Mimamsa, Vedanta, and the Bhakti Movement

Anand Venkatkrishnan

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
in the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

2015



©2015
Anand Venkatkrishnan
All Rights Reserved



ABSTRACT
Mimamsa, Vedanta, and the Bhakti Movement

Anand Venkatkrishnan

This dissertation concerns the reception history of the Bhagavata Purana (BhP), an
influential Hindu scripture, among Sanskrit intellectuals who lived between the 13™ and 18"
centuries CE. The BhP is most widely recognized for its celebration of bhakti, or religious
devotion to an embodied god, through its narrative, didactic, and philosophical treatment of the
god Krsna. Composed in Sanskrit, the BhP was also closely connected to popular traditions of
vernacular poetry and song, collectively known as the “bhakti movement.” I study the rise to
prominence of this text-tradition by examining its impact on two important systems of Sanskrit
scriptural interpretation: Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta. I situate the shifting discursive registers
of these hermeneutical traditions in particular social contexts, paying special attention to the lives
and careers of scholars in the academic center of Banaras in early modern north India. I also
investigate how Sanskrit discourse about the BhP reveals intersections between popular religious
movements and elite scholarly pedagogy. The thesis contributes to a number of scholarly fields,
each wider than the previous. First, it provides a fuller picture of how particular Sanskrit systems
of knowledge experienced change in precolonial India. Second, it attempts to understand the
challenges that bhakti, gua the public expression of personal devotion, posed to Sanskrit
intellectuals. Third, it revisits certain binaries and narratives in the historiography of Indian
religion and philosophy. Fourth, it incorporates the insights of intellectual and social history into
the study of the premodern non-West. Finally, it helps make a space for intellectual history

within religious studies, and for religion among intellectual historians.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Let it go. What's the point of talking about the past now?
-Narayana, Hitopadesa, 1.375'

It may be the same flowers

wreathed around your head
time and time again,

but when strung together

in a way never seen before,
they spark new wonder.

-Jayanta Bhatta (9" C.), Nyayamaiijari, v.5*

A Quick Refresher

This dissertation is about the reception history of a popular Hindu scripture, the
Bhagavata Purana (BhP), between the thirteenth and eighteenth centuries CE. I show how the
BhP challenged and refashioned scholastic writing in Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta, two
important systems of Sanskrit scriptural interpretation. I situate the shifting discursive registers
of these hermeneutical traditions in particular social contexts, paying special attention to the lives
and careers of scholars in the academic center of Banaras in early modern north India. I trace the
movement and migration of the BhP through a variety of Hindu scholastic and sectarian
communities,’ and examine how singers and storytellers, in both Sanskrit and the vernacular,

mirrored and reproduced the BhP's legacy as a bridge between elite theological reflection and

1

Judit Torszok, trans., Friendly Advice by Narayana and King Vikrama's Adventures (New York: New York
University Press; JJC Foundation, 2007), 174: yatu, kim idanim atikrantopavarnanena?

2

Nyayamanijart of Jayanta Bhatta, ed. K.S. Varadacharya (Mysore: Oriental Research Institute, 1969), 1:

tair eva kusumaih ptirvam asakrtkrtasekharah |
aptrvaracane damni dadhaty eva kutiihalam ||

The vexed politics of using the term “sectarian” in the context of Hinduism have been summarized nicely in
Elaine Fisher, “A New Public Theology: Sanskrit and Society in Seventeenth-century South India” (PhD diss.,
Columbia University, 2013), 1-19.



2
everyday devotional poetry. Ultimately, I attempt to improve our understanding of the history of
precolonial Sanskrit knowledge, to provide an account of the intersections between popular
religious movements and scholarly pedagogy, and to help create a space for intellectual history
within religious studies, and for religion among intellectual historians.

The Bhagavata Purana

Several of the foregoing terms require further explanation, beginning with the BhP.
Composed in Sanskrit and probably completed around the tenth century CE, the BhP is a
narrative, didactic, and philosophical treatment of the life of the god Krsna. It was instrumental
in exalting the place of “bhakti,” or religious devotion to an embodied god, above other paths to
salvation or liberation—namely, “jfiana,” philosophical gnosis, and “karma,” ritual activity (or,
simply, action). These three terms, karma, jfiana, and bhakti, are reflected in the title of this
dissertation, to signify the shifting relationship among the text-traditions that represented them.*
The BhP was subsequently translated, explicated, painted, and performed throughout the
subcontinent and across religious communities, so as to become one of the most influential
Hindu scriptures of modern times, perhaps only next to the Bhagavad Gita and the Upanisads.
The BhP more or less defined bhakti as the complete absorption in and devotion to Krsna, often
but not always considered an incarnation of Visnu.’ It therefore became central to many Vaisnava
religious groups—that is, those who adopted Visnu as the supreme God. Many of the vernacular,

sometimes subaltern religious communities that dotted the subcontinent in the second

*  On the concept of a text-tradition, and its usefulness to the study of Indian philosophy, see Lawrence McCrea

and Parimal Patil, Buddhist Philosophy of Language in India: Jiianasrimitra on Exclusion (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2010), 3-7.

See Edwin F. Bryant, “Krishna in the Tenth Book of the Bhagavata Purana,” in Krishna: A Sourcebook, ed.
Edwin F. Bryant (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 111-135.



millennium, members of the so-called “bhakti movement,” were also dedicated to the celebration
and poetic memory of Krsna.® Some of these communities saw fit to distance themselves from
alternative theistic traditions: namely, those of the Saivas and Saktas, who organized their
religious life around the gods Siva and Sakti.” Vaisnava proponents of bhakti censured these
groups either on sectarian religious grounds—that is, as being associated with degenerate Tantric
practices—or on philosophical ones, accusing them of promulgating a nondualist monism.®
However, the concept of bhakti itself was prominent in Saiva writings, and it is possible that the
BhP moved in Saiva circles.’ The tensions and intersections between Saivism and Vaisnavism,
and between bhakti monotheism and nondualist monism, will be central to this study of the
BhP's reception.
Mimamsa

The next term is Mimamsa. Around the turn of the first millennium CE, a set of
aphorisms, the Mimamsa Siitras by Jaimini, developed a hermeneutics of the Veda, the
paradigmatic Brahmanical Hindu scripture. A desiderative noun formed from the Sanskrit verb
“to think,” Mimamsa literally means “investigation” or “inquiry.” The term “hermeneutics”

usefully describes MTmamsa as a tradition that attempted to understand a corpus of texts, the

¢ See John Stratton Hawley, 4 Storm of Songs: India and the Idea of the Bhakti Movement (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2015).

7 See Alexis Sanderson, “The Saiva Literature,” Journal of Indological Studies 24 & 25 (2012-2013): 1-113.
8 See, e.g., Patton Burchett, “Bhakti Religion and Tantric Magic in Mughal India: Kacchvahas, Ramanandis, and
Naths, circa 1500-1750” (PhD diss., Columbia University, 2012). See also John Stratton Hawley, “The Four
Sampradays: Ordering the Religious Past in Mughal North India,” South Asian History and Culture 2.2 (2011):
160-183.

See Hamsa Stainton, “Poetry and Prayer: Stotras in the Religious and Literary History of Kashmir” (PhD diss.,
Columbia University, 2013), 298ft.; Jason Schwartz, “Caught in the Net of Sastra: Devotion and its Limits in an
Evolving Saiva Corpus,” Journal of Hindu Studies 5.2 (2012): 210-231; V. Raghavan, “The Sita Samhita,”
Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 22 (1941): 250-251.



Veda, by developing systematic interpretive principles. These principles both argued for the
epistemological validity of the Veda, defined as distinct from competing scriptural traditions and
possessing transcendental authority, and organized the Veda's internal components based on a
hierarchy of meaningful language.'® Vedic Brahmins—and this was a fundamentally
Brahmanical tradition predicated on a caste-and-class-bound system of ritual, social, and ethical
norms (varnasrama dharma)—developed the discipline of Mimamsa in reaction to two broad
phenomena. First was the fact that the worldview of the Veda had already become archaic by the
turn of the first millennium; it was, in other words, a denaturalized entity that nevertheless held
sway over orthoprax Brahmanical life, and whose symbolic power would continue for centuries.
The second phenomenon was the axiological critique of the Veda enunciated by the renouncer
movements of the mid-first millennium BCE, such as Buddhism and Jainism, which rejected the
Veda's authority entirely, and offered a vision of emancipation from the suffering of worldly life.
Mimamsa as a language of apologetics came into being as a response to these two trends. The
Mimamsa Siitras were later elaborated upon by Sabara (5" C. CE) and his most famous
commentator, Kumarila Bhatta (7" C. CE).

The importance of Mimamsa in the life of the BhP was twofold. First, Mimamsakas, or
practitioners of Mimamsa, developed a hierarchy of Sanskrit scriptural genres, placing the
unauthored, eternal Veda at the top, ranking some texts of human composition below them, like
the epics and purdnas, and ejecting some “divinely inspired” scriptures, like the Vaisnava and
Saiva Agamas, outside the pale of Vedic society altogether. This meant that a text like the BhP, a

purana (a “legend” or “ancient chronicle”), was to be considered subordinate to the Veda,

1% Cf. Lawrence McCrea, “The Hierarchical Organization of Language in Mimamsa Interpretive Theory,” Journal
of Indian Philosophy 28.5 (2000): 429-459.



deriving its authority solely on account of its authors' purported preservation of the meaning of
the Veda. However, some scholars in the second millennium began to challenge this hierarchical
organization of scripture. The BhP would emerge as a prime player in this renegotiation.

Second, Mimamsa was a classically atheist discipline. It argued vehemently against the
existence of an omniscient creator-god, had no time for human pretensions to supernatural
perception, and even asserted that the Vedic gods were nothing but linguistic constructs.' The
BhP, of course, placed God front and center and all around. The phenomenon of a theistic
Mimamsaka, which would have seemed laughable to someone like Kumarila Bhatta, did become
a reality at a particular historical moment, a moment that was at least partially a result of
Mimamsa's intersection with the BhP.

Vedanta

Another factor that contributed to the theistic turn in Mimamsa was the rise of a Vedic
hermeneutical tradition that called itself the “latter” or “Uttara” Mimamsa. This was Vedanta, the
third term I take up for explication. On one level, Vedanta simply signified the Upanisads, or the
“end of the Veda,” exploiting the ambiguity in the word “end” to mean both sequential
conclusion and final purport. In this dissertation, Vedanta is discussed as an intellectual tradition
that attempted to extract a coherent philosophical theology from the Upanisads, the Bhagavad
Gita, and the aphoristic Brahma Siutras—a set of three departure points called the

prasthanatraya. Vedanta was at turns continuous with and distinct from what it labeled its

11

Cf. Francis X. Clooney, “Why the Veda Has No Author: Language as Ritual in Early Mimamsa and Post-Modern
Theology,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 55.4 (1987): 659-684; Francis X. Clooney, What's a
god? The quest for the right understanding of devata in Brahmanical ritual theory (mimamsa),” International
Journal of Hindu Studies 1.2 (1997): 337-385; Lawrence McCrea, “'Just Like Us, Just Like Now": The Tactical
Implications of the Mimamsa Rejection of Yogic Perception,” in Yogic Perception, Meditation, and Altered
States of Consciousness, ed. Eli Franco (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
2009), 55-70.



“prior” incarnation, or “Purva” Mimamsa.'? If the Mimamsa Siitras held that the Veda was
fundamentally about dharma, ritual action performed for a particular result, the Brahma Siitras
claimed that the Veda cohered around communicating the knowledge of Brahman, the ultimate
reality, from which the whole universe came into being. The realization of Brahman, said the
Brahma Siitras, was the whole purpose of the Upanisads, and would grant liberation from the
suffering of finite worldly existence. One of the basic differences between Mimamsa and
Vedanta was the former's emphasis on karma, on the proper maintenance and performance of
Vedic ritual, and the latter's insistence that jiiana, knowledge, could release one from precisely
those karmic bonds that kept the cycle of death and rebirth moving.

Several schools of Vedanta formed around the interpretation of the prasthanatraya. In
this dissertation, I concentrate on Advaita Vedanta, the “nondualist” interpretation of Vedanta
that is generally traced to the eighth-century philosopher Sankara, or Sankaracarya. In Sankara's
account, Vedanta tried to communicate the ultimate unity—the nonduality—between Atman, the
Self, and Brahman, the all-pervading reality. The way to liberation for a student of Vedanta, who
desired release from the cycle of death and rebirth (samsara), was to achieve an immediate
knowledge (jfiana) of the true nature of the Atman as nondifferent from Brahman. Any hint of
plurality or differentiation in the world, according to Sankara, was a superimposition, like a
snake erroneously seen in place of a rope, inexplicable as being either wholly real or unreal.
Famously, Sankara called this everyday veiling of nondual reality an “illusion” (maya), and his
idealist leanings frequently led to accusations that he was a Buddhist in Brahmin clothing

(pracchannabauddha).” Sankara's Advaitic reading of Vedanta left little room for a personal,

12 See Johannes Bronkhorst, ed. Mimamsa and Vedanta: Interaction and Continuity (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass,

2007).

'3 This criticism was not entirely off the mark, since early Advaita owed significantly to Mahayana Buddhist forms



embodied god, possessed of attributes, who would be unsuited to the forbidding austerity of the
formless, partless, undifferentiated Brahman. At best, God was a concept that belonged to the
transactional, empirical world (vyavahara), a being fully conscious of his identity with Brahman,
capable of incarnating in such figures as Krsna. From an ultimate perspective (paramartha),
however, God and the individual soul must be considered one and the same, for in Advaita,
Atman is Brahman. The BhP, however, both expressed sentiments very close to Advaita and
celebrated the god Krsna in full aesthetic glory, a juxtaposition that some have called “Advaitic
theism.”'* The extent of the BhP's Advaita sensibilities, and its relationship with the Advaita
Vedanta inaugurated by Sankara, remains a topic of debate.

This is especially the case because Advaita Vedanta was not the only Vedanta on the
block. Soon after Sankara, several Vaisnava philosophers, who were affiliated with temples,
scriptures, ritual manuals, and devotional poetry that glorified the god Visnu, offered competing
theistic readings of Vedanta's core texts. Most influential were the South Indian philosophers
Ramanuja (11" C.), proponent of Visistadvaita Vedanta, whose followers were known as
Srivaisnavas, and Madhva (13" C.), proponent of Dvaita (or Tattvavada) Vedanta. Later centuries
would see still more Vaisnava Vedanta traditions further to the north that traced themselves to
Nimbarka (13™ C.?), Vallabha (15"-16™ C.), and Caitanya (15™-16" C.). Though they did not
always present a unified front, each individually resisted the monistic implications of Advaita

Vedanta."” Some of these Vedantins also took direct inspiration from the BhP, emphasizing its

of nondualism. See Richard King, Early Advaita Vedanta and Buddhism: The Mahayana Context of the
Gaudapadiya-karika (Albany: SUNY Press, 1995).

4 See Daniel P. Sheridan, The Advaitic Theism of the Bhagavata Purana (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1986).
See Hawley, 4 Storm of Songs, 99-147, for an account of the “four-sampraday” rubric, a genealogical narrative

from the seventeenth century, in which the sectarian traditions of Ramanand, Kesav Bhatt Kasmiri, Caitanya, and
Vallabhacarya, found their ancestry in four Vaisnava (i.e., non-Advaita) Vedanta counterparts in the south.



exaltation of bhakti, rather than jfiana, as the highest spiritual attainment. The BhP became as
much a source of contestation between these schools of Vedanta as their interpretations of the
prasthanatraya.

Early Modernity

I have used the term “early modern™ to refer to a periodization of Indian intellectual
history within which part of my research takes place. My impetus for studying the shifting
registers of discourse in Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta within this period—1550 CE-1750 CE—
comes from a collaborative research project called “Sanskrit Knowledge-Systems on the Eve of
Colonialism.” In brief, the project has sought to understand the full effect of the purported
epistemic rupture initiated by colonial technologies of rule on traditional modes of Sanskrit
theoretical production,'® by studying the prolific output of such intellectual content in that early
modern period. The group's work aims to examine seven knowledge-systems, or sastras, in their
bibliographical, prosopographical, and substantive dimensions, selected for their centrality to
Sanskrit culture, comparative and historical value, and/or their new vitality in the early modern
period. These disciplines are: vyakarana (language analysis), mimamsa (hermeneutics), nyaya
(logic/epistemology), dharmasastra (moral/political philosophy), alamkarasastra (poetics),
ayurveda (life-science), and jyotihsastra (astrology)."”

There are two ways in which my dissertation engages this project: first, by adding

Advaita Vedanta to the disciplines studied, and second, by complicating the epistemic nature of

' See Sudipta Kaviraj, “The Sudden Death of Sanskrit Knowledge.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 33.1 (2005):
119-124.

17 See Sheldon Pollock, “The Languages of Science in Early Modern India,” in Forms of Knowledge in Early

Modern Asia: Explorations in the Intellectual History of India and Tibet, 1500-1800, ed. Sheldon Pollock

(Durham: Duke University Press), 20-21.



the “early modern” periodization. Before offering my emendation to that periodization, I will
summarize the reasoning behind it. As a first-order category, the early modern describes a global
phenomenon, which, as the social historian John Richards argues, consists of six distinct but
complementary large-scale processes: 1) The creation of global sea passages and an increasingly
efficient transportation network; 2) The rise of a truly global world economy; 3) The
unprecedented growth around the world of large, stable states; 4) The doubling of world
population; 5) The intensified use of land to expand production; and 6) The diffusion of several
new technologies and organizational responses to them.'® While there are objections to including
South Asia in this world history," tracking these changes in the social history of the early modern
world allows us an additional lens into the corresponding intellectual changes that have come to
define the European sense of its own modernity, and which find remarkable though inexact
parallels in India.

This intellectual “newness” in the context of early modern India was first laid out in a

'8 See John Richards, “Early Modern India and World History,” Journal of World History 8.2 (1997): 198-203.

1 For a more sober assessment of the difficulties with such periodization, in particular the many guises of
“modernity” in sociological and historical writing, see Jack Goldstone, “The Problem of the 'Early Modern'
World,” Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 41.3 (1998): 249-284. For a critique of the
“early modern” in India as being an imprecise marker of intellectual value, see Dipesh Chakrabarty, “The
Muddle of Modernity,” American Historical Review 116.3 (2011): 663-675, esp. 674-675: “Turning specifically
to the question of whether or not 'early modern' was an apt way of periodizing history in the Indian subcontinent,
my question would be: Which Indian or South Asian thinkers from the precolonial period, then, must we still
wrestle with in fabricating or thinking about democratic forms of public life? But historians can ask such
questions only if they clarify to themselves and their readers what is at stake for them in debates about
modernity. The word is not very useful if it is treated merely as a synonym for institutional or infrastructural
change over time—that is to say, for modernization.” A partial response to Chakrabarty's critique, from the
perspective of a social historian of precolonial Western India, has been offered by Rosalind O'Hanlon,
“Contested Conjunctures: Brahman Communities and 'Early Modernity' in India,” American Historical Review
118.3 (2013): 765-787. See Ibid., 787: “As long as this older history remains over the routine intellectual horizon
of scholars engaged with colonial social change, whether of elites or 'subalterns,' it will continue to be difficult to
grasp the nature of India’s colonial 'modernity.' While this is so, we risk reproducing a history very much in
colonialism’s own self-image, in which all forms of modernity emanated from its transforming presence.”
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2001 essay by Sheldon Pollock.? The essay identifies a set of innovations in the conceptions and
discursive protocols of early modern Sanskrit intellectuals, as well as the structure and substance
of the new sense of historicality according to which their scholarly work began to be organized.
But when the intellectual production of early modern India is juxtaposed with comparable
developments in Europe, the divergence in historical trajectory could not be more stark.?' In
Europe, early modernity saw changes across intellectual disciplines: in literary culture, the
“quarrel between the ancients and moderns”; in philosophy, the shift away from scholastic
writing and theological concerns; and at the nexus of language and power, the displacement of
Latin by vernacular languages as the primary medium of intellectual and pedagogical activity. In
India, however, these changes were similar but different. Sanskrit intellectuals also possessed a
new sense of historicity, of distance from their predecessors, but articulated it in ways that
seemed to urge a sense of continuity with the past rather than a radical break. Philosophy
remained a primarily scholastic endeavor, though different genres of writing flourished,
especially introductory primers and doxographies. They also resisted, with varying degrees of
success, the use of vernaculars as primary languages of knowledge-production. While this
divergence led to normative colonial-era judgments regarding the stultifying, essentially stagnant
nature of premodern India, Pollock does make the provocative claim that “In the face of
European modernity, Indian systems of thought, or rather Sanskrit systems, simply vanished as a

significant force in Indian history.”*

2 Sheldon Pollock, “New Intellectuals in Seventeenth-Century India.” The Indian Economic and Social History

Review 38.1 (2001): 3-31.
2 bid., 22-23.

2 Ibid., 24.
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This declaration regarding the “death” of Sanskrit knowledge—not causally but co-evally
linked to the imposition of colonial modernity—has been contested by several parties, who
generally point to the continuity of Sanskrit as a vital language of public disputation in the
colonial period.” Pollock himself has moved away from characterizing the Sanskrit scholarly
trend to apply the new subtleties of argumentation to the analysis of ancient categories as simply
another instance of arrested development. What we must resist, he asserts, is conceptual
symmetry; what we require instead is historical synchronicity.** If this new intellectuality of
early modernity did not transform into a condition of the secular modern, then the fault lies not
with the text traditions themselves, but with our expectation in hindsight of some inevitable

developmental goal >

For as Richard Eaton comments in a different context, to study this
moment as one of failure, as a non-event, would be to commit the historical fallacy of attempting
to explain a counter-factual proposition.?

While the ability to think comparatively about European and Indian intellectuality is an
attractive proposition and a salutary accomplishment, as with all macro-narratives it is bound to

provoke dissent from particular corners. Parimal Patil has taken up the case of Nyaya, the

science of logic/epistemology, which does not exactly fit the model articulated above.”” From

# Notably, see Brian A. Hatcher, “Sanskrit and the morning after: the metaphorics and theory of intellectual

change,” The Indian Economic and Social History Review 44.3 (2007): 333-361.
# Sheldon Pollock, “Introduction,” in Forms of Knowledge in Early Modern Asia: Explorations in the Intellectual
History of India and Tibet, 1500-1800, ed. Sheldon Pollock (Durham: Duke University Press, 2011), 4.

» Ibid., 2.
% Richard Eaton, “(Re)imag(in)ing Other’ness: a Postmortem for the Postmodern in India,” Journal of World
History 11.1 (2001): 61.

27 Parimal Patil, “The Historical Rhythms of the Nyaya-Vaisesika Knowledge-System,” in Yogic Perception,
Meditation, and Altered States of Consciousness, ed. Eli Franco (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 2009), 91-126.
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Udayana's reconfiguration of Nyaya in the eleventh century, to Gangesa's inauguration of “new”
(Navya) Nyaya in thirteenth-century Mithila, to Vasudeva Sarvabhauma's introduction of the
discipline into fifteenth-century Bengal, to Jagannatha Tarkapaficanana's participation in multiple
epistemic worlds in eighteenth-century Calcutta,® Nyaya has both experienced several moments
of “newness” dispersed across the second millennium and remained a continuous discipline well
into the colonial period. A similar case could be made for Advaita Vedanta. Although there is a
marked increase in literary activity in the early modern period, and new genres enter the
discursive world, many philosophical and hermeneutical innovations can be traced to the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries—eras for which and preceding which we have little by way of
historical contextualization.”” This is especially the case for the relationship between bhakti and
Advaita, one of the topics in this dissertation. Moreover, Advaita Vedanta flourished not only
throughout the early modern subcontinent, but well into its colonial modernity, of which it
became partly constitutive.

Even though we need not adopt a thoroughgoing skepticism of the politics of time that

% Jagannatha wrote a commentary on Gange$a's Tattvacintamani and was enlisted by the famous Orientalist

William Jones to be the chief pandit overseeing the composition of the Vivadabhangdrnava, a compilation of
juridical opinions from a collection of Hindu scholars. This was the sourcebook for H.T. Colebrooke's Digest of
Hindu Law, a translation that he completed in 1796. See Rosane Rocher, “Weaving Knowledge: Sir William
Jones and Indian Pandits,” in Objects of Inquiry: The Life, Contributions, and Influences of Sir William Jones,
eds. Garland Cannon and Kevin R. Brine, (New York: New York University Press. 1995), 62. Cf. Rosane Rocher,
The Making of Western Indology: Henry Thomas Colebrooke and the East India Company (New York:
Routledge, 2012), 34-38.
¥ Christopher Minkowski has undertaken thus far the most rigorous genealogical work required for a working
social history of Advaita in early modern India. See Christopher Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern
History,” South Asian History and Culture 2.2 (2011): 205-231. Although he engages with Randall Collins'
sociology of world philosophies, Minkowski himself refrains from offering a theory of intellectual change in
early modern Advaita. Cf. Randall Collins, The Sociology of Philosophies: A Global Theory of Intellectual
Change (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999).

On “medieval” Advaita teachers, see Srikantha Sastri, “Advaitacaryas of the 12th and 13th Centuries,” Indian
Historical Quarterly XIV (1938): 401-408. Cf. T.M.P. Mahadevan, ed. Preceptors of Advaita (Secunderabad: Sri
Kanchi Kamakoti Sankara Mandir, 1968).
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governs the act of periodization,® the concept of the “early modern” as a period of intellectual
change needs to be particularized for each Sanskrit knowledge-system, taking account of both its
intellectual history prior to the sixteenth century, and its resilience in the face of colonial
encounter. If we do not begin from the proposition that the early modern is a unique epistemic
period applicable across Sanskrit disciplines, we may be more attentive to alternative historical
possibilities, without necessarily losing sight of the profound social changes that characterized
the early modern world.

Intellectual History

What, exactly, is “Indian” about Indian intellectual history?*' Who are the historical
intellectuals of intellectual history?** What is intellectual history, now and yet to come?** The
history of ideas, to put it in barest terms, was for most of the twentieth century a Euro-American
exercise in understanding intellectual shifts in their historical context. Although its initial
practitioners, such as R.G. Collingwood, were heir to a Hegelian idealism that viewed all history
as the history of ideas, members of the so-called “Cambridge School” from the 1960s shifted
their attention to the more contingent operations of language in the world. Influenced in

particular by the philosopher of language J.L. Austin, and to a degree by the later Wittgenstein,

% See Kathleen Davis, Periodization and Sovereignty: How Ideas of Feudalism and Secularization Govern the

Politics of Time (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2008).

' See Sheldon Pollock, “Is There an Indian Intellectual History? Introduction to 'Theory and Method in Indian

Intellectual History,"” Journal of Indian Philosophy 36.5 (2008): 533-542.
32 See Christopher Minkowski et al., eds., Scholar Intellectuals in Early Modern India (London: Routledge, 2015).

3 See Annabel Brett, “What is Intellectual History Now?”, in What is History Now?, ed. David Cannadine
(London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), 113-131.
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historians such as Quentin Skinner** and J.G.A. Pocock™ understood texts as active expressions
of language, or speech acts. Texts, as speech acts, did not merely have the capacity for providing
information, but also had performative, or illocutionary dimensions. They made interventions in
a broader discourse or milieu within which they participated. Turning to the issue of agency,
Skinner insisted that understanding what an author was doing in writing a text was indispensable
to understanding its meaning. In other words, meaning and understanding were not simply the
result of elucidating a text's content, but just as crucially, of understanding a text's context.*®

Skinner, Pocock, and the German historian Reinhart Koselleck, proponent of a
methodologically eclectic “history of concepts” (Begriffsgeschichte),”” were historians of
philosophy and political theory in modern and early modern Europe. The “New Historicists” of
subsequent decades, many inspired by the cultural anthropologist Clifford Geertz, sought to
move their analysis from texts to broader cultural representations, an act that could be viewed

either as stretching what could be read as a “text” or as increasing the range of what counts as a

significant cultural artifact.*® Recent volumes have sought to expand the scope of the discipline

**  Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics, Vol. I: Regarding Method (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002).

¥ J.G.A. Pocock, Political Thought and History: Essays on Theory and Method (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009).
36 Cf. Brett, “What is Intellectual History Now?”, 116: “Identification or recovery of a particular utterance as a
particular illocutionary act depends on an awareness of its particular speech situation or context. We can only
know what an author was doing in writing a particular text if we know the circumstances of that doing. The
result was a method which argues that to understand texts for the specific speech acts that they are, we need to
understand the historical context in which they were uttered.”
7 See Reinhart Koselleck, “Social History and Conceptual History,” in The Practice of Conceptual History:
Timing History, Spacing Concepts (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2002), 20-37. Cf. Melvin Richter, The
History of Political and Social Concepts: A Critical Introduction (New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1995), 1-25; Niklas Olsen, History in the Plural: An Introduction to the Work of Reinhart Koselleck (New York:
Berghahn Books, 2012).
¥ See Catherine Gallagher and Stephen Greenblatt, Practicing New Historicism (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000). Cf. Brett, “What is Intellectual History Now?”, 125-126.
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still further, particularly in order to think about more global possibilities.* It has made a fairly

seamless transition into the study of modern, or colonial and postcolonial, Indian intellectual

history.*’ Historians of precolonial India, however, have offered reflections on the theoretical and

methodological challenges of studying the history of ideas in Sanskrit systems of knowledge.

Sheldon Pollock, for example, remarks:

What has characterized, indeed virtually defined, Euro-American intellectual history
over the past five decades, certainly from the rise of the Cambridge School in the 1960s,
and which the New Historicism of the 1980s and 1990s served to reinforce, is the
commitment to deep contextualism: for many of its practitioners in the European
tradition, intellectual history is entirely a question of charting the production of and
intention behind ideas in specific times and places. In India, however, a mix of peculiar
cultural-political and environmental factors make this dimension of historical practice
very difficult. The non-textualization of life-events (birth, marriage, death); the absence
of a political absolutism whose cruel documentary invigilation over its own subjects
was, in some small measure, compensated for by the archival richness left to posterity; a
climate that destroyed whatever was not recopied every few generations; and, for the
Sanskrit intellectual milieu, a constitutional disinclination to time-space localization and
a cultural proscription of self-advertisement—these factors and others have conspired to
leave the social record of Sanskrit intellectuals a virtual blank.*

Recent developments in the study of early modern India have begun to address these

problems in different ways. We find one such development in the work of Jonardon Ganeri.*

Ganeri suggests that Skinner's conception of the text in context is at once too rich and too poor

for the study of Indian intellectual history. It is too rich because we possess little knowledge of

39

40

41

42

Samuel Moyn and Andrew Sartori, eds., Global Intellectual History (New York: Columbia University Press,
2013). Cf. Shruti Kapila, “Global Intellectual History and the Indian Political,” in Rethinking Modern European
Intellectual History, eds. Darrin M. McMahon and Samuel Moyn (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press,
2014), 253-274.

See Shruti Kapila, ed., An Intellectual History for India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Shruti
Kapila and Faisal Deviji, eds., Political Thought in Action: The Bhagavad Gita in Modern India (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2013).

Pollock, “Is There an Indian Intellectual History?”, 537.

Jonardon Ganeri, “Contextualism in the Study of Indian Intellectual Cultures,” Journal of Indian Philosophy
36.5 (2008): 551-562.
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the circumstances of composition of the texts of Indian intellectuals, and too poor because we
might instead read Indian texts in what Ganeri calls their “intertextual” contexts.® In its literary
and intellectual context, the Indian (read: Sanskrit) text may be understood as a kind of
“Intrasystemic intervention.” In other words, when the intellectual “context” is a knowledge-
system itself, we may read Sanskrit texts as “proleptic speech interventions intentionally directed
towards future audiences.”* It is debatable whether or not Ganeri's revision of Skinner can
simply be regarded an extension of his method. Another approach suggests that, at least for the
early modern period, we might benefit from incorporating social history into the study of Indian
intellectual cultures.* This would mean both moving beyond the focus on Sanskrit as an
exclusive, self-contained font of intellectual life, and paying attention to particular figures who
were at once rooted in regional cultures and involved in a wider ecumene:

There is, in fact, more biographical information about individual intellectuals than is
commonly supposed, particularly when vernacular as well as Sanskrit documentary
sources are examined in parallel. We can, furthermore, often gain an understanding of the
more immediate as well as the broader social and political circumstances within which
scholars of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries worked. These circumstances included
political shifts bringing royal courts, temples, and sectarian monasteries into closer
connection and challenges from emergent forms of devotional religion. [...] Situating
scholars and intellectuals ‘in context’ therefore means attending to their reach across
disciplinary boundaries, linguistic and intellectual traditions, geographical regions, social

locations, historical periods, and commercial networks — in short, the features that mark
what some historians call the ‘global conjunctures’ of the early modern world.*

# Ibid., 553-554.

# Ibid., 555-556.
¥ See Christopher Minkowski et al., “Social History in the Study of Indian Intellectual Cultures?”, South Asian
History and Culture 6.1 (2015): 1-9. This approach also takes inspiration from the work of Christopher Bayly.
Ajay Skaria observes that “For Bayly, the social function that defines intellectuals is not only that they have
access to ‘culture goods’, but that they participate, at whatever level, in the production of knowledge and
information. Now, intellectual history becomes integrally part of social and cultural history.” See Ajay Skaria,
“'Can the Dalit articulate a universal position?' the intellectual, the social, and the writing of history,” Social
History 39.3 (2014): 353.

% Minkowski et al., “Social History in the Study of Indian Intellectual Cultures?”, 2, 7.



17

In my dissertation, I respond to the imperatives of intellectual history in two ways. First,
while I fully adopt the Skinnerian contextual method, and exploit its potential to critique
histories of Indian philosophy that consign historical considerations to the margins, I resist the
implication that contextualism exhausts the possibilities of meaning within a text-tradition. My
point of departure (prasthana) is Peter Gordon's pithy observation, articulated in a critical essay
on the topic, that “situated thinking exceeds its own situation.”*” By studying the texts in this
dissertation as intellectual interventions rather than exclusively for their philosophical content,
and by emphasizing the local, contingent character of text-traditions often valorized for their
universality, I do not mean to close off the potential for their critical reappropriation in the
present.”* On the contrary, it is precisely by tracking the many and divergent historical lives that
these text-traditions possessed that I show the dynamic possibilities within them.*

Second, I follow the recent recommendations from historians of religion both to employ

the methods of intellectual history in the study of religion, and to make religious ideas a

47 Peter E. Gordon, “Contextualism and Criticism in the History of Ideas,” in Rethinking Modern European

Intellectual History, eds. Darrin M. McMahon and Samuel Moyn (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press,
2014), 51. A similar critique of the limitations of Skinner's method comes from Skaria, “'Can the Dalit articulate
a universal position?", 352: “In a pure contextualization, if such a thing were possible, universality is treated as
only a pervasive error, one that can be avoided once it has been identified. Thus, while the power of Skinner’s
intervention lies in its effort to eschew both the historicist and generalizing narratives, in the process that
intervention leaves itself without the means to comprehend the immense power of claims to universality.”
*  The Nietzschean view of the matter is well-known from his famous essay “On the Uses and Disadvantages of
History for Life.” See Friedrich Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1997), 59-123. Less well-known is Gandhi's “activist reading” of the past, admirably reconstructed by Simona
Sawhney, “Allegory and Violence: Gandhi's Reading of the Bhagavad Gita,” in The Modernity of Sanskrit
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2009), 86-124.

¥ Cf. Brett, “What is Intellectual History Now?”, 127: “We might add that doing intellectual history can itself be
understood as poetic in that sense, for intellectual history does not merely unravel the structure of what we have
inherited but can also unearth what we have lost: ways of speaking and ways of seeing the world, once current,
now exotic and (perhaps) full of possibility.”
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constitutive topic of intellectual history.” They rightly point to the relative lack of attention to
religion among intellectual historians. Intellectual history most closely affiliates itself with the
fields of philosophy, political theory, cultural history, and sociology. Religion, if at all discussed,
is generally epiphenomenal to the historians listed above, not always out of any particular
ideological commitment, but as a general function of the fields in which they work. How does
this neglect play out in the Indian context, or does it?

It has become a truism, perhaps not without a whiff of Orientalism, to assert that in India,
the rift between religion and philosophy was much less pronounced, or much less influenced by
the baggage of Enlightenment polemics, than in Europe. Certainly there have been histories and
studies of Indian philosophy that tried to downplay religious concerns, but even “Hindu
theology” has arguably become an appropriate analytical category for Indian intellectual
traditions like Mimamsa and Vedanta.’' Still, there remain divides. For example, as thorough a
research agenda as the Sanskrit Knowledge-Systems project possessed, the religious sciences
received comparatively little attention, and Vedanta was missing altogether. Recent scholarship
on the relationship of Sanskrit with vernacular languages rejects older assertions that religion
was instrumental to the initial development of vernaculars, suggesting instead that religious

movements employed local languages in reaction to the high register of the cosmopolitan

% See John Coffey and Alister Chapman, “Introduction: Intellectual History and the Return of Religion,” in Seeing
Things Their Way: Intellectual History and the Return of Religion, eds. Alister Chapman, John Coffey, and Brad
S. Gregory (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2009), 1-23. At times this call for attention to the
“return” of religion—as if it ever went away—seems like the intellectual project of aggrieved Catholic
theologians. Gregory in particular has taken a broad Catholic axe to social-scientific theses of secularization. See
Brad S. Gregory, The Unintended Reformation: How a Religious Revolution Secularized Society (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2012).

' See Francis X. Clooney, “Restoring 'Hindu Theology' as a Category in Indian Intellectual Discourse,” in The
Blackwell Companion to Hinduism, ed. Gavin Flood (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 447-477.
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vernacular.> Parts of my dissertation suggest that religious motivations did have an impact on
scholarly output, especially in the reactions of Sanskrit intellectuals to vernacular language-use.
Religious commitments even prompted some scholars to shift the terms of the otherwise neutral
intellectual disciplines in which they worked. At the end of the day, however, I do not attempt to
account for historical change in Sanskrit knowledge-systems through the rubric of intentionality
or motivation. Instead I provide a wider range of contexts within which that change occurred.
Ours not to reason why. Ours but to peer and pry.

The End-Game

“So what?”” Miles Davis might ask. Or, in Vedantic terms, what is the prayojana, the end-
game, of this undertaking? This project began as an investigation into the history of Advaita
Vedanta in its late incarnations—that is, a period long after the composition of its foundational
texts. It seems hardly necessary to make a case for the historical significance of Advaita Vedanta
to the study of Indian religion and philosophy, at least in modern times. From Orientalist scholars
and Christian missionaries to nationalist reformers and New Age gurus, Advaita Vedanta
dominated a variety of discourses in nineteenth- and twentieth-century India.>* For some, it
played the role of a universalist, non-sectarian philosophy that defined the spiritual core of a
nascent nation. For others, it was an amoral, unworldly monism that reflected the pre-political,

unchanging character of a subject people. And for still others, it represented a nondualist

2 See Sheldon Pollock, The Language of the Gods in the World of Men: Sanskrit, Culture, and Power in
Premodern India (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2006), 423-436. For a dissenting voice, “troubled by
Pollock’s overall treatment of religion as akind of constant and largely irrelevant factor that is somehow
untouched by power and has no consequences for it[,]” see Yigal Bronner, “A Road Map for Future Studies: The
Language of the Gods in the World of Scholars,” Comparative Studies of South Asia, Africa, and the Middle East
31.2 (2011): 542.

3 See Richard King, Orientalism and Religion: Postcolonial Theory, India, and the 'Mystic East’ (London:

Routledge, 1999), 119-142.
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alternative to inherited modes of Western thought; at turns mystical and thoroughly rational, it
could attract comparative philosophers and spiritual seekers alike.

Not only is Advaita Vedanta one of the most influential schools of Indian philosophy, it is
also one of the most studied. Some argue that it has in fact been over-studied, and attempt to
counter “the hegemonic narrative...of Advaita Vedanta as the essence and culmination of Indian
philosophical systems [...]”* To say that something has been studied much, however, is not
necessarily to say it has been studied thoroughly and well. Scholars have yet to provide even a
rudimentary, let alone comprehensive account of the history of Advaita Vedanta in the centuries
leading up to the colonial period, though this history is precisely what set the stage for its modern
reception. In other words, our understanding of Advaita Vedanta in the thousand-year period
between the writings of Sankara, widely considered the foundational figure of the tradition, and
the lectures of Swami Vivekananda, one of the first spokespeople for a modern Hinduism,
remains largely incomplete. As Michael Allen suggests, a wider perspective on Advaita's rise to
prominence would require looking beyond the “classical” Sanskrit philosophical works
belonging to Sankara's school, and include all those Advaitic works outside that canon, which

Allen calls “Greater Advaita Vedanta.””* Allen's own work, for example, addresses the

> See Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 15.

% See Michael Allen, “The Ocean of Inquiry: A Neglected Classic of Late Advaita Vedanta” (PhD diss., Harvard
University, 2013), 6: “I suspect that in order fully to understand Advaita’s rise to prominence—not just in
Banaras now, but across the subcontinent—we will have to look outside the received canon of Sanskrit
philosophical works. Scholarly treatments of Advaita Vedanta do not usually include, for example, the popular
Maharashtrian saint Jianesvar (13th c.), though his works clearly bear the stamp of Sankara’s Vedanta. Or
consider the widely read and adapted Adhyatma-ramayana (ca. late 15th c.)—another work seldom included in
surveys of Vedantic literature—which synthesizes non-dualist metaphysics with Rama-bhakti, and which was
one of the main sources for Tulsidas’s Ramcaritmanas. The Tripurd-rahasya, to take an example from a very
different milieu, is a work of South India Tantra, yet its jiiana-khanda is deeply indebted to Advaita Vedanta.
From more recent times, take the popular saint Sai Baba of Shirdi (d. 1918), who is not considered an Advaita
Vedantin, but who often quoted from and recommended Advaitic works such as the Yoga-vasistha. These are just
a handful of examples, from very different periods and milieus, of the dissemination of Advaita Vedanta—or at
least of teachings inspired by Advaita—outside the received canon of Sanskrit philosophical works, a
phenomenon that might be referred to as 'Greater Advaita Vedanta."”
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popularization and dissemination of vernacular Advaita through the Hindi writings of the
Dadupantht Niscaldas. Forthcoming work by Shankar Nair studies the cross-cultural scope of
Advaita in early modern North India, focusing on the formation of a “Persian Sufi Vedanta”
under the Mughal aegis.* Elaine Fisher directs our attention to the South and the fusion of an
ascendant Smarta Advaita with Tantric Saiva and Sakta traditions, affiliated with the monastic
center of Kaficipuram and the Nayaka courts of Tamilnadu.’” These examples of historically
sensitive scholarship on Advaita Vedanta carry a great deal of promise for its future.

In this dissertation, I study the impact of another “greater” Advaita text, the Bhagavata
Purana, on scholars affiliated with the “classical” Advaita tradition. Sometimes that relationship
is fraught; sometimes it is symbiotic. Either way, a more historically thorough understanding of
that relationship shines a light on how it has been narrativized—say, with binaries such as
monism vs. monotheism, jiana vs. bhakti, or scholars vs. devotees. Quentin Skinner has the
following to say about what intellectual history offers to thinking about the present.

[O]ne of the uses of the past arises from the fact that we are prone to fall under the spell

of our own intellectual heritage. As we analyse and reflect on our normative concepts, it

is easy to become bewitched into believing that the ways of thinking about them
bequeathed to us by the mainstream of our intellectual traditions must be the ways of
thinking about them. Given this situation, one of the contributions that historians can
make is to offer us a kind of exorcism. If we approach the past with a willingness to
listen, with a commitment to trying to see things their way, we can hope to prevent
ourselves from becoming too readily bewitched. An understanding of the past can help
us to appreciate how far the values embodied in our present way of life, and our present

ways of thinking about those values, reflect a series of choices made at different times
between different possible worlds.®

% See Shankar Nair, “Philosophy in Any Language: Interaction Between Arabic, Sanskrit, and Persian Intellectual

Cultures in Mughal South Asia” (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2014).
7 See Fisher, “A New Public Theology.”

8 Skinner, Visions of Politics, Vol. 1, 6.
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First of all, I find this sentiment beautiful—and aesthetics guide our intellectual choices
as much as our rational acceptance of them. What it means to me is that to be concerned with the
historiography of religion and philosophy is itself a philosophical endeavor. Skinner's invocation
of “different possible worlds” is one that derives from the discipline of historical study itself.
This is not to diminish the philosophical value of his subject matter, but to subject it to the
exigencies of what Wilfred Cantwell Smith would have called “critical corporate self-
consciousness,” the acknowledgment of our collective participation in assigning as well as
receiving value from our intellectual progenitors.” One of the intellectual heritages I engage with
in this dissertation is how histories of Indian philosophy have marginalized the study of historical
change.®® As I will show in the case of Advaita Vedanta, many of these changes turn out not to be
“philosophical” at all, in the sense of promulgating new doctrine, but rather hermeneutical. In
other words, it is the shifting registers of scholastic discourse that betray distinct historical
tensions, to which intellectuals attempted to respond in illocutionary fashion. Such innovations
were part of the fabric of Sanskrit intellectual life in early modern India, perhaps nowhere more
so than in and across Vedanta traditions. Yet this later history is frequently subsumed under the
modern encyclopedic effort to delineate the “real spirit” of Indian philosophy, neatly packageable

into discrete doctrines, stripped of their historical specificity.® The way in which the past acts

* Wilfred Cantwell Smith, Faith and Belief: The Difference Between Them (Oxford: Oneworld Publications,
1998), 148.

8 Cf. Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 11: “Books titled 'The History of Indian Philosophy' rarely deal with history.
The 'historical' portion of such books is generally limited to a few sentences at the beginning of each section
listing the philosopher's dates and (optionally) in which part of India he lived.”

' See, e.g., the criticisms of the historian Surendranath Dasgupta, who assessed literary activity in early modern

Advaita as being “syncretistic,” “lacking in originality,” and “philosophically uninteresting.” See Minkowski,

“Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern History,” 206, 212. In his study of Sanskrit bitextual (slesa) poetry, Yigal

Bronner criticizes the Romantic notion, pervasive among many twentieth-century historians of Sanskrit

literature, that the earliest expressions of poetic or philosophical thought are its unalterable essence, and that all
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upon us, the anxiety of influence, and the reading and writing practices in which we as scholars
participate—in other words, history—were no less the concerns of the thinkers so often studied
as “philosophers.” Yet it is precisely access to history that we are reluctant to allow these Indian
intellectuals, or at best subordinate to their supposedly more salient philosophical concerns.

For example, a recently classic work on postcolonial thought bemoans the fact that Indian
social scientists have no reason to engage with the thought-worlds of premodern philosophers
like Bhartrhari, Gange$a, or Abhinavagupta.®”” They are not at all considered contemporaries in
the way that, say, Hegel or Marx has become indispensable to thinking about modern democratic
politics. Some have responded by advocating for the inclusion of premodern Indian philosophers
within the genre of intellectual history, precisely so that they may become “participants in
twenty-first-century philosophical conversations.”” But what if this whole desire to
contemporize misses the point? As Skinner says above, one of the benefits of intellectual history
is in the vision it provides of alternative historical worlds that, regardless of whether they look
different or similar to our own, are in and of themselves salutary reminders of how historically
contingent the present is.

In my dissertation, for example, I study the academic careers of the Devas of early
modern Banaras, a family of Brahmin scholars who moved from Maharashtra in the sixteenth
century. They ended up becoming quite successful, but some things about Banarasi academic

culture rubbed them the wrong way. The Devas found themselves reacting to its almost secular,

later developments are symptoms of decay or degeneracy. See Yigal Bronner, Extreme Poetry: The South Asian
Movement of Simultaneous Narration (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 17.

2 See Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 2000), 5.

8 See Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 22.
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this-worldly intellectual hegemony with their own form of religious rhetoric. Their writings
reflect an unease not with the lack of academic freedom, but with scholarly liberti(n)es they felt
were multiplying too fast. As I show in my chapter on them, the Devas would probably seem
awfully familiar to members of that modern society of pandits: Western academia. Like present-
day academics who have private religious lives, they too dealt with the tension between scholarly
success and personal piety. Like members of any academic family, they wanted both to honor
their heritage and to stake out their own positions, to disagree without disrespect. And like many
immigrants in search of new economic opportunities, they tried to maintain a sense of continuity
with the culture of their origin.

This sense of familiarity with the present raises the question: Why do we need to situate
the Devas in relationship to their European contemporaries? Why are the questions we ask about
them determined by the teleology of the modern West?** Why does time have to be linear when it
comes to the history of ideas? After all, in many ways the historical contexts of early modern
Europe and India were completely reversed. Consider the following contrasts from just the
seventeenth century:

* In Europe there prevailed a religious orthodoxy against which secular voices struggled to
find representation, while in India, largely secular political structures allowed intra- and
inter-religious exchange.”

* In Europe, a theological intolerance of religious pluralism made virtually all textual
criticism revolve around a single monolithic text, the Bible, while in India, a plurality of

texts and traditions circulated in a world in which religious pluralism was the norm rather
than the exception.®

¢ Cf. Pollock, “Introduction,” 1-4.
% Even apart from Akbar's famous interreligious salons, the ascendancy of Mughal rule in general benefited the
fortunes of Sanskrit philosophers. See Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern India,” 220-222.

% This contrast can be highlighted through the example of the French Oratorian Richard Simon, who had, in his
Critical History of the Old Testament (1678), revived old questions about the integrity of the biblical text. Simon
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* In Europe, a widespread political absolutism sought to silence intellectual freedom
through increasingly repressive forms of invigilation, while in India, scholars like the
Devas possessed relative intellectual freedom and patronage from Hindu and Muslim
rulers alike.”’

This is not to go so far as to say that “there is no shame in premodernity,”®® or that the Sanskrit
domination of science in early modern India represented a kind of “civilizational achievement.”®
I think there is plenty of scope for the ethical criticism of dominant traditions, premodern and

modern alike.” All T suggest is that before proclaiming who has been relegated to the “waiting

room of history,” maybe we should take a look at our fellow passengers first.”'

went on to demonstrate the additions and changes made to the Bible over its historical course, claiming that
Moses could not have been the author of everything attributed to him. It should be emphasized that Simon was
no Spinoza. He considered the transformations of the text to be effects of divine Providence, which preserved the
purity of doctrine and not the consistency of text. Faith for him could subsist without Scripture, since its true
meaning was possessed by the Church. Nevertheless, the book was seized upon publication, banned by the
King's Council, and burned publicly. Needless to say, Simon was immediately expelled from the Oratory. See
Maurice Olender, The Languages of Paradise: Race, Religion and Philology in the Nineteenth Century, tr. Arthur
Goldhammer (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1992), 22-28. Cf. Jonathan Israel, Radical Enlightenment:
Philosophy and the Making of Modernity, 1650-1750 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 447-456.

Practices of text-editing were legion in the premodern Sanskrit world, and sometimes, though not always,
involved issues of sectarian identity and scriptural authenticity. Yet they never provoked nearly the same level of
repression from on high or internecine violence. See Elaine Fisher, “The Sources of Sectarian Debate: The Extra-
Textual Life of Sanskrit Philology in Seventeenth Century South India” (paper presented at South Asia Graduate
Student Conference, University of Chicago, April 5, 2012). Cf. Sheldon Pollock, “What Was Philology in
Sanskrit?” in World Philology, eds. Sheldon Pollock, Benjamin A. Elman, and Ku-ming Kevin Chang
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2015), 114-136.

7 See Sheldon Pollock, The Ends of Man at the End of Premodernity (Amsterdam: Royal Netherlands Academy of
Arts and Sciences), 85-87.

% Sheldon Pollock, “Pretextures of Time,” History and Theory 46.3 (2007): 381.

69

Pollock, “The Languages of Science,” 38.
" Cf. Pollock, “Is There An Indian Intellectual History?”, 541: “[T]he Indian case reconnects with a problem
shared by all other national or civilizational traditions of intellectual history, namely the fact that by definition
they study the textualized thoughts of the elite, unlike social history’s study of 'mentalities,' the thought worlds of
ordinary people (which are somehow more real than others). But while Walter Benjamin's oft-quoted thesis V11
on the philosophy of history may well be true, that 'no document of civilization...is not at the sametime a
document of barbarism," it by no means follows that study of the documents of civilization cannot contribute,
through a commitment to both understanding and critique, toward an emancipatory, or at least humanizing,
humanities.”
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Chapter Outline

In Chapter 2, I attempt to account for the chronological gap between the composition of
the BhP and its first exegetical treatments, some three to four centuries later. I track the
movement of the BhP between the tenth and the fifteenth centuries, from the Tamil South to
Orissa, Maharashtra, and Kerala, by studying the inscriptional, philosophical, and literary culture
of these regions. I situate the BhP at the nexus of a number of intellectual, religious, and artistic
currents: competing traditions of Vedanta, exchange between Saiva and Vaisnava communities,
and the rise of Sanskrit praise-poetry together with an aesthetics of bhakti, or “bhaktirasa.” |
devote particular attention to the Orissan exegete Sridhara Svamin, the Yadavas of Maharashtra,
Hemadri and Vopadeva, and the Keralite poet and commentator Plirnasarasvati.

Chapter 3 examines the impact of the BhP on Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta through the
intellectual history of a single text, the Bhagavannamakaumudi (BNK), or “Moonlight of God's
Name.” Written by Laksmidhara, a later contemporary of Sridhara, around the turn of the
fifteenth century, the BNK argues in the language of Mimamsa that the genre of purana should
be accorded Vedic status. Particular attention is given to justifying the BhP's claims that singing
God's name dissolves all sins—a stark rejection of the normative expiatory practices of
dharmasastra, a discourse that grounds itself in the metalegal framework provided by Mimamsa
and its socialization of the ritual world.” Much of this controversy centers around the canonicity
of the BhP, indeed the entire genre of purana: to be precise, how the authority of the purana
should relate to the textual hierarchy of sruti and smrti established by Mimamsa. This debate not

only illustrates the logical conclusion of the shifting notions of legitimation between early and

2 See Sheldon Pollock, “From Discourse of Ritual to Discourse of Power in Sanskrit Culture,” Journal of Ritual

Studies 4.2 (1990): 315-345.
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late-classical Mimamsa, by which time the relative degrees of authority between sruti and smrti
had become notably less defined, but also highlights the difference between Laksmidhara and his
predecessors in terms of how they viewed the purana and the authority of the BhP.

I also contextualize the BNK in the wider world of Vaisnava Vedanta traditions, including
but not limited to Advaita Vedanta. Laksmidhara is attributed a separate work on Advaita called
the Advaitamakaranda, but in the BNK he responds critically to Advaitic interpretations of the
BhP. The later history of the BNK, which comprises the second half of the chapter, poses still
further problems of philosophical belonging. At roughly contemporaneous moments in the
sixteenth-century Doab, both Advaita Vedantins and Gaudiya Vaisnavas—generally depicted in
hagiographical literature as intractably opposed—Iaid claim to the BNK as a source of
theological inspiration. Only a century or so later, the BNK made its way down to South India,
where the musical-performative tradition popularly known as the bhajana sampradaya began to
take shape during the rule of the Thanjavur Marathas. According to the patrons and performers of
this tradition of puranic storytelling (harikatha) and devotional singing (namasamkirtana), the
BNK was a foundational text for the sampradaya. And finally, modern manuscript catalogues
and editions of the BNK differ widely on how they categorize it: some as a work of Visistadvaita
Vedanta, some as Caitanya Vedanta, and still others as Dvaita Vedanta. Ultimately, I suggest that
these plural histories point to the local, fragmentary character of a text-tradition often valorized
for its universality.

Chapter 4 picks up one genealogical strand of the BNK in early modern Banaras. In the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, Banaras became a site of significant social and intellectual

contestation whose outcomes exerted their influence well into Indian modernity. Recent
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scholarship has demonstrated that Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta seem to have been favored by
that city's intellectual elite, many of whom emigrated from the Deccan and South India.
However, much work needs to be done in order to contextualize this claim within the social and
intellectual history of both traditions. This chapter concentrates on a particular problematic: the
relationship between popular religious movements and the rarefied air of scholarly pedagogy.
What sort of challenge did the public expression of personal devotion pose to early modern
Sanskrit intellectuals? How did the growth of theistic traditions influence intellectual writing
across Sanskrit knowledge-systems? More particularly, what space might bhakti have found
among the intellectuals of Banaras, jostling for attention with well-established disciplines
expounding karma and jiana—that is, Mimamsa and Vedanta? And how might we situate these
shifting registers of intellectual discourse against the social changes of the early modern world?
In this chapter, I address these questions by focusing on the intellectual corpus of the Deva
family of Maharashtrian Brahmins, in order to discern the tensions between their philosophical
interest in scriptural study (jfiana), their pedagogical commitment to ritual hermeneutics (karma),
and their religious devotion to an embodied god (bhakti).

Chapter 5 engages with historiographical accounts of the intersection between bhakti and
Advaita Vedanta, which have tended to concentrate on their philosophical compatibility. One of
the major figures at this junction is the Advaitin Madhustidana Sarasvati, most of whose oeuvre
has been studied quite thoroughly. I offer a reading of a relatively neglected work,
Madhustidana's commentary on the first three verses of the BhP, which provides an interesting
view of the diverse communities of interpretation around the BhP. Next I take up another work

on the margins of the classical, Sandilya's Bhakti Sitras (SBS), or the “Aphorisms on Bhakti.”
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The SBS set the very idea of bhakti as an object of theoretical inquiry in opposition to jiiana and
karma. Although it is quite plain that the SBS model themselves on their Mimamsa and Vedanta
predecessors, there have been surprisingly few studies of their intellectual history. I will argue
that because the SBS were virtually unknown until the seventeenth century, their composition
should be located in the new intellectual economy of early modern India.

Not surprisingly, scholarly discussion of the exegetical tradition is even more scant than
of the aphorisms themselves. The works of the seventeenth-century Advaitin Narayana Tirtha
present us with an opportunity to study the links between Mimamsa, Advaita Vedanta, and bhakti
with the greatest level of historical specificity. I discuss the logic of Narayana Tirtha's
commentary on the SBS, the Bhakticandrika, or “Moonlight of Bhakti.” Narayana Tirtha was a
protégé of Madhustidana Sarasvati, but appears to have gone farther than his predecessor in
supporting the SBS' assertion that Vedanta study should be subordinate to attaining bhakti. I
make special note of Narayana Tirtha's remarkable incorporation of non-Advaita Vedanta
writings into his commentary. I also follow his attempts to make bhakti a constitutive part of
Yoga practice in his commentary on the Yoga Sitras, the Yogasiddhantacandrika. Finally, 1
demonstrate how the SBS made a surprising cameo in the works of an eighteenth-century
Saiva/Sakta intellectual of the Tamil South, Bhaskararaya. In the end, I suggest that we should
revisit the relationship between bhakti and Advaita by paying attention not only to a wider range

of texts, but to the historical interventions they attempted to make.
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Chapter 2: The Darkness at Dusk

We'd set out to travel on Advaita Road
initiates at the throne of our inner bliss,
when a trickster forced us to be his slaves,
the one making love to the farmers' wives.

-Lilasuka Bilvamangala, Bilvamangalastava 2.27

The BhP in Transit: Saivas, Vaisnavas, Advaita Vedantins

The Bhagavata Purana (BhP), one of the most influential Hindu scriptures of the second
millennium, is believed to have found its final textual form around the tenth century CE in South
India. Its first extant scholastic treatments, however, date from a full three to four centuries later,
in regions to the north: Maharashtra and Orissa. This gap has gone largely unaccounted for in
scholarship on the reception history of the BhP. While the popularity of the BhP among religious
elites and humbler poet-saints has formed the subject of decades of scholarship on the “bhakti
movement,” the early centuries of the BhP's dissemination remain insufficiently studied. The
question of this chapter is simple: If the BhP does not have a significant afterlife in the Tamil
South, but it does elsewhere a few centuries later, how does it get there? Answers, however, are
much less readily forthcoming. In this chapter, I situate the BhP's entry into the Sanskrit
intellectual world against the backdrop of contemporary transitions and transactions between
Saiva and Vaisnava religious communities. I revisit the chronology and geography of the BhP in
an attempt to explain the relative silence surrounding the BhP in several southern intellectual

traditions. I offer some thoughts on the problem of philosophical belonging: Who really cared
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See The Bilvamangalastava, ed. Frances Wilson (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 88 (my trans.):

advaitavithipathikah pravrttah
svanandasimhasanalabdhadiksah |
$athena kenapi vayam hathena
dastkrta gopavadhiivitena ||
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about the BhP? I make the case that, counterintuitive as it may seem, the BhP flourished in
communities that offered a version of Advaita, or nondualist Vedanta. And I reflect on the
development of an aesthetics of religious devotion (bhaktirasa) as it moved between Saiva poets
and Vaisnava exegetes of the BhP. What follows is a necessarily fragmentary attempt to
reconstruct some of the possible contexts for the medieval transmission of the BhP and its ideas
of bhakti. In one sense this is an argument from silence, but it is also an argument from loud
whispers. Whether those whispers lead us to greater truth, or are simply nefarious sirens, they are
insistent and compel us to listen.

What are the sources for assigning the BhP to the tenth-century south? In a famous
passage from around the turn of the eighteenth century about the glory of the BhP, the
Bhagavata Mahatmya, a personified bhakti describes her travels from south to north: “I was born
in Dravida, grew up in Karnataka, went here and there in Maharashtra, and became old and worn
in Gujarat.” Finally, upon reaching Brindavan, the land of the god Krsna's exploits, her beauty is
restored, just like new.” Scholars such as Friedhelm Hardy and D. Dennis Hudson sought to
demonstrate that the BhP was embedded and embodied in the Tamil South. In his book on the
roots of emotional devotion to Krsna, Viraha-Bhakti, Hardy argued that “the character of
intellectual bhakti was completely transformed under the influence of a regional, vernacular
tradition.”” That tradition belonged to the Tamil Alvars, whose songs and narratives found

Sanskrit expression in the BhP, the text that exemplified the attempt to harmonize the complex

™ See John Stratton Hawley, “The Bhagavata-Mahatmya in Context,” in Patronage and Popularisation,

Pilgrimage and Procession, ed. Heidi Pauwels (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 2009), 82.

™ Friedhelm Hardy, Viraha-Bhakti: The early history of Krsna devotion in South India (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1983), 44.
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encounters between Tamil and Sanskritic Hinduism.”® Hudson supported this claim with a
sophisticated reading of the multiple layers of the BhP alongside the architectural projects of the
Pallava kings. Assigning different dates to different chapters, Hudson argued that the final layer
was closely identified with, in fact replicated in, the sculptural program of the Vaikuntha Perumal
temple in Kaficipuram.”’ Taken together, their arguments locate a significant part of the
composition of the BhP in the Tamil South around the turn of the first millennium. Edwin
Bryant, however, has offered considered disagreements with both the date and the provenance of
the BhP.” The temple architecture only proves the terminus ante quem of the text, he argues, and
the Alvars may well have been influenced by the BhP rather than the other way around.”
Moreover, the narrative of migration in the Bhdgavata Mahdtmya was likely an invented
tradition, a case of the north looking back to the south as the source of archaic wisdom and
authority.® Whether or not the BhP did in fact originate in the south, or was completed there,
these debates over the provenance of the text do not in themselves account for the virtual absence
of intellectual engagement with the BhP for several centuries. Nor do they satisfactorily explain
how the BhP was popularized and transmitted after its composition, wherever and whenever it

may have been. The Mahatmya account, for all of its invention, remains a guiding metaphor in

6 Ibid., 489.
7 D. Dennis Hudson, Krishna's Mandala: Bhagavata Religion and Beyond, ed. John Stratton Hawley (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2010), 125-140.

78 EH
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7 Ibid., 66-69.

8 See John Stratton Hawley, A Storm of Songs: India and the Idea of the Bhakti Movement (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2015), 73: “I think the author of the Mahatmya belonged to a community of north Indian
Vaisnava Brahmins who felt beseiged by a profusion of Bhdgavata Purana performance practices that they no
longer controlled, and who therefore turned to the south to shore up their authority as purveyors of the
Bhagavata's special power.”
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this chapter for the movement and migration of the text.

No doubt, there is a vernacular story to be told here. The editors of a recent volume of
essays on the BhP agree that “a detailed account of the Bhagavata's vernacularization is a much
needed chapter in the story of the Bhagavata's life in the world.”®' Sheldon Pollock notes that the
BhP emerged as a focal text for the literarization of many vernacular languages; texts such as
Potana's Bhagavatamu in Telugu (15" C.) and the Gadyardja of Hayagriva in Marathi (1320 CE)
were versions of the BhP in the high cosmopolitan register, while in the sixteenth century Eknath
and Nanddas composed versions in more regional Marathi and Braj Bhasha.*> The BhP moved
between social locations as well. The first recognizable work of Bengali belles lettres, as Jesse
Knutson has shown, was the Srikrsnakirttana of Badu Candidas (14"-15"™ C.), “an incompletely
literary work, a text of the dust and dirt of the rural outdoors,” that did the double duty of
“speaking to a legacy of cosmopolitan poetry and yet still marking itself as...rural and
provincial[.]”®
But even if these works had precedessors, they too appeared some centuries after the

BhP's composition. So who really cared about this text that would become so widespread as the

source par excellence of Vaisnava devotional religion?®* On the Sanskrit scholastic level, the

81 Ravi Gupta and Kenneth Valpey, “Introduction: Churning the Ocean of Lila,” in The Bhagavata Purana: Sacred
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ostensible place to begin this investigation would be the writings of Ramanuja (11" C.) and
Madhva (13" C.), the famous Vaisnava founders of the Visistadvaita and Dvaita schools of
Vedanta. Both Ramanuja and Madhva had ties to temple traditions centered on the ritual worship
of Visnu. Ramanuja's Srivaisnava precedessors and successors, moreover, were inspired by the
same Alvar poetry that Hardy situates at the heart of the BhP. However, the BhP does not seem to
have played a major role in the development of their theologies. In Ramanuja's case, the Visnu
Purana was of much more fundamental importance to his theological enterprise.* It is the Visnu
Purana alone, he writes in his Vedarthasamgraha, that “has been accepted without dissension, by
all the educated in the East, North, South, and the West because it alone is adequate in the
decision on all observances and all reality.”® Even his illustrious follower Vedanta Desika (13™
C.), who wrote in Sanskrit, Tamil, and Manipravala, cared less about the BhP and more about
theorizing and exemplifying specifically Srivaisnava forms of devotion. For example, Vedanta
Desika's Sanskrit praise-poem, the Mahaviravaibhava, though inspired by Tamil panegyric used
by the Alvars, was dedicated to Rama in a spirit of respectful devotion, far from the erotic mood
of Krsna-centered bhakti preferred by the BhP.*’

As for Madhva, his Bhdgavatatatparyanirnaya, “Understanding the Purport of the BhP,”
is perhaps the first extant work of Vedanta which approaches the BhP as an independent

t.88

theological source-text.® True to Madhva's inimitable inventiveness, however, this text is less a
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work of exegesis than a series of extracted verses deployed to support his maverick theological
vision. Madhva comments with extreme brevity on selected verses from each chapter of the BhP,
and follows these glosses with long quotations from several sources, many of which were
famously “unknown” to his other Vedanta contemporaries.® If the Bhagavatatatparyanirnaya
had any impact on the Sanskrit intellectual world, it did not reach far beyond his own community
until perhaps the synthesizing efforts of the Gaudiya Vaisnava theologian Jiva Gosvamin in the
sixteenth century.”

Conspicuously missing from this account, however, is attention to the role that Advaita
Vedanta may have played in the transmission of the BhP. There are a few reasons why this may
be the case. First, the traditions of Vedanta that affiliated themselves with Vaisnava theology
were historically hostile to Advaita, from those of Ramanuja and Madhva above to Vallabha and
Caitanya in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, who were more directly influenced by the BhP.
These traditions and the texts they valued, according to the logic of histories of Indian
philosophy, were properly theistic in nature, in contradistinction to the necessarily non-theistic
implications of nondual Advaita Vedanta: a classic and insurmountable distinction between

monotheism and monism.”’ Andrew Nicholson sums up this line of thinking:

Publications, 1980).
¥ See Roque Mesquita, Madhva's Unknown Literary Sources: Some Observations (New Delhi: Aditya Prakashan,
2000).
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[A]s Dasgupta has pointed out,” the Vedantic teachings presented in the Puranas are

generally not compatible with the teachings of Sankara and, instead, have more in

common with Ramanuja and Vijidnabhiksu....It should therefore not be surprising that

Advaita Vedantins less frequently quote the Puranas. For Vedantins of other affiliations,

however, the Puranas stand side-by-side with the Bhagavad Gita as the most important

smrti texts.”

A second reason is less philosophical than sectarian. From the fourteenth century onward
in the south, philosophical differences between Advaitins and their opponents also came to be
structured around Saiva and Vaisnava religious identities. As Matthew Clark has recently shown,
the early history of the Vijayanagara empire—its founding under the Sangama kings Harihara
and Bukka (ca. 1350 CE), their patronage of the Vedic commentators Sayana and Madhava, and
their reverence for Vidyaranya, the ascetic pontiff of the Srngerl monastery—demonstrates how a
new Brahmanical form of Advaita was fashioned to fit a Saiva political regime and monastic
project.”* The enshrining of Advaita orthodoxy in fourteenth-century Vijayanagara, and its
subsequent displacement by the Vaisnava Visistadvaita and Dvaita preferences of the Saluva,
Tuluva, and Aravidu dynasties, would set the stage for social and philosophical disputation in
South India for the next few centuries.”’ Among non-Brahmanical traditions, the Saiva affinity of

Nath Yogic and Siddha traditions that shared a language, if not always a social space, with

nondualist thought, further strengthened the perceived ties between Saivism and Advaita.
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Scholarly attempts to study Advaita Vedanta and Vaisnavism together either proclaim Advaita
Vedanta as inherently non-sectarian, downplaying its own social contexts, or seek common
philosophical ground between two identities defined as historically contradictory.”

But what are we talking about when we talk about Advaita Vedanta? Most immediately it
is that exegetical theology systematized by the eighth-century philosopher Sankaracarya. In his
commentaries on the Brahma Siitras, some of the Upanisads, and the Bhagavad Gita, and his
prose work UpadesasahasrT, Sankara attempted to develop a coherent exposition of absolute
nondualism. An older contemporary of Sankara was Mandana Misra, frequently (though
erroneously) identified with Sankara's disciple Sure$vara.”’” Soon after Sankara, Sure§vara and
Padmapada, another of Sankara's disciples, wrote important works building on his exposition of
Advaita, the Naiskarmyasiddhi and Paricapadika, respectively.

