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Part 1

Introduction



Chapter 1

Bhatta Jayanta’s life

Although several details of Bhatta Jayanta’s life are lost for us, his personality
takes a more distinct shape than that of many classical Indian poets and philo-
sophers. His son, Abhinanda introduces his epitome of the Kadambari with a
short genealogy:!

Saktinamabhavad gaudo bharadvajakule dvijah|
darvabhisaram asadya krtadaraparigrahah ||5]|

tasya mitrabhidhano 'bhuad atmagjas tejasam nidhih|
janena dosoparamaprabuddhenarcitodayah ||6]|

sa $aktisvaminam putram avapa Srutasalinam)|
rajnah karkotavamsasya muktapidasya mantrinam ||7||
kalyanasvaminamasya yajnavalkya ivabhavat|
tanayah Suddhayogarddhinirdhatabhavakalmasah ||8||
agadhahrdayat tasmat paramesvaramandanam)|
ajayata sutah kantas candro dugdhodadher iva ||9]|
putram krtajananandam sa jayantam ajgjanat|

asit kavitvavaktrtvaphala yasya sarasvati ||10]]
vrttikara iti vyaktam dvittyam nama bibhratah)
vedavedangavidusah sarvasastrarthavadinah ||11|]
jayantanamnah sudhiyah sadhusahityatattvavit|
sunuh samudabhut tasmad abhinanda iti $Srutah ||12|]

There was a gauda Brahman by the name Sakti, [born] in the Bhara-
dvaja family, who moved to Darvabhisara and married [there]. He
had a son called Mitra, a treasury of majestic luster, whose rise was
hailed by the people, roused due to the cessation of dangers, like
the sun [Mitra] whose rising is worshipped by the people who have
woken at the end of the night. He obtained a son, Saktisvamin,

! Kadambarikathasara, pp.1f. Cf. BUHLER 1873, pp. 103ff. Biihler identified this Abhin-
anda with @he author of the Ramacarita-mahakavya. The latter poet, however, calls himself
the son of Satananda (see Ramacarita, p.39.)
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versed in the Vedas, the minister of king Muktapida of the Karkota
dynasty. He had a son called Kalyanasvamin, who shook off the dirt
of existence with wealth acquired by pure means, like Yajnavalkya,
who destroyed the stains of existence with the accomplishment of
pure Yoga. From that man of profound heart a beautiful son was
born: Candra, an ornament of the Supreme Lord, as the lovely moon
[Candra), Siva’s ornament, was produced from the milk-ocean of
unfathomable depth. He begot a son, Jayanta, who made people
happy, and who became poet and teacher as a result of his eloquence.
Then to that wise man named Jayanta, who had a well-known second
name ‘The Commentator’, was learned in the Vedas and the ancillary
Vedic sciences, and expounded the meaning of all sastras, a son was
born, known as Abhinanda, conversant with the true nature of good
literature.

From these verses it appears that Jayanta’s ancestors were Gauda (Bengali)
Brahmans who traced their descent back to the sage Bharadvaja. One of them,
called Sakti, settled in Darvabhisara, a territory at the frontiers of Kashmir,
which, as Stein pointed out, “comprised the whole tract of the lower and middle
hills lying between the Vitasta and Candrabhaga.”? In the mid-ninth century a
rich merchant, called Nara, set up his own throne there;® a few decades later, as
Kalhana reports,* the lord of Darvabhisara fled from king Sankaravarman (883—
902), who was leading a campaign against Gurjara. Later the same Kashmirian
king assassinated Naravahana, the king of Darvabhisara.’

Reverting to Jayanta’s ancestors, Sakti’s son, Mitra, was held in great esteem
by his contemporaries, while his grandson, Saktisvémin, gained influence on the
political life of Kashmir: he became the minister of king Lalitaditya-Muktapida
of the Karkota dynasty (c.724-761).5

Jayanta himself gives us valuable information about his grandfather in the
Nyayamanjari (vol.1, p.653):"

asmatpitamaha eva gramakamah samgrahanim krtavan| sa istisamap-
tisamanantaram eva gauramulakam gramam avapal

2RT(S), vol. 1, p.32 (note ad Rajatararnginz 1.180).

3 Rajatarangini 4.712.

4 Rajatarangini 5.141.

5 Rajatarariging 5.209. Nara and his son Naravahana figure in the pedigree of the Kash-
mirian Lohara dynasty (see Rajatararngini 7.1282).

60n the chronology of the Karkota dynasty see RT(S), vol.I, pp. 66ff. Kalhana does not
mention Saktisvamin. He does however mention a minister of Lalitaditya called Mitrasarman
(Ragatarangint 4.1371.).

"It is remarkable how stubbornly some mistakes endure. Stein in his note to Rajatarargi-
n7 8.1861 wrongly attributed the Nyayamarijart to Abhinanda (RT(S), vol.I, p. 144), but he
corrected his mistake in the Corrigenda et Addenda (RT(S), vol.II, p. 555). One might think
that after several publications of the Nyayamanjars its authorship is public knowledge, still
Majumdar writes the following in his Concise History of Ancient India (New Delhi, 1983 [!],
vol. 111, p. 764): ‘However, Abhinanda the author of the Nyayamanjari has quoted Vacaspati
several times, and Abhinanda’s son [!] Jayanta declares himself to have been Rajasekhara’s
contemporary.” (This is all the more surprising since on pp. 695, 731, and 811 Majumdar
refers to ‘Jayanta’s Nyayamarnjar?'.)

vi
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‘My own grandfather, desiring a village, performed the samgrahant
sacrifice. Immediately after the completion of the sacrifice he ob-
tained the village of Gauramulaka.’

Gauramulaka, as Cakradhara, the commentator of the Nyayamarijari, remarks,
was Jayanta’s ancestral village.® According to Stein,” Gauramilaka or Ghoramiilaka
was situated to the north of Rajapurl (Rajaurl), in the direction of the Rat-
tan Pir range. On the other hand, the state of Rajapurl was included in
Darvabhisara.'? If my interpretation is sound, Abhinanda might refer to this
improvement of Kalyanasvamin’s financial position in verse eight above.

Jayanta also mentions his father, Candra, in the Nyayamanjarz with highly
appreciative words: ‘he filled the quarters with [his] fame, brilliant as the
moon’.!! Raghavan suggests that Candra was a devotee of Siva;'? on the other
hand, the expression paramesvaramandanam might refer to the fact that Candra
rendered valuable services to the monarch.

From the information we have gleaned above it appears that Jayanta was
born in a wealthy and respected orthodox Brahman family. He soon turned out
to be a child genius: at a tender age he composed a commentary to Panini’s
grammar and earned the name “(New) Commentator”, (Nava-)Vrttikara.!3
Later he made himself master of various $astras and agamas,'* distinguished
himself in scholarly debates,'® and passed on his knowledge to a circle of stu-
dents.6

Jayanta seems to have written three works on Nyaya, of which only two
are extant: his magnum opus, the Nyayamanjar: (“A Cluster of Flowers of
[the] Nyaya[-tree]”), and the Nyayakalika (“A Bud of [the] Nyayal|-tree]”).!” A
Third work called Pallava (possibly Nyayapallava, “A Twig of [the] Nyaya[-

8 Granthibhanga, p.35: gauramalakakhyo granthakrdabhijanagramah|

9RT(S), vol. II, pp. 144f. (note to verse 8.1861)

ORT(S), vol.T, p. 33 (note to verse 1.180), vol. II, pp. 144f. (note to verse 8.1861); see also
Rajatarangint 8.1531.

111\[ydyamaﬁjaﬂ, vol. II, p. 718: ... wvyaptadigantarasya yasasa candrasya candratvisa . ..
12 Agamadambara (ed. pr.), p.i. B
18See Agamadambara, Act Four, verse 52: balakaver ... jayantasya; Agamadam-

bara, Prologue: $aisava eva wvyakaranavivaranaekaranad vrttikara iti prathitaparanamno
bhattajayantasya. Also Kadambarikathasara, verse 11 (quoted above), Nyayamarijart, vol.II,
p. 718: anvartho navavrttikara iti yam samsanti namna budhahl|

4See Kadambarikathasara, verse 11 (quoted above), Agamadambara, Act Four, verse 52:
avalokitasakalasastrasarasya . .. tattvavido bhrastabhranter jayantasya, Agamadambara, Act
Two, 11.405f.: asesabhavagamaparage bhattajayante.

15See Nyayamanjari, vol. 11, p. 718: vadesv attajayo jayanta iti yah khyatah satam agranih.

16 Jayanta’s play was staged by his sisyaparisad.

17 According to Steinkellner (1961, p.159), ‘[dJie verffentlichte Nyayakalika ist kein Jay-
antawerk, sondern eine spiate Kompilation von Jayanta-Satzen’ (note 16: ‘Nach Angaben von
V. Raghavan, Madras.”) Marui, however, after careful consideration, is inclined to accept Jay-
anta’s authorship (see MARUI). A cursory glance at a manuscript of the Nyayakalika (Banaras
Hindu University, 328405) made it clear to me that a critical edition of the text is a desid-
eratum. According to Marui (p.97; unfortunately the edition of Ganganath Jha, Allahabad,
1925, was not at my disposal) the Nyayamangjari and the Nyayakalika share the opening
verse starting namah sasvatikananda. ... The BHU Ms, however, does not contain this verse,
and the text begins with the verse surasurasiroratnamaricikhacitanghraye. .., which is the
third verse at the beginning of the Nyayamanjari. Marui also quotes the closing sentences
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tree]”) is quoted in the Syadvadaratnakara;'® Raghavan assumed that it was a
‘moderately sized metrical gloss on Gautama’.!” From the opening and clos-
ing benedictory verses of the Nyayamangjar: we can presume that Jayanta was
a devotee of Siva,20 while the fact that he thinks very highly of the Athar-
vaveda?! might indicate, as Raghavan pointed out, ‘that Jayanta belonged to
the Atharvaveda’.??

As we have seen Abhinanda admires his father’s poetic talent,?* and in one
of the mangala-verses, instead of praising Bana (the author whose work he
epitomizes), he extols Jayanta’s eloquence:?*
sarasah sadalamkarah prasadamadhura girah|
kantas tatajayantasya jayanti jagatiguroh)|

‘Victorious are the pleasing words of my father Jayanta, the teacher
of the world, which are full of rasas, endowed with proper alarikaras,
and sweet with lucidity, like beloved women who are full of feeling,
wear beautiful ornaments, and are charming with graciousness.’

Though the style of the Nyayamarnjart amply confirms Abhinanda’s above quoted
words, only one kavya work of Jayanta is extant: the Agamadambara, a play in
four acts. Since a verse that is quoted in the play (Act Four, verse 53) as Jay-
anta’s wise saying (saktam) is also found in the Nyayamarijari (vol.1, p.640),
it seems probable that Jayanta wrote the Agamadambara following his major
work on Nyaya.?>

The Agamadambara provides valuable details about Jayanta’s political ca-
reer. We learn that he was the adviser (amatya) of king Sankaravarman (883
902), and played a great part in banishing the heterodox sect of the Black-
Blankets from Kashmir.?6 The nilambaras and their sad fate are also mentioned

of the Nyayakalika, which contain a lacuna in the edition. With the help of the BHU MS we
can complete and improve the text: *ity etad aprabhavitasvamatabhedam akrtaparamatakse-
pam (conj. : ity apramavita® MS, ity etad +++++ ed.) sodasapadartha*tattvam (ed.
°tattvam Ms) *balavyutpattaye (ed. : valavyupattaye Ms) *kathitam| (Ms : om. MARUI, ed.?)
*ajata(ed. : agnata® Ms)rasanisyandam anabhivyaktasaurabham| nyayasya kalikamatram
jayantah paryadidriat||

18See STEINKELLNER 1961, p. 159; Agamadambara (ed. pr.), p.v, note 8; MARUI, p.93.

9 Agamadambara (ed. pr.), p.v.

20The first verse in the Nyayamanjari is addressed to Sambhu, the second to Bhavani,
the third to Ganapati. In the penultimate verse of his work Jayanta says that he com-
posed the Nyayamanjart ‘meditating on the feet of [Siva] whose diadem is the crescent’ (can-
drakalardhactdacaranadhyay?), and in the closing verse he again pays reverence to Sambhu.

2LCf. Nyayamarijars, vol.1, p.5: tatra vedas catvarah| prathamo ’tharvavedah...; in the
section on vedapramanya Jayanta spares no pains to prove the Veda-status of the Atharvaveda,
and he even asserts that it is actually the foremost of all the four Vedas (Nyayamarijari, vol. 11,
p. 626: atharvaveda eva prathamah).

22 Agamadambara (ed. pr.), p.iii.

23 Kadambarikathasara, verse 10, quoted above.

24 Kadambarikathasara, verse 2.

25 Actually there are many more parallel passages in the two texts (without the indication
of the source in the play), as the register of testimonia in the edition will show.

26See Act Two, 11.405ff.: nanv asau raja srisankaradevah| sa hi varnasramadharmamar-
yadacaryas tribhuvanaraksadiksito devah svata eva pratikriyam atra janati, visesato ’Sesabha-
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in the Nyayamanjari®™:
asitaikapatanivitaviyutastripumsavihitabahucestam)|
nilambaravratam idam kila kalpitam asit vitaith kaiscit||
tad aparvam iti viditva nivarayam asa dharmatattvajnah)
raja Sankaravarma na punar jainadimatam evam|

asitaika® em. ISAACSON : amitaika® ed; °aviyuta® Pathantaras and So-
dhanas, at the end of vol.IL. : °aniyata® ed. (‘unrestrained’)

‘Some rakes, as we are told, invented this Black Blanket Observance,
in which men and women wrapped together in a single black veil
make various movements. King Saﬁkaravarman, who was conversant
with the true nature of Dharma, suppressed this practice, because
he knew that it was unprecedented, but he did not [suppress] the
religions of Jains and others in the same way.’?®

vagamaparage parsvavartini tatrabhavati bhattajayantel; Act Three, 11. 34ff.: dalune khu lae
Samkalavamme| tado vi visSame $e bamhane tassa amacce dulaalajayamte, jehim te tavassino
nilambala vadia pittiya vedavahila tti latthado nivvasidal; ibid. verse 8: rajasau bhuvanesu
visrutaguno dharmaikatanasayo, mantri sastramahataviviharanasranto jayanto ’py asaul

27 Nyayamarijarz, vol. 1, p. 649

28This verse started an avalanche of misinterpretations. First Jacob made the following
observation (JACOB 1911, p.511): ‘From the concluding words it would appear that the king
was a Jain.” Then M. R. Kavi deleted Yasovarman of Kanauj from the pages of history (Kavr,
pp. 45ff), and identified the Kashmirian Sankaravarman, who is called Yasovarman in the
Agamadambara, with the patron king of Bhavabhiiti and Vakpatiraja (ibid. p.50). The fact
that ‘Kalhana devotes a vague and dark page in depicting this sovereign’s [Sar’lkaravarman’s]
conquests and political career’ induces Kavi to think that ‘pages in Kalhana’s transcript
were misplaced and several lines referring to Lalitaditya should come in the history of
Sankaravarman’ (p.47). To quote some more of Kavi’s utterly unfounded assertions: ‘All
these characters [in the Agamadambara] are real persons and may be assumed as contem-
poraries of Jayanta and Sankaravarman’ (p-48); ‘Visvarupa is spoken of in high terms in
the drama and as a great mimamsaka’ (ibid.); Visvariipa is the same as the commentator
of the Yajnavalkya Smrti, who is also called Bhavabhuti; Umbeka is also called Bhavabhuti:
therefore ‘Umbeka, Bhavabhiiti, Vi§varlipa [...] are the different names of the same person’
(ibid.); “Viévariipa of the drama can be suggested as his [Sankaravarman / Yasovarman’s]
court poet Bhavabhiiti’ (p.49); ‘Sahata, also called Dhairyarasi is described as the guru of
Jayanta’ (ibid.); ‘Mafijira, an officer of the king, was a poet representing one of the three
schools of poetic composition as detailed by Kuntaka in his Vakroktijivita’ (p. 50), etc. etc.

Now Hegde in his article about Bhatta Jayanta ingeniously combined Jacob’s and Kavi’s
guesswork in the following way (HEGDE, pp. 5f): ‘The king Sar’lkaravarman, according to Mr.
Ramakrishna Kavi who dates it on the basis of the Rajataranginz of Kalhana, lived about 850
A.D. (...) A certain prince of the name of Sankaravarman is mentioned in the Rajataranging,
who was a Jaina by religious practice. Mm. Gopinath Kaviraj notices that the Rajatarangini
has fixed the time of this prince in between 883 A.D. and 902 A.D. and also that he was
worthless. Sankaravarman alias Yasovarman also was a Jaina. It is not possible to find out
the relation between these two Saﬁkaravarmans, because that part of the Rajatarangint is
missing, or to think otherwise, not properly descriptive in nature. But the time gap between
these two persons is only 30 to 50 years. Hence Sankaravarman who lived between 883 and
902 A.D. might have been an immediate or the next successor of the king Sankaravarman
otherwise called Yasovarman who lived in 850 A.D. Due to some failures in the statesmanship
of Bhatta Jayanta, Saﬁkaravarman, the prince, might have put him to jail. But as we do
not observe even a single word of censure of the king Sankaravarman from the pen of Bhatta
Jayanta, we can easily assume that the king was controlled by the prince Sankaravarman who

ix
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We know from Abhinanda that Jayanta’s great-grandfather, Saktisvamin was a
minister of the Kashmirian king Muktapida-Lalitaditya, who reigned between
c.724-761.29 This information makes it probable that Jayanta was in his fifties-
sixties at the end of the ninth century.?’

Kalhana does not give a favourable account of the king whom Jayanta served
as adviser. Having secured the throne for himself by defeating a rival yuvaraja,
king Sankaravarman embarked on a campaign against Giirjara.?! Naravahana,
the king of Darvabhisara fled from the advancing army to the mountains®?
Saiikaravarman uprooted the king of Gurjara, who handed over the Takka-land
to save his own country®® After his successful digvijaya the king of Kashmir
founded Saﬁkarapura, and together with his wife, Sugandha, the daughter of
Svamiraja, ‘the ruler of the northern region’ (udakpathaprabhoh), they built two
Siva—temples there: Saﬁkaragauﬁéa and Sugandhesa.?* As Kalhana remarks
with his usual malice: ‘Poets and kings of these modern times augment their
own work by plundering the poems or the property of others. Thus this ruler,
who possessed but little character, had whatever was of value at Parihasapura
[the town built by Lalitadityal, carried off in order to raise the fame of his own
city.’®®

Later Sankaravarman came more and more under the sway of avarice and
became ‘master in exploiting his people’.® Since his campaigns had probably
emptied the treasury, the king introduced fines, taxes, systematic forced la-
bour, and established two new revenue offices.?” He also deprived the temples
from the profits they had from the sale of various articles of worship, simply
‘plundered’, as Kalhana puts it, sixty-four temples through special “supervising”
officers,®® resumed under direct state management villages held as agraharas by

brought the circumstantial force on the king to put Jayanta in an isolated dungeon. The
verse in the NM: rajna tu gahvare ’sminn asabdake ... etc. supports the above argument
positively.’

290n the chronology of the Karkota dynasty see RT(S), vol. I, pp. 66fF.

30Cf. HACKER 1951, pp. 110ff.

31 Rajatarangini 5.136 seqq. ‘The name Gurjara is preserved in that of the modern town
of Gujrat, situated in the Panjab plain about five miles from the W. bank of the Cinab [...]
The name of the modern town is also used in an extended sense for the designation of the
neighbouring territory, comprising the upper portion of the Doab between the Jhelam and
Cinab rivers to the foot of the Bhimbhar hills. [...] It appears that the older name Gurjara
had, at the time of the events here related, a much wider territorial application.” (RT(S),
vol. I, p.204, note ad vv.143-144.)

32 Rajatarangini 5.141; a few years later Sankaravarman assassinated him, see Rajataranginy
5.209.

33 Rajatarangini 5.150.

34 Rajatarangini 5.156-158. The ruins of gaflkarapura can bee seen at the modern town
of Patan (RT(S), vol.I, pp. 206f, note ad v.156). ‘Svamiraja may be supposed to have been
a ruler in the Dard territory, or in some neighbouring tract.” (RT(S), vol.I, p.207, note ad
v.157.)

35 Rajatarangint 5.160-161, tr. Stein in RT(S), vol.I, p. 207.

36 prajapidanapanditah, Rajatararging 5.165.

37 Rajatarangini 5.167ff.

38 Rajatarangini 5.168-169: dhipacandanatailadivikriyottham samadade| dravipam deva-
vesmabhyah krayamalyakalacchalat|| pratyaveksam mukhe dattva vibhaktair adhikaribhih)|
catuhsastim suragrhan mumosetarad anjasal|
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the temples, and manipulating the weight in the scales he cheated the temple-
corporations (parsads), reducing the allotment assigned as compensation for the
villages.?? The villages gradually sank into poverty under the fiscal oppression,
while clerks, secretaries, and tax-collectors (kayasthas, diviras) ruled.*’

Unlike his father Avantivarman, who showered honours and fortunes on
scholars and poets,*! Sankaravarman was not a liberal patron of arts: as Kalhana
says, it was due to him that the learned were not respected.*?> The king was
so afraid of spending money that he turned his back on the worthy, and as a
result such eminent poets as Bhallata had to live in penury,*? while the low-
born Lavata, who was made treasurer (ganjavara), thrived.*4 Sankaravarman
himself, giving proof of his boorishness, refused to speak Sanskrit, and used
apabhramsa instead, a language fit for drunkards in Kalhana’s esteem.*®

Jayanta gives a more favourable account of king Sankaravarman in his A ga-
madambara. He is said to be ‘supremely devoted to Siva’, and ‘merciful to all
religious schools’.6 The Saiva Abbot also holds a high opinion of the king: ‘The
merits of this king are celebrated all over the world, and his attention is solely
devoted to social and religious order’;*” ‘As long as His Majesty Sankaravarman
righteously rules the country which has fallen to him, the kingdom belongs to
the virtuous alone, but he supports it.”*® In the fourth act the hero of the play,
looking at the assembly of scholars, exclaims as follows: ‘How wonderful! Now
the kingdom looks exactly like Brahma’s heaven—the kingdom of His Majesty
Yasovarmadeva®® of holy fame, whose heart is with the Destroyer of the Cities
[of the demons, i.e. Siva], an ocean of enviable virtues, who adorns his ear by
listening to the valuable [advices] of the learned, and fulfils the wishes of every
honest man.”?°

The two sadhakas in the play, however, who represent a more antisocial form
of Saivism, are not satisfied either with the king,®! or with the present state of
the kingdom, because ‘in every region, every single town, every village, every-
where the sound of Veda-recitation grates on the ear, the smell of ghee stings

39 Rajatarangini 5.170-170, see also Stein’s notes in RT(S), vol. I, pp. 208f.

40 Rajatarangini 5.175fF.

4 Rajatarangint 5.33f. Kalhana mentions Muktakana, Sivasvamin (the author of the
Kapphinabhyudaya), Anandavardhana, and Ratnakara (who composed the Haravijaya) as
members of Avantivarman’s sabha.

42 Rajatarangini 5.179: nimittam sarvavidyanam anadare.

43 Rajatarangint 5.204: tyagabhirutaya tasmin gunisarigaparanmukhe| asevantavara vrttth
kavayo bhallatadayahl|

44 Rajatarangini 5.177, 205.

45 Rajatarangini 5.206.

46 Agamadambara, Act Three, 1. 159f.: paramamahesvaro hi raja sarkaravarmadevah, sar-
vasramesu ca dayaluh|

47Tbid. verse 8a: rajasau bhuvanesu visrutaguno dharmaikatanasayo.

48Tbid. 1.219f.: §risankaravarmani dharmena medinim samagatam Sasati sadhanam eva
rajyam, tasya param bhrtih)|

498ankaravarman used the same name on his Karkota-style coins (see RAY).

