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FOREWORD. 

The perusal of a drama named Ascharyachidamani by Saktibhadra, tent 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 ascribed to Bhasa, 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 a 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. 

I 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.E., M.A., Litt. D., F.S.A., 

Director General of Archeology 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 Archwological 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 and offered 
valuable criticism which enabled me to revise a part of it so as to strengthen the 
arguments put forward by me. 

HIRANANDA SASTRI. 
FEeennith, THE Niterris: 

The 8th November 1924.



BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE 
THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 

N 1912 Mr. Ganapati Sastr{ of Trivandrum announced the discovery of thirteen 
plays which were ‘neither seen nor heard of before.’ He edited them very 

carefully and published them in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, which called forth 
high commendation from Sanskrit scholars uot only in India but in Europe and Ame- 
rica ag well. Although the Mss. mentionsd no author, he ascribed them to Bhasa, 

the renowned ancient playwright of India and gave his reasons which satisfied many 

Sanskritists, who accepted his theory, except a few like Dr. Barnett in Europe and Mr. 

Bhattanaitha Svami in India. The latter raised a discordant voice, but their oppo- 

sition was lost in the whirlwind of'approbation of a novelty, which at once struck the 

imagination rather than the discretion of the discoverer’s followers. Dr. V. S. 
Sukthankar has very recently given an exhaustive bibliogfaphy in one of his 

articles entitled “ Studies in Bhasa” in the Journal of the Bombay Branch of 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 ] was myself a believer in the Bhiasa theory, 

and it was only this year that my faith was rudely shaken by the perusal of a drama 

named Ascharyachidémani, written by Saktibhadra (said to have been a contem- 

porary of Sankaracharya, the great philosopher of India). This drama, which 

was partly published some years ago at Calicut with a Sanskrit commentary 
and is fairly well known in the Kerala country, exhibited so marked a 
resernblance to some of the thirteen plays which have been attributed to Bhasa that 

T was led to examine the various points raised in support of the Bhasa theory. 

This investigation has convinced me that the theory is impregnated with a defect 
which Sanskritists call ateyapti. It is, therefore, untenable. The question is not 

only important from a literary point of view, but it has a special bearing on 
archeological studies as well. I am, therefore, tempted to traverse what may be 
called a beaten track and place the result of my investigation before scholars with 
the hope that it will tend to remove the delusion that has been working upon us for 
the long period of twelve years. 
  

1 1922.23, pp 2318,



2 BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 

At the outset I propose to give a summary of what has been adduced in favour of 

the Bhasa theory as the parva-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 :-— 

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

(க) They, asa rule, begin with the stage direction aleyed aa: என்‌ ஏனா 

and then introduce the ma#gala-Sloka or benedictory stanza. 
(b) Instead of the word prastdvand they use the term sthapand. 

(6) The nétakas, written by Kalidasa and other dramatists of a later date men- 

tion in the prologue, according to 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 Bharatavakyam 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 author of the Trivandrum plays was one and the 
same, and he lived prior to the writers like Kalidasa, who had to follow certain cano- 
nical injunctions with regard to their compositions, which did not come into force 
during his time. 

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

II. Tradition ascribes the authorship of a play named Svapnavasavadatté to 
Bhasa. One of these plays bears that appellation. Therefore, it must be the work of 
Bhasa. 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, because one of them, namely, 
Svapnavdsavadatia was composed by Bhasa, 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 Vyasa. Therefore, 
their author also was a similar rishi 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 archaic forms of words which are not in ace 
cordance with the aphorisms of Panini and are, therefore, apaprayogas or solecisms. 
Notwithstanding this fact, Kalidasa 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, 
Kalidase speaks of Bhisa as an ancient writer. Obviously, therefore, the Trivandrum 
plays, which were composed by Bhisa, must have been written long before Kalidasa. 

VI. In the Arthasastra of Kautilya! a verse is found which must be a quotation 
from the Pratijnanateka or Pratijtayaugandharayana, where it occursin the fourth, 

3 Adhika. 10, Adhyaya 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 India. 
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 to some ex- 

tent. His arguments may be summed up Jike this :—(i) Bhasa is an ancient writer. 

As we learn from authorities like Bana or Rajasekhara, he composed several plays 
(ndtakachakra). One of them was named Svapnacdsavadaitd. Ii the Trivandrum play 
of this designation is not the work of Bhasa, the author has ‘ plagiarised” the title. 

“The known facts, however, show that this isan impossibility in as much as Sanskrit nd- 

takas have distinct titles even if theyare plagiaristic, ¢.g., the Mahandtaka, the Cha- 
rudatta or the Mrichchhakatika. So in all probability this is the very play which wag 

composed by Bhasa himself. (ii) The Trivandrum Vésavadatté was in the ninth cen- 

tury a famous play, which was quoted by Vimana in the Kdvydlankirasitravritti. 

A work of this name is mentioned by Abhinavagupta in his Bharatandtyavedavivrita 
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 Pratijttiyaugandhardyana. Abhinava- 
gupta names the Daridrachérudatia and Vamana quotes not only the Svapnavasava- 

datta, but the Pratijidyaugendhariyano and the Charudatta also. Ji the author of 

these works is not Bhasa, he is quite unknown: It is hardly likely that be suppressed 

his own name with a view to father his works upon Bhasa. (iv) All these plays are not 
only similar in structure, style and matter worthy ofa master-mind, like that of Bhisa, 

but impress us by their freshness and vigour evincing a direct derivation from the‘epics’. 

This fact ‘combined with the circumstance that a good deal of borrowing from these 

plays is to be seen in the works of Kalidasa, would lead to the inference that their author 

lived long before the latter. . 

Besides these arguments, much has been made of the Prakrit of these dramas to 

support the Bhasa theory. Dr. Wilhelm Printz in his pamphlet, named Bhdsa’s Prakpit?, 

has worked out this point in detail. So also Drs. Sukthankar and Banerji as wall as 

other scholars in their respective contributions. Instances like those of the accusa- 
tive plural masculine in dné found in the edicts of Agoka and the plays of Aévaghosha 

pave 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 Mrichchhakatikd and one of the Trivandrum 

‘plays, namely Charudatta, 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 Verhalinis zwischen Carudatta Leipzig 1921. 

.und Mricchakafikd. His comparison leads us to the conclusion, which is rather irre- 

sistible, that one must be the copy of the other. Those who dre committed to the 

Bhasa theory hold that the Mrichchhakafika is only an amplifidation or adaptation 

of the Chdrudatta. According to these scholars Kalidasa only horrowed ideas and 
—   

11922 ; pp. 79-83. 
amet



4 BHAsa AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 

expressions from some ‘of the Trivandrum plays, but the author of the Mrichchhaka- 
tiké incorporated entire acts of one of these dramas into his work and credited thent 

to himself. The Mrichchhakatika is a fairly old ndfaka. The Chdrudatta which forms 

the basis of it, must be considerably older and so it must be the work of Bhisa. Fur- 

ther, some of the scholars holding this view quote from the Harshacharita} the follow- 

ing verse in support of the theory— 

qaanmaneaaizsegufaa | 
auaaast BF wal agqafes ॥ 

““Bhasa 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 Bhiisa 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 Bhasa as the “laugh of poetry” (Bhdso hasah). Vakpati m 
his Gaudavaho calls him “ friend of fire” (Jalana-miite), on which Dr. A. Berriedale Keith 
seems to lay great stress in his work “The Sanskrit Drama in its Origin, Develop- 
ment, Theory ond Practice”, which has very recently come out. In the Chapter 
which he has devoted to Bhasa he seems to have merely repeated whathas been adduced 
by other scholars in support of the hypothesis without adding anything new, except 
a few rather dogmatic assertions cr 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 Socvety, where he claims a 
final triumph for his pet theory (see PP. 668-9 of the October No. for 1924). In that. 
uote, he extracts some passages from the Bhavaprakasa and the Spingaraprakasa, which 
mention the Svapnavdsavadatid by name and one of them quotes a verse faqngy7;: etc. 
which is actually found in the Trivandrum Svapnandtaka. He is so elated with 
these discoveries that he exclaims :—‘ Had I obtained these before, tere would not 
have been the slightest discussion over my view that Bhasa was the author of this 
Svapnavisavadaitd (meaning the Trivandrum Svapnandjakam). Luckily my opi- 
nion fas now been vindicated.” This is, I believe, the sum total of what has been said 
and argued in favour of the Bhasa theory. 

Let us 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 sittradhGra and, therefore, on the authority of Bina, should be attributed. tv Bhasa. 
This argument will at once lose its force when we find that in Southern India, at least, 
there are several néfakas which similarly begin with the entry of a stiledhdra or stage- 
director but were certainly not written by Bhasa. One of such wotks, as was pointed 
out by Dr. Barnett long ago’, is the Matiavilasaprahasana, a highly interesting farce 
  3]. 15. 