The history of Advaita after Sankara, however, is a series of stops and starts, and is by no
means cohesive or indicative of any continuous lines of transmission. Approximately one
hundred years passed before the emergence of the polymath Vacaspati Misra (850 CE, Mithila),
who attempted to reconcile Mandana with Sankara in his commentary on the latter. It was

actually Mandana who represented the main exponent of Advaita Vedanta to its initial detractors

% More on this in Chapter 5, but for the former, see T.M.P. Mahadevan, ed., Preceptors of Advaita (Secunderabad:

Sri Kanchi Kamakoti Sankara Mandir, 1968); Krishna Sharma, Bhakti and the Bhakti Movement: A New
Perspective (New Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers, 1987). For the latter, see Bradley Malkovsky, The
Role of Divine Grace in the Soteriology of Samkardcarya (Boston: Brill, 2001); Lance Nelson, “Theological
Politics and Paradoxical Spirituality in the Life of Madhustidana Sarasvati,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 15.2
(2007): 19-34.
7 In his introduction to Mandana MiSra's Brahmasiddhi, S. Kuppuswami Sastri provided the most authoritative
refutation of the identity of Mandana and Sures$vara, citing the inconsistency between the hagiographical
tradition and the evidence internal to the texts. Though Sastri was himself quite the committed Advaitin, his
frank and philologically sound dismissal of the hagiographies caused quite a ripple in South Indian scholarly
circles, prompting even the author of the foreword to his edition to question Sastri's conclusion. See
Brahmasiddhi, ed. S. Kuppuswami Sastri (Madras: Government Press, 1937), v-ix, xxi-Ixxv.
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from other philosophical schools, which took little notice of it in general; Buddhists, Jains,
Naiyayikas, and Mimamsakas seemed quite content to debate amongst themselves until at least
the turn of the first millennium.”® At around this time, another full century after Vacaspati Misra,
influential works were written by Prakasatman (ca. 1000 CE, Paricapadikavivarana),
Vimuktatman (ca. 975 CE, Istasiddhi), and Sarvajiatman (1027 CE, Samksepasariraka). Other
than the correspondence of their names (ending in -atman), we know virtually nothing about
them. After the Vaisnava Vedanta interventions of Ramanuja and Madhva, a new wave of
Advaita literary activity characterized the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, including works by
Anandabodha, Anandanubhava, Anubhiitisvariipacarya, and Akhandananda. Still, we know very
little about the historical context of these authors and their works, or whether they took any
notice of the alternative Vedantas on offer. Some think that Anandagiri (13" C.), commentator on
Sankara's canonical works, was the head of the Dvaraka monastery in Gujarat, but more probably
he was a native of Orissa.” Some signs put Citsukha (13™ C.) in Bengal, but he could have lived
in the Deccan.'® We know that Sriharsa (12" C.), author of the Khandanakhandakhadya, lived in
Kanauj, and that Krsna Misra (11™ C.), author of the Prabodhacandrodaya, was at the Candella
court in central India, but have no clue how they received their ideas, or indeed if they had any

ties to Sankara. The social history of teaching lineages and textual transmission in medieval

% See Daya Krishna, “Vedanta in the First Millennium AD: The Case Study of a Retrospective Illusion Imposed by
the Historiography of Indian Philosophy,” Journal of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research 13 (1996):
201-207.

% Anandagiri’s first work, composed under Anubhiitisvariipacarya's guidance, was written under the rule of

Nrsimhadeva, the king of Kalinga, who ruled from 1238-1264 CE. For the claim that he was from Gujarat, see

Tarkasamgraha, ed. T.M. Tripathi (Baroda: Central Library, 1917), vii-xi.

1% Citsukha studied with one Jiianottama, whom he styles as the preceptor of the King of Gauda, but his pupil
Sukhaprakasa in turn instructed Amalananda, who clearly identifies his patronage from the Yadava king
Krsnadeva. See Mahadevan, ed., Preceptors of Advaita, 64.
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Advaita remains a desideratum, as does a thorough investigation of these texts in context.

What this scattered transmission of Advaita points to for our purposes is that Advaita
Vedanta was a shifting, splintered tradition, a sprawling banyan tree with a mesh of roots,
sometimes intersecting, sometimes leading nowhere, sometimes of indiscernible origin. To single
out a branch or doctrine or text as representative of the whole is to take the tradition, and its
opponents, at their own word. Even if we exclude other forms of non-Vedic nondualist thought,
such as Kashmiri Saivism, the act of restricting Advaita to “Sankara's Advaita,” or using his as
the model against which all else is to be measured, reduces other texts and interpreters that
exhibit Advaita affinities to bit players in Advaita history—or to players who are not following
the rules.'”! To the more specific problem of Advaita and Vaisnavism, Paul Hacker demonstrated
that Sankara himself probably belonged to a Vaisnava milieu, “either by origin, environment, or

circumstance.”'” It was only in the sixteenth century and beyond that Sankara himself was

1 The Kashmiri Saiva nondualists, who drew upon a completely independent Agamic scriptural tradition, viewed
themselves as quite distinct from, and quite superior to, followers of a Brahmanical Advaita Vedanta grounded in
the Vedic Upanisads. But there was certainly exchange between the two, and some were more accommodating
than others. In his opening comment on the tenth aphorism of his Pratyabhijiiahrdaya, the eleventh-century
Saiva Ksemaraja says: “Here we see the only thing that distinguishes Saiva nondualism from the Vedantins...that
the Lord who consists of consciousness is constantly performing the Five Actions.” See Pratyabhijiiahrdaya of
Ksemaraja, ed. J.C. Chatterji. KSTS No. 3. (Srinagar: Kashmir Pratap Steam Press, 1911), 22-23: iha
1$varadvayadarsanasya brahmavadibhyah ayam eva visesah, yat...sada paficavidhakrtyakaritvam cidatmano
bhagavatah. Cf. Whitney Cox, “A South Indian Sakta Cosmogony: An Annotated Translation of Selections from
Mahesvarananda’s Maharthamarijariparimala, gathas 19 and 20,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 40.2 (2012):
208, n.20.

The line of influence went the other way in the work of Vidyaranya (14" C.), or whoever was the author of the
Jivanmuktiviveka, who co-opted the unaffiliated nondualism of the Yogavasistha into his version of “Yogic
Advaita.” See Walter Slaje, “On Changing Others' Ideas: The Case of Vidyaranya and the Yogavasistha,” Indo-
Iranian Journal 41.2 (1998): 103-124. Cf. Andrew Fort, Jivanmukti in Transformation: Embodied Liberation in
Advaita and Neo-Vedanta (Albany: SUNY Press, 1998), 97-113. Rarely, however, does the act of synthesis with
this distinct Advaitic tradition elicit scholarly doubts about the authenticity of the Advaita Vedanta in question—
certainly not in the same way as with the BhP. See /bid., 97-98: “The significant differences in emphasis and
focus between Vidyaranya's (and the LY V's) Yogic Advaita and Sankara's mainstream 'Vedantic' Advaita rarely
lead to direct opposition or contradiction—thus it is still Advaita.”

192 Paul Hacker, “Relations of Early Advaitins to Vaisnavism,” in Philology and Confrontation: Paul Hacker on

Traditional and Modern Vedanta, ed. Wilhelm Halbfass (Albany: SUNY Press, 1995), 35.
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hagiographically appropriated as a Saiva representative of Advaita Vedanta, and retrojected onto
the foundational moment of the Vijayanagara empire. Hacker concluded:

The fact that radical Advaitism was cultivated in Vaisnava circles is borne out also by the

existence of texts that expressly profess Vaisnavism and teach radical Advaitism at the

same time. To this category belong certain passages of the Bhagavatapurana (which may

date from a time not far distant from Sankara's lifetime) and of the Paramarthasara

ascribed to Adisesa...'®
Obviously what concerns us here is Hacker's mention of the BhP. By now it is old news that the
BhP exhibits what Daniel Sheridan has called “Advaitic theism.”'* That it is different from
“Sankara's Advaita” is fairly clear, and the Vaisnava Vedantins who eventually laid claim to the
text made sure to emphasize that difference. But the persistent presence of Advaitins who both
directly linked themselves to Sankara, and found inspiration in the BhP, will surface repeatedly
in this dissertation and later in this chapter.

The fact that Vaisnavas like Ramanuja and Madhva were contending with Advaita in the
first place, even in their puranic exegeses, makes one wonder to whom they were responding.
Ramanuja consistently used the Visnu Purana (VP) to counter Advaita interpretations not just of
Vedanta, but of the VP itself. Sucharita Adluri comments that in Ramanuja's Sribhdsya, his
commentary on the Brahma Siitras:

Ramanuja has the objector (Advaitin) quote generously from the VP as well, in order to

establish the non-dual (Advaita) point of view....Such use of the VP to support the

objector's point of view is not evident in Ramanuja's other commentaries. There is a sense
of a deliberate re-reading, reclaiming of the VP as a Vi$istadvaita text that is not seen in

his other commentaries. This suggests that perhaps the VP was also an important text for
the Advaitins or that Ramanuja has the Advaitin utilize the VP for rhetorical purposes.'®

19 1bid., 39.
1% Daniel P. Sheridan, The Advaitic Theism of the Bhagavata Purana (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1986).

195 Adluri, Textual Authority in Classical Indian Thought, 11.
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The same goes for Madhva and the Bhagavatatatparyanirnaya. In his historical review of Dvaita
literature, B.N.K. Sharma claims that “[Madhva] was contending with powerfully established
Advaita commentaries on the Purana.”'” Madhva pays greatest attention to those passages in the
tenth and eleventh cantos of the BhP, “which strike a strong note of Transcendentalism, verging
on a Monism....particularly tinged with monistic phraseology and ideas, which have been fully
exploited by monistic commentators.”'®” Sharma refers to Jiva Gosvamin's Tattvasandarbha (16"
C.), which mentions commentaries by the Advaitins Citsukha and Punyaranya. There is no extant
evidence for the existence of these commentaries, and I am inclined to think that they never did
exist.'”® That is not to say, however, that the BhP did not have a history of being important to
Advaitins—just not the Advaitins one might easily recognize.

It is at this juncture that we find Sridhara Svamin (ca. 1350-1450 CE), native of Orissa

and author of the first extant commentary on the BhP.'” For someone with such a wide-ranging

1% B N.K. Sharma, History of the Dvaita School of Vedanta and its Literature (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1961),
128.

7 Ibid., 129-130.
1% Nothing is extant, at least, in the official manuscript record. Cf. Julius Eggeling, Catalogue of Sanskrit
Manuscripts in the Library of the India Office (London: Secretary of State of India in Council, 1887), 1264b.
Anecdotal evidence suggests otherwise. Shrivatsa Goswami of Sri Caitanya Prema Samsthana, Vrindavan, has
informed me and others that he has a copy of the Citsukhi commentary on the tenth skandha of the BhP. Cf.
Lance Nelson, “Bhakti Preempted: Madhustidana Sarasvati on Devotion for the Advaitin Renouncer,” Journal of
Vaishnava Studies 6.1 (1998): 71, n.5. With due deference to Shrivatsaji's resources, I have to see it to believe it.
Seventeenth-century Advaitin polemicists like Ramasrama also claimed that not only Citsukha but Sankara
himself had authored commentaries on the BhP, but their counterparts pointed to the lack of contemporary proof
for the existence of these commentaries. See Christopher Minkowski, “I'll Wash Out Your Mouth With My Boot:
A Guide to Philological Argument in Mughal-era Banaras,” in Epic and Argument: Essays in Honor of Robert P.
Goldman, ed. Sheldon Pollock (New Delhi: Manohar, 2010), 123-124.

' B .N.K. Sharma (History of the Dvaita School of Vedanta and its Literature, 129) claims that Sridhara was
influenced by some degree to Madhva, based on a few citations we find shared between the two. It is not
impossible, given that both Madhva tradition and inscriptional evidence suggest that one Narahari Tirtha, a
Dvaitin, was minister at the Kalinga court in the 13™-14™ century (/bid., 226-228). But the textual evidence is
admittedly thin. More explicit and extensive links between Madhva and Sridhara remain to be excavated.
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impact on later exegetes of the BhP, we know very little about Sridhara's historical milieu.' The
dissertation on Sridhara himself is still waiting to be written: Was he an abbot at a supposed
Advaita monastery at Puri? Whom did he directly influence and how? From where did his
exegesis emerge in the first place, indebted to but detracting from Sankara's Advaita?
Preliminary attempts at understanding Sridhara's contribution have been made by Daniel
Sheridan and Ravi Gupta.'"" Sheridan calls for further study of Sridhara and the BhP in their own
contexts, in order to establish the difference between the BhP's Advaita and Sankara's Advaita, to
clarify Sridhara's place in the history of Vaisnavism and Vedanta, and to understand his impact
on later schools of BhP interpretation, especially the Gaudiya Vaisnavas.''? Gupta picks up on the
last of these exhortations, and carefully reads Jiva Gosvamin's use of Sridhara as he develops his
distinctive “inconceivable difference-and-non-difference” (acintyabhedabheda) philosophy. Both
Sheridan and Gupta are concerned to distance Sridhara from Sankara's Advaita; his theological
position is instead “halfway to the metaphysical nuances of acintyabhedabheda.”'"® There are
two points important to distinguish here. One is Sridhara's own version of Advaita, which is
demonstrably different from Sankara's Advaita—at least, in its refusal to engage with theories of
ignorance (avidyd) and illusion (mdya), which are held to be definitive of “pure” scholastic

Advaita Vedanta.'" The other, however, is the implicit teleology in these accounts: If Advaita is

10 See P.K. Gode, “Date of Sridharasvamin, Author of the Commentaries on the Bhagavata Purana and Other
Works — Between c. A.D. 1350 and 1450, in Studies in Indian Literary History, Vol. II. (Bombay: Bharattya
Vidya Bhavan, 1954), 169-175.

""" Daniel P. Sheridan, “Sridhara and His Commentary on the Bhagavata Purana,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 2.3

(1994): 45-66; Ravi M. Gupta, The Caitanya Vaisnava Vedanta of Jiva Gosvami (London: Routledge, 2007), 65-

84.

"2 Sheridan, “Sridhara and His Commentary,” 47.

"3 Jbid., 58.

14" See Gupta, The Caitanya Vaisnava Vedanta of Jiva Gosvami, 70: “As such, he makes no attempt to go beyond
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one thing (Sankara, mdyd, non-theism) and Gaudiya Vaisnavism quite another (Caitanya,
bhedabheda, bhakti), then Sridhara must have belonged to a world that moved away from
classical Advaita and tried to bring others into the properly Vaisnava fold.'"

My point is not that Sridhara was or was not an Advaitin, or that he belonged to one
faction over another. I have already suggested that Sankara's Advaita was not the only one
around, and the spectrum of Advaitins in Vaisnava milieus may well have extended from Sankara
through to Sridhara. All I would add to this discussion is that who Sridhara was cannot be
determined retroactively, and without a wider perspective on the BhP's rise to prominence. A
proper study of Sridhara's own writings, on the BhP, VP, and Bhagavad Gita, is beyond the scope
of this chapter. However, we might be able to get a sense of how someone like Sridhara came
about in the first place. If we zoom out from the internal debates of Vaisnava Vedanta, we find an
intersecting circle that may also have contained the BhP, and accompanied its transmission.

I am referring in particular to the world of Saivism, that famously adaptable system of
political theology that so dominated the religious landscape of early and medieval India.''
Recent studies have shown how the BhP's concept of bhakti overlapped significantly with Saiva

literature, in particular the Sivadharma corpus.'” Specifically, the emotional elements of bhakti

the text of the Bhagavata to articulate a theory of ignorance in Advaitic terms. Indeed, Sridhara was perhaps
closer to the Caitanya Vaisnava view of sakti than he was to Advaitic concepts of maya.”

Cf. Nelson, “Bhakti Preempted,” 71, n.5: “Sridhara Swamin (ca. 1350-1450)—nominally an Advaitin but
sympathetic to devotion, was sufficiently influenced by Vaisnavism to accept a plurality of souls and a more
realistic interpretation of sak#i than Sankara. He therefore cannot be considered a true non-dualist.”
115 See Sheridan, “Sridhara and His Commentary,” 65: “[I]t may not be far off the mark when Jiva Gosvamin
contends that Sridhara has adopted the non-dualism of Sankara in order to lure Advaitins into the faith of
Vaisnava bhakti.”
116 See Alexis Sanderson, “The Saiva Age: The Rise and Dominance of Saivism During the Early Medieval Period,”
in Genesis and Development of Tantrism, ed. Shingo Einoo (Tokyo: Institute of Oriental Culture, 2009), 41-350.
"7 Jason Schwartz, “Caught in the Net of S@stra: Devotion and its Limits in an Evolving Saiva Corpus,” Journal of
Hindu Studies 5.2 (2012): 210-231.
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that Friedhelm Hardy and others felt were unique to the BhP—hairs raising on end, tears of bliss,
the ecstatic experience of divine presence—were part of a shared language of bhakti between
Saiva and Vaisnava traditions.""® The extent to which this overlap explains the background to
Sridhara's own work is difficult to determine merely from the textual record. In the opening to
his commentary on the BhP, Sridhara invokes both “the Lord of Uma (Siva) and Madhava
(Visnu), who comprise each other's selves and love to praise each other.”'"” And across his
works, Sridhara makes repeated reference to Nrsimha, the god who marks the transition of
Orissa's dominant political theology from Saiva to Vaisnava.'?® But the general historical
understanding that Orissa was a site of fluidity between Saiva and Vaisnava boundaries is seldom
otherwise reflected in Sridhara's intellectual corpus.

Perhaps we can look to the inscriptional record, that archivist's dream and humanist's
nightmare, for more solid connections between Saivism and Vaispavism in pre-Sﬁdhara Orissa.
A recent publication of copper-plate inscriptions from Orissa offers three revealing pieces of
evidence for the claim that it was fertile territory for the BhP to flourish: 1) Rent-free land grants
to Vedic Brahmins with Vaisnava names; 2) Non-sectarian political patrons; and 3) Massive

migration to the East from the West, Midwest, and South.'*' The inscriptions show that between

"8 Ibid., 214-216.

" Bhagavata Purana of Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa With Sanskrit Commentary Bhavarthabodhini of Sridhara
Svamin, ed. J.L. Shastri (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1983), 13:

madhavomadhavav 1$au sarvasiddhividhayinau |

vande parasparatmanau parasparanutipriyau || 3 ||
120 See Sara M. Adams, “From Narasimha to Jagannatha: The Long Journey from Forest to Temple,” Journal of
Vaishnava Studies 17.1 (2008): 5-28; Anncharlott Eschmann et al., “The Formation of the Jagannatha Triad,” in
The Cult of Jagannath and the Regional Tradition of Orissa, eds. Anncharlott Eschmann et al. (New Delhi:
Manohar Publications, 1978), 167-196.

12l Subrata Kumar Acharya, Copper-Plate Inscriptions of Odisha (New Delhi: D.K. Printworld, 2014).
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the eighth and twelfth centuries CE, several kings in Orissa set up tax-free land grants to a
variety of Brahmin donees. Many of these Brahmins possessed Vaisnava names, the kind
associated with later interpreters of the BhP: Sridharasvami, Vallabhasvami, Madhusidanasvami,

Purusottamasvami, Visnusvami, and so forth.'*

They tell us that they were trained in different
recensions of the Veda and versed in smyti literature; that they sometimes functioned as puranic
storytellers; that they were poets and philosophers and ministers; and that they were allowed to
live unmolested (sarvopadravavarjita), free of any oppression (sarvapidavarjita), and exempt
from military interference (abhatapravesa).'* Some were even given priestly responsibilities that
included arranging dance and music in the temple of their deity.'* Thus we have a concentrated
community of scholarly Brahmins, mostly devoted to Visnu or Krsna, who were familiar with
traditions of musical performance. It is not clear if they had an affinity for Advaita Vedanta in
particular, but they are most certainly possible predecessors for the Sridhara Svamin. The BhP
could have been redacted or preserved in these Brahmin settlements (agrahdara) to provide the
groundwork for someone like Sridhara to come along: namely, a community that continued the
sort of Vaisnava Advaita that Hardy and others recognized was at the heart of the BhP. Further
corroboration would require renewed attention to those layers of the BhP which Hudson studied

so carefully, and the different exegetical emphases they are given by Sridhara.

Who were the political patrons of these land grants? A majority of the donors identified

122 The examples span centuries, from the regimes of Subhakaradeva (8" C.), a Buddhist king of the Bhaumakara
dynasty who assumed the title paramasaugata, to Gayadatunga (10" C.), a Saiva mahesvara of the Tunga family,
to Narasimhadeva II (14™ C.), a thoroughly Vaisnava ruler. See, e.g., Ibid., 191-193 , 393, 497.

'Z The examples are numerous, but see especially /bid., 347: “The donee is described as well-versed in Tarka,
Vedanta, and the Vedas. He was a poet, an upasani and a good minister (Srimanpatram sa uttamam, 1.14). His
father Krsna was an expert in the Yajurveda and his grandfather Goula was well-verse[d] in the Sruti, Smrti and
the Puranas.”

2 1bid., 479.
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themselves as paramamahesvaras, or “Great followers of the Great God (Siva),” further
demonstrating the non-sectarian nature of Saiva political practice. The Bhaumakaras of the
eighth century were Buddhists (paramasaugata, paramatathagata), and made donations to
Vaisnava Vedic brahmins for the increase of religious merit.'” The tenth-century Somavamsi
rulers of Utkala, in northern Orissa, identified themselves as paramavaisnavas, and yet
maintained ties to local Tantric gods and goddesses.'?® The twelfth-century imperial Gangas,
however, completely blurred these boundaries, calling themselves both paramamahesvara and
paramavaisnava.”’ These Codas from the Telugu and Tamil country also encouraged a vigorous
and open immigration policy that brought people from Madhyadesa (the Midwest), Daksina
regions (South), and Maharastra (West).'*® That many of the Gangas' inscriptions were written in
Telugu-Kannada script testifies to their interest in maintaining a cosmopolitan public image (and
imperial legitimacy) among their new immigrant citizens.'” Taken together, these inscriptions
reveal significant material evidence for the Saiva-Vaisnava political, religious, and geographical
continuum that I believe forms part of the reception history of the BhP in Orissa.

Some fragmentary clues point to a similar continuum in medieval Maharashtra as well.
As R.C. Dhere has shown, the Marathi poet-saints of the Varkari tradition interwove the exploits

of Vitthal, originally a local deity who straddled the lines between Siva and Visnu, with that of

' Jbid., 191.

126 [bid., 2911f. One Ranaka Ranabhaiijadeva, for example, is described as having received the blessings of the

Goddess Stambhesvari (/bid., 300, 303).
27 Ibid., 42 11f.

"% Jbid., 279, 373, 422.
12 The copper-plate grants of Anantavarman Codagangadeva (1077-1147 CE) were written in different scripts at
different times during his reign. The early plates were in old NagarT and proto-Odia, while the later ones were
written in Telugu-Canarese with a long genealogical account of imperial Ganga history. /bid., 460, n.49.
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the BhP's beloved Krishna.'*® Dhere also proposed tantalizing connections between Vitthal of
Pandharptr and Jagannath of Puri in Orissa, but unfortunately did not go on to publish his
findings."' The BhP also became a source of inspiration for two prominent intellectuals at the
court of the Yadavas of Maharashtra: Vopadeva and Hemadri (fl. 1275 CE), authors of the
Bhagavatamuktaphala and Kaivalyadipika commentary on it, respectively.*? Vopadeva is more
famous for his grammatical work, the Mugdhabodha,"** while Hemadri is well-known for his
voluminous work on Brahmanical jurisprudence (dharmasastra), the Caturvargacintamani."*
The Muktaphala 1s more or less a compilation of verses from the BhP interspersed with
explanatory notes, and organized into four sections, which address the object of religious
affection, the exalted status of bhakti itself, the material practices of worship, and the
characteristics of the devotee. The work is perhaps the first of its kind to offer a typology of
bhakti and its practitioner, specifically dedicated to Visnu and directly adapted from the BhP.

There is also an important tradition of premodern philological dispute, recognized from the

13 Ramchandra Chintaman Dhere, Rise of a Folk God.: Vitthal of Pandharpur, tr. Anne Feldhaus (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011).

1 See Dhere, Rise of a Folk God, 11: “In the third stage, I plan to present a comparison of how the three folk
deities Vitthal, Venkates, and Jagannath fashioned the regional cultures of Maharashtra, Andhra, and Orissa,
respectively.” Although this quote does not directly suggest that the three were connected, I infer that Dhere
wanted to prove their mutuality, for later in the book he brilliantly links Vitthal with Venkate$ by discussing the
extraordinary importance given to tamarind trees in both devotional cults (/bid., 49ff.). There might be a
tamarind connection between all three. During the annual search for the neem tree from which the wooden idols
of the Jagannath temple are (re-)carved, the so-called Navakalevara ceremony, one of the criteria is that there
must be a tamarind tree in the vicinity. Cf. Albertina Nugteren, “Weaving Nature into Myth: Continuing
Narratives of Wood, Trees, and Forests in the Ritual Fabric around the God Jagannath in Puri,” Journal for the
Study of Religion, Nature and Culture 4.2 (2010): 159-172.

B2 Muktaphala of Vopadeva with Kaivalyadipika of Hemadri, ed. Durgamohan Bhattacarya (Calcutta: Calcutta

Oriental Press, 1944).

13 See V. Raghavan, “Bopadeva,” in Ramayana, Mahabharata, and Bhagavata Writers, ed. V. Raghavan (New

Delhi: Publications Division, Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, 1978), 122-134.

13 The fifth section of Hemadri's text, the Muktikhanda, is no longer extant. This is unfortunate, since it would

probably tell us a great deal about Hemadri's Vedantic affinities.
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earliest scholarship on the BhP, that considered Vopadeva, and not the “compiler” Vyasa, to have
been the author of the BhP itself.'*® Whatever the motivations behind these accusations, the
memory that the BhP first took shape in Maharashtra reflects a renewed emphasis on the text at
this time.

Like Sridhara, Vopadeva and Hemadri were Advaitins of a sort, if not “confirmed” in the
sense that the famous Sanskrit scholar V. Raghavan desired."*® Hemadri quotes Saikara
approvingly in his Kaivalyadipika, and in general exhibits a knowledge of Advaita language
appropriate to both the BhP and Sankara.'”’ In Muktaphala 6.43, Vopadeva cites a verse from the
BhP which reads: “Bhakti, experience of God, and detachment from other things—all three
appear at the same time.”"*® Hemadri comments:

When bhakti of this sort comes about, after one worships the embodied God (saguna),

and one has the direct experience [of truth], manifesting as one's own self, there comes

into being an unlimited love, the removal of the veiling power of ignorance, and self-
fulfillment. That is what is expressed in the verse. From bhakti...comes the experience of
the Self as Brahman. Since that is nothing but supreme bliss, one has a distaste for
everything else.”"”

This is fairly close to the BhP's own theology, though the mention of the veiling power of

ignorance (avidyd) borders on being classically Advaitic. However, while commenting on

3 See Minkowski, “I'll Wash Out Your Mouth With My Boot.”
1% Raghavan, “Bopadeva,” 125: “Bopadeva was a confirmed Advaitin. And so was Madhusudana Sarasvati
associated with him. There was a strong tradition of Advaita-cum-Bhakti that had grown, whose seeds can be
traced to Sankara himself.”

BT Muktaphala...with Kaivalyadipika, 77: tad uktam §risankaracaryaih — jianajfieyavihino 'pi sadajfa iti | /bid.,
130: taduktam Sankaracaryaih — yo 'sau so 'ham so 'smy aham eveti vidur yam iti |

138 BhP 11.2.42ab: bhaktih paresanubhavo viraktir anyatra caisa trika ekakalah |
%9 Muktaphala.. with Kaivalyadipika, 109: yada caivam bhaktir jayate ata eva sagunopasanam upasya saksatkare
sati tasyatmataya sphuranat tatraivanupadhih prema avidyayas cavarakatvanivrttir atmakamata ca bhavatity aha
“bhaktir” iti | bhaktih prematmika...tata atmano brahmatvanubhavah | tasya ca paramanandartipataya anyatra
viraktir aruci |



49

Muktaphala 19.26, which cites BhP 10.51.56,'*° Hemadri takes full advantage of the Advaita
vocabulary of the verse:

Why is he free of qualities (nirguna)? Because he is free of any taint (niranjana). Taint

is the veiling of consciousness called maya. For anything with attributes (saguna) is

connected with maya. Hence he 1s nondual (advaya), since it is only in connection with

maya that duality is possible. Why is he nondual? Because he is “mere consciousness”

(jiiaptimatra). The idea is that maya is inexplicable as being existent or non-existent.'"!
Similar language emerges in his commentary on Muktaphala 17.3, a citation in which the sage
Narada exclaims to Vyasa that his firm consciousness of the beloved Krsna allows him to “see
that my own delusion has constructed the idea of this very body upon my true self that is
Brahman.”'** Hemadri says that “construction” really means

superimposition, like the snake on the rope....The use of two different words for “this”

indicates that superimposing a [not-]really existent snake on a rope does not quite

match with saying that a really existent body is superimposed on Brahman. Instead, the

text says “this very body.” The point is that it is inexplicable (anirvacya).'*

The opacity of this explanation (not to mention the textual transmission) aside, Hemadri is

familiar with the buzzwords and metaphors of classical Advaita Vedanta: superimposition,

140 tasmad visrjyasisa 1a sarvaso
rajastamahsattvagunanubandhanah |
nirafijanam nirgunam advayam param

tvam jfiaptimatram purusam vrajamy aham ||

14

Muktaphala...with Kaivalyadipika, 311: nirgunah kutah | yato nirafijanah | afijanam prakasavaranam mayakhyam
| saguno hi mayasambandhat | ato 'dvayah | mayasambandhe hi sati dvitiyatvam syat | kuto 'dvayah | yato
jllaptimatrah | mayayah sattasattabhyam anirvacyatvad ityarthah |

142 BhP 1.5.27:

tasmims tada labdharater mahamune

priyasravasy askhalita matir mama |

yayaham etat sadasat svamayaya

pasye mayi brahmani kalpitam tv idam ||
' Muktaphala...with Kaivalyadipika, 269: mamaiva mayaya mayy eva brahmariipe kalpitam aropitam
rajjubhujangavat | [...] etad idam iti padadvayena yatha 'nyatra [a?]satyo bhujango rajjvam aropito na tatha
'nyatra satyam riipadvayam brahmany aropitam kintv idam eva ity uktam | anirvacyam ityarthah |
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inexplicability, snake-and-rope. Sridhara is less forthcoming about his Advaitic sensibilities in
this regard, even in commenting on the same verse.'* It is not apparent from these examples
whether or not Hemadri and Sridhara emerged from a similar milieu. Other possible links
between their writings, approximately a century apart, would require a cross-referential study
outside the scope of this chapter.

What about the possible shared backdrop of Saivism? For that we may turn from
philosophical to literary culture. As is well known, the BhP came to serve as one of the most
important sources for the theory of bhaktirasa, the special category of religious aesthetics
introduced rather late into the domain of Sanskrit poetics (alamkarasastra). Developed most
fully by the Gaudiya Vaisnavas in the sixteenth century, the theory finds precursors in none other
than Vopadeva's Muktaphala, and was elaborated by Hemadri in the Kaivalyadipika.'* The
fourth section of the Muktaphala, extending from chapters 11 to 19, details how bhakti should be
understood not just as another rasa, but as the paradigmatic rasa, experienced through the nine
canonical ones: the erotic (srrngara), comic (hasya), tragic (karuna), violent (raudra), heroic
(vira), frightening (bhayanaka), disgusting (bibhatsa), wondrous (adbhuta), and quiescent
(Santa). Each of these, according to Vopadeva and Hemadri, could be found in the BhP, and
contributed in their own way to the aesthetic experience of bhakti, “the delectation produced
through listening, etc., to the story of the Devotees which embody the nine rasas...”'* Hemadri

was clearly familiar with the broader discourse of Sanskrit poetics. He quoted frequently from

1 Cf. Bhagavata Purana.... With Bhavarthabodhini, 24. Sridhara has a different reading of the final pada,
substituting the word pare for tv idam, thus sidestepping Hemadri's interpretive problem altogether.

145 See Neal Delmonico, “Sacred Rapture: A Study of the Religious Aesthetic of Rupa Gosvamin” (PhD diss.,
University of Chicago, 1990), 164-175.

1% Raghavan, “Bopadeva,” 133.
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famous works such as Hemacandra's Kavyanusasana (12" C.), Bhoja's Sarasvatikanthabharana
(11" C.), Mammata's Kavyaprakasa (11™ C.), and Dhanafijaya's Dasariipaka (10" C.), and most
contentiously, the Kashmiri Saiva Abhinavagupta (11™ C.).'” Hamsa Stainton has shown that
concepts of bhaktirasa seem to be incipient in the praise-poetry of the Saivas of Kashmir.'**
Although not directly linked to Sanskrit aesthetics in its early forms, the use of the term
bhaktirasa in Saiva praise-poetry was ambiguous enough that Abhinavagupta felt compelled to
argue against its inclusion among the canonical rasas, instead subordinating it to sanza."*’ And it
is precisely Abhinavagupta's position that Hemadri resists in the Muktaphala."

This conjuncture leads to provocative questions about the relationship between a Saiva
and Vaisnava poetics of devotion mediated through the BhP. There is an old claim that
Abhinavagupta was the first to cite the BhP, on the strength of a quotation found in his
commentary on the Bhagavad Gita (14.8). However, R.C. Hazra pointed out that the quotation

was scribbled in the margins of an old Sarada manuscript of the commentary, and may not have

47 Delmonico, “Sacred Rapture,” 167.

148 Hamsa Stainton, “Poetry and Prayer: Stotras in the Religious and Literary History of Kashmir” (PhD diss.,
Columbia University, 2012), 175-205, 313-327.

149 “It is for that very reason that bhakti and faith, which have to do with surrender to God, are accessories to
[santarasa] in a manner other than [transitory emotions like] memory, resolve, fortitude, perseverance, et al.
Thus they are not counted as distinct rasas.”

See Natyasastra of Bharatamuni with the Commentary Abhinavabharati by Abhinavaguptacarya, Vol. 1, rev. ed.

K. Krishnamoorthy (Vadodara: Oriental Institute, 1992), 334: ata eve$varapranidhanavisaye bhaktisraddhe

smrtimatidhrtyutsahadyanupravistebhyo ’nyathaiva(syaiva)ngamiti na tayoh prthagrasatvena gananam |
130 See Delmonico, “Sacred Rapture,” 168-169. Admittedly the discourse of aesthetics was non-sectarian, as Bhoja
famously put it in the Srrgaraprakasa (sahityasya sarvaparsadatvar). See 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, 2003), 70, n.68. Hemadri criticizes both Abhinavagupta, a Saiva,
and Hemacandra, a Jain, indiscriminately, and only on the grounds that they did not accept bhakti as a rasa. Then
again, Hemacandra was merely reproducing the original discussion about additional rasas from the
Abhinavabharati in his Kavyanusasana.
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been Abhinavagupta's own."' Nor is the BhP listed as an authority cited in any of his other
works, and it does not appear to have been especially popular among the Saivas of Kashmir.'?
Moreover, it is difficult to link the Muktaphala to any Saiva line of thinking about bhaktirasa.
Beyond offering the first systematic argument in favor of bhaktirasa, Hemadri and Vopadeva just
do their own thing, seemingly unprecedented.'*® But there is an alternative genealogy of the
nexus between bhakti, aesthetics, Saivism, Vaisnavism, and Advaita Vedanta. For that we turn to
the poet and commentator from Kerala, Purpasarasvati, who lived between the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries CE.

Three things in particular draw our attention to Piirnasarasvati: First, his Vaisnava
inclinations as a Saiva initiate; second, his interest in devotional praise-poetry as both a locus for
bhaktirasa and a resource for Advaitic meditation; and third, his own addition to the genre of
Sanskrit messenger-lyric, the Hamsasandesa. Better known in the history of Sanskrit literature
for his commentaries on exemplary works such as Kalidasa's Meghadiita, Bhavabhiiti's
Malatimadhava, and Murari's Anargharaghava, Piirnasarasvati was also very familiar with

Kashmiri schools of Saivism and the philosophical tradition of Advaita Vedanta.'>* He was an

131 R.C. Hazra, “The Bhagavata-Purana,” New Indian Antiquary 1 (1938): 524.
2 Hardy, Viraha-Bhakti, 487, n.20.

153 Sridhara Svamin too offers an abbreviated understanding of bhaktirasa in his commentary on BhP 10.43.17. See
Gupta, The Caitanya Vaisnava Vedanta of Jiva Gosvami, 73, n.12: “The Lord, who is the embodiment of the
multitude of all rasas beginning with amorous love, appeared in accordance with the wishes of each person
there, and not in his fullness to everyone....The rasas which were manifest in the wrestlers, etc., are delineated in
order by this verse, '(The rasas are) wrath, wonder, amorous love, mirth, heroism, compassion, terror, disgust,
tranquility, and devotion (bhakti) imbued with love (prema).” It is not clear just from this section whether or not
Sridhara knew of Vopadeva and Hemadri's writings on the topic, but the idea of bhaktirasa clearly had purchase
in a wider intellectual sphere, as his untraced verse demonstrates. Later Gaudiya Vaisnava commentators such as
Sanatana Gosvami and Jiva Gosvami picked up on this passage, in tandem with the Muktaphala's more elaborate
system of classification, to develop their theory of bhaktirasa.

'3 N.V.P. Unithiri, Pirnasarasvati (Calicut: Calicut University Press, 2004), 322-328.
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unusual figure in the history of Sanskrit literary interpretation. In his reading of Bhavabhiiti's
secular play Malatimadhava, each character becomes an allegorical representative of a divine
being or a philosophical concept, much as in the classic Vedantic allegorical drama, the
Prabodhacandrodaya.” He extended this allegory to the author of the play himself. In his
commentary on the third benedictory verse of the Malatimdadhava, Purnasarasvati believed that
Bhavabhiiti, “that moon among poets, who knows both sides of the ocean that is Samkhya and
Yoga, and is the very stage on which the actresses called Upanisads sing and dance,” was
communicating the secrets of Tantric yoga practice that one should properly receive from one's
guru, and would ultimately lead to liberation.'*® He even saw Bhavabhiiti as a paramahamsa, a

liberated saint of the highest renunciate order, whose doctrine was that of Advaita Vedanta."’

'35 [bid., 155-156. His own drama, the Kamalinirdjahamsa, can be read as an allegory expressing the philosophies
of Saiva and Sakta Tantrism. The play itself begins by invoking the androgynous form of Siva, Ardhanarisvara.
See Ibid., 55-61. Plirnasarasvatt quotes the Prabodhacandrodaya a handful of times across his works (/bid.,
339).

156 See Malatimadhavam: Sripiirnasarasvativiracitaya Rasamaijaryakhyaya vyakhyayopetam, ed. K.S. Mahadeva

SastiT (Anantasayana: Rajakiyamudranalaya, 1953), 9-10: atra cayam akhilopanisadanganarangamandapena

samkhyayogaparavarinena kavikulenduna gurumukhaikagamyo 'tirahasyo 'rthah sttrito 'nusandheyah |

The specific yogic terminology is scattered through the rest of the interpretation, but here is one example: “The
compound in the third quarter of the verse—'[Siva's third eye] whose corner is cooled by the flow of nectar
dripping from the moon atop his crest that is heated with fire'—really signifies the corner that has been refreshed
by the abundant shower of supreme ambrosia that drips from the lotus-moon of the aperture atop the head
(brahmarandhra), liquefied by the inner flame of the one who courses along the stream of the central arterial
channel (susumna).”

Ibid, 10: arcir iti sausumnasaraniviharanarasikanijasikhadravitat brahmarandhraravindacandran nisyanditena

paramamrtavrstiptirena satkariprantam ityarthah |
157 See Jason Schwartz, “Parabrahman among the Yogins,” International Journal of Hindu Studies, forthcoming, 30.
Schwartz (Ibid., 31-33) describes how Piirnasarasvati recognized and elaborated on the philosophical language
playfully embedded in the Malatimadhava, in the process seeking to “reconcile the two systems” of Advaita
Vedanta and the Pratyabhijiia theology of Kashmiri Saivas. That Bhavabhiti toyed with Advaita concepts in his
broader literature is quite clear. Take, for example, his Uttararamacarita 1.39, which conflates nonduality with
true love (my trans.):

“To be not-two in both joy and sorrow, and together in every situation; where the heart finds peace and feelings
never age; which stays firm when time removes all veils and affection ripens; if you’re lucky, you might get to
experience it—once.”
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Piirnasarasvati was probably trained in a Saiva monastery in central Kerala, or at least studied
with a Saiva teacher, given his Tantric textual repertoire.'*® Nevertheless, in keeping with the
non-sectarian quality of this form of Saiva religiosity, he was devoted to Visnu.'® At the opening
to his commentary on the Malatimadhava, after invoking the form of Siva known as
Daksinamirti, he imagined his own teacher, Piirnajyoti, as a manifestation of the Krsna of the

Bhagavad Gita, containing within himself the universal cosmic form.'® Moreover, he wrote a

See The Uttararamacharita of Bhavabhiiti with the commentary of Viraraghava, eds. T.R. Ratnam Aiyar and
Kasinatha Pandurang Parab (Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar, 1903), 41:

advaitam sukhaduhkhayor anugatam sarvasv avasthasu yad

visramo hrdayasya yatra jarasa yasminn aharyo rasah |

kalenavaranatyayat parinate yat snehasare sthitam

bhadram tasya sumanusasya katham apy ekam hi tat prapyate ||
138 N.V.P. Unithiri (Pirnasarasvati, 17) suggests that Pirnasarasvati was associated with Mallappattam near
Taliparamba in Kannur district. This geography could explain the juxtaposition of Siva and Visnu in his
benedictory and devotional writings. The Rajarajesvara temple in Taliparamba features none other than
Daksinamiirti, invoked below, on the southern side. It is adjacent to the Trichambaram Krsna temple, whose
deity is brought to the Rajarajesvara temple during festivals such as Sivaratri.
159 Unithiri (Piirpasarasvati, 37-44) claims that before becoming a renunciate at the Saiva monastery,
Piirnasarasvati was actually known as Visnu, the same Visnu who wrote the Paricikd commentary on Murari's
Anargharaghava. His elder brother, Divakara, described Visnu in his Amogharaghava as one who adorned the
family name with his pious deeds, the very personification of Vedic rites, who desired the joy of serving Siva.
Ibid., 43, n.12, quoted in Ullur S. Paramesvara lyer, Keralasahityacaritram, Vol. 1 (Thiruvananthapuram:
University of Kerala, 1990), 188-190:

tasyatmajo visnur alankarisnuh
kulam pavitrair amalam caritraih |
bhutesasevasukham aptukamah
srauto vidhir mirta ivavir asit ||

10 See Malatimadhavam: Sripiirnasarasvativiracitaya Rasamanjaryakhyaya vyakhyayopetam, 1-2:

$irasa iva galantim antarabhyudgiranti
surasaritam udaram vakchalad ananena |
dahatu bhavabhayam sa mirtir ai§T muninam
daharakuharaliladaksina daksina vah || 3 ||

yadgitarthasravanarasato dhvastamohandhakarah
krsnanandt trijagati naro jisnubhiiyam jihite |
svasminn eva prakatitamahavi§variipam tad ekam
piirnajyotih sphuratu hrdi me pundarikayataksam || 4 ||
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commentary on the hymn called the Visnupdadadikesastotra, a genre of praise-poetry (stotra) that

describes a deity, in this case Visnu, from foot to head."'!

Interestingly, Piirnasarasvati assigns authorship of the hymn to the Advaita philosopher

Sankaracarya.'s? The stotra itself was probably composed much later, given the many references

to post-Sankara texts.'® But Piirnasarasvati's attribution, like all apocrypha, is still historically

meaningful. It shows not only that there was a vibrant memory of Sankara in his purported land

of origin, but also a historically identifiable attempt to link that memory to a particular kind of

bhakti.'™* Pirnasarasvati’s commentary, called the Bhaktimandakini, begins with an elaborate

account of the Advaitic reasoning behind Sankara's composition, worth reproducing in full:

First of all, among the three practices prescribed for realizing the Self in Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 2.4.5—namely, hearing (sravana), contemplating (manana), and meditating
(nididhyasana) on the teachings about the Self—the place of primacy goes to meditation,
which is the mother of the absorption (samadhi) that is nothing but the experience of
one's unity with Supreme God, produced by the six limbs [of yoga], restraint and so

161

162

163
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N.V.P. Unithiri et al., eds., The Bhaktimandakini: An Elaborate Fourteenth-Century Commentary by
Pirnasarasvati on the Visnupadadikesastotra Attributed to Sankardcarya. Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient,
Collection Indologie 118 (Pondicherry: Institut frangais de Pondichéry, 2011).

Bhaktimandakinr, 7:

Srimacchankarapiijyapadaracitam padadikesavadhi-

stotram datram aghasya netram amalam gatram hareh preksitum |
vyacikhyasati mayy aho sati satam esa vidha hasitum

vyakta bhaktir athapi visnupadayoh pusnati me dhrsputam ||

Fred Smith, “REVIEWS: The Bhaktimandakint,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 76.3
(2013): 524.

Cf. Stainton, “Poetry and Prayer,” 43-44: “The list of stotras attributed to Sankara goes on and on. This group of
texts raises many of the same challenges hindering the study of sfotras and their history: uncertain authorship
and provenance, the accretion of frame stories (many of which are hagiographical), the complex and shifting
textual record of these compositions, and their sheer number and diversity. To be blunt, the stotras attributed to
Sankara represent a significant weakness in the scholarly understanding of India’s religious history.
Unfortunately, the tangled origins of these compositions have prevented many scholars from asking more
interesting questions, such how they have been interpreted over time and how they have shaped perceptions of
Sankaracarya and Advaita Vedanta. Overall, the ascription of such a diverse range of hymns to this one author,
along with their great popularity, remains a fascinating and understudied feature of stotra literature.”
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forth.'® [This is supported with a variety of puranic quotations...]'*

Meditation fixes the mind upon that precious form (of the Supreme Lord): the celestial
tree that removes the fatigue of those helplessly wandering on the roads of the desert
called samsara, scorched by the rays of the sun that is the three afflictions; the fire that
burns up the entire mass of one's ill deeds; the bestower of everything auspicious; the
singular essence of Existence-Consciousness-Bliss called Visnu, the apparent
modification of the Supreme Brahman, like the congealed form of ghee; the root of every
divine incarnation; the repository of all powers; the pure reality-principle, totally free of
dependence on the cycle of action, unlike minor deities, who has assumed a form in
order to bless devotees.

The mind, moreover, extremely fine and subtle as it is, should be yoked to this particular
form of the Supreme Lord in this fashion, and can be fixed upon him who has
demonstrably sweet mannerisms, by being withdrawn, together with the senses, from
anything other than him—specifically, with practice and detachment from other objects,
as the Bhagavad Gita (6.35) teaches.

In order to shower his grace on those virtuous people who want both enjoyment and
liberation, the venerable author of the commentary on the Brahma Siitras
(Sarirakamimamsabhdasyakara), a partial incarnation of the Supreme Lord himself, his
heart submerged in compassion, began this hymn that depicts that form of Lord
Purusottama from toe to head. In that way, he also felt he could teach the principles of all
the Vedas, dharmasastra texts, puranas, epics, Mimamsa, and Nyaya.'®’

165
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Schwartz (“Parabrahman Among the Yogins,” 28) suggests that in this passage, “Plrnasarasvati ascribes to
Sankara’s Vedanta a doctrinal privileging of nididhydsana essentially alien to the system (and indeed more akin
to rival interpretations offered by Vacaspatimisra and Bhaskara).” In the Paricapadikavivarana of Prakasatman
(1000 CE), the place of primacy is accorded to sravana, accompanied by manana and nididhyasana as auxiliary
elements. By privileging nididhyasana, says Schwartz, Piirnasarasvati participated in a broader process of
reframing Advaita Vedanta to fit Yoga doctrine—one which began with Anubhiitisvariipacarya in the thirteenth
century. Pirnasarasvati quotes Anandabodha and Citsukha in his Rasamarijari commentary on the
Malatimadhava, which Schwartz takes as evidence that he knew the genealogy of thinking that influenced this
shift. (/bid., 30-31, n.60).

Visnu Purana 6.7.91-2, 6.7.74-6.

Bhaktimandakint, 7-10: tatra tavat “atma va are drastavyah” iti svavihitasyatmadar§anasya sadhanataya $rutya
“$rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah” iti pratipaditanam $ravanamanananididhyasananam madhye,
yamadisadanganispadyasya paramesvaraikyanubhavaripasamadhimatur nididhyasanasya pradhanyam [...]

ityadivacanat karmayonitvenasuddhan devadin apasya karmaparatantryarahite bhaktanugrahaya krtaparigrahe
visuddhatattvatmake samastasaktyadhare sarvavatarabijabhiite ghrtakathinyavat parabrahmano visnvakhye
vivarte saccidanandaikarase sakalamangalaprasotari samagraduritatiilajalaplosajatavedasi,
tapatrayataranikiranataptasamsaranamarudharanisaranisamcaranavidhurajanaparisramaharanasuravitapini,
vigraharatne manahsthirikaranatmakatvat,

manasa$ ca taralatarasvabhavasya parame$varavigraha evamprakaravisistatayanusandheya iti
pradarsitamadhuraprakare tasmims taditaravisayapratyahrtasya bahyendriyasahitasya “abhyasena tu kaunteya
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There is no doubt as to Plirnasarasvatt's Advaita affinities here—by Sankaracarya, he
means the Sankaracarya, identified as the author of the commentary on the Brahma Siitras. He
uses technical Advaitic terms to describe God as the “apparent transformation” (vivarta) of the
Supreme Brahman, defined as Existence-Consciousness-Bliss (saccidananda). And he
subordinates the entire purpose of visualizing God to the traditional Advaitic practice of
“listening, reflection, and meditation” (sravana, manana, nididhyasana).'® But Purnasarasvati's
understanding of bhakti was derived not only from the classical tradition of Advaita Vedanta,
which subordinated it to a lesser preparatory role, but also precisely from those texts that were
contested between Vedanta traditions, the Bhagavata Purana and the Vispu Purana. He quotes the
former no less than fifty-two times and the latter seventy-five times in the Bhaktimandakini.'®
He also draws a connection between bhakti and rasa within the praise-poem, not so much in the
systematic fashion of Hemadri, but instead echoing the Kashmiri Saiva purveyors of the stotra

genre. Beyond his casual mentions of the term bhaktirasa,'” Plirnasarasvati justifies the whole

vairagyena ca grhyate” iti bhagavadvacanad, abhyasena visayantaraviraktya ca sthirikaryatvat,

bhuktimuktyabhilasukasukrtijananugrahartham paramakarunaparadhinacetah parame$varavatarabhedabhiito
bhagavan $srimaccharirakamimamsabhasyakarah, tadvigrahaprakasanaya bhagavatah purusottamasya
padadikes$antavigrahavarnanariipam stotram arabhamanah, taddvara
sakalavedadharmasastrapuranetihasamimamsanyayadyarthams$ ca prasangato vyutpipadayisuh [...]
1% T have discussed the general intellectual history of the “injunction” (vidhi) implied in the Upanisadic statement
quoted by Piirnasarasvati: “One should see, hear, reflect, and meditate on the Self” (atma va are drastavyah
srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah) in Anand Venkatkrishnan, “Hum Hain Naye, Andaz Kyun Ho Purana?
Hermeneutical Innovations in Advaita Vedanta Intellectual History” (paper presented at the South Asia Graduate
Student Conference, University of Chicago, April 5-6, 2012).

19 Unithiri, Pirnasarasvati, 324, 326-327.
17 In the first instance, Plirnasarasvati defends the use of different verbs to express praise in no particular order, in
the process referring to the author of the Kama Siitra (2.2.31): “Here, the use of particular verbs at different
times, like 'May he protect us' or 'I worship' or 'l bow down' should be understood as a result of the agitation on
the part of the composer, whose heart is out of control in its attachment to the Lord, swayed to and fro by
bhaktirasa. In such circumstances, the absence of grammatical order is in fact an aesthetic virtue, since it causes
the sensitive listener to respond with amazement. As Vatsyayana says: 'Manuals are only useful insofar as people
lack rasa. But when the wheel of love gets underway, there is neither manual nor sequence."”
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enterprise of composing stotras on account of its widespread appeal as a method of instruction,

that requires a degree of aesthetic sensitivity to appreciate. When an opponent objects that God's

physical features have been amply described in the puranas, and need no further representation

in hymn form, Piirnasarasvati responds that different people have different capacities to receive

meaning, and some prefer certain methods to others.'”! He berates the opponent for his naiveté

and his total lack of poetic comprehension:

It is based on the differences between people in need of instruction that such a wide range
of technical treatises are laid out for study. Otherwise, if everyone could understand the
truth that was to be communicated in just a few words, what would be the use of these
voluminous tomes, tangled with all sorts of opinions, arguments, and concepts? If a single
mantra could get us everything we wanted, what is the purpose of this merry-go-round of
all manner of mantras and techniques and ritual formulae? Anyway, enough of this sort of
circumlocutory mode of explanation, uninformed by the principles [of poetry?], rasas,
aesthetic emotions, and poetic devices. It is well-established that this undertaking of the
blessed teacher, ocean of boundless knowledge, whose every act is exclusively dedicated

171

Bhaktimandakint, 47: atra ca, kadacit payan na iti, kadacit vande iti, kadacit pranaumityadikriyavisesaprayogo
bhaktirasavedhena bhagavadanusandhane paravasahrdayasya prayoktuh sambhramavasad iti mantavyah |
evamvidhe ca sthale, prakramabhedah pratyuta sahrdayacamatkarakariti guna eva, “$astranam visayas tavad
yavan mandarasa narah | raticakre pravrtte tu naiva $astram na ca kramah || iti vatsyayanoktatvat |

Another comes comes in the course of explaining the term “with a playful mind” (kelibuddhya) in verse 23. “By
this [the poet] expresses a prayer for the most superior bhaktirasa, by means of detachment from sensual
enjoyments, as described in the verse (Vispu Purdana 1.20.19): 'The abiding love that the indiscriminating have
for objects of the world—Ilet that same love never leave my heart as I remember you."”

Bhaktimandakint, 79: anena ca “ya pritir avivekanam visayesv anapayini | tvam anusmaratah sa me hrdayan
mapasarpatu || ity uktaritya bhogyavisayaviraktya satiSayabhaktirasaprarthanam dyotayati |

Finally, he refers to “relishing the ambrosia that is bhaktirasa” (bhaktirasamrtasvada) in his commentary on
verse 25. See Bhaktimandakint, 87.

He quotes the Kashmiri Saiva Utpaladeva's ISvarapratyabhijiiakarika (2.33) in support of this idea. Trans.
Isabelle Ratié, “'A Five-Trunked, Four-Tusked Elephant is Running in the Sky': How Free is Imagination
According to Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta?” Asiatische Studien 64.2 (2010): 359, n.47: “In an object that is
one (eka), [because it is] established through a synthesis (anusamdhana), an [elementary] phenomenon (abhdasa)
can also be distinguished according to [the subject’s] free will (ruci), a [particular] desire (arthitva), [or]
according to education (vyutpatti).”

yatharuci yatharthitvam yathavyutpatti bhidyate |
abhaso 'py artha ekasminn anusamdhanasadhite ||
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to giving grace to others, is manifestly meaningful—so that those who have become
infused with rasa, with their tender and artless minds, may alight upon this extremely
deep subject matter.'"™
The Bhaktimandakint thus envisions bhakti as a combination of several factors: yogic
visualization, Vedantic allegorization, and aesthetic appreciation. In doing so, it encourages a
devotional experience that Steven Hopkins calls “extravagant beholding, that holds in tension
together ideal visionary forms with the concrete, material reality of the individual object of
love.”'” Hopkins discusses extravagant beholding primarily through Srivaisnava examples of the
padadikesa genre (not to mention a dazzling comparative study of Jewish, Christian, and Islamic
literatures). As Fred Smith notes, the Visnupdadadikesastotra was probably used “as a meditative
text among certain circles of South Indian Vaisnavas.”'”* The word “certain” here bespeaks a
spectrum that must have included, or even foregrounded, people like Piirnasarasvati, Saiva-
Vaisnavas with Advaitic affinities. For Purnasarasvati did not emerge in a vacuum, least of all in
the rich literary world of medieval Kerala.

Perhaps the most famous Vaisnava stotra produced in Kerala was the Mukundamala of

King Kulaéekhara, traditionally considered to be one of the Tamil Alvars from the ninth century,

but there is some debate over his identity and date.'” He was certainly known to Plirnasarasvati,

2 Bhaktimandakint, 12: vyutpadyabhedapeksaya hi $astrani vicitrani vistiryante | anyatha parimitaksaropade$yena
tattvena sarvesam caritarthatvat kimartha esa vividhavikalpajalpakalpanajatilo granthaskandhatibharanibandhah?
ekenaiva mantrenabhimatasakalarthasiddhau kimprayojana ceyam bahuvidhamantratantraparatantryayantrana?
ity alam atattvarasabhavalamkaratarangitabhangipratipadanena | sarasatam apadya, mrdulasaralamatinam
atigahane 'sminn arthe 'vataranartham sarthaka eva paranugrahaikasakalavyaparanam aparajianaparavaranam
bhagavatam acaryanam ayam arambha iti sthitam |

'3 Steven P. Hopkins, “Extravagant Beholding: Love, Ideal Bodies, and Particularity,” History of Religions 47.1

(2007): 8.

7% Smith, “REVIEWS: The Bhaktimandakini,” 524-525.
"% See Siegfried Lienhard, History of Classical Poetry: Sanskrit, Pali, Prakrit (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1984),
143. Bhandarkar placed him in the first half of the twelfth century. See R.G. Bhandarkar, Vaisnavism, Saivism
and Minor Religious Systems (Strassburg: Triibner, 1913), 50.
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who not only quotes the Mukundamala frequently but also calls Kulasekhara a
paramabhagavata, an imperial title adopted by Vaisnava kings all the way from the Gupta
period."”® Immensely popular in Kerala, the Mukundamala was commented upon by an Advaitin
contemporary of Pirnasarasvati named Raghavananda.'”” Raghavananda's autobiographical notes
at the end of his Krsnapadi, an Advaitic commentary on the BhP, suggest a similar affiliation
with Saiva teachers and specifically the Trichambaram Krsna temple which Piirnasarasvati
frequented.'” He opens his Tatparyadipika commentary on the Mukundamala with verses from
the eleventh canto of the BhP that exalt bhakti above all other means to liberation, then launches
into a summary of classical Advaita teaching about the unity between Atman and Brahman, and
the illusory nature of duality, before quoting from the Sambaparicasika (v.15), a Saiva hymn
from eighth-century Kashmir, to express the non-difference between the act of praise, the one
who praises, and the object of praise.'” Still later in the Tatparyadipika, Raghavananda goes so
far as to say that bhakti and liberation (mukti) are basically the same thing, once again making no
secret about his inspiration from the Kashmiri Saivas, this time referring directly to the

philosopher and poet Utpaladeva:

1" Bhaktimandakini, 50, 88, 161 (paramabhdagavatasrikulasekharamaharaja). On the Guptas styling themselves as
paramabhagavatas, see Bhandarkar, Vaispavism, Saivism and Minor Religious Systems, 43.

77 Srimukundamala with Tatparyadipika of Raghavananda, ed. K. Rama Pisharoti (Annamalainagar: Annamalai
University, 1933). Pisharoti assigned Raghavananda to the seventeenth century, but Kunjunni Raja disputes this
date, questioning the identification of Raghavananda's teacher, Krsnananda, with the seventeenth-century author
of the Siddhantasiddharijana. See K. Kunjunni Raja, The Contribution of Kerala to Sanskrit Literature (Madras:
University of Madras, 1980), 8.

"8 Kunjunni Raja, The Contribution of Kerala to Sanskrit Literature, 7, n.34.

' Srimukundamala with Tatparyadipika of Raghavananda, 1-3. On the Sambaparicdsika, see Stainton, “Poetry and
Prayer,” 210ff., 216-217 for the verse in question. Raghavananda also wrote a commentary on the BhP from an
explicitly Advaita perspective. Like Sridhara above, commenting on BhP 10.43.17, he also described how the
verse implied that Krsna was the locus of all rasas, but unlike Sridhara, he did not make any mention of
“bhaktirasa.” See Sreemad Bhagavatam 10" Skandha Part I, With the Commentary of Raghavananda Muni, ed.
M.B. Sankaranarayana Sastri (Trichur: The Mangalodayam Press, 1949), 398-399.
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Here we must posit the following: Mukti is the direct, unmediated awareness of Brahman
as pure inner consciousness—Brahman that has the form of the singular essence that is
Existence-Consciousness-Bliss, characterized as being the cause of the creation,
preservation, and dissolution of the world. This awareness has as its source the great
statements [of the Upanisads], such as “That you are.” Bhakti, for its part, is a certain
unprecedented vision, a splendorous joy in the mind, which manifests through such signs
as hairs standing on end, tears falling, and staring with mouth agape. It appears at the
exact same time as when both one's unsurpassed veneration and faith in God as well as
one's unsurpassed love grounded in the Self culminate in the undivided [unity of] Atman
and Brahman. There is thus a mutual recursion of the manifestation of eternal,
unsurpassed love. And for that very reason—since they have the same cause, occur at the
same time, operate in the same locus, and have the same object—[bhakti and mukti] are,
from the perspective of absolute truth (vastutah), one and the same, but different in
empirical experience (vvavaharatah). Therefore it is appropriate to say that the choice of
one or the other is just a matter of desire, because when one is achieved the other is
inevitable. So we have a puranic quote—a very Upanisad (BhP 11.2.42): “Bhakti,
experience of God, and disdain for other things—all three appear at the same time.” And
it is with this in view that the revered author of the [Siva]stotravali proclaimed (1.7,
20.11): “Lord! You alone are the Self of all, and everyone loves themselves, so people
will really flourish if they realize that bhakti for you is spontaneous—within their own
nature. Those who prosper with the wealth of bhakti, what else can they pray for? Those
who are impoverished without it, what else can they pray for?”'®

Another source of praise-poetry at the nexus of Saivism, Vaisnavism, and Advaita

80 Sytmukundamala with Tatparyadipika of Raghavananda, 14: atraitad avadheyam — muktir nama
visvotpattisthitisamharahetutvopalaksitasya saccidanandaikarasamiirter brahmanas
tattvamasyadimahavakyapramanakah pratyakcinmatratasaksadbodhah, bhaktih punar
1$varanisthaniratiS§ayabahumanavisvasayor atmanisthanirati§ayapremnah cakhandabrahmatmaparyavasitataya
tatsamasamayabhivyajyamano romaharsasrupatamukhavikasadilingakah kascanaptirvadarsano manasollaso yo
'sau nityaniratiSayaprityavirbhavaparaparyayo bhavatity ato 'nayor ekanimittatvat ekakalatvad ekadhikaranatvad
ckavisayatvac ca vastuta aikaripyam vyavaharata$ ca bhedah, tenatrecchavikalpo yuktatarah anyatarasiddhav
aparasyavas§yambhavad iti | tatha ca puranopanisat - “bhaktih paresanubhavo viraktir anyatra caitat trika
ekakalam” ity etad abhisandhaya ca $§riman stotravalikarah pravocat -

tvamevatmes$a sarvasya sarvas catmani ragavan |

iti svabhavasiddham tvadbhaktim janafi jayej janah ||
bhaktilaksmisamrddhanam kim anyad upayacitam |
enaya va daridranam kim anyad upayacitam | iti |

Cf. The Sivastotravali of Utpaladevacharya with the Sanskrit commentary of Ksemardja, ed. Rajanaka Laksmana
(Varanasi: The Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, 1964), 6, 346. On Utpaladeva's Sivastotravalr, and the
commentarial tradition thereon, as addressing the nature of bhakti in the context of nondualist theology, see
Stainton, “Poetry and Prayer,” 188-210, esp. 210: “For both Utpaladeva and Ksemaraja, poetry and aesthetics are
ways of moving beyond the normal, dualistic language and understandings to cultivate an extraordinary
experience for their audiences grounded in a radical theology of non-dualism.”
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Vedanta was the fourteenth-century poet Lilasuka Bilvamangala.'®' His two stotras, the
Bilvamangalastava and Krsnakarnamrta, quickly spread through the south, and by the early
decades of the sixteenth century found their way north to Caitanya and the Gaudiya Vaisnavas.'®
The epigraph to this chapter, taken from the Bilvamangalastava, suggests Lilasuka's Advaita
background. That he was also a Saiva can reasonably be inferred from his confession in
Krsnakarnamrta 2.24:

I'm a Saiva for sure, there's no doubt about i,

devoted to chanting the five-letter name,

and yet my heart dwells on the farmer's wife's boy

whose smiling face blooms like the atasi flower.'®
On the vernacular side of things, the poet Cerusseri composed his Krsnagatha in the fifteenth
century, “the most extreme example of the medium of Malayalam and the poetics of Sanskrit
cohabiting the same genre.”'™ The Krsnagatha was ostensibly an adaptation of the BhP, but

included the idioms and themes of Malayalam courtesan literature, fusing bhakti with a secular

eroticism."® No doubt, when taken together, it was works such as these that set the stage for the

81" On the date, see Lienhard, History of Classical Poetry, 145. For a more detailed discussion, see Frances Wilson,
The Love of Krishna: The Krsnakarnamrta of Lilasuka Bilvamangala (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1975).

182 See Hawley, 4 Storm of Songs, 210-211.
'8 $aiva vayam na khalu tatra vicaraniyam
paficaksarTjapapara nitaram tatha 'pi |

ceto madiyam atasikusumavabhasam
smerananam smarati gopavadhiikiSoram ||

Frances Wilson (The Bilvamangalastava, 4-6) suggests that the verses to Siva in the Bilvamarngalastava are part
of the original collection. In the Krsnakarnamrta, Bilvamangala also invokes his guru Somagiri (1.1) and
Isanadeva (1.110), both plainly Saiva names.
'8 Rich Freeman, “Genre and Society: The Literary Culture of Premodern Kerala,” in Literary Cultures in History:
Reconstructions from South Asia, ed. Sheldon Pollock (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003), 469.
18 Ibid., 469: “This interweaving of bhakti with erotics, encountered readily in the early Manipravalam works but
notionally not in Pattu or in mainstream late Manipravalam, continues to invite apologies or condemnation from
contemporary critics. When condemned, the erotics are linked up with the Brahmanical decadence of medieval
Kerala as a blight in an otherwise fine work. But since the erotic in this case has invaded the heart of Pattu in an
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more famous Advaitic versions of the BhP in Kerala—most recognizable among which was the
Narayaniya by Melputtiir Narayana Bhatta in the late sixteenth century.'*® Pirnasarasvatt's bhakti
was thus at once northern and southern. If the stotra genre took off in the far reaches of Saiva
Kashmir, after its Buddhist and Jain predecessors, it was followed by a profusion of works from
the south that drew upon their own local resources: Vaisnava neighbors, Vedantic philosophy,
and the BhP.

A final insight into the transit of the BhP comes from Piirnasarasvati's own poetry. If the
Bhaktimandakini took a relatively sedate, philosophical view of bhakti, Purnasarasvati exploited
the erotic motifs of bhakti in his Hamsasandesa, a lyric poem in the messenger-genre
(sandesakavya)."” In the Hamsasandesa, a lovelorn woman enlists a goose to take a message to
her faraway lover. Already we see an inversion of the classic sandesakavya. Unlike his

predecessors Kalidasa (Meghasandesa) and Vedanta DeSika (Hamsasandesa),'®® Purnasarasvati

overtly devotional work of high stature, other attempts to reconcile the dilemma emerge. A recent analysis, for

instance, attempts to posit that the erotics are allegorical and bent to the higher and more encompassing purposes

of bhakti.”
'% The intersection of bhakti and Advaita in Kerala is a topic that would require another chapter entirely, but we
may make note of two figures close to Narayana Bhatta, one a contemporary and the other inspired by his work.
The first, Devanarayana, wrote the Vedantaratnamala, an Advaita commentary on the first verse of the BhP, and
the second, Ramapanivada (18" C.), wrote the Visnuvilasa, a Sanskrit kavya with its share of Advaita doctrine
sprinkled throughout. See S. Venkitasubramonia Iyer, “Vedantaratnamala of Devanarayana,” Journal of the
Travancore University Oriental Manuscripts Library 4.1 (1948): 1-6. See also Visnuvilasa of Ramapanivada, ed.
PK. Narayana Pillai (Trivandrum: S.V.G. Press, 1951). On the complex social context of bhakti literature in
Kerala, expressed differently across caste communities and linguistic registers, see Freeman, “Genre and
Society,” 479-484. Of particular interest is Pintanam Nampiitiri, a Brahmin who translated the Krsnakarnamrta
into Malayalam at the behest of his non-Brahmin friend, and whose Jiignappana was “an independent treatise
that casts an advaita and bhakti fusion into the simple song-form of the pana chant” (Ibid., 483-484).
%7 The Hamsasandesa, ed. K. Sambasiva SastrT (Trivandrum: Superintendent, Government Press, 1937). On the
genre of sandesakavya in Kerala, see Freeman, “Genre and Society,” 469-475.

'8 Cf. Yigal Bronner and David Shulman, “'A Cloud Turned Goose': Sanskrit in the Vernacular Millennium,” The
Indian Economic and Social History Review 43.1 (2006): 1-30.
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chooses a female narrator.'®’ At first we only know that she is longing anxiously

)'° for a certain hardhearted faraway lover,'"! but in the tenth verse we discover

(ranaranakatah
that he is none other than Krsna, scion of the Vrsnis. The forlorn woman, a typical representative
of Friedhelm Hardy's viraha-bhakti, love-in-separation, then guides the goose through “all of the
places my lover has loved.”"”* The route begins in Kaficipuram, which, according to Dennis
Hudson, was the home of the BhP. The goose then glides over several Tamil Vaisnava hotspots:
Srirangam, site of the famous Ranganatha temple, the Kaveri and Tamraparni rivers, and even

Alvar Tirunagari, home of the poet-saint Nammalvar. Here, Plirnasarasvati invokes the memory

of Nammalvar and his Tiruvaymoli:

'8 This may be a result of the courtesan-centered Manipravalam literature of Kerala. See Freeman, “Genre and
Society,” 470-471: “In certain formal properties, the two surviving Manipravalam messenger-poems seem
clearly to aspire to the established Sanskrit prototype....In much of their thematic matter and its treatment,
however, they might just as readily appear as a further development of the accicaritams. These, it will be
recalled, are the earliest metrically mixed works (campu) in Manipravalam and, like the Kerala sandesakavyas,
are ostensibly in praise of courtesan-dancers. The accicaritams’ mode of setting out a kind of amorous traveler’s
descriptive account anticipates in many particulars the principal thematics of the Manipravalam messenger-
poem: roving over the landscape and social locales of markets, palaces, and temples to eventually arrive at the
heroine’s house; the subsequent description of the heroine, her attributes, and abode; as well as the erotic
sentiments that saturate these descriptions.”

1% Plirnasarasvati seems to have drawn this relatively rare term directly from his favorite Bhavabhiiti. We encounter

it in both Malatimadhava 1.44c (ranaranakavivrddhim bibhrad dvartamanam) and in the prose before

Uttararamacarita 1.39 (seyam eva ranaranakadayini...virahabhavana). See The Malatimadhava of Bhavabhiiti,

ed. M.R. Telang, rev. ed. V.L.S. Pansikar (Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar, 1936), 47. See also The Uttararamacharita

of Bhavabhiiti, 41.

Y The Hamsasandesa, 1:

kacit kanta virahasikhina kamin1 kamatapta
nirdhyayantt kam api dayitam nirdayam dirasamstham |
bhiiyo bhiiyo ranaranakatah puspavatim bhramanti
ltlavapikamalapathikam rajahamsam dadars$a || 1 ||

92 Jbid., 3:

pranah pracam nigamavacasam prananatho ramayas
tranayoccais tapasi caratam vrsnivamse 'vatirnah |

yasmin yasmin sa khalu ramate vallabho me pradese

tam tam citte varaguna maya kathyamanam nidadhyah || 10 ||
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Bow down your head to

that image of Murari—

we call him Sathakopan—

who made manifest scripture's sense,

that water we delight in,

by wreathing it in words

that belong to Tamil lands,

and who here relieves

for all his lovers

the pain of life-experience.'”

