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1. FOR AN INTELLECTUAL HISTORY OF THE SANSKRIT KNOWLEDGE SYSTEMS

To have been invited to present the Gonda Memorial Lecture is an especially
great honor for someone like me who was trained in a philological style that
took the tradition of Dutch Indology as something of a model. I remember as
a college student gazing with awe at those fifteen light-blue volumes of Hendrik
Kern’s Verspreide Geschriften adorning the shelves of the Harvard Sanskrit Library.
And I still recall reading with a certain fascination Jan Gonda’s various essays:
his fifteen-page paper on the particle apz, to say nothing of his fifty-page analysis:
‘Altind. “anta-, “antara-, usw.” This kind of care for detail-this artisanal mastery—
does tend to focus the mind of the young student, and it did not take much to
convince me that this mode of inquiry is an absolutely necessary condition of
our disciplinary practice. What I have remained uncertain about my whole pro-
fessional life, however, is whether it is an altogether sufficient one. Not that
Gonda himself (to say nothing of Kern) would have believed that it was. Gon-
da’s own work always seems to aim at some higher-order synthesis—one thinks
of his own contributions to the History of Indian Literature ot Religionen Indiens—and
to be imbued with deep historical sensibilities. Although he concentrated on
the earliest monuments of Sanskrit culture, I believe he would have been sympa-
thetic to an inquiry into the history of the latest, which I offer in what follows.
What I want to show here, among other things, is that we can write a history
of Sanskrit learning in the ‘late premodern,’” or ‘early modern, period (c.
1550—1750)—taking these terms for the moment in a strictly chronological and va-
lue-neutral sense as virtually synonymous with precolonial, and thereby suspend-
ing judgment about these centuries as a global Sazzelzeit, as Reinhart Koselleck
has called it, and about modernity as a single (and singular) phenomenon, which
was introduced into South Asia with Western colonialism and capitalism. We
can write this intellectual history because there is a history to Sanskrit intellec-
tion. A historiographical project of this sort would hardly seem an audacious en-
terprise to most reasonable people, yet it brings me into disagreement with some
recent Indian and European scholars who, infected with a certain strain of post-
colonial nativism or neo-Orientalism, argue that such a history for India is tele-
ological, or even wotse, is a fundamental cultural misunderstanding, since it does
not conform with indigenous conceptual schemes or is even resisted by them.
We are witnessing the return of some of the oldest clichés in the field: that ‘the
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traditional Indian mind’—whatever that may refer to—envisions not the linear se-
quencing of events amenable to a historical narrative but rather a cyclic renewal
of cultural phenomena.

I find this attitude problematic for many reasons. The absence of an Indian
history [die Geschichte], assuming for the sake of argument that it is absent, does
not entail the absence of Indian history [das Gescheben]; mote subtly, even the ab-
sence of history [das Gescheben|, assuming for the sake of argument that this is
what we see, does not preclude the possibility of a history [die Geschichte]. The un-
historical has historicity, and cyclicity itself presupposes it; even demonstrating
stasis and repetition requires historiography. There is no insuperable contradic-
tion between a historical and a historicist reconstruction of a world less precom-
mitted to history than the modern West; we can still take seriously what they
took seriously, as I once put it, and take it historically, whether they took it his-
torically or even unhistorically.

I believe assertions of cyclical renewal are in fact a false generalization about
premodern Indian beliefs—seventeenth-century Indian scholars could provide a
very linear account indeed of their disciplines when they wished to do so." Even
if those assertions were true it would mean that we can never know anything
about traditional India but what traditional Indians themselves knew. To aban-
don historical analysis in the name of what some emphatically call ‘difference’
would be like abandoning heliocentric theory for geocentrism. That people in
the past held a geocentric view is crucial for us to know, but it does not mean
that in the past the earth did not go around the sun. It is entirely possible for
us to learn about premodern processes, even processes involving meaning and
its historicity, that premodern people did not reflect upon the same way we do
today.

If writing Indian intellectual history is thus not only conceptually justified but
necessary, the writing of it is, relatively speaking, the easy part. Far more com-
plex is the interpretation of that history in our present context, and herein—what
that history might mean to us—lies a second question I want to explore. The com-
plexity has two sources: First, our own context is not something we can suppress

" The problem of history writing in late premodern India is revisited in Narayana Rao
et al. 2001. I consider the constraints on historical textualization in Sanskrit culture
in Pollock 1989.
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by an act of sheer will, since it is constitutive of the very historiographical ven-
ture we are undertaking (philosophical hermeneutics has settled this matter). Sec-
ond, the issues our context generates are themselves complex, for they are inex-
tricably tied up with the triumph of capitalist modernity in India and the
truncated trajectory of Indian learning consequent upon this triumph. As a re-
sult, we must come to terms with the rise of a postcolonial attempt (often but
not always a reactionary indigenist attempt) to recuperate the grandeurs of a ci-
vilizational achievement from the cold ashes of the past as an alternative to the
present, and of a postmodern, or perhaps nonmodern, attempt (sometimes but
not always a progressively postmodern or nonmodern attempt) to transcend this
past and the inequities it bequeathed to the present.

The difficulty of understanding Indian intellectual history is compounded by
the effect of European history in shaping our understanding. Again, comparison
with the development of European knowledge is not something we can simply
choose to ignore, for both historical and theoretical reasons. The Sanskrit tradi-
tions of knowledge ended with the coming of that knowledge—not necessarily
because of it but certainly concurrently with it-and without understanding the
relative strengths of these two ways of knowing the wotld we cannot possibly
understand their historical, and historic, agon. Conceptually, it is obviously as
important to understand what enables a tradition to radically transform itself as
it is to understand what enables a tradition to secure continuity, and here early
modern European thought is especially valuable because the causal factors be-
hind the transformation are vividly highlighted. Yet a comparison of India with
the West does not produce an entirely unequivocal picture. In some cases, the ca-
tegories of literary theory for example, a remarkable symmetry between Indian
and BEuropean traditions lasted into the eighteenth century; in others, such as
the history of political theory, a sudden and profound divergence appeared in
the seventeenth century after a millennium of what seems a largely parallel devel-
opment. But in general, the comparative story of what made the West intellec-
tually modern and India intellectually premodern—accepting for a moment the
common assumptions—has not yet been told in any detail and so must be laboz-
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iously pieced together.” And it is unlikely to turn out to be a story with a tightly
unified plot, let alone a single moral.

I began the attempt to make sense of the late history of Sanskrit culture with
an essay that examined the history of literature, which I consider an especially
sensitive gauge of the vitality of a powet-culture order.” In that work, which
sought to provide a set of compass bearings of both a historical and a conceptual
sort for setting out across what for most Indologists is an almost uncharted ter-
rain, I noted that &drya and sdstra, literature and the knowledge systems, did
not develop according to the same historical rhythms. It is the rhythms of the lat-
ter that I want to explore now, while at the same time trying to address head-
on the interpretive challenge of the outcome of this historiography. In brief, this
challenge lies in figuring out how to chart a path between an Occidentalist nat-
rative of the inevitability of the triumph of capitalist modernity and an indigenist
belief in the perfected world of India before that modernity destroyed it.

It is not news to announce that, with the coming of modernity, the modernity
of colonialism, to India, one form of knowledge—an entire epistemological
scheme and cognitive map of great antiquity and influence—came to an end,
and another—one that was unfamiliar to Indians, that disqualified their own
knowledge as knowledge, that was modern in the way the West was then learn-
ing to define modernity—took its place. Much of the most influential scholarship
in South Asia studies during the past generation has been concerned to show just
this. Indeed, the more extreme formulation of this view adds the twist that the
new map and scheme were so powerful as to have actually invented what they
were mistakenly supposed to have destroyed, entailing a ‘traditionalization’ of
the Indian world in which kinds of knowledge and forms of practice took

* Kaviraj forthcoming observes that the one process central to modernity that lacks a
high theory is its ‘cognitive constitution.” The consequences of this lack will be ob-
vious in the unsatisfactory attempts that follow here to identify the salient features con-
stituting modernity in European aesthetic discourse, moral theory, and political
thought.

? Pollock z2002.
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on a reality they never had previously.* One might wonder, however, if the
greater part of this edifice of postcolonial scholarship isn’t built on sand, insofar
as it presupposes a level of understanding of the epistemological space invaded
by colonialism that has simply not yet been reached, not by a long shot. What-
ever sense we finally make of the colonial impact, I believe it can be shown that
Sanskrit fastra did experience a historic rupture at the dawn of modernity,
though not necessarily because of it, a rupture similar to that which occurred
in the case of £dvya, though according to a much different timetable (just as the
history of Latin literature differed from that of systematic thought in Latin).
Of course, parts of the ancient fastra tradition did preserve a residual existence
in various regions of India; some have even made a comeback in postmodernity
(@yurveda, forms of jyotipsastra, vastusastra, yoga). But many of the core components
of wyutpatti, or Sanskrit education, including the trivium of disciplines dealing
with language, discourse, and logic (§abda-, vikya-, and pramdina-sastra), did not
make that comeback. On the contrary, production in these knowledge forms—by
any reasonable criterion of what constitutes production significant for historical
studies or, more simply put, production of the sort that had marked the history
of these disciplines prior to the nineteenth century—came to an end.

The fact that the Sanskrit knowledge systems ceased to be creatively culti-
vated, and the reason why this happened, constitute an intellectual-historical
problematic of considerable interest. I want to open up a conversation on that
problematic by exploring some central questions concerning the later history
of Sanskrit thought—questions that are central not only to the history of the dis-
ciplines but to their subject matter (pertaining as they do to the sources of artistic
creation, moral authority, and political power). If we can gain some understand-
ing of what precisely this later history is, and how these disciplines looked in
the seventeenth century and early eighteenth century, just prior to the colonial

* The literatute on this coupure épistemologique is large. Any short list of recent contribu-
tions would have to include Cohn 1996, Prakash 1999, Dirks 2001, the various essays
of Washbrook, especially 1997, and the Subaltern Studies project as a whole (for an as-
sessment see Chakrabarty 2002). Newer scholarship has begun to explore the terrain
around the coupure from Indian sources: see for example, for the late eighteenth century,
Peabody 2001 and Wagoner 2003, and for the early nineteenth, Dodson 2002 and
Hatcher 1996.
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encounter, we may be in a better position to grasp why it was that ideas devel-
oped over two millennia ceded their primacy so completely to the new knowl-
edge forms that came from the West. I should add parenthetically that we can
justifiably speak of ‘Sanskrit knowledge systems’ (as we cannot do in the case
of, say, Latin) since these were not just forms of thought that found expression
7n Sanskrit, but also in many important cases—including grammar, hermeneutics,
moral theory, and to some extent poetics—forms of thought about Sanskrit, about
the language’s particular linguistic identity, peculiar social and ideological his-
tory (its connection with old revelation of the Vedas), and special resources (such
as the hypet-synonymy of a non-natural language).’ Sanskrit remains a stable ot-
ganizing framework, though the forms of knowledge it organized were far from
stable. As I show they had a remarkable history, if a finite one.

I have chosen to otrganize this exploration around the ancient grouping of the
three ‘ends of man’ (parusarthas): pleasure, power, and the moral order (kdwa,
artha, and dbarma). In the ideal-typical template of Indian culture, the purusirthas
have to be considered one of the primary geschichtliche Grundbegriffe, even if these
‘historical core concepts’—and I stress historical, since the concepts were under
constant reconstruction, as the following exposition demonstrates—were almost
never discussed as a group in the late premodern period. Indeed, the silence is
arguably due only to the fact that by then the purusirthas had taken on the char-
acter of common sense. In the discourse on political rule (#i#), for example,
though later authors seem largely to ignore the category, it is doubtful they
would have contested the Kamandakiyanitisira when it locates the whole purpose

’ To some degree this fact may help explain their non-translatability, though why such
systems as logic were not translated is more obscure. See Pollock 2005.
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of the polity in its enabling the realization of the three ends of man, while find-
ing no need whatever to argue the primacy of these ends.’

My treatment here expands on the traditional definitions and disciplines of the
purusarthas to include some of their more important representatives in sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century thought. This expansion is a consequence not of ca-
price but of a historically significant transformation that had occurred in the pro-
duction of these discourses. Thus, in the domain of pleasure I deal not with
the science of desire (kdmasistra) and sexual pleasure but with the science of litera-
ture (sabityasdstra) and le plaisir du texte—specifically the dispute over the soutces
or causes (betz) of literature and the discussion of the nature of emotional re-
sponse (rasa), which do in fact traverse the concerns of pleasure that kamasistra
treats. An additional, negative reason for my choice is the fact that during the
period under examination little of importance was written in Sanskrit in the do-
main of kdmasistra strictly construed.”

Even less was written in the domain of the science of power (arthasastra), again
strictly construed, though this diminution represents less a fall off from earlier
productivity than a continuation of the status quo ante. The science of power
was the least prolific of the various forms of systematic thought throughout In-
dian history. No significant independent text on the subject in Sanskrit was pro-
duced in the second millennium, with the possible exception of the Barbaspatya-
sitra (pethaps datable to the twelfth century, if I am right that it mentions the

¢ “The entire polity (rdjya) has thus been described. Its ultimate foundation is wealth,
along with the instruments [of force]. When taken in hand by a competent minister
it leads to the continuous fulfillment of the three ends of man’ (4.74)-i.e., for the people
as a whole; Sankararya in his Jayamangala commentary here suggests it is the ends of
the king that is meant (he cites Arthaiastra 1.4.1), yet this is not necessarily a contradic-
tion (note that in 1.15 a good king leads both himself and his people to the fulfillment
of the three ends). I now see that the political supplies a standard trope—perhaps zbe
trope—for discussions of the purusirthas throughout Indian intellectual history (Kane
1962-77, 3: 23941).

7 The texts offered in Zysk 2002 illustrate my point. A substantial production, rela-
tively speaking, of gamasistra texts in the vernacular is discernible in this period, but—if
the Brajbhasha evidence I have examined is in any way characteristic—this was largely
derivative of the medieval Sanskrit discourse of the Kokasistra and related texts (see
Pollock 2005).

11
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Hoysala or Seuna kings of the Deccan). Discourse on the political in Sanskrit
was not entirely absent, however; it had migrated to be almost completely ab-
sorbed within the larger analysis of the social-moral order (dbarmasistra), in par-
ticular, within the discourse on kingly duty (rgjadbarmasistra). The possible mean-
ings of the disappearance of political theory as an independent discipline is
something I return to in what follows.

The reason for my choice of source material in the science of the moral order
will be less obvious. While there is much to say about the structure of dharmasi-
stra in our period, there is almost nothing to say about its views on the sources
of moral knowledge. Only one of the major compendia (dharmanibandhas) of the
seventeenth century discusses this matter in any detail, though it had been a core
concern of ancient sitra, later smrt, and still later medieval commentarial tradi-
tions. The discipline that reflected most deeply on the soutces of knowing what
is ‘tight’ was mimansa, the science of (Vedic) discourse, or hermeneutics, espe-
cially the section of the system dealing with customary moral texts and practices
(the smrtipida, Pirvamimanmsasitra 1.3). Admittedly this is an old, even founda-
tional problematic of the system, but the question was reinvigorated in the pet-
iod under consideration with the striking revival of mimansa.

Although at first glance these may appear to be three separate forms of knowl-
edge, sabityasastra (standing in for Ramasdstra), rajadbarmasdstra (for arthasdstra),
and mimamsa (for dharmasastra) are entirely of a piece, certainly on the evidence
of the seventeenth-century materials examined here (in fact, numerous thinkers
contributed to all three discourses). In the concept of the purusarthas there lies
embedded a deep understanding about the interconnectedness of pleasure,
power, and the moral order, though so far as I can see the history and logic of
this conceptual network remains to be fully charted and understood by Indolo-
gists.” In the particular constellation of concerns to be addressed here we will

¥ Malamoud 1982. Surprisingly little scholarship exists on this topic, let alone scholar-
ship in a historical vein (Malamoud’s excellent article is imbued with the structuralism
of the 1960s). Equally understudied is the history of the expansion of the three ends
to four by the inclusion of moksa. The fifth-century lexicographer Amarasimha knew
both (Namalinganusisana 2.7.58), but the terminus ante quem remains unclear. I aim
eventually to synthesize my findings on the history of term from its origins in

mimamsa, where it is counterposed to kratvartha.

12
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see that the analysis of literature presupposes a certain shared understanding of
the formation of the moral person, and this knowledge for its part is critically
linked to the organization of power, the whole ensemble providing (as we just
saw) the raison d’étre of the polity. The same interlocking set of values is mani-
fest in the comparative materials 1 adduce from early modern England and
France, where ‘wit [i.e., literature], morals, and politics’ came to form something
of a unity for the first time in European history.”

The world of late premodern Indian knowledge is vast, and finding some way
to narrow it down is essential. I do that here by choosing what seem to me to
be representative persons and environments. Regional formations of the epoch
show diverse modes of political organization and hence of patronage structures.
The social world of knowledge in courtly Tanjavur (in today’s Tamilnadu) or
Orcha (Madhya Pradesh) differed from that in Varanasi with its apparently free-
lance scholars (though to be sure some residents of Varanasi, including two of
importance in this overview, Nilakantha Bhatta and Anantadeva, had connec-
tions to distant courts). Moreover, although some Sanskrit intellectuals, like
their works, patticipated in transregional networks of circulation, remarkable lo-
calized patterns manifest themselves, as in the development of regional disciplin-
ary specializations (including language analysis in Maharashtra, logic in Bengal,
and life science in Kerala). I do not pretend to explain these facts here, but I
am interested in whether we can find any place for place itself in the history of In-
dian thought of the epoch—whether scholarly production or ideas or methods
or standards may have varied in different places in line with their distinctive so-
cial features. I therefore choose scholars from a variety of milieus while focusing
on one: Varanasi, the capital of the Sanskrit seventeenth century.

Whether an ancient glory was being recreated here or was in fact being created
for the first time, Varanasi was the center of the Sanskrit intellectual world, and
the center of the center was the Bhatta family. We know a good deal about this
lineage of scholars, one of the most remarkable in Indian history, from what they
tell us in their own texts as well as from a family history written around 1600,

° Nisbet and Rawson 1997: 17.
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the Gadbivamisanucarita."® 'The Bhattas were originally Maharashtrian but had been
resident in Varanasi from the early sixteenth century, when the patriarch, Rame-
$vara, traveled from Paithan around 1522, among the first in what was to be a
steady stream of scholars immigrating from the region. The three scholars I deal
with here were contemporaries, brothers or first cousins, living in Varanasi in
the first quarter of the seventeenth century. The first is Kamalakara Bhatta, son
of Ramakrsna, grandson of Narayana, great-grandson of Ramesvara. As his pub-
lications find their way into print today and the full scope of his learning be-
comes clear, Kamalakara reveals himself as a brilliant if sometimes quite eccentric
scholar in a range of disciplines, including dharmasistra, mimamsi, and
alankdrasastra. 1t is his Kamaldkari commentary on the Kavyaprakasa that 1 use to
get a sense of the literary theory of the period.”” For the discoutse on power I
look at the Nitimayikha of Nilakantha Bhatta, Kamalakara’s cousin and son of
the great mimdmsaka Sanikara Bhatta (who was the younger brother of Kamala-
kara’s father, Ramakrsna, as well as the author of the family chronicle eatlier
mentioned and teacher of, among others, Bhattoji Diksita, the most important
grammarian of the century).”” Last, for the understanding of dharma 1 draw on
the Bhattadinakara of Dinakara, the elder brother of Kamalakara and father of
Visve$vara Bhatta, better known as Gaga, an equally notable intellectual and per-
sonality who completed (or perhaps co-authored) the Dinakaroddyota, his father’s
vast work on dharmasistra, and famously performed the royal consecration cete-
mony for the Maratha king Sivaji in 1674.

My other principal conversation partners are all scholars located in courtly en-
vironments. In the case of literary theory, I glance at the work of Rajacudamani
Diksita (fl. 1635). He attended the court of Tanjavur during the reign of Raghu-
natha, son of Acyuta. A student of Venkate$vara Diksita, he also wrote on

" The wotk was first made known in Haraprasad Shastti 1912. Benson 2001 gives a
summary of the poem; for other references to the family see Kane 1926: v—xlv and Sal-
omon 1985: XXiv—XXVii.

" His works are described at the end of his commentary on the Kavyaprakdsa discussed
below, and see New Catalogns Catalogorum s.v., and Kane 1962—77, vol. 1.2: 925 ff.

12
Benson 2001: 114.
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mimamsa and nyaya and produced a range of literary texts, completing (as he tells
us in his Kavyadarpana) the Yuddhakanda of the Bhojacampii in a single day.” For ri-
Jadbarma 1 examine the VViramitrodaya of Mitra Misra from the early seventeenth-
century court of Bir Singh Dev (r. 1605—27) at Orcha (the ‘Vira’ who accompanies
Misra in the title of his treatise). We know comparatively much about this dha-
rmasastrin and poet from the family history he provides in the Paribhasiprakdsa,
the introductory volume of his IVzramitrodaya. In addition he wrote the A nanda-
kandacampi, a poem on Mathura and Bir Singh Dev’s construction of the Krsna
temple there.” Last, for thinking through the later history of mimdimsa 1 refer oc-
casionally to the work of Vasudeva Diksita (fl. 1730), author of the little-known
if important Adhvaramimamsakutiibalavrtti (and of the better-known if less impor-
tant Balamanorama commentary on Bhattoji’s Siddbantakanmudi). According to
his own account he was the son of Mahadeva Vajapeyayagin (whom he describes
as an authority on the &alpasitras), and the student of Visve$vara Vijapeyayagin,
his elder brother. He had served as chief ritualist (adhwarys) of Ananda Raya, ‘em-
peror of the learned,” who himself was prime minister (amatyadburandara) of the
‘Bhosala Cola kings, Sahaji, Sarabhaji [i.c., Serfoji] and Tukkoiji’"’ T will have
more to say about these thinkers when addressing their works.

2. KAMA: ALANKARASASTRA AND THE END OF LITERARY THEORY

In order to get a sense of the state of literary theory in sixteenth- and seven-
teenth-century India, I want to look at two questions central to this theory,
one apparently narrow (but treated at greater length here) and one more expan-
sive (but treated more cursorily): the ‘causes’ of or factors in the creation of po-

" His philosophical works include a samgraha text called the Tantrasikbimani of 1637
(Mishra in Jha 1942: 57), a commentary on the Sastradipika, and a restatement of the
‘Sabdapariccheda’ of the Tattvacintimani called the Manidarpana.

" Viramitrodaya Paribbisaprakisa vv. 28 ff. The Anandakandacampii is dated Saka (i.e.,
v.s.) 1690, or 1633/34 C.E. He was the son of Parasurama Misra, himself a poet who re-
ceived the (curiously Brajbhasha) title Vanirasalaraya at the Mughal court (Kaviraj 1923).
" See the colophon to the Siddhantakanmudi with the Balamanorama p. 955. Tukkoiji (also
known as Tulaji) ascended the throne in 1729.

15

M:/Share/Knaw/oo81.Gonda/oz2-Binnenwerk.3d pag. 15 — 4-10-05



etry, and the nature of rasa, the emotional states engendered by a literary work.
We will consider these issues through two texts already mentioned, both of
which center on the Kavyaprakdsa of Mammata; the one, by Kamalakara, is an ac-
tual commentary; the other, Rajacudamani Diksita, is an adaptation or recasting

6
of Mammata’s work."”

It will be useful to begin by saying something about
the two texts themselves and the discursive formation of Sanskrit poetics of
which they formed part.

The genres of Sanskrit literary theory in the era under discussion were basi-
cally three: the independent treatise, ot prakarapa; what we can call the adapta-
tion; and the commentary. Independent treatises were comparatively rare, and
only a handful are well known today, including Jagannatha’s Rasagangidhara (c.
1640, probably Delhi) and Viéve§vara’s A larkdrakanstubba (c. 1675, Almora). Even
specialists are usually unaware of the few others, which include Vi§vanatha De-
va’s Sahityasudhasindbn (before 1604, probably Varanasi) and Gokulanatha Upa-
dhyaya’s Rasamabdrpava (c. 1675, Mithila/Varanasi). A more common genre—and
in fact one apparently peculiar to alarikdrasistra—was the adaptation, sometimes
unacknowledged but usually obvious. This occasionally produced something
quite new, such as the Kmalayinanda (based on Jayadeva’s Candraloka) of Appayya
Diksita (fl. 1550), but more often only provided a new bottle for very old wine,
as with the Kavyavilisa of Ramadeva Cirafijiva Bhattacarya (c. 1720, Dhaka), simi-
larly an abbreviation of Jayadeva’s work but one that circulated widely despi-
te—or pethaps precisely because of-its slightness.”” Mote important than either
of these genres was the commentary. As in the European scholastic tradition,
commentary was the privileged mode of scholarly production not only in alai-
karasastra but also in rgjadbarma discoutse and in mimansa, but it had a special lo-
gic in the first of these knowledge systems.

