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THE PROBLEM OF POEIIC EXPRESSION!

One of the fundanteatal problems of Sansknt Poetics as
andeed of all Poeties 19 the problem of the content and ex
pression of Poeffy  Fiom thé begmmng of the disophme
Mhsfs-retoghised  and the parts of hingwage namely the
Sabda aod Acths word and semse of techacally the
Vacakn and Vicya the expressor and the expresied  had
already been d by and hical
speculation as the medum of Imgusstic expression  The
essential element of all bterature as of 21l lnguage therefore
15 smd 1o consist of the ntaterial of word and senss  and the
earliest definttions of Poetry naturally start i terms of Sabda
and Artha  So long as Poetry 15 @ kind of expression
conveyed through the medim of Janguage this 13 mevitable
Accordingly Bhamaha defines Poetry as Sabdarthau sahutan
kavyam wineh 35 followed by Rudratas mote general state
ment fabddrthan Raviamt  while Dandin deseribes the body
of Poetry as tartha vyavacchinna paduvali apd  Vamapa
speaks of vifirta pada racara as ats essence Thus the Sabda
and Artha umted together and not 1o themselves constitufe
Poetry  and «ll later wnters more or less accept this post
tion of the Sabitya or ummy of Sobda and Artha os the
starting powt The term Sahutya mmplees that Sabds and
Arha are inseparable and go together huntaka describes
this Sahutya as Anyua anatokfatva or Paraspara spardhd ,

1 Lectures del vered by mwitat on at the Univers ty of Bombay 1
1943 The agpcoach 1s from the standpomnt of modem Acsthetie,
and therefore t¢ 1 & ferent from that of my Sz shre Poet s which
gt only a descr ptive-historical treatment First proted o Aew
Indan Antquary rc mos 13—Much of the matter of this mona.
waph the fopcs beng overlappng 13 faken Ower from the author g
Sonskrr Poencs s a Study of Aesiferc whch was debvered ay
Jectures at Annamlay Umwersiy m December 1935 and  printed
1 the Dacea Unvers v Stud ex vol § Thus st monography there.

fore 15 not repnnted m this vohme
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put Kehdasa conveys 1t more beautfolly by hus well known
compamsen of Poulry ta Ardbanandvara n which Parvatl
1 Vac or $abda and Paramegvara 18 Artha That the poets
and not orly the theomsts were waire of s ydea x o
cleor from Maghas decloration that the diseerming poct pays
equal repard to Sabda and Artha o the well known line
Sabdarthan sat kevr na dvayan vidwe apeksate

This concept of the Samtya of Sabda and Artha from
which hterature wsell came to tile the desgnation of
Sihitya 15 pot new  but ot had @ grammatical ongin 1t
means the general grammaucal and lotenl relanon between
word ond senst an ol boguistic etpresmon and hd not af
first connote amy sprcial poetie relation between the o
We know that Mhe Sanshrt Grammar  Samshnt Poelics
staried as an empuedl and nommanve teeiphng  Bed since
from the very gomng  Pocties necepted the suthordy of
the older science of Grammar to which 3t was closely related
the grammaueal specutations on speech 1 general not only
prompied 1ts specolations on poctic speech but alsp mfle
ene=d 1ts methad aed outloot U 18 no wonder therefore
that both Bhamaha a0d Vamana two of the eathest formu
lators of poviie theary desote whole s=chions of therr works
to the quesuon of crammatical corceetness and the gram
maveal analys s of word and sence came to possess an 1m
periant plare an shetonical speculation  As set forth by the
prammarans  the  Sabdactha or Vicaka Vacya soi ibandha
was taken fa comprehend the consideration of the structure
and varety of the Vacaka of the syntactie smport of a succes
son of Vacakas m a Vacys and of the logicality of the
epressed ea m other words Pada Vakya and Pramang
arc comprchended i all evpression and comsbivted the
ongmal meanng of Silutya

But st 35 elso percerved that cven thoush  grammatiea?
correctness or lomeal consistency  charactenses speech an
seotral s 15 not cnoush for poctic speech What then
15 Safutya from the standposnt of Poeties? Tt 35 true that
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Bramoha’s defintion sabdarthau sahvtan  Kavyam mplics
that neither Sabda noc Artha alone s Poetry bot both must
‘be umted together  In Poetry there 15 no gueston ol the
supenionty of the one ar the other or of the onc bemg
Bahya and the other Abhyantara or as Bhartrhar: puts st
of the Artha beng the Vnarta of Sabda  But mere Sututya
of Sabda and Artha 15 §0r-Poctry , 3t 13 a grammancal fact
common to all speech to the uteranwes of ordinaty Ife
of Sastra of Aklyana as well as of Poetry 1 15 therefore
realised that this Sahitya of Poetry must be of 2 special kind
so that the specint charm of poetic speech which disin
guiskes 1t from ordimary speech can be properdy explamed
It cannot be mussed that Sabda and Artha i therr umty
bung about a special beauty i Poctry which 13 not found
elewhere  Poetry 15 not merely lingwishic expresson but
“peautiful expressior I other words 1f came fo be recog
msed that the Salutya of $abda and Arthu 2 Poetey must
bave 2 Visesa or speomlty Flence Vamanz speaks of
Vidista pada racana  and Kuntaka declases miore elcarly that
Vimstam eva safuyen abfupretam  while Samudrabandba  n
sumwansing the views of different schools of Poctics 1s
emphate that tha vi§itrar: $abdurthiate havian: The question
of detidug what this Vises x5 and bow at 25 reohsed thus
becomes {he mata problem of Poetics
Some ihconsts spproach the probl m from the  stand
powat of eutward expression and declare the Vilesa to be the
Dharma of $abda and Artha which could be anslysed mto
categortes of Laksana Aluiikara or Guna Some dive deep
er o the content and mainta that 1t s the poets pecu
tut way the work of hus poetrc magwation e Kaw
vyapara which 15 the Vadesa whether 1t takes the form of
Ukte Bhanitt Bhoga or Vyamana  But it 55 admuted o
2l hands that the Sshtya which by uts Viser makes ordy.
nary $abdartha mto pochc $obdartha s 0ot the sum rorat
of grammaieat and Jopcal relation but ndicales 2 corigey
pochic rclation between the 1o I 33 the slagwca) quality
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pertamng to wards and adeas sprioging from the umagina
uve power of the poet which makes ordwnary wtemnce with
s Pada Vikya 2nd Pramona 1olo the chormnd WMErince
of Poetry The Sshiys therefore s a certuf charming
commensurateness between content and expresson and be
comes synonymous sith Poetry

Exaclly when ond how the tenn Sihiys came to e
employed for Poetry an this technical sense we do not koow
hut the coticept 15 acknowledeed from the very begmmig
We find bowever that 3t 18 no fonger @ grammatical bt &
pachcal eoncept 10 Rijadekhara who mentions Sihitya and
Sihitya wdyd as Poetry and Poetics slthough Rajasehhara
1 tug allegoreal description does mot bring out the theo-
Theal mplications of the 1dza  Among the theonsts the cred t
of divestung Sahitya for the first time of jis stithiag gram
matreal assocanons and definne 1t cleasly as 2 poetic quality
mparted by the imazinauon of the poet belongs to Kuntaha

The eatlier speculaugns on the subjéet ere vague and
msufllicient  but several temiave appronches appear to have
been made  One of the earlest was throuch the 1dea of
$3vya 1o which Bana sefers and for which the Agm prara
s 4 eniglay Gt Wk <l w s SMpRIA
non The Sayya 15 descnibed 23 the repose of word ard
sense 1n thew mutua] favowrableness 1he the repose of the
body in bed  The adea of Sah tya 15 alsa recogmsed m what
15 ¢alled the Mattd or motus) {riendshup of verto! and sdeal
¢lements of Poetty which 15 apparemly a samaton of
Tihdusa ¢ more perfect conueal metaghor  The theory how
ever ¢ not elaborated but only fechly and ancoherently
voiced here ard there and 1t 13 also strange that the Sayya
19 gomenmes taken as 4 mete verbal exceflence  bot at
the same s 3% nightly 123 sty vpon what 15 called zacwita
Yilty of words and ideas a9 the foundation of Pocte ex
presion The older views on Paka mentioned by Vimaes
appear to make o similar appecach but greater vacertunty
and confoson peval The ferm Pila meamng Mierally
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nipeness or matunty 15 employed by Vamana with reforence
to the debightful effect of what he calls $abda paka of
maturity of words resulttg feom what be consders to be
the best mode of thetiop namely the Vaidarbhi R He
describes Sabda paka as that  atiommg which the excelence
of a word ginckens and in wh ch the unreal appeats &s real

This description would lead one to teheve that Vamanas
Sabda paka 15 nothing more than mer~ wverbal proficiency
(Sabda vyutpat) m which sepse Some later wrifers would
lke to take the ferm  But Vamana further explams that
the Sabda pika cccurs when the werds are so chosen that
they cannot bear an cxchange of synonym It is clear that
1hs view makes Paka almost wdentical i ats commotation
with $ayya We flad therefore that some later wniters for
mulate Sabda paka as the perfect fitness of word and s
sense  but i conformity wath (he prevadimg wview about
the essentialty of Rasa they speak tather vagusly of
Artha paka or maturdty of secse of vangus kuinds brought
ahout by the different tuste of diferent sentuments  Rija
debhara s mane compilation of cacher vicws on the subject
13 otergshog  ond  deserves refetence s allustrating how
undeaded sesthelic wdeas were and how meonstant the use of
agsthetic terminology The passage yums thus  The Acacyas
ask  what s Paka? Mangala says st 15 matunty (Pannama)

What agun s matunty 7 a2k the Acaryas  Masgala
fephes 1t 15 the skl i the use of noun and verbs  Hence
1t 1s verbal excefience (Saudobdya) The Poka 5 fixedness
m the applicakion of words say the Acaryas It s said by
Vamapa 13 15] *The mseruon agd  deletion of words
occur so long as there 15 uncertamty m the mind  when tha
fixity of words 13 estabhshed the compos toR 18 successful

So the followers of Vamana say ‘The Paka 15 the aversion
of words to aMeration by means of synonyms  Thercfore
1t 15 sad {by Vamama loc ¢f] The speoalsts o the

propricty of words bave called that Sobda paka 16 whch the

words abandon fhe capabinty of berg exehanged (by
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Jess, the whale discusion Frnshes terectng evidence of 40
early fentate atempt to explom e esseatel charater of
oetic expression

This britgs u o the it systemanc approach to the
prable mads by the socalad Alanikerg yehoal of Bhiahs,
Udbhata 20d Rudiefa ftom whh stats the earhest Roowe
ormlaton of & deine theery of poct exprsion. Alhough
25 thecry of expresson fhe Aladikarika view was sobsegents
{y dtarded for o5 wsnfiency, the conuept of Alatkia
persted and s bty wag sehnowledged heoughont the
bitory of Sanskeit Pocties 10 s, therefore, important 0
consider 20d wdsrstand clearly the coreept of Aladikara 1
s variows aspeels 25 e Vidiss o specialy of dhe Sobla
nd Arhe
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mous with the term Alambarz, As a collective desiznation,
1t dovbtless desotes the poetss figures s such but it abso
conaates 2 dewating stokmgness of expression whuch uaders
Te=s all wodiwidual portic fignres and farms theit distinguish
we chamactersue It 1 s the fundamental prmeiple of
figurative expression , but since Bhamalm regards the fignrative
eaptession to be the only proper expression of Poelry the
Vakrokt becomes the disuagishing charactenstc of poctic
expresaon ond the casential pruseiple of Poetry siself Bhamabn
docs rot define Vahrokts which fesm ke the tesm Alsndiaea
was pethaps alecady traditonally establshed  but m speab
g of 1t 1n conpeclwon with the figure Auseyaktr ke perhaps
mplies a1t the Johatkrant gocarar: vaah which Fe expressly
mentions as o charactensic of Atdayohti  As csplaned by
Ablunavagupia and developed by Kuntaka tbe quahification
pehiaps smples 2 heightened form of expression a centam
magmatne qualily wich comtituates a poetic figuee and as
such distnguishes poetee speech from the matter of faet speech
of everyday Wz All poete expression imolves some hing
of evpressional  deviation  which comsututes ats  charm
PBhamabas Vakroht sigmhies this  exprestional  deviation
prop to Poetry, but sminee examunine th whoke field of
poete expresuion Bhamaha finds the Alamhara or poehe
figore omnspresent 1n it 43 & means of raabising this deviation
Tus Vikroku becowss the essential principle of an Alnwbuca
and necessardy of Powiry nsetf

Althauzh Dandin uses the term Vahokl: only once 1
2 sigatficant passage as o colleetive desematwon of andia
dual Alambaras or peenc figures and thus Far sgrees with
Dhimahs he does not jet apply it fo the essential poctic
quality und~tlyioe an rednedunl poetie tzure of ndmdgat
Alkam O the other hand be appl es the trm Alau 13
Mstlf geoencally to the simbute apparently of word and
sense which produces beauty 10 Poatry the Batya sobhabars
Dharma of $ubda and Artha  Ever thoush he does not
define the t'om Rovys sobbia or postic brauty he anrees with
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Bhamaha that the entre Vaumaya or poetic speech 15 com-
preliended by Vakrokti or -figuratine expression, with the
only exception of the first or primary figure the so ealled
Svabhdvoktt or natweal deserption  The reservation smode
with regard to Svabhavokts 1s not found in Bhimaha It
canniot be said that, like Kuntaha, Bhanaha entiecly rejects 1t ,
be mentions it with the guardsd remark @ Leor procakeate
In so far as natura} deseription mvolves strhingmess of ex-
pression, it would be admisaible but Bhimaha wonld not
then consider it separately it would be iacluded w the
scope of his Vakrokn as figuratie expression *

Although Dandin would employ the term Afahkara as
the esseptial poetic attmbute of Subda and Artha and the
Beawufying ponaple of peetic expression, fie would not take
the tndividual Alamkdras ot poetic heures as the sole or
essential means of the beautfyng ponciple  He elaborates
o theory of two modes (Marga) or hinds of pochie diction
which he calls respectively Vadorbha and Gauda and finds
that the o called excellences or Gumas (ke sweetness or
Tecidity) form thewr essence  Dandin thercfore employs the
generre torm Alaibkdra meamng poctic embellishment  to
designate both the excellences or Gunas on the one hand
and the spetific poctic figures on the other commonly knowa
as Alahkaras and admuted as such by Bhamaha  The
concept of Guna 1s not mew hawmg been mentioned by
Bharata but 1t 15 considered m a new contexd , 1 15, howeser,

1 Kuntaka rejects the figure Svabhuvohtt on the grouad thut it
consists of mere unadomed descoption of Physeal objects Bat
the poenc miuion of a physical fast even if umadomed bowg
not fhe samg 23 a matier-of fact statement or descriptior  Dandin
500 others mighily fake w mto accout We bave chown elseahere
(o the miticle cnttled Bhimahas Viens on Guna) that both
Phimaba and Dandin betray an bneasmess over the charatter of
the fizure Bhavika and do oot know whether (o clasufy it as 4
Guns or Alaikira They vaguely reabse Wat it mvolves ap
sesictio fact which concern the sustasmed inioition of the poet znd
find 1t 8 fcult 1 pack 1t wittun thewr luited ead formal scheme of
Guna and Alattiic
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newthce praperly defined, ror at¢ relation o the old concept
of Alaiikira exattly determned  Danden only tells us that
the Guea 1¢ an Alablara belongng to the Vadartha
Magge excluswely, while the poetc figuee 15 an Alakira
which 15 common ta both the Margas  Thus, it appears that
the Guna 1n his opiaron, forms the essence of esseatial con-
dwson of what he considers to be the best postic diction,
‘but the 50 calied Alaiihira or postic figure, on which the
Alatikira School of Bhamaha lad exclusive stress 13 nol
the specsal charactenstic of any specifie dicten, for 1t may
seside m all konds of dienon  Every Guna, according o
Dandin, 15 2n Alubhara, but he states nowhere that every
<pectfic Aluhkiea 15 a Guna
Vimana funher develops the rother ndefinte deas of
Dandin regardmg Alahkara and Guna  He follows Dandin
s taking (he term Alaikira both i 11s demotakon and
connplation, but he draws 3 morz ngd hme of dsuncton
between Guna aud Alaiddra He states at the outset that
Poetry 15 aceeptable on account of Alulikira ond he 15
careful to explam (hat the term Alafk3ra should be taken
here not e the speaific sense of poehie figure, but in the general
gense of poelic beauty  He, (herefore lays down sententiously
that Alatikiira 1§ beawty (Saundaryam aleikorah) He also
eaplans that the term Alavskira or embelhshment 15 primaniy
synonymous with the act of enbelishing but an the secondary
snstrumental sense 1t 13 apphed 4o that which embellshes or
the means at embellishment Jo all this be s evidently deve-
Soping, Dandn's teaching, apd hike Dandin, bot mote clearly,
he docs not mabe the presence of pretwe figures ke cimile
ond metaphor, an essential conditon <t tequsite, as he does
with 1zapect to the presence of Gupas  The Guna 15 defined
as an essential charsctenstic of Rib, which term Vimana
employs for Dandin's Marga The Riti being, 1 s opnson,
the essence of Pocly, the Geeds ave those charsetensucs
whith ereate the beavty of poctry, Advsa fobhdych  Aariaro
dharmah  funchon which 15 assigned by Davdin fo both
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be Gunas and the so<calied Afamkaras or poenc figures
The Alawkiras m lus optmon are such means of eosbellish
meat a5 serve 10 heighten the beauty thus created by the
Gunas  sad-an§mya-hetavall  The Guna therefore  bewng
lhe sine qua nonm of paeti expression 15 descuibed ag
Nitya 1mplywg that the Alawkata 1s Amtya the Guna
15 the Dharma of Ritr which 15 the <oul (Atman) of
Poetry while the Alawkira i spparently the Dhamma of
Sabda and Actha which cousttute s body In other words
the Alawkara without the Guya camnot by itself produce ths
beauty of Poetey which the Guna can do wathout the Alath
Rarz  Although Vamana declares at the ouset that the lerm
Poctry aprlies to such word and seuse as are beautified by
Guoa and  Alawbhata (kavya sabdovam  gundamkriayoh
sabdarthayor  vartaie} yet e Guna  wheh s npdly
differetiated from Alawkara 15 taken as the exsence of poetic
expression m s system

Althongh ke Bhamoha nod Dandn Vamana acknow
ledges the ommprescoce and wildy of Alawkara as a
meams of peetic expression he yef eloborates after Dandin
a theory of Ritt Guna to explan the Visesa of Sabdartha
sahitya He defines Ruti as Widisea pada racapa or particular
arrsngement of words and explams the Visesa ot parnculanty
of arrangement as consistmng of the Guna redhised 1n varying
degrees 1n varous kuds of Ruts  Whether the wdea of Ritt
like that of Pravrih of Bharata was evolvedfrom geographt
cal association and pamed Vasdarbh: Goudi and Pamcahi
accordirgly but was afterwards standardised with reference
to the subject it 15 <lear that m Vimanas system it x
syoonymous with the Dterary mode displayed 10 vanous
Gungushatle types of pose dicton realsed by the
wmification of certam well defined excellences such as sweet
yess and lucidity which are called Guaas  The Alabkaras
on the ofhier had hike smule and metaphar are no doubt
means of poetc cxpresuion but they are merely  sirjypy
turms of word and sense Which have a wbtdary valye
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From this brief review of ihe growth of the fundamenial
concepts of Alidikira and Guaa-Ri, it 1s clear that both
the Alarlies and Ritt Schools start wath Sabda and Artha,
word and sense and find thewr Suhiyz lo consst of the
poctie Videaa of Alaikira and Guna Rite respectincly as the
essential Dhnerna. of &abda and Artha  While these eady
fheories nghtly call altention to 8 certain  extraonduary
quality 1 the relabon of word and sense 10 poctic expression
which distnguches 1t from  ordimacy  expresston  thew
smadequacy from the acsthetic poiat of wiew 15 evident Thee
actte analysis of outward form aod techmgue, with which they
maunly toncern themsclves, 15 admurable, but they forgat thot
the euplamation of mete verbal and ideationa)  svrancement
1B ot suffisent for explasmog the fact of postic expression
Mere enusmeralion of categores of rhetorial embellishment of
of se-called Uiterary excellences do not adeyuately explain as
to why they embellish or why they are exceflont. As the Dhvany
theomsts mightly criise these wachier views do met correlate
outward poctic expiession to the mner content of poctry. nor
do they 8s Kuntike oghtly pomts out, comelate postic
expression to (he ndmadualty of the poet to the Kawie
svabhava

1t 15 toee that the Abmdkara School employs the term
Alubkirz to counnte the fundamental charclensne  of
prncple of the beauty of postic expression but s actusd
theory and practice it 13 applicd to the obpctwve beauty of
poctic form realised by certara decoratne deviees boown as
poetc figures  The poetie expression, o this vew s
chielly figurative or thetorical expresyior  Een if Bhimaha
speaks of Vakrokl: as an essental preverple of poetie exprase.
wn he does not define at mor does he claborate the idea 1
alk ity xmplieanon, while s suceessors Udbhata atd Rudrata
Tever menbion the Term Tor diseuss the princrple The attempts
of these exponents of the Alahikdra School are himited 1o 2
systemate clasfication  of poctic expression o fixed
thetoneal estezones and from this formal treatment therr
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works have the geeral appearasce of fechmcal manuals
compasing a collecton of defimtons, Wustrations ard
empincal canons eaborated for the benefit of the asping
poet  Poctry 15 reparded, more or less, as a mechapical seres
of verbal devices. m which a desuable sense must prevail,
and which must be divernfied by means of certam tnchs of
phrasmg which consist of the so called poetc figures and
to whrch the name Alabkira is restucted  These theomsts
appreach the fact of expression o embelhishment ss 2 posi-
tive or accomphshed fact, just in the <ame way as a scientist
approaches a physical fact, 10 be methodically collacted 1m
therr gretest possble vanely amglysed wib acute scholastc
acamen, and grouped 10 fixed classes and types In other words,
they devote their effort chiefly to the workmg of the rules and
means formulzs and categares of external production into an
eact system and this practical or pedagagic outloak must have
recerved o great mapetus from the highly developed amalytic
enquery wto the forms of language made by the novmotwe
grammatans  Like the grammanen and the smentist, who
label and classify ever mew semes of facts the Saaskot
Alathkinka preteading to find uniersals calculates  the
partienlar specses of expressson {rom the cmgwal four oma-
ments of Bearata ta one bundred znd twenty five of Appayya
Dikstia, but cunsidenng the mexhaustibility of ndwidual
poetic expressions they may be easily renewed to an wmfimte
number while the umversals of a formal analyms aee of
donhtf) theoreire valde for explamung the prneiple of con
crete mdidual expression itsell
The sesthetic snsufficrency of thetoncal categories  was

however very speecily percened but the thearics which wese
advanced agaist mete thetone id ot estisely seject 3t On
the contrary, & reserve was made regarding ils utdity and ats
principles were catefully prescrved  When Vamana declared
the essence of poetic sxpression to be the Rin by whick by
meant nothung but a specific amangenert of words ebaracter.
ssed by the so-called “gualites” or Guns be did not
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advapee the speeviation mch further 1ot dhd s predecessor
Dandm to whom Poetry was nothune more than o seres of
words determuned by 8 desired stmse  Both arce that the
words should have a Vyavacchna  Vidsta or parhcvhar
smancement but this Viera comssts not enly of a speerad
disposstion (Rutd but Aso of ormamentation (Alamkdra)
Dandin gives indeed an evtended imterptetstron of the term
ornament  appiyog 1 ta smilivne wiich lends ‘beauty”
(Sobha) to poetry and meludimg wn ats scope the fizutalne
devices as well as modes or grades of arrangement of word
and tense Vomana substantiolly agrees wath this view when
he dsfines ornament as beauty wself but with regard to the
means of reasimg this beauly he draws o sharp distinchion
betwesn pashiculantres of arrangement and the mere figutes of
poetic speech as essentiol and acerdental means respectiely
It must however be made edear (hat the term beauly
Sobha or Seusdarsa which 15 taken as the test of portic ex
pression 15 not cl~arly defined  There 13 no cxposition of g
character even it 1ls means are descrrbed and detaled  But
1t appears fo bave no other far fetched meamng than that of
the logeal external effect realised by a carefully worked out
adjusiment of word and sense which avorts damagine flaws
by adoptiog pormandy the socolled Iterary qualtes and
secondarily the rhetorieal figures for heiehtemng the effect
thus produced  Whatever attempt later theonsts ke Kuntaka
mght have made to place the cancept on a betler nesthetc
footng or n whatever sense Jater wrsters m ght have employed
it, there can be no doubt that the texm Ratt 1 Dandin ang
Vamana sgnfied nofhmg more nor less than a specific
aranoement of word and sense & mers combmat on 1 vary
wg degrees  essentially of clearly defiosd gualites tie
perspeuty or smosthness and 1ne dentally of equally cearty
defined rhetotical figures ke smd o metaphor ¥t fas no
referance to the organ ¢ expressive achivaty of the poelic wtul
too wheh Komaka calls Ravivyapars nor 15 1t made
equ valent n this sehse to the Western concept of style as.
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the expresson of poctic mdividuality The Rt a3 under-
stood by these early theonsts 1s capable of techmeal formula-
2ion, and 35 such the so called Iv-rary qualttses of ‘smplicaty
“vvaoty’ and so forth become only genenc or specfic cate
goues for 'abellng particular aspects of the sesthetie acttwty ,
they do not explam the true character of (he actuty tsclf
“The so-called Reun and 1ts coustituent Inerary qualities properly
designate the different degrees 1 the development free or less
free of the exprassive activity and are thus aspects of successful
or less successful expressios  When completely successful
we have tho cxpression atself  The so called Dosas or flaws
designate embarsassed actvity endmg m failure and are thus
aspects of wnsuccessful expressior  TFrom the acsthetic posmt
of view this suceess or falure of expression may also be
tenmed beauty or vghiness  But the beautiful as the perfect
expresston docs not possess degrees  1f ugliness does complete
ugliness as completz negaton altogether ceases to be uply
for 1t Yoses its contradiction and 15 no longer an aesthetic fact
The consideration of expression wself therefore 15 important
rather than a scholastie defimtion and classification of s
different degrees of success or failure of freedom of bondage
The disttnction agmin which the Ruts theorsts draw bete
weent Guna and Alarikara lacks a proper aesthetic foundation
They find that both mmpatt beauty ro poetry that 15 both
are parts or means of perfect expression  Some hke Dandim
sud (hat there was Tittle difference betwesn the two as meaas
of producing beaty the one bemng 2 genere and the other &
spoctfic term  some said that they differed but slizhtly the
Guna bemg the Dharma of the collocation of word and sense
as a whale and Alamkers of Sabda and Artha The view was
also proposed 1hat the Guna was Sobha hetu and Mitya while
the Alaukata was useful for 2xtra beauty Sobhatréayahety and
Anty2 Al these theonsts realised only this that both Guna
and Alatikara mnparied beauty but they did not understand
the ita) question as to what m Poctry did they umpart beauty
They fafled to percerve that Guna and Alawkara 1o what
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ever semse they are wsed ore only relae terms and that
they mply 2 Gupm and Alsiling  Vamane, po Eluubt.
stumbled wpon somethimg mote than Guna and Alatihasa,
upon what he calls Rati, bt Anandavardhana ughtly pomts
out, the Rt thearssts thereby only dimly percerved the real
natuce of the essence of Postry whick cannot be the smere
cbyective beauty realised by RutwGuea and Aluikice The
distinction agan, befween lterary fualues and rhetoncal
orpaments as essertal and non essentul mray be of some use
1n Jogreal or normatnve snalysts but ot 1a aesthenc realisaton,
far, piven a particoler evpressson the qualitees are es much
mtegeal ports of 1 as figures of speech The expression
should be (alen not a5 » mechame but as aw organic whole
m selation to the pochic mtmtion  As cach yndwvdusl ex-
pressson awtamaucally selests s own appraperate qualies and
otnaments 1t cannot be definstely lasd down that & pasticular
expresnon should possess this and should not possess that
If exprestion 15 enpression, W 15 successful, there eannot be
any question of ntermediate degrees of swecess an zesthetic
eshmate  Kusiaha thercfore nghtly enhases that there can
be 1o closutication of Rt mto good bad or indiferent types
Nor ean quahties or omaments be categonedlly artached,
since suck expression 15 mot a fixed and genere but a vam-
able and wdmduadl fact  Kuntaka therefore nghtly says
that the concepts of Ry Guoa and Aladibire can only be
usufied if they are related to the Kawilarman or Kave
svabhava, ta the imagtnation or imdmduality of patticulas posts
The posic cxpression s capable of wfimte diversity
accordance with the anfimte dnersity of poctic sndwiduality
Dardin wisely declares (hat speech 18 diverafied 1o sts multy-
fonous made of expresston and adaits the mpossibility of
labellng and classdymg all modes of pochic expression with
fixed and waal . but hat the
sub vaneties gre ncaloulable he distinguishes tho brozd or
culreme types, nanvly, Vadarkin and Gaudi  While Tus suce
cessor Vamara propases theee types addiog Faficah a5 sster-
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mediate, and recommending the Vaidatbhi as contaweng all
the lierary qualiies, subseguent waiters add  Lan,
Avantika, Magadhs and so forth  But the attempt to exhaust
and sercotype the enure poetical culput wibm the clear-
cut hounds of ready made modes and fixed qualities or the
basis of wore or less formal analyas bke the smiar attempt
of the Alatikira School fo classfy anJ Iabel the entire poetic
expression mto fixed rhetoncal categores, 15 sute fo prove
vnconvinerng as the theorenc basz of poetic erpresston
NMuither Dandin's nor Vimant's diferentaton of mdrvdual
Rus and Gunas, therefore 1 found as the crticssm of Mam-
mata and others shows exhaustive and consistent These
varehes of Ruty, with therr constivent Gunas, are really m-
stances of complete 2nd imcomplete expressiod erected wite
definne wntversal types, probably (as the names imply) on
the basis of empincal observaton of localsed usages Bat,
ag Kuntaka shows the Rit canmot be a Desa dharma as
localised uszge nor a Vastu dharma as an wherent attribute
of word and sense but a Dherma of Kavi svabhava or the
character of the poet, depending wpon the nature of hus poetic
mturtion, upos Ius Sakts (poetic power)  Vyutpattt {culture)
and Abhyasa (prachce} In this sense the Ruts becomes
synonymous with the mamner of aadividual poets and not
with prescribed or wanersalsed modes or grades, aod all
aspects of expfession can be comprehended it But smee
the mannér of expression vaties wath varsovs pocfs it 15 of
sofinite kind Tt can be classrfied under broad (ypes but the
definttion and classificatson are susceptible to infinite  but
unprafitable, multrplication

I
From what we have said at 18 cleac that by dravang
attention for the first time to the aspects of postic actwty
ndiented by the ‘qualitees’ or Gunas ihe Rate theorists may
te regarded os hawag gooe 4 step further than the mere

