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ously); book 78, dateable somewhat later, but sill in the carly centuries
.Gz most of books 16 and 11-12, which he hesiates (o date; and the
“Jain" stories of Rsabha and Bharata from book 5, chapters 115 which he
feels can be placed in the 9th century GE3! In arrving at the latter date,
Hudson is persuaded by Jaini's (1977) correlation of the Bhagavata's hereti-
cal King Arhat with the Rastakifa king Amoghavarsa 1, who ruled in
Karnataka in the 9th century. Arhat, of course, is simply a generic term for
a Jain saint, but Jaini argucs that this docs not preclude the possibility that
might refer to a real Jain king. He searches Jain sources for a possible it
with the Bhdgavata's king Arhat vithin the range of dates that have been
accepted for the text, which he accepis at face value—namly, between the
tenth and eleventh centuries C.E. Given these constraints, he finds Amog-
havarsa 10 be the best fit. Since it i this very date that is under reconsider-
ation, the Arhat corrclation with Amoghatarsa I becomes circular, and
“omes under question (o the extent that the consensus gentium about the
date for the text itself comes under question.

| submit that this consensus may not be tenable, and offer the following
additional considerations in this regard. First, 1 support Hudson’s call for a
Sanskritist to detcrmine whther the Vedic archaisms in the text cluster in
what he regards as its two carly layers. I share his sense of the importance of
further rigorous linguistic investigation of these Vedic aits, but, as the
matter stands at present, the extensive analyses by Biswas (1968), as well as
{he work undertaken by Meier (1939), indicate that these archaisms are
attered consistently through the text, including book 5, chapters 1-15. If
e accept the archaisms as genuine Vedicisms, as Hudson is inclined (o do,
rightly in my opinion, then how to explain their presence in book 5 if the
Iatter were indeed written in the 9th century C.E.2 In addition o this, if, as
per Hudson's schema, the entirety of the Bhagauata as we now have it was
not written down in its present final form until the 9th century C.E., we
would have to suppose that, during its process of development, it was being
handed down orally from the time of the compilation of its corc in the 8th
century BCE, since there is no evidence that carlier, more truncated ver-
sions of the text corresponding (o the earlier core had ever been commit-
ted 10 writing, This means that for almost tuwo millennia, there is no evidence
{hat the text achicved a written form. While this is by no means unprece-
dented in the Indic context, most of the other primary Puranas scemed ©
have atained written form by the Gupta period. Why would the Bhagavata
have been an exception in the Puranic genre, especially given that its sub-
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fect matter was far more popular than that of the other PurinasIn the
Yater period, after all, the Bhdgauata inspircd 81 Sanskrit commenaric
where most other Purinas have none, and others only one or two. The only
sy escape from this quandary is (0 suppose that hypothetica earier .
‘e segments were lost, but that scems highly unlikely given the populariy
of the Krsna storics. Moreover, a number of Puranas contain lists of cigh-
teen Puranas, and thesc include the Bhigavata; so the other Purinas them.
selves bear testimony to 2 Bhagavata prior to the 9th century GE, and J
apparently mean a written text when they do so.

T am not questioning Hudson's proposal that the Bhagavata contains y-
ers, but I suggest that a 9th century C.E. date for the final version of the ]
text calls for reconsideration, particularly given the circularity of Jainis
rationale for arriving at such a late date in the first place. From the various
data discussed in this paper, it scems to me that Hudson's work on the
Vaikun(ha Perumal Temple argues for an carlier ferminus ante quem for the
Bhagavata in its final form. Tn this, it joins with the still unexplined and
ubiquitous prescnce of the Vedic archaisms throughout the text and the
fact that the Bhagavata’s list of the past-Mahabharata war king dynastes ends
before the Guptas. The latter, as I have noted, has been one of the ratio-
nales utilized o situate the other major Purinas in the Gupta period. Inmy.
view, while the case is by no means closed, all thesc indications pointin the
dircction of the Gupta period as the latest probable date at which the final,
complete version of the Bhdgavata Purdna could have been writien, and o
the North of the subcontinent as a possible, perhaps probable, locus of it
composition.

