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INTRODUCTION

tion histories from other parts of the world, we have a surprisingly

shadowy understanding of what great literary works composed
in South Asia meant to generations of audiences. In earlier “histories of
literature,” individual works were often presented as static texts with
an intrinsic set of features and values that could be uncritically impli-
cated in a narrow or generalized history of a period, a region, or a genre.
Accordingly, the emphasis in these works was almost always on the text
itself (or, more commonly, groups of texts) and rarely ventured to address
how an indigenous literary tradition received and experienced one of its
key texts. As such, after more than a century of scholarship, even now we
can only gather a vague idea of what kinds of reading communities—and
reading practices—clustered around works of literature that continued to
remain relevant for a culture over centuries, The case of Sanskrit poetry
(kavya) and specifically a genre known as mahdakavya (literally, a “long”
or “great” poem) is emblematic of this poverty in our historical compre-
hension. Several Sanskrit mahdkavya are widely understood as classics
of South Asian literature, and while sophisticated studies of individual
mahdkavya have become available recently, no existing work has yet
treated a single poem’s literary history from the point of view of its audi-
ences.! Considerable advances and important contributions to the under-
standing of the intellectual history of Sanskrit culture have been made
in the past few decades—especially concerning rich traditions of poetics
(alarnikdradastra) from the sixth through seventeenth centuries. However,
outside of understanding literary culture through the universalizing
rubrics of formalized poetics, more investigation into other aspects of the
lives of texts is needed to fully explain a literary tradition’s view of itself.

C OMPARED TO what we know about classic works with long recep-
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Missing, for instance, are serious discussions about an individual
sanskrit poem’s reading communities and their reading practices, a seNse
of what tied a particular work’s readership together over centuries, and
what the dynamics of difference between these audiences, separated by
time and space, were. There is a complex relationship, as philosophers
like Paul Ricoeur have argued, between “the world of the text” and “the
world of the reader” but the two have been conflated to such an extent in
much of the early scholarship on Sanskrit literature that, even today, it is
virtually impossible to think of individual works as having a complicated
history mediated by various approaches to explain and interpret a text
over time.* Missing also is an acknowledgment of the complex, conflicted,
and even contradictory effect that knowledge of a text’s long history has
on readers at varying points in history, including the present. Admittedly,
linking individual texts, or even genres, with real communities of readers
from premodern South Asia is a difficult task. This is especially the case
for texts with long reception histories for which we have centuries-long
gaps in tangible evidence to explain how individuals and certain social
groups approached them or how they might have functioned within
institutions dedicated to learning and teaching literature. Nevertheless,
based on the evidence we do have, certain questions can and remain to be
addressed. For example, outside of the alankdrasastra, what are the differ-
ent types of readership a Sanskrit poem attracted across centuries? What
were some of the diverse explanatory or interpretive practices readers
brought to the text? What tied all of them together?

some of these questions first came up for me while encountering ref-
erences to a twelfth-century Sanskrit poem entitled the Naisadhiyacarita-
Histories of Sanskrit literature consistently noted that the Naisadhtyacarita
(\iterally, the Deeds or Adventures of Nala, King of Nisadha), or simply the
Naisadhtya,® was considered to be the “last” of the great poems of the clas-
sical Sanskrit tradition and that “to the purely native taste;” it had been
preferable to all other long Sanskrit poems, studied and praised more fre-

quently than even Kalidasa's works.! But 1 also read contrary statements
in other histories of Sanskrit literature:

The Naisadhiyacarita is the last masterpiece of industry and ingenuity but
to class it with the masterpieces of Kalidasa, Bharavi, and even Migha is to
betray an ignorance of the difference between poetry and its counterfeit.
Sriharsa not only shares but emphasizes to an extreme degree the worst

kind of artificialities of his tribe; and no sound-hearted, sound-minded
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reader will ever include him in the small class of great poets. . . . Even if
a modern critic has the inclination to share the enthusiasm of Sriharsa’s
admirers, the poet’s impossible and incessant affectations rise up in witness
against such an attitude. [The] modern reader often perhaps lacks [the]
equipment and aptitude [to appreciate the poem] and therefore finds little
interest in a work that, for its cult of style, has always been so popular with

scholars of a traditional type.’

I was confused by the stark gulf that these authors suggested: that the
Naisadhiya could once be considered, by some, as the finest poem in
Sanskrit while others now would barely recommend, if not dismiss alto-
gether, the idea of picking it up. Some years of actually reading Sanskrit
poetry, and not just secondary reviews of it, disabused me of trusting
the opinions of literary scholars trained to write about it under the spell
of nineteenth-century and early-twentieth-century aesthetic expec-
tations.® I gathered that while centuries of premodern reading must
have embraced feelings of identification with the poet, most colonial-
era scholarship on the Naisadhiya—and on much of Sanskrit literature—
sought to separate itself from the premodern practices of Naisadhiya
commentary. Premodern audiences addressed the Naisadhiya as part of a
tradition of classic mahakdvya, and, therefore, to write a commentary on
the poem meant to try to become an ideal reader for a poem one clearly
respected. Modern critics from the colonial period, by and large, ignored
or underplayed the tradition in which the text was understood, received,
and taught. At the same time, however, much of this literary-historical
scholarship desired some form of connection with scholastic engage-
ments from the past and, thus, to maintain a relationship with a continu-
ous discourse of the Naisadhiya.

Recognition of this shift in scholarly attitude notwithstanding, the
modern critiques of the Naisadhiya also inspired a strong curiosity: What
could the “native taste” have actually meant across time, and what did
a “traditional type” of reader like about the Naisadhiya that these later
critics clearly despised? Could we recover forms of literary awareness
and criticism about the poem that might have existed in the past, and
might still—or no longer—exist in the present? Ultimately, this curiosity
led me to investigate documents, agents, and social contexts that would
otherwise have remained invisible to a project solely focused on the
text itself. What began, therefore, as a modest exploration of one of the
greatest works of South Asian poetry has now also become a book about
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dozens of arguably less-important works, composed by dozens of men
over hundreds of years, Rather than speak of a single literary work, there-

fore, 1 claim to write here about a singular tradition of a literary work: the
Naisadhiya tradition.

A TRADITION OF A TEXT

The word tradition, even when applied to literary texts, can be a protean
designation, open to being shaped (or disfigured) to suit hosts of possible
pasts, presents, and futures, Most simply, a literary tradition may refer
to sets of textual and scholarly practices that grow up around a root ot
source text (mitla-grantha in Sanskrit). Tradition, thus, explains an ongoing
set of self-aware text-critical and aesthetic engagements with a pOWerﬁd
literary object that span centuries. These engagements include, but are
not limited to, formal commentaries, narrative texts, encomia, pseude-
pigrapha,” translations, visual representations,” anonymous snatches
of literary-critical discourse available from oral tradition, and modern
forms of literary criticism.

A well-known maxim in Sanskrit explains: “a commentator knows
but not the poet” (vyakhyatd jana ti na tu kavih). Accordingly, the most
important documents for my study are commentaries on the Naisadhiya
written in Sanskrit from the thirteenth to twentieth centuries. In addi-
tion to being different hermeneutic orientations to the poem, commen-
taries serve as storehouses for encomia (prasasti) to the Naisadhiya and
biographical information about the text, the author, and the reception
history of the poem. Commentaries help us, among other things, to trace
the poem’s legibility through history. They present sites for competing
aesthetics and draw out important contrasts between the creative and
critical enterprises intrinsic to Sanskrit literary culture—the work of the
poet (kavi) and the scholar (pandita). Tradition also frames sets of shared
tastes and values that, over time, undergo subtle changes and even rever-
sals. Recognizing that certain literary texts can, in many situations, be
encountered autonomous to any mediating influences, it seems that
very many other works, by dint of their age and reputation, can never be
approached through such a naive lens. Tradition, therefore, rather than
fortifying the idea that literary works are received unmediated, trans-his-

torically, and are available to all people at all times in all contexts, actually
helps us to move away from this fiction.
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Finally, tradition serves as a label for the effect produced in readers
when encountering and sustaining an older and influential work that
brings with it centuries of readings, reading practices, and dramatic
shifts in context of reading. In applying a concept like tradition to frame
a diverse reception history for an 800-year-old poem like the Naisadhiya,
this book pays special attention to the critical concepts associated with
reader-reception theories developed in the latter half of the twenti-
eth century. In particular, my understanding of a Naisadhiya tradition
encompasses seeing commentators, at different turns, as different types
of readers and part of different types of reading communities. Thus, fol-
lowing one stream of reader-response theory, Text to Tradition delineates
the reading practices of empirical readers and reading communities in
specific historical situations in order to reconstruct the contributions of
human agents in forming the Naisadhiya tradition as it exists for us today.’
I'see the literary-historical agenda of my study as less guided by an urge
to understand the Naisadhiya as such and more focused on the critical
engagements that explore its changing intelligibility from the point of
view of different audiences at different periods. I plot, therefore, a selec-
tive trajectory that focuses on those moments when the Naisadhiya tra-
dition turns to analyze its own history, as my primary concern is with
the way readers of the poem throughout history imagine and write about
their relationship with each other and with their predecessors. I have
sought to articulate those changes, tracing the history of the tradition
through some of its most important transitional moments.

I am also sympathetic to other understandings of an “audience” as
largely a critical fiction—an implied reader—and wish fruitfully to see
the Naisadhiya tradition as largely an effect the poem has had on readers
throughout history. Here I interpret reader identifications with Sriharsa
and the Naisadhiya as largely an affinity to effects rather than objective
entities. Thus, we may posit readers’ response to a Sriharsa effect or to
a Naisadhiya effect rather than to an actual poet and poem. Each discur-
sive engagement with the poem sees it as something different. There are
multiple Naisadhiyas, in other words, conceived in different ways by com-
mentators-as-editors, commentators-as-interpreters, biographers and
hagiographers, or by literary critics. The poem’s discursive genres also
develop independently of the poetic traditions of encomia, imitation, and
oral verses speaking of rivalry between poems and generally produce a
different kind of Naisadhiya as the object of scholarship, evaluation, and
commentary. The shifting and unpredictable nature I identify with the
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‘ et . ion
Naisadhiya tradition at various historical moments also speaks to a notio

that neither the text nor its empirical readers have an independent status
but are rather mutually constituted/absorbed into an “interpretive COM~

munity” that determines, at any given point, what the text is.”

THE TEXT OF THE TRADITION

The text at the heart of the tradition is an extraordinary one. The fol-
Jowing chapters, where I explore and discuss the Naisadhiya's unique aes”
thetic as a poem and what 1 am calling the Naisadhfya tradition, will make

dear what makes it so extraordinary. First, however, 1 briefly address thf%
choice of this particular work over and above hundreds of other candi-

dates, especially when the reception histories of equally neglected works
of more well-known poets like Kalidasa remain to be written.

The Naisadhiya emerged at an important moment in South Asian liter-
ary and intellectual history. It was produced at the eve of a new politi-
cal dispensation in northern India that would gradually but definitively
realign the patronage networks of Sanskrit literary and intellectual pro-
duction, At a time when vernacular languages were boldly moving into
the literary realm, the Naisadhiya had an unprecedented role in catalyz-
ing change in various literary cultures of South Asia. The Naisadhiya’s
awareness of regional languages is manifested, for example, in a twelfth-
century Sanskrit enriched by neologisms, a distinctive style and syntax:
a turn toward the use of popular subgenres well represented in the liter”
ary cultures of the newly emergent languages, and the use of vernacular
meters, New works on poetics dealing with topics of trope and rhetoric
crop up during the time of Sriharsa to keep pace with the transforming
aesthetics of kavya in Sanskrit and the regional languages. It is the first,
and in some cases the only, mahakdvya translated into the early literary
cultures of South Asia’s regional languages. In addition to being a source
text for Pahari painters during the eighteenth century and Kathakali dra-
matists since the seventeenth century, it has also been read as religious
allegory by audiences since the sixteenth century.

The poem is an emblem of a literary age in transition, The Naisadhtya
was both a distillation of past mahdkdvya practices and a model for future
poets working in multiple South Asian languages. Less than a century
after its composition, the legacy of the poem began to take shape through
the emergence of Sanskrit commentaries and biographies of both the
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poem and poet. By the fourteenth century, literary communities across
the subcontinent came to see the Naisadhiya as the fifth and final text in
a canonical formulation known as the paficamahakavya, or “the five [clas-
sic] mahakavya,” which include the works of Kalidasa (fourth century ce?),
Bharavi (sixth century), and Magha (seventh century). The Naisadhiya
both affirms inherited norms of the mahakavya tradition (from earlier
poets like Kalidasa, Bharavi, and Magha) and also galvanizes new trends
in Sanskrit and regional South Asian literatures. As we shall see, however,
the energy it infused in the genre was not unanimously lauded among
the critics historically. Its unstable position as a “great work,” therefore,
in the divergent evaluative matrices of Sanskrit literary communities has
rendered the poem both a confirmation and a disruption of familiar pat-
terns in works that precede it. Finally, its relative lateness (the twelfth
century), in relation to other established classics, makes the poem coeval
with the unprecedented increase of secondary kavya-related documents
in South Asia (formal commentaries, narrative accounts, translations, and
adaptations), supplying its historical record with a richly detailed and
textured archive—clearly the most extensive of any mahakdvya we have,
The diverse history of this important Sanskrit literary work’s reception
from the twelfth to twentieth centuries, therefore, effectively indexes the
wider changes that characterize the literary landscape of South Asia in
the second millennium.

éRfHARSA: THE POET AT THE HEAD OF THE TRADITION

Playfully broken are the tusks of that mad elephant,
that group of Carvikas who hold that

only perception leads to true knowledge.

The attack is executed by the hands of a lion,
whose human form is Sriharsa.

These actions of his are well known in the world."
Varadardja Pandita, commentator on the Khandanakhandakhadya

Sriharsa, in addition to being the single most remarkable poet of his age, is
also among the most important philosophers working during this period.
His philosophical masterpiece Khandanakhandakhadya (Edible Pieces of
Hostile Argument), what he calls a companion piece to the Naisadhiya, rev-
olutionizes Indian philosophy and will be considered by later audiences
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as a foundational text of a mature phase of Advaita Vedanta, an influen-
tial school propounding the nonduality (advaita) of Being.™ One of the
epilogue verses of the Naisadhiya mentions that the king of Kanyakubja
(Kanauj) honored $riharsa. Throughout the first millennium cE, the kings
of Kanauj supported the development of Sanskrit poetry and poetics, giv-
ing patronage to authors like Banabhatta, Bhavabhiti, Trivikramabhatta,
and Rajaéekhara.” Fixing Sriharsa’s date and patronage in Kanauyj, how-
ever, has vexed modern scholars as it had the earlier Sanskrit commen-
tators of the Naisadhiya. The only certainty is that the poet-philosopher
worked in the courts of one or more of the Gahadavala kings of the twelfth
century (Govindacandra, Vijayacandra, and Jayacandra)—somewhere
between 1125 and 1180 CE." Govindacandra (1114-1155 CE) was followed
by his son Vijayacandra (1155-1170 cE), who, according to a standard
historical narrative, presided over the beginning of Gahadavala decline:
the loss of the Delhi region to Turuskas (Turks) and encroachment from
the east by then-prince and soon-to-be Sena king Laksmanasena.”” The
Gahadavila dynasty effectively ended with the death of Vijayacandra'’s
son Jayacandra (1170-1193 cE) at the battle of Candwar, where he was
reportedly killed by Mu'izz ud-Din Ghiiri’s general Qutb ud-Din Aibak.'
Historical records do not provide a definite indication of which
Kanyakubja king patronized Sriharsa. The traditional Sanskrit com-
mentators of Naisadhiya variously place Sriharsa at the courts of three
of the Gahadavala kings. The fifteenth-century Naisadhiya commenta-
tor Gadadhara comments on a stray detail from the epilogue verse that
mentions $riharsa as honored by a king of Kanyakubja (kanyakubjesvara).
Gadadhara thus places Sriharsa in the court of Govindacandra, but with-
out any justification. In the final verse of the fifth canto of the Naisadhiya
(v. 138), Sriharsa mentions that he composed a praise poem honoring a
certain king “Vijaya” in his Srivijayaprasasti; on this basis, several scholars
have speculated that Govindacandra’s son Vijayacandra was his patron.
The Naisadhiya’s seventh canto (v. 110) mentions a lost work by Sriharsa
in honor of an unnamed Bengali king (the Gaudorvisakulaprasasti); on
this basis, seventeenth-century commentator Gopinatha writes in his
Harsahrdaya that Sriharsa was in the court of the Sena king Vijayasena
(1097-1160 CE). References from later texts outside the commentarial
tradition, such as Rajasekharasiri's Prabhandhakosa, place Sriharsa in
Jayacandra’s court. In light of the well-established notion that Jayacandra
emphasized the “ideals of dharma symbolized by Visnu and Rama,” some
also highlight as noteworthy to the argument of Jayacandra as Sriharsa’s
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patron the hymn to the twelve forms of Visnu found in the twenty-first
canto of the Naisadhiya.”” G.R. Watve, in his history of Sanskrit literature
in Marathi, suggests that Sriharsa wrote the Naisadhiya to commemorate
the groom-choosing ceremony (svayamvara) of Jayacandra’s daughter
Samyogitd (Samyukta).”® I find it probable that the poet worked under the
patronage of all, or at least two, of the Gahadavala kings but composed the
Naisadhiya at the court of Jayacandra, the last of the Gahadavalas.

THE NALA-DAMAYANTI STORY

Karkotaka the snake,
the king Rtuparna, and
Nala and Damayanti:
Singing their praise
destroys Kali's effect.””
The Mahabhdrata, The Forest Book

The Naisadhiya focuses on the famous romance of Nala and Damayanti,
a crucial episode in a larger story about the famous couple’s union,
exile, separation, and ultimate reunion. Sriharsa chooses only to focus
on the couple’s falling in love, marriage, and honeymoon. The entire
story, known to generations of South Asian audiences, is narrated in the
Mahabharata and Somadeva’s eleventh-century Kathdsaritsdgara (Ocean of
Rivers of Stories). The narrative begins with Nala, king of Nisadha, who,
upon hearing of DamayantT’s beauty and virtue, longs to be with her. As
he pines for her in the palace garden, a golden hamsa (the Indian goose)
alights nearby. Nala captures the bird but sets it free when it promises
to fly to Damayanti’s country (Vidarbha) in order to unite him with the
princess. The hamsa reaches Damayanti and describes Nala to her in the
most favorable terms. Instantly, she falls in love and feels the weight of
being separated from him. Seeing her lovesick, Damayanti’s father orga-
nizes a svayamvara, a royal ceremony where Damayanti would choose her
husband among eligible princes.

Nala eagerly sets out to attend the ceremony. On his way, he encoun-
ters four Vedic divinities who preside over one of the four regions of the
universe: Indra, king of the gods, presides over the East; Agni, god of fire,
the North; Varuna, god of waters, the West; and Yama, god of death, the
South. To his surprise, each of these gods expresses a desire to marry
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Damayanti, and, in a cruel twist of fate, they pressure Nala to be their
go-between to convince her to marry one of them. Stunned at first, but
careful to respect the gods’ wishes, he smartly points out that it will be
impossible for him to enter her secret quarters without arousing suspi-
cion from the guards. Indra cleverly counters this argument by offering
to grant Nala the power to become temporarily invisible when entering
the palace. Dejected by the mission, but resolved to carry it out, Nala
enters the palace invisibly and, as he stands in front of the princess as an
anonymous messenger, diligently persuades her to marry one of the four
gods. She adamantly refuses to entertain his multiple pleas and insists
that she will either marry her beloved Nala or take her own life. Satisfied
that he tried his best to do what was asked of him, Nala proceeds to the
svayamvara. The gods, recognizing DamayantI's stubborn refusal to marry
any of them, now decide to come as Nala and assume his form as they take
their place among the other suitors, Five Nalas now appear to Damayanti.
Confused at first, she notices after a while that four of the five do not
blink their eyes, nor do their flower garlands wilt. Also, their feet do not
touch the ground. She realizes all of these to be signs that they are gods
and chooses the real Nala to be her husband.

As the gods return unsatisfied, they encounter Dvapara and Kali, per-
sonifications of the previous and current degraded age (yuga). Both were
late to Damayanti’s ceremony and, angered that they could not win her,
vow to bring the happy couple to misery. As Nala and Damayanti settle
into their newly married life, Kali seizes an opportunity to take control
of Nala’s body, when the young king forgets to wash himself before per-
forming a ritual. Kali also enters into the mind of Nala’s brother Puskara
and drives him to challenge Nala to a gambling contest. With the dice
loaded against him and unable to resist the next roll, Nala loses his entire
kingdom. Exiled and each wearing only a single piece of clothing, Nala
and Damayanti wander in the wilderness. Adding to his woe, a bird flies
off with Nala’s clothes when he tries to trap it. After this point, the couple
shares DamayantT’s single piece of clothing. Nala pleads with Damayanti
to go back to her father’s home but she refuses. Desperate and possessed
by Kali, Nala abandons her one night while she is sleeping, ripping off half
of her dress to cover himself. As he enters deeper into the forest, he sees
a snake trapped in a forest fire. He rescues the snake (named Karkotaka)
and is, at once, bitten by it. The poisonous bite, Karkotaka tells him, will
disfigure him and transform him into a dwarf so that he can remain hid-
den and enter the service of King Rtuparna of Ayodhya. The benevolent
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snake also gives Nala a special garment that will, at the right moment

return him to his original form. When he arrives to

o Ayodhya, Nala finds

Takinly(r)r;etrl}feizalfrilggl}E{}tupflrnzl’s stables and in the kitchen as a cook.
ahuka, he also eventually becomes the king’s most
Frusted advisor, Damayanti, meanwhile, after undergoing some harrow-
ing 'trials while searching for Nala, reaches the palace of the king of the
Cedi country. Here she becomes a servant for the queen until an emissary
from her father’s kingdom recognizes her and arranges for her return to
Vidarbha.

Damayanti at once sends a search party to find Nala, realizing that her
husband may be in disguise. When one of the messengers infers Bahuka
might be Nala—based on his skills as a charioteer and cook—he poses a
question to him that Damayanti had suggested might confirm his iden-
tity: “What kind of man abandons his wife in the middle of the night and
takes half of her clothes?” Nala/Bahuka responds to the messenger: “The
kind of man who tried to make his stubborn wife return to her father’s
house” Calling for a public announcement that Nala can be presumed
dead, but secretly suspecting that this Bahuka might be Nala, Damayanti
proposes that a second svayamvara be announced. As it would be hastily
put together, only those kings who could arrive the quickest would be
able to attend. Rtuparna desires to attend and asks his skilled charioteer
Bahuka to take him to Vidarbha as quickly as he can. During the journey,
Rtuparna teaches Bihuka the art of “counting” in the context of gambling
(aksa-hrdaya). In return, Bahuka teaches Rtuparna how to control horses.
Once they arrive at Vidarbha, Damayanti asks Bahuka why a man would
want to send his wife back to her father’s house. He responds: “Because
he has gambled away his kingdom and cannot fittingly support her.”
Damayanti immediately recognizes Bahuka to be none other than Nala.
Thus recognized by his wife, Nala puts on the magic garment given to him
by Karkotaka the snake and reverts to his human form. Thus reunited,
the couple spends some time in Rtuparna’s kingdom before returning
to the capital of Nisadha to confront Puskara. Confident in his newly
acquired skill as a gambler (staking even Damayanti in exchange for the
entire kingdom), Nala wins the contest this time and regains his king-
dom. Magnanimously, however, instead of exiling his brother, he grants
Puskara half of the kingdom. Nala and Damayanti resume their married
life together.

Explanations for the popularity of the Nala-Damayanti story have
been numerous. A frequent reason cited is that Damayanti’s choice of a
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mortal husband, when divine ones were available, offers a powerful statef-
ment about love intensely shared between humans. Linking the story's
“humanness” with its underlying erotic intensity, Narayana Raﬁo and
shulman note that the numerous tellings of the Nala—Damayantt stc?ry
speak to the “inventiveness of human modes of loving” and that bem{gf
human also presupposes anxiety about identity and integrity of the se

in relation to others and to the field of metaphysical forces within which
the human being must act”®® Another reason rests in the poem’s appeal
to audiences as a talisman of sorts to ward off the deleterious effects (?f
the present world-age (kaliyuga), regarded as hopelessly debased. Thls
tradition perhaps owes its source to the second book of the Mahabharata
where we are told of the inherent power that lies in recounting Nala and
Damayanti’s story for eradicating the ill effects of the kaliyuga and for
providing solace in times of hardship.? This, in fact, was the putative pur-
pose of telling the story in the Mahabhdrata in the first place: to cousole
the exiled king Yudhisthira, who, like Nala, loses everything in an ill-fated
gambling match. Sriharsa himself alerts the reader to this tradition in the
third verse of the poem, which rhetorically asks that as telling the Nala

story purifies the kaliyuga, why wouldn't it also purify his own poetry,
which is fully devoted to telling this story (Naisadhiya 1.3)?

THE NAISADHIYA’S PLOT

Glory to Nala, the jewel in the crown of all kings!
To praise him makes everything auspicious.
A collection of the pearls of Nala’s fame,

Sriharsa’s elegant poem confers a special delight.»

Gopinatha Ratha, seventeenth-century commentator

The number of texts directly inspired by Sriharsa’s Naisadhiyacarita makes
his telling of the first part of the Nala story arguably the most influential of
them all. It conforms to the custom of the Sanskrit mahakavya genre (dis-
cussed in the next chapter) to explore the mood and details of a portion o

a story over and above the impulse to bring it to a hasty completion. The
Naisadhiya dwells only on a fragment of the Nala story—the happy scene
that ends with the couple’s marriage and honeymoon. The poet neverthe-
less makes references to the darker aspects of the larger story throughout
his poem, lest the stakes involved in the narrative be forgotten. What the
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Mahabhdrata presents in two hundred couplets, Sriharsa expands to some
2,760 verses, spanning twenty-two cantos (sarga). The story in Sriharsa’s
poem begins with the premise that Prince Nala and Princess Damayanti
have fallen in love without ever having met or without having seen each
other face to face (except in paintings and in their dreams). Each experi-
ences a deeply felt longing for the other. Nala, elaborately described by
the poet as the archetypal noble and learned king, wanders depressed in
his palace garden while the lovelorn Damayanti curses the moon and all
things that inspire desire in her. While in the palace garden, Nala captures
a magical talking bird (hamsa). Thinking he will be killed, the hamsa cries
out to his own absent beloved in desperation, wondering how she and
their children will survive without him. The bird’s pity-inducing laments
and its promise to act as special envoy to Nala’s beloved Damayanti lead
the king to set it free. Thus liberated, the hamsa flies to Kundinapura
(Damayanti’s home) to bear Nala’s message of love.

What follows are exquisite scenes of a courtly game of love, revealing
in full display the poet’s verbal skills (cantos two through four). Neither
Nala nor Damayanti want to reveal their love for each other completely,
and so the hamsa makes sure to play an even-handed go-between, extract-
ing coded confessions of love from both. DamayantT’s father, meanwhile,
senses his daughter’s misery and sets up a groom-choosing ceremony
(svayamvara) in order for her to find an appropriate husband. The major
narrative complication follows (canto five): four Vedic gods (indra, Agni,
Varuna, and Yama) hear about Damayanti from sage Narada, who explains
that all the regents of the earth have neglected their wars in their obses-
sion for Damayanti’s hand in marriage. So overtaken are they with her
description that the heavenly beings decide that they also want to marry
this mortal princess. In a cruel irony, they hire Nala to be their messen-
ger and go-between to convince the princess to choose one of them as
a husband. A devastated Nala accepts this disheartening mission out of
pious obligation to the gods. Because he cannot enter the women'’s living
Quarters, the gods grant him the power of invisibility so that he can enter
Incognito,

An entire canto (six) is dedicated to Nala’s crossing seven different
chambers of Damayanti’s palace before finally reaching her; his pres-
ence is felt by the other women and ultimately by Damayanti herself
even though no real contact has yet been made. He observes from a dis-
tance as the princess rejects a marriage proposal from Indra, who, dis-
trustful of Nala, had already sent another envoy on his behalf prior to
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Nala’s arrival. Another canto (seven) is devoted to Nala’s mental picture
of Damayanti’s body—from head to toe—allowing the poet to create an
erotic intensity hidden in submerged metaphors connecting the prin-
cess’s body with various other physical images and inventive abstrac-
tions. Finally, at the end of this canto and the beginning of the succeeding
one, Nala reveals himself to Damayanti and her friends—simultaneously
preserving his anonymity (he does not give his name to them) and fulfill-
ing his own obligations as messenger by arguing persuasively on behalf
of the gods (cantos eight and nine). Despite Nala’s lawyer-like argumen-
tation, Damayanti adamantly refuses any other suitor. When she is ready
to break down completely in the desperate thought that she will never
be united with Nala, the hamsa reappears and guides Nala to reveal him-
self to her (canto nine). Upon processing the revelation, Damayanti falls
silent and only secretly hints that Nala should come to her svayamvara.
The next three cantos (ten, eleven, and twelve) are devoted to describ-
ing the various kings that attended the svayamvara in the ultimately vain
hope of marrying Damayanti. These cantos describe why other human
and divine suitors could not make it, how the ones that could attend were
each received and communicated with each other, and how the goddess
Sarasvati—Speech herself—comes to describe each of the gathered kings
and lends Damayanti some aid in choosing the right man, Unfortunately,
when she gets to Nala, the four Vedic gods have already transformed
themselves to look like Nala, realizing that he is the only suitor Damayanti
is interested in. As Sarasvati describes the “five Nalas” (paricanaliya) in a
tour de force of double meaning (where each description of the multiple
Nalas also reveals their underlying identity), Damayanti is literally at a
loss for words, suffocated by language, when confronted by this conun-
drum—where Sarasvati’s coded introductions serve only to highlight the
guile and irony of the situation (canto thirteen).

In a brilliant turn, DamayantT prays to the gods themselves for advice
and grace, The four Vedic gods relent, bless her, and Damayanti places the
garland around the real Nala’s neck, sealing their betrothal (canto four-
teen). The next two cantos (fifteen and sixteen) describe the extended
plan of the traditional Hindu wedding: the preparations of the bride and
groom on the night before the ceremony, the groom’s procession to the
bride’s home, the bride’s entourage singing songs of love and marriage,
the wedding day itself, the reception feast, and finally the return of the
now-married couple to the husband’s home. In an innovation from the
Mahabharata, the next canto (seventeen) is an interlude to the romance
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narrative, with Kali (the representative of the “dark age” we currently
live in) making an appearance. Apparently, Kali had intended to attend
the svayamvara himself but arrived late. Being told by the Vedic gods (who
are returning to heaven) that he has missed his chance, Kali vengefully
vows to separate the couple. Sriharsa uses this opportunity in the nar-
rative to stage a fascinating debate between Kali (a spokesman for athe-
ism and materialism) and the gods (defenders of traditional religion) on
the finer points of ethics, morality, and the ultimate aims of human life.
Eventually, Kali (and his friend Dvapara, symbolic of the second-to-worst
age where social life is imbued with deceit at every level) leave the scene
and proceed to the outskirts of Nala’s capital, where they will plot their
scheme for years to separate the couple. Sriharsa leaves them here and
proceeds in the next canto (canto eighteen) to describe “the first night”
spent together by Nala and Damayanti after the wedding. The next and
final four cantos describe the following morning, day, and evening. Poets
come to awaken Nala, not realizing that he has already left to do his morn-
ing prayers (canto nineteen); when Nala returns, he shares some light
moments of fun with his bride and her friend (canto twenty). Upon com-
pleting his political and military tasks as king by midday, he takes a bath
and delivers a long hymn of praise to Lord Visnu. After lunch, he spends
the afternoon with Damayanti and her friends, who play games and sing
songs in their honor. As evening approaches, Nala goes to the river for
his twilight prayers (canto twenty-one). The poem ends with Nala and
Damayanti together describing the moonrise (canto twenty-two).

OUTLINE OF THE NAISADHIYA TRADITION

In pinpointing the critical moments in the poem’s history, Text to Tradition
follows the logic of the Naisadhiya tradition’s primary sources. The chap-
ters of this book are loosely structured along both a chronology (of chang-
ing patterns of reception from the thirteenth to twentieth centuries) and
along source types with their varying and often overlapping functions. As
far as we can tell, the Naisadhiya tradition begins in the late twelfth cen-
tury, and the first documents related to the poem are early commentaries
from the mid-thirteenth century. These works essentially respond to the
text as an object of awe in need of explication and analysis. Sometime
in the late fourteenth century, the tradition turns to the Naisadhiya as
a technology for the examination and promotion of advanced literary
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practice. Eventually, by the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the Wg;i'ls
recognized as a classic worthy of imitation, translation, anc? Yenega .
Chapter 1 commences the study of the Naisadhiya tr_ad'ltlon y o
ing the Naisadhiya within the broader fold of the mahakavya ger;ll"s a o
exploring the poem’s aesthetic, to give the reader an idea of why thi t?ons
ticular poem deserved so much varied attention by so many generd o
of readers. The remaining chapters draw out the distinctive aspecti "
this attention. Chapters 2 to 5 discuss the wide-ranging nature of SansKr :
commentaries on the Naisadhiya and form the core of this book. Chapte

. . oem,
2 provides a historical account of commentarial production on the p

- s an
dividing up eight centuries of engagement into three distinct phases

early phase (thirteenth to fourteenth centuries), middle phase (flfteen‘di
century), and late phase (post-sixteenth century) that roughly corf:d
spond to the critical turning points in commentarial attitudes tO\'Na "
the Naisadhiya. Chapter 3 takes up the act of commentary—writing itse ¢
and the ways in which commentators variously interpret the verses 0
the Naisadhiya—and chapter 4 describes the editorial practices Of'COm'f
mentators and the impact of these practices in shaping the reception ©
the poem. Chapter 5 explores the commentarial influence on what I €2
“secondary waves” of reading, emphases on the poem’s semantic
lence, and its openness to allegorical interpretation.

Chapter 6 treats the fascinating legends available in commentaries ﬂnd_
specialized narrative texts. These largely reflect on the poem’s trarlSm‘Sf
sion history and the literary-critical reception it received at the hands 0
imagined audiences. The narratives also provide us a glimpse into pre”
modern forms of biography in South Asia, the ways in which authors an
texts were imagined in narrative to address curiosities insufficiently .Sat—
istied by facts gleaned from other types of sources. Chapter 7 positions
the Naisadhlya and its commentarial cultures within the changing literay
landscape of South Asia during the second millennium by exploring tk'le
regional-language translations of the poem. I conclude with a general dis-
cussion of how the Naisadhiya was represented, in centuries of commer
tary, through various carefully crafted encomia and pseudepigl’apha th’f‘t
followed and bolstered its rise as a classic text. I also observe the ways n

which the poem has continued to function in the canons of Sanskrit it-
erature in the twentieth century.

polyva-
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After adopting a superb path,

a path untrodden by other poets,

and initiated by his own pioneering steps,
the poet Sriharsa—the glorious Harsa—

strides about gloriously.!
Gadadhara, fifteenth-century commentator

THE MAHAKAVYA GENRE

the first millennium CE to the early centuries of the second millen-

nium C, it is the mahakavya. Important to critics and commentators
from the seventh century cE onward, it became especially important
after 1000 cE with the rise of the kavya commentary, now the mechanism
through which to preserve, control, and teach elegant language and to
carry forward the values of Sanskrit culture. The mahdkavya is, literally,
a “long poem.” Although sometimes termed a “court epic,” it is mislead-
ing to conflate the mahakdvya with the massive mytho-historical epics
Mahabhgrata and Ramdyana, from which the Sanskrit mahakdvya usually
draws its subject matter.? Though the early history of the genre may be
“lost in the mists of time,” the earliest extant examples of the genre date
tothe early centuries of the first millennium cE, when the great epics were
perhaps still taking their final form as redacted texts. The first and only
known poets from this period are Aévaghosa and Klidasa. Advaghosa is

EF THERE is a canonical genre in Sanskrit from the early centuries of
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well known for two mahakavya compositions: the Buddhacarita (Life O'f t_he
Buddha) and the Saundarananda (Handsome Nanda). similarly, Kahdasaf
is known for two mahakdvya works: the Kumarasambhava (The irth Ol
Kumara) and the Raghuvamsa (The Lineage of Raghu), an archetypd

specimen of the genre for later theorists. The mahdkavya is still not 2
very well understood genre of Indian literature. Differing markedly from
explicitly religious or didactic poetry in early India, mahakavya from the
time of Kalidasa until the thirteenth century was the genre most closely
tied to the culture of the royal court, both in its emphasis on political an

ethical themes and in its absorption with crafting a sophisticated lan-
guage to correspond to the poet’s refined aesthetic intentions. However

over the centuries, the mahakavya has served as a literary form f

composing in Sanskrit, Prakrit, and South Asia’s regional Janguages: n
fact, its range of themes and linguistic forms often exceeds what 13 ust
ally thought of as “courtly”

From between the early centuries of the first millennium C& an.d
the middle of the twentieth century, at least 350 specimens of samskrit
mahakavya survive, only a handful of which have been carefully sttid‘
ied.’The history of the first thousand years of the genre, from kalidas?
to Sriharsa in the twelfth century, demonstrates two distinct phases
Scholars often consider the poems of Advaghosa and Kalidasa
a “golden age” of mahakavya. After Aévaghosa'and Kalidasa, there is an
apparent gap in the historical record of mahd'kdvya that has not yet bee?
fully understood. Then, from the sixth century, three poems

reveal significant transformations within the genre in terms of fo

emerged that
orm, O
tent, and aesthetic: the sixth-century Kiratdrjuniya (Arjuna and the Kirdt?

of Bharavi; Bhatti’s sixth- or seventh-century Ravanavadha (The slaying
of Ravana), usually referred to as simply Bhattikdvya (Bhatti’s Poe™ ;
and the seventh-century work by Migha 1'<'nowr1 as S'is:zzpc'llava ha
(The.Slaying of Sisupala). Sanskrit audiences considered all thre® as
classic works. From the eighth century until the time of Srtharsa, notadt®
Sansk.rit mahakdvya poems include Mentha's now-lost Hayag”"’avad *
(Sla)-utlg of Hayagriva), Kumaradasa’s 'jdnakihamna (The Abductio?
of Sitd), Ratnikara’s Haravijaya (The Victory of Hara),’ givasvﬁmin’s
Kapphinabhyudaya (The Exaltation of King Kapphina) ,r: padmaguptazs

Nc.zvasdh_a'sdilkacarita (The Adventures of King Navasihasanka), Bilha
Vikramankadevacarita (The Career o

Mankha’s Srikanthacarita (The Feats o

nas

f His Majesty vikramanka), 47
f Srikantha).
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Although the defining of mahdkavya is part of the general discourse of
literature, individual mahdkdvya actively participate in extending the pos-
sibilities of the genre, which, in turn, leads to a revision and refinement
of poetics on the mahdkavya throughout the centuries. Each mahakavya,
therefore, represents a poetic practice that consistently outpaces
the theory, continually stimulating new literary-theoretical under-
standings. Thus, in the seventh century, Dandin formulated a prelimi-
nary description of the mahdkavya, very probably with either Kalidasa’s
Raghuvamsa or perhaps Bharavi’s sixth-century Kirdtdrjuniya as his model
Poem. In the course of his wide discussion on poetry, he succinctly iden-
tified certain elements of the genre.® For example, mahdkavya begins
with a verse that acts as either a benediction (@sih), a tribute to a divinity
(namas—kriyd), or a reference to the subject of the poem (vastu-nirdesa):;
it delineates one or more of the Vedic aims of human life (purusartha)—
religious duty (dharma), sensual pleasure (kama), social and economic
Success (artha), and ultimate freedom from human suffering (moksa)—
and details the victorious ascent (abhyudaya) of a noble hero; it contains
descriptions of cities and of nature, the variety of leisurely life at court,
relationships, war, and so forth; it is subdivided into cantos (sarga) that
are proportional, slowly descriptive in sonorous meter, and fluid in their
transitions from one to the other, keeping the continuity of the larger nar-
rative in sight; finally, and most importantly, it is filled with and evokes in
the audience different kinds of rasa, the essential emotional content that
gives a work a distinctive aesthetic flavor.”

Foremost is the mahdkavi's sensitivity to literary craft: attention to
metrics and sound patterns (assonance, consonance, and alliteration)
as well as the targeted use of trope to transform mundane details and
eXperiences into meaningful and charming images. Almost equally sig-
nificant for the Sanskrit poet is the integration, within the narrative, of
ethical reflections, didactic prescriptions, and references to learned and
everyday bodies of knowledge. Coming at a mature point (some scholars
regard it as the culminating moment) in the mahakavya genre’s develop-
ment, the Naisadhiya is a composite album of a classical Sanskrit poet’s
Praxis. In this regard, Sriharsa displays a mastery that has been instantly
recognizable to the cognoscenti (sahrdaya) of Sanskrit poetry, For this,
he is praised as a fit successor to the earlier giants of the mahakavya
genre, For example, the late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century
editor of Bibliotheca Indica, Dr. E. Rder, echoes sentiments of acclaim for
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the Naisadhiya that must have been common among the sanskrit scholars
of his day:

With the structure or frame of the poem our delight is nearly unqualified. The
language is highly elaborate, bearing the mirror’s polish, 1t never becomes
commonplace, and bears throughout a sustained tone of sprightliness and
elevation. Although we find a continual play upon words for many verses
together, yet not only is the sense not lost ina mere jingle of syllables, but the
general effect is often much enhanced by the harmonious contrast of open
and concealed meanings. The variety of meters are handled by the poet with
admirable art and propriety; the subject sparkles under his tread, as gleams

the ocean-track in a ship’s wake, rich in imagery showered unceasingly from
the poet’s mind.?

Rder softens the praise at the end of this passage, however: “To sum up:
in structure, force and elegance of diction, in propriety and grﬂC@f‘ﬂ
ease of meter, in powerful description, and felicitous use of imagery the
Naisadhiya ranks high and may enter the lists with any work of sanskrit
literature, but to fit it for a place among the poems of the first order, it
wants incident, action, and dignity”

As readily as critical readers of mahdkdvya accept the canonical status
of Sriharsa’s poem, they also routinely highlight features that run counter
to their conditioned expectations, Thus their analysis, refracted through
the lens of an inherited poetics, implicitly identifies the Naisadhiya’s
specific intervention in the history of Sanskrit literature and also fore-
shadows trends that will follow in many of South Asia’s literary cul-
tures after the twelfth century. First, there is the matter of literary craft.
Substantial portions of the Naisadhiya present play with sounds, words,
and images that deliberately violate or twist established norms, a radi-
cal form of catachresis that has struck many past and present readers as
inordinately flippant or utterly outlandish. Thus, for example, G.C. Jhala
calls the Naisadhiya “the high-water mark of decadence which gives pri-
macy to artifice over inspiration in creative literature Indeed there is @
lightheartedness that the Naisadhiya lends to an otherwise serious liter”
ary genre that elicits a shock of wonder in some cases and of discomfort
in others. Furthermore, by the twelfth century, while mahakavya audi-
ences came to expect their poet to exhibit learning and multiple bodies ©
knowledge, the sheer weight of erudition in the Naisadhiya has also led to
divergent responses: consternation in some readers, absolute delight in
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others. Usually, modern audiences find the poem’s erudition burdensome
and distracting from the poetry, while premodern audiences view it more
favorably. Another important feature of the Naisadhiya that has aroused
attention throughout the centuries is Sriharsa’s claim of possessing what
we could describe as a polymath subjectivity that is ultimately governed
by a special spiritual insight. Like other Sanskrit mahakavis, he is equally
at home with articulating the intellectual, emotional, and material worlds
of both a rarified court society and of various non-elite societies in South
Asia. What is novel with Sriharsa, however, is his claim that his powers as
apoet are rooted in a special spiritual realization; accordingly, not only do
Mmany verses of the Naisadhiya have incorporated within them principles
of yogic practice, but also the poet sees his entire oeuvre as the product of
a particular spiritual mastery. This, again, is a rare feature of mahakavya
prior to the twelfth century but more common afterward.

I'begin the discussion of the Naisadhiya’s aesthetic, therefore, with a
summary of ten distinct arguments for the Naisadhiya’s significance made
by K.K. Handiqui, perhaps the most serious scholar of the poem from
the early twentieth century and its first English-language translator (in
the 1930s), Handiqui explains, first, that there is something particularly
modern about $riharsa’s treatment of the character of Nala, who faces “a
conflict of emotions, a clash of love and duty, rare in Sanskrit poetry, but
which is not without its appeal to the imagination of the modern reader™;
Handiqui is especially taken with Sriharsa’s power to “handle tense
moments of emotion and pathos.” The learned translator is also taken
with Sriharsa’s ethical reflections that “glorify the individual conscience
as the criterion of right and wrong.” He notes that $riharsa does not dwell
Much on describing nature, a preoccupation of other Sanskrit poets,
but “limits himself to a few elaborate pictures of sunrise and the rising
moon.” Instead, Sriharsa’s emphasis is clearly on the urban and urbane
life of his characters, with their “animated dialogues, enlivened by wit
andrepartee.” Reflecting on the poem’s relationship to earlier mahakavya,
Handiqui indulges in the critical rhetoric of his early-twentieth-century
colleagues in speaking of the Naisadhiya as “peculiar to the age of decline
in which it was written”” In other words, on one level, $riharsa’s poem
holds the reader’s interest precisely because it falls into a class of “deca-
dent” poetry, a degenerative successor to the golden age of Kalidasa.
Nevertheless, “in spite of the abundance of artificial fancies and conceits,
and the fondness for word-play and obscure learning,” Handiqui urges
for the rehabilitation of the Naisadhiya’s status in light of its “high level
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of style,” which “has been for ages a rare intellectual treat to students iyﬂ
India” He concludes, however, that the primary reason for the poems
interest lies in its role as a “repository of traditional learning” that is vital
to the “study of the cultural history of medieval India."

To Handiqui’s assessment of the Naisadhiya, 1 would add that what
remains consistent in the Naisadhiya is a virtuosity of language use anda
masterful expression of thoughts and feelings partly inherited from ear-
lier poets, but digested and reformed in unprecedented ways. Noteworthy
also is his ability to move between distinct registers: between eroticism
and subdued conjugal domesticity; between bouts of snappy dialogue and
extended meditations on the emotional lives of his characters; between
reconfigurations of the usages of past mahdkdvya masters and subtle jibes
at those very conventions. Sriharsa displays great versatility in mingling

multiple, sometimes mutually contradictory, approaches to comprehend

the world he represents. Many verses are replete with obscure references

to mythology or to technical, linguistic, or scientific knowledge. Most
verses display a richly textured surface: alliterative rhythms, d
syntax, unconventional imagery, obscure diction, and equ
references to diverse realms of cultural knowledge.

There are also apparent contradictions in the poem’s execution that
remarkably sit quite comfortably with each other. Sitting cheek by jowl
with a profound learnedness in Sriharsa’s verse, for example, is magnifi-
cent nonseriousness. The poetry stacks trope upon trope that, in light o
earlier mahakavya practices, may occasionally seem excessive, bombastics
or over-the-top. A jarring break in the ordered, linear telling of the Nala
story, however, never looms; Sriharsa always stays on point and makes
sure not to leave the reader behind even when he decides to develop
an idea over several verses. He simultaneously culls from a rich classi-
cism that precedes him, and his elevation of a peculiar style and tone for
treating mahdkavya themes in myriad ways sways a direction th

isjointe
ally obscure

at will
be taken up by future generations of poets for centuries to come. The

Naisadhiya, therefore, functions as both a distillation of the past and 2
model for the future. While the poem as a whole deserves close textud
analysis and careful attention to every feature of its aesthetic, the next
f’ew paragraphs offer only a glimpse into the Naisadhiya in order to locate
Sriharsa’s accomplishment in the context of his past predecessors and to

give the reader an idea of why this particular poem garnered such a ric
and multilayered reception.
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POETRY AND PHILOSOPHY CONJOINTLY CONCEIVED

In technical matters of philosophy, Sarasvati

became the Khandanakhandakhadya.

In the world of poetry, she became the Naisadhiya.

These two works represent the sun and the moon

and are sung about everywhere,

Scholars—competitive soldiers—

bent on defeating their rivals, and pushing their own ideas

on the battlefield of scholarship, adore Sriharsa

for his pungent and sweet qualities,

With the Khandanakhandakhadya, he is pungent.

Sweet he is in the Naisadhiya.!!

Gadadhara, fifteenth-century commentator

The Naisadhiyaresembles a conventional mahakavya inits general conformity
to the customs of the genre but not enough wholly to identify it with any of
its predecessors or contemporaries. Arguably, like many works that become
canonical, nothing that follows it really captures the Naisadhiya’s unique aes-
thetic either, Sriharsa is an unusual example of a poet, of a philosopher, and
ofa poet who is also a scholar (kavi-pandita). In verse after verse, the learning
of a pandita resonates alongside the rhetoric of a kavi. Thus, Sriharsa con-
siders his Khandanakhandakhddya, also known as Anirvacaniyatdsarvasvam
(The Essence of the Doctrine of Unspeakability), a “sibling piece to his
mahakavya”; he boasts, in fact, that the Naisadhiya is better “able to hold up
to crushing scrutiny” than even the Khandanakhandakhadya.” The general
Purpose of this technical work is to undermine the epistemological premises
of logicians who cling to a pragmatic linguistic regime that holds that words
truly describe objects and lead to coherent meanings. Thus the poet declares
Inthe opening of this book (verse 1.3):

Intelligent ones! Repeat what I've said, like parrots,

and you may go forth to conquer the whole world!-—

By dcmolishing explanations that fix meanings to words,

inevery case, you will render speechless your immensely arrogant opponents,

sabdz‘irtha-nirvacana-khandanayi nayantah
sarvatra nirvacana-bhavam akharva-garvan /
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dhird yathoktam api kiravad etad uktva
lokesu dig-vijaya-kautukam dtanudhvam //

To drive home his philosophical point, Sriharsa plays on the word nirva-
cana by using it twice in two different meanings: once in the technical
sense of “explanations that fix meanings to words” (i.e., etymologieS)
and a second time to more conventionally mean “speechless.” He
alerts his audience—and in the verse, his logician opponents—that the
very technical term used to indicate the practice of fixing an appar-
ently satisfactory meaning onto a verbal expression (nirvacana) also
has itself a more conventional etymology that indicates speechlessness
(nirvacanatva). Suggestive here is the ultimate goal Sriharsa argues for
throughout the Khandanakhandakhdadya: the eventual realization of that
which is beyond speech or is unspeakable (anirvacaniya), a conscious-
ness of nondual oneness (advaita) that lies beyond verbal designations
that intrinsically rely on the duality of word and meaning. According to
Sriharsa, this insight is only gained by the relentless deconstruction of
conventional binaries of word and meaning and the striving to expose
their underlying contradictions.

While the philosopher Sriharsa’s skills are clearly on display here, the
poet’s sensitivity to craft is no less on display. In addition to his clever play
with the word nirvacana, Sriharsa carefully attends to the sound effects in
this stanza to create a desired effect. Composed in a meter called vasan-
tatilaka (“Mark of Spring”), which has fourteen syllables with a caesura
z}fter the eighth syllable and is often set to melodious tunes in recitation,
Sriharsa here mingles double consonants (especially rhotic clusters using
the sound “r”) with a chiming internal rhyme scheme in the second half
of each foot (in boldface italic in the extract). The effect for readers and
listeners of Sanskrit strikes a vigorous tone (a technical description of @
certain quality, or guna, of poetry, called ojas in Sanskrit) that matches the
subject matter, pitch-perfect notes of fusion between form and content,
sound and feeling. This feature of blending a complex philosophical refer-
ence alongside a meticulous consideration of rhetorical effects (involving
syllables, consonant clusters, word choice, etc.) constitutes one consis-
tent element in the Naisadhiya.

Take, for example, the following verse (2.32) from the second canto,
which’builds on a common trope of comparing a woman’s breasts to pots
or in Sriharsa’s odd twist on a familiar image in the verse immediately
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Preceding (2.31), to pots used as flotation devices while swimming (plava-
kumbha):

Is it possible that the turning of a potter’s wheel is an attribute of a pot?
Is the potter's stick, then, also a material cause of the pot?

For her two upraised breasts produce a spinning effect,

with cascades of beautiful sparks.”?

Philosophers in early India perennially used the metaphor of the pot to dis-
Cuss causality. The philosophical problem Sriharsa raises in the first two
quarters is basic to formal logic. He implies rhetorical questions in asking
if the pot can have the attributes (guna) of the potter’s instruments, the
wheel and stick: Can the object inherit the attributes of its instrumental
cause (nimitta-kdrana)? Can the object have as its material cause (samavayi-
kdrana) the attributes of the instruments that bring it about? The response
from the logicians, of course, is resoundingly negative because an object
only inherits the attributes of its material constituents: The pot can only
have the attribytes of the material it is made of (e.g., clay) and not the attri-
butes of the wheel and the stick that serve as instruments in the making
of the pot. How is it, then, Sriharsa asks, that Damayanti’s breasts, com-
Pared to pots, have acquired the attributes of making viewers eyes spin
('Cakra-bhrama), as it were, in the cascades of her beauty (prabha-jhara) just
like 2 potter’s wheel spins (cakra-bhrama) and gives off cascades of lustrous
Sparks (prabhd-jhara) when turned by the potter’s stick? In the first half of
the verse, Sriharsa is a philosopher. In the second half, he is a poet. The
shift is smooth and seamless in that the latter half of the verse (the poetry)
reads like a natural extension of the former part (the philosophy). First he
challenges the epistemological premises of formal logic and then playfully
exemplifies his doubts about its efficacy to understand reality. His choice
of metaphor (the pot, the potter, the potter’s wheel and stick) is in keeping
With an essentia] proposition of his philosophical position: that the singular
ground of being (brahman) is both the nondifferentiated instrumental cause
and the material cause of the world."

Stiharsa consistently reveals this kind of learnedness in the Naisadhiya.
About hjg prowess as a philosopher, Sriharsa tells the reader that he
has “ng equal in composing works in the field of philosophical logic”
(10'138C) and that his “logical formulations can silence any oppo-
nent” (22.153¢). The concluding verses of the fourth and eighteenth
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cantos (4.123; 18.154) respectively reveal that Sriharsa authored (UOV‘{:
lost) philosophical texts challenging the Buddhist‘ view of “momentarls
ness” (Sthairyavicaranaprakarana) and a work on Saiva tantra knowr% al
Sivadaktisiddhi. 1 count some 250 references to technical phiIOSOphlca

doctrines in the Naisadhiya, almost all of which are seamlessly woven int0
the narrative or descriptive context of the poetry. ¢

Clearly, Sriharsa’s philosophical orientation deeply informs ma'ny Y

his literary choices in the Naisadhiya. The same philosophical orlent.a‘
tion also structures the Nala narrative’s core problem, which, like Advaita
Vedanta, involves singling out what seems from what is, a problem tihﬂt
gives Sriharsa ample opportunities to create a symbolic world of am?lgu'
ous linguistic configurations alongside multiple levels of meaning. I“ake,1
for example, the next set of verses (6.49-.56) describing the unusua

circumstance of the heroine Damayanti encountering her beloved as an
invisible man that she can feel but cannot see. Here, Sriharsa shows &
great sensitivity for his characters’ psychological states during a moment
of extreme emotional intensity. He describes first how Damayanti per-
ceives Nala standing near her and spontaneously throws a flower garland
in his direction. Though he was an optical illusion for the princess, the
poet explains, because Nala was actually standing right there, the garland

actually reached him, Here is how both characters respond to the star-
tling event:

This garland was real!

The lord of the earth was astonished,
The garland she threw became invisible!
The young lady was astonished.

The garland was truly a token of grace from someone
who was repeatedly seen and deeply felt,

Bewildered, both Nala and Damayanti are now described as standing
face to face, thinking they are somewhere else. $riharsa then stunningly

reveals that their illusions of each other embraced and, in doing so, the
two human lovers actually embraced each other:

Bhima'’s daughter felt Nala’s touch but could not see him.
It must have been a hallucination, she thought.
The king saw her but, suddenly frozen

in passion’s bewilderment, could not hold her.
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With each touch, they experienced immense joy
and so, they were convinced their feelings were real.
Then their touches diminished and they thought
the initial awareness must have been false,

Both were in contact with what was true,

but their confusion led them to not trust it.

So beautiful in every respect, each so inviting to the other,
they could not resist making love,

Seeing how mutually satisfying were their actions,

they could not believe that they were somehow not real.

The separation they felt in their hearts

Was momentary at first but then doubled in intensity,

because of the rush of happiness they got from touching each other.
It was like adding too much oil to a lamp’s flame,

dulling it for 4 moment and then doubling its brightness.

Alternating between being steadfast and sad, the poet tells us, Damayanti
made it home, going back and forth between awareness and delusion.
N.ala, however, wandered around the place seeing DamayantT in front of

M, again and again, Sriharsa demonstrates a striking ability in these
V'erses to capture the real and the virtually real in a language that both
Tings natural to the feelings of both lovers and remains curiously surreal,
OWing to the situation of each character being both visible and invis-
lbl.e to the other on multiple levels. Nothing like it, as far as I am aware,
eXists elsewhere in Sanskrit literature, and the Pahari painters of the
Seventeenth century were especially drawn to representing this scene
i sketch and color. s

A POEM BORN OF SPECIAL INSIGHT

1thas the syllable om as its ornament,
Admired by all the critics,

its elegant expressions sparkle.

Itis simpy beautiful, to the extent that

1ts superp sequence of words
9ives pleasure to the goddess of Beauty.
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The delight it gives to the heart lingers long,

Truly, it serves as a means to accomplish the aims of life.
Sriharsa’s poem is a scripture par excellence.

Ah, so dear to connoisseurs of poetry,

how intense is its brilliancel*

$ridhara, sixteenth-century commentator

Sriharsa’s intensive skepticism about the reality of empirical experl-
ences leads inevitably to his positing an “unspeakable” Truth thaF can
only be ultimately apprehended through yogic practice.” Unsurprisingly;
then, Sriharsa’s fascination with yogic practice and its use as a StO'Ck
metaphor is apparent throughout the Naisadhiya. For example, the th{rd
canto begins with a description of the hamsa alighting to meet wl‘th
Damayanti, to deliver to her a message of love from Nala. After des'crlb—
ing the bird's descent—its wings, the sound it makes, and the effect it has
on the princess—the poet launches into two verses that take the reader
into the imaginative world of ascetics and their spiritual experiences, a5
Damayanti and her friends fix their attention on the bird:

The way that vow-observant yogis lead their minds
away from the world,

toward the singularly indescribable Truth—

that is how Damayant?’s friends were:

their eyes were led away

from other distractions

to that one indescribably beautiful hamsa.

The way the mind’s fluctuations become still
in the yogi’s own body

so that the mind can approach the Soul within,
that’s how Damayanti plunged into stiliness:
the desire to catch with her hand

the bird stirring nearby

was a cautious effort, out of both fear and respect.

It is clear that the Naisadhiya imaginatively revels in a language of logical
paradoxes and esotericism. Evident in the two verses above, as in the ear-
lier part of this discussion, is Sriharsa’s characteristic ability to move searm-
lessly through metaphor from one realm of experience to another. Just as
abruptly as the poet transports the readers in one direction—toward the
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' swiftly to the
abstractions underlying yogic practlce—he retumsh t(ie;rzr oy o
scene at hand: the bird and Damayanti staring at eac
oo invisible man),
When Nala enters DamayantT’s inner apartmen?st(‘as nz:;lt; o (o0
the poet marvels at the situation with a characteristic

Being invisible, spreading across '

abejeweled surface that reflects a series of bcjdletS, iy para),
the separated lover (viyogi), entering another’s city (p

was like a spiritual adept (yogi), since

he could enter another’s body (parasya puram).

Astonishing indeed was that king!

» inkling that
Later, during a pivotal scene when bamayanti ﬁrts tdh:lcsritkilees her feelings
the messenger of the gods is Nala himself, the poet de

as follows (8.15):

She wag Delight itself,

She was under an inexpressible delusion.
Inthat single instant,

she tasted the transient happiness of the world
and the eternal bliss of ultimate liberation.

: iva (“inexpressible”),
In this verse, Sriharsa again uses the word anzrvacailz;lngtlitleg Pt)his scene
a marked term throughout the poet’s corpus. Cuma anti. Recognizing
Nala irrationally discloses his true identity to Da aznessenger hould,
is dramatic mistake, he quickly responds to her }3;5 r of a yogi's response
5”har$a explains the situation through t'he metap. 0
after he hs achieved his liberating gnosis (9.121):

In spite of hi being inwardly
awakened to his own soul,

aliberated sage still responds

to the worlg around him '
because of the force of his karma from previous births.
In the same way, in spite of awakening

to what he haq just revealed,

Seeing Damayanti regaining her composure,

Nala spoke to her

. : nger.
becauge of his commitment to being a messeng
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The Naisadhiya is one among several texts from this period that claim to
be both a product of spiritual realization and an inspiration and code for
those who would strive for such realization, Sriharsa says as much at the
end of the first canto (1.145c), describing his poem as “the fruit of medi-
tation on the cintdmani mantra.” He is referring here to a gem akin to the
philosopher’s stone (cintamani); the meditation on this particular mantra
(hrim) is held by various religious groups in South Asia to yield special
creative powers for poets, scholars, and orators."” The mantra associated
with this jewel is thought to be particularly sacred to Sarasvati, Goddess
of Speech herself. In the Naisadhiya’s fourteenth canto, while blessing
Nala and Damayanti as a married couple, Sarasvati explicitly spells out
the mantra and elaborates on its benefits to the one who chants it with

devotion (14.88-14.90):

Remember and repeatedly chant, King,
that hidden mantra of mine.

It has no form and represents

the form of the Lord called Siva,

who is pure and moon-endowed,

and who is Whole but twofold,

on acceunt of being joined by two aspects.
Let this mantra grant you success!

The good man who fixes in his heart my mantra
masters speech moistened with the nectar of rasa.
Acting as the God of Love,

he commands heaven'’s doe-eyed ladies.

The cintdmani mantra brings a man whatever he desires.
What more is there to say about its power?

If somebody worships me by offering sweet-smelling flowers
and perfumes and, chanting the mantra, devotes himself

to that image of me moving about on the hamsa,

at the end of one year he would attain its fruits.

Whoever’s head he were to place his hands on,

that person also could—all of a sudden—

compose beautiful verses.

A wonder to behold such a powerful mantral
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Sarasvati's most significant appearance in the Naisadhiya occurs at a piv-

otal moment in the plot: She introduces Damayanti to her suitors and
assists her in distinguishing the real Nala from the four divine imposters
who have taken his form.!” This episode consists of thirty-two verses in
the thirteenth canto and is sometimes read separately from the rest of
the poem, as the “The Five Nalas” (paficanaliya). “The Five Nalas™ consists
wholly of double-meaning stanzas delivered by Sarasvati herself. A full
discussion of this section, in light of how Sanskrit commentators eluci-
date its ambiguity, is offered in chapter 5 of this book.

STRETCHING THE LIMITS OF LANGUAGE
AND CONVENTION

Even outside the Paficanaliya, Speech as a trope (embodied in the figure
of Sarasvati) is used persistently by Sriharsa to draw the reader’s atten-
tion to his larger aesthetic and philosophical agenda in the poem. In the
third canto, for instance, Sriharsa imagines the husband of Speech—the
Creator Brahma—as maintaining silence during his prayers because he
wants to imprison his wife, as it were. Instead, however, Speech jilts the
Creator in favor of Nala (3.30):

Under the pretext of silent prayers,
the Creator tried to stifle Speech.
Dulled by his focus on the Veda,

he didn’t notice that She,

the “crooked one,” had wrapped
her arms around Nala’s neck,
finding happiness in rasa.

Sriharsa at one point describes SarasvatI's body (10.74-10.88), each part
with its various adornments metaphorically connected with some area of
learning: her throat, music; her belly fold, the three Veda's; her glafl;es,
poetry; her two hands, the Puranas; her two arms, ?oetlc meters,' dtir
teeth, logic; her thighs, the two types of MImamsa philosophy; the 81rh e
on her belly, grammar; her necklace, astronomy; and so on. In ano_t er
place (9.4), Sriharsa plays with the dual significance f)f Sarasvatl—asf
Speech and as a mysterious river—to underscore the slippery nature o
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language; sometimes speech is straightforward, sometimes itis unfath-

omable just like a river, now visible and now only a trickle. The. shee'r
pleasure Sriharsa takes in the virtuosity of his linguistic inventl'oﬂﬁ 15
constantly underscored by his explicit frustration with language’s 1im-
ited abilities to adequately express his imagination’s desire. For example,
though he eventually goes on to describe Damayanti’s body (from head to

toe) using all manner of complex trope, he prefaces his catalog with the
following disclaimer (7.14):

In spite of a resemblance,
can the quality of her limbs
be compared to anything else?

To compare the beauty of her body with anything else
is an insult to the act of comparison itself.

Having said this, however, his similes and hyperboles run wild: dazzled
by her beauty, poets honored beautiful things by comparing them 1O
Damayanti’s features and not the other way around (7.16); her locks of
hair trumped the peacock’s tail to such an extent that the Creator pamte(},
half-moons on the feathers to indicate their inferiority, as the “half-moor
resembles a semicircle one makes with a hand to grab an intruder by the
scruff of the neck to throw him out forcefully (7.22); the ridged lines on her
lower lip are really notches to mark how many arts and sciences she has
mastered (7.41); the dimple on her chin was the thumbprint the Creator
made when he lifted her face to see what he had artfully shaped; and so ot
In these and in many other verses, $riharsa’s style verges on the kind of
lighthearted silliness—rare among high mahakavya before his time~t}}""t
compels an involuntary smile, Take, for example, his charming descrip”
tion of Damayanti’s ear, which plays upon the resemblance of the nagart

script’s sign denoting the number nine (9) to the shape the curve of the
inner ear takes (7.63):

Is it the familiar numeral 9 firmly drawn inside her ear?
Or is it something new altogether,

with each ear sustaining half of the

eighteen existing branches of knowledge?

Sriharsa’s ability to combine unlikely images into an analogy that evokes
two scenes at once is one of the hallmark traits of his poetry, such as in the
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following comparison of a beautiful woman with the feast at a wedding
reception (16.107):

The beautiful setting of the feast was a lovely woman,
inviting with enjoyments worth enjoying:

The milk was her smile,

the savory snacks her jeweled blouse.

The fritters were like her moon face,

the plump sweet balls were her breasts, and

the glistening rice her yellow jasmine necklace.

Or, again, in the context of the after-wedding party, Sriharsa ﬂa§hes };115
intrepidness to paint farcical scenes, such as this one that describes the
pranks that Damayanti’s brother plays (16.52);

One of Dama’s maidservants secretly put a lizard
near the foot of a young girl who was fanning Nala.
As the creature crawled up the length of her leg,
she squirmed out of her dress—terrified.

The crowd had a good laugh,

Thereare quite a few other instances in the Naisadhiya where Sriharsa k.>ra—'
zenly inserts explicitly sexual images or bathroom humor Fhat Handl.qm
awkwardly labels “indelicate,” “yulgar,” or “obscene” in his t.ranslatlorl-
Modern critics have frequently perceived the Naisadhiya as d‘llst.astefolly
obscene, Winternitz speaks of it as “vulgar” in parts and often dlsgusfmg
to persons of refined taste or religious sentiments,” explainir{g that “the
boet does not hesitate to introduce vulgar innuendos in what s supposed
tobe Witty repartee of a more or less cultured society.” “It isnota wonder,
thet‘ﬁore,” Winternitz continues, “that, judging by modern standards, an
Mpatient Western critic should stigmatize the work as a pe_rfiact maste;—
Piece of bad taste and bad style!"® Clearly, Sriharsa’s mahakavya stan ;
APart in this regard from most of the other classic works of th'e genre, an ,
readers throughout history have either been attracted to this feat.ure 0
the poem or, as we glean from Winternitz’s comments, repelled by it
More common to the Naisadhiya’s aesthetic than snatches of audacious
Content, however, are the multiplying intricate figures of speech that ta;;e
Scattered throughout the poem. In particular, Sriharsa §learl)'l falvors e
“Omplex integration of one figure with several others in a single verse.
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Take for example the following verse that compares Damayanti to the god
of Love’s bow. Here Sriharsa plays on the somewhat overused trope of
comparing the body of a beautiful woman to a bow for the god of Love
to shoot arrows at some male suitor. However, Sriharsa offers a few less-
than-common flourishes to the well-worn conceit (3.127):

Understand yourself, Damayanti, as the charming, blossom-clustered bow
of the mind-born god of Love:

pearls on your necklace are the circular clusters of “flower missiles™;
Nala, the best of kings, like a hunted bird, is the target;

the silky line of hair on your belly is the supple bow-string, well-used,

as it lies constant in the bow, your lap, and tied into a loop in the middle,

your shimmery navel.

Another verse describes the valor of a king Damayanti passes over while

choosing her groom (11.105):

The scar from the bowstring is a line of smoke, which signifies
that your arms—like kindling sticks—have produced a martial fire.
The fire is meant for rival hosts—like mosquitoes—and its smoke
brings tears to the lotus eyes of your enemies’ wives.