2
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Abilankas bm the speculation m s halung formaksm
touches cnly the fanre of the acsthetic pmblcm By thar
yery atlempt at the Almdk
the exlstence of certaw [acts of poctic expression namely, ifs
socalfed  embetishment ar extmordinanness  as  aesthetic
facts, the Ruti theortsts went further and belesed that these
facts are redvaible to a definite pnowple, but both of them
faled to yeahse that hns ponoiple 15 sot s external category
but a category of the st 1t should have been cleadly under-
staod that every sungle expressve fact stands by atself as the
resolt of o poricular poetie mintion under 3 paricular shimue
Ius Such facts may be prouped genencally by the mductve
process but the continuous varauon of ndwrdosl poetic
results 1 an yariety of

facts  Each poct has bis own mode of expresston charactens.
ucoflus porticular fatwtion 1a & particular cate, and with
sach diffesentiation the claswBeation of ‘modes’s ke the
classification of ornamenis’, would be endless without reach-
1ng any definute theorets puaciple of expression

The Dhvam theonsts  who came nto prominence i the
next stage consequently declared hat the true character of
Doctry was impetlectly understood by those whoe taok
cogmsance only of word and sense {Dinamaledn 1 7), but,
cunously enough therr own theory finds 11s orign 1 the
conventonal manner sn the analysis of lanevage and s
meamsg  Thesofloence of the prammatico Jopieal concept
of the Sahutya of Sabda end Artha was stll achnowledged
#aind the new 1heory of Dhnam was started on the analogy of
the older theory of Sphata  Avandavardbaca speaks of hus
own system a3 beng founded on the authonty of the
grammanans to whom be pays an elegant tnbute as the Grst
and  foremost theotists  prathame  vidydmsch From
grommwznans and jopicians, the Din am theonists scknowledged
the functions of D:notation (Abhidhs) and Iadication
tlaksana} of wards the lovmer genz o5 the Iteral seage,
ond the jatter oa the incompstibihty of the Wteral sease o
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further sccondary but allied seose  But this was not all
They went further than the grammarians and logicians by
conteading 1hat this did not exhaust the entirc significance of
Poetry They pushed the apalysss to the positing of another
function of watd and sense  another charactenstic of poetic
expression namely Suggestion (Vyanpana) which guves a
deeper sorse nover direetly expressed but depending upon
the pocts particolar purposc 10 employing the word 10 1ts
obviously denoted of tndicated sense  This purpose or
Prayojana being always unexpressed can be arfived at only
by the process of suggestion bui it constiiutes the essential
charm oy pecelanity of poetic expression  Here for the first
time the poet s purpose 18 brought mte the covsideration of
the product of the poets mund and an upexpressed seuve
{Dhvam) 15 acknowlcdged beyoud what 15 d sectly expressed
but we shall see presently the analysis s stll empipical  and
concerns itself w th the form rather tham with the essepcc
The Dhvani Scheol 1m ats analysis of the essentmls of
Poetry found that the content of a good pocm may be
geoerally istingdished o 1wo parts  The one 18 1wt whith
Sabda and 1ts denoted or mdicated Artha give U that which
15 expressed 1 so many wotds whether directly expl cit or
metaphorically smplicat  the other 15 not expressed bus
suggested spring ng from what s thus cxpressed of iadwated
The unexpressed or suggested part 15 not something vague
but 1t 15 distioetly 1 nked up with the expressed 1t 15 manr
fested by a peculinr power of suggestion called Vyanjana
soherent 1m sord and sense and is set forth 3sa fact of
aesthetic expertence and distinguished from the concept of
mere Vacya or denoted sense of poetry  To the grammarians
and learned wrters 1t perhaps seemed paradoxical to state
that the very essence of Poetry was that which was not even
expressed  On the other band some form of Symbolica}
speech 10 which wisdom demands that one shotld expeess.
oneself more 1 hunts and suggestions 1hatt 1 actuz) worgs
was always m vogue  agd the pocts had becn more or lesg
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parhal fo the method of speaking sa melzphor or wrapping
up therr sdeas n transpatent symbol or allegory But
suggeshive poetry, accordng to the new theonsts, 18 something
more {hap the metely wetaphorical or Bgurative on which
the Alam.zra snd the Rin Schools placed 30 much emphasis
The metaphorical or sllegonic however verled, ssstillima
sense expressed and must be taken ag such, but the suggested
10 Poetry 15 2lways vnexpressed ond 15, thecefare, a source
of proper charm or strikingness by its very capacity of cope
cealment, which, howeves, 15 not concealment m the sense in
which an emgma 13 The Dbvam School thus postofates
fhat the unexpressed of Ineapresuble is the very ‘soul’ or
essence of all good Poetry 3 3t 15 called into bewg by 2
partieylar function of suggestion 1oherent 10 werd and sense,
while such means of expression as the Gunas and Alamkaras
of eather sehools are mere means or attnbutes wlhich receve
thert justification for employment as such From this jnpce
content of poetry
‘The soper content of Poetry 13 undoubtedly a factof
aesthetic expertence, bemg the poctic nteitios Mtself, but to
distiogmsh of bafurcate the comfent and expression as tno
separate, though totimately coonected entities, 5 formal
analysts apd not nesthetie expenence  The new theortses,
no doubt clearly perceive that the congueration of the
ornamental fitting out of words or of the hteraty qualies of
sttuture are mot coough to solve the problem of poetic
expression  They clearly demonstsate that the so called
oroaments or qualities have ne absolute value but depend
upon the character of the particular uiteravee  In recogmsing
allthis they smled very closely along the coast but they
hardly succeeded 10 makiog an effective landing  The theory
rendercd geont scrvice by rightly cmphasisiog that the literal
sense alone was not sufficent but that ot should teag to
the decper posuc purpose embodied sn the angpesied
sense of Poctry  But the avalysis sl copceroed atsedf willy
the melective rather thap the miwtive aspect of poctic ex-
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pression, with the understanding of 1ts 1deas only as empmcal
facts The unexpressed 10 this case has no reference to the
1ndividual poetec 1ntuition, but 1s unversalised as a wmode of
thought, and being bound up by definite links with fixtd and
mechapical symbols of the expressed, it becomes as much
@ fixed and mechamcal symbol as any rhetorical or qualitas
uvecategory It 0o wonder, therefore, that the attempt
resolved atself ato the same empinical and narmative method
of and classify hundreds of
varieties of the uaexpressed , and even when the unexpressed
was gegerically grouped 1nto an unexpressed mattes, on uncx-
paessed orpament or an mnexpressed sentiment, corresponding
to the old grouptng of d or
the anly labelled and
pigeon holed certan genetrc or specific aspects of the postic
fugction without exhausting or explaining the function
It 15 not cuough to say that the unexpressed 1s the essence
of Poetry of analyse snto groups the varieties of unexpressed
mcansmg, for Pocity wm zeality 13 exprossion, which contains
1 nself what 13 obviously expressed, as well as what s
wmplicitly suggested  In aesthefic expenience, as opposed fo
the merely logical analysis, it1s 1mpossible to scparate the
unexpressed and the expressed, for both of them together
make up the being of poctic cxpression The pact’s “purposc™
which embodies the upespressed, 1s undoubtedly important,
but 1t 15 not meant by these theonsts  to be co-extensrve with
postic intwtwity, which 18 nich in umfied mmages tather
than 1z disintegrated shought or mesniog 18 st powee of
1atmtive expression tather than 1 presenting this or that con~
ceptoridea The expression is the scinabity of the intmition,
the so-calied expressed and  uncxpressed forming ats sadis-
soluble constitaents updistipguishable mn the organie whole
1t 18 true that Sanskrit theory secogmses thatan order 0 be
poenical, language should be peazrically semaabic, but at for.
gets that the Janguage of Poetty must be taken as lhelanguage
of poetic 1ntuition and ot of fogwal mtelligenee, as gn
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aesthetc and oot an wtellective fact  The scholastic biparts
‘on between the unexpressed snd the cxpressed  therefore,
ss useful 1n grammabco Jogical analysss, but it boardly helps
us 1 understeoding the srpnificance of Poewry 'Fhe whole
constitutes Poetry and got a part, it avails ud hitle m
externally analysing what 1n s internal umty cansot be
analysed , there 15 o extenority and intenonty in poctic
expression which 1s one and sndiisible  The agitede finds o
parzllel 1n one of the disasteous errors of modera philosophy,
namely, the Cartesian mistake of regarding body and mind
as separale substances from which all the insuficiencies and
perplextttes of the * mund body problem’  fow and render
clear ttigking of the subgect difficult The posts purpose”
WPOSLY AgAW 18 sod natcowly d
fromthe word and 1ts meaning when the postic purpose 1o
1ts trug sense 15 the wosd and the meaning themselves 10 thesr
unity Thisas the real meamng of the Sahuya of Sabda snd
Anfaan postic expression Itshould be admitted that by
he unexpressed 15 pre emnently wntended the pochical and
Dot the fogieal or ethical meamag but the postic iotwitson
nows of 0o duzhism between word and nis meanmg  between
atself and 15 expression for the content hore s ot and form
15 content  In atiempling to combat the science of word and
sense the new theory appears to have preserved the same
tradition o 4 fresh garbh soasmuch ag it starts with the same
pre-occupatton with  word and sense with tbe same pre
supposition that a word o s sense 13 a natural mcchanscal
fact or symbo! which can 1nthe maonerof a scieatific fact
be grouped in class ¢ types or categones

The Dhvam theorssts houever did an imporfant service
by dirceting attention to an aspect of Poetry which had so
far been mperfestly understood or entirely ignored s
Sansknit poctic theory  Hitherto speculation bad been busy
with the consideration of postical ornament or steucture, and
1t was thought enough of by these meant certam definste
1deas were expressed :n 3 debiatte manner  But it was realised
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mpression (Vasana), beng deonved from actual expenence
of life or from nhenited 1stincts  On reading o poem wiuch
deseribes o sumilar emotien, this latent emotion 18 suggested
by the depicted factors, which, being  geoeralised or wmpers
sonalised, cease to be called ordmary causes but become
cxtraordinary causes 1n Poetry The ordimary causes, there-
fore, being ot i by the

power of word and sense, do not reler to particularties,
Rima or 513 15 no longer Rima or Sitd 45 an tedwvidual lover
or his beloved, but 13 presented as the Jover or bas beloved 1m
general In fhe same way, the emotion suggested, whnch 13
1he source of the relish 19 also generalised, the love of Rima or
S beang presented 25 Jove 1n general , and in this generalised
Torm 1t 1 possible for the reader to relish the emotion, even
though at 15 not his own 1nasmuch a5 the impression 15 al-
ready latent mlusmind  The emotion (Bhava) 15 generale
s¢d and rehished as 2 sentiment (Rasa) also nthe sense that
st tefers not to any partreulat reader but to readers yn
general  The partcalr wndndoal  whela  relsting 1t
88 a geader, does not thik thot it 15 s own per-
sonal emotion, &od yet st 15 rehshed as such  nor does he
thank that at can be relished by him alone but by ell persons
of sumilar sensabality It is also ot the pemsenal emotion of
the poet, for 1t 13 dwested of sl personal mterest 2nd

presented in an impersonahised form  The natural emotion,

whether of the poet or of the hero, hecamet a poetic gentis

ment, a0d the natomal cavses become pottic eauses  The

relish partakes, no doubt, of the nature of cogmtion, it 1g

vevertheless different from  the ordinary  forms of the

process  masmock as 1t involves s imogwatne or

poche process of idealisabon, which has the power of

strming the latent emotional umpressions of the reader’s mind

wto a relishable conditien of enjoyment The resnlung retish,

thetefore cannot be identified with the constituent factors,

for bt the fime of rebish the factors ete not experienced sepa-

rately, but the whole appears as Rasa, which 13 thus sunple
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msvery smilario butnot the sancas, the state of true
enlightenment which comes only to the hmower who, no
longer on the empincnl plane, franscends completely and
permanently the sphere of pleasure gnd pam  As such, this
state of aasthetic delectatian 15 not capable of proof because
1ts cogoition 15 snfeparable from s ewistence, OF, 10 pther
words 1t 15 identical with the expenence of atselt The only
proof of ats existence1s s relish atselt by the man of nesthetic
sensibility. the Rasiha or Sabrdaya, the 1deal cannossseur of
Postey, to whom nlone w15 vauchsafed The reader must
rteproduce 1n humsel! what the poet bas produced

H1s clear that the theory demands the existence of the
aesthetic :ntmnon, of capacity of cnjoyment of what it calls
poetic bliss , and the presupposition of latent 1mpressions 1s
only an aspect of this demond  These who do not possess
this miwibon can never relish this spintual stve There 1s
plenty of people in thus world wha do not apprectate Poetry,
and the theonsts sre merciless 1o theur satie on dull pram
marans and mere dialecticians, who are incapabls of attain-
1ng the aesthetic attitude It 1s the Rasiba or Sabgdaya alone,
who by fus own iwwntien can adeptify himself with the
otuition of poetic ¢reatton (tasmayibhavana yogyats) and
theteby obtaw its true zelish (Rasa)  Itmust be undetstond
that although the word rehish’ or ‘faste’ rendets the word
Rasaliterally,at does not mply, apart from the reader’s
seproduction of the poet s productiod any conssions ethical
wvalshion  good or bad tsste Tt amples as experience
similar to what we understand when we speak of relishing or
tashiog food  but this reslisue descnplion must not ot the
same time drag it down fo the leva] of nmatura} pleasure
because by its aloofuess and seremity it s lifted into a
personal impersonat blissful  state  of mind The word
Stmmueg’ used by Jacobi may give us the nearest approach
‘bur the Rasa 15 not @ mere hughly puched navyral feeling or

moud hut indicates pute 1otution which 15 distmed from an
etapacical feeling
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It s clear that  however bhissful the aesthelic enjoyment
as concewved by these theonsts may be 1 must be distin
guished from the enjoyment of natural feelings and the
theory does not fall into the mustake of aesthetic hedomsm
which sees no difference batween the pleasute of Poetry and
that ofcasy digestion  Nodoubt the conventional classii
caton of genenc and speaific fechngs 15 accepted bus they
ar¢ given as constitutng the watenal or stimuins of Poetry
‘They may forre the substratom {Sthdy: bbava) or concemt
napt {Vyabhican hbava) of the poetic sentiment (Rasa) but
they are not wdentical with st Justasin the umity of spint
one canpot talk of cause and eflect so1n the umty of Rasa
the separate matvral feelings say of love gmef or horror
which may form its constiuents are never experenced but
the whole appears as a smgle and indivisible aesthetic  sentt
ment of bliss from which every trace of the constiuent
empinical pleasure or pain s oblierated In  other words
love grief or horror 1s no lenger experienced as love gref
or borror in their disturbing poignancy but as pure aestbetse
sentunent of bhissful relish evoked by the ideal sed postie
creation  This factss borne out by the common expenence
that after keenly feelmg gmef 1 2 play on ihe stage the
spectator says [ haveenjoyed it He may shed tears but
Viévanatha explams cleasly that tears constitute 20 proof
that pamn s felt for the tears that are shed by the spectator
are pot those of panbut those of sentiment wihich causes
a melting of the mind as a resultof the nature of the pary
cular aesthet ¢ enjoyment  Hence 10 a devotee 4s Jagannatha
ohsctves tears arise on the confemplation of the de ty  when
ke rel puous feeling 15 rassed to 3 serene staie ©f simular enjoy
ment The intutive bliss arswg from adeahised poen
creations should therefore be disupguishied ftom the ex
penience of natural fechings and from all  ratural experieneey
of W as something ATank ha as semething MPersong)
dsntecested or supernormal

w, Sallews that the queston of the socalled Oty
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and ornaments Gumas apd Alamlaras which Joomed
sa laegs 1 previous theories must be rewsed from
this The previcus sp d that
both Gona and Alamkara umporied beauty to Poelry but
sing~ they went mo decper thap Sabda asd Artha  ex
pressed word and tens  they could mot asswer the vital
queston as to what m poetey they imparted beauty  The
mablty arese from thew pot reabsieg that Guna and
Alumdara ace reélatne terms and that they must be 1elated to
a2 Gunn apd Alamlarya  The amalogy 1s fmawtaiced that
Poetry Ihe a man has two scparable constituents body and
soul  The Vacya vacaka the form of paetry he expressed
word and sense however ymportant, consttutes xis body of
Sanra  Of som> sou! Atmsn m Poeiry Vamana had a dun
1dea for ke stumbled upon something more than Guna and
Alamlara upen what be calls Ritr  Bot the Dhvant theonsts
pownt out that the Ruu s sull regaded as Vacya vacela
carutia betw or means of extersal embellshment of word and
sense and the ess nce of Riti beme according to Vamana
a certawn normately standardis ¢ collocation of the Gunas
it becomes a redupdant concept  Some idea of Rasa was
stil] there from the tune of Bhatata byt Bhdmaha and Dandin
would tegard it an aspect of Alambare Vimana asthat af
Guna ¢he form of Poetry beung alone conndered umportant
Bot the Dhyan: theor sts found that bebrad the Vacya vaeala
the Sanira of Poetry the most important thing :s the Saren
behuad what s d restly ot figuratively express d by word and
sensz the most essential thiog 1 Poetry 1s what 15 unexpressed
but distrmetly sugeested  This 1 thers opinsos. 15 got Anea
or Sarwa body but the Anein Sanmn Atman of soul of
Portry  What is surrested as Abgin may take the form of a
matter (Vasiu) or thatof a poetic fignre (Alamdara  but 11
fost cases 115 2 § pument (Rasa) which becomes the most
amportant syggested Adoin

This dbeing elearly formulated that Postey must have an
Atigw & Guan 2sd Alanlarya i order 1o bwe Guna and
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Mamkiira, the problem of differsntiztion of Guna and
Alawkira came, as a matier of conrse, 1o be solved  So long
as the $anra or eutward form of Poetry alone 15 accepted and
everything recogmsed as ite beautifying element, there can be
10 tangible diffcrence between Guna and Alomhara as frmiful
concepts I, on the ether hand. the poetic sentiment involved
m the composstien i accepted 23 the Atman or essence,
distinct from the Sarmn, there can be this differentiation that
the Gunas like the qualities of 2 mans soul, pertamn
10 the Adgin natmed Rasa, and the Alamkdras Like ornaments
on 2 man's bedy, to the Adga called Vacyawicaka Both the
Guna and Alomkara afe, thus nterprefed 1n 8 new sense, and
sustified by bosg browght in effechive yelation with the
underlysng sentiment 10 2 composwson  The mere verbal or
steuctural form of 2 work cannot, except by way of analogy,
be sard to possess the qualities, say, of sweetness or energy,
ualess we mean by i€ that the underlyisg sentiment 1s sweet
and vigorous  The Gunas, as they make up the verbal form.
are aspects of attnbutes, the real cause 18 Rasa, even as the
soul of a man and pot s body, Js the true cavse of wirtueg
like heroism  Pressing the analogy further, at 15 held that the
Alpmkaras or poetic figores adorn words and meamngs which
copsirtote the body of Postry, alibough throvgh word vnd
stpse they mey embellsh the underlyiog soul of seatment
ndicectly, but not wvanably  Where thete 15 6o Rasa, they
tesult 1w mere charmmgness of expression 1t Is clear that
these amphly the dnd pseless
multiphseation of Gupes end Alamkiras, wd the Raus, bemg
2 combrnation of specsfic Gunas, 15 1o longer Dectssury agg
separate concept  Although secondatdy the Gunas concern
$abda and Artha Qust as Alamkaras primanily concern them),
the Gugas, and not Alamkaras, st wken primandy ag the
Dhacmas or atiributes of Rasa Words and sdeas, for wstance,
which have the powes of suggestig the quality of SWeelness
(Maghurys) of poraselac Rasas, are not by themsalyey
but 1 fe}aton $¢ the Resa we call them sweet,

Sweet,
Tbe meqra)
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activity innalved in the enjoyment of Rasa is the sol¢ eriterion
of apatticular Guna; end in this sense only three Gumas are
justified, The Madhurys o sweetness s supposed 1o consist
of 2 melting (Druti} of the mind, appropriate 1o the erotic
and pathetic sentiments; the Ojas or energy is aform of
brilliact expansion (Vistira) of. the mird. sitsble to the
sentlments of heroism, borror and fury; while the Prasida or
perspicuity, praper to all sentiments, is an aspect of pervasion
of the mind (Vyapti), necessary ot quick apprehession, The
Gunas, as stiributes of Rasss, ore thus Citta-vittisy and the
three conditjons of fhe mind, namely, melting, expandiog and
pervading, which accompany the relevant poctic sentiment,
are made the basis of only three pertigent Gunas,

‘The Dhvani theerists undoubtedly mark an advance in
explaiming that the so-called Ganas or qualities of composition
are nol mere tricls of sound and sense but shauld be cons
sidered in yital relztion to the uoderlying poctic sentiment,
The comsideratton of struetwre o3 such, therefore, is mot
uccessary, sod the distinction belmeen qualiies of sound
204 sense i, from tbis standpoint, meaningless.  The activity
of the spint invelved in agsthetic enjoyment can alone justity
them. In il this the Dinagidheorists show  themsches
comersant with the true mature of poctic expression. Bur
since poetic expression knows of oo duahism hetween word
and sease, just as there is 00 real doalism between body and
soul, it is meaningless, from the aesthetic pomt of view, to
draw an absolute distinction betweea the so-called quanty and
ermament. The poetic intwition aatomatically chooses jis
expression, which 18 only the extetnalisation of the spiritoat
activty, and shich is. therefore, not o mechameally fixed fact
bot a part and paree of that activity.  The differentiation of
the vanous means of externahisation 8s qualilies or oraaments
may have an wscio) Of practieal valus, and a doetring of
technique may be ecolved, but since poetic espression s o
varizdle and sndividual fact with individual poets, no fixed
1aws of means and ends can be laid down for ugiyersal appli~
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cation  If we say that a poet has 8 new techmique, we reslly
mean to tmply that the new techaique 15 the poem itsell A
vital poetic mtbuttion cannot have a preseribed technique of
expression, for the imple reason that st 1 an sotwbion of
which the cxpression 13 the actuabty , 1t 15 not a volitionat
effort about which alore we speak of means and ends$, not1s
1t ag iclleetual concept which can be logscally or onsversally
formufated  As the poetic intustion differs 1 each poet, ace.
ording to s psychic organism and the pature of the stimulr
acting upan 1t there s bound to be endless keeds of express
ton which arz ndividual and concrete, which have thesw own
standards, spheres and means i each case and which cannot
1epeat theroselves 1t does wot, for mstanee, belp usto un
derstand  Kaliddsa's poetry by merely understanding that 1t
fulfils the of 'qualities’ or
or gven of arrangements of words with @ view to suggest this
or that sense, for Ins poetry 1s not what 1t 13 by its merz
conformily to thess formal teqmrements The fechowque of
the poet 15 Jus poetic concephion itself, 1t may express atself
tn an arnate or simple mannet, sweetly or harshly, expresawvely
or suggettively, as 18 gurtabie to iteelf  Itmay be a fadute or
a suceess, but these ¢an be, theorctically speaking, no ques-
103 of standardised means. of geod, bad or mdifferent techs
mgue what 35 appropnate to asel 15 s own techmgue
Even the ordimary man never believes m the manvfactuning
of ready made poetry No techmique can be umversalised and
the caumeration of technical means can never be exbausted
by formal treatment It may serve the practical purpose af
supplying mformation about meaps, materials or geaups of
stmuli, or even the logwal purpose of expostton buf 1t
possesses no theotetie value for the understanding of the
nature of postic cscation
The Dhvams theotssts were not unaware of all this, although

{followng ofder thetotical comvention ¢they did nmot brieg out
allats aesthetic implications Anasdavardhana himself declarcs
that the ways of poetic expression are infimste  Canamd I vue
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yikalpat) buthe does not fully sealsse that sioge there 1s na
end of postic :ndividuations 1t 35 futile to distinguish or ela
borate rhetonical and quakitative categones  1le 13 however,
1ight when he says that only the broad rule can be laid dosn
that whether they are qualities or ormaments they must
follow the import of the poetic iptmiton  whch an hus theory
1% the aesthenic sentiment of Rasa inteoded by the poct and
af 1t 18 necessary to aceept the older conventional categorses
of thetoical figures and literary qualities the ooly rule that
should gavern their employment 15 thewr approprateness to
1he paryentor Rasa  Anandovardhana thesefore Jays down
very cleatly that there 18 no other circumstance which Teads
1o the violauon of the Rasa than mappropriateness and that
the supreme secret of Rasa consists i observang the rules of
appropriatencss For each poetic antuition there eXisis sts
approprate expression  and the theory of Propriety or
Aucitya alone should explun and yushiy 1t
Thag 10 general outhine 18 the theory of Dhvam and Rasa
finally reached by Samskrt Fo ties  The chief valu= of sts
lies 10 1ts already hadowed by
Bhat{a Nayoka of the poetic senhiment asa fact of internal
aesthetic experrence and of 1ts process of wdealisation froma
naiural feeling (Bhava) to a postic emotion (Rasa) In this
the theonists andoubtedly approach the very core of the
aesthetic problem and solve the question of Sabdactta sahntya
anovel way But unfortunately the startng Lmutations
stll remain and prevent a proper development of mere theto-
neanto gesthenie  Pecause of these himitations 1t cannot be
maintaised that they have saud the last word on the subjeet
orsadt clearly and consistently, but they have certamly
dealt with some of 115 fundamental aspects very ably A right
cxpositron 15 guvet tndeed of the zesthetic enjoyment resulting
trom the rdcaliscd creation of Poetry and medentally of the
Bseneral natuce of poetic sdealisation but the question 1s sult
Spproachied from the standpomt of the reader or critic the
Samapka er Sabrdaya and the problem of poetre 1tuttion
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seties of verhal rules and wodes fo goveen infinite cases of
particular and vacisble poetie expression § for each creative
foctis an individual occusrence which must be judged by
eelf.

“The process of idealisation is also ot fully and properly
explained; it besomes a kind of abstsact enjoyment of abstract
symbols by ignoring the concretencss of poetic intuition and
creation. The idealisation & not mere generalisation : even
whes he has an intastive Image of it. the poct never leaves
the conerete. His Rima or 5itd, however idealised, isnota
mere bstraction, and the poetic seatiment, however serene,
isnever divested of its watmth, colour and vivid reality.
Azain, the theory maintains that feckings slope can be yaised
o the state of aesthetic velish by the fdealising capacity of
poctry ; but thete {8 no adequate teason why the poetic intul-
tion of n descriptive madier, of even of a mere orndmental
idea, 2200t become an aesthetie fact or Rasa. Just asthe
experience of feeling os fecking is not aesthetic intuition, so is
also not the perception of matter or idea ns such; they nxe
only cases of the practical or logical fosms of mental potivity,
But 2z koor as mere matter or idea, like mere feeling, becomes.
a part of the poctic inturtion, it becomes o form of ils gpicie
teal activity, a0 aesthetic fact, cagable of being equally well
rtchished, It 1s not enough 10 £ay thata matter ot ornament
may be sugeested 5 1 is necessary to recognise that malter oc

1d2a c2n in poetse ereation stand on the same footing as the
fecling, on which alone siress need not taid. In emphassing
i pectry and distinguishing it fror. the ipti
or the ornamental, the Samskrit theory falls back upon the
old error of confusing the form with the pssence, MNever-
theless, 1n spite of its imperfections, the theory of Rasa js a
highly important contribution to poetic speculalion, M
indicates that the Sanskrit theomsts were certainly aware of
e 2tvbene problem, oven though they aid not tackle it
10 it$ estirety, ing themselyes, as (hey did,
by treating it only 1n some of ats aspects,
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It was Kuntaka who, for the first time, divested the con
cept of Sahitya af sts mere grammatical associatrans of Pada,
Vikya snd Ttparya, asd defined it as a defimte poetic
quahty of Telatton, brought about by the poetic 1magHiation,
the Kavi pratibhd or Kavs vydpica  The Sahitya 15 sot,mn
ths sense prescot either in the Sastra or 1o fhe ordinary
bterances of the world, but 15 seen m Poetry osly, it s not
the mere umon of the expressor and the cxpressed, the
Vicaka and the Vacya, but the union has a special beauty 1n
Poctry ; and the determmnation of this specaality 35 the prob
lem of Paeties Kuntaka, therefore, holds that $2bda and
Artha uoited together o cquiporsed 1s Poetry (dvar sammi-
htaw kavyam) 1t 1s meaningless to emphasise ether Sabda
or Artha, {na Sabdasyaiva ramaniyata sifisrasya  hevalosya
Kavyatvam, napy arthasya) o call one Abhyantars and the
other Bahya (diayor aps pran silam ava  tadam, tad wid
ublada Aarinvarks vartate, na punar ekasmin} . bot what 15
more important is that g special kand of Sahutya 1s meant
thak e wisitam eva sihuryam abhipreiamy, by which mere
langusge blooms (ato Poetry  Thus Varistys, i s opimon,
1t displayed 1 8 composwion  (Bandha) characterssed by
Vakea Kavevy3parz sad cawsng Tad-wide3hlida  The
Vaugtya  thecefore, conssts of an extracrdinaty deviztion
from the common mode of speech, and this extezordinanness
depends upon sn imagmative turn of words and deas, wheh
he calls Vaheatva, Bhangibhamti Vaettrya, or Viechiu,
which eauses  igher and uaworldly pleasure (Ahlada) or
pleastng charm (Camatkarn) to those who appreciate Foctry
(Tadvid) Ke further explains that this Vakratva vaidistya
or Bhani vardigtya rests upan the conception (Pratibh3) of
the poet or on hus shall (Kausala) or on an act of imagination
onlus part which 18 termed Kavevy3pira or Kavi harman
Runtaka aalyses and classifies all pochic expression from
ths point of view, but what i important to note s that ke
Pats 3 clear emphavs on the smagimative power of the post,
and considers 1t to be the source of the charactersstic charm of
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pactic expresston  He refuses therefore 0 aceept the orthodox
spiting up of poetic expression mio eXIeTIOr Of 1NMENOr, Con-
siderng poetic expression as ome and indivistble  Whether
the Sihitya of Sabda and  Artha be the Vifesa of the outward
garb of the mner content, of the Sanra of Vacya vacaka or
the Atman of Rasa-ghvam, 1t 1s the poct 8 peculiar way, the
work of bus imaginztion, the Kavi vyipars which makes the
particulor poetic expression what stis , that 1s the Vifesa

