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FOREWORD.

The pernsal of a drama named décharyachiidamant by Saktibhadra, tenc to me by
Mr. K. V. Subrahmanya Aiyar, Assistant Superintendent for Epigraphy, and its
similarity with the thirteen Trivandrum plays led me to study the authorship of the
latter, which have been hitherto aseribed to Bhisa, known as one of the oldest and
most renowned playwrights of India. The present paper is the result of that study,
which demolishes the structure fondly built by the distinguished discoverer and
editor of these plays and his followers. ‘

It is & painful task to destroy the cherished theory of another, but it appeared to
me that the misleading arguments hitherto advanced in favour of Bhisa’s author-
ship required exposition, and I regret this could not be done without giving promi-
nence to the destructive method, which is generally unpleasant. I admit the value
of the contributions which various scholars have made towards the solution of this
very difficult problem, and I do not claim that my thesis finally settles the question.
1 have merely hinted at the source of these plays with the hope that it will evoke a fur-
ther analysis of the situation, leading to the discovery of the real author.

I am extremely grateful to Sir John Marshall, Kt., C.I.LE., M.A., Litt. D., F.S.A.,
Director General of Archwology in India, whose keen interest for augmenting the cause
of Oriental learning and kind appreciation of my humble labours have induced him to
publish this thesis as a memoir in the Archmological series. I am no less indebted to
Dr. Sten Konow of Kristiania (OSLO) and to my life-long friend Rai Bahadur
Hiralal of the Central Provinces, both of whom read over my paper aud offered
valuable criticism which enabled me to revise a part of it so as to strengthen the
arguments put forward by me.

HIRANANDA SASTRL

FrexuiLl, TEE NILGIRIS
The Sth November 1924.
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BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE
THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS.

]H 1912 Mr. Ganapati Sastri of Trivandrum announced the discovery of thirteen

plays which were ‘neither seen nor heard of beforet” He edited them very
carefully and published them in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, which called forth
high commendation from Sanskrit scholars not only in Indis but in Europe and Ame-
- rica as well. Although the Mss. mentioned no author, he ascribed them to Bhisa,
the renowned ancient playwright of Indis and gave his reasons which satisfied many
Sanskritists, who accepted his theory, except a few like Dr. Barnett in Europe and Mr.
Bhattanfitha Svimi in India. The latter raised a discordant voice, but their oppo-
sition was lost in the whirlwind of approbation of a novelty, which st once struck the
imagination rather than the discretion of the discoverer's followers. Dr. V. S.
Sukthankar has very recently given an exhaustive bibliography in one of his
articles entitled ' Studies in Bhisa™ in the Journal of the Bombay Bramch af the
Royal Asiatic Society,' where he has mentioned all that had so far appeared on
the subject both in favour of and against the view first propounded by the editor and
discoverer of the plays. All this time T was myself a believer in the Bhiisa theory,
and 1t was only this year that my faith was rudeiy shaken by the perusal of a druma
named décharyachiidamani, written by Saktibhadra (said to have been & contem-
porary of Ssikar@chfrys, the great philosopher of India). This drama, which
was partly published some years ago at Calicut with a Sanskrit commentary
and i fairly well known in the Kerals country, exhibited so marked a
resemblance to some of the thirteen plays which have been attributed to Bhisa that
I was led to examine the various points raised in support of the Bhisa theory.
This investigation has convinced me that the theory is impregnated with a defect
which Sanskritists call ativydpti. It is, therefore, untenable, The question is not
only important from a literary point of view, but it has a specinl bearing on
archwological studies as well. I am, therefore, tempted to traverse what may be
called s beaten track and place the result of my investigation before scholars with
the hope that it will tend to remove the delusioh that has been working upon us for
the long period of twelve years.

blo22.23, pp 2318,



2 BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIFP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM FLAYS,

At the outset 1 propose to give a summary of what has been adduced in favour of
the Bhasa theory as the piirea-paksha and thereafter to examine it in the light of my
study of the whole problem. Mr. Ganapati Sastri's arguments form the basis and the
mainstay of this view, the language question and sundry other points being adduced
as additional supports. His chief reasons are the following :—

1. All the 13 plays show a close resemblance to one another in the language em-
" ployed and the method of expressing the ideas.

(a) They,asa rule, begin with the stage direction ~ wr=geR @ wiEnfd AT
and then introduce the mangala-gloka or benedictory stanza.

(b) Instead of the word prastdvand they use the term sthapand.

(¢) The ndtakas, written by Kalidasa and other dramatists of a later date men-
tion in the prologue, according o the canons of Bharata, the author of
the play and some of his works in terms of praise. The Trivandrum
plays do not exhibit this feature.

(d) The Bharatavikyam or closing sentence in these plays is written in a way
which is different from that of similar stanzas found in other dramas.

These facts would show that the anthor of the Trivandrum plays was one and the
<ame. and he lived prior to the writers like Kalidasa, who had to follow certain cano-
pical injunctions with regard to their compositions, which did not come into force
during his time.

II. Vamana, Dandin, Bhaimaha and other rhetoricians have quoted these plays
which, therefore, must have been written prior to the time when these authorities
flourished.

[TI. Tradition ascribes the authorship of a play named Svapnavisavadatid to

Bhisa. One of these plays bears that appellation. Therefore, it must be the work of
Bhaisa. Again, as all these plays closely resemble each other, in all probability, they
were written by one and the same author, that is to say, becanse one of them, namely,
Svapnavisavadatid was composed by Bhisa, the rest must have also been written by
him.
IV. These plays are characterised by an intensity of rasa or sentiment, a marvel-
lously exquisite flow of language and an all-round grace of poetical elegance such as
is to be met with in the works of ancient rishis like Valmiki and Vyiasa. Therefore,
their suthor also was a similar yishi and an ancient writer, who lived long before Kali-
dasa and other playwrights, when Sanskrit was a spoken language.

V. The author of these plays has used archaie forms of words which are not inaec-
cordance with the aphorisms of Panini and are, therefore, apaprayogas or solecisms.
Notwithstanding this fact, Kalidisa and other standard writers imitated him, adapt-
ing his language and ideas, for they looked upon him as a rishi. Therefore, he pre-
ceded not only these writers but even Panini, the great grammarian. Moreover,
Kalidasa speaks of Bhiisa as an ancient writer. Obviously, therefore, the Trivandrum
plays, which were composed by Bhisa, must have been written long before Kilidisa.

VL In the Arthasdstra of Kautilya' a verse is found which must be a quotation
from the Pratifdnafikd or Pratijadyaugandhardyana, where 1t oceurs in the fourth

+ Adhika. 10, Adhydya 3.




BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 3

Therefore, the author of this play and, consequently, of the whole series must
have lived before Kautilya, the great politician of ancient Tndia.

Dr. F. W. Thomas in his note, which appeared in the Journal® of the Royal
Asiatic Society some two years ago, has supplemented these arguments fo some ex-
tent. His arguments may be summed up like this :—(i) Bhiisa is an ancient writer,
As we learn from authorities like Bana or Rajasekhara, he composed several plays
(ndtakachakra). One of them was named Svapnavisavadatti. If the Trivandrum play
of this designation is not the work of Bhisa, the author has * plagiarised” the title.
The known facts, however, show that this is an impossibility in as much ss Sanskrit nd-
takas have distinct titles even if they are plagiaristic, e.g., the Mahinataka, the Chi-
rudatia or the Mrichehhakatikd. So in all probability this is the very play which was
composed by Bhasa himself, (ii) The Trivandrum Vasavadatta was in the ninth cen-
tury a famous play, which was quoted by Vimana in the Kavydlankdrasatravritti,
A work of this name is mentioned by Abhinavagupta in his Bharatandfyavedavivrity
and in the Dhvanydlokalochana. Yet we are never told that there were two
famous dramas of this name. This circumstance also would point towards the same
conclusion. (iii) The Trivandrum plays were famous in the seventh century A. D.,
perhaps even before, as Bhimaha refers to the Pratijidyaugandharayaya. Abhinava-
gupta names the Daridrachdrudatta and Vimana quotes not only the Svapravasava-
dattd, but the Pratijiayaugendhariyana and the Chdrudatta also, 1f the author of
these works is not Bhiisa, he is quite unknown. It is hardly likely that he suppressed
his own name with a view to father his works upon Bhiisa. (iv) All these plays are not
only similar in structure, style and matter worthy of a master-mind, like that of Bhisa,
but impress us by their freshness and vigour evineing a direct derivation from the‘epies’.
This fact combined with the circumistance that a good deal of borrowing from these
plays is to be seen in the works of Kilidasa would lead to the inference that their author
lived long before the latter.

Besides these arguments, much has been made of the Prikrit of these dramas to
support the Bhisa theory. Dr. Wilhelm Printz in his pamphlet, named Bhdsa’s Prakrit?,
has worked out this point in detail. So also Drs. Sukthankar and Banerji as well as
other scholars in their respective contributions. Instances like those of the accusa-
tive plural masculine in d@ni found in the edicts of Adoka and the plays of ASvaghosha
have been elicited from these dramas as unmistakable evidences of their high anti- -
quity. Yet another argument is brought forward in favour of the theory. It is this.
The first few acts of the famous play called Mrichehhakatikd and one of the Trivandrum
plays, namely Chirudatia, closely resemble each other and are almost identical. Dr.
Georg Morgenstierne has very carefully worked out this point and brought out all
the identical passages of these two plays in his Uber das Verhdltnis zwischen Carudatia Leipsy 1921.
wnd Mricchakatikd. His comparison leads us to the conclusion, which is rather irre-
sistible, that one must be the copy of the other. Those who are committed to the
Bhasa theory hold that the Mpichchhakatika is only un amplification or adaptation
of the Chirudatta. According to these scholars Kalidisa only borrowed ideas and

Tlo22; pp. TU-BL
s Frankfurt, A, M. 1821,



4 GOASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS.

expressions from some of the Trivandrum plays, but: the author of the Myichehhaka-
tikd incorporated entire acts of one of these dramas into his work and credited them
o himself. The Mpichchhakatika is a fairly old nataka. The Charudatia which forms
the basis of it, must be considerably older and so it must be the work ot Bhasa. Fur-
ther, some of the scholars holding this view quote from the Harshacharita® the follow-

ing verse in support of the theory—

FAEATTRATZ AT R A |

auATRANT FR WA FAFRIE 0
“ Bhisa gained as much splendour by his plays with introductions spoken by the
manager, full of various characters, and furnished with startling episodes, as he would
have done by the erection of temples, created by architects, adorned with several
stories, and decorated with banners.”*

They say that the epithets applied to Bhisa here and in other Sanskrit works can
be very fittingly used for the author of the Trivandrum plays. Jayadeva in the Pra-
sannardghava speaks of Bhiisa as the “ laugh of poetry " (Bhaso hasah). Vikpati in
his Gaudavako calls him * friend of fire ** (Jalana-mitte), on which Dr. A. Berriedale Keith
seems to lay great stress in his work * The Sanskrit Drama in its Origin, Develop-
ment, Theory and Practice”, which has very recently come out.® In the Chapter
which he has devoted to Bhiisa he seems to have merely repeated what has been adduced
by other scholars in support of the hypothesis without adding anything new, except
a few rather dogmatic assertions or sweeping remarks against the opponents, To
him the arguments and evidence brought forward so far to disprove Bhisa's author-
ship are all inconclusive and inadequate.