Endnotes

1. There is abundant evidence for this: there are differences in language between
different sections of the text; some of the stories in the texts are manifesty lteand
deal with incidents occurring in later historical time, some of th 5
i ifferent and sometimes inconsistent doctrines sometimes coexist in the e
Purana; sometimes the same story is repeated in different places in
and the very fact that many Puranas refer to eighteen Puranas indicates that

references must have been inserted after the eighteen Puranas had already bee

divided

2. Golebrooke (n.d.) was one of the first 1 articulate this auitude, which:
underpins most commonly accepted dates for the Puranas: “Among works,
authors of which are unknown, and which, therefore, as usual, are
attached to some celebrated name, many contain undisguised evidence
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more modern date. Such arc those parts of the Puranas in which the prophet.

ick syle is assumed, because they relate o events posterior (o the age of the per.
. sons who are speakers in the dialoguc® (46). Sce Rocher (1986) for an cn

view of opinions in this regard for individual Puranas, and for the P,

ver-
uranas as a
 genre.
' 3. In India, according 1o Durgashanker Shastri, the Bopadeva theory was promoted
. by the influential Dayananda Sarasvad since his mission, the Arya Samj, was “ever
indined (o discard the Purayic authority” (129). The Arya Samaj rejected Epic and
+ Puranic narratives as the aceretions of a later, degenerate age, and advocated a
L retwrn 1 the supposed pristine monotheism of the Vedic texts. Much of this type of
discourse was obviously derived from early Orientalism.
4. Moreover, Bopadeva himself states at the end of his commentary on the
Muktaphala, that e had produced three works to elucidate the Bhagavata, and
l that he had read the latter twenty times before composing these books.
" Morcover, he extols the Bhagavata, and its author, the sage Vyasa,
5, Vasudeva is another name for Krsna.
6. Sharma, to the approval of Hazra (1983), notes that Rimanuja does, in
quote the Bhdgavatain the Vedanta Tattva Sira. However, Ramanuja's authorship of
this text has been disputed. Durgashanker Shastri (1941) argues that a predecessor
of Ramanuja, in the 10th century, quotes from the Bhdgavata in i
" and his predec
| (athough this verse is absent from the southern recensions of this text). Shastri
feels that there are striking resemblences with Saitkara’s thought in the 9th century,
. and that therefore the author of the Bhagavata knew Saikara, but that since
Ramanuja and another important Vaispava theologian, Nimbarka, both ignore the