The development of alasikdrasistra as a discipline was shaped from the start by
the absence of a foundational text (Bharata’s third- or fourth-century Natyasastra

' The recent editions of the Kayyadarpana and the Kamalikari are both flawed. For the
former, the editio princeps of 1926 must still be used; for the latter, one must resign one-
self to guessing. A French translation of the Kavyadarpana by Francois Grimal is forth-
coming.

"7 For the Kuvalayinanda see Bronner 2004, 2002; on the Kavyavilisa, Pollock 2002: 422

n. 63.
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never occupied this position except in the discourse on rasa).”® The major points
on the system’s historical map can be plotted as the self-nomination (and rejec-
tion) of potential claimants to this title. The fact that the prakarana genre in alasn-
karasastra largely disappeared after the middle of the seventeenth century may
be a sign that the quest had ended. What is certain is that a claimant had been cho-
sen: Mammata himself. The primacy of his Kavyaprakdsa (eatly eleventh century)
in the canon of Sanskrit literary theory was a gradual development, not a seven-
teenth-century creation. The commentary industry on the text began not long
after it was composed, with Ruyyaka (in Kashmir) and Manikyacandra (in Gujar-
at), both around 1150. More than sixty commentaries followed, generation upon
generation, a figure that may well exceed the total on all the other alaikdra works
combined. A disproportionate number of these were produced in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries and mostly in Mithila, Bengal, and Varanasi.”

The remarkable intensity of the discussion found in late premodern alarikdra
texts—from Appayya’s Kuvalayananda in the mid-sixteenth century to Bhimasena
Diksita’s Kavyaprakdsasudbasigara in the eatly eighteenth—was, however, not sus-
tained. It has proved impossible, for me at any rate, to identify a single significant
contribution to the millennium-long conversation on the nature of literature
that was produced after about 1750. Consider the picture of Sanskrit literary the-
ory from the eighteenth century onward offered in a recent overview: With the
notable exception of Visve§vara Pandita, none of the dlasikdrikas identified for
this later era-prominent among those listed are Nrsimha Kavi of Mysore and
Acyutaraya Modak of Maharashtra (both mid-eighteenth century)—were serious
contributors to the discipline, whether in terms of intellectual substance or disci-
plinary influence (measured, for example, by the circulation of their works).*

® See Bronnet 2004.

" Commentaries from south India are rare before the seventeenth century. I count
only two, both from Andhra. A systematic study of the spatiotemporal distribution
of the text is a desideratum.

*® Krishna 2002: 268 ff., an overview worth citing though often erroneous (for exam-
ple, the Prataparudriyayasobbisapa is not ‘an influential text’ in the ‘subsequent period™—
i.e., subsequent to Jagannatha, fl. 1650; it dates to the early fourteenth century; see also
notes 64 and 113). A glance at Acyutaraya’s commentary on the Bhaminivilisa of Jagan-
natha suffices to reveal how minor is the intelligence at work.

17

M:/Share/Knaw/oo81.Gonda/oz2-Binnenwerk.3d pag. 17 — 4-10-05



The later history of alanikdrasastra thus exhibits one among what we will see is a
series of intellectual ruptures, even more clearly and indisputably in evidence
in rdjadharma and mimamsa, that affected many of the Sanskrit shastric traditions.
Something unprecedented had evidently occurred to produce a fissure that was
too deep to allow the creative tradition to ever reconstitute itself.

It must have been rather late in his career that Kamalakara Bhatta wrote his
commentary on the Kavyaprakdsa ‘for the diversion of his virtuous son Ananta
and the pleasure of the learned,’ since at its end he refers to the various contribu-
tions he had made over his lifetime to nydya, vyikarapa, mimamsa (both Bhatta
and Prabhakara; the one work he names among the ‘twenty’ he boasts of is his
as yet unpublished commentary on the Tantravirttika), vedanta, Sraunta, and dbarma-
Sdstra (there is an allusion to his Nirpayasindbu). At the start of the work Kamala-
kara acknowledges that there are ‘thousands of commentaties on the Kavyapraka-
Sa, but still, the learned will come to see that his Kawalikari possesses a certain
supetiotity (vifesa) over all the others.”” One distinctive feature of the work that
this kind of reflexivity seems to herald is its function as supercommentary, or to-
talizing metacommentary, vetting every earlier exegesis KKamalakara had access
to. Thus in the opening comment-on how to define the word ‘book’ (grantha)
with which Mammata opens his work—Kamalakara cites the commentaries on
Mammata of Paramananda, Stivatsalafichana, Devanatha, Latabhaskara, and
‘the authot of the Madhumati, Subuddhi Miséra. Elsewhete he refers to the com-
mentaries of Sarasvatitirtha (from Andhra); Govinda Thakkur, the author of
the Pradipa; Candidasa; and the ‘author of the Mani’ (presumably Lauhitya Bha-
tta Gopala Suri, author of the Sabityacudimani, and also a southerner). This list re-
presents almost every major commentator on the work—four centuries of scho-
larship from across the subcontinent-apart from the two twelfth-century
inaugurators mentioned earlier.

In his Kavyadarpapa Rajacudamani Diksita follows a radically different proce-
dure. He incorporates the structure and much of the substance from the Kaivya-
prakdsa (though without ever identifying this is what he is doing). In this the
Kavyadarpapa may be indebted to Appayya’s Kuvalayananda, but the procedure here

*' Kamalikariv.3. He makes the same argument in the Nirpayasindbu: ‘Learned men and
their compositions exist by the tens of millions; but some may be able to tecognize a
special brilliance in this work of mine’ (v. 8).
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appears to be far less radical. Like Kamalakara—and unlike a number of their pre-
decessors—Rajacudamani came to praise and not to bury Mammata, and his sup-
plements to the master are few and far between.

As is the case with the other §stras examined in the course of this monograph,
it is no easy thing to determine what is new, whether in method or substance,
in the works of either Kamalakara or Rajacudamani Diksita, since the ability to
securely identify an innovation presupposes familiarity with the entire antece-
dent history of the discipline. We can, however, get some sense of what is typical
in their intellectual projects by examining the two central problems in alasikdra-
Sastra named eatlier: the account of the causal factors of poetry and the treatment
of the nature of rasa.

Many readers will remember that Mammata identifies three causal factors in
the coming-into-being of kavya: fakti (sometimes called pratibba), that is, talent
(ot inspiration); nipupatd, learning, ‘the examination of systematic knowledge as
well as actual life’; and abbydsa, training, ‘derived from the instruction of experts
in literature.”* As Kamalakara explains, the three elements together form a com-
posite cause (like the pottet’s wheel, his stick, the clay, and the rest, which are
all required for producing a pot). They are not disaggregated causes, each of
which is capable of producing the same effect (as a twirling stick and a magnify-
ing glass can equally and independently produce the same effect, fire). And in-
deed, this had been the position of theorists since the late seventh century and
the work of Dandin, who presents these three as constituting a single unified
cause.” There is nothing noteworthy in Kamalakara’s discussion with one ex-
ception: his report of the dispute on this issue between those he calls the praiiica)

** Kavyaprakasa 1.3: Saktir nipupatd lokasdstrakavyidyaveksandt | kavyajiasiksayabhydsa iti he-
tus tadudbhave |.

** The rest of the prehistory to the dispute about to be recounted-including Dandin’s
list of causal factors (natural genius or inspiration, deep and unadulterated learning,
and intense application, naisargiki ca pratibha, Srutam ca bahu nirmalam, amandas cabbiyogap,
Kavyddarsa 1.103) and the various challenges to Dandin that are offered in Vagbhata
and others (cf. Kedaranath Ojha’s review in his edition of Rasagarngidbara, vol. 1: 25-
35; the most detailed eatly account is in Rudrata’s Kavyalarikdra, see Durgaprasad’s note
in Sabityadarpana p. 3)—is ignored by the late-medieval commentators on the Kavyapra-
kdsa and so can be ignored here.
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and the napyas, the ‘ancient’ and the ‘new’ scholars. The prajicaf—here he cites a
verse to this effect-understood talent as the cause of the creation of a poem,
learning as the cause of its beauty, and training as the cause of its being fully
achieved (abhivrddbi). ‘It is true, as the ancients argued,” Kamalakara continues,
‘that we sometimes find in children and others that poetry can come into being
without learning or training, merely by way of talent. In such cases, however,
we must assume that learning and training were cultivated in a previous birth.
The new scholars, however, dispute this assumption in the case of a child genius
since it is circular: learning and training acquired in a previous birth can only
be counted as causes once you have granted the assumption that they actually oc-
curred, but that assumption would never be granted if they were not reckoned
as causes in the first place. In any case, they say, a multiplicity of causes cannot
be definitively proved; that is why Mammata speaks of ‘cause’ in the singular,
not the plural (betur na tu hetavah).”* Accordingly, the nayvas conclude, talent alone
must be the cause, not the other two; indeed, it is only on this interpretation that
it is possible to make sense of Mammata’s expression §aktip kavitvabijaripal sanm-
skaravifesah, ‘talent is the supreme (-77pa) seed of one’s being a poet.” Kamalakara
for his part accepts that the totality of the three constitute the cause.”
Rajacudamani Diksita, in his discussion of the question, agrees with Kamala-
kara that the three factors must combine to produce a poem as well as to make
it beautiful in the sense of being capable of manifesting rasa: “‘When disaggre-
gated, none can function as an independent cause, but only has the capacity to

** The obvious objection to this interpretation, that it contradicts Mammata’s own at-
gument in his sr##i, where he explicitly speaks of the factors as ‘conjoined and not dis-
aggregated’ (samudita na tu vyastah), is dismissed by the moderns cited in Srivatsalafichana
below, n. 29.
» Kamalikari, end of page 8 through lines 1—2 on page 9: yady api nipupatabhyasan vinapi
Saktimatrad balidan kavyotpattir drsyate tathapi tatra janmantariyayos tayoh kalpanam. . . . tad n-
ktam

kavitvam jayate Sakter vardbate "bhydsayogatap |

asya carutvanispattan vyutpattis tu gariyasi ||

iti praficah. navyas tu na bilake<na> pragbhaviyayos tayoh kalpanam anyonyisrayat. siddhe hi
tayoh kalpane kdranatvam kdaranatvaii ca tatkalpanam iti. napy arthasamajo vinigamandabhavat. atah
kdrapam dha betup [ read: abeti] kdranam nktva svarapam abety [ca ] ekatvasravandc chaktir eva

kdrapatvam netaran. ata eva Saktan kavitvabijaripa ity uftam netarayor ity ahup.
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confer its individual property.” Since Mammata will define literature as a unity of
word and meaning that is devoid of faults (dosa) and endowed with expression-
forms (guna) as well as with figures of sound and sense, no one causal factor
can account for it. On the contrary, all three are necessary, and their functions
are distributed according to Mammata’s definition of poetry: talent is the cause
of the absence of faults in a poem (/Sabddrthau | adosan), training the cause of its
having expression-forms (sagunan), learning the cause of its capacity to manifest
rasa. Rajacudamani Diksita caps his discussion by quoting the same verse that
Kamalakara attributes to the ancients.”®

By the end of the century these two positions in the debate between the old
and the new scholars were no longer being reported as legitimate alternatives,
if that is what they still were even for Kamalakara and Rajacudamani Diksita.
Bhimasena Diksita, who completed his commentary on Mammata in 1723 (in
Kanyakubja or perhaps Varanasi), contends that although talent, learning, and
training are distinct both in their natures and in their causal consequences, it is
only in combination that they achieve results with respect to their effect: the crea-
tion of ‘literature,” which is specified as an object of knowledge that produces
an awareness of rasa. The view of the zavyas, on the other hand, must be rejected:

It is erroneous to deny the causal efficacy of learning and training on the
grounds that the creation of poetry can be seen in the case of a Dimbha
[i.e., a poete naif], since these two factors must have been present in an earlier
birth. Nor is there any circularity in this reasoning. When a Devadatta [i.c., a
John Doe| produces poetry in his childhood, only unrefined readers will
not ridicule it. When he produces poetry in his youth after some learning,
common readers will praise it. When he produces poetry in his adulthood
by virtue of talent, learning, and training, it is treated with respect by refined
readers since it is capable of producing an awareness of rasa. Thus, actual ex-
perience demonstrates that all three are the cause of poetry. Given this proof
of their causal efficacy, in the case [of a Dimbha| where learning and training

26 Kavyadarpapa pp. 9-10: vyastds tu na samagri kim tu svaripayogya ity arthal . . . trayapim
arthasamadje sati tattadvisesapopabitam sc., adosasagupavisesapopahitam) kavyam api nilaghatavar

sampadyate.
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cannot have taken place yet, we must conjecture that they occurred in a former
birth.*

If we follow the track of the little hints offered by Kamalakara and Rajacudamani
Diksita, and their fuller exposition in Bhimasena Diksita, about the dispute be-
tween praficah and navyas on the sources of poetry, we will eventually find our
way back to the works of one Stivatsalafichana Bhattacarya, a name few readers
are likely to have heard before. His time and place are uncertain: he probably
lived in mid-sixteenth-century Orissa and perhaps attended the court of King
Mukunda Deva (r. c. 1558-68).”® There is no uncertainty, however, about his ob-
session with Mammata’s Kayyaprakdsa: he wrote a commentary on it, the Sdrabo-
dhbini; an adaptation of it, the Kavyapariksa; and a full frontal assault, the Kapyanr-
ta (a work appropriated wholesale by another #avya scholar two generations later,
Siddhicandra, at the court of Jahangir). In the commentary he argues thus:

Now, the #apyas say that talent (fz£2) is the only cause, not the other two, since
without them a Dimbha can produce poetry. And they explain [Mammata’s|
gloss when he speaks of “a cause, not causes’ as signifying that there is only a sin-
gle cause, exceptional talent, even though [Mammata] speaks of ‘the three as
a composite, not as disaggregated.” And [they further argue] that [this singu-
larity of the cause of poetry] is why the text speaks of ‘an exveptional seed of
poet-hood.” They get the sense of ‘exceptional’ from the grammarians’ defini-
tion of the suffix -r4pa/ p |. ‘Exceptional’ for its part connotes having a neces-
sary prior existence independent of any other factor. The other two factors

7 Sudhdsagara p. 77: yat tavat dimbhena kavyotpadanin na nipuntabbyasayoh kdrapatety nktam tat
pramadikam. tayor janmantariyayoh sattvat. na canyonydsrayap. devadattena balyavasthayam krtam
kavyam sahrdayetaranupahasaniyam. nipipativasad yanvanavasthayam krtam sadharapaib §laghyam
Jdtam. idanim praudhivasthayam Saktinipupatabbyasavasit sabrdayavyvabarapiyam rasodbodbasa-
martham kriyata iti vyavahdrepa trayapam karapatiyah siddbatvat. evam ca siddbe karapatve yatra
nipupatabhyasayoh asambbavas tatra janmantatriyatvam kalpaniyam.

Bhima’s animosity is virulent toward earlier critics of Mammata in general and
Stivatsa in particular, whom he criticizes repeatedly.
** Ramamurti (ed. Kavyamrta p. ii), on the basis of two verses in the Kavyamrta, corrects
Vaidya’s fourteenth-century guess from a very weak argument from silence (ed. Kavya-

pariksd p. 13).
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[learning and training]| are not of this sort; such is the idea. And they also de-
scribe this as the natural interpretation in the context, since [Mammata| goes
on to speak of the ‘cause of [poetry]” and not ‘causes.” Nor it is possible to
say that the case of Dimbha contradicts this view, insofar as he does possess
[learning and training]| though inherited from a previous existence. [ The pos-
sibility of] this [the #aryas’ opponents say] is something corroborated by the
[scriptural passage stating that] “Whatever [charity or study or penance] one
practices in birth after birth [sc., is never lost but will eventually bear fruit|’
[untraced]. For this constitutes circular reasoning: you can conjecture the ex-
istence of learning and training [in a previous birth] only once you accept that
they are in fact causes, but they can only be reckoned causes once you have
conjectured that they must have existed.”

That Srivatsa is referring to his own view when speaking of the position ‘of the
navyas’ is certified in his Kavyamrta when he dismisses Mammata’s notion (which
he secks to reinterpret in his commentary) as completely fatuous (#u#echa) for the
same reason he gives in the just-quoted passage.’® It is Srivatsa’s words that
Bhimasena Diksita cites verbatim when describing the #avya position, while the
circular argument that Kamalakara and later writers demote to the status of a
mere prima facie view is the one Stivatsa accepts as final. Moreover, in his Kavya-
pariksa Srivatsa seems to affiliate himself with the navyas (ot navinas)-indeed, he
may have been the very first literary theorist in India to do so.”’

It would be inappropriate, even in this abbreviated reconstruction, to neglect
the rather curious denouement to the story provided by Jagannatha Panditaraja

*9 Sarabodbini vol. 1 pp. 72-73: atra navyah. Saktir eva kdrapam naparan tabbyam vina dintbhena
kayyotpadandd ity ahup. yatra trayah samuditih na tu vyastds tatrapy eka eva Saktiripo betur na tn
hetavaly it vrttam [vrttim ] api gamayanti. ata evoktam kavitvabijariipa iti. prakarse ripa ity anusa-
sanat |P. 5.3.66] prakrstam bijam ity artho labhyate. tathd ca prakrstam ananyathasiddhiniyatapi-
rvavarti. anyayos tn na tathabbdva iti bhavah. ata evdsya karanam abety nktam. na tu karapaniti
granthasvarasam api varpayanti. na ca dimbbe *pi pragbhaviyayos tayoh sattvan na vyabhicarap. ata
eva janma janma yad abhyastam ity uktam iti vacyam. anyonydsraydt. tatha bi siddbe karapatve tayol
kalpanam tasmins ca sati karapatvam iti.

3¢ Kavyamrta p. 2: trayah Saktinipupatabbydsd betnr ity nktam. tad api tuccham. dimbhadan ka-
vyotpattidariandt Sakter eva hetutvat.

' Kapyapariksa pp. 6, 7 (regarding certain aspects of vyagjana), cf. introduction p. 12.

23

M:/Share/Knaw/oo81.Gonda/oz-Binnenwerk.3d pag. 23 — 4-10-05



in the mid-seventeenth century. He seeks to occupy at once virtually both posi-
tions, the navya and the pricina, and thereby suggests how the conversation had

run its course:

The sole causal factor of [poetry] is the inspiration of the poet, which is the
presentation-to-the-mind of the words and meanings necessaty to compose
a poem. . . . The causal factor of inspiration, in turn, is either a transcendent
element produced by such things as the grace of a god or a great personage,
or exceptional learning or training in the creation of poetry. The causal factor
[of inspiration] is not, however, this group of three as a whole. Inspiration
can arise even without those two other factors and solely from the grace of a
great personage, as in the case of a gifted child. Here one must not conjecture
that the other two must have occurred in a former birth, since such an argu-
ment lacks parsimony and empirical proof, whereas the effect can be otherwise
explained. [ Jagannatha here reviews the narrow conditions under which one
might invoke events of a former birth.] Nor can one assert that the ‘transcen-
dent element’ itself can be the sole cause |[of inspiration]. We find that some-
times, in the case of a person trying over an extended period of time to write
a poem but failing to do so, inspiration can somehow manifest itself after
learning and training have taken place, and here, if one were to accept the
transcendent element as the sole cause of inspiration, it would have to have
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been present prior to learning and training [and so should have enabled the
poet to produce a poem].**

This is the #avya position in appearance only. Jagannatha does refer explicitly to
‘those who hold that the triad of talent and so on all together are the cause’ of
poetry and ‘those who hold that talent alone is the cause’ (p. 11 lines 4—5), but
he seems to want to chart a middle course—to have his chapati and eat it too:
He may elevate inspiration to the status of sole cause, like the napyas, but he
smuggles learning and training in through the back door by shifting attention
from the three soutces of poetry to the three sources of inspiration. As for the
actual zavya position, contemporary and succeeding commentators on Kavyapra-

3* Rasagangadbara pp. 9—11: tasya ca kdrapam kavigatd kevald pratibba. si ca kdvyaghatanannkir-
lasabdarthopasthitip . . . tasyas ca betup kvacid devatamabapurusaprasadidijanyam adystam. kvacic
ca vilaksanavyutpattikavyakaranabhydsau. na tu trayam eva. balddes tan vinapi kevalan mahapurusa-
prasadid api pratibhotpatteh. na ca tatra tayor janmantariyayoh kalpanam vicyam. ganravan mand-
bhavat kdryasyinyathapy npapattes ca . . . napi kevalam adystam eva kdranam ity api Sakyam vadi-
tum. kiyantamcit kdlam Ravyam kartum asaknuvatah katham api samjitayor vyutpattyabhydsayoh
pratibbayip pradurbbavasya darsanat. tatrapy adrstasyangikare prag api tabhyam tasyah prasaktep.

The Candriloka, an influential earlier work, only seems to prefigure this by declaring
that ‘inspiration alone along with learning and practice are the cause of poetry’ (pratib-
haiva Srutibhyasasabitd kavitam prati | hetup, 1.6). This of course is actually the position of
Mammata himself, whereas the simile Jayadeva offers—in the same way that earth and
water are necessary for a seed to produce a vine’~shows that talent is only primus inter
pares. This is corroborated by the commentator Vaidyanatha Payagunda (spastam cedam
prakasidan), who adds that other positions (e.g., that talent alone is the cause of poetry)
do not need to be refuted since the author of the main text doesn’t accept them (grantha-
krdasammatatvid anyathoktir api aphala syad).

Gokulanitha interestingly denies that God’s grace can cause inspiration, since it is a
general cause, like time, and cannot be attributed a causal force for a specific effect like
the creation of literature (p. 78).
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kdsa, such as Jayarama Nyayapaficinana, the late seventeenth-century logician of
Bengal, continued to reject it.*

Such, in short, is what we know about this small controversy, a mere footnote
in the late medieval commentaries on Kavyaprakdsa (with a divagation in Jaga-
nnitha). But it is precisely this reticence or modesty that merits attention in
thinking through the late history of Sanskrit poetics. The same curious tension
between discursive reticence and conceptual salience holds true for the second

topic, the problem of rasa, or emotion in literature, about which I will be briefer

3 Kavyaprakdsatilaka vov—11t: nanu pratibhaiva kavyabetnr napar[an] tabhyam vinipi balaka-
$ya kavyadarSandd iti cen na. pirvam akal v Jau vyutpattyabhydsanantaram kavitari pratibbaya api
vyabbicarenabetu/ tva | prasangat fasyds tatra sattve prag api kdvyotpdadaprasangat tajjanmani tatra
df e Jv[ at Jaradbanadiripapratibhakaranavirabac ca. atha pragjanmadrjitapratibbaiva kalavisesam
apeksya kavyam janayati yagadijanyapirvam iva svargam iti cen na. nipupatiya abhydasasyaiva va
pragbhaviyakdlavisesasahakrtasya tajjanakatvancityat. dystena nirvabad adrstakalpananancityat . .
. na ca siddhe karapatve ‘nayoh kalpanam tasmins ca tayoh siddbir ity anyonyasrayah. saktikalpane
'pi tulyatvat. ‘Some assert that inspiration alone is the cause of poetry, not the other
two [education and practice], since we find a child able to compose poetry even with-
out them. That assertion is false [for three reasons]: (1) when a person is at first unable
to compose poetry but then becomes able to do so after education and practice have ta-
ken place, we would be forced to conclude that inspiration is not a cause because it is
not constant [in the causal process]; (2) if inspiration were present in the person prior
[to education and practice] he should have been producing poetry; (3) in that very birth
[the child poet] lacks the causal factors that produce inspiration, such as worship of
the gods. One might reply that inspiration could have been acquired in an earlier birth
but must await its particular moment to produce poetry, just as the transcendental ele-
ment (apzirva) produced through sacrifice and the like [must await its particular moment
to produce] heaven. That would be false, too. We could equally claim [in the case of
the child poet] that it was learning or practice acquired in an earlier birth and later
aided by a particular moment that was more properly the causal factor in producing
poetry. For if we can explain something empirically it is inappropriate to conjecture
a metaphysical cause. . . . Nor is there any circular reasoning in the fact that only once
[education and practice] have been established as causal factors can one conjectute
them [to be present in the child poet] and they can only be established to be such once
you have conjectured them to be present. For precisely the same objection can be le-
veled against the conjecture of talent. (Kavyaprakdsatilaka 1ov—11r; I owe several emen-
dations here to suggestions from Ashok Aklujkar).
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precisely because the controversy was even less engaged than that concerning the
sources of poetry.