Inhs apalysis of poetic expression Kuntaka attempts 1o
develop further the idea of Vakrokti vaguely present in
Bhimaha, and systematises the views of those who laid stress
op the socalled Alakara or poctic figure as the essentisl
Feature of Poetry, but iz the course of hus anvestigation he
appears to have ndicated, if not fully developed, certam
poete principles which go beyond the sphere of formal apas
Iysis By Vakroku, which Kuntaka copsiders to be essennial
m poetic expression ke apparenfly thinks of Ggurative forms
of speech. for which he often uses the phrase as a collective
name , but w ealiy thi s oot the eate spnificancs of the
term meant by him  Poelry to him 15 cmbellished sound and
scnse, the embellishment bewng chiefly (but sot exclusively)
the figurative device known as Alaikara m the narfow sense,
and as this 13 the only oreament possible and essential he
repudsates the views of those who disregard Hpurative ex
pression as accidentsl or nonm esseniral But here he does
notstop He uses the term Alamkara also tn the larger
sense of pactsc beauty, not only as the fundamental principle
of figusative expression, bub also of all poctic expression
generally To tins he gives the pame of Vakrokh, and
comprehending vader it all forms of peelic expression, he
attempts a fresh mtespretation of the problem by re thisking
and re arrangreg under this concephion the accepted deas
of Riti Gona Rasa Dbwens and Aladikira

Al s may stll be formal analysis but s bis conception
of Vakroktr, Kuntaka shows humsclf cognisant of the aesthene
quhlen He well understood (hat att could not he tha
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medivm of philosophical or selentific concepts, and fasisted
pon a clear distinction between $astra asd Kdvyz, between
intellective and 1maglnative work, by stating that words and
ideax of the Kavya diller from thosc of the Sastra. He also
malntaios nghtly that expression being the most important
thing in Poetry, the poetic speech is an extraordmary devia-
tion from the ordinary mode of common speech, thereby
distinguishing artistic expression fram the merely naturalistic.
This catraordimanioess depends op a certain imaginative tuen
to words and ideas, which he calls Bhadgi-bhaniti, peculiaf to
poetic expression and abhotrent of mattzr-of-fact expression,
and which in his system goes by the name of Vakeatva or
Vicehitt, He also cxplains that this Vakraive, for which
another name is Vaiciteya or strikingness, 15 the Chorm of
expression of the Vidagdha, the literary man of taste, who
must be distmguished from the Vidvat, the mere scholac ;
and it is s plepsure {tad-vid-Abada) which is the supieme
test of Poelry, as something which is not Laukika  He for-
ther lays down that this expression depends, as we have seen,
upon the intuition of the poct (Pratibhd), or in his skall
{Eandala), or on an act of imagination on his part, which is
termed Kavi-vyapara or Kavi-karman, but which, being in-
definable, is not defined or explained,

Tt is obvious that Kuntaka is ooz of the few theorists who
put aclear emphasis on the imagmative power of the poet
and consider it to be the source of the characteristic charm
of poetic expression, He regards embellished speech as
Poetry. but halds thut the source of this embellishment, even
if 1t consists of poetic figures merely, is the poctic fmagmas
uon, He, thesefore, draws a distimetion betwveen what may
be called a speechfigure, on the oot hand, and 1he so-called
poetic figure, on the other. In a formal scheme of Poctry
they may correspond ; butinz poetic figure, because 1t is
poetic, Kuntaka discovess a speafic differentia, which
consists of a peculiar or deviatig tura of expression
(Vakratvay, esulting in a charsctersstie strikipgness {Vaicitrya
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or Vicchitts} and depending on the imaginative activity of the
poet (Kaw: pratibba mrvarutatva) The 5o calied poetic
figures of orthodox Poelice are admussible only when they
Pposscss this peeuliar charm of poctic imagination and cxpres.
sion the word charm apparently meamng nothmng but that
whick gwves 1t s poetic pecylianty Kustaks therefore
holds that embellishments do not belang to poetry that 15 to
say they arc not added externally but that poetry 15 embel
Lished speech 1tself the particelar embeltishment depending on
the poetic tmagination
Kuntaha thus supplics a deficiency 1 the teachng of the
Dhvan: theonists who ignared all embellishments urconnect
ed with the suggested sense asmere Vag vikalpa or Ukt
vaiteya o them the ornamental expression of poctry was
detachable external and pop essential addition  but Kuntaka
gives 4 nes 1nterpretation of such Ukt vaiertrya apd justifies
the poetic oroaments as such If they are a port of poctic
expression they have a xight to be considered for they form
thereby the expression gniself  If the poenc imagtnation
Justifies them as 4 source of beauty the question of therr
conpexion with the suggested sense or of thesr essentrality or
non essentiality need not anse they bemg themselves
essential In Kontakas view therefore poctry 15 always
as from plan and
matter of fact expression of sciences apd scnpiates  and
embellishment n the general sense 18 plways 2 charactenstic
of poetic The embellish heads 1
s speciftc sense the whole domary of chetorical gutcs (which
Kuntaka meludes m the parucular province of Vakya vakrata)
if they are jushified by the poetic 1magreation and become
poetic figures thereby It may also include the qualities
(Guna Rit) mere matier (Vastu) of the so called upex
pressed (Dhvam) 1oclading the suggested sentiment (Rasa)
il as form or matenial they become a part of the poctic ma
gination 2nd expression  The skull of the poct can and does
exhibst various forms of Vakrokt: 1o the arrangement of
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letters, 1 the base o termunation of words, 1 the words
themselves, t their gender, number and synonym, i the
s$e83¢, 10 3 50ntence, 18 @ partcnlar (opre of m the compost
tonase whale, and all these necessarly comprehend what
cathier theomes elzborated as Guna Ruti, Alachhara, Dhvam
and Rasa Thus, Kuntaka gives am exended interprelanion
to Dbimehae Valsokt, by which Kuataka connotes and
denotes the same thing, pamely, the extraordmary form of
magingtwe expression He maokes Bhamaha's somewhat
wchoate svggestion of heightened speech more definite by
teferning 1t 1o the poetic imagination 1t is, therefore, an-
accurate o suppose that Kuntaba accepts merely figurative
expresnon o8 the denotation of Vakrokts for ho brings withis
113 comprebensie scope all known kinds of imagisative poetic
expression The waccuracy utises from the appatem smphasss
which Kuntaka puts on figurative expression  but 1n reality
s Vakrokt means much mote than that

Tt 1s a puty that Kuntaka's explanation ef poetic expression
was never senously noticed nos fully developed by orthodox
witters  Had it pot been 0 1t mught bave been possible to
emive wllmately 8¢ o clear idea of the naterc of potbic
creatton —an 2spect of Sansheit Poctres which has been
rgnored by Sanshast theonssts  But later woiters even of they
neplect Kuntaka's work imto womenited oblinion appear (o
have aceapted duectly or wmphely, tus idea of a poetic
figure and apphed bis fest of poetic smaguation to their
own analysit of induidusl chetoeal figures  We have seen
that though Kunisks repards the se calted poelic figures o
particular forms of speech (Abhidhd prokira videsa) he would
et find some specific diferenna in them which would make
them admussible namely, Vakratva or Valcutrya, which isa
peculizr carn of exprestion (Bhaugl bhagiti) depending on an
gt of imagination on the part of the poct (Kavi syapira) The
clements therefote whichgo to toake up the bewg of o
pothe figure of tather comvert a apeech Iigure 10to a pocue
figure ave Varcitrys ot Vicchitbivides and Kavi pratebhs
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mrvaritatya  In other words, Kuotaka mantains that
a form or mode of expression becomes a poetic figure
or Alahikira if the fortlo imagsnation of the poct lends
a peculiar charra to 1t Tlus analyss 1s accepted by Ruyyaka,
and, following hum, by most writers of later times  Ruyyaka,
for instance, does not claborate a doctrine but implieatly
takes the charm brought about by the productive imagination
of the poet (Kavs pratibhd) to be the entenon of a poetic
figure  Thus, he thiks a form of expresston mvolviog the
logical Anumina would not prima facte constitute the Bigure
Anumanpa, 1t should wmvolve a postical, and mot merely
lopical, Anymina  Similarly, the doubt ipvolved tn the figure
Saihdeba should be not an ordimary doubt but a poetic doubt
Hence, Mammafa lays down sententiously that the poetic
bigure 15 atselt (varcitryam alarikdrah)  Iu these
and simlar cases, the question 1s not one of & mere form of
speech, i which nothing s given but the bare thought , 1t
must he the expression of the poetic imagnation  Jayaratha
whe commenta on Ruyyaka's work, ales the awthority of
Kuntaka i this respect, and mforms us that 1t 15 not possible
to defune thus poetse charm (Vicchstts o Vaiaatrya), masmuch
a8 (t1s of whoate vanely, bewg wlentical witk e play of
indvidual poetic imagmation which 1 wfinute 1 scope, the
mfimic of the poctic having been
already admatted by Anandavardhana as well es by Kuntaka
Jagannatha, therefote, defines st generally by saymg that this
charm 15 nothng but the poetic imagimation with reference to
the power of poetic production

Inthe samec way. Kuntaka acknowledges the concepls of
Matga and Guna, but finds fault with the empmicat classifica
tion and nomenclatare of Ritis and Gunas adopted by the
Riutheonists  He attempls to te:nteapret the theory of Rin
{rom the point of wiew of poetic power Heabjects to the
namuag and differentiating of Ratis after different localitics ,
for one would then he forced to admut infimie ouniber of
Rutis as tbere 15 an anfimte number of countnies T his
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opimen a particular Ritt cannot be established 85 2 Deda
dharma  for st does not depend wpon regional characiens
tics or upon special customs of a particular place but upon
the poetic power (3aktn) cultwre (Vyutpathi} and practice
{Abhyasa) of a patticulzr group of poets which can never
conform to mere geographical distnbutios  He objects also
the classification of Ruis o good bad and middling on
the ground (hat the proper diclion can be only one namely
the best no matter of whatever type tt 13 Kuntaka helieves
thatf different fonds of Ratis sre 10 be admatted as havs
prasthana bhieda then the character of the post the Kawi
svzbhava nlone shoudd furmish the critenion of thewr distine
won  Heo adunts that this Kavs svabhasa as anfimte but
generally speabing he thioks that there can be three mam
types  In ope class of poets ¢l ear natoral poctic power Snds
an unhampered scope while 1 others the art 15 chuefly
decorative and factitious  These may be taken as the two
extreme modes of composition whigh he calls Sukuniura and
Vicitra Marga respectively but there may sull be a third
class of poets who would like to steer a mddle course and
favour amixed style called Madhyama Marga  Runtaka
therzfore admuts the Riti to 2 distinet place 1n bus system
but adopts a differcnt baus of classilication and nemenclature
1o aceardance with fus fundamental wdea of Kavs vyapars o
Kavipranbha  Here forthe fist time the Rt 13 brought
dueect selation with the poetsc ndivaduality 20d 15 understood
distnetly 83 nt¢ expression  stas takem as poetse style m
the sense in which 1t 35 understood by Western entiosm
Kuntaka s fully aware that style s nesther definable nor
classifiable bewg infimic 10 vansty and subile m difference
according to the parhiculsr poshic smwition an o particular
case but hus vbject 1n mentiomng these three cases 15 perhaps
tondicate certain broad types of poehic tempetament, We
shall revert 1o tis guestion presently but 1t 1s elear that by
takng the poetic imoginalion 1ato consideration Kuntaka
was able for the first me to assert however imperfectly
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that the quesizon of personality 15 of the utmost miportance
10 any theory of Poctry
It will be seen that these speculations are of the highest
value in calling attention to the creative 1magination which
has been so far pracucally neglected by Sanskrt Poenes bur
which Kunteka may be saud to have discovered for the fiest
tme If the Dhavn theonists explained the poetic ntuition
in the Samajiks with tespect to the aesthetic enjoyment of
poctic creattons e left out of consideration the quesiion of
poetic wateition with reference fo the poet himself  In other
words they copsidered the readers power of reproduction
but not the poet s power of production  Kuntaka far the frst
time posed the question by mamtaimeg that we should on
the contraty stact with the creative mmagroation of the poct
himself of winch the poehe expression or création 13 the
actualty 1f Kuntaka had resolutely pursued his wovestiga
tions further on his limme be covld have formulated a proper
aesthetic study  but he stdl shows himself o victim of
rheforis iz a different form  The scholastc terdency was
almost umversal and proved a difficult barreer (o the under
standeng of the true pature of the problem  This wasso o
Kuntaka because while he discovered the mmportance of the
poetic unagiaation he could not have the credit of developing
Its smplicatian for the entre acsthietic qusstion  he appled 1t
chiefly to 1be analys;s and class fication of fignrative and
cognate expression  He had an iakhing of the truth for
snstance when be spoke of poetic speech as 2 kind of express
10n other thar that represented by serentific or popular
speeck  In making the distmetion he epoke mdeed of the
poctic amagiration but ke could not clearly sec that was
much a5 the mntellective and the muwitwe were both
aspects of the spiriual achvity the distchion 15 DOt
absolute it depended smply on the mature of the
pottic sntwion  There 33 no absolute distisction agam
sestheucally between the wmpls zod the owate for hoth
may equally become kinds of poehic expression or better
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that 15 10 $ay, not the haphazard umity of diverse kinds of per
sonality but the ioteinsic wnity of the work as the synthetse
expression of one poetic personalaty.

415 not sutprising, therefore, that we search 1n van for ¢
elear diseussion ol the charagter and furction of the poetic
imaginatos 1 the whole range of Sunsknt Pocties  Eren
though Kuntaka recopmses at, hus Kav kaeman Ly steetl
wmamly 10 8 sormative analysisof empirical canons, and makes
T Poetics ultimately assume & verbal and formal character,
30 which hus fundsmental idea ssdost  Fis Vakrokt degener
ates 1o 8 kand of Kavi pravdhokt of Tater wrikers, No doubt,
most writees solemaly afficar the necessity of Peatibhd or poetic
anagination , but Pratiohd m thete theories themselves dozs
a0t estume any wmpartant tole, not 1s s character oc fuaction
clearly determined  This amperfect understanding 15 also
shown by what the Sanskeqt theorssts often say about culture
(Vyutpatu) and practice (Abhyisa) m relation o the poctic
magnabion (Prabbhi) Itis teue that the fact af poetic ropre
seatation 13 preceded by vanons kinds of hoowledge, which,
like faslings or physical fects, sctas 3 stimufut of matersal
As adventitious aids to the cxternalisation of poctic smluition,
they hase o relative vaiue, and o enltural backgronnd is invels
ved in ol good postey Inso far as this s acknowledged, the
Sansknt theonsts justly Temark that cultere and practice
should assist innate poetsc power  But, protesting ther beliel
mthe poctic ymagitation ihey somctimes o further and
speak of “making a poet into a paet”  Rudratz for mstance,
expresses the opmien thet poetic power 15 not ooly snbors but
also capable of attainment  Ttis, therefore, prescnibed that
he poet should be an expert 1 & long hist of 4048 and sciences
and make bunself proficient 1n varous kinds of pociical
ereraiscs  This demand 15 1n conformity with the learned
atmosphere in which Sanskrit Poetry at one time came to
flounsh and which made Paeysos assume a scholastic character
In actua) practice; o doubt, the mified pocts aspied (o un-
trammelled utterance , but the general terdency tn an epach
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an undoubted aesthetic acumen by always emphasisiag that
the postic activity an 18 essence is independent of mteliectuali
ty utluy and morahity  Although they do not discuss the
question they taeuly distinguish the poetie actwity from the
miettectual or the practcal and give evidence of o strong
common sense by never confusing a poetic with 2 scientific or
dudactie work the Kivya with the Sastea or the Nitt It 15
cutions indeed that these theonsts expend o preat deal of
abstract and tntellectualist erudition on 2 cold and monoto-
nously wilated thetore, and yet they engoy poctry as poetry
and hardly ever 1k of the moral end of 1he mtelicctusl gan
1t 15 clearly indicated that poetry is not a mass of populartsed
teuth ner 3 maniestation of empirical pleasure and pasn fram
the ethical point of view but that nt conveys a siate of the
mind tn 1ts sntuitive purtly which cap be reproduced m an
dealized form i the readers vund I Saoskmt thecefore
thete pever developed an intellectualist Poctics which valued
Poetry for the knawledge it brought and regarded it as a sem:
setence , not was there a practicist Poeties  which emphasised
such pracucal forms of buman activity as have an whitanan
hedomstic or moralishic end 1n view
But the fadare to explain and Justify poetic expression purcly
by the poetic 1agination 1s seet in the vacillation and vncer
tainty of the vanious attempts to discover anigid Oefinition
of poctry  We have seen that the eatlier waters wisely Jeave
the question alone contenting themselves with the bare
mention of Sabda rod Artha as the gredients  Following
them the later writers take the Sabdartha $ubutya sn wnbroken
wradition as essential requisize of poetry , but they attempt
to qualfy it by the enumerston of cettarn standardused
characterstics of Vaéesas as Alankira Guna Rity, Dhvani
or Rasa  But they could not entteely divest the Sabdartha
sahitya of its grammatical aod logrcal associations and erect
1tanto o puscly poetie comcept  They forget all about the
poetic 1magmation and concern themselves more of less with
anormative analysis and classification of general formolas
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and categories w order to explawn what 1 an mdwedualised
fecureence with each poet  The fmfure to understsnd that
the poetic mtuion differs 1n differcnt poets 1 different
Circumstances led them to make 2 vain effort to find one
universal definition of Paoetry ane abstract snd savanable
formnla for what admuts of mfinite ndividual and concrets
variations to determine Ingically what 1n sts essence 18 non
logical to immabiliee the mobide by throwing a bridle an
the neck of Pegasus  DBoth the approach and the method
are not cofrect  The theonsts devote themselves with great
zeal tocollect apalyse and classify methodically after the
mannes of natural sciemces @ semes of smale facis into
general principles  Such an empirical 2nintede admits 1ndeed
aesthetic oceurrences but novnshes a delusion that like
facts of natural scrences they can be grouped formally 1ato
classes and types  In the cowrse of thar mvestganon the
theousts amass calculate and measure the greatest possible
var ety of such acsthetrc facts formulate Jaws means modes
and modefs but as they progeess they always discover new
facts which requure fresh adjustment In thig they fal to
realise that as each expression 15 unique and rdivisible that
artistic facts 1a thear umbied concreteness cannot ke physi

cal facts be mechanwcally divided and subdivided . nor can
they like facts he Yogically by 2bs

tract untverssls Such an atttude reduces Poetics to the
rank of a forma! discipline bike Logic and most of s
prieous perplexttigs anse from thus outlook  The theorsts
unfortunately forget that a work of art 18 an intutson  that
intwition 1s indivaduality and that mdividuahity never repeats
wselt nor conforms to & presersbed mould  They believe

thus not 10 upity but jo the duslity of :magipation and

expression thereby splituiag up what 1s organic o mechanic
parts, They hardly recognise that word snd sense 28 symbols

pre anseparable from poets tatwitton  and as such dhey are

not [xed abd nechanical bul mobile and elusive  Poctry

should be taken asa lLiviag discourse among diversely cx
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pressive organisms and not as an embalmed collection of
dead sbstractions capable of scientific dissection  Good
sense has alnays refused to accepl 8 pormative formulation
of poetic expresssion No onc excepta poor speaker or
serssfier speaks o writes by rules and no one belieses that st
19 possible to lsy down such rules of speakiag or writing
well For the real poet as for the real spealer  there is hardly
any srmoury of ready made weapons . he forges bis own
weapons to fight his onn particular battles

If these investipations of Sanskxit theonsts are meant fo
explam 1he principle which lies at the soot of Poctry they
czn mever do so completely and successlully by merely
analysing and clasnilyiog acsthetic facts and calegotics with
out taking 1010 sccount the poetic imagination  which makes
them what they are Lot it rot be supposed that we Sish
todeny of mimimise the nsefulness of such anslyms and
classification from the seientific or scholastic peint of view
what we want to stress is that they fal (o establish thert
clam to explain the sotntne sctivity involved 10 poetic
cfeation  As logresl concepts or matura) [facts, they are
admissible and are of practical valoe  but they hardly have
importance for aesthehie explanation  They are like labels
toattung rather thao the thiog usell  In the troe sease the
elaboration of such series of aws 15 & negation of Art nzelt
By ther they negate s by their
abstrachan Msempirietty by thesr mechamsm 8 orgame
character Thus Sansknt Poctics attempling to solve the
uddic of Poetry did hardly solve it but delighted steelfl wth
the pleasure of abstract thomght and farmel caleulation
Nevertheless these and are at the
same ume attempts o reach the truth  and 1n the mudst of
unbfted shadows one does often perceive 2 runming thread
ot silver fimng. Even it the Sanskrt theonsts could not
becausz of bl handicap arrive at the final goal they
still had a clear glmpse of 1t Like the mystery of Gods
creation the mystery of the poets creation 15 unfathom
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BHAMAHA'S VIEWS ON GUNA

Qf sl early wnters on Sanshest Poetics Bhimaha appears
to be the most puzzling 11 the attitude he adopts towards the
Guna docttine  The enly passage 1o which he employs the
term guna 13 that 10 which he defines {ed Travedi ut 52 S3)'
the poetic figure Bhavika as

bhasikatvam iy prafuh prabandha vigmyam yunom
pratyaksa e drfyante yatrdrtha bhuta bhavinah ¥
citrodattodbhutarthatyam hathayah svabhimteta
$abdanakulata cets tasy hetum pracahsate))

These verses come practically st the end of the chapier on
the classification and defimtion of potue fgures {Rdvyalad
harasy and prima facie the Bhavike cammg 1w this context,
should be taken as such Dandin also follons (ed Rangacarye
11 363 65)® the same procedure regardmng (he treatment of
the Bhavika repeats the fiest line of the above definstion
amplifymg 1t stll further 1 his own way and agreeswith
Bhimaha in designating the Bhavika as a prabandha sisaya
guna  Udbhata follows Bhamaba generally sn this respect
(ed Baghatti vr 6 p 79)" and defines it elmost in the same
way, but he appears to regard 1t more or less as a specific
poctic figure and omuts the quatification hathayah svabhimtaia
as well a3 the desigaation prabandhavismye gune  These
definstions* are obviously meant to be wider than that of a
smmple poetic figure 10 the course of which the Bhavika s

1 The reference 11 same 15 the hash Sanskng Senies edition but 1o
the ¢ditson of Naganatha Sastey (with Evg Trs, Tanjore 1927} 1t 55
354

2t 3646610 both the Bombay SanskentSeries edition and the ed
tion of Premacandra Tackavagiéa (Cafcutia 1881)

3 p Thio Nunaya Sagasa Press editton (Bombay 1915)

& Weare not concemned bere with latee definutions of the Rhaviba e
& definite poctic figre
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dealt with by thess wnters It 1 & charactenstic wheh s
said to belong to and pervade the whole composition
{prabandha vyapto gunah as Tarunavacespat: puts it) 2ad
it does not (as a poetic figure would appasently do) restrict
1tself to a part of a composition 1e itis not eka destka 2S
Jayamahgala on Bhatts® xu 1 explaws st It 15 thus dfficult
to segard 1 2s the clements of the defimtions themselves
also shew 2s a luuted figure of gpeech , st should not only be
pada gata of vakya gafe butalso lke rosa of later wnters
prabandha gata  Inspuc of a cenan novelty or obscunty
of ihe conception 1 1s clear that the theorists were reluctant
of uneasy about freating it as an ordinary poetic figtire and
therefore defined 1t 1 somewhat wider terms at the conclusion
of thewr treatment of such figures®  The theory appears also
to be reflected 1n practice  If we are to aceept the assurances
of the ¢ and the
whale of canta xu of the Bhayi Ravya should be taken as an
lustration of the Bhavika as a probandha gune 1t 1 remark
able alto that the Bhavila 13 not meptioned by Vamasa asa
poetie figure  nor 1 at ncluded by bim m s elaborate
scheme of Gonas  Dandm also would not include it 1w the
Yist of his ten marga gara Gugas or w their viparydyas

The position 18 somewhat puzzhing  The clue 1s furmshed
by the probable supposition that the Bhavika lihe the
Svabhavokt:* volves the smphication of an aesthetic factor
10 which 1t must bave been difficult to assign 2 place ma
clear cut scheme of Gunas and Alashkaras  The Bhavika 15
defined by Bhamaha generally asa vivid fepresentation of
past and future objects as 1f they are dircetly perceptible to
the eye the wividness of the representation depending on the
condihions that the theme must have a picturesque strange

1 “The word prahafs n 1be definst ons of Bhamata end Dand o may
ind eate that she view was probably tead tonatend was accepted Jmpl
culy vathout much dacusscn.

2 SeemySanshrrPocter v p 6hfan
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and exalted sigmficance and therefore capable of being
enacted well and that the words employed must have o
conssstency  Dandins defimtion’ 18 more circumstantial,
but it 13 more ununating  The Bhivika 15 sard to consist
1 the muteal favourableness of oll the parts of deseriptive
matter, 1a the non emplayment of redundant or useless fuakt
tications 1o descubing things 1 therr proper places and
1a 80 arrangug the expression that the ntended depth of the
theme comes out clarly These are matters of detaid, but
the most impestant porot sn Dandrs s definition which boiags
out the essential conception 1s the statement that the Bhavika
15 50 called because it 1s dhfsayatia and 1bat the bhen 218 the
1ntention ot rather the wward conception of the poet (Aaver
abluprayak) whieh controls the detals and resides 10 the
poem as a whole, and oot mercly 10 ats 1solated parts  Ths
hava showld not be taken 85 fhe technieal emotions) element
which Pratibacenduraja commenting on Bhansaba's phrase
svabhinitata  would apparently read nto st by the 1nterpretz
tion drngara samvahitatva®  No such sigmficance 1s Supported
by the recognsed cammentatars (Tarunavacaspats, Hrdayani-

Bhtvikanam b prahuh prabendha wsayars gunam |

B Gvah Lver abh priyoh Luwyers dnddha saharhiioh
porasparopakdntva b sarverdlic vasta pariandm |

itrannd i vy art) Sndm okes)a sthdngm craanall

vpakue uks krama baldd gambhurasyap vastunoh

Bhdvavatiam udah sarvam i tad bl avika b vidh I

The vartant read ng m the second line 18 havyesvasya s yavasth 1k
the Madras edition for kavyeyy anddhi samuheoh 1o the st hive tad
bhayikom 1 prafh(Cal 23} aud biavhak tam i pratuh (Madras

2 Ibxs probably 1m wiew of such museancswved aterpreialion that
Bhoja at 3 much Iater tme 1ncludes the Bhavika amoog his twenty four
Sabda-ganas (1 75) as the conduet of & senteace according 10 1S underly
g eémation of sentument (b avato vakya iritsh o defution which has
been cop ed by VidyAnatha 1 his scheme of 24 Gunas modelled on that
ot Bhoja) slthough bs Artha-guna Dhavika 15 sabh prayoksr virydsain s
oatcaw sente ¢t 86)
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the other hand the view refcered to by Bhamaha 15 1mphed
1 he tradition which Rudraga’s Rutt and the Dhvanikara s
Satfighatana follow 1n later times The only plausible mfcrence
that can be madc from this ss that Bhamaha was probably
aware of some fheories which approve of Midhurya Ojas and
Prasada 1n poetic composation {1n what character 1t 15 not clear
but presumably &5 Gunas of the expogents of the Rt theory)
chiclly on the basis of the desirability of dong compounds
but extieer he was indifferent to their literary value or did not
ok it worth while to treat them as distoet or separate
elewents of poehic eapression
1t 15 remarkable indeed that Bhamaha does not thimk 1t
necessary to conpeet as the Rati theonists have since done
the Gunas with Rits which term stself (or the term Maiga
which Dandin employs) 15 sever used by fum and which con
ception even if 1t was known to hym  does not appear to have
been sestonsly etertaned  Nor like Bharata does ho view
the Madhurya etc as wndependent Kavya gunas  Bhamabz
refers mdeed w another context (¢ 31 35} to Vaidarbka and
Gaudiya Kavyas (and not expressly to Ritis of those names
tamihiacised by Dandio and Vamara) 1n which some theorsts
of hus time have apparently discovercd differcnces of masner
agd treatment bui from fus remark 16 35 clear that be humself
would not pay much attestion o the alfeged differences  If
Bhamaha was aware of some theory of Rt of 1ts classification
hed d not apparently subsenibe to it por did he thinkit
necessary to attach as much ymportance to 1t m his treatment
of Poctics ps Dand o did  This 15 an attitude which 55 intells
gible 1 view of lus belonging to a different 1radibon of
thought winch emphassed the nteresi and mportance of
those embelhshments of poetse speech which are koown as
olomkaras  As 2 cotollary from this it follows that although
Bhamaha was angce of some charactenstics of poetic express
ton such as Madburya Ojasand Prasada  which were defined
and related as copstrtucat excellences of Rats by the Riti theo-
rists and regarded by them as esscateal clements of poetry
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betrayed disapproval they had still to take the mode of the
Gaudas mto account presumably because 1t had attamed a
commendable postion and found favour i an equal
Gegrec with o class of writers and readers It seems  there-
fore, that even long betore Banabhatta and Dandin the
Gaudas exhbsted a distinctive Diterary diction of thewr own,'
whith side by side wiili the widely accepted Vadarbhi had
an established traditon mcapable of bemg completely
gnoted  Just os Bengal strove polically 1n these centuries
Aganst the constant agression of Magadha Thaneshwar und
Kashour 1o mamntaiz 1ts 1ndependence 1t allempled in the
]Mrnry spherc to withstand the domsnation of the almost
unwersally accepted Vaidarbha mode of eapression and
succeeded 1n establishing its originality
These references are important in literary history becaute
they supply undentable evidence that by the 7th and 8th
centuries therz must have grown up 1 Rengal 2 Sanskeit
culture which attained such mportance as necesstated the
of 1ts method of exp Apart
from the lucubrations of Bhamaha and Dandm Vamana

1 In the absence of proper data it1s impossible to determine when
the dust netion between Vaidarhha and Gands modes was first recogn
sed H Jacobr (Malwauri pp xv ) suggests thal ibe suopler
Vardarbha atyle was a reaction agatust the older snd more elaborate
Gauda style and came tato existence. probadly in the rd century A D
It a3 possible toarguc on the contrary that the Gauda style which
asserts itself mare and more 1 che later Kavyz was itself a symbol of
furttier development exhibattag a tendency lowsids greater elaboration
Bath the standpomts tgnore the possibil &y of the Iwa styles developmg
concurrently #s rmval modes  The comtroversy of the rhetoncrans makes
1t probable that both the Rihis developed side by side and entered into a
competition for mastery —Bharata m bis Nefraddsga (ed Grosset
v 26) speaka of four dramatie modes or Praviths viz  Avanti Paficila
Madhyamd Daksigaryd ang Odca magadh the last of whick 15 expressly
“tated {0 have been employed in the eastern provences incliding Anga
Vanga Faurdraaad Nepala (x v 4347) therc being no speeral Gaudi

pravytts



THE AKHYAYIKA AND THE KATHA IN
CLASSICAL SANSKRIT

The distinction wade between the akhydyka and the katha
by writers op Sansknt Poetics 13 well known  Wo proposc
12 this paper to consider how far the prescriptions of the
thetorictans apply fo the fow exsting specimens of the
akhydyikaand the katha by Subandhu and BAnabhapfa, and
what ight, 1f any, they throw on the development of these
speeics of prose composition 1n Classical Sanskot *