| thesacred sitc of Sriraiigam
 place are available from the 10th century onwards, and opts for a date in the first
Half of the 9th century C.E. Shastsi also finds reason to suppose that the text refers
10 the dlashes between Jains and Buddbists, and the rise o power of the Saivites
(although none of these occurrences are by any means explicit in the text); the for-
mer ook place in the 7th century C.E., and the latter in the 6th.
7. Amamath Ray (1934), for example, argues that the Bhdgavata does not show any
awareness of Sankara’s anirvacaniya doctrine, and thus is pre-Sankara. Sainkara had
10 account for the relationship between may, illusion, and brahman, the absolute
tauth, in order 10 avoid the charges that either maya was a part of brahman, which
would mean that frahiman was subject 1o illusion—a contradiction to the definition
of balman—or it was a separate entity, which would mean that ultimate reality con-
tained a duality—a contradiction 1o his radically non-dualistic system. Sankara's
fesponse was that the relationship was anirvacaniya, “inexpressible.” Ray then argues
that the text is post-Gaudapida, because it does seem to know Gaudapada's ajtava-
dadoctrine. The ajatavada is a doctrine of non-origination, considered to have
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been adapted by Gaudapada from Buddhism. Hazra (1938) dismissed Ray's per-
ccived similarities between the Bhigavata and Gaudapada since the ideas in ques-
tion were common and could just as well have been borrowed by the Bhagavata
from sources used by Gaudapada.
8. Jawahar Lal Sharma also opts for a preSankara origin, arguing that the vyiha
doctrine known 1o Saiikara was that of the Bhagavata rather than of the Pai-
caratras. The vyihas are the quadruple manifestations of Narayana (Visou) in the
forms of Vasudeva, Saitkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, each of which has cos-
mological functions. The Pancaratras are a sect mentioned in the Narayaniya sec-
tion of abhi ized by a theology featuring the vyithas.
9. Vaidya also argued that the text postdated Saikara in the ninth century, on the
Juesionable grounds that he was pivotal @ the overthrow of Buddhism. (In fact
akara does not devote excessive attention 1o Buddhist philosophy in his com-
mentaries.) Vaidya finds some other equally unconvincing grounds to hold that it
is postSaiikara, the primary one being that the Kapila who founded the Saikhya
system is an incarnation of Vispu in the Bhigavata, while Saikara holds the incar-
nation Kapila o be different from the founder of Sankhya. However, Sharma and
other scholars pointed out that there have long been two types of Saikhyas, one
theistic and one not, so Saitkara and the Bhagavata could have drawn on different
sources with no bearing on the relative chronology between Saitkara and the text.
10. The same objections can be raised against another Bhagavata reference (1.3.1)
noted in the Uttara Gita (Upadhyaya, 1965; J. Sharma, 1978). This reference
appears in the colophon of one or wo manuscripts of the Utara Gitd, and thus is
open 1o the same charge of possibly being inserted in a later redaction.
11. Along the same lines, Sharma noted that the Maghara commentary, which is
regarded as the original of the Gaudapada commentary on the Sankya Karikas of
Tévara Krsna, quotes two verses from the Bhagavata (but without noting their
source). Since this text was translated into Chinese by Paramartha between 557-
569 C.E., the original must have predated this date. But, here 100, Sharma himself
acknowledged that the Bhagauata verses occurring in the Mathara commentary do
not y appear in Paramartha's Chi ions, leaving open the possibil-
ity that they, 100, could have been the interpolation of a later hand (although he
adds that Paramartha was not strictly literal or faithful in his translation).
12. Hazra considered the text to have been composed shortly after the Vignu
Purina, which he places in the 4th century B.C.E
13. Diksitar argued that the Bhigavata Purina was composed after the Vasudeva-
Saitkarsaa cult had disappeared, and when the Vasudeva cult was fully formed,
namely during the Gupta period. He also pointed to the prominence given .
Varaha, the boar incamation, in both the Bhagavata and the Gupta dynasty ().
Diksitar specifically opposed the views of R. G. Bhandarkar and Pargiter. Pargiter
(1962), who wrote extensively on the Puranic king lists, felt that the Bhigavata
“probably belongs 1o the 8th or even 9th century” (xxyii), without outlining his
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L e Sl of the king lists, Pargiter proposcd that,
along € Vignu, it dresy its material from the Bhavisya Purina, retaining some
ol e 0 veses, ot mosdy condensing the matera nto new S
influential Indologist Bhandarkar drew attention 0 the assumed reference in the
1th book of the Bhigavata, o the Alvars whom he placed in the 5th or 6th century
G (and who wil be discused below). H considered tha the sy of th exts
often looks modern, and that it made mistakes in copying from other Puranas. He
therefore felt that the text cannot be earlier than a couple of centuries before
Madhva, who wrote a commentary.
14. See Tadapauikar (1930) for full detail
15. The Harivaniia i certainly prior o the 5th century C.E., when an inscription,
discussed later, mentions the Mahabharata of 100,000 verses, which would indicate
the epc ata du when kincdd the Flaroila e supplement. The date of the
Harivariia i © a great extent predicated on the fact that the text mentions the.
e
the common era (Jackson, 1908; Keith, 1915; Bhattacharya, 1956; Ingall, 1965
Mirashi, 1975). Needless (o say, the inclusion of this term could have been a later
insertion and thus not reflective of the textas a whole.
16. Dikshitar (1931), argued that the Vignu Pardna must pre-date the Tamil
Manimekhalai, which is dated in the 2nd centur and refers o “one versed in
the Vaisnava Purana;” Hazra (1987) believed the Visnu Purana pre-dated the
Iarivariia, since the latier included a number of episodes not found in the for-
er, and it contains more elaborate versions of a number of
with the Visnu Purina.
17. she