50 Agamadambara, Act Four, 11.76ff.: aho bata puraharahrdayasya sprhaniyagunodadher
vibudhagunakarnanakarnalankarasya puritasakalasadhujanamanorathasya punyayasasah $ri-
yasovarmadevasya brahmalokanirvisesam evedam drsyate rastram|

51 Agamadambara, Act Three, 1.34: dalune khu lae samkalavamme.
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the nose, the smoke of sacrifice brings tears to the eyes’.?? They are particularly
upset because the king, shoulder to shoulder with his ‘rough’ (visama) adviser,
Jayanta, has ‘nabbed the mendicant Nilambaras, beat them to jelly, and ex-
pelled them from the kingdom, on the grounds that they were outside Vedic
religion. And if any other mendicant is caught, who is outside Vedic religion,
he’ll be beaten up, killed, thrown in jail, [or] slain.”®® And indeed a herald comes
and proclaims the order of the king:>*

ye ‘tranadijagatpravahapatita nanagamah sadhavas

te tisthantu yathasthitah svasamayadistas carantah kriyah|

ye tu prastutadharmaviplavakrtah papas tapopayinas

te ced asu na yanti ghatayati tan dasyan iva ksmapatih)

Those virtuous people who have fallen into the beginningless stream
of the world and belong to various religions—they should remain
as they are, performing practices prescribed by their own religious
discipline. Those criminal false ascetics, however, who devastate the
established social and religious order—if they don’t leave immedi-
ately, the king will strike them like thieves.

On the basis of the information gathered from Jayanta’s play and the Rajata-
rangint we can sketch the portrait of a king who kept a fast hold on his country.
Sankaravarman appears to have exercised tight central control over both fiscal
and religious matters in Kashmir, and preferred his subjects to be dutiful and
conformist. He certainly disliked the squandering of money, and a nobleman
who organized lavish dinners for mendicants instead of offering his wealth and
services to the king could surely expect the confiscation of his property.®®

In a verse in the Nyayamanjart Jayanta gives curious details about the cir-

cumstances among which he wrote his magnum opus:*

rajna tu gahvare ’sminn asabdake bandhane vinihito "ham|
grantharacanavinodad itha hi maya vasara gamitah|

‘I had been transferred by the king to this forest, a wordless place of
confinement. I have spent the years here with the pastime of writing
a book.’

Cakradhara, the commentator of the Nyayamanjar: supplements this rather
enigmatic verse with the following information:>7

521bid. 11. 81ff.: visae visae naale naale game game thale thale vedajjhayanasaddena tuttamti
kanna, ajjagamdhena tuttadi ghane, jannadhimena galamti askii|

53Tbid. 11. 34ff.: jehim te tavassino nilambala vadia pittiya vedavahila tti latthado nivvasidal
anne ya je vedavahile tavadst labbhadi, Se pittiyadi malitadi bamdhiadi ghalliadi|

54 Agamadambara, Act Three, verse 1.

55Cf. Agamadambara, Act Two, 11. 315 Sankaravarman’s policy in religious matters was
revived by Yasaskara (939-948), who restored order in Kashmir after the chaotic reigns of
various debauched kings following the death of Sankaravarman. Yasaskara, himself a Brahman
and elected as king by an assembly of Brahmans, was a champion of orthodoxy, and, similarly
to Sar’lkaravarman, he was not favourably disposed towards anti-dharmic religious practices
(cf. Ragatararngini 6.108fF).

56 Nyayamarijarz, vol. 11, p. 199.

57 Granthibhanga, p. 167.
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Bhatta Jayanta’s life

kasmire kvacit khasade$e cirakalam *atavyam asau (conj., or pos-
sibly aranye ’sau : aranya/nyajm asau ed.) $risankaravarmano
rajna ajnaya sthitavan iti vartal

‘The report runs that he spent a long time by His Majesty king
Saﬁkara|varman’s order in the forest, somewhere in Khasa-land in
Kashmir.’

As Wezler has already pointed out,’® it is unlikely that Jayanta wrote the Nyaya-

manjary as a political prisoner like Gandhi or Nehru. The territory of the khasas
or kha$as was, according to Stein, ‘restricted to a comparatively limited region,
which may be roughly described as comprising the valleys lying immediately
to the S[outh] and Wilest] of the Pir Pantsal range, between the middle course
of the Vitasta in the Wlest] and Kastavata (Kistvar) in the E[ast].”™® We
also gather from the Rajatararigini that the rulers of Rajapurl (Rajaurl) were
khasas, just like their troops.®® On the other hand, the hill-state of RajapurT
was included in Darvabhisara,’! where Jayanta’s forefathers had settled, and
Ghoramiulaka or Gauramulaka, Jayanta’s ancestral village was, as Stein writes,
‘probably situated to the north of Rajaurt in the direction of the Rattan Pir
range’.52 It appears that Jayanta was sent by the king to this hill-region of
the khasas, not very far from his homeland.®® Since Saikaravarman led his
campaign through territories lying to the southwest from Kashmir, one might
think that Jayanta was sent there with some kind of political commission.* The
word bandhana, however, suggests that this may not have been a promotion, but
it was not a life-long exile either since he seems to have returned to the circle
of his students as their professor.

58WEZLER 1976, p. 344.

59RT(S), vol. I, p. 47, note ad verse 1.317.

60Ct. e.g. Rajataranginz 7.979, 1271, 1276 seqq., and Stein’s note quoted above.

61 Rajatarangini 8.1531, RT(S), vol. 1, p. 33, note ad verse 1.180.

62RT(S), vol. II, p. 144, note ad verse 8.1861.

63To the east from Rajapuri lies the valley of the upper Ans River, which was called
Panicagahvara and was inhabited by khasas (see RT(S) vol.I, p.47, note ad verse 1.317).
Could the word gahvare in Jayanta’s verse refer to this territory?

64In fact Kalhana makes mention of the son of a minister whom Sankaravarman made
‘lord of the Gate’ (dvaradhipa), and who was killed at a place called Viranaka (Rajatarargini
5.214). As Stein has shown, ‘[tJhe term dvaradhipa [...] along with its equivalents, dvarapati,
dvaresa, dvaradhisvara, dvaranayaka, dvaradhikarin [...] designated the high officer who
held charge of the passes leading into Kas$mir’ (RT(S) vol.I, p.213, note ad verse 214). In
Rajatarangint 7.217 we read about a dvaradhikarin who fell in a battle with the khasas, while
in 7.576 seqq. Kalhana writes about another ‘lord of the Gate’ who led expeditions against
Rajapurt.
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Chapter 2

A champion of orthodoxy

The leading character of Jayanta’s play is a young and dynamic Mimamsaka
who has just finished his Vedic studies and so become a ‘graduate’; snataka.
His ardour knows no bounds: he is eager to find someone who dares to be an
‘enemy of the Veda’ (vedadvis), in order to stamp him flat with the ram of
reasoning:!

svadhyayah pathito yathavidhi paramrstani cangani san
mimamsapi niruapiteti vihitam karma dvijanmocitam|
nityadhutakutarkadhusaragiram yavat tu vedadvisam
nyakkaro na krtah krtartha iva me tavan na vidyasramah)|

‘I have duly studied the Veda, mastered the six auxiliary sciences,
and examined Mimamsa as well. Thus I have performed the du-
ties appropriate for a twice-born person. But until I humiliate the
enemies of the Veda, who dirty their speech with incessantly bran-
dished pernicious [or: faulty] argumentation, the efforts T made in
my studies will be as if fruitless.’

The raison d’étre of Nyaya, as delineated by Jayanta in the Nyayamanja-
r7, appears to be remarkably similar to the Graduate’s mission. According to
Jayanta, the primary task of Nyaya is to protect the authority of the Veda (ved-
apramanyaraksa).> However, as Kataoka pointed out,? this prayojana does not
tally with the statements of older Naiyayikas, who proclaim that Nyaya provides
us with the knowledge of the real nature of the objects of cognition (prameya-
tattvajniana, and above all atmagnana), which results in liberation (apavarga),
independently of the Veda.* Vatsyayana includes Nyaya in the traditional list

I Agamadambara, Act One, verse 11.

2Cf. Nyayamarijart, vol.1, p. 7: nyayavistaras tu malastambhabhitah sarvavidyanam ved-
apramanyaraksahetutvat|; ibid. p.11: yasya hi vedapramanye samsayana viparyasta va matih,
tam prati $astrarambhah|

3KATAOKA, pp. 5fF.

1Cf. Nyayasutra 1.1.1:  tattvajnanan nihsreyasadhigamah; Nyayabhasya ad loc.,
p.2: atmadeh khalu prameyasya tattvagnanan mnihsreyasadhigamah|, ibid. p.-6:  tha
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A champion of orthodoxy

of four sciences, identifying it with anviksikz.> Each of the four sciences provides
us with the true knowledge (tattvajnana) of its own subject, and leads us to the
appropriate benefit (nihsreyasa). Accordingly Nyaya reveals the true nature of
the Self, and thus it liberates us from transmigration.®

Beside fulfilling its particular purpose (prayojana), Nyaya also contributes
to the other sciences, furnishing them with a valid method of argumentation.
Says Vatsyayana:’

seyam anviksiki pramanadibhir vibhajyamana—
pradipah sarvavidyanam upayah sarvakarmanam|
asrayah sarvadharmanam vidyoddese prakirtital|

‘This anwviksiki, which is divided into such categories as pramanas
etc., is proclaimed in the treatment of sciences to be the light of
all sciences, the means of all actions, and the substratum of all
dharmas.’

We find the same verse in the Arthasastra, in the section describing the four
sciences:®

anviksikt trayt vartta dapdanitis ceti vidyah|

tabhir dharmarthau yad vidyat tad vidyanam vidyatvam|

samkhyam yogo lokayatam cety anviksikil

dharmadharmau trayyam arthanarthau varttayam nayanayeu danda-
nityam balabale caitasam hetubhir anviksamana lokasya upakaroti
vyasane abhyudaye ca buddhim avasthapayati prajnavakyekriyavai-
Saradyam ca karoti

pradipah sarvavidyanam upayah sarvakarmanam|

asrayah sarvadharmanam Sasvad anviksiki matal|

‘ Anviksikz, the three Vedas, economics, and politics: these are the
sciences. (...) The sciences are called vidyas since one can know
(vidyat) dharma and artha with their help. Samkhya, Yoga, and
Lokayata: these [come under the heading] anviksiki. Anviksiki, inas-
much as it investigates with logical reasons [what is| religious merit
and demerit in the three Vedas, profit and loss in economics, good
and bad conduct in politics, and the strong and weak points of these
[sciences], is of service to mankind, steadies the mind in bad and

tv adhyatmavidyayam atmavijnanam tattvagnanam, nihsreyasadhigamo ’‘pavargapraptir iti|

Nyayavartika, p.10: param tu nihsreyasam [ = apavarga] atmadeh prameyasya tat-
tvagrianad bhavati| On the differences among Naiyayikas regarding apavarga, see SLAIJE,
‘Nihséreyasam. ..’ .

5 Nyayabhasya, p. 2: imas tu catasro vidyah prthakprasthanah pranabhrtam anugrahdayopa-
disyante, yasam caturthiyam anviksiki nyayavidyal

8 Nyayabhasya, p.6: tad idam tattvajianam nihsreyasadhigamas ca yathavidyam vedi-
tavyam| iha tv adhyatmavidyayam atmavignanam tattvajiianam, nihsreyasadhigamo ’pavar-
gapraptir iti||

" Nyayabhasya, p. 5.

8 Arthasastra 1.2.1; 1.2.9-12.
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A champion of orthodoxy

good luck, and makes one skillful in thinking, speaking, and acting.
Anwiksikt has always been accepted as the light of all sciences, the
means of all actions, and the substratum of all dharmas.’

From Kautilya’s description it appears that the category of “investigative
science” includes several schools of learning which are not necessarily rooted in
Vedic orthodoxy. For Vatsyayana, Nyaya fulfills the role of anviksik? inasmuch
as it establishes and employs the method of logical inquiry; the results of this
inquiry, however, must be in conformity with the information received from
sense perception and scripture:?

kah punar ayam nyayah? pramanair arthapariksanam| pratyaksaga-
masritam canumanam| sanviksa| pratyaksagamabhyam tksitasyartha-
syanviksanam anviksal taya pravartata ity anviksiki nyayavidya nya-
yasastram| yal punar anumanam pratyeksagamaviruddham nyaya-
bhasah sa iti|

‘But what is this Nyaya? The examination of things with the help
of means of valid cognition. As for inference, it is based on sense
perception and verbal testimony. It is the same as anviksa. Anviksa
is a subsequent examination of something that has been examined by
sense perception and verbal testimony. That [science] which operates
with this [anviksa] is anviksiki, alias the science of Nyaya, or the
doctrine of Nyaya. That inference, however, which contradicts sense
perception or verbal testimony is an illusive reasoning.’

Orthodox writers on dharmasastra also expressed the view that not every
kind of reasoning is commendable. Manusmrti 7.43 mentions anviksiki among
the sciences a king should study. Medhatithi (ninth century) comments on this
verse as follows: 19

atmane ya hitanviksikr sa tarkasraya, tam Sikseta (. .. ) ya tu bauddhacarvakaditarkavidya
sa natwa krtva kvacid upayujyate| pratyutastikyam upahanti *tasya
(conj. : om. ed.) yo natinipunamatih|

‘That anviksiki which is beneficial for himself is based on reasoning:
he should study that. (...) That [anviksiki], however, which is the
science of reasoning of Buddhists, Carvakas, and other [heretics], is
not useful anywhere at all, on the contrary, it destroys conviction in
orthodox Vedic values!'! if one is not very intelligent.’!?

9 Nyayabhasya, p. 3.

10JmA, vol.2, p.14. Medhatithi takes anviksikim catmavidyam belonging together, and
interprets atmavidyam in a slightly forced way.

HLCf.  Medhatithi ad Manusmrti 4.30 (JuA, vol.1, p.342): haitukah nastikah| nasti
paralokah, nasti dattam, nasti hutam ity evam sthitaprajnah|

12Cf. Medhatithi ad Manusmerti 2.11 (JHA, vol. 1, p.72): hetusastram nastikatarkasastram
bauddhacarvakadisastram yatra vedo ’‘dharmayeti punah punar udghusyate|; Medhatithi
ad Manusmrti 12.106 (JHA, vol.2, p.485):  tarkeneti tarkapradhana grantha lau-
kikapramananirapanapara — nyayavaisesikalokayatika — ucyante|  tatra  vedaviruddhani
bauddhalokayatikanairgranthadini paryudasyante|

xvi



A champion of orthodoxy

According to Jayanta, Nyaya is not only in conformity with scripture but it
is also “the main supporting-pillar of all sciences, because it is the means of the
protection of the Veda’s authority”.!® It is Aksapada’s Nyaya which is referred
to as tarka and nyayavistara in the list of the fourteen sciences,' and not any
other doctrine:!®

yatah, samkhyarhatanam tavat ksapanakanam kidrsam anumano-
padesakausalam| kiyad eva tattarkena vedapramanyam raksyate, iti
nasav iha gapanarhah| bauddhas tu yady api anumanamargavagaha-
nanaipunoddhuram kandharam udvahanti, tathapi vedaviruddhatvat
tattarkasya katham vedadividyasthanamadhye pathah| anumanakau-
Salam api kidrsam $akyanam iti pade pade darsayisyamah| carvakas
tu varakah pratikseptavya eva| kah ksudratarkasya tadiyasyeha ga-
nanavasarah| vaisesikah punar asmadanuyayina evety evam asyam
janatasu prasiddhayam api sattarkyam idam eva tarkanyayavistara$a-
bdabhyam Sastram uktam)|

For, what sort of skill do the mendicant Samkhyas and Jains, to

begin with, have in teaching reasoning? To what extent is the au-

thority of the Veda protected by their tarka? Thus it does not qualify

to take it into account here. As for the Buddhists, although they

walk with their head high in the air because of their dexterity in

delving deep into the ways of reasoning, nevertheless, because their

tarka is opposed to the Veda, how could it be mentioned among

the sciences headed by the Veda? And we shall also demonstrate at

every step what the Buddhists’ skill in reasoning is like. As for the

wretched Carvakas, they must simply be discarded. What scope is

there for counting their trifling tarka among [the fourteen sciences]?

The Vaisesikas, on the other hand, just follow us [Naiyayikas]. Thus,

even if this group of six tarkas is well-known among the people, it is

this dastra [of Aksapada] alone which is referred to with the words
“tarka” and “nyayavistara”.’

Jayanta’s rigour with which he separates Veda-protecting Nyaya from het-

erodox tarkas will appear even more marked in the light of the works of some

earlier Naiyayikas. Bhavivikta, who appears to have written a commentary on

Rajasekhara in his Kavyamimamsa (Third Adhyaya, p. 4) divides anviksik? or tarka into two
main categories: purvapaksa (prima facie view) and uttarapaksa (the established view). To
the former type belong the heterodox schools of the Buddhists, Carvakas, and Jainas, while the
latter comprises Samkhya, Nyaya, and VaiSesika. Jayanta in the sarvagamapramanya section
of his Nyayamarijart (vol.I, p.648) also rejects the teaching of Lokayata on the ground that
it is based on purvapaksa arguments.

13 Nyayamanjart, vol. 1, p. T: nyayavistaras tu malastambhabhitah sarvavidyanam vedapra-
manyaraksahetutvat|

M Nyayamanjart, vol. 1, p.8, quoting Yajnavalkya-smrti 1.3 and another verse of unknown
source. As Kataoka pointed out (KATAOKA, pp. 17ff.), this fourteen-fold list enables Jayanta
to limit the scope of all sciences to the transcendental (adrsta), and to place the four Vedas
(and not trayz) headed by Atharvaveda on the top of the hierarchy of vidyas.

15 Nyayamanjart, vol. 1, pp. 8f.
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A champion of orthodoxy

the Nyayabhasya probably in the period between Dignaga and Dharmakirti,'¢
was, according to Cakradhara, one of the “old Carvakas” (cirantanacarvakah)'”
mentioned by Jayanta in his Nyayamanjari.*® Similarly Aviddhakarna, who also
wrote a Bhasyatika before the time of Dharmakirti, seems to have composed a
Carvaka Tattvatika as well.'® As Wezler observes,?°

‘Beide, Aviddhakarna wie Bhavivikta, scheinen mir gute Zeugen
dafiir zu sein, daf} sich das Nyaya-System nicht nur das Wort anviksi-
kit als Selbstbezeichnung angeeignet hat, sondern daf sich seine Ver-
treter, zumindest in einer bestimmten Epoche, auch nicht der—
gestellten oder selbst gewéahlten—Aufgabe entzogen haben, ein frem-
des, aber ebenfalls anviksiki enthaltendes System mitzubehandeln,
eine Aufgabe, die zu erledigen fiir sie vielleicht nicht wissenschaft-
lich interessant war, sich ihnen aber doch als gewinnbringend oder
politisch ratsam empfohlen haben mag.’

Jayanta, far from making excursions to the field of heterodox tarkas, takes
a strong line against “depraved logicians” (dustatarkikah) and their destructive
speculations:?!
vedesu hi *tarkika(Sarada Mss as reported by Dr. Isaacson in an
email of 2.vii.2003. : dustarkike® ed.)racitakutarkaviplavitaprama-
rthanusthanam adriyeran sadhavah| kim va *tadanim (Sarada Mss as
reported by Dr. Isaacson in the above cited email : om. ed.) svamini
parimlane tadanuyayina mimamsadividyasthanaparijanena krtyam
iti| tasmad aSesadustatarkikopamardadvarakady dhataravedapramanya-
pratyayadhayinyayopadesaks amam aksapadopadistam idam nyayavis-
tarakhyam sastram sastrapratisthananibandhanam iti dhuryam vidya-
sthanam)|

For why would the pious take the trouble to perform what the Vedas
teach, which can be accomplished [only] by spending a lot of money
and [by exerting] a lot of effort etc., if their confidence in the Vedas,
the authority of which has been ruined by the vile tarka invented
by logicians, is shaken? Or, once the master has withered, what
should then the attendants, Mimamsa and the other sciences, do,
who follow him? Therefore this $astra, taught by Aksapada and
called Nyayavistara, which is able to teach reasoning that inspires
a firmer confidence in the authority of the Veda through erasing all
depraved logicians, is the support of the foundation of the Sastras,
and thus it is the principle science.’

16Cf. STEINKELLNER 1961, p. 153; WEZLER 1975, p. 143.
17 Granthibhanga, p.197.

18 Nyayamanjars, vol. I, p. 249.

YCf. STEINKELLNER 1961, pp. 153fF.

20WEzLER 1975, p. 145.

21 Nyayamanjart, vol. 1, p. 7.
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According to Jayanta, Mimamsa, the science which could be regarded as
the primary Veda-protector, has a different, more important task: the exam-
ination of the meaning of Vedic texts (arthavicara).?> On the other hand,
Mimamsakas are “rambling on an illusive path on which progress is blocked by
the multitude of thorns of faulty speculation” (kutarkakantakanikaraniruddha-
sancaramargabhasaparibhrantah),?® and thus their theories of svatahpramanya
(“all means of cognition are valid by themselves”) and apauruseyatva (“the Veda
has no author”) are inadequate to protect the Veda. It is only the Nyaya theory
of aptoktatva (“verbal testimony is valid because it has been pronounced by a
reliable person”, who is God himself in the case of the Veda) that is able to
establish and defend the authority of the Veda,?* which is, in Jayanta’s view,
Nyaya’s principal mission.?®

Considering all this it may seem surprising that the leading character of Jay-
anta’s play, the crusader of Vedic orthodoxy, is a Mimamsaka. In the first act
Samkarsana systematically refutes in front of distinguished and ‘unbiased’ um-
pires?S the bhiksu’s arguments about “Universal Momentariness” (ksanikatva)
and “Consciousness as the Only Reality” (vinanavada). Thus he scores his first
victory against the depraved logicians who try to undermine Vedic order,?” and
summons the Buddhists to stop deceiving themselves and others with the prom-
ise of a better afterlife for those who follow the Buddha’s doctrine. In the second
act the Mimamsaka lets another heterodox teacher, a Jain monk, slip, not con-
sidering him a significant threat to the established socio-religious order.?® The
debauched behaviour of the Black-Blankets, however, requires instant measures,
as do the shady practices of the Saiva adepts.

Problems start to emerge for our hero in the third act of the play, when he has
to refine the circle of those sects whose presence in the kingdom is unwanted.
In fact, the Mimamsaka is ready to form an alliance with the Saiddhantika
Saiva professor against the irreligious Carvakas, represented by the arrogant
Vrddhambhi who outlines a clear program: ‘I am going to take this opportunity
to do away with God, set aside the world-to-come, demolish the validity of the

22 Nyayamasijari, vol. 1, p. 10.

23 Nyayamarijar, ibid. Cf. KATAOKA, pp. 26fF.

24Cf. Nyayamanjart, vol.1, p. 10, pp. 430ff, KATAOKA, pp. 27ff.

25 As for the true knowledge of atman and the other prameyas provided by Nyaya, Jayanta
certainly does not deny that it leads to liberation, but he adds that the fact that it leads
to liberation is understood on the basis of scripture alone (tasya tu prameyasyatmader apav-
argasadhanatvadhigama agamaikanibandhanah, Nyayamargjari, vol.1, p.22). See KATAOKA,
pp. 23ff.

260ne of them is called Vi$variipa, whose name might echo that of a commentator of the
Nyayabhasya (cf. STEINKELLNER 1961, p. 158; WEZLER 1975, pp. 139ff.)

27The bhiksu whom the MImamsaka defeats is called Dharmottara, just as one of Dhar-
makirti’s most prominent followers, who, according to the Rajataranginz (4.498), settled in
Kashmir. His arguments are similar to those of Dharmakirti on the one hand, and to the
views of vijnanavada as presented by Kumarila. The Mimamsaka in his refutation (just as
Jayanta in the Nyayamanjart) draws upon Kumarila’s Slokavartika.