The oldest water on Pocties who deals with this matter
appears to be Bhamaha, who draws a niged distinctson between
the dkhyayska and the kethd Bhamaha lays down (1 25 9)
that the akhydyika 1s a literary composihon (1) which 18
wnitten i prose in words pleastog to the car {fravya) and
agreeable to the matter mtended (prakrdnukila), (2) but
which may contamn metrical pieces m vakira and aparavaktra
metre, he object of these verses betog to give a timely 1ndica
tion of future happentngs i the story ' {3) which should have
an exalted substance (udatt@riha) with some charactersstis
supplied by the poet's imagipation as a special mark,® and

1 The reader need scarcely be remmnded that the Sanstat theatusts
define poetry 50 as to include any Mierary work of the 1megmation, asd
absolutely refuse to make thymumng or verse an cseatial

2 The text reads (ed Trvedl, BSS lov, 1909) vakerarh caparc-
vakiram ca kale bhavyartha Smust ca Sahkars quoting thas verse
10 lus commentary on the Harga-carita (on §) 10}, reads kavye kavyar
tha darhni ea

3 Thereading, which 11 apmrently cortuptas &aver abhupraya
Rrtaih kathanath kaifod anfud “marked by certain natrateon created by
the intention of the poet * Premscandra, quating this half verse 1o his
commentary on the Kavyddorio, reads Emver abhiprays kefar ankanair
ankuta katha, wifoduciog a grave vagamt and coomectimg 1t with the
kotha Butitss not iateligible howhe connects the mext lme i Rhi-
maha (konya harana eie) with the akkyaykd From the 1ext as v stands
ta Bhamatia both these Lies should nightly go with the abiizayike, sad
not with the kathd and for this we have the authoruty of the text of the
Agmi-puriing which appropriates one of these Tines

5
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haviog for its theme the abductron of a girl (kaiya harana),
a fight (: a (vtp bhay and the (final)
trsumph (udaya), apparently of the bero , (4) 1n which an
accaunt of hrs own deeds? 13 gvea by the hero himself , and {5)
s which the story 15 dwided 1nto several pauses catled wechwa
st Tn fhe hothe oa the otherbhand there are no vokira
or aparavaktra verses no Swision anlo acchyasas  and the
story should not be parrated by the hero but by some one
else It may be writien 1n Sansknit or 1 Apabhraméa ® which
1ndicates by implieaton that the akhyayrka should always be
composed 1o Sanskr

Dandin appears to entacize and reject all these fine distme-
uons which 1n fus opirion are not essential but more or Iess
formal requicements e states that some people would

1 stam Fikydate fesdm ndyakena sva<esiiam where the
word 1712 10 conoez on i sve-cest la may ind eate “aciual hstory
of facts of aper emce 48 eppossdto invemted fobon  Th + showld
be read with Ghimaha 8 profub ¢ on of self tevelat on by the hero 1n the
karhd  Inthe Lat/d Bhamaba po otedly says  what noble man flaunts
hs ownmerts? ftmaybeasked 10 ths conmexion bow 15 it thaf
Bhimaha aliows the bero to narrate h s own explons 1a the 3khydyidd
to which this object on alsa apparently appt ¢s? To obwiate this sceming
Inconsisiency wo should suppose that smce iu the akfydyikd what 15
narrated consists more ot desa ol facts of actusl experience the hero
{who b the narrstor) cnnot be suspected of eelf boasung  but since the.
Kot A1t more of lest an invested 8101y thia trant of varuty should aot be
ellawed ntheboro and therefore some other person should be the
narrator

2 The word ucchyZia (It breathlng out) ind cates s pause for
breath ad 30 1t 1 & ame (or 3 chapter which consLstes the patse for
thesiarrator who canmot be supposed Lo tell the story m one breath™
but should recount it in an easy manner with necessary pauses

3 The toguntic forms sccord ng (o Dhamata (or hterary com
pos t ons ate Sanskrie Prakrit and Apabbramda 1 16) but It is not clear
what Bhimaha meaoa by the (ast term Dagdn gwet a definite con
Rotalien 1o this term a3 the tanguage of the AbMlras and otbers fu the
Kdvys butinthe larars b o nams appl 8 1o alllinguages oiher
than Sansket G Ry
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distioguish between the &khydyiha and the katha by mawtaine
g that 1n the former the narrator 15 the hero himsell, 1n the
latter the hero ot some one else (nayakena ilarena v vieya).
on the ground that the discovery of ones own merit 1n not a
fault 10 one who 15 ooly statmg what 13 true (bhavartha.
Sais?)  Dandin disageees with this opinion, and holds that
the fact that the hero or some other person 13 the natrator 1s
nol a real ground of distinctian, and 1t 15 not siricily observed
in current postical nsage (emyemo drsfah), for somehmes
in the akkyay:ka the matratorss found to be some pesson
other than the here ! Secondly, Dandm urges that the coploy-
ment of specific meires bike the vakira and aparavakera peed
ot be ngorously binding 1n an ahhrydyeka, for they may (hke
dr3@ and olher metres) imeidentally occur i the kathd

Thirdly, the designation uccinvdsa 15 sometimes found indecd
appled to the dwvsions of an gkhyayika ke the term
laribhaka 1o the case of the katha , but pothipg ean be con

cluded from this  Fourthly, themes like the abduction ofa
gl fight, scparation, or trimph are not spectal chatacterts

nes of these prose compositons, for they are alsv found 1
the sorga bandha mahikavya*® Fifthly, special marks dne
0 the inventive power of the poet® need not bea fault elee-

1 Asmthe Harjoconta 2s Tarupa vacaspati i his commentary
points owt

2 Dandin 1s here intentronally musunderstanding Bhimaha No
doubt these themes are found n the makakaypa but Bhamaha probably
‘meany that while these things are subordmate n other species of poetic
composttion they should be promunent 1n the ehhaykd

3 This special *mark * {srhna or anka) 15 woterpreled by commen
tators old and new (Tarupa vicaspat: and Premacandra) as sigoifyng
the trick of istng spectal words (ke ére sttheend of Magbas poems,
lakimy 1 Bharavi anuroga i Pravaraseas, etc) to wdicate the ond of
4 cante (bandhawihng) But perhaps this rcmark of Dandm conneets
stecl with Bhomaha's sernack that the akkyayika may somefimes bear the
marka of the poet’s wnventive power (kaver abbiprava krtath Rathanath
kmfed anif), 208 tefers 1o the savented cpisodes Of pasts 1 the
mdter of fact akkylyikd
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where {1¢ 1n a karka) for there1s no hmit 25 to the means
which a poet may adopt for the attamment of his purpose
Andlastly Dapdm expressly says that the karha may be
composed 10 al} languages as well 2810 Sanskut  fof the
wonderful story of the Brhat katha 15 sud to be wniten in
the bhuta bhuga*

We are not concerned here with the much discussed ques
uon Whether these rematks of Dandin sre directly levelled {as
they probably arc) aganst Bhamaha 1o particular but we
should note that while Bhimaha makesa sharp distinction
between the two species Dandm does not admit this dsstne
tion , ood considerng the admittedly @ posteriors nature of
these earlier works on Aladikara 1t 15 not mmprobable that
theur respective conclusiops were based upon the observance
of cutrent poencal nsage  which they analyse and i which
an explanation of this divergence of wiw should bo
songht

Letus now fuen therefore to Bana’s Harsa cartta and tus
Kadomben which are resp by the author
himsell asan ekhyayrhe and a Rerhu and see how far the
teachings of these two catliest theonists are 1flustrated by these
%0 typical works or whether thewr conclusions were based
‘apon 5ot other pratotypes

The Harga-caria begins with twenty introductory stanzas
10 the $loks or anustubh metre concluding this preliminacy
part with a verse 1a jagat  These verses contain an obessance
(namaskerya) to Vyasa and to the detties Siva and Parvats and
dwell upon poets and poetry generally sneidentally praising
great poets and poems of the past  After briefly stating the
meaits of an ahkydyrka (§ 20) the author prasses king Horga
devotion 10 whom supplies the motie of his literary compos
tion notwitbstanding the existence of great works and authors
10 the world

L %y whih wim Dagdn wmites e Pakud Trokmt st
himseld conversaat w th the Igendary account of the orlg o of this
work
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After this comes the prose story of which etght ncchvasas
semaie  That the chapters were entitled ucchvasas by the
suthor 13 jndicated by the obwious pup w § 10 Wath the
exception of the fiest every ucchvasa begins with a parr of
stanzas which give an indication of what 15 to follow The
metees of thess verses arc fauly uniform consistwg generally
of arya with the sigle exception of 3 stanza 1n the Soka-
metre 10 Ucchvasa i

In the prose part we have a detailed account of he poet s
fanuly extendmg from the 6rst {0 the thud Ucchvasa bis
youth 1atroduction to the court and manser of his reccption
there hus scturn tolus native countty and relation of the
story of kiog Harga to lus relatives Thus the mai story
begos witl the third Ucchvasa and contigues 1o the eighth
where 1t breaks off

It may be noted that the prose parrative contaws some
verses m different metres of whick one fed NSP 1918 p
125) 15 expressly stated to be in the vakira metre while four
(pp 18 78 125 159) are sim larly stated to be m the apora
vakfra metre  The other verses contamed 10 the prose
narrative are m vasenta tdaka (n p 54) Sardula wikndita
(u p69) analp 8 1w pl40 wip 185 sragdhara
{m p 93) and Sloka (v p 153) the last two Uschvasas
contaming oo verscs at all

Befure taking np the Kadambar: we may bricfly indicate the
nature of the othes (and peshaps eatlier) kutf o 1o Saesked vz
Subandhu s Vasavadarta wiich s apparenily referred to by
Bana moself n his Harsacarda Ths work begmns with
twelve mtroductory stanzas 1 ary@ with an Obeisance 10
Sarasvati Krgnaand Siva some prase of good poets and
a statement of Subandhus authorship The prose story
18 immatenial for our purgose but if may be Doted
hete that we do not get this form of the story of Vasavadatta
clsewhere the particalars of at be ng probably due to the
ventive gemwus of the poet There 1s g0 interruption or

pause 1n the nareative and no divsion mfo chapters ot
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are ther 1aktra or apmasakira verses although some
metacal pieces in arya  Sikharnd  Sardula wikrsdita and
sragdhara occur thnice The tenor of the story 15 more or less
peaceful love being the prevailing sentument, and there 18
10 sargrdma of kanya havana (03 1 Bhamaba’s akiaytha)
umless Vasavadatlas being carried away to the Vindhya
mountawes be consteued as an tnstance of the Jast theme

The Kadambr: the story of which 1s too well koown to
sequire recapitulation here is simular in form but perhaps
less complicated tn plot The prosc parrstive which 1s
continuous 18 1ntroduced by some verses 10 vaméastha which
contain an obersance {0 Brahma Stva and the authors goru
Rhatsu some remarks on the effects of good poelty and an
wecount of the puthore tace aod faouly Thetenototthe
stary 1s sumilarly peaceful with love as the prevatling seatt
ment and 15 not based upon any knowm ithasg the man
plot besng probably an invention of the poet

Taking the Harsa-caria 2s 2 typical swrviving specimen
of the gather akinyaytha (ts date bewng the Brst half of the
seventh ceatury) we find at opce that while it conforms
some pommts to the requirememts prescnibed by Bhamaha
it cannot yet be taken to ypify exactly the akiyayiha
described by lum - The work s whitten i agrecable prose
with verse adjuncts  but the vehfra and apara vaktra verses
contained 1n st ace merely topical and do not fulfil the re
quirement that they should wdrcate the tenor of the plot this
wotk beisg dome by the pauss of verses (genetally  aryn)
prefixed at the beginoing of each chapter The story ts
1decd udattartfa beiog the hustory of @ great g and 13
regularly divided 1ato uechvasas  butst does not touch the
themes of kampaiarana etc , and it 15 dufficult 10 see what
special mark of the poet s tventive geouns st bears tnasmuch
35 1t professes (o be the actual hfe history of 4 soyal per
sonage carrated by an eye witness  But the most umportant
pomt to gote in this connexton 15 that 1f does not gonform i
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the essential charactenistic latd down by Dhamaha that the
narrator must be the hero humself

Taking these facts mto comsideration 1t will not be
wrong (¢ draw the conclusion that the prototype of Bhamaha's
akhyaytha was probably not the Harya canta of Bine bui
some other work which bas not come down to us From
Bhamalias teeatment we may however, conclude that n
spite of some controversy 1n his time on this pornt two kinds
of prose narratives tespectively known as the skiyuytha
and the kathd cxisted which eoutd be differentiated from each
other on very impoftant points  Apart from merely formal
requrements Bhamahas aoslysis makes it clear that the
akhyytka 1n hus time was more or less a work of the nature of
an autobiography where the narrator ss the hero himself who
recites 1he facts of s owa expenence and who {as 1nterpre
ted by Dandin} cannot therclore be accused of self-boasting
unworthy 1n & noble personage Bbamaka mdeed allows
some scope for poetic mvention and intreduction of 1oterest
mg themes to prevent s being a bare recital of facts  but
the prevailing tendency to matters of fact 1s emphasized by
Bhamaha as the distinpushing mark of the ekhydyika as
contrasted with the Fathe Bhamabas desertption of the
katha on the other hand 1s purely negative (excepting his
myanction as ta the lapguage to be employed)  but st appears
by wmplication that the harthd a8 distngwsshed from the
akhyayikd was more of less of the nature of a ficion an un
wnterrupted story or marrative where the parralor should be
some person other than the hero  With respect to subordinate
pouts viz ihe presence of vakira asd apara saksra verses and
duvtsian 1nto ucchiasas Dandin certainly evinces a great deal
of common $¢nse i tejecting these formal requirements g
essential features DBut they do nat appear to be altogether
immatenial and the ammus with which the earlier theorists
entes 1nto (he controversy can be understoad 1f we consider
that Some of these formal differcnces find an explanstion s
the respective differences i the general character of these Ino
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epecies  The real sssue tnvolved 1n the akiydyrka however
15 70t whether the name of the chapter should be uechasa
or whether the lkand of metre employed should always be
vaktra and apara vakira but the fact that if 13 essential that
the akhyayrka should be divided 1to well defined pauses or
chapters while the £atha should be continuous narrative and
fhat cartan verses (possibly nserted at the beginning of each
chapter) should foreshadow the tenor of the chapter followmg
The pauses tn the akfyaysku  8s alrcady pototed out were
necessary because the hero who 1s humself the masrator
should be allowed to recount his story 1n 30 €asy manner
while the eppearance of the indicative verses 13 ¢xcluded 1n the
Katha by the fact of 1ts being an uninterrupted narsative  The
semblance of teahity which the nppenrance of the hero as the
parrator adds do the whbyayda 13 slarly out of place
1n the hatha where the poct or some other person should be
allowed to weave oul the narrative This was an general
the conception of these two species of prose composiion 1n
the time of Bhamaha The wikyayka was more orlessa
serious composiion dealing generally with facts of actual

with an or semy historscal
mtercst  while the Aathe was essetially 2 ficutions narra
tive—which may sometimes (as Dandin contends) possess an
autobiographical form  but whose iterest chiefly resides 1o
stsinvention  The aklyayika declined 18 later times and
did mot keep stricily to the charactersstics detailed above
but the kotha 2ihough it was well defined (after Bana s
works) in Rudrata was less touched by changes m form and
substance even from Subandbu 5 tume *

1 Ay he defio t on of the kail ¢ d d not undergo much mater al change
10 the course ol ita b story Bhamaha s somewhat Renetal charaeteriza
Lon 1 appl cable to Subandbu & Varo adarta ss well 83 0 Baga s Addam
bar  butst1s poss ble that the kaiter was not the prototype tontemplated
byhm justasthe Hargaca 4 wus nol the protolype of s akhyny La
Th s would cortoborate the date of Dhamala as a yusoger contemporary
of Dharmakuts (as contectured by Sacob 10 55 der Frew s Ahad xmry
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When we come to the Apni purana which more of less
uncriteally copies the dicta of Dandin and other authors !
we find however the influence of Bana’s works reacting upon
the theorssts and making them change theit defintions 10 st
the new conditions  Accurding to the dgnr purana we have
1r the whhyayika (1) & prosse of the author & Family (karfy
vaméa prasamsa) in prose (2) themes Jthe ahduction of a girl
fightng separation and other untoward incidents (vipatiayah)
13) drvision foto ucchvasas (4) presence of eurnoka® or of
vaktra and apormvahtra vetses  (S) 2 bnllant diction
cxemplifying the excellence of rifis and ypins In the Ratka
on the other hand (1) there 15 the prasse of the poets faomly
1n verse (2) there may be an episode or another story
(kathantoramy imtroducing the mawn story (mukhyas)artha
yataraya) {3) we have pauses ar partechedas but sometimes
there may be divistons called fambhoka ® (4} carngpadi verses
may be ntroduced in cach garbia ¢ This 18 practically the
conventiona] enumeration but with 2 marked difference the
most wmportant point being the Aarer vaméa prasgmsa and
the use of the Aathaniara which are omitted 1n the diseussion
of carbier writers but which arc admutted here (and more
pomntedly 10 Rudrata) probably through the anfluence of
Bana s worhs

Rudraa differs very noticeably from the older wrters mn
Ius treatment and 1t may be gencrally said that he has
secepted and generalized the charactenstics of Bana g twa
works 1t to universal rules govetnung the composiion of the

1 T8 s o ntregard ng the natute of the Alatikira section of the
Agni purana)s not ced in Sanskeit Poeties ¢ led nbove pp 1074

2 Vimana defines (1 3 215) clrma (one of the subd v 5 ons of
prosd cton)asand d)alal ta padam (del sale words and no tong com
pounds) kel Rdpriya be ng the reverse

1 Read bha ef v2 fambhakeh k aet for b aved valombaka
Avacis m the printed text

The Agn pucdna spesks of K an la kathd partkart 3 nad Aatha

n k2 for whchsec Locana p 141 (wh ch addy sokale karf ), nnd Hema
candra who delucs variows otlier sub-apenies (pp 33940)
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katha and the akiyaytka respectively According to hm, we
have 1 the Aatha (1) an troductory mamaskrye 1 verse to
the devas and gurus and a statement of the author s family
#nd the motve of tus authotstup , (2) the prose narratave,
waitten 1n Sansknit {or m verse in other Janguages) w bight
alliterative words the plot incleding pura varnana etc {asin
the casc of the utpadya kavya xv1 3) (3) a hathantera at the
beganming, wiich 15 smmediately connected with the mam
story, (4) a theme consisting of the winning of a gl (kamyu
{abka) which bewng the masm 1ssue, the senttment of love 15
developed fully wn ot (vn)asia sakala Srugara) In the
akhyaytke on the other hand (1) we have the namaskrya
to devas and gurus mn versc together with an 1ecdental
praise of older poets a confession of the poet’s owa mability
and 2 statement of his motve m writing notwithstanding
these drawbacke which mouwe may sprimg from the poet's
devotion to a particular kiog hus addiction to the praise
of other people s menits or from some other spectal causes ,
{?) the story should he written 18 the manperof 2 katha bat
emphass 1s put on the injunction that an account of the poet
himself and his family must be contamed in #f, writien in prose
and not 1 vetse , (3) there are divisions suto uceindises and
two arya verses should occur at the beginming of each chapter
excepting the first.!

Tt will be seen at once that these characterssties detatled by
Rudrata apply fully and strictly to (he cases of Dana s two
works  Rudrata along with the author of the dgni purana
gives interesting remarks coneerning the introdactory Stanzas
all the pecultariues of which are mmnutely obsened tm the

| Some matters of deinl are added viz on the occasion of &
dnuht concerning a past facrdent o1 3 tnesdent ot Wripessed by the
speaer (paroksd) orconcerang 3 present or future obgect tbe poer
m'ordes to disped the doudt should let someone ciie 10 the presence of
the doubling persan onc of two of the Poctic figures anyokss samitoln
ordless  and the metres employed 1 Ihege cases should be dryd cpara
voktra pusmidgra ot according ta Cifcumstances metres e the maliat
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ment , and this throws wto relief the general choracter of
Sanskrit prose kathd as an ravented love story, which appro-
aches the nature of romantie Sehos  Anandavardhana, who
deals enth prose composttion only mp:ca]ly (p 241)
with s ¢ of (conditon ci
compounds 1n dietion), appears to tecogmize this pont He
says that in the Aatha we hove the same kend of dichion as in
the akhyayika , butan the former the rules relating to Rasa
should be observed (u §) wmplymg thereby fhis peculiarity
of the delmeation of Rasa (especially §rngara) as its puncipal
concern  To Ablinavagupts, on the other hand, whe accepts
the older convention, the twa species are 1nterestmg only from
the point of view of form, the akhydyika, 1n his opinion, being
charactenized by scchvasas and 1okira aparavakira verses,
and the karha bewg entiely devoid of these Hemacandra
(p 338) follows the same convention, but admits Dandin’s
enticssm (as do most later authors) rcgarding the pamrater
and the lingusstic form, ard pontedly quoles the Harsa carita
ond the XKadembert as typical iwstances He aprees with
Rudrata however that the katha may be wholly n verse,
citing an uskown Liavafi as an example Vidyidhara does
not deal with the queshon atall, and to Vidyaoatha the kathid
1sunknown The lutter speaks of gudya and padya kinvya
citing the Kadambare and the Raghu vaméa as wslances , while
the defintion of the ki) Ay:ika 18 attempted, as n the case of
Abhiavagupta's definiion, marly from the formal pomt of
view  Vi$vasitha, the latest whter who devotcs some atten-
o0 to this question, mergly puts Rudrata’s generalizaton
2 precise form , and fus treatment shows that the older distine
110m8 were already forgotten, and the new types evolved on
fhe basis of Bina s works had firmly established themselves
But Iike Rudrata, Viévaoitha emphasizes sorasa vasti a3
the substance of the kafhd, although he 15 sitent with regard to
the question of the subject matter of the akinayika
Thus we can distinguish twe ot three well defined stages in
the growth of the kathi and the @kkydyrka 1n classical Sanskrit
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The earliest forms of these as we have seen are notrced
by Bhamaba, and thewr characteristics may be summanzed
thus

AMp@ika (1) The subject matter gives facts of actaal
cxperience , {2) The natrator 1s the hero himself, (3) The
story 15 divided into chapters called nechymsas contaming
ndicative vahtra and apara vaktra verses , {4) Scope may be
allowed to peetic tvention  and the themes may embrace
subjects like abduction of @ gil fighting separation, and
final tesumph , {5) It should be wotten i Sanskert

Katha (1) The subject matter 1s probably an invented
story (2) The narrator i some ane other than the heso, (3)
‘There 18 na division 10t ucch dsas no vakera or apara vaktra
verses , (4) It may be written tn Sanskost or 1n Apabhraméa

‘These characteristies do not apply strictly to Bana's two
works which however begin to influence the theonsts &
hitle later, and we find a destructive crticism of these fine
disttnehions as early as Dandin The new akhyayika and katha
wiich arose 1 later tmes and which find themselves madified
from the older types partly on the model of Bana § two works
aredistinclly authonzed by Rudruta who genershzes the
characteristies of Bana's two weeks ito rules of wmwersal
application  The characteristes may be gwen thes

Akhyagihu (1) The sabject matter gives facts of actual
experience  (2) The narrator need not be the hero himsclf ,
(3) Tts divaded 1nto chapters called ucchvasas which should
(excepting the first) open with bwo stanzas prefecably in aryd
indicating the teaor of the chapter i question {49 It possesses
a metriea] intreduction of a literary chasacter

Katha (1) The subject matter :sa story generally a love
story lor the most part 1avented by the poet, (2 The narra
tor should be some person atber thag the hero who
may sometimes take that réle  (3) There 1s mo division
mto chapters  (2) I should have a literary melrical
wtroduction



THEAKHIAME ANDTHE AR

T ety et e o s 0 Stk
e asasuu o s g of e
et aktyaphe aod {10 ks dehed 1y b
et e s do ol ot ey o
it upon 1 Qeshon

B8 103 Y



THE DHVANIKARA AND ANANDAVARDHANA

Anandavardhana has been assigned b)l‘thln and Jacobr
10 the muddle of the nuath ceatury, on the steength of Rdjo-
tarangnin 34, which makes him one of the orpaments of the
court of Avantnarman (A D 855 84) The sfatements of
Kathana, no doubt, must be accepted with caunon, butits
unlikely, 23 we shall sec {rom several other consuderations,
that the tradition a Kashmur, thus embodied n the Rjo
tarangem, regarding a famous author, should have marntained
afalse or wafounded nccauu! We are pretty cectan of the
tme of Ab Bpt dhanas .
for, as he imsell siates, bus commentasy on the Istara prafya
blyna was wolten 1o AD 1014.15, while lus Krama stofra
was composed 18 AD $91  This would certwnly place hum
towards the end of the tenth and the beginang of the eleventh
century. Now, from Abhuravagupta's remarks at the end of
tus Locana commentary on Uddyotas 1 and m of the Divan)d
Toka, 1t appears that the study of this famous worb was trady
tiopal tn his family, and that hus commentary was composed
fed Niroay Sagar Press, p 60), 85 2 rejoinder to another, named
Candrihe wotten by one of tus predecessors in the same gotra
(candriba karacs tu pafhutans wy-alart piirsa vafyath saha
winadena Dohuni p 185, o) alah  nija purvaga sagotrath
sahan yivadena, p 123, etc ), and four himes y is commen
tary {pp 123, 174, 185, 215) be duscusses or conttoverts the
wviews of this easlier commentator, who 18 speeifically referred
to as Candubi-kara et pp 178 and 185 This would certamn-

1 This Candrikdisalso referred to i 3 punning verse st the begian
mg of Malimabhaita s ¥yokti snseka e 5 dinom vertmany atf gohene
skhalitam vanyah pade pode sulabham | rabliasena yat prvyred prakata
ha candrikedy odpsrone on which the commentater, probably

Ruyraka temacks  candrikd dyorsna dvams wicaranmegraniho’ pi {ed
NSPp B
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Iy allow some gencrations to lie between Anandavardhana
and Abhinavagupte, aod would negative completely Pischel's
contention that in three passages Abhinavagupla speaks of
Avandavardhana as one of lus teachers. These passages
oceut at pp 37, 183, and 214 of the printed text, and 8 perusal
of them with reference to therr context will convince anyone
that the honorific word gurie 1 the text may exther vefer to
Anandavardhana, not laerally but figoratively, as pararipard-
guri, whose work was held m esteem 1z s family (cf
Jacobs, WZKM ., pp 237-8), or (which 15 more likely) the
relerence 13 to one or other of Abhinavagupta’s teachers, such
as Bhafla Tauta, Laksmaragupia, or Bhajlendurda, who are
spoken of ptetty oftcn i this commentary, as well as
1 his Tentraloka and s commentaties on the the Nagya-
fastra and the Pardrronfikd Again,  Kayyaja  states
that he wrotc Ius commentary on Anandavardhana's
Devi-fataka (ed Kavyamald, Guechaka 1x) s about AD
977, 50 that by the end of the tenth century Anandavanthana
was well enough established 1n fame to have two such learned
commentators It may also be ponted out that Rijasekhara,
who lived about A D 880 920, mentions and cites Anandavar-
dhaua by name 1 hus Kavya mimdsisa (p. 16}, and this should
certamly cleat up any doubt as to the authentiesty of the
date assigoed by Kalhana and accepted by Bubler and Jacubl)
Several works have been ascribed to Anandavardhana,
‘but what immedrately concerns usis the celcbrated work on
Poetics known as Dhvanydloka (also called Kayydloka or
Sahydayaloka), of which or a part of which, he 1s reputed to
be the author  This wotk may be divided info two parts,
viz (1) Karikas, consisting of verses and teeatng of diwam,
and (2) the Prin or exposition, gencrally an prose with
Alosteative  verses, of the Karikas Now the question
bas been raised whether the Kursdd and the Vret ate of the
same authorship or should be attributed to difierent authors
Abhmavagupta and after lum several writers on Poctics
carcfully distmguish between the Kamkakira and the

6
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Vpttikata 1mplying thereby that the former 153 Giflerent and
older writer  Ineeveral places in lus commentary be seems
t oppose distinctly the Vrttkara aod the Kankakara end
ta rfet ta them respectively as such viz 9

prakajanged paramédyara khyam
karots vpikerah (p 1)

Nanu dhvem ssarupom  brumé w pramynaya  vacya
pratiyamanakhyau dvau bhedaw arthasya it vyakhyabludhane
ku samgatth  karthuya oty aSankya samgatm  hartum
avatararzham karot {p 12)

Ata eva nuda kariky saksat tan nirakarandrthd na Seayate
vpttket u mrokptam apr prameye somkliya puranaya kanthena
tat pokyam anudya mrakarot (p 59)

Dyifiyodd) ote kartkakaro vantara vibhagam wiesa laksanam
ca widadhad anuvada mulkena mula vibhagam dyidham
sucuavan  Tade 1 vptekpd dd mula
vibhagam avocat sa ca dvividha in (pp 59 60)

Vritikorah samgatm  uddyolusya  hurving  upakramate
evam 1ty adi Prakafie it mmya spitikareng satelt bhavak
Nacaitan mayoktam eps ¢ harshardbluprayena ify aha tatrets
@ 69

Amya paksam  dugyatvens hpdi mdhoyobinglotvat 10
poksams purvarts darbayat] vpitikarah (p 71}

Karikapy abhipraya dvayenaiva yojya  Na kevalam pra
hamabk prathame hartkarth b i
khyeyam evam vrits grantho pi yoryah (p 78

Vrukaro  vaksyamona karthabhiprayem  darfayann aha
v 85

Prakrunta grakura dyayopasamd dram  tritye prakara siica
nam catkenawa yatnena haroruty assyena sadharanam ava
torana padam praksipats vittikrz {p 104)

Uktam eva dinan svarapam todabhasa viveka hetutaya

auvadafity P vrinkrd k dadatt

(¢ 122)
Yas tu vyacasie vyangyuntm vastvalamkara rosanam mu
hiena tr 50 evam prosfavyah elat iavat 1 bhedatvam ng kars
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kakarena krtam vrttikireno tu darftam  Na ca 1t vpis
karo bheda prakatanari karoti, ete (p 123}

Kankakarena parvarh vyatireka wktah, Na ca sarvatha
no hartavyo'pr tu bibhatsidan kartavya evets poscad anvayah
Vittskarena tvanvaya parvako vyatweha i falim anusartars
anvayah pirvam updtek (pp 130 1)

Darfitam evetr kartkakarenen bhitta pratyayah (p 138}

Yadyapy arthananta matre hetur vptitkirenoksas tathape kort
kakdrena mokea it (onwv 3,ed § X De reprinted below), ete

