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The twocenturies before European colonialism established itself decisively in the
Indian subcontinenfca. 1550-1750)epresent one of thenost creative eras in Indian
intellectual history. Across a broadange of disciplines thinkers began to produce new
formulations of traditionalproblems, expressed in new discursive stylesgyanized
according to new standards of evaluation, and presented in what wereestegenres of
scholarlywriting. Concurrently withthe consolidation andpread of British rule in the
mid-eighteenth centunhowever,this intellectualdynamism began tdissipate. By1800,
indigenous intellectual formations across a broad spectrum of disciplines wire point
of vanishingaltogether as a creative force indian life, to be supplanted bgther
knowledge systems based on unfamilisometimes radically different principles of
epistemology, sociality, and polity. thesetwo phases ofitality and exhaustiottie the
central unanswered questions of Indian intellectual historsh@reve of colonialismiWhat
exactly was the nature of these Indiaknowledge systems,what accountsfor their
seventeenth-century efflorescence, and what explains their astordsklimg as legitimate
options for making sense of the world when confronted with the very differentrégithe
of European modernity?

In actuality, these questionare not only unanswered butunasked, even
unacknowledged. Students of European thoughthefsame period will bsurprised to
learn that a moment of intellectuginewal in manyvays comparable to what happened in
their own areashouldhave occurred half world away—andyet moresurprised to find

how little about it isknown even toscholars inthe field. There are manyeasons why



Indian intellectual history onthe colonialthreshold should be so underdeveloped—why
seventeenth-century Benares and London should occupy such polar locations in the scale of
our knowledge—and these are worth reviewing as a prologiine teeconstruction offer

here. Weneedfirst, however, to understanghat is comprised undehe umbrellaterm

“Indian knowledge systems.” There were, broadly speakingthree relatively distinct
scholarly communities in early modernouh Asia, which can pmrhaps best be
distinguished by their languages of discoughough not necessarily gign of religious
affiliation, the choice of language did carry other, significant implicatfonssocial and
political belonging and scholarly circulation, and | will returrctconment on them later in

this essay. The cosmopolitan intellectuals who continued to write in Sanskrit, a language of
scholarship whose historgnd social character closely parallels thatLatin both in
contemporaneous Europe and for centuries before, occupied almost the entire domain of the
major disciplines in the human sciences (including langydg®sophy, hermeneutics,
epistemology, cosmologynoral andpolitical philosophy, aestheticnd rhetoric) as well

as in the natural science@stronomy, for example, omathematics). Vernacular
intellectuals,who wrote in some twalozen regional languagdhlat, again in striking
parallel toEurope,had been constituted as literary idioaxsrossthe subcontinentluring

the first half of the second millenniumfor the most part restricted theiattention to
theology and hagiographthe more practicahrts such as medicine, ahdlles lettresand
religious poetry. (These include Gujarati anBllarathi in thewest of the subcontinent,
various forms of what we now call Hindi the north-centrategions, Bengali, Oriya, and
Assamese in theast, Kannadaylalayalam,Telugu, andTamil in thesouth.)Intellectuals

who used Persian (or, for Islamic theologyabic) inhabited &nowledge sphere by and
large separate frornthe first two groups. Although interactions betweenaskrit and
Persianate thinkers undoubtedly occurred more frequentlyhtsyet been demonstrated

(and precious fewhave been demonstrated outsisiech fields asmathematics and

astronomy, though see further on this in part 3 below), it wgdyhunusual for a scholar



to have a foot securely in both worlds. Translation from Sanskrit into Persian, for example,

was common but cumbersome because of the paucity of accomplishgdals, whereas

Persian to Sanskrit translation occurred far more rallrhsiyact, the same tendendpward
specialization (if that is the correct description for what we confront here) ldrglelgtrue
for vernaculamwriters, who for complex reasortgpically chose not to contribute to the
world of Sanskrit learning, however much they may have been shaped by it.

At all events,the precise nature of tltbvision of intellectuallabor and associated
forms of sociality among Sanskrit, vernacular, and Persianate intellectuals is extivest
unclear to us apresent. In fact, ouignorance of the &hskrit knowledge systems
themselves is hardliess complete, and this dé@spthe dominance they exercised over
scholarly life in seventeenth-centuryo8th Asia, andthe intensification of intellectual
production that, as just notesharked theepoch.And it should go without saying that,
absent a sound understanding of how Sanskrit knowledge functioned—its presuppositions,
methods, objes of analysis, networks of exchangend therest—any account of the
victory of colonialism as a form of knowledge will be seriously flawed.

Many factors accourfor this state ofour ignorance, and thewynge across the

entire politico-intellectualspectrum2. At one end is an old and still dominant axiology
foundational to Europe’s iaetest in Indian knowledge thassignedultimate value to the
ultimately archaic (India after all represented for many the cradle of Western civilization). In
such avalue gstem, periods alsite as theseventeenth and eighteenth centuries aféer
nothing butfall and decline. Athe other end of the spectrum lies the epistemological
consequences of the victory of colonialigself, which not onlymarked the actuand of

the Indian knowledge systems athe slow butsteady erosion of scholarbpmpetence in
them, but produced aounter-critique in postcolonial (more exactly, postorientalist)
thought. Thislatter momenthas entailed &travagant, evermabsurd claims about the

epistemic break purportedly marked by colonialism and orientalism (colonialism’s specific



form of knowledge of Indian history and society), ahd impossibility of attaining any

secure precolonial knowledge whatever—claims that deénhee strength fronour very

ignorance and serve only to reinforcg it.

There are more local obstacles to an intellectual history of India in the early modern
period, however, and first amotigese is the complexity of tllescourses themselves. In
idiom and subject matter these represent some of the most sophisticated andkmefivied
to humanhistory. This is notmade easier by the fact that the seventeenth-century
intellectualswere the legatees afwvo millennia of brilliantthought, whose mosmportant
representatives, fromthe very earliestonward, remained partners indialogue.
Understanding anything later, therefore, alw@yssupposes understandimegerything
earlier. Animpediment of an altogether differeatder concerns our accesstke larger
social world within which thesediscourses were produced. WMave onlythe vaguest
notions abouthe materiakonditions oflife of seventeenth-centurya8skrit intellectuals,
about their sources of patronage and relations with courtly power, aboutdtwearks of
intellectual exchangeand circulation (more particularly, as alreadyentioned, the
relationship between them and other forms of intellectual production, whether Persianate or
vernacular), abouheir modes of association t¢ine institutionalstructures in whiclthey
worked. Formost ofthe keythinkers in question, ware confronted by an absence of
contextuality that is almost absolute. In many cases not a shoetwhentary evidence is
available to help us give life to their writings; there seems not to exist, for example, a single
personal (and only the rarest official) document for any ofltfEens oimajor intellectuals
working in Benares during the seventeenth century.