The above arguments have been very recently supplemented by Mr. Ganapati
Sastri by a contribution to the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Sociery, where he claims a
final trinmph for his pet theory (see pp. 668-9 of the October No. for 1924). In that
note, he extracts some passages from the Bhavaprakasa and the Sringdra prakdsa, which
mention the Svapnavisavadatta by name and one of them quotes a verse favugn; efc.
which is actually found in the Trivandrum Svapnandfaka. He is so elated with
these discoveries that he exclaims :—* Had I obtained these before, t'ere would not
have been the slightest discussion over my view that Bhisa was the suthor of this
Svagnavasavadaltd (mesning the Trivandrum Svapnandtakam). Luckily my opi-
pion has now been vindicated.” This is, I believe, the sum total of what has been said
and argued in favour of the Bhisa theory.

Let s now see how far these arguments can hold good. The first poiut requir.
ing consideration is the circumstance that the Trivandrum plays begin with the entry
of a siitradhira and, therefore, on the authority of Bina, should be attributed to Bhisa.,
This argument will at once lose its force when we find that in Southern Indis, at least
there are several ndfakas which similarly begin with the entry of a siiiradhara or stage-
director but were certainly not written by Bhisa. One of such works, as was pointed
out by Dr. Barnett long ago, is the Mattavilasaprahasana, a highly interesting farce

'L 15,
* Translation by Cowell & Thomas, p. 3. 3y

? Oaford, Clarendon Press 1984,
 J, B 4. 8. 1019, pp. 233-4,




BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 9

which was composed by the Pallava king Mahendravikrama, the son and successor of
Sirithavishnn, who floutished in the first quarter of the 7th century A. D. The second
play showing the same characteristics is the Ascharyachiidamani of Saktibhadra, which
has been mentioned above. The third drama coming under this category is the
Kalyanasaugandhika of Nilskantha.!™ Other dramas showing the same feature are
the Tapafisamearana and the Subhadradhanaiijaya, both of which were written
by Kuladekharavarmman, a Kerala king of about the 11th century A . D. We further
notice that these dramas use the term sthdpand instead of prastdvand. Other in-
stances will be supplied by the Padmaprabhpitaka of Sudraka, the Dhdrtavifasam-
vida of Tévaradatta, the Ubhayabhisarika of Vararuchi, and the Padataditaka of
Syamilaka which have already been published. Moreover, we find that the Aécharya-
chitdamani? introduces itself with the words® aye kinnu khalu mayi vijidpanavyagre
Sabda va srayate ete., just as some of the Trivandrum plays do.* These facts conclu-
sively show that it is wrong to draw conclusions from the way in which the prologues
of some of these plays were written. As some of the works I have mentioned were
probably composed in the South, it would appear likely that this was ounly a faili
or habit of the dakshindtyas or southerners of the period. No stress could,
therefore, be laid on it in the matter of sscribing certain works to a special
author, in view of different writers having adopted the same mode of starting
their plays with the words #w@=8 etc. The view held by Dr. Banerji that it
was Bhiss who introduced the change for the first time and. therefore, Bina
characterized his works as begun by a sitradhdra can hardly commend itself,
when we remember what Viévanitha has stated about the point in the Sdhilya-
darpana. He says® that in ancient manuscripts the ndndi verses, like Veddnteshu®
etc., are found written after the words nandyante satradhidrah. This clearly demonstrates
that it was only s method of writing, Visvaniths must have seen old manusecript
copies of the Vikramorvasi and other plays where the benedictory verses were

1 The weakness of the argument, 1 fancy, has been recognised by Dr, Keith who, while reviewing Dr. Morgens -
shipne’s work entitled “fther das Ferhilinie swischen Carndatta und Mrichchakefitd in the Indian Autiquory,
{ Vol LiI, 1823, page (0}, says that it would oertalnly be a ston sejuiter to conclude that the Trivandrum plays nre
Bhlisa’s, simply besause they are begun by the sitradhdra. Though he has modifled this remark by sayiog 1 hibt

owing to this decidedly noteworthy fact tho plays are eligible to be consddered us Bhisa's, | think the ativydpt
whinl 1 have shown vitistes the argument.

* [g the third session of the All India Oriental Conference held st Madms two more dmmas were announced
which display the same features, but were written by other suthors. They are entitled Damaka and Traivikroma

{see Summary of Papers, page III).

3 Mr. K. V. Submhmanys Aiyartells me that he noticed this similarity more than two years ago and worked it
out in o paper that has not yet come out. Messrs. A, Krishna Pisharoti and K. Rama Pisharoti have also recently
noted it in their article entitled “Bhisa's works—are they genuine " where they have printed the whole of the

o and announced their intention of bringing out an edition of this interesting play very soon.

& The Ubbaydbhisiriki of Vararnohi also gives them.

% Ch. VL pp. 270-80, Bombay N. 8. 1022—

% UM WIANgEEY Ao g eeweTHe i’ ceifzmiafoed gwR| 7% 99 PR
AN s fafad wamEwfiome: wpod I o FAfAAT TR WEiA AT ATZEEIEION sfa =i

sr; afem xf
 The first benedictory stansa of the Vikramoreadi,



[ BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM FPLAYS.

placed after this phrase, or to use the expression of Bana, which began with the sitra-
dhdra. He further says that the insertion of these words after the ndndi means that
the mdtaka proper would start thenceforth. Thus, according to Visvanitha (who
though not very old is yet considered to be an authority on sdhitya), the use of these
words before or after the nandi becomes immaterial as indicating a peculiarity of any
particular author. It is true that we are not in possession of the original manuscripts,
but only of comparatively late copies of these plays, still Visvanitha's evidence is theres
and we have no reason to disbelieve it. In this connection it may be remarked that
ndndi is not an absolutely necessary commencement, as some plays start without it.
Sivarima in his commentary? on the Nigananda has expressly said so in the words
Ffaq arawAta are wedamawed. That this is so is illustrated by the play called
Pradyumndbhyudaya which was composed by King Ravivarman of Quilon, who,
according to Mr. Ganapati Sastri? flourished about 1265 A. ). Another instance of this
kind will be furnished by one of the Trivandrum plays itself, namely, the Chirudatta,
which has no nandi at all. 1t wonld appear that the actors had some liberty in chant-
ing benedictory wverses and starting s play. This is, perhaps, what Visvanitha
meant when he remarked—
Sénityadarpans, SAURITATE AT (FERTHAH 7277 FwgaAaT 7 wsiow aFm wa

e The question of conformity to the Blarata-vakyam 1 would similarly attribute to prac-
tice or daili only. The Trivandrum plays themselves are not uniform in structure
with regard to the canons laid down in the Bharatandtyasistra. 1 doubt if the
author of these dramas was totally unware® of this fdstra, judging from the words of
the vidiiskaka addressed to the cheti in one of these plays called Avimdraka, though
Bharata is not named there.

Nor will the other points raised in this connection such as the omission of the
author’s name, the description of certain scenes not allowed by Bharata and the ab-
sence of the Bharata-vikyam help us in upholding the theory. The mention of the
author or his praise in the introduction is what is called prarochkand which is meant
to attract the audience, Tf an author has to make his reputation, he may not mention
his name till his fame has been established, or he may he taking some liberty with re-
gard to these points in not following Bharata for some local reasons, such as the taste
of the time, efe.  In any case these are not the only plays which possess these charac-
teristics. There are others which have now been published and display similar features.
Of the four Bhapas mentioned above only the Padatiditaka gives the name of the
author in the sthdpand, not the rest. 1 am further supported by another old work that
has recently been brought to our notice. It is a Prahasana entitled Bhagovadajjuka
which has lutely been published in the pages* of the Jouwrnal of the Bikar and Orissa Re-
search Society by Professor A. P. Banerji.  We are not quite sure of its authorship
or time. According to a stanza found on one of the manuscripts of this work in the
Madras Oriental Manuscripts Library, it is an old composition by a poet called

17, 8 5. No. LIX, p. 2. ¢

* Introduction to the Prodywmnabhywdays, p. viil, T. 8. §. No, VIII,

% Dr, Sten Kooow thinks that thers ennnot be any doubt that the author of the Advimidrala knew Bharata,
8 olear reference to hiz work being found on p. 10 of that play.

4 Vol, X (1924), Parts I and IT, pp. i—xxiii.
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Bodhiiyana.?! The MEmandur inseription of Mahendravarman I, a good edition of which
has recently come out in one of the publications® of the Indian Archmological Depart-
ment, mentions it, though unfortunately the line where the name occurs is very badly
mutilated. The name of Vyasa comes before and that of the Mattavildsa shortly after
it, the intervening aksharaz having been obliterated. The Mattavildsaprahasana,
as already stated, is the work of the accomplished Pallava ruler Mshendravarman.
Why both these farces should be named rather one after the other, we have now no
means to ascertain. But it appears to me that the Blagavadajjuka was an earlier
composition and the Matlavilisa was modelled after it. The former exposes the pre-
ceptors of the yoga practices, ridicules the followers of the Sankhya system, the phy-
sicians and the grammarians of the time as well as the followers of the Buddha. Still,
its author does not appear to be very severe in his sarcasms, and the persons he has
introduced are not so degenerate as they are shown in the latter work, namely, the Mat-
tavilasa. At any rate the Buddhist monk is not so low as he is in the latter. Sandilya
of the Bhagavadajjula praises Buddha specially for his punctilious care of food—

WTETCEHTE FEaATE IR femee 0w weest gee
and his behaviour towards the lifeless body of the courtesan, or the words®—
gwife, wows 7A@ Aafwo @ srarfzaf |

cannot reflect ereditably on his personal conduct or the followers of the great Tatha-
gata of that period. But compare him with the Sakyabhikshu of the Mattavilaza,
who, while extolling the “great teacher” of the age for allowing the bhikshu-sangha
or community of friars to indulge in various comforts or luxurious ways of life wants
full liberty with women and wine as well. The former exhibits a little restraint, but
the latter does not. This contrast is marked and would show how low the followers
of the Buddha must have fallen, when the Pallava king wrote his farce. The piece itself
does not name its author. Nor does it mention the time when it was written. The
Bodhayana of the manuseripts spoken of above is, for the present, an unknown writer,
Therefore, to draw any inference regarding his time we have to depend on the internal
evidence only. The fact that the farce is mentioned in the Maimandur inseription would
show that it cannot be later than the end of the 6th or the commencement of the 7th
century of the Christian era, or the time of Mahendravikrama® who flourished about

! My, Sarsevati of the Madras Epigraphical office wns good enough to send me the following vwe
verses one of which be found written on & manuscript of the Bhegewdagivks and the other on thas of its
sommeutary in the Orients] Manusoripts Library at Madres. Both would show that the farce wos composed by
a Kavicalled Bodhiysns, Inone of thess verses it is called pratna or old. . They respectively run as follows :—

(1) frorgwsfeefed Sogas fagfaamme | oeaace w6 W §E waaeseTE O
(2) Fwraasfecfa® fre® wnmmsifufen | sfididmn® feaaga 50 aasin g

The name of the commentator, too, seems to be unknown.

2 yol. XLIV L. 8., South Indiun Imscriphions (Texta), Vol. IV, No. 136, plate IIL line 6. In the tenoseript
given here m has boen put in place of 4 evidently by an oversight.

