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Blasphemous Attacks

1. Introduction tc "1. Introduction "
1.1 It is well known that after the Annexation of Punjab, Christian missions started their activities in the state under the wings of the British Administration. A Missionary Centre was started at Batala. Evidently, the object was to spread Christianity, and wean away people from their existing religions. At Amritsar, Sikh students of a Mission School were openly sought to be converted to Christianity. The response from the Singh Sabha successfully checked these attacks from the Mission. Later, the Akali Movement of early twenties brought about an awakening among the Sikh masses, and missionary activities of the Batala Group were virtually stopped. However, the Mission changed its tactics and started another line of attack. It opened a Centre of Sikh Studies. The activities of some of its functionaries, as facts seem to disclose, have been subversive of the Sikh ideology and its institutions. Later, other forces and groups have also taken up activities, that seek to erode the authenticity of the Guru Granth Sahib and Sikh institutions. In this note, we shall deal only with attacks on the authenticity of the Guru Granth Sahib. 

1.2 Guru Granth Sahib – A Unique Scripture: The Sikh Scripture is unique in many ways. It completely embodies the Sikh ideology, and lays down firm foundations of all Sikh doctrines. Second, these principles are not man-made, but are spiritually revealed. The Gurus say : (a)”O, Lalo, I express what the Lord conveys me to speak.”1 (b) “Nanak says the words of Truth.”2 (c) “I have expressed only what You made me say.”3 (d) “I have no voice of my own, all what I have said, is His Command.”4 (e) “Guru’s words are divine nectar (amrit). These quench all spiritual thirst.”5 (f) “Consider the Bani of the Satguru the words of Truth. O Sikhs, it is the Lord who makes me convey them.”6 This message is repeatedly stressed by the Gurus in the bani. Third, this Scripture stands authenticated by the Guru himself. Nothing that is revealed Gurbani, is outside it. As such, it is unalterable. Lastly, the revealed bani, or shabad, has been declared the Living Guru of the Sikhs. 

1.3 Significance of The Kartarpuri Bir: The creation of the Kartarpuri Bir or the authenticated Adi Granth by the Fifth Master, is a landmark in academic and spiritual history, which, apart from showing the Guru’s vision and sagacity, has the deepest significance. The Guru had all the authentic material available to him. The Sikh sangat of the time, although sizeable, was well known to the Guru. Second, the bani of the earlier Gurus, if claimed to be present with any Sikh, could not remain unknown or undisclosed to the Guru. In fact, every hymn of such bani, then in existence would have been proudly and voluntarily offered to the Guru. The Fifth Master took a long period to complete the bir, which he considered to be sacred. Every bani, hymn or couplet in the Adi Granth is numbered, with progressive totals indicated in the text. These are also listed in the Table of Contents. It shows his decision to make sure that no one could, in future, make any interpolation or change in the text. He must certainly have exercised utmost care to ascertain the authenticity of the material before recording it in his Adi Granth. We have the story of Pransangli which was obtained from Ceylon, but later rejected as unauthentic on scrutiny. We can be absolutely sure that any bani in existence at that time, was available to the Guru. It is rather far fetched that after 400 years, someone should come forward and claim a greater sense of discrimination, spiritual perception, vision or ability to know or test the authenticity of the bani, than Guru Arjun Devji. His preparation of the Adi Granth was a clear declaration of three facts. One, that the bani in the Adi Granth is the true bani of the Gurus. Two, that no bani of the Gurus has been left out by him from inclusion in the Adi Granth. Three, that any claimed existence of the bani either before or thereafter, could not be true, since the same would have been scrutinized and tested by the Fifth Master himself. Obviously, any claim made subsequent to that, would be meaningless, since, in the above context, post-facto claims would always be spurious. It is also impossible that anyone withheld any bani from the Fifth Master, only to disclose it later. The Gurus lived for over a hundred years after 1604 AD, and there is no record of any additional bani having been offered during this period. Only the bani of the Ninth Master was included in the Guru Granth. The Guru has given us not only an authentic Scripture, but also a supreme touchstone to test, whether anything produced or represented by anyone, is Gurbani or not. The corollary of the Guru’s edict or decision is that any suggestion of a hymn which is outside the Adi Granth, being called Gurbani is a clear act of blasphemy. 

1.4 From the above context, one conclusion is inevitable. Since the very object of Guru Arjun was to locate, identify and compile authentic bani in order to exclude all pretensions that were being made about it in some quarters, including Minas, what he included in the Adi Granth, is the only true text of the bani. Consequently, even if there was anything elsewhere in a different form than that in the Adi Granth, the logical corollary is that it was either spurious or stood incorrectly recorded, which is the reason for the Fifth Master having rejected it. 

1.5 In contrast, all other scriptures of the world are man-made, compiled or recorded centuries or decades after the demise of the concerned prophet. For these reasons, there are a spate of controversies, and a growing crop of literature that cast doubt about the real message or canon of the prophet concerned. 

1.6 Kartarpuri Bir Inspected: The above gives the context as to why the opponents of the Panth are uneasy, and seek to strike at the unshakable ideological base of Sikhism and its established canon. In 1945-46, there was a legal tussle between the SGPC and the Kartarpur Sodhis about the custody of the Kartarpuri Bir. It is unanimously accepted as the original Adi Granth, compiled by Guru Arjun Dev himself in 1604 AD. The date of writing it is recorded in the Granth itself, and it is authenticated by the Guru by putting his own nishan which is indexed in the List of Contents. During this period, the Commissioner of Punjab allowed access to the Bir to three persons, namely, Rev C H Loehlin of the Batala Mission, Dr J C Archer, and Dr Jodh Singh. They made separate examinations of it. The notes of their examinations are extremely revealing as to the approach and the mind of each of them. Evidently, the most important fact about the originality or the authenticity of a document, is the date of its writing, besides its author or scribe. The plain fact is that the date of writing the Kartarpuri Bir is given at the very beginning of it. Secondly, it is extremely significant that the dates of demise of the first four Gurus stand recorded in it in one handwriting, and are in the same shade of ink and manner. The date of demise of the Fifth Guru is also recorded by the same scribe, but the shade of ink is different as also the words thereof, because in this case, even the day, apart from the date of demise, is indicated.7 

II. Batala Group Misrepresents Authenticity of The Adi Granthtc "II. Batala Group Misrepresents Authenticity of The Adi Granth"
2.1 We reproduce the observations of the above three scholars, as reported at the Punjab History Conference of November 1965.8 Loehlin’s paper contained, besides his own observations, those of Acher also. They had full access to the Granth. In his own observation, he completely omits reference to the date on the bir, including the clear proof that follows from the record about the dates of death of the first five Gurus. He records that in the very beginning there is Guru Arjun’s writing as the nishan of the Guru. But he says that there are no signatures, ignoring the fact that the recording of signatures was never an Indian practice then, and that the only, and the recognised, method of authentication was by putting of Mul Mantra, called nishan, by the Guru on any Holy Granth. Similarly, Archer, while admitting the presence of the Index and mention of the nishan of Guru Arjun therein, makes a very misleading observation that the bir bears no dates and that its authenticity cannot be proved. Further, in this paper, it is stated that the problem of the book is acute, and although the Granth is said to have been dictated by Guru Arjun, yet its textual criticism like that of the Christian Scripture would be necessary. The paper records: “The observations are not so superficial, as they might at first seem. For one thing, Dr Archer’s statements are those of a trained observer. Both are the reactions of friendly critics, who know how irreplaceable such a book is. Both are from men who have had to study the involved subject of textual study of the Christian Scripture...”9 Such self-recommendations by the author about the two observers, in an academic paper is extremely extraordinary. How ‘friendly’ the two observers are, is evident from the fact that their eyes remain closed to the dates on the bir and the proof of its writing, as was clear from the dates of demise of the five Gurus, and the traditional nishan of the Fifth Guru. Not only do they omit every fact about the date and authenticity of the bir but they also go on narrating its non-existent defects, and recommend textual criticism by these two ‘friends.’ Archer also goes to the extent of making a mis-statement that the date is not there. That the omission and self-recommendations of these ‘friendly’ critics, were seemingly deliberate, and made with apparently unfortunate objectives, is evident from the paper of Jodh Singh, the third person who also saw the bir. His paper contributed at the same conference, not only gives the date of the bir but also explains cogently the blank spaces and other seeming objections raised by Loehlin and Archer. Here it must be stated that neither Loehlin, nor Archer could find any sign of interpolation or pasting in the nishan, tatkara or other pages of the Adi Granth. Since Jodh Singh’s paper at the Conference exposed their superficial scholarship, and perhaps also their intentions, the Batala Mission remained quiet for some time. 

2.2 McLeod Suggests Adi Granth is Tampered with: But in 1975, the attack was repeated by W H McLeod, a Batala trained ex-employee of the Mission, in his book ‘Evolution of the Sikh Community.’ He went a step further from the attempts of Loehlin and Archer. He wrote that the Kartarpuri Bir was not the original one and that the Banno Bir was the original bir, which had a hymn by the Fifth Guru, recording the alleged Tonsure ceremony of the Sixth Guru conducted by Guru Arjun, and that probably the Sikhs had obliterated the hymn from the bir at Kartarpur. He wrote, “The conclusion which seems to be emerging with increasing assurance was that the widely disseminated Banno version must represent the original text; and that the Kartarpur manuscript must be a shortened version of the same text. A few portions must have been deleted because they could not be reconciled with beliefs subsequently accepted by the Panth. This much appears to be well established ...” “Later still, portions of the Kartarpur manuscript (the original manuscript written by Bhai Gurdas) were rather ineptly obliterated in order to bring the two versions into line.” “When the prohibition became mandatory, not merely for Jat Sikhs, but also those of other castes, the reference in the hymn could only be regarded as intolerable.”10 McLeod’s suggestion is that the Guru never prescribed the keeping of hair, and since it was a Jat cultural practice, others also started keeping their hair and the hymn in the Kartarpuri Bir was obliterated by the Sikhs. McLeod also pleads for textual examination, endorsing the plea made earlier by the ‘friendly’ pair of scholars. The surprising parts of it are two. First, in 1968 had appeared Jodh Singh’s detailed and meticulous record, page by page, of the bir, along with clear reasons and conclusions of its being the original Adi Granth dictated by the Fifth Guru. He explained that the blank spaces were for the reason that a fixed cluster of leaves was kept for each Raag, and since in some cases the cluster could not be filled with the available hymns, space at its end remained blank. In fact, this was a clear additional proof of its authenticity. Dr Jodh Singh’s book specifically recorded that there was no obliteration of the Ramkali hymn at the place alleged by McLeod. Thus McLeod’s suggestion about obliteration was blatantly unwarranted, incorrect and misleading. McLeod was well aware of the work of Jodh Singh, which he quoted in his book. The second reason to doubt both McLeod’s motives and scholarship is that he made these assertions without examining either the Kartarpuri Bir or the Banno Bir. Besides, he should have known that there was literature about the Banno Bir (Mahan Singh’s book), saying that the recorded date on it showed that it was written in 1642 AD, 38 years after the preparation of the Kartarpuri Bir, i.e., in the times of Guru Hargobind Sahib. Yet in his book of 1975, he wrote about six pages of his baseless tirade against the Sikhs for obliterating the hymns, and recommended textual examination. 

