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Abstract

The paper takes up the objectives of developing a critical methodology for the
researchersin literature keeping the mythical and legendary as an overarching
framework. It seeksto bust the notion that myths cannot betreated asindependent
literary narrativeswithout religious undertones and separate thereligiousfrom
the philosophical and ontological. In the context of the greatest epic of theworld
that stretches to 100000 verses in its origina rendition, the paper treats the
supernatural elements and characters with miracul ous attributes as mortalsand
tries to see through the elite-subaltern game as an authorial compromise and
construct. Itisintriguing to observetheideol ogical premiseof justice, ethicsand
the often-cited Dharma in the text as nothing but a tricky excuse by both the
author and his most preferred character, not out of love but fear. | would thus
problematize the very concept of godhood and ethics in order to enable the
reader to investigate the characters by their human potential rather than getting
swayed by claims of the supernatural. The paper intends to make the critical
observation disinterested and detached rather than getting influenced by afew
characters situating a body of thought to be moral, judicious and ethical. My
whole endeavour here is to clinically investigate the highly personalized,
tendentious, cynical and partisan values floated by Krishna, Bhishma, Drona
and Bidurain thetext leading to afinal acceptance of theresult asavindication
of what they predicted and what Dharma is, defeating what the modern critical
narrativestermto bethewriterly text positions; innumerableandinfinite, erasable
meaningsthat thetext with itsdiscursive nature hastried to narrativise.

Keywords: Dharma, Mahabharata, Narrative, Ethicsand Values.

Declaration

This article doesn't intend to hurt the sentiments of anyone or any religion;
neither doesit have any cynical view of theinstitution of religion. Itispurely a
literary analysis of agrand narrative with only afew instances cited; that of the
famous epic, The Mahabharata. It may also be remembered that certain
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characterswho appear to have figured like gods are perceived by the author to
be purely human from a conceptual point of view (since they are engaged in
human affairs) without endangering their otherwise revered statusin different
contexts. Theviewsexpressedin the article are personal and arederived froma
critique of the mythical construct that has often been treated to be final and
absolute. In other words, this essay perceivesthe epic asatext of literature and
not scripture.

Conceptualising Dharma

The Gita brilliantly explores human potential and prepares everyone to live,
perform and seek salvation in the worldly instead of the divine. This Hindu
scriptureisunique and unparallel because of itscritique of destiny and laziness,
doesn’t prescribe ritual s as medium to heaven or Mokhsha but labour and toil in
thelifegivento us. Thus, thissecular yet extremely sacrosanct discourse of the
earthly and mundane stands apart. The instances from the story of Raja
Harishchandra (sacrifice at ahuman level), Rama (worldly king who stands as
the supreme example of anideal king and justice) and Karna (selfless sacrifice
of oneself) testify the principles charted for human glory.

The Anthropological critic Northrop Fryein his critical essay talks
about the need to rob the myth of its miraculous, supernatural
elements and only then could it be understood as literature (Frye
1957) because literature has to be understood in human terms and
not in terms of gods or their authoritative irrationality. Shelley had
rightly stated thisin his consistent emphasison Nature and its powers
to be superior much above any personal god (Shelley).

The objectives spelt out in our literature curriculum emphasize on the view that
our students need to examine thetextsin their contextsand cultural space. The
relevanceof any classicisput to further test by itsindividual and universal taste
in catering to contemporary questions of existential value. Albert Camuswhile
analyzing Karamazov Brothers by Fyodor Dostoevsky inthe essay Rejection of
Salvation talks about Ivan Karamazov’s rational search and the inability to
search for God. He says God is denied by Ivan, and is rather looked at as an
equal. (836-841). Thereis no other reason for Ivan to question god except his
compassion for the poor. Ivan putsforth thisidea of mortality and questionsthe
eternal salvation which Christianity promisesto offer. But if thereisno eternity
and thereliesthe mortality on the face of human life then thereisno heaven and
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heavenly bread. And it is unjust to continue with a sort of faith during hard
times. Faithin divine power isnot going to end suffering. Instead, itisthe action
that helps oneto come up with asolution. Camus al so talks about truth, the kind
of truth that Ivan defines. According to Ivan truth is always unacceptable and
always unjust; so thereis an unending struggle between truth and justice. Ivan
does not say that thereis no truth. He says that truth does exist but it can only
be unacceptable. Why? Because it is unjust. The struggle between truth and
justiceisbegun herefor thefirst timeand it will never end.

TheHindu Concept of Moksha, speaks of astate of supreme consciousness
and oneness with the absolute, that of carrying the entire cosmos in self. But
thereisastruggle one envisagesinthevery vital body overpowered by the sense
of the ego, the self that holds on to its unique identity which subsequently turns
towardsthe metaphysical. It isdirected towards uniting the supreme consciousness
and the ‘other’ to attain Moksha. There is an urge for transcendence of soul,
space, time and human conscious. The Upanishad, whichisabasic philosophical
text of Hinduism, defines Moksha as a state of total self-realisation and oneness
with Brahma, the supremedivine. ThisBrahma isbelieved toresidein each and
every individual. And one can only achieve Brahma by the process of self-
realisation and only then there is the attainment of Moksha. Aham Brahma (|
amthedivineand | seethedivinein everything) in Hindu thought laysemphasis
onthe cosmosinitself being divine. So, all creatures are amanifestation of God
andtheentireworldisdivine.

This reminds us of the Hindu concept of Banaprastha (leaving towards
theforest) after an activelife called Grihastha (worldly life) without any fear of
death. Itisan ultimate desire of being aone, not being possessive of the mundane
world and approving of animmaterial life. Butitisnot adivorce of the body or
denial of thelife of senses. It isan aftermath of lifein Nature of creation, lifein
theeternal cycle. Blake, Nietzsche and Lawrence seem to haveled thisargument
of a preservation of life against an assertion of a state of life devoid of the
senses. The old civilisations made atreaty with life. The new questioned their
active physical lifeand pursued the mechanical path of acorrupt divinity.