In some ways the most troublesome problem is the higher-order question of history
itself. Whether culture or polity or society ino@h Asia can besaid to have a history
before European colonialism and modernity bladifedin the subcontinent out of its
putative continuumhasbeen a central if sometiméacit concern of both orientalist and

postorientalist scholarship. Almost as contentiouthasgjuestion of what wenean by the



term history itself are the ideological commitments thatess upon our analyses. The
revelation ofchange assuch in India’s past, deriving fromthe impulse toprovide a
counterpoint to the imperialist and vulgar Marxist belief that colonialism offered
emancipationfrom archaic quiescence, hagome to beregarded in postorientalist
historiography as something of an absolute good—stasis as something akin rigortal

sin. A third complication has to do with our modernized notiotineé and ourinability to

conceive of what we migldall multiple temporalities: thpossibility that in somevorlds,

culture (or polity or society) might be unevenlyistoricalf1 As | argue in whatollows,
whatever other innovations may have been occurring in the domain of early modern polity
and economy broadly construed—in terms, for exampléhextxpansion oMughal rule

or India’s incorporation into the nascesapitalistworld-system—inthe self-understanding

of polity a steady state of perfected governmentality, of very old stamapgeverywhere
sought by Sanskrit inteltuals, and that accordingly in this domain “stasis” represented
not failure but an achieved goal.

It is hardly surprising, thereforehat the intellectuahistory of this period remains
unwritten. Wehave no systematic accounts of the principal thematics of late-precolonial
Sanskrit intellectual disciplines—the main contributions of the major thinkers, the dominant
modes of argumentthe principal criteria ofjudgment—or of theconversations and
controversies across disciplines. Far from having any good hypothesasotmtfor the
explosion of scholarly production ithe seventeenthentury, scholarship seenmardly
aware that it occurred. And this despite the fact that the intensity and innovatieitness
then are paralleled perhaps only by late-first-millennium Kashmir, or the maevhent the
major knowledge systems themselves were consolidated in the wiie egdistemological
and ontological critique of the Buddhists in the late first millennium before the common era.

Given such complexities, anthe limits of this essay, | want to offer only a
provisional and schematic outline of what might constitute a fimistery of South Asian

intellectuals and their discursive practices onttiteshold ofthe colonialtransformation. |



organize my reflections here around three linked thematics, two rather narrow, one broader:
(1) the structure ofwhat | take to be anew historicality by whichintellectuals in the
seventeenth century began to organize tliscourses; (2)the substance that was
structured by this historicality, in other words, what is novel in the new intellectuality; (3) a
comparison with seventeenth-century European knowlexyg¢éems.The comparative
project, whichcannot be developed here in any detail, is at once both fundamental and
problematic. It is problematic in part because Euroge@mwledgeclaims for itself the
infrangible aegis of science—socmtience,political séence, andhe like—andsuch a
claim entails that albther modes of thouglatre merdorerunners (myth, magic, religion,
pensée sauvayeAt the samdime comparison igssential because we cannot adequately
graspthe fate of &nskrit knowledge systems without understandirg character of the
European counterparts and the conditions enablingdhaivth. Having rumimore orless
in parallel to those of India for a millennium or more, the Europeans began to diverge
dramatically in the seventeenttentury. Hereby a very different, uncompromising
modernitywas produced thatlisseminated by colonialisrmould eventually contest and
undo the Sanskrit intellectual formation. Obvioutlg verypossibility of framingthe end
of Indian knowledge systems as atdvigal problem derives frorthe fact that European
modernity in some way ended them.

The account offered here is neitherlaanent for the absence of an Indian
Enlightenment—granting for themoment, muctevidence to the contrarnyotwithstanding,
that there was in fact a European Enlightenment—nor the revelation of ohaghéherto
remainedhidden. It israther anattempt tounderstand at onciae remarkablestrength of
seventeenth-century Sanskrit knowledgesfa@sns of systematic thoughtand their

remarkable impotence in the face of their European counterpart.

1. The New Historicality of the Seventeenth Century



Among thetransformations thatan serve as a point of entry intthe wider
intellectual history of South Asia in the early modern period (andtate as weshall see,
has striking peallels with contemporaneousurope), the most notable ighe growing
presence in scholarly writing of what | think \aee right tocall historicistthinking. While
not wholly unexampled in earlier Sanskrit thought, the new historicaéityunprecedented
in respect to its prevalence, which increased througth@useventeentbentury, and its
larger discursive effects and implicationsalhthe core discifines, foremost amonthiem
the traditional trivium ofknowledges of “words, sentenceand reasons” (grammar,
hermeneutics, and epistemology), along wiiterary theory andrhetoric, Sanskrit
intellectuals began to identify themselves or their opponemigvgsscholars.The term (it
is cognate with English “new”) appears to signify not just a different relationship with the
past but a different way of thinkirigut court

Sometimesavyareferred specifically to the innovations, boththe substance and
style of philosophicahnalysis,associated witlthe school of “New logic” (navya nyaya
that originated in the early fourteenth century in northeast [iMithila) and spread across
the subcontinentvith extraordinary rapidity and appeal. But very ofterth@ seventeenth
century the term had no referencelato theNew Logic in thisnarrow sense. When, for
examplethe Benares polymath Kamalakara in perhapsl@®0sidentified asnavyaan
argument against the long-dominant view that vernacular languxgyessesneaning only
through the mediation of “correct” language, what he characterizedvasas wewill see,
was an idea that was new as such, and one that in fact stood in opposition to what had long
been accepted hyavyanyaya Moreover, many seventeenth-centtinynkers, regardless
of the label they may havadopted,began to produce what, historicalyewed, were
objectively innovativekinds of scholarshipand in such a way to suggest that a new
conception of the development kiiowledge itself hadome into being. Ifact, | believe

we are able to perceive sharp linebeing drawn whereby present knowledge was



systematically (andhot, asearlier, episodically) separated from its pastns for the first
time in Indian history.

To appreciate thénnovations in conceptions and discurspmtocols, asthese
pertain to historicality, that we find itme writings of seventeenth-century intellectuals, we
need some basic sense of the mentalité they inherited. The first thing to remember is that for
much of its existence andcross most of itsommunities of practitioners, systematic
thought in South Asia completely andeuly erasedll evidence of its temporal being: it
presented itself as something that tquice entirelyoutside of time. In this Sanskrit
thought differed little from the theory and practice of European philosophy (modern no less

than scholastic), which in its very core projects itself as discourse that transcends historicity

as a relevant condition of its possibiIiStyn India this kind of transcendene&s achieved
most notably bythe elimination of all hi®rical referentiality. The names and times and
places of participants in intellectudiscourse across fields welargely excluded even
where such exclusiomade it appreciably more difficult tmllow the dialogue between
disputants that formt#he basic structure ahost Sanskrit philosophica&xposition. This

may seem like a simple case of the comrtiorms of censorshigpecific to the field of

philosophical production” that we cdmd eIsewhereG. In India, howeverthis mode of
discourse also impliethat all intellectualgenerations, disembedded from any spatio-
temporal framework, were thought of asoexistent: The pastvas a verypresent
conversation partner. Was alsoviewed as a superior partnéne mastewho made the
primary statements in discussion upon whichater participantcould only comment. In

the face of the grandeur of the past, intellectuals typically assumed an attitude of inferiority.
Moreover, given thathe universe waviewed as systemicallgntropic, intellectual effort

could be nothing but a quest to recover what had once been known more perfectly, but now

7
was lost.



