A NOTE ON BHAVABHUTI AND ON VAKPATIRAJA

By JOHANNES HERTEL

In a paper “On the Literature of the Shvetimbaras of Gujarat”’,
p. 20, 1 said: “We do not, in the printed editions, read the works of
Valmiki, of Kilidiasa, of Bhavabhiti, and of most of the other cele-
brated Sanskrit authors, but only disfigurations of their works, in
whose every passage the authenticity of the wording is more than
doubtiul.”

In this passage, I intentionally quoted the greatest names of
Indian literary history.

As to Kilidisa, I need not expatiate here on the facts after what
I have stated in my reviews of Cappeller’s edition of Kdlidasa’s Sé-
kuntala, and of Hultzsch's edition of the Meghaddta®

The fact that the texts of the works of the greatest Indian classics
are, to say the least, still unsettled, is not only discreditable for those
who are intrusted with the care of Sanskrit literature, it is most disas-
trous for any research, whether fiterary, or linguistic, or historical, 1n
connexion with the works of Sanskrit authors. Criticdl editions—I
shall never tire of repeating this truth—are the very foundation
stones on which the edifice of Indology has to be constructed. If
these stones are rotten, the whole edifice must needs crumble to
picces,

After these preliminary remarks, may 1 be allowed to say a few
words on the works of Bhavabhiiti?

Bhavabhiti's is a very great name n Sanskrit literature. He is
the Schiller of India, a Sanskrit classic if any. Let us consider what

1 1922, in Kommission bei Markert & Petters, Leipzig, Secburgstrabe §3.
z ZDMG. 64 (1510), p. 630 £ ; GGA. 1912, Nr. 7, p. 403 &
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we know of what is universally and unanimously believed to be his
first work, viz. the Makdviracarita.

The printed editions of this celebrated composition have been
enumerated by Sten Konow, Das indische Drama, § 89. Most of these
editions, I regret to say, are not available to me, and there is now
no possibility for a German scholar to procure for his use the texts
printed in India, if these editions have not been purchased before the
mundane war. The only edition, however, which I am truly sorry not
to be able to consult in addition to those which I possess, is that of
Madras which contains the commentary of Lakshmana Sari.

The following remarks, therefore, are based on the editions of
Trithen (london 1848), of Borooat (Calcutta 1877), and of Ayar,
Raugackariar, and FParab (Bombay 1892).

In his § 89, Konow has the following remark: “Dic indische
Tradition berichtet, dall Bhavabhiiti selbst blob den ersten Teil, bis
zur 46. Strophe des 5. Aktes geschrieben habe. Der Schiub soll das
Werk des Subrahmanya Kavi sein”; 7, e.: “According to Indian tra-
dition, Bhavabhiiti would have composcd only the first part down to
stanza 46 of the fifth act. The conclusion is said to be the work of
Subrahmanya Kavi."

Professor Konow neither gives the scurce of this statement, nor
does he tell us, what he understands by “Indian tradition.” What are
the facts? _

The text of the first edition, by Trithen, is based on only 3 MSS.
“One of them, dated Samvat 1663, is written with more than usual
care and accuracy; but it is unfortunately imperfect, and does not
extend beyond the fifth act. The other, bearing the year of Vikra-
mdditya 1857, though complete, is the hasty work of an indifferent
scribe, teeming with errors of all kinds; and it was found necessary
in more than one instance, in the course of the last two acts, to
receive in the Text the reading of Professor Wilson's copy, now de-
posited in the Bodleian Library at Oxford”®.

This edition contains the wulgate, reprinted several times in India.
Even that excellent scholar who was Aonundoram Borooah, tells us
that he was not able to procure any MS., when he made his own
edition in 1877. He as well as Trithen corrected their respective

© Trithen p. i
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texts with the aid of the readings given in alampddra literature. Trithen

does not state in what relation “Wilson's copy,” which he occasi-

onally compared, stands to his second MS,, but it must be concluded
from his words that in that portion which 15 missing in his oldest MS,,

Wilson's copy, in the main, agrees with his second MS.

This second MS. is recorded in Aufrecht's Oxford Catalogue
Pars i, 1859, p. 136, first column, tnder Nr. 260. It contains all the
seven acts of the play; but it is cven more modern than Trithen’s
second MS., being written after 1820 A. Dn

Trithen's first MS. is recorded in Eggeling’s Catalogue of the
Sanskrit MS5. in the Library of the India Office, Part vii, B, London
1904, p. 1581, first column, under Nr. 4136 {114c¢). According to
Eggeling, it contains the first five acts. But the copyist expressly
states that the text of the play contained in it is complete. Tlis
colophon reads as follows:

AT IIICd s =9 dwdts: Wy gaH 9d i
I e d B HTHQTICTE WHAAR: | WA aggwe fafad T3
Asrged TrAgTT FARLT (sich) www Fgifa

The last of these words are written in a mixture of Sanskrit and
vernacular; their meaning appears to be that the copy was made by
Rémdﬁs,‘a Brihmana of Kurukshetra who was a Vedintin, either for
a certain Caturbhuj, or else, from a MS. belonging to a certain
Caturbhuj.

Under these circumstances we have to state the following facts:
I. We not only do not possess any truly critical edition of the Mahd-
viracarita, but not even auy edition giving even fhe scantiest
various readings from any M5
The zulgasa of the Mahdviracarita does not go back to any source
other than Trithen's edition, which is mainly based on two M35,
an old and excellent one, dated Samvat 1665=1608/9 A. I}, and
a bad one, dated 1857=1800{1 A. D. Professor Wilson’s MS., which
Trithen occasionally used for the last two acts of the play, is even
younger, being written after 1820 A. D.

3. The sixth and the seventh act of the play are exclusively contained
in these two young MS35, and, hence, cannot be traced farther
back than 1800 A. T). According to Trithen as well as to Iiggeling,
the oldest M5. gives the text of the play only to the end of Actv.

1¥
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But in the colophon as punted by Lggeling, the copyist expressly
states hat s text is complete.

