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SUMMARY: The paper focuses on the question of the genesis of ancient Indian theatre
and argues that it was introduced in the early post-Vedic period as an inalienable
part of the puja cult. The definition of theatre as Natyaveda and Paficama Veda
(the ‘Fifth Veda’), presented in the Natyasastra, should not be taken merely as a kind
of eulogy but as a reflection of the ancient tradition, which treated the early ceremonial
theatre not so much as an art form and entertainment but as a ritual and a visual sermon
intended to elevate and educate the public.

KEYWORDS: Sanskrit drama, Natyasastra, Natyaveda, Fifth Veda, natasiitras,
puja, yajia, ritual.
The discussion of ritual boundaries of ancient Indian theatre requires
two principal considerations to be made in the very beginning.
First, Indian theatre represented a coherent system which came out of
a synthesis of different arts, defined by specific laws, that themselves
create the boundaries of function and role. Second, it can be argued
that early Indian theatre, as reflected in the Natyasastra, was a sys-
tem based on profound religious grounds, conceived and experienced
as a kind of ritual.

There can hardly be any doubt in connection with the first
statement, which is substantiated by the evidence provided by
the Natyasastra'—the oldest and the most authoritative of all available

' For a critical analysis of the history of editing, publishing, and trans-

lation of the Natyasastra text, see Rocher 1981: 107-130. For an overview
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sources on the theory and practice of ancient Indian drama. This treatise,
the proposed dating of which spans over more than a thousand years,?
considers various arts and crafts involved in the theatre production,
such as the rules of acting, literary and scenic texts, aesthetic theory,
costumes, make-up, and so forth. Several of the opening chapters
(ch. 1,3 and 5) are devoted to a detailed description of rituals, as well as
mythological narratives. It is quite evident that in order to cover the the-
ory of drama and represent theatre as a coherent and all-embracing
system, the compiler of the Natyasastra engaged a wide range of con-
cepts and categories featuring in the treatise as already codified and
well-established knowledge.’ In the absence of other ancient treatises
on the topic, capable of providing additional or alternative information,

of Natyasastra textual criticism, see Vatsyayan 1989: 333—-338. On the validity
of existing editions and the newly discovered textual materials, see Tripathi
1992: 81-89. For an annotated bibliography on the complete and partial edi-
tions of the Natyasastra, as well as the complete and partial translations of this
treatise into European and Indian languages, see Lidova 2014.

2 The Natyasastra text is dated by scholars from the 5 century BC up
to the 7"-8" century AD. For the details, see Lidova 2014.

3 Contradictory opinions exist on the authorship and integrity of
the Natyasastra text. Discussing this issue, Vatsyayan notices: “Some [...] hold
the view that the Natyasastra is not a work of a single author, not even of a group
of authors or a school of thought”, but “a close reading of the text makes it clear
that the work reflects a unity of purpose and that it was a product of a single
integrated vision, perhaps also of a single author. There are complexities, but no
contradictions” (Vatsyayan 1996: 6). Tieken also believes that the Natyasastra
is a “well-planned, coherent work™ (Tieken 1998: 172). For a comprehensive over-
view of the research literature dealing with the date of the Natyasastra, the nature
of its compilation, and the personality of its legendary or semi-historical author
Bharata, see Miller 1972: 27-37. In my view, the Natyasastra is not the work of one
single author or even a group of authors, but the outcome of a long developed tra-
dition drawing on different sources that were brought together at the turn of our era
(or a couple of centuries before it) and processed by a very savant and authoritative
editor, who assembled a consistent compendium with the title “Bharatiya-natya-
sastra”. See also Lidova 2014 (chapter “Structure and original core™).
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the encyclopaedic and all-encompassing treatise of the Natyasastra
remains our only and exclusive early source for the art form of theatre.
As a consequence, what we are dealing with is not the actual tradi-
tion and adequate overview of the development of Sanskrit drama, but
the sum of ideas, postulates and intellectual reflections on the matter
that the Indian theoreticians collected and systemized many centuries ago.

The second aspect regards the possible religious basis of the
Natyasastra tradition and the status of this text in Indian culture.
The treatise contains a very important set of information regarding
the question of the genesis of ancient Indian theatre, which has been
the focus of scholarly attention for over a century now. The principal
theories concentrate on two basic questions: whether Sanskrit drama
had a ritual or secular* background, and when and in what ethnic and
cultural milieu it first emerged.

The opinion of scholars, who wrote in support of the ritual
genesis of theatre, was primarily influenced by two sources:
the Natyotpatti myth, or legend of “The Origin of Natya™ (ch. 1),
and the pirvaranga,® a consecration ritual that took place before

*  The assumption on the secular origin of the ancient Indian theatrical

tradition has still numerous adherents among researchers and has not been
completely rejected in the scholarship, but the limited space of this article
does not allow me to consider their views in detail. For an overview of
the different approaches, see Kuiper 1979: 111, note 9.

> As a basic notion of the Natyasastra, natya is usually translated just
as ‘theatre’ or ‘drama’, without any further consideration. A rare exception
is Bhatnagar’s paper, in which he explores the conceptual structure under-
lying the Natyasastra. Considering the conceptual terminology of the treatise
from the point of view of philosophical discourse, Bhatnagar brings forth
the understanding of natya as a complicated multi-dimensional activity, intro-
ducing it as an action-theoretic concept of its own (Bhatnagar 1987: 95-103).
On the original meaning and plausible historical development of this term, see
Lidova 2007: 345-356.

¢ The puarvaranga ritual is an important topic in Natyasastra scholar-
ship, which has brought to light numerous interpretations and suggestions
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the performance of drama (ch. 5). Parikh was one of the first
authors who provided a detailed overview of the Natyotpatti myth
(Parikh 1951-1952: 338-342). He treated the text as a reliable source,
proving that the stage performance consisted from the very beginning of
two parts: the pirvaranga, a ceremonial worship on stage, and drama.
Byrski considered drama to be a ritual form, created in the likeness
of Vedic sacrifice (Byrski 1974). He attempted to reconstruct certain
intellectual ideas that could underly the general concept of the Natya-
sastra and argued for the existence of a strong and direct historical
connection between Vedic sacrificial ritual (yaj7iia)” and Sanskrit drama