2.3 McLeod Repeats Blasphemy: The Batala Group did not rest at that. In 1979 a Conference of Sikh Studies was held at Berkley, and both Loehlin and McLeod read papers on the Adi Granth. This time Loehlin was a little hesitant and, compared to McLeod, fair; since with his own statements and those of Archer, he also reproduced some of the observations from Jodh Singh’s paper of 1965 read at the History Conference. But he repeated the mis-statement of Archer that there was no date on the Kartarpuri Bir.11 He repeated this mis-statement, even though he knew it to be incorrect, simply because he wanted to repeat, as he did in the end, his earlier suggestion for textual criticism. Similarly, McLeod repeated his blasphemous and baseless statement that the Ramkali hymn had been obliterated and that the Banno Bir was the original one, even though he had still not examined either of them. He wrote, The earliest, representing nearest approach to Guru Arjun’s dictation would be Banno. The second, and intermediate recension bearing the actual marks of a later revision through the excision of unacceptable material, would be Kartarpur.”12 

2.4 It was, however, on record that there was no obliteration of the Ramkali hymn in the Kartarpuri Bir (Jodh Singh’s book of 1968), and that the Banno Bir had been scribed in 1642 AD (Mahan Singh’s book of 1952).13 

2.5 In view of these continued blasphemous attacks, Daljeet Singh made a detailed study of the Kartarpuri Bir, and produced scores of reasons, most of them individually conclusive, to show, that the Kartarpuri Bir was unambiguously the original Adi Granth, scribed by Bhai Gurdas under the direction of Guru Arjun Dev ji. He found the statements of McLeod to be incorrect, unwarranted and knowingly misleading. His Memorial Lectures at the Punjabi University, on this subject, were published in July 1987. And yet, without examining the birs, and without caring to study the profuse and conclusive literature on the point, McLeod continued with his apparent blasphemy. Even in 1989 in his book ‘The Sikhs’, he wrote, “This comparison suggests that the Banno recension may actually represent the original text by Bhai Gurdas. The theory allows that the Kartarpur manuscript may well be the document recorded by Bhai Gurdas,” but adds that “if this is indeed the case, the original version has subsequently been amended by obliterating occasional portions of the text.”14 

2.6 But the real facts are that not only had the examination of the Kartarpuri Bir by Jodh Singh (1968), Harbhajan Singh (1981) and Daljeet Singh (1987), been published, proving unambiguously the authenticity of the Kartarpuri Bir, and accusing McLeod of making deliberate blasphemous statements’, but many scholars like Mahan Singh (1952), the University Team from the GNDU, Amritsar, Principal Harbhajan Singh (1981), and Professor Pritam Singh (1982-84), had also published papers and reported that the Banno Bir had, on its own record, been scribed in 1642, and that even there the Ramkali hymn was just an interpolation made after that year. Still, over the years without examining any of the two birs, and disregarding the available published University and other literature on the issues, McLeod went on with his baseless and unethical attacks saying (a) that the Banno Bir was the original bir, (b) that there was motivated obliteration of the Ramkali hymn in the Kartarpuri Bir, and (c) that textual criticism was necessary. One wonders if any further comments are required about his motives and level of scholarship. 

2.7 Textual Analysis: Here, a few words about textual criticism and its relevance. As noted, except the Adi Granth, there is no scripture in the world that has been recorded either by, or during the life of the original prophet. Whether it is the Torah, the Bible, the Dhamapada or the Qoran, each was compiled and finalised long after the demise of the prophet concerned. Hence the problems of correct canon or textual criticism, form criticism, redaction and like criticisms have arisen. In the time between the demise of the prophet concerned and the date of its final compilation, there had been many man-made versions of concerned scriptures or parts thereof. In fact, in the case of the Jewish and Christian Scriptures, there are innumerable intervening manuscripts, suggesting one inference or the other. It has given unlimited mass of material to scholars to exercise their intellectual ability, or give vent to their idiosyncrasies, some of them even malicious. So much so, that on the basis of a doubtful and unproven manuscript, Morton Smith, a known scholar, went to the extent of casting unbecoming aspersions on Jesus Christ.15 Now the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1947 has put in confusion both the versions of the Talmud and the Bible. It is the unique vision of the Fifth Master, that he eliminated all possibilities of such criticism, by himself compiling and authenticating the bani. Further, the Gurus established a tradition, in fact a firm direction, that since it was a revealed bani, no one had the right to change even a word of it, and that nothing outside the Guru Granth, unless a copy of it, is Gurbani. For, there could be no question for Guru Arjun, to leave Gurbani outside, and not to include it in the Adi Granth. The Seventh Guru even banished his own son for changing a single word of bani, and the Tenth Master was very angry with a Sikh who wrongly pronounced a word, which could be misconstrued to change the meaning of the hymn. 

2.8 Blasphemy Evident: These being the facts and realities, the ex-Batala missionary apparently went out of the way to ‘muddy’ the waters by making unethical and unwarranted statements. The opinions, besides being clear misstatements, were unacademic, having been made over the years without ever examining the birs, in clear contradiction and utter disregard of the readily available published literature on the subject. Before 1975 and 1979, even a junior student of Sikhism knew (a) that the Kartarpuri Bir was dated and authentic, (b) that the Banno Bir was dated 1642 AD with a subsequent interpolation of the alleged Ramkali hymn, and (c) that the question of textual analysis could not arise in view of unambiguous statements of the Gurus that the bani was revealed, and the fact that it was authenticated by Guru Arjun himself. For these reasons, it would, indeed, be arrogant for any scholar today (400 years later!) to claim a better sense of judgement by suggesting that some authentic bani was, mistakenly or otherwise, left out by the Guru. 

2.9 McLeod Accused of Blasphemy: Thus the frivolous suggestions of the Batala Group died out, especially because McLeod had since lost all academic credibility by his having made baseless attacks against the Sikh Scripture. In fact, in 1989-90, four Sikh Organisations wrote to the University of Toronto, the employers of McLeod, accusing him of blasphemy as well as unacademic and unethical conduct. They wrote to the University demanding how McLeod, while knowing full well the truth from the publication of Dr Jodh Singh, had written page after page suggesting ‘inept deletion’ of ‘unacceptable material’ from the Sikh Scripture, and how the University could defend such misconduct of their employee. Perhaps, in response to these accusations of blasphemy, he wrote a letter to the ‘India Abroad,’ published on 14th December, 1990, “What I said was that at first it had appeared to me that this had been done, but that when I read Dr Jodh Singh’s book ‘Kartarpuri Bir de Darshan,’ I abandoned the notion.” It was a strange and unbelievable denial, because every blasphemous statement of McLeod, whether of 1975 or 1979 or 1989, had been made after the publication of Jodh Singh’s book of 1968, knowledge of which he had even admitted in his book of 1975.16 The fact that McLeod’s denial came only when he had been caught on the wrong foot, was pointed out by Dr Satnam Singh Dhami of New York city in his letter, giving all blasphemous statements of McLeod, even after he had known of Jodh Singh’s book. This letter showed that McLeod had made a mis-statement, even in his denial of 1990. 

2.10 Another Ghost Attack Starts: After his exposure, McLeod seemingly changed his plank of attack against the Adi Granth. In 1987, a paper under the caption ‘Need for Textual and Historical Criticism’ appeared with the name of Loehlin in the ‘Sikh Courier’ (UK). Therein parts of Loehlin’s paper which had been published in ‘Sikh Studies’ in Berkley were reproduced. The unfortunate part which betrays the motive of the author, is that whereas the statement of Archer alleging that the Kartarpuri Bir was undated and unauthentic, was reproduced, it omitted the portion of Jodh Singh’s paper wherein he had categorically concluded that the bir was original, was dated and authenticated with the nishan of the Fifth Guru. The article noted that it was a reproduction of Loehlin’s paper read at the Punjab History Conference and published in 1966. Evidently, this incongruous reference to Loehlin’s paper of 1965, 22 years old, by omitting reference to his later paper of Berkley published in 1979, was significant, and perhaps deliberate, because the writer wanted to project the alleged faults of the bir and to exclude from the notice of the readers, the views of Dr Jodh Singh contradicting the erroneous observations of Loehlin and Archer that had appeared in the Proceedings of the Punjab History Conference of 1965 and the Berkley Conference of 1979. Further, even the foot-note is incorrect, because the present article contains considerable additional material, referring to the writings of Giani Partap Singh regarding Dasam Granth, to Grewal and Bal’s book on Guru Gobind Singh, to the event of the creation of Khalsa, and to Dr Radhakrishnan’s observations in the Sacred Writings of the Sikhs. These addtional 2 or 3 columns of the article concluded with the suggestion: “Western friends of Sikhism and Sikhs likewise have noted this lack of critical interest on the part of Sikhs. Fortunately, many of their scholars and research experts are doing research of textual and historical problems.” The new concluding paragraph exposes the objective of republishing an old paper. For, it was sought to provide the preparatory ground for reviving a dead issue. Thus even the note “A Paper read at the Punjab History Conference and published in the proceedings, 1966” is also inaccurate and misleading, since the article contains considerable additional material with a new slant. Second, The Western ‘friends’ of Sikhs would seem to be, perhaps, none other than the ‘friendly’ McLeod of the Batala Group and his student, Pashaura Singh, who had taken up research on the issue in 1987. Third, Loehlin who died in August 1987, stood admitted since 1981 to an old Home for ex-missionaries in California, and was understood to have been incapable, since 1983, of doing any academic work. Further, according to the records of the Home, he is reported neither to have written nor revised any such paper. Dr Amrit Singh and Dr J S Mann visited the Home, and talked to Mr Rollins, Executive Director of the Home, where Loehlin had lived since 1981. After the visit, Dr Mann wrote to Mr Rollins by way of confirmation of the information the latter had conveyed to them. He says, “You also reviewed the above two papers published under the name of Dr C Loehlin in spring - summer of 1987 and March-April of 1990, as I had faxed you on October 7 of 1992. For the sake of record I am confirming our discussion and your opinion that ‘You knew Dr Loehlin very closely, and in your personal recollection since 1983 (when you joined the Centre) till his death, and also review of records of Westminster Gardens reflect that till his death Dr Loehlin did not publish any article during his stay at Westminster Gardens. I also contacted Mrs Marian Devies (Dr C Loehlin’s daughter) via telephone on October 6, 1992. She also does not recall that her Dad published any article on Sikhism in later years of his life when he moved to Westminster Gardens.” Another relevant fact is that the published paper of 1987 records at its close: “Dr C H Loehlin, Berkley University, California.” This clearly proves that the real author of the paper is not Loehlin. Because Loehlin never worked at Berkley, and could never describe himself as from Berkley. 

2.11 Another incongruous and surprising event is that the same paper by Loehlin under the same heading was published in The Sikh Review of March - April 1990, making a plea for textual analysis of the bir, even though Loehlin had died about three years earlier. Unfortunately, this time, even the note that it was a reproduction of the earlier paper was not there, giving thereby the impression that the article represented new academic research on the allegedly ‘undated’ bir. Thus, even though exposed about his earlier statements regarding the authenticity of the Kartarpuri Bir and the alleged deletions, it appears that someone again resorted to pleas for textual examination under the name of a dead ex-Batala Missionary. Evidently, all this is inexplicable as a normal or ethical academic activity. 