Here the reader can observe the poet’s ability imaginatively to fuse tropes
and conventions found in other mahakavya (bringing tears to the wives of
enemies, in this case) into a complex description of the king’s valor, using
the strikingly down-to-earth, even discordant, image of getting smoke in
one’s eyes while lighting a fire to get rid of mosquitoes. Again and again,
we see a poet unafraid to attempt a complex analogy that risks interfering
with the alliterative effect he seeks to reproduce in every verse. A statistical
analysis would probably confirm the impression that the poet is partial to
tropes that produce complex conceptualizations that help him to refashion
the rhetoric familiar from easily identifiable archetypes in Sanskrit kavya.
Such strategies also allow Sriharsa to substitute customary patterns of
description with original, totally unexpected formulations. For instance,
he can replace a familiar expression for a common motif, such as describing
a young woman as “thin in the waist” (krsodari), by rendering it in unpre-
dictable variants like “she, the existence or nonexistence of whose waist
comes under the scope of doubt” (2.40) or “one whose middle is an alternate
manifestation of Siva’s supernatural ability to become minuscule” (3.64).
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Clearly concerned with the artistry that goes into composing verse and
the analytical gaze applied to it, Sriharsa’s verses demonstrate an intimacy
with and ebullient use of language, as he plucks metaphors from here and
there to represent further fields of experience. He calls the Naisadhiya “a
‘traveler on a road unseen by the family of poets” (8.109), as a poem that
‘describes things to be emotionally experienced and known,” a pioneer
on a path, as it were, “not trod on by others” (20.162¢); he also tells us
t’hat he “does not let a single opportunity to innovate escape him” (19.67).
Sriharsa's style is consciously excessive, conspicuous in its quest for the
next synonym or in its demonstration of how even the most circumscribed
vocabularies and sets of kavya conventions can take in fresh signifiers
without fundamentally altering the comprehensibility of established con-
ventions. The poet repetitively reminds the reader—in his typically peri-
phrastic style of expression—that the Naisadhiya is “not lean on delicious
poetic feeling” (15.93c). Sriharsa sees himself as avant-garde, venturing
into uncharted landscapes of poetry, but, at the same time, does not totally
rebel against the normalizing tendencies of mahdkavya practice.

In addition to the proliferation of complex tropes in Sriharsa’s verses,
the Naisadhiya does not lack verses that are plainer in style, content,
and emotional register. At the same time, the Naisadhiya elaborates on
Srigara rasa, an emotional aesthetic of love and eroticism. Sriharsa, in his
inimitable style, elaborates this srrgdra rasa by depicting lovers united
and lovers-in-separation. He also skillfully represents a distinctive type
of courtly flirtation that the two lovers enact verbally. This scene in the
poem mediates between their initial pining for each other and their ulti-
mate marriage. Here are a few selected verses from their extended dia-
logue. First, Nala speaks (9.8-9.10):

Ah, my tongue has remained indifferent to your two questions
(about my family and my name). Neither matters much really.
Both flowery and fluffy statements are poisons.

Eloquence in speech rests in brevity and substance.

What is my name?

In what order is the sequence of letters in my name?
These questions are futile,

Face to face, we can carry on our discussion

by using “you” and “1.”

That should be enough.
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If my family is not dignified by nature,
what is the propriety of its disclosure?
And if it is, then it is ridiculous for me
to have presented myself as a messenger or as a servant.

[To which Damayanti replies (9.15-9.16):]

I hear you adorn the lunar dynasty.

still, my desire for details is not satisfied.

You stay quiet in certain matters, you go on and on about others.
Ah! Stupendous is your mastery of deception.

Well, you haven’t made your name nectar for my ears
and, therefore, it is not proper for me to give a response.
Custom does not tolerate decent women

to sit and converse with strange men.

The contrivance of the plot here allows for a gripping dialogue between
Nala and Damayanti where both sense that they are speaking to the other
but where, on account of lacking certainty, neither wants to make the
first move toward revealing themselves. As expected, the poet seizes on
the narrative situation to play his characteristic word games where Nala’s
slippery response to Damayanti’s request for identification is swiftly fol-
lowed with Damayanti’s equally clever counterresponses.

Before they arrive face to face, however, they both suffer through the
symptoms of unrequited love so graphically depicted by South Asian poets,
painters, and sculptors before and after Srtharsa. Perhaps weary of the scores
of such descriptions already available to him, when the Naisadhiya’s poet
focuses on the passionate moods of lovers ill-fatedly separated from each
other, he often oscillates—sometimes in one and the same verse—between
playing it straight and poking fun at conventional tropes that describe tor-
mented lovers. While the more conventional imagery is fruitfully explored by
Sriharsa as well, here are a few examples of verses from the fourth canto that
guide the trope toward another, more outlandish aesthetic (4.11; 4.44; 4.49):

Just imagine the pain produced by a small splinter

entering the sole of the foot?

What to say of a mountain—the lord of the earth, Nala—

entering the soft-bodied Damayanti’s heart and staying lodged in there?
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Time for humans, for gods, and for the Creator

is reckoned differently for each.

Why do mathematicians not calculate time for lovers?
A moment for those separated is surely different

than a moment for those who are united.

For the sin of killing women separated from their lovers
the criminal moon is exiled, flung from the heavens,
and smashed on the rocks of the moonless black night.
The bright sparks add to the stars of the sky.

Another verse speaks to DamayantT’s true feelings hidden beneath a mis-
construing of her friend’s intent ina polyvalent description of Damayanti’s
physical/emotional condition (4.109):

(Damayanti’s friend says:) Love’s heat dislodges the jewel in your necklace.
Your chest (hrdaya) today, therefore, is unornamented (analamkrta).
[Your heart (hydaya) today, therefore, is without Nala (analamkrta)).
(Damayanti says:) Ah, friend, then I am lost indeed if the one I love most

is distanced from my heart (hrdaya),

Eventually the two lovers do unite, and $riharsa’s vivid descriptions of
Nala and Damayanti’s first night after the wedding represent a stunningly
poetic interpretation of details from texts like the Kamasitra. Here are two
particularly fine verses that the poet provides after he has described their
love-making (152-153):

The couple slept,

seeing each other in dream,
moving, lips locked, thighs rubbing,
entwined in deep embrace.

When they’d made love, the couple slept in bliss.
Leaves seemed to sprout from the girl’s breasts,

- stamping designs on her lord's chest,
elephants and dolphins.
Their hearts united, the sudden merging of breath
in and out, in and out,
indicating that their lives are now one,

E
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It should be emphasized that, as often as Sriharsa chooses to be funny
or impolite, he can be as frequently soft and moving. The end of the first
canto, for instance, demonstrates Sriharsa’s delicate skill as a poet to
produce the rasa of compassion (karuna-rasa). While in his palace garden,
Nala catches hold of the golden hamsa who will ultimately bear his mes-
sage of love to Damayanti. The bird, thinking itself near death, paints a
shockingly dismal picture of his future (1.134-1.139):

I am the only son of an old mother.

My poor beloved has just given birth,

I am the only shelter for both.

Persecuting me, O fate, does compassion not restrain you?

Friends will show compassion and gather with tears a-flowing,
They will complain how unfair the world is.

Then, they will go.

But, mother, the ocean of grief facing you—

how will you cross it?

“Where is he?”

“Why is he late to send a message and

bring stalks for our dinner?”

“How far off is he from coming home?”

When you ask these questions to those birds,
they will give you a reply—weeping.

What will that moment be like for you, my wife?

Oh God! How can a lotuslike hand

that paints the coolness and softness of a beloved

write these letters that burn the forehead, cruel like
the sun’s rays:

“You will be separated from the one you love”?

For sure, lady of darting glances,

you will look around and see emptiness in all ten directions.
As soon as you hear from my friends

the news of my death,

it will be like being struck by lightning,
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This episode in the poem, aptly called the “Lament of the Hamsa” (hamsa-
vildpa) by later audiences, demonstrates Sriharsa’s range as a poet and
also his insistence on making inherited tropes somehow novel. Here, on
one level, the bird’s pathos is surely coding the imminent suffering of
the human protagonists, and the audience thus immediately enters the
mood developed by the poet. However, on another level, the displace-
ment of the lamentation onto the avian realm softens, to some extent,
the emotional impact. $riharsa’s poem likes to stay light on the surface
and lets the turbulent stirrings underneath develop and manifest for the
audience in quiet, unexpected ways. Take, for example, these two crucial
verses at the end of the ninth canto, where Nala throws off his mask and
reveals himself to his beloved Damayanti, who has dissolved into tears at
the thought of never uniting with him (9.103-9.104):

Ah love! Who are you crying for?

You are smearfng your face with these tears.
With those eyes, darting and dancing,

don't you see Nala bowing here before you?

Under the pretext of dropping so many tears,
from the sapphirelike pupils of your eyes,
you show expertise in the wordplay

where a nasal letter is dropped from words.
Doubtless, that’s how you make

life (samsara) so meaningful (sasdra).

Even when a verse of intense emotional content appears (the first one
here), the poet quickly muffles the moment with a second verse ina ludic
pitch. That second verse, however, which puns on the compound word
bindu-cyutaka, which can mean both “dropping of tears” (an involuntary
natural response) and “dropping of a nasal consonant” (a word game),
is nevertheless psychologically consonant with how a lover might con-
sole a beloved that has burst into tears—by making him or her smile with
some totally absurd observation. Nala’s citing Damayanti’s expertise in a
special kind of wordplay is, on a superficial level, an utterly incongruous
statement given the situation. But, it is not an emotionally implausible
response. Once again, Sriharsa draws our attention to the limited under-
standing one can have using logic bereft of an emotional intelligence.
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SRIHARSA’S VOICE

To whose heart does Sriharsa not give pleasure?
Entertaining through his poetry,

he is a hill that playfully sways in the waves

of the nectar of rasa.

Attractive with his philosophizing,

he is a craggy mountain churning the sea

with deeply penetrating arguments,

a boatman skilled enough to cross the ocean

of both schools of Mimamsar*

Ramacandra $esa, sixteenth-century commentator

This, then, is what Sriharsa’s voice is like. For him, there is a consistent
effort to rescue language that slides into convention or fades into abstrac-
tion. The poem’s texture is symphonic, with the poet’s voice dashing from
the elevated to the colloquial or disappearing into lyrical bursts. The fluid
movement of verses refuses to settle into any steady pattern. Strange
articulations and images are frequently juxtaposed with familiar ones in
consecutive verses, extrinsic to the reader’s expectations but well within
the reach of her imagination. He often cuts with a single bold stroke of
language not only the knots of his oeuvre’s recurring philosophical the-
sis (that speech is ultimately futile to describe reality) but also the pride
of rival philosophers—and poets—who would dare to challenge him.
A steady preoccupation with language and of his power as a poet leads
Sriharsa to regularly import the meta-language of poetics into his verses.
He thus highlights the technical language of formalized poetics by play-
fully interspersing in his verses the technical terms for various figures of
speech in addition to specialized concepts from the history of Sanskrit
poetics. For example, exploiting the homonym vaidarbhi, which signifies
one of Damayanti’s epithets, Lady from Vidarbha, and the name of a par-
ticular poetic style of composition (vaidarbhi-riti) that favors lucid, melo-
dious, and generally charming types of sonic and semantic expressivity,
Sriharsa offers the following verse (3.116):

You are fortunate indeed, Lady of Vidarbha [Vaidarbhi style]!
Your high character [poetic virtue] attracts Nala.

What more praise could we give to the light of the moon,

for it attracts and stirs up even the deep ocean?*
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Throughout the poem, Sriharsa explicitly invokes technical terms of
poetics. In verse 9.50, for example, he cites the terms dhvani (literally,
“sound” or “resonance”), the concept of a special suggestive power of
poetic language beyond the denoted and intended meaning, and vakrokti
(“crooked speech”), the oblique use and expressivity of ordinary language
that makes it distinctively poetic.

Naisadhiya commentators throughout the centuries seem to agree that
their poet relies heavily on figures such as imaginative ascription (utpreksa),
expressions that offer double meanings (slesa), and new approaches to the
ubiquitous simile (upama). Arguably, Sriharsa is the Sanskrit literary tradi-
tion’s greatest master of utpreksa and certainly one of its most celebrated
Slesa poets. A.N. Jani, for example, cites Pt. K.L.V. Shastri’s comment in
the Sanskrit preface to the 1924 Palghat edition of the Naisadhiya: “In the
imaginative construction of striking expressions, Sriharsa is king (ittham
vdcyartha-vaicitrya-kalpandyam $riharsah simhdasanam arhati).’ The poet
draws attention to his own literary powers in 22.144, where Nala directs
Damayanti to notice the way in which poets who use the figure utpreksa
can effortlessly conjure up an image of the moon as a sunstone jar (white
and made of nectar) and the black space in the moon as a rabbit carry-
ing a bowl of sapphires out of which nectar is scooped up and drunk by
the attendant stars.*' In this verse, Sriharsa suggests the powers of the
utpreksa-kavi but leaves it to his sixteenth-century commentator Narayana
to make the reference to Sriharsa himself explicit—"“utpreksa-kavi means
here great poets like Sriharsa” ($riharsadibhir mahakavibhir).

By the time Sriharsa was writing in the twelfth century, poetics on the
mahakavya had reached a mature point, as had the mahakavya genre itself.
The Naisadhiya’s complex reception, therefore, has as much to do with
how the work of past mahakavya masters is distilled in it as much as what
the poem contributes as a model to future literary work in South Asia.
Intertextuality with the entire history of pre-twelfth-century poetry in
India reaches new heights with Sriharsa. Consistently, the well-known
trope is fully assimilated and then thoroughly reformed. Sriharsa primar-
ily demonstrates his awareness of Kilidasa's influence. Notice, however,
how inheritance transforms into something altogether new in the two
verses below, the first from Kalidasa’'s Kumarasambhava (1.43) and the sec-
ond from the first canto of the Naisadhiya (1.24):

Beauty goes to the moon but does not share in the softness of the lotus.
Beauty in the lotus makes no claim on the soothing radiance of the moon.
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Beauty, however, that has waywardly reached Uma’s face—
there it can rest happily and enjoy both!

His eyes defeated the lotus.
His smile conquered the moon’s beauty.

Beauty-wise, what else is there greater than the lotus and the moon?
Ah the poverty of things to compare to his face!

Kaliddsa’s sublime verse uses well-worn tropes for comparing two beau’tl'—
ful things. Srtharsa, however, invokes them as tropes themselvesl(lfpamla
tau) merely to indicate how useless they are to serve as analogies. Sﬂhaﬁ‘s
takes stock of the entire range of mahdkavya that precedes him but?
probably closest in spirit to poets such as Bharavi and Magha, with whoﬂl‘(
he is usually compared. Both of these poets produced stanzas that toots
great pleasure in complexity, stacking trope upon trope to produce fea ;
with language generally unavailable in Kalidasa’s poetry. What Separatef’
Sriharsa from these two poets is twofold. First is his noticeable sel ]
consciousness that often lends a droll sensibility to an otherwise astoun®
ing rhetorical mastery. Second, and related to the first point, is Srihargd St
unfettered impulse to add poetic dazzle (camatkara) to his verses, 50 tha
the reader does not feel in any way that they have already encountef@d a
given trope in another poet’s composition. o of
Thus, for instance, to describe the morning, Magha sets up & series 0

marvelous contrasts, each suggestive of common poetic conventions, 47
then ends with a lofty revelation (11.64):

The night-lotus loses its beauty. The day-lotus becomes beautiful.
The owl loses its delight. The cakravika duck is overjoyed.
The magnificent-rayed sun rises as the cool-beamed moon sets.

Astonishing indeed are the bitter consequences emanating from
the whimsy of cruel Fate!

Magha'’s verse ends on a general statement about ruthless Nature and usé*
heavily condensed language that is unobtrusively evocative and clever™
different types of lotuses are said to bloom at different times, the o
cannot see during the day, and the cakravika ducks separate in the nig

and reunite during the day. Here is how Sriharsa describes the advance c

morning in one of several verses sung by Nala’s bards to awaken the kir
after the first night with his new bride (19.12):
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The sun is on the hunt:

sunbeams—hawks hovering in the sky—

kill the darkness, the black crows.

The moon shrinks to the west, afraid

his rabbit will be killed by the rabbit-eating hawks.
The stars—pigeons—scatter too on hearing the news,

While also calling upon common poetic tropes (the rabbit in the moon,
for example), ériharsa’sjuxtaposition of the setting of the sun and the ris-
ing of the moon to a scene of hunters and hunted winks rather than nods
to conventional treatments of this theme. The clincher, rather than a gen-
eral statement that seals the thought, is an even more startling image
(Comparing stars to scattering pigeons) that protracts the scene rather
than closing it down.,

Like many poets after Kalidasa, Magha and $riharsa incorporate a high
flegree of scholasticism into their poetry. Unlike other poets, however,
Sriharsa’s treatment of early India’s philosophical thought and poetic
conventions is virtually encyclopedic. The Naisadhiya makes reference to
topics from virtually all of the technical texts on the arts and sciences. It
Provides exhaustive geographical and political data and alludes to a range
of occupations and livelihoods that shed light on the social and economic
realities of the twelfth century, including all manner of popular belief and
cultural practice of the time. The Naisadhiya brings the entire textbook
culture of the Sanskrit world into focus, including the twelve well-known
Sources (kdvydrthdndm dvadasa-yonayah) from which Sanskrit poetry gen-
erally draws: Vedic literature, smrti texts, traditional histories (itihasa),
ancient lore (purana), logic (pramana-vidya), astrology (samaya-vidya),
three different kinds of political texts (rdja-siddhanta-trayD), knowledge of
“OmMmon practices (loka), other literary compositions (viracand), and mis-
cellany of different kinds (prakirnaka). In addition, Sriharsa demonstrates

is astonishing familiarity with virtually all of the primary scientific disci-
plines (Sastra) and ancillary Vedic sciences (vedanga): medicine (ayurveda),
military sejence (dhanurveda), law (dharma), political science (artha and
niti), erotics (kama), mystico-ritual science (tantra), musicology (sarigita),
Mathematics (ganita), science of horses (asva), science of jewels (ratna),
lexicons (kosa), poetics and rhetoric (alarikdra), dramaturgy (ndtya), astrol-
ogy (mauhﬁrtika-vidyd), the science of bodily signs (samudrika-Sastra),
domestic rituals (kalpa), phonetics (siksa), etymology (nirukta), prosody
Chandas), grammar (vyakarana), and astronomy (jyotisa).
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Encountering something new and strange in Sriharsa’s poetry, there-
fore, surely left many contemporaries and later readers uneasy with
the poem. Hostile criticism and passionate defense of the poem coexist
in the Naisadhiya’s receptive history right down through to the twen-
tieth century. Thus, the final four verses of the Naisadhiya (and to the
Khandanakhandakhddya as well) partially lay out the future of the poem’s
reception, as a work that will be honored by some, rejected by others, and
misunderstood by most (22.150-22.153)*:

Beautiful women take hold of a young man’s imagination,
They cannot be appreciated by prepubescent boys.

My sweet verses delight learned connoisseurs.

Why should I care for disparagement from insipid critics?

In every direction, loud sounds leak out of falling mountain rivulets.

Let people compare these noises to see which is better (if they wish).

But the milky ocean, once churned for its nectar, relieves all exhaustions

and gives delight to delight itself. That's what makes it altogether distinctive.

T have made an effort to lodge some tough knots—here and there—

in this text.

Louts who think themselves educated, but are really only superficial readers,
should not play around with this book.

Only an appreciative reader, who has had the knots loosened for him

by a competent teacher, faithfully served,

can feel the delight of taking a dip into the waves of this poem’s rasa.

I'received two betel leaves and a high position from the lord of Kanyakubja.
I realized the supreme Brahman, an ocean of bliss, during meditation.

My poetry showers rains of honey

and my philosophical arguments best all rivals.

This work of Sriharsa the poet—

may it spread and may it bring about delight to generous connoisseurs.

The Naisadhiya suggests that Sriharsa’s interest at least partially lies in
authenticating his work for a specialized audience of readers who will be
able to notice his wide-ranging references and then retrace his logic for
using them. The poet puts his audience, like his characters, in a position
of having to apprehend reality from illusion. As Sriharsa himself predicts,
the poem will become an ideal locus of study for the formalist scholars
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of medieval India, those who saw within its twenty-two cantos a kind of
literariness meant to destabilize the very notions of what the mahakavya
genre (and kavya itself) was and could become.

Sriharsa’s truculent “voice,” heard in the verses above and previously
unheard of altogether, is taken up by many poets thereafter, including
the seventeenth-century Panditardja Jagannatha, who many claim may
have been the most recent of the great Sanskrit intellectuals. Here are
two verses from his oeuvre that may remind one of kavi-pandita Sriharsa.
The first of these is a proud declaration from the Rasagarigadhara (1.6),
a classic of Sanskrit poetics, and the second is a coded warning to unre-
ceptive critics (blind elephants) from one of Jagannitha’s collection of
poems known as Bhaminivilasa:

When I needed to illustrate something apropos to the context,
I composed the verses myself, Nothing of another poet

can be found here.

Does a deer, which has the power to produce musk scent,
even consider chasing the fragrance of flowers?

Friend, you may be commander of a herd of elephants,
but your eyes are blind with intoxication.

Don't halt even for a moment here,

on this forest ground of twists and turns!

The lord of lions just tore through the boulders

of a big mountain mistaking it for an elephant.

He sleeps now here in this cave.

One can clearly hear echoes of Sriharsa in Jagannitha's boasts.
Anthologists went a step further and directly attributed stanzas to
Sriharsa in their collections, even though there is little likelihood
that they were actually his verses. Take, for example, this verse from a
thirteenth-century anthology known as the Saduktikarnamrta (Ear-Nectar
of Good Verse):

When the Creator was sculpting her body,

up to her moonlike face, with radiance itself,

he ran out of the stuff,

Even when he was creating the world, this never happened.
So with what he had left over—the darkness—

he used up to make her hair.®
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While the verse above resembles something Sriharsa might have writ-
ten, it is almost certainly not by him; similarly this verse, also from the
Saduktikarnamrta:

Sometimes the nose is slightly bent,

or a smirk appears on the face,

their mouths emitting a donkeylike voice.
This is how they gesture

their displeasure and derision.

Or with an uncharitable critique,

a critical silence,

or the recitation of fine verses by other poets.
Ah, poetry! How many prejudiced critics

can you possibly tolerate?¥

Well-known anthologies of Sanskrit verse from the early- to mid-thir-
teenth century included multiple verses from the Naisadhiya and many
more like the ones above that are attributed to Sriharsa but not found
anywhere else.? As we shall see, the long history of the Naisadhiya’s recep-
tion is not merely an important archive. These pseudepigraphal verses
demonstrate that Srtharsa and the Naisadhiya—released from their social,
historical, and cultural contexts—became an imaginative style, a tonal
nuance, an attitude, a particular way of treating a set of themes. The abil-
ity to appreciate these fictional representations depended not so much on
Sriharsa’s poem as it did on the codes that the Naisadhiya conjured for a
model readership that could comprehend them. These verses are oblique
forms of prasasti, as their ventriloquism comes across as a form of inspired
flattery. Take, for example, this verse from the seventeenth-century Hindi
poet Biharilal, one of Sriharsa’s literary descendants:

My eyes travelled upwards

after negotiating the mountain heights of your breasts;
they wished to climb to the wondrous beauty

of your face; but alas, having fallen

in the pit of the dimples of your chin,

they got stuck up there forever.”

While the prasasti verses reflect the cumulative momentum built up
around critical engagements with the Naisadhiya, verses attributed to



THE NAISADHIYA'S AESTHETIC ¢ 47

Sriharsa speak to the existence of an effect that the Naisadhiya tradi-
tion comes to possess, whereby audiences feel they can gain access
to Sriharsa’s voice, style, and personality and creatively redeploy his
imaginative consciousness in contexts that transcend the Naisadhiya
and its poet.*

The desire on the part of premodern literary communities in South
Asia to emulate Sriharsa’s style rests on a sympathetic identification that
we generally find absent in colonial-era scholarship that has introduced
the poem to many students both within and outside of India. Colonial-era
critical approaches often connected the Naisadhiya to new ideologies of
aesthetic order that sometimes valorized though often punitively judged
the “decadence” of the Naisadhiya in light of the earlier classical models
fashioned by the foundational poet Kalidasa. Very often, critics from this
era uncompromisingly privileged a type of Romantic poetry that held
favor among the European writers on aesthetics at the time. As Bronner
has suggested with regard to the reception of Sanskrit slesa poetry during
this period, the standard-bearer for “good” poetry was Kilidasa, whose
work was “natural, simple, humane, and expressive.”*! Guided by these
principles, critics of Sanskrit literature, while acknowledging Sriharsa’s
achievements, could not restrain themselves from comparing his work
to Kalidasa’s.” Thus, for example, we have a train of reflections on what
Sriharsa’s work lacks:

We have grace of expression and melody of verse in abundance in Sriharsa,
but we miss the charming simplicity of Kalidasa. In spite of neatness of
versification and beauty of diction, richness of imagery and parade of
learning, it fails to touch the heart of the reader like Kaliddsa's poems,
where the words flow spontaneously from the pen of the poet even as the
tiny sefalikd flowers drop down, of themselves, in the early autumn morn,
Where we have svabhavokti in Kalidasa, we find vakrokti and atisayokti in
Sriharsa; where we have upamd in Kalidasa, we find utpreksd in Sriharsa;
where we have suggestiveness in Kaliddsa, we find double entendre in
Sriharsa.®

Baldev Upadhyaya, in his encyclopedic Hindi work on the Sanskrit pan-
dits of Benaras, calls the Naisadhiya “unique” (aniithi), a poem that is more
rational (mastisk ka pos) than emotional (man ka tos). W. Yates, who also
recognized the importance of the poem for scholars in Benaras, favor-
ably compares Sriharsa with the Latin poets, but still within a rubric of
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“good poetry” that is not necessarily reflective of attitudes held by pre-

modern Indian audiences:

In glowing descriptions of the passions and particularly the passion of Love,
he resembles Ovid; in the easy flow of his language he is Virgil’s equal or
perhaps superior; in the variety of meters and moral reflections, he competes
with Horace; while in pomp of expression, diversity of imagery and minute-

ness of delineation he far exceeds them all.**

Many of these modern perspectives, as I will now demonstrate in the
next chapters, bear only a faint trace of earlier attitudes taken toward
the Naisadhiya in commentaries and other premodern genres of literary

criticism.
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cant complement to Sriharsa’s own autobiographical gestures is a
set of Sanskrit commentaries on the Naisadhiya. Over eight centuries,
the poem has been an object that commentators have enthusiastically
gravitated toward and, in distinctive ways, have invested with a gravi-
tas befitting a classic work. From the thirteenth to twentieth centuries,
the Naisadhiya attracted more commentaries than any other Sanskrit
mahdkdvya, and, because the first one appears only fifty years after the
poem does, Sriharsa’s masterwork offers an ideal site to study a relatively
uninterrupted commentarial tradition of a major premodern South Asian
literary work. Our study of the Naisadhiya's influential role in the history
of South Asia’s literary traditions, therefore, begins with these commen-
taries and their authors. Individually and collectively, as far as we can tell,
commentators constitute both an early community of creators and the
long-standing subjects of what I have been calling a Naisadhiya tradition.
Accordingly, this chapter sets out first to locate the major commentar-
ies on the poem in time and space and to identify, where possible, lin-
eages and relationships among them and the turning points in the poem’s
reception they ultimately come to represent.
Sheldon Pollock, in writing about the difficulties implicit in historiciz-
ing various aspects of Sanskrit’s literary culture, notes the following:

EN TERMS of inaugurating a tradition of the poem, the first signifi-

The generations of Sanskrit poets could be thought of as simultaneous
because in one important sense they were. They continued to be read and
copied, discussed and debated, and to provide important models of artistic
fashioning for uninterrupted centuries. However scholars might wish to
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periodize Sanskrit literary culture, it is crucial to bear in mind such local
procedures, by which, as part of its fundamental self-understanding,

the culture sought to resist all periodization.’

In important ways, which I will discuss shortly, I think the works of com-
mentators also “resist all periodization.” Nevertheless, I argue now, we
find several distinct phases of commentary writing that can be histori-
cally graphed into blocks of, more or less, two or three centuries. Thus,
I identify commentaries from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries
as early encounters with the Naisadhiya; commentaries from this period
seek to find an appropriate lens with which to interpret this relatively
new poem. Only two generations removed from Sriharsa, these works
generally hold the poem’s virtuosity in awe and, following the poet’s
implicit and explicit indications, respond to it either as an extraordinary
aesthetic creation or as a challenging work of profound scholarship in
need of thoughtful explication. By the second phase, in contrast, which
begins sometime early in the fifteenth century, the Naisadhiya is already
well established in the institutions of scholastic culture. Unlike the ear-
lier commentaries before the fourteenth century, which arguably oper-
ated under a precanonical consciousness that largely identified with the
author, commentaries from this later period show that the Naisadhiya
had become an object of tense debate around which an audience of read-
ers and scholars competed for hermeneutic control. Whereas a spate of
encomia (prasasti) dedicated to Sriharsa and the Naisadhiya can be found
in earlier commentaries, the works from this second period of scholar-
ship hardly mention this particular poet and poem as entities distinct
from other poets and poems.

[ argue that they focused, rather, on the Naisadhiya as one among sev-
eral works marked for use in institutions of Sanskrit learning. Discussed
during this period as much for its virtuosity as for the properties it held
in tension, the Naisadhiya became a locus for arguments about the very
norms of good poetry. Taken up in greater detail in chapter 4 of this book,
arguments that are implied in commentaries over the interpretations of
single verses appear to be emblematic of larger conflicts in motion. Most
prominently, during this period, the Naisadhiya seems to have become as
notorious for its literary transgressions (dosa) as it became renowned for
its literary virtues (guna). Commentators reveal at various turns in their
analysis ambivalent feelings about the Naisadhiya's radically imaginative
use of language and trope, what one might call in Sanskrit its kalpana-jatila



EIGHT CENTURIES OF COMMENTARY & 51

(“twisted forms of imaginative expression”); or, using a Greek term from
Western classical rhetoric that the rubric of dosa implies, they identify
the poem’s catachresis (literally “[deliberate] misuse”), which, as a literary
term, connotes daring overextensions of language use that challenge, or
perhaps fly in the face of, linguistic norms and conventions. Thus, within
commentarial culture, an ironic situation arose during the fifteenth cen-
tury whereby the very quality of the Naisadhiya upon which much of its
reputation was built also became a site for critical disapproval.

Closely related to this developing discourse about the poem’s suit-
ability as a model of elegant, if not stylistically normative, usage is the
Naisadhiya’s being classed with other classics of the mahakavya genre.
Commentators from the fifteenth century were also the first to write
commentaries on a fixed set of five Sanskrit poems to which they gave the
name paficamahakavya (“the five [classic] mahakavya”), a category I dis-
cuss in this chapter. I suggest that the Naisadhiya had a prominent role in
galvanizing the paficamahakavya formulation and fortifying its appeal as a
useful canonical category. And Naisadhiya commentators of the fifteenth
century (Mallindtha and Caritravardhana), owing to the popularity of
their gloss on all five of these poems, had an influential role in establish-
ing and facilitating the propagation of the Naisadhiya as a canonical work.
From the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries, commentary writing on the
Naisadhiya reveals that the debates and tensions manifested in the works
of a previous generation of scholars reached some measure of equilibrium
and ultimately consolidated the Naisadhiya's status as a classic of Sanskrit
literature. Commentaries from this era are far more demanding works, as
they now confidently treat the Naisadhiya as a classic work that deserves
an interpretive energy that transcends the merely referential function
of earlier works to include finding polyvalent meanings and scholastic
references at every turn in Sriharsa’s verses. As we shall see later, only
two commentaries are available from the nineteenth century and a single
one from the twentieth century, all of which largely follow earlier trends
in Naisadhiya scholarship.

Surveying the development of Naisadhiya commentaries from the
thirteenth to twentieth centuries, we learn that the very genre of com-
mentary, as it develops around the Naisadhiya, evolves and shifts in unpre-
dictable trajectories and that, despite the rhetoric and appearance of
commentaries as uniform documents moving in fixed patterns across time
and space, they are situated in specific historical contexts. Commentaries
on the poem first appear in thirteenth-century western India and seem
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to reach their zenith in the seventeenth century as a pan-Indian phe-
nomenon. Relatively few are composed in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, and the ones available are generally derivative of earlier works.
A detailed chronology of all known commentaries poses an insurmount-
able challenge, as quite a few of the works we know about prove difficult to
date with any certainty. We can reconstruct, however, a fairly clear under-
standing of the major commentaries whose manuscripts were copied
down over centuries and safeguarded in libraries and private collections.
While the names of approximately fifty such commentaries on the poem
have come down to us, many more were probably composed than have
survived. Of these fifty, only about ten complete commentaries before the
twentieth century are available in manuscript form, five of which have
now been partially or fully edited and published as books or dissertations.
These five include the three printed editions of the Naisadhiya with com-
mentaries by Mallinatha (fifteenth century), Nardyana (sixteenth cen-
tury), and Candupandita (thirteenth century), as well as partial editions
with the commentaries of Narahari and Gadidhara (both dissertations
recently completed in India).?

WHAT COMMENTARIES DO

On the one hand, Sanskrit commentaries, in general, appear to have a for-
mat that is uniform and formulaic.? Each resembles the other and, using
Sheldon Pollock’s phrase, its style “memorializes, even mimics, an oral
pedagogy.” They are structured to maximize efficiency and perform stan-
dard functions that include: reordering the syntax of the original text to
make it easier to read; explaining difficult Sanskrit words or phrases with
simpler ones (a sort of intralinear gloss); supplying references to texts on
grammar and poetics to identify distinctive linguistic usages and tropes;
and occasionally providing remarkable interpretations to either clarify
or stretch the text’s intended semantic structures, Along with the foun-
dational science of grammar (vyakarana)—all commentators, it seems,
are required to be first-rate grammarians—the hermeneutic impulses
of a Sanskrit commentator on kdvya invariably presuppose a critical
investment in the fundamentals of literary science (sahitya-sastra) as
well, which, among other things, includes: identifying the poem’s liter-
ariness (kavya-laksana) in terms of its chief emotional sentiments (rasa),
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figures of speech and sense (alarikara), diction (vrtti), style (riti), and poetic
conventions (kavi-samaya); discovering the dynamics of its language
($abda-vydpdra) in connection with its denotative (abhidha), connotative
(laksana), and suggestive (vyaiijana) power; delineating the hero (nayaka)
and heroine’s (ndyika) various psychological states; and deliberating on
felicitous and infelicitous poetic usages (guna and dosa, respectively) from
the point of view of an acculturated sense of taste customarily prescribed,
or at least described, within several centuries of texts on poetics.

Technical information in these commentaries is often conveyed in
technical language and generally deals with the grammaticality of an
utterance, its meter, and the important figures of speech and sense.
Finally, the semantic dimension of each verse is generally accounted for
through the provision of synonyms, complex rewordings, or allusions to
dictionaries (kosa). Though they occasionally open up the text’s seman-
tic and pragmatic potential for the reader, rarely do these commentar-
ies move away from their literalist mentality. In assimilating the literary
text into a discursive order that reflects organic unity and coherence
with an absence of the strange or deviant, the Sanskrit commentator
usually employs conventional formulas rationally to explain, justify, or
elaborate through the prism of well-defined and acceptable methods of
analysis. Taking an unassuming approach to interpretation, these formal
commentaries follow a conservative structuring. Either they conform to
a subject-centered word-by-word method (danddnvaya) or take a verb-
centered approach that tackles syntactic units (khandanvaya). Both of
these formats (and their permutations) will be discussed in chapter 3,
especially as they relate to the interpretive and pedagogical logic of
Naisadhiya commentarial practice.

It is very likely that historically the Sanskrit commentary, and its uti-
lization in institutional contexts, established works like the Naisadhiya
as instruments necessary for the preservation and creative continuity
of Sanskrit learning. Through the writing of a commentary, the Sanskrit
intellectual’s dual functions of research scholar and teacher were tested.
The Naisadhiya’s reception history demonstrates the extent to which its
commentators were conscious of the investments demanded of them to
undertake the task of commenting on the poem. The challenge posed
by a work like Naisadhiya subsumed for them an exciting glimpse into
genuine literary progress and, I argue, deeper access into an elite culture
of pedagogy.
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EARLY ENCOUNTERS WITH THE NAISADHIYA

I begin with the first two commentators of the poem, both of whom
worked in the second half of the thirteenth century in the Vaghela
courts of western India, whose capital city Dhavalakkaka (Dholaka) was
near modern-day Ahmedabad. The first commentary is by Vidyadhara
and is eponymously entitled the Sahityavidyadhari (Commentary of
Vidyadhara, Expert on Literature); the second is by Candupandita and
is called Naisadhadipika (A Bright Lamp on the Naisadhiya). The Vaghela
kings succeeded the Solankis (Calukyas) in the region of Gujarat in the
late thirteenth century and apparently continued Solanki traditions of
patronage for scholars and artists. According to a later legend found in
Rajasekharastiri’s sixteenth-century Prabandhakosa, a collection of quasi-
historical narratives (prabandha), the Naisadhiya was introduced to the
Solanki courts in the latter part of the twelfth century or during the early
years of the thirteenth century (only a short time after it was originally
composed) under the stewardship of Vastupala, the chief minister of King
Bhima II (1179-1239 CE).* The earliest known commentator, Vidyadhara,
belonged to the court of Visiladeva (c. 1250 cE), the son of Viradhavala
(founder of the Vighela lineage).® The Sahityavidyadhari commentary
stresses the value of the Naisadhiya’s literary craft and the necessity of
understanding literature (sahitya-sastra) systematically to grasp the text’s
elusive meanings. Aptly named, therefore, this inaugural work of the
Naisadhiya tradition concentrates almost solely on the poem’s rhetori-
cal excellence by identifying, and then supplying, the technical names of
various figures of speech used by Sriharsa. In a verse found in one manu-
script of this commentary, an unnamed scribe summarizes Vidyadhara’s
contribution as follows:

Long live that commentary called Sahityavidyadhari,

always beautiful and respectably established alongside

the Naisadhiya, a poem of incomparable delight for the heart and mind.
This commentary shines a light on the poem’s fresh rasas.

Meant for connoisseurs, it illuminates with ease the poem’s

deep sentiments, hidden meanings, and elegant figures of speech.’

As the comments of the scribe above suggest, Vidyadhara’s work is clear,
focused, and precise in its efficient explanations of the Naisadhiya’s lan-
guage and tropes. Vidyadhara seems to have been the first of a long string
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of commentators and critics drawn to the rhetorical dimension of the
poem. Commentators that follow him, in fact, mention his commentary
by name when they reflect on Sriharsa’s eminence as a wordsmith.

A second commentator, Candupandita (c. 1290 CE), was a near con-
temporary of Vidyadhara and received patronage from the Vaghela
king Sarangadeva during the last decade of the thirteenth century.
Candupandita provides us information about his scholastic family and
the distinctions he earned as scholar (pandita) and as Vedic priest (samrat,
sthapati, diksita). He tells us that his Bright Lamp commentary was on the
“new poem called Naisadha” (kavyam navam naisadham), which he stud-
ied with his poetry teacher Munideva.? From the earliest available manu-
script of the commentary (1386 cE), we also learn that Candupandita’s
younger brother Talhana (also a scholar) filled in some of the lacunae left
after most manuscripts of the Naisadhadipikd were burned by “barbarians”
(mleccha).? Candupandita is fully aware of Vidyadhara's commentary, and
it is likely, according to J. Jani (the recent editor of Candupandita’s com-
mentary), that his commentary’s manuscript record is conflated in places
with Vidyadhara's; it appears that scribes of Vidyadhara’s commentary
frequently supplied Candupandita’s gloss when they seem to have found
that vVidyadhara’s comment was no longer extant.”

candupandita writes in his preface that his predecessor Vidyadhara,
while “helpful,” neglected to pay sufficient attention to the more learned
aspects of Sriharsa’s poem:

Vidyadhara has composed a helpful commentary

but its eloquence doesn’t quite release Sriharsa’s profundity.
Moving clouds frequently carry water

from one shore of the ocean to the other and in all directions.
Can that water be knee-deep anywhere?"!

Here, Candupandita suggests that Vidyadhara’s commentary is adequate
insofar as the elucidation of Sriharsa’s rhetoric—the poet’s mastery
over literary figuration (alankara)—goes. However, for Candupandita,
the Naisadhiya’s explicit and embedded references to other learned dis-
ciplines (sdstra) also need explanation to do full justice to Sriharsa’s
“profundity” (gambhirata). Therefore, through citations and discus-
sions of varying lengths on the entire range of Sanskrit $astra (grammar,
logic, ritual, metaphysics, law, science, etc.) available in the Naisadhiya,
Candupandita takes us through the vast intellectual worlds Sriharsa lived
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in as he wrote the poem.’ He also provides us with the first set of details
about Sriharsa’s biography, a topic I take up separately in a later chapter.

While three other commentaries from the thirteenth century are
attested to in manuscript catalogs, they are either too fragmentary to
be of any use or no longer survive."” In the fourteenth century, however,
several fascinating commentaries on the Naisadhiya were composed. Two
especially notable ones seem to have emerged in monastic contexts in
northern and southern India. One was by a Saiva ascetic from Varanasi
named I$anadeva, and the other was by Vijayanagara’s Narahari, a scholar-
ascetic of the Daganami order (exponents of Advaita Vedanta). [$dnadeva
notes in the beginning of his commentary, entitled Naisadhatippanam (A
Brief Gloss on the Naisadhiya), that he is aware of and indebted to both
Vidyadhara’s and Candupandita’s commentaries on the Naisadhiya. He
offers warm praise to Vidyadhara’s contribution in a series of verses at
the beginning of his commentary and provides a short explanation of his
methodology:

Let those scholars who are curious

about the delineation of poetic figures in Sriharsa’s poem
either employ their own aptitude toward discovering it

or let them consult Vidyﬁdhara"s commentary,

a thorough exploration of the subject from all perspectives.
Whatever I might say on the matter

is generally in deference to him alone

and is not the result of my own diligence.

Lhave composed this commentary on Naisadhiya

from a Saiva point of view to please the good.

I've produced this work adopting the method of bees
gathering small gobbets of honey (madhukari).

Therefore, scholars of poetry should not ridicule it.

Every commentator's work tries its best to explain its source.
And so, I admit that my own work follows

my teacher’s commentary on the source poem,™

[$anadeva describes his commentary here as taking the form of madhukari,
which canrefer to: the way bees gather honey, the custom by which ascet-
ics accept food from selected households, or, as is probably meant in this
context, an eclectic method of commenting whereby portions from other
commentaries are cobbled together to produce a synthetic work."®
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Some fifty years after I§anadeva in Varanasi (c. 1320 CE), Narahari com-
posed the first commentary available from South India. The colophons at
the end of each canto of his commentary inform us that Narahari worked
under the king of Trilinga (Telangana), a Vijayanagara prince ruling
during the mid-fourteenth century, and that he was a pupil of the great
Advaita teacher Madhava Vidyaranya.' This would make Narahari’s com-
mentary the earliest from a philosophical lineage closely affiliated with
Sriharsa’s own Advaita orientation. His commentary, however, does not
reflect a particularly sectarian mode of interpretation. In fact, bearing the
same name as Candupandita’s commentary, Naisadhadipika (Bright Lamp
on the Naisadhiya), Narahari’s commentary also mirrors his colleague’s
strategy of reading the Naisadhiya as a repository of learned references.”
A noteworthy fact about Narahari’s commentary is that among the early
commentaries on this poem, it had the widest circulation geographi-
cally. It was popular in Kashmir for centuries, and manuscripts of it in
Sarada script can be found in several manuscript libraries in India today.'®
The dispersion of commentaries across vast geographical spaces and the
development of regional recensions are phenomena not very well under-
stood, but, as Pollock explains, the “provenance of commentators is likely
to be a key factor in textual regionalization™:

Commentators were editors as much as exegetes, and the editions they estab-
lished often became dominant in a given region (these, too, however, circu-
lated widely outside their script area, so much so that commentaries of the
tenth-century Kashmiri scholar Vallabhadeva were studied assiduously in fif-
teenth-century Andhra). Just how such editions were established also largely
escapes us, as do the text-critical principles they were based on. We do know
that commentators typically collected and compared manuscripts in order
to constitute their text, In some instances efforts were made to secure copies
from all over the subcontinent.”

Admittedly working with limited source material, Pollock suggests that
the wide distribution of commentaries, such as Vallabhadeva's work
on Kilidasa and, in the case of the Naisadhiya, Narahari’s Bright Lamp,
may imply forms of text-editing practices of which we have little knowl-
edge now. One thing that is certain is that geography did not restrict
the transmission of commentaries between and among commentators
working distantly from each other. As I mentioned earlier, [§anadeva (in
Varanasi) acknowledges his debt to both Vidyadhara and Candupandita,
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commentators from Gujarat, whose commentaries he had before him
while he composed his own gloss of the Naisadhiya.

Another notable commentary from the fourteenth century (1335 cE)
was by a scholar named Bhavadatta (or Bhavadeva). His commentary has
two names, Naisadhasarasarasvati (The Learned Essence of the Naisadhiya)
and Naisadhagiidhapadavivrti (Explanations of the Naisadhiya’s Esoteric
Words). Bhavadatta was from Varanasi and evidently belonged to the
same clan as the tenth-century polymath Vacaspati Misra. He makes an
intriguing point that there were “many” (aneka) commentaries available
when he was writing his, which would indicate that already, by his time,
the Naisadhiya had become an immensely popular poem. After making
this point, in a spirit characteristic of his contemporaries (I$anadeva and
Narahari), Bhavadatta deferentially writes the following:

Mine cannot stand in comparison to these other commentaries. Having not
studied with several teachers, even a learned scholar is unable to say any-
thing about the Naisadhiya, My own sophomoric effort to comment on the
poem will certainly be ridiculous to the learned literary specialists. Still,
helpless as I am, I carry on here to compose a commentary on the poem on
account of my youthful rashness. How does one judge an act of a child?®

He concludes that his work, therefore, in light of other commentaries,
gives off light like a glowworm (khadyota) in the presence of the moon'’s
luster (indu-kanti). Bhavadatta also apparently wrote a commentary on
another difficult poem, Méagha's Sisupalavadha, and it seems that his work
continued to be popular for centuries, as the seventeenth-century com-
mentator Bharatasena (Bharatamallika) from Bengal seems to have been
familiar with Bhavadatta’s Naisadhiya commentary when he wrote his own.

Many of these early encounters with the Naisadhiya (from the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries) suggest attempts to structure, through the writ-
ing of a commentary, an experience of reading a new and strange poem,
to harness, as it were, what a tenth-century Sanskrit literary theorist
(Rajasekhara) speaks of as a form of connoisseurship that entails the ability
to “imaginatively re-create” (bhavayitri pratibha) for oneself what the poet
has the power genuinely to create (kdrayitri pratibha).*' Borrowing language
from post-structuralist literary theory, we might say that commentaries
from this period are open, to the extent that, before the poem becomes
ensconced in normative (and thus passive) patterns of reception in the
fifteenth century, they are still writing the Naisadhiya's significance under
the influence of the poem’s own overt indications or implicit suggestions,*

il
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THE NAISADHIYA IN SCHOLASTIC CULTURE

The late-fourteenth and early-fifteenth centuries represent a turning
point in scholarship on the Naisadhiya. By this time, the poem had become
a fixture in scholarly discussions and debates about mahakavya. We can
infer this partly, I submit, because, for the first time, eschewing a singular
focus on issues of interpretation, commentaries from this era begin explic-
itly to argue with each other about text-critical issues concerning correct
readings and the identification of interpolations in the manuscript record.
As such, they also find it challenging to fix a final version of the text that,
presumably, can be claimed as authentic to Sriharsa’s original vision and
then used as an exemplar in pedagogical contexts. I discuss these hypothe-
ses and other topics related to editorial practices of Naisadhiya commenta-
tors in chapter 4 but, from a historical point of view, it is important to note
that commentaries explicitly emphasizing these concerns do not seem to
emerge until the second half of the fourteenth century.

The first Jain commentaries on the Naisadhiya also emerged during this
period as did the first translations of the poem into South Asia’s regional
languages. The two most well-known names from this new era of Naisadhiya
scholarship are Mallinatha and Caritravardhana. Both Mallinatha and
Caritravardhana have written works on all five of what prove to be
enduring classics of the mahakavya genre, the so-called paficamahakavya
(“the five [classic] mahakavya™). The five works included two by Kalidasa,
who probably wrote some time in the fourth or fifth centuries CE: the
Raghuvamsa (The Lineage of Raghu) and the Kumdrasambhava (The Birth
of Kumira). The other three works were distinguished from Kalidasa’s
work both temporally and stylistically; they were the seventh-century
poet Bharavi’s Kirdtarjuniya (Arjuna and the Kirita); eighth-century
Magha’s Sisupalavadha (The Slaying of Sisupala); and, of course, Sriharsa’s
Naisadhiya. One of the earliest sources we have that places all four of these
authors together is in a Jain Sanskrit work by Munibhadrasiiri entitled
Santindthacarita, which was composed, according to A.N. Jani, in 1354 CE.”

From what I can tell, the category of paficamahakavya is the earliest—and
most important—articulation of a Sanskrit literary canon in South Asia,
emblematic to the mahakdvya genre and central to mahakavya education,
of which Sriharsa and the Naisadhiya are the final members. This list, in
turn, engenders several other sublists that rearrange the works and poets
along other numerical vectors. Ultimately, the paficamahakdvya formula-
tion, which began, I surmise, as a nascent formation of a Sanskrit liter-
ary canon in the fourteenth century, became a dominant paradigm in
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South Asia to frame canonical works, and similar lists emerge in regional-
language literary cultures.”* My postulation is that the Naisadhiya had an
equally significant role in catalyzing the second most common subdivision
of the paficamahakavya formation, which follows a modeling perhaps first
seen in the context of Ayurveda classics. As the eponymous Carakasamhita
and Susrutasamhita along with Vagbhata’s Astangahrdaya compose the “big
three” (brhattrayi) of Ayurveda's textual corpus, so too do the Kiratarjuniya,
the Sisupdlavadha, and the Naisadhiya form the brhattrayi of mahakavya.
As a complement to the brhattrayi formulation, the two mahakavya of
Kalidasa, the Raghuvamsa and the Kumdrasambhava, are combined with
the shorter poem Meghadiita (The Cloud Messenger) to form the “light
three” (laghutrayi). In some contexts, Bhatti's Ravanavadha (The Killing of
Ravana)—usually referred to as the Bhattikavya—is sometimes added for
symmetry to the laghutrayi instead of Meghadiita. By displacing canonic-
ity to the works and not to the individual personas, the idea of “five great
works” or to the laghutrayi/brhattrayi distinction leaves room for changes
as, for example, the Bhattikavya's inclusion into the canon. -

The significance of the laghutrayi/brhattrayi formulation in kavya con-
texts historically invites different interpretations but becomes rather
crudely transformed in much of twentieth-century criticism as a critical
code of so-called natural versus decadent poetry—the laghutrayiof Kalidasa
being chaste, lucid, natural but the brhattrayi artificial, overwrought, dec-
adent. Initially, however, my hypothesis is that the distinction between
the two sets of texts probably emerged out of a need in Sanskrit peda-
gogical culture to distinguish the “easier” texts of Kalidasa from the more
intellectually demanding works of Bharavi, Migha, and Sriharsa. These
three latter poets from the sixth, seventh, and twelfth centuries, respec-
tively, came also to be called the “trio of poets” (kavitrayi), a collective
epithet that echoes an earlier representation of the “three sages” of the
grammatical tradition (munitrayi).*

Mallinatha is the commentator most famously associated with com-
mentaries on the paficamahakavya. In fact, the commentator, whose long
career probably crosses over from the late-fourteenth century to the
early decades of the fifteenth century, is probably the most widely read
and written about Sanskrit commentator of kavya in general.*® Born in
western Andhra Pradesh, he worked in the courts of Singabhtipala at
Rachakonda (c. 1370) and Devaraya I of Vijayanagara (1400-1410 CE). He
explains in the preface to his commentary on Naisadhiya why he entitled
it the Jivatu (The Enlivener) and follows it with another verse about his
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commentary’s methodology, one that he repeats in all of his mahakavya
commentaries:

For the sake of bringing back to life poet Sriharsa’s true words,
deadened by the poison of inferior commentaries,

I have composed this commentary on Naisadhiya

called the “The Enlivener” (Jivatu).

Nothing irrelevant and extrinsic to the root text is written here.
[ have commented on everything,

using a method that properly construes

words and their syntax (anvaya-mukha).”’

Cluing us in to his critical temperament and disdain for much of the
scholarship on kavya that preceded him, Mallinatha strikes a tone that is
more professional and polemical—a stark contrast to the largely saccha-
rine statements of deference we witnessed in commentaries from earlier
centuries. Mallinatha’s frustration with kavya commentaries resonates
with tenth-century Yogastitra commentator Bhoja’s well-known remark
about bad commentaries:

Whatever is rather difficult to understand,

that they avoid by saying “It is clear.”

With respect to the clear meanings,

they over-elaborate with useless analysis of compounds, etc.
Commentaries seem to confuse issues for readers

by aimlessly prattling on unhelpfully at the wrong places.?

Bhoja suggests that commentaries should do something similar to what
Mallinatha claims his commentaries do: stay relevant and prove useful.
The nature of the statements that Mallinatha makes also raises ques-
tions about to whom the commentaries are addressed. Implied in his
words—and the very title of his commentary—is that he is writing both
for what we may assume to be his students (if we presume that his com-
mentary was intended for general students of kavya, which it does seem
to be, and is certainly now) and for his community of rival commentators,
whom he ironically depends upon to be an audience. We may cautiously
speculate here that since the Naisadhiya, at this time, has begun to attract
a great deal of attention from scholars from all over South Asia, with
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statements like these, commentators like Mallindtha are resisting identi-
fication with what they deem to be the work of lesser scholars. In defend-
ing the superiority of his work against rival works, Mallinatha explicitly
acknowledges the existence of other readers but implicitly shows himself
to be a better, if not the best, reader of the Naisadhiya.”” His approach to
the Naisadhiya suggests a stark contrast with other commentaries that
precede and follow his work. For example, his Jivatu lacks any kind of
prasasti directed toward the poet or the poem, a departure from earlier
(and later) commentarial practice. Furthermore, his preface is virtually
uniform to all of the other outstanding mahdkdvya he comments on, and
it appears that he has no special affection for the Naisadhiya—that for him
it is just another “great text” that necessitated a commentary.

These features about his commentary, coupled with the fact that other
commentators from this period mirror his approach to write formulaic
commentaries on the same set of poems (Caritravardhana, for example,
discussed later), leads one to think that a commentary on Naisadhiya during
this period served a function over and above the need for a gloss to a diffi-
cult poem. One hypothesis is that writing a commentary on the Naisadhiya
conferred upon a scholar the title of mahamahopadhydya, Sanskrit ped-
agogical culture’s equivalent of a modern university professorship.”
Indeed, many commentators on the Naisadhiya, as we gather from the
prefaces to their work, emphasize their own youth when beginning to
write their commentary. It is quite possible, therefore, that a commen-
tary on the Naisadhiya inaugurated the career of trained scholars rather
than coming at the end of it. If an anonymous saying is to be believed—
“My vigor was spent on Magha’s poem and the Meghadita” (maghe meghe
gatam vayah)—Mallinatha apparently spent most of his years comment-
ing on Kalidasa’s Meghadiita (Cloud Messenger) and Magha'’s Sisupalavadha
(The Slaying of Sisupala). I contend that as he refers in all of his works to
commentaries he wrote on all the other mahakavya—except for the jivatu,
which makes no mention of any commentary—it is very likely that he
composed his commentary on the Naisadhiya first, an intriguing postula-
tion in light of the notion just cited that Naisadhiya was the poetic text one
commented upon to receive credibility in courtly intellectual circles, in
the form of the title mahamahopadhyaya.

All of Mallinatha’s commentaries convey the practice of a dedicated
teacher explaining the technical points of grammar, meter, and lexi-
cography. In contemporary times, Mallinatha has become the butt of
jokes that poke fun at gratuitous, self-righteous clinging to one’s own
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perspective—thus, in present-day Maharashtra, there is an expression
of “doing a Mallinathi” (mallinathi-karanam) if one goes on and on about
something.” While Mallinatha’s is the most well known among commen-
taries that begin with strong polemical statements, it appears that many
commentators by the early sixteenth century might have embraced the
Naisadhiya as a site of contestation to emphasize the distinctive merits of
their work as superior to that of their predecessors in terms of its useful-
ness as a critical and pedagogical work. Although we do not see this tone
in important commentaries in the latter half of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries, twentieth-century commentaries, as we shall see later,
return to this pugnacious style perhaps, in no small measure, on account
of Mallinatha’s influence. For lack of any corroborating evidence, it is dif-
ficult to understand how exactly the Naisadhiya might have functioned in
the fifteenth century in pedagogical contexts. However, we may postulate
its function during that period from the function it currently plays and
has played for the past century: as an advanced-level text that culminates
kavya education.

Edwin Gerow notes in his article on primary Sanskrit education in
contemporary India that Kalidasa’s texts are used as part of the “inter-
mediate” training of the Sanskrit student (the kavya level), roughly corre-
sponding to the fourth and fifth years of study, while more complex texts
like the Sisupalavadha and the Naisadhiya are undertaken for the more
advanced sahitya level.”” In assessing the graded nature of the Sanskrit
curriculum in his essay, Gerow finds that the study of the “best litera-
ture” reverses course from the way students are generally trained in the
earlier phases of their instruction, where “mechanistic and repetitive
techniques of study” dominate. He concludes, therefore, that the reading
of more difficult kavya, such as the Sisupdlavadha and the Naisadhacarita,
“represent, in the literary history of Sanskrit, a kind of obscuring of the
quality of limpidness and directness thought to be characteristic of ‘clas-
sical” Sanskrit—and its most distinguished representative, Kalidasa.”®
Corroborating Gerow's observations, modern university textbooks and
exam-review manuals confirm that students are commonly assigned the
Raghuvamsa at the beginning of their course of study and at least the first
canto of the Sisupalavadha and/or Naisadhiya at the end of their requisite
curriculum. It seems that works of certain poets like Kalidasa—through
works like Rtusamhara (the first printed Sanskrit work) and Raghuvamsa—
were used to establish a standard language for Sanskrit students at the
lower level of the school system, and others were used to regulate a graded
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relaxation of norms and a more sophisticated usage of an ever-increasing
complexity of linguistic and stylistic forms. It seems that collectively, the
paficamahakavya represent a vital mechanism for reproducing cultural
value from a moral and aesthetic point of view. The brhattrayi especially
makes requisite close readings of linguistically and conceptually difficult
poems, something highly desirable for the pedagogical aim of teaching
elegant uses of Sanskrit.

During the twentieth century, the Naisadhiya has been a staple text of
Sanskrit pathasald and university culture. The steady formation of the
Naisadhiya's literary identity today as an advanced textbook par excel-
lence in the Sanskrit curriculum was probably a result conditioned by
centuries of critical engagements, chief among them being the numer-
ous commentaries on the poem. Jaydev Jani informed me, for instance,
that up until the mid-twentieth century, the entire the Naisadhiya was
required during the examination period (sravana-masa-daksina-pariksa)
to attain the Sanskrit degree of dcarya in the Gaekwad-established
Sanskrit curriculum at the MS University of Baroda.” A.N. Jani, cit-
ing S. Bhattacharya, mentions that up until the twentieth century, the
Naisadhiya was a required text in the Bengal university system as well.*
In fact, A.N. Jani cites a passage from the sixteenth-century Bengali poem
Kavikankana Candi that charts the course of kavya study for the hero of
the poem (Srimanta Saudagar) and includes Kalidasa’s Meghaditta and
Kumarasambhava in addition to Naisadhiya (jaimini-bhdrata-pita tave pade
meghadiita naisadha kumarasambhava).

Contemporary scholars of mahdakdvya in India invariably connect the
Naisadhiya with its role in school culture, For example, in the intro-
duction to his important monograph on Naisadhiya (in Hindi), Candika
Prasad Shukla explains that the study of the poem and the love of learn-
ing Sanskrit arose together for him during his student days, confessing
that he and his peers in Sanskrit class eagerly anticipated the day that
they would know enough of the language to be able to enjoy Sriharsa’s
great mahakavya.”” The most important reason Shukla gives for the
anticipation rests on the idea (by Shukla’s time widely impressed into
Sanskrit school culture) that the Naisadhiya was a “challenging” work
and, as such, offered something different from the poems of Kalidasa.
Recalling a personal memory, Sanskrit scholar Rewa Prasad Dvivedi
recounted to me how his own teacher (the legendary Mahadev Shastri of
Benares) used to participate in all-night bouts of antydksari where solely
the verses of the Naisadhiya were allowed.* He also remembered that his
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teacher would finish sessions of philosophy or $astra study with verses
from the Naisadhiya, apparently to add levity to their otherwise seri-
ous studies. Anecdotes like this give some insight into the informal sites
where mahakavya like the Naisadhiya might have been enjoyed in the
recent past. They also reinforce the Naisadhiya’s unsurprising popularity
in Benares through seven centuries.”

The other prominent commentator from the fifteenth century is the
renowned Jain scholar Caritravardhana from Gujarat, who belonged
to the Kharatara-gaccha in the lineage of the fourteenth-century
polymath Jinaprabhastri and was a pupil of Kalydnaraja. Entitling it
the Naisadhatilaka (An Ornament to the Naisadhiya), Caritravardhana
probably composed his commentary during the middle of the cen-
tury (c. 1455 CE). From the few passages available to me, it seems that
Caritravardhana, like Vidyadhara, focuses on Sriharsa’s use of trope. He
provides, for example, a quasi-statistical breakdown of the poet’s most
frequent usages [alliteration (anuprasa) followed by double meaning
(slesa) and repeated phoneme “twinning” (yamaka)] and also emphasizes,
as Vidyadhara had, that Sriharsa primarily uses trope to enhance the
narrative and not simply to craft clever, pictorial verse (citrabandha).” He
also aims to clarify textual readings in various places, and glosses from
his commentary are frequently found as marginalia in the manuscripts
of other, even earlier, commentaries.”

Alongside Caritravardhana and Mallinatha, the third major Naisadhiya
commentator from the latter half of this century, named Gadadhara,
has only recently become more widely known.”> Gadadhara’s commen-
tary, simply referred to as “Gadadhara’s Commentary” (Gidadhari), was
composed in a city called Kroda in an area known as the Antarvedi, the
country lying between the two sacred rivers Ganga and Yamuna (Doab).
Like Candupandita, Gadadhara also provides biographical details about
Sriharsa, locating him under Govindacandra’s patronage and not in the
court of Govindacandra’s grandson Jayacandra. The role commentaries
play in filling out the details of Sriharsa’s life is discussed at length in
chapter 6. There are names of several other commentaries from the fif-
teenth century in older lists, some that seem to have been very long and
involved works, such as the commentary of a certain Jain scholar named
Municandra Sairi.”* Nevertheless, the three that have come down to us,
especially Mallinatha’s and Gadadhara’s, prove indispensable to under-
standing some of the major trends in Naisadhiya text-critical scholarship
among pre-sixteenth century exegetes.
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A POSTCANONICAL CULTURE OF COMMENTARY

The early sixteenth century marks yet another turning point in the his-
tory of the Naisadhiya’s reception among commentators. It was at this
point that the most widely used commentary of the Naisadhiya, and,
indeed, one of the most unique commentaries in all of Sanskrit literary
culture, emerged from western India (Maharashtra), written by a scholar
named Narayana Bedarakara. Nardyana's Naisadhiyaprakasa (A Light on the
Naisadhiya), in the words of nineteenth-century Indologist E. RGer, “has a
thorough appreciation of the beauties of Sriharsa, and is fully able to fol-
low him into the labyrinthine windings whether of fancy or expression.
He explains with accuracy and nicety all those passages which, from the
double meanings of words or their rare use, from the elaborate structure
of the sentence or from the obscurity of allusion or circumstance, would,
otherwise remain unintelligible.”" The Naisadhiyaprakasa (or Prakasa), fol-
lowing the trend in Naisadhiya scholarship begun in the fifteenth century,
participated in fixing correct readings but adds to this project an inter-
pretive exuberance, beyond Candupandita’s obsession with finding philo-
sophical references, to locate as many esoteric meanings as possible from
Sriharsa’s poetry. This he does, as we shall see in the next chapter, largely
through creatively reconfiguring word divisions and using a series of con-
ventional strategies (like dropping or adding a syllable) to yield alternate
or double meanings (slesa). Narayana is not consistent in this approach
throughout the poem but picks choice opportunities to demonstrate the
elasticity of Sriharsa’s language.

Unlike earlier commentators, Nardyana seems to treat the text of the
Naisadhiya as an object that can be both interpreted and performed. In his
commentary, he dutifully explains standard, generally accepted, mean-
ings of Sriharsa’s verses first; however, at the next moment, he converts,
replaces, or supplements them with new ones. His commentary is deeply
sensitive to the overt and covert intertextuality of the poem—a consistent
feature we identified in Sriharsa’s propensity to shuttle back and forth
between narrative tasks and adventurous forays into linguistic play or
scholastic reference. Narayana, 1 argue, adapts a reading process that mir-
rors Sriharsa’s own resistance to habitual linguistic categories that deliver
illusory forms of clarity and semantic closure and reflects what may be
termed a “complexity effect” produced in Sriharsa’s poetry. As we will
see in the next chapter, Nardyana frequently reconfigures the linguistic
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signs of Sriharsa’s verse, often privileging a playful search for polyvalent
significance in it over and above any kind of stable interpretive context.*

The other two major commentaries from the sixteenth century seem
to be anthological in scope. The first is by a scholar named Sridharasfiri,
who may have been a court scholar and poet of the Jain Tuluva king
Silvamalla, who ruled around 1550. His commentary is eponymously
entitled Sridhariya and contains in the preface a note that the Naisadhiya
is a very popular text that is capable of yielding many meanings.” Like
many earlier commentators, Sridhara also describes the learning neces-
sary to write a commentary on the Naisadhiya at the end of his commen-
tary on the seventeenth canto. He gives us a snapshot of the intellectual
training he needed to acquire before tackling the Naisadhiya:

$ridhara is victorious—an ocean of learning

in poetry, Vedanta, logic, smrti, metrics,

poetics, drama, purdna, Veda, and Saiva doctrine.

He has knowledge of medicine, yoga, economics,

political science, mystical doctrines, ritual literature, and astrology.”

The other important commentary comes from the last quarter of the six-
teenth century and is by Laksmanabhatta. Laksmanabhatta was from a
well-known family of scholars who had come from southern India (the
colophon uses the term daksindtya) but were settled in Varanasi. His
nephew Vi$vesvara (better known as Gagabhatta) also composed a com-
mentary on Naisadhiya in the late seventeenth century. Laksmanabhatta’s
commentary is entitled Gudharthaprakasika (A Light on Hidden Meanings),
and like Sridhara’s work, his commentary also appears to be a sort of an
anthology of previous scholarship on the Naisadhiya. He cites, for exam-
ple, Narahari, Mallinatha, and Bhavadatta in his commentary and claims
to have gone through hundreds of others before writing his own work,
even though his work, he claims, is better:

I have commented on the Naisadha by following

a path not seen by the others,

Although there may be a hundred decent commentaries
on the Naisadhiya by good scholars,

still at least a handful among them will be able to discern
how special this one is.”
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We see in Laksmanabhatta’s commentary yet another change in attitude
toward commentary writing, In channeling the language of Sriharsa’s
boasts about the Naisadhiya, who, as we saw earlier, had famously
written that his poem clears a path never trod upon by other poets,
Laksmanabhatta seems to elevate the status of the commentary genre
by suggesting its worthiness to be spoken of with a rhetoric one usually
associates with the creative text. Drawing attention to his work’s distinc-
tion in the same language Sriharsa uses to distinguish the Naisadhiya from
other works, Laksmanabhatta appears rhetorically to erase the assumed
alterity between poems and commentaries. In other words, his bold asser-
tion suggests that by the sixteenth century, the kdvya commentary had
become an acknowledged subgenre in its own right.

Laksmanabhatta also quotes the commentary of a near-contemporary
scholar named Rdmacandra Sesa, the only other significant commenta-
tor we have evidence for from this century. Rimacandra belongs to the
famous Sesa family of Varanasi, which produced notable scholars like
the dharmasastra author Krsnasesa. Ramacandra’s commentary is entitled
Bhavadyotanikd (The Hluminator of Meanings), and, like Caritravardhana,
defends Sriharsa’s unorthodox mahakavya style. He writes, for example, that
even though Sriharsa resists stock descriptions prescribed by various texts
on poetics (introduction of the seasons, mountains, flower plucking, water
sports, wine drinking, amorous games, etc.) if they clash with his narrative
design, “it is not appropriate to say that the Naisadhiya is not a mahakavya.”
He goes on to cite Dandin’s Kavyadarsa (1.20) to bolster his argument that
leaving out some conventional aspect or other does not ruin a poem.

THE CONSOLIDATION OF A NAISADHIYA TRADITION

Sriharsa, king of poets, has produced an extraordinary composition:
The stage for her play is the peak of the palace of the learned heart,
The activity backstage is the fashioning of novel sentiments,

Her friends are the expressive manifestations of rasa.

Her skillful acting is the careful use of words.

Naisadha—Nala—is the husband she has chosen for herself

Visvesvara (aka Gagabhatta), seventeenth-century commentator

Allthree commentaries—of Sridhara, Laksmanabhatta, and Rimacandra—
suggest that by the end of the sixteenth century, the Naisadhiya had
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attracted a significant following among scholars and that a tradition of
writing commentaries upon it had become well established. The sev-
enteenth century was then a time for consolidation of the tradition.
Numerous commentaries seem to have sprung up during this period, and
many of them seem to be derivative works that bring together earlier
readings rather than produce novel interpretations. One such example
is the commentary of Bhagiratha. Bhagiratha wrote his commentary in
the northern courts of Uddyotacandra and Rudracandra, who ruled in
Kiirmacala (Kumaon) in what is now the Himalayan state of Uttarakhand.
His eponymous Bhagirathi commentary attempts to distill in a succinct
way all of the various interpretations that have proliferated in the eras
preceding his. Bhagiratha quotes in his anthological work the Naisadhiya
commentaries of Narahari, Laksmanabhatta, Narayana, Visvesvara,
Jagaddhara, Tandava, Mukuta, and Mallinatha, among others.*

Two especially notable commentaries from this period are Jinardja’s
Naisadhasukhavabodha (Guide to Easy Comprehension of the Naisadhiya)
and the Naisadhiyapadavakyarthapafijika (Short Commentary on the
Interpretation of the Naisadhiya's Expressions) by Visveévara (Gagabhatta).
Both were immensely learned scholars and leaders of their respective reli-
gious communities. Jinardja was born in Gujarat in 1591 CE, received initia-
tion at Bikaner into a Jain order in 1600, and served as a Jain guru of great
repute until his death in 1643, His work reflects a culmination of centu-
ries of importance Jain scholarship had given to the Naisadhiya.” Jinaraja
alludes to this fact at the end of his gloss on the seventeenth canto:

My work has been prepared with the assistance of many researchers who
are aware of the numerous recent philosophical texts referenced in the
Naisadhiya. These researchers, who are expounders of the Jain point of view,
are learned men in all the various $dstras, including literature, the dictionar-

ies, poetics, metrics, grammar, logic, etc.”