28 As Jayanta reports, king Sankaravarman also gave quarter to the Jains (Nyayamanjari,
vol. 649). On the other hand, the Jain theory of anekantavada is not far removed from certain
ideas expounded by Kumarila (cf. UNO).
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Vedas, and thereby turn this king back from this wrong path and establish him
on the right track, so that he, concentrating on worldly prosperity, can enjoy his
kingship for a long time.”?® Now the question may arise whether the Carvakas
or Carvaka ideas had a real influence on the Kashmirian monarch. According
to Kalhana’s account, Sankaravarman was a king who ‘concentrated on artha’
above all, and he had no scruples about fleecing the temples in order to fill the
treasury. On the other hand, as Jayanta shows in the Nyayamanjari, Lokayata
was not a long-forgotten philosophy in the ninth century. Apart from such “old
Carvakas” (cirantanacarvakah) as Bhavivikta,3Y Jayanta also had to deal with
“well-educated Carvakas” (susiksitacarvakah), such innovators as Udbhata,3!
whom he simply calls “the shrewd Carvaka” (carvakadhirtah).?? Tt is certainly
tempting to identify this Udbhata with the sabhapati of king Jayapida (Ra-
jatarangini, 4.495, 7.482, 8.2227) and / or with the alamkarika author of the
Kavyalankarasarasargraha. The former would also indicate that a Carvaka
could occupy an influential post in the royal court at the end of the eighth
century. Whatever may be the truth about the identity of these Udbhatas, the
fact that Jayanta took the trouble to refute the ideas of the Carvaka Udbhata
on several pages of the Nyayamangjari shows that this tradition was very much
alive in his time, and a king like Sankaravarman may well have been responsive
to its anti-religionist ideas.

The Mimamsaka and the Saiva professor defeat their Carvaka opponent
with an exemplary division of labour. Dharmasiva proves the existence of the
soul, transmigration, and God, while Samkarsana keeps his own counsel: it
would indeed be strange if a Mimamsaka brought up arguments in support of
the existence of an omniscient, omnipotent Creator. But he immediately hurls
himself into the fray when the authority of the Veda is to be established, while
the Saiva acarya keeps in the background, perhaps because Siva’s scriptures are
nearer to his heart, or because, as he himself points out to the Mimamsaka, he
would use the paratahpramanya argument instead of svatahpramanya to prove
the validity of scripture. The moral is that, notwithstanding a few doctrinal
differences, Mimamsakas and Saiddhantika Saivas should join their forces to
defeat the nastikas and thereby prevent the king from ruling in an inordinately
materialistic way.

The viskambhaka preceding the final act makes it clear that Sankarsana has
lost the trust of Vedic Brahmans:33

Sawvapasupatapancaratrikah sankhyasaugatadigambaradayah|
sarva eva hi yathasthita ime snatakasya dhig aparthakam $rutam ||

29 Agamadambara, Act Three, 11.232ff. As Raghavan suggested, ‘Vrddhambhi is likely
to be an echo of the ancient school of Arthasastra, cited by Kautilya as the Ambhiyas’
(Agamadambara (ed. pr.), pp.xxiv f.). According to these Ambhiyas, the prince should
be tempted, in order to prove him, with hunting, gambling, alcohol, women, and suggesting
him to seize power from his father. Kautilya rejects this theory (Arthasastra, 1.13).

30Ct. Nyayamanjart, vol. 11, p. 349, Granthibhanga, p.197.

3LCf. Nyayamangari, vol. 1, pp. 94, 326, 451; vol. 11, pp. 8, 348, 687; Granthibharga, pp. 19,
197, 198.

32 Nyayamanjart, vol. 1, p. 168; Granthibhanga, p.43.

33 Agamadambara, Act Four, 11. 5ff.
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Saivas, Pasupatas, Pancaratrikas, Sankhyas, Buddhists, Sky-Clad
Jains and other [heretics]: all of them have remained as they were.
Shame on the useless learning of the Graduate!

This lamentation of the rtvij makes a sharp contrast to the entrance verse
of the Mimamsaka in the first act, in which he took an oath to humiliate all the
enemies of the Veda, and thereby to make his learning fruitful. ‘But, my friend,’
explains the (perhaps older and more experienced) upadhyaya to the rtvij, ‘he
has become the king’s man by now. And the king is supremely devoted to
Siva, so Samkarsana has to be completely focussed on propitiating Him. For in
a monarch’s vicinity [his] men keep repeating his words, but, eager to increase
their own influence, they do not distinguish between good or bad, like echoes.’3*

Sankarsana is indeed in a great dilemma: either he should enter into a debate
and prove the falsity of the teachings of the Bhagavatas, an agama supported
by the queen and another member of the court, just as he did in the case of the
nastikas, or he should defend them, in which case he would completely lose his
face before the Vaidikas. That the Bhagavatas were indeed striving to achieve
Vedic status for their agama in Jayanta’s time is also indicated by Cakradhara’s
following remark:3® ‘Bhagavat Puskaraksa, the principal mendicant, who wrote
a commentary to the sutras of Bhagavat Badarayana, accepted the view that
the Pancaratra and other [agamas| are based of the Veda.” Sankarsana cannot
resolve the tension between his devotion to Visnu and his duty to reject all non-
Vedic scriptures as a Mimamsaka. It is the great naiyayika scholar, Dhairyarasi,
who smoothes all differences away as the arbitrator appointed by the court in
the debate between Vaisnavas and Vaidikas. Sankarsana’s only task is to give
tacit support, which he happily accepts.

Dhairyarasi’s mission is not to enter into a controversy or to defeat any-
body in a debate; on the contrary, he comes to pour oil on troubled waters.
Accordingly he delivers a long lecture instead of discussing things, and his over-
whelming authority gives even more emphasis to his words. He proves to be
a real sarvagamapramanyavadin (“one who holds the validity of all religious
scriptures” ), and his argumentation mirrors exactly the views presented by Jay-
anta in his Nyayamanjari>® In his magnum opus Bhatta Jayanta, the orthodox
Brahman and naiyayika philosopher, concludes the first part of his comments
on the validity of scriptures with the following words: ‘Any religion which is
outside the Veda is nothing but deception.’” The circle of acceptable religions,
however, is wider for Jayanta than for a Mimamsaka such as Kumarila, since he
also includes the Paficaratra and the Saiva agamas, on the grounds that, firstly,
their author, just as the author of the Veda, is a “reliable person”, namely God,

34 Agamadambara, Act Four, 11. 11ff.: bho vayasya, nanu rajapuruso ’sav adya samuvrttah|
raja ca paramamahesvara iti tadaradhanaikatanabuddhina tena bhavitavyam. yatah, samipato
bhumibhrtam hi purusas taduktam evanuvadanta asate| svavrddhilubdhas tu na sadhv asadhu
va vivecayanti pratisabdaka ival|

35 Granthibhanga, p. 112: bhagavadbadarayanasiatravrttikrta bhagavatpuskaraksena parivra-
jakamukhyena pancaratrader vedamalatvam angikrtam|

36 Nyayamanjari, vol. 1, pp. 640fF.

37 Nyayamarijart, vol. 1, p. 639: vedabahyas tu yah kascid agamo vanicanaiva saj
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and, secondly, they are not incompatible with the Veda.?® On the other hand the
Buddhists and the so called “liberators from transmigration” samsaramocakas,
are still considered as vedabahya and therefore not authoritative.

At this point Jayanta’s exposition about the validity of scriptures takes a
surprising turn: ‘Others have accepted the validity of all scriptures because
cognition without supersession [by a subsequent cognition] or uncertainty has
arisen from all of them.”3® He does not tell us explicitly who hold this peculiar
view, nor if he supports or rejects sarvagamapramanya. Still it is significant that
he presents it as the concluding paksa in the context of the validity of religions,
and he takes pains to enumerate arguments supporting this position. One has
the impression that Jayanta must have suffered real pain, especially when he
tries to find excuses even for Buddhism. He manages to show that the doctrine
of nairatmya serves only ‘to induce the relaxation of the Self’,*0 and that the
Knowledge that Buddhists strive after is ‘very similar to the Self because of its
freedom and independence’.*! He also demonstrates that the Buddha is just as
omniscient as Kapila and the other sages, and finally ‘as for the refutation of
the doctrine of caste in Buddhist scriptures, its purpose is [only] to laud the
high degree of [the Buddha’s] compassion that seeks to help all [creatures], and
it should not be taken literally’.*2 If one holds the view that God is the author
of all valid scriptures, says Jayanta, then we may argue that only the body of
the Buddha was the son of Suddhodana, his soul was Lord Visnu personally.*?
If one says that all valid agamas must be based on the Veda, then assiduous
experts are ready to find some Vedic grounds even for wearing red robes, or for
smearing oneself with ashes and carrying a skull.**

The key to Jayanta’s turnaround is given at the end of the section dealing
with agamapramanya in the Nyayamanjart (pp.648-649). First Jayanta enu-
merates those criteria on the basis of which an agama can be regarded as valid:
it must have obtained celebrity with which nobody finds fault, many learned
people should accept it, it should not appear to be unprecedented, its raison
d’étre must not be greed, etc., and finally it should not cause abhorrence among
people.*> Then Jayanta gives an example how these liberal principles can be
put into practice: king Sankaravarman suppressed the practice of the Black-

38 Nyayamasrijars, vol.1, p.637: atah aptapranitatvad vedaviruddhatvac ca na tayor [i.e.
Sasvapancaratrayor| apramanyam|

39Tbid. p.640: anye sarvagamanam tu pramanyam pratipedire| sarvatra badhasandehara-
hitapratyayodayat||

40Tbid. p.641: nairatmyavadinas tv atmasaithilyajananaya tathopadisanti|

ATbid.: svaccham tu jaanatattvam yat tair isyate, tat svatantryat andasritatvat atmakalpam
eval

421bid. p.643: yad api bauddhagame jativadanirakaranam tad api sarvanugrahapravanaka-
runatisayaprasamsaparam na ca yathasrutam avagantavyam|

431bid. p.644: Sarram eva suddhodanasyapatyam natma. atah pratiyugam vispur eva
bhagavan dharmaruapenavataratity agamavidah pratipannah.

441bid. p.647: evam raktapataparigrahabhasmakapaladharanadimilam apy abhiyukta la-
bhanta eval

45Tbid. p.648: naitad asty avigitam ye prasiddhim prapur agamah| krtas ca bahubhir yesam
Sistair iha parigrahah|| adya pravartamanas ca napurva iva bhanti ye| yesam na mulam
lobhadi yebhyo nodvijate janah|| tesam eva pramanatvam agamanam ihesyate|
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Blankets, but he spared for instance the Jains.*6 Thus the criterion of validity
is not so much the veracity of propositions in a given scripture, but rather the
degree of its recognition and its inherent possibilities of overthrowing social or-
der.*” This was probably fitting in the broader ‘Religionspolitik’ of the king,
which, as Wezler pointed out, could motivate Jayanta’s whole exposition of the
sarvagamapramanya-theory in his Nyayamanjarz.*® That this was really the
case is clearly demonstrated in the Agamadambara, which, as Wezler observes,
‘hat es im wesentlichen den Charakter eines, wie wir sagen wiirden, Dokument-
arspiels, das jene religionspolitische Mafiname Konig Saﬁkaravarmans, ihre Vor-
geschichte und ihre Folgen zum Gegenstand hat’.

We should keep in mind that, while Dhairyaradi is delivering his lecture, the
Mimamsaka sits in the audience and is supposed to agree fully to such ideas as
‘Siva, Pasupati, Kapila and Visnu, Samkarsana, the Sage Jina, the Buddha, or
Manu are one’,?? ‘let all these sacred scriptures have no beginning, similarly to
the Veda’,°! etc. Dhairyarasi declares that infatuation cannot be regarded as
the cause of acceptance in the case of old-established religions, and ‘if someone
objects that we cannot know that there were Buddhists in former times, then
the same suspicion may be raised concerning the Brahmans’.?? ‘Or if you say,’
continues Dhairyarasi, ‘that greed and the like are the visible source in this case,
the heterodox will retort that the Veda is also a means of livelihood.”®® And
the Mimamsaka applauds with enthusiasm.

When Dhairyarasi makes the peroration of his most elaborate speech, Sankar-
sana bursts out in jubilation: ‘Honourable Dhairyarasi, be sure that, in a manner
of speaking, we have been revived, beatified, purified, nourished, made to ex-
perience the goal of this worldly existence by this novel river of erudition which
has risen from Your Honour. How wonderful!’®* Then he manages to collect
the remains of his former adamance and declares that the various religious tra-
ditions should remain clearly separated from each other, while those who spoil
sastra and dharma with their ill-conduct must be banished.?®

And the right person to decide such delicate issues as ‘which conduct is
wicked enough to be suppressed’, and ‘what are the criteria of this wickedness’,

46 Nyayamanjart, vol.1, p. 649, quoted above.

470n the ground of sarvagamapramanya only anti-social sects and Lokayata are rejected,
the latter because its statements are based merely on purvapaksa statements in Vedic texts
(cf. Nyayamarijari, vol. 1, pp. 647f).

48See WEZLER 1976, p. 340.

49Tbid.

50 Agamadambara, Act Four, 11.330f.: ekah Sivah pasupatih kapilo ’tha visnuh sankarsano
jinamunih sugato manur va; cf. how the hungry ascetic blurs the distinction between the
Buddha and the Jina in Act Two.

51Tbid. 1.405: tenanadaya eva vedavad ime bhavantv agamah

521bid. 11.442fF.: vyamohac ca hi vartante kamam katipayair dinaib| so 'yam yugapadasthays
vyamoha iti vismayah|| purapi saugata asann iti kenavagamyate| purapi Srotriya asann iti
kenavagamyate||

531bid. 1.446f.: lobhadi drsyamanam va yadi malam ihocyate| vedo ’pi jwikopaya iti jalpanti
nastikah||

541bid. 11.488ff.: arya dhairyarase, vayam tavad ucchvasita iva, salita iva, pavitrikrta iwap-
yayita jivalokaphalam anubhavita va bhavatprabhavayabhinavaya sarasvatya| aho ascaryam!

55Tbid. 11. 508fF.
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is the king himself, and those people in his service who put his orders into
effect. Sankarsana’s position in these questions, just as his career and livelihood
as a married householder, depends on the will of his superiors, as Jayanta, who
served king Saikaravarman as his adviser, knew very well.
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Chapter 3

A curious play (kimap1
rupakam)

Considering the fact that fate was not merciful to such celebrated and outstand-
ing plays as Visakhadeva’s Devicandragupta, and that whole dramatic genres
such as the vitht survive only in meagre quotations (apart from its late ‘rein-
carnation’ in an altered form),' we should be grateful to the Jains of Gujarat
who preserved, thanks to their commendable diligence and curiosity, a unique
college-drama written by a Kashmirian philosopher. The dramatic qualities of
the Agamadambara leave much to be desired by classical Indian standards of
dramaturgy. As Raghavan remarks in his introduction, ‘when he [Jayanta] made
his debut on the stage with this new play of his, he knew he was making the
pandits of Natya Sastra prick their ears.’? In this chapter we shall examine
what makes Jayanta’s play so unique and unorthodox. First we shall deal with
the Prologue, which already reads as a parody of a traditional prastavana. A
closer look will, however, reveal that although Jayanta was using the standard
introductory devices in a novel way, his Prologue, in spite of all its strange-
ness, alludes elegantly both to the plot and the leading aesthetic relish of the
play. Then we shall consider the phenomenon of ‘philosophical plays’ in the
light of the discussions on the nature and relation of poetry and sastra, doc-
trinal or scientific literature. Finally we shall study the predominant rasa of the
Agamadambara.

3.1

Indian dramatists had an excellent means with which they could gently intro-
duce the spectators to the world of the play. The prologue (prastavana, sthapana
or amukha) of a classical Indian play provides information about the author, the

LCf. RAGHAVAN 1978, pp. 872ff.
2 Agamadambara (ed. pr.), p.viii.
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story, the characters, and the main sentiment or savour the audience is going
to relish during the performance. In usual practice the Director (suatradhara)
enters the stage after the preliminaries (parvaraniga) are over and the initial
benediction (nandr) has been recited. In the Bhasa-plays he is just about to
make an announcement when a sound coming from off-stage interrupts him and
at the same time introduces the first character who is about to enter the stage.
In other plays the Director has a chat with an actress (nat), who is also his
wife, or the comic actor (vidasaka), or an assistant (pariparsvika) about the
actual occasion of the performance, the qualities of the sponsor, the author,
and the audience, then sometimes about domestic matters, which turn out to
be similar to the story of the play. The end of the prologue is always linked in a
more or less direct way to the plot: the Director infers from some noise that one
of the characters is about to enter, sometimes because he has overheard (and
misunderstood, as in the Mudraraksasa) the words of the suatradhara.

The prologue can be defined in semiotical terms as one of the ‘rhetorical’ or
‘presentational’ devices that draw the attention of the audience to the theatrical
and dramatic realities, to the fact that what is going on is actually a perform-
ance. Although they appear outside the theatrical frame, in fact they confirm
it ‘by pointing out the pure facticity of the representation’.? To employ another
method of analysis,* the prologue with the actor talking to another actor about
the play to be performed and about (or to) the audience whose favour is to
be gained, appears to belong to the actual world, as opposed to the world of
the drama. At the end of the Sanskrit prastavana, the two worlds almost seem
to merge: the action happening off-stage and already inside the drama-world,
e.g. the crying of the apsarases because the demons have kidnapped Urvasi, is
audible for the Director, just as the words said by the sutradhara, e.g. reciting
a verse about the eclipse of the moon (candrasya grahanam), can be overheard
by a character belonging to the world of the play. This proximity of the two
worlds ensures the smooth transition of the audience between the actual and
the fictitious worlds, but in a way that the two worlds are kept separate: the
Director exits before the apsarases or Canakya enter.

‘But surely’, one might object, ‘the Director, the Actress, and the Assistant
all say the words contained in their script, they also play roles, how could they
belong to the actual world?” The objection is correct: the prastavana is cer-
tainly part of the play. In it the drama-world is disguised as the actual world.
The sutradhara is a character just like Canakya; he is never the actual referent
but only a possible surrogate, even if he is played by the actual director.® Abhi-
navagupta has already observed this with his usual acumen in his commentary to
the Natyasastra. He observes that one of the obstacles to aesthetic experience is
‘one’s emotional response to pleasure and pain even if it is restricted to another
person’ (paragatatvaniyamabhajam api sukhaduhkhanam samvedane). The solu-
tion is the blurring of the actual identity of that ‘other person’: the costume and

SELAM, p.90. Other ‘presentational’ devices are e.g. the epilogue, the induction, the
play-within-the-play, the aside directed to the audience, etc.

4ELAM, pp. 99fF.

5Cf. ELAM, pp. 109f.
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other theatrical conventions hide the ‘actor-ness’ of the actors, which has, how-
ever, been revealed in the preliminaries and the prologue (purvaraganiguhanena
prastavanavalokanena ca . . . na}farﬂpatddhigamas).6

So far so good. But why does Bharata describe the prastavana twice in the
Natyasastra: once as part of the purvararnga, and for the second time as part of
the bharats vrtti (the dramatic style in which the verbal aspect is predominant)?
Abhinavagupta has the following answer:”

dvividha prastavana bhavati—purvararigasyangabhuta anyasya val ta-
tra parvarangange *’syam (GOS : ’syah Parimal) kavir udasinah|

sthapaka eva svatantro nirma*tastv (conj. : °ta tv eds.) anyo

va kavir dhruvaganadav api| (...) sa dvitiya ya vrttibhedamadhye

pathita| evam prarocanadav api mantavyam| yad aha— “tatra *kadacit
(conj. : kacit eds.) kavyabhimukham niyate purvarangavidhih tada-

bhimukham va kavyarambhas, tad bhavati sa dvividha” *ityadi (GOS

. ityadih Parimal)]

The prologue is of two kinds: that which is part of the preliminaries,

and [that which is part] of something else. Of these two, the poet

is not involved in that one which is part of the preliminaries. The

sthapaka may be its independent composer, or another poet, as well

as in the case of the dhruva-songs. (...) The second kind [of pro-

logue] is that which is mentioned among the varieties of dramatic

style. The same should be held about the exciting of the spectators’

interest, etc. As [someone| said: “There [in the prologue] sometimes
the performance of the preliminaries is directed towards the play [i.e.

the drama written by the playwright], or the beginning of the play
[is directed] towards that [i.e. the preliminaries]. Therefore it [the

prastavana) is of two kinds.”, and so forth.

Commenting on the second occurrence of the prologue in the Natyasastra, A-
bhinava says:®

evam ca yada sthapako ’pi sutradharatulyagunakaro ramadivad eva
prayujyate tad *eva (conj. : evam eds.) kavikrtam amukham bhavati|
And thus, when the sthapaka, having similar qualities and bearing

as the sutradhara, is also presented on the stage like Rama and other
[characters], that alone is the prologue written by the poet.

6 Abhinavabharatr (Parimal), vol.1, p.279; Abhinavabharati (GOS), vol.I, p.274; GNOLI
1968, pp. 15f., cf. also Abhinavabharati (Parimal), vol.I, p.251; Abhinavabharati (GOS),
vol. I, pp. 244f.

7 Abhinavabharati (GOS), vol. 1, pp. 247f., Abhinavabharaty (Parimal), vol. I, p. 254.

8 Abhinavabharatr (GOS), vol. 1T, p.93, Abhinavabharatr (Parimal), vol.TII, p.89; cf.
Natyadarpana, p.136: kadacit tu sanandikam rangam anusthaya visrante sutradhare
tattulyagunakrtih sthapaka amukham anutisthati| tatha canangavatyam natikayam drsyate—
purvarangante sthapakah| atra ca pakse amukhanusthane ’pi kaver vyaparah, sthapakasya
satradharanukarino ramanukarino natasyeva kavinaiva pravesat|
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What we have in practice is essentially the latter kind of prologue. All
the existing Sanskrit (and Prakrit) plays begin with a prastavana, amukha, or
sthapana, and it is unlikely that any of these these prologues preserve the im-
promptu (or precomposed) introduction by a director. But precisely because
the actors appear as actors in the prologue, the audience perceives their per-
formance as if it were part of the actual world. This enables the poet to address
the audience through the Director: he can introduce (or even praise) himself
and the merits of his play, or he can defend his work against its critics. Since
the prologue has metadramatic functions, that is, it focuses the attention of
the audience on the theatrical and dramatic realities, it also provides an excel-
lent opportunity for the playwright to ‘talk shop’: he can define his position
on dramaturgical questions, on the justification of dramatic art, or on the re-
lation between the actual world and the drama-world. The prastavana of the
Agamadambara, however unusual it may seem at first sight, fulfills these func-
tions of the prologue of a classical Indian play.

3.2

But at first sight it is a very strange prologue. At the beginning of an ordinary
Sanskrit play, the Director usually enters the stage in high spirits. He feels happy
and honoured to put on the most excellent play of the most excellent poet to
the most excellent audience, not to mention the most distinguished sponsor.
Certainly there are individual differences among the playwrights: Rajasekhara
has a particular weakness for self-admiration (yad va kim vinayoktibhih?),? while
Kalidasa vindicates a place for himself with proper pride by the side of his
glorious predecessors. The criticisms against his art seem to cut Bhavabhiiti
to the quick, but he is confident that the merits of his plays are conceded by
some people, or at least will be acknowledged in the future. The Director in
Syémilaka’s bhana summons the wet blankets and hypocrites to leave, because
the wags want to enjoy the performance. A typical example of the sutradhara’s
efforts to kindle the interest of the spectators in the poet and his work is found
in the plays of king Harsa:!'?

sriharso nipunah kavih parisad apy esa gunagrahini
loke hari ca vatsarajacaritam natye ca daksa vayam)|
vastv ekaikam apiha vancitaphalaprapteh padam kim punar
madbhagyopacayad ayam samuditah sarvo gunanam ganahl|

The illustrious Harsa is a clever poet, and this audience can appre-
ciate the merits [of one’s art]. The story of King Vatsa has a grip
on people, and we are experts in theatrical art. Each one [of the
above] facts could be the cause of obtaining the desired result on the
present occasion, how much more this whole group of merits which
has arisen due to the accumulation of my good fortune?

9 Balabharata, verse 5.
10 Ratnavalz, p. 327, also found in Priyadarsika and Nagananda.
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In glaring contrast with the confidence of an average prastavana, Jayanta’s
play promises to be a dead frost right in the beginning. The Director does not
beam on the audience as usual, on the contrary, he is utterly fed up with his
profession and tired of life in general. Moreover, he is supposed to stage a trashy
play of a dilettante poet (Jayanta), and it is insufficient solace for him that the
audience is equally dilettante (students of philosophy).