These elementary tendencies obuth Asian thought appear to havieeen
dramaticallyand fundamentally reversed the early moderrperiod, beginning in the
fourteenth century but gaining far greater currency by the seventeenth. Wastite very
history of the development adfidught-systems itselthe periodization o¥iewpoints,that
not only became a principal method of organizing the presentatiokradveledge system
but at times seemed to constitute its very purpose. Concomitantly, “new” ceased to connote
“worse,” and instead effectivelgerved to identifythe furthest point ofadvancement in a
science.

This can be briefly illustrated by reference tovark exemplary of theprocedure,
the Nyaya KaustubhaThis is a vastreatise on logic written by Mahadeva Punatambekar
(fl. 1675), whocamefrom the southwestern region dflaharashtra but like many of his
intellectualcompatriotswas reident in the easterrenter, BenaredMahadeva dealt in his
work with maters thathad long been standard in textbooks on epistemology and
metaphysics, but theew intellectual methodpervadedhis work, and infact was coded

already in the title, since the kaustubha had become somethingeaf acholarlygenre in

our periodi.3 The wordsignified the gemmade manifest at the primevethurning of the
milk oceanand worn onthe breast of thgod Vishnu,and figuratively pointed to the
precious knowledge that was now believed to be discovered as much as recovered. In it the
attempt was made to organize the totality of knowledge in a given discipline by determining
the most significant positions that hdmken taken in the past, and Bprting these
chronologically and indicating where advancements had bemste, to produce a new
synthesis.

The mode of exposition in Mahadeva’s treatises thusdominantlyhistoricist. He
set forth problems by differentiatirtge views of scholarsmaking very fine distinctions
betweenschools, whom heften named andilways positioned in time. They were
categorized—andsuch categories appeared consistently throughbig work—as

“ancients” pracing), “followers of the ancients” gracinanuyayif, “moderns” (aving),



“most up-to-date scholarsatjnaving, and “contemporaries’afihunikg. Nothing of this
sort, or atleast to thisdegree, ha@ver been seen beforblahadeva further linked these
categories to particular disciplines, such as “followerthefhermeneutical science” and to
specific individuals: “Raghunatha” (the great mid-sixteenth-cenhew logician), for

example, “the followers of Raghunatha,” “the recent followers of Raghunatha,” and so on.
Such designations were applied to hermeneutists, grammarianbteeargt theorists as

well as to logicians and cosmologists (Vaishesika), demonstrating vast, indeed
culture-wide, waghe temporal revaluation ddbrms of knowledge that was underway in
the eyes of Mahadeva.

Other scholars ofthe periodreproduced many of these and added stidre
categories, including further grades adntemporaneitysuch as‘very new” and “brand
new” (navyatara abhinavg, as in the grammariakaundaBhatta (fl. 1650, working
mostly in Maharasthra, his birthplace, but dBenares, it appearsand the hermeneutist
GagaBhatta(ca. 1600-85, Benares), or further gradesamtiquity such as‘the oldest”
(ciratang), andjirna, a term sometimes positively valorized (“the elders”), as in Kamalakara
Bhatta, sometimes negatively (“antiquated?), it seems, iKamalakara'snephew,Gaga.

A significant binary without obvious antecedent also cameus&gwhich counterposed to
“traditionalists” Gampradayikp or the *“ancients” grancal) either “independents”
(svatantrg, as in Kaunda Bhatta, or “modernsiaging, as in thdogician, hermeneutist,
and grammariannam Bhattg(fl. 1560, Andhra/Benares). It is clear, too, thatile for
some scholars (as shown by Kamalakara’s reniéd below) the title “new” intellectual
could be a term of reproach, for others it was a proud self-descriptionthes dase of the
literary theorist Siddhicandrd 587-1666,Delhi), who used thiserm todescribehis own
position in hisCritique of the"Treatise on Literature,”a systematic attack on an eleventh-
century classic.

One should not infer from this evidence and my arguments based on it that prior to

this period chronological thinking asich wasever attested, thaarlier knowledge was



never described amarlier inscholarlydiscourse. Such isertainly not thecase. | anmalso
not suggesting that the categorigiscussedabove arealways and everywhere to be
understood as exact conceptual equivalents oEttydish translations | provide (nmore
thanmoderniin Carolingian Europe has the same meaning itelgig centuries kar). The
“independent,” for example, who breaks with the “traditionalists” in Kaunda Bhatta’s
on language philosophy, corroborates his position by citmgblessed Patanjali,” that is,
an authority from fifteen centuries earlier. Clearly in this case independenseyodyn not
so much overthrowing tradition as renewing it by returning to foundational texts.

What | dowish to suggest ishat in the seventeenttentury, forthe first time,
knowledge wasbelieved to be better nojust because it mightobjectively be
better—endowed with greater cohereneepnomy,explanatory power—but also part
because itvas new. Moreovemistoricist periodizatiorior the first time became theery
modality ofunderstanding how knowledge is to be organized more important, how
new knowledge can actually Ipeoduced. This found expression also in whhgelleve to
be an increase in the production of independent treatises and rk§ it directly
comment on ancient foundationalifra) texts while summarizing the entire earlestory
of interpretation, and in the concomitant decrease in ever more deeply nested commentaries
on commentaries on canonical works that had been a hallmark of the earlier schoolmen.

Why it was exactly at this point thtite new periodicity entered &skrit discourse
remains unclearOne might be inclined tdook for inspiration first toforms of cultural
production newly made available in the immediate mumdings of the Sanskrit
intellectuals, such as Islamicate oPersianate historiographical practices witfeir
unfamiliar temporakensibilities. Butthere is no evidence thétis wasso, and, in the
specific case o$uch anintellectualhistoriography, nothingjuite comparablevas offered
in these adjacertaditions, so far tantell. What we may bebservinghere instead are

innovations in Sanskrit discourgenerated from withithe intellectual tradition itself but



under dramatically chaging conditions of society anpolity, which | brefly address

below, that rendered change itself a new object of consciousness.

2. A Newness of the Intellect, an Oldness of the Will

To determinewhat is objectively new in the substance othe work of the new
intellectualspresents a very serious challenger asmentioned at the start, it requires
understanding some of the most exacting scholarly writing the world has everasevell
as mastery of its development oveenturies. Even judging whatthe intellectuals
themselves thought to be new is far from simple.

What mostimmediatelystrikes contemporary readers of this scholarship—and in
this reaction we probably differ little from original audiences—ighe extraordinary
innovation in style. This consists above all in a nE@wosophical metalanguage developed
for specifying types of relationships that normal language and thoaghitde.There was
a prehistory to this style ithe New Logic (from the early fourteenth centugnward),
which had reached an extreme form in #&0s withthe work of Raghunatha l8romani,
the new scholar paexcellence in theyes of many writers othe nextcentury. His
metalinguisticinnovations inthe searcHor ever greater precision and sophistication of
definition and analysis were enormously influential. In addition to this transformation in
discursive style, new or reinvigorated criteria of argument werployed.One example is
the appeal to parsimony, in particular ontological as opposed to epistemopzggiahony.
Although by no means unknown earlier, a Sanskritic version of Occam’s razor was now so
frequently invoked as to signal a unmistakable changestandards of philosophical
judgment.