Like Jinardja, Gagabhatta was a prolific writer and is famous for offici-
ating at the coronation of the Maratha emperor Chatrapati Shivaji in
' 1674 CE. As mentioned earlier, he was a nephew to Naisadhiya com-
mentator Laksmanabhatta and his two brothers Dinakarabhatta and
Kamalakarabhatta, both important late-sixteenth-century commenta-
tors of kdvya, Vedic, and dharmasastra texts. Other notable commentar-
ies from this century include Kashmiri commentator Ananda Rajanaka
(Naisadhiyatattvavivrti [Gloss on the Essence of the Naisadhiya]), who
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also wrote a commentary on Mammata’s mid-eleventh-century poet-
ics work Kavyaprakasa in 1665 CE; the Naisadhiyasubodha (Guide to Easy
Comprehension of the Naisadhiya) by Bengali commentator Bharatasena
(or Bharatamallika), who lived in the village of Kaficrapara in Hooghly
District®; a work called Harsahrdayam (The Heart of Joy [or, alternatively,
Sriharsa Secret]) by Gopinatha, a scholar probably from South India or
perhaps Orissa’; a brief unnamed commentary by Bengali commenta-
tor Mahadeva Vidyavagisa; and Naisadhiyavivrti (A Brief Gloss on the
Naisadhiya) by the well-known Gujarati Jain commentator Ratnacandra,
who says in his commentary on Raghuvamsa that he composed his
Naisadhiya commentary (now unavailable) early in his career (1612 CE).
The poem’s verses also serve as a source of inspiration for a
seventeenth-century series of Pahiri paintings on the Nala-Damayanti
story; many of the frames of this series are accompanied by a Sanskrit
commentarial gloss that exhibits an interesting nexus of textual com-
mentary with visual representation. About the paintings themselves,
the art historian B.N., Goswamy writes: “The present set of paintings ...
present a largely secular setting. Nala and Damayanti in these paintings
emerge as archetypal lovers in a story full of romance and intrigue, mys-
tery and magic. In the hands of these anonymous artists of two centuries
ago, the personages and events of the Nala-Damayanti story take on a
new significance.” He explains some of the approaches the artists take
with the Naisadhiya’s contents. For example, with respect to condensing
the content of Sriharsa’s lush poetry into a painting’s manageable frames,
Goswamy writes: “This happens especially in paintings in which a long
conversation occurs, like that between Nala and Damayanti when Nala
comes as messenger of the gods. The poet, in the original text, lingers lov-
ingly and long over this, but the artist condenses the sequence into four
paintings and the pandita has to confine himself to describing the gist of
the conversation on the fly-leaves of these four paintings.”* The pandita
that Goswamy refers to above is the commentator of the Citrarthadipika
(Lamp on the Meanings in the Painting), an anonymous Sanskrit commen-
tary appended to the paintings, whereby the relationship between each
individual painting and Sriharsa’s verses is elucidated for the viewer.®
Unlike the proliferation of commentaries in the seventeenth century,
the eighteenth century presents an inexplicable lacuna in the record.
Although there is a likelihood that several commentaries listed in man-
uscript catalogs were composed in the eighteenth century, none of
them can be fixed to this century with any certainty. The only known
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commentator likely from the early part of this century is another
Vi$vedvara (son of Laksmidhara), who seems to have resided in a place
called Aniipasagara on the Ganges. He composed a number of works of
poetry, drama, poetics, and logic as well as several scholarly commentar-
ies, including one on Bhanudatta’s work on poetics (Rasamarijari) and the
Naisadhiya, which is entitled Bhavapradipa (Bright Light on Naisadhiya’s
Meanings).®® From the nineteenth century, again only two commenta-
tors can be identified with any certainty: an eminent scholar and poet of
Vishakhapatnam named Venkata Ranganatha, who lived between 1822
and 1900, and a professor of rhetoric named Premacandra Tarkavagisa
at the Sanskrit College in Calcutta. Jani offers a few colorful details
about Ranganatha’s oeuvre, which includes an unnamed commentary
on Naisadhiya: that he held the customary title of “Eminent Preceptor”
(mahamahopadhyaya), indicating his having many pupils, that he was
“an exponent of the rational basis of the tales in Indian mythology,” and
that he composed a “gigantic Encyclopedia” of Sanskrit language and
literature that still needs an editor.* Premacandra composed a commen-
tary entitled Naisadhanvayabodhika (Elucidation on How to Construe the
Naisadhiya), which was edited by E. RSer for the Bibliotheca Indica Series in
1856.5 He justifies his commentary in formulaic terms by insisting that
it does not intend to supplant the numerous other commentaries that
precede it but rather to help himself “better understand the subtle ideas
of the Naisadhiya."®*

One important scholar from the Bengal region wrote a commen-
tary in the twentieth century: a mahamahopadhyaya from Bangladesh
(from the village Unasiya in the former East Bengal) named $ri Haridasa
siddhantavagisa. Haridasa, born into a family of scholars and work-
ing under the patronage of a certain Zamindar of Nakipiira for much of
his life, wrote numerous original works in Sanskrit and Bengali. He also
penned commentaries on virtually all of the major works of Sanskrit
literature and edited the text of the Mahabhdrata in Bengali script.** His
Naisadhiya commentary is entitled Jayanti (The Victorious One), and, sim-
ilar to commentaries like Mallinatha’s jivatu, it claims superiority over
other lackluster commentaries in its preface: “Cast aside the string of
older commentaries: they lack poetic finery; they are dry of poetic senti-
ment and stripped of any excellence; they are difficult to understand and
incomprehensible, wanting in any distinctive value and generally unex-
ceptional. Use this commentary on Naisadhiya instead: it is new, clear, and
composed with elegance s
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We have names (and occasional details) for twenty other commentators
in the manuscript catalogs, potentially including works by the grandsons
of commentator Mallinitha (Peddabhatta) and of the poet Sriharsa him-
self, a man named Kamalakara Gupta, who apparently composed a com-
mentary of sixty thousand stanzas (in the eight-syllabic sloka meter).* It
is likely that the claim about Peddabhatta is merely due to confusion, but
the Kamalidkara reference seems worthy to be entertained, if not entirely
plausible.” A.N, Jani writes wistfully about this lost commentary:

This commentary is not mentioned in any catalogue including that of
Aufrecht. The only source of information is a list of old works. The authen-
ticity of this list need not be questioned as the commentary of Gadadhara,
mentioned therein, and not referred to in other catalogues, has come down
to us. [Kamalakara’s] Bhdsya [commentary] has unfortunately not come down
to us. If the extent mentioned in the list is correct, it must certainly be the
most important [commentarial] work and when it will come to light it will
solve many problems such as the biography of the poet, his native place, the
extent of the poem, etc. for which at present we have to fall back upon con-
jectures. It is also important, because it comes from the grandson of the poet.
Hence an authoritative commentary like this will throw, whenever found,
much light on the external problems mentioned above, as well as the internal
ones such as the correct text etc. But at present we can say only this much
that we have to lament for the loss of such an important work like this and
pray to the Almighty to bring it to light from some corner of India.”

In addition to recovering a commentary from the poet’s grandson, two
other amazing discoveries would be if commentaries supposedly writ-
ten by famous poets associated with the Naisadhiya tradition were to be
rediscovered or discovered. Srinatha, the fifteenth-century Telugu poet
of the famous (and first) translation of the Naisadhiya, is believed by
several scholars to have been a commentator on the poem. Almost cer-
t’ainly, however, the Naisadhiya commentator Srindtha cannot be the same
Srinatha who composed the Srigaranaisadham (or Naisadhamu), as the
fragment of the commentary (entitled Naisadhiyaprakasana [Light on the
Naisadhiya]) indicates that the author was the son of a certain Srikaracirya
and was patronized by a Racherla-Velama king (of Andhra Pradesh)
named Singama Nayadu (Sarvajfia) in the early fourteenth century, at
least a few decades before the birth of the Telugu poet.*” The fourteenth-
century commentary, nevertheless, would be an important one to have,
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as it would mark one of the earliest from South India and, judging from
the fragmentary verses available from it, would provide valuable informa-
tion about the poem’s reception during this early period:

Bowing my head to those who are virtuous and praiseworthy and who know
tradition, I write this commentary abandoning what should be abandoned
as wrong and replace it with something that’s right, even if it is brief. Damn
those so-called scholars who, themselves being ignorant of correct meaning,
spoil the poet’s poem with their worthlessly wordy expositions. If a crow goes
up to the sky and hovers above the ocean cawing, then what does it know of

the depth and the jewels therein?”

Another intriguing possibility, built wholly on fragmentary evidence and
conjecture, is that Krsnananda, a Sanskrit mahakavi from thirteenth-
century Orissa celebrated for his Naisadhiya-inspired poem Sahrdayananda
(Pleasure for the Connoisseur), wrote a Sanskrit commentary on the
Naisadhiyaas well. Ifthis commentary did actually exist, it could be considered
one of the earliest on the poem, contemporaneous with Candupandita’s.”!

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

The existing monuments form an ideal order among themselves, which is modified
by the introduction of the new (the really new) work of art among them. The existing
order is complete before the new work arrives; for order to persist after the superven-
tion of novelty, the whole existing order must be, if ever so slightly, altered; and so the
relations, proportions, values of each work of art the whole are readjusted; and this is

conformity between the old and the new.”
T.S. Eliot

When the Naisadhiya became a classic for premodern audiences cannot
be exactly traced to a particular moment. Being the most recent and
the “last” of the great classic mahakavyas, the poem’s historicity is more
intensively scrutinized by the Sanskrit commentators than perhaps that
of any other of the canonical mahakavyas. This may be largely because the
Naisadhiya seems actively to embed itself in a socio-historical moment.
Its tradition has definite markers of who wrote the poem, where it was
written, who it might have been written for, and how it came to be read in
multiple spaces and within multiple temporalities. And yet, there are few
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fixed, historical certainties. From the few hints we can gather from com-
mentaries and premodern oral traditions, the Naisadhiya appears to have
been squeezed into preexisting canonical formulations during the fif-
teenth century. Thus, for example, there is a famous couplet that groups
the four mahakavis associated with the paficamahakavya, a designation
that became prominent during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries:

Kalidasa's analogies,

Bharavi's profound meanings,

and the graceful elegance of the Naisadhiya's verse—
in Magha all three virtues are there.”

An earlier version of this verse reads:

Kalidasa's analogies,

Bharavi's profound articulations,

and the graceful elegance of Dandin’s verse—
in Magha, all three virtues are there.”

The move of replacing a new poet ($riharsa) for an older one (Dandin)
while retaining the structure of a traditional verse here occurs in a eulo-
gistic stanza devoted to Mdgha's superiority, where each canonical author
is distinguished for a particular virtue. In the reformulated verse, the
sixth-/seventh-century prose master Dandin’s poetry is replaced with
the Naisadhiya, signaling perhaps a curricular move that foregrounds
Sriharsa’s melodious verse to the diminishment of an earlier usage of
Dandin’s. The replacement may suggest a particular strategy to account
for newer works that emerge alongside earlier classics. The persistence
of this aphorism’s popularity is seen in local adaptations of the formula
as well. For example, a Sanskrit verse from twentieth-century scholar of
Oriya literature Pt. Mrutyufjaya Rath reads:

The heroic Bhafija’s analogies

and profound meanings

and the graceful elegance of the Kallola’s verse—
in the Cintdmani, all three exist.”

Rath’s reproduction of the verse connects up the greats of the Oriya
canon: seventeenth-century Upendra Bhaiija, Dinakrsna Dasa (seven-
teenth-century author of the Rasa’kallola), and the eighteenth-century
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author of Bidaddha Cintamani, Abhimanyu Samanta Sinhara. It seems that
during the second phase of the Naisadhiya tradition’s development (after
the fifteenth century), evaluative criticism in the form of an influential
store of anonymous verses about the Naisadhiya and its relationship to
other canonical poems suddenly springs up and mushrooms around the
reception of the text. For at least the past few hundred years, it appears
that no study of the Naisadhiya in India is complete without accounting
for these verses, which have become integral parts of the tradition of the
text itself.

Instead of substituting the Naisadhiya, another formulation adds it to
a preexisting formula of great authors and works. The original verses
cleverly dramatize (through slesa) a competitive rapport between Bharavi
(seventh century) and Magha (eighth century), two of Sriharsa’s famous
predecessors:

The sun’s light (bhdravi) brightly shines

as long as the wintry month (mdgha) has not emerged.

Just so was the case that when the poet Magha appeared,

the splendor of Bhiravi dimmed, just like the sunlight in winter.

Bharavi's speech is like the sun:

it wakes everybody up.

And, like winter’s approach,

who doesn’t shiver on account of Magha?

Just like monkeys (kapaya)

who think back on the sunlight (bharavi)

that has been diminished by a winter (médgha)
that discourages their movement (pada-krama),
s0 too are the poets (kavaya)

unable to compose verse (pada-krama),
thinking back on Bharavi

and how he was overshadowed by Magha,™

To these verses is added the following one:

Bharavi’s (the sun’s) light shone

so long as Magha (the wintry month) had not emerged.
But when the Naisadhiya came onto the scene,

where indeed was Bhiravi? Where was Magha?”
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The original verses summarize the widely understood relationship
between Bharavi and Miagha among Sanskrit audiences—that both
poets, in their own distinctive ways, set the standard for post-Kalidasa
mahdkavya, that the later poet Magha was locked in direct competi-
tion with his predecessor Bharavi, and that arguably Magha's work not
only successfully outdid Bharavi's but also became the standard work of
mahakavya. Until, of course, as the progress narrative of canon would have
it, Sriharsa’s Naisadhiya came along four centuries later to trump both of
them. The modular displacement of the final two quarters in this more
recent verse not only neatly expresses the dynamic and transformative
emergence of the new poet (Sriharsa) and his poem Naisadhiyacarita but
also suggests a novel reckoning of the final phase in the consolidation of
the most widely understood canon of mahakavya works.

To conclude this chapter, 1 offer a few general observations about the
commentarial tradition on Naisadhiya taken as a whole. These observa-
tions are largely based on information gleaned from prefatory statements
made by commentators and, where available, from a broader survey of
their exegetical practices in commenting on the Naisadhiya. Essentially,
from the perspective of formal commentary, the reception of Naisadhiya
went through three identifiable phases. First were the early readers
from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, for whom the poem was
an exciting encounter with Sriharsa’s unique gifts as a poet and scholar.
Thus, the commentaries of Vidyadhara and Cindupandita in the thir-
teenth century—the first formalized readings of Naisadhiya, as far as we
are concerned—encountered a relatively new work. As was cited earlier,
Candupandita, in fact, referred to it as “anew poem” (navam kavyam). While
he acknowledges the existence of commentaries other than Vidyadhara's,
it seems that both he and Vidyadhara had very few secondary sources
upon which to model their own scholarly interpretations. They both,
therefore, attempt to provide coherent and univocal criteria by which to
access and evaluate this new and strange poem. Vidyadhara's commen-
tary primarily helps the reader to identify the Naisadhiya’s literary excel-
lence and its complex figures of speech and thought, while Candupandita
assists the reader through what he believes is the Naisadhiya’s culture of
opaque philosophical reference.

Both of these early commentaries suggest a precanonization phase,
where the Naisadhiya is presented as something new but not overtly
canonical. From a critical standpoint, they set the tone for the kind of
perceptions and analysis this poem came to engender in later centuries.
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Thus, for example, Jaydev Jani, the editor of Candupandita’s commentary,
writes: “Candupandita is the first scholar who has made the Naisadha an
arena to exhibit one’s scholarship. It is perhaps after his commentary that
the Naisadha might have been extolled as naisadham vidvad-ausadham [a
medicine for scholars]” (J. Jani 2003: xxxxix). The famous characteriza-
tion (anonymous) of the Naisadhiya as a “medicine for scholars” (vidvad-
ausadha) not only seems to find its earliest advocate in Candupandita, but
the aphorism also hearkens back to the title of Sriharsa’s philosophical
masterpiece Khandanakhandakhadya, the term khanda-khadya being often
associated with a disease-curing tonic mentioned in the Ayurvedic litera-
ture.” Later prasasti in the works of commentators constantly recall this
image of this poem:

A union of sound and sense,

elegantly bound up within choice meters,

is its powerful roots.

The range of logical arguments

makes for a beautiful roof of rough $ipha branches.

Sriharsa’s expressive words are the flowers,

and its sole fruit is srngara, ripe and glistening with lots of rasa.
What can excel this great medicinal plant?”

Going through inferior poems of other poets
has led many to mental strain.

These works aggravate the mind’s dosas

and cause an unhealthy imbalance.

May the poetry of Sriharsa,

the lord of the family poets,

be a rejuvenating medicine!

Drink it up with your ears!®

These two verses, the first by sixteenth-century commentator $Sridhara
and the second by the seventeenth-century Gagabhatta, play on the poem’s
corrective potency to remedy ignorance and rejuvenate lifeless verse.
Just as Candupandita directs our lens to the Naisadhiya's scholasticism,
similarly, Vidyadhara, given the telling moniker of Sahityavidyadhara
(“vidyadhara, expert in literature”) by scribes, draws his audience’s atten-
tion to the Naisadhiya's special contribution to poetic language. In addi-
tion to inaugurating interpretive frameworks and rhetorical structures
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within which many later readers will derive meaning, both of these com-
mentaries integrate information that a self-aware poet gives about his
own (and his poem’s) identity with their own imagined, supplementary
narrative, The fourteenth-century commentators that follow Vidyadhara
and Candupandita also reinforce the trends set by these two early read-
ers; in fact, the interpretive pathways they inaugurate will endure as
valid approaches to enter the poem throughout the succeeding centu-
ries. These two readers also establish the earliest textual history of the
Naisadhiya, even though some later editor-commentators question the
authoritativeness of many of their readings.”

The commentators of the early- to mid-fourteenth century—I$anadeva,
Narahari, and Bhavadatta—demonstrate an awareness of their predeces-
sors’ insights and approach their task to comment on the poem with
humility. Téanadeva’s statements convey a sense that he looked upon
his work as an exercise to enhance his own intellectual development.
Narahari, in addition to seeing the poem as an intellectual challenge,
expresses awe over the poem’s aesthetic power and sees his own work as
a sort of tribute to it. Bhavadatta explains that he is composing his com-
mentary to initiate others into it, as he himself had numerous teachers to
help him understand the poem; even so, he admits, his work may come
up short in the eyes of the truly learned. All three of these commentar-
ies represent a bridge between a nascent tradition of Naisadhiya schol-
arship and a full-fledged scholastic culture around the poem that forms
in the late-fourteenth/early-fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. With the
commentaries of Mallinatha, Caritravardhana, and Gadadhara, we see the
rise of a distinctive professionalism that distinguishes them from earlier
commentaries, Especially notable among these “professional” readers—
teachers in institutional contexts of court or schools of Sanskrit learn-
ing (pdthasala)—are Mallindtha and perhaps Caritravardhana, the earliest
two commentators to have commented on most of the mahakavya we
now understand as canonical, including the pasicamahakavya of Kalidasa,
Bharavi, Magha, and Sriharsa.

During this phase, commentators turn toward the Naisadhiya as a now-
established object of value in need of accurate textual preservation and
correct (appropriate) interpretation. Their work, as I argue at length in
chapter 4, had a major role in shaping the narrative of Sanskrit literary
history, as it is currently understood. In text-critical and literary-critical
terms, the late-fourteenth and early-fifteenth century marks a decisive
shift in the commentarial tradition of the Naisadhiya. As the poem grows
more popular, and commentaries on it begin to proliferate (apparently),
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commentators like Mallinatha set the tone for this new era of scholarship
with strident rejections of the value of earlier attempts to comment on
Naisadhiya. As we shall see in the next chapter, his work also uses a partic-
ular style of commentary writing aimed at providing an exacting coher-
ence to Naisadhiya scholarship. I argue that his mode of interpretation
fit the needs of his contemporary audiences, who wanted an interpreta-
tion that was both accessible and authoritative in its tone. Mallinatha’s
commentaries have had the single greatest influence on kavya studies
throughout the past five centuries, and, even today, most students of
canonical mahakavya read the poem with his commentary underneath
the source text. We will also see in a following chapter the extent to which
commentators like Gadadhara, whose work from this century is relatively
unknown, contributed to a growing academic discourse designed to pro-
vide “correct” readings and interpretations for an audience of students,
scholar-colleagues, and critics.

As the Naisadhiya became part of a broader academic culture of Sanskrit
learning, another type of commentary emerged in the sixteenth century
that focused solely on seeking polyvalent meanings in the poem. Whereas
earlier commentaries interpreted Naisadhiya through the prism of its liter-
ary effects or philosophical references, as the poem acquired a canonical
status in the fifteenth century, commentaries like Nardyana’s sixteenth-
century Prakdsa—one of the truly unique commentaries of Sanskrit lit-
erary culture—looked to overinterpret the Naisadhiya and read it as an
inexhaustible resource for nonliteral and allegorical sense in Sriharsa’s
poetry.® By Nardyana’s time, the Naisadhiya, 1 surmise, was fundamen-
tally understood as an exercise in extraordinary creative practice, a work
that consistently exhibited a propensity to question the logic of linguistic
norms. Consequently, several commentaries from this period (Narayana’s
being most paradigmatic) appear to be premised on the logic that their
engagement with the poem should seek to bring out the fundamental
inexhaustibility and transcendent nature of an imagination that resists
being circumscribed by conventional exegetical practice. Narayana does
not obsessively identify figures of speech, he does not provide many ref-
erences to philosophical texts while analyzing Sriharsa’s verses, nor does
he position himself as bent on displacing inferior commentaries. His pri-
mary impulse is to explore all possible meanings and alternative interpre-
tations the poem (and Sanskrit grammar) can yield. It is a hermeneutic
desire rooted in a belief that the Naisadhiya is an esoteric work that con-
ceals all sorts of meanings from plain view. His adopted task, therefore, is
to follow the logic of the poem itself and uncover what, to him, is hidden.
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Although we do not have complete works available from the two other
surviving commentators from this century, Sridhara and Laksmanabhatta,
both of them note that their commentaries bring out the Naisadhiya's hid -
den meanings and esoteric significance. While nothing like Narayana’s
commentary is replicated in any of the succeeding centuries, perhaps ory
account of the overwhelming popularity of the Prakasa, the seventeenth
to twentieth centuries produce two distinct kinds of commentaries. First
is the anthological work that attempted to systematize earlier readings
and interpretations, such as Jinaraja’s and Bhagiratha’s, for example. The
archival impulse of these commentaries, to rein in the proliferation of
exegeses on the poem and to distill the essence of its hermeneutic tra—~
ditions for readers, appears consonant with the movement to make the
Naisadhiya a permanent part of the mahakavya canon. The other type of
commentary, evident from the two works available from the twentiethy
century, was the derivative work of exegesis that largely recapitulated
earlier explanations and interpretations. While $ri Hariddsa occasionally
offers an emended textual reading, his and Premacandra’s commentaries
reflect practices seen in earlier commentaries. Both also reflect in their
prefatory remarks a tonal stance encountered earlier; Haridasa exudes a
polemical spirit bent on minimizing the value of others’ contributions,
while Premacandra humbly submits that his commentary is merely ann
exercise to better his own understanding of the poem.

The notion that modes of exegesis evolve historically from commenta~
tor to commentator also applies to other similar mahdakavya traditions,
such as those associated with the works of Kalidasa and Magha, for exam~
ple. The types of continuities and disjunctions that form the intertextual
cultures of commentary on the Naisadhiya, however, seem unique to the
extent that Naisadhiya commentators overtly present their commentary
as anargument for how the poem should be read. So whereas Candupandita
finds the Naisadhiya to be primarily a learned work, Nirayana sees in the
Naisadhiya both an allegory and an unfolding of a mantra that presents
the reader with a treasure of potential interpretations. Although in many-
cases one can only speculate on the awareness of commentators of other
commentaries that preceded them—and of “families” of commentar~
ies that build upon each other—specific examples will guide us toward
understanding the diverse ways in which a later commentator elaborates,
clarifies, corrects, or redirects in a wholly new direction the analysis of
his predecessors, This constitutes the subject of the next two chapters.
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But there has never been a creative age that has not been critical also. For it is the
critical faculty that invents fresh forms. The tendency of creation is to repeat itself. it
is to the critical instinct that we owe each new school that springs up, each new mould
that art finds ready to its hand. . ., The critic as an interpreter will be always showing
us the work of art in some new relation to our age. He will always be reminding us that
great works of art are living things—are, in fact, the only things that live.!
Oscar Wilde, from “The Critic as Artist”
REPEAT A Sanskrit maxim cited in the introduction: vyakhyata jandti
lna tu kavih (“the commentator knows but not the poet”), a recogni-
tion that, indeed, once the poem is out of the poet’s hand, the critical
reader, for better or worse, holds the reins to govern which direction its
interpretation takes. The case of the Naisadhiya offers a striking example
of this phenomenon, as lineages of ardent readers have put the poem
to uses the poet may never have approved of or even envisioned. Or,
then again, perhaps Sriharsa anticipated and authorized their readings
in the very form he gave to his poem. While the latter question is an
imponderable one, this chapter historicizes the relationship between the
Naisadhiya and its commentator-critics. I propose here three special rela-
tionships that link commentary writing with the interpretation of the
Naisadhiya. The first of these relationships is between the structure and
form of the commentary and its putative function. The second proposi-
tion relates the function of a particular commentary with the context
of reception within which it operated and that it shaped. Finally, I seek
to explain correspondence between a particular series of commentaries
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with the broader historiography outlined in the previous chapter, as ear-
lier commentaries play specific roles in their own historical contexts but
also exist as coeval and equally available sources for later commentators,
In elaborating these three relationships, I show how the types of com-
mentaries that emerged in successive periods formed shifting paradigms
of social and aesthetic practices of reading, teaching, and learning in
Sanskrit literary culture.

THE AUTHOR AND PREMODERN LINEAGES
OF COMMENTARY

Before exploring the changing relationships between the commentary’s
formal features, its multiple functions, and the reception contexts within
which it functions, it is necessary to assess the continuity that these doc-
uments share with their founding source. On the one hand, it could be
argued that the connection between the commentary and the source
text is somewhat tenuous and arbitrary, whereby a particular reader’s
strategy of interpretation, arbitrarily chosen, inevitably produces find-
ings that link up with the adopted strategy. On the other hand, another
approach to understanding the relationship between texts and readers is
to argue that, fundamentally, commentaries are largely shaped accord-
ing to the triangulated bonds of affiliation that commentators share with
the author, the text, and with each other. As such, Eco argues, texts and
interpretations essentially validate each other, “[s]ince the intention of
the text is basically to produce a model reader able to make conjectures
about it, [and] the initiative of the model reader consists in figuring out a
model author that is not the empirical one and that, in the end, coincides
with the intention of the text.”> Occupying a middle ground between see-
ing the hermeneutic circle as a vicious circle—where readers see in the
text what they want to see—and perceiving interpretation as if primarily
guided by an author’s direct communiqué to a competent reader, Pierre
Bourdieu has the following statement about the author’s relation to his
commentators:

A virtuoso of the art of playing with all the possibilities offered by the game,
[the author] gives the appearance of coming back to simple common sense
in order to denounce the convoluted interpretations which the most zealous
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commentators have given his works; or else he leaves hanging in doubt, by
irony or humor, the meaning of a work which is deliberately polysemic. By thus
reinforcing the ambiguity which makes the work transcendent over all inter-
pretations, including those of the author himself, he methodically draws on
the possibilities of a willed polysemy which, with the appearance of a corps of
professional interpreters—meaning professionally determined to find mean-
ing and necessity, however much work of interpretation or overinterpreta-
tion is involved—is found inscribed in the field itself, and therefore in the

creative intention of producers.’

Bourdieu suggests the art of interpretation to be prefigured in the art-
ist’s intentions and, therefore, not something to be understood outside
the field that binds poets and commentators—perhaps “model” readers—
together.

Among many modern readers of Sanskrit literature, the value of com-
mentaries as interpretations has hardly been understood along the lines
of any of the perspectives given above. The value of commentaries has
often been reduced to their being mere entry points to understanding
the lexical and syntactical structures of texts or, in the case of virtuosic
acts of exegesis, as idiosyncratic musings of an eccentric mind. Seeing
the diversity of these documents across time, however, at least as they
pertain to the Naisadhiya tradition, should lead us to extend the possible
scope of commentary writing and see them collectively as noteworthy
artifacts of a poem’s various reading lineages in history. The commen-
taries on the Naisadhiya implicitly inform us of the ways in which the
poem was preserved, read, re-formed, and performed. At the head of
this lineage is the poet himself, who, as we saw earlier, had explained in
verse 22.152 (one of the epilogue stanzas) that his poem will not be fully
enjoyable—and, in all likelihood, will be largely inaccessible—to those
who are too proud to resort to the mediation of a competent teacher
(or a good commentator). Judging by some of the verses commentators
from all eras insert at some point in their commentaries, it would seem
that the scholar-commentators of Naisadhiya took the poet’s challenge
seriously and dutifully slotted themselves into the roles of teachers (and
students), assigned first with the task of training themselves and, after-
ward, training others to read the poem.

Take, for example, the following passages from the respective commen-
taries of Vidyadhara (thirteenth century), Narahari (fourteenth century),
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Gadadhara (late fifteenth century), Ramacandra Sesa (sixteenth century),
and Gagabhatta (seventeenth century):

The commentator has to have knowledge

of the eight grammars and of the various sub-branches of logic;
of the essence of literature and of political science;

knowledge of the meanings of the Vedas

and a familiarity with the ancient lore.

He has to know all of the other sciences as well.

With this lamp of knowledge eternally burning

to dispel the darkness of ignorance,

that learned commentator might be able to

interpret this unique aesthetic creation.’ [Vidyadhara]

I have neither the imagination born of learning from previous births,
nor can I bear the heavy load of books on various subjects.

Praised by the entire world, it is only the Naisadhiyacarita

that makes my heart and the hearts of other poets quiver.

Even a fool strives to dive into this poem,

holding as it does the essence of deep meanings and emotions.

Just as a young child who, even though toothless,

eagerly grabs at candy.

On account of mistaken judgment, inability, or other such cause,
sometimes even clearly existent meanings

in this impenetrable forest of great profundity

that is the Naisadhiya cannot be fixed with any certainty.
Therefore, please do not fault me for my failure

to completely extract correct meanings from Sriharsa’s poem.
Who can totally scoop out the heaps of jewels

found at the bottom of the ocean? [Narahari]

The source of things itself takes shelter, again and again,
among the shadows of authority cast by this poet,

whose mind is sharper than that of Brhaspati,

the teacher of the lords of heaven.

In general, however, I lack the competence

correctly to interpret this poem. And so,

if there is something here [ fail to appreciate,

literary minds ought not to show me contempt.* [Gadadhara]
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Brahma is four-faced,

Lord Siva has five faces and

his son Skanda, six.

Sesanaga, lord of hooded cobras,
is thousand-faced!

If even these divinities

cannot describe the subtleties

of $riharsa’s verse,

where are we in this enterprise?
still, whatever little we do say

can be chalked up to our insolence.” [Ramacandra Sesa]

There have been books written about it.

Commentaries on it by learned scholars are superb.

They have supplied the technical terms for figures of speech
and a gloss for difficult vocabulary.

They have told us everything about this poem,

written by one who adorns the family of poets.

Whatever I now say in my own commentary

is a collection of all their findings, so

think of it as a synthesis and not as a redundancy.® [Gagabhatta]

Setting aside the formulaic nature of the self-effacing humility found in
each of these verses,” we notice the extent to which commentators simul-
taneously position themselves in a mode of deference and pride as they
proceed to recover S$riharsa’s original voice through the medium of the
scholarly commentary.

It seems clear that all of them approach the poem with trepidation pre-
cisely because the poet warns them to do so. Likewise, as will become evi-
dent throughout the chapters of this book, all commentarial glosses and
many of their paraphrases and interpretations are guided by the strate-
gies the poet lays out for them and expects them to use. As most, if not
all, of the premodern commentators will share in this empathetic feeling
for their poet, we can begin to think of the commentators collectively as
part of a literary community that shares similar readings, interpretations,
and panegyric dispositions largely because they also use similar modes of
text-critical and interpretive strategies that, to their sensibility, the poet
expects them to use.” Thus, as the above passages reflect, in defining their
own deference to the commentarial task at hand and while praising those
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who have preceded them, commentators speak to the very features of the
Naisadhiya that Sriharsa indicates are the hallmarks of his work: that his
poem is a pioneering piece of literature (literally, “a path newly blazed,”
as he says); that it is purposefully knotted and weighed down with arcane
forms of scholasticism; and that it is a composition divinely inspired and
awe-inspiring even for the learned.

INTERPRETATION AND FORM

The Naisadhiya, like all verse mahakdvya, presents a semiotic density that
invites multiple forms of commentarial analysis. All the commentators
share an approach of sustained and intricate contemplation of the poem,
but each of them brings to it a particularized appreciation and pedagogi-
cal strategy. A translation of each verse of the poem based on the speci-
ficity of each commentary would demonstrate, therefore, a range of
difference between and among them. To illustrate some of the variations
of form and interpretive focus among Naisadhiya commentators, below I
provide a translation and analysis of several commentaries on the very
first verse of the poem.

The following translation of Naisadhiya 1.1 is informed by a conven-
tional paraphrase of the verse shared and supplied by all of the Sanskrit
commentators. As one will notice, however, it is certainly not the only
legitimate, or even most likely, reading upon which one can settle:

That Nala was a treasure-house of resplendence,

a great and dazzling festival,

the orbit of whose fame is represented by

the white royal umbreila.

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,

even the gods do not care as much for the divine nectar.

Both Vidyadhara and Candupandita provide a similar type of gloss on this
verse, although they have a different emphasis on what should be deemed
important about it. Because his is a more complete and well-preserved
text, [ give here Candupandita’s complete commentary on this verse, fol-
lowed with Vidyadhara's distinctive analysis. 1 have indicated the source
text in boldface and used the equal sign (=) to mark the gloss (either a
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synonym or an alternative meaning) that follows. Candupandita’s com-
mentary on Naisadhiya 1.1 reads as follows:

The beginning of a text gives homage to a preferred deity in order to honor
custom, to bless the audience, and to bring about the successful completion
of the work without complications. That is not the case here. How could the
utterance of the name of Nala—himself auspiciousness embodied, whose
glory destroys sin—not bring about the removal of any complications?
Indeed, remembering great men like Prthu, Sahasrarjuna, Bharata, and Nala
is the highest kind of benediction. Thus the tradition says that the very men-
tioning of Nala and Damayanti’s name obliterates this debased age (kaliyuga).
The poet, therefore, mentions Nala first and, in doing so, composes his
benediction,

There was a king named Nala. What was special about him? He was a trea-
sure of greatness = of glorious valor. And he was a dazzling festival because
of his beauty; or rather, he was dazzling on account of festivals [as a patron
or a participant]. This alone marks his auspiciousness. How to describe him?
He was accompanied by a white royal umbrella that represented the orbit
of his fame, which means that he was a repository of such virtues as fame,
charm, and bravery. Drinking in (the verbal root ‘pi’ here used in the sense
of “drinking’) whose stories = narrative episodes, the gods = learned ones
do not care much = in such a manner for divine nectar = well-crafted speech.

What were these stories about? They were about a protector of the earth.
And so, upon hearing these stories, the gods do not care much for nectar. This
marks Nala's universal lordship among the cadre of kings. Or, it was that, like
the glorious sun, Nala was a treasure-house of resplendence. Or, that he was
dazzling on account of [patronizing or participating in many] festivals. Nala is
also glorious, foremost among the handsome, and a representative of the stoic
and charming type of hero known as the dhiralalita. Or else, drinking in whose
stories, the earth protectors = kings do not care much for nectar = earth."!

There are two important features to identify here. The first is
Candupandita’s apologia for Sriharsa’s apparent breach of mahdkavya
convention. Justifying Sriharsa’s benedictory verse (or lack thereof),
Candupandita sets the pattern that many commentators of Naisadhiya will
feel compelled to follow: to harmonize the conventionalized prescriptions
of poetics manuals, such as the influential Kavyaprakasa (Light on Poetry)
of Mammata (c. 1100 cE), with the unconventional practices of this poet.
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The second feature, more germane to drawing connections between
commentarial form and function, is the style of Candupandita’s gloss.
Candupandita adopts the analytical verb-centered method of Sanskrit
commentary that deals with syntactic units (khandanvaya), sometimes
referred to as the kathambhiitini style, so named for its preference for
syntactical analysis around a series of questions like kim bhiita (“of what
nature”/“being how”/“what kind of . . "?)."* This style of commentary
contrasts with the so-called anvayamukhi commentary, which “arranges
the words ‘by means of the normal construction’ (anvaya-mukhena)”; Tubb
and Boose explain this second approach as going “straight through all the
words of the [root text] in one long string, merely rearranging them so
as to place them in the most easily understandable prose order.”" Rather
than asking questions and answers that gradually open up the syntax of
the verses, this method follows the constituents of each line (dandanvaya).
Some have argued that the kathambhiitini style was particularly promi-
nent in Kashmir and northwestern India, largely on the grounds that the
early kdvya commentator Vallabhadeva (tenth century; from Kashmir)
used this method."” Others have argued that it was an older technique
that became less popular than the anvayamukhi as time went on.

Commentators like Candupandita, who use the kathambhiitini method,
take the verb as the main core of the sentence and pose a series of leading
questions around it to elucidate a certain kind of answer. Tubb and Boose
explain this approach as the provision of a basic “skeleton sentence” of the
original text and then a gradual filling in of each of the remaining parts of
the source text, “by asking questions that bring out the ways in which those
parts fit into the construction of the original text.”*> Next they analyze the
verse around these questions and sometimes supply a prose order to the
verse at the end; they then take the nominative element first (in the case
above, Nala), followed by bahuvrihi compounds (exocentric nominal com-
pounds) that denote the referent in terms of a specific quality (e.g., Nala
was dazzling on account of festivals), and then deal with other qualifiers
that may be present. Kishorenath Jha thus speaks of this method as “natu-
ral” and empowering for the student “to discover truths about the language
himself [as] the pupil is led step-by-step in a logical manner to arrive at the
complete syntactic unit.”*¢ Finally, they provide an explanation.

Regarding the example above (Candupandita’s commentary on
Naisadhiya 1.1), Candupandita’s special emphasis is placed on identifying
the type of hero Nala represents in dramaturgical discourse; he identifies
him as a dhiralalita hero, one whose charm lies in his steadfast character.
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Vidyadhara's gloss is virtually identical with Candupandita’s, but his
explanation of the verse is more involved than his successor’s:

In this verse, there is alliteration (anuprdsa), the poetic figure of sound.
There is also an inverted simile (vyatireka) here: by first drawing an analogy
between divine nectar and stories of Nala, the poet then expresses the superi-
ority of the stories about Nala over and above the divinity-conferring nectar.
There is also the trope of “double meaning” (slesa) as the poet simultaneously
describes both Nala and the Sun, depending on how one breaks the words
up. Taking the words to mean “Nala” fits the narrative context (prakaranika)
while reading “sun” points to an extra-narrative context (aprakaranika).
There is a metaphor (riipaka) here also as Nala is posited as no different from
the sun. Thus, overall, there is a mixture of tropes here (sarikara) along the
lines of the maxim of the mixture of sesame seeds and husked rise, indicating
an intimate commingling of elements,”

We see here that, in his comment on the verse as a whole, Vidyadhara pre-
pares his reader to expect from his commentary a thoroughgoing analy-
sis of figures of speech and thought, a favored mode of interpretation
for him, Candupandita, as we shall see later, only provides such detailed
explanations on technical matters when they relate to philosophical ref-
erences embedded in Sriharsa’s verse. Both commentators, however, in
using this question-answer-explanation style of commentary, open up
the text to the reader gradually, allowing them to follow the logic of the
poet and to construct their own significance around it. This method, I
suggested, is premised on a weak pedagogy, in the sense that its form priv-
ileges description through a staged curiosity (in the form of leading ques-
tions) rather than a stronger regime of gloss encouraged by asserting the
order of the syntax. By doing so, the reader can slowly follow for himself
how the syntactic units fit together rather than be given the order of the
syntax by the commentator as the only one possible.” It also encourages
the search for polyvalence in the text (and potentially arguments over the
propriety of certain interpretations) as well as multiple rearrangements
of syntax are possible. Although a milder version of this phenomenon of
polyvalence is available in Candupandita’s commentary cited earlier, it is
more vigorously manifested in later commentaries that use a hybrid form
of the kathambhiitini method.

The form, and likewise the function, of the next phase of Naisadhiya
commentaries is markedly different from Candupandita’s and Vidyadhara’s
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in style while generally following them in terms of content. The major
difference is that the commentaries of the late-fourteenth and early-
fifteenth centuries did not rhetorically or practically approach the
Naisadhiya through a singular interpretive prism. Nor did they see the
need to emphasize the idea that meaning in Sriharsa’s verses could prolif-
erate in multiple, and even contradictory, ways. On the contrary, I argue,
in their form these commentaries actually sought to control the interpre-
tation of the poem. This development speaks to what I deem to have been
the function of the Naisadhiya and its commentaries during this period:
The Naisadhiya emerged as a key component in the literature curriculum
as a text for advanced students, and commentaries on it were treated
as credentials-conferring exercises. As such, the method commentators
like Mallinatha prefer is the subject-centered word-by-word method that
takes each word in the order it appears in the verse, the dandanvaya or
anvayamukhi type of commentary discussed earlier.

In the case of Mallinatha’s analysis of 1.1, for example, he begins
much in the way Candupandita begins his, with the exception that he
frames his gloss to Sriharsa’s opening verse assertively rather than
apologetically:

Authoritative opinion of literary scholars holds that a poem is a vehicle “to
achieve fame, to gain wealth, to acquire knowledge of life in the world, to dis-
pel the nonbeneficial, and to become instantly enlightened. 1t is like advice
given by a lover” [Kavyaprakdsa 1.1]. Poetry, therefore, is a means toward
many good ends, And because the venerable $riharsa is aware of the warning
against serious literary discussion of inferior poems, he wanted to compose
a poem called the Naisadhlya. A poem begins with an auspicious benediction,
meant to wipe away obstacles toward a desired end. It is said, therefore, “the
beginning of a poem should either be a blessing, homage to a deity, or an
indication of the subject matter.” Therefore, here with this verse beginning
with “Drinking in,” Sriharsa indicates the auspicious subject of the poem as
taking the form of king Nala, the hero of the story.”

Mallinatha then provides his gloss of the verse’s syntax, which strictly
follows the anvayamukhi method:

Drinking in = having fully relished; the stories = episodes; of this earth pro-
tector = Nala; the gods = deities or learned people (according to the lexicog-
rapher Kéirasvamin, the word budhd relates to a deity, to the moon, and to
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learned ones); do not care much for the divine nectar = nectar is just like
this story; referring to nectar amounts to saying that they regard the story
very highly; represented by a white royal umbrella = it was made into a white
umbrella, or rather, made into a royal umbrella; the orbit of his fame was
made into a white umbrella; treasure-house of resplendence = the sense is
that Nala is comparable to the sun; a great and dazzling festival = he was
resplendent because of constantly participating in festivities [the lexicogra-
pher Amara says that the word ujjvala is synonymous with other words for

“festival” (maha, uddhava, and utsava are synonyms)]. He was Nala.”

Mallinatha straightens out the syntax by reordering the sequence of
words (in boldface) that appear in the verse to provide the reader with an
easy comprehension of what he seems to imagine to be the conventional
and intended sense. In the process of doing so, he explains the case inflec-
tions of all nouns, compounds, and grammatical formations:

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector, the gods do not care much for
the divine nectar. Represented by a white royal umbrella, the orbit of his fame,
a treasure-house of resplendence, a great and dazzling festival, he was Nala.

Then, like Vidyaddhara, he gives the audience an exposition on what he
believes is important for them to take away from the verse:

Here, referring to Nala as a “treasure-house of resplendence” and superim-
posing the form of a white umbrella onto an “orbit of his fame” there is a
metaphor (ripaka). And because of the superiority of Nala’s stories as com-
pared to nectar, there is the figure of contrast (vyatireka). And regarding the
combination of the two, there is the figure of commingling (samérsti). These
are spoken of in the poetics manual Sahityadarpana in the following way: a
metaphor is when a form is superimposed onto an object, which is then not
thereby denied; a figurative contrast (vyatireka) is when the vehicle is inferior
to a superior tenor; and the figure of commingling is spoken of as a condition
where these figures are understood as mutually connected. In this canto, the
meter is vamsastha, a twelve-syllabic meter whose sequence of syllables runs
as follows: light-heavy-light, heavy-heavy-light, light-heavy-light, heavy-
light-heavy.®!

Here Mallinatha follows Vidyadhara in supplying the technical names
to Sriharsa’s various figurative usages in the verse. Unlike Vidyadhara,
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however, he adds references to well-known poetics texts, like the four-
teenth-century Sahityadarpana (A Mirror on Literature), and the technical
definition of the meter of the verse.

Such referential and technical accretions to a basic explanation are,
to my mind, reminders that Mallinatha’s commentary was, in all like-
lihood, intended to function as a comprehensive lesson to students of
literature. On the whole, one also sees in Mallindtha’s commentary an
economy of expression that resists bringing in anything unconnected
to the literal meaning or, where applicable, probable double-meanings.
As he famously boasts in his preface (discussed in the previous chap-
ter), he does not wish to go the way of other commentaries that “kill”
the Naisadhiya by bringing in extrinsic significance to the verses of the
poem., Here and elsewhere, he takes Sriharsa’s text as a basically self-
illuminating entity that must be interpreted according to what it itself
provides the commentator, not on the basis of what he would arguably
perceive as extraneous, supplementary material that the commentator
might desire to superimpose onto it. Thus, Mallinatha appears narrowly
to conceive of interpretation as a determination of the text's meaning
and is less interested in the hermeneutic understandings of readers that
might extend the potentialities of the poem beyond the surface layer of
meaning. For him, then, the structure he gives to his commentary would
probably reflect a natural reading process that sufficiently deals with the
immediate contexts of word and syntax, on the one hand, and with the
total contexts of interpretation and information about grammar, trope,
and narrative, on the other. It bears repeating that Mallinatha hardly
even speaks of the Naisadhiya specifically. In fact, all of his kavya com-
mentaries have virtually the same prefatory verses and a seemingly
identical approach procedurally. Even the titles to his early commen-
taries—on the Naisadhiya and on Kalidasa’s mahdkavyas—refer to some
version of “bringing back to life” works presumably deadened by poor
literary-critical attention.?

All in all, therefore, it seems Mallinatha’s pedagogical impulse is
guided by the need to draw out the structural similarities among all the
mahdkdvyas he comments on rather than to identify each work’s individu-
ated character, which was an earlier generation’s impetus for commentary
writing. Whereas the technique of the thirteenth-century commentators
represents an oral teaching style that invites the audience logically to
discover the basic meaning of the verse around the action of the verb,
the fifteenth-century works of Mallinatha most likely reflect the profes-
sional teacher’s attempt to provide a clear and largely unambiguous gloss
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to his audience. Once the intricate syntax of a Sanskrit verse has been
put into a linear prose order, the tropes and meter identified, relevant
grammar lessons reinforced, and the appropriate reference texts cited,
commentators like Mallinatha see their hermeneutic challenges—and,
by extension, those of their audience—as resolved.? Nevertheless, the
nature of all of the customary, text-oriented paradigms seems both epis-
temologically and pedagogically premised on a semiotic approach to the
material, where a persevering reader is rewarded for following the text’s
“rules” of selection, arrangement, and emphasis. Literary discourse itself
is seen as essentially mimetic and referential, and the ultimate goal is to
develop a normative respect for an “authoritative” reading that focuses
solely on determining the text’s significance according to what the com-
mentator believes the poet originally intended. As the reception con-
texts changed for commentary writing—one from limited and selective
interpretive prisms for a more sophisticated audience (Candupandita and
Vidyadhara) to a more targeted, pedagogically motivated work for gen-
eral institutional purposes (Mallinatha)—so too did the method of com-
mentary change to fit the function.

READING MULTIPLE MEANINGS INTO THE NAISADHI-YA

Below I exemplify the ways in which Candupandita especially shaped
his commentary to suit an audience that would appreciate his ferreting
out Sriharsa’s numerous philosophical references in Naisadhiya, much as
Vidyadhara's audiences presumably valued his attention to the poem’s
extravagant use of trope. However, remaining for a moment with the the-
sis that the choice of commentarial style is bound up with temporally con-
ditioned shifts in the context and function where and how commentaries
are respectively read and used, Nardyana's commentary on Naisadhiya
1.1 also merits consideration.?* In the sixteenth century, Nardyana uses a
hybrid style that neither wholly takes the form of the kathambhiitini type
of commentary nor of the anvayamukhi but rather shifts back and forth
between them.” Thus, for example, Narayana first arranges his com-
mentary of 1.1 in the standard prose order favored by the anvayamukhi
approach, beginning with the subject Nala and stating clearly the core
sentence of the verse: “That Nala was . . " (sa nala dsit . . .). Then he pro-
ceeds to segment his analysis through the kathambhitini commentary’s
method of asking strategic questions: “What was special about Nala?” (kim
visisto nalah?). In between recapitulating the prose order and supplying
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questions to organize the flow of his gloss, Nardyana associatively pro-
vides all sorts of technical analysis and information (grammatical, lexico-
graphical, intertextual, names of tropes, etc.) alongside multiple layers of
potential interpretations, each one commonly separated by a transitional
phrase like “Or else .. " (yadva). The entire discussion of just this first
verse runs several pages, demonstrating the full repertoire of techniques
available to the Sanskrit commentator to identify, even create, polyva-
lence. All of the reworked elements of the verse graphed collectively yield
at least nine translations of this verse, the most conventional one being:

That Nala was a treasure-house of resplendence,
agreat and dazzling festival,

the orbit of whose fame is represented by

the white royal umbrella,

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,

even gods do not care as much for the divine nectar.

The other eight versions bear the same meaning for the first two quarters
of the verse (that Nala was a “treasure-house of resplendence,” “a great
and dazzling festival,” and that his fame is “represented by the white
royal umbrella”). The succeeding half of the verse, however, is open to a

remarkable assortment of possibilities:

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,
even the learned ones do not care as much for the
immortal state of liberation from worldly unhappiness.

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,
the gods used to, but no longer, care as much
for the exquisitely beautiful meon.,

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,
the gods do not desire nectar,
what is normally their daily meal.

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,

the divine serpents that bear the earth on their hoods,
like Taksaka and Sesanaga,

do not take the nectar offered to them by Indra.
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Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,
other enlightened kings do not care as much

for the immortality that comes from performing Vedic sacrifices.

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,
the evil effects of Kali—the sinister spirit in the gambling dice—
and his debased age is destroyed.

Drinking in the stories of the sun, the earth’s protector,
the learned ones do not care as much for the moon,

who is the keeper of the immortal nectar.

In spite of the fact that Nala was a gambler, he was the king.
Drinking in his stories, even the gods do not care as much
for the divine nectar.

Thus, from this verse words used for “gods” (budha), “nectar” (sudha), and
the compound “earth protector” (ksiti-raksin) are redistributed, in accor-
dance with what Sanskrit grammar and lexicons allow, to startling effect.
And so, the word whose most likely meaning in this context would be
“gods” (budha), the ones who receive Nala's stories, comes also to mean
“learned people,” “kings,” “mountains,” “elephants who hold the earth
up,” and “divine serpents.” All of these can, in turn, be modified with the
epithet of being “earth protectors” according to various scenarios con-
sonant with lexical meanings and Puranic mythology. As such, these sto-
ries respectively confer to each a unique reward that matches a cherished
desire: to ordinary people, the cessation of worldly suffering (moksa); to
kings, sovereignty over the earth (bhiipalana); to gods, immortality-sus-
taining nectar (amrta); and to mountains, elephants, and snakes, a lofty
seat of power (mahatsthana), as each is thought to bear the weight of the
earth in different contexts.

Narayana treats other modifiers the same way. Thus, the “earth pro-
tector” can be broken up differently to render two separate words: ksiti,
which can mean “earth” and “destruction”; and aksin, which can mean a
“dice-playing gambler” or “Kali,” the representative of the rotten, debased
age we currently live in. And so, Nala would not only be the “earth pro-
tector” but also the “destroyer of Kali” Narayana reconfigures the word
used for “nectar” (sudhd) to mean “the moon” and “immortality itself that
comes from performing Vedic sacrifices.”
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In a similar reading by Nardyana’s contemporary Sridhara, Nala and
his “stories” (kath@) are reimagined variously. Nala is not only a great
king but also the destroyer of Kali, the Absolute (paramatman), Visnu,
Siva, the sun, and the moon. Nala is also Rama (replacing the word nala
with nara)®® where, as Sridhara explains, the killing of Ravana qualifies
him as an “earth protector.” Sridhara continues: Nala’s stories (kathd) are
respectively compared to the end of worldly suffering, as valuable as the
earth, equivalent to immortality-granting nectar, synonymous with the
stories of Visnu's avatars (avatdra-katha), and superior to lofty positions
of power (in the case of mountains, elephants, and snakes). In addition to
Narayana’s nine interpretations, Sridhara adds a tenth one, using a clever
lipogram known as varna-cyuti-nydya, where “dropped letters” (varna-
cyuti) are restored to bring forth a desirable significance:

That Nala was a treasure-house of resplendence,
a great and dazzling festival,

the orbit of whose fame is represented by

the white royal umbrella.

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,
kings do not care as much

for the earth itself.

Here, to get the meaning of “earth” (vasudhd) from the word “nectar”
(sudha) to convey the esoteric meaning that intelligent kings (budha)
dismiss even lordship of the earth in favor of Nala’s stories, Sridhara
invokes the varna-cyuti-nydya and adds the phoneme va to the root word
sudha, thus justifying vasudhd.” For commentators such as Narayana and
Sridhara, these kinds of reading strategies are in evidence at virtually
every opportunity afforded by Sriharsa’s language. With each new read-
ing, these commentators cite a range of texts to justify each interpreta-
tion: from Vedic texts (Brhadaranyaka Upanisad) and philosophical works
(Vivekactidamani), to dharmasastra (Manusmrti) and tantra (Durgatantra), to
different dictionaries (Abhidhanaratna and Amarakosa) and poetics works
(Sarasvatikanthabharana and Sahityadarpana), to the various Purana texts
and the compositions of other poets like Kilidasa.

I also attribute Narayana and Sridhara’s choice of an eclectic and syn-
thetic mode of exegesis largely to the sixteenth-century milieu of readers
and critics for whom they wrote. They were not introducing a new text, as
the thirteenth-century commentators were, nor were they embroiled in
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pedagogical debates aimed at controlling the interpretation of Naisadhiya,
as Mallinatha seems to have been. Instead, internal evidence suggests that
both Nardyana and Sridhara probably wrote for an audience that was far
more diverse: advanced students of kavya, other Naisadhiya scholars, and
perhaps even a new kind of “religious” reader interested in Naisadhiya’s
reputation as an esoteric text. The latter group, I will argue later, include
those who transform Naisadhiya into allegory—a seed for future interpre-
tation that Narayana merely plants in the preface of his commentary on
Naisadhiya 1.1 without bringing it up much again later:

To complete a desired composition without obstacles and to fulfill the man-
dates of tradition, it is said that one ought to perform a benediction. It is said,
therefore, that “the beginning of a poem should either be a blessing, homage
to a deity, or an indication of the subject matter.” The poet named Sriharsa,
the composer of the Naisadhiya, mysteriously seeds his benediction by paying
homage to his preferred deity Rama, lord of the Raghus. Others, however, say
that the benediction simply takes the conventional form of citing the subject
matter of the poem.”

Like his predecessors, Nardyana here addresses the technical problem
other scholars of Naisadhiya also take up; that is, whether the verse con-
forms to the common practice of performing a benediction at the begin-
ning of a poem. In fact, after giving his own idiosyncratic opinion—that
the benediction is really directed to Rama—he cites the more common
view of his predecessors that the verse introduces the subject matter of
the Naisadhiya. Noteworthy here, however, is that unlike an earlier gener-
ation of commentators, who occasionally mentioned alternative opinions
(usually on textual matters) and generally only emphasized a singular
interpretation, Nardyana often foregrounds multiple nonconventional
readings before supplying more established and standardized positions.
No wonder, therefore, his text is dramatically longer than those of other
commentators who provide little more than a simple gloss.

Neither Nardyana nor Sridhara appear interested in arguing for a singu-
lar (and constraining) way of reading a given verse. Furthermore, neither
commentary gives the impression that interpretation is a naive search for
a correct meaning, nor as simply a recounting of alternative meanings in
order to highlight a correct meaning, but rather as a peculiar kind of exer-
cise in intellectual pleasure—what in Sanskrit might be called manovinoda—
that the Naisadhiya itself seems to relish. In other words, their exegetical
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practice self-admittedly does not provide what is necessary for thorough)
understanding the text but rather what their learned, resourceful, and wity
intelligence finds interesting.” Interpretation, thus, seems to be more aboy
guiding the reader to reflect on the text’s underlying potencies and how th,
text functions. The three centuries of scholarship that intervene betweq,
Candupandita in the thirteenth century and Narayana in the sixteent),
century represent a period of gradual progression that leads ultimately to
a veritable field of Naisadhiya studies. By the sixteenth century, commen_
tators feel confident to suggest that the Naisadhiya is a profoundly codeg
poem with an intrinsic polysemy that requires skillful decoding.

PHILOSOPHICAL READINGS OF THE NAISADHIYA

Candupandita is the first of a long line of decoder-critics. After
Candupandita, the notion that the Naisadhiya is a “difficult” text becomeg
proverbial among the poem’s professional readers. His perspective on the
text, however, is not one of radical polysemy (like later commentatory)
but rather targeted and singularly obsessed with Sriharsa’s philosophicy]
agenda. What follows is an example of his commentary on a verse from
the sixth canto (6.51) where Nala, wandering as an invisible man in searcl,
of Damayant, finally comes face-to-face with her. The verse reads:

They were two,

Even though in the same place, facing each other,
they thought they were somewhere else.

Their illusory selves embraced each other.

In doing so, they actually embraced each other.

Occurring during a pivotal turn in the fortunes of the hero and heroine,
the context of this verse is that Nala (playing messenger for the gods) acci-
dentally brushes up against a flustered Damayanti in the corridors of the
women’s quarters. The two lovers cannot truly meet in a normative set-
ting because one is invisible (the hero Nala) and the other (the heroine
Damayant) is certain that no one can infiltrate the security of the wom-
en’s quarters. Furthermore, the physical embrace of two strangers of good
breeding (they have never met) and the ethics of a messenger overstepping
his boundaries can never strike audiences of this kind of poetry as, in any
way, culturally consistent with what is conventionally appropriate (and,
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therefore, aesthetically acceptable or plausible). Sriharsa here dramatically
captures the ways in which a Sanskrit poet can project onto an imaginative
plane what he cannot express in putatively real situations. Their “embrace”
must be illusory, or must it? In reality, they must experience each other as
different—this is the only way they can—but their “illusory” selves embrace
each other, the poet tells us. What is not normative, and therefore appropri-
ate, in reality becomes available and potentially fulfilling in an imaginary
plane. it is important that they are enclosed by four walls, in close proxim-
ity, unable to flee, and magnetically drawn to each other. The scene works
because the audience knows that the couple (observant of court manners
and moral norms) could not possibly have any actual physical contact with
each other. And so they wonder, like the audience, if a particular cognition
implies the absence of another, if something simultaneous can be revealed
that is not the immediate object of awareness.

The verse is indeed bursting with philosophical possibilities. But, other
than Candupandita, no other commentators take it up. Nardyana and
Mallinatha, for example, do not seem entranced at all by this verse’s poten-
tial for philosophical insight. They both convey that Nala and Damayanti
were in the same room and, while they had an illusory embrace, the
two probably had some real touches also. Narayana remarks that the
intended meaning of the verse is that in the midst of their seeing illusions
of each other, they (or their hearts) grasped each other’s true form also.
Candupandita, however, spots in the verse a reference to a specific philo-
sophical school’s theory of error (akhyativada) and proceeds comprehen-
sively to provide a justification for his find. Before engaging in a rather
technical philosophical discussion, he initially sets up the situation using
his standard question-and-answer (kathambhiitini) approach toward defin-
ing the words and explaining their syntactical relationship with each other:

The two, Nala and Damayanti, embraced each other in actuality. Where? In
the middle of her inner chambers, the two embraced the illusion of each
other. In the midst of an illusion of making contact, a true connection
occurred. Or else, one may take the modifier “actually” (tathyam) as an
adverb whereby during the embrace, their minds illusorily embraced each
other. The true Damayanti was embraced by Nala, whose mind grasped a false
Damayanti. And a true Nala was embraced by Damayanti, whose mind had
become engrossed in a false Nala. Here the distinction rests in the origin of
the reason. What were they doing? They are seeing each other as if they were
in different places. Where? Both inhabit the same space, in a single location.
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Having provided the narrative context, Candupandita then frames the
situation with a preliminary discussion of its philosophical implications,
analogizing the subject of the verse with standard images from philo-
sophical texts,

Just as a delusion always accounts for experiencing an illusory embrace, in
such a way these two on account of delusion thought they had embraced their
many selves—as at the time of a delusion, another delusion also arises, and
another, etc, Just as a dream that is true at the time of dreaming afterwards
finds its reality logically objectionable, just so an illusory embrace also is true
at that time of the illusion and is only afterwards logically objectionable. And,
just so, the shell (mother-of-pearl) is truly apprehended as silver at the time of
apprehension and afterwards is found to be logically objectionable. But here is
the distinction. On account of the delusion of perceiving such things as a shell
as silver, an anxiety arises that if this spontaneous perception of silver will be
logically objectionable, then perhaps I will not be able to apprehend real silver
in the future. But here (in the context of this verse), even when there is an

actual embrace, an experience akin to an illusory embrace arises.

Setting up the philosophical problem, Candupandita proceeds strategi-
cally to delineate the positions that might be put forth by several impor-
tant philosophical traditions of early India.”

According to the learned commentator, because the Sankhya philoso-
phers hold that the object of an erroneous cognition is real (satkhyativada),
for them, when there is an error (as when a shell is apprehended as sil-
ver) that apprehension is, in some form or other, understood as actually
real. Contrary to the Sankhya view, Candupandita elucidates that some
Buddhist philosophers argue that the object of an erroneous cognition
is not real (asatkhyativada). Other Buddhists like the “Middle-Path” phi-
losophers (mdadhyamika) radically propound the doctrine of an errone-
ous cognition’s nonexistence or emptiness (siinyavada); for them, silver is
apprehended but that apprehension is delusional (i.e., empty). Likewise,
Candupandita gives protracted explanations of the views of the Nyaya
and Vedanta schools of philosophy on the subject of erroneous cogni-
tion. Thus, Nyaya philosophers speak of the object of error as something
altogether “other” (anyathakhyati); seeing a shell as silver (a delusion) is
an altogether distinct apprehension from the shell that is actually being
seen; therefore, one may conclude that it is possible that something that
is actually unreal takes on a reality all its own.** Similarly, Candupandita
analyzes the position of Vedanta philosophers who essentially hold that
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the object of erroneous cognition is indefinable. Because a shell cannot
be silver, the perception of silver cannot be real; however, because silver
is apprehended, it is also not unreal. Because the existence and nonex-
istence of the perceived silver mutually contradict each other, the com-
mentator explains, Vedanta philosophy holds that it is neither real nor
unreal and nor is it something other than the real and the unreal; rather,
it is inexpressible and, therefore, indefinable,

Having established the ground for discussing the philosophical subject
of error, Cindupandita now comes to his thesis: that Sriharsa’s verse actu-
ally reflects the perspective of the Prabhikara-mimamsa school, which
holds that the object of so-called erroneous cognition is not erroneous at
all (akhyativada). Silver is neither apprehended erroneously nor is it illu-
sory; rather, it is simply true, as there are two cognitions present, one per-
ceptually grasped and one remembered. The commentator uses a series
of metaphors to defend his argument and then concludes that the poet of
the Naisadhiya consciously prepared verse 6.51 to reflect the Prabhakara-
mimamsa view.” Satisfied that he has identified Sriharsa’s embedded ref-
erence, by way of conclusion, Cindupandita reconnects the philosophical
idea with the narrative situation by integrating alternative explanations
of the words he has already glossed with his hypothesis that this verse
reflects the view of Prabhakara-mimamsa:

Both Damayanti and Nala embraced each other in actuality, though seeing
each other as if they were in different places. Where? In the midst of their false
embrace. That there is an illusory union of the two here would ordinarily be
accepted. In this case, however, it has actually happened. It follows that even
though being in front of each other, they understood each other to be as if in
amistaken location on account of a superimposition of one form onto another.
The meaning is this—Nala may at some point have had the experience of a
true embrace somewhere, And Damayanti also experienced embraces with
her friends, That experience alone is what is remembered in this shared space.

Therefore, both are real—the perceptual knowledge of embracing each
other and the memory consciousness of embrace. Neither are false. There-
fore, the embrace of the couple is real, for the memory-consciousness can-
not be logically opposed. And this is the uniform stance of the Prabhakara-
mimamsa school. Also, there cannot be a repetition in meaning of the syn-
onymous words anyonya, paraspara, and mitha [all meaning “each other” or
“mutually”). First, anyonya signifies the embrace experience in the past.
The next word paraspara refers to the memory-consciousness with respect
to what is in front of them. The final word mitha points to the union of
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the perceptual and memory-consciousness with respect to so-called illusion
posited by other philosophers; it designates the notion established by the
Prabhikara school of thought and fulfills its proposition that, in every way,
the two truly embrace each other.”

Through a sophisticated analysis, Candupandita has claimed to decode
Sriharsa’s magical fusing of idea and image in the description of a signifi-
cant emotional experience in the poem. One gets the feeling here, how-
ever, that Srharsa’s verse merely provides him a pretext to fulfill his own
intuitive hypothesis about the Naisadhiya and, correspondingly, to carry
out his self-appointed task of delivering a scholarly interpretation based
on that hypothesis. His diligent commentary compels the sensitive reader
to at least pursue the argument carefully, to see for himself if the possibil-
ity is, in the first case, legitimate and, second, if the author might have (at
least unconsciously) intended it.

OVERINTERPRETING THE NAISADHIYA

No such ambivalence about the probability of an interpretation seems
justifiable for polyvalent readings after the sixteenth century. The her-
meneutic gestures of Narayana are, I suggest, clearly not meant to
convince the reader of the probability of his multiple interpretations.
Narayana rather, like an Oulipo poet of contemporary times, thrives on
possibilities of interpretation under the guidance and dual restraints
of Sanskrit grammar and cultural convention, I give here an example,
from Narayana’s commentary on Naisadhiya 1.40, to clarify the distinc-
tion I make between the pointed interpretive practices of Cindupandita
and those of Narayana. Unlike the nine interpretations gleaned from
Narayana's commentary on Naisadhiya 1.1, this one only yields two. Here
is translation no. 1 (the standard one) based on Nardayana's commentary
and shared by all other commentaries of the poem:

After hiding from her two closed eyes

and also from her heart,

closed by the silence of external sense organs,
that great secret Nala,

who had never been seen earlier,

was shown to her by Sleep.
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Damayanti is asleep and deep in her dreams. As she has not yet met Nala,
Sleep personified as an intimate friend introduces him to her. Here is a
reconstruction of the original Sanskrit with Narayana’s gloss of each term:

Closed/from the eyes/closed by the silence of the external organs of sense/
even from the heart/and/after hiding/that lord of the earth, i.e., the king/
never seen/great secret/by sleep/to her/was shown.

nimilitat/aksi-yugit/bahyendriya-mauna-mudritat/hrdo 'pi/ca/samgopya/
sa mahipatih/kadapy aviksitah/mahat rahasyam/nidraya/asyah/adarsi

Here is translation no. 2:

Great Nala, become my husband!

Live outside of Kaliyuga’s reach and

stay away from those who inflict pain on others.
Be different than those who, through ignorance,
remain silent of others’ virtues,

You of mysterious beauty,

be one who has contact with those who have realized Visnu!

Here, Damayanti speaks directly to Nala, as a lover to a beloved as he
departs for an extended stay away from her. Here is how Narayana reseg-
ments some of the relevant word divisions of the verse to reorder the
syntax and to arrive at this desired interpretation:

aksi-yugat/bihya/nidraya/indriya-mauna-mudridat ahrdo "pi/mahan/
adarsi-sanga/api/akadapy aviksitah/sa/rahasyama/mahi-patih/syah

from Kaliyuga/Be outside!/because of ignorance/not acknowledging the
virtues of others by staying silent/Great Nala/one who has contact with
those who have realized Visnu [represented by the letter “a”]/also/
unseen by those who inflict pain on others/0 you of mysterious beauty/
my celebrated husband/Become!