2 Translation by Cowell & Thomas, pa. 
7 Oxford, Clarendon Press 1924, 

1 J. BA, 8. 1919, pp. 233-4,
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which was composed by the Pellava king Mahendravikrama, the son and successor of 

Simhavishnu, who flourished in the first quarter of the 7th century A.D. The second 
play showing the same characteristics is the Ascharyackidamani of Saktibhadra, which 
has been mentioned above. The third drama coming under this category is the 
Kalydnasaugandhika of Nilakantha.1 Other dramas showing the same feature are 
the Tapatisamvarana and the Subhadradhanaitjaya, both of which were written 

by Kulagekharavarmman, a Kerala king of about the 11th century A. D. We further 

notice that these dramas use the term sthdpand instead of prastdévand. Other in- 
stances will be supplied by the Padmaprabhpitaka of Siidraka, the Dhirtavitasam- 

vada of Tévaradatta, the Ubhaydbhisarika of Vararuchi, and the Pddataditaka of 

Syamilaka which have already been published. Moreover, we find that the Ascharya- 

chidamani® introduces itself with the words? aye kinnu khalu mayt vijhapanavyagre 

éabda iva srityate etc., 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 lizely that this was only a Sailt 

orhabit of the dakshindtyas or southerners of the period. No stress could, 

therefore, be laid on it in the matter of ascribing certain works to a special 

author, in view of different writers having adopted the same mode of starting 

their plays with the words wyee@ etc. The view held by Dy. Banerji that it 

was Bhasa who introduced the change for the first time and, therefore, Bana 

characterized his works as begun by a séradh@ra can hardly commend iiself, 
when we remember what Vigvandtha has stated about the point in the Sahitya- 
darpana. He says’ that in ancient manuscripts the nandt verses, like Vedanteshu® 

etc., are found written after the words nindyante siitradharah. This clearly demonstrates 
that it was only a method of writing. Visvanatha must have seen old manuscript 
copies of the Vikramorvasi and other plays where the benedictory verses were 

1 The weakness of the argument, I fancy, has been recognised by Dr. Keith who, while reviewing Dr. Morgens- 

tierae’s work entitled “ber das Verhalinis zwischen Carudatta und Mrichchakatikad in the Indian sAniquary, 

(Vol. Li, 1923, page 60), says that it would certainly be a zon sequitur to conclude that the Trivandrum plays are 

Bhisa’s, simply because they are begun by the siiradhdra. Though he has modified this remark by saying that 

owing to this decidedly noteworthy fact the plays are eligible to be considered as Bhisa’s, 1 thik the elvyaplt 

which I have shown vitiates the argument. 

2 In the third session of the All India Oriental Conference held at Madras two more dramas were announced 

which display the same features, but were written by other authors. They are entitled Démaoka and Praivikrama 

(see Summary of Papers, page IT). 

3 Mr. K. V. Subrahmanya Atyar tells me that he noticed this similarity more than two years ago and worked it 

out in a paper that has not yet come out. Messrs. A. Krishna Pisharoti and K. Rama Pisharoti have also recently 

noted it in their article entitled ““Bhaza’s works—are they genuine P ” where they have printed the whole of the 

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

4 The Ubhayabhisdrika of Vararuchi also gives them. 

5 Ch. VI. pp. 279-80, Bombay N. S. 1922— 

WA Ua MARA என்‌ ஏனைய! கனி வேலி ஊரி என்னார்‌ எனி ட ௭௭ ௭௭, என | 

aan ௩௫ சரண்‌ எனா எனன ளட ௩8 பள்ள வை எரர்‌ எனா எாசகளசஎ௭ வர்‌ கரி 

அச: ஏ வ்‌ | 

® The first benedictory stanza of the Vikramorvasi.



Sahityadarpana, 

P+ 279. 

6 BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS, 

placed after this phrase, or to use the expression of Bana, which began with the siitra- 
dhéra. He further says that the insertion of these words after the ndndi means that 

the ndlaka 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 Viévanatha’s evidence is there 
and we have no reason to disbelieve it. In this connection it may be remarked that 

néndi is not an absolutely necessary commencement, as some plays-start without it. 

Sivarama in his commentary? on the Nagananda has expressly said so in the words 
&faq araaate argar seared. That this is so is illustrated by the play called 
Pradywnnabhyudaya which was composed by King Ravivarman of Quilon, who, 
according to Mr. Ganapati Sastri,? flourished about 1265 A.D. Another instance of this 
kind will be furnished by one of the Trivandrum plays itself, namely, the Charudatia, 
which has no ndndi at all. It would appear that the actors had some liberty in chant- 

ing benedictory verses and starting a play. This is, perhaps, what Visvandtha 

meant when he remarked— ்‌ 

ணார எனா 1 எரர்‌ ௭219 waa a wel faa: wa: | 

The question of conformity to the Bharata-cdhyam 1 would similarly attribute to prac- 
tice or Sailt only. The Trivandrum plays themselves are not uniform in structure 

with regard to the canons laid down in the BharatandtyaSasira. I doubt if the 
author of these dramas was totally unware® of this sastvu, judging from the words of 

the wdishaka addressed to the chefi in one of these plays called Aviméraka, 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 descriptiow of certain scenes no} allowed by Bharata and the ab- 
sence of the Bharata-valyom help us in upholding. the theory. The mention of the 
author or his praise in the introduction is what is called prarochand which is meant 

to attract the audience. If an author has to inake his reputation, he may not mention 
his name till his Jame has been established, or he may be taking some liberty with re- 
gard to these points in not following Bharata for some local reasons, such as the taste 
of the time, 22. 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 Bhéyas mentioned above only the Padatéditaka gives the name of the 
author in the sthépand, not the rest. Iam further supported by another old work that 
has recently been brought to our notice. It is a Prakasana entitled Bhagavadajjuka 
which has lately been published in the pages* of the Journal of the Bihar ond 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 @ poet called 
  

17. §. 8. No. LIX, p.2, 
4 Introduction to the Pradyumnabhyudayz, p. viii, T. 8. S. No. VIII. 

* Dr. Sten Konow thinks thet there cannot be any doubt that the author of the Avimdraka knew Bharata, 
a olear reference to his work being found on p. 16 of that play. 

* Vol. X (1924), Parte I and I, pp. imxxiii,



BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 7 

Bodhiyana.1 The Mamandur inscription of Mahendravarman I,a good edition of which 
has recently come out in one of the publications? of the Indian Archeological 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 Matiavilasa shortly after 
it, the intervening aksharas having been obliterated. The Mattavilasaprahasana, 
as already stated, is the work of the accomplished Pallava ruler Mahendravarman. 

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 Bhagavadajjuka was an earlier 

composition and the Mattavilésa 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 eevere in his sarcasms, and the persons he has 
introduced are not so degenerate as they are shown in the latter work, namely, the Mat- 

tavilésa. At any rate the Buddhist monk is not so low as he is in the latter. Sandilya 

of the Bhagavadajjuka praises Buddha specially for his punctilious care of food— 

காளான்‌ எனன எனன எளி எனால்‌ எல! 
and his behaviour towards the lifeless body of the courtesan, or the words’— 

அரி சாணார்‌. காச எனா கா்‌ எள்ள எள்ள 

சாரண, என எ விளம்‌ எ காஎரிர்ர | 

cannot reflect creditably on his personal conduct or the followers of the great Tath- 

gata of that period. But compare him with the Sakyabhikshu of the Mattavilasa, 
who, while extolling the “great teacher” of the age for allowing the biikshu-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 she 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 

Bodhiyana of the manuscripts spoken of above is, for the present, ‘an unknown writer. 

Therefore, to draw any inference regarding his time we have to depend on the interna] 

evidence only. The fact that the farce is mentioned in the Mamandur inscriptien 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 
    

1 Mr, Sarasvati of the Madras Epigraphical office was good enough to send me the following two 

verses one cf which he found written on a manuscript of the Bhagavadajjuka and the other on that of its 

commentary in the Oriental Manuscripts Library at Madras. Both would show that the farce was composed by 

a Kavicalled Bodhiyana. In one of these verses it is called praina orold. They respectively run ae follows :— 

ய) விளார்‌ எிளசார்‌ ஏனை | wera v4 wag ge wae 6 ப 
(2) எனா என்டு மாகம்‌ ட afaatsfamadt? fascrager ada aaratq nv 

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

2 Vol. XLIV I. &., South Indian Inscriptions (Texts), Vol. IV, No, 126, plate III, line 6. In the transcript 

given here m bas been putin place of bh evidently by an oversight. 

5 Page XVI. . 
«Mr. A. P. Banerji would take it to the 2nd century A.D. (J. B.0. BR. &., Vol. X, p. 90) but remembering the 

time when the Mattavilds, waa written, I doubt if we can take it back go far on the evidence of “religions animosity” 
or even archaic forms. 

௦2
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600 to 625 A. D. Further, it would appear that it was in all probability written after 
the Mrichchhakatika. The latter drama like this farce shows no disrespect towards 

Buddhism, although it is clearly a Brahmanical composition. The names of some of 

the dramatis persone in this farce appear to have been taken from the Mrichchhaka- 

tka. The ajjuka or courtesan in it, for instance, is called Vasantasena after the heroine 

of this drama, so also her servants. 