¥ Page XVI.

& Mr. A. P. Banerji would take it to the 2nd century A. D, (J. B, 0. B. &, Vol. X, p. 90) bot remembering the
time when the Motavilise was written, I doubt if we can take it back so far on the evidence of “religious animosity”
or even archaie forms,

c2
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600 to 6256 A. 1. Further, it would appear that it was in all probability written after
the Mpichchhakatikd. The latter drama like this farce shows no disrespect towards
Buddhism, although it is clearly a Brahmanical composition. The names of some of
the dramalis persone in this farce appear to have been taken from the Mrichehhaka-
tika, 'The ajjukd or courtesan in it, for instance, is called Vasantasend after the heroine
of this drama, so also her servants.

That the Mattavilisaprahasana was written by Mahendravarman is too well
known to be proved. In any case the Blagavadajjulka can very well be relegated to
a period prior to that of Bana. It begins with the sitradhdra and does not mention
the author either in the introduction or elsewhere. Its introduction is called
sthapana and not prastavend, and it has no general prayer or the Bharata-vikyam,
guch as we see in later dramas. Tt uses old Prakrit forms as is shown below. In ad-
dition to all this it has introduced a scene which is not permitted to be staged—I mean
the death of the Ajjuki—by Bharata or the rhetoricians who followed his canons.
Besides this, the ten species of plays enunciated in this piece are, to some extent, differ-
ent from those mentioned by these rhetoricisns, The Varehdmpige and also the
Utsrishtika, as Prof. Banperji has already noticed, do not appear to be known to
them. Visvanitha gives Ullapya as one of the eighteen wpardpakas or minor dramas
counting the Ndfake and the Prakarana among the ten varieties of a ripake or
drama. The Bhagovadajjuke names Sallape along with the Prahasana among the
ten species which it considers to have come out of the Ndafake and the Prakarana
form of the drama. This would show that the author of the farce followed the laws of
dramaturgy, which were somewhat different from those laid down in the current
Natyasastra of Bharata. In other words he followed 4 different school or system cur-
rent in his time, That he could not have lived before Bharata is clear from the play
itself, as I have remarked already. Besides, the non-observance of Bharata’s rules does
not necessarily indicate that the writer was older than one who observed those rules.

As to the argument based ou the Bharata-vdakyam, 1 might add that the Trivan-
drum plays are not uniform in this respect. Some of them have golophons or closing
stanzas which are different from those in the rest. The so-called Svapnandtaka and
the Balacharita have imdm sdgaraparyantam, eto., the Pratijfayaugandharayapa,
the Avimdrake and the Ablishelandtaka have bhavantvarajaso gavah, ete., with imdm-
api mahim, ete., at the end. Three of these plays, namely, the Karnabhira, the Cha-
rudatio and the play of the “unknown” name have no Bharata-vakyam at all. Besides,
it is to be observed that the customary or usual phrase with which a Sanskrit ndfaka
would close is to be seen in some of these plays, The Balacharita, for instance, has

gitgn—2ad | afmeifer ) & & s foaguwnfey ... L.
WA ele.
The Avimaraka has—
Az — Ffeiw | fan=a 7 foagosaie)
Ffme: — WA afz & oew: faes: gwefaeifa
WA —HTFa@ o ET AT ele.
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and so on, showing that some of these plays have got a Blarata-vikya. Here it would
be interesting to point out that the four Bhanas (Chaturbhdni) spoken of above, exhibit
practically the same feature. The Padmaprabhritaka of Sidraka and the Padata-
ditaka of Syimilaka have no Bharatavdakyari. The Dhiirtaviasamvada of Iévars-
datta and the Ublaydbhisarika of Vararuchi end in stanzas which are not dissimilar
to some of the concluding verses of the Trivandrum ndtakas, for the former has

AT wET arg VAT FERTEEH )
und the latter wifd wrdTg wa1 fafanfysgat gmaat a6

Therefore, the arguments adduced to prove that these plays were written before
the Blaratandtyasistra® was composed fall flat on the ground having no force in them.

The second argument, which is, apparently, the mainstay of the Bhisa theory
seems to be the title of one of these plays. Although some of the manuscripts consulted
by Mr. Gapapati Sastrl gave the name of Svapnandtakam to the drama, yet it was rather
presumed that the real designation was Svapnatdsavadattd. It has now been clearly
shown that it is so becanse Bhojadeva in the 11th century and Saraddtanaya in the 12th
century knew this ndfaka by that name. Mr. Gapapati Sastri in his note which he has
contributed to the last October number of the Royal Asiatic Society’s Journal® (pp. 668-
869) feels so jubilant over this discovery of his that he would now dispense with all
the arguments as unnecessary and consider the question us finally settled. Dr. Thomas
too has placed much reliance on this designation as noticed before. The futility of
such a reasoning would be clear, if we remember what Professor Sylvain Lévi has
stated in his highly interesting article which appeared last year in the Jowrnal
Asiatique and to which attention has now been drawn by Dr. Barnett in his note in
the Journal of the Royal Asiatio Society.” Ramachandra and Gupachandra in their
Natyadarpana quote a verse from a Svapnavisavadattda ascribed by them to Bhisa,
and describe the situation in which it occurs, “but neither of these can be traced in
the Trivandrum play. Sdgaranandin in his Ndfakalakshanaratnakoda quotes u
passage from a Svapnavasavadatia, which does not agree with the Trivandrum text.”
Further, as | have shown below and as is recognised by Mr. Gagapati Sastri himself,
Abhinavagupta quotes a verse in his commentary on the Dhvanydloka, namely, Dhvan-
yalokalochania from a Svapnavisavadattd, which is not to be found in the Trivandrum
ndaka of that name, It will be too much to expect from imagination that all these
ancient authors were “‘grievously mistaken” in attributing their quotations to Bhasa
or the Svapnavdsavadattd. Obviously therefore, the Trivandrum play cannot be
the Svapnavisavadat!d of Bhiisa and there must have been at least two dramas of
that name. That one and the same name was given by Sanskrit authors to different
works is demonstrated by the fact that there were at least two Kalydnasaugandhikas®

1 Some, however (see above, p. 13, foot note), hold that Bharata is older and the writer of the Trivandrum
plays knew his édsfra. If it is so, the arguments based on the prologues or thaumuludingauumm‘mphn
would be self.contradictory, and the circumstance that these dramss introduce scenes which are not allowed
by Bharata will only support my view that their writer lollowed a different school or canon.

! 1024, p. 056, '

 Barnets, ibid, p, 6566, While correcting the prools I found that this interesting point has been further investi-
gated by Drs. V. S, Sukthankar (J. B. B. R. 4, 8,, 1025, pp. 126 ff) and L. D, Barnett (J. B. 4. 8., 1025, p. 99),
and Mr, C. &, Devadhnr ( Annals of the Bhandarkar Institute, 1924-25, part I, pp. 55 £.). Dr. ¥.W. Thomas (J, . 4.
8., 1925, pp. 100-4) has endeavoured to meet the argument of Prof. Lévi but Tdo not think has sncceeded in doing it,
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and two Balacharitas.! Tn this connection it looks interesting to observe that Sakti-
bhadra, who according to tradition was a contemporary of Saikaricharya the Great,
composed a ““ kavya > which was called Unmddavisavadattd and has not yet been
found out. The term wnmddae and svapna are almost synonymous. The name
* Karya " is applied to both the drifys and §ravya compositions. On this consideration
one is tempted to think of the probable identity of the Trivandrum play with the
work of Saktibhadra, especially when he remembers that some of these ndifakas
admittedly bear more than one appellation and the fact that the manuseripts of the
Aédecharyachidamani are found along with those of some of the Trivandrum ndtakas,
as a reference to the catalogue of manuseripts in the Madras Library would show.2

To give some details in regard to what I have stated above, I may refer to
Sarvinanda, an author of about the 12th century A. D., who in his commentary on the
Namaliniginusasana of Amarasimha gives clear evidence of Bhiisa’s Svapnavasava-
dattd heing different from the Trivandrum play. This has already been noticed by
Bhattanitha Svimi,® who has given a very interesting quotation from a work called
Tapasavatsardja in support of this inference. Mr. Gapapati Sistri, too, has recognised
this evidence. He has, however, tried to explain it away by proposing another read-
ing. BSarvinanda' says ;—

fafrw; gyt wwiamfue | Favat aur a=mgeai g ) e
afernrrraEMETI T UNEANROAETETG | gAla: |YemaEe ada awe-
FAwT |WREEITC |

‘The marriage of Padmivati is an instance of arthadrisgdra or selfish love, but that of
Vasavadatti as desoribed in the Svapnavisavadatid is & case of kimasringdra.” Now,
the Svapnavasavadatta of the Trivandrum series does not give an account of Vatsarija's
marriage with Visavadatti. BSurely. then, the Svapnovasavadaiia referred to by Sar-
viinanda must have been a different work altogether. Here it might be said that
Abhinavagupta’s mention of the play in the words &f9q Hier a1 SyawszaEt
will favour the identification of the Trivandrum drama with the ancient Svapnavisa-
vadatta for, in the Trivandrum ndfake we do find Padmivati sporting with a ball
althongh there is not much of kridd in it. But this fact has to be considered
along with others, The Trivandrum drama could have been written after the
real Svapnavasavadatta of Bhisa, which is still to be found out. The story being the
same there could be several versions of it, and an incident might have been deseribed
in some or all of them. On the other hand, it.seems to be pretty certain that
acoording to Abhinavagupta himself the Trivandrum play cannot be the Svap-
navdsavadattd® to which he has referred, for it does not contain the quotation which he
expressly states as taken from the latter. To illustrate the remark made by Ananda-
vardhana in the Dhvanyaloka that suthors sometimes pay more attention to figures
than to rasa or the sentiment in the composition—gw+& T HaqmEiTasAsvaT

! Mr. Gagspati Sistri, Introduction to the Svipnavisamadalia p. xxiv.

' See Noa, 12492-12403.

* Ind. Ant. 1916, pp, 1590-195,

¢, 8. 8. No. XXXVIIL p. 1. 147,

® lu the same way the Daridrachdrudatia alluded to by Abhinavegupta may not necessarily be the Chirn.
datta of the Trivandrum series.
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AU fEATET was@g— he in his Dhvanyalokalochana® quotes the Svapnavisavadatia as

T EYITHASHIE ATR

HIIATTATUIZ AIAEE WEUALAT | | ST |7 HTST §IALE H# FUAGAT |
But this verse, as has already been recognised by the editor and other scholars, does not
occur in the Trivandrum play at all. One would make bold to say that it could not
have occurred there, as it suits neither the Visavadattd nor the Padmiivati of that
drama. Apparently, as Bhattandthe Sviimi has already remarked, it speaks of love
which sprang up all at once at the first sight of a lady. Visavadattdl as introduced in
the Trivandrum play was wedded long before and Padmavati was only offered to Vat-
sariija, who did not woo her at all. This is shown by the answer which the nurse gave
to Visavadattd®—

TTHT — WIg | /9 o= 7w 3fgr

11 — Wi uiy | wWwTgYTETY ¥¥ regw wiwanfrswaaisd ofew 9

s geroom fewm .