After a considerable detour through Kerala, during which he visits the temples at
Trivandrum and Trichambaram, the goose goes directly to his final destination, none other than
Brindavan. The message he delivers to Krsna locates the distress of his mistress in that particular
narrative landscape created by the BhP. It brings up the BhP's favorite stories: the felling of the
two Arjuna trees, the lifting of Mount Govardhana, and Krsna's dalliances with the young
women of the village Braj. At this point, in the goose's telling, the heroine daydreams that her
divine lover briefly appears and tries to go in for an embrace, only to find her arms firmly
crossed over her breasts, and her eyes crimson, rimmed with tears. “Your chest is splashed with
saffron from all those gopis' breasts,” she admonishes him. “Don't let it get pale by rubbing up

against mine.”"* The tone of intimacy, withdrawal, and intense longing that charaterizes bhakti

poetry for Krsna in all languages comes to a stirring conclusion:

' Ibid., 5:

avi§cakre nigamavacasam artham anandatirtham

ya samgranthya dramidadharanibhasaya bhiisayeva |

tam bhaktanam bhavaparinatam tapam atroddharantim
mirtim miirdhna vinama $athakopabhidhanam murareh || 22 ||

%4 Ibid., 16:

samkalpais tvam ksanam upagatam satvaraslesalolam
raktapangt stanakrtabhujasvastika sasram aha |
gopastrinam kucaparicitaih kunkumair ankitam te

vakso ma bhtit kucaviluthanair luptasobham mameti || 85 ||
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You know how when dark Draupadi,
dragged about by dastardly devils
in that great hall, called out in duress:
“Krsna, Krsna, KRSNA!!”
it reached your ears so far away—
Well I find it strange that
you can't seem to hear

the cries of this woman
when you're sitting in her hear

t.1

And so we end up where we began, from the Tamil Alvars to the Sanskrit BhP, and from
the South to Brindavan, but through a very different route from the one we generally take. On
this less-traveled road we find strange, many-headed creatures: Saiva Vaisnavas, Advaitic
devotees, easterners from the west and southerners from the north. If they seem fantastic and
mysterious and inexplicable, perhaps it's because we've been asking the wrong questions,
looking in the wrong places. For all of his considerable erudition, Friedhelm Hardy was
disappointingly general when it came to the medieval history of the BhP. Except for one brilliant
article on the ascetic Madhavendra Puri, a possible link between South Indian bhakti and Bengali
Vaisnavism,'*® Hardy repeated what has become a conventional understanding of the bhakti
movement, associating the proliferation of Vaisnava traditions of Vedanta with structural

similarities between vernacular bhakti poets.'”” He was creative enough to imagine that the initial

shift of bhakti from north to south could have been inaugurated by “bards narrating to local

%5 Ibid., 19:

krtsnadvistaih kurubhir adhamaih krsyamana sabhayam
krechrastha yad vyalapad abala krsna krsneti krsna |

tat te diiram $Sravanapadavim yatam etat tu citram
cittastho 'pi pralapitagiram yan na tasyah $rnosi || 98 ||

1% Friedhelm Hardy, “Madhavendra Puri: A Link Between Bengal Vaisnavism and South Indian Bhakti,” Journal of
the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britian and Ireland 1 (1974): 23-41.

7 Hardy, Viraha-Bhakti, 556ff.
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chieftains the exploits of Krsna, travellers bringing back with them some poems about the gopis,
or Vaisnava brahmins practising [sic] in their agrahara...the bhakti-yoga of the Gita.”"® If he had
spent the time (or, alas, lived long enough) to follow bhakti's movement from south to north, he
might have come to similar insights. But his absence, like the afterlife of the BhP, leaves a gap in
history that is difficult to fill.

In this chapter, I have tried to situate the BhP at the crossroads of a number of intellectual
currents that are often at odds in the historiography of Indian religion and philosophy: Saivism
and Vaisnavism, bhakti and Advaita Vedanta. I offer a brief overview of the material, literary, and
philosophical cultures of particular regions that may illuminate the path of the BhP after the time
of its initial composition. But how did particular systematic forms of Sanskrit thought, the
knowledge-systems of Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta, at their core hostile to the very idea of
devotion to an embodied god, come to reconcile themselves to it? How did the BhP become
instrumental to this process? Who were the agents that carried it out? Were they more interested
in reconciliation or revolution? The following chapter studies the BhP's meteoric rise to
prominence through the intellectual history of a single text, the Bhagavannamakaumudr, that
changed the way premodern scholars would come to think about the authority and power of the
BhP. That the Bhagavannamakaumudri also influenced a wide range of scholarly and religious
communities, who did not always intersect or indeed see eye-to-eye, further highlights the need
to study the BhP and its text traditions from unlikely angles. Therein lies the promise of writing

histories in the plural.

% Ibid., 119.
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Chapter 3: Mimamsa in the Moonlight

1

Not everything is good just because it's “purana.’
-Kalidasa, Malavikagnimitra, 1.2a""”
O mind, praise the name of Rama.

-T. Shankara lyer, rama namame tudi

The Bhagavannamakaumudi in Context

In the previous chapter, we explored some possible explanations for the relative silence
surrounding the transmission of the Bhagavata Purana (BhP) in the few centuries after its
composition. We also tried to chart the geography of its initial effloresence, in the commentarial
work of Sridhara Svamin in Orissa and in the writings of Hemadri and Vopadeva in Maharashtra.
One of the BhP's most enduring legacies was its relationship with devotional bhakti poetry in
both Sanskrit and vernacular languages. In addition to a common set of narrative episodes, many
of these poems and songs shared a constant refrain: The name of God is all-powerful.*® Scholars
such as V. Raghavan, writing in the heyday of Indian independence, suggested that the presence
of this motif across Sanskrit praise-poetry, Marathi abhangs, Hindi pads, and Telugu Carnatic
music proved that the “bhakti movement” was a cultural phenomenon that presciently mapped
the nascent nation-state.*' In a famous essay delivered as the Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel memorial

lecture in 1966, Raghavan described bhakti saints and singers as the “great integrators” of India,

99" The Malavikagnimitra of Kalidasa, ed. Kasinath Pandurang Parab, rev. V.L.S. Pansikar (Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar,
1924), 3: puranam ity eva na sadhu sarvam

20 An entire volume of the Journal of Vaishnava Studies (2.2, 1994) was dedicated to studies on the name across
Indian religious and philosophical traditions.

21 See John Stratton Hawley, A4 Storm of Songs: India and the Idea of the Bhakti Movement (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2015), 19-28.
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who bridged the gap between elite theology and popular religion. And in other complementary
essays, he developed the idea of a Namasiddhanta, an India-wide tradition of scholarship and
song which fused the theory and practice of singing the name of God.*”> Raghavan thought that
the Namasiddhanta was inherently capacious, mirroring the Indian nation-state itself, with room
for every scholarly antinomy: abstract philosophy and popular practice, Sanskrit and the
vernacular, jiana and bhakti. No doubt he overreached, and suppressed the caste- and class-
bound character of the traditions he believed to be universal.*”® Raghavan was, in the end, a
creative participant in a living tradition, steeped in those Smarta sensibilities that profess to
include even when they implicitly exclude.

This chapter revisits the idea of the Namasiddhanta by exploring the plural histories of
one of its earliest expositions: The Bhagavannamakaumudi (BNK), or “Moonlight of God's
Name.”?” The BNK has thus far been studied only piecemeal. Scholars have briefly discussed its

incipient formulations of the aesthetic theory of bhaktirasa,*”

its impact on Gaudiya (Bengali)
Vaisnavism,” and its legacy in the Tamil South.?” I will also elaborate on these insights in this

chapter. Largely ignored, however, is the text's own primary concern: to defend the ultimate

22 See V. Raghavan, The Power of the Sacred Name (Bloomington: World Wisdom Press, 2011).
23 See Davesh Soneji, “The Powers of Polyglossia: Marathi Kirtan, Multilingualism, and the Making of a South
Indian Devotional Tradition,” International Journal of Hindu Studies 17.3 (2014): 342: “In other words, what
most Smarta Brahmin practitioners of bhajana, and certainly Singer and Raghavan, would see as the ingenuity of
Tamil Brahmins as 'preservers' of pan-Indian traditions, I would argue, cannot be disassociated from the
historical roles offered to local Smartas, but also to others, at the Tanjore court as intellectuals, musicians, and
performers of drama and dance in a culture of public multilingualism.”

2% Bhagavannamakaumudr, ed. Gosvami Damodar SastrT (KasT: Acyutagranthamala, 1927).

205

Neal Delmonico, “Sacred Rapture: A Study of the Religious Aesthetic of Rupa Gosvamin” (PhD diss., University
of Chicago, 1990), 176-183.

26 Mans Broo, “The Vrindavan Gosvamins on Kirtana,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 17.2 (2009): 63-64.

27 Raghavan, The Power of the Sacred Name, 49-55.
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validity of puranic utterances in the official language of Sanskrit scriptural hermeneutics, or
Mimamsa. The BNK represents a serious scholastic attempt to accord the genre of purana—
specifically, the Bhagavata Purana—a superlative place in the hierarchy of Sanskrit scripture. In
itself, the BNK thus makes an extremely important yet unrecognized intervention in Sanskrit
intellectual history. Its reception history is no less significant. At roughly contemporaneous
moments in the sixteenth-century Doab, both Advaita Vedantins and Gaudiya Vaisnavas,
generally depicted in hagiographical literature as intractably opposed, laid claim to the BNK as a
source of theological inspiration. And only a century or so later, the BNK made its way back
down to South India, where the musical-performative tradition known as the bhajana
sampraddya began to take shape during the rule of the Thanjavur Marathas. In the latter part of
this chapter, I look at the diverse reception history of the BNK for what it may reveal about the
local, fragmented character of a text tradition valorized for its universality.

The identity of Laksmidhara, author of the BNK, is still an open question.?”® The best
historical guess places him around the turn of the fifteenth century, assuming that he is also the
author of the Advaitamakaranda, a popular work that expresses the classical doctrines of Advaita
Vedanta in twenty-eight verses.*” The Advaitamakaranda was quoted by Brahmananda Bharati,
who probably lived toward the end of the fifteenth century, in his commentary on Bharatitirtha's
Drgdrsyaviveka. Both the Advaitamakaranda and Bhagavannamakaumudi also make reference

to Laksmidhara's teacher, Anantananda.”'® There is also a verse in a manuscript of the BNK in the

2% See T.M.P. Mahadevan, ed., Preceptors of Advaita (Secunderabad: Sri Kanchi Kamakoti Sankara Mandir, 1968),
201-205; Srikantha Sastri, “Advaitacaryas of the 12th and 13th Centuries,” Indian Historical Quarterly XIV
(1938): 401-405.

2 Advaitamakaranda, ed. R. Krishnaswami Sastri (Srirangam: Vani Vilas Press, 1926).

20 Bhagavannamakaumudr, 2:
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Tanjore Sarasvati Mahal Library (probably added later) which claims that Laksmidhara was

author of three works: the BNK, the Advaitamakaranda, and the Amrtatarangini, an incomplete

and still-unedited commentary on the Bhagavata Purana.?"

Geographically speaking, Laksmidhara was probably a native of Orissa.*'? There exists in

the Sankara matha at Puri an unpublished commentary on the Advaitamakaranda by Vasudeva

Sarvabhauma,*"® a famous scholar of Navya Nyaya who was later claimed by Gaudiya Vaisnava

hagiographers as a convert to Caitanya's movement.”'* Moreover, it seems clear that Laksmidhara

21

212

213

214

yatpadapdmanakhakantitarangajiryaj-
jambalajanghikadhiyam na dhiyam abhiimih |
nihsimasaukhyajaladhir jayatad anantah

so 'smadgurur jagadanugrahajagariikah ||6||

1bid., 6-7, where Laksmidhara equates his teacher, Anantananda “Raghunatha,” with Rama the “Lord of
Raghus,” absorption in whose name is the purpose of the inquiry conducted in the BNK: asya vicarasya
sakalasrutismrtitihasapuranagamarthasatattvasandehasandohalatalavitracarananakhacandrika'ficalasya
srimadanantanandaraghunathasya karunakadambinimuktastktisudhoddharasaraih
smrtipuranavacanavirodhabhasabhavitanitantamasrnasankapankapraksalanena tasyaiva raghurajasiromaneh
sarvatah prasrmaraparamakarunyasudha'rnavasya niranku$amahimadhamani §riramanamani svacetasah
samadhanam eva prayojanam |

Cf. Advaitamakaranda, 2:

kataksakiranacantanamanmohabdhaye namah |
anantanandakrsnaya jaganmangalamirtaye || 1 ||

See Mahadevan, Preceptors of Advaita, 201.

In the opening verse of the BNK, Laksmidhara invokes the god who is “beloved of Pundarika” (pundarikapriya).
At first I believed this was a reference to the Pundalik remembered as the devotee of Vitthal. However, R.C.
Dhere showed that the name “Pundarik” or “Pundalik” occurs frequently in lists of Visnu devotees in the
puranas. See R.C. Dhere, Rise of a Folk God: Vitthal of Pandharpur, trans. Anne Feldhaus (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011), 151. One such Pundarika shows up in the “Glory of Jagannath” section of the Skanda
Purana, in which he and his friend Ambarisa lead dissolute lives until they reach Jagannath at Puri, sing the
names of Visnu, and attain liberation there. Dhere (/bid., 156) comments: “No matter how far someone has
fallen...still he can be saved just by repeating the name of Visnu: this is the truth that the Mahatmya reveals
through this story of the salvation of Pundarik and Ambaris.” The all-purifying power of God's name is the most
central claim of Laksmidhara's BNK.

See Rajendralal Mitra, Notices of Sanskrit Mss. Vol. VIII. (Calcutta: Baptist Mission Press, 1886), 291-292.

See D.C. Bhattacharya, “Vasudeva Sarvabhauma,” Indian Historical Quarterly XVI1 (1940): 58-69; S.K. De,
Early History of the Vaisnava Faith and Movement in Bengal (Calcutta: Firma K.L. Mukhopadhyay, 1961),
xxiii-xxv, 85-90; Edward Dimock and Tony K. Stewart, The Caitanya Caritamrta of Krsnadasa Kaviraja
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999), 16; Jonardon Ganeri, The Lost Age of Reason: Philosophy in
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bore some relationship to Sridhara Svamin, the equally elusive author of the Bhavarthadipika
commentary on the BhP. First, much of the first chapter of the BNK can be considered an
elaboration of Sridhara's brief and scattered comments on the power of the divine name into a
full-fledged theology. Second, whether or not the two are cut from the same cloth, their
intellectual engagement with Advaita Vedanta is clearly mediated by the BhP, whose
philosophical connection to “classical” scholastic Advaita, as I explained the previous chapter, is
still tenuous. And finally, both Sridhara and Laksmidhara make repeated reference to the god
Nrsimha, whose transition into the deity Jagannath of Puri has been well-documented.?'

Laksmidhara's autobiographical notes also suggest the specter of Saivism. Although his
devotion largely centers on the Krsna of the BhP, like Sridhara he does not exhibit sectarian
preferences. In a verse at the end of the BNK, Laksmidhara describes his teacher as a
representative of the unity between Siva and Visnu:

He who, diving into the oceanic glory
of the water spraying from
his own lotus feet,
then himself placed it atop his head:
he is my guru, my family deity.?'®
The image here is of the river Ganga, who flows from the feet of Visnu onto the head of the

waiting Siva. Only the two are a single entity, the author's family deity (kuladaivata), recalling

Early Modern India 1450-1700 CE (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 42-44.
21> See Anncharlott Eschmann et al., “The Formation of the Jagannatha Triad,” in The Cult of Jaganndth and the
Regional Tradition of Orissa, eds. Annemarie Eschmann et al. (New Delhi: Manohar Publications, 1978), 167-
196. Also see Sara Adams, “From Narasimha to Jagannatha,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 17.1 (2008): 5-28.

28 Bhagavannamakaumudi, 135:

svapadapankeruhasikarasya

nimajya mahatmyamaharnave yah |
dadhau punas tam svayam eva maulau
sa no gurus tat kuladaivatam nah ||
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the Saiva-Vaisnava continuum of the previous chapter. Elsewhere in the BNK, Laksmidhara
quotes a verse from the Sivadharmottara (1.40), an influential text of Saiva teaching
(Sivasasana), in support of a claim that one must have “faith” (sraddha) in the words of scripture
for it to be effective.?’” Furthermore, Laksmidhara takes great pains in the BNK to emphasize the
equivalence of the two gods. In one passage on the aesthetics of religious devotion (bhaktirasa),
he uses the technical language of Sanskrit poetics to suggest that the “foundational” and
“stimulant” factors (alambana- and uddipanavibhava) of a devotee's rasa could be either Visnu
or Siva.'® The use of the language of Sanskrit aesthetics here obviously puts one in mind of the
previous chapter's theorists of the intersection between bhakti and rasa: Hemadri, Sridhara
Svamin (partly), and Purnasarasvati. It appears that Piirnasarasvati knew of the Amrtatarangini
commentary on the BhP (11.3.11) attributed to Laksmidhara.?"* Whether it is the same work is
nearly impossible to determine, since surviving manuscripts only contain the commentary up to
the third canto. In two such manuscripts, however, the author has a Saiva renunciate name
reminiscent of Piirnasarasvati's—Jfianapiirna Yati, whose family guru, Anantananda, is the same

as Laksmidhara's.”® Further corroboration of the identity of Laksmidhara with Jianaptirna awaits

217 See Ibid., 72: iti $raddhahinasya sarvatranadhikaram darSayati | §ivadharmettare 'pi [...] iti

gunavadanirakaranena $ivasasanesu sraddham utpadayan sraddhavato 'dhikaram darsayati |
28 Ibid., 80: tasya ca dlambanavibhavo [...] bhagavan ananto va managavalokanakharvikrtamadanagarvo
mugdhamrgalafichanasekharah $ankaro va [...] Cf. Delmonico, “Sacred Rapture,” 176-183.

219 See N.V.P. Unithiri et al., eds., The Bhaktimandakini: An Elaborate Fourteenth-Century Commentary by
Pirnasarasvati on the Visnupadadikesastotra Attributed to Saﬁkardcdrya. Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient,
Collection Indologie 118 (Pondicherry: Institut frangais de Pondichéry, 2011), 26: “dharabhir hastihastabhih” ity
atra, amrtataranginikarais tatha vyakhyatatvat |

20 See S. Kuppuswami Sastri, ed. 4 Triennial Catalogue of Manuscripts Collected for the Government Oriental

Manuscripts Library, Madras, Vol. 3C (Madras: Superintendent, Government Press, 1922), 4009. See also S.S.

Saith, ed., Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Panjab University Library, Lahore: Vol. II (Lahore:

University of the Panjab, 1941), 139.
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the collation of the four surviving partial manuscripts of the Amrtatarangini.**'

Not all Saivas, however, took part so readily in the pluralistic ethos offered in the BNK.
Take, for example, the polemic of Laksmidhara's rough contemporary Gopinatha, a
Maharashtrian scholar of dharmasastra, who had clear affinities for Saiva theology.?”> As
Rosalind O'Hanlon has recently discussed, in his influential Jativiveka, a discourse on classifying
caste communities, Gopinatha speaks contemptuously of those who practice precisely the sort of
bhakti which Laksmidhara advocates in the BNK:

Gopinatha also demonstrated marked hostility to bhakti religion, ascribing menial

parentages to ‘Vaisnavas’. [...] Such ‘Vaisnavas’ were lower than Stdras. [...] They

deluded themselves that repeating the name of God was the summit of virtue and a

substitute for following their own prescribed place in the social order. Citing the

Visnupurana, he asserted: ‘Those who abandon their karma and just recite “Krsna,

Krsna!” are sinners in the eyes of Hari. The birth of Hari is for the sake of dharma. If you

follow your varna, asrama, and the prescribed conduct, you actually worship Visnu, the

Highest Man. There is no other way to satiate Him’.***

In this passage, Gopinatha was probably responding to the popularity of Varkari devotion to
Vitthal in the Maratha country, primarily the prerogative of subaltern caste groups. But it is also
possible that Gopinatha knew of Laksmidhara's own writing on the topic of religious practices
that emphasized the repetition of God's name. Whatever their relationship may have been, the
discrepancy between their attitudes to bhakti shows that there was a wide spectrum of Saivas in

the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, some who rejected and some who accommodated the texts

21 See V. Raghavan, ed., New Catalogus Catalogorum, Volume 1, Revised Edition (Madras: University of Madras,
1968), 347.

222 See Rosalind O'Hanlon, et al., “Discourses of Caste over the Longue Durée: Gopinatha and Social Classification
in India, ca. 1400-1900,” South Asian History and Culture 6.1 (2015): 103: “He was a traditional Smarta
Brahman, from a Saivite scholar family, in which Kashmiri Saivite influences were strong. In Sanderson’s terms,
Gopinatha seems not to have been an initiate into a particular Saivite sect, but rather to have worshipped Siva
within a broad framework of Vedic ritual and Smarta attachment to the principles of varnasramadharma, the
orders of castes and life-stages.”

2 Ipid., 111.
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and practices of Vaisnava devotional groups (divided by caste and class) in the name of
Vaisnavism itself.

Perhaps more interesting than the philosophical or theological impulses “behind”
Laksmidhara's work is what he is doing in writing the BNK. Most importantly, he places the BhP
firmly within the canon of Sanskrit scripture, using the language of Vedic ritual and
philosophical hermeneutics to privilege the BhP more strongly than his predecessors. And in the
very same motion, he opens a space for non-Vedic, non-Sanskrit, popular devotional practices, to
puncture the forbidding world of scriptural exegesis. He writes approvingly of lyrics (gatha) that
are composed in Prakrit (prakrtabhasa)™* and suggests that one might fulfill the goals of human
life by praising God with “Vedic, Tantric, or Puranic mantras, or ones of human composition”
(Srautais tantrikaih pauranikaih pauruseyair va...mantraih); there is no rule, he says, that defines
how one should praise God.** It is quite likely the BNK's location at these multiple intersections

—the elite and the everyday, the Saiva and Vaisnava—that contributed to its later impact on a

24 Cf. 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), 63: “The
word itself, according to the standard interpretation, refers to the 'common' or 'natural' dialect(s) of which
Sanskrit represents the grammatically disciplined variety. But in fact it typically connotes a literary language and
only very rarely is used to mean spoken vernaculars (the usual term for these was bhasa, speech).”

5 See Bhagavannamakaumudr, 101, commenting on BhP 6.3.27: pavitrabhuta gatha yesam laksanapetam api

yannamankitam padyam va prakrtabhasaracitam va tesam piitatve katamah sandeha iti |

See Ibid., 124, commenting on Rg Veda 1.156.3: stotarah s$rautais tantrikaih pauranikaih pauruseyair va
studhvam iti viparinamah | viparinamah, na caivam eva stotavyam iti kascid asti niyamah, yatha vida yatha
janitha tatha studhvam mantraih studhvam iti bhavah |

Cf. R.C. Hazra, “The Siva-dharmottara,” Purdna 27.1 (1985): 186: “The Siva-dharmottara allows the Saiva
teachers to use Sanskrit, Prakrit or any of the local dialects as a medium of religious instruction.” See /bid., 186,
n.13:

samskrtair prakrtair vakyair yah $isyam anuriipatah |
desabhasadyupayais ca bodhayet sa guruh smrtah ||

He is a guru who instructs his student accordingly
by means of Sanskrit or Prakrit or local languages.
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diverse group of scholars and sermonizers. Before attending to its reception history, however, |
will elaborate on the BNK's intervention in the world of Sanskrit scriptural hermeneutics. In
order to do so, I reconstruct the relevant hermeneutical concepts of the BNK's primary
intellectual language: Mimamsa.

A Tale of Two Smirtis

Among all the schools of Brahmanical thought, Mimamsa instituted some of the strictest
criteria for what scripture could be accepted as normative. This was because the problem of
scriptural proliferation—that is, the vast array of Indic text traditions that presented themselves
as valid sources of authoritative knowledge—bore directly on the unique authority of the Veda as
the source of religious knowledge and practice. The Mimamsa argument for a scripture's ultimate
validity (pramanya) runs briefly as follows: First, a text cannot have an author, human or divine,
for embodied beings lie all the time, and there is no such thing as omniscience or supernatural
perception;*® second, the text cannot refer to historical realities, for that would imply personal
authorship; and third, it cannot have a discernible beginning, for that would imply historical
contingency.””’ By this account, only the directly perceived, eternal, unauthored Veda (sruti)
qualifies as authoritative. All other texts in the Brahmanical corpus can only possess, at best, a

derivative authority. Even the genre of smyrti, from which most Brahmanical cultural practices

26 On the MImamsa rejection of yogic perception, see Lawrence McCrea, “‘Just Like Us, Just Like Now": The
Tactical Implications of the Mimamsa Rejection of Yogic Perception,” in Yogic Perception, Meditation, and
Altered States of Consciousness, ed. Eli Franco (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2009), 55-70.

27 Jbid., 61, n.9: “Eternal texts, the Mimamsakas argue, cannot refer to particular historical persons or events. Those

passages in eternal texts which appear to refer to such persons and events must be understood as figuratively

praising or otherwise referring to elements of the (eternally recurrent) Vedic sacrifice—what the Mimamsakas
call arthavada. Hence, any apparent reference in a purportedly eternal text to the omniscience of a particular
scripture-author would either have to be an arthavada passage (and accordingly be interpreted figuratively), or,
as a historical reference, would show that the text is not in fact eternal.”
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were drawn, is usually allocated a place below sruti in the Mimamsa hierarchy of Sanskrit
scripture. The genre of smrti was generally comprised of the epics (itihdsa), treatises on ethics
and law (dharmasastra), and ancient myths and legends (purana). For many early Mimamsakas,
the epics and purdanas were understood to form a single unit, called “itihasapurana.” Sheldon
Pollock has demonstrated the “transcendent legitimacy” constructed around the smyrti by the
Mimamsa tradition, such that smrti, qua “remembered Veda” (smaryamana-veda), was accorded
a level of authority almost equivalent to that of sruti, qua “recited Veda” (pathyamana-veda).”®
Nevertheless, Mimamsakas disqualified most texts—especially those that belonged to Buddhists,
Jains, and Saiva and Vaisnava sectarian groups—from occupying the same level of normative
validity.”” However, the entry of the genre of purana—in particular, the Bhagavata Purana—into
this exegetical fray prompted a radical re-appraisal within Mimamsa circles of the Sruti-smrti
continuum. In order to fully appreciate the break effected by the BNK here, it is worth reviewing
the history of how Mimamsakas prior to Laksmidhara understood the purana in general.

The earliest extant Mimamsa writers, Jaimini and Sabara, do not appear particularly
interested in the subject. In Jaimini's aphoristic Mimdmsa Sitra (MS), and Sabara's prose
commentary (Bhasya) thereon, the primary concern is with delimiting the boundary of Sruti
against smrti. They assert that we may infer the authority of the cultural practices of smrti only
insofar as they: a) have the Veda as their root (Sabdamiila), and b) are performed by the same

agents as those who perform Vedic acts (kartrsamanya).”" Neither makes mention of the

28 See Sheldon Pollock, “The Revelation of Tradition: sruti, smrti, and the Sanskrit Discourse of Power,” in
Boundaries, Dynamics and Construction of Traditions in South Asia, ed. Federico Squarcini (London: Anthem
Press, 2011), 41-61.

29 See Andrew Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism. Philosophy and Identity in Indian Intellectual History (New York:
Columbia University Press, 2010), 170.

20 The so-called smyrtyadhikarana of MS 1.3 is analyzed in Pollock, “The Revelation of Tradition,” 47ff. Pollock
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puranas at all, perhaps because of their relative unimportance (or indeed absence) at the time of
the composition of the MS and Sabara's Bhdsya. Sheldon Pollock shows that the seventh-century
commentator Kumarila Bhatta expands the scope and power of smrti so as to virtually eliminate
any possible limiting conditions that might hinder its authority.”' One of these possible
conditions, the potentially infinite enlargment of the canon of texts that one could reasonably
infer to be authoritative, leads Kumarila to reflect on the genre of itihasapurana.”*

In his Tantravarttika commentary on MS 1.3.7, Kumarila engages with an opponent who
asks why Buddhist or Jain teachings about compassion, charity, or the practice of meditation,
which appear unobjectionable to the learned of the three upper caste-classes (sistakopa), should
be considered contradictory to Vedic authority. Kumarila responds by defining those texts that
have been “accepted by the learned” (Sistaih parigrhitani) as the fourteen or eighteen
“strongholds of knowledge” (vidyasthanani), among which the itihasapurana feature, but not
Buddhist or Jain scriptures.”* Kumarila explains further that the itihasapurana, although of
human authorship (krtrima), are mentioned in the Veda itself as a source of knowledge

(Chandogya Upanisad 7.1). The Upanisad's mention of itihdsapurana as the “fifth” Veda means

provides the following clarifying note on the concept of kartrsamanya: “Insofar as the same people who perform
the acts of dharma required by the Veda also perform acts of dharma 'not based on sacred word', we must
assume that the authority for these other actions is conferred, not by directly perceptible Vedic texts, but by texts
inferentially proven to exist” (/bid., 48).

= Ibid., 531t
2 Kumarila probably did not have any specific purana in mind, given that the formula encompasses a whole range
of texts from fictitious prose to royal genealogies to didactic discourses. P.V. Kane notes that his remarks across
the Tantravarttika suggest that some of the extant Puranas existed in his day and “were looked upon by him as
authoritative in the province of Dharma equally with the Smrtis of Manu, Gautama and others.” See P.V. Kane,
“The Tantravartika and the Dharmasastra Literature,” Journal of the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society
(N.S.) Vol. 1 (1925): 102.

3 Cf. Cezary Galewicz, “Fourteen Strongholds of Knowledge: On Scholarly Commentaries, Authority, and Power
in XIV Century India,” in Texts of Power, The Power of the Text: Readings in Textual Authority Across History
and Cultures, ed. Cezary Galewicz (Krakow: Homini, 2006), 141-164.
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only that they serve as auxiliary means of arriving at the knowledge of dharma. Moreover, this is
possible for the puranas and other vidyasthanas only because their authors are the very sages
named in the Veda, who are not historical figures but recur eternally with each historical cycle.”*
In other words, the puranas are not independent with respect to dharma, but are accepted as
canonical only inasmuch as they support Vedic commands. In these and other passages, Kumarila
does not appear to consider the genre to be especially different from smyrti. His commentary on
MS 1.3.2 suggests that the injunctive and explanatory portions of the itihasapurana work in the
same way as those of smrti. Those that have a bearing on dharma originate in the Veda; those
that do not, and, say, serve some worldly purpose, originate in everyday experience.?® Either
way, they are derivative of and subordinate to the Veda.

Kumarila's only other discussion of the purpose of puranas appears, tellingly, in his
commentary on MS 1.2.7. This section deliberates on the difference between linguistic
components of the Veda—in particular, between the vidhi, an independently authoritative
injunction, and arthavada, a particular kind of sentence, possessing a narrative or descriptive
form, which is purposeful only in a subordinate position to the overall Vedic ritual context,

insofar as it serves to enhance or commend a vidhi. Since they are not direct exhortations,

arthavadas, or “descriptions of the purpose,” are considered supplementary sources of praise or

34 Mimamsadarsana Vol. 1B, ed. V.G. Apte (Pune: Anandashrama Press, 1929), 202, 11.21-26:

itthasapuranam ca krtrimatvena niscite |
tatha 'py akrtrime vede tadvidyatvena sammatam ||

evam hy upanisatsiktam: “rgvedam bhagavo 'dhyemi yajurvedam samavedam atharvavedam caturtham
itthasapuranam ca paficamam” iti | tena
pratikalpamanvantarayuganiyatanityarsinamabhidheyakrtrimavidyasthanakara ye vede 'pi mantrarthavadesu
$riiyante tatpranitany eva vidyasthanani dharmajiianangatvena sammatani |

5 Ganganath Jha, trans., Tantravarttika (New Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications, 1983), 119.
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deprecation of the content of injunctions and prohibitions, respectively. Quite simply, they ensure
that the listener will be encouraged, or incited, or prompted (prarocita) to perform or desist from
the action specified by the injunction or prohibition. In Sabara's Bhdsya, an opponent argues that
the vidhi could serve quite well in and of itself to incite the agent to action, making the function
of arthavadas irrelevant. Sabara agrees, in principle, and essentially responds that we must
somehow account for such supplementary passages, since they exist in abundance, after all. > If
this was a problem for the Veda, which Mimamsakas already held to possess inherent validity, so
much more so the itihdsapurana, which are comprised almost entirely of narrative passages.
Kumarila takes this opportunity to apply the same logic of hierarchical organization to their
language.®’ It is clear that even though he analogizes the work of Vedic and puranic injunctions,
he views them as the result of very different compositional and intentional processes. The
passage is worth quoting in full:

This is the way the statements of the Mahabharata, etc., should be interpreted. They too,
falling in line with such injunctions as “One should instruct the four caste-classes,” seek

36 Mimamsadarsana Vol. 1B, 118, 11.1-4:

tadabhave 'pi plirvavidhinaiva prarocayisyata iti | satyam, vinapi tena sidhyet prarocanam | asti tu tat, tasmin
vidyamane yo 'rtho vakyasya so 'vagamyate stutih prayojanam tayoh | tasminn avidyamane vidhina prarocanam |

Kumarila suggests, quite sarcastically, that such an objection should have been directed at the purported author
of the Veda, who could be grilled on why he made sentences so long, when the purpose could have been
accomplished with much less verbiage. In the absence of such an author, there is no scope for such an objection.
1bid., 11.14-15:

yo nama vedasya karta syat sa evam paryanuyujyeta laghunopayena siddhe kim mahavakyam asrayasti |

tadabhavan na paryanuyogah |
27 Cf. Lawrence McCrea, “The Hierarchical Organization of Language in Mimamsa Interpretive Theory,” Journal
of Indian Philosophy 28.5 (2000): 429-459. The thirteenth-century commentator Some$vara Bhatta perceptively
notes that this extension of intra-Vedic interpretive principles into the realm of itihasapurana is closely
connected to the discussion of the authority of the vidyasthanas in MS 1.3. See Nyayasudha, ed. Pandit Mukunda
Shastri (Benares: Vidya Vilasa Press, 1901), 40: evam vaidikarthavadopayogam vyutpadya
smrtyadhikaranavaksyamanapramanyavidyasthanantaragatesu arthavadesu tam eva nyayam atidisati “evam ca”
iti | itthasapuranayor arthavadabahutvad “bharatadi” ity uktam |
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to accomplish certain goals of human life.*** Their result is not contained in the recitation
itself, but in the understanding of the means to achieve dharma, artha, kama, and moksa,
and to avoid their opposites. And even in these works, such as the teachings on charity
(danadharma), kingship (ra@jadharma), and liberation (moksadharma), there are some
direct injunctions (saksad vidhayah), whereas some passages are arthavadas—narrative
accounts of the deeds of others, and old legends. If we had to derive literal meaning from
every single tale, it would obviate the injunction to “instruct the four caste-classes,” so we
understand some implication of praise or condemnation therein. And since their exclusive
purpose is either praise or deprecation, one shouldn't spend too much time paying
attention to the truth-claims of such stories.

After all, Valmiki, Vyasa, and others composed their own works in accordance with their
study of the Veda. And since those whom they chose to instruct were of varying
intellectual capacities, this makes perfect sense. In one context, some people learn from
mere injunctions; others learn from injunctions mixed with arthavddas, some minor and
some longer. The authors began composing with the desire to attract the minds of
anyone and everyone.

Now in such works, some injunctions and prohibitions have the Veda as their root
(Srutimitlah), while some are derived from worldly experience, and have to do with
[acquiring] wealth and happiness. Similarly, some arthavadas are Vedic in character,
some are just worldly, and some [the authors] simply composed on their own in poetic
fashion. All of them are authoritative inasmuch as their role is one of praise.?’

% The analogy here, Some$vara points out, is to the Vedic meta-injunction “One should study one's [recension of]
the Veda” (svadhyayo 'dhyetavyah), which commands other injunctions to command agents. In this way, the so-
called adhyayanavidhi is the take-off point for the entire process of Vedic ritual. Similarly, the “injunction to
instruct” (sravanavidhi) encompasses itihasapurana literature, such that its language entirely subserves the
purpose of attaining the caturvarga, the goals of dharma, artha, kama, and moksa.

See Nyayasudha, 40: nanv adhyayanavidhibodhitapurusarthanubandhitvabalena vaidikarthavadanam
srautarthatikramena laksanikastutinindaparatvam avadharitam atra tu katham ity asankyatrapy
adhyayanavidhisthantyam vidhim dar$ayati |

On the adhyayanavidhi as “meta-injunction,” see Kei Kataoka, “Scripture, Men and Heaven: Causal structure in
Kumarila's action-theory of bhavana,” Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies 49.2 (2001): 12-13.

29 Mimamsadarsana Vol. 1B, 116, 11.6-16:

evam ca bharatadivakyani vyakhyeyani | tesam api hi “Sravayec caturo varnan” ity evamadividhyanusarena
purusarthatvanvesanad aksaradi vyatikramya
dharmarthakamamoksadharmanarthaduhkhasamsarasadhyasadhanapratipattir upadanaparityagangabhiita phalam
| tatrapi tu danarajamoksadharmadisu kecit saksad vidhayah kecit punah parakrtipurakalpariipenarthavadah |
sarvopakhyanesu tatparye sati “$ravayed” iti vidher anarthakyat kathamcid gamyamanastutinindaparigrahah |
tatparatvac ca nativopakhyanesu tattvabhinivesah karyah | vedaprasthanabhyasena hi
valmikidvaipayanaprabhrtibhis tathaiva svavakyani pranitani | pratipadyanam ca vicitrabuddhitvad yuktam
evaitat | iha kecid vidhimatrena pratipadyante | apare sarthavadenapare 'lpenarthavadenapare mahata | sarvesam
ca cittam grahitavyam ity evam arambhah | tatra tu kecid vidhipratisedhah $rutimalah kecid arthasukhadisu
lokamilas tatharthavadah kecid vaidika eva kecil laukika eva kecit tu svayam eva kavyanyayena racitah | sarve
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Two points emerge from this reflection on the genre of itihd@sapurana that will become
relevant for the BNK. First, Kumarila is quite firm in assigning the itihasapurana literature a
subordinate role. It is quite certainly of human origin (pauruseya), though its authors, unlike the
Buddha, had based their writings on their study of the Veda. But even within their compositions,
there is a hierarchical organization of language; only those direct injunctions which appear to
have the Veda as their root are purposeful. The vast majority of the literature is either
supplementary (arthavada) or composed with poetic fancy (kavyanydaya). The second point is
closely linked to this judgment. Kumarila seems rather uninterested in the literature as a whole.
The puranas may contain some useful accounts of royal genealogies, pretty hymns to deities
(which he judges to have an “invisible” [i.e., non-instrumental] purpose), and a certain overall
listening pleasure, but as he admonishes at the end of the first paragraph above, one should not
be too attracted to their truth-value (tattvabhinivesah). They are, after all, intended for everyone
and make concessions to people's diverse intellectual capacities (vicitrabuddhi). The scope of the
Veda, however, is emphatically restricted. Kumarila suggests that you may dabble in the
itihasapurana if you wish, but urges you not to think they will help you in any substantive way.

Ganganath Jha calls Kumarila's view on the authority of puranas a “liberal” one.**” When
compared to the eleventh-century Mimamsaka Parthasarathi Misra, Kumarila does come off as
rather broad-minded. In the opening chapter of his Sastradipika (1.1.1), Parthasarathi engages in
fierce polemic against several philosophical schools on issues of epistemology, saving particular

rancor for Advaita Vedanta. In one of these diatribes, he castigates Vedantins for their excessive

ca stutyarthena pramanam |

0 Ganganath Jha, Pirva Mimamsa in its Sources (Benares: Benares Hindu University, 1942), 215.
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reliance on texts that they have utterly misunderstood, and that themselves provoke confusion:

This Advaita doctrine has been promulgated by people who have put zero effort into

logical reasoning, who do not comprehend the purport of textual statements, and who are

deluded by: a) the Upanisadic discourses that figuratively discuss the unreality of the

world (given its instability) and actually praise Brahman, and b) the itihdsapurana that

conform to them. Therefore, it is a madman's chatter that should be totally disregarded.**'

The fundamental interpretive disagreement here between Parthasarathi and his Vedantin
interlocutor is one of the value of the Upanisads. For Mimamsakas, the Upanisads fell under the
category of arthavada. Since they do not instruct us in the performance of ritual action, by the
logic of MS 1.2 previously discussed, they must be subordinate to the overall ritual context of the
Veda. Mimamsakas urged that the Upanisads do not actually tell us about really existing things.
Their teachings about the Self, the Atman, only reinforce the common-sense notion that a
sacrificer must have a non-corporeal, permanent self, to perform his ritual actions and enjoy their
fruits in another world. All their talk about the unreality of the world is only a figurative way to
discuss its inconstancy; Mimamsakas were, after all, ontological realists. As arthavadas,
Parthasarathi says, the Upanisads function just like the itihasapurana, which contain many
teachings that build on Upanisadic speculations. Parthasarathi criticizes Vedantin reading
practices here more than the texts on which they rely. Nevertheless, he is clear about the role of
those texts: the Upanisads, here lumped together with the puranas, must not exceed the scope
given to them by appropriate Mimamsa interpretive theory.

For Vedantins, however, the Upanisads were independently meaningful, and

communicated knowledge of Brahman gua supreme truth. Not only were the Upanisads not

M1 Sastradipika, ed. Dr. Kisoradasa Svami (Varanasi: Sadhuvela Samskrta Mahavidyalaya, 1977), 65: tasmad
brahmanah prasamsarthair asthayitvena prapaficasyasattvam upacaradbhir aupanisadair vadais tadanusaribhis ca
itthasapuranair bhrantanam vakyatatparyam ajananam nyayabhiyogastinyanam pralapo 'yam advaitavada ity
upeksaniyah |
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“merely” arthavadas, argued Vedantins, they worked as sources of valid knowledge because the
ritual portion of the Veda (karmakanda) did not exhaust its communicative scope. The Vedas
were to be understood as offering information and not just injunction. From this perspective, the
Upanisads were more meaningful precisely because they allowed one to be released from the
onerous burdens of ritual activity. It is well known how Vedantins overturned the Mimamsa
hierarchy of meaningful Vedic language in order to support the authority of the Upanisads.*** But
early Vedantins like Sankara also expressed a desire to limit scriptural proliferation.

For Sarkara, the Upanisads alone, being nothing but the revealed word of the Veda, could
effect liberation on the part of its listeners. Around the turn of the first millennium, however,
philosophers who accepted the authority of Saiva and Vaisnava religious scriptures argued for
their validity. One such argument was put forward by the Kashmiri Saiva Jayanta Bhatta in his
Nyayamarsijari (9" C.). Jayanta distinguished types of Agamas, or non-Vedic scriptures,
differentiating between those that did or did not explicitly contradict the Veda. He argued that the
Saiva Agamas were just as valid as the Veda, but not for the reasons that Mimamsakas offered.
As a proponent of Nyaya philosophy, Jayanta believed that the authority of scripture rested in its
having been composed by a reliable author, namely God (iSvara). According to Jayanta, both the
Saiva Agamas and the Veda were composed by God, and found mainstream acceptance within a
respectable public (mahajanasamitha). In appealing to both divine and human authorities,
Jayanta at once extended and limited the scope of authoritative scripture, including the Saiva

Agamas but excluding Buddhist scriptures that directly contradicted the Veda.**?

22 See Wilhelm Halbfass, “Human Reason and Vedic Revelation in Advaita Vedanta,” in Tradition and Reflection:
Explorations in Indian Thought (Albany: SUNY Press, 1991), 148ff.

3 Cf. Jonathan Duquette, “Tradition, Identity, and Scriptural Authority: Religious Inclusivism in the Writings of an
Early Modern Sanskrit Intellectual” (paper delivered at Sanskrit Traditions in the Modern World Conference,
University of Manchester, May 29, 2015), 4-5.



85
Another serious attempt to expand the canon of Sanskrit scripture was the

Agamapramanya of Yamuna (11" C.), forerunner of the Srivaisnava tradition of Vedanta.?* In
this book, on the “Authority of the Agamas,” Yamuna put forth two main arguments for why the
Vaisnava Paficaratra Agamas, scriptural texts which technically fall outside the Vedic canon,
should be considered valid sources of knowledge. First, he stated that the Agamas are the direct
utterances of the Supreme Lord Visnu, and therefore supremely authoritative. Second, he claimed
that they achieve Vedic status by being derived from a lost recension of the White Yajurveda, the
Ekayana Sakha. While the former approach strays into broader theistic modes of argument, the
latter more closely mirrors the Mimamsa defense of smr#i as “remembered Veda.” According to
his commentator Vedanta Desika (13™ C.), in his Nyayaparisuddhi, it was quite possible that, like
the smrti, the Agamas had as their basis Vedic texts (Srutimiila) that are now lost to us. We may
thus infer the authority for practices not validated by extant Vedic texts. If there was
contradiction between sruti and smrti, as Mimamsakas had previously discussed, one must
differentially situate them according to their relative weight (baldbalavyavastha). But if there
was contradiction between the Agama (bhagavaddharmasastra) and the Veda, either may be
appropriate (vikalpa) given that differences can be chalked up to particular contexts of time,
place, and eligible agents (desakaladhikaryavasthd). Vedanta DesSika is more circumspect than

Yamuna here in toeing the Mimamsa line.*** He is content to draw parallels with the Srutimiila

4 Among Srivaisnavas, of course, the Tiruvaymoli of Nammalvar was believed to be a “Tamil Veda” that
paralleled, not just imitated or derived from, the Sanskrit Veda. See John Carman and Vasudha Narayanan, The
Tamil Veda: Pillan's Interpretation of the Tiruvaymoli (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989).

# However, see the opening to Vedanta Desika's Paficaratraraksa for the unambiguous claim that the Agamas are
valid because they are God's infallible word. See Si7 Paricardatraraksa of S¥t Vedanta Desika, ed. M. Duraiswami
Aiyangar and T. Venugopalacharya (Madras: The Adyar Library and Research Centre, 1967), 2:
bhagavanmukhodgatasya $astrasya karanadosadyabhavena kvacid apy apramanyam na $ankanyam.
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argument, that the Agamas have the Veda as their root, and to give them an extra edge over smyti
with the passing remark that they are also “directly grounded in the compassion of the Lord”
(saksad isvaradayamiilatvat). In both cases, however, authority is derivative. The smrti and the
Agama occupy the same place on the podium, even if one is stretching its neck a little higher for
the photographers.**®

This state of affairs changed with the advent of the iconoclastic exegete Madhva, who
opened the scriptural canon to “all sacred lore” (sarvavidya). As Valerie Stoker has discussed,
Madhva refashioned the vedamiila doctrine to mean that any text which illuminates the meaning
of the Veda, and is therefore “rooted” in it, is independently valid.*” This includes not only
Paficaratra Agamas, but the Mahabharata, puranas, and all of those “unknown sources” which
Madhva is infamous for quoting.**® In Madhva's account, these authored sources manifested
simultaneously with the eternal Veda, since both were transmitted by the god Visnu through a
series of hierarchically ordered sages.** Thus no one text-tradition is given a privileged place;

each informs the other in a symbiotic relationship.°

6 See Nyayaparishuddhi by Sri Venkatnath Sri Vedantacharya, ed. Vidyabhiishan Lakshmanacharya (Benares:
Vidya Vilas Press, 1918), 474-475. See also M. Narasimhachary, “Introductory Study,” in Agamapramanya of
Yamuna, ed. M. Narasimhachary (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1976), 11-12.

7 See Valerie Stoker, “Conceiving the Canon in Dvaita Vedanta: Madhva's Doctrine of 'All Sacred Lore,” Numen

51.1 (2004): 55ft.

% See Roque Mesquita, Madhva's Unknown Literary Sources: Some Observations (New Delhi: Aditya Prakashan,
2000).

9 See Stoker, “Conceiving the Canon,” 60: “If we understand Sruti to mean 'that which was heard by the ancient

rsis [or 'seers'] as part of a primordial cognition in the beginning of creation,' then Madhva's assertion in his

[Rgbhasya] that Visnu reveals the Vedic corpus together with certain Vedamiila traditions effectively incorporates

these pauruseya traditions into the primordial cognition and thus, into the category of sruti.”

0 Jbid., 59: “Madhva's understanding of the Vedamiilatva principle is vindicated by a Vedic text itself, and he does
not need to measure the Bhagavata Purana against the [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad] because the two can be
consulted interchangeably to illuminate suprasensible reality.”
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The Bhagavata Purana, however, had its own ideas about scriptural hierarchy. Although
puranas were generally classified by Mimamsakas as smrti, they themselves were concerned
with appropriating the status of sruti, as the “fifth Veda.” As Barbara Holdrege has demonstrated,
the BhP is distinctive in its claims to be the quintessential scripture, the fruit and the culmination,
of the entire Brahmanical canon.”' This would have posed a significant problem to
Mimamsakas, had the very genre of purana not been so irrelevant to the figures we have studied.
But when it emerged from the narrative into the scholastic world, the BhP had a much bigger
impact than any previous reworking of Mimamsa. Mimamsakas had developed a clear ranking
system of textual genres that mirrored the internal hierarchies of language within the Veda. By
claiming Vedic status for itself, the BhP challenged that hierarchy. If, in the Mimamsa taxonomy,
the BhP as purana was on a par with smyti, it certainly acted like sruti. It believed that its
language was just as powerful, just as capable of effecting action and communicating knowledge,
as that of the Veda, and that it was the best and brightest of all the puranas.” This claim
bolstered the BhP's overall strategy to exalt religious devotion to Krsna (bhakti) above
meaningless ritual (karma) and dry philosophy (jfiana). But that strategy remained a rhetorical

one, inasmuch as it was confined to the language of scripture and not of scriptural interpretation.

»1 See Barbara Holdrege, “From Purana-Veda to Karsna-Veda: The Bhagavata Purana as Consummate Sruti and
Smrti Incarnate,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 15.1 (2006): 31-70.
32 Jbid., 52: “In both of these statements—concerning its superior status among the Puranas and Itihasas,
respectively—the Bhagavata Purana invokes the authority of the Vedas as one of the means of establishing its
superiority: the Bhagavata is superior to the other Puranas in part because of its special status as the essence of
all the Upanisads (sarva-vedanta-sara); it is superior to the Itihasas because it is not only the essence (sara) of
the Itihasas but also that of the Vedas. The Bhagavata reserves for itself the special status of the puranaguhya,
the Purana that contains the deepest mysteries, because it alone is the concentrated essence of the entire sruti
literature (akhila-sruti-sara)—not only the Upanisads, but also the Samhitas, Brahmanas, and Aranyakas. This
Sruti pertaining to Krsna also proclaims itself the fruit (phala) of the wishyielding tree of Veda (nigama-kalpa-
taru) and ultimately asserts that it is equal to the Veda (brahma-sammita, veda-sammita). Finally, the Bhagavata
goes even further and declares itself the quintessential scripture that represents the concentrated essence (sara) of
all the sacred texts—sruti and smrti.”
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It is here that Laksmidhara's intervention in BNK became so crucial. The BNK posed a
scholastic and not merely rhetorical challenge to the Mimamsa discourse of scriptural orthodoxy,
by using the language of Mimamsa both to legitimize the authority of the genre of purana, and to
rank it above the genre of smyti. I believe that the BNK's attempt to expand and, in fact, supplant
parts of the Sanskrit scriptural canon reflects one of the first systematic scholastic elaborations of
the BhP's own claims to being a “purana that is Veda” (puranaveda).*

What immediately distinguishes the BNK's treatment of the place of purana from earlier
discourse on the topic is that the stakes are significantly higher. It is not simply concerned with
the “validity” of puranic utterances, such that they could be considered authoritative sources of
knowledge, and may be both juxtaposed with smyti and corroborate sruti. Instead, the BhP's self-
aggrandizing language forces Laksmidhara to reckon with the superiority of its truth-claims, and,
importantly, its social practices. The BNK systematically develops one of these claims: Singing
God's name (namasamkirtana) removes all sins, and fulfills the goals of human life (purusartha).
The BNK is strewn with quotations from several puranas, but especially the BhP, that support

the all-purifying power of singing God's name.** Among the many ritual, ethical, and social

norms that the genre of smyti represented, the BNK selected for particular criticism the

23 See Ibid., 53: “[Bly identifying Krsna with the Veda, the Bhagavata overcomes the problem posed by the lack of
reference to Krsna in the Vedic Samhitas: Krsna is not mentioned in the Vedas because he himself is the Veda on
an ontological level. Krsna is the ultimate reality who is celebrated in the Upanisads as Brahman, whose inner
essence is Veda, knowledge, and whose outer form is constituted by the Vedic mantras. His Self is the threefold
Veda (trayi-vidyatman), his very substance is Veda (sarvaveda-maya), and his body is composed of the rcs,
yajuses, samans, and atharvans. Realization of the supreme reality of Krsna, which is the goal of the Bhagavata
Purana's devotional teachings, is understood in this context to be tantamount to realization of the eternal Veda.”

Cf. Fred Smith, “Puranaveda,” in Authority, Anxiety, and Canon: Essays in Vedic Interpretation, ed. Laurie L.
Patton (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1994), 97-138.
4 Bhagavannamakaumudr, 70: §ribhagavate tu Srigagrahikayaiva mahapatakany anukramya sankirtanenaiva
tannivrttir abhihita [...]
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normative practices of expiation prescribed by dharmasdstra. In these traditional sources of
Brahmanical jurisprudence, each transgression has its own corresponding penance. The
intricacies of these smarta practices, so-called because they belonged to the smyrti, formed the
subject of centuries of Sanskrit scholarship on dharmasastra. The BhP, however, dispenses with
all such practices in a single verse:

For all sinners whosoever,

this single thing serves as atonement:

To recite the name of Visnu,

for [God's] mind has turned to him.**

The first three chapters of the BhP's sixth canto feature repeatedly in the BNK. They tell
the story of Ajamila, a dissolute Brahmin who calls out to his son, Narayana, with his dying
breath. Because he dies with God's name on his lips, he is taken to heaven despite protestations
from the messengers of Yama, the god of death. God's heavenly messengers insist that Ajamila
was saved from all his sins merely by uttering God's name, albeit inadvertently, out of control
(vivasa).”® Such claims about the power of the name are part of the BhP's narrative strategy of
exalting Krsna as the ultimate God, but only comprise a minor section of the text as a whole.
Laksmidhara, however, extracts from this story an entire theology of the divine name. In doing
50, he builds on Sridhara Svamin's attempt to discuss this text using the hermeneutical techniques

previously allocated to Vedic scripture. In his commentary on this section of the BhP, Sridhara

offers some brief remarks that bear close resemblance to Laksmidhara's more elaborate defense

5 BhP 6.2.10:

sarvesam apy aghavatam idam eva suniskrtam |
namavyaharanam visnor yatas tadvisaya matih ||

6 BhP 6.2.7:

ayam hi krtanirve$o janmakotyamhasam api |
yad vyajahara vivaso namasvastyayanam hareh ||
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of the purana's injunctive power in the first chapter of the BNK. Commenting on BhP 6.2.8,
which reaffirms that Ajamila was released of all his sins by calling out the four-syllable name,
Narayana,”’ Sridhara says the following:

This verse responds to the following potential query: “Surely God's name only makes
one's actions excellent, as one source has it: 'By remembering him and uttering his name,
what little one does in terms of penance, rituals, or sacrifices becomes fully perfected. I
bow to that Acyuta every day.' How could God's name remove sins all by itself?” [...]
This is the idea: Even when God's name is an element of performing ritual actions, it can
serve as the ultimate expiation, because the logic of “distinctness of connection,” which
suggests that the same thing can be used differently in two cases, applies here just as in
the case of khadira wood.”® So we have thousands of cases in the puranas where the
name functions independently [such as Visnu Purana 6.8.19]: “Even when his name is
uttered inadvertently, a person's sins instantly scatter, like so many deer scared off by a
lion.” And one shouldn't think that these are arthavadas, because they are not subordinate
to any vidhi. Nor should the lack of an explicit vidhi prompt one to imagine that [these
sentences| must be subordinate to something else; especially not when we have indicative
sentences in the Veda that serve as vidhis, inasmuch as they communicate something that
1s not a given, accessible by any other means of knowledge. There are Vedic mantras, too
(Rg Veda 8.11.9; 1.156.3), from which we glean that the name is more powerful than all
other acts, including austerity and charity. And as it is, the discourse on MS 9.1
(devatadhikarana) shows that mantras and arthavadas are authoritative with respect to
their own subject matter.”> Therefore, all one's sins can be removed simply by the mere

»7 BhP 6.2.8:

etenaiva hy aghono 'sya krtam syad aghaniskrtam |

yada narayanayeti jagada caturaksaram ||
2% MS 4.3.5 says that in a case where one and the same thing is both obligatory as well as contingent, or optional,
there is “distinctness of connection” (samyogaprthaktva), such that the same thing can be used in two cases. In
his Bhdsya, Sabara gives the example of two Vedic sentences that enjoin the use of khddira wood—one for the
purpose of the ritual act (kratvartha), and the other for obtaining a general human result (purusartha). Here,
Sridhara analogizes the work of the khdadira to that of God's name; in one instance, it supports the acts of
performing activities such as penance, sacrifice, etc., but in another context, it can remove all sins.
9 This is a rather disingenuous claim, if Sridhara is indeed referring to the classical Mimamsa take on MS 9.1, the
so-called devatddhikarana. As Francis Clooney has shown, Mimamsakas argued that the deities (devata)
mentioned as recipients of a sacrificial offering cannot be considered the purpose for which the sacrificial act is
performed. In his commentary on MS 9.1.6-10, Sabara insists that not only are deities subordinate to the ritual
act itself, there is no evidence at all that they have physical corporeality, no matter what popular smrti texts,
mantras, and arthavadas might say. Vedantins such as Sankara and Ramanuja respond that the gods are in fact
embodied beings, capable of engaging in meditative practice. They support this by referring to precisely the
mantras, arthavadas, itihdsas, and puranas that Mimamakas tried to avoid. See Francis X. Clooney,
“Devatddhikarana: A Theological Debate in the Mimamsa-Vedanta Tradition,” Journal of Indian Philosophy
16.3 (1988): 277-298.
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semblance of Narayana's name.**

In this paragraph, which probably sets the stage for much of the following discussion,

Sridhara effectively says this: There are sentences in the purdna that tell us about the power of

God's name; they are not arthavadas, because there are no vidhis around to which they could be

subordinated; although they are in the indicative mood, they possess injunctive potency; there are

also Vedic mantras that extol the power of God's name; mantras and arthavadas are just as

instructive as vidhis; so puranic utterances function more or less like Vedic injunctions,

authoritatively and effectively. This is an argument admirable for its brevity and self-assurance,

but does not engage thoroughly with Mimamsa's opposition to the purana's independent

authority. Nor does it deal with the problem of how to evaluate the purana's claims against those
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At best, Sridhara may be drawing on the Vedanta interpretation of the same section, articulated in several
Vedanta commentaries on Brahma Sitra 1.3. In the Advaitin Sankara's commentary on Brahma Siitra 1.3.33, “he
insists that even an arthavada can be the vehicle of genuine, fully authoritative revelation, provided that it is a
vidyamanarthavada, that is, neither a mere repetition (anuvada) of what is already known otherwise, nor a
gunavada, which has to be explained metaphorically, since its literal would contradict obvious facts.” See
Halbfass, “Human Reason and Vedic Revelation in Advaita Vedanta,” 150.

Even if Sridhara was referring to the Vedanta discussion, he attempts to put mantras and arthavadas on par with
Vedic injunctions (vidhi), inasmuch as they are authoritative “with regard to their own subject matter” (svarthe)
—that is, not subservient to some external injunction. Laksmidhara builds on this below. However, most
Vedantins were not concerned with injunctions at all, but with the Upanisads that were precisely not about
enjoining ritual activity. As Halbfass continues (/bid., 150): “In general, however, Sankara leaves no doubt that
in his view the concept of arthavada cannot do justice to the Upanisads, this culmination of the Veda (vedanta).
On the other hand, the central statements of the Upanisads cannot be interpreted in terms of cognitive or
meditational injunctions, the truth concerning atman/brahman is nothing 'to be done' or 'enacted' (karya).”

See Bhagavata Purana...With Sanskrit Commentary Bhavarthabodhint of Sridhara Svamin, ed. J.L. Shastri
(Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1983), 282: nanu karmasadgunyakaram harer nameti yuktam, “yasya smrtya ca
namoktya tapoyajiiakriyadisu | nytinam sampurnatam yati sadyo vande tam acyutam || ityadivacanat,
svatantryena tv aghanivartakam harer nama katham syat tatrahuh — etenaiveti | [...] ayam bhavah — karmangatve
'pi harinamnah khadiratvadivat samyogaprthaktvena sarvaprayascittarthatvam yuktam eva | tatha hi - “avasenapi
yannamni kirtite sarvapatakaih | puman vimucyate sadyah simhatrastair mrgair iva ||” ityadibhih purane tavat
sahasraso namnah svatantryam avagamyate | na caite arthavada iti §ankantyam, vidhi$esatvabhavat | na ca
vidhyasravanad anyasesata kalpaniya yada “agneyo 'stakapalo bhavati” ityadivad apraptarthatvena
vidhikalpanopapatteh | mantresu ca “marta amartyasya te bhiiri nama manamahe | vipraso jatavedasah”, “asya
jananto nama cidviviktana” ityadisu namnas tapodanadisarvadharmadhikyam avagamyate | upapaditam ca
mantrarthavadanam api svarthe pramanyam devatadhikarane | tasmac chrinarayananamabhasamatrenaiva
sarvaghaniskrtam syad iti |



of smrti, given that the methods of expiation they prescribe are incommensurate.
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Laksmidhara is much more detailed in this and other respects. In the third chapter of the

BNK, Laksmidhara directly takes on the problem of purana versus smrti.*** He offers two

possibilities when it comes to negotiating the disparity between puranic and smarta practices of

expiation. One is vyavastha, “differential situation,” and the other vikalpa, or “option theory.”

These terms were first used in Mimamsa to resolve conflicts between ritual injunctions, and were

later adopted by authors of dharmasastra.** According to the principle of vyavastha, the
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Even in those few instances where Sridhara does bring up this conflict, he softens the BhP's critique of smyti
authors. In BhP 6.3.24, for example, the god of death Yama says that “In general, great men do not know this
[bhagavata dharmal—ah, their minds are plenty confused by Goddess Illusion. Their thoughts dulled by the
Three Vedas, with their sweet, flowery language, they engage in massive sacrificial activities.” (Cf. Bhagavad
Gita 2.42).

prayena veda tad idam na mahajano 'yam
devya vimohitamatir bata mayayalam |
trayyam jadikrtamatir madhupuspitayam
vaitanike mahati karmani yujyamanabl ||

Sridhara comments: “This is the idea: Just as doctors who do not know of the immortal sasijivant herb prescribe
extremely bitter leaves, etc., to cure diseases, so also do great men, unaware of this great secret—with the
exception of the twelve authorities mentioned in BhP 6.3.20 (Svayambhii, Narada, Sambhu, Kumara, Kapila,
Manu, Prahlada, Janaka, Bhisma, Bali, Suka, and Yama, the speaker)—prescribe penances like the twelve-year
vow. To say that their minds have been 'dulled' by the sweet and attractive arthavadas of the Vedas really means
that they are 'absorbed' in them. That is why they engage in super-extensive rituals and not minor ones. For we
see that everyday people have faith in great big mantras, but not in short ones. Therefore these authors did not
actually say that there was no scope for accepting this [bhdgavata dharma).”

See Bhagavata Purana...With Bhavarthabodhini of Sridhara Svamin, 286: ayam bhavah —
yathamrtasamjivanausadham ajananto vaidya roganirharanaya trikatukanimbadini smaranti tatha
svayambhiiSambhupramukhadvadasavyatirckenayam mahajano 'tiguhyam idam ajhatva dvadasabdadikam
smaratiti | kim ca mayaya devya alam vimohitamatir ayam jano madhu madhuram yatha bhavaty evam
puspitayam puspasthaniyair arthavadair manoharayam trayyam jadikrta abhinivista matir yasya | ato mahaty
eva karmani $§raddhaya yujyamane nalpe pravartate | dr§yate hi prakrtasya lokasya mahati mantradau $raddha
alpe casraddha | tasmad asya grahako nastiti tair noktam |

See Bhagavannamakaumudr, 60ff.

See Patrick Olivelle, The ASrama System: The History and Hermeneutics of a Religious Institution (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1993), 134-136. On the changing nature of the division of scholastic labor between
Mimamsakas and dharmasastris from classical to early modern India, see Lawrence McCrea, “Hindu
Jurisprudence and Scriptural Hermeneutics,” in Hinduism and Law: An Introduction, ed. Timothy Lubin et al.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 123-137.
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alternatives opened up by a conflict between injunctions are restricted to definite groups of

people.”* In the BNK, a prima-facie objector invokes this principle, to suggest that in the matter

of choosing between either singing God's name or performing normative practices of expiation,

the people involved must be differentially qualified. Only those who sing with “faith” (sraddha),

among other qualities, can achieve its result; others, however, must undertake smarta

penances.”® Laksmidhara himself supports the vikalpa, which permits the practitioner an open

option between injunctions that are of equal authority.”* Since the purana and smrti are on equal
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See Olivelle, The Asrama System, 136.

5 Bhagavannamakaumudt, 70-74. The mention of $raddha here merits a brief comment. According to the
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argument reconstructed by Laksmidhara, the proper relationship (sambandha) between an injunction (vidhi) and
its performer (purusa), whether interpreted in Bhatta terms (qua istasadhana) or Prabhakara ones (niyoga), is
impossible without “sraddha.” He argues that both the ritual- (karmakanda) and knowledge-oriented
(jAianakanda) portions of the Veda justify the notion that sraddha is indispensable to one's eligibility to perform
[a ritual act] or realize [the truth of the Upanisads]. He cites examples from the Veda, such as Rg Veda 10.151.1:
“With sraddha is the fire kindled; with sraddha is the oblation offered” and Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.4.23:
“Having become one endowed with sraddhd, one may see the self within one's own self.”

All this talk of Sraddha appears to be a significant deviation from classical Mimamsa, which does not care about
the word at all. I can only speculate that its origins lie in Saiva or broadly Agamic teaching, as does perhaps the
whole issue of the injunctive quality of puranic language. For example, Laksmidhara further marshals evidence
from the Sivadharmottara (1.40), a Saiva purana:

vidhivakyam idam $aivam narthavadah $ivatmakah |
lokanugrahakarta yah sa mrsa 'rtham katham vadet ||

Siva's words are injunctive, not simply explanatory.
How could the merciful one say anything false?

Although the full text of the Sivadharmottara has yet to be critically edited, hints as to the relevant context may
be gleaned from R.C. Hazra, “The Siva-dharmottara,” 198, n.57, on the fivefold progression of sraddha:

bhaktir bhavapara pritih §ivadharmaikatanata |
pratipattir iti jieyam §raddhaparyayapaficakam ||

The precise meaning of each word in this citation eludes me, but I believe the Sivadharma corpus in general
contains valuable clues to the introduction of bhakti and purana into the sphere of Sanskrit scholastic discourse.
Cf. Schwartz, “Caught in the Net of Sastra,” 210-213.

Bhagavannamakaumudr, 130-131. Laksmidhara assures his worried opponent that there is still a scope for smyti,
at the end of the day, and analogizes the choice (vikalpa) in question to that of choosing between types of
medication from a doctor—some are easy to swallow and others are painful. Some people, he says, are
inherently averse to the “easier” medication, so they are given a different one. Similarly, since people are
generally divorced from the Supreme God, their hearts being engulfed with bad habits (vasands) that are difficult
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footing, one may therefore choose freely between them. But in the middle of this debate,

Laksmidhara offers a fascinating and radically new claim about how one should think about the

purana:

Therefore, we may comfortably say that no scriptural citation conflicts with any other
one. It is only in order to settle the minds of qualified aspirants of middling faith that we
imagine this path of non-contradiction. But there is another, far truer way of thinking
(paramarthikah), which runs as follows: In matters of contradiction between smyrti and
purana, none of these methods of differentiation really enters into it. For there does exist
a hierarchy of authority between them. Smyrtis, of course, are the utterances of great sages,
composed in different words, once they had understood meaning directly from the Veda.
But puranas are Veda itself.

As it says in the Manava Dharmasastra and the Mahabharata (1.12.4ab), “One should
corroborate the Veda with itihdsapurana.” There is also the etymology: X is called a
“purana’ because it “fills out” [some other Vedic text] (pizranar). And it isn't as though it
is possible to expand the Veda with something that is other-than-Veda (avedena). After
all, you can't complete an unfinished golden bracelet with tin. You may object: “If the
word 'Veda' includes both itihasa and purana, then we must find something else for
'purana' to signify. And if it doesn't, then there cannot be complete identification between
Veda and itihd@sapurana.” Our reply is that even if there is no difference among the
cluster of words which present a coherent, distinct meaning, inasmuch as they are all
unauthored (apauruseya), we still specify their difference on account of distinctions in
systems of accentuation and recitation (svarakramabheda).*®

In this crucial passage, Laksmidhara goes further than any of his predecessors in Indian

intellectual history in evaluating the place of purana in the hierarchy of Sanskrit scripture. Not
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to restrain, they are given alternative methods of expiation.

1bid., 130: nanv evam puranarthe parigrhyamane smrtinam atyantabadha eva syad ? [...] astyevavakasah
smrtinam, dréyate ca sukaraduskarayor vikalpo vaidyakesu, tatra ca kimcit sukaram api kasmaicit svabhavad eva
na rocate, atas tadartham duskaram api cikitsantaram vidhiyate; tadvad ihapi durvaradurvasanavasitacetasah
prayena paranmukha eva purusottamat purusah, tadartham prayascittantaravidhanam |

1bid., 91: tasman na kenacit kimcid virudhyata iti sarvam sustham | evam madhyamasraddhanam adhikarinam
manamsi samadhatum utpreksate panthanam avirodhasya | anya eva punah panthah paramarthikah, tatha hi
smrtipuranavirodhe vyavastha["]dayo naiva niviSante, visamam hi pramanyam anayoh, vedad avagate 'rthe
padantarair upanibaddhani maharsivakyani khalu smrtayah, puranani punar veda eva $§rimahabharate manaviye
ca - “itihasapuranabhyam vedam samupabrmhayet” iti vacanat, pliranat puranam iti vyutpatte$ ca, na ca atra
avedena vedasya brmhanam sambhavati, na hy apariptirnasya kanakavalayasya trapuna ptiranam sambhavati |
nanu yadi vedasabdah puranam itihasam ca upadatte tarhi puranam anyad eva anvesaniyam; yadi tu na, na tarhi
itihasa-puranayor abhedo vedena? ucyate — visistaikarthapratipadakasya padakadambakasya apauruseyatvad
abhede 'pi svarakramabhedad bhedanirdeso 'py upapadyate |...]
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only does purana take precedence over smrti, it does so because purana is Veda. They are only
separated by the exigencies of language, modes of intonation, recitational order. The purana here
is not even considered to be a separate genre. It is nothing but Veda, only articulated in slightly
different, unaccented language. Barbara Holdrege points out that the BhP accords itself Vedic
status to represent itself as the revelation of Krsna himself, in turn identified with the Vedic
revelation.”® Laksmidhara is perhaps the first to give the BhP's claim such an elaborate
hermeneutical defense. Sridhara does not provide this kind of argument for the authority of the
purana. In fact, quite to the contrary, in the opening his commentary on the Visnu Purana, he
sticks with the traditional explanation that the puranas are authoritative and purposeful because
they are vedamiila, the recorded memories of their human authors.”® Not only does
Laksmidhara's argument contradict Mimamsa orthodoxy, it gives the genre of purana a
superlative sheen.

