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Änandavardhana and the date of Mägha.
By

Hermann Jacobi.

In his paper on the date of the poet Mägha (ante p. 61 ff.)
Da. Jon. KLATT has brought forward a Jaina legend from the Pra-
bhävakacharitra which makes Mägha a cousin of the Jaina ascetic
Siddharshi who composed the Upamitabhavaprapanchä kathä in A. D.
906. If this legend were historically true, Vämana and Änandavardhana
who quote verses from the isupälavadha, must be younger than
Mägha, and granting the correctness of the Jaina chronology, later than
the end of the ninth century. On the other hand Kalhana states in
the Rajatarangini 5, 39 1 that Änandavardhana became famous in the
reign of Avantivarman ofKasmir (855—884 AD). It is evident that
these statements cannot be reconciled, and the question to be sett-
led is, which of them deserves greatei’ credit.

I.
The trustworthiness of the Jaina legend can be impugned on

general grounds only. First ,it may be said that the story of Siddha,
as given in the Prabhävakacharitra, is composed mainly of legendary
matter, taken partly from the older legend about the origin of the
Digambara sect (ante, p. 64, note 1). And it will not be safe to place
implicit trust in what a legend asserts about the relations of its hero,
if the other details are unmistakably a got up story. Secondly we
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have a fine example j)f the historical character of the Prabhävaka-
charitra in the story of Bappabhatti in which that saint is made to
convert, (as Mr. PANDIT puts it Gaudavaho, introd, cxix) ’every re-
nowned king, every famous poet, and every learned scholar to Jai-
nism’. In our case, I think, the fact or tradition that Siddha was a
native of Bhillamala, would have been a sufficient inducement for the
Jaina legend -mongers to make him a relation of the famous poet
whom common tradition connects with that town. Yet, however little
value we are inclined to attach to the legendary tradition of the Jai-
nas, still we are not entitled to put aside, on such general grounds
only, every statement of theirs the acceptance of which may be in-
convenient.

On the other hand, Kalhana’s account of the events of the period,,
we are speaking of, is admitted to be generally correct, though few will
go with Mr. PANDIT so far as to insist on the correctness of every detail.
Notwithstanding the good opinion we have of Kalhana as an historian
of the centuries immediately preceding his own time, we certainly
must withold credence from such of his statements as can be proved
to be open to doubt. And this has been done by Professor PiscnEL
with respect to Kalh ana's date of Ananda vardhana (see his edition of
Rudrata’s Qrngaratilaka introd. p. 22). His argument is as follows.
In his commentary on Änandhavardhana’s Dhvanyäloka Abhinavagupta
refers to that author as asmadguravah and asmadupddhyayah. ,If this
is to be taken literally, Änandavardhana must have been at least
half a century later than Kalhana states/ For Änandavardhana cannot
have become famous in Avantivarman’s reign, if he was the teacher
of Abhinavagupta who wrote just before and after the year 1000
A. D. The question, therefore, which we must decide, comes to this
whether we must take Abhinavagupta’s words in their literal sense,
or have to interpret them in some other way. For Prof. PiscnEL himself
implicitly admits that they may also be taken not literally. I shall
endeavour to prove that the latter view of the case is the correct one.

On p. 40 of the edition of the DvanyMoka in the Kävyamalä,
Abhinavagupta quotes a lengthy passage by vivaranakrit, apparently
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a commentator on the Dhvanyäloka, and dismisses the learned dis-
cussions of his predecessor with the courteous remark : ity alam
gardabhidohanuvartanena "let us have done with milking the she-
ass”. Hindu commentators are always apt to acknowledge in this way
their obligations to the works of their predecessors. In other places
also Abhinavagupta seems to refer to older commentaries. Thus in
commenting on the verse, quoted by Änandavardhana (see PiscHEL
loc. cit. p. 23) he says that the verse is by Manoratha ,a poet con-
temporary with Änandavardhana and then refutes an artificial inter-
pretation, which 'kechit' give of the word vakrokti&ünya in that verse.
In the same way, he quotes an interpretation by ,anyei of a Prakrit
verse p. 22 (Kavyamala), and on p. 45 he refers to anyakrita vydkhydh
of the same verse. On p. 99 he cites the discussions by kechit, anye,
eke and itare of a passage, quoted by Änandavardhana from the
Harshacharita. These explanations apparently occurred, not in com-
mentaries on the Harshacharita, but in works on Alamkara. For
they discuss how in that passage the sabdasakti comes to suggest
another alauikdra. Most probably Abhinavagupta found those lucu-
brations in older commentaries on the Dhvanyäloka. The verse
'jyotsndpura (p. 110) which 'kechid uddharanam atra pathanti' , seems
to have been derived from the same source.

