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The Date of Sadyojyotis and Brhaspati

Students of Indian religion in the early medieval period are by
now familiar with the fact that the literature of the Saiva Mantramarga
is broadly divided into two streams. On the one hand there was that
based on the purely Saiva scriptures known collectively as the
Siddhanta or Saivasiddhanta. This was dedicated to the propitiation of
Siva, remained for the most part within the parameters of purity
established by the brahmanical substrate, extended beyond the domain
of private worship by individuals for their own benefit or that of
individual clients into the public domain of the consecration and
worship of fixed idols in temples for the welfare of society and the
state, and for the most part adhered to a soteriology in which ritual,
above all the ritual of initiation in the presence of the Mandala of Siva,
was declared to be the sole means of the soul’s salvation at death,
a benefit which thereby remained entirely within the gift of its
institutions, since only duly consecrated officiants could perform that
ritual. It also sought with widespread success to place its most senior
figures in the office of Royal Preceptor in numerous kingdoms both in
the subcontinent and Southeast Asia, to have these give Saiva
initiation to their monarchs, to follow this with a Saiva modification of
the brahmanical ceremony of royal consecration rajvabhisekah in
which the king together with his chief queen was to be empowered to
fulfil his divinely ordained role as the guardian of a Saiva-brahmanical
socio-religious order, and to provide the specialized officiants who
would consecrate the royal temples whose foundation marked and
validated the reigns of all but the weakest and most ephemeral rulers.
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On the other hand there was a range of ritual systems of a more Sakta
or completely Sakta character dedicated to the propitiation of Bhairava
or the Goddess. These required in varying degrees forms of ob-
servance that transgressed brahmanical criteria of purity; they were for
the most part restricted to personal worship or worship for the benefit
of individual, typically royal patrons, who looked to them for
assistance in the face of danger rather than validation, and in their
more esoteric developments tended away from the strict ritualism of
the Siddhanta towards a gnostic quest for enlightenment before death
through transcendence of the contracted self immersed in conformity
to the rules of brahmanical society. The Siddhanta, then, was the
broad base of the Saiva Mantramarga; and the Sakta Saiva systems,
claiming to enact higher, more esoteric forms of practice, tended to
see themselves accordingly as areas of restricted recruitment from
within the Siddhanta itself.

The Siddhanta has survived in recent centuries only in the Far
South, but while the Tamils developed this tradition and enriched and
modified it in many ways over the centuries, it was certainly not
a Tamil creation. Its earliest scriptures appear to have been written to
the north of the Dravidian zone and its institutions to have spread to
most parts of the subcontinent and beyond it into Southeast Asia from
the seventh century onwards.'

Much the greater part of its learned exegesis was produced in
Kashmir during the tenth century by members of a single preceptorial
lineage and the manuscripts of their works that have survived have
been transmitted both there and in the South, principally in Mysore
and Tamilnadu, where such figures as Aghorasiva, Jiianasiva, and
Trilocanasiva, while drawing in the domain of ritual on the Paddhatis

"On the history of the Siddhanta and its later South Indian
developments and the error of seeing it as a uniquely Tamilian phenomenon
that originated in the twelfth century — an error that has persisted in some
general surveys of ‘Hinduism’ long after specialists in this field have refuted
it — see GOODALL (2004, pp. Xiii-xXxiv).
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of such non-Kashmirian Saiddhantika authorities as Brahmasambhu,
Bhojadeva, and Somasambhu, continued the Kashmirian tradition,
holding it in the highest reverence, though in course of time local
developments overtook it in the South. This learned Kashmirian
exegesis of Saiddhantika scripture comprised exhaustive commen-
taries by Bhatta Narayanakantha on the Mrgendra, by his son Bhatta
Ramakantha [II] on the Matangaparamesvara, the Svayambhuvasiitra-
samgraha, the Kalottara in its three hundred verse recension, and the
first twelve chapters of the Kirana, and by Bhatta Ramakantha’s pupil
Bhatta Vidyakantha II on the Saiddhantika Pratisthatantra Maya-
samgraha. All these works survive, except the commentary on the
Svayambhuvasiitrasamgraha,” but the commentary on the Mayasam-
graha and the commentary on the last six of the first twelve chapters
of the Kirana remain to be published.

Bhatta Narayanakantha tells us that he was the pupil of a Bhatta
Vidyakantha [I] who was a pupil of a [Bhatta] Ramakantha [I].}
The lineage therefore goes back through two more generations.

We also have the Ratnatrayapariksa of Srikantha, a verse
treatise of unknown scriptural affiliation. Now Srikantha tells us at the
end of this work that he was able to compose it because his mind had
been purified by the dlokah produced by Ramakantha.® The most
plausible interpretation of this ambiguous expression is that it refers to
a text, probably a commentary, called -aloka.” But the identity of the

2 Bhatta Ramakantha refers to this commentary, the Svayambhu-
voddyota, in his Naresvarapariksprakasa on 1.51, pp. 88-89: iti viparicitam
asmabhih svayambhuvoddyote. tata evavadharyam.

3 Mrgendravrtti, introductory verse 4.

4Ratnatrayapariksd 321: ramakanthakrtalokanirmalikrtacetasa |
ratnatrayaparikseyam krta srikanthasurind.

> Exegetical works with titles ending in -dloka are not infrequent.
Examples are the Dhvanydloka of Anandavardhana, the Tantraloka of Abhi-
navagupta, the Abhisamayalankaraloka of Haribhadra, the Madhyamakaloka
of Kamala$ila, and the Nyayatattvaloka of Vacaspatimi$ra. This interpre-
tation, in which an author reports another’s work as the source of the
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Ramakantha who wrote it is uncertain. It has been asserted that he was
Srikantha’s Guru and that he is identical with Ramakantha 1. It has
also been asserted on the strength of what has been taken to be the
next and final verse of the Ratnatrayapariksa that the work composed
by this Ramakantha must have been a commentary on an unnamed
Saiddhantika scripture.® But in fact all these assertions are dubious.
Srikantha does not say that the Ramakantha who composed the -aloka
was his Guru, nor is there any evidence that this Ramakantha was
Ramakantha I. Indeed I know of nothing that establishes beyond doubt
that Srikantha was a member of this lineage, though that is surely

illumination that has enabled him to compose his own, has the support of
a parallel within this corpus of Saiddhantika texts in the final verse of the
Tattvasamgrahatika of Aghorasiva (p. 136): srimatkhetakanandanarka-
kiranaih sadvrttivakydatmakair dhvastajianatamascayena gurunaghoradind
Sambhuna | tattvajiianabubhutsubhih budhavaraih samprarthitenadarat
tattvanam atisamgrahasya vivrtir laghvi sphutam nirmita ‘The Guru
Aghorasiva, the dense darkness of whose ignorance was destroyed by the
rays that are the sentences of the Sadvrtti [Rauravavrtti] emitted by the sun
that is the venerable Khetakanandana, eagerly requested by the best of the
learned desiring to realize the knowledge of the Tattvas, has composed
clearly a short analysis of [his] condensed summary of the Tattvas [the
Tattvasamgrahal)’.

® The assertions are Bhatt’s (1977, pp. xxxix-xI; also GOODALL 1998,
pp- ix-X): so ‘yam vidyakanthaguruh prathamah Sriramakanthah srikantha-
ndtha iva mahan Saivdacarya asid iti narayanakanthas tasminn eva Sloke
pratipadayati. anena ramakanthena racita kacana sadvrttih, yam anusrtya
tacchisyena srikanthena ratnatrayakhyam prakaranam racitam iti tatpraka-
ranopasamharaslokena jaayate. syad iyam sadvrttih kasyacid dagamasya
vrttih ‘Narayanakantha tells us in this same verse [Mrgendravrtti, intro-
ductory verse 4] that this Ramakantha I, the Guru of Vidyakantha, was
a great Saiva Acdrya comparable to Lord Srikantha himself. This Rama-
kantha composed a certain sadvrttih, following which his disciple Srikantha
composed his treatise called Ratnatraya, a fact conveyed by the concluding
verse of that treatise. This sadvrttih must be a commentary on one of the
scriptures’.
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probable, or even that he was a predecessor of Narayanakantha and
Ramakantha I, since there are no citations of the Ratnatrayapariksd in
their surviving works. As for the claim that the Ramakantha who
inspired Srikantha was the author of a sadvrttih, that rests upon the
following statement, which has been printed as the final verse (322) of
Srikantha’s treatise:

322 sriramakanthasadvrttim mayaivam anukurvatd |
ratnatrayapariksarthah samksepena prakasitah |

Thus closely following the excellent commentary (sadvrttim) of the
venerable Ramakantha I have briefly clarified the meaning of the
Ratnatrayapariksa.

But these cannot be the words of Srikantha. For how could he have
described himself as having clarified the meaning of his own work?
They must belong to the commentary of the twelfth-century South
Indian Saiddhantika Aghorasiva with which this edition of the
Ratnatrayapariksa has been published, as the first of two closing
verses of that commentary rather the last of the Ratnatrayapariksa
itself. The error was facilitated by the fact that Aghorasiva felt it
unnecessary to comment on 321, so that his closing verses follow 321
without intervening prose. So the prose colophon ratnatrayapariksa
samapta ‘Here ends the Ratnatrayapariksa’ that appears in the edition
after the first of Aghorasiva’s verses should have been placed before
it. The inference that €322’ is not Srikantha’s is confirmed, if
confirmation is needed, by the introductory verse of Aghorasiva’s
commentary, which exactly mirrors the verse in question. For in that
he says that he will briefly clarify the meaning of the Ratnatraya-
pariksa,’ and here at the end he is saying that he has done so.

7Agh0ras'iva, Ratnatrayollekhini, v. 1: Sivam Sivakaram natva sid-
dhantarthaprakasakah | ratnatrayapariksarthah samksepena prakasyate
‘Having bowed to Siva, the cause of salvation, I shall briefly clarify the
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It is merely possible, then, that Srikantha was a pupil of Bhatta
Ramakantha 1 and a fellow-pupil of the Vidyakantha who taught
Narayanakantha. As for the sadvrttih that Aghorasiva claims to have
followed in writing his commentary on the Ratnatrayapariksa, it is
not inconceivable that its author was Ramakantha I. But there is
another possibility, namely that it was the work of Ramakantha II.
Moreover, since Aghorasiva says that he has written his commentary
following it, literally ‘imitating’ (anukurvata) it, it is more probable
that the commentary was on the Ratnatrayapariksd itself. One may
not object that there would be no reason for Aghorasiva to write his
commentary if one had already been composed by his distinguished
Kashmirian predecessor. For we have commentaries by both Bhatta
Ramakantha II and Aghorasiva on the Tattvatrayanirnaya. So while
the Kashmirian record shows five generations of Saiddhantika Gurus,
from Bhatta Ramakantha I, through Bhatta Vidyakantha I, Bhatta
Narayanakantha, and Bhatta Ramakantha II to Vidyakantha II, we
have no work that is definitely from the first and second generations
and only the probability of a lost -a@loka in the first.