Radically atodds, howeverwith the genuinennovations signaled by historicist
exposition, discursive style, and mode ajuenentwasthe traditionalism of the scholarly
problematics themselves. The universe of thought, it seems, did not expand in a way at all

commensurate with the expansion of ith&truments and styles tfiought. Of course it is



possible thathe sometimes mind-numbing complexity of tiecourses that confront us
simply renders the newness of their content elusive. But the general tenmertaagy one

of epistemic continuity. Take the following instance from Mahadeva. He employed his new
historicist framework to explicate a physio-philosophical dispute on the size ofghe of
intellection (nanag: for the ancientsthe manas or mind had atomic size garamanu,
whereas forthe moderns (thereference here is to Raghunathawas the minimally
perceptible entity tasareny. Mahadeva, apparently seeing himself as a most up-to-date
scholar (atinavina), founthe revised conceptiodubious andrejected itfor lack of
parsimony. The exposition itsethe sophisticated conception of logicalationships, and

to some degree the autonomy of judgment, especially temporalized as it is—implying that it
was onlynow, atthe end of thalevelopment,Hatone can see and adicate thewhole
matter—were strikingly newthe philosophicatjuestion itselfthe method ofanalysis of

the problem, and the actual judgment rendered, were archaic.

The mode of analysis of every item on the philosophical menu, from elementary
categories such as the manas to ultimate purposes such as emancipation, as well as the very
topics selected for analysis—and this holds not just in epistemology and theology but
across intellectual disciplines—were largely of a piece with what we find in Mahadeva. The
new historicity and the awareness it seems to imply of the possibility of new truths are
clearly in evidence, but they remained securely anchored in a very old practice of thought,
on an invariant set of questions.

In order toillustrate the remarkablwillingness to rethink a range amportant
philosophical questionthat remainedhonetheless questions erited from tradition, and
the kind of innovationupon them thatwas infact possible at this epoch, as well as to
provide at least one extendedample of seventeenth-centusgholarly style, | want to
consider Gaga Bhatta’s analysistbé cognitivestatus ofsemantic oherence. He noted
that according to the jirna aid-fashioned scholargmong the three factors required for

intelligible verbal communication—theatisfying of syntacticexpectation gkankshg



semantic coherence or compatibilityo@yatg, and the contiguity of syntacticalkglated
items @satti)—the firsttwo erable verbal cognitioronly when weactively understand
them, whereas the third, contiguity, functions simply by its presence; we do not need to be
actually aware oft. The new scholars, howevedisagreed about the function of the
second factor, semantic coherence: “According to the new logicians and hermeneutists, it is
not the knowledge of semantic coherence that is a causal factor in vegbiioco From a
sentence like ‘Onshould sprinkleghe sacrificial &fering with fire,” we derive no verbal
cognition, and from this we conclude onhat the determination afemanticincoherence
[since fire cannot act as an instrument in the act of sprinldinsffuctsverbal cognition . .
. not that a positive knowledge eémantic coherence is requirkat verbal cognition.”
What is most significant about thiscussion, whiclonly re-engaged a standard question
addressed in the New Logic, is the elaboration that Gaga appended. He wedtisocngs
the view of the literarytheorists—and he wathe first to do so inthe context of this
problematic—who held that both positions are wrong:

Knowledge ofsemantic coherencdoes notcause verbal cognition, nor

does a determination of semantic incoherence inititftor one thing, even

in the absence of the former and the presence ofattee wefind such

cognition to beproduced, as foexample in what, primaatie, can be

consideredthe semantically incoherent metaplibler face is themoon.”

For another, welerive an unmistakable aesthetic pleasure in cognizing the

meaning ofsuch asemantically incoherent line ekrse asThe son of the

barren woman pass by / Crowned with ehaplet offlowers from the

sky.” Onecannot argue that in thes@o cases weare only recalling the

meaning of the individual words and not experiencagual “verbal

cognition.” If that wereso, the very notion of verbal cognitiomould

dissolve,since one couldnake the samelaim about any sentence all,

even “Fetch thgot.” It is only cognition other than verbal that is negated



when the statement is known to be falsified. And there is no point in raising
the argument against the cognizability of a false sentence that action must
follow sinceaction is held to be entailed by all regrbalknowledge. The
only knowledgethat motivates action isnowledge free of doubt as to its
own invalidity, that is tosay, one that does nqgiroduce, athe moment
whenthe knowledge is coming into existence, a doubt abouinitalidity
through an earlier instance of falsification. And such knowledge is absent in
the case of a metaphor and tike; no one thinks theyare true-as-stated in

the first place. . . . [As one earliauthority has it,J'Language can produce
cognition even with respect to a thirigat is totallynon-existent.” Inactual

fact, however, asentence likéHer face is the moontioes not produce
verbal cognition in a countrpumpkin, but only in thosdéamiliar with
Sanskrit rhetoric, and it bringsesthetic pleasum@nly to such people. For
thesereasons we mustonclude that trace memoriesa(nskara from an
earlier life are a stimulating factor here. And accordingly,cese not regard

as reasonable theilew thatthe absence of a determination of semantic

incoherence, when it is not qualified by sustmulating factors, is the

cause of verbal cognitio?q.

This is highly sophisticated argumentatiand, for thoseutsidethe discourse, no doubt
in some respects quitebscure. Inits extending a hitherto exclusively philosophical
problem topoetry, it was, sdar as | can judge, altogetheew. Moreoverthe question
Gaga addressed—the significarioe a generalphilosophy oflanguage of the problem of
grammatically acceptableut semantically incoheresentences—was one that would not
enter Western thought explicitly until Crocelf10 (who, much lesgterestingly, denies
aesthetic value to meaningless or irratiostaitements), and Chomsky in 1965 (one of
whose concerns is to demonstrate that “the notion of ‘grammaticalness’ canetattdx to

‘interpretability’ . . . in any simple way,” or inaBskrit terms, that akankshareatively



independent of yogyatés).All that said, this remained—and | offer this as a purelytrae
judgment—adiscoursethat cleaved intimately toevy old Sanskriepistemicprinciples,
rules of evidence, modes of argumentation, and objec@nalysis. The newness of
historicity or periodicity by no meansieant convergenceith a newness oimethod
(empiricism, for example, or quantification), or of ontology réalist philosophy of
nature), oreven of attitudestoward the past (critical rationalism), as trends in
contemporaneous developments in European thought might lead us to assume.

It is in the realm of politicathought, crucially, hat wefind the most compelling
illustration of the persistence of the old among rlesv. Inthis connectiorthe massive
treatise on moral conduatiifarmg, the Smrti Kaustubhgca. 1675) claimsour attention.

