release, see my Sac.Wife 42—48.
This action is the equivalent of the Upanayana for women, as Manu says (MDS 11.67).

X.85.24: As disc. ad I11.29.8, suffix-accented sukrtd- has been substantivized and the tr. here
should be corrected to “in the world of good work.”

X.85.25:

X.85.25: The locational designations “from here” (itdh) and “from yonder” (amutah) show that
the wedding ceremony is being performed at the bride’s natal place (from which she will be
“released”) before she journeys to her husband’s family place, where she will be forever bound.
This squares with the treatment of the wedding in the later grhya sitras.

X.85.26-27: The setting of vs. 26 is still the bride’s natal place, as shown by 7zih ‘from here’ in
pada a, but the scene has changed in vs. 27: the 1st word, 744 ‘here’, reinforced by asmin grhé “in
this house,” now refers to the husband’s domicile. The wedding journey has been accomplished
in the meantime. The near and far deictics in this sequence of vss. (25-27) do a lot of the work.

Note also the repetition of the ‘house’ words and their derivatives in 26¢ and 27b, each in
an alliterative VP: 26¢ grhan gacha grhapatni (with etym. unrelated [Aasta-] griyain 26a) and
27b grhé garhapatyaya jagrii.

X.85.26: As pointed out by many, Piisan is appropriate here because he knows the paths. We saw
his association with the ASvins also in the enigmatic vs. 14.

X.85.28-35: As I say in the publ. intro., “Verses 28-35 are a strange, sinister, and menacing
interlude between the generally happy tone of the first part of the hymn and the blessings with
which it closes. These, especially vss. 28-30 and 34-35, are also the most discussed and disputed
verses in the hymn.” As I see it, they treat, in somewhat jumbled order,

vss. 28-30 the deflowering of the bride

vss. 31-33 the wedding journey (which logically precedes the deflowering)

vss. 34-35 the wedding feast (?)
There are many areas of disagreement among the standard tr. and comm.; I will not treat them in
detail, but give my own interpr. An outlier among modern interpr. is that of Falk (Fs. Risch),
which is imaginative though not ultimately convincing -- but still well worth reading.

X.85.28-30: These are the most challenging vss. in the hymn and, in my opinion, display a very
astute sense of the psychological effects of sex -- here presented from the groom’s point of view.
The three vss. are found together in AVS XIV.1.25-27 (in slightly different order).

X.85.28: The bride’s garment is stained with blood, as the first word, nilalohitim ‘dark red’,
announces. Although this word is ordinarily taken as a dvandva ‘blue (and) red’, I think nila-
here simply means ‘dark’ and modifies -/ohita-; cf. the bahuvrihi nila-prstha- ‘dark-backed’. The
stained garment is of course a sign that the bride was a virgin. This is good news for her relatives
(c), since the marriage is proved valid, but by the same token it makes it impossible for the
husband to legally escape it: he is “bound in bonds” (d).



This background ambivalence is what I think underlies pada b, whose subject is, in my
view, the bride, not the garment. (See more explicitly in the next vs., 29¢ krtyaisa ... jaya.) As a
(newly) sexual being and the husband’s sexual partner, she becomes the embodient of the dark
magical hold that sex will exert over him: in the publ. intro. I quote the old American song lyrics
“that old black magic” describing women’s sexual power, corresponding to kztya- ‘witchcraft’ in
b. This word is found in the RV only in this pair of vss. (28-29), but is quite common in the AV.
It’s worth noting that in one of the AVS hymns against witchcraft, krty4- is compared to “a bride
at her wedding” (AVS X.1.1 vahatai vadhim iva).

The other noun in this pada, dsakti-, is variously rendered: e.g., Gr Verfolgung (pursuit),
Ge Ansteckung (contagion), Re (HymSpec) empreinte (impression, imprint), Wh (AVS
XIV.1.26) infection, Falk Anhaftung (attachment); see also EWA s.v. safj, etc. Of these, only
Falk’s seems to reflect the presumed derivation from 4V saij ‘hang, fasten on’, as in 1.191.10
(the venom hymn): sirye visam 4 sajami ““1 hang the poison on the sun.” I take dsakti- (only in
this passage in RV and AV) as an abstract ‘hanging’ developed into the means of hanging, a
noose. Like the bonds in which the husband is bound in d, the wife-as-noose symbolizes the
emotional and legal ties in which the husband is now trapped. In the publ. intro. I compare
another American English (outdated, one hopes) slang expression, “the old ball-and-chain” for a
wife.

The last word in this short pada, vy djyate, also requires comment, since it can be derived
either from Vaj ‘drive’ or V aij ‘anoint’. With most (but see Wh ‘is driven away (?)’) I strongly
favor the latter. The bride is smeared / adorned with the blood of her deflowering; recall the
young girl, just past menarche, in vs. 21, vyakia-.

X.85.29: In the first half of this vs. the stained garment, now called a samulyam, is disposed of;
however useful it was as a sign of the bride’s virginity, the blood stains surely make it
inauspicious. In b (other) goods are distributed to brahmins, perhaps those who officiated at the
wedding or simply bystanders who lend their own auspiciousness to the scene.

The word samulya- (or - ), occuring only in this wedding passage, is obviously related to
/ derived from JB samiila- ‘garment’, but there is no good etym.

The second hemistich takes up the plight of the groom again, picking up esp. from 28b.
Here (in my view) it is once more said that the bride has become witchcraft -- witchcraft with
feet (padvdti), 1.e., in human form. In d it is paradoxically said that the wife “enters” (visaze) the
husband, reversing the actual facts of sexual intercourse. But once again this is a psychological,
not physical state, and once again American pop culture of a certain vintage offers the perfect
correspondence: the 1936 Cole Porter song “I’ve got you under my skin,” which became a
signature song for Frank Sinatra. The bride has penetrated the groom’s defenses and become part
of him, possessed him.

X.85.30: Opinions diverge even further about what’s going on this bizarre vs. The crux is found
in cd, where the groom seems to be intending to clothe his member in the bride’s garment—an
act of apparent cross-dressing of stunning oddness, which has provoked interpr. of even more
oddness. But I think I have solved the problem: the garment of the bride (vadhvo vasasa) is not
an actual piece of clothing -- rather it stands for the body of the bride herself. A standard act of
sexual intercourse is envisioned (unlike the reversal in 29b). When he puts his penis into her, it is
enveloped, enwrapped, by her flesh as if by a tight-fitting piece of clothing -- clothing that
reminds us of the stained garment with which this section began.



//////

-- I suggest that the glistening refers to sexual fluids, or perhaps even just sweat produced by
energetic intercourse. His loss of splendour (asrird) and the evil glistening simply once more
refer to his loss of control and autonomy in a sexual relationship. It is good to remember that
throughout ancient Indian culture, giving in to sex entails weakness and loss of power for men,
while withholding sex builds power -- all those filmily clad Apsarases seducing great ascetics in
the Mahabharata come to mind.

X.85.31-33: A relatively benign interlude (save for the diseases and the highwaymen) about the
wedding journey again. This is out of place, since the deflowering must chronologically follow
the trip to the husband’s house. These three vss. are not grouped with the equivalent of 28-30 in
AVS. Instead the equivalent of 31-32 are AVS XIV.2.10-11 and 33 = XIV.2.28.

X.85.32: The most natural reading of the first hemistich, followed by all tr. including the publ.
tr., takes dampatiin b as the obj. of vidanin a. This makes yé asidanti an unabashed embedded
relative clause with finite verb. In a late hymn like this we can expect some loosening of
syntactic restrictions, but it is also possible to produce an unembedded reading. The lexeme 4
V sad essentially always has an acc. complement, including occasional personal acc., as in
X.142.4 4 tva ... vasavah sadantu “Let all the Vasus attend upon you.” It is therefore possible to
take dampatiprimarily with asidanti and supply it with vidan: “Let the highwaymen who beset
the married couple not find (them).”

X.85.34-35: In AVS the equivalents of these two vss. (AVS XIV.1.28-29 [in opposite order])
follow immed. on the equivalents of our 28-30 (AVS XIV.1.25-27). This is a more satisfactory
arrangement, since the two sets of vss. share a tone of menace and seem to take place in the same
general setting (as opposed to the intervening journey vss.). The AVS ordering certainly supports
the notion that our 31-33 are an intrustion.

Most tr. and comm. consider these vss. to refer still to the stained bridal garment, and the
fact that the vss. most likely immediately followed vss. 28-30 strengthens that interpr. The idea
is that the inauspicious aspects of the garment are treated and neutralized, and it is then purified
and given to a learned brahmin. However, the actions performed on the referent -- eating (or non-
eating) in 34b, various types of carving in 35ab -- are hard to square with the interpr. that they
are performed on a piece of cloth. I suggest rather that the focus has now shifted to the wedding
feast, in particular to the cow(s) killed for this purpose (remember 13c aghasu hanyante gavah).
True, the referent must be neut., which eliminates ‘cow’, but mamsa- ‘flesh, meat’ or kriira-
‘bloody (flesh)’ would work fine, or even just dnna- ‘food’ (I favor the first). The point is that
eating meat unsanctioned by ritual makes it distasteful, even dangerous, esp. for brahmins -- a
sentiment we should not find surprising in such a late hymn, as restrictions on meat-eating begin
to develop.

What renders the meat fit to consume is “knowing Stirya” (34c siaryam ... vidyar); this is
taken by many to refer to the Sirya hymn (e.g., Ge “das Surya-lied”), that is, as a meta-reference
to the hymn we’re in the middle of. I find this unlikely, esp. because siaryayah in the next, paired
vs. cannot have such a reference. I think the referential domain is broader -- it’s knowing the
cosmic significance of the goddess Surya and her mythical relation to marriage.



X.85.35: In my view the first hemistich is a graphic depiction of the carving up of the wedding-
feast cow, but this violent dismemberment is, in some sense, the public display of the private
(sexual) violence just enacted in the bridal chamber (in vss. 28—-30). This accounts for pada c,
“behold the forms of Sirya!” (sidrydyah pasya riapani) -- in other words, “marriage,” as
represented by Siirya, is not only the joyful, festive occasion everyone is celebrating, but has its
dark and brutal side. Happily it only takes a brahmin (or a learned brahmin) to neutralize the
latter. (See comm. ad X.26.6 for speculation that the garments may be included in this
purification -- though I am not particularly convinced by my own tentative suggestion there.)

X.85.36ff.: From here until the end of the hymn, the interpr. is fairly straightforward and the tone
generally sunny.

X.85.36—41: The speech of the husband, followed by the famous sequence about the previous
divine husbands of the bride.

X.85.36: The Ist ps. / 2nd ps. cast of this vs. and the following one seems to connect them with
the set of vss. that preceded the dark interlude, esp. 23-27. But it is striking that in the same
formula “grasp the hand,” the 1st ps. declaration in our vs., grbhAnami te ... hastam, has the older
bh form of ‘grasp’ (V grabh), while the compounded gerund hasta-gihya in 26a has the
newfangled V grah that is only just beginning to creep into usage in the late RV. This suggests
that grbhnami te hastam is the quotation of a traditional formula, which would not be surprising.

There are other lexical connections between this vs. and 23-27 just mentioned:
saubhagatvaya (a) echoes subhiaga (25d; also saubhagyam 33c), mdya patya (b) saha patya (24d),
yathasah (b) yatha ... asati (25cd); garhapatyayais repeated from 27b. ‘Reaching old age’
(jaradasti-) 1s lexically different but semantically similar to j7vi7 ‘elderly couple’ (27d). And the
divine actors, Bhaga, Aryaman, Savitar, Puramdhi (36¢, with Piisan in 37a), are mostly the same:
Bhaga and Aryaman in 23c, Savitar 24d, Pusan 26a; only Puramdhi is absent from the earlier
section.

X.85.37: Don renders sivatamam proleptically as “rouse her to be most eager to please,” which is
appealing.

Given the context, my “humans” for manusyahin b might seem jarring, and inferior to
the “men” of the standard tr. (save for Re’s lapsus [HymSpec] “les dieux,” which indirectly
supports my “humans”). But manusya- and related forms are never gender-focused: the contrast
is humans/men v. gods, not men v. women. Taking it in its standard sense (“humans”) works
here because the next vss. concern the previous non-human husbands; see manusya-jahin 40d, of
the fourth, human, husband after the first three.

In cd “eagerly” might be better than “willingly.”

X.85.39: This vs. presents a minor syntactic problem, which has led to divergence of interpr. By
my interpr, cd is a rel. clause hanging off ab, which lacks an overt antecedent to yah. It seems to
me an easy matter to supply Zdsmai in ab “has given (to him), who ...” -- not an unusual
phenomenon in the sometimes loose world of Rigvedic relativization. Other tr. separate ab and
cd syntactically. As far as I can see, Ge’s interpr. “Langes Leben werde dem, der ihre Gatte ist”
is syntactically impossible because it requires taking unaccented asyah as the first word of the
relative clause. He also appears to be taking dirghdyuh as a karmadharaya ‘long life’, rather than



a bahuvrthi ‘having long life’, as does Re (fld. by Don). However, the latter two split the
hemistich differently, with dirghdyur asyah being the first clause and the second beginning with
yah (Re: “Longue durée de vie soit a elle! Et I’époux, puisse t-il vivre cent automnes!” He
simply suppresses the rel. prn.) By this interpr. the long life is the wife’s. It is not possible to
determine the nature of the cmpd dirghayus- by accentuation: because dirghd-and dyus- are
accented on the final and initial respectively, dirghayus- can have either underlying karmadhar.
dirgha-dyus- or bahuvr. dirgha-ayus- accent. However it’s worth noting that esssentially all the
other dirgha- cmpds in the RV (rt. noun dirgha-srit- is a bit of an outlier) are bahuvr. and that
both the other two occurrrences of dirghayus- (IV.15.9—-10) and the lone voc. dirghayo (stem -
ayu-) (VIILI.70.7) are bahuvrthis. I thus favor the bahuvr. analysis, which is reflected in the publ.
tr.

X.85.41: The contrast between dadat (a, b) and adat (c) is noteworthy and the reason not clear to
me -- though the augm. aor. may cast this action as the recent past (see also the near deictic
1mam referring to the wife) as opposed to the further past of ab. The publ. tr. reflects this.
Redupl. dadatitself is something of a mystery: though it should belong to the redupl. pres.
dadati, it can’t be a straightforward injunctive, which should of course be *dadat. Interestingly,
injunctives to the redupl. stem with long root vowel (i.e., the type *dadar) are not attested,
though imperfects of the type adadar are. The slot is filled by forms like this, which look like
thematizations, but which are probably old short-vowel subjunctives, reinterpr. as injunctives.
Hoffmann (Injunc. 134 n. 53) tries to claim that the type dadatis always subjunctive, but that’s
not possible here, since the sequence ends with the augmented adazin c.

X.85.42—-47: Generalized blessings and good wishes posing no rhetorical challenges.

X.85.43: The almost featureless god Prajapati, who has a great future ahead in Middle Vedic,
only begins to make his appearance in the late RV. Here he enables an etymological figure:
prajam janayatu prajapatih.

Pl. nah ‘for us’ presumably refers to the whole extended family, not to the dual married
couple.

ddurmangalih picks up sumargalih in 33a.

X.85.44: devikama-: a bahuvr. that can mean either ‘loving the gods’ < ‘having love for the
gods’ (approx., objective genitive) or ‘having the love of the gods’ (i.e., loved by the gods)
(subjective genitive). Renou does it the latter way: “aimée des dieux,” though most, incl. the
publ. tr., go for the former. But given the fact that the gods are asked to provide blessings — and
the fact that god-loving piety (in the mode of later bhakti) isn’t particularly characteristic of
Vedic religion, perhaps Renou is right.

X.85.45: The first hemistich ends with krnu, the second with krdhi. Although ingenious
arguments could be constructed to explain the use of metrically equivalent 2nd sg. act impvs. to
the pres. and aor. stems respectively, I think this would be taking ingenuity too far.

The phrase “her husband the eleventh” is probably not an indication that her immature
husband is going to behave for the rest of his life like an overgrown teenager, lounging around
playing video games and eating pizza while she indulges him. Rather it probably reflects the



notion, commonly expressed later, that the husband enters his wife’s womb and is reborn as a
son.

X.85.47: The actors in the last hemistich, Matari§van, Dhatar, and (fem.) Destr1, do not figure in
the standard wedding line-up. Matari$van is ordinarily the fire-bringer or fire itself, later wind.
None of these roles overlaps significantly with the wedding. Dhatar “the Placer / Disposer” is at
least in early Vedic an abstract sum of his derivation: agent noun to vV dha. DestrT occurs only in
this context.

X.86 Vrsakapi

This justly famous hymn consists of a sometimes raunchy dialogue between Indra, his
wife Indrani, and a monkey (Vrsakapi). It has received a vast range of interpr.; besides the
standard, see Re, Hymnes spec.; Don; Schnaus, Dialoglieder. I tr. and discussed it at length in
SacWife (74-88), where I introduced my own interpr. of the hymn as reflecting a mock-
Asvamedha (see also publ. intro.). I will not reproduce all this disc. here, though I still strongly
believe it, nor engage in detail with other interpr.

X.86.1-23: All 23 vss. of this hymn end with the refrain visvasmad indra uttarah “Above all
Indra!” Since there are many places in this hymn in which Indra’s fortunes seem to be at a low
ebb (starting with vs. 1), the refrain can sometimes seem out of place. But if the hymn depicts an
ASvamedha for Indra, all actions would ultimately glorify him.

X.86.1-2: In SacWife (p. 76) I suggest that these first two vss. represent the year-long journey of
the ASvamedha horse before it returns to be sacrificed.

X.86.1: The standard interpr. ascribe this vs. to Indrani, but I think it makes more sense in the
mouth of Indra, esp. the ref. to matsakha ‘my comrade’ identifying Vrsakapi.

Because dsrksata (a) is accented and amamsata (b) is not, the domain of /471s only pada a,
with b the main clause, a syntactic distinction that is elided in some tr.

In vrsakapi- both the accent and the length of the stem vowel of the 1st member are
anomalous. Assuming the 1st member is v7san- ‘bull(ish)’, the 2nd-syllable accentuation
deviates from its base form (rather like the troublesome simplex visva- versus cmpded visva-),
and 1st-member accentuation for a tatpurusa is also unusual. For description / recognition of
these issues, without real explanation, see, e.g., AiG I1.1.42, 251 (with Nachtr. 73), 266 and KH,
Aufs. 356.

The thieving, intoxicated Vrsakapi is reminiscent of the monkeys drunkenly wrecking the
grove in Ramayana V.59-61.

X.86.2: Here I follow the general view that Indrani speaks this vs. She is trying to match Indra’s
rhetoric, which may account for the unusual use of 471n the first hemistich, matching his A71in la.
Her anyadtra also echoes his ydtrain lc.

X.86.3: There are various ways to construe the parts of this vs., esp. pada d. I (and others) take d
as an afterthought disjunctive object to cakdra, parallel to the more important fvam in pada a.
Positioning it as a sort of appendix to the rest of the sentence not only downplays its importance
(as I just suggested), but also reinforces the structural parallelism of this dialogue: 1d aryah



pustésu matsakhais partly matched by 3d aryo va pusti-mat vasu. JC pointed out the mat
immediately following pusti- in both padas but with quite different grammatical identities.
The pada-final sequence u niin c is a close mirror-image of pada-initial 724 7 in 2c.

X.86.3—4: The rhetorical matching is esp. tight at the beginning of these two vss.:

3a. kim ayam tvam vrsiakapih

4a yam imam tvam vrsakapim
Note also that forms of vzsikapi- are found in all 4 vss. so far, 3x at the end of an odd pada (lc,
3a, 4a), once at the beg. of an even one (2b).

X.86.5: The rhetorical echoes continue, linking 4 and 5: the first word priya picks up priyam at
the beginning of 4b; pada-final kapih (a) matches the three previous pada-final (vrsa-)kapi- (1c,
3a, 4a); the ¢ padas are structurally the same:

4c s"va n” asya jambhisat

6¢ siro n” asya ravisam
This rhetorical template may explain why the sigmatic aor. of Vru, an apparent anit root (ppl.
rutd-; see EWA s.v. RAV?), shows up here as an -is-aor. This is the only verb form to the root in
the RV; however, it must be admitted that there are other set forms, including aor. ravistain a
widespread mantra in Vedic prose. See Narten 225.

The root V dus ‘spoil” can be used elsewhere in Vedic and later for specifically sexual
misbehavior.

X.86.6: Indrant’s boasting about her sexual prowess may seem jarring; in fact scholars like
Thieme (see SacWife p. 278 n. 156) deny that Indrani, the wife of the great god Indra, could
speak like this and assign the vs. elsewhere. But there is a precise analogue in the ASvamedha --
when the chief wife lies down with the dead horse and speaks a verse that contains the complaint
nd ma yabhati kas cana “no one at all is fucking me,” while her female entourage is engaging in
sexual banter with the priests (see SacWife 78—79 for the comparison with our vss. here; 6672
for the fuller ASvamedha script).

On the style of Indrant’s speech, see comm. ad vs. 7.