That the Matiavilasaprahasana was written by Mahendravarman is too well 
known to be proved. In any case the Bhagavadajjuka can very well be relegated to 

a period prior to that of Bana. It begins with the séiradhaéra and does not mention 

the author either in the introduction or elsewhere. Its introduction is called 
sthapané and not prasiavand, and it has no general prayer or the Bharata-vakyam, 

such as we see in later dramas. It 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 Ajjuka—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 rhetoricians. The Vdrehamriga and also the 

Utsrishtiké, a3 Prot. Banerji has already noticed, do not appear to be known to 

them. Visvandtha gives Ullépya as one of the eighteen wparipakas or minor dramas 

counting the Ndfakaand the Prakeraya among the ten varieties of a rapaka or 

drama. The Bhagavadajjuke names Sallaépa along with the Prahasana among the 
ten species which it considers to have come out of the Ndtaka 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 
Natyaséstra of Bharata. In other words he followed a different school or system cur- 

Tent 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 on the Bhareta-vakyam, I might add that the Trivan- 

drum plays are not uniform in this respect. Some of them have colophons or closing 
stanzas which are different from those in the rest. The so-called Svapnandtaka and 

the Bélacharita have imam sdgaraparyantém, etc., the Pratuhayaugandhardyana, 
the Avimaraka and the Abhishekanataka have bhavantvarajaso gavah, etc., with imdam- 
apt mahim, etc., at the end. Three of these plays, namely, the Karnabhara, the Chd- 
rudatia and the play of the “unknown” name have no Bharata-cakyam at all. Besides, 
it is to be observed that the customary or usual phrase with which a Sanskrit naiehka 
would close is to he seen in some of these plays. The Bélacharéta, for instance, has 

wwet— sag ! afadifer fa ad qa: fraqueafar 

AAA cfc. 

The dviméraka has— 

arte: — afenita ! faaaa a fraquectfa | 

gears. — wang afe 4 cea: faaa: wagtaera | 

சாகா அரன்‌ WTA: etc.
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and so on, showing that some of these plays have got a Bharata-vakya. Here it would 
be interesting to point out that the four Bhanas (Chaturbhani) spoken of above, exhibit 
practically the same feature. The Padmaprabhritaka of Siidraka and the Pddata- 

diiaka ot Syimilaka have no Bharatavékyaw. The Dhirtavitasamvada of Tévara- 

datia and the Ubhaydbhisdérikad of Vararuchi end in stanzas which are not dissimilar 
to some of the concluding verses of the Trivandrum ndjtakas, for the former has 

ணன்‌ எனி ௫ வனா எனி கள ॥ 
and the latter wif uratg vat fafanfaagqai Tradl at: 1 

Therefore, the arguments adduced to prove that these plays were written before 

the BharatandtyaSastra? was composed fall flat on the ground having no force in them. 
The second argument, which is, apparently, the mainstay of the Bhasa theory 

seems to be the title of one of these plays. Although some of the manuscripts consulted 

by Mr. Ganapati Saistri gave the name of Svapnandjakam to the drama, yet it was rather 

presumed that the real designation was Seapnavdsavadatia. It has now been clearly 

shown that it is so because Bhojadeva in the 11th century and Séradatanaya in the 12th 

century knew this nataka by that name. Mr. Ganapati Sastri in his note which he has 

contributed to the last October number of the Royal AsiaticSociety’s Journal? (pp. 668- 

869) feels so jubilant over this discovery of his that he would now dispense with al} 

the arguments as unnecessary and consider th» question as 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 Journal 

Asiatique and to which attention has now been drawn by Dr. Barnett in his note in 

the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society.” Ramachandra and Gunachandra im their 

Najyadarpana quote a verse from a Svapnavasavadattd ascribed by them to Bhasa, 

and describe the situation in which it occurs, “but neither of these can be traced in 

the Trivandrum play. Sagaranandin in his WNdftakalakshanaratnakosa quotes a 

’ passage from a Svapnavisavadatta, which does not agree with the Trivandrum text.” 

Farther, as J have shown below and as is recognised by Mr. Ganapati Sistri himself, 

Abhinavagupta quotes a verse in his commentary on the Dkvanydloka, namely, Dkvan- 

” ydlokalochana from a Svapnavdsavadatta, which is not to be found in the Trivandrum 

nisake 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 Svapnavasavadatta. Obviously therefore, the Trivandrum play cannot be 

the Svapnavdsavadatia of Bhasa 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 Kalyanesauc andhikas® 
    

1 Some, however {see above, p. 13, foot note), hold thet Bharata is older and the writer of the Trivendrum 

plays knew his dasira. Lf it is so, the arguments based on the prologues or the concluding stanzas of these plays 

would be self-contradictory, and the circumstance that these dramas introduce scenes which are not allowed 

by Bharata will only support my view that their writer followed a different school of canon. 

* 1924, ற. 656. 
3 Barnett, ibid, p. 658. While correcting the prools Tfound that this :teresting point hes been further investi- 

gated by Drs. V.S. Sukthankar (J. B. B. B.A. S., 1925, pp. 126 ff) and L, D, Barnott (J. R. 4. 8., 1998, p. 99), 
and Mr, C. B. Devadhar (Annals of the Bhandarkar Institute, 1924-25, part I, pp. 55 ff.). Dr. ¥. W. Thomas (J. R ae 

&., 1925, pp. 100-4) has endeavoured to meet the argument of Prof, Lévi but I do not think has succeeded in doing it,
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and two Balacharitas.1 In this connection it looks interesting to observe that Sakti- 

bhadra, who according to tradition was a contemporary of Sankaracharya the Great, 
composed a “ kaya’ which was called Unmddavdsacadatta and has not yet been 
found out. The term unmdda and svapna are almost synonymous. The name 
“ Kavya ” is applied to both the drisya and Sravya 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 ‘ndtakas 
admittedly bear more than‘one ‘appellation and the fact that the manuscripts of the 
Ascharyachidamani are found along with those of some of the Trivandrum ndiakas, 

as a reference to the catalogue of manuscripts in the Madras Library would show.® 
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 
Namaliiganusdsana of Amarasirnha gives clear evidence of Bhasa’s Svapnavdsava- 

data being different from the Trivandrum play. This has already been noticed by 
Bhattanitha Svami,? who has given a very interesting quotation from a work called 
Tapasavatsaréja in support of this inference. Mr. Ganapati Sastri, too, has recognised 
this evidence. He has, however, tried to explain it away by proposing another read- 
ing. Sarvananda‘ says :— ்‌ 

எர: எனல்‌ எள்ள: ட எளி எனா எனர்‌ எனன எ ட ள்ள; 
எண ள்‌ என எசான்‌ ளினள்ண்ளா: ட ஏன்ற! எண்‌. என்க எண 
அள; எதா 

‘The marriage of Padmavati is an instance of arihaSringdra or selfish love, but that of 

Vasavadatta as described in the Svapnavisavadatta is a case of kamasringara.’ Now, 
the Svapnavdsavadatté of the Trivandrum series does not give an account of Vatsaraja’s 
Marriage with Vasavadatté. Surely, then, the Sedpnavdsavadatid. referred to by Sar- 
vananda must have been a different work altogether. Here it might be said that 
Abhinavagupta’s mention of the play in the words டட ள்‌ ஏசா எரா ர்‌ 
will favour the identification of the Trivandrum drama with the ancient Svagmavasap 
vadatta for, in the Trivandrum nataka we do find Padmavati sporting with a ball 
although 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 Svapnavasavadatla of Bhasa, 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 described 
in some or all of them. On the other hand, it seems to be pretty certain that 
according to Abhinavagupta himself the Trivandrum play cannot be the Svap- 
navasavadatta® 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 Divanydloka that authors sometimes pay more attention to figures 
than to rasa or the sentiment in the composition—guge? @ கவின எகா 

1 Mr. Ganapati Sastri, Introduction to tLe Svapnavasavadatta p. xxiv. 
2See Nos, 12492-19493, 
5 Ind. Ant. 1916, pp. 189-195. 
‘T. 5. 8. No. XXXVI, p. 1. 147. 
5 In the same way the Daridracharudatta alluded to by Abhinavagupta may not wecessarily be the Chapu. 

datta of the Trivandrum series. 
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watiqatanr: waetq—he in his Dhvanydlokalochana’ quotes the Svapnavasavadatta as 

ஸா ளா எச8 
அ ணனாச்‌ wate எனு? 2?) சள எ எசா எனா ஏராள ॥ 

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 Vasavadatté nor the Padmavati of that 

drama. Apparently, as Bhattanatha Svami has already remarked, it speaks of love 
which sprang up all at once at the first sight of alady. Vasavadatta as introduced in 
the Trivandrum play was wedded long before anid Padmavati was only offered to Vat- 

saraja, who did not woo her at all. This is shown by the answer which the nurse gave 

to Vasavadatta?— 
aad — wet | எரர்‌ 9 எ 
art — ufe ufe ) eauaitiwig ge anew wirsefenqatied iter ot 

ன எனா ரர | 
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 Kavydnusasana ot Hemachandra, with obviously correct. 

opening svafichita. 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 Bhasa. It could have stood there as a mere quotation from the ancient Bhisa. 
and as such it would merely show the Trivandrum drama as a later production. 