onthesubject. Some scholars view the piirvaranga as amere prologue preceding
the performance, others consider it a self-sufficient ritual that rivals the drama
in terms of its importance. Feistel, who devoted to the pirvaranga his
PhD thesis (Feistel 1969), analyzed the relationship of the piarvaranga with
the prologues of classical Sanskrit plays. He proposed a tentative chronology
between the theoretical prescriptions of the sastra and surviving examples
of ancient dramaturgical practices (the main conclusions are summarized
in Feistel 1972: 1-26, which provides a general discussion of the eighteen
constituent elements of the pirvaranga). Dave proposed the identification of
the nandri (the main litany of pirvaranga) with the prarocana (the laudation
verses, uttered at the turn of the pirvaranga ceremony and drama proper)
(Dave 1941: 359-369). Sastri studied the pirvaranga in connection with
the prologues of classical dramas (Sastri 1963: 299-308) and Burman com-
pared the pirvaranga with the prologues of modern performances in India and
Southeast Asian countries and showed their great structural and symbolical
similarities (Burman 1994: 297-316). Thieme (Thieme 1987), who supported
the hypothesis about the secular genesis of Indian theatre, expounded the con-
nection of the purvaranga with puppet theater. He sustained the assumption
that the sitradhdra (the main priest in the pirvaranga, later—the chief actor
and manager of the theatre) originally meant ‘puppet-player’ and came from
puppet theater. He also considered that the pirvaranga itself was initially
a scene taking place in front of the puppet-stage and later turned into the pre-
lude of classical Sanskrit plays.

7 “In what follows we shall try to show that the mythological account
of the Natyotpatti was formulated in the terms of thinking dominated by
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(natya). He discussed the mythology of the Natyasastra suggesting that
drama was part of Vedic sacrificial sessions and a ritual form created
in the likeness of a sacrifice.

Kuiper’s study on this topic (Kuiper 1979) made a crucial
contribution in its attempt to reconstruct the concrete Vedic con-
text that determined the genesis of Indian drama. This study brings
to light the role of god Varuna in the Vedic pantheon and argues that
the vidiisaka® was an equivalent of Varuna, and his role on stage was
that of a divine scapegoat. Kuiper used this idea as the basis for his study
of the Natyasastra, aiming to disclose the traces of Vedic sacrificial,
mythological, and cosmogonic content within the treatise. In his
article, published in 1975,° Kuiper argued against the interpretation
of the piirvaranga as a mere “preliminary”, “prelude”, or “Vorspiel”,
as had been proposed by Feistel, and considered it as a religious
dromenon, intended for the worship of gods and the consecration of
the stage. Kuiper distinguished piirvaranga from drama, arguing that
each possessed individual ritual functions. He considered the pirvaranga
as the actual ritual and equivalent of the Vedic sacrifice (yaj7ia), and drama
(natya) as a scenic representation of the Vedic cosmogonic myth.

Another author, who extensively worked on the Vedic origins
of Indian theatre and of the Natyasastra tradition, was Tripathi.'
He considered natya as the Veda, the ultimate knowledge or Brahman,
and an equivalent of the yajiia ritual. Tripathi considered several
technical and historical aspects of drama's ‘externalization’ from
the yajria sacrificial system and demonstrated how this process provided

the idea of Yajfia” (Byrski 1974: 43). In order to prove the proposed assump-
tion, Byrski analyzes almost all important topics and concepts of the treatise,
notably the plot, the structure of the performance, rasa theory, etc.

8 The vidiisaka was one of the participants of the pirvaranga and later
became the main comic character of the Sanskrit literary drama.

?  See Kuiper 1975: 241-268. The main topic of this paper is the detailed
discussion of the role of the jarjara (sacrificial pole, symbolizing the banner

of Indra) in the pirvaranga.
10" See Tripathi 1991; 1994-1995: 1-20.
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grounds for the growth of theatre, at the same time determining its
most important features.

An alternative opinion belongs to Gitomer. This author accepted
the idea that drama could have been considered an equivalent of Vedic
vajna: “Although there is overlap between two kinds of performance,
ndatya and yajiia, it seems that, by and large, the ritual does its work
precisely, but not being new, drama by being new” (Gitomer 1994: 183).
At the same time, Gitomer criticized all attempts of his predecessors
(first of all, Byrski and Kuiper, both of whom he cites extensively)
to “religify” the drama and see cosmogonic, ritual, and transcendental
meanings in it:

While it is true that in the text of the Natyasastra the peculiar rituals of
the piirvaranga are unexplained, seemingly pasted into the structure
of what I am describing as the allegorical myth of Brahma’s creation of
the drama, there is reason to believe that their original function has not been
so much forgotten as appropriated into another system of meaning, a pro-
cess far more complex and self-conscious than “secularization”. The fact
1s that the narration is about the struggle of creation, but not the creation of
the world; rather it 1s about the creation of drama. In other words, the the-
atric universe has reworked the archaic cosmogonic motifs, rituals, and
stories and placed them at the service of its own myth. (Gitomer 1994: 178)

Gitomer acknowledged Vedic reminiscences in the Natyotpatti myth
but treated it as an allegorical story, in which Vedic cosmogonic and
ritual reminiscences are deliberately used in order to raise the status of
theatre. He summarised his opinion in the following statement:

As with the natyotpatti legend, almost every Sanskrit drama has an aesthetic or
performance subtext; characters discuss poetry, dance, painting in emotional,
aesthetic, and technical terms. Just as these elements refocus audience
attention past the predicaments of the heroes and heroines to the world of
the playwrights and performer, so, too, the exhaustive account of the building
of the playhouse and the twenty page catalog of the gestures and dance
postures within the very chapters containing the natyotpatti legend can re-
focus our attention beyond Bharatamuni and the circle of Brahmins, beyond
the legend’s nostalgic nod to archaic past to the skilled, intelligent dancers,
who draw us into neither cosmogony, nor transcendence, but the thick
sweetness of their passion. (Gitomer 1994: 191)
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In a certain sense, Gitomer expressed the position of those scholars,
who put the aesthetics, poetics, and practice of Sanskrit drama above
the complex topic of its ritual genesis. They were eager to accept
the Natyotpatti myth as an allegorical story and saw little sense in find-
ing evidence indicating the time and context of the inception of theatre.

It needs to be highlighted that my vision of the topic is not
concordant with any of the above-mentioned trends of research.
On the one hand, I do not see the myth of the first chapter as an alle-
gorical story, invented for the purpose to elevate the art of theatre.
On the other hand, I do not support the hypothesis of direct genetic
links uniting the Natyasastra tradition with the cult of Vedic yajna.
In several previous publications, I have already brought to light
the problems with the existing viewpoints on the historical and sym-
bolical connections of the Natyasastra tradition and of Sanskrit drama
with Vedic sacrificial ritual (yaj7ia) and substantiated an alternative
hypothesis that the origin of drama should be sought in the context of
the ritual of pija."

