R

. N
gatgt  fafomEr gty )
aq a1 @A wgMr gewd  fgen |
iy s garar  ffenfaang o o
qq: Sgeeaedl  feeen gfear |
91 gveq #glRd  auwd  Hfqaan 1 2L 0l
ae  wemare  gfa:  gEdf |
e @l gQEEgsad R 1l
; 3 99 aivafaay |
agarafud fau: SEra wEg gl i3
faa sar |
araq fgma‘t% IR O |
gEaq WaEd 4 I e | e )
Y 91 |
sfa  MAqdaiwmAEme  fgetan: |
gyl I geErd @ 3 qW a’g )
g d W 4 S e e |
- gpmta [ afw fefa @ &gk
foege  sgdfa & o e |
Fold 3 FAIE gmata @@t 0 e
meRGgalaEs & fasaen |
famen 2 fod ad Q aifa gt afasg 1 e )
gaqE  imgd e gfee: |
gt X3 4 qemafa afgan e
sar W gfagerq e anfeq e 3
wiaq wfd G AdTE i)
spuafd & R srogafa @ gm0 0
g siferragTml ArAgee? ArdEaTAERR gsasfan-

AASETTA: N Y N

o. —a) A1 waiat (—watai). —d) &2 ofmfgany (—>ofrarfiing
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irheri: are possibilities that such idea was not utilized in practice
in spite of Konark erotics. Thus Tantricism was definitely of a

sober variety in the Sun-cult of early medieval and medieval
periods.

—_—

in a personal communication. Even this discovery will
qot compensate for the ahsence of an image of Saura-
Sakti in Tantric pose.

VALIDITY OF THE PURANIC VIEW ABOUT THE
NATURE OF VEDIC RECENSIONS

By
RAM SHANKAR BHATTACHARYA

Samasramin’s assertions regarding the faulty character of Puranic
view

While discussing the nature of Vedic recensions (sakhas) ths
celebrated Vedic scholar Satyavrata Samasramin has asserted that
the Puranic account of Vedic recensions (veda-§akha-vibhaga)! is
untrustworthy on account of the following reasons?(Vide Aitareya-
locanam, pp. 119-126) :

(i) From some Puranic passages (Bhagavata-p. 12. 6. 54.60;
Visnu-p. 3.4. 16-25) it appears that a sakha is a portion of a Veda
(vedamsa). As the Bhagavata-purana is divided into twelve
skandhas and each skandha into many adhyayas, so the one Veda
has been divided into four parts (i. e. the four Vedas) and each
part into sub divisions (called §akhas). As the readings and conten-
ts of each adhyaya of the Bhagavata-p. are different from those of
other adhyayas, so the mantras and conients of each §akha are

1. Though ‘sakha’ means ‘a sainhita along with its brah-
mcn’ (q;qm@umwf;qqﬁ airar, Medhatithi on Manu

2. 165) yet here the word stands for the samhita only.
The Puranas speak of Sakhas as ‘digami faseqsr’
(Visnu-p. 3.6.15). Cp. the expression wfganig (Visnu-p.

* 3.6.3) in connection with $akhas. The expressions
gaqmatgy and gdsgruryaE used in the Mimarsa philo-

sophy also show that the word 3akha may well refer to
to the samhita only.

2. Following statements of Samasramin are worth noticing :
aRd qruEind  wErfaeeTd Seear defage  wrgleiag
(p. 122); gearg  qafors: sramidY  wenfoaafasg: (p. 124);
& T g faegueTEday: a@d arereerd A fag e
#a (p. 126).
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different from those of other §akhas of a Veda. Thus it follows
that as the reading of one chapter of a skandha of the Bhagavata-p
does not mean the reading of a whole skandha, so the reading of
one sakha of a Veda does not mean the reading of one whole Veda.
All this is against the established view of Vedic tradition. That
sakhas of a Veda are not different portions may be known from
Anukramani of Saunaka which says that trost of the mantras in
the Sakala and the Baskala #akha (of the Rgveda) are the same
though the order of the mantras is different in- a-few places. A
perusal of the extant §akhas of each of the four Vedas would show
that the sakhas cannot be regarded as different portions of a Veda.

(ii) The Puranic authors were not well-informed of Vedic
matters. " That is why the well-known Sahkhayani éakha has not
been mentioned in the Visnu and th¢ Bhagavata Purdna.