The language of upabrmhana (“corroboration” or “expansion”) in this passage does
contain exegetical precedents in Visistadvaita Vedanta. Sucharita Adluri has demonstrated
Ramanuja's use of the concept to bolster the authority of the Visnu Purana, not only in order to

interpret the canonical texts of Vedanta, but actually to read into them theological concepts from

28 Holdrege, “From Purana-Veda to Karsna-Veda,” 56: “Krsna, who is Veda incarnate, is embodied in the
Bhagavata, which is therefore Krsna incarnate and, by extension, Veda incarnate. In the final analysis, then, the
Bhagavata's declarations that it is brahma-sammita are assertions of its identity with that totality which is
simultaneously Brahman, Krsna, and Veda. The Bhagavata, as Sabdabrahman and bhagavad-riipa and sruti
incarnate, is Brahman embodied in the Word, Krsna embodied in sound.”

29 See Vispupurana with Sanskrit Commentary of Sridharacharya, Vol. I, ed. Thanesh Chandra Upreti (Delhi:

Parimal Publications, 1986), 1: iha khalu purananam i$varanisvasitasvariipatvena vedamiilatvena idanintananam

vyasavasisthaparasaradinam smrtirtipatvena ca pramanatvam prayojanavattvail ca durapahrtam eva | The

language here is a little more complicated. Sridhara offers another possibility for the purdnas' authority—that it
is of the nature of “God's own breath,” a term classically used by Vedantins from Sankara onward to describe the

Veda as eternally co-existent with Brahman. But he does not elaborate, and is content to say that the puranas are

authoritative on account of their being like smyti.



96

the purana itself.?”

But for Ramanuja, the authority of the puranas is predicated on its divine
authorship, not its Vedic status. The Visnu Purana is privileged because it is composed by an
embodied being, the creator Brahma, in his most lucid state (sattva).””' The BNK, however, does
away with this gap between sruti and purana entirely, and it insists that because this is so, the
claim that smrti has any degree of priority is totally vitiated. If there is any conflict between sruti
and purdna, the latter loses out only because it comes later in the order of recitation, where
meanings tend to shift around; when it comes to smyti, however, the purana is always better.*”>
An opponent, rather shocked by this wholesale overturning of scriptural hierarchy,
follows the argument to its logical extent. In his response, Laksmidhara doubles down:
Objection: In that case, wouldn't these puranic statements, having cast off all fetters (viz.
all limits on their textual authority), each communicating their own subject as they desire,
render the smrtis empty of meaning entirely, insofar as the latter find themselves stripped
of the barest scope [for purposeful instruction]?
Reply: So be it! How could anyone deny the directness of the puranas and introduce [the
possibility that] they are differentially situated (vyavasthapana)? After all, as [Siva says
to Parvati] in the Naradiya Purana (2.24.17):
“Oh beautiful faced one! I consider the meaning of the puranas to be greater than the
meaning of the Vedas! Dear goddess, the Veda is established within the purana. There is
no doubt on this matter.”
[...] and in the Skanda Purana (untraced):
“The sruti and smrti are the two eyes, the purana is considered the heart. Without the

sruti and smrti, one is blind, and would be one-eyed without one or the other. But it is
better to be one-eyed or blind than without one's heart—without the purana.”*”

70 Sucharita Adluri, Textual Authority in Classical Indian Thought: Ramanuja and the Visnu Purana (New York:

Routledge, 2015).
2! Sucharita Adluri, “Scriptural Innovation in Medieval South India: The Srivaisnava Articulation of Vedanta” (PhD
diss., University of Pennsylvania, 2009), 56ff.
2 Bhagavannamakaumudri, 92: ata eva $rutipuranavirodhe puranadaurbalyam anupiirvibhedat kadacid artho 'py
anyatha syad iti, smrtipuranavirodhe punah puranany eva baltyamsi |

3 Jbid., 92-93: evam samullanghitasakalasrikhalesu yathasvam eva svam svam artham abhidadhanesu
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The claim seems tautological, no doubt: the puranas are sruti because they tell us that they are. It
makes sense, however, given the Mimamsa background to the argument. Like Sridhara on BhP
6.2.8, Laksmidhara extends to the purana the Mimamsa concept that Vedic utterances are self-
validating. The entire first chapter of the BNK seeks to disprove the claim that puranic
statements do not carry their own meaningful weight—that is, that they must be subordinate to a
Vedic injunction. In this chapter, Laksmidhara argues against the “scaremongering of those
ignorant of Mimamsa discourse” (aviditamimamsavrttantanam vibhisika) who say that puranic
language is merely arthavada—an ironic accusation, to say the least, because virtually every
Mimamsaka in history had said precisely that.””* The specific opponent to whom Laksmidhara is
responding remains unclear, but given my reconstruction of prior Mimamsa discussions of the
purana, one can imagine the resistance to his efforts. In arguing that the purana is nothing but

Veda, Laksmidhara opens the possibility for its utterances to be equivalent to Vedic injunctions.

puranavacanesu manag api kvacid ekam avakasam alabhamananam smrtinam yadi nama visayasarvasvapaharah
prasajyeta | prasajyatam nama, katham nu purananam anjasyam upamrdya vyavasthapanaprastavah | uktam hi
naradiye —

vedarthad adhikam manye puranartham varanane |
vedah pratisthito devi purane natra samsayah ||

[...] skande ca —

$rutismrti hi netre dve puranam hrdayam smrtam |
srutismrtibhyam hino 'ndhah kanah syad ekaya vina ||
puranahinad hrcchiinyat kanandhav api tau varau |
71 The critique that the purdanas were nothing but arthavada was felt closely enough in the world of puranic
interpretation to merit a response in the Brhannaradiya Purana (1.61), quoted by R.C. Hazra, Studies in the
Upapuranas, Vol. I (Calcutta: Sanskrit College, 1958), 312, n.115 (my trans.):

puranesu dvijasresthah sarvadharmapravaktrsu |
pravadanty arthavadatvam ye te narakabhajanah ||

“O best of Brahmins, those who proclaim that puranas, which discuss the entire dharma, are arthavada, are
going straight to hell.”
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In the context of the first chapter, the problem of an utterance's being able to express
exactly what it intends (vivaksitartha), and not be subordinate to some other purpose, hinges on
its injunctive capacity, and, consequently, its ability to effect practical action. Laksmidhara's
opponent attempts to foreclose that possibility, suggesting that the purana's valorization of
singing the name of God simply falls under the category of praise (st@vakatva), the sole
prerogative of the arthavada.”” Laksmidhara responds by applying a Vedantic hermeneutical
principle to the purana. Just as the Veda has the authority to instruct us with respect to both ritual
action (karya) and already existent entities (siddha), he says, the purana can do the exact same
thing.”® It bears repeating that Laksmidhara's entire line of argument builds up to the idea that
there is no essential difference between purana and Veda. It becomes possible, then, to use the
same hermeneutical tools previously applied to the Veda, a strategy that becomes amply clear in
this final example. Here, Laksmidhara uses a famous Mimamsa analogy to explicate a verse from
the Vispu Purana that sums up the claim of the entire BNK: “There is only one form of penance
for the affliction that attaches to a person when he has committed a sin: simply remember God's
name.”””” Laksmidhara argues that just like Vedic injunctions, this statement does not describe
the prerequisite for the eligible agent of a ritual action but rather the result of that action:

For one afflicted by a particular thing, benefit lies in the removal of that thing. In this

instance, to say that singing is the means to benefit one afflicted by sin is effectively to
say that it is a means to removing sin. The word “simply” (para) is a synonym for

5 Recall Kumarila's comment: “All of them are authoritative inasmuch as their role is one of praising [an external
injunction]” (sarve stutyarthena pramanam).

2% Bhagavannamakaumudi, 12: yasmad vakyad yo 'rthah svarasato 'vagamyate siddhah karyo va tatra tatpramanam
eva puranavacanam |

27 Visnu Purana 2.6.40:

krte pape 'nutapo vai yasya pumsah prajayate |
prayascittam tu tasyaikam harisamsmaranam param ||
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“exclusively” (kevala); the idea is that singing is a self-sufficient means. The word “one”
means “once” (sakrt), and “remembering” is an explanatory repetition [of the initial
action prescribed by the injunction] (anuvada), since it recalls the entire practice of
singing God's name. It has as its result a provocation (prarocana) in the form “This

fits together.”*”® [In injunctions like “one desirous of heaven should perform a sacrifice”]
the term “desirous of heaven” describes not a person, but the particular desired object
which is first required by the injunction defined by that object (viz. heaven). Only in a

second-order sense does the term “desirous of heaven” signify the actual eligible ritual
participant. This is the conclusion of those who understand the heart of Mimamsa.?”

Laksmidhara insists that the ability of singing God's name to remove sins does not rest on
the agent. He does not have to be afflicted, or desire release from that affliction (anutapa), in
order for singing God's name to work. It just so happens that the act of singing does that already.
Just as the Vedic injunction to perform a sacrifice to attain heaven does not depend on the agent's
desire to attain heaven, the puranic statement that singing—here recalled to the mind by the
mention of “remembering” God's name—is enough to expiate one's sins does not depend on any
qualification on the part of the singer. The statement he cites here is not an injunction per se, but
by offering an “encouragement” (prarocana), it functions as an arthavada that recalls previous
puranic injunctions to sing God's name. Thus the language of the entire purdanic corpus can be
treated Mimamsically, if we will, as if it were the language of the Veda—because it is.

I have spent this much time concentrating on these properly Mimamsa topics because the

majority of the BNK turns on just such increasingly fine debates. The author is familiar with

7% Anantadeva comments: “The thought-process behind this 'provocation' is that this act of singing will remove
samsara because it has as its result the remembrance of God.” See Bhagavannamakaumudr, 113, 11.21-22
(Prakdsa comm.): etatkirtanam samsaranivartakam harismaranaphalakatvad iti bhavah |

7 Bhagavannamakaumudr, 110: yo hi yasmad anutaptas tasya tannivrttir eva hitam tata$ ca papad anutaptasya

kirtanam hitasadhanam ityukte papaksayasadhanam ityuktam bhakvati, parasabdas ca kevalasabdaparyayah,

kirtanam eva puskalam sadhanam ityarthah | ekam api sakrd iti ca harikirtanasya sarvasyaiva smarakatvat
samsmaranam ityanuvadah, sa ca prarocanaphalah; samicinam hy etad iti, svargakamadipadam api
samithitalaksanasya vidheh prathamapeksitasamthitaviSesanasamarpanaparam eva na purusaparam, arthatas tu
svargakamo 'adhikariti mimamsahrdayavedinam nirnayabh |
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Nyaya as well, paraphrasing Udayana's Atmatattvaviveka,”® but its presence is negligible
compared with the overwhelming Mimamsa emphasis of the text. And no wonder: for the
purana as a genre to be officially reckoned among the canon of Sanskrit scripture would have
required engaging with the norms of the pre-eminent discourse on the topic.”®' The BNK
demonstrates a shift in the way intellectuals trained in Mimamsa perceived the Bhagavata
Purana: not merely as a supplementary source, but as an independently authoritative scripture.

The BNK in the World of Vedanta

If the BNK's relationship with Piirva Mimamsa was fractious, what about the latter,
Uttara Mimamsa? As I suggested in the previous chapter, Laksmidhara's probable predecessor
Sridhara Svamin belonged to a class of Vedantins concentrated in Orissa who sought to re-
envision their relationship to “classical” Advaita Vedanta. Even on that classical side, beginning
with Anandagiri and Anubhiitisvariipacarya in the thirteenth century, Advaita Vedantins in Orissa
embarked on a project of canonizing Sankara's works, while distancing themselves from the
competing Advaita of his contemporary Mandana Misra.”® Laksmidhara invokes a different set

of sources for his bhakti-infused Vedanta. These include not only a wide range of both Saiva and

0 Bhagavannamakaumudr, 96: sadhanavyapakatve sati sadhyavyapaka upadhir ity asminn udayananaye yujyata
evopadhitvam | Cf. The Atmatattvaviveka of Sri Udayandcharya, ed. Dhundiraja Sastri (Benares: Chowkhamba
Sanskrit Series, 1940), 403 (ISvarasiddhiprakarana 4.5): kah punar upadhih, sadhyaprayojakam nimittantaram |
kim asya laksanam, sadhanavyapakatve sati sadhyavyapakatvam |

21 Annabel Brett's comments on the strategies which authors must use in order to make intellectual interventions

are particularly germane to Laksmidhara's efforts in the BNK: “Any prospective agent is limited not only in what

he or she can conceive, but also in what he or she can legitimate or justify, by the shared horizons of expectation
implicit in a particular language. Because of the link between public discourse and public action, an agent
proposing an innovative course of action would necessarily also need to engage in one of several possible
linguistic strategies (the most common of which is attempting to redescribe the proposed action within the
normative terminology of the prevailing discourse).” See Annabel Brett, “What is Intellectual History Now?”, in

What is History Now?, ed. David Cannadine (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), 119.

2 See note 99 above. Anubhiitisvariipacarya famously denounced the ninth-century commentator Vacaspati Misra

as “Mandana's piggyback rider” (mandanaprsthasevi).
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Vaisnava purdnic sources, especially the Visnudharma, but also sectarian Agamas, and late
Upanisads like the Nrsimhatapaniya. The theology of liberation within the BNK does not in and
of itself allow us to categorize Laksmidhara as one kind of Vedantin or another, even though his
Advaitamakaranda leaves little doubt. If he did inhabit the Advaita world, however, he did so at
an oblique angle.

For example, in the following passage from the third chapter of the BNK, an opponent
suggests that the author's talk about “singing” (kirtana) or “remembering” (anusmarana) the
name of Krsna actually stands for something more important: the Advaitic realization of the Self
within all. He argues that one should interpret references to a personal god and devotional
practice in a language appropriate to Advaita Vedanta:

Objection: Well, who wouldn't say that “remembering Krsna” can remove all sins, from

the most heinous to the miscellaneous? After all, that is nothing but knowledge of

Brahman (brahmavidya). You see, the word “Krsna” breaks down like this: either a) the

one who ploughs up (krsati)—that is, tears up or splits apart—the forest of samsara; or b)

the one who attracts (karsati)—that is, brings under control—all ignorance. In other

words, Krsna is the Supreme Self (paramatma) in the form of eternal bliss. [...] To think
on that most excellent eternal bliss, the Self of all, over and over again is in fact
meditation (nididhyasana), characterized either by repeated concentration on a single
concept or by the complete removal of heterogeneous thoughts. Nididhyasana serves as
an auxiliary to achieving the result of “hearing [the Upanisads]” (sravana), which leads to
the direct perception of the Self as truth (armasatattvasaksatkara), by removing doubts
about its impossibility. In the same way, destroying the sins that prevent that same
liberating knowledge also becomes a means to achieving it.”**

From the vantage point of “classical” Advaita, this sort of interpretation would have

seemed quite sensible. The opponent invokes the common Vedantic triad of sravana, manana,

2 Bhagavannamakaumudi, 62-63: nanu ko nama na briite krsnanusmaranam
mahapatakadiprakirnantasarvaghasamharanam iti, sa hi brahmavidya, tatha hi krsati vilikhati vidarayati
samsaratavim iti va karsati akarsati atmasatkaroti va 'jianam iti va krsnah paramatma sadanandartipo va [...]
tasman niravadyasya sarvesam atmabhiitasya sadanandasyanusmaranam punah puna$ cintanam
sajatiyapratyayavrttilaksanam vijatiyapratyayanirodhalaksanam va nididhyasanam iha upadiyate tasya ca
atmasatattvasaksatkarakaranabhiitam Sravanam prati phalopakaryangabhiitasya asambhavananirasavat
tatpratibandhakapatakapradhvamso 'pi dvarakaryam bhavaty eva [ ...]
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and nididhyasana, a kind of program of scriptural study that culminates in self-knowledge. He
offers an Advaitic metaphysics for the word “Krsna,” which merely refers to the Supreme Self:
all-pervading, free of attributes, undifferentiated. He also offers an etymology for the word that is
not too farfetched. In fact, we might speculate that this sort of reading of the Bhagavata Purana
was prevalent in the milieu into which Laksmidhara made his intellectual intervention. His
response is quite unambiguous:

Reply: This line of reasoning is unbecoming. First of all, the word “Krsna” means
conventionally that Brahman whose skin is dark as the Tamala tree, and who suckled at
Yasoda's breast. And as the maxim goes, the conventional meaning trumps the
etymological. But even if it were derivative, the term still refers in every way to that
crest-jewel among cowherds, whose eternal bliss sparkles through his own perpetual
glory, having completely cast aside the fog of ignorance—that one who bestows the
unfettered joy of liberation to everyone from the women of Gokula, who transgressed all
boundaries while caught in the irresistible clutches of love; to enemies like Piitana, whose
entire behavior was unrestrained, out of control, possessed by an extremely volatile
wrath; to the birds, animals, and snakes along the Yamuna River, whose consciousness
was totally diverted [from him]; and even to the trees, bushes, creepers, and herbs of
Vrndavana, whose sense-faculties were wrapped in the dense veils of delusion. He is the
one we understand [as Krsna], not the attributeless Brahman, since it is the most common
referent of the word and most immediately intuitive.***

According to Laksmidhara, “Krsna” does not stand in for any higher reality; he is
uniquely himself. This explicit claim to the distinctiveness of a personal Krsna over the
impersonal Brahman is more than a question of metaphysics. It also displays a clear preference
for the practical alternative of bhakti. The character of liberation is the same—immediate

apprehension of the Self—but it is accessible to a wider, much less austere range of beings.

2% Ibid., 64: idam asundaram, krsnasabdasya tamaladyamalatvisi yaSodastanandhaye brahmani riidhatvad, riidhir
yogam apaharati iti nyayat | yaugikatve va durvaramadanamahagrahagrhitataya samullanghitasakalasetiinam
gokulakamininam, ativisamarosavesavivasavisrikhalasakalakaranavrttinam piitanaprabhrtinam aratinam,
atyantaparacinacetasam yamunavanapasupaksisarisrpanam, atibahalamohapatalipinaddhasarvendriyanam
vrndavanatarugulmalatavirudham api muktisukham anivaritam vitarato nityanirastantharataya
nirantarasvamahimasamullasadanantanandasya gopalasiromaneh sarvaprakaro 'pi yogo 'syaiva iti tasyaiva iha
grahanam na nirgunasya brahmanah prayogapracuryat tatraiva prathamapratiter udayat |
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But that this debate takes place within and not outside the realm of Advaita Vedanta is made clear
later in the third chapter. Here, an opponent challenges Laksmidhara to explain how the act of
singing (kirtana), being an activity, can lead to liberation. As all Vedantins know, it is knowledge
(jiiana) and not action (karma) that leads to liberation:

Objection: Surely kirtana is an activity, and activities cannot result in liberation. Great

teachers have explained through the reasoning of sruti, smrti, itihasapurana, and dgama,

that knowledge is the sole means to that [viz. liberation].

Reply: Only as a means to knowledge is [kirtana] a means to liberation. It is for this very

reason that meditation (samadhi) is enjoined with respect to [producing an] effect, for

neither is samadhi a means to liberation. If you ask what it is, it is nothing but a means to
knowledge—moreover, not directly, like “hearing [the Upanisads]” (sravana), but rather
by way of eradicating obstructions. So too is the case with kirtana.*

In the Advaita Vedanta triad of sravana, manana, and nididhyasana, or hearing,
reflecting, and meditating on the teachings of the Upanisads, only the first is supposed to lead
directly to liberation. This is because the object of that liberating knowledge—Brahman—is not
in fact an object, but constitutes one's own Self, Atman. Thus it cannot be achieved or attained by
some activity; it is not “out there” for one to get, it can only be known. In other words, hearing
the Upanisadic statement that you are Brahman should be enough to make you realize that you
are Brahman. Because that patently does not happen, early Advaitins interpreted manana and

nididhyasana (here called samadhi) as auxiliary disciplines that help effect the result of

sravana.”® Here Laksmidhara analogizes the work of kirtana to that of samadhi; it is not

5 Jbid., 120: nanu kirtanam kriya, na ca kriyasadhano moksah, tasya $rutismrtitihasapuranagamayuktibhir
jhanaikopayatvenacaryair avadharitatvad jianasadhanatvam eva tasya moksasadhanatvam, ata eva samadheh
karye vidhanam, na hi samadhir api moksasadhanam, kim tarhi ? jianasadhanam eva, tad api na saksat
sravanavad, api tu pratibandhanirasadvarena, evam kirtanam api |

2 This whole process remains inscrutable to many philosophers and scholars of Advaita Vedanta. It clearly also

bothered Advaitins themselves, who, at some historical juncture, began to privilege meditation and similar yogic

practices, eventually making a Yogic Advaita commonplace. This is the subject of a forthcoming essay by Jason

Schwartz, “Parabrahman Among the Yogins,” International Journal of Hindu Studies, forthcoming.

On problems with the actual mechanics of sravana, manana, and nididhyasana, see John Taber, “Review:
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enjoined as a direct means to liberation, for it is an activity, but only mediately, as a means to
knowledge, the same liberating knowledge offered by the Upanisads. Despite his riveting
exposition of an intimately personal God, and commitment to embodied practices of worship,
Laksmidhara does not assign ultimate value to his subject matter. Singing the name of God
emerges as an independent but intermediary step in a much more complex hierarchy that
Laksmidhara attributes to the BhP itself:

Here is the sequence: 1) From kirtana comes the dissolution of sins. 2) Its repetition leads
to the accumulation of appropriate latent tendencies (vasandas) and the removal of sinful
vasanas. 3) Then comes uninterrupted engagement in the service of God's devotees. 4)
From that comes an unwavering blessed bhakti toward the Supreme God whose glory is
described by [those devotees]. 5) Then the total erasure of sorrow and so forth. 6) From
that comes a super-abundance of purity. 7) Then the direct experience of the truth
(tattvasaksatkara). 8) Then liberation (mukti). This has been explicated in the Bhdgavata
in great detail. [...]

Now say that one who has heard the settled doctrine of the Upanisads
(Srutisirahsiddhanta), on account of some obstruction, finds that access to the knowledge

Freedom Through Inner Renunciation: Sankara's Philosophy in a New Light,” Journal of the American Oriental
Society 123.3 (2003): 695: “When all is said and done...we still have a very poor understanding of how Sankara
thought liberation is supposed to come about. The picture we are presented with is roughly the following:
liberation results from a full comprehension of the identity of the self with Brahman, which is achieved through
the 'discipline of knowledge,' namely, the hearing, reflecting, and meditating upon crucial Vedanta texts, which in
turn is somehow supported by the purification of the mind brought about by the observance of prescribed rituals
as well as the practices of yoga. How do the immediate and remote means of liberation really work? Are the
reflection and meditation on the word that lead directly to realization, for example, akin to puzzling over a math
problem? We have some notion of what Sankara means by manana: the progressive as-certainment of the
meaning of the Upanisad statements and the successive removal, through independent reflection, of
misconceptions about the self. But what is nididhyasana? Is it merely the continuous flow of attention on the
truth once realized, as some texts (e.g., BAUBh 1.4.7) suggest, or is it a repetition of the mediate, discursive
knowledge of the self acquired from the Upanisads until a vivid, direct experience of reality is attained? To be
sure, Sankara rejects the latter...as an enjoined means of liberation, yet he also allows that if hearing the
mahavakya once does not produce realization, it must be repeated. How, if it doesn't work the first time, can it
work later? Here, perhaps, 'purity of mind' is crucial, which Sankara mentions in various places as conducive to
the direct realization of the meaning of the Vedanta passages. But what is that and how does it function? Is it like
the clarity of mind one has upon awakening from a good night's sleep, which enables one to see the solution to
the math problem one couldn't see the night before? Sankara nowhere discusses it. In general, what is the change
that takes place that converts a mediate knowledge of the self—the mere intellectual understanding 'l am
Brahman,' which makes no difference in my life—into a direct, life-transforming realization, and how do the
various practices that Sankara mentions throughout his works but never really explains or connects together,
contribute to it? This, I would maintain, is what we, as scholars outside the tradition, do not yet, and indeed may
never, understand.”
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of truth (tattvajiiana) has been closed, as it were. For such a person, bhakti for God
opens up that knowledge of truth by removing the obstruction in the fashion described
above. However, if someone has not heard the doctrine of Vedanta at all, he may repeat
ad infinitum the names of Lord Nrsimha, alias the great Visnu seated on a throne as the
lord of the ambrosial river that is Prahlada's heart, the sole controller of the world, the
great ocean of uninhibited compassion. When he leaves his body, the Lord himself will
instruct him in the knowledge of the self (atmajiiana) that saves him from samsara.*®’
Two points from this passage merit further comment. First, Laksmidhara does not

essentially disagree with the Advaita Vedanta principle that self-knowledge is the source of
liberation, and that liberation is the ultimate goal of human life. He does, however, offer an
alternative route to how one might achieve self-knowledge outside the bounds of the Upanisads,
just as he does in the previous passage about bhakti to Krsna. The second point concerns
Laksmidhara's invocation of the deity Nrsimha. As I suggested toward the beginning of this

chapter, Nrsimha was clearly central to the religious world that Sridhara and Laksmidhara

inhabited.?®® In his learned study of the legend of Prahlada, Paul Hacker pointed out that the

A7 [bid., 120-121: tatrayam kramah - kirtanat papaksayah, tadavrttya tadvisayanam vasananam pracayah; apacayas$
ca papavasananam, tato bhagavajjanasevasatatyam, tatas tadupavarnitamahimani bhagavati punyasloke$vare
bhagavati naisthiki bhaktih, tatah Sokadinam atyantocchedah, tatah sattvasya paramotkarsah, tatas
tattvasaksatkarah, tato muktir iti, ayam arthah $§ribhagavate savistaram upavarnitah | [...] tatra
srutiSirahsiddhantam yasya $rutavato "pi kutascit pratibandhat tattvajiianam utpannam api nimilitam iva tasya
bhagavadbhaktir uktaya ritya pratibandham nirudhya tattvajianam unmilayati, yah punar asrutavedantasiddhanta
eva jagadekaniyantur niryantranadaya'mrtamaharnavasya mahavisnoh
prahladahrdayasudhasaritpatiparyankasayinah $rinrsimhasya namani nirantaram avartayati; tasya bhagavan
svayam eva dehavasanasamaye samsaratarakam atmajfianam anugrnati |

2% The very first verse of Sridhara's commentary on the BhP invokes Nrsimha (my trans.):

vagisa yasya vadane laksmir yasya ca vaksasi |
yasyaste hrdaye samvit tam nrsimham aham bhaje ||

“On whose tongue is the goddess of speech; and on whose chest is LaksmT; in whose heart consciousness abides
—that Nrsimha do I worship.”

Christopher Minkowski points out that Sridhara devotes special attention to the Vedastuti section of the BhP
(10.87): “At the end of the commentary to each verse he supplies an ornate verse of his own creation that
summarizes the commentary, under the same conceit as the Vedastuti itself, in the form of a praise to his
preferred deity, Narahari.” See Christopher Minkowski, “The Vedastuti and Vedic Studies: Nilakantha on
Bhagavata Purana X.87,” in The Vedas: Texts, Langauge, Ritual, edited by Arlo Griffiths and Jan E.M. Houben
(Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 2004), 130.
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Narasimha Purana engenders devotion to the divine name of Visnu, combined with the visually
entrancing emotional bhakti we find characteristic of the BhP and the BNK.** He also
demonstrated that Prahlada was a figure of Advaitic importance in the BhP—much more so there
than in any other Vedanta circles, but resistant to being easily categorized within one school or
another.””® The figure of Nrsimha here is not merely indicative of the author's geographical
provenance, but also his religious and philosophical sensibilities. In the passage immediately
following the one quoted above, Laksmidhara elaborates on a section from the Nrsimhatapaniya
Upanisad, as proof of his claim that praise (stuti) of God ultimately results in the revelation of
self-knowledge, since when God is pleased by that praise, he himself bestows self-knowledge.*"
He follows with an etymologically creative reading of a mantra from the Rg Veda (1.156.3),%>
which for him prefigures the claim that singing the name of Visnu results, eventually, in the

realization of Brahman.?** Attempts to find Visnu as the Supreme God in the Veda was a common

9 Gerhard Oberhammer, “Review: Prahlada: Werden und Wandlungen einer Idealgestalt,” Oriens 17 (1964): 269.

20 See Friedhelm Hardy, Viraha-Bhakti: the early history of Krsna devotion in South India (Delhi: Oxford
University Press, 1983), 538: “Hacker has said of the Prahlada-episode in the BhP that 'its philosophical teaching
agrees with the monistic Vedanta to a great extent [...] but although it shows an unmistakable leaning towards
the philosophy of the advaita school, yet it does not appear to be simply identical with any branch of this
school.”

' Npsimhatapaniya Upanisad 4.4: prajapatir abravid etair mantrair nityam devam stuvadhvam | tato devah prito

bhavati svatmanam darSayati tasmad ya etair mantrair nityam devam stauti sa devam pasyati so 'mrtatvam ca

gacchati ya evam vedeti mahopanisat |

2 tam u stotarah plirvyam yatha vida

rtasya garbham janusa pipartana |

asya jananto nama cidviviktana
mahas te visno sumatim bhajamahe ||

“Hymners, propitiate of your own accord that ancient Vishnu, since you know him as the germ of sacrifice;
cognizant of his greatness, celebrate his name: may we, Vishnu, enjoy thy favour.”

See H.H. Wilson, trans., Rig-Veda Sanhita: A Collection of Ancient Hindu Hymns, Constituting the Second
Ashtaka, or Book, of the Rig-Veda (London: W.H. Allen & Co, 1854), 98.
23 Bhagavannamakaumudr, 124: bhajamaha iti brahmavidyam asasanah kirtayatetyarthah, tatas
capavargaphalakajfianasadhanatvam evapavargasadhanatvam kirtanasya |
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practice among promulgators of the Srivaisnava and Madhva traditions of Vedanta.” However,
neither Sayana®’ nor Madhva,”® two prior commentators on the Rg Veda, reads the verse this
way, supporting the notion that Laksmidhara's interpretations are the product of a unique local
intellectual milieu.*”’

It is important to be clear about the degree of difference between the BNK and previous
Vedanta traditions in this regard. Prior to Laksmidhara, theologians of the Srivaisnava tradition
engaged in their own way with texts that promoted bhakti to God's name. In the twelfth century,
Ramanuja's younger contemporary Parasara Bhattar wrote a Sanskrit commentary on the

Visnusahasranama, the “Thousand Names of Visnu.”*® This text from the Anusasana Parvan of

294

See Valerie Stoker, “Vedic Language and Vaisnava Theology: Madhva's Use of Nirukta in his Rgbhasya,”
Journal of Indian Philosophy 35.2 (2007): 169-199.

% See Max Miiller, ed., Rig-Veda-Sanhita with the Commentary of Sayanacharya, Volume II (London: W.H. Allen
& Co, 1854), 200.

¥ See Rgbhasyam & Khandarthanirnaya, ed. Bannaje Govindacharya (Udipi: Akhila Bharata Madhva Maha
Mandala Publication, 1973).

27 Perhaps not coincidentally, Sridhara cites Rg Veda 1.156.3 briefly in his commentary on BhP 6.2.8, which I have

translated above. Although I do not have the space to develop the point, Laksmidhara's understanding of mantras

in the course of this interpretation is rather strange in the light of earlier Mimamsa discourse. In support of the

claim that mantras can be injunctive, Laksmidhara cites a verse from Kumarila Bhatta's Tantravarttika 2.1.31

(See Mimamsadarsana Vol. 1B, 432):

vidhi$aktir niyogena na mantrasyopaniyate |
tato vidhasyati hy esa niyogat smarayisyati ||

This is a curious citation, since the verse forms part of the pirvapaksa to the mantravidhayakatvadhikarana (MS
2.1.8.30-31) which answers the question as to whether or not the injunctive words occurring in mantras,
inasmuch as they are the same as those occurring in corresponding Brahmana passages, have injunctive potency.
This pirvapaksa is met by the siddhanta which says that mantras are injunctive only insofar as they recall to the
mind that which has been enjoined by the Brahmana. In the verse cited above, the pirvapaksin concedes that
mantras can serve to recall the enjoined Brahmana passage, yet insists that this does not vitiate the possibility
that mantras may have their own injunctive potency. It is the piirvapaksin who further cites a mantra (Satapatha
Brahmana 13.5.1[13]) to prove his point that there are verbs in mantras which serve the purpose of injunction,
and conversely, that there are verbs in the Brahmanas which do not have injunctive power. Cf. Jha,
Tantravarttika, 565-569. Why Laksmidhara so blatantly mobilizes a prima facie position, an act that also goes
completely unrecognized by his commentator Anantadeva, is unclear to me.

2 See Vasudha Narayanan, “Singing the Glory of the Divine Name: Para$ara Bhattar's Commentary on the Visnu
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the epic Mahabharata became extremely popular in many cultures of recitation across southern
India. In the introductory portion of his commentary, Parasara Bhattar quotes many of the same
authorities as Laksmidhara (especially the Visnudharma and Visnu Purdna) in support of the
claim that merely uttering the name of God relieves one from suffering.”’ In keeping with
Srivaisnava tradition, he asserts that this path of bhakti is open to members of all caste-classes, in
whatever state they find themselves. There is no prohibition with respect to taking the name of
God, who is the most intimate friend, as compassionate as a mother to her son.** Moreover, he
assures us that none of these statements should be considered arthavada, since they express no
exaggeration.*”'

So far it seems that Parasara Bhattar has anticipated Laksmidhara, but the differences
should give us pause. First, although he quotes several puranas in his commentary, Parasara
Bhattar explicitly ranks the itihasa over the purana as a source of authority.*** Second, he is
hardly concerned with Mimamsa responses to his claims, and goes so far as to concede that,
although we should not consider statements about the name of God to be arthavada, if one did
happen to do so, they would be sufficient authorities in their own right, so long as they were not

superseded.’” Third, in direct contrast to Laksmidhara's relative ecumenicism, Parasara Bhattar

Sahasranama,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 2.2 (1994): 85-98.
9 See A. Srinivasa Raghavan, trans., Sri Visnusahasranama with the Bhashya of Sri Parasara Bhattar (Madras: Sri
Visishtadvaita Pracharini Sabha, 1983), 47-48.
3% Jbid., 50: yukta$ caisah sarvavasthenapi purusena matur iva putrena paramavatsalasya sarvabandhoh
nisargasuhrda$ ca bhagavato namagrahanadav apratisedhah |

%0 Jbid., 56: na ca etesam arthavadatvam $akya$afikam anativaditvat |

392 Jbid., 4, 8: puranebhya itihasotkarse vivaksite [...]; puranebhyo balavattaram bahavo buddhisalino 'dhyavasasuh |

3% Jbid., 58: kim ca prabalapramanavirodhabhave arthavadapadanam api svatah pramanyatah svarthaparityagas ca

sahasam anyayyatvat |
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is emphatic that Visnu alone, not Brahma or Siva, is the Lord spoken of by every scripture
imaginable.** The BhP, moreover, hardly features at all in Srivaisnava writing, and when it does,
its reputation is generally negative. When Vedanta Desika writes his Rahasyatrayasara in the
thirteenth century, he places significant limits on the power of God's name to purify one's sins.
After quoting a series of verses from the BhP (6.2.14, 6.3.24, 7.1.32) that we also find in the
BNK extolling the liberating power of God's name, Vedanta Desika warns that these passages
should not be taken as literally true:

They only mean that, if the man has no hatred for Bhagavan, the mention of Bhagavan's
name is extremely purificatory [...] Certainly it does not mean that derisive speech
concerning Bhagavan and the like would destroy sins [...] It is said in the Bhagavatam
that...in some way or other, those who are associated with Sri Krishna will obtain
redemption, provided they have done good deeds in the past [...] These...slokas refer to
individuals who had a special competency owing to good deeds done in past lives.*
It is certainly possible that the Srivaisnavas influenced the concerns of the BNK. For
example, on occasion Laksmidhara mentions the astaksarabrahmavidya,” referring to the eight-
syllable mantra “Om Namo Narayanaya,” which forms a subject of discussion in Vedanta

Desika's Rahasyatrayasara, where it is also known in Tamil as the Tirumantra.*” Moreover,

Laksmidhara gave a place of privilege to the Vaisnava Agamas. Even when not quoting them

3% Ibid., 75-76: tatha hi upanisadadisu paratattvasya...vidhiharisivadiviSesaparyavasitakanksayam “narayana param
brahma tattvam narayandah parah” [...] ityadibhih [...] khalu bhagavato nirankusai§varyam taditaraniskarsas ca |

35 See M.R. Rajagopala Ayyangar, trans., Srimad Rahasyatrayasara (Kumbakonam: Agnihothram Ramanuja

Thathachariar), 340-341.

3% Bhagavannamakaumudi, 87: avrttiSravanad eva papataratamyad avrttitaratamyam kalpyate, $riiyate ca tad

astaksarabrahmavidyayam [Untraced] - “gomiitrayavakaharo brahmaha masikair japaih | pliyate tata evarvan

mahapatakino'pare || ityadi |

Ibid., 112: “gomiitrayavakaharo brahmaha masikair japaih | ityadavapi moksasadhanatvad
astaksarabrahmavidyayabh...
37 Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, 346ff. Vedanta DeSika refers here to the mantra's origin in the Naradiya Kalpa, which
may have been Laksmidhara's source as well.
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directly, he placed them in a continuum with the $ruti and the purana.*® In places, Laksmidhara

also seems to have paraphrased the commentary on the Visnu Purana by the Srivaisnava

Visnucitta.*® Nevertheless, Laksmidhara was also comfortable quoting positively the

Naiskarmyasiddhi by Sure$vara, that most uncompromising of Advaitins.*'® And given his

authorship of the Advaitamakaranda, which would become a classic of Advaita Vedanta

literature,*"" as well as his responses to Advaitic interpretations of the BhP, he was probably

steeped in an Advaita climate. So what kind of Vedanta was this?

One way to approach this question is to understand the BNK's varied reception history.

Although Sridhara Svamin's commentary on the BhP spread widely throughout the subcontinent

308

309

310

311

See Bhagavannamakaumudr, 79, where Laksmidhara defines bhakti as the God-consciousness of people engaged
in the activities prescribed by sruti, puranas, and the Vaisnava Agamas:
Srutipuranavaisnavagamavihitasravanadikarmapravananam indriyanam...bhagavati vrttir bhaktir iti |

Laksmidhara's comments regarding the “easiness” of singing God's name verses the “difficulty” of smarta
practices such as the twelve-year vow of expiation may have been influenced by Visnucitta's commentary on
Visnu Purana 2.6.45. See Srivispupuranam srivisnucittiyakhyaya vyakhyaya sametam, ed. Annangaracarya
(Kafictpuram: Granthamala Karyalaya, 1972), 135:

na caivam sukare namakirtanadau sati duskare dvadasavarsikadau purusanam apravrtter manvadivakyanam
ananusthanalaksano badha iti $ankaniyam | bhagavatparanmukhanam gurusu prayascittesu sasraddhanam
pravrtteh |

Similar sentiments are expressed in Sridhara's commentary on the same verse, where interestingly he refers to his
Bhavarthadipika for more details, establishing a chronology of their composition. See Visnupurana with Sanskrit
Commentary of Sridharacharya, 220:

etad uktam bhavati — dvadasabdadikam hi desakaladhikariniyamadyapeksam yathavadanusthitam kalantare
papaksayahetuh, idam (harisamsmaranam) tu na tatha [...] na caivam sati dvadasabdadismrter anarthakyam
sankaniyam namadau §raddhasiinyanam tatraiva pravrtteh | vispastai caitad bhagavatabhavarthadipikayam
prapaficitam ity uparamyate |

Bhagavannamakaumudrt, 108: naiskarmyasiddhikarair api “upayan praptihanarthan $astram bhasayate 'rkavat”
iti | Cf. The Naishkarmyasiddhi of Suresvaracharya with the Chandrika of Jnanottama, ed. Col. G.A. Jacob
(Bombay: Government Central Book Depot, 1891), 21:

hitam samprepsatam mohad ahitam ca jihasatam |
upayan praptihanarthan §astram bhasayate 'rkavat || 1.29 ||

See Christopher Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern History,” South Asian History and Culture 2.2
(2011): 210.
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soon after its composition, its unique brand of Advaitic theism may have been transported to
Bengal in particular by one Madhavendra Puri.*'? In his celebrated essay on the subject,
Friedhelm Hardy proposed that elements of Alvar bhakti entered the Gaudiya Vaisnavism of
Caitanya and his followers through the figure of Madhavendra. After offering a schematic
illustration of the historical connections between Sridhara Svamin, Madhavendra and Visnu Purd,
and Caitanya himself, Hardy was forced to direct his attention to a stylistic analysis of
Madhavendra's poetry in comparison with South Indian texts. He also ruefully conceded:

That Madhavendra was a Sankarite monk rather compounds than answers the question;

that he can be connected with a whole stream of religious attitudes within advaita does

not help either, since this trend is not explained either. At the most one can say that it
centres around the Bhagavata-purana.*”
After our investigations in the previous chapter, and our study of the BNK, we are in a position
to understand this process better. We now have a wider set of texts and contexts for a form of
Advaita Vedanta burgeoning in medieval Orissa, connected in some way to Sankara but
departing from him in very identifiable ways.

What is more difficult to explain, however, is the ambivalence with which this heritage
was treated by participants in Caitanya's movement. However much it may have unnerved later
Gaudiya hagiographers, the positive presence of Advaita Vedanta in the early Caitanya tradition
is quite well-known; Caitanya is supposed to have been formally initiated into the Dasanami

monastic order of Advaita ascetics.>'* On the other hand, it is also clear from the narrative

tradition that Caitanya was engaged in polemical activity against Advaitins, both at home (as in

312 See Hardy, “Madhavendra Puri: A Link between Bengal Vaisnavism and South Indian Bhakti,” Journal of the
Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland 1 (1974): 23-41.

3 Ibid., 37.

3 See De, Early History of the Vaisnava Faith and Movement in Bengal, 15-20.
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the purported conversion of Vasudeva Sarvabhauma),’' as well as in the Advaita stronghold of
Banaras. Krsnadasa Kaviraja's Caitanyacaritamrta gives us alternately rueful and bullish
accounts of Caitanya's activities in that city. In Chapter 17 of the Madhya Lila, Caitanya is more
or less laughed out of town by the Advaitin Prakasananda and his cohorts, while in Chapter 25
the famous renunciate is made to recant his ways, and acknowledge Caitanya's greatness.*'® The
tension between an Advaita that was acceptable to (indeed, revered by) Gaudiya Vaisnavas, in
contrast with its contemporary degeneration and decadence, was present in narrative and
philosophy alike. Ravi Gupta has discussed the efforts by Jiva Gosvamin (fl. 1560 CE) to
construct a solid foundation of philosophical argument and understanding for the devotional
edifice of Caitanya's Vaisnavism. Gupta shows how Jiva worked creatively with the resources
available to him from multiple Vedanta traditions—selecting freely from Ramanuja, Sridhara
Svamin, Madhva, and even Sankara—to carve out a space for his acintyabhedabheda
philosophy.*' Jiva's debt to Sridhara, however, is acknowledged in a curious fashion in his
Tattvasandarbha, worth quoting here:

Our interpretation (vyakhya) [of the BhP], however, representing a kind of commentary
(bhdsya), will be written in accordance with the views of the great Vaisnava, the revered
Sridhara Svamin, only insofar as they conform to proper Vaisnava teaching, [since] his
writings were interspersed with the doctrines of Advaita, no doubt in order that he might

persuade Advaita ideologues—who nowadays pervade the central regions (madhyadesa)
—to become absorbed in the greatness of the Lord.*"®

15 This instructor of some of the foremost early modern exponents of Navya Nyaya is also said to have written a

commentary on Laksmidhara's own Advaitamakaranda. This appears to be the only extant commentary on the
Advaitamakaranda prior to Svayamprakasa's Rasabhivyarijika all the way in the seventeenth century.
316 Dimock and Stewart, The Caitanya Caritamyta, 586-590 and 761-763, respectively. Prakasananda would have
been a prime candidate for anti-Advaita polemic, given the popularity of his radical form of illusionism—the
drstisrstivada—after the composition of his Vedantasiddhantamuktavali around the turn of the 16th century. See
Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern History,” 213.

317 See Ravi Gupta, The Caitanya Vaisnava Vedanta of Jiva Gosvamin (London: Routledge, 2007), 63-91.

38 Cf. Stuart Mark Elkman, Jiva Gosvamin's Tattvasandarbha: A Study on the Philosophical and Sectarian
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Moreover, Sankara himself, Jiva claimed, realized that the BhP was far superior to his own
doctrines, and only taught Advaita because God told him to, in order that the BhP may remain
hidden.’" Jiva's mention of the “midland regions** in the quote above raises at once a
geographical and a historical question: From his vantage point of sixteenth-century Brindavan,
could these have been the Advaitins of Banaras who so famously rejected Caitanya's brand of
“sentimentalist” devotion?**!

Whatever the case, it is clear that the BNK was very important to bridging this gap.
Around the mid-sixteenth century, Jiva wrote his influential Satsandarbha, a six-volume
compendium of Gaudiya Vaisnava philosophy. In the opening to the 7attvasandarbha, the first
book of the six volumes, Jiva lays out his argument for the Vedic status of the Bhagavata

Purana.** But is it 4is argument? In order to explain that purana is nothing but Veda, Jiva

reconstructs the argument of the BNK, almost verbatim.*> The presence of Laksmidhara in the

Development of the Gaudiya Vaisnava Movement (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1986), 118: bhasyartipa
tadvyakhya tu samprati madhyadesadau vyaptan advaitavadino ninam bhagavanmahimanam avagahayitum
tadvadena karvuritalipinam paramavaisnavanam $ridharasvamicarananam $uddhavaisnavasiddhantanugata cet
tarhi yathavad eva vilikhyate.

3 Ibid., 110.

320 The classical definition of madhyadesa was simply the country lying between the Himalayas and Vindhyas.

321 See Gupta, The Caitanya Vaisnava Vedanta of Jiva Gosvamin, 16: “’Caitanyais an illiterate sannyast who
doesn’t know his own duty,' Prakasananda concluded. "Thus he has become a sentimentalist (bhavuka),
wandering in the company of other sentimentalists.” Gupta (/bid., 31) notes that the term used as a derogatory
epithet, bhavuka, may hark to the third verse of the BhP.

32 See David Buchta, “Defining Categories in Hindu Literature: The Puranas as Sruti in Baladeva Vidyabhiisana
and Jiva Gosvami,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 15.1 (2006): 91-94.

33 Ibid., 92. Cf. Elkman, Jiva Gosvamin's Tattvasandarbha, 78: tatha hi mahabharate manaviye ca —
“itihasapuranabhyam vedam samupabrmhayet” iti | piranat puranam iti ca anyatra | na ca avedena vedasya
brmhanam sambhavati | na hy aparipiirnasya kanakavalayasya trapuna ptiranam yujyate | nanu yadi vedasabdah
puranam itihasam ca upadatte tarhi puranam anyad anvesaniyam | yadi tu na, na tarhi itihasapuranayor abhedo
vedena | ucyate — visistaikarthapratipadakapadakadambasya apauruseyatvad abhede 'pi svarakramabhedad
bhedanirdeso 'py upapadyate |
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broader Gaudiya literature preceded Jiva by a generation. Four of his poetic verses in the BNK
found their way into the Padyavali (16, 29, 33, 34), an anthology of Sanskrit poetry compiled by
Jiva's uncle Riipa Gosvamin. And as a perusal of the broader Gaudiya archive demonstrates, the
BNK clearly held a favorable place in it, a fact due to the work's geographical proximity,

theological stance, and perhaps the efforts of Madhavendra and Co.**

324 1 am grateful to Rembert Lutjeharms for providing me with a comprehensive list of explicit references to
Laksmidhara in Gaudiya Vaisnava literature, which ! reproduce here, minus the four verses in the Padyavali. The
abbreviation “HS” refers to the edition by Haridasa SastrT cited in the bibliography.

Bhaktirasamrtasindhu 3.2.1: ratisthayitaya namakaumudikrdbhir apy asau | $antatvenayam evaddha
sudevadyai$ ca varnitah ||

Tattvasandarbha 47: ahu$ ca namakaumudikarah — “krsnasabdasya tamalasyamalatvisi yasodayah
stanandhaye parabrahmani riidhih” iti | Also cited in Kysnasandarbha 57 (HS, 112), Jiva's commentary on
Brahmasambhita, and Radhakrsna Gosvami's Dasaslokibhasya on Caitanyacaritamrta 3.7.86.

otz

Bhagavatsandarbha 86 (HS, 214): “siddher jiianat mukter va” iti $Sribhagavannamakaumudr |

Bhaktisandarbha 128 (HS, 250): evam prarabdhahetuvyadhyadiharatvam ca skande — “adhayo vyadhayo yasya
smaranan namakirtanat | tad eva vilayam yanti tam anantam namamy aham || ” iti | uktam ca namakaumudyam
“prarabdhapapaharatvam ca kvacid upasakecchavasad” iti |

Bhaktisandarbha 153 (HS, 298): tad idrSéam mahatmyavrndam na praséamsamatram ajamiladau prasiddhatvat |
darsitas ca nyayah sribhagavannamakaumudyadau |

Bhaktisandarbha 161 (HS, 316): namakaumudikarai$ ca “antimapratyayo “bhyarhita” ity uktam | [Ed. I do not
find this in citation in the edition of the BNK I possess.]

Bhaktisandarbha 263 (HS, 530): ata eva “bhaktih paresanubhavo viraktih” [BhP 11.2.40] ityady uttarapadye
tikaciirnika: “nanv iyam artidhayoginam api bahujanmabhir durlabha gatih katham namakirtanamatrenaikasmin
janmani bhaved ity asankya sadrstantam aha bhaktir iti” ity esa | ittham utthapitam ca
Sribhagavannamakaumudyam sahasranamabhasye ca puranantaravacanam — “naktam diva ca gatabhir
jitanidra eko | nirvinna ksitapatho mitabhuk prasantah || yady acyute bhagavati sa mano na sajjen | namani
tadratikarani pathed vilajjah ||” iti |

Bhaktisandarbha 265 (HS, 543): uktam ca namakaumudyam “mahadaparadhasya bhoga eva nivartakah

=9

tadanugraho va” iti |

Pritisandarbha 110 (HS, 341): kim calaukikarasavidam pracinanam api matanusarena sidhyaty asau rasah | tatra
samanyatah §ribhagavannamakaumudikarair darsitah | tasya vi§esatas tu §antadisu paficasu bhedesu
vaktavyesu $risvamicaranair “mallanam asanir” [BhP 10.43.17] ity adau te paficaiva darsitah |

Sarvasamvadinit on Tattvasandarbha (HS, 24): tad uktam — “tasman mantrarthavadayor anyaparatve 'pi svarthe
pramanyam bhavaty eva | tad yadi svarasata eva nispratibandham avadharitaripam anadhigatavisayam ca
vijiianam utpadyate $abdat tadantarenapi tatparyam tasya pramanyam kim na syat? tatsanganaviganayoh punar
anuvadagunavadatve upanisadam punarananyasesatvad apastasamastanartham anantanandaikarasam
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But the Gaudiya Vaisnavas were not the only group to lay claim to the BNK. Around the
same time, not too far from where Jiva was writing in Brindavan, a family of Maharashtrian
Brahmin migrants to Banaras, the Devas, began to express their shared interest in Advaita
Vedanta and bhakti in a very different way.** The patriarch of the family, Anantadeva, wrote a
commentary on the BNK called the Prakdsa. Anantadeva's initial education was in Mimamsa
and Advaita Vedanta, under the tutelage of the Banarasi renunciate Ramatirtha, and he went on to
write his own textbook on Vedanta, the Siddhantatattva. In this textbook, Anantadeva is quite
uncompromising about his Advaita affinities. He tells us in the Prakdsa that he composed it after
his Advaita manual, but without any sense of ironic distance. He simply states, commenting on
the passage cited earlier on the true referent of the name Krsna: “I have elaborated that sravana
is an element [of liberating knowledge], and that nididhydsana acts specifically as an auxiliary
aid to effecting its result, in my Siddhantatattva.”**® By and large, Anantadeva stays faithful to

the text of the BNK, appearing to depart from the author's intention only once or twice.*”” His

anadhigatam atmatattvam gamayantinam pramanantaravirodhe'pi tasyaivabhasikaranena ca svartha eva
pramanyam” iti | (cf. Bhagavannamakaumudr, 10).

Sarvasamvadint on Krsnasandarbha (HS, 72-73 & 92-93): “samahrtanam uccaranam api nanarthakam
samskarapracayahetutvad ekasyaivoccarapracayavad” iti namakaumudikarair angikrtam | [...]

33 See Anand Venkatkrishnan, “Ritual, Reflection, and Religion: The Devas of Banaras,” South Asian History and

Culture 6.1 (2015): 147-171.
326 Bhagavannamakaumudi, 63, 11.3-4 (Prakasa comm.): $ravanasyangatvam nididhyasanasya
phalopakaryangatvam casmabhih siddhantatattve prapaficitam | Cf. Siddhantatattva, ed. Tailanga Rama Sastri
(Benares: Government Sanskrit College, 1901), 45: etesam $ravanam pradhanam, itare phalopakaryange,
$rotavyadivakyesu prathamikatvat |
27 See, e.g., Bhagavannamakaumudi, 15, 11.131f. (Prakasa comm.). When Laksmidhara cites what he calls the
“puskaraksa siddhanta,” perhaps referring to a specific interpretive tradition, Anantadeva labels it the brainchild
of particular ekadest or “factional” Vedantins. According to him, Laksmidhara's own position only begins from a
particular point, the operative adverb in the original text being “svarasatah,” which Anantadeva thinks indicates
that the previous position was “not the one to which [the author] was inclined” (pirvamate
'svarasapradarsanam). He continues: “The verses cited in proof should be interpreted as saying that, directly or
sequentially, the entire [content of the] Veda is auxiliary to the knowledge of the Supreme Self” (udahrtavakyani
tu saksatparamparayd paramatmavidyayam Sesabhiitah sarvo veda ity evam vyakhyeyani).



116
was clearly the most popular commentary on the text, others only existing in fragments and one
or two manuscripts.**®

Like the Gosvamins, Anantadeva also composed devotional dramas on bhakti. However,
they are very different from Rupa Gosvamin's attempt to use drama as a mode of religious
realization,’” and contain none of the technical language of devotional poetics, or bhaktirasa. As
I discuss in the next chapter, Anantadeva attempted to portray his life of bhakti as quite distinct
from his scholarly ambitions, though he tried to convince his contemporaries in scholarly
fashion. Apart from their shared interest in the BNK, there seems to be nothing whatsoever that
connects the Devas to the Gosvamins. Unlike Jiva, who tries scrupulously to avoid the ignominy
of being classed with the mayavdadis, the classic pejorative term for “illusionist” Advaitins,
Anantadeva feels no need to apologize for his Advaita heritage. In his Siddhantatattva, he even
supports the drstisrstivada, the controversial doctrine of subjective idealism which it is unlikely
that the Gosvamins would have ever defended.**° In an opening verse to his Prakasa, he assures

the prospective audience that his commentary “spreads the illumination of the BNK in a manner

that does not contradict the meaning of the entire Vedanta.”*' “Vedanta” here probably means

But is this indeed what Laksmidhara is saying? “Svarasatah’ in context appears simply to mean
“spontancously,” and the final clause of the root text seems to follow causally from the verses cited. One
wonders who or what comprises this Vedanta “faction” from which Anantadeva believes Laksmidhara needs
protecting.

328 See Siniruddha Dash, ed., New Catalogus Catalogorum, Vol. XV (Madras: University of Madras, 2007), 251b.

39 Cf. Donna Wulff, Drama as a Mode of Religious Realization: The Vidagdhamadhava of Rupa Gosvami (Chico:
Scholars Press, 1984).

30 See Siddhantatattva, 57-60. Anantadeva says that the drstisrstivada “does not slip into a Buddhist idealism, for

the substrate [i.e., Brahman] is a stable entity.” /bid., 57: na ca bauddhamatapravesah | adhisthanasya sthayitvat |

3 Bhagavannamakaumudri, 1 (Prakasa comm., v.2):

namaskrtya gurtin sarvavedantarthavirodhatah |
bhagavannamakaumudyah prakasah pravitanyate ||
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“The Upanisads” more than a particular system, although for Anantadeva the Upanisads
fundamentally called for an Advaitic interpretation. That he even had to bring up the problem of
the BNK's belonging suggests that this text was moving between and across communities that
had very different philosophical commitments. Yet, as I show in the next chapter, nowhere does
Anantadeva distance himself from Advaita per se, only other Advaitins, and their haughty, self-
involved talk about the self-sufficiency of jfiana, divorced from the rhythms of bhakti.

One is compelled to ask, then, whether we should see the Devas and Gosvamins as
fraternal twins, or as independent agents re-envisioning the legacy of Advaita Vedanta. Though
remarkably similar in nature, their ideas seem to have moved in different, non-intersecting
circles, both during and after their lifetime.*** The Gaudiya Vaisnavas exerted their influence
across northern India to the courts of Jaipur, where the scholar Baladeva Vidyabhiisana
consolidated their canonical Vedanta status by connecting Gaudiya Vaisnavism to Madhva
theology.’* The works of the Devas, however, made their way south, as part of the Maratha
conquest of Thanjavur.*** Not only do manuscripts of their works survive in the libraries of
Madras and Mysore,** but their intellectual interest in the divine name was also resuscitated and

refashioned by theologians of the Tamil South.

332 See Norvin Hein, “Caitanya's Ecstasies and the Theology of the Name,” In Hinduism: New Essays in the History
of Religions, ed. Bardwell L. Smith (Leiden: Brill, 1976), 15-32; Neal Delmonico, “Chaitanya Vaishnavism and
the Holy Names,” in Krishna: A Sourcebook, ed. Edwin F. Bryant (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 549-
575; Barbara Holdrege, “From Nama-Avatara to Nama-Samkirtana: Gaudtya Perspectives on the Name,”
Journal of Vaishnava Studies 17.2 (2009): 3-36.

333 See Kiyokazu Okita, Hindu Theology in Early Modern South Asia: The Rise of Devotionalism and the Politics of
Genealogy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014).

334 See Venkatkrishnan, “Ritual, Reflection, and Religion,” 159-161.
3% For the full record of the Devas' manuscript locations, see V. Raghavan, ed., New Catalogus Catalogorum,

Volume 1, Revised Edition (Madras: University of Madras, 1968), 164-167; V. Raghavan, ed., New Catalogus
Catalogorum, Volume 2 (Madras: University of Madras, 1966), 124.
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The Sacred Name in the South

According to the Sanskrit literary scholar V. Raghavan, the Namasiddhanta found clearest
shape among the saints of the Kaveri delta in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, who
flourished under the rule of the Thanjavur Marathas: Sridhara Venkatesa Ayyaval,
Bhagavannama Bodhendra, Sadgurusvamin, Sadasiva Brahmendra, Narayana Tirtha, and
Tyagaraja. We know these names today as progenitors of the present-day musical-performative
tradition of puranic storytelling (harikatha) and devotional singing (na@masamkirtana) known as
the bhajana sampradaya.®® In response to Raghavan's account, Davesh Soneji contextualizes the
bhajana sampradaya within the polyglot literary and musical environment of Thanjavur as “the
very real result of the workings of a highly local, albeit caste- and class-bound culture of public
multilingualism.”*’ Both historical reconstructions demonstrate that the Smarta participants in
the bhajana sampradaya were at once members of a self-professedly “cosmopolitan”
socioreligious community, with strong ties to South Indian Saiva and Advaita monastic
institutions,*® as well as vernacular-language performers of the BhP's Vaisnava theology. And the
text that emerges as a major link between these two identities is the BNK.

The BNK makes a significant cameo in the story of Bhagavannama Bodhendra. The

provenance of the story is unclear,* but Bodhendra himself belonged to the seventeenth century.

36 See Singer, “The Radha-Krishna Bhajanas of Madras City,” in Krishna: Myths, Rites, Attitudes, ed. Milton
Singer (Honolulu: East-West Center Press, 1966), 90-138. Cf. Venkateswaran, “Radha-Krishna Bhajanas of
South India,” in Krishna: Myths, Rites, Attitudes, ed. Milton Singer (Honolulu: East-West Center Press, 1966),
139-172. Cf. Soneji, “The Powers of Polyglossia.”

37 Soneji, “The Powers of Polyglossia,” 342. Cf. Indira Viswanathan Peterson, “Multilingual Dramas at the
Tanjavur Maratha Court and Literary Cultures in Early Modern South India,” Journal of Medieval History 14.2
(2011): 285-321.

3% See Elaine Fisher, “A New Public Theology: Sanskrit and Society in Seventeenth-century South India” (PhD
diss., Columbia University, 2013).

39 See R. Krishnamurthy, The Saints of the Cauvery Delta (New Delhi: Concept Publishing, 1979), 49-55. The
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The story goes that after being told by his Advaita guru to learn about the power of God's name,
Bodhendra traveled to Puri, where he met Laksmidhara's son Jagannatha. A miraculous event
that exhibits a communalism of sorts—a Hindu woman who had been abducted by a Muslim is
“purified” by repeating God's name while plunging into the temple tank—convinced Bodhendra
that Laksmidhara, author of the BNK, was right to say that the name of God is supremely
purifying. Bodhendra returned south and, in addition to performing devotional music, proceeded
to write his own Sanskrit books on the subject of God's name. Actually, it is more likely that the
BNK reached Bodhendra through the network of Ramadasi mathas that were established in the
Thanjavur region between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. As Davesh Soneji
demonstrates, these institutions were instrumental in transporting the performance of Marathi
kirtan to the Tamil South, and possessed their own local performative traditions recently
appropriated by the Carnatic musical establishment.** I will have occasion in the next chapter to
reflect on the centrality of Rama devotional cults, and the Ramadasis in particular, to the
preservation and propagation of the Namasiddhanta.**'

Only one of Bhagavannama Bodhendra's works has been printed: The

contemporary harikathd exponent Visakha Hari, now very popular in the mostly middle-class, upper-caste
Carnatic music circuit, recounts this story in a recent performance in Tamil, which centers on the repetition of
God's name in the life of a variety of bhakti poets. See Visakha Hari, “The Power of Rama's Name”
(Ramanamaprabhavam), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FbavoiwvXcU. Accessed July 12, 2015.

340

See Soneji, “The Powers of Polyglossia,” 344ff., esp. 365, n.27: “The performance of Marathi abhang-kirtans as
part of 'classical' Karnatak music performances is a distinctly twentieth-century phenomenon and has much to do
with the urban scripting of the history of Karnatak music as inextricably intertwined with not only the South
Indian, but pan-Indian bhakti tradition. Marathi kirtan thus becomes integrated, not because of its distinctly local
historical connection to the making of this music, but rather because it represents a regional bhakti tradition that
must be connected, performatively speaking, to Karnatak music’s uppercaste, Neo-Advaitic bhakti universalism.
It is in this process, I would argue, that the local histories of Marathi kirtan in Tanjore become obfuscated.”

! Bodhendra himself writes a series of ten benedictory verses to Rama in the opening to the Namamytarasayana
(1-3). Only after these verses does he invoke other, more general and particular gods and gurus: in order,
Daksinamiirti, his teacher Visvadhik[endra Sarasvati], Sarasvati (Bharat), and Saﬁkarécérya.


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FbavoiwvXcU
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Namamytarasayana, or “Ambrosial Elixir of the Name.*** A book that reads stylistically like a
series of longwinded, repetitive lecture notes, the Namamrtarasayana is a gloss on a
commentary on the Visnusahasranama, which Bodhendra attributes to Sankara, whom he
describes as an incarnation of Siva.** Bodhendra asserts that
because singing the name requires no general rule of observance, it is shown [in this
commentary| that the act of singing the name, done in whatever way possible, leads to the
dissolution of all sins and liberation—whether performed by a woman, a man, eunuch, or
any kind of person whosoever; whether helplessly or out of madness; whether with faith
or without faith; whether to ward off the pain induced by thieves or tigers or disease; or
whether for the purpose of achieving non-lasting results like dharma, artha, and kama, or
any other purpose.**
Although this is similar to the view of Srivaisnava commentators on the Visnusahasranama
discussed earlier, Bodhendra explicitly refers to “the [ Bhagavan|namakaumudi...and
Anantadeva's works” among the inspirations for his own interpretive efforts.** That Bodhendra
possessed a specifically Advaitic pedigree and recognized a broader tradition at intersection of
bhakti and Advaita Vedanta is evident from his mention of Madhustidana Sarasvatt as “author of
the Advaitasiddhi,” his use of Madhusiidana's commentary on the Bhagavad Gita (“which

follows Sankara's commentary”) to corroborate his interpretive claims, and his positive citation

of other recognizably “classical” Advaitins.**® Moreover, he analogizes the defense of singing

2 Namamrtarasayanam, ed. Deva Sankara Sarma (Tanjore: Poornachandrodayam Press, 1926).

33 Ibid., 1: bhagavaf $ivah...§ankaranamakaparamahamsamahamunirtipo 'bhavat |

3 Ibid., 17-8: evam namakirtanasya niyamasamanyanapeksatvapratipadanat stripumnapumsakanyatamena
yenakenacij janenava$ena vonmadena va §raddhaya va sraddham vina va coravyaghrarogadikrtartinasaya va
dharmarthakamanyatamatmakanityaphalaya vanyaprayojanaya va yathakathamecitkrtanamakirtanena
sakalapapaksayo mukti$ ca bhavaty evety artho darsitah |

%5 Ibid., 71: [namamahatmya]$astrani svarthaparany eva ityarthapratipadakanam
sahasranamabhasyanamakaumudipurusartharatnakaranantadeviyabahugranthanam [...]
6 Ibid., 18: ayam arthah sarvo 'py advaitasiddhinamakagranthakarair madhusiidananandasarasvatiSricaranair
bhagavatpadiyabhasyanusarinyam gitagiidharthadipikayam kantharavenoktah | Other Advaitins cited are:
Nrsimhasrama (45), Anandagiri (45), and Vidyaranya (48).
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God's name against its naysayers to defending the truth of Advaita Vedanta against its
philosophical opponents, singling out his closest southern rivals, the followers of Ramanuja and
Madhva.**” Bodhendra is sometimes identified with the 59™ pontiff of the Sankara matha in
Kaficipuram, Bodhendra Sarasvati, author of such works as the Harihardadvaitabhiisana, or
“Adorning the Non-Difference Between Hari (Visnu) and Hara (Siva).”** I think it is quite
possible that the two were the same. In the opening to the Namamrtarasayana, Bodhendra says
that Sankara began his commentary on the Visnusahasranama in order to show the glory of
“either Visnu's or Siva's name,” which, whether heard or sung or simply remembered, could
bestow all the goals of human life upon all beings.*** Furthermore, the benedictory verses

between the two works show significant overlap.®*

37 Ibid., 47: namakirtanasya saddhanatvam apalapantiti tadanusarena namakirtana$astrasyanyathanayanam
asangatam eva, sarvesam $astroktasadhananam asadhanatvabhidhanena nindaka bahavo janah santy eveti
sakalalaukikasreyahsadhananam asadhanatvangikarapatteh | [...] dr§yante cadvitiyabrahmajiianasya muktim
praty asadhanatvabhidhanena tannindaka gautamakanadajaiminipatafijalakapilatantrabhimanino
madhvaramanujasaivasaktahairanyagarbhas ceti vedantyekadesinas tu bahavah |

¥ Hariharadvaitabhiisanam by Bodhendrasarasvati, ed. T. Chandrasekharan (Madras: Superintendent Government

Press, 1954).

3 Cf. Namamrtarasayana, 1-2: sthavarajangamatmakasakalapraninam

dharmarthakamamoksakhyasakalapurusarthapradam visnus$ivayor namnam madhye anyatamanamaiva, tac ca

smrtam va kirtitam va $rutam va sarvesam istadam bhavaty eveti ni§citya tannamamahatmyam vaktum
sahasranamabhasyam arabdhavantah...

3% Both works a) mention his guru, Visvadhikendra Sarasvati, b) invoke Sankara in very similar fashion, and c)

celebrate Rama as the embodiment of the unity between Visnu and Siva.

See Hariharadvaitabhusanam, 1:

SrisagauriSvarabhinnariipam ramam aham bhaje |
sakrtprapannasantrane diksitam sitaya $ritam || 2 ||

yasya namapi sarvasmad utkarsam khyapayaty aho |
visvadhikaguroh padapadmam vande muda sada || 3 ||

vedantarthabhidhanena sarvanugrahakarinam |
yatiripadharam vande Sankaram lokasankaram || 5 ||

Cf. Namamrtarasayana, 1-3:
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Bodhendra's contemporaries also seem to have displayed affinities for both “classical”

Advaita and namasamkirtana. Most intriguing in this connection is one Upanisad Brahmayogin,

alias Ramacandrendra Sarasvati, who is said to have been initiated into monastic life at

Kaficipuram, and went on to found his own Advaita matha nearby.”' He received his nickname

by writing commentaries on 108 Upanisads. He also wrote a fascinating work called the

Upeyanamaviveka, “Analyzing the Name of the One to be Attained.”*** In the introduction to his

edition of the Upeyanamaviveka, V. Raghavan asserted that it falls in the line of such works as

the BNK.*> This is true, but only in part. The Upeyanamaviveka affirms the universally

redemptive power of God's name, irrespective of one's caste or social status. But the author is not

exclusively concerned with literature on namamahatmya, the glory of the name. Instead, he

quotes profusely from Sankara's canonical works, such as his commentary on Gaudapada's

351

352

353

sarvasya lokasya sada suguptyai namatmake bhati harisayor yah |
dayasudhabdhih sa tadatmako me ramah sada vaktrasaroruhe 'stu || 4 ||

vijiianavairagyaparatmabhaktisamadibhir yo 'dhikatam prapannal |
visvadhikakhyam agamac ca tena guriittamam tam pranamami miirdhna || 13 ||

sastrartham suvinirnetum istadam sarvadehinam |
yatiripadharam vande $sankaram lokasankaram || 16 ||

In the Hariharadvaitabhiisana, Bodhendra also mentions his preceptor Girvanendra Sarasvati, who was “both a
highly celebrated and influential figure among renunciant scholars of Advaita and most likely the pontiff of a
monastic order centered in Kancipuram, one which bears some historical relationship to the lineages now most
commonly associated with the city.” See Fisher, “A New Public Theology,” 58-59.

See V. Raghavan, “Upanishad Brahma Yogin, His Life and Works,” Journal of the Madras Music Academy
XXVII (1956): 113-150. See also Raghavan, ed., New Catalogus Catalogorum, Volume 2,363-367. The
historical relationship between Ramacandrendra's lineage and that of Bodhendra, via the Kafict Kamakoti Pitha,
is difficult to determine with certainty, even given the distinctive appellation “-Indra Sarasvati” and their shared
interest in the expounding on the name of God. See Fisher, “A New Public Theology,” 59.

Cf. Klaus Klostermaier, “Calling God Names: Reflections on Divine Names in Hindu and Buddhist Traditions,”
Journal of Vaishnava Studies 2.2 (1994): 66-68.