This hypothesis required a consideration of a much broader
historical and religious context and an analysis of many interconnected
issues. The most important among them was the question of the cor-
relation between yajiia and piija rituals. Many scholars, including the
researchers who associated the Natyasastra tradition with the Vedic
yvajna, failed to make the distinction between yajiia and pijja and did
not see them as two different rituals. It has been often assumed that
the yajiia and piija were merely two names of one and the same type
of sacrificial worship. According to another view, however, yajiia and
pujarepresented from the start two independent rituals, which coexisted
within Vedic culture. At a certain moment, pizja started to gradually oust

" On the topic, see Fitzgerald 1996: 182—184; Rocher 2000: 631-632.
The only scholar who at first advanced a counter-argument was Tripathi.
He denied the non-Vedic background of the rituals described in the Natyasastra
and prefered to treat the numerous similarities between pijja rituals and
the Natyasastra rites as coincidental (Tripathi 1995: 79-85).
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the more prominent yajiia and finally received a dominant position.'
And last but not least, some scholars® cling to the idea of the Vedic
origin of pija, regarding it as a yajria that underwent certain trans-
formations.'* Challenging the latter assumption, I tried to demonstrate
that yajria and puija have to be considered as two distinct forms of
ritual. In order to prove it, I have made a comparison of the ritual
principles underlying these two sacrificial practices, which, as I see it,
are determined by three principal aspects. The first, “Where?”, pertains
to the arrangement of the ritual space; the second, “How?”, to the type
of the offering; the third, “What for?”, describes the ritual goals of
the worship. This comparison demonstrates that the ritualism of yajiia

12" This position was characteristic for the scholars who shared the hypo-
thesis of the non-Aryan origin of pizja. One of the most committed and con-
vinced among them was Charpentier. Charpentier believed that the pizja was
a very ancient ritual and at the same time had no relation to the Vedic yajria.
In his opinion, “all the leading ideas are totally opposed to each other, and [...]
the two religions came to stand against each other as the religions of upper and
lower classes of society”. Because the lower classes were much more numer-
ous “the Aryan Brahmanism already at an early date began to be compro-
mised, and thus created the most heterogeneous religion in the world, which,
for want of a better term, we call Hinduism” (Charpentier 1927: 97).

13 See, for example, Sinha 1991-1993: 195-204.

4 However, no substantiated explanation exists on the technicalities of
the transformation of yajiia into pija. Perhaps, the only attempt to explain
this transformation was made by van Buitenen, who tentatively traced pija
back to the pravargya, a Vedic ritual which preceded the soma offering
(Buitenen 1968: 23-28). Based on the formal similarity of the external aspects
of the rituals, his concept failed to win broad recognition and became the sub-
ject of criticism (Kashikar 1972: 1-10). Houben remarked in connection
with this: “Several aspects of the Pravargya, which were considered by van
Buitenen as indication of the Pija-character of the rite, can be much better
explained in connection with their similarities with the Soma sacrifice and its
mantras. Moreover, van Buitenen’s interpretation of the vessel as an anthropo-
morphic image, connected with the supposed Pijja-character of the rite, is not
very convincing” (Houben 1991: 17).
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and piija do not coincide in any of the basic aspects of the religious
practice. This gives us sufficient grounds to suggest that yajiia and
puja ascend to different ritualistic archetypes, with different sacrificial
structures and symbolism (Lidova 2009: 205-231).

More than that, pija is not described in any text of the Vedic era,
which means that this type of adoration was alien to the Vedic-Brahmanic
ritualism. Even the root piij- is extremely rare in the Vedic sources—
it appears once in a Rgvedic hymn (RV VIII.17.12)," twice in the
Satapatha-Brahmana (SB1I1.5.3.25; 111.6.1.25), once in the Chandogya
Upanisad (ChUp 1.2.1) and several times in later Vedic texts, in par-
ticular, the Asvalayana- (A$vGS 3.9.3) and the Sankhyayana-
(SanGS 4.5.15) grhyasiitras, and in different contexts in the Apastamba-,
Baudhayana- and Gautama-Dharmasitras. In early Buddhist texts,
piuja as a form of veneration is repeatedly mentioned in the Sutta Nipata
(SN 128; 238-240; 261; 318), in the Digha-, Majjhima- and Samyutta-
nikayas, in the Dhammapada (Dh 5. 45), and among more reliably dated
sources—in the edicts of king Asoka, in particular the 12" Edict from
Girnar. Supporting the hypothesis of the non-Aryan genesis of piija,
Charpentier remarks:

The word piija stands quite alone within the Sanskrit dictionary; the verbal
root piij- (piijayati) is with every probability secondary in comparison with
the noun. Both words are used many times already by Yaska and Panini and
consequently belonged to the common dictionary of the dvijas in the sixth
century BC. (Charpentier 1927: 98)

Detailed descriptions of pizja rituals appear in many sources, starting
from the late/post-Vedic GrhyapariSistas up to the medieval Agamas.'®

5 The same line occurs in the Atharvaveda XX.5.6a, Samaveda
4.1.2.05.02a and Yajurveda.

' The dating of Agamic texts is still very approximate. However,
the earliest of these texts had not emerged before the 56" century AD.
For details see Brooks 1992: 29-34. On the development of the Saiva
Siddhanta tradition, based on twenty-eight Saiva @gamas, from the 6™ through
the 12™ centuries CE, see Sanderson 2009: 41-350.
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The date and chronology of these texts still remain quite problematic.'”
The same applies to the Natyasastra text. In its current form, the trea-
tise is often attributed to the 2™ century BC and 2™ century AD.
Chronologically this date places it in between the Grhyaparisistas and
the Agamas. However, a number of scholars date the oldest core of the
Natyasastra text and its tradition much earlier, to the 5" century BC,'

17 As far as the Grhyaparisistas are concerned the problem of their dating
has been already highlighted by Keith, who writes: “the value of the parisistas
is, unhappily, seriously diminished by the total uncertainty of their date”
(Keith 1912: 756). Modak considers that “the date of the compilation of
the Atharvaveda-pari$istas lies somewhere between second century BC... and
fifth century AD” (Modak 1993:473). Atthe same time, Modak does not exclude
the possibility that the date of the Atharvaveda-parisistas could in some cases
go back much earlier and suggests that at least some texts of the corpus could
belong to the period of the 473" centuries BC (Modak 1993: 482, note 141).
At the same time, Bisschop and Griffiths date the Atharvaveda-pariSistas
quite late and assume that they belonged “to sometime in the second half of
the first millennium CE” (Bisschop, Griffiths 2003: 324). See also Sanderson
2007: 195-311 and De Simini 2016: 38, note 115. It seems, however, that
the Grhyapari$istas were not created as a single corpus, but belong to different
periods of time.