4. On the other hand, therc are MSS. in which the concluding part

of our play, ¢ e all the wording from the prose following after
v, 46 to the end, contains a whally different fext. This is clear
from the important edition of Aiyar, Rangacharyar, and Parab, which
gives the text of the commentator Virarighava, adding the
vulgata on pp. 20G--254 without any commentary,
On p. 209, after explaining the wording of v, 46, Virarighava
has the following remark:
CATHRAS WA g 1 X U< T gogreea: sefaeraay ofa
W U g tafy | waw SaEifh greeasdwiete
[TETE® |, & ¢: “To here only extends Bhavabhiiti’s text, and this
one (v, 46) is its last stanza. That the following text has been com-
posed by some poet whose name was Subrahmanya, this will be seen
from the text itseif. Though the words %qa ¥ and all the wording

following after them are the composition of the poet Subrahmanya,
they will be explained in full”

Subralmanya’s lext is absolutely different from that of the vilgata.
But though this text was printed as early as 1892 at Bombay, nos
even one of our Histories of Indian Literatwre (Macdonell 1900,
Oldenberg 1903, Henry 1g04, Pischel 1906, Winternitz 1922) so muck
as mentions the existence of these two different conclusions of one
of the most celebrated drawmas of Sanskrit literature; nor does Sten
Konow in Jus above quoted monography on the Indian drama. Every
reader must needs refer his remark on Subrahmanya to the vulgata
text, and this inference, of course, is quite wrong.

Instead of concealing the existence of these two different con-
clusions of our play from their readers, it would, of course, have
been the duty of the scholars just mentioned to explain it. Let us
try to do so in their place.

The first question to be answered is this: How was it possible
that Virarighava, at v, 46, ceased to explain the genuine text of
Bhavabhiti, and continued to explain that of some Subrahmanya?

The commentator's very wording shows that this Subrahmanya
was by no means a celebrated poet, and that Virardghava did not
know anything about him. Tor proof of his statement, he refers the
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reader tv a Jater passage of the text which, I think, can only mean
the colophon of one, or of all, of his M55, For from the various
readings which he occasionally gives in his commentary, it is clear that
he used several MSS, of this play. He must even have had more than
one MS. of Subrahmanya’s text, as he gives and explains various
readings of this text as well. His commentary amply proves that
Viraraghava was a very accurate scholar. Would anybody, under
these circumstances, go the length of assuming that, for a mere whim,
he neglected the text of the celebrated poet he was commenting upon,
in order to comment on the text of “some” poet whom he did not
know, and who, consequently, was nothing to him? Virardghava
certainly would not have called him wfgeq, if he had admired him.
Moreover, who would have consulted his commentary, if he did not
throughout comment on the genuine text? Would others have given
preference to the text of this “somebody”, if Virarighava, with-
out any reason, was guilty of such a folly?

There can be only one reason for Virardghava’s proceeding,
viz., that no complete copy of the genuine lext was available to lim.

No other explication, of course, can be found for the poct
Subrabmanya's proceeding, For that he did not intend tc commit
any forgery, this is evident from the commentator’s words, who refers
the reader to a future passage of the text MS. He, therefore, must
have found the poet's name in the colophon of at least one of his
MSS., though it does not appear in the printed text

Nobody, I think, will imagine that Subrahmanya did his work
without a cogent reason. It is clear from the prologue that our drama
was destined to be acted in a temple on the occasion of a yarra.
Its continuation is the Uttarardmacarita. Now, in the Bharatavakya,
vii, 21, the poet Subrahmanya says: ®YV §§ ... ‘d{aﬁ fagawa= -
TR WATgaA™®’, i ¢ “May this ... composition, to the great
joy of the hearts of the learned, e connected together”.

These words clearly give the reason from which Subrahmanya
did his work. ﬂg‘iﬁ “composition” either means “the (dramatical)
composition of the Rama Story,” 7 e, the Mahdviracarita plus the
Uttararimacarita, or else, the meaning of the guoted passage is:

1 Kvidently this second reading, given by the commentator, is the geouine ovne,
as that given in the text and cxplained by the commentator in the first place, viz. dammat

= g‘ma[z‘ﬂﬁ]ﬂ'i ;‘mﬂ, makes no good sense here.
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“May this composition (the Mahiviracarita) (now) be connected {with
the other, 7. ¢, the Uttararimacarita).”

Whether our first or our second explanation is correct, at all
events the poet tells us that ke filled in a gap detween the two Plays
of Bhavabhiti. That he did not do so for his pervsonal purposes, this
is clear from his. wording itsell. As in vedic and in our own times,
Indian poets, during the whole period of Sanskrit poetry, composed
their works sn order to earn their livelihood by them. It follows that
Subrahmanya wrote by order of some patron, whether some prince
or some rehigious community, and that in his time, and at the place
he dwelt in, the genuine text of the concluding part of the play, 7. .,
of acts vi and vii, was not available.

We, thus, have two dndependent witnesses to prove that, in two
different places and at two times—since, as we saw above, Subrahmanya
was known to Virardghava only from his text MSS. ~the genuine text
of the Mahdviracarita did not “extend beyond the fifth act.”

For a third, and a very important, witness of the same fact is
the oldest of the MSS. used by Trithen, which, as we saw, ends
with act v, though the text of this MS. is complete in itself

The facts just stated are very astonishing, for they cannot possibly
be explained by the supposition that the missing text had been
lost in the course of time. Such an explication will do for, say,
Af$vaghosa’s Buddhacarita. Buddhism, and with it the works of
Bauddha writers, disappeared from the Indian soil, and the Buddha-
carita has been handed down to us in a Bauddha country, in Nepal,
where there has been preserved a single copy which now is incom-
plete.

The case is entirely different with Bhavabhiti who, as we know
from Vakpati’s Gaiidavaha 799, was a celebrated poet in his lifetime,
i ¢, about 733 A, D.? He was equally famous about goo A. D., when
Réjasekhara, alluding to Bhavablhiti's Rama plays, calls him an in-
carnation of Vilmiki.* And he never ceased to be famous; for later
poets imitated him, the authors on alambéra as well as the an-
thologies abundantly quoted him, and down to ocur own days he is
considered among Indian scholars to be only sccond, or even equal,

t 8ee below, p, 23.
2 Belvalkar, HOS. 21, p. xlii, § 10,
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to Kilidasa himself. Especially the Mahdaviracarita has been abun-
dantly used as a source by other dramatists?