I may note here that in summarising the pirva-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 argument 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 Nouveax T'raites de Dra- 
maturgie Indienne” in the Journal Asiatique 3 referred to above, I really wonder why 
so much importance has been given to the references found in the Bhdvaprakdéa and. 
the Sringdraprakdsa. After all what do these, references show? I doubt if they prove 
anything beyond this, that to the authors of the above-mentioned works, viz., Sara- 

datanaya and Bhojadeva, who according to Mr. Ganapati Sastzi, flourished in the 12th 

and 11th centuries A. D. respectively, the Trivandrum play was known, as it is now, 

under the name of Svapnavésavadatté. But how would it follow that the play was 
written by Bhasa or that Bhasa was the author of all the thirteen Trivandrum plays ? 
I 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 My. Ganapati 

Sastri and I need not dilate on it here. I repeat whatI have said above that the 

Néatyadarpana of Ramachandza and Gunachandra and the Nédtakalakshanaratnakosa of 

Sagaranandin make it quite clear that there must have been at least two plays of the 

name of Suapnavasavadatté. Thus, the one by Bhasa was different from the 
Trivandrum play. To me the ‘adamantine’ rock of Mr. Ganapati Sastri appears to 

IP, 152, 8rd Udyota. : ம 

P23. : 
2 Oct.-Decr. 1912-3, pp. 193 #. Iam indebted to Dr. Sten Konow for his kindly drawing my attention to this 

important article, 

* P, 656.
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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 occurrence of identical slokas 

in the works of two different authors. Pithy and telling utterances often assume the 

form of subhdshitas 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 Bhisa’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 a 

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. 
Daridrachdr udatta is no doubt mentioned by Abhinavagupta, but how are we to 

assume the identity of it with the Chérudatia of the Trivandrum series, when none 
of the known manuscripts of the play give that name to it? That Vamana quoted the 

verse Sarachchhasanka-gaurena, etc., which occurs in the fourth act of the Trivandram 

play, or the passage yo bhartripindasya krite na yudhyet, which is the fourth pada of a 
certain Sloka in the Pratijzayaugandhardyana, or the verse ydsam balir-bhavati, etc., 

which is to be found in the piece called Chdrudatia and that a part of the stanza 
Limpativa tamongani,! etc., occurring in the Balacharita and the Charudatia 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 ascribe 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. Ganapati 
Sastri calls Bhamaha’s review in the Kavydlankara or Bhamahdlankdra. The story 

of Vatsaraja has been a very popular theme and several ancient Sanskrit writers 
have written it in their own ways. Bhimaha makes no mention of Bhasa or any 

other kavi, while illustrating the thetorical blemish called Nydya-virodha. Why to 

think of a particular poet then? The verse— 

என்னிஎ ௭௭ னா aa Ya: faar ௭௭ | 
படத்த ப்பட்டது மாக ட்டை ப அ பதர 

no doubt has the same meaning, which a sentence in the play named Pratijfdyau- 
gontharayana has, at least partly,? but on what grounds are we to suppose that Bha- 

maha was rendering the Prakrit 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 im view when he said— 

எனிண னி எள்‌ Usfimsd aafaa 
படபடப்பு பம நடப்பா அப 

1 We should remember that this scanza is ascribed either to Vikramfditya or to both Mentha and Vikra- 
maditya but not to Bhisa in any of the known anthologies. 

>? Harsaka’s speech, p. 13, rather differs, for it has— 

Wa ௭௭ எள ஈன்‌, WIT aa foe, 

கவர ௭௭ ஏலி எக ரன 0௭)
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‘The inference which can be safely drawn under these circumstances is that he must 
be posterior to, if not a contemporary of that author, for contemporary writers are often 

found criticising each other. Bhamaha cannot be so old as some scholars believe him 

to be. I 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 dosha 

necessarily, remarking? that it is difficult to see if it is a blemish at all. There can be 

‘no doubt that Dandin is criticising Bhamaba unless, of course, both of these rhetori- 

cians took the two verses apdrtham etc., from some older work. Both the works, 

namely, the Kavydlaikara and the Kdvyadoréa, are inter-connected and must have 

been coniposed probably about the same time or in the 6th if not the 7th century A.D. 

‘Mr. Ganapati Sastri has endeavoured to carry the Trivandrum plays to about the 
4th century B.C. on the supposition that one of them, namely, the Pratijtayaugandha- 

Tayane, has been quoted by Chanakya in his now well-known work, the Arthadastra. 
The stanza nayam saravam, like the other one, 7.¢., yan yajha-sanghais-tapasd etc., has 

apparently, a proverbial or sententious tenor, and must be regarded as a subhashita 
Chinakya quoted it along with a Vedie sentence showing thereby that he regardes 

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 Bhiasa’s. Let us suppose for the sake of 
argument that all these sayings were composed by Bhasa himself. Can their occurrence 

in these works prove that they were written by Bhiasa? I‘doubt if it can. Take 

the case of a work whose author is known to us without any doubt. I mean the farce 

-called Mattavilasaprahasana. This contains the verse* (with a slight change)— 
॥ . 

ளா ஏ சானி எர 

கான; எளளரன்‌ (எர 980 

ளகக எக்‌ 

அர்க்க எள்ள (ளார்‌; ॥ 

which, on the authority ௦ம 805௧8 1 சச்ரசர்ப/ச௪,5 ௭௨8 0001000860. நந 131௨௨௧. Will 

this fact ascribe the authorship of the farce to Bhasa? Fortunately, we Inow its 

author! LetuS take another instance. The sitiras of Chanakya® contain two aphorisms—- 

எ anf: ety Alara எ | -and 

aftr wy gare sifad ate | 

  

1 TV, 1-2. 

8117, 125-127. 

3 Here it will be interesting to make mention of the important pronouncement made by.Mr. Pémakrishna 

Kavi in the third session of the All-India Oriental Conference at Madras, 1924 (see Summary of papers. page iv), 

that this verse has been identified as a quotation from the Manunitt. 

4P.7, V. 7. 

5 P. Peterson’s 2nd report, p. 46, referred to in the introduction of the Subhdshitavali of Vallabhadeva 

Bombay, EB. 8. P., p. 82. 
@R. Shama Sastri’s revised (1919) edittion of the Kawitiyam Arthadasiram, p. 433, nos. 361 and 257.
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One of these is found in the Ascharyachiddémani of Saktibhadra and the other 

in the Charudatta’ of the Trivandrum series. Possibly they may be quotations from 
the Arthasdstra and analogy would lead us to surmise that the stanza navam Sardvam, 

ete., was similarly quoted from the same work. .Slight discrepancies in these quotations 

when compared with the published texts are immaterial! for, as a tule, such proverbial 
sayings 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 felied upon im settling the authorship 
of a work. First, I shall compare the Ascharyachiddmant with some of the Trivan- 

drum plays. How it resembles the latter so far as its prelude is concerned I have shown. 
above. 

Abhishekandtaka. Ascharyachidémani. - 

Pages 20-21. , Act V under identical circums tances has—- 

௯, எ, 

wag eal, Wag எண்ட, எரு என்றா: 
wag, ன்னா: ஏரி ட எண 
எள -- ௧௭ ஈன்‌ எனா; | 

Ba ச: ட எர என்ற ட எர னான்‌ 
௭௭௫ எனா; ட னாகி ட எக 
ணா காகா டானி எட... இதா எனா | 

னான: எளி: 
(Page 20) . Act V. 

எட ஷங ட ஈக என்ர. 1; - எஏ eff | 
எனன: । ait aa fatad ofaaaran: | 

(Page 15) Act VI. 
aa: nfaafa eqar vEtonee: எ; எ்ன!ஈ எ எள்ள 

Wie — Te எளகன இன: ¥Ao— A VIUVAITE Ta wail: 5 
(Page 18) 

. 
Ravana while thinking of Sita tallzs of the moon in boti h the plays. 

Page 2 in bo e plays 

Sité feels abashed (vridita) as she does in the A scharyachiidamani, 
(Page 23} 

எ ௭ எம்‌ ரகர னன எள்‌. எனக ஏர எனக ஸ்ட 
௫ ATT | 

௮1௪ அனார்‌ ஏ அனர எளி | 
aim எ எண ௭ ஏரா லய — பயனு பட்டய ew TAT cic. 
  