Upeya-Nama-Viveka (Namarthaviveka) of Upanisad Brahmayogin, ed. V. Raghavan (Madras: The Adyar Library
and Research Centre, 1967), 3.
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Mandiikyakarika, and from late Upanisads like the Ramatapaniya. In doing so, he departs
significantly from the BNK's focus on eradicating sins. God's name is not merely the object of
kirtana or anusmarana, but bhavana: absorption, immersion, identification.>* For Brahmayogin,
the name “Rama” actually does equal Brahman, unlike Laksmidhara's insistence that the name
“Krsna” could not be subsumed under Brahman. In the Upeyanamaviveka, one does not invoke
the name to save oneself (he rama), one becomes the name (ramo 'ham).*** Bodhendra's
Namamrtarasayana also argues at length that renunciates who would otherwise be engaged in
the standard Advaitic practice of “hearing, reflecting, and meditating” on the words of the
Upanisads (sravana, manana, nididhyasana), can achieve their aim of unobstructed, immediate
self-knowledge (apratibaddhaparoksatmajiiana) much more easily by singing the name of
God.”*® Although the BNK also saw kirtana as an intermediary step leading to liberating self-
knowledge, its emphasis was on the ability of God's name to remove sins, not as an object of

Advaitic identification. Both of these texts move us far afield from the relatively limited

%% For more on the concept of bhavana (imagination) in early modern South India, see David Shulman, More Than
Real: A History of the Imagination in South India (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2012).

3% Klostermaier (“Calling God Names,” 68) notes that “Upanisadbrahmayogin attributes special significance to the

name of RAMA,” treating it as the essence of both the Narayana and Siva mantras. As we have seen, Bodhendra

also centered his devotion to Rama across his works. And, as it turns out, so did Laksmidhara. Although the

majority of the BNK extols the names and virtues of Krsna, Laksmidhara gave his teacher the appellation

Raghunatha, and in his concluding verses he invokes Rama's name first. See Bhagavannamakaumudr, 133:

akrstih krtacetasam sumahatam uccatanam camhasam
acandalam amiikalokasulabho vasyas$ ca muktisriyah |

no diksam na ca daksinam na ca pura$caryam manag iksate
mantro ‘yam rasanasprg eva phalati $riramanamatmakabh ||

“It draws you in if your heart is pure, and eradicates even the greatest sins. It’s easy for anyone, no matter how
marginalized; so long as you can utter it, then freedom is yours. You don’t need any initiation, no gift-giving or
preparation. This mantra flowers the moment it touches your tongue: Rama’s name.”
%6 See Namamrtarasayana, 24: paramahamsayativaristhena
samyakkrtavedantasravanamanananididhyasanadisakaladharmebhyah sakrnnamakirtanam atyantotkrstam ity
arthah siddha eva ity ata eva sakrnnamakirtanam apratibaddhaparoksatmajfianajanakam ity arthah siddhah |
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concerns of the BNK, embedded as they were in the very different context of the Tamil South.*’

Their Advaita twist, however, does not imply distance from personalized devotional
bhakti. In the course of his research, Raghavan noticed an autographed letter from Upanisad
Brahmayogin to Tyagaraja, asking the latter to visit Kafic1.**® Raghavan is compelling in his
attempts to link the content of Tyagaraja's popular-courtly Telugu songs to Brahmayogin's
forbidding Sanskrit scholarship.**® Perhaps we should not overplay their relationship; after all,
Tyagaraja was a man who asked: dvaitamu sukhama, advaitamu sukhama, “Is there more joy in
duality or nonduality?” Still, the connection raises questions about the spaces in which the BNK
may have circulated in the South: between Saiva and Vaisnava communities, monastic centers
and performative stages, bhakti poetry and Advaita prose.

Conclusion

The modern incarnations of the BNK continue to raise questions about its multiple
affiliations. Laksmidhara appears to share an intellectual milieu with Sridhara, and both engaged
with Advaita Vedanta, as did later commentators on the text. But the BNK manuscript in the

Tanjore Sarasvati Mahal Library (No. 8237) is listed under “Caitanya Thought,” no doubt due to

7 Bodhendra provides a humorous cultural reference to illustrate his point that those who do not have a taste for
singing the name of God are welcome to perform their own, more difficult rituals. “It is just like all those
Tamilians,” he says, “who will not deign to eat wheat laddiis made with the best ghee and sugar, or even
sweetened cow's milk, but will relish chewing bitter neem leaves, praising it as the tastiest thing in the world.”

See Ibid., 52: tatha namakirtane 'rucya atyantagurubhiitadharmesv eva rucya bahiinam vidusam avidusam ca
pravrtte§ copapannatvam dar$itam | sitasarkaranvitatyantottamagoksire uttamasitasarkaragoghrtabhyam vinirmite
godhiimapistavikarariipaladdukottame carucya kesamecit tadbhojanapravrttyabhavasya dar§anat bahtinam
dravidadesasthanam nimbapatraciirne rucivasad atyantaruciharam idam ctirnam iti §laghanaptirvakam tatra
pravrtter darsanat |

358

Upeya-Nama-Viveka, 6.

39 V. Raghavan, The Spiritual Heritage of Tyagardja (Madras: The Ramakrishna Mission Students' Home, 1957),
99-124.
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its popularity among the Gosvamins.*® In his initial catalogue of the Tanjore manuscripts,
however, A.C. Burnell listed it as a work of Visistadvaita.’*' And Gosvami Damodar Sastri, editor
of the first printed edition of the BNK (1927), was quite explicit about his Madhva background
and the importance of this text to it.** While it is tempting simply to locate the BNK at the
intersection of philosophical, sectarian, and religious boundaries, this chapter has shown that the
text circulated within particular communities of Brahmanical interpreters, albeit spread out
across the subcontinent, each with their own interests in the text. The BNK's own concerns,
moreover, are firmly located in the Sanskrit scholastic world. Whether its scholastic interests
were provoked by more local, vernacular (I also use the word in the sense of “everyday”)
developments is a question for which a fixed answer is still elusive. After all, it is well known to
scholars of the “bhakti movement” that many Indic religious cultures exhorted their adherents to
recite the name of God. What could have been the precise relationship of this Sanskrit ideal from
the BhP with vernacular devotional literatures, or Tantric practices of mantra repetition, or Sufi
notions of the divine presence in language? How might the BNK have participated in a broader
“cult of the divine name” that moved between communities: Saiva and Vaisnava, Sanskrit and

vernacular, Hindu and Muslim?*® Can we revisit Raghavan's idea of the Namasiddhanta as a

360 P.P.S. Sastri, A Descriptive Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Tanjore Maharaja Serfoji's Sarasvatt
Mahal Library, Vol. XIV (Srirangam: Vani Vilas Press, 1932), 6383-6385.

%1 A.C. Burnell, 4 Classified Index to the Sanskrit Mss. In the Palace at Tanjore (London: Triibner & Co., 1880),
98.

62 His official title, provided at the end of his editorial introduction, includes his affiliation to the Madhva

sampradaya. See Bhagavannamakaumudr, Editor's Note (sampadakiyam vaktavyam), 8:

srimanmadhvasampradayacaryyadarsanikasarvabhaumasahityadarsanadyacaryatarkaratnanyayaratna—

gosvamidamodarasastri

63 See Hans Bakker, Ayodhya, Part I (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 1986), 67-78, 119-124. See also Charlotte
Vaudeville, “The Cult of the Divine Name in the Haripath of Di\andev,” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde
Sudasiens 12-13 (1968-9): 395-406.
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transregional phenomenon, even as we resist its cultural-nationalist implications?

One way to approach this problematic is to attend to the social history of text-traditions in
addition to their intellectual history. The BNK's reception history offers some clues, but its own
intellectual context remains opaque. I have reconstructed its arguments that address different
issues of Mimamsa and Vedanta out of order, rather than following the progression of the text,
because those arguments are interspersed within larger topics. Disentangling the logic of the text
proper from its fascinating internal debates is an important task, but awaits a more
comprehensive study. In the following chapter, I study the intersections between Mimamsa,
Vedanta, and bhakti with greater specificity by following the career of the BNK commentator
Anantadeva, and that of his family, who lived in Banaras in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Situating these traditions in a particular setting allows us to understand the changes in

their contours and fortunes in light of the social changes of the early modern world.
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Chapter 4: Vedanta in the Moonlight
Jiana, Karma, and Bhakti:

Three ways to reach you.

The first for the disenchanted,

to apply themselves to study.

The second for the rapacious,

to devote their actions to you.

But the third for those

neither here nor there,

to hold on tight to your love.

-Melputtir Narayana Bhatta (1587 CE), Narayaniya 96.4°%

In a lecture I attended at Union Theological Seminary in April 2013, the prominent public
intellectual Amartya Sen described a distinction he believed could be found in “early Indian
religious texts” between three ways to enlightenment or salvation: karma, work; jiiana,
knowledge; and bhakti, faith and devotion. Like any good secular thinker, Sen explained that he
found the first two appealing, but the third rather difficult to accept. Surprising though it may
seem, Sen might have found kindred spirits in early modern Banaras, the pre-eminent center of
Brahmanical learning. Here, bhakti was still an intrusive newcomer, and could be found jostling

for attention with karma and jiiana in the Sanskrit scholarly milieu, one in which intellectual life

3 The Nardyaniya of Narayana Bhatta, ed. T. Ganapati SastrT (Trivandrum: Travancore Government Press, 1912),
348:

jiianam karmapi bhaktis tritayam iha bhavatprapakam tatra tavat
nirvinnanam asese visaya iha bhaved jiianayoge 'dhikarah |
saktanam karmayogas tvayi ca vinihito ye tu natyantasakta

napy atyantam viraktas tvayi ca dhrtarasa bhaktiyogo hy amisam ||

The verse was referring to Bhagavata Purana 11.20.7-8, which provides the same rationale:

nirvinnanam jfianayogo nyasinam iha karmasu |

tesv anirvinnacittanam karmayogas tu kaminam ||
yadrcchaya matkathadau jatasraddhas tu yah puman |
na nirvinno natisakto bhaktiyogo 'sya siddhidah ||
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was perceived by some as largely directed toward this-worldly, material self-interest. That we
may find this surprising at all is indicative of the ubiquity of these three “paths” (margas) or
“methods” (yogas) in the self-definition of modern Hinduism. But how early, really, is this
threefold analytic? When did karma, jiiana, and bhakti become hypostatized as such? Is there an
unbroken link between their earliest formulations and their modern manifestations? Or have
particular historical agents and social conditions given different shapes to their relation? These
should be instinctive scholarly questions, but part of the difficulty of premodern Indian
intellectual history is in figuring out which questions still need asking.**

Let me clarify what [ mean by these three terms. Although they are typically defined as
“ritual action” (or “action” more broadly) and “philosophical gnosis,” in this chapter, karma and
jhana refer to their representative intellectual discourses: Mimamsa and Vedanta. Karma and
jiiana, of course, have a much wider and intersecting range of referents in Indian intellectual
history, but by this heuristic marker I intend to reflect the way they were used in the scholarly
settings I describe in this chapter. Among the many schools of Vedantic exegesis, I focus on
Advaita Vedanta, given both its popularity among scholars in early modern Banaras and its
ambivalent relationship to the other two discourses. These knowledge-systems, whose

intellectual history “on the eve of colonialism” has been the subject of sustained study over the

3% These three terms are frequently traced to the Bhagavad Gita. However, the very analysis of the Gita in terms of
“three yogas” was a later innovation, and the authors of the Gita likely had in mind only two yogas, jiiana and
karma; later theistic doctrine was interpolated into a layer that originally presented a doctrine of “detached
action” without propagating a “highest Lord.” See Angelika Malinar, The Bhagavadgita: Doctrines and Contexts
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 93-94. At the same time, the “three yogas” scheme was a
premodern, not a modern development. The sixteenth-century Banarasi scholar Madhusiidana Sarasvati
famously used this scheme in his commentary on the Gita, and the “three yogas” formula itself is clearly
articulated in the Bhagavata Purana (11.20.6) around the turn of the second millennium. The poet cited in the
epigraph, Narayana Bhatta, was a close contemporary of Madhusiidana, albeit a native of Kerala, and evokes the
scheme in this verse from the Narayaniya, his lyrical condensation of the Bhagavata Purana. See Francis
Zimmermann, “Patterns of Truthfulness.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 36.5 (2008): 643-650.
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last decade, tended to be the prerogative of an educated elite. Bhakti, or religious devotion to an
embodied god, however, occupied a space between the “high” textual world and that of everyday
“popular” practice and performance. On the one hand, texts such as the Bhagavad Gita and the
Bhagavata Purana gave clearest shape to the Sanskrit ideal of bhakti, which, especially in the
latter, at once supplements and supplants its ritual and philosophical counterparts.**® On the other
hand, the many communities of local, vernacular, subaltern religious practice which sprang up
across the subcontinent in the second millennium, and which have come to be narrativized as
constituting the “bhakti movement,” seemed to affect distance from highbrow scholarly activity,
especially in Sanskrit. This dichotomy between the popular and elite modes of bhakti—one with
radical egalitarian impulses, and the other making concessions to dominant forms of religious
authority and political power—ypersists in much present scholarship on the subject.**” While this
is a useful distinction, it foregrounds the view “from below” by locating bhakti primarily in the
vernacular-subaltern domain rather than suspended between elite and popular worlds. For others,
even this is too much. They consider the gap between these worlds to be so wide that even the

textualization of subaltern bhakti traditions is only evidence of their being, as it were, always-

366 The Gita, for its part, clearly presents a top-down concept of bhakti. See Malinar, The Bhagavadgita, 13: “[T]he
idea of bhakti is not presented as a practice of lower-status, illiterate people or as a ‘folk’ religion that priests and
aristocrats had to concede in order to remain in power, as some interpreters would have it, but as ‘secret’
knowledge and a rather demanding practice of transforming attachment to oneself into detachment, which is in
turn based on attachment to god. In its highest form, it amounts to asceticism in terms of turning one’s life into a
sacrificial activity to god.”

7 See, e.g., David Lorenzen, “Bhakti,” in The Hindu World, ed. Sushil Mittal and Gene Thursby, 185-209 (London:
Routledge, 2005), which makes a sharp distinction between varnadharmi and avarnadharmi movements: those
that supported the hierarchical caste system, and those that rejected it. Some, going even further, contend that
bhakti itself is an “ideology of subordination par excellence.” See Ranajit Guha, “Dominance without Hegemony
and its Historiography,” in Subaltern Studies VI: Writings on South Asian History and Society, ed. Ranajit Guha
(New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1989), 259. Cf. Tracy Coleman, “Viraha-Bhakti and Stridharma: Re-
Reading the Story of Krsna and the Gopis in the Harivamsa and the Bhdagavata Purana,” Journal of the
American Oriental Society 130.3 (2010): 385-412.
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already interpellated,’®® unable to discard the normative influence of Sanskrit and Brahmanical

dominance. At least one scholar has intimated that this textualizing process, in the context of

Marathi bhakti traditions, went all but unrecognized in the Sanskrit intellectual world:

The varkari sampradaya generated its own textual tradition comprising of the
Dnyaneswari, Eknathi Bhagvat and the Tukaram Gatha. However, the “high”
brahmanical traditions showed little inclination, at least at the textual level, to take
serious note of these developments. Similarly, it may be argued that attempts to include
bhakti as one of the rasas, as seen, for example, in the work of Madhusudan Saraswati, a
contemporary of Tulsidas, attest to the impact of bhakti on the “high” aesthetic tradition.
However, such efforts to appropriate the bhakti tradition as an aesthetic experience,
without any substantive engagement with its subversive critique, would merely reinforce
the broader argument offered here.’®

Such assertions, however, obscure the ways in which the relationship between karma,

jhana, and bhakti was negotiated by Sanskrit intellectuals differently at different times, and with

reference to both Sanskrit and vernacular worlds. Is it really true that the subversive

undercurrents of bhakti as the idiom of social and religious dissent were simply overwhelmed by

the vast Brahmanical ocean? Or did the very incorporation of bhakti as an object of systematic

theoretical inquiry alongside jiiana and karma signal a shift in the way it was possible to

conceive of intellectual and religious life, and of what it meant to be a Brahmin in the first place?

Rather than concentrate exclusively on vernacular bhakti traditions, and pass judgment on their

relative abilities to maintain a critical edge, [ would like to flip the script, and discern the impact

of bhakti on the Sanskrit intellectual sphere. I think it is quite possible to demonstrate changes at

the textual level within and across Sanskrit knowledge-systems that were motivated by local

devotional practices, by investigating: a) the relationship between popular religious movements

368 Louis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses,” in Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays (New

York: Monthly Review Press, 1971), 176.

% Veena Naregal, “Language and power in pre-colonial western India: Textual hierarchies, literate audiences, and

colonial philology,” The Indian Economic and Social History Review 37.3 (2000): 271, n.40.
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and the rarefied realm of scholarly pedagogy; b) the challenges that bhakti religiosity posed to
normative scholastic traditions; and ¢) how personal religious commitments prompted Sanskrit
intellectuals to think innovatively about the intellectual traditions they inherited. The demotic
registers of bhakti, I suggest, filtered back into the forbidding world of scriptural hermeneutics,
ultimately pushing through the glass ceiling of Sanskrit intellectuality. Transmuted and translated
into the idioms of Brahmanical culture, they nevertheless left a trace in the changing self-
presentation of Brahmin elites. When and how this process occurred has been a peripheral
subject in the last two chapters, but now the time has come to address the subject head-on. A
useful place to start is the academic center of Banaras, as we find it in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries.

Recent scholarship has focused on early modern Banaras as a site of significant
intellectual innovation and social contestation, whose outcomes exerted their influence well into
Indian modernity. While it has been noted that Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta represented a kind

370 much work needs to be done in

of philosophical orthodoxy for that city's intellectual elite,
order to contextualize this claim within the social and intellectual history of both traditions. In
this chapter, I will discuss the mutual intersections between karma, jiiana, and bhakti as they
appear in the corpus of a single family of intellectuals who traced their origins to Maharashtra:
the Devas of Banaras. In particular, I will describe the ways in which the Devas, across three
generations, situated their pedagogical commitment to Mimamsa (karma) against their

philosophical interest in Advaita Vedanta (jiiana), and the relationship of both to their religious

devotion to a personal god (bhakti). I will conclude with some thoughts on the social history of

37 See Sheldon Pollock, “New Intellectuals in Seventeenth-Century India,” The Indian Economic and Social
History Review 38.1 (2001): 21-22; Christopher Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern History,” South
Asian History and Culture 2:2 (2011): 217.
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these intellectual transitions.

In a set of articles on the social history of early modern India, Rosalind O'Hanlon has
discussed the migration of Maratha Brahmins into Banaras from the sixteenth century onward.*"
She describes their domination of the intellectual life of that city, and their ability to adjudicate
public disputes of social hierarchy. O'Hanlon attempts to understand how the changing social
environment for Maratha Brahmins opened up “the question of what it meant to be a
Brahman...and what Brahman community could signify amid the social turbulence of the age.”*"?
While O'Hanlon's essays primarily address the broadening social function of these Banarasi
intellectuals within the context of the Mughal imperial order, they also acknowledge as a
necessary complement the study of the new intellectual trends of those scholars.””® O'Hanlon's
insightful study invites a salutary alliance between social history and intellectual history, and
while she addresses the former side of the equation, I hope to contribute here to the latter.

Although the family's patriarch was one Apadeva I, the Devas' literary activity in Banaras
can be traced first to Anantadeva I (fl. 1600 CE), followed by his son Apadeva II (fl. 1625 CE),
and grandson Anantadeva II (fl. 1650 CE). The last of these was a prominent participant in

Banaras' dharmasabhas, assemblies of religious experts convened to decide a question of ritual

rights.’”* He provides us with the intellectual lineage of the Deva family in his voluminous

7' See Rosalind O'Hanlon and Christopher Minkowski, “What makes people who they are? Pandit networks and
the problem of livelihoods in early modern Western India,” The Indian Economic and Social History Review 45.3
(2008): 383, 395; Rosalind O'Hanlon, “Letters Home: Banaras Pandits and the Maratha Regions in early modern
India,” Modern Asian Studies 44.2 (2010): 203-204; Rosalind O'Hanlon, “Speaking from Siva's temple, Banaras
scholar households and the Brahman 'ecumene' of Mughal India,” South Asian History and Culture 2.2 (2011):
256.

32 O'Hanlon, “Letters Home,” 238-239.
33 Ibid., 202-203.

" See O'Hanlon and Minkowski, “What makes people who they are,” 382. Cf. O'Hanlon, “Letters Home,” 231-
232, 235. It is likely that the Devas followed a narrative of migration in the mid-sixteenth century similar to that



compendium on dharmasastra, called the Smrtikaustubha

375.

There was, on the banks of the Godavari,
a brahmin trained in the Vedic sciences,
a devotee of Krishna: Ekanatha by name.

He had a son, who inherited his qualities,
and understood the essence of all scriptures:
Apadeva [I], the one who obtained from God
every heavenly station.

He had a son, in turn:

a prolific Mimamsa scholar;

ever attached to the worship of Madhu's enemy (Krishna);

made famous by his pedagogical career (vidyadana);

whose name, Ananta[deva I], achieved its own meaning

by virtue of his countless virtues;

and who composed the “Essence of the Doctrines” of the Vedanta
for the delight of debaters.

His son was Apadeva [11],

author of the [Mimamsalnyayaprakasa,

learned in both Mimamsas and the science of ethics (naya),
always generous with the infinite nectar of his wisdom.?’®

375

376

elaborated by Sankara Bhatta in the Gadhivamsavarnana. See James Benson, “Samkarabhatta's Family
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Chronicle: The Gadhivams$avarnana,” in The Pandit: Traditional Scholarship in India, ed. Axel Michaels (New

Delhi: Manohar, 2001), 105-118.

See Pollock, “New Intellectuals,” 8, n.7, on the genre of the kaustubha, and 18-19 on the text's content and
location.

The Smriti Kaustubha of Anant Deva, ed. Vasudev Laxman Sastri Pansikar (Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar, 1931), 2-3:

asid godavaritire vedavedisamanvitah |
srikrsnabhaktiman eka ekanathabhidho dvijah || 15 ||

tatsutas tadgunair yuktah sarvasastrarthatattvavit |
apadevo 'bhavad devat prapa yah sakalan maniin || 16 ||

mimamsanayakovido madhuripoh sevasu nityodyatah
vidyadanavibhavitottamayasa asit tadTyatmajah |
yasyanantagunair ananta iti san namarthavattam gatam

yenavadi ca vadinam S$rutiSirahsiddhantatattvam mude || 17 ||

nyayaprakasakarta niravadhividyamrtapradah satatam |
mimamsadvayanayavit tanayas tasyapadevo 'bhit || 18 ||
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Undoubtedly the most striking claim here is that of direct descent from the Maharashtrian
poet-saint Eknath (1533-1599). While some scholars have accepted the historical accuracy of this
claim, others have disputed its veracity, citing its chronological difficulty, its scant historical
evidence, and its intellectual improbability.””” The last of these criticisms points to the
unlikelihood that a family committed to the social hierarchies of dharmasdastra and the
intellectual elitism of Sanskrit discourse would have been connected to Eknath, who never
composed in Sanskrit and was notorious for transgressing some of the very laws governing social
interaction that they so actively promoted.’”® This comment on intellectual incongruity, however,
only goes so far. For the Devas exhibited not only a kind of scholarly orthodoxy—that is, by
writing books in Sanskrit on Mimamsa, Advaita Vedanta, and dharmasastra—but also a
committed religious devotion to the god Krsna, which featured explicitly in their intellectual
corpus. I will return to Eknath later, but first [ examine the Devas' attempts to navigate the
intellectual space between jiiana and bhakti.

Jiiana and Bhakti

We do not have any extant works by the elder Apadeva, so let us begin with the patriarch
Anantadeva I. He studied Advaita Vedanta with a renunciate (yat#i) named Ramatirtha, who
probably lived in Banaras. P.V. Sivarama Dikshitar has discussed the life and works of

Ramatirtha, who cites inspiration from two teachers: a siks@guru (instructor) and a diksaguru

77 For a positive view, see Pollock, “New Intellectuals,” 18, 30; O'Hanlon, “Letters Home,” 203; P.V. Kane, 4
History of Dharmasastra, Vol. 1 (Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1930): 450-452. For the
negative, see Jon Keune, “Eknath Remembered and Reformed: Bhakti, Brahmans, and Untouchables in Marathi
Historiography” (PhD diss., Columbia University, 2011), 184ff.; Franklin Edgerton, The Mimarnsa Nydya
Prakasa or Apadevi (Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications, 1986 [1929]), 17-18. There is, of course, a third possibility
that none of our authors entertain: that this could have referred to an entirely different Eknath altogether. But that
Anantadeva II bothered to raise this Eknath to the starting point of the genealogy suggests that he was known
well-enough—famously or infamously—to serve as a proper introduction to the whole family.

38 See Keune, “Eknath Remembered,” 188.
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(initiator).>” In the colophons to each of his works, Ramatirtha tells us that he is “a bee to the
blessed lotus feet of the holy Krsnatirtha,” and in his Tattvacandrikd, a commentary on
Anandagiri's Paiicikaranavivaranasamgraha, he mentions his guru as being Jagannathasrama,
who was also the teacher of the South Indian Advaitin Nrsimhasrama.**° Indeed, the connections
between Ramatirtha and Nrsimhasrama, their geographical distribution notwithstanding, could
be further evidenced by the fact that both also wrote commentaries on the Samksepasariraka of
Sarvajiiatman (1027 CE), which attracted commentarial attention for the first time in the early
modern period.*®

Whatever may be the historical extent of that relationship, Ramatirtha did exert explicit
influence on Anantadeva 1. In the family tree I have provided above, Anantadeva is said to have
written a textbook on Vedanta called the Siddhantatattva, or “Essence of the Doctrines,” which

was accompanied by the autocommentary Sampradayaniriipana thereon.” At the beginning of

7 See P.V. Sivarama Dikshitar, “Ramatirtha,” in Preceptors of Advaita, ed. T.M.P. Mahadevan (Secunderabad: Sri
Kanchi Kamakoti Shankara Mandir, 1968), 221-225.

3% Dikshitar interprets this to mean that Krsnatirtha was Ramatirtha's diksdguru, probably given the shared -tirtha
appellation, and Jagannathasrama his Siksaguru. Ibid., 222. Cf. Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern
India,” 214.

¥ Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern India,” 211. There appears to have been one earlier commentary
on the Samksepasariraka, the Siddhantadipa of one Visvaveda, which is no longer extant but which Ramatirtha
was able to consult prior to writing his Anvayarthaprakasika. See Samksepasarirakam, Vol. 2, ed. Hari Narayan
Apte (Pune: Anandasrama Press, 1918), 853:

siddhantadipam purato nidhaya vedantamantargrhasamnivistam |
samksepasarirakaratnapufijam prakasamadaya maya viviktam ||

Incidentally, the Samksepasariraka was also commented upon by the rather more famous Banarasi scholar
Madhusiidana Sarasvati, who will return in Chapter 5.
%2 Siddhantatattva, ed. Tailanga Rama Sastri (Benares: Government Sanskrit College, 1901). Cf. Minkowski,
“Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern India,” 214-215. The editor, however (i, vi), assigns the work to Apadeva's
son, Anantadeva II. This seems to be clearly mistaken, as Apadeva, Anantadeva I's son, himself quotes from the
work in his commentary on the Vedantasara, which I will discuss later. There is a long scholarly history of
misidentifying Anantadevas I and II.
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the Siddhantatattva, Anantadeva announces: “What has been received through the traditional
lineage (sampradaya) from the blessed Ramatirtha—according to scripture and accompanied by
sound logic—is being analytically described here.”*** And again at the end, he emphasizes:
“Thus from the grace earned by following the venerable renunciate Ramatirtha, Anantadeva has,
with delight, presented the 'Essence of the Doctrines,' freed of further disputation.”*** I will
discuss the work itself in more detail later, but suffice it to note here that Anantadeva's textbook
has a rather uncompromisingly Advaita flavor, even to the extent of defending the drstisrstivada,
the controversial doctrine of subjective idealism which earned many of his contemporaries the
pejorative epithet “crypto-Buddhist” (pracchannabauddha).*®

But Advaita Vedanta did not entirely absorb Anantadeva's attention; indeed, he came to be
quite critical of the Advaita world. In an important yet virtually ignored treatise called the
Bhaktinirnaya (BN), “The Final Say on Bhakti,” Anantadeva I engaged in polemic against
precisely such promulgators of a radically illusionist Advaita Vedanta. Here is an example of his
typically belligerent (and, at times, shockingly accusatory) style:

Here some introspective types, only skilled at spinning yarns about Brahman-knowledge

% Siddhantatattva, 1:

yac chrimadramatirthebhyah sampradayasamagatam |
Srutam sattarkasacivam vivicya tad ihocyate ||

4 Ibid., 60:

ittham parivrajakapijyapadasriramatirthanusrtiprasadat |
siddhantatattvam gatavagvivadam anantadevena muda nyartpi ||

Note that the instrumental inflection on muda in this verse is deftly changed into a dative (mude) in the
corresponding verse (17) by his grandson Anantadeva II in the Smrtikaustubha. See note 376 above.

3% See Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta,” 213. Cf. Andrew Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism: Philosophy and Identity in
Indian Intellectual History (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 63. On the drstisrstivada, see
Sthaneshwar Timalsina, Seeing and Appearance: History of the Advaita Doctrine of Drstisrsti (Aachen: Shaker
Verlag, 2006).
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(brahmajniana), thinking that they have it all figured out just by talking about it, and
bereft of devotion to the Lord, blabber on as follows: “What purpose is there in honoring
God who is just Brahman conditioned by maya, or his playful incarnation (/ilavigraha),
controller of the illusion? There is nothing to be obtained [by it], the agent himself is
nothing but Brahman, and so-called agency is illusory anyway. One bathes and performs
twilight rituals and the like only to maintain social propriety (lokavyavahara), not that
there is anything to be gained by it. So also, prohibited activity is avoided for the same
reason, since there is no such thing as hell.”

Such people should be considered deniers (nastika®®) in disguise. “How so,” you might
ask, “since they accept the Vedanta as a reliable authority with regard to Brahman?”” Well
then, how can one deny that the performance of merit and sin leads to heaven and hell—
does the Veda not instruct us about that as well? You might argue: “When

brahmajniana arises, there is no attainment of heaven or hell.” Tell me: how can one
achieve brahmajiiana without the prerequisites (sadhana) of disenchantment and so
forth? If you deny these practices in the first place, you are effectively denying the
validity of such Vedic statements on the topic as “The Brahmin should become
disenchanted” (Mundaka Upanisad 1.2.12). That makes you as good as a ndastika.

387

Anantadeva clearly made a sharp distinction between himself and other Vedantins,
exemplified by accusations of heresy (ndastikatva) that resemble the most virulent anti-Advaita
critiques, many of which emerged from groups committed to the religious worship of a personal
god. Scholarly discussions on the relationship between jiiana and bhakti have tended to revolve
around the philosophical implications of Advaita monism for theologies of personal devotion,

and vice versa. But the Bhaktinirnaya has little to do with “philosophical” problems between

36 On affirmers (astika) and deniers (nastika) in Indian history, see Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 166-184.

7 Srimadanantadevaviracitah Bhaktinirnayah (henceforth cited as Bhaktinirnaya), ed. Ananta Shastri Phadke
(Benares: Sanskrit College, 1937): 27:

atra kecid antarvisayapravana brahmajiianavartamatranirvartananipunah tanmatrena eva krtarthammanya
bhagavadbhaktistinyah pralapanti mayopahite brahmani bhagavati tad I1lavigrahe va mayini kim ity adarah
kriyate prapyabhavat svayam kartur eva brahmartipatvat kartrtvasya mithyatvat | snanasandhyadikam tu
lokavyavaharartham kriyate na tu tenapi kimcit labdhavyam asti | evam nisiddhavarjanam api narakabhavat
lokavyavaharartham eva | ta ete namantarena nastika ity upeksyah | katham nastikah vedantanam brahmani
pramanyabhyupagamad iti cet | hanta tarhi (katham) svarganarakadyabhavah punyapapanusthane | vedena eva
brahmapratipadanavat punyapapanusthatinam svarganarakadipratipadanat | jate brahmajfiane nasti
svarganarakapraptir iti cet | katham vairagyadisadhanabhave brahmajfianavaptir bhavatam | vairagyadisadhanam
eva na bhavati iti cet tatpratipadakasya “brahmano nirvedam ayad” ityadivedavacanasya
apramanyabhyupagamena nastikatvat |
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jiiana and bhakti at all. Instead, the text is mostly concerned with the social consequences of
proper methods of interpretation. One fear for Anantadeva, for example, is that the Advaitin's
radical disavowal of ritual obligations and devotional sentiments could lead to a total nihilism.
What are the implications of choosing one over the other? What does it mean to challenge the
Vedanta consensus, or question who the true Vedantin is? Who is the subject in need of
reformation? One example of this attention to the social component of intellectual disagreement,
germane to the conflict between Anantadeva and other Advaitins, opens the second chapter of the
BN. Here Anantadeva engages an opponent who fears that valorizing practices of bhakti would
invalidate the tradition of Vedanta study entirely. He responds with a detailed account of how
they are different but equivalent ways to liberation. When pressed to defend this claim in the face
of exegetical precedent, he offers both a scriptural and a worldly justification:

Objection: Now if you say that bhakti, by giving rise to the knowledge of truth, is a
means to liberation, the whole system of studying the Brahma Siitras becomes
meaningless.

Reply: So what if it's worthless? What's it to me? [ would also say that it is

inappropriate to call the system meaningless. Since it is comprised of inquiry into
Vedanta, it is an activity enjoined by such Vedic statements as “One should listen [to the
teachings on the Self],” which are directed toward achieving the knowledge that leads to
liberation. At the very least, there is an option [between bhakti and Vedanta] since they
have the same end. [...] They just have different ways of going about the same thing
(dvarabheda). One works as follows:

First, you study Vedanta (vedantavicara) to get rid of any doubts regarding the validity of
the scripture which would have you understand that the purport of Vedanta is nondual
Brahman. Second, you reflect on this teaching (manana) to remove doubts about the
object of knowledge itself, that make you think your mind is incapable of uniting with it.
Finally, through meditation (nididhyasana) you get rid of your contrary experience [of
plurality in everyday life], and achieve liberation upon the direct experience of the truth.
However, in the topic under consideration (bhakti), first you undertake the practices

of bhakti-as-means (sadhanabhakti), hearing God's glories, singing them, etc., and then
you come upon both bhakti-as-result (phalabhakti), which is essentially a total love
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for God, as well as the sudden display of God who is the abode of supreme love. Then,
when you become detached from your body, house, etc., you realize the truth through
God's grace, and then achieve liberation.**®

Objection: But surely it is only the first of these methods that the authors of scriptural
treatises have explicated, and not the latter.

Reply: What's your point? Not everyone is going to discuss everything. And this second
method has good reasoning behind it. It is a matter of universal experience that when you
start hearing or singing the glories of God, you begin to feel a sense of delight
(praharsa). This is all the more the case for those who have developed a faith (sraddha)
by performing sacrifices and other [Brahmanical] activities. And when someone is
delighted with something, they develop a love (anuraga) for that thing, just like the
cakora bird's love for the moon. When you fall in love, that object starts to pulsate in
your heart, and any attachment to other things simply slips away—just as it does for a
young girl intent on her paramour. And when that complete love for God called
phalabhakti comes to fruition, as a result of the practices of sadhanabhakti, then almighty
God bestows his grace, and one achieves liberation upon knowing the truth.**

388

389

The distinction between bhakti-as-means and bhakti-as-end has an old precedent in Vaisnava writings. In the
Yatindramatadipika (Ch. 7), the Srivaisnava theologian Srinivasa describes the former as generated by human
effort and the latter as the grace of God. This maps onto the Srivaisnava distinction between acts of worship and
surrender (prapatti). There, however, bhakti is equated to nididhyasana, or meditation, the third Vedantic act
prescribed above.

This paragraph as a whole alludes to Sridhara Svamf's commentary on Bhagavata Purana 11.2.42: “Love,
experience of God, and disdain for other things—these three occur at the same time, just like one who eats is at
once happy, nourished, and filled with each bite.”

bhaktih paresanubhavo viraktir
anyatra caisa trika ekakalah |
prapadyamanasya yatha'snatah syus
tustih pustih ksudapayo 'nughasam ||

Sridhara defines the experience of God as “the sudden flashing-forth of the form of God who is the abode of
love” (premaspadabhagavadripasphiirti), and specifies that one becomes “detached towards the household, and
so forth” (grhadisu viraktir). See Bhagavata Purana of Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasa With Sanskrit Commentary
Bhavarthabodhint of Sridhara Svamin, ed. J.L. Shastri (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1983), 628. Anantadeva
explicates this verse further on in the Bhaktinirnaya (37-38), and we find the same verse and commentarial
passage cited toward the end of Jiva Gosvamin's Bhaktisandarbha, ed. Haridasa SastrT (Vrindavan: Gadadhar
Gaurahari Press, 1985).

Bhaktinirnaya, 33-35: nanv evam bhaktes tattvajiianadvara moksasadhanatve caturlaksanT §astram anarthakam
apadyate | anarthakam evastu ka no hanih | yad va tasya vedantavicaratmakatvat tasya
moksasadhanajiianoddes$ena “Srotavya” ityadivakyavihitatvad anarthakyanupapatteh (kintu) tulyarthatvena
vithiyavavad vikalpah | [...] dvarabheda eva | tatha hi | vedantavicarenadvitiye brahmani tatparyavadharane
pramanasambhavananivrttau, mananena ca prameyasambhavanayam cittasya tadaikagryayogyatarapayam
nivrttayam, nididhyasanena ca viparitabhavanayam nivrttayam tattvasaksatkarodaye muktih | prakrte tu
sravanakirtanadisadhanabhakter anuvrttau bhagavati parapremalaksananuragatmika phalabhaktih
parapremaspadabhagavanmirtisphirti§ ca jayate | tatas ca dehagehadau viraktasya bhagavatprasadat
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Three things stand out about this passage. First, Anantadeva accuses the Vedantin of
undervaluing his own scriptural tradition—a classic case of “You said it, not me.” Second, he
holds up the Brahmin practitioner of Vedic sacrifices as the ideal candidate for bhakti. Not only
does he say that taking delight in God's stories is “especially” (visesato) true of those who
perform sacrifices and other Brahmanical rites, he asserts that such sadhanabhakti is only fruitful
for those who have the requisite faith, which emerges from the same Brahmanical practices
(vajiiadyanusthana) as does the desire to study Vedanta.*® Third, in response to the Vedantin's
critique that the path he proposes is unsupported by the majority of traditional teachers
(Sastrakara), Anantadeva foregrounds an “everyday experience” that is nevertheless informed by
scriptural authority—the dialectic of theory and practice that pervaded Sanskrit intellectual
culture.*" We all know, as he says, that hearing the glories of God gives you happiness and
fulfillment; after all, we've been told to think that by the Bhagavad Gita (11.36) and Bhagavata
Purana. If your experience doesn't match, it means you're doing something wrong. Just because a

sick man doesn't enjoy drinking milk, that doesn't mean milk is not in itself a source of delight.**

tattvasaksatkarodaye muktir iti | nanu ptrva pranalika nirfipita $astrakarair nottara | kim etavata | na hi sarve
sarvam nirtipayanti | yukta ceyam pranalika | tatha hi | bhagavatah $ravanakirtanadyanusthane praharsah
sakalajananam anubhavasiddhah | visesato yajiiadyanusthanajanyasraddhavisesavatam | yadanubandhena ca
praharso yasya tasya tatranuragah sampadyate | cakorader iva candradau | anurage ca sampadyamane
tatsphuranam tadanyavisayesu cittanubandhasaithilyafl ca | navatarunya iva vallabhavisaye | tatas ca
sravanakirtanadina 'bhyastena bhagavati ptirnanuragatmakaphalabhaktiparipake sakalasaktiyukto bhagavan
prasidatiti tasya tattvajfiane muktir iti |

3% Jbid., 33: yatha hi yajiadyanusthanasadhyavividisavatah purusasya vedantavicarah phalavan evam

yajiadyanusthanasadhyasraddhasya $ravanadibhaktih phalavatr |

39

See Sheldon Pollock, “The Theory of Practice and the Practice of Theory in Indian Intellectual History,” Journal
of the American Oriental Society 105.3 (1985): 499-519.

%2 Bhaktinirnaya, 35: na caitad arthavadamatram, tadarthapratipadakanam puranavacananam upalambhat | tatra
bhaktya sadhanatmikaya 'nuragatmakabhaktyudaye krtarthata bhavatity uktam bhagavadgitasu —

sthane hrsikesa tava prakirtya
jagat prahrsyaty anurajyate ca |
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You have to be the right kind of Brahmin to get what I mean, Anantadeva says, the kind [ am
telling you to be.

Debates in the BN over what constitutes bhakti, who God is, and what scriptural texts
support which claim, in turn reveal debates over who should undertake bhakti, how they should
read their texts, and why they should come to terms with a shifting scriptural canon. The
injunctive modality is central; the first chapter is titled “An Investigation into the Necessity of
Devotion to God” (haribhaktikartavyataniripanam). The word “necessity” or “requirement”
(kartavyata) implies the regulation of behavioral standards and not just apologetics. In other
words, it is not simply Advaita Vedanta or Mimamsa with which Anantadeva takes issue at
various points, it is Advaitins and Mimamsakas. This may seem banal; Sanskrit intellectuals
always reconstructed arguments with representative opponents. But in Anantadeva's context, we

can glean that these opponents were real, not more-than-real.* By giving his work the subtitle

raksamsi bhitani diso dravanti
sarve manasyanti ca siddhasankhyah ||

[...] nanu kesaficit bhagavacchravanakirtanadinapi na praharso drsyate, nataram bhagavaty anuragah | satyam |
naitavata kacit ksatir vacananubhavayoh | na hi jvaritanam dugdhapane harso na dr$yata iti tan na harsahetuh |

This last example is classic Anantadeva. He uses it repeatedly in a benedictory verse we find across his works to
defend their value against the criticisms of jealous scholars: “If wicked people of limited intellect, out of envy in
their heart, disrespect this well-written work, then so what? Just because sick people do not have a taste for it,
pure sweet milk is never at fault.” See Bhagavannamakaumudr, ed. Govinda Damodar Sastri (KasT:
Acyutagranthamala, 1927), 1, Prakasa comm:

samyannirtipitam idam yadi nadriyante

dusta nikrstamatayo hrdi matsarena |

kim tavata jvaravatam arucer na jatu

dugdhasya suddhamadhurasya vidtisanam syat || 3 ||

The same verse is found in Anantadeva's Sampradayanirapana, an unpublished autocommentary on his
aforementioned Siddhantatattva. The manuscript is erroneously catalogued as the Siddhantatattva itself in the
archives of the BORI (No. 309 of 1895-98). Cf. P. Peterson, A Sixth Report in Search of Sanscrit Mss. In the
Bombay Circle (Bombay: Government Central Press, 1899), 23-24.

3% 1 allude to David Shulman, More Than Real: A History of the Imagination in South India (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2012).
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nirnaya—a deliberation, determination, or judgment—Anantadeva was perhaps alluding to the
very public debates over normative social, ritual, and moral codes for which the Brahmin pandits
of early modern Banaras were known.*** As we will see in more detail in the subsequent section,
many of Anantadeva's critiques in the BN are addressed not at the level of metaphysical
reconciliation, such as we find in the work of his more famous contemporary Madhustidana
Sarasvati,’ but that of social identity and practice. For Anantadeva, bhakti is not just a religion
of the heart, but one of the body and mind as well.

In order to understand better the social context in which Anantadeva's works circulated,
let us explore his brief forays into literature, a genre which allowed him to provide a more
colorful picture of the contested intellectual terrain he adumbrates in the BN. Of particular
interest 1s his Krsnabhakticandrikanataka (KBCN), discussed long ago by the renowned Sanskrit

scholar and literary historian Baldev Upadhyaya as “A Devotional Drama in Sanskrit.”**

3% Cf. O'Hanlon and Minkowski, “What makes people who they are?”
3% Cf. Chapter 5.

3% Baldev Upadhyaya, “A Devotional Drama in Sanskrit,” Indian Historical Quarterly X1II (1936): 721-729.
Upadhyaya attributes the drama to the junior Anantadeva I, but comparisons with the senior Anantadeva's works
make it clear that it was composed by the latter. Except for the superlatively meticulous P.K. Gode, many early
twentieth-century scholars confused the two. See P.K. Gode, “Apadeva, the Author of the
Mimamsanyayaprakasa and Mahamahopadhyaya Apadeva, the Author of the Adhikaranacandrika and
Smrticandrika — are they identical?” in Studies in Indian Literary History Vol. 11 (Bombay: Singhi Jain Sastra
Sikshapith, 1954), 39-48.

The KBCN was printed twice, both times in long-defunct journals: the Kavyetihasasarngraha (Pune, 1881) and
the Grantharatnamala (Bombay, 1892). The first is in the British Library, though unavailable to me at the time
of writing, while the latter still escapes me. These printed editions were probably based on the (four) manuscripts
available in the BORI archives in Pune. Upadhyaya does not tell us what manuscript he looked at, thought it was
probably the one deposited in the Benares Sanskrit College. My translations are based on a preliminary edition I
have made from three additional manuscripts in the collections of the Bodleian Library, Oxford, and two more in
Houghton Library, Harvard University. Despite the availability of a printed edition, this philological exercise has
served to illuminate interesting features of the material history of the text. The Chandra Shum Shere collection is
in the Bodleian, while the last two are in Harvard's Houghton Library. Abbreviations are my own.

1. CSS:: MS Chandra Shum Shere d. 671(1). Dated Wed. Dec. 4, 1647 CE. Devanagari, Paper, 15 folios, 16
lines per page (ff. 1-2v in a different hand). Scribe: Ekanatha, s/o Ananta Bhata Taman. Owners: Ekanatha
(probably same as scribe), and Ramanatha Diksita. This may be one of the oldest extant manuscripts of the text,
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Upadhyaya provides a useful synopsis of the play, in which many characters of different
philosophical persuasions are progressively conquered in debate (though, it must be said, with
little resistance) by two protagonists of bhakti to Krishna.**” The first is a “great Vaisnava”
(mahavaisnava), who convinces two sectarians, a Saiva and Vaisnava, of the non-difference
between Siva and Visnu. The second is a devotee of Krishna (krsnabhakta), who takes on a
series of prideful pedants: a grammarian, logician, Mimamsaka, and Advaita Vedantin. These are
two separate sections. One hero is dispatched to deal with the problem of religious divides, and
the other attends to philosophical squabbles between partisan scholars. The krsnabhakta, much
like the author Anantadeva, is himself a former scholar, accustomed to the ego-driven arena of
academic activity. His new life, in the search of artless religious devotion, is pitted against what
he considers the self-serving scholarship of his immodest colleagues. It is worth noting that the
final character to be convinced of (indeed, converted to) the supremacy of bhakti is an Advaita
Vedantin, Anantadeva's own alter ego. It quickly emerges that this particular dramatis persona
displays a striking similarity to the Advaitin opponent in Anantadeva's Bhaktinirnaya. A

polemical exchange between that haughty Vedantin (V) and a Mimamsaka (M) who has already

since it circulated in Banaras itself until becoming part of the as-yet incompletely catalogued Chandra Shum
Shere collection.

2. CSS:: MS Chandra Shum Shere e. 122. Dated 1775 CE. Incomplete. Devanagari, Paper, 21 folios, 12 lines
per page.

3. K: MS Sansk. d. 88. Dated 1693-4 CE. Description in Moriz Winternitz and A.B. Keith, Catalogue of Sanskrit
Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library, Vol. II (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905), 174-176. There is an interesting
orthographic note about this manuscript: because it was written in the Sarada script, the text likely circulated
among Kashmiri Brahmins in Banaras—not just Maharashtrians like the Devas.

4. H:: MS Indic 1094. Not dated. Devanagari, Paper, 20 folios, 11 lines per page.

5. H:z: MS Indic 1095. Dated Wed. Apr. 9, 1822 CE. Devanagari, Paper, 18 folios, 11 lines per page. Scribe:
Kamartipa Sarma. Patron: Raghunatha Sarma. Location: Pataliputra (present-day Patna).

¥7 Upadhyaya, “A Devotional Drama in Sanskrit,” 724.
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been transformed by the krsnabhakta (KB) takes place as soon as the Vedantin enters the scene:

V (to the krsnabhakta): Hey, why are you trying to convert people who have no
grounding in systematic study of the Upanisads? How does the name “Krishna” or
devotion to him have anything to do with liberation? When it comes to the highest real
nothing truly exists, not even your “Krishna.”

M: You prattle on about how things are “constructed,” and won't let it go in the least.
Some scholarship that is: you only deconstruct the ideas of others.

V: I am that Brahman described by the Upanisads, no doubt about it. You've got to

ity,

understand: the sense-objects you see in me are like a mirage. You can only reach the self
when there is neither dharma nor adharma, neither heaven nor hell. There can't possibly

be bhakti to Krishna at that point.

M: Enough! This is blasphemous drivel (nastikapralapanam)!

The harangue goes on a little further, until the krsnabhakta (KB) gets fed up with the debaters:

KB: You all can go ahead and raise a big hubbub about scriptural analysis, day in and day
out, since that's where you feel the need to ply your trade: in service of the quest for ever-

increasing eminence. [ used to do the same, but not anymore, for now I have the
uninterrupted joy of constant worship of the blessed Lord of Cowherds (Krishna).**

398

vedanti (srikrsnabhaktam prati) - katham are upanisatpari§ilanastinyan pratarayasi ? kveyam krsnasamakhya
kva ca tadbhaktih kva va pumartho 'sau ? kalpitam eva samastam brahmani nasty eva vastavam kimcit |

mimamsakah -

kalpitam iti khalu jalpasi jahasi naivalpam apy etat |
buddhim parasya bhettum kevalam etad hi pandityam || 93 ||

vedanti -

agamasironiriipyam brahmaivaham na samsayas tatra |
yan mayi pasyasi visayan mrgajalam iva tan avaihi tvam || 94 ||

atas ca -

yatra na dharmadharmau svargo narakas ca durato 'pastau |
tatratmanam labhatam kutra $rikrsnagocara bhaktih || 95 ||

mimamsakah - alam etan nastikapralapanam | [...]
Srikrsnabhaktah -
yusmabhih parisilyatam pratidinam $astrarthakolahalas

tatraivani$avardhamanasubhatadhyasanuvrtter vasat |
prag angikrta eva so 'yam adhuna nasmabhir adriyate
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While the krsnabhakta is set up to win from the outset, the apparent contrast between the
intellectual elitism of scholarly pedagogues and the simple piety of religious devotion is not quite
thoroughgoing. Anantadeva seems to disown pointless scholarly debate in favor of spontaneous
spiritual fervor, but this belies the firmly intellectual context of his entire oeuvre, to which he
refers frequently, and not always with a sense of remorse. In the autobiographical sketch he
provides in the prologue to another drama, the Mano'nurarijananataka, Anantadeva celebrates
the co-existence of scholarly accomplishment and bhakti religiosity:

Stage-Manager: The poet Anantadeva's knowledge, which has given rise to this
composition, also delights the mind:

He was given over to the study of the “prior” and “latter” Mimamsas,
and generally spent his days instructing others in those disciplines. (8)

Actor: What could the guru of this distinguished person be like?
Stage-Manager: One should rather say “gurus.” First of all, his very own father:

Whose name, Apadeva, reached every ear,

whose vast knowledge was desired by every heart,
whose character was unparalleled on this earth,
and who served with his very mind

the god as dark as the Tamala [tree]. (9)

$rigopalapates trikalabhajananandanubandhad iha || 96 ||

kva va° - kvayam artho 'sau (CSS1); ®alpam - °alam (CSS:); °nirtipyam - °nirtipa (CSS:); brahmaivaham —
brahmaivayam (H:); yan (emen.) - Mss. read yan; yatra na — yavana (H:); dharmadharmau - dharmo
(CSS:); alam etan® - Omitted in H:; anuvrtter — anuvarter (CSS:, K, CSS:); iha - ihah (CSS:).

The final verse mirrors a sentiment expressed in the opening to the Bhaktinirnaya, 1: “Go ahead, get an
education, and become rich and famous, tossing your pearls before swine. For my part, I'm content to worship
the lotus feet of Govinda—there you find eternal bliss.”

abhyasya vidyam dhanam arjayantu
khyatim ca miirkhan prati sadhayantu |
vayam tu govindapadaravinda-

dvayam sadanandamayam bhajamabh || 2 ||
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And yet another:

Mind ripened by worship to the feet of Ramacandra,

devoted to the constant memory of Lord Rama's name,

with an intellect as firm and strong as Ramacandra's own,

the one renowned to the world as the blessed Ramatirtha. (10)

Actor: We've all heard of this world-teacher's great philosophical exercises
(darsanabhyasa), and yet he remains absorbed in the name of God (paramesvaranama).
Ah, what a wonder!

Stage-Manager: What is there to wonder? What cannot one gain when Lord Visnu is
pleased? Look—

True scripture is the entire milky ocean,

its daily study is Mount Mandara,

and analytical reflection is the churning.

But that pure nectar, the blessed name of Hari,
even among devotees who exhaust their efforts,
only reaches the lips of a select few,

through the grace of Sri's Beloved. (11)*”

39 The Manonuraiijana Nataka, ed. Dr. Mangal Deva Shastri (Allahabad: The Superintendent Printing and
Stationery, 1938), 3-4:

siitradharah — etannibandhanahetubhiitam asya kaver anantadevabhidhasya jianam api mano'nurafijanam |

yah piirvottaramimamsaparisilanasilavan |
tadiyadhyapanenaiva samayam khalu nitavan || 8 ||

natah - asya mahabhagasya kidrso guruh syat ?
siitradharah - gurava iti vaktavyam | ekas tavat pitaiva |
yasyapadeva iti nama na kasya karne

vidyacayasya hrdi kasya na kanksitam syat |

§ilam ca yasya manasaiva tamalanilam

samsevatah prathitam apratimam prthivyam || 9 ||

aparas tu -

$riramacandracaranarcanapakvacittah
§riramanamasatatasmaranaikanisthah |

sriramacandra iva dhairyadhurinabuddhih

$riramatirtha iti yo jagati prasiddhah || 10 ||

natah - asya kila jagadguror mahan dar§anabhyasah $riiyate punarapi parame§varanamanisthatvam | aho mahad
ascaryam !

siitradharah - kim ascaryam kim alabhyam bhagavati prasanne $riniketane ? pasya -
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A third teacher, though not mentioned in Anantadeva's other works, appears clearly in the
next verse from the autobiography.*” This was Narayana Bhatta (b. 1513 CE), a name that
probably refers to the famous dharmasastra scholar of Banaras who, like the Devas, came from a
family of migrant Maharashtrian Brahmins and prominently participated in Banaras' public
debates.”' Ramatirtha's simultaneous devotion to jiiana and bhakti no doubt provided a model for
Anantadeva's own. But for all these lofty sentiments, and even though he established a household
in which academic success was consistent for three generations, Anantadeva was still
uncomfortable with the context of his scholarly accomplishments. He concludes the drama with a
rueful verse reminiscent of the krsnabhakta in the KBCN:

Through studying scriptures, teaching students, and writing books for fame and renown

[my] mind became proud of its accomplishments.

But now, through [my] merit alone, in each word

that praises Govinda and his qualities,

in the billows of the milky ocean of joy
it obtains felicity.*

sacchastram nikhilam payombudhir ayam tasyatha dainamdina-
bhyaso mandaraparvato nayacayair alocanam manthanam |
tatra §1T harinama suddham amrtam $rantesv ananyesv api
$rikantasya krpavasena tu mukhe kesamcid evaicati ||11]|
40 Ibid., 4: “The goddess of speech used to make the lotus-seated (Brahma) jealous by moving from the lotus face
of one learned man to the next. But only when she reached Narayana's did she find fulfillment at once.”

irsyam sarojasanam adadhana

sthita budhanam mukhapankajesu |

narayanasyaiva tu samsrayena

sadyah krtarthatvam avapa vani || 12 ||
“' On Narayana Bhatta's life, see Benson, “Samkarabhatta's Family Chronicle, 111-4. Cf. Haraprasad Shastri,
“Dakshini Pandits at Benares,” Indian Antiquary 41: 7-12.

2 The Mano'nurafijana Nataka, 102:

sastranam parisilanair bhrsam aho Sisyesu cadhyapanaih
khyatyuddesakrtair babhiiva tu mahakrtyabhimanam manah |
punyair eva tu samprati pratipadam govindatattadguna-
slaghyam saukhyapayodhivicinicayesv anandam avindati || 98 ||
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What do these passages tell us about the intellectual space which Anantadeva inhabited,
and which he attempted to fashion through both his literary and philosophical writing? Baldev
Upadhyaya reads the KBCN rather straightforwardly as “a noble embodiment of the firm
conviction of the author in the supremacy of the Bhakti-marga.”** No doubt, there is an almost
evangelical, starry-eyed quality to the rhetoric of bhakti's protagonists, complete with stage
directions that portray the reformed characters speaking “with deep love, stripped of the desire to
cause rifts” (Sithilikrtabhedabhinivesah svanuragena). More interesting, however, is the colorful
way in which Anantadeva depicts the scholarly agon, not only as a literary representation of his
philosophical polemic, but as a mirror to the social atmosphere of the Banarasi scholarly
conferences (panditasabha) in which he likely participated. When the stage-manager of the
KBCN walks out onto the set, he is directed to stand before an “audience of scholars”
(panditamandalim), which the author compares to “the halls of Indra, lined with thousands of
glittering eyes” (akhandalasabham iva vilokanacatulasahasranayanavalim). However lofty the

404 elsewhere in the KBCN is evidence of a serious ethical

description of this ideal audience,
unease with these settings. In such passages, scholarly sophistication is perceived as sophistry in

disguise, a competitive power-grab where victory means both prestige and patronage. Take, for

43 Upadhyaya, “A Devotional Drama in Sanskrit,” 728.

4% That Anantadeva sought to construct his audience as much through his literary as his polemical writings can be
demonstrated in a surprising cameo that the audience itself makes, somewhat like a Greek chorus, in the
prologue to the Mano 'nurafnijanandtaka. Upon listening to the stage manager and lead actor discuss the
worthlessness of a life without listening to the glories of God, the audience members murmur among themselves:
“Wow, their dialogue really is pregnant with meaning—so much so that we want this samsara to cease
altogether! Now let's listen to all those stories connected with the Lord of Yadus.” See The Manonurarijana
Nataka, 6:

sabhyah (svagatam) — aho paramarthagarbha evanayor vacah | yadvayam samsrtinirvrtikamah | samprati sarvam
yadupatyanubandhinibandhanam $rosyamal |
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example, the following disgruntled complaint from the grammarian (sabdika) regarding an

upstart logician (tarkika), whose irreverent ilk is beginning to dominate local intellectual circles:

They study the new logic (navyam nyayam),*® attend academic conferences puffed with

conceit, boldly criticize even the revered elders, and take their seats at the head of
the table. If anyone starts to speak of scripture, they give each other meaningful glances,
roll their eyes sarcastically, and abuse that person to no end.**

Similarly, the following cynical comment from a Saiva partisan lays bare this mercenary attitude

to scholarly debate:

Knowledge is only useful if you can make someone else look silly. Cleverness only lives
up to its name if you get someone else's money with it. Therefore, you must study
everything you can, conquer others in debate, gain professorial recognition, and build a
great portfolio.*”’

405

406

407

On the prominence of Navya Nyaya in early modern India, see Jonardon Ganeri, The Lost Age of Reason:
Philosophy in Early Modern India 1450-1700 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).

navyam nyayam adhitya samsadam upagatya smayavesatah
Sistan apy avamatya dhrstamatayah praudhasanesv asate |
sastre vakti yadaiva ka$cana tada te 'nyonyam udviksitair
bhriksepair hasitais tathopahasitair enam tiraskurvate || 72 ||

navyam® - navyanyayam (K); §astre - $astram (K — a later correction for original $astre); enam - evam (CSS:).

nasau vidya bhavati prabhavati na yaya parabhavo 'nyasya |
bhavati ca na nipunata sa na yaya paradhanam upanayati || 37 ||

tasmat -

adhyetavyakhila vidya nirjetavyas ca vadinah |
anetavya pratistha ca samcetavyas ca sampadah || 38 ||

bhavati — omitted in K, CSS:; cana - ca (CSS:), omitted in K; anetavya - anetavya (CSS:).

These concerns were reflected in contemporary South India as well by the satirist and scholar Nilakantha Diksita
(Kalividambana 1.5-6), writing in Madurai at the court of Tirumala Nayaka (r. 1623-1659 CE). See The Minor
Poems of Nilakantha Dikshita (Srirangam: Vani Vilas Press, 1911), 3-4:

jigisuna hriyam tyaktva karyah kolahalo mahan ||
pathanair granthanirmanaih pratistha tavad apyate |
evam ca tathyavyutpattir ayuso 'nte bhaven na va ||

“A humble seeker of truth must study for a long time. [But] if you want to win in debate, shamelessly raise a big
commotion. You get tenure by teaching and writing books. Who knows? Maybe, in this way, you'll gain true
erudition by the time you die!”
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As is clear from previous passages, Anantadeva I was no slouch when it came to
intellectual confrontation. Yet the context of his confessional statements (“I used to want fame,
but not anymore”) suggests that bhakti was not simply a public expression of personal devotion,
in abstract philosophical conflict with jiiana, but a means to counteract the corrupting effects of
new economic demands.*”® There is a deep ambivalence in Anantadeva's writing toward the new
intellectual marketplace of early modern Banaras; the very systems of patronage and intellectual
networks that made immigrants like himself so successful are the ones he criticizes for their
materialistic excess. In this semi-fictional world, then, Anantadeva's bhaktimarga comes to be
less a path to salvation from the torment of worldly life than a way to come to terms with it.
Scholarship is still important, and you can still make money, but only in the service of God. And
if even a supposedly detached Vedantin can be seduced by the pride of knowledge, so much more
Mimamsakas and dharmasdastris, those in the business of determining scriptural authority and
enforcing ritual and ethical norms.*”” For even if the former exercised his intellectual ambitions
within a discipline that was ostensibly unconcerned with the world of everyday life,*'’ the latter's
scholarly efforts carried significant social consequences. This takes us to the second part of our

inquiry, on the relationship between bhakti and karma.

% On the new economic opportunities and intellectual networks available to scholars in early modern Banaras, see
Christopher Minkowski et al., “Social History in the Study of Indian Intellectual Cultures?”, South Asian History
and Culture 6.1 (2015): 1-9.

49 On the changing nature of the division of scholastic labor between Mimamsakas and dharmasastris from

classical to early modern India, see Lawrence McCrea, “Hindu Jurisprudence and Scriptural Hermeneutics,” in

Hinduism and Law, ed. Timothy Lubin et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 123-137.

419 See Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern India,” 205: “Can this unworldly philosophy, which
propounded the doctrine of undivided Being, have been changed through its involvement with the world of
ordinary life, in which it found such little conceptual interest, and can it in turn have affected change in that
world?”
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Bhakti and Karma

The previous chapter briefly noted that Anantadeva wrote a commentary on the
Bhagavannamakaumudi of Laksmidhara. The BNK had set the stage for several later discourses
on the superiority of the Bhagavata Purana. It emphasized that the practice of singing God's
name (namasamkirtana) was an effective means to expiate sins and, ultimately, led to liberation.
It also challenged orthodox Mimamsa concepts by arguing for the independent authority of
puranic language. These arguments had significantly influenced Anantadeva's Bhaktinirnaya,
and were in some cases adopted wholesale. For example, in the following passage, Anantadeva
responds to a Mimamsaka opponent who takes issue with a puranic quotation which sanctions
singing the name of God. The opponent finds no place or precedent for this form of religiosity.
Anantadeva takes umbrage:

On this point, we find some people who fancy themselves Mimamsakas—who are devoid

of the Lord's worship, who can't stand singing the name of God, and are only gearing up

to fall into the pit of hell—prattling on as follows: “There is no such dharma as 'singing'

(samkirtana) which is available to us in the sruti or smrti. In particular, Brahmins who are

qualified for rites like the agnihotra cannot possibly engage in 'singing.' The verse cited

above, however, is nothing but an arthavada.”

All of that is total nonsense. What does it mean to say that it is “just an arthavada™? Do

you mean that it is simply not a valid source of knowledge (apramana), or invalid insofar

as it does not form a single unit with an attendant injunction? You can't possibly mean the
first, since the purana is just as authoritative as the sruti and smyrti [...] Nor does the
second [possible objection] hold water; since puranic verses like the one above are
authoritative irrespective of their connection with an injunction, this contradicts your

charge of their being “mere arthavada.”*"

Two salient points emerge from this passage. One is the claim being advanced not just for

' Bhaktinirnaya, 6: atra kecid bhagavadbhajana$iinyd mimamsakammanyah parame$varasamkirtanasahisnavah
kevalam narake patisnavah pralapanti | samkirtanam nama na kascid dharmah $rutisu smrtisu va prasiddhah |
visesato brahmananam agnihotradyadhikarinam samkirtanam na sambhavati | “dhyayan krte” ityadivakyam tv
arthavadamatram iti | tad atyantam asadhu | arthavadamatram iti ko 'rthah | kim apramanam eva kim va
vidhyekavakyatam antarenaiva apramanam | nadyah | Srutismrtivat purananam api pramanyat | [...] na dvittyah |
“dhyayan krte” ityader vidhyekavakyatam antarena pramanye 'rthavadatvoktivirodhah |



152
the validity of puranic knowledge, but for its virtual independence from the Veda in matters of
injunction. This line of argument is familiar to us by now from the BNK, as is the defense of
puranic language as being more than “mere arthavada.” The other, perhaps more prominent
feature, is the apparent social location of the debate: on the one side is bhakti (“singing”), and on
the other, the caricature of a dry, heartless Mimamsaka. Once again, the personalized form and
tone of the debate is important. Anantadeva expropriates the primarily conceptual concerns of the
BNK's response to Mimamsa and resituates them in the social world of early modern Banaras.
He foregrounds matters of social propriety and caste identity, as in the following passage, which
reconstructs an opponent's view of which social groups should be required to take up the activity
of singing:

On this point, there are some self-styled scholars who say: [Singing] is the prerogative of
those who do not belong to the three upper caste-classes, on account of the fact that the
latter are constantly engaged in obligatory duties (nityakarma) from dawn to dusk, and
have no time for singing. Moreover, from the verse—

The Rg, Yajur, Sama, and Atharva Veda

are [all] studied by the one who utters

the two-syllable word, Hari,

we are given to understand that since an uneducated person becomes learned by singing
the name [of God], it is the uneducated Stidra who is entitled [to that activity]. So too, in
the verse (Bhagavata Purana 1.4.25)—

Women, Stdras, and Brahmins-in-name-only

are not qualified to study the Three [Vedas].

Thus the sage [Vyasa], out of compassion,

composed the story of the [Maha]bharata—

since the Bharata was composed for the sake of women and Stdras and so forth, and it
stands here as a synecdoche for the purana pure-and-simple, and since singing is a
puranic activity, that must only apply to women, Stidras, and the like. For we do not hear
anywhere in the Veda the injunction “One must sing about Kesava.” Alternatively, it

could be that Ksatriyas and others, since they are not engaged in teaching, etc., may be
qualified for singing. But Brahmins, who are occupied by their teaching and other
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responsibilities, cannot find the time for it, so singing must be the prerogative of those
other than Brahmins.*"?

The opponent here concedes that the public act of devotional singing may be accorded
scriptural sanction, but only for those who do not belong to the three self-appointed “upper”
caste-classes. Bhakti, in the opponent's eyes, is not an activity suited to the serious, scholarly
lifestyle of the Brahmin. Anantadeva proceeds to defend his own position by pointing out: a) that
if Brahmins have time to perform soma sacrifices, then they can surely find the time for some
devotional singing;*" b) that just because the purana is accessible to “lower” classes does not
mean that it is not also a Brahmin prerogative; and c) that among the six karmas associated with
full Brahmin status, three of them, including teaching, serve merely as the source of one's

livelihood, and are therefore not absolutely required.*'* In sum, singing the name of God is open

412 Ibid., 8-9: tatra kecit panditammanya manyante | atraivarnadhikaram iti | traivarnikanam
brahmamuhtirtopakramapradosaparisamapaniyanityakarmavyagranam samkirtane kalabhavat | kimca -

rgvedo 'tha yajurvedah samavedo hy atharvanah |
adhitas tena yenoktam harir ity aksaradvayam ||

ity anadhitasya namasamkirtanena adhitasampattisravanad anadhttastidradhikaratvam nirplyate | api ca -

stristidradvijabandhiinam trayT na Srutigocara |
iti bharatam akhyanam krpaya munina krtam ||

iti stristidradinam arthe bharatanirmanad bharatasya ca puranamatropalaksanatvat samkirtanasya ca pauranatvat
stristidradhikaratvam nirpiyate | na hi kesavasamkirtanam kuryad iti kvacid vede §ruyate | athava ksatriyadinam
adhyapanadivyaparabhavat syat kathamcit samkirtanadhikarah | brahmananam tv adhyapanadivyaprtanam na
kathamcit samkirtanakalo labhyata iti brahmanetaradhikaram samkirtanam iti |
413 The implicit critique here is that ceremonies like the jyotistoma are not obligatory (nitya) but prompted by a
desire for personal gain (kamya), hence susceptible to the accusation of frivolity.

44 Anantadeva quotes Manu Smyti 10.76 as his source:

sannam tu karmanam asya trini karmani jivika |
yajanadhyapane caiva visuddhat ca pratigrahah ||

But among the [Brahmin's] six karmas, three are for making a living:
Procuring sacrifice for another, teaching, and accepting gifts from a pure one.

As O'Hanlon notes (“Letters Home,” 224, n.94), the topic of the six karmas became a particular point of
contention in determining Brahmin status in early modern India. A so-called “full” Brahmin was a satkarmi,
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to all, and not only can but should become a marker of Brahmin identity.

Perhaps more significant than his response is the fact that Anantadeva raises such an issue
in the first place. Once again, far from engaging in metaphysical reflection on the nature of God,
Anantadeva situates his “deliberation” (nirnaya) on bhakti in the context of particular social
issues: namely, the ways in which the public performance of popular devotion intersects with the
self-image of the Brahmins of Banaras. Another example of Anantadeva's broader social
concerns is his defense of praising God in vernacular languages:

One should not object by saying that the prohibitions “[ A Brahmin] is not to barbarize”
and “This 'barbarian’ is none other than incorrect speech”*'® mean that one should not
even mention the glories of God in the vernacular (bhdsa). For since the latter is enjoined,
those prohibitions do not apply. It is also incorrect to suggest that the aforementioned
prohibitions place a restriction on the injunction regarding the necessity to sing the names
and virtues of God, such that one may only sing in grammatical language (sadhusabda).
For those prohibitions can be understood to refer to activities (such as speaking) that
generally arise from the desire of the people who perform them [rather than to activities
such as singing the names of God, that arise directly from injunctions that tell us to
perform them].*"° It is not as though we directly hear [the injunction] “One must sing the
names and glories of God exclusively in grammatical speech.”*"’

entitled to perform six karmas: adhyayana and adhyapana (studying the Vedas for oneself and teaching them to
others), yajana and ydjana (conducting a sacrifice and procuring sacrifice through another), and dana and
pratigraha (giving gifts and accepting gifts). The lesser trikarmi Brahmin was only entitled to adhyayana,
vyajana, and pratigraha. However, Anantadeva seems to suggest here that adhyapana is not quite so important in
the larger scheme of things, even though the citation from Manu does not appear to have such evaluative force.
5 mleccho va yad apasabdah. An early discussion of this term can be found in the Mahabhasya of Patafijali, which
famously links linguistic and moral propriety: “Therefore, a Brahmin is not to barbarize [...] in fact, this
barbarian is none other than that incorrect speech” (tasmad brahmanena na mlecchitavai...mleccho ha va esa
yad apasabdah). See S.D. Joshi and J.A.F. Roodbergen, eds., Pataiijali's Vyakarana-Mahabhasya: Paspasahnika
(Pune: University of Poona, 1986), 37-38. Issues of grammatical speech are discussed repeatedly in Mimamsa.
Cf. Sheldon Pollock, The Language of the Gods in the World of Men: Sanskrit, Culture, and Power in
Premodern India (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2006), 66, n.53.
416 Anantadeva's argument here is that the prohibition (nisedha) against ungrammaticality should have to do in this
case with limiting an activity generally taken for granted (praptavisayatvaniyama)—viz. speaking in any way
one likes—rather than with restricting the force of a particular injunction.