e stories it shares

iefs that the Bhagavata was the product of the hand of Bopadeva in
y, and that the Visnu Purdna was t© be dated to around 1045 C.E.
on the logic that it must postdate the various king lineages contained in it, are no
longer tenable, as was his belief that the Harivarisa was indisputably later than
these other wo texts.

8. Panini (4.3.110111),
dramaturg

the 13th cent

circa the 4th century B.CE., mentions two works on

19, Traditional sources refer to cighteen Upapuranas, supplementary Purdnas,
which are not included in the category of principal Puranas, or Mahapuranas,
and are generally considered later and of lesser authority than the latter.
20. See Sanyal (1969) for the references to the participants in this del
the centuries.
211 am grateful 10 Ekkehard Lorenz TR
22, The gayatri mantrais a sacred and
Iy ot e i

A kalpa, or eon, is a period of time corresponding 10 one day of Brahma.
|rh day of Brahma, in turn, corresponds 14 Manvantaras, or lifetimes of th
Manu lawgivers. These each consist of 71 caturyugas. A caturyuga is 4,320,000

ate over

tra (o the sun god recited silent-
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human years.
24. The word dhimahi means ‘may we meditate’ and racsdayit means “may e
deity) inspire.”

irya Sabhita is @ text connected with the black school of the Yy
Veda.
96. The nibandhawriters composed digests on such things as dhanna, e,
97. In defense of the Devi Bhagavata case, Sanyal argues that while there are -
few selerences 0 o in the medicval age, most of the (exts o verss saing g
the Devi Bhigavata is a Mahapurana are early medieval, whilst those pror
he Vaisnava one as such are late medieval. He acknowledges, however, tht it
surprising that the nifandha authors do not mention the Devi Bhigavata,
98. Sanyal, an advocate of the Devi case, claims that the section in cmpwsm
the Naradiya Purinamentioned by Hazra is a much later interpolatio
29. Radha gained prominence i Jayadeva’s Gitogeuinda in the 121k century.
She is firs attested in literary sources s the consort. of Krsna in Hala's Satasi,
which is dated between the 1st and the 7th century C.
30. Hazra considers the Devi Bhagavata t0 be much la(:r on intemal grounds as
well. It mentions Cina and the Hanas, but these could have been lter inerpol
tions (and anyway the Vaisnava Bhagavata also mentions the Hilnas).
31. Jiva Gosvamin quotes the Agni Purana (216.1.2) which notes that Sirasua i
another name for gayairi. The Sarasvata kalpa, from this perspective, is thus a refer
ence to gayatri under the name of Sarasvati, rather than 10 the eon of the sume
name. This observation was pointed out to me by Satyanardyana Dasa (personsl
communication; see also S. Dasa, 1995, 108). Hazra atempts o account for thisref:
erence by pmpusing that there was an earlier Vaisnava Bhdgavata preserving refer
ence 1o this kalpa. As an aside, it has been suggested (g, Durgashankar Shasr,
1941 and R. Sharma, 1996) that the assignment of the Vaisnava Bhdgauala 0
Bopadeva might be traceable to the Saktas in their attempt to undermine the anig-
ity of this text.
32.In the Mahabharata, Pariksit was hunting in the forest when he was overcomeby
thirst. He encountered an ascetic and addressed him, but the later ignored him
due to being immersed in meditation. As a result, Pariksit placed a dead snake
around his neck in frustration. When the ascetic’s son found out about this, he
cursed Pariksit that he would die within seven days as a result of being bitten by the
king of snakes, Taksaka. Pariksit, although repentant, attempted to protect himself
by constructing a palace upon a pillar, which was fully guarded and equipped with
ans, medicines, and brahmanas skilled teractive incantations. Taksaka
sent some snakes disguised as hermits 1o bring the king fruits, leaves and vater.
When the hermits had left their offerings and. dcp:mul an ugly coppercolored.
insect emerged from the fruit. Accepting his destiny and wishing to respect the
curse of the ascetic’s son, Pariksit placed the creature on hu i sing him, nd
was killed by its poison. In the of the story, J
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Parsit buikling a foried place: ather, he acceps his g
R S e e b e
i e et reition of the Dhdguvate Purigs he g st Parikic i
quires from them as © what a person should do . (. Point of death, and the grear
sage Suka speaks the Bhigavata in response. Also, 11 the Bhagavata version of
BT e bineeltn s bt b Kayape s