Iii. Pashaura Singh’s Thesis – A Proxy Attack tc "Iii. Pashaura Singh’s Thesis – A Proxy Attack "
3.1 In 1992, Pashaura Singh submitted a Ph D thesis entitled ‘The Text and Meaning of the Adi Granth’ to the University of Toronto, based on his work done under the guidance and supervision of W H McLeod. He has largely drawn on MS 1245 of GND University, and Mohan Pothis. This work has attracted world-wide adverse criticism, and Sikhs have by and large reacted sharply to a number of observations made in the thesis. This section is, therefore, devoted to its discussion. This will be done under the following sub-heads: 

A.
A Proxy Attack 

B.
MS 1245 

C.
Mohan Pothis 

D.
Conclusions 

A. A Proxy Attack tc "A. A Proxy Attack "
3.2 A Proxy Attack against the Bir Starts: Although the attack on the authenticity of the Guru Granth Sahib has failed, an obvious question remains, as to who is the ghost author, or the body sending articles under the name of a dead Loehlin, making misrepresentations that the bir is undated and pleading for textual analysis (which is supposed to have begun, or been taken up by ‘friendly’ persons). Facts tend to point out that it could be an ex-Batala man behind it. His antecedents suggest an apparent bias against the Sikh Scripture, for, without examining it, he went to the extent of making incorrect suggestions about its being a tampered with or a forged Granth. Second is the subsequent coincident event as to who has implemented the suggestion in the paper about textual analysis that appeared in the name of dead Loehlin. In the same period, about 1987, it is McLeod, as supervisor, and Pashaura Singh, as his student, who took up the so-called research on the text of Adi Granth. Pashaura Singh in his dissertation, guided by McLeod at Toronto, starts from the ghost paper of 1987, “In the 1940’s, two Western scholars, J C Archer and C H Loehlin, had an opportunity to take a look at the Kartarpuri Bir. Although their comments are mainly concerned with the internal physiognomy of the manuscript, they have, nevertheless, stressed the need for textual and historical criticism of the Adi Granth. To quote Dr Loehlin: ‘The Sikhs will hold a unique position among the religions of the world, if they prove through careful textual criticism the widely accepted belief that the Kartarpuri Granth is the MS dictated by Guru Arjun.’ ” A reference to the works of Jodh Singh, Harbhajan Singh and Daljeet Singh proving the authenticity of Kartarpuri Bir is completely omitted. 

3.3 Concept of a Draft: A significant and fundamental fact of Pashaura Singh’s dissertation is his ridiculous theory of a draft by Guru Arjun, based on a manuscript which is without antecedents, without history, without date, and without scribe’s name. It was first heard of only in 1987. A very revealing fact is that this ‘draft’ theory of Pashaura Singh is presumably based on the wild conjecture of his supervisor, Dr McLeod, which he brought into print (suggesting the theory of draft) in his book of 1975. He wrote, “Another has suggested that the present manuscript must be a first draft, subsequently amended by the Guru himself (the manuscript referred to is the Kartarpuri Bir).” The footnote about the ‘another person’ who made the suggestion, is as follows: “This opinion was advanced orally during the discussion which followed the reading of Dr Loehlin’s paper ‘A Westerner looks at the Kartarpur Granth’ at the First Session of the Punjab History Conference.”17 The name of ‘another person’ is not given, and there is no reference to or record of anyone, giving the draft idea, in the Conference Proceedings. Perhaps, it may not be inaccurate to suggest that the ‘another person,’ author of the draft idea, may be none other than Pashaura Singh’s guide. 

3.4 Here a few words about the irrelevance of the draft idea. In the available literature on the Adi Granth, the draft concept has been unknown. Because, this is just a modern western concept, and because, a draft in relation to the Adi Granth is a contradiction in terms. The bani being revealed, had only to be copied or compiled. A draft has to be made about something that is half baked, sketchy, preparatory or rough, or something about which ideas are not clear or have yet to be formed or finalised. As such, to the revealed and unalterable bani, as emphasised by the Gurus themselves, the idea of a draft is inapplicable. Second, it would be impossible to think of drafts, when a sacred Granth of over 1400 pages has to be copied. As stated already, both the concepts of textual analysis and a draft are inane in the case of the bani of the five Gurus. It is to eliminate all possibilities of controversy or confusion of authenticity that Guru Arjun took the sagacious step of its compilation and authentication. Unfortunately, McLeod seems obsessed by the presence of such confusion and controversy regarding Christian and Jewish Scriptures, finalised centuries after Christ and Moses, respectively. They never recorded or authenticated their thoughts in their own times. What is available are often unowned, or sketchy manuscripts mostly in fragments. It is from these that the Scripture or the Canon has to be constructed (not reconstructed, because there never was an original in full or complete) by men of variant beliefs, prejudices, abilities or leanings. These Scriptures had to be finalised by a process of concensus, possibility, feasibility, and even guess by men, who, as Professor Nichols emphasises, have or had a culture entirely different from the earlier culture of the prophets and their times. Accordingly, when anyone has to construct, frame or finalise a scripture, or even to interpret it, he has to take into consideration the principles of form or redaction criticisms. For, there is nothing given or authenticated before him. The present scholar is as much human as the one who made an earlier construction or interpretation of the portions or fragments from the works of the earlier writers, because no earlier prophet authenticated his message. Under such uncertainty and lack of authenticity of the original words of the prophets, concepts of form or textual analysis of man-made drafts have some relevance. Evidently, McLeod’s ideas of textual criticisms, drafts and hermeneutics are conditioned by the Christian background. These ideas are irrelevant and inapplicable to Sikhism, where the Scripture, as now universally acknowledged, was authenticated by the Fifth Master himself, declaring it to be both revealed and final. Sniping by ‘friends’ apart, this is the academic and real position, as given to us by the Fifth Master. 

B. Manuscript 1245 tc "B. Manuscript 1245 "
3.5 As reported earlier in 1992 Pashaura Singh with Dr McLeod as his supervisor, produced his Ph D thesis on the Adi Granth. The entire edifice of his thesis is based on MS 1245 of GND University, Amritsar. Therein he calls the manuscript an earlier draft of the Adi Granth prepared by Guru Arjun through Bhai Gurdas. The draft theory, as we have already seen, is too flimsy to sustain itself. But Pashaura Singh seems to know of no wavering from the thinking or plan of his supervisor, the ex-Batala Missionary. The entire thesis is apparently a blasphemous attack on the Guru Granth Sahib. The facts given in the following paragraphs would be relevant. 

3.6 A very significant feature of MS 1245 is the coincidence of its sudden appearance, almost from the blue, on the shelf of an Amritsar dealer and its purchase by the GND University in 1987.18 It is also in 1987 that the ghost article, recommending textual criticism and announcing the start of work by Western Sikh ‘friends’, appears. Again, it is in 1987 that Pashaura Singh supervised by McLeod takes up the subject of textual criticism for his Ph D work. It is difficult to dispel the thought that this triple coincidence of events in 1987 has an adverse significance for the authenticity of MS 1245, or that all this has some connection with the traditional plan of ‘muddying’ the waters. 

3.7 The third unfortunate fact is the history or lack of history of MS 1245. It has no history whatsoever. The entire literature on Sikhism, including the Survey List of Shamsher Singh’s Catalogue of old manuscripts, or the Sikh tradition does not refer to its existence anywhere. 

3.8 The dealer who sold it in 1987, does not know of its history. The dealer’s supposed note typed on the manuscript is very revealing. It contains almost every argument Pashaura Singh has given to suggest its antiquity, namely, its having been with Baba Budha whose hymn is written on it, its not having Bhagat Bani, its having satgur prasad and not gurprasad, its not having the line of ‘adi sach, jagad sach,’ etc. But later, on an oral and lengthy examination of the dealer Harbhajan Singh by scholars, he stated that he got this manuscript (which he said was the only one he had and sold to the GND University in 1986 -1987) from Rajasthan, along with a few other Mehrban group (Minas – a schismatic group) books. He repeatedly mentioned its Mehrban antecedents. He did not say a word about its other noted characters or its Baba Budha antecedents. This would appear to suggest that the distorted note was written at the instance of someone else, and for that reason, the dealer had no idea or remembrance whatsoever of its contents. His only recollection was that it was a Mehrban Granth which he sold to the University in 1986-87. 

3.9 On interview, the renowned successor, Sant Baba Darshan Singh, at the seat of Baba Budha, clearly stated that there was no handwritten bir, linked with Guru Arjun or Baba, with them, and that the question of selling such a prize, if available, could never arise. He also said that they had never known of Baba Budha ji having composed any poem or bani, and gave a written statement to that effect. 

3.10 But the most inexplicable fact is the complete silence of Pashaura Singh about its history. He founds almost all his conclusions, largely on this manuscript, and yet he says nothing about its source or custody during the preceding 400 years. There is not even a word, suggesting that he made any attempt to trace its past, or enquire from the dealer or elsewhere its history, which is the basic requirement of the reliability of a manuscript. He makes a clear reference, without any supportive evidence or enquiry, that the manuscript had remained with the family of Baba Budha. Equally intriguing is the fact that, although he was in Amritsar for about a week, and MS 1245 is the cornerstone of his thesis, yet he never cared to verify its history from the well-known Gurdwara or Centre of Baba Budha, where the present successor is Sant Baba Darshan Singh who lives only a few miles from Amritsar. The successors at the Baba Budha Centre completely deny any knowledge of it. All this demolishes the reliability or value of the manuscript. One wonders if a scholar working for a Ph D thesis could be so blissfully ignorant, smug, or unconcerned about the history of the basic manuscript of his work. Equally astonishing is the apparent lack of concern on the part of the Supervisor in this respect. 

3.11 The Japuji in MS 1245 is virtually the same as in Mehrban literature. This, with the presence of a couplet with the word Nanak seeking to attribute its authorship to the Guru, even though it is not Gurbani, shows that it is a Mina collection. One of the reasons for preparation of the Adi Granth was the circulation of such misleading hymns. All this and the clear statement of the dealer that he got it from Rajasthan from a Mehrban group, establish its Mehrban or Mina character. 

3.12 Pashaura Singh has made the illogical and naive suggestion that Guru Arjun changed his own bani in the final Adi Granth. The evident, the logical and the simple inference is that the scribe of MS 1245 has wrongly copied not only the bani of Guru Nanak, but also of Guru Arjun, and thereafter has forged the nishan of the Sixth Guru, to claim authenticity and to hide the shoddy character of his work. It is the good luck of the scribe of MS 1245 that posthumously he has found in Pashaura Singh and his Supervisor enthusiastic advocates and logicians, who have called his work an original compilation. If the topsy turvy logic of Pashaura Singh is to be followed, every plagiarist would claim to be the author, and every author would be in the dock. 