For these reasons it 15 clear that at all tmes many M35, of
this play must have existed i the ceotres of Sanskrit learning
throughout India, whence it follotus that the loss of part of the
genuine text of the Mahivivacarita was an impossibility *

The correctness of our view is borne out by the fact that
Aufreeht, in his Catalogus Catalogorum i, p. 443, and i, p. 102,
enumerates no less than 34 copies of this play. What multitudes
must exist in the private libraries of the pandits!

If, nolwithstanding, the oldest known MS, does not contain the
last two acts, and 1if neither the poet Subrahmanya and his patron
or patrons, nor the commentator Virardghava, knew anylhing of a
genuine text of this portion of the play, the conclusion seems to be
unavoidable that the ewigara text as given by Trithen and reprinted
n I.ﬁ:dz'a is as spyrious as the text of Subrakmanya. Up to the present, we
have o testzmony of this text going back farther than 1Soo A D,

In this connexion, a remark of Belvalkar, 1. ¢ p. xwi, § 31, last
alines, js interesting. He says: “The poet may also be charged with
some inconsistencies of statement: cp. vii. 16° with v. 3827 It will be
seen that the omfy inconsistency quoted by Belvalkar i1s between a
passage of the gemuine text, and one of the wvulpata text of act il
This is another corroboration of our view that this text as well as
Subrahmanpya’s is a continuation of the Mahdviracarita written by
some other poet for the same reason as that which caused Subrahmanya
to write his own supplement.

A further corroboration of the correctness of our view will be
found in the following fact. As Borovah, I c. § 4, has shown, Bha-
vabhiiti, like other Sanskrit classics, quotes or imitates himself in
different passages of his works. 1 give here, from Borooah’s list, the
parallel passages of the Mahdviracarita, not altering the numbering
of the stanzas as given by Borooah, though editions other thap those
used by him show some slight deviations in this respect.

1 See Borooah, Bhavabhuati and his place in Sanskrit Literature, § 38.

2 Partly for the same reasons, il is ao. impossibilily that e, g Dandin's Dasa-
kumdiiacarila was ever completed, The note of Winternitz, Geschiclite der indischen
Literator iii, p. 649, addendum to p. 358, does not duly lake into consideration what
has been said in my “Indische Erzdhler” (T.eipzig Haessel, 1922) vol. iij, . 46
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i, 14cd =Uiv, ged. i,45ab =Mi.v,gab. v, 13 = Ui, 13

i, I8 =U. 1v, 19. i,46ab =U.vi,2z1ab. v, 40 =U.1j 20

i, 1gcd =U.j, 16cd. iii, 2 =] iv. 28. v, 41 =U.ii 21 =
Ma. ix, 6.

i, 42 =U.q,15;vi,15, iv,27ab =U.i, 13ab. v, 42¢ = Mi. ix. 23¢.

i,57abc =11, 17abc, iv. 33 =U.j,8. v, 42d = U. 1§, 33b =

Ma. ix, 23d°

i, 41 =U.vi,0 iv, s2abd =U.i, 22abd. v, 54b = Mi. ix, 3b

It will be seen that there is uof @ single quotation from the sixth

- and Jfrom the seventhr act, though all the other acts are quoted.

This goes far to prove that the last two acts, as given in the vul-
gata, are not Bhavabhiti’s work.

On the other hand, we have a quotation of v, §4b. This circum-
stance together with the testimony of the oldest MS. shows that
Subrahmanya altered even the genuine text after v, 46, whereas
the wvulgata Bhavabhiti's own text has been preserved to the end
of act V.

We shall not now be astonmished at another inconsistency of the
vulgata text. It will be seen from Trithen's edition, pp. 20, 38, 51
72, 04, 117, and 137 (cp. ed. Alyar, p. 215, p. 236, and p. 254) that
every one of the first five acts bears an individual tutle. The first act
is called FIWTT:, the second q'(wtrqm., the third ‘{i‘m!., the fourth

Srfaw, the fifth srCwrs®, whereas no such title has been given to
the sixth and to the seventh act.

The results we have arrived at in the foregoing lines would
only be invalidated by the proo/ that the text of the vulgata in the
two last acts contains Bhavabhiti's genuine wording. Such a proof,
however, could only be given by a truly critical edition, the text of
which must be based on the pedigres of all the available MSS. If in
such an edition the history of the text svrdently shows that indeed,
at one time, there was left, in some part of India, a single incom-
plete MS. to which all the copies represented by Trithen's oldest MS,
by Subrahmanya’s text, and by the MSS. commented upon by Vira-
righava, go back, whereas in some other part of India a complete
MS. survived, to which Trithen's copy of 1800/1 and Wilson’s even
younger copy go back, then, indeed, we have been wrong in our
conclusions, But as it is utterly improbable that such a proof can evey
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be given, we may draw further conclusions from what has been
said above.

If the vulgata text of acts vi and vii is as spurious as that of
Subrahmanya, then the very foundation of the hitherfo wunanimously
accepted chronology of Bhavabhiti's works must needs collapse. For
in that case, Bhavabhiti, like so many other Indian authors, would
have left his Mahdviracarita unfinished; cp. my “Indische KErzahler”,
vol. iii, p. 46 ff. Then, however, it is not at all likely that the
Mahdviracanta was the first of Bhavabhiti's plays: on the contrary,
it must have been the last of his Rama plays, and very probably it
was the last of all kis dramas.

To this view the remark, of course, would be no objection that
the purport of the Uttararimacarita is a continuation of that of the
Mahdviracarita. The public before which Bhavabhiiti's plays were
acted, was thoroughly versed in Rima’s history, in which the events
represented in the Uttararimacarita form a unit. We know, more-
over, that Bhdasa, too, freated in plays which are independent of one
another, the subjects contained in the epics.

That the author of the Mahdviracanta was not a mere beginner,
this is evident from stanza 4 of the prastdwand, in which he calls
himsell gRaT. Such boasting weuld scarcely have been ventured by
a young and unknown poet. But the strongest proof of the Maha-
viracarita being the work of an already renowned poet lies in the

following prose scction, in which he is told to bear the title of

S;rikautha, Boraoah, 1. c. § 54, calls this “a title, so far as I know,
not shared by anybody else.” .