This is the work of Anantadeva of Benares, kinsman (perhaps) of Khandadeva, one of the
leading new hermeneutists, ardient of Baj BahaduiChandra, overlord oAlmora (in
today’s Himachal Pradesh). Despitas title, Ananta’swork did not follow the familiar
kaustubha model but wasally astandard law digeshipandhg and incorporated little of

the navyaexpository mode. It merits notice in the present contexthivision of the state
offered inthe prodigous central section on “The Moral Order &ings” (Raja Dharma
Kaustubha. Although thiswork was writen for a court that sincel587 hadbeen
incorporated into the very new political order of the Mughals, and by a scholar living in the
midst of thenew intellectuals and theimost vigorous opponents, it is hard itentify
anything whatever in this text that could not have been written a millereaudirer, which

was the epoch, in fact, in which most dhe sources itcites werecomposed. Indeed,
nowhere inthe writings of the seventeenth-century Benares intellectuals (arttisrthey

were true heirs of the ancient tradition), do we hkarfaintest resonance of contemporary
actuality, whether the incorporation of the region into the Mughal empire at the beginning
of the century or even of the depredations of the Mughal emperor Aurangzeb in Benares
itself in 1669. What Ananta’svork in generalrepresents ishe astonishingresilience of

ancient political theory—above all,the character ofkingship andthe structure of



polity—and of the even more important fact that political reality, at some level, often seems
to have adapted to this theoand notvice versa. Nothing showthis quite so vividly as
the royal consecration ceremofgmously invented inl674 for the new emperor of

western India, Shivaji, by one dhe leading intellectuals of thperiod—GagaBhatta

himself.1 !

All these phenomena—the remarkabéav subtleties of argument and exposition
but directedtoward the analysis ofancient categorieand the establishment @frchaic
principles—suggests to me a serious tension in a newnesscablt not acteve

innovation: a newness of the intellect constrained by an oldness of the will.

3. The Limits of Comparative Modernity

Despite thestrong emphasis imecent years on rationalgespecially language-
centered reconstruction intellectualhistory, there is probably no need in this venue to
argue for the centrality of an examination of the individual agencies out of wtediactual

discourses emergéhe macro-societal institutions iwhich theyare embedded, and the

political congquences they entéizl. As | noted earlier,however, documentation for
seventeenth-century Sanskrit intellectuals (wheth&einares, Tanjore, Madurddelhi or
any other center) is not even remotely comparablewtat is available for their
contemporaries in London or Paris. Theeager evidence | have so far besie to
assemble does suggest that important changes were occurttegsiocial worlds of these
intellectuals, with respect to modalities of circulati@upjectivity, and sociality. New
cross-cultural interactions, for instand®gan to takeplace from the beginning of the
century that were withoyparallel for the conceptual and social distances bdingged,
especially among &skrit and Persianaiatellectuals at the Mughal cour€onsider the
case of Kavindracharya Sarasvati, a Maharashésaaticand influentialintellectual at the

Mughal court in thel650s, who became antimate of DanishmandKhan, the Mughal



courtier, and companion of Francgois Bernieourt physician and reputed translator of
Descartes into Persian. We begin to witness expressions of a new and strieugivity

in Sanskrit literary works (in the mid-century poetry of Jagannatha, or the somevibat ear
autobiography of Siddhicandra). And new or at least intensified modes of socadtiater
among the intellectuals themselves nago be perceivedBrahmanical councils, for
example, assembling scores asumetimeshundreds of scholars from acrobglia to
decide points of legakocial, andmoral conduct became far more common than ileear
periods, with transregional representation appearing to take on a new value inritgrawn
For the most part, however, the intellectual history of Sanskrit knowledge systemss
late as the eighteenth century has to depend on the systems themselves.

In turning to consider the fate of these systems | want to re-etigageoblem of
historicity mentioned at the start. | have thpsents tomakeconcerning, firstthe culture-
internal representations and developmentsst, the culture-externastandards and the
possibility andlimits of synchronous comparativisnand last, the irruption of those
external standardsinto internal history, and with it, the end of thecreative @nskrit
intellectual tradition.

It should now be clear that precolonial South Asia knew multiple temporééises
knew multiple spatialities, bothpragmatic and cosmic) as well asultiple modes of
representing and using the past, and of denying and arresting the past. Any theory of South
Asian historicity (or dehistoricity) that neglects tacknowledge andccommodatehis
multiplicity will fail. In the seventeentbentury, systems of thought that fwenturies had
been seen as synchronic conversations were historically periodigadhinamannerthat
altogether unprecedentedays of bothorganizing and evaluatingnowledge came into
being. If we accept the construction of moderrtitgt takes it tde, among othethings, a
different mode of structuring temporality, whkby the “continuous present” of tradition
gives way to a world in whictlthe past andthe future areunderstood agliscrete

phenomena, a modernity ofcartainsort must be said to confront us $seventeenth-



century India. In other domains of both thought &fel however, such as visions of
polity, it is precisely rupture thatvas denied, with a verancient continuum being
stubbornly maintained. We encounter, accordingig, coexistence of radically different
modes of being in time, resistant to theoretical purification. There is nothing mystical about
such existence, | would insist; it is simglye ability to live simultaneously in several
conceptual realities, however incompatible they would eventually come to be seen.

At exactly the same period of Indian history | have been describing, western Europe
witnessed a series of strikinggomparable developments that necessarily impunmn

our evaluation of the Indiasase. We notice, for example,senilar sense ofintellectual

renewal, onecelebrated in the titles giome ofthe morefamous books othe period.13

This novelty was often seen at the same time to be a purification of older knowledge (“one
was toget ahead byoing back”), and it has beme almost banal to comment on the
coexistence of very archaic with very new forms of knowledge, astrologyagitbnomy,

for example, or alchemy with chemistry. Topeerelledes anciens et des modernesich

began in France in the last quarter of the seventeenth century and cgpogfd to
England, presents a rangeaufditionalparallels. Herehe problenfirst posed interms of
transcending ancient science, as Descartes was believed to haveaturiscameone of
literary evaluation. Could contemporary writsisilarly transcendCicero, whether in the
excellence ofstyle or thought™any thoughtful minds answeredo, and demanded
continued imitation of thelassics. “Style,” or ways dbeing in theworld, may beless
important tharways of knowingthe world, though Itake it to be aerious historical fact

that among Sanskrit as well asrnacular writerditerary sensibilities remained largely
continuous withthe classicapast (or now fothefirst time becamecontinuous withthat

past; this was so, for example, among writers of that form of Old Hindi called Brajbhasha).
But theQuerellewas also symptomatic of powerful changes in the ways of knowing, and if
we compare these with India we shall fieddence of asudden,major bifurcation in

intellectual-historical trajectories in the/o worlds hatfor centuries had been remarkably



parallel, fromthe origins of both in anaxial momentsome twomillennia befeoe, and
classicized and shaped thereafter in a long and brilliant tradition of scholasticism.