All these passsapes are important, especually the Jast four
1 which Abhimavagupta tries to reconcile the conflicting views
expressed by the Kankakara and the Vyttikara Jt1s to be noted
that Abhmava generally applics the epithet Granthakrt to the
author of the Vytt and Mila granthakrt to the author of the
Kaukd (sg p 135}, An exceptional weight attaches to the
testimony of Abhinavagupta, whose oprmion assumes a special
mportance when we consider that be did ot live very far
apart from Anandavardhana mmself, and that 1o hrs family,
the study of Dhvanyaloka was handed downas & kind of
traditronal hentage

1t, however, the common authorship of the Kankd uod
the Vriu be posited, then one would expect to find complete
agreement of optnion between the two  On the viber hand,
1t scems that the system as given 1a 1ts bare outline by (he
Kartkakara 10 bis concise verses bas been considerably ex
panded, revised, and modified by the Vrttkira, and many
problems not discussed or even hinted at by the former arc
elaborately treated of by the latter In one place, for
stance {p 123), Abhinavagupta clearly pomnts out that the
classification of dvam according to vasiu, alamkara, and
rasadi 15 not expressly tavght 1n any Kanka although after
the manner of all fauhful commentators he attewpts s hus
own way to reconcile tis mconsistency  Indeed, 1t would
seem that Anandavardhana attempted to build up & morc or
1as¢ complete system of Poetics upon the leosely joined 1dcas

and materials supphed by the Kankas and ks suceess was so
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matvellous that i course of time the Kinkahara receded to
the background completely overshadowed by the mose 1m
portant figure of hus formidable expounder and people const
dered as the Dhvamkaca not the author of the fow memorsal
verses but the commentator snandavardhama himself who
for the first fume fixed the theory 10 1ts present form It may
also be pomted ont that the term Dhvanhara came
gradually to be used in the genenic scnse of  the creator of the
Dhvan: theory* and therefore 1disctiminately applied by
latec wnters to Anandavardhana whe though pot hmsclf
the founder of the theory came to recewve that credit for
having first victorously introduced the system 1o the struggle
of the scheols

1t 1s ot sutpnising, therefore that 1o the verse ascnibed
to Rajatekhare 1n Jehlanas Swkti mukfavali Anandavar-
dhzna 1s reparded os the founder of the Dhyam theory
Simlarly Samudrabandba (commentary on the Alzmkara
suira p 4) pasung b review the five schools of Poetics
before Ruyyaka mentions Anandavardhana as the founder
of the fifth or last Dhvam school  This would elso explan
the two groups of apparcatly puzzhng citations from the
Dhvanyaloka met with 1a the works of later writers 1n which
they cither confuse or identify Anandavardhana with the
Dhvanikara (On the one hand we have several Karikas etted
under the name of Anandavardhana while on the other
several passages which occur in the Vit are given under the
name of the thamlarn‘)'l’hls confusion wass0 complete
1 fater writers that even 1o the latter part of the eleventh
century Mahimabhatta who professed to demolish the new

1 See fov ipstance Kyemendra  Awcirya v carmecarced D Mi=
Dhvanyalota 1w 24 Hemacandra Alar kara<cuda man P 26=Valla
thadeva § bh&yt&vel no \37=Dhvenydloka | 4 Govinda Thak
kura Advya pradpa p 16=Divanyalola p 221 Vifvanatha Saitya
darpana ¢d Roer p 108=D1 anyotoka p 130 Jayuratha Aferiskara
dane g @ =Dk enydivda p 1 Aewurasvim n Kaindpona p
64—Divanyiiloka w 3 etc
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theory by s fierce onstaught i the ¥yahtl viveka, quotes
from the Kinkdand the Vith iodiscominately under the
generic appellatton of the Dhvamkira. In the same way
Ksemendra, 1n the last quarter of the eleventh century, and
Hemacandr2, 1 the Brst quarter of the twelith, make Ananda
vardhana responsible for Kankds 1 24 and s 4 respectively ,
w}nlc stll later wiiters ke Govinda, Vidvanitha end
regard A bimselt as the
thamlmm, 10 whom the Kariki as well a3 the Vit 18 attry
buted, Mammata, generally a careful writer, dislinguishes
Anandavardhana from the writer of the Kinkas, whom he
styles Dhvamkiica or Dhvamikst (pp 213 and 214, 3rd ed
Bomb Sans Sercs 1917), but m one place (p 445) he
apparently falls mnto confusion and ascubes to the Dhvanikdrn
a verse which probably belongs to the Vittt
1f the Dhvanikdra, the sopposed author of the Karikd, 1s
thus distinguished from Amandavardhana, the author of the
Vitty, the question atutally anses—who was this Dhvamkira,
and what date should be assigned to him? It 15 clear from
Abhnavagupta’s remarks that the Kankikra was an older
writer although his name or date 13 nowhere given esther by
Abhunavagupta or Anandavardhana It scems likely that cven
m the math and the tenth centurics hus name was already for-
goues, although tradiion of bis suthorshup still remained
Jacobs, in1helearned introduction to his tramslatwn of the
Dmansaloie and following hm, Hanchand Sastri g his
L'Art Poétique de I'Inde, nose the question very ably, with
out, however, furmshing ¢ precise solution  Sosan’s hypo«
thesis (JRAS, 1910 pp 164-7) that the name of the unknown
Karskikira was Sahrdaya on the pround that ooe of the
alternative mames of the work tsell 18 Sahydaydloka
and that the wse of tho words sabrdaya and Aaviesalirdaye
nt the end of chapter v of the Divanyaloha 8zd 1n the begin.
oing of Abh is coreo.
boratine, 18 hardly convineng For 11 18 well Lnown, as
atchand posats out, that the word sehrdeya (it s man
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with 2 heart) 15 used 10 iosumerable places 1n Alarhkarz
hterature asin the verses 1m question to desizoate a man of
tastc nyudge of lterary beauty o commossseur of Rasa
Anandavardhana himself discusses sahpdayeria at some length
10 hus Vtts (p 160) and Abbinavagupta amves st a concse
defimtion of 2 sehrdmya thus (p 11) yesam havyanusilena
bhyasa vatad wifadibhute mano mukure varnania tanmaye
bhavana yogyata te hydaya samyvadabhéjah salydayah a def
mition which became 5o much standardized that Hemacandra
does not scruple to copy 1t Lterally i bis Alamkara cudamani
{¢ 3 Simdaly Mammata begins s Kavya prakasa
(Bomb ¢d p 10} with a reference to kaw aod sohrdma
who are thus distinpuished by Vidyadhara m s Ekavali
(o 2))  havyam kertum vidontt vindata i huvya vidah
kavaynh sahrdayes ca vetts vandatyor  Bvptiya grohanal pons
phurgtah  prakrii Slesasya  mohimnabhidhtyante and both
Mammata and Vifvanatha declare that the sakrdaya alone
can have a true percephonof Rasa mw peetey  Itss needless
to mulfiply stancas to establish a powmt which 1 pretty
famliar to every student of Alafikare literature but they
would go to disprove without amy doubt Sovam s conjecture
that with sehrdeys we arnve at the nsmc of the uzknown
wmter of the Kartkas

The fact 15 that we have as yet hardly any matenal to
deide the question fmally But 1t seems likely that the
Dhvamkara was a much older woter than Ananda
vardhana for even 1a Abhmavagupta s time his actoal name
scems to bave been forgotten (It 18 quite pessible as Abht
navagupta seems to 1mply and Jacobi tries to make out that
s uoksown Dhvantkara was a porary of M:
who s placed by Kalhana's Raua taratigim (v 496 and 611y
1m the resgn of Jayapida and his successor Lalitapida 1e 1nthe
furst part of the ninth contury {about A D 780 823) but there
are dficutties which seriously stand m the way of out artvisg
ot 3 definste decision on this posnt While discussmg thie vanous
theores which deny the existence of Dhvant Anandavardhana
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quotes a vetse anonymously with the remark  fatha canyena
krta evatra $lokak upon which Abhmavagupta 1n his gloss
remarks tatha canyena iti  granthakrt semang kala bhavind
Marnoratha namna  kavina  Now 1if we suppose that by
¥ means then
Manoratha who 1s thus made a contemporary of the latter
livesin the Jast part of the mnth century 1e  much later than
the date assigned to him by Kalhana presuming of course
that both the Manorathas are identical persons If on the
other hand we suppose that granthakrt rofers as Jacobs
conjectures {0 the-anonymous Dhyan kare we are confronted
with the fresh difficulty that by the term granthakrt Abhmava
gupta 1avarsably means Anandavardhana (pp 12 37 90 etc)
To remove this difficulty we must sappose either (1} that
Kalhana 15 wrong as Paschel argues 1n assigning Manoratha
to the reigo of Jayapids and Lahtapida (2) that the two
Manoarathas were not 1dentical petsons or (3) that Abh nava
goepta humself has confused the Karikakara with the Vrttikara
As there are no definite means of deciding any one of these
equally plausible propositions and as the ecceptance of the
onc orthe other of these would lead to widely different
results the question cannot be regarded as satisfactonly
settled and the attempt to mako the ongmal Dhvanikara a
contemporary of the Manoratha of Kafhana does not seem
to be at all plaosible

It would seem, on the other hazd thal the Kankas date
back (o a much earlier me than the first guarter of the sumth
century 1n which the Dhvanikara 15 placed by Jacolt asa
contemporary of Manoratha The allusion to Manoratha
aud the apparent d screpancy 1o Kalhana s statement peed not
ouble us nor need we challenge the otherwse trustworthy
testmony of Ablunavagupta for if1s qute reasonable fo
suppose that the Manoraths under discussion 15 perhaps a
poct who was Abhmavagupta says contemporaocous with
Avandavardhans and therefore quica different person from
the well hgown Manoratha of Kalbaga This ss perhaps &
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muach sumpler explanatson than strawning the word smmlmlr'
10 mean the hanhakara w the face of A s own
distinet mdicalion to the contrary  and 1n this Wway ®eare
not affected 1o the Jeast by Kalhang s Manoratha with whom
we have nothing to do  If on the other hand we place the
Dhvamkaca 1a the fime of Kalhana's Manoraths, thes would
oglyJeave 2 bars margin of (wo generatiops between the
Kanikakaa and the Vrttikara  But 1 careful study of the
Dhvanyaloka would show that a lopger time must tadeed have
clapsed between the author and the commentator 10 order (O
make room for o penod of scholastic exposition of the former
of which undoubled traces ace preserved to ws M the few
memorial verses—parikara dlokas (pp 34 130 137 147 163
5 lgmhu stokas (pp 37 m) sar ikyepa Slokas {pp 44 74
by dhana 1m s Veth whieh

weretore is not Whely 1o be the Giest of sts land  These $ickas
ace » sort of recapitutation stanzas which are addused by the
Vittikara from uoknown sousces sometsmes go explun the
meaning of the Kazkas but more often to ampldy and supple
ment them A semkgepa Sfoka as i(s pame tmplies 13 A verse
which sums up sud utters a theary 1 a condensed and
crystallized form A parihara $loka xs thos eﬂPhlﬂCd by
3 p s a

pors kartum $lokah porsharg-stokat and referstog 1o two
sar igroha Slokas he remarks (p 223) evom doka dvayena
sahgrahiletkam  abh dhiya  bahu prakarona prodershim
AriAG 1 porhai Agnin 1 a rather loog digression {pp B1D)
Amandavardhana sepudiates other explanations of Dbvani
wmplysng thercy that atready before lus time such Bttempted
explagations had found ehampions whose opuions be thought
wortl refuting  The space of one or (wo gebcrations ag
comectured by Jacolr  between the onginal concerver of the
theory and its first great £xpounder between sls st dogmatie
formulation and s deeply thought our exhaustne and
classical exposition hardly suflices to make these intermediate
controveraal acuvitics appear nlclligible  The assumpiion
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commends itself, therefore, that a longer period must have
antervened to allow the theory 1o struggle through divergent
opinions and establish stself authoritatively, so that 10 Ananda-
vardhana’s tune 1€ could already Iook buck upona long past
during which people had obviously progressed 1n the way of
explaqng o and had succeeded 1n bringing st, through vanous
degrees of apposition and support, (o a position of consider
able authority  And a century later, n Ablunavagupta's time,
even the name of the Dhvamikara appcacs to have been lost,
although the tradstion of hus authorship of the Kirkds—a
tradizon which 1n the next cenfury almost dmappeared—
still Iingered

If Avandavardh gave the final shape to
the Dhvan theory (only the detasls of which were worked out
by Abhmavagupta and others) the anonymous Dhvambira,
who must have lived at least a century before hus Vrthkara,
was not 1ts absolute creator  This 15 made clear by the frst
Karika, which tells us that the theory was already tanght by
catlier thinkers, and that there existed even af that time at
least three divergent views about the nature of Dhvam

kavyasydtma dhvamr i budhar yah samamnata-pirvas
tasyabhivaris jagadur apare bhaktam ahus tam anye!
kectd vEchLs sthitam avigaye wivam ucus iadiyar:

tena briamoh sahrdaya-manah pritaye tat-svarapam| |

Anandavardhana explans somamnata pfirvah 10 this verse as
parampara)@ yah samamnarah, and if we are to take Abbi
navagupta’s gloss on pararirpard wo undesstand that the theory
came down 1n unbroken tradition, if not explamed in paticular
books (avicchinnena pravahena tair etod uktam.vinap:t vistsga-
pustahegu vivecanad ityabhiprdyah, p 2) This implies withort
doubt that (he school existed from a very early tine, andsome
unkapwe writer tn the dim past gathered together, summed
up, and fixed the theory 1n o form which obtamed considerable
Titerary esteem fos hus work and the honoured but somewhat
vague appellation ol the Dinamlara for lmsell But
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his pame aod fame 15 conrse of me was echpsed 1 thew
turn by those of bis great Vrttskara who succeeded 1 estab
Iisheng the theory for 2l ime and te whom postertty began
to ascuibe not altogether undeservedly all the honouwrs of b
predecessor so thatone of the latest wnters on Alafikara
Kuwirasvamin (Ratnapans o 288) glonfies him with the
curious but sspmficant epithet—Dhvanyacarya !

BsO3 » W

b For a more recent d scanlon of the question in afl ity anpeets
sce P\ Asoe Slatery of Saokat Poct s (prefixed 10 hised of the
Sautyadarpana) %4 B4, Bombay L9351 pp 13490



ANANDAVARDHANA'S TREATMENT OF
SAMGHATANA

, The term Sarighatand 1s not defined, but we are 1old that
Sarghatand is of three kinds, namely, Asamasd, Madbyama-
saméisd and Diegha samas3  It1s thus a kind of collocation
of words, depending on the absence of presence, 1n varying
degree, of ded forms 1t thus Toughly to
Rudrata’s 1dea of Riti #

1 Older writers like Udbbata (as implied by Abhinavagupta)
are said to have held that while Alaikras belong to §abda
and Artha themselves, the Gunas pertain to $abdartha sarh-
ghatana, the former being of the Avayava and the latter of
the Avayavin  As Anandavardhana takes great pans to show
that this view 15 not correct, 1t 18 clear that the concept of
Samghafand was alrezdy even If
there was perhaps no systematic thinking or exposition of 1t

* Anandavardhana establishes that the real A¢raya of Guna
15 Rasa, and not $sbdartha, nor $cbdartha sabghatand If
Gunas are sometimes spoken of 1p relation to $abda, this 15
dosE only through Upacira. just like talking of herosm exist-
10g 1n 2 hero’s physical frame *

' What then 15 the relation of Sathghatap3 to Guna, and 10
what way can the Safighatana be sard o suggest Rasa? IF
Rasa 13 the Niyamaka of Guna, what then 18 the Niyamaka
of Samghatand?“ These are some of the problems which
Anandavardhaa discusses

' Some wutets hold that Sathghaani pod Guna are not
different, while others hold that they are different, The latter
set of writers, agan, dilfer among themselves , some say ihat
Guna 15 the Afraya of Sadighatand, and others (ke Udbhata)
think thet Sathghatand 15 the Afraya of Guna Consdering
these views, Anandavardhana points out that if Genz and

Sarhghajand are taken to be 1dentical, or »f Guna ss said to de-
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pead ou Sathghatana as s Afraya theee 1s the danger that
Iike Sathghatana which i Aniyata vigayz the Guna will also
become Aniyata vigaya  But we know that the Guna being
forms of Citta vetts (of Druni Vistara and Vekasa) bave thew
defintte scope (Visaya) 1a relation to particular sentiments of
Rasss ¢ g Madhurya m &ragica and Kargna Qpas m
Raudra and Adbhuts  The Sarighajana on the cther hand
being dependent on mere componrding of words or Samasd
cannot be said to have any defined scope , as for instance
it cannot be said that Dirghs samata occurs only 1o
Raudra 1t may occur also sn Srhgdra  smmlady Asamasa
Sarhghatand 15 pot restricted to Srugara butit s found also
m Reudra  Hence Samighatena 1s Apiyata vigaya but Guna
ssnotso the Resa 15 the Niyamaka of Gunz but it 13
not the Niyemaka of The Guna and
therefore  gre not 1dentical mor 1s the Saghatana the
Alraya of Guna

1t may be objected that 1f Gunas are Sabdadraya even
through Upacara they are also Saighatanirsya swsce there
18 haedly any Sabda which 1s not 1n the form of collocaton
1 ¢ Asahghatita  Its ephed that this 1s pot s necessaty
consequence  Even Asahghatita $abda o meee Varna cap
through Upacara be the source of Guna  The Saighotama
18 Amyata zad mdefinte (hngs cranot be the Afcaya of Guna
By Upacata therefore it may be sad that Guna i3 Sabdasrays
but never Sabghatamadcaya (which is Amtys Sabdaratha
collocation) even by Upacara

The critic may object that Safhighatana 1s not always Ami
yata for even if it 15 adnutted that no pariculat Sashghatana
1s found sn Srfigara there ss a Niyama with regard 1o Ojas
wasmuch a3 Asamasa Samghotana 15 not su table 1o Qas
The reply 1o s 13 that the notion that Ojas mvolves
Dirgha samfbsa 1s only 2 trad tional exror and that thersss
Ogas snsuch verses of Bliatte Nariyana as yo yah Sasirom even
though there 13 no Dirgh samasa  The Qjas Guna depends
on the Dipti of the mind whick can be brought abeut wath
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equal cftect by Asamisa and Durgha samdsa, and 1t does ot
depend upon mere Sabdartha collocation,

The Guga prumarily belongs to Rasa, which 15 its Agraya ;
but since words and their collocation can alse suggest Rasa,
the Samghatana can also do so, provided 1t takes (be accom-
panyiog Guma as the Aétaya (madhuryadin gunan dfruya
rasin vyankti) ‘The Sathghafand, therefore, 13 Gunifraya ,
st varses with the Gunas , it suggests the Guna, and through
them the Rasas to which the Gunas pertain,

From the pout of view of Rasa, therefore, there 1s Niyama
only as regards the Guna  For it alone Rasa 15 Niyamaka
From the standpoint of Rasa, Sarighatand has no Niyama,
1 & the Rasa 15 not a Niyimaka of Sathghatan, since the rule
that certam kinds of Sarhghatand concern certzin Rasas 18
often violated But smce Satighafand can also be Rasa
vyafijaka, what 15 the Niyama which controls it? It cannot be
that Sathghatard has absolutely no Niyama  Its Niyama, we
are told 1s the more comprehensive Aucitya of the context,
the Aucitya of Vaktr, Vicys, Vigaya efc, which deterntmes
the switabulsty of Samasa vrtti 1n particular cases  But smce
these circumstances also constitute the Niyama of Rasa and,
through 1t, of Guna, there appears 10 be some confusion of
thought on fhis 1ssue  Anandavardhana appears lo thiok
that the same comprehensive, even if somewhat vague, Ni-
yamaka of Aucitya appeats to rcgulate both Rasa (and consc-
quently Gona) snd Saghatang

It 15 clear that «f Guna 15 accepted as explained by Ananda-
vardhana i relation to Rasa, the Sarhghatana 15, more or less,
a superfiuous concept, the Samdsa vytta being a copstituent of

the Gupa mn thesr vaniety  His concern 1s perhaps ot to set
forth a theory of Sarighatand, but to show that the views of
earlier writers on the older concept of Samghajana s pot jusi
fiable , and 1f 1t s to be accepted at al), it must be recogaised
that st 18 dependent on the Guga, and admissible only as such,
1ts only Niyimaka being the law of propriety of the context
Later writers, therefore, who generally fallow the scheme of
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Poetics standacdised by Avandavardhana, alwmost igaore
Sadhghatana assuch Mammaz makes only a passing refereace
to Saighatand 1o the same steaun, 0 has chapter on Gupa,
Vidvanatha briags i Sarghajand in his somewhat peculiar
of Riti {pada saih rtih  rMeh samgh
vafegatvat) which last concept was considered redundant by
Avandavardhana but in winch Viseanatha foliowing Rudraja,
makes Samasa velly, o sine qua non  Vidydniths, however,
who belopgs to the new school and whose approach 1o poetry
18 quite different ratber uncritieally accepts Udbhafa's view
expressed 1 the dictum  sarighatand dharmak gundh®

New Indian Antiguary i 1534

1 See Dinanydlokain 6164



THE RASARNAVALAMKARA OF PRAKASAVARSA

Students of Sansknit Alamkira-dstra are indebted to
Pandit V, Venkatarama Sharma of the Unversity of Madras
for publishing m the IHQ, vol v, pp 173! the text of
Prakasavarsa’s Rasarnaya along with 2n extensive account of
the work 1 Boghsh  During a week’s stay 1n Madras 10 1924
1had an op of an 1mperfect p
copy of the work 1o tbe Government Ortental Manuscript
Library (which Pandit Venkatarama appears also to bave
utihised), but, as Icould mot devote much tme to 1, my
examination was necessarily cursory, and the bref account
which I gave of it 1n BSOS, 1v, pt 2, p 283 was not only
complete but ncorrect 10 one pasticular 1o the descniption
of the work Pandit Venkatarama has now published the
text, as well as a farly full account, from two manuscripts,
and I must thank hum for the correction he has made of my
error , but 1 still Gad from a careful study of the published
text that Iwas not mustaken i regarding this work asa
comparatwvely late composition belongiog  to 8 perod
probably later than that of Bhoja

The Madras MS gives the work of Prakiavarsa m five
chapters, the first four of which deal with Guna, Dosz and
Alahkara, and the last (;ncomplete) with Rasa Verkatarama
Sharma claims that the Rasarngva 1s “the eathest work on
Poetics after the Natyaveda™ of Bharata, and that ‘PrakiSa-
varga must have flourished before Bhamaha and Dandio and
after Banabhaffe, 1¢, between 650 AC and 750 A C” Butxt
appears, however, that the learned Pandit 18 enturely on the
wrong track 10 his views 2bout Prakdfavarga’s relation to
Bhamaba and Dandin Apart from the very elaborate treatment
of Gunz, Dosa and Alamkara which one can hardly expect in
such a presumably early wotk, there 1§ a distinct reference
103t to Divam, and 1 mast of s defioitions and apparently




9% SOME FROBLEMS OF SANSKRIT POETICS

novel classificatsons Prakasavarga appears to follow very closely
the school of opimion which 13 represented in Sanskrit Pocties
by the work of Bhoja If Pasdit Venkatarama bad closed g
Bhamaha and Dandin and opened his Sarosart kanghabharana
he would havc at once found out the soures of most of
Prakadavargs s onformation and would have seen that Lke
Bhog Prakafavarsa does not hesitate 1 appropriating and
copying verses from Dandin and Bhimaha a procedure
which appears to have misled his editor
[ have already attempted o shew n my Sanskeit Poetics
1 pp 261f that Bhoja Lhe fhe author of the Alemkara
section of the Agm purana follows 2 tradition of thought and
speculation which  diflecent to many respects from that of
the earlier cstablished wrters on Poctics althgugh his worbk
15 essennially an eclectsc compilation which conforms to the
tenchiogs of no portwular orthodox school but gathers sts
materizl from all sources  The umportance given to Rasa i
conformily with the goneral standpomnt of the cather Rosa
apd Dhvant schoals (11 spite of & somewhat elaborate
treatment of Guns Doga and Alarfihaca which ase not directly
correlated ta Rasa) as well as the presence of verses culled
Trom different older weuters (especially Dandin and Dhamaha)
need not surprise us 13 such A work  Praladavorsas
Rasarnava 1s matked by the same featores and he shows the
same reverence 1o Dandin apd Bhamaha  whose works
supplied 1 him 23 to Bhoja a karge number of unaclnows
ledged quotations and ldeas  The very fact that he sefers to
aed guoles from z Bhamaha or a Mahabhamsha (atthough
these quotations ate not to be found in Bhamszha s known
work) precludes us apart from every other consideralion
from placing Prakadavarsa before Bhapaba
Coming to the subject matter of the work 1tself one can

see at once thut there 18 3 close agreement 10 the dafintions
and classifications of Guna Dosa and Alamksra between
Bhojas Sarasvafi kanthibharana aud Prakagavarsa's Rasar

nova No dovbt Prakafavarsa herz and there adds to or
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fejects @ Guna or an Alarikara from the enumeration of
Bhoja  Thus of the 24 §abda gunas mentioned by Bhoja
Prakasavarsa aceepts 22, leaving asde Gat: and Praudh
mennioned by Bhoja and to the 24 Arthalamkaras of Bhoja
Prakafavarge adds four more  Apart from such legiimate
2dditions and modifications the Gouas Dogas and Alamkaras
m Prakasavarga are pamed defined classified 1a the same
way and mentioned almost m the same order (but lor
exegencies of metre) as w Bhoja  But the agrezment 15 more
than that The defimtions asd clasmfications are mostly
copied verbally by Prakasavargs from Bhoja  Some of the
classifications and definitions are pecoliar to Bhoja mentroned
by hum for the fust time and some are mentioned by no other
thetoricians Al these ate also copied by Prakasavarsa
It would be futle therefore to compare Prakaavarsa’s
treatment with those of Bhamaha aed Dandin and 1t s
not surprising that Pandit Vepkatarama has found more
points of confusing divergence than agreement in such a
pracedure

As the Sarasvaf kanghabharana 1s 2 well known eod easily
avatlable text, it 1s not necessary to cite here all the pownts
of agreement occurring thtoughout Prakafavarsas Rasarmava
wherever the topics dealt with are common to the twa
works Buta few typical wnstances may be adduced here 1n
suppor! of the statements made above The general scheme
and claserfication of Gunas and Dogas are almost ideatical
n Bhoja and Prakasavarsa and the sanie 1deas and termioo
Jogy are employed throughout The divistop of Dogas isto
three classes (as relatmyg to pada vekya 2od vikjertha) ahich
1s accepted by both is indeed much older  but while Bhoga
for the sake of a certain symmetey and umformity of trest
ment cnumeratcs sixteen Dogas respectively of pada valya
vakyartha Prakadavarga accepts from them only fourteen
pada dosas foutteen (but really fifteen) vukya dogas and six
teen vakyartha dogas using neatly fhe saune TUmEntialaTe
and almost identical defintons  We give them here i

7
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parallel columns 50 that the stking agreements as well
as the slight differcnces wall be clear at a glance

Bhoja*
1 Pada dogas (16 1n number)

asadhn ($abda gastra virnd-
dham yat)

aprajukia (kavibhur
prayuktan yat)

kasta (padath sruter asu-
Khadam})

anarthala  (pada piirana
matrartham)

apyartha  {rudhi eyntath
padam yat)

na

apugtartha {yat tu tuccha
bludheyarh syat)

asamartha  (asomhgatarh
padam yaty

aparatta (prasiddham
Sastra eva yat)

Kot Was  yesyoutha-
savitth)

ghdhartha  {aprasiddhar
tham prayogam)

neyartha (v sadiketa.