The dates of these Kashmirian authors can be determined
approximately from two facts. Firstly, the summary-verses at the end
of Bhatta Ramakantha’s commentary on the 23rd chapter of the
Vidyapdada of the Matangaparamesvara have been reproduced without
attribution by the Kashmirian Abhinavagupta in his Tantraloka
(8.428-434b), which we know to have been composed at some time

A.D.1015;® and secondly, Bhatta Ramakantha’s father Narayana-

meaning of the Ratnatrayapariksa that has illuminated the meaning
[/teaching] of the Siddhanta’. The edition has siddhantarthaprakasakam.
If that were sound then Aghorasiva would be venerating Siva as the clarifier
of his own scriptures. | have therefore emended.

¥ The date of the completion of this work, on the last day of
Margasirsa in Laukika [40]90 / Kali 4115, which fell in A.D. 1015, is given at
its end (vol. 3, p. 407, v. 15): iti navatime ’smin vatsare ’ntye yugamse

.....
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kantha has quoted the ISvarasiddhi of Utpaladeva (fI. c. 925-975) in
his commentary on Mrgendra, Vidyapada 1.11, and we know that
Utpaladeva was the teacher of Abhinavagupta’s teacher Laksmana-
gupta. Both father and son, then, will have been active during the
second half of the tenth century, and Bhatta Ramakantha’s disciple
Bhatta Vidyakantha will have been approximately contemporary with
Abhinavagupta.

But theirs are not the earliest post-scriptural works of
Saiddhantika Saiva learning that are known to us. That distinction
belongs to Brhaspati and Sadyojyotis (also known as Khetapala,
Khetakabala, and Khetakanandana)9 whom Bhatta Ramakantha II
acknowledges at the beginning of two of his works as the founding
fathers of his exegetical tradition:

yabhyam prakasitam vartma siddhante siddhabhavatah |
gurinam api tau vandyau sadyojyotirbrhaspati |

A: Matangaparamesvaravrtti, Mangala 2; B: Moksakarikavrtti,
Mangala 1.

tyabhijiiam vyavrnuta paripurnam preritah Ssambhupadaih ‘Instigated by
[his] venerable [Guru] Sambhu[natha Abhinavagupta] has completed his
explanation of the ISvarapratyabhijiia that has enlightened the world,
complete [with its auto-commentary], in this 90th year, in year 4115 of the
last of the Yugas, at the end of Margasirsa’. The Tantraloka preceded this
work, because it is quoted in it (vol. 1, pp. 33, 159 [=Tantraloka 3.6], 164,
165, 268, etc.).

9Khetapﬁla: Bhatta Ramakantha, Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti, f. 116v
10-11, glossing svayambhuvasya vrttikytd in v. 32: svayambhuvasya vrttikrta
khetapalena, Sivadrsti 3.13¢ and 3. 64a; Tantraloka 9.262c; 9.275c;
Svacchandoddyota vol. 3, p. 84, 1. 10; Khetakabala: Bhatta Ramakantha,
Matangaparamesvaravrtti, Vidyapada, p. 72, 1. 4; and Khetakanandana:
Bhatta Narayanakantha, Mrgendravrtti, Kriyapada, p. 155, 1. 6; Vidyapada,
p- 69, 1. 13; Ksemaraja, Svacchandoddyota, vol.4, p.23, 1.19; and the
closing verse of the Tattvasamgrahatika of Aghorasiva.



46 ALEXIS SANDERSON

api tau Eds. : agrato BORIMS of A.

Among [all] the teachers [of our tradition] it is to Sadyojyotis and
Brhaspati that we owe [our greatest] veneration. For they, Siddhas
that they were, have revealed [to us] the true path [of understanding]
in [the study of] the Siddhanta.

From Sadyojyotis'® we have works of exegesis on two early
Saiddhantika scriptures, the Rauravasitrasamgraha and the Svayam-
bhuvasutrasamgraha. On the first we have three expositions in verse
that formed parts of his Rauravavrtti, namely the Bhogakarika,

' The primary evidence is not unanimous in its transmission of the
stem-form of this name, sometimes showing it consonantal (Sadyojyotis), and
sometimes vocalic (Sadyojyoti). The vocalic form is seen in this Mangala
verse as given in the South Indian Grantha manuscripts of Bhatta
Ramakantha’s Matangaparamesvaravrtti collated by Bhatt (1977): these
have either sadyojyotibrhaspati, the reading adopted in Bhatt’s edition (it is
also that of BORI 235 of 1883-1884, the only known Kashmirian Sarada
manuscript that preserves this passage, not collated by Bhatt), or sadyojyotim
brhaspatim. The vocalic stem also appears in a South Indian manuscript of
Vaktrasambhu’s commentary on the Mrgendrapaddhati (p. 111: sadyojyoti-
prabhrtibhir). 1t is this that has been adopted by the Devakottai edition of the
Bhogakarikavrtti (p. 109), and by Bhatt (1977, p. xli): srisadyojyotim; thence
Sadyojyoti in the French version of his introduction, (p. xi). But in three other
places in that manuscript of Vaktrasambhu’s commentary it is the conson-
antal form that has been transmitted (p. 187: sadyojyotispadair; p.209:
Srimatsadyojyotihpadair; p. 235: sadyojyotihpadair), and we see the same
form in the Devanagari manuscript of the Matangaparamesvaravrtti from
Calcutta (Bhatt’s manuscript ‘ai’), in the Devakottai edition of Bhatta
Ramakantha’s Moksakarikavrtti, both reading sadyojyotirbrhaspati in this
Mangala verse, in Bhatta Narayanakantha’s Mrgendravriti on Vidyapada
10.23 and 11.15 (sadyojyotihpadaih), and in the Patala colophons of
Sadyojyotis’ Svayambhuvavrtti (sadyojyotiskrta tika). 1have preferred the
consonantal form because it is this that is grammatically correct (WHITNEY
§ 418).
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Moksakarika, and Paramoksanirasakarika."" On the second we have
the Svayambhuvavrtti, his prose commentary on the principal part of
its doctrinal section. We also have his Tattvasamgraha and
Tattvatrayanirnaya, two short works in verse in which he sets out the
ontology of the Rauravasitrasamgraha and Svayambhuvasitra-
samgraha respectively. Finally, we have his Naresvarapariksa,
a philosophical treatise in which he propounds his view of
Saiddhantika ontology and soteriology and defends it against the
contrary positions of the Mimamsakas, Naiyayikas, Samkhyas,
Vedantins, Paficaratrikas, Pasupatas, and Buddhists. From Bhatta
Ramakantha II we have commentaries in prose on the Moksakarika,

' That these are parts of a single commentary, in other words that the
Rauravavrtti is not simply a collective term for a series of independent
treatises on certain elements of the Rauravasitrasamgraha’s teachings, is at
least probable. Of the -karika texts that have survived the Bhogakarika and
Moksakarika form a whole: the first alone has an opening Mangala verse, the
second alone has concluding verses, and the topic is said to be that of both
texts both at the beginning of the first (Bhogakarika 2b: bhogamoksau
sasadhanau) and at the end of the second (Moksakarika 155b: bhogamoksau
sasadhanau). The Paramoksanirasakarika too has neither a Mangala verse at
the beginning nor a verse at the end to indicate that an independent work has
been completed. Furthermore, it begins in a way that shows that it is the
sequel of a lost section covering the Rauravasiitrasamgraha’s treatment of
the ancillaries of the initiation ritual, that is to say, explains Bhatta Rama-
kantha in his comment on this verse, such topics as the laying on of Siva’s
hand (sivahastavidhih): satsamskarasya yasyedam angajatam nirtpitam |
tatphalavyatirekaya yad uktam phalasadhanam ‘[Next] an account of the
rewards taught [in other systems] as opposed to that of the true initiation
whose various ancillaries have [just] been described’. These topics are not
treated in the ten Patalas of the Rauravasitrasamgraha that have been
preserved and published. Clearly we have only part of the whole text; and
this is confirmed by citations of other passages of the text in such works as
Taksakavarta’s Nityadisamgrahapaddhati. On other, lost parts of Sadyo-
jyotis’ Rauravavrtti and their lost exegesis by Bhatta Ramakantha II see
GOODALL (1998, pp. xix-xxvi).
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the Paramoksanirasakarika, the Tattvatrayanirnaya, and the Naresva-
rapariksa. His father Bhatta Narayanakantha wrote a commentary
(-tippanaka) on the Svayambhuvavrtti,'* and the Sarannisa, a long
commentary (brhattika) on the T attvasamgrazha,13 but no manuscript
of either has surfaced.

Brhaspati has fared less well. To my knowledge, no manuscript
of any work by him has been located. All we have are citations from
his Rauravavartika, a commentary in verse on the Rauravasiitra-
samgraha, and from the Sivatanu, a verse treatise of unknown
scriptural affiliation. In spite of the veneration for Brhaspati expressed
by Bhatta Ramakantha we know of no commentaries on his works and
there are few references to them in Saiddhantika sources, the great
majority of the quotations and paraphrases occurring in the non-
-Saiddhantika works of the Sakta Saiva Abhinavagupta, and in the
commentary on his Tantraloka written by Jayaratha in the thirteenth
century.

The evidence that Brhaspati wrote the first is as follows.
Abhinavagupta paraphrases verses of a Rauravavartika in Tantraloka
8.92 and 8.183. Jayaratha quotes them in his commentary but does not

12 Mentioned by Bhatta Ramakantha on Naresvarapariksa 3.62,
p.- 216, 1. 5-8: ... tattippa<na>ke .... The emendation fattippanake for the
edition’s tattippake is the suggestion of Jiirgen Hanneder (GOODALL 1998,
p. X).

" Mentioned by Aghorasiva in the introductory verses of his
commentary on the Tattvasamgraha: 3 tattvasamgrahacandrasya prakasaya
vitanita | srinarayanakanthena brhattika sarannisa | 4 tathapi khinnabud-
dhinam brhattikapravistare | hitaya laghutikatra mayeyam uparacyate
‘Narayanakantha composed the long commentary Sarannisa (‘Autumn
Night’) so that the moon that is the Tattvasamgraha might shine [more
clearly]. Nonetheless, I am composing this short commentary on it, for the
benefit of those whose capacity to understand is exhausted in the great
expanse of that text.” The point of the first verse is that the moon shines more
brightly in autumn in India, when the sky is free of moisture after the end of
the monsoon.
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name their author.'* In Tantraloka 8.101 Abhinavagupta refers to
a statement of ‘the venerable Guru on the Rauravasasana’, that is to
say, on the Rauravasitrasamgraha. Jayaratha identifies this Guru as
Brhaspati and quotes the statement to which he refers but does not
name its source.” Similarly, in Tantraloka 9.40cd Abhinavagupta

" Tantraloka 8.92 pumsam sitasitany atra kurvatam kila siddhyatah |
paraparau svarnirayav iti rauravavartike ‘In the Rauravavartika it is stated
that according to scripture the higher and the lower, heaven and hell, come
about for persons who do pure and impure [actions] in this [world]’.
Jayaratha: kim atra pramanam. ity uktam rauravavartika iti. tad uktam tatra:
“pumsam sitani karmani kurvatam asitani ca | siddhyatah svarganirayav atra
ksipram paraparau”. Tantraloka 8.183 srikanthddhisthitas te ca spjanti
samharanti ca | iSvaratvam divisadam iti rauravavartike ‘In the Raurava-
vartika it is said that those [Rudras] over whom Srikantha presides give and
withdraw the lordship of the gods’. Jayaratha: atra ca kim pramanam. ity
uktam iti rauravavartika iti. tad uktam tatra: “paficdsitir yojananam
niyutanam tatha para | kotis ca tannivesasya vistarah parikirtitah” iti
“Srikanthadhisthitas te ca devanam manasepsitam | aisvaryam sampra-
yacchanti haranti ca mahaujasah” iti ca ‘He says “In the Rauravavartika it
is said” in order to state his evidence of this. This is taught there [as follows]:
“The extent of the world of [each of] these [Rudras] is 11,058,000 leagues”
and “Under the leadership of Srikantha these beings of great vigour grant and
withdraw the lordship desired by the Gods™’.