However if we examine the prologue of the Agamadambara closely we shall
discover that Jayanta achieved his highly unconventional prastavana by util-
ising entirely conventional techniques. The Natyadarpana mentions several es-
tablished methods of transition from the (pseudo-real) world of the prologue to
that of the drama. One of these methods is the avalagita, which is defined by
some theoreticians as follows: ‘doing something else having entrusted one’s own
occupation to another character’.!' The example which is cited to illustrate
this dramatic device is strikingly similar to what happens in the prologue of
Jayanta’s play:

yatha krtyaravanasyamukhe—

sutradharah (nih$vasya)—arye, nanu bravimi,
vakprapancaikasarena nirvisesalpavrttinal

svamineva natatvena nirvippah sarvatha vayam|

tad gacchatu bhavaty putram mitram va kamapi puraskrtya krama-
gatam imam kugivikam anuvartayitum|

tatah kramad aha—

parigrahorugrahaughad grhasamsarasagarat|
bandhusnehamahavartad idam uttirya gamyatel|

atra svajwikam daresu niksipya paralokahetukaryakaranam svayam
asritam|

As in the prologue of the Krtyaravana:

‘DIRECTOR (sighing). Why, I'll tell you, my lady.

I have become completely disillusioned with [my profession of] being
an actor, which only consists of verbosity and the moods of which
are wishy-washy and trivial, as if with a boss whose tongue is always
wagging and who gives a small salary without any discrimination
[among his employees].

So, my lady, please carry on with this wretched profession I inherited,
and put at the head [of the troupe] anyone, [either] a son or a friend.’
Later on he says:

‘Here 1T go ashore from the ocean of secular life in the household,
which abounds in large crocodiles: the members of my family, and
has great whirlpools: the affections for one’s relatives.’

Here [in this prologue the director] entrusts his own profession on his
wife and becomes himself engaged in an activity which is a means
of [attaining a better| afterlife.

1 Natyadarpana, p. 132: kecit tu patrantare svavyaparam niksipya yat karyantarakaranam
tad avalagitam ity ahuh|
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Judging from its fragments surviving in quotations, the Krtyaravana must
have been a remarkable play. It was well-known in Kashmir, and Sankuka
quoted from its sixth act, which means that Jayanta might also have been
familiar with it.!? But already the prologue of king Harsa’s play, the Nagananda,
contains a very similar scene. The director’s wife tells her husband that his
parents have renounced this world and left for the forest. The Director is deeply
moved by this news and is ready to give up his inherited wealth (tyaktvaisvaryam
kramagatam) and follow his parents, just as Jimutavahana, the hero of the
play, relinquishes his kingdom to serve his parents in the forest. We can trace
this motif back as far as the Lokananda, a Buddhist play by Candragomin
surviving only in Tibetan translation.!> The Nagananda is a play in which
quietude ($anta) is the leading aesthetic relish, which is well suggested by the
resigned, disillusioned attitude of the Director. The Lokananda, apart from
being also a Santarasa-play, is called ‘nataka-sastra’ (zlos gar gyi bstan beos) in
its colophon,'# that is a play in which a doctrinal subject (the Buddha’s teaching
in this case) is introduced. The Agamadambara was perhaps the first classical
Indian play which had $anta as its dominant rasa and which presented the
teachings of various religions, but definitely not from the Buddhist perspective.

Apart from such introductory devices as the avalagita, the entire behaviour
of the actors conversing in the Prologue foretells in many ways the story of the
actual play. Sometimes the actors tell us explicitly which role they are going
to take, and the Director often becomes the protagonist, as for instance in the
Priyadarsika,'® or one of the first characters who enter the stage.'® Therefore
it is very tempting to imagine that in the Agamadambara the Director re-enters
after the Prologue as the Vedic graduate and the Assistant as the Boy, his
sidekick. The Director gives up his profession with the resolution to ‘strive
to reach the highest goal of man’ and to ‘acquaint himself with holy places’,
starting with a Buddhist monastery. And this is more or less the agenda of
the Graduate, with the exception that he already knows how worthless most
teachings are and he is ‘testing’ them for the sake of demolishing their false
doctrines. We might say that the Graduate is as uncompromising in doctrinal
truths as the Director is in questions of dramaturgy. On the other hand, both the
Assistant and the Boy represent a more conformist attitude: they also observe
the rule of falsity in the world, but they do not consider it as their duty to
lead a crusade against maya, Universal Delusion. Everyone has to make a living
somehow, either as an actor, or as a Jain monk. Are we entitled to ruin their

12 Abhinavabharati ad Natyasastra 19.88 (ed. Parimal, vol.III, p.52), pointed out by
Raghavan (Some lost Rama plays, p.30). On Sankuka’s date see p- xxxviii.

13 According to Hahn he is probably identical with the grammarian Candragomin, and can
be dated to the fifth century A.D. (Candragomins Lokanandanataka. Nach dem tibetischen
Tanjur herausgegeben und iibersetzt von Michael Hahn. Wiesbaden, 1974.) See also STEINER,
pp. 23ff.

MHahn’s edition, pp. 196f; he translates it as ‘lehrreiche Schauspiel’.

151n the Karpiaramarijarz, the Director and his wife are said to have taken the roles of the
king and the queen.

16F.g. in the Malatimadhava and the Viddha$alabharjika. In the Uttararamacarita, the
Director turns into a resident of Ayodhya already in the Prologue.
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existence in the name of some Ultimate Reality? The Graduate permits the
Buddhists to go on with their hypocritical conduct as a way of livelihood, but
he asserts roundly that Buddhism is actually harmful for someone who hopes
for a better afterlife. But what about the Jains, Saivas and Vaisnavas? Does
one have the right to upset their beliefs? And what of the depraved practices of
the nilambaras? Should we persecute them, or should we just wave our hand in
resignation and refer to general tendencies in the Age of Decadence? And what
happens if our sponsor, may he be a king or the producer of a play, requires us
to act against our principles?

We shall return to these questions, but first let us see what is exactly that
makes this play so despicable for an actor who has turned grey in the honourable
service of dramatic art.

3.3

According to Indian authorities on aesthetics, certain types of man are simply
incapable of appreciating the beauties of poetry. It is pointless to test the vera-
city of poems, says Anandavardhana, and if somebody had the impudence to
employ for instance the methods of logic to prove that a piece of art is true or
false, he would only make himself ridiculous.!” Such a person, as Abhinavagup-
ta remarks in his commentary, is certainly not a connoisseur, but only ‘a fellow
who is hard-hearted because of the application of dry logic, and who is therefore
unable to feel [aesthetic] delight’.'® Ritualists were considered perhaps the most
hopeless cases in this respect. Uttungodaya at least, who wrote a commentary
on Abhinavagupta’s Dhvanyalokalocana, has a poor opinion of them: he men-
tions the mimamsakas and the Srotriyas as the typical representatives of those
who are quite incapable of art and honeyed phrases.'”

The cobbler should stick to his last, and one should not apply mimamsaka
exegesis in the interpretation of poetry.?? And what’s more, one should not write
a poem in the style of a scientific treatise. Kavya, poetry, and $astra, doctrinal
or scientific literature,?! have always been regarded in Indian aesthetics as two
distinct worlds. Bhamaha, the ancient Kashmirian alankarika, holds a much

7 Dhvanyaloka 3.334+ (KRISHNAMOORTHY, p.222; MASSON-PATWARDHAN 1970, vol.II,
p.179): kavyavisaye ca vyangyapratitinam satyasatyanirapanasyaprayojakatvam eveti tatra
pramanantaravyaparapariksopahasayaiva sampadyate)

8 Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 3.33 (quoted in MASSON-PATWARDHAN 1970, vol.II, p.143):
nayam sahrdayah kevalam suskatarkopakramakarkasahrdayah pratitim paramarstum nalam
ity esa upahasah|

YUttungodaya’s Kaumudz ad Locana (quoted in MASSON-PATWARDHAN 1970, vol. II, note
144): adhikart ca kasthapraptasahrdayabhavah kascid eva na sarvah, mimamsakasrotriyades
tatprakaradarsanat|; anye tv iti| mimamsakasrotriyadinam idrst catuktih  durlabheti
sahrdayanam ity uktam)|

20This is why Abhinavagupta criticizes Bhatta Nayaka’s way of analysing a poem (Locana
ad Dhvanyaloka 2.1, ed. Kavyamala, p.77): jaiminiyasutre hy evam yojyate na kavye 'pil

21This category includes technical literature, law-books, and any kind of specialist book,
but also manuals on ritual and philosophy, and even the Vedas themselves. We may say that
Sastra is a treatise which contains teaching about the real nature of things.
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higher opinion of a poet’s work than pure scientific knowledge:??

adhanasyeva datrtvam klibasyevastrakausalam)|

ajnasyeva pragalbhatvam akaveh $astravedanam|

vinayena vina ka $rih ka nisa $asina vinal

rahita satkavitvena kidrst vagvidagdhatal|

gurapadesad adhyetum Sastram jadadhiyo 'py alam|

kavyam tu jayate jatu kasyacit pratibhavatahl||

If someone who is not a poet knows the Sastras, it is just as the
munificence of a pauper, the dexterity of an effeminate in handling
weapons, or the pretentiousness of a fool. What is wealth without
self-control? What is night without the moon? What skill in speech
can there be if one is not a true poet? Even a thick-headed person
can learn Sastra following the teaching of his master, but poetry is
born rarely and only for a few people who have inspiration.

Rajasekhara also distinguishes these two genres, but he thinks that there are
some channels of contact:

tha hi vanmayam ubhayatha Sastram kavyam ca| Sastrapurvakatvat
kavyanam purvam Sastresv abhiniviset| na hy apravartitapradipas
tamasi tattvarthasartham adhyaksayanti (.. .)

bhavati prathayann artham linam samabhiplutam sphutikurvan|
alpam analpam racayann analpam alpam ca Sastrakavih||*?

For here [in our system]| literature is of two kinds: Sastra and kavya.
Because [the study of] astra must precede [the writing of] poetry,
first one should delve into scientific works, for those who do not
use a lamp cannot observe the multitude of real things. (...) The
Sastrakavi is someone who exposes hidden things, makes obscure
things clear, composes an extensive [treatise] out of a small [subject],
and a concise one out of a vast [subject].

pratibhavyutpattimams ca kavih kavir ity ucyate| sa hi tridhal sastra-
kavih, kavyakavir, ubhayakavis ca| ‘tesam uttarottariyo garwyan’ iti
Syamadevah| ‘na’ iti yayavariyah| yathasvavisaye sarvo gartyan| na
hi rajahamsas candrikapanaya prabhavati, napi cakoro dbhyah ksiro-
ddharanaya| yac chastrakavih kavye rasasampadam vicchinatti, yat
kavyakavih Sastre tarkakarkasam apy artham uktivaicitryena Slatha-
yati| ubhayakavis tabhayor api vartyan yady ubhayatra param pravi-
nah syat| tasmat tulyaprabhavav eva Sastrakavyakavil upakaryopaka-
rakabhavam tu mithah Sastrakavyakavayor anumanyamahe| yac chas-
trasamskarah kavyam anugrhnati $astraikapravanata tu nigrhnatil
kavyasamskaro ’pi Sastravakyapakam anurunaddhi kavyaikapravana-
ta tu virunaddhi| tatra tridha Sastrakaevih| yah Sastram vidhatte, yas
ca $astre kavyam samvidhatte, yo 'pi kavye Sastrartham nidhatte|**

22 Kavyalankara 1.3-5.
23 Kavyamimamsa, Second Adhyaya, pp. 2f., 5.
241bid. Fifth Adhyaya, p. 17.
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That poet is called [real] poet who has imagination and learning.
And he is of three kinds: the poet who writes Sastra, the poet
who writes kavya, and the poet who writes both. According to
S/yéurnadevau7 the above order is also the order of their excellence.
Rajasekhara disagrees. Each of them exceeds [the other two] in
his own field. For the swan is not able to drink moonlight, nor the
Cakora bird to separate milk from water. As for the poet who writes
Sastra, he ruins the harmony of aesthetic flavours in a poem; as for
the poet who writes kavya, he makes flaccid with the variety of dic-
tion in a technical work even a subject which is tough because of
logical arguments. But the poet who can write both [§astra and
kavya] is better than either of the other two if he is skillful in both
fields in the highest degree. Therefore the poet who writes sastra
and the one who writes kavya are of equal rank. We admit, how-
ever, that the poet who writes sastra and the one who writes kavya
can mutually benefit each other. For education in $astra benefits
poetry, but exclusive proficiency in sastra suppresses it. Education
in kavya, too, aids the perfection of sentences in a scientific work,
but exclusive proficiency in kavya suppresses it.

Of these two, the poet who writes Sastra is of three kinds: the one
who composes a doctrinal or scientific treatise, the one who intro-
duces poetry in a $astra, and the one who puts a doctrinal or sci-
entific subject into poetry.

This passage makes it clear that the word kawvi could also be applied to
writers of doctrinal and scientific works.?> There also seems to have been a
view, represented here by Syﬁmadeva, which placed the writers of kavya before
the authors of $astra, and preferred those who could stand the test in both fields.
If we have a look at the history of Sanskrit literature, we do find examples of
such ‘crossbreeds’ of a swan and a cakora-bird. Anandavardhana is just one
of these geniuses, who is not far removed from Jayanta’s time and who was
also his compatriot. Today he is best known for his highly influential work on
aesthetics, but he composed several poems as well. Of these only a citrakavya,
the Devisataka survives, but he also refers to his mahakavya, the Arjunacarita
(Dhvanyaloka, 3.10-14+) and a Prakrit poem called Visamabanalila (Dhvanya-
loka, 3.15+). He must have had great confidence in his erudition in philosophy,
which is proved by the fact that he ventured to interpret Dharmakirtian ideas in
a commentary on Dharmottara’s Pramanaviniscayatika (mentioned in Locana
ad Dhvanyaloka 3.47).

25When Bhamaha, classifies poetry according to its subject matter, he does mention Sastra
as a possible subject (Kavyalankara 1.17):
vrttadevadicaritasamsi cotpadyavastu cal
kalasastrasrayam ceti caturdha bhidyate punahl|
Then [kavya] is [also] divided into the following four categories: that which
relates the past feats of gods and other [heroes|, that which has a fictitious
story, that which is about art and that which is about doctrine or science.
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Being such a versatile writer, it is natural that Anandavardhana also took
interest in the nature of relation between Sastra and kavya. His work on this
topic, the Tattvaloka, is unfortunately lost for us, but the following passage from
the Dhvanyaloka and Abhinavagupta’s commentary thereon throws some light
on it:26

Anandavardhana: tad evam anukramaninirdistena vakyena bhaga-
vadvyatirekinah sarvasyanyasyanityatam prokasayata moksalaksana
evaikah parah purusarthah Sastranaye, kavyanaye ca trsnaksayapari-
posalaksanah santo raso mahabharatasyangitvena vivaksita iti supra-
tipaditam)|

So thus it has been well established that the sentence announced
in the chapter of contents, which reveals that nothing is permanent
except for the Lord, wishes to express that with regard to the sastra
aspect it is the single supreme goal of man, namely moksa, which
is predominant in the Mahabharata, and with regard to the kavya
aspect it is the aesthetic relish of quietude, which is characterised
by the full development of the dying away of desires.

Abhinavagupta: Sastranaya iti| tatrasvadayogabhave purusenarthyata
ity ayam eva vyapadesah sadarah, camatkarayoge tu rasavyapadesa
iti bhavah| etac ca granthakarena tattvaloke vitatyoktam iha tv asya
na mukhyo "vasara iti nasmabhir darsitam|

‘With regard to the Sastra aspect.” Since it [i.e. the Sastra aspect]
has no connection with aesthetic relishing, it is this term alone [i.e.
“goal of man”] which is appropriate, inasmuch as “man strives to
obtain it”; but when [in the kavya aspect] there is a connection with
aesthetic wonder, then the designation of rasa [is appropriate]: this
is what he means. And the author has set this forth in detail in the
Tattvaloka, but in the present context is not the best occasion for
[discussing] it, so I have not expounded it.

Some works could be regarded both as Sastra and as kavya, depending on
the way of approach. This was especially true in the case of literary pieces that
also had a religious importance, such as, for instance, the Mahabharata. Bhoja
lists both kavyasastra and Sastrakavya among the varieties of $ravyakavya.?”
He mentions the Bhattikavya and (extending the category to drsyakavya) the
Mudraraksasa as examples of kavyasastra, that is a poetic composition in which
a scientific or doctrinal subject is introduced (yatrarthah $astranam kavye nives-
yate). Sdstmkdvya, on the other hand, is apparently a scientific composi-
tion written in the manner of poetry, e.g. the Kamandakiya-nitisara, and the
Rativilasa.?® Put differently, kavyasastra is essentially a piece of poetry which
also teaches us some $astraic subject, while Sastrakavya is essentially a Sastra-
treatise ‘dressed up’ as a poem. As Raghavan observed, among Rajasekhara’s

26 Dhvanyaloka ad 4.5 (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p. 278); Locana ad loc., Kashi ed. p.533.
2TRAGHAVAN 1978, p. 593.
28Tbid. pp. 607f.

XXXIV



A curious play

Sastrakavis, the second type writes Sastrakavya, and the third type writes kavya-
sastra.??

Nevertheless there are clear differences between poetic and scientific dictions,
and if a Fachidiot sastrakavi ventures to write pure poetry, the consequences,
as Rajasekhara pointed out, can be disastrous.’’ We have already met the
view that the source of poetry is the poet’s imagination or inspiration (pra-
tibha) rather than his erudition. In the opinion of Udbhata, the 8th century

Kashmirian rhetorician, poetry and science also differ in their domains:3!

astu nama nihsimarthasarthah| kimtu dvirapa evasau, vicaritasu-
sthah, avicaritaramaniya$ cal tayoh puarvam asritani Sastrani, tad
uttaram kavyanil

Let there be a limitless multitude of subjects, but this [multitude]
is only twofold: [either| well-established [even] after they have been
analysed, or pleasing [only] as long as they are not analysed.?? Of
these two, scientific works are concerned with the former, poems
with the latter.

According to a certain Aparajiti, who is probably the same as Bhatta Lollata,
another Kashmirian living perhaps in the ninth century, only those things are
worth including in a poetic composition which are ‘tasty’ in an aesthetic sense.?3

Rajasekhara, however, considers the expressions of the poet more important
in this respect than the chosen subject:3*

am iti yayavariyah| asti canubhayamano rasasyanuguno vigunas car-
thah, kavye tu kavivacanani rasayanti virasayanti ca narthah, an-
vayavyatirekabhyam cedam upalabhyate|

29Tbid.: yas ca Sastre kavyam samvidhatte, yo ’pi kavye Sastrartham nidhatte, cf. above.
30Bhamaha put it clearly (Kavyalankara 1.12):

nakavitvam adharmaya vyadhaye dandanaya cal

kukavitvam punah saksanmrtim ahur manisinahl|

If someone is not a poet, this fact is not a sin, it does not result in disease or
punishment. The wise say, however, that being a bad poet equals incarnate
death.

31Quoted in Kavyamimamsa, p.44. On Udbhata see p.xx above.

32The concept of avicaritaramaniyata appears in Carvaka context as well, e.g. in the
conclusion of Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasimha (TUS (GOS), p.125): upaplutesv eva tattvesv
avicaritaramaniyas sarve vyavahara ghatanta iti. Jayanta also quotes this Carvaka view both
in his magnum opus, and in his play: Nyayamanjari, vol.1, p.317: avicaritaramaniyataiva
tattvam na tu laksananiyamah Sakyakriyas tasyeti; Agamadambara, Act Three, 11.324f.: tad
ayam avicarita eva ramaniyo vyavaharah, etad eva ca tattvam iti tattvavidah. As we have
seen above (p.xx) Cakradhara, the commentator of the Nyayamarjart identifies the ‘well-
trained Carvakas (susiksitacarvakah)’ with Udbhata and co. (udbhatadayah), and the ‘cun-
ning Carvaka (carvakadhartah)’ with Udbhata himself.

33Quoted in Kavyamimamsa (Ninth Adhyaya, p.45): astu nama nihsimarthasarthah, kim
tu rasavata eva mibandho yukto ma nirasasya iti aparajitih| Aparajiti is probably another
name of Lollata, since the second one of the two verses following this sentence, also writ-
ten by Aparajiti according to Rajasekhara, is attributed to Lollata by Hemacandra in the
Kavyanusasana, p.307.

34 Kavyamamamsa, ibid.
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‘Amen’, says Rajasekhara. Certain things that we perceive are con-
genial to aesthetic relish, others are uncongenial. In poetry, however,
it is the expressions of the poet which do or do not possess aesthetic
relish, and not the subject, and we ascertain this fact through pos-
itive and negative concomitance.

Perhaps the most important difference between sastra and kavya lies in their
function. While we study the sastras in order to receive instruction about the
true nature of things, this does not seem to be enough reason to read poetry.
Bhamaha named proficiency (vaicaksanya) in the four goals of man and the
arts, pleasure (priti), and fame (kirti), as the threefold gift of poetry.3® Later
aestheticians, however, disagreed. Dhananjaya and Dhanika felt strongly on this
point:36

anandanisyandisu rupakesu

vyutpattimatram phalam alpabuddhih|

yo ‘pitihasadivad aha sadhus

tasmai namah svadupararmukhayal|

Homage to that holy fool, who has turned his back on charm, and
who says that the only fruit in plays that drip bliss is learning,
similarly to legends and the like.

Avaloka ad loc.:

tatra kecit—dharmarthakamamoksesu vaicaksanyam kalasu ca| karo-

ti kirtim pritim ca sadhukavyanisevanam)|| ityadina trivargadivyutpat-
tim kavyaphalatvenecchanti tannirasena svasamvedyah paramananda-
rupo rasasvado dasarupanam phalam na punar itihasadivat trivargadi-
vyutpattimatram iti darsitam| nama iti solluntham|

In this context some people assert with verses such as the following
that the fruit of poetry is learning the three goals of man, etc.:
‘Adherence to [i.e. reading and composing] good poetry bestows
proficiency in dharma, artha, kama, moksa, and the arts, and it also
gives fame and pleasure.” In order to refute this it has been shown
that the fruit of the ten kinds of plays is the tasting of aesthetic
relish, which everyone experiences in himself, and which is of the
nature of the highest bliss, and [this fruit is] not just education in
the three goals of man, etc., like in the case of legends, etc. The
word “homage” is used ironically.

Bhatta Nayaka expressed a similar opinion on this subject. He held that the
major effect of poetry is the enjoyment (bhoga) of aesthetic relish, which enjoy-
ment is similar to the Brahman-experience (brahmasvada). Any instruction a
poem may give us is secondary (vyutpattir nama apradhanam eva).3”

35 Kavyalankara 1.2.
36 Dasarapaka 1.6.
37Quoted by Abhinavagupta in Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 2.4.
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Abhinavagupta also quotes Bhamaha’s verse to show that the audience can
derive both instruction and pleasure from poetry, but then he remarks that
of these two pleasure is the predominant result.>® Then he relates one of his
favourite allegories to illustrate that different literary genres teach us in different
ways: the Veda (= sastra) instructs in the manner of a master, we learn from
the legends in the way we learn from our friends, and poetry teaches us after
the fashion of a loving wife.?* Abhinavagupta takes the view (following his
teacher) that it is pointless to separate pleasure and instruction in poetry, since
without delight coming from the tasting of rasa no lesson can enter the hearts of
the connoisseur audience.*® Accordingly drama, too, does not instruct us as a
rigorous professor, but rather it ‘increases our understanding.”*! Certainly the
conduct of the hero is set as a good example to the spectators, but still before
that their imagination is expanded through the savoring of rasa, which is an (at
least) equally important side of instruction.*?

Poetic diction can facilitate the mastering of any kind of teaching. Princes,
for instance, must be educated to become righteous kings. But, given their
natural inclinations, they would be bored to tears while listening to the sastras.
Poetry, however, is an excellent way to engage their interest: ‘entering into
the hearts [of the princes, etc.]’, says Abhinavagupta, ‘is accomplished by the
tasting of aesthetic relish alone.’*3 Reading a scientific treatise can be a painful
experience for a sahrdaya. It is like swallowing a bitter medicine, to use this
ancient allegory, while reading poetry is almost equivalent to drinking ambrosia,
which is sweet and healthy at the same time.** It is an ancient wisdom that if
you don’t want to frighten people away from your sastra, the trick is to drip some
poetic honey into bitter science.*®> ‘How great is the weight put on the poet’s
shoulders!’, sighs Bhamaha. No wonder: all words and meanings, all arguments
and arts, if they deserve their name, become the components of poetry.*6

38The poet’s happiness is provided by his fame (Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 1.1.)