On -yasu- see comm. ad 1.126.6.

X.86.7: This is the first vs. spoken by Vrsakapi, and it is in a markedly lower register than the
dialogue so far -- even vs. 6, which, though vulgar in content, is morphologically and
syntactically elevated: Indrani punctiliously distinguishes between the primary and secondary
comparative and uses the injunctive (/subjunctive bhuvar) against Vrsakapi’s finite future
bhavisyati.

In addition to this verb form (finite futures being relatively rare and late-ish in the RV),
other signs of the register difference are the intimate and informal voc. amba (twice), the
popular/diminutivized voc. sulabhike to the /form of Vrabh (V labh being late and rare in the
RYV), and the use of 7va to qualify a verb, not mark a simile -- also surely the initial uvé, whatever
it may be (see below). My tr. tries to represent the abrupt register shift; in most of the standard tr.
Vrsakapi might as well be speaking like an Oxbridge don.

The initial word of the vs. uvé, found only here in Skt., is disputed: the leading
contenders are the older one, that it is an exclamation/interjection, or what is probably the current
one, that it is the 1st sg. of a verb Vu ‘see’ (= Hittite au-/u- ‘see’). I share the latter view. See



EWA s.v. uvé (with lit.) and LIV s.v. *A;eu. However Kloekhorst in his 2008 Hittite Inherited
Lexicon (p. 229) disputes this connection, in part because the meaning of the hapax uvé cannot
be independently verified, and revives the exclamatory explanation. He fails to cite the Pkt.
(Ardhamagadhi) va(ha) ‘see!’ adduced by W. P. Schmid, whose sense is pretty clear and which
supports the interpr. of uvéhere as a verb ‘I see’. On the Pkt. form, esp. the apparent thematic -a-
, see v. Hiniiber Uberblick §430. That the only Indic correspondent to RV uvéis found in Pkt. is
another indication that Vrsakapi’s speech is low register.

X.86.8: Indra, the speaker, seems to be trying to wrench the discourse back up to a higher level.
Though Indrani’s physical charms continue to be praised, the adjectives are quite decorous -- see
Thieme’s demonstration (1985: 244) that they correspond almost uncannily to descriptors of
Greek goddesses. Closer to home, the phrase subahuih svarngurihh modifies the minor goddess
Sinivalt in 11.32.7, who appears with Indrani in the last vs. of that hymn (I1.32.8). Note the /~form
of the ‘finger’ word, ariguri-, against parallel arigiul/a- — perhaps an indication of the elevating of
the discourse; stronger evidence is the cmpd prthu-stu- ‘broad-braided’, a truncated form of
prthu-stuka-, which characterizes Sinivali in the hymn just cited (I1.32.6). The word for ‘braid’ is
simply stiika-; there is no evidence that it’s a diminutive or popularly suffixed form, but Indra
seems to be reacting to Vrsakapi’s sulabhike by lopping off what he may have perceived as the
“low” suffix -ka-. EWA calls prthu-stu- a false archaism.

X.86.9: On the suffix -aru- in sararu- see comm. ad I11.30.8. As for the word itself, JC (Diss.)
cleverly suggests that the word means ‘horny’ (in the English sexual slang sense) and is yet
another deriv. of the IE stem *Ker-hA2- ‘head, horn’, extensively disc. by Nussbaum 1986. For
derivational details, see JC’s diss. s.v. I would now emend the tr. to “this horny creature ...”

On the possible double sense of abhiV man, both ‘have designs on’ and ‘disrespect’, see
comm. ad X.27.11.

X.86.10-11: Most tr. and comm. assign these next two vss. to Vrsakapi and his supposed wife
Vrsakapay1 respectively. I very much doubt the existence of a separate figure Vrsakapayi, as I
discuss in SacWife (pp. 81-82); for my interpr. of the voc. visakapayiin 13a, see comm. below.
And I find it difficult to believe that after his slangy informal speech in vs. 7, Vrsakapi could so
easily code-switch to the solemn hieratic diction of vs. 10. Instead, as disc. in the publ. intro., |
think 10-11 are spoken by the narrator, who affirms Indrani’s exalted status -- not only as
Indra’s wife, but as the central figure of the ritual, the ASvamedha, that will ensure Indra’s
prosperity and long, indeed unbounded, life. In other words, after the vulgar and unseemly sexual
squabbling between Indrant and Vrsakapi (the “sacrificed horse” figure), we are reminded that it
was all in service of the greater good and that we should glorify Indrani for her (selfless) act.

X.86.10: The standard tr. and comm. take this vs. as temporally unified: the glorification of
Indrant (cd) happens/happened at the gatherings depicted in ab. I instead think her habitual past
behavior (ab) is contrasted with her exaltation now (cd). In the past she went to and participated,
as Patni, in the normal recurrent rituals (perhaps the Patnisamyajas), but at the ASvamedha she
has taken on a much more central role, allowing her to be magnified (nahiyate) not only as the
possessor of a hero (virini) and one whose husband is Indra (/ndrapatni), but as the “Adept of
Truth” (vedha rtasya), an august Indo-Iranian title, here surprisingly applied to a female. (For
further disc. see SacWife p. 80 and nn. 160, 161.)



X.86.11: The tone of solemn celebration continues here. Note the fronted name /ndranim and the
Ist person aorist asravam “I have heard of Indrani (as) ...,” which has an archaic and ceremonial
air. The 1st ps. speaker is the poet/narrator, by my interpr. For similar phraseology, cf. IV.39.6
dadhikravno akarisam ““1 have celebrated Dadhikravan.” Or, for that matter, 1.32.1 indrasya ni
virydni prd vocam, etc.

I do not understand who “these women” (asu narisu) are. Perhaps Indrani’s female
attendants at the A§vamedha, or -- more likely -- (all) women here on earth?

X.86.12—-14: In my view, all three of these vss. are spoken by Indra. (The standard view assigns
13 to Vrsakapi.) In 12 Indra laments the loss of his friend -- who (again in my view) has now
been sacrificed and is going, in the form of an oblation, to the gods. But the happy result of this
sacrifice is indicated in 13—14: Indra is once again receiving abundant offerings, after the hiatus
noted in the first hemistich of the first vs. of this hymn. I take this to be the direct result of the
successful A§vamedha. On these vss. see SacWife (81-82).

X.86.12: Note that two of the words used to describe Vrsakapi in the opening of the hymn, -
sdakhi- (1b) and priya- (4b) recur here.

The pronom. adj. iddm qualifying havih suggests that the sacrifice is happening here and
now.

On “watery” (dpya-) see disc. in SacWife (pp. 278-79 n. 165).

X.86.13: The voc. vrsakapayi that opens this vs. is singlehandedly responsible for sending so
many interpr. off the rails. A figure, Mrs. Vrsakapi, has to be invented for it, and she then needs
to have things to do and vss. assigned to her to speak -- even though there is otherwise no
evidence for her existence, her actions, or her words. Within my A§vamedha model there is a
simple explanation that avoids these unconvincing excursions: because Indrant has copulated
with the (now dead) monkey, Indra can address her as “wife of Vrsakapi,” right after he
addressed her as Indrani in 12a. Ritually she fills both roles, and it is in her role as (temporary)
wife of Vrsakapi that she has brought about the rich feast of oxen on which Indra will gorge
himself, as well as providing herself with good progeny.

X.86.14: On kuksras ‘cheeks’, see comm. ad X.28.2, etc.

X.86.15: This vs. reaffirms that soma is being offered to Indra again, in implicit answer to la v/
... sotor asrksata “they have left off pressing (soma).” For the evidence that soma is referred to
here (pace most interpr., who seem willfully to misinterpr. the words), see SacWife (82—-83).
Most assign this vs. to the wife of Vrsakapi. I am inclined to think that it belongs to the narrator,
but if the 2™ ps. address to Indra calls that into question, I would suggest Indrani as alternative.

X.86.16—17: These two verbally responsive and sexually explicit vss. carry the message of the
hymn, in my view. See disc. in the publ. intro. and SacWife (83—84). The first of them expresses
what might seem to be a self-evident statement: the sexually successful male dominates (“is
master” ise). This is what in later Sanskrit might be called the parvapaksa. The following vs.
exactly reverses the statements of the first: all the words in the same order are found in both;
only nd sése “he 1s not master” and séd ise “just he is master” are flipped, each acting as main



clause to the other relative clause. This second statement is counterintuitive: the sexually
unsuccessful male is the one who dominates. We can see this as the siddhanta, in later terms.
And it is fitting and perfectly appropriate exactly in the ASvamedha: the king and sacrificer
stands aside, impotently, while his wife copulates with another (a horse, as it happens). But the
horse is killed: sacrificed and offered to the gods -- much good its sexual “success” did it! And
the sexually inactive king receives all the benefits of the sacrifice and his power and dominance
significantly increase after an ASvamedha.

This pair of vss. is the climax of the hymn; the remaining vss. seem like an appendix,
with 19-22 forming a little group that treats the year-long travels of the animal-to-be-sacrificed
that chronologically precedes the action of the rest of the hymn.

X.86.18: On this vs. see my disc. in SacWife (84-85). Flg. Old (somewhat contra v. Schroeder),
Linterpr. it with ref. to charm for virility in AVS (V1.72) in which a pdrasvant- with an esp. big
penis serves as model. In a sense this vs. summarizes the ritual in advance: Vrsakapi finds ritual
paraphernalia and a slaughtered animal that represents virility, just as he will, likewise
slaughtered, at the end of the ritual involving him. This vs. introduces the journey vss. 19-24.

X.86.19-24: As indicated above, I believe these vss. describe Vrsakapi traversing the year-long
circuit prescribed for the horse in the ASvamedha. This journey was briefly alluded to in vss. 1-
2. Vrsakapi (vs. 19) embarks on his journey with a noble purpose: to distinguish between Arya
and Dasa, between wise and foolish -- establishing the boundaries, as the A§vamedha horse does
in the later ritual, between “our” domain and that of outsiders. In the succeeding vss. Indra and
Indrant attempt to lure him back to his fate.

X.86.19: Most assign this vs. to Indra, but it then has little or no narrative connection with what
follows. See disc. SacWife (85 and n. 175).

X.86.20: Pada a contains an “X and which Y” construction, which I have not represented in tr.
As JSK points out (DGRYV 1.135), we should have expected the order ... ydc *ca kintatram. On
krntatra- see comm. ad X.27.23, where I suggest ‘cleft’ would be better than ‘chasm’ here.

Since the pl. of grhd- is often used to refer to a single homestead (presumably consisting
of a number of buildings), this could also be tr. “to the nearer house.”

X.86.21: With most I assign this vs. to Indrani, adding her encouragement to the preceding vs.
(20), which I think Indra speaks. There is sinister ambiguity in everything she says. Although
superficially it sounds like an enthusiastic “welcome home,” promising delights on Vrsakapi’s
return, under the surface it alludes to Vrsakapi’s impending sacrifice and death.

To begin with, the 1st du subjunctive kalpayavahai can be either inclusive (I and you =
Vrsakapi) or exclusive. In the former case she’s suggesting that she and Vrsakapi can together
arrange pleasures for each other. In the latter case, the other subject would obviously be Indra,
her husband and, perhaps more important, the Yajamana of this ASvamedha. The obj., suvita-
‘easy going, easy passage’, is reminiscent of sugd-, which we met in 5d. And more to the point
the same sugd- is found in a telling passage in the RV A§vamedha hymn, at the moment when
the horse is put to death, with the death and the subsequent journey to the gods euphemistically
expressed: 1.162.21 nd va u etdn mriyase nd risyasi, devini id esi pathibhih sugébhih “You do not
die nor are you harmed. You go to the gods along easygoing paths.” In our pada b it certainly




sounds as if Indra and Indrant would arrange similar paths for Vrsakapi. This impression is
strengthed by the last pada, dstam ési patha piunah “you go home again along the path” -- es7 path
[INSTR] being exactly the expression in .162.21. Here ‘home’ can stand for ‘heaven / the gods’.

Even the cmpd svapna-ndmsana- can be read doubly. If ndmsana- belongs to V nas
‘disappear / perish, (transitive) destroy’, ‘sleep-destroying’ could be read as Indrant’s invitation
to Vrsakapi to continue their sexual relationship, but if to V nas ‘attain’, with ‘sleep’ = ‘death’, it
can identify Vrsakapi as one about to attain his final “sleep.”

X.86.22: The last of the journey vss. The grammatical puzzle it poses, not evident in tr., is that,
though only two entities are addressed, Vrsakapi and Indra, the 2nd ps. verb (ajagantana) is
plural, as is the adj. modifying the subjects, udaricah. I discuss this in SacWife (86 and n. 178)
without finding a satisfactory answer. Perhaps, Indrant is an unexpressed third, or perhaps all the
victims of the ASvamedha are included.

I do think the vs. refers both to the sacrificial procedure and to the death journey. The
directional adj. tdafic- can mean both ‘northward’ and ‘upward’: the latter can refer to the same
journey to the gods in heaven as I suggest for vs. 21. As for the former, as I point out in SacWife,
the place where the horse is killed in the ASvamedha is north of the Mahavedi, and it is led there
Jjust before the killing. The same double sense may be found in -yopana-. It can be a pun on
yiipa-, the post to which sacrificial animals are tied. But a form of V yup is found in one of the
funeral hymns, X.18.2, where the living turn away from the dead and take up their lives again:
mrtyoh padam yopdyantah “effacing the footprint of death.”

I don’t quite know why the last hemistich is framed as questions, but perhaps the
uncertainty created by the double reading is the reason.

Note the /form pulu- for standard puru-. It may be telling that the only other occurrence
of pulu-is at the end of another dialogue hymn, 1.179 (Agastya and Lopamudra), whose vs. 5
contains the cmpd pulu-kdma- ‘having many desires’.

X.86.23: This vs. notoriously has no obvious connection to the rest of the hymn. However, there
are some verbals echoes with other parts of the hymn (see SacWife 86—87). More important, the
prodigious fertility of Manu’s wife in this vs. resonates with at least one of the aims of the later
Asvamedha, namely to remedy childlessness and produce sons (as at the beginning of the
Ramayana).

For disc. of the larger Indo-European context of this vs., see Watkins (Dragon, p. 53).

X.87 Agni Demon-smiter
Not surprisingly given the subject matter, both recensions of the AV contain versions of
this hymn: AVS VIII.3 and AVP XVI.6, with somewhat different vs. orders.

X.87.1: The hymn opens with the word ‘demon-smiter’ (#raksohdnam), setting the tone for what
follows. As if to contrast Agni’s roles, or to soften the effect of that first word, the second pada
opens with the oppositional mitram ‘ally (= friend)’.

Re rejects ‘sprinkle’ for 4 jigharmi in favor of his ‘attirer a soi’—on which see my
objections ad X.6.4. He claims that the context doesn’t favor ‘sprinkle’ here, but rousing Agni to
smite demons requires kindling him and, indeed, producing a roaring fire. The ritual sprinkling
(with ghee) in this first vs. readies Agni for his aggressive actions in the rest of the hymn.



On miira-deva- see comm. ad VII.104.24. I realize that the alternative interpr. ‘having
roots as gods’ is given some support in this hymn by the occurrence of miila- ‘root’ in 10d (and
possibly sahdmiira- in 19c), but I still find this alternative unlikely.

X.87.2: This vs. nicely depicts a sequence of actions involving Agni’s mouth, The sequence is
set up by the first word in the vs., dyo-damstrah ‘having metal jaws’: first he “brushes / touches”
the foes with his flame (ab), his flame often being likened to his tongue; then he “seizes” them
with his tongue (c), and finally puts them in his mouth (d).

The root affiliation of vrktviis disputed: Old and Wack favor V vrasc ‘hew’, while most
(incl. the publ. tr.) opt for vV vzy ‘twist, wrench’. Because of the mouth imagery, I find ‘hew’
unlikely.

X.87.3: Given the continuing focus on Agni’s mouth, Say’s equation of ubhayavin- as ubhaya-
dant-, reflected in all the standard tr., seems correct, even though in its other occurrence in
VIII.1.2 it has a more general sense. The point here is to contrast Agni as predator animal with
peaceable ruminant pasu-s like cows that have teeth in only one jaw.

X.87.4: As Lub convincingly argues ad AVP V.8.4, the evidence of the Paippalada demonstrates
that sa/ya- means ‘tip, point’ of an arrow, not the shaft. Given this, asani- in the same pada
should not also mean ‘(arrow) point’. Ge takes asdni- as whetstone here: “die Pfeilspitzen (wie)
an Schleifsteinen streichend.” But vV dih ‘smear’ is an odd action to perform with a whetstone,
esp. if poison is what is being smeared. Better to take asanibhih as an instr. of accompaniment,
indicating a different if similar weapon -- quite likely slingstones for a slingshot. I would now
emend the tr. to “smearing their tips, along with slingstones ...” Both sharp projectiles would
“pierce” their targets and introduce poison into their bodies.

X.87.5: Notice bhindhi in pada a, echoing bharidhi in 4d.

If asani- is ‘slingstone’ in 4, it must be here as well: I emend the tr. to “Let the murderous
slingstone smite him ...” Although “with its blaze” (Adrasa) might seem inappropriate to a
slingstone (or an arrow point), we should keep in mind that it is Agni / fire that lies behind all
these weapons. Adras-is quite common in this hymn: vss. 5, 10=14, 16, 25. For further on this
word, see comm. ad X.16.7.

In the special register of this hymn, it can be hard to determine the particular nuances of
lexemes found elsewhere, and vi'V ciis no exception. Ge “verstreuen,” Re “sépare (ses membres)
déchiré(s).” Although I think Re is in some ways closer to the mark, the problem with his
rendering is signalled by the final parenthesis “(s),” sneakily making the singular obj. vrkndm
into a plural that can be separated into parts. My own “open up” is based on the use of vi'V ci for
clearing / opening up paths. See comm. ad 1.90.4. After hewing apart the body, the aggressor
pulls it apart to get to the bloody flesh.

X.87.6: The yad opening c is pleonastic, functionally doubling the yarra that opens the vs.; it also
provides a useful prop for enclitic va.

X.87.7: Whether what is recovered is inanimate (my “what was seized”) or animate (most other
tr., e.g., Klein [DGRV 1.390] “... the one seized ... from the sorcerer seizing (him)”) cannot be
determined from dlabdham -- nor does it really matter.



As Re points out, the /-forms d/abdha- and alebhana- contrast with the r~forms of the
same lexeme in vss. 2 and 8: 4 (...) rabhasva. Besides the two forms in this vs., there is only one
other occurrence of V/abh in the RV, also in the late Xth Mandala (X.130.7).

The phonologically marked animal name ksvizika- occurs only here in the RV, though it
is marginally attested in the BYV Sambhitas as well as in the AV versions of our hymn. A
carrion-eating bird of some sort makes contextual sense.

X.87.8: Unlike the rest of the hymn, where Agni is urged to perform direct violent actions, here
in the first hemistich he is asked to “proclaim” (prd brihi) who the sorcerer is, in a quasi-
legalistic way -- though direct action returns in the 2nd hemistich. This brief switch to the verbal
may prefigure the emphasis on the deceptive, untruthful qualities of the foe in some of the
following vss.: 9d, 11b, 12d, 13ab, 15.

The theme of true and false speech may also be indirectly reflected in the use of the
epithet nrcdksas- ‘having his eye on men’ in this section: 8d, 9d, 10a (and 17b), since this cmpd
is often used of gods, esp. Surya, witnessing (and then judging) the behavior of mortals. Because
the other three occurrences of nrcdksas- in this hymn clearly modify Agni, the genitive in the
phrase in d, nrcdksasas caksuse most likely refers to Agni too (so explicitly Ge and Re), even
though it would be awkwardly coreferential with the implicit 2nd sg. subj. of the impv. randhaya:
“(O Agni,) make him subject to the eye/gaze of the one [=you] with his eye on men.” However,
it is possible that this instance actually refers to the Sun, with whom Agni is then conflated in the
next vss.

X.87.9: The re-use of caksus- from 8d, clearly identifying Agni’s eye, supports the standard view
that the cdksus-in 8d is also Agni’s, despite my comm. above.

The ambiguity of value of the root Vraks is on full display in this vs. On the one hand
Agni is urged to raks the sacrifice (pada a), but his enemies are identified as rdksas- in ¢ (and
10a).

X.87.10: Ge (n. 10b, fld by Re) plausibly suggests that the phrase “three points” (or “tops”) trini
... agrd actually represents “top, middle, and root,” as in I11.30.17 #d vrha raksah sahamiilam
indra, vrsca madhyam praty agram Srnihi “Tear out the demonic power, root and all, Indra;
cleave its middle; shatter its top.” Note that our passage contains two of the three verbs in
11.30.17: srnihi (2x) and vrsca.

X.87.11: sphiirydyan is the only form of this root in the RV, though it occurs later. Here it
phonologically anticipates Sapharijam in 12b and dhirvantamin 12d. For a recent etymological
proposal see comm. ad X.46.5.

X.87.12: On the formation of sapharuj- see comm. ad X.44.9. As there, I would here consider an
alternative tr. ‘breaking with the hoof/hooves’.