Among Sanskrit intellectuals wesee nothing comparable tthe moment in
seventeenth-century England when scholars of natural philosophy decided to look at nature
itself rather than read Aristotle and Galen—authoritte®se works from thanoment on
became chapters in a historysmience and no longer science; avtten they aspired, in
addition, to turn this knowledge towarthe transformation of social opolitical
arrangements. In India olamits on what could be&known, or ateast on whatvas worth
discussing, and the ends to which this knowledge could be directed, continued securely in
place. Characteristicallfhe ancients remained authoritative and livoigputants (with
svatantra or independent scholars tbé seventeenth centugdducing, as wesaw,
foundational texts from the beginning of the common era). While modes of analysis and the
historicization of whole disciplines wereew, the actualmethods of producing knowledge
remainedunchanged. Nor didnyone seek, as Descartkd, to “begin arew, from first
principles.” This explains, or at least helps us regigiter crucial fact that neither the new
intellectualsnor their opponentsever thematized theimew historicity or sought tomake
second-order sense of whaiade themnew. And unlike some ofthe poets (such as
Jagannatha, who appears to have borrowed motifs from Persian love poetrgyiribeg
no awareness ofiet alone interesin, the new conceptual possibilitiearound them,
whether Persianate &uropean.These and other differences daad easily to normative
judgments, ofthe sort early colonial officials madég“revolving in perpetual circles of
metaphysical abstractions never ending still beginningth@sducatiorsurveyorWilliam
Adam described &hskritintellectuals in 1835). It isnly a self-authenticating ideology of
progress, however, that prevents us from seeing how bizarre such normativity actually is.

Yet whenthesenormsentered Suth Asian history—whencolonialism made the
norms of Europdhe norms ofIndia—the Sanskritntellectual formation melted like so

much snow in the light of a brilliant, pitilessin. Consider onlythe case ogcholarship in



the science of moral conduatlhgrmashastra This wasone of themost assiduously
cultivated and discursively central forms of knowledge in the seventeentary. Adozen
works of astonishingnagnitude wergroduced,including the Viramitrodaya under the
direction of Mitramishra at the court of Orccha (in today’s Madhya Pradesh) 168@s, a
work in twenty-two volumes, twicthe size of thavorld’s longest epicthe Mahabharata

But following Nagoji Bhatta, who wrote during the first halftbé eighteentltentury, the
production of new works totally ceased throughout India. It is almostthe ihtellectuals
somehow sensed that their world was about to be changed fundamentdtlyesed. This
desuetudavas of course not preordained, lmgarly neither thenewness inntellectual
practices that was powerful enough to reorganize core knowledges of great antiquity and to
mark an age asavya northe new kinds offertilizing interactionsforms of subjectivity,

and sociahetworks, provedufficient to prevenit. In the face ofEuropean modernity,
Indian systems othought, orrather &nskrit systemssimply vanished as a significant
force in Indian history. They lived on only as withered vestiges of premodernity during the
colonial era(some sought in vain to transform thémto vehicles of Europeascience),

only to make a predictable reappearance in post-Independencelieskad irthe farcical
costume of reactionary-nostalgic Hindutva (fundamentalist “Hindu-ness”).

Here |lay stress on the distinction betweeanSkrit andthe other Suth Asian
systems of thought noted at the start because, | believiat¢hef the @nskritintellectuals
cannot be urefstood egept in relationship to othéorms of culture in ®uth Asia in the
last centuries preceding colonialism. Something in this relationship may hglasmswhy
the kind of modernity self-generated in India proved helpless against the European variant.

Over thecourse of what | havealled the vernacular millennium—aofound but
still poorly understood transformation of culture and polity in South Asia betwed)@@.
and 1500—a new or at least more powerful fissure in the intellectual class itself emerged as
a fact of ever greataronsequence. Ithe archaigoeriod (beginning in the fifth century

BCE), another fissure, but one expressed exclusively in religious termiedBdddhists



and Jains t@dopt other languagdsr their scriptural texts in preference tarskrit. But
this had been largely transcended in ¢barse ofthe first millenniumwhen both Jain and
Indian Buddbhistliterati were almost wholly re-incorporated inthe Sanskrit cultural
formation. Inthe course ofthe second millenniumhowever,and most decidedly by the
seventeentlzentury, we find a gapingultural split thatwvas not to be mended. Theplit
divided those Iwould call marga intellectuals, thinkers ofthe “Way,” and deshi
intellectuals, thinkers of “Place”: those, on the one side, who continugeatee to a kind
of cosmopolitan culturéhat found expression in Sansk(the same argument could, with

modifications, apply to Persianate intellectuals), #make, onthe other,who chose to

think and write vernacularl%f.1

This divide was initially opened up, and became espea@aibarent, irthe domain
of literary culture, where there appeared a new mode of textualizingotthé according to
a vernacular vision that was as prominent and influentiaburttSAsia as it wouldecome
anywhere. But it had entailments across the wider field of intellectual production (grammar,
for instance, or theology; as | noted above, however, large areas of thought were closed to
vernacular re-inscription). Most important, this cultural developmentwas closely
linked—or so | have sought to argue—with transformations in the political didee, for

example, we begin to find a displacement of long-standing universalist visions of power by

new visions that are far more regionalizlgd.

Now, political-cultural transformations of a comparabbeder are to befound in
western Europe during the same period, runpia@llel to developments imdia—again,
until about the seventeententury. At that momenthe vernaculaboth intellectualized
itself and institutionalized its poweprocesses indissociablinked to new national and
statistprojects. Perhapthe most dramatic instance iprovided again by Descartes: two
yearsafter thefounding ofthe Académiefrancaise in1635 (the first of eight national

academiesounded in western Europe before 1671), and undoubtsmipected to this



event,Descartes decided fmblish hisDiscours de la méthodirst in French, aract of

some risk (so much so that fedt compelled tgoublish alLatin version within a couple of
years). His decision to write in French was also conditioned by the very philosophy he was
promulgating—the universalism of naturalson, despitthe fact thathis stands in some

tension with the particularity of the so-called natural language in whéphilosophy was

written—as well by his sense of the market represented by an emauljieatec public.16

Similar developments, if not alwayguite soobvious intheir causalsequenceare to be

found throughouseventeenth-centuigurope. In Italy, for exampleghe scientificLincei
Academy was founded in 1603 (the literary Accademia della Crusca had been established in
1582), and in 1638, Galileo published Biscorsiin Italian, probablythe first significant
scientific treatise in thatanguage. In Englandhe first important philosophical text in
English, Francis Bacon’Advancement of Learningppeared in 1605; hetke fact that

the Royal Society was founded only two generations latei6&2, suggests how riple

were the causes at work in the shift in cultural consciouégess.