'8 The dating of the Natyasastra to the middle of the first millennium BC
is favoured by scholars responsible for the publication of the text. Regnaud, a French
Sanskritist, was among the firsts. He believed that an early version of the Natya-
sastra could have existed already in the 4" century BC (Regnaud 1898: L-LI).
Ghosh, another publisher and translator of the treatise, also dated it to an early
period. He tried to prove that the oldest parts of the text must have ascended
to the middle of the 1% millennium BC, proceeding mainly from a linguis-
tic analysis of the treatise. As Ghosh saw it, the Sanskrit of the Natyasastra
corresponded to the language of the time of Panini or was, at least, chrono-
logically close to it. The antiquity of the Natyasastra language was borne out,
as he saw it, by numerous words occurring only in early works and out of use
in later periods. Ghosh found another proof of his dating in the metric system
of the Natyasastra. The metres mentioned in the text and the specifics of their
usage testify as he saw it, to the Natyasastra being a direct continuation of
the Vedic tradition. The early origin of the Natyasastra was also borne out
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at the watershed between the late Vedic and early Epic eras. The uncertainty
of the dates complicates significantly the establishment of a proper
correlations between the existing sources.

With great probability, the chapters describing the rituals and
myths go back to the most ancient parts of the treatise. Consider-
ing the possibility of the ancient origin of the text, the Natyasastra
potentially acts as a truly valuable source of information relevant
not only to the history, theory, and practice of Indian drama but also
to the religious tradition of pija. Relying on what has been said, let us
once again consider the Natyotpatti myth in order to find the details
indicative of the time of appearance of the drama and of the formation
of the puja cult. The text reads as follows:

At the beginning, o sages, in the days of passing from the Fourth Age (Krtayuga'®)
of [Manu] Svayambhuva and the start of the Third Age (Tretayuga) of
Manu Vaivasvata, and [due to] the spread of immorality among men and of
the power of lustful desires [and] sensual pleasures, in the reckless world
fed by envy [and] anger, [and oscillating between] happiness and unhappi-
ness, Jambudvipa guarded by the Lokapalas, was [over]crowded with gods,

by the mythology presented in it, which was based on the cult of Brahma
and according to Ghosh, corresponded to the mythology of the early epic
(Ghosh 1967a: Ixxxii; 1967b: Ixv).

9 The word ‘krta’ can be a participle or an adjective, literally meaning
‘perfect’, ‘ultimate’, ‘fine’, ‘elaborated’, but when appearing in a combination
with other words, like in ‘krta-yuga’, ‘krta’ has to be translated as ‘four’ or
‘fourth’. This meaning comes from the terminology used for the dice game.
In ancient India, the dice were made from the dried fruit of the vibhitaka
tree and had four sides. These surfaces were numbered with dots from one
to four. The side with just one dot was called kali, with two—dvapara, with
three—treta, and four—+#krta. The last one guaranteed the victory of the player
and, therefore, was considered to be the best. The mythologem of four yugas,
as well as the dice game, played an important role in the theoretical evaluation
of ancient Indian theatre. The Natyasastra description of the degradation of
the human race during the succession of the yugas is discussed in a number
of post-Vedic texts, including the authoritative evidence from the Manava-
dharmasastra (MDh 1.68-86).
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Danavas, Gandharvas, Yaksas, Raksasas [and] great Uragas. [Then] the gods
led by great Indra said to Pitamaha (Brahma): “[We] want entertainment wor-
thy of being seen and heard. As the Vedic canon cannot be followed by the caste
of Stidras, create a new, Fifth Veda [open] to all varnas.”

Once he agreed to help, Brahma chose the standard Brahmanic
way—he created a new kind of sacral knowledge. According to
the Natyasastra,

[...] having thus decided, Lord [Brahma] recollected all Vedas and created
the Natyaveda, bringing together elements of four Vedas. He took recita-
tion (pathya) from the Rgveda, singing (gita) from the Sama[veda], means
of scenic representation (abhinaya) from the Yajurveda, and emotions (rasa)
from the Atharva[veda]. Related to the basic and supplementary Vedas,
the Natyaveda was thus created by the magnanimous Lord Brahma, expert
on all Vedas.”!

As we learn from this passage, Brahma used the most essential elements
of four existing Vedas for the creation of the Fifth Veda, specifically

20 parvam krtayuge vipra vrtte svayambhuve 'ntare | tretayuge 'tha sam-

prapte manor vaivasvatasya ca || gramyadharma-pravrtte tu kama-lobha-vasam
gate|irsya-krodhabhisammiidhe loke sukhita-duhkhite || deva-danava-gandharva-
yaksa-rakso-mahoragaih | jambudvipe samakrante lokapala-pratisthite || mah-
endra-pramukhair devair uktah kila pitamahah | kridaniyakam icchamo drsyam
sravyam ca yad bhavet || na veda-vyavaharo "vam samsravyah Siudra-jatisu |
tasmat srjaparam vedam paiicamam sarva-varnikam || (NS 1.8-12). All quo-
tations from Natyasastra are from the Ghosh edition (1956-1967, here and
further—NS) with variant readings from Ramakrishna Kavi edition (GOS)
and some insights are taken from the Grosset 1898 edition. For an alter-
native translation of this passage of the first chapter of the Natyasastra
with a thorough analysis of its content, see Bansat-Boudon 2001: 35-62.
See also her discussions in Bansat-Boudon 1993: 148-155; 1994: 107-119;
2012: 213-238.