X.87.13: Padas a through c each identify a different kind of speech that Agni can weaponize in d.
The coreferential pronoun #Zyain d simply picks up the last of these, fem. yZin c.

The vacas trstam “harshness of speech” uttered by the rebhah supports my interpr. of
rebhd- as ‘hoarse-voiced’, against the standard anodyne ‘singer’. See comm. ad VI.3.6, etc.



X.87.14-15: All four padas of 14 and the first of 15 begin pdra, which is echoed by the first word
of 15b pratyag. The 1st three padas of 14 also have the same verb, 2nd sg. impv. sinifii (which
should also be supplied in d), and the first pada of 15 has the 3rd pl. equivalent srnantu.

On miira-deva- see vs. 2 above.

X.87.15: As noted in the publ. intro., this is one of two vss. that lack direct address to Agni and
grant other gods a piece of the action.
Both Vsap ‘curse’ and #rst4- ‘harsh’ are reprised from 13ab, here construed together.

X.87.16: The standard tr. take dsvyena pasuna as referring to two entities: “horse (flesh) and
cow(‘s flesh),” while I take it as single, with dsvya- modifying pasu-.

X.87.17: The root affiliation and meaning of the desid. #izpsa- are unclear. On the one hand, the
only root V &rp with a full repertoire of forms, including verbal forms, is V#p ‘be satisfied /
satiated’; Varp ‘steal’ is confined to the root noun, found in cmpds like pasu-trp- “cattle-stealing’,
asu-tip- ‘life-stealing’. On the other hand, an instance of the latter cmpd is found in our 14d,
which sets up the presumption that a verb form containing this root syllable three vss. later
should belong to the same root. Moreover, Ge (n. 17¢) points out that vV &p ‘be satisfied’
generally takes a gen. complement, not the acc. found here. And indeed Ge and Re, as well as
Heenen (p. 150), interpr. tizpsat as ‘seeks to steal’, in contrast to Wh (AV VIIIL.3.16 “would fain
enjoy”’). The publ. tr. takes it as a pun, an interpr. I still think is correct.

X.87.18: The second hemistich brings another pair of pada-initial para, like vss. 14-15.

X.87.19: The cmpd sahamiira- potentially connects with two different pieces of this hymn. The
2nd member -muira- is phonologically identical to the 1st member of miira-deva- in 2c (on which
see comm. ad loc.). As noted there, I take the miira- in miira-deva- with mira- ‘dumb, doltish’;
others, however, consider it an r~form of mila- ‘root’. At least with regard to the cmpd in this
vs., that is a reasonable hypothesis, for sahd-miira- has a doublet sahd-miila- in 111.30.17, a
passage quoted above ad vs. 10. Vs. 10 contains simplex miila-, referring to the base or
foundation of the sorcerer, which should be ripped out (“rooted out,” in the English phrase). |
think that is the primary sense of the cmpd sahdmira- in our vs.: Agni is supposed to destroy the
sorcerers entirely, “root and all.” But I also think that the use of the r~form deliberately evokes
miira-deva- in 2c: destroy the sorcerers along with their foolish (gods). Note that sahAdmiiran
kravyadahin our vs. echoes miiradevan ... kravyadah in 2cd.

X.87.21: After pada a, which is an abbreviation of 20ab, this vs. is structured by a series of
etymological dyads: kavih kdvyena (b), sdkhe sakhiayam and ajdro jarimné (both ¢), mdrtami
dmartyah (d).

The verse is characterized by the absence of the imaginative violence urged on Agni in
the rest of the hymn. In particular, “as a poet with your poetic skill” is a far cry from the hewing
apart, burning up, and eviscerating that Agni has engaged in earlier in the hymn (and later).

X.87.22: As in 21b, we find Agni in his role of poet (here vipra-). In both passages Agni-the-poet
is conceived of as a protective enclosure (pdri).
On bhangura-vant- see comm. ad VII.104.7.



X.87.24: On kimidin- see comm. ad VII.104.2.
Once again Agni as poet (vipra), and in this vs. “we” also figure in that role.

X.88 Surya and Vai§vanara
On the structure and contents of the hymn see publ. intro.

X.88.1: The first hemistich of this vs. is straightforward syntactically and semantically, but the
elements in the second hemistich can (and have been) construed in a variety of different ways.
Among the questions are 1) are bhdrmane and dhdrmane syntactically parallel, and if so are they
infinitives? 2) if either or both is/are infinitives, is Zdsya to be taken as subj. or obj. of one or
both? 3) what is the syntactic function of dat. bhivanaya? 4) whose svadha- is in question? 5) is
paprathanta injunctive or subjunctive, and in either case is it transitive (with -anta replacment) or
a medial intransitive contrasting with the well-established transitive active? 6) If transitive, what
is its object? The answers to these questions crucially affect what cosmic situation we think is
depicted. I will not explore the various, quite distinct, answers that have been given (besides Ge,
Re [EVP X1IV], Old, see also, for ex., Kii 320 and Kohler [RV kavi 117, 131-32]), but will
simply detail my own interpr. -- which does not agree in its entirety with any other, though it
does agree with some on a number of points.

In my interpr. the two -mane forms are parallel infinitives, whose logical subject is Zdsya,
referring to Agni. Their object is bhuivanaya ‘world’, which has been attracted into the dative by
its governing infinitives. The svadhais the gods’, since it’s closer to their verb paprathanta than
to words relating to Agni. The verb is an injunctive, referring to cosmic origins; it is transitive
and takes a gapped acc. bhivanam as object (i.e., the same word that has been attracted into the
dative [see above]). As I interpret it, the point is that in the beginning the gods spread out the
world by their inherent power, but it is now Agni’s responsibility to maintain it (through the
ritual associated with him).

X.88.2: The second hemistich begins with zisya and ends with asya, both with the same referent,
namely Agni. Re takes them as contrastive: “de cet (Agni) 1a, de cet (Agni) ci,” But this seems
unlikely: if the first form were meant to refer to the celestial, distant Agni, we should expect a
form of asad, viz. gen. amusya. Ge’s (n. 2cd) explanation of the doubling as tautological is more
persuasive. In fact zdsyais in the standard position for an anaphoric sd/ fam form, and it is
doubled by asya adjacent to the noun on which it’s dependent (sakAyé). This doubling might be
an argument against taking fdsyain 1c with svadhdyain 1d, since, to match 2cd, we might have
expected an asyain 1d close to its noun.

X.88.3: On the clash of gender and deixis in prthivim dyam utémam, see comm. ad VII1.40.8d.
The phrase is repeated in vs. 9.

X.88.4: I take the subj. of samairjanin d to be the gods at the primal installation of the ritual fire,
when they chose (vrmanah) Agni as their Hotar -- pace Re, who supplies “prétres,” presumably
referring to human priests. This action of the gods is in harmony with my interpr. of 1cd, where 1
suggest that the gods, having spread out the world in the beginning, left it in Agni’s charge.



X.88.5-6: In these vss. Agni first stands “at /on the head of the world” (bhuvanasya mirdhan Sa)
and then “becomes the head of the world” (mirdha bhavah 6a). 1 take the first to refer to the
location of the fire on the ritual ground and the second, of course, to the fire itself. Agni is
elsewhere referred to as “the head of heaven”; see disc. ad X.125.7. That Agni becomes the head
of the world “by night” (ndktram) in vs. 6 results from the lack of competition from the sun
during the night; the sun’s appearance in the early morning presumably dethrones Agni from his
exclusive position.

X.88.5: The two clauses of the 2™ hemistich imply that our ritual praise of Agni was necessary
to enable him to become yajaiyah.

X.88.6: The standard tr. (see also Kohler, Kavi 118) take tdtah as “from him [=Agni]”; though
Ge’s parallel (n. 6b) from AB VIII.28.13 agner va adityo jayate is telling, I think the source here
is left vaguer.

The acc. phrase in ¢, mayam ..., needs a governing verb; “behold, see” seems reasonable
on the basis of passages like X.55.5 devasya pasya kavyam ... See Ge n. 6c.

The referent of d is not specified, and as far as I can see, it could be Agni or Surya -- or
both, though some identify it specifically as Agni (Gr s.v. tirni-, Re; neither Ge nor Old weighs
in). Although I think both are probably meant, the description fits Siirya somewhat better. As
disc. ad I11.11.3, 5, I now think that #Zrni- is a synonym of tardni- and derived from V ¢7: The
basic meaning of fardni- seems to be ‘transiting’ (e.g., 1.50.4), used of the sun journeying across
the sky. The same sense fits nicely here, and I would replace the publ. tr. with “that he pursues
his work as he transits, knowing the way.” This can secondarily be applied to Agni, who is
qualified as #irni- (I11.11.5) and tardni- (1.128.6, etc.) ‘advancing’.

X.88.7: “Whose womb is in heaven” (diviyoni-) of Agni seems a mirror image to the birth of
Surya from Agni or his general environs in the immed. preceding vs. (6b).

The morphological identity and referent of tanipih have elicited more dissension than
seems warranted. The question is whether it modifies the gods (devah) or the oblation (havih),
with the former position taken by Say., Gr, Re, and the publ. tr., the latter by Ge and Kohler
(Kavi 118, 333), while Old and Scar (305) consider both options, though Old leans towards
havih. The ending -ah speaks strongly for nom. pl. m.; it is difficult to see how it could be
straightforwardly a neut. sg. Ge’s (n. 7d) invocation of X.61.1 is no support: his attempt to make
mamhanesthah in that passage a neut. sg. is quite dubious; see comm. ad loc. The contextual
argument for taking tanapih as modifying havih rests on the next vs., which contains a masc. sg.
phrase yajiah ... tanipah -- the thought being that if the sacrifice in that vs. is tanipa-, then the
oblation in the previous vs. must be too. But I see no problem with a conceptual evolution: the
gods being tanipa- transfer this quality to the sacrifice that they create. In fact the evolution is
expressed by the first hemistich of the next vs., 8ab.

X.88.8—10: The impfs. ajanayanta (8b), ajanayanta (9a) and aor. djijanan (10b) have the same
subject (gods) and object (Agni) and appear to refer to the same long-past event; there is no
“aoristic” coloring of the third verb. The only syntactic difference is that djanayantain 9 is in a
rel. cl., but this should not condition a difference in tense/aspect stem (and doesn’t in 8b). In this
particular case, the two forms seem to be interchangeable. The medial ending -antais of course



an -antareplacement (see my 1979 I1J article), functionally equivalent to an active. Cf. act.
ajanayan in 13b, again with the same subj. and obj. referring to the same event.

X.88.8: In ¢ Ge (n. 8c) takes sg. sd as attraction to the number of the predicate yajAah but
representing a plural -- so notionally “#Aese became their sacrifice” -- a construction that would
follow the practice of Vedic prose in nominal clauses. Although I think the three elements that
the gods created in ab do go into making the sacrifice of ¢, I’'m not sure we need to invoke this
syntactic rule, since a summary “this” would work as well. By contrast Re takes sa as referring to
Agni: “C’est (Agni) protecteur de nos corps qui est devenu pour eux le sacrifice (méme).” Since
Agni is only one of the elements that the gods create in ab, this seems to violate the logical
structure of the vs.

Note that the last phrase in the vs., tdm dpah, somewhat echoes tanipah closing pada c, as
well as 7d.

X.88.9: bhiivana-, which earlier in the hymn is sg. and means ‘world’ (vss. 1, 2, 5; see also 12a),
here transitions to pl. ‘beings, creatures’ (also vss. 11, 16).
On prthivim dyam utémam, see above ad vs. 3.

X.88.10: Kohler (35) identifies this vs. as an omphalos vs., referring back to the 1st vs. and
forward to the end of the hymn, vss. 18—19.

There are a few points of difference between the various interpr. of ab. Ge (fld by Scar
334) construes divi devasah (a) together as “die Gotter im Himmel,” whereas I (with Re and
Kohler 334) construe divi with djijanan, referring to the location where the gods created Agni.
That divi devasah is found in the next vs. (10d), where it must refer to the gods’ placemenet
(@dadhuh) of Agni in heaven (so also Ge), supports my (/ Re’s / K&’s) interpr., as does the cmpd.
diviyoni- ‘whose womb is in heaven’ used of Agni in 7b.

Another question of deployment of an adjunct involves sakzibhih. Ge construes it with
rodasipram “der mit seinen Kriften die Welt erfiillt,” while Re, Scar, K6, and I assign the powers
to the gods. Since rodasipra-is found in 5d without an instr., it seems likely that the same usage
of this root noun cmpd is found here, and their powers are what the gods use to create Agni.

Gr, Ge, and Re take bhuvé in the phrase bhuvé kdm as an infinitive: more or less “made
him to become threefold.” But “to become” seems pleonastic; I prefer (with Ko) to interpr. “for
the world,” which anticipates the fuller visvasmai ... bhiivanaya “for the sake of the whole
world” in 12a. I do acknowledge, however, that kdm appears twice elsewhere in the hymn with
an infinitival dative: 1d dhdrmane kam “to support” and 18d vidmdne kam ‘to know’.

The threefold nature of fire encompasses the sun, lightning, and the earthly fire, acdg. to
Ge (n. 10c), but it could in addition (or even instead) refer to the three ritual fires.

X.88.11-14: The phrases bhuvanani visva “all living beings” (11d) and visvasmai ... bhiivanaya
“for the whole world” (12a) trigger the suite of repetitions of Agni’s vaisvanara-1in 12b, 13a,
14a.

X.88.13: The negated pres. part. dminant- occurs here without expressed object. I supply
daivyani vratani “divine commandments,” on the basis of 1.92.12=1.124.2 (both of Dawn), where
the neut. acc. pl. phrase is object of dminati. Ge (n. 13c) supplies disah ‘directions’ as object on
the basis of 1.124.3, while noting vraza- as a possible alternative. Both possible objects are found



frequently with V. miand both here would indicate that Agni Vai$vanara moves unerringly. With
vratd- as object, the expression would indicate that though he wanders (carisni), he moves the
way he’s supposed to, not contrary to the cosmic order. Supplying disas produces much the same
result: he doesn’t confuse the direction he’s supposed to go in.

X.88.15: This vs. has been much discussed, seeming as it does (perhaps misleadingly) to refer to
the devayina and pitryana, already found in the RV and important conceptually later. One of the
problems confronting such an interpretation for this passage is that in this vs. there are two routes
(dvé sruti) but three genitives: pitinam (a), devanam uta martyanam (b). Given the formulaic
nature of “gods and mortals” and the separation of this phrase from the gen. of ‘forefathers’, it is
hard to match the Pitars and the gods with the two paths and sideline the mortals. The disposition
of the three genitives and its theological implications are much discussed (see Ge’s long n. 15,
Old, etc.). I follow Ge (and K6 335) in construing pitinam with asrnavam, as the source of my
information, not as owners of either path. Since the Pitars are explicitly asked for esoteric cosmic
knowledge in 18c, this seems reasonable. I have no particular views on the nature or ownership
of the paths.

X.88.16: Vs.-initial dvé, matching dvé opening vs. 15, invites the identification of the two
entities, with the two routes of 15a referred to here as well. But this is not the standard view: Ge
takes dvé as Heaven and Earth, Re, similarly, the two cosmic masses, and it is the case that the
du. adj. samici can have such a reference; see, e.g., I11.30.11, VIIL.6.17. Moreover, since H+E
appear in the last pada of the preceding vs. (as Father and Mother) and since the vs. seems to
concern Agni as the Sun making his daily transit (cf. fardnifi in d), the two world halves make
sense as defining the space through which he journeys. But I would not rule out a reference to
the routes of vs. 14, esp. since one can conceive of the Sun traveling along a fixed route. Perhaps
the two routes in this vs. are the (visible) one from east to west and the opposite, unseen one
from west to east that brings the Sun back to his starting point.

Pada b seems deliberately obscure. The root affiliation of the 2nd ppl., vimrsta-, is
uncertain: it could belong to either vV mrs ‘touch’ or vV mrj ‘wipe’, which in this lexeme are in fact
semantically quite close. With Gr, Ge, Re, etc., I take it to V mrs. However, unlike them I would
insist on the literal meaning of the root, not a watered-down mental equivalent (e.g., Re’s
“scruté-distinctivement”). On this lexeme and its literal interpr., see disc. ad X.65.7.

Pada c is almost identical to II.3.1, of Agni, as Ge points out (n. 16¢), while tardnir
bhrajamanah is found in VII.63.4b of Surya (Ge’s n. 16d). The hemistich thus captures the dual
identity of Agni in this hymn.

X.88.17-19: On these vss. and esp. the participants in the dialogue, see publ. intro. As disc.
there, I consider the dialogue to be at first between Heaven and Earth, who have figured
prominently in the past few vss. and who are spatially identified by dvarah paras ca “the lower
and the higher” (17a). The standard view (in addition to Ge, Re, Old, see Scar 289 n. 408, K6
336) is that the participants are two priests on the ritual ground, on the basis esp. of 19¢d.
Although these interpr. discount the implicit vertical axis of dvarah pdras cain favor of “nearer
and further,” the vertical orientation is clear in the related phrase avastar ... pardstatin 14d; see
also dvaram pdram cain the immed. preceding hymn (X.87.3). As indicated in the publ. intro., I
think the participants silently morph into the priests found in 19¢d. This would fit the oscillation



between the divine primordial instantiation of the sacrifice and its present-day performance of it
that structures the rest of the hymn.

X.88.17: My interpr. of this vs. differs significantly from the standard in another respect: I
consider the two clauses in cd between the kadtarah question in b and the &dh question in d also to
be questions. In other words, everything from 17b through 18b belongs to the question sequence,
even though the 4 sekur clause in 17¢c and the ndksanta clause in 17d do not contain explicit
interrogatives. These two questions, with the subject s@khayah ‘comrades’, concern the success
both of the gods in their original creation of the sacrifice and the priests who perform it now.

X.88.18: As Say. already pointed out (see Ge n. 18ab), the answer to these ka7 questions --
“one” -- is given in the Val. hymn VIII.58.2.

The impossible hapax upaspij- has received more than its share of attention. Its general
sense and tone are clear: it refers to a frivolous or insulting question. Its phonological similarity
to sphij-/ sphigi- ‘buttocks’ suggests something in the latter, rude or contemptuous, realm. In
addition to the lit. cited in EWA s.v., see Scar (664—65) and most recently J. T. Katz, “The
Riddle of the sp(h)ij-: The Greek Sphinx and Her Indic and Indo-European Background” (in
Pinault and Petit, eds., La langue poétique indo-européenne, 2006). Katz takes it as a dvandva
“lap-buttock™ (upa(s)-sp(h)ij-) referring to a trick or double-sided question. Like most attempts at
etymologizing this word, it is more clever than persuasive.

X.88.19: As indicated in the publ. tr., I think this vs. asserts that the (daily) performance of
sacrifice will continue as long as the cycles of the natural world do -- an assertion that may be
esp. important to establish the neologistic brahmana priest as an eternal figure.

Ge somewhat perversely takes nd as the negative here despite being in a position strongly
associated with the simile particle and in fact in the same phrase in VI.50.8 usdso na pratikam,
where Ge does take it as a simile marker. No other interpr. follow his lead.

The fem. pl. adj. suparnyah surely refers to Agni’s flames, as is generally agreed. The
question is why it is feminine. I think the ref. is to metaphorical mares, as in 1X.86.36 haritah
suparnyah “fine-feathered golden mares,” there used of soma drops.

The flames “clothe themselves as if in the face of Dawn” because flames are red-gold
like the dawn sky.

X.89 Indra

As noted in the publ. intro., this is an old-fashioned well-made hymn, making use of
familiar rhetorical devices like patterned repetition: e.g., the negatives in 6ab, the pada-initial
perfects in 7, the preverb prd in 8cd—9ab and again in 11, /ndrah + GENITIVES in 10, dnuin 13.

X.89.1: Instead of stavathe Pp reads stava, which Old pronounces (persuasively)
“wahrscheinlich falsch.” As disc. in the publ. intro. this hymn almost self-consciously locates
itself in the Ilr. praise-hymn tradition and would follow the convention of the annunciatory 1% ps.
at the beginning of a hymn (as in 1.32.1a indrasya nu viryani pra vocam) — here 1st sg. subj.
stava. Note that, as in [.32.1, Indra is the first word of the hymn: /ndram stava.

Padas a and d end with the alternative instr. mahna and mahitva, 1 render them both as
‘greatness’, as I don’t think the poet is attempting to draw a semantic distinction, but simply



reacting to different metrical circumstances (disyllabic v. trisyllabic cadence end) and perhaps
aiming for variety.

With Ge (n. 1c) I take vdrobhih as referring to the dimensions of the worlds, not of Indra;
see IV.21.8 vdramsi pdrvatasya. As Ge points out, 2a supports this interpr.