' Tantraloka 8.101: niryantrani sada tatra dvarani bilasiddhaye | ity
etad gurubhir gitam Srimadrauravasasane ‘On the Raurava the Guru has
declared that on that [mountain Vidyutvat to the south of the ocean of salt
water]| there are entrances [to the subterranean paradises] that are always
unbarred, so that one can achieve bilasiddhih [there with ease]’. Jayaratha:
gurubhir iti brhaspatipadaih. yad uktam tatra: “yojananam sahasrani sama-
tikramya vimsatim | vidyutvan iti vikhyatah samudre daksine sthitah |
sahasrany ayatas trini tavan evocchrito ‘calah | sahasravipulas tatra trna-
parnaphaldsinah | malopacitadigdhanga dirghasmasusiroruhah | godhar-
mano jand nagnd vatsarasitijivinah | tatrayantrabiladvarapravesah pura-
sampadah” ‘The Guru [to which he refers here] is the venerable Brhaspati.
As the latter has stated in that [work]: “20,000 leagues out in the southern
ocean is the mountain called Vidyutvat, 3,000 leagues long, the same in
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refers to the view that the Raurava/sitrajsamgraha teaches that both
the Tattvas Kala and Avyakta come forth directly from the Tattva
Maya: mayato 'vyaktakalayor iti rauravasamgrahe. Jayaratha quotes
the verses of the Rauravasitrasamgraha (2.14-15) on which this view
was based and identifies the view as Brhaspati’s, saying that the word
tatah in avyaktam ca tatah within that scriptural passage (2.15¢) was
taken by him to refer to Maya (‘and from that [, i.e. from Maya, came
the birth] of Avyakta’):

atra ca avyaktam ca tata iti tacchabdena mayaparamarsa iti
brhaspatipadah. yad uktam: mayato ’vyaktakalayoh kaldto raga-
vidyayor iti

And here the venerable Brhaspati takes the pronoun tatah to refer to
Maya. As he has stated: “[The birth] of Avyakta and Kala is from
Maya and [that] of Raga and Vidya from Kala”.'°

Now, in Tantraloka 9.217 Abhinavagupta gives another view of this
same passage of the Rauravasiutrasamgraha:

nanu Srimadrauravadau ragavidyatmakam dvayam |
siite kala hi yugapat tato 'vyaktam iti sthitih |

height, and 1,000 from front to back. On it are people who live on grass,
leaves, and fruit, their bodies thickly caked with dirt, with long beards and
hair, living like cows, naked, with a lifespan of 80 years. On it are found
unbarred entrances to the caves through which one may enter the splendid
world [beneath the earth]”. The term bilasiddhih denotes the supernatural
accomplishment of gaining access to the underworld through such caves; on
these see SANDERSON 2005, pp. 280-282. The aim is to use one’s Mantra-
-ritual to destroy the magical seals that bar these entrances; see, e.g.
Nisvasaguhya, f. 82v4 (10.125ab): bilapravese japatah sarvayantram prana-
Sayet.

' On this occasion, then, Abhinavagupta is quoting rather than para-
phrasing Brhaspati.
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Surely in such texts as the Raurava the position is that Kala
simultaneously creates the pair Raga and Vidya and thereafter
Avyakta.

and Jayaratha explains that in this interpretation the pronoun tatah in
avyaktam ca tatah is understood to mean ‘thereafter, next’ rather than
‘from that [same Maya]’, attributing this view to ‘the author of the
Vrtti’ (vrttikarah) — the Vrtti that he intends is undoubtedly that of
Sadyojyotis, since he explains the view expressed here by citing it'’ —
and the other, stated in 9.40cd, to °‘the author of the Vartika
(vartikakarah)’."*

Evidently, then, in all four passages (Tantraloka 8.92, 8.101,
8.183, and 9.40) Abhinavagupta is referring to a Rauravavartika by
Brhaspati that was a commentary on the Rauravasitrasamgraha."

' Tantralokaviveka, vol. 5, p. 174, 1. 5-8: tata iti ragavidydyugma-
prasarad anantaram ity arthah. tad uktam: “skandho ’'parah kalayas tu
yasmad etah prajajiiire | vidyaragaprakrtayo yugmayugmakramena tu”
‘The word tatah [in tato 'vyaktam] means ‘immediately thereafter [, i.e. im-
mediately after] the emanation of the pair Raga and Vidya. This has been
taught [in the Moksakarika section of the Rauravavrtti] as follows: “But there
is a second division of Kala and from this Raga, Vidya, and Prakrti
[/Avyakta] are born, [the first two] in tandem and [the third] on its own
[thereafter]”. Sadyojyotis gives the same interpretation of the Rauravasiitra-
samgraha’s order of emanation in Tattvasamgraha 24ab: avyaktaragavidyah
kalasamutthah kala ca mayaja ‘Avyakta, Raga, and Vidya arise from Kala,
and Kala from Maya’.

8 pitrvam punar vyakhyatrbhedam avalambya mayato "vyaktakalayor
ityady uktam. tatra his vartikakaras tacchabdena mayam vyakhyatavan.
vrttikaras tv anantaryam iti. ‘But when [Abhinavagupta] quoted above the
passage that begins mayato 'vyaktakalayoh he did so with the difference
between the [two] commentators in mind. For the author of the Vartika
interpreted the pronoun fatah to refer to Maya, whereas the author of the Vrtti
took it to mean next’.

" For this conclusion see also GOODALL (2004, pp. Ix-Ixi, footnote
104).
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Further proof that the Rauravavartika was the work of Brhaspati
is to be found in a verse quoted by Bhatta Ramakantha in his com-
mentary on Moksakarika 93 and attributed by him to ‘the author of the
Vartika® (vartikakarah). Here too we learn that this author differed
from Sadyojyotis on a point of doctrine. The latter held that when the
Vidyesvara Ananta comes to the end of his term of office at the time
of the great dissolution all eight Vidyesvaras attain liberation. Bhatta
Ramakantha takes this to mean that they do so simultaneously and
opposes this to the view of the author of the Vartika that when Ananta
vacates his position for liberation the second Vidyesvara moves up to
take his place, the third the second’s, and so on, the position of the last
and lowest Vidye$vara being filled by a new Rudra whom Siva selects
for this role so that there are always eight in place:

atra  suksmadinam ca  mantranam ca  tadisanam  api
virabhadradinam anantoparamakala eva sarvesam yugapac chiva-
samatd para muktih. yac chrityate: “anantoparame tesam mahatam
cakravartinam | vihitam sarvakartrtvakaranam paramam padam |”
iti. ata eva na tu kramena yatha vartikakara aha: “anantoparame
sthanam tat tu siksmo ’dhitisthati | padat padam vicarato hy
ekaikasya mahatmanah | <. . . .. > | sthane Sikhandinas tv anyam
rudranam kurute sivah |” iti.

Line 2 anantoparame em. : ananto parame Ed. Line 4 anantoparame
sthanam em. : ananto parame sthane Ed.

Here all [these, namely] Stksma and the other Vidye$varas, the
Mantras, and Virabhadra and the other Mantresvaras, simultaneously
achieve equality with Siva, the highest liberation, at the very moment
when Ananta relinquishes his office. As Siva has taught in his
scripture: “It has been ordained that when Ananta retires those great
Cakravartins attain the highest domain, the cause of the agency of all
[beings]”. So [they are] not [liberated] one by one as the author of
the Vartika has claimed [in the verse]: “When Ananta retires Stiksma
takes over his rank. As each great-souled [Vidyesvara] ascends from
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one rank to the next < the one below him takes his place >.*° As for
Sikhandin, [the most junior of the Vidyes$varas, when he ascends to
the next rank] Siva appoints one of the [lower] Rudras to take his
place”.

The same two views are also attributed by Bhatta Ramakantha to the
authors of the Vrtti and Vartika respectively in his unpublished
commentary on the Tattvatrayanirnaya:

mahdpralaye sarvanyatattvopasamhare ’py etat tattvatrayam
avasisyata ity arthah. nanv etan nityatvabhidhanad eva gatam.
satyam. vipratipattinivrttyartham tu punar uktam yatah kaiscid
rauravavartikakaradibhir mahapralaye 'nantopasamhare vidyesva-
rantaranam anupasamhara isyate. tat tv ayuktam yugapan-
muktisruter iti darsitam rauravavrttau gurund. proktam hi raurave
“anantoparame tesam mahatam cakravartinam | vihitam sarva-
kartrtvakaranam paramam padam” | iti.

Ms f. 107v3-5.

Line 3 mahapralaye ‘nantopasamhare em. : mahapralayonantopa-
samharo Cod.

The meaning [of verse 3cd] is that even at the time of the great
dissolution, when all other Tattvas have been withdrawn, these three
Tattvas [Siva, souls, and Maya] remain. It may be objected that we
have already understood this from the fact that he has referred to
them as eternal [in 3ab]. That is true. But the repetition has the
purpose of eliminating a contrary view. For some, such as the author
of the Vartika, hold that when Ananta is withdrawn at the time of the

T have conjectured that a whole half-verse has been lost at this point,
since this seems to be the most economical hypothesis to account for the lack
of syntactic and semantic completeness in the passage as published.
The English within these angled brackets expresses what I infer from the
context to be the gist of this conjectured lacuna.
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great dissolution the other Vidye$varas are not. But the Guru
[Sadyojyotis] has shown in his Rauravavrtti that that [position] is
incorrect because there is scriptural testimony that they are liberated
simultaneously. For Siva has taught in the Raurava[sitrasamgrahal:
“It has been ordained that when Ananta retires those great
Cakravartins attain the highest domain, the cause of the agency of all
[beings]”.

Bhatta Ramakantha does not state that the vartikakarah in these
passages is Brhaspati; but there can be no reasonable doubt that he is,
since exactly the view attributed here to the vartikakarah is attributed
to Brhaspati’s Sivatanu in Tantrdloka 8.348-349 in a passage that is
part paraphrase and part quotation of that text. Moreover, Abhinava-
gupta introduces this passage by saying that this is what the venerable
Guru has said ‘in such Sastras as the Sivatanu’ and Jayaratha explains
that the Sastras other than the Sivatanu of which Abhinavagupta is
speaking are ‘such as the Ruruvartika’, that is to say, the Raurava-
vartika,”" the Rauravasitrasamgraha also being referred to in our
sources as the Ruru, Rurusiddhanta, or Rurusamhita.”