In American Literature of the Nineteenth Century, Fisher Samuelson and
ReningerVaid record (33-38) how Vedanta philosophy has been a strong thought
current that reached New England by which writerslike Emerson, Thoreau and
Whitman werethoroughly influenced. * Selfhood’ asit hasbeen portrayed inthe
Hindu scriptures of Katha Upanishad, Bhagavad-Gita when elaborated further
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givesaphilosophical and spiritual doctrine of the self. The Upanishad states:

The self within you, theresplendent, immortal personistheinternal self of
all things and isthe universal Brahman. The transcendentalistsin Americatoo
emphasize similar concepts. Emerson in his essay, ‘ Plato, or the Philosopher’
writes: “the‘ ecstasy’ of losing ‘@l beinginoneBeing’ findsitshighest expression
chiefly inthe Indian scripturesin the Vedas, the Bhagavad Gita and the Vishnu
Purana” (34).

Hispoem ‘Brahma' echoes the same Vedantic rendition of selfhood,

| am the doubter and the doubt,

And | the hymn the Brahmin sings.

The strong god pine for my abode,

And pininvain the sacred seven;

But thou, meek lover of the good!

Find me, and turn thy back on heaven. (35)

Thoreau and Whitman also record strong impressions of the Hindu ethos in
their writings. Evidently Lawrence who goes on expl oring the pagan past from
across the world would afford to lose sight of this. The Upanishad further
expands the idea of Brahma as the ultimate reality, the very core of being and
the source of our existence around. Lawrenceisvery much touched by thisidea
of ultimate reality and the supreme unconscious. He is not looking for mere
‘truth’ or ‘faith’ but something beyond it. He looks for certain infinity that the
Brahma holds. The New Testament talks about the ‘true’ and ‘faithful’ that
indicaterebirth. Thereisthetruth of theliving cosmoswhichisavast entity just
like Brahma. It istruethat the universe has meaning only if we put the observer
at the centre of it. And that centre holdsthe Brahma. It ispossibleto be capable
of understanding the true essence of thisuniversewhen oneisclosetotheliving
cosmos. The concept of Shakti inthe Hindu principle of lifeisvery significant.
Itisacomplementary principleand not in binary oppositiontothe‘ other’ (Shiva).
Shivaand Shakti are two halves that make awhole.

The Dharmic Context of The Mahabharata

The Bhagavad Gita which was | ater incorporated into The Mahabharata isan
independent text that professes decent methodsto liveaworldly liferather than
renouncing it. Spiritual life can berealized in the mundane and one can achieve
true self-realization by performing meaningful actions. Itsincorporation in the
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text of literature hasitslimitations. The biggest of it isthe application of amoral
conduct in aselective and discriminatory manner to potential human beings. The
Mahabharata needs to be approached in a secular, humane mode and not as
sacrosanct or afinal text lest it should loseitsrelevance and literary value. It has
been written and rewritten in Indian cultural context as a continuous text. The
deliberations of The Gita aretimetested, and are certainly ameans of proving
lifeadifferent context, of ahigher order. But its decontextualized, manipulative
application inthe epicisbiased and nothing but an egotistical self-fulfillment. If
the end of thewar isknown beforehand, if the discourse on Dharma is defined
and its stake holders are fixed, then what is the utility of an unravelling of a
famous text, aliterary masterpiece? The beauty of any classic text liesin the
delineation of itscharacters, their unsuspecting nature, themarvel of their creation,
their inimitabletraits. Sincethe popular epicsare more comprehensiblein popular
mediums of the electronic media, we need to guard and sensitize the reception
of it as multi-dimensional and varied. We cannot just be fed with one kind of
meaning about such anarrative with deliberate diversions and systematic bresks.
Even the history of critical theory speaks of the shift of analysis from mimetic
(mere imitation) to expressive mode (Abrams 17). Under such a romantic-
expressivemethodol ogicd field, theovertly stated positivist notionslike Dharma,
justice, purity appear to be clearly blunted and ideol ogically constructed to suit a
particular section of eliteand power-hungry people. Sinceitisavast text and the
scope of this paper cannot accommodate in entirety what it actually intendsto
do, | shall use certain observations as pointers to akind of analysis (though it
may not be completely new) to remind the readersthat truth, morality, Dharma
and such notions are purely relative and should not be unquestionably accepted
inapuerileway. Harbans Mukhiawritesin his* Between history and mythol ogy’

(The Hindu, 17 July 2014):

Mythology, fiction, poetry and paintingsrel ate to adifferent genre of
reality which could, for convenience, be grouped under culture, of
which religionisalso animportant segment, even asthetwo are not
synonymous. In that sense culture and mythology also acquire the
characteristics of an objective reality that governs our attitudes and
behaviour as social beings. Indeed, thereach of culturein any society
is far more pervasive than that of historical facts. The study of
mythology would be greatly enriched asacultural phenomenon rather
than asauthentic history that isbased on material evidence, without
it suffering theignominy of being falseor inferior. (7)
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| do not subscribeto theinclusion of religioninto the mythological narrativein
this context though it is quite a succinct argument. Mukhia has established in
bridging the gap and hierarchy between the immanence of a positivist
historiography and mythological deification that would serve our purpose of
developing aperspective.

Karna who learnt archery from the greatest teacher Parasurama, is a part of
Nature since hewas neither protected by his biased and hypocritical mother nor
by a nepotistic, feudal, educational system. A society that doesn’t respect and
reward its competent, heroic, and quality human resource will decay. Teachers
like Dronaserveto beliving examples of modern sycophancy and partiality. In
this paper | do not wish to repeat the facts of historical wrongs doneto Karna.
Neither am | impressed by the Dalit versus Brahmin worldview propagated by a
group of activists, thinkers, drawing their decontextualised conclusions from
these heroeswho are more of archetypal significance. Veteran litterateur Manoj
Das rightly opines that to interpret ancient texts, myths, epics, scriptures by
modern critical theoriesis flawed. | only intend to attempt a critical analysis
based on my personal views and addresstherecurring fault we all are subject to;
our attitude of expecting agood human being to be an absol ute citadel of goodness
(time and again we hear about Karna'sfault of being at the side of aDharma or
being arrogant. But who are convinced of this other than the millionsthat blindly
accept it asareligious prescription?) The most illogical response comes from
them who would say that gods can dilute moralsand dictate moralsfor adesired
end. We expect absolute goodness from Karna irrespective of al kinds of
deceptive policies of the opposite camp in the name of fixed, fossilized values
and justice; so well crystallized as Dharma and Adharma.