This negative evidence is too strong to be lightly passed over and would go a long way
to contradict the Bhasa theory. Dr. Thomas in his note, alluded to above, says
that the verse is found in the Kavyanusdsana of Hemachandra, with obviously correct.
opening seaiichita. But even in this form it is not to be met with in the play. Were
it actually found there, I am afraid, that alone would not suffice for proving its author-
ship by Bhisa. It could have stood there as a mere quotation from the ancient Bhiisa
and as snch it would merely show the Trivandrum drama as a later production.

I may note here that in summarising the piirva-paksha I have referred to Mr. Gana-
pati Sastri’s new discoveries under No. 6 or miscellaneous arguments, because they
came to my notice at a late stage. They really form part of the second argunment and
I ought to have dealt with them there. Keeping in view what has already been
stated by Professor Sylvain Lévi in his learned article * Deux Nouveaz Traites de Dra-
maturgie Indienne " in the Journal Asiatique ? referred to sbove, I really wonder why
so much importance has been given fo the references found in the Bhdvaprakdse and
the Syiigdraprakdsa. After all what do these references show ! T doubt if they prove
anything beyond this, that to the authors of the above-mentioned works, vis., Sara-
datanaya and Bhojadeva, who according to Mr, Gapapati Sastri, flourished in the 12th
and 11th centuries A. D. respectively, the Trivandrum play was known, as it is now,
under the name of Svapnavdsevedattd. But how would it follow that the play was
written by Bhisa or that Bhisa was the author of all the thirteen Trivandrum plays
1 am glad that Dr. Barnett has already drawn the attention of scholars to Professor
Lévi's article in his note which appears simultaneously® with that of Mr, Gagapati
Sastri and 1 need not dilate on it here. T repeat what I have said above that the
Natyadarpana of Rimachandra and Gupachandra and the Ndafakalakshanaratnakosa of
Bagaranandin make it quite clear that there must have been at least two plays of the
name of Svapnavisavadattd. Thus, the one by Bhisa was different from the
Trivandrum play. To me the ‘adamantine’ rock of Mr. Ganapati Sastri appears to

'P. 152, 3rd Udyota.

EP.23
2 Oot.-Deer, 1012-3, pp. 188 H,  1am indebted to Dr. Sten Konow for his kindly dmwing my attention to this

important article,
4 P. 658,
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disintegrate faster than his old stones. Even without attributing plagiarism to the
author of the Trivandrum plays one can easily explain the oceurrence of identical slokas
in the works of two different authors. Pithy and telling utterances often assume the
form of subldshitas whose frequent use tends to cause an oblivion of their authors,
rendering them a common property, which anybody might use as he liked. If the
renowned Bhiisa’s sporadic pieces acquired that merit, it would be no wonder to find
them repeated in later works. In the matter of characters, too, it is an easy thing for &
later writer to borrow from an earlier one. Thus the mere coincidence of a few cha-
racters would not warrant the conclusion that of such works the author was one and the
same,

Daridrachdrudaita is no donbt mentioned by Abhinavagupta, but how are we to
sssume the identity of it with the Charudatta of the Trivandrum series, when none
of the known manuscripts of the play give that name to it? That Vimana quoted the
verse Sarachchhasanka-gaurena, ete., which occurs in the fourth act of the Trivandrum
play, or the passage yo bhartripindasya krite na yudhyet, which is the fourth pdda of a
certain éoka in the Pratijidyavgandhardyana, or the verse ydsam balir-bhavati, eto.,
which is to be found in the piece called Chdrudatta and that a part of the stanza
limpativa tamonigini,} ete., occurring in the Balacharite and the Charudatta of the Tri-
vandrum series, is to be found in the Kavyddarsa of Dandin, can only show the priority
of these works to Vamana or Dandin, of course taking it for granted that these quota-
tions are from these very works. They cannot demonstrate the authorship of the
works, as these authorities do not aseribe them to Bhisa Most of these quotations
are proverbial in nature, and it goes without saying that in ancient India there was a
large stock of current sentences and stanzas on which different authors could draw
without incurring the charge of plagiarism.

In the same way I doubt if any special importance can be given to what Mr. Gapapati
Sastri calls Bhamaha's review in the Kavyalankira or Bhamahdlankdra. The story
of Vatsardja has been a very popular theme and several ancient Sanskrit writers
have written it in their own ways. Bhimaha makes no mention of Bhisa or any
other kavi, while illustrating the rhetorical blemish called Nydya-virodha. Why to
think of a particular poet then ! The verse—

TAIAA AW \iAaT /79 g foar @87 )
Agel WIAATS w9 €OH9AN, | Bhamahalankira, 1V, 44
no doubt has the same meaning, which a sentence in the play named Pratijiidyau-
gandhardyana has, at least partly,? but on what grounds are we to suppose that Bha-
maha was rendering the Prikrit speech into Sanskrit? Why not think of another
work which gave it in Sanskrit? Or let us take it for granted that he had the
Trivandrum play or its author in view when he said—
wHtsw At faggan Fsfamd safe)
nrEAwTITEY wafe aaEfza g w46
' We should remember that this stanza is sscribed either to Vikmmiditya or to both Meptha snd  Vikme
miditys but not to Bhisa in any of the knusn sathologies.
* Huthsaka's spoech, p. 13, rther differs, for it has—
«@w wa WTET wdl, WY 59 foar,
wSw &% g9 WA TTw
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The inference which can be safely drawn under these circumstances is that he must
‘be posterior to, if nota contemporary of that author, for contemporary writers are often
{ound eriticising each other, Bhimaha cannot be so old as some scholars believe him
to be. 1 doubt if he can be far removed from Dandin. He might have been his con-
temporary or lived shortly before him. The Kavyddaréa itself would lead us to such an
inference for, while enunciating the doshas in a composition, it mentions only ten out
-of the eleven named by Bhamaha® and does not consider the eleventh to be a dosla
necessarily, remarking® that it is difficult to see if it is a blemish at all. There can be
mo doubt that Dandin is criticising Bhiimaka unless, of course, both of these rhetori-
cians took the two verses apartham etc., from some older work. Both the works,
namely, the Kavyalaikdra and the Kavyddaréa, are inter-connected and must have
been composed probably about the same time or in the 6th if not the 7th century A.D.
Mr. Ganapati Sastri has endeavoured to carry the Trivandmm plays to about the
4th century B.C. on the supposition that one of them, namely, the Pratijiayaugendha-
Tayana, has been quoted by Chanakya in his now well-known work, the drthaddstra.
The stanza navas Sardvan, like the other one, i.e., yan yajia-sanghais-tapasi ete., has
apparently, a proverbial or sententious tenor, and must be regarded as a subldshila
Chanakya quoted it along with a Vedic sentence showing thereby that he regardea
it as equally authoritative. There is nothing to show that it is not a quotation in the
Trivandrum play even® if it is taken to be Bhisa’s. Let us suppose for the sake o1
-argument that all these sayings were composed by Bhiisa himself. Can their occurrence
in these works prove that they were written by Bhsa ? 1 doubt if it can. Take
the case of a work whose author is known to us without any doubt. I mean the farce
called Mattamilasaprahasana, This contains the verse' (with o slight ehange)—

which, on the authority of Somadeva's Yadastilaka,5 wascomposed by Bhasa. Will
this fact ascribe the suthorship of the farce to Bhiisa ! Fortunately, we know its
. suthor! Letustake another instance. The sdifras of Chinakya® contain two aphorisms—

7 WIS WY FHWAT 7 | and
aifier @ yea= witfad qo0s |

VIV, 1.2,

"II1, 125-127.

% Here it will be interesting to meke mention of the important pronoumeement made by Mr. Fdmakrishga
Envi in the third session af the All-Indis Oriental Conforence st Madras, 1024 (sse Summary of popers, page i),
that this verse has been identified as a quotation from the Manuniti,

LB Ny B

® P. Peterson's 2nd report, p. 46, referred to in the introduction of the Subhdahitdwali ot Vallabhadova
iBombay, E. 8. P., p. B2.

* K. Shima Sistrd's revisad (1010) edition of the Kow'ilivam drthaddetram, p. 433, nos. 361 and 257,
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One of these is found in the Aécharyachiidamani of Saktibhadra and the other
in the Chdrudatta of the Trivandrum series, Possibly they may be quotations from
the Arthadastra and analogy would lead us to surmise that the stanza navar sar@vas,
etc., was similarly quoted from the same work. Slight discrepancies in these quotations:
when compared with the published texts are immaterial® for, as a rule, such proverbial
aayings are usually quoted from memory.®

The question of similarity in structure may further be examined here to see how
tar the identity of expressions or words can be relied upon in settling the authorship-
of a work. First, I shall compure the Aseharyachiidamani with some of the Trivan-
drum plays. How it resembles the latter so far‘as its prelude is concerned I have shown
shove. '

Abhishelanataka. Ascharyachiigamani.
Pages 20-21. Act V under identical circums tances has—
Ho=, #ueq,

o T 1wy e sTge 8 e T -:;' T W
wag weraw | Fmaifswn gun 1 wfa- :Eé-mf'_ﬁll ‘ﬁ" '1 b

TRfE S| XA XAy ava: | feearat TrawrETA: |
foves e wofoaTe
(Page 20) Act V.
AW —aq 331 www, wwrufA A —as 2T
WA | wrfed a fafag afmaamar |

(Page 13) Act VI

am; wfaufe wEr vy An: afanfa sgwE wEATETE

¥ — WE IEMEAE s | ¥ —WF TITTANTR T FHL. |
(Page 18)

Riivana while thinking of 8itd talks of the moon in both the plays,
(Page 22)

Sith feels abashed (vridita) as she does in the Ascharyachiid@mani.
(Page 23)

=_TET | HWTET
wqe —wafa '!_W ﬁ"m m |
FAT—NET GGEAT 5 THAT et HIAT—W®T WHGWT F§ THAT ete.

! The siitra W §wIE; ote., as published by Mr. Shima Sistrf, has swear 9 but Sakiibhadra gives wrary:
The other sentence in the published text reads 217¥21" @% gawey Mfad wew but in the Chirudatta it stands u‘

arfear g o safe govs Sigre s

¥ In this connsction it will not be out of place to say that the stanza yroa# fagwarg M9 et |
_ T eto., is Lo be found
in the Mudrdrdbshass, but in the Dederdpiralobs it bas been ascribed to L Oo

uld we, -

the Mudrirdiehoss to Bhartrihari? o b
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{Page 24)

H1AT— ... WHIFI HE ATNITIH] T

€18, A% | I7eA WATE |

(Page 54)

AT ... &= W ®few A
(Page 69)

T — F&T TITATES ete.
(Page 70)

AT — WA GAH |

T —mmY | wEn ofagAmres-

wafas |

T — AZ W TATAT |

(Page 72)

Fuza fesparagat wafe

The gdna 1s identical in ideas in both.

(Page 72)

Act VL
ATAT— WASW ¥  €IWgIEE; W

®1%, 4% ® 99F A% WUlw |
Aot V.
|IAT—A=2T T WFA FOA |

A —wa qif=Eanigd ete.
Act VIL
A — WIHTHTEEH |

TH—w=a7T | W,  gfagmge==-

wafaE |
WER T, — FETHTTAET: |

Ama femwagat wmafa

=% waw: W and W¥Y § @ are very common words.

W, — AT 9 32" ete., ete.