We can well understand that after the Uttararmacarita Bhava-
bhati's patron Yasovarman ordered him te execute the by far more
difficult task of dramatizing the whole of the Rimdiyana. But it would
be incomprehensible that, instead of finishing the Mahiviracarita, the
poet should have written the Uttarardmacarita, if, indeed, the former
was his first play. To me, at least, this seems to be an impossibility.

We know from Kalhana's Réijatarangioi iv, 144, that Vakpatirija
and Bhavabhiiti lived at the court of Kanayj in the service of King
Yasovarman, when the latter was subdued by Lalitiditya of Kash-
mere. This statement is corroborated by a well-known stanza of
Vikpatirdja’s Gaiidavaha. Stanzds 7ggf. of this poem run as follows;



10 JOHANNES HERTEL

LEDACCUAIGERLE DR T E TR B I
s fawan arwfy faaey Ferfudsy 1 see |
ATEfH FEUTAY F1eq § T FH |
Wawd W ufm gIRa= o FY iS00 |

1 translate these stanzas as follows:

790. “(Vikpati) in the vast palaces (pun: copies) of whose narratives
{(z. ¢. epics) even rfow excellences {7 e beauties) are sparkling,
like drops of the amrta liquid (pun: enlivening sentiments) of the
poetry (= poetical art, and inspiration) which have come out of
the Ocean (called), Bhavabhiiti, _

800. and whe delights in Bhisa, the friend of Fire, and in Kintideva,
and in the author of the Raghuvamsda, and in the works of
Subandbu, and of Haricandra.”

Vikpati's poems here are compared to large palaces, as they
are inhabitcd by many persons and contain many matters, and the
word fagE evidently is meant as a pun implying at the same time
the sense of copies'. As palaces situated on the sea-shore are sprinkled
by the water of the Ocean, the drops on their walls glittering in the
sun, so the copies of Vikpati's poems are sprinkled by the arorta
drops of the poetical art or inspiration, which comes from the Ocean
Bhavabhiti. (The poet evidently does not think here of the churning
of the ocean, but compares Bhavabhiti himself to an ocean of amrta )
And this takes place eswen mow, whereas the poet can only delight
tn the works of the authors enumerated in stanza 800, since ihese
authors belong to the past.?

If the word =m=srfy “even now” has eup meaning here, it can
only be understood as marking a difference between Bhavabhiiti and
the poets whose names are given in stanza 8oo. It follows that S4a-
vabhiiti was stll living and advising Vikpatt when the latter was

composing his Gaiidavain, and Kalhana's statement is corvoborated by
that of Vakpati himself.

1 Traces of these copies, evidently the rough draughts of the Sedy of Vikpali's
epic, are to be found in quotations by Vrakrit grammarians. Cp. Grierson in Sir Asutosh
Mockerjee Silver Jubilee Volumes, {extract) p. 12z,

# [t will be seen that my own explanaiion of these Iwo stanzas widely difers
from S. P. Pandiv's im his edition of the Gaidavaha, p. Ixiv fl, and from Nelvalkar's,’
HOS. 21, p. xlv 1, § 13
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Professor Winternitz  thinks that DBhavabhiti's plays are mere
“book-plays”, & e dramas which were not intended to be acted on
the stage, but only to be read. In his “Geschichte der indischen
Litteratur”, vol. iii, p. 232, he says: *Dal seine Dichtungen mehr
Lesedramen als Biihnenwerke sind, beweisen schon die langen Kom-
posita in den Prosareden”; and #idess, p. 237: “So dramatisch
aber auch viele Szenen des Milatimidhava sind, so ist doch auch
dieses Werk des Bhavabhiti nur ein Buchdrama. Denn es ist kaum
denkbar, dab ein Publikum, das nicht aus lauter hervorragenden
Kennern des Sanskrit bestanden hat, jemals hitte das Werk beim
blofien Héren verstehen kénnen.”

The mere idea that such “book-dramas” ever existed in ancient
India, seems te me quite inadmissible. For in India, even epics and
romances were not composed to be studied with the epe, but to be
enjoyed with the ear. We do not know anything about a book-trade
in ancient India. Sanskrit, as I have shown elsewhere, was a living
language down to even recent times, and the anecdotes contained
in books like the Prabandhacintdmani and the Bhojaprabandha, if we
had no other evidence, would suffice to show that the society at
the courts of the Hindu rulers, which were the centres of classical
Sanskrit and of its literature, was learned enough to understand and
to compose instantaneously the most artificial and the most intricate
stanzas. These poets and their public possessed a command of the
Sanskrit language which, indeed, was marvellous. So artificial a ro-
mance as Soddhala’s Udayasundarikathd (Gaekwad's Oriental Series,
No. xi, Baroda r920) was composed within a few days, and read
before, not by, Mummunirdja (first half of the 11th century). Still the
style of this romance is by far more artificial than that of the Mala-
timadhava, and its text abounds in long sentences, and the sentences
are crowded with long compounds.

Yadovarman’s courtiers, then, were sure to understand Bhava-
bhiiti's works when the latter were represented on the stage. But we
may even assume that these dramas were acted before a public of
which only a part fully understood their wording. “Crowds of all
classes, from ignorant cultivators to princes, attend the performance
of Sanskrit plays to-day, but they do not go with the primary object
of hearing what the characters say. They go, as our opera audiences
go, to see a story with which they are fanuliar reproduced on the
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stage, and to hear the music and the singing. The actual spoken
words are of minor importance. Even in modern plays in which the
songs are written in the vernacular, as is sometimes the case, the
audience cannot follow the words of the singer unless they know
them beforeliand. 1 can vouch this from personal experience” (G. A,
Grierson, JRAS 1904, p. 473 “I can myself vouch for the absorbed
attention with which uneducated villagers will listen to recitals of the
Sanskrit Epics and Purfinas, and to the representations of Sanskrit
plays, — pleased by the sonorousness of the language, and satisfied
with only the vague idea of what it all means which is supplied by
their general acquaintance with the outlines of the topics.” (Fleet, ib.,
p. 482)

Especially in the case of Bhavabhiti's plays there cannot be
the least doubt that they were composed in order to be represented
on the stage. For the prastivanis of the Milatimddhava, of the Utta-
rarimacarita, and of the Mahdviracarita do contain, all of them, the
explicit statement that the respective dramas were lo be performed
before an audience of pilgrims in the temple of Kdlapriyandtia.