417

199 ¢

Bhaktinirnaya, 26: na ca “na mlecchitavai” “mleccho va yad apasabdah” iti nisiddhatvad bhasaya
bhagavadgunanuvado 'py akartavya iti vacyam | tasya vihitatvena nisedhapravrtteh | na ca
bhagavadgunanamakirtanakartavyatavidher uktanisedhanurodhena samkoco yuktah sadhusabdena eva
bhagavadgunanamakirtanam iti vacyam | nisedhasya ragapraptavisayakatvenapy upapatteh | na ca evam saksat
$riiyate sadhusabdena eva bhagavadgunanamakirtanam kartavyam iti |
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In this seemingly innocuous passage about the grammaticality of speech, Anantadeva

engages with a long tradition of arguments about the ethical implications of language use in

Sanskrit intellectual history. In brief, these arguments concern the propriety of using Sanskrit

versus using vernacular languages, and in what situations either is acceptable. Anantadeva

argues, in the technical vocabulary of Mimamsa, that general prohibitions against using the

vernacular do not override specific injunctions that require one to sing God's names. Sheldon

Pollock has noted that the issue of whether grammaticality was a general moral principle or one

restricted to the ritual domain formed a significant point of contention between early modern

Mimamsakas.*"® In his Mimamsakaustubha, the mid-seventeenth century scholar Khandadeva (d.

1675 CE), who may have been a relative of the Deva family,*' took his contemporary Dinakara

Bhatta to task for ignoring the liturgical context of a particular prohibition against incorrect

speech. Although he ultimately vindicated Dinakara's view that there existed a prohibition of a

general moral scope against learning foreign languages, Khandadeva distinguished carefully

418

419

Sheldon Pollock, The Ends of Man at the End of Premodernity (Amsterdam: Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts
and Sciences, 2005), 54-57.

See Pollock, “New Intellectuals,” 18. However, family reunions must have been awkward affairs. Khandadeva
repeatedly criticizes Anantadeva II's Bhattalankara, discussed further below, in his own Bhdattadipika. At least,
according to his student Sambhu Bhatta, who meticulously identified Khandadeva's opponents in his Prabhavali
commentary on the Bhattadipika. Then again, Sambhu Bhatta wasn't beyond criticizing his own teacher, albeit
apologetically. See his final benedictory verse in The Bhattadipika of Khandadeva with Prabhavali Commentary
of Sambhu Bhatta: Vol. 1, ed. N.S. Ananta Krishna Sastri (Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar, 1922), 1: “Even if I've
pointed out some deficiencies in my teacher's work here, I haven't foregrounded them in this elaboration. Rather,
I hope that those men of sharp intellect who adorn the earth, devoted to the traditional teaching, will set aside my
words and decorate his work.”

yady apy atra guroh krtav api mayapy udbhavyate kacana-
sambhtis tadapi pracaracature naisa purobhagita |

kintu ksmatilakah kusagradhisanah siddhantabaddhadara
madvakyam parihrtya tatkrtim alankurvantv iyam me matih || 4 ||

On Sambhu Bhatta, see Lawrence McCrea, “Playing with the System: Fragmentation and Individualization in
Late Pre-colonial Mimamsa,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 36.5 (2008): 581-582.
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between barbarian languages (barbaradibhdsa) and the vernaculars (bhasasabda) used by “all
vernacular intellectuals in their everyday activities as well as in chanting the name and virtues of
Hari.”**° Khandadeva appears to speak of such vernacular activity as commonly accepted, but in
Anantadeva we find the matter still unresolved, still part of an ongoing debate between bhakti
and karma.

We can follow this debate elsewhere within the family as well. Anantadeva's son Apadeva
is well known for his primer on Mimamsa, the Mimamsanyayaprakasa (MNP). At the end of the
book, Apadeva makes a significant claim about the nature of dharma, which Mimamsa had long
defined as that which is enjoined by the Veda for some specific purpose:

This dharma, when performed with reference to the particular thing for which it has been

enjoined, [generally] becomes the cause of that thing. But when it is performed with the

attitude of offering (arpana) to Lord Govinda, it becomes the cause of the highest good.

And there is no dearth of reliable warrants to support such performance with the attitude

of surrender to Him. As the Bhagavad Gita (9.17) states: “Whatever you do, eat,

sacrifice, donate, or perform as penance, O son of Kunti—do that as an offering to me.”*'

The account provided here closely follows the Vedantic inflection given to the teaching of
karmayoga by the eighth-century Advaitin Sankara in the introduction to his commentary on the
Bhagavad Gita. I will explore the links between Apadeva's Mimamsa and Vedanta writings in the
next section, but here I attend to a verse that highlights the problem of Mimamsa and theism:

Where am I, of dull intellect,

and where this chapter that
conforms to the Bhatta [school of Mimamsa]?

0 Quoted in and trans. Pollock, The Ends of Man, 55, 56, 1n.92 (my italics).

1 See Mimamsa-Nyaya-Prakdsa by Apadeva, ed. Vasudev Shastri Abhyankar (Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute, 1972), 277-278: so 'yam dharmo yaduddesena vihitas taduddesena kriyamanas taddhetuh
srigovindarpanabuddhya kriyamanas tu nih$reyasahetuh | na ca tadarpanabuddhyanusthane pramanabhavah |

yat karosi yad asnasi yaj juhosi dadasi yat |
yat tapasyasi kaunteya tat kurusva madarpanam || iti smrteh |
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Therefore, this is but a play of bhakti
to the feet of Govinda and my guru.

While talk of devotional bhakti may appear incongruous in a work of Mimamsa, Apadeva seems

to find multiple precedents for his devotional piety. For example, we find here echoes to a verse

from the introduction of Sridhara Svamin's commentary on the Bhagavata Purana:

Where am I, of dull intellect

And where this churning of the milky ocean?
What place has a tiny atom

Where Mount Mandara itself sinks?**

It is tempting to think (though by no means definitive)** that Apadeva's verse alludes

directly to Sridhara and the Bhagavata Purana,* invoking a text tradition that had not only

422

423

424

1bid., 278:

kvaham mandamatih kveyam prakriya bhattasammata |
iti bhakter vilaso 'yam govindagurupadayoh ||

Cf. Bhagavata Purana... With the Bhavarthabodhint Commentary of Sridhara Svamin, 13:

kvaham mandamatih kvedam manthanam kstravaridheh |
kim tatra paramanur vai yatra majjati mandarah || 5 ||

The motif of self-deprecating comparison, of course, is an old one in Sanskrit literature. See The Raghuvamsa of
Kalidasa, ed. M.R. Kale (Bombay: Gopal Narayan & Co., 1922), 2:

kva stiryaprabhavo vams$ah kva calpavisaya matih |
titirsur dustaram mohad udupenasmi sagaram || 1.2 ||

Where is the dynasty that issued from the Sun?
And where is my mind with its limited scope?
How stupid I am, trying to cross on a raft

an ocean that cannot be traversed!

Apadeva may have wanted to link the Gita's concept of arpana to the Bhagavata Purana precisely because
Sridhara himself had done so earlier. BhP 11.2.36 is a virtual restatement of BG 9.17, and has become a prayer
that would be immediately recognizable to many present-day Hindus: “One should offer to the Supreme
Narayana whatever one does: be it in deed, word, or thought, or with the senses, ego, or out of habit.”

kayena vaca manasendriyair va
buddhyatmana vanusrtasvabhavat |
karoti yadyat sakalam parasmai
narayanayeti samarpayet tat ||

Commenting on this verse, Sridhara explains: “What are those dharmas one defines as 'bhagavata'? They are to
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become among the most influential in the formation of religious communities in early modern
North India, but also, if we are to take Anantadeva II's genealogy at face value, the very one to
which the family's saintly ancestor had made a famous vernacular contribution.*”> We might also
try to situate Apadeva's sentiment within the larger intellectual trend of theistic Mimamsa. This
significant shift from the atheistic commitments of the discipline's foundational figures can
perhaps be traced to the thirteenth-century Visistadvaita theologian Vedanta Desika and his
Sesvaramimamsa.**® But for Apadeva, a likelier source would have been none other than
Laksmidhara's Bhagavannamakaumudi. As already noted, the senior Anantadeva wrote a
commentary on the BNK, and Apadeva's own (still unedited) Bhaktikalpataru attests to the
influence of his father's work.

We have little understanding of how such an idea entered the discourse, why
Mimamsakas began to perceive themselves differently, and what any of this may have to do with
the broader “play of bhakti” taking shape in early modern North India. Although Apadeva's
navigation of the terrain that lies between Mimamsa and bhakti seems inchoate, and the rise of

theistic Mimamsa, according to Sheldon Pollock, “produced no systemwide change,”*’ the

offer all actions to God....[A]s it says in the Bhagavad Gita, 'Whatever you do, eat, sacrifice, donate, or perform
as penance, O son of Kunti—do that as an offering to me.' [...] The idea is that if you do so, then every activity
becomes a bhagavata dharma.”

See Bhagavata Purana...With Sanskrit Commentary Bhavarthabodhini, 627: nanu ke te bhagavata dharmah |
1$vararpitani sarvakarmany api ity [...] tatha ca bhagavadgitasu—“yat karosi yad asnasi yaj juhosi dadasi yat |
yat tapasyasi kaunteya tat kurusva madarpanam ||” iti [...] tatha sati sakalam api karma bhagavato dharma
bhavati iti bhavah |
45 According to the colophon of the Eknathi Bhagavat, Eknath's voluminous Marathi commentary on the eleventh
canto of the Bhagavata Purana, the author began his writing in Paithan and completed it in Banaras. See Keune,
“Eknath Remembered,” 31-32.
426 See Elisa Freschi, “Between Theism and Atheism: A Journey from Visistadvaita Vedanta and Mimams3,” in
Puspika: Tracing Ancient India Through Texts and Traditions, Vol. 4, ed. Robert Leach (Oxford: Oxbow Books
Press, forthcoming).

“27 Pollock, The Ends of Man, 62.



159
attempt to reconcile the two was by no means an isolated phenomenon. By the time of
Kamalakara Bhatta in the late seventeenth century, for example, it seems to have become
commonplace to assert a defense of Mimamsa theism as something eternally present in the
system.*® Like Anantadeva, Kamalakara was concerned to present himself as a proponent of
bhakti, unlike those “other” Mimamsakas, as he asserts in his Mimamsakutithala: “Some
reproach the mimamsaka with being an atheist and so having no business talking about the "Way
of Faith." This slur may apply to some, but as for me, I believe in God.”** Khandadeva, too, felt
uncomfortable with the uncompromising atheism of classical Mimamsa, especially the position
that the deities invoked in the Veda were no more than words—the so-called concept of
Sabdadevata.”® After reconstructing Jaimini's rather deconstructionist view, Khandadeva
immediately feels disgusted, saying: “This is the essence of Jaimini's point of view. But even in
the act of explaining it thus, my lips feel unclean. My only recourse is to remember God!”**!
Commenting on this surprising twist, Francis Clooney perceptively notes that “The discourse on
isvara—the one truly effective and real devat@—and the discourse on the myriad devatas are not

entirely distinct; they have permeable boundaries, even in the minds of Mimamsakas, who think

about both.”** Clooney's comment is prescient, given that we are only beginning to arrive at the

8 See Pollock, “New Intellectuals,” 13-14.

29 See Mimamsakutithala, ed. PN. Pattabhirama Sastri (Varanasi: Sampurnanand Sanskrit University, 1987), 44:
nanu niri§varavadinas te ko 'yam bhaktimargapravesah? patatv ayam pravadasanir ekadesisu | asmakan tv asty
eva 1$varah | Quoted in and trans. Pollock, The Ends of Man, 62.

#0 See Francis X. Clooney, “What's a god? The quest for the right understanding of devata in Brahmanical ritual

theory (mimamsa),” International Journal of Hindu Studies 1.2 (1997): 337-385.

! See The Bhattadipika of Khandadeva with Prabhavali Commentary of Sambhu Bhatta: Vol. IV, ed. S.
Subrahmanya Sastri (Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications, 1987 [Madras, 1952]), 202: iti jaiminimataniskarsah |
mama tv evam vadato 'pi vani dusyatiti harismaranam eva §aranam |

#2 Clooney, “What's a god?”, 354. The commentator Sambhu Bhatta notes that Khandadeva (like Kamalakara
above) is responding to the possible criticism that if one were to deny the materiality of gods altogether, it would
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context in which to be a Mimamsaka theist seemed not only desirable but necessary.

Elsewhere within the Deva family, Apadeva's own nephew, Babadeva, though not

mentioned in the Smrtikaustubha genealogy, wrote a fascinating work called the

Arpanamimamsa.*® As its title portends, the Arpanamimamsa used the language of MTmamsa to

explicate the concept of arpana, or surrendering one's actions to God, as expressed in the

Bhagavad Gita verse (9.17) cited by Apadeva at the end of his MNP. In his opening remarks,

Babadeva explains the purpose of this verse for Mimamsa:

As we all know, in this twelve-chapter Pirva Mimamsa system, the great sage Jaimini
analyzed several principles connected with the performance of every dharma (i.e., yajia,
ritual sacrifice), including: the different means of valid knowledge, the application of
subordinate rites, the sequence of performance, eligibility for ritual activity, analogical
extension, and the relevant adjustments and restrictions on the elements to be extended.
But even after having carefully studied and performed these dharmas, people experience
significant suffering, such as having to return to the mortal world after enjoying the
pleasures of heaven. Seeing this state of affairs and unable to tolerate it, God, the very
embodiment of compassion, under the pretense of teaching Arjuna, explained the means
to liberation in the following verse: “Whatever you do, eat, sacrifice, donate, or perform
as penance, O son of Kunti—do that as an offering to me.”**

433

434

be tantamount to admitting unbelief (nastikatva). Cf. Ibid., 381, n.17. In his Sanskrit introduction to the edition
of Kamalakara's Mimamsakutihala, PN. Pattabhirama SastiT offered up a distinction between ydjiiika and
darsanika Mimamsakas, mapping onto their respective attitudes toward God (i$vara). The former invoke him at
the beginning and end of rites, and worship an embodied deity (saguna), while the latter find no purchase in such
invocations, but do acknowledge a formless God (nirguna). See Mimamsakutithala (upodghata), 6.

See V. Krishnamacharya, “Adhikaranadar$a of Babadeva,” Adyar Library Bulletin 14.1 (1950): 49-55. In the
colophons to both his works, the Adhikaranadarsa and Arpanamimamsa, Babadeva says that he is the son of
Baladeva, son of Anantadeva (sometimes written Anandadeva). Krishnamacharya points out that two verses
cited by Babadeva in the Arpanamimamsa as being his grandfather's correspond to verses in Anantadeva I's
Mano'nuranijananataka. Indeed, one of the manuscripts of the Mano 'nuraiijananataka used for the printed
edition appears to have stayed in the family, as it belonged to Babadeva's son Jagannathadeva. See The
Manonuranijana Nataka (Sanskrit introduction), 3: etatpustakam devakulagrhasthitam eva yato
granthamukhaprsthe “idam pustakam babajidevatmajajagannathadevasya” iti likhitam upalabhyate |

prabhutvadav ijyam sarvavarnanam syad ityantadhikaranair dvadasalaksanapiirvamimamsayam sarvadharmesu
pramanabhedasesaprayuktikramadhikaratidesohabadhatantraprasanga vicaritah | tatraivamvidhavicaritair api
dharmair anusthitair janasya svargadibhogottarakalikamartyalokapravesadiriipaduhkhatiSayadarsanat
tadasahisnur bhagavan karunamdrtir arjunopades$akaitavena muktyupayam kathayamasa -

yatkarosi yada$nasi yajjuhosi dadasi yat |
yattapasyasi kaunteya tatkurusva madarpanam || iti |
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Babadeva proceeds to go into exhaustive detail about the grammatical composition of the words
in the sentence, in order to understand how exactly the injunction in the verse works, as he would
with any other Vedic injunction. This is fundamentally a work of Mimamsa, replete with
arguments that draw upon properly Mimamsa discursive topics. If Apadeva's citation of the
arpana verse was ancillary to the primary focus of the MNP, the Arpanamimamsa seeks to make
the G1ta an essential part of Mimamsa intellectual production. In some ways it is an elaboration
of Apadeva's citation into a full-fledged theistic hermeneutics. We might understand the MNP as
a textbook for students, “How To Do Mimamsa (and Get Rich Trying),” and the
Arpanamimamsa as a supplement, “How To Do Mimamsa (and Feel Good About It).”

The inspiration here is not entirely Vedantic in character, despite the mention of cycles of
rebirth and the search for liberation. Whereas the Arpanamimamsda urges that the Gita is
primarily a text that instructs us in karmayoga, and the bhakti that is attendant on it, the Vedanta
teaching on karmayoga would have it serve as a preparatory stage for achieving knowledge. At
least, this is the Advaita view of the matter, and the Devas were Advaitins. Or were they? There
seems to have been no small amount of disagreement within the family about their Vedanta
identity, and how they understood their Mimamsa and Vedanta selves. Now that we have
investigated the Devas' efforts to relate jiana with bhakti and bhakti with karma, it only remains
to complete the triangle.

Jiiana and Karma
A comprehensive understanding of the relationship between Mimamsa and Vedanta on

the eve of colonialism remains a desideratum for the intellectual-historical study of early modern
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India. Recent studies by Sheldon Pollock and Johannes Bronkhorst have shed valuable light on
these polemics at various historical moments.* The former demonstrates that the sixteenth-
century South Indian polymath Appayya Diksita's “Discourse on the Refutation of a Unified
Knowledge System” between the so-called “prior” and “posterior’” Mimamsas adumbrates a
larger polemical debate between the Advaita and Visistadvaita schools of Vedanta. The latter
volume engages with the classical relationship between the two systems, reiterating more
thoroughly that not only were several early Vedantins not Mimamsakas, but that their
relationship as hermeneutical brethren was constructed multifariously by different Vedanta
commentators.*® However, for the majority of Indian intellectual history, the line of influence
seems to have been more or less unidirectional: while Vedantins of all stripes tried, with varying
degrees of success, to transform an originally non-institutional tradition of metaphysical
speculation into a systematic exegetical theology, Mimamsakas took little interest in their self-
proclaimed hermeneutical successors.*’

The situation appears to have changed considerably in the early modern period. Not only
was there an upsurge in explicit theism among Mimamsakas, as we have just witnessed, but

authors of Mimamsa works also wrote, independently as well as exegetically, on Vedanta. More

45 See Sheldon Pollock, “The Meaning of Dharma: and the Relationship of the Two Mimamsas: Appayya Diksita's
'Discourse on the Refutation of a Unified Knowledge System of Pirvamimamsa and Uttaramimamsa,”” Journal
of Indian Philosophy 32.6 (2004): 769-811; Johannes Bronkhorst, “Vedanta as Mimamsa,” in Mimamsa and
Vedanta: Interaction and Continuity, ed. Johannes Bronkhorst (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 2007), 1-91.

#6 Bronkhorst, “Vedanta as Mimamsa,” 33-57.
7 Even where the influences on Mimamsa from Vedanta are explicit, such as the concept of liberation, the two
remain at metaphysical cross-purposes with regard to: a) their specific conceptions of the term, given their
respective epistemological commitments to the reality or unreality of the world, and b) the way they believe
ritual action can effect soteriological ends. See Chakravarthi Ram-Prasad, “Knowledge and Action I: Means to
the Human End in Bhatta Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 28.1 (2000): 1-24;
Chakravarthi Ram-Prasad, “Knowledge and Action II: Attaining Liberation in Bhatta Mimamsa and Advaita
Vedanta,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 28.1 (2000): 25-41.
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precisely, several works on Mimamsa of the period were authored by people who had clear
commitments to Vedantic exposition. This phenomenon was nowhere more evident than in the
works of Anantadeva and Apadeva, who both engaged with the Vedantasara (VS) of Sadananda.
Apadeva wrote a direct commentary titled the Balabodhini or the Tattvadipika,*® while his father
Anantadeva wrote his Siddhantatattva under the influence of the Advaita teacher Ramatirtha,
who also wrote a commentary on the VS.

The VS itself, though long heralded as “one of the most popular and well-read

syncretistic works on Vedanta,”**

remains relatively obscure in terms of its origin and early
distribution. Assigned approximately to the turn of the sixteenth century, the text's first extant

commentaries appear in the latter half of the same, authored by Nrsimhasarasvati (Banaras, 1588

CE) and Ramatirtha (late sixteenth century) respectively.*’ Its popularity thenceforth was

% The editors append the former name to the commentary. The concluding verse, however, which precedes the
colophon, leaves it ambiguous; balabodhini could simply mean “for the enlightenment of students.” See
Vedantasara of Sadananda with the Commentary ‘Balabodhini’ of Apadeva (Srirangam: Vani Vilas Press, 1911),
110 (henceforth cited as Balabodhint):

anantanghriyugam smrtva racita balabodhin |
apadevena vedantasaratattvasya dipika ||
49 See Surendranath Dasgupta, 4 History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. Il Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1952), 55. The term “syncretistic,” however, should be critically examined, inasmuch as it carries a pejorative
tone in much of modern Advaita Vedanta scholarship. Cf. Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern
History,” 212, 216.
#0 Minkowski (“Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern History,” 207) incorrectly attributes the first commentary to the
mid-sixteenth century Advaitin Nrsimhasrama. For the precise date of Nrsimhasarasvati's Subodhinitika, see the
final verse of his VS commentary. See The Vedantasara of Sadananda, together with the commentaries of
Nrsimhasarasvati and Ramatirtha, Fifth Edition, Revised, ed. Col. G.A. Jacob (Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar, 1934),
59:

jate paficasatadhike dasasate samvatsaranam punah

safijate dasavatsare prabhuvarasrisalivahe $ake |

prapte durmukhavatsare Subhasucau mase 'numatyam tithau
prapte bhargavavasare naraharistikam cakarojjvalam ||

Ramatirtha's date remains a point of contention. Minkowski (“Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern History,” 208),
following Karl Potter, provides a date of 1610 CE. For an earlier assignation, based on an unpublished 1574 CE
manuscript of Ramatirtha's commentary on the Manasollasa of Sure$vara, see Mahadevan, ed., Preceptors of
Advaita, 223.
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widespread. Manuscripts of the work proliferated from Banaras to South India, and it even made
its way into the studious hands of the Jesuit missionary Father Heinrich Roth, who procured and
annotated a copy during his study of Sanskrit in Agra from 1654-1660.*' Moreover, not only was
the VS one of the earliest Advaita Vedanta texts to be printed for a Western audience,** it
continues to be an important teaching manual in the contemporary Advaita world.** But apart
from its evident use as a pedagogical resource, there has been little historical examination of the
text's direct commentarial tradition.

From the outset of his Balabodhini, it is clear that Apadeva is writing within a particular
intellectual heritage, “in accordance with the established doctrine (siddhanta) and received

lineage (sampradaya).”*** These two terms reflect those used by Anantadeva in his

Siddhantatattva, with the autocommentary Sampradayaniripana. This is no coincidence, for the

“! For its presence in seventeenth-century Benares, see R. Ananta Krishna Sastry, Kavindracharya List, Gackwad's

Oriental Series No. XVII (Baroda: Central Library, 1921), 5. For the south, see P.P.S. Sastri, 4 Descriptive
Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Tanjore Maharaja Serfoji's Sarasvati Mahal Library (Srirangam:
Vani Vilas Press, 1931), xi. On Heinrich Roth, see Arnulf Camps and Jean-Claude Muller, eds., The Sanskrit
Grammar and Manuscripts of Fr. Heinrich Roth [1620-1668] (Leiden: J.R. Brill, 1988), 6, 18-19.

#2 The text was known to H.T. Colebrooke through the translation of the Serampore missionary William Ward in
1822. See H.T. Colebrooke, Essays on the Religion and Philosophy of the Hindus (London: Williams and
Norgate, 1858), 214-5. It is also worth noting that Rammohun Roy published a Bengali tract in 1815 titled
Vedantasara, which was often confused with Sadananda's work (Potter lists it as a translation), though it was a
wholly unrelated, original monograph, containing paraphrases of and expositions on selected aphorisms from the
Brahmasiitra. He would “translate” the work (albeit not literally) into English the following year as The
Abridgment of the Vedant. For a detailed look at this fascinating treatise, see Bruce Carlisle Robertson, Raja
Rammohan Ray: The Father of Modern India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1995), 74-96.

3 The Chinmaya Mission, a modern Hindu organization, uses this “Prakarana-grantha” (introductory text) by

“Swami Sadananda” for its two-and-a-half year Vedanta course at Sandeepany Sadhanalaya in Mumbai. See

“Course Syllabus,” http://sandeepany.chinmayamission.com/vedanta-course-syllabus/. Accessed July 27, 2015.

% Balabodhini, 1 (v.2cd):

apadevena vedantasaratattvasya dipika |
siddhantasampradayanurodhena kriyate subha ||
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45 and at times

influence of his father's treatise permeates the commentary, at times explicitly
embedded in the discussion at hand. It is also reasonable to think that Apadeva saw the two as
distinct; while the siddhanta was a general understanding of Advaita Vedanta as presented in the
VS, the sampradaya was something specific to his family, a particular discursive language. What
is distinctive about these Vedanta works is that both Anantadeva and Apadeva take great pains to
engage with Mimamsa arguments in addition to intra-Advaita debates on certain topics. In a
brilliant essay on the Balabodhini, Patrick Cummins demonstrates how Apadeva and his father
“think with Mimamsa when writing on Advaita...they draw parallels and illustrations from
Mimamsa case studies and use Mimamsa principles of interpretation to support their Advaitin
positions.”**¢ Importantly, Cummins claims, this does not entail new interpretations of key issues;
Mimamsa is a language that allows them to critically examine Advaita topics, but the Devas
maintain a strong commitment to Advaita when writing “in Advaita.”**’ Similarly, Lawrence
McCrea suggests that the remarkable variety of attitudes and objectives in late Mimamsa urges
us to consider it not so much a “coherent system,” but rather “a kind of language—a rich and
complex language, in which one can say many things...but which seems to have no longer any
inherent meaning or purpose to it [...]”** I would endorse this claim insofar as it warns us against

applying uncritical labels to early modern Sanskrit intellectuals, and complicates the very idea of

the “system” as a “basic category of analysis.”** However, these functionalist explanations of

*5 For example, he quotes Anantadeva I's definition of virdga (disenchantment), one of the four classical “spiritual
prerequisites” (sadhanacatustaya) for a student of Vedanta. See Balabodhini, 25: taduktam tatacaranaih—
“aihikaparalaukikaphalecchavirodhicetovrttivisesatmako viragah” iti | Cf. Siddhantatattva, 30.

46 Patrick Cummins, “Apadeva the Family Man,” (unpublished paper, University of Toronto, 2013), 7.
7 Ibid., 8.
% McCrea, “Playing with the System,” 584-585.

9 Ibid., 585.
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Mimamsa qua technical jargon do not fully account for what is going on in the texts at hand. I do
think that there is purchase in considering Mimamsa and Vedanta to be more than mere
languages in the Devas' works. There seems to be something almost schizophrenic, or
intermediary, about the Mimamsa and Vedanta positions being taken by Apadeva and his father
—something which does not fit neatly within one hermeneutical camp or the other, and certainly
not within our conventional understanding of the distinctions between those disciplines.**

For an example of the tension between these Mimamsa and Vedanta selves, let us
consider Apadeva's treatment of the adhyayanavidhi, the so-called “injunction to study [the
Veda].”*! The injunction svadhyayo 'dhyetavyah, “One's own [recension of the] Veda is to be
studied,” was central to the discipline of MTmamsa, since it meant that study of the Veda had as
its purpose an understanding of the Veda's meaning (arthavabodha), without which the
performance of sacrificial ritual would be ineffective. And in order to understand the meaning,
one was required to study Mimamsa, which was by definition the settled interpretive discipline

of the Veda. This is the position Apadeva supports in the MNP, while discussing the rules

#0 1t is also worth recalling, in this context, a verse from the Vyavaharamayitkha (v.3) of Nilakantha Bhatta (1640
CE). Nilakantha celebrates his own father, Sankara Bhatta, as having accepted, in his very person, the
“nonduality between the Mimamsakas” Sankara and [Kumarila] Bhatta. Note the explicit division, and
subsequent fusion, being portrayed between “the two contradictory systems.” I believe it would not be undue to
draw the Banaras connection between the Devas and Bhattas here. See The Vyavaharamayikha of Bhatta
Nilakantha, ed. P.V. Kane (Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1926), 1:

virodhimargadvayadarsanartham
dvedha babhtvatra parah puman yah |
$risankaro bhatta ihaikartipo
mimamsakadvaitam uricakara ||
#! The Mimamsa/Vedanta debate over the adhyayanavidhi formed the content of Chapter 20 of Appayya Diksita's
Vadanaksatramala, titled “A Refutation of the Position that the Injunction to Study [the Veda] Results in
Knowledge of its Meaning” (adhyayanavidher arthajianaphalakatvanirakaranavada). This chapter immediately
succeeds the one translated in Pollock, “The Meaning of Dharma.” Cf. Purvottaramimamsa Vadanakshatramala
(Srirangam: Vani Vilas Press, 1912), 12, 259-280.
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governing eligibility for the Vedic sacrifice: “There are, however, also characteristics of the
eligible person that, while not explicitly enunciated, must be stated as qualifications of the
individual [concerned in the specific rite]. These include knowledge derived from the injunction
to study the Veda [...]”**> However, Apadeva undercuts this very position in his VS commentary:
“Mimamsakas say that the result of the injunction to study [the Veda] is the knowledge of its
meaning, since it is a visible result. The established position (viz. Vedanta) is negative [on this
point].”*** He goes on to mobilize reasons for why the result of the adhyayanavidhi cannot be
anything but recitational acquisition (avapti). His ultimate aim is to defend the Vedantins'
pursuit of Brahman-knowledge. Thus his father, Anantadeva, says in the Siddhantatattva:
As for what you have said as to the result [of Vedic study] being the understanding of the
meaning, that is not supported by Vedantins. For if that were the case, then it would leave
us with the undesirable consequence that such [study] alone would be qualification
enough for investigative analysis of Vedanta, as it is for the analysis of the prior subject
matter (purvakiyarthavicara, i.e., Mimamsa.). [And in that case] the separate injunctions,
such as the one to “listen [to the Upanisad],” that deal with the qualifications relating to
being endowed with the fourfold spiritual attainments, would be inappropriate.***

Both citations betray an interesting sense of self-referentiality in their use of eponymous forms—

Mimamsaka, Vedantin, the siddhanta—drawing boundaries and providing markers of intellectual

alliance. Elsewhere in his commentary, Apadeva closes out arguments with the seemingly

innocuous but indicative phrases: “so say the authorities of our tradition,” and “so says my

2 Mimamsa-Nyaya-Prakasa, 194: kimcit tu purusaviSesanatvenasrutam apy adhikariviesanam bhavati |
yathadhyayanavidhisiddha vidya [...]

3 Balabodhint, 12: adhyayanavidhiphalam arthavabodhah drstatvad iti mimamsakah | na iti siddhantah |
4 Siddhantatattva, 23: yaccoktam arthavabodhah phalam iti tan na sahante vedantinah | tatha sati hi

purvakiyarthavicarasyeva vedantavicare 'pi tanmatradhikaratvaprasaktau
sadhanacatustayasampannadhikarikaprthaks§ravanavidhyadyanupapattih |
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teacher.”* These terms further testify to the text's composition within a particular teaching
tradition, one that was apparently continuing to negotiate its multiple intellectual identities.

We may attend to this last point by charting the intellectual history of a particular topic in
the commentarial lineage between Ramatirtha, Anantadeva, and Apadeva: on the relationship of
nityakarmas, the obligatory rites, with Vedantic knowledge. The early Advaitins Sankara and his
disciple Sure$vara both accept the utility of such rituals, but only up to a point. They must be
given up if one is committed to knowledge alone, since jfiana and karma (gua religious
disciplines) operate with fundamentally different metaphysical understandings of selthood and
agency. Suresvara provides a clear hierarchy, by which ritual action purifies the mind, giving one
insight into the ephemerality of the phenomenal world, thence on to disenchantment and the
desire for liberation—and their logical eventuation in the renunciation of all ritual action—and
so on along the line until one's abidance in self-knowledge.** In conformity with this standard
Advaita position, the VS relegates to most ritual actions the role of effecting mental purification
(buddhisuddhi) in order to acquire the eligibility for Vedantic knowledge. Specifically, these are
the obligatory (nitya), occasional (naimittika), and expiatory (prayascitta) karmas. The VS
defines nityakarmas as “[actions] such as the twilight worship, which have no outcome other

than avoiding the sin of omission if not performed.”*’ In his commentary, Ramatirtha interprets

5 Balabodhint, 22: iti sampradayikah (line 3), ity asmadguravah (line 11).

#6 Cf. Naiskarmyasiddhi 1.52, as quoted by Ramatirtha. See The Vedantasara of Sadananda, together with the
commentaries of Nrsimhasarasvati and Ramatirtha, ed. Col. G.A. Jacob (Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar, 1934), 74,
11.11-15: nityakarmanusthanad dharmotpattir dharmotpatteh papahanis tatas cittasuddhis tatah
samsarayathatmyavabodhas tato vairagyam tato mumuksutvam tatas tadupayaparyesanam tatah
sarvakarmal[tatsadhana]samnyasas tato yogabhyasas tatas cittasya pratyakpravanata tatas
tattvamasyadivakyarthaparijiianam tato 'vidyocchedas tatah svatmany[ev]avasthanam. Words in brackets are
found in modern editions of the text. Cf. The Naishkarmyasiddhi of Suresvardacharya with the Chandrika of
Jnanottama, ed. Col. G.A. Jacob (Bombay: Government Central Book Depot, 1891), 34.

¥7 See The Vedantasara of Sadananda, together with the commentaries of Nrsimhasarasvati and Ramatirtha, 4:

nityany akarane pratyavayasadhanani sandhyavandanadini |
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this sentence to mean that non-performance of these actions is an indicator (laksana) of the sin of

omission, and not its direct cause (hetu) per se:

The definition of a nityakarma is that which has as its purpose the dissolution of sins
acquired without particular occasion, not that which, if not performed, produces the sin of
omission (pratyavaya).

Objection: But surely, from the use of the present participle in this verse from the
traditional authority: “Not performing the enjoined action, engaging in objectionable
ones, and miring himself in sensual pleasures, a man falls into decline,”** we are to
understand that the non-performance [of nityakarma] is the cause (hetu) of pratyavaya.
Then how can you suggest that non-performance does not produce that sin?

Reply: That is not so, for the grammarian Panini, in the aphorism which reads “[The
present participle suffix can replace the indicative] in expressing a characteristic or cause
of another act,” has also given the present participle the meaning of “characteristic”
(laksana).*’ 1t is for this reason that the wise, on seeing a man who is overcome by sleep
and torpor while he performs nityakarmas, indicate (laksyate) that if he should perform
nitya and naimittika karmas in the right way, then his accumulated sins would dissolve—
not that “Such-and-such did not perform the enjoined action, and therefore will incur
pratyavaya.”*®

458

459

460

Manava Dharmasastra 11.44:

akurvan vihitam karma ninditam ca samacaran |
prasajjafi§ cendriyarthesu narah patanam rcchati ||

Astadhyayr 3.2.126: laksanahetvoh kriyayah. The stock example for the former is the sentence sayana bhufijate
yavanah: “The Ionians eat while lying down” (i.e., the lonians' eating is characterized by their lying down); for
the latter, it is adhiyano vasati: “He stays for the purpose of studying” (i.e., studying is the cause of his stay). The
idea expressed above means that the non-performance of nityakarma does not cause the sin of omission, but may
simply be indicative, or characteristic, of moral decline. See Ram Nath Sharma, The Astadhyayrt of Panini, Vol. 3
(New Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers, 1995), 429-430.

The Vedantasara of Sadananda, together with the commentaries of Nysimhasarasvati and Ramatirtha, 71, 11.8-
16: nirnimittam upattaduritaksayarthani nityaniti nityakarmalaksanam na tv akarane pratyavayotpadakani
nityantti | nanu “akurvan”...iti smrtau $atrpratyayad akaranasya pratyavayahetutvam avagamyate tat katham
akaranasya pratyavayanutpadakatvam iti cen na | “laksanahetvoh kriyayah” iti paninina $atur laksanarthe 'pi
vidhanat | ata eva nityadyanusthanakale nidralasyaparavasam naram alokya Sistair laksyate yady asya
yathavannityanaimittikanusthanam abhavisyat tada saficitaduritaksayo 'bhavisyat na cayam [conj. nayam?]
vihitam akarsid atah pratyavayi bhavisyatiti |

Unless I am misreading this passage, there seems to be a textual problem here, as the current reading of the last
clause would give us a contradictory message: “He did perform enjoined action, and therefore will incur the sin
of omission.” ca and na are orthographically similar enough in Nagari to justify the emendation above.
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Ramatirtha builds on an argument made earlier by Sure$vara*' to the effect that the authors of
smrti such as Manu, quoted here, could not have intended that a really existing thing (the sin of
omission) could arise from a non-existent source (the non-performance of action).*** Therefore,
nityakarmas must be defined positively, as technologies of purification which, if unattended to,
could be indicative, but only secondarily, of moral degeneration—a move which at once
neutralizes their obligatory force and subordinates them to a kind of spiritual cultivation
preceding the attainment of knowledge. Such a move, of course, legitimates the institution of
monastic renunciation (samnyasa), which is predicated on the abandonment of ritual action as
inferior, distracting, and ultimately contradictory to the pursuit of Vedantic knowledge.**

In his commentary on the same VS passage, Apadeva provides a virtually identical

reconstruction, down to the grammatical detail, of Ramatirtha's argument, more or less in defense

of the idea that performing nityakarma serves as a preparatory discipline for knowledge.

“1 See Taittiriyopanisadbhdsyavarttikam Suresvaracaryakytam, ed. Hari Narayan Apte (Pune: Anandasrama Press,
1911), 8:

nityanam akriya yasmat laksayitvaiva satvara |
pratyavayakriyam tasmat laksanarthe $ata bhavet || 1.21 ||

2 The Vedantic logic here refers to Chandogya Upanisad 6.2.2, katham asatah saj jayeta: “How could existence
emerge from the non-existent?”
3 The concept of pratyavaya itself has an interesting intellectual history in Advaita Vedanta. It seems to have been
Sankara's general attitude that no such faults of non-performance, especially the pratyavaya, applied to the
renunciate, whose only obligation was a negative one: to give up ritual action. In his commentary on Sankara's
Brahmasiitrabhasya (3.4.38), however, the thirteenth-century Advaitin Anubhiitisvartipacarya urged that the
study of Vedanta was an obligatory duty, a nityakarma for renunciates, who would incur pratyavaya if they were
not to perform it. See Prakatarthavivaranam, Volume II, ed. T.R. Chintamani (Madras: University of Madras,
1989 [1939]), 977: samnyasinam $ravanadividhir nitya eva akarane pratyavayasravanat |

His later contemporary Vidyaranya (ca. 1350 CE) corroborated this claim in his Vivaranaprameyasamgraha: “So
we have a traditional authority on pratyavaya: 'The renunciate who gives up obligatory rituals, and doesn't
engage in study of the Vedanta, is as good as a sinner—no doubt about it.”” See The Vivaranaprameyasamgraha
of Vidyaranya, ed. RamasastiT Tailanga (Benares: E.J.. Lazarus & Co., 1893), 4:

nityam karma parityajya vedantasravanam vina |
vartamanas tu samnyas1 pataty eva na samsayal || iti pratyavayasmaranat |
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However, he includes one or two elements, absent from Ramatirtha's discussion but present in
Anantadeva's Siddhantatattva, which add a Mimamsa twist to the issue at hand. Both Apadeva
and his father embed within this larger discussion—namely, that the performance of nityakarmas
leads to the purification of the mind—an intra-Mimamsa debate on the fruit of nityakarma. |
paraphrase Anantadeva's comments as follows, with some notes from Apadeva:

Settled Opinion: So one who has a basic awareness of Vedantic teaching can develop a

pure mind by performing ritual actions either in this life or in several lives, and obtain the

requisite qualities for a student of Vedanta. Now you might be wondering: How do

nityakarmas like performing the daily evening worship contribute to inner mental purity?
The answer is that they do so because performing them results in the dissolution of sins.

Prima Facie Objection: But isn't the point of nityakarma to maintain the prior non-
existence (pragabhava) of the pratyavaya, the sin of omission obtained when one doesn't
perform an enjoined ritual action? Isn't that what it should produce?

Settled Opinion: This cannot be the case. Let us consider the thing that is “to be
produced” (bhavya) by the nityakarma. That thing cannot be heaven, as posited by the
axiomatic visvajit principle,** for not everyone desires heaven all the time, and these
actions are by definition enjoined on a daily basis. Now, even if we were to perform such
a nityakarma everyday, a pratyavaya could either arise or not arise. In the former case, it
makes no sense to maintain its prior non-existence, and in the latter case there would be
no prior non-existence in the first place. (That is, you can't talk about the “prior non-
existence of the form of wind” if wind has no form to begin with).

Amicus Curiae: Well, let's say that what one really means to say by “prior non-existence”
1s “total non-existence” (atyantabhava).

Settled Opinion: It makes even less sense to posit that as the fruit of nityakarma. Since
“total non-existence” always exists, it would be pointless to perform the nityakarma at
all. But nityakarmas are not fruitless! Everybody has sins, whether done out of ignorance
or with full knowledge, and everyone—at least, every affirmer (astika) of the Vedic way
of life—always wants to get rid of them and the hateful suffering they bring. So it makes
perfect sense to posit the dissolution of sins as the result, the bhavya, of nityakarma. Once
we have done so, if some traditional authority comes around and says that not performing
it can result in pratyavaya, then that's all very fine. But the direct definition of the

4% The visvajit-nyaya forms the discursive topic of Mimamsa Siitra 4.3.7. Since every Vedic injunction, according
to Mimamsa, must produce some result, through the syntactic analysis and semantic power of bhdvana, this
principle maintains that we must posit that result as “heaven” for those injunctions which do not explicitly
enunciate their fruit.
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nityakarma must be the dissolution of sins.**

The larger Mimamsa issue at stake here is the insistence that the nityakarma, like all
actions enjoined by the Veda, must be purposeful. If the nityakarma were exclusively to be
negatively constituted, then it would cease to serve as an itikartavya, an obligatory, “how-to-do-
it” component of the ritual universe. Anantadeva imported this debate wholesale from a
disagreement between two influential Mimamsakas of approximately the eleventh and twelfth
centuries, Some$vara Bhatta and Parthasarathi Misra. As Lawrence McCrea has pointed out, the
middle of the sixteenth century saw a profusion of Mimamsa literature that engaged with both
these classic authors. Moreover, authors felt the need to structure the discussion of central issues
in their works by juxtaposing the doctrinal splits between the two.*® The particular issue of the
nityakarma found expression in Parthasarathi's Tantraratna (on Kumarila Bhatta's Tuptika 6.3.2),

and in Some$vara's Nyayasudha (2.4.1).*” The former asserted the principle held by Anantadeva

5 Siddhantatattva, 25-26: tad ayam apatajianavan iha janmani janmantare va 'nusthitakarmabhir
visuddha'ntahkarano nityanityavivekadikam labhate | nanu katham karmanam tattatphalasadhanam
antahkaranasuddhihetutvam ? ucyate | nityanam tavat karmanam papaksayaphalakatvam parair apy abhyupeyate
tatha hy “ahar ahah sandhyam upasita” ityadinam visvajinnyayena svargo na bhavyataya kalpayitavyah |
svargakamanayah sarvada sarvesam asattvena ahar ahah kartavya'vabodhe badhaprasangat | [...] napi
vihitakaranapratyavayapragabhavaparipalanam bhavyam | sandhyopasananusthane 'pi kadacit pratyavayotpattau
pragabhavaparipalananupapatteh | anutpattau pragabhavatvasiddheh | na hi vayau ripa'nutpattau riipapragabhavo
vaktum $akyah | atha pragabhavapalanagira 'tyantabhavo 'bhidhiyate | na tarhi tasya nityakarmaphalatvam
yuktam kalpayitum | tasya sarvada vidyamanatvena sandhyopasanader vaiyyarthyapatteh | [...] napy
aphalavattvam nityanam vaktum $akyam | [...] jiana'jiianakrtanam sarvapapanam purusesu sattvat tatksayasya ca
sarvada sarva'bhipsitatvad duhkhavat papasyapi dvesyataya tannivrtteh kamyatvat | [...] siddhe ca
papaksayaphalakalpane yadi nama tadakarane pratyavayah smrtivasat pratiyate astu nama tatha iti |

For the use of the term dstika, see Apadeva's Balabodhini, 22, 11.16-17: papaksayas tu sarvada astikanam
abhipsita iti tasya yuktam phalatvam |
466 See McCrea, “Playing with the System,” 577-578. McCrea calls this the “scholastic turn” in Mimamsa, and cites
Apadeva's MNP as an example. Apadeva is generally held to support Parthasarathi's position when it gets down
to brass tacks. See Edgerton, The Mimansa Nyaya Prakasa, 7.

7 See Mimamsakosah, Part IV, ed. Kevalananda Saraswat (Wai: Prajfia Pathashala Mandala Grantha Mala, 1956),
2338, col. 1: nityakarmanah vihitakaranapratyavayajanyapragabhavaparipalanarthatvam nirasya vidhibalat
papaksaya eva phalam kalpyate iti vyavasthapitam sarvasaktyadhikarane (MS 6.3.2) tuptikatantraratnayoh |
nyayasudhakrtas tu nityakarmanah papaksayo na phalam, kintu vihitakaranapratyavayapragabhavaparipalanam
eva phalam ity ahuh | (Nyayasudha 2.4.1).
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and Apadeva, while the latter represented the prima facie argument.*®

What did the Devas achieve by embedding this Mimamsa debate in their ostensibly
Advaita Vedanta works? Cummins and McCrea might argue that this is another instance of
Mimamsa as a discursive language, but the social consequences of the nityakarmas raises a red
flag. Neither Parthasarathi nor Somes$vara disowns the nityakarmas altogether, as would the
Advaita Vedantin at his most uncompromising, for that implies monastic renunciation.
Renunciation must of necessity be eschewed by the Mimamsaka, inasmuch as the nityakarmas
are by definition “eternal” or “lifelong.” Parthasarathi, as we will remember from the previous
chapter, singled out Advaita Vedantins for their supercessionist attitude toward Mimamsa and the
majority of the Vedic corpus, as well as what he considered their faulty reading practices. Yet
both Apadeva and his father accept, as a rule, that renunciation is a sine qua non for the
eligibility to Vedantic study, even though there was significant disagreement on this matter
among early modern Advaitins.*® If anything, it is Vedanta that is a “language” here, as much an

academic as a soteriological discipline, while it is properly Mimamsa topics that occupy the

Devas' attention. Were they, then, so thoroughly “committed” to Advaita Vedanta? What was the

4% Anantadeva concludes his reconstruction by referring to Parthasarathi. See Siddhantatattva, 26: iti
tantraratnadau nityanam papaksayahetutvam abhihitam | Cf. Tantraratna, Vol. 3, ed. T.V. Ramachandra
Dikshita (Varanasi: Varanaseya Samskrta Visvavidyalaya, 1963), 495-510.

9 See Balabodhini, 25-26: na grhasthasya $ravane 'dhikarah adhikarivi$esanasya samnyasasya abhavat | Cf.

Siddhantatattva, 331t.

This is a much-contested principle in Advaita Vedanta history, which hinges largely on the disparate
interpretations of the word uparati (withdrawal) as one of the qualifications of a student of Vedanta. Cf. Roger
Marcaurelle, Freedom Through Inner Renunciation: Sarkara's Philosophy in a New Light (Albany: SUNY Press,
2000), 165-208. The contemporary South Indian Advaitin Ramakrsna Adhvari came out with a “most virulent
and personal denunciation of those who hold physical renunciation as a sine qua non” (/bid., 208). His criticism
was directed toward renunciates themselves, whom he accused of extorting prostrations from their followers.
The Devas, however, were married householders who did not renounce, as far as we can tell, and seem to have
had no such agonistic relationship with the renunciate Ramatirtha.
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nature of such commitment? To which side did their eternal obligations draw them?

This apparent struggle for reconciliation between two historically adversarial intellectual
identities can be most clearly witnessed in the conclusion to the Bhattalankara, the junior
Anantadeva (II)'s commentary on his father's MNP. Apadeva, as we have seen, offered a
Vedanticized reading of the work of dharma at the end of his Mimamsa primer. But Anantadeva
II turns out to be a very different Vedantin from his father. Classical Advaita Vedanta exalted
jhana—the immediate apprehension of one's identity with Brahman—as the sole method of
liberation, independent of all association with karma, ritual activity. But in a long excursus on
that arpana passage in the MNP, Anantadeva II appears to deviate radically from a purely
Advaitic, hierarchical interpretation of karma in relation to jiiana:

None of this is contradictory to the citations from the Upanisads which say “By

performing karma [one goes to the world of the ancestors]” (Brhadaranyaka Upanisad

1.5.16) or “Knowing him alone [does one reach beyond death]” (Svetdsvatara Upanisad

3.8; 6.15). The first citation is a general statement, and it makes sense to circumscribe its

subject matter to action which is performed without the attitude of offering being

described above. As for the second, we accept that self-knowledge accompanied by

the performance of ritual action has the capacity to produce liberation. As the

Brhaddipika says:

“Surely the highest good arises from knowledge, not from action, that cause of bondage.”
“No. It arises not from one [of these two], but from a synthesis of knowledge and action.”
[...]

“One who is destroying sin by obligatory and occasional rites (nityanaimittika),

purifying his knowledge, and bringing it to fruition by means of practice—such a person,
whose knowledge is ripened as a result of detachment, experiences liberation.”*”

40 See Mimansa Nyaya Prakasa by Apadeva with a commentary called Bhattalankar by Pandit Ananta Deva, ed.
M.M. Sri Lakshmana Sastri (Benares: Vidya Vilas Press, 1921), 490 (henceforth cited as Bhattalankara): na ca
“karmana” ityadi $rutivirodhah | samanyapravrttayas tasyas tadrsarpanabuddhi§iinyakarmavisayatvopapatteh |

napi “tameva viditva” iti $rutivirodhah | karmanusthanasahitasya atmajfianasya asmabhir
moksajanakatvabhyupagamat | yathoktam brhaddipikayam:

nanu nih$reyasam jiianad bandhahetor na karmanah |
naikasmad api tatkim tu jianakarmasamuccayat || [...]
nityanaimittikair eva kurvano duritaksayam |

jhianam ca vimaltkurvann abhyasena ca pacayan |
vairagyat pakvavijiianah kaivalyam bhajate narah ||
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The verses above, which Anantadeva II attributes to the Brhaddipika, are in fact
fragments from the (now-lost) Brhattika of the famous seventh-century Mimamsaka Kumarila
Bhatta, as discussed by John Taber and Roque Mesquita.*””' Mesquita has argued that there was a
progression in Kumarila's thought toward a position more favorable to Vedanta, but Taber
suggests that such a thesis remains to be proven, inasmuch as this promulgation of a
Jjhanakarmasamuccayavada—the doctrine that liberation can be achieved through a synthesis
between knowledge and ritual action—is not only far removed from Sankara's Advaita Vedanta,
but even from that of his contemporary Mandana Misra in the Brahmasiddhi, which favors the
position.*”* This doctrine is usually presented as belonging to Bhedabheda Vedanta, a tradition of
interpretation that comes up for stringent critique in the writings of Sankara and his disciples,
and that survives residually in different schools of Vedanta until its sudden renaissance in the
work of the sixteenth-century polymath Vijiianabhiksu.*”> Anantadeva II connected his support
for the jiianakarmasamuccaya directly to the study of Mimamsa itself:

What I'm trying to say is this: Whether jiiana and karma share an equal role in bringing

about liberation, or whether karma leads to liberation by way of jiiana, the fact remains

that, because karma does give rise to liberation, the intellectual system dedicated to
analyzing karma (i.e., Mimamsa) can culminate in liberation.*”*

41 See John Taber, “Kumarila the Vedantin?” in Mimamsa and Vedanta: Interaction and Continuity, ed. Johannes
Bronkhorst (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 2007), 159-184. Cf. Roque Mesquita, “Die Idee der Erlosung bei
Kumarila Bhatta [The Concept of Liberation According to Kumarilabhatta],” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde
Stidasiens 38 (1994): 451-484. The alternate title given by Anantadeva II here may simply be a scribal error, but
it is possible that he knew the verses only from their citation in the Nyayasudha of Some$vara Bhatta, a text to
which he refers often later in the excursus. Mesquita (“Die Idee der Erlosung,” 465) translates the first half of the
first verse as follows: “doch die Erlosung auf Grund der Erkenntnis von der Ursache der Bindung entsteht (und)
nicht auf Grund der Ritualwerke,” which I think is erroneous. bandhahetor should construe as a tatpurusa
compound in apposition with karmanah, both in the ablative, rather than as the genitive object of jiiana.

472 Taber, “Kumarila the Vedantin?”, 162.
473 See Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 24-38.

4 Bhattalarkara, 497: tasmat samapradhanyenaiva jianakarmanor muktihetutvam, yadi va jianadvara karmanam
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The fact that Anantadeva II explicitly adheres to this position, one that had been

summarily rejected by the Advaita tradition that his forefathers support, should give us pause in

our consideration of intellectual identity and the anxiety of influence.*”” One way to address this

issue is to take account of the strategies used by early modern scholars to “disagree without

disrespect,” as Madhav Deshpande has recently shown in the case of Sanskrit grammarians.*®

Patrick Cummins demonstrates the presence of this strategy in the writings of the Deva family.

Apadeva uses metatextual markers (e.g., “so says my father”) in some cases precisely to gloss

over those places he departs from his father's positions.*”’ This simultaneously gives his work

authority and originality; Apadeva establishes a teaching lineage and his family name, while at

the same time staking out his own positions. In doing so, he and his Banarasi contemporaries

look very much like scholars of the present, at once trained by mentors in a particular discipline

and obligated to produce new and unique research. Can we contextualize this desire to strike out,

475

476

477

muktihetutvam, sarvatha 'pi karmanam muktiphalatvat karmavicararthasya $astrasya sambhavati muktau
paryavasanam ity asayah |

Anantadeva proceeds to quote from the precise section of Kumarila's Slokavarttika (Sambandhdksepaparihara,
vv. 95-96, 105-108) that forms the subject of Mesquita's and Taber's articles. (Incidentally, I am inclined to agree
with Taber's assessment regarding Kumarila, especially after seeing Anantadeva employ the verses in a sustained
argument against the self-sufficiency of jiiana as a means to liberation). But a more elaborate defense of the
JhAanakarmasamuccaya was made by Anantadeva II's contemporary Kamalakara Bhatta in his Mimamsakutithala,
33-44. It appears immediately prior to the section I have cited above, where Kamalakara, like Khandadeva, fends
off the critique that Mimamsakas should not talk about bhakti. The phenomenon of Mimamsakas incorporating
Vedanta into their writings thus stretched beyond the Devas. It was clearly a point of contention between Advaita
Vedantins, as Kamalakara cites Advaita authorities from Vacaspati Misra to Prakasatman, author of the
Paiicapadikavivarana. Developing a more thorough understanding of the place of Vedanta in early modern
Mimamsa could be helped by procuring Kamalakara's unpublished work of Vedanta, the Vedantakautithala,
which he mentions at the end of his Santiratna. See K. Madhava Krishna Sarma, “The Vedantakautiihala of
Kamalakarabhatta,” Poona Orientalist 9.1-2 (1944): 70-72. A comparative study of these three close
contemporaries and their works—Kamalakara's Mimamsakutithala, Anantadeva's Bhattalarnkara, and
Khandadeva's Bhattadipika—awaits further research.

Madhav Deshpande, “'Disagreement without disrespect': transitions in a lineage from Bhattoji to Nagesa,” South
Asian History and Culture 6.1 (2015): 32-49.

Cummins, “Apadeva the Family Man,” 4-6.
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figuratively and literally (if their polemics were any indication), in the social history of early
modern intellectual life?

A Social History of Intellectual Change?

One 1s compelled to envision the Devas among the scholarly intelligentsia of early
modern Banaras, holding debates on just such topics in the Muktimandapa, the “Liberation
Pavilion” of the Visves§vara temple that figured so prominently in that city's religious and
intellectual self-representation. Rosalind O'Hanlon and others have noted that the Muktimandapa
was famed for being the site of a cosmopolitan assembly of pandits, who engaged in public
disputations and issued significant adjudications of social and religious law, on topics ranging
from political intervention with the Mughal imperial order to the entitlements of upwardly
mobile caste communities.*’® In particular, these scholars of Banaras were pre-occupied with
determining the nature of Brahmin identity, in response to the claims of various regional
plaintiffs, especially from the Deccan. Their attempts at normative deliberation, however, were
not always met with unanimous accord. As O'Hanlon and Minkowski have noted, the disputes
speak of “parties” within the Banaras assembly of southern pandits, precisely the ones who
contributed substantially to Sanskrit traditions of learning in this period.*”

How might we read these internal family debates against the backdrop of this broader
social contestation? The Devas were, after all, Brahmins from the south, at once revered for their
scholarly acumen and suspected of partisan motivations. Moreover, Anantadeva Il was

conspicuously present among the signatories of several momentous letters of judgment

478 O'Hanlon, “Letters Home,” 2191f.

47 (O'Hanlon and Minkowski, “What makes people who they are?”, 410.
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(nirnayapatras) to emerge from the Mukti Pavilion.*® It is not difficult to imagine a sense of
continuity between the senior and junior Anantadevas' concerns with deliberation, determination,
nirnaya. The very word summons up the whole world of public-facing pandit assemblies, who
were, perhaps, reacting to the influence of the Islamic fatwa and the desirability of being able to
produce definitive decisions. We may also see in the nirpaya a greater public demand for
unequivocal, authoritative information in matters of religious dispute for wider regional
audiences, that were not only interested in the outcomes of these debates, but expected to see
paper documents setting them out.*®' The Devas' vigorous defense and propagation of an
intellectually savvy bhakti tradition may thus reflect their particular geographical sensibilities,
given their invocation of the Brahmin bhakta Eknath, as well as their contribution to those
percolating debates on what it meant to be a Brahmin in the sixteenth century and beyond.

But the question persists: To what extent do these intellectual shifts have identifiable
social contexts? As I mentioned previously, the historical evidence linking the Devas to Eknath is
questionable, though the ideological connections may not be so farfetched. The Eknathi
Bhagavat, Eknath's Marathi commentary on the eleventh chapter of the Bhagavata Purana,
demonstrates familiarity with Sanskrit intellectual disciplines, draws heavily from the work of
the exegete Sridhara Svamin, and was completed in—where else?—Banaras in 1573 CE.**2
Moreover, judging by Eknath's hagiographies, the Eknathi Bhagavat was met with rumblings of

discontent from the city's establishment Brahmins, who, much like the Devas' intellectual

80 Ihid., 395.
1 See, e.g., Rosalind O'Hanlon, “Performance in a World of Paper: Puranic Histories and Social Communication in
Early Modern India,” Past and Present 219 (2013): 87-126. I thank Rosalind O'Hanlon for her very helpful

comments here on the social implications of the nirnaya as a genre.

%2 See Justin Abbott, The Life of Eknath (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1981), xvii-xxii.
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opponents, were upset that the saint profaned Vyasa's sacred teaching by transmitting it in the
“polluted” vernacular.*®® While it seems as though none of the Devas wrote a word of Marathi,
the space for vernacular communication among pandit families was probably wider, and with
greater intellectual as well as devotional content, than the extant written record may reveal.** For
more concrete evidence of the Devas' local connections, instead of turning to Eknath, we might
consider another Maharashtrian saint figure: Ramdas.

Although Anantadeva II spent his life in Banaras and was patronized by Baj Bahadur
Chandra of Almora, all the way out in Uttarkhand,** he was also the preceptor of one
Raghunatha Navahasta, a protégé of Queen Dipabai of Thanjavur who composed in both
Sanskrit and Marathi.** Raghunatha studied with Anantadeva II in Banaras, but returned to
Maharashtra and, later, Thanjavur in various capacities. He expressed considerable gratitude to
his teacher, frequently referring to himself in colophons as “Anantadeva's own” (anantadeviya)
and “blessed by Anantadeva” (anantadevanugrhita).*” Raghunatha appears to have been on

equally intimate terms with the influential saint Ramdas, famous for his relationship with the

83 Ibid., xX.

4 See, e.g., Madhav Deshpande, “On Vernacular Sanskrit,” in Sanskrit and Prakrit: Sociolinguistic Issues (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 1993), 33-51.

45 See Pollock, “New Intellectuals,” 18.

46 PK. Gode, “Raghunatha, a Protégé of Queen Dipabai of Tanjore, and his Works—Between A.D. 1675-1712,” in
Studies in Indian Literary History, Vol. II (Bombay: Singhi Jain Sastra Sikshapith, 1954), 391-403; P.X. Gode,
“The Identification of Raghunatha, the Protégé of Queen Dipabai of Tanjore and his Contact with Saint
Ramadasa—Between A.D. 1648 and 1682,” in Studies in Indian Literary History, Vol. 1I (Bombay: Singhi Jain
Sastra Sikshapith, 1954), 404-415; PX. Gode, “A Rare Manuscript of Janardana-Mahodaya by Raghunatha
Ganesa Navahasta, Friend of Saint Ramadasa—Between A.D. 1640 & 1682,” in Studies in Indian Literary
History. Vol. Il (Bombay: Singhi Jain Sastra Sikshapith, 1954), 416-424; K.V. Sarma, “Raghunatha Navahasta
and his Contribution to Sanskrit and Marathi Literature,” Vishveshvaranand Indological Journal 7.1 (1969): 69-
82.

*#7Gode, “A Rare Manuscript of Janardana-Mahodaya,” 421.
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Maratha king Shivaji. Ramdas wrote an autographed letter to Raghunatha in 1674 CE describing
him as “all-knowing” (sarvajiia), and went so far as to say that all the knowledge Raghunatha
possessed was equivalent to Ramdas' own (tumce je kahi ahe te sakal majheci ahe).* If this
seems an oddly lofty compliment for a saint to pay to a layman, we should remember that
Raghunatha was described elsewhere as Ramdas' personal instructor (srice upadhye) and
specialist in ancient lore (puranik).*® In addition to these roles as scholar and storyteller,
Raghunatha was appointed priest at the Raghupati temple of Chafal, in Satara district, where
Ramdas set up a large seminary (matha).*® According to P.K. Gode, this was a position
Raghunatha occupied until 1683 CE, after which the political turmoil following Ramdas' and
Shivaji's deaths prompted him to settle in Thanjavur under the patronage of Queen Dipabai.*"

The Raghunatha-Ramdas nexus sheds light on precisely the antinomies we find in the
Devas: language use (Sanskrit/vernacular), discursive modes (local/cosmopolitan), public
identities (scholar/sermonizer), and intellectual domains (bhakti and jiana/karma). Raghunatha
appears to have moved easily between the world of “high” Brahmanical learning in Banaras and
the very local responsibilities of a relatively small-town priest affiliated with a celebrated saint.
Moreover, as a puranik, a scholar versed in the purana tradition, Raghunatha would have been

able to mediate between elite and popular worlds as part of his very profession.”* As P.K. Gode

88 Ibid., 423.

¥ Gode, “The Identification of Raghunatha,” 409.

4 Jbid., 412. The terminus post quem for this appointment is 1679 CE (Ibid., 408).

¥ Ibid., 413-4.

#2 See V. Narayana Rao, “Purana,” in The Hindu World, ed. Sushil Mittal and Gene Thursby (New York: Routledge,
2004), 114: “A typical pauranika...chooses a section of a Purana for a discourse, reads out a portion of the text in

Sanskrit or the regional language, and comments on it, incorporating material from other similar texts and
expanding on their relevance to that specific place and point in time.”
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observes, Raghunatha's Janardana-Mahodaya, a Sanskrit manual of Vaisnava ritual, may owe its
sections on Rama and Hanuman worship to the influence of the saint's popular activities, and
vice versa.*” In this connection, we should note that Raghunatha's revered teacher, Anantadeva
I1, also composed Vaisnava ritual manuals, often for a particular localized audience. In the
opening to his Mathurdsetu, Anantadeva Il names his audience directly, by proposing to
demonstrate the greatness of the environs of Mathura “for those of who you are living there
itself, singing the glories of and taking as your sole refuge the God who goes by the names Hari,
Kes$ava, and Govinda.”*** The Mathurasetu, perhaps modeled on the Tristhalisetu of Narayana
Bhatta,* provides a Brahmin pilgrim's guide to the city, detailing the glory of various holy sites
and the appropriate rites to observe. It draws heavily upon a Tantric manual of Rama worship,
the Ramarcanacandrika by Anandavana, even reproducing in the manuscript a diagram of
syllables to be used for esoteric recitation by Vaisnava initiates.*”® Anantadeva Il was also
familiar with the discourse of bhaktirasa, thus blending together inspiration from the Bhagavata
Purana and the world of Rama devotion.*’

That Rama was central to the ritual life of the Mathurdasetu, the overwhelming presence

3 Gode, “A Rare Manuscript of Janardana-Mahodaya,” 423-4.

¥ Mathurasetu, MS SAN 2638, India Office Library (British Library), 1r, 1l. 3-4: tatraiva satam
harike$avagovindanamanam ananyasaranataya bhajatam tatrabhavatam [...]

4 See Richard Salomon, ed., trans., The Bridge to the Three Holy Cities: The Samanya-praghattaka of Narayana

Bhatta's Tristhalisetu (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1985).

4% For the diagram, see ibid., 30v, in the lower right corner. It appears immediately after Anantadeva's discussion of

the appropriate times and customs of initiation (diksakalah). The Ramarcanacandrika probably belonged to the

late fifteenth or early sixteenth century. See Hans Bakker, “Reflections on the Evolution of Rama Devotion in the

Light of Textual and Archeological Evidence,” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 31 (1987): 24, and

n.77.

7 Anantadeva details the foundational, stimulant, and aesthetic factors (vibhavas) of bhaktirasa at the end of the
Mathurasetu, from ff.43v-46r.
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of Krsna notwithstanding, dovetails nicely with the Devas' possible connection to Ramdas. Hans
Bakker has shown that Rama devotion in the Banaras region dates from pre-Islamic times, and
especially flourished in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, when Sanskrit texts such as the
Agastyasamhita and Ramapurvatapaniya Upanisad described a Rama at once equated with an
impersonal transcendent reality (nirguna), and the object of personal worship (saguna).*® The
combination of Advaita Vedanta philosophy with bhakti was well-established in the Rama
devotional tradition. Subsequent texts like the Adhydtma Ramayana represented the culmination
of these efforts, combining narrative and philosophy to offer a Vedanticized Rama that would
exert significant influence on the North Indian Ramanandt order and, most famously, Tulsidas'
Hindi-language Ramcaritmanas.*” Anandavana, author of the Ramarcanacandrika, claimed a
direct lineage to Advaita authors from Gaudapada to Sankara and Sure$vara.” And as we have
seen in the previous chapter, these Rama texts also proclaimed the salvific power of reciting the
mantra of Rama's name, in the process appropriating Saiva formulas and overlapping with their
501

Bhagavata counterparts.

The extent to which Ramdas was aware of this literature is uncertain, since he did not

% Hans Bakker, Ayodhya, Part I (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 1986), 67-181. Cf. Hans Bakker, “An Old Text of the
Rama Devotion: The Agastyasamhita,” in Navonmesah: Mahamahopadhyaya Gopinath Kaviraj
Commemoration Volume (Varanasi: M.M. Gopinah Kaviraj Centenary Celebration Committee, 1987), 300-306;
Bakker, “Reflections on the Evolution of Rama Devotion,” 9-42.

49 Bakker, dyodhya, 122-124. Cf. Michael Allen, “Sita's Shadow: Vedantic Symbolism in the Adhyatma-
Ramayana,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 20.1 (2011): 81-102.

0 Bakker, Ayodhya, 123, n.10.

50

Bakker, Ayodhya, 119-124; Bakker, “An Old Text of the Rama Devotion,” 302-303. Cf. Hans Bakker, “Rama
Devotion in a Saiva Holy Place,” in Patronage and Popularisation, Pilgrimage and Procession: Channels of
Transcultural Translation and Transmission in Early Modern South Asia, ed. Heidi Rika Maria Pauwels
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2009), 67-79. It is possible that Anantadeva's guru Ramatirtha emerged from
just such a devotional milieu.
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draw significantly from sources outside Maharashtra, but he certainly did know Sanskrit.** For
our purposes, Ramdas represents the Devas' inverse: a charismatic preacher first, and a scriptural
exegete second. His most famous Marathi composition, the Dasbodh, mirrors many of the
Ramaite texts described above, in that it espouses a broadly Advaita Vedanta philosophy while
foregrounding popular practices of bhakti, kirtan in particular.’® It also provides a fascinating
example of the local-cosmopolitan encounters we have attempted to study in the writings of the
Devas. At the beginning of the eighth chapter, “A Description of the Audience” (sabhavarnana),
Ramdas first cites a famous Sanskrit verse on singing the name of God, and subsequently
translates it into Marathi.** He then recounts the reasons why the public assembly (sabhd) is a

wonderful place, the very abode of God:

%2 Wilbur S. Deming, Ramdas and the Ramdasis (New Delhi: Vintage Books, 1990 [Calcutta, 1928]), 31-32.

% Jbid., 90-100, 120: “Like his predecessors, Ramdas used the musical service (kirtan or bhajan) in giving religious
instruction to the people. He taught that the kirtan-singer should be an attractive individual...dressed in clean
clothes. His singing should be devotional, bringing peace and quiet to minds disturbed by quarrelling. The singer
should be expert in composing metrical verses which would attract the attention of all listeners. Sincere kirtan-
singers do not attempt to amuse their hearers, but confine their efforts to teaching the difference between reality
and unreality. Concerning Kkirtan subjects Ramdas says, 'Each successive kirtan should have a new subject, the
singer prostrating himself before the idol and proclaiming God's name by the clapping of hands. The fame of one
idol should not be sung in front of another idol, and if there be no idol present, then Vedanta truths may be
expounded.”

% Dasbodh 1.8.1-2. See Sridasbodh (Pune: Bhat ani Mandali, 1915), 13:

Sanskrit
naham vasami vaikunthe yoginam hrdaye ravau |
madbhakta yatra gayanti tatra tisthami narada ||

Marathi

nahtm vaikunthicya thayT |
nahtm yogiyamce hrdayim |
majhe bhakta gati je thaim |
tethem mi tisthata narada ||

English

I do not dwell in Vaikuntha,

or in the sun that is the yogis' heart.