X.89.2: At first glance the sun (in pada a) and Indra (b) appear to be identified, since both appear
in the nom. and there is only one overt verb — so Old (flg. Bergaigne). However, this makes for
both syntactic and conceptual problems in the rest of the vs. My interpr. is similar to Ge’s: I take
a and b as separate clauses, and supply an intrans. form of V vr7 with pdri in a, partly matching
the trans. idiom 4V vszin b. The object of this transitive verb is then found in ¢, which describes,
without naming, the sun of a in the acc. In other words, the sun is doing its daily circuit in pada
a, and Indra is urged to turn the sun more in our direction in bc. The simile of Indra’s turning
chariot wheels is, of course, quite apt, given the sun’s circular shape.

X.89.3: Old suggests that arcais a misunderstanding for *arca, matching stavain la, and Ge tr.
as a Ist sg. subj. without comment. So also Scar (508 with n. 708). Yet I see no reason not to
take it as the 2nd sg. impv. it appears to be, as an ex. of poetic self-address.

Although samanam can modify brdhma in the following pada (and is so taken by Gr, Ge,
and Scar), I do not see why a formulation chanted by a single person and directed at a single god
would be ‘common’ or ‘joint’ (e.g., Ge “das gemeinsame Erbauungswort™; he thinks it’s held in
common by the group of singers [n. 3a]). I prefer to take it as a neut. adv. ‘in the same way’,
contrasting with ndvyam ‘new’, in the usual Rigvedic productive paradox concerning praise
poetry, that it is both traditional and new. The word also phonologically resembles, and so
contrasts with, negated dsamam ‘without equal’.

The root noun cmpd dnapavrtis potentially multivalent syntactically: it can be an adv. (as
the other occurrence in V.32.5 is, in my view; see comm. ad loc.), or it can modify either the
subj., i.e., the chanter, or the formulation. With Ge and Scar (508), I take it with the last: the
formulation that goes directly, without swerving, to its goal, the god Indra, but the other
possibilities cannot be ruled out.

The expression ksmaya divah seems to show the same case disharmony as is found in
paired temporal expressions like divd naktam “by day and by night.” Scar (508 n. 708)
tentatively suggests rather that it is underlyingly ksmaya * diva u, with matching instrumentals,
and means “mit der Erde und mit dem Himmel nicht zu vergleichen.” But this seems overfussy;
moreover it unnecessarily deprecates the formulation in question: that is, it implies that the
formulation cannot be compared to H+E and is therefore not as good — but why would it be
compared to them in the first place?

Our v7 yah prsthéva janimani arydh ... cikdya ....1is very like IV.2.11 ... cinavad vi ...,
prsthéva vita vrjina ca martan “he will distinguish ... like backs, straight and crooked, (like)
mortals” (a parallel that is generally remarked). Although the owners of the backs under
comparison are not identified, I assume that they are horses (so also Ge) and that Indra is being
presented as, in the first instance, a judge of horseflesh. Note that though our passage lacks
“straight and crooked,” vizyina ‘crooked’ appears in 8b. Th. (Fremdling 64—68) disputes this
interpr. of prsthd- and derives it instead from V pras ‘ask’, with the meaning Rétselfrage, for both
our passage and IV.2.11: “Welcher Indra gesondert hat (=auseinander kennt) wie Ritselfragen
die Urspriinge des Fremdlings, keinen Freund sich wiinscht.” Although this is clever and the



morphological derivation itself is unimpeachable, it is unnecessary, and he still must reckon with
numerous undoubted exx. of prstha- ‘back’.

X.89.4: The bahuvrihi dnisita-sarga- ‘having restless surges’ echoes the phrase dtisthantam
apasyam nd sargam “like a busy surge that never stands still” in 2c. I consider dnisitasarga apah
in our vs. to be an unmarked simile (so also Ge) matching the explicit simile in 2a.

There is phonetic play between -sarga(h) (a) and sdgarasya (b).

As Ge points out (n. 4ab), “the depths of the sea” can refer to the heart, the source of
poetic inspiration, as in IV.58.5 (cf. 11) Ardyat samudrat, etc.

The wheels in ¢ (cakriya) pick up those in 2b cakra. 1 suggest that the pf. czkdyain 3d
phonologically mediates between these two, esp. resembling cakriya with flips of vowel quality
and quantity.

X.89.5: As disc. in the publ. intro., this vs. seems intentionally designed to mislead. The subj. of
the hymn is of course Indra, whose name has appeared in all four of the previous vss. in
prominent pada-initial position (1a #indram, 2b #indrah, 3d #indrah, 4a #indraya). The string of
nom. sg. masc. descriptors in Sab invites the audience to assume the same referent, esp. since 4cd
has Indra (though unnamed) in the nom. as well. But when we reach the beginning of the 2nd
hemistich we find instead #somah, and we must scramble to shift the adjectives of the 1st
hemistich to this new referent. The adjectives are in fact applicable to both referents, though with
slight adjustments of sense. For ex., the hapax bv dpanta-manyu- if applied to Indra would mean
‘deriving battle-fury from the drink’, whereas Soma ‘provides battle-fury in/from his drink’.

The first member of the next hapax cmpd #pala-prabharman-, tipdla-, is found
independently in IX.97.8, modifying manyu- (which precedes it here). See comm. ad loc., where
I accept Mayr’s tentative connection to &pra-, found only once in RV (VIIIL.2.5; see comm. ad
loc.), characterizing soma, but also occasionally later. With Mayr I tentatively take #prd- to
mean ‘sharp’, a well-known quality of soma (though usually expressed by #7vra-), an interpr.
supported by some later Iranian evidence. The second member, prabharman-, is found
independently (along with other nominal derivatives and numerous exx. of the verbal lexeme prd
V bhp), referring to the presentation of ritual offerings. My “first impression” is a bit loose; Ge’s
“Anstich” (first draught) is better, capturing the pra while maintaining the physical quality of the
soma offering.

The adjectives in b are less rarified than those in pada a, and the first and last (dhuni-
‘bositerous’ and z7isin- ‘possessing the silvery drink’) are frequently applied to Indra. In fact
1y15in1- 1s overwhelmingly an Indra word — applied to soma only once elsewhere (VIIL.79.4). So
Jjust before introducing Soma as the subject, we get a qualifier that seems to clinch the Indra
reference.

The construction of the second hemistich is unclear. Ge takes c as an independent clause,
which requires him to supply, indeed invent, a verb (wiegt ... auf ‘outweigh’). Not only is there
no support for this verb, but having somah lean forward into a new clause diminishes the drama
of the surprise introduction of this subject for the expected Indra. I therefore take soma#h as the
enjambed final word of the nominal clause of ab, with a new clause (comprising the rest of c
along with d) starting immediately after. The syntactic isolation of soma#h allows the referent
switch to reverberate. This suggested dispostion of the hemistich is essentially that of Ludwig’s
(see Old’s disc. and partial endorsement). The neut. pl. phrase visvany atasa vanani “all the
[other] bushes and trees,” subject of debhuh, is picked up by pratimanani ‘counterparts,



equivalents’ in d as a sort of secondary predicate. Although Old hesitates somewhat to accept
Ludwig’s interpr. because of the “etwas harte Satzteilung,” note that there has to be a pada-
internal clause break in the next vs., 6b.

As Ge points out (n. 5d), this indicates that already in the (late) RV there may have been
ritual substitutes for the soma plant — however we interpr. the syntax of cd.

There is some debate about the meaning and function of arvak. Ge (flg. Ludwig)
interprets it first as locational ‘below’ and then by metaphorical extension ‘lesser’; Old in
addition suggests temporal ‘until now’. I take it in its standard sense ‘nearby’, here
characterizing pratimanani.

My only hesitation about the interpretation of the hemistich championed here is that it
involves a “all ... did not” construction (visvani ... nd .... debhuh “they all did not deceive ...”).
Some time ago I made a study of the interaction of quanitifiers and negatives in Vedic (which I
thought I had published long ago but evidently did not) in order to assess the scope of the
quanitfier in such contests (total “all do not” versus partial “not all do”). In the RV there are
essentially no examples of visva-/ sdrva- plus nd; the only apparent exceptions involve the All
Gods (visve devah) (see, e.g., [11.32.8), where the total interpr. is the only one possible, since the
All Gods are a corporate entity and could not participate in a “not all do” construction. In the AV
the apparent restriction against such constructions is slightly loosened, but they are still quite
rare; early Vedic prose has a few more, but it still seems to be avoided. In positing an “all do
not” reading here, I would point out that this is a late hymn; moreover the sequestering of the
“all” phrase in pada c, taken up by a non-quantified pratimanani in d and with the neg. opening
d, may have made the construction acceptable: “All the bushes and trees — (as) near counterparts,
they do not deceive ...”

X.89.6: The first hemistich consists of a rel. clause (14 ydsya ...) that lacks not only a finite verb
but any predicate at all, followed by brief mean clause: somo aksah. These two words cannot
belong to the rel. cl. because the verb is unaccented. As was just noted, the mid-pada clause
break here supports the similar interpr. of Scd.

As to the predicate in the rel. cl., Ge supplies a verb “gewachsen sind,” with no
justfication given; in fact in n. 6ab he suggests importing pratimanani from 5d, as does Old ---
and the publ. tr. concurs. There is a subtle shift in sense, however: in Scd the bushes and trees
were not quite counterparts / equivalents of soma; here no cosmic geographical features are
counterparts / equivalents of Indra.

I am taking ydsya as referring to Indra; though both Old and Ge consider soma another
possible referent, they both seem to opt for Indra, and he seems the only possible one to me. To
knit the two clauses together we should expect tdsmai or indraya to begin the main clause.

Ge (see also Kulikov 142) takes cd as a single cl. dependent on the main cl. of b. This is
certainly possible but it requires seeing manyuih as the subj. of the two verbs in d, srmati and
ryjati. 1 prefer to interpr. cd as another depend. cl. (c) / main clause (d) dyad, with Indra as the
subj. of the two main cl. verbs, which are accented because each is initial in its claus(ette) and
Srnatiis also init. in its pada. This interpr. means that the pres. part. adhiniyamanah is predicated
in the c-clause. Kulikov (142) tr. the part. “being enhanced,” Ge “gesteigert.” The lexeme adhi
Vniis found only once elsewhere in the RV (VII1.30.3) and, acdg. to MonWms, nowhere else in
Skt. In VIII.30.3 it means ‘lead /from out of” (though it is likely that @dh/ there, flg. an abl. and
not in a normal preverb position, is actually simply a postposition). I think the same sense may



be found here: the manyui- is being drawn out of Indra, enabling him to perform the violent deeds
in d and the following vs. (8).
Note that the two verbs in d are reprised in the next two vss.: rurdja (7b), srnasi (8b).

X.89.7: The first three padas begin with fronted perfects jaghana, rurdja, bibhéda.

X.89.8ff.: As disc. in the publ. intro. and see also Ge n. 8, the focus of the hymn shifts to the
punishment of those who break alliances (mitra-) or have no alliances at all — a theme with deep
Indo-Iranian roots, as Ge also points out.

X.89.8: On the strongly emphatic use of Aa tyad with 2nd sg. prn. see 1.63.4—7, VI.18.3,
VIII.96.16-18 and comm. ad locc.

In d I take the object yujam ... mitram as inanimate: “a bound alliance” (see also JPB,
Adityas 30: “a union (or) an alliance”), while for Ge it’s animate: “einen verbiindeten Freund”
(which in my terms would be “yokemate (and) ally”). In favor of the JPB/SJ interpr., prd V mi
almost always takes an inanimate obj. (though this argument may be undercut by the following
vs. [however see below]), and, as the obj. in this simile, the phrase is parallel to inanimate dhama
‘ordinances’ in the frame. In favor of Ge’s rendering, the root noun yuj- is otherwise
overwhelmingly animate. I would consider an alt. tr. “yokemate (and) ally” here, but see comm.
on 9 immed. below.

X.89.9: As was just noted, pr4 V. mi almost always takes an inanimate obj. Here the verb has four
distinct objects, each marked out by the repetition of the preverb prd immediately before. One of
these, samgirah ‘agreements’, is definitely inanim. (and in its other occurrence is also the obj. of
pra Vmi[1X.86.16]), while mitrd- can, of course, be either the divine name or the common noun
‘alliance’. Thieme (M+A 62-63) takes all four objects as inanimate nouns: “... who
deceive/betray ... a contract (mitrd), a [sic] hospitality (aryaman), [friendly] agreements (samgir),
true speech (varuna).” JPB (Adityas 86-87) follows Th in taking all four nominals in an
appellative sense, though with different renderings of aryamdnam (“custom”) and, esp., vdrunam
(“commandment”). His argument for the appellative sense in part rests on an observation similar
to that made above, that “the object of prd mi'is never a god or a man, but rather a principle”
(87). Although I’'m not sure I want to go so far as to eliminate the gods from this passage
entirely, esp. given the undoubted presence of Mitra and Varuna in the preceding vs. (8c), I now
see that the presence of clear inanimate samgirah and ambiguous mifram invites or requires at
least a secondary inanimate reading for arydmanam and varunam too and I would now tr. the VP
“... who transgress against Mitra [/alliance] and against Aryaman [/custom], against agreements
and against Varuna [/commandment].” In other words, to transgress against the god is to
transgress against the principle he embodies — or, perhaps better, vice versa.

The rel. cl. in ab is either dependent on amitresu in the main clause (c) (“on those without
alliance who ...”) or covertly conjoined with it (“on those without alliance (and those) who ...”).

Note the acc. visanam, with vrddhi in the suffix, against the overwhelming number of
forms to this stem with guna in the suffixal strong forms (acc. vzsanam, etc.). There is only one
other such form (in IX.34.3; see comm. ad loc.). It is not surprising that such n-stems would be
attracted into the dominant vrddhied type; what is a bit surprising in this passage is that it’s in the
same vs. with aryamanam which maintains guna in its suffix.



X.89.10: Acdg. to Schindler (Root noun s.v. p. 45), the root noun v7dh- is only a Nom. act.
“Vermehrung” (etc.): “An keiner Stelle ist vidh- Adj. oder Nag.” Although this statement is
accurate for the numerous singular occurrences of the stem, it cannot apply to this gen. pl.,
parallel to the gen. pl. médhiranam “of the wise (ones)”; it must mean “strong (ones).” Perhaps
the presence of them. adj. vrdha- in the next vs. influenced the usage, though this is not much of
a hypothesis.

Pada d has both a rare break (——) and a bad cadence (v - — x) (see, e.g., HVN metr.
comm.). Arnold (322) suggests flipping ydge hdV'ya— x to hdv'yo yoge— x, which would fix
both problems — and would also distribute the paired terms kséme yoge in a way more in keeping
with the other three padas, where the pairs are broken up. Although Arnold’s suggestion neatly
solves two problems, my hesitation is that it is difficult to see why the word order would have
been disturbed redactionally. Old also is not convinced.

X.89.11: This vs. contains 8 occurrences of the preverb pra, each with an associated ablative.
The verb with which they are construed and which provides the idiom that controls the abl.
(“project beyond”) is ririce, which is found only in the break of the last pada. Note also that prd
is teasingly doubled by the s-stem abl. prathasahin c.

X.89.12: The preverb prd, so prominent in 11, has one last gasp at the beginning of 12, butin a
different verbal lexeme (prd V vrf), a small ex. of the poet’s sly misdirections.

The simile in ¢, asmeva ... divd d srjanah “like a stone being launched from heaven,”
seems at first to connect with the last word of b, Aetih (... missile like a stone”), but the 2nd sg.
impv. vidhyain c redirects the comparison: it’s Indra, the implicit subject of the impv., who’s
being compared to the stone, not his missile — yet another ex. of the subtle shifts and red herrings
that this poet cleverly indulges in.

The cmpd drogha-mitra- is generally taken as a tatp., e.g., “ein arglistiger, falscher
Freund” (Gr), with unexpected accent (AiG 11.1.266), or, with Ge (n. 12d), as a cmpd with a
governing Ist member (“die Freundbetriiger”). Old sensibly wants it to be a bahuvr. and suggests
the somewhat less sensible gloss “den Trug zum Freund habend.” Given the abstract use of
mitrd- elsewhere in this hymn, I suggest rather the bv ‘whose alliances are deceitful’.

X.89.13: Like vs. 11, in which the repeated pra-s culminate in the last pada with the withheld
verb ririce, here repeated dnu-s (6, this time) find their verb in ajihatain d. The obj. of this verb
is also withheld till the 2nd hemistich: /ndram in c.

Gr, Lub, and the publ. tr. take dha as the particle dha (of unclear function), but Ge (see n.
13a) as the neut. pl. of ‘days’. An argument against Ge’s interpr. would be that in the rest of the
vs. each dnu is associated with only a single element, whereas here there would be two: “days
(and) months” — and a similar one-to-one relationship is found in vss. 8cd-9ab and 11 with
repeated prd. However, in this vs. the various nominals associated with the preverb are ill-
assorted: “months” is the only temporal designation, with the others being features of
geography/landscape: trees (a), plants (b), mountains (b), world-halves (c), waters (d). If the first
dnu syntagm contains both days and months, the conceptual imbalance would be considerably
lessened. I therefore would now substitute the tr. “The days (and) months gave way ...” For
another short-vowel pl. dha see 1.92.3.



X.89.14: The root affiliation of the hapax cetyd-is disputed: to Vcr ‘avenge, requite’ or to vV cit
‘perceive’ (Gr); see Old, EWA s.v. The tone of the hymn certainly favors the former, and this is
reflected in most tr. (Ge, Scar 88, publ. tr.).

Ge construes aghdsya with cetya, but the pada boundary is (weakly) against that, and it
works perfectly well with rdksah.

Although Gr assigns ésat to a separate root Ves ‘gleiten, schleichen’, it is better analyzed
as isat+ ato the them. pres. isa- (so Old, Ge, Goto [1st Cl, 109 n. 84]).

The cmpd mitra-krii- (Gr. -kri-) and esp. its 2nd member are much discussed; see esp.
Scar 88—89, EWA 1.414-15. The word is obviously related to krird- ‘bloody’ (AV+), kravis-
‘bloody flesh’; the question is whether k77 1s a verbal root or pseudo-verb root or is simply a
nominal ‘blood’ (vel sim.). In my view, whether or not there was a “real” root V kri ‘be/make
bloody’, in this hapax cmpd the second member is treated as such. Only this interpr. accounts for
the accent and the likely meaning.

As disc. in the publ. intro., I consider pada d an intertextual reference to two famous
phrases in the great Indra-Vrtra hymn 1.32, both describing the slain Vrtra: 1.32.5 ... sayata
upaprk prthivyah ... will lie as the embracer of the earth” (like our prehivya aprk ... Sayante) and
1.32.8 ... amuya sayanam ... lying in that way” (like our amuya sayante). (Both passages are
also adduced by Ge, n. 14d.) Because of the strong similarities between 1.32 and our passage I
think it likely that our dprk is a simple substitution under different metrical conditions for upaprk
in 1.32.5 and it is therefore unnec. to seek a special sense of the root noun cmpd here — as in Ge’s
“... nur so platt auf die Erde liegen werden” [I’m not sure how he gets that] or Scar’s “als ein die
Erde anfiillender Haufen derart daliegen.”

X.89.15: The hapax ogand- is taken by Gr (etc.) as derived from *avagana- lit. ‘von seiner Schar
verstossen’. Both the deriv. and the proposed sense were vigorously disputed by Old, with ample
ref. to previous lit. Old suggests a connection with SV #gana- and the sense ‘strong’, which is
reflected in current tr. (Ge, Kii 205, publ. tr.). The likely deriv. was sketched by KH (Aufs. 397—
98 [MSS 8 (1956)]; see also EWA s.v.), from a putative *ogr-nd- with MIA dev. of syllabic *r;
cf. Aves. r-stem aogara ‘power’. This is very likely and is reflected in the publ. tr., but it should
be pointed out that these enemies should not be powerful, but think themselves so — the word
must somehow fall under the domain of vradhanta(h). See KH’s tr. (397) “die sich als
Machtvolle sehr hochgemut fithlenden.”

Padas c and d present contrastive images: the unallianced associated with “blind
darkness” in contrast to “the nights with their good lights” (sujyotiso aktdavah) that overcome the
enemies. But why are the nights the agents here? Old suggests that the nights stand for our allies,
who prevail over the darkness of the foe. Possibly, but a more standard RVic image would be for
the day (/dawn/sun) to prevail over the darkness of night — not to compare the victorious side
with the only comparatively brighter night. In fact Ge (n. 15d) asserts that the sense is “Das Licht
soll iiber die Finsternis triumphieren,” so the emphasis in d is on the /ights of the nights. This
still doesn’t seem to me entirely satisfactory.

X.89.16-18: Starting with vs. 16 the hymn winds down with standard hymn-ending clichés:
urging Indra to come to oursacrifice (16) and expressing the hope that we may reap the benefits
of his presence (17). There here-and-now of the ritual is expressed by /mam ... sahitim “this
common call here” (16¢) and ninam “now,” the final word of 17. The eva opening 17 is a
common way to introduce the final summary vs. of a hymn. And as often in final verses, the poet



explicitly identifies himself and his lineage with “(we) ViSvamitras” in 17d. In fact 17 is the real
final vs.: vs. 18 is borrowed from I11.30.22, the final vs. of an Indra hymn in the Vi§vamitra
mandala -- another way of stamping the ViSvamitra signature on this Xth Mandala hymn
attributed to a ViSvamitra descendent, Renu Vai§vamitra.