Cp. Malatimadhava: ®tTfee wfafgarta tgrRgerta dfqafaas
WA FEOTITGE ATATTERA TRy o 4 Uttarard-
macarita: §@ Q¥ WA ArEATeE qTaTawTE e TfRYTTn-
fir | Mahaviracarita: 378 @9 WA MAOTGATGR raraTaTA AT

Thus the theory of Professor Winternitz is utterly untenable. All
of Bhavabhiiti's plays were written to be represented e one and the
same leniple.

It follows that all of thewm wmust have been composed in Kanauj.
Under these circumstances, it can scarcely be due to a mere chance
that two works of the two most celebrated court poets of Yasovarman
were not finshed.

If S. . Pandit’s assumption is correct who thinks that Vakpati
did not finish his huge poem because his patron was deprived of
his throne—and I cannot see any objection to the probability of this
opinion—, then the same will be true in the case of Bhavabhiii. No
doubt the title of Srikantha had been conferred on the poet by his
patron, and no doubt but that he wrote in the pay and by order of
Yadovarman. After the ruin of this king, Bhavabhiti will have had
no occasion lo complete his Mahaviracarita, as this work was destined

e e
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for a special festival in a special temple. Who knows if the temple
of Kalapriyandtha, who evidently was Yasovarman's family deity, was
not destroyed when Kanauj was taken by the enemy?

The date of the Makdviracarita, then, wonld be some years after
733 A D., whereas the tweo other plays of Dhavabhiti which we still
possess must have been composed before this drama.

Objections based on the poet’s technic and on his style might
perhaps be made. But such objections would not prove anything.
The purports of the Malatimiddhava and of the two Rama plays are
too different not to influence the technic. The poet, no doubt, had
to face the greatest difficulties in composing the Mahaviracanta, and
he was not at liberty to alter any incident of the Rima story
which he would have liked to alter from merely literary reasons.
Let us not forget that in his Rima plays the poet had to deal with
a veligions tOPIC.,

The style, of course, is also influenced by the subject treated by
the poet.~It must needs be different in a mpsferium and in a comedy.
But the time of treating of Bhavabhdti's style will have come, when
all his plays will lie before us in truly critical editions. As matters
stand, we do not even know what is Bhavabhiti’s property in the
Malatimadhava; see RBelvalkar, L. c. p.xlif, § 9. The same scholar,
according to Winternitz, Geschichte der Ind. Litt. iii, p. 646, Adden-
dum to p. 232, has shown in JAOS. 34, 1915, p. 428 ff, that there
are two recensions of the Uttararimacarita. The volume quoted is not
available to me, but I may add that the Malatimidhava texts, as re-
presented by the commentaries of Tripurdri and of Jagaddhara, show
very remarkable differences from one another. The hitherto published
texts of Bhavabhiti’s plays, then, are no materials on which an in-
quiry into the poet’s style can possibly be based.

From HOS, vol z1, it appears that Mr. Shripad Krishna Bel-
valkar is an accurate and learned critic. Let us hope that he will give
us, in due time, the truly critical editions of Bhavabhiti's plays
which will settle the guestions treated in this paper.

The results we hope we have arrived at in the foregoing lines
would partly be invalidated, if Hermann Jacobi were right in his cri-
ticisms, Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen ¥888, Nr. 2, p. 6111, Against
the view expressed by Shankar Pandurang Pandit in the Introduction
ta his edition of the Gaiiduvaha Jacobi maintzins that the poem, as
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we have t, /s ouly an abstract of the poef's original production;
and Winternitz, op. laud. p. 84, vol. ifi, subscribes to this eminent
scholar’s opinion. :

As the topic under discussion is of a considerable importance,
we may be allowed to examine the facts, and to draw our own con-
clusions from this examination.

The purport of the Galidavaha has been given by ils editor on
pp. xivff. of his “Introduction.”

The puem cpens with 61 stanzas containig “a long series of
invocations in honour of various deities or ideas... Then fullow
thirty-six couplets about poets generally, their excellences, defects,
aspirations and disappointments,” about critics, and about the Prakrit
language (down to st gR).

Then the narrative sets in with an eulogy of King Yajo-
varman. Various subjects are treated in this connexion, e g, the
story of Indra defeating the mountains, which is even twice inserted
(rr3ff. and 212fl), that of the grafayas (167 1), that of the immola-
tien of the serpents by Janamejaya (472ff), that of the churning of
the Milk Ocean (ro16ff), and some others. But these mythological
stories are mere episodes; the main purport of the narrative is a survey
of Yadovarman’'s warlike expeditions and a picture of his private life.
The jalakridi of Yasovarman's courtiers in the ponds of his van-
quished enemies is described (1611f1), the state of the widows of the
latter is depicted, and after this a description of his campaigns is
given, which forms the subject of stanzas 192 to 796. The flight of
the king of Magadha, 7 ¢ of the Gauda, is mentioned at 354, the
battle in which he and his vassals were vanquished, is very shortly
described in stanzas 414—416, one of which, viz. 416, is devoted to
the statement that the drums of the gods were heard, and that a
rain of flowers poured down on the wvictoricus army. Yasovarman
“devoured” (svafarm) the flying king of Magadha.

Then we are told how Yasovarman conguered the king of the
Vangas, how he accepted the submission of the king of the Deccan,
and how he subdued the Parasikas. He levied tribute “in those re-
gions also which were made inaccessible by the western mountains
(the Ghauts)”. Thereupon Yasovarman marched to the banks of the
Narmada, to Mirvad, to Thanesar, to Ayodhyd, received the submission

e e
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ol the people living on the Mandara mowtains, and turned to the
north, marching towyrds the THimalaya,

Yasovarman returned to his capital and dismissed his vassals.
Iis bards sang his pruse, he made love to the inmates of his serail
and to other younyg wonmen, and retired to 4 summer retreat outside
the aty (down to st. 7g0).