The problem of rasa is more precisely the problem of the number of rasas, for
late premodern theorists were concerned with no other (a limitation that has im-
plications of its own), given that the principal lineaments of rasa theory had long
been established. There had been eatlier paradigm shifts in the discourse on rasa:
Anandavardhana’s discovery (in the mid-ninth century) of implicature (dhvani)
as the linguistic mechanism of 7asa, and, more important, Abhinavagupta’s shift-
ing of the analytic focus from the process of the creation of emotion in literature
to that of its reception.’* (As much as any other work, and perhaps more than
Abhinava’s own writings, it was Mammata’s textbook treatment in the genera-
tion following Abhinava that was responsible for the diffusion of the novel doc-
trine.) But the most important aspect of the classical doctrine, which merits spe-
cial notice in the context of a consideration of later Sanskrit alasikarasistra, was
left untouched: the permeation of aesthetic theory by social theory.

This social aesthetic is something evident from the very inauguration of the
discussion in Bharata’s Nagyasistra, though it becomes fully transparent from
the time of Abhinavagupta’s student Ksemendra (fl. 1050), who turned the un-
derlying idea of propriety, aucitya, ‘a state of being in accordance with the nature
of a person or thing, into the core of his concept of literature; propriety, he an-
nounced, is the very life force (jwita) of rasa.’ Even eatlier thinkers such as Ana-
ndavardhana and Bhoja (fl. 1025) had implicitly accepted this. Thus they held that
in order to achieve 7asa any traditional story should be revised if necessary in or-
der to accord with the social proprieties (aucitya) that underlie and thus support
rasa. So Bhoja:

If one were to compose a literary work on the basis of a story just as it is found
to exist in the epics, it could come about that [one character,| though acting
properly, might not only fail to attain the desired result but might attain pre-
cisely the result he does not desire; whereas [another character,] though acting
improperly, might attain the result [he desires|. In such cases, emendation

3* Pollock 1998a.
¥ Aucityaviciracarca v. 7: ucitam prabur acaryah sadysam kila yasya yad | ncitasya ca yo bhavas tad
aucityam pracaksate || For propriety as the lifeforce see v. 4.
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must be made in such a way that the character acting propetrly is not denied
the result he desires, whereas the other not only should fail to attain his desire
but should also attain what he does not want. Such is what [the category pra-
tisamskaryetivrtta, ‘emendable history’] causes us to understand.’®

This is even more explicitly enunciated by Abhinavagupta: ‘If the interests of
caste and family were not thereby to be achieved, sexual desire must not be repre-
sented [in a drama] at all, because it does not lead to the fulfillment of the ends
of man.”*’” In other wotds, for both Bhoja and Abhinavagupta—indeed, for the
tradition of Sanskrit literary theory as a whole—to produce authentic emotion,
rasa, the literary text must reproduce knowledge of the dominant moral order.

By the time of Jagannatha, Sanskrit literature had been virtually prohibited—
not too strong a word, I think—from in any way surprising the reader with varia-
tions on the socially typical, let alone deviations from it. And the theory of aes-
thetic sentiment, too, had become transformed into a theory of aesthetic
moralism. Consider the social-moral boundaries of the emotions underlying each
of the rasas according to Jagannatha:

Desire for an inappropriate object (a teachet’s wife, a goddess, a queen), desire
that is not reciprocated, desire on the part of a woman for more than one
lover: none of these can produce the erotic rasa in its pure or authentic form.
A fathet’s grief for a son who is querulous and wicked, or grief on the part
of an ascetic [who has given up all attachments]; transcendental disenchant-
ment with life (#rveda) on the part of an untouchable, who has no right to par-
ticipate in transcendental Vedic knowledge; martial energy on the part of a
low-born man, or anger on the part of a timorous man or directed toward
someone like one’s father; amazement in response to a mere magic trick;
laughter directed at one’s father; fear in a hero; disgust felt for the fat or flesh
or blood of a sacrificial animal—all these produce merely the semblance of

3 Spigaraprakasa p. 746: itibasesu yathisthitavrttopanibandhane nyayapravytter apy aphalava-

ttvam anistavaptiphalatvam ca dysyate anydyapravytter api phalayogo 'vadbaryate. tatra tatha prati-

sapskaro vidheyo yatha nydyapravriter eva phalayogabbinivrttir vipraritasya nisphalatvanistavapti
bbavata iti vyutpadayati.

37 Abhinavagupta in Natyasdstra p. 305: nijajatikulanuripasampadabhive tu ratip purusartha-

rapatvabhavad anupadesya.
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the rasas of (respectively) pity, tranquility, the heroic, cruelty, wonder, the co-
mic, terror, and loathing.

If rasa is a way of speaking about the literary promulgation of an ideal-typical
social ordet, rasabbdsa, ‘rasa-in-appearance-only,” which had eatlier been seen as
an essential component of literature (there could be no Ramdyana without Rava-
na’s love-in-appearance-only for Sita), seems now to be viewed not as its neces-
sary complement-something required to complete that ideal type—but as the lit-
erary promulgation of an immoral order against which theory imposed
increasingly harsh strictures. Desire for someone beyond one’s station (a queen,
a teachet’s wife), like desire for someone who does not share it or a woman’s de-
sire for more than one lover, violates this order and so is a false feeling. So,
too, is a father’s grief for a wicked son, or an untouchable’s quest for wisdom.
Low-born men do not or cannot show heroism, nor can cowards express anget,
or heroes fear. Laughter and rage toward a father are as much violations of this
order as disgust in the face of sacrificial slaughter. All these are inversions, so
to speak, of real eroticism and pity and heroism. Real sentiments, moreover,
are absolute and unchanging, not situational and adaptive.’® For Jagannatha, ra-
sabhdsa has become an index not only of a different order of literature but of an
inferior, even reprehensible, kind of literature—no longer a category for explain-
ing the dynamics of affect in the complex narratives that mark real life but a sign
of the unwanted intrusion of real life into literature.

Thus the core theory of rasa was, if anything, being strengthened in our per-
iod. Only two counterdevelopments can be found, so far as I can tell, both of
them framed as taxonomical problems concerning the number of rasas. This
too was an old question-Bhoja had dealt with it in the most trenchant manner,
adjudging the multiple rasas to be mere epiphenomena and reducing them to

3 Rasagangidhara p. 122. When Jagannitha discusses what is suggested in a verse depict-
ing Draupadi’s glances at her five new (or soon-to-be) husbands, we get a sense of
how complex was the dispute of the ancients and moderns. The navyas, he tells us, con-
sider this is a case of rasabbisa because the objects of her desire are multiple, whereas
the praiicas restricted the dbhdsa of §rigara to a case of multiple lovers to whom the wo-
man is not married (p. 121)-not something that construes at all easily with the ‘new’ po-
sitions highlighted in our discussion so far. See further on these questions in Pollock

20014, from which the above two paragraphs are adapted.
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one underlying Ur-affect, Passion (§r7gdra, to be distinguished from the rasa of
that name, ‘passion,” or the erotic). One of these counterdevelopments is well
known. The religious movement inaugurated by the charismatic figure Caitanya
(d. 1533) had prompted Sanskrit intellectuals in Bengal to elevate bbakti, or reli-
gious devotion, to the status of a rasa (whereas eatlier, given the impossibility
of consummating such love—in the normal sense of ‘consummate’™it had been ta-
ken as the very paradigm of a bhdva, a feeling unable to be nourished into the full
emotion denoted by rasa). Both Kamalakara and Rajacudamani Diksita had the
chance, in their treatment of Kavyaprakdsa 4.29 (where the classical formulation
is repeated), to challenge the idea that the rasas are limited in number, and neither
did so. Both are also silent about the provocation of bbakti rasa, a silence that is
even stronger reaffirmation than the denial Jagannatha cared enough to at least
voice: “The enumeration of rasas as nine, which is required by the declaration
of the Sage [Bharata], would be violated [by the inclusion of bhaktirasa], and
therefore the view of fastra must prevail”* In other words, the canonical list
must be preserved precisely because it is canonical.

Besides the question of whether bhaksi should be included in the list of rasas,
the one other open dispute in the theory was whether some rasas should be ex-
¢luded from the list. Here again Stivatsalafichana seems to have been something
of an innovator, if this time a less daring one. In his Kavyamrta he argues that
there are only four rasas—the erotic, the heroic, the comic, and the uncanny or
matvelous (vigara, vira, hdsya, and adbbutay—~whereas the piteous, the cruel, the
fearful, and the disgusting (karupa, randra, bhayinaka, and bibhatsa) should not be
included because they are essentially painful and therefore cannot be comprised
in the by-then universally accepted definition of rasa as a transcendentally blissful
experience. For Srivatsa the very representation of such things is inauspicious
(amadngalya), ‘and accordingly some people refuse to even read such texts as the
‘Lamentation of Aja’ [Kalidasa’s Raghuvamsa, chapter 8] If anything, such

% See Kamalikari p. 87 and Kavyadarpana p. 83; Rasagargadhara p. 56: rasanam navatvagana-
nd ca munivacananiyantrita bhajyeta ifi yathasastram eva jyayap (cf. Pollock 2001a: 15; 2002: n.
34; Bharata of course spoke only of eight rasas).
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representations have only a didactic purpose; they are not meant to be enjoyed.*®
The eatly seventeenth-century writer Siddhicandra, who appropriates this argu-
ment in toto in his attack on Mammata, calls it a #avina doctrine, further evidence
of Srivatsa’s intellectual affiliations. But in fact the argument, or at least elements
of it, go back to the Natyadarpana of Ramacandra and Gunacandra, students of
Hemacandra who wrote in the early twelfth century. Although they do not
openly reject the rasa status of disagreeable aesthetic experiences, they come very
close by drawing a distinction that is tantamount to rejection.*

The main point for us of this taxonomical dispute is the fact that, whereas
thinkers such as Ramacandra and Gunacandra, and later Stivatsa and Siddhica-

4 Kavyamrta pp. 11-14. It is the height of folly, according to Srivatsa, to argue that such
rasas can give cognitive pleasure even though their physical impact may be unpleasant
(yat tu Sokddayo 'pi rasidivaj jianasnkbatmakd iti tad unmattapralapitam). Passages like that re-
counting Aja’s suicide are cautionary tales about passion (préyanuragaprakarsapratipa-
ttyartham), when not mere literary grandstanding (kavibhih svasaktipradarsandrtham eva).
4" See Kavyaprakdsakbandana pp. 16, 21—22 (and on Siddhicandra more generally, Pol-
lock 2001: 405-7). The position was defended also in the Sabityasudhasindbu (cited by Go-
kulanatha, V7varana p. 651). The relevant passage in the Natyadarpapa (p. 159 ff.) runs
as follows: ‘“Among the rasas five, whose full development comes about through desir-
able objective factors and so on, are pleasurable (vigdra, hasya, vira, adbbuta, and $anta);
the remaining four (karupa, raudra, bibhatsa, bhayinaka), however, which come into exis-
tence by way of undesirable objective factors and so on, are painful. The argument that
all rasas are pleasurable is empirically falsified [read pratiti-] [The four rasas| bhayanaka
[etc.], even when they are generated by minor vibhavas presented by dramatic represen-
tation or in a work of literature—let alone when they are embodied in the chief objective
cause [cf. on 3.113] as for example the antagonist-bring those who are having the aes-
thetic experience into an almost indescribable state of distress. Accordingly the audi-
ence is disturbed by those rasas, and it is hardly reasonable to maintain that such distur-
bance can derive from a pleasurable aesthetic experience.” They go on, however, to
say, ‘[ Yet] even sophisticated people, beguiled by the beauty that the power of a poet
or actor can produce, whereby their whole body is suffused with a kind of ecstasy, ac-
knowledge that there exists a state of transcendent rapture even in these painful rasas:
karupa and so on.” Recall Samuel Johnson’s Preface o Lear: ‘I might relate, that I was
many years ago so shocked by Cordelia’s death, that I know not whether I ever endured
to read again the last scenes of the play till I undertook to revise them as an editor.
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ndra, grasped that the classical doctrine of art was somehow no longer adequate
to their thought world, they could not mount a critique that could make a differ-
ence. The last major thinker I am aware of who addresses the problem of rasa,
Gokulanatha Upadhyaya (fl. 1675), demonstrates full command of the ancient tra-
dition but only repotts the controversies and does not weigh in on them.** It
seems justified to conclude that they no longer really mattered.

However minor we may find these disputes over the sources of poetry and
rasa, along with the relationship of the literary work to social reality and the for-
mation of moral subjectivities, the problems they raise for cultural theory are ma-
jor ones, as comparison with contemporaneous Europe certifies. The parallels
here, in both intellectual style and substance, are striking, and they help us begin
to understand how differently India and Europe responded to similar conceptual
challenges—and how radically, after centuries of comparability, their intellectual
histories diverged.

In terms of style, we can see how in both worlds, well into the seventeenth
century, exegesis of classical texts continued to represent the summit of learned
practice and to provide core features of the literary-critical idiom. In India the
discourse that had been in place for five centuries after the systematization by
Mammata maintained itself unchallenged. Thus, as we noted, Kamalakara and
Rajacudamani Diksita, among the last in a long series of commentators and
adaptors of the Kavyaprakasa, wrote and commented on the topics, categoties,
and examples of old; their arguments and counterarguments typically summarize

** Kavyaprakdsa Vivarapa pp. 651-52. His archive is deep and extensive, including Dha-
nika and more surprisingly the eleventh-century masterwork of Bhoja, the Srigarapra-
kasd, which had long been unavailable in north India (he cites 1.6, a verse not taken
from the standard source, Hemacandra; a southern scholar writing in Varanasi, Vi§va-
natha Deva in his Sahityasudbasindbu, pp. 93-94 also cites Bhoja). He explores briefly
but tellingly the major views on the number of rasas and the question whether other
emotional states beyond the s#hdyibhavas could be rasas. Not entirely clear is his view
of bhakti as a rasa; he only argues that vatsalya (often linked with bbaktirasa) is to be in-
cluded in §prigararasa, ‘according to the traditionalists’ (sampradayikah). Stivatsa still clas-
sified it as a bhava not as a rasa (Kavyamrta p. 13). The brilliant dlarkdrika Visve$vara
Pandita offers, unaccountably, an even less inspiring review of the problem of rasz in
his Rasacandrika (c. 1720), pp. 41-48, where he largely follows Mammata.
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much eatlier discussions. Turning to seventeenth-century France, we find much
the same to be the case, as the work of a Boileau or a La Bruyéere shows. Study
of classical texts and topics remained the center of literary-critical activity. Pascal
made clear the epistemology of this approach in 1651-in a passage marking at
once the traditionality of the age and its incipient revolutionariness—when he ob-
served that ‘textual authority is absolute in fields where the truth is established
once and for all and therefore cannot be improved on: history, geography, letters,
and above all theology. In mathematics and empirical science, by contrast,
authority is valueless; here, human thought is capable of indefinite linear pro-
gress.” Aristotle, Cicero, and Horace were the Bharata, Dandin, and Mammata
of the period—Horace’s Ars poetica in particular was translated repeatedly into Ita-
lian, French, and English. One of the most influential literary-critical events of
the period was Boileau’s translation of Longinus’s On the Sublime in 1674. This
was included as an appendix in his A7z poétigue (which borrows hundreds of lines
from Horace’s work), whose topics come from the traditional list of forensic
skills: invention, disposition, elocution, memory, and delivery. ‘In defining and
classifying [Boileau| proceeds by specifying the parallel notions of content and
expression [we might say artha and Sabda) to the requirements of the various poe-
tic kinds. . . . He must point out not only beauties |guuas] but also possible faults
[dosas] since poets may fall into errors of judgement in both phases of composi-
tion.”* One of the few significant differences in critical practice between Boileau
and someone like Kamalakara is that the former wrote not in the classical lan-
guage but in the vernacular as part of the ‘national-popular’ transition in sys-
tematic thought that importantly marked the age and the growing discrepancy
between European and Indian intellectual activity.**

With respect to our two substantive questions—the sources of poetry and the
nature of rasa, especially the relationship between representation and social pro-
priety in its creation—the similarities are even more arresting. In India, the stakes
in the dispute over the three causes of poetty were by no means as slight as they
may appear to be from our present vantage point. Everyone participating in
the Sanskrit conversation clearly understood that the rejection of learning and

* See Norton 1999, respectively pp. 421 (summatizing several pages of a text of Pascal’s
from 1651), 199, and 503—504.
** See Pollock 20012 and 2005.
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training was precisely the rejection that vernacular poets had been making for cen-
turies. We find this in Kannada with Basavanna in the twelfth century ‘I don’t
know anything like time-beats and meter / nor the arithmetic of strings and
drums; / I don’t know the count of iamb and dactyl’), in Gujarati with Narasim-
ha Mabheta in the fifteenth ‘they have mastered all disciplines [yet]| they are lost
in the night’), in Marathi with Eknath ‘without knowledge [am I], unstudied
in the §astra s°) and Avadhi with Tulsi Das ‘I am not a poet, I am not skilled with
words, I possess neither artistry /£ali] nor knowledge [vidyi|’) in the sixteenth.
In fact, by the time of the Gujarati poet Akho in the seventeenth century, such
self-defenses had become stale clichés (he calls them ‘sniveling disclaimers’).¥’
To be sure, despite their protestations, many of these vernacular poets were ser-
iously trained in the traditions they rejected, but the point is their insistence
on their own, or rather their deity’s, inspiration. What I have called the second,
or regional, vernacular revolution and its deshi rather than cosmopolitan idiom
was a result precisely of the rejection of nipupati and abhydsa as defined by Mam-
mata, and the insistence on sazkf/ alone—indeed, sakt/ as conferred by a divine
source.* It is not hard for us to extrapolate from this rejection a larger critique
of culture-power—indeed, we need not make the extrapolation, since vernacular
intellectuals themselves, like the Militant Shaivas of Karnataka, actually enun-
ciated the critique.

Entirely similar was the discourse on the three sources of poetry in Europe
that began in the eatly seventeenth century. In England this discourse was a basic
component of neoclassicism, which was inaugurated with Ben Jonson. For

# *Such poets . . . tell us at the beginning of their works, ‘We are ignorant of the units
of prosody and we don’t bring in your figures of speech, not having mastered them.
Through such sniveling disclaimers, they merely establish their self-importance and
beg for our pity’ (Pollock 2003: 578 n. 19). The preceding quotations are from Ramanu-
jan 1973: 82; Pollock 2003: §78; Abbott 1927: 183; Ramcaritmanas ‘Balakanda’ lines after
doba 8.

4 Pollock 2006 (chapter 10). Even learned vernacular poets were to make this the cen-
terpiece of their understanding of the creative process, so Krsnadasa Kavirija in the
Caitanyacaritamrta: ‘Madanamohana [the god Krishna] causes me to write this book;
my writing is but the speech of a parrot. . . . Madanagopila causes me to write, as
the magician causes the wooden doll to dance’ (trans. Dimock and Stewart, .Adi 8.74).
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him ‘naturall wit’ or talent [i.e., Sak#/], a writer’s primary qualification [Mamma-
ta’s kavitvabijaripa), must be shaped by ‘exercise,” imitation and study (of classical
models) [abbydsa), and ‘art’ (knowledge of rules for effective expression) [#ipupa-
#d). This tripartition was still being discussed a century later at the dawn of Eur-
opean modernity: In 1702 John Dennis, the man hailed as ‘the greatest Critick
of this Age,” listed the qualifications of his calling: ‘Now there are three things
required for the succeeding in Poetry: 1. Great parts [i.e., fak#z]. 2. A generous
Education [i.e., nipupatd). 3. A due Application [i.e., abhyisa]’*” All that changed
with Dennis—though some have seen this change as a sign of modernity—was
the separation of the critical function from the creative one. But this was pre-
cisely the position that Rajacudamani Diksita was arguing in the 1630s in Tanja-
vur, if not as the first proponent then at least in the most committed and explicit
way: ‘With respect to Mammata’s purposes of poetry, note that, no less than
the good poet, the good critic wins fame and wealth-but the latter through
teaching rather than creating.” Similarly, with respect to the instruction listed
among the factors that go to make a poet, this cannot be instruction only from
another poet: instruction from a poet only enables one to become a maker of
poems as such, not necessarily poems endowed with rasa: “Thus essential to the
creation of poetry is instruction not only from a good poet but also from a good
critic.*®

The neoclassical view of the traditionalists was likewise opposed in Europe in
the Querelle des anciens et des modernes. One of the first salvos in this celebrated cul-
ture war was Charles Perrault’s philosophical dialogue called Parallele des anciens

*7 Notton 1999: 543; Nisbet and Rawson 1997: 11-12.

* Kavyadarpapa p. 6: atra ca kaver iva sabydayasyapy adhyapanena yaso 'rthas ca bhavati; p. o:
atah kartur vicarayitus copadesad abhydsah kavyangam it dhyeyam. This is not entirely new. It
only states more explicitly something present iz nuce in Kavyaprakdsa itself and, some-
what more clearly, in Manikyacandra’s Sazketa. Note also the Madhumati: ‘Practice de-
rived from the instruction of a maker of poems makes one a maker, from a knower
one becomes a knower, from both one becomes both a maker and a knower. The first
is a poet, the second a critic, the third both a poet and a critic; cf. “Hail the true Principle
of Sarasvati, termed the poet-critic.” (sarasvatydh tattvam kavisabrdayakhyam vijayate, p. 70).
Note that a century eatlier Ben Jonson had asserted that the critic must be a poet (Not-
ton 1999: 543).
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and des modernes (1688). A manifesto of the moderns, it celebrates invention and
creativity over imitation and repetition, individual over collective judgment, in-
spiration (/e génie) and one’s ‘own lights’ (propres lumiéres) over the doxa of tradition,
and, above all, talent over training—more particularly, over training based dog-
matically on imitation of the classics. This position was intimately associated
with new ideas about progress and improvement in a range of cultural prac-
tices.*” Especially important, in addition, was the challenge to what were termed
vraisemblance and bienséance, “what it is probable for a character to do and what is ap-
propriate for him or her.” It was on this point, however—on vraisensblance and bien-
séance, and along with them the place of learning and training and the classical
past as a whole in the early-modern cultural order—that the European consensus
began to unravel. And it was Corneille who began the unraveling, with the sta-
ging of Le Cid in 1637. The Académie francaise, founded two years eatlier, de-
manded a revision of his use of the historical narrative (whereby the heroine,
Chimene, marries the Cid, the hero who had slain her father) because it violated
what was both probable and appropriate. Corneille argued in return (in 1647)
that modern writers were free to disobey ancient rules, that ‘the subject matter
of a tragedy should not conform to vraisemblance, because the kind of conflict that
creates powerful tragedy involves overriding normal ties of kinship or friend-
ship.”’®

Vraisemblance and bienséance are strikingly similar to what the Indian language
of ancitya aimed to capture, which in turn is fundamental to the social discourse
that is inseparable from rasa theory. Yet the literary and intellectual cultures of se-
venteenth-century France and India were utterly different in their readiness to re-
assess these norms. Whereas in France the old social-aesthetic order was being ra-
dically contested in direct confrontation with the Académie francaise, in
Sanskritic India it was reasserted precisely as the Académie might have wished.
By the time of Jagannatha in the mid-seventeenth century, as we have seen, the
understanding of rasa (and its complement, rasibhisa) had hardened into dogma,
while the demand raised by Anandavardhana and Bhoja more than five centuries
eatlier to revise a plot wherever necessary to make it conform with 7asa was Aca-
démie doctrine avant la lettre. If we look at actual literary practice, as I have

* Dejean 1997: so.
** Notton 1999: 505, 522 ff., 563.
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noted elsewhere, it ‘fully testifies to a progress, slow but certain, in the elimina-
tion of core varieties of conflict, a gradual retreat to an ever more complete dis-
engagement from the world of life’s unpleasant realities, in favor of a single mor-
al vision. In Sanskrit literature if not in Indian life Bhoja’s old maxim was
followed without exception: ‘It must be the good guy, not the bad guy, who
wins.”?