X.89.17: The poet’s presentation of the Vi§vamitra signature just discussed is somewhat
complicated by this vs. As just noted, he borrows a final vs. (18) from the Vi§vamitra mantra
(though it does not mention the Vi§vamitras directly), and he associates himself explicitly with
the Visvamitras in 17d. But 17cd is a direct borrowing of (or, to be more circumspect, is identical
with) VI.25.9, another hymn-final vs., except that for visvamitra(h)in d, V1.25.9 has
bharadvaja(h). In other words, our crafty poet’s most direct claim for his Vi§vamitra identity is
made by boldly manipulating (/stealing) the signature vs. of a different poetic lineage — another
sign of the intertextuality disc. ad vs. 14.

On the syntactic issues in cd, see comm. ad VI.25.9. As I sugget there, the problematic
utd may be connecting the two temporal expressions vdsfoh and ninam, and the tr. could be
altered to “as we sing at dawn and also now.”

[X.90 Purusa JPB]

X.91 Agni

As noted in the publ. intro., this hymn resembles X.89, as a well-crafted consciously
traditional poetic product, even though the poet to whom it is ascribed is not the same as that of
X.89 and the starkly innovative X.90 intervenes between them. The composition is nicely
balanced with pleasingly intricate patterns of repetition and variation.

X.91.1: This vs. is crammed with both etymological figures and figures of sense (that is,
synonyms or near-synonyms that are not etymologically releated). The former include dime
damiana(h) (b), susdakha sakhiyaté (d), and possibly Aota havisah (c) [it’s hard to know whether a
Rigvedic audience would perceive an etymological relation between the two]. Figures of sense —
in many ways more interesting — are jagrvadbhir jaramana(h) (a) and isdyann ilah (b) (on the
assumption that to the Vedic Sprachgefiihl the root nouns 7d- and 7s- [with its verbal form zsdya-]
were etymologically unconnected). A third type is exemplified by vibhur vibhava (d), in which
the near phonological identity overcomes lack of etymological or semantic identity.

X.91.2: The dominant stylistic feature in this vs. is the amredita, with one per pada: grhé-grhe
(a), vane-vane (b), janam-janam (c), visam-visam (d), which are tightly patterned. Those in the
first hemistich are both in the loc. and are adjacent to each other, at the end of a and the
beginning of b. Those in the 2nd hemistich are in the acc. and maximally distant, at the
beginning of ¢ and end of d.

The amredita is not the only stylistic feature. The first hemistich contains two nom. sg. rt-
noun cmpds in -ir (in sandhi), darsatasrir ... takvavir, with nom. sg. atithir also participating in
this phonetic figure. The 2nd member -srir (a) 1s echoed by sisriye (b), though they are
etymologically and semantically unrelated (so also Ge n. 2ab). The second hemistich goes in for
etymological figures connected to the amreditas: ¢ janam-janam jan'yah and d visah ... vis'yo
visam-visam. And we might note that jnr'ya- and vis'ya- are similarly formed and similarly
related to the root syllable of their respective amreditas.



On darsata-sri- see Scar 552 and for the general challenges of interpr. -s7i- cmpds 546.
On takva-vi- see comm. ad 1.151.5, 134.5, also Scar 497-98. Note that vdne-vane is read
differently in simile and frame.

X.91.2-3: Almost like a textbook demonstration, these two vss. showcase the contrasting
presents to the roots Vks7 ‘dwell” and V ksa, ksi ‘rule, own’, both in the active indic. sg. for
convenient comparison: 2d kseti, 3¢ ksayasi.

X.91.3: The first three padas are defined by etymological figures of a straightforward sort:
sudikso diksaih (a), kratuna ... sukratuh (a), kavih kavyena (c), vasur vasanam (c). Again there
is internal patterning. All three pairs in the first hemistich have a nom. / instr. pairing; the
nominatives in pada a are compds with su- and the pairs in a are chiastically arranged. In c the
2nd term is gen., not instr. All three pairs in ab have parallels elsewhere (see Ge’s nn.), though
not all together or so densely arranged.

In ¢ (ék)a id# provides a rhyme for b (visv)avid#, which make help to account for the
unusual, though by no means unprecedented, position of 7d.

X.91.4: ilayas padé picks up ilds padéin 1b. Note the close sandhi in both phrases.
On the sandhi of 7vétayah (prob. iva étayah) see Old with further lit.

X.91.5: In pada a sriyah picks up (darsata-)srih of 2a.

The phrase cikitra usdsam recurs in 5b from 4c; in both cases of course usasam is not
directly construed with the verb. In 5b the verb also enters into an etymological and phonological
figure: citras cikitra (in sandhi).

X.91.6: After Agni’s attack on the plants in Sc and his consumption of them as his food in 5d,
this vs. depicts the temporally / logically prior actions whereby the plants, with the help of the
waters (here probably the rains that foster plant growth or the water [=sap/juice] internal to the
plants), conceive Agni/fire and give birth to him.

Pada-final r¢viyam is repeated from 4a; see also 10a below.

The second hemistich contains three instances of ca. The one in c is an inverse ca
connecting the nominals vaninah and viridhah. The second pair, in d, conjoin the two predicates
antdrvatih and sivate. As JSK (DGRV 1.172) points out, we should supply a finite form of V bAa
vel sim. with the adjective antdrvatih (though correct his sg. [ bhavati] to [ bhavanti)). suvate is
presumably accented because it is a contrastive predicate (see Old as well as Re’s n. on the
passage).

Ge (n. 6d) adduces as parallel II1.55.5¢, which in fact adds a new wrinkle in the form of a
paradox. It too concerns the birth of fire from plants: antdrvatih suvate apravitah “Having (him)
within, (though) unimpregnated they give birth to (him).” In that passage antdrvatih contrasts
with dpravitah -- the presumable difference is that though the plants have embryonic fire within
and are in that sense pregnant, they are not so because of sexual activity.

I consider samanam (c) and visvaha (d) as conceptually contrastive, despite their distance
from each other. Hence my tr. “who is just the same everywhere.” This is not the standard
interpr.: JSK (172) takes samanam as an acc. sg. m. emphasizing the identity of the preceding
tam with the two fdm-s opening padas a and b; Ge and Re take it as an adv. (gleichmaéssig / en
commun) loosely applied to the woody plants and sprouts. I think my interpr. yields richer



semantics and reflects the standard trope that there are many fires, which are also the same fire.
However, the repetition of samanam id'in 8c may lend some support to JSK’s interpr.

X.91.7: This vs. returns to the theme of 5cd, with the mature Agni consuming the plants (that
gave birth to him in 6).
The position of yadis at least a minor violation of the usual rules; see also vs. 12 below.

X.91.8: In Engl. the vs. seems to veer abruptly from the 3rd ps. to the 2nd at the very end (see
also Old, who remarks on the switch), but the Skt. of the first 372 padas does not Aave to be read
as 3rd ps. It consists of a string of acc. singulars, so there is no obligatory ps. marking, and could
simply take up the 2nd ps. ref. to Agni in vs. 7. However, the repeated zim-s in cd, as well as the
acc. agnim in b, would incline the audience to a 3rd ps. reading. See also comm. on the next vs.,
9.

I do not understand the case mismatch between the contrastive pair drbhe (loc., ¢) and
mahé (dat., d). Perhaps the surface identity of the case endings in -e¢ outweighs their grammatical
disharmony.

X.91.9: The first hemistich of this vs. closely tracks vs. 8, with the differences between them
seeming to force a 3rd ps. interpr. on most of vs. 8 (see disc. just above) contrasting with the
overt 2nd ps. of 9ab: instead of tam id ... vrnate (8cd) we have tvam id ... vinate tvayavah (9a);
instead of agnim hotaram (8b) hotaram agne (9b) — both with explicit 2nd ps. readings.

X.91.10: This vs. is identical to II.1.2. In his usual quest to identify the original locus of repeated
vss. (a quest we would not undertake in this post-Parry-Lord era), Bloomfield (RR, ad 2.12)
suggests that ours is the original: “The stanza is rather abrupt in 2.1, whereas in 10.91 its
sequence is peculiarly fit.” Presumably he is referring to the three mentions of Agni as Hotar in
the two preceding vss. (8b, 9b) and the following vs. (11c) and the occurrence of the rare denom.
adhvariydsi in 11d — but one could argue in reverse that these occurrences invited the insertion of
a stock vs. containing Aotram and adhvariyasi on the principle of concatenation. Note also that
pada-final rtviyam (a) matches those in 4a and 6a.

X.91.11: Re suggest that this vs. is a gloss of 10; as I just indicated, I would argue in the opposite
direction, that 10 is a ready-made vs. that was inserted between 9 and 11 on the basis of lexical
and conceptual similarities.

X.91.12-13: The vs.-initial 7maih, imam usher in the last section of the hymn, in which the poet
announces the here-and-now of the current ritual and esp. the praise the poet himself is offereing
to Agni. To emphasize the parallelism of the two vss., the tr. of 13 should begin “this good praise
here would I proclaim ...”

X.91.12: The first hemistich piles up an impressive array of ritual speech types.

The second hemistich returns to the etymological figures that were prominent in the early
vss.: vasiydvo vdsave (c), recalling vasur vasianam in 3c, and vrddhasu ... vardhanah (d). The
position of yasuin d is a more egregious violation of the usual placement of relatives than the
one noted in 7. It may have been displaced to the right in order to accommodate the etym. figure
that opens the pada.



Re claims that vardhana- must be intrans. here, contrary to its other occurrences (and, I’d
add, to the standard trans./caus. function of -ana-nominals), but there is no necessity for this
view. vdrdhana- responds implicitly to vasiydvah: Agni strengthens the already strong ritual
praises he receives by awarding them goods.

X.91.14: The extravagant list of domestic animals in ab is structurally parallel to the list of ritual
speech types in 12ab. However, I don’t understand what actually happens to these beasts. With
Ge and Re, the publ. tr. takes ahutah to be the equivalent of ‘offered’ (/ ‘sacrificed’), but these
are not standard Vedic sacrificial animals — even the horse, whose sacrifice is rare and special.
Although it might be possible to interpret the animals as standing for sacrificial substances they
produce — like “cows” for “milk” — none of them is associated in that way with an offering
substance. Moreover the juxtaposed ppl. avasrstasa ahutah seem self-contradictory, since dva
Vsrjmeans ‘release’; cf. the internal contradictions of Ge’s ... freigelassen geopfert werden”
and Re’s “... sont offerts apres avoir été mis en liberté” (though see Scar’s tr. [311], which
harmonizes them: “... [zum Opfer] losgelassen, geopfert werden”). I now think that dhuta- must
be used as it is when Agni is the referent — that it means, literally and actually, ‘bepoured,
besprinkled’ (see the same usage of prahuta- in the next hymn, X.92.3). If avasrsta- ‘released’
refers to a situation like that in the ASvamedha in later Srauta ritual where multiple wi/d animals
are tied to yupas as if to be sacrificed but then released, perhaps our passage alludes to a similar
situation but with domestic animals. Perhaps at their release they were sprinkled with a token
portion of ghee that sacralized them. I would feel more comfortable about this hypothesis if there
were any other evidence for it that I am aware of. It also makes some trouble with ydsmin:
yasmin ... dhutah can most easily be interpr. as “into which/whom (they are) offered.” But
perhaps it refers to the animals’ proximity to the ritual fire: “at which ...” In any case, I would
now change the tr. to “at whom/which horses, bulls, oxen, mated cows, rams are released (and)
anointed (with ghee),” though without a lot of confidence in its correctness.

It is possible that this parade of domestic animals is related to the hapax epithet of Agni
in ¢, kilala-pa- ‘k.-drinking’ (on which see Scar’s minimal disc., 311). Although ki/a/a- is found
only here in the RV, it is common in AV (both S and P) +. As its phonology also suggests, this
drink seems to belong to a lower-register domestic sphere and is sometimes associated with farm
animals. See, e.g., AVS VIL60.5 (= AVP I11.26.5) dpahiita ihd giva tpahiita ajavdyah | dtho
dnnasya kilala dpahiito grhésu nah “Called on here are the cows, called on the goats and sheep;
then called on is the iZala of food in our houses.” In S IV.11.10 (/P II1.25.12) the draft-ox
(anadvah-) and plowmen “go to” kilala-, while in P VIII.11.3 two draught-oxen are involved.
Although I can’t (yet) construct a scenario that provides a function for the list of animals in ab, I
now think this unusual ritual assemblage must be connected to the unusual k7/a/a-drink — though
I don’t know why this association is found in the penultimate vs. of an otherwise traditional Agni
hymn.

X.91.15: asyéreturns from 5d.

X.92 All Gods
On the (lack of) organization of this hymn, see publ. intro. Ge suggests that it is not
correctly transmitted.



X.92.1: With Ge and Re, I supply a 1st ps. verb of speech to govern the acc. phrase of ab. This
phrase has a stately traditional feel. Though Agni is not named, the descriptors unambiguously
identify him: yajiasya .. rathyam closely resembles rathir adhvaranam “charioteer of the
ceremonies” used of Agni in 1.44.2=VIII.11.2 and V1.7.2; vispati- visam is a standard epithet of
Agni (e.g., I11.2.10, V.4.3). Hotar is of course his regular role (and is heavily present in the
preceding hymn; see comm. ad X.91.10); atthi- ‘guest’ is also standard for Agni and appears in
the preceding hymn (X.91.2). vibha-vasu- is only used of Agni, and cf. vibhavain X.91.1.

The description of Agni switches to the nom. in the 2nd hemistich, capped by the finite
injunc. asayata of which Agni is the subj. On this stem see comm. ad VI.33.2. IH suggests that
this injunc. should have presential value, and an alt. “reaches heaven” is certainly possible; so
KH (Injunk. 119).

The two word pairs in ¢, socai chuskasu and hdrinisu jarbhurad, are syntactically parallel
though chiastic: nom. sg. m. pres. part. / loc. pl. f. // loc. pl. f. / nom. sg. m. pres. part. They also
have a pseudo-etymological feel enabled by phonology: soc and siusk/ harand jarbhur.

X.92.2: Both Ge and Re construe akrnvata with two acc.: “make Agni (into) X.” Although this is
certainly possible, I prefer to take this mid. verb in the meaning ‘make (their) own’, a meaning
found elsewhere, with the other acc.s further descriptors.

The 2nd member of the rt noun cmpd. arjas-pa- is variously interpr. Old and Re take it to
V pa ‘protect’, Scar (317) to a third (and in my opinion unnec.) root V pa ‘gehen, sich bewegen’.
With Gr and Ge, I assign it to V pa ‘drink’. The point, as Ge notes (n. 2a), is that Agni consumes
the oblation without intermediary, unlike the (other) gods, who have Agni as their mediating
mouth. In its other occurrence, in nearby X.94.13, the cmpd modifies the pressing stones, who
get the (literally) first crack at the soma.

Agni’s role as supporter (dharman-) reminds us of nearby X.88.1, where, at least in my
interpr., Agni is charged to “support the world” (bhivanaya ... dharmane). In the publ. tr. I
implicitly construe dharmanam with vidathasya (also dependent on sadhanam), but in light of
X.89.1 an alt. might be “supporter (of the world), furtherer of the rite.” This alternative might be
favored by the appearance of the parallel phrase vidathasya prasiadhanam in the preceding hymn
(X.91.8), suggesting that it is a (semi-)fixed phrase with the gen. locked in. And indeed most
occurrences of sadhana-have a gen. sg. of the sacrifice / rite, etc.

For my defiant maintaining of the sense ‘kiss’ for V nims, see comm. ad VII1.43.10. What
does it mean for the dawns to “kiss” Agni like night? The simile is easier to decode: as dawn
breaks at the horizon, it is in intimate physical/visual contact with the dark sky, contact that
could be likened to kissing. Dawn’s kissing of the ritual fire is more conceptual and temporal:
the moment of dawn’s appearance is when the fire is roused: this can count as contact. It is also
possible, if the fire in question is the offering fire (as purohitam implies), that the light of dawn
spreading from the east first encounters and, as it were, touches that fire, which is of course
stationed at the east end of the ritual ground.

The phrase tdnindpatam arusdsyais, in my interpr., a piece of tricky syntax. The stem
tdni-ndpat- is otherwise used as an epithet for Agni, almost always in the 2nd vs. of AprT hymns,
where the figure has taken on a (quasi-)independent existence. Here I think we should read it
literally, with the sense ‘descendant of (him)self / his own body’. In conjunction with
immediately preceding purchitam ‘set in front / to the east’, this is a designation of the offering
fire, which has been taken out of the household fire to the west and carried eastward to be
established there — it is a descendant of itself. I take gen. arusasya as doubling the cmpd’s 1Ist



member, /dnid-: arusd- ‘ruddy’ frequently modifies Agni. Here it is an independent case form that
has the same referent as the cmpd member fdni-.

X.92.3: The first two vss. having been conceptually consistent and well-crafted, we now
encounter the non sequitur quality that will characterize much of the rest of the hymn. The
exclamation badd that opens the vs. may signal this change of direction.

I am utterly baffled by the first pada: I don’t understand what the Pani / niggard is doing
here. Who would ever think that we would confuse the nitha of wise Agni with those of a Pani,
and what is the point of contact between Agni and this figure, who belongs to a different mythic
complex? The Pani finds a phonological near-match in pdniyasi ‘more/very admirable’ in the
next vs. (4b), but this gets us nowhere.

Never mind — this theme disappears; the rest of the vs., incl. the next pada, is unrelated.
Pada b concerns the pouring (of ghee) onto the wood for kindling. The pada is notable for a
periphrasis with an overt copula, prahuta asuh, which is quite unusual esp. in a main clause (see
my Predicated Past Participle); we would expect the bare ppl. What the ppl. + perfect is meant to
express 1s unclear to me; one could speculate that it aims at a plupf. “had been bepoured,” but
there’s no contextual support for this. Perhaps the publ. tr. (“have been bepoured”) is correct, and
the asufris meant to guard against both “are” and “were”and inforce an immediate past reading
(with a perfect because V as lacks an aor.).

There is some uncertainty about vaya(h), my “twigs.” Gr splits the stem into two
(unnecessarily), with our form belonging to his “Opferspeise”’; Ge (n. 3b) asserts that vaya- are
otherwise not used as Brennholz, and we should perhaps read avayah “Siihnopfer.” Since vaya-
is not particularly frequent, I do not see the lack of other attestations in the sense of Brennholz as
an impediment. Moreover, anyone who’s ever tried to build a fire knows that twigs are far more
useful in the early stages than logs. Perhaps Ge is reluctant to accept that prahuta- can modify the
goal or target upon which something is poured rather than the substance poured, but Agni
himself is often so designated (though usually with 4hAuta-); see disc. above ad X.91.14.

But never mind again — the second hemistich appears to be entirely unrelated to either a
or b; instead we have unnamed fearsome ones (ghorasah) reaching immortality and praising the
gods. Old (fld. by Ge n. 3c and Re) identifies the subj. as the Angirases, with good parallels, but
the connection of cd with padas a and b escapes me. On the A’s reaching immortality see also
X.62.1. As I comment there, the Angirases “seem to be acting as if in the role of mortal
sacrificers vis-a-vis Indra,” and a similar situation may be depicted here, which would at least
connect pada ¢ with the ritual fire kindling in b. For possible connections to 4a see comm.
immed. below. I would make a small change in the tr. of c, to “they attained immortality,” to
better match 7a below.

X.92.4-5: Several phrasal (near-)repetitions knit these two vss. together, without giving
significant help in the unraveling of the puzzles: urd vydcah (4a) is a near-equivalent to urd
Jrdyah (5c), both pada-final, and mahy aramatih (4b) appears as mahim ardmatim in 5b.

X.92.4: Ge and Re both take the whole vs. as a single sentence with sdm cikitrire (c) as the main
verb and a miscellaneous list of subjects. This is syntactically impossible for the transmitted text,
since crkitrire is unaccented and pada a contains /A7, which conditions verbal accent. Since 10d
also contains sdm cikitrire, it could be argued that the verb here has lost its accent redactionally,



to match 10d. But there is little to be gained by taking all of vs. 4 as a unit and perhaps a bit to be
gained by imposing some internal structure.

The A7in pada a could look either back (to the preceding vs.) or forward (to the rest of 4).
I will tentatively and speculatively try the former. Since in 3cd the Angirases attained
immortality, which may have involved their moving to heaven, and they praised the divine race
(janasya daivyasya), 1 suggest that heaven in 4a picks up this theme, and I take pada as an
equational nominal sentence: Heaven (is) the stdsya prasitih.