o how I0 counteract poison, ot to intervenc; and then prrirn i1 Pariks
UB61L13). The Dt Bhigavai's version is eseniilly e s s S

33, Meier also examined whether Middle
for these forms but, again, was only able to
34 Van Buitenen produced a quote from the Many St law book (10.23),
sates that from a tramp Vaitya, the merchant, o third of the four social cla
isues a Savaa, ths suggesting the lowly staws of the Satatgs.
uied more or less synonymously with Bhagavata. Van Buirene
another passage from Yimuna, a predecessor of Ramanuja, acknowled,
Bhagavatas and Satvatas were deemed a low caste by the Undlimanas, the
the four dasses.
85, Ramanuja’s dates are circa 1017-1137, He was the nephew of one of Yamuna's
discples, and many of his positions were prefigured in the. writings of Yamuna,
Bmuna was the grandson of Nathamuni (see Carman and Narayanae. 1
3. Yamuna claimed Vedic affiliation of the Bhagavatas throu
3kha o the Vajasancyins who represent the white Yajur Veda,
37 Van Buitenen suggests that similar concerns motivated a later Vaisnava the-
ologian, Madha, to write his commentary on the Rueda,
35 The best known instance of such fraud was documented by Captain Franci
Wilson, who was committed (o searching the Puranas for references i tadvipa,
e whiteisland," thinking this o be a reference to the Britsh Islcs, He discoverr
hat the padii he had hired for the job was erasing names in the original manu.
saipts and adding different ones, adding words and entire legends, and had indecd
e iten two voluminous sections of 12,000 verses 1o satsfy his employer's expec-
{atons and thereby prolong his own source of income (Rocher, 1986). While
Sxampleis an extreme one, there is a very different auitude towards Purdnic rans.
mision than the Vedic one; the Puranas are sill a living and developing tradition.
a Rocher 5o rightly notes, this freedom can even be seen in Indian transia.
tons of the Puranas into English. Several of the F; glish translations of the Bhigavata
that | have scen think nothing of consistently inserting major portions of Sridhara’s
“ommentary into the body of their translation with no indication to the reader as (o
what represents the original text, and what the commentarial ‘exegesis.
nterpretation (personal communication)
#0.In addition o these, there are some grounds to suppose that the text was
i before the rise of the sectarian Vedantic commentators inagurated by

igh the Ekayana-

s
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the 9th century C.E., which will be discussed below,

Bryant, In Quest of the Historical Krishna, New York: Oxford University
Press, forthcoming.