(iii) Since according to the Puranas all the §akhas of a Veda
constitute the Veda (Sakhas being the portions of a Veda), the
study of a Veda would mean, ‘to study all the §akhas of a Veda’—
an act which is highly impossible. This is against the Manusmrti,
which enjoins that a person should study the entire Veda (krtsna
veda) (2.165). (A period of 12 years is given for this study by
Manu 3.1 and other Dharmasdastra works).

(iv) The assertion of the Kiirma-p. (Purva.51) that Vyasa
alone composed all the recensions of the Vedas (like the composi-
tion of the eighteen Puranas) is not accepted by the Vedic tradi-

tion.8 (The verses quoted by Samasramin occur in the Ven. ed. of
the Karma-p. 1.52. 19-20). I

Validity of Puranic authors’ views about Vedic matters

Before showing the validity of the Puranic views about the
nature of Vedic recensions, we want to submit that there are strong
grounds to believe that Puranic authors were intimately acquainted

with Vedic matters. ‘Following examples may be considered in
this connection : '

3. Tthasalso been stated by Samasramin that the wrong
view about the nature’ of Vedic s2khas found in the
Sanskrit dictionary Vacaspatyam (qrer §&%2ar:) and in
the Bengali Visvakosa by Nagendra Nath Basu is due to
the mistaken idea of the Puranas thata. §akha isa

deafaalamiy aam (p. 122).
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(i) While describing vows, worship etc. the Puranas quote a
large number of Vedic mantras and mention the names of many
sitktas, anuvakas, adhyayas of the Vedas. All of these mantras etc.
are found to occur in the Vedic works* (some however occur in the
Suitra works).5

(ii) Puranic descriptions of the sacrifices (along with the
mention of stomas etc.) are found to follow the Sutra works.

(iii) Definitions and characteristics of the three kinds of
mantras and of the brahmana are found to be based on the authori-
tative works of Vedic tradition.®

(iv) The Puranas often speak of many views (concerning
dharma etc.) and remark that they are held by the Vedas. Almost
all of such views are found in the Vedic works."

(v) The Puranas contain many tales or stories (zkhyana etc.)
which are said to be based on the Vedas. All of these stories are
found to occur in the Vedas. It is however needless to say that
these tales in the Puranas are in more Or less exaggerated forms
since the Vedic matter was augmented by adding new materials to
serve the purpose of the Puranic authors.

That the Puranas contain such pieces of information about the
éakhas as show the trustworthiness of Puranic views about the
nature of Vedic §akhn is proved by the following facts :

4. In my qRyvreasfavas qrad F1 @ e (Ch. 1L

sec. 3 and 5) it is shown that suktas, anuvikas, samans

etc. mentioned in the Puranas do occur in Vedic works.
* In a separate monograph we shall show that mantras

quoted in the Puranas also occur in the Vedic works.

5. There are however. corrupt readings in the printed edi-
tions of the Puranas on account of which it becomes
sometimes difficult to identify them or to trace them in

Vedic works. As for example S'iva-p. 5.51.47 mentions
staergers which must be corrected to A (= Tfg).
6. See qUUNAARIATAF FrANY FT AHIAHS e, Ch. I, sec
2-3.
7. Ibid. Ch. IV, Sec. 5.
10
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(i) The total number of §akhas of each Veda as given in the
Puranas is found to be the same as stated in various authoritative
works.8

(ii) The names of a large number of §akhas as given in the
Puranas are also found in the works belonging to Vedic tradition.

~ (iii) Epithets of #akhakaras as given in the Puranas are
found to be corroborated by the works belonging to Vedic
tradition.®

Non-Puranic character of $akhavibhaga

It is to be known that the subject of Vedic §akha does not fall
under any of the fivel® or tenl? characteristics of the Puranas. It
is not included even in the materials called gkhyana, upikhyana,

gatha and kalpasuddhi (or kalpajokti),1? which were incorporated
in the Purana afterwards.

This shows that §akhavibhaga does not bear the character of
those subjects that are naturally suited to the works of Puranic
nature. It can be observed that the enumeration of sakhas is neither

8. Ibid. Ch. III, Sec. 1.

9. As for example the Puranas inform us that the Sakhakara
akapini was the author of a work on Nirukta (Vayu-p.
60. 65; Visnu-p. 3.4.33; Brahmanda-p. 1.35.3)—a fact
mentroned in the works like Yaska’s Nirukta 4.3).
Similaxly the epithet padavittama is given to the sakha-
kara Sakalya in Vayu-p. (60.53) and Brahmanda-p-
(1.35.1). That Sakalya was the author of the padapatha
of the Rgveda is an established fact (See Nirukta 6.28).