21 evam sankalpya bhagavan sarva-vedan anusmaran | natyavedam
tatas cakre caturvedanga-sambhavam || jagraha pathyam rgvedat samabhyo
gitam eva ca | yajurvedad abhinayan rasan atharvanad api || vedopavedaih

sambaddho natyavedo mahdtmanda | evam bhagavata srsto brahmana sarva-
vedina || (NS 1.16-18).
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recitation, the basis of Rgveda, and singing, the core of Samaveda, etc.
Apart from the four Vedic Samhitas, Brahma engages many other texts
of the Vedic canon. In particular, we are told that he takes supplemen-
tary Vedas (vedopaveda), all Sastras without exception, knowledge
of the various arts and crafts, and guidance of dharma and artha.
With the help of all these resources, Brahma creates the all-embracing
doctrine of Natyaveda:

[...it] corresponds to virtue (dharma), prosperity (artha) and glory (yvasas),*
comprises [good] counsels and guidelines, shows all activities of the future
[world], contains the substance of all sciences and demonstrates all crafts—
[that is] the Fifth Veda called Natya.?

Once his work 1s over, Brahma offers the Natyaveda to the gods, but
since Indra on behalf of all the deities refuses the offer, justifying his
decision with the lack of skills and ability needed for the use of natya,
Brahma passes it on Bharata, the most distinguished among the Brah-
mins, and suggests that he should study and enact natya with his hun-
dred sons (NS 1.19-25).

This myth is quite remarkable in its message and content, full
of details and profound concern with the matter, therefore, its cor-
rect assessment is crucial for the reconstruction of the ancient stage
in the perception of the Natyasastra tradition. It would be wrong
to deprive this myth of any significant and historically relevant

22 Similar to the majority of other concepts and notions, important

for the theoretical evaluation of the Natyaveda, the concept of purusarthas
(‘goals of human being’) is not attested in Vedic texts, but becomes a key
notion of Hinduism and appears in the sources dating after the conventional
borderline of the middle of the 1 millennium BC. It is mentioned several times
in both epics—Mahabharata and Ramayana, as well as in Brahmasitras
(Bst III. 4. 1) of Badarayana, in Patafijali’s commentary on the sitras of
Panini (Mb II. 2. 34), etc.

2 dharmyam arthyam yasasyam ca sopadesyam sa-sangraham | bhavi-
syatas ca lokasya sarva-karmanudarsakam || sarva-sastrartha-sampannam
sarva-silpa-pravartakam | natyakhyam paiicamam vedam (NS 1.14-15).
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information and treat it just as an allegory, targeted primarily to elevate
the status of theatre and engage the sphere of holy writ for what was, in fact,
only an art form and a sort of entertainment. At first glance, the researchers who
have established a link between the Natyasastra and the Vedic tradition are
right. The myth is overflowed with references to different Vedic texts, includ-
ing the four Vedas, and demonstrates the tendency to represent the Natyasastra
as an inalienable part and the continuation of the Vedic canon. More than that,
in this myth the treatise itself is defined as Natyaveda and the Fifth Veda.

The notion of the Fifth Veda is quite interesting. Undoubtedly, it can
be treated as a glorifying epithet that does not have any special content. How-
ever, it is quite possible that the title of the Fifth Veda is not just an eulogy.
It could have possessed some special meaning at the time when the tradition
of the Natyasastra was taking form and could have remained from that period.

Whether we regard the Fifth Veda as a concept or as an epithet, one
thing is absolutely evident—it could have appeared only in the post-
Vedic period. The first-ever textual reference to the Fifth Veda is found
in the Chandogya Upanisad (7.1.2;7.1.4;7.2.1; 7.7.1) in the dialogue
between Narada and Sanatkumara: “Venerable Sir, | know [three Vedas:]
the Rgveda, the Yajurveda, the Samaveda, Atharvana as the fourth
[Veda, and] itihd@sa-purana as the fifth”.>* The same kind of evidence
can be found in the Arthasastra, which mentions five Vedas, including
four Vedic samhitas and the fifth—itihasaveda (AS 1.3.1-2).

The word ‘itihdsa’ 1s usually translated as ‘epic’, while purana
as ‘ancient lore’.* It is noteworthy that the Indian tradition knows only
two ancient texts that use as their self-definition the sublime title of
the Fifth Veda—the Natyasastra and the Mahabharata.*® At the same

2 rgvedam bhagavo ‘dhyemi yajurvedam samavedam atharvanam

caturtham itihasapuranam parnicamam (ChUp 7.1.2).

2> One of the earliest joint mentionings of ‘itihdsa’ and ‘purana’ along
with ‘gatha’ (song) and ‘narasamsi’ (eulogy) can be found in the Atharvaveda
(tam itihdsas ca purandm ca gathas ca narasamsis...) (AV 15.6.11-12).

2 vedan adhyapayam asa mahabharatapancaman (“He (Vyasa) taught
the [four] Vedas with the Mahabharata as the fifth [Veda]”) (Mbh 1.57.74).
See also: Mbh 12.327.18. According to Brockington, the fifth Veda is also
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time, the Mahabharata often defines itself as itihasa (Mbh 1.56.16)%’
and purana (Mbh 1.1.15; 1.56.15).2® It is remarkable that the claim
of the Fifth Veda is substantiated in the case of the Mahabharata®
on the same grounds as in the Natyasastra. Both present themselves
as all-embracing texts in which all topics are covered. At the same
time and similarly to the Natyasastra, the sacred knowledge contained
within the Mahdabharata is available to all varnas (Mbh 12.314.45),%
including Stidras and women, who, by knowing the content of the Fifth
Veda, gain the right to obtain things they desire (Hiltebeitel 2011: 201).

Both itihasa and purana are not a single work, but a sort of
literary production, and similarly as Veda are conceived as a certain
kind of knowledge. In general, itihasapurana and itihasaveda stand

implicitly mentioned in Mbh 1.1.205 ab; 1.1. 56.17cd and 18.57 (for details,
see Brockington 1998: 7, note 14).

27 On the Mahabharata as itihdsa and Fifth Veda, see Fitzgerald
1985: 125-140. See also Brockington 1998: 5-7; Hiltebeitel 2011: 73—110; Tripathi
2014: 87-88; Malinar 2011: 201-205. About the Vedic legacy in Hinduism, see
Smith 1987a: 32-55.

8 Besides this, the Mahabharata describes itself as akhyana (legend or
story in general), and designates akhyana as the Fifth Veda (Mbh 3.45.8; 3.58.9).
The Ramayana of Valmiki also refers to itself as itihdsa and akhyana, but never
explicitly proclaims itself as the Fifth Veda. About the distinction between
the terms ‘itihasa’, ‘purana’ and ‘akhyana’, see Patton 1996: 195-230.