3.13 Change of Guru Nanak’s Bani Theologically Impossible: We have already given reasons why a change in revealed bani is a theological contradiction. So far as Guru Nanak’s bani is concerned, it is doubly so, because his spiritual status has been recognised to be unique and exalted. As explained by Bhai Gurdas in his 20th Var, Guru Nanak was Guru or Gurmukh from the very start, and received directly the Grace of God. But, every other Guru, as stated in the Var, was first a Gursikh and subsequently the beneficiary of His Grace through Guru Nanak or his successors.19 Accordingly, it is an inherent theological impossibility that Guru Arjun could ever think of altering the bani of Guru Nanak, much less his theology. 

3.14 But Pashaura Singh writes, “Guru Arjun worked over the text of the Mul Mantra in successive drafts to give it the final form. The Guru Nanak Dev University Manuscript, which is an early draft of the Adi Granth, gives the form of the Mul Mantra, before its standardisation.” “Another significant point is that Guru Arjun added the word ‘Purakh’ in the received text of the Mul Mantra. It clearly indicates that by his time the personal (Purakh) aspect of the Supreme Being had acquired prominence, as compared with Guru Nanak’s emphasis on the formless (Nirankar) nature of the Ultimate Reality. This may provide an adequate explanation of the subsequent developments that took place in the Sikh doctrines as well as within the Panth since the days of Guru Nanak. This will, however, challenge the traditional understanding of the Mul Mantra as being created in its present form by Guru Nanak himself.” Similarly, he writes, “The comparison of this text with the earlier forms of the Mul Mantra given above, clearly indicates the addition of the word ‘nirvairu’ (without enmity) which Guru Ram Das employs to put emphasis on the divine attribute of benevolence. This may reflect his firm resolve to counter the situation of hostility in real life, created by the animosity of his rivals with the spirit of love and friendliness. Thus a new theological dimension is added to the Sikh understanding of the Ultimate Reality. “Obviously, the same temporal considerations, he has attributed to the Fourth Guru for using the word ‘nirvairu,’ and adding a new dimension, because he was suffering hostility in real life. Further he writes, “In his final version, Guru Arjun replaced the phrase ‘satguru prasad’ (by the grace of the True Guru) with ‘gurprasad’ (by the grace of the Guru).” The implication of all these blasphemous statements, is that the description of God’s attributes is not the result of revelation or spiritual experience, but follows needs of the social milieu, i.e., the Marxian logic of environment governing all thought, and denial of spirituality. He also writes, “A comparative analysis of the text with the standard version of the Japuji, reveals the following important differences, which illuminate the different stages in the process of development.” “The most distinctive difference is that the introductory couplet of the Japuji, is missing in the earlier text. In the standard version it reads: ‘The Eternal One, From Beginning, Through All Time, Present Now, the Everlasting Reality’ (....) Evidently this shaloka was added by Guru Arjun much later, when he produced the final text of the Japuji.” “Evidently Guru Arjun modified the language of certain words.” “There are numerous such examples throughout the text of the Japuji, where Guru Arjun refined the language of certain passages and polished the meter.” “All these examples clearly indicate that certain linguistic revisions were made at the time of the standardisation of the text of the Japuji.” “Traditionally the concluding shaloka of the Japuji is understood to be Guru Nanak’s own composition. There are, however, scholars who regard Guru Angad as the real author.” (The scholar who is cited in support, is probably no other than McLeod.) “Second, Guru Nanak may have initiated his successor, Bhai Lehna, into the poetic skill of verse composition in the literary form of shaloka, and this training may have been part of his designation to the office of Guruship. The two Gurus may have worked together on the text of the epilogue of the Japuji, and, accordingly, both may be regarded as its joint authors.” 

3.15 Baseless Insinuations: In addition, Pashaura Singh makes the insinuation that Guru Arjun included the bani of bhagats, because of socio-political reasons. He depicts the Fifth Master as a political figure, anxious to attract followers in order to gain socio-political prominence and standing. He writes, “Their (Ravidas’ and Dhanna’s) inclusion in the Scripture reflects a situation wherein the followers of these bhagats (the Jats and cobblers) were attracted into the Sikh fold in large numbers.” “Although Kabir is prominently represented in the Sikh Scripture, followed by Namdev, Ravidas and Sheikh Farid, eleven other figures from different regions and castes, are given a token representation to justify the Sikh claim to universality.” Further, it is the same logic that makes Pashaura Singh to say, because of the absence of bhagat bani in the MS 1245, that the reasons for inclusion of some bhagat bani in the Adi Granth were not ideological, but mundane or almost political. For, he writes regarding the bani of Bhagat Dhanna, “Its later addition may reflect a situation, when Jats were attracted into the Sikh fold in large numbers. It should be emphasised that the inclusion of bhagat bani in the Adi Granth, may have been motivated primarily by popular impulse of the time, in which different sectarian traditions (Sampradaya) were equally involved...” 

3.16 The above shows that whereas McLeod accused the Sikhs of changing the bani of the Adi Granth, Pashaura Singh goes a step further, and says that the Fifth Master also made ideological and other changes in the bani of Guru Nanak Dev ji, and that the Kartarpuri Bir cannot be considered to be authentic in the sense that it is a correct compilation of the bani of the First Master. 

3.17 Lack of consistency is always a natural proof of one’s bias or motive. In 1975, McLeod attacked the authenticity of the Kartarpuri Bir saying that the Banno Bir was original, because it contained more material than the Kartarpuri Bir: “The conclusion which seems to be emerging with increasing assurance was that the widely disseminated Banno version must represent the original text; and that the Kartarpur manuscript must be a shortened version of the same text.” Now Pashaura Singh, approved by McLeod, uses MS 1245 to attack the authenticity of the Kartarpuri Bir, because it is a shorter version. “If the standard rule of textual criticism that ‘the shorter reading’ is to be preferred to the longer one (....) is considered, the text of this manuscript comes out to be the earlier than the famous Kartarpuri manuscript.”20 Both Pashaura Singh and his supervisor seek to attack the authenticity of Kartarpuri Bir on the basis of MS 1245, even though it is a Mina collection, and is, as facts prove conclusively, a post-1606 manuscript. 

3.18 The contrast of approach of McLeod, to this manuscript, which is brought forward to oppose the authentic Sikh Scripture, on the one hand, and to the views attacking the Kartarpuri Bir, on the other, is extraordinary. The Adi Granth is dated, and it has the nishan, which is virtually the signature of the Fifth Guru. The nishan is listed in the Table of Contents. Besides, the notes of dates of demise of the first four Gurus and the note regarding the Fifth Guru are in different shades of ink, although both are in the hand of Bhai Gurdas. All this, its proper custody over the centuries, and numerous other internal and external pieces of evidence, prove its authenticity. Despite the knowledge of this conclusive evidence, McLeod wrote in his Berkley paper of 1979, doubting the authenticity of Kartarpuri Bir, “One is the obscurity which envelopes a significant period of the text’s actual history.”21 And, similarly, Archer wrote in his article, “It is said that Guru Tegh Bahadur hid it once for 14 days in the river Beas to protect it... but there are no signs of water damage.” He concluded that “Its authenticity cannot be proved.”22 In one case the alleged uncertainty or custody for 14 days disproves the authenticity of a manuscript, but in the other case, a lack of history or knowledge of custody for 400 years, is ignored as of no consequence. As against it, MS 1245 has no date, no nishan of the Fifth Guru, and no clue about its scribe, or the history of its custody in 400 years. And yet, McLeod seems to have suddenly turned the Nelson’s eye to all this. 

3.19 There is another interesting contrast. Whereas the Kartarpuri Bir contains the Fifth Guru’s nishan, MS 1245, according to Pashaura Singh, and as seen by us, has a forged nishan pasted on it which is considered to be that of the Ninth Guru, on the basis of identity of handwriting. But the author represents this nishan as that of the Sixth Guru. And yet, on the basis of MS 1245, whose author has evidently forged the nishan of the Sixth Guru, Pashaura Singh and his Supervisor suggest that Guru Arjun made theological changes in the bani of Guru Nanak. We wonder if modern scholarship or textual criticism permits attacking an authentic Scripture on the basis of a forged manuscript, especially when even its author does not pretend to claim it as of Guru Arjun’s period. No one can be blamed, if such ‘friendly Western scholarship’ is considered suspect, having brought its reputation to an unenviable level. 

3.20 MS 1245 is not a bir. It is just a stray collection of hymns the scribe was able to find. The collection includes both bani and non-bani, and the hymns stand recorded without any order of raags, or any other order, as in the Adi Granth. It is significant that the dates of demise of the first five Gurus are written on leaf 1255. These dates are written normally either in the beginning or at the end of a manuscript. But even after writing these dates on leaf 1255, the scribe went on collecting hymns upto leaf 1266, comprising the bani of the Third, Fourth and Fifth Gurus, as well as non-bani. The recording is all haphazard, without any system or sequence of any kind. By no stretch of reason can the manuscript be called a bir or a draft. It is just an odd recording of available hymns the scribe could lay his hands upon. 

3.21 There is another intriguing fact. We are told that MS 1245 has no known history. It entered the vision of academic forum in 1987, after it was listed in the GND University catalogue following its purchase. The entire thesis of Pashaura Singh and the arguments of textual analysis are largely based on this manuscript. Without it, Pashaura Singh could make no comparison or progress in the field of his research, because in the Sikh academic world no such manuscript or first draft has ever been mentioned. Neither Pashaura Singh nor McLeod ever visited Amritsar after the cataloguing of this manuscript until 1990. How is it that Pashaura Singh chose the subject and his supervisor approved of it, when both of them had no knowledge of the existence of MS 1245, or anything like it, in the absence of which no one could make any headway in this field? Besides this, a number of other questions arise. Did Pashaura Singh know of it and its contents? Did he include mention of its basic importance in his synopsis? If so, who conveyed the presence and the detailed contents of MS 1245 to him in 1987, so as to give him both material and confidence to start his textual venture? In the background of the ghost articles mentioned earlier, the truth may be quite revealing. 

3.22 MS 1245 was Scribed after 1606 AD: As one fact alone is enough to knock the bottom of the dating or period regarding the time of scribing MS 1245, we need not go into many other details and facts. Manuscript 1245, according to Pashaura Singh, contains the dates of demise of all the first five Gurus. He writes that they are in the same hand, and although he gives no reasons for it, he says that the date of the Fifth Guru was recorded later. The factual position, revealed from our examination, and the photocopy of the five dates, is, that the dates of demise of all the five Gurus are in one hand, and in the same shade of ink. This shows conclusively that the manuscript was scribed after the demise of the Fifth Guru (1606). And, thus, the question of its being a draft by Guru Arjun cannot arise. Accordingly, the entire rationale of the thesis of Pashaura Singh regarding alleged changes by Guru Arjun becomes baseless. Pashaura Singh well understood the significance of this feature of the manuscript. Therefore, he appears to have been obliged to make the mis-statement that the date of demise of the Fifth Guru had been written later, although, he could give no reason to support it, since the hand and shade of ink were the same.23 Second, the scribe or the owner of the manuscript does not attempt to give by way of the forged nishan of the Sixth Guru, a date earlier than the period of Guru Hargobind. This shows that its being a manuscript of a time prior to 1606, is out of question, and was not claimed to be so even by the author. And hence it cannot be seriously claimed as such now. Actually, the handwriting of nishan shows it to be of the Ninth Guru, and, thus, MS 1245 could only be of the time of the Ninth Guru. 