Karna's power comes from his own effort and presence amidst natural
powers (Shelleyan west wind and herein this case sun’srays can be taken to be
analogous), devoid of any support from family, peer group and society whereas
Arjuna’s power is nothing but an illusion. He always got arms and his powers
from different sources (his tapasya is a kind of begging out of which he
accumulated his powers). We may also be reminded of how his power was
taken away by Krishnaat the end reminding him of hisworthlessness. Still, we
can experiencethefutile attemptsby al formsof popular cultural narrativeslike
cinema, live serialsand day to day conversationsechoing Arjuna stalent! Thisis
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because we haven't understood the discursive nature of the text.

It is Durjyodhana who accommodates and accepts him where as al the
preachers of morality only profess but never practice what they state. None of
them offered awel coming hand to such awarrior who isan asset to the state. In
thisregard they strategically scheme to silence the greatest warrior who could
alone defeat three ‘ lokas’; heaven, earth and the region below it asthe sun god
sayswhen heisborn (SaralaDas). It isnot only exploitation and partiality but
incompetent state policy. Karnainstead of Bhishmashould have been the Chief
Commander of the Kaurava army since he was loyal and true to the cause of
Durjyodhana. He and Ashwathhamawere never in adual role play although his
obsession to be ethically and morally upright (often one tends to perpetuate a
sort of image; generosity at the cost of hislife) took away the greater cause of
restoring the throne to the worthy leadership of hisfriend. He voiceshisopinion
against caste discrimination and fights for capability and quality to be the sole
criteria. Just by quoting theword ‘Dharma’ onecan't establishit unless he/she
practicesit. No one on the Pandava s side, not even Yudhisthira, did follow the
path of Dharma in action. Rather the word has been fore grounded as atextual
method to divert our attention from their mischief and let them get away with
their proposed end- that of destroying a powerful Hastinapur in the greater
Indian subcontinent. The counter points that Duryodhana honours Karna only
to use him for his purposeis unacceptable on two counts:

I.  Therewasno other radical, reformist courtier ready to approve of Karna's
strength as supreme or accommodate him to feudal Hastina.

Il. Didn't Pandavas have a secret and unjustified support from someonewho
had all the miraculous powers from heaven to exercise? In fact, the text
failsin giving any justification of an equally poised war since god's power
and tipsto one party is purely an attack on justice and truth. We consider
The Mahabharata as literature and not scripture, so the exercise of
supernatural power and deceptive meansto kill the three commandersand
Duryodhanaisan example of an authoritative, prejudiced attitude.

1. Thekind of friendship they possessis adorable and worthy of emulation.

But people like Bhishma, Bidura, Drona, who have always been biased
with their usual pampering attitude to the Pandavas (in fact they are
autocratic by nature but democratic in their pseudo discourse) wanted to
insult Durjyodhanaevery now and then, entertained and pampered Arjuna
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knowing very well that Karnawasthe greatest archer and aglorious human
being in the entire country then. If age and capability, charisma and
humanity had become the yardstick to determine the king, then itisonly
Karnaand not Yudhisthirawho should have been the king. Why then did
al those learned people keep quiet when he proved to be the best and
greatest? How comedid he get insulted everywhere despite being the asset
and greatest resource of the state? What kind of future state policy was
Bhishmafloating for the future? Didn’'t he know that after him Karnawas
only thedisciple of Parasuramaamong all the Kshatriyaswhoisapromise
for state security and an ideal promise for the young generation? Drona
devel oped acomplex seeing what Karna haslearnt after being deprived of
his guidance and could never get over that. Bhishmacunningly kept him
away from the war during his commandership since he neither wanted to
kill Pandavas nor could seetheir defeat in the hands of Karna. Bidura, by
nature was servile and a conspirator; being an adviser and minister inthe
council of Dhrutarashtra, he had breached trust by leaking secrets and
sympathizing with the enemy camp. The three of them had time and again
humiliated and tried to deprive the deserving princeslike Duryodhanaand
Karna of what had been their legitimate rights. It is essential to cite one
episodefrom SaralaDas's OdiaMahabharat (established as authentic and
equivalent to VyasaDeva sorigina) to describe about the strength of Karna
and expose Arjuna’s cowardice and mean qualities while he is pleading
before hisfather Indrato steal the Kabacha and Kundala:

Amruta kundalaehashrabana re thiba (your earswill havelifegiving
amrit)

Samara padileethuamrutajhariba (thislendsyoulifeevenif youfall
in battle)

Deba shastra mana bajiangehebachurna (even the weapon of gods
will get destroyed)

Samara ehakukehinohibesamana (no one can be any match to you)

Jala SthalaAnala re nahinmrutyugati (you cannot die in land or
water, not of fire) (Sabha Parva 132)

In another instance, Sun blesses Karnaafter hisbirth:

Jetebelaparjyantetu rathe basithibu (till you are on your chariot)
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Trailokyajinantatuhihoibu re babu (you will win over earth, heaven
and under earth) (Adya Parva 42)

Andthen how Arjuna’s character revealsitself:

Boili mu ana bare karjyanahin prabhu (I don't want any other
blessing)

Karna thuKundala Bajra chhouri ani debu (give me Karna’'smagic
shield and blessed ear |obes)

Indra boile babu re sumaribujebe (Indra said, whenever you want
and remind me)

Karna tharu ani debi tote, muhintebe (I shall get it for you from
Karna) (Sabha Parva 132)

SaralaDasa so citesin KarnaParvahow thewarrior defeated Yudhisthirasguarely
and could not be vanquished by Arjuna’s arrows despite being away from his
own chariot. Thiswasamystery that had perplexed everyone on the battlefield
including Krishna. Krishnahad then goneto heaven to seek the answer and had
found out that there are three special arrows that are specifically designed to
silence Karna when fired together (49-50). Karna's Dharma of choosing
Duryodhana is the most selfless one and is the only convincing example of
ethical practicein any narrative of theworld. Hereminds of RgjaHarishchandra
and human instinct of glory at heart. The event of giving away the kabacha-
kundalaisunparalleled inany imaginativewriting of human civilization. Krishna's
garrulous repetition of codes of Dharma in the epic isno match to this.