And what is this? Ge (n. 4a) claims that it is only a poetic paraphrase for s7dm, but it
seems unlikely that the poet would use a highly specific and fairly uncommon word like prasiti-
in an essentially empty locution. On prdsiti- and the two separate words it may represent, see
comm. ad IV.4.1. As I say there, the dominant meaning is ‘onslaught’ derived from PIE *sef;(1)
‘loslassen’, but it seems in some contexts to mean ‘(hunting) net’ (< Vs, s7 ‘bind’). IV 4.1
contains two occurrences of prdsiti-; the first is qualified as ‘broad’ (prthvim) and is the
comparandum to pdjah ‘leading edge’, and I take it in the “net” meaning, with the net spread as
wide as possible to catch as much as possible. Here too broadness is at issue: the prdsiti- is
equated with heaven “the broad expanse” (urd vydcah [pace Re, I don’t think the latter phrase
evokes the earth]). I therefore suggest that Heaven is “the (hunting) net of truth” (Ge also “das
Netz des Gesetzes”) — what this means (in my view) is that Heaven captures and keeps the
“truths,” the true formulations and praise hymns directed its way. I would now therefore change
the tr. to “For Heaven, the broad expanse, is the (hunting) net (/snare) of truth.”

This interpr. leaves pada b at loose ends. The two entities in it, Reverence and Devotion,
could be lumped in with the gods listed in ¢ and d, but these pious abstractions are of a different
type from the well-known gods in cd. In the publ. tr. I take the pada as locating the two in
heaven, and I have nothing better to offer here. Reverence and Devotion certainly have more in
common with truth than with the embodied gods of cd, and the location of Devotion in heaven
may be at issue in 5b (q.v.).

The comparative paniyasi echoes the mysterious panésin 3a, but I can’t do anything with
this fact.

The verb sdm cikitrire could be interpr. either as passive/intransitive “they are jointly
perceived” or transitive in absolute usage “they jointly perceive.” The former is adopted by Re
(““... se sont signalés de concert”) and JSK (DGRYV I1.86: “have shown themselves (to be)
together”), against the publ. tr. and, probably, Ge (“sind eines Sinnes”). The latter sense is
favored also by X.30.6 sam janate manasa sam cikitre "They are agreed in mind and they
perceive alike.” Although the middle pf. of Vcit often has pass./intrans. sense, the preverb sdm
probably conditioned the middle voice of cikitrire despite its “active” semantics.

X.92.5: Although I usually disdain Lii’s celestial rivers, in this case the sindhavah seem to be
located in heaven / the midspace. If (as I suggest) Aramati in 4b is located in heaven, that’s
where the rivers need to be to run over her in 5b. And in cd they seem to be the source of the
water with which the Earth-circling one besprinkles everything.

In pada a the appearance of “journeying Rudra” (rudréna yayina) associated with the
rivers is a bit unexpected, but if it is (as I think) a reference to the Maruts, it fits the general sense
of the verse better. Note first that “the Rudras, the Maruts” (rudra maritah) appear in the next vs.
(6a). Note also a phrase in X.78.7 with rivers and an adj. ‘coursing’ (yayi-) formed very like
yayin-, but with the Maruts as referents, sindhavo nd yayyah “(the Maruts) coursing like rivers.”
Although a grammatically singular rudrad- standing for the Maruts would be unusual, it would, I



think, be interpretable (esp. since the Maruts are often referred to in the sg., as a ganad- ‘flock,
throng’ or sardha(s)- ‘troop’) — and in the rainstorm context of the 2nd hemistich the Maruts
make sense.

I don’t know why the rivers “run across” (#irdh ... dadhanvire) Aramati; it sounds
disturbingly as if they run her over. But perhaps the idea is that they go beyond the boundaries of
heaven (where I’ve located Aramati in vs. 5) and into the midspace to become rain.

The choice of possible referents for pdrijman- is fairly wide: Ge favors Vata (on the basis
of VIL.40.6), Say. Indra, but Ge (n. 5¢) also suggest Parjanya, which I prefer. The phrase parijma
pariyanis almost an anagram of his name, and the description roruvaj jatharé “constantly
rumbling in his belly” is more characteristic of a thunder god than a wind god.

X.92.6: Pace Old and Ge (n. 6a), I separate krana here from the adv. (old instr.) krana
‘successfully’ (see comm. ad 1.58.3) and follow the Pp. reading kranah as a nom. pl. m. root aor.
middle part.

With Gr (apparently) and Ge, I take the referent of dsurasyato be Heaven, contra W.E.
Hale (78), who suggests Rudra.

Most take caste as pass./intrans. ‘is seen, appears’ (Gr, Ge, Re, Hale), but as argued in
comm. ad X.74.2 (see also VIIL.19.16), med. forms of V caks are overwhelmingly transitive ‘see’,
even when used without expressed obj. Forms of this root without preverb (as here) are quite
rare, but are standardly transitive. Taking casfe as ‘sees’ harmonizes it with (my interpr. of) med.
sam cikitrire (4c, 10d), to a different root but having the same general semantics. As for the sense
here, I interpr. it as an interesting variant of the common trope that Varuna + Mitra (etc.) see the
activities of men through the eye of the sun, who travels the sky as their spy looking down. Here
the Maruts, who journey through the midspace, serve as alternative eyes of the Adityan trio. As
for the singular number of the verb, the RV allows either a plural or a singular verb for multiple
singular subjects.

The stem(s) drvasa-/ arvasa-is found only here. It is ordinarily taken as a deriv. of
drvan(t)- ‘steed’ (see, e.g., AiG 1[1.2.919-20, EWA s.v. drvan-). I don’t understand the reason for
the accent difference, and the sec. lit. (incl. AiG) offers no explanations.

X.92.7: The publ. tr. interpr. the loc. phrases in a and b as parallel, contra Ge and Re. I now think
they are correct to separate them. Pada b is identical to IV.41.6b, where it forms part of a series
listing the elements at stake in a battle. I would now substitute ... they obtained their benefit in
Indra, when the sight of the sun and the masculine nature of the bull (were at stake).”

The larger question is — who are the subjects of this vs.? There is a curious silence on this
in all the sec. sources, save for Say., who identifies them as sfofarah. 1 suggest rather the
Angirases for several reasons. First, in 3¢ they obtained immortality (amurtatvam asata), with the
same verb as here. Although “benefit” and “immortality” are obviously different, the
phraseology is structurally the same. Furthermore, assuming that nrsddana- refers to the multiday
ritual type known later as sattra (‘sitting’), in the Vala myth the Angirases participate in sattras
that lead to the opening of the Vala cave. Against this identification is the fact that they are
credited here with fashioning Indra’s vajra; this is not otherwise a deed of the Angirases, as far as
I know — and in fact no other pl. entities perform this action that I know of.

X.92.8: Ge and Re interpr. sirah as nom. sg. to sira- and subj. of riramat, Old (also Lub) instead
as gen. or abl. to svar-. Ge allows possibility of gen. in n. 8a; Gr seems not to register the form at



all. Scar (559) allows both interpr. I take it as gen. to svar-, with Indra the unnamed subj. Not
only does it immediately follow a vs. with that same form (sirah 7b), but the 2nd sg. subj. in the
parallel 1.121.13 tvam siro harito ramayah ... “you brought to a halt the tawny mares of the Sun”
clearly slots sirah into the gen. Cf. also siryasya haritah (V.29.5, etc.) with unambig. gen. In our
passage gen. sirah is somewhat inelegantly picked up by coreferential asya, but this can’t be
helped.

In ¢ my distribution of the ablatives and genitives in a chain of dependencies follows Scar
(559).

In d stanis good candidate for a general pres. reading of the injunc. (see KH 137).

X.92.9: For “show forth (praise)” for V dis see A. Nikolaev, “Showing Praise in Greek Choral
Lyric and Beyond” (AJP 133 [2012]: 543-72), where he argues persuasively that this is an IE
poetic idiom, found also in Greek, Latin, and possibly Hittite.

In the main clause in ab a dat. teébhyah needs to be supplied, parallel to rudriya, as
antecedent to yébhifh in c. The referents are of course the Maruts, the sons/associates of Rudra.
The adj. evayavabhih also picks them out exclusively: the pl. forms of the rare stem(s)
evayd(van)- only characterize the Maruts, and see also the curiously formed evaya-marut- in the
refrain of V.87 (1-9); see also V.41.16.

The adj. s7vah here implicitly modifies Rudra — the only such occurrence in the RV,
though it is used of other gods. The exclusive application of this adj. to Rudra and its transfer
from epithet to god’s name are post-RVic developments.

With Old I take divah as a gen. characterizing the Maruts (see his parallels), rather than
as an abl. specifying where Rudra is coming from (Ge, Re).

X.92.10: I take the point of this opaque vs. to be that because Brhaspati and his associates pass
their fame on to their progeny (ab), the primal priest can perform the next step (c) — leading to
the situation in d, where the gods and the Bhrgus, legendary fire-priests, think and perceive alike.
They are, as it were, on the same page because of the transfer of sacrificial know-how from the
gods to mortals (or semi-mortals). But I am by no means certain of this interpr. In any case note
the parallel verb froms in a dbharanta vi and ¢ vi dharayat, which suggest similar sequential
actions. HPS (B+1 55-57) has a rather different interpr., though also generally centered on the
primal priesthood.

With Old (and apparently HPS 55], in pada a I read dat. prajiyai against Pp. gen.
prajayah.

‘Fame’ (srdvas-) seems to have an extended meaning here — perhaps the
knowledge/actions they are famous for.

“Those akin to soma / having soma as their relative’ (somajamayah, a hapax) are
universally (Ge, Re, HPS) identified as the Angirases (Say. as the All Gods); I have nothing
better to offer, though the link between soma and the Angirases does not seem to me to be
strong. It is clearly the presence of Brhaspati that undergirds the identification.

The verb vi dharayat in c lacks an overt object. I supply srdavah from pada a; as just
indicated, I think the verbs signal sequential actions of the same type. Ge supplies “die Ordnung”
(presumably an underlying cognate acc. *dhdrma(ni)), though the passages he cites (n. 10c)
provide no support (and do not contain dhdrman-); Re “les arrangements diverses (du monde),”
without argument; HPS (55) “(die Welthilften).” All of these possibilities seem to me plucked
from thin air, and I prefer to stick with an object that can be supplied from context.



As indicated above, I think that d expresses the harmony of mind and perception between
gods and the mortal or semi-mortal Bhrgus, but it would help if I were surer what exactly the
Bhrgus are doing here. Their standard role is as primal installers of the ritual fire (e.g., 1.58.3,
I1.4.2, VI.15.2), but this signature action is not in evidence here. However, they do seem to be
associated with the Atharvan and the first institution of the sacrifice in ¢ and to share their
sacrificial skill with the gods.

On sdm cikitrire see comm. ad vs. 4.

X.92.11: This vs. presents us with the same syntactic problem as vs. 4: a first pada containing /47,
a long list of ill-assorted divinities in the nominative, and a single finite verb (arfire in d) that
lacks an accent. Once again most tr. take the vs. as a single sentence, despite the disharmony
between the particle /47 and the unaccented verb, and in this case the publ. tr. succumbed to the
same temptation. Unfortunately it is more difficult to impose internal structure than it was in vs.
4 (see comm. there). The vs. also seems an intrusion between 10 and 12, which both, however
obscurely, seem to concern priests and sacrifice. Because of the jumble of divine names and the
lack of any connection to the surrounding context, I am therefore more willing to assume that the
vs. is a haphazard assemblage of gods inserted into an All God hymn, where it would find a
natural home, and that syntactic niceties were not honored. The fact that the verb arhire is
morphologically anomalous — a perfect apparently without redupl. and medial to a root otherwise
active — contributes to the sense that the vs. was carelessly produced. On this verb form see Kii
(108); though he entertains the possibility that it might exhibit archaic reduplication, in the end
he favors an analysis as an ad hoc formation, possibly influenced by neighboring forms in -ire
(by which he presumably means cikitrire in 10d [/ 4c]). The presence of A7in pada a may result
from simple repetition of the opening of vs. 10 (z€ A7), which is reproduced at the beginning of
11. There is also a little formula #¢¢ A7 dyavaprthivi ... (1.160.1, X.64.14), which may have
contributed.

The b.v. bhiiri-retas- ‘having abundant semen’ occurs 3x in the RV, always modifying
dyavaprthivi. As Re implies by his parenthetical tr. “(divinités feminines),” the application of
this epithet to a grammatical feminine is a nice paradox.

The identity / application of cadturarigah ‘four-square’ is unclear: Gr implies that it
modifies ndrasamsah;, Say and Bergaigne in different ways apply it to fire (see Ge n. 11b), while
Ge himself expresses no opinion. Re claims that it’s Varuna, because he has the epithet carur-
anika- ‘four-faced’. However, this word occurs only once, in V.48.5, where it in fact
characterizes Agni (Varuna appears in a different pada), so that the Say. / Bergaigne intuition
seems closer to the mark. But in a list like this, the referent scarcely matters.

I tr. Rodast (contra Ge and Re: Heaven and Earth / the two Worlds) because of the accent
(rodasi, not rodasi) and because Heaven and Earth are already represented in this list. RodasT is
also the consort of the Maruts, who are adjacent to her here — but in a list of such chaos their
adjacency is almost an argument against!

X.92.12: A different priestly title, USij, appears here, identified with “us.” If, as I suggest ad vs.
11, this vs. should follow directly on 10, the transfer of priestly skill and knowledge has passed
from gods to legendary priestly figures (in vs. 10) to us of the present day. The utd opening this
vs. would signal this chaining with vs. 10, and the sy4d may suggest that the referent is current.
All the standard renderings take pada a with b and c, all loosely construed with the sg.
verb srnotu. By contrast I separate pada a as a nominal clause — for several reasons. For one



thing, b is identical to X.64.4d, which speaks against integrating our pada a into it, with Ahi
Budhnya identified as the kavi Moreover the adv. urviyadin pada a hints at internal structure. |
take the kavihito be Agni (as so often) and urviya as signaling an unexpressed verb. Cf. urviya vy
adyaut of Agni in 111.1.18, X.45.8; urviya vi paprathe of him in X.69.2. In the publ. tr. I supply
“is widely perceptible,” but, on the basis of those passages, “has shown widely” or “has spread
widely” is also possible. The gen. nah usijam marks Agni as our own sacrificial fire.

In the publ. tr. I take the call (Adviman-) in b to be Agni’s; I now think it’s quite possibly
that of us, the USij priests (so explicitly Re), since the USij priests are elsewhere associated with
the production of a sd@msa- ‘laud’, incl. in the related vs. I1.31.6 (see below); see comm. ad
I1.31.6. I suggest a marginally altered alternative “listen to (our) call.”

With most tr., I take the dual phrase in ¢ as an expansion of b, with Sun and Moon the
afterthought subjects of the 3rd ps. impv. srmotu in b, with number mismatch Alternatively the
pada could connect with d, which has a dual verb that fits the number of siryamasa better, but in
that case we would prefer a voc. Sun and Moon. (Of course, a simple erasure of the accent on -
masa would produce a voc.)

In d saminahusiis a problem. At least since Roth, the verse has been compared with
I1.31.6 and the opening of this pada compared with the phrase in 11.31.6d dhiya sam##, a phrase
that also occurs in X.40.1 (also pada-final) and pada-initial with non-shortened final vowel in
IX.74.7 #dhiya sami. Roth’s invocation of 11.31.6 is esp. apposite because the vs. contains other
elements found in our vs. (as he notes) — particularly the USij priests (a) and Ahi Budhnya (b). It
is therefore tempting (and, I think, correct) to read dhiya *sami nahusr ..., with word boundary
and accentuation of sdmij, tr. the first two words as “with visionary thought and ritual labor.” (In
the publ. tr. an asterisk should be inserted before “ritual labor.”) The alternative is to take sami-
nahustas a voc. dvandva “o Sami (and) Nahust” (so Ge and Re) — but though Nahus at least is a
PN elsewhere (though not Nahusi), Sami is not. Ge (n. 12d) suggests that it’s personified Ritual
Labor, but given the existence of the bipartite instr. formulaic phrase dhiya sami, this seems
unnec. and farfetched. What then to do with nahusi— if that’s the correct form (Roth emends to
ndhuso)? I would like to (and in fact do in the publ. tr.) interpret it as an elliptical dual dvandva
in the voc. to the stem ndhus-. The problem is the gender: we should expect masc. du. voc.
*nahusa. The only explanation I can offer for the -71s perseveration from samiin an unclear
context, which I realize is weak. (Ge and Re simply assume a name NahusT; I suppose this is
possible, but it simply multiplies elements and also assumes a feminine addressee, which is
unlikely if not impossible.) If, as I think, nahusiis an elliptical dual, what is the other member?
In the publ. tr. I suggest Manu, on the basis of X.80.6, where people born from Manu and Nahus
(manuso nahuso vi jatah) invoke Agni (cf. also X.99.7). Here they would be legendary
performers, who both engage in ritual activity (through their dhi- and sami-) and take cognizance
of the ritual of today.

The referent of accented asyd is not clear. ’'m now somewhat inclined to accept Ge’s
suggestion (Nachtr.. ad loc.) that it is the singer (sim. Re), who has not yet been mentioned in the
discourse. However, given the relatively frequency of expressions like 1.147.2 bodha me asyd
vdcasah “take heed of this speech of mine,” with gapping of the noun in, e.g., the refrain of I1.105
vittam me asyd ‘“‘take heed of this (speech) of mine,” it may instead be a reference to the
speech/poem itself.

X.92.13: In the first hemistich I take cardtham (a) as obj. of the inf. istdye (b) (“to seek our
movable goods™), despite their distance, because cardtha- in the acc. is generally used of



“moveable (goods)” = “livestock.” This is contrary to the Ge/Re interpr., both of whom take
cardtham and istdye as separate complements of prd ... avatu, with cardtha- an abstract meaning
something like “movement.” Although I recognize that the two words I construe together are far
apart, my interpr. avoids the problem that Ge/Re face: to supply something else as complement
of the inf. istdye (“dass wir rasch (zum Ziele) kommen”; “pour (faire réussir notre) quéte (de
biens)”).

The stem armdan- here has its original (?) meaning ‘breath’ (see EWA s.v.), appropriate to
its identification with Vata ‘Wind’, as is agreed by all standard tr.

Although the neut. of the comparative vasyah ordinarily means ‘better state’, the
machinery that Ge and (esp.) Re (“pour (qu’il nous obtienne) un (sort) meilleur” — a lot of words
to tr. one) require to employ that sense here makes me prefer my economical adverbial interpr.
“all the more.”

X.92.14: As is generally agreed, the main object of praise in this vs. is Agni, save for pada c,
where we find Aditi and the Wives (of the gods).

On adhiksit- see esp. Ge (n. 14) and Scar (94). Although I agree that this rt noun cmpd
belongs primarily to Vks7 ‘dwell’, I think there is some crossover with vV ksa ‘rule’ — hence my tr.
‘preside over’ (borrowed from Re), which splits the semantic difference. Although verb forms of
this lexeme sometimes just mean ‘dwell’ (I.126.1, 154.2), ‘preside over’ works better for
VIL.96.2 and VII1.40.2, 41.9.

On anarvanam, see esp. comm. ad VIII.31.12 as well as other loci noted in the lexical
commentary. The problem is that this adj. several times modifies, or seems to modify, feminines
despite its masc. appearance. Although in these cases ad hoc fixes can be contrived by finding
(or inventing) a masc. for it to modify, the fact that there is a group of such passages strongly
suggests that the adjectives in each case are actually fem. On this passage esp., see JPB (Adityas
218-19), where he convincingly argues that acc. anarvdnam is built to a fem. *e-grade n-stem
like yosan- ‘young woman’, whose nom. pl. is yosanah. Our anarvanam would be the correct
acc. sg. to such a stem, next to nom. sg. fem. anarva (11.40.6, VI1.40.4).

dktoh is formally a genitive, and it is universally (incl. in the publ. tr.) taken as dependent
on yuvanam ... patimhere. However, the form is often used adverbially (“by night”), as in our
own 1b, and I think that usage is possible here.

nrmana(h) is most likely a nom. sg. (but see Old for other poss.) and is taken by most as
the name of the poet, while I (and Scar [94]) prefer to take it in its usual adjectuval sense (‘of
manly mind’). By either interpr. we must reckon with an unsignaled change in number from Ist
pl. grmimasiin b, either to 1st sg. or 3rd sg.,and must supply the appropriate verb (“I/he
hymn(s)”). With Scar, I prefer the first alt., because it involves changing only one grammatical
category (number), not two (number + person), but Ge and Re opt for 3rd sg.

On 4dha conjoining two nominals (here dditim and yuvanam ... patim), see JSK (DGRV
11.128-29).

X.92.15: On my interpr. of the meaning of V r7bh, see the various reff. listed in the lexical comm.

Both Ge and Re consider the piirvo argira(h) to be Brhaspati, but in the sg. drnigiras- is
almost always Agni, who is also the subject of the previous vs. (14) and so the default referent in
context. The identification with Brhaspati is vigorously disputed by HPS (B+I 38, 56), who
favors Agni or possibly Soma.



In c, because of the agency of the stones and because of the insistence on v (vihaya(h) ...
vicaksanah), | render vihaya abhavat as “became widely extended,” flg. Re’s “a pris toute son
extension” rather than my usual tr. of vihayas- as ‘of extensive power’. The point is surely that
when pounded by the stones, the soma plant and its juices spread out physically, just as its power
more extensive because it has been transformed into the deified ritual drink.