2 Tantraloka 8.345ab: uktam ca gurubhir ittham Sivatanvadyesu
Sasanesv etat; Jayaratha thereon: adisabdad ruruvartikadi.

2 See, e.g., Tantraloka 1.46b: svayambhuve rurau; Tantralokaviveka
thereon: srirurav api: yajanti vividhair yajiiair... (= Rauravasitrasamgraha
2.21¢-22b); Sadyojyotis, Bhogakarika 2: rurusiddhantasamsiddhau bhoga-
moksau sasadhanau | vacmi sadhakabodhdya lesato yuktisamskrtau; Taksa-
kavarta, Nityadisamgrahapaddhati f. 34r4-7: tallaksanam ca rurusamhitadav
uktam: uttanau tu karau krtva hrddese susamahitah | angustham ca nipidyeta
madhyato vinatangulih | avahane prayoktavyda devadevasya carcane |
nipidayet tathangusthau hastayor ubhayor api | natau cabhimukhau kuryan
nisthurdayas tu *darsane (conj.:darsand Cod.) (= Rauravasitrasamgraha
5.10cd, 11c-13b).
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As for the Sivatanu, that is certainly by Brhaspati,” and
considerably more of this work has survived. I know of only three
verses that have been cited from it in Saiddhantika sources, but some
ninety lines are found at various points in Jayaratha’s Tantraloka-
viveka. All are in the Arya metre. There is more of the text in the
Tantraloka itself in the form of Arya paraphrases or mixtures of
quotation and paraphrase.**

 See Jayaratha on Tantraloka 1.104ab (iti nirvacanaih Sivatanusastre
gurubhih smrto devah): gurubhir iti brhaspatipadaih smrta iti; and, intro-
ducing Tantraloka 8.230 (uktam ca Sivatanav idam ... gurund): etac ca
brhaspatipadair evam svagranthe vyakhyatam; and Aghorasiva on Bhoga-
karika 120c-121b: tad uktam brhaspatipadaih: api sarvasiddhavacah ksiye-
ran dirghakalam udgirnah | mayayam anantyan nocyate srotasam samkhya |
iti (identically attributed by Bhatta Narayanakantha on Mygendra, Vidyapada
9.1 and 13.177, and Trilocana$iva in his Siddhantasamuccaya, A, p. 167; B,
p. 103). This is quoted from the Sivatanu in a close paraphrase in Tantraloka
8.314.

** See (1) Tantraloka 1.104ab: iti nirvacanaih Sivatanusastre gurubhih
smrto devah (the first and last lines of this passage are given by Jayaratha);
(2) 8.230c-235a; (3) 8.264-271; (4) 8.273¢-277; (5) 8.298¢-299 (nine lines
quoted by Jayaratha; emend yac cakram to yas cakram in p. 206, 1. 3); (6)
8.300cd (five lines quoted by Jayaratha); (7) Tantralokaviveka, vol. 5, p. 208,
11. 1-10 (five verses); (8) Tantraloka 8.303-313b, 314-316 (paraphrase-cum-
-quotation; Jayaratha quotes three verses; the verse paraphrased in 314 has
been quoted by Bhatta Narayanakantha on Mygendra, Vidyapdda 9.1 and
13.177); (9) 8.345-353b (paraphrase-cum-quotation; Jayaratha quotes four
verses); (10) 9.206-212b (paraphrase-cum-quotation; emend anaya vidvasya
in 9.209a to anayaviddhasya, Jayaratha quotes four verses; emend
Sivasasinah in p. 167, 1. 5 to Sivasasinah); (11) ISvarapratyabhijiavivrti-
vimarsini, vol. 3, p. 271, 11. 1-6 (three lines quoted; the source is given here
under the variant title Sivabrahmatanu: anyair iti Saivavyakhyatrbhih. tatha
hi Sivabrahmatanugranthe gurupddair niripitam). Two more verses in the
Arya metre and attributed to Brhaspati, therefore in all probability from the
Sivatanu, have been quoted by Bhatta Narayanakantha in Mygendravrtti,
Vidyapdada, pp. 96 and 112.
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Now, no manuscripts have been located of works that can be
assigned to a time between these founding fathers and the Kashmi-
rians of the tenth century; and therefore, since a long interruption in
exegetical activity is implausible, we might be tempted to assume that
Bhatta Ramakantha was acknowledging Sadyojyotis and Brhaspati as
authors of the recent past. The principal purpose of this paper is to
demonstrate that this assumption is wrong ** and to offer in conclusion
an explanation of the apparent absence of Saiddhantika scholarship
during the long period of time that I shall argue to have intervened
between our two authors and the Kashmirian exegesis.

Within the Saiva literature I know of no reference to Brhaspati
earlier than those already mentioned in the works of authors of the
latter half of the tenth century. Sadyojyotis, however, is cited by
Somananda. In 3.13c-14b of his Sivadrsti he refers to a statement
made by ‘the Guru Khetapala’ in his commentary on the Svayam-
bhuva in a passage that he identifies minimally as that which begins
with the word badham.®® In his commentary on the Sivadrsti
Utpaladeva gives the passage in full,” and this is fortunate because

» Most of the evidence for the date of Sadyojyotis that I shall present
here in detail has been outlined with due acknowledgement by my former
pupil Alex Watson (2006, pp. 111-114) following an early draft of part of this
paper.

2 tatha caha khetapalah Sabdaraser visesatam | svayambhuvasya
tikayam badham ityadina guruh ‘And to the same effect the Guru Khetapala
speaks of the syllabary in a special sense in his commentary on the Svayam-
bhuva in the [passage] that begins “Indeed”’.

27 Utpaladeva, Sivadrstivrtti, p. 103, II. 11-14: khetapalaguruh
srisvayambhuvasastratikayam “kim Sabdaraser viseso ’sti” ity aksipya
“badham. ekah Sivatmako ’'nyas ca pasatmakah” ityadind paratvena
Sabdaraser mantrarupasya kartrsaktav avasthanad visisyamanatam aha na
tu Sabda ity eva krtva sabdaraser nirvisesatvam ‘In his commentary on the
scripture Svayambhuva the Guru Khetapala speaks of the syllabary not in its
common sense, that is to say, as simple audible sound, but in its special sense
as transcendental [sound] since it resides within the power of the agent in the
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otherwise it would have been a hard task to locate it in Sadyojyotis’
Svayambhuvavrtti, since the text at this point has lost the word
badham through corruption in the two South Indian manuscripts that
were available for the preparation of the edition. With Utpaladeva’s
assistance it is easily located in the commentary on 1.3.* Somananda
also mentions Sadyojyotis in Sivadrsti 3.64a; and 64bcd or 64b-65b
are a quotation of his words, though these do not appear in his
surviving works.” This permits us to say that Sadyojyotis was active
at some time before the early tenth century. For Somananda is
unlikely to have been active before the first half of that century, since
he was the Guru of Utpaladeva, who taught Laksmanagupta, who
taught Abhinavagupta, of whom we have three dated works, com-
pleted in A.D. 991 (Kramastotra), 993 (Bhairavastotra), and 1015

However, outside the Saiva literature there is, I propose, much
earlier evidence of knowledge of both our authors. I find it in the
Mahakavya Haravijaya of the Kashmirian poet Rajanaka Ratnakara,

form of the Mantra. He does so in the passage that begins after the challenge
“Does the syllabary have a special nature?” with the words “Indeed [it has].
There is one [form of the syllabary] that is identical with Siva and another
that is a bond [of the soul]”’.

% Filliozat’s edition of the Svayambhuvavrtti gives (p. 10, 11. 4-5): kim
ca Sabdaraser visesas cabdadhitah Sivatmakah anyataras ca pasatmakah.
This is evidently a corruption of the passage known to Somananda and
Utpaladeva, which we may assume by comparison was kim sabdardaser viseso
'sti. badham. ekah sivatmakah anyas ca pasatmakah. Utpaladeva’s reading
anyas ca is found in one of the editor’s two manuscripts.

¥ Sivadysti 3.64-65b: tad aikyam khetapalo 'pi praha: ya kacana
sthita | saktih padarthajatasya devadevasya sakhila | saktisaktimatam ukta
sarvatraiva hy abhedita ‘Even Khetapala has taught this unity, saying that all
powers of all things are entirely the power of Siva. For in all [the Saiva
scriptures] we are told that powers and their holders are one’. Utpaladeva
does not identify the source. It is perhaps one of the lost parts of the
Rauravavrtti.
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composed around A.D. 830.° This contains in its sixth chapter a long
hymn to Siva (6.13-187) in which the poet has Spring praise that deity
as the true nature of the diverse highest realities venerated in India’s
religious systems, using the terminology of each and working in
paraphrases of formulations found in their authoritative texts. Among
these systems is the Siddhanta, though nothing so prosaic as an
explicit statement to this effect is allowed to compromise the obliquity
required of fine verse composed for the delectation of the court. In the
verses of the hymn that draw on the Siddhanta we can detect echoes of
the scriptures Svayambhuvasitrasamgraha, Rauravasitrasamgraha,
and Matangaparamesvara,”® and also of Sadyojyotis’ Svayambhuva-
vrtti and Brhaspati’s Sivatanu.

The evidence of Ratnakara’s knowledge of the Svayambhuva-
vrtti is as follows. In Svayambhuvasitrasamgraha 3.16 we read:

dharmad dharmantaravyaktau satyam loke gatam yatha |
procyate vataparnadi vastu tadvat puman api |

F = ed. Filliozat 1991; V = ed. Venkatasubrahmanyasastri 1937; N =
NAK 1-348, f. 4v3.

16¢ vataparnadi em. : pataparnadi FVN

Just as it is said that in the world a thing such as the leaf of a banyan
goes, a new property appearing after another, so too the soul.

In his Svayambhuvavrtti Sadyojyotis makes sense of this obscure and
awkward statement as follows:

%% For this date see SANDERSON 2001, pp. 5-6, footnote 3.
1 See SANDERSON 2001, pp. 5-6, footnote 3 for the details of these
borrowings.
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dharmad ekasmad apagatad dharmantaravyaktau satyam loke
nilatam vihdya pitatam gatam iti yatha procyate vataparnadi vastu
tadvat puman api pasvavastham vihdya patyavastham gata ity
asayah.

Line 2 vataparnadi em. : pataparnadi F

The idea of the verse is that just as it is taught that in the world
a thing such as a banyan leaf becomes yellow [literally ‘goes to
yellowness’] after losing its greenness, so too a person attains the
condition of the Lord [literally ‘goes to the condition of the Lord’]
after losing that of the bound, there being after one property that has
disappeared the manifestation of another.

With this compare Haravijaya 6.161:

apahdya yadvad iha natha nilatam
vatapadapacchada upaiti pitatam |

pasutam apojjhya tava sasane sthitah
Sivatam suresa kila tadvad ety anuh

O Lord, just as the leaf of a banyan tree in this world (i4a) loses its
greenness and becomes yellow, so, O Lord of the gods, the one
established in your religion throws off, we are taught (kila), his
condition as a bound soul and attains Sivahood.