Durjyodhana had been always discriminated and looked down upon from his
childhood. A naughty child is not a wicked or evil child. Dhrutarashtra was
always a victim of partiality and was used by the state to rule without due
respect to him. By virtue of being the son of the king and the existing rulewhich
allowed him to be the king, Durjyodhana justifiably deserves the throne. The
authorial politicsreachesits height during small episodes like Krishna staying
with Biduraand affiliating with the constructed and deceiving ideathat he comes
from alower caste background, feeds the cows sometimes in order to project
himself asacommon milk man, down trodden; in other words, aproletariat. In
fact, all these people are neo colonialists, power hungry courtesans; shrewd
enough to manufacture afalseideal beforethe publicin order to ‘ behave good,’
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‘look noble,” ‘appear morally strong’ (thisisavery tactical and successful trait
in human nature). But in the natural world ‘to be true' is both graceful and
ethical without compromising anyone’srights. It isridiculousto find that every
time Krishna schemes something or preaches anything from the stereotyped and
partisan values constructed by a politicized authorial intervention, they all
welcome, accept and implement the same as captives or get mesmerized by its
identification with the supremelifeforce. Durjyodhanadeserved to betheking
by virtue of hispersonality, power and individuality. The Pandavas on the other
hand were always prone to shrewd counseling, advice, tricksfrom everywhere
and never had to make adecision of their own. A king should not be weak and
dependent upon outside motives and methods that would destroy his/her own
institution/state (Mahabharata war, being a brain child of Draupadi's
nymphomaniac, blood-thirsty nature and Krishna's obsessive authoritative
ambitions) asthe misled and ego-centric Pandavas did. The Pandavasand their
allieswere never trueto each other, therewas no real friendship between them;
so, they could never offer any good governance to people. As such they were
not even sure about their relationship in term of marriage and always appeared
servileto someone. Durjyodhanaon the other hand knew how to valuefriendship
and so did Karna. Both of them knew true Dharma and truly adhered to it. He
was also alegitimate child and had one wife. The Pandavas on the other hand
were not Kurus or legitimate children (the rule of right to throne depended on
the father and not mother). To accept insult as adecoration isnot humbleness or
gentility but self-negation and a humiliation of the people and state that one
rules. Durjyodhana’sinsult by Draupadi and Krishnain public (Indraprashtha)
and Karna's humiliation at the infamous Swayamvara are instances of shameto
humanity and that of innocence; thisisthe actual inception of a Dharma inthe
text. After al, gods always scheme to belittle humans and desire to see them
behave as slaves. Arjunabehaves as one and undoubtedly becomes afavourite.

Benedict Anderson’s argument isthat nation-nessisthe most universally
legitimate value in our political life and separatists, competing appeals for
nationhood are symptomsof palitical illegitimacy (Anderson 39). Someare‘ good,’
progressive and others* bad’ and reactionary. David LIoyd al so attributesto the
‘good,” ‘bad,’ or ‘legitimate,” ‘illegitimate’ nationalisms(LIoyd 3). LeelaGandhi
isof the view that a productive area of collaboration between Postcolonialism
and Feminism presentsitself in the possibility of acombined offensive against
the aggressive myth of both imperial and nationalist masculinity (Gandhi 98).
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The colonial encounter also has been read in terms of a struggle between
competing masculinities.

When we look at the characters based on the above premise, it is clearly
visiblethat Karna, Durjyodhanaand even Bhishmaappearsto be the humiliated
masculinefiguresinthe narrative by shrewd maleslike Krishnaand the Pandavas.
Itisclearly evident in how Krishna and Draupadi took the centre stage in the
political affairs of Hastinapur, had asecret agendato defeat and marginalizethe
Kuruswho aways claimed androgyny (we do not hear much about their wives)
and make HastinapuraaYadavacolony planning for Subhadra’ slegacy to continue
(it is crucia to notice how Abhimanyu who does not represent a Kuruvanshi
gets histraining at the hand of Krishnain Dwaraka nurturing arevengein his
heart by shrewd instigation). From such aperspective, just by using acampaign
of establishing Dharma and satya one cannot convincingly justify a war that
would bring the end of awholerace and nation. Krishnaoften identifies himself
with Biduraby quoting hislow statusof birthin order to form another alternative
discourse of power! Thisscheming and diplomatic political gimmick makesthe
text analogous to contemporary politics where we often see a section of the
intelligentsiaorpoalitica party citeitssalf-proclaimed ideol ogy of secular-liberalism
and brand the others as partisan and fanatic or fundamentalist and communal. It
isasignificant discourseinitself; that of theorizing certain prejudiced concepts
as defenseto all forms of hypocrisy (like the one that resulted in the perpetual
alienation of Durjyodhanaand Karnain the epic).