At the end of this radical reorganization of the verse’s elements, Narayana
understates: “That’s enough!” (ity alam). Taking stock here of Narayana’s
exercise in overinterpretation, we can first note the impediments he had to
face: sticking to the plot (the verse had to be about Nala and Damayanti),
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adhering to the rules of grammar, and bringing sensitivity to the propriety
of the context. To overcome these obstacles, he brings forth an array of
remarkable tools: exploiting the double meanings (slesa) available through
homonyms; creatively breaking up word boundaries; relying on second-
ary and tertiary meanings of words or significance specifically created by
special dictionaries, like the “Lexicon for Single Phonemes” (ckaksarakosa).
One assumes that, from a narrative point of view, Narayana had to judge
whether it is sensible to think that Damayanti would utter these words
(translation no. 2). On one level, they do express the immense love and
desire for well-being she feels toward Nala; on another level, her admoni-
tion to Nala to be wary of Kali, who will eventually break up their mar-
riage, is also contextually appropriate here. Furthermore, consonant with
the broader premise of his commentary—that Sriharsa’s favored divinity
is Rama, the seventh avatara of Visnu—invoking Visnu in this verse also
makes sense for Narayana. Thus, it is clear that if one accepts the notion
that Narayana's intellectual milieu demanded such sophisticated exe-
getical achievements, replete with charm and surprise (camatkara) and
extreme in their ability to stretch the forms of language and thought, then
interpretations like these do not ring false or seem excessive,

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Pierre Bourdieu has compared the practice of literary criticism to a
“well-regulated ballet, in which individuals and groups dance their own
steps, always contrasting themselves with each other, sometimes clash-
ing, sometimes dancing to the same tune, then turning their backs on
each other in often explosive separations, and so on, up until the present
time” (Bourdieu 113). While perhaps too dramatic a metaphor to describe
premodern critical scholarship on Naisadhiya, the materials we have to
work with do invite the question of how hermeneutics change over time
in Sanskrit literary culture. This chapter has argued that the thirteenth-
century commentators of Naisadhiya faced the task of making an exciting
new work available to their courtly audiences. Their own scholarship on
the poem, therefore, was unfettered by received ideas about the poem but
also, therefore, unsatisfactorily equipped to provide a global perspective
on the multiple possibilities available to interpret the Naisadhiya. I largely
attribute the coherence and univocal nature of their hermeneutic posi-
tion to this fact.
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Later commentators like the sixteenth-century Narayana, writing in a
context where the Naisadhiya was already seen as a canonical work, pro-
duced (or rather, were able to produce) commentaries that were willfully
polyvalent, keen to overinterpret, and even self-contradictory. Whereas
the early commentators generally interpreted through one prism of
Sriharsa’s composition, the later commentators attempted to assimilate
a perceived totality of Sriharsa’s vision, which allowed for the negation
of absolute validity to any single interpretive hypothesis. No wonder
then that these later commentaries set the tone for allegorical and “reli-
gious” readings outside of the formal Sanskrit commentary. These later
documents aim to relive the scene, as it were, and rewrite the Naisadhiya
through the lens of supernatural accomplishment, something Sriharsa
himself claims to have relied upon to inspire his poem.

Mallindtha and his cohort—in the middle period—perhaps prefigured
the developments of the sixteenth century or perhaps they already had
access to such commentaries in their own time and reacted unhappily to
them. By this time, the canonical mahakavya had high pedagogical status
and was an important site for contestation among professional scholars.
To give multiple interpretations, where one interpretation was no better
than the other, likely seemed excessive to them and clearly caused some
consternation. The impression that Mallinatha's commentary gives is
that Sriharsa’s poem functioned as one among several other canonical
poems in need of a commentary suitable for students; unlike the com-
mentaries of Vidyadhara, Candupandita, and Narayana, whose efforts
are guided by Sriharsa’s own agenda, his commentary seems to be more
guided by the general requirements of mahakavya studies in pedagogical
contexts. [ imagine that the idea that interpretations could be unpre-
dictable (Candupandita) and brazen (Narayana), but not outright wrong,
rankled commentators like Mallinatha, who was seemingly more con-
cerned with getting it right than allowing for wrongheaded, if not gram-
matically wrong, interpretations. Why? Because the abuse (as he sees it)
of tropes, by making them wander away from convention, opens up a
closed normative tropological system that gives Sanskrit literature a spe-
cific identity; commentators who read for too much nuance have a per-
ceptual disorder, as it were, that effectively kills the text (as Mallinatha
implies in entitling his Naisadhiya commentary as The Enlivener) or at
least kills what the text is supposed to do for a culture, which apparently
is to contribute to its steady self-propagation. Or could it be that overly
close readings, like Narayana’s, dull (kill?) the readers’ own vital drive
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toward refining their own ability to distinguish nuance in Sriharsa’s larn—
guage? From this perspective, Mallinatha’s pedagogical preference is for
a clear surface reading that pays sufficient attention to a verse’s minu -
tiae over and above a deeper reading that draws perception away frorm
the text’s literal meanings. Such a preference might underlie a theory o £
reading that summons the reader to experience and articulate for her~
self a text’s potency for nuance.

In conjunction with their role as links between the poet and audience |
it is important to remember that commentaries constitute traditions o f
interpretation, as Paul Griffiths explains, and generally revolve around
issues of authority, hierarchy, community, and tradition.’" As such, the
hermeneutic efforts of the Naisadhiya's Sanskrit commentators have, by
and large, determined the appreciation and grounds for inquiry suit—
able to the text, exerting interpretive control through a host of strate -
gies. While their general adherence to normative forms of exegesis
circumscribes the range of interpretive choice they provide, some of the
Naisadhiya commentators successfully create a space for other types o f
reading—the allegorical, for example—that evolved eventually into full-
fledged interpretive traditions in their own right. The case of Narayana®s
Prakdsa, the vastly popular sixteenth-century commentary, is instruc—
tive here. In addition to his commentary being invariably read alongside
Sriharsa’s poem in modern times, it is also an early source for popular
allegorical readings of the text (see chapter 5). That being said, most com—
mentaries on Naisadhiya are the work of scholars trained in specific dis
ciplines (sastra). Each commentator brings to the forefront, therefore, o
series of relevant adjunct texts from a carefully constructed textual hier—
archy to clarify or bolster his position. The Sanskrit exegetical traditiory
is, as Robert Goldman explains, a highly “literate intellectual culture o f
reference” where the commentary constitutes merely the superstructure
for the multiple genres that actually construct the text.”” The citations
of certain texts available in Naisadhiya commentaries reflect the ways iry
which the text may have been constructed in a given historical contex t
or literary milieu. Commentators’ choice of quotation informs the texts
that were being read and studied at the time, what types of knowledge
were in currency, and the kinds of approaches that were accepted as legit—
imate in the understanding of texts. It turns out, therefore, that, like the
Naisadhiya itself, each Naisadhiya commentary constitutes traditions o £
multiple, hybrid, and heterogeneous texts marked by a distinctive histo~
ricity, nuanced critical sensibilities and paradigms, and complex herme <
neutic desires.
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interpretive careers closely followed a pattern of changing recep-
tion contexts within which formal commentaries were produced.
Thus, I suggested in outline a set of relationships over the span of seven
centuries between interpretive practices and shifting attitudes toward
the mahakavya’s function in particular reading contexts. This chapter
follows a similar strategy, but rather than focusing on the interpretation
of Naisadhiya from a literary-critical perspective, it directs attention to
the ways in which practices of editing—especially during and after the
fifteenth century—inform and illuminate aspects of the reception of the
poem. Commentators’ editorial decisions, 1 argue, mesh in insightful
ways with their hermeneutic attitudes and interpretive practices. Their
text-critical determinations effectively generate information about the
Naisadhiya’s reception in ways that exceed a calculus of variants or a
record of emendations. Most significantly, arguments over variant read-
ings and emendations reflect divergent perspectives among the com-
mentators about Sriharsa’s style and authorial intentions, perspectives
that profoundly informed commentators’ critical apprehension of the
work, Like the various interpretive modes discussed in the previous chap-
ter, text-critical arguments distilled past attitudes about the poem and
shaped, in turn, the inheritance of the Naisadhiya among later genera-
tions of readers.
Most prominent among their editorial tasks is to settle on a perfect text,
one that is filtered of any faulty accretions or subtractions. I suggested
earlier that on account of its enterprising experiments with language and

THE PREVIOUS chapter made the argument that Naisadhiya’s diverse
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imagery, the Naisadhiya is a catachrestic text par excellence. As such, even
well-read commentators of Sanskrit kavya are often left wondering if they
are reading a correct form or not. This frequently leads them to engage in
arguments about identifying the correct reading or simply the best read-
ing. Such debates became a defining feature of the Naisadhiya’s textual
history. The result of these arguments, concludes Handiqui, is that: “A
study of the [Naisadhiya's} commentaries reveals a bewildering mass of
variant readings and there is probably no other poem of the kavya period
which presents so many of them.” It could be the case that as the earliest
mahakavya commentaries are only available since about the tenth century,
variant readings of poems before this time have not come down to us.
Nevertheless, as Handiqui suggests, Naisadhiya commentators frequently
cited variant readings they had either rejected as wrong or passed over as
inferior; sometimes, they sparingly emended the text altogether if they
presumably believed it had been miscopied by a scribe or perhaps inter-
polated by someone other than the author. As I discuss in the section that
follows, however, until the twentieth century, rarely do commentators
explicitly call for the text to be emended even if they might have believed
Sriharsa himself had committed a technical dosa, a literary transgression,
by using the wrong word or exceeded poetic decorum by repeating a simi-
lar idea over the course of two or more verses.

Fixing a definitive version of the text also has proved to be an enduring
challenge to Naisadhiya’s commentators, as has the problem of the poem’s
extent—unresolved questions about whether Sriharsa’s original work has
come down as an unfinished text. Several early commentators as well as
some modern scholars believe that it is an incomplete text. Others, such
as Vidyadhara and Narayana, while acknowledging the arguments of
unnamed critics who believed otherwise, put forth a compelling case in
support of the poem’s extent as it currently stands. The lack of consen-
sus among early readers about the authoritative text of the Naisadhiya
is staggering, and separating what authentically belongs to Sriharsa’s
poem from what was mistakenly added or interpolated has been a mat-
ter of great contestation. A comparative analysis of these different read-
ings helps us, at least, to identify lineages of reading communities from
the thirteenth to sixteenth centuries, some inflected by the region from
which they emerge but others notably transcending regional markers. We
can deduce, for example, that Cindupandita and Vidyadhara generally
agree and are followed in their readings by fourteenth-century commen-
tator Isanadeva and seventeenth-century commentator Jinardja. The fact
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that readings from the three commentators from Gujarat (Candupandita,
vidyadhara, and Jinaraja) agree supports a thesis of regional text-lin-
eages; however, their agreement with the Varanasi-based I$anadeva’s
readings, only one-half century removed from the two earlier Gujarati
commentators (Vidydadhara and Candupandita), suggests a wider network
of manuscript transmission.? Nardyana (sixteenth century), Mallinatha
(fifteenth century), and Narahari (fourteenth century) often agree on
readings, although Mallinatha's text sometimes differs in distinctive ways
from all the others.” We can also be certain that there were other read-
ings available even before Vidyadhara's and Candupandita’s commentar-
ies that do not get picked up by any other commentators afterward.’ In
my own citations and translations of the Naisadhiya, I have opted to use
sixteenth-century Nardyana’s text-with-commentary because it is the
latest of the printed versions, contains many of the variants used by ear-
lier commentaries, and is the base text used by K.K. Handiqui, A.N. Jani,
and most other twentieth-century scholars in their writings on the poem.

IS THE NAISADHIYA FLAWED?

Unsurprisingly, one of the many synonyms in Sanskrit for a scholar
(pandita) is dosajfia: “one who recognizes faults.” The scholastic acumen
(panditya) demonstrated by most kavya commentaries places a great
deal of emphasis, therefore, on grammaticality and linguistic decorum
(sadhutva). Microscopic analysis of linguistic usage, in fact, constitutes the
most important function of Sanskrit commentaries. The Naisadhiya tradi-
tion exhibits an ideal case study to examine the extent to which Sanskrit
intellectual life fixated on the ideal of sadhutva. Pollock argues that
the impulse to guide literary correctness among Sanskrit intellectuals
extends to a more general “cultural-political problematic of correctness
(sadhutva),” which itself is “generated from within the discourses and his-
tories of grammars, the grammaticized language usage of kavya, and the
symbiotic ties of both grammar and kavya with kings, courts, and larger
polities.” Building on the logic of sadhutva, if we accept that one of the
functions of canonical works is to serve as a model of literary excellence,
it is not surprising that the Naisadhiya's popularity as a textbook for liter-
ary training in institutional pedagogical contexts was intimately tied up
with arguments about its virtues—and flaws. A cluster of scholarly essays
in Hindi and Sanskrit from the twentieth century speaks to the endurance
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of this discourse. For example, Sahitydcdrya Paramesvarananda Sastri
of the Oriental College in Jalandhar (Panjab) argues in a 1948 essay that
$riharsa’s commission of literary faults (dosa) is actually the Naisadhiya's
“sixth virtue”; another Hindi essay from 1952 by R.N. Bhatt plays on the
famous Sanskrit aphorism that asserts that “poets cannot be goaded
into conformity” (nirankusdh kavayah) to argue against critics who find
fault with Sriharsa’s unconventional poetry.® Another essay discusses the
poem’s “aesthetic propriety” (aucitya) from the point of view of its dosas.”

The fact that Sanskrit commentators since the fifteenth century have
been eager to dispel controversies in their remarks on Naisadhiya con-
firms the prevalent existence of hostile or potentially hostile responses
to the poem’s appreciation as a work of high literary merit. In fact, inten-
sive scrutiny of the poem’s perceived dosas becomes a long-standing
appendix to any study of the Naisadhiya tradition and is woven into
the anecdotal history of the poem’s reception. Remembered narratives
of critics chiding Sriharsa’s iconoclasm probably reflect a reality of the
mixed reception given to the Naisadhiya’s literary usages and choices. For
example, a popular account (lokokti) that has wide circulation (and is defi-
nitely anachronistic) locates Sriharsa as the nephew of the poetics master
Mammata. According to the story, Mammata regrets that he did not have
the Naisadhiya in front of him when he composed his chapter on dosa;
had he known about the poem, he would not have had to scour other
poems for examples to put in his book.? Indeed, Sriharsa does not seem
too concerned with the customary “rules” and conventions of mahakavya.
Sanskrit commentators who sympathetically identify with Sriharsa have
noticed this and are quick to come to his defense against the critics.
Sixteenth-century Naisadhiya commentator Rimacandra Sesa points out,
for instance, at the end of the first canto of his Bhavadyotanika (Explaining
the Sense) commentary that “even if Sriharsa does not describe the con-
ventional topics of the genre (introduction of the seasons, mountains,
flower plucking, water sports, wine drinking, amorous games, etc.), it
should not raise any controversy about whether this poem is a mahakavya
or not.” Ramacandra then cites the renowned poetics master Dandin’s
Kavyddarsa (1.20) to bolster his argument that leaving out some conven-
tional aspect or other does not ruin a poem.*

In an important way, therefore, the historiography of the Naisadhiya
tradition that I have laid out, to trace retrospectively the fact of the
poem’s canonicity today through secondary literature on it from the
past eight centuries, participates in a larger ongoing debate in Sanskrit
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intellectual culture about what poetry is, and especially what good poetry
is. Generally, this question fell into the purview of the discourse on poet-
ics (alarikarasastra). However, 1 contend, we can also draw insights from
monitoring the nature of debates going on in the kavya commentaries
(even concerning a single verse), which, owing to the fact that many of
the commentators are also trained in formalist poetics, may amount to
similar (if not the same) results articulated by the alankarasastra. The
differences between the two evaluative traditions, however, reflect the
divergent agendas underlying their sets of practices. As far as I can tell,
commentaries in the premodern period were not written on texts that
were thought to be problematic or inferior to other works. Commentaries
on the Naisadhiya, therefore, are premised on the notion that the work
represents an exemplary ideal of the mahdkavya genre and the culture it
reflects. The alankdrasastra, however, sees a defined set of rules as defining
mahakavya culture and, therefore, when elucidating a totalizing prescrip-
tion that identifies dosa in literary works, the alankarasdstra treatise and
its commentator may exemplify any given poet’s (even a highly esteemed
poet’s) verse for its transgressive quality. Contrarily, however, the kavya
commentator, who has an intimate relationship with the poem he is com-
menting on, will usually not explicitly point to a flaw in the poet’s verse.
The commentator’s criticism, rather, will be more oblique, with either
strategic neglect or a gentle form of emendation being the preferred
means of critique.

Three examples will elucidate the variety of commentarial response
on dosa in the Naisadhiya. The first comes from twentieth-century com-
mentator Haridasa Siddhantavagisa, whose suggested emendation to
what he fears might be a dosa in Sriharsa’s poem is conveyed in a way
that is atypical of the practices of earlier Naisadhiya commentators. The
second example here takes up the case of seventeenth-century commen-
tator Gagabhatta (Vi$vesvara). Gagabhatta was not only a Naisadhiya com-
mentator but also a major commentator on an influential twelfth-century
alankarasastra text entitled the Candraloka (Moonlight)." In his commen-
tary on the Candraloka, Gagabhatta’s gloss on a particular dosa leads him
to draw an example from the Naisadhiya, thus providing us with a glimpse
into another side of the critical enterprise and the freedoms and restric-
tions respectively associated with commentaries on alankarasastra and
kavya. The third example comes from Gadadhara’s fifteenth-century
commentary. Gadadhara repudiates the practice of emending the poem’s
verses without due consideration of the poem’s broader tendencies and
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aesthetic. His response constitutes an interesting, and perhaps unique,
premodern perspective on the propriety of certain editorial decisions
that have since become standard.

EMENDING THE POEM

As late as the twentieth century, Haridasa Siddhantavagisa’s commentary
and translation of Naisadhiya (completed in the 1930s) contains numerous
identifications of Sriharsa’s counternormative expressions and even goes
so far as to offer emendations. In this aspect, as I suggest above, Haridasa’s
practice resonates more closely with that of writers and commentators of
alarkdrasastra than with premodern kavya commentators. For example,
Hariddsa notices a problem in verse 9.90 of the Naisadhiya where he sees
what is, to his mind, an infelicitous consonantal harshness with the use of
the disagreeable “ra” in place of a softer phoneme. Emending Sriharsa’s
expression “vilambase jivita kim drava drutam” (“Oh life, do you still hang
on? Go away quickly!”), Haridasa suggests “vilambase jiva kim asunih sara,”
which, more or less, means the same thing but avoids, according to the
commentator, the obstruction of the verse’s primary emotional tenor of
love-in-separation (vipralambha-srigdra) with the harsh sound “ra” Other
less than desirable poetic usages in general that commentators frequently
cite are summarized in the Sahityadarpana: sound quality that is not easy
on the ear, an inappropriate or vulgar implication, ineffective execution
of trope, unintelligibility, ambiguity, vagueness, using obsolete words or
meanings whose context suggests other meanings, inexpressiveness,
obscurity, distasteful suggestion, and indecency in terms of provoking
shame or inauspiciousness.'

Faults in composition are usually characterized as some kind of techni-
cal failing of grammatical norms or linguistic effect (sabda). Otherwise,
they are usually expressed either in terms of being detrimental to the
meaning (artha) and emotional tenor (rasa) or, as in several cases with the
Naisadhiya, on account of their being some violation of poetic conventions
(kavi-sanketa) or popular notions (prasiddhi). One Naisadhiya commentator,
the seventeenth-century Vi§vesvara (better known as Gigabhatta), in his
commentary Rakagama (The Approach of the Full-Moon Day) on Jayadeva
Piylisavarsa’s celebrated twelfth-century poetics manual Candraloka
(Moonlight), frequently uses Naisadhiya verses to exemplify figures of
speech but, in some notable cases, to exemplify cases where the poet
could have avoided criticism for his usage by doing things differently. For
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example, Gagabhatta sees a flaw in Sriharsa’s word construction (pada-
dosa) in verse 1.2. He argues that it has “a seed of being flawed” (ddsakata-
bija) because it obscures the clarity of the image intended by the poet.
First I give Sriharsa’s text and translation of 1.2, followed by Gagabhatta's
proposed emendation:

rasaih kathd yasya sudhdavadhirani nalah sa bhijanir abhitd gund ‘dbhutah/

suvarna-dandaika-sitdtapatrita-jvalat-pratapavali-kirti-mandalah//

Nala was the husband of the earth, the king,
a man whose virtues were astounding.

He left a line of blazing splendor

that served as the golden staff
and an orb of fame

that was the single white royal umbrella,
His stories, filled with many rasas,
excel the divine nectar.

In order to remove the perceived pada-dosa in Sriharsa’s rendering,
Gagabhatta alters the verse as follows:

rasail kathd yasya sudhavadhirani nalena ten@su krtam mahi-bhuja /

jvalat-pratapavali-kirti-mandalam suvarna-dandaika-sitata-patritam //

Nala, ruler of the earth,
made the orb of his fame—
with its line of blazing splendor—
serve as his single white umbrella and golden staff.
His stories, filled with many rasas,
excel the divine nectar.

Here, Gagabhatta dissolves Sriharsa’s bahuvrihi compound because he
believes that, as it stands, the compound confuses what is being predicated
and what is being modified. He correctly identifies that suvarna-dandaika-
sitatapatrita (“a single white royal umbrella and a golden staff”) modifies
the description of Nala as pratapavali-kirti-mandala (that Nala who had
an “orb of fame with a line of blazing splendor”). Gagabhatta's version,
accordingly, separates the elements in the compound and reorients the
grammatical subject (the instrumental case mahi-bhuja for the nominative
case bhii-janih) more clearly to capture the poet’s intended sense."
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While he averts the perceived pada-dosa, the emendations Gagabhatta
suggests in the second, third, and fourth quarters of the verse essentially
mute the dazzling alliterative effects Sriharsa’s verse achieves. Thus, the
assonance created by the repetition of the phoneme bhu/bhit in the sec-
ond quarter of Sriharsa’s verse (sa bhdjanir abhid guna 'dbhutah) is lost
in Gagabhatta’s reworking, as is the sound effect of the third and fourth
quarters by creating two compounds and reconfiguring the original order
of the words to replace the sonically effective singular one in Sriharsa’s
text (jvalat-pratapavali-kirti-mandalam and suvarna-dandaika-sitata-patritam
for suvarna-dandaika-sitatapatrita-jvalat-pratapavali-kirti-mandalah). Two
points can be made here. First, Gigabhatta's remarks illuminate the kind
of immersion a Sanskrit commentator has in the broader literary culture
of the source poem. Along with the poet and the scribe, the commen-
tator clearly played an important intermediary role in not only being a
reader of the text but also having an important part in writing the text. He
thus feels comfortable suggesting emendations to the text as long as they
are consonant with improving the poem’s stature among literary critics.
Here, therefore, the production and consumption of the text, its writing
and reading, do not constitute distinctive realms for him.

The second significant issue is that of the critique that such editorial
work opens itself up to, whereby the commentator violates one aspect of
the poet’s probable aesthetic intentions ultimately to satisfy the commen-
tator’s aesthetic intentions for the poem, Gagabhatta disciplines Sriharsa’s
verse by bringing it into line with a more grammatically acceptable usage.
His remark, therefore, from a strictly logical point of view, is well taken.
However, the commentator’s version effectively strips Sriharsa’s original
of its alliterative expressivity and also minimizes the complexity that the
poet strives to achieve in this and many other verses of his poem. The
effect of the verse on the audience is fundamentally altered by the emen-
dation, despite the fact that the basic semantic sense is kept intact.

COUNTERCRITIQUES TO EMENDATION

It is also clear, however, from some strident critiques against this practice
that not all commentators approved of emending the poet’s work without
due caution. The fifteenth-century commentator Gadadhara is an excel-
lent example of such a commentator, as revealed by his extensive discus-
sion about text-critical practices concerning the first two verses (1.1 and
1.2) of the Naisadhiya:
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That Nala was a treasure-house of resplendence,

a great and dazzling festival,

the orbit of whose fame is represented by

the white royal umbrella.

Drinking in the stories of this earth protector,

even gods do not care as much for the divine nectar.

Nala was the husband of the earth, the king,
a man whose virtues were astounding,

He left a trail of blazing majesty

that served as the golden scepter,
and an orbit of fame

that was the single white royal umbrella.
His stories, filled with many rasas,

excel the divine nectar.

We notice here that the first and second verses are strikingly similar from
a structural, semantic, and stylistic point of view. In fact, the basic sense is
virtually the same: to hear stories about Nala trumps even the desire to feed
on ambrosia. Commentators, however, who have been disciplined by poetics
prescriptions to find fault with repetitions of words and redundancy of ideas
(punar-ukti), were clearly troubled by verses that seem to repeat the same
idea in a slightly different way (even more troubling for them, perhaps, is
that these are the first verses of the poem!). We know this because Gadadhara,
two centuries after the first commentaries on Naisadhiya emerged, felt the
need to articulate a feisty defense of the poet’s usage against those who,
citing it as an interpolation, wanted to edit out the second verse altogether.

What follows here is Gadadhara’s exposition. He first differentiates the
first verse from the second one in order to offer an explanation for the
apparent discrepancy:

In desiring to compose this poem, this poet’s first thought must have been:
“What heroic king existed in this world, who was stoic and yet charming?
T will make such a person the hero of my story, which will surpass even the taste
of nectar. Because he was thinking about this again and again for a long time
and devotedly practicing the cintamani mantra, it is said that an answer flashed
forth. And having telepathically received the first verse beginning with the
phrase “Drinking in,” he composed the poem out loud, The point of all this is to
say that in doing so, the poet is saying: “I crown as the hero of this story aking
named Nala, who in the Golden Age was adorned with virtue upon virtue.”"
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In attempting to establish that the second verse (1.2) is not a repetition
of the first verse (1.1), Gadadhara then argues that the first verse satis-
fies the requirement of being an invocatory verse to spread auspicious-
ness (mangaldcarana) while the second verse deals with the subject matter
of the poem (vastu-nirdesa). As discussed earlier, the presupposition is
that texts on poetics typically prescribed that the first verse either be a
mangaldcarana or a vastu-nirdesa. It is probable that some critics during
Gadadhara’s time argued that the first and second verses both served the
identical purpose of vastu-nirdesa, and, therefore, either the poet is guilty
of repetition or the second verse must be an interpolation. Gadadhara
methodically deconstructs this argument in defense of the poet’s usage
by first providing a summary of the various opinions on the matter:

In the second verse, beginning with the words “stories filled with many
rasas;,” the poem’s subject matter (vastu-nirdesa) is indicated. The poet reiter-
ates the same meaning, indicated in the first verse, in a different style. Some,
however, say that the first verse itself presents the story’s subject matter and
that the second verse is a variant reading. Others say that this second verse
supplements the idea from the previous verse, but that they share a singular
purpose, Calling it a variant reading only means that the idea in the first
verse is established because of the second verse. It is akin to the notion that a
kisser becomes a kisser after there is a kiss. This is the line of thinking, then:
the phrase “husband of the earth” (bhiipala or bhijani) in the second verse is a
synonym for “earth protector” (ksiti-raksin) in the first verse. In both phrases,
the second element of the compound predicate essentially indicates the word
king, which is the subject of the story. That king from the past was Nala, drink-
ing in whose stories even gods do not care much for the divine nectar. Thus
the second verse supports the first.”s

Here, Gadadhara cites three different opinions, either of his own creation
or those expressed by actual commentators: first, that the second verse
is a roundabout repetition of the first and, therefore, can be safely elim-
inated; second, that 1.2 is an equally valid variant reading that can be
exchanged for 1.1; or third, that 1.2 is a continuation of 1.1 and, therefore,
should be semantically understood as a single verse. The first two opin-
ions are straightforward. Gadadhara skillfully explains the third opinion
by saying that 1.1 and 1.2 relate and share a single meaning as two kissers
relate in the act of kissing, that the two verses are different but become
a unit when they encounter each other.’” Thus, both verses share the
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intention of being a vastu-nirdesa, or mentioning of the subject matter
(i.e., King Nala). Gadadhara further elaborates on the anonymous com-
mentator’s view by citing that the specific mention of the concept “king”
described as protector (raksin) in 1.1 and husband (jani) in 1.2 signals a
unity of purpose: to tell the story of King Nala.

Now, Gadadhara moves to his own opinion, which is an extension of
the latter discussion: that the poet could not logically sustain the desired
expression in a single verse and so divided it into two verses, whereby 1.1
primarily fulfills the role of being an invocatory verse, while 1.2 touches
upon the subject matter. Therefore, he concludes, both verses are neces-
sary, and the poet’s usage should not be faulted:

The name of the hero is already provided for (aniidyatva) in the ancient story
literature (purana)—“There was a king named Suratha” 1t is provided in
poetic texts (kavya)—*There was a king of the mountains named Himalaya.”
A name is also used in ordinary expressions—“In the town of Kampilya, there
was a brahmana named Visnusarman.” And so, here in the second verse (1.2),
it reads “There was a king named Nala.” However, if one holds Nala to be a
predicate (vidheyatva) in 1.2 that does not indicate the subject matter of the
poem, then it would be inauspicious, so to speak. On the other hand, if there
is a specified predicate too closely joined to a related word in the utterance,
then there would immediately arise an ambiguity whose deciphering would
produce a great deal of stress on the reader.

Therefore, a predicate dissimilar from the one in 1.2 has been employed
in 1.1, whereby the uselessness of nectar to the gods has been conveyed as
the predicate, that is to say, the cause for the gods’ disregarding of nectar is the
presence of Nala stories. Sensing that this idea might be misconstrued, the
poet has purposefully extended the expression of his desired meaning in
1.2—-under the guise of a variant reading. And, therefore, in doing this, the
gifted poet exhibits the profound maturity of his poetic efforts. Otherwise,
why would this all-knowing poet not embed in a single verse the primary
subject matter in an uncontroversial and normative manner? My comments
are based on my own learning and common sense. Only the poet knows the
secret truth of the matter. A devoted reader only gives his own opinion.”

Gadadhara’s comment at the end, that the poet could have made things
easier, suggests that he too is intuitively uneasy with Sriharsa’s usage
but, upon reflection on the matter, finds it justifiable. His explanation
is in keeping with the legendary notion that even the mention of the
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Nala story (the predicate of 1.1, according to Gadadhara) drives away all
inauspiciousness.” The last bit in Gadadhara’s comments again reveals a
formulaic reverence toward the text shared by many Sanskrit commenta-
tors. Overall, however, his meta-critical discussion is an unusual occur-
rence in Sanskrit commentary writing. It provides us with a glimpse into
an important aspect of text-critical practices in early-modern India and
sheds light on the nature of oral debate during this period that must have
occasioned these formal exegetical statements.

As Gadadhara’s comments suggest, compared with other mahakavya,
text-critical scholarship on the Naisadhiya has shown an inordinately strong
inclination to emend or erase perceived repetitions in received versions of
Sriharsa’s poem. Commentators use various expressions to highlight an
alleged interpolation or cite textual difficulties. For example, regarding
certain verses (7.87, for example), Cindupandita says, “Some do not read
this verse” (kecid imam slokam na pathanti), whereas Jinaraja writes that
“this verse is a variant reading of the preceding one and others do not even
read it” (pathantaram idam. evam anye ‘oi na pathanti). Narayana says: “Even
though it is a variant verse, it is generally commented upon” (iti slokantaram
api vydkhyata-prayam).”” Commentators also remark on the absence of cer-
tain verses in some manuscripts, as they seemingly have an awareness of
alternate readings in other manuscripts.® Scribes are also invested in the
process of forming a critical text of their authors.?* All of these editors, how-
ever, walk a fine line. While open to emendation, they are also wary of falsi-
fying their poet’s usage without due consideration. While they are judicious
in doing so, in the process of settling upon a valid reading, occasionally
the Naisadhiya commentators necessarily engage in acts of emendation that
could be contested. Such acts point to a complex understanding of author
and text and an awareness of their potential to influence subsequent read-
ings of the text. Once they perceive that some undesirable textual usage
must have been interpolated, commentators swiftly eliminate, alter, or at
the least draw attention to their inherited reading.

Gadadhara’s comment, however, is a warning to his fellow commenta-
tors. Often, in their zeal to emend perceived flaws, along the lines of their
alankdrasastra training, commentators (like in the case of Gagabhatta
discussed earlier in this chapter) fail to take notice of Sriharsa’s uncon-
ventional stylistic tendencies. For example, throughout the Naisadhiya,
Sriharsa characteristically exhausts his imaginative conceits, either
by clothing them in new language or by elaborating on their multi-
ple possibilities. This often leads him to repeat the same thought in a
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different way over the span of two verses. From the point of view of a
rigid poetics, however, the Naisadhiya is to be faulted for this urge to
repeat and for a series of other violations of normative poetic practice.
Jani, who synthesizes a series of these breaches of grammaticality in
Sriharsa’s poem ranging from unaccounted-for forms to irregular com-
pounds to incorrect declensions, demonstrates the persistence of the
alankarasastra’s influence on literary criticism in the modern period.*
The poet himself shows awareness of this fact about his poem and, in
characteristic fashion, includes a verse (22.82) that chides fussy critics
to accept that popular custom frequently overrules the presumptuous
rules of prescriptive grammar:

Popular usage of words by poets (loka)
upstages the vanity of grammarians,

as actual usage trumps the rules governing it.
So it is that the word for “moon” is sasin,
because it supposedly harbors a rabbit (sasa).
The moon is not called an “antelope” (mrgin)
even though many say it possesses spots

that resemble those of an antelope (mrga).

The point here is that, according to grammar, the same grammatical
suffix should apply in the case of both “moon” and “antelope.” Popular
usage, however, trumps grammatical prescription. Narayana explains
that Sriharsa’s point here is that grammar should be subservient to popu-
lar usage, as logic dictates that a counterproposition would lead to a host
of unwanted fallacies (dosa).? Clearly, this is not a perspective universally
shared by many of the grammarian-scholars who comment on his poem.
Ndrayana suggests that Sriharsa means himself when he refers to “popular
usage” (esah kavir lokah prabhuh). Again, in the ninth canto (9.37), through
Damayanti's words to Nala (disguised as a messenger), Sriharsa makes a
reference to the attitude a commentator has for the author, perhaps mak-
ing a subtle plea for sensitivity on the part of his own critics:

I am merely a mortal woman.

How can [ give a fitting response to the eloquent gods?
You should be like a commentator,

not an adversary, of this series of aphorisms,

the words spoken by me.
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Sriharsa’s awareness of criticism swirling around his work marks an
important moment in the history of the genre. While he is poised to
use the massive resources of a developed poetic and linguistic tradition,
Sriharsa has also inherited the burdens of centuries of convention and
tired metaphor, some of which he naturally and self-consciously trans-
gresses, renovates, or completely reimagines.

As Gadadhara implies, however, commentators often do not see it this
way and challenge their inherited readings, without necessarily saying
anything unseemly about the poet. Another illuminating example of this
phenomenon, along with the critical debate it spawns, concerns verses
10.41 and 10.42. The commentators’ handling of these two verses is espe-
cially instructive of the Sanskrit exegete’s diverse text-critical practices
around issues of suspected interpolation. During Damayanti’'s husband-
choosing ceremony (svayamvara), Sriharsa imagines that the gathered
kings collectively expressed their envy for Nala in a mocking tone. He
explains this thought across two verses. Both verses play on the words
for ordinal numbers “first,” “second,” and “third” (prathamd, dvitiyd, trtiya,
adya, dvaita, trtiyata):

10.41:

The jealous kings belittled him under the pretext of praising him:
“Has the new (prathama) moon itself incarnated onto the earth?”
“Is he a second (dvitiya) god of love?”

“Is he a third (trtiya) A$vin?”

10.42:

Those jealous ones exaggeratedly praised him:

“He is the original (adya) incarnation of the moon on the earth.”
“This youth is a second (dvaita) god of love.”

“He is a third (trtiyata) embodiment of the (two) Asvins.”

Both verses ostensibly share the same code: jealous kings sarcastically
identifying Nala as undeserving of the high regard others have of him.
Both cite the kings’ strategy of saying one thing and meaning another:
praising Nala superficially but expressing their underlying contempt. The
two verses reveal subtle differences, however, on three different levels.
First is on the most obvious level of diction: the use of different words to
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describe identically the kings’ expression of Nala’s uniqueness (in 10.41:
prathama/sudhamsu, dvitiya/smara, and trtiya/dasra; in 10.42: adya/vidhu,
dvaita/rati-vallabha, and trtiyata/nasatya). The second level is structural:
Whereas the kings frame their insincere praise for Nala in the form of
questions in 10.41, they make declaratory statements in 10.42. The third
level is semantic. In 10.41, Sriharsa explicitly states that the kings “belit-
tled him” under the pretext of praising him, while in 10.42 the verbal sur-
face only implies the kings’ contempt, which can be inferred from their
affected, exaggerated praise for Nala,

The reaction of the commentators to these two verses is varied. The
existence of verse 10.42 is not even acknowledged by commentators
Vidyadhara and Jinaraja, presumably on the grounds that it is an inter-
polation. Candupandita very briefly comments on verse 10.42 and makes
no mention of its repetitive theme, explaining simply that both verses
are expressions of “false praise” (vydja-stuti). Nardyana is clearly not
happy with the second verse’s inclusion in his inherited text, patiently
offering a spare remark on it (on the word dvaitam meaning “second”)
and then swiftly concluding that “this verse is redundant because of its
expressing a previous meaning” (ayam $lokah gatarthatvat punar-uktah).
The commentator Mallinatha's gloss on this verse bears some reflec-
tion. Mallinatha seems, at first, to distinguish 10.42 from 10.41 by read-
ing in the last quarter of 10.42 “kila matsaraih” instead of “krta-matsaraih.”
If it is “krta-matsaraih,” then little doubt remains that Sriharsa is simply
rephrasing the same idea from the previous verse, that the jealous kings
are mocking Nala. However, by suggesting that the word kila, which com-
monly expresses contempt, is synonymous here with khalu, which implies
certainty (taih stutah kila stutah khalu), Mallinatha seems to be opening up
the possibility that the kings are actually praising Nala, thus adding the
suggestion that Nala’s greatness compels even enemies to respect him. It
is notable that none of the commentators ask why anyone would possibly
interpolate the second verse here.

SCRIBAL INTERVENTIONS

Mallinatha’s concluding comment on verse 10.42, however, which is
redacted in two alternative versions, reveals a curious perspective that very
assiduously attempts to spare the poet from the charge of being repetitive.
One reading (in the Krishnadas Academy edition) of his gloss concludes
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that “even though [this verse] is a repetition of the previous verse, because
the poet wrote it, it is a correct, established reading just like the prior verse
is established as correct” (pitrva-slokena punar-uktam api kavina likhitatvat
sthitam piirva-vat). A second reading of Mallinatha’s gloss reads that “even
though [this verse] is a repetition of the previous verse, on account of the
poet’s greed, it is a correct, established reading just as the prior verse is estab-
lished as correct” (piirva-slokena punar-uktam api kavina kavi-lobhat sthitam
piirva-vat).2' By the poet’s “greed” in the second reading of Mallinatha’s
gloss, one assumes that Mallinatha understands the poet to be trying to
milk too much from his conceit by extending it over two verses.

It is perhaps indicative of the interrelational fluidity of the mahakavya’s
textual tradition that a scribe, whose provenance is uncertain, thought
better to change the reading of Mallintha’s comment, from “kavi-lobhat™
(“on account of the poet’s greed”) to “kavind likhitatvat” (“because the
poet wrote it”) or vice versa. Goodall and Isaacson reflect on similar
types of “text confusion” in a note on Vallabhadeva’s commentary on
Kalidasa's Raghuvamsa 1.83 (prasravena for prasnavena), where they write
that such confusion perhaps resulted from “the paleographic similar.
ity of the two words or from mental association” and ultimately led ta
various scribal modifications to make sense of the terms. The case here
is slightly more difficult to attribute to either of these causes, however,
and requires some other explanation.” One point is certain: scribes wha
copied the manuscripts of Naisadhiya commentators frequently express
their own intelligence, editorial or generally scholastic, to bring about or
reinforce a plausible reading whenever necessary. For instance, a scribe
of an early fifteenth-century manuscript of Candupandita’s commentary
adds lengthy discussions to the manuscript on topics ranging from gram-
mar to astronomy to poetics, presumably to fill in gaps left by the other.
wise diligent exegesis of Candupandita; the scribe is identified as Joshi
Narapati, an Audicya braihmana who apparently copied the commentary
“for the study of Mahannarayana and others, including the sons of the
minister Bhabhala of the Nagara caste.””* Joshi Narapati's manuscript
contrasts with another very old manuscript (1386 cE) of Candupandita’s
commentary, composed by a scribe who was not a professionally trained
scholar at all but rather a self-described “weapons dealer” (silara-sarapha =
Siloha-Sarapha); this manuscript, which, according to J. Jani, contains no
additional material, was copied for the study of a certain Malik Mufarriha
(Farhat al-Mulk) at Vejalpur. Farhat al-Mulk was a governor of Gujarat
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during the late-fourteenth century and apparently a student and patron
of Sanskrit literature.?” Similarly, at the end of the nineteenth canto, a
scribe of I$anadeva's commentary (different from the one noted above
that supplies missing sections from other commentaries) remarks that
a folio is missing in the manuscript of the last six verses (19.61-66) and
that he wrote it up himself with the help of his teacher Vyasa Kalidasa.?
Examples such as this shed insight into the readership of the Naisadhiya
during these early centuries of its history and about the transmitting
agents and the commissioning milieu within which they operated. We
glean complex processes of textual criticism that involve a symbiotic rela-
tionship between the foundational text, its commentaries, and the scribal
practices that govern their preservation.

Returning to the above example, regardless of the “correct” reading
of Mallinatha's comment, the two versions highlight dual tensions in the
commentator’s (or scribe’s) consciousness—whether to tolerate perceived
flaws in the text or to rationalize the poet’s genius—and the attempt to
reconcile the two by offering criticism while also trying to construct a
perspective imputed to the poet. In other words, the options are that
the audience should accept the two verses as genuine because Sriharsa
wrote them or that one should accept the two verses as genuine because
it happens to be the poet’s style to repeat ideas. Looking at this example
objectively, one may simply conclude that Sriharsa is playing with the
same idea using different nominal items and syntactical constructions.
Most of the commentators, however, seem unable to accept this position.
On a certain level, there may be reason to sympathize with them. In a
poem with as much wordplay as the Naisadhiya, it is indeed difficult to pin
down a “correct” text when one reading may seem accurate but is actually
not necessarily accurate, Educated in the science of poetics, commenta-
tors seem to have reacted with intolerance toward any kind of apparent
redundancy from one verse to the next. They, therefore, resorted to label-
ing a suspect verse as interpolated and removed it altogether or called it
a variant reading in their own preferred way. Many commentators before
the sixteenth century also resisted celebrating the poem’s proclivity
toward polyvalence. These and many other text-critical decisions of the
commentators appear ultimately as strained efforts to fix the character of
the poem. They aim to discipline the poem, primarily making it amenable
to their trained expectations rather than to accept it the way it is and
instead adjust their expectations of it,
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IS THE NAISADHIYA COMPLETE?

Another important feature of the text-critical discourse about the
Naisadhiya are arguments that the poem is unfinished. Fixing the extent
of the poem is an editorial decision that has dominated the attention
of both earlier commentators and contemporary scholars, Spanning
twenty-two cantos and some 2,760 verses, the Naisadhiya is one of the
longest mahakavyas available in Sanskrit literature, with only Ratnakara’s
Haravijaya and Vimaladevagani's Hirasaubhdgya being longer. Yet, some
readers are distressed by the fact that Sriharsa ends the poem where
he does, with Nala describing the moonrise to Damayanti. Sometimes
their dissatisfaction has been source-critical, finding Sriharsa’s logic in
adapting the Nala theme to his mahakavya lacking the appropriate clo-
sure. Others have cited internal evidence to suggest that the poem was
meant to continue on but was stopped short for some reason or other.
Yet others have made claims to seeing or hearing of a lost set of verses
and cantos that somehow failed to enter the mainstream redaction of the
poem. Some have themselves supplied what they gather to have been the
unfinished project of Sriharsa. These kinds of critical reactions resonate
with similar debates about other classic mahdkavyas as well, most notably
Kalidasa’s Raghuvamsa and Kumdrasambhava.?”

For most of the Naisadhiya’s early commentators, twenty-two cantos
seem to have been enough to serve what they see as Sriharsa’s artistic
vision. In the thirteenth century, Vidyadhara apparently was reacting to
circulating debates about the extent of the Naisadhiya during his time by
making the following observation in the preface to his commentary:

One may ask why Sriharsa has ended his poem at a particular point in the
Nala narrative when it would have been more appropriate to tell the entire
story the way it is told in the Mahabhdrata. Fine, this perspective has merit.
But a poem is meant to attract an audience and a poet follows his own emo-
tions to attract the hearts of his readership. And this is the part of the Nala
narrative that Sriharsa found most attractive. Therefore, he ends his poem
where he ends it.*

For Vidyadhara and most Naisadhiya commentators, arguing against
Sriharsa’s choices and the integrity of his composition seems to have
made little sense. Sixteenth-century Narayana notably remarks at the
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end of the first canto (1.144) that “this poem’s favored word (arka) is
ananda (spiritual bliss) because the poet uses the word in the final verses
of all the cantos.” He follows up this comment by introducing one of the
final verses of the poem (22.148) with the short sentence, “Now Sriharsa
desires to end the poem by having the benedictory blessing come from
the mouth of his hero.” Indeed, verse 22.148 takes the form of Nala’s bene-
diction to the moon:

The glorious moon is a big round pot

with thousands of holes made by the demon Rihu,

a many-toothed machine that relentlessly gnaws at it.

From the holes of that golden pot-moon flow moonbeams—
cool, glistening, like nectar.

May that divine moon be for our happiness at the festive time,
when marriage is consecrated with spiritual bliss—

when Rati the beloved bride joins with Kaimadeva the love god,
on whose bow sit arrows made of flowers,

The end of Narayana’s commentary on this verse again focuses on the use
of the word ananda (“spiritual bliss”) and explains why Sriharsa ends his
poem where he does, as Vidyadhara did several centuries earlier:

By employing the word dnanda (“spiritual bliss”) in the context of the bene-
diction “May the divine moon be for our happiness,” Sriharsa signals the end
of the Naisadhiya. Although the second half of Nala’s story may be narrated in
the Mahabhdrata, it lacks rasa by describing the fall of the hero. Poetry is sup-
posed to culminate in joy for a receptive audience. Here, because the second
half of the story is marked by the presence of a disruption of rasa, Sriharsa
does not depict it.”

According to Narayana, because the last verse is benedictory in nature
(the use of the word dnanda) and appropriate to Sriharsa’s overarching
aesthetic intentions (the focus on the srigara rasa), the poem ends here.””

While Narayana and Vidyadhara before him represent many com-
mentators’ acceptance of where Sriharsa ends his poem, many con-
temporary scholars reject their conclusions. A.N. Jani, for example,
points to Sriharsa’s own suggestion of future events found in the
Mahabhdarata version and sees the introduction of the character Kali in
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the seventeenth canto of the Naisadhiya as strong evidence to suggest ay,
incomplete text.” He also mentions another report that, on the basis of
an “old list of some manuscripts published by Muni Jinavijayaji,” somg
have speculated on the existence of an extensive (though lost) com.
mentary by Kamalakaragupta, reputed to be Sriharsa’s grandson; thg
claimed existence of this commentary indicates for Jani a temptation tq
“conjecture that it might be dealing with the sequel [of the Naisadhiya)
also, which is lost to us at present.” Jani also reports some “fantastic»
stories of twentieth-century Sanskrit panditas who claimed to have
seen manuscripts or passages from a lost text:

N.X. Bhattdcarya informs us that Pt. Rimagopila Smrtibhiisana of Banaras
had witnessed with his own eyes a manuscript of the sequel in Uriya char-
acter with an Uriya pupil of his named either Dimodara or Rudranarayana
(he did not recollect which) and that he remembered two verses (one in full
and the other in part) from that sequel. The same scholar refers to the late
revered MM Rikhaladasa Nyayaratna who too used to quote a half verse
that, according to him, belonged to the Naisadha but is not found in the
extant poem.”

Another theory rests on an anachronistic and confused account by 3
nineteenth-century commentator named Acyutaraya, who claims in his
auto-commentary on a text called the Sahityasara (Essence of Literature)
that Sriharsa’s Naisadhiya had one hundred cantos. Jani clarifies, however,
that Acyutardya, conflating details found in a sentence from Mammata’s
Kavyaprakasa, mistakenly “ascribes the authorship of the Naisadhiyq
to some Dhavaka,” a poet who meditated on the cintamani mantra and,
according to Acyutaraya, sold the poem to a King Harsa by first chang-
ing the epilogue verses of each Naisadhiya canto to read the king’s name,
Acyutaraya is clearly confusing the detail from the Kavyaprakasa, where
a certain poet named Dhavaka (probably synonymous with Banabhatta)
is said to have earned riches from his patron, King Harsa of Kanauj (sev-
enth century cE).” Quoting much of Acyutaraya’s commentary on the
subject, A.N. Jani rejects the claim but still holds to his contention that
the Naisadhiya is incomplete: “This tradition at least proves that the
Naisadhiya had more than twenty-two cantos if not exactly one hun-
dred.”” Other indications that the text might be incomplete are often
couched in the fact that there are also original creative texts written by
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later poets to perhaps fill the perceived void left by Sriharsa’s version of
the Nala narrative, works such as Vandarubhatta’s seventeenth-century
Uttaranaisadha.

Much of the logic behind the search for lost traditions of “the rest of
the Naisadhiya” is conveyed in philological terms but seems to be largely
grounded in an impulse not to accept Sriharsa’s dismemberment of the
“original” Mahabharata narrative of Nala’s life into a few select episodes.
We can infer that this unease with the extent of the Naisadhiya must
have been a very early type of response to Sriharsa’s poem as the early
Sanskrit commentators, like Vidyadhara, as well as the later Narayana,
seem to feel compelled to answer charges of an incomplete text. They
are at pains to demonstrate the integrity of the poem and that Sriharsa’s
choice to end his narrative with the rising and setting of the moon at
the end of the married couple’s honeymoon is significant and emotion- -
ally fulfilling. While not squarely joined to their efforts to determine a
critical text, the commentators naturally wonder about the motivations
behind a poet’s choice to modify a venerated narrative tradition like the
Mahabhdrata. In the case of the Naisadhiya, their explanations seem to
be solely framed around aesthetic concerns. Narayana, like Vidyadhara,
argues that had Sriharsa continued the traditional narrative of Nala and
Damayantl as recorded in the Mahabharata, the poet would have in effect
violated his own purpose (stated in the epilogue verse to the first canto)
for writing the poem: to explore the $rigdra rasa in an unprecedented
and artful manner. ‘

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

As an extension of their role as interpreters, the editorial tasks of Sanskrit
commentators are important to consider for students of the mahakavya.
Indeed, the poem’s reception hinges as much on the final form of the
text as it does on the ultimate function its interpretation plays in any
given reading community. Text-critical decisions are guided by, and play
a major role in guiding, attitudes about the poem and its poet’s style.
The Naisadhiya tradition, especially as it develops from the fifteenth cen-
tury onward, proves to be an excellent case study for this relationship
between the hermeneutic and the editorial functions of the commenta-
tor precisely because, as discussed in this chapter, no other mahakavya



128 ¢ STRUGGLES OVER THL TEXT

has as many variant readings as the Naisadhiya. Furthermore, the major-
ity of Naisadhiya commentators did not agree on a fixed text at various
moments. That a relatively late mahakavya like the Naisadhiya would pre-
sent so many variant readings seems to be a somewhat unexpected phe-
nomenon, as it is usually older texts with widespread use or broken lines
of transmission that present the kinds of textual difficulties faced by com-
mentators of Sriharsa’s poem. Nevertheless, the diversity of arguments
among Naisadhiya commentators concerning Sriharsa’s text—about
where to smooth over perceived inconsistencies or to leave the inherited
reading alone—presents us with an interesting glimpse into the editorial
practices of Sanskrit scholars in the second millennium.

Accepting or rejecting certain readings over others implies, as Pollock
explains, a “logic of variation” of which we currently have an imperfect
understanding as it pertains to most Sanskrit works; nevertheless, he
continues, “as for what constitutes the correct or best reading and the
criteria for establishing it, scholars then as now differed—and they dif-
fered, then as now, on the basis of principles and not whim™:

One of the earliest extant commentators on kdvya, Vallabhadeva (fl. 950,
Kashmir), often chose a reading on the principle of difficulty and the antiq-
uity such difficulty suggests: “This must be the ancient reading precisely
because it is unfamiliar.” Or he might combine principles of antiquity and
aestheticism: “The old reading in this verse is more beautiful.” Yet authen-
ticity has its limits for Vallabha; like other commentators, he will rewrite
a verse in order to save his author from a supposed solecism. . . . Generally
editor-commentators sought to establish as coherent and authoritative a text
as they could on the basis of the materials available to them (dgata) rather
than conjectured (kalpita). Such practical criteria have something to tell us
about the model of textuality at work: Some readings are not only objectively
more beautiful (ramya) than others, or contextually more sensible (yukta) or
more clearly what is intended by the author (vivaksita), but are also older or
more original (jarat; drsa); some may clearly be corruptions (apapdtha) and
in need of emendation (sodhana), and some are just as clearly interpolations
(praksipta) and must be rejected. Text critical practices of this sort are com-
mon among commentaries on not only epics but also kdvya.™

It may have been the case that older commentators had sources that we
no longer have access to (other commentaries, various manuscripts of the
poem, knowledge of other works by the poet, etc.) to justify their choice
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in giving privilege to one reading over another. Perhaps they operated,
as Pollock suggests, on the basis of text-critical principles that called for
choosing a reading on the basis of its conformance to some defined hier-
archy; for example, that a shorter reading (lectio brevior) is preferable to a
more difficult reading (lectio difficilior). Or, it is plausible that commenta-
tors made text-related decisions in accordance with emic aesthetic prin-
ciples, such as aucitya (aesthetic propriety) or rasa. Unithiri suggests such
an understanding by citing the following unattributed statement:

A modern researcher aims at finding the original reading, irrespective of its
grammatical correctness or incorrectness, or relative propriety or impro-
priety. Ancient Sanskrit commentators, on the other hand, insisted on the
choice of the best reading from the available variants, because their emphasis
was only on the propriety of a reading in relation to Rasa.”

Regardless of the theoretical principles under which they make text-crit-
ical observations, the decisions and justifications Naisadhiya commenta-
tors settle on reflect their broader understandings of the text’s nature
that transformed over time.

While other Sanskrit mahakavya traditions surely present different
challenges to editor-commentators, this chapter has shown two problems
that have particularly vexed Naisadhiya commentators since the fifteenth
century.” Both are peculiar to the Naisadhiya and, therefore, have become
as much part of the poem’s reception for centuries as the various types
of interpretive modalities described in the previous chapter. The first is
managing contradictions between their own expectations as scholars of
literature and the poet’s distinctive style to repeat ideas across a span of
verses. In that Sriharsa’s practice seems at odds with customary expecta-
tions, the second issue is related to the first; rather than the poet’s use of
language, however, the point of contention centers around the narrative
extent of the Naisadhiya. The first speaks to the poem’s excess and the
second one to the poem’s insufficiency.

The Naisadhiya commentators’ philological approach, in fact, reflects the
two axioms for a “new philology” that Spanish philosopher José Ortega y
Gasset developed in his essay “The Difficulty of Reading” (1959:1): “Every
utterance is deficient—it says less than it wishes to say”; “Every utterance
is exuberant—it conveys more than it plans.” In his discussion of Ortega
y Gasset’s axioms, Becker explains: “The modern philologist seeks mean-
ingful interpretations between the inherent deficiencies and exuberance
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of the texts he studies.”"* As philologists, the Naisadhiya commentators
take on the onus to address both the “deficiencies” and “exuberances” in
Sriharsa’s language. Their ultimate aim is not necessarily to commandeer
the direction of the poem’s reception but rather to pragmatically steer
the audience to an informed position to receive the work with all of its
hidden richness and muted insufficiencies.
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about the Naisadhiya's textual authenticity and extent, we see in the

sixteenth century a shift in attitudes toward the poem. A more or less
stable text tradition now established, sixteenth-century commentaries
reflect less a culture of competition over fixing the text’s interpretation
and more an articulation of the poem’s semantic polyvalence. Eventually,
these exegetical stirrings toward seeking multiplicity in Sriharsa’s lan-
guage use led to full-fledged allegorical readings of the Naisadhiya. These
two hermeneutic urges—to overinterpret and to allegorize—inform related
but nevertheless different features of the Naisadhiya tradition. The com-
mentaries of Nardyana and Sridhara, both from the sixteenth century,
were presented in chapter 3 as examples of a peculiar kind of overinterpre-
tation. To yield a level of semantic multiplicity unavailable in earlier com-
mentaries, these works utilized well-developed exegetical techniques to
convert surface meanings in the poem to more textured forms of signifi-
cance. These techniques to bring about more than a single significance to
words, sentences, and whole texts—broadly understood under the rubric
of slesa (literally, “conjunction” or “embrace”)—are described by Bronner
as allowing kdvya commentators to “re-creat[e] the text thoroughly,”
where “each new reading yields not so much a different meaning of a
given text as a new parallel text with its own set of signifiers.” Thus, for
example, we saw (in chapter 3) the ways in which Nirayana used $lesa to
reconfigure in radical ways the expected meaning of verse 1.40. Offering
alternative ways of resolving the coalescence of sounds across word
boundaries (sandhi), relying on technical vocabulary and less common
usages of otherwise common words, and staying close to the narrative

IF THE fifteenth-century commentaries consisted mostly of debates
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and emotional registers of the situation within which the verse appears,
Nardyana’s exegesis essentially remained within the strictures of what
the grammatical and generic conventions implied by Sriharsa’s words
would allow.

Slesa, however, is different from allegory, in that it does not seek point-
to-point correspondences between two levels of meaning available from
the surface text’s signifiers.? Bronner explains the difference:

Allegorical interpretations typically retain the original set of signifiers and
their syntactic relations while explaining the main signifiers, especially the
nouns, as encoding a second and symbolic level. A slesa reading, by contrast,
typically involves a metamorphosis of the entire utterance—nouns, verbs,
and prepositions—in a way that creates a new sentence with a new vocabu-

lary, a new syntax, and, obviously, a new meaning.’

The key point here is that whereas slesa creates parallel texts, allegory
maintains a singular one underscored by a shift in attitude toward its ulti-
mate significance. Also important to recognize is that slesa may be put in
service of allegory and, as in the Naisadhiya’s case, is often used to jus-
tify the poem’s essentially allegorical nature. In this chapter, therefore, 1
present a snapshot of both types of critical engagements (slesa readings
and allegory) as they distinctively relate to historical reading commu-
nities of the Naisadhiya. The first section focuses on how commentators
constructed a discrete slesa-centered reading strategy for the poem built
around an episode from the thirteenth canto known as the Paficanaliya
(The Episode of the Five Nalas), what Bronner calls the “most famous
occurrence of a slesa section in a poem.” This episode (selectively trans-
lated later) features Sarasvati introducing Damayanti to her divine and
human suitors—all appearing as Nala and one of whom she must choose—
through verbal puzzles built on slesa. Bronner explains that this chapter
in the poem serves as a “meditation on the similarity between the king
and the divine—an issue that stands at the heart of slesa experimenta-
tion from the start.”* Manuscript catalogs confirm the existence of these
twenty-two verses composed in the vasantatilaka meter as a separate text
known as the Paicanaliya.’ Narayana is the first commentator to call the
episode by the name Paricanaliya.® It seems likely, therefore, that some
time in the sixteenth century, it became recognized as a work worthy of
studying in its own right, probably as the most prominent treatment of an
episode within a plot utilizing slesa practices.
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The second section also addresses the ways in which slesa reading strat-
egies operated among literary communities of Naisadhiya—not, however,
to create parallel texts but rather to produce a univocal allegorical nar-
rative of the poem. Although it is likely that the seeds of reading the
Naisadhiya as a spiritual allegory began sometime in the sixteenth century
(if not earlier), by the nineteenth century, we can unmistakably identify
reading communities that chose fundamentally to read Naisadhiya as a
spiritual allegory. In this regard, this chapter discusses two distinct man-
ifestations of this trend. One concerns post-sixteenth-century Sanskrit
commentaries’ contribution to reading Naisadhiya allegorically, and the
other recapitulates contemporary accounts of reading practices from
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries that see the Naisadhiya as either
an allegory of Advaita Vedanta, which maps an individual’'s movement
from a world of diversity and individuation toward a consciousness of
universal nonduality, or as a gradual unfolding of the cintamani man-
tra, the realization of which confers enormous creative powers to the
yogi. As shown earlier, Sriharsa notably highlights both Advaita and the
cintdmani mantra at various points in the Naisadhiya. Though they some-
times have historically distinct trajectories in the reception of Naisadhiya
among “religious” readers, both also converged at some point to fortify
the impression for some audiences that the Naisadhiya was indeed, fun-
damentally, an allegory and could be read simultaneously as both an
Advaita and Tantrika allegory.

COMMENTARY ON THE “FIVE NALAS” EPISODE

The Paficanaliya’s importance in the reception history of the Naisadhiya
cannot be overemphasized. It is the one chapter of the poem that is con-
sistently remembered today by those who have even a faint acquaintance
with Sriharsa’s poem. One is impelled to assume that these twenty-two
verses from the thirteenth canto were abstracted as a separate work by
the sixteenth century precisely because they highlighted, in a nutshell,
Sriharsa’s extraordinary command of the Sanskrit language and slesa
technique. Indeed, a verse from the fourteenth canto explicitly links the
special powers of a poet with the ability to express double meaning.” The
Paficanaliya’s popularity may also rest on the fact that it requires com-
mentary fully to appreciate the parallel texts being created by the poet.
All but one of the twenty-two verses refer to one of the four Vedic gods
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(Damayanti’s suitors disguised as Nala) in simultaneity with the actual
human king Nala or vice versa; the final verse—in a remarkable crescendo
to the episode—narrates a description of all five characters at once. In
total, out of the eighteen, five verses apparently refer to Indra,® and four
apparently describe Agni, Yama, Varuna, and Nala, respectively. The
eighteenth verse (13.34) narrates all five together. As apparent from the
length of their discussion, commentators obviously relished this episode,
and its transmission as a discrete text may have served its use as a peda-
gogical tool for students of mahakavya.

To give an idea of the kind of interpretive difficulty Damayanti
encounters, along with the reader, in Sarasvati’s puzzling descriptions
of each of the four divine suitors—Indra, Agni, Yama, and Varuna—I
translate here several verses from the Paricanaliya. Mallinatha economi-
cally explains the slesa involved in each, juxtaposing the parallel read-
ings in linear fashion. Narayana, by contrast, sets apart the one reading
(describing the god) from the other (describing Nala); this permits him
to elucidate, in Narayana's characteristic fashion, alternative ways of
reading the slesa. The translation that follows reflects the points where
Mallinatha’s and Nirdyana’s commentaries converge. Where relevant,
I provide Narayana’s alternative explanations to demonstrate the ways
in which his commentary sees these verses as a site for deeper reading.
The other commentaries I consulted more or less follow Mallindtha and
Nardyana’s gloss. Here is the first verse (13.3) that ostensibly describes
Indra, king of gods:

REFERRING TO INDRA REFERRING TO NALA

Excellent woman, what shall Excellent woman, what shall I say
I'say about him? His power about the son of Virasena?
defeated the demonic enemy Bala, Defeating powerful enemies,
He was assisted by Ganesa and Visnu, his bravery combines with the
whose splendor on the battlefield aromatic discharge streaming
took the form of the demons’ fear. down the faces of his army of war

elephants, to generate a special
splendor on the battlefield.

This verse sets the tone for the rest of the episode: The clever linguistic
play that allows for the glesa leads to some rather awkward details that,
while not defiant of cultural logic, certainly stretch the imagination.
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For example, here Sriharsa depicts Ganesa as a warrior on a battlefield,
an unlikely scenario elsewhere in Sanskrit literature, 1t is also not totally
clear how the scent from the secretions of rutting elephants (translators
often use the word “ichor”) mixes with Nala’s bravery to add a distinc-
tive splendor to the field of battle. Narayana offers an alternative inter-
pretation to explain the context for Ganeda and Visnu's assistance to
Indra: that their presence did not so much cause fear to the demons as it
removed the gods’ fear of demons.® After five consecutive verses describ-
ing Indra, the poet’s voice enters (13.8) and explains to the audience that
Damayanti could not form a conclusion, neither with her eyes nor with
her ears, about whether Sarasvati was referring to Indra or to Nala.

And so she moved on to Agni, the god of fire. Here is the second of the
four verses (13.11) uttered by Sarasvati to describe the god:

REFERRING TO AGNI REFERRING TO NALA

[Listen], pretty-eared girl: His flames [Listen], pretty-eared girl: Through
skillfully swallow firewood, out of many battles, and through the
which ashes are born. These ashes force of his arms, he emerges as
serve as the body powder even the source of an empire.
of an ascetic like Lord Siva. Rival kings come under his fold,

and his prosperity garners
respect among the very rich and
the abject poor.

In this verse, Nirdyana interprets the appellation “pretty-eared girl”
(rucirakarni) as indicating that Damayanti has beautiful ears to listen
carefully (savadhana bhava iti vyajyate) so as not to choose Agni; if she
does not choose carefully, Narayana makes explicit, all she will get is
ashes or become ashes herself. Narayana also alternatively interprets
the final line of the text describing Nala as garnering “envy” (irsyd) from
the rich and the poor alike, not love and respect. After the fourth verse
describing Agni, the poet tells us (13.14) that Damayanti’s confusion
about who the true Nala was itself took the form of a slesa: she could not
tell if Sarasvati had just described Nala or “Not-Nala” (anala; also another
name for Agni).

Leaving her confusion unattended to for a moment, the princess moves
on to the third divine suitor, Yama, the god of death. The following is the
second verse (13.17) of the four describing Yama:
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REFERRING TO YAMA REFERRING TO NALA

It is heard that Samjfia, the wife of His bearing and very name
the sun, is his mother. Nowhere confer well-being to friends.
is Chaya (another wife of the sun) Such unique beauty cannot be
named as his mother. Whose life- found anywhere else. To whom
breath does this Yama not take is he not a friend? with self-
away? It is this very Yama who duly control and clean living,
performed austerities. he performed austerities.

Here both Mallindtha and Narayana explain that the word samjiia, which
refers to the name of the sun’s spouse given in Puranic lore, can mean
both “name” and “behavior” or, as I have translated, “bearing.” Sriharsa
cleverly inserts technical vocabulary from the Yogasastra (the discipline of
Yoga) in the text referring to Nala. Here, yama does not mean the god of
death but the practices of self-control (avoiding violence, avoiding lying,
etc.), and niyama does not mean “duly” but the practices of clean living
(observing purity, remaining content, etc.). Nardyana adds an interesting
detail: in addition to Nala’s “unique beauty,” the word chaya could also
mean, according to the commentator, “a unique style” (riti) of adminis-
tering to the public welfare.'® After Sarasvati concludes the series of four
verses describing Yama, the poet again gives voice (13.20) to Damayanti’s
exasperation with Sarasvati’s slesa utterances; repeatedly being given
a description of both a god and Nala at the same time is, she says, like
“crushing a thing already crushed” (pista-pesanam).

Finally, Sarasvati arrives at the last of the four divinities, the god of
waters, Varuna. Here is the last of the four verses (13.25) describing him:

REFERRING TO VARUNA REFERRING TO NALA

Look at the river Sona, ministering to Look at the rosy complexion of
his feet, and the river Sarasvati, his feet. The Goddess of Learning
who constantly waits on him. is always present in him. Beautiful
Beautiful one, serve the Lord one, serve this lord of the earth!
of Waters! What body of water Who, seeking wealth, is not
is not devoted to him? devoted to him?

After Sarasvati concludes with this description of Varuna (Nala), the
omniscient narrator enters to highlight how glesa draws out the cryptic
quality of the text. A paraphrase of this verse (13.26) reads as follows: “One
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may acknowledge that it is not unusual that Damayanti was thrown into
a maelstrom of doubts regarding who was Nala and who was Varuna; but
it is really amazing that Varuna and Nala also found themselves wonder-
ing who Damayanti was!” Narayana teases out all of the internal doubts
that Nala and Varuna experience: Nala’s doubt was that Damayanti will
choose Varuna himself, because he is standing there disguised as Nala;
Varuna'’s doubt was that Damayanti may or may not choose him. However,
Damayanti, Narayana argues, is clear on the matter. Unlike the two males,
she is intelligent (caturd) and understands slesa and “crooked speech”
(vakrokti), and therefore, her doubts will slowly be removed. Recognizing
this quality about her, Nala also grows confident that she will understand
the situation and eventually choose him; Narayana also attributes this
confidence to Varuna, who also thinks Damayanti will choose him."

After passing by Varuna, the goddess of wisdom now comes to the
human king Nala and describes him in four verses, each verse also respec-
tively narrating a description of Indra, Agni, Yama, and Varuna. Seeing
Damayanti still perplexed, as she knew Nala contained the qualities of
all four divinities but was not singularly any one of them, Sarasvati con-
cludes the Paficanaliya with a sharp exhortation for her to now pick the
real Nala, who is, in fact, standing right in front of her (13.34):

Learned lady,

it cannot be that you do not identify

the protector of the earth (dhardjagatya)—
he is divine but not a god,

so why not choose him?

He is obviously not a reed (nala).

If you pass him over,

it would be a calamity.

Who else are you going to pick?