FPralasmorsa
1 Pada dosus (14 1n number,
shightly different order)
asadhu (Sabda fastra virnd
dhary yat)
aprayukta (na proyuktadi
haviodrars yat)
kagta (éravana durbhagam)

anarthaka  (pada plran
mitrarh yat)
[To this really corresponds

Pkv's asamartha  see
below}

apusturtha (\3¢ya tuccha-
tayd Khistam)

asamartha (yad baddham
Tughi vartma vyatikra
maty—ef Bhop's any-
drtha

apratita ($3sirs €va pra-
yuktads yat)*

Kligta {patatiparyens it
thasya sucaham)

gughartha (aprasiddhartha
sathbaddbam)

neydrtha {svayamh kalpita

sabdigdba (ma yat padan:
nienyakrt)

sasaradaya (yatratthantara
sarhbandhah)

1 The references are to the Kavyamala edition (Nur Sag Press
Bombay 1925) of Bhojss Sorasvar Ranfhabliarans but A Borooab's
it On {Calentta 1832) s aleo been consulted

2 Thereadng actmally is Gstras

yiktam yad (with Jacunae)



THE RASARNAVALAMKARA %

Bhoya Prakafavarga
wpanta (uiruddbartha
prakalpanam}
aprayoika (avsfesa vidha aprayojaka (vivakgta pra
yakam) meyasya nopakar)
dedya (avyutpattimat deya (desa rudhs patam
padam) padam)
gamya—(a) aflila  or gramya—(a) asabhya (b)
asabhya tha (b) amai ga amaigala and {c) ghoa
Ia and (¢} ghrnavat 3 kata 3 kinds
kinds

The agrezments are no lzss close and strking m the case
of vakya-dogas
2 Vakyadogas (16 1 num 2 Vakyadosas (14 m nwm

bery ber but really [5 shighly
different arder)
Sabda hina (apasabdavat) $abda hina (bh nna bbasa
padaviddham)
krama bhrasta (arthah krama bhragta ($ebdartha
§abdo va yawra na vyutkramo yatra)
kramah)*
visamdhi (Visambito virupo visamdhu (viruddha samdht
va yatra samdh h) ‘mbsamdbn]
punarukt mat (padam pa puparuktimat (tadrk pada
darthas cabhunnau yatra) padacthanam mbandhe)
vyakuna (mithe  yasmm vyakima (ancka pada
vibhaklicam asamgatsh) samtana  vyahata smrtt
bhih  padarr  yojama
yatra}

samkina  (vakyantara

samkmna (vakyantata
padonmifram)

pada £ me§ram)
apada (vibhinna prakrt stha
d: pada yult)

I Ths sthereadng of A Borooths test the Kavyomula edton
readsa tlal $ubdo v3 yaira tatkran ak
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Blioja
vakya parbhuta (vakyantara
sagatbham yat)
bhuwga higa  (yauopama
bhinns linga)
blunna vacana(yad bhinna
vacanopimam

Tyunopama (nyunam wpa
mana vifuganash)

adhikopama (adhikam yat
punas tath syat)

bhagoa chanda (yac chan
dobhadgavad vacah)

‘bhagna yat: (asthage vira
ir yasya)

2 $anma (ks pada viln
nan yat)

a ntimat {gunasam dréyate
yatra $lesadinam vipar
yayah) 9kinds accord
ing 23 each doga 18
a wiparyaya of each
of the corresponding
9 gunas with the ex
ceplion of sarmadhy

Prakufm arsa

[vakya | garbbita (vakya
ntara sagarbham yat)

bhinna lihga  {alifgatvad
vpamanopameyay ok

blunna vacanna  (yasmin
vacana vaigamyam upa
manopameyayoh)

nyuaopema (nymar v
maya vi§esanath)

adhikopama (viéesanadhik
zupamyam)

bhinna vrtta  (chando Jak
sana Junam) 2 kinds
13d varna yat bhedena
dvidha

dhama  (knya viralutam
vakyam)

Slesadi guna hinam—10
Linds 10 the same way
as1n Bhoja but sama
4 guna 15 incioded

Those who ase £t yet convinced by these instances will
find the scheme and classficaron of vakyartha dogas even

maore strikingly close

3 Vakarthadosas (6 m 3 Vakyartha dogas (1§ 10
number) number)

apatths  (samudayartha
funyay yad  vacah)

vgartha  (gatarthom  yat,
yacca §yan nisprayofs
Xaa)

) Thetextreads apreyojanam

funya

vyatth {32d aprayoyahamt
¥ac ca gatartham)

apartha  (samudayartha
@ yat)



THE RASARNAVALAMKARA 3 8L bt 1ot
Bhoya Prakafaversa
ekartha ( ekirtha  (uktyabhinna:
thamy'
i3 {yatrarte yasya
tham) na iScayah)
apakrama (vikyaft yat tu apakrama  (paurvaparyas
krama bhragfam) viparyayah)
khinna  {atyddyektivan- Munna (jatyadyuktivani.
vylidham) vyidham)®
atimitra {yat sarva lokah atimatra (lokanta (vartho
tartham) yah)
paruga (yat tu krdrartham  paruga (ati krdas to vaky-
atyartham) arthah)
virasa  (aprastuta rasagh virasa (aprakrta rasam)
yat)

biaopama  (hiparr yatro.
panxInam syat)

adhikopama ftad ¢va yas-
oo adhiham)

aszdréopama (yat tv atuly.
opamanam)

aprasiddbopama  (aprastd-
dhopaminah yat)

mralamkira  (yad alame
kara-hinam)

aéhla (ashlastha=pratits kpt)

virnddha—3 kinds {a) pra-
tyshsa viruddha (b}
enumina-viruddha ond
(cyagama virudha each
of which again 15 of
\llml:] kinds—9  kinds
a

hinopama (hnath yatropa
manam sy3t)

adhikopama  (yatropama.
nam adhikam)

visydrsopama (atulyam
upamanam cety

aprasiddhopama (aprasid
dhopamdnath ¢ct)

vralawkars  {(alamkdna
vvarptam)

adlla (yad asabhydrtha
sambaddham)

viruddha—3 binds (a) i
tyaksa viruddba  (b)
aoumana vicuddha and
) dgama-virudidha,
cach of which agam
ts of three kinds, a5 1
Bhoja--9 kinds 1nall

1 The reading ukedbhanadriham 13 obviotaly a misicetion

2 The tev DAt ucunae DEre
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1t may be urged that most of these Dogas and their
deseriptions will be met with an other writets and that in
the defiaition and arrangement of Dogas which are more of
fess stondardised the verbal ex other agreemeats need pot be
tahen as absolute proofs of borrowing  But when we come
to th treatment of Gunas the case s mote convinciag. Ita$
well known that n sprte of the mfluence of Dandin and his
schoo) as well as of the tradiion of opinton followed in the
Alarihara section of (he Agnr prrana Bhoja adopts a fermind
Tozy 2ud scheme of Gunas which sre peculiar to humself asd
which differ 1a many powmnts from those of his known prede
cessors but bere also Prabafovarsa follows hum pretty
closely To the orthedox ten Gunas of $abda and Artha
respechvely of Vamona viz. Slesa  prasada  mudharys
samate saukumarya artbevakte ofes henn ndursta and
samadh: {which ate however, sometimes defined stightly dile
tently by later wruters who aecept them) Bhoye 2dds aury e
udittata preyas susabdata sauksmya gamblirya sarihjepa
ustara sommitatsa bhantkata v ubte gat and prau lin
thus cnumerating 24 Gunas 1o all  which umque arrange-
ment gises 08 perhaps the dargest number mentioned by any
author Prokagavarsa accepts the nomenclature and definitron
of the first 22 almost verbally omitung gan and praudii
from hus hist

Blow Prakutavarsa

Sabda guras (24 1n num Sabda gur as (22 1n number)
ber)

Besa (su Shigla padata) $lesa [yatra bandho 4 sah

1 stah)

prasada  (prassddhartha prasada  (pras ddbacthe
padatvam) pada nyasah)

samata (yan mrdu prag samati (bandho mrdu sph
phujonmuéra varna ban wlosm §ta varna janma
dha vaffib  pratt & na saffikarah)

va gamyena bhananam}
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Bhoja
madhurya {yd pythak-pada
@ vakye)

Prakisavarya
midhurya (arthocita-vaco
banghah}

§ara-prayam) -nylisah)

artha-vyakti (yatra sasfpis artha vyakti  (saibplirna-
na-vakyatvam) vakyata)

kinti (yad ban kanstt )
dhasyz)

avdirya (vikatiksara-ban auddrya  (bandha-vaikaj
dbatvam) yam)

udittatd (Slaghyasr videsa
nair yogah)

©0jas {samasa-bhiiyastvam)

aurptya {gddba bandhatd)

preyas (priyatarakhy3aadh
cajiktau)

susabdatd (vyutpattrh sup
tindth y5)

samidh  (anya dharma
niath yad anyatradhiro
panam}

sauksmya (antah sarhjalpa
riipatvarh ¢abdinim)

gimbhirya (dhvanimaitd)

vistara (vylsenoktth}

udittata (Saghyar visesa
nair yuktam)

ojus (samfisa bhityastvam)

aurptya  (bandha gidhat
vam)

preyas  (prey3rtha-pada-
vinydssh}

suéabdati (ya subanta-
tidantindth vyutpattih}

sam@dht (anya-dharmasya
bhaved anyaira ropa-
nam)

saukgmya ($ahdindm antah
sathjalpa riipatd)

gambhirya (dhvanimatta)

vistura {vyastam)

sathkgepa  (samAsendbhs saiscpa  (abhidhinam
dhinarh) samasena)
@ "
padatvim} padatiam}

bhavikatva (bhavato vk
ya vgtur ya)

gati  (krama  yah syad
arohavarohayoh)

1 The text baslacunae here

bhavikatva (bhavabhivya
B)aks vieD)
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Bheja Prakafovara
ut ya  nieva b (up Ve
hah) Tah)
vkt (vifisla Phanmtir ya ubti (asthantarena? cattha
syat) sya bhananat)
pravdin {ekteh praudhah
panpakah)

Tt 13 not necessary to dilate on this point further and men
uonthe Artha gunas which batray symilar paraliehsm  Pra
kafavarsa s discussion as to how Dosas somctimes become
Gunas which follows this topre  clesely eopies from Bhoja
Indecd the borrewing goes on practwcally throughout the
whole work It ssapity that the Rasa chapters  which give
the name ta the watk are wcomplete T Prakefavarga s pub
lished text  1f we had the whole of it we would perbaps have
seen ths same 1nfincace not only of the somewhat umque Rasa
chapters of Bhoja’s Sarasvatt dangl abl arana but also probably
of his much larger and more catensive Srmgara prakula Com
10g to the trentment of the Alashkaras one finds that Bhojas
classification of figures as belnae ablyantara aud bafyabhyan
tara 15 also accepted  In order o presetve a certatn umifor
muty and symmetry of treatment (which 55 also noticeable 1
Ins classificaion of Gunas and Dosas) Bhoja meshions 81X
kiuds esch of rats vt chuya mndra ukti bhanti gumphana
Sayya and pafhutt which are mcluged o the treatment of
Sabdalathkaras  Most of these are admuited and dealt with
1n the same way by Prakedavarsa but as i the case of Gunas
2nd Dosas he 15 electic with regard to the number he accents
10 many cases omitting one of two kinds from the enumera
tion of Bhoja  Of the six Ritis of Bhoja Prakasavarsa accepts
five omuting Magadhn 1o the four orthodo< Vrttis Bboja adds
two more but Prahasavarga mentiors only five Of the six
binds respechively of mudra chayaand bhamsi  agamn fwhich

1 Thetexthas lacunar here which 13 suppled by the editor as
vinaniarena
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repoduced by Prakifavarsa® Agam, Bhoja sdmils the
philosophucal 1dea of upamana (as a meags of knowledge) 1
a poctic figure of that name aod distinguishes 1t as 2 figure
from the more well known wpama* This 18 a teeatment
peculiar to hmself 2nd 15 accepted by 0o writer on Poctics
(so far as we hnow) expect Appayya Diksita m his Kmalaya
nanda  The figure upamina as concewved and defined by
Bhoja 15 also to be found 1n Prakiiéavargs

Thas wholesale simulanty of phraseology and deas
otcurring throughout in the two works {even 1n the matter of
peculiar schemes and treatment of charactenstic pointsy
cannot indeed be explaned s acadental comerdences, or
mere repetition of standardised techmealiies It may be
contended, however that what 25 smd sbove does not
necessatily prove that Prakdsavarsa has sctually borrowed
from Dhoja for at 15 possiblc to hold that Dhoja might have
modelled his bigger compilation upon the smalter manual
of Prabagavarsa or that both of them belonging to the same
tradition of thought probably drew upon the same source
Al this may be argued, but 1t cannot be maintained that
Prakafavarsa 15 a very early writer earher even than
Dhamoba and Dandin  The supposttion however of
Bhoja’s borrowing from Prakaéavarga appears 1o be very
unhhely While Bhojas wark displays a systematic and
elaborate treatment (1n spite of its pecultar theoretic stand-
pomnt} remforced by abundant wealth of wlustrations which
Wfts it much above an average compilation Prakufavarsa’s
work 18 nothung more than a short compilation of definstions
and The R, has the of
having been 2 pracucal manual or text book, and us such
15 not unlikely that it was compiled chuefly by wholesals

1 The defimbion 188150 copred by Vadyanatha who 1¢ one of the few
watters who fotlaw Bhaja's elaborate classification of Guras although
Vidyanatha aceepts DAvam 28 essentush

2 See SanskrtPaenes 1 p 14
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appropriations from Dhoja s standard wotk with just a few
meces of supplementary 1oformanon culled from  other
sources In whichever way the question of botrowing be
deerded 1t 15 clear however that Prakastvarasa hke Dhoja
belonged to @ tradition of opinion whichis distinct from ihat
of the established schools, 3d of which the earliest known
example 18 to be found in the Alamkdra section of the
Agm: purana The date of this section at least of the
Purana cannot be fixed too early  Since it 13 not unawore of
some theory of Dhvany 1t s perhaps later but not much later
than the Dhvamyaloke and probably belorgs 10 the latter
half of the 9th centory A D Prakafavarsa must st any
rate be later than this date  He must also have been later
than  Anandavardhana  who  establshed  the Dhvant
theory o the struggle of the schools  for Probadavarga The
Bhoja 1s aware of the concept of Dhvant and includes it as
we have already seen m the Sabda guna gambimye The
very elaborate treatment of Guna and Dosa would by atself
place htm later than Dandm apd Bhamaha wupon whose
scheme thss treatment attempts In its own way to mprove
while the treatment of the Alathkarhs m the same woy
supports and confirms this conclusion  The  statements
therefore that Prakadavarga s Ra drnma s the car est work
on Poeucs after the Nafyaveda and that be must have
floursshed before Bhamabs and Danda  appear 0 be
misconcerved and uneriical

Nevertheless the work 18 interestiog and 1mporiagl as
representing 1 ke Bhojas work from which it presumably
draws its matersal a peculiar ltne of speculat on dfferent
some respects {rom accepted views of the established schools
of Sanshit Poetics As such s publication has been well
deserved

fnd an 88 siorveat Gz cviy 199
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The Kavya prakase of Mammata 1s one of the classic works
on Sanskrnt Poetics and Rhetorse which has always maintined
agreat authonty and popularty throughout India® There
15 perhaps no other technica) work 1n Sanskrit which has been
50 much commented upon and so often e¢dited  The number
of commentaries 50 far discovered comes up to more than
sty and they count as thewr authors not only sndependent
writers on Poetics lhe Ruyyaka and Vigvanatha but also
authors haviog ofler hterary interests hike the Nasyayika
Jagadifa the grammanan Nag=4a the Smarta and Mimamsaha
hamalehara the Jouna Manikyacandra the Vaignav Baladeva
and the Tantrrka Gobulanatha

% The reason for this great populanty lies 1 the fact that
Mammata 15 the first and foremost as well as the most
typical writer of the new schoe! of Poetics the Navyas, and
b s far famed work occupics a ungue posihion an the Sustory
of Sanskeit Alamkara J ferature It 15 nesther 2 very extensive_
nor a strkimgly ongmal work but i only ont hundred
and forty three Kardis and about six bundred and twenly
Mlustratsons 1t traverses the whole field of Sansknt Poetics
{onlh the exception of Diamaturgy) and combimng as it
does the merst of fuloess with that of conciseness it
sums up aud explawns in the succrmct form of o br fliant text
book almost all the previous speculations in the subject be
coming 1 1ts turn the starting pomt of endless text books and
exegetic works

The history of Sanskat Alamkara covers a period of more
11 an a thousand years but st 1s marked by several well defined
stages  The dim begienimgs of the disciphine 1the the dim
beginmings of most other braches of Ind an speculation are
hudden from us wntil we enter upon the first historic stage of
1ts formulat on 10 3 more or less self conscious form 1n the
wotks of Bharata and Bhamaha Bhatatas well Loown
Nufya $astra s prmepally concerned with dramaturgy music
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and allied tapics and deals with Poetics 10 5o far as it applies
(S Thétie o hand , but 1n Bhacaha s Ravyalanikara we
find for the first tune as exclusive trealment of Postics proper
and a more or less systematic scheme of the subject which
undoubtedly betoken a preceding period perhapg of several
centurtes of unknown begianings  All that we can surmise
of the uskown pertod consists of ghimpses of rhetorical spe
culations such as we find in Bharata m the recorded opinions
or steay refereaces to pre Bhamwaha writets ike Medbavim or
18 such schemes of Alamkarn as was presumably utilised by
the earlier Kavya pocts in general and by Bhatp m particular
This period begins with the enumeration 2ed defintiion of anly
four prefic figares ten Gunas ten Dosas and thirty six Kavya
laksagas mentioned by Bbarata but it ends with the els
borate of thuty eight o pottic
figures 1o Bbaftr  Put what s xmportant (o note i this period
18 Bharara s more or [ess standard exposiion of dramaturgy
and incidentally of Rasa which sesthetic elemen? however 1t
considered not particulacly m relation to poetry apd poetics
butin consexion with drama and dramatuegy
Tlus 15 followed by a comparatively brief but cxecedingly
smportant penwd of great fertbity and creative gemins begin
ming with Bhamaha aod ending with Avapdavardhana m
which we find most of the fundamental problems and concepts
of Sansknit Poeties discnssed and settled m there pereral out
Jines  This frnutful and creative stsge which covers more
than two centurtes and inclulles some of the great rames in
the hustory of the discipling gave rise to four distiact schools
of opinron represtnted respechively by the Alamkesa Rt
Risa and Dhvami systems  We have on the onc fand
Bhamaha Udbhata and Rudrafa devotmg themsches 2o the
consideration of those decorative devices of poelic expression
which are known as Kevyelamkaras or poenic figures and
confining themselves chiely to a somewhal external art or
theory of exbeflshment from which the d seiphine stseif tades
st name end us aripeal trad on Dandio and Vamana on




10 SOME PROBLEMS OT SANSKRIT POETICS

the other hand emphasise 1n poetry the objective beauty of
representation realised by means of what they call Marga or
Rati (rouehly poetic diction’y which consists of o harmonious
combination of certaio £ xed luerary excellences of sound and
sense hnown as Gunas  Both thesc systems which respective-
1y bring into procunence the elements of Atrmbar2 and Riu
10 postey leontent themselves with the somewhat mechameal
working out of the autward form of poetic expression, the
advantages of which were considercd sufficient for poetry)
They paint out the blemishes to be avorded and the exceliences
to be attained and defcribe efaborately the poetical eobeliich
ments or devices of lernty expression which enhance s
beauty so much so that the whele disctpline came to recenve
the sigmficant designation of Aladibhara fastra or the dis
apline of poetical embellishment

Sideby s1d¢ with those early writers however, wWe have
the commentators on Bharata like Lollata $aykuka znd
Dhafta Nayaka who werc bunging into prommence the
aesthenc importance of Rasa  the consideration of the poctic
feelings and sentiments which should regulate the outward
cxpression of poctry, Their exposition however concerncd
the dramatic art and their theories did not yet come properly
within the sphere of Paetscs which was entirely dominated by
the systers of Alambira and Ritt but we fied them gradualty
mflucncing poeticians of rval perswasion who betray them
selves mere and more ahive 10 the sigmficance of Rasain
poctry The beanngs of thus element homever on poetry
were not fully realised untid the Dhvamkara and Ansndavar
dbana came wnto the ficld and worked 1t up sato thesr new
system of Dhvani

“These new theonsts headed by Anandavardhana masmtan
that 5o system of Poctics hike 0o system of Dramaturgy  can
spnote the maods feelings and sentiments as essenval factors
of poctry and must therctore find an mportant place for
Rasa in sis scheme  What was olecady established an the
drama was aken over and systematically applicd to poetry
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profoundly modifyisg 2s it did the entwc conception of
Kavyn) JThe Rasa came to be considered as the essence of
poetry, and m order to harmonise 1t 1 the poetic theory the
new school evolved a theory of suggeston or Vyafjana as the
means of 1ts expression’ At the same time not fully satisfied
with the working up of the concept of Rasa 1nto their system
the new theorists devoted themselves 1o a re examination of
the already accumulated 1deas of Alamikaca and Retewatha
view to corrclate them to the new theory of Dhvant and Rasa
and thus by synthesis evolve a comprehensive scheme of
poeses
he Dhvani school m sts analysis of the essentials of
poetry, found that the content of & good poem may be gene
rally distingwished 1nte two parts  The one 15 that which 1s
expressed and includes what 1s given 1n 50 many words whe-
ther darectly explicit or metapharically implicst , the other 15
not expressed but suggested springiog immediately from that
which 13 cxpresscd The unexpresscd or suggested patt which
)30t sometlang yague but 15 disinctly hoked up with the
expressed and which ss manifested by a peculiar power of
suppestion (v3gfijana) anherent jn word and sense 18 taken fo
be the essence of poetry,} To grammatians and learned wisters
1t perhaps seemed paradomcal fo state that the very essence
of poctry waa that which was not even expressed Onthe
other hand, some form of symbolical speech 1p which wisdom
demands that one should express opeselfl more 10 hants and
suggestions than in actual words was aiways in vogue and
the poets had been more ot Iess partral to the method of
speaking 11 metaphor or wrapping up their 1deas 1o trans
parent ollegory  But sugpestive poetry according to the new
theonsts 15 semcthing diffesent from the merely metaphorical
which Vamana had already amply recognised and on whick
the Alaiyara and the Ruti systems had placed so much ém
phasis \The metaphorical or the allegonic however veiled
18 still i a sense expressed and mustbe taken as such, but
(ahe suggested 18 always unexpressed and 18 therefore a source
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of the proper charm of poctey by its very capacity of conceal
ment  The Dhvant school postulates that the unexpressed or
imexpressible  which 18 Ihe soul of all good poctry 1s called
1nto besng by a pacticular function of swggestion 1nberent:n
words and thesr meamngs 4

 Butthe d by the power
of sound and sense may be on unexpressed matter of fact
{vastu) ot an mood (alamhara) but

tn most cases 1818 an emotional state which 1s dwectly nex
pressite  The Dhvant schoo? therefore 100k up the poetic
fecliogs and sentiments (bl a and rasa) ps an element of he .
unexpressed and thus trred to harmonise the concept of Rasz
with the theesy of Dhvam  Anandaverdhana distinetly says
n one place {Dhs anyaloka p 163) that hus object 15 not mere
1y 10 establish Dhvam but also to harmomsse of with Rasa
alteady recoguised in dramatic theory by Bharata and ofhers,
1tvas realised that poelry was not as Dangin thought the
mere clothing of agreeable deas m agreesble words  feehings
end sentiments also play an important part m 1t But the
feelings and are 1n We
calgiVE 2 name to ther but naming & feeling or sentmcat
15 not equivalent to memifeshing it At best therefore we
<an suzgestat ‘What the poet can directly express or com
mun ¢ate 16 not the feeling stself but the ground of the feeling
OF 1fs excilant and attendant circumsiances  With the help
however of these expressed elements which must be peneral
15ed and conctived not 1m o personal (faehifa) but in an
ympersonat {ofaukske) form the poet can awaken wn us thiough
their inherent suggestive power a parbicular impersonal
condition of the mind 1o wh ch the relish of the patoral feet
tog 15 possible as a poetic sentiment It 13 true that the poet
cannot fousc the same fecling as for instance Rama whom
he describes felt but by the suggestive power of the express
ed circumstances of Rama his conduct and bis nssociate the
poct can call up a reflection of st and evole 10 the readers
mind a s m’lar meotal conditton i which the reader identfies
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{he predominant weplicit factor, the outward expresston being
mportant as a mkans of pomhing fo this impliest sgnificance
The analys:s 1s comprebensive enough 10 include an nig_scope
meatad a5 well as 1poetry , butt 8
also percenved, 1f not directly stated hat the emotional mood
which the poct succeeds 1n suggesting to the readec’s mind 10
the form of that delectable subjective condition of imperso
nalised enjoyment which 15 called Rasa, 1s of the lughest
ampottance 1n poetry ) In a complete scheme bo doubt, the
vaste dinanl and the alamhara dhvand, tacitly recogmsed by
older wrstess and practised by the poets, must also be justified
and the Dhvant school could not at least from the standpoint
of theoretic consistency, definstely make the suggeston of
Rosa the exclusive end of peetry  But the central guestion
towhich attention 15 devoted by the school 1s as to how 2
composion should help the Rasa to expression, for itis
trepeatedly Jad down that neither mere embelhishment nog
mere narrative but the supgestion of poetic sentiment should
bethe gwding princaple of the poct 1 his composition of
word and sense  In other words the school practically, if
oot theoretically, recogmises that the Rasa should be the
ceptee of gravity towards which everyllung else in a poem—
vastu nith, guna doga avd alamhara—should move , and stress
coming 1o be lud upen the underlying poetic seatiment, the
suggestion of Rasa came tn prevail over ether hinds of sug

gestion  The Dbvanikire snd Avandavardhasa, no doubt,
wisely refraincd from goung into the extreme position of such
loter writers as Visvanatha who regard the suppestion of the
emotional wood to be the exclusive end of poetry cven to the
extent of 1gnonog the imaginattve ond the yealistie , but the
athtude of the Dhvans school towards the tmportance of
Rasa teads practically towards such a proposttion and pro

bably inspires the later theonsts to a further development of

the theory out of uself 1nto the wevitable extrenle thesss hat

the Rasa alonc in the essence of poctry  One of the triumphs

of the new school was indeed the admission of the old idea
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exponents of older traditions who appear to have been un-
touched by the implications of the Dhvam theoty and stood
apart 1n many respects from the school of Anandavardhana
Able as they were, these attempts languished for
want of support , fand the more or less complete scherne of
Poctics outlmed 1 the Dlnamyaloke  which  wanted
16 harmomse and bong into a defmte focus the eattered
deas of previous speculation, was worked vut in detail by
Mammata and hus followers and was vltimately standardised
as the finally domucant scheme , The success of Mammafa's
work was 1ndeed 5o complete that the avthonity of the Dhvam
school came to be unquestionably accepted by most Jater
writers ond the systems which cmerged after Mommaga
could no longer be strictly resarded as entirely independent
systems N

€It will b seen feom what 1s sard above that ihte divergent
currents of thoughts and fendencies 1 Sansknt Poetics
flowing 1 different  dwections through many centynes
ulimately ran mlo one clear and dommant stream 1n the
classical work. of Mammata ; In the progress of the discipline
the Alamkara school propesed fo confine itself 10 a theory
K3 Loac ly with what was
probably the enigimal tradition of the Sastra, while the R
schoot Taid stress o the obyective beauty of ~Sxpréssian
realized by means of diction which consfsted of a harmonious
TOMmLiTALOD of Tertmn fined Wetiry excellences  Tne Rasa
school-however starting with the consideration of the drama
was responsible for infroducing into postic theory the
subjective clement of Rasa tepresented by fothogs ond
sentiments  The Dhvam school headed by Ansndavardhana
admutted the wrdEdlying Troth ol all these doctnnes byt
elaborated a peeuliac theory of suggestion i poetry, 1neladimy
the sugeeston of Rasa to which all other postic Factors were
coftelated It wiil be scen that 2 relative emphsis was lug
by_tach of thest schools on the different elements of
AL‘“E‘"‘" Ruts {including Guna and Doga) Rasa and Dhyam
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respecttvely, and the currents of f speculaton thus fowed 1
“different durections It was however realised 1 the end that
all these pleams of thought should be gnkhercd mfe a focus
and all these currcats should bS made o fiow aito one strcan
(Indézd one of the obvious objects of Anandavardhana s work
was not only to define and establish the concept of Dhyan: 1
poetry  but also to work up and rattonalise mmto a synthetic
and h system these 1deas of hig
great predccessors) A fival and 2uthontative shape was given
1o Anandavardbana s work by Mammata whe gathered vp
theresulls and uttered them 1 the convement and concise
forniBE a systematic text book
L The work was however deltined to be more thana mere
textbock Tt came to dominate the thoughts of generations
of theorists and cclhipsed by sts thorough and systematic
exposttion even the masterly work of Anandavardhana on
which 3t was chiefly based } No doubl Jaganratha one of the
latest but not the Ieast important writers on Poetics  speaks
of the Dhvanikara and Amandavarchana as the alamkarika
saram vyavasthepaka pasmuch as the tentatwe efforts of
easler thinkers and the accumulated stock of recogmsed ideat
are brought tocther and rationally adjusted 1o therr work
10 & more or less complete system  \but it was due greatly to
the influence of Mammaja that this alamAurd-saran was finally
slandardised apd raised to almost exclusive uuthontyl The
period which foliowed 15 necessarily a stage of scholast ¢
claboration  With regard to matters of general theory or the
maid proflems the majortty of the post dhvam wirters who
accept the fipal determmation of Mammata as almost
canoncal find nothing that 18 new to set forth  they conmse-
quently fall back upon matters of detall which helped to
satisfy thewr grawiog scholastic bent for fine distinctions and
endless analysis  Herc and there we come indeed across a
fow witers who do not entircly sacrifice ipdependent thinking
and sometimes we find  few 1solated and stragg] 05 followers
of the older school buf most of the wrsters who come after
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Mammata display ndeed great scholastic acumen but hordly
any remarkable oniginalsty of creative gemus 11 15 also the
age of and f; on
commentators who busled themselyes wth the hardly smspit
tog task of explanation cxpansion or restuction of the aleeady
established roles and formulas  We havenlso the fise of 2
mumber of populat wnters and text book makers who wanted
10 codity the discrpline or stmplity st for genesal enlightenment
the lowest stage bewng reached when wo come ¢ fUmErous
manuals and scheol books of comparatively tecept tumes
U8 important however to note that even accepting in the
man the general position of the Dhvant theorists some of the
writers of the new school headed by Mammaja are yet not
entirely free from the influence of older schools In spute of bis
adberenee and suppoct of the Dhivani theory Mamntata humself
could not fer testance explicntly state kavyasyasma divanie w
(that the soul of poetry 15 Dhvans) and Le betrays 8 witling
n¢ss 1o snclude composittons devod of Dhvam within the
meaning of the term kavpa  He accepts atter Augndavar
jdbana the great tmportance of Rasa i poctry put hus well
known defimtion of poetry sad a-dogar Sabdarthan saguné
! vanalamkpd pinah kvapt { pociry consists in word and sense
devord of defects and p the an
devoud also of poetic figures™ fellows the 1iwe honoured
custom of startiog with Sabda and Artha asd men
tioning the Guga Dosa and Alarh\ara without bowever
exphertly ncluding Rasa ns well as Dhvam/ It the same
way Ruyyaks follows Udbhata aed Kuntaka exlensively
in the pnoaple as well as tbe detmled amalys S of poene
figures @ question which was Jeft umtouched by the Dhvam
kara and Auandavardhanz who had ether dismussed the
poehc {gures s mere 1ag vikalpas of considered them only
as the charm of the n poetty Visva
patha egatn 1o declaring that poetry copsists of & acntence
of wh ch the soul 1s Rasa beirays the unmstakable infuence
of the Rasa school and mamntans the extreme position
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regarding the exclusive essentrality of Rasa dhvam which
was practically meant but wisely left unsaid by the outhors
of ihe Dhvanyaloke Even one of (he latest and most
thoughtful writers of this group Jagannatha revives i a
new form the old defimtron of poetry given by Dandim
This react:onary teodency 13 interesting as sndscating that
these post dhvams woters were not unconscious of the
importance of earlier views  and it cannot be said that even
though they accept the authonty of the Dhvamyaloka they
are yet eaturely content with ity clear cut scheme  Raghtly
or wrongly thev altempt to bring back old deas 1n the
claburaion of the new . and 1t 15 difficult for ths reason
10 take these writers 1n alump and affiliate them directly
to the Dhvani school It 15 better therefore to call them
post dhvam wuters who naturally recogmse the new concept
of Dhvant but who canpot be regarded as outand out
supperters of all ¢he detarls of the theary It 15 also
remarkable that most of these writers attempt to armve at
aprecise definti n of poetry a task which was Jeft alone
by the Dhvamkara but in dowsg so they probably meant to
find out 3 comprehensive formula which would cover the
old ideas as wellas (he new although it must be said that
they succeed less often than they involve themselves
hopeless theorencal inconsistencies