39 Locana ibid. (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.17): tathapi tatra pritir eva pradhanam| anyatha
prabhusammitebhyo vedadibhyo mitrasammitebhyas cetihasadibhyo vyutpattihetubhyah ko ’sya
kavyarapasya vyutpattihetor jayasammitatvalaksano visesa iti pradhanyenananda evoktah| Cf.
also Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 3.10—14.

40 Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 3.10-14.

4 Natyasastra 1.115. (ed. GOS, vol.1, p.41): : dharmyam yasasyam ayusyam hitam
buddhivivardhanam| lokopadesajananam natyam etad bhavisyati|| Abhinavagupta ad loc.:
nanu kim guruvad upadesam karoti? nety aha| kintu buddhim vivardhayati|

42 Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 2.4.

43Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 3.10-14 (ed.  Kavyamala, p.183): hrdayanupravesas ca
rasasvadamaya eva. Cf.  Vakroktijivita, prose after 1.3 (ed. p.10): abhijatah khalu
rajaputradayo dharmadyupeyarthino vijigisavah klesabhiravas ca, sukumarasayatvat tesam|
tatha saty api tadahladakatve kavyabandhasya kridanakadiprakhyata prapnotity abhidhatte—
dharmadisadhanopayah|

44t Vakroktijivita, prose after 1.5 (ed. p.15): duhsravadurbhanaduradhi-
gamatvadidosadusto ’dhyayanavasara eva duhsahaduhkhadayr  Sastrasandarbhas
tatkalakalpitakamaniyacamatkrteh kavyasya mna  katharicid api spardham —adhirohatity
etad apy arthato ’bhihitam bhavati| katukausadhavac chastram avidyavyadhinasanam| ahlady
amrtavat kavyam avivekagadapaham|

BCf. Kavyalankara 5.3: svadukavyarasonmisram Sastram apy upayunijate| prathamalidha-
madhavah pibanti katu bhesajam|

461bid. 5.4: na sa Sabdo na tad vacyam na sa nyayo na sa kald| jayate yan na kavyangam
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3.4

We can ascertain from the foregoing that, according to the standards of classical
Indian aesthetics, it was not completely impossible to write a play introducing
philosophical subjects, but it was apparently a daring enterprise, and the poet
must have reckoned with the scathing criticism of the sahrdayas.

When Jayanta composed his unique play, probably at the very end of the
ninth century, studies in poetics and poetry itself had achieved a high standard
in the kingdom of Kashmir. We have already met the name of Bhamaha, the an-
cient alankarika (eight century or earlier). Udbhata, who wrote a commentary
on Bhamaha’s work, may be identical with the sabhapati of king Jayapida (779
813) mentioned in the Rajatararigini. This king sponsored a remarkable circle
of intellectuals: Kalhana mentions the poet Damodaragupta and Vamana (pos-
sibly the author of the Kavyalankarasutra), who were also his ministers, and sev-
eral other poets; the grammarian Ksira was the king’s teacher, and the Buddhist
philosopher Dharmottara also entered his kingdom.*” About half a century
later king Avantivarman (855-883) was a similar patron of literature. Kalhana
names four illustrious members of his sabha: Anandavardhana, Muktakana,
Sivasvamin (the author of the Kapphinabhyudaya), and Ratnakara (who wrote
the Haravijaya).*® As we have seen, Avantivarman’s successor and the king
of Jayanta’s play, Sankaravarman (883-902), was more interested in military
conquests than in literature: Bhallata and other poets led a miserable existence
during his reign, and horribile dictu the king himself spoke apabhramsa instead
of Sanskrit.*? According to Kalhana, Sankaravarman put a certain Nayaka in
charge of the two new Siva—temples.50 It is very tempting to identify this Nayaka
with Bhatta Nayaka, the famous aesthetician, who wrote his Hrdayadarpana in
order to demolish the dhvani-theory.! Another important source of aesthetic
theory was certainly the Natyasastra. Its most famous commentary was written
by Abhinavagupta, but his work was not unprecedented. He quotes among oth-
ers three Kashmirian commentators: Udbhata, Bhatta Lollata, and Sainkuka.
We know from Abhinavagupta that Sankuka contested the views of Lollata.5?
Kalhana mentions a poet called Saﬁkuka, who composed a kavya about the
battle between the mighty Mamma and Utpalaka, which took place around
851.°2 On the other hand, we know about a Lollata who commented on the

aho bharo mahan kaveh||

47 Rajatarangini 4.495 seqq.

48 Rajatarangini 5.34.

49 Rajatarangint 5.204 seqq.

50 Rajatarangini 5.159.

510n Bhatta Nayaka see KANE, pp. 221ff. Abhinavagupta refers to him as one who uses mi-
mamsaka ideas in literary criticism (Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 2.1, ed. Kavyamala, p.77:
jaiminiyasatre hy evam yojyate na kavye ’pi|); and judging from a verse of invocation
also quoted by Abhinavagupta he seems to have been a devotee of Siva (namas trailoky-
anirmanakavaye Sambhave yatah| pratiksanam jagannatyaprayogarasiko janah||, Abhinava-
bharatt (GOS), vol. I, p.6). Now the Nayaka who was placed in charge of the two Siva-temples
is called both caturvidyah and vagdevikulamandiram in the Rajatarangini.

52 Abhinavabharatr (GOS), vol.1, p. 266.

53 Rajatarangini 4.703 seqq.
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Spandakarika of Vasugupta,®® who was the teacher of Kallata, who lived under
Avantivarman (855/6-883).55 Now certainly everything depends on the identity
of the above Sankukas and Lollatas, but it is at least not impossible that both
were roughly of the same age and lived under the reign of Avantivarman. In
that case Jayanta might have known their works.

That Jayanta was familiar with the dhvani-theory becomes clear from the
Nyayamanjari:®®
etena Sabdasamarthyamahimna so ’pi varitah)
yam anyah panditammanyah prapede kamcana dhvanim)||
vidher nisedhavagatir vidhibuddhir nisedhatah|
yatha
‘bhama®” dhammiya visattho’, ‘ma sma pantha grham visa||
manantaraparicchedyavasturupopadesinam)|
Sabdanam eva samarthyam tatra tatra tatha tathall
athava nedrst carca kavibhih saha Sobhate|
vidvamso ’pi vimuhyanti vakyarthagahane ‘dhvani|
tad alam anaya gosthya vidvajjanocitaya ciram
paramagahanas tarkajnanam abhamir ayam nayah|
prakrtam adhuna tasmat brumo na bhaty anumanatah
tanur api satam arthapatter visesa iti sthitam)|

By this greatness of the word’s signifying power that so-called ‘dhvani’
is also refuted to which another self-appointed scholar resorted. [When
there is] the understanding of a prohibition from [hearing] an in-
junction, [and] the comprehension of an injunction from [hearing] a
prohibition, as for example [in the verses beginning with the follow-
ing words]: ‘Walk confidently, pious man. ..’ [and] ‘Don’t enter the
house, traveler...’, it is nothing but the signifying power of words
[which operates] in all such cases in various [appropriate] ways—
words that refer to the real nature [of things] which can be precisely
determined with the help of other means of valid knowledge. Or
rather it is not right [to open] such a discussion with poets. Even
the wise go astray on the path which is hardly passable due to [the
difficulties in explaining] the sentence-meanings. So let’s finish at
last this discourse which is suitable [only] for the wise. This highly
impenetrable issue is beyond the reach of logicians. Therefore now
I shall speak about the subject in hand: it is proved that sensible
people do not see the slightest difference between inference and pre-
sumption.

It appears that Jayanta was not only acquainted with the dhvani-theory,
but he probably knew the Dhvanyaloka as well, since the two verses he refers to

54GNOLI 1968, p. xvii, note 2.

55Cf. Rajatarangini 5.66.

56 Nyayamarijar, vol. 1, p. 129f.

57phama) em. following Dhvanyaloka 1.4+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.8.) : bhava ed.
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are the first two examples of dhvani cited by Anandavardhana.’® In this case
the ‘self-appointed scholar’ may well have been Anandavardhana himself,* and
this attribute also betrays that Jayanta did not have a high opinion of him. On
the other hand Jayanta probably knew that the refined aesthetes shuddered at
the views of the ‘dry logicians’, so while he modestly (?) declines to deal with
the impervious subject of words and their meanings, he also suggests that poets
or literary critics are even less competent to handle the problem.

This does not mean, however, that Jayanta did not speak about poets with
the greatest respect, provided that they stick to their last. ‘Kalidasa’s beautiful
expressions’, he says, ‘are, so to say, sprinkled with ambrosia, smeared with
sandal, [and] washed by moon-beams. Bana’s words bedazzle crowds of poets
with the formidable / spacious arrangement of their letters, which is congenial
to the aesthetic relish manifested [in the text].”® He was probably familiar
with the poetry of his native land as well, and he does mention one famous
Kashmirian kavya: the Kuttanimata (cf. Nyayamarijart, vol.1, p.649).

But Jayanta was not just an appreciative reader of poetry. We find ample
evidence in the Nyayamangjari of his poetic vein and gift for satire. He took
care to mix the right quantity of honey into his sastra, although in his opinion
the satras of Gautama are already ‘the most excellent juice (rasa) extracted
from the cluster of the medical plants of nyaya’.5! If we did not know the
Agamadambara and were to speculate which Indian philosopher might have
endeavoured to write a play, Jayanta would be perhaps the most likely guess.

3.5

‘My friend,” complains the Director to his Assistant in the Prologue of the
Agamadambara, ‘as is well known, I have exerted myself in the staging of the

58 Dhvanyaloka 1.4+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.8). The second verse quoted by Ananda-
vardhana is actually a Prakrit poem which seems to be slightly different from the verse Jayanta
refers to, but both illustrate the phenomenon of ‘vidhibuddhir nisedhatah’. Perhaps Jayanta
relied on his memory and recalled a verse very similar to the one in the Dhvanyaloka. It
is interesting to note that Bhatta Nayaka also commented on these two verses. According
to him it is not the arthasamarthya, that is the suggesting power of the content expressed
by the words, which brings about the apprehension of the hidden intention, but the words
themselves, when applied in a skillful way (Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 1.4, ed. Krishnamoorthy,
pp. 29, 31).

59Cf. Granthibharga, p.32: etena panditammanya ity anandavardhanacaryam dhvanika-
ram paramrsati|

60 Nyayamarijart, vol. 1, p. 582: amrteneva samsiktah candaneneva carcitah| candramsubhir
wonmrstah kalidasasya suktayah|| prakatarasanugunavikataksararacanacamatkaritasakalaka-
vikulah banasya vacah| The invocatory verses of the Nyayamanjar? and the Harsacarita re-
semble each other in many respects.

81 Nyayamarijarz, vol.1, p.3: nyayausadhivanebhyo ’yam ahrtah paramo rasah. Jayanta
placed a high value on correct and clear usage, and he could not refrain from mocking the
wise Dharmakirti who ‘could not put together correctly even a pair of words when he wanted
to formulate a definition’ (Nyayamanjari, vol.1, p.259: iti sunipunabuddhir laksanam vak-
tukamah padayugalam apidam nirmame nanavadyam|). Both Cakradhara, the commentator
of the Nyayamanjari, and Abhinanda, Jayanta’s son, praised the poetic qualities of Jayanta’s
writings.
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ten dramatic styles as taught by Bharatamuni. But today the circle of pupils
of this honourable Bhatta Jayanta, who is also well known as the Writer of
the Commentary because he wrote an exegetical work on grammar when he
was just a child, has ordered me to put on the work of their teacher, a new,
extraordinary play called Much Ado About Religion. So how shall I stage it,
since it is not worldly, does not follow the dramatic rules, and has never been
performed before? Therefore it is better just to give up this wretched livelihood.’

His last objection against the play, namely that there is no tradition of its
performance the director could rely upon, is a well-known complaint since the
time of Kalidasa, although in the Malavikagnimitra the Director shows more
solidarity with the author and actually defends the play against this charge.
The first two objections deserve closer attention.

To begin with, why is it a problem if a play is ‘not worldly’? Well, a refined
connoisseur might say that if a play is riddled with disputes on utterly abstract
topics such as, ‘Can this pot be destroyed by a hammer, or are there only pot-
phases perishing in every moment?’, it might prove to be a trifle boring for the
average audience (not to speak about the spoiled princes). After all the main
purpose of drama is entertainment. Already the gods addressed Brahma with
the following words: ‘we want something to play with, which has to be pleasing
both to our eyes and our ears.’? This ‘plaything’, says Abhinavagupta, ‘is
similar to a bitter medicine coated in sugar’, a familiar concept, but ‘the sole
effect of which is the distraction of the mind’.%3> One should find pleasure in
watching a play and in listening to it: it is not a means to generate religious
merit (na dharmasadhanam, Abhinavabharati ad Natyasastra 1.11). The diction
of a play should be straightforward and agreeable (Sakyam), and not for the
most part ugly and harsh (durbhagaparusaprayam, Abhinavabharati ibid.).5*
As Dhananjaya observed with a sharp eye: ‘The spectators amusing themselves
with characters such as Arjuna are just like children playing with clay elephants:
they relish their own zeal.’®® A good performance holds the audience, diverts
their mind from everyday miseries:%%
duhkhartanam Sramartanam Sokartanam tapasvinam)|
visrantijananam kale natyam etad bhavisyati||
This [thing called] drama will be the production of repose in the

appropriate time for those who are tormented by suffering, fatigue,
or grief, [and also] for ascetics.

62 Natyasastra 1.11 (GOS, vol.1, p.10): kridanwyakam icchamo drsyam $ravyam ca yad
bhavet|

63 Abhinavabharatz on loc. cit. (GOS ibid.): gudapracchannakatukausadhakalpam cittavi-
ksepamatraphalam.

64 Another interpretation of drsyam sravyam ca given by Abhinavagupta (GOS p.11):
drsyam iti hrdyam Sravyam iti vyutpattipradam iti pritivyutpattidam ity arthah.

65 Dasarupaka 4.41b-42a: kridatam mrnmayair yadvad balanam dviradadibhih| svotsahah
svadate tadvac chrotinam arjunadibhihl|; cf. Natyasastra verses between 1.119 and 120 (GOS
vol. I, p.44, Abhinavagupta does not comment on them): vinodakaranam loke natyam etad
bhavisyati|

66 Natyasastra 1.114 (GOS vol. 1, p.40).
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So even ascetics, who might be inclined to contemplate the ultimate questions
of existence, would prefer to be entertained while watching a play and to forget
about their self-afflicted tortures®” (including the mental tortures of thinking
about hammers approaching pots from various angles, our man of taste might
add). As for those fortunate ones who are not familiar with suffering, for in-
stance the spoiled princes, drama gives them useful instructions about the way
of the world (lokavrtte).%®

The objection that they do not please the general audience was brought up
against §antarasa-plays in general (and, as we are going to see, the Agamadam-
bara is such a play, if we can label it in any way at all). ‘Even if it is not within
everyone’s range of experience,” says Anandavardhana in defence of santarasa
occurring in plays such as the Nagananda, ‘just because of that it cannot be
rejected as a special state of mind of illustrious persons who are different from
the plebs.’®® So even a philosophical play can be a hit, one just has to find the
right audience. And that’s the conclusive argument of the Assistant in reply to
the hesitation of the Director: what could be a better audience than the devoted
philosophy-students of professor Bhatta Jayanta? They’ll just love the play.

But there are other problems, too, with the Agamadambara. Some critics
would say that actually it is too laukika in the sense that it is very closely linked
with the time and place of the author. Abhinavagupta was an eminent promoter
of the thesis that aesthetic experience is essentially supramundane, alaukika.”™
In his view, ‘the heart [of the spectator] becomes similar to a spotless mirror
because he forgets about his everyday life in the world due to the relishing of
the appropriate songs and music’.”" ‘Due to listening to the recitation [of the
actors|] and [watching] the entering of other characters’, says Abhinavagupta,
‘an apprehension arises [in the mind of the spectator]|. [This apprehension| has
as its object such [characters] as Rama and Ravana, it is not embraced by the
influence of any particular place or time, [and] it is not the domain of [any]
reflection on whether it is to be regarded as a cognition which is correct, or
false, or which is a doubt, or a supposition.’”?

Already Bhatta Nayaka had pointed out that when we watch a Rama-play,
we do not regard Sita as our own beloved, so the erotic rasa we relish cannot

67Cf.  Abhinavabharati ad Natyasastra 1.114 (GOS vol.1, p.39): tapasvinam anavara-
takrcchracandrayanadyacaranakalitadaurbalyatisayaparikhinnahr dayanam  visrantijananam
duhkhaprasaranavighatakam|

68 Abhinavagupta commenting on Natyasastra 1.115 (lokopadesajananam natyam) (Abhi-
navabharati (GOS), vol. I, pp. 40f): ye na duhkhitah sukhabhuyisthavrttaya eva rajaputradyas
tesam lokavrtte dharmadyupayavarge upadesakary etan natyam| lokasabdena lokavrttam|
nanu kim guruvad upadesam karoti? nety aha| kintu buddhim vivardhayati|

89 Dhvanyaloka 3.26+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p. 182): yadi nama sarvajananubhavagocarata
tasya nasti naitavatasav alokasamanyamahanubhavacittavritivisesah pratikseptum sakyah|

7OMost of Abhinavagupta’s predecessors did not consider rasasvada as something essentially
different from our everyday experiences.

"L Abhinavabharati ad Natyasastra 1.107 (GOS vol.1, p. 36): ucitagitatodyacarvanavismrta-
samsarikabhavataya vimalamukurakalpibhutanijahrdayah.

72 Abhinavabharati ibid.: pathyakarnanapatrantarapravesavasat samutpanne desakalavi-
Sesavesanalingite samyanmithyasamsayasambhavanadijnanavijneyatvaparamarsanaspade ra-
maravanadivisayadhyavasaye. . .
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be awakened by the actual Sita. To say that each spectator remembers his
own beloved during the performance might be correct (especially if the per-
formance is boring), but it does not explain how the play contributes to our
aesthetic experience. As for Rama, we cannot actually recall his heroism since
we have never witnessed his heroic deeds. If we learn them from some written
testimony, this knowledge still does not guarantee that we can relish virarasa.™
One of the key concepts of Bhatta Nayaka’s aesthetic theory is ‘generalisation’,
sadharanikarana.”™ Words in poetry have a special function called bhavakatva
(“bringing into being”) by Nayaka, which gives rise to the aesthetic experience of
rasa in the audience. This special operation must necessarily comprise the gen-
eralisation (or universalisation, depersonalisation) of the various factors which
contribute to the arising of rasa, that is to say the wibhavas, anubhavas, and
vyabhicaribhavas (eliciting factors, indicatory symptoms, and ancillary mental
states).” Now if we see king Udayana and Ratnavali on the stage, we can easily
be convinced that they are not our personal acquaintances, the lovely garden in
which they sit is not one particular garden in our city, and the heroin’s oblique
glances or blushing do not have any personal relationship with us, since they are
more than the amorous gestures of just one particular girl. But what happens
if the scene of the plot is the city we live in, the time is the reign of our king,
and the events happening on the stage give us the strange feeling of deja vu?

The factors that produce the rasa are also capable of shielding our aesthetic
relish from various obstacles,”® so if the wibhavas, anubhavas, and vyabhica-
rins do not function properly, we might expect that the “wonder” camatkara
of our aesthetic perception will be blocked. One of the major obstacles oc-
curs when the spectators regard these factors as real, actual, and personal.
The right way to counteract this obstacle is to employ the theatrical conven-
tions (natyadharmins), which include various dances, makeups, the stage, cos-
tumes, and other alaukika accessories. These conventions hide the identity of
the actor (which was, however, revealed in the preliminaries of the play), and
distance the performance from all actualities.”” To sum up, they contribute to
the aesthetic experience through the accomplishment of the state of generality,
sadharanibhava.™

Anandavardhna held that Valmiki’s grief ($oka) felt upon the lamentation
of the kraurica-bird was transformed into verse (sloka).”™ But Abhinavagupta

"3See Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 2.4.

"1t was accepted by Abhinavagupta, and probably already by Tauta (Abhinavagupta fol-
lows his teacher when he writes: nartakantare ’pi ca ramo ’yam iti pratipattir asti| tatas
ca ramatvam samanyarapam ity ayatam|, Abhinavabharati ad rasasatra, GOS, vol. 1, p. 269;
GNoLI 1968, p. 7).

75 Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 2.4. See also Kavyaprakasa, vol.I, p. 216ff; GEROW-AKLUJKAR,
p- 86.

76 Abhinavabharati ad rasasitra (GOS, vol.1, p.274): tatra vighnapasaraka vibhavaprabhr-
tayahl

77 Abhinavabharatt (GOS) ibid. The spectator’s cognition cannot rest either in the actuality
of the actor, or in the reality of the character.

78 Abhinavabharatr (GOS), vol.1, p.275.: esa sarvo munina sadharanibhavasiddhya rasa-
carvanopayogitvena parikarabandhah samasritah|

™ Dhvanyaloka 1.5+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.12): tatha cadikaver valmikes sannihitasa-
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hastens to remark that it was rather karunarasa that was felt by the first poet
and not actual grief, since in the latter case the poet would merely suffer, and
he could in no way experience aesthetic pleasure which is indispensable for
composing a poem.®9 The same observation holds good with regard to the
audience of kavya. According to Bhatta Nayaka, if a performance produced
sorrow in the spectators, they would never return to the theatre to watch a play
in which karuna is the dominant rasa.®!

It is easy to see that if, for instance, the Rama-story had been presented to an
average Indian audience, no spectator would have had any difficulty in distan-
cing what was happening on the stage from the realities of his own life. But what
would have happened if Ravana himself had been among the audience? This is
precisely what occurs in the third act of Rajasekhara’s play, the Balaramayana,
when the king of the raksasas, who is pining for Sita, sends for the troupe of
Kohala to perform Bharata’s brand-new play, called Sitasvayamuvara, in order
to distract his mind. He could not have opted for a worse kind of entertainment.
First he seems to enjoy the show, gloating over the princes’ fiasco as they try
to bend Siva’s bow in vain. He becomes a bit annoyed with the playwright
when one of the characters remarks that even Ravana’s arms would fail to ac-
complish this great deed. When king Satruﬁjaya is introduced as a great hero
who wishes to defeat Indrajit, Ravana draws his sword to protect his dearest
son, and Prahasta, his general, has to remind him that they are just watching
a play. But Ravana has entered too far into the dramatic world. When one of
the contestants tries to carry away Sita forcefully, his anger makes him spring
up, just to realise within seconds that he has made a fool of himself again.

When all the other kings have failed to bend Siva’s bow, and the door-keeper
is still musing if he should announce finally the young prince of the suryavamsa,
Ravana suddenly decides to act and rises to enter into the contest. ‘My lord’,
says Prahasta, ‘this is not Janaka’s daughter, and this is not the bow of the
moon-crested god.” ‘What is it then?’ asks Ravana at a loss. And Prahasta
benignly informs him: ‘It is a play.”® Then Rama enters and vows that either
he will string the bow or the bow will break. ‘This is indeed the thunder of
an actor’,% laughs Ravana, and when Rama does start bending the bow he
says, ‘This is how an actor shows off”.®% When the bow miraculously bursts
in Rama’s hands, Ravana accuses the poet that he has given the reins to his
imagination: ‘This is the wish-granting speech-cow of poets, which gives birth

hacarwirahakatarakrauncakrandajanitah soka eva Slokataya parinatah|

80 Locana ad loc. (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.39): na tu muneh $oka iti mantavyam| evam
hi sati tadduhkhena so ’pi duhkhita iti krtva rasasyatmateti niravakasam bhavet| na ca duh-
khasantaptasyaisa dadeti|

81Quoted in Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 2.4. We might add that while Abhinavagupta would
have no objection against the arising of karunarasa in the spectators, he would definitely
oppose the arising of actual Soka in them.