This verse elicits several pages of exegesis in Narayana’s commentary.
Even the generally succinct Mallinatha is forced to divide up his commen-
tary on this verse into five parts, dealing with each parallel text (paksa)
describing the four Vedic gods and ultimately Nala. The slesa in this verse
primarily focuses on the multiple interpretations available for two ele-
ments of the verse (in boldface above): the exocentric nominal compound
(bahuvrihi) dhardjagatyd and the tricky wordplay on Nala’s name (nayam
nala), both of which can be distributed across five separate verses to
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indicate not only Nala but also the four Vedic deities. As my translation
of this verse above indicates, I have suggested that given the context, it
is explicitly about Nala. I will now briefly summarize the ways in which
the commentaries of Mallinatha and Nardyana explain the verse to mean
Indra, Agni, Yama, and Varuna. Other commentaries generally supply
some form of what these two commentators give. In general, both agree
on the most likely interpretation, with Narayana offering a few alterna-
tive ones that Mallinatha does not entertain. Here are the meanings that

they both agree upon:

ON DHARAJAGATYA

Indra: “That one who gives protection by hurling the mountains”

[dhara = mountains; aja = hurler (ajati = he hurls); gati = protection].?

Agni: “That one with a goat for a vehicle who gives protection”

[dhara = vehicle; aja = goat; gati = protection].

Yama: “That one whose mode of transport is a buffalo” [dhara = mountains;
aja = hurler (ajati = he hurls using hooves (khura) and horns)
$rnga =buffalo; gati = mode of transport].,”

Varuna: “The one who gives shelter to animate things born on the earth”
[dhara = earth; ja = those who are born (jayante); gati = shelter in the sense
of giving life in the form of water].

Nala: “The one who protects the people of the earth” [dhara = earth;

Jagati = people; pati = protector].

Both commentaries, then, seem to agree with these senses of the com-
pound word dhargjagatya. Nardayana adds for Indra that his “protec-
tion” (gati) takes the form of his thunderbolt weapon (vajra). For Yama,
he uses the technique of supplying a dropped letter (aksara-cyuta) to
render dharajagatya as dharmardjagatya (“taking the form of the king of
Dharma”). Finally, with respect to Varuna, he renders dhara-ja (“born
from the earth”) as meaning “medicinal herbs” (ausadhi) and gati (*pro-
tection, vehicle, path”) as “water” (udaka), which is the vehicle that bears
and moves the earth,

In the first part of his gloss on this verse (13.34), Nardyana explains that
Sriharsa marks Damayanti as a “learned” woman (vidusi) to highlight the
fact that “she is skilled in ascertaining the cleverness of double-meaning
expressions” (slesokti-caturi-parijfiana-cature). In a way, the commentator
himself must identify with Damayanti, charged as he is with the task of
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identifying the cryptic double-meanings in the poet’s/SarasvatT’s utter-
ances. Bronner explains Damayanti’s task as a model reader of Sarasvati’s
statements as follows: “The gods will become visually distinguishable
from Nala, thus allowing Damayanti to make her choice, only if she can
solve the linguistic puzzle Sarasvati has presented. Sarasvati’s slesa, then,
is not just the literary vehicle of the canto; it is the main event of the
chapter, if not the poem as a whole.”"* By extension, the commentator, as
a trained slesa reader, wields great power over shaping the poem’s under-
standing. Y. Bronner, in fact, speculates that “slesa readers were empow-
ered, perhaps more than any other group of readers in human history, to
regenerate and mold a text at will.”"* Indeed, as he suggests in his discus-
sion of this era, it is possible to demonstrate that by the sixteenth cen-
tury, the hermeneutic desire to draw out multiple meanings from kavya
becomes a sort of obsession among poets and commentators.'®

Notably, the Paficanaliya episode and, on the whole, the power that slesa
poetry gives to the trained specialist reader (i.e., commentator) over and
above the learned general reader has continued to disturb many twen-
tieth-century critics of Naisadhiya and of slesa-kdvya generally. Keith,
for example, writes that “[i]t is a consolation to reflect that, even had
[Damayanti] known Sanskrit, she would not have been able without a
comment to understand what was said by the goddess.”” Dasgupta and
De offer a similar statement, again, betraying what I believe to be a mis-
placed sympathy for Damayanti: “[1]t certainly sets a perplexing task to
poor Damayanti, to whom the verses perhaps would not be intelligible
forthwith without a commentary."*® Both opinions about Damayanti’s ini-
tial inability to understand the slesa hit the right point—that commen-
tary is essential to this kind of literary enterprise—but misread, I believe,
the relationship of Sarasvati and Damayanti, which is not one between a
deliberately mystifying poet and a naive reader but, more likely, between
a learned poet (or commentator) and an ideal reader (or student). Neither
Sriharsa nor the Sanskrit commentators depict Damayanti as a helpless
bystander; rather, they consistently describe her as “learned” (vidusi) and
able to identify slesa. In this regard, 1 agree with Bronner, who reads the
entire Paiicanaliya as a “metapoetic statement” where “Sarasvati repre-
sents the poet, Damayanti the reader of the text, and the five Nalas its
heroes.""” To my mind, the networks of reading practices that converged
in the analysis of the Paricanaliya may explain why commentators, in their
capacity as teachers, abstracted it as a set piece worthy of separate atten-
tion and study.
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THE BEGINNINGS OF AN ALLEGORICAL TRADITION

The Paficanaliya (13.34 and 13.35) culminates with Damayanti lost in a sea
of confusion. The verse that immediately follows (13.36) suggests that a
deeper metaphysical problem underlies the inability of the princess to
choose her true husband in the face of the four false ones. Here is how the
poet crystallizes Damayanti’s dilemma:

Confronted by four ways of seeing the world,

[it exists, it does not exist, it both exists and does not exist,
it does not exist and it does not not exist],

people doubt a fifth alternative, the Truth of Oneness.
Damayanti could not believe in the one real Nala

as she gazed upon the set of four false ones.

In terms of the plot, Damayanti is here put in the precarious position of
identifying, and to risk misidentifying, the real Nala in the midst of four
false Nalas. However, in a variant of 13.36 read by several commentators,
including Mallinatha, Nala is the one who is shrouded in doubt:

Confronted by four ways of seeing the world,

[it exists, it does not exist, it both exists and does not exist,
it does not exist and it does not not exist],

people doubt a fifth alternative, the Truth of Oneness.

The real “fifth” Nala, indecisive in his mind,

could not believe in himself in the presence

of the four other Nalas vying to win Damayanti.

The two readings, which hinge on variations in only two syllables,® lead
to different interpretations of the simile and the context within which
it operates—either Damayanti could not determine the real Nala or Nala
could not be certain he would obtain Damayanti. But the broader signifi-
cance remains uniform: that in the face of four compelling alternatives,
both the king and the princess doubt the “fifth” element—the Truth of
each other. Despite the fact that the real Nala is standing right in front
of her among four false Nalas, Damayanti is having a crisis of faith and
cannot recognize the true love of her life, while Nala doubts if Damayanti
will ever choose him. This quandary is comparable, Sriharsa explains,
to those who cannot recognize the Truth when they are confronted
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with falsehoods masquerading as truths. The Truth for Sriharsa is non-
dual (advaita)—the fifth alternative (paficama-koti)—and beyond the
scope of the fourfold set of propositions that bind others to the world
of falsehoods; these four ways of understanding the nature of existence
(catuskoti) are the notions that something exists, that something does
not exist, that it both exists and does not exist, and that it does not exist
and does not not exist.”

Many readers regard the metaphysical problem presented in this
verse—determining the truth in the midst of errors and falsehoods—to be
the central theme of the Naisadhiya. Commentaries on this verse, before
and after the sixteenth century, are clearly governed by an a priori under-
standing of Sriharsa (author of the Khandanakhandakhadya) as a propo-
nent of a nondualist (advaita) interpretation of the Upanisads, that indeed
all diversity is ultimately false and there truly is only one entity. For read-
ers after the sixteenth century, as we shall see in the final section of this
chapter, the advaita component informs the entire Naisadhiya’s verbal
surface, which they see as populated with expressions that operate on
multiple levels of understanding that relate to the central philosophi-
cal problem of distinguishing appearance from reality. In this vein, for
them, the slesa of the Paficanaliya would radically dramatize this arche-
typal struggle to distinguish what is true and real from what is false and
unreal, In the context of the narrative action of the poem, Damayanti and
Nala risk losing each other; for the reader and commentator, the risk lies
in misunderstanding the verbal play of the poet and failing to see its phil-
osophical implications; and for the religious reader, who elucidates the
very structural core of the poem as an advaita allegory, the entire salvific
potential of the poem may be lost if the clues are not appropriately deci-
phered. Phyllis Granoff writes of the Naisadhiya’s allegorical tradition in
her study of Sriharsa’s Khandanakhandakhadya:

[Naisadha has been read as an] allegory, with Nala as the soul, or paramatman,
and Damayanti as the aspirant yearning for union with Brahma, and thus for
moksa. . .. [This notion] is not entirely unfounded. There are several indica-
tions that Nala is not to be regarded as an ordinary mortal. One may divide
them into two groups: (A) Verses in which it is directly stated that Nala is the
highest God, Siva; and (B) Verses in which Nala is described with words which
might apply equally to Brahma, and those in which Damayanti’s approach to
Nala is portrayed in terms of the standard Vedanta methods of reaching one-
ness with the Ultimate Real,
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This kind of allegorical reading is not taken up at great length in the
Sanskrit commentaries. Indeed, no available Sanskrit commentary
rewrites the romance of Nala and Damayanti as one might expect an
Advaita philosopher to do, reading the union of the two lovers as indj-
vidual souls (jivatman) realizing each other’s Oneness (para-brahman) after
deep reflection and meditation.

In the sixteenth century, Nardyana suggests an allegorical significance
to the Naisadhiya but does not sustain this interpretation throughout his
commentary. Thus, he merely states in his preface that Sriharsa, in the
opening verse to his poem (discussed earlier in chapter 3), “mysteriously
seeds his benediction by paying homage to his preferred deity Rama, lord
of the Raghus” (where Nala is read as Nara). While it is clear that Narayana
is partial to a Vaisnava perspective and sympathetic to Advaita Vedanta,
his commentary only occasionally reveals an explicit allegorical practice,
a point I take up in the next section. By and large, commentators like
Narayana can be seen as merely laying the groundwork for later allegori-
cal readings—in two important ways. First, by identifying and recapitu-
lating Advaita doctrines in Sriharsa’s verses, they drew attention to this
important aspect of Sriharsa’s work. Thus, in their notes on 13.36, many
of the commentators—from Candupandita and I$anadeva to Mallinatha,
Jinardja, and Narayana—unpacked the fourfold catuskoti as representa-
tive of several rival doctrines of Advaita (i.e., Sankhya, Nydya, Mimams3,
Bauddha, and Jaina) in various configurations vis-a-vis their perspec-
tives on the reality of existence and the plurality of selves.” In doing so,
their diverse arguments arguably lent the Naisadhiya the character of a
foundational philosophical text like the Yogasitra or the Vedantasiitr,
intellectually assimilated into a world of commentary and subcommen-
tary that yields debate, conjecture, and new syntheses of developed
principles. Engaging in philosophical debate with each other, the com-
mentators depended on their deep familiarity with points of doctrine in
terms of definitions, subtle distinctions of language and thought, relevant
examples, and a host of hierarchical texts that, in conjunction with their
own training, culminated in refined arguments. Although many of the
schools of Indian philosophy are amply represented in the poem’s images,
Advaita doctrines garner the most references.

The second mode through which commentaries stimulated later inter-
est in reading Naisadhiya allegorically along Advaita lines was through
the practice of converting conventional surface meanings into polyse-
mic expressions using slesa techniques, which we saw in chapter 3, for
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example, in the form of Narayana's and Sridhara’s analysis of the first
verse of the Naisadhiya. Both commentators read the opening verse to
refer not only to gods (the most available surface meaning) but also to
scholars, kings, divine serpents, elephants, and so on.? This hermeneu-
tic urge gained momentum in the sixteenth century and, while not yet
strictly allegorical, focused on semantic transformations of Sriharsa’s
language that, [ argue, must have had an influential role in encouraging
reading communities to interpret Naisadhiya as allegory.

Just as an invitation to read the Naisadhiya as an Advaita allegory begins
with Sriharsa’s own overt indications and their extrapolation by com-
mentators beginning with Candupandita, the desire to read the poem as
a Tantrika allegory built around the significance of the cintamani man-
tra also apparently originates with Sriharsa’s allusions to the mantra and
his commentators’ analysis of its import in the Naisadhiya. As briefly dis-
cussed in chapter 1, later readers give credence to the notion that the
mantra that Sriharsa says he meditated upon (1.145¢c) was an especially
powerful source for aspiring poets, as its mastery would lead to abun-
dant creative capabilities. There is a wide reverence for some form of the
cintamani mantra in Saiva, Vaisnava, Bauddha, and $akta religious cul-
tures, with each explaining the mantra differently and associating with
it a different deity.” Sriharsa alludes to this mantra in three verses in the
Naisadhiya,” the first of which (14.88) I repeat here:

Remember and repeatedly chant, King,
that hidden mantra of mine.

It has no form and represents

the form of the Lord called Siva,

who is pure and moon-endowed,

and who is Whole but twofold,

on account of being joined by two aspects.
Let this mantra grant you success!

Elaborated upon at length, the basic meaning that both Narayana and
Mallindtha give is that this verse describes Lord Siva and explains the
cintamani mantra’s definition as aum hrim aum.?” According to Narayana,
the embedded mantra hrim contains in itself Siva’s name (hara minus the
vowels); the “moon” in the verse refers to the moon on Siva’s head as
well as the nasalization marker (anusvdra) in the mantra. Furthermore,
Narayana reconfigures the components of the verse using $lesa and
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secondary senses to come up with the following reading: that the verse
mentions Sarasvati’s own form (svariipa); that it refers to both Siva and the
goddess Sakti (as Parvati) separately as well as conjointly in the form of
the bigendered divinity Ardhanari$vara; that it refers to goddess Laksmi
and Visnu together or Siva and Visnu; and finally, that it crucially refers to
the Tantrika goddess Bhuvanesvari, visualized in a bigendered form and
taking the form of the cintamani mantra.*® Although Nirayana does not
elaborate on the last of these intriguing interpretations, some later read-
ers read the entire Naisadhiya in relation to a Tantrika elucidation of the
cintamani mantra as it particularly relates to the goddess Bhuvanesvari.

COMMUNITIES OF ALLEGORICAL READERS IN THE
TWENTIETH CENTURY

Based on such evidence from extant commentaries after the sixteenth
century and on the comparable reception histories of other important
kdvya works that received allegorical readings at the hands of commenta-
tors, it is plausible to surmise that at some point during the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, allegorical readings of Naisadhiya became popu-
lar. As no substantial Sanskrit commentaries on Naisadhiya dating to the
eighteenth century have been found yet, we have little direct evidence
from this period to suggest the existence of reading communities that
favored a radically allegorical interpretation of the Naisadhiya. However,
judging by accounts about teachers of the Naisadhiya during the past two
hundred years, we can piece together a history of allegorical reading that
very likely existed over the past four centuries.

The reading of literary texts as religious allegories has a well-devel-
oped history in South Asia. The proliferation of devotional cultures
during the middle centuries of the second millennium alongside an
efflorescence of commentary writing on Sanskrit kdvya may partially
account for the growth of allegorical readings during this period.” The
epics are the primary locus of such readings with Nilakantha's seven-
teenth-century Bharatabhavadipa (Light on the Inner Significance of the
Mahabharata) as a prime example, in addition to the numerous examples
from the Srivaisnava commentators of the Ramdyana.* There are also
notable kavya works that receive allegorical treatment, where a con-
ventional reading is decoded to convey an esoteric sense. For example,
sixteenth-century commentaries on Jayadeva’s Gitagovinda, which fuse
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eroticism with longing for union with the divine; Ravicandra’s com-
mentary on the Amarusataka (undated), which reads erotic love and
renunciation in the same linguistic register; Raghavabhatta’s famous
reading of Kalidasa’s Abhijiana-Sakuntalam (seventeenth century); and
Plrnasarasvati's late-fourteenth-century Rasamarijari commentary on
Bhavabhiiti’s Malatimadhava are other examples.

The earliest explicit reference to an allegorical reading of the Naisadhiya
comes from the late nineteenth century in the form of a Sanskrit drama,
entitled Dhiranaisadham, composed by a celebrated Benares scholar named
Ramavatar Sharma (1877-1929), who taught for years, among other
places, at Central Hindu College in Benaras and at the University of Patna.
Sharma apparently wrote this play at the early age of fifteen to facili-
tate the staging of the Naisadhiya among his fellow students of Sanskrit.
According to Baldev Upadhyay’s account, “Pandit Ramavatar Sharma was
very fond of Kilidasa and S$riharsa, the author of the great mahakavya
Naisadhiyacarita” “He regarded,” Upadhyay continues, “the verses of the
Naisadhiya as mantras. Even while examining the answer-books of stu-
dents at the University of Patna, he was known to be chanting verses from
the Naisadhiya.”* Two more recent volumes—both written in Telugu, one
with a Hindi translation and the other with an English preface—also cor-
roborate that there must have been lineages that read the Naisadhiya
allegorically from at least the middle- to late-nineteenth century. One of
these volumes recalls a teacher (and his teacher’s teacher) who taught
the Naisadhiya as a fusion of Advaita and Tantrika philosophy. The other
extensively draws point-to-point correspondences between Sriharsa’s
verses and Advaita or Tantrika significances based on a received oral tra-
dition.

Jayaseetarama Sastry, in the preface to his book The Elements of Darsanas
in Sriharsa’s Naisadha (1987), recalls:

As a student, I had an opportunity to read the Srngdra Naisadha, a Telugu
translation [of the Naisadhiya] by Srinatha. My father used to say—"Naisadha
is full of references to various sastras [bJut Srindtha did not pay much atten-
tion to those sdstric points; he has only translated this kdvya as a $gdra
kavya. .. .” When I was going through Naisadha, in search of various points
connected with different darsanas [philosophical schools], I found that the
Vedanta darsana was maintained by the poet throughout the work and 1
started to struggle with the text to prove my thesis. I felt that I might get
some light thrown on the subject if I met Brahmarsi Sri Raghavanarayana
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$astri Garu, an erudite scholar, reputed poet and a great Tapasvin [a practi-
tioner of various types of austerities] in Andhra Pradesh. Encouraged by my
parents, I went to Sri Sastri Giru and requested him to clear up my doubts
regarding the subject and show a path by which to proceed. Sri Sastri Garu
had gracefully conceded to my humble request saying—"Ever since 1 was 19
years of age, I had a desire to write a commentary on the Naisadhiya with a
Vedantic Interpretation. It remained a desire only. When I mentioned it to
your father, he said that he would write an Uttaranaisadham. He also could
not write it. It is interesting that you also should get a similar idea. Let us

132

study the Naisadha.

Sastry’s memoir recalls his guru’s conviction that Sriharsa’s poem pos-
sessed a unified and coherent Vedantic core, reiterated by other students
of $ri Raghavanarayana Sastri Garu. The recollection of Gollaudi Venkata
Rama Sastry, a retired judge of the high court of Hyderabad, makes clear
that the idea of reading Vedanta and Srividya tantrika philosophy (a
devotional system dedicated to the goddess Lalitd or Bhuvanesvari) into
Sanskrit kavya, especially with respect to the Naisadhiya, was not unusual
but extremely common in the early twentieth century:

My Guruji [Brahma Sri Tadepalli Raghava Narayana Sastry Garu of Chan-
dolu village in Guntur District in Andhra Pradesh] is a Vedantin in theory
as well as practice. He adopts what he preaches. He is a true Karmayogi [a
person who dedicates his actions and their results to God], always immersed
in prayers to God and attaining the Samadhi state [one-pointed meditative
absorption] very often. In view of his multifarious scholarly achievements
and Vedantic approach he could dive deep into the latent meaning of many
kavyas and expound the inner meaning therein. One of the kavyas in which he
evinced such keen interest was the Naisadhiyacarita, which is often described
as naisadham vidvadaushadham [“a medicine for the learned”].

Even in his nineteenth year he could bring out the real meaning of the
said kavya, its Vedantic aspect and its close affinity with Srividya Tantra, on
account of his profound knowledge and practice of Srividya Upasana [devo-
tional practices]. Shriharsha has himself indicated that the real meaning and
purpose of his kdvya is not patent but latent and none should approach to
arrive at it except through the assistance of proper Master (guru). . . . This
kavya deals indirectly (vyangya) with words imparting Sahasrara in the begin-
ning and at the end of the kavya. Hence the real meaning is what the poet
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intended to imbed into it by using words capable of different interpretations.
My knowledge of Sanskrit is very limited and the above gist of the kavya’s
vyangydrtha [suggested meaning] is what I could gather from what little
Ilearned about it. Even with this little learning of a mahakavi like Shriharsha
1 feel proud and am obliged to my Guruji for expounding its real meaning, its
Vedantic aspect and its close inter-relationship with Srividya.”

This passage highlights the fundamental premises of this particular
teacher’s reading of the Naisadhiya and directs our attention to the legacy
of particular Sanskrit commentators in this respect: those who empha-
sized these facets of the work. First is the importance of Vedanta in con-
structing the interpretation of the poem’s central themes and characters.
Second is the close connection with the Srividya tantrika tradition.

Jayaseetarama Sastry’s basic thesis, in paraphrasing the teachings of his
guru, focuses on imbuing the poem’s characters and events with Vedantic
significance. Thus, the golden goose (hamsa) who conveys Nala’s love to
Damayanti and vice versa comes to represent for Sastry the transcendent
Truth (paramatman) in some places in the Naisadhiya and, in other con-
texts, the life breaths (prana or jiva). Nala and DamayantT’s apprehension
of the bird comes to be allegorically converted to the process by which an
individual seeker realizes the paramdtman. As might be expected, follow-
ing Nardyana and other Sanskrit commentators, Sastry’s Vedantic con-
version of the Naisadhiya begins with verse 1.1. He writes:

If Nala were to be an ordinary ksatriya king this description [verse 1.1.] is to be
taken as a mere hyperbole. But this verse contains a special hidden meaning.
As per the etymological explanation, the word “ksiti” (ksiyate, nasyatiti ksitih)
means ‘the body, The protector of the body (ksiti-bhrt) is the Atman only, and
that which has entered into it as the Jivatman. [Nala’s] story is the compila-
tion of the Vedanta (Upanisadic) sentences. Nectar may give devatva (god-
hood) but amrtatva (salvation, permanent freedom from birth and death) can
be obtained only through the Upanisadic Vidya [esoteric knowledge]. If Nala
is identical with the Supreme Being, then only his story can be sudhavadhirani
(surpassing Nectar).,

Whereas Narayana and Sridhara understood terms such as ksiti-raksin as
" L

“kings,” “divine snakes,” or as the “destruction of Kali,” the esoteric read-
ing of Sastry’s guru sees the compound expression as the atman itself; that



148 © SECONDARY WAVES OF READING

is, the “protector (raksin) of the body (ksiti).” Sastry goes on to present
numerous other examples that reorient the figure of Nala or the hamsa as
parabrahman. Naisadhiya 1.117, where the hamsa first appears, is a particu-
larly good example. Here is a translation of the verse:

Near a pleasant pool

which had appropriated some of the ocean’s loveliness,

Nala awakened to the presence of a spectacular golden hamsa
stirring nearby, intent on seeking out

the indistinct cooing of a female hamsa

desirous of love-play.

Nardyana reads esoteric significance in Nala’s initial apprehension of
the hamsa. He comments that in seeing the golden hamsa, Nala is like
a yogi perceiving the paramdtman that is described in the Upanisads.
Furthermore, he explains, the pleasant pool that the bird swims in is actu-
ally the body, while the female hamsa is rendered as the illusory energy
(Sakti) of a mistaken reality (mdya).’

Seshendra Sharma, a contemporary Telugu author of a commentary on
Naisadhiya called Svarnahamsa (The Golden Hamsa), asserts that Sriharsa
must have consciously intended this meaning in 1.117 and cites as evi-
dence the aorist usage of the verbal root budh (abodhi), literally meaning
“to awaken” or “to realize,” in the sense of “seeing.”** Thus, for Sharma,
Nala’s first sight of the hamsa was really a moment of profound “awaken-
ing” for him, in a spiritual sense. He puts forward numerous such read-
ings as examples to demonstrate the ways in which Sriharsa prompts
the Vedanta-oriented commentator to unleash staggering displays of
hermeneutic virtuosity. Narayana’s commentary on verses 3.3 and 3.4 is
exemplary in this regard. These verses, translated earlier in chapter 1, are
repeated here:

The way that vow-observant yogis lead their minds
away from the world,

toward the singularly indescribable Truth—

that is how Damayanti’s friends were:

their eyes were led away

from other distractions

to that one indescribably beautiful hamsa,
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The way the mind’s fluctuations become still
in the yogi’s own body

so that the mind can approach the Soul within,
that’s how Damayanti plunged into stillness:
the desire to catch with her hand

the bird stirring nearby

was a cautious effort, out of both fear and respect.

Picking up on Nirayana’s analysis, both Sastry and Sharma note Sriharsa’s
careful use of the words hamsa, eka (the one), and nirupakhya-rapa (unut-
terable beauty), which for them refer to both the bird and to Brahman.”
While the connection between the bird and Brahman is introduced in 3.3,
the next verse (3.4) connects the relationship of Damayanti and the bird
with that of the spiritual seeker and Brahman, respectively. Narayana
provides the correspondences through two clever etymologies. First, he
converts the past participle sannihitam, usually understood as a frozen
form meaning “near,” by dividing it up into three components, as if it
were a compound word. He takes the first prefix “sam” to nominally mean
“by the virtuous ones” (sad-bhis) such as Manu; the prefix “ni-" he takes to
mean “fully” (nitaram); and the past passive participle “hitam” in the sense
of “meditated upon” (dhyatam). Thus, Narayana explains this verse in the
sense of “yogis fully meditating on the activities of mind that prolifer-
ate within Brahman, which resides inside or near the body.” Alternatively,
he understands the compound as signifying that “for the virtuous ones”
(sad-bhyas), the exceedingly (nitaram) good thing (hitam) is that which
is desired (istam), which for them is the Absolute (paramatman); and it is
that which they desire to understand.” Candupandita offers virtually the
same interpretation,”

Alongside the application of Vedanta hermeneutics to the Naisadhiya,
reading the contents of the entire Naisadhiya along the lines of Srividya
thought has been the most visible allegorical reading strategy. While
the importance of the cintamani mantra dominates this stream of com-
mentary writing, which, from all of the examples 1 have been able to
locate, seems to constitute a regional tradition developed in Andhra
Pradesh, other features of the poem are also translated into Srividya
language. Thus, for example, while Nala is a seeker of brahman or para-
brahman, Sastry posits Damayanti as representative of the special power
of esoteric knowledge (vidydsakti); when Sriharsa compares Damayanti
to Laksmi and likens her to the crescent moon resting on the head of
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Sivain verse 2.19, it reflects, according to Sastry’s reading, a direct refg,.
ence to the paricadasi-mantra.”® The Srividya regards as supremely eff;.
cacious the complex fifteen-syllable mantra (paricadasi) that represen;
the transcendent form of goddess Lalita or Bhuvanesvari." Sastry sty,,.
ningly renders Sriharsa’s head-to-toe description (nakha-.s"ikha-varnana)
of Damayanti in the seventh canto (mentally recounted by Nala) ag ,
description of the vidyasakti in the form of kitatrayatmika, literally “she
who consists of three peaks (kiita).”

These three “peaks,” connected with the power of speech (vag-bhay,.
kiita), desire (madhya-kita or the kama-raja-kita), and power (§akti-kﬁ;(l),
are mapped onto the three sectors of Damayanti’s body: from her hair ¢
her chin; from the neck to downy line above her navel; and the rest of the
lower body. Sastry’s reading of verse 7.96, for example, where Nala noteg
that the sage Bhrgu takes refuge in Damayanti’s breasts, Narada her face,
and Vyasa her thighs, is decoded by the author as follows:

Doubts of mine about this verse were cleared up after Sr1 Sdstri Garuexplained
the hidden meaning of the verse. Here, Bhrgu is the seeker of aisvarya [power],
worshipping the madhyakuta [desire], Narada who is interested in praising
paramatman, worships vagbhavakuta [speech]. Vyiasa, the seeker of jiidna wor-
ships saktikuta [power]. He is the author of the Brahmasiitra and has brought
out in it the essence of the Upanisads. However great they may be, each one of
them is connected with one kuta only where as vidyasakti is the combination
of all the three kutas. That is the reason why they are bewildered regarding
her complete form. Many updsakas [devotees] are interested in aisvarya, some
of them are interested in vak siddhi [special powers of speech] and only a few
of them are interested in salvation. While changing the order of the three
kutas, Sriharsa wanted to suggest this point.*

Similarly, Nala's becoming invisible by virtue of the gods’ plan to sneak
him into the women'’s quarters past the security staff is connected with
the supernatural power of invisibility, which only great yogis attain,®
Every element is likewise converted to fit an allegorical significance.
Thus, the twenty-second and final canto of the poem, a lengthy descrip-
tion of the rising moon, opens with a statement (22.1) that Nala, long-
ing to kiss his beloved’s red lips upon seeing the setting sun, “arrived”
(avdptavan) at the “seventh floor” (saptama-bhiimi-bhdga) of the “palace”
(saudha) to see Damayanti. Sastry sees special significance in, what is to
his mind, Sriharsa’s curious mention of the “seventh floor™:
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The description of the moon has connections with the candrakala khanda [the
domain of the moon-digit, where the part is the whole]. The bijaksara [seed
syllable] “$rim’ is meditated upon in the sahasrdra cakra [the seventh subtle
energy-wheel at the crown of the head]. There are six cakras [subtle energy-
wheels in the body] beginning with milddhara {the root cakra at the base of
the spine]. Sahasrdra is the seventh one. The twenty-second canto employs
words such as “avaptavan” and “saudha,” which means “the place of sudhg,
i.e., amrta” That is the saudhd where Bhaimi {Damayanti] lives. That is on
the seventh floor, which Nala reached. Examine how significant each word is
here. The phrase “bhaimi-dhara” literally means that which “bears Bhaimi”
How awkward this meaning is! In such places, one is forced to go up to the
suggested meaning,"

Although no earlier Sanskrit commentary makes much of any of these
marked words, such as saudha for “palace” or avaptavan for “arrived at.”
these allegorical readings of Naisadhiya, by contrast, focus squarely on the
esoteric possibilities of Sriharsa’s peculiar usages.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

The growth, and eventual formalization, of allegorical engagements with
the Naisadhiya was a “secondary wave” of reading that came about dur-
ing a mature phase in the development of the poem’s receptive tradition,
when its wide popularity among Sanskrit literati was already established.
Weighing the available evidence, we can conclude that the Naisadhiya
entered this phase sometime in the sixteenth century. The fact that
Nardyana is the first to call this section Paricanaliya, for example, and that
we know it was written up and transmitted as a work separate from the
Naisadhiya as a whole, encourages me to refer to commentaries on it as a
“secondary” type of engagement that works in conjunction with the evo-
lution of succeeding allegorical reading strategies that also abstract them-
selves from an organically whole literary text. Readers from this point
forward feel comfortable dismembering the poem, along the lines of the
episodes that make it up, in service of more fruitfully using it to teach or
to think through nonlinear ways. Thus, the Paricanaliya section serves as
an ideal lesson in the virtuosity of slesa practices; unlike other examples
of dlesa, where commentators seem to instigate the double-readings, with
the Paficanaliya the poet has facilitated for the commentators a situation
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that calls for slesa reading strategies within the plot itself. Likewise,
various episodes artfully stitched together by Sriharsa are purposefully
disaggregated so that they can function as separate units conducive to
allegorical readings. Thus, for example, Nala's mental description of
Damayanti’s body is reconfigured as a description of the metaphorical
body of vidyasakti, consisting of three “peaks”; Nala’s movement through
the seven floors of Damayanti’s palace takes on the significance of ambro-
sial fluid moving up the subtle energy channels; and so on.

Many of the historiographical trends of Naisadhiya hermeneutics,
identified in earlier chapters, also hold true here. With respect to the
Paficanaliya, Candupandita, for example, only engaged with those verses in
this section that stimulate his urge to bring out the philosophical implica-
tions of Sriharsa’s verse. Mallinatha efficiently explicated the slesa woven
into the Paficanaliya by the poet but, true to form, did not provide more
than is necessary. Narayana, like Sriharsa, fond of seeking a surplus of
meanings wherever he can locate it, clearly relishes both the Padcanaliya
and the exploration of allegorical significances in the poem. Allegorical
understandings of the Naisadhiya after the sixteenth century were, as I
argued here, deeply influenced by works such as Nardyana’s, especially
sharing with him their emphasis on Sriharsa’s linguistic polysemy. The
allegorical readings I discussed in this chapter were also informed, 1
believe, by the store of legends about Sriliarsa and the Naisadhiya that had
gradually accrued from the thirteenth century onward. In the next chap-
ter, I introduce these various legends of the poem and flesh out another
major component of the Naisadhiya tradition.
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Sriharsa’s virtuosity is a supernatural gift. They inherently trust
the indications given by the poet in his own words: that he real-
ized Brahman in meditation (22.153) and that his poem is a product of the
cintamani mantra (1.145). Likewise, as discussed in earlier chapters, by the
fifteenth century the literary practices associated with the Naisadhiya’s
attention to philosophical allusion also inform well-established under-
standings of the poem and its poet. Up to this chapter, both of these
literary-historical phenomena—the emergence of allegorical readings
pre-sixteenth century and the consolidation of interpretive prisms
through which the Naisadhiya is read, understood, and discussed—have
been discussed strictly in terms of the genre of the Sanskrit commentary.
This chapter focuses on another important development in the formation
of the Naisadhiya tradition, one that takes shape in the mid-fourteenth
and fifteenth centuries and exerts tremendous influence on virtually all
understandings of the poem’s history thereafter: the emergence of a store
of anonymous, quasi-historical verses, stories, or “hearsay” (kimvadanti,
literally “what they say”) and textualized “biographies” (prabandha or
carita) from “treasuries of stories” (kathakosa), semi-historical narratives
composed in Sanskrit that are seemingly about the historical Sriharsa
and the Naisadhiya but, in fact, are legends that combine new details told
in anecdotal form with information drawn from antecedent sources like
the commentaries.
These prabandhas are usually in prose (with a few verses inter-
spersed) and, aside from being engaging works that have their own lit-
erary merits, constitute narratives that perform multiple critical and

ﬁ LLEGORICAL READERS of the Naisadhiya take it for granted that
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historical functions in the formation of the Naisadhiya tradition. For
example, they reflect on and enhance already established understandings
of the Naisadhiya’s aesthetic and its poet’s special stature as a remark-
able poet, philosopher, and yogi. With the absence of any corroborative
sources, all of these legendary narratives—while perhaps based in some
fact intrinsically embedded in the text or part of an oral tradition available
to them—are ultimately structured around anecdotal, semi-historical, and
pseudo-biographical data crafted to suit a credible legend of the poet and
text. In this way, textual criticism and unresolved curiosities are artfully
inserted into provocative, though unlikely, literary histories. Historical
readers want to know about the poet’s personal biography (where he was
from, who his patron was, how he came to compose the poem, what his
ultimate fate was as a court poet) as well as issues concerning the poem’s
transmission and reception (when and how the poem gained celebrity,
where it was initially composed, where and through what channels it
traveled, whether or not it was uniformly received in all critical circles).
Some of these questions, as we shall see, are raised and briefly examined
by the Naisadhiya commentaries. Their interventions are made to explain,
for example, some of what the Naisadhiya’s auto-account has already
framed for these early readers (the poem's “difficulty” and its association
with the cintdmani mantra, for instance) and also matters left unstated by
the poet: its noncustomary linguistic style and usage, and the shadowy
history of its transmission and recognition among different communities.
Where Sriharsa places himself historically as part of the Gahadavala court
and draws links between his poem and his other accomplishments as a
spiritual sddhaka and philosopher, the early commentators provide more
comprehensive, and often conflicting, “histories” of the poet.

Here, I especially highlight the introductory paratexts (avatarana) of
thirteenth-century commentator Candupandita and fifteenth-century
Gadadhara, both of whom have interesting things to say about the poet
and the poem’s history and critical reception. Most of the other curiosi-
ties, however, are left for the works of Rijasekharastri (fourteenth cen-
tury) and Vidyapati (fifteenth century) to sort out. Both of these story
collections (largely, but not exclusively, in prose) devote sustained atten-
tion to the Naisadhiya and its poet, extending the narratives introduced
in the Sanskrit commentaries and, in essence, establishing their own
parallel tradition of commentary on the Sanskrit mahakavya. Rather than
focusing on its verbal forms and literary themes, however, their “com-
mentary” is on the Naisadhiya’s history of production, transmission, and
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critical reception. These orally circulated stories are fascinating entry
points to think about how once-obscure poets emerge to popular acclaim
in South Asia and the ways in which the historical imagination of Sanskrit
audiences memorializes their legacy. The subject that interests me most
here, however, concerns the intersection of textualized biographical leg-
ends and literary criticism. Sriharsa is the subject of sets of narratives
that posit him as a supernaturally gifted poet and philosopher, a master
yogi, a man of extraordinary memory and language facility, an inhabitant
of Kashmir and alternatively Benares or Bengal, an elite member of the.
Gahadavala court at the end of the twelfth century, and, as 1 discussed
earlier, the unlikely nephew to the celebrated poetics master Mammata.
Each of these narratives (however anachronistic or implausible) makes
a point that one might label literary-critical or literary-historical. Some
speculate on the poet-philosopher’s origins, others on the ontology of his
genius to compose. Some speak to the verses of the Naisadhiya and serve
as commentaries to them, while another merely fleshes out an imagined
life history of the author.

COMMENTATORS EXPLAIN THE NAISADHIYA’S ORIGINS

Inference may be said to be

the primary trope of this poem. It alone shines.
The poem’s rasa is delivered

both directly and indirectly—and it is superb.
Figures of speech and rasa make a poem,

like the combination of milk and nectar.

It is worthy of being clutched

by a learned man or god, in a firm embrace.!

Gadadhara, fifteenth-century commentator

Before beginning their close textual analysis of the Naisadhiya, two tradi-
tional Sanskrit commentators give the appearance of providing a received
biography of Sriharsa. Candupandita (thirteenth century) inaugurates
the legend of the Naisadhiya with the following details from his preface
to the poem (1.1):

Unable to bear pitying glances, the poet Sriharsa desired to compose the
impenetrable Khandanakhandakhadya as a response to the philosopher
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Udayana, who had defeated his father Srihira during the course of logical
debate. Reduced to harboring this single vengeful thought, he was simulta-
neously overwhelmed by an impulse to fulfill the traditional goals of human
life (purusartha): sensual pleasure, material prosperity, and the meeting of
social and religious obligations. This being the case, upon first seeing the
river Ganga in Varinasi, the land where ultimate freedom is won, he sought
to strike a balance between the call of action and religious duty. In Varanasi,
he experienced a vision of the supreme Brahman. By seeing in front of him a
treasure of golden coins resembling Mount Meru, he proceeded to fulfill the
aims of a well-lived, prosperity-filled life.?

Candupandita goes on to say that Sriharsa spent the next sixteen years
making sensual pleasure his servant (kinkari-krta-kama-purusartha),
spending time with young, beautiful women. Having satisfied the
call of worldly life, he then composed a text on logic to cut to pieces
(khandasah khanditavan) the arguments of his father’s antagonist, the
logician Udayana, one of the most famous names in the history of
Indian philosophy and a recurring figure in the Naisadhiya tradition
whose connection to the poem’s history will be treated separately
later.> The philosophical logic of the Khandanakhandakhdadya being too
difficult for most readers, Candupandita continues, led Sriharsa even-
tually to compose a poem predominantly infused with the erotic rasa
that would be sure to please the critics.*

Inaugurating the history of speculation about Sriharsa as poet and
philosopher, Cindupandita’s account conveys two noteworthy points.
First, it reinforces ideas already available from Sriharsa’s “autobiog-
raphy”: that the poet Sriharsa was also a philosopher of considerable
stature, that he composed a “difficult” poem, and that the religious man
Sriharsa had achieved some kind of gnostic revelation. Cindupandita’s
additions to these details mark the second notable feature of his account:
that Sriharsa’s spiritual career reached fruition in Varanasi, that his
challenging philosophical contribution was the product of a deeply
felt vengeance toward his father’s rival Udayana, and that his life at
court (as a worldly man) was part of a broader project to fulfill all of
the normative aims of Vedic life. Each of these accretions to the “his-
torical” record solicits attention because they are nowhere to be found
in the poet’s information about himself: that Sriharsa was in Varanast;
that within the eleventh- or twelfth-century scholarly subcultures of
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the Gahadavala court, a revenge scenario implicating Sriharsa’s father
$rihira and Udayana was unfolding; and that Sriharsa—self-defined as a
yogi and recipient of great literary powers—decided to live a life of court
poet in order to fulfill his normative dharma. Here, the idea of Sriharsa
as a genius with innate poetic powers merges with Sriharsa the poet in
historical time. The realities of court life stir the imagination of Srtharsa,
compelling the poet to produce a tangible work of literature that func-
tions in a very real social context.

Corroborating Candupandita’s account to some extent but providing
new and alternate details, the fifteenth-century commentator Gadadhara,
in the preface to his commentary on the first verse, explains:

There was a king named Govindacandra in Varanasi, like Indra in his capital
city of Amaravati. Among the numerous scholars in his court, all of them
well decorated with learning, Sriharsa emerged as the jewel. When it became
known that he composed the Khandanakhandakhadya, certain scholars—who
thought themselves equal to a forest of juicy mango trees when it came to
composing poetry—became jealous of Sriharsa. These jealous pandits qui-
etly sneered at Sriharsa every time he entered the assembly: “Oh, look, here
comes that dry Sami tree of logic” and *Oh, the desert stands before us.” One
day, Sriharsa took notice of their secretive comments to each other and tried
to figure out what was going on. Someone close to him told him what some of
these petty scholars were saying about him, In order to silence them, Sriharsa
openly announced his intention to compose a mahakavya called Nalacarita
[Naisadhiyacarita) that, he declared, would be like an ocean that could not be
crossed with an ordinary boat. He would offer it directly to the king as a gift.
After he acted on his declaration, the king was so happy with Sriharsa that
he honored him with two seats and two pan (betel leaf): one signifying his
mastery of logic and one for his skill as a poet. He also was given the title of
kavipandita—"poet-scholar.” »

Clearly, Gadadhara’s account takes its clues from Candupandita’s
historicization of Sriharsa but, significantly, differs in one impor-
tant aspect. Candupandita explicitly states that Sriharsa wrote the
Khandanakhandakhdadya to avenge the logician Udayana’s insult to his
father Srihira; however, because even well-trained scholars found that
text too difficult to digest intellectually, he wrote the love poem Naisadhiya
to deliver difficult ideas in a more attractive and charming form.
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Gadadhara, however, picks up on the code of rivalry between two logi-
cians ($rihira and Udayana) found in Candupandita’s account and reimag-
ines an entire assembly of scholars mocking Sriharsa for his philosophical
work. In Gadadhara’s narrative, Udayana is no longer present. Neither is
Candupandita’s notion that the Naisadhiya's very reason for being was to
serve as a palatable medium to transmit complicated ideas. Gadadhara
instead envisions Sriharsa’s project in writing the Naisadhiya as a sharp
rebuttal to a charge that he could not write poetry, that he was simply a
“dry” philosopher. The decisive detail in Gadadhara’s passage above—that
Sriharsa was equally honored as poet and pandita—is again drawn from
Sriharsa’s admission of being honored with two pan and two seats (22.153,
cited in chapter 1). While it is not clear that the two pan (or the seats)
signify anything more than the esteem in which Sriharsa was held by the
king of Kanauj, Gadadhara makes the inference that the two pan—and,
according to his interpretation of verse 22.153, the two seats—offered
by the king imply Sriharsa’s brilliance as both poet and philosopher.
Gadadhara provides a rational gloss for a fact that seems to have aston-
ished Naisadhiya audiences throughout its receptive history: that one and
the same person could possibly compose both the Khandanakhandakhadya
and the Naisadhiyacarita.

Especially noteworthy to take away from these accounts from the
Sanskrit commentators are three significant features that become sta-
ple discussion points for later noncommentarial narratives of Sriharsa
and the Naisadhiya. First is the fact that both commentators base their
speculative narratives about the poem’s origins on details provided
by the poet. Thus, while Candupandita draws attention to Sriharsa’s
“vision of the supreme Brahman™ (Naisadhiya 22.150), Gadadhara repeats
the detail about Sriharsa’s being honored by the King of Kanyakubja
(Naisadhiya 22.153a). Second, both narratives notably place Sriharsa
in Varanasi; as we shall see below, later readers will locate the poet in
Kashmir, Bengal, and, of course, Kanauj. The third feature concerns the
presence of a rival philosopher Udayana or, in Gadadhara’s case, a rival
set of jealous pandits that are surrogates for the lone logician. Udayana
(or collectively, the pandits) provoke Sriharsa to vengeance and inspire
him to write the Naisadhiya. Cindupandita assumes the anachronistic
rivalry between Sriharsa and Udayana, who predates the poet by at
least a century, while Gadadhara chooses not to mention the logician
by name at all.
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NAI._SADHI-YA IN THE PROSE NARRATIVES OF THE
FOURTEENTH CENTURY

Presumably having Candupandita’s account before him, the fourteenth-
century Jain author Rajasekharasuri first elaborates, in his Prabandhakosa
(Treasury of Prabandhas), the narrative given by the thirteenth-century
commentator. The prabandha genre of western India, composed largely
within Jain literary milieus and written in Sanskrit from the thirteenth
century onward, comprises collections of quasi-historical narratives
about well-known poets and kings.® Rajasekharastri’s Prabandhakosa, in a
biographical narrative entitled Harsakaviprabandha (The Story of the Poet
Harsa), offers the following details about Sriharsa:

There was a king of Varanasi named Govindacandra. His son was Jayantacan-
dra. The father gave over the kingdom to the son and went off to meditate
and prepare for the next world. In Jayantacandra’s court, there were many
scholars. One was Hira, whose learned son was Sriharsa, While Sriharsa was
still a boy, his father Hira lost face when he was defeated in debate by one
of the king's other court scholars. Sunk in a mire of shame, he bore a sharp
enmity, At the time of his death, Hira addressed Sriharsa; “Right in front of
the king, some schiolar defeated me in debate, This burns me deeply. If you are
atrue son of mine, then you will avenge me in the assembly.” $riharsa replied:
“So it will be.” Hira went to heaven. Sriharsa deputed his familial duties to his
relatives and went abroad to study. Very quickly, Sriharsa became expert in
the various sciences: logic, poetics, music, mathematics, astronomy, gemol-
ogy, Veda (mantra), and grammar. For a full year he stayed on the bank of the
river Ganga, attentively meditating on the cint@mani mantra given to him by
his spiritual teacher. The goddess Tripura herself appeared and granted him
a special power: the unfailing command of Speech.

Armed with this power, first Sriharsa attended royal scholarly confer-
ences, confounding one and all with abstruse allusions to various academic
topics. Even though he was now profoundly learned, being unintelligible to
others terribly frustrated him. Sriharsa again invoked the goddess Speech:
“Mother, my immense learning is a curse. Make me comprehensible.” The
goddess advised him: “So be it. In the middle of the night, pour water on your
head and, then, eat some yogurt. After that, go to sleep. That will induce the
elemental humor kapha and dull your intellect a bit”” And so it transpired.
Sriharsa became intelligible. He composed hundreds of texts, among them
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the Khandanakhandakhadya. He accomplished what he wanted and came to
Viranasi, where he lived on the outskirts for a while before being introduced

to Jayantacandra.’

Rajasekharasiiri’'s account has become the standard conception in the
awareness of the Naisadhiya tradition for most contemporary readers and
emphasizes Sriharsa’s own admission that the Naisadhiya is an outcome
of deep meditative practice and the fruit of the cintamani mantra. It seems
likely in this passage that Rijasekharastri is assimilating Candupandita’s
details with his own idea that it was Govindacandra’s son Jayantacandra
that was the official patron of the poet. He maintains Candupandita’s
suggestion that Sriharsa was especially connected with Varanasi and
also reiterates the notion that he received his special powers to com-
pose texts there. Unlike Candupandita, however, Rajasekharasiiri
does not name Udayana as Srihira’s rival. The detail about Sriharsa’s
incomprehensibility—before undergoing the unusual remedy prescribed
by the goddess to correct his deficiency (or rather, his oversufficiency)*—
seems again rooted in the “difficulty” code established by the poet and
nurtured by later commentators, beginning with Candupandita.’

Furthermore, while the accounts of Candupandita and Gadadhara
merely outline a process to explain the origins of Sriharsa’s two cel-
ebrated texts, Rajasekharasiiri fleshes out the scenario under which
both texts were produced. While completing a clever panegyric verse
for Jayantacandra (Sriharsa’s putative royal patron) that simultaneously
praises the king’s heroism and a beauty,'" Sriharsa notices his father’s
enemy (pitr-vairin) from the corner of his eye (sa-kataksam) and fires the
following verse at him:

When I compose,
Goddess Speech (my eloquence)
plays in equal measure:
with the supple stuff of stanzas and
with conceptually complicated conundrums.,
If a woman loves her man, making love is the same
whether on a soft, quilted bed,
or on the weed-grassy ground."!

Here, Sriharsa’s double vision as a poet and philosopher is invoked as a
sharp rejoinder to those critics at court who might have questioned his
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intellectual versatility. It also suggests Sriharsa’s salty style, his unabashed
mingling of unlikely metaphors and his pugnacious tone of challenge to
both the keepers of inherited tradition and to rival contemporaries. The
stanza, therefore, does the work both of mimicking the poet’s composition
and of reproducing, in pithy form, a major vector of the Naisadhiya’s liter-
ary reception among its scholastic communities. It also, of course, com-
pletes Sriharsa’s vengeance against the here-unnamed Udayana. Awed by
this sharp flash of confidence and wit and acknowledging Sriharsa’s flair
for composing poetry and his aptitude for arguing logic, the story goes,
Hira's rival (Udayana) admits defeat instantaneously. Jayantacandra then
duly honors Sriharsa with a title.

THE NAISADHI-YA’S EARLY TRAVELS TO KASHMIR

Having spruced up Candupandita’s and Gadadhara’s details regarding
Sriharsa’s evolution as a philosopher, Rajagekharasiiri now expands his
narrative of the Naisadhiya’s history into the realm of more formalized
structures of literary criticism and textual dissemination, explaining first
how Sriharsa’s poem initially gained approval among the learned critics
of Kashmir:

One day, the king excitedly urged Sriharsa: “Best of Poets, King of Speech,
write a jewel of a poem.” And so, Sriharsa wrote the extraordinary Naisadhiya
mahakavya, full of sublime emotion, suggestive and profound. He presented
it to the king, who said: “This is excellent! Go at once to Kashmir and show it
to the scholars there. Leave it there in the hands of the goddess, who herself
lives in that holy spot. She throws away unworthy compositions as one would
a heap of dust. But, if it is good, she will nod her head and bring the composi-
tion close to her heart. Flowers will rain from above.” Under the patronage of
the king, Sriharsa went to Kashmir and placed the text in Sarasvati’s hand. . ..
She hurled it far away.”

According to Rajasekharastri, Sarasvati explains her displeasure with
Sriharsa’s poem by citing verse 11.66 of the Naisadhiya. Sarasvati finds
it offensive that Sriharsa, in this verse, describes her as a wife of Visnu.
Sriharsa justifies his verse to her by citing a somewhat obscure passage
from the Puranas that corroborates his allusion.” He assuages Sarasvati’s
anger to the extent that she accepts his explanation. However, while in
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Kashmir, when Sriharsa asks the literary scholars at court for an aud;.
ence with the king, their jealousy leads them to dupe Sriharsa into wait.
ing until the king’s time frees up. Sriharsa bides his time near a well of
temple along a river chanting a mantra to Rudra. Months pass while hjg
supplies grow thin. While at the temple, according to Rajasekharasiirj’g
account, the poet witnesses a heated dispute between two women whg
had come to draw water from the well about who gets the water first. The
police come and cart both women away to the magistrate. Witnesses tq
the quarrel are sought. The two women remember somebody chantin
near the well of the temple. Sriharsa is brought in to the king himself for
questioning:

Sriharsa says, “I am a foreigner. I have no idea what local language (prakrta)
these two women were speaking. I can only reproduce the words they were
using.” The king replies, “Speak, then.” Sequentially, Sriharsa repeats the dia-
logue the women had. Astonished, the king says, “Ah, what a mind! What a
memory!” First attending to the legal matter with the women, the king then
addresses Sriharsa: “Who are you, learned man?” Sriharsa tells him about
himself and explains: “I've been mistreated by your petty scholars.” The king
summons his pandits and rebukes them."

According to Rajasekharasiiri, Sriharsa then bitterly castigates the pan-
dits himself, with a verse found at the end of the twenty-second canto
(22.150, cited in chapter 1):

Beautiful women take hold of a young man’s imagination.
They cannot be appreciated by prepubescent boys.

My sweet verses delight learned connoisseurs.

Why should I care of disparagement from insipid critics?

The Kashmiri king’s scholars, shame-faced, review Sriharsa’s poem
and give their wholehearted approval. Sriharsa returns to a delighted
Jayantacandra, who then makes arrangements for the dissemination of
the Naisadhiya (prasrtam naisadham loke). The details in this passage take
on significance for later readers that cite it to demonstrate that Sriharsa
was not a Kashmiri.

While Sriharsa confirms his poem’s approval by the scholars of
Kashmir (verse 16.131 of the Naisadhiya), Rajasekharastri’s novel elabo-
ration in the Prabandhakosa initiates the first of a series of discursive
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threads relating to Sriharsa’s connection with Kashmir, The most inter-
esting of these identifies the Kashmiri writer on poetics Mammata as
Sriharsa’s disappointed maternal uncle. The source of Mammata's dis-
appointment: that had he known about the Naisadhiya before he wrote
his chapter on defects in poetry, he would not have had to scour other
poems for examples to put in his book.” For instance, from the example
given above (verse 11.66), the specific “fault” (dosa) for which Sriharsa
is guilty in citing Sarasvati as the wife of Visnu is misrepresentation by
consciously supplanting a well-known usage with an obscure one (tech-
nical Sanskrit term: aprasiddhadosa), in this case violating the popular
understanding of Sarasvati’s being Brahma's wife by citing her instead
as Visnu's wife. A topic discussed earlier in light of commentators’ edi-
torial anxieties, Sriharsa’s poem was especially infamous in certain cir-
cles of Sanskrit literary culture for its questionable linguistic, tropic,
and thematic choices. His bold strokes were welcomed by some, while
for others they represented an undesirable breach of normative kavya
standards regarding taste, propriety, and aesthetic effect. The circulat-
ing stories linking Sriharsa with Mammata may reflect a historically
significant critical perspective that Sriharsa’s boldness (pragalbhya) as
a poet has never been universally admired by all audiences, making
the Naisadhiya’s inclusion the most contentious of all within the tra-
ditional scheme of the five great classics of the mahakavya tradition
(paficamahakavya).

Critics for centuries reiterate the notion that Sriharsa in many places
in his poem deviates, to ill effect, from Mammata’s wooden view, that the
best poets steer clear of wayward usages in terms of linguistic and poetic
convention while doing their best to deck their work, within moderation,
with effective tropes and linguistic sound effects (tad adosau sabdarthau
sagunav alamkrti punah kvapi). The Naisadhiya is often flagged, from this
perspective, as a notorious specimen of bad taste masquerading as inno-
vative style. The flagrant anachronism of linking Sriharsa and Mammata
notwithstanding, this narrative informs the understanding of Naisadhiya
among many readers of the poem for the past several centuries, Narratives
like this function as the performance of literary criticism on the one hand
and also as a means to satisfy historical curiosities unaddressed elsewhere
on the other. The Naisadhiya is famous among Sanskrit littérateurs as an
astonishingly innovative piece of art. Perhaps in its immediate context
and certainly during the decades that follow, this fact of its newness
clearly did not please all audiences.
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THE NAISADHIYA’S ARRIVAL IN GUJARAT

Rajasekharastri’s details about the initial rejection and eventual accep-
tance of the Naisadhiya in Kashmir may also reflect a historical memory of
the literary-critical debates that must have gone on around Srtharsa’s poem
during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, if not earlier. Or, quite sim-
ply, these narratives reflect one stream of the Naisadhiya’s historical recep-
tion and transmission, much as another story (the Hariharakatha) in the
Prabandhakosa explains how the earliest commentaries of the Naisadhiya
came to exist in Vaghela-administered Gujarat during the mid-thirteenth
century. According to this story, the Naisadhiya traveled to Gujarat along
with Sriharsa’s own relative, Harihara. The account goes that Harihara, a
wealthy and learned descendant of Sriharsa, came from Gaudadesa to the
court of Viradhavala, which was located in Dhavalakka {modern Dholaks,
near Ahmedabad). There, Viradhavala’s minister Vastupila organized
a literary gathering where Harihara recited verses from the Naisadhiya
to the astonishment of the gathered poets and scholars. According to
Réajasekharasiiri’s account, Vastupila immediately asked to borrow
Harihara’s personal manuscript of the poem and had it copied overnight:

At night, Vastupila hires a scribe to draft a new manuscript. Binding it with
tattered cords and dusting it up with a musty powder, he leaves it on the
shelf. In the morning, he returns the manuscript to Harihara and says, “Here,
take your copy of the Naisadha.” As Harihara takes it, the minister contin-
ues, “I just remembered that this text was also in our collection. Take a look
for yourself?” After a suitable delay, the “new” copy is brought out and, sure
enough, leafing through it, Harihara discovers that indeed it is a copy of the
Naisadhiya, beginning with the first verse “Having drunk whose stories .. "

Harihara good-naturedly acknowledges Vastupila’s cleverness. Thus
begins, according to this account, the history of the Naisadhiya in Gujarat.
The chronology of this story (if not the details, necessarily) matches the
manuscript record, as the earliest reported manuscript of the Naisadhiya
dates to the mid-twelfth century in a palm-leaf manuscript found in
northern Gujarat (Patan).

We also know, of course, that the first known commentary on the
Naisadhiya (Vidyadhara's Sahityavidyadhari) was produced in Viradhavala’s
court in the early thirteenth century (discussed in chapter 2).
Rajasekharasiiri, a little more than a century later, seems to give us,
in this probably fanciful narrative about Harihara, a prehistory to
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Vidyadhara’s commentary—the only verifiable material evidence we
have of the early presence of the Naisadhiya in Gujarat. Whether or not
Harihara was a descendant of Sriharsa and came with this manuscript is
uncorroborated elsewhere. The basic fact remains that outside of what
can be gleaned from the poem itself and the scanty information in the
early commentaries, very little absolutely compelling information is
available about Sriharsa’s commissioning milieu and the Naisadhiya’s
manuscript transmissions.

One of the more fascinating aspects of this story, however, is what
it says about the hybrid reality of the process of textual transmission
and the social world of exchange in which the Naisadhiya operates as a
material object. On the one hand, there is the actual physical material-
ity of the manuscript being copied down by Vastupila’s scribe. On the
other hand, there is the broader “immaterial” world of the Naisadhiya’s
oral transmission and its role in an imagined literary culture of “great
poems” or “new poems"” that operates largely within a frame of symbolic
exchange and reciprocity. Furthermore, Rijasekharasiiri’s linkage of min-
ister Vastupala's archiving activities with the Naisadhiya fortifies several
widely held notions about the Naisadhiya tradition’s putative historic-
ity: that Sriharsa may have been born in Bengal (his supposed grandson
Kamalakaragupta is said to have written a long commentary on the poem
and, of course, Harihara from the above narrative is also thought to be a
relative) and that the earliest transmission of, and documented critical
attention to, the Naisadhiya occurs in Gujarat.

THE NAISADHIYA IN GAUDA COUNTRY

While the Prabandhakosa recollects the Naisadhiya’s transmission stream
in Kashmir and Gujarat, another well-known Sanskrit source of the
Naisadhiya’s possible transmission history comes from the fifteenth-
century Purusapariksd, a collection of well-crafted, quasi-historical
vignettes authored by the Maithili poet and storyteller Vidyapati. In
a story called Medhavikatha (The Man of Amazing Memory)—which is
actually about a learned scholar-ascetic named Koka who possessed a
remarkable memory—Sriharsa makes a memorable appearance. Here,
Vidyapati acknowledges Sriharsa’s relationship with the city of Varanasi
but ultimately places the poet in the Gauda region (the modern Indian
states of Bengal, Assam, Orissa, and part of eastern Bihar): “There was
a learned poet named Sriharsa from the Gauda region. He composed
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a poem called the Nalacarita, which he took with him to Varanasi to
present to a conference of scholars.”"’ Vidyapati recounts the history of
the Naisadhiya after it was composed by the poet and imagines Sriharsa
to have self-doubt about the legitimacy of his creation:

Only a captivating poem

filled with rasa,

fashioned with imaginative tropes,

and thoughtfully expressed,

confers Fame upon poets.

Otherwise . .. it becomes a laughing matter,
Gold is tested in fire,

a poem by learned critics.

What is a poet to do

with a poem that the critics do not like?"*

Thus beset with this nagging concern that his poem will not be well
received, Sriharsa goes to Varanasi to test his poem out on the learned
authorities there. In Varanasi, he meets a learned scholar-ascetic named
Koka who, Vidyapati informs us, was turned away from the pleasures of
the world and absorbed constantly in meditation. Sriharsa, the account
goes on to say, follows Koka to the banks of the Ganga (specifically at the
Manikarnika ghat) where he goes daily to perform his ritual bath. While
shadowing the old scholar, day after day, Sriharsa recites the Naisadhiya
to him. After many days, frustrated that Koka demurs from any kind of
comment at all, Sriharsa blurts out:

Sir, I've worked very hard on this mahdkavya. I've come a long way to have
this poem examined by a great mind like you, you who are from the same
country as I am. | keep reciting this poem, waiting to hear your opinion. You
don’t have any criticism nor any praise for it. It seems that you have not even
been listening.?

Shaken out of his silence, Koka responds:

How could 1 not have listened! I do not want to say anything specific until 1
have heard the whole thing, until I've judiciously analyzed it and understood
the sound and sense in their proper contexts. I've been listening to the verses
and I've committed them to memory. If you don’t believe me . .. then listen.®
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Vidyapati concludes this narrative with Koka reciting the entire Naisadhiya
(up to the point that Sriharsa had recited to him). Sriharsa is delighted and
praises Koka for his incredible memory, which was the main point being
demonstrated by Vidyapati in this particular story. Koka then proceeds
to expound point by point the effective and ineffective literary usages in
the poem (guna and dosa) and then (presumably exhausted by the young
poet’s persistence) sends Sriharsa home.

To substantiate this point, “[h]ow the written, the performed, and the
memorized interacted to give Sanskrit literary culture its unique charac-
ter;” Pollock recounts Vidyapati's story of Sriharsa’s presenting his poem
to Kokapandita for approval. Pollock’s commentary on the significance of
this narrative is germane to the point of Sanskrit poetry’s commitment
to both the written and to the oral dimensions of the literary experience:

The undoubted importance of writing in creating and transmitting the lit-
erary work, the continuing commitment to memory as a pedagogical value,
and the undiminished centrality of performance in the publication and
consumption—~the copresence of such factors throughout the long history
of Sanskrit literary culture suggests how complex was the status of literacy
in premodern South Asia, and how unfamiliar to modern sensibilities.”

The early readers of Naisadhiya seem to have been aware of the changes
unfolding in Sanskrit literary culture and the particular role their poem
was playing in this world. In sorting out what the poet may have intended
from what the text actually says to them, independent of the author’s
intentions, it may be that narratives such as these conflate the two fea-
tures by having the poet participate in a world they imagine and feel to be
true. The legend, therefore, gives coherence to the readers’ expectations
about the Naisadhiya tradition.

SRIHARSA’S EXIT

Vidyapati’s account ends with the final approval of the Naisadhiya as wor-
thy of dissemination and fame. Having been given the seal of approval
by Koka, Sriharsa and his poem can now safely be brought into conver-
sation with the other great poems of Sanskrit tradition. Whereas this
fact—the establishment of the Naisadhiya as a classic text worthy of being
included in the canons of Sanskrit literature—completes the purpose of
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reconstructing a history of the Naisadhiya and its poet for Vidyapati and
the early commentators, the desire for closure to Sriharsa’s biography
leads Rajasekharasiiri to deliver a rather unsavory coda to the mahakavi’s
activity as court poet to Jayantacandra and ultimately his demise at the
hands of the Gahadavala monarch’s queen. The odd narrative implicates
Sriharsa in scandalous imbroglios and power struggles that eventually
lead to his exile. Clearly unfolding within a context of court intrigue in
Gahadavala king Jayantacandra’s court (and involving the king’s second
wife), this narrative sheds light on the transitional role played by a poet-
at-court during the late-twelfth century.

The story begins with Sriharsa away from court. During this time,
Jayantacandra’s minister Padmakara has gone to King Kumarapala’s
court in Gujarat (to Anahilapura), where he is strangely overcome by
the sight of a beautiful sari, covered by dark honey bees (as if they were
hovering around a Ketaki tree). The minister asks the washerman to
lead him to the house of the woman to whom this sari belongs. When
Padmakara sees this beautiful woman, who is a courtier’s widow named
Sthavadevi, he asks Kumiarapala’s permission to bring her back to
Varanasi, after taking a tour with her to the Somanatha temple. Once
she is married to Jayantacandra, Sithavadevi—described as proudly
fancying herself a learned woman—expresses a wish to be called the
kala-bharati, that is to say, the very personification of skill in the arts.
Once she recognizes that Sriharsa has a similar title, as the nara-bharati
(Bhérati, or Eloquence personified, among men), her jealousy gets the
better of her and she summons him:

“Who are you?” Sriharsa replies, “I am one who knows all the arts
(kalasarvajiia)." The queen counters: “Then make me a pair of slippers.” What
could this mean, Sriharsa thought? 1f I say I don’t know how to do it because
I'am a twice-born man, then I will be exposed as not being all-knowing; [if
I do it, my caste position will be degraded]. Sriharsa accepts the challenge
and fashions for her a pair of shoes made of bark, as a skilled cobbler would.
Dejected by the whole experience, however, he takes his leave of the queen,
informs the king of her machinations, {tenders his resignation], and with-
draws to the banks of the Gangi river where he becomes an ascetic.*

Thus concludes Rajagekharasiiri’s story of Sriharsa: a broken man at the
end of his career, humiliated in the context of a bizarre power play at court.
Rajasekharasiiri’s specificity strikes a note of authentic historical detail,
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a hallmark of the prabandha genre, but there is very little to authenticate
this strange narrative. The historicity of the details notwithstanding, the
totality of Rdjasekharastiri’s account in the Prabandhakosa, as also the brief
account of Sriharsa in Vidyapati’s Purusapariksa, strikes a remarkably con-
sistent tone with respect to the characterization of the Naisadhiya’s poet:
a polymath who is defiant, impulsive, and uncompromising in his literary
and philosophical practice.

THE S’RTHARS.A—UDAYANA-—MAMMATA CONNECTION

Consonant with what we have seen thus far, matching up the Naisadhiya’s
poet in some kind of intellectual grudge match with major personalities
from the history of Sanskrit philosophy and literary criticism also appears
as a recurring motif in the Sriharsa legend cycle. On the most basic level,
this makes perfect sense as Sriharsa authors both a work on philosophy
that breaks with an earlier stream of normative thought and a poem that
stretches the limits of the then-mainstream grammars of poetic descrip-
tion and analysis. In both cases, his work squarely faces up to the logical
arguments of Udayana the philosopher and more obliquely to the cus-
tomary values of Mammata, especially regarding what passes for effec-
tive linguistic and tropic shaping in poetry. Certainly no chronological
reckoning can situate Sriharsa, Udayana, and Mammata in the same tem-
poral frame, as the authors cited above do. Both Udayana and Mammata
precede Sriharsa: the first by almost two centuries and the second by
at least one. However, their juxtaposition by the guardians of collective
memory like Cindupandita and then by Gadadhara and Rajasekharastiri
does reflect an actual thread in the history of Indian philosophy and
Indian literary criticism. It seems likely that Sriharsa’s defense of Advaita
logic in the Khandanakhandakhadya against the views expressed in the
logician Udayana's famous texts (Laksanavali and Nyayakusumanjali) com-
pels readers like Candupandita to conflate their historical proximity.
Reiterating what was said above, in addition to their possible Kashmiri
connection, the circulating stories linking Sriharsa with Mammata may
reflect a historically significant critical perspective that Sriharsa’s bold-
ness (pragalbhya) as a poet has never been universally admired by all
audiences, making the Naisadhiyd's inclusion the most contentious of all
within the traditional scheme of the five great classics of the mahakavya
tradition (paricamahakavya).
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It is appropriate here briefly to consider another crucial literary-his-
torical perspective to the Sriharsa-Udayana-Mammata connection, It
seems very plausible that the Sriharsa-Udayana and Sriharsa-Mammata
narratives seek to provide a credible ontology for the fact that the works
of Sriharsa, Udayana, and Mammata share a common function in the cir-
cumscribed world of the traditional Sanskrit school system (pathasala).
As I mentioned earlier, writing a commentary on any one of these
three works—Udayana’s Nyayakusumarijali, Mammata’s Kavyaprakasa, or
Sriharsa’s Naisadhiyacarita—immediately conferred upon the scholar the
title of mahamahopadhyaya, Sanskrit pedagogical culture’s equivalent of a
modern university professorship.? Perhaps this formulation itself reflects
the fact that these three works have the most extant commentaries writ-
ten on them in their respective genres: logic, poetics, and mahakavya. As a
final comment here, one may also speculate that stories anachronistically
linking Mammata and $riharsa in the anecdotal histories have something
to do with the fact that the unprecedented production of commentaries
on Kavyaprakasa and Naisadhiya seems to flourish simultaneously in the
manuscript chronologies of both works. The legends that build around
these three authors bear a striking resemblance. Portraits of all three
authors emphasize their pugnacious character, reflecting perhaps the
sharp dialectical tone of their works, Udayana, for example, is frequently
seen as a lively combatant with Buddhist scholars.*

Similarly with Mammata, in addition to his sarcastic jibe at his “nephew”
Sriharsa, there are legends that mark him as an acerbic defender of con-
servative views about literary criticism. In this light, one may reasonably
speculate that the stories of Kashmiri pandits initially repudiating the
Naisadhiya and the anachronistic criticism of Mammata perhaps reflect
debates about what texts were “proper” to include in the nascent canons
of mahakavya being formed during the period. Recent scholarship on the
formalist poetics of this period has pointed to the possibility that those
very scholastic exercises aimed at evaluating and providing models to
account for the varieties of trope and theme in the mahdkavya were them-
selves transforming in light of the emergence of works like Naisadhiya,
which were instrumental in reformulating and reforming existing modes
of poetic expressivity., As discussed earlier, post-Sriharsa manuals on
poetics (such as the works of Jayadeva Piyiisavarsa and Appayadiksita),
along with commentaries on these works, were clearly guided by the
tropic innovations of texts like Naisadhiya. Appayadiksita quotes the most
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Naisadhiya verses in his poetic works, thirteen in the Kuvalayananda and
thirty-two in the Citramimamsa.