The fact that this comparison of the metamorphosis of the soul
with that of the banyan leaf occurs nowhere else in the Saiva literature
to my knowledge and the precise verbal correspondences between
the core of Sadyojyotis’ gloss and Ratnakara’s verse show beyond
reasonable doubt that the latter is based on the former, a conclusion
strengthened by evidence that Ratnakara has polished his source for
the sake of poetic elegance. He has jettisoned the awkward locative
absolute phrase (‘there being after one property that has disappeared
the manifestation of another’) and the expressions ‘thing such as’ (-adi
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vastu) and the api (after puman), all of which are unnecessary; and he
has adjusted three awkward features that Sadyojyotis has preserved
out of fidelity to the scriptural source. The first concerns the
expression loke ‘in the world’, which appears in the subordinate clause
in the original, and remains there in Sadyojyotis’ gloss, with nothing
in either to match it in the main clause. Ratnakara substitutes iha
(= iha loke) for loke in the subordinate and adds ‘in your religion’
(tava sasane) to balance it in the main, implying that this though not
explicit in the original should be supplied to complete the intended
sense. The second is his treatment of the word procyate ‘it is taught’.
Ratnakara rightly sees that it makes no good sense in the subordinate
clause — we don’t need to be taught that leaves turn yellow — but is
appropriate in the main clause, since the liberation of the soul through
the disappearance of its bondage and the manifestation of its Sivahood
can be known by no means other than scripture. So Ratnakara has
transferred the meaning of procyate to the main clause in the form of
the particle kila, implying, in the terminology of the commentators,
that he takes procyate to be bhinnakramah, out of the position it
would occupy in the unconstrained word order of prose. The third is
the tenseless use of the participles gatam and gatah, an Aisa feature of
the original that Sadyojyotis simply reproduces in his gloss. Ratnakara
has removed this deviation from high Sanskrit usage by substituting
the present tense forms of synonymous verbs (eti and upaiti). For the
rest he has simply accommodated it to the Manjubhasini metre by
using synonymous expressions and adjusting the word-order: nilatam
vihdya — apahdya ... nilatam; pitatam gatam — upaiti pitatam; yatha

. tadvat — yadvat ... tadvat, vataparnladi vastu] — vatapada-
pacchadah; puman — anuh; pasvavastham vihdya — pasutam
apojihya; patyavastham gatah — Sivatam ... eti.

As for the Sivatanu of Brhaspati, a passage echoed by Ratnakara
is found in 9.211c-212b of the Tantraloka:
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evam avidyamalinah samarthitas trividhakaricukabalena |
212 gahanopabhogagarbhe pasur avasam adhomukhah patati |

211d  trividhakaiicukabalena em. following Jayaratha’s lemma
(Tantralokaviveka, vol. 6, p.169, 1I. 12-13: trividhakaiicukabaleneti
trividhasya kalavidyaragatmanah karicukasya balena) : trigunakaricuka-
balena Ed.

Thus contaminated by nescience [and] animated by the triple force of
the shrouds the bound soul falls head-down into the midst of the
experience of [the abyss of] Maya without the power to resist.

This, I propose, is the source of the first and third lines of Haravijaya
6.127-128:

trividhena kaiicukamalena riisitan
gahanopabhogakuharabhipatinah |
apakrsya pudgalaganan guhabilad
avadatatam nayasi diiram icchaya |
128 avasatmano visayasaspamandalim
abhilasukams ciram adhomukhasthitin |
tvam anugrahonmathitapasasamcayan
na pasin pramocayasi paricadharmanah |

128a avasatmano visaya em. Isaacson : avasan manovisaya Ed.*

32 This emendation, suggested to me by Prof. Harunaga Isaacson as
a solution to the unsatisfactory idea conveyed by the edition’s reading that
bound souls graze on the grass not only of the objects of the senses but also
of the mind (manovisaya-), has the virtue of the most compelling conjectures,
namely that it substitutes the apposite for the impossible by postulating
a minor and readily explained scribal error. For the conjuncts tma and nma
are easily confused in the Kashmirian (Sarada) script in which this text has
been transmitted. I have subsequently found it confirmed by the reading of
the Bodleian Library’s manuscript of the text, which though also corrupt at
this point gives tma rather than the edition’s nma (f. 24r6): avisatmano.
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Having drawn up souls from the aperture of the abyss when, smeared
with the triple impurity of the shrouds, they have fallen into the heart
of the experience of Maya through your will [alone], you lead them
in the long ascent to the purity [of liberation]. [128] The bound
remain for acons without the power to resist, in thrall to the five
qualities, their heads down [like cattle] desiring only to graze on the
grassy sward of the objects of the senses. Yet do you not release
them, destroying their bonds through your favour?

Of the parallels here, between gahanopabhogagarbhe ... patati and
gahanopabhogakuharabhipatinah, between avasam adhomukhah and
avasatmano ... adhomukhasthitin, and between samarthitas trividha-
karicukabalena and trividhena karicukamalena riusitan, the third is
weaker than one would expect in the light of the first two. However,
I conjecture that the reading seen by Ratnakara was not samarthitas
trividhakaricukabalena as given in the edition of the Tantraloka and
supported by Jayaratha’s gloss but samarijitas trividhakaricukamalena,
which, meaning ‘smeared with the triple impurity of the shrouds’, is
exactly synonymous with his paraphrase. The confusion of »#4 and 7ij
is readily explained if a scribe had the latter before him in the
orthographic variant myj, since j and rth are similar in shape in the
Sarada script of Kashmir. This error might then have prompted
a scholarly ‘correction’ of balena to malena to provide better sense.™

That a Kashmirian scribe should have written avisatmano for avasatmano is
also readily explained, by the fact that the two words are indistinguishable in
the Kashmirian pronunciation of Sanskrit.

3 The reading of the Tantrdaloka with samarthitah and balena is
probably the original, since it is in keeping with Saiva doctrine; see, e.g.,
Svayambhuvasutrasamgraha 1.10-11: kalodbalitacaitanyo vidyadarsita-
gocarah | ragena ranjitas capi buddhyadikaranais tatah | mayadyavani-
paryantatattvabhiitatmavartmani | bhunkte tatra sthito bhogan bhogaika-
rasikah puman; Sadyojyotis, Svayambhuvavrtti thereon: kalaya kartrbhiitaya
upodbalitam samarthitam abhivyarijitam caitanyam yasyeti; Svayambhuva-
sitrasamgraha 3.3a: tayodbalitasamarthyah; Svayambhuvavrtti thereon: tayd
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As for Ratnakara’s memorable addition of the likening of
bounds souls immersed in the pleasure of their senses to animals with
their heads down grazing on grass, that is most probably his own,
prompted by the ambiguity of the term pasuh, which though used by
Brhaspati here in its technical Saiva sense for the soul in the state of
bondage also means in its common sense cattle or other tethered
animals.**

Dependence on the Sivatanu is also evident in the distinctive
image of Siva’s drawing souls up and out through the entrance of the
abyss [of Maya] in the second line. This draws on another verse of the
text cited in Tantraloka (8.304):

dharman animadigunai jianani tapahsukhani yogams ca |
madyabilat pradatte pumsam niskrsya niskrsya |

After drawing them up and up out through the entrance of Maya
he bestows on souls the [four positive] qualities [of the intelligence],
minuteness and the other [supernatural] attributes, the joys [that are
the rewards] of asceticism, and the absorptions of meditation.

From these parallels we can be sure, therefore, that the works of
both Sadyojyotis and Brhaspati were in existence by the early ninth
century, about a century earlier than the earliest reference to
Sadyojyotis in the Saiva literature, and about a hundred and fifty years

karanecchayodbalitasamarthyah samarthitasamarthyah; ibid. on 1.12
(samarthitacaitanyah):  kalasamarthitacaitanyah, Kirana, Vidyapada
1.16bcd: samayati sivat kala | tayodbalitacaitanyo vidyakhyapitagocarah;
Matangaparamesvara, Vidyapada 6.104c: tadudbalitaviryo ‘nur bhunkte
prakrtijan gunan; Utpaladeva, ISvarapratyabhijiiakarika 3.2.11ab: kalodba-
litam etac ca cittattvam kartrtamayam.

** A further case of dependence may be Haravijaya 6.139. This is
based on Svayambhuvasitrasamgraha 3.11-13; but Ratnakara’s dvidha sthita
may be drawing on dviripa in Sadyojyotis’ gloss, since nothing corresponds
to this in the Svayambhuvasitrasamgraha itself.
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before Bhatta Ramakantha II acknowledged both as the founding
fathers of his exegetical tradition.

Let us now consider what may be said concerning the date after
which these works were composed. A prior limit for Sadyojyotis is
established by the wording of his attacks on the Mimamsakas.
For there are five places in the Naresvarapariksa in which Sadyojyotis
presents Mimamsaka objections to theism and emanationism in terms
that echo those used by Kumarila in his Mimamsaslokavartika:

(1) Naresvarapariksa 2.22:

anukampaparatvac ca sukhddy eva srjatv asau |
mohaduhkhadi yat pumsam kurute tan na yujyate |

Let [God] create happiness and the like because he is intent on
compassion. [But] it is not reasonable that [such a being] brings
about delusion, suffering, and the like for souls.

cf. Mimamsaslokavartika, Sambandhdaksepaparihara 52cd:
srjec ca Subham evaikam anukampaprayojitah |
If motivated by compassion he would create only what is good.

(2) Naresvarapariksa 2.28cd:
asvatantryaprasangah syan nanu karmadyapeksinah |
If he were dependent [when creating the world] on such [factors] as
the [past] actions [of souls] there would be the undesired conse-

quence that he would lack autonomy.

cf. Mimamsaslokavartika, Sambandhaksepaparihara 54:
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tathd capeksamanasya svatantryam pratihanyate |
If he is dependent in his respect his autonomy is contradicted.
(3) Naresvarapariksa 2.75ab:
bijakarmanubhih kecid atrahuh siddhasadhyatam |
Some say that this [hypothesis suffers from the logical defect that it
is redundant, because] it accounts for what has already been

accounted for by primal matter, the actions [of souls], or atoms.

cf. Mimamsaslokavartika, Sambandhaksepaparihdara 75, arguing for
this redundancy on the basis of the actions [of souls]:

kasya cid dhetumatratvam yady adhisthatrtocyate |
karmabhih sarvajivanam tatsiddheh siddhasadhanam

If to be the controlling power of something is merely to be its cause
then the hypothesis is redundant, because that [causality] has already
been accounted for by the actions of all souls.

(4) Naresvarapariksa 3.2cd on the Mimamsakas’ objection to the
Vedantins’ view that Brahman can create the world out of his own
substance in the manner in which a spider spins a web from out of its
own body:

yato lalakuvindo 'pi stambhddikam apeksate

[No.] Because the spider too requires other [factors, in order to spin
its web, ] such as a pillar [to which to attach it].

cf. Mimamsaslokavartika, Sambandhaksepaparihara 51:
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nadharena vind systir rnandabher apisyate |
praninam bhaksanac capi tasya lala pravartate

Nor do we accept that a spider can emit [its skein] without a base [to
which to attach it]. Moreover, the spittle [that becomes that skein]
comes into existence as a result of its eating [other] living creatures.

and (5) Naresvarapariksd 3.50ab:
asesakarmandse ca punah srstih kutah sthita
sthitd conj. : sthitih Ed.

And if all the actions [of souls] cease to exist [at the beginning of
a great dissolution] how could the world be created again [at its
end]?

cf. Mimamsaslokavartika, Sambandhaksepaparihara 71ab:
asesakarmanase ca punah srstir na yujyate

And if all the actions [of souls] cease to exist [at the beginning of
a great dissolution] [the world’s] being created again [at its end] is
impossible.