Neither in Europe nor in India were any of these matters just issues of cul-
ture—no issue of culture is ever just that. In Europe, the doctrine of Jes anciens,
those who insisted on the centrality of classical culture, was intimately tied up
both with their resistance to new challenges to the moral order emerging from
Protestant theory and with the expanding power of the nascent absolutist state.
The ‘political freedom’ linked with the sublime, and the individual genius that
lay behind the sublime, were contrasted by the moderns themselves, especially
in the English avatar of the Quarrel, with the rule-mongering ‘correctness’ de-
manded by the court.”” What is even more important than this, some scholars
have come to see the Quarrel as a moment of decisive epistemic change. The
whole collective temporality was modified, and the sense arose of a closed and
vanished world of a different kind—a view of the past as neither superior nor infe-
rior but just different-whereby a new awareness of historicity itself was gener-
ated.”

In India, similarly, although it is often difficult for us to socially situate critical
voices like Stivatsalafichana and conservative voices like Bhimasena, Sanskrit
(as well as Sanskritizing bhasa) literature and thought were typically courtly pro-
ductions, and it is therefore entirely to be expected that bhdsa poets who pro-
moted pratibha, inspired genius were celebrated for shunning the court altogether
(including Tulsi and other poets like those cited above, as well as, most famously,

ot Spagaraprakasa p. 728 line 24: jigisupa gupavataiva bhiavyam na dosavata. See Pollock 2001b:
220.

’* See Notton 1999: 552—53. The relationship between classicizing aesthetics and treac-
tionary morality is visible in La Bruyere’s Les caracteres, see Norton 1999: 528. For Eng-
land, see Kenshur 1994, which importantly charts the rise of aesthetics in England in
the 1680s in the problematic of the grounding of moral knowledge and its linkage with
political theory a generation earlier in Hobbes.

¥ Jameson zoor1: 10.
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Suardas). But for all its significance for a theory of culture and power, the navya
view on Sakti|pratibbd and individual talent, and on the place of rasa in the social
order, had no larger consequences. Indeed, these problematics never became ob-
jects of extended discussion. The primacy of fz# in literary theory was asserted
by a few small voices in eastern India in the sixteenth century—the rise of the
new vernacular Vaishnavism may have been behind the novel claims, though
Srivatsa was apparently no devotee of Caitanya’*—and never developed anywhere
into anything we could even remotely compare to the Quarrel in Europe. It
never amounted to even a spat but remained buried in obscure commentaries
on a single verse in a single text. The potentially powerful idea of inspiration out-
side tradition’s discipline, and with it, a potentially transformative idea of free-
dom, died on the vine.

Morteovet, the navya impulse itself was largely repudiated. In contrast to the
practices of the navya pioneers on literary theory beginning with Appayya in
the sixteenth century, we do not see in the seventeenth a return to the oldest texts
(typically Dandin) and their authority, the sort of return to the source that we
can also perceive in the renewed attention to the sitrapatha on the partt of navya
mimamsa and nydya in the same epoch.” The kinds of questions that someone like
Gokulanatha raises—bistorical questions about the authorship of the Kavyaprakasa
and the unity of the text-might be thought to continue the #avya spirit. But in
fact his treatment constitutes no real break with the past; it is a reassertion of
the past in a way entirely representative of larger traditionalist trends. From
the beginning of the commentarial tradition scholars had queried the identity
of the karikakdra and the vrttikara, but Gokulaniatha’s interest, which he shares
with a number of commentators from late medieval Bengal, is different: what

’# Tt is hard to believe that the Caitanya movement of the mid-sixteenth century (Cai-
tanya died in 1533) did not underwrite his #avya claims, but Srivatsa is mentioned in
none of the standard—and by all accounts exhaustive-Bangla Vaisnava works (such as
Haridasa Dasa’s Gaudiya Vaispava Abbidhana, for information on which T thank Tony
Stewart).

» On nydya see Preisendanz 2005; on mimamsa, see below; on the return to foundations

in alankarasastra (Appayya), see Bronner 2002.
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he is concerned to argue for is attribution of the £drikas to the divine sage Bhar-
ata.”® An even more passionate defense of the status of the Kavyaprakdsa, unlike
anything seen in the past, was made by Bhimasena Diksita. “The truth of the mat-
ter,” he says when discussing authorship, ‘is that the author of the sa#fras and the
author of the »7##7 are one and the same. I have already alluded to this above [in-
troduction v. 7]. Nor does this [attribution]| impugn the authority of the work,
given that Bharata, Vimana, and others had also composed si#7as on this subject.”
In fact the true author of the wotrk was neither Mammata nor Bharata: “The
author was no human being at all but the very Divinity of Speech—the justifica-
tion for such an assertion being the book’s own transcendent qualities.” The di-
vine origins of the Kavyaprakasa are affirmed throughout Bhimasena’s commen-
tary; for example, when he rejects the moderns’ view on s§zkf/ as ‘mere
vaporizing done without understanding the hidden intention of the author,

>%7 Bhimasena is doing far

who was an incarnation of the Goddess of Speech.
more than recentering the authority of the medieval scholastics; Mammata has
become the voice of God pronouncing on the principles of literature. This seems
about as complete and anti-zavya a reassertion of authority as one could find.
And it suggests the presence of something internal-not external-to Sanskrit in-
tellectual history, however elusive this something still remains to our historical
reconstruction, that arrested its capacity for development by cordoning it off

from the kind of critique that had once supplied its very life force.

5 The complex argument here is made on the basis of statements in the »7# presup-
posing that the author of the &drikas is different (Kavyaprakasa VVivarana p. 35). For ear-
lier arguments see De 1968, vol. 1: 148 fI.

7 Sudhasdgara, pp. 30—31: atra sitrakdro vritikdras caika eveti tattvam. nktan ca prag asmabhir
granthakdravarnandydnm. na caitavata nirmilatvapattih. vamanabbaratadibbir apy etadvisaye sitri-
tatvat. kimea nayam dacdryo manusab kim tn vagdevataiva. pramdnam tu granthasydilankikatvam,
p. 77: vagdevativataravyttikaragidhasayinavabodbavijrmbhitam iti heyam. The very impetus be-
hind Bhimasena’s commentary (which he describes as the fruit of a lifetime of learning
from the age of five, introduction, v. 18, p. 30) lay in the statements contradicting Mam-
mata’s 77/ that he saw in thousands of commentaries and that he found ‘insufferable’
(introduction v. 17¢-d).
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3. DHARMA: MIMAMSA AND THE END OF MORAL THEORY

By the seventeenth century the discourse on the sources of the moral order of so-
ciety-how we know what is right to do, according to the ancient evaluation of
‘right,” that is, dharma—had become solely the province of mimansa, the system
of (largely Vedic) hermeneutics. Mimdimsi in fact had traditionally discharged
the task of arguing out the nature and sources of knowledge of dbarma, the very
keyword of the mimanmsa system, but the sitra and smrti of dharma literature had
all along also addressed these questions, central as they are to their own disciplin-
ary object. In its late premodern avatar, however, dbarmasistra was almost com-
pletely silent on how dbarma is known and distinguished from what is adbarma,’®
ceding the field entirely to the scholats of mimamsa. One Varanasi scholar writing
around 1675 put the matter succinctly in the introduction to his synthetic account
of mimanmsa: “We find that in this wotld rational persons who seek to obtain hap-
piness and avoid misery apply themselves to dbarma and eschew adbarma. 1t is
the purpose of [mimdinsa) to provide a total analysis of what dharma and adbarma
are.”’? Only one of the great works of seventeenth-century dharmasistra (ot the
only one of those I have access to), Mitra Misra’s I zramitrodaya- Paribbdsaprakdsa,
bothers to say anything substantial about the sources of our knowledge of dha-
rma, and it does so in a way indistinguishable from a mimamsa treatise.*®

No less curious is the historical trajectoty, so to put it, of mmdinsa itself. In-
deed, in many ways it may be the exemplary case history of a Sanskrit scholarly
discipline at the end of premodernity, for here we encounter head-on the basic

5 Typical is Nilakantha Bhatta, who in his brief review of the sources of dharma in the
first volume of the Bbhagavantabbaskara simply reasserts the old—and by then completely
inadequate—mimamsa definition of dbarma as codandlaksana, ‘defined by Vedic command-
ment’ (p. 4).

%9 Bhattabbaskara, p. 1: iba khaln vai sukhadubkhapraptinivrityarthinam preksavatam dbarma-
dbarmavisaye pravrttinivrtti drsyete. tatra kartsnyena dharmadbarmanirnaydrtham ayam drambhah.
% See his discussion of the definition of dharma (pp. 30 ff.), or of the resolution of con-
flicting injunctions (pp. 25 fI.). I have been unable to examine the Paribbasiprakarana
section of the Dinakaroddyota (see below), which is in the possession of the Raghunatha
Temple Library Jammu (Stein Catalogue p. 91), but I would be surprised if it did not
strengthen this impression.
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paradox: An empirically undeniable, even statistically demonstrable, efflores-
cence of writing on the subject begins around the mid-sixteenth century, but
in the absence of any identifiable contextual cause. And it is followed by an
equally spectacular, and equally inexplicable, decline that sets in sometime in
the eighteenth century. More works on mimamsi seem to have been produced
during this one-hundred-year period than at any time in the five centuries that
preceded it-but then the production stops, for reasons as obscure as those that
must account for its start.

Consider the reception history of the Sastradipiki of Parthasarathi Misra. As
Lawrence McCrea has shown, this eleventh-century work, probably the most ac-
complished swmma of mimimsa ever written, received no scholiastic attention
whatever prior to our period, when, as if suddenly rediscovered, it received a
dozen major commentarial treatments in the space of little more than a century,
to say nothing of its wider influence: no one wrote on the subject without refer-
ence to Parthasarathi. The trend seems to have been inaugurated by the still-un-
published Maynkhavali of Appayya Diksikta, whose other works, including the
Vidbirasayana and Prirvottaramimanmsavadanaksatramala, both formally and substan-
tively mark a new intensification of argumentation in the field.”’

Notice too the remarkable productivity in mimimsi among the members of the
family I am focusing on here, the Bhattas of Varanasi. Narayana (b. 1513) was re-
puted to be a great mimdmsaka, though only a portion of his commentary on
the ja'yfmdz}bz}éa' is extant. His son Sankara Bhatta wrote among other texts the
Mimamsibalaprakdsa, the first of the major textbooks of the era (there is not all
that much for the bila here), and a major commentary, the Prakdsa, on the Séstra-
dipika. Sankara’s son Nilakantha is not known as a miminsaka, though he wrote
at least one work on the subject (Mimdamsanyayasamgraha, or Bhattarka). Sankara’s
elder brother Ramakrsna, though primarily a scholar of dbarmaséstra, is credited

" On the Vidhirasiyana and the rise of commentaries on the § dstradipikad see McCrea in
Pollock, ed. forthcoming, and on the Pirvottaramimamsavidanaksatramala, Pollock
2004. A commentary by Narayana, son of Madhava (not to be confused with the Ga-
dhivaméiya Narayana), the unpublished Siddhantacandrika, along with his much printed
and remarkable commentary on the Tarkapdda called the Yuktisnehaprapirini, was com-
posed in Varanasi in 1543 (Mishra in Jha 1942: 46, and cf. Upadhyaya 1983: 33), thus vit-
tually contemporaneously with Appayya.
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with a commentary on Kumarila’s Tantravirttika, a specialization developed
further by his two sons: Kamalakara composed major commentaries on the Ta-
ntravarttika and the Sastradipika (the Aloka) plus an independent treatise, the
Sastratattvakamalikara (all unpublished), while his elder brother, Dinakara, wrote
a treatise called the Bhdttadinakara, about which 1 have much to say here. Dina-
kara’s son Gaga composed several wimdimsa texts, including a large-scale review
of the system, the Bhattacintamani (mostly unpublished), and the Sivarkodaya and
Mimamsaknsumarjali, summaries of the system in verse and prose respectively
(both unpublished). And the productivity continued in the following generation
ot two.®” To this single family’s contributions can be added the extraordinary
output by other scholars in Varanasi during this century: Khandadeva, the great-
est mimamsaka of the era (d. 1665), who wrote the Mimamsikanstnbba and the
Bhattadipika (the commentary on the latter, the Prabbavali, by Sambhu Bhatta,
is a major work in its own right, drawing from yet expanding upon the Kawustu-
bha); Apadeva, author of what was to become the standard textbook in the field,
the Mimamsanyayaprakasa; Anantadeva, one of Apadeva’s sons and author of the
Vikyabhedavada and Sdstramalivrtti as well as a commentary on his father’s work
called the Bhattilaikara; and Jivadeva, another son of ;‘spadeva and author of
the Bhattabhiskara quoted above. Two generations earlier, Annam Bhatta (origin-
ally from Andhra but working in Varanasi) wrote an important (and still unpub-

% For Nariyana’s jd&z‘mdz’pz’kd see BORI ms. 633/1887-91 (on chapter 7.4; Chandra
Shum Shere D 512(2), chapter 7), Mysore ORI 35543 (chapter 4). Safikara Bhatta’s Sa-
basradbikaranasiddhantaprakaisa is found in Kunhan Raja and Sarma 1993: 478. See also
Umesh Mishra in Jha 1942: 46 ff. I find a reference to Ramakrsna’s commentary on Ku-
madrila in the introduction to the Dbarmadyaitanirpaya (p. z). Kamalakara’s potentially
highly significant Sdstratattvakamalikara mentioned earlier is presently inaccessible,
the one complete manuscript being held in Bikaner (it is not clear whether this is iden-
tical with the Sastramala; a copy of this work, but bearing only the commentary of Ka-
malakara’s son Ananta, is available in the Chandra Shum Shere collection (Ds12(1)),
and in the Anup Sanskrit Library (donated to Anapa Simha by Ananta’s son, Kunhan
Raja and Sarma 1993: 478). Gaga’s Sivarkodaya is available only in two mss. (one in Al-
wat, one in Calcutta), and his Mimapsakusumarjali in (apparently only) one ms. in Cal-
cutta.
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lished) subcommentary on Somesvara’s Rapaka, and soon after him, the Maha-
rashtrian logician Mahadeva wrote his own Mimamsanyayasamgraba. 63

By the beginning of the eighteenth century, however, this remarkable produc-
tivity had almost completely dissipated. The recent overview of late Sanskrit
scholarship mentioned eatlier is again worth noticing. The account of mimanmsa
begins with Vafice$vara Diksita (1798-1832), author of the Bhaittacintimani, a com-
mentaty on the Bhittadipika of Khandadeva, followed immediately by the early
twentieth-century scholars Vaidyanatha Sastri (1850—1950, author of a »yikhyi on
the Sabarabhasya), Chinnaswami Sastry (whose student, P. N. Pattabhirama Sastry,
was my teacher in Varanasi in the early 1980s), and Vasudeva Sastri Abhyankar.**
A similarly foreshortened image is given by an earlier scholar, Umesh Mishra,
in his well-known bibliography: between Krsna Yajvan (c. 1800), author of the
Mimamsaparibbasd, and the beginning of Westernized scholarship (Ganganath
Jha), he is able to identify nothing of historical importance.’ Even if intensive
archival scrutiny were to show (though preliminary research suggests otherwise)
that these lists of important post-18c0 mimamsakas are off by a factor of two or
three or even five, the fall-off in production that occurred after the mid-eight-
eenth century would still be stunning. And this picture is most likely not very
distorted. There certainly remains no historical memory of important scholar-
ship produced after c. 1750 and the few texts I have just mentioned. In the same
survey, the respected contemporary pandit Thangaswami Sarma, one of the last
representatives of traditional south Indian mzmdimsa training, discusses only Va-
fice§vara’s Bhattacintamani and admits that ‘in the recent period from the eight-

% Sambhu Bhatta (fl. 1700) was the son of one Balakrsna and an antevdsin of Khandade-
va, but not affiliated with the Gadhivamsiya Bhattas. He wrote also an .4dhikarapa-
samksepa but not the Swmrtikanstubba (see n. 113). For Anantadeva’s works see Kunhan
Raja and Sarma 1993: 475, 478. Mahadeva’s mimdmsa wotk is still in manuscript, BORI
577/1884-87.

4 Krishna 2002, Appendix A I-A, the ‘List of Mimamsa Thinkers from the Eighteenth
Century Onward’ prepared by K. T. Pandurangi. Further reservations about this sur-
vey are raised (see n. 20) by its treatment of the earlier period. No mention is made
of the works of Kamalakara Bhatta, Dinakara Bhatta, or Rajacudamani Diksita (con-
trast for the last Mishra in Jha 1942: 62 ff).

% Mishra in Jha 1942: 62-4.
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eenth to the twentieth century no development or growth in the study of M-
mamsa has occurred.”®® It seems impossible to avoid the conclusion that begin-
ning sometime in the latter half of the eighteenth century the very idea of -
mamsa as a vital discipline, one that could be improved or even changed, had
somehow become outmoded.

Equally significant as the sheer productivity of sixteenth- and seventeenth-
century mimdmsa is the nature of the social context within which most of the
works mentioned so far were written. Originally the theory of Vedic ritual prac-
tice, mimamsa had long since freed itself from dependence on the elite practi-
tioners of the solemn sacrifices who had been its greatest source of sustenance,
but the environment of mimdamsa scholarship in Varanasi from around the mid-
sixteenth century seems to have been something of a novelty. A rather consider-
able number of scholars worked without any visible means of patronage and, it
would appear, lived largely off their teaching (though perhaps this was under-
written by local notables). Two celebrated cases are Khandadeva, who trained
among others Peru Bhatta, a student from Andhra and the future father of the
poet Jagannitha (as immortalized in the Rasagangadhara),”” and Viresvara, son
of the celebrated grammarian Sesa Krsna and teacher of Bhattoji Diksita and Ja-
gannatha. And these pedagogical enterprises were substantial. Around the mid-
dle of the sixteenth century the Bhatta family patriarch, Rames$vara Bhatta, ac-
cording to the family chronicle, had students from across the subcontinent:
Dravida, Gurjara, Kanyakubja, Pascimade$a, Malava, Braja, Mithila, the Hima-
laya foothills, Karnata, Utkala, Konkana, Gauda, Andhra, Mathura, and Kamar-
ﬁpa.68 There were exceptions to this image of freemarket intellectuals, to be sure.
We will see that the dbarmasastrins Nilakantha and Anantadeva were employed
by kings, albeit kings far distant from Varanasi, while Gaga Bhatta received le-
gendary patronage from Sivaji that is reflected in his Sivarkodaya—The Sunrise
of Sivaji—which he calls ‘another victory pillar of Siva[ji]’s that has been im-
planted

% In Krishna 2002 93.
%7 See vv. 2-3: devid evadhyagista smarabaranagare Sasanam jaiminiyam.
% Pollock 2002: 420 n. 33 (Gadbivamsanucarita cited in Haraprasad Shastri 1912: 9).
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by the learned Gaga Bhatta.”® Courtly patronage of this kind seems to have been
the norm in the south, however, the case of Vasudeva Diksita, author of the A-
dbvaramimanmsakutihalavyrtti, being typical.

In addition to the marked increase in productivity during this period and the
new social contexts, there seems to have been a closer convergence between -
mamsa and dharmasistra as forms of knowledge. This is not to claim that mimanmsa
abandoned its fundamental character as vikyasdstra, the science of discourse; if
anything it recommitted itself to such analysis.”® Even less is it to ignore the fact
that the conceptual linkage between the two disciplines was of ancient stamp,
based both on mimdimsa’s foundational claim that the Veda was the sole, and also
inerrant, source of the knowledge of dbarma (veda eva dbarmasya pramapam, vedo
dbarmasya pramanam eva), and on its monopolization of the right to adjudicate that
claim (tasya nimittaparisthih). Yet the convergence was necessitated by a new divi-
sion of labor. By the seventeenth century, as just noted, dbarmasdstra had largely
withdrawn from the debate on vindicating the dharma-authority of non-Vedic
texts and nontextual practices—one of the big-ticket questions of Indian moral
theory—while concentrating ever more assiduously on the regulation of narrow
points of everyday ritual. The standard concerns of the discipline are suggested
by the section-headings of Anantadeva’s Swytikaustubba: samskdra (trites of
passage) dcdra (rules of conduct), dana (gifts), pratistha and utsarga (foundations
of temples and dedication of philanthropic works), ##hi and sammwatsara (determi-
nation of the monthly and annual ritual calendars), and rgjadbarma (political
thought, to be considered in the fourth section of this essay). There is no general
account, even cursory, of the sources and nature of dharma—what it actually is
and how we know it-anywhere in Anantadeva’s book on dharma, and in this he
is typical of seventeenth-century writers in the discipline. Perhaps such an ac-

%9 Sivarkodaya 1r:

Srimadbhosalavapisabhiisanamaniksonisasihdtmaja-

chatradhisasivaksitisayasasas | 5 | tambho nikhato 'parap |

gagabbattamanisina dbira . . . -pi grantho Sivarkodayo

yenabaddbayasodhvajena [ -dbvajaiva? | sakalaivasy eti lokatrayi || 2 ||.
7° Appatently minot topics such as matvarthalaksapd, or ‘figurative indication of the
meaning of a possessive affix,” assume new prominence and are taken up in separate
prakarana works such as Khandadeva’s Bhattatantrarahasya. See McCrea 2002.
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count was meant to be implied by the sources and nature of the citations them-
selves; or perhaps the subfield of big theory had been ceded to mimamsa.

One aspect of the increased convergence of the two knowledge systems was
embodied in the scholatly practices of actual persons. Mimamsakas of eatlier
epochs, such as Parthasarathi Misra and Some$vara in the eleventh and twelfth
centuries, composed no works on dharma (this is a fortiori the case with the great
masters of the founding schools, Kumarila and Prabhikara, in the seventh cen-
tury). Correlatively, the dbarmasastrins who were their contemporaries, men like
Vijfiane$vara and Laksmidhara, wrote no wotks on mimimsi’" The seven-
teenth-centuty scene was unmistakably different, for virtually every dbarmasistrin
was a published mimamsaka, and vice versa. Again the Bhatta clan personifies
the trend in emphatic ways from at least the time of Narayana Bhatta. This scho-
lar conjoined an interest in mimdmsa with a large output in the area of dharmasi-
stra; besides his own many works (his Antyestipaddhati and of course the Tristha-
lisetn, among others), he was the scholar chosen by Akbat’s vakil, Todaramalla,
to produce the monumental Todarinanda in the late sixteenth century.”” His son
Sanikara wrote in addition to his mimamsi works the Dharmadyaitanirpaya and
the Sarvadharmaprakdsa. In the former treatise he describes how he ‘completely
clarified the truth of many contentious points in dharmasistra in a way no one
had done before by use of the gleaming jewels of interpretive principles obtained
from churning the deep ocean of mimamsa’” As we have noted, Sankara’s son,
Nilakantha, though preeminently a dharmasistrin, wrote also on mimimsi. And
Nilakantha’s cousins Dinakara and Kamalikara Bhatta produced extensive
works on both mimdmsi and dharmasistra. Add to the latter’s mimimsa works cited
eatlier the Mimamsakutithala, a collection of what have to be called essays; his
dbarmasastra works include the celebrated Nirpayasindbn (1612) and the ten-volume

7" There are a few exceptions, such as Bhavadeva in (probably) eleventh-century Orissa,
and Madhava (or Madhava and Co.) in early Vijayanagara (c. 1350).
7% Wujastyk 2005.
73 Dharmadpaitanirpaya p. 146, lines 19—22:
babinam bindindam iha vimatibbiyastamatanmo
“bhibhitam yat kaiscit katham api na tattvam suivytam |
tad etan mimamsajaladhimathandbhynddbrtanaya-
prabharatnair nitam suvisadataratvam kbhaln maya ||
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Dharmatattva. In addition, his Tattvakamalikara (or Sastratattva) appeats to deal
specifically with mimamsid’s bearing on the interpretation of dharmasastra.”* Dina-
kara, though primarily a mimdimsaka, also compiled a vast dbarmasastra called the
Dinakaroddyota, partly in cooperation with his son Gaga.