42. See Hawley (1989) for a discussion.
9

43, Amarnath Ray (1932), for example, proposes that the unity of composition does
notexclude tons. The i i i i

three places: 13 and 2.7 give varying accounts, while 6.8 names tans differently

again, and in  different order from the former o, Ray feels book 9.7 f he origi-

1al, because the Naradya Purina summarizes the important maserial of e Bhiga

s book by book, and only mentions the incarnations in 2.7, Ray argues that these
nf

erpolatic
44. 1 am grateful o Ekkehard Lorenz for the following information and calcula-
wons {personal communication): Gaigasahaya wrote a commentary (18941807
mereln e attempted t© argue that the figure of 14000 verses for the Hhdguvass
was accurate. His method was first to count all the syllables in the entire Bhagavata,
from prose as well as verse texts, add th

since the length of these are dilferent in dilerent chapters, one needed coms e
venient standard that could be representative for all 335 chapters. He selected 0
Sllables as appropriate for this task, and mltiplied this number by 355, This pro-
duced 418 complete verss of 32 sylables ith 24 extra ylables. Next, b et
all the wodansin the text (many verses are introduced by a short *sach and such o
person said,” e.g, *Sri Bhiagavan uvaca,” or *Suka uvaca®). This produced 1,320 wua-
cas. 8o far, 0 good. But Gaigasahaya next decided to consider these short wuoss 1y
be equivalent o 32 syllable anusfubh verses, and added them 1o the 418 verses o,
the chapter endings and the 16,256 actual verses in the text, 0 arrive at 3 figure of
ilmost exactly 18,000 (17,994 verses and 24 sylables). Needless © say, while asign-
ing 40 syllables to the chapter endings might have some value, since some end
have more and others less than 40 syllables, assigning 32 sylables to the by
yrses is much more contrived and unconvincing, since the majoriy have eight or
less ylables. Indeed, Lorenz has added the otal number of wuia sylables togedh
e, divided them by 39, and arrived at a maximum additional 251 verses.If these are
added (0 the 418 cnding verses and the 16,256 acuual verses, a total of 16,924 verscs
is produced.

SRR smaller number of verses in the actual text than the 18,000
claimed by it, Bonazzoli (1979) finds the same holds true for the not less than nine
lists preserved in a number of Puranas. These lists give the detailed number of vers.
esin all the Purdnas, but many are more than s actually evidenced in the texts: 4

dings
{ wvica
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these figures are 1 be taken seriously, then conirary to what is commaonly believed,
the puranic literanure s not increasing but decreasing. In other words, the f s
ven i the st represent a sage whe the purdnic literature was more vast than
is now” (135). Alternatively, as Lorenz has suggested, at least in the case of e
Bhagavata, the number 18,000 may have been an idealized number that was adopt-
e for s auspicous assoiaions (tere are 18 hooks n the Mahabharata, for exam-
ple, and 18 chapiers in the Bhagavad Gi £
45. Book 4, chapter 28, speaks of Malayadhvaja, the ruler of Pandyas, and in book §,
Gajendra the elephant is said to have been Indryadumna of the Pandyas in a previ-
ouslife.
46. Krsna’s son by Jambavari is called Dravida, and this is not mentioned in the
Harivaiia; and Satyaveata performs the ablutions of water for the forefathers in
Krtamala in the Pandyan land.
7. Hardy (1983) also gives three instances of obscure word usages in the Bhiga-
vala, which point 10 a possible Dravidian linguistic substratum, but these are not
wineing t© my eye, and far 100 insignificant a number to prove his case.
5. Howeser, Bhaman se, the Kavyalarikra, holds that describ-
ing flowers, etc., in an amorous scenc when lecy are out of their appropriate
aliterary fault alld Aaleziud (43
b At case, however, it must have heen
interpolated long before Veciania Detiks, who quotes the passage in his Rahas
patrayasdram as authority for certain of his posiions.
50. The period of the Alvars stretches from the 6th to the 9th century C.E.
5L Papeh cnled “Texnuat Dating: Old Assumptions, New Reconsiderations,” pre-
sented at the Conference on South Asia, University of Wisconsin, Madison, October
16th, 1998
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