      
  L - 2 The the ue ௪ எள்‌ eee’ by Mr. Shima Sastri, has @tawar a but Saktibhadra gives rag raentence in the published text reads eiftzy @w ர i ்‌ 

்‌ ‘ @ Jarey sifea acy but in the Charudatia ; 
ன்ன ர ௭௭ ௭௭: ரன ஏஷ எர | 

க்கு I . ச ம. . * n this connection it will not be out of place to say that tho stanza yreat ரள RS: ete., is to be found in the Mudrarakshasa, but in the Dasari dvalebs it has been ast பி 0! we, th aan 
7 pi hi 3 பப! 12 

. ்‌ eribed to Bhartrihari, Could y யூ tibe
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{Page 24) 

எள ... எனக்‌ ௭௭ வஎிஎராள்‌ ஈ 

Wie, TE A அனார்‌ என 

(Page 54) 

எ-- ... னன ரை எச ஸா | 

(Page 69) 7 
Ua — Far WITTE ete. 

‘(Page 70) 

எண்ட எள்ள | 

எச: என | அனா ஈரா: 
௪ 

AAU — ஏவாள்‌ | 

(Page 72) 

ண்‌ (சரகர்‌ ara fer 

The gana is identical in.ideas in both, 

(Page 72) 

Act VI. 

எள- ஈனச்‌ ae dhe ஏ 

Sy, az F Tat aE WUT 

. Act V. 

சா எசா ஈனா airs area | 

Wasa வரனாக டி 

Act VIL 

TAT — AAaATAAA | 

ச. என | ஈனா -₹- 
aafas | 

அனா 

சண: ஏளனம்‌: | 

எரா feanaral aratea | 

are FAA, He: and Wel ஏ ர வாட very common words. 

um maarfa a azg_n-etc., etc. tra: - The verse— 

afsaria aan 2fa! wasttenfa araat : 

எலி எள்‌ சொ ள்ள: ரிர்சசா னன்‌ ம 

is not dissimilar in idea. 

(Page 75) Act VII. 

afa—ngge ifa daa fraqoeufa சாடு என | 18 a wa: foeqa- 

எ சவ: பானை cute | 
ளன, க; fava: மாக ணர்‌ 

எனன. 

Pratéjiayaugandharayana and Agcharyachiddmam 

Pratijna’. Ascharya’. 

‘(Page 18) Act II. 

எனல்‌ என்‌ எ- என்ன்‌ 
(M. M. Ganapati Sastri renders it? by ஏனனில்‌ வம்‌ க meaning fits in the speech 

of Sita as well.) 

(Page 62) 

vafowes wa 7 Ta 

Act III. - 

- wel aware எரா; 
  

1 The root seems to be the same which we find in the Western Panjabi ae inthe verse eh jadide ghatta 

ke karam kamali pat gird mere ghatie phervant ni of the Hir of Waréshah, p. 213 (Lahore ed.).
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(Pages 63, 65) Act VII 

கள்‌ சன எனற கனா! கோட SALE FATT TAT SAC | 

Closing sentences wgqy@ etc., are similar in both. 

Avimaraka A&scharyachidamans 
(Page 18) 

அகர ளாள்‌, எர என: | eA()fsat: Tag Gat, TI AFMT . . . . . eT 

ஏரி: ட... கர்ணன்‌ எள | சாரண: ரர்‌: ட எரண்ளா ௭௭ | 

Pratimanitaka and Ascharyachiidamam 

(Page 85) 

ata- vase ofenenfe ofearnfes எள அன எர ணா 
(Page 86) 

ators atat—adtfa 
(Page.87) 

Compare the description of Jatéyn’s beak in both and faserata 

{Page 86) - 

யா; - ஏ ட அனி பிண; | ௭: aries ag fa எசா; ல்‌௦. 
(Page 99) ட , 

Deience of Kaikeyi is similar’ in both—(Act I in the AScharyachidaman?) 

The Trivandrum Svapnavasavadaiia and the Ascharyachudimam 

i. The speech of the stitradhara in both is rather identical. 

ii. The use of the word ae in the first stanza of the Trivandrum play and not- 
far from about the commencement of the Ascharyachiidamani. 

ii. The Svapnavasavadatta (pp. 1-2) and the, Ascharyachiddmani (Act VIT) 

give SHITE எனா VAN TATE | 
iv. On page 10 of the former and in Act ITI of the latter we have~ 

were ~ wa afaq oh ferafes | afsaadiata ufaasi arf 

and அன்களா:- ௪ உ ர எிண்ணாள்‌ ணா அள என 
afaaat aeante | 

respectively. 

v. Similarly, qrqqem—AEl WHET | TUT in the one (pp. 27 and 62) and 
ஷி அன்‌ அனகற | Tart cfc. (Act IV) in the other. 

ரம. எட எ: எனு; is 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 Mz. 
Ganapati Sasir1, 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 tensity of rasa and the exquisite flow of language in these plays can- 
not prove the authorship of Bhasa, 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, although 
the latter is usually considered to be far superior to the former. Had it not been so, 
could the immortal Sakuntala or the Uttarardmacharita be considered inferior to these 
plays? The merits for which the Trivandrum dramas are considered as older than 
Kalidasa 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 theré are expressions in those plays which are found in the works of Kalidasa, 
who must have taken them from those plays. It appears that-while bringing in such 
an argument the supporters of the Bhasa theory are to a large extent influenced 

by the supposition that these works are Bhasa’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, 

Kalidasa did not do so. Writers like Kshemendra did the same thing. The author 
of the Ascharyachiidamani, alluded to above, must have done so. Why to talk of these’ 
old writers? If} 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 cf 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 Kalidasa derived them ‘from these works or any other author either out of re- 

spect or otherwise. Itis said that Kalidasa has himself praised Bhasa 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 # course and a poet of the 

type of Kalidasa whether he hailed from India, Europe or elsewhere could not havehad 

recourse to such a practice. We should not forget at the same time that the priority of 

the Trivandrum pieces to Kalidasa is yet to be established, and ove can very well argue 

in the opposite way, vz., that. the author of these works was indebted to K&lidasa. 

For my own part I 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 Thad, but I doubt if we could go so far as 

to consider the latter to be indebted to the former or vice versé 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 a work irrespective of such resemblances. 

Much capital has been made out of the so-called archaisms or solecisms (@rsha- 
prayogas), noticed in the Trivandrum ndtakas. It is said that many archaic forms, 
which are found in these plays and are mostly tabulated in the form of an appe- 

dix attached to the Pratimanataka, violate the rules of Panini, and, therefore these
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ndtakas must have come into existence before the great grammarian lived. Likewise, 

it is affirmed that the Prakrit of these plays is archai¢ and, consequently, they must have 

been composed during a very remote antiquity. Some of the defenders of the Bhasa 

theory place these works before, while others after ASvaghosha. Let us now examine 

how far this argument holds good. The occurrence of irregular or apanenhiya 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 Ramayana or the Mahabharata, 
but in the epics which are certainly not so old; nay, we find them in the works? 

-of Kalidasa as well as other Sanskrit writers. Such forms, we know, have mostly 

been explained by Saranadeva in his-very learned work entitled Durghataeritti.2 Mal- 
lindtha has also endeavoured to justify such formations by bringing them under 

Panini’s rules. Even Mr. Ganapati Sastri himself has done so at least in one instance, 

I mean in the use of lyap in grihya chapam Karena.? We know of cases where writers 

have deliberately fouted Panini. Yor instance, the locative plural of pumdn is purisu 

according to Panini, but Anubhiitisvaripacharya in his grammar named Sdrasvatam 

makes it punikshu. The same is the case with the word visrdéma which is not unoften 
used for wisrama. I need not multiply examples here, when they are so well collected 

in the Durghatavriiti. Some of the manuscripts are Jess scrupulously preserved than 

others and we aré 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 Prakrit grammar are comparatively late works, and the rules laid down 
in them can only be used with the utmost 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 a 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 bein agreement with 

the rules of grammar written before Panini, 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 néfakas in a 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,® V.S. Sukthankar® and others opine that the Prak- 

rit used in these plays exhibits old forms which are met with in ancient works both 
inscriptional and literary ; but not in comparatively late compositions like the works 

1 For example, in Raghuvaméa, XIX. 23, and Kumarasamhbhava, 1.35. 

27. §. & No VI 

* Ditaghatotkacha, T. 8. 8. No. XXII, p. 59. 

‘ W. Printz: Bhasa’s Prakyit (Frankfurt A. M., 1921). 

* Die Entwicklungeslufe des Prakriis in Bhasa’s Dramen und das Zeitaltey Bhasa’s in the Zeitschrift der 

eutschen Morgenlindischen Gegellachaft, 72 Band, Leipzig, 1918, pp. 208 ff. 

© American Or. Jour., 40, 1920, pp. 248 ff.
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of Kélidasa 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 
early centuries ofthe Christian era, if not to a still earlier epoch. These are some- 
of the archaisms in the Prakrit of these plays as noticed by them. 

i. Amhdam (asmdkam) ; ii. dissa (drisya); iii. vaam(vayam); iv. use of the 

root arh without the svarabhakti or epenthetic vowel; v. akaka (aham, later hake,. 

-hage and aham); vi. dma as affirmative particle; vii. karia (kritvd, later kadua); 

vill. kissa, kissa (hasya but used in ablative sense for kasmdt); ix. khu (khalu);. 

x. fava (tava, later tuha, etc.) ; xi. fiwam (team, later tuvam). 