In his commentary on the Naresvarapariksa Bhatta Ramakantha
shows that he is aware of these parallels by quoting all but the first
two when explaining the relevant verses.

Finally, in his Svayambhuvavrtti on 4.5a Sadyojyotis tackles the
view that the Saiva scriptures’ claim to be the word of Siva is vitiated
by the logical defect of mutual dependence:

nanu ca Sivenagamah krtah agamdc ca Sivo jidyata ititaretarasra-
yata syat.
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Moreover, surely there would result mutual dependence, namely that
[you say that] Siva authored the scriptures and [at the same time] that
these same scriptures are our [only] evidence of his existence.

The same objection had been raised by Kumarila with respect to the
theistic theory of the validity of the Vedas in Mimamsaslokavartika,
Sambandhdksepaparihara 61abc:

evam vedo 'pi tatpurvas tatsadbhavadibodhane |
sasanko na pramanam syat

Moreover, if you say that the Vedas originate from Prajapati we
would be bound to doubt their testimony as to his existence and
attributes. So they would no longer be a valid means of knowledge.

It seems to me clear from these parallels that Sadyojyotis knew
the Slokavartika of Kumarila. This gives us a prior limit around the
middle of the seventh century, since Kumarila has been shown to be
approximately contemporary with the Buddhist epistemologist
Dharmakirti.” Dharmakirti cannot have been alive after about 660,
since he is mentioned as a distinguished Indian scholar of recent times
by the Chinese pilgrim Yijing, who was in India at the Nalanda mon-
astery between 673 and 685. The only sure prior limit to Dharma-
kirti’s life is provided by our knowledge that he followed Dignaga,
who belongs to the years 480-540° or 470-530,” and was the teacher
of Dharmakirti’s teacher, I$varasena.”® However, Erich Frauwallner
argued that within this period of approximately one hundred years
from the middle of the sixth to the middle of the seventh century we

» See KRASSER 1999. For the position that Kumarila was an older
contemporary of Dharmakirti see STEINKELLNER 1997, p. 637.

*® FRAUWALLNER 1961, pp. 134-37.

" HATTORI 1968, pp. 4-6.

** CHIMPA and CHATTOPADHYAYA 1997, p. 229; OBERMILLER 1986,
pt. 2, p. 152; and FRAUWALLNER 1961, p. 141.
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should discount the first half because Dharmakirti was not mentioned
by Xuanzang, who was in India about forty years earlier, from 629 to
641. He reasoned that if Dharmakirti had been earlier than Xuanzang
the latter could not have failed to speak of him.* Though this is an
argument from silence, and therefore inconclusive, it does carry a fair
degree of plausibility. We may conclude, therefore, that Dharmakirti
was active at some time between about 550 and 660, probably in the
latter half of this period.

We can be sure, then, that Sadyojyotis was active at some time
between the early seventh century, since he knows Kumarila, and the
early ninth, since he is known to Ratnakara.

Now, since the works of Sadyojyotis claim no more than human
authorship, the fact that they are used by Ratnakara in this hymn on
a par with the Saiddhantika scriptures themselves suggests that they
were already held in high esteem in his time, just as they were by later
Saiddhantikas, who refer to Sadyojyotis as a Siddha,* that is to say,
as a human who had attained a superhuman status that entitled his
utterances to have virtually the same authority as scripture itself. It is
unlikely, then, that they were recent compositions in the time of
Ratnakara. I know of no hard evidence that would enable us to
determine how much earlier Sadyojyotis was writing. But there is
some that supports the idea that he was nearer to Kumarila’s time than
to Ratnakara’s. This is the fact that when Sadyojyotis attacks Vedantic
monism he shows that he is unaware of the fundamentally revised
form of that doctrine promoted by Mandanamisra and Sankara,
namely that the core teaching of the Upanisads and therefore of the

3% See FRAUWALLNER 1961, pp. 137-139.

“ We have seen Bhatta Ramakantha II refer to both Sadyojyotis and
Brhaspati as Siddhas (p. 48). Sadyojyotis is referred to as ‘the Siddha Guru’
(siddhaguruh or siddhaguravah, with the plural of respect) by the same in
Sardhatrisatikalottaravrtti on 4.1¢c-2b (siddhagurubhih), by Bhatta Narayana-
kantha on Mrgendra, Vidyapada, 1.5, by Aghorasiva on Tattvaprakdsa 58
(siddhaguruna) and Ratnatrayapariksa 176ab (siddhagurubhih), and by
Trilocanasiva in Siddhantasamuccaya A, p. 142; B, p. 73 (siddhagurubhih).
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Vedas is that the plural world of conscious and unconscious entities is
an illusion (maya) superimposed on an eternally undifferentiated and
inactive Brahman, and that the liberation of the soul is the simple
cessation of the ignorance (avidya) that produces the illusion of the
soul’s differentiated reality. The Vedanta known to Sadyojyotis is the
earlier doctrine according to which the plural world of conscious and
unconscious entities is the real transformation (parinamah) of the
supreme soul (paramatma), and that liberation is the individual soul’s
dissolution (/layah) into that all-encompassing reality.

Sadyojyotis presents and rejects the doctrine of the Vedantins in
Moksakarika 18c-25b and 131c-134b, Paramoksanirasakarika 2b and
49-52, Svayambhuvavrtti on 2.2, and Naresvarapariksa 1.4ab. In
Paramoksanirasakarika 2b we find ‘dissolution into the supreme soul’
(vilayah paramatmani) in a list of the definitions of liberation that he
will refute in this section of his Rauravavrtti. In 49-52 we find that
refutation, the essential point of which is stated in 49:

upadanatvasamsiddhir vedante paramatmanah |
updadane pralinasya dhruvam pragvan nivartanam |

It is generally held that in the Upanisads [it is taught that] the
supreme self is the material cause [of everything that exists].
If [liberation were that the soul] dissolves into this material cause
then inevitably it would return as before [when creation begins again
after the period of dissolution].

He makes the same point in his commentary on Svayambhuvasiitra-
samgraha 2.2:

ye pasumatapranita moksah te tasminn avyucchinna eva bhavanti.

linah te tesu parinamatsu punar nivartayisyante.
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The liberations taught in the doctrines of non-Saivas come about
without the cessation of that [Impurity] and so they are transient.
How? In the first place if people are [liberated by being] dissolved
into some primal source such as the supreme soul (paramdatma) they
will be reincarnated when that source undergoes transformation.

Finally, in Naresvarapariksd 1.4ab he presents the Vedantins as
holding that all things are one and attacks this monism by arguing that
in that case there could be no means of knowing this to be true, since,
he implies, knowing entails the duality of the act and its object:

sarvaikatvaprasiddhau tu pramanam nasti kimcana |

As for the established view [of the Aupanisadas that the Upanisads
teach] that everything is one, [that is false, because in that case] there
is no means of knowing it.

Now these doctrines that the supreme self (paramatma) is the
material cause (updadanakaranam) of all conscious and unconscious
entities, that all these are therefore ephemeral transformations of that
one cause (sarvaikatvam), and that liberation is the dissolution (layah,
vilayah) of the individual soul (jivah, jivatma) into the supreme self
are attributed to Bhartrprapafica, the author of a commentary on the
Upanisad Brhadaranyaka. No manuscript of that commentary has
come to light; but its views are discussed by Sures$vara in his Vartika
on his teacher Sankara’s Bhdasya on that Upanisad, and there are direct
quotations in Anandagiri’s commentary on the Vartika that show an
exact correspondence to the Vedanta attacked by Sadyojyotis.”
Thus on Brhadaranyakopanisadbhdsyavartika Anandagiri qoutes:

sarvaikatvam param brahma paramatma.

*I For the surviving citations from Bhartrprapafica’s commentary see
HIRIYANNA 1924.
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It is the oneness of all that is the highest Brahma, the supreme soul.
ibid., p. 1012:

sa paramatmaikadesah kila.
According to the scriptures (kila) the [transmigrant soul (jivah)] is
a particle of the supreme soul.

ibid., p. 1375:

dvividho mokso ’sminn eva Sarire saksatkrtabrahma mukta ity
ucyate na brahmani linah. tasya sarirapdtottarakalam brahmani
layo dvitiyo moksah.

Liberation is of two kinds. A person is said to be liberated when he
has had direct experience of Brahma while still alive. But he has not
dissolved in Brahma. The second liberation is his dissolution (layah)
in Brahma after his death.

and ibid. p. 1241:

For it must be said that [liberation is] the dissolution (apyayah) of
the consciousness-self into the supreme self.

Bhartrprapafica’s commentary on the Brhadaranyaka has
plausibly been assigned to the middle of the sixth century;** and
Mandana and Sankara, who introduced the doctrine of illusory
transformation and of liberation through the cessation of that illusion,
must have been near contemporaries living around the turn of the
seventh and eighth centuries, shortly after Dharmakirti and

*2 NAKAMURA 1983.
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Kumiarila.* Their views had a major impact, pushing into obscurity
the earlier doctrines of real transformation and dissolution associated
with Bhartrprapafica and attacked by Sadyojyotis, and once they had
taken hold Sadyojyotis’ critique of Vedantic monism was evidently
outmoded. It certainly seemed so to Bhatta Ramakantha. In his
commentary on Paramoksanirasakarika 2b, where Sadyojyotis states
the Vedantic view of liberation for later refutation, Bhatta Rama-
kantha anticipates by presenting Sadyojyotis’ target as the Vedantic
doctrine of illusory transformation (mayavadah). He then admits that
the refutation in 49-52 shows that Sadyojyotis’ target is not this but
the doctrine of real transformation, the parinativedantah, as he will
show in due course in his commentary on those verses. But he justifies
his deviation on the grounds that the leading Vedantins do not — we
should rather say ‘no longer’ — consider real transformation to be the
principal teaching of the Upanisads:

nanv atra vrttikartuh parinativedantamatir evoddesyatayabhimata
na mayavadamatih. saiva upadanatvasamsiddhir iti vaksyamana-
dilsananusarini. satyam. tadanusarini. kim tu naisa vedantesv
adhyatmavitpravarair mukhyatvena giyate.

Surely the author of the F7#ti intends the Vedantic doctrine of real
transformation rather than that of illusion to be the topic mentioned
here for later analysis. For it is that doctrine alone that agrees with

“ For the period during which these two Vedantins were active
I accept the conclusion of Thrasher (1979). He shows that the prior limit of
Mandana is set by the fact that he quotes Dharmakirti and Kumarila, both of
whom were active during the second half of the seventh century, and the
posterior limit by the facts (1) that Umbeka comments on him and (2) that
Umbeka’s commentary on Kumarila’s Mimamsaslokavartika is quoted by
Kamalasila (c. A.D. 740-95). He concludes that Sankara was a near contem-
porary of Mandana by combining the fact that Sankara’s disciple Sure§vara
knew Mandana, with an argument from a comparison of text-parallels that
Mandana was influenced by Sankara.
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the refutation that he will give below in the words “It is well known
that [in the Upanisads the supreme self] is the material cause [of the
universe]”. True. That is the [doctrine] with which it agrees. But this
is not the position that the best Vedantins declare primary in the
Upanisads.