10. Sarga, pratnsarga vamsa, manvantara and vamsyanu-
carita or vamsanucarita. For the elucidation of these,

see the article murﬁq in Purana Vol. I, No. 2.

11. Sarga, visarga, vrtti, raksa, antaras, vamsa, varméanu-
carita, sarmstha, hetu and apasraya (Bhag. 12.7.9). Bhag.
2.1(;.1 c%ntains a similar view. See also Br. Vai.
4.131.6-1

12 sremmeErEaETaty: serfaf |

Q(IUIHIEEN KD T{T"ﬂqia-’zll(?{. 1l
(Visnu-p. 3.6.16, Vayu-p. 60.21; Brahmanda-p. 1.34.21).

see MY QRN TS ari F1 gt aedaE; i,
p- 21.
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useful (as it serves no secular purpose like the varisa-lists in the
Puranas) nor attractive to those authors of the Puranas who were vo-
taries of different sects. That is why the section on éakhavibhaga is
found only in a few Puranas, namely the Bhagavata (12. 6-7), the
Vayu (Ch. 60-61), the Brahmanda (1.34-35) and Visnu (3.4-6). The
Agni contains a very brief account (271.1-10) and the Kirma (1.52)
simply mentions the number of §akhas of each of the four Vedas
without giving the names of the sakhakaras.

Thus it follows that the Puranic authors received the material
of Vedic #akha from the teachers of Vedic tradition and included
it in the Purana with a view to glorifying Vyasa and his tradition.
It is this purpose that prompted Puranic authors to include this
subject. It is remarkable to note in this connection that Vyasa’s
connection with the division of the Vedas and their recensions is
not mentioned in the work of Vedic tradition, namely Nirukta,
Brhaddevata, Anukramani etc.

It can thus be reasonably inferred that many meaningful
expressions found in the Puranic chapters on $ikhavibhaga are
likely to be found in ancient works. A perusal of the works of
Vedic tradition lend strong support to our assumption.

Nature of Vedic $akhas as conceived by Puranic authors

Though the Puranic authors, while referring to a Veda and
its recensions, use the world ‘tree’ and ‘branches’8 respectively,’
giving rise to the wrong idea that sakhas are the different portions
ofa Veda (as found in the work of Samasramin), yet there isa
clear Puranic passage that removes the wrong idea by showing the
true nature of Vedic recensions. The passage reads as under :

.
gatear fg =gemar: gatsdarefartasn
TR GAAT daarEr o aar 0t

13.  3ag faewan famfosafa @ (Bhag. 2.7.36); dagam o st
gE: guagq - - - (Vayu-p. 1.45); =% JeqQ @t gt
detserfizg:  (Bhag. 1.3.21); dzRd  arfedismeq (Bhag.
1.4.23); q-aﬁaaﬂ: anan: (Visnu-p. 3.5.1; Agni-p. 150.27);
etc.. -

14.  As this verse occurs in the same section in which the divi-
sion of the Vedas has been described it may be taken to
be of utmost importance.
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TH Jomgeeeiattag  faEd ke
gAUEISIE A CALEC R

Jeordagal g @em gaafed NeR
wfd:  wdw e gfeRE
TR AT FTEuaedd: 1R

[Vayu-p. 61.59; Brahmanda-p. 1.35.67 with the corrupt read-
ing gomaan: for qerpan]-

The verse says that all the four recensions of the original
Puranasamhita composed by the disciples of Vyasa had four sec-
tions (padas) each.2® They had the same subject matter and their
difference lay in the difference of readings and not in the difference

of contents as is found in the Vedic recensions. dfgar  wwAe AT dgeed spatat |

amTE s arad gl mfamEtg 1tk
(Vayu-p. 58.10-13)..

TR Feaqetg  AaiEg  faEhed )

GRS gy 7 U

The expression Fazwat a9 a9t is highly significant. Iz undoubt-
edly shows that the §akhas of aVeda are not the different portions
of the Veda, each having its own subject but are the variations of
a Vedic text.