O Narada, I stay where my devotees sing.
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where there is the love-filled singing of bhaktas; God's sacred utterances; songs about

God (harikirtanem); exegesis of the Vedas; stories from the Puranas; where God's glories

are recounted; there are dialogues on all sorts of interpretive problems (niriipandamce

samvad); the science of the inner self (adhyatmavidya) [is studied]; and debates rage

over difference and non-difference (bhedabhed mathan).”®

Not only is there a prominent place here for bhakti, but jiana and karma also find a
welcome home, just as the Devas would have wanted. The chapter goes on to list the motley
crew that comprises the sabha, ranging from “staff-wielders, dreadlocked ascetics, and Nath
yogis wearing earrings” (dandadhari jatadhari nathpanthi mudradhart) to “scholars and
storytellers, virtuosos and Vedicists” (pandit ani puranik vidvams ani vaidik).>*® If we juxtapose
this vignette from the Dasbodh alongside the “assemblies” we have seen so far, the
dharmasabhd and panditasabha, we find yet another non-courtly public space for intellectual
and religious activity. This sabhd claims to have invited many different participants with
different interests and capabilities, and at first blush its description may appear hyperreal, a mere
literary exaggeration. Yet it could very well resemble the Devas' own multipurpose milieu of
early modern Banaras. Far from being restricted to the self-professedly elite assembly of the
Muktimandapa, the Devas' sabha covered much more ground than that of top-down Brahmanical
jurisprudence. At once public and provincial, didactic and devotional, it moved between social
hierarchies, linguistic registers, intellectual disciplines, and religious worldviews.

I do not intend to overplay the Devas' “universality” here. When I referred to the

“demotic” character of bhakti, [ meant not that the Devas promoted the abolition of caste

hierarchies (quite the opposite), but that their intellectual interests were sparked by texts and

5 Dasbodh 1.8.4-5. Ibid., 13: premala bhaktamcT gayane | bhagavadvakyem harikirtanem | vedavyakhyana
puranasravana | jethe nirantara || paramesvarace gunanuvad | nana niriipanamce samvad | adhyatmavidya
bhedabhed - | mathan jethe ||

6 Dasbodh 1.8.10, 1.8.16. See Ibid., 14.
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traditions from a wider range than generally comprised the sastric scope of the Brahmin elite of
Banaras. | have tried to argue that in the writings of the Devas, the Sanskrit intellectual traditions
of Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta, often considered impervious to anything around them,
underwent a change that reflected the Devas' attention to popular bhakti practices. In particular, I
think that their interest in samkirtana, public devotional singing, and the power of God's name,
derived both from Sanskrit text-traditions as well as the vernacular-language religious
movements dedicated to the same practice. This does not mean, however, that they danced in the
streets, like Caitanya, or ate communally with members of caste backgrounds they considered
beneath them; “Sanskrit” and “vernacular” do not so readily map onto “elite” and “everyday.”
Theirs was a fundamentally Brahmin-dominated sabha.

In this sense, the connection between Ramdas and the Devas is quite easy to understand.
Ramdas is primarily remembered for his disputed role in the regime of the Maratha king Shivaji,
a relationship that has been interpreted variously at different historical junctures by those with
different political sensibilities.®” In terms of his basic social views, however, even sympathetic
commentators acknowledge that “Ramdas...was not a social reformer. He accepted the Hindu
social system as he found it [...] While the Svam1 was friendly with low castes, he did not make

a definite place for them in the movement; and the low-caste element has never held the place of

%7 For an early twentieth-century valorization of the Shivaji-Ramdas relationship, see M.G. Ranade, Rise of the
Maratha Power (Bombay: Punalekar & Co., 1900), 143-144. The famous Marathi nationalist historiographer
V.K. Rajwade (1864-1926) was also fascinated with Ramdas, and drew from his writings ““a specific political
program that placed the ousting of Muslim invaders and the spread of Maharashtra dharma across all of India at
the heart of the Maratha struggle.” See Prachi Deshpande, Creative Pasts: Historical Memory and Identity in
Western India, 1700-1960 (New York: Columbia University Press, 2007), 131-132. Non-Brahmin
contemporaries of Rajwade, however, reacted strongly to the Brahmin interpretation of Ramdas, and not only
criticized Brahmin political leaders for their narrowly casteist appropriation but also tried to distance Shivaji
from any Brahmin influence (/bid., 183-188). In more recent years, the notion of a Brahmin-led, militant Hindu
community pitted against Muslim oppressors has made Ramdas an important of the Shiv Sena’s political
ideology. See Naregal, “Language and Power,” 264, n.15.
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honour among Ramdasts that it has at Pandharpir.”*® As Anna Schultz notes in her work on
Marathi devotional performance and Hindu nationalism, Ramdas broke from the egalitarian
varkari tradition, upheld Brahmanical hierarchies, encouraged involvement in politics, and laid
“the musical and political foundations for rastriya (nationalist) kirtan in the seventeenth

century.””

If the Devas had given up their scholarly careers to become full-time musical
performers, they would no doubt have found kindred spirits among the followers of Ramdas.
Maybe they already had. After all, Raghunatha Navahasta migrated to Thanjavur with the
Marathas in the late seventeenth century, and likely took the Devas' writings with him, if they
had not already passed through the Ramdast mathas of the region, where Marathi kirtan was
performed.*"’

What should we make, then, of the Devas' self-proclaimed connection to Eknath, a much
more troublesome social figure, albeit no less Brahmin? Answers await further comparative

study between their works, to see if there is indeed any overlap in their ideas. A provocative

thesis by Christian Novetzke suggests a non-intellectual motive.’'' Novetzke attempts to unearth

% Deming, Ramdas and the Ramddsis, 212. Much less sympathetic were those non-Brahmin writers of the early
twentieth century who viewed Ramdas as representative of the very Brahmin hegemony they were trying to
dismantle. See Deshpande, Creative Pasts, 186-187. For some, Ramdas remains the exemplary case of bhakti's
inability to maintain a critical edge in early modernity, stamping out, perhaps, the possibility of Reformation. See
Naregal, “Language and Power,” 264: “[Ramdas'] prolific compositions reveal that by the late seventeenth
century vernacular devotional expression was patently less anti-hierarchical and more inclined to uphold the
benefits of institutional structures in the religious and political spheres.”

% Anna Schultz, Singing A Hindu Nation: Marathi Devotional Performance and Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 2013), 26. Italics mine.

*1% See T. N. Bhima Rao, “Samartha Ramdasi Maths in Tanjore,” The Journal of the Tanjore Maharaja Serfoji's
Sarasvati Mahal Library 17.3 (1964): 1-4. Cf. Davesh Soneji, “The Powers of Polyglossia: Marathi Kirtan,
Multilingualism, and the Making of a South Indian Devotional Tradition,” International Journal of Hindu
Studies 17.3 (2013): 344-349. Several manuscripts of the Devas' works are available in the Tanjore Sarasvati
Mabhal Library, Anantadeva I's Siddhantatattva, for example. See P.P.S. Sastri, A Descriptive Catalogue of the
Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Tanjore Mahardja Serfoji's Sarasvati Mahal Library, Vol. XIII (Srirangam: Vani
Vilas Press, 1931), 5621-5625, 5796-5799.

11 Christian Novetzke, “The Brahmin double: the Brahminical construction of anti-Brahminism and anti-caste
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a genealogy of modern anti-Brahmin critique in precolonial negotiations of Brahmin identity in
non-Brahmin contexts. By presenting a caricature of the greedy, foolish, orthodox Brahmin,
Novetzke suggests, Brahmin performers of Marathi kirtan tried to create a “Brahmin double” for
their non-Brahmin audience, discursively separating “bad Brahmins” from “Brahminism” in
general.’'? It is debatable whether the rhetorical strategies of nineteenth-century Brahmin social
reformers can be linked to the performative contexts of the seventeenth century, or whether
discursive power operates the same way in each. Here I simply note that the Devas, too, spent
quite a bit of time criticizing Brahmin intellectuals for their haughtiness, many of whom were
probably their colleagues. Of course, that critique belonged to a very different social context;
they were writing both against and to their Brahmin contemporaries, and probably did not (want
to) interact much with non-Brahmins in Banaras. But given that Banaras, in so much Marathi
bhakti literature, was painted as the stronghold of oppressive Brahmanical orthodoxy, perhaps
the Devas were trying to refract the notion of the “Brahmin double” in a social world where
upper-caste identity was being constantly threatened, renegotiated, and—that perennial Brahmin
anxiety—corrupted. To be a “good” Brahmin, it was not enough to master a scholarly discipline.
One had to show the appropriate comportments of humility and worship, and offer up (arpana)
one's accomplishments to God. Perhaps invoking Eknath was the Devas' way of reminding

themselves.’"?

sentiment in the religious cultures of precolonial Maharashtra,” South Asian History and Culture 2.2 (2011): 232-
252.

2 Ibid., 235.
13 Cf. Adheesh Sathaye, Crossing the Lines of Caste: Visvamitra and the Construction of Brahmin Power in Hindu
Mythology (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 143-144: “As Kunal Chakrabarti explains, puranic
literature served as a 'cultural resource which enabled little communities to transform themselves into a regional
community which could be culturally identified and territorially demarcated.' [...] Brahmin pauranikas engaged
in similar modes of identification, albeit in the elite register of Sanskrit, but nevertheless based on regionalized
evaluations of the binary opposition between being Brahmin and becoming the Other kind of Brahmin.”
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The account I have attempted here of the Devas' intellectual innovations is a necessarily
limited one, albeit richly suggestive. More sustained attention to developments on the periphery
of the Devas' intellectual activity will elucidate the extent to which the Devas owed their
religious and intellectual identities to the places of their emigration and immigration respectively.
An even larger question, however, is how we should study the permeable boundaries between
intellectual disciplines and religious motivations in early modern India. Perhaps the point is not
to search for “systemwide change” (pace Pollock), but to note the gradual yet unmistakable
shifts in an intellectual tradition's discursive registers. These do not take place at the level of
doctrine, but are rather present in new hermeneutical concerns. In the case of the Devas, it is
clear that the majority of their pedagogical activity was conducted in the realm of Mimamsa and
Vedanta, but their personal religious commitments had an equally significant effect on their
scholarly careers. Only a further intellectual history and prosopographical study of the Devas and
other major families of the period will reveal the extent to which their “formal and technical
concerns,” as O'Hanlon and Minkowski suggest, “can be mapped onto the social changes of the
early modern world.”'* One thing, however, is certain: bhakti was on the move in early modern

India, and it moved scholars to think in new ways about their multiple intellectual inheritances.

>4 O'Hanlon and Minkowski, “What makes people who they are?”, 410.
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Chapter 5: Bhakti in the Moonlight

Among all things that lead to liberation, bhakti holds most weight.
-“Sankara,” Vivekaciidamani 31ab°"

Theists, Non-Theists, and Intellectual Historians

Accounts of the intersection between bhakti and Advaita Vedanta have tended to
concentrate on their philosophical compatibility. Such accounts tend to fall along two major
lines. One is that bhakti and Advaita are fundamentally opposed. In this account, a theology of
religious devotion to an embodied god cannot be squared with a monist philosophy that does
away with distinctions between the individual and God. Bhakti and the realist ontology it
requires can only hold a subordinate place in such a system, as a preparatory stage for nondual
knowledge. Theologies of bhakti, primarily Vaisnava in character, are viewed as responses or
challenges to the forbidding fortress of Advaita Vedanta in the history of Indian philosophy.”'®
Another line of interpretation prefers to see no essential break between the two. Bhakti either
exists primordially in Advaita Vedanta,’"’ or it is successfully reconciled in the work of certain

major figures of the tradition.’'® Proponents of this narrative also point to vernacular-language

515 This was probably not a work of the historical Sankara, but was popularly attached to him. The next half of the
verse, interestingly, says that “bhakti is inquiry into one's own true nature.” Vivekachudamani of Sri
Sankaracharya, ed. tr. Swami Madhavananda (Mayavati: The Advaita Ashrama, 1921), 12:

moksakaranasamagryam bhaktir eva gariyas |

svasvariipanusandhanam bhaktir ity abhidhiyate ||
316 See, e.g., Surendranath Dasgupta, 4 History of Indian Philosophy, Volume IV: Indian Pluralism (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1961).

517 See Adya Prasad Mishra, The Development and Place of Bhakti in Sarkara Vedanta (Allahabad: The University
of Allahabad, 1967).

318 See Sanjukta Gupta, Advaita Vedanta and Vaisnavism: The Philosophy of Madhusiidana Sarasvati (London:

Routledge, 2006). See also Shoun Hino, “The beginnings of bhakti's influence on Advaita doctrine in the

teachings of Madhustidana Sarasvati,” in Indian Philosophy and Text Science, ed. Toshihiro Wada (Delhi:

Motilal Banarsidass, 2010), 101-114.
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poetry of the nirguna variety, that refers to God “without attributes,” as being seamlessly co-
referential with Advaita Vedanta philosophy.”’"* While the history of these narratives would
require another chapter to detail, suffice it to say here that for many modern commentators,
discerning the proper relationship between bhakti and Advaita Vedanta involves questions of
philosophical and political ethics.”®

Among the most detailed and historically conscientious representatives of these two
accounts are Adya Prasad Mishra's The Development and Place of Bhakti in Sankara Vedanta
and Lance Nelson's several publications on the Advaitin renunciate Madhusiidana Sarasvati.”'
Mishra attempts to trace each discussion of the term bhakti in Vedanta intellectual history, as
well as its incipient formulations in the Vedic corpus. Although he devotes significant attention to
Sankara's own writings, he periodizes the history of bhakti into pre- and post-Sankara Vedanta,
assigning a distinct place in the latter to the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Advaitins
Madhusiidana Sarasvati and Narayana Tirtha. These two alone, Mishra claims, represented the

99522

final stage of the post-Sankara “Neo-Bhakti,”** since they accorded bhakti a space alongside

Y See Krishna Sharma, Bhakti and the Bhakti Movement: A New Perspective (New Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal,
1987).

320 See Paul Hacker, “Schopenhauer and Hindu Ethics,” in Philology and Confrontation: Paul Hacker on

Traditional and Modern Vedanta, ed. Wilhelm Halbfass (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995),

273-318; Andrew Nicholson, “Vivekananda's Non Dual Ethics in the History of Vedanta,” in Swami

Vivekananda: New Reflections on His Life, Legacy, and Influence, eds. Rita D. Sherma and James McHugh

(Dordrecht: Springer, 2016), forthcoming.

2 Lance Nelson, “Bhakti in Advaita Vedanta: a translation and study of Madhusiidana Sarasvati's Bhaktirasayana”
(PhD diss., McMaster University, 1986); Lance Nelson, “Madhustidana Sarasvatt on the 'hidden meaning' of the
Bhagavadgita: bhakti for the Advaitin renunciate,” Journal of South Asian Literature 23.2 (1988): 73-89; Lance
Nelson, “Bhakti Rasa for the Advaitin renunciate: Madhustidana Sarasvatt's theory of devotional sentiment,”
Religious Traditions 12.1 (1989): 1-16; Lance Nelson, “Bhakti preempted: Madhusiidana Sarasvati on devotion
for the Advaitin renouncer,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 7.2 (1998): 53-74; Lance Nelson, “The Ontology of
Bhakti: Devotion as Paramapurusartha in Gaudiya Vaisnavism and Madhustidana Sarasvati,” Journal of Indian
Philosophy 32.4 (2004): 345-392; Lance Nelson, “Theological politics and paradoxical spirituality in the life of
Madhusiidana Sarasvati,” Journal of Vaishnava Studies 15.2 (2007): 19-34.

2 The term can be found in Kshitimohan Sen, Medieval Mysticism of India (London: Luzac & Co, 1936), 46, 48,
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jfiana as an independent path to liberation. Mishra concludes that “the monistic ideal of Sankara

Vedanta is not only not against Bhakti, but, on the contrary, it preaches it in positive and assertive

terms.””> Nelson's assessment of the situation is rather less sanguine. In his studies of

Madhusiidana Sarasvati's Bhaktirasayana, the “Elixir of Bhakti,” Nelson finds an irreconcilable

tension between Madhusiidana's orthodox non-dualism and devotional spirituality. For

Madhusiidana to say that bhakti could be the highest goal of human life (paramapurusartha)

leaves a number of unresolved theoretical difficulties.””* The metaphysical paradox of being a

simultaneous devotee of God and of nondual knowledge makes such a claim simply not

523

524

50, to refer to the “cult” or “movement” connecting the alvars, Sﬁvaisnavas, and Caitanyaites. J.S. Hawley
remarks that the popularity of the term owed to R.G. Bhandarkar's Vaisnavism, Saivism, and Minor Religious
Systems (1913), but the book does not mention the term, and Sen only cites Bhandarkar's work in a general
sense. See John Stratton Hawley, 4 Storm of Songs: India and the Idea of the Bhakti Movement (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2015), 248. It is possible that "neo-bhakti" was a term floating around prior to Sen's
work, but I have yet to trace it.

Mishra, The Development and Place, ii. Mishra's own intellectual history is worth a brief remark. His
dissertation advisor in the Sanskrit Department at Allahabad University was the extremely prolific (and
extremely conservative) Umesh Mishra. A Maithili Brahmin who received both a traditional Sanskrit and modern
English education, Umesh Mishra studied in Varanasi with leading figures in Indology including Arthur Venis
and Gopinath Kaviraj. He joined his contemporary Ganganath Jha at Allahabad in 1923, and over the next forty
years produced scholarship on several traditions of Sanskrit philosophy. His magnum opus was the monumental
and learned History of Indian Philosophy, of which he published two volumes, leaving the third in manuscript
form. See Govinda Jha, Umesh Mishra, tr. Jayakanta Mishra (New Delhi: Sahitya Akademi, 1995).

In the first volume of the set, Umesh Mishra felt it was clear that bhakti was metaphysically and practically
incompatible with “the Highest Aim of philosophy, that is, Absolute Monism which alone aims at Perfect Unity
amid diversity.” Bhakti could only make one fit for the discipline of knowledge, or jiiana, and required that one
maintain a degree of individuality in one's relationship with God. Therefore, “Dualism cannot be removed and
Absolute Monism is never possible with Bhakti as the direct means of realizing the Ultimate Reality.” See
Umesh Mishra, History of Indian Philosophy: Volume One (Allahabad: Tirabhukti Publications, 1957), 31-33. In
writing a thesis that explicitly tried to contradict such statements, Adya Prasad Mishra must no doubt have
clashed with his advisor. Indeed, in his otherwise encouraging foreword to The Development and Place, Umesh
Mishra remarked that “The subject sounded to many apparently contradictory,” but signed off on the topic with
the caveat that “Bhakti is really for the lower stage [...]”

Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 363: “[While giving bhakti a central role, the author makes great efforts to
remain within the doctrinal boundaries of classical Advaita. He stretches the limits here and there, but only
oversteps them in limited, well-defined ways, especially...in the area of soteriology [...] Even as he does so,
however, one would hesitate to judge that he has ceased to be an Advaitin, because his ontological and
epistemological framework remains orthodox. The consequence is that Madhusiidana winds up trying to fit an
elevated view of bhakti into the confines of a system not designed to support it. His endeavor becomes to that
extent more problematic than that of the Gosvamis.”
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“justifiable in terms of Samkara's Advaita.”"*

Although sophisticated and thorough, and superb contributions to the history of ideas,
both Mishra's and Nelson's works are open to methodological critique. Each is susceptible,
respectively, to what Quentin Skinner calls the “mythology of doctrines” and the “mythology of
coherence.””*® The mythology of doctrines assumes that each classic writer in a particular system
—in this case, of Advaita Vedanta philosophy—must articulate some doctrine constitutive of that
system. “Besides the crude possibility of crediting a writer with a meaning they could not have
intended to convey,” writes Skinner, “there is the more insidious danger of too readily finding
expected doctrines in classic texts.”””” For all his impressive textual breadth, Mishra falls prey to
precisely this fallacy: once he has held bhakti to be constitutive of Advaita Vedanta discourse, it
is a small step to hold that the classic texts of the discipline proleptically gesture toward its full
elaboration later within the tradition. This is, of course, what premodern scholars themselves did,
an act that is historically interesting in its own right, but deserves greater scrutiny in the present.

Nelson points out this very difficulty with Mishra's work,**® but his own study is also
informed by a search for consistency, albeit negatively defined. In pronouncing judgment on

Madhusiidana's inability to account philosophically for his multiple affiliations, Nelson holds to

the “mythology of coherence,” the idea that there is some inner coherence to a certain author's

3 Nelson, “Bhakti in Advaita Vedanta,” 308. Cf. Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 386: “Still, the question of
how all this can be justified in terms of Advaita remains. Indeed it is here, precisely where Madhusiidana’s
glorification of bhakti reaches its zenith, that the conceptual problems of supporting bhakti as parama-
purusartha within a nondualist horizon become most apparent.... What Madhusiidana in the end completely fails
to explain is how bhakti can, for the erstwhile jivanmukta-bhakta, continue beyond death, in a state in which the
mind, melted or otherwise, must have been left behind.”

326 Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics Vol. 1: On Method (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 59-72.
27 Ibid., 61.

52 Nelson, “Bhakti in Advaita Vedanta,” 325ff.
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writing that it is the duty of the interpreter to reveal, despite the presence of contradictions and
ambivalences.”” An author's failure in the matter of “resolving antinomies” requires the
interpreter to do so on his behalf.>** Nelson's criticism, then, is prompted by a line of thinking in
the history of ideas in which “writers are first classified according to a model to which they are
then expected to aspire.””' Since “bhakti” and “Advaita Vedanta” are fundamentally at odds in
metaphysical terms, Madhusiidana must be a bad Advaitin, or a bad bhakta, or a conflicted soul
in search of philosophical clarity.

These are not so much methodological “errors” as they are incomplete approaches to a
historical problematic. Neither Mishra nor Nelson is quite off-base. The history of bhakti in
Advaita Vedanta does take a turn with Madhusiidana, and he does present many philosophical
problems that can and should be evaluated as to their success or failure. But what if, instead of
searching for philosophical consistency, we attempted to understand what Advaitic bhaktas were
doing in writing as they did? What if the context for their sometimes radical shifts in the history
of ideas lay outside the “classic” texts of the genre—say, in minor commentaries or performance
poetry? What if they called into question the very coherence of the philosophical tradition in
which they operated? What if we did not assume the coherence of that tradition to begin with?

In this chapter, I explore these issues in four parts. First, I review Madhustidana

32 This is admittedly uncharitable; Nelson's own view is more nuanced. See Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,”
390: “Certainly both the Gaudiya Vaisnavas and Madhustidana were seeking some kind of ontological
certification of bhakti. And so were at least some elements of the Vallabha tradition. To be sure, Madhustidana’s
attempt is made much more complicated by his commitment to advaitic presuppositions, so much so that it is
difficult to decide whether or not he was successful, even in his own terms. I would not presume to have worked
out a final estimate in so short a compass; much depends on one’s guess as to what exactly Madhusiidana was
trying to accomplish in the BAR. But I think I have at least demonstrated how even one considered among the
greatest of Advaitin polemicists was caught up in this movement.”

30 Skinner, Visions of Politics, 71.

S Ibid., 69.
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Sarasvati's later writings on the Bhagavata Purana (BhP) for what it may tell us about the
intellectual world into which he was moving toward the end of his career. Second, I discuss the
intellectual history of Sandilya's Bhakti Sitras (SBS), or the “Aphorisms on Bhakti.” In modern
times, this text is frequently cited in support of the view that bhakti, as an object of theoretical
inquiry, is set in opposition to jiiana and karma, represented by the disciplines of Vedanta and
Mimamsa respectively. Although it is quite plain that the SBS model themselves on their
Mimamsa and Vedanta predecessors, there have been surprisingly few studies of their intellectual
history. In order to understand better the relationship of the SBS to the disciplines they seemingly
recover and resist, however, we must look not merely to philosophical but also to historical
context, which may reveal what the author was doing in composing the aphorisms. I recapitulate
that context, and question the accepted chronology of the SBS.

Third, in the bulk of this chapter, I propose to study the links between Advaita Vedanta
and bhakti with greater historical specificity through a commentary on the SBS by Narayana
Tirtha, a protégé of Madhusiidana Sarasvati. In his Bhakticandrika, or “Moonlight of Bhakti,”
Narayana appears to have gone farther than his predecessor in following the SBS' argument that
Vedanta study should be subordinate to attaining bhakti. While this radical departure from
classical Advaita Vedanta doctrine has been noticed previously,”** the mechanics of the shift
remain to be addressed. I will discuss the logic of Narayana Tirtha's exegesis, and the ways in
which it complicates a straightforward account of the compatibility or incompatibility of bhakti
with Advaita Vedanta. Fourth, I situate Narayana's interest in bhakti in the intellectual context of

his broader writings, and in the social worlds of which he was a part. I will explore how

332 Mishra, The Development and Place, 235-254.
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Narayana drew bhakti into becoming a constitutive part of Yoga traditions, and how the idea of
bhakti as an independent sphere of theological inquiry made a surprising cameo in the writings
of a Sakta Srividya practitioner in the Tamil South. Ultimately, I suggest that, as historians of
Indian philosophy, we can better understand the relationship between bhakti and Advaita by
paying attention not only to a wider range of texts, but to the historical interventions they
attempted to make.

Madhusudana Sarasvati and the BhP

In her study of Madhusiidana's philosophy, Sanjukta Gupta offers a tentative chronology
of his total oeuvre, which she divides into “philosophical” and “devotional” works.’** The list of
devotional works is as follows: a commentary on the Mahimnastotra of Puspadanta, the
Bhaktirasayana, the Giidharthadipikd commentary on the Bhagavad Gita, a commentary on the

first verse of the BhP, and a commentary on the Harililamrta of Vopadeva.”* While the first three

3 Gupta, Advaita Vedanta and Vaispavism, 11.

> The Harililavyakhya is difficult to pin down, chronologically or conceptually, being more or less a list of the
chapter contents of the BhP. Gupta voices concern over Madhustidana's authorship of the text, saying that “[t]he
editors of this book...declare it to be the work of the author of the Advaita-siddhi without putting forward any
evidence whatsoever to confirm this statement” (/bid., 9). However, she accepts his authorship on the grounds
that he points to his own commentary on the first verse of the BhP (Paramahamsapriya), and that certain
features presuppose the understanding of bhakti developed in the Bhaktirasayana. Another possible clue that
could locate the author of this commentary is his citation of the Purusottama Stuti, that perhaps refers to an
unpublished praise-poem by Balabhadra Misra, father of one Godavara Misra of Puri. See P.K. Gode,
“Godavaramisra, the Rajaguru and Mantri of Gajapati Prataparudradeva of Orissa and his Works—Between A.D.
1497-1539,” in Studies in Indian Literary History, Vol. 1 (Bombay: Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, 1953), 470-478.

Unfortunately, none of this either confirms nor denies the possibility that Madhusiidana could be the author. I, for
my part, do not see the symmetry between Madhustidana's comments on bhakti here and those elsewhere, except
for stray references to rati, the aesthetic emotion corresponding to the rasa of bhakti. References to the
Paramahamsapriya point not to his own work, but rather to a much earlier (now-lost) text that belonged to the
world of Vopadeva himself; his contemporary Hemadri cites the text in his commentary on the Muktaphala. In
fact, the sole reason that we call Madhustidana's commentary on the first verse of the BhP the
Paramahamsapriya is that the editors gave it this appellation while appending it to the Harililamrtavyakhya.
Moreover, Madhustidana was eager to import Advaita Vedanta discussions into his bhakti works, and that is only
marginally true here. In his commentary on verses 12-13 of the twelfth chapter, he briefly mentions the concept
of maya as inexplicable (anirvacya), definitions of jiva and isvara as constrained by limiting adjuncts (upadhi),
and as different kinds of reflected consciousness (pratibimba). While all these were classic Advaita topics, they
are not imports, but follow the logic of Vopadeva's verses. It says that our author was an Advaitin—possibly even
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are reasonably well-known, the last two have mostly slipped under the radar. Whether or not this
1s an appropriate conceptual bifurcation, I believe that his “devotional” works form an incipient
project that, in the wake of his Bhaktirasayana, sought to foreground the BhP as a source-text for
Advaita Vedantins. Indeed, Gupta's organization suggests a progression that mirrors that of the
Devas in the previous chapter—namely, career Advaitins who later took up bhakti topics.”* The
major difference, of course, is that while the Devas were married householders, Madhustidana
belonged to and wrote for a renunciate audience.>* To be sure, Madhusiidana was a rising star in
the intellectual scene of sixteenth-century Banaras, possibly even to the point of being
recognized at the Mughal court by Akbar's own advisors.”’ But he belonged to a different
constellation than his contemporaries, showing surprisingly little overlap with the Devas'
concerns, as I have discussed in the previous chapter.

This curious disjuncture points to the diversity of Advaita Vedantins in early modern

India, even within a close radius. Some of the differences between them revolved precisely

Hemadri himself—but not much more.

35 We hear echoes of Anantadeva's frustration with academic quibbling in the second verse of Madhusiidana's
commentary on the BhP: “Day after day, this life is frittered away without reason, in the constant company of
no-good people, and with one affliction after another. But when it is sprinkled with the nectar of God's stories,
even a moment is worth living. That's why I have made this effort.”

anudinam idam ayuh sarvadasatprasangair
bahuvidhaparitapaih ksiyate vyartham eva |
haricaritasudhabhih sicyamanam tad etat

ksanam api saphalam syad ity ayam me Sramo 'tra || 2 ||

See The Harililamytam by Sri Bopadeva with a commentary by SrT Madhusiidana Saraswatt and Srimad
Bhagavata (First Sloka) with the Paramahamsapriya commentary by the same commentator, ed. Parajuli Pandit
Devi Datta Upadhyaya (Benares: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 1933), 58.
336 On Madhusiidana's assumption that physical renunciation was a sine qua non for liberating Self-knowledge, see
Roger Marcaurelle, Freedom Through Inner Renunciation: Sarnkara's Philosophy in a New Light (Albany:
SUNY Press, 2000), 194-202.

37 Gupta, Advaita Vedanta and Vaisnavism, 6.
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around the authority of the BhP. As Christopher Minkowski has shown, the canonicity of the
Vaisnava BhP was a contested topic in early modern Banaras.™® Polemical texts with colorful
titles (e.g., Smack on the Mouth of the Wicked) were hurled back and forth between scholars
about whether the BhP “should be considered to belong in the same category with the other
Puranas; to be more specific, whether it should be considered to be, as it claimed, a work
composed by Vyasa.””* Arguments for and against the inclusion of this text, Minkowski shows,
were made in properly philological mode, appealing to available citations, the reliability of
wording, and the possibility of historical change.>*’ Some participants in these debates invoked
the authority of their learned contemporaries and recent predecessors, including but not limited
to Madhusiidana Sarasvati, who belonged to “a decidedly Advaitin” scholarly public sphere.*"'

Madhustidana's commentary on the first three verses of the BhP, which has mostly eluded
scholarly attention, offers some indication of the variety of interpretive communities jockeying

for position.”** He begins by reconstructing three different lines of interpretations of the first

>3 Christopher Minkowski, “I'll Wash Out Your Mouth With My Boot: A Guide to Philological Argument in
Mughal-era Banaras,” in Epic and Argument in Sanskrit Literary History: Essays in honor of Robert P. Goldman
(New Delhi: Manohar, 2010), 117-141.

> Ibid., 119.
0 Ibid., 122.

> Ibid., 125.
2 Until recently only his commentary on the first verse had existed in printed form. See P.M. Modi, Translation of
Siddhanta Bindu, being Madhusiidana's commentary on the Dasasloki of Sri Samkaracarya (Allahabad: Vohra
Publishers & Distributors, 1985), 43-45; S'rz'madbhdgavatam anekavyakhyasamalankrtam, ed. Krishna Shankar
Shastri (Ahmedabad: Sribhagavatavidyapitha, 1965); The Harililamrtam by SrT Bopadeva with a commentary by
SrT Madhusiidana Saraswatt and Srimad Bhagavata (First Sloka) with the Paramahamsapriya commentary by
the same commentator, ed. Parajuli Pandit Devi Datta Upadhyaya (Benares: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series,
1933). Recent manuscript evidence has brought to light his commentary on an additional two verses:

J =Ms. 4186, Pothikhana, Jaipur.

V = Ms. 72743, Sarasvatibhavana, Varanasi.

L2 = http://sans.lalitaalaalitah.com/2014/07/paramahaMsapriyA-25.html.
L3 = http://sans.lalitaalaalitah.com/2014/07/paramahaMsapriyA-26.html.


http://sans.lalitaalaalitah.com/2014/07/paramahaMsapriyA-26.html
http://sans.lalitaalaalitah.com/2014/07/paramahaMsapriyA-25.html
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verse, which he calls the aupanisada, the satvata, and the kevalabhaktirasika. He spends the
most time on the interpretation that appeals to the first of these (aupanisadaya rocate), which
turns out to be a more or less mainstream Advaita Vedantin. According to the aupanisada, not
only does the first verse encode several references to the Brahma Siitras,”* but each word offers
an opportunity to expostulate on Vedantic concepts. The word “supreme” (para) is taken to refer
to the nondual Brahman that underlies all illusions (sarvabhramadhisthana); the word “let us
meditate” (dhimahi) refers to the process of Vedantic meditation (nididhyasana); the word
“imbrication [of elements]” (vinimaya) leads to a debate over theories of creation (parinama- vs.
vivarta-vada); and a casual mention of “confounding the learned” (muhyanti yat sirayah) allows
the Vedantin to rail against his classic philosophical opponents: logicians (¢arkika), atomists
(vaiSesika), yogins (pataiijala), Saivas (pasupata), Mimamsakas, and Samkhyas.*** Most striking
is this interpreter's ability to read into the verse a reference to the great statement (mahavakya) of
Vedanta, tat tvam asi. He uses the skills of bitextual reading (slesalankdra) to construe the
compounds in such a way that the verse could either refer to tatz, Brahman, the infinite reality, or
tvam, the limited individual (jiva), and ultimately communicate their identity (aikya), which is

the final subject of the scripture.’”

>3 BhP 1.1.1:

janmadyasya yato 'nvayad itarata$ carthesv abhijiiah svarat
tene brahma hrda ya adikavaye muhyanti yatstrayah |
tejovarimrdam yatha vinimayo yatra trisargo 'mrsa

dhamna svena sada nirastakuhakam satyam param dhimabhi ||

The aupanisada believes that the verse adumbrates the first four aphorisms of the Brahma Sitra, its first four
chapters, and the twelve chapters of the BhP.
% Madhusidana's doxographical efforts have been discussed in Andrew Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism.:
Philosophy and Identity in Indian Intellectual History (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 163-165.
5% The Hariltlamytam...and Srimad Bhagavata (First Sloka) with the Paramahamsapriya commentary by the same
commentator, 67: etad eva tatpadarthatvampadarthatadaikyakathanadvarena $astrasya visayo darsitah |
(henceforth cited as Paramahamsapriya)
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The satvatas, on the other hand, put forth a modified form of Paficaratra, the Agamic
scriptural tradition that provided the source texts for several Vaisnava schools of Vedanta.
Paficaratra was very close to early Advaita, for some a little too close. Sankara himself probably
belonged to a Vaisnava milieu, and in his commentary on the heresiological section of the
Brahma Sitras (2.2.42), reserved his mildest criticism for the Paficaratra tradition. In this
interpretation, the four emanations of the supreme Lord Visnu—Vasudeva, Samkarsana,
Pradyumna, and Aniruddha—are mapped onto sections of the BhP's first verse. However, the
satvata insists that this not be taken for a mere Paficaratra theory of creation (prakriya),
according to which they represent four distinct principles (God, soul, mind, ego). Rather, in a
Vedantic twist, it is the very same Supreme Self who is called Vasudeva when unfettered by
limiting adjuncts (anupahita), and the other three when mixed with gross, subtle, and causal
elements (sthiila-, sitksma-, karana-bhutopahita). The satvata thus circumvents the Agamic
tradition and goes straight to the epic sources of Paficaratra, which appeal to puranic interpreters,
perhaps even storytellers (paurdnika).”*

If he were following the practice of his scholarly contemporaries, Madhustidana may
have thought that he was saving the best for last, the kevalabhaktirasikas, “those who take
delight in pure bhakti,” or “those who exclusively take delight in bhakti.” Here the subject of the

entire BhP is Krsna alone, the beloved of all, the most compassionate, the locus of bhaktirasa.>"’

6 Ibid., 71: vistara$ casyah prakriyaya moksadharme narayaniyopakhyana iti | tad etad vyakhyanam pauranikaya
rocate | Cf. Vishwa Adluri, “Philosophical Aspects of Bhakti in the Narayaniya,” in Papers of the 15th World
Sanskrit Conference, ed. Adam Bowles et al. (Delhi: Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, 2014), 127-154. The satvata
also refers to the “latter part” (uttarabhaga) of the Nrsimhatapaniya Upanisad, which, as I suggested in Chapter
3, was important to the Vaisnava Vedanta milieu of Laksmidhara.

7 Paramahamsapriyd, 73: evam ca sarvapriyatvena paramanandariipah sarvajiiah sarvasaktih sarvamohanah

sarvasukhapradah sarvaparadhasahisnuh sarvatma paramakaruniko vidagdhatara$ ca $rikrsno

bhaktirasalambanatvena samptirnagranthapratipadya iti dhvanitam |
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Madhustdana briefly mentions that he has delved into this topic in more detail in the
Bhaktirasayana, and claims that he will have more to say later on (although he does not in the

fragments of the commentary we possess).”**

The kevalabhaktirasikas foreground the literary
style of the BhP. Even if Krsna is not directly mentioned, being a secret subject that escapes
ordinary understanding, describing him by way of his attributes would appeal to those of
aesthetic sensibility (@lankdrika).”® In a creative misreading of the verse's first words, it is Krsna
from whom (or in whom) the primary aesthetic emotion, love, comes into being for everyone.>
Much has been made of the relationship between Madhustidana's concept of bhaktirasa and that
developed by his Gaudiya Vaisnava contemporaries, Riipa and Jiva Gosvamin, but without firm
conclusions as to the extent of their mutual influence.”' Here I will only note that by giving the
kevalabhaktirasikas their own interpretive space, in a commentary on the BhP itself and not just
in an independent treatise, Madhustidana seems to have recognized the importance and scope of
this line of thinking. This suggests to me that he belonged to a wider community of Advaitin
commentators, rather than being a singular exception, as most histories of Indian philosophy
would portray him.>”

That there was a complex genealogy for Advaitin interpreters of the BhP, and not a

seamless continuity from Sridhara and Laksmidhara, is borne out in Madhusiidana's commentary

8 Ibid., 73: bhaktirasanubhavaprakara$ ca sarvo 'py asmabhir bhaktirasayana abhihitah | atrapi kiyan vaksyate |

9 Ibid., 73: visesanadvara visesyopasthiti$ calankarikaya rocatetaram | saksad anabhidhanam catirahasyatvat |

5

X

O [bid., 71: janmadyasya yata iti | yatah $rikrsnat yasmin $rikrsne va adyasya ratibhavasya premakhyasya janma

bhavati sarvesam iti Sesah |

31 See Nelson, “Bhakti in Advaita Vedanta,” 115-194; Nelson, “Bhakti Rasa for the Advaitin Renunciate”; Gupta,
Advaita Vedanta and Vaisnavism, 119-144.

5

[

2 Recall the abbreviated discussion of bhaktirasa at the conclusion of Anantadeva II's Mathurasetu, which I noted

in Chapter 4. See note 497 above.
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on the second and third verses.”> This section has only recently made available from manuscript
evidence; the following is the first critical reading I know of on that material. He begins by

asking the classic question of $astrarambha,”

the problem of whether it makes sense at all for
the BhP to exist qua scripture, if its subject matter—be it knowledge of dharma, knowledge of
the self, or devotional worship—has been dealt with previously in such texts as the Visnupurana,
Brahma Sitras, and Narada Paricaratra.” 1t is in order to answer this doubt, Madhustidana
says, that the second verse begins by explaining that the BhP communicates the best of all
dharmas, stripped of any intent to deceive (projjhitakaitava).”® For example, even if the
Mahabharata lays claim to being a repository of the goals of human life, it is full of deception
and trickery, unlike the BhP, which is primarily devoted to the “bhagavata dharma.”>’ This
dharma, says Madhustidana, is very different from varnasrama dharma, the Brahmanical codes

of conduct appropriate to caste-classes and stages of life. Texts like the Visnupurana (3.8.8)

would still make such codes incumbent on a devotee, while the BhP does away with all

5% In other ways, however, Madhusiidana was demonstrably influenced by Sridhara. See Nelson, “The Ontology of
Bhakti,” 383, n.114: “It appears that Madhustidana’s system of eleven stages represents an expansion of a
scheme found in BhP 1.5, as interpreted by Sridhara in his commentary, the Bhavarthabodhini (BhAB). Under
BhP 1.5.34, Sridhara lists nine stages of bhakti, of which 1-8 correspond almost exactly to the first eight of
Madhusiidana’s eleven.”

5% Cf. Walter Slaje, ed., Sastrarambha: Inquiries into the Preamble in Sanskrit (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag,

2008).

35 See L2, 1; J fl. 10r; V 12r: nanv idam puranam narambhaniyam, gatarthatvat | taddhi dharmajfianartham va

atmatattvajiiartham va upasanartham va syat | tatra na prathamah kalpah visnupuranadina gatarthatvat | na

dvittyah caturlaksanamimamsaya siddheh | na trttyah naradapafcaratradina gatarthatvat |

¢ BhP 1.1.2:

dharmah projjhitakaitavo 'tra paramo nirmatsaranam satam

vedyam vastavam atra vastu Sivadam tapatrayonmiilanam |

srimadbhagavate mahamunikrte kim va parair i§varah

sadyo hrdy avarudhyate 'tra krtibhih $usrtisubhis tatksanat ||
7 L2, 2: ata aha projjhitakaitava iti | kaitavam kapatam yudhisthiradicaritavyajah | tad bhagavatatatparyakatve 'pi
mahabharate 'sti | na ca atra kascid vyajo 'sti |
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restrictions.”*® Curiously, though, Madhusiidana then states that this section of the text has an

alternative title, the Paramahamsa Samhita or “Liturgy of the Renunciate.” This is because

compassion for all beings, the most important bhagavata dharma, is an essential characteristic of

the renunciate—precisely also the person who could, in the words of the verse, be “unenvious”

and “saintly” (nirmatsaranam satam).”> This suggests, once again, a renunciate readership,

different from but overlapping with the Devas. Whatever the possibility of that relationship, no

such questions were raised by Sridhara or Laksmidhara, the Devas' primary source of inspiration.

Nevertheless, like the Devas, Madhustidana was clear that the reason the BhP was

superlative among scriptures was its accessibility to everyday people:

The Pure Brahman called Vasudeva, the highest goal of human life, can somehow be
understood only by renunciates of the highest order from the three (upper) caste-classes,
in search of liberation, by means of their study of the Brahma Siitras. That [Brahman] can
also be known by women, Sadras, etc., in and through this text—hence its extraordinary
excellence. This is so because they are disqualified from studying the Brahma Siitras by
the sitras themselves. Moreover, the less bright among the three caste-classes cannot
enter into the difficult logical tangles therein. Here [in the BhP], however, that
[Brahman] is described over and over again in lovely language, with words that make
evident its joyous relish (rasa). Therefore, it is appropriate [for the BhP] to say that
knowledge of Brahman is available to everyone: slow-witted, average, and highly
qualified.”®

558

559

560

Ibid., 3: prasabdena visnupuranadibhir agatarthatvam siicayati | tatra hi sarvatmana na kaitavam projjhitam
“varnasramacaravata purusena parah puman | visnur aradhyate panthah nanyat tattosakaranam ||” ityadina
bhagavatadharmanam api varnasramasapeksatvakathanat | atra tu...bhagavatadharmanam
anyanirapeksatvapratipadanat prakarsena kaitavam ujjhitam iti |

1bid., 4. nirmatsaranam ity anena sarvabhitanukampaya bhagavatadharmesv atisayatvam darsayati | [...] ata
evayam granthah paramahamsasambhita iti samakhyayate, sarvabhiitabhayadanam vina paramahamsatvabhavat |
Madhusiidana was probably referring to BhP 1.4.31, in which Vyasa wonders if he is depressed because he has
failed to describe those bhdagavata dharmas that are so dear to paramahamsas, who are themselves dear to God:

kim va bhagavata dharma na prayena nirtpitah |
priyah paramahamsanam ta eva hy acyutapriyah ||

L2, 5: evam ca, yat paramapurusarthabhiitam §uddham brahma vasudevakhyam caturlaksanamimamsaya vicarya
mumuksubhis traivarnikaih paramahamsaparivrajakair eva kathamcit vedaniyam, tad atra stristidradibhir api
veditum $akyam iti mahan atisayah | strisiidradinam caturlaksanamimamsasravane 'nadhikarasya tatraiva
vyutpaditatvat | mandamatinam ca traivarnikanam tadrsadurithatarkesv apravesat | iha tu tat tadrSarasavyafjakair
eva $abdaih komaloktya bhiiyobhiiyah pratipadanat mandamadhyamottamanam sarvesam brahmavedanam
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Immediately after this concession, however, Madhusiidana raises a revealing problem:
One may doubt that if this were the case, then [the BhP] could be considered just the
same as those works by modern-day poets (abhinavakavi) which talk about Brahman,
since women, Siidras, and the like, are able to listen to them. In response, the verse
clarifies that [the BhP] was “composed by the great sage (Vyasa).”"'
The reader is compelled to wonder who these “newtangled poets” might be, if anything more
than the generic straw-men that pepper Sanskrit intellectual writing. If their compositions were
available to “women and Siidras,” the classic formula for those outside the pale of Brahmanical
discourse, it is unlikely that they would have been in Sanskrit, at least according to the language
ideology that underpins the use of the term. Could they be the vernacular nirguni poet-saints of
early modern Banaras, uttering absolute truths in direct, unmediated, confrontational style? Does
Madhusiidana's re-centering of the BhP suggest an upper-caste anxiety about the proliferation of
subaltern song? Or was it a more general resistance to vernacular versions of the BhP?*** Does
the language of religion, at least in this case, bear directly on the problem of caste and gender?
Perhaps it is farfetched to consider the motive counter-revolutionary, or even directly related to
issues on the ground, but attempts to reassert caste hierarchy will resurface in Sanskrit scholastic

writing on bhakti further on in this study.

My aim here has been to show the diversity of opinions in early modern Advaitic circles

yuktam iti bhavah |
! Jbid., 5: nanv evam saty abhinavakavikavyasyapi brahmapratipadakasya strisudradisravanayogyatvena
etattulyata syad ity asankya aha mahamunikrte iti |
2 Cf. Hawley, 4 Storm of Songs, 71-2: “I can well imagine how this remarkable profusion of Bhagavatas by the
late seventeenth century in north India—and the performative mélée that it implies—might have produced a
certain anxiety in groups of Brahmins who understood the Bhdgavata Purana to be their own special domain.
And then there is the social component....A Gujarati named Ke$av Kayasth had composed a Krsnakridakavya in
the late fifteenth century....Against this polyglot, poly-caste backdrop, did certain Brahmins want to reassert their
own particular capacities and training—and thereby reassert the power of the original text?”
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regarding the BhP, as exemplified by some little-studied writings of a famous Advaitin
philosopher. But the “great man” version of Indian philosophy often obscures more than it
reveals. To see Madhusiidana Sarasvatt as the best and last Advaitic devotee is to prioritize
philosophical popularity over historical understanding. For that we must turn not to the canonical
works of major figures, but to those on the margins of the classical.

Sandilya's Bhakti Sitras

In his essay attempting to prove the influence of Christianity on Hindu bhakti, the British
scholar-administrator G.A. Grierson thought that the Sandilya Bhakti Siitras (SBS) were
important enough to merit an appendix with a summary of their contents.’” He brought up the
SBS immediately after his famous turn of phrase regarding bhakti as the “flash of lightning” that
came upon the darkness of Indian religion, that, when translated into Hindi by Hazariprasad
Dvivedi, contributed to the idea of the “bhakti movement.”*** Grierson called this “official
textbook™ of bhakti a “modern Sanskrit treatise.” What he meant by “modern,” however, was
anything that exhibited what he believed to be “decisively Christian” influences, such as the
writings of Ramanuja and Visnusvami, which belonged to “the more modern phases of the
doctrine.” To be sure, the SBS, together with the later Narada Bhakti Sitras, did become
canonical—that is, representative of the doctrine of bhakti, just like the Mimamsa and Vedanta
Stitras before them—at a particular “modern” historical moment. But this was by and large a

colonial modern, part of the interaction between Orientalist scholars, Christian missionaries, and

>3 G.A. Grierson, “Modern Hinduism and its Debt to the Nestorians,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 39.2
(1907): 311-335.

4 See Hawley, A Storm of Songs, 51-52.

%65 Grierson, “Modern Hinduism and its Debt to the Nestorians,” 314-317.
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Hindu apologists in British India.”* Understanding their full impact on Indian intellectual
history, however, requires attention to their precolonial life. How popular were the SBS among
Sanskrit exegetes? Who were they? In what context were the aphorisms composed, and what was
their relationship with the sitra traditions they invoked? And first and foremost, how old were
the SBS, really?
Historians of Indian philosophy, whether writing in English, Hindi, or Sanskrit, have

*7 This claim, or rather, this

tended to place them around the turn of the first millennium CE.
guess, is largely based on three correlations: First, the SBS' conceptual proximity to the
Bhagavata Purana; second, the name of Sandilya as a recognized authority on devotional worship

(upasana) from the early Upanisads; and third, a supposed commentary on the aphorisms

attributed to the eleventh-century Srivaisnava theologian Ramanuja. Let us consider them one by

%66 Grierson himself relied on the edition of the siitras produced by James Ballantyne (1861) and subsequent
translation by E.B. Cowell (1878). Ballantyne's edition of the text was prompted by an earlier series of essays on
Christianity contrasted with Hindu philosophy, in the preface to which he remarked: “There are some Sanskrit
works, yet untranslated, which the writer must study before deciding upon his theological terminology for India.
Among these works is the Aphorisms of Sandilya. Sandilya rejects the Hindi (gnostic) theory that knowledge is
the one thing needful, and contends that knowledge is only the handmaiden of faith. Hence, however defective
his views may be in other respects, his work seems to provide phraseology of which a Christian missionary may
advantageously avail himself. This remark might form the text for an extended dissertation on the Christian's
right to the theological language and the theological conceptions of his opponents.” See James Ballantyne,
Christianity Contrasted with Hindu Philosophy (London: James Madden, 1858), iii-iv.

On Ballantyne's pedagogical attempts to employ Sanskrit-based education as a tool for the propagation of
Christianity among the learned Hindu elite, see Michael Dodson, “Re-Presented for the Pandits: James
Ballantyne, 'Useful Knowledge,' and Sanskrit Scholarship in Benares College during the Mid-Nineteenth
Century,” Modern Asian Studies 36.2 (2002): 257-298.
7 See, e.g., Suvira Raina, Naradiya evam Sandilya-bhaktisitrom ka tulanatmaka adhyayana: bhakti ke
adyapravartaka acaryom ke bhakti-siitrom tatha unase prabhavita bhakti sampradayom ka pramanika vivecana
(Delhi: Eastern Book Linkers, 1989); Sandilya Bhakti-Siitra with Bhakticandrika by Narayana Tirtha, ed. Baldev
Upadhyaya (Varanasi: Varanaseya Sanskrit Vishvavidyalaya, 1967), 1-23.

However, cf. Gupta, Advaita Vedanta and Vaisnavism, 121: “There are two famous Bhakti-sitras - the S'dndilya—
bhakti-siitra (SBhS) and the Narada-bhakti-sitra (NBhS). We can infer that the SBAS preceded the NBAS because
while the latter refers to the former with some reverence a number of times, there is no mention of NBAS in the
SBhS. Like the BhP and BhG, these two are sometimes taken as authoritative works on bhakti. I take up these
two Bhakti-siitras, not because of their antiquity, (they are obviously late and certainly later than BAP), but
because they have made an attempt to introduce bhakti as a Sastra in the model of the six Darsana.”
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one. The first is the easiest to substantiate; the sifras do indeed exhibit significant inspiration
from the BhP.**® But this does not make them co-eval. Sandilya, for his part, lives what Steven
Lindquist calls a “literary life,”** devotional worship being his leitmotif across different
contexts. Even leaving aside the fact that Vedic updsana looks very different from Bhagavata
bhakti, it appears that attributing authorship of the Bhakti Sitras to Sandilya fulfilled a narrative
agenda. In other words, marshaling a figure known to be associated with devotional worship
invested the concepts of the SBS with both antiquity and authority. This was a common practice
of historical memory in premodern South Asia, and was likely employed here. As for Ramanuja,
the only evidence for his purported commentary comes courtesy of an indirect citation from a
seventeenth century commentary on the text. I will discuss the relevant passage further on, but
simply note here that is not at all clear that an actual text is being cited, nor can the lack of
historical memory of such a work as the SBS within Srivaisnava circles be attributed to sheer
negligence.

In fact, one 1s hard-pressed to find any knowledge at all of the aphorisms for much of
Sanskrit intellectual history. Even the Gaudiya Vaisnavas, probably the most significant
proponents of bhakti as a sphere of independent theological inquiry, seem to have made no

mention of the siitras in any of their works.”” The most well-known commentator on the SBS,

%% In his impressive précis of Indian religious literature, J.N. Farquhar suggested that the SBS may be of
Nimbarkite origin, but provided hardly any evidence to back this up. See J.N. Farquhar, An Outline of the
Religious Literature of India (London: Oxford University Press, 1920), 233-234, 240.

5 Steven Lindquist, “Literary Lives and a Literal Death: Yajfiavalkya, Sakalya, and an Upanisadic Death
Sentence,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 79.1 (2011): 33-57.

10 See S.K. De, Early History of the Vaisnava Faith and Movement in Bengal (Calcutta: Firma K.L.
Mukhopadhyay, 1961), 111-165 (on the six Gosvamins of Brindavan), 201-203 (on the works cited in Ripa
Gosvamin's Bhaktirasamrtasindhu), 220-221 (works cited in Rupa's Ujjvalanilamani), and 413-421 (works cited
in Jiva Gosvamin's Satsandarbha).



207
the seventeenth-century scholar Svapnesvara, may have had a faint, if oblique, connection to the
Gaudiya Vaisnavas. He presents himself as the grandson of Vasudeva Sarvabhauma, a famous
scholar whom Gaudiya hagiographers claimed as a convert to Caitanya's movement. But
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma's writings are limited to the subjects of Navya Nyaya and Advaita
Vedanta, and Svapnes$vara's commentary betrays no affinity to Caitanya's theology whatsoever.””'
In fact, it is more probable that he belonged to an Advaita Vedanta milieu, though he departs
significantly from Advaita doctrines in the course of his commentary.>””

As far as I can tell, the first public appearance of the SBS coincides with their first extant
commentaries in the seventeenth century—perhaps when the sitras themselves were composed.
In previous chapters, I have demonstrated the increasing influence of the BhP on writing in the
disciplines of Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta between the fifteenth and seventeenth centuries
CE. From Mimamsaka arguments that the genre of purana possessed Vedic scriptural authority
to internecine polemic between theistic and non-theistic Advaitins, scholars in this period
debated the appropriate scope of the BhP in the realm of hermeneutics and philosophical

theology. They also made use of other theistic scriptures that accorded to themselves the

' Ibid., 89, n.1.

572 Svapnesvara is difficult to place in more ways than one. His father's name, Jale$vara, suggests a Saiva
background, but he comments on a text that later became important to Vaisnavas. He seems to be an Advaitin,
referring in his commentary on SBS 1.2.14 to jiiana as “the unity between Atman and Brahman”
(brahmatmaikya), but never identifies himself as such and often runs contrary to Advaita orthodoxy. For
example, he begins his commentary by saying that liberation is achieved when individuals (jivah) achieve
Brahman, from whom they are totally non-different (atyantam abhinna). The everyday experience of samsara,
therefore, is not inherent (sahajika), but is created by the conditioning adjunct (updadhi) that is the inner faculties
made of the three gunas, just like a crystal is seen as “red” when a flower is placed next to it. So far, the account
sounds Advaitin, to the point of referring to a simile used famously by Vacaspati Misra in his Bhamati on
Sankara's commentary on the Brahma Sitras (1.1.1). However, he follows with some rather un-Advaitin claims.
Since samsara is conditional, it cannot be removed by armajiiana, but instead only by either removing the
conditioning itself, the object of conditioning, or the relationship between them. That requires something else—
something called bhakti for God. After all, samsara is quite real (satya), and cannot be wished away. How
Svapnesvara fits into the larger history of the SBS is a topic that requires further research. See The Aphorisms of
Sandilya with the Commentary of Swapneswara, ed. J.R. Ballantyne (Calcutta: Baptist Mission Press, 1861), 1-3.
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authority and the sobriquet of Upanisad, the Gopala-, Rama-, and Nysimha-Tapaniya, as well as
the Brhannaradiya Purana. Taken together, these trends seem to have eventuated in the SBS: a
new set of ancient aphorisms to rival the old guard, intrusive entrants into a scholastic field that
bristled at the thought of bhakti occupying a theoretical space alongside jfiana and karma.

The SBS do more than simply find bhakti a seat at the table; they herald its supremacy.
After having defined bhakti as “supreme love for God” (paranuraktir isvare), SBS 1.1.3-5 claim
that one who is absorbed (samstha) in love for God finds immortality; that absorption cannot
mean jfiana, since one can know God's glory and still hate him; and finally, in no uncertain terms,
that jfiana pales before bhakti.”” It does not even allow, like Madhusiidana Sarasvati, that jfiana
and bhakti could be independent paths to liberation undertaken by differentially qualified people.
According to SBS 1.2.7, there is simply no contest, no open option (vikalpa) between the two.
Svapnesvara comments, without a trace of discomfort, that

Because it has been determined that jiiana is a subordinate element (anga), there is no

scope for the position that there is an option between jiiana and bhakti. After all, there is

no equal choice between two elements in hierarchical relation. The word “also” (api)

indicates that a synthesis, too, [is inappropriate].’”

But what seemed straightforward to Svapne§vara was not nearly so clear-cut to his rough
contemporary, Narayana Tirtha. He reconstructed a salient objection, supported by several
textual sources, that two routes (margadvaya) should be open to two different kinds of aspirants.

His response suggests that he found it troubling that the author of the sifras could dismiss the

entirety of Vedanta study: “Even if it makes good sense to propose this option (vikalpa), the

> SBS 1.1.3-1.1.5: tatsamsthasyamrtopade$atvat. jfianam iti cen na dvisato 'pi jiianasya tad asamsthiteh.
tayopaksayac ca.

" See The Aphorisms of Sandilya with the Commentary of Swapneswara, 17: etena vikalpo 'pi pratyuktah || etena
jlianasyangatvanirnayena jiianabhaktyor atra vikalpapakso 'pi pratyuktah, nirakrta iti mantavyam | na hy
anganginor ekatra vikalpo bhavatiti | api§abdat samuccayo 'piti |
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author of the siitras doesn't see it that way [...] He will demonstrate everywhere that jiiana is
totally unnecessary.””” Here and elsewhere, Narayana Tirtha brings his own unique concerns
into his commentary on the SBS, which sometimes depart from the text, and sometimes
refashion the very hermeneutical traditions in which he worked. In the following section, I
explore what happens when a self-proclaimed Advaita Vedantin reads the SBS, and what more it
may reveal about the complex, shifting terrain of Advaita in early modern India.

Naravana Tirtha and the Moonlight of Bhakti

There are a number of Narayana Tirthas in the seventeenth century. Ko Endo has
attempted to distinguish at least two, based on the evidence of manuscript colophons and their
teaching lineages.”’ The first Narayana Tirtha, pupil of Vasudeva Tirtha and Ramagovinda
Tirtha, and author of the Bhakticandrika commentary on the SBS, boasts an impressive
scholastic resume and variety of disciplinary expertise, including the Yogasiddhantacandrika on
the Yoga Sitras, the Nyayacandrika on Vi§vanatha Nyayapaficanana's Bhdasapariccheda, and the
Samkhyacandrika on I§vara Krsna's Samkhyakarika. The other Narayana Tirtha, pupil of
Sivaramatirtha, composed the famous Krsnalilatarangini, a Sanskrit dance-drama popular in the

Tamil South, where he is supposed to have settled after moving from Andhra.””” While the two

515 Sandilya Bhakti-Sitra with Bhakticandrika by Nardyana Tirtha, ed. Baladeva Upadhyaya (Varanasi: Varanaseya
Sanskrit Vishvavidyalaya, 1967), 84 (henceforth cited as Bhakticandrika): yadyapi vikalpa ucitas tatha 'pi
sttrakrta nadrtah [...] sarvatra jiananavasyakatam vaksyati stitrakarah |

He repeats this uncomfortable relationship to the author of the sifras in his commentary on SBS 2.2.29, where
he reiterates his support for the “two paths to liberation” theory, but concedes that the SBS exclusively prefers
bhakti to jiiana, its subordinate (/bid., 234-5): tasmat siddham mokse margadvayam evety asmakinah panthah |
[...] sttrakrnmate tu bhaktiyoga evaiko moksamargah, jianam tu moksasadhanam eva, na margantaram | He also
spends a fair bit of time trying to reconcile the rather realist sitras in SBS 2.1.5-16 with Advaita Vedanta
doctrine. (Ibid., 124-9).

376 Ko Endo, “The works and flourishing period of Narayana Tirtha, the author of the Yogasiddhantacandrika.”

Sambhasa 14 (1993): 41-60.

71 See V. Raghavan, The Power of the Sacred Name (Bloomington: World Wisdom Press, 2011), 75-82; B.
Natarajan, Sri Krishna Leela Tarangini by Narayana Tirtha, Volume I (Madras: Mudgala Trust, 1988), 56-169. It
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seem to have been different, there remain some suspicious overlaps. First, and most obvious,
both composed Sanskrit bhakti works, if in different genres. Second, both were Advaita
Vedantins with Saiva ties. And third, both can be connected with the Sanskrit intellectual life of
the Banaras region. Narayana Tirtha, pupil of Sivaramatirtha, wrote a primer on Mimamsa, the
Bhattabhdasaprakasika, and is supposed to have been the Mimamsa teacher of Nilakantha
Caturdhara, the Banaras-based commentator on the Mahabharata. Moreover, manuscripts of the
Krsnalilatarangini, with Sanskrit commentaries in Grantha script, have also been found in
Banaras.””® Narayana Tirtha, pupil of R@magovinda Tirtha, had a close relationship to none other
than Madhustidana Sarasvati. He quoted liberally from Madhusiidana's Bhaktirasdyana in his
Bhakticandrika, referring to him fondly as “the old man” (vrddha) and “the teacher” (acarya).
This Narayana Tirtha also wrote a commentary (Laghuvyakhya) on Madhusiidana's
Siddhantabindu, which was expanded upon by his student Gauda Brahmananda, who also
commented on Madhusiidana's Advaitasiddhi, suggesting a kind of teaching lineage. None of this

necessarily means that either Narayana Tirtha was based in Banaras. We know of the

is also likely that he was the composer of a Telugu drama called the Parijataharana Nataka, since the
Krsnalilatarangint was especially popular among performance traditions centered around parijata narratives.
See Davesh Soneji, “Performing Satyabhama: Text, Context, Memory and Mimesis in Telugu-speaking South
India” (PhD diss., McGill University, 2004), 54-55. It is possible that this Narayana Tirtha also composed one or
two Advaita works: the Parictkaranavartikavivarana (with the autocommentary Dipika), and the Subodhint
commentary on Sankara's bhdsya on the first four aphorisms of the Brahma Siitras. According to Guruswamy
Sastrigal's Tamil commentary on the Krsnalilatarangini, Narayana Tirtha invoked his preceptor Sivaramatirtha
in the Subodhini by each word in his name: “Siva” signifying nonduality (advaitam $ivam), the sublation of
difference; “Rama” being the consciousness-self in which the liberated revel (ramante); and “Tirtha” being the
holy place/person to which others belonging to the monastic community attend (firthagranisevitam). See
Natarajan, Sri Krishna Leela Tarangini, 105:

advaitam $ivam ity ata$ Sivapadam samsantabhedam tu yat
yasmin ramapade cidatmani sukhe siddha ramante 'niam |
tat tirtham paramarthatas suviditam tirthagranisevitam
seve $risivaramatirtham atulam kaivalyam asmadgurum ||

™ See Raghavan, The Power of the Sacred Name, 81.
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Krsnalilatarangini's southern popularity, and by the time of the seventeenth century,
Madhustdana was well-known in the south for his Advaitasiddhi, written in riposte to the
Madhva Vyasatirtha's Nydyamrta.”” Moreover, as I will demonstrate, the author of the
Bhakticandrika was very interested in responding to the challenge of Srivaisnavism, but whether
this was a particularly southern or northern problem is a debate I open up further on.

Whatever the final identity of this Narayana Tirtha, it is his relationship with
Madhusiidana Sarasvati that concerns me in this section, given their interests in the intersection
of bhakti and Advaita Vedanta. At first blush it seems that Narayana Tirtha (henceforth, NT)
simply rebroadcasts his predecessor's unique thinking on the subject, but the differences are
enough to warrant further investigation. In the course of his Bhakticandrika, or “Moonlight of
Bhakti” commentary on SBS 1.1.2, NT raises a direct objection to the whole idea that bhakti is
possible for Advaitins at all. If God is no different from the individual, says this opponent, it
makes no sense for him to have bhakti towards himself. This is a common enough problem, but
NT's response veers into uncharted territory:

Reply: You are confused. Advaitic knowledge offers no obstruction to the particular kind
of love that is bhakti.

Objection: But isn't knowledge of [God's] grandeur (mahatmya) the cause of bhakti? If
we cannot differentiate God, who always achieves his purpose, from the individual, who

°” Recall Bodhendra's mention of “Madhusiidana Sarasvati, author of the Advaitasiddhi,” in Chapter 3. In his
Nydyaratnavali, Gauda Brahmananda also refers to the famous South Indian Advaitin Appayya Diksita's
Vedantakalpataruparimala. See T.M.P. Mahadevan, ed., Preceptors of Advaita (Secunderabad: Sri Kanchi
Kamakoti Sankara Mandir, 1968), 323. However, this is not conclusive evidence that Brahmananda himself was
a southerner, since Appayya was known in Banaras by the late seventeenth century, when Brahmananda was
writing. Cf. Minkowski, “I'll Wash Out Your Mouth With My Boot,” 124-125; Yigal Bronner, “South meets
North: Banaras from the perspective of Appayya Diksita,” South Asian History and Culture 6.1 (2015): 10-31.
That there was a rapid circulation of manuscripts and communication between Sanskrit intellectuals north and
south by this time has been amply demonstrated by Elaine Fisher, who points out that the Banarasi Mimamsaka
Ananta Bhatta personally sent a copy of his Sastramalavyakhyana to Nilakantha Diksita in Madurai. See Elaine
Fisher, “A New Public Theology: Sanskrit and Society in Seventeenth-century South India” (PhD diss.,
Columbia University, 2013), 48-49.
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consistently misses the mark and possesses innumerable flaws, then to deny God's
grandeur is to vitiate the possibility of bhakti predicated on one's understanding of it.

Reply: You've completely misunderstood the point. “Grandeur” means a weight of
qualities, which in turn means truth, knowledge and bliss (as we understand from
Brahma Siitra 3.3.12). Advaita does not simply constitute the plenitude that is one's own
nature. Therefore, Advaitic knowledge, by way of the knowledge of grandeur, is itself the
cause of complete love for that undifferentiated object. So how can it obstruct bhakti?
Even if these qualities are conceived of as empirical...knowledge of [God's] grandeur is
still not annulled for Advaitins. Instead, that love which, assisted by the unseen traces [of
previous lives], begins with desolation (2ani) and culminates in dissolution (galita),”™
causes one to forget every creation of the phenomenal world. The only qualitative
difference between pure awakening and bhakti is that in the former, the distractions of
hunger and so forth remain, while in the latter, they too disappear.®™

Until this point in his commentary, NT has been reconstructing almost verbatim a passage from

Madhustidana's Bhaktirasayana (1.7). Here, however, he appears to import a completely

different discussion, absent from Madhustidana's treatise, about the knowledge of God's grandeur

(mahatmya), a definition of bhakti found in the works of Vallabhacarya and in stray Gaudiya

Vaisnava references.’® Most striking, he rereads Advaitic knowledge as being totally subordinate

580

581

582

NT refers here to his previous breakdown of prema, or love, into fifteen stages: upta, patta, lalita, milita, kalita,
chalita, calita, kranta, vikranta, samkranta, vihrta, [samhrta, which he inexplicably fails to discuss], galita, and
samtrpta. As far as I can tell this typology is unprecedented, and bears no resemblance to any other.

Bhakticandrika, 27: nanv asmin mate katham paramatmani bhaktih sambhavati ? jivabhinne tasmin svasminn
eva bhaktyayogat | na hi svasminn eva bhaktir upapadyata iti cet | bhranto 'si; snehavi§esartipayam bhaktav
advaitajfianasyapratibandhakatvat | nanu mahatmyajfianam bhaktau karanam
asatyasankalpadyanekadosasrayajivabhede ca paramatmanas tatprasaktya satyasankalpatvadimahatmyasya
badhena tadbhanaptirva bhaktih pratibadhyeta eva iti cet | abhiprayam ajiatavan asi | yato mahatmyam
gunagarima gunas ca “anandadayah pradhanasya” iti nyayena satyajiananandah, na tu piirnatvadayah
svaripatmaka evadvaitaghatita ity advaitajianam mahatmyajiianavidhaya'khandarthe santrptapremni karanam
eva iti tat katham bhaktau pratibandham syat | satyasankalpadayas tu gunah sattvikaprakrtimiilataya vyavaharika
apy upadhina jivad bhinna eva 1$e abhimata iti, tatrapi mahatmyasya badho na sambhavaty advaitinam | api tu
hanipiirvika galitanta pritih samskaradrstasaciva ya punah prapaficajatam eva vismarayati | iyams tu visesah
kevalabodhe 'sanadiviksepo na nivartate, bhaktau so 'pi nivartata iti |

See Vallabha's Tattvarthadipa, quoted in Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. IV, 347, n.1:

mahatmyajfianapiirvas tu sudrdhah sarvato 'dhikah |
sneho bhaktir iti proktah taya muktir na canyatha ||

In his Bhaktirasamrtasindhu (BRS), Riipa Gosvamin attributes this verse to the Narada Paricaratra. See BRS
1.4.12: a) for -pirva read -yukta; d) for muktir na canyatha read sarstyadi nanyatha. Gianni Pellegrino claims
that, based on his commentary on the Samksepasariraka of Sarvajiiatman (I1.51, 1.62, and 1.220), Madhustidana



213

to bhakti. Even Madhusiidana does not go this far, instead according analogous, non-intersecting

spaces to jiiana and bhakti. There are those who prefer (and are capable of) attaining liberation

through knowledge, while others prefer absorption in divine love. In this respect Madhusiidana is

unorthodox and innovative, no doubt, but not as radical as some previous commentators have

suggested.’® The source of this objection is also important. NT directs his response at “the

583

knew of Vallabha's works. See Gianni Pellegrino, “'Old is Gold!' Madhusiidana's Way of Referring to Earlier
Textual Tradition,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 43.2-3 (2015): 283, n.15. However, a brief perusal of the verses
in question yields no evidence whatsoever to support this claim. In fact, that NT quoted this definition at all
exemplifies his departure from Madhustidana, who eschewed discussion of God's mahatmya entirely. See
Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 382: “He must of course specify what he means here by ‘knowledge of the
Lord’. Is it reverent awareness of God’s greatness (mahatmya-jiiana), as in Vallabha’s definition of bhakti?
Although such an understanding of knowledge might be expected in a devotional treatise, it is not what
Madhusiidana has in mind.”

See Nelson, “Bhakti in Advaita Vedanta,” 185-198, 504-506; Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 383-384. In my
view, Nelson reads a little too much into Madhustidana's valorizations of bhakti over jfiana. The first instance is
Madhustidana's commentary on Bhaktirasayana 1.32-4, in the course of which Madhustidana claims that bhakti
is predicated on knowledge followed by disenchantment (jiianavairagyapurvika). Nelson (“Bhakti in Advaita
Vedanta,” 190) believes that his definition of jfiana is “clearly the Advaitins' direct realization of Brahman.” He
adduces further proof from Madhusiidana's typology of the eleven “grounds” (bhiimikas) of bhakti, of which the
“understanding of one's true nature” (svaripdadhigati) forms only the sixth (Zbid., 192ft.). Finally, he asserts that
Madhusiidana's definition of the “knowledge of the Lord” that precedes the highest levels of devotion “retains all
the characteristics of the Advaitins' realization of the Supreme” (Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 383).