¥ According to Brockington, the designation of the Mahabharata
as the Fifth Veda “recognizes its character as collections of ancient tales,
proclaims their priestly nature and claims a measure of authority for it”
(Brockington 1998: 5). On the other hand “the emphasis of the epic
as the Fifth Veda and comparisons with them, in reality, testifies to a break
between the Vedas and the Mahabharata™ (Brockington 1998: 5, note 10).
Gitomer believed, that “the Mahabharata does not explicitly proclaim
itself as a ‘fifth Veda’, but speaks of itself as complementary, even superior
to the other four” (Gitomer 1994: 194, note 37). See also Sullivan 1999: 12.

3% However, the Mahabharata provides the alternative opinion that
it was intended for just the three highest varnas and actually excluded Siidras
(Mbh 18.5.43).
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for a kind of knowledge revealed in all sorts of stories, myths, and
legends. It is quite possible that the Mahabharata and the Natyasastra
represent two traditions in the transmission of this sacral knowledge.
In the case of the Mahabharata tradition, this knowledge was made
accessible to all people, including Siidras and women, in the form of
narrative and recitation and in the case of the Natyasastra—in the form
of visual sermons, which, in fact, were nothing but the stage versions of
the same epic myths.*' This interpretation reveals the deep connection
between the Natyasastra and the Mahabharata, and actually, explains
why these two texts were referred to as the Fifth Veda.

It 1s indicative in this respect that the Natyaveda, Brahma’s
creation, also defines itself on several occasions as itihasa, for example
in the opening chapter of the Natyasastra, e.g., 1.15, when Brahma
says: “I shall create the Fifth Veda, called Natya, with itihasa”.*
An even clearer reference is found in another part of the test: “After
he created the Natyaveda, Pitamaha [Brahma] addressed the Mighty
[Indra]: ‘I created the itihdsa, and it is intended for the gods’.”>*

It 1s generally accepted that the Mahabharata also appeared in
the post-Vedic period.** Neither the Vedic Samhitas nor the Brahmanas

31 The Natyasastra explicitly mentions two epic myths—Amrtamanthana
(“The Churning of the Ocean”) and Tripuraddha (‘“‘The Burning of the Triple City™),
which were performed as the two first dramas. Both of them were performed in a reli-
gious context and were preceded by the piirvaranga (pija) ritual (NS 4. 1-10).

2 natyakhyam paiicamam vedam setihasam karomy aham (NS 1.15b).
Abhinavagupta in his commentary Abhinavabharati on NS 1.15 discusses
meticulously the term ‘itihasa’. He suggested that ‘iti” denotes the immedi-
ate perception (itir evam-arthe pratyaksa-nirdesam dyotayati), so through
the ‘itihasa’ the long-past events are perceived as taking place in the present and
allowing to reach the purusarthas (pratyaksa-paridrsyamana agamikarthah
karma-phala-sambandha-svabhava yatrasate tenetihasena) (GOS 36: 924).

3 utpadya natyavedam tu brahmovaca suresvaram | itihaso mayd
srstah sa suresu niyujyatam || (NS 1.19).

3 The discussion of the Mahabharata date is a long-lasting issue.
For the different approaches, see Fitzgerald 2010: 72-94.
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contain direct or oblique references to the Mahabharata, while
the sources from the latter half of the 1* millennium BC often mention
not only the name of this epic but also the names of its heroes. The situ-
ation with the Natyasastra tradition is more or less similar. The Vedic
texts are silent on drama, but as we cross the conventional borderline
of the mid-1* millennium BC, testimonies of theatrical performances
and practice appear in numerous sources, including the epigraphical
evidence, grammar treatises, and Buddhist texts.*

One of the important sources commonly used for the discussion
of the emergence and early development of drama is Panini’s grammar,
which scholars traditionally date to the 5"—4% century BC. Panini
mentions two specialized texts for natas—Natasiitras by Silalin
and Krsasva (Pan 4.3.110-111), belonging to two different Vedic
schools.’® This indicates that at the time of Panini there must have
been various theoretical evaluations on the arts of natas and at least
two different schools managed to produce manuals or textbooks.?’
Panini made a distinction between the two roots nrt- and nat-, which
are also differentiated in the developed theatre tradition. The fact that
the first of them is more often used for the definitions of dance (nrtta),
while the second for the descriptions of more sophisticated scenic
performance—drama (natya), might be considered as an indirect
indication that these two art forms were differentiated already at that
time when Panini created his grammar.

The notion of the Fifth Veda could have also been introduced
in this particular era. The mid-1* millennium BC was a unique period
of time. On the one hand, it was still closely linked to the Vedic cul-
ture, which means that the notion of Veda could still retain its original
sacral and semiotic significance. On the other hand, this was a moment

3> For details, see Tarlekar 1991: 5-8; Wijesekera 1941: 196-206.

36 See also Pan 4.3.129, where Panini refers to the law or tradition
related to natas.

7 On Silalin and Kréasva within the Natyasastra tradition, see Ghosh
1930: 72-80.
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of major changes in the perception of the world, which provided
the possibility for the extension and reconsideration of the Vedic canon
at the watershed between the late Vedic and early Epic eras.*®

It is noteworthy that the era when the Natyaveda was created
is also described in the Natyotpatti myth as the time of passage from
krtayuga, the perfect age, to tretayuga, the age of the less virtuous.
This moment of transition was perceived as the age of trials and great
tribulation when religious precepts were given up and sensual pleasures
prevailed. More than that, the creation of the Fifth Veda was actually
necessitated by this situation of declining morality. As the Natyasastra
repeatedly emphasizes, the work of Brahma is the compendium of uni-
versal knowledge, designed to support the three goals of life—dharma,
kama, and artha. It was able to elevate men from their depravity, restore
the shattered order of things, and thus create a society whose existence
was based on the noble goals of higher morality (NS 1.14—15).