82 Balaramayana, Act Three, verse 67+: PRAHASTAH: deva! neyam janaki, na cedam
aindusekharam dhanuh| RAVANAH: tat kim tdam? PRAHASTAH: preksanakam idam|

831bid., verse 74+: idam tan natagarjitam namal

841bid.: iyam api sa natavibhisika)
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[i.e. makes real] even to unreal things’.®> But when king Janaka places Sita’s
hand on Rama’s, Ravana looses his self-control, and exclaims: ‘Ah, what?! This
falsely and vainly sophisticated bug of a ksatriya-boy is clutching Stta’s hand,
although I, the lord of Lanka, am present! So he is as good as dead.’® Prahasta
cannot help laughing to himself, and remarks somewhat ironically: ‘Lord of the
raksasas! The performance is almost over. So please, Sire, consider the actors’
talent in clever acting and the way they intensify the aesthetic relish.” Ravana
pulls himself together and feels like an idiot: ‘Why, this is a play. I've become
enraged for no reason.’®” Needless to say, his aesthetic pleasure is completely
ruined, and the only thing he feels is fury.®®

The third act of the Balaramayana is an excellent study of the complete
failure of a dramatic performance.?? Ravana’s is a typical example of a gross
error in theatrical framing. ‘The theatrical frame’, writes Elam, ‘is in effect the
product of a set of transactional [actor-spectator] conventions governing the par-
ticipants’ expectations and their understanding of the kinds of reality involved
in the performance. The theatregoer will accept that, at least in dramatic rep-
resentations, an alternative and fictional reality is to be presented by individuals
designated as the performers, and that his own role with respect to that rep-
resented reality is to be that of a privileged “onlooker”.’”® But there are cases
when the operation of the dramatic and theatrical conventions (natyadharmins)
fails, the spectators mistake the performance for real-life activity, and they start
collecting money for the liberation of a poor slave-girl they have seen in a soap-
opera.”l But apart from such gross mistakes as running up to the stage and
trying to change the course of events, the collapse of boundaries between real
and fictional worlds in the mind of the spectator results in the failure of any
kind of aesthetic experience, since the adequate emotional answer for something
we perceive as actual can only be actual itself, that is, it cannot be rasa, only a
sthayibhava.

There was a view current among Sanskrit aestheticians that if the aim of
the poet is to satisfy his king, he may present the deeds of the latter in a
play.”2 Abhinavagupta, however, did not share this opinion, precisely because

85Tbid., verse 77+: seyam kavinam vacanakamadhenuh, yad asadbhitam api site|

861bid., verse 84+: @h, katham ayam alikadurvidagdhah ksatriyabatukito mamapi larikesva-
rasya puratah sitayah panim panina pidayati! tad esa na bhavati|

87Tbid., verse 85+: PRAHASTAH: raksasapate! paryavasitaprayah preksavidhih| tad bhava-
yatu caturabhinayam buddhim rasavrddhim ca nartakanam devah| RAVANA (sasmaranalagjam
atmagatam): katham preksanakam etat| mudha samrabdham asmabhih|

881bid., verse 90: yatah padam mama rusam ca mrsaiva ramah|

890ther examples from Sanskrit literature are the third act of Harsa’s Priyadarsika, and
the seventh act of Bhavabhuti’s Uttararamacarita. See also BANSAT-BOUDON p. 148ff.

9OELAM, p. 88.

91 As it actually happened in Hungary. ‘Gross errors in framing,” observes ELAM (pp. 89f.),
‘[...] are less common in the theatre than with popular mass-media drama [...], since the
conventionalized markers are much clearer. The legend of the cowboy spectator who shoots
the stage villain is fairly apocryphal (although Goffman [...] reports an actual case of a
drunken Virginian spectator shooting a “devil” represented by a mere puppet).’

92This view is also represented in the Natakalaksanaratnakosa (p.3): wvartamanam api
nrpater mahabhutasya kavibuddhiprakarsad asaditabyjabindvadikam yadi bhavati, bhavaty eva
natakavisayam|. But cf. Natyadarpana, p.25: vartamane ca netari tatkalaprasiddhibadhaya
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he reckoned the spectators should maintain a certain emotional distance from
the performance:??

‘prabhuparitosaya prabhucaritam kadacin natye varnaniyam’ iti ‘ya-
tha daityah surair jita’ (Natyasastra 1.57) ity etasmal labhyata iti
kecid ahuh| tad asat, dasarupakalaksanayuktivirodhat| tatra hi kiricit
prasiddhacaritam kincid utpadyacaritam iti vaksyate| na ca vartama-
nacaritanukaro yuktah, vineyanam tatra ragadvesamadhyasthatadina
tanmayibhavabhave priter abhavena vyutpatter apy abhavat|

Some people assert that the view, according to which sometimes
the deeds of a ruler may be presented in a play in order to satisfy
the ruler, follows from the verse ‘[at the end of the nandz, a rep-
resentation was made of] how the gods defeated the demons’. That
[assertion] is not correct, because it contradicts the definition of the
ten dramatic genres. For, as it will be shown [in the following], in
[these dramatic genres] sometimes the deeds of a well-known [hero],
and sometimes the deeds of an invented [hero] [are presented]. But
the imitation [in a dramatic representation] of the deeds of a contem-
porary person is not appropriate, since in this case the disciples [i.e.
the spectators] could not identify themselves [with the presentation]
because of their [various emotions] such as lust, hatred, or indiffer-
ence; thus they would not feel pleasure, and therefore no instruction
could take place either.

If an individual of the real world appears as a character in the dramatic
world, their ‘trans-world identity’ can be the source of problems. Rolf Hoch-
huth’s play Soldiers ‘was banned in England because the central figure, “Chur-
chill”, was seen at once to refer to and to defame (through inventive elabor-
ation) the W, [real world] original. Arguments in favour of the autonomy of
the dramatic world in this case were not persuasive.’”* The main criterion in
determining the ‘trans-world identity’ of a character in a play and a historical
figure is, as Elam pointed out, ‘to consider the culturally determined essential
properties of the figure in question and to judge whether they are preserved in
the world of drama’.?® This question appears in the context of prasiddhatva
in Sanskrit dramatic theory. Classical Indian plays can be divided into two
broad categories on the basis of their plot. On the one hand there are those
plays the story of which is the invention of the poet (utpadyavastu). Among the
classical genres of Indian drama, prakaranas are the typical representatives of
this group.?® On the other hand the story of several plays can be traced back

rasahanih syat|

93 Abhinavabharatr ad Natyasastra 1.58 (tato brahmadayo devah prayogaparitositah) (GOS,
vol. 1, p.27). Cf. GNOLI 1968, p. 64, note 1; BANSAT-BOUDON, p. 128, note 212.

94ELAM, p.106.

95 ELAM, ibid.

96 Natyasastra 18.45 (GOS, vol.1l, p.430): wyatra kavir atmadaktya vastu Sariram ca
nayakam caiva| autpattikam prakurute prakaranam iti tad buddhair jreyam||
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to some well-known (prakhyata) source, such as the puranas or the epics. The
nataka belongs to this category. As Bharata teaches in the Natyasastra:*”

prakhyatavastuvisayam prakhyatodattanayakam caival
rajarsiamsyacaritam tathaiva divyasrayopetam|

[That play is called a nataka] the subject of which is a well-known
plot, which also has a well-known, illustrious hero, which presents
the deeds of those who belong to the families of sage-like kings, and
which is endowed with [the motif of] divine assistance as well.

The above interpretation of prakhyatavastuvisayam is roughly the same as that
of Sankuka.%8 Abhinavagupta (following his teacher, Bhatta Tauta) preferred a
more precise definition of prasiddhatva (renown, celebrity), consisting of three
factors: ‘A certain person acted in a certain way in a certain place’ (amuka
evamkart amutra dese).”® For example, everybody knows that the scene of king
Udayana’s adventures is mainly Kausambi, and if a poet continuously presented
him as residing in some other place, without mentioning that he has some reason
to be there, such a description would not be plausible and therefore it would
ruin the aesthetic relish of the play.'%9

This does not mean, however, that a poet cannot modify a traditional story
in any way, or cannot expand it with freshly invented episodes. Since the dra-
matic world is always conceived as a ‘hypothetical variation’ of the actual real-
ity, even when the two worlds are brought into contact, the characters in a
play are only the possible varieties of their real counterparts, who serve as a
model or a point of departure for the poet.'®' In fact, sometimes he has to
make some modifications in order to preserve the aesthetic unity of the play.
Anandavardhana put great emphasis on the autonomy of the poet in fashioning
his own world of poetry.1%2 He lists several means which can assist a poetic work
in the suggestion of rasas and the like. One of these means is as follows:'03
itivrttavasayatam kathancid rasananugunam sthitim tyaktva punar
utpreksyapy antarabhistarasocitakathonnayo vidheyah|

Having left out a situation he met in the context of a narrative,
which is in some way not in harmony with the rasa [of the poem
or play], [the poet] should further introduce a story, even if he has
invented it, which is appropriate to the rasa he has in mind.

97 Natyasastra 18.10 (GOS, vol.II, p.412).

98 Abhinavabharatr ad loc. (GOS, vol. 11, p. 411): prakhyate bharatadau yad vastu tad visayo
sya . . . iti Srisankukah| ¢ “Its subject is a story [which is found] in a well-known [source] such
as the Mahabharata”, says Sris’ar'lkukah.’

99 Abhinavabharati, ibid.

100 Abhinavabharats, ibid.: cakravartino ’pi hi vatsardjasya kausambivyatirikte visaye
karyantaropaksepena vina yan nirantaram nirvarnanam tad wvairasyaya bhavati, tatra
prasiddhikhandanena pratitivighatat, ka katha rasacarvanayah)|

101Cf. ELAM, p. 109.

102Cf. Dhvanyaloka 3.424 (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.250): apare kavyasamsare kavir ekah
prajapatih| yathasmai rocate visvam tathedam parivartatel|

103 Dhvanyaloka 3.114 (ed. Krishnamoorthy, pp. 142f.)

s
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But, as Abhinavagupta points out, some stories require too drastic modific-
ations to become fit for dramatic representation. First of all, if a poet presents
a deity as the main character of his nataka, he has two options to choose from.
He can invest his divine hero with human emotions, such as longing for the be-
loved, fear, or astonishment, but then his hero would become nothing more than
a human being. On the other hand, if he stuck to the divinity of his hero, the
attribution of mental anguishes to a god would contradict our knowledge about
the nature of divine beings. The poet’s other option would be to present his
hero as a real god, free from all the painful and interesting human emotions, but
then the play would lack any variety and therefore it would lose its attraction
for the spectators’ heart. And since the gods never suffer, how could we learn
from their stories the means of obviating our painful experiences?'%*

Roughly the same train of thought can be applied to the presentation of
contemporary figures in natakas. Although Anandavardhana encourages the
poets to get rid of any motif which could hinder the aesthetic experience and to
insert freely invented stories, since after all their task is to write kavya and not
itihasa,'%® still the more recent events are described in a story, the more difficult
it becomes to alter any incident without running up against the incredulous
indignation of the audience. And if we cling to the bare facts, what’s the point
in writing poetry? Says Abhinavagupta:%6

ata eva pratitivighatasya vairasyadayinah sambhavo yatra, tan na-
take nopanibaddhavyam| tena vartamanacaritam cavarpaniyam eva,
tatra viparitaprasiddhibadhayadhyaropasyakinicitkaratvat]

For this very reason, if with regard to [some story or other motif
in a play| there is a possibility of contradicting common knowledge,
which could cause the lack of aesthetic relish, that [sort of story,
etc.] should not be written in a nataka. Therefore the deeds of
a contemporary character should definitely not be related, since in
such a case the attribution [of invented qualities to the character]
could not succeed because of the opposition of the contradictory
common knowledge.

Certainly it would not be fair to accuse Jayanta of crude naturalism. His
play is rather a curious mélange of the real and the fictional. One could call
it a Dokumentarspiel'®” inasmuch as its plot is based on the events of the

104 Aphinavabharati ad Natyasastra 18.10 (GOS, vol.1I, p.412): yadi tu mukhyatvena-
wa devacaritam varnyate, tat tavad vipralambhakarunadbhutabhayanakarasocitam cen ni-
badhyate, tan manusacaritam eva sampadyate, pratyuta devanam *adhyadhanam (conj.
adhiyadhanam ed.) prasiddhivighatakam| tatra cokto dosah| vipralambhadyabhave tu ka
tatra vicitrata, ranjanaya etat*prapatvat| (conj. RAGHAVAN : °pramanatvat ed.) ata eva
hrdayasamvado ’pi devacarite durlabhah| na ca tesam duhkham asti, yatpratikaropaye vy-
utpadanam syat|

105 Dhvanyaloka 3.114+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy p.144):  kavina kavyam upanibadh-
nata sarvatmana rasaparatantrena bhavitavyam| tatretivrite yadi rasananugunam sthitim
pasyet tam bhanktvapi svatantrataya rasanugunpam kathantaram utpadayet| na hi kaver
itivrttamatranirvahanena kincit prayojanam, itihasad eva tatsiddheh)|

106 Abhinavabharatt ad Natyasastra 18.10 (GOS, vol.II, p.413).

07TWEzZLER 1976, p. 340.
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playwright’s recent past: Sankaravarman and Sugandha were a real royal couple
ruling in the last decades of the ninth century, most probably the king did ban
the sect of the nilambaras, and the concept of sarvagamapramanya seems to
have been an important issue of that period. But we can be sure that for
instance the two Saiva sadhakas in the cremation-ground, or the servant who
dupes the Jaina monk, were invented by Jayanta on the basis of his experiences,
or rather his prejudices. The same is true about the Buddhist monk, whose name
Dharmottara echoes that of the famous Buddhist philosopher, or the hero of the
play, the Mimamsaka Sankarsana, who might represent a portion of Jayanta’s
own character.

The elusiveness of the Agamadambara could be very disturbing for an expert
in natyasastra. Should one classify it as a nataka, with the king as its real hero?
This solution is not very plausible, since the king, apart from being vartamana,
does not even appear on the stage, even if his interests stand clearly behind
the course of events. Is it then a prakarana? Not quite, since its story is not
entirely invented, and even if Bharata allows the poet to derive the plot and
the characters of his prakarana from a text which was ‘not handed down by the
ancient sages’ (anarsa), provided that he endows the events and characters with
new qualities,'® this only means, in Abhinavagupta’s interpretation, that the
playwright may borrow the plot from such collections as the Brhatkatha (e.g.
the story of Miladeva), or from the works of some earlier poet (e.g. the deeds
of Samudradatta). He certainly cannot pick up a story from just anywhere
he pleases (tatra yo 'nutpadyo 'mso na kutrastho grahyah), and I doubt that
Abhinavagupta would have rejoiced in a prakarana which had a contemporary
setting.'0?

On the other hand, a prakarana is taught to be a play which presents
the stories of Brahmins, merchants, ministers, priests, officials, and travelling
tradesmen, and such stories should be ‘of various kinds’ (naikavidham), which
in Abhinavagupta’s interpretation means, ‘connected with various rasas’ (an-
ekarasayutam).'® And Jayanta does introduce such characters: the hero of the
play is a ‘twice-born’, who becomes later the subordinate of amatya Jayanta;
we witness the complaints of two Vedic priests in the prelude before the last
act, and even a rich merchant, who sponsors a huge feast for the ascetics, gets
an important role in the second act (although he does not actually enter the
stage). But are there servants, rakes, and courtesans appearing in the play?!!!
WEell, one could possibly say yes. The ceta in the prelude of the second act

108 Natyasastra 18.46 (GOS, vol.1I, p.430): yad anarsam athaharyam kavyam prakaroty
abhatagunayuktam| utpannabijavastu prakaranam iti tad api vijrieyam||

109 Abhinavabharati ad loc. (GOS, vol.1I, pp.429f): yatra samutpadyam na bhavati ta-
tra yo ’nutpadyo ’msah na kutrastho grahya iti darsayitum aha ‘yad anarsam’ ityadi|
‘anarsam’ iti purapadivyatiriktabrhatkathadyupanibaddham mauladevacaritadi| ‘aharyam’ iti
parvakavikavyad vaharaniyam samudradattacestitadi| Cf. SRINIVASAN, p. 73, which contains
Schmithausen’s emendations proposed for the rest of the passage.

HOCf. Natyasastra 18.48 (GOS, vol. II, p. 431): wvipravaniksacivanam purohitanam amdatya-
sarthavahanam| caritam yan naikavidham jneyam tat prakaranam namal|, and Abhinava-
gupta’s comm. ad loc.

1 Natyasastra 18.50 (GOS, ibid.): dasavitasresthiyutam vesastryupacarakaranopetam)
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does not require further comment. The decadent life of the Buddhist monks is
pretty close to a wvita’s, and both the maidservants and the Jain nun (and the
ceta disguised as a Jain nun) are all for amorous entertainment. But can, for
instance, the lengthy lecture of the Naiyayika professor at the end of the play
be fitted into a prakarana, or indeed into any kind of play?

The Director simply calls the Agamadambara ‘an extraordinary / strange
play’ (kimapi rapakam), without any further specification, and I think we should
reconcile ourself to the fact that this play is truly asastriyam. Still, no Sanskrit
drama can oppose the classical tradition to such an extent as not to have a pre-
dominant aesthetic flavour, and the nature of this rasa is well worth examining.

3.6

Already Raghavan observed that the Agamadambara can be fitted in the tra-
dition of ‘philosophical plays’ in classical Indian literature, other examples of
which include the S ariputraprakarana of Advaghosa, and the Prabodhacandrodaya
of Krsnamisra.!'? He also pointed out that the dominant rasa of these plays
is $anta, the aesthetic relish of quietude.!!? Santa is a relatively new arrival
in the system of rasas, and its very existence was the subject of serious debate
among Indian aestheticians.!'* Nevertheless if we examine two early definitions
of santarasa, the interpolated passage in the Natyasastra''® and the verses of
Rudrata,''® we find that several of its characteristics are found in Jayanta’s
play. True knowledge is essential to attain final liberation from the world of
eternal rebirth: the Mimamsaka hero of the play is convinced that he possesses
this knowledge, and he is ready to defend it against deluded heretics who are
completely mistaken about the real nature of things. The quest for liberation

12 Agamadambara (ed. pr.), p.viii.

113 RAGHAVAN 1975, p. 40.

14Cf, MASSON-PATWARDHAN 1969, passim. The verses dealing with antarasa are clearly
interpolations in the text of the Natyasastra, and already Abhinavagupta mentioned that
they could not be found in all manuscripts (Abhinavahupta’s comm. on these verses (Abhi-
navabharati (GOS), vol.1, p.333:) cirantanapustakesu ‘sthayibhavan rasatvam upanesyama’
ity anantaram ‘Santo nmama Samathayibhavatmaka’ ityadi Santalaksanam pathyatel). Cf.
SRINIVASAN, pp. 51fF.

115 Natyasastra after 6.82 (GOS, vol. I, pp.326fF): atha santo nama Samasthayibhavatmako
moksapravartakah| sa tu tattvajnanavairagyasayasuddhyadibhir vibhavaih samutpadyate|

tasya yamaniyamadhyatmadhyanadharan opasanasarvabhutadayalingagrahanadibhir
anubhavair abhinayah prayoktavyah| vyabhicarinas casya nirvedasmrtidhrti-
sarvasramasaucastambharomancadayah | atraryah slokas ca bhavanti—moksa-

dhyatma*samutthas (v.1.  °nimittas) tattvajnanarthahetusamyuktah| *naihsreyasopadistah
(v.l.  nihsreyasasamyuktah) Santaraso nama *sambhavati (v.1. wijneyah)|| buddhindriya-
karmendriya*samrodhadhyatmasamsthitopetah (v.1. °nirodhato ’dhyatmasamjnitas caival)
sarvaprani*sukhahitah (v.1. °hitah khalu) $antaraso nama vijneyah|| na yatra duhkham na
sukham na dveso napt matsarah| samah sarvesu bhutesu sa $antah prathito rasahl|

16 Kquyalarnkara 15.15-16 (quoted in RAGHAVAN 1975, p.48): samyagjnianaprakrtih San-
to vigatecchanayako bhavati| samyagjnanam visaye tamaso ragasya capagamdat|| janma-
jaramaranaditraso vairagyavasana visaye| sukhaduhkhayor anicchadvesav iti tatra jayantel|
Rudrata flourished between 825 and 850 according to KANE 1971, p. 155), and was probably
Kashmirian.
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is incompatible with plunging into mundane pleasures, so no wonder that our
hero is deeply shocked and disgusted when he witnesses the depraved practices
of the Buddhists and the nilambaras, but praises the asceticism of the Jains
and the Saivas. He also betrays great compassion when he lets the Jain teacher
beat a retreat. The sole obstacle for him in realising complete dispassion is his
ambitious nature, but his initial zeal will much abate towards the end of the
play.

But already the nandr and the prastavana indicate clearly the rasa of the
play. The opening benediction invokes Brahman ‘by which beginningless ig-
norance is gradually destroyed’, and ‘at the very start of whose “descent” to
the level of consciousness desires for the enjoyment of other pleasing objects
cease ($amyanti)’. Then in comes the Director whose disillusion with his pro-
fession and life in general does not seem to be completely out of place if we
consider that nirveda was held by many to be the permanent mental state be-
hind santarasa.''” Abhinavagupta attributed this view to Anandavardhana,'®
who actually preferred to use the expression ‘bliss of the destruction of desires’,
trsnaksayasukha.''?

As we have already seen, Anandavardhana believed that Vyasa had a double
objective in view with the Mahabharata: on the level of sastra he wanted to
direct our attention towards moksa, and on the level of poetry he intended to
compose an epic with quietude as its predominant rasa, and he achieved his
goal by evoking dispassion in the reader. This becomes clear from the rather
pessimistic conclusion of the Mahabharata, ‘which produces sadness by the cruel
end of the Vrsnis and the Pandavas’.'2? The great Bhisma’s admonishing words
are part of this concept:121

yatha yatha viparyeti lokatantram asaravat|

tatha tatha virago tra jayate natra samsayah||

As the unsubstantial course of worldly things goes gradually amiss,
so does disaffection arise with it by degrees, there is no doubt about
this.

But the predominance of moksa and santarasa has already been suggested in
the Contents (anukraman?) of the epic, namely in the following sentence: ‘And
the eternal Blessed Vasudeva is glorified here’ (bhagavan vasudevas ca kirtyate

‘tra sanatanah, Mahabharata 1.1.193). Says Anandavardhana:!??

anena hy ayam artho vyangyatvena vivaksito, yad atra mahabharate
pandavadicaritam yat kirtyate, tat sarvam avasanavirasam avidya-
prapancarupam ca| paramarthasatyasvarupas tu bhagavan vasudevo

HTCE. Abhinavabharati (GOS), vol. 1, p. 327: tattvajiianotthito nirveda [$antasya sthayi] iti
kecit|

18 Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 3.26, 4.5.

9 Dhvanyaloka 3.26+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.182): santas ca trsnaksayasukhasya yah
pariposas tallaksano rasah pratiyata eval

120 Dhwanyaloka 4.5+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.274): vrsnipandavavirasavasanavaimanasya-
dayinim. . .

121 Dhwanyaloka ibid., cf. Mahabharata 12.168.4.

122 Dhvanyaloka 4.5+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p. 276).
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‘tra kirtyate| tasmat tasminn eva paramesvare bhagavati bhavata
bhavitacetaso, ma bhuta vibhutisu nihsarasu ragino, gunesu va naya-
vinayaparakramadisv amisu kevalesu kesucit sarvatmana pratinivista-
dhiyah| tatha cagre pasyata nihsaratam samsarasyeti| amum evartha-
tisayam dyotayan sphutam evavabhasate vyanjakasaktyanugrhitas ca-
Sabdah| evamvidham evartham garbhikrtam sandarsayanto nantara-
sloka laksyante ‘sa hi satyam’ ityadayah|

For by this [sentence] the following meaning is intended as the sug-
gested one: ‘Here, in the Mahabharata, the deeds of the Pandavas
and others, which are sung, are all tragic in their conclusion and
are essentially the manifold manifestation of ignorance. But [in fact]
the Blessed Vasudeva, whose true nature is the ultimate reality, is
glorified here. Therefore concentrate your thoughts only on that
blessed Greatest God, do not hanker after unsubstantial riches, and
do not focus wholeheartedly just on these few good qualities such as
righteous conduct, discipline, valour, and the like. And thus behold
in what follows the insubstantiality of the world.” The word “and”,
which is endowed with the power of suggestion, shines forth clearly,
illuminating the same superior sense. The immediately following
verses, beginning with ‘for he is reality’, are seen to reveal the same
meaning, which is hidden within them.