Neither sort of transformation occurred in Indlde political institutionalization of
vernacularity in seventeenth-century Europ@&as the consequence of &ind of
instrumentalization wholly unfamiliar to Indian patterns of culture and power, both over the
very longterm of premodernityandlate into the vernaculaepoch. Not onlydid nothing
ever findexpression in Indighatwas remotely comparabléo, say,the Edict of Villers-
Cotteréts of 1539 (whicladeFrench obligatoryfor legaland administrative proceedings
in sixteenth-century France), but tre contrary,seventeenth-century intellectualstively
reassertedthe Sanskrit monopoly ornintellectual &nd not just literary) production in the
teeth of thegrowing challenge of vernacularity. They arguedsumpport of a veryarchaic
postulate about the inefficacy of non-Sartslanguage—one that held thall dialectal
language communicated only through the remembered correcis(ti&anskritform—but

now with a new tone of contentiousness. Bw controversy overthe communicative



power ofthe vernaculawas obviously nosimply about language asich butabout the

status of competing knowledges and the identities of and relationships among communities.
And it was one of the more significant disputes in whiehnew intellectuals played a role

that may bethought to have been objectivatew and audacious. Strikingly, was a
philosopher of Sanskrgrammarwho most powerfullyarticulatedthis navyaposition, or
rather—since it was against the new logicians, among others, that he argued—thaewer
navyaposition.

The history of language-philosophical analysis of the signifying capacity (shakti)
of vernacular words is a very long one, stretching back to the last centuries before the
common era, when grammarians and hermeneutists had begun to raise questions about the
practical and ideological status of linguistic correctness, about how words transmit
meaning, and related matters. Yet it was only in the seventeenth century that age-old
notions about the vernacular capacity to signify only if somehow mediated by
grammatically correct (i.e., Sanskrit) language was contested. The position against which
these thinkers chiefly argued was that of the first great new logician, Gangesa himself.
Here is how the seventeenth-century Sanskrit grammarian, the Maharashtrian Kaunda
Bhatta, set out the problem:

How can verbal knowledge be obtained from vernacular language since by

definition there can exist in the vernacular neither primary nor secondary

[tropological] signifying power [the two mechanisms by which grammatically

correct language produces meaning]? Some people respond on the basis of the

general consensus that such verbal knowledge is enabled by remembering the

Sanskrit word from which the vernacular word is said to be corrupted. The new



logicians respond by saying that, given the fact that those who have no knowledge

of Sanskrit whatever nonetheless derive verbal knowledge from vernacular

communication, the knowledge must come from some sort of illusion of the

presence of primary signifying capacity.
The response that Kaunda gavetfte old argument as modified by thew logicians was
wholly unprecedented?Vernacular languagesignifies in preciselythe sameway as
Sanskrit.” The variation acrossme and spacehat is supposed to impugrernacular
communicability entail;othing ofthe sort. Vernacularssuch asMarathi (the language of
Maharashtra) remain self-identical wherever they are spoken, for true variationentaild
the creation of an altogether different language; and ineaeynt, Sanskrittself shows
occasional variation. Moreover, the absence of orthographic stabititye imernaculars can
hardly constitute evidence against tr@gnifying capacity, since even irasskrit we find
words with different spellings meaning exactly the same things—synonyms.

It was the position represented by Kaunda Bhatta, which nats @wn right will
be characterized asavya that cameunder attack from the widely influential Benares
intellectual Kamalakara Bhatta. Writing around the time the Fréceldemywas founded,
Kamalakara reiterated the gbasition in languagehilosophy (thoughinged in fact with
the New Logic) when he asserted ttieg very capacity of vernacular languagetoduce
meaning is a purdlusion, since authentic meaningresupposetanguage thatloes not
change—that is, Sanskrit. “Timavyas,” he wrote,"hold that inherently expressiweords
and sentences must exist in dialect, thain vernacular-language texts . . . because these
actually do communicate verbiahowledge.” But thisposition, said Kamalakardljes in
the face of the oléindaccepted axiom of the hermeneutic tradition that “a multiplicity of
[equally expressive] speediorms cannot be logicallyposited.” The navya argument,
moreover, would rendegrammar itself irrelevant; and since theguld becountenancing

the linguistic practices of the foreigner and the unculturatedcha, they would be



destroying belief in the Veda as a systenpeffect and directly efficaciodanguage. One
might as well attribute signifying power to the sounds of seashells or bells. “The vernacular
can besaid topossesseal wordsonly eiher by the illusion of their beingxpressive in
themselves, or through the presence of the grammatically correct [Sanskds] thatthey
suggest. Wordare actuallychangeless and eternal, becatlmgphonemes of whiclthey

are composed are such.”

We must not lose sight of what wattimately atstake in this seeminglgarrow
discussion.This wasnothingless, | think, han thepossibility of creating a national-
popular intellectual class, of the sort toward whinhphilosophesfor example, gestured
in the centuryfollowing Descartes’s choicéKamalakara might attack theavyas, but
nothing in seventeenth-century Sanskrttllectual history suggested thagvenfor new
scholarslike Kaunda Bhattathe rebirth of the marga as tldeshiintellectual was not
something a priori impossiblgjven the fundamental ideological precommitments we find
everywhereexpressed. (Afar as weknow, even Kaunda himself wrote notveord of
scholarly Marathi.) In the eyes ahost Sanskritintellectuals of whatevestripe, if
discourse was to be sgmaticlet alonetrue—discourse on everything frotme polity to
the expressive capacity of the vernaculafwhich was never argued out in the
vernacular)—it had to beamskritadiscourse. All the rest was just poetry, if even that.

| noted earlier in thinking aboubew institutional structures that a&rucial
development in the intellectual modernity western Europewas the rise of the royal
academies antiater secularizediniversities.What is additionally important about these
institutions is thdact that, for the first time in centuries, knowledge could be produced
outside the organizational framework of Christibaology, ifstill underthe watchful eye
of absolutist pwer. And here, not unparadoxicallfuropean modernity seems have
been generated by moving closer to Indian premodernity (to adopt the prenhdimg. A
fact insufficiently appreciated in thecholarship on Indian knowledge systemsthat

intellectualfreedom in pre-European Indi@as virtually total. Institutional constraints or



sanctions like those imposed byhe Roman Catholi€Church, were as little known as
compulsory dogma azensorship. The only form of censorshipindia was thatentailed

by a failure of imagination, and the only dogma was uncritiqued tradittoenmodernizing

of Europe througlgreater approximation to premodern Indiatrige, too, inthe more
particular case of philosophy, if we accept the account of the rise of Western philosophy as
an academicdiscipline whereby its practitioners becaménstitutionally-protected
specialist[s] in esoteric disciplinary abstractions,” b#chnically rigorous, and remote

from the clear political and religious appeals of the lay-based philosoghers they now

displace.’18 This is, | think, largely how the logicians, grammarians, and attedlectuals
of seventeenth-century India should be viewed.

Yet it is also beyond dispute thdte social character of the modernity thaduld
ultimately win in Europe, and perforce in colonial Indisgs of a venydifferentsort from
that of thenew intdlectuals. However else we maywish to characterizethis, it was
undoubtedly a national and a vernacular modernity (ideals of an international “republic of
letters” notwithstanding). Ithe realm ofknowledge production, it brougttte intellectual
into anew public sphere with its far broader rkat andwith demands eventuallposed

against the absolutigtate, but alsanto a new pedagogicalsphere, wherevernacular

cultivation was acentral concernl.9 And againstthis form of intellectual modernity the
Sanskrit scholars of seventeenth-century India tae@ successors up tthe end of the
eighteenth century (Benaregs ceded to theBritish by the nawabof Awadh in 1803)
would have few weapons to deploy.