(Page 75)
gfe—wgma | & 7 va. foagusofa)
Ta—fmas: owefa=rfa—
WTATTEH,

8. - The verse—
afgarfa w27 | wwamfg sast
femes =d @ arfus: oifaan fugi
15 not dissimilar in idea.
Act V1L
arz—wzgae | = & @ foogy-
sufa
v — faaA: waefa=fa—
HIATEH,

Pratijiidyangandhardyana and Adscharyachidaman

Pratijia’.
(Page 18)
nAtwI—afae

Adcharya®.

Act 11,
wra—safas

(M. M. Gapapati Sastri renders it' by wetenfa and the meaning fits in the spesch

of Bitd as well)
(Page 62)
wAfowss ®& 7 947

Act ITI.

WY FEAT WA o

1 The root seems to be the same which wo find in the Western Panjibi as in the verse eh jadide ghasta
ke kardm kamali pol gird mere ghatte pharsing ni of the Hir of Warfshih, p. 213 (Labore ed.).
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(Pages 63, 65) Act VII
T —IWIY THIY NAT | IWE TWTe THCY WA TEE |
Closing sentences WaH® ete., are similar in both.
Avimaraia Aécharyachudamani
(Page 13)
sy wTRl, wag s | Fa ) Een g W, YA WEETC . ..o« o TS
gt | ... SfawTEiE "I mfean gut: | wfamafa sr=gar |
Pratimandlaka and décharyachiddmani
(Page 85)
StaT— wasw ufewrents oftAraife ) Stwm—s=ew ofoarenfy afcaraifs
(Page 86)
QiaT—awiE Hiar—aaTE

(Page 87)
Compare the description of Jatiyu's beak in both and fagzmE
(Page 86)
AT ¥y | W¥ faEATar: | wam—aifis a3 f5 ofasamn ete
(P'nge 99)
Deience of Kaikeyi is similar in both—(Act Lin the Aécharyach@idamani)

The Trivandrum Svapnavisavadatid and the dscharyachidamani

i. 'The speech of the siitradhdra in both is rather identical,

ii. The use of the word =& in the first stanza of the Trivandrum play and not
far from about the commencement of the décharyachiidamani.

iii, The Svapnavisavadattd (pp. 1-2) and the Afeharyachiidamani (Act VII)

give IWIY IWTE WA IHIF |
iv. On page 10 of the former and in Act 111 of the latter we have—

FEraTY — =y wiwe w3d fewtre | whmaaEs wfeas anfe
and wfagwo—5 7 @ AT (et —sareEa SrEET
wiaa= aarfw

respectively.

v. Similarly, aTegew —=el WHGW § TWI in the one (pp. 27 and 62) and
alar—ws] wsem g TE e (Act IV) in the other.

vi. SrEZE | WEH HA; 18 very common.

These are a few instances which I have picked up from the play of Saktibhadra.
and some Trivandrum ndfakes. I am sure more will be found out. Arguing like Mr.
Ganapati Sastrl, can we not ascribe the Trivandrum plays to Saktibhadra, ignoring for
argument's sake the mention of his name in the prologue ? The argument based on
the merits or the intensity of rass and the exquisite flow of language in these plays can-
not prove the authorship of Bhiisa, though it can show that their writer was a dra-
matist of & high order. At the same time one has to remember that the question of
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the merit of a work is sometimes a matter of opinion as is so very nicely shown in the
case of Milton, who preferred his Paradise Regained to the Paradise Lost, slthough
the latter is usually considered to be far superior to the former. Had it not been so,
could the immortal Sikuntala or the Uttarardmacharita be considered mferior to these
plays? The merits for which the Trivandrum dramas are considered as older than
Kilidass have not been pointed out to us. What is stated on the other hand is that
the author of the Trivandrum dramas has drawn his material directly from the epics
and there are expressions in those plays which are found in the works of Kilidasa,
who miist have taken them fram those plays. It appears that while bringing in such
an argument the supporters of the Bhisa theory are to a large extent influenced
by the supposition that these works are Bhiisa’s and that an ancient work must be of
great merit. Comparatively modern writers have also drawn their material directly
from the epics. Indian writers who select mythical or say divine subjects have to
draw the material from these sources, and for the matter of that we cannot say that
Kalidisa did not do so. Writers like Kshemendra did the same thing. The author
of the Ascharyachidamani, alluded to sbove, must have done so. Why to talk of these
old writers ! If I write a piece now and get my material from the Vedas, my compo-
sition cannot be relegated to the hoary past on that account. This sort of reasoning
does not carry conviction home. Similarity of ideas or expressions does not necessarily
indicate indebtedness of one author to another. There is no reason why a person cannot
argue as does another quite independently. Similar ideas and expressions are no doubt
found in the works of Kalidasa and these plays, still, it does not stand to reason to say
that Kalidisa derived them from these works or any other author either out of re-
spect or otherwise. 1t is suid that Kalidisa has himself praised Bhiisa and might have
used his works as a grateful tribute to his genius. I doubt if it can be considered to be
a tribute at all, when we remember how Indian poets compare ** borrowing ” to eating
vantam.. To mention the name of a predecessor in respectful terms does not neces-
sarily imply borrowing. An original writer will shun such a course and a poet of the
type of Kilidasa whether he hailed from India, Europe or elsewhere could not have had
recourse to such a practice.  We shonld not forget at the same time that the priority of
the Trivandrum pieces to Kalidisa is yet to be established, pnd ene can very well argue
in the opposite way, viz., that the author of these works was indebted to Kalidisa.,
For my own part L will not attach any great weight to the similarity of this kind in such
cases. Identical expressions or similar ideas are to be met with in the Vedas and the
Bible leaving aside the Ramayana and the Iliad, but I doubt if we could go so far as
to consider the latter to be indebted to the former or wice versd in any way. While
human heart remains unaltered it is the brain that develops. This is, I think, the
reason why a poet who writes from the core of his heart remains ever fresh and
up-to-date, whatever be his age. The outpourings of a true heart will not much
differ whoever the writer may be. Accordingly, we have to consider the question of
the age of & work irrespective of such resemblances.

Much capital has been made out of the so-called archaisms or solecisms (@rsha-
prayogas), noticed in the Trivandrum natakas, It is said that many archaic forms,
which are found in these plays and are mostly tabulated in the form of an appen-
dix attached to the Pratimanataka, violate the rules of Panini, and. therefore these
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nitakas must have come into existence before the great grammarian lived. Likewise,
st is affirmed that the Prakrit of these plays is archaio and, consequently, they must have
heen composed during & very remote antiquity. Some of the defenders of the Bhisa
theory place these works before, while others after Aévaghosha. Let us now examine
how far this argument holds good.  The occurrence of irregular or apdniniya forms can
afford no proof of the age of a work. Students of Indian epigraphy are aware of nu-
merous documents which contain such forms but undoubtedly belong to a very
late period. Arsha forms are found not only in the Rdmdyana or the Malabharata,
but in the epics which are certainly not soold ; nay, we find them in the works!
of Kalidasa ns well as other Sanskrit writers. Such forms, we know, have mostly
been explained by Saranadeva in his very learned work entitled Durghatacritti.®  Mal-
liniths has also endeavoured to justify such formations by bringing them under
Panini’s rules. Even Mr. Ganpapati Gastri himself has done so at least in one instance,
I mean in the use of lyap in grikya chapam karena.® We know of cases where writers
have deliberately flouted Panini. For instance, the locative plural of pumdn is pushsu
according to Panini, but Anubhiitisvarfipacharya in his grammar named Sirasvatam
makes it punkshu. The same is the case with the word vigrama which is not unoften
used for visrama. 1 need not multiply examples here, when they are 50 well collected
in the Durghatavritti, Some of the manuscripts are less scrupulously preserved than
others and we are not in possession of the original manuscripts of the plays. At times
wrong forms are used by ignorant copyists and sometimes more familiar forms are sub-
stituted in place of old and unfamiliar ones. We have also to remember that the ex-
tant books on Prikrit grammar are comparatively late works, and the rales laid down
in them can only be used with the ubmost caution for determining the age of any work
with their aid. Grammar can very well be considered to be a good criterion for judg-
ing the age of & composition, but wrong or ungrammatical formations cannot. Poetic
license is no criterion of age, Nor does it reflect well on the writer. Unless these
archaic formations noticed in the Trivandrum plays are proved to be in agreement with
the rules of grammar written before Pagini, their occurrence will form no ground for
testifying to their antiquity, nor will they suffice to prove the authorship of Bhasa.
“This is how the first part of the argument, stands,

Now let us examine the second on the use of old Prakrit forms, 1 agree with
Dr. Barnett in thinking that the Southern tradition presents nitakas in & condition
showing Prakrit forms which are more archaic than those found in the Northern
tradition. Let us work out this assertion in detail here.

Scholars like Printz,' V. Lesny,3 V. 8. Sukthankar® and others opine that the Prik-
rit used in these plays exhibits old forms which are met with in ancient works both
inseriptional and literary ; but not'in comparatively late compositions like the works

i Forexample, in Raphuramds, X1X. 28, and Kumgrasambhava, 1. 35,

T, 8. 8 Neo. VL

* Dimghatotbachs, T. 8. 8. No, XXI1, p. 58,

8 W, Printa: Bhdea’s Pridrit (Frankfurt A, M., 1821),

» Die Entwicklungssiufe des Prdkrits in Bhdsa's Dramen und das Zeilalier Bhisa’s in the Zeitschrift der
cutschen Morpenlindischen fiesellschaft, 72 Band. Leipsig, 1018, pp. 203 &1

4 Awmerican Or. Jour., 40, 1820, pp. 248 fi.
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of Kdlidasa and others. Therefore, it must be older and, consequently, these plays
which are partly couched in it must be assigned to a great age, at any rate to the
eatly centuries of the Christian era, if not to a still earlier epoch. These are some
of the archaisms in the Prikrit of these plays as noticed by them.

i. Amhaam (asmikam); ii. dissa (dridya); iii. veam(vayam); iv. use of the
root arh without the svarabhakti or epenthetic vowel; v. ahaka (aham, later hake,
hage and aham) ; vi. Gma as affirmative particle; vii. karia (kpritvd, later kadua);
viii, kissa, kiéda (kasya but used in ablative sense for kasmat) ; ix. khu (khalu);
X tava (favae, later tuba, ete.) ; xi. tuvam (tvam, later tuvam).
= Tt will look rather strange in the eyes of those scholars if I said that almost all these
old forms are to be seen in the Adécharyachidamani of Saktibhadra. I am sorry the
book has not yet been fully published.! [ can, therefore, only refer to the pages of the
copy which I had an oceasion to examine. But that will hardly be more useful than
my assertion that these forms are to be seen in this play as well.2 Should we, then, on
the strength of this fact, assign the play to the same period to which the Trivandrum
natakas have been ascribed ¢ Though the date of Saktibhadra is not definitely known,
still T doubt if any scholar would think of placing him in that period or some centuries
before the Christian era! Let us leave him alone for the present till his date i3 deter-
mined and see the Prakrit in the works whose authorship and time are known without
any doubt. I take up the plays which have been published in the very Trivandrum
series and under the editorship of Mr. Gapapati Sastri himself. In addition to those
1 have just now noted, the chief peculiarities of the Trivandrum plays as far as their
Prikrit is concerned are? perhaps these: (1) usual dropping of k, g, ch, j, t, d, p, b, v,
and y between vowels and occasional retention ; (2) occasional change of y into
4 but usual retention of it ; (3) shortening of the vowel and doubling of the consonant
in evam, ete.: (4) change of ryinto yy in contrast with Kilidasa’s changing it into
jj. and so on. If we examine the Prakrit of these plays with that of the Pradyumnd-
bhyudaya,* the Subladradhanaiijaya,® the Tapafisamvarana,® the Nagananda® or the
Mattavilasapralasana as published in the south we shall find Prikrit forms in them
which display the same features. The Pradyummnablyudaya supplies several instances
of (1), as do the other plays which I have just named, and I need not refer to them-
For (2), see Pradyumndbhyudaya, p. 2, Subkadradhanaiijaya, pp. 60, 70, Tapatisam-
warana, pp- 36, 14, 33, 67, Nagdnanda, p. 13, Mattavilasa®, pp. 1, 8, ete. For (3) com-

1 For manuseripts of this play see the Descriplies Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Govt, Orients|
Manuseripts Library, Madras, pp. 8380-82. It is patticularly noteworthy that the manuseripts of this play
are found slong with some of those of the 13 Trivandrum plays us has been noted above.