From a related but less historically pregnant perspective, crafting such
detailed narratives that uniquely situate Sriharsa as excelling equally
as philosopher and poet may simply reflect an urge on the part of audi-
ences to articulate their astonishment about the poet’s versatility. It may
also signal an acknowledgment of another broad stream of the historical
reception of Naisadhiya: the enduring discourse that Sriharsa’s expansive
abilities were largely the product of his extraordinary spiritual attain-
ments, an idea explicitly seeded in the verses of the poem itself. In this
way, the imaginative details given by Candupandita and Gadadhara—
about Sriharsa’s conscious decision to achieve yogic power to defeat his
father’s rival—and Rajasekharasiri’s amplification of these details to
suggest Sriharsa’s frustration about receiving too much power from the
goddess of learning serve ultimately to satisfy audiences’ unresolved
curiosity: How indeed could one person be so proficient at two extremely
difficult tasks? The answer these narratives provide: Sriharsa composed
these two difficult texts to justify his own claim to omniscience, a power
drawn from his own extensive spiritual practice. The final detail given
by Rajasekharasiiri—the humbling of a proud $riharsa by a queen who
wishes to supplant his position as resident genius—reinforces, on the one
hand, how closely tied to Sriharsa’s identity is this claim to omniscience
and, on the other hand, provides the only fitting denouement available
to such persons: a sudden withdrawal, out of dispassion and disgust, to
Varanasi where, as the archetype holds, yogis and traditional pandits
retire to wait patiently for their impending death.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Historians and scholars of society and religion in India have for a long
time noticed the wide circulation of premodern narratives about poets,
poet-saints, and other literary figures, While recent scholarship in these
fields has grown more sophisticated in interpreting premodern “life
narratives,”® usually they have been relegated to the stuff of legend or
quaint narrative. Most histories of Sanskrit literature, for example, have
attempted to assess the “veracity” of stories current about Sanskrit
poets, but, almost as a rule, they conclude that as these stories are unfit
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to settle conventional chronological issues, their value for the scholar
is virtually nil.* The traditional Sanskrit term for these accounts
(kimvadanti) translates to something like “unconfirmed reports” or
“hearsay.” A few recent scholarly attempts have begun to read these
quasi-biographical documents in the contexts that they were probably
designed for—as narrative modes that do the work of literary criticism
and literary history. The collective record of the Naisadhiya and $riharsa
reveals a peculiar type of historical reckoning in terms of source and
strategy. One narrative rests on the edifice of another, with each subse-
quent source applying strategic hermeneutic procedures on its prede-
cessor whereby fundamentally inherited details about the poem and the
poet—usually from the poem itself—are selectively interpreted, modi-
fied, reinforced, redirected, or radically altered in service of carefully
considered literary-historical motives.

Many of these textualized legends of Sriharsa seem to be rooted in oral
traditions composed, as Sandesara writes about the Prabandhakosa, “on
the basis of historical traditions preserved and transmitted through the
vrddha-parampard or line of teachers.”” One may also think of the artistic
vignettes about Sriharsa and the Naisadhiya as short critical essays about
a certain individual or community’s creative impressions about poet, text,
and the tradition of the text. V. Narayana Rao writes about the historicity
of these narratives in the following way:

Although rejected by recent literary historians as historically unreliable,
these legends, honored by tradition, have a value similar to literary criticism,
and they are worth considering as serious representations of the collective

wisdom of the literary community.*

The narratives recounted above, from the prefaces of the early commen-
tators and in the developed vignettes of the prabandha literature, are,
above all, imaginative reconstructions of both a received and studied
historical consciousness of past events and processes. Where to place
Sriharsa’s home occupies these commentators, for example, and the
lack of consensus—arguments are made for Kanauj, Varanasi, Kashmir,
Bengal, and Orissa—may simply reflect that the poet’s activity while
alive, and the content of the work itself, takes in the sweep of multiple
regional experiences. Many legends of Sanskrit poets circulate through
what Shulman and Narayana Rao have called the “catu” verse tradition.
According to these authors, cdtu stanzas imitate the “original” poet’s
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voice so well that they are often attributed to historical poets. In fact,
however, they themselves collapse historical time and function as a
kind of “displacement through identification, which allows for incisive
commentary upon or criticism of great poets’ works through innova-
tive imitation.”? Transmitted orally, at some point textualized, catus are
attributed to a historical author but in fact are composed in the manner
or in the style of the historical author to epitomize some characteristic
stylistic or thematic aspect. Other types of legendary reflections are cap-
tured in what are sometimes called “treasuries of stories” (kathakosa),
collections of textualized narratives that emerge in South Asia during the
second millennium. The short vignettes of poets (and king-poets, in the
case of the eleventh-century Bhoja) begin fully to emerge in the thir-
teenth and fourteenth centuries. Many of them appear in genres like the
prabandha, of which Rajasekharasiiri’s Prabandhakosa is a fine example.
Others appear in didactic collections such as Vidyapati’s Purusapariksa
or in the prefaces (avatarana) of Sanskrit commentaries on mahakavya.

Unfortunately, it is usually difficult to contextualize these biographi-
cal accounts. Why were they composed? How were they used? What
kind of history do they reflect? While some famous Sanskrit authors are
more or less established under the patronage of certain historical kings
(Bhavabhiiti and Bilhana, for example), there are others whose “biogra-
phies” are almost entirely shrouded in legend. Bhartrhari, for example,
has been received by readers for centuries as wholly outside of a histori-
cal orbit and embodied only through stories recounting his ambivalence
for life as king and monk, narratives clearly structured around under-
standing his logic for writing one hundred verses each about love, worldly
life, and detachment. Legends have made the Sanskrit mahakavi, perhaps
beginning with Valmiki himself, participate in various scenarios or made
to utter various statements that reveal aspects of the literary processes of
production and reception in South Asia unavailable from any other types
of sources. These narrative forms often support, reinforce, or reform a
poet’s aura or some particular literary-critical understanding of his work
and its relationship to a larger literary tradition. The impression of a great
poem as a product of an author-less master (or of an author of extraordi-
nary genius) is often initiated by the historical poet himself in his work
and certainly reinforced by his commentators and critics. Certainly, such
is the case with Sriharsa.

The relationship between poet and biographer in light of constructing
a “voice” becomes, therefore, essential to the way the poem lives in the
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consciousness of audiences over the span of centuries, How useful are the
fifteenth- and sixteenth-century documents cited in this chapter toward
reconstructing an emic conception of literary reception and history?
If many of these stories illuminate the overlapping author functions that
collectively constitute a poet’s “voice,” what historical processes do these
legends reflect in terms of shaping the construction of this voice? The
range of historical response available in these legends often reveals that
what we might call the poem’s “reception” constitutes more than simply
a loose network of colorful impressions and readings about the works and
their authors. Rather, the effect created by the cumulative history of read-
ings seems to have a crucial influence on the role the poem must have
played historically and continues to play today. Many of the legendary
stories of canonical Sanskrit poets are well known to literary communi-
ties in South Asia, if not always textually corroborated.
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The future of a text—the conventions and the world-views it will help to form and

consolidate—is just as much a part of its history and its contribution to history.!
Franco Moretti

tion enters into a mature phase. In addition to quasi-biographical

narratives and professional commentaries, we additionally observe
two significant developments. One of them is the transformation of the
Naisadhiya's status, from a text inviting critical comment to a canonical
work indispensable to a literary culture’s self-understanding. The second
development, coeval with and profoundly related to the Naisadhiya’s pop-
ularity among learned audiences in South Asia, is the advent of regional-
language translations of the poem. This chapter offers a glimpse into the
complex world of the Naisadhiya translation and, in particular, explores
the ways in which these translations represent both continuities with
earlier commentarial engagements with the Naisadhiya and, at the same
time, divergent forms of literary practice that transform what the poem
comes to mean to literary audiences.

I use the term “translation” in this chapter to refer to a wide range of
texts that consciously look to the Naisadhiya’s verses or its style to render a
partial, more or less complete, or oblique conversion of Sriharsa’s poem.
Those works that translate the poem into a regional language I refer to
here as “interlingual” translations. Those works written in Sanskrit, but
consciously translating Sriharsa’s linguistic usages and thematic choices
in a new idiom, I call “intralingual” translations.” Both of these types of
works, I argue, show strong affinities to Sanskrit commentaries on the

IN THE late-fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, the Naisadhiya tradi-
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Naisadhiya and are, indeed, indebted to, and in conversation with, them.
With approximately fifty known Sanskrit commentaries on the poem and
multiple translations and adaptations, the Naisadhiya stands apart from
most other mahakavyas. Also telling is the number of creative works writ-
ten by known or attested commentators of Naisadhiya. Grappling with
the diversity of linguistic usage and other such textual difficulties in the
poem, the Naisadhiya presents special challenges to its medieval commen-
tators and translators. Foundational Sanskrit poems, Sanskrit commen-
taries on them, regional language translations and their commentaries,
and newer Sanskrit and regional-language works fundamentally tied to
their older sources occupy a shared space in medieval and early modern
India in ways that have perhaps escaped notice in a milieu that privileges
each of these source types as semi-autonomous developments of literary
culture. Despite its richly well-traveled record, it seems unlikely, however,
that the Naisadhiya tradition—with its wide dispersion of commentaries,
biographical narratives, translations, and literary-critical documents—is
fundamentally different from other popular works of literature in South
Asia in this regard.

Furthermore, similar to the ways in which a range of documents
mushroom around Sriharsa and his poem (commentaries, hagiogra-
phies, pseudepigrapha, translations), the regional-language translators/
authors and their poems also attract commentators, legend makers, and
translators. Observing these translations (and the histories of their recep-
tion) alongside the Naisadhiya and its “afterlife,” therefore, reveals the
extent to which these works constitute and inspire parallel traditions of
aesthetic creation and literary historiography that become stable com-
ponents of many of South Asia’s literary cultures. In effect, then, these
translations—commentaries on the Sanskrit poem and creative works in
their own right—become subjects of their own critical traditions of recep-
tion. As such, their histories resemble the Naisadhiya’s.

A HISTORICAL SURVEY OF NAISADHIYA TRANSLATIONS

Sriharsa’s Naisadhiya left a deep impression in the subcontinent’s liter-
ary cultures from the thirteenth to twentieth centuries. And, in turn, we
can say that the changes transpiring in the linguistic situation of late-
twelfth-century South Asia left a stamp on the Naisadhiya. One notices, for
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instance, numerous usages in the verses of the Naisadhiya that exhibit the
ways in which twelfth-century Sanskrit was linguistically interacting with
the emerging regional languages of the time. While it is often highlighted
that Sriharsa mines the Sanskrit dictionaries (kosa) to render some thou-
sand difficult and obsolete words in his poem, the numerous contempo-
rary (samakalika), local (desiya), and newly minted (navya) words brought
into the Sanskrit idiom by Sriharsa have yet to be accounted for in histo-
ries of South Asian language. 1t is likely that the Naisadhiya’s conscious rec-
ognition of the emerging influence of regional South Asian languages and
their peculiar literary predilections correspond to its meteoric dissemi-
nation among and wide use by regional-language authors in all genres.
The distinctive twelfth-century Sanskrit usages in Naisadhiya show the
period’s growing proximity among the linguistic worlds of Sanskrit and
regional languages.

AN, Jani gives several examples of newly minted Sanskrit expres-
sions in Naisadhiya that correspond to common contemporary usages in
Gujarati and Marathi. For example, the phrase “katham dsyam darsayitahe”
(“How can I show my face”) in Naisadhiya 5.71 and 20.49 could be ren-
dered in Gujarati as “kevi rte modhum batavum” or verse 9.41’s “navinam
asravi tavananad idam” (“This is something new I'm hearing from your
mouth”) in modern Gujarati would be “navum sambharyum tamara modhdm
thim” (Jani 1957: 241ff). Jani’s list of idioms is supplemented by new
types of diction in Sriharsa’s Sanskrit, reflective of profound contact with
late-medieval India’s regional languages.’ For instance, in describing the
moon’s activity of destroying pining lovers in Naisadhiya 4.62, the poet uses
the word vyasana in the sense of “general habit,” uncommon in Sanskrit
before this time and a primary sense of the word in many modern regional
languages. Another interesting “modern” use (in Naisadhiya 3.8) is of the
Sanskrit root lag in the sense of “following” (commentator Narayana, for
example, glosses lagati with cacala)." Similarly, $riharsa’s awareness and use
of vernacular meters is another potential avenue for exploration.®

Commentaries on Naisadhiya reveal the extent to which the regional
languages of South Asia entered the domain of the high Sanskrit kavya.
Very often in medieval and early-modern Naisadhiya commentaries, one
finds commentators labeling diction directly inserted from the regional
languages as bhasasabda or desyasabda, sometimes speculating on the
particular region as well. A.N. Jani (1957:241), for example, notes unprec-
edented usages from the “popular language” such as the word ingala
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in Naisadhiya 1.9, biruda in Naisadhiya 11.37, and dhorani in Naisadhiya
15.49. All of these words are either labeled as “regional” by commenta-
tors (Narayana calls ‘ingala’ a bhasasabda that means “charcoal,” while
Mallinatha brands it desyasabda) or, alternatively, well-attested Sanskrit
words are presented as synonyms (Jinaraja, for example, glosses ingala
with the normative angara). Sometimes, commentators give remarkably
specific information about a given regional word or expression. Narayana,
for example, in locating the origins of the word dimba (in Naisadhiya 22.51)
says that in Gauda language, dimba or laladimba is the word for “a toy
top” (bhramaraka), while in the languages of Kanyakubja and Maharastra
(Narayana's country), the word is bhamvara.®

Starting backwards, we can identify at least a dozen complete transla-
tions of the poem into modern Indian languages during the late-nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries.” These translations usually accompany
some edition of the Sanskrit text and are primarily prose works that
resemble the paraphrases offered by traditional Sanskrit commentar-
ies; this era also saw several poetic summaries of the poem written by
Sanskrit scholars, such as Krsnarama’s Sarasataka and A.V. Narasimha
Chari’s nineteenth-century Aryanaisadha.® Strikingly similar to the case
of commentarial production on the Naisadhiya during the eighteenth and
early-nineteenth centuries, there seems to have been very little in the
way of translation projects on the Naisadhiya during this period. The only
work from the eighteenth century (1769), in fact, is the Kavyakalanidhi
(Treasure-house of the Arts of Poetry), poet Gumana Mishra’s unfinished
verse translation of the poem in Brajbhisa.’

The seventeenth century presents an entirely different story. During
this century, a series of important works can be identified as not only
translations of the Naisadhiya but also as foundational works in their
own right. In his survey of translations and adaptations of the Nala
story, Unni cites the works from Keralite Sanskrit poets from the sev-
enteenth century as being either modeled on Naisadhiya (Karunakara’s
Nalacandrodaya, or The Moonrise of Nala) or intended as a continuation of
it (vandarubhatta Madhavan Atithiri’s Uttaranaisadhiyacarita, or The Later
Adventures of Nala); other works, like the anonymous Nalacaritaprabandha
campii, are direct translations.! Also from this century is Unnayi Variyar’s
Nalacharitham Attakkatha, on which is based the script for the perfor-
mance of the quintessential Kathakali dance-drama Nalacarita; much of
the first day’s performance (out of seven) relies on Sriharsa’s version of
the Nala story. The famous Kathakali text (attakatha), according to N.P.
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Unni, is “one of the best, if not the best, of original literary productions
in Malayalam . . . the only one of its kind in the whole range of kathakali
literature and unsurpassed.” Marathi poet Raghunitha Pandita’s
Damayantisvayamvara (Damayanti’s Svayamvara) frankly admits the poem to
be acommentary on the Naisadhiya in its preface.'2 Another mahakavya, enti-
tled Pratinaisadha (Each and Every Nala), is attributed to Naisadhiya commen-
tator Srividyadhara; while the commentary is no longer extant, according
to Jani, the poem was “written under Shah Jahan’s reign in the seventeenth
century.”" The seventeenth-century Gujarati poet Premanand’s Nalakhyan
reflects his predecessor’s Bhalan's translation of the same name much in
the way that Bhalan’s composition does the Naisadhiyacarita."

Some scholars believe that the seventeenth-century Sanskrit poet
Bhanubhatta’s Haihayendracarita (dealing with the hero Kartaviryarjuna
from the Vispupurana) is modeled on the Naisadhiya as well."” A.N. Jani
cites Canda’s opening of the seventeenth-century Prthvirdja Raso to indi-
cate Sriharsa’s influence on the Brajbhasa poet’s own work (naramriipa
pamcamma sriharsasaram / nalairdya kamtham dinai Suddhahdram //).* The
most celebrated translation from this era is the Lavanyavati, a poem by
Upendra Bhafija in the Oriya chautisa tradition (lyrical ballad narratives).
This poem, which is only obliquely a translation of the Naisadhiya, recasts
the hero as Chandrabhinu, prince of Karnataka, and the heroine as the
eponymous Livanyavati, a Sinhala princess. Ananta Tripathy Sharma,
who has translated the Lavanyavati into Sanskrit, writes of the poem:

Lavanyavati can be taken as the choicest sample of Upendra Bhafija’s poetry:
rich with imagery, consummate artistry and superb music, enlivened with
the touch of rare poetic genius. In it, music and poetry fuse into a happy
blend. ... . Since the kavya was a venture to emulate the far-famed Naisadhiya
of Sriharsa, which constituted a terror of the Sanskrit scholars of the country
for more than 700 years with its extraordinary scholarship, intricate expres-
sions and with verses having more than one, two or three meanings in many
cases, a clear understanding of the Lavanyavati even in the Oriya original pre-

supposes a study of Sriharsa.”

The Lavanyavati and two other works (the Vaidehivildsa, or Sita’s Playful
Gestures; and Kotibrahmandasundari, or Beauty for the Ages) by Upendra
Bhafija constitute a trilogy of Oriya classic works that, like the Naisadhiya,
are standard works for students of Oriya literature. What is especially
noteworthy, however, is that in addition to the fact that the Lavanyavati
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consciously strove to emulate the Naisadhiya, the fate it shared in Oriya
literary circles for the past three hundred years also follows a trajectory
familiar to the Naisadhiya’s reception among Sanskrit scholars."

Though conferred the title of “emperor of poets” (kavisamrat) by
admirers, Bhafija apparently attracted bitter critics as well. Intriguingly
similar to the narratives of Sriharsa and the Naisadhiya, Sharma explains
that Bhanja’s poetry was revolutionary in its effect on the “apathy tradi-
tional Sanskrit Pandits held for the Oriya language due to the absence of
scholarly poetical works like the Naisadhiya.” “It was commonly felt,” he
adds, that before Upendra Bhafija, “a poet with the talents of Bharavi,
Migha, and Sriharsa was yet to be born to accept the challenge of the
entire group of traditional pandits of those days and to vindicate the
glory of the Oriya poets at the highest academic levels of the country.?
Like Sriharsa, Upendra Bhafija is also reputed to have achieved his poetic
prowess through meditation on a mantra, specifically the ramatarakaman-
tra,”® and was challenged by unsympathetic Oriya pandits to undergo sev-
eral ordeals to establish the merits of his work; he won over all of them
and, because he could give a dozen interpretations to his own verses, he
was commonly referred to as Purusabhdrati (Sarasvati in male form).?
Again reminiscent of the Naisadhiya’s reception, Bhafija’s poetry has been
especially criticized by some twentieth-century critics for its frankness in
treating sexual themes and its consistently difficult-to-understand lan-
guage. For example, Guruprasad Mohanty (1924-2004), popularly known
as Guru Prasad, summarized the reception of Upendra Bhaifija among
(unappreciative) contemporary audiences: “Upendra Bhafija means a
woman and a dictionary.”*

The great translations of the Naisadhiya from the fourteenth, fifteenth,
and sixteenth centuries faced a reaction similar to Upendra Bhafija’s
among both contemporaries and later scholars. Some in the twentieth
century spoke, for example, of the grand sixteenth-century Tamil trans-
lation of Sriharsa’s poem Naitatam by poet Ativirardma Pantiyan (aka
Alakar Perumil) as “almost unreadable.” Zvelebil describes the poem,
which was once a staple of Tamil literary education, as “an intoxicat-
ing drug” and attributes the famous saying associated with this poem
to his own feeling about the poem: Naitatam pulavark kautatam (Naitatam
is the drug of poets).” This characterization of the poem, perhaps con-
sciously, echoes a traditional saying about the Naisadhiya (cited earlier):
that it is a “medicine/tonic” for scholars (naisadham vidvad-ausadham).
David Shulman speaks in detail of the Naitatam’s translation practices
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and offers insight into the historical importance of this poem to Tamil
education:

Less than a century ago, Ativirarama’s masterpiece, the Naitatam . . . was the
foundation of a Tamil education, one of the most widely known and often
reprinted of all classical Tamil works. .. . It was also always considered among
the most difficult of classical works. The principle was, it seems, that once
a child had mastered the Naitatam, with its archaic morphology and diction,
its intricate alankdras, its metrical virtuosity, and its high kdvya themes and
topoi, then he or she would be able to read anything in Tamil. The useful-
ness of all this erudition, condensed into a single long work (1172 verses),
must have outweighed the slight embarrassment of teaching so many overtly

erotic verses to children.*

Shulman explains that “for all its close adherence to the Sanskrit proto-
type, the Naitatam is an utterly new work, organized differently from its
model and embodying an expressivity all its own.” Indeed, one may trans-
plant this statement as well to describe the great creative translations of
Sriharsa’s poem from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, especially
Bhalan's fifteenth-century Gujarati poem Nalakhydn and the fourteenth-
century masterpiece Srigaranaisadham (Naisadhamu), the first bona fide
translation of the Naisadhiya composed by the great Telugu poet Srinatha,
often called sarvabhauma (“king of poets”).”

Before looking more closely at these two works by Bhalan and Srinatha,
which are truly translations of the Naisadhiya, two other works from the
thirteenth century merit attention. First is the poem Rukminisvayamvara
(Rukminl’s Svayamvara), a work that may be the earliest-known creative
composition consciously tied to the Naisadhiya tradition (1292-1293).
Its poet Narendra (or Narindra) was an early and central figure of the
Mahanubhava sect, a devotional movement founded by Cakradhara in
the late mid-thirteenth century (in what is now Maharashtra). A.N. Jani
explains that the poem’s “descriptions of the love of Krsna and Rukmini,
of the assembled kings at the svayamvara, of the love-lorn condition of
Rukmini and of the measures taken by her friend to counteract it, and
finally, of the physical charms of Rukmini and Krsna are modeled upon the
Naisadhiya.”* Tulpule offers some interesting examples from this work, in
addition to relating several fanciful anecdotes about its composition, giv-
ing credence to this poem’s strong connections with the Naisadhiya. Here
is a passage from his description of the poem:
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[Narendra] seems to have been attempting a mahakavya in Marathi on thg
lines of Sanskrit mahakavyas . . . His pen-pictures are a rare combination of the
real and the imagined as can be seen from the following sketch of Rukmin;

pining for Krsna:

“Lying with her left hand placed under the head,
She had kept her right hand on the heart,
So as not to allow Lord Krsna to escape from it.”

Narendra had a keen aesthetic sense and introduced an ornate style whicl,
was imitated by the successive narrative poets of his [Mahanubhava] sect.»

The example that Tulpule cites here bears an unmistakable resey,-
blance to a series of verses from the beginning of the fourth canto of e
Naisadhiya, where Sriharsa fancies Nala to reside in Damayantt’s hegyt.
Here is a verse, for example, 1 translated in chapter 1 (4.11):

Just imagine the pain produced by a small splinter

entering the sole of the foot?

What to say of a mountain—the lord of the earth, Nala—

entering the soft-bodied Damayanti’s heart and staying lodged in there?

The series of verses that follow this one explain how Damayanti’s eyes
were so fixed on the recesses of her heart (where Nala was) that they
could not see what was right in front of her (4.12), how her face drooped
down to her chest in sadness but brightened on account of it because it
was closer to Nala who, again, was in her heart (4.13), and so on. Clearly,
Narendra is replicating the playful aesthetic, if not the specific images, of
these verses in his own poem.

More intriguing, however, are the hagiographical narratives of the
Rukminisvayamvara’s composition that, remarkably, mimic the ones we
have about the Naisadhiya from the middle of the thirteenth century.
Tulpule writes about a narrative found in the Smrtisthala, a collection of
(anonymous) biographical anecdotes in a proto-Marathi language from
the early fourteenth century:

The anecdote about the creation of the Rukmini-svayamvara . . . is interest-
ing. It seems that the two brothers of Narendra were also poets and when
they recited their own poems on the episodes from the Mahabhdrata and
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the Ramdyana respectively in the court of Ramadeva Yadava, Narendra,
who was present there and who had already heard about Cakradhara and
his teachings, rebuked them for not singing the glory of $rikrsna instead.
On being challenged by them to try for himself, Narendra composed then
and there 1800 ovis [a Marathi verse form, where the first line rhymes with
the next two] on the episode of Krsna's marriage with Rukmini that the king
liked so much that he asked for their authorship in exchange for a sumptuous
royalty to the composer. Narendra, however, being a poet with self-respect,
rejected the royal offer and taking home the manuscript of his poem, copied
about half of it with the help of his two brothers and returned the criginal to
the king the next morning. It is thus that this Rukmini-svayamvara in its pres-
ent form looks incomplete, containing only 879 ovis, the completion of which
was later attempted by not one but many unknown authors.”

I quote this passage at length because we see in it several important paral-
lels from the biographical accounts given of Sriharsa and the Naisadhiya
in the various works discussed in the previous chapter. First is the notion
that the Rukminisvayamvara was composed in response to a challenge
that the poet, Narendra, could not write a kdvya that was not explicitly
devotional. Second is that the poem that we currently have is incom-
plete and, therefore, subject to the need for later authors to complete
it. Finally, there is the narrative about the Rukminisvayamvara’s transmis-
sion and use, with a reference to the poet himself copying the manuscript
overnight with the help of his brothers, While all three features of this
narrative do not exactly correspond to the narratives discussed earlier
concerning the Naisadhiya, the echoes are certainly there: Sriharsa writ-
ing the Naisadhiya as a response to the challenge given him by jealous
panditas; the Naisadhiya’s legendary “incompleteness”; and minister
Vastupala’s clever copying (again, overnight) of Harihara’s manuscript so
as to preserve it for the Vaghela king’s royal library. As both sets of quasi-
historical accounts (Candupandita’s preface to his Dipikd commentary,
the Smytisthala, and Rajasekharastri’s Prabandhakosa) appear sometime
in the mid-thirteenth and early-fourteenth centuries and repeat similar
details about their respective authors, we may infer that these second-
ary accounts grew in popularity simultaneously while assuming that the
stories about Sriharsa and the Naisadhiya were probably models for those
fashioned about Narendra and the Rukminisvayamvara.

The final text that deserves comment in this historical survey is the
thirteenth-century Sanskrit mahakavya Sahrdayananda (Pleasure for the
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Connoisseur) by Krsnananda, poet and reputed commentator of the
Naisadhiya from Orissa. While his commentary is no longer available,
the poem itself is well known and well received by texts on poetics like the
Sahityadarpana (A Mirror on Literature), which cites verses from it. I cau-
tiously treat the Sahrdayananda as a partial intralingual translation of the
Naisadhiya even though it is not usually understood as a “translation” but
rather an important mahdakdvya in its own right. It is, of course, that but, as
I will show, this mahdakavya also shows the ways in which intertextuality,
commentarial consciousness, and translation practices merge in interest-
ing ways during the early centuries of the second millennium, making it
difficult to disaggregate them into discrete categories of analysis.

COMMENTARY AND THE INTERLINGUAL TRANSLATION

The range of remarkable transformations happening after the twelfth
century in terms of Sanskrit literary culture’s relationship with regional-
language literary cultures is a subject that has only recently garnered
acute attention.” Established forms of literary composition, prevail-
ing exegetical practices, and new creative genres such as the regional-
language translation begin to share spaces in a literary culture marked by
complex intersections and convergences that linked the efforts of multi-
lingual poets with professional pedagogues and wider audiences for lit-
erature, Interlingual and intralingual translations of the Naisadhiya reveal
a deep familiarity with the methods and procedures of the Sanskrit com-
mentary on the poem and, consequently, represent a new kind of exege-
sis on the Naisadhiya, one that operates alongside the traditional Sanskrit
commentary to enrich the poem’s stature among the literary and peda-
gogical cultures of the regions. These translations, therefore, not only
represent inaugurating moments in the literary history of regional lan-
guages but also reflect philosophical shifts in attitudes toward literature
in general, embodying debates and ideas forged in pedagogical contexts
and reproduced in new creative forms. Most germane to the subject of
this book is that they should be seen as cornerstones of the Naisadhiya
tradition’s growth and, undoubtedly, a major reason for the tradition’s
enduring presence in South Asia’s literary cultures.

Among the multiple literary reworkings of this masterpiece in South
Asia’s regional languages, two notable examples that demonstrate the
richly interwoven textures of commentary writing and translation in
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premodern India are Bhalan's fifteenth-century Gujarati work Nalakhyan
and Srinatha’s Telugu Srigara-naisadham (or Naisadhamu) from the late-
fourteenth century. While not implying that these two works are, in any
way, commentaries on the Naisadhiya, [ argue that there is a commentarial
consciousness in their translating practices. With the composition of the
Nalakhyan, Bhalan inaugurates a new genre of Gujarati literature known
as the akhyan, a form that transports metrically tight, but thematically
loose, verse composition (pada-mala) into a formal narrative (akhyan)
dimension with clear boundaries or links (kadavu).* In rendering the Nala
episode of the Mahabharata into old Gujarati, Bhalan explicitly clarifies
the great epic as his source text while implicitly engaging with, in an obvi-
ously intertextual relationship, the Naisadhiya. While Bhalan mentions his
chief intertext to be the Nala episode found in Vyasa’s Mahabharata, it
is clear that Sriharsa’s Naisadhiya is the most important source text for
his depiction of Nala’s life up until his union with Damayanti. Notably,
Bhalan mentions neither the Naisadhiya nor Sriharsa and, therefore, does
not consider his work to be a translation of the kavya. A close look at his
work, however, discloses to what extent his Gujarati rendering of the Nala
story lexically and syntactically coincides with the paraphrases found in
Sanskrit commentaries on the Naisadhiya.

In the fourth kadavu [canto, literally “link of a chain”] of the Nalakhyan,
Bhalan combines two of Sriharsa’s descriptions of Nala’s outstanding
character (details found in Naisadhiya 1.14 and 1.16) and constructs a pas-
sage of six verses that condenses and reorders the semantic content of
Sriharsa’s verses. In Naisadhiya 1.13, Sriharsa suggests that Nala was more
powerful than the sun. In verse 1.14, he continues with this theme:

Whenever the thought comes to the Creator

that those two are redundant

in the presence of Nala’s brilliance and eminence,
he draws a circle around them to cross them out—
that’s the illusive halo around the sun and the moon.

Here there is an implicit comparison of the sun and moon with King
Nala’s magisterial qualities: powerful brilliance, associated with the sun,
and the ubiquitous celebrity enjoyed by the moon. The complex image
combines several desires on the part of the poet: to praise Nala profusely,
to create correspondences between Nala and the radiant orbs in the sky,
to draw attention to the infrequent optical phenomenon of the halo that
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sometimes forms around these orbs, and finally to fancy the Creator as a
sort of amanuensis (a scribe or a merchant) and his creation a manuscript
or accounting book in need of occasional correction through crossing-out
or, in this case, circling the mistake. Here is how Bhalan renders Sriharsa’s
verse into Gujarati, spreading out the image over three stanzas:

On rainy days, sometimes a halo appears behind the sun and the moon.
This inspired an imaginative thought in the great poet’s mind.

Seeing Nala's brilliance in the sun and Nala’s eminence in the moon,
the Creator deliberated with himself, “Which sun and moon are real?

Which ones are false?”

And then, just as a merchant catches a mistake in his accounting book and
draws a circle around it, so too did Brahma put a halo around the sun

and moon, !

We notice here that Bhalan’s verse expands Sriharsa’s terse, compacted
expression into three verses that flow together. Simultaneously, he col-
lapses the themes of the original verse into metrical couplets (doha) to
mirror the aesthetic concision of the Naisadhiya and also to replicate,
though not necessarily reproduce, the stylistic condensation of Sriharsa’s
semantic intentions,

But he also adds or changes several important linguistic and thematic
features not found in his source text. It is here, I argue, that Bhalan reveals
a consciousness akin to the Sanskrit commentators. First there is Bhalan's
statement that the site of the natural phenomenon “inspired an imagi-
native thought in the great poet’s mind.” Mallinatha, in explaining this
verse, writes:

The trope here is apahnuti (concealment, denial) as the scribal mark-—not the
putative subject of the image (the halo)—is superimposed onto or blocks the
image of the halo, the putative subject. Earlier writers on poetics say that it
is another trope known as sapahnavotpreksa (poetic fancy through dissimu-
lation/concealment): a “cancelling mark” (kundaland) is imagined to exist
around the sun and moon under the pretext of a halo, and this has to be
understood implicitly because no explicit words (such as “like”) point to
this trope,”
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Whereas Mallinatha’s commentary takes recourse here to the poetics
discourse on trope (alarikarasastra) to cite the imaginative element of
the image—alluding to the technical figure of concealment (apahnuti),
for example—Bhalan makes explicit that the poet had an “imaginative
thought” and then goes on to make unambiguous the correspondence
between Nala and the luminous orbs (“Seeing Nala’s brilliance in the sun
and Nala’s eminence in the moon”).

Next Bhalan adopts a diagnostic approach to Sriharsa’s language (fre-
quently used by commentators like Nardyana) by reorienting the struc-
ture of the verse into an internal dialogue to explore multiple meanings
or layers buried beneath the obvious lexical units of meaning. Thus, he
writes: “Seeing Nala’s brilliance in the sun and Nala's eminence in the
moon, the Creator deliberated with himself, ‘Which sun and moon are
real? Which ones are false?"” Finally, the most glaring change made by
Bhilan is his explicit interpretation of Sriharsa’s verse that he imports
into his own couplet: the idea that “just as a merchant catches a mistake
in his accounting book and draws a circle around it, so too did Brahma
put a halo around the sun and moon.” While Sriharsa merely implies the
metaphor of the merchant (or scribe) in saying about the Creator that
“he draws a circle around them to cross them out,” the Naisadhiya com-
mentators (like Bhalan) make explicit the basic sense that Sriharsa seeks
to suggest. Here, for example, is how Mallinatha glosses Sriharsa’s meta-
phor: “On the pretext of creating a halo, the Creator is actually making an
indicatory mark to cancel the redundancy of the sun and the moon—just
like a scribe or an author to erase an extra syllable or letter By specify-
ing and analogizing the nature of the Creator’s scribal work with that of a
merchant who goes over his account books at the end of the business day
(“just as a merchant catches a mistake in his accounting book and draws
a circle around it”), Bhalan creatively exploits the source text’s inherent
invitation for polyvalent interpretation. Whereas the Sanskrit commenta-
tors almost unanimously explain the scribe’s convention as the intertext
that makes the analogy clever, Bhalan converts the coded scribe/manu-
script metaphor to merchant/accounting ledger without losing anything
from the original conceit but yet, presumably, adding something illustra-
tive for his immediate audience.

This mode of extending an inherited commentarial consciousness
with his own is apparent throughout Bhalan’s text and suggests that, like
the commentators, his own attitude as a translator and creative artist
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tends both toward extending the source poem’s semiotic potential and,
simultaneously, toward displacing it with his own. The passages from the
Naisadhiya’s Sanskrit commentaries paradigmatically reveal the com-
mentator’s tendency to unravel, reconstruct, supplement, and ultimately
expand on the artistic ellipsis the Sanskrit poet has manufactured to veil
and obstruct unambiguous understanding. In the examples given above,
each commentator unravels the carefully arranged paratactic syntax of
Sriharsa’s composition in order to reconstruct an easy assessment of the
poet’s main image: that it was the Creator’s intention in producing the
occasional optical event of the halo around the sun and moon to speak to
the redundancy of these orbs, as Nala excels both in the very qualities for
which they are known. This halo is then imagined as the scribal custom
of putting a circle with a pen around the items one wants ultimately to
cross out or erase, the implication being that sometimes the Creator sets
up the sun and moon to require cancellation, as they are unnecessary
in the presence of Nala. The commentaries also supply, where necessary,
the implications the poet skillfully leaves out. Sriharsa does not explicitly
mention the Creator as a scribe nor does he spell out the correspondence
between Nala and the celestial bodies in the sky. The three commenta-
tors only explicitly elucidate the actual scribal act implied by Sriharsa’s
mention of the cancelling mark (kundaland). When Bhilan translates this
verse from the Naisadhiya in three stanzas (4.10-12), therefore, he seems
to bring to his expression an explanatory consciousness reflected in com-
mentarial practice.

Similar in some ways to Bhalan’s project is the grand work of four-
teenth-century Telugu poet Srindtha. However, of the two, to study the
ways in which a skilled translator in early premodern India was, at once,
a first-rate poet and an astute commentator and critic, the text most
worthy of attention is Srinatha’s Srrigara-naisadham, or, as it is commonly
called, the Naisadhamu. Like Bhalan’s Nalakhyan, the Naisadhamu marks
important “firsts” in the history of regional-language literary cultures.
As Bhalan inaugurates the dkhyan in Gujarati, Srinatha's work is a model
poem of the prabandha genre in Telugu, integrating as it does verse struc-
tures into a single, coherent narrative with clear movements and breaks.
As significant is the fact that the Naisadhamu is the first known trans-
lation of a Sanskrit mahdkavya into a regional Indian language. Whereas
Bhalan effectively translates Sriharsa’s verses here and there, Srinatha
seems to be the first explicitly to assert his path-breaking enterprise to
translate a Sanskrit mahdkdvya. Srinatha, near the end of his composition



THE TRADITION EXPANDS TO THE REGIONS ¢ 189

(Naisadhamu 8.202), provides a statement of his translation’s methodol-
ogy, rendered as follows by Narayana Rao and Shulman:

The erotic poem made by the great Bhatta Harsa, who traveled paths unseen
by other poets, is here rendered into Telugu in a way that makes use of the
special features of the language, to touch the hearts of the wise—following
the sound of the text, aiming at the poet's intention (abhiprdya), keeping
the poctic feeling (bhava) in view, supporting the mood (rasa), embellishing
the figures of expression (alarikara), taking care of propriety (aucitya) and
avoiding impropriety (anaucitya), closely obeying the original. This Telugu
Naisadhamu will last as long as the moons, the stars, and the sun.*

At least from the point of view of reproducing the “poet’s intention” and
avoiding improper interpretations, Srinatha’s statement above echoes
more or less something a Sanskrit commentator might articulate. In fact,
one tradition (discussed in chapter 2) identifies the Telugu poet Srinatha
as himself a Sanskrit commentator on the Naisadhiya.

Like a commentator, $rinatha wants to make the original accessible to
his audience and, therefore, pays careful attention to $riharsa’s willful
misappropriation of words and syntax. As a translator and creative art-
ist he, however, tries to reproduce as much of the sound and idea of the
original without voiding his ambition to produce a distinctive work that
will “last as long as the moons, the stars, and the sun.” The principles he
lays out for himself here include that, where appropriate, he will try to
reproduce Sriharsa’s usages without subverting the Sanskrit poet’s nar-
rative choices nor his intended complexity of expression. In other places,
Srinatha is liberal in his impulse to emend the source text where there is
perceived linguistic, aesthetic, or moral impropriety. The Telugu poet also
condenses the Naisadhiya’s lengthy cantos by collapsing several verses
(sometimes as many as six) into one single verse, essentially pruning
what is Sriharsa’s penchant for exergasia—to exhaust a single theme—in
verse after verse with lush description or extravagant references to an
array of cultural intertexts. And there are several other such “rules” of
translation that Srinatha imposes upon himself in the Naisadhamu.

Take, for example, his treatment of Naisadhiya 19.60 in the eighth
canto of the Naisadhamu. Both of these verses are virtually untranslat-
able without resorting to a lengthy exposition about Sanskrit grammar,
Semantically, they are virtually identical. However, the few changes that
Srinatha makes are worth discussing in light of the mediating influence of
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the Sanskrit commentaries on this verse. Here are the two verses, begin-
ning with the Naisadhiya 19.60 and followed by Naisadhamu 8.19:

iha kim usasi prcchasamsi-kim-sabda-riipa-
pratiniyamita-vaca vayasenaisa prstah /

bhana phani-bhava-$dstre tatanah sthaninau ka-
viti vihita-tuhi-vag-uttarah kokilo’bhit // 19.60

pratahkalamu vayasambu panindpatyoktasastrambulo
tatanisthanulu ceppud’ évvi? Yanu candamb’ Sppa kau kau yanan /
caturyamb’ alar@ran uttaramu vispastambuga kokila-

vratamb’ icc tuhi tuhi yani grhdramapradesambulan // 8.19

First, a few words about the context of this verse and its meaning: The
nineteenth canto of Naisadhiya provides a lengthy description of morn-
ing. Although the newly married King Nala is already awake and doing
his morning prayers elsewhere, his royal panegyrists (vaitalika) gather to
awaken him. In verse sixty of this sarga, the poet fancies a vignette of two
birds in rapt conversation. A crow apparently asks a question to a cuckoo
bird, who then fashions a reply in his own bird language. Sriharsa imag-
ines a connection between the inarticulate matinal chatter of these birds
and homophonous morphemes in a Paninian stitra and wonders if per-
haps the two birds might be having a spirited morning discourse about
grammar. The Sanskrit verse is framed in a melodious fifteen-syllabic
meter (malini) while the Telugu verse is in a lengthier nineteen-syllabic
one (sardalavikridita).

The basic sense here is that in the morning at dawn, one may wonder if
a crow—in repeatedly employing some declensional form of the Sanskrit
word for “what” (kim$abdariipa)—is in fact asking about the two substi-
tuted forms optionally replaced by the Paninian affix “tat,” the answer to
which is delivered by the cuckoo bird to the crow.* Could their dialogue
be enacting, the poet mischievously wonders, the technical terminology
found in texts on grammar? In essence, then, as the Sanskrit commen-
taries on the verse make clear, the crow is cawing something like “kau
kau” (“which two™ “which two”) and the cuckoo is whistling back with
“tuhi” “tuhi” Clearly, a verse like this proves very difficult to render in any
language other than Sanskrit, intricately tied up with technical issues of
Sanskrit grammar as it is. Unsurprisingly, both Sriharsa’s and Srinatha’s
stanzas mean essentially the same thing: two birds in conversation,

DU,
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the one asking the other (in the poet’s imagination) about a technical
point of grammar. The semantic parallelism between the two is conspic-
uous and unsurprising, as Srindtha fashions his poem in the shadow of
a well-formulated translation scheme that he works out in the preface
to his composition. The superficial parallelism in meaning between the
two verses aside, however, worthy of scrutiny here are the places where
Srinatha chooses not to mimic the Naisadhiya's diction. it is in these variant
expressions that one may cite the role played by the hermeneutic con-
sciousness of Sanskrit commentaries on the Naisadhiya in informing the
creative choices of Srindtha. Comparing these two verses it again becomes
evident that the rich academic discourse that accompanied the Sanskrit
sources had an important function in mediating the dialogue between
the Sanskrit source and the regional-language translation (the relevant
phrases are in boldface in the text cited above and below).

The very first word of the verse, for instance, finds $rinatha collaps-
ing the Sanskrit iha usasi with pratahkalamu (“in the morning”). This
resembles—revealingly—the gloss of virtually every Sanskrit commenta-
tor on the verse, where prabhate or pratah-kale paraphrases Sriharsa’s tha
usasi. Srindtha translates with the closely resonant Telugu pratahkalamu.
Next, we notice that Srinitha chooses to retain the core of Sriharsa’s
playful verse by citing in his verse the Paninian affix-marker tatan
while notably emending the most common reading of phanibhavasastra
with panindpatyokta$astram. Srinitha’s choice reflects a significant com-
mentarial antecedent and, therefore, proves noteworthy here. There is
a disagreement among the early Sanskrit commentators about the cor-
rect reading of phanibhavasastra in the verse. All commentators, except
Candupandita, seem to favor the reading that indicates Patafijali’s
Mahabhdsya (that is to say, “the $dstra produced by ‘phani’ or Sesanaga,’
i.e., Patafijali, the second-century BCE commentator of the great gram-
marian Panini {fourth century Bce]).” The thirteenth-century commen-
tator Candupandita, however, insists that one should emend the wrong
reading of phanibhavasastre to panibhavasastre and take the reference here
to mean Panini’s Astadhyayi itself.” Regardless of the correctness of the
textual quibble, Srinatha chooses to supersede the most common reading
and side with the less likely interpretation by rendering the source text’s
panibhavasastra with his own panindpatyoktasdstra, remarkably following
Candupandita’s explanation panino’patyam.

While there is no attempt here to link Srindtha with Candupandita (or
any other Sanskrit commentator) historically, it is likely that Srindtha is
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aware, along with the Sanskrit commentators, of the technical issues of
grammar involved with this verse, and clearly this grammatical conscious-
ness informs his own creative choices. Furthermore, we may observe the
most marked parallel between the Sanskrit commentaries and Srinitha in
the second and fourth quarters of his verse. Sriharsa merely suggests the
actual sounds of the birds being repeated again and again by indicating
that the crow used some form of the Sanskrit word kim and the cuckoo’s
response was tuhi. The Sanskrit commentators unpack their poet’s impli-
cation by staging the dialogue explicitly. Cindupandita renders the crow’s
repeated cawing as “kim kim” and the kokila’s repetitive reply being “tuhi
tuhi,” while Narayana has the crow abrasively repeating “kau kau” while
the cuckoo croons “tuhi tuhi” (“which two” “which two”; “tu and hi” “tu
and hi”).” Srinatha apparently shares Nardyana’s view and instantiates
the commentary-like gloss into his own verse. And so, rather than merely
implying the sounds as Sriharsa does, Srinatha downloads the entire com-
mentarial expansion into his verse.

Unlike Bhalan, Srinatha chooses not to reorient the details of this verse
into a prosaic, explanatory mode. His translation seeks both to repro-
duce Sriharsa’s image and imaginative analogy and to echo the rhythms
of Sriharsa’s verse. In this way, he negotiates a more facile comprehen-
sion for the reader—by expanding the implied dialogue between the two
birds—but does not take the moment out of its immediate context by
explaining the fancy the way a Sanskrit commentator might. Mallinatha,
for example, summarizes verse 19.60 after glossing its lexical terms in the
following way:

The indistinct sounds of morning birds awakens an imaginative thought in
the poet who, imagining the crow to say “kau” and the cuckoo “tuhi)” fancies
the previously recounted question-and-answer dialogue between the crow
and the cuckoo. The idea here is built on the fact that birds, such as the crow,

warble when the morning comes.®

Bhalan implies in his preface that he is composing for an audience of
largely Gujarati speakers, among whom there may be many with a good
knowledge of Sanskrit; his prosaic explanation, therefore, closely fol-
lows the kind a commentator like Mallinatha might provide." Srinatha’s
translation, however, seems clearly to be meant for highly learned
Telugu audiences and Sanskrit scholars alike. Indeed, his work inspired
its own sets of Telugu commentaries.* Srinatha’s self-admitted task is
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to create a unique work that will nevertheless “obey” the original. Chief
among his strategies to avoid misrepresenting or violating the aes-
thetic pleasure of the original text is to emphasize, as Narayana Rao and
Shulman note, “an explicit focus on the sounds of the original ($abdam
‘anusarinciyunu).”” In this regard, Srinitha differs from Bhalan in terms
of the ways in which the two translators incorporate the functions of
commentary into their work.

While both take up strategies familiar to the Sanskrit commentary, in
terms of condensing or expanding or restructuring their source, Bhalan
contentedly translates the source along the lines of a traditional com-
mentary’s conceptual understandings, without trying to make his poem
sound or resonate like Sriharsa’s. Srinatha intends, in contrast, to capture
the peculiar force of Sriharsa’s “sound” and thereby produces a far more
dazzling feat of translation. One can say that Bhalan is content with trans-
lating the idea whereas Srinatha strives also to reproduce the expression of
the Naisadhiya’s verses. It is also noteworthy to add that the Telugu poet
consistently produces a “second-order” reframing of the Naisadhiya, one
that reproduces the specificity of Sriharsa’s diction and simultaneously
highlights, in a Telugu idiom, the Sanskrit original’s intentions to be, at
turns, complex and playful.*

COMMENTARY AND THE INTRALINGUAL TRANSLATION

It appears that, at least in part, regional language translations like the
Nalakhyan and the Naisadhamu serve the function of Sanskrit commentar-
ies without necessarily supplanting their continued production in certain
academic or institutional contexts. Translations like Bhalan’s render the
Sanskrit text’s dense poetic tropes, language, and syntax comprehensible
and accessible for local audiences that include both the Sanskrit and non-
Sanskrit literati. Where Bhalan’s translation seeks some form of dynamic
equivalence with Sriharsa’s poem, giving primacy to the Sanskrit text’s
content, Srinitha seeks both a formal semantic and morphological equiv-
alence with its source text. His translation condenses, expands, and makes
more accessible the source text—all commentarial practices and aims—
but goes further in many cases not only to reproduce the sonic and
semantic effects of the Sanskrit source into a new regional idiom but also
to refine and enhance it. Alongside this trend of regional-language trans-
lations working in tandem with the Sanskrit commentaries as conduits of
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Sanskrit literary production for diverse audiences, another kind of work
also invites attention in this regard: the intralingual translation.” One
remarkable example from the Nala tradition, from the thirteenth cen-
tury, is Orissa poet Krsnananda's Sahrdaydnanda,* This poem appeals to
the Sanskrit reader’s previous experience of listening to (or reading) the
Naisadhiya and, in reproducing word clusters and images used by Sriharsa,
it relies on meta-linguistic reference to create a wholly new equivalence
with its source text. An interesting conjecture, cited in numerous places
including by Krishnamachariar himself, holds Krsnananda (like Srinatha)
to have himself written a Sanskrit commentary on the Naisadhiya as well.
If this commentary did exist, it could be considered one of the earliest on
the poem, contemporaneous with Candupandita’s.

In his Hindi introduction to the text, Vachaspati Dvivedi provocatively
surmises that Krsnananda’s Sahrdayananda might not have survived the
centuries were it not for its relationship with the Naisadhiya.”” The num-
ber of examples in Sahrdaydnanda that reflect processes we observe in
Naisadhiya commentaries (amplification, abbreviation, selective para-
phrase) are, even from a brief study of this text, numerous. The few crit-
ics who have looked at the Naisadhiya and the Sahrdayananda together
do not explore the source/commentary angle any further, however,
than citing its possible connection. Instead, they cobble together a set
of similarities and differences that exist between the two works, starkly
noting the divergence in style and texture. Dvivedi, for example, writes
that in Sriharsa’s verse, naturalness of expression is compromised by
the burden placed on the poem by excessively complicated conceits.*
He contrasts Krsnananda’s verse as favorable to Sriharsa’s in the fol-
lowing characteristics: there is “naturalness” to his descriptions; unlike
Sriharsa’s poem, he writes, there is little flashy “artistry” and showing
off in Krsnananda’s; also, there is no forcing of sound effects like allit-
eration (anuprasa) and repeated phoneme “twinning” (yamaka); finally,
the Sahrdayananda does not cross the line between “poetry” (kavya) and
“scholarship” ($dstra), and there are no abstruse allusions inaccessible to
the “ordinary” reader.”

Steering clear of typical comparisons between the two works’ struc-
tural, thematic, and stylistic approach to rendering the Nala story, the
following examples emphasize the intersection of a “translating” and
“commentarial” consciousness evident in Krsnananda’s composition.
Like Bhalan (and unlike Srinatha), Krsnananda never explicitly mentions
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Sriharsa. Both Bhilan and Krsnananda, however, do pay their homage
to the “great poet,” which may reasonably be taken to refer to Vyasa, to
Sriharsa, or to both. Though neither Bhalan’s nor Krsninanda’s poems are
openly acknowledged as translations—as Srinatha’s is—both are informed
by distinct hermeneutic practices and the impulses that guide them. The
translating consciousness of the Sahrdayananda, as would be expected,
differs from the regional language translations in significant ways. Unlike
Bhalan and Srinatha, there is no “non-Sanskrit” audience for whom the
poet translates the verses from the Naisadhiya. In actuality then, calling
it a translation signifies more its relationship to Sanskrit commentaries
on the Naisadhiya (and to other classic mahakavyas, as is shown later) than
to the actual source text. It is clear that in several places, Krsnananda
reproduces Sriharsa’s diction directly into his verse, while in most cases
he paraphrases—in the ways Bhilan and Srinatha do—a Naisadhiya com-
mentary-like gloss and inserts it skillfully into his own work.

Take, for example, the famous scene where Nala first encounters
the gold hamsa bird (hiranmaya-hamsa) that will shortly become his go-
between with Damayanti. Naisadhiya 1.117 (translated in chapter 5 and
repeated here) and 1.118 describe the scene as follows:

payodhi-laksmimusi keli-palvale riramsu-hamsi-kalanada-sadaram /
sa tatra citram vicarantam antike hiranmayam hamsam abodhi naisadhah //1.117

Near a pleasant pool

which had appropriated some of the ocean’s loveliness,

Nala awakened to the presence of a spectacular golden hamsa
stirring nearby, intent on seeking out

the indistinct cooing of a female hamsa

desirous for love-play.

priydsu baldsu rata-ksamdsu ca dvipatritam pallavitam ca bibhratam /
smardrjitam raga-mahi-ruhdrikuram misena caficvos carana-dvayasya ca//1.118

For his beloveds—submitting to their arousal—

he was bearing a pair of leaves with tender shoots,
in the guise of his red beak and feet,

born of Love

and sprouts of Passion’s red tree.
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The most marked word (in boldface above and below) in the first of thes®
verses is “awoke.” which in Sriharsa’s text is the aorist form abodhi, @ W‘?;g
that Sanskrit commentators gloss with any number of terms co—nveylﬂ
the more logical meaning of “saw”; that Nala saw the bird. Mallinatha/ 35 g
Candupandita, for example, gloss abodhi with the perfect form dadarsa

the very same word used by Krsnananda in Sahydaydnanda 1.60:

mukhe priydydh pranayanubandhad balam m rnalankuram arpayantam /

sarojini-patra-nisannam ekam hiranmayam hamsam asau dadaréa /! 1.60

Nala saw a hamsa made of gold: sitting on the leaf of the lotus, serving his
beloved's mouth fresh lotus sprouts, out of love.

: . . cre”
While keeping the metrical resonance of the source exactly intact 0

. the
ate a formal equivalence, the replacement of the suggestive usage O’;fter ;
marked verb signifying “[spiritual] awakening” (abodhi) to @ mo

re
13 * 31 ’ ates
gloss of “seeing” (dadaréa) suggests a commentator’s touch and also defl

the Vedantin Sriharsa’s allusive connection of the gold hamsa and the atma;;
which, in allegorical readings of Naisadhfya, Nala «awakens” 10 wher e
confronts it.”* Krsnananda, unlike later modern commentators: seerns W
terested in the Advaita resonance of Nala’s encounter with the bird.
Inaddition to the pregnant replacement of the word abod
Sahrdayananda 1.60 also collapses the two involved descriptions ©
first sighting of the hamsa in Naisadhiya 1.117 and 1.118 witha single Y
that manages to carry virtually verbatim a portion of the source teX‘f vie -
an important divergence that reflects a commentator’s pomted w
vention. What Nala sees in the Sahrdaydnanda after recognizing the 7
hamsa is only one beloved of the bird; the Nala of Naisadhiyd sees t.WO
t,h e surface, this may merely reflect an aesthetic cho{ce (making st
$riharsa’s pluralization), More likely is that Kysnananda’s imagery ™
a creative choice made by a poet with a c&;;mentator's 3Warenes
the complex idea embedded under the surface of $riharsa’s languag®
Naisadhiya verses present quite a complicated image upo.n whose sens
commentators do not agree. Nardyana's idea seems to be that there
two beloveds—one experienced in lovemaking and one relatively ine® ne
rienced. The hamsa, therefore, gives tender lotus sprouts t0 the you" Ohe
whom he loves less than the experienced beloved, to who™® he &
1.otus leaves. Krsnananda seems to focus only on the’young belove®
it a potut that the hamsa placed the sprouts directty in her mouth imp
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t‘::thl (P)x\ll?no»«;? m:uth-giving her, as Nardyana suggests, something akin
"mWWsuf m&“Hedo%rmtwuddhekmws@rasamn@bdmmdbm
€ verse on th_e 'k.)tus leaf. Mallinatha echoes this ?xplanatlon and Cit(.es
Structype (a s] e-thbltmg a suggestive force that is built on compk.zx tropic
(“rthdiaf;k d a”kara-dhvani); he lists at least four complex semantic tropfes
yperbol‘”uzfn the verse: metaphor (riipaka), concealment (apahnuti),
ity ang e g{atlsdyokti), and poetic fancy (utpreksa). To redu?e the C?mplex-
that the_Yet eep the most charming suggestion in Sriharsa 5 verse intact—
into her Male hamsa effectively kisses the female as he delivers .the stalk
image o Mouth with his mouth~Krsninanda astutely akibrewates the
By an dSlay only that the bird served “his beloved’s ‘mouth out of love,
fract sp mg$ﬂmpmdkmofmmmaﬂﬂmsmeM@rwmmdmcmv
an ap V€ to inspire in Krsnananda's poem a creative pr'orr’lpt rather
"Cin]expkuuwoﬁyone.Thesahnhgﬁnandatendsn?ttonnnucthgspe-
angy, a8ery of the Naisadhiya’s conceits (as we see in the two'r‘eglonal
Tope ug € Poets) but rather echoes its tone~playful, prone to pllm'g one
eth)\pO_“ another, and deeply referential (to itself' and to c_ultura'l inter-
Positjq Mithout generating the renowned‘complemty of Sriharsa’s com-
arng “ T’hus, for instance: he suggests Sriharsa’s cI_ever etymology of
Com yantis fame by providing one of her father Virasena or of Nala
deSCr?s '€ Naisad} tya 2.18 with Sahrdayananda 1.24); he P}z‘as Kamadeva
pad&d{.: P_amayanti 's beauty from head to toe (izakhaﬂszkha-vamana{
escy; t'esanm) in a few verses rather than Nal_a s elabomtel meré;a
moui ‘l‘on of Damayant in canto seven of Naz’gad@zya; or he rep acet.ls_ ;:
With .Iame”t of the hamsa” verses from the Naisadhiya (hamsa-vi apaf
Ompasm.”ar ones addressed to a monkey Nala encounters and f:;ees cf)utt g
?"Sr,lﬁn;lgn,wh”e hunting (Sahrdaydnanda_l.’%); and 53 on ?n esi;) f;):nd,
everyWh” 48 consciousness of the Naz"sadhzya~ s tone anc te'x ur :
€re in the early cantos of the Sahrdayananda, as is his c?eep aware
furt th.e Possibilities that exegetical modalities of expression hold t(;
Sahrdays IS creative aims. The following verse from the second canto 0
“Vananda (2.56) reflects the ways in which the poet Krsnananda

Chan
n _
els Krsnananda the commentator:

ts Oail:;:(ier he made that delicate Damayanti’s waist
nd t'?ared it might snap.
prot::t'er(;g} it alfterwards, the Creator
S ,]t with three golden harnesses— | '
as the three flesh-folds around her midsection.




198 € THE TRADITION EXPANDS TO THE REGIONS

Krsnananda’s clever verse stands as a sequel thematically to Naisadhiya
2.34 and 2.35, and its form creatively contracts Sriharsa’s exergasia in form
(only one verse)—something commentators often do by simply ignor-
ing the second verse as repetitive (punar-ukta) and, therefore, superflu-
ous—and simultaneously expands Sriharsa’s invocation of the corporal
phenomenon of three folds on the belly (trivali) through an etymological
analysis familiar to commentarial modes of observation.”’ In 2.34, Sriharsa
imagines the Creator sculpting Damayanti’s body with four fingers on the
front and the thumb in the back: the four fingers produce three thin folds
of flesh above her naval (trivali) and the thumb fashions the arched curva-
ture of her back; in 2.35, Sriharsa fancies the indentations left by the four
fingers squeezing her waist to be the three flesh-folds and the decorative
gold chain women wear around their waist:

Made beautiful was the midsection

of Dama’s sister by the Creator’s fist

around her belly: three flesh-folds

squeezed out between the spaces of the four fingers;

the arch in the lower back made by the thumb's indentation.

Is someone curious about the midsection of Dama’s sister?
Is he measuring it with a fist?

The four fingers holding it appear

with three folds and a decorative gold chain.

Krsnananda takes the imagery from both Naisadhiya verses but creates a
wholly novel image: the three folds (and the gold chain) from Sriharsa’s
verses are converted in his verse to be three gold harnesses meant to pro-
tect her delicate waist. The creator, Krsnananda implies, fears Damayanti’s
waist to be too fragile and so, under the pretext of the trivali, he fash-
ions three golden belts to protect her body from breaking. Krsnananda is
playing on the related words vali (fold or wrinkle) and valaya (decorative
belt or the old-fashioned “girdle”). Mallinatha unpacks the grammati-
cal implication of this move in Sriharsa’s text, which Krsnananda is also
clearly aware of, that the compound trivali (three folds of flesh) can be
unpacked and the word vali can be pluralized to valaya.** The play lies in
the fact that the term valaya itself is a noun that means “belt or decora-
tive girdle.” Once again, Krsninanda's creativity—the verse is beautifully
alliterated—fuses the word games played by poet and commentator.
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CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

In the case of Bhilan, Srinatha, and Krsnananda, the point is not that
the poets were necessarily reading commentaries on the Naisadhiya and
“translating” them. Even if the tradition that Srinatha and Krsnananda
wrote commentaries on the Naisadhiya is not accurate, the point here is
that these poets’ work is nevertheless informed by a consciousness that
is somewhat, if not thoroughly, imbued by the Sanskrit commentaries
on Sriharsa’s poem. While Sanskrit commentaries continued to be pro-
duced for specialized contexts even after the emergence of translations
as functional commentaries on Sanskrit kavya, in some measure the latter
provided a more uninhibited space for rhetorical exploration. As these
translations themselves entered into a pedagogical space occupied tra-
ditionally by Sanskrit commentaries, it is probable that something akin
to what Copeland argues as conflicts between the claims of rhetoric and
grammar in the academic discourses of the European Middle Ages could
have arisen in a South Asian context, within the theoretical systems of
textual production and textual interpretation that collectively com-
pose Sanskrit literary discourse (sahityasastra). As a commentary on the
original, the regional-language translations emphasize the rhetoric of
the source text. The latent translating animus of formal commentarial
acts, however, is often buried in its attention to the details of grammar
and the task of pedagogy. Unlike the Sanskrit commentary’s ambivalent
underplaying of its assumption of the authority of the source text, the
translation allows for more freedom to transact this authoritative move.
Whereas the commentator’s ostensible service to the source text is a sine
qua non, the translator can choose to be faithful or to emend radically, as
each of the poets discussed above do. In light of their role in academic
institutions, commentaries often have little leeway to veer from their
conformance to the style and substance demanded from the contexts of
their production.

The very fact that regional-language poets thought seminal Sanskrit
texts to be “translatable”—especially a challenging poem like the
Naisadhiya—is remarkable. It implies a belief in their accessibility to
non-Sanskrit audiences, challenging the notion that Sanskrit texts were
untranslatable and thereby fixed in their static, canonical perches.
Generally, the translation into a regional language was a creative act first
and only then a commentary. However, the commentator was free to pro-
vide multiple explications and to let his inventiveness wander, either in
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the circumscribed world of grammatical possibility or through the invo-
cation of wide cultural reference. The translator could generally only
make one choice. These poets’ exegetical interests not only lay in the
accessible transference of the Sanskrit masterpiece for Sanskrit and non-
Sanskrit audiences but also include practices to “clean up,” where neces-
sary, the excesses or deficiencies of the master Sanskrit poet. The very
textual characteristics that mark the Sanskrit commentary constitute an
oblique mechanism for displacing the text. The translation of the Sanskrit
text into the regional language, however, represented not so much a dis-
placement of the authoritative source text as much as an appropriation of
the hermeneutic function and perhaps the very form of the academic dis-
course that mediated the source text with the translation. The resultant
creative text then functioned as both new source and repository of her-
meneutic practice. Naisadhamu and Nalakhyan, as much as they purported
to rewrite the Naisadhiya, also served as commentaries on it. They them-
selves were, inevitably, the subjects of their own commentarial tradition.

With the emergence of new literary cultures in South Asia, Sanskrit
commentaries inevitably began to share their functions with regional-
language translation. Translators, in turn, absorbed and adapted com-
mentarial practices for their own creative purposes. One important tactic
appears to have been the adoption of the Sanskrit commentary’s surface
text and/or its itinerant compositional strategies. Thus, for example, syn-
tax is often reordered into a standard prose order; synonyms are strategi-
cally inserted for explanatory or creative effect; and meanings implied or
suggested in the original are unpacked and expanded in the reformatted
commentary or translation. Other standard practices of commentators
are, as expected, dropped by translators: citations from texts on lexicog-
raphy (Amarakosa, etc.) and grammar (Panini’s siitras), for instance; iden-
tification of particular alarikaras; and, most visibly, multiple readings or
interpretations for any given lexical or semantic unit in the root text.
Another important feature usually found in both Sanskrit commentaries
and regional-language translations is the inclusion of a pointed preface.
In that commentators and translating poets are tense about how success-
ful they are in rephrasing or representing their source text, their intro-
ductory remarks reveal a strikingly similar relational attitude. Both, at
turns, affirm their loyalty to the original’s intent and profusely praise the
Sanskrit poet. Sensing that they are rewriting the original—the commen-
tators through a special kind of paraphrase and the translator through an
audacious presumption that a classic original can be somehow replicated
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and even, perhaps, reformed in another language—the commentator and
the translator unsurprisingly find themselves apologetic.

There are many more examples one can cite from the Sahrdayananda,
as from Nalakhyan, Naisadhamu, and other translations of Naisadhiya, to
visualize a conscious process of complex kavya translation that trans-
pired during the middle centuries of the second millennium cE, involv-
ing not only the Sanskrit source text but also the implied commentarial
theories and actual practices that attended that source. Toward this end,
this chapter has attempted to contribute to the ongoing conversation
on the subject of “vernacularization” in South Asia and the important
role a poem like the Naisadhiya played in that conversation.” By culling
several passages from two interlingual, regional-language translations of
the Naisadhiya and complementing them with passages from an intralin-
gual translation in the form of a Sanskrit poem called Sahrdayananda, the
aim has been to explore the level of intimacy these creative texts share
with the hermeneutic documents that serve and preserve the Sanskrit
source poem. The tentative argument here has been that commentar-
ies on poems like the Naisadhiya mediated the conversation between the
creative texts of Sanskrit literary culture and the new regional-language
literatures that blossomed after the thirteenth century. Commentaries
also supplied techniques, functions, and a creative logic all their own to
these new literary cultures and inevitably became secondary themselves
as they shared with regional-language translations the function of being
bearers of Sanskrit literary culture to new audiences, precisely for whom
the translations were designed.
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How do I measure the depth of this poem called Naisadhiya?

It is a palatial abode for limitless meanings, concealed and remote.
There are many, many radiant jewels in the middle of the earth.

It is the rare digger who can locate the entire quarry of diamonds.*

Gadadhara, fifteenth-century commentator

Because of the drops of water flowing fast

from the streams of the sibling of the Khandanakhandakhadya,
we detect the sprouts of delight by their characteristic flowers,
well-watered and in bloom, growing without interruption.

We know that such is the delight of the connoisseur:

hair standing on end, moistened with rasa that slowly builds.?

Visveévara [Gagabhatta), seventeenth-century commentator

that the study of one poem—with a long reception history—

requires that attention be given to dozens, if not hundreds, of
other works that constitute its tradition. This tradition of a text entails not
only a repertoire of genres—like the formal commentary, narrative leg-
ends, and translations—but also an effect that audiences inherit, enhance,
and transform through history. What we experience today in reading
a work from the twelfth century, therefore, bears the stamp of centu-
ries of engagements by literary communities that found it necessary to
respond to, remember, and teach such a work. In the case of my study of
the twelfth-century poem Naisadhiyacarita, 1 found that the learned com-
mentators of the poem from the thirteenth to the twentieth centuries

THIS BOOK has ostensibly been about one poem. But it has argued
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were an especially significant community of readers that needed to be
better understood. Chapters 2, 3, 4, and 5, therefore, brought attention
not only to the commentators’ specific scholarly contributions to the
poem’s understanding but also to the specialized hermeneutic practices
they helped shape over several centuries. The final two chapters, while
also very much concerned with commentarial practices, introduced
genres other than the commentary. Chapter 6 treated the narratives and
legends that retrospectively attempted to fill out a biography of the poet
and the poem. These works, I argued, functioned as oblique forms of pre-
modern criticism and history that complicate our understanding of liter-
ary culture in South Asia in ways that still require more reflection from
scholars. Chapter 7 showed the extent to which the Naisadhiya figures into
the literary histories of many other works composed in multiple South
Asian languages. In this chapter, | attempted to show how a work that was
widely adapted, imitated, and translated for at least five hundred years
completes the Naisadhiya's trajectory. From a twelfth-century Sanskrit
poem composed in the Gahadavala courts of northern India, it evolved
into a widely influential South Asian work that resonated with genera-
tions of artists throughout the subcontinent.