It is the same revelation about the shadowy nature of our reality which is
the wellspring of the Director’s highly unprofessional behaviour. He realised
that ‘being an actor is indeed an extremely wretched means of supporting one’s
family, in which one is continuously practicing a display of utterly false beha-
viour’, and he is not consoled by the fact that ‘all this multitude of creatures,
from Brahma down to the animals, roams about in worldly existence through
Mlusion alone’. His disillusion (nirveda), which has reached its apex when he
was asked to stage an utterly worthless play, turns him towards the highest goal
of man, and provides the play the keynote of santarasa.

Nevertheless there was a significant opposition against the acceptance of
Santa as the ninth rasa, and even those who acquiesced in its existence had
serious doubts about the possibilities of its presentation on the stage. The
Dasarupaka refers to ‘some people’ who list santa among the other rasas, but
Dhananjaya hastens to add that ‘it cannot thrive in plays’.'?3> Dhanika in his
commentary mentions the radical view of those who deny in toto the possibility
of a quietistic rasa, ‘since it is impossible to destroy desire and hatred which
reached [our present age] in a beginningless continuity of time’. Others include
it in the heroic, or the repulsive, or other rasas.'?* ‘However that may be’, says
Dhanika, ‘we do not accept at all that quietude (Sama) could be the permanent
sentiment in natakas and other [kinds of drama] the soul of which is performance,

123 Dagarapaka 4.35: Samam api kecit prahuh pustir natyesu naitasyal|

124 Ayaloka  ad  loc., p-202: anye tu wvastutas tasyabhavam  varnayanti,
anadikalapravahayataragadvesayor wucchettum asakyatvat| anye tu virabibhatsadav ant-
arbhavam varnayanti|
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since it is not suitable for performance because it consists of the cessation of
all activities.’”'?® Therefore the permanent sentiment of the Nagananda cannot
be Sama, especially because the hero is in love and becomes the king of the
vidhyadharas, neither of which facts goes well with quietude. The permanent
sentiment of this play is fortitude (utsaha), and its rasa is the compassionate
kind of heroism (dayavira).*?%

This kind of criticism was already familiar to Anandavardhana, who spoke
up for the presence of Santa even in the dramatic genre. According to him,
even if its permanent sentiment, that is the pleasure of the cessation of all
desires (trspaksayasukha) ‘might not be part of everyone’s experience, still it
cannot be rejected as the special mental operation of exalted persons who are
not like the other people’.?” It is not right to include santa in vira, since
heroism necessarily contains some egoism, which runs counter with quietude.'?®
Abhinavagupta adds that its equation with repulsion is equally misleading, since
jugupsa is only the transitory ancillary sentiment of santa. He also observes that
even if the culmination of §anta cannot be presented because of the absence of
indicatory symptoms (anubhavas), its earlier phases can, through such signs as
self-control, religious observances, and even bearing the yoke of a kingdom.'??

But even Anandavardhana’s eloquent justification was not enough to dispel
all doubts about the aesthetic relish of quietude. The author of the Candrika
commentary on the Dhvanyaloka remarked that ‘Santarasa should not be em-
ployed as the leading [relish of a poetic work].’'3% Even Abhinavagupta admitted
the following: 3!

Santabibhatsarasau tu caramapumarthayogat, tatra ca sarvasya na-
dhi*kare ‘pi (conj. : °karo ’pi ed.) kasyacid apascimajanmano ’dhi-
karat natake yady apt tatphalapradhanataya pradhanyam avalam-
beyatam, tathapt nasau pracuraprayoga iti tayoh purusarthapravara-
pranitayor api viradirasantaradhyavapenavasthapanam|

But although the rasas of quietude and repulsion, because they
are appropriate to the ultimate goal of man [i.e. liberation], and
since some extraordinary people of excellent birth are qualified [for
moksa], even if not everyone is qualified for it, could become predom-
inant in a nateke inasmuch as that [i.e. liberation] is the principally

125 Avaloka, ibid.: yatha tathastu, sarvatha natakadav abhinayatmani sthayitvam asmabhih
Samasya nesyate, tasya samastavyaparapravilayarapasyabhinayayogat|

126 Ayaloka, ibid., p.203: yat tu kaiscin naganandadau Samasya sthayitvam upavarnitam,
tan malayavatyanuragenaprabandhapravritena, ante wvidyadharacakravartitvapraptes ca
viruddham| (... ) ato dayavirotsahasya tatra sthayitvam. ..

127 Dhvanyaloka 3.26+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p. 182): yadi nama sarvajananubhavagocarata
tasya nasti, naitavatasav alokasamanyamahanubhavacittavrttivisesah pratikseptum Sakyah|
128 Dhwanyaloka, ibid.: na ca vire tasyantarbhavah kartum yuktah, tasyabhimanamayatvena
vyavasthapanat, asya cahankaraprasamaikarupataya sthiteh|

129 Locana ad loc.

130 Locana, ibid. (Kashi ed., p.394): adhikarikatvena tu $anto raso na nibaddhavya iti can-
drikakarah)|

131 Abhinavabharati ad Natyasastra 18.110 (GOS, vol. II, p.451); cf. J.C. WRIGHT, ‘Vrtti in
the Dasarapakavidhanadhyaya of the Abhinavabharatr’ in: BSOAS 26 (1963), pp. 92ff.
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intended result, still this is not an extensive practice. Therefore even
if these two [i.e. quietude and repulsion| are animated by the best
of the human goals, still they are employed with other rasas such as
heroism mixed into them.

Before expounding his own ideas, Abhinavagupta refers to several theories
about the sthayibhava of santarasa. Among those who held the opinion that
it was nirveda, some made reference to the Nyayasitra.'>®> Others, however,
adopted the belief that any of the eight permanent mental states can be the
sthayi of santa:'33
anye manyante| ratyadaya evastau cittavrttivisesa uktah| tata eva ka-
thitavibhavaviviktasrutadyalaukikavibhavavises asamsrayah vicitra eva
tavat| tatas ca tanmadhyad evanyatamo ’tra sthayil tatra anahata-
nandamayasvatmavisaya ratir eva moksasadhanam iti, saiva Sante
sthayiniti| yathoktam, ‘yas catmaratir eva syad atmatrptas ca mana-
vah| atmany eva ca santustah tasya karyam na vidyate||’ iti| evam
samastavisayam vaikrtam pasyatah, visvam ca Socyam vilokayatah,
samsarikam ca vrttantam apakaritvena pasyatah, satisayam asam-
mohapradhanam viryam asritavatah, sarvasmat visayasarthad bibhya-
tah, sarvalokasprhaniyad api pramadader jugupsamanasya, apurva-

vismayantanam anyatamasya sthayitvam nirapaniyam)

‘Others embrace the following view: “It is delight etc. which are
taught as the eight particular kinds of mental operations. It is they
that first of all become very diverse when they are connected with
special, supra-mundane eliciting factors (vibhavas) such as the study
of Scripture, which are different from the [already] mentioned elicit-
ing factors. And therefore any one among just these [eight vibhavas)
[can be| its [i.e. $antarasa’s] permanent [mental basis| sthayr. Of
these, delight which has as its object one’s own self which is full of
unimpaired bliss, is a means of attaining liberation, so it is indeed
a permanent mental state of §anta. As it is taught, ‘That man has
nothing left to accomplish whose delight is in his Self alone, who is
contented in his Self, and who finds complete satisfaction in his Self.’
(Bhagavadgita 3.17) Likewise, that person succeeds in attaining lib-
eration who notices that everything is grotesque, who considers the
whole world lamentable, who notices that worldly affairs are harm-
ful, who resorts to great heroism which is based on true insight, who
is afraid of all the multitude of sense-objects, who is disgusted by
women and the like, even if the whole world lusts after them, and
who is astonished when he obtains the unprecedented excellence of

132 Abhinavabharati (GOS), vol. 1, p. 329: nanu mithyajnanamalo visayagandhas tattvajianat

tvajiianam vairagyasya dosapayalaksanasya karanam uktam| nanu tatah kim?  nanu
vairagyam nirvedah|
133 Abhinavabharats (GOS), ibid. (I am following the reading of RAGHAVAN 1975, p. 109.)
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his self. Therefore any one of [the eight permanent mental states]
beginning with delight, laughter, etc. and ending with wonder, can
be seen as the permanent [basis of santal.’

This could also explain why the Agamadambara, an allegedly santarasa play,
resembles a kaleidoscope of various sentiments. The Mimamsaka hero is fully
self-confident in his knowledge, which entitles him to enlighten and humiliate
those who stray in darkness. He truly admires himself, but he is also capable
of appreciating other people’s values, such as asceticism. The batu calls him
‘supremely compassionate’ when he refrains from beating up the Jains with a
stick. He mocks the hypocrite behaviour of the Buddhists, is utterly disgusted
and shocked by the eccentric ritual of the nilambara couples, and is even unwill-
ing to enter into a debate with them because of the dangers of their impurity.
So is Sankarsana a true santarasa hero? I cannot help hearing a tone of gentle
irony in the way Jayanta presents the Mimamsaka. Sankarsana is too much of
an idealist, who believes that it is his sacred duty to turn back to the right track
all who deviated from it, even in the service of worldly authorities that (mis)use
his zeal for their own purposes. He is too self-conceited, therefore he has to fail
and realise that his knowledge was not yet adequate.

If we glance over the Dhvanyaloka-passages about the role of santarasa in
the Mahabharata, it appears that although Anandavardhana did distinguish the
doctrinal and the poetic aspects of the epic, he also held that the emotions
awakened by the narrative can assist the reader in attaining liberation:3*

pandavadicaritavarnanasyapi vairagyajonanatatparyad vairagyasya
ca moksamulatvan moksasya ca bhagavatpraptyupayatvena mukhya-
taya gitadisu pradarsitatvat parabrahmapraptyupayatvam eva para-
mparayaj

Even the description of the deeds of the Pandavas and other [heroes],
since its aim is to produce disillusion, since disillusion is the basis
of liberation, and since liberation had been shown in the Gita and
other [sacred texts] to be the most important means of attaining
the Lord, [therefore even this description] is indirectly a means of
attaining the highest Brahman.

But the first theoretician who explicitly stated that there is an intimate relation
between Brahman-experience and aesthetic relish in general appears to have
been Bhatta Nayaka, whose ideas are condensed by Abhinavagupta as follows: '35
bhavite ca rase tasya bhogo yo ‘nubhavasmaranapratipattibhyo vila-
ksana eva drutivistaravikasatma rajastamovaicitryanuviddhasattva-
mayanijacitsvabhavanirvrtivisrantilaksanah parabrahmasvadasavidhah|

‘And after the rasa has been produced [through the operation of the
words called “bhavakatva, bringing into being”], its enjoyment [be-
comes possible], which very much differs from [ordinary] cognitions

134 Dhwanyaloka 4.5+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p. 278).
135 Locana ad Dhvanyaloka 2.4 (ed. Kavyamala, p.83, ed. Kashi, p. 183).
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[whether] direct experience or memory, whose nature is melting, in-
tensity, and expansion,'®® which is characterised by the repose in
the beatitude of the true form of one’s consciousness which is full of
purity (sattva) blended with the variety of energy (rajas) and dark-
ness (tamas), and which is similar to the experience of the highest
Brahman.

Mammata also summarises the theory of Bhatta Nayaka:!37

kavye natye cabhidhato dvitiyena vibhavadisadharanikaranatmana bha-
vakatvavyaparena bhavyamanah sthayr sattvodrekaprakasanandamaya-
samuidvisrantisatattvena bhogena bhujyate—iti bhattanayakah|

‘In poems and in plays the permanent sentiment is transformed [into
rasa] by the operation of “bringing into being” which is essentially
the generalisation of the eliciting factors and [the indicatory symp-
toms and the temporary mental states] and which is different from
[the word’s operation called] denotation, [and then rasa] is enjoyed
with enjoyment which is the same in its essence as the repose in
[one’s] consciousness which is full of bliss and radiance due to the
abundance of purity (sattva)’—this is what Bhatta Nayaka says.

If we review the opening benediction of the Agamadambara, it might appear
less puzzling now in the light of Anandavardhana’s and Bhatta Nayaka’s ideas.
The invocation of the Brahman at the beginning of a santarasa-play seems
natural. The Brahman’s ‘descent’ to the path of consciousness might signify the
prelude to the highest kind of mystical experience which must entail the arising
of disillusion (viraga, nirveda) and the gradual awakening to the knowledge of
reality. That this experience also involves bliss might sound perhaps unusual
from the mouth of a Naiyayika, 8 but we might say that someone who proceeds
on the path leading to final liberation will rejoice as this radiant reality dawns
upon him. And one station along this path may well be a play with quietude
as its predominant rasa which distracts the spectator from the everyday world
and directs his attention towards higher truths.

The fictitious world of drama offers an excellent analogy with the illusory
nature of the world we live in. The world we call ‘actual’ ‘is nevertheless a
possible world in itself—that is, a construct deriving from the conceptual and
textual constraints on the spectator’s understanding.”*?® The poet has an al-
most divine autonomy in fashioning his poetic world. ‘In the boundless world

136Tngalls (-Masson-Patwardhan) translate vistara as ‘expansion’, and wikasa as ‘radiance’
(Dhvanyaloka(HOS), p.222), GNOLI (1968, p. 108) as ‘enlargement’ and ‘expansion’, respect-
ively. wvikasa might also have the sense of ‘cheerfulness’. Raghavan notes (RAGHAVAN 1978,
p. 426, note 1) that in the Dasarapaka the mental state of vikasa corresponds to the erotic
and the comic rasas, while vistara to the heroic and the marvellous.

137 Kavyaprakasa, vol. 1, pp. 217fF.

138 Jayanta (together with the mainstream naiyayikas) held that the liberated state of the
soul is not a blissful state, since it is equally without suffering and pleasure (cf. Nyayamanjari,
vol. 11, pp.436fF). Bhasarvajna represents another view among the naiyayikas, namely that
the liberated soul does experience beatitude (cf. Nyayabhisana, pp. 594fF).

139BLAM, p. 108.
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of poetry’, says Anandavardhana, ‘the poet is the only Creator. This whole
universe revolves as he pleases. If the poet is amorous, a world full of flavour
arises in the poem. If the same [poet] is disenchanted, all that world is without
flavour. In a poem a good poet freely makes insentient things behave as sen-
tient and sentient beings as insentient, as he pleases.’'*® A comparable idea is
expressed in the words of semiotic analysis as follows: ‘It should not be thought
that the “accessibility” of dramatic worlds renders them always and necessarily
realistically mimetic. On the contrary, it is precisely the constant assumption
that Wp [the dramatic world] is defined in relation to W [the actual world] as a
hypothetical variation which allows any number of invented and even fantastic
elements to be introduced into the drama without destroying the audience’s
ability to recognize what is going on.’™*!

The actor also participates in the creation of the dramatic universe: he
infuses life into the characters invented by the playwright or, put differently,
he dissembles his real identity. As the Director says in the Agamadambara:'*?
‘Shame, for shame, being an actor is indeed an extremely wretched means of
supporting one’s family, in which one is continuously practicing a display of
utterly false behaviour. Hara, Visnu, Brahma, a sage, a king, a brutish fool, a
rake, a coward, a hero, a happy man, a sad one: taking all roles the actor plays,
feeling no shame before the people—in reality he is [just] resorting to craft to
fill his belly.” But his Assistant reminds him that he is no exception: ‘Who
among gods, humans or animals has ever escaped from deceit and then reached
the supreme goal? All this multitude of creatures, from Brahma down to the
animals, roams about in worldly existence through Illusion alone. Is your lot
any worse?’ Creative illusion rules the whole world.

Theatre and acting are excellent allegories of the world that surrounds us
and the activity of the Creator who puts on the masks of worldly phenom-
ena. In fact, Bharata says in the very first verse of the Natyasastra: ‘I shall
teach the science of dramaturgy which was related by Brahma as an illustration
(udahrtam).’1*3 Now it is certainly possible to take the word udahrtam simply
to mean ‘announced’, but Bhatta Nayaka understood this sentence as an allu-
sion to the allegorical nature of drama. This is how Abhinavagupta presents

Nayaka’s ideas:'*4

M0 Dhvanyaloka 3.42+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p.250): apare kavyasamsare kavir ekah
prajapatih| yathasmai rocate visvam tathedam parivartate|| srngari cet kavih kavye jatam
rasamayam jagat| sa eva vitaragas cen nirasam sarvam eva tat|| bhavan acetanan api cetana-
vac cetanan acetanavat| vyavaharayati yathestam sukavih kavye svatantratayal| Abhinava-
gupta hastens to add in his commentary ad loc. that an ‘amorous’ poet is not an actual
womaniser (strivyasani), but someone who is filled with the aesthetic relish of the Erotic.

M1ELAM, p. 107.

142 A gamadambara, Prologue, 11. 6ff.

M3 Natyasastra 1.1 (ed. GOS, vol.1, p.1): natyasastram pravaksyami brahmana yad
udahrtam (v.1. udiritam)|

144 Abhinavabharatt ad loc. (ed. GOS, vol.I, pp.5f). It seems likely (as already T. R.
Chintamani observed in ‘Fragments of Bhattanayaka’, Journal of Oriental Research, Madras,
vol. I, p. 268.) that Abhinavagupta does not actually quote Bhatta Nayaka, but just elaborates
an interpretation of what was probably the introductory verse of the Sahrdayadarpana.
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bhattanayakas tu ‘brahmana paramatmana yad udahrtam, avidyavi-

racitanissarabhedagrahe yad udaharanikrtam natyam tad vaksyamil

yatha hi kalpanamatrasaram tata eva anavasthitaikarupam, ksanena
kalpanasatasahasrasaham, svapnadivilaksanam api susthutaram hrda-
yagrahanidanam, atyaktasvalambanabrahmakalpanatoparacitam ra-

maravanadicestitam asatyam kuto ‘py adbhutavrttya bhati, tatha bha-
samanam api *caramapumarthopayatam (conj. ISAACSON : ca pum-

arthopayatam ed.) eti, tatha tadrg eva visvam idam asatyanamari-

paprapancatmakam atha ca Sravanamananadivasena paramapumar-

thaprapakam, iti lokottaraparamapurusarthasucanena Santarasopa-

ksepo ‘yam bhavisyati, ‘svam svam nimittam adaya santad utpadyate
rasah’ it tad anena paramarthikam prayojanam uktam|’ iti vya-

khyanam sahrdayadarpane paryagrahit| yad aha

‘namas trailokyanirmanakavaye sambhave, yatah|

pratiksanam jagannatyaprayogarasiko janah||’ til

Bhatta Nayaka, however, embraced the following interpretation [of
Natyadastra 1.1] in his Sahrdayadarpana: ‘Drama, that was presen-
ted as an example by Brahma, the Supreme Self, that is to say that
was made into an example of the grasping of insubstantial multifari-
ousness created by ignorance—that is what I shall teach. For just as
the fictitious story of Rama, Ravana, and other [characters|, which
is essentially just fancy and therefore does not have a single, estab-
lished form, [but] is accompanied by a vast number of fancies in every
moment, which [story], though different from dreams, is the cause
of rapture, [when it is] performed by the actors who have not aban-
doned their own identity and who are similar to Brahma, appears
in an extraordinarily wonderful way; [and] even while appearing as
such, it becomes a means of [attaining] the highest goal of man, in
the same way this whole world is exactly like that [drama], inasmuch
as it consists of the diversity of names and forms, and it also leads us
to the highest goal of man through reading the scriptures, reflection,
and [meditation]. Thus, through referring to the highest goal of man
which transcends this world, this [verse] may be an allusion to the
aesthetic relish of quietude, on the basis of the verse “resorting to its
respective cause [each] rasa arises from santa ”.'*> Therefore by this
[verse] the ultimate object [of the Natyasastra] has been declared.’
[Bhatta Nayaka embraced this interpretation] when / for he said,
‘Obeisance to Siva, the poet who composes the triad of the worlds,
thanks to whom people relish the performance of the world-play at
every instant’.

So illusion is not that harmful after all, at least if we know how to handle it. It

150ne of the interpolated verses on Santa, Natyasastra 6. (ed. GOS, vol.I, p.329). The

edition actually reads ‘svam svam nimittam asadya santad bhavah pravartate’, something
which for Abhinavagupta, who was very particular about the precise differentiation of rasa
and bhava, would clearly not have suited.
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would be a mistake to look upon the imaginary world of theatre as something
real or actual, and when we watch the characters on the stage being engaged
in wooing or lamenting, their identity as actors always lurks in the back of our
awareness. And as the actor’s emotions are not ‘real’ so our emotional responses
are different from our everyday sentiments: we savour these sentiments in a pure
form while the fictitious world of the play enraptures us. Moreover, precisely
through this rapture we also learn a lot about the real, unobscured nature of
our mental attitudes: our understanding is augmented.

One of the various terms used to describe aesthetic experience is wvisranti,
reposeful awareness, that is the cognition of the fundamental emotions in their
pure, universalised form, free from all obstacles.!*6 This ‘mental repose’ en-
tails a higher stage of concentration, and it is also a blissful state'? akin to
the beatitude of mystical experience. To regard Santa as the basis of all other
rasas seems to have been a logical step.'*® As Gerow observed,'*? ‘Since all
the dramatic rasas aim at a state of mental repose (visranti), the reductionist
“insight” that all the rasas are fundamentally $anti is neither very daring nor
very unexpected, particularly in the spiritual-devotional climate in which Abhi-
navagupta lived. Santa was a rasa whose time had come—which, if it did not
exist, would have had to be invented.” In Abhinavagupta’s view the relishing
of santarasa is a more conscious kind of aesthetic experience, since in it any
emotion can be savoured in its universalised rasa-form as a temporary hue on
the surface of the uniquely permanent Self.!° This kind of aesthetic rapture
can teach us the most about the true nature of any experience. But even if we
regard santa as essentially the artistic representation of disenchantment born
from the realisation of the illusory nature of existence, it can still be regarded
as occupying the highest rank among all rasas since it directs our attention
towards liberation, the supreme goal of man.

The characters and their transactions we see on the stage are merely the
products of the poet’s and the actors’ creative skills; still we are both delighted
and taught by the play. According to Bhatta Nayaka and Abhinavagupta, the
same is true about the world outside the theatre. God likes to play. He disguises
his real identity with a multitude of appearances, but we can cast a glance behind
all these masks with the help of His scriptures and practising meditation. And
when we have recognised the illusory nature of all worldly phenomena we still
have the choice of being entertained by this illusion, as if watching an amusing
performance.

The Agamadambara begins with the complaints of an artist, who is fed up

M6 Abhinavabharati ad rasasitra (ed. GOS, vol.I, p. 274):  tatha hi loke sakalavigh-
navinirmukta samuittir eva camatkaranirvesarasanasvadanabhogasamapattilayavisrantyadi-
Sabdair abhidhiyate|

M7 Abhinavabharats ibid. (ed. GOS, vol.I, p.276): avisrantirapataiva dubkham| tata eva
kapilair duhkhasya cancalyam eva pranatvenoktam rajovrttitam vadadbhir ity anandarupata
sarvarasanam|

148 Abhinavabharati on Santarasa (ed. GOS, vol.I, p.333): tatra sarvarasanam Santapraya
evasvadah, visayebhyo viparivrttyal

149 GEROW-AKLUJKAR, p. 81, note 6.

150Cf. Abhinavabharaty (GOS), vol. I, p. 330.
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with deceiving people. He wants Truth instead of Delusion, and he hopes to
find it among the teachings of philosophies. But what happens if the venerable
masters of various doctrines turn out to be more interested in making a good
living than in Truth and Reality? What if being a monk or a Vedic priest is
just an occupation, a job like being an actor? Or even if we suppose that the
followers of these doctrines are not just cynical opportunists but they really
believe in what they teach, what guarantees that all these religions are not just
roles in the gigantic play of the Lord? Says Ksemaraja, ‘The positions, i.e. the
tenets of all doctrines beginning with [that of] the materialists, are the adopted
roles of that Self like [those] of an actor, which it takes on at pleasure.’!5!
One possible attitude is to say that God fools the followers of all the other
religions to a higher or lesser degree, but the world-view that I follow allows
me to understand His real nature. Or one might arrive at an extremely liberal
position and say that God takes on various roles to propound various teachings,
and he does so not just for fun but out of compassion towards us, miserable
creatures with limited capacities. So in fact all scriptures derive from God, each
of them being adjusted to our particular needs and talents.