2 Archale forms are used especially in the speech ol Borpsoskhi and also Sia. In addition to emliso
we have tumbdnas snd tumbedi. The play gives arhadi and uses aham itselil severa! times in the speech of
$rpanakhi and Siti. One of the supporters ol the Bhiss theory, namely, ML M. Haroprasad Shistel {=0w
Introduotion to the Prafimdndfala), says that this word dma is never used by laber posts but is found oaly iaold
pili This afismative particle not only ocoursin the Aisharyachidamani, but other pliys ns well, &5 I
have shown below. Pesides, is it not the very partisls which we hear in Tamil every day ! The play gives turmm
and alsn tumam. The two forms vasm and Earia 1 have not seen in the ddcharguchigimani, but similas
torma oceur in the Subhadrddhanaijoys and the Tapafisamparapa eto, as shown in the sequal.

* A PBanerji Sistei, J. B, 4. 5., 1921, p. 872,
4 T. 8. 8. No. VHL ' T. 8. 5. No. XII}

! T. 8. B. Ko XI. ' T, & . No LIX
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pare Pradywmna®, pp. 10 and 33, Subladrd®, pp. 15; 145, Tapafi®, pp. 14, 61, Nagd®, pp.
94 24, 28, T1, etc., and Matlavi®, p. 2. For (4) see Pradyumna®, p. 13, Subladra®,
p. 70. Tapaii®, p. 3, Nagd®, p. 13, and Matta®, pp. 1, 3.

Some other old forms in these plays may also bementioned here. For khu see Pra-
dyumna®, pp. 10, 11, 24, Subhadra”, pp. 63, 170, ete., Tapafi®, pp. 8, 33, 89, etc., N daga°,
pp. 24, 34, etc., and Matta®, pp. 2,6, 9, efc. For forms like kissa see Subladra®, pp. 17,
63, 83, 97,131,135, Tapali®, pp. 9, 47. 74, etc., Naga®, pp. 66, 71, 88, and Matla®, p. 27.
For dma see Pradyumna®, p. 33, Subhadrd®, p. 57, Tapai®, p. 104, ete. For amhaam see
Subladra®, pp. 38, 34, Matta®, pp. 9, 19, 24. For forms like karia see Tapati®, pp. 42,
8, 103, Subladrd®, p. 168, Naga®, pp. 88.124. For mhi see Subladrd®, p. 34 ; Ndga®,
p. 80, Matta®, p. 28. For akam and ahake see Pradyumnd®, p. 3, Tapafi®, pp. 8, 55,
143, Naga®, p. 71.

1 may go on multiplying instances, but the result will be the same. The oceur-
rence of these forms will not prove that these works, too, should be relegated to such
a high antiquity?. They were all written after Kiliddsa, whatever be their exact date,

Yet another work may be put up to show the hollowness of this argument. It
1s the Bhagavadajjuka which has been referred to above. Here, too, we observe similar
old Prikrit forms.  To mention a few of the typical ones as selected by some of the sup™
porters of the Bhiisa theory. This piece uses both amhdam and amhdnam. The
former form occurs in the speech of the Vaidya who went to treat the courtesan (page
xxii) and the latter in that of Sandilya (p. iiii). So also tuvam (p. viil) and tumam
(p. xvi) and kissa used in the sense of kasmat (p.iv). Khu is usually put for khalu with-
out reduplication. The play gives fava and tuvam for the later forms tujjha or tumia

and tuman as at pages v,and viii, and employs both evam (p. v) and evvam (p. viii). Like-
wise we have aham for ahakari and ahake, and soon. Both old and later forms are
used in this work, still it cannot be relegated to the epoch to which the Trivandrum
plays are ascribed by most of the adherents of the Bhasa theory.

A special notice appears to be called for regarding the use of some accusative plurals
in d@ni belonging to a-stems on which Dr. Thomas® has laid so much stress. 1 need
only refer to the note of Dr. L. D. Barnett in the October (1924) issue of the Journal
of the Royal Asiatie Society® without recapitulating what he has stated there. Forms
like Fusumani or devdni ocourring in certain compositions cannot prove that the latter
were written before or about the time of Asoka, for they are to be met with in the works
which were decidedly written later. 1 have already shown in connection with the usg
of other forms how unsafe it 1s to addunce them as evidences of great age. All thes:
nitakas, leaving aside, for the present, the Bhagavadajjuka, were written after
Kalidasa, whatever their exact date may be, Their Prikrit also contains earlier or
archaic forms but they are comparatively late compositions. Therefore, to assign the
Trivandrum nafakas to such a high antiquity as the 3rd or 4th century B.C. to 3rd or
4th century A. D. on the evidence of some old Prikrit® formations would be unreason-

1 Of. Bumnett, J. R, A, 8. 1921, pp. 5878,
¢ find, 1924, p. 440 L
* p. G565 }'n
+ Dr. Sukthankar in his very inforaing notes whish ho hss resently conseibuted 1a tha Journal of fhe Bombay
Braneh of the Royul Asiatic Sociely (1025, Agpril issun), has, T now find, thoroughly examined the whole of the
Prikyit gomstion and appears lo have ndmitted ( page 132), quite in & geouioe scholwely wpirit, [ wonld eay, that in
this respeet, st lesat, his expectations have not been reatized. '
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able. Thus, the argument based on the archaic forms of Sanskrit as well as Prakrit
also falls to the ground.

After examining these main points so often adduced in favour of the Bhisa
theory, let us now consider another important assertion in this connection. The de-
fenders of this .theory hold that the Mrichchhakatika depends on the Trivandrum play
named Charudatta and is only an amplification of it. They seem to have taken it for
granted that it is so. One would wonder if they are led to this belief by the consider-
ation of the small size of the Chirudatta as compared with that of the Mrichehhaka-
rikd. That both these plays are connected with each other cannot be denied. The four
acts of which the Trivandrum play consists are practically identical with the first few
~acts of the Mrichchhakatikd. There can be no doubt that the author of the one has
copied or taken them from the other. The Chdrudatla is believed to be the source,
and to make the author of the Mrichehhakatika the borrower, it is affirmed that the
Trivandrum edition of the Chdrudatta presents only an incomplete text of the play,
the continnation® of which still lies hidden somewhere, possibly in the south. It is
further declared that some of the incidents mentioned in the Mrichchhakatika are not
conmected with the real plot and are to be treated as mere cumbersome narratives.
This practically means that the author of the Mrichchhakatika quietly incofporated
the whole of the play or the four acts of it ascribing the same to himself. The first -
question which a curious mind would ask in such a case would be how is it that a poet
who was capable of composing six more acts failed to re-write in his own words the
first four acts of the play. One would further ask if there is a parallel case in the world
showing a plagiarism of this sort.? We know of sayings like Kavir-vantasi samasntte,
but cannot forget what Bhiimaha has said®—

FerEazd AT AE A T |
o TTEAT AW ST |

Poets or poetasters may borrow consciously or unconsciously from other writers,
but they would hesitate to insert bodily the work of another in their own compositions,
if they are worth the name, for they canexpress the story or the ideas in theirown words
as far as possible. In the Myichchhakatika, however, there is no anyoktdnuvada or
translation, but wholesale incorporation. The prologue of this play speaks of the
author in terms of high praise for, it says that he was the foremost of Vedic scholars
and a pious man. Could tapas allow of such acts 1 Well, it may be said that he did
not plagiarise, but, as Dr. Charpentier has stated in his note on the Hindu drama.* only
added the last five ankas, or at least the greater part of them “exhibiting the efficacy
of righteous conduct, villainy of law, the temperament of the wicked and the inevitable-

% Dr. Sukthankar in his article in the Journal of the Mythic Society of Bamgolore, Vol. IX, 1019, pp. 188 f1.,
bus worked out this point at some length and tried to show that the CAdrudaliaz is an incomplete play, apd so
it is!

* Here 1 am reminded of Washington Irving's reverie given in bis Skefch Book regarding the ant of buok.
maling. .lruﬂtnthinithl,uBﬂq*:mhmuﬂm“mﬁN.Ehrﬂbﬂﬂlh”ﬁddlﬂhﬁh.p.
propriated his work to himsell with no fear of detection !

¥ Bes Introduction to Pratimdndfaka p. xvi.

L J, R A 8 1u23, 99, 002, 6.

-
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ness of fate.” In support of guesses like these it is ndded that s courteous poet, who
would not accuse king Sudraka of plagiarism—a thing scarcely consistent with the
high praise bestowed upon him—could, perhaps, not tell us in a clearer way what did,
in reality, belong to him and what did not.  If it were u fact, the case would be an uni-
que one! Authors, as far as I am aware, have continued the works of other writers,
but have not appropriated them to themselves. The Kadambari and the Dafakuma-
raclarita were in all probability continued only in the name of the original authors.
That the Chirudatta is only a part of a “fuller” work from which it has been culled
out will become clear if we examine if closely and compare it with the Mrichehhaka-
gikd. 1t has no ndndi nor a Bharatavdkyam. Besides, we do not find in it the words
like ayi kinnu khalu, etc., which form the chief characteristics of the Trivandrum plays.
In construction it does not seem to be identical with the rest. On what grounds then
has it been ascribed to Bhiisa 7 The circumstance that a manuseript of the piece was
found along with the other plays cannot prove it, though, apparently, it has gone a
long way to influence the view. In my opinion the Chdrudatta and the Mrichchla-
katika sre not different works, and the former is only a part of the latter just as the
Mantranka-nataka’ is o part of the Pratijfdyaugandhardyana of this very series
although the Chikyars consider it to be a distinet drama. Differences to be noticéd
“in it are rather immaterial, and are attributable to local causes. I would call the
Charudatta a different recension of the first few acts of the Mrichehhakatikd. To
write down the name of the hero and the heroine or call them ndyaka and ganika
matters little, as far as the actual representation on the stage is concerned. Sometimes,
as in the case of Jimitavihana in the Nagananda, only Nayaka is put down in place
of the name of the hero. The difference in the names of Sarvilaka and Sajjalaka does
pot count for much. It is not impossible that the change is due to an error on the
part of some copyist. The omission of the servants’ names (Karnapiiraks and Radanika)
makes no difference at all. Siidraka as a playwright or ruther kavi must have been
very popular in the south. In the sthapand of the Tapalisamvarana of Kulasekha-
ravarman he is named first of all the mahdkavis as ayyaSuddaa-Kalidasa-Harisa-
Dandi-ppamuhanar  mahdkaina i annadamasya, ete. The Myichchhakatikd s
undoubtedly one of the best ndfakas we know of. Naturally it must have been
selected for the stage. The whole being a long piege, only a part of it was selected
for occasional performances. That the Mrichehhakatiki was tampered with we are
quite certain. On the authority of an ancient commentary, Wilson pointed out long
ago that from the words esa ajja Ohaludattassa to the remark dishtyd jivita-subridvarga
aryah of &arvilaka in the lzst act of this drama the whole text was incorporated by
Nilakantha.? That this is (0 is borne out by the verse—

amatemvas: wfastfaansfed 7 saw |
gt faragerT=Ats AasEa 7 |

which, as interpreted by Professor Sylvain Lévi,would account for the interpolation also.
The original author was anxious to see his drama staged fully before the sun had risen,

10f. M. M. Ganapati S=sirs Pratima® Introduction, p. Xi.