A second aspect of the new disciplinary convergence, as Dinakara’s mimansa
text demonstrates, is that dbarmasdstra authority was now being adduced for the
vetification of mzmamsa principles in a way rare in earlier discourse, where dba-
rmasistra may often be cited but not usually for defernining the validity of mimamsa
interpretive rule. Here is a typical instance: In the swrtipada Dinakara addresses
a dispute over the possibility of restricting apparently blanket prohibitions in Ve-
dic texts—what in technical terminology is known as #pasamhara. Were such a re-
striction to be permitted, a general injunction such as ‘One should not kill any
creature’ could, in theory at least, be limited by a second prohibition, ‘One
should not kill a Brahman,” leaving open the possibility of lawfully killing living
beings other than Brahmans.” (As in the case of the #pasanibira of a general com-
mandment by a specific one, mimamsa convention holds that the upasamhira of a
general prohibition is possible only if it is unclear, as it is not in this particular
instance.) In this context Dinakara finds it perfectly reasonable to resolve this
mimamsa dispute by quoting the fourteenth-century dbarmasastrins Madhava and
Hemadri as authorizing the narrowing of a general prohibition.76 This conjunc-
ture of dharmasistra and mimamsa may in part be related to the new multidiscipli-
narity visible across the board in late premodern Indian knowledge systems. It
may also be linked to what appears to be a new, or newly intensified, formaliza-

™ See above n. 62 and Kane 1962—77: 1.2: 928.

7 Dinakara ascribes this argument as a general principle to his parvapaksin: yat tu kascin
nisedhandam upasambaro ndsti . . ity aha. tan na. The kascid to whom he attributes this argu-
ment is unknown to me.

7® Tt is of course irrelevant that the case in point will strike modern readers as trivial—-
namely, that the general prohibition against eating eggplant (vyntikanisedba) should
really be restricted to the white eggplant; the Madanaparijita restricts it even further
to the eating of eggplant on the thirteenth day of the lunar fortnight. See Bhattadina-
kara 42v: ata eva madhavabemdidribbyam vrntikanisedbasya Svetavrntikanisedbenopasambara u-
ktah. madanaparijate ca nisedbadvayasydpi trayodasyam vrntikam na bbaksayed iti nisedbenopasa-

mbara ukta iti vadama.
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tion of judicial proceedings, inferable from the proliferation of councils for the
adjudication of caste disputes and from the signed judgments they issued—the
nirnaya- ot vyavastha-patra—possibly (as some have recently suggested) in imitation
of the fatwa of Muslim clerics.

The work of Dinakara just cited, the Bhattadinakara (c. 1610), is exemplary of
some important trends in late mzmimsa in what I have been calling moral theory,
and I would now like to look more closely at its style and substance. This still-
unpublished treatise, in several hundred folios, on the whole of the mimansa sys-
tem appears to have been widely read across India. Manuscripts are found today
in Bombay, Pune, Bikaner, Varanasi (both Sarasvati Bhavan and Ramnagar),
and Madras.”” Long mistaken as a commentary on the Sastradipika,’® the Bhatta-
dinakara is in fact closer to a samgraha, a gente relatively new in mimamsa. Its seeds
are perhaps to be found in the Sastradipika itself, as well as in the Tautdtitamatati-
laka of Bhavadeva (eleventh century?) and the Jaimininyiyamali and -vistara of
Madhava (early fourteenth-century), but it would appear that the Bbattadinakara
is the first in the wave of later works. Gaga’s Bhittacintimani belongs to this
genre, as do the two works of Khandadeva: the marvelously detailed
Mimémsakanstubba and the Mimapsadipika, which is more concise and restates
the positions of the former. The sazgraha format was popular outside of Varanasi
as well, as shown by the Bhdttasamgraha of Raghavendra Tirtha (fl. 1650, d. Man-
tralayam, Andhra Pradesh) and, in early eighteenth-century Tanjavur, the .4-
dbvaramimamsakutibalavrtti of Vasudeva Diksita (c. 1730). Instead of providing
an exegesis of a single antecedent commentator (in an ever more deeply nested
series of exegeses), the sazgraba explains the prima facie and final tenets by addu-
cing the conflicting interpretations—here the gentre subdivides, with some saz-
grabas merely reporting such interpretations and others deciding among the-
m—ending with an explanation of the original Jaiminisitra. (In this consistent
concluding focus on the sit7a we may be seeing that urge to return to the foun-
dational text that marks other §as#ras of the period.)

77 The only complete manuscript, howevet, seems to be owned by the Anup Sanskrit
Library.
7% See the discussion in my edition (Pollock forthcoming).
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In many ways the bold announcement with which Dinakara begins his work
is indicative of his agenda:”®

unmilayan visadayan sadhayan va vidhantaraip |
Jirndsayanm dinakaro vakti sampratam astame ||

That is, Dinakara intends to ‘prove by other means, clarify, or even uproot the
thought of the outmoded authorities’ (the objectives are listed, as they are fre-
quently, in descending order of importance). That we are fully justified in hear-
ing a pejorative tone in the word jirpa—it is often no neutral reference to ‘the an-
cients’ as a block—is suggested by the same usage by other scholars of
seventeenth-century Varanasi.®® The expression of critique, even dismissal, is
corroborated by the rather curious verse at the opening of the section of the
Bhattadinakara that 1 am concentrating on here (1.3):

daresv iva nibandbesu jirpesn sudbiyam grahap |
vayasap ksapandyaiva na rasaya kaddcana ||

Outmoded works [or, perhaps digests] are like an old wife: for a scholar to
take trouble over them
is a sheer waste of time, and never a source of joy.

Dinakara’s declaration may remind readers of his near-contemporary Descartes
(who insisted on ‘the need to start anew from first principles,’ a primis fundamentis
denno inchoandum, Meditationes |1641]). His radicalism is apparently directed not to-
ward the past as a whole but toward the scholars of the middle period, those
who stood between the seventeenth-century scholars and the true ancients,
above all the sitrakdra himself, and had sought to mediate their reception. His
may have been a radicalism in the service of very ancient values, but it was poten-
tially disruptive of the very systematicity, especially of commentarial authority,

7 Ot probably began. I have no manusctipt of the opening (Sarasvati Bhavan ms. no.
29502, which contains adhyaya 1.1—2, is lacking the first page), but the verse is found
at the start of all the adhyayas for which I do have manuscripts, e.g., 3 (Government Ox-
iental Mss. Library, Madras, R. no. 2418) and 8-11 (Sarasvati Bhavan mss. no.

29147—29150, part of a set that once belonged to Kavindracarya Sarasvati).
% Pollock 2001a: 9 and n. 9.
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that gave the system its strength. In this Dinakara is representative of a number
of sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century scholars, such as Appayya Diksita,
who aimed to start not from a blank slate but from the most ancient sources
(which is what the samgraha as a genre arguably sought to do). And the reaction
to Dinakara is representative, too, if far less virulent than the reaction to Ap-
payya (as found in, say, Sankara Bhatta’s assault on Appayya Diksita’s 1/idbira-
sayapa for its supposed criticism of Kumarila).” For, viewed historically, perhaps
the single most important feature of his radicalness, aside from its very existence,
is how quickly it was repudiated by his own colleagues in the discipline, and in-
deed—if I understand matters aright-by his own younger brother and his son.

As is true throughout the Sanskrit intellectual tradition of the era, the actual
transformations Dinakara brings about in the analysis of the understanding of
the moral order seem small; they mean to fine-tune the system, not subvert it,
and they entail only minor practical consequences. Change in strong traditions
is typically marked not by open revolt but by reform so measured that it is often
hard to petceive. What we noted in the case of alaikdrasastra applies to mimansa
as well. It is no easy task to identify innovation. To know that anything is new
presupposes knowing everything that is old, but mzmimsa is a jungle and it is
folly to assume that a late author is taking a path no one ever took before. That
said, Dinakara helps us repeatedly (more than a half-dozen times in Bhattadina-
kara 1.3 alone) by identifying the positions he holds to be new, typically with
the wortds vayam tn ‘but as for me’), in what seems a determined effort to set off
his view from much (though not all) earlier tradition, above all, the tenth-
through-twelfth-century scholars such as Parthasarathi and Somes$vara (though
not always). A few sample topics will give a sense of Dinkara’s method and
mind: the authority of Vedic and sr# texts, which constitutes the core question
of Pirvamimainsi 1.3; the proprieties of language usage; and the relationship of
customary practices and textual authority. I address these sequentially, providing
a précis of Dinakara’s position followed by a brief account of his reasoning.

= The source of the validity of s#r#/ (traditional texts relating to dbarma) is in-
trinsic (svatah), just as in the case of Sruti (revealed texts relating to dbarma), and

8 McCrea forthcoming.
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is not based on the fact that the agents involved in the two domains of moral
practice are the same (kartysamdinyat):

We know dharma, what is right, only through Vedic texts, since only transcen-
dent texts (and the Vedas are the only such texts) transmit knowledge of trans-
cendent entities such as dbarma, the ultimate good. But people in the vaidika com-
munity often rely on texts and perform acts that they believe pertain to what is
right but that are not found or mentioned in the Veda. From the earliest stratum
of the mimamsasitras the authority of such texts and practices was based on an ar-
gument from the identity of the agents involved (kartrsamanya): if the people
who composed such texts—and here the szy#is are principally at issue—were them-
selves participants in vaidika culture, the texts must be based on the Vedas. For
Dinakara, however, since ‘no one has actually observed the composers of the
smrtis petforming acts of vaidika culture,’ the true meaning of ‘the fact that the
agents involved are the same’ must be this: the same people who have accepted
the axiom that the Veda alone has validity in matters of dbarma have accepted
the smrtis. But more important is the argument that follows: sr# must accord-
ingly derive its authority in precisely the same way as the Veda itself, through
its intrinsic validity (swatah pramanya). ‘| The conventional siddhanta is based on ac-
ceptance by the interpretive community ($zszaparigraha).] However, the real reason
smrti is valid is because validity is always intrinsic, absent overriding factors.”™
It is thus no longer ‘the same actors’ that make szr# true—the fact that those
who accept §ruti as a soutrce of dbarma also accept smrti as a source—but the same
logic that makes szr#i true—the fact that smr# can no more be falsified than sruti.
And in this strong reaffirmation of the ‘revelation of tradition” Dinakara seems
to adopt a position even more conservative than that of the sitrakara himself.*

Khandadeva supportts the old position based on the identity of the agents (as,

52 29v: siddbantas tn smytinam Sistair adbyayanadhyapandrthanustanaripaparigrabanat pri-

manyam. ya eva vaidifarthanusthatdras ta eva smytikartdra iti kartrsamanyat smytindam vedamila-
tvam iti jirpdh. tan na. smytikartrpam vaidikarthanusthanasya kenapy adarsandt. ato ye vedasyeva
[vedasyaiva? | dbarme pramanydngikartiral te smrtiparigrahakartira iti kartysamanyid vedamii-
latvasiddhip. kim ca badhakabhave pramanyasya svatastvat smrtindm pramanyam. na catra badho
’sti. na hi vedarahitasadradikartrtvam va jadadikatrtvam va smrtinam angikriyate yena tadbadbap
syat. na ca vipralambhbidi badhakam. Sistaparigrabad eva tadabbivakalpanat.

% For the long history of this problematic see Pollock 1997.
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essentially, does Vasudeva Diksita): the smy#ss for their part give knowledge about
dharma not intrinsically but by intimating the Vedic passage upon which they
are necessarily grounded.™

= Swmrti texts are valid both semantically and pragmatically and constrain §ruti
texts:

As just stated, all texts and acts purporting to deal with dbarma must derive
from Vedic texts, and if we cannot certify those texts as currently extant, we infer
that they must have existed (or still exist somewhere). But what happens to this
inference if these texts and acts contradict actually existing Vedic texts and/or if
they reveal some wotldly concern (drszartha) such as self-interest? The latter is
something impossible for the Veda: it is cote mimamsa doctrine that the Veda’s
very purpose is to inform us of what is beyond the realm of interests and instru-
mental reason (that is, adrste Sastram arthavat, the Vedas is purposeful only in the
domain of otherworldly concerns). The history of the response to this question
is long and complicated. The eatliest extant commentator, Sabara (c. fourth cen-
tury?), held that such contradictory texts and practices had no authority. Three
centuries later Kumarila denied that any contradiction could exist between §ru#i
and szt (or that any material interest could underlie a szr7 rule).”’ Later thin-
kers such as Parthasarathi Misra and Bhavadeva developed a new strategy for
saving the validity of an appatently contradictory rule by distinguishing between
what might be termed its semantic and its pragmatic validity: a rule found in a
smrti text not contradicted by the Veda has both forms of validity, whereas a
smrti text conflicting with an actually existing Vedic text was said to be valid as
far as its meaning and authenticity go (that is, it remained valid in terms of its Ve-
dic origin), but was invalid pragmatically, ‘invalid regarding outcome’ (of,
enactment; phalato ‘pramanyam); in other words, one is not required to perform

8 Mimamsakanstubha, p. 12: vaidikakarmakartrtvasamyat; Bhattadipika, p. 45: milasrutyn-
pasthapakataya. Slightly different is Vasudeva Diksita, Adbvaramimamsakutihalavrtti, p.
Go: fatkartinam . . . vedamilakataya drdbaparigrbitasmytivibitatvasya samanatvad: ‘For the
authors of the szrtis the fact that [a practice] enjoined in a szr#: is firmly accepted [by
the interpretive community]| as based on the Veda is ‘the same’ [as a practice enjoined
by the Veda itself].

% See Tantravarttika siddhanta pp. 111—12.
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the rule if its existence in the Vedic corpus cannot be corroborated.*® Somesvara
(again according to Dinakara; not found in Nydyasudhi on 1.3.3—4) held that smyti
texts contradicting actually existing Vedic texts are merely ‘limited’ (sazzkoca) by
those texts, not rendered ‘invalid for practice.” Dinakara goes even further, how-
ever, in arguing that where there is no other scope for the contradictory smrti
text, whereas there may be scope for the §ruti text, smrti limits Sruti (and where
there is equal scope, the latter limits the former). That is to say, for Dinakara,
contradiction not only does not render the s#r# rule absolutely invalid (as with
Sabara) or even pragmatically invalid (as with Some$vara) but entails a constraint
on the application of the §ru#i rule. For example, a syt text allowing a man to
remain celibate until his forty-eighth year, which appears to contradict a §ru# text
requiring him to install the sacred fires as soon as he becomes a father and before
his hair turns gray, is not invalidated by the mere fact of contradiction, let alone
because it may appear to have been invented for self-interested reasons (like hid-
ing one’s impotence), nor does it become ‘invalid for practice’ so long as we do
not find a Vedic text to corroborate it. Rather, it is re-interpreted as a specific lim-
itation on the general §ruti rule laying out the qualifications for installing the
fires. In every case where there is conflict between the two types of rules, it is ne-
cessary to differentiate their domains of application, not to challenge the applic-
ability, let alone the validity, of the syt rule.*’

Khandadeva (so too Vasudeva Diksita) reasserts Kumarila’s position in both
his treatises, whereas his commentator, Sambhu Bhatta, reasserts Some§vara’s:
the examples adduced by Sabara are not in conflict with the Veda but are to be

8¢ See Parthasarathi’s S dastradipikd p. 26. 1 do not find in the Tautititamatatilaka the posi-
tion Dinakara here attributes to Bhavadeva.
8 3210 payam ti yatra Srutih savakdsa smrti§ ca niravakdsd tatra smrtyapi Srutisamkocah; 32v:

evam yatra yatra smytindam virodbas tatra visayavyavasthakalpa.
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interpreted as having to do with a szr# text based on an as-yet-undiscovered Ve-
dic text.*®

= Thelanguages of the uncultured are to be avoided, according to Vedic injunc-
tion:

Here the context concerns the authority of grammar (yakarapddhikarana) and
the significance of the prohibition against using incorrect words (asddbusabda).
The grammarians, Dinakara tells us, restrict the prohibition to the domain of ri-
tual practices, not to other occasions. This is so in part because they hold that
there exists no direct Vedic injunction against using incorrect language generally,
in other words, that the injunction nasidhin vadet, ‘One should not speak incor-
rect words,” has no scriptural source. Dinakara, however, having already argued
that the general smrti text on restriction of usage (/asadbu- | prayoganiyamasmiyti)
does indeed have Vedic authority (indicated by the Vedic injunction to speak
truth and avoid falsehood, since ‘both true and false signifiers and true and false
signifieds can equally be referred to by ‘correct’ and ‘incorrect’), goes on to claim
that this is a general injunction restricted by a specific rule of the sociomoral
sphere (purusartha) regarding a Brahman’s learning (and, by implication, speak-
ing) the languages of the uncultured: ‘In my view, the prohibition “One should
not use incorrect words” is to be narrowed (upasamhira) to the rule enunciated
by Somesévara that “One should not learn the language of the uncultured”’® Tt
is only the speaking of the mleccha language known as Barbara that is being pro-

88 Drabhavali p. 47 column 1: ata evoktam nydyasudhayim udabaranabhisyam api adystamiila-
vasthasmytivisayataya netavyam. Dinakara’s views may not be as innovative as they appear.
As Mitra Misra points out, rather similar was the Kalpataru’s analysis of a passage in
the Bbavisyapurapa, see Viramitrodaya (Paribhdsaprakasa) p. 28 lines 113—15 (atas tasyab
(smrteh) ‘avirodhena vyavasthaya’ avirodhena vyavasthayai ‘anyatra’ viruddbasrutyadarsanakaladan
‘visayah kdryo’ “badbitarthakatvam [sic leg.] kalpaniyam. That is, in the case where a smrti
text would cease to have application if in being applied it came into conflict with a §ra-
# text, experts must find some non-contradictory way to apply it so as to differentiate
its scope from that of the fruti text.

% 1 do not find this sentence in Somesvara. That the prohibition on using incorrect
language is purusdrtha as well as kratvartha is established on p. 606 (and this I believe
is Kumarila’s position anyway).
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hibited, and not other forms of language [i.e., apabbrasta Sanskrit; possibly also
the defabhasas, the ‘languages of Place, which of course were also considered
apabhrasta), [and] the prohibition is a general moral one [and not (or, and not
only) restricted to the ritual domain].” Dinakara goes on to add (with an implicit
criticism of Kumarila’s analysis) that the standard prohibition na mlecchitavai,
‘One is not to barbarize,” can only refer to non-Sanskrit, since the presence of in-
correct words (that is, Sanskrit solecisms) in a sacrifice is already prohibited since
the mantras are components of the ritual.”®

If I understand this complex passage propetly, this interpretation of Dina-
kara’s is rejected (at least for the Vedic text in question) not only by Khandadeva
and his commentator but even by Dinakara’s brother Kamalakara and his own
son Gaga. Thus Kamalakara: “The statement about incorrect language has no re-
ference to mlecchabbasa. . . . That one scholar . . . interprets this as a general moral
principle and not as one specifically restricted to the ritual domain is a pure mis-
take based on his ignoring the liturgical context of the example.”* Sambhu Bha-
tta is unequivocal: the prohibition does not refer to Persian, which is what he,
like Khandadeva, clearly takes Dinakara to mean. (Khandadeva distinguishes be-
tween barbaradibbasisabda and the bhdsasabda used by ‘all vernacular intellectuals
in their everyday activities as well as in chanting the name and virtues of Hari,
although elsewhere he seems to include the languages of the Romaka—probably
the language of the ‘people of Rome,’ i.e., Constantinople/Istanbul, less probably

9% 41v: vayam tu ndsadbin vaded iti nisedbasya mlecchabhasin: na Sikseteti somesvaroktavafkyenopa-

samharat. barbarakhyamlecchabhdsaya eva bhasanasya purusarthanisedbo nanyabbasdyah.

0 Sastradipikaloka Adyar 8gv—gor (Alwar 641) on Sastradipika p. 46: apasabda ity ukter na
mlecchabbasdaparatvam . . . yat tu kascid vagvadanasyavyabbicaridvarabbavan [?| na kratvarthatvam
kipt tu purngdrthataivety aba sa te surd ity asya jyotistomagatatvam apasyan bhranta eva. Similarly
Gaga Bhatta, Bhattacintdmani p. 41: evam ca somaprakaranasthas tasmaid brabmanena
na milecchitavai mleccho ha va esa yad apasabda . . . iti nanytam vaded iti capasabdanisedhal
samgacchate. na cayam mlecchabbasdvisayah belayo belayo ity upakramastharthavide re-
phasthane lakdroccirananindaya/ pa |sabdamatravisayatvait.
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the French or Portuguese—among the miecchabbisa.)®® The prohibition instead
pertains to Sanskrit solecisms, an interpretation certified by the introduction
and conclusion of the explanatory passage (arthavida) in the VVajasaneyisakhi where
the prohibition is found. For his part Vasudeva Diksita, as he does often, restates
the position of the Sastradipika.”®

Khandadeva directly refutes Dinakara here on the grounds that (1) #a mlecchi-
tavai cannot refer to milecchabhdsa but instead refers to Sanskrit solecisms (for the
simple fact that the context and the very example cited in the Vedic passage
where the prohibition occurs concern ungrammatical (@pabhrasta) Sanskrit); (2)
a rule against ungrammaticality in the sacrifice is not redundant; (3) #pasanhara
is not in operation here; and (4) the rule against ungrammaticality is pertinent
to ritual (kratvartha), not to general moral ends (purusartha) . Yet despite this refu-
tation, he somewhat surprisingly goes on to vindicate Dinakara: “There does in-
deed exist a prohibition of a general moral scope (rather than one restricted to
ritual) applying to words of Barbara and other languages, since there is a prohi-
bition on learning them at all: ‘One should not learn a wleccha language.” In this
statement there are no grounds, such as initial context [as in the case of 7a mlec-
chitavai), for setting aside the conventional meaning of the word mileccha. Thus
the prohibition on Barbara and other languages is purely of a general moral sort,

9% Mimamsakaustubba p. 132: sakaladesiya) Sista api harinamagupasamkirtanadan vyavahdrakdle
ca bhasasabdan apy aviginena prayuijjate; see also p. 8o where Romaka is mentioned. The
term may, however, simply have been adopted from Kumarila (Tantravarttika p. 151 line
15: parasikabarbarayavanaraumatka-) without any real understanding of its meaning.

9 Sambhu Bhatta in Bhattadipika p. 65: na ca mlecchasabdah parasikisabdavisayah upakrano-
pasambarastharthavada-parydlocanaya apasabdamatravisayatvapratiteh. When Sambhu Bhatta
denies that Persian is at issue, it is not because the word #/eccha for him does not con-
note Persian. He is only interpreting the word in an extended sense in order to ensure
his siddhanta, that there is scriptural proof for the injunction to use correct Sanskrit
and to avoid incorrect Sanskrit. See also Khandadeva: ayayz ca nisedho prakarandj jyotisto-
mangam; yajiiamatre 'pi ca nisedhah (Bhattadipika p. 65). For Vasudeva’s position see Adhva-
ramimamsakutibalavrtti p. 92. Kumarila addresses this only in a parvapaksa, pp. 189—90;
Parthasarathi does not ask whether the vidhi covers extraliturgical language use; he just
remarks that the sentence is contained in the Vajasaneyin corpus.
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whereas the prohibition on other language [i.e., apabbrasta Sanskrit| relates to ri-
tual action and that only.”%*

= Practices vary and so therefore must the Vedic rules from which they are de-
rived:

The ‘practices of the good’ are a source of knowledge of dbarma. But (accord-
ing to the prima facie view) precisely because they are practices and not verbal
commandments they are not self-evidently Vedic in origin and therefore could
be based on self-interested motives. Whenever practices are in conflict with a
smrti text, they cannot therefore prompt the inference that they are based on a
preexistent (but unavailable) sz text. This first inference is necessary to ground
a second, namely, inferring a Vedic original from which that szs7 text and the
practice it grounds would have to be derived (and which ex hypothesi is purusi-
ntarapratyaksa, that is, still accessible to other members of vaidika culture), en-
abling them to override the conflicted szr#i text.”” Dinakara trejects this view
on the grounds that since practices never have the character of verbal command-
ments, they could never, even in the absence of conflict, prompt an inference
about their Vedic origin, which mimdmsi otherwise accepts. But this is merely
preparatory to vindicating the case in point, which is cross-cousin marriage.
Though the practice stands in conflict with explicit szr# texts, it is acceptable
or not depending on geocultural region.?®

The issue under discussion here was raised first in wimdimsa by Kumarila on
the basis of contradictory views in the dharmasitra works of Baudhayana, Apa-

9% 'The discussion is found in Mimdmsakaustubba pp. 128—32; the passage translated at p.
132, para. 2.

9 'The pirvapaksa in Tantravirttika (the second varpaka of the fifth adbikarapa) and its de-
rivatives is that both practice and s»y# directly prompt the inference of a Vedic origi-
nal; practice does not first call to mind a szr#: text, which then calls to mind a §ru/i text.
So they are of equal authority. Kumarila holds that practice is always mediated (anfarita)
by smrti.