This latter view seems to be triumphant at the end of the Agamadambara,
but not with the active participation of the Mimamsaka protagonist. He could
not resolve the tension between his religion as a devotee of Visnu and his duty to
protect the Veda as a Mimamsaka.'®? Or rather, there was one solution for him:
devotion to God and asking for his illuminating favour.'®® He visits the nearby
Ranasvami-temple where he sings praises to the Lord who ‘shows the right path
to liberation’ (vyarijate moksasanmargam). Unfortunately the manuscripts of
the play are fragmentary at this place, but from the auspicious omen of the
sound of a conch-shell we may safely infer that Visnu dispelled the doubts of
his devotee, as a result of which he was able to rejoice in the ultraliberal lecture
delivered by the great Naiyayika scholar.

At the beginning of the play we saw that art could not make the Director,
a determined and uncompromising seeker after Truth, entirely happy. Learned
scrutiny of the true nature of things may have given satisfaction to the snataka,
especially when he defeated his opponents, but ultimately it could not give
him serenity and peace of mind. That direct experience of the Lord’s grace is
superior to both aesthetic rapture and philosophical investigation was expressed
by Anandavardhana in the following beautiful verse:!>*
ya vyaparavati rasan rasayitum kacit kavinam nava
drstir ya parinisthitarthavisayonmesa ca vaipasciti]

151 Pratyabhijiahrdayam 8+ (ed. p.16):  sarvesam carvakadidarsananam sthitayah
siddhantas tasyaitasyatmano natasyeva *svecchaya grhitah (em. SANDERSON : svecchava-
grhitah ed.) krtrima bhamikah|

152 Agamadambara, Act Four, verse 5: ye visvasthitisargasamhrtidasaparyayasampadana-
kridasaktamater matam bhagavato narayanasyasritah| taddrsteh katham anyathatvam anaya
bramo vayam jihvaya Saksyamah krtinam trayimayadhiyam sthatum katham vagratahl|

153 Agamadambara, Act Four, verse 7: pathi vedavirodhadarune nipunenapi na Sakyanirnaye|
kim aham karavani hanta me Saranam sarngarathangasankhabhrt||

154 Dhvanyaloka 3.43+ (ed. Krishnamoorthy, p. 256.)
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te dve apy avalambya visvam anisam nirvarnayanto vayam
$ranta naiva ca labdham abdhisayana tvadbhaktitulyam sukham|

That which is the extraordinary, fresh vision of poets, active in mak-
ing the rasas tasteful, and that which is the [vision] of the wise,
opening upon thoroughly ascertained things as its object: resorting
to both, while I was ceaselessly observing the world, I became tired
and I could not find bliss equal to devotion to you, O God resting
on the sea.
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Chapter 4

Sources

4.1 The Manuscripts of the Agamadambara

Pa Patan, Hemacandracarya Jaina Jnanamandira mMs 17472. Paper, Jaina
Nagari. 18 folios of unknown dimensions (only a photocopy was at my
disposal) with 16 lines to a side and approximately 53 aksaras per line.
Foliation is at the bottom right-hand corner of the rectos. Each page has
a blank space in the centre and two double marginal lines on both sides.
Undated.

Pu Pune, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, MS 437 of 1892-95. Paper,
Jaina Nagar1. 37 folios of unknown dimensions (only a photocopy was at
my disposal) with 9 lines to a side and about 45 aksaras per line. The title
of the text appears as satmatanataka at the top left-hand corner of f. 17,
and as sa® ma® na° at the same place on the following folios. The act
number is indicated as arnka I at the top right-hand corner of fols. 1V and
2V, and as arika 2 on f.16Y. There is foliation both at the bottom of the
right-hand and at the top of the left-hand margin of the versos. Undated.

The two manuscripts have several common characteristics: anusvara is used
throughout in place of the homorganic nasal, the signs for ca and va are often
hardly distinguishable, and v is frequently written in the place of b (especially in
Ms Pa). Both contain a few propria manu marginal corrections, insertion points
are tagged with kakapadas, and lacunae are marked with raised dashes. Both
manuscripts are written in a kind of Jaina Devanagari, but while Pa consistently
uses prsthamatras, in Pu e, ai, o, and au appear mostly as top-strokes.

Both manuscripts show similarities with other Jaina NagarlT manuscripts
dated to the 15th century, e.g. Ms A (dated VS 1541) and mMs P (dated VS 1521)
of the Patimacariu, the Patan Ms (dated VS 1484) of the Vijnaptilekhasamgraha,
and Ms P of the Kuvalayamala (undated, “but according to expert opinion [.. .|
may be assigned to the 15th century A.D.”, p.2).

Since Pa and Pu share the same lacunae in Acts Two and Four as well as
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several errors, they plainly appear to be closely related. A relatively long pas-
sage in the Prologue (1. 26f.: °marthe paryavasitah? sarva evayam brahmadis
tiryakparyanto jantugramah samsare mayayaiva parivartate| bhavatah kim adhi-
kam jatam?) which is omitted by Pu alone makes it clear that Pa could not
copy from Pu. On the other hand, while Pa often has the correct reading where
Pu’s reading is erroneous, there are a few instances where the situation is the
opposite, e.g. Act One: 1.264: sarvam omitted by Pa (haplography); 1. 130:
thamtar Pu, thambhar Pa; 1.275: apavarga® Pu, avarga® Pa; Act Two: 1.184:
himsa nasatyam Pu, himsa namasatyam Pa; 1.271: kvedam Pu, ksedam Pa;
1.290: kimcid Pu, kimci Pa; 1.302: bhos tapo® Pu, bhos tvapo® (?) Pa; Act
Three: 1.219: kasmakam akulata Pu, kasmakarmakulata Pa; 1. 429: evopalabhy-
ate Pu, evopapalabhyate Pa; 1. 530: samayah Pu, sasamayah Pa; 1. 532: eva tatha
Pu, etatha Pa; Act Four: 1. 35: bruvanas Pu, dhruvanas Pa; 1.41: °matram Pu,
°mavam Pa; 1.105: saharsam Pu, rahursam Pa; 1.414: na jana® Pu, jana® Pa.

While it is not impossible that Pu copied from Pa and occasionally corrected
its readings, it might be slightly more probable that both Pa and Pu derive
(possibly independently) from the same manuscript. The fact that the title
Sanmatanataka figures on f. 1V of Pu but is nowhere found in Pa perhaps also
corroborates the above conclusion (though this title might actually have been
invented by Pu’s scribe). Furthermore in Act Two 1. 166, while Pa clearly reads
jhaijjadi, Pu indicates a lacuna and reads ~ ijjadi.

Written by a Kashmirian author, the Agamadambara must have had Sarada
manuscripts. In fact some errors in the existing manuscripts point to a Sarada
archetype, e.g. confusing su and a in Act Three, 1. 32.

4.1.1 The interpretation of some unusual aksaras

A very similar letter appears in BUHLER 1896, Table V. ‘Nordliche
a Alphabete von ca. 800-1200 p. Chr.’, XX (Jayaccandra 1175 p. Chr.)
/ 45, and also in Table VI. ‘Alphabete aus noérdlichen Handschriften’,
XVI (Deccan College 1880/1, Ms. no. 57, 1081 p. Chr.) / 49; in
both cases it is interpreted as jya. The same letter in Ms P (BORI No. 154 of
1881-82) of the Kuvalayamala is read as jja, and the editors have the following
remark about the scribe: “His jja looks like dya and is read by some as jya.”! In
the manuscripts of the Agamadambara this aksara occurs only in Prakrit words,
and only once in Ms Pu (Act One, 1. 13: ajja® is written with this letter in both
manuscripts). In Sanskrit words both Pa and Pu use the usual Devanagari form
of jya and jja (e.g. Prologue, 1. 55: niyujyantam; Act One, 1. 347: salajjam; Act
Three, 1.229: samrajya®).
When we find this dy-like letter in Ms Pa,
— in the majority of the cases Pu has the more or less ordinary Devanagari
ligature jj: Act One, 1.72: °sijjamte; Act Two, 1.36: ajjo, 1.161: pajjaliyam,
1.166: jhaijjadi, khavigjai, 1.212: kajjavela, 1.308: caccijjamta, 1.344: pijjai,
1. 345: bhumyjijjai, pavigjai, 1. 346: sosijjai, lamghijjai, 1. 348: parisosijjai;

! Kuvalayamala, p. 2.
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— but sometimes Pu writes the standard Devanagart aksara jy: Act One, 1. 172:
wjyanesu; Act Two, L. 7: pijyadi, 1.8: ajya, 1.65: °ubbhijya®, 1.105: ajya.

Finally there are instances when both Pa and Pu write the Devanagart lig-
ature jj in Prakrit words: Act One, 1.41: wajjadi; Act Two, 1.7: khajjadi,
1.8: kajjalaa, 1.43: nijjine, 1.56: lajja®, 1.85: ajja, 1.267: ajja, 1.281: ajja,
1.308: °lakkhijjamta®, 1.312: agja, 1.356: avijja®; Act Three, 1.57: pajjalide,
1. 71: laskijjamtr, 1.82: agja®, 1. 106: °bhavijjamto; Act Four, 1.134: ajja.

This dy-like sign is used in MS Pa as an equivalent of Sanskrit dy in Saurasent
(jy in Ms Pu) and Magadhi (jy and jj in Ms Pu), of Sanskrit ry in Saurasent (Ms
Pu has the same sign) and Magadh (jj in MS Pu), of Sanskrit ju in Maharastr (jj
in Ms Pu), and in passive forms with °ijja® in Sauraseni, Maharastri, Apabhramsa
(7 in Ms Pu in these languages), and Magadhi (jy in Ms Pu).

We can also observe that when Ms Pa writes this dy-like sign in Prakrit
words other than Magadhi, MS Pu has jj, except in Act One, 1. 173 ujyanesu,?
and in Act One, 1. 13, where ajja° is written with the same dya-like sign in both
manuscripts. In Magadht words, we find either jj or jy in Ms Pu in places where
Ms Pa has this dy-like letter.

In transcribing this dy-like aksara I have followed the readings of Ms Pu, and
indicated its occurrence in the manuscripts with an asterisk in the apparatus.

This aksara occurs in both manuscripts. A very similar letter in

a BUHLER 1896, Table VI. ‘Alphabete aus nérdlichen Handschriften’,

XVI (Deccan College 1880/1, Ms. no. 57, 1081 p. Chr.) / 23, is in-

g terpreted as jjha. In the Agamadambara it appears once in a Sanskrit

word: Act Two, 1. 365: °ojjhita®, which makes it probable that it should

be read as jjha in the Prakrit passages as well. Cf. Act Four, 1.134, where

Pa writes °magjhe with this yj-like letter, while Pu uses the approximately

standard-looking Devanagar1 ligature jjh. In some cases it is very difficult to
distinguish this sign from the ligatures bbh and st.

This sign also occurs in both manuscripts. It looks like a Devanagari
E ska ligature, and in fact we find it in the Sanskrit word ayuskamam
(Act Four, verse 48). It appears very frequently in Magadhi words as

the equivalent of Sanskrit ksa (e.g. luske = Skt. vrkse, Act Three, 1. 12).

2Cf. voN HINUBER, §249: “In der Kompositionsfuge unterbleibt die Palatalisation [...]
wegen der Funktionsstdrke des anlautenden y- [...]; Skt. wudyana > Asoka, P[ali] uyyana
[...], Slaurasent] (BHASA) uyyana [...].
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Figure 4.1: ms Pa, folio 1
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Sources

4.2 The editio princeps

The Agamadambara was first edited by V. Raghavan and A. Thakur, two emin-
ent Sanskrit scholars, in 1964, and was published as ‘Ancient text No.7’ in the
Mithila Institute Series. The edition was based on the same manuscript mater-
ial (Mss Pa and Pu) that was available for myself. The book also contains an
Introduction in which Raghavan discusses the life and works of Bhatta Jayanta,
the peculiar style of the play, its plot and characters, the various philosophical
schools presented in the play, and its relation with the Nyayamanjari.

As Raghavan and Thakur point out in the Preface,® ‘The nature of the ma-
nuscript materials at the disposal of the editors did not allow them to prepare a
faultless text. Especially the Prakrt portions were very defective and even after
corrections and emendations they could not be made quite satisfactory. Dr. P.
L. Vaidya, Dr. H. L. Jain and Dr. A. N. Upadhye very kindly read the Prakrt
passages and suggested many important emendations especially in the prakrt
[sic] dialogues and the Apabhramsa [sic|] song of the Nilambaras towards the
end of Act II.” Despite these difficulties the editors succeeded in repairing the
text in many cases, often suggesting plausible emendations both in the Sanskrit
and the Prakrit portions. Their apparatus draws attention to parallel pas-
sages from the Nyayamanjari and other philosophical texts, and the various ap-
pendices (Slokasuct, upayuktani vrttani, grathantarasamovadah, visistasabdasuct,
prakrtasandarbhacchaya, Suddhipatram) also prove to be useful. On the whole
we can say that the Sanskritists of today may consider themselves fortunate that
the first edition of such a difficult text on the basis of such meager manuscript
material was prepared by two most erudite scholars.

Nevertheless the editio princeps has its own shortcomings. Its careful colla-
tion with the manuscripts shows that the editors often resorted to silent emend-
ations or conjectures (marked as “RT (em.?)” in the apparatus). In the Prakrit
passages we can frequently observe an inclination on the part of the editors to-
wards “normalising” the text on the basis of Prakrit grammars, while in other
cases they leave “anomalous” Prakrit words unchanged. On the other hand
it seemed to be possible to improve upon the text of the Agamadambara with
the help of further emendations, as the apparatus of my edition will hopefully
demonstrate. There still remain a few passages where I could not make any use-
ful amendments to the text of the first edition and had to employ crux marks to
indicate my puzzlement. I am confident, however, that competent Sanskritists
and Prakritists will suggest plausible solutions for these corrupt readings.

3 Agamadambara (ed. pr.), pp. (2)—(3).
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Chapter 5

A note on the edition and
the translation

5.1 Conventions

The apparatus is fully positive. In the bottom register each entry consists of a
lemma, followed by a lemma sign (]), followed by the sigla of the manuscript(s)
(Pa, Pu) and / or the editio princeps (RT) that read the accepted text, followed
by the variant readings separated by commas. In case neither the reading of the
manuscripts nor the emendation of the editores principes are considered to be
satisfactory, the lemma sign is followed by em. (i.e. “emendation”, indicating
small repairs in the text) or conj. (marking bolder conjectures). The difference
is of course subjective. The emendations and conjectures of others that I have
accepted are attributed, as well as the emendations of the first editors (“em.
RT”, or “RT em.?” when the emendation is silent). Other signs employed
in the register of variants: A% = the reading of A before correction (ante
correctionem), AP¢ = the reading of A after correction (post correctionem);
[[zy]] = zy written in the manuscript and then canceled ([[ |] = the effaced
aksara is not legible); LI = gap in the manuscript or in the editio princeps; = ~
~ = lacuna in the manuscript (marked with the same signs in the main text
of the edition; in the translation lacunae are marked as <...>); fzyt = zy is
not interpretable for me, probably corrupt (marked with the same signs in the
textus receptus); (xy) = xy is omitted in the manuscripts, and has been added
as a conjecture (marked with the same signs in the main text).

The middle register of the apparatus (when there are three registers on a
page, otherwise the one above the bottom register of variants) records testimonia
and parallels, mainly from the Nyayamanjari, and only occasionally from other
texts (quotations of parallel passages from other Sanskrit works will be found in
the Notes to the translation). The topmost register contains the Sanskrit chaya
of the Prakrit sentences if there are any on the page.
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A note on the edition and the translation

5.2 Sandhi, punctuation, orthography

Sandhi has been normalised in the Sanskrit passages of the play. All punctuation
is mine and I have not reported when I deviated from the manuscripts in this
respect. In several cases I have silently changed the anusvaras of the manuscripts
to homorganic nasals. Another feature of the manuscripts not reflected in the
apparatus is the confusion of b and wv.

5.3 The Prakrit passages

The Agamadambara, just as the majority of classical Indian dramas, is multi-
lingual. Saurasen is spoken by the Boy, the Disciple in the first act, the Jain
Mendicant, the Nun, and the Ascetic in the second. One of the most remarkable
features of Jayanta’s play is the length of the Magadhi passages: the words of
the Servant in the second act, and the dialogue of the two Adepts in the third.
The nilambara couples sing in Apabhramsa, and a few verses of the play (e.g.
verse 4 in Act Two) are written in Maharastr.

Editing the literary and artificial Prakrits of the dramas has many pitfalls.
As Steiner pointed out,!

The problem which an editor faces when dealing with the differ-
ent Prakrits of a play is that, in contrast to Sanskrit, he is usually
confronted with a relatively poor Prakrit textual tradition of less
strictly normed languages. Moreover, our knowledge of Prakrit is
far below the level attained in Sanskrit. With that the question is
open whether, and to what degree, the playwrights actually followed
the general rules of Prakrit, or, to what extent the original Prakrit
of the plays had already been standardized.

Two extreme positions have been taken in this matter: Pischel and Hilleb-
randt were of the opinion that the texts should be normalised on the basis
of the rules laid down by the Prakrit grammarians, even if this means going
against the manuscripts, while Hertel and more recently Salomon expressed the
view that the readings of the manuscripts are of greater importance than the
grammars.? ‘In order to be able to write a literary Prakrit different from col-
loquial language’, writes Steiner, ‘the playwrights themselves needed a Prakrit
grammar which furnished them at least with the general rules.”® The editor,
however, has to face the fact that the available Prakrit grammars on Saurasent
and Magadhi often contradict each other. What would be the preferred course
of action when, for instance, in Magadhi Sanskrit ks is supposed to become sk
according to Vararuci (11.8), hk according to Hemacandra (4.296), sk accord-
ing to Ramagarman (2.2.15) and Purusottama (12.6), while in the manuscripts

LSTEINER 2001, p. 63.
2Cf. ibid., pp. 63f.
31bid., p. 67.
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A note on the edition and the translation

of the Agamadambara we find either sk or kkh (the latter being the Saurasent
equivalent of ks)?* Gawroniski’s following observation seems to be appropriate:®

Die Frage also, ob alle Regeln der Grammatiker gegen die Hands-
chriften durchzufiiren sind, ist entschieden zu verneinen. Die Gram-
matiker bilden eine wichtige Quelle unserer Kenntnisse, aber sie
stehen nicht iiber, sondern neben den Handschriften. Sie miissen
immer zur Vergleich herangezogen werden, diirfen aber nie als das a
priori richtige enthaltend angesehen werden. Und wenn die Regeln
der Grammatiker mit unseren, aus den Handschriften deduzierten
Regeln nicht iibereinstimmen, wohl aber durch ihre Ungenauigkeit
Zeugnis davon ablegen, dafl die Praxis der MSS. schon zur Zeit
jener mittelalterlichen Grammatiker ebenso inkonsequent war, wie
sie heute ist, dann miissen wir unbedingt unseren Regeln eben in
dem Grade Vorzug geben, wie man einem kritischen Verfahren vor
einem kritiklosen Vorzug gibt.

On the other hand, as Steiner rightly points out, the assumption that ‘each
poet did in fact write (or dictate) Prakrit in an entirely precise and consistent
manner is a problematic one. Was there ever a completely regular Prakrit
and, especially, a consistent orthography? Is it not imaginable that the Prakrit
speaking persons of a drama occasionally used different grammatical or phonetic
forms of one and the same word?’® Thus both appa and atta are used in
the Saurasent and Magadht passages of Jayanta’s play, and pace Pischel who
gives atta as the correct form in these dialects,” it is not inconceivable that the
playwright did not bind himself to either of them.® Finally one should also take
into account the possibility that ‘certain forms used by poets in individual cases
could in fact be traced back to the grammarians.”” Accordingly the Magadhi
word nasti (= nasti) in the Agamadambara can be connected with Hemacandra
4.289: sasoh samyoge so ‘grisme|'®

Steiner examined the oldest available manuscripts of Harsa’s Nagananda
(AD 1155/56) and discovered several Prakrit forms that appear to be irregular
according to Pischel’s grammar.'! While editing the Agamadambara 1 found
many of these “irregular” forms in the manuscripts, e.g. janami and janavide

4Another example is Sanskrit tisthatu, which in Magadht should become cisthadu (v.l.
cista®, citta®) according to Vararuci (11.14), citthadu according to Purusottama (12.33), and
cisthadu (v.1. cittha®) according to Hemacandra (4.298). The Manuscripts of the Agamadam-
bara have citthadu.

5GAWRONSKI, pp. 280f., quoted (approvingly) in STEINER 1997, p. 163.

6STEINER 2001, p. 70.

TPISCHEL §401.

8 Another example is the occurrence of both °#jjai and °7adi as passive forms in Saurasent
and Magadhr.

9STEINER 2001, p. 70.

10Hemacandra is certainly later than Jayanta, but many of his rules may well go back to
earlier Prakrit grammars. Cf. GAWRONSKI, p. 280: ‘wir haben ja allen Grund, zu vermuten ...
daB sie [sc. die Grammatiker| zum grofien Teil “Beispile wie die Regeln von ihren Vorgéngern”
heriibernahmen.” (quoted in STEINER 2001, p. 69, note 25.)

11See STEINER 1997, chapter 9.
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A note on the edition and the translation

in Magadhi, ayya used universally for Sanskrit arya, khu after e and o, etc.
Some of these “irregularities” occur already in the fragments of A$vaghosa’s
plays. These facts also confirmed that normalisation solely on the basis of
Pischel’s grammar and the mediaeval Prakrit grammarians may not be the only
true method of editing dramatic Prakrits.

To summarise, I have preserved many readings of the manuscripts even if
these readings were not in perfect conformity with the rules laid down by the
Prakrit grammarians (often contradicting each other) or in Pischel’s grammar.'2
On the other hand I emended the text when the reading of the manuscripts
(often discrepant) went against the most fundamental rules of the given dialect,
e.g. s, r,and o to §, [, and e in the Magadht passages.

Finally the following observation of Steiner is well worth taking into consid-

eration for the editors of Sanskrit dramas:!?
One of the most important criteria for future critical revisions of play
editions is the comparative reading of accurately (or at least more
accurately) transmitted texts of the same literary genre as well as
texts and manuscripts of the same age and place of origin.

5.4 The translation and the notes

Translating the Agamadambara has proved to be a demanding enterprise. On
the one hand the translator is supposed to transmit (at least to a certain extent)
the literary qualities of the play, including Jayanta’s sense of humour and satire.
On the other hand the reader expects a clear interpretation of the complicated
arguments of the philosophical debates. Since I am not a native speaker of Eng-
lish, I could only make an attempt at producing a readable (and in some cases
hopefully enjoyable) translation. As for the second task, I have tried to formu-
late even the more demanding arguments in a lucid way, using square brackets
to add information that helps the understanding. Many excellent Sanskritists
helped to polish my translation, all remaining shortcomings are due to my in-
adequacy.

The reader will find long quotations in the notes from various Sanskrit works.
The aim of these quotations is to place Jayanta’s ideas in the intellectual context
of his age and thereby to make their interpretation more accurate. The notes
to the first act contain several extracts from the works of Dharmakirti and
Kumarila, Jayanta’s two main sources in presenting and refuting the Buddhist
theories of ksanikatva and vijnanavada. 1 have also quoted from satires dir-
ected against Buddhism in order to point out various patterns also used by
Jayanta. The majority of the notes written to the second act treat the prob-
lems of editing the Prakrit passages, but the Jain doctrine of anekantavada and
the mysterious sect of the nilambaras are also dealt with. The annotation to
the third act has quotations from Naiyayika-VaiSesika and Saiddhantika Saiva

12The reader will find references to these rules in the endnotes.
BSTRINER 2001, pp. 71f.
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A note on the edition and the translation

works, showing their affinity in the questions of proving transmigration and the
existence of God. Finally the most frequently cited texts in the notes to Act
Four are Yamuna’s Agamapramanya, which attempts to prove the authority
of Pancaratra, and Kumarila’s Tantravarttika, which presents a strictly ortho-
dox view of the validity of religious traditions, which is challenged by the more
liberal and pragmatic theory of sarvagamapramanya.
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