What constitutes Dharma? Both Managovinda (Durjyodhana) and
Mrutyunjaya (Karna) question its stereotypes. Durjyodhana hasthe courage to
brand Krishna as a Mayaabi (charmer) is never afraid of his tantrums unlike
Bhisma, Drona, Biduraand Krupacharyawho are moreinterested in eulogizing
this messenger because of his powers than ever questioning hisintent. Thisis
certainly Adharma. We know Durjyodhana was the preferred disciple of
Balarama (equally guilty of innocence) and the son of Lakshmi. It is also
worthwhileto record that Durjyodhanamarried Bhanumati who wasfrom Kalinga
and itswarriorswere at his side during the war. Needlessto say, Kalingachose
him by the standards of ethicsin thetrue secular spirit. Even today we name our
children as Durjyodhan and Dushasan in Odisha. In Sarala Das' s Mahabharat,
monopoly of Dharma to feed one category doesn’t take precedence. On coming
to know of the death of the five Pandava sons, Duryodhanalaments and curses
Ashwatthama:
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Ki durjyogesesha kale senapati kali (by misfortune | made you my
genera intheend)

Banshabudaibalakahatyadoshiheli (you wiped out my wards and
future and made me murderer of little children) (Aishika Parva 5).

Durjyodhanaisinnocent, naive, transparent, foolish to an extent yet heroic. He
is not afraid of taking responsibility of his ego or fight for a cause. He alone
refuses to recognize Krishna's theatrics as a series of miracles. Even when he
knowsthat his defeat isimminent, he doesn’t regret, neither gives precedenceto
what Krishna preaches. This as we know is called a display of character. No
wonder, heisaking and not aslave to any god who expects compl ete surrender.

Draupadi isthe weakest example of awoman of any substance. Criticswho find
her avictim of male supremacy only offer asimplistic study of her nature and
identity. The author certainly puts her in many situations that are self-created
and are the outcome of her over ambitious, ill cultured, rash, uncouth and
bestial hypocrisy. There are many exemplary women in our myths, legendslike
Anasuya, Savitri, Shakuntala, Sita, Durgabati, Laxmi Bai, and so on who have
asserted themselves with grace, stood for the essence and rights of women. In
fact, Draupadi can never be an example for the question of female rights but
rather belittles her species. Being casteist, impudent, ill-mannered and power
hungry, she has always had the intention to insult Karna and Durjyodhana,
sometimes on the grounds of caste, sometimes on that of heredity and so on.
Shedrivesaway Kunti and Gandhari from her chamber citing her status asthe
gueen of the state. She schemes along with some of the characters and is
authoritative every now and then. Why didn’t sherefuseto marry al the brothers?
Where were her rights then? She was free to choose. It was she who broke the
norms of her own Swayamvara and always twisted the rule to suit to her
convenience. She has never taken any responsibility for her act of impudence
and ill manners. She has never been apologetic for insulting Karna and
Durjyodhana in public. She cannot be the voice of a woman in plight. She
actually appropriates the male language of power and runs after that power
whichisamale construct. She doesn’t evolve her own language and isloyal to
another male for making her decisions. In order to get back to the throne and
because of adisturbed marital relationship she devel ops a complex against the
charismatic males around; Karna and Durjyodhana. We shouldn’t forget that
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along with Krishna smaster plan to wipe out acivilization and destroy al potential
males, it is her obsessive love of bloodshed nurturing an unnatural desire (of
smearing someone’sblood in her hairs!) that resulted in thiswar. All the heroes
of Duryodhanacamp werekilled by deceit but there has been no instance of her
being ever repentant or feeling remorse. Both she and Krishnawere always self-
centered and tried to turn the narrativesin their favour. Being nihilists, they only
spoke of power, authority and excused themselves of larger goal sand were self-
serving till the end. Thisis demonic in nature. Didn’'t Krishna time and again
claim his bishwarupa, godhood and give sufficient hints to her and the servile
Pandavas about theresult of thewar? She categorically put her effortsin achieving
that end. Draupadi and Bhima were blood thirsty, she having a very absurd
obsession for the sensory taste of human blood. Bhima on the other hand was
never human and nurtured a bestial interest to taste human blood. Both Bhima
and Arjunaalways spoke alanguage that was not dignified or decent enoughin
comparison to the Kuru greats. Draupadi enjoyed such rants. A woman who
wants to bathe her body by human blood and a man who promisesto drink it
from the chest of another after amputating his opponent’s arms do not fit into
human civilization. It isprimitive and atavistic. Thereisan inhuman desire for
authoritative, autocratic self-projection and decimation of the earthly, the human,
the glorious and anything that isromantic. Needlessto say that Krishna' sdesign
of establishing truth and Satyayuga by a Dharmyudha is adeceptive betrayal of
humanity since after Dwapara yuga we see the seeds of Kaliyuga spreading its
arms!

Draupadi’sillogical and ill-tempered mannerisms, actions and ambition
motivate the plot to her advantage since she had the strength of Krishna more
than her allegiance and respect for the Pandavas. Without any sense of
accountability and responsibility for her most humiliating remarks against great
characterslike Karnaand Durjyodhana, sheflaunts her hel plessnessasawoman
on the one hand and emascul ates herself (she often speaksin a male language
and appropriates the male-revenge motive) on the other. Isit not ironical that
she questioned the birth of Karnaand not the Pandavas who wereillegitimate?
Neither did she raise thisissue with Kunti who is another culprit and still puts
the garb of culture! It was only Kunti who had empowered Krishna to take
control of the Pandavas which isthe meanest form of interferencein theinternal
matters of another state. The narrator too is enthusiastic in appreciating her
beauty and significancein this Dharma yudh since hisown birth, along with the
Pandavas happened in mysterious circumstances and without social legitimacy.
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Probably all of them struggled to convincetheworld of their intention moreasa
psychol ogical complex than genuine knowledge of Dharma, truth or noble act.

v

The Establishment of Dharmarajya (ideal- ethical state)

What happened to the glorious Dharma and its benefitsto the peopl e after such
bloodshed and irreparabl e destruction? The following questions and statements
vindicate my position in the argument.

In the name of such premeditated value system, four great warriors and
human beings such as Karna, Durjyodhana, Bhishmaand Drona, equipped
withall specia skillsand weapons, had tolay their livesinthemost deceptive
method ever practiced in any warfare in human history.