96 35135V #a ca smytiviruddbdcarad api smrtim kalpayitva purusantarapratyaksa Srutih) kalpa-
niyeti vicyam. acarasya vidhiripatvabhavena ragadimilatvasambbavena ca Srutyakalpakatvad iti.
vayam 1y etac chintyam. smrtyavirodbe py dcarasya vidbisaripatvabbdvena Srutyakalpakatvipattep.

. . . matulakanyaparipayasya desabbedena pratyaviyajanakatvijanakatvayor avirodhbac ca.
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stamba, and Gautama. (Apastamba allows for a regionally based validity of cus-
tomary practices, whereas Gautama rejects any practice in conflict with amnaya,
a term that Kumarila shows includes w7 texts; Baudhdyana, too, rejects Apa-
stamba’s view by citing practices that are at odds with s#r#.) Thus in the case
of cross-cousin marriage Kumarila holds it to contradict sz and argues accord-
ingly that it is to be avoided by all, including southerners (among whom such
marriage is practiced), a position sustained through the centuries and reaffirmed
by Khandadeva in the generation following Dinakara,”” and, somewhat surpris-
ingly, by the southerner Vasudeva Diksita. Dinakara thus stands in contradiction
with Kumarila, Parthasarathi, and every other early authority (aside from Some-

7 Here is Khandadeva’s summary from the Bhattadipika, p. 54: “The prima facie view is
as follows: In the case of something like cross-cousin marriage, there is a clear contra-
diction between szrti and practice. But it is not possible to conjecture a once- [ot,
still-] existing Sruti text for either of them, and therefore practice and smr# are equally
valid. The final determination is as follows: The szrtis were composed by people who
had a secure sense (sapratyaya) [sc., of the otriginal Sruti text; this is from Tantravirttika,
sapratyayapraniti hi smytih sopanibandhand, cited in Sastradipika p. 34], and they enable us
to hear/read this sense of the commandment expressing what is morally required of
us (kartayyatavicividhipratyayasravana-). For these two reasons their validity is greater.
With respect to practices, actors cannot be said to be endowed with the same secure
sense of scripture as were Manu and the other writers of the swrtis; moreover it is im-
possible for them to locate the relevant sruti text among the masses of texts scattered
hither and thither in the canon accessible to others [if the texts were accessible, the ac-
tors would be said to be basing their actions on fruti]. For these two reasons they have
to conjecture [rather than hear/read] this sense of the commandment expressing what
is morally required. Hence practice has less validity. Accordingly, it is only by obser-
ving some contemporary practice that it is possible to conjecture a text remembered
by some [sage] who had seen the actual §ru#i text, or some teaching of his (fadupadesa),
and thereby conjecture the existence of a §ru# text [that provides a foundation for the
practice]. In the case of smr#i texts, by contrast, there is an unmediated [conjecture of
a §ruti original]. Accordingly, any practice that conflicts with szr# is not to be per-
formed unless and until a §ru# text is found [to support it].” A somewhat clearer exposi-
tion is offered in Sastradipika p. 34, especially of the question why aedra is twice removed

from Sfruti—mediated by smrti—whereas smrti itself is only at a single remove.

58

M:/Share/Knaw/oo81.Gonda/oz2-Binnenwerk.3d pag. 58 — 4-10-05



§vara in a rather qualified sense)®®~and also once again with Kamalikara and
Gaga. Adopting a position directly contrary to Dinakara—who declares that
‘the prohibition on cross-cousin marriage, too, in our view, applies to regions
other than the south™Kamalakara comments in the Sastradipikdiloka: “This prohi-
bition [against cross-cousin martiage] is directed not against something estab-
lished by Vedic practice but against something motivated by desire. . . . There
cannot be an actual Vedic commandment [in favor of cross-cousin marriage],
since §ruti itself reiterates that it is clearly something motivated by desire.” Simi-
larly Gaga in his Bhattacintamani: ‘In the case of [cross-cousin marriage], since it
can be prompted by desire or some other cause, it is even less possible to conjec-
ture a [ Vedic] passage functioning as its warrant . . . nor can we avoid the contra-
diction [between the practice and the prohibition inferred from the arthavida in
Sruti] by conjecturing a differentiation of sphetes of application on the basis of re-
gional variation.””? It is especially confusing that a single family should disagtree
so fundamentally about an issue of such practical significance, particularly a fa-
mily like the Bhatta clan that hailed from Maharashtra, where cross-cousin mar-

% Though a number of medieval dharmasastras argued in favor of it as well, including
the Smrticandrika of the southerner Devanna Bhatta (fl. 1200) and the Samskarakanstubha
of Anantadeva (c. 1675; he was another Varanasi dbarmasastrin of Maharashtrian linea-
ge—the great-great-grandson of Eknath—and argues that cross-cousin marriage is ac-
ceptable as an option (anukalpa) for people for whom a narrow construction of incest
rules (sapindyasamkoca) has been a regional or family tradition, cited in Nirpayasindbu p.
206 n. 2), but also the Swrtimanjari of Govindarija (before 1400), who was a northerner.
See Kane 1962—77, vol. 2.2: 738; vol. 2.1: 458—462; vol. 1.2: 661. For Kumarila’s position
see Tantravarttika pp. 369—71.

9 Dinakara in Bhdttadinakara 361: matulakanyanisedho ‘pi daksinatyabbinnavisaya iti vadama.
Kamalakara in Sdstradipikaloka, Adyar 421, Alwar 62r, rejecting Ranaka: tan na. vartti-
kavirodhat. ragapraptasya hy ayam nisedho na vaidbasya. vidhino nityaprav| pt? Jakarane dosapatte.
tena ragat < paksa>>pratyaksapraptasyaiva Srutav anuvadan na vidhib), and in Nirpayasindbu p.
206 bottom: fasmdid matrtah paiica pitrtah sapta tyaktvodvabed iti siddbam; Gaga Bhatta: zha
ca |sc., matnlasitaparinayane| kamddibetvantal ra |sambbavin milabbitavakyakalpanam api da-
viyah. . . ndpi desabhedena vyavasthikalpanaya virodhapariharah (Bhattacintimani p. 27). The
whole question is subjected to extensive scrutiny by Kamalakara in his Nirnayasindhu
(which attacks in particular the Swyticandrika), where he asserts that marriage requires
no less than five degrees of separation on the mothet’s side, and seven on the father’s.
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riage was in fact practiced (as it still is, at least among Desastha and Karhada
Brahmans)."°

As these four examples suffice to show, Dinakara Bhatta was very much a #avya
scholar in his readiness to overturn convention, though there seems to be no
overarching theme to his rebellion. Sometimes he presents himself as a scourge
for all revisionist attempts (even if they begin with Sabara) to circumscribe the
claims of traditional authority. Tradition, whether embodied in text or practice,
has for him a validity indistinguishable from revelation (57##) both in the author-
ity of its commandments and in the obligation it imposes to fulfill them—indeed,
at times tradition can even narrow the scope of revelation. This is so because it
is based on the same epistemology of unfalsifiability (svata) pramdinya) rather than
(as for earlier scholars) on the acceptance of the pertinent interpretive commu-
nity (katrsamdnya). And he believes that the Veda itself imposes, as a general moral
principal (purusartha) and not merely as a liturgical principal (kratvartha), a prohi-
bition against speaking m/eccha languages (and by extension, one assumes, against
participating in the new world order of the Mughals). The same contestatory
spirit impels him to argue for a regionalization of the universal dbarma of a sort
appatently never before argued in mimamsi, and not argued in dharmasastra since
the time of the A pastambhadbarmasitra.

In consonance with his desire to ‘uproot the thought of the outmoded autho-
rities” Dinakara sought innovation in a number of ways not easily subsumed un-
der one rubric, whether it be return to the text or emancipation from the text.
There is an unmistakable audacity and independence to his thinking—and this au-
dacity and independence met just as unmistakably with rejection. I at least find
no other way to interpret the data. What these reactions seem to represent is
the reassertion of a certain strain of neoorthodoxy in miminmsa thought-much
the same tendency that we find in sabityasistra in the rejection of the navya thinker
Srivatsalafichana.

The Indologist who ventures into the history of sixteenth-century European
moral philosophy finds himself in a strangely familiar world, given the continu-
ing dominance of scholastic formalism (indeed, this persisted well into the se-

100

Kane 196277, vol. 2.1: 462. Kane believes Kamalakara called his cousin Nilakantha
Bhatta a fool in Nirpayasindhn (Kane 1962—77, vol. 1.2: 941) so he might well have said

his elder brother was confused about m/ecchabhasi and wrong on cross-cousin marriage.
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venteenth century), and the formative presence of the past. If scholasticism is de-
fined strictly as ‘the attempt to reconcile the philosophy of the ancient classical
philosophers with medieval Christian theology’ the mimdmsa project does look
rather different. But if we think of scholasticism as a style of thought that secks
ever more precise refinement of a set of pregiven issues—as opposed to modet-
nity’s quest for new issues altogether—and especially as a formal mode of thought
that seeks ever more precise argument, the parallel becomes a strong one. As
for the presence of the past and its authority, these matters continued to funda-
mentally shape the moral philosophy of the period in Europe. To an outsider
this seems to have been largely a matter of taking sides with Aristotelians, Stoics,
or Platonists, while keeping their reconcilability with Christianity always in the
background. Deep into the seventeenth century the story of ethics was not one
of ancients versus moderns but of ancients versus ancients.'”"

Yet in the course of that century, scholasticism and its objects and method, as
well as the presence of the past, began to die. The new form of the discourse
on ethics—the wore geometrico, as we find it in Spinoza—was fully expressive of its
new content, since it was developed to teplace textual authority."” What pre-
cisely had happened in Europe to make eatly-modern moral philosophy mod-
ern? This, as a colleague working in the history of ethics observes, is the mil-
lion-dollar question in the field. ‘Some scholars say that it really begins with
Hobbes and others and then reaches the high point with Kant et al. A more dis-
cerning reading, I think, pushes this back to the nominalists, and so to late med-
ieval period, where there is a shift to grounding moral norms in the divine will
and so a kind of voluntarism not really seen before. Still others see the ‘break’
in terms of the Reformation and Renaissance (that is, Luther and Pico). So, thete
really is no consensus other than the fact that for ‘moderns’ moral norms are
not grounded in the nature of things and their orientation to some natural or
supernatural end, whether that nature is human or the nature system or God,
and the end might be temporal flourishing or the vision of God. It is 2 new vi-
sion of freedom vis-a-vis the human situation in finite natural patterns that

»103

comes to the fore.
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Garber and Ayers 1998, 2: 1288, 1294.
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Garber and Ayers 1998, 2: 1300.
' William Schweiker, personal communication.
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If in a history-of-ideas narrative scholars cannot agree on the proximate source
of the modernity of moral philosophy, there can be little doubt about its social
context. The modernity of morality emerged from the moral crisis in Europe fol-
lowing the Reformation, the Wars of Religion, and the new colonial experience.
It was the need to settle confessional as well as colonial conflicts that produced
altogether new thinking about natural law: Could a normative social order be
derived from the nature of human beings and accounted for as a human inven-
tion without being subject to relativism? What is more, could ‘rights now be ser-
iously pleaded against power’? The immemorial ‘law’ that defined a group as a
people was displaced, as was the linkage of the terrestrial to the cosmic order;
the role of the divine legislator was radically reduced, as was that of revelation
itself. That all this emerged only given the particularly violent history of a parti-
culatly violent wotld can hardly be doubted. Indeed, Hobbes himself, in the
mid-seventeenth century, is clear: “What hath hitherto been written by moral
philosophers, hath not made any progress in knowledge of the truth,” which
has led to ‘offenses, contentions, nay, even slaughter itself."**

In seventeenth-century Indian moral theory, by contrast, it is impossible to
identify seventeenth-century concerns except—and this may be a big exceptio-
n—insofar as these concerns centered on an ever more faithful reappropriation
of the past. What scholars are prone to interpret as the social and political uphea-
vals—or, more neutrally, transformations—of the era left no mark whatever on
the moral vision of the mimdmsakas (the question of language usage aside). It is
true that some, including Dinakara’s brother Kamalakara, were newly concerned
with the place of God in their system: ‘Some reproach the mimansaka with being
an atheist and so having no business talking about the “Way of Faith.” This slur
may apply to some, but as for me, I believe in God.”*® But the rise (ot second
rise, after the short-lived and circumscribed effort of Vedantadesika, d. 1369) of
a theistic mimamsa produced no systemwide change, no more than the conception
of bhaktirasa produced a systemwide change in alasikdrasastra, even in Bengal.
The return to the core of the discipline, typified by the samgraba and related gen-

"4 1 depend heavily here on Taylor 2002, especially pp. 92—95; and Garber and Ayers
1998, 2: 1350—51. Hobbes’s De Cive| Philosophical Rudiments (1642—1652) is cited on p. 1304.
'S Mimamsakutithala, p. 44: nanu nirisvaravadinas te [sc. mimamsakasya) ko yam bhaktimairga-

pravesah. param tv ayam pravadasanir ekadesisu. asmakam tv asty evesvarah.
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res, suggests that the systematicity of the system, and the generations of the dead
that it represented after nearly two millennia, weighed like a nightmare on the
minds of the living.IO6 Somehow, what the age demanded above all was the pre-
servation of the system itself. The power of textual authority and the limits on
its interpretation became more unforgiving than ever. And thinkers like Dina-
kara—and the fleeting moment of renewal they embodied—were subject to disci-
plinary control as soon as they lifted stylus from palmleaf.

4. ARTHA: R/_\JADHARMAS;\STRA AND THE END OF POLITICAL THEORY

The history of political theory in India in the late premodern period corrobo-
rates several of the tendencies identified so fat for literary and moral theory dut-
ing the same period. These include the particular historical trajectory—political
thought, too, shows a remarkable upsurge of intellectual production at the be-
ginning of the sixteenth century and what appears to be a sharp decline at the
end of the eighteenth—as well as the reassertion of a robust neotraditionalism.
Some details on texts and persons and an exemplification of the discursive devel-
opment will make this clear.

I alluded earlier to the curious history of arthasistra, the ‘science of power’ nar-
rowly construed. Kautilya’s Arthasistra, which should have constituted the foun-
dational text, fell into obscurity eatly on. As is not always remembered, only
three manuscripts of the work are now extant (the remaining handful being later
transcripts of these) and six fragmentary commentaries. The absence in the sec-
ond millennium of independent texts on the subject is striking and puzzling;
even commentarial literature on the classics of arthasistra was stunted.””” A cet-

"% We find in alaikarasastra precisely the same reaction on the part of seventeenth-cen-

tury writers to the work of Appayya Diksita. See Bronner and Tubb forthcoming.

"7 What is cited as arthasdstra in our period often turns out to be Kamandaki’s text,
e.g., Rajanitiratnakara p. 55. 1 find only two commentaries on the Kamdindakiyanitisira
(both impossible to date, but apparently late): the Jayamarngala of Sankariya (we have
his fragmentary commentary on the Arthasistra) and the anonymous (but interestingly
named) Upddbyayanirapeksa, to add something to a pitiful corpus that even an exhaus-
tive census is unlikely to appreciably augment.
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tain interest in 7/ literature was preserved, especially in south Indian vernacular
traditions (the only complete commentary on the Arzhasistra is in fact a remark-
ably early Bhdsavyikhyina, ‘Vernacular Explanation,” in Malayalam), and of course
genres other than systematic thought, such as belles lettres, continued, as in

the past, to reflect on the political.”®

Just as the discourse on the nature of dha-
rma had been absorbed within mimamsa, so the discourse on polity had been ab-
sortbed within dbarmasistra.

That a significant transformation in political theory as an independent disci-
pline had occurred is borne out by the nature and quality the rdjadharmasistra
produced during our period. The key transition, however, had taken place sev-
eral centuries earlier, with the development of the dbarmanibandha in the eatly
twelfth century. Whether or not I was correct a decade ago in linking the appear-
ance of this genre, a kind of encyclopedia of Hindu lifeways, to the arrival of un-
familiar power seekers in the subcontinent,'® the genre was certainly new (even
if its textual procedures show affinities with the great commentaries from around
the ninth through the eleventh centuries, such as those of Medhatithi or Vijiia-
ne$vara). And it cleatly testified to a new degree of interest in the subject on
the part of the royal courts (such as Gahadavala, Sena, Yadava), which is where
many of the major works were produced.”™®

Surprisingly, however, none of these first #ibandhas, with the exception of the
eatliest, Laksmidhara’s Krtyakalpataru (1130), appears to have contained a dis-
course on rdjadharma. To be sure, many of the nibandbas have not been transmitted
as complete works, and parts may well have gone missing, but it seems pretty

"% See Narayana Rao et al. 2004.
99 “Totalizing conceptualizations of the society . . . became possible only by juxtaposi-
tion with alternative lifeworlds; they became necessary only at the moment when the
total form of the society was for the first time believed, by the professional theorists
of society, to be threatened’; Pollock 1993: 286.

"° These include the Krtyakalpataru of Laksmidhara at the court of the Gahadavala
king Govindacandra in Kanyakubja and Varanasi (c. 1130); the dbarmanibandha com-
posed at the court of, or perhaps even by, King Ballalasena of Bengal (c. 1175); the Ca-
turvargacintamani of Hemadri at the Yadava court in Devagiri (c. 1270), and the Pardsa-
ramddhaviya of Madhava at the Vijayanagara court of Bukka Raya (c. 1400; or a
generation earlier, under Harihara II).
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certain that for the more than four centuries that followed the Kr#yakalpatarn,
Sanskrit intellectuals maintained almost total silence on the question of polity.
The one exception 1 find, the Rajanitiratnikara of Cande$vara, to which I return
below, was written some time near the end of the fourteenth century as a supple-
ment, or perhaps afterthought, to the authot’s seven-volume nibandba, the
Smrtiratnakara, and it is noteworthy that Candesvara refers to only one eatlier
authority on rgjaniti besides the Krtyakalpatarn.""" This situation was to abruptly
change, however, in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, for all
the major nibandhas produced during those years include a section on political
theory. The sheer size of these texts and the stature of their authors among the
intellectuals of the era mark them as unmistakably important documents: Raja-
nitisankhya of the Todarinanda of Todaramalla (d. 1589, Delhi-Varanasi; not extant);
Rajaniti of the Dinakaroddyota of Dinakara (c. 1615);'"* Rdjanitiprakasa of the
Viramitrodaya of Mitra Misra (fl. 1620, Orcha); Nitimayikha of the Bhagavantabha-
skara of Nilakantha Bhatta (fl. 1625, Varanasi); Rajadbarmakanstubba of the Smyti-
kaustubba of Anantadeva (fl. 1675, Varanasi); and Rajadbarma, ot Rajaniti, of the
Prapajicamrtasira from the Maratha court of Tanjavur (c. 1700).""

""" Gopala, author of the Kamadhenn (not extant; see Jayaswal’s introduction, p. 23). An-
other anticipation of the eatly modern discourse might be the Niticintamani of Vacaspa-
ti Misra, fl. 1450, Mithila, but I have not been able to consult the text, assuming it is ac-
tually extant (see the catalogue of the Royal Asiatic Society for 1923).

"> BORI ms. 37/1866—68; this is (erroneously?) included in the Iyavahira section of the
ms.

'3 The Rdjadharma section of the Prapaiicimrtasira is unpublished. The list could be ex-
tended if we were to include royal instruction manuals such as the Sawrdjyala-
ksmipithika (pethaps from sixteenth-century Vijayanagara, see Gode 1954, a reference
I owe to Dominik Wujastyk) or the Sriramadinacarya (mid-eighteenth century Tanjavur)
or ritual handbooks like the Rajyabhisekapaddhati in the Dinakaroddyota and the Rajyabhi-
sekapaddhati (from the Prrtakamalikara) of Kamalakara Bhatta ; as well as late com-
mentaries on the rgjadharma sections of ancient syt texts, such as the
Viramitrodaya on the Yajiavalkya Smrti of Mitra Misra.
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Yet by the end of the eighteenth century—just as in the case of alasikdrasistra
and mimanmsi—this strong scholarly production completely ceased. I can find only
one treatise on rgjadharma composed after 1700, the Rdjadbarmasdrasangraha at
the Maratha Tanjavur court of Tulaji (Tulaji) II (r. 1765—90).""* The marvelously
comprehensive Rgjadharma volumes of the Dharmakosa register no eighteenth-
century materials at all because virtually none was written. On the contraty,
those large-scale dbarmanibandhas that continued to be written later-works like
Maniram Diksita’s Anipavilisa from late seventeenth-century Bikaner or Ratna-
kara’s Jayasimbakalpadruma (Amber 1713)-omitted the section on polity. What
one can say with considerable certainty, then, is that from 1200 to the victory
of colonialism around 1800 the Sanskrit discourse on royal power was almost
completely irrelevant to the history of Indian thought—with the critical exception
of the period 1550—1750.

Explaining this exception and the moment of renewal it represents is the first
of a number of hard problems in the history of late premodern Indian political
thought. I put it on the table at once, and return to consider it more closely at
the end of this section. Such an explanation partly requires making sense of
the spatial no less than the temporal dimension of that political thought. But
the spatial distribution of the texts in question is, to my eyes, very peculiar.
Why should a petty king of the obscure Sengara clan, ruling at the dusty outpost
of Bhareha on the Chambal river, retain Nilakantha, one of the most celebrated
scholars of jurisprudence in India, to write a new encyclopedia for him that in-
cludes a major section on rgjadharma? What prompted Bir Singh Dev of the small
principality of Orcha to invite the Gwaliyari pandit Mitra Misra to produce what
is probably the largest compendium on dharma in Indian history—some 200,000

"4 This work is not in the possession of the Wai Pathasala, pace Krishna 2002: 381, and
its actual whereabouts is unknown to me. Among eighteenth-century texts on rgja-
dharma Krishna also lists the Smrtikaustubba of Sambhu Bhatta Kavimandana
(1720—22), but this is by Anantadeva, not Sambhu Bhatta, and from a generation ear-
lier. A genre of dandaniti text is found in the early modern period, including: Dapdavive-
ka of Vardhamana of Bilvapaficagrama (fifteenth century) and the Dapdaniti of Kesava
Pandita produced at the court of Sambhaji, son of Sivaji. Altogether different is the
Rajyavyavabharakosa of Dhundhiraja (c. 1676), which sought to replace the Persian admin-
istrative vocabulary with Sanskrit at the court of Sivaji (see Guha 20042 and 2000b).
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verses, twice the size of the traditional Mahdbhdrata, or around sooo printed pa-
ges—which includes the longest wotk we have on polity?""’ What was the aim
of Baj Bahadur Chandra, ovetlord of Almora, which since 1587 had been incot-
porated into the new political order of the Mughals, in commissioning Ananta-
deva’s Rajadbarmakaustubba, a major section of his Smrtikaustubba? Why did Ak-
bat’s vaki/ himself, Todaramalla, assemble a committee of Varanasi scholars
headed by Narayana Bhatta, jagadguru and patriarch of the city’s most famous clan
of scholars, to create a new encyclopedia that again included a section on poli-
tics? Part of the meaning of a concept or discourse is the use to which it is put,
and we therefore cannot understand some of the meanings of these texts until
we understand, concretely, something of their uses. But this is a very elusive
quarry, as scholars who work on dharmasistra learn to their despair.”'® A simplis-
tic appeal to Weberian legitimation or the Geertzian theater state will not take
us very far into the cognitive universe of political actors in seventeenth-century
India. The inadequacy of functionalist explanation (whether legitimation or
other) is shown by a second, and correlative, conundrum connected with the dis-
sipation of the political-theoretical energies and its specific moment in time. Gi-
ven the gradual disintegration of the Mughal empire after the death of Aurang-
zeb in 1707 and the concomitant rise or strengthening of new Hindu
kingdoms, one might expect rgjadharma texts to have proliferated. Yet not only
did they not proliferate, they almost completely vanished. (This is so even in
places like Varanasi: For the founders of the new dynasty in the eighteenth cen-
tury—Mansa Ram, Balwant Singh, Chetan Singh—who were in direct contact with
the terrible new wotld of British power, the genre must have seemed outmoded;
a search of their library shows no such texts were ever composed.) It would be
imprudent, then, to link the new interest in political theory in Sanskrit at the
start of the seventeenth century, and its new irrelevance by the middle of the
cighteenth, monocausally with the rise and fall of the Mughal imperium and
the dramatically altered conditions of Hindu sovereignty during the rise and
after the fall. But it would also be absurd not to note the connection.

' To be sure, Orcha may have been small but Bir Singh Dev was not; see Kolff 1990:
133 ff.
"¢ Several contributions to Lariviere 1984 address this empirical difficulty. For the

conceptual problem, see Skinner 2002: 178.