REVIEWING THE NAISADHIYA TRADITION

Seventeenth-century commentator Gagabhatta, in the introduction to
his commentary on the Naisadhiya, wrote that of all the poets, past and
present and yet to come, only Sriharsa could make claim to “ascend the
literary throne of all quarters of the country.”* Truly, by the fifteenth cen-
tury, as I recounted in chapter 2, commentators from virtually every cor-
ner of premodern India had written a commentary on the Naisadhiya. The
diversity of engagement with the poem contributed to its ascent to leg-
endary status and, consequently, to its place in the “Great Works” canon
of Sanskrit literature. Perhaps signaling a change in literary conscious-
ness, the Naisadhiya’s afterlife began not with its early commentators but
with the author himself. Sriharsa’s self-conscious awareness of his own
powers as a poet and of his poem’s originality is displayed sporadically
throughout the Naisadhiya and especially in the autobiographical verses
found at the end of each canto. His “voice” and his multiple authorial
functions as poet, logician, yogi, and as an elite member of court carry
a strong presence in the work itself, expanding, as one would expect, to
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hyperbolic proportions at the hands of later admirers and critics. This
marked a rather new understanding of the canonical Sanskrit poet, a con-
trast from what was expected of the usually anonymous and unassuming
mahakavi.

James Porter, with reference to the construction of European antiqui-
ty’s classical ideal, writes that: “Classicism is not a spontaneous effect but
a practiced gesture, repeated over historical time, and a cultivated attach-
ment; it is learned, not discovered; it comes secondhand.”* That Sriharsa
himself guided—or taught—his audience in how to think about the
Naisadhiya was evident in the verses of the poem itself. We saw this espe-
cially in the four verses at the end of the poem (cited at the end of chapter
1), which presented for readers an explicit insertion of an authorial iden-
tity that marked a historical location for the text’s production and an idea
of how it was initially produced and received. The first commentators of
the Naisadhiya immediately seized on the novelty the poem seemed to
offer and lent their own voice to constructing Sriharsa and Naisadhiya as
symbolic effects. As chapter 2 discussed in detail, these early reading com-
munities of Naisadhiya seemed eager to discipline the poem into struc-
tured interpretive frameworks. And so, for example, Vidyadhara in the
mid-thirteenth century read the poem largely through a lens of its liter-
ary excellence while his near-contemporary Candupandita insisted that
the poem needed the perspective of a learned philosophical mind. While
these early readings emphasized the need for specialist training fully to
appreciate the Naisadhiya, they still viewed the poem as largely open in
terms of establishing rubrics for its exegesis. Later readers increasingly
rendered the poem more and more in need of elucidation, foregrounding
their mediating role and reinventing the poem as either an object of criti-
cal scrutiny or of congenial identification.

Changing course somewhat from the early commentators of the thir-
teenth century, the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries spoke more to the
poem’s value and inaugurated a culture of commentary writing that high-
lighted what might have been a contentious sanctioning process among
professional scholars. As I discussed in chapter 4, commentaries from
this period struggled over text-critical issues such as the fixing of correct
readings and the extent of the text. In their foregrounding the primacy
of text criticism in exegesis, these commentators reflected a reading cul-
ture’s critical temperament and practice that was serious about estab-
lishing grammatically and stylistically normative forms and fixed on
demonstrating the depth of its commitment to guide present and future
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for Tamil literature. Both the translations themselves and the critical
cultures within which they resided, therefore, carried on the legacy of
the Naisadhiya in the regions of South Asia. They also, in some measure,
demythologized the canonical Sanskrit poem; after all, translating the
text into a regional language signified a turn away from granting the
Sanskrit author the aura of an irreproducible originality and, therefore,
untranslatability that he once may have enjoyed.

The Naisadhiya’s reception history proves that, over time, it has both
enjoyed a privileged status as well as endured turbulent waves of criti-
cism. Critics and commentators throughout the past eight centuries
have been ambivalent about the poem—profusely honoring or deriding it,
at various turns. The lack of consensus about the work has also rendered
ambivalent its ultimate destiny within the canons of Sanskrit literature;
however, its status as a classic has never been in doubt perhaps because,
as Altieri suggests, “most literary texts matter because of the properties
they hold in tension.”s Sriharsa’s was a voice that was not often appre-
ciated by Sanskrit scholars who wrote literary histories in the early
twentieth century. Still, it often appeared that premodern and modern
audiences reading the Naisadhiya were responding to a similar effect the
poem had on them, and that they were only at variance in the value they
ascribed to it.

THE FUTURE OF STUDYING THE PASTS OF LITERARY
TEXTS IN SOUTH ASIA

As a representative of a literary tradition that for centuries was both a
site of contestation and a celebration of a particular kind of aesthetic and
intellectual engagement with Sanskrit culture, the Naisadhiya was an inte-
gral part of what had become a “Naisadhiya effect.” My sense is that every
work of literature that has passed through centuries of critical review and
institutional use has a life story worth telling and has impressed upon
generations of audiences a similar kind of effect. Unfortunately, outside
of perhaps the great Sanskrit epic Ramayana, we have very few, if any,
biographies of South Asian texts. We know very little about their poets,
their early reading communities, the modes through which they were
historically read and used, the contexts where they became fixtures, the
literary offspring they produced, and the emotional power they held or
still hold for a culture that values them. This book has aimed to be such a
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biography in hopes that, imperfect though it is, it may serve as one kind
of model to approach other venerated texts of South Asia.

Works of literature like the Naisadhiya that have attracted diverse audi-
ences across centuries will naturally have a distinctive history all their
own. It is only when we attend to each of these works’ specific histories,
therefore, that we can commence to produce more comprehensive—and
more interesting—histories of literature that study important works
through a comparative lens. Histories of South Asian literature have gen-
erally neglected this perspective. A case in point is that two centuries of
modern scholarship on Sanskrit literature have yet to produce mono-
graphs about the literary traditions of individual Sanskrit works. While
I chose to make a case study of the Naisadhiya, a remarkable example of
a Sanskrit classic that has had a rich and textured reception history, it is
clear that other works with a comparable or even older history deserve
their own studies along these lines. Only then, perhaps, can we begin
fully to understand how South Asian literary communities received and
experienced important works. While the texts of formal poetics (the
alarikarasastra) have provided much valuable information about the recep-
tion of literature among historical audiences in South Asia, other genres
like the commentary and the biographical prabandha need to be given
their due in future studies, as does the role that translations and a trans-
lating consciousness played in regional-language adaptations of classical-
language texts.

As T suggested in the introduction, certain literary critics from the
past century perceived works like the Naisadhiya as finite medieval texts
that modern readers could respond to but, being sealed off temporally
and culturally, could not contribute to its further understanding. These
works, therefore, could only remain, as Dasgupta and De cynically put it
in a passage I cited earlier, as part of a “cult of style” that once may have
been popular among “scholars of a traditional type” but could no longer
speak to the modern temperament.® The impression that statements like
this leave is that the diversity of engagements with older works stopped
at a given point, and modern scholarship, now clearly distinguished from
the contributions of earlier audiences, superseded a centuries-old liter-
ary tradition in a negative, rather than productive, spirit of criticism. Only
the panditas who continued to read Sanskrit texts along with their older
commentaries could thus claim to be the successors of past generations of
readers. While this may have been the overarching situation in the recent
past, there seems nothing fixed or inevitable about it in the near future.



210 € CONCLUSION

Today, scholars of classical South Asian texts—and readers encounter-
ing these works either in the original or in translation—have shown
that older works are still capable of yielding thought-provoking, if not
potentially transformative, aesthetic experiences to audiences now sepa-
rated by many centuries from older classics. With a more comprehensive
understanding of how these works were read in earlier times, it is my
hope that scholars and general readers of literature in South Asia today
will come to enrich their own encounter with important works from the
past. In doing so, perhaps they too will feel compelled to add to a text’s
tradition by offering new perspectives or perhaps reforming—and even
resisting—earlier ones.



APPENDIX 1: SANSKRIT TEXT OF CITATIONS
FROM COMMENTARIES AND NARRATIVES

EXCERPTS FROM CHAPTER 2
1.1 [Anonymous scribe of Vidyadhara's commentary]

lila-dyotita-gtdha-bhava-subhagalankara-vrndanvita / samsevya sumano-
varair

nava- rasa-prollasini éobhana // citta-secanake nalasya carite baddhas-
pada ya

sada / tika kanti-gunanvita jayati sa sahitya-vidyadhari //

1.2 [Candupandita]

tikam yady api sopapatti-racanim vidyadharo nirmame / $riharsasya
tathapi na tyajati sa gambhiratam bharati // dik kilanka-satam gatair
jala-dharair udgrhyamanam muhuh / paravaram aparam ambu kim iha
syaj janu-matram kvacit //

1.3 [[$anadeva]

ye "lamkara-vivecane kutukinah $riharsa-samkirtite / kavye 'smin svayam
eva te vidadhatu prajfia-vilasam budhah // tikam va bahuso vicara-jatilam
padyantu vidya-dharim / tad-vacya na vayam hi tasya karane prayo na
jatodyamah // satam mude naisadha-tippanam maya viracyate $aiva-
matdnusdrind / madhukarim samasritya vrttim etad iharjitam maya
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tapasvina tasmad alam kavya-vidam hasaih // sarvo’ pi kavyam upajivya
karoti $astra-vyakhyam guror api maya’'nukrta tadeyam / vidvan sa yati
narakam khalu yah prasiddhyai sviyam vadan para-krtim pratibhati loke //

1.4 [Bhavadatta / Bhavadeva]

asty eva samprati mahakavibhih pranita / nanartha-bodha-madhura
vivrtis tv aneka // tesam tad atra tu sama na tatha mamaisa . . . vaktum
sudhir api gurlin anupasya yasya $aknoti kificid api naiva rahasyam
asya. kavye sramo’tra vivrtau kavi-panditasya mohdya kintu mama
samprati balakasya . .. tathapi balyac capalatvam uccair atra pravrtto’smi
vidhatum etam / tikam yathadvad vidhuro’pi kavye. bilasya kim krtya-
vidhau vicarah //

1.5 [Mallinatha]

ksudra-vyakhya-visartanam $riharsa-kavi-sadgiram / ujjivandya jivatur
jiyad esa maya krtah //

namilam likhyate kificin nanapeksitam ucyate / ihanvaya-mukhenaiva
sarvam vyakhyayate maya //

1.6 [Caritravardhana]

$riharsair yamaka-muraja-sarvatobhadra-pramukhan bandhan
arthapustikaran anadrtyartha-pustikaro 'nuprasabhidhi-sabdalankarah
prayah prayuyaje.

1.7 [Sridharasiiri]

vi$vesvarakhya-dvija-pumgavena sarvajfia-samjfiena tatha 'parena /
vyakhyatam etat khalu naisadhiyam kavyam vibhinnartham avistarena //
karomi taccakaravam karisye kavyam rasa-syandi mano 'nuktlam /
tathapi loka "drta-naisadhiya-kavyartham udbodhayitum yatisye //
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1.8 [Sridharasiiri]

veda-vyakaranasrayah sukavita-vedanta-tarka-smrti-cchando "lamkrti-
kavya-nataka-puranamnaya-$aivambudhih / jyotis-tantra-sumantra-
niti-bharata-sri-yoga-vaidyangabhth vidya-sridhara-pandito vijayate
$rimarkibhattanvaye //

1.9 [Laksmanabhatta]
karomi naisadha-vyikhyam anya-drsta-pathanugam / santi yady api sad-

vyakhya budhanim naisadhe $atam. tathapy amusya vaidagdhim kecid
vijidtum isate //

1.10 [Ramacandra Sesa]

salila-kridayd avarnane’ pi na mahakavyatva-bhanga-prasangah . . .
nyfinam apy atra yaih kaiscid angaih kavyam na dusyatity uktatvat.

1.11 [Jinaraja]

evam-vidhdh jina-matonnati-kdrakah samasta-tarka-vyakarana-
cchando ’lankara-koéa kavyadi-vividha-$astra-parino naisadhiya-kavya-
sambandh jinarajivrtty ady aneka-navina-grantha-vidnayakah.

1.12 [Premacandra]

anyasu bhava-bahulasu sadarthikisu tikdsu ced iha bhaved viphalah
prayasah / sadbhis tathapi mrdu-bodha-vibodhanartham jatodyamo
’ham iha mat prati navabudhyai //

1.13 [Haridasa Siddhantavagisa]

pracinam analankrtim gata-rasim lupta-$riyam durgama nirbhavam
vigunim visesa-vikalam tikavalim varjayan / navyam bhavyatamam
nitanta-sugamam salankrtim tikam imam //
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1.14 [Srinatha]

pranamya maulina vandyan sampradaya-vidah satah / tydjyam tyajyam
asad-vakyam sad-alpam api likhyate // ye sad-artham ajananto vrtha-
vacana-vistaraih / dusayanti kaveh kavyam dhik tan pandita-maninah //
yadi kham karato gatva sindhor upari kayati / tat kim sa vetti gambhiryam
ratnani ca tadasaye //

EXCERPTS FROM CHAPTER 3
1.15 [Vidyadhara]

astau vyakarandni tarka-nivahah sahitya-saro nayo vedarthavagatih
purana-pathitir yasyanya-§astrany api / nityam syuh sphuritdrtha-dipa-
vihitdjiananvakarany asau vyakhyatum prabhavaty amum suvisamam
sargam sudhth kovidah //

1.16 [Narahari]

na mama mati-vilaso visanabhyasa-jo va // vividha-bahu-nibandha-
skandha-samvahanam va // taralayati mano me kevalam naisadhiyam /
caritam akhila-loka-§lokaniyam kave$ ca // samutsahe giidha-rasartha-
saram vigahitum kavyam idam jado 'pi / ajata-danta api khanda-golam
kutithalad akalayanti balah // pramadasaktyader iha mahati gambhira-
gahane satam / apy arthanam kvacid api nibandho ’pi na bhavet // athapy
asmad etan na khalu mama dosaya nikhilam / samuccettum $aktah ka iva
jaladhau ratna-nicayam //

1.17 [Gadadhara]

kaver asya svarga-prabhu-guru-gariyastara-mateh / praminic chayasu
prakrtir abhivisramyati muhuh / na me tu vyutpatteh paricitir iha
prayikataya hy ato vyatyase 'pi kvacidapi na vacyo 'smi sudhiyah //
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1.18 [Ramacandra Sesa]

sabrahma caturinanah sa bhagavan i$o ’pi paficinanah sa skanda$ ca sad-
ananah sa phaninam i$ah sahasrananah / yat-padyartha-visesa-varnana-
vidhau nesah vayam tatra ke yad-vyakhyayi tathapi kificid akhilam
tac-capalam kevalam //

1.19 [Gagdbhatta]

granthesv etat paresu pratana-nava-budha-vyakhyayanavilanam
$abdalamkara-kosadi-kavisaya-para-grantha-vikhyati-bhajam /
$lokanam atra kavye sakala-kavi-kulalankrter asmad-uktau nodbhavyam
paunar-uktyam tvidam akhila-samahara-matrodyatatvat //

1.20 [Candupandita on Naisadhiya 1.1]

tata$§ ca $dstrarambhe nirvighnena grantha-samaptaye $rotfnam
mangala-carandya $istacara-paripalanaya 'dhikrtabhistadidevatabhyo
namas-karah pratipadyah. sa ca na krtah. yato nalasya punya-slokatvat
tat-samkirtanad aghaugha-vighattanat kuto vighna-nighnata? tatha
prthu-sahasrarjuna-bharata-nala-prabhrtinam smaranam parama-
mangala-hetuh ato mangalacaranam apy asti. tatha ca $istacaro 'pi nala-
damayanti-kirtanam kali-ndanam iti. ato grantha-kdrah prathamam
nalam eva varnayan mangalacaranam aracayati—

sa nalo nima raja asit. kimvisistah. mahasam pratapanam rasih. tatha
mahan ujjvalas ca kantya. athava mahair utsavair ujjvalah. etad eva
mangala-siicanam. kimbhiitah? sitac-chatritam kirti-mandalam yena
sa tatha. etena kirti-pratdpa-kamaniyatanam nidhanam. yasya katha
upakhyanani nipiya. pin pane 'sya prayogah. budha vidvamsah sudham
api amrtam siktam va tatha tena prakarena na adriyante. kim bhiitasya?
ksiteh prthivyah raksinah palayituh.

atha ca budhiah deva amrtam nadriyante, tat-katha-sravanat. etena
cakravartitvam mandale sficitam. athava mahasam rasir iva $ristirya iva
asit. mahair utsavair va ujjvalah. ujjvalah $rngarah pradhano dhiralalita-
nayakatvan nalasya. atha va yasya katha nipiya ksiti-raksino nrpas tatha
sudham prthivim api nadriyante.
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1.21 [vidyadhara on Naisadhiya 1.1]

atra $loke 'nuprasah $abdalankarah. sudha-kathayor aupamye pratite
sati sudhan adaratvena kathadhikya-pratipadanad vyatireko 'rthalankaro
"pi. anyac ca nala-siirya-varnanayoh prakaranika 'prakaranikayoh $lista-
padopanibandhe $lesalankaro 'pi. stiryena sahabheda-pratipadanad
riipakam, tasmat tila-tandula-nyayenatra samkara iti vidya-dhara-
viracita-sahitya-vidyadhari.

1.22 [Mallinatha on Naisadhiya 1.1]

(A)

atha tatrabhavan $riharsa-kavih kavyam yasase 'rthakrte vyavahara-vide
Sivetara-ksataye. sadyah paranirvrtaye kanta-sammitatayopadesa-yuje
ity alamkarika-vacana-pramanyat kavyasthanaika-sreyah-sadhanatvac
cakavyalapams ca varjayed iti tan nisedhasyasat-kavya-visayatam pasyan
naisadha-khyam mahakavyam cikirsu$ cikirsitartha-vighna-parisamapti-
hetoh. asir-namaskriya vastu-nirdeso vipi tanmukham ity asir ady any-
atamasya prabandha-mukha-laksanatvat katha-nayakasya rajfio nalasya
itivrta-ripam mangalam vastu nirdisati nipiyeti.

(8)

nipiyeti. yasya ksiti-rak$inah k$ama-palakasya nalasya katham
upakhyinam. nipiya nitaram dsvadya pin svade ktvo lyab-adesah na tu
pibateh na lyap iti pratisedhaditivasambhavat. budhas taj-jfiah suras ca
jhatr-candrisura budha iti ksirasvami. sudham api tatha yatheyam katha
tadvad ity arthah nadriyante sudham apeksya bahu manyante iti yavat.
sitac-chatritam sitac-chatram krtam sitatapatrikrtam ity arthah, tat krtav
iti nyantat karmani ktah. kirti-mandalam yena sah mahasam tejasam
rasih ravir iveti bhavah. mahaih utsavaih ujjvalah dipyamano nitya-
mahotsava-$ality arthah. maha uddhava utsava ity amarah. sa nala asit.

(©

atranale mahasam rasir iti kirti-mandale ca sitac-chattratva-ripasyaropat
riipakam kathaya$ ca sudhapeksaya utkarsat vyatirekas cety anayoh
samsrstih. taduktam darpane riipakam ripitdropad visaye nirapahnave
itl. adhikyam upameyasyopamanan ny{inata "thava. vyatireka iti mitho
"peksayaitesam sthitih samsrstir ucyate iti ca. asmin sarge vamsastham
vrttam jatau tu vamsastham udiritam jarav iti tallaksanat.
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1.23 [Sridhara on Naisadhiya 1.1]

atra piinya-$lokena nala-riipa-visista-vastu-nirde$enanirvighna-grantha-
samaptir ity abhiprayenaha—sa nala asit ity anvayah. prthvadinam
smaranam api sakalabhista-hetuh kim punah kirtanam iti. kimvisisto
nalah. mahasam rasih pratapanam asrayah. yadva—mahasam tejasam
rasih siirya iva sthitah. luptopama luptotpreksa va. etena sa eva tejasvi
stiryavat ndnya iti vyangyam. sa kah.

yadva arthdntarani briimah budha vivekinah ksiti-raksino bhii-
palah yasya kathah nipiya sudham vasudham api tatha nadriyante atra
vasudha-$abdena varna-cyuti-nyayena va-kira-lopo drastavyah. uktafi
ca cidamanau—ananta-$ayanas-$antah ksiraimbho-nidhi-madhya-gah.
$ankha-cakra-gada-padma-dhari-pathir Gpasyatam iti atra stri-varna-
lopah stri-patir iti padam tathatrapiti asya katham $rutva rajanah bhuvo
gunam jananto 'pi vasudhdm avamatya svayam vasudha-raksitvam
tyajantity anenasya maha-purusatvam dyotitam.

athava ksitim dharanena raksantiti ksiti-raksinah kula-parvata dig-
gajendra$ ca grhyante te 'pi sudham susthu dhanam dharanam tam
api tatha nadriyante nalas tv andyasena bhuvam bibharti parantu
paramdyasa ity atmano dharanam nindantity arthah anena Saurya-
dhairyadayo guna varnitah. ksiti-raksi-§abdena ananto vapi grhyante
tal-linga-samavayat ksiti-raksino niagah te sudham ksiram api tatha
nadriyante. piyiisa-ksirayos sudha ity abhidhana-ratna-ko$ah. asya katha-
rasa-Sravanat tesam aharecchapi na bhavatity anenasya i§varamsatvam
ankuritam nagam i§vara-priya-hareccha-rahitas tam eve$varam sevanta
iti prasiddheh.

athava yasya ksiti-raksinah katha nipiya budha vibudha devah sudham
api tatha nadriyante atra varna-cyuti-nyayah deva api yatkatham akarnya
sudhayapi kim iti tam avadhirayantity anenasya maha-bhagyatvadayo
darsita mahasi svamahimni jvalati prakasata iti mahojvalah paramatma
sa kasmin pratisthitah mahasam tejasam rasih koti-siirya-sankasam
ravi-tejomayatvit evam-bhiitas sa paramatmana nalo 'bhiit abhangura-
svariipasya tatvam yuktanam visnuh prthivi-patir iti vacanac ca siddham
matsya-kiirma-varahady avatara-visesena ksiti-raksino yasya katham
avatara-katham iti anyat samanam.

yadva nalo nima mahasam rasih siirya asit niliyata iti nalo mahob-
his tejobhir jvalati bhasata iti mahojvalah sahasra-kiranatvat adityaj
jayate vrster annam tatah prajah ity etad va raksino bhii-loka-sthasya
pranivrndasya raksinah maficah krosantity ukte yatha mafica-sthah
purusa laksyante tatha atra apiti. adityo vi esa etan-mandalam (??)
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(anta)tapat(ir?)ity adina vedo vagiyamanad iti sitac-chatravad acarat
kirti-yuktam mandalam yasyeti vigrahah anena siirya-riipaka-cchalena
mangaliko 'rtho "bhihitah. athava mahojvalo mahesah nalo nama maheso
'bhiit kala-kiita-grahanadina jagad-raksinah chatra-$abdat tat-karotity
idinananta(?). nistha—sitena gunena chatritam mandali-krtam kirtinam
mandalam samuho yena.

athava mahe kantanam kridotsave ujjvalah $rngara-sarvasva-bhatah
candro laksyate nalo nama candro 'bhit yaduktam maha-kavina
kalidasena—dilipa iti rajendur induh ksira-nidhaviva (??) iti mahah
prakasah sad-ripa-tejah (?) sarvatma-siktisu iti durga-tantre (?)
"bhihitatvat mahasam prakasanam sad-riipasya va rasir nidhih tasya
sakalena adhi$atvic ca ksiti-raksino jagad-ananda-karasya kala tatha
vrtti-rlipa tat-panecchaya devas sudham api tatha satyam avadhirayati
tatheti satyardhe sitac-chatravad acarantiti kirtir eva mandalam evam
asya srngaramrtam yasya prabandhasyabhimato ’bhihito 'sya kavyasya
ksoma-ksamatvad atraiva $loke anye 'pi bahavo 'rthas sambhavanti te
grantha-gaurava-bhayan na kathyante.

1.24 [Narayana's preface to Naisadhiya 1.1]

cikirsitasya granthasya nirvighna-samaptyartham $istacara-paripraptam
asir namas-kriya vastu-nirdeso vipi tanmukham iti mangalacaranam
kartavyam iti grantha-krc-chriharsa-nima kavir giidham sabija-
raghunathabhista-devata-namaskara-riipam mangalam acarati. anye tu
'visista-vastunirdesa-laksanam mangalam ity ahuh.

1.25 [Candupandita on Naisadhiya 6.51]

tau damayanti-nalau mithah parasparam tathyam satyam evabadhyam
parisasvajate. kva—alingitalika-paras-paranta alingitam yad-alikam
parasparam tasyantah madhye. alikalingana-madhye satyam alinganam
jatam. athava alingitalika-paras-param antadcittam yat-parisvange iti
kriyd-viSesanah tathya viSesanah va. grhitilika-bhaimi-cittena nalena
satya-bhaimi alingita. alika-nalavista-cittaya bhaimya ca satya-nala
alingitah. atra hetu-garbham vi$esanam, kim kurvanau—anyonyam any-
atravat anya-prade$e sthitav iva tksamanau vilokayantau. kva—paras-
parena adhyusite'py a$rite'pi dese. ekatra sthitav api satyav api tau.
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yatha nityam bhrantya mithyalinganam anubhavatah tathaivatmanam
bhrantyalingitam manyete sma. param bhrantir api yasmat bhranti-kale
satyeva bhavati. yatha svapnah svapna-vyavahara-kile satyam pascat
badhyo bhavati, tathalikalinganam api tat-kale satyam pascat badhyam.
yatha ca $ukti-rajatam tat-kale satyam pascat badhyam. param ayam
visesah. bhrantya dréyamanasya $ukti-rajatader idrsam bhayam bhavati,
yad idam ksanena yadi badhyam bhavisyati tada mama rajata-praptir na
bhavidyati. atra tu satyalingane 'pi bhrantyalingana-sadrsi pratitir jfiata.

atra vadinam vipratipattih. sat- khyati-vadi sankhyah. bhrantau sukti-
mastake yad-rajatam khyati pratibhasate tat sadeva kvapi vidyamanam
eva. asat-khyati-vadi bauddhah. sunya-vadi madhyamikah. asad eva
sunyam rajatam bhrantya khyati. anyatha-khyati-vadi naiyayiko bhatta$
ca. anyathad vartamanam rajatam bhranti-doda-vaat purovarti-dese
$ukti-mastake anyatha khyati. yatas tasya mate abhavo 'pi bhavatmakah.
iha bhii-tale ghato nasti ity ukte ghatabhdvo nama bhiitale na tu
sarvathabhavah. tatha idam rajatam ity arthah. bhrantau nedam rajatam
ity anena badhaka-jfianena anyathabhavamatram badhyate na tu raja-
tam. tatha anirvacaniya-khyati-vadi vedanti. idam rajatam san na bhavati
badhyatvat. tatha asadapi na bhavati.

pratlyamanatvat, tatha sad-asad api na bhavati bhavabhavayoh
parasparam virodhat. na ca sad-asadbhyam aparah prakaro ’sti. tasmat
kena pi prakirena nirvaktum asakyatvat anirvacaniyam rajatam khyati.
akhyati-vadinah prabhakarah, idam rajatam na khyati na pratibhasikam
bhati. kimtu satyam eva, yad ete grahana-smarana-vijiidne satye. tatha
hi vanig-vithyadau kanta-kankanadau ca grhitam sat cakacikyadi-sveta-
bhaskaratvadi-sadréyat pirvanubhava-samskarodbodhe sati $ukti-
mastake tad eva rajatam smrtam. tato dvayam api satyam. idam purovarti
satyam rajatam. piirvanubhavit smrtam tad api satyam. ayam ca $lokah
prabhakarabhiprayena kavina krtah.

anyonyam anyatravad iksamanau tau damayanti-nalau mithah
paras-param tathyam pari$asvajate. kva—alingitasya alikasya paras-
parasya antar-madhye. yal loke sampratipannam idam paras-param
mithunam alikalingitam tasmin tathyam paras-param alingitam bab-
huva. yad aropitariipena paras-parena adhyusite 'pi puro-vartini dese
anyonyam janantau, ayam arthah—tat plirvam anyatra deée nalena
kvapi satyalinganam anubhitam grhitam. damayantya ca sakhibhih
sahalinganam anubhava-grhitam. tad evedam adhyusita-dese smrtam. ato
‘nyonyalingana-grahana-jfidnam smarana-jfianam cobhayam api tathyam
eva, na tu mithya. atas tathyo mithah pari$vangah smarana-jfianasya
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abadhitatvat iti mimdmsakaika-de$indm prabhakaranam asayah.
ato'nyonya-paras-para-mithah-$§abdanamapaunar-uktyam. anyonya-$abda
ekah piirvinubhiitaslesa-vacl. aparah paras-para-Sabdah puro-vartini dese
smarana-jfiana-vacakah. trtiyah apara-vadinam sampratipannam alikatam
bhranti-samjfiam antidya grahana-smarana-jfianayor ekatra melakah.
caturtho mithah-$abdah prabhakara-siddhanta-siddham pratijiam
pratipadayati. atah sarva-prakarena tathyam mithas tau parisasvajate.

EXCERPTS FROM CHAPTER 4
1.26 [Gagabhatta’s Rakagama 1.2]

atra pratdpavali-kirti-mandaloddesena suvarna-dandaika-
sitatapatritatvam vidheyam tac ca samasantargatam. na ceha vidheyasya
kriya-vi§esanatvat samasenetara-visesanatvenavagatasya kriya-
videsanatvanupapattir disakata-bijam . ..

1.27 [Gadadhara on Naisadhiya 1.1 and 1.2]

(a)

prathamatas casya kaveh kavyam idam nirmatum icchatah—ko "atra jagati
tatha-vidhah khalu dhira-lalitah ksiti-patir abhiid yam aham iha jita-
sudhd-rasa-katham katha-nayakam karomiti. bhiiyas ciram cintayatah
samyag updsitasya cintamani-mantrasya prasadad yah kila 'rtho 'ntah
prasphurat sa eva nipiyetyadav adima-$loke bahir upanibaddhah. yo 'yam
evamguna-ganalankrtah krta-yuge nalo nama ksiti-patir asit tam aham
iha kathayam nayaka-pade 'bhiseksyamiti catra tatparyarthah.

(8)

rasaih kathetyadau dvitiya-§loke tu vastu-nirdesa-riipataya tam
evartham bhangya kavir ayam aniiktavan . . . kecit tu prathama-slokam
eva vastu-nirdesa-pratipadakam ahur dvitiyam tu pathantaram. mukha-
riipasya piirva-§lokasyaikarthatvena pratimukha-riipataya cumbanac
cumbako "yam ity apare. tac ca pathantara eva samavisatiti tenaiva tat-
karyam avapyate. atra pakse ca bhii-pala-paryayasya ksiti-raksina iti
vidheya-padasyottarardhe nirdeso yuktah. yasya kathim nipiya budhas
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tatha sudhdm api nadriyante sa tatha-vidhah khalu nalo nama ksiti-patih
piirvam asid iti. katha-vastu-nirdeso hi viSesanasya vidheyatvam.

(©

ndmnas tv aniidyatvam eva yatha purane suratho nama rija kavye
himalayo nama nagadhirajo ’sti loke 'pi kampilye nagare visnusarma
nama brahmano babhuva ity adi. atraiva ca dvitiya-$loke nalo nima
rasa-janir abhiid iti. nalasyaiva tv atra vidheyatve vastu-nirdesatvam
vimrsyamanam asamanjasam iva syat. yatha kathamcit pada-sam-
baddhena vidheyanidya-krama-yuktim apadyamane tu prathamata
eva klista-kalpana khalv ativodvega-janani bhavet. prathama-$loke
vidheyaniidya vaisadr§yam budhanam sudhayam anadara-hetor
anupadanan nirhetutvam ca disanam asankaminah kavir ayam
tasyaivartham dvitiya-$loke pathantarapadesena sa-yuktikam krtva
pratyapipadat. evam ca $rimata 'nena nijasya kavi-karmanah khalu
praudhih pradarsita. anyatha kavir ayam sarvajfiah sad-vastu-nirdesa-
param sagunam nirdosam catraikam eva $lokam kim na vidadhyat. iti
maya yatha-§rutam yatha-mati ca vyakhyatam. nijam rahasyam tu kavir
eva veda. vyakhyana-viesam tu sahrdaya iti.

1.28 [Narayana on 22.82]

tasmad ativyaptyadi-dosad vyakarana-miila eva loka-prayoga iti niyamo
na yuktah. laksyam uddidya laksana-pravrttih na tu laksanam uddisya
laksya-pravrttir iti, tasmat prayoga-miilam vyikaranam iti vyakaranal
loka eva prayoge baliyan iti bhavah.

1.29 [Vidyadhara's preface to 1.1]

nanu mahabharate nalopakhyanasyaiva vaktum ucitatvat
$riharsenopdkhyanaikadeée kavya-visrantih katham krta. sakala-
nalopakhyanasyaiva vaktum ucitatvat. satyam. kavyam hi sahrdaya-
hrdayanam avarjakam bhavati. hrdayavarjakam ca kavyam sva-rasena
kriyate. tatra ca punaraitihye eka-dese sarasatvam dréyate. tatraivanenapi
visrantih krteti bhavah.
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1.30 [Narayana on 22.148]

ananda-padena tustaye 'stu ity asisd ca grantha-samaptim dyota-
yati. mahabharatadau varnitasyapy uttara-nala-caritrasya nirasatvan
nayakanudaya-varnanena rasa-bhanga-sad-bhavac ca kavyasya ca
sahrdayahladana-phalatvac catrottara-caritram sriharsena na varnitam
ity adi jhatavyam.

EXCERPTS FROM CHAPTER 5
1.31 [Nardyana on 13.3]

yasya rana-$ril senacari-bhavantau sainikau bhavantau yav ibhanana-
danavari gane$a-nirayanau tayor vasenadhisthanena krtva janita krta
asurabhir daitya-bhayam yaya. asurebhyo devanam ya bhih tasya iranam
ksepanam tena ya $rih si yasya janiteti va.

1.32 [Nardyana on 13.17]

chaya ritih loka-paripalanam ity artha iti va. asyeva jagat-palanam ko 'pi
na karotity arthah,

1.33 [Narayana on 13.26]

mat-sandehdd enam bhaimi bhajed iti nala-bhrantih. nala-samdehan
mam bhajed iti varuna-bhrantih. varuna-vaci-sabda-sadbhavac chlesa-
vakroktyadi-jfiana-catura bhaimi varunam na varisyatiti ni$cayena nala-
bhrama-nasah. nale "nurakta bhaimi mat-pratipadaka-sabda-sadbhavan
mam na varisyatiti niScayena varuna-bhrama-nasa iti va.

1.34 [Nardyana on 14.88]

ha-kara-rephayor uccaranartham yad akara-dvayam tad-rahitam “hra”
iti vyafijana-matra-ha-kara-repha-mayam ity arthah. tatha sendum
i ca indus ca tabhyam saha vartamanam. i-karena ardha-candrena ca
yuktam. tatha—sakalam kala anusvaras tat sahitam hrim-kara-riipam
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ity arthah .. . asmifi chloke tikantara-krto bahiinam $aiva-vaisnavadi
mantranam uddharo vijfieyah. atra grantha-vistara-bhiya kasta-
kalpanaya ca noktah.

1.35 [Nardyana on 1.117]

atha ca vistaratvat samudra-tulye vinasitvat palvala-tulye $arire
vicarantam hamsam paramatmanam kascid yogi pasyati. riramsur hamsi
$aktih tasyah kala-nade sadaram. hiranmayatvam hiranmayah purusah
(Chandogya 6.6) iti $ruteh.

1.36 [Nardyana on 3.34]

yatha muner yogino manaso vrttir vyaparah svikdyam tanau carantam
sadbhir manv adibhir nitaram hitam dhyatam . . . sadbhyo vi tebhya eva
nitaram hitam istam hamsam paramatmanam adara-yuktena atisayena
abhiprayena grahitukama sati ni$calatam prapnoti.

1.37 [Candupandita on 3.34]

yatha manaso vrttir mano-vyaparah svakiya-tanau $arire sannihitam
antas carantam hamsam atmanam adara-yuktena d§ayena antahkaranena
grahitukama jAatum icchur niscalatam dhyana-paratam jagahe.

EXCERPTS FROM CHAPTER 6
1.38 [Candupandita 1.1 (preface)]

(a)

prathamam tavat kavir vijigisu kathayam svapitr-paribhavukam
udayanam atyamarsanataya kataksayams tad-grantha-granthin
udgrathithayitum khandanam praripsu$ caturvidha-purusarthair
abhimanam anavadhiyaminam avadhirya mainasam ekatanam
aninaya. tatha ca $rivaranasyam mukti-ksetre 'nubhiita-parabrahma-
svariipe gangd-dar$anadind dharma-karma-madhya-madhyasino
drsti-purahsthita-svayatta-meru-sikhara-sama-sauvarna-niska-rasi-
darsanena vasikrtartha-purusarthah krtarthah.
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(8)

sodasa-varsabhir yauvanvatibhir aparva-lavanya-sampattibhih
snanodvartana-bhojanddy upacdra-caturabhih pramadabhih
paricaryaminataya kinkari-krta-kama-purusarthah, evam caturbhir api
purusdrthair anaksipta-hrdayataya grantham nirmaya tad-granthan
khandayan yuktibhih khandasah khanditavan.

(c)

tatra ca karkasa-tarkodarkatvac chrngaradi-rasa-pradhananam
aparitosam sambhavya tad-dvarjanaya rasa-pradhanam kavyam idam
cakara.

1.39 [Gadadhara 1.1 (preface)]

varanasyam govindacandro ndma rdja babhuva. yatha ’stindro
'maravatyam. tasya sabhayam bahavah pandita babhivuh. manditah
sad-gunaughena. tesu ca sarvesu $riharsah parsan-mandanam. yah
kila krtavdn khandanam . . . tam ca yathavasaram anusarantam nrpa-
samsadam apare matsarinah prathamopagatah sahitya-rasala-taru-vanam
manyah paraspard "sya viksd-purahsaram upahasanti sma prativasaram
samprapto 'yam tarka-$ami-taru-rupa-sannivesah siksin marur eva desa
iti. ekada tu sahasopasthitena tena te lingair ullingitah svam anusandhaya
dhyayantah kimapi visadréam giidham. prstas ca kacana tat-samipa-varti
svaptah kim etesam dustadinam idr$a-vicestitam iti. kathitam ca tena tat-
sarvam tasmai yathavad anupurvya. atha 'sau vidvan abhimanavan kilai-
tat kimapi $rngara-rasa-dhama nala-carita-nama samudravad andvyam
mahakavyam vinirmaya nyavedayat tasmai nrpaya pratyaksa-devaya.
tatas ca vidvan esa visesa-vidusas tasmat suprasannat tarka-vedisv
ekam sahitya-vedisv ekam iti sabahumanam asana-dvayam labhate sma.
tambiila-dvayam ca kavi-pandita iti ca namantaram lebhe.

1.40 [Rajasekharasiiri (from the Harsakaviprabandha)]

plrvasyam varanasyam puri govindacandro nama raja . . . tat-putro
jayantacandrah. tasmai rajyam dattva pita yogam prapadya para-lokam
asadhayat...tasyarajfiobahavo vidvamsah. tatraiko hiranamaviprah. tasya
nandanah prajfia-cakravarti $riharsah. so 'dyapi balavasthah. sabhayam
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rajakiyenaikena panditena vadina hiro rija-samaksam jitvd mudrita-
vadanah krtah. lajja-panke magnah. vairam babhara dharalam. mrtyu-
kale harsam sa babhase. vatsa amukena panditenaham ahatya raja-drstau
jitah. tan me duhkham. yadi sat-putro ’si tadd tam jayeh ksmapa-sadasi.
$riharsenoktam om iti. hiro dyam gatah, $riharsas tu kutumba-bharam
apta-dayadesv aropya vide$am gatva vividhacarya-par$ve ’cirat
tarkalankara-gita-ganita-jyotisa-cidamani-mantra-vyakaranadih sarva
vidyah sasphurah prajagraha. ganga-tire suguru-dattam cintamani-
mantram varsam apramattah sidhayamasa. pratyaksa tripura 'bhiit.
amoghadesatvadi varaptih. tadadi rdja-gosthisu bhramati. alaukikollekha-
$ikharitam jalpam karoti yam ko 'pi na budhyate. tato 'tividyaya 'pi
lokagocara-bhitaya khinnah punar bharatim pratyaksikrtyabhanat.
matah atiprajiid "pi dosaya me jata. budhyamana-vacanam mam kuru. tato
devyoktam. tarhi madhya-ratre 'mbhah klinne $irasi dadhi piba. pascat
svapihi. kaphamsavatarij jadata-leSam apnuhi. tathaiva krtam. bodhya-
vag asit. khandanadi-granthan parahsataf jagranthah. krta-krtyibhiya
kasim ayasit. nagara-tate sthitah. jayantacandram ajijfiapat.

1.41 [Rajasekharasiiri (verse from the Harsakaviprabandha)]

sahitye sukumara-vastuni drdha-nyaya-graha-granthile tarke va mayi
samvidhatari samam lilayate bharati / $ayya vastu mrduttara-cchadavati
darbhankurair astrta bhiimir va hrdayangamo yadi patis tulya ratir
yositdm //

1.42 [Rajasekharasri (from the Harsakaviprabandha)]

(a)

ekada muda nrpenoktah~kavisa vadindra kificit prabandha-ratnam
kuru. tato naisadham mahakavyam baddham divya-rasam maha-gfidha-
vyangya-bhara-saram. rajfie dar$itam. rdjfioce—susthutamam idam.
param kasmiram vraja. tatratya-panditebhyo darsaya. bharati-haste ca
mufica. bharati ca tatra pithe svayam siksad vasati. asatyam prabandham
haste nyastam avakara-nikaram iva diire ksipati. satyam tu mardha-
dhiina-piirvam susthy ity Grikaroti. uparitah puspani patanti. $rtharso
raja-dattartha-nispanna-vipula-samagrikah ka$miran agamat. sarasvati-
haste pustakam nyasthat. sarasvatya diire ksiptam tat.
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()

vaidesiko "ham. na vedmi kimapy ete prakrta-vadinyau briitah. kevalam
tan $abdan vedmi. rajioktam—brihi. tat-krama-stham eva tad-bhasita-
prati-bhasita-$atam abhihitam anena. raja camatkrtah—aho prajia. aho
avadharana. dasyor vadam nirnaya yatha-sambhavam nigrahanugrahau
krtva prahitya ériharsam aprcchad raja—kas tvam evam medhira-
$iromanih. $riharsenoktam sarvam kathanakam svam. rdjan pandita-
krta-daurjanyat tava pure dubkhi tisthami. samyak paramparya-jiio raja

""" t—dhinmudhah. idr$o ’pi ratne na snihyate.

1.43 [Rajasekharasiiri (from the Hariharaprabandha)]

ratrau sadyo lekhaka-niyogibhir lekhita navina pustika. jirna-rajjvakrta
vasa-nyasena dhiisarikrtya mukta. pratah panditaya pustika datta.
grhyatam tad idam svam naisadham. grhita panditena pustikd. mantrina
nyagadi asmakam api kose kilastivedam §astram iti smaramah. vilokyatam
kosah. yavad vilambenaiva krsta navind pratih. yavac chodyate tavan
nipiya yasya ksiti-raksinas katha ityadi naisadham udaghatistam.

1.44 [Vidyapati (from the Medhavikatha)]

(a)

babhiiva gauda-visaye $riharso nama kavi-panditah. sa ca
nalacaritabhidhinam kavyam krtva tat-kavyam darsayitum pandita-
mandalim uddi$ya varanasim jagama.

()

rasavan-mana-samgrahi gunalankara-samyutam / kavinam yasase
kavyam hasyayin yac ca jayate // agnau pariksyate svarnam kavyam
sadasi tad-vidi / kim kaves tena kavyena sadbhir yan nanugamyate//
[Purusapariksa 1.10.2-3]

(©

tatra ca koka-namanam panditam $ravayamasa . . . $riharsas tu tam
anugacchan pathati praty aham tad uttaram kimapi napnoti. ekada
$rtharsenoktam—arya mahakavye krta-§ramo "ham. tat-pariksartham
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tvam uddidya buddhya svadesiya-vatsalyena ca mahato dirad agato

'smi . . . bhavan na nindati na cabhinandati. tan-manye karnam eva
narpayatiti.
(D)

koka uvaca—ahah katham aham karnam narpayami. kim tu sampiirnam
$rutva Sabdarthayor tthipohena sandarbha-suddhim jatva videsam
vaksyami. anaya vasanaya na kimapi vacmi. kavyam tu maya karne krtam
manasi dharitam ceti. yadi bhavan na pratyeti tada $rnotu.

1.45 [Rajasekharasiiri (from the Harsakaviprabandha)]

atrantare jayantacandrasya padmakara-nama pradhana-narah $ri-
anahilapattanam gatah. tatra saras-tate rajaka-ksalitayam $atikayam
ketaydm iva madhukara-kulam niliyamanam drstva vismito 'praksid
rajakam—yasya yuvater iyam $ati tam me darsaya. tasya hi mantrinas
tat-padminitve nirnayastham manah. rajakena sayam tasmai tad-grham
nitva tam arpayitva tat-svamini sithavadevi-namni $alapati-patni vidhava
yauvanastha suriipa dar$ita. tam kumarapala-raja-parsvad uparodhya
tad-grhan nitva somanatha-yatram krtvd kasim gatah. tam padminim
jayantacandra-bhoginim akarot. sGhavadevir iti khyatim agat. sa casa-garva
vidusiti krtva kalabharatiti pathayati loke. $riharso 'pi narabharatiti
pathyate. tasyatannasahate samatsarini. tvamkah. $riharsah—kalasarvajfio
'ham, rijfiya "bhani—tarhi mam upanahau paridhapaya. ko bhavah—yady
ayam na vedmiti bhanitam dvijatvat tarhy ajfiah. $riharsenangikrtam. gato
nilayam. taru-valkalais tatha tatha parikarmitaih sayam lolaksah san diira-
sthah svaminim ajthavat . . . . rdjanam api tat-krtam kucestam jfiapayitva
khinno ganga-tire samnyasam agrahit.

EXCERPTS FROM CHAPTER 7
1.46 [Mallindtha on 1.14]

(a)

atra prakrtasya parivesasya pratisedhenaprakrtasya kundalanasya
sthapanat apahnutir alankarah . . . pracinas tu parivesa-misena siirya-
candramasoh kundalanotpreksanit sapahnavotpreksa.
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(8)

evam kaitavam chalam tasmat bhanoh stiryasya vidhor api candrasya ca
kundalanam atiriktatd-sticaka-vestanam ity arthah karoti. adhikaksara-
varjanartham lekhakadivad iti bhavah.

1.47 [Candupandita on 19.60]

vayaso hi pratah kim kim iti $abdam karoti. sa ca prccha-vacakah . . . tuhi
tuhi iti $abdam pratah pikah karoti.

1.48 [Mallinatha on 19.60]
paksi-prabhrtinam avyakta-dhvani yasya cetasi yad udeti sa tathaiva
manah-kalpitam prakasayati. evam ca kavir ayam tada kaka-dhvanim
kav iti kokila-dhvanim ca tuhiti kalpayitva kav iti tuhiti ca kaka-kokila-
kiijjitena parvokta-prasnottaratvam utpreksate. prabhitam jatam
kakadayah paksinah kgjantiti bhavah.

1.49 [Nardyana on 1.118]
smararjitam kamotpannam rago 'nuragas tal-laksano riga-mahiruho
vrksas tasyankuram bibhratam yatha-kramam dharayantam . . . balasu
priyasu cumbanadi-vyaparah.

1.50 [Mallinatha on 2.34]

tadapi cet karana-samarthyat trivalaya iti bahuvacana-prayoga-darsane
sthitam gati-matram na sarvatrikam iti pratimah.



APPENDIX 2: ENCOMIA (PRASASTI) TO SRIHARSA
AND THE NAISADHIYA

2.1

Playfully broken are the tusks of that mad elephant,
that group of Carvakas who hold that

only perception leads to true knowledge.

The attack is executed by the hands of a lion,
whose human form is Sriharsa.

These actions of his are well-known in the world.!

[Varadarija Pandita]

2.2

Glory to Nala, the jewel in the crown of all kings!
To praise him makes everything auspicious.
A collection of the pearls of Nala’s fame,
Sriharsa’s elegant poem confers a special delight.”
[Gopindtha Ratha]

2.3

After adopting a superb path,

a path untrodden by other poets,

and initiated by his own pioneering steps,
the poet Sriharsa—the glorious Harsa—
strides about gloriously.?

[Gadadhara]
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2.4

In technical matters of philosophy, Sarasvati
became the Khandanakhandakhadya.
In the world of poetry, she became the Naisadhiya.
These two works represent the sun and the moon
and are sung about everywhere.
Scholars—competitive soldiers—
bent on defeating their rivals, and pushing their own ideas
on the battlefield of scholarship, adore Sriharsa
for his pungent and sweet qualities.
With the Khandanakhandakhadya, he is pungent.
Sweet he is in the Naisadhiya.*
[Gadadhara]

2.5

It has the syllable Om as its ornament.
Admired by all the critics,
its elegant expressions sparkle.
It is simply beautiful, to the extent that
its superb sequence of words
gives pleasure to the goddess of Beauty.
The delight it gives to the heart lingers long.
Truly, it serves as a means to accomplish the aims of life.
Sriharsa’s poem is a scripture par excellence.
Ah, so dear to connoisseurs of poetry,
how intense is its brilliance!
[$ridhara)

2.6

To whose heart does Sriharsa not give pleasure?
Entertaining through his poetry,

he is a hill that playfully sways in the waves

of the nectar of rasa.

Attractive with his philosophizing,

he is a craggy mountain churning the sea
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with deeply penetrating arguments,
a boatman skilled enough to cross the ocean
of both schools of Mimamsal®

[Ramacandra Sesa]

2.7

Sriharsa, king of poets, has produced an extraordinary composition:

The stage for her play is the peak of the palace of the learned heart.

The activity backstage is the fashioning of novel sentiments.

Her friends are the expressive manifestations of rasa.

Her skillful acting is the careful use of words.

Naisadha—Nala—is the husband she has chosen for herself.’
[Vi$vesvara (Gagabhatta)]

2.8

A union of sound and sense,

elegantly bound up within choice meters,

is its powerful roots.

The range of logical arguments

makes for a beautiful roof of rough sipha branches.

Sriharsa’s expressive words are the flowers,

and its sole fruit is §rigara, ripe and glistening with lots of rasa.

What can excel this great medicinal plant?
[$ridhara)

2.9

Going through inferior poems of other poets
has led many to mental strain.
These works aggravate the mind’s dosas
and cause an unhealthy imbalance.
May the poetry of Sriharsa,
the lord of the family poets,
be a rejuvenating medicine!
Drink it up with your ears!®
[Gagabhatta)
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2.10

Inference may be said to be

the primary trope of this poem. It alone shines.
The poem’s rasa is delivered

both directly and indirectly—and it is superb.
Figures of speech and rasa make a poem,

like the combination of milk and nectar.

It is worthy of being clutched

by a learned man or god, in a firm embrace."
[Gadddhara]

2.11

How do I measure the depth of this poem called Naisadhiya?
It is a palatial abode for limitless meanings, concealed and remote.
There are many, many radiant jewels in the middle of the earth.

It is the rare digger who can locate the entire quarry of diamonds."
[Gadadhara]

2.12

Because of the drops of water flowing fast

from the streams of the sibling of the Khandanakhandakhadya,
we detect the sprouts of delight by their characteristic flowers,
well-watered and in bloom, growing without interruption.

We know that such is the delight of the connoisseur:

hair standing on end, moistened with rasa that slowly builds."
[Gagabhatta)



NOTES

INTRODUCTION

Iam thinking of David Smith’s work on the Haravijaya and Indira Peterson’s book on
the Kiratdrjuniya [David Smith, Ratnakara’s Haravijaya: An Introduction to the Sanskrit
Court Epic (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1985); and Indira Visvanathan Peterson,
Design and Rhetoric in a Sanskrit Court Epic: The Kirdtdrjuniya of Bharavi (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 2003)].

See especially the third volume of Ricoeur’s Time and Narrative for a discussion of
the distinction [Paul Ricoeur, Time and Narrative, vol. 1-3, tr. K. McLaughlin and D.
Pellauer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984)].

The poem is also called Naisadhacarita or, as I will be calling it from here onward,
the Naisadhiya.

4. Georg Biihler, “Age of Sriharsa,” JBBRAS 10 (1875): 33.

sﬂ

S.N. Dasgupta and $.K. De, History of Sanskrit Literature, vol. 1 (Calcutta: University of
Calcutta, 1947), 325; 330.

In this regard, colonial-era scholarship on the Naisadhiya echoes what recent
scholarship on other Sanskrit works has attempted to address: the often-negative
valuations stamped on the aesthetic trends of post-Kilidasa poetry. Especially
relevant in this regard are Yigal Bronner’s analysis of the Western bias against
complex, double-meaning (slesa) poetry [Yigal Bronner, Extreme Poetry (New York:
Columbia University Press, 2010)] and Lawrence McCrea's article on Migha's
Sisupalavadhia, which aims to redirect the conversation of Magha's aesthetic aims
away from the perspective of nineteenth- and twentieth-century critics of Sanskrit
poetry [Lawrence McCrea, “The Conquest of Cool: Theology and Aesthetics
in Magha’s Sisupalavadha™ in Innovations and Turning Points: Toward a History of
Sanskrit Literature, ed. Yigal Bronner, David Shulman, and Gary Tubb (Dehli: Oxford
University Press; forthcoming)).

In the case of Sanskrit literary culture, pseudepigrapha usually take the form of
verses falsely attributed to a famous poet that, in most cases, come from the pens
of later poets attempting to mimic or reproduce the style of the master poet.
While this book focuses on an important literary work’s reading communities, a
separate study could emphasize the visual and performance communities that form
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around works like the Naisadhiya, somewhat along the lines of Philip Lutgendorf’s
exemplary case study of the ways in which the Ramdyana of Tulsidas has been
received and perpetuated by audiences through performance [Philip Lutgendorf,
The Life of a Text: Performing the Ramcaritmanas of Tulsidas (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1995)].

See especially Jauss's essay [Hans Robert Jauss, “Literary History as a Challenge to
Literary Theory” in Toward an Aesthetic of Reception, tr. Timothy Bahti (Minneapolis;
University of Minnesota Press, 1982)]. See also Stephanie Trigg’s book on the
reception history of English poet Geoffrey Chaucer [Stephanie Trigg, Congenial
Souls: Reading Chaucer from Medieval to Postmodern {(Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2002)].

Iser writes about the effect a text has on the reader and the implications it holds
in critical attitudes toward literature: “Now if the reader and the literary text are
partners in a process of communication, and if what is communicated is to be of
any value, our prime concern will no longer be the meaning of the text . . . but
its effect. Herein lies the function of literature, and herein lies the justification for
approaching literature from a functionalist standpoint” [Wolfgang Iser, “The Act
of Reading” in Critical Theory Since 1965, ed. H. Adams and L. Searle (Tallahassee:
Florida State University Press, 1986), 360]. See also Iser’s book The hmplied Reader
(1972, trans, 1974) and Fish's collection of essays Is There a Text in This Class (1980).
See section 2.1 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text,

Khanda-khadya can be translated as “edible pieces” but also may refer to an
Ayurvedic potion. An unwieldy translation of Khandanakhandakhadya may also
be something like “a disease-curing tonic (khanda-khddya) that systematically
smashes (khandana) the logic of opponents.” Another common translation for the
strange term khanda-khadya is “sweets” or the archaic “sweetmeats.”

Formerly known also as Mahodaya, modern Kanauj is located in the center of the
Indian state of Uttar Pradesh. Kanyakubja was the focal point of several important
royal dynasties from the seventh century ct and became for several centuries, as
Stein notes, “the emblem of the cakravartin in northern India” {Burton Stein, A
History of India (Malden, Mass.: Wiley-Blackwell Press, 1998), 124]. Kanauj, under
the Gurjara-Pratihira empire (sixth through eleventh centuries), was also a center
of learning and a home for several important Sanskrit and Prakrit poets, the most
well known among them being Rajasekhara Yayavariya in the tenth century.
Though the Gahadavila dynasty's founding is attributed to Yasovigraha (1042~
1070 cE) and his son Mahicandra (1071-1089), the first available inscriptions
only date from the reign of Candradeva (1090-1103), the first Gahadavala
king to establish control over Kinyakubja. Candradeva was followed by his
son Madanapila (1104-1113 cg), who was, in turn, briskly succeeded by
Govindacandra (1114-1155 ck), the most successful of the Gahadavalas—in terms
of expanding his empire to include the important places of Ayodhya, Viranas,
Kusika, and Indrasthiniyaka; repelling the incursions of various rivals, including
the Pilas from the east and the Yamini sultins from the west; and fashioning
his imperial domain as a center of learning where we know that at least one of
the most important works of medieval dharmasastra emerged, the legal digest
{nibandha) entitled Krtyakalpataru of Govindacandra’s minister Laksmidhara, For
a summary of arguments about Sriharsa’s date, see A.N, Jani, A Critical Study of
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Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1957), 121-129. Many of
the details about the history of the Gahadavala dynasty are drawn from Roma
Niyogi’s work on the subject [Roma Niyogi, The History of the 6ahadavala Dynasty
(Calcutta: Calcutta Oriental Book Agency, 1959)].

Laksmanasena himself is reputed to have been the patron of Sanskrit poets such as
Umapatidhara, Dhoyi, Jayadeva, and Govardhana and of significant projects such
as the anthology of Sanskrit poetry known as the Saduktikarnamrta compiled by
Sridharadasa. Sriharsa is cited as the author of several verses from this anthology,
the significance of which is discussed in the concluding chapter of this volume.
The most famous of the Gahadavala kings, Jayacandra (Jayaccandra, Jayantacandra)~—
often associated with the appellations Jiichand, Jaichand Rai, or the Rai of
Banaras—is memorialized as the great rival of both the Cihamana king Prthviraja
and his ultimate vanquisher Muhammad Ghiiri in numerous texts from the late
medieval period. These texts include Vidyapati's Purusapariksd (The Examination
of the Man) and Jain Sanskrit poet Nayacandrasiri's Rambhamafijarinataka in
the fifteenth century. [Nayacandrasiiri, incidentally, compares himself to the
“immortal Srtharsa” in his Rambhamanjari, as a poet who can create extraordinary
poetry (lokottara) that is both graceful in sound and striking in image (lalityam
amarasyeha sriharsasyeva vakrima / nayacandrakaveh kavye drstam lokottaram dvayam
/1)1 Two other works are Firishta’s History (Tarikh-i-Firishta) and Cand Bardai’s epic
Prthviraja Raso in the seventeenth century.

Niyogi, History of the Gahadavala Dynasty, 207-208.

For Watve's ideas about Sriharsa’s patron and the connection with Prthviraja,
see Jani, Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 259. The seventeenth-century
Brajbhasa text Prthvirdja Raso provides the most detailed portrait of Jayacandra as it
not only recounts a romanticized military rivalry between the Gahadavala king and
Prthvirdja but also provides a detailed account of Prthvirdja’s secret attendance
at Samyogitd’s svayamvara. According to this narrative, Prthvirdja elopes with
Samyogitd, reinforcing Jayacandra’s enmity with Prthvirdja and thus making it
possible for the Yamini sultans to gain hegemony over both their kingdoms. In
Hindi, therefore, to be called a “Jaichand” is to be understood as a traitor to one’s
family or nation.

karkotakasya ndgasya damayantyah nalasya ca rtuparnasya rdjarseh kirtanam
kalindsanam (Mahabharata, Vanaparva (Book Two)l.

V. Narayana Rao and David Shulman, “Nala: The Life of a Story” in Damayanti and

Nala: The Many Lives of a Story, ed. Susan Wadley (New Delhi: Chronicle Books,
2011),

See note 19,
See section 2.2 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

1. THE NAISADHIYA'S AESTHETIC

See section 2.3 in appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

One may tentatively compare the mahdkdvya genre to the epyllion (“little epic”
in Greek) or to literary (or secondary) epics in European languages like Milton’s
Paradise Lost, Spencer’s Faerie Queen, or Dante’s Inferno.
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See Siegfried Lienhard, A History of Classical Poetry: Sanskrit, Pali, Prakrit (Wiesbaden:
Otto Harrassowitz, 1984), 163ff.

David $mith has published a monograph on the poem [David Smith, Ratndkara’s
Haravijaya: An Introduction to the Sanskrit Court Epic (Delhi: Oxford University Press,
1985)].

Michael Hahn has worked extensively on this poem [Michael Hahn, “Appendix” in
Sivasvamin’s Kapphindbhyudaya or the Exaltation of King Kapphina, ed. Gauri Shankar
(New Delhi: Aditya Prakashan, 1989), i-xxxvil.

For agood translation and discussion of Dandin’s definition of mahakavya, see Indira
Viswanathan Peterson, Design and Rhetoric in a Sanskrit Court Epic: The Kirdtdrjuniya of
Bharavi (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2003), 8ff.

Peterson suggests that these “topics of a mahakdvya are not mere items on a list,
but coherent, viable arenas of composition for the poet and enjoyment for the
connoisseur” (Peterson, Design and Rhetoric, 18). Outside of these rather conventional
contours of the shape Sanskrit poets give to a mahdkavya, Sanskrit writers on poetics
rarely explore in their works the critical issues that contemporary readers consider
relevant to a fuller appreciation of why certain episodes from the great epics are
chosen by the poet, what social or political commentary accompanies their choice,
or if there is a particular literary design that marks the work as a whole.

See E. Réer (ed.), “Naisadhiyacarita of Sriharsa with Premacandra Tarkavigida’s
Commentary (Cantos 1-11) and Nardyana's Commentary (Cantos 12-22)" in
Biblioteca Indica (Calcutta: Asiatic Society, 1836-1855), 327.

. SeeG.C.Jhala, “The Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa~A Linguistic Study,” Journal of Oriental

Institute Baroda 22.2 (1973): 157.

K.K. Handiqui, Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa: English Translation with Notes, 2nd ed.
(Poona: Deccan College, 1965), xi-xv.

See section 2.4 in appendix 2 for Sanskrit text,

Sriharsa mentions this in the epilogue verse to the sixth canto (NC 6.113¢). The
compound khanda-khddya could refer to either a sweet dessert or to a medicinal
tonic used to cure diseases. The word khandana has the sense of “smashing” or
“refuting” something, especially, in Sriharsa’s case, the logic of those with whom
you disagree,

All citations from the Naisadhiya are taken from the 1998 edition (with Nirdyana’s
commentary) prepared by Sivadatta Sharma [$ivadatta Sharma, Naisadhacaritam:
Srimannardyanatikaya (Lucknow: Uttarapradesa Samskrta Samsthana, 1998)].

This is a well-known definition found in numerous Advaita Vedinta texts:
abhinna-nimittopadana-karanam brahma. Sriharsa’s dialectical strategy in the
Khandanakhandakhddya to deconstruct the very bases of epistemological definitions
through demonstrating their internal contradictions leads to a conclusion that all
definitions are untenable (sarvani laksanani anupapannani) and that Truth is free of
negatability (badhitatva), is self-illuminating (svaprakasa), and is beyond the logical
flaws intrinsic to all philosophical propositions about Truth. See Stephen Phillips’s
comprehensive work [Classical Indian Metaphysics (Chicago: Open Court, 1995)] and
Phyllis Granoff's classic study [Philosophy and Argument in Late Vedanta: Sriharsa’s
Khandanakhandakhadya (Dordrecht, Holland: D, Reidel Publishing Company, 1978)]
for a thorough discussion of Sriharsa’s seminal contribution to the development of
post-twelfth-century Indian philosophy.
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Maya Tevet-Dayan has an especially perspicuous analysis of this episode from the
Naisadhiya [Maya Tevet-Dayan, Divine Language Incarnate: The Poetic Metaphysics of
Sriharsa’s Naisadhiya-carita (Tel Aviv: Faculty of Humanities, Tel Aviv University,
2010)]. See also B.N. Goswary'’s classic work [B.N. Goswamy, Pahari Paintings of the
Nala-Damayanti Theme (New Delhi: National Museum, 1995)].

See section 2.5 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

B.K. Matilal's essay entitled “Skepticism and Mysticism” eloquently brings
out this connection in Sriharsa’s philosophy [B.X. Matilal, “Skepticism and
Mysticism,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 105, no, 3 (July-Sep. 1985):
479-484].

On the wide appearance of this mantra in various religious traditions of early India,
see Handiqui, Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, 580.

Tevet-Dayan (Divine Language Incarnate, 199ff) comprehensively discusses the role
of Sarasvati and the Naisadhiya's discourse on Speech generally,

Moritz Winternitz, History of Indian Literature (New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass,
1966), 64,

See section 2.6 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

Sriharsa again compares the fame of Damayanti with the fame of this particular
style of poetic composition in 14.91.

AN. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute,
1957), 145.

sapiteh sampriter ajani rajanisah parisadd paritas taranam dina-mani-mani-grava-
manikah / priye pasyotpreksa-kavibhir-abhidhandya susakah sudham abhyuddhartum
dhrta-sasaka-nilasma-casakah // Naisadhiya 22.144.

The tradition of putting four (or sometimes five) verses at the end of a given
mahakavya, giving information about the poet and the poem, becomes common
after the seventh century (see, for example, the Bhattikavya, Janakiharana,
Sisupdlavadha, and Haravijaya).

avaktrendu tad-angam eva syjatah srastult samagras tv isam kosah $osam agad agadha-
Jagati-Silpe “pi nalpayitah / nihsesa-dyuti-mandala-vyaya-vasad isal labhais (?) tat-tand-
Sesah kesa-mayah kim andha-tamas astomair abhiin nirmitah // [Cited in AN, Jani,
Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, appendix 12: 48).

isan nasa-nikocah khara-mukhara-mukha-preksanam hasa-lesah svabodhad aprasada-
dhvananam asad avadyokti-helavaheld / mauna-vyasanga-vdrtantara-para-ruciras loka-
pathadayas te sodhavyih ke kiyantah Siva siva kavitve kucchald matsaranam // [Cited in
AN, Jani, Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, appendix 12: 49).

Among them include Sridharadasa’s Saduktikarnamrta (c. 1206) and Bhagadatta
Jalhana's Saktimuktavali (c. 1257). See AN, Jani, Critical Study of $riharsa’s
Naisadhacaritam, 48-54: appendices 12 and 13 for a complete list of citations.
The appearance of Naisadhiya verses in anthologies—and unique works like the
anonymous Vasantavildsa of the fourteenth century—remains fairly consistent up
until the seventeenth century: Subhdasitaratndkara and Subhdsitaratnabhandagara
{c. fifteenth century); Gadddharabhatta’s Rasikajivana (c. 1670); and Venidatta’s
Subhasitapadyaveni (c. seventeenth century).

kuc-giri cadi ati thakit hvai cali dithi mumh-cad / phiri na tari pariyai raho giri cibuk ko
gad // [Cited in Amarnath Jha, The Veiled Moon: Translations of Bihdri’s Satsai (New
Dethi: ICCR, 1973), 66].
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Iser writes about the effect a text has on the reader and the implications it holds
in critical attitudes toward literature: “Now if the reader and the literary text are
partners in a process of communication, and if what is communicated is to be of
any value, our prime concern will no longer be the meaning of the text . . . but
its effect. Herein lies the function of literature, and herein lies the justification for
approaching literature from a functionalist standpoint” [cited from Iser’s essay
entitled “The Act of Reading” in Critical Theory Since 1965, ed. H. Adams and L. Searle
(Tallahassee: Florida State University Press, 1986), 360].

Yigal Bronner, Extreme Poetry (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 11,
Bronner (Extreme Poetry, 9-13) devotes several pages of his book on double-
meaning poetry (slesakavya) to delineate the bias against post-Kalidasa poetry in
Sanskrit among critics of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, who saw works
like Magha's and Sriharsa’s as excessively ornamented and often degenerate of
the kavya “ideal.” Recently, Lawrence McCrea's essay (forthcoming) on Magha's
Sigupalavadha has also attempted to rescue Migha from colonial-era criticism
of the poem’s aesthetic goals [L. McCrea, “The Conquest of Cool: Theology and
Aesthetics in Magha's Sisupdlavadha” in Innovations and Turning Points: Toward a
History of Sanskrit Literature, eds. Y. Bronner, D. Shulman, and G. Tubb (Delhi: Oxford
University Press; forthcoming)]. On this era’s bias against Sanskrit prose poetry,
particularly of the prose master Banabhatta, among these very same critics, see
Robert Hueckstedt, The Style of Bana: An Introduction to Sanskrit Prose Poetry (Lanham:
University Press of America, 1985), 3-22.

Recently, in the context of discussing twentieth-century engagements with
Sanskrit literature and especially with Kalidasa, Simona Sahwney has suggested
that “Kalidisa has to be safeguarded, as it were, from the general image of
classical Sanskrit poetry, precisely because the subsequent fall of Sanskrit poetry
is a necessary part of its narrative.” See Simona Sahwney, The Modernity of Sanskrit
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2009), 166.

K.C. Chatterji, “Some Notes on the Naisadhcarita of Sriharsa,” Calcutta Oriental Journal
3,10, 6 (1936): 155.