It 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 Ascharyachigamani of Saktibhadra. I am sorry the 

book has not yet been fully published.1 I gan, therefore, only refer to the pages of the 

copy which I had an occasion 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 

tbe strength of this fact, assign the play to the same period to which the Trivandrum. 

ndtakas have been ascribed ? ~ Though the date of Saktibhadra is not definitely known, 

still I 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 is deter- 

voined 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. Ganapati Sastri himself, In addition to those- 
I have just now noted, the chief peculiarities of the Trivandrum plays as far as their 

Prakrit is concerned are’ perhaps these: (1) usual dropping of k, g, ch, j, t, d, p, 6, v, 

and y between vowels and occasional retention ; (2) occasional change of y into. 

j but usual retention of it ; (3) shortening of the vowel and doubling of the consonant 

in evam, etc. ; (4) change of ryinto yy in contrast with Kalidasa’s changing it inte 

77, and soon. If we examine the Prakrit of these plays with that of the Pradyumna~ 

bhyudaya,* the Subhadradhanatjaya,5 the Tapatisamvarana,’ the Nagdnanda’ or the 

Moatiavildsaprahasana as published in the south we shall find Prakrit forms in them 

which display the same features. The Pradyumnabhyudaya 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, Subhadrddhanafijaya, pp. 60, 70, Tapatisam- 

nerand, pp. 36, 14, 33, 67, Nagananda, p. 13, Matiavilasa®, pp. 1, 3, etc. For (3) com- 

  

For manuscripts of this play see tho Descriptive Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripia in the Govt. Oriental 

Manuscripts Library, Madras, pp. 8380-82. It is particularly noteworthy that the manuseripts of thie play 

are found along with some of those of the 13 Trivandrum plays as has been noted above. 

2 Archaic forms arc used especially in the speech of Sixpanakha and also Sitéa. In addition to amhiam 

we have tumhinam and tumhehi. The play gives arhadi and’ uses aham itself several times in the speech of ' 

Sairpanakha and Sita. One of the supporters of the Bhasa theory, namely, MM. Haraprasid Shastri (see 

Introduction to the Pratimdndtaka), says that this word dma_is never used by latef poets but is found only in old 

Pali. This affirmative particle aot only ocours in the Ascharyachidamani, bit other plays as well, as T 

have shown below. Besides, is it not the very particle which we hear in Tamil evdry day t The play gives tuvam 

and also éumam. The two forms vaam and karia 1 have not seen in the Aécharyachidamani, but similar’ 

forms occur in the Subhadradhanafijaya and the Tapatisamvarana etc.-as-shown in the sequel. 

2 A. Banerji Saatri, J. 2. A. S., 1921, p. 372. 

4 T.S.S. No, VIXL 67, §. 8. No, XI 

*7. 8S. S. No. XI. 77.9.5. No. LIX
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pare Pradyumné®, pp. 10 and 33, Subhadra®, pp. 15, 145, Tapait’, pp. 14, 61, Naga’, pp. 

24, 24, 28, 71, etc., and Mattam°, p. 2. For (4) see Pradyumnd®, p. 18, Subhadra?, 

p- 70, Tapati’, p. 3, Naga, p.13, and Matta’, pp. 1, 3. ; 

Some other old forms in these plays may also be mentioned here. For khu see Pra- 

dyumna, pp. 10, 11, 24, Subhadra®, pp. 63, 170, etc., Tapatt°, pp. 8, 33, 39, etc., Naga°, 

pp. 24, 34, ete.,.and Matia’, pp. 2,6,9, etc. For forms like kissa see Subhadra°, pp. 17, 

63, 83, 97, 181, 185, Tapait®, pp. 9, 47, 74, etc., Naga’, pp. 66, 71, 88, and Matta®, p. 27. 

For dma see Pradyumnd’, p. 33, Subhadra®, p.57, Tapati’, p. 104, etc. For amhdam see 

Subhadra’, pp. 33, 34, Matta’, pp. 9, 19,24. For forms like kavia see Tapati®, pp. 42, 

8, 108, Subhadra°, p. 168, Ndga°, pp. 88,124. ' For mhisee Subhadra@, p. 84; Naga?, 

p. 80, Matia®, p. 28. For cham and ahake see Pradyumn@, p. 3, Tapati’, pp. 8, 55, 

143, Naga’, p. 71. 

i may go on multiplying instances, but the result will be the same’ The occur- 

rence of these forms will not prove that these works, too, should be relégated to such 

a high antiquity?. They were all written after Kalidasa, whatever be their exact date. 

Yet another work may be put up to show the Hollowness of this argument. It 

is the Bhagavadajjuka which has been referred to above. Here, too, we observe similar 

old Prakrit forms. ‘T'o mention a few of the typical ones as selected by some of the sup~ 

porters of the Bhasa 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. iii). So also twvam (p. viii) and tumam 

(p. xvi) and kissa used in the sense of hasmdat (p. iv). Khwis usually put for khalu with- _ 

out reduplication. The play gives tava and tuvam for the later forms tujjha or gum hee 

and tuman as at pages v, and vili, and employs both evam (p. v) and evvam (p. vill). Like- 

wise we have aham for ahakam and ahake, and soon. Both old and later forms aré 

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 Bhisa theory. 

A special notice appears to be called for regarding the use of some accusative plurals 

in dni belonging to a-stems on which Dr. Thomas? has laid so much stress. I need 

only refer to the note of Dr. L. D. Barnett in the October (1924) issue of the Journal 

of the Royal Asiatic Society® without recapitulating what he has stated there. Forms 

like kusumdni or devéyi occurring 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. I have already shown in connection with the use 

of other forms how unsafe it is to adduce them as evidences of great age. All thes? 
natakas, leaving aside, for the present, the Bhagavadajjuka, were written after 

Kalidasa, whatever their exact date may be. Their Prakrit also contains earlier or 

archaic forms but they are comparatively late compositions. Therefore, to assign the 

Trivandrum naiakas 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 Prakrit* formations would be unreasom 
  

1 Cf. Barnett, J. R.A. S., 1921, pp. 587-9. 

2 Ibid, 1924, p. 440 £. 

3p. 655. 1 

4 Dr. Sukthankar in his very informing notes which he has recently contributed to tha Journal of the Bombay 
Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society (1925, April issue), has, I now find, thoroughly examined the wholo cf the 
Prikrit qeestion and appears to have admitted (page 132), quite in a genuine scholarly spirit, I would say, that in 

this respect, at least, bis expectations have not been realized.
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able. Thus, the argument based on the archaic forms of Sanskrit as well as Prakrit 
also falls to the ground. ட 

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 thatthe Mrichchhakatikd depends on the Trivandrum play 
named Chérudatia 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 Chdérudatiq as compared with that of the Mrichchhaka- 
7284. 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 Mrichchhakatika. There can be no doubt that the author of the one has 

copied or taken them from the other.’ The Chérudatta is believed to be the source, 
and to inake the author of the Mrichchhakatika the borrower, it is affirmed that the 

Trivandrum edition of the Chdrudatta presents only an incomplete text of the play, 
the continuation! of which still lies hidden somewhere, possibly in the south. It is 
further declared that some of the incidents mentioned in the Mrichchhakatthé are not 

connected with the real plot and are to be treated as mere cumbersome narratives. 
This practically means that the author of the Mrickchhakatiké quietly incorporated 
the whole of the play or the four acts of it ascribihg 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.2 We know of sayings like Kavir-vantam samasnute, 
but cannot forget what Bhamaha has said®?— 

Gases WA Bea WTS | 

ஏன்‌ எள சான என்னா ஏரி; ॥ 

Poets or poetasters may borrew 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_can express the story or the ideas in their own words 
as far as possible. In the Mrichchhakajiha, however, there is no anyokidnuvdda or 

jranslation, 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? 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- 
  

2 Dr. Sukthankar in his article in the Journal of the Mythic Society of Bangalore, Vol. IX, 1919, pp» 188 ff., 

has worked out this point at some length and tried to show that the Charudadia is an incomplete play, and so 

it ia! 

* Here I am reminded of Washington Irving’s reverie given in bis Sketch Book regarding the art of beok- 

making. Are we to think that, as Bhiisa’s works were unknown at the time, the writer of tae Mrickchhakatike ap- 

propristed hie work to himself with no fear of detection ? 