It is hard to believe, then, that Sadyojyotis, committed as he was
to defending his religion against all serious opposition, would have
omitted to attack the illusionist Vedanta once it had established itself
in the orthodox brahmanical community. Thus while we have no firm
evidence of the limits of Sadyojyotis’ life beyond the facts that he
knew Kumarila (¢. 600[?]-650) and was known to Ratnakara c¢. 830,
itis likely that he was active towards the beginning of this period,
at some time from c. 675 to c. 725.

Certain other facts, while not proving this early date, become
less surprising if it is accepted. I have already mentioned one, namely
the fact that Ratnakara treats Sadyojyotis as an authoritative source of
Saiddhantika doctrine on a par with the scriptures themselves. I see
three others. The first is the name Sadyojyotis. Saiddhantika scriptural
sources teach that initiates may belong to any one of four Gocaras
‘initiation lineages’ and that their induction into these determines the
second, final member of the name they receive at the time of initiation
(the first being that of one of the aspects or subordinates of Siva).
The four lineages are the Siva, the Jyotis, the Sikha, and the Savitra.
Thus:

(1) Sivo jyotih Sikha caiva savitras ceti gocarah |
caturdhd bhedam ayanti punas casramabhedatah |

(2) yena ye diksitas te 'pi tadgocarasamakhyaya |

khyatas tv asramadharmas ca svecchasamkalpato bhavet |
(3) etas samjiia dvijagryanam rdajadinam ganankitah |
Saktisamjiias tu vai strinam sarvasam parikirtitah |
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Vidyapurana™ quoted in Nityadisamgrahapaddhati, f. 63v12,
f. 64r12-13

[3¢] tu vai conj. : tu va Cod.

The Gocaras are Siva, Jyoti, Sikha and Savitra. Each is subdivided in
accordance with the division between the disciplines [of the
Brahmacarin, Grhastha, Vanaprastha and Bhiksu]. ... Persons carry
the name of the Gocara of those who have initiated them, while the
religious regimes of the [four] disciplines [adopted within each] are
a matter of personal choice. These names [ending in -§iva, -jyotis,
etc.] are proper to brahmins. The names of Ksatriyas [, Vaisyas] and
[Stidras] are distinguished by the [ending] -gana, while all women
are required to have names [ending] in -$akti.

Treatments of these four Gocaras and their internal subdivisions
according to the brahmanical disciplines are also found in Patala 39 of
the Kirana, in the manual Kriyasamgrahapaddhati of Valadharin,
and in the Gotrasamtati of Aghoras’iva.45

* This is a Saiddhantika scripture in spite of its title.

* The 39th chapter of the Kirana in the Nepalese recension is devoted
to describing the sixteen divisions of these four Gocaras, four within each
according to the four disciplines, but does not list the four Gocaras
themselves. But in the South Indian recension seen in the Devakottai edition
this passage is preceded by the following (Caryapada 9.2-3b): sivas Sikha
tatha jyotis savitram ceti gocaram | gocaram kulam ity uktam tac cihnam
Sivasasane | cihnitas tena cihnena saiva jiieyanyatha na va. The Gocara-
patala of the Brhatkalottara, which incorporates the definitions of the sixteen
as taught in the Kirana, opens as follows (vv. 1-2b): punar eva pravaksyami
caturdhd sivagocaram | sivah Sikha tatha jyotih savitras ceti gocarah |
gocaram tu kulam jiieyam tena jiieyas tu diksitah. Valadharin, Kriya-
samgraha, ff. 90v-92v: tatas tu sravayet tasya sivakhyam bhavam uttamam |
gocaram purvakam jiieyam tadvihinam na sasyate | gocaram ca kulai
cihnam sasane sivasamjiiake | laksyante yena te Saiva nypavat samsthita<h>
ksitau | siva<h> Sikha tatha jyoti<h> *savitri (em. : saviti Cod.) gunabhe-
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Now the initiation names of a great many Saiddhantika Saivas
are preserved for us in Saiva literature and epigraphy. But among
these I have seen only three that end with -jyotis. Two are our Sadyo-
jyotis (= Sadyojatajyotis) and Ugrajyotis (= Aghorajyotis), whom
Sadyojyotis acknowledges as his Guru at the end of the Naresvara-
pariksa and Moksakarika. The third is an Aghorajyotis mentioned in
an inscription of the reign of Mahasivagupta Balarjuna, the Pandu-
vamsin king of Daksina Kosala, who ruled c. 590-650.*° All other
names encountered end in -§iva or its synonym -$ambhu. Moreover,
the Pauskaraparamesvara, one of the early Saiddhantika scriptures,
contains a passage which says that only those with names in -$iva are
pure Saivas, whose food one may accept.

Saivasyannam na bhoktavyam avijiidya tu gocaram |
Sivankam nama yesam tu suddhasaivas tu te smrta

Pauskaraparamesvara in Nityadisamgrahapaddhati, f. 115v7
One may not eat a Saiva’s food unless one has first learned his

Gocara. It is those whose names are distingished by [the ending]
$iva that are held to be the Pure Saivas.

datah. Aghorasiva, Gotrasamtati, p. 419: gotram Sivam Sikha jyotilh savi-
tryakhyam iti smrtam.

% An abstract of the inscription has been published by Ajay Mitra
Shastri (1995, Pt. 2, p. 382). In his chronology Mahasivagupta Balarjuna
ruled ¢. 740-800. But to accept that dating we have to accept his argument
that the Stiryavarman who was the father of Vasata, wife of the nephew of
Tivaradeva and mother of Mahasivagupta Balarjuna, was not the Maukhari
prince of that name who issued the Haraha inscription in A.D. 554.
Bindeshwari Prasad Sinha (1977, pp. 116-19) has shown the invalidity of this
denial and Hans Bakker (1994, pp. 1-66) has followed his lead to propose
that Mahasivagupta Balarjuna ruled c. 590-650, observing that this is fully
consistent with the archaeological dating of the monuments in Sirpur built by
him and his mother Vasata.
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It is probable, then, that the Jyotis Gocara was marginalized if not
eliminated at an early date.

The second fact that fits an early date for Sadyojyotis is his
concern to differentiate his Mantramargic tradition from that of the
earlier Saiva systems of the Atimarga. He does not mention them by
name, but he states and rejects their doctrines of the nature of
liberation in Moksakarika 118-124b and 129c-131b, and Paramoksa-
nirasakarika 7, and 13-42.

Thirdly, it is striking that in his presentation and refutation of
Buddhist doctrines there is no evidence of his being familiar with the
works of Dharmakirti.*” That he should know the Mimamsasioka-
vartika of Kumarila but not the works of Dharmakirti, though these
two were contemporaries and though both became the pre-eminent
representatives of their traditions in subsequent doctrinal debates, may
surprise. But it is conceivable that Dharmakirti was slower than
Kumarila to attain his central position, perhaps because of the
exceptional difficulty of his works. His earliest commentators,
Devendrabuddhi (c. 630-690), Sakyabuddhi (c. 660-720), and Vinita-
deva (c. 710-770), are mere clarifiers of his often opaque and difficult
Sanskrit, and it is only from well into the eighth century that we have
the philosophical commentaries of Arcata (c. 730-790), Dharmottara
(c. 730-790), and Prajiiakaragupta (c. 800). Nonetheless, Dharmakirti
was not so slow to achieve fame that he escaped the attention of
Mandanamisra at the beginning of the eighth century and the
Naiyayika Sankarasvamin in its second half.*® So this third factor too
is consistent with Sadyojyotis’ having been active in the period c¢. 675-
-725.

7 This point was made to me by Dr. Kei Kataoka (then of the Uni-
versity of Tokyo) while he, others, and I were reading the Naresvarapariksa
and Bhatta Ramakantha’s commentary on it in my Oxford classes of 1998.

* See WATSON 2006, p. 113, footnote 190, drawing on correspon-
dence from Prof. Steinkellner.
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As for Brhaspati, it is much less clear how much earlier than
Ratnakara he lived. The only prior limit that I can see at present is
very early: in his Sivatanu he draws on the Matangaparamesvara,”

¥ (1) Sivatanu quoted by Jayaratha on Tantraloka 8.348 in which he
sets out the doctrine of the rise of souls through the ranks of the Vidyes§varas
(tatroparate ’nante paripatya nayakas tadadhikaram | kurvanti samcarantah
padat padam sasandt patyuh | uparamati patir anantas tatpadam adhitisthati
prabhuh suksmah | suksmapadam api Sivottama esa vidhih sarvamantranam |
vamadyan nava vibhavan bhagavan nijatejasah samuddyotya | anugrhyanum
apurvam sthapayati patih Sikhandinah sthane ‘When among these Ananta
has retired the [other] Vidye$varas take over his office moving up from
position to position one by one by the command of the Lord. The Lord
Ananta retires. Lord Stksma occupies the position [he has vacated] and
Sivottama the position of Siksma. This is the way for each of the Mantras.
Then the Lord favours a new soul by illumining the nine [Saktis] beginning
with Vama that are the] expansions of his radiance and places him in the
[vacated] position of Sikhandin [the lowest of the eight Vidyesvaras]’) «
Matangaparamesvara, Vidyapada 5.8-15 (8 tesam athagranih siurah
samarthah paramesvarah | jyestho 'dhikari visvatma vrto rudraih sahas-
radhd | 9 yatah so 'rhati kartrtve niyogo ’sya tatah sivat | paripatyagratah
praptah sa ca tasmai samarpite | 10 nirvati krtakrtyatvad ananto ’nanta-
viryavan | tatas tasmin samariidhe panicamantratanuh Sivah | 11 dadaty
ajiiam susitksmasya vidyesasya mahdatmanah | sa ca praptavarah sriman
bhartur ajianuvartakah | 12 tattantrah padam anantam adhisthdya maha-
vasah | nivartayaty adhascakram yat tan mayatmakam jagat | 13 evam
Sivottamasyapi siksmasyoparame sivah | pradadatisasamghasya karanatvam
aninditam | 14 padat padam vicarato hy ekaikasya mahatmanah | yavat sa
parama kastha tavac cakrasya karanam | 15 avyucchedaya rudranam krtva
Saktibalanvitam | niyunakti pade tasmin yaviyamsam Sikhandinam); (2)
Sivatanu cited in Tantraloka 9.210c-211b (ragas ca kalatattvac chucivastra-
kasayavat samutpannah | tyaktum varichati na yatah samsrtisukhasam-
vidanandam) «— Matangaparamesvara, Vidyapada 11.2-4b (tasmad evasa-
yad ragah siksmariipo ’bhijayate | yenasau ranjitah ksipram bhogabhug
bhogatatparah | pritim badhndti sahasd yayad tesu nimajjati | anan-
dahladakatvena tanmayo na vibhavyate | notsaheta parityaktum bhogan
snigdhataya sada) and Vidyapada 8.40c-41 (tato ’bhibhiiyate gadham
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and that Tantra must have been written after the end of the fifth
century and probably not before the second half of the sixth because it
has borrowed the definition of valid sense-perception formulated by
the Buddhist Dignaga (c. 480-550) in his Pramanasamuccaya.’
I am able to say, therefore, only that he lived at some time between
Ratnakara in the early ninth century and the redaction of the

ragendtibaliyasa | niyamyate yatha pankah sakasaye 'pi vasasi); (3) Sivatanu
quoted in Tantraloka 9.208c-209b (tasya dvitiyacitir iva svacchasya
niyujyate kala slaksna | anayaviddhasya pasor upabhogasamarthata bhavati)
«— Matangaparamesvara, Vidyapada 11.1 (athanor visrtasyasya kalavid-
dhasya vegatah), Vidyvapdada 9.9ab (isadunmilitatmanah kalayaviddha-
mirtayah), Vidyapada 9.28a (tathanuh kalayaviddho bhogan saknoti
vasitum); and Vidyapada 9.19ab (samarthikrtya kalaya bhogesu vinipatyate);
and (4) Sivatanu quoted in Tantrdloka 9.211cd (evam avidyamalinah
samarthitas trividhakaficukabalena) «— Matangaparamesvara, Vidyapada
11.33¢c-34b (ragavidyakalakhyena karicukatritayena vai | pracchaditah
samarthatma ksetri ksetraphalam prati).