After this description of the hero and of his digviaya, the poet
gives a personal account of himsell. He tells us that the connoisseurs
wished him to give them a fadl account of how the king of Magadha
was slain by Yasovarman (T4 3Isywm faan =g ﬁr[gﬁ‘iﬁ LAY
HAEWTED | 48 €14 UQ ﬂﬂ'l"lﬂ’ wgufassta), and the rest of the
poem, 365 stanzas oul ol a total number of 1200, is devoted to the
vilest flatteries addressed to the ruler, to the poet's promise, and to
his preparations for singing his lord’s praise. Even the gods assemble,
and the whole of Nature prepares (o listen to the narrative celebrating
the ruler’s exploits,

Trom this rapid survey it is evident that the topics treated in
the Gaiidavaha have been well arranged by the poet. In that part
which treats of Yasdovarman's digvijaya, the order of the facts related
is strictly chronological. This part itself is inserted between two other
parts, the first of which contains the usual invocations, whereas the
second conlains the author's account of himsell; and after this, there
follows a fourth part descnbing the preparations of the author to tell,
and those of the men, and of the gods, and of the whole of Nature, to
listen to the defarled description of the defeat inflicted upon the Gawda
king by Yasovarman, and of the former’s death. .

In the whole of the Gaildovaka, as we have it, theve is, as far
as [ can see, no gap anywhere. The topics treated in this poem not
only are well arranged, they are also well connected with one another.

On the other hand, therc are some points which strike the reader.

First of all, it is a remarkable fact that, in contradiction to the
titte of the work, the defeat inflicted on the Gauga, and his dcalli,
are just mentioned, but not described at any length, or with any par-
ticulars. We do not even learn his name from the poet's composition.
The accounts of the other historical facts mentioned in the poem are
equally scanty. By far the greater part of the description of the
digvijaya contains pictures of scenery and mythological stories, destined
to show that the monster Yasovarman—-for such he was--is an
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incarnation of the gods, Flattery of the vilest and grossest kind, most

repulsive to the modern Luropean mind, is the main subject of the

poem. The statement of the Yasastiluka, viz. that the poet was

“thrown into prison by Yasovarman and there ... .. composed his

poem” (see Peterson’s edition of Vallabhadeva’s Subhasitavali, p. 115),

possibly, is well founded. As Peterson shows, “Vikpatirija was a

prince as well as a poet,” and evidently was forced to sing the

tyrant’s praise, and Yasovarman who, also, was a poet (see Peterson,

L e p. o5f, Thomas, Kavindravacanasamuccaya, p. 75f), was later

reduced to the same condition at the court of his victorious enemy

Laltaditya of Kashmere, as we learn from KNalhana iv, 144.

The second point which strikes the reader of the Gaiddavaha is
the great length of the invocations at the beginning, and the enor-
mous extent of the poet’s account of his preparations for singing
in detad! the “destruction of the Gauda king.” This, as well as the
puompeus manner an which the treatment of the main topic is an-
nounced, clearly shows that Vikpati intended to compose an epic
work of quite an enormous bulk. Any possible doubts concerning
this fact are destroyed by the poet’s authentic words, in his stanza 799,
quoted above, p. 10.

I am under the impression that Vakpati was ordered to compose,
for YaSovarman's glorification, a second Brhathatha. Hence the choice
of a Prabrt language for its composition, and hence the title of
Kathapigha which, as we shall see hercafter, is the proper title of
the poem as we have it

From these and similar considerations I only can conclude with
Sha kar Pandurang Pandit that #ie Gaiidavaha, as we have it, s only the
introduction to the poent itself, and that this poem was never completed.

Against such a conclusion, Facobs raises the following objections:
1. If Mr. Pancit were right, the Gaiidaviha would be quite a unigue

work in the whole of Indian literature. The Introduction is usually
an integrant part of a work, sharing its divisions into sargas, asvdsas,
&c. The Gailidavaha, as we have if, however, 15 too bulky to form a
single advasa. ‘

. Why did the poet incorporate those parts of his work which
according to Indian notions, are the most valuable and most poetical
ones, in his Intreduction, instead of introducing them into the body
of his work?

(1]
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These difficulties would disappear under the assumption that the
Gaiidavaha, as it has been handed down to us, 25 a mere abstract
of the original poem, “from which all those parts were omitted
which were only connected with the Azstorical events, and, hence,
could not be of any general, or permanent, interest. Only thus it
seemed possible to save at least the pearls of Vakpat's poetry.”
4. “As an abstract of the original poem, the Gatidavaha, of course,
lost its external divisions into Aévasas, but retained the internal
arrangement of its matters (‘die innere Gliederung des Stoffs’). "The
single parts of the original work are perfectly recognisable, viz. (1)
the Introduction, consisting of masigala and praise of poetry; (2) the
story promised in the title of the poem. Of this story mainly the
pictures of scenery, &c. have been preserved, but besides them
features enough to show the general course of events. (In this

[¥F)

second part, the internal arrangement of the matters, too, is dis-
tinctly recognisable; viz. (a) Praise of Yasovarman, {b) his campaigns
() hi§ amusements after his victory.); (3) the poet’s personal history
forms the conclusion of the poem.

The same arrangement of matters is to be observed in Bilhana's
Vikramahkadevacarita, and appears to have been the usual one
in histerical poetry”

g. These assumptions would account for the fact that the number of
stanzas, in the different MSS,, widely differs. The commentator’s
recension and MS. J, which represents it, contains 1102z stanzas,
whereas the sum of all the additional stanzas contained in the other
MSS. is 133, 7. &, more than 1/9 of the total sum. The single M35,
differ in the number and in the arrangement of these additional
stanzas. Hence, Jacobi concludes that several copyists of the ab-
stract inserted into it such stanzas of the original work which they
were pleased with, or such which for some other reason, they wished
to preserve. Such an enlarged edition was the archetype of M55,
K, P, Dc.