3.23 Pashaura Singh’s guess about the scribe of MS 1245 is also untenable. He concedes that although the handwriting of the scribe does not match with that of Bhai Gurdas in the Kartarpuri Bir, Bhai Gurdas must have improved it by the time he wrote Guru Arjun’s Granth. Seemingly, he also improved his knowledge of Gurmukhi writing, since MS 1245 is not written in the kind of script with matras, in vogue in the period of the Fifth Master. Further, if Bhai Gurdas wrote MS 1245, how did this manuscript travel from the Bhallas to the area of Baba Budha family? Since the handwriting of all the five dates is the same, as seen by us, the ‘improvement of handwriting’ theory of Pashaura Singh falls to the ground, and the scribe could never be Bhai Gurdas. For, the five dates stand written simultaneously by the same scribe. And, what was the earthy reason for Bhai Gurdas to write on it the date of demise of the Fifth Guru, if it was merely a discarded draft? Further, why were the dates of demise of subsequent Gurus not mentioned? Evidently, the writer never intended to claim a date prior to 1606 AD, i.e., the period of the Sixth Guru, which is clear from his having forged the nishan of Guru Hargobind. Just as the author of the manuscript has, by the pasted forged nishan, sought to extend his ambitious claim about the time of scribing MS 1245, Pashaura Singh has now so irrationally sought further to extend that period to the time of the Fifth Master. 

3.24 The fact that the dates of demise are on leaf 1255, and the scribe records the bani of Gurus and other hymns on the subsequent over twenty pages, shows clearly that the manuscript was in the process of preparation even after 1606 AD. 

3.25 Further, the manuscript claims a hymn alleged to be of Baba Budha in which the author uses the word ‘Nanak’ for himself, following the practice of the Gurus. This fact alone, as referred to earlier, is sufficient to prove that MS 1245 is spurious, and that it is a production of an anti-Guru or anti-Sikh group. Because a devout Sikh would never pass his own poetry as bani of Guru Nanak or his successors. Such pretentious profanity on the part of Baba Buddha is inherently impossible. 

3.26 Available Material is Unauthentic: As it is, there are hundreds of manuscripts of the Adi Granth, with private owners and in the Sikh Gurdwaras. Everywhere the owners keep them with utmost respect and veneration, and usually try to establish their antiquity by linking them with one of the Gurus or some other historic figure. Yet, so far never has the story of a draft or the claim of a bir being earlier than 1604 AD, been made. This is the deadline, because, in the existing tradition, history and facts, everyone knows that any claim beyond that date would be unacceptable and even ridiculous. The earliest story in this regard was the Banno story, claiming the simultaneous scribing of the bir by Bhai Banno in 1604 AD. The facts have conclusively revealed that the story has no basis, and that this bir is dated 1642 AD. Human ingenuity can be unlimited, but so far no one has dared to claim the existence of a manuscript of the Adi Granth earlier than that of 1604 AD. Of course, this ‘research’ has now come from the so-called ‘friendly’ Western scholarship. The point to stress is that there are innumerable hand-written copies of the Adi Granth. If this kind of irrational claim is also considered plausible, anyone with ambition or wanting to ‘muddy’ the waters can come forward with spurious arguments, so as to claim authenticity and earlier origin for his bir.

3.27 Need Investigation to Stop Malpractice: One more fact needs to be mentioned. After the destruction of the Sikh Reference Library in 1984, the story is current that many of its manuscripts are still available and that there are persons offering them for a price. Such trade is said to be going on both inside and outside the country. MS 1245 could be a part of the goods being traded about. It is, therefore, essential that the entire transaction and the matter be looked into. 

3.28 Here it is also relevant to mention that Piar Singh, whose work we shall discuss later, is an evident associate of the hostile group. For, he also calls this manuscript (MS 1245), with a forged nishan, an antique manuscript of very special importance, adding that the same was purchased by the GND University, (and he was a specialist member of the Purchase Committee) at his special request in 1987. While his assertion or opinion of the manuscript does not add to its antiquity or its authenticity, it does clearly show where he stands.

C. Mohan Pothis tc "C. Mohan Pothis "
3.29 In recent years there has been some confusion regarding the relevance of manuscripts, including Mohan Pothis, as a source of the Adi Granth of the Fifth Master. This misunderstanding needs to be cleared, especially because in some quarters such manuscripts are being used as authentic source of Gurbani. Both Pashaura Singh and Piar Singh, have tried to use them in order to create confusion. To understand the true position, it is essential to grasp the significance of Guru Arjun Dev ji’s sagacious decision and his unmatched vision in creating the Adi Granth, and the position of Mohan Pothis. While the former has been discussed earlier, the latter is briefly explained in the following paragraphs. 

3.30 Factual Position of Mohan Pothis: According to a traditional story, there were some pothis with Baba Mohan. Two of these are extant, one at Ahyiapur and the other at Pinjore, and have been referred to by Bawa Prem Singh Hoti Mardan of a Bhalla family. Three questions arise about these pothis, namely, their authenticity, their dating, and reliability of the story. 

3.31 Authenticity: On the point of authenticity, we have already stated that the Guru’s decision to compile the Kartarpuri Bir, categorically emphasises that any composition that is variant in form or content from the Kartarpuri Bir is not sachi bani of the Gurus. Therefore, a manuscript can neither be used, nor have any claim to authenticity, for the purpose of identity of Gurbani. Accordingly, if there is any variation in any pothi or Granth from Gurbani in the Guru Granth, it has to be considered unauthentic in the light of the historic decision of the Fifth Master. Even if, for the purpose of argument, it is assumed that the Mohan Pothis were with the Gurus, it clearly means that they were rejected for the extent that their bani is variant from the bani in the Adi Granth. Therefore, except for the reverence in which any pothi is held as a family treasure, it cannot be of any significance, as a source of Gurbani, which is only the Adi Granth, the Living Guru of the Sikhs. This is the unambiguous consequence of the decision of the Fifth Master. 

3.32 Dating of the Mohan Pothis: So far there is no clarity even about the dating of the extant pothis; much less is there a distinct proof of their genuineness. According to tradition, these pothis are said to have been recorded by Sahansar Ram, grandson of the Third Master. The Fourth Master, while he was a Gursikh, is also said to have been associated with it. Except for this unauthentic story, there is no evidence that either the Third Master got them dictated through Sahansar Ram, or that they were written by him in association with the Fourth Master, while he was Bhai Jetha. On the other hand, the facts seem to controvert all such suggestions. It is inconceivable that, had the Third Master commissioned the compiling of the bani in these pothis, there would not have been any mark of the Master thereon. Bawa Prem Singh claims them to be of the period between 1570-72 AD. This claim is obviously controverted by the Ahyiapur Pothi, on the first page of which, the year 1652 Bikrami is recorded. The hand may be different from the one in which the body of the pothi is written. This corresponds to the period of the Fifth Master. 

3.33 The factual position is that the date is recorded on that part of the leaf, which had crumbled with age, and had been later reconstructed. The crumbled letters and words were recorded again as a means of reconstruction, probably not earlier than the first quarter of the eighteenth century. It is at this time, that the writer had an opportunity to pre-date the pothi with a view to advancing its antiquity. For, in such cases, post-dating a manuscript is simply out of question. 

3.34 It is significant that Kalyandas Udasi who had evidently seen the pothi also gives 1595 AD as the year of its production. Mrs Jaggi, who has only followed Bawa Prem Singh, says that Kalyandas does not support his view by any evidence. She seems to have ignored the actual date (1652 BK) given on the pothi itself. Another important fact is that, in the Kartarpuri Bir, the Fifth Master records that the Japu of Guru Nanak had been copied from the one recorded by the Fourth Master. That being an authentic source, the Fifth Master has clearly referred to it. Had any Mohan Pothi also been written either at the dictation of the Third Master, or in association with the Fourth Master, or been an authentic source, it is unthinkable that Guru Arjun Dev would have omitted its mention. 

3.35 As such, it is natural to conclude that the pothis were recorded by a schismatic group, sometimes after the life of the Fifth Master, when the Sikh Society was engaged in its battles with the Administration. 

3.36 An Impossible Story: Sahib Singh feels that the Mohan Pothi story, as had been the practice then of some writers, including those of Janamsakhis, is just a narration woven around a couplet of Guru Arjun to seek popularity and recognition. In the entire Guru Granth Sahib, there is no hymn praising a person other than the Gurus; much less is there a eulogy of one virtually in the opposite camp. The word ‘mohan’ in the couplet means and is addressed to God. It has decidedly no reference to the person of Baba Mohan. Facts are clearly against the historicity of the story, and the manuscript. 

3.37 Apart from its post-Fifth Guru dating, the very fact that the pothis record that the custodians have the blessings of three generations of Gurus, shows that these are a post-Third Guru production (1574 AD), and not one dictated or commissioned by him. The reference to the Fourth Guru or the Fourth generation of the Gurus is not given, because the Mohan group refused to recognise the Fourth Master as Guru. As such, the production is certainly of a date subsequent to 1695 AD, when reverence for the Break-away group had waned. Further, the note recording the blessings of the three Gurus, is followed by a curse to the effect that anyone not accepting their leadership (Hundi), would go to hell. To suggest that such an unbecoming statement issued from the Guru, is an obvious travesty. On the other hand, it is apparently a statement of a frustrated group or person (which the branch of Mohan and Sahansar Ram was), wanting to win a following by curses and coercive tactics and claims to possession of pothis or bani of the Gurus. Hence, the recording of the pothis is certainly of the time later than that of Guru Arjun. There is another strong reason for not recognising the authenticity of the pothis. On the assumption that the Third Master did have his recorded bani, it is ridiculous to suggest that, whereas he conferred Guruship on Guru Ramdas, he would convey, against the known tradition, the treasure of the bani to the estranged or aggrieved persons who refused to recognise the Fourth Master as the Blessed Guru. The Guru Granth Sahib itself says that whereas Mohri, the Guru’s other son, accepted Guru Ramdas as the successor, Baba Mohan remained sullen and apart. Hence, the story of the authentic bani being with this group, is both an impossibility and an inherent contradiction. Third, it is significant that the version of mangalacharan, recorded in the pothis, is a virtual copy from the known pothis of the Hundalis, another group known for its hostility towards the Gurus and the Panth. It is, therefore, a blatant perversion on the part of both Pashaura Singh and Piar Singh to accept the Hundali version as the truth and to accuse Guru Arjun Dev ji of theologically and otherwise changing the bani of Guru Nanak. 

3.38 The conclusion is inevitable that, even if the Mohan Pothis had been available to the Fifth master, he kept what was bani and rejected the rest. In fact, as we have stated above, it is the task of scrutiny of bani the Guru had been judiciously performing, i.e., either accepting it as sudh, or rejecting it. 

D. Conclusions tc "D. Conclusions "
3.39 Pashaura Singh has committed five separate acts of blasphemy: 


i. 
That bani, as proclaimed by Guru Nanak and the other Gurus, is not revealed one. For, later it can be changed, and has been changed by Guru Arjun Dev ji. 


ii.
That Guru Arjun Dev ji made theological changes in the bani of Guru Nanak. 


iii. 
That Guru Arjun Dev ji made misrepresentations in so far as he passed on to the public his own bani as that of Guru Nanak. 


iv. 
That hymns which, for the Guru, were not true bani (sachi bani), are eulogised by the scholar to be true bani of Guru Nanak. 


v. 
That bhagat bani was included later in the Adi Granth, by Guru Arjun Dev ji for mundane and political reasons, imputing to him the desire to gain following among different castes. 