As for the pedagogical sphere, so far ascae tellfrom the thin data we peess,
vernacular education in South Asia continued in the first instanaddiesractical needs
(accountancyeglerical skills,and the like); the formation of an intelligentsia remained the
task of the Sanskrit and Persian-Arabic traditi@@ilools {0l andmadrasahrespectively).

As for the public sphere, the new intellectuals did not and maybe could not confront Europe



as a political problem. In part this may have been because they believed thegghado
solvedthe enigma of power, in part because no theory of the vernacular polity had ever
been produced and thus no national intellectual formation had ever autonogenesigted

itself. Whether or not | am right abothis, it is afact that @nskrit intellectuals never
directly confronted colonialism, whether as a political or an epistemological order; virtually
without exception they simply ignored All they appeared able or willing tdo, with the

most remarkableesources of thought and expression theyéaat developed—of aort

that in some cases would hardly bwtchedbefore the symbolic metalanguages and
theoretical innovations of late (or post-) modernity—was to reinvigorate and sustain an old

ecumenical cultural order in a much-changed world where no other option was available.
NOTES

| am grateful to my student, Whitney Cox, for his careful reading and critique of this piece.

1 . . ) .
Most extant translations are of astronomical andthematical treatises. Greek

philosophy, available in Arabic, was strikingly never made available in Sanskrit versions.

? Whatfollows reproduces (or in some cases summarizes) portions assay, “New
Intellectuals in Seventeenth-Centungdia,” Indian Economic and Sociddistory Review

38,1 (2001): 3-31. All diacritics and most bibliographical references to the Sanskrit sources
have been omitted here.

3
Two recent attempts to tempsome of theseclaims (on the colonial invention of

Hinduism, of caste, ofindia) are David Lorenzen, “Who Invented Hinduism,”

ComparativeStudies in Society and Historgl (1999): 630-59; and Richard Eaton,

2
“(Re)imag(in)ing Otherness: A Postmortem fahe Posmodern in India,”Journal of

World History11 (2000): 57-78.



4 . o e . : .
On modernity and the work oftédization or “purification” innotions of nature, society,
space-and-time, see Bruno Latowge Have Never Beddodern (Cambridge: Harvard

University Press, 1993).

5
See, for example, Roger Chartie@n the Relation of Philosophy andHistory,” in
Cultural History: Between Practices and Representat{dtheica: CornellUniversity Press,

1988), 53-73.

6
Pierre Bourdieu, The Political Ontology of Martin Heidegger (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1991), 3-4, cf. 70ff.

7
See my essajThe Theory of Practice and the Practice of Theory in Indrdellectual

History,” Journal of the American Oriental Sociéi§5 (1985): 499-519.

8
Thus we have well-known kaustubha workshemmeneutics by Khandade{@a. 1575-

1665, Benares), on grammar by Bhattoji Dikshita (d. 1645, Benares/Keladi), and so on.

9
My translation ofGaga’sRakagamacommentary on th€andraloka,edited by Ananta

Ram Sastri Vetal (Benares: Chowkhambha, 1938), 8.

10 Croce’s essay “This Round Table is Square” appears Proidemi di estetic1905); |

know it from Gramsci'sbrief discussion inCultural Writings (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1991), 179-80. In Wspects of the Theory of Syni{@ambridge: MIT

Press, 1965), 148ff., Chomslallows for but has no interest ithe possibility of
aestheticallyordered semantic coheren¢ehat he calls “metaphorical” or *“allusive”
interpretation) insuch asentence as “Colorless green ideas slkeepusly,” which is
precisely the concern of Gaga Bhatta and man@hadmsky’slater commentators—and of
course of poets (only recall—to keep with the color scheme—Stevens'’s “the green freedom

of the cockatoo”).



11 _ o :
The newceremonywas required to transfornthe lower-caste Shivaji into a kshatriya

(warrior), the status required for kingship in traditional political theory.

12

For a well-reasoned recent statement see Bjorn Wittrock, “Social Theoiyteltettual
History: Rethinkingthe Formation oModernity,” in Social Time andSocial Change,ed.
F. Engelstad and R. Kalleberg (Oslo and Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

forthcoming).

3 Kepler'sAstronomia novg1609); Bacon’sNovum Organon(1620); Galileo’sDiscorsi

e dimostrazioni matematiche, intorno a dugue scienz€1638); Pascal sExpériences
nouvelles touchant le vidgl647); Boyle’'sNew Experiments(1660). Onthe vernacular
shift visible in these titles, see furthieelow. Seven $apin, The Scientific Revolution
(Chicago: University of ChicagBress, 1996), remarks dime titles andalso provides the

guote in the next sentence (cf. 65-75, 4-5).

14 : : . o

| use Indic terminology simply because no otwawy of categorizing intellectualseems
adequate in the South Asian context. Gramsci’s distinction between traditionaigamic,
for example, does not work, since iamportant stratum of desimtellectualswas typically

from the same class formation as marga intellectuals.

15

For the general historical argument | am makimege,see my “India in the Vernacular
Millennium: Literary Culture andPolity, 1000-1500,’Daedalus127 (1998): 41-74. See
also my “Cosmopolitan and Vernacular in Historiyyiblic Culturel2 (2000): 12-40.

10 On the first point see the reflectionsJaicques Derrida, “Languages and Institutions of
Philosophy,”"Recherches Sémiotiques/Semiotic Inq4di(t984): 91-154. When, as k&r
noted, Descartes announced the need to start anew from first prinitiples;nouncement
was made in Latin § primis fundamentis denuo inchoanduvteditationes 1[1641]), the
text having beemddressed tthe Jesuits otthe University of Paris. A French translation

appeared in 1647.



o As Johan Heilborn pointsut, Galileo’s work “bears the traces of the othiality,” the
mathematical deductions beirgjscussed in Latinthe experiments in Italiar(Johan
Heilbron, The Rise of Social Theofiinneapolis: University of MinnesotBress, 1995],
28). Recent work orthe vernacularization of natural-sciendiscourse inearly modern
Europe is found irthe collection of essays edited Bypger Chartier and PietrGorsi,

Sciences et langues en Eurdparis: Ecole des hautes études en sciences sociales, 1996).

18 Randall Collins, The Transformation oPhilosophy,” inThe Rise ofSocial Sciences
and the Formation of Modernity: Conceptual ChangeCiantexts, 1750-1850ed. J.
Heilbron, L. Magnusson, and B. Wittrock (Dordrecht, Boston, London: KluAgademic
Publishers, 1996), 141-62. The quoted passages are found on 152, 158.

19 A good account of the social transformation of the modmtellectual isoffered in
Heilbron, The Rise ofSocial Theory, esp. 26-77. Onthe vernacular “pedagogical
revolution” in seventeenth-century Frarsee, for gample,Ann Blair, “La persistence du
latin comme language dgience,” in Chartier an@orsi, eds.,Sciences etangues en
Europe,esp. 40 ff.

Sheldon Pollock

University of Chicago