1 This was noted by me long agoin my notes on the Mrichahhakafikd (N. 8. Piess, Bombay, 1002, pages LIU-
120).. D, ngunkfnuhullnmlkmditmmtbi:*.hmummm
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but Nilakantha was anxious to bring about a happy union of all the dramatis personc.
Likewise, the person who culled the Chirudatta from the M richchhakatika had to see
that it would be acted at such and such time and during such an interval. Therefore,
he selected that part alone which to all purposes was complete in itself.. The heroine
starts to meet her lover and with this act the first part of the story would terminate.
Both the lovers felt diffident, one because of his poverty and the other on account of
her low status. Despite all this, their desire is accomplished ; one goes to meet the
other who has got the news and is ready to receive her. Even in the Myichchhaka-
tiki what follows Vasantaseni’s starting is the tedionsly interrupting conversation
<he had with the vits and an ordinary exchange of a few sentences after which the lovers
retired. That the Mrichchhakatikd has undergone a change we have just now seen.
The probability, then, would be that it has got. scenes which were added afterwards
“to secure! to the play a greater popularity with the public.” Perhaps, the whole of
the gamblers’ scene in the second act and certainly the scene showing Dhit insisting
on self-immolation in the tenth st are instunces of such interpolations. The Cha-
rudatta was in all probability taken out when the play was perhaps free from sach
interpolations. This is, possibly, the reason why we notice some difference in the quota-
tions by Vamana in the Kavyalankdrasitravritts.  Une of these quotations is found in
both the Chdrudatta and the Mrichchhakatika, though it agrees rather with the version
of the former. The other quotation is found in the Mrichchhakatikd only, for the
Charudatta does not contain the gamblers’ scene at all. In the same way if a quota-
tion is taken from the episode of Dhiltd in the last act of the Mrichchhakatika, we will
not find it in any of the copies of the drama written before Nilakantha, who was
responsible for the above noted interpolation. All the same the Mrichehhakatika
will be there.

Here we should remember that Vamana has referred to Sidraka as the author
of the Mpichchhakatika® and has quoted from his work. While saying—

yeafefady Ea=E Jae Ceiciga ol
he does mot refer to Bhisa. Hada work of Bhisa, as the Chdrudatic 1s
supposed to be, existed in his time, in all probability he would have refer-
red to it in preference to that of Giidraka, for it was original. But he has not. This
fact will indicate that, at the time Vamana lived, the writer of the M richehhaka-
tiki was regarded to be an original writer and not a plagiarist. 1am not here concerned
with the question of the authorship® of this prakarana. What I say in this connection
is that the piece called Charudatta need not be the work of a writer who is differ-
ent from that of the Mrichchhakatikd on the reasons so far advanced, nor can Bhiisa
be its author. That the story did not end with the fourth act of the Chdrudatia

i Dr. Charpentier, . R. A. 8., 10338 p 802,

* Bhattanitha Svimi; Indwan Antiguary 1916, pp. 180 1.

3 | believe in the South Indian origin of the MricheAhabafiki and thst Sadraka was possibly a southernes.
Still, | do not think that he could be & Rija Komati. The tradition connecting him with the Komafi caste does
not appesr to be very trastworthy. The Kongnbdpurdna where it is recorded and which is considered to be the
ahief work of the Komabis is not an ancient work. 11 probably belongs to the 1uu_1 or the Lith century A.D. and
the Vishnuoardhana connected with it waa, apparently, the Chols king Rijendrs, the patron of Nannayabhstta,
ihmdmmupm'hnmnd about the 11th century A. D. In this conneetion see

Tir. Charpentior's nate “ Tho suthor and date of tha Mrichchhakatibi™, in J. K. A. 8.1923, pp- 393 {1,
E2
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seems to be certain. It is equally so, that it continmed in the Mrichchhakatikd. To
think of the existence of a continuation of the Chérudatta in some manuseript which
is lying hidden somewhere, as some of these scholars do, seems to be unnecessary
and fatile.

Dr. Keith in his review of Dr. Morgenstierne’s work, referred to above, seems o
{avour the view that the Myichchhakatikd represents a working over of the Cldrudat-
ta! and that the Chdrudaita is not a shortened version of it. He goes a step further
and says that Bhisa probably left his work, namely Chdrudatta, incomplete, and
some unknown author who worked it up in the form of the Mrichchhakatika found
out & device of ascribing the work to Sadraka to secure for it a measure of attention
which would not have been accorded tao it, had it appeared under his true name, Does
not the learned Doctor while making this conjecture ** demand too much from proba-
bility”? Apparently, this speculation is based on the belief that Sidraka as the author
of the play had no historical reality. Itistrue that the figure of Stdruka in Sanskrit
literature has a legendary character, but does it follow that the Snidraka of the Mri-
chehhakatika must also be a mythical person On the other hand, the way in which
he is described would show that he must have been an historical character of flesh
and bones, * who suffered from diseases like catarth and was cured by the mercy of
Giva.” His identity, however, has not yet been established. :

To think of some unknown writer who “worked up” the Chdrudatta and ascribed
the whole piece to a mythical ruler is to demand too much from imagination. It does
not carry conviction home. There is hardly any mecessity of creating further myths
to show the high standard of self-abnegation. That the author of the Mrichchhakatika
was & writer of a very high order is proved by the play itself. In fact, it is the latter
portion where the author is found in his full vigour and which makes him a dramatist
of an uncommon genius. 1t is there that the master-piece of the play, namely, Sams-
thiinaka is fully delineated and the action fully developed. If comparison is to be
drawn, this portion, it seems to me, is far superior to the first four acts which make up
the Charudatta, even if we take it for granted that they were composed by the an-
cient Bhasa himself. Why would such a writer think of merging his personality into
that of & fabulous or semi-mythical individual as Siidraka ¥ Why did he not, if he
was a selfless writer, ascribe the work to Bhiisa himself # The name of Bhisa would
have secured greater fame and more attention than that of Sadraka if that alone was
the object. There is no reason why we should dishelieve the statement made in the
prologue as to its authorship. While putting forth such assumptions, we take it for
granted that the Charudatta was written by the ancient Bhiisa and that as the Mpich-
chhakatiki came afterwards, it must have been based on it. We are influenced, I am
afraid, by this supposition. If we consider the Trivandrum plays irrespective of the
Bhisa theory, it will, I make bold to say, at once appear to be a part of the fuller play
i.c., the Mrichchhakatikd and neither a shortened version nor a basis of it. This vi“;
will obviate the vain hope expressed by some of the supporters of the Bhisa theory
that the continuation of the Trivandrum play will? come out some day and suppc;r;;
their hypothesis.

T Tnd. Ant., 1923, pp. 59-80.

* There is no need of testing lhnwinhhmnghtfm:rdhlhrthtthu Charudatic & so incomplete
hrlltl-lnhlthhmuwpudwithmjfrﬂdhﬂih af which it is only & part. EY
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As to the question who patronised the author of the Trivandrum plays, 1 doubt
if it can be finally solved under the existing circumstances. That there was some royal
patron of the poet cannot be denied. Had there been none the use of the word Raja-
simha in the concluding stanza would become useless. Rajasirhha seems to be the
surname or an epithet of the king who patronised the author. The term is ! such
as can be very appropriately used for any ruler. The same is the case with the word
Rija of the Dhiirtavitasamvada of Iévaradatta and Narendra of the Ubhaydblisa-
rikd of Vararuchi, alluded to above. Scholars differ as to the identity of the Rajasimha
whom the author of the plays had in mind. Dr. Barnett finds the Piandya Tér-méran
Rajasirnha I, while Dr. Sten Konow recognises the Western Kshatrapa named Rudra-
githa (Cir. 181-196 A.D.) in him. Possibly, there were two patrons. One was called
Rajasiaha and the other Upendra, for both these terms occur in the concluding verses.
1t is not impossible that these epithets are meant for the two Pallava chiefs, namely,
Simhavishnu (Cir. 590 A. D.) and Narasirihavarman Rajasimha I (Cir. 646 A. D).
The Mattavilasaprahasana was composed by a Pallava king and closely resembles these
plays. It does not appear to be unreasonable to assume that these plays, too, were
written under similar conditions. The stanza—

TTgE A
avaa = gieat v

would rather countenance such a hypothesis. But, as Dr. Keith has already remarked,
such identifications ought to be treated as mere guesses, and nothing more. The
identity wili remain obscure, for the author himself wanted to keep it so, otherwise he
would have given us the proper name of the patron. Here, 1 think, it will not be out of
place to consider what Mr. K. P. Jayaswal has thought of this patron and the uge of
the plays. His opinion is based on the idea of “ one umbrella empire extending from
the Himalayas to the Vindhyas and up to the ocean ™ found in these plays in verses like
imam sigara-paryantam,? etc. He thinks that such ideas cannot go back further
than the days of Chandragupta Maurya snd could not be remembered later than the
rise of the Andhrabhrityas or the Kushinas. Such a conception, he opines, must refer
to a period somewhere between 325 B. C. and the end of the 1st century B. U. Insup-
port of this opinion, he adduces the words “our sovereign”, “sovereign lion” and the
terms Upendrs and Nariyana used in these plays. In the latter name he recognises
the Kanva-Narivana.* A glance at the passage in the Ditavikyam, on which so much
reliance is placed, will show that there is no mention of the “Barhadrathas™ at all, the
person intended being Jarfisandha, the son of Brihadratha. 1f Nariyana or Upendra
were the patron, the vilification by Duryodhana will be out of place, for no patron
will tolerate his being rebuked in any garb. The words Upendra and Nariyaua do

1 A somewhat similar cass is represented by the Dkdriarilasamida of livaradatta, which has slready been pub-
lishad In the comoluding stenea of this Bhdipa, which is likewise not a Bhoratuedlbyam, we find yumfg w9 g
ot aravimens.  Corlously enough (ke the Trivandrom Svapparvdsmdatid this piece also, as hes been stated
by tho ediors Messra, Rimakrishoa and Rimanith, in the introduction to the Choturbhdsi, la mentioned by
Bhojadera in his Spingdrapralise.