Character of composition of the recensions T T . \ - gﬁam&z |
S EIUIEIRIEE TEn g 113
dfeat FELA €S AR |
araran dzarsa gefr 3 .fag afag ug3

(Brahmz‘mda-p. 1.31.11-13).

It is gratifying to note that besides the above-quoted general
statement disclosing the real nature of Vedic recensions, there are
such Puranic passages as vividly describe the process of composi-
tion of these recensions. From these passages it appears that the
difference in recensions consists in the difference of accent, letters
etc. as well as in the difference in the order of mantras, suktas etc.
The difference of purpose and similar other factors are said to be
the causes of such changes.

T JmageEeatEg e )
GRiciter-C I 1 A LEC S H
wfved: gwar P ghefdn
S CIELIERIGH EFTaui fauaa: 1|

These Puranic passages!® assert that one single Veda was
divided into four by the sage Vedavyasa in the Dvapara yuga and
further declare that these Vedas were variously arranged by the

gfgar & AT HEERET @Al |

awren dpanid gfiefied: qa% 9o
(Linga-p. 1.39.57-59).

TR AoagER | wafag e il

deqidmgat eI graarfay |
wfd:  gEa frad gl uyy

15. See Vayu-p. 61.57-61 and Brahmanda-p. 1.35. 63-69 for
some details of these Purana-samhitas. See also Visnu-p.
3.6.17-19, Agni-p. 271.11-12 and Bhagavata-p. 12.7.5

16. T g qgd g T g |

SEERIERRECC I (R graRfeag 1o
FoiFEQEl g sFTEd gmafay |
w=fagd:  qader feeed gfeefra: u e

d§ g wgufead: @wwataeEd: |
gar  wIEgaw  sfgareddgiafn 0gl

AR FFareaa g feef: Fafaaatag
(Matsya-p. 144.10-13a).

eI TR aTa: At faaad: |
dfeqr  HUATAEAT  SEAR qRATERT ey

g dpamdd gfedd: Fafacafeq
(Kiurma-p. 1.29.43-46a; the cr. ed reads Jar fqa+3 in
verse 44 and gATAR §FATeAd in verse 46a).
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sons of the sages by changing the accent and letters and also by
arranging the mantras and brahmanas in various ways. Thus
samhitas of each Veda were prepared, which were mostly similar,
though in some places there were differences in them.

Though the readings of theses passages are corrupt in many
places, yet the sense is sufficiently clear. The words afgf?qqq T -
ArgroTigeaTe, qrATaT and §xqr and  the use of the roots g (Rrard)
and T + &1 ("ga=) are of utmost importance in- determmg the
nature of composition of Vedic recensions. These Puranic passages
evidently falsify the view of Samasramin. It may be noted in
passing that a comparision of the Puranic view as presented in
these verses with Samasramin’s own view about the nature of Vedic
sakha'" would show that both the views agree in all essential
points—a fact which cannot be denied.

Significance of the words vrksa and $3kh3 in conmection with
$akha-vibhaga

Now a question presents itself. If the Puranic authors are
considered to be aware of the fact that the §akhas of a Veda are
not different portions of the Veda, what is the relevanee of using
the words ‘tree’ and ‘branches’ at the time of referring to a Veda
and its recensions ? Is a branch not a portion of a tree ?

We reply that the use of these two words is to be taken not
literally but in a figurative sense. The significance of a simile is to
be determined according to the intention of the author, or to the
nature of the context or circumstances. Since the Puranic authors
were aware of the real nature of Vedic §akhas (as shown above),

the simile is to be interpreted in a way that is in consonance with
this nature.

According to us the purpose of using the simile is to show
(i) similarity and (ii) gradual appearance. To be explicit: As
branches of a tree are similar to one another in many respects, so
the recensions of a Veda are similar in their verbal form and con-

17.  Frodg-Rais-safemiattfn A= AHH A nfeiar  wReT:
- qISHETH  EqE:, ad TF UHE da0 qgeal age: dfgarn
sfafe (Al Alo. p. 124).
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tents. = Again, as a branch comes out from another similar branch,
so the §akha of a teacher becomes the source of other similar §akhas
composed by his disciples afterwards.?®

Thus it is clear that Samasramin has misunderstood. the
significance of the simile of ‘tree and its branches’. Consequeatly
his contention that ‘as all the branches are the component parts of
a tree and as each branch is different from other branches, so all
the recensions of a Veda are, according to the Puranas, different
portions of one and the same Veda’ becomes baseless.