The final pada of this hymn is, as Re says, “finale mystérieuse.” Syntactically it must
consist of two nominal sentences of two words each. Ge (n. 15d) plausibly suggests that it has to
do with an animal sacrifice. As he points out, pathah ‘fold’ (as in ‘sheepfold’), ‘pen’ is
associated with the animal sacrifice in the horse sacrifice hymn (1.162.2) and in the Apri hymns,
where after being sacrificed the animal victim “goes to the pen of the gods” (atha devanam apy
etu pathah 11.3.9, et sim.) The second clause, svadhitir vananvati, is the positive equivalent of the
negative nd svadhitir vananvati in VIII.102.19 (as is generally remarked). In that context it
seemed simply to indicate that the speaker did not have firewood for kindling the ritual fire;
whether the axe here has more sinister associations (with the killing of the animal) isn’t clear.

X.93 All Gods

On the manifold difficulties in this hymn and the universal near-contempt for it (which
I’m afraid I share), see publ. intro. I will not engage with the numerous metrical problems, and
will scant many of the morphological and syntactic issues.

X.93.1: On the problematic mahi, see esp. Old, Ge (n. 1a).

The instr. pls. /ébhih ... ebhih most likely refer to the gods; see Ge (n. 1c).

The hapax sigs4ni is unclear. Ge takes it as a loc. inf. to V@ (flg. Gr), tr. “... schiitzet uns,
um iiberlegen zu sein” (cf. Keydana, /nf111: “damit wir gedeihen”). But can loc. infinitives
express purpose, and, if we are its subj. (most clearly in Keydana’s tr.), why do we need
protection? Re’s interpr. is quite similar (“pour que (nous soyons) gonflés (de biens)”), though he
analyses it as “une variante inorganique de susd” (whatever that means) rather than an inf. By
contrast, Th (see EWA s.v. siisd-) derives it from < *(p)si-sa = Y Aves. £5i-sa- winning cattle’.
Clever — but again, why would we need protection in those circumstances. I (tentatively) suggest
that the referent is the same as that of safyas- ‘one more powerful’, the person from whom we
needed protection in the preceding pada, and it’s a loc. absol. referring to circumstances (“when
he [=the more powerful one] is swollen with strength”). Ge suggests a similar alt. in his n. 1d.

X.93.2: This vs. is syntactically and morphologically well-behaved; not so its meter.

X.93.3: Although the default assumption would be that the two pada-initial gen. pl. #visvesam ...
#devanam should be construed together, esp. in an All God hymn, the parallel in VII1.46.16
visvesam irajydntam vasanam (pace Ge’s “nur zuféllig”) suggests a different configuration, with
visvesam dependent on the voc. irajyavah and devanam on var (as in the publ. tr). Very little is at
issue, however, if the two are taken together and construed with varas in Ge’s “Aller Gotter
Schutz is grossartig, ihr Gebieter.” I do not see how Re gets a voc. “o tous dieux” out of this gen.
phrase; he clearly thinks it’s coreferential with irajyavah, which he tr. “O vous qui commandez,”
but how?
Note the four occurrences of visva- (/visva-X') in the vs.



X.93.4: Pada b is identical with 1.79.3c. The referent of pdriymais unclear. It could be an epithet
of Varuna, but in 1.79.3 I take it as Wind on the basis of VII.40.6 (see comm. ad loc.). But here
the word needs to be evaluated in the context of the preceding hymn (X.92.5), which contains an
occurrence of pdrijma. As disc. in the comm. on that vs. above, I identify that occurrence with
Parjanya, but other referents have been suggested. Since it is found in a god list here, there’s
nothing that depends on a precise identification.

It is not clear whether the scope of the question particle kdd extends over all the gods
listed in the 2nd hemistich (Ge, Re) or only Rudra (publ. tr.) — nor is it clear why there is any
question about him/them. Perhaps Rudra is singled out because his nature is not completely
benevolent, as opposed to the others on the list; ¢ could be a parenthetical “Is Rudra praised of
men?” Such special treatment of Rudra may be supported by 7a below.

The form piisanah is of course surprising: formally it could be nom. pl. (so Re: “Pusan-et-
autres”), but is far more likely (so Old, citing Lanman; see Ge n. 4d) to be a nom. sg.,
backformed from the acc. pisianam; see esp. the matching expression pisdanam bhiagan#t in
X.125.2 cited by Old.

X.93.5-7: These three vss. begin utd no and appear to form a trca. All three also concern the
ASvins (at least by my interpr.).

X.93.5: Ge calls this a “fast unverstandlichen Str.,” and it has received a wide variety of interpr.
(see esp. Old’s multiple alternatives). I will primarily deal with my own, by no means certain,
account.

Let us begin with the voc. vrsanvasa. This fairly common form, always in the dual, is
overwhelmingly used of the ASvins. Given the ASvin theme of the following two vss, which are
linked to this one by their opening (see immed. above), that is surely the referent here, despite
the dual dvandva siryamasa that opens the next pada.

The two words in the middle of this 1st pada, naktam apam, give trouble. Ge’s interpr. (n.
5) is the most radical: noting that Apam Napat is found often (his term; the occurrences don’t
seem that numerous to me) in conjunction with Ahi Budhnya, he suggests emending ndkiam to
* naptam, yielding the acc. phrase * ndptam apam. The problem (or one of them) is that * naptam
is not the acc. to ndpat-, which is always (20x) napatam. Although it is true that nom. apam napat
is found in the preceding hymn (X.92.13), directly after a vs. containing Ahi Budhnya (X.92.12),
this does not seem sufficient reason to make a radical emendation yielding a non-existent form. I
take ndktam as an adverbial acc. ‘by night’, as so often, and supply its formulaic partner ‘by
day’, to match up with the Sun-and-Moon dvandva in b.

As for apam Old construes it with the voc. vrsanvasi, on what seem to me weak grounds.
Re, while not accepting Ge’s emendation, nonetheless sneaks in ndpat- in parentheses: “... la
Nuit, (le Fils) des eaux ...” Flg. Gr’s laconic indication, I take this gen. instead with sddanaya in
the next pada (so also Scar 29), though this connection is explicitly rejected by Old). For a
similar phrase, see apam sadhasthe (1.149.4, 11.4.2 = X.46.2, VI.52.15). The gen. apam may have
been moved from the immed. vicinity of its head noun to enable the phonetic figure sddanaya
sadhanya (/ ... sadi) inb (/c).

Now, what is the overall structure of the hemistich? Most interpr. supply a verb: “bring”
(Ge, JSK [DGRYV 1.426]) or “protect” (Old tentatively, Re), with Sun and Moon (+/- other acc.s)
as acc. obj. By contrast but with Scar (291), I take the hemistich as a nominal clause, with
siryamasa as subj. and sadhanya ‘joint guides’ predicated of them. There are problems with this:



first, it requires separating sadhanya here from forms like sadhanitva- (see comm. ad IV.1.9,
VI.51.3, also X.50.3), which I now take as deriv. from sa-dhdna- (flg. Scar), and maintaining the
root noun cmpd analysis sadha-ni- ‘leading jointly’; it also assumes a dat. (sadanaya) goal with
this cmpd, which is syntactically shaky; and it posits an unusual configuration: Sun and Moon
leading us to the seat of the waters. I am not certain what this refers to — but Agni is elsewhere
associated with the seat of the waters, and so perhaps this describes the daily ritual round as
defined by the alternation of Sun (day) and Moon (night).

The referent of esam is undetermined; it cannot be the waters, the only plural entity in the
Ist hemistich, because of gender mismatch. Old and Ge suggest the gods, which is a reasonable
default.

X.93.6: A relaxingly straightforward vs. The only real question is what is the referent of s4'in c.
The pada is identical to 1.149.1 (or, rather, is the dimeter version of a Viraj pada there). The
standard, and most likely, view of our pada is that the (or a) (mortal) whom the gods protect in
ab is the referent of s4 (Ge, Re, Bl [ad 1.149.1]), but in [.149.1 the referent is most likely Agni,
who is not excluded here.

X.93.7: The agglomeration of gods in this vs. becomes more random. The first puzzle is found in
pada a, where the A$vins are called on for mercy, “even though (czd) [they are] Rudras.” The
ASvins are called Rudras a number of other passages (e.g., 1.158.1, 11.41.7), as Ge points out (n.
7a), but without the deprecatory concessive of this passage. This (positive/neutral) identification
must be via the Maruts, who as Rudra’s sons are also called Rudras (pl.). The ASvins share the
midspace with the Maruts and on several occasions (e.g., VIII.22.1, 14) are called rudrd-vartani
‘following the course of the Rudras [=Maruts]’. Since the Rudra=AS$vins identification is
mediated through the positively viewed Maruts, thare are no bad associations. Here, by contrast,
the ambivalence about the ASvins as Rudras seems to connect with 4c, where I suggest there is
some question about whether Rudra is/should be praised, given his often hostile spirit and
behavior. See comm. above. With regard to this vs. one might note that Rudra is not known for
his mercy.

On rdthaspati- see comm. ad V.50.5.

The Earth-encircler (pdrijma) recurs from 4b (q.v.), as well as X.92.5.

The voc. visvavedasahin d is a semi-scrambling of visve devasahin b.

X.93.7-8: There is chaining between 7c¢ rbhiir vaja rbhuksanah and 8a rbhur rbhuksa rbhiih.

X.93.8: The standard tr. take fe [=Indra] in b as the antecedent of the rel. ydsya introducing cd.
Although this is the most straightforward analysis, I disfavor it because the clauses in cd seem to
characterize a ritual performer, not Indra. I therefore take b as a parenthetical interjection,
supplying an impv. “(let ... come),” with Ge and Re. The ydsya then is coreferential or parallel to
the gen. vidhathin pada a: “of the one who does honor (and) of whom ...”” In d the sacrifice and
its accoutrements of the present sacrificer are compared to those of the first sacrificer, Manu.

X.93.9: Another fairly hopeless vs., of which I’ve made what sense I can.

In pada a, with Old, Ge, and apparently Re, I take dhrayah as a negated neut. s-stem, next
to the them. adj. dhraya- (11x, not counting this one) ‘immoderate, unabashed’. This s-stem is
also probably found in IX.54.1 (q.v), though there it is usually taken as a nom. pl. m. to a hapax



stem ahri-. Here dahrayah would have to be a nom. sg. if to the them. adj.; it would then have to
modify the addressee, Savitar, and would deprive krdhi of an obj. As an s-stem deriv., it could be
either a noun ‘immoderation’ or a bahuvrihi adj., as Ge points out (n. 9a). (The occurrence in
IX.54.1 is an adj. modifying pdyas-.) In either case it is likely to reference n. radhas- ‘wealth,
largesse’, which is modified by dhraya- 5x (though in our passage Ge, Re, and JSK [DGRV
1.228] take it simply as the abstract ‘lack of shame’). As a minor alt. to the publ. tr.
“immoderation (of wealth)” with dhrayah as noun, we could have “immoderate (wealth)” with an
adjectival form. For the accent, cf. the b.v. dan-ggas- ‘without offense’.

In b the grammatical identity and function of sfuse are in question. Ge, Re (explicitly),
and JSK take it as a 3™ sg. passive ‘is/should be praised’ (or [JSK 229] possibly a “falsely
unaccented infinitive”). The subj. would be s4, but its referent is unclear: the consensus is that he
is one from among the (gen. pl.) maghonam ‘patrons’. I prefer to take stuse as the form it usually
is, one of the well-known group of -se 1st sg.s with “active” sense in the domain of praising
(grnise, etc.). See comm. ad 1.122.7-8, X.22.1.

The s could be one of the extremely rare RVic examples of the sa/fdm pronoun doubling
the 1st ps., rather than the far more common 2nd (see my 1992 [HS 105] “sa figé” article, esp.
pp- 217, 230-31). However, given that the function of ca in this pada is uncertain (see JSK 229)
and further that JSK (272 n. 110) lists this as one of only four passages in the RV containing the
sequence sd/td- ca), I suggest that instead of sa ca we read *sdca ‘along with, in company with’,
here to be construed with the gen. maghonam. See saca ... esam in 5c. The emendation is slight:
the erasure of the notional word boundary of course means nothing in the Samhita text, and since
the 2nd vowel precedes a cluster (st-), a redactional shortening would be easy and have no
metrical consequences. In the publ. tr. there should be an asterisk before “in company with.” A
*sdca here could parallel the sahd + u that opens the next pada (as saf0) and indeed give the u
there something to do. In fact, JSK (Part. &, 169 n. 3) classifies our saho among forms where the
existence of an u1s unlikely because it is found in a passage lacking a proper syntactic
environment for u; however, if it links sdca and sahd, it belongs with JSK’s zlinking a series of
adverbs (his Chap. 7) and the v has much better contextual support.

The second hemistich is fairly impenetrable; Ge says of his tr. (n. 9cd) “Nur
versuchsweise libersetzt.” My tr. rests on a double interpr. of the lexeme n7'V yu. On the one
hand, it can be used with the object ‘wealth’ (zdyim vel sim.) in the sense “hitch up wealth (like a
team)” — see VII.92.3 (niyudbhih ...) ni no rayim ... yuvasva “with your teams, hitch up wealth
for us” (sim. VIL.5.9, also VI1.40.2). On the other hand, 77V yu can mean ‘rein in, control’, as in
X.42.5, where “rivals” (s4trin) are the obj.; see also #d V yu, with the oppositional preverb to nz,
in the opposing sense ‘give free rein to’ (VI.57.6). Both the positive and the negative semantic
extensions of a7V yu start from the etymological figure niyitah niVyu ‘team/hitch up teams’, as
in VIL.91.5 niyuvana niyitah. My “Indra keeps hitching up (wealth) for these (patrons) of ours
and keeps hold of "the wheel of the domains" like a rein” represents both idioms. Unfortunately
in the “wealth” idiom the object has to be supplied; in my view the gen. pl. esam refers to the
patrons from b (so also Ge, n. 9¢) and is distinct from the gen. pl. carsaninam immed. flg. the
pada break. As for “the wheel of the domains” (carsaninam cakram) Ge (n. 9d) takes the wheel
as “das Symbol der Herrschaft,” as in later Indic. Although the first idiom is minimally
represented here, I find it difficult to render the whole hemistich without incorporating it.

X.93.10: Again with Ge (n. 9¢), I take esu as referring to the patrons; however, I do not consider
it coreferential with virésu as Ge and Re do, but as identifying two distinct groups. I also take



asmé not as another term in that series (like Re’s “en ces hommes-d’élite, en nous-mémes”), but
as defining the larger group in which the vird- are found. However, little rides on this distinction.

The position of uzdin d is somewhat disquieting. It conjoins the two bipartite datival
purpose NPs vijasya satdye (c) and raya ... turvane (d), but takes second position in the second
phrase, as if it were ca. JSK (DGRYV 1.301) simply says it “takes enclitic position within its
phrase,” which is a description, not an explanation. However, I don’t see any other way to
construe it, and in the context of this hymn it’s a minor issue. (On instr. 73ya see Old.)

X.93.11: The first hemistich lacks a verb. It’s possible to borrow pahi from c, as Re does. But I
prefer to supply a verb of motion, probably * yahi, rhyming with pahi — both because asmayii- is
several times found with this impv. (I.135.2 (2x), IX.14.8, 64.18; also (dual) VIL.74.4,
VIIL.26.14) and because kilcit santam “wherever it may be” invites a verb of motion.

Pada d can be (and has been) variously interpreted. The standard view (so Ge, Re) sees
meddtam as a 3rd sg. mid. impv. to a hapax 6th cl. pres. with anomalous full-grade root vocalism
(or else what should be a 1st cl. pres. with anomalous suffixal accent — see Ge’s n. 11d, where he
suggests meddtam is an error for * médatam), beside the ya-pres. médyati, which has a broader
attestation (on which see Kulikov, ya-pres. 599). By contrast, Old suggests that it’s a zz-abstract
and hesitates whether it belongs with medin- ‘pal’ (not his gloss!) or médas- ‘fat’, tr. “beschiitze
unser Genossentumswesen (unser fettes Gedeihen?) entsprechend unserm Weisheitswese.” The
nominal interpr. has been widely accepted; see EWA s.v. médas-, Lub. In -dya-Formations (142
n. 78) I accept Old’s interpr. and tr. “For (our) superiority do thou always protect our prosperity
with wisdom” (in both tr. the verb pahi of ¢ reapplies). In the publ. tr. I revert to the older view
of medadtam as a verb, but interpr. veddta as a nom. sg., not the instr. sg. others take it to be,
belonging to V' vid ‘find, acquire’ rather than V vid ‘know’. (Note that, like meddtam, veddtais a
hapax: the forms seem to have been created to mutually interact with each other.) My reversion
was in great part caused by the position of the 2nd abhistaye at the end of c (the first ending b).
This “final” dative seems to me to be rhetorical final, and a new clause should begin in d.
Nonetheless I have had partial second thoughts about positing a hapax pres. stem beside an
already existent one, and so I now suggest as alt. the tr. cited above from my -dya-book (with
“dominance” substituted for “superiority”).

X.93.12: Another challenging vs. Its opening, efdm me stomam, echoes that of the previous vs.
(11a), etam samsam. This parallelism was not, regrettably, signaled in the publ. tr.

The rest of the hemistich is disputed. Ge (n. 12a, fld. without remark by Re) takes tana as
a nom. sg. fem., which in the phrase tana ... sirye, is the Daughter of the Sun (equivalent to sire
duhita, acdg. to him). This seems extraordinarily bold, in fact reckless. There exists no fana
‘daughter’ (or other such female figure); sirye has no claim to a genitive interpr., unlike sire;
and the Daughter of the Sun has no obvious role in this vs. (though Ge claims she has a
relationship to poetry). There has to be a better way, although I admit that mine has its share of
awkwardness. I take the simile fand na sirye as an unusually constructed comparandum to the
b.v. dyutad-yaman- ‘whose course is dazzling’. I take tana as the instr. of the rt noun tin-
‘extension’. Although the instr. sg. of this stem generally has root accent (#ina) and an adverbial
sense (“in full measure,” “at length,” etc.), I suggest that the form here retains the expected
ending accent because it has the full nominal sense “by stretching.” In this reading, sirye is the
goal, and the point is that as the praise-song is sent towards heaven, its trajectory is as bright as a
sunbeam or a flame of the fire reaching aloft.



The subj. of vavrdhantais unexpressed. Because this vs. contains the poet’s praise of his
own composition (in my view) and because it provides the transition to the danastuti, I suggest it
is the patrons, who have been gestured to in recent vss. (9-10) and return (in 13, as well as 14—
15). They “strengthen” the poet’s praise hymn by their material gifts to him.

Despite the two simile particles (n2d ¢, 7va d), the 2nd hemistich must be a single simile, as
Old points out. samvdnana- is generally (and surely correctly) understood as a piece of horse or
wagon tackle; its literal sense, ‘harmonizer, conciliator’, is probably euphemistic for something
that keeps horses under control.

X.93.13: With Ge (see n. 13ab), fld. by Re (Old’s speculations seem off the mark), I take the
unidentified gen. pl.s yésam and esam as referring to the patrons and the unidentified nom. sg. f.
(on the basis of the f. adj. yukti and hiranyayi) as the Daksina. This vs. thus introduces the
danastuti, which becomes more explicit in the flg. vs. Both vavdrta and yukta suggest that the
Daksina here is conceived of as a chariot or wagon.

It is the second hemistich that provides the problems in this vs. It consists of two (or
possibly one: see comm. ad 12cd) similes, to which the fem. entity in the 1st hemistich is
presumably compared, but everything else is up for grabs. See the despairing flounderings of
Old, Ge (n. 13cd), and Re, to which I have nothing particularly useful to add. The general
impression I get from the two similes is that the feminine subj. of ab is being deliberately
compared (and thus contrasted) with hypermasc., aggressive, and successful entities, esp. in ¢
with paumsya ‘manly, masculine’. As with paimsyaniin 1.169.6 1 take this as referring to manly
forces, i.e., troops. Here the ending -4 can be either a fem. sg. or the short neut. pl. On nemd-
dhiti-, here in the loc. as in its other 3 occurrences, see comm. ad 1.72.4. It is used of battle arrays
drawn up against the enemy. In other words, the Daksina of ab seems to be compared to troops in
a state of combat readiness — I have no idea why.

The sense of d is even harder to fathom because the b.v. vistd-anta- is multiply
ambiguous and the morphological identity and meaning of v7#Aa are disputed. As for the former,
vistd- can of course be the ppl. either of V vis ‘enter’ or V vis ‘toil, accomplish’. Gr takes it to
Vvis, glosses ‘hindurchgehende Enden habend’, and applies it to an axle, presumably qualifying
the chariot that is the hidden metaphor in ab. This doesn’t get us very far, esp. since it leaves
vitha dangling. Old tries out several possibilities but doesn’t settle on one. Ge refuses to tr. My
rendering is closest to Re’s (for the whole pada) “semblable a des choses accomplies de bon
gré,” but I think both of our interpr. rest on a dubious cross-linguistic slippage: the assumption
that ‘end’ (dnfa-) can also mean ‘goal’. Nonetheless this is reflected in the publ. tr. “whose ends
have been accomplished’ (with viszd- from V vis). However dubiously achieved, this interpr.
makes more sense than introducing an axle, and it fits fairly well with c, in comparing the
Daksina to something successful. It also allows vizha to have its usual adverbial sense ‘at will’,
rather than taking it (with Say. and Ge; see Ge’s n. 13cd) as a separate fem. noun, which Ge
renders as “Schopfrad” (whatever that may be).