In the history of Sikh Studies, it is an extremely dangerous and damaging attempt to destroy the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib, the great work of the Fifth Master. It is in order to eliminate all possibilities of mischief, confusion or controversy, that the Fifth Master did the landmark work of sifting all available bani, excluding kachi bani, and including only what is sachi bani in the Guru Granth Sahib. It is to undo this work, that all these attempts are being made. The Fifth Master’s work implies three edicts: 


a. 
That the entire sachi bani in the form in which it had been revealed, was included in the Adi Granth. 


b.
That anything outside, if it differed from the bani in the Adi Granth, is not sachi bani. 


c. 
That no one could make the least change in the sachi bani. 

Pashaura Singh’s work, supervised by McLeod, is the second attempt to attack the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib. For, no one can, after 400 years, seriously claim either that he has discovered sachi bani, or that he has a greater sense of discrimination than Guru Arjun Dev ji. 

IV. Piar Singh’s Blasphemous Publication tc "IV. Piar Singh’s Blasphemous Publication "
4.1 Dr Piar Singh’s book ‘Gatha Sri Adi Granth’ is clearly a planned work, undertaken with the singular objective of attacking the authenticity of the holy Guru Granth Sahib, and for that matter, the very foundation of the Sikh faith. It appears that the work has been taken up in association with those who share these objectives. We shall, therefore, divide the discussion into five parts:

A.
Blasphemy 

B.
Misstatements and Contradictions 

C.
Motives 

D.
Author’s Associations 

E.
Conclusions 

A. Blasphemy tc "A. Blasphemy "
4.2 On page 112 of his book, the concluding sentence about the writing of the Mohan Pothis is: “This pothi is decidely the oldest one among the available collection of Gurbani.” He also states on the same page that this collection relates to the period of the Third Guru, and that it does not relate to the period of the Fourth Master. On page 156 he says that a shabad of Raag Tilang is present in the Ahiyapur Mohan Pothi, but is missing in the Guru Granth Sahib. The evident blasphemy is that he calls a shabad, which is not in the Guru Granth Sahib, to be Gurbani, claiming thereby that he has traced Gurbani that the Fifth Master failed to trace and include in the Adi Granth. Thus, he also creates confusion both about the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib as the sole repository of Gurbani, and alleges that there is bani even outside the Guru Granth Sahib. All this is arrogant blasphemy. 

4.3 The claim of the author that the Mohan Pothis relate to the period of the Third Master, is clearly belied by the date recorded on the Ahiyapur Pothi itself, which is 1595 AD, i.e., the time of the Fifth Master. The assertions, apart from being blasphemous, are misstatements. Never in the history has any writer of a manuscript tried to reduce its antiquity by post-dating it, although in such documents antedating is a common practice. In this case antedating is obvious because the date is recorded by a different hand on the reconstructed part of the leaf on the alleged ground of its having worn out. Besides, according to Piar Singh himself, the Mohan Pothi contains two shabads of the Fifth Master and one shabad of the Fourth Master (p 76). This shows that the author’s assertion that the Mohan Pothis were written during the time of Guru Amar Das, is a deliberate misstatement.

4.4 The author writes that in the Mohan Pothis (p 75) the Mul Mantra consists of ‘satgur parsad’ and ‘sach naam kartar nirbhau nirikar akal murat sambhau.’ Following Pashaura Singh, he proceeds to suggest that this was changed to its present form in the Guru Granth Sahib, when the Adi Granth was prepared, presumably by Guru Arjun Dev ji, and ‘nirikar’ has been dropped and ‘nirvair’ added. Elsewhere in a note written on MS 1245, and at page 418 of his book, Piar Singh writes: “It decidedly underwent a change for its standard form, as recorded in the accepted copy of the Granth, and its use at present does not have satgur parsad in the initial part; sach kartar, nirikar and sambhau, have been replaced by sati, kartar Purakh, nirvairu and saibhang, respectively.” Explaining, he states that nirikar was superfluous, because the akal murat and ajuni, convey the same meaning. Perhaps the author is suggesting that Guru Nanak did not see the superfluity that Guru Arjun removed. The changes attributed to the Guru are not confined to phraseology, but involve major theological amendments, since these seek to replace the “formless God of Guru Nanak” to a “Personal God” and to substitute “satgur” (God) with the ‘Guru.’ As stated earlier, Piar Singh accepts Hundali mangalacharan (as also given in Mohan Pothis) to be correct bani of Guru Nanak, and blames Guru Arjun Dev for changing it. These statements imply four acts of blasphemy: 


(a) 
That bani as compiled by Guru Nanak and other Gurus is not a revealed one. For, later it can be changed, and has been changed by Guru Arjun. Its revealed and unalterable character was thereby destroyed by the Guru himself. 


(b) 
That Guru Arjun made theological changes in the bani of Guru Nanak. 


(c) 
That Guru Arjun made misrepresentations in so far as he passed on to the public his own bani as that of Guru Nanak. 


(d) 
That the hymns which, for the Guru, were not true bani (kachi bani), are eulogised by the scholar to be true bani of Guru Nanak. 

4.5 The entire book is an attack on the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib. The author knows that the holy Guru Granth Sahib is based on the Kartarpuri Bir. There is abundant documentary evidence to show that in the Misl period and during the Sikh rule, Kartarpuri Bir was unquestionably accepted as the standard bir, and that birs were amended so as to conform to this true version. Manuscript No 7 in the list given by Dr Piar Singh himself in his book, is a convincing example. The SGPC published in 1951-52 the authentic version of Guru Granth Sahib, on the basis of the Kartarpuri Bir, which has been established as the creation of the Fifth Master. Piar Singh is also aware that all Sikh scholars and even some non-Sikh Europeans, who have examined the bir critically, have testified to the authenticity of its body. Prominent among these are Dr Jodh Singh, Mahan Singh, and Daljeet Singh, besides the SGPC team. Even Dr W H McLeod, who opposed this view for about two decades, has openly withdrawn his challenge and has accepted the authenticity of this bir. Recently one of his Ph D students, who examined the bir minutely, has recorded in his thesis that the authenticity of
the Kartarpuri Bir compiled by Guru Arjun Dev ji is unquestionable. Piar
Singh, however, ignores this overwhelming evidence. He says, referring to the authenticity of the Kartarpuri Bir, that it is not easy to accept Dr Jodh Singh’s views (p 50). His finding is that “This (Kartarpuri Bir) is an independent compilation, which during a later period, was moulded on the pattern of the Adi Bir.” It is surprising that this unfounded and for that reason motivated objection should come from Dr Piar Singh, who, according to his own admission, has never seen the Kartarpuri Bir. But, perhaps it can come only from one who has not seen it, but has some extraneous compulsion to repeat secondhand objections. We shall deal with his objections later. At the moment, we must say that this is an attack on the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib, based by the Tenth Master and the SGPC on the Granth of the Fifth Master, and is indeed blasphemous. For, when the Tenth Master prepared the Damdami Bir, he first asked for loan of the Kartarpuri Bir from the Dhirmalias (its custodions). This proves two things, first, that the Kartarpuri Bir was in existence and the Guru knew it, and, second, that it is the Kartarpuri Bir which he reconstructed, except for the banis of the Ninth Master. It is an absurd suggestion of Piar Singh that the Kartarpuri Bir was lost in the river and the Guru was ignorant of it in asking for its loan, and that the Sikhs who had thrown it in the river had misled the Gurus by making misstatements. 

4.6 The author’s pre-determined and motivated prejudice to attack the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib gets exposed in the very beginning of the book. He refuses to acknowledge the importance of the most sagacious and momentous step Guru Arjun took in compiling an authentic bir. For, in the long list of 44 manuscripts he has given in the contents of the book, he mentions this bir at Number 5 in priority. Not satisfied with this expression of rancour at not being shown the bir by its custodians, he further shows his anger putting a question mark (?) after it. He thereby proclaims to the reader what kind of biased stuff he is going to write. He does not find anything spectacular in Guru Arjun’s compilation of the bir. He says: “It would be a mistake to think that the work of compilation of bani started with Guru Arjun Dev at a certain point of time in history, and ended at another point of time. Actually this compilation work started very much earlier and continued very long thereafter. The inference is that the work continued even after the compilation by Guru Arjun Dev ji.” (page 437). This is another blasphemous attack on the Gurus. Its implications are (a) that authentic bani had been collected in different compilations much earlier; (b) that the Adi Granth compiled is not the sole and complete source of Gurbani; and (c) that the Fifth Master failed to complete the work and finalise the text, and that the work continued independently, even after him. Nothing can be more revealing of the author’s intentions and motives than the above entirely baseless assertions. For, Piar Singh knows that there was and is no known collection of bani, much less a bir, compiled before the time of the Fifth Guru. The Mohan Pothis, because of their subsequently recorded and ante-dated date of Samat 1652, and the presence of the bani of the Fifth Guru, is certainly a post-Fifth Guru compilation. Even the person who ante-dated Mohan Pothis knew that he could not rationally put on it a date earlier than the time of the Fifth Guru because of the presence in them of his bani. But Piar Singh is so biased that, defying simple logic and common sense, he has no hesitation in calling the schismatic pothis with the Handalia Mul Mantra, a compilation of the time of the Third Master. After all, where did the schismatic compiler of the Mohan Pothis get Guru Arjun’s hymns from, except the Kartarpuri Bir or a copy of it like the Banno Bir of Samat 1699? Every compilation Piar Singh has chosen, including MS 1245, is a post-Fifth Guru production, the dates and scribes of some are also unknown. Can we haul up an author if a copyist of his extant book has made mistakes in copying, or deny his authorship on this account? And, yet, without any pre-Fifth Guru compilation and merely on the basis of post-Fifth Guru birs, and there are hundreds of them, Piar Singh makes the above noted observations on page 437 of his book alleging that the Fifth Master neither started the compilation of bani nor completed or closed it. Can such work be called academic research? 

4.7 On page 486, he makes another categoric and blasphemous statement, listing half a dozen verses, which he says have been left out in Sri Guru Granth Sahib, and need to be considered for inclusion. This is another direct attack on the sacred, authentic, complete and final character of Guru Granth Sahib, as also on the competence of Guru Arjun Dev ji. For, Piar Singh wants that Sikhs with help of scholars should now consider their inclusion. Thus, he is making a blasphemous assertion that Sikhs have no final Guru Granth Sahib containing all sachi bani. He wants to reopen the issue of the Scripture so sagaciously finalised by the Fifth Master once and for all times, and which is at present the Living Guru of the Sikhs. It may, however, be added that most of the shabads in Piar Singh’s list, already exist in the Adi Granth. This shows the quality of his so-called research work. Evidently, he is too obsessed with his motives to be logical or meticulous in his work. 