In terms of actual historical time, the situation, presented in
the myth as occurring at the end of the Perfect Age (krtayuga), could
correspond to the transitional period of Indian civilization, when
the pillars of the ancient Vedic religion were profoundly shaken.
The essence of the esoteric Brahmanic culture, with an ideal com-
munity of the twice-born as its supreme goal, incited the appear-
ance of numerous anti-Brahmanic religious movements. Supposedly,
the crisis of Vedic ritualism—mainly the solemn soma-yajria rituals—
predetermined the decline of the Brahmanic tradition. Although
the Brahmanic theology continued to insist on the obligatory celebra-
tion of the multiple regular rituals, the status of the Vedic Srauta rites
de facto stopped being indisputable, even from the ethical point of
view (Houben 1999: 105-83). It led to a decrease in the willingness
of certain social groups to spend enormous sums of money, time, and
other resources on the performance of these rituals.*

3% For details see Malinar 2011: 182-211.
3 See, for example, Heesterman 1985: 85-89; Smith 2011: 163—-179;
Bronkhorst 2017: 361-369.
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The reformatory spirit of the time gave rise to numerous religious
trends, some of which, as for example, Buddhism and Jainism, even-
tually played a crucial part in Indian history and culture. Others,
however, survived only as distant, semi-legendary echoes of the tradi-
tion. They all shared one goal: to offer alternative roads of future devel-
opment, largely predetermined by the internal crisis of the Brahmanic
ritual system.

As I have already discussed on several occasions (Lidova 1994;
2009: 205-231), the idea to introduce pija as an alternative form of
worship can be considered as an attempt to find one more way out of
that crisis. It is important that the Naryasastra also singles out piija
as pivotal in the emergence of the theatrical tradition. On the divine
commandment of Brahma, every performance had to be preceded
by the puja ritual, which is comparable with Vedic yajria. The last
is clearly expressed in the Natyasastra:

The stage or the spectacle should not be made without the [celebration
of] the pija. If somebody makes the stage [and] the performance without
puja, his knowledge shall be useless and he will come to a bad rebirth, for
the pizja [celebrated for] the deities of the stage is similar to a yajria.*

The Natyotpatti myth also clearly refers to the event at which the drama
and puja were performed together for the first time. This was real-
1zed on the occasion of the Indra festival, an annual celebration, which
involved the entire community:

An auspicious occasion for the presentation [of drama] is approaching:
the [festival] of the great banner of Indra begins. There and then this Veda,
known as the Natya, should be used.*!

0 apajayitva rangam tu naiva preksam pravartayet | apijayitva rangam tu

vah preksam kalpayisyati || tasya tan nisphalam jiianam tiryagyonim ca yasyati |
yajiiena sammitam hy etad ranga-daivata-pijanam || (NS 1.125-126).

Y mahanayam prayogasya samayah pratyupasthitah | ayam dhvajamahah
sriman mahendrasya pravartate || atredanim ayam vedo ndatya-samjiiah
prayujyatam || (NS 1.54-55).
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This festival is not the product of the Natyasdastra author’s imagination.*
It existed in reality and its description can be found in a number of texts
from various periods. The earliest of them is presented in the Kausika-
grhyasitra (KGS 140.1-22) and the Atharvavedaparisista 19, the two
texts which belong to the Atharvaveda tradition. An account of the same
celebration during the epic time can be found in the first book of the Maha-
bharata (Mbh 1.57.17-22), while its further development can be traced
in the medieval text of the Visnudharmottarapurana (VDhP 11.154-157).
As I discussed elsewhere,* these sources describe rather different
versions of the celebration. The Kausikasiitra provides a description of
the Indra festival of the late Vedic period according to the tradition of
the Atharvaveda.* The main symbol of this festival was a big tree, which
was selected in the wood, felled, brought to the village and exalted.
The crux of the festival was the exaltation of the tree as Indra’s banner
(dhvaja), accompanied by various religious ceremonies. In the late
Vedic period this festival was arranged by the king and conducted
by the purohita. The purohita was the king’s head-priest, adviser and
the chaplain of the king’s household, who performed not only domestic
(grhya)rituals for the king, but also certain solemn rites. One of them was
the Artharvavedic Indra festival, celebrated with one main purpose—
to contribute to the annual renewal of the vital powers of the king, who
was believed to be the guarantor of the prosperity of the society.
However, the description of the Indra celebration found in Kausikasiitra
does not mention drama, any stage performances, or pizja, but recounts
the rituals typical of the cult of yagjia. At the same time, according to

42 This festival is also mentioned in various sources, including Sanskrit
dramas and mahakavyas. Among the latter, particularly interesting are the
Buddhacarita of A§vaghosa (1.63; 8.73), plays ascribed to Bhasa (for details
see Pusalker 1940: 440—441), the Raghuvamsa of Kalidasa (4.3), the Mrccha-
katika of Sudraka (10.7), the Nagananda of Sriharsadeva (Act I), and others.

4 See Lidova 2002-2003: 85-108. See also Sathyanarayana 1993: 3—13;
2012: 197-210.

* On another version of the late/post-Vedic Indra sacrifice (Indra-yajria),
performed according to the Yajurveda tradition, see Paraskaragrhyasiitra 2.15.
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the conventionalized chronology of the first chapter of the Natyasastra,
the Indra festival did not emerge simultaneously with drama. As the trea-
tise has it, the festival existed before the drama and independently from it.
Even the choice of the event was to an extent incidental. Brahma viewed
it merely as a convenient pretext: the Indra festival was chosen as an occasion
to make all gods get together to be acquainted with the dramatic art, recently
created by Brahma. Although this point does not need to be overestimated,
it provides sufficient reasons to doubt that the drama was intrinsic in the fes-
tival arrangements from the start. More probably, it was mtroduced at a quite
advanced stage when the basic ritual of the Indra festival had acquired the final
shape and became firmly established.

The latter assumption can be verified on the basis of the descriptions
of this celebration as they appear in the texts belonging to the subse-
quent historical periods. One of them could be the late ancillary texts
of the Atharvavedic tradition—Atharvaveda-parisista 19. This PariSista
closely follows the Kausikasiitra and describes the festivity of Indra
using almost the same words. Much more interesting 1s its supplement—
the Atharvaveda-parisista 19b, which presents the brahmayaga,
a Brahma worship ritual. It can be suggested that this ritual at a certain
stage became part and parcel of the Indra festival. The brahmayaga was
performed in a special edifice created for the occasion—a mandapa.
It is clearly stated in the Natyasastra that the drama almost from the out-
set was also presented in a mandapa (the construction and typology
of which is described in detail in the treatise, ch. 2), and it is a great
temptation to assume that it was one and the same ritual pavilion. How-
ever, the Atharvaveda-parisista 19b does not mention any drama per-
formed in the mandapa. Nevertheless, this pavilion, constructed for
the brahmaydaga ritual, was definitely connected with the tradition of
the Natyasastra. The proof of the latter is the fact that the brahmaydaga
ritual, which is centered on the piija worship, is very similar, almost
identical, to the Rangadaivatapiijana, the rite of the consecration of
a newly built theatre, described in detail in ch. 3 of the Natyasastra.*