6. All these assumptions are corroborated by the title of the commen-
tary, which reads thus: Haripala-viracita-Gaiidavaha-sara-fikd. Cp.
Fandet, p. vil,

7. Shankar Pandurang Pandit argues that the concluding stanza 1207
clearly shows that the body of Vakpati’s poem was to come after

it. This stanza runs as follows:
Asia Majar, Jan. 3924 2z
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q® TH Uras wiewd v oy v farggat 91

Hrag 9T e wfeas fratee o _
To this argument, Jacobi rightly objects that MSS. D¢ and I’ contain
the following additional stanza:

TOGERR T TUTTE TITAE |
ATHW FFTHIE (AT 98 &R/« T 4

Corvecting in the first line oy to of\, and TITIE to ISTATN,
he translates this stanza as follows: “des Kavirdja betitelten Vik-
patiragja’s Gaudavadha genannter Prolog wurde gemacht und so auch
vollendet,”  As in this case the FUTTHE would be declared to be
the poem itself, Jacobi thinks that this stanza has been contaminated
from two half-stanzas in order to have a conclusion to the poem formed
of words of the poet himself. “If this be true—he says—we need
not correct the text of this stanza as it has been handed down to us.
Gaudavahamp may have been, as an accusative case, the object of a
verb which was contained in a preceding line which has been lost.
At all events, it is certain that after stanza 1209 some other stanzas
followed which concluded the poem. Hence it is by no means
necessary that originally the proper story of Yasovarman was narrated
after stanza 1200."

[ really do not think that Jacobi would to-day subscribe to all
these arguments which he wrote in 1888, DBut as Winternitz does
without discussing them, and as the conclusions drawn from these
arguments are highly important for literary history, and especially for
that part of it we are concerned with in this paper, I cannot forbear
discussing them in connexion with what has been said above on
Bhavabhiti.

T/ﬁe essentiol point which, indeed, seltles the whole Question, is
that treated under 7. Lel us begin with it our discussion.

First of all, it is a fact that in most Sanskrit MSS, the con-
cluding stanzas of the poets are omitted by the copyists. If they are
preserved in a MS, they at once point ta the fact that this MS.
deserves special attention.

Now T ask: If the Galidavaha be indeed what Jacobi thinks it to
be, #. e a mere abstract of the original work, an abstract from
which the main portions werc omitted, viz. the account of Yasovar-
man’s campaign against the Gaugda king, which the author so pom-
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pously promises to treat i defadl, how could the person who made this
abstract, which in reality destroyed the essential part of the poet’s
wark, lay such a stress on concluding his abstract with the poet’s
authentic statement that it was concluded?

But if he did, Aew was it possible that fe did not simply copy
the genuine concluding stanza, bul veplaced 1t by o comtammation of a
line of this stanza, and of e line of a stanza from the end of the Mn-
froduction, the result of this contmnmation being a stanza wich was
unintelligible? Liverybody, I trust, will see that such a proceeding on
the part of the author of the supposed abstract s an ebseluze im-
possibility.

Hence the stanza discussed by Jacobi cannot, possibly, have been
composed in the manner assumed by him; it must be taken, in the
wording which we read in the M55, as the authentic production of
the poet himself. A correction of NYYTE o AISTHAFY is, of course,
out of place. IFor such titles are properly adjectives, the subslantives
denoting -the literary species of the poetical production, being mentally
supplied. In our case, the substantive to be supplied 1s AGTHTHH,
and the genuine title of the poem is not Gaidavaho, as Sh. P. Pandit
wrongly prints on th{f title page, but Gatidavaham. See the colophon
of MS. P, ed, p. i, and in general my remarks, ZDMG. lix, p. 1,
note 1.

This is the reason why in MS. Dc (for in I only /9§ has been
preserved) the wrong reading cwakam has crept into the wording of
the stanza. The genuine reading must, of course, be Gaiidavale, and
the correct translation of the couplet is this: “ln the (mahikavya)
entitled Gaididavaham, by Vikpatiraja, whose iitle 1s “King of the
poets,” this is the Introduction (HKYTErEH), composed and finished
(by him).”

This absolutely necessary correction ceases to be a conjeclure
by the testimony of MS. K, the colophon of which Jacobi has over-
looked. On p. iv, the editor gives the concluding words of this MS,
Their beginning runs as follows: FFTANBWH TULLTIH TSSTE 0
NTETEE qH N

Flere, the second line of the stanza has been sadly mangled
and corrupted, no doubt bécause the last leal of the original from
which K was copied, had been injured, and with it the text of its last

line. Cp. the state of the stanza in P But, fortunately, the first line
a¥
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of the stanza has been preserved in its authentic wording. Only
*fq before @urge has been dropped.

K is an excellent palm-leaf M5, dated Samvat 128¢. Dc is. not
dated; but to judge from ils general appearance, from the form of
its script, and from its habit of expressing numerals by letters, it is
even older than K. P is dated Samvat 1286.

Hence it o5 absolutely, and beyond any shadow of a possible doubl,
established by the poel's own authentic wording that the Gaiidavaha,
as we have if, is only the Introduction (HATUNER) lo the poem which
he intended fo wrile,

All of Jacobi's other objections to this view are now easily dis-
posed of. '

Ad 1. The text of the Galidavaha forms the kathdpitha, How
can we say that it is too bulky to form a single d€vdsa’ The poet
himself tells us, in the stanza quoted above, p. 10, that the MSS.
(plurall) of his katha were fqg® “huge,” “immense.”
possibly be, I suppose, any doubt about the signification of fa=®z,

There cannot

And if there were, it would be removed by the pompous and very long
announcement of the body of Vakpati's work. See above, p. 15.

Ad 2. Whence do we know that the poet did »o# intend to
insert sinular descriptions in the body of his work?

Ad 3. Such an abstract as Jacobi supposes our Gailidavaha to
be, would be, as far as I know, quite a unique production in Indian
literature. If, indeed, later poets did not take any interest in historical
events, why is it that works like the Harsacarita and the Rdjataran-
ginl with its supplements, and even such booklets as the Ksitiavam-
gavali, have been handed down to us? And why is it that this sell-
same man who, according to Jacobi, took so little interest in Yafo-
varman’s person that he omitted the whole account of his campaigns,
nevertheless showed so much interest in the same ruler's person that
he carefully preserved all the long, and tedious, and vile, and repulsive
fiatteries which the poet bestows on him throughout the whole of the
text? Poetical skill, moreover, may be shown in the descriptions of
battles as well as in theose of sceneries, and as all the classical poets
were court poets and had, ex offfcio, to celebrate their lords’ warlike
achievements, they had, methinks, reasons enough no! to neglect the
study of descriptions of campaigns and of battles which had been
given by celebrated poets.
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Ad 4. Jacobi himself lays special stress on the fact that the
internal arrangement of the events related has been preserved in our
text of the Gaitidavaha. If this is granted, how is it possible that the
very long announcement of the main story has been placed af the end
of the poem instead of at #fs degenning? And how is it possible that
this part of the poem has been preserved by a compiler who is
supposed to have eliminated all those parts which were considered by
the poet himself to be the most essential portion of his composition?