W. Yates, “Review of the Naisadhacarita,” Asiatic Researches, vol. XX (1836): 318-337
[cited in A.N. Jani, Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 234].

2. EIGHT CENTURIES OF COMMENTARY

Sheldon Pollock, “Sanskrit Literary Culture from the Inside Out” in Literary Cultures
in History: Reconstructions from South Asia, ed. Sheldon Pollock (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 2003), 80.

I have primarily used Sanadhyashastri’s edition of Mallinitha's commentary,
published by Krishnadas Akademi Press (1984-1987); Sivadatta Sharma's 1998
edition of the Naisadhiya with Nardyana’s commentary; and ). Jani's 1997 edition
of the poem with Cindupandita’s commentary. See the bibliography for complete
citations of all editions used.

For a discussion on, and practical description of, the formulaic nature of Sanskrit
commentaries on kavya, see especially J.A.F. Roodbergen, Mallinatha’s Ghantapatha
on Kiratarjuniyah, I-VI: Introduction, Translation, and Notes (Leiden: Brill Publishers,
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1984), and Gary Tubb and Emery Boose, Scholastic Sanskrit: A Manual for Students
{New York: American Institute of Buddhist Studies, 2007).

. Sheldon Pollock, The Language of the Gods in the World of Men (Berkeley: University of

California Press, 2006), 83.

Rajasekharastiri’s narrative is partially translated and discussed in chapter 6. For
more details about Vastupila and his milieu, see Sandesara (1953).

Vidyadhara tells us in the colophon of his commentary to the second canto of the
Naisadhiya that he was the son of Rimacandra Bhisak and Sitd. For further details,
see ANN. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute,
1957), 77, fn. 281.

The manuscript from which this verse comes is from the nineteenth century (no.
415 at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Pune) and is described by K.K.
Handiqui, Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa: English Translation with Notes, 2nd ed. (Poona:
Deccan College, 1965), xxiv-xxv. See section 1.1 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.
Candupandita mentions this in the preface to his commentary on Naisadhiya 1.1.
See Jaydev Jani, Naisadhamahdakdavya with Candupandita’s Commentary (Jodhpur:
Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, 1997), xiv-xxxxix, for other details
Candupandita gives about the Naisadhiya and his own commentary on it.

See J. Jani (Naisadhamahakdvya with Candupandita’s Commentary, xvii; 43) for more
details about the colophons of Candupandita’s Dipika.

For further details, see Jaydev Jani's preface to the critical edition of Candupandita's
Dipika (J. Jani, Naisadhamahakavya with Candupandita’s Commentary, Xx).

See section 1.2 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xix-xxii) for a complete list of citations
found in Candupandita.

Krsnananda from Orissa is said to have written a commentary on the Naisadhiya.
His well-known Sahrdayananda, a Sanskrit mahakavya from the thirteenth century,
clearly demonstrates his familiarity with Sriharsa’s poem. 1 discuss this poem
as an “intralingual translation” in chapter 6. Two other commentaries from the
thirteenth century include one from Sridatta, whom A.N. Jani dates between
1275 and 1310 (A.N. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 68-69), and
Vamsivadana Sarma, whose colophon places him around the same time (A.N. Jani,
A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 75-76).

See section 1.3 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text. [$anadeva pugnaciously adds a
parting comment defending the originality of his work, however limited it might
be: “A scholar who for the sake of celebrity shows the world the work of another by
saying that it is his—such a scholar certainly goes to hell”

[§anadeva’s textual readings and interpretations generally follow Vidyadhara's
commentary. See A.N. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 49) for
further details.

AN. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 58-59), among others, also
identifies Vidyaranya (head of the Sringeri monastery from 1377 to 1386), author of
such works as Paficadasi and Sarvadarsanasamgraha, as a potential commentator on
Naisadhiya itself, being the teacher of Narahari. No evidence of such a commentary
exists, however,

Sukhdev Sharma writes about Narahari’s commentary: “The Dipika (on the first
seven cantos) contains in all 556 quotations or references. Qut of these 556, in the
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case of 536 quotations it mentions the source by name, from which they have been
taken. 1t is only in the case of 20 references where it does not mention the source
by name and therefore the hunt is to be made to trace them” [Sukhdev Sharma, “A
Critical Estimate of Narahari's Commentary on NC,” The Mysore Orientalist, Oriental
Research Institute, Mysore, vol. 9 (1976): 7). Sharma lists some of Narahari’s textual
citations, many of which represent not only texts popular during the fourteenth
century but also works now lost.

Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xxxi, fn. 61) favors Gode’s opinion that
Narahari’s commentary arrived in Kashmir during the reign of “Sikandar the 1dol-
breaker,” who was king of Kashmir from 1386 to 1410 ck. The Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute (BORI) in Pune houses one especially rare manuscript in Sarada
script dated to the late-fourteenth or early-fifteenth century.

Pollock, “Sanskrit Literary Culture from the Inside Out,” 111-112.

See section 1.4 in appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

Lienhard explains the relevant passage as follows: “According to Rdjasekhara,
both the poet and connoisseur possess the same poetic imagination (pratibha)
though in one it is genuinely creative (kdrayitri), in the other imaginatively
re-creative (bhdvayitri). Even in the latter’s case, it is not a purely receptive or
passive faculty . .. but functions in the process of assimilation as an active force
which is part of the existence of the poem.” See Siegfried Lienhard, A History of
Classical Poetry: Sanskrit, Pali, Prakrit (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1984), 41.

To borrow Roland Barthes’ technical terms, the Naisadhiya clearly became the
“writerly” text par excellence of the Sanskrit tradition and yet, as a popular text
in its initial reception, it also functioned as a highly “readerly” work. In his short
essay S/Z, the terms “readerly” and “writerly” are formulated by Roland Barthes to
describe kinds of texts and modes of engagement with them. For Barthes, writing a
text means that the reader is no longer a “consumer” of texts but rather an active
“producer” of them. In this way, writing becomes an act of “gaining access to the
magic of the signifier” See Roland Barthes, S/Z: An Essay, tr. Richard Miller (New
York: Hill and Wang, 1974), 4.

The verse reads: ye dosdn pratipddayanti sudhiyal srikalidasoktisu srimadbharavi-
mdghapandita-mahakavya-dvaye oy anvaham / sriharsamyta-sitkti-naisadha-mahakavye
pi te kevalam yavad vrtti-varnanena bhagavac-chantes caritre gunan //. Cited in AN,
Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 276.

The most well known among these are the cases of Tamil and Telugu literary culture.
Thus, we know about the “five great kavya” (aimperunkappiyankal) formulation in
Tamil literary tradition, for example, which is distinguished from the “five lesser
kavya” (ainchirukappiyangal), and a similar schema in Telugu literary culture begins
with the Manucaritra and ends with the Sriigdranaisadham of Srindtha.

The three, in chronological order, are Panini, Katydyana, and Patarijali.

In addition to J.A.F. Roodbergen’s translation of Mallindtha's Ghantapatha
commentary on Kirdatdrjuniya [J.A.F. Roodbergen, Mallinatha's Ghantdapathal, two
in-depth studies of Mallinatha in English include Banerji’s essay [Sures Chandra
Banerji, “Commentaries of Mallindtha,” in $.K. De Memorial Volume, ed. Hazra and
Banerji (Calcutta: Firm K.L. Mukhopadhyay, 1972)] and Lalye’s book [P.G. Lalye,
Mallinatha (New Delhi: Sahitya Akademi, 2002)]. There is also a pioneering book
written in Hindi, based on a set of essays on Mallindtha, by Dvivedi [Prabhunath
Dvivedi, Mallindth ki tikdom kd vimar$ (Varanasi: Kashi Vidyapith, 1982)].
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See section 1.5 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

durbodham yadativa tadvijahati spastartham ity uktibhih spastdrthesv ativistrtim
vidadhati vyarthaih samasadikaili / asthdne ‘nupayogibhi§ ca bahubhir jalpair
bhramam tanvate srotfnam iti vastu-viplava-krtah prayena tikakrtah // (from the
Rajamdrtandavrtti on Yogasitra 1.6).

Bourdieu writes of literary critics defending the “interests of their clientele” by
holding their position against rival critics. He explains that “the credit attached to
any cultural practice tends to decrease with the numbers and especially the social
spread of the audience, because the value of the credit of recognition ensured by
consumption decreases when the specific competence recognized in the consumer
decreases.” See Pierre Bourdieu, “The Author’s Point of View,” in The Rules of Art:
Genesis and Structure of the Literary Field, tr. Susan Emanuel (Palo Alto: Stanford
University Press, 1996), 115ff; 163. We may interpret Mallinitha’s aggressive
postures as a call for the maintenance of higher professional standards.

Although it is doubtful one can trace this idea back to the fifteenth century, U.V. Rao
presumably bases this claim on some source. See U.V. Rao, A Handbook of Classical
Sanskrit Literature, 3rd ed. (Bombay: Orient Longmans, 1967), 94. Rao mentions that
commentaries on Udayana'’s text on logic, Nyayakusumarjali, and Mammata’s work
on poetics, Kavyaprakasa, also had the cachet to earn the title of mahamahopadhydya.
Dvivedi writes (Mallindth ki tikdom, 52): “In Maharastra, the phrase ‘doing a
Mallindtha’ is very famous. When one sees that a critic becomes overtaken by the
poet inside of him and goes on and on about the ideas dancing in his own head
before clarifying the poet’s expressions, then one says that he’s done a Mallinatha.
Gratuitously manifesting one’s own perspective, therefore, becomes known as
a Mallinathi” A similar popular anecdote (janasruti or lokokti) exists in Gujarat
implicating another famous commentator named Vigvesvara or Gagabhatta, who,
as we shall see later, also commented on the Naisadhiya in the seventeenth century.
In this case, the expression is to do a “Gagabhatti” | am grateful to Jaydev Jani for
this interesting detail.

Edwin Gerow, “Primary Education in Sanskrit: Methods and Goals,” Journal of the
American Oriental Society 122, no. 4 (Oct.~Dec. 2002): 669; 678.

Gerow, “Primary Education in Sanskrit,” 679.

See, for instance, the UGC textbooks designed to prepare students of Sanskrit
to pass their examinations at the university level. For instance, in a preparatory
reader (Sanskrit: Third Question Paper) developed by Chaukhambha Press (Varanasi,
2003), the first four cantos of the Raghuvamsa are presented with commentary and
the first cantos of each of the other four paficamahakavya.

. J.Jani provided me with this detail, although 1 am not aware of any official document

supporting it. Manu Bhagavan’s research on Gaekwad educational institutions
explains their emphasis on modern learning that sought to counter colonial-era
directions for intellectual production. This fact about the Gaekwad institutions
seems to corroborate the privileging of the Naisadhiya in the Sanskrit curriculum
at MS University during the early- to mid-twentieth century; after all, since the
beginning of its critical history, the poem has consistently been praised—and
criticized—both for its affirmation and novel challenge to the traditional form of the
mahakavya, reflecting both continuity with tradition and a sharp break with it [Manu
Bhagavan, “The Rebel Academy: Modernity and the Movement for a University in
Princely Baroda, 1908-49," The Journal of Asian Studies 61, no. 3 (Aug. 2002): 919-~947].
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AN, Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 275.

Chandika Prasad Shukla, Naisadh-parisilan (Allahabad: Hindustani Academy, 1960), 7.
Antydksari is the Sanskrit name for a traditional spoken-word game played
throughout India, where one participant recites or composes extempore a verse
(or lyric) that the next participant builds upon (along defined rules) with a verse of
his or her own until someone fails to come up with something in the allotted time.
It is still popular in modern India, known as antdksari in Hindi and aksarasloka in
Malayalam, for example.

So far as [ can tell, Varanasi receives its first mahdakdvya paean in the Naisadhiya.
The city, in addition to being the seat of learned pandit culture, was also probably
one of Sriharsa’s homes during his tenure in the Gihadvala courts. Certainly, his
dual role as both poet and philosopher endeared him to the city's scholars who,
as Michael Dodson discusses, set the tone for Sanskrit culture’s development and
dissemination for centuries after Sriharsa, Dodson brings notice to the “roles
pandits played in facilitating constructive orientalism, and how they utilized and
developed their institutionally-consolidated role as India’s cultural and intellectual
guardians to promote a specific, and often competitive, interpretation of Sanskrit-
based knowledge systems” {see Michael Dodson, Orientalism, Empire and National
Culture in India 1770-1880 (Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2007), 117]. While Dodson highlights the new roles that pandits played, “through
their involvement with colonial education™ and their status as “traditional” voices
in north India’s public sphere contributing to an “emerging national culture”
(Dodson, Orientalism, Empire and National Culture in India, 173), these “competitive”
gestures are, at least in principle, continuations of long-standing practices of
older exegetical communities in South Asia that struggled among themselves over
interpretive control of canonical Sanskrit texts of Sanskrit culture.

See section 1.6 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xxxii) mentions several cases where a scribe
of an earlier commentary (I$anadeva and Narahari) has placed Caritravardhana’s
gloss in the margins, presumably to corroborate or correct the readings they
encounter in the work they are copying,

Gadadhara's commentary is not listed in the Catalogus Catalagorum nor is it listed
in other Sanskrit manuscript catalogs, Muni Jinavijayaji mentions the commentary
in his lists, Vandana Mehta, in a dissertation filed at the MS University of Baroda
(1985), has edited the first eleven cantos of it.

See A.N. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 57.

The passage from Rder’s 1855 edition of the Naisadhiya (n. 173) is cited in AN, Jani
(A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 61, fnn. 174),

Nardyana’s engagement with the Naisadhiya invites comparison to structuralist
and post-structuralist modes of reading literary texts. 1 especially find that
Narayana’s approach to the reading process resonates with ideas initiated by
Barthes and popularized by Derrida, which see reading as actually a special kind of
writing (écriture), whereby the possibilities of interpretation and what De Man calls
“referential aberration” open up to the commentator [Paul De Man, “Semiology
and Rhetoric,” Allegories of Reading: Figural Language in Rousseau, Nietzsche, Rilke, and
Proust (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1979), 10]. Also evocative in Nardyana's
approach is Eco's idea of the “open work,” where a text is both a “closed form in its
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uniqueness as a balanced organic whole” and simultaneously “an open product on
account of its susceptibility to countless different interpretations” {Umberto Eco,
The Open Work (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989), 4].

The colophon to his commentary, while extensive, lacks the relevant details to fix
its provenance securely. For further details, see A.N. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s
Naisadhacaritam, 67).

Sce section 1.7 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text. I reproduce a portion of his
commentary on 1.1 in chapter 5 to demonstrate his point about the Naisadhiya
being able to yield many meanings.

See section 1.8 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.9 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.10 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 2.7 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

This point is supported by a fragment of Bhagirathi’s commentary that is preserved
in the preface of Pt. Vindhyes$variprasad’s introduction to the Tarkikaraksa. For details
and the full citation, see A.N. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 13).
Several Naisadhiya commentaries come from Jain monastic communities in
Gujarat, including those of Caritravardhana, Municandra, and Ratnacandra.
The Naisadhiya was an important poem for Jain scholars and poets since its
inception in the twelfth century, which is indicated by thirteenth-century jain
commentator Mahendrasiiri’s allusion to the poem in his commentary (1180 CE)
on Hemacandra's Anekarthasamgraha. Jain scholastic interest remained consistent
through to the fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth centuries in the creative works
of Munibhadrasiiri, Nayacandrastiri, Ratnasekharastiri, Vinayavijaya, and down to
the eighteenth century with Meghavaijaya Upadhyiya.

See section 1.11 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

For further details about his family and many other creative and critical works, see
AN. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 34-35).

This conjecture is wholly based on the fact that manuscripts of his commentary
are only found in the Madras Government Oriental Manuscripts Library and that
another name found for him is Gopinitha Ratha (“Ratha” being a common surname
in Orissa).

. B.N Goswamy, Pahari Paintings of the Nala-Damayanti Theme (New Delhi: National

Museum, 1995), vii.

. Goswamy, Pahari Paintings of the Nala-Damayanti Theme, 11.

Goswamy, Pahari Paintings of the Nala-Damayanti Theme, 13, See also Tevet-Dayan for
a studied analysis of these paintings in light of Sriharsa’s language (Maya Tevet-
Dayan, Divine Language Incarnate; The Poetic Metaphysics of Sriharsa’s Naisadhiya-carita,
Ph.D. thesis submitted to Faculty of Humanities, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv, Israel,
2010).

For further details, see A.N. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 81-83),
See AN. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 76-77) for a description of
his other works.

T. Bhattacharya portrays Premchandra Tarkabagish (Tarkavagisa) as a conservative
critic of non-Brahmin entry into the Sanskrit College {Tithi Bhattacharya, Sentinels
of Culture: Class, Education, and the Colonial Intellectual in Bengal (1848-85) (New Delhi:
Oxford University Press, 2005), 197).
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See section 1.12 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

AN. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 45-48) provides a lengthy
comment on Hariddsa’s biography.

See section 1.13 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text. ‘

The names of these other commentators are as follows: Paramananda Cakravartin,
Govindamisra, Mahesvara, Mathuranitha Sukla, Narasimha, Nardyana Bhatta,
Ratnaciida, Sadananda, Sarvajiia Madhava Sudhi, Srikantha, Srivatsa, Tandava,
Udayakara, and Vatsesvara Sudhi. The scattered details that can be gleaned from
the available manuscript fragments of their commentaries are given by AN, Jani (A
Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 32-83).

See AN, Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 63-64) for further details
about Peddabhatta’s being listed as a Naisadhiya commentator.

AN. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 50-51.

Krishnamachariar believes the commentator and the Telugu poet to be one and
the same, but M. Sesagiri Sastri cites the evidence of commentator Srinatha’s
patronage to rebut the idea of his being one and the same person. See AN, Jani (A
Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 71-72) for further details.

See section 1.14 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Krishnamachariar bases his conclusion on a received tradition that the poet was also
a Naisadhiya commentator, a speculation that ANN. Jani uncritically repeats (A Critical
Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 51). For more on Krsndnanda, see chapter 7,

T.S. Eliot, “Tradition and the Individual Talent,” The Norton Anthology of Theory and
Criticism (New York: W.W. Norton, 2001}, 1093,

upama kalidasasya bhdraver-artha-gauravam / naisadhe pada-lalityam maghe santi trayo
gunah //

upama kalidasasya bharaver-artha-gauravam / dandinal padaldlityam mdaghe santi
trayogunah //

upamd bhafja-virasya tasyaiva cartha-gauravam / kallole pada-lalityam santi cintamanau
trayah //. Quoted in Harekrishna Meher, Upendra Bhaiija (Cuttack, Orissa: Kalinga
Bharati, 1990), 54.

tavad bha bharaver bhati yavan maghasya nodayah / udite tu punar maghe bharaver bha
raver iva // krtsna-prabodha-krd vani bhdraver iva bharaveh / magheneva ca maghena
kampah kasya na jayate // maghena vighnitotsahd notsahante pada-krame / smaranto
bharaver eva kavayah kapayo yathd //

tavad bha bhdraver bhati yavan maghasya nodayah / udite naisadha-kavye kva maghah
kva ca bharavil //

See Jani (A Critical Study of Srilarsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 246) for details.

See section 2.8 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

See section 2.9 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

In tracing the textual lineages of Naisadhiya’s commentaries, Handiqui contends
that Cindupandita and Vidyadhara generally, but not always, agree and are followed
in their readings by fourteenth-century commentator i§anadeva and seventeenth-
century commentator Jinarija; he believes that the most popular commentators
of Naisadhiya—Nariyana (sixteenth century), Mallinitha (fifteenth century), and
Narahari (fourteenth century)—often agree on readings, but finds that Mallinatha’s
“are sometimes very peculiar” and do not seem to agree with either Narayana or
the earlier commentators. He makes an interesting observation that other readings
were almost certainly available even before Vidyadhara and Candupandita’s very
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early commentaries. Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xxxix) cites in support
of this observation Candupandita’s gloss on Naisadhiya 6.109, where mention and
criticism of other readings are indicated.

Eco (Interpretation and Overinterpretation, 52) explains “overinterpretation” as
follows: “As soon as a text becomes ‘sacred’ for a certain culture, it becomes subject
to the process of suspicious reading and therefore to what is undoubtedly an excess
of interpretation.”

3. THE NAISADHIYA INTERPRETED AND OVERINTERPRETED

. Oscar Wilde, “The Critic as Artist,” The Norton Anthology of Theory and Criticism (New

York: W.W. Norton, 2001}, 901, 911.

Umberto Eco, Interpretation and Overinterpretation (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 1992}, 64.

Pierre Bourdieu, “The Author’s Point of View;” The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of
the Literary Field, tr. Susan Emanuel (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 1996), 247.

See section 1.15 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.16 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.17 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.18 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.19 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Daud Ali writes of the “widespread tendency in courtly speech and gesture
towards self-effacement” as part of a complex strategy for garnering respect and
negotiating power. See Daud Ali, Courtly Culture and Political Life in Early Medieval
India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 37ff.

M.H. Abrams offers this explanation for author-guided readings: “But if we set
out ot to create meanings, but to understand what the sequences of sentences
in a literary work mean, then we have no choice except to read according to the
linguistic strategy the author of the work employed, and expected us to employ. We
are capable of doing so, because an immense store of cumulative evidence provides
assurance that the authors of literary texts belonged to the linguistic community
into which we were later born, and so shared our skill, and the consensual
regularities on which that skill depends.” See M.H. Abrams, “How to Do Things with
Texts” in Critical Theory Since 1965, ed. H. Adams and L. Searle (Tallahassee: Florida
State University Press, 1986), 448.

See section 1.20 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

I have borrowed these translations from Gary Tubb and Emery Boose, Scholastic
Sanskrit: A Manual for Students (New York: American Institute of Buddhist Studies,
2007), 150.

G. Tubb and E, Boose, Scholastic Sanskrit, 150-151.

J. Zadoo describes the anvayamukhi style as a “long march without posts and
stages to gain the object in view [which] necessarily gives rise to a feeling of
exhaustion in the mind of the reader; while the [kathambhiitini approach] . . . has
clear-cut signposts and easy halting places to lead [the reader] to the destination
with a feeling of renewed strength and freshness.” See Jaggadhar Zadoo, A Critical
Note on Vallabhadeva’s Commentary on the Shishupalavadham (Srinagar: Normal
Press, 1947), 2ff.
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G. Tubb and E, Boose, Scholastic Sanskrit, 111.

Devnarayan Jha, Naisadh-samiksd (Delhi: Nag Publishers, 2001), 76.

See section 1.21 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

The kathambhitini approach reflects what Tynianov (1924) refers to as the
“density” of the verse line, whereby the original text is not minutely bracketed
with equivalent paraphrases but allowed to breathe, as it were, and express itself
more expansively [Yuri Tynianov, The Problem of Verse Language, tr. M, Sosa and H.
Brent (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1981)]. See also the work of other Russian semioticians
from the twentieth century, such as Yuri Lotman (1976), who grapples with the
problems of representing the significance of verse in simple prose paraphrase [Yuri
Lotman, Analysis of the Poetic Text, tr. D. Barton Johnson (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1976)].
See section 1,22a of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

See section 1.22b of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1,22¢ of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

For a long discussion of the order in which Mallindtha wrote his commentaries, see
P.G. Lalye, Mallinatha (New Delhi: Sahitya Akademi, 2002), 18-19.

G. Tubb and E. Boose (Scholastic Sanskrit, 150) write about the relationship of the
anvayamukhi style's reconfiguration of a verse into a “standard prose word-order™
with traditions of Sanskrit education, “the essentials of which are recorded in a
verse in the Samdsacakra, an elementary handbook used at the beginning stage in
the traditional system of Sanskrit education.” Mallinatha’s approach would perhaps
find sympathy among customary New Critical positions, with its commitment
to the poem as a fixed object and, as Krieger explains, its “prior commitment
to formal closure as the primary characteristic of the successful literary object”
[Murray Krieger, “An Apology for Poetics” in Critical Theory Since 1965, ed. H. Adams
and L. Searle (Tallahassee: Florida State University Press, 1986), 535,

The entirety of Nardyana's text is available in several printed editions, and so, I do
not reproduce the whole of his commentary on this verse in the appendix.

See G. Tubb and E. Boose (Scholastic Sanskrit, 117) for a clear discussion of the
different permutations of anvayamukhi and kathambhiitini commentaries.

As the phonemes “la” and “ra” are often interchanged among speakers of Indic
languages (what is commonly described as ra-layor abhedah in Sanskrit), it is a
long-standing practice among Sanskrit commentators to exploit this feature of the
language to create secondary meanings.

See section 1.23 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.24 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Stanley Fish’s self-appraisal resonates with Nirdyana's commentarial practice:
“Insistence on a right reading and the real text are the fictions of formalism, and
as fictions they have the disadvantage of being confining. My fiction is liberating.
It relieves me of the obligation to be right (a standard that simply drops out) and
demands only that I be interesting (a standard met without any reference at all
to an illusory objectivity). Rather than restoring or recovering texts, I am in the
business of making texts and of teaching others to make them by adding to their
repertoire of strategies” [Stanley Fish, Is There A Text in This Class (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1980), 180].

The technical discussion of the various schools of philosophy in Cindupandita's
commentary is lengthy. [ merely summarize the long passage in the paragraphs
that follow. See section 1.25 of appendix 1 for the complete Sanskrit text.
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Candupandita elaborates extensively on the Nyaya position. He explains further,
for example, that in saying that there is no pot on the ground, one means that there
is an absence of a pot on the ground but not a complete absence of pots everywhere.
Just so is this false apprehension of silver, the commentator clarifies: the corrective
awareness that objects to a shell being silver when one is under a delusion is not
universally objecting to the fact that silver exists at all, but only objecting to or
blocking the notion that there could not be something other than silver.
Candupandita’s argument runs as follows: “On account of an awakening of
previously experienced sense-impressions, sharing similarity in such qualities as
white light, etc., perceived phenomena such as illusions are as real as the bracelets
of a young woman or a market street. In that way, the silver superimposed on the
shell is remembered. Therefore, both are real. This silver in front of us is real. And
because it is remembered from a previous experience, this apprehension of silver
is also true.”

See section 1.25 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Paul Griffiths, Religious Reading (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999). 64.

Rivista di Studi Sudasiatici no. 1: 185-207 (Firenze: Firenze University Press, 2006), 25.

4. STRUGGLES OVER THE TEXT

. K. Handiqui, Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa: English Translation with Notes, 2nd ed.

(Poona: Deccan College, 1965), xxxix.

In fact, describing the format of one of I§anadeva’s manuscripts available to him,
Handiqui writes: “I$anadeva’s manuscript frequently quotes Candupandita’s
commentary, the citations being usually placed in a supplementary section at the
end of the gloss on each verse.” See Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xxvii) for
more details about [$3nadeva’s manuscript tradition.

See Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xxxix-xli) for the specific arguments
regarding these statements.

Candupandita’s gloss on Naisadhiya 6.109, for example, indicates this fact. Here, the
commentator extensively refutes a reading of which no later commentators even
show awareness. An earlier, alternative reading reads the narrator of the verse to
be the poet himself and not Damayantf; see Candupandita’s text on this verse for a
more extensive discussion [see Jaydev Jani, Naisadhamahakavya with Candupandita’s
Commentary (Jodhpur: Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, 1997), 332-333].
sheldon Pollock, The Language of the Gods in the World of Men (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 2006), 165.

For more on Parameévardnanda’s Hindi essay (“Dosakaratvam naisadhasya sastho
gunal”) and R.N. Bhatt's essay (“Srihars ki Nirankusata”), see A.N. Jani, A Critical Study
of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1957), 271.
Krishnamachariar gives a reference for Sivakamesvara Rao’s essay, entitled
Naisadhacarita-aucityacarca [Mimamsa, 1.5 (Tenali, 1922) and J1. of Sam. Sah. Bar, vol.
X111]. See M. Krishnamachariar, History of Classical Sanskrit Literature (Delhi; Motilal
Banarsidass, 1974), 181, fn. 3.

. AN, Jani cites this story as being current among Bithler’s pandits. See Jani (A Critical

Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 128).
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. salila-kriddaya avarnane ‘pi na mahdakavyatva-bhanga-prasangah.
10.
11,

nyiinam apy atra yaih kaiscid angaili kavyam na dusyatity uktatvat.

For a study and translation of this text, see David Rustin Mellins, The Cool Rays

of Aesthetics and Reasoning: Jayadeva’s “Candraloka” and Its Role in the Evolution of

Alamkaragastra (Ann Arbor: UMI, Microform, 2004).

See the seventh chapter of the Sahityadarpana, which details the various types of

dosa found in poetry.

See section 1,26 of appendix 1 for the Sanskrit text of Gagabhatta’s comment,

See section 1.27a of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.27b of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

Gadadhara’s text literally reads that one mouth (the earlier verse) requires the

other mouth (verse) and only then can there be a kiss (a single meaning); a kisser

becomes a kisser because of a kiss (mukha-riipasya piirva-slokasyaikarthatvena

pratimukha-riipatayd cumbandc cumbako’yam ity apare).

See section 1.27¢ of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

The relevant verse from the Mahabhdrata about the Nala story’s intrinsic power to

purify listeners was cited in the introduction, as was Sriharsa’s own suggestion of

this theme in Naisadhiya 1.3.

Quite a few verses in the Naisadhiya are soberly considered for suspected

interpolation by Naisadhiya commentators, including 9.119, 11.41-42, 13.5, 15.22,

16.79,17.161, 18.18, 18.27, 18.65, 18.80a, 19.57a, and 21.85-86. Many of these are not

found in the oldest manuscripts or are they available in the oldest commentaries,

while 18.27 and 18.65 are in Vidyddhara's reading and 19.57a in Candupandita’s.

Nirdyana comments on all of them, however, a fact that suggests the spurious

character of only 15.22, 16.79, 19.57a.

On 14.1, for example, Jinaraja remarks that this particular verse is not available in

some manuscripts (kesucid ddarsesu tv ayam sloko nasty eva).

For example, as Handiqui notes, a scribe of i$inadeva’s commentary on 17.66

declares that the verse in question is “not in the commentary,” contrary to the fact

that the verse appears in many manuscripts of [§inadeva’s commentary (Handiqui,

Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xxviit).

See AN. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 270ff.

See section 1.28 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

This is the version quoted in the notes by Pandit Sivadatta in the Nirnayasagar
Nérdyani-tika edition. Pt. Sivadatta says that having considered it a repetition,

Mallinatha and others do not even comment on it (iti nirdisya na vyakhyatah). This

notion, however, is contradicted by evidence from other manuscripts used by the

Krishnadas Academy edition where Mallindtha does indeed comment on the verse,

For details on this example, see Goodall and Isaacson, The Raghuparicikd of

Vallabhadeva, Critical Edition with Introduction and Notes, vol. 1 (Groningen: Egbert

Forsten, 2003), 288,

J. Jani (Naisadhamahakdvya with Candupandita’s Commentary, ix-xi) gives further

details about this manuscript, which is from the Bhandarkar Oriental Research

Institute (BOR!) and carries the accession no. 389. He notes that the manuscript’s

owner is mentioned in a line written in Gujarati, which translates to: “This is

the complete commentary of Candupandita on Naisadha and it belongs to Bhatta

Krparama.”
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This manuscript can be found in the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute

(accession no. 415). See J. Jani (Naisadhamahakavya with Candupandita’s Commentary,

viii-ix) for details about it. Samira Sheikh, citing the seventeenth-century Persian

historian Firishta, writes as follows about this last of the Tughluq governors of
Gujarat before Zafar Khan’s arrival: “One complaint against Farhat al-Mulk . . . was

that he was friendly with the locals and tolerated idolatry. While this may have

been a retrospective smear to discredit him, it shows that he was becoming a threat

to central authority on account of the fact that he had set down local roots” [Samira

Sheikh, Forging a Region: Sultans, Traders, and Pilgrims in Gujarat 1200-1500 (New Delhi:

Oxford University Press, 2010), 186].

See Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, xxviii) for the Sanskrit text.

Lienhard, for example, agrees with a common view among traditional and modern

readers that perceives Kalidasa’s ending the Raghuvamsa on an “unseemly note”

(as it currently does) as indicative of the fact that “either Kalidasa did not finish

the poem or that a short concluding section in which the succeeding rulers are

mentioned has been lost” [Seigfried Lienhard, A History of Classical Poetry: Sanskrit,

Pali, Prakrit (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz), 177ff].

See section 1.29 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.30 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

In his Sanskrit introduction to a 1926 edition of the Naisadhiya, $ri Vyasardya Sastri

seconds Narayana’s idea by declaring: “At the end of the twenty second canto,

the benedictory words ‘May that divine moon be for our happiness’ indicates

the culmination of the poem” (tatra dvavimsasya sargasyante rityamand srir astu

nas tustaye ity eva ripd mangalasamsa kavyasyaitdvan matratvam eva jiapayati) {K.L.

Vyasardya Shastri, Naisadhacaritam with the Commentary of Mallindtha. Cantos 1-12, 2

pts. (Palghat: Palghat Sanskrit Series, 1926), 12-13].

See A.N. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 23ff) for a longer
discussion on arguments for the poem’s incompleteness,

AN. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 24.

Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 24.

AN.Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 85) explains that Biihler notes
that “all the MSS of the Kavyaprakasa found in Kashmir, to which region Mammata
belonged, read ‘Bana’ instead of ‘Dhavaka, and he furthermore pointed out that in
the Sdrada script it would be quite possible for a copyist to mistake the reading of
Béna's name as Dhivaka.”

Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 25-28.

Sheldon Pollock, “Sanskrit Literary Culture from the Inside Out” in Literary Cultures
in History: Reconstructions from South Asia, ed. Sheldon Pollock (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 2003), 111-112.

The Sanskrit text reads: sukavi-vacasi pathananyathakrtya mohad rasa-gatim avadhitya
praudham artham vihdya / vibudha-vara-samdje vyakriya-kamukanam guru-kula-
vimukhanam dhrstdyai namo 'stu //. For details, see N.V.P Unithiri, “The Sanskrit
Commentary Considered,” Journal of Kerala Studies 10 (1983): 219-232.

Tor other illuminating examples of the ways in which text criticism and the
applicationoftext-criticalmethodologies onthe mahakavyaaidinthe reconstruction
of a poem’s receptive history and its critical appreciation, see Michael Hahn's
appendix to Gauri Shankar’s edition of Sivasvimin’s Kapphinabhyudaya [Michael
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Hahn, “Appendix” in Sivasvamin’s Kapphinabhyudaya or Exaltation of King Kapphina,
ed. Gauri Shankar (New Delhi: Aditya Prakashan, 1989}, i-xxxvi] and more recently,
Isaacson and Goodall's critical edition, introductory discussion, and notes of
Vallabhadeva's commentary on Kaliddsa’s Raghuvamsa [Dominic Goodall and
Harunaga Isaacson (eds.), The Raghupancika of Vallabhadeva, Critical Edition with
Introduction and Notes, vol. 1 (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 2003)].

At several points in a collection of essays entitled Beyond Translation: Essays Toward a
Modern Philology, A.L. Becker discusses Ortega y Gasset’s “new philology™ [A.L. Becker,
Beyond Translation: Essays Toward a Modern Philology (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1995), 106]. See especially the essays entitled “The Linguistics of Particularity”
and “On Recapitulation.” I thank David Shulman for directing me to this source.

5. SECONDARY WAVES OF READING

Yigal Bronner, Extreme Poetry (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 181,
Aditya Behl discusses the nature of spiritual allegory in the context of sixteenth-
century Indian Sufi romances (masnavi) as aiming for these “point-to-point
correspondences” that serve as “a critical strategy [designed] to explain away
everything by recourse to this key to all mythologies, motifs, and symbols.” For an
extensive discussion of allegory in medieval South Asia, see Aditya Behl, The Magic
Doe, ed. Wendy Doniger (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012), 25ff.

Y. Bronner, Extreme Poetry, 181.

Y. Bronner, Extreme Poetry, 85.

This fact is noted in Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum (1891: 763) and cited in A.N. Jani,
A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1957), 119,
Narayana explains the distinctive quality of this episode, naming the piece as the
parica-naliya: idanim indradi-parsica-nali-samjriam trayodasam sargam drabhate.
Naisadhiya 14.16: slisyanti vaco yad-amiir amusyah kavitva-sakteh khalu te vilasah.
Mallinatha chooses not to read verse 13.5 (in Nirdyana's text). I suspect Mallinatha
removes this verse (which begins with the word ksonita) because, otherwise, Indra
would have five verses devoted to him and the rest of the divinities only four.
Mallindtha perhaps seeks to preserve the structural symmetry.

See section 1.31 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.32 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.33 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

A well-known myth describes Indra as clipping the mountains of their wings, thus
establishing them in a fixed place so they do not dangerously collide with the earth
and its inhabitants.

Yama’s vehicle is a buffalo.

Bronner, Extreme Poetry, 84.

Y. Bronner, Extreme Poetry, 192. For a comprehensive discussion on $lesa as a reading
practice, see Y. Bronner, Extreme Poetry, 155-194.

Y. Bronner, Extreme Poetry, 183,

A.B, Keith, A History of Sanskrit Literature (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1928), 141,
Incidentally, Keith's extrapolation that Damayanti could not understand Sanskrit
is unsubstantiated. Nothing stated or implied in Sriharsa’s poem gives that
impression,
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S.N. Dasgupta and S.K. De, History of Sanskrit Literature, vol. 1 (Calcutta: University of
Calcutta, 1947), 328.

SeeY.Bronner (Extreme Poetry, 87ff) for an extensive discussion of this interpretation.
Mallinatha’s text reads praptum for saptum and satyapare for satyatare, Vidyadhara,
Candupandita, and Jinaraja also cite this reading. See Handiqui’s note on 13.36 for
details [K.K. Handiqui, Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa: English Translation with Notes, 2nd
ed. (Poona: Deccan College, 1965), 344],

The discussion of catuskoti in the Advaita context is partially built on the
famous verses 4.83 and 4.84 of the Mandukyakarikds of Gaudapada. See Handiqui
(Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, 529-530) for a full exposition of the primary sources and
a thoroughgoing summary of the entire philosophical tradition that stems from
these karikas.

Phyllis Granoff, Philosophy and Argument in Late Vedanta: Sriharsa’s
Khandanakhandakhadya (Dordrecht: D, Reidel Publishing Company, 1978), 252ff.
K.K. Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, 529-532) has a lengthy technical discussion
of the philosophical significance of Naisadhiya 13.36 for various commentators.

See chapter 3 for a developed treatment of these commentators’ analysis.

See K.K. Handiqui (Naisadhacarita of Sriharsa, 580) for an extensive discussion of the
mantra in early India’s various religious cultures.

See chapter 1 for a translation of all three verses.

Candupandita, according to Jaydev Jani, also gives klim hrim as the mantra,
which he alternatively calls the s@rasvata-mantra. For details, see Jaydev Jani,
Naisadhamahakavya with Candupandita’s Commentary (Jodhpur: Rajasthan Oriental
Research Institute, 1997), 663.

See section 1.34 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Although enough evidence has not been marshaled to make a solid argument that
connects scholars of Sanskrit during this period with intellectuals from various
sectarian religious groups, it is plausible to assume that Sanskrit commentators
seeking to read allegorical significance in kdvya inhabited similar social and
intellectual worlds as Sufis, Vaisnavas, Gorakhpanthis, and nirguni poets. See
Allison Busch’s discussion of the interaction of Sanskrit and vernacular intellectual
and religious traditions during the sixteenth century [Allison Busch, Poetry of Kings:
The Classical Hindi Literature of Mughal India (New York: Oxford University Press,
2011), 24ff]. To understand better bhakti culture’s influence on poets working in the
sixteenth-century courts of northern India, see also Heidi Pauwels, “The Saint, the
Warlord, and the Emperor: Discourses of Braj Bhakti and Bundeld Loyalty,” Journal
of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 52 (2009): 187-228.

See Christopher Minkowski [“On the Success of Nilakantha's Mahabharata
Commentary” in Boundaries, Dynamics and Construction of Traditions in South Asia ,
ed. F. Squarcini (Florence: Firenze University Press, 2005)] for a discussion of
Nilakantha's commentary. Drawing from the commentarial interpretations of
Ramdayana (from the thirteenth to eighteenth centuries), at various points in
their translation, Robert and Sally Goldman provide examples of such allegorical
readings of Vilmiki’s great epic. For example, they explain in a note on
Sundarakdnda 36,28 that sixteenth-century Srivaisnava commentator Govindaraja
reads the crow episode “as a parable of the soul’s flight to Rama as the ultimate
source of salvation” [Robert P. Goldman and Sally Sutherland-Goldman (trans.),
The Ramayana of Valmiki: An Epic of Ancient India. Vol. 5, Sundarakdnda (Princeton:
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Princeton University Press, 1996), 457]. The authors cite a number of instances
where events and characters in the epic are translated into Srivaisnava “parables.”
See also A.K. Rao’s article on theologically motivated slesa readings of Rdmdyana
commentators [Ajay K. Rao, “Theologising the Inaugural Verse: Slesa Reading in
Rimdyana Commentary,” Journal of Hindu Studies 1, no. 1-2 (2008): 77-92].

Baldev Upadhyay, Kasi ki panditya-parampara (Varanast: Visvavidyalaya Prakasana,
1983), 148ff.

Jaya Seetaramasastri, The Elements of Darsanas in Sriharsa’s Naisadha (Repalle, Andhra
Pradesh: Kiran Hindi Press, 1987), xvil.

Seetaramasastri, The Elements of Darsanas, Ixiii-Ixvii,

Seetaramasastri, The Elements of Darsanas, xv.

See section 1,35 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Sheshedra Sharma, Svarnahamsa, translated into Hindi from Telugu by Jagdish
Sharma (Ujjain: Kalidas Akademi, 1990), 68.

Meher, in discussing this verse, elaborates their position: “In the present verse,
the words *hamsa’, ‘eka’ and ‘nirupikhya-riipa’ are applicable for both the swan
and Brahman. But the nature of the two must not be identical. The sages devoted
to yogic austerities, and having renounced terrestrial temptations, reach the close
proximity of Brahman, Though realization of Brahman cannot be seen through
human eyes, yet it is compared with the act of observing the swan from an empirical
point of view. In the Vedanta system, Brahman is known as indescribable Supreme
Self” [Harekrishna Meher, Philosophical Reflections in the Naisadhacarita (Calcutta:
Punthi Pustak, 1989), 296].

See section 1.36 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.37 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Seetaramasastri, The Elements of Darsanas, ix.

Sometimes, the mantra is spoken of as having sixteen syllables, corresponding
to the sixteen digits of the moon. Douglass Brooks describes the silent repetition
of this mantra as the “centerpicce” of Srividya practice. For details, see Douglas
Brooks, The Secret of the Three Cities (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990),
119-120, For more on hrim and the mantras associated with Bhuvanesvari, see
also C.M. Brown, The Devi Gitd (Albany: State University of New York, 1998), 57-58,
67-68, 71-73.

Seetaramasastri, The Elements of Darsanas, xii-xiii.

Sharma, Svarnahamsa, 5.

Seetaramasastri, The Elements of Darsanas, xx.

6. LEGENDS OF THE NAISADHIYA

See section 2.10 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text,
See section 1.38a of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.
See section 1.38b of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,
See section 1.38¢ of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.
See section 1,39 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

. Other famous examples include the Prabhavakacarita (thirteenth century) and the

Prabandhacintamani (fourteenth century). For a good preliminary discussion of the
Jain prabandha literature from western India, see Phyllis Granoff, “Jain Biographies
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of Nagirjuna: Notes on the Composing of a Biography in Medieval India” in Monks
and Magicians: Religious Biographies in Asia, ed. P. Granoff and K. Shinohar (New Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass 1994), 45-66.

7. See section 1.40 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.
8. Another story cites the eating of beans as the means undertaken by $riharsa to dull

10.

11
12.
13,

14,
15.
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17.
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19.
20.
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22.
23.

24,

the intellect. See Bronner, Shulman, and Tubb’s translation and discussion of this
story in Innovations and Turning Points in the History of Sanskrit Poetry, ed. Y. Bronner,
D. Shulman, G. Tubb (Delhi: Oxford University Press; forthcoming).

As discussed in chapter 2, Candupandita mentions at the beginning of his
commentary that earlier commentators like Vidyadhara, while learned, did not
appreciate the Naisadhiya's depth of reference to philosophical issues.
govinda-nandanatayd ca vapuh sriyd ca ma 'smin nype kuruta kimadhiyam tarunyah /
astri-karoti jagatam vijaye smaral strir astri-janah punar anena vidhiyate stri //.

See section 1.41 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.42a of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Here is Sriharsa’s description: pavitrita-caturbhuja-vama-bhdgd vag; and here is the
passage he cites from the Purdna: tvam purdnesvapi visnoh patniti pathyase. One such
example is found in Brahmavaivarta Purdna 2.6.13-95, Here Visnu is the husband
of Laksmi, Sarasvati, and Ganga; when the quarrelling becomes excessive, Visnu
sends Ganga to Siva and Sarasvati to Brahma,

See section 1.42b of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

A.N. Jani cites this oral story being current among Biihler's pandits [A.N. Jani, A
Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1957), 456].
See chapter 4 for the narrative.

See section 1.43 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.44a of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text. Sriharsa’s connection to Bengal
has been discussed in detail by A.N. Jani (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam,
95-109). The basic arguments in favor of Sriharsa’s being a Bengali, or at least his
having a deep familiarity with Bengali culture, are based on the poet’s supposed
use of Bengali diction and his knowledge of certain customs popular in the region.
Arguments against locating Sriharsa in Bengal with certitude point to the wider
geographical distribution implied by his linguistic usages and to his affiliation with
other regions such as Benares and Kashmir.

See section 1.44b of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.44¢ of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.44d of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

sheldon Pollock, The Language of the Gods in the World of Men (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 2006), 88.

See section 1.45 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

U.V. Rao suggests a connection among these three works. See U.V. Rao, A Handbook
of Classical Sanskrit Literature, 3rd ed. (Bombay: Orient Longmans, 1967), 94.

In a famous remembered verse addressed indignantly to the temple priests of the
Jagannatha temple in Puri (or to Lord Jagannatha himself) who refused him entry to
the temple, Udayana sharply reminds that had it not been for him there would have
been no one to defend the existence of God (and the existence of the priests) against
the atheist Buddhists (aivarya-mada-matto 'si mam avajfidya vartase / upasthitesu
bauddhesu mad-adhind tava sthitih //) [V. Narayana Rao and David Shulman, A Poem at
the Right Moment (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), 37].
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See especially a relatively recent volume by Arnold and Blackburn (Telling Lives in
India. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2004).

Narayana Rao and D. Shulman, Poem at the Right Moment, 4.

Bhogilal Sandesara, Literary Circle of Mahdmatya Vastupdla and Its Contribution to
Sanskrit Literature (Bombay: Singhi Jain Shastra Sikshapith, Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan,
1953), 54.

Velcheru Narayana Rao, "Multiple Literary Cultures in Telugu” in Literary Cultures
in History: Reconstructions from South Asia, ed. Sheldon Pollock (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 2003}, 424.

Narayana Rao and D. Shulman, Poem at the Right Moment, 136.

7. THE TRADITION EXPANDS TO THE REGIONS

Franco Moretti, Signs Taken for Wonders (London: Verso, 1983), 7.

I borrow these terms from Rita Copeland’s study of vernacular translations of Latin
works in medieval Europe [Rita Copeland, Rhetoric, Hermeneutics, and Translation in
the Middle Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991)].

From the point of view of their aesthetic choices and engagement with the rising
vernacular languages, the poet Mankha (early twelfth century} is perhaps closest
to Sriharsa in spirit. In addition to his complex verse and frequent tendency for
slesa, Marikha's Srikanthacarita, for example, like Sriharsa’s Naisadhiyacarita, uses
diction and syntactical structures that resemble usages in the newly developing
vernacular languages. For details about Mankha's vernacular-inflected language,
see Bhagavatprasad Bhatt, Srikanthacaritam—A Study (Baroda: MS University of
Baroda, 1973), 108ff. Both Mankha (11.42-50) and Sriharsa (seventh canto) also
include set pieces that become ubiquitous in later non-Sanskrit poetry, such as the
head-to-toe description of women (nakha-sikha-variiana). While the nakha-stkha-
varnana is found earlier in the works of Sanskrit authors such as Subandhu and
Bilhana, Mankha and Sriharsa take the subgenre to new imaginative heights.

A.N. Jani provides nearly fifty examples (in his appendix 8) of the ways in which
the idiomatic registers of various South Asian languages have been affected by
newly created Sanskrit expressions in the Naisadhiya, concluding that “Sriharsa’s
language gives, on the one hand, a colloquial tinge to his poetry while on the other,
it enriches the Sanskrit vocabulary—a contribution which is indeed valuable™
[AN. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute,
1957), 242].

For example, like Jayadeva (Gitagovinda), it appears Sriharsa uses mdtrd meters (of
sixteen morae or “short syllables™), except that he treats it, as Hemacandra did for
the first time in the early twelfth century, as a Sanskrit syllabic meter. Mitra cites
Naisadhiya 22.46 as an example of the poet’s treating an originally non-Sanskrit
matrd meter (sixteen morae, sometimes called “short syllables”) as a Sanskrit
syllabic meter (here, the eleven-syllabled upendravajra meter) [Arati Mitra, Originand
Development of Sanskrit Metrics (Calcutta: The Asiatic Society, 1989), 267; 318]. Other
than what she interprets as Sriharsa’s use of a mdtrd meter, Mitra cites the earliest
case of a vernacular meter being used in a classic non-Jain Sanskrit mahdkdvya to
occur in Mankha's Srikanthacarita, where the poet uses the Apabhramsa dohd meter
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in verses 12.74 to 12.86 (see Arati Mitra, Origin and Development of Sanskrit Metrics,
318).

Narayana on 22.51: dimbam laladimbam iti va gauda-desa-bhasayam bhramarakasya
samjiid mahardstra-bhasayam kanyakubja-bhasayam ca ‘bhavard’ iti samjia.
candupandita, Vidyadhara, and Jinardja all read “laladdimbam” for “lasaddimbam”
(Ndrdyana and Mallindtha's reading).

See A.N. Jani’s appendix 1 (A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 4-5).

. Krishnamachariar describes Krsnardma as a “pandit in the court of Jaipur, of

great merit and writer of other poems” [M. Krishnamachariar, History of Classical
Sanskrit Literature (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1974), 185). Krsnarama's poetic
summary of the Naisadhiya is available in Pt. Sivadatta’s introductory preface to
the Nirnaya Sagar Press edition of the poem. For an English translation of the
Naisadhacaritasara, see Deven Patel, The Evolution of a Sanskrit Literary Culture: A Study
of the Naisadha Tradition in Light of Its Commentaries and Receptive Histories (Ann Arbor:
UMI Microform, 2006), 17-25.

. The Kavyakalanidhi is listed as published by the Hindi Sahitya Sammelan (Allahabad,

1942). I have been unable, however, to gain access to it. Jani writes that it was first
published by the Venkatesvara Press in Bombay (ed. Varma Satya Jivana, 1936)
as a “free translation of the original into Sanskrit and Hindi metres” (A.N. Jani,
appendix 1, A Critical Study of $riharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 4). George Grierson [The
Modern Vernacular Literature of Hindustan (Calcutta: Asiatic Society, 1889), 93] writes
that Guman ji Misar, “skilled in composition and in Sanskrit,” flourished in the
Mughal courts of Muhammad Shah (1719-1748) “under the protection of Jugul
Kishor Bhatt” and later in Ali Akbar Khan Muhammadi’s court, Written in the latter
king’s court, the Kalanidhi is “an excellent line-for-line commentary in various
metres of the Naisadha of $ri Harsa.” Mishra also, according to Grierson, “wrote a
special commentary called Salil on the Paicanaliya, which is the name of a difficult
portion of the Naisadha.”

N.P. Unni, Nala Episode in Sanskrit Literature (Trivandrum: College Book House,
1977), 35.

Unni, Nala Episode in Sanskrit Literature, 55. The four-day dramatic performance
follows Sriharsa’s Naisadhiya closely during the first day, after which certain
changes are made according to taste. A director of kathakali performances, Kavalam
Pannikar explained to me the graceful verses that contain the dialogue between
the hamsa and Damayanti (Naisadhiya 3.1~3.15) are treated with special innovation
and enacted with gusto by the actors. In addition to the annual presentation of
the Nalacaritam, Pannikar has recently produced a modern kathakali play called
Kaliveshanam (Possession of Kali), which deals with the figure of Kali along the
lines that Sriharsa has envisioned him in the seventeenth canto of the Naisadhiya.
Apparently, there is also a tradition of folk songs related to the Naisadhiya that
might have been attached to kathakali tradition. Dr. T.N. Satheesan, a professor
of Malayalam at Aligarh University, informs me that during the early twentieth
century, a few musical plays in Malayalam came to be written on the Naisadhiya's
theme. Sangeeta Naishadham of T.C. Achutamenon was the most popular among
them, fusing folk themes with the familiar elements from the kathakali text of
Nalacaritam. As of 1931, according to Dr. Satheesan, it had eighteen editions with
33,000 known copies, a distinction that no other Malayalam drama shares.
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AN. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 279.

AN.Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 281.

Sitanshu Yashaschandra, “From Hemacandra to Hind Svardj: Region and Power
in Gujarati Literary Culture” in Literary Cultures in History: Reconstructions from
South Asia, ed. Sheldon Pollock (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003),
580-581; 588.

S.N. Dasgupta and S.K. De, History of Sanskrit Literature, vol. 1 (Calcutta: University of
Calcutta, 1947), 629.

A.N. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 278.

Ananta Tripathy Sharma, Lavanyavati (Brahmapura; Siromani Mudranalaye,
1978), 8.

Meher writes in his study of Upendra Bhafija: “In the epic ‘Koti-Brahmanda-Sundart’
(Chapter-XX), Upendra has neatly declared: ‘ghena naishadha pardye’ (Take this epic
as Naishadha). He is immensely influenced by the ‘Naishadhacharita’ of Sriharsha,
mostly in regard to similarity of ideas, puns, expressions and style. Also in some
verses of his other epic poems such as ‘Labanyabati’ and *Subhadra-Parinaya,’ the
style and ideas of ‘Naishadha Mahdkdvya™ are fluently reflected” [Harekrishna
Meher, Upendra Bharija (Cuttack, Orissa: Kalinga Bharati, 1990), 45].

Sharma, Lavanyavati, 15.

The ramataraka mantra (lit., “saving grace of RAima”) is a repetition of Rima’s name
in thirteen syllables [sriramajaya ramajaya jaya rama], and, like the cintdmani mantra,
is thought to be especially efficacious for the attainment of creative powers. For
a discussion of the mantra’s influence in the career of the great eighteenth-/
nineteenth-century South Indian musician-composer Tyigarija, see W.J. Jackson,
Tyagardja and the Renewal of Tradition (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1994), 125; 234.
Sharma writes (Lavanyavati, 6): “We are told that when he confronted the Pandits of
Orissa in a conference held at Puri under the chairmanship of the then Raja of Puri,
he had to undergo an acid test to establish his poetic individuality openly.”

For a good introduction to Upendra Bhafija and his reception in Oriya literary
culture, see Mayadhar Mansinha, History of Oriya Literature (New Delhi: Sahitya
Akademi, 1962), 114-117. See also Joanna Williams, The Two-Headed Deer: Hustrations
of the Ramdyana in Orissa (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), 28ff.

K.V. Zvelebil, Tamil Literature (Weisbaden: Otto Harrasowitz, 1974), 145,

I cite this passage from a draft copy of David Shulman’s article, provisionally
entitled “Ativirardma Pantiyan's Naitatam and the Sixteenth-Century Imagination.”
It was presented during the Summer Academy held at The Institute for Advanced
Studies at The Hebrew University of Jerusalem in 2008. I thank David Shulman for
allowing me access to this early form of the essay.

Shulman and Narayana Rao have recently published the first comprehensive
English-language study of Srinatha [Velcheru Narayana Rao and David Shulman,
Srindtha: The Poet Who Made Gods and Kings (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012)].
AN, Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s Naisadhacaritam, 278.

S.G. Tulpule, Classical Mardathi Literature: From the Beginning to A.D. 1818 (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 1979), 339.

Tulpule, Classical Marathi Literature, 338-339.

Important discussions of this subject include Sheldon Poltock [“Sanskrit Literary
Culture from the Inside Out” in Literary Cultures in History: Reconstructions from South
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Asia, ed. Sheldon Pollock (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003)], which
contains essays on the literary histories of Sanskrit and India’s regional literatures;
Pollock [The Language of the Gods in the World of Men (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 2006), 39-130], which comprehensively treats the role Sanskrit literature
played historically in India’s regions; and David Shulman and Yigal Bronner [“A
Cloud Turned Goose: Sanskrit in the Vernacular Millennium,” Indian Economic &
Social Review 43, no. 1 (2006): 1-30], an introductory essay on the complex role of
Sanskrit literary culture in many of the regions of South Asia and, in particular,
southern India. See also Robert Goldman’s essay on Sanskrit commentary and
translation practices in the late medieval and early modern period [“Translating
Texts Translating Texts: Issues in the Translation of Popular Literary Texts with
Multiple Commentaries” in Translation, East and West: A Cross-Cultural Approach
(Selected Conference Papers), ed. Cornelia N. Moore (Honolulu: University of Hawali
and East West Center, 1992), 93-105].

In articulating a Gujarati literary consciousness through his Nalakhydn—this is the
first time the word akhyan is used and the first time the language (bhaka) is called
something akin to Gujarati (gujara-bhaka)—Bhalan's prefatory remarks position
the poet and his work in terms of the Sanskrit literary world’s cultural capital
through an economic code of power disparity: the mighty, wealthy, and successful
Sanskrit literati contrasted with the lowly, poor, and downtrodden Gujarati
(Nalakhyan 1.1~1.5). See Yashaschandra (“From Hemacandra to Hind Svardj,” 580~
581; 588) for a discussion on Bhilan and his pivotal role in the formation of early
Gujarati literary culture.

candra siraya pakhali kiindaliim thai chi varasdti / tihdm kalpana mahdkavi ni mani ehavi
avivata // naland tej-ripiyu stiraya yasartipi $asi dekhi /brahma sdcd jiitha juf antargati
dvekhi // jim n@mdm jathiim jani te vanik leini vali / tima dhydtde jithd jani ravisasini
kundali // [1.10-12].

See section 1.46a of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.46b of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text,

V. Narayana Rao and David Shulman, “Notes on Naisadhamu” (unpublished, 2008), 5.
See V. Narayana Rao and David Shulman, Classical Telugu Poetry: An Anthology
{Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002), 26-27; and Mohan Lal, Encyclopedia
of Indian Literature, Volume 5 (New Delhi: Sahitya Akademi, 1992), 4171.

The Paninian siitra in question is 7.1.35 [tuhyos tatan asisy anyatarasyam). The two
sounds are “tu” and “hi)” which are also the markers for forms in the imperative
mode. The siitra indicates that the imperative markers of “tu” and “hi” can
optionally (anyatarasydm) be replaced by the affix “dt” when a benedictory sense
(asih) is intended. [And so, instead of “jivatu” (“Let one live”), for example, we get
forms like “jivatat” (“May one live”)],

Narayana, for example, says: phaninah sesad bhavam utpannam mahabhdsya-laksana-
sastram. Mallindtha also clearly explains: $@stre paniniye mahabhdsye.
Candupandita thus explicates panibhavah as panino’patyam, cross-referencing
Panini's siitra 6.4.165 [gathi-vidathi-kesi-gani-paninas ca] to arrive at his conclusion
[tatha ca panino patyam paninih. ‘gathi-vidathi-kesi-gani-paninas ca’ iti. phani-bhava ity
asuddhah pathah. tuhyor iti hi siitram panineh. na tu bhasyakdrasya]. In all likelihood,
the reference probably refers to the Muahabhasya, as there is a long discussion in
the Bhdsya on siitra 1.1.53 that interrogates the replacement by tat of the entire
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endings of “tu” and “hi” and not just their final sounds. still, as Patafijali does not
deal with the actual sitra 7.1.35 (tuhyos tatan asisyanyatarasyam), Candupandita is
justified to think that the poet’s explicit mention of the siitra in the verse signals
that his intention was to reference Panini’s work and not Patatjali’s,

See section 1.47 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

See section 1.48 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Bhilan, like many of the Sanskrit commentators on Naisadhiya, begins the preface
of his work with a deferential nod to his sources and to those more learned
or fortunate than he. In particular, Bhalan congratulates (tongue-in-cheek)
those who can enjoy the great sources of Sanskrit literature in the original.
For vernacular audiences, however, who are like “children”/ “uninitiated”
(bala) or the “dull-witted” (miraka-jana), Bhilan writes, he has composed his
Nalakhyan. As the Gujarati poet is obviously proud of his own work, the playful
insincerity mimics, in some form, the self-deprecation one often sees in the
prefaces of Sanskrit commentators. See especially Nalakhydn 1.2 [naisadha campi
mahabharatamam kavi kiriti ati lidhi / kaldmne prichava bhalane bhakde e kidhi //
“Poet Vyasa wrote about the Nala episode in the Mahabhdrata and became famous.
But Bhalan did it in a regional tongue so that even a child could understand] and
Nalakhydn 1.6 [talamaye sakala artha-pada-bandhe bandhiim nalakhyan / miraka-jana
moho karavane bhalana kave abhimane // “My Nalakhyin: everywhere word and
meaning is joined with rhythmic cadence. Bhilan proudly sings to enchant the
dull-witted”].

C.N. Shastri [“Commentary—Telugu,” in The Encyclopedia of Indian Literature,
vol. 1, ed. Amaresh Datta (New Delhi; Sahitya Akademi, 1987)] explains that there
are also at least two known commentaries of Naisadhamu in Telugu on this poem,
the Gudhartha Prakasika of Ketavarupu Venkata Sastri (late nineteenth century)
and the Sarvamkasa Vyakhya of Vedam Venkataraya Sastri (late-nineteenth and
twentieth century).

V. Narayana Rao and David Shulman, “Notes on Naisadhamu,” 5.

In their recent work (Srindtha, 178), V. Narayana Rao and David Shulman write:
“Slightly restated, [Srindtha’s] diction sounds like Sanskrit, and the syntax speaks
Telugu. Srindtha has re-Sanskritized Sanskrit so that it becomes a kind of Telugu;
long, lexically electrifying compounds follow Telugu metrical and syntactic breaks
and rhythms.” One is especially directed to chapter 2 of this volume for an intensive
and extensive discussion of the Naisadhiya in light of the Naisadhamu.

In their thesis about regional Sanskrit literature’s functional relationship with
vernacular literary production, the authors observe: “Sanskrit participated along
with the vernaculars in the project of inventing and elaborating distinctive
regional cultures and identities. Far from occluding such regional distinctiveness
or uniqueness, Sanskrit is now employed precisely to articulate it” (Shulman and
Bronner, “A Cloud Turned Goose,” 6). It may be useful to explore elsewhere the ways
in which Sanskrit poems like Sahydayananda function alongside texts composed in
the vernaculars not only to articulate a “regionality” but also to reflect a shared
compositional practice heavily reliant on exegetical purpose and strategy.
Krishnamachariar (History of Classical Sanskrit Literature, 184) explains that
Krsnananda’s “indebtedness to Naisadhiya being apparent, it is easy to fix his
time between Sriharsa and Visvanatha [well-known Oriya author of the Sanskrit
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poetics text Sahityadarpanal, thus placing him at about the thirteenth century.”
Krsnananda, as the manuscript colophons make clear, was a minister from a
Kayastha family in Puri. He was born in the Kapifijala kula and held the title (upadhi)
of “sandhi-vigrahika mahdpatra” (shared by Vi$vanatha).

Vachaspati Dvivedi, Sahrdayananda of Mahakavi Srikrsnananda (Varanasi:
Chowkhambha vidyabhavan, 1968), 12.

Dvivedi, Salirdayananda, 21.

See Dvivedi (Sahydayananda, 22-23) for a discussion of the poem in light of the
Naisadhiya. Krishnamachariar (History of Classical Sanskrit Literature, 184) concurs in
his comparative assessment: “[Kysnananda’s] poetry is very charming and in this
respect contrasts very favorably with the work of Sriharsa, on which tradition says
he wrote also a commentary.” In forming their judgments comparing Sriharsa’s and
Krsnananda’s style, both Dvivedi and Krishnamachariar seem to be influenced by
the Sahityadarpana’s citing of a Sahrdaydananda verse as a model of clear and natural
expression—incidentally, the most important functional feature of the Sanskrit
commentary.

Mallinatha on Naisadhiya 1.117: hamsam abodhi dadarsetyarthah.

See chapter 5 for a discussion of the allegorical readings of this verse.

. See section 1.49 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.

Sriharsa imaginatively exploits the imagery of the trivali and the romavali (delicate
line of hair above the naval) in no less than nine verses (2.34-35, 7.81-86, 10.27)
through an array of metaphors.

. See section 1.50 of appendix 1 for Sanskrit text.
. The interactions between formal and content-related features of Sanskrit

commentary writing and regional-language translation are present not only
in translations of Sanskrit kavya but also of other genres, especially purana and
alamkdrasastra. Narayana Rao proposes, for example, that Pottana’s Telugu
translation of the Bhagavata Purdna can be fruitfully studied alongside the famous
commentary of Sridhara on the Sanskrit Bhdgavatam to tease out the kinds of
relationships I have sought here to form between Sanskrit kivya, commentary, and
regional-language translation. Similarly, Narayana Rao suggests, one may also look
at the ways in which Srindtha incorporates into his poem the language and insights
of such works as Mammata's Kavyaprakdsa, the well-known Sanskrit encomium
Sitryasataka, and Hala's Prakrit Sattasai. I thank Prof. Narayana Rao for alerting me
to these subjects for future research.

CONCLUSION

See section 2.11 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.
See section 2.12 of appendix 2 for Sanskrit text.

. jayante kati jajitire kati janisyante katiha ksitau srast@ro nitardm idam tu kavibhir

nirmatsaraih kathyatam / dparvapara-daksinottara-harit-sahitya-simhasana-svair aroha-
parakramam bhajatu kah $riharsastireh parah //.

. James Porter, “Introduction: What Is Classical about Classical Antiquity” in The

Classical Traditions of Greece and Rome, ed. James Porter (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2006), 54.
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Charles Altieri, “Literary Procedures and the Question of Indeterminacy,” Act
and Quality: A Theory of Literary Meaning and Humanistic Understanding (Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1981), 13.

S.N. Dasgupta and S.K. De, History of Sanskrit Literature, vol. 1 (Calcutta: University of
Calcutta, 1947), 325; 330. See the introduction for a full quotation of their remarks.

APPENDIX 2

Many of these verses are collected in A.N. Jani, A Critical Study of Sriharsa’s
Naisadhacaritam (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1957), appendices 10 and 11: 45ff,
pratyaksa-laksana-vicaksana-vadi-vrnda-durdanti-danta-dalanani vildsa-matram /
yesam jayanti ta ime jagati pratitah sriharsa-simha-nara-ripa-kara-prahdarah //.

. jiyan nalah sakala-r@jaka-mauli-ratnam yat-kirtanam sakala-mangalam-dtanoti / yat-

kirti-mauktika-ganabharandapta-harsa-sriharsa-éuddha-kavitd parito bhramanti //.
anyaih kavibhir aksunndm padarabdham supaddhitam / samadaya kavih sreyah sriman
harsah pratisthate //.

. yad vaktrastha-sarasvati-sruti-vacah sastre "bhavat-khandanam kavye naisadham usna-

rasmi-sasinau jagiyate yad-yugam / sphirjat-sphiti-vipaksa-paksa-dalana-spardhisnu-
vidvad-bhatair vidydasamyati harsa-misra idito gaudair agaudair gunaili //.
omkaradi-vibhiisana guru-gand vdcyd suvakyojjvald ramya sadhu-pada-kraméricita-gatih
sridevatd-pritida / esd sat-purusdrtha-sadhana-pard svante ciranandada sriharsoktir
iyam para-srutir aho dedipyate sat-priyd //.

. yah sahitya-rasamytabdhi-lahari-jalesu kheldcalo yas catyartha-gabhira-tarka-jaladher

mathe sa manthacalah / mimamsa-yuga-sindhu-tarana-vidhau yah karpa-dharah parah
kesam esa mano vinodayati na sriharsa nama kavih //.

sriharsat kavi-rgjatah krtir abhit sd kapi lokottard yasydh khelana-bhiir-manisi-hrdaya-
prasada-srigasthali / nepathyasya vidhir navartha-ghatand sakhyo rasa-vyaktayah silam
Sabda-nayah svayamvara-patis caisa svayam naisadhali //.
sabddrthobhaya-mitla-sakti-kalita sad-vrtta-bandhojjvald nand-tarka-siphdcchala-
cchada-vrta bhava-prasing vrta / srigdraika-phald rasaugha-vilasat-pakva jagaj-jivika
sriharsokti-mayi mahausadhi-latd yasyeti kas tam jayet //.

kavi-kula-pateh $riharsasya prabandha-rasayanam pibata $rotrair antar-vibhavya
sacetasah / acatura-para-granthavadyaih prakopam upeyusah prakrti-visamams ceto-
rogan nv etad apohatu //.

kavye 'sminn anumdnam eva vilasaty ekam khalu prayiki mukhyalankrtir ujjvalo pi ca
rasah saksdd asaksad api / ity etat pratipadyam udyatam iva dvandvam sudhd-dugdhayor
gadha-slesam amum ca deva-sudhiya samvahaniyam bahu //.

kavye naisadha-namni dhamni subrhaty arthasya mukta 'vadher bhavan diira-nigahitan
katham aham sarvan pramatum ksamah / etasmin dyutimanti santi subahiiny etani
madhye bhuvah sakalyena labheta ko ‘pi khanita vajrani vajrakare //.

etaih khandana-khanda-khadya-sahaja-syandair amandaih suca kulyavartma-visrtvaraih
sumanasdm dplavitandm muhuh / unmilat pulakavali-vikasana-vydjena janimahe
sarvanginataya sphuranty aviralodbedhah pramoddnkurah //.
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