* Avimdraba,

# Bpe footnote above where we have Sagaramekhalim instead.

¢ T. 4 8. No. XXII, p. 30.
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rot refer to any mortal, but the chief god of the Hindu triad, as the benedictory stanzas
i some of these plays, e.g.. the Urublasiga or the Madhyamavyiyoga will clearly show.
No reliance can be placed on ideas like “one umbrella rule”, for they are little less than
woetic embellishments. Students of Indian epigraphy and numismatics know that
oven ordinary petty chieftains are very often described as overlords and emperors of
the world UG Jas ji e 42 e in charters as well as coins. Such
expressions need not be taken in a literal sense. In the same way, it seems to me,
the mention, in these plays, of an empire bounded by the Himavat and the Vindhya
need not necessarily show a political orientation. To reason from the known to the
unknown we may take a few of the South Indian kings. Venkata I is described as rul-
ing over the whole earth from the Qetu to the Himavat.! Some of the Pindya lkings
are? said to have engraved the pair of fish on the topmost rock of the lord of mountains
or the Himdlaya. Sundara-Pindya is said to have conquered Konkana, Kosala, Ma-
gadia, Kalinga snd above all China® also. Why multiply instances. These expres-
sions are not to be taken very seriously. Even if we do, the case of Rajendra Chola
would show that such expressions could well be applied to a southerner also, after keep-
ing a margin for a poet’s hyperboles. Besides, we have to remember that if an author
trom the south wants to describe an ancient event which took place in the north or has
to praise his patron in the north, he will naturally keep himself within the limits of the
north. A good geographer from the south, who is conversant with the past history
of Indis, or who is well versed in the epics and other literature of the country, can
very well describe events which took place long before he was born. Bearing all this
in mind. 1 do not consider it necessary to think of any special empire of the Mauryas,
the Kushiinas, the Guptas, or others, Nor does it appear to be necessary to think
of the royal statues discovered at Mathurd, while reading of the Pratimagriha or Val-
halla in the Pratimandtaka for, in the south itself there must have been such grikas
in olden days. This may very reasonably be surmised from the portrait statues, which
are still to be seen at Mahabalipuram or the Seven Pagodas. The Vardha cave there
has got a seated figure of Sirhavishnu flanked by his queens on one side and the stand-
ing figure of his son Mahendravarman and his queens on the other. That they are the
portrat figures (pratimas) of the Pallava kings of these names is indubitably proved
by the labels so clearly written above them in the old Pallava-grantha characters which
readt §ri-Simhavinnu-Pottadhirajan and Sri-Mahéndra-Pottadhirdjan, respectively.
A writer from the south, who knows of such pratimas, or one might say—pratimagrs.
huas—in his own provinee, need not think of the portrait statues of the Kushinas, the
Saisunigas or other dynasties. Thus, we see that the argument of the pratimagrilas
cannot counteract the proposition that the Pratimanatake was written in or after
the sixth century of the Christian era by a South Indian writer. That he was ac-
quainted with the Mathurd country will not make the author a médthura or for the
muoter of that, a northerner. That the Pratimandtaka cannot be such an old work as
the followers of the Bhiisa theory take it to be, we shall see presently.

1 Spe Padmanert or Vellafigndi granta, Ep. Ind. Vol. XVI, pp. 201 f.

* Soe Velvikuli grant of Nedufijadaiyag, Ep. Ind, Vol. XVIL, pp. 201 .
* South Indian Inscriptions, Vol IV, p. 108, Ko. 372,

t iyamal Ripert on Sowih Indian Epigraphy, Madras (1922.23), o 4.
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There are some other minor arguments raised in support of the Bhasa theory
which may be examined here briefly. Some scholars are of opinion that the Trivan-
drum plays make mention of an observatory at Ujjain, the Venuvana, the Nagavuna,
the old Rijagriha and Pataliputra when it was just founded and, therefore, must be very
old. 1 doubt if any importance can be attached to such an argument. One may write
a book to-day mentioning all these places in a similar manuer, yet, I wonder if we will
ascribe such & work to a heary antiquity on that account. The traditional epithetal
of Bhasa like Jalana-mitte, “friend of fire"” Bhdso hasak “laugh of poetry” and purdna
“the ancient”’, cannot prove that Bhiisa was the author of the Trivandrum plays. These
can be applied to other writers as well. Bhasa alone is not the friend of fire. Sakti-
bhadra has introduced fire into his play. So also Sriharsha. The tradition making
Bhasa the friend of fire is preserved in the Prithvirdjavijaya.® In that case Bhasa would
become the writer of the Svapnavasavadattd as well as the Vishnudharmottara,® in that
hoth these works were regarded to be of exceptional merit and believed to have with-
stood the ordeal of fire.* [ have already given my view regarding the Svapnavdsara-
datti of the Trivandrum series. It cannot be the Seapnavisavadattd of Bhisa, which
i still an untraced work. As to the other book, I am inclined to identify it with the
Vishnudharmotlariye which is so well known in Kashmir and has been published at
the Venkatesvara Press of Bombay.® As the question of its identity is not connected
with the present paper there is no need of my discussing it here.

1 doubt if due importance has been attached to the evidence of the anthologies
against the Bhisa theory. Some twelve stanzas are ascribed to Bhiisa in these col-
lections. and it is very remarkable that none of these is to be found in any of the thirteen
plays which have been attributed to this ancient writer. These anthologies may not
always be accurate in their ascriptions, but it is not insignificant that not even one
stanza out of these twelve should be found there, if they were written by Bhisa at all,
Leaving aside the anthologies, we find that even the verse peyd surd,® etc., which Somn
deva in his Yasastilaka ascribes to Bhasa, does not occur in any of these thirteen nd-
takas. On the other hand, it is found in the Mattavilasaprahasana, us stated above,
where, apparently, it occurs as a subldshita.? This negative evidence, I think, alsq

goes against the Bhisa theory.

1 Dp. Banerji, J. B 4. 8. 1921, p. 379.

* fnd. Ant. 1913, pp- 62.58,

% Rajadekhara's Saktimukidvali—
sremEsTRYwa; fuay gdfEgR)
myaTHIE R STREITHE TN 0

Prithvirdjeeijoyd.
wew wrE we fRgewn

‘Mkmumﬂitynlbdiﬂﬁnghthumm{emmﬂuﬂiﬂmnmﬂmd by Me. D. BE. Bhanodarksr in

Ind. Awi. 1113, p- b, -
5 Bithler in his exhaustive article on it {Ind. Ant., Vol. xix, pp. 352 1) hag shown that it is an old work whick

wna extant sbout 500 A _II.

* Bee above, page 1.
* Dr. Thomaa(J. R 4. & 1923, p.&!}uy:thnmdthmmmﬂhdm Bhiss was identifisd by

(inonpati Sistrd in his edition of the Mattavildan, which is similar in strocture to Bhiisa's works though 1 have not
heen sble to find out that yerss.
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As to the Pratimandtaka, the mention of Medhatithi throws a doubt on its anti-
quity. It is said that this Medhatithi was some Vedic rishi, and to support the
assumption it is stated that mention is made of the Barhaspatyam, but the name
of Kautilya’s Arthaddstra is mot to be seen in this play. I think the Rtility
of this point will become clear, if the speech of Rivana, where these names occur, is
carefully analysed. Rivana is represented to be a braggart. He forgets the very
Sastras of which he pretends to be the master, while praising himself. Further, while
recommending some objects to Rama for the performance of the Sraddha rites he does
not follow the Dharma-§astra, Fearing that Rima may find him out, he mixes up
the authorities, and to confuse Rima brings in cows, Virdhrinas, and * golden ™’ deer
somehow. The existing law books do not support him. The Vishnusmyiti recommends
a cow for only a partial satisfaction,Xbut the Manusmpiti does not. Virdhripas is a
cattle not & bird,? as recommended for the Sraddha rites. The bird of this name mny do
for a bali-d@na® only. What Riivana says is not supported by the dastra he brags to be
conversant with. The author makes him say so to show how hypocritical he is, and
brings in Maricha in the form of a deer quite ingeniously to make Rima leave the cot-
tage and pursue the false deer. The talk of antique $dstras is to impress his import-
ance upon Rama. Kautilya, as a reference to Chapter II of the Arthasastra will show,
knew of the arthaédstras, viz., the Manava, the Barhaspatya and the Ausanasa Ra-
vana had already talked of the first, so he named the second and omitted the third pur-
posely to hide his real character, as the School of Ufanas is meant for the Rakshasas.
He did not mention Kautilya for his ““crooked policy” ashe was a Brihmana of a high
character | Besides, there is no reason to assume that all the works he talked of really
existed. At least, all are not known tous, 1 doubt if we know of the Nyadya-ddstra
of Medhatithi, for instance, This argument is further vitiated by the verse—

oA 32 =T a9 32 IR

wwTATEE Aras wigal @nfafeas o
which is found in the Hitopadesa. There is no mention here of Kautilya, Does it fol-
low that the Hitopadefa was written before Kautilya? Certainly not. 1 doubt if
any importance could be attached to argumentum ex silentio or to the mention of more
ancient names in such cases, As Medhitithi is spoken of in the Pratima®, so are the
gramanas in some of these ndfakas, for instance, in the Pratijifia®, the Avimdraka or
the Charudatta. They appear certainly as Buddhist monks, and to explain away
their mention in these plays by saying that Brahmanic treatises like the Vaikhd
dharmaprasna® also talk of them, cannot hold good, for the latter speak of them as
ascetics practising penance and not as the followers of Buddha. This and other similar
arguments, occasionally advanced in support of the Bhdsa theory, do not require
serious consideration and may be passed over.

Conelusion.—Thus, I think, 1 have examined here all the main argnments which

have been hrought forward in support of the Bhiisa theory and shown how hollow they

1§, B. E. LXXX, p. 240.

! Kolliks on Manu, IT1, 27L

3 See Kalikipurana quoted in the Sebdakalpadruma under the word,
& Iatrodustion to Pratimd., p. XXXL
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-are. They can by no means prove that Bhisa was the real author of the thirteen
Trivandrum plays. Arguing like the adherents of the Bhasa theory one can ascribe
these plays to Saktibhadra, whose work entitled A scharyachiidamani, as shown above,
not only exhibits a close resemblance with them, but possesses most of the characteris-
tics which are believed to be their distinguishing features, besides being & fairly old
-composition. I do not mean to say that they were actually written by Saktibhadra or
any of the authors of the works with which I have compared them in regard to their
Priikrit or other points. What I hold and have tried to demonstrate here is that none
‘of the arguments, adduced so far whether by the originator of the Bhiisa theory
or by his supporters in India and abroad, will suffice, singly or vollectively, to prove
.that Bhisa, the ancient playwright, was their anthor. All these arguments are ativydpla
or wide of the mark, for they can equally well be applied to other plays, whose authors
are known without any doubt. Their examination shows that we are still far from hav-
iing solved the question about Bhasa or the authorship of the Trivandrum plays, which
must consequently be treated as an open one. The Trivandrum plays cannot be the
work of Bhisa. We must still hope for some lucky chance that may bring to light the
real “natakachakra” of Bhiisa so highly spoken of by writers like Rajasimha, Bina or
Kalidass, the fmmortal poet of India. So the Bhasa theory has been a very
-pleasunt illusion all this time, and T shall feel amply rewarded if what I have stated
vin these pages goes to disillusion its adherents, as it has done in my own case,
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