4 For details, see Lidova 2009: 205-231.
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Subsequently, not yaj7ia but piija became the main ritual ceremony
of the Indra festival. This is explicitly mentioned in the Mahabharata,
which contains the mythological narration about the King Vasu Upari-
cara, who instituted this celebration anew. One day, Indra offered
three gifts to the king—a crown of lotus flowers, which protected him
in a battle, a self-propelled divine chariot—a vimana, and a bamboo
pole. After some time this pole was used by the king, who stuck it into
the ground and so gave rise to the Indra’s festival. After the exalta-
tion and decoration, the bamboo pole became the centre around which
the pigja ritual was performed in honour of Indra, followed by another
one dedicated to Siva (Mbh 1.57.21). According to the Mahabharata,
this bamboo pole became the main object of Indra’s festival and in this
form was adopted by other kings (Mbh 1.63.27).4

However, the Mahabharata narration although clearly mentioning
the ritual of puja, fails to provide any reference to stage performances
during this festival. At the same time, the testimony about some kind of
visual entertainment, performed in the context of pizja ritual, can be found
in the medieval Visnudharmottarapurana (11.154-157).4 According to this
text, a spectacle was performed at the Indra festival immediately following
the pija.*® Just as in the Mahabharata, in the Visnudharmottarapurana
it is prescribed that the pigja is to be performed in honour of the exalted
divine banner (VDhP 11.154.17) and also a performance of another piija
is to take place in honour of Visnu (VDhP 11.155.21).%

% The Indra festival is also mentioned in the Ramayana 4.13.39;4.29.7,
4.39.2;11.84.83; 11.122.18 and the Harivamsa 1.44.6.

4 On the date and the editions of the Visnudharmottarapurana, see
Rocher 1986: 250-252.

¥ sthane sthane [...] deya preksya [ ...] pajayen nrtyagitena ratrau sakram
naradhipah (VDhP 11.155.17). The Visnudharmottarapurana refers to the dra-
ma or spectacle as preksa. This term is also repeatedly used in the Natyasastra
(see, for example, NS 1.122; 2.7; 3.97; 3.102).

¥ According to Varahamihira’s Brhatsamhita (60.1-60), Indra received
a banner pole from Visnu and then gave it to Vasu Uparicara, who established
The Banner Festival on the earth.
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On the basis of the above analysis, it can be argued that the Indra
festival could have played a significant role in the process of intro-
duction of the pizja and the genesis of drama.”® Considering the fact
that in the late Vedic period the management of the described festival
must have been in the hands of Atharvavedins, it can be tentatively
suggested that they were the milieu responsible for the appearance of
the new form of ritual practice, the integral part of which consisted
in the staging of myths. The very adaptation of pija as a new ritual
in the Aryan community was rooted in the necessity to offer an alter-
native to the solemn Vedic sacrifices of soma-yajiia. The world’s first
drama, anticipated by piija, was perceived as a new form of the sol-
emn ritual. That is why it had to be performed during the celebration
of the Indra festival, which engaged different social groups, as well
as the king, who had to be present on the occasion.

It 1s worth pointing out that Atharvavedins belonged to a special
group within the Brahmanic order that did not perform the solemn
soma-yajna rituals and so, as one might suppose, were less concerned
with its survival. It is quite possible that in a situation of deep religious
crisis, described by the myth of the Naryasastra, the Atharvavedins found
a solution in the adaptation of a new form of ritual—pizja. They could
have also started the practice of the religious sermon in the form of
scenic performances of the myth de facto, the earliest forms of drama,
which subsequently became the important part of the literature of
kavya.' This enabled them to popularize and promote the new religion

0 The religious origin of the theatre is sometimes reflected in the classi-
cal tradition. One of the well-known examples is Kalidasa’s Malavikagnimitram
1.4, 1n which theatre is characterized as a form of visual sacrifice.

31 According to Jamison, the purohitas, seen by the author as court
panegyrists and poets trained in Vedic compositional techniques, were
directly involved in the formation of kavya literature. More than that,
Jamison considers them to be Vedic Brahmins, who ensured a continuous
tradition of poetic composition from the Rgvedic period into the Classical
period (Jamison 2007: 138ff). Tieken proposed an alternative view. Accord-
ing to him, “Vedic poetry is not a literature in the strict sense of the word”
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which can be considered an early form of Hinduism. The absence
of direct evidence of dramatic performances in early sources could
be explained by the fact that these testimonies were primarily con-
cerned with the ritual practice, while the practice of drama remained
within the framework of another kind of knowledge—natyasastra.
The proposed considerations can serve as guiding lines allowing
us to formulate the following hypothesis: the early forms of theatre
appeared around the middle of the 1* millennium BC in the milieu
of Atharvavedins, who are the most likely candidates responsible for
the adaptation of the new ritual of pizja and its use within the context of
the Indra festival. In order to promulgate this kind of worship and sub-
stitute the ancient forms of sacrifice, they tried to convey the religious
message with the help of myths presented on stage, which only sub-
sequently assumed the features of a developed art form (natya). This
means that at the time of its inception, the borderlines of the ancient
Indian theatre were predetermined not so much by the nature of theatre
as a mere entertainment but by the necessities and goals of the reli-
gious ritual, which lies at the basis of all aspects of natya. There-
fore, the place, the time, the arrangement of the stage, the elements
of make-up and costumes, as well as the duration of the performance
were conditioned primarily by religious concerns and together formed
a complex unified system in which every element had a particular
prescribed place and function. Undoubtedly, this hypothesis requires
a more detailed and in-depth discussion. However, even in its working
state it sets up a new vision and offers a new framework to the complex

(Tieken 2014: 99). On the other side, “mahakavya is not a direct successor
of the epics, that is to say, it did not succeed the epic in their ritual function”
(ibid.: 100), and “was the result of a kind of makeover of the epic” (ibid.: 101).
I completely agree with Tieken’s general interpretation of the nature of Vedic
poetry. As for the problem of the relationship between k@vya and epics, in my
opinion, Tieken’s interpretation can be accepted only with regard to the clas-
sical literary tradition and is less applicable when we discuss the early stages
in the formation of k@vya, the earliest form of which has been natya.
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1ssue of when, under what circumstances and in what milieu the birth
of ancient Indian theatre actually took place.
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