However, it is not clear that what Madhustidana means by jiiana, or “knowledge,” in these contexts is the
immediate realization of the nondual Self that results in liberation. As for the first instance, his descriptions
suggest that jiiana is an intellectual (or perhaps existential) understanding of the transient illusoriness of the
phenomenal world, and the truth of God's nondual reality. This understanding in turn gives rise to
disenchantment, and thereupon bhakti.

On a closer reading of Nelson's second point, the svarapadhigati of the eleven stages of bhakti need not be
“practically the same as the Brahma-vidyd of the Advaita school” (Cf. Gupta, Advaita Vedanta and Vaisnavism,
132). Madhusiidana does use the word saksatkara, the “direct apprehension” of the inner Self, in referring to this
stage, but the term is qualified with the clause “as distinct from the gross and subtle bodies”
(sthillasiksmadehadvayatiriktatvena). This could very well be a propaedeutic technique, preparing the
groundwork for, but not actually culminating in, nondual knowledge (abhedajiiana). His language is ambiguous
enough to allow for a similar distinction between the existential understanding and phenomenological experience
of nondual knowledge.

Third and finally, Madhustidana defines “knowledge of the Lord” (bhagavatprabodha), the realization that must
come prior to the highest levels of devotion, as follows (Trans. Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 383):
“Everything other than Bhagavan, because it is transient, is false (mayika) like a dream. It is devoid of true
significance, painful, and to be shunned. Bhagavan alone is real; He is the supreme Bliss, self-luminous, eternal,
the one to be sought after. This is the kind of knowledge spoken of.” Once again, nothing in this definition
necessitates that such prabodha is anything more than an intellectual awareness, that allows the devotee to attain
true bhakti. This is not to say that it cannot be interpreted as an experiential awareness, but Madhusiidana seems



214
ideological claims of dualists and the rash judgments of certain Advaitins who say that bhakti is
incompatible with Advaita.”*** According to NT, the challenge of bhakti was not only external,
but internal to the Advaitin interpretive community. Notwithstanding the development of Advaita

Vedanta as a “large-tent” system of philosophical theology in early modern India,*®

the example
of NT questions how coherent that community might have been.
NT continues to challenge orthodoxies further on. In his commentary on SBS 1.1.5,
which asserts that jiiana is subordinate to bhakti, NT redefines the very character of liberation:
In truth (vastutas tu),”*® even though ignorance is only destroyed by means of
knowledge, that is not liberation, for insofar as [in Vedanta] it is a state other than the
absence of joy and sorrow, it is not in and of itself the goal of human life. Rather, only
love for God is, for it arrives at the very form of joy, inasmuch as it holds tightly to the
self-luminous, blissful consciousness....[A]ttainment of Brahman defined by the
destruction of ignorance is not human fulfillment, but rather only [when] characterized by
a distinct type of love.”’
Here NT argues that only the joyous consciousness of God—that is to say, love—is the final goal
of human life, and moreover, that such love is the only thing that makes knowledge of nondual

truth meaningful. Once again, NT differs from his predecessor. As Lance Nelson has shown,

Madhustidana is ready to argue the first—that bhakti is the highest goal of human life

to describe it as a propositional truth.

Cf. Sribhagavadbhaktirasayanam, ed. Gosvami Damodar Shastri (Kasi: Acyutagranthamala, 1927), 41-60.
% Bhakticandrika, 28: tasmad advaite bhaktir na sambhavatiti dvaitinam abhiprayojaneti cadvaitinam kesamcid
vacanam sahasamatram | Emphasis mine.

%5 Minkowski, “Advaita Vedanta in Early Modern India,” 223.

%6 Cf. Yigal Bronner and Gary Tubb, “Vastutas Tu: Methodology and the New School of Sanskrit Poetics,” Journal
of Indian Philosophy 36.5 (2008): 619-632.

%7 Bhakticandrika, 57: vastutas tu jfianad evajfiananaso yadyapi bhavati, tathdpi na sa moksah,

sukhaduhkhabhavanyatvena svato 'purusarthatvat, kintu bhagavatpritir eva tasyah

svaprakasanijasukhasamvidalingitatvena sukhartipatvabhyupagamad [...] vastuto brahmavaptir api

na'jiananasopalaksita pumarthah, kintu vijatiyapremopalaksitaiva |
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(paramapurusartha), independent from the Advaitic search for liberation. But he is clear that

though they may be equivalent, they are by no means the same thing, and do not intersect.

588

Moreover, equivalence is not hierarchy, which is precisely the force of NT's (and the Bhakti

Siitras') claim. He sums up his argument with a worldly comparison:

So it is proven that love alone—enveloped in God, a joyous consciousness, achieved
through the knowledge of truth—represents human fulfillment, since it does not dissipate
even at the time of liberation. For it even surpasses knowledge. For example, take a lover
in the pangs of separation. Even when he experiences the thrill of his beloved's touch, it is
only because he has longed for it that his joy becomes fulfillment. Joy does not become
fulfillment simply by being “known.” That is why God became everything to the gopis,
but not to wicked people like Duryodhana.’®

Needless to say, Sankara would not be happy, nor hardly anyone else in the history of

Advaita Vedanta. In fact, for someone who explicitly wants to defend the relationship between

Advaita and bhakti, NT seems quite willing to import other Vedanta traditions into his

commentary. In his commentary on SBS 2.1.7, NT introduces an interpretation that he attributes

588
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Bhakti is not simply “brahmavidya by any other name,” argues Madhusiidana in the Bhaktirasayana (1.1). They
are totally different with respect to the form they take (svaripa), their respective means (s@dhana), their results
(phala), and their eligible aspirants (adhikarin). The result of bhakti is total love for God, while the result of
brahmavidya is the total removal of ignorance, the root of all evil. This does not mean, however, that the former
supersedes the latter, as NT seems to suggest in redefining liberation.

See Sribhagavadbhaktirasayanam, 10-11: nanu tarhi namantarena brahmavidyaiva bhagavadbhaktir ity uktam
[...] iti cen na, svartipasadhanaphaladhikarivailaksanyad bhaktibrahmavidyayoh | [...]
bhagavadvisayakapremaprakarso bhaktiphalam | sarvanarthamiilajiananivrttir brahmavidyaphalam |

See Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 379: “What Madhustidana seems to be suggesting here is a homology,
but not an identity, between the mental states associated with bhakti and brahma-vidya. In orthodox Advaita, we
have the akhandakaracittavrtti, the ‘mental mode taking on the form of the Undivided’, that leads to realization
of Brahman and destruction of ignorance (and of itself). There is, Madhusiidana wants us to understand, a
parallel structure in bhakti....[Bloth brahma-vidya and bhakti are evoked by scripture, Brahman-knowledge
arising through the wellknown practice of the sravana (‘hearing’) of the great sayings of the Upanisads, bhakti
through the ‘hearing of the glories of the Blessed Lord’ (bhagavad-guna-sravana) from the scriptures of bhakti,
preeminently the BAP.”

Bhakticandrika, 59: tasmat siddham - muktikale 'py abadhat tattvajiianasadhyah sukhasamvidbhagavadalingitah
premaiva pumartha iti | jianad apy adhikatvat | kamukasya iva viraktasya api kaminisamsparsajasukhanubhave
'pi isyamanataya tatsukhasya kamukam praty eva purusarthatvat | jiayamanatvamatrena sukhasya
purusarthatvanabhyupagamat | ata eva bhagavan api gopinam pumartha asit, na dustaduryodhanadinam |
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to Srimadramanujdcaryah, referring to the Srivaisnava philosopher Ramanuja with both the
customary honorific plural and an honorable appellation. As previously mentioned, this is the
first historical mention of Ramanuja in connection with the SBS. This passage focuses on the
Visistadvaita doctrinal defense of the plurality of individual souls (jivas) and the singularity of
God (isvara). NT reconstructs the doctrine in great detail, complete with responses to objections,
and concludes his own Advaita response with an interesting conciliatory note:
In reality (vastutah), the Supreme Self defined as eternal knowledge, etc., i.e., the Lord,
forever singular, abundantly furnished with characteristics such as compassion for his
devotees, referred to by terms such as Brahma, Visnu, Siva, Rama, Krsna, etc., is the
controller of all beings. The individual soul, for his part, who is part of Him as a son is
part of his father, is bound by the fetters of beginningless ignorance. Somehow, due to the
merits he accrued by performing all sorts of good deeds in past lives, with the desire to
know truth, he takes refuge in a true teacher; and by worshipping the teacher as God
Himself, through his grace he directly apprehends himself. Once the bonds of ignorance
have been removed, he attains unity with him. In that state, there is not even a trace of
phenomenal existence.
Nobody disputes any of this. All of these debates over the imbrication of bheda and
abheda, and the relative reality of the phenomenal world, only serve to sow discord. All
knowledgeable people should at least acknowledge that according to every school of
thought, the world is not eternal, since it does not exist for the liberated one.™”

This conclusion raises several questions beyond the immediate problem of whether the opponent

in question is really Ramanuja—an unlikely interlocutor, given the virtual absence of

engagement with the SBS among his Srivaisnava followers. Why does NT spend so much time

on this issue?”' Why would he make appeal to the mukta, the liberated soul, in trying to

0 Jbid., 119: vastutah paramatma nityajfianadilaksano bhagavan sadaikartipo bhaktavatsalyadyanekagunolbanah
brahmavisnus$ivanarayanaramakrsnadisabdai$ ca vyapade$yah sarvajivaniyanta, jivas tu pituh putra iva
tadams$o'nadyajiianapasanibaddhah kathaficit praktana'nekasubhadrstaphalad vividisaya
sadgurva"srayanenesabuddhya tadbhajanena tatkrpaya svasya saksatkarad ajiianapasanivrttya tatsayujyam
apnoti, na tatra prapaficagandho 'pity atra na kasyapi vivada iti bhedabhedanyataravalambanavadah
prapaficasatyatvamithyatvavadas ca samjfiakalahamatram | sarvamate 'pi prapaficasyanityata muktasya
prapaficabhavad iti sudhibhir vibhavaniyam |

! In a brief aside in his commentary on Patafijali's Yoga Sitra 1.24, “God is a particular kind of person, untouched

by suffering, actions, their results, and intentions” (klesakarmavipakasayair aparamrstah purusavisesa isvarah),

NT also engages with Visistadvaita opposition to the Advaitic theory that the difference between the individual
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reconcile Advaita with Visistadvaita, when the very experience of liberation was a contested
concept between the two schools?™” Does it reveal concerns stemming from a particular South
Indian geography? Or did the new prominence of Srivaisnavas in the bhakti traditions of the
north compel NT to respond with his form of Vaisnava Advaita?>”

Whatever the answers to these questions, NT was clearly aware of the other Vedanta
options around him. Although he derives most of his rhetoric on bhaktirasa from
Madhusiidana,™* he elaborates on the Gaudiya Vaisnava distinction between vaidhi and
raganuga bhakti, and even quotes passages from Riipa Gosvamin's Bhaktirasamrtasindhu
(BRS), referring to him as yet another ancient authority (vrddha).”® And in a stunning rejection
of classical Advaita teaching, couched in his commentary on SBS 2.1.4, he argues that it is

possible to have bhakti toward a God without attributes (nirguna), “because it is taught in the

and God is only conditional, not essential. “These followers of Ramanuja,” he says, “misunderstand the intention
[of the author] as I have described it, simply latching on to the most obvious sense of words like "particular' and
giving it a completely different spin.” See Yogasiddhantacandrika of Srinarayanatirtha, ed. Vimala Karnatak
(Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 2000), 32: kecit tu ramanujanusarina ittham abhiprayam ajananto
visesasabdadisvarasyamatrenanyathabhavam upavarnayanti | I revisit the Yogasiddhantacandrika in more detail
below.

%2 See Christopher Framarin, “The Problem with Pretending: Ramanuja's Arguments Against Jivanmukti,” Journal

of Indian Philosophy 37.4 (2009): 399-414.

%3 See Hawley, 4 Storm of Songs, 99-147, 224-225.
% See his long extracts from the Bhaktirasayana in Bhakticandrika, 30-52, and his account of the aesthetic
elements of bhaktirasa paired with his own illustrative verses on 63-68.

% Jbid., 235-240. Cf. BRS 1.2.74-118. See The Bhaktirasamytasindhu of Ripa Gosvamin, trans. David L.
Haberman (New Delhi: Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts and Motilal Banarsidass Publishers, 2003),
34-45. These verses detail the angas, or elements, of bhakti. Not all of them match between the two texts, but
most interesting is the replacement of krsna in the Bhaktirasamrtasindhu with the more neutral word isa in the
Bhakticandrika. E.g., BRS 1.2.82ab: “Inability to bear hatred or slander of Krsna/I$a or his devotees.”

One wonders if both, like the Devas and Gosvamins in Chapter 3, were drawing from a similar set of sources.
The degree of overlap suggests a continuity between text traditions and perhaps even interpretive communities.
NT certainly knew of Laksmidhara's Bhagavannamakaumudi, as borne out by a long section in his commentary
on SBS 2.2.20 that recaps many of the arguments therein. See Bhakticandrika, 180ff.
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Vedanta that even the undivided can be identified as both the attributes and the possessor of
attributes, just like a snake and its coils.””® The herpetological simile refers to Brahma Siitra
3.2.27, ubhayavyapadesat tv ahikundalavat. But of all prior Vedanta commentators, only
Madhva takes this to refer to Brahman as both the qualities and possessor of qualities.”’ For an
ostensible Advaitin, this is simply not cricket.

NT saves his most drastic departure from Advaita tradition for the moment when he
comments on SBS 3.1.7: “The fruits [of action] come from God, according to Badarayana,
because they are visible.”””® An opponent argues that only karma in the form of dharma and
adharma gives people results; putting God into the equation is just explicative excess. A third
party interjects, saying that it is actually karma from a previous birth that gives people their
present results. Consider the disparity between Yudhisthira's and Duryodhana's experiences in the
Mahabharata, he urges, bad things happen to good people and vice versa. NT rejects each of
these objections and asserts that God, independently, of his own volition, gives rise to all things.
And in an extraordinary departure from virtually all classical Vedanta thought, he follows by
saying that one need not even avoid the classic accusation that God may be regarded as partial or

cruel (vaisamyanairghrnye sydtam).”” In fact, says NT, imputing partiality to God is a desirable

596

Bhakticandrika, 78-79: abhede 'py ahikundaladivad gunagunibhavasya vedante vyutpadanat |

7 See Kiyokazu Okita, Hindu Theology in Early Modern South Asia: The Rise of Devotionalism and the Politics of
Genealogy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 234-236.

598

Cf. Brahma Siitra 3.2.37: phalam ata upapatteh
% Cf. Brahma Sitra 2.1.34. Madhva does make a case for God's partiality, but only in order to assert the hierarchy
among devotees (taratamya) that underpins his doctrine of the elect. This claim is later developed by Gaudiya
Vaisnava commentators such as Baladeva Vidyabhiisana, but with very different justifications than NT's above.
See David Buchta, “Dependent Agency and Hierarchical Determinism in the Theology of Madhva,” in Free Will,
Agency, and Selfhood in Indian Philosophy, eds. M.R. Dasti and E. F. Bryant (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2014), 264-275.
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consequence of this debate (istapatti), because difference is the natural state of affairs. After all,
individuals are not the same; some are independent and others are not. And a king who is partial
does not stop being a king, unlike us, who presumably lose something of ourselves in the
process. Nor does this mean that karma is meaningless, either a) because it operates within
particular limits or b) because it prompts God either to be angry or pleased. NT concludes his
argument for God's partiality by citing Draupadi's famous speech to Yudhisthira in the Vana
Parvan of the Mahabharata: “The arranger does not act towards beings, O king, like a mother or
father. He is prompted as if by anger, just like everyone else.”*” Draupadi's withering, almost
heretical critique of an absurd, fickle god is firmly shut down in the epic, even if it leaves
unsettling questions.””' But here, it actually provides scriptural sanction for NT's radical re-

envisioning of Advaita Vedanta.*”

0 MBh 3.31.37:

na matrpitrvad rajan dhata bhiitesu vartate |

rosad iva pravrtto 'yam yatha 'yam itaro janah ||
1 See Angelika Malinar, “Arguments of a queen: Draupadi's views on kingship,” in Gender and Narrative in the
Mahabharata, eds. Simon Brodbeck and Brian Black (London: Routledge, 2007), 86-88.
2 The previous paragraph paraphrases Bhakticandrika, 252-255. For NT, the Mahabharata was contested territory
in more than one way. SBS 2.2.23, “All qualify [for bhakti] including the despised, on account of it being passed
down, just like universal [dharma],” brings up the issue of low-caste participation in bhakti. In NT's
commentary, this raises questions regarding the very definition of caste. An opponent argues that the very notion
of brahmanatva, Brahmin-ness, cannot be determined based on birth (jati), but rather is defined by one's
qualities (guna). In support of this definition, he cites a dialogue between Yudhisthira and Nahusa in the same
section of the MBh quoted above. In this dialogue, Yudhisthira tells Nahusa that caste (jati) is very difficult to
figure out, given the total intermixture of caste-classes (varpasamkara); one had to foreground character (sila)
rather than birth. NT vehemently rejects this “empty claim” (viktam vacanam), and mobilizes several normative
Brahmanical texts to reassert that brahmanatva is based on birth alone. (/bid., 196-198).

The opponent's claim, of course, was not quite anti-essentialist. The MBh itself was obsessed with the problem
of varpasamkara, and with delimiting the boundaries of an ideal social order. But in the seventeenth century,
when NT was writing, varnasamkara seems to have provoked a different kind of anxiety. As I discussed in
Chapter 4, the question “Who was a Brahmin?” could now be situated against the rise of subaltern castes in
political orders under the Mughal aegis, their visibility in certain urban publics (such as Banaras), and the new
social mobility afforded to heterogeneous scholarly and scribal communities that claimed upper-caste status. Cf.
Rosalind O'Hanlon and Christopher Minkowski, “What makes people who they are? Pandit networks and the
problem of livelihoods in early modern Western India,” The Indian Economic and Social History Review 45.3
(2008): 381-416.
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What are we to make of NT's repeated “transgressions”? One possibility is that he is
taking his predecessor Madhustidana to a logical extreme, opening the floodgates to submerge
nondual philosophy in religious devotion. But beyond the writings of his student Gauda
Brahmananda, we find little more extant work by Advaitins in this vein, unless we have not
looked hard enough. Such an interpretation also focuses exclusively on the philosophical issues
at stake, instead of understanding their historical context. A more likely explanation is that NT
belonged to a spectrum of early modern Vedantins who lay claim to a history of scholastic
engagement with the Bhagavata Purana and other Vaisnava scriptures. This spectrum ranged
between the Gaudiya Vaisnavas, who possessed an ambivalent relationship to Advaita Vedanta;
the Vallabha Vedanta community, which called its Krsnaite theology a “pure Advaita”
(Suddhadvaita); and, of course, Madhusiidana and his associates.®””> We have already seen
evidence from Madhusiidana's commentary on the BhP that there were many parties involved at
this time in revisiting the relationship between bhakti and Advaita, and it is precisely this
diversity that I have emphasized in this chapter.

NT was at once indebted to and distinct from that broader Advaita world. He was one of a
number of early modern Advaitins who adopted creative exegetical tactics to read bhakti

practices from the BhP back into canonical texts like the Veda.®”* Like Anantadeva I, he took on

3 Cf. Nelson, “The Ontology of Bhakti,” 390.

4 In his commentary on SBS 1.2.9 (missing from Svapne$vara's commentary), NT finds Rg Vedic precedents for
each element of the “nine-fold devotion” (navavidha bhakti). See Bhakticandrika, 86-91. In doing so, he reflects
similar previous efforts by Anantadeva in the Bhaktinirnaya, ed. Ananta Shastri Phadke (Benares: Sanskrit
College, 1937), 19-22. On the creative etymological approach adopted by NT's later contemporary and Advaitin
Nilakantha Caturdhara, to elucidate the “hidden meaning” (rahasya) of Vedic mantras and find in them stories
from the epics and puranas, see Christopher Minkowski, “Nilakantha Caturdhara's Mantrakasikhanda,” Journal
of the American Oriental Society 122.2 (2002): 329-344, and Christopher Minkowski, ‘“Nilakantha Caturdhara
and the Genre of Mantrarahasyaprakasika,” in Proceedings of the Second International Vedic Workshop, ed. Y.
Ikari (Kyoto, forthcoming). Nilakantha also owed his creative Advaitic readings of the Vedastuti, embedded in
BhP 10.87, to prior commentaries by Madhustidana and NT. See Christopher Minkowski, “The Vedastuti and
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the Mimamsa orthodoxy of his day, quoting and dismissing a famous passage from Kumarila

Bhatta's Slokavarttika that denies the existence of a creator God.**

And in his commentary on
SBS 2.2.25, he even paraphrased Anantadeva's Bhaktinirnaya, and used the language of
Mimamsa option-theory (vikalpa) to claim that either study of Vedanta or devotion to God could
bring about the knowledge of truth, which would lead to liberation.®”® NT was thus fully a
participant in the theistic Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta of his day, while making his own

unique intervention into that discursive array.

Bhakti, Yoga. and the Beautiful Goddess

Was NT's Bhakticandrika simply an intellectual sidetrack, or did it reappear across his
writings? What was the broader intellectual context in which such ideas may have circulated?

And was he alone in giving the SBS such importance? As we saw in the previous chapter, a

Vedic Studies: Nilakantha on Bhagavata Purana X.87,” in The Vedas: Texts, Langauge, Ritual, eds. Arlo Griffiths

and Jan E.M. Houben (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 2004), 125-142.
5 To support SBS 1.2.22-3 and Brahma Siitra 2.1.33, on God's compassion and creative potential, NT argues that
God, as a grand magician (mayavi) is capable of inhabiting his own illusion, and need not have a purpose for his
activities. Even intelligent people in everyday life, he says, engage in play without reason—undercutting the
Slokavarttika's insistence that no one does anything without some purpose in mind (prayojanam anuddisya). See
Bhakticandrika, 139-140: etena...mimamsavartikakrduktam nirastam | prayojanam anuddi§yaiva buddhimatam
api liladau pravrttidarsanat |

606

See Ibid., 215-217. Cf. Bhaktinirnaya, 38-46. Here are some examples of the overlap:

tattvajfianam prati sadhanabhaktivedantavicarayor vaikalpikahetutvena vedantavicaram vina 'pi
sadhanabhaktyaiva tattvajianadvara tatfmoksa]praptisambhavat | (Bhakticandrika, 215).

tad evam moksahetutattvajfiane janayitavye vedantavicarabhaktiyogayor dvarabhedah siddhah | (Bhaktinirnaya,
39).

nanv athapi vikalpo na sambhavati, vicarasya iva bhaktes tatparyavadharanahetutvabhavena dvaraikyabhavat |
vrithiyavayor dvaraikyad eva vikalpabhyupagamad iti cet, satyam | yady apy atra dvarabheda eva [...] tatha 'py
atra haribhaktivedantavicarayor ekaprayogavidhiparigrhitatvabhavad dvarabhede 'py udbhidbalabhidyagayor iva
vikalpo 'bhyupeyata ity astam vistarah | (Bhakticandrika, 215-217).

katham tarhi dvarabhede vikalpah | yatha jyotistomodbhidadiyagayoh pasuphalakayoh | [...] prayajavaghatayos
tv ekaprayogavidhiparigrhitatvad avikalpah | vithiyavayos tu saty apy ekavidhiparigrhitatve dvaraikyad vikalpah
| haribhaktivedantavicarayos tu naikaprayogavidhiparigrahah, tasmad vikalpa eva | (Bhaktinirnaya, 39-40).



222
significant feature of early modern Sanskrit intellectual history was the blurring of disciplinary
boundaries. While Sanskrit intellectuals had always written widely across knowledge-systems,
without seeming preference for one over another, it was the very reinscription of disciplinary
boundaries that characterized early modern doxographical writing that made their mutual
imbrication distinctive.®” A scholar like Bhattoji Diksita, for example, found his penchant for
Advaita Vedanta filtering into his works on grammar, and vice versa.”® The Deva family wrote
on Mimamsa and Vedanta, at once recognizing and muting the different soteriological
commitments of each discipline. Moreover, the sixteenth-century Bhedabheda Vedantin
Vijhanabhiksu urged in his writing that Samkhya, Yoga, and Vedanta constituted a single
teaching.®” It is in this context that we should understand NT's incorporation of bhakti into his
commentary on the Yoga Siitras, called the Yogasiddhantacandrika (YSC).

NT's main project in the YSC is to reread the discipline of Patafijali's eight-limbed Yoga
as indispensable and subordinate to the teaching of Advaita Vedanta. Drawing on a long history
of the Advaitic intersection with Yoga, NT identifies samadhi, or yogic absorption, with the
Advaitic principle of nididhyasana, repeated meditation on one's unity with Brahman. He then
offers a set of fourteen “yogas” that sequentially enable the realization of the Self, beginning
with Saiva practices of ritual homologization and culminating in a Vaisnava theology of loving

devotion (premabhaktiyoga).®’® The YSC as a whole clearly shows that NT was attuned to a

97 See Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 144-164.

% See Madhav Deshpande, “Appayya Diksita and the Lineage of Bhattoji Diksita,” Journal of Indian Philosophy,
online first (2014): 2-3.

89 See Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 108-123.
619 See Jason Schwartz, “Parabrahman among the Yogins,” International Journal of Hindu Studies, forthcoming, 41,
and n.79. The full list is: krivayoga, caryayoga, karmayoga, hathayoga, mantrayoga, jiianayoga, advaitayoga,

laksyayoga, brahmayoga, sivayoga, siddhiyoga, vasanayoga, layayoga, dhyanayoga, and premabhaktiyoga. The
manuscript from Mysore (labeled gha) contains glosses, perhaps added by a later copyist, that clarify what some
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broader Yoga world that ranged from Sakta Tantric practitioners to Nath yogis.®'' But what
concerns me here is how NT incorporates the theology of the Bhakticandrika into the YSC, since
it demonstrates that his attention to bhakti was not restricted to the genre of texts in which one
may expect its appearance.

In YSC 1.23-32, NT offers several indications that the bhakti of the BhP impacts his
understanding of the Yoga Siitras' prescriptions. Commenting on Yoga Siitra 1.23, which
famously prescribes “devotion to God” (iSvarapranidhana), NT says that the idea here is that
“samadhi is available most effortlessly through bhaktiyoga, to be described further on: namely,
the understanding that one should worship with mantras, recitation, etc., leading to that repeated
process by which the heart is intensely fixed on him alone—in other words, love.”*'* A long
excursus in YSC 1.26, on a sitra that says God was the teacher of the ancients (pirvesam api
guruh), defends the concept of avataras, accounting for the single Supreme God's manifestations

on earth, and mirrors a discussion in his Bhakticandrika on SBS 2.2.29.°" But NT's crucial

of these yogas constitute: advaitayoga is understanding the purport of Vedantic utterances regarding the nondual
Supreme Self;, brahmayoga is attention to the nada, the Brahman-as-sound; sivayoga is the general feeling that
one is one with God; siddhiyoga is purifying one's veinal channels, etc.; vasanayoga is the desire for liberation,
to know the truth of the Self; layayoga is the samprajiiata samadhi described in Yoga Sitra 1.17-18; dhyanayoga
is reflecting on the embodied form of Siva, Visnu, and other gods; and premabhaktiyoga is the uninterrupted
flow of love, an exclusive consciousness of God's lotus feet. See Yogasiddhantacandrika, 2.

1" Schwartz, “Parabrahman among the Yogins,” 43-45.

®12 Yogasiddhantacandrika, 26: pranidhanat pranidhiyate tadekamatranistham manah kriyate neneti
punahpunariipam prema tatsadhanamantrajaparadhyatvajiianadiripad vaksyamanad bhaktiyogad anayasena
asannatamah samadhilabho bhavatityarthah |

83 See Yogasiddhantacandrika, 35-40. Cf. Bhakticandrika, 143-151. With liberal use of late sectarian scriptures like
the Rama-, Gopala-, and Nrsimha-Tapiniya Upanisad, NT argues at length that figures like Rama and Krsna are
not simply exalted individuals (jivavisesah), but rather the playful incarnations of the one supreme God
(paramesvarasya lilavatarah). Interestingly, and perhaps pointing to his association with charismatic gurus, NT
also says that “great souls of the present-day should also be regarded as such.” See Yogasiddhantacandrika, 38:
evam [...] adhunika api mahanubhava mantavyah | He goes on to taxonomize the avataras according to the
Paficaratra Agamas, but unlike other Vaisnavas who adopt the same system, does not commit to the supremacy
of Visnu.
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discussion of bhaktiyoga, of bhakti as yoga, comes in his preface to Yoga Siitra 1.32: “For the
prevention of obstacles, practice [concentrating on] a single truth” (fatpratisedhartham
ekatattvabhydasah). 1 translate the passage in full:

Now ritual actions (karma) cannot be given a superlative status. They are extremely
difficult to carry out, like agriculture and other activities. They only provide the
appropriate result when done with the right auxiliary elements, and if done haphazardly,
they only result in a litany of difficulties and wasted effort. Moreover, they prevent access
to the highest good, since they originate within the strictures of varna and asrama. Nor is
it right that they should be accepted by the wise. Rather, it is only devotion to God
(bhajana), “even a little bit of which,” in his own words (Bhagavad Gita 2.40), “releases
one from great fear,” that provides the greatest result. Just as a spark of fire, however tiny,
becomes a blaze when fed by a clump of grass, and accomplishes every necessary [ritual]
action, so too the acts of devotion (pranidhana), even such minor ones as inadvertently
uttering the name of God, are capable of obliterating a host of sins, as they did for
Ajamila. And magnified by that very act of destruction, they become capable of
accomplishing the heart's desire, when rounded out by faith and a longing for the object
of devotion. Therefore, pranidhdna alone is indispensable.’"*

It is of four types: pre-eminent (paramamukhya), principal (mukhya), subordinate
(mukhyajatiya), and aspirational (mukhyakalpa). The first is love. This is akin to what the
gopis experienced: hearing and singing God's glories, their hearts melted like a porous
copper pot, transforming into an intense stream that flowed only to him, and conformed
to his shape. As the Bhagavad Gita (12.8) says “Place your heart in me alone; make

your mind enter into me.” This describes premabhaktiyoga, which we define as the
uninterrupted flow of extreme, exclusive love directed to the Supreme Lord's lotus feet.
For those unable to achieve that, there is a second option, a practice called nididhydsana.
This means repeatedly fixing the mind in God as the Self, by withdrawing it from its
natural inclination toward the outside world. As it has been said (BG 12.9): “Say you
cannot firmly fix your mind in me, then practice this practice (abhyasayoga) and form a
desire to reach me.”

The third is for people incapable of even that practice: actions such as reciting his name,
undertaking the eleventh-day fast, and so forth, which result in an awareness of him. As
he says (BG 12.10): “If you cannot practice either, then at least do things devoted to me.”
The fourth, for one incapable of that, is to abandon any desire for the result of even

%14 TInterestingly, NT gives a much wider scope to pranidhana here than in his Bhakticandrika. SBS 1.2.12-13 say
that yoga leads to both bhakti and jfiana, and that only “secondary” (gauni) bhakti contributes to yogic
absorption (samadhi). In his commentary transitioning from s#tra 12 to 13, NT says “You might ask: Doesn't this
contradict Yoga Siitra 1.23, '[Samddhi is accessible] through devotion to God,' which tells us that bhakti is the
predominant means to yoga? In response is SBS 1.2.13, Samadhi, however, is attainable through secondary
[bhakti]. There [in the Yoga Siitras], the word 'devotion' signifies secondary bhakti, not the primary kind.”
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actions done out of habit, and instead offer them to the Supreme Lord, the great guru.
This resolve looks something like: “Whatever I have done, be it good or bad, I have
offered it all to you, and do it because of you.” The Bhagavad Gita has said as much in
the twelfth chapter (12.11): “If you are incapable of acting with recourse to my yoga,
then act within yourself and leave aside all results.” Here, the word pranidhana is used to
describe this. [...] Therefore, since the pre-eminent bhaktiyoga is itself the result of every
other method, [the author of the sitras] proceeds to describe the practice called love,
which results in both [God's grace and the removal of obstacles].’"”
It is an open question how integral God was to the early Yoga tradition. Yoga Siitras 1.23-
26 suggest that God could be worshipped, embodied, and perhaps even capable of bestowing
grace, having an active role in the world even if he was not its creator. For NT, there is no doubt
whatsoever, because his primary sources are the Bhagavata Purana, the bhaktiyoga of the

Bhagavad Gita, and several late theistic “Upanisads.” By foregrounding the “melted hearts” of

the gopis of the BhP, NT once again invokes Madhustidana Sarasvati's Bhaktirasayana, which

5 Yogasiddhantacandrika, 49-51: atha krsyadivad bahvayasasadhyanam karmanam sanganam eva
yathocitaphaladatrtvena yathakathaficit kriyamananam phaladatrtvabhavac
chramadyanekaduhkhaphalakatvadar§anad varnasramabhimanadinibandhanatvena paramasreyo'paghatitvac ca
natiprasastyam, na va vidvadupadeyatvam yuktam | kintu bhagavadbhajanasyaivagnivadapiirnasyapy asya
“svalpam apy asya dharmasya trayate mahato bhayat” iti vadata bhagavata mahaphalapratipadanat | yatha
'gnikono 'tisvalpo 'pi trnarasim jvalayams tenaiva varddhitah ptirnah sarvani siicitani karyani janayati | tatha
bhagavato yathakathaficinnamoccaranadiripam api pranidhanam ajamilader iva paparasim nasayat tena
nasenaivadhikam sampadyamanam $raddhadina piirnam bhajaniya icchasahakrtam sarvabhilasitam sadhayati |
tasmat pranidhanam evavasyakam |

tac ca caturvidham - paramamukhyam, mukhyam, mukhyajattyam, mukhyakalpaii ceti | tatradyam gopinam iva
tadgunaganasravanadina drutacetaso drutatamrasyeva drdhatadakaratatadvisayakavrttipravaharipam prema
“mayy eva mana adhatsva mayi buddhim nivesaya” ityadinoktam | anena premabhaktiyogo darsitah | sa ca
paramesvaracaranaravindavisayaikantikatyantikapremapravaho 'navacchinna ityarthah |

dvitiyam tadasamarthye bahihpravrttisvabhavasya manasah pratyaharena punah punar bhagavaty atmani
nivesanariipo 'bhyaso nididhyasanakhyah “atha cittam samadhatum na $aknosi mayi sthiram | abhyasayogena
tato mam icchaptum dhanafijaya ||” ityadyuktam |

trttyan tu tadasamarthye 'pi tatpratitiphalakanamoccaranaikadasyupavasadirtipam karma “abhyase 'py asamartho
'si matkarmaparamo bhava” ityadinoktam |

caturtham tatra 'py asamarthye svabhavata eva krtanam api karmanam phaleccham tyaktva paramesvare
paramagurav arpanam “sadhu va 'sadhu va karma yad yad acaritam maya | tat sarvam tvayi samnyastam
tvatprayuktah karomy aham ||” iti samkalpavisesaripam | “athaitad apy asakto 'si kartum madyogam asritah |
sarvakarmaphalatyagam tatah kuru yatatmavan || ityadinoktam bhagavadgitadvadasadhyaye | atra ca
pranidhanasabdenoktam | [...] tasmat paramam mukhyam bhaktiyogam sarvopayaphalabhiitamayam ata eva
tadubhayaphalakam premakhyam aha - tatpratisedhartham ekatattvabhyasah || 1.32 ||
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defines bhakti as the “transformation of a mind melted by devotion into a constant stream that
flows toward the Lord of all.”®'® But instead of according it a separate conceptual or generic
space, he places it at the center, the pre-eminent place, of yogic practice, making bhakti
constitutive of an entirely different philosophical system.

If NT's religious sensibilities complicate the binary between Saiva and Vaisnava, we may
attribute it to his inclination, shared by many of his contemporary Advaitins, to play down

sectarian conflict.®!’

Curiously, however, the SBS's idea of bhakti as an independent disciplinary
sphere was not confined to Vedantins inspired by Vaisnava scriptures. One of the handful of
precolonial scholars to refer to the SBS was Bhaskararaya (ca. 1700-1775 CE), a Sakta
intellectual of Maharashtrian extraction who spent much of his life in the Tamil South under the
patronage of the Thanjavur Marathas. Bhaskararaya is famous for his writings on the Srividya

Tantric tradition of goddess worship. His main works include the Saubhagyabhdskara

commentary on the Lalitasahasranamastotra (Thousand Names of the Beautiful Goddess), the

816 Sribhagavadbhaktirasayanam, 13:

drutasya bhagavaddharmad dharavahikatam gata |

sarve$e manaso vrttir bhaktir ity abhidhiyate || 1.3 ||
7 Even in his note concerning the avatdras that follows a Vaisnava Agamic model, NT is concerned to emphasize
that Siva and Visnu are on the same footing. In this he joined other early modern Smarta Advaitins including
Anantadeva I, who expressed the sentiment, continuous across his literary and polemical writing, that “Those
who zealously put down either Siva or Visnu by elevating the other should not be considered devotees at all.”
See Bhaktinirnaya, 46: ye tu visnor utkarsena sivapakarsabhinive$inah, ye ca Sivotkarsena visnor
apakarsabhinivesinas te ubhaye 'pi na bhakta iti mantavyam | Also see Christopher Minkowski, ‘“Nilakantha's
Mahabharata,” Seminar 608 (2010): 32-38, on the contemporary Advaitin Nilakantha Caturdhara's assertion of
why “partisan quarreling about the hierarchy of particular forms of the deity was misguided and harmful.”

Such efforts were consistent between northern and southern Advaitins. As we saw in Chapter 3, the one-time
head of the Sankara matha at Kanchipuram, Bodhendra Sarasvati, wrote a tract that sought to abolish the
hierarchy between Siva and Visnu, the Hariharddvaitabhiisana. And he built on previous work by figures like
Appayya Diksita, who composed hymns on multiple deities at the behest of religiously diverse patrons. See
Yigal Bronner, “Singing to God, Educating the People: Appayya Diksita and the Function of Stotras,” Journal of
the American Oriental Society 127.2 (2007): 113-130.
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Setubandha commentary on the Nityasodasikarnava Tantra, and the Varivasya Rahasya, an
important Srividya ritual manual. In a biography of his teacher, Bhaskararaya's student
Umanandanatha describes how he began his career in Gujarat, vanquishing adherents of the
Vallabha and Madhva communities, before moving to the banks of the Kaveri river.”"® Perhaps
this claim was motivated by sectarian discontent; Purusottama Pitambara, a Vallabhite Vedantin
of Surat, had written a tract denouncing the Saiva ideology of Appayya Diksita's
Sivatattvaviveka. Whether or not Bhaskararaya actually participated in such debates, he was most
certainly in the Saiva-Sakta camp.

Bhaskararaya mentions the SBS a handful of times across the Saubhdgyabhaskara and
Setubandha.®” Although many of these references are perfunctory, a few stand out. In the
“Thousand Names,” the goddess Lalita is called a “lover of bhakti, attainable by bhakti, and won
over by bhakti” (bhaktipriya bhaktigamya bhaktivasya). Commenting on these names in the
Saubhagyabhdskara, Bhaskararaya says:

Bhakti is of two kinds: primary and secondary. Primary bhakti is a particular modification

of the mind called “love” that has God as its object. As the Bhaktisiitra (1.1.2) says: “That

[bhakti] is supreme love for God.” The definite article signifies bhakti, as we understand

from the first siatra: “Now, therefore, an inquiry into bhakti.” The adjective “supreme”

indicates its most intense form. The idea is that with reference to this supreme, primary
type of bhakti, “love” is enjoined as pointing to it. It is for that very reason, say earlier
commentators, that “the word 'supreme' excludes the secondary [bhakti].” A later siitra

(1.2.13) explains that secondary bhakti consists of service...whose types are many, e.g.,
remembering God, singing his glories, etc.”

518 See Varivasyarahasya by Sri Bhaskarardya Makhin, ed. S. Subrahmanya Sastr (Madras: Adyar Library and
Research Centre, 1968 [1934]), xxv-xxvii.

81 See Srilalitasahasranamastotram with 'Saubhagyabhdskara' by Bhaskararaya, ed. Batukanathashastri Khiste
and Shitala Prasada Upadhyaya (Varanasi: Sampurnanand Sanskrit University, 2003), 10, 88-9, 96, 181, 332.
Also see Nityasodasikarnavah with the commentary 'Setubandha' by Bhaskararaya, ed. Shitala Pradasa
Upadhyaya (Varanasi: Sampurnanand Sanskrit University, 2005), 3, 61, 271, 308.

20 See Saubhdagyabhaskara, 88: bhaktir dvividha mukhya gauni ceti | tatre$varavisayako 'nuragakhyas
cittavrttiviSeso mukhyabhaktih | tatha ca bhaktimimamsasiitram “sa paranuraktir 1$vare” iti | “athato
bhaktijijiiasa” iti siitropatta bhaktis tatpadarthah | tasyah pareti visesanam | param mukhyam bhaktivisesam
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Bhaskararaya is clearly familiar not only with the SBS, but with the practices of bhakti
prescribed in the BhP, as well as in other complementary texts. He goes on to explain that apart
from the “ninefold” (navadha) bhakti of the BhP that he refers to here, the Garuda Purana talks
about eight kinds, while the Brhannaradiya Purana, a darling of the Gosvamins, discusses ten.*”'
He also refers to the commentarial tradition on the SBS, although at times it appears as though he
is cognizant of an alternative source apart from the work of Svapne$vara and Narayana Tirtha.**

It is even possible that he was responding to some of his own Saiva contemporaries, such as

Nilakantha Diksita, who defined bhakti a little differently.**

uddi$yanuraktir laksanatvena vidhiyata iti tadarthah | ata eva pareti gaunim vyavartayatiti bhasyam | “gaunya tu

samadhisiddhir” iti stitre gauni bhaktih sevariipa kathita...tadbhedah smaranakirtanadayo bahavah |

2 Jbid., 88: “bhaktir astavidha hy esd”...ityadityagarudapuranayor vacanam | “bhaktir navavidha rajan” ityadi
bhagavatam vacanam | “bhaktir dasavidha jiieya paparanyadavopama” iti dasavidhatvapratipadakam
brhannaradiyavacanam |

22 See, e.g., Saubhagyabhaskara, 332, where Bhaskararaya comments on the half-verse (252cd): “How can

someone who does not sing this hymn become a devotee?”” He interprets the different ways in which “singing”

(kirtana) works for different kinds of devotees, according to the taxonomy provided in Bhagavad Gita 7.16. He

attributes this interpretation to the “commentarial section beginning with SBS 2.2.27,” which says that “great

sinners [qualify for bhakti] when in great pain” (mahapatakinam tv artau). 1 do not find this mode of explication,
nor even a contextual reference to BG 7.16, in either Svapnesvara's or Narayana Tirtha's commentary.

akirtayann idam stotram katham bhakto bhavisyati | [...] ayam bhavah - “caturvidha bhajante mam janah

arthasiddhyartham, jiianibhaktanam lokasamgrahartham, kirtanasyavasyakatvad
bhajakatavacchedakasariraghatakam namakirtanam | tad idam “mahapatakinam tv artav” ityadyadhikaranesu
bhaktimimamsabhasye spastam iti ||
3 See Fisher, “A New Public Theology,” 78: “What is called for is the path of devotion, or bhakti—but with a twist
that sets Nilakantha's argument distinctly apart from what the word bhakti typically calls to mind: bhakti, he tells
us, is a synonym of updasand, the esoteric ritual worship of a particular deity. As a result, devotional sentiment
alone does not suffice, but must be accompanied by the ritual techniques prescribed by the Agamas...”

Bhaskararaya seems to critique this definition of bhakti as upasan@—or rather, upasana as bhakti—using the
SBS to bolster his position: “Some say that worship (updsanda) is simply love (anurdaga) whose object is the
deity. That is incorrect. Otherwise, the act of distinguishing bhakti from updsanda in such injunctions as 'One
infused with bhakti should perform worship' would make no sense. It is only anuraga that should be the
definition of the word bhakti. As it is said in SBS 1.1.1-2: '"Now, therefore, an inquiry into bhakti. It is supreme
love for the Lord.' Therefore, upasand must be defined as an act that is other than anuraga.”

See Setubandha, 61: devatavisayako muraga evopasaneti kecit | tan na | bhaktiman upasitetyadividhau bhakter
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Undoubtedly, Bhaskararaya's most striking recognition of bhakti as a full-fledged system
comes in the introduction to the Setubandha. He begins with a taxonomy of the vidydas, or
knowledge-systems, that God transmitted to people for the purpose of accomplishing the goals of
human life. Each of these vidyas were intended for differentially qualified people, but were also
hierarchically structured. In brief, this educational sequence is as follows: Once a (male, twice-
born) child is past the age of play, he should learn to read and recite (aksarabhyasa). In order to
learn grammar (chandas), he is taught belles lettres (kdvya). Then comes the science of logic and
epistemology (nydya), which teaches him that the self is distinct from the body, mind, etc. To
understand what constitutes his ritual and moral duty, dharma, he then studies the “prior”
tradition of Vedic hermeneutics (pirvamimamsa). Bhaskararaya calls these knowledge-systems
“grounded in non-knowing” (ajiianabhiimika), as opposed to the disciplines that offer realization
of Brahman and liberation. For this purpose, says Bhaskararaya, it helps to study the Upanisads
and the Brahma Siitras (uttaramimamsa). According to the Yoga Vasistha, the latter systems of
actual knowledge (jrianabhumika) are divided into seven: desire to know (vividisd), rumination
(vicarana), subtlety (tanumanasa), clarity (sattvapatti), detachment (asamsakti), experiencing
the object (padarthabhavini), and the sublime (turyag). Between the second and third, however,
and lasting until the fifth stage, appears an extremely important intermediary stage called bhakti,
at which time one studies the SBS (bhaktimimamsa). Only upon achieving that does one directly
experience Brahman (aparoksanubhava), and attain the finality of liberation after leaving the

body (videhakaivalya). Progressive access to each of these states, however, is only gained after

...... 5% o3

upasanato bhedena nirdesanupapatteh | anuragasyaiva bhaktipadavacyatvat | “athato bhaktijijiasa” “sa
paranuraktir 1§vare” iti §andilyastitrat | tasmat anuragavyavrtta kriyaivopasana |

I am grateful to Eric Steinschneider for drawing my attention to this passage.
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several lifetimes.®* Here Bhaskararaya pauses to analyze the system he has termed bhakti:

Thus after serious effort put in over innumerable births, one is well suited to gradually
climb up to the stage of understanding the verbal truth of the Supreme Brahman. At this
point, one develops a distinct degree of mental purity that takes the shape of being neither
excessively attached to nor utterly disdainful of samsara. Such a person is qualified for
the path of bhakti, as adumbrated in BhP 11.20.8: “Neither disgusted nor extremely
attached, he achieves perfection through bhaktiyoga.” That bhakti is of two kinds:
secondary and primary. The former includes meditation, worship, recitation, and singing
the names of the embodied (saguna) Brahman, practices that can be combined wherever
possible. Primary bhakti, however, is a particular kind of love that arises from that. The
first (i.e., secondary bhakti) also has several intermediate stages: a kind of identification
(bhavana), enjoined worship (vihitopasti), and worship of God (isvaropdsti). And there
are as many different varieties of this worship as there are varieties of gods: e.g., Strya,
Ganesa, Visnu, Rudra, Great Siva, and Sakti (who herself has countless forms). After
progressing through each of these stages over several lifetimes, one develops secondary
bhakti for the Beautiful Goddess of the Three Cities (¢ripurasundart), and when well-
established therein, finally attains supreme bhakti for her.**

We find here another clear elaboration of the bhaktimarga so treasured by the BhP and its
interpreters, but repurposed to fit a particular Sakta intellectual and soteriological project. In fact
it is this rather uncontroversial, almost universalized discussion of bhakti that immediately leads
into Bhaskararaya's defense of the validity and efficacy of more specifically Srividya scriptural
traditions and ritual practices. He goes on to specify the methods of worshipping the goddess
(sundaryupasti), in both internal and external formats (antaryaga and bahiryaga), which

constitutes the subject matter of the Nityasodasikarnava. Bhaskararaya also saw an intellectual

04 See Setubandha, 2-3.

3 Jbid., 3-4: tad evam aparimitair janmabhir mahata prayatnena parabrahmanah
$abdatattvaniscayabhtimikaparyantam kramena samyagariidhasya samsare natyantam asaktir napi drdho nirveda
ityakarika vilaksana cittasuddhih sampadyate | so 'yam bhaktimarge 'dhikart | “na nirvinno na ca"sakto
bhaktiyogo 'sya siddhidah” iti vacanat | sa ca bhaktir dvividha - gauni para ceti | tatradya sagunasya brahmano
dhyanarcanajapanamakirtanadiriipa sambhavatsamuccayika | parabhaktis tv etajjanyanuragavisesariipa | adyaya
api bahavo 'vantarabhtimikah | tasu prathama...bhavanasiddhih | dvitiya...vihitopastih | trtiya tv i§varopastih |
1$varasyapi siiryaganesavisnurudraparasivasaktibhedena bahuvidhatvat tattadupastayo 'pi bhinna eva bhiimikah |
Saktir api chayavallabhalaksmyadibhedenanantavidhaiva | anena kramenaita bhiimika anantair janmabhir
ariidhasya pascat tripurasundaryam gaunabhaktyudayas tatra samyanniriidhasya tasyam parabhaktyudaya iti
sthitih |
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continuity between his works; he refers often to the Saubhdgyabhaskara in his Setubandha. 1f
not the culmination of all religious activity, bhakti was nevertheless integral to Bhaskararaya's
Tantric worldview. Far away from the northern obsession with the beauty of Krsna, Bhaskararaya
was captivated by a different dazzling deity, the beautiful goddess of the South, Lalita
Tripurasundari. So did bhakti find its way back south, and like A.K. Ramanujan's famous story
about Aristotle's knife, it had changed hands and points a few times, but, at least to itself, stayed
more or less the same.*

Conclusion

The intersections between bhakti and Advaita in early modern India, at least in the
Sanskrit scholastic world, were much more complex than mainstream histories of Indian
philosophy and religion suggest. Beginning with the little-known writings of a well-known
scholar, Madhusiidana Sarasvat, I trace the contours of an Advaitin reading community that
offered competing interpretations of an increasingly canonical scripture in the Bhagavata Purana.
I then focus on a text only recently made canonical, the Bhakti Sitras of Sandilya, and show that
its hostility to Advaitic soteriology notwithstanding, the SBS became the object of study
primarily among Advaitins themselves. I follow the career of one such commentator, Narayana
Tirtha, and situate his often radical claims about the primacy of bhakti in the context of both the
broader Advaita world, and across his other intellectual writings. Narayana Tirtha appears to

show affinity in turn for Advaita Vedanta, Gaudiya Vaisnavism, and Saiva Yoga—or maybe these

26 See A.K. Ramanujan, “Three Hundred Ramayanas: Five Example and Three Thoughts on Translation,” in The
Collected Essays of A.K. Ramanujan, ed. Vinay Dharwadker (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1999), 156:
“Now, is there a common core to the Rama stories, except the most skeletal set of relations like that of Rama, his
brother, his wife and the antagonist Ravana who abducts her? Are the stories bound together only by certain
family resemblances, at Wittgenstein might say? Or is it like Aristotle's jack-knife? When the philosopher asked
an old carpenter how long he had had his knife, the latter said, 'Oh, I've had it for thirty years. I've changed the
blade a few times and the handle a few times, but it's the same knife."”
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labels themselves have led us astray.®”’ Finally, I demonstrate that these very same discourses on
bhakti became central to the South Indian Srividya practitioner Bhaskararaya. Here was another
Advaita that, as Elaine Fisher has shown, was embedded and embodied in the Sakta intellectual

and ritual world of the Tamil South.®*®

Bhaskararaya presents yet another genealogy of Advaita
and bhakti that has escaped historiographical attention.

Thus there were many Advaitas, many Advaitins, and many bhaktas even within the
Sanskrit scholastic sphere in the seventeenth century and beyond. How their deliberations may
have impacted or even been influenced by vernacular cultural and intellectual production is a
question that deserves further investigation. Although it is difficult to substantiate hagiographical
narratives about the relationship between Madhusiidana Sarasvati and Tulsidas, author of the
Avadhi Ramcaritmanas, it seems that at least a prominent member of the Ram Rasik vernacular
devotional community, Mahant Ramcarandas (1760-1831 CE), was well-acquainted with these
Sanskrit discussions about bhakti. As Vasudha Paramasivan has shown, this early nineteenth-
century exegete, with the help of Ayodhya's pandits, offered a theology of bhakti in his Anand

Lahart, a Hindi commentary on the Ramcaritmanas, that bears close resemblance to the concerns

of Madhusiidana and Narayana Tirtha.®” He recapitulated a distinction we find in their and

7 Cf. Lawrence McCrea, “Playing with the System: Fragmentation and Individualization in Late Pre-colonial
Mimamsa,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 36.5 (2008): 576-577: “[T]he nature of the disciplinary and doctrinal
commitments entailed by the choice to write within a particular 'system', the range of variation in these
commitments, and the way they changed over time, need to be seriously explored. It is really not at all clear, for
our period or any other, what it means...to 'be' a Naiyayika or a Mimamsaka—what it implies about one's beliefs,
one's writing and reading practices, and one's social, religious, and intellectual affiliations.”

628 See Fisher, “A New Public Theology”; Elaine Fisher, “’Just Like Kalidasa': The Sakta Intellectuals of
Seventeenth-century South India,” Journal of Hindu Studies 5.2 (2012): 172-192; Elaine Fisher, “Public
philology: text criticism and the sectarianization of Hinduism in early modern South India,” South Asian History
and Culture 6.1 (2015): 50-69; Elaine Fisher, “'A Sakta in the Heart'": Srividya and Advaita Vedanta in the
Theology of Nilakantha Diksita,” Journal of Hindu Studies 8.1 (2015): 124-138.

29 See Vasudha Paramasivan, “Between Text and Sect: Early Nineteenth Century Shifts in the Theology of Ram”
(PhD diss., University of California Berkeley, 2010), 93-125.
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Gaudiya Vaisnava works between the BhP's “ninefold” bhakti and the more particular bhakti of
supreme love (premalaksana or premapara). Like his Sanskrit predecessors, he distinguished
this latter bhakti from those that were “mixed with action” (karmamisra) and “mixed with
knowledge and action” (karmajiianamisra).”® And although he used the familiar pejorative
“illusionist” (mayavadi) to refer to certain Advaita factions, he referenced many Sanskrit Advaita
texts and may have even considered Advaita to be a Vaisnava school of philosophy.”’' Writing on
the cusp of a time when other Vaisnava intellectuals tried to exclude Advaita from among the
representatives of a big-tent Hinduism, by pointing to bhakti as “the only real religion of the
Hindus,” Ramcarandas occupies an interesting place indeed in the history of ideas both religious
and political.*?

This brief exploration of intellectual history on the margins of the classical returns us to
our initial questions about historical method itself. My reading too has been philosophical, like
those of my predecessors, inasmuch as it focuses on the content of these intellectuals' unique and
often unprecedented arguments. However, my aim is not to account for either their consistency
or inconsistency, but to understand their writing in context. That context proves to be more

complex and wide-ranging than the frame of philosophical “schools” allows us to comprehend.

80 Ibid., 119. Cf. Bhakticandrika, 162-163. This typology is first articulated in the Bhdgavatamuktaphala by
Vopadeva in the thirteenth century.

81 Paramasivan, “Between Text and Sect,” 116. Similarly, the Bhaktamal of Nabhadas (1600 CE) a text which by
the late nineteenth century, as James Hare writes, “had become a key ingredient in the nationalist-tinged Hindu
devotionalism that would come to define modern Hinduism,” pays obeisance not only to vernacular bhakti
saints, but also to famous exegetes of the Advaita Vedanta tradition: Sankara, Citsukha, Nrsimharanya, and
Madhusiidana Sarasvati, among others. See James Hare, “Contested communities and the re-imagination of
Nabhadas' Bhaktamal,” in Time, History and the Religious Imaginary in South Asia, ed. Anne Murphy (London:
Routledge: 2011), 162. Cf. Mishra, The Development and Place of Bhakti in Sarkara Vedanta, 6-7.

2 See Vasudha Dalmia, The Nationalization of Hindu Traditions: Bharatendu Harischandra and Nineteenth-
century Banaras (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1997), 338ff.
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Perhaps a more genealogical approach to the history of Advaita would require us to revisit the
very systematicity of the system. Instead of assuming the coherence of Advaita Vedanta as a
school of philosophy, and singling out individual authors for their deviations from a norm, we
might instead consider the tradition itself fragmented and fractured. Whether this means paying
closer attention to premodern schisms between “Smarta” and “Bhagavata” Advaitins,*
understanding the relationship, or lack thereof, between Vaisnava and Saiva Advaitins north and
south, or offering our own analytical distinctions between “classical” and “greater” Advaita
Vedanta, we need to become more expansive with the kinds of texts we are reading, and the ways
in which we read them. “In a splintered world,” to invoke Clifford Geertz, “we must address the

splinters.”®*

3 See Nelson, “Bhakti in Advaita Vedanta,” 119, 422-423, n.15. In his eighteenth-century commentary on Jiva
Gosvamin's Tattvasandarbha, Radhamohana claims that there arose a split early on in Sankara's school between
those who did or did not follow his teachings on the Bhagavata Purana. It is this purported split that Friedhelm
Hardy explored in a tantalizing article on the ascetic Madhavendra PurT, which I discussed in Chapters 2 and 3.

84 Clifford Geertz, Available Light: Anthropological Reflections on Philosophical Topics (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2000), 221.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

History can never be free from a mixture, an undecided tension
between what happened and what ought to have happened.

-Sudipta Kaviraj, The Unhappy Consciousness™’

In nineteenth-century Bengal, polemical exchanges between Christian missionaries and
Hindu religious intellectuals frequently featured criticisms and defenses of Vedanta, transforming
it from one scholastic tradition among several into a representative of modern Hinduism.**
While the Bhagavad Gita and the Upanisads attracted the most attention, the Bhagavata Purana
also emerged as a contested text, at once revered by the Vaisnava traditions of Bengal and
incompatible with the attempt to remake Hinduism in the image of rational religion.””’ The
famous writer Bankimchandra Chatterjee, for example, was troubled by the BhP, and in his
Krsnacaritra (1886) sought to recuperate Krsna as an exemplar of the divine life from the erotic
and fantastic accretions of later poetic and devotional texts.”® At the same time, he did not go to
the other extreme and adopt the Unitarian Advaita Vedanta of his earlier Bengali bourgeois

contemporaries, such as Rammohan Roy.*” Both Bankimchandra and his famous contemporary

Swami Vivekananda continued to negotiate the terms of jiiana, bhakti, and karma, at once

5 Sudipta Kaviraj, The Unhappy Consciousness: Bankimchandra Chattopadhyay and the Formation of Nationalist
Discourse in India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1995), 104.

86 See Richard King, Orientalism and Religion: Postcolonial Theory, India, and the 'Mystic East' (London:

Routledge, 1999), 119-142; Brian A. Hatcher, Bourgeois Hinduism, or the Faith of the Modern Vedantists: Rare

Discourses from Early Colonial Bengal (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008); Amiya P. Sen, Explorations in

Modern Bengal, c. 1800-1900: Essays on Religion, History and Culture (Delhi: Primus Books, 2010).
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Kaviraj, The Unhappy Consciousness, 72-106.

3% Ibid., T71T.
99 See Sen, Explorations in Modern Bengal, 74: “Between 1886 when the work was first published as a book and
the time it was reprinted (1892), Bankimchandra may have come to realize that the search for a sanitized God,
when taken too far, obliterated poetic talent and imagination. In a larger sense, Bankimchandra's greater
willingness to admit the Bhagavata, is also an indication of his distinct leaning towards bhakti.”
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continuing the old controversies and refashioning the very meaning of the terms.** In doing so,

they created the discursive space for a recognizably modernist, middle-class Hinduism.*"'

Whether one interprets these discourses as representative of a total rupture with

premodern hermeneutics, influenced by “a disenchanted view of the world constructed by

science,

%2 or as evidence of a methodological continuity with regard to traditional sources of

authority,*” largely depends on one's understanding of agency, colonized consciousness, and
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Ibid., 96-97: “In the context of Vivekananda's religious and philosophical thought, it is important not to lose sight
of two significant developments. First, there is the change from an initial rejection of Vedanta to a constructive
acceptance....It is reasonable to assume that Vivekananda's interest in Vedanta, more specifically in Advaita
Vedanta, intensified only after the passing away of the Master. [...] In the aforesaid letter, Vivekananda appears
to put faith before argument, enthralled by Mitra's ability to reconcile the paths of gyan and bhakti.”

Cf. Ibid., 152-153: “In the Dharmatattwa, gyan is expected to dispel agyan (ignorance) and the meaning which
Bankimchandra attaches to the latter term comes very close to what the Advaita school would associate with
Maya...[W]e have to allow for the fact that he did not comprehend the term karma in the way vedantins did. And
gyan in Bankimchandra's lexicon, was not confined to esoteric knowledge that a typical non-dualist would take it
to be. If at all, Bankimchandra attempted the revival that we have spoken of, it would have been with a
considerable extension of the meaning of both terms gyan and karma.”

Cf. Ibid., 208: “Vivekananda rejected political praxis but also often admitted that patriotic considerations had
determined his choice of strategies and paths: 'l am always trying to keep down the rush of bhakti welling within
me...trying to bind myself with the iron chain of jnan for still my work for my motherland is unfinished and my
message to the world not yet fully delivered....' Here, it is difficult to exactly recapture Vivekananda's thoughts
and intentions for surely, bhakti, in this instance, is not simply the adoration of a personal god. Perhaps gyan and
bhakti in Vivekananda's lexicon also represented the universal and the local.”

See Hatcher, Bourgeois Hinduism, 83: “[W]e do well to consider how this moment of theological reflection
contributed to the emergence of what might today be called middle-class Hinduism. In the latter part of the
nineteenth century, this bourgeois ethic would reappear in a variety of modernist guises, whether it be Swami
Vivekananda’s 'Practical Vedanta' or Bankim Chatterjee’s vision of a Hindu humanism. This quest to harmonize
the spiritual truths of Vedanta with modes of worldly activity, even worldly success, remains a vital factor even
in today’s manifold expressions of postcolonial and diasporic Hinduism.”

Kaviraj, The Unhappy Consciousness, 92. Cf. Jyotirmaya Sharma, A Restatement of Religion: Swami
Vivekananda and the Making of Hindu Nationalism (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013).

See Sen, Explorations in Modern Bengal, 143: “In the Dharmatattwa itself, there is a repeated use of the
Bhagavat Gita, Bhagavat Purana, Vishnu Purana, Vajseniyasamhitapanishad (Isopanishad), Chandogya
Upanishad, Sandilya Bhakti Sutra (and Swapneswar's commentary on the same), the Mahabharata,
Vrihadgautamiya Samhita, Kulluk Bhatt's commentary on Manu and a Vedantic text, Vedantasara by the
fifteenth century scholar, Sadananda....Under the circumstances, it would be more accurate to say that what
Bankimchandra's hermeneutics represented is not an outright rejection of traditional sources of authority but
their selective use.”
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epistemic shifts. Either way, it is clear that the problems internal to Advaita Vedanta that we have
studied in this thesis were themselves continuous in a later period, for those intellectuals
confronted with the new systems of Western education and Christian political theology. The
Vedanta of precolonial India, however drastically re-engineered, survived well beyond colonial
modernity into the neo-liberal postmodern. One might argue that, like other Sanskrit knowledge-
systems confronted with the order of colonial power-knowledge, Vedanta no longer had the
capacity to make theory, to speak in a living language, to be anything but, in short, an inauthentic
shadow of its precolonial self.*** But the problem, if we even acknowledge it as such, is only
especially acute if we study Vedanta as a primarily philosophical tradition, instead of a
fundamentally hermeneutical one that consistently responded to new historical situations.
Vedanta qua philosophy after Indian independence was primarily the prerogative of academics
trained in Western philosophy and philology, and of popular gurus, who attempted to re-present
“religion” both to an (upper-caste) Hindu middle-class fed on a steady diet of Nehruvian
secularism, and to a Western audience in the thrall of the New Age.** Vedanta as a tradition of
historical memory, however, regarded the old scholastic controversies as current and vital; in this
world, new challenges elicited new responses, and jiiana, karma, and bhakti were reconciled time
and again, in different ways. For Bankimchandra and Vivekananda, they were instrumental to
anticolonial nationalism; for many in the middle-class diaspora, they are spiritual guides in a
material world.

What I have emphasized here, however, is that it was not at all inevitable that Advaita

44 Cf. Wilhelm Halbfass, Philology and Confrontation: Paul Hacker on Traditional and Modern Vedanta (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 1995), 229-252.

5 Cf. Brian A. Hatcher, Eclecticism and Modern Hindu Discourse (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999).
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Vedanta would come to dominate colonial encounters with and constructions of Hinduism. On
the eve of colonialism, Advaita Vedanta was in competition both with other philosophical
schools and with itself. Its rise to modern prominence was no doubt a result of older processes,
but that history was plural, fragmented, and contingent. It is perhaps the singular burden of
premodernists to have to situate their work with reference to a modern felos, as though being
historically rigorous simply meant that one tell a single story in more detail. The history of
Advaita Vedanta, however, is not only not linear, but far from complete. A more comprehensive
conclusion—indeed, another book-length project—would go on to address Advaita's social life
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and how its transformations refracted the debates of
the precolonial past. But there are enough questions about that past that punctuate the present
thesis: What should we make of the fraternal yet fractured relationship between Gaudiya
Vaisnavas and their Advaita contemporaries, given the common set of intellectual resources upon
which they drew? How might these Sanskrit intellectual debates have been recast in, or perhaps
themselves formed by, their vernacular counterparts? Of what sort were the links between
Advaitins north and south of the Vindhyas? And what more might we say about the regional
variations of Advaita Vedanta, even as it aspired to universality?

In this dissertation, I have called upon the insights of intellectual and social historians to
provincialize the self-professed universality of premodern Sanskrit intellectuals, while at the
same time attending to the reach of their ideas across regions and time periods. In Chapter 2, I
investigated some fragmentary clues as to the whereabouts of the Bhagavata Purana between the
time of its composition and its emergence into the world of Sanskrit exegesis and poetry. |

suggested that the text was especially influential for a scattered community of scholars affiliated
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with Advaita Vedanta—some more loosely than others. On the evidence of both material and
literary culture, I located these scholars at the nexus of a number of religious and philosophical
currents often at odds in the historiography of Indian religion and philosophy. I suggested that
the flimsy connection between these individuals pointed to the diverse transmission of the BhP,
at once complicating and confirming its later self-presentation as a text that migrated from south
to north.

In Chapter 3, I explored the BhP's entry into the world of sdstra, of Sanskrit
intellectuality. Although the BhP presented itself as the culmination of all Brahmanical scripture,
this claim was not elaborated in scholastic fashion until the fifteenth century, in a text called the
Bhagavannamakaumudi (BNK), or the “Moonlight of God's Name.” I discussed the early history
of how Mimamsa, the arbiter of scriptural canonicity par excellence, determined the relative
degrees of authority distributed between the Veda (sruti) and the set of “remembered” traditional
texts (smrti). I showed how the BNK posed a challenge to this discourse of scriptural orthodoxy
by using the language of Mimamsa not only to legitimize the independent authority of the
purana, but also to rank it above the genre of smrti. In particular, the BNK critiqued the
normative practices of expiation prescribed by dharmasdstra, replacing them with the singular
act of uttering God's name. I argued that the BNK's attempt to expand and, in fact, supplant parts
of the Sanskrit scriptural canon reflected a scholastic elaboration of the BhP's own claims to
Vedic status. I further contextualized the BNK in the world of Vedanta, and demonstrated that it
served as the inspiration for different schools of Vedanta in later centuries. I also connected the
BNK to traditions of musical performance in the early modern Tamil South, raising still further

questions about the circles through which the text may have passed. Ultimately, I suggested that
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these plural histories of the BNK pointed to the fragmentary character of a bhakti practice—
singing God's name, which some called the Namasiddhanta—often valorized for its universality.

In Chapter 4, I focused on the social and intellectual history of a family of Maharashtrian
Brahmin migrants to Banaras, the Devas, in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. I attempted
to discern the tensions between their philosophical interest in scriptural study (jfiana), their
pedagogical commitment to ritual hermeneutics (karma), and their religious devotion to an
embodied god (bhakti). I showed that in both their polemical and literary writings, the Devas not
only championed the public expression of personal devotion, but made their commitments to
bhakti constitutive of the Sanskrit intellectual disciplines within which they worked. I situated
these shifting registers of intellectual discourse against the social changes of the early modern
world, paying particular attention to the reconstitution of Brahmin identity in a world that
challenged its hegemony. By exploring the connections that the Devas had with popular Marathi
saints, | emphasized the participation of the margins in the center, and the local context of the
universality that Sanskrit systems of knowledge accorded to themselves.

Finally, in Chapter 5, I questioned the coherence of Advaita Vedanta as a “system” in its
early modern incarnations, by exploring several writings that attempted to reconcile bhakti with
Advaita in philosophical fashion. First, I looked at some understudied writings of the famous
Advaitin Madhustidana Sarasvati, in order to understand the diversity of interpretive options
around the BhP, all of which may have been contained within Advaitic circles. I studied the
identification of bhakti as an object of theoretical inquiry in the Bhakti Siitras of Sandilya, and,
through Narayana Tirtha's commentary on the text, showed that Advaitic interpreters were

themselves divided over its meaning. I then followed the ways in which bhakti became



241
constitutive of entirely different religious and philosophical disciplines: first, in Narayana
Tirtha's commentary on the Yoga Siitras, and second, in the Sakta Tantric writings of
Bhaskararaya. In the end, I suggested that understanding the relationship between bhakti and
Advaita might be better served by a focus on their multiple and varied historical intersections
rather than simply the metaphysical issues at stake.

Throughout these chapters, I have tried both to contribute original research to the history
of Indian religion and philosophy, and to examine some of the historiographical narratives of that
field itself. In doing so, I hoped to show that the work of intellectual history itself questions the
binary between philosophy and history.*** How we have come to understand Mimamsa, Vedanta,
and the “bhakti movement” is as much a part of their meaning as is the content of these subjects.
In this practical way, at least, academics who study these topics are continuous with the scholars
studied in this dissertation. They, too, consistently re-assessed the value of their intellectual
inheritances, sometimes to criticize and sometimes to celebrate them. They offered historical (if
not historicist) explanations for the rise and fall of religious and philosophical trends. And they
participated in a wide-ranging discursive sphere, constrained on the one hand by technical
scholarly language and boundaries of caste and class, and on the other hand aspiring to reach a
broader, less initiated public. Thus, instead of speculating on the alternative modernities of a
different historical world, or wondering how history might (should) have been, I simply state that

the past, neither a foreign country nor a comfortable home, remains constitutive of our present.

6 See Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics, Vol. I: Regarding Method (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2002), 125: “[STuch investigations enable us to question the appropriateness of any strong distinction between
matters of 'merely historical' and of 'genuinely philosophical' interest, since they enable us to recognise that our
own descriptions and conceptualisations are in no way uniquely privileged.”
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