If a §akha is regarded as a Veda (according to. Vedic tradi-
tion) then what is to be conceived as the tree (branches presuppose
the existence of a tree) ? Puranic authors seem to think that the
samhita of each Veda, composed by Vyasa, isto be regarded as
the (original) tree, since all later samhitas (sakhas) are based on it.
We may further add that whenever a sakha gives rise to another
$akha (i. e. whenever the disciples of a sakhakara sage compose
new works on the basis of the §akha taught by their S$akhakara-
teacher) the original $akh@ must be regarded either as a tree (in a
secondary sense) or as a main branch. Puranic authors came to
know of this fact and accordingly they used such words as anu$akha
pratifakha, carana, etc. to show the position occupied by a §akha
in connection with others (see Visnu-p. 3.4.18; 3.4.25; 3.11.15;
Bhag. 12.6.52 etc). The original import of these terms remains to,
be determined.

A study of the relevant works reveal that the conception of
tree is Puranic in character, since it is not to be found in the works
of Vedic treating, which use the words §akha, bhcda and the like'?
subjects.

18. Cp. ar.laz;—‘f F5: ®womey (Mahabhasya 2.4.3.). It shows
that the Katha §akha is based on the Kalapa sakha and
as such the former is mostly similar to the latter. Some
teachers of Vedic tradition expressly declare that the
$akha of Sakalya was the source of five §akhas composed
by his disciples.

19. Sabara says eIy dTer T (on MS. 2.4.17).
Similarly Kumarila used the word dgae (uHey a<g-
oed qgaEEgeag) on M. S. 2.4.17. These show the
validity of the Puranic conception of & EEchiy in connection
with zmyET.
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Reasons for the non-mention of $akhas

Now the objection (raised by Samasramin) that ‘the well-
known Sankhayana $akha of the Rgveda has not been mentioned in
the sakha sections of the Bhagavata and Visnu Puranas—a point
which shows the invalidity of the Puranic account of Vedic
$akhas’—remains to be solved. We may further add that this sakha
has not been mentioned in the longer lists of &§akhas given in
the Vayu and Brahmanda Pur@nas.

Before stating the reasons for the non-mention we want to say
that until critical editions of these Puranas, especially of the Vayu
and Brahmanda Purana, are prepared, nothing can be said defini-
tely regarding the non-mention of a particular sakha.

Even if we accept that the Sankhayam $akha has not been
mentioned in these four Puranas, the reason for this non-mention

is not difficult to conceive. It seems that the Puranic authors did .

not mention it deliberately as they considered it to be a work not
belonging to the tradition of Krsnadvaipayana Vyasa.?® The
Puranic authors may be wrong in their supposition, but it cannot
be denied that the non-mention is not due to the ignorance of the
Puranic authors but to some definite notion.2!

The Agni-p. in its brief account of §akhavibhaga has mentio-
ned the Sankhayana §akha (272.2). (Samasramin has also referred

20. Cp. the Puranic assertion that Vedas were divided many
times by Vyasas in former ages (manvantaras) (Lihga-p.
I. 7; Brahmanda-p. I. 35 and Vispu-p. III. 3) and that
the Sakhavibhaga in all ages is sama, similar (Visnu-p.
3.6.32; Vayu-p. 61.74; Brahmanda-p. 1.35.84). This
may be taken to mean that the Puranic authors came to
know of such §akhas as were not connected with the tra-
dition of Krsnadvaipayana Vyasa.

21. That our assumption, namely ‘Puranic authors did not
mention those §akhas in their lists of sakhakaras which
were not connected with the tradition of Krsna-dvaipayana
Vyasa’, is not baseless may be proved from the non-
mention of the Svetadvatara $akha in these lists. The sage
Svetasvatara is said to have lived in the Svayambhuva
manvantara (i.e. he lived long before Krsnadvaipayana
Vyasa); see Kurma-p. 1.14.23-50; Saura-p. 27.12-28.
(The Puranic description of this sage is sectarian in
character).
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to this Agni-p. passage on p. 132). It is connected with the tradi-
tion with Vyasa. This may prove that the Puranic lists of
Sakhakaras as found in the aforesaid four Puranas are not exhaus-
tive. These should not be taken as absolutely correct.