Jt1s not surpnisiog thetefore that from the purely theore.!
tical point of view Mammagas defimtion of poetry was
subjecied to much cniesm  although s crtics were
witers whosc own defimtions werc not catircly above such
cnteism. _Visvanatha, for 1ostance, undoubiedly takes
Mammatas work as the basis {upanvya) ol bes vwn but
begins hus  Sahinya darpann wih @ vigorous attack oo
Mammatas defimtion  He points out 1 the fiest place
that the Gunas beng merely properties of Rasz should
not have been logically ncladed 1n the defintion of essen
tials which omuls even a mention of the esseotal Dhvane
s0d Rasa In the same way mo mention even negative
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should have beso made of the Dogas m the defimtion He
holds thatsf faultless composmons glone afe tobe called
poetry then some of the best poems wifl have to be given
up masmuch as it 35 almost impassible to heep clear
of blemushes Nor can 1t be saud that faults mar ouly those
pathicular words or their meamngs 1m which they otcur
for if they are faults at all beating telatton to the under
Iying sentiment 1 the composiion  they must mar the whole
poem Lastly he maintains that 1o reference cven sf negatne
to poctic figures cught 10 have been made m the defimbion
as they are admittedly non essential l.lngannalhaummsm
15 more fundamental although he ageees with Vigvilnatha as
o the wpropriety of wncluding 2 reference to Guna Dosa
and Alafhara m the deflimtion  He objects that a word
ond ats sense arc not what 15 denoted by poetry , for the
nniversal expecience 1hat 3 poem may appeal without 1ts
meaping bewg  understood shows cleary that a pachi
cular land of Subda alome constitutes poetry Artha
bemng secondary If it 35 said that the essence of poetry
licsan 1ts capability of awahenng a scnhiment (Rasa) and
wasmuck as a word and s sense possess thus capability
both constitute poctry then it may be replied that  dccording
to this too wide view musical {ones and  theatrieal gestures
will have (o be called poctry s Some of these and other
arguments appear no doubt festrdious and pedantic
and have been met with equal tngenmiry by the commentators
and supportess of Mammata but the whole controversy
wndicates aot only the futility of amvingat a precse logieat
definition of poetry but also the diliculty of combimng all the
vonventional tlements 1n such & defimbon  ‘The avthors of
the Dhy anyaloka probably realised this and carcfully avorded
the task for théy conical themsclves with describing its general
nature and sts divisions ra omission on which Mahimabhatya
ndicules bim by saysng  Adm ca kavyasya svariipare vyutpa
dayitutarard mamad tello\sanors 012 S emibdy uia
syam
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. But from what we have said above 1t will be clear thai the
appatent tnconsistencies of Mammata s definition which are
1o be explained by a reference to the views of clder schools
are woteresting from the hostorical pomt v view  They mar
<ate the {urking repard which Mammata belonging as he does
to the new school possesses for the views of such older theo
nstsas Vamana  No doubt Mammafa severely ctitrcises and
rejects Vamana s theory and classification of Rir  but the
mention, of Gona Dosa_ond Alambra w the J&mtion
appaxemly indicates maﬂxc ‘would “1tke to i c them  after
Vamana 2s properues of Sabda and Artha and Dot of Rasa
which 1s omitted from the defimtion At ile same nme be
defincs the Guna  and Doga as well as the Alamkara later on
1 terms of thenr relation to Rasa o procedure which 1s hardly
justifiable if the essentiality of Rase v uot declared 1o the
definition On the other hand 1f 1t 15 mawtarned the that Rasa
18 too well knowr and established a fact 1o poetty to require.
explicit mention then the prominence of threefold suggestion
and the division of poetry on 1fs basss becomes mmexplicable

The fact that Mammata accepts the Citra kavya {which
develops no Rasa or Dhvam) grudgingly adm tted by
snandavardhans and rejected by Vidvanatha also smdicates
probably his unconscrous leanngs to the views of the Alathkara
school which were 1 confliet with hus theoretical aceeptance
of the Dhvan: doctrine in regard to the essentiality of Dhvant
and Rasa;

‘Thete can be no doubt however that m sprte of such 1o
consistent attempts to wmcorporate the old stock of ideas
Mammata botly Dhvan: and Rasa 1 hus scheme by
fmplication as well as by express s treafment Following up hus
defimuon Mammata begins with the discussion of the functions
of Sabdi Fna A indidentally establishung the fuction of
Auggeston (vyamana) and the superiortty of the sugg:sl:d sense
(vyangya drtha ot dhvam) and d1videS poetry 1nf0 three classes
viz Dhvamt Gumbhuta vyang§d and Citra in relation to the
suggesfed sense  This leads hum fo enumerate and exemplhify
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the vanious subdivisions of the three classcs of poetry and
1 th s commexion dilate apon the nature and theary of Rasa
which 15 1ncluded 1n the scope of svhat 15 called  the sugges
tion of wnperceptihle process (asamlakyya krama vyangya)
In this context he examunes and rejects the views of Lollat
Sankula and Bhapta Nayaka all of whom are smd to have
commented on Bharota s theory of Rasa and aceepts the
vyahi: vide wh ¢k he asctibes to Abhinavagupta the great
commentator on Anandavardhanas work as well as on
Bharata s Nagya dastra - Mentron 15 made of the exght ortho-
dox dramatic Rosas but the mnth the Santa or he Quet
1stie sentiment 15 added apparently as relevant to postry even
of madaussible e the drama
Mammaia then proceeds to discuss the Guna and tle
Dogz not Jn relauion @ rectly to abda or Arthd 45 is de
finthon would 1mply but 1n relation to the't subserviency of
otherwise 1o the awakenng of Rasa dhvans  The Gunas a3
1 of arc d wot afier Vamane
but after Anandavardbana A new sensc and are brougt
o eflective relation with the underlymg senliment o a work
a3 qualities which serve to nwaken end heighten 11§ charm
‘The verbal form of o work the cxpressed Sabda and Arthe
cannot be 52 d to posses the qualty of energy or sweetness
unless we mean by it that the underlying scotiment 15 vigorous
orsweet  The Gunas therefore may be taken as properties
of Sobda and Artha only 1n a sccondary sense (upucara) bat
1hcy are inreal ty intimately selated to Rosa even as virtues
1ke heraism do not res de 1n the body but 1 the soul of
man ‘The verbal form the mere sound eed sense produces
the excellences only as 2 means or wstrument  the real cause
15 the Rasa just as the soud 1s the teue cause of vartues 1ke
heroism 1n & man  The same consideration 2pplies also but
more strongly to the case of the so-colled postic figures
(Kvpula 1k ras) snd the r place 10 poetry should be justificd
only by the ¢ relation to Rase They nre | kened 1o ornaments
onamansbody 83 cmbell shments they adorn words and
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meanings which constitute the *body’ of poetry. They fhus
setve to embelish indwectly, through word and sensc, the
undetlying ‘soul’ of seatiment. but they do not da this 1.
varsably, 1t there 15 no Rasa they esolve mte mere strking-
vess of expression (uk: vaicitrya), but even sometimes when
1be Rasa 15 ¢xisting they do not helpat  In other words, 115
maintawned that the poetic figures can exist without the Rasa
10 the form of cRarmung turns of expression , ang even when
the Rasa is present, they are not mvariably necessary.

It should siso be notcd that Mammaja accepts, after
Anandavardbana, only three Gunas and maintains that com-
bination of particilar letlers sipmfies parbenlar  Gonas
Thus, the three Ritis of Vimana are resolved nto three
Gunas defined by hamscl , and the leters whose particular
arrangements produce these three Gunas bang almost the
same a5 those given by Udbbata respectively for lus three
Viitss (viz. Upaniigarikd Parusi aod Komald), Udbhatas
three Vrths are roughly approximated to his own three Gunas
In thts connexion Mammota demonpstrates with some care
that 1t 15 not necessary to accept the sets of ten Sabda gunay
and ten Artha-gunas of Vimana, but that it 15 enough i
we pos(ulate three comprehensive litesary excellences, viz,
Qjas (epergy), Prasida (lueidity} and Madhurya (sweetness}
1t 1s shown by & ctitical examumation of Vimana's Gunas
that some of them can very well be ancluded 1nthe three
defined above that some discharge the same functions as
the recogmsed poetic frgures, that some constitute mere
abseace of defects while others are sometimes positive
defects  Thus, Vamana's §lesa, Samidhi and Uddratd are
comprehended by Mammala’s Oqas, Vamanas Arthavyalti
is an aspect of Mammala's Prasida but st corresponds
also to the Svabharoku Aladikdra of Dardie, Vimana's
Samatd, consisting of a certain umoformuty of diction, 1§
sometimes a fault, while Vimana's Savkumirsa aod Kinty
definedt Tespectnely as freedom from  harshmess (or an
ausgreronsness) and selganity 18 simply the revesse of such
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defects as Srubt kagta and Stun dugta  These conswderations
simplify the classification of the Gunas and put a lumit to
their endless multiphication or differcatiation such as one
finds forinstance mn Bhoja's claborate scheme of 24 Gunas
Mammata therefore thinks that the distinction between
§1bda guna and Artha guna 15 meaningless and the ol
differentiation resling on 2 mere adpustment of sound and
sense should be superseded  Asthe Guna 15 an snvamable
property of the Rusa the mental condibion snvolied 1 the
relish of a senment should alone justify all classification of
Gunas  Such a positten warrants the acceptance of only three
(and not two sets of ten Gunas) swhich are brought mto
tatimate relation to the prircipal sentunent of a compostron
Thus the Ojas 15 supposed to cause a brilbant expansion
(vigtaray of the mind and resides 1n the seotiments of herorsm
horror and fury , the Madhurya, residing sormally 1 the
crotic sertument of Jovean umion but alse appropriate {0
and tesidmg 10 successive degree 1w pathos calm and love 1n
separation 18 regarded o5 causing a softeming of (he heart
{druti), while the Prasada proper to all the poetic senti
mcnts 15 taben as the cause of @ quick apprehension of the
sense exiending over the mind at once (1yapti o1 vikasa) hhe
a steam of watet over & cloth or Iike fre on dry fuel  The
three condaions of the mnd viz expanding  pervading and
meling which accompany the dillerent poetic sentiments
arc thus made the basis of the theee Gunas . and cven if these
mental states are somelimes mixed up and lead 10 other
mental conditicns these lutter cffects are too many azd 100
compiex to be taken ps the basis of further muluplication of
fresh Gunas This exposiion of Mammaga follows and
expands Dhyunyaloka 3 813, but w15 possble that the
onginal hint ol assocation of these three mental condittons
with the three Gunas was supphed by Bhatta Nayaka who
speaks of the enjoyment of Rasa a3 being choractensed by
the mental states of expansion (vistdra) pervasion (vikBsa)
end melung (dru)  Vibsenatha subsactially sgrees with
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tus view of Mammoafa but he objects thatthe Ojas etc
are not the causes of but identical with the process of
cxpansion ctc

In s dicussion of the defects (Dosas) of poetey
Mammata admuts defects of words  of senfences of meamng
agwell as of Rasa  But he prefaces this chapter of s work
by the statement that sncc Rasa 1s the prmcipal thing
In poetty the defects of Rasas are the prcspal defects
The Rasa howsver depends upon the expressed word
sentence and meaniog  the defects of these are alio m
ealily defects of the Rasa  in other words the Doga ke
the Guna should be eonsrdered 1n poetry mamly 1n felation
to the underlying sentiment  Although the poetic figures are
are nol 11 Mammata s opimion  always necessary fo poetry
he yet rounds off hus treatise with an elaborate anelysis and
1iustration of fignres of sound and sense nclodioz @ ¥ ited
number of figures which are both of sound and semse)
enymersting as many as Sixty seven independent poetic
figures Here he accepts mmpliently Kuntaka s principle of
analysis of the poetic figures and applies 1t for the most part
ta the detaled examunation of individual figutes a pracedure
which 1s followed also by Ruyyaka Vidvanatha Appayya
Diks 12 and Jagannatha  This topic was left untouched by
the authdrs of the Dinamaloke but the prnciple which
Kuntaha enunciated in h s able analysis of poenc expression
gaed ground 1n later imes and Mammata tacitly acknow
Tedges that the elements which go to make up the being of 2
paetic figure consist of a pecubiar fuen of charming express
1o called Vascirys or Viechsit viSesa  and the pecaliar
conception of the poet which bnngs o exssionce the
pecahiar charm (Kavi pratibha mrvartizatva)

{ From this brief asd rapid summary of ibe prinetpal toprcs
of Mammata s work st sl be seen that is valu  consuls nat
1n 1ts onginal ty but in the orderly concise gnd clear dicuss
100 of the main 1ssues of Sansknt Poet cs and his definition as
well a3 his general treatment attempts fo cover almost all the
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field of thought traversed by his predecessors He quotes more
than six hondred verses from various pocts lo iffusteate lus
doctrincs, and shows himself familiar with the werks of almost
all the distingmshed wuters on Poeties who preceded him
The great populatidy and suthonty which (he Kivya-prakiss
hag always enjoyed and which s indicated by the large npum
ber of commeniaties b, st bt explames s due ot to
Any eteative gemus or rematkable novelty of treatment, but to
the systematic and fweid (albeit obscurities due 1o extreme
brevity of working
aut of the already recognised stoch of 1deas i the light of the
new scheme put forward Tn the Dhvanyaloka R
Although exact dates caanot be determined it 13 possible
to fix approximately the peniod of time i which Mammaa
flourished  The lower lit may be fired with referencs to
two commentaries on the Kavya prakdsa  The Samheta com-
mentary of Mamhyacandra who belonged to the Kopika gana
Vayrafabha, Rijagaccha of Guzerat, is expressly dated wn
Sathvat 1216=circn 1159 AD  The exact date of the other
commentaty, alse called Samketa by Ruyyaka 15 not known
butwe can ascetamn from other sources that Ruyyaka pro-
bably fiounished 1n the second and third quarters of the 12(h
centory A D Mammata therefore cannot be placed later
than the muddle of the 12th centary  The upper Yirit 1s morc
difficilt to séitle  But the nearest predecessor whom Mam.
mata quotes is the Kashmirian Abhnavagupta who must have
been still living 10 1015 A D, as fhus date is borne by s
Brhate Vitti on the Itvarg pratyebhina  Mammaa also quotes
from the Neva sahasunka carita of Padmagupla Parmata, a
Dprotége of the kigs of Dhara Hrst of Mufija Vakpatiraja and
then of hus successor Sindhuraja at whose dicection the poem
appears ta have been writen within the Rrst decade of the
1thcentury  To anallustrative verse {on the Ggure Udatta
w chupter x) Mammaa also refers to the hiberality of Bhoya
to learned men  This Bhoya »s sdentilied wath the well kaowa
Paramara king Bhoja of Dhura the sonand successor of un
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dhuraja and nepkew of Munja Vakpatitaja as well asthe
reputed author of Sarasvar kangliabharana It 15 cunous
however that m spite of his extensive xcfcrtmxsmu pre
dEGessofs Mammata does not appear to refer to lhls well
KNOWH WOTK 07 STn‘sknh’ncucs ‘biTths omssion may have
been due to the fact that B)m)'.\ pmd 0o allegrance to the
KASHmidan school of Anandavardhama X, however the
vetse inGuestion tefers to Bhofa of Dhaca who bimself had
Iiterary predilections and was 3 patron of learned men then
1t wonld indicate that Mammata could not have flounshed
earlier than Bhoja  Bhoja could not have ruled beyond 1055
AD From all these cons derations we can roughly place
Mammafa m the pertod between the middle of the 1th and
the middle of the 12th century AD  Allowing two generations
1o sntervens between b mand s commentator Ruyyaka we
can apprommately ussign Mammajas achvily 1o the last
quattes of the (1¢h and the commencement of the 12th
century

Mammata 8 name #self and his title Rajanaka as well as
Kashmian ttaditon 1nd cate that he probably belonged to
Kashmir A very late commentator Bhimasema m his
Sudhosugara ot Subodiun commentary (date i Samvat 1779=
1722 23 AD) on the Kavya prakasa informs vs that Mammata
was the son of Jayyata and had 1wo brothers Kayyata and
Uvvata of whom Usvata 15 taken to be the well known
commentator on Vedic works  But thus story 13 doubtful as
Uvvata himself telis us that hss father s name was Vajrafa
and not Jayyatr  The story relied upon by Hall and Weber
ihat Mammata was the maternal uncle of the author of the
Naigadhe may sim latly be relegated to the region of fantastic
fables which often gather round famos names

The Kavya prakesa bas the appearante of o Compacs trea
use which 15 carefully planged and systemaucally worked out
but the umty has been called 1n guestion and envugh vvidence
has been brought forward (o show that Kanka and Vrtte of
nrazly the whats wark, wis andeed camgosad by Mammaty, hit
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asmall pornon of the last chapter probably Ieft incomplete
by hm was completed by another author whose name 15 given
as Alaka Alata or Allas Tt 15 not necessary for us 10 enter
here 1nto the defails of the question of the joint authorship of
the Kovya prokafa but 1t 18 now generally accepted on the
indicaions given by some of Mammata s commentators a8
well as by seme manusenpts of his work that Mammata
codposed the ke ya prakafa up to the treatment of the { gure
Partkara (% 32) . but the rest consisling of a small portion of
the concluding chapter was composed by the author mentioned
above That the fact of joint anthorship 15 skilfully concealed
15 supposed to have hesn alluded to 1n the concluding verse
guwven in soome manuscospts which apparently says that this
way of the learned men diffetent yet appeaning wenticat 15
not strange [or here the only cause 1sa properly constructed
plan of combisation’ It 1s possible to explain this state-
ment as meamng that the work clame the eredit of
having skiltully removed by its systematic plan all conflict
of opinions held by differcnt authors on Poctics  but most
commentators eaxly as well as [ate sgree in Gnding here
2 lunt implying that the work le{t wncomplete by Mammaga
was completed by some other person and that traces of joint

authorship are cleverly obisterated  This view 18 distinetly
expressed by an early commentator Like Ruyyaka who him

self a Kashminian and liviag at 4 period not very remote from
Mammata must have been recording a well known tradstion

and 1n this view he 13 followed by Jayanta Bhalla Somedvara

Nacahats Sarasvatietha hamalzkara Anands  Jaynedvara
and other eatly as well as htc commentators while some
manuseripts  of the Rmvyoprakafa record the tradition
16 the colophon by mentiomng the names of Mammata and

Alataas joint authors  Rajunakas Ananda  slso o Kashmu

ran commentater 15 however mote exphicit and quotes &

trad tional verse whch records Mammata's aothorship up

la the topie of Paekacn Aladikar (x 32) and altributes the

rest lo Alaja Aflata or Alaka



MAMMATAS KXVYA PRAKASA irid

This statemeat about the dual authorship of the Kavya
prakasa  gecoives fi from an p
source  but the reference would indicate that Allata had a
hand not only m the 101h as the above traditton makes out
but 2lso 1n the 7th chapter of the work which deals with the
topic of Doga  Kor fius chapter on Doga mitnaya 15 eited by
Arunavarmadeva who floutished . the fiest quaster of the
13th century 1 his commentary on the Amaru sotaka
with a distinct atteibution of this chapter to Mammats and
Alaka or Alata  Arjunaverman s remark while quoting the
verse prasade vartasve from Kuvyu prakasa vi 14 m clear
enouph dosa mruaye
and 1t 1s not possible ta take 1 as mmplymg a general
reference to the fact of jomt authorship without particularly
meaning collaboratson of any special chapter This has led
some scholarg to find traces of collaboraton of Allaga 1
other pasts of the work also  but the question still awats a
thorough and careful exammation

Some late Bengal wmong whom d
Nyayaladikara 15 one would impute the authorship of
the Karka (here called Sutra) portion of the Kavya
prakida to Bharata apd the prose Vrth alome to Mam
mafa while Bharata himself 15 sard to have drawn upan the
Alamhara section of the dgns purana While the last
assertion  about the Agm puwrana hus npo foundation in
fact and 18 apparenily prompted by the ammble but un
hustorseal magenation of later writers which delights m
exalting the aouquity and authorty of Puranas m
general the suggestion of Bharata s authorship of the Karkas
15 100 unauthentic and fanciful o be accepied  Apart from
the fact ihat the evidence of the text stself goes directly
agamst such a supposition  Mammaja’s authotship of the
Karikas 1n geoeral hes been declared by Hemacandca n the
Ftst quarter of the 12th century and has been accepted by a
series of impartant authors  The source of this tradition s

probavly the preat TeveIeIcs pavd to the saze Bhateta buts

9
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may also be due to the fact that Mammaga himselt has made
considerable usc of Bharatas dicta as he bas alsa drawn
extensively upon Bhumaha Vamana Udbhaja Rudrata and
the Dmanyloka cven fo the cxtent of Sometimes
dircctly apprepnialing or paraphrising well knowrt passages
or rllustrative verses

That the work of Mammata was stodied extenswvely w
Bengal 1s ndicated not only by *he popular prinled commen
tary of Mahesvara Nyayafahara Bhaglacarya but also by
a large number of commentancs wotten by well hnown
writers of Bengal whnch have not yet been printed Among
Bengal commentalors one may mention the names of
Jagadia Tarkapancanapa Bhattacarya (Rahas)d prakaie)
Gndadhara Cakravarun  Bhattacarya  (JHha) Jayaramn
Nyayapancana (Tilaka or Jayaram?) Devanatha Tarhopancs
nana (Kovya haumudi) Ramanatha Vidyavacaspaty (Rakasya
prakasika) and Snkesna Sarman (Rasa prakasa) the last of
whom desctibes Nyayalamkara  author of tbe Adarsa
(1 e Mahetvara Nyayalamkara) as s Gure  Baladeva
Vidyabhusana the well known writcr on Bengal Veignavism
also wrote 2 commentary on the Kavya prakasz entled
Saltya kaumad: but be belonged to Orissa and wrote under
the pattonage of Gajapat: Prataparudra of Onssa  And
yet Mahedvara Nyayalamkara Jaments

FIERA A I W
A T A g

The Kavya prakaia has not been so often prmted an
Bengal as st hag been in other provinces of Indta Where it 1s
perhaps much more extensively studied  for an Bengal Vigva
nalha s Sahutya darpana appeats lo be 2 mere popular text
book But at certamnly deserves wider curculatton and study
m Bengal not only as 2 brilizant text book but also 25 cne of
the mast remarkable classic works on Sansknt Poetics

Caleuita Sansk Serres No VI 1936



‘MALA TU PORVAVAT”

Inan article with the above heading (which 13 itself a
quotation  from Mammaifa’s Kavya prakdsa x 8b) m the
Annals of the Bhandarkar Institute,’ Mr Divekat attempts
to theow doubt on the mterpretation of most commentators of
Mammata that the word pfrvavat i this Kaniki refers to
mulopami which, though not mentioned before in any of the
Karihs, 15 dealt with ; the Vittion x 4b  The interpreta-
tion refeered to 18 of some smpottancs [t amphes that the
figure mala rapaka follows the rule laid down for the figure
malopema but smce malopama 18 not taught in any of the
previons Karkas and 1s explained only 1 Viltion a previous
occaston, the refereoce apparently indicates that the Karka
and the Vit of the Kavya prakdse must be taken en bloc
as the work of one and the sameavthor® The passage,
therefore, has been taken s supportung the tradition of the
identity of the Kankikara and the Vritikara of the Kavya-
prakaa Mr Divekar, however, thinks that the word
plirvavat does not refer to malopama which 15 ot to be found
m wnmediate context nor in any preceding Karka, but 1o
the sanga-mranga bheda menttoned 1n the very lie of which
the quotation forms a part The doubt raised 18 legitt-
wate, and the suggestion 18 tndeed strking, but there are
difficultres 1n accepting the solution proposed by Mr Divekar
of the whole problem

Mammaa 15 de2hing  the context vtk ripeke end ss
classificatton, and 1t 15 necessary to consider his treatment 1n
some detail 1 order to understand the bearog of the
passage 1 question Defimog ripeka m x 7o Mammata

1 Vol.wi, pt. 1(1929), p S0f
2 See8 K. D¢, Sanskrit Poencs, b p 166
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¢lc on priya i the illusteation of mala given 1 the fext'
The classification discussed may then be tabulated as
follows

rupaka

]
m}ga niranga

1 1 I 1

samasta vasta ckadeda Suddha wala

vigaya vivart

Now, from what has been said above tt 1s clear that mald
rupuka can 1 ts nature be only mranga, for bere the
SuCCEssIve superimpositions on one ebject havenot the rela
ton of princtpal and subordinate metaphomcnl representa
tions  As explained by Nagop Bhatta 10 his Uddyota com
mentary  ekavigaya nang-padartharopa rupatvan  malavam
parasparg sapeksatva virahac ¢@ nrangatvam by tad arthai®
Now such sersal representation of one upameya with succes
sive upamanas niay take the form either of asumile (pama)
or ol a metaphor {rupaka) according as there 15 bheda or
abliede between the properties of the upameys and the
wpamanas , but the two figures are essentially of the same
nature 1o having successive representations (1o the ome case
wnder sumhitede e the other wnder metaphoncal superm
position ) of one wpameye i conncetion with successive
wpamanas This 18 what Mammata wants apparently to

1 Ttas cogpervable that thete may be SCoesIvE SUpENApOSIIONS
on successive objects standimy 10 the relation of priacspal and ssborde
nafe thusis this case each metaphor can be taken separately and be
considered as such

2 Ed Chandorkar 1915 UNisae p 3¢ Smlarly Cakravartn
quoted by Vamandcarya (Kavya or &2 1917 p 5991 n s (=mata)
ca n raigaTapd wieat
on e example of maid rupaka gven by Mammats mmkyumn {ed
Anandiérama p 2M)says arra priyd ruga eha evaropa-visayo muki ad
sanga r vind A8raRguryadyar rupdd i TaRgaTI
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indicate by the word pariavat inthe Kinki viz  thatthe
malu rupake which 13 one of the sub-divisions of mirangas
rapaka 1sot the same type os the malopamd’ In other
words the term pinmar, considered 1n this Jight, implies
that, as (here 15 16 mulopamd a connection thtough stoulitede,
of one wpameya wilh SUCCESSIVE upamands, 50 10 mald ritpake
these 133 metaphonical superimposiion of successie upa
mangs on oo2 upameya  And yet Mammata s not presum
ably justified 1a relctnng to malopamd which be has pot
defined 1n any previous Kanku  The malopama, huwever, is
dealt within the Vpitionx 4 The conclusion. therefore
15 forced that Mammsta 15 refernng to hus own Vit where
he has olready deslt wath malopama, unless the word piirvarat
can be shown to 1efer to something ¢lse 1o the Same orin
some previous K@nkd Let us row sec that other jotespretation
Mz, Divehar has to offer for the much discussed word
pinmat

1n the light of what 15 said abave, we should trenslate the
hoe i question s follows  This {twofold dwision 15 called)
sahga ot entieet, but the mranga or partless metaphor® 1s
single also senal (which 1s ) as before (1 e, as 10 the coseof

1 Thus s madeclear by the Vrits on the passaec sbich says mdlo-
pamaytm wva ekasmin bohava ropuih whete malopamaiam hais
clearly s commentary o the werd purvavar s not eoerest 10 presimae
that the Vittikina. geperally quotes the mords of the RENMEkER when
be pives the meamngs 10 the srit’  for one need not go far but merely
pant ont that the Vil on soagom ctar paraphrases evety werd of the
Kanks withowt repeating the orgios] words

2 1In the abseace of bebter terms, T borrow the terms entire and
partless from Chandorkar's senderiog of the fevt

3 ScePradipe ed NSP 191L,p 329 Itss noteworthy that the
Pradipitars whom Mr Divekar quotes as his uthonty on Lhis pojat
explams the Xarikd 1m Question s refermig t0 molopemd by the word
purmsar  yahakatra milopama  tethark
dharmarope mola repakam ity orthah On this Vasdynaatha remarks

2tad v sutra vitts kitor ekatve jiapakem  malopamiyeh sdtrasnkidya
sttaveva kathanat
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sersal stmide)  Mr Divekar  however tramslates she line
somewhat differently  Thas 18 senga an untixed {rt paka) 15
however mranga but mala rupaka 15 sumlat to the former
He 1nfers from this that the word purva which hie translates
as former refers to  the divisson of sanga and niranga
(aad not presumably to malopomay  He adds Y we traps
late as given above mafa rupaka will have to be considered
agsangs mplying thereby that purva ot former 1o this
passage refers (o sanga  This 18 no doubt = novel wntecpre
tation but it 15 motenzble for 1t will be clear from the
exposstion gaven by us ebove that the mofu rupske m 118
very natur¢ cannot be considered as sange  Mr Divekar
quotes the opinion of the Pradipakara 1a support  No doubt
the Pradipakara apparently takes this view for comment
ing on this passage he states  atha sangasy@va va curyan
taram dha—mald e purvavat It appeacs however that the
words gtha sengarya must be taken as a misteading  which
15 commented upon by Vaidyanatha Tatsal and Nagop Bhajta
Vaidyanatha appcars to read nstead at/ asangasya {for ati a
sagasya) ond undetstands asanga as §nddha addg
p irva Sabdenopama paramarieh  N3gor goes further and
d scusses the reading thus  Avactt tu 2 rongasyaivels piff at
chty gaya nond padertharopa rupatvan  mdlatsam  paraspara
supehga viralac ca + raiganam i tad artlah @yam eva
yaktak pagiah 1le would tberclore regard mrm gosya
which he finds i1n some mangscrpts to be the proper reading
Vamanscarya 1 bus kearned cdition of Ravye prakasa (3rd
ed 1917 p 599) agrees with this view and remarks m 17
riipa m n rangam darfayati—mala (it ata evahuh prafcali—
mrangasyana vatcuryantaram mald oad' ad pradipe tw
ala singasyana vacitryantaram  ala  mile tn plriaval
nyuktem tad wpapattis iuddyote nagopbhapjme yat! dkathamedt
Ariets tatrawva dragtavyety elom asora grantla viedrena At
cannot be determuned whether this s shp on the part of
Pradipakera otherwisc 3 very careful and discernmg waster
ot a mete eusreading (as Nigops rematks would nd catc)
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which subsequently crept1n It 15 clear Fowerer that the
reading sanga of the Pradipakara has not escaped the motics
of commentators on the toxt and should be considered as
meorrect , and nothing ts ganed by relying on a doubtful text.
It may also be pomted ont that all subsequent wrifers on
Poetics who have taken Mammata mote or less as authorta
tive have apfeed m regarding muala rupaha as mrgngs of
mravaymva and never as sanga or smayava This appears
10 be the view of Ruyyaka (ed Nir Sae p 36 Vidyadhara
{p 213) Vidyanatha (ed Bom Sansk Scr p 374) Vivanatha
(cd Durgaprasada 1915 p 495) and Jogonnatha (ed Nir
Sag ¢ 23%)

The difficulty about regarding mala as sanga was probably
present before Mt Divehat smund for he adds  IE we how
ever transtate Thisis safge  and mala rupaka 15 as before
mala rupaka will be mranga It must be confessed that this
proposed alternative translation 15 far from clear  but simee
purvarat 6ppears to be translated by asbefore 1t may be
concluded that Mr Divekar means toimply that puriavar i
th s case does not refer tv sanga {as in the other translation
he has gives) bat to mranga so (hat mala rupaka as he
says should be classified as miranga  Having regard to the
classification proposed by Mamumata and fus followers this
explanations 15 certaindy not open to serious objection  but
the diiculty :n acecpting this translation apart from ats
vagueness 1§ that it would make the word puryaiat redundant
mthe hanka as itstands 1€ 1t were Mammata s antention
orly to say that mala like $uddha 15 mrange o would have
been enough for lim to statc  mrangam fu $uddham maola
ca Thete would beno need of adding purimar alter the
word malz of the purpose was only t0 refer thereby fo
miranga which wnmedeately precedes it incontext  Eyen st 1t
wete supposed that the word piiriavat 1s necessary for refec
ung powatedly W wranga as distmguished from sunga occut
ng um the samt bme he Sermwodknotbe happy for i that
cast apphied to 1wo successively mentioned things in the same
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THE SANTA RASA IN THE NATYA $ASTRA
AND THE DASA RUPAKA