Thus, piece by piece the 2nd hemistich can be tentatively teased out, but the point of the
two similes still escapes me.

X.93.14: The first hemistich consists of a list of patrons’ names in the loc., summed up by
maghdvatsu. This stem first appeared in gen. pl. maghonam in 8d; in between the patrons have
been regularly alluded to, but not overtly identified. The reappearance of maghavan(t)- here
almost defines a ring.



The syntax of cd is problematic. It should consist of a rel. cl. introduced by yé picked up
by a main cl containing the referent of yé€, namely esam (both referring to the patrons) (see the
similar configuration in 13ab). The problem (or one of them) is that the “main” clause in which
esam finds itself has an accented verb, visrdvi. The various treatments attempt various
makeshifts. In mine, I supply a transitive verb of motion in the rel. cl. (“send”), because
yuktvaya ‘having yoked’ assumes a subsequent journey, as does patha (if it belongs in this
clause), and asmayu also favors a verb of motion (see comm. ad 11).

As I just implied, I am inclined to breach the pada boundary (not much of a problem in
this metrical messy hymn) and include patha in the rel. cl., though it could belong to my second
clause (... widely famed along the path”).

I take the subj. of visrdvito be the Daksina (so also Re): for the patrons the point of all
this giving is for it to be noisily celebrated by the poet-recipient. What I would like is for this to
be a straightforward main clause: “of them (the Daksina) is widely famed.” But no such luck in
this hymn. Barring an emendation to * v/ sravi, this little clause must also be subordinate. I have
adopted the trick used by Ge and Re and made it an unsignaled purpose clause, on no better basis
than desperation.

X.94 Pressing Stones
On the supposed authorship of “the snake Arbuda Kadraveya” see Ge’s headnote.

X.94.1: Note the four verb forms of V vadin the 1st hemistich, with their initial va’s reinforced
by vayam and vicam (and indeed /gra/va/bhyo]). The addressees of the 2nd pl. vadatain b are
presumably the priests (so also Ge), while those of bAdrathain d are the stones.

On the meaning of s/oka- see comm. ad [.51.12.

X.94.2: 1 take satdvat sahdsravat as indicating that the (limited number of) stones make as much
noise as hundreds and thousands of them -- not that they speak in a hundred or thousand different
ways (as it is generally interpr.) or a hundred or thousand separate utterances. The emphasis in
this hymn is on how much noise they make.

As Ge points out (n. 2b), they have golden mouths because they are stained with the
golden soma.

Note hemistich-final asdbhih (b) / asata (d).

Pada c is almost identical to I11.60.3 (Rbhus), with s@mibhih there substituting for our
gravanah. Though they are rendered differently in the publ. tr. (IIL.60.3 [JPB] “... by applying
themselves to their labors, ritually acting well by good ritual action”), the divergence seems
justified by the lack of agreement on the 2nd word in the pada.

The Hotar in d is surely Agni (as so often). The point is that even before the oblation is
poured into the ritual fire, the stones have tasted it because they are pressing it.

X.94.3—4: The repeated phrase dvidann ana madhu (3a, 4b) could also be rendered with an
aoristic immediate past “they have found,” which would fit with the generally presential context.
The sense and/or function of adverbial andis difficult to determine. It occurs four times
(counting this duplicate phrase only once): here, IV.30.3, VIII.21.13, 47.6. In none of these
passages (incl. the phrase here) does “in this way / because of this” fit particularly well (despite
the publ. tr. here). In this passage the stones do not find the honey because they speak; rather the
reverse: their speaking (in both 3 and 4) signals that they have found the honey. I now think that



ana means something like ‘evidently, clearly’, deriving ultimately from by this’ (=previous
action) the actuality of the current action/state can be inferred. I would now alter the tr. to
“evidently they have found the honey.” That is, we hear them and figure they must have found it.
For the other passages see comm. ad locc.

X.94.3: In the sequence vadanti dvidann the two verbs have a quasi-palindromic relationship.

In later Vedic, nyirikha- (and associated denom. forms) refers to a particular alteration in
the recitation of the Hotar, whereby an o s substituted for the 2" yowel of each hemistich (see,
e.g., Re’s Vocabulaire du rituel védique s.v.). This is the only attestation of this lexeme in early
Vedic, and it is hard to imagine that the exact later technical sense is meant here (though see G.
Thompson’s tr. [unpubl. handout, Leiden Vedic Workshop, 2002] “they chant ‘O’ over the well-
cooked delicacy”). Given the content of the 2" hemistich as well as the obj. of the verb here

“cooked flesh”), the context seems to involve powerful animals devouring meat. Since later
nytrkha- has to do with sound, our ny drikhayante should express some sort of vocalization
appropriate to such a scene. I’ve chosen ‘growl’ (like dogs [vel sim.] jealously guarding their
piece of meat), but I wish I knew why this oddly formed, very precise technical term was
imported into this context. (Perhaps o as a mid back vowel sounds most like threatening animal
noises from the throat?) Re seems (rightly) not to have taken his own definition of the ritual term
into account in Hymnes spéculatifs, where he tr. “mordent en grondant” (bite while growling:
why use one verb when two will do?); Ge “schlampfen” (slurp), Gr “gierig brummen oder
grunzen” (roar or grunt greedily).

It is noteworthy that soma, or rather the soma plant, is conceived of as cooked (pakva-)
flesh; pakva- can’t have its other sense, ‘ripe’, because amis-is unambiguously an animal
product (‘raw flesh’), not a vegetable one. Ch. Malamoud in his Cuire le monde (1989) claimed
that every Vedic sacrifice involves the offering of cooked food, but he had to make soma a
special case, since it is not cooked in any conventional sense. In my review of the 1996 English
tr. of this collection (Hist. of Religions 39 [2000]: 384—86), I drew attention to this problem. But
as it turns out, at least on the basis of this passage we were both wrong about soma: soma does
count as “cooked” to the ritualists themselves, presumably because of the elaborate nature of its
preparation. And this makes Malamoud righter about the larger principle than I was willing to
allow at the time.

The “branch of the reddish tree” (vrksdsya sakham arunasya) must again be the soma
stalk, but this time in more natural guise as a member of the vegetable kingdom.

In IX.79.4 the stones gnaw (bapsati) the soma, as here. The part. bdpsat- modifies a dog
in VIL.55.2, which might support my conjecture that dogs are growling over meat in pada b. In
fact, nothing forbids taking c with b rather than d.

On siabharva- see EWA s.v. BHARV, with lit.

X.94.4: The participles krosantah (b) and aghosdyantah (d) are partial rhymes, and aghosdyantah
picks up ghosamin 1d.

Note the repetition of dvidann ana madhu here. On this phrase and esp. and see comm. ad
vss. 3—4 above, where I suggest an altered tr. for both occurrences of the phrase. Here the
shrieking to Indra signals that they have found the honey.

Contrary to standard gr. and tr., I take samrdabhyanot as a gerund but as a gerundive
(pausal form samrabhyah) because of the instr. case of the agent svdsrbhih. Although in later
Sanskrit gerunds can take instr. agents, the conditions for this are clear: the matrix clause in



which the gerund is found is passive (see, e.g., Speyer, Skt. Syn. p. 297, Wh Gr. §994c), and
anartisul “they have danced,” though intrans., is not passive. Moreover, it’s not clear to me that
the instr. agent with a passive matrix clause is found at all in Vedic: a quick look through
Delbriick (AIS) and Speijer (Ved. u. sansk. Syn.) didn’t turn up any; Wh. (§994c¢) only provides
Classical examples; Macdonell (VGS pp. 332—-33) doesn’t mention this usage.

X.94.5: The first hemistich compares the stones to two very different animals: the eagle because
their noise soars upward; the antelope because of their trampling of the plant on the ground. The
root accent of k7sna- identifies it as the animal (the black antelope) as opposed to the suffixally
accented color term Arsna- ‘black’.

Phonetic figure, n'yari ni yantiin c.

On neut. singular puri see comm. ad V.33.4. As I say there, all of the supposed
occurrences of this form can be otherwise interpr. (as neut. pls.) — except for this one: it is
difficult to find any other function for it here except as a modifier of réfah. In this late hymn, the
fact that both -z and -7 can be used for neut. plural may have allowed a nonce spread of -7 to the
singular, where -u s the only regular form. I also wonder if the immed. flg. 7~ had anything to do
with it — as if though a degenimation and compensatory lengthening of *-ur r-, though it’s hard to
see how this would have come about.

In d sdrya-svitah could be either nom.(/acc.) pl. or abl./gen. sg. Both have their
advocates: Old favors nom. pl.; Scar (560) allows either; most others (incl. the publ. tr.) prefer
the sg., though even there there is disagreement about whether it’s gen. or abl. (the latter, acdg.
to the publ. tr.). I favor the sg. because the source of the semen should be indicated.

X.94.6: I don’t understand the usage of samayamuh. Act. forms of the fairly rare lexeme sam/ a
V yam are otherwise transitive, in the meaning ‘hold fast (reins, vel sim.), guide’, but this form
appears to have no obj. I take it as absolutive or reflexive ‘hold (themselves?) fast’, despite the
act. voice. It’s also possible that dhurah ‘chariot poles’ is the obj. not only of part. bibhratah but
also of this verb.

X.94.7: Both Ge and Re (Hymnes spec.) refuse to tr. ddsavani-, a failure that seems over-
scrupulous. The simplex avdni- means ‘stream’ or ‘streambed’; from the latter one can generalize
to ‘course, track’. Gr renders the cmpd “zehn Bahnen durchlaufend.” Although the following
four b.v.s with ddsa- refer to particular pieces of horse tackle (also ddsayantra-in 8a), it would
not be surprising for the first in the series to refer to something more general, namely the track
that the harnessed stones (/horses) will follow. The “ten” of course refers to the fingers in all
instances.

X.94.8: Apropos adhinam, for 4V dhaused of hitching up horses see VI1.34.4.

It’s a bit of a challenge to distribute the five gen. sg.s in cd: sutdsya somyasya andhaso,
amsoh ... prathamadsya. I have grouped the three in ¢ and the two in d together, with the latter
two dependent on the former three. On the distinction between dndhas- and amsi- see comm. ad
IV.1.19. The problem is the “first” — and as Ge points out (n. 8d), it would better if it modified
piyisam ‘beestings’, i.e., first milk — as in 11.13.1 amsoh piyisam prathamam, our variant shows
a displaced modifier, of the “cold glass of milk” (for *“glass of cold milk™) type. It should be
“the first beestings of the pressed somyan stalk of the plant.”



X.94.9: On my view of V nims (contra Goto, etc.) see comm. ad VII1.43.10. Although it might
seem odd to assert that the pressing stones “kiss” the two horses of Indra, as Ge points out (n. 9a)
Indra’s horses are given the soma dregs, the pressed-out soma-plants, as fodder. “Diese fressen
also Mund an Mund mit den Steinen” — an appropriate image of kissing.

Ge (n. 9b) calls b a Slesa: the stones sit on the cow(hide), as milkers sit by a cow.

X.94.10: The vrsayate that ends the previous vs. is picked up by the first word of this vs.: v7s3,
which is predicated of amsuih ‘plant’.

There is also a referent shift, which is not entirely clear in the publ. tr. Indra was the 3rd
ps. subj. of the previous hemistich (9cd), and we might expect that the “your / you™ of vs. 10
refers to Indra, with the very common switch from 3rd to 2nd ps. However, all the 2nd ps. forms
in 10 (4 finite verbs, plus enclitic vaf) are plural and must refer to the pressing stones, which
were also in the 3rd ps. in the previous vs. This identification is made clear only in 10d by the
voc. gravanah.

It’s worth noting (though I don’t know quite what to do with this observation) the
concentration of 2nd pl. act. endings enlarged by -na: risathana (a), sthana (b and c).

I’m not sure why the stones need to be reassured that they won’t be harmed. Perhaps the
point is that their plant is a powerful bull and can therefore protect them. The similar reassurance
in VII.33.4, given to the Vasisthas, rests on the protective power of Indra.

The problem in the 2nd hemistich is rarvatyéva — starting with the grammatical identity
of the form. Gr sets up a stem rarvatyd- “Reichtum,” to which this would be the neut. pl., an
analysis fld by Caland-Henry and Delbriick, acdg. to Old. The only other such vrddhi form in the
RV is masc. raivata-in V.60,4, to which this could, alternatively (and I think correctly), be a
fem. raivati-. Both Ge and Re accept the fem. interpr. (Ge: “die Tochter eines Reichen”; Re
[Hymnes spéc] as a plural: “comme les filles du Riche”), but they both seem to take it as a nom.,
without indicating how they arrive at their grammatical identifications. (Ge’s n. 10c on possible
irregular sandhi just throws more sand into the gears.) I am fully sympathetic to this tactic,
because a nom. works better in contect, but feel that I must agree with Old that it is most likely
instr. (raivatyd). The masc. vrddhi form in V.60.4ab throws some light on our passage, in that it
establishes a marital wooing context: vard ivéd raivataso hiranyair, abhr ... tanvah pipisre “Just
like wealthy wooers, with golden (ornaments) they have emblazoned their bodies.” The referents
are the Maruts, compared to richly ornamented suitors; later in the same vs. (d) they put “marks
of greatness” (mahamsi) on their bodies — cf. our mahasa. In V.60.4 the raivant- are the wooers
come to seek a bride. In our passage the rarvati belongs presumably to the other side of the
negotiations: the daughter of a rich man (per Ge, Re) on offer to a suitor or suitors. This casts the
pressing stones in the role of the father (/male relatives) of this girl, who pleases the suitor by
bestowing his daughter who comes with a rich dowry. The well-pleased suitor is not overtly
present in the main clause, but must be supplied as antecedent to ydsyain d — or such is my
interpr. Re (fld. by Don.) takes the referent of ydsya to be the rich man; Ge seems to take ydsya
as standing for yad (“wann”) with the gen. expressing an indefinite (“an de Opfer jemandes”).

As for the ceremony the stones have enjoyed, this may refer to pada b, where the stones
are well-fed and satiated.

X.94.11: Ge couches the first hemistich in the 3rd ps. (... sind die Steine”), presumably because
of accented ddrayah, which cannot be voc; he then switches to 2nd ps. (“... seid ihr”) because of
2nd pl. pres. sthain c. Re (fld. by Don.) simply uses the 3rd ps. throughout, ignoring the stha.



Because the stones are insistently addressed in the 2nd ps. throughout the immediately preceding
vs. and this 2nd ps. is again overt in our pada c, I take it all as 2nd ps. I see no problem with a
nom. ddrayah in a 2nd ps. context.

The pair trdili atrdilasah have been variously interpr. Because the only difference
between the two is the privative 4 (and consequent accent shift), I think these refer neutrally to
different shaped stones, both of which types are equally good at the work required.

X.94.12: Acdg. to Ge (nn. 12a, 12cd), the first hemistich concerns the (stony) mountains,
conceptualized as the fathers of their miniature versions, the pressing stones, while the second
half of the verse returns to the pressing stones. The publ. tr. accepts this interpr., but I now think
that pada c is an ambiguous transition, which can be applied both to the mountains and the
stones. The reason for the identification of mountains and stones is pretty clear. The willed
immobility of the mountains is implicitly contrasted with the dynamism of the pressing stones.
Since we are nearing the end of the hymn, when the stones will be unhitched and return to
immobility, the mountains provide a sort of grand model for this state.

As I just said, pada c seems applicable to both mountains and stones: ajuryad- ‘unaging,
undecaying’ in fact fits the mountains better than the stones. Both mountains and stones can be
“companioins of the golden (soma)” — the mountains because soma famously grows in the
mountains, the stones because they press the plant (see their “golden mouths” Adritebhir asabhih
in 2d).

The next word, haridrava(h), is glossed by Gr “den gelben Rossen nachrennend,” but the
standard interpr. now (e.g., Old, Ge, Re, Don, Scar [295 and n. 845], EWA s.v. [though with a
diff. botanical ident.]) is that this refers to the Haridru tree (Adina cordifolia), a tree with yellow-
colored wood and yellow flowers (per internet), much used later in Ayurveda. Why either
mountains or stones would be compared to this tree isn’t clear to me, but the Aari- of course
carries it a long way.

Pada d definitely applies to the stones. The use of the redupl. aor. asusravuh ‘made listen’
with an acc. of the listener and an instr. of the sound reprises the same construction, with
different verb aghosdyantah, in 4b.

X.94.13: The locc. vimocane yaman, adjacent across the pada boundary, must be contrastive: “on
their unhitching and/or on their course.” Given that rhetorical structure and given that adjaspach)
doesn’t work well as a simile, I have interpr. 7va as a sort of hypercorrection for *va ‘or’. Since
1va sometimes needs to be read *va in late RV (including nearby X.97.10), the poet thinks va can
be optionally realized as 7va. The verbal complex va gha is fairly common in the RV (I1.161.8,
162.8; 111.28,2; V.85.8 [=X.139.5]; VIII.12.16, 21.17, 44.23, 47.15; X.61.18), while I find 7va
gha (as 1va ghéd) only in VIII.43.3. The publ. tr., complete with asterisk, reflects this
emendation. I am concerned about the location of the phrase, which should be in 2nd position;
however, this is a problem also if we read 7va, since ghis overwhelmingly a 2"-position (or
after v, etc., a modified 2"-position) particle. (Ge [n. 13b] is also disturbed by the particle
placement.)

On afjas-pa- see comm. ad X.92.2. Here the point is that the stones have the first direct
contact with the soma; they do not drink an already prepared beverage.

upabdibhih is repeated from 4d.

The standard tr. effectively take vdpantah as belonging only to the simile (despite the
position of 7va after bijam); that is, the simile is “like grain-producers scattering seed.” But it



seems as if this action should correspond to something performed by the stones as well — in other
words, it should express the shared characteristic. I therefore take bijam as a pun, to be construed
with both simile and frame. In the simile it is grain-seed, but in the simile it is (metaphorical)
semen. For bija- as semen, see, e.g., X.85.37 (the wedding hymn) yasyam bijam manusya
vapanti “in whom [=the bride] men scatter their seed.” As for the metaphor, see 5d purii réto
dadhire “they [=stones] have themselves produced much semen.” That “semen” is of course the
liquid pressed out from the plant, but it can be configured as the semen of the stones themselves,
which in our vs. is then reinfused into the soma (pr7icdnti somam). This idea is then restated in
another image in the post-caesura portion of d: the stones do not make the soma smaller by
eating it.

Gr analyzes dhan'yakit- as dhan'ya- + akit-, but this is impossible, since root noun cmpds
can have as prior member a nominal or a preverb, but not both. (See disc. in my 2020 “isudhya-"
[Fs. Lamberterie]: 486 with n. 5.) Better, with Scar. (74-75), to take dhanya- as a collective pl. or
as. metrical lengthening in the cadence.

X.94.14: The stones are unhitched and return to their desacralized inanimate state as mere stones.
The vs. has several puns that have not been previously recognized.

vacam akrata is found also in 5a; nonetheless I tr. them slightly differently, prefering
‘speech’ in 5 and ‘voice’ here. (There is of course no difference in the Skt.)

As Re points out (EVP XVI ad loc.), soma is funna- by the pressing stone in 1X.67.19-20
— hence the simile here in b.

In ¢ vi ... muficareprises vimocane in 13a.

The pf. part. susuvisah is taken by the standard tr. as gen. sg., referring to the priest who
has produced the manisam (‘inspired thought’). But it can equally well be acc. pl. m., referring to
the stones, and I think both are meant. This double interpr. entails a double interpr. of v7 ...
muficd. with the stones as obj. it means ‘unhitch’ (or horses; see, e.g., V.53.7), but with the
thought as obj. it means rather ‘release (into the world), set free’.

In V.53.7 viVmucis followed immed. by vi'V vrt, as here. In that passage it seems to
refer to turning aside from the road to rest, after unhitching. That sense works here as well.

The last pada has been various interpr., esp. because the sense of cayamanah is not agreed
upon. On this participle, see comm. ad VII.18.8. In our passage I find Ge’s interpr. the most
compelling: that it is intrans./pass. ‘appearing (as), being perceived (as)’, indicating that the
dynamic protagonists of our hymn are now just seen as inert stones. But I also think cayamanah
is a pun: it could also be interpr. as ca dyamanah, that is, with a negated mid. part. to the root
aorist of Vyam (see act. samdyamuh in 6a), ‘not being harnessed (anymore)’. The ca would of
course be oddly placed, but I would not be surprised at such a manipulation to enable the pun.