Why after Dwapara, Kaliyuga set in? That is enough to dismantle the
hypocritical, parochial ideological construct of Krishnawho for hisconceited
self-glorification did not bother sacrificing human glory and beauty. Itis
misanthropic what comes out of extreme jealousy and meanness. The
inability to stand the charisma, nobility, the real godhood of Karnaand the
intolerance towards the innocence and physical power/beauty of
Durjyodhana (both of them possessed a sort of manliness that impressed
men and women alike) made Krishna (Draupadi was alwaysunder intense
frustration dueto aninevitable comparison in her mind between the heroism
of these two and cowardice of her five husbands for which she aways
turned to Krishna) impatient to bring their downfall the way the pseudo
secular parties rant against the honest patriotism of nationalists branding
them to beright wing or fascistsin modern times.

Gandhari’s curse upon Krishna attests the pomposity of his
conceptualization of Dharma and proves instead that unauthorized
interference, bias, subjectiveopinionsandirrational obsessionwithasingular
individual’smethodical strategy in spreading large scale human tragedy is
unjust, unethical and calls for adequate and timely punishment and
accountability.

The use of the concept Dharma has been patently diluted inthetext owing
to its enactment as an external device rather than an ingrained human
quality or condition. Terming Yudhisthiraas Dharmaraj and using such an
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objectified value (unlikethe Dostoevskyan realization of it), the characters
who represent it dictateinstead of fortifying thetremendouseffect Dharma
actually could haveinspired in the hearts of people.

The author who conceptualizes such great characters cannot absolve
responsibility from judicioudy balancing theplot, especialy whenthevalues
professed have had diverse impact over the periods in human history.
Characters like Bhishma, Drona, Shikhandi, Bhima, Dhrustadyumna,
Jayadratha, JaraSabar (Eklavya), Arjuna and even Durjyodhana (at least
coming to know of the death of thefive brothers, evenif it wasanillusion)
fulfil the promisesthey had made at different occasions. But what happened
to the author’s other charismatic character Karna? Was it the design to
keep him struggling throughout lifeand diewith hisunfulfilled yet deserving
desire? Theartistic failure of the narrator isevident in getting Arjunaspared
at the hand of the most perfect character in the epic. Also, Arjuna who
burnt the forest of Khandav without leniency resulting atotal destruction
of itsflora, fauna (Takshakabeing just arepresentative figure of the same)
didn’t get punished while Krishnawent on choosing just one person to be
fit enough to hear out his discourse! The author could have put Karnaon
the pedestal of victory (physically) instead of a coward and loser like
Arjuna who is kept alive in immature Bollywood dialogue writers
imagination and socio-political narratives as the greatest archer. Did the
author forget that Karna lived only with one aim, and after his selfish
mother made him swear that he must spare her sons, he had only the
ambition and promise to defeat Arjuna and make his friend smile once?
Thisisaseriousfailure of the plot.

Krishnahad posed asthe *Shanti-duta’ (messenger of peace) to Hastinapura
yet herefused the hospitality of Dhrutarashtra, had hisusual manoeuvres
with Bidura and used alanguagethat i sthreatening, provoking Durjyodhana
to become his usual self; that of an egoist yet true. Krishnatriesto bring
Karna to his camp and implants a sense of surrender among the Kuru
seniors, particularly Drona, demoralizing his opponents. The use of the
word Shanti callsfor aserious question here.

Timeand again Bhishmahumiliated Karnawhile speaking of ethical codes,
justice and Hastinapura swelfare. Thisisan irony that human naturefinds
it hard to overcomeits sense of entitlement, partisan nature (helike Drona,
Krupacharya, Bidurawanted to pamper and protect Arjuna) for which he
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neither revealed the identity of Karna as the eldest Pandava and future
King nor allowed him to fight under hisleadership. Was hereally awell-
wisher of hiskingdom? Needlessto say, he had also stated that he will not
kill the Pandavas.

V
The New Subaltern

In the epic discussed above, we may perceive a domain of possible research
into the claims of deprivation and expl oitation beyond the usual notions of caste
and rank politics. We have heard of the Ekalavyas, the Nagas or Hidimbs as
damned and exploited or, in other words, the subaltern in the text. But what |
find ironically put and pertinent to perceiveisthat both Karnaand Durjyodhana
actually lead the subaltern movement in the whole discourse. Dhrutarashtra's
blindnessisametaphoric marginalization (he was always mistreated and never
got his due as afull-fledged king). Bhishma, the patriarchal elite (symbolic of
policy making, defenceand policeforce) had alwaystried to pamper and patronize
the powerful, shrewd and other eliteslike the Pandavas and Krishna (we know
that he belongs to the higher caste though keeps an affiliation with abackward
caste and is always vocal about it for his political interest and mass support).
Krishnais successful in his dealswith the other eliteslike Drona (controlsthe
educational system discriminating at will yet keeping his own revenge against
Drupadaintact) and Bidura (the political advisor who should not be sympathi zed
asdowntrodden since he enjoysaroyal portfolio yet keepsrepeating hisidentity
as ‘dasiputra’ (born to alower caste) and victimhood but complicit with the
powerful Krishna, Pandavas thereby deceiving hisown king)in order to defeat
an emotional yet worthy Durjyodhanawho isboth innocent and a philanthropist
by heart if not visible in his action due to always being in a disturbed state of
mind.

The following diagram would explain the reality of the state politics in The
Mahabharata.
Before the War
Vision of a powerful Hastinapura
| DURIYODHANAtheKing |

ASHWATHHAMA
Second in Command

KARNA
Chief Commander/Policy maker /Minister
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After the War
No Adviser or Teacher to guide

Butinstead, we get back akingdom without dreams, heroism, glory and resources:

INCOMPETENT KING
with an INHUMAN QUEEN

Death and Devastation al around

Powerless Pandavas after Krishna's exit

The general public always needs great personalitiesin order to look upto their
charismaand aspireto repeat the same qualities. But a sense of guilt all around
with resigned contemplation of an exit from thisworld iswhat the Pandavas had
in store for them devoid of anything to be inspired with.