The text-place is Matangaparamesvara, Yogapada 4.15¢c-16a:
anirdesyam asamdigdham kalpanapodhagocaram | pratyaksam ‘Sense-
-knowledge is unobjectifiable, free of doubt, and free of imagination.’
This rests on the definition pratyaksam kalpanapodham given by Dignaga in
the pratyaksaparicchedah of his Pramanasamuccaya (HATTORI 1968, pp. 25,
82, note 1.25). It might be urged that the distinctive part of this definition, the
expression kalpanapodham ‘free of imagination’, is also in the revision of
that definition proposed by his grand-pupil Dharmakirti (600[?]-660) in the
Nyayabindu 1.4: pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam, ‘Sense-knowledge
is free of imagination and non-erroneous’; and that therefore the prior limit
must come down to the seventh century at the earliest. But the fact that the
definition in the Tantra does not reflect the additional element in the revised
version, namely that sense-knowledge should be not merely free of imagin-
ation but also ‘non-erroneous’ (abhrantam), suggests that this new definition
had not yet been formulated or, if it had, that Dharmakirti’s work was
sufficiently new for it not to have been widely known. The new definition is
adopted in the fourth Satka of the Jayadrathayamala, f. 212v2 (64.22¢-23b):
indriyavyavasayam ca kalpanapodham eva ca | abhrantam iti pratyaksam
pramanam pravicaritam.
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Matangapdaramesvara, which cannot have taken place before the
sixth. If we allow time for Dignaga’s doctrine of perception to become
common knowledge among the learned, for the Matangaparamesvara
to be propagated and accepted as one of the principal Saiddhantika
scriptures, and for Brhaspati’s works, like Sadyojyotis’, to attain
a position of such influence, then we may place his life within the
period c. 650-750. This is a guess, but it is not likely to be far from the
truth.

We have, then, an astonishingly long gap in the transmitted
literature of Saiddhantika exegesis, one which may have extended
from c¢. 700 to the first Kashmirian exegetes ¢. 900 and which cannot
possibly cover less than a hundred years, since Ratnakara’s knowledge
of Sadyojyotis and Brhaspati c. 830 provides an absolute limit ¢. 800.
How are we to explain this lacuna?

Consider the following verse in the opening of Bhatta
Ramakantha’s commentary on the Matangaparamesvara, in which he
plays on two meanings of the word matangah: ‘the [Siddhanta] taught
to [the sage] Matanga’, that is to say, the Matangaparamesvara,
and ‘elephant’:

4 kaiscid vedantanitau kuladysi tu parair nyayadrstau tathanyais
tyaktva siddhantasiddham guruvaragaditam vartma nitah kumarge |
matango 'yam yato 'tah kumativihataye ‘nena vrttyankusena
kseptum marge pravrttas tam iha nanu vayam granthavidbhih
pariksyah

4a vedantanitau BORI MS, f. 119r : vede 'nunitah Ed. (also GOODALL
1998, p. xxxi)’' ® drstau tathanyais BORI MS : drstav athanyais Ed. 4b

°' I have rejected the reading vede 'nunitah because it entails a double
of nitah in nitah kumarge that is both awkward as such and lexically odd, and
because the variant nitau in vedantanitau matches drsi and drstau. Moreover,
vedanta- is appropriate in the context, which is clearly that of metaphysical
doctrine rather than theory of ritual, since while the Kaula view could
influence Saiddhantika Saiva ritual the Nyaya could not. The syllables nta
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siddhantasiddham EA. : siddhantam siddham BORI MS 4¢ nena BORI MS :
yena Ed. 4d tam iha BORI MS : tad iha Ed. e granthavidbhih Ed. :
guruvidbhih BORI MS.

Leaving the highway established in the Siddhantas™® and declared by
the foremost of Gurus, this Tantra of Matanga (/this elephant) has
been led down wrong paths, by some towards the doctrine
of the Upanisads, by others towards the Kaula doctrine, and yet
others towards that of the Nyaya. I therefore aim here to use the
elephant-goad of this commentary to drive it back on to its proper
path so that [these] wrong views may be eliminated. Surely [, then,]
I deserve to be carefully examined by those who know [this] text.

The reason for the long lacuna, then, cannot have been that
exegetical activity was absent during this intervening period, since
Bhatta Ramakantha himself testifies to its existence in this verse.
Moreover, we have evidence of commentaries on the Matanga which,
though never mentioned by the Kashmirian Saiddhantikas, are cited
by their Kashmirian Sakta Saiva contemporaries. Thus Somananda
refers to one by a Vyakhyani in his Sivadrsti;”> and Abhinavagupta

and nu are readily confused in the Kashmirian script. The reading vede or
another referring to the Veda rather than the Vedanta seems, however, to
have been well established, at least in the Far South, since when Aghorasiva
paraphrases this verse in one of the introductory verses of his commentary on
the Ratnatrayapariksa of Srikantha the false views are said to be those of the
Veda, Kula, and Nyaya: kaiscid vedadrsaparaih kuladhiya nyayanu-
vrttyetarair anyais ca svamanisaya malinitam mohena ratnatrayam ‘In their
delusion some have contaminated the Ratnatraya with the doctrine of the
Veda, others with that of the Kula, others by following the Nyaya, and yet
others with ideas of their own’.

> The Siddhantas (siddhantah) are the scriptures of the Siddhanta.
For the term in this sense see SANDERSON 1992, p. 281, footnote 3.

>3 Sivadrsti 3.14c-15b: tatha matangatikayam vyakhyanigurunoditam |
mantranam parasabdanam uktam vdco na jatucit ‘Likewise the Guru
Vyakhyani has declared in his commentary on the Matanga that [this special
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to another by an Aniruddha in his Tantraloka; and in the second at
least we see a doctrine concerning Siva’s power to liberate that is
more in keeping with Abhinavagupta’s position than that of the
Kashmirian Saiddhantikas.>*

character] is that of the Mantras and transcendental sounds and never of [the
faculty of] speech’. Utpaladeva comments on this, quoting Vyakhyani: tatha
vyakhyanisamjiiakena gurund matangatikayam evam eva visista<tva>m
uktam. tathoktam: pramdatrbhumigatanam mantranam parabhumigatanam ca
Sabdanam na tu vagindriyasya kadacit. vagindriyam hi mayapada eva
sthitam. Sabdas tu paratanmdatraripah paravyomamahabhiitamayah para-
mesvarasya paricabrahmanyase vaktram ucyate ‘The Guru named Vyakhyani
has taught exactly this superior character in his commentary on the Matanga.
Thus he has said: “... of the Mantras at the level of the agent of cognition and
of sounds on the highest level, never of the faculty of speech. For that is
limited to the level of Maya. Sound, however, if it has the form of the
transcendental sense-datum, being one with the element ether in its
transcendental nature, is what is meant by the ‘face’ of the Supreme Lord in
the [formulas of the] installation of the five Brahma[mantras]”’. Vyakhyani
refers here to the Mantra element TATPURUSAVAKTRAYA in the sequence
ISANAMURDHAYA/ISANAMURDHNE ~ TATPURUSAVAKTRAYA AGHORAHRDA-
YAYA VAMADEVAGUHYAYA SADYOJATAMURTAYE in the Vyomavapimantra;
see Matangaparamesvara, Kriyapada 1.72c-76b; and Paratrisikavivarana on
Paratrisika 26ab (mirdhni vaktre ca hrdaye guhye miirtau tathaiva ca |
nyasam krtvd): mirdhadini bahye tathocitaripani. vastutah param
brahmaripabhihitaparicatmakavyomadidharanyantasatattvesanadisaracid-
unmesecchajiianakriyariipany eva mantralingad yatha mantra 1SANA-
MURDHNE TATPURUSAVAKTRAYA AGHORAHRDAYAYA VAMADEVAGUHYAYA
SADYOJATAMURTAYE ifi.

 Tantraloka 13.293¢-295b: srimatapy aniruddhena Saktim unmilinim
vibhoh | 294 vydacaksanena matange varnita nirapeksata | sthavarante pi
devasya svariponmilandatmika | 295 Saktih patanti sapeksa na kvapiti
suvistarat ‘The venerable Aniruddha too has taught that [Siva’s liberating
power] is autonomous when commenting on the Lord’s ‘power that awakens’
in the Tantra of Matanga [the Matangaparamesvara, Vidyapada 4.44],
explaining at great length that when the power of the Lord descends it is
beholden to nothing, being an unfolding of the nature of the self that can take
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Reading Bhatta Ramakantha’s castigation of deviant exegesis of
the Matanga in the light of the verse already cited from the same
introduction, in which he identifies Sadyojyotis and Brhaspati as those
who ‘have revealed [to us] the true path [of understanding] in
[the study of] the Siddhanta’ (vabhyam prakasitam vartma
siddhante),” 1 consider it to be overwhelming probable that ‘the fore-
most of Gurus’ (guruvara-) of the former are the founding fathers of
the latter. I propose therefore that Bhatta Ramakantha saw the purpose
of his commentary to be to return the Siddhanta to the principles set
out by these much earlier authorities.

We now have an explanation of the absence in the works of the
Kashmirian Saiddhantikas of any citations of predecessors other than
Sadyojyotis and Brhaspati. It is not that there were no such authorities
to cite but rather that there were none that they, as revivalists seeking
to return the Siddhanta to the doctrinal purity of an earlier age, were
prepared to cite. That no manuscripts of the works that they rejected
should have come down to us is hardly surprising. For it was their
exegesis that prevailed, and it was this that was taken up in the twelfth
century in the South. The Sakta Saiva successors of Abhinavagupta
might have had reason to preserve some of these works of earlier
Saiddhantika scholarship through repeated copying if only because
they may have been less distant, as Bhatta Ramakantha suggests, from
their own positions and therefore might have been preferred as support
for their desire to minimize the gulf that the revivalist exegesis had
opened up between the doctrinal positions of the two schools. But the
Saiddhantika tradition lost ground and disappeared in Kashmir in
subsequent centuries and once this had happened there can have been
little reason to continue to copy the works of its less famous authors.

place even in the extreme case of immobile life-forms’. Bhatta Ramakantha
would not have approved of this position, being concerned to limit the
operation of Siva’s Saktipatah to meritorious mature human beings; see
Kiranavrtti on Vidyapada 6.11d-12.

> See p. 47-48 for text and translation.
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