67

M:/Share/Knaw/oo81.Gonda/oz-Binnenwerk.3d pag. 67 — 4-10-05



It is not only the spatiotemporal matrix of rgjadharma discourse that requires
theoretical attention; so does the genre of the texts that came to be produced.
Very few prakarapas, or independent works in the arthasistra mode were com-
posed during the second millennium (I count three or four), something that
sharply distinguishes political discourse from all other forms of disciplinaty
knowledge of the epoch. The only genre in common use was the dharmanibandpa.
As we have just noted, this emerged in the twelfth century, and no further refine-
ment was made in the later period. Since it is basically an encyclopedia of cita-
tions with only occasional authorial intervention to reconcile the ancient sources,
the sources themselves have a centrality here that is far in excess of their place
in any other Sanskrit knowledge system. It may be possible to detect among
the nibandhakaras of our period a new attention to the textuality of the texts they
adduce—a new or at least heightened philological concern with correct reading-
s—and perhaps a new conservatism visible in the attempt to vindicate the wiila-
grantha over against the often more critical interpretations of medieval commen-
tators like Medhatithi. But such revaluations are uncommon, and in fact,
commentary as such would gradually diminish over the course of the seven-
teenth century: At the beginning, with the Rajanitiprakasa of Mitra Misra—who
introduces his work with the remark that ‘at the command of King Virasimha,
[the authot] produced the Rajanitiprakasa by his own wit, summarizing the dbar-
ma of a great king after due consideration, by way of elaborations on the words
of the ancients’*""—commentary has a rather substantial role to play; at the end,
with Anantadeva, it plays almost none. Perhaps a wibandhakdra’s contribution
was his specific assemblage of authoritative texts rather than in any particular in-
terpretations he gave them—perhaps the assemblage was the interpretation—but
the particular logic of selection eludes the modern reader, and the personal stamp
of the anthologist remains indiscernible amidst the endless quotations.

Nilakantha is typical here. There are very few issues in the Ni#imayikha that eli-
cit extended comment from him amidst his hypertrophied citationism (his prac-
tice differs in his work on civil and criminal law, the Vyavabaramayikha). He does
not even provide an introduction explaining the purpose that political discourse
serves in his conceptual universe. Indeed, the sastrarambha, ot set of introductory

"7 Viramitrodaya Rajanitiprakdsa p. 8, v. 48: djiiapto virasimhaksitipatitilakena . . . pracam va-
cam prapajicath parikalitamabarajadbarmad avantah [?] saram niskrsya buddhya racayati.
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arguments justifying a theoretical discourse, is dispensed with almost across the
board in seventeenth-century rgjadbarma texts. A mere list of topics is offered
(if we are lucky), as in Mitra Misra’s work. And these are precisely the topics
we have learned to expect from the pracin: vicah, the words of the ancients: start-
ing with the nature of kingship, proceeding through the rules of the royal con-
secration, working our way across the seven limbs of the polity, and ending
(usually) with aspects of the king’s war-making practices.

That there may in fact be a seventeenth-century dimension to this discourse
seems to be suggested by the problematic with which many of the works begin:
the interpretation of the word rgjan (king). It is of no little significance that our
thinkers initiate this discussion with a citation from the hoariest of texts, the
Manusmrti (‘1 shall discourse on the dharmas of a rajan, by what action he becomes
a king (urpa), how he comes into being, and how he achieves his highest
goals),"" for this is of a piece with the conservatism that marks the political
thought of our epoch. The terms framing the debate around the Manusmrti pas-
sage are very old, too, reverting to the eatliest stratum of the mimamsa system.
Once again—as in moral and literary theory—the dispute may seem to us minor.
Yet we will see that it touches on a core contemporaneous problem in the sociol-
ogy of power. The problematic turns on the question whether the word rgjan is
a jati Sabda, a term expressing a class (or here, more propetly, a caste) property,
or whether it can simply refer to anyone who happens to be protecting the realm.
As Miadhava put the matter some two centuries eatlier, ‘Is the use of the word
rajan contingent on one’s having a connection with kingship or, instead, on one’s
being a Kshatriya?”'"? In other words, does the possession of rzjya, political
power, make one a rgjan—so that anyone who happens to be ruling becomes ipso
facto a rgjan—or is the acquisition of political power dependent on one’s already
being a rdjan?

According to Nilakantha, “The term #gjan has reference solely to a Kshatriya,
not to a person who merely happens to be in possession of rdjya. Scripturally en-
joined practices, such as ‘One should consecrate the rgjan, come into play prior

"8 Manusmrti 7.1:
rajadbarman pravakgyami yathavrtto bhaven nrpah |
sambhavas ca yatha tasya siddhis ca parama yatha ||

"9 Cited in Dharmatkosa vol. 4.2, Rajanitikapda: 782a.
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to one’s connection with 74jya, which arises only affer the consecration. This
shows that such usages too can refer only to a Kshatriya.” Nilakantha’s position
is in full accord with the dominant view of mimdamsi. Indeed, he forecloses
further argument by stating that the matter has already been adjudicated in the
Prirvamimansasitra itself (in the ‘Avesti Adbikarana’). There it is affirmed that the
primary meaning of the word rdjan is a jiti term, meaning that it refers to a Ksha-
triya, whereas its use in reference to Brahmans or other non-Kshatriyas who
may be fulfilling the duties of a 7jan is a secondary usage (gauna). At the end of
his brief comments Nilakantha seems to dismiss any extended, nonliteral use of
the term as improper, thereby strongly implying that those who ruled but were
not of the appropriate social order could not be rulers in accordance with dhar-
ma.'*°

Mitra Misra, writing almost contemporaneously with Nilakantha (around
1620—25), opens his Ragjadbarmaprakdsa with a very similar though more detailed
discussion. ‘Does the term rgjan here [in Manu 7.1] refer (a) to anyone who hap-
pens to protect the subjects of a realm, or (b) to any member of the Kshatriya
Jati, ot (c) specifically to a member of that group who has undergone the royal
consecration (abhiseka)?” He adduces in support of position (a) various diction-
aries as well as the prima facie view that is formulated in and rejected by
mimamsa, noting that ‘popular usage alone is the valid means of defining terms,
and in popular usage the term rgjan is employed [also] to refer to Brahmans
and others who perform the duties of kingship.” Others, however, maintain po-
sition (b), asserting that the term refers only to a member of the Kshatriya order,
which is the usage of Manu himself, and they also appeal to various Paninian
grammatical rules on the formation of the derivative 7djya from rdjan. According
to this view, then, “The person with the primary right to kingship is the Ksha-
triya alone.” The injunction in the Veda to ‘consecrate the rgjan’ similarly pertains

"2 Bhagavantabbdskara Nitimayikha, p. 1: tatra rajasabdah ksatriyamatre Sakto na rajyayogini.
abhisekottarabbavirajyayogat prag api rajanam abbisificed ityade) fastriyaprayogasya ksatriyamatre
"pi sadbbdvad iti nirandyy avestyadbikarape. tasya ca vidhivad abbisiktasya prajapilanam dharmab.
The avesti adhikarapa (Piirvamimamsasitra 2.3 adhikarapa 3) is generally concerned with
the question whether the rite called the avesti, which is performed by Brahmans and
Vaishyas as well as Kshatriyas, forms part of the royal consecration—which would then

apply to castes other than Kshatriyas—or constitutes a distinct and separate rite.
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exclusively to the Kshatriya, and Mitra MiSra analyzes that rule in a way that de-
nies it any proleptic quality: One does not zake a man #nfo a king through the rite
of consecration, the way one makes a tree trunk into a sacrificial post (yipa) by
means of a particular ritual, since the latter is a case where the ritual object cre-
ated is a transcendental entity (adpstartha). “The word yipa is otherworldly;
wheteas the word rdjan is empirically familiar as referring to a Kshatriya.”™*’
Mitra Mi$ra’s own position is nuanced, even tortured. The details need not
concern us; here is his conclusion: ‘“Among the divergent viewpoints the correct
one is that the wotd rdjan as used in statements setting forth the dharma of a king
.. refers only figuratively to a king (nrpa) who holds power over a realm, since,
for the arguments already given, the word can refer [literally] only to Kshatriyas
in general”™* And he goes on to argue:

Although for Vijane$vara [the eleventh-century commentator on the Ygjiia-
valkyasmyti] the rajan is one endowed with such properties as the royal conse-
cration, the word can also refer, through popular usage, to someone who
holds such power without having undergone the rite—this is so because [the
word rgjan] may be used [or, is used in Mann 7.1] in conjunction with the word
nrpa [which implies that the latter carries some surplus signification, such as re-
striction to a rgjan who has undergone consecration]. Further, [according to
Vijfiane$vara|, ‘Although the range of obligations on a rgjan is naturally set
forth with reference to a 7gjan, these should nonetheless be taken to be incum-
bent on anyone of whatever social order (varpa) who is responsible for the pro-
tection of any political region, from the small district on up (kiyanmandaladr),
since (a) [Manu] uses the word #rpa separately, and (b) the point of the extrac-
tion of taxes is protection, and protection entails the application of force
[which comes under the constraints of dbarmal.” In view of all this, a consecra-
tion where use is made of non-Vedic, puranic liturgy (mantras), or none at

! Viramitrodaya vol. 6, Rajanitiprakasa pp. 11 bottom; p. 12: ksatriya eva mukbyo rajyadbi-
kariti darSitam; p. 13: yipasabdasyilankikatvat. rajasabdasya tu ksatriyavacanatvena prasiddha-
tvat.

22 Viramitrodaya vol. 6, Rdjanitiprakdsa p. 15: esy api paksesn rajadbarman pravaksya-
mityadirdjadharmapratipidakavacanesn rajasabdo janapadaisvaryavannrpatim laksapaya pratipa-
dayiti paksal sadbup. nktaynktya ksatriyasamanyavdcitvat.

71

M:/Share/Knaw/oo81.Gonda/oz2-Binnenwerk.3d pag. 71 — 4-10-05



all, is to be enjoined for anyone who may not be entitled to the Vedic rite
about to be described.

Mitra Misra proceeds to dispute the position of Apararka, a twelfth-century
commentator on Yajdavalkyasmrti, who argued (according to Mitra Misra’s sum-
mary) that the word rgjan as used in scriptural commandments regarding the pro-
tection of the subjects refers to a duly consecrated Kshatriya (though it’s hard
to get precisely that sense out of the words of Aparirka that Mitra Misra cites).
The upshot of this argument seems to be not that non-Kshatriyas cannot be
kings but that the application of the term to non-Kshatriyas is figurative and
not denotative. ‘But in actual fact the rights and obligations apply to anyone
who is invested with such purifying ‘qualities’ (guuas) as the consecration.”’*
Although Mitra Mi$ra’s main conclusion seems at odds with Nilakantha’s—when
Manu speaks of the dharmas of a rdjan, he is to be taken as referring to anyone re-
sponsible for protecting subjects, which of course implies that anyone could,
in full accordance with dharma, be a rijan—one cannot be entirely sure, given
the highly qualified nature of the argument. What is certain, however, is that
his argument is entirely formal, based on what are presented as purely semantic
questions of language philosophy.

This approach is again completely in keeping with that of mzmamsa. In the
Mimanmsakanstubba, for example, Khandadeva rejects the prima facie view based
on the popular usage of rgjan in north India, where the term is said to refer to
anyone carrying out the duties of rulership, in favor of the narrower usage of
the southerners, who apply the term to any Kshatriya, whether ruling or not.
Khandadeva defends this rejection first by an etymological argument: grammar
supports the derivation of rgjya from rdjan as the action of an agent, and not
the reverse, which is merely an inference drawn from popular usage. The rejec-
tion is also supported by the §ru#/ argument found in Nilakantha. This allows a
rajan alone to undergo the consecration (which is the precondition of the right of
governance), and therefore the 77jan must exist prior to the rite (and cannot be

%3 Viramitrodaya vol. 6, Rajanitiprakasa p. 13: vastutas tv abbisekadigupaynktasya vaksyama-

nadharmah. The passages cited eatlier in this paragraph are found on pp. 14-15.
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produced by the rite).** Khandadeva’s main point, like that of Mitra Mi$ra, has
nothing directly to do with the question whether non-Kshatriyas should or
should not rule but only with whether or not the word rgjan in its primary meaning
refers to a Kshatriya.

That the mimamsi argument is carried over in full to the domain of political
theory raises complicated questions, not least whether this discussion had any
implications for the actual practice of power in late premodern India. Though
the point is never openly stated by our thinkers, surely the only reason to care
about the primary meaning of a word like king’ is that its true meaning has con-
sequences for political action. (It seems hardly anachronistic to draw an analogy
with contemporary disputes on the propriety of the use of the word ‘president’—
strictly, ‘an elected official . . . in a republic’~with respect to those who seize
power illegally, General Pinochet, for example.) I think it does have such impli-
cations, if obscure ones, and these begin to emerge if we contrast the nature of
the discourse on rgjan in the seventeenth century with the discourse it replaced.

The one work on Sanskrit political theory between the Krtyakalpatarn (1130)
and the proliferation of texts beginning around 1590 has already been men-
tioned, Cande$vara’s Rajanitiratnikara. This was composed near the end of the
fourteenth century soon after the fall of the last Karnata dynasty in Mithila at
the hands of Ghiasuddin Tughlaq and its replacement by the Kame$varas, who
became tributaries to the Delhi sultanate. CandeS$vara, like other nibandbakdiras,
begins his work with Mann 7.1, but he asserts that rgjan refers simply to one
who protects his subjects. It is irrelevant, he says, that legendary kings such as
Vena who did not protect their subjects could still be referred to as #gjan: at issue
in such a reference is their capacity to provide protection, whether or not they ac-
tually did so.

That is why Kulltka [a commentator on the Manusmrti, fl. 1250] argues that
the wotd rgjan in Manu refers not to a Kshatriya but rather to any man who

"2 Mimamsakanstubba (on 2.3.3), pp. 20—22. The primary meaning of the term rgjan, ac-
cording to Khandadeva, was preserved among the Dravidas, not among the people
of Aryavarta (p. 22: atah Srutyupastabdbadravidaprayogepaiva laghavatarkasahakytena ksatriya-
vdcitvasiddbip. aryavartaprayogas tu rajakdryapdlanakaritvit gaunah). The distinction between
geospheres of usage goes back to Sabara (with ‘Andhras’ instead of ‘Dravidas”).
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has been consecrated and who protects the realm. The Rajanitikamadbenn [c.
1300?] claims that a rgjan is anyone consecrated into the 7gjya, first, because
protection of the subjects rightly belongs only to one [who has undergone
the ceremony], and second, because prior to that ceremony the man cannot
possess the knowledge required for protecting the subjects. Many authorities
take rgjan to refer simply to someone who has undertaken the protection of
the subjects. In actual fact, however [and with this vastutas t# the author gives
his own view], actions like undertaking the protection of the subjects and un-
dergoing consecration are mere contingent factors of rgjan; a king is actually
known as such only given his mastery over the subjects. As my teacher put
it, “The term rdjan is used for anyone who has acquired 7gjya through sheer dar-

5125

ing or some similar trait.

What I believe we ate seeing as we read across these various passages from
rajadharma texts—and this may be symptomatic of a larger shift-is a contraction
of the discourse on power, especially through the reassertion of mimdinsa discur-
sive constraints, a contraction that constituted not a continuation from the past
but a reznvention on the part of seventeenth-century political thinkers. The almost
desacralized notion of kingship found in Cande$vara was replaced in little more
than two centuries by a vision that consciously reverted to the most ancient stra-
ta of political thought, including archaic strictures on the Kshatriya monopoliza-
tion of power. In all the remaining dimensions of his discourse a writer like
Nilakantha not only reaffirms but recreates a consensus on power that had been
reached long ago (and massively documented in the six parts of volume 4 of
the Rajanitikanda of the Dharmakosa). Like Mitra Misra, he follows the template
of the discipline with great fidelity throughout his work, starting with the seven
limbs of the polity, the gupas of the king, and so on down the predictable list,
while his commentary is devoted almost exclusively to glossing technical terms,
the merest fine-tuning of a theory held to be perfect. All that really counted

'® Rajanitiratnikara, pp. 2—3: ata eva kullitkabbatta) rajasabdo "pi natra ksatrivaparah ki tv
abhisiktajanapadapalayitrpurusaparah. rajanitikamadhenan rajyabhisikto raja prajapalanides ta-
diyatvat tatprag janasambhavac ceti. prajapdlane pravrtta iti bahavah. vastutas tu prajapalana-
pravrityabbisekddayo ‘sya kdrapamatram. prajisvamitve rajatvena prasiddbo rdja. kevalasanryd-

dyaptardjyasya rajatvavyavahdrdd iti guravap.
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was evidently orthopractice in the realization of that theory, or ritual precision.
Hence the prayoga, or performance, of the consecration of the king—which takes
us backward into a very misty past, like that of the Gopathabrabmana—occupies
the greater part of the authot’s attention, as it does for the authors of all the se-
venteenth-century rgjadharma texts."*® The very powerful sense of archaism we
get from this text and its peers may have constituted, paradoxically, its novelty.

Present-day readers may be forgiven for assuming that archaizing discussions
like this one on the meaning of the word rgjan were purely scholastic, conducted
in complete abstraction from the pressing new realities of seventeenth-century
politics. And they may assume, correlatively, that shastric intellectuals thought
of their task not as ideographic but entirely as nomothetic, or better put, they
never seem to have felt that squaring the ideographic with the nomothetic was
relevant to their purposes. There is, I believe, considerable truth to these assump-
tions, but in an unanticipated, pratiloma sense, since it is also true that very prag-
matic purposes informed this discourse in a world of kings who were Bhonsles,
Bundelas, Mughals, and Nayakas, the patrons of the writers in question. To ar-
gue that one does not make a king through the rite of consecration (the way
one makes a tree trunk into a sacrificial post by means of a particular ritual), that
the ‘king’™—if the term is to have its proper meaning—must exist as such by jaz/ be-
forehand, touches precisely on the problem that would have confronted Gaga
Bhatta in the person of Sivaji in 1674, and that would have preoccupied Mitra
Misra in the case of the low-caste Bundelas (‘spurious’ Kshatriyas), and indeed
any dharmasastrin living anywhere in India at the time, whether in the Mughal
empire, the subimpetial su/tanats, or even the Nayaka rgjya."”” Whatever the social
realities of those rulers, they had to be squared with theory—and they were most
definitely squared, as the events leading up to the consecration of Sivaji famously
demonstrate. The zeal to claim Kshatriya status no doubt reverts to the early
medieval period at least, but the anxiety about such status may have intensified
in our period due to the growing conviction that true Kshatriyas had all but van-

**% The Gopathabrahmapa (perhaps before 500 B.C.E.) is cited on p. 7; the abhiseka ritual is
described on 8-42. The latter occupies perhaps a third of the Rajakaustubba, but only
around a tenth of the Rajanitiratnikara.

"*7 On Sivaji and caste, see Vajpeyi 2005; on the spurious Bundela clan, Kolff 1990: 117
fl.; on the Shudra Nayaka kings, Narayana Rao et al. 1992.
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ished from the face of the earth.”® Precisely what this new archaism meant in
pragmatic political terms (in regard to caste networks and alliances, for example)
is often hard to specify. But with regard to the problem of political theory it
seems clear that in the seventeenth century the masters of that theory sez out 1o
make political reality. Put baldly: new political theory was unnecessary in the face
of a new political reality because, for them, reality did not produce theory: the-
oty produced reality."*?

Thus in the domain of rgjadbarma, as typified by Nilakantha’s blunt rejection of
the kind of Machtpolitik seen in Cande$vara, as well as in the social character of
rulership, we can perceive a resurgence of traditional thought and practice simi-
lar to what took place in aesthetics and moral philosophy, even the inauguration
of what, accordingly, we might call a neoclassical age across much of India and
beyond."*°
I will be brief on the conceptual changes that took place in the discourse of

"*® On Kshatriya status in the so-called early medieval era, see for example Chattopa-
dhyaya 1998: 57-88, who also points to the increasing displacement of ‘Kshatriya’ by
‘Rajput’ in the self-description of ruling lords of the later period (pp. 82 ff.). The belief
was widespread in the seventeenth century that the Kshatriya jaz had actually disap-
peared—and needed to be recreated. Kamalakara says he had to rely on the view of
his father that a few Kshatriyas and Vaishyas did indeed remain here and there in the
wortld but in concealed form, having fallen away from their traditional duties (praccha-
nnaripalh svakarmabbrastah ksatriva vaisyds ca santy eva kvacid ity asmatpitrcarandh, cited in
Kane 1962-77: 1.2.930 n. 1436 from the Sitdrakamalikara). T don’t know that the history
of this belief has been traced in any detail. It is at least as old as early fourteen-century
Rajasthan (Epigraphia Indica 9: 75 fL.).

*9 For an eatlier meditation on this question see Pollock 1985. That such thinking is
entirely within the realm of possibility is shown by a recent comment of one of George
W. Bush’s aids. Dismissing what he called ‘the reality-based community’ (those people
who believe ‘that solutions emerge from your judicious study of discernible reality’),
he asserted, “That’s not the way the world really works anymore. We’re an empire
now, and when we act we create our own reality.” “Without a Doubt,” New York Times,
October 17, 2004.

¥ Mid-seventeenth-century Nepal offers a good example, discussed in Bledsoe 2004.
‘Neoclassical’ is especially appropriate given such a cultural phenomenon as the new
riti style of Brajbhasha poetry.
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power in Europe in the same epoch. It is once again no easy thing for an outsider
to determine what historians believe produced modernity in European political
thought, or indeed, what that modernity consisted of. Anthony Pagden’s The
Languages of Political Theory in Early-Modern Enrope seems to take the phrase ‘early
modern’ in a purely temporal rather than conceptual sense. When the conceptual
transformation to political-discursive modernity is described, the argument is
rather surprising (if I read it aright) but instructive: Whereas during the Middle
Ages and the Renaissance political theory was almost entirely dependent on
law or theology (as in India), in the seventeenth century a “science” of politics be-
came detached from these forms of thought, to be ‘grounded in an account of
the natural world and an empirical anthropology.” Pagden goes on to argue that
much political theory even into the eighteenth century (Hume, for instance) con-
tinued to be little more than ‘maxims of good sense,” and it was assumed that
nothing novel could occur—until the need arose to account for something novel
that did occur: the creation of a radically new political order in the United States
of America.”" Other scholars produce very different historical narratives of the
modernity of political thought. Quentin Skinner argues that the modern theory
of polity (Hobbes’) distinguished the state from its agents, making kings merely
holders of office, ‘heads of state.” By contrast, Janet Coleman asserts that such a
distinction was already current in the Middle Ages and Renaissance; what was
in fact new and modern in the seventeenth century was the separation between
state authority and the communities over which the state exercised that authot-
ity, and this separation functioned as a wedge between society’s vision of the
good and the power of the state to realize its own vision. According to this
view—surprisingly to the outside obsetver—the modern revolution in political
thought was bound up with the legitimation of the absolutist state, where ‘the
powers of government must be something ozber than a mere expression of the
powers and will of the governed.” Thus modernity lay in the transformation of

" Pagden 1987: 15. For Judith Shklar, another contributor to this volume, politics be-
comes a science marking a true epistemic break only with the creation of representative
democracy.
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citizens into subjects—indeed, in a new, almost ‘Oriental’ despotism of a sort not
casy to parallel in the South Asian Orient itself.”*

Even if Pagden’s dating is too late, as most historians would likely judge it to
be, and the Skinner and Coleman narratives raise as many questions as they an-
swet, at the core of all this speculation lies a linkage confirmed by so much of
the history of Western political thought: the genesis of modern political theory
was inseparable from violent social change—not just the fear of revolution but ac-
tual revolution or some other form of social upheaval. The new definition of so-
vereignty Jean Boudin would formulate in the 1570s, whereby the ruler was un-
derstood to possess indivisible rights to make laws and apply them to his
territories; the distinction Hobbes made in the 1640s that Skinner focuses on,
or the new and powerful arguments he offered for the subjects’ obligation of
obedience to the state; the differentiation Coleman draws attention to, along
with the rise of a new kind of subject-citizenship ‘that places the individual in di-
rect subordinate relationship to the prince’ and has remained ‘the basis of the re-
lationship between the individual and government in every modern country’;'>’
Locke’s development in the 1670s of a new rights-based conception of liberty
and the limits placed on political authority—all these were intimately tied up with
some of the bloodiest political change in European history: the Wars of Religion
in the case of Boudin, the Thirty Years” War and English Civil War in the case
of Hobbes, and the Restoration and Glorious Revolution in the case of Locke.
This obvious connection is not without significance for the larger inferences that
can be drawn from this comparative historical exercise, and I return to these
when assessing the conclusions—or perhaps more justly the confusions—of these
complicated histories.