If Abhinavagupta had been instructed by Änandavardhana, he
certainly would have mentioned him, not Bhatfenduraja, 1 in the in-
troductory verse to his gloss. For, that would have been the most
effective credentials to prove himself a competent interpreter of Änan-
davardhana’s work. Either Bhatta-Induraja or Bhafta-Tauta (whom
he acknowledges as asmadupadhydya on p. 29) is meant by asmad-
guravah whose rather subtile than adequate interpretation of Änan-
davardhana’s introductory verse is referred to on p. 2. These facts
prove that Abhinavagupta did not enjoy the personal instruction of
Änandavardhana. For they show that one or even more commen-
taries on the Dhvanyaloka existed already in his time, and that he
does not name Änandavardhana as his guru on that occasion where

1 He quotes a verse by Bhattenduraja, p. 25, yad viöramya etc.
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he ought to have don£ so. Consequently, wherever the words asmad-
guravali and asmadupddyliaya refer to Anandavardhana, they must
be taken metaphorically as denoting the paraihpardguru. As thus
the ground for doubting the accuracy of Kalhana’s statement has
been removed, we are entitled to give it full credit.

Whether Kalhana is right in saying that Manoratha was among
the poets of Jayaphja’s court (PiscHEL, loc. clt\ or Abhinavagupta,
in stating that he was the contemporary of Anandavardhana, we
have no means of deciding. But perhaps the one statement may be
reconciled with the other in the following way. The interval between
the end of Jayapitja’s reign and the beginning of that of Avanti-
varman is forty years. Now Kalhana says that, Muktäkana, Sivasvä-
min, Anandavardhana, and Ratnäkara became famous (prathdm agdt)
in Avantivarman’s reign. This may be understood, as in Ratnäkara’s
case it must be understood, to mean that Anandavardhana commen-
ced his career as an author before Avantivarman succeded to the
throne, but that the unsettled times of civil wars which preceded
that reign prevented the writer becoming generally known. Anan-
davardhana may therefore have been an aged scholar, when Avan-
tivarman began to rule; and Manoratha probably was an old man,
when Anandavardhana wrote the Dhvanyäloka. For unless Manora-
tha’s authority in Alamkara was generally admitted, Anandavardhana
would not have quoted one of Manoratha’s verses in support of his
own views. It is thus just possible that Anandavardhana, when a
young man, saw Manoratha, and that he lived to be patronised by
Avantivarman. At any rate, Anandavardhana lived about the middle
of the ninth century and Vaniana, whose tenets are said by Abhi-
navagupta to have been taken into account by Anandavardhana, not
earlier than the first quarter of the same century. Accordingly, Mägha
who is quoted by both, cannot, be later than the eighth century.

II.

At the same conclusion we arrive by a different line of argu-
ment. As Anandavardhana quotes from the bisupalavadha, his contem-
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porary Ratnäkara must also have known that poem. It may, there-
fore, be expected that the influence of Mägha’s poetry can be traced
in Ratnäkara’s Haravijaya. And indeed, we need but attentively com-
pare such parts of the Öisupälavadha and the Haravijaya as treat
of the same topics, in order to show in the latter poem unmistakable
borrowings from Mägha. I select quite at random the gathering of
flowers, described in the Sarga vn of the Sisupälavadha and in Sarga
xvii of the Haravijaya. I place such verses as contain the same con-
ceit, side by side, and italicise like words and phrases in them. The
translations, which I subjoin are sometimes but paraphrases of the
text, especially when the latter contains intentionally ambiguous
words.

Ratnäkara xvii, 34: —
anviye madliukaramscn sle tävad
samsarpann upavana mdrutah sugandhih |
yävat stmparimalagocharo na lebhe
ko nädyam tyajati padam viseshaläbhät

Mägha vii, 27: —
upavaiiapavandnupdtadakshair
alibliir alambhi yad angandganasya |
parimalavishayas, tad unnatänäm
anugamane khalu sampadogratahsthah ||

(Mägha) : 'The bees, adroit in following the garden’s breeze, en-
joyed the voluptuous fragrance emanating from the girls; this proves
that fortune is at hand for those who follow the great’.