B. Misstatements and Contradictions tc "B. Misstatements and Contradictions "
4.8 While discussing the authorship of MS 1245, Dr Piar Singh concludes, on page 170, that the writer belongs to the mainstream of the Sikh society, and that he had no connection with any schismatic or other such organisation. But in his recent paper on the same manuscript, he says, “A study of the text, however, reveals that its text corresponds exactly to the version of the Japu used for parmarth (exegesis) by Sodhi Harji Mina, with the difference that Hariji’s text has the missing sloka... For the time being the identity of the manuscripts should, however, be taken as established. It pertains to the Sodhi Miharban’s traditions.” The contradiction is too glaring to need any further comments, except that it reminds one of the Arabic proverb, “that those that mis-state have no memory,” quoted by Dr Jodh Singh in relation to similar conduct of G B Singh. 

4.9 On page 151, the author says that in MS 1245, Mahallas are not given with slokas in the vars, and that gives it an earlier origin. On the other hand, when something is missing from the Standard Bir of the Adi Granth or the Kartarpuri Bir, the logic gets reversed. For example, it is reported that a shabad ‘mere saha... ‘ is not there in Guru Granth Sahib or the Kartarpuri Bir. But the author is not willing to concede earlier antiquity to it, on this score. With this modus operandi, which he shares with his associates like McLeod and Pashaura Singh, the author always wins the heads, and never loses the tails. 

4.10 On page 170, Piar Singh says that in the Mul Mantra, ‘gur parsad’ must have yielded place to ‘satgur parsad’ during the time of Guru Amardas, when his devoted Sikhs wanted to stress the greatness of the Guru. On page 417, however, impression is given that the earlier form was ‘satgur parsad’ which changed to ‘gur parsad’, in the Guru Granth Sahib. The author is too much obsessed with the motive of attacking the authenticity of the Guru Granth Sahib and, under that burden, flouts all norms of consistency and rationality, as indicated earlier as well. 

4.11 While dealing with Compilation No 7 in his list, the author remarks: “The Granth has no nishan of M 5 so it is not the real Granth. It is not even a copy of the original. For, in that case it would not contain instructions for corrections in the body of the text.” Piar Singh, however, does not apply this criterion or test to the Kartarpuri Bir, in which nishan and such instructions, in the Guru’s own hand, abound. And he knows full well that Kartarpuri Bir is the only bir in which the nishan of the Guru is in the body of the bir and the same fact stands noted in the tatkara. Besides, it is the only bir where the handwriting of the nishan is the same as of the marginal instructions, and which in every other case, being only copies, are in the hand of the scribe. Still, without even a look at it, he insists upon saying that it is a copy and not the original. Such views can hardly be considered rational or serious. 

4.12 Piar Singh makes two misstatements to attack the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib, which, he says, has been based on the Kartarpuri Bir. In the latter, he says, the nishan has been introduced from outside, and, second, the ‘tatkara’ has been planted from another manuscript. Both these statements are patently false, because, whereas Piar Singh has not seen the bir at Kartarpur, all scholars who have seen the bir including Dr Archer, Dr Loehlin, Dr Jodh Singh, Mahan Singh, Principal Harbhajan Singh, Master Ishar Singh, Narain Singh, Daljeet Singh, and even Pashaura Singh, testify to the genuineness of the nishan, and do not say that the nishan or the tatkara, is in any manner interpolated. We take both the points separately as well. 

4.13 Kartarpuri Bir is the only Granth with nishan of the Fifth Master in the body of the Granth, and the nishan is listed in the Table of Contents. This fact stands testified even by outsiders like Dr Loehlin and Dr Archer. As against it, the strange and the motivated aspect is that Piar Singh bases his criticism of this bir, either on undated and post-Fifth Guru manuscripts, or on a manuscript with a forged nishan, or on manuscripts like the Mohan Pothis and MS 1245 which are from Mina quarters or from the frustrated breakaway group of Baba Mohan and his descendants. They refused to accept the guruship of the Fourth and Fifth Masters, and record in the pothis, called genuine by Piar Singh, an atrocious writing or a curse to the effect that those who do not accept their guruship, would surely go to hell. This curse is apparently directed against the Fourth and Fifth Masters, and the Sikhs. Further, while discussing the Mohan Pothis, Piar Singh records the blessings, but finds it expedient to suppress the presence of this curse, because he knows that its existence will show that the pothis are not a genuine collection of the bani, but a propaganda volume by the schismatic group to gain followers by holding out unbecoming threats to the followers of the Gurus. From all this, Piar Singh’s motives, bias, non-seriousness and affinities should become amply clear. 

4.14 The charge of tatkara having been interpolated or planted from elsewhere, is equally baseless and untenable. All the scholars, mentioned above, who have examined the bir critically, have accepted its genuineness, because of its being in the same hand as the manuscript, and being a part of the paged body of the Granth. Piar Singh has given three reasons in support of his allegation, although, on his own admission, he has not seen the bir. His first objection is that a few shabads in the body of the bir do not find mention in the tatkara. This omission has been adequately explained both by Dr Jodh Singh and Daljeet Singh, in their books. For, some of the shabads stand written later, and some are in a different hand, but these are clearly on the paged body of the bir, and all of them are by the Fifth Master. Evidently, these were produced later than 1604 AD, and the Guru got them recorded in the bir thereafter. 

4.15 The second reason, recorded by Piar Singh, is that references in the tatkara have a few minor errors, although in the body the shabads are correctly recorded. We must remember that we are dealing with a very lengthy tatkara, giving hundreds of first lines of shabads. The presence of only seven minor errors of spellings in the entire tatkara, shows the care that has gone into it and the genuineness of the work, and not any probability of interpolation. Also Piar Singh has not suggested any other bir of which it could be a copy. While on the subject of mistakes, it may be relevant to point out that in the present much smaller book of Piar Singh (about 500 pages), the errata given by him, which is by no means comprehensive, extends over many pages, and seeks to correct scores of mistakes. This is despite the publication being a product of a modern university, where latest arrangements for securing accuracy are employed. Modesty and fairness demand that Piar Singh should have paused before passing his judgement on the elaborate and exhaustive tatkara, on the basis of mere seven minor spelling mistakes. 

4.16 The third argument of Piar Singh is both a clear mis-statement and a distortion. He says that certain shabads stand correctly placed in the body of the bir, but are wrongly recorded in the tatkara. It is evident that this blunder on the part of Piar Singh is due to the fact that he has neither seen the bir, nor understood the work of Dr Jodh Singh and Daljeet Singh, who have examined the bir with meticulous care. For, the very instance of discrepancy alleged by Piar Singh, is, in fact, a conclusive proof of the authenticity of both the tatkara and the bir. Piar Singh says that Maru Mahalla 3 on page 778/1 which is written there, should be read on the page after such sohilas at No 23, i.e., after No 22 and before No 24. Further, he records that the shabad at page 799/2 should be read at page 778 after the shabad 21 of Mahalla 1. The contradiction is evident, because, while claiming to give an instance of correctly placed shabads, he concedes that what he has mentioned, are those shabads, which were not placed correctly or properly. We shall amplify this point to expose the motivated and fallacious approach of the author. The fact is that shabad of Mahalla 1, stands recorded at page 799, and a note is given in the margin, saying that it should be read at page 778 after shabad No 21 of Mahalla 1. A cross reference is given at page 778 that the shabad referred to above, should be read as No 22, after shabad 21 of Mahalla 1, on that page. Another cross reference on this page is about the shabad 23 of Mahalla 3, which stands recorded on page 778 after shabad 21 of Mahalla 1. But the note states that this shabad should be read as No 23 on page 788 after No 22 and before No 24 of Mahalla 3. The corresponding note about this shabad No 23 appears also on page 788. This means that these shabads have been displaced in their recording, but the mistake has been rectified by cross references on three pages, viz., 778, 788 and 799. The genuineness of the tatkara is also reflected therein, because while it records the correct position and paging of the shabads, its numbering is in accordance with the places where they have to be read, i.e., shabad 23 of Mahalla 3 is mentioned in the tatkara, as present on page 778. But its numbering is 23, and after it, shabad 1 to 22 of Mahalla 3 appear. Similarly, the paging of the shabad 22 of Mahalla 1 is given as 799, although its number is 22 to be read at page 778 after shabad 21 of Mahalla 1. The above shows that, far from there being any incongruity between the tatkara and the placement of shabads, the placements having been adopted mistakenly, these have been very accurately reflected in the tatkara. Thus, this very instance, and there are many similar instances, given by Daljeet Singh, shows that not only there is no discrepancy between the tatkara and the placement of shabads, but the corrected incongruities between the tatkara and the placement, conclusively show the genuineness of the manuscript, and the fact that the tatkara could never reflect the position in any manuscript excepting the Kartarpuri Bir. S Piar Singh has, thus, either deliberately, or driven by his bias, made an incorrect and misleading statement, because what is a conclusive proof of the genuineness of the bir and the tatkara, he calls a defect in the latter.

C. Motives tc "C. Motives "
4.17 The position of facts is so clear, that it is difficult to accept that the author has taken up the project as a piece of research. He knows that Guru Granth Sahib is the living Guru of the Sikhs, and since the time of the preparation of this Scripture, it has been given the highest reverence by the Gurus and their followers. He himself says that since the eighteenth century, it is the Kartarpuri Bir, which has been accepted as the foundation of the Guru Granth Sahib. Further, he is aware that all Sikhs, and even some non-Sikh Europeans, who have seen the bir, have found no fault with the authenticity of the nishan, tatkara or the body of the bir. Every detailed study done so far, whether by Dr Jodh Singh, Mahan Singh, the SGPC Committee, Daljeet Singh, or Pashaura Singh, testifies to the authenticity of this bir. This being the background position, anyone who wants to carry out research in the field, must first controvert the rationale of Jodh Singh, Mahan Singh, Harbhajan Singh, Daljeet Singh and Pashaura Singh who have given convincing and conclusive reasons for its authenticity. Without controverting their rationale and without examination of the Kartarpuri Bir, any research on the subject would be like playing Hamlet without the Prince of Denmark. And Piar Singh knew that access to the Bir was not available to him. Still he launched his project, and has indulged in misstatements and self-contradictory arguments which prove nothing except his bias. 

4.18 Another fact is that there is no known bir, except the Kartarpuri Bir, with a history or claim to a period prior to the time of the Sixth Master. The dating of Mohan Pothis, a part collection, is obviously suspect. At best it could be 1595 AD. Besides, it is from a schismatic source. As such, it is evident that every other manuscript of bir, and there are hundreds of them, is a subsequent copy of the Kartarpuri Bir, or a copy of its copy, or collection, without any history or authenticity. This being the known background, to take up work on the authenticity of the Adi Granth, would only be motivated, since it is already known that the authentic Adi Granth is the Kartarpuri Bir without any rival claims. Therefore, no such project on the Sikh Scripture is rationally feasible. Curiously enough, Piar Singh is the sole person who seeks to attack the original on the basis of incorrect copies, i.e., for the faults and discrepancies of the copyists he blames the Fifth Master, and rejects the original. In the circumstances of the case, no one would ever take up such a project as done by S Piar Singh, unless his conclusions were pre-determined. For, in such a case of non-serious objectives, the availability of relevant material or facilities could hardly be a consideration in taking up the project. Therefore, rationally there is no argument to sustain the suggestion that the author’s project could be in the pursuit of an academic interest. In addition, as detailed in regard to his contradictions and misstatements, it is clear that the author has not been working with any sense of consistency, accuracy or rationality. Rather, he has been using one argument at a certain time, even though non-factual, and resorting to a contrary rationale at another time. Further, making known or deliberate misstatements has also not been beyond him. It is, therefore, impossible to regard Piar Singh’s work as serious, reliable or academic.