5. ISTHE PRE- IN PREMODERN THE PRE- IN PRECOLONIAL?

The greater part of the intellectual history of India from the sixteenth to the
eighteenth century, at least the part embodied in Sanskrit texts, remains to be

"* Hegel’s views notwithstanding (see n. 1406). Skinner 2002, vol. 2: 368—413 (first

published in 1989) and Coleman 2000, vol. 2: 273.

3 Riesenberg cited in Coleman 2000, vol. z2: 273, n. 193.
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written, since these texts have yet to be accessed, read, and analyzed.”* That it
can be written—that the Sanskrit knowledge systems have a history to be recover-
ed—should now be obvious. Once we do write their history in its major con-
tours, however, it is unlikely to look radically different from what we know at
present. No Indian Enlightenment lies hidden from view, waiting to be uncov-
ered. What does await discovery, however, is something almost as significant: an-
swers to the questions why and how one of the oldest continuous intellectual tra-
ditions of the premodern world ended, and why it ended when it did, not
before or later. We can already begin to narrow down some of the key disciplin-
ary, historical, comparative, and interpretive problems of this historic occur-
rence, though we are far from providing altogether persuasive solutions for
them. I deal with them sequentially.

As we have seen, the creative energies of the Sanskrit knowledge systems did
not begin to dissipate before they had experienced a remarkable moment of re-
newal in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and understanding why may
be a condition of understanding the eventual dissipation. Some elements of
the renewal are visible at the level of discursive form. New genres were devel-
oped and old ones reinvigorated. We noted the invention of the essay collection;
works like Appayya Diksita’s Prrvottaramimansividananaksatramdli in the mid-six-
teenth century or Kamalakara’s Mimamsikuntibala in the early seventeenth have
no obvious precedent. In mimdinmsa, the samgraha genre, which redirects attention
to the structure of the system and the exegetical tradition as a whole, became
the dominant form of discourse. Certain works were newly canonized—the Ka-
vyaprakdsa in alankdrasastra (probably the most commented-upon work in Sans-
krit intellectual history, regardless of discipline), the Sastradipika in mimimsa.
And if commentary on such texts remained a dominant form of intellectual prac-
tice, it had often morphed into a kind of hypercommentary, sorting and asses-
sing the whole reception history that preceded (the Kamalikari of Kamalakara
Bhatta in alasikdrasastra; less obviously, the Mimdmsakaustubba of Khandadeva).
All this new activity evinces a new valuation of both the origins of the disciplines
and the traditions of their transmission. We find this impulse most prominent
in fields like logic, where the sitrapatha became a new object of inquiry, and
grammar, where the authority of the three ancient sages (the wunitraya) acquired

34 Little beyond the title connects the following reflections with Appiah 1991.
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a new diagnostic prominence."”’

The limit case of the centrality of a miilagrantha
was the dbarmanibandha: here commentary came to consist almost entirely in the
selection of primary texts, with at most an occasional philological or polemical
aside.

Another dimension of renewal is visible in the cross-disciplinarity that marks
the intellectual activity of the epoch. Few precedents are available for intellec-
tuals such as Appayya at the start of this period, or, at its end, Nage$a Bhatta,
both of whom wrote on grammar, literary theory, mimdinmsa, and other fields. A
new interpenetration of knowledge forms is found, too, dharmasistra and
mimamsa offering a salient case. Though these two disciplines were twinned from
an early date, older dharmasistra authors rarely wrote directly on mimansa, and
vice versa, a situation that changed dramatically in the later period. This is not
to say that the disciplinaty boundaries were relaxed; they were as rigid as ever—so
much so that, whereas questions in the moral dimension of literature (e.g., rasd-
bhasa) were increasingly discussed in alarikdrasistra, neither dbarmasaistra nor
mimanmsi ever took note of them.

It is far more difficult to identify features of the lifewotld that correlated with
these disciplinary innovations. It is almost impossible, even for so late a period,
to get a sense of how Sanskrit intellectuals actually lived."*® Not a single personal
document from a single scholar working in the amazingly creative world of se-
venteenth-century Varanasi has been preserved, aside from an occasional signa-
ture on the rare yyavasthipatra that has survived (like that from 1658 containing
the signatures of Khandadeva and the grandson of Appayya Diksita) and a few
autographed manuscripts (like Gaga’s edition of a Sabarabhagya housed in the
Anup Sanskrit Library). We have little information about the educational context
(pedagogical practices, syllabi, the division of knowledge) beyond what we can
infer from the works themselves. Radically different kinds of sociopolitical con-
texts present themselves during our period-ranging from the freelance world
of Varanasi, where scholars seem to have lived largely on their teaching, to royal
courts with their more traditional patronage structures—but no evidence suggests

™ For the first see n. 55; for the second, Houben forthcoming.

3% The Indologist gazes with a mixture of envy and self-pity on the richness of the so-

cial data for the history of seventeenth-century European thought (Garber and Ayers
1998: 9—32).
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that such social distinctions made an intellectual difference. A treatise on
mimamsa produced in the courtly world of Nayaka Tanjavur or Bundela Orcha
differs in no essential way from one produced in Varanasi. Except for occasional
disagreement over details, Rajacudamani Diksita and Kamalakara Bhatta shared
precisely the same view of literary theory, just as Vasudeva Diksita and Khanda-
deva shared the same view of moral theory and Mitra Misra and Nilakantha Bhat
ta the same view of political theory.”” But the social history of Indian intellec-
tuals is an entirely new field of inquiry, and we need far more research if we
hope to find those correlates that could explain the seventeenth-century renewal
of scholarship as a social as well as a disciplinary phenomenon.

Among the critical historical problems are several that concern the develop-
mental gradient of the disciplines as a whole, both internally and externally. Re-
garding the internal, we need a much more systematic account of the zavya mo-
ment. We need a far more comprehensive understanding of the different times
and places in which this came to manifestation, of the positions taken, and
why navya scholars thought of themselves as #avya, or were thought to be so by
others. Equally important, we need further corroboration for what I have come
to believe, and have argued here for the first time, was a repudiation of the 7a-
vyas and an assertion of a kind of neotraditionalism in the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries in many fields: in rgjadharma (and possibly in the self-understand-
ing of rulership itself) with the restatement of the constitutive role of
Kshatriya kingship; in alasikdrasastra with the vindication of the old views on
learning and training against the zapyas’ celebration of inspiration, reaching a
high point in Bhimasena Diksita’s divinization of Mammata; in mimansi with
the resistance to radical revisionism of the sort perceivable in Dinakara Bhatta.

We have as yet no satisfactory reason for this counterreformation whose im-
portance for intellectual history is far less modest than the data I have been able
to adduce here. Perhaps it was the case, as suggested earlier, that the tradition
of all the dead generations had begun to weigh like a nightmate on the brains
of the living. And just as some Indian thinkers seemed occupied with creating
something that did not exist before—to continue with Marx’s line of thinking—
precisely then did they anxiously conjure up the spirits of the past to their ser-

7 Contrast the theory of place for the history of seventeenth-century British sciences
as offered in Shapin 1998.
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vice. Better explanations than this, however, ate required for what seems to have
been a traditionalization of the intellectual and political orders that took place al-
most two centuries before the traditionalization produced by colonialism."**

If we are to address the external gradient more satisfactorily than I have been
able to do here, we will need, first of all, to test what I have suggested was a dra-
matic increase in the production of discourse on literature, politics, the moral or-
der, and much else in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and an equally dra-
matic decline from the start of the eighteenth century, decades before the real
consolidation of colonialism. We need to develop criteria that control as far as
possible for the variable of mere survival, to ascertain that the eruption of crea-
tivity we believe we see from the middle of the sixteenth century is not a simple
reflection of the heightened availability of sixteenth-century manuscripts in con-
trast to those from the fifteenth and fourteenth centuries, and that the implosion
of Sanskrit learning in the eighteenth century is no simple artifact of a failure
to find the texts actually produced. I am convinced that an actual decline in scho-
larship occutred in alaikarasastra, mimamsa, and rajadbarma, and that a systematic
census of manuscripts would demonstrate this, but other disciplines may have
had other histories. Only once we have satisfied ourselves that something new
and progressive happened sometime in the sixteenth century, and something
new and regressive sometime in the eighteenth, can we hope to account for these
events. The causes were no doubt multiple. In the north, the extraordinary rein-
vigoration and concentration of intellectual life in Varanasi surely had something
to do with the pax mughalana that began around 1590, while the rich and remark-
able Telugu Nayaka and Maratha polities in the south must have played a similar
role.

There would be nothing very surprising—and nothing very interesting—about
such a conjuncture of political and cultural flourishing. What is surprising, and
far more difficult to understand, is how it all came unglued in the eighteenth cen-
tury—how the knowledge forms concerning the ends of man effectively ended.
Why did seventeenth-century Hindu polities in the supposed penumbra of
Mughal ascendancy in the seventeenth century generate such massive texts of 74
" On the latter see Washbrook 1997. Another way to think of these developments is as
a ‘return in the archaic’ prior to that of the nineteenth century (see Prakash 1997,

1999: 86 f1.).
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Janiti and dharmasistra, whereas those in the clear light of Mughal decline in the
eighteenth century produced virtually nothing? How did mimdmsa and alaikdra-
Sastra come to be so completely drained of the vitality that had marked their de-
velopment for centuries? Interactions with colonial knowledge to a degree suffi-
cient to effect change of such magnitude was still decades off, if not a century
and more, and nothing but a vague, almost mystical anticipation of colonial new-
ness—and the scholars’ concomitant realization of their own oldness—seems to of-
fer itself as explanation.

Let me turn next to the comparison with Europe, underscoring once again
that it is not something we can simply ignore. The reason we are interested in
Sanskrit intellectual history in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries is that
those were its last. Its end coincided more or less chronologically—though, as 1
have tried to show, not necessarily causally-with the coming of Western intellec-
tual history. Why it ended and created a vacuum for Western knowledge to fill
is the crucial question, and comparison with the history of the knowledge that
did not end it but instead replaced it might contribute to an answer.

The intellectual traditions of premodern India and Europe evince remarkable
and long-lasting parallels—but only up to a certain point. Kamalakara Bhatta
and Nicholas Boileau shared a wide range of expectations about the organization
of rhetoric, the standards of representation and their relationship to the moral or-
der, and the sources of literary creativity. The concern among all Sanskrit intel-
lectuals of the epoch with the adequacy of description—with over- or under-ex-
tension (ativyapti, avyapti) of the definition (laksapa)y-is a good example of the
Indian version of the scholastic mode. Shastric discourse also shows strong par-
allels with the more formal elements of the European scholastic style-the place
of key auctores, forms of lectio, types of argument such as dubia and responsiones,
and the like. More generally, the authority of the ancients and the primacy of tex-
tual exegesis retained their attractiveness in both worlds deep into the seven-
teenth century. This attitude was alive and well in Pascal; we have already noted
the distinction he drew between the authority of texts in letters or theology,
which was absolute, and the authority of texts in mathematics or empirical
science, which was illegitimate. His peers in India would have largely agreed.
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Yet a systematic account would also point up how dramatically the two intel-
lectual traditions began to diverge in the late seventeenth century.” A style of
thought that sought ever more precise refinement of a set of pregiven issues
was preserved in India, but it gave way in Europe to one that sought entirely
new issues and dismissed the authorities of the past instead of celebrating them.
We may now be able to identify with some precision when Europe and India be-
gan to part ways in the discourses on literature, the moral order, and polity;
we are far less certain why. Although the histories and processes of vernaculari-
zation in the domain of expressive literature were remarkably similar in India
and Europe, why did only the latter proceed to vernacularize in the domains
of science and scholarship more generally? Why did Dinakara’s quest to ‘uproot
the thoughts of the outmoded authorities’ fail, whereas that of Descartes, ‘to start
anew from first principles,” succeed? Why, when both India and Europe wit-
nessed a strikingly similar Quarrel of the Ancients and the Moderns, was the
one case settled in favor of the ancients and the other in favor of the moderns?
Why did both experience a kind of neoclassicism at the political and cultural le-
vel, yet only Europe witnessed the correlative development (if it was correlative)
of true absolutism, revolution, and intellectual upheaval?

These are hard questions to answer, but even harder is my last, which concerns
the interpretation of the comparative data. Would India have remained premo-
dern so long as it remained precolonial? Was there another modernity—or if we
have no need for the self-constituting value of this import, another sufficiency—
lying hidden in what colonialism and capitalism came to define as premoder-
nity?"*° How are we to chart a path between an Occidentalist presupposition
of the inevitable conquest of Western modernity—as if the rest of the world were
lacking and must eventually make up this lack by compliance with the universal

%9 Many of the old medieval debates continued to occupy authots into the eatly eight-
eenth century, see Maclntyre 1991: 149 fl. Conversely, recent scholarship has found pre-
cursors of the seventeenth-century innovations in high and late medieval thought,
see Colish 2000: 13-14.

" On the West’s logical production of an Indian premodetnity that is not necessatily
premodern, see Pollock 2006, introduction, and Kaviraj, ms. (who correctly identifies
‘premodern’ as a ‘secondary description’). The following sentence is informed by the ma-
jor argument in Chakrabarty 2000.
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law of development that modernity represents—and an indigenist belief in a pet-
fected Indian world that was destroyed by colonialism? And most important,
why should any of these questions still matter? Let me set out some interpretive
possibilities as bluntly as I can: (1) Sanskrit intellectual history in the last centu-
ries before the coming of capitalist modernity demonstrates that India had
achieved a kind of civilizational perfection; (2) this history demonstrates how
an intellectual order becomes ossified when the old asymmetries of power and
unfreedom that sustained it are rendered increasingly obsolete; (3) both interpre-
tations are in some measure true.

(1) Can we imagine, without bending over backward so far that we fall over, a
premodern world of equilibrium in South Asia, where the reproduction of cul-
tural and political orders was a sign of plenitude and not deficiency—of problems
solved rather than problems denied, of social coherence rather than of social
struggle and its ideological management? The production of Western modernity
was a response to a set of very peculiar historical circumstances and institutions—
none of which were known in India. There was no Church to produce heresy, ex-
communication, and censorship or to provoke Reformation, Counter-Reforma-
tion, and religious wars. There was no regime of conquest to promote foreign
colonization, and no absolutist state to construct a repressive security appara-

tus.'*

On the contrary, Indian intellectuals were totally free. It was the absence
in India of the miseties of Europe’s peculiar circumstances and institutions that
entailed the absence of the intellectual splendors of Europe’s peculiar modernity.

Although it is true that the various elements of a Quarrel of the Ancients and
the Moderns were present in India and such a quarrel was actually engaged in,
the navyapracimavivida never became an engine of historical change.

Stivatsalafichana was not to become a Chatrles Perrault, nor Kamalakara Bhatta

" On censorship, see for example Israel 2001: 96-118. Among the more prominent ex-

iled intellectuals were Thomas Hobbes and John Locke. With respect to political vio-
lence in premodern India, Jos Gommans makes an important point (if one in need
of further empirical evidence) when he says ‘South Asia developed a political culture
in which large-scale political violence was deemed highly imprudent and as much as
possible to be avoided’ (Gommans 1999: 304; cf. 307, where state violence is described
as depreciated, even discredited). The type of absolutism familiar from eatly-modern
Europe (Wilson 2000) or Southeast Asia (Reid 1993: 208 ff.) was unknown in India.
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a Boileau. This was so because India was unencumbered by a despotism bent on
creating surveillance institutions like the Académie francaise—devised by the state
in order to gain a purchase on intellectual activities previously denied it by the
medieval universities"**~and accordingly never witnessed the various convul-
sions of such a state that prompted the beginnings of a modern literary criticism
(such as Dryden’s ‘Essay of Dramatick Poesy’) aimed at restoring a cultural-mor-
al order from the ruins of revolution.*

Indian political theory produced Nilakantha Bhatta and Mitra Misra but no
Francisco Suarez or Thomas Hobbes because Indian history produced no impet-
ial expansion and no civil wars, and accordingly had no need to define the nature
of international law or the obligations of citizens to the state. Indian moral the-
ory produced Dinakara Bhatta and Khandadeva but no Francisco de Vitorio
or Hugo Grotius because Indian history produced no Wars of Religion and no
Thirty Years’ War, and accordingly had no need to settle religious, cross-cultural,
and civil conflicts and thereby to develop new thinking about natural law. Last,
there was no vernacularization of science and scholarship in India-no Bacon,
no Descartes, no Galileo—despite a comparable history of literary vernaculariza-
tion, because there was no nascent nation-state with its new demands for a pop-
ular science.

In short, it seems arguable—though the causal attribution will be too strong
for some people’s taste—that it was the peculiarly violent wreckage of premoder-
nity in the West that produced its modernity."** (How ironic, then, that the very
project of modern discourse, albeit so deeply rooted in its specific contextual de-
terminants, was to believe itself capable of rising above context so as to produce

142

Garber and Ayers 1998: 26.

2 On the relationship between the origins of modetn European ctiticism and the
‘struggle against the absolutist state’ see Eagleton cited in Nisbet and Rawson 1997: 17.
"4 Tilly 1992 offers powetful documentation of this violence, see especially pp. 165 ff.
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universalist theory.)'® By contrast, the stability of Sanskrit intellectual history, so
often dismissed as the pointless logorrhea of sclerotic elites, was a sign of the suc-
cess of the Indian cultural and political orders. The absence of modernity in India
before colonialism would therefore be something less to regret than to celebra-
te—a sign of real civilizational equipoise, where success is not (as in modernity)
the capacity to expand but the capacity to endure.’*® There is no law of chronic
deficiency in human affairs mandating that societies, like cities (or Chicago, at
least), must always be under construction and never complete, that understand-
ings of literary art, the structure of the moral order, or the organization of power
can never achieve something like adequacy or even perfection for the social
world concerned, but must be constantly rejected for something newer and bet-
ter—the very slogan of modernity.

(2) Celebrating ‘civilizational petfection’ is nothing more than an indigenist
fantasy compounded by postcolonial ressentiment and a blind abdication of self-
criticism. Together these produce, among other things, a misrecognition of the
profound social conflict that lay at the heart of the nonmodern nonWestern po-
litical and cultural orders, transforming what was in fact an exhausted ideological
apparatus into a cultural achievement. In terms of intellectual history, we are
more justified in concluding that the dead hand of tradition arrested an Indian
modernity, even a timorous modernity, before it could take political shape and
institutional embodiment: scholars like Stivatsalafichana, Dinakara, and Cande-
$vara were eventually normalized or marginalized by the enormous condescen-
sion of their own traditions. Indeed, the control of conflict in premodernity
was so total that freedom could not even be conceptualized as a political value,

" See Toulmin 1992. Note especially Grotius’s attempt in legal thought to argue from
‘what is true universally as a general proposition’ and to adopt a mathematical model
based on ‘certain broad axioms on which all persons are easily agreed’ (cited in Burns
1991: 505). On the very different character of Indian universalism see Pollock 2006,
especially chapter 7.

"4 The last distinction was suggested by Sudipta Kaviraj. This paksa is not necessarily
mine, of course. If in a less provincial theory of modernity a dramatic historical trans-
formation such as literary vernacularization could count as a salient factor, India ex-

perienced an autonomous modernity parallel with Europe’s (or so I argue in Pollock

1998b).
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let alone enacted in any form of resistance that made history. There was no Locke
in India because there was no Glorious Revolution, no Montesquieu because
there was no Fronde (if Montesquieu’s thought can be traced that far back). He-
gel was right, accordingly, that world history is the progress in the consciousness
of freedom, but ‘in the wotld of the ancient Orient, people do not yet know that
the Spirit-the human as such—is free. Because they do not know this, they are
not free.” Why indeed, one may ask—though risking anachronism, perhaps una-
voidably—was the idea of freedom so insistently and ubiquitously articulated in
Sanskrit only as a spititual value (moksa, mukti) and never as a political value?™*
Why did bhakti produce so much new poetry but so little new power, at least in-
stitutionalized political power? Why did the Sanskrit tradition fail so utterly to
acknowledge the transformed realities of its social world in the seventeenth or
eighteenth century? Why did it not produce a single truly independent voice?
It was not because intellectuals, let alone the people at large, were free already;
it was because the idea of political freedom was successfully excluded from a
thought world that would have collapsed had such freedom ever been registered
as a value."**

The advocate of civilizational perfection could reply that to make such claims
is simply to extrapolate from Western experience a sociology that, as just shown,
was specific to the West. The supposed ‘profound social conflict’ at the heart of
the Indian political order is simply another Orientalist construction and univer-
salization of a Western particularity. Ranajit Guha’s view of ‘force and fear as
the fundamental principles of politics’ in premodern India, for example, illus-
trates the workings of just this mentality, derived as it is from a naive reading
of Mann in combination with, of all things, Montesquieu’s fantasies of Asiatic
despotism (which were realities of French despotism).”*® On the contrary, it
was precisely the condition of unfreedom in the West that generated the concept
of freedom. Furthermore, a critique of Sanskrit knowledge based on its incapa-
city or refusal to become modern as the West defined modernity, besides ignor-

"7 See Kaviraj 2002 for a discussion of the history of the idea of freedom in India. One
could of course be mukta from incarceration but the political order was never, to my
knowledge, metaphorized as a prison. The quote is from Hegel 1988: 21.

4% To get a sense of the degree of despotic state invigilation, see Wagle 2000.

"9 Guha 1998: 23—59, especially p. 29.
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ing the destructive undertow of modernity and the dialectic of Enlightenment,
simply takes us back to the tired clichés of British colonialism, which invented
an Indian decadence it could be fully justified in replacing.”®

And so the §astrartha with paksa and pratipaksa, the argument with point and
counterpoint, could proceed indefinitely.

(3) Others, say Rortian pragmatists, might hold that both of these accounts
can be simultaneously true, depending on what we want to do with that truth;
that several or all of the above positions can in some measure be simultaneously
correct-and in some measure simultaneously wrong. We must therefore ac-
knowledge multiple truths for multiple conversations: ‘the achievements of a
perfected lifeworld” when we are critiquing the abuses of Western modernity
and the capitalism that made it possible, the failures of a decrepit intellectual
and political oligarchy when critiquing the opptession of tradition. To be sure,
one might be justified in asking what the idea of multiple truths means if we be-
lieve in producing an actionable historiography, generating statements about
past events that can inform our present and future practices. A call to openness
to ‘narrative options and alternate storytelling possibilities,” even coming from

Y° So Lord Minto in his ‘Minute on Native Education’ in 1811: ‘It is a common remark,

that science and literature are in a progressive state of decay among the natives of India.
... The number of the learned is not only diminished, but the circle of learning, even
among those who still devote themselves to it, appears to be considerably contracted.
The abstract sciences are abandoned, political literature neglected, and no branch of
learning cultivated but what is connected with the peculiar religious doctrines of the
people. The principal cause of the present neglected state of literature in India is to
be traced to the want of that encouragement which was formetly afforded to it by
princes. . . . The justness of these observations might be illustrated by a detailed consid-
eration of the former and present state of science and literature at the three principal
seats of Hindoo learning, viz., Benates, Tirthoot and Nuddea. Such a review would
bring before us the liberal patronage which was formerly bestowed. . . . It would
equally bring to our view the present neglected state of learning at those once cele-
brated places.” Cited in Majumdar 1941: 223—26. (I thank Allison Busch for this refer-
ence).
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someone like Fredric Jameson, seems too postmodern by half.”" If we want to
get out of the present, we need to ask how we got here. And to find some cred-
ible answer to that question we need a more trustworthy map than a set of story-
lines we can change at will, as if history were a kind of hypernovel-unless of
course I am overlooking some obvious way of synthesizing these multiple truths
into some new form of analysis.

Amidst this swirling cloud of unknowing there is at least one thing that seems
to me increasingly plausible. The conceptual resources for escaping our predica-
ment-epitomized by the boundlessly hubristic universalism of the modern West
and the kind of politics that accompanies this universalism—may not be those of-
tered by Western realities alone. If new resources are required, if making a future
is in any way connected with remaking the past, then the project of a critical In-
dology may be among the more compelling intellectual enterprises on offer.

UY Jameson zo01: 32. For ‘actionable’ histotiography, see Bennett 1990: 277.
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