Ad 5. Spurious stanzas, as every scholar knows who has to deal
with many MSS, of a single work, abound in the different copies. In Kali-
dasa’s Meghaditta, the difference between the shortest and the most
comprehensive texts is 13 out of 125 stanzas. As to Jacobi’s assump-
tion that the scribes embodied genuine stanzas of the original text in
the abstract they were copying, T cannot sec anything more improbable.
TFor such a proceeding on their part would presuppose, first, the
existence of many copies of the full original work in their time,
and secondly, a very futense interest they took in, and a very accurate
knowledge they possessed of, this complete original. Such being the
case, what probability is there that they did not copy this highly
valued work, but in preference of it a scanty abstract from it?

Ad 6. The tik3 is contained in MS. J. only. The editor had at his
disposal not the original, but only a very bad copy of it. Thus
we have no guaranty that the colophon of the commentary is the
same in the copy as in the original MS. But even if this be the
case, | cannot find that the commentator’s *gTC® makes any difficulty.
He, of course, was aware of the fact that he was not commenting on
the detailed account of Yadovarman’s digvijava. But as the katha-
pitha gives a brief sketch of it, it is swdstantially an abstract (¥TQ)
of it. .

To all these considerations, we may add that noewhere in our text
of the Gaiidavaka does theve seem to be any gap. The historical events
are mentioned in a very summary manner, in the way of a general
survey of the facts which the poet intended to treat 7z defad
(see his stanza 844 quoted above, p. 15) 1n the body of his work; but
all the stanzas treating these facts are well connected with one
another, and it is impossible fur me to see how the huge portions of
the narrative which Jacobi supposes to have been omitted could be
inserted into the text as we have it
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Thus I do not doubt but that, in these exceptionally old MSS,,
the text of the Gaiidavaha las been handed down to us, on the
whole, as its author wrote it; that there are no gaps in the text; that
this text, as its last stanza declares, is only the kathapitha, or Intro-
duction; and that its author never exceuted his intention of composing
the huge work which was to be the real Gatidavaha.

Let us now consider the chronological inferences to be drawn
from these facts.

On page 67, Jacobi quotes stanza 832 of the Gaiidavaha which
reads thus:

T
Y AT qig e srfe I o

Z.#, “Such terrible portenta then arrived in the worlds, when the king,

having by a side-look restrained in a moment his vassals’ trans-

gression of their rank, set out {vn his digvijaya).”

The passage in which this stanza occurs is destined to show that
Yasovarman was an incarnation of Krsna, and, hence, the lord of the
worlds. The portenta enumerated in stanzas 827 did not oceur in
#is territory, but in the territories of 4és enemires and of such of his
vassals wko were not at once willing Lo follmy him in his expedition,
This is the explanation which the commentary gives of the passage
In question, and I am at a loss to see, how Jacobi’s translation of
ﬁ!l‘qm could possibly fit the context, Jacobi translates: “Splche
schreckliche Zeéichen geschahen damals, als der Kénig, zeitweilig
seiner Stellung erschiittert, mit zuckenden Augenwinkeln (zum Kampfe)
auszog.” But 1{?‘(1?@ does not mean “mit zuckenden Augenwinkeln,”
and ﬁﬁﬁ'ﬂ'ﬁl‘ﬂ'ﬂ’m? cannot signify “zeitweilig in seiner Stellung
erschiittert.,” Even if this meaning could be forced upon the wording
. of the original, it would be impossible fere. For firstly, §uch 4 men-
tion of u heavy danger which the ruler had just escaped would
make an awmangalam, i ¢ a thing which Hindu poets are most careful
to avoid; and secondiy, how can a king set out on a digvijaya im-
mediately after having experienced a serious menace to his royal
position? Jacobi thinks that this transitory “Erschiitterung” was the
defeat inflicted upon him by Lalitaditya of Kashmere. This, at all
events, seems quite impossible to me. For first, after such a defeat
his digvijaya would simply have been an impossibility, and secondly,
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the wording of Kalhana's stanza guoted above, p. ?, shows L.hat’ this
defeat was not a transitory, but a definitive one. I?hmu.gh it Y aé(?—
varman was reduced to the state of a panegynst at hus wcto.rlous c:iemy's
court, 2 £, to the same position which his prisoner, prince Vakpati,
had at his own court before Lalitaditya’s victory. '

If, therefore, the eclipses of the sun and of the moon mentioned
in the passage under consideration really cccurred, tl}ey ‘mu'&.st ha\’re‘
done so before, or on, Yafovarman's departure for his d1gv1‘!aya: as
well as before his defeat at the hands of Lalitaditya. Jacobi thinks
this interpretation of the passage to be impossible on the gf'o‘undl
that, at fi7s moment, according to slanzas 193—201, only auspicious
omina occurred. But it 15 clear from the whole context of stanzas
8271, that the portenta mentioned there occurred |.‘nere]y as ‘the
consequences of Yasovarman’s side-looks, and were not di.rected against
him, but against his enemies and those vassals of his, who, for a
moment, hesitated to join his army.

If, therefore, Vakpati hint at the eclipses of the moo::‘ and of tge
sup which, according to Jacobi, took place un‘ August 14%, 733 Al =
this would be not the date of Lalildditya's victory, but that of Yaso-
varman's Geparture for his digvijaya. N

As this event mwust have occurred several years before Lahfa—
ditya subdued Yagovarman, the date of Bhavz{bhﬁh’s Mahaviracarita
as well as that of Vakpatiraja's Gaiidavaha will, probifb]y, be some
years Jater than 733 A. D. This approximate date is in i.iC_COI’(lU.]_}CC
with the fact that “la défaite de YaSovarman par Muktapl{}a\(z. e
Lalitichtya) se place donc entre 'an 736 et I'an” 747, plt.ls prés de
la premiére de ces deux dates vraisemblablement”.:

* Lévi and Chavannes, JA. 1895, p. 353 Cp. Sir Aurel Stein’s nole on Kalhana

iv, 134.