The Kiirma view about the authorship of Vyasa

It is true that according to Karma-p. 1.52. 19.20 (quoted as
from the Chap. 51 by Samasramin) Vyasa is said to compose all
the recensions of the four Vedas. According to us the Kirma-
view is to be taken in a figurative sense. The purpose of this
statement seems to glorify Krsnadvaipayana Vyasa, the first author
of the four-fold division of the Veda (in this manvantara), on the
basis of which the sakhas of each Veda were composed by the sages
belonging to his school. At the time of glorifying a great persona-
lity such figurative sentences are usually used by the Puranas; see
Visnu-p. 3.2.56 in which Vyasa is said to be the author of the
sakhas. The purpose of this verse is to glorify Visnu, who appears in
the form of Vyasa. These secondary statements were taken after-
wards as valid and later authors of the Puranas attributed the
authorship of sakhas to Krsna-dvaipayana Vyasa; Vide Skanda-p.

Purusottama 46.11 (qreragesaig 578 ara=y afq:).22

Questions arising from Puranic statements

In conclusion I want to submit that there arise some intricate
questions from the Puranic statements regarding the division of the
Veda and the composition of §akhas that require to be solved, Only
two problems are given here by way of sample :

(1) The words %=, asw,, araq and sag, used in connection
with the composition of the four Vedas, must mean the four kinds
of mantras as the context shows. That the first three are the three
kinds of mantras is well known (vide Mimanisa-siitra 2.1.35-37).

——

22, Similar figurative statements are found regarding Pura-
nic literature also. Though the Puranic authors
were aware that one Purana-samhita was composed
by Vyasa and that several versions or redactions
were prepared by his disciples, yet such statements
in the Puranas are not wanting as declare that all
the eighteen Puranas were composed by Krsnadvai-
payana Vyasa. S

11
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Atharvan is not regarded as a kind of mantra like the rc etc. What
is the characteristic of the mantras of the Atharvan ?

(2) According to the Puranas Vyasa composed the four
Vedic samhitas by compiling the mantras only and he taught them
to his four disciples. The Puranic view is valid so far as the Rk-
samhita is concerned. In the Sukla-yajuh-samhitas there are a
good number of mantras of the rc type. A few mantras of the
Yajus type are found in the Atharva-samhita also, Were these
mantras incorporated in later times to fulfil some purpose ?

BOOK-REVIEW

Vimarsacintamani (in Sanskrit)—By Padmabhusana Pt.
Baladeva Upadhyaya; Publisher : Sarada Samasthana, 37 B,
Ravindra Puri, Varanasi-5; pages 385; price Rs. 80/-.

The book under review is a collection of essays (arranged in
eight groups) on a variety of subjects concerning the field of

Indian Culture and Sanskrit. The work is marked not only by
much fresh information about a large number of authors and their

works but also by new presentation of old facts. The treatment is
descriptive, historical and critical and the language is lucid, grace-
ful and easily understandable. The author, in most cases, has
spared no pains in gathering the least bit of information. He has
proved that compositions in Sanskrit can be made successfully even
while treating a subject through the process of modern research.

Some of the important topics dealt with in the book are :
Lives of Krsna and Sayana; scientific basis of the views of Vedanta;
Tantriki kala; connection of the Bhojpuri language with the Maha-
bhasya; glory of Sanskrit; discussions on a few works, namely
Vakyapadiya, Parasika-prakasa(a grammar of the Persian language
in Sanskrit); Brhatsarhhita and its commentator, Hayata, a work
on Arabian jyotisa, Bhakticandrika, Bhaktiratnavali, Kavyalan-
kara (of Bhamaha), Vaamayarnava (a lexicon), Naginanda; a
detailed survey of Sanskrit works of various schools composed in
Varanasi; informative reviews of a considerable number of books;
memoirs of two savants, namely M M. Gopinatha Kaviraja and
M. M. Ramavatara Sarman. v

Often the book makes a pleasant and illuminating reading by
informing the readers that kerosine oil is called Parasika taila
(p. 219), that Kalidasa was called Galidasa in the Mongolian
language (p. 39); that a library is called pustakasrama in Cambodia
(p- 225). :

We thank the author for his careful effort in using the correct
forms of a few words, as e. g. he has used the correct form sfifgy
instead of the incorrect form sHYfqw that is frequently used by
modern scholars of Sanskrit. In a few places we however differ