Vi
The Myth of the Mother

There are no mothersin the text of The Mahabharata but only somewomenin
the shape of theideaof ‘ mother.” Thethesis| want to placeisthat motherslike
Satyabati, Kunti , Gandhari and Draupadi do not anywhere take responsibility
for failing in true motherhood, neither do they come forward to be accountable
for their actions and their consequences. The irony is that of the ungraceful

death of sonslike Bhishma, Karna, Durjyodhana, Abhimanyu and the Pandava
off springswho sacrifice themsel veswhileknowing very well about their mothers

self-serving cause; in other words, the mothers happened to further the truth of
mal e charismaover female myopia. Both Karnainitialy and Yudhisthirafinally
realize the futile claims of their mother and hollowness of her affection. This
exposes the fragility of the binary established by a section of feminists of the
mother-woman being body, feeling, semiotic and so on. But these women stand
rather the other way; to berigid, cerebral, uncompromising and stoic. Gandhari

time and again reminds us of asuperficial mother not blessing his eldest son on
the grounds of Dharma, the cliched term. Kunti ’s portrayal of ahelplesswoman
is ridiculous. One who decides to throw away a child needs to own the
responsibility of amurder and never speak of Dharma. She got plenty of occasions
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to stop the irrational humiliation of his eldest son later in life, rather chose to
steal away his strength before the war. It is unfortunate that we have been
taught to place her as an ideal woman. Whatever the reason, a woman with
multiple husbands need not play it astaboo when it is destined to befor acause.
In caseof Draupadi, it israther extended toamoreillogical reason. A word from
Kunti could be altered as she didn’t mean awoman to be divided betweenfive.
Krishna’sinterferencein such amatter (againinthe nameof Dharma), Draupadi’s
consent and Pandav brothers’ silence ask for aseriousintrospection on the part
of the author. Did he suppress the intention of the Pandavas' |echerous fantasy,
Draupadi’s promiscuity and Krishna's motive of clinging close to her in the
politicsof language? What waswrong thenif society or even Karn called Draupadi
with names? The same arrogant woman had questioned his birth but when it
concerns her, she playsthevictim card of awoman! This could never settlethe
debate on her image as awoman and mother.

Vil
Poetic injustice and Dharmic hypocrisy

Thetextual politicsof thetext of The Mahabharata amountsto infinite number
of cheap and shrewd moves on the part of the Pandavas influenced blindly by
their counsel. Quoting Dharma as a spiritual defence in favour of cowardly
killing of all great warriors of the Kauravacamp, stripping their biggest and most
gracious hero of all his special powers from nature, large scale killing of the
competent and worthy, the narrator kept innumerabl e readers over generations
in astate of discontent and unconvinced of his plot, means and the outcome of
such atext. This callsfor a serious investigation into the breach of trust on the
part of thewriter/writers (several narrators/authors of the many Mahabharatas)
for poeticinjustice. The narrative could have been slightly balanced by having a
just war with the death of a few Pandavas. It is simply unacceptable to see
Karnaalways subject to humiliation, deceit, rivalry, curse, lonelinessand finally
adeath without real warfare. Why couldn’t the writer think of this one issue—
that Arjuna, who could never defeat or kill any of the heroesin the other camp
by his art of archery in spite of begging and accumulating scores of weapons,
still got immortalized as agreat warrior? Why should generations of people be
trained erroneously with such prejudiced views? Abhimanyu died in the war
because he was half aware of its craft and as such was an impudent and ill
managed child, trapped and trained so by his uncle. The entry of children and
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demons into the war decided by Krishna, killing all the shining stars by his
master plan has been categorically used asablind acceptance of any hypocrisy
and means as upholder of Dharma and order. Isit the writer or the coterie of
readers and their interpretation with specific affiliation and fear that definethe
text? Thisispolitical impropriety and jingoism stretched to itslimit. How canthe
dharmic and judicious divide the human from the demon, from the tribe while
deliberately putting fal se shades of philanthropy?

What is disturbing isthat the adolescents and young children get atotally
damaging impression that Karna and the others died, got punished because of
their arrogance, pride, uncompromising stance and support of Durjyodhana, an
adharmi (unethical) king. Thisisan extremely political construct. It needsto be
dismantled without any debate. It is like the way we look at some historical
figuresasdefined by aschool of thought that keeps quiet about the invaders and
their barbarous actswhereas brandsagreat hero like Shivaji or the colour of our
saints, saffron in poor light. Durjyodhanais in fact one such nationalist and
victim of elitist forcesto mow him down.

Apart from getting pampered by the prejudiced Bhishma, Drona, Bidura,
Krupacharya, and others, the Pandavas were constantly gifted by saints,
supernatural powers; Jakshas, Kinnaras, gods and their fathers like Yamraj,
Pawan, Hanuman, Indra and Ashwini Kumar. The worst of all, the Kaurava
Commander in Chief, minister, counsels and spies secretly supported the defeat
of Hastinapura. Thisisaheinousbetrayal of trust. They constructed alanguage
(embedded with a slave like loyalty to Krishna) of premeditated morality that
was authoritative in order to exercise an unconditional control of the Kaurava
sons. Pandavas were actually the insurgent groups who believed in bloodshed,
violence and disturbed the autonomy of astrong, united India. The proof of this
isclearly evident in the way every now and then Bhima, Arjunaand Draupadi
would vow to kill the Kauravabrothers, drink their blood, kill Karnaandfill the
land of Dhrutrashtra with darkness. Krishna first killed Sishupala and was
instrumental in killing Jarasandha by deceit much beforethe war in the name of
cleansing the world. At the same time, Bhima appropriates the ‘demonic’ and
‘bestial’ in order to gain power over both the tribal as well as the mainland.
Beingjealousandintolerant of Dhrutarashtraastheking, they plotted thedownfall
of the Kauravaking that resulted in the disintegration of India, took outsidethe
support of the Yadavaking just theway an Indian king Jaichandrainvited outside
support to defeat Prithvirg). Then the support came from a god turned human
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being with all hismiracles and schemes! How isit then awar of the equals?