3 See Introduction to Pratimandtaka. p. xvi. 

47, R.A. 3. 1923, 99, 602, 6.
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ness of fate.” In support of guesses like these it is added that a courteous poet, who 

would not accuse king Sidraka 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 a 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 Kddambard and the Dasakuma- 
racharita were in all probability continued only.in the name of the original authors. 
That the Charudatia is only a part of a “fuller” work from which it has been culled 
out will become clear if we éxamine it closely and compare it with the Mrichchhaka- 
tika. It has no ndndé nor a Bharatavakyam. 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 Bhasa ? The circumstance that a manuscript 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 Mrickchha- 
katikd are not different works, and the former is only a part of the latter just as the 
Maviranka-nataka is a part of the Pratijidyaugandharadyana of this very series 
although the Chakyars consider it to be a distinct drama. Differences to be noticed 
in it are rather immaterial, and are attributable to local causes. I would call the 

Chérudaita a different recension of the first few acts of the Mrichchhakatika. To 

write down the name of the hero and the heroine or call them nayaka and ganika 
matters little, as far as the actual representation on the stage is concerned. Sometimes, 

as in the case of Jimitavihana in the N dgdnanda, only Nayaka i is put down in place 
of the name of the hero. The difference in the names of Sarvilaka and Sajjalaka does 
not 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 (Karnapiiraka and Radanika) 
makes no difference at all, Sidraka as a playwright or rather Jovi must have been 
very popular in the south. In the sthapand of the Tapatisamvarana of Kulagekha- 
tavarman he is named first of all the mahdkavis as ayyaSuddaa-Kdliddsa-Harisa- 

Dand:-ppamuhdnam mahakatnam annadamasya, etc. The Mrichchhakatikd is 
utidoubtedly one of the best natakds wé know of. Naturally it must have been 
selected for the stage. The whole being a long piece, only a part of it was selected 
for occasional performances. That the Mrichchhakatika was tampered with we are 
quite certain. On the authority of an ancient commentary, Wilson pointed out long 
ago that from the words esd ajja Chaludattasea to the remark dishtyd jivita- suhpidvarga 
Gryah of Sarvilaka in the last act of this drama the whole text was incorporated by 
Nilakantha.? That this is £0 is borne out by the verse— 

எனக: afaatfaansaed aq Waa I 

weg ளிரிள்‌ Teas aq t 

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

1 Of. M. M. Ganapati கசம்‌ Pratima?. Introduction, p. Xi. 

2 This was noted by me long agoin my notes on the Mrichchhakatika (N. 8. Press, Bombay, 1902, pages Lig- 
320). Dr. Morgenstierne has also noticed it recently iz tis work referred to above.
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but Nilakantha was anxious to bring about a happy union ofall the dramatis persone. 

Likewise, the person who. culled the Chérudatta from the Mrichchhakatika had to see 

that it would be acted at such and sich 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 ; ohe goes to meet the 

other who has got the news and is ready to receive her. Even in the Mrichchhaka- 

tiké what follows Vasantasena’s starting is the tediously interrupting conversation 

she had with the vita and an ordinary exchange of a few sentences after which the lovers 

retired. That the Mrichchhakatika 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 Dhita insisting 

on self-immolation in the tenth uct are instances of such interpolations. The Chd- 
rudatia was in all probability taken out when the play was perhaps free from ‘such 
interpolations. This is, possibly, the reason why we notice some difference in the quota- 

tions by Vamana in the Kavydlankérasiitravritti. One of these quotations is found in 

both the Charudatta and the M: richchhakatika, though it agrees rather with the version 

of the former. The other quotation is found in the Mrichchhakatikaé only, for the 

Chérudatta does not contain the gamblers’ scene at all. In the same way if a quota- 

tion is taken from the episode of Dbata in the last act of the Mrichchhakanka, 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 Mrichchhakafika 

will be there. 
Here we should remember that Vamana has referred to Sidraka as the author 

of the Mrichchhakatika? and has quoted from his work. While saying— 

ஏரி என்னன yary ரானி சண | 

he does not refer to Bhisa. Hada work of Bhasa, as the Ché@rudatia is 

supposed to he, existed. in his time, in all probability he would have refer- 

red to it in preference to that of Siidraka, for it was original. But he has not. This 

fact will indicate that, at the time Vaimana lived, the writer of the Mrichchhaka- 

tikd was regarded to be an original writer and not a plagiarist. Iam not here concerned 

with the question of the authorship? of this prakarana. What Isay in this connection 

is that the piece called Chdrudatta need not be the work of a writer who is differ- 

ent from that of the Mrichchhakatika on the reasons so far advanced, nor can Bhisa 

be its author. That the story did not end with the fourth act of the Chérudatia 

_ 4 Ds. Charpentier, J. BR. 4. §., 1928, p. 602. 

2 Bhattanatha Svimi; Indsan Antiguary 1916, pp. 189 ff. 

2 I beliove in the South Indian origin of the Mrichchhakafika and that Sadraka was possibly a southerner. 

Still, I do not think that he could be a Raja Komafi, The tradition connecting him with the Komafi caste does 

not appear to be very trustworthy. The Kanyakapurdpa where it is recorded and which is considered to be the 

obief work of the Komatis is not an ancient work. It probably belongs to the 10th or the 11th century A.D. and 

the Vishnuvardhana counected with it was, apparently, the Chola king Rajendrs, the patron of Nannayabhatta, 

the author of the Telugu Bhiratam who fourished about the llth century 4. D. In this connection see 

Dr. Charpentier’s note ‘‘ The author aad date of the Mrichchhakatita”, in J. M. A. S. 1923, pp. 593 ff. 

B2
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seems to be certain. It is equally so, that it continued in the Mrichchhakatikd. To 
think of the existence of a continuation of the Chdrudatia in some manuscript which 
is lying hidden somewhere, as some of these scholars do, seems to be unnecessary 

and futile. 
Dr. Keith in his review of Dr. Morgenstierne’s work, referred to above, seems to 

favour the view that the Mrichchhakatika represents a working over of the Chdérudat- 

ta1and that the Charudatia is nota shortened version of it. He gces a step further 

and says that Bhasa probably left his work, namely Chdrudatia, incomplete, and 

some unknown author who worked itup in the form of the Mrickchhakatika found 
out a device of ascribing the work to Sidraka to secure for it a measure of attention 
which, would not have been accorded to 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 Sadraka as the author 
of the play had no historical reality. Itis true that the figure of Siidraka in Sanskrit 

literature has a legendary character, but does it follow that the Sadraka of the Mri- 
chehhakatiké 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 catarrh and was cured by the mercy of 
Siva.” His identity, however, has not yet been established. 

To think of some unknown writer who “worked up” the Chéarudatta and ascribed 
the whole piece to 2 mythical ruler is to demand too much from imagination. It does 
not carry convictionhome. There is hardly any necessity of creating further myths 
to show the high standard of self-abnegation. That the author of the M richchhakatika 
was a 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. It is there that the master-piece of the play, namely, Sams- 
thainaka 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 Charudatia, 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 a fabulous or semi-mythical individual as Sidraka $ Why did he not, if he 
was a selfless writer, ascribe the work to Bhasa himself? The name of Bhasa would 
have secured greater fame and more attention than that of Sidrake if that alone was 
the object. There is no reason why we should disbelieve the statement made in the 
prologue as to its authorship. While putting forth such assumptions, we take it for 
granted that the Chdrudatia was written by the ancient Bhasa and that as the Mrich. 
chhakatika 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, 
a.e., the Mrichchhakatika and neither a shortened version nor a basis of it. This view 
Will obviate the vain hope expressed by some of the supporters of the Bhasa theory, 
that the continuation of the Trivandrum play will? come out some day and support 
their hypothesis. ்‌ 

1ம்‌ கத 1923, pp. 59-60, 
2 There is no need of testing the points brought forward to show that the Charudatta is an incomplete play for 1 admit that it is no aa aompared with the Mrichchhubafika ot which it is only a part.
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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. Rajasirnha 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 
Raja of the Dhirtavitasamvdda of Iévaradatta and Narendra of the Ubhayabhisa- 
rik 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 Pandya Tér-maran 

Rajasithha I, while Dr. Sten Konow recognises the Western Kshatrapa named Rudzra- 

girahe (Cir. 181-196 A.D.) in him. Possibly, there were two-patrons. One was called 

Rajasirhha and the other Upendra, for both these terms occur in the concluding verses. 

It is not impossible that these epithets are meant for the two Pallava chicks, namely, 

Sirhavishnu (Cir. 590 A. D.) and Narasithhavarman Rajasithhe I (Cor. 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— 

29 9 . 
கி சளி னார்‌ 
எலு எ: ஏன்ளி wag ? 

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 will remain obscure, for the author himself wanted to keep it so, otherwise he 

would have given us the proper name of the patron. Here, J think, it will not be out of 

place to consider what Mr. K. P. Jayaswal has thought of this patron and the age 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 

ima sdgara-paryantam,® etc. He thinks that such ideas cannot go back further 

than the days of Chandragupta Maurya and 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. C. In sup- 

port of this opinion, he adduces the words “our sovereign”, “sovereign lion” and the 

terms Upendra and Narayana used in these plays. In the latter name he recognises 

the Kanva-Narayana.* A glance at the passage in the Ditavakyam, ov which so. much 

reliance is placed, will show that there is no mention of the ‘‘Barhadrathas” at all, the 

person intended being Jarasandha, the son of Brihadratha. If Narayana 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 Narayana do 

  

! A somewhat similar case is represented by the Dhurtavitasamvdda of iévaradatte, which has already been pub- 

lished. In the concluding stanza of this Bhana, which is likewise not s Bharaiavikyam, we find yarafa எள்‌ ராடு 

wen ermRaare. Curiously enough like the Trivandrum Svapravdsavadaita this piece also, as hea been stated 

by the editors Messra. Ramakrishna and Raéman&th, in the introduction to the Chaturbhdci, is mentioned by 

Bhojadevs in his Spingaraprakasa. 