(Ratnäkara): 'The swarm of bees followed the garden’s fragrant
breeze till it came within reach of the girls’ voluptuous fragrance;
who will not leave his first place if he can get a better?’ Compare
also &s 8, 10. Mallinätha explains vishaya by bhogyartha, but Rat-
näkara paraphrases it by gochara.

Ratnäkara xvii, 52: —
bibhrdnair adhikagunatvam ahgananam
hastdgraih prasabham akari pallavdndm |
pratyagrojjva Zanijasobhayä sarägair
bhagnänäm api punarukta eva bhangah ||

Mägha vii, 29: —
abhimukhapatitair gunaprakarshdd
avajitam uddhatim ujjvaldm dadhanaih |
tarukisalayafäl&rn agrahastaih
prasabham amyata bhangam ahgananam ||

(Mägha): 'The girls’ beautifully raised (proud) fingers, approa-
ching the twigs of the trees, vanquished them by their superior
beauty and (then) violently broke (crushed) them’.
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(Ratnäkara): ‘The girls’ red fingers possessing superiority, vio-
lently broke the twigs a second time, for they were already broken
(vanquished) by the fingers’ very excellent beauty.’

In Mägha’s verse the second meaning is delicately expressed,
while Ratnäkara by attempting a
the original conceit possesses.

Mägha vii, 61: —
avacitakusumä vihäya vallir
ynvatishu komalamalyamalinishu |

padam upadadhire kuläny alinarn
na parichayo malinätmanäm pradhanam ||

broad pun destroys what charms

Ratnakara xvn, 57: —
bhagnänäm aganitatadvipattidoshair
vallinäm madhu kusumeshv apäyi bhriö-

gaih |
yuktanam taralatayä malimasänäm
na svärthät kvacid atirichyatenurodhah||

(Mägha): 'The swarms of bees, leaving the creepers deprived
of their flowers, settled on the girls who wore delicate wreaths; for
the black (bad) ones make light of long acquaintance.’

(Ratnakara): The bees drank the honey of the broken creepers
not minding their distress; the black (bad) ones, who are fluttering,
set their gain above respect.

Ratnakara has slightly altered the idea expressed by Mägha,
but it is evident that he borrowed it from the latter. In Mägha’s
verse the girls wear the flowers of the creepers on their heads. Rat-
näkara does not mention the girls, but we must assume that the
girls broke the creepers, and that the broken creepers were placed
on the heads of the girls. — There are many cases of a like descrip-
tion, but in which the imitation is less apparent, because Ratnäkara
frequently combines in one verse hints taken from several verses of
Mägha. I shall here restrict myself to cases of obvious borrowing.

Ratnäkara xvn, 64: —
na sreyän samam adhikasriyä virodho
yuktä ’tra pranatir iti ’va pivarorvah |
uttamsotpalam avanamya duram akshnah
prastävit stavam iva chancharikasabdaih||

Mägha vn, 60: —
avajitam adhunä taväham akslino
i'uchiratayety avanamya lajjaye va |

'avanakuvalayam vilasavatyd
hramararutair upakar nam ächachaksh e||
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(Mägha): 'The lotus which the girl had stuck behind her ear
bowed down, as if ashamed, and by the humming of the bees whi-
spered in her ear: ‘Now you have vanquished me by the beauty of
your eye.’

(Ratnäkara): 'Thinking it better to bend down than to quarrel
with one of greater lustre, the lotus stuck behind the hTs car bo-
wed low and began to praise her eye by the humming of the bees.’

Mägha vii, 59: —
asmadanam avatamsitedhikarnam
pranayavatä kusume sumadhyamäyäh |

vrajad api laghutäm babhuva bhärah
sapadi hiranmayama danam sapatnyäh ||

Ratnäkara xvn, 68: —
naikatra sravasi tathä sahematädi -
tätankepy akrita vadhüh prasädhit

sthäm |
anyatra priyakarakrishtalambapäli -
vinyastachchhadasubhage yathäbhyan

tram ||

(Mägha): ‘When the lover tenderly fixed a flower behind the
slender waisted girl’s ear, her rival’s golden earring, though being
made light of, became at once a burden.’

(Ratnäkara): The girl thought the one ear which was adorned
by a golden earring, less ornamented than the other in which her
lover, pulling down the long tip, had stuck a leaf before the eyes
of her rival.