They weresoinsensitive and cruel that they did not even havethe dightest
sense of guilt while begging the special strength of Kaurava heroes (Sikhandi
standing in place of Arjunaand Kunti begging for the life of Yudhisthira and
other brothers), especially from ahero who throughout hislife had been studying
and learning the art of archery, compassion, sacrifice, morality and warfare all
alone, struggling with the deep anguish and extreme pain of abandonment from
his merciless mother who wanted to murder him at birth. Thiswasway too far
from being a Dharmayudha. But we have heard that the Pandavas ultimately
perished and sank into perennial abyss of crime and poverty of soul because of
their perpetual subservience and lack of individuality.

Concluding Observations

InKiratarjuniyam, Bharavi (6" century A. D.), agreat writer of Indiahasnarrated
how during the exile of the Pandavas, Yudhisthira sent a spy to enquire about
the way Durjyodhana was dispensing his duty as a king and was shocked to
know that he had been a benevolent, compassionate and humane ruler without
any trace of exploitation or ill-intent. Infact, Durjyodhana by heart was always
an extremely spontaneousand trueindividual . He hated every form of dominance
and patronizing attitude. In Bhishma Parva Sarala Das narrates how he gave
away his crown to Arjuna by the help of which the Pandavas got a reprieve
from Bhishma's arrows (135). It is another matter that Bhishma himself had
already surreptitiously passed information of how Durjyodhana and the others
would die and the way the Pandavas should execute it. He wanted to build up a
kingdom on the principle of unity, internal strength and good governance. He
despised the obsessive patronizing attitude of adviserslike Bhishma, Biduraand
Drona who, governed by their own contradictions and stereotyped, fossilized
values wanted to stigmatize him as wicked, evil and wayward. On the other
hand, he wanted to cleanse the partisan, pseudo-moral values of these veterans.
Itisasituation comparableto the palitics played by the pseudo-secular voicesin
Indiain contemporary timesthat readily compromise national security dividing
people under the guise of caste, religion and birth.

In recent times peopl e have been disappointed with elite values and have
chosen to move in the direction of a strong leadership and national integrity.
Durjyodhana symbolizes such aleader; innocent at heart and undiplomatic in
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policiesyet with apromise of authority and responsibility. His affiliation with
Karnaas defence counsel fits adequately to lift the kingdom to greater heights.
They are nationalists and patriotstrying to bring a stable administration against
the divisive politics of Krishna (who secretly nourishes a very authoritative,
casteist, elitist motive yet claims to represent the deprived mass to further his
political advantages).

Karnaquiteresponsibly takes up diverseroles; an abandoned child having
an essential element of nature (sun), aself-made child of thelower castelearning
the art of hisskill and knowledge, honing it under Parasurama by austerity, the
king of Anga, a compassionate, philanthropic individual and as a Kshatriya
protecting the land, people of his kingdom in the battlefield. When one would
put to test the character of Karnaversus Krishna, one could easily find out how
thelatter appearsto appropriate adiplomacy without physical charismaor noble
intention. He is just a schemer who does not approve of any difference of
opinion with him. Durjyodhanatoo is a victim of such exclusion and partisan
behaviour. The course of thewar appropriately proved to beafailure of Krishna
because of hisobsessive use of the word Dharma without hisown loyalty toit.
Thefundamental trait of Dharma isto betrueto oneself, one sreal nature, asit
has been in the case of Durjyodhana, Karna, or even Bhishmaand some others.
ItisKrishnawho had awaysaveil between what he preached and what he did,
thereby not being true to hisnature. The war resulting in whole scal e bloodshed
and anarchy instead of Durjyodhanas proven |eadership of thirteen years stands
for the proof of the opposite camp’s hatred of human potential. It speaks of the
mechanism in which we have witnessed how afew peoplein powerful political
positionsoften chant certain fixed ideological constructionsin order to perpetuate
their own agenda. Thereisablunder in our interpretation due to our confusion
in equating the Hindu god Krishnawith that of acharacter in the epic. The one
ison people’sfaith, agod of eternal love in people simagination. The other is
symbolic, aclaim he himself makes, of being agod, of being theincarnation of
the good, and justifying mischief for aDharma rashtra. Mahatma Gandhi used
to cite and stresson ‘means’ to be of prime significance than the end. How can
a god behave in away Machiavelli would justify the end over means in his
seminal text The Prince. If he is the same god in the text, then we have to
debate over hisstoicism and lack of interest in the natural human feglings, agony
and anguish. He even loses patience and runsto attack Bhishmaasif he suffered
from a kind of frustration in finding human competence intolerable. Does it
justify godhood in anyway? In other words, we can very well see how lesser
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individualslike Bhishma, Drona, Bidura, Krupacharyaand Krishnawere aways
intimidated by a strong, ethical, generous and courageous human beings like
Karna. The Pandavas were of course too petty to compete with him.

The projected text of The Mahabharata is only a fragile construct. Its
subtext issignificant and continuoudly disruptsin order to decipher contradictory
forcesthat either could have been suppressed or deliberately madeto beseenin
a poor light. The narrator time and again enters the text with binary values.
Durjyodhana s anger isanatural reaction out of disgust and is nothing short of
the plight of any existentialist fiction. Heis the loneliest character sporting an
ego that is very much human and extremely vulnerable when it comes to
friendship, power or politics. The adoption of all sorts of nasty meansin order
to capture the throne citing ethics and nobler interest (though we have never
heard of the common citizens' opinion in such matter) and killing all heroes of
the Kaurava camp with deceit is not innocent writing but a decent textual gap,
site of authorial hel plessness, prejudice providing scope for the writerly text to
emerge. The superficiality of ajust government is finally exposed when the
Pandavas could not ruleamidst devastation, failed from establishing the Dharma
Rajya. Krishnadied asawitnessto the end of hisclan and the myth of Dharma
was shattered. Kaliyuga follows and Krishna's discourse could not alter the
course of time.
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