D. Author’s Associations tc "D. Author’s Associations "
4.19 One cannot fail to notice that so often the line of argument taken up by the author has been the same as, or similar to, the one adopted by persons like
G B Singh and McLeod. G B Singh attacked the authenticity of the Guru Granth, even though he had not seen the bir at Kartarpur. He was exposed by Jodh Singh, who called him a blatant distorter, and even a liar. Since then hardly has anyone endorsed his findings. Then there is Dr W H McLeod, who also attacked the authenticity of the bir without seeing the manuscript. He was accused of blasphemy, and seemingly, withdrew his observations. Another person who has been commended in his book in this regard is Harnam Dass, who appears to be the main authority of Piar Singh, and for whom he has special regard. For, paying tributes to him, he says that his brain is freed from cobwebs, and that he has benefitted from the Western line of thought also. When G B Singh wrote his book in the forties, everyone was shocked, including Jodh Singh, over the perversity of the man who had criticised a Scripture without seeing it. Yet, Harnam Dass was the only person who expressed happiness at the publication, eulogising it as a great piece of research, which had impressed and encouraged him, even though everyone knew that G B Singh’s work was baseless, as it had been produced without examining the Kartarpuri Bir. Further, Harnam Dass’ approach, motivations and prejudices are also evident from his observation that men like Macauliffe had their own axe to grind, and wanted to create differences between Hindus and Sikhs, by saying that they belong to separate communities and faiths. One can well imagine the kind of motives Harnam Dass had, or to what extent he could have regard for truth. Piar Singh has also joined the band of those who believe in attacking the bir without having seen it. The poverty of his rationale, the frivolity of his arguments and his resort to misstatements do suggest that his obsession with pre-determined ideas is too strong to permit him to accept reason, consistency and facts, as they are. But, still more relevant and important are the clear and close links among the trio of Drs McLeod, Pashaura Singh and Piar Singh. We have indicated how since 1945 the Batala group, and later mainly Dr McLeod, have been studiously, but vainly, trying unreasonably to attack or question the authenticity of the Kartarpuri Bir, which is the unshakeable and authentic base of the Guru Granth Sahib. Dr McLeod continued with his attack until 1989, when he was accused of blasphemy. In 1990 he apparently made a tactical retreat by withdrawing his statements of 1975, 1979 and 1989, which had tried to cast doubts on the authenticity of the Kartarpuri Bir. But, in the year 1987 another attack on the bir was started, in which, as explained earlier, all the three of them, namely, Drs McLeod, Pashaura Singh and Piar Singh appear to be jointly involved, the main base of it being MS 1245, the special selection and purchase of Piar Singh. 

E. Conclusions tc "E. Conclusions "
4.20 It is an established fact now, that Guru Granth Sahib is an authentic Scripture, compiled by the Fifth Master as a result of his supreme vision and landmark decision, which is unique in the religious history of man. Even its detractors like McLeod and his group, have accepted now that it is the authentic Scripture of the Sikhs. The latest examination of Pashaura Singh, sent by McLeod, has also confirmed this truth. It is the Kartarpuri Bir that is the base of Guru Granth Sahib, our Living Guru. This has been so in history, and the latest undertaking was the Bir published by the SGPC on the basis of the Kartarpuri Bir. The work and motives of Piar Singh have to be seen in this context. 

4.21 The second part of the background is that there is no known or extant manuscript of the Adi Granth of a date earlier than 1606 AD. Mohan Pothis are only a part collection of certain shabads, claimed to be bani, as well as verses which are non-bani. The collection is by a known schismatic group. The pothi records a curse on those who would not follow the leadership of the authors of the manuscript, meaning thereby, that the compilation could only be by a frustrated and breakway party, and never by the Guru or one belonging to the main stream of Sikhs. Further still, a post-compilation date recorded on it, only claims that the pothi was prepared in 1595 AD, as is also obvious from the presence of shabads of the Fourth and the Fifth Master in it. Hence, two facts about Mohan Pothis are clear. First, that in case those are of the period of the Fifth Master, these were availabe to him, and he rejected them to the extent the shabads therein were not included in the Adi Granth. As such, that decision of the Guru is final and unalterable. Second, that if it is a post-Guru collection, as is almost certain, the question of its credibility does not arise, since the Fifth Master had himself created the Adi Granth in 1604 AD. We, thus, find that every manuscript available, and Piar Singh has discussed about forty of them, is a post-Fifth Guru copy, or a copy of a copy of the Adi Granth or bani authenticated by the Guru. These being just copies, their value for the purpose of authenticity or any research, is out of the question. 

4.22 Piar Singh’s entire work is, therefore, meaningless, and he knows it. For, it is based entirely on post-Fifth Guru manuscripts, of which there are several hundreds, and he admits that he has not seen the Kartarpuri manuscript. As such, it is evident that his research, as he calls it, has neither any bearing on the authenticity, of the Guru Granth Sahib, nor has any scholastic value. Because, mistakes in fortyfour copies or collections of bani, cannot add to the knowledge of anyone, especially when there are hundreds of such other copies, prepared after 1606 AD. 

4.23 The above discussion makes it very clear that Piar Singh has committed knowingly numerous uninhibited acts of blasphemy in attacking the Gurus and the Guru Granth Sahib. These acts have been described earlier, namely, (a) that Guru Arjun Dev changed the bani of Guru Nanak factually and theologically, passed his own bani as that of Guru Nanak, (b) that there is no authentic Guru Granth Sahib, because the Kartarpuri Bir on which it is based is unauthentic, (c) that the Fifth Master never finalised the bani, the work of collection having been started before him and continued independently thereafter, (d) that Messrs Harnam Dass, Randhir Singh, etc., have discovered bani not included in the Guru Granth Sahib, and that scholars and Sikhs should now consider its inclusion in the Guru Granth Sahib, (e) that bani in Guru Granth Sahib, as it is, is not authentic, because it does not tally with what he considers the correct bani of the Masters, and (f) that Guru Granth Sahib is not a complete collection of sachi bani, since parts of it have remained outside the Guru Granth Sahib. 

4.24 From the above, three inferences are clear: 


i) 
That Piar Singh’s work is not intended as an academic production, 
since no research is possible or required regarding a few wrong copies of the Adi Granth. 


ii) 
That his entire object is, and this is plain from a study of every chapter of his book, an attempt to cloud the authenticity of Guru Granth Sahib, which is obvious from his categoric statements that the Fifth Master never started or finalised the collection of bani, and that sachi bani has been left out, which scholars and Sikhs, should now consider for inclusion in the Guru Granth Sahib. 


iii) 
That he has deliberately indulged in numerous baseless acts of blasphemy almost in every chapter of his book. In fact, the project is considered to have been planned only with a view to a blasphemous attempt to demolish the work of the Fifth Master, and in the process to have resort to making blasphemous statements right and left. 

V. Concluding Observations tc "V. Concluding Observations "
5.1 The monumental work of the Fifth Master in creating the Adi Granth (Kartarpuri Bir) was completed with the singular object of giving to the Sikhs, an authentic compilation of the revealed bani. Any attempt at its criticism can only be on the arrogant assumption that Guru Arjun Dev ji faulted in making the collection, and now, after four hundred years, there are scholars, who have a better capacity of discernment and judgement to locate and identify Gurbani. Further, the criticism also implies that the Guru Granth Sahib is just an unauthentic writing to which neither any sanctity is attached, nor for that matter, could it be the sacred Guru of the Sikh community. 

5.2 In view of the history and the known authenticity of the Guru Granth Sahib, no rational person has so far attempted to criticise its integrity or sanctity. Almost invariably, criticism has emanated only from hostile quarters and from those who had not seen the Kartarpuri Bir or the original Adi Granth. The first critic was G B Singh, and thereafter the second major attack came from the Batala Group, especially Dr McLeod, who also indulged in unwarranted criticism without seeing the Adi Granth. Later, when his allegations were found to be motivated and baseless, and when he was accused of blasphemy, he evidently backed out. The third attempt was made by him through his student, Pashaura Singh. He saw the Adi Granth, and had to admit its authenticity and integrity. But on the basis of a seemingly planted manuscript, obtained from a schismatic group, and purchased only in 1987 at the special recommendation of Piar Singh, he builds his blasphemic attack. He irrationally calls a Mina collection of the post-Guru period, a first draft by Guru Arjun Dev ji. We have explained how baseless is the entire thesis and attack of Pashaura Singh. 

5.3 Seemingly, the work of Piar Singh, done during a period of five years, on re-employment in the GND University, has been done in association with this hostile group, and tows their line. This work is, in fact, more irrational than that of Pashaura Singh, in so far as he has never seen the Adi Granth, and founds his entire criticism on incorrect post-Fifth Guru compilations. As far as criticism of manglacharan is concerned, both Pashaura Singh and Piar Singh accept the accuracy of the Hundali version, and fault Guru Arjun Dev ji for recording a different (and which is indeed the correct) version. The perversion is obvious, as also their compulsion to make an irrational, out-of-the-way and blasphemous attack on Guru Granth Sahib. 

5.4 The entire thrust in Piar Singh’s book is directed against the authenticity of dhur ki bani (revealed word) in Guru Granth Sahib, every word (shabad) of which is unalterable and sacred for the Sikhs. The reverence given to the bani by the Fifth Master, and the punishment meted out to Baba Ram Rai by the Seventh Master for offence against a single word of Gurbani, show that every shabad of Gurbani is sacred and has always been so. It was to authenticate the sachi bani, that the Fifth Master prepared the Adi Granth, and the Tenth Master conferred Guruship on it. 

5.5 In this context we seek to emphasise that every so-called research about authenticity and integrity of the Guru Granth Sahib, being a work of the Fifth Master, is ab initio misconceived and purposeless. In fact, it is a drive from light to darkness and from abiding rationality to meaningless confusion. And it can be viewed only as such. That is also the reason why all such hostile moves have emanated from quarters that are uneasy about this unique work of the Gurus. 

5.6 In view of the above, it is essential that such steps are taken, as would effectively deter any similar attack in the future. We have, therefore, given a brief account of various attempts made during the last half century in this regard. Lest it should be understood that we have only presented a negative aspect of the issue, we have given another paper in this journal, which gives some of the incontrovertible and individually conclusive pieces of evidence to show the pristine purity and authenticity of the Guru Granth Sahib. Inquisitive readers can also go through the abundant authentic literature which is available on the subject. It is, therefore, essential that the reading public remains well informed about the facts and realities, so that no one is able to mislead or make blasphemous and prejudiced moves. 

5.7 The conclusion of our discussion is plain. Guru Granth Sahib, based on the Adi Granth of Guru Arjun Dev ji, is our Living Guru, being the repository of the Revealed Bani of the Gurus. All criticism or so-called research about its authenticity and integrity is a direct attack on the Guru, and, thus, is a calculated blasphemy. 
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