Query. Has it ever been the custom for Hindu girls to wear
an earring only in one ear? Or has Ratnäkara been led to this un-
true and unnatural description by his intention to vary Mägha’s conceit?

Mägha vii, 57 : —
vinayati sudri&o drisah pardgam
pranayini kausumam anandnilena |
tadahitayuvater abhikshiiam akshnor
dvayam api rosharajobhir äpupüre ||

Ratnäkara xvn: —
käntäyäh kusumarajo vilochanastham
yat preyan vadanasamiranair nirasthai
tenaiva pratiyuvateli samipabhajah
kälushyami/wgaZamanäyi düram akshnol

(Mägha): ‘The lover in removing by the breath of his mouth
the pollen from one eye of the fair-eyed one, tilled again and again
with the dust of jealous rage both eyes of a rival beauty.’
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(Ratnäkara): ‘The pollen, which sticking to the eye of the fair
one was blown off by her lover with the breath of his mouth, dar-
kened very much both eyes of a rival beauty standing close by.'

Ratnäkara’s imitation is decidedly a failure. The antithesis bet-
ween the one eye of the girl and the two eyes of her rival, an anti-
thesis which is evidently intended and which is essential to the point,
has been deficiently worked out by him. For vilochanastham may
mean vilochane tishthati and vilochanayos tishthati. — The last part
of his verse Ratnäkara has nearly verbo tenus taken over from
Sis. xvii, 38 tair eva pratiyuvater akdri durat, kalushyam.

In the following päda we have an unmistakable borrowing though
in the rest of the verse the likeness ceases:

Mägha vii, 72: — Ratnäkara xvii, 84: —
mriducharanataldgraduhsthitatvdd smeränyä mriducharanagradurnivishtd.

I give one more example from another sarga.

Ratnäkara xvi, 73: —
yasyädhivärinidhikharvita-Öesha - bhoga
sayyänirargalavivartanavibhramasrih |
helävinirmriditasonitapankagarbha -

dürävamagna -Madhu -Kaitabha - ti$tibhä-
sit ||

Mägha xiv, 68: —
matkunäv iva purä pariplavau
sindhunäthasayane nishedushah |
gachchhatah sma Madhu - Kaitabhau

vibhor
yasya naidrasukhavighnatäip kshanam||

(Mägha): 'Madhu and Kaitabha, like two nimble bugs, disturbed
only for a moment the pleasant sleep of the Lord reclining on his
ocean-bed.’

(Ratnäkara): ‘Who when violently tossing in the ocean on his
bed, the coiled up body of Sesha, crushed in sport Madhu and Kai-
tabha like two bugs, deeply immersing them in a quagmire of blood.’

Mägha’s simile is quaint, yet not unpleasant; the imitation be-
comes repulsive by the working out of the details.

On considering the verses of Ratnakara, confronted by me with
those of Mägha, nobody will fail to see that the former bear the
characteristic marks of imitations. But students familiar with classical
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Sanskrit poetry will scarcely n$ed such proofs. For the perusal of a
few cantos of the Haravijaya will convince them that Ratnäkara’s
muse belongs to a later phase in the developement of classical Sans-
krit poetry than that of Mägha. Mägha belongs to the Golden age
of classical Sanskrit literature, Ratnäkara to the Silver age. It is evi-
dent from the facts brought forward that already in Ratnäkara’s time
the study of Mägha’s classical poem formed an indispensable part of
the training through which every aspirant to the fame of a Kavi
had to pass, just as was the case in much later times. A long inter-
val of time must intervene between Mägha and Ratnäkara, the exact
length of which we are unable to make out at present.

To sum up the results of our inquiry, it has been proved that
Mägha

1. being quoted by Anandavardhana, must be earlier than the
middle of the ninth century,

2. being quoted by Vämana, must be still earlier by at least
one generation, if Abhinavagupta is right in asserting that Ananda-
vardhana was acquainted with the work of Vämana;

3. being imitated by Ratnäkara, the court poet of Bälabfihaspati
or Chippata-Jayäpida of KaSmir (835—847 A. D.), must have been
earlier than the beginning of the ninth century.

The preceding discussion has deprived the Jaina tradition re-
garding Mägha of all the historical interest which Dr. Jon. KLATT seems
inclined to claim for it. The only interest left to it is, that it is a
further instance of the well-known tendency of the Jainas to connect
in one way or other, on the slightest possible pretext, every Indian
celebrity with the history of their creed.
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