3 Avimaraka, 

3 See fentnote above where we have Sagaramekhalém inatesd. 

47. §. 3, No. XXII, p. 30.
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Lot refer to any mortal, but the chief god of the Hindu triad, as the benedictory stanzas 

in some of these plays, ¢.g., the Urubhanga or the Madhyamavydyoga will clearly show. 

No reliance can be placed on ideas like “one umbrella rule”, for they are little Jess than 

poetic embellishments. Students of Indian epigraphy and numismatics know that 

even ordinary petty chieftains are very often described as overlords and emperors of 
the world pet Aas jf ple dd 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 
anknown we may take a few of the South Indian kings. Venkata I is described as rul- 
ing over the whole earth from the Setu to the Himavat.1 Some of the Pandya kings 
are® said to have engraved the pair of fish on the topmost rock of the lord of mountains 

or the Himalaya. Sundara-Pandya is said to have conquered Konkana, Koéala, Ma- 

gadha, Kalinga and 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 

from the south wants to describe an ancient event whicl 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 India, 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, I do not consider it necessary to think of any special empire of the Mauryas, 
the Kushnas, the Guptas, or others. Nor does it appear to be necessary to think 

of the royal statues discovered at Mathura, while reading of the Pratimdgriha or Val- 
halla in the Pratimandaiake for, in the south itself there must have been such grthas 

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 Varaha cave there 
has got a seated figure of Sirhhavishnu 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 
portrart figures (pratimds) 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 
read‘ Srt-Simhavinnu-Pottadhirajan and §rt-Mahéndra-Pottadhirajan, “respectively. 
A writer from the south, who knows of such pratimds, or one might say—pratimagrt_ 
has—in his own province, need not think of the portrait statues of the Kushanas, the 
Saisundgas or other dynasties. Thus, we see that the argument of the pratumagrthas 
cannot counteract the proposition that the Pratimandtaka was written in or after 
the sixth century of the Christian era by a South Indian writer. That he was ac- 
quainted with the Mathura country will not make the author a mdthura or for the 
matter of that, a northerner. That the Pratimandtaka cannot be such an old work as 
the followers of the Bhasa theory take it to be, we shall see presently. 

‘See Padmaneri or Vellangudi grants, Hp. Ind. Vol. XVI, நர்‌. 291 8. 
* See Velvikudi grant of Nedugjadaiyan, Ep. Ind, Vol. XVIL, po. 291 ff. 
® South Indian Inscrvptiona, Vol. IV, p. 108, No. 372. 
4 Innual Rapart on South Indian Epigraphy, Madrag (1922-23), >, 94.
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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 Nagavana, 
the old Rajagriha and Pataliputra when it was just founded arid, therefore, must be very 

old. I 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 manner, yet, I wonder if we will 

aseribé such a work to a hoary antiquity on that account. The traditional epithetal 

of Bhasa like Jalana-mitte, “friend of fire” Bhdso haseh “laugh of poetry” and purana 
“the ancient’’, cannot prove that Bhasa was the autho 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 Stiharsha. The tradition making 

இநகத the friend of fire is preserved in the Prithvirdjavijaya.? In that case Bhasa would 

-become the writer of the Svapnavdsavadatia ag Well as the -Vishnudharmottara,? in that 

both these works were regarded to be of exceptional merit and believed to have with- 

stood the ordeal of fire.t I have already given my view regarding the Svapnavasava- 

datta of the Trivandrum séries. It cannot be the Svapnavasavadatia of Bhasa, which 

is still an untraced work: As to the other book, I am inclined to identify it with the 

Vishnudharmottariya 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. 

I doubt if due importance has been attached-to the evidence of the ‘anthologies 

against the Bhisa theory. Some twelve stanzas are ascribed to Bhiasa in these col- 

lections, and itis very remarkable that none of these is tobe 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 twelvd should be found there, if they were written by Bhasa at all. 

Leaving aside the anthologies, we find that even the verse peya 93272, ete., which Soma 

deva in his Yasastilaka ascribes to Bhasa, does not occur in any of these thirteen nd- 

takas. Qn the other hand, it is found in the Mattavildsaprahasana, as stated above, 

where, apparently, it occurs as a subhdshita.” This negative evidence, I think, also 

goes against the Bhisa theory. 

நர, Banerji, J. R. A. 9. 1921, p. 379. 

* Ind. Ant. 1918, pp. 52-58. 
3 Rajasckhore’s Siktimukavali— 

ளா ளகக; ௭ எடு 

எரா TISAI WAR: Ut 
Prithvirajavijaya. 

ளன are ay faut, 

ணாக ராவி | 

« There is no necessity of believing in the transference of tradition suggested by Mr. D. R. Bhandarkar in 

Ind. Ant. 1913, p. 53. 
a 

8 Buhler in his exhaustive article on it (Ind. Ant., Vol. xix, pp. 382 ff.) has shown that it is en old work whiob 

was extant about 500 A. D. 

® See above, page 13. - 

7 Dr. Thomas (J. RB. A. S. 1922, p. 82) says that one of these verses ascribed to Bhisa was identified by 

Ganapati Sdstri in his edition of the Matiavilasa, which is similar in structure to Bhass’s works though I have not 

been able to find out that verse.
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_ As to the Pratindndiaka, 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 Arthaéasira is not to be seen in this play. I think the futility 
of this poirit will become clear, if the speech of Ravana, where these names occur, is 

-carefully analysed. Ravana 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 Srdddha rites he does 
not follow the Dharma-sastra. Fearing that Rama may find him out, he mixes u 
the authorities, and to confuse Rama brings in cows, Vardhranas, and “ golden ” deer 
somehow. The existing law books do not supporthim. The Vishnusmriti recommends 

a cow for only a partial satisfaction,! but the Manusmriti does not. Vardhranas is a 
cattle not a bird,? as recommended for the Srdddha rites.. The bird of this tame may do 
for a bali-déna’ only, What Ravana says is not supported by the éastra. he brags to be 
conversant with. The author makes him say so to show how hypocritical he is, and 
bri: 1s in Maricha in the form of a deer quite ingeniously to make Rama, leave the cot- 
tage and pursue the false deer. The talk of antique Sastras is to impress his import- 
ance upon Rama. Kautilya, asa reference to Chapter II of the Arthasastra will show, 
knew of the arthasastras, viz., the Manava, the Barhaspatya and the Auganasa 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 Usanas is meant for the Rékshasas. 
He did not mention Kautilya for his “crooked policy” as he 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 to us. . I doubt if we know of the Nyaya-Sastra 
oi Medhétithi, for instance, This argument is further vitiated by the verse— 

swat a2 aera oa 3 gvefa: | 
எண எனச்‌ ஸிஏிஸ்‌ ஸ்ர ப 

which is found in the Hitopadega. There is no mention here of Kautilya. Does it fol- 
low that the Hitopadesa was written before Kautilya? Certainly not. I doubt if 
any importance could be attached to argumentum ex stlentio or to the mention of more 
ancient names in such: cases, As Medhatithi is spoken of in the Pratiéma°, so are the 
Sramanas in some of these ndtakas, for instance, in the Pratijifia’, the Aviméraka or 
the Charudatia. They appear certainly as Buddhist monks, and to explain away 
their mention in these plays by saying that Brahmanic treatises like the Vaikhdnasa- 
dharmaprasna' also talk of them, cannot hold good, for the latter speak of them ag 
ascetics practising penance and not as the followers of Buddha. This and other similar 
arguments, occasionally advanced in support of the Bhasa theory, do not require 
serious consideration and may be passed over. 

Conclusion.—Thus, I think, 1 have examined here all the main arguments which 
have been brought forward in support of the Bhasa theory and shown how hollow they 

18. B. BH. LXXX, p. 249, 

3 Kallaka on Manu, UI, 271. — 

* Bee Kalikapuraya quoted in the Sabdakalpadruma under the word. 
“Introduction to Pratima-, p. XXX.
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are. They can by no iueans prove that Bhdsa 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 Aécharyachtidémani, 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 a fairly old 

composition. Ido 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 

Prakrit 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 Bhasa theory 

or by his supporters in India and abroad, will suffice, singly or collectively, to prove 

that Bhasa, the ancient playwright, was their author. All these arguments are atwydpta 
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- 

ing solved the question about Bhasa or the authorship of the Trivandrum plays, which 

must consequently he treated as an open one. The Trivandrum plays cannot be the 

-work of Bhasa. We must still hope for some lucky chance that may bring to light the 

real “ndtakachakra” of Bhasa so highly spoken of by writers like Rajasitaha, Bana or 
Kalidasa, the immortal poet of India. So the Bhasa theory has been a very 

pleasant illusion all this time, and I shall feel amply rewarded if what I have stated 
xin these pages goes to disillusion its adherents, as it has done in my Own case.
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