Tt 1s extremely doubitful f the Santa as rasa s at all accept
ed by Bharata for the genumneness of the portion of the fext
of the Natya sastra 10 which the meation of Sania as a rasa
oceurs 1$ certainly not beyond question

In all the four editions of Bharata s work (Grosset Kavya
make Kashiand Gackwad) the enumeration of osly esght
Rasas excluding the ninth unre occurs at the outset of ch v1
and elaborate trearment of these exght Rasas with therr corres
ponding sthayins vibhavas etc their colour and deity follows
It may be noted that Kalidasa (Vikram u 8) credits
Bharata with the mention of eight (and not mine) Rasas
It 1s only in the Gaekwad edition that the text on samta oceurs
atthe end of cb vi and speaks of santa as the mnth rase
This add:tional text on fanta 13 commented upon by Abfu
navagupta and appears to have been known to Bhatta Nayaka
Abhigava makes an elaborate attempt to meet the objections
agatnst &inta and establish 1t as & Rasa  He gaves instances of
Bharata s awareness of Sunta but his arguments are based not
upon Bharata s mention of 1t but upon Mus silence and are
meant to explain why Bharata does not expressly speak of 1t
as a Rasa

In spite of the moportance of santa to which so much
altention 15 devoted the 1nsertion of the fanta text at the end
of the chapter on Rasa 15 1n utself susprctous  even 1f tis moy
not be put forward as a conclusive srgument Abhinava
himself however admits hat this 15 the reading oot of all
but of those who read that there are nine rasas (ye punar nava
rasatl pathant: tanmate p 333) mplying that the Rasas are
generally counted as eight but some old MSS (cirantana pusta
kegnyadda iath  Elsewhere commenting upon Blarata ¢
enumeration of eight Rasas and their corresponding sthuyins
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{p 267) Abhinava remarks that the opponents of fanta read
eight (santapalapinas fu astavite pathants) and that some read
visimaya famah (0 the text of sthayan) for vismaya$ cetr
On the other hand Abhinava addures passages like kvacic
chomah which miicate that Bharata had some hnowledge of
sama o danta but ot 1s also clear that the 1nstances quoted
only show Bharata s recogottion of Sdntaas an element and
they do not m=20 Bharat s acceptance of Santa as a Rasa Soma
18 ot mentsoned by him as one of the forty nine bhavoy
Abhinava humself draws attention to the fact that Bharata's
deBintion of the drama emphasises that it 1s Aridanaka prakina
and vinoda janana and should therefore depict worldly
matters from s point of view santa 15 apradhana and not
the leading motf  Again Bharata gives laya smiorg guna
alamkara vpi et of the eight Rasas only tn several sections
of tus work  but §anta 15 not mentioncd 1a this connexion e
pves also musical jatyangas suggestive of several Rasas but
hete also fanta1s not mentioned (ch xxix 1-4) Abhmava
notes that those who admu famia read svaccha as s colour
and the Buddha asits deity But Dhanika states distiactly
that Bharata did not charactersse Sunta as a Rasa by mention
g s vabhnvas eie AS 2 matter of fact except what 15 stated
u the nterpotated text on the fama at the end of ch i
Dharata docs not mentson the aspects of santa and its attendant
conditions
A further argment may be added  Regarding the 2dmis
sion of $dnta there has been no untlormuty of oprion while
tts sthayi bhava has been enumerated divergently  Abhinava
refers to various views which show that alb are not agreed that
Suna1s ns sthavin - Among different sthiyms proposed we
have sana-ctitar it pradama samyag judna meveda mrvisesa
aittarptts trsnt hsaya sukha distt utsaha jugupsd rafi any of
the remaining stfavins or all the cight sthayins together 1
“The pon admrssion of dantg and 1he posiing of various kinds
of sshByan tor it perhaps wodicate that Bharata whose authority
shighly respecied could cot bave defintely promulgated
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Sante rasq or IS sthaym  and the divergence arose from
the abscnce of his express authority in this matter It 15
noteworthy that Abtinava (7 ocana ed NSP p 176) remarks
that st 15 Bharata’s non mention of the sthaym of funte which
IcadsAnnndavardhana toformulate trsna ksaya as its sthaym
The objections agamst faniu are thu summarised but not
discussed b the Data rupaka (1) Some say that there 1t
R0 Sanid rasa because Bharata bas not ment oned 1ts vibhava
¢te and therefore has not charactertsed it ashe has dooe m
the case of other Rasas  {2) Some entirely deny its de facto
exustence (vastutas fasyabha, am varnayanty because m their
OpIMon men are stecnally incapable of externmnatimg raga and
dvesa (anady falg pravahayata ruga dvesayor ucchettium asak
Jatvar) {3) Some would clude fanta rasa m vira and b
Bhatsa apparently takung wtsatia and ugupsa as s sibayee
fespechively  (4) The real matuce of Sama which 1 the
total absence of 21| feeling and activity 1nvolves a state of
\naetion {samasta vyapura vilaya rupa) which cannot be re
Presented on the stage the devclopment of fanta, therefore
13 madmigsible 1 the drama (puspir natasya nafyesn) The
Naganunda whuch 15 regarded by seme as o fanta ply 1
Plaly not so because (a) the end here 15 not dama but
lordship over the Vidyadharas and (b) (he atlachment te
Malagavati bemg astagomstic to the feshog of non altach
ment essential i fonta both cannot where n the same
alambana namely Nimutavahana the conclusion therefore
1sthatthe vira (i € days vira) and dpngara arc the Rasas
1 this pla
[Dhaiminya hmself would obect fto sania ?Iy rr;‘ lll:se
Nafya which requires the delmeation of the Rasa f] r:::izm
anubhayes etc  but he would permit it 1n the Kavya h
what cannot be acted can at least be described mu. 15
commentator Dhanika would not allow Sania cven 1n pnfc y
There can be 1n hsopmion no such sthay: bl ara as a;;n
or mrieda  for the development of that state if it nWS!; ¢
atall to destroy all feelimgs of fove or hatred) would tend to
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the absence of alt feelmg and action  Such a state 1 the
very negation of the possibility of allirmung anything about
it and any deseniption of 1t would be an nadequate deserip
tion in worldly terms of what 1s unworldly Dhamka would
regard Jimutavahuna as an ndatta and not us a § 1t nuyaka
To the objection that Jimutavahana 1s depicted not as & ¢on
quering hero {jigisn) but as devoid of such n Mental state
he replies th at au Jaitya as an excelling eminence of the mimd
18 not lacking in Jimutavahann  pepisuta or heroism need not
be only of one vauety of warhke attanment one may con
quer self and vxeel n dayd dfarma ot fyage  Jimutavahana
may not beayeddiavira but ho 1sadayivra Here the
main Rasa bewng vira and not § nta he 1s certatnly an adasta
nayaka  awd $rngara bemg pot incompatible with vira the
cpisode of Malayavat 13 justifiable  Vidvanall a also takes
hmutavahana to be & dayasra but very mgensously he
attempts 1o establish that $anta can be 2 Rasa becanse 1 that
state the soul 15 about to be cmancipated (yukte viyuhs
dasa) and 5 not completcly detached so thaf the presemce
af feeling and actiity would not be incompatible while
sukha 15 not enticely absent what 15 absent 19 the worldly
sukla  The attamment of samae 1 kis opiico does not
1mply cessation from all activity

1t 18 held therefore that the objections to the sante rasa
arevotall valid A sunfa play 15 bound to appeal ¢ persons
of devout mind just 1n the samc way as drigera and virg
plays appeal to men of adifferent attitude It 1sbound to
be uncommon  but that docs not disprove that 1t 15 capable
of being depicted and relished whale 1t 18 not true to say that
men are eternally slaves to raga and dvega  There has been
a continuous siream of hierature which depicts fama as a
Rasa  The non ment:on by Bharata 1s at best a technical and
tnfling objection  The objection that famta can be easily
weluded 1 v ra and bibhatsa is msconcerved  The santa
may wavelvs wisaf @ or energy for spintual attarpment 18 mot
without effort  but the two terms are not co extensive Thure
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may be daya utsaha  dharma uisaha and so forth but fania
comprehends many kinds of ufseha and 1s much more than
mcre utsaha  The dayavira and dharma vira are as Abh
gava ponls out really two aspecis of dunta which covers a
much wider field The Santa wcludes dayu and dharma but
s oot mcluded or exhausted by (hem  In the same way,
Jugupsd may be gn accessory of fanra bt Sunta 15 not entirely
fugupsatmakat

Suidha bharatr Hoduarpur 1950

1 The entre queston ¢ discussed fully by V. Raghavan i e
Rumdervy Ot Adpiar e L0



BHANUDATTA AUTHOR OF THE
RASA MARJARI

1In my Sanshrit Poetics v p 249 2 fentative approximation
was made of the date of Bhanydatta author ¢f Rasa mafijars,
Rasa tarangrt  Gita ganriss Kuniara bhdrgmdya ond other
works to the period between the perod between the L2th
and the middle of (he 14th century butat was mdicated that
the date was not beyond doubt One passage however, of
the Rasz mafifars which was overlgohed Seems to throw
fresh ight on the question and enables us to ix Bhanudatta’s
date with o somewhat greater precision

1n one of the fllustrative serses of the Rase manfan which
excmphifies the Sattvika Gunas* there 1s a descrsption of such
Gunas i a young girl at the sight of one Nyjuma dharampala *
As the name of some other better known ungs of antiquily
mght 2¢ well tave seeved (he purpose of the post the
mention of the Nezam 1n this verse 1s curious 2nd cannot be
dismussed casily as msignificant [t would mot be smproper
10 assume thot here we have 1n the usual manner of Sansknt
poets anndirect compliment pad fo 2 reignin®  sovereign
whose patrenage the poet probably enjoyed If we can decide
wha this Nizam was our enquiry wall be narrowed down toa
considerable extent

Asa commentary on Rosa mamars called  Resa manjars
vibase by Gopala {altas Vopadeva) son of Nrsimba 18
expressly dated in 1572A D * it s clear that by the words

1 Called Sattvika Bhyas by other wisters
2 [d Denares Skt Seres (1904) stanza 121 p 232 Theloem
question runs thus 1ai kisk raa-pathe nema-dhareripalo yam alokitch
3 The verss which gwes the date of campastuon 1s thus guoted by
Stean (2ammu Catalogue Extracts p 273)
tenssa s w1 20 rand) ra \eda-dhovar) ganye iro ravsaes |
manjaryas tu \ikasa ega raciia bhEvar sarde pritaye
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rijuma dharampdle, the poct cannot tefer to kugs of the
wmoders Nizam dynasty whach dates from the comparatively
recent time of Nizam ul mulk Asaf Khan A probable clue
1o this problem 1s formshed by Ananta Pandita avth T of the
Vyangyartha kaumudi commentary (1636 AD) on Rasz
mafijars who explzans the phrasc 1 question 33 mpamakhyo
devagies rapalr 1€ this ioterpretation 15 accepted *  then the
TNizam relerred to would be 2 king of Devapir) whose nagie
was Nizam It 55 well known that Ahmad Nizsm Shah
obtamed possession of Daulatabad (Devagun) some hime
between 1499 and 1507 AD and founded the Nizam Shahi
dynasty of Dekkan which contnued mpower 1l 1637 AD?
‘The name Devagiti however, was changed to Daulatabad
as early as 1339 AD when MWuhammad Ibn Tughlag
removed hus capital from Dethi to that place® The reforence
by Bhanndatta therefore seems fo 1ndscate a date at the end
of the 15th and begioning of the I6th century for the Rasa

mafjan

Stew nterprets yuga randhra veda~tharan o 1434 with 2 query but st
veally gives as 1494 (as corvected by Ste n h mselfatp 421)  He thinks
However that the Safwat era 1s used so that the dats of composttion of
the commentary would be (438 AD  Dui Sndhar Bhandarkar (Report
of Second Tour 19046 p 36)1> probably ightan bold ng that Ibe Saka
era 15 msed m wheh case the date of the commentary would be 1572
AD  SeeSansirsPorcs 1 pp 25152

1 Although Ananta Pand ta 1y 2 farly late werter belong ng to the
17th century hus native place was near Abmadnagar (seo Samsknf
Poctiey1 P 251} end 2 probable that ks antcrpretabion was based
upon some current trad tion for the older Nezam dynasty was all but ez
tnsta bus me  That the explanat on is ot e fapceful ouc 13 idicated
by the fact that Amanta himself pues mmediately afterwards another
(204 ths time an obviously fanciful) mterpretation of the passage
applyng i Suiqepa  yad 12 nuan aimlyan amais prapnoty st nijimah
sa casau dharan palah  dulsscho-dénavad; v derakened 1 bhdvah
etadriah Sikesgo ¢y arthak 1

2 Duggs Fer shtan 2000

3 Briggs op cu 1 419

10
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Il1s somewhat sucpnsing that Bhanudatts  who describes
Videhz as hns native place and tepresents the river Ganges
flowing through his country’ should eulopise o prince of
Dekkan  Ttis possible that at some tine or other of fis
carcer hie nught have come to the South This would pethaps
explain the fact of Bhanudatta’s hoving more southern
commentators than northern The wmislection :darbhabhuh
for widehabhuh i somc manusctipts of Rasa manpari®
ndicates probably some tradstion which conngeted him with
Vidarbha although this was not hus native place

B N Bhattacharya refers’ to a tradition among Bihar
Pandits that Bhanudatta s father wrote a work calied Rasa-
raina diptha', and (hat his grand father Sarikara who wrote
acommentary on Suharga’s Khandana Ahanda hhadya {ed
Fandit x 672} flounsshed about 1405 AD  Although the
date of Bhanudatia s grandfather does not senously conflict
with the date of Bhanudatta proposed by us the tradition
does mot agres with Bhanvdatta’s genealogy as given by
tmselt ain s Rumara bhargaviya® which tells us that the
nzme of tus grandfather was Mahadeva and not Sarfikara
In this genealogical account mention 13 made of one
Surefvara son of Ratnefvare who wos an ancestor of
Bhanudatta separated by six generations from himself and
who wrotc a Sariraka blasya vurttiha We peed nof identify
with Eggeling ® thus Suregvara with the frmous Surcsvara
who was 1 disaiple of Samiharacarys  for this would

1 dedo yasya videl abuh sura sanif katlola kirm 1 ok gtanza 138
7

2 Sanske s Poctes 1 p 249 fn 2

3 Joumal of the Dept of Leters Cal Unv 1x 1923 p 163

4 Thisisprabahly the work cited by Bbanudatta 1o hs Rasa
tarang mi(ed Graothamils on1 31 e Resnaud p 44 1 3 There
marks on thos svork 33 P U5 of Sanshir Poer cs pow requ re correet on

S Sanskr 1 Poctes 1 p 248

6 Inda Offce Cat of Sanshr ¢ MSS v p 1540 where the genea
Lo ¢l verscs are quoted wn uft
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unwarrantably push back the date of Bhanudatta to a fime
wiuch would be mconssstent With other data furnished by
s works

As to the xdentity of Bhanudatta with the poet Dhanokara
Har Datta Sarmia® relies chiefly on the ascoiption of large
number of Bhanudalta s verses to Bhanukara by some late
Anihologtes By far the largest number of Bhanudatta’s verses
are found nssigned fo Bhasukaraina compilation entitled
Padya recana by Laksmana Bhstta Afkolakara, but for this
wosk s editors themselves (¢d Kavyamala 86) weuld ot
claim 2 higher antignuty than a hundred years (between 1625
aod 16508 O the other Anthologies the Rasike jivana
belongs to the 17th centeey, and the Subhasita haravali
asP K Gode has shewn® to the end of the 17th century
One would require moro substantial evidence than the notor:
ously careless and confused attributions 1n medern compila
uons of uncerfain value

1 In Annals of BORE xv1 1936 pp 243 58 See also on this quest on
GV Devasthal i New ind Antquary vi 1244 pp D117 I B
Chaudhurr Must m Patconage 2 Sanskr (¢ Learnng Caleutta 1942
w22

2 SeeP K GodemJOR Madras Xv 1940 pp 18493 on the date

of this anthiology
3 InABOAI 3w 1935 pp 26351



THE CURTAIN IN ANCIENT INDIAN
THEATRE

A great deal of controversy has centred round the word
Yavamka which siguifies the curtaim employed 1 ancient
Indian theatre  The object of this paper 15 not to reopen the
enture question  but certain assumptions made since the time
of Windisch Weber and Wilson appear to have recewved
cuerency without much justifcation and a erstical examination
of certain relevant facts has therefore become necessary

1t 3s now generally admatted that the word Yavanika can
not be taken as an arpument for proving Greek influence on
the Indan stage or drama  The word 15 taken to be a deriva
tive from Yavana meaning lonsan the Greeks with whom
Indians came mto contact  But since the word was not con
fined to what was Greck alone and siace thero 15 no proof that
the Greek mme had any use for the curtan it has been
suggested that the word refers not to the curlain but to the
matersal of the curtaro for which the practice of usiog foreign
cloth possibly Perstan tapestry brought to India by Greek
merchants 15 presumed  But 1t should be clearly understood
that thete 15 no evidence to support this presumption even
though it has been repeated 10 all recent text books on the
subject The attempt * again to remove this difficulty and
denve the word Yavanika brom the root yu (yunair mpnost
anaya ) 18 teo ingenious to be seriously considesed  But st

13 :mportant to note 1n this connexsen that the word Yavamka
as such 15 rarely recogosed by old Indian lexicograpbers 1t

1 StenKonow Indscl¢ Drama (BalnandLe pzg 1920) p 4
A Berniedale Keth Sansér 1 Drama (Oxford 1924) pp 1 359 M
Watern 1z Gescl hte der ud schen L tteratwr (Lepzg 1922) 1
PERVE

“ 91 T M Trpath Commentary on Camodsrsgupta s K #an moje
3
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15 mot mcluded as a synonym of the curtain by Amara,
Sasvata, E , Yadava-prakdsa or Kefava
In the second chapter of Bhara(as Napya Sastra, where

the construction of the stage 15 detarded, nerther the word
Yavanikd nor any description of it ocours , but it ts apparent.
Iy koown, as it occurslatern 5 11-12 n the description of
the elements of the Plrva ranga

etan: ca bakur gitany antar-yavamka gataih |

prayokirbhih prayoyyan: taniri bhanda krians wf]

1atas ca sarva kutapawr yukidnyanyan: karayet]

vighatya vau yavanikar nreya pathya-ketuni ool !
This 1s the text given by the more recent Benares edition®
{1929) which does not motice any vamant readimg, butit
should be noted that the older Bombay edition? (1894) records
the variant Javanik i both places, while the edition of
Grosset (1898) reads Javamba 1o both places, only one of its
manusenpts havipg the form  Yavamka

This vaniation of reading raises an important pont, for

the word Javanika (and not Yavamka} occurs regularly in the
lexwcons e ¢ of Amara (2 6 120) Halayudba (2 154)¢ and
Kefava (p. 53,41 300)* asthe pame of a curtam, but not
necessanly of the theatre curtain The commentators on
Amara, nghtly or wrongly, derwve the word from the verbal
100t ju thus

Ksuasvimin  javante syam javanhi

Sarvdnanda Jayanarm vego'sya asi javamika

Phinuy Dnkpa  jevaty anyam. juh Samro dhatih

gatau vege ca, tyuf, svarthe kan

t ed Batuknath Sarma and Baladev Upadhyay Kashi Skt Series
Benares 1929 The fater works va Dwmaturgy (Dafarzpaka Nitya
darpana ¢(c ) do not throw aay light on the question

2 ed Nirnay Sagar Press Bombay 1894

3 Pans and Lyon, 1498

4 Abhdhana ratna-maia, ed Th Aufrecht, London 1861

S Kaipedra kots, ¢d Gackwad s Onental Senes Raroda 1928
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Similarly 1 his Abhidh 1(2 344)
sncludes Javans as & synonym for cortan and cxplans 1 the
commentary jmante syam Javant The word seems to be
old and occurs an the sense of theatre cortamn in the Har
vamia ?

{preksagaranc | refur  JavamhBhgepalh sepaksd va hhe
nagal and 1n the Bhagavata Purana{l 8 19)

miya javamkacchannam ajia dhoksaam avsayamf
ner daksyase o « tha dysa najo nagsa dharo yathal |

Although the form Javanika 1s thus authenticated tte

y y of the 18 too faneifnl and
brushed aside by modern scholars wha assume that the werd
Iavanika 18 nothing but a Praknie form of the word Yava
pika ?  But it 1s clear that this assumption proceeds with the
acceptance of the Yavaniki Joniar equation and thereby really
begs the question

There 15 yet a t1ird form Yaman:ka which docs not appear
to have received any senous consideration Through the
nfnence chuelly of the Yavaniba Jomsan theory [tus form has
been summanily dismissed by Bohtlingk and Reth as a scribal
nustake for Yavaorka and by Sten honow as mercly secondary
but itis by Indian 3
and found 10 some manuscopts of Sansknt plays and poems
Thus Mahesvara® commesting on the passage quoted from
Amara above (2 6 120) gives for the curtam the synonyms
pratisiru javaika yamartha uraskaram (a fact which 18 noted
1 the modern Sabda kalpadrima)s Bhanup Diksia explains
fucther yamamia {1t va pihal yamayal: yama vparame
yut and Sarvananda siumilotly notes  dryer wparatir @i ayen

1 Ed Bombiy 2297 ed Calewttadsi§ In later Kavya the
word occurs 1 $ldupala adfar 54 Haray jayaxl et

2 But contrary P schel n Gatt ng sche gelel rie Anze gen 1891
P 334 —The Des nama malag vesboth fa an d(4 1) and fo on?(2 25)
i the sense of screen bt obv onsly these are der vatyes respest vely of
Sanskr t javan ka 2od ya ant

3 Asin Nombay ed 18%
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va ygmantha*  Hemacandra 1n the passage quoted above
commentiog on the word javant adds  yamans ity apr  1a the
ubsence of critical editions of Sansknt plays and poems the
editors of which usually adopt the form yavenika® the eve
dence therefrom 1s uncertain  but a few 1mportant occurrences
of the form ysmaniAa may be noted here In Hillebrandr's
enitical edstion of the Mndra raksasa ® the teadng accepted
10 two places 10 the stage direction 15 yamantha although the
usual vaniants yavarika and javaniha arealso poted p 192,17
tatak pravisats yamarikaveta Sarro mukhamatra dydyas canak
yah p 1931 11 ywramkam dpanisopasriya In Megha
prabhacarya’s Dharmubhtyudaya® one of the stage directions
occurs as yamankantarad  yat vesa dhart pulrakas tatra
sthupaniyah p 15 (no v I noted) In a verse of Bhartrhar
Sataka givenin P von Bohlen's edition (no 51)* and re
produced m Bohtlingk's Indesche Spruche (no 779)%  the word
preferred 15 yavamke

jaré firnair angatr paga iva vall mandsea tanur

narah samsarante visau yama dhat  yavanikam
but both von Bohlen and Bahtlingk conscientionsly record the
variae lectiones namely yamaruke and javanrka

1 Theprinted text (ed  Trivandrun Skt Series 1914 17) ewdently
weongly reads yavanika t

2 As 10 Svapna vasavadatia Acvi after §l 16 padyamas tavad
rupa sadrsyam samks pyatam yovunka 1w Prot muat the cod of Act
1 after §l 31 kdicukiyo yavan kastaranars kerot  Also Malavikagn
mua v 18/19 As na vavants are usually recorded it 13 nat clear
whethet the editors af plays 2nd poems Proceed stnctly on mantscript
evdence o on a precuncerred b as reparding greater desrability of the
Yavanka forn

3 Brestau 1912 K H Dhruvas edit onreads jayan ka which s
translated as a fine coat of marl

4 Be Juna Atmaninda Granthamald Senics no 61 Bhavoagar
1918
5 Berln 1833 Theverseis mssigin Telangs ed ton (Bombay
Skt Series Bombay 1893)

6 St Petcrsberg 1863 65 (1n 3 vols)
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Tuss clear therclore tht Yamamild s as much a recogn
sed form of (he word for curtam as Javamkd and perhaps
more than Yavanihi I we accept the etymology proposed by
commentators on lexicons the form Javanikd makes some
sense however fosaiful , while Yavamka denwves 1te validity
only from the rather far fetched explanation that it referred to
the foreign matenial of the cloth  The form Yamanths, on the
other hand, perhaps makes o better and more natural sense.
tis obviously derved from the oot yam (1 1009), *to stop
or restrain’, sigmfying a covering or curtam , and 1t would
Dot be unjustifiable to suggest that 1t was perhaps the onginal
form, which 15 almost lost or replaced by the other two forms
Yavantka and Javamkd That 1t 15 not a fichtious denvaine of
lexicographers 1s clear from the fact that the word yamam
fom which 1t1s directly derived appears 10be old, beug
traceable as far back as the Pifusaney: Sambuta (14 22}

As the Rahga pitha or stage appears to have had no
wings' (ss 1n modern theatre) the questton of drop-curtain
doesmotanse  The curtain was presumably meant (there
having been mo scenes) to screen off the Nepathya grha or
tinng 1oom which was behind the Radga pitba of siage  The
exact location of the curtais  however s not ghven i the
Natya fastra nor 1a later dramaturgic works  Wilson was of
opion that  curtains were suspended trapssersely so as to
dwidethe stage into different portions open equally 16 the
sudience  but screemang one set of actors from the other ™
But tus theory of transverse curtan os Keith has alrcady

1 Unlesshe two Mattavaranis  whose fusction js obscire on the
two ndes of the Radga pibob scted as such , but thas 1s very ual hely
Scc Mankad (Hindu Theatre 10 THQ viu 1932 pp 4851 4345%) who 1
el ned 10 believe that there Were 50 Wings nor was there any drop-
curtun m antieot Indian stage  The Mathaviramss ar¢ probably ents
Blatures 1o the form of elepbant with up-lufted (runks

2 The passage from Svapnasdsmadang quored above m p 151
foot-note 2 cannot be utged 1n SUPPOrt for the ord ya anekd there can
be explained simply as a sereen or vl which hudes Visavadatta from the
kg The frst Act of Mrechakaniha 25a1n s nota televant amstanice
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pomted out lacks corroboration3  The same remark apphes
to the conjecture of Momer Williams {Sokuntala, p 4) that
the curtamn was “suspended across the stage, answenng the
purposes of scenes, behind which was the space ealled
Nepathya” We have only the authonty of Abhinavagupta
who,1n his commentary on the Napyadastra® locates the
curtain betwsen the Rodga pitha and the Rafga $irsa (ratra
savanika rangapitha tacchirsuyor madhye, p 212) But there is
some difficulty 1n accepting this location The Ranga §irsa
ag 1ts pame :mplies, was presemably the place at the head or
extreme end of the Radga pitha 1 e between the Radga pitha
and Nepathya grha  Its usc 13 thus explained by Abhinava-
gupta tat pdtrandm vidruntya agacchaiam ca guplyai rangas)a
$obhayar ranga-sirah karyam (p 63) But since the musicians
are also allowed to sit there, 1t has been wrged that there s
1o point 1n making them sit behind the curtaio, along with
actors tired or nbout to cater , for the curtatn s the position
suggested would screen them off from the Rafga-pitha  Even
allowing that the orchestra may be screencd off there ss
no point 1n making tired Ot entering actors sit there when
the retring room 15 Just immediately benind  Fhus might have
been the case i Abhmavagupta’s time, but i the onginal
plan of the theatre given ta the second chapter of the Nopye
$astra, the curtamn appears to have had no place there, and its
absence 15 perhaps 1n conformuty with the onginal practice of
musicians stng openly 0 the Ranga firga  In the face of
these difficulttes it 1s not possible 1o determune exactly ths
posation of the cortain , but 1t ts not unlikely that sts employ
ment was meant (as Nafya fasrra, Bombay ed 12 23,
Benares ¢d 33 23, indicates) lo screen off the way of
enteance of the netors from the lring room fo the stage Dut
since the Nepathya grha walloned to bave two doors for

for here ctriomly we have to 1magine i shiflung scenes which tale
plact an C3rudatia s house and in the street outnde  and such bomarked
scenc-abilting i common enough in Ssovkat plays

I Ed Gaelwad s Orueatal Series Baroda 1926
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entrance of actors (hdryam diara-dvayarit catra nepathya-
grhakasya tr)' apparently into the Radga-irga and thence 1o
the Ranpa pitha 1t has been sometimes presumed that therc
must have been two curtams covering the two doors  But
1f Abhimavgupta s view 15 azccepted, the cortam, sospended
across between the Radga pitha and Ranga $irga would have
screcned off the entire stage from the Nepathya grha with 115
twodoors, thus forbidding the necessity of any presumption
of two curtains for the two doors  Therz 1s agan ne ground
for assuming that the curtain was pasted n the mddle, or
that the actors entered through the parting drawn aside At
feast. no such description or reference 1s found 1o drama-
turgic texts  The curtain appeats to have been siumply tossed
aswdc when actors entered  Even an the case of hurmed
abrupt or violent entrance the position of the curtam, whether
between the Rofga pstha and Ranga éusa or between the
Ranga §irsa and the Nepathya grba, would not kinder st The
stage direction for hurried entrance apapi Ksepena praviaty
would, therefore stmply mean “enters without a toss of the
curtain*

Some of the commentators however explain the phrase
diffcremly  Quobing Halayudha, who gives Apati 85 2 syno-
nym of Payi or Javamika (upati kandapajalt syat pratistrd javg
mkd 1 154). Roghavebhatia (op  Sekunteld 1 and vi)
explains  apap Asepenetr  wrasharans irgskurenety orthalt
Kityavema's explanation 1s ssmilar  harga Sohad; soribhrama
yuktasya najesye pravesah pagaksepena keryate  ‘This inter
prefation would wmply that nermally the entrance of actors
was effceted by drawing asule the curtain  but in the case of
hurried entrance the curtain was tossed aside  But Samlara
appears (0 ageee with our view when he says  apapt Asepena

| Atra=ranga ffrsa from the context Bharats  Nijye-fastrg
Benaresed n 10 explans tp €8) d oa
rakga s acpathya sata patra-prave(dya The powtion of the doors
ratier obscurcly given 19 discussed by Mankad at pp 48990
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akasmad 1ty arihah  pofi kgepo na kariavya artasaje pra
vesuyoh ift bharaieh (we have not becn able 1o trace this
quotation i the present fext of Bharata) That tle curtan
was tossed aside when actors entered 15 trdicated by the
followmng passage from Bharatas Aajya fastra (cd Bombay
1223 o Benares 13 29)

Sathet warga rasopetamt prakefinam pravesore

dF vayum Samipravyiiayars pofe canapahargite]|

Karyah pravesuh pateanan: narartha rasa s bfave b
Tle jassyge from Damodaraguptas Kagganl mare cited by
Mankad (p 494) need not go apanst this view e toss g
of the curtain bemy 1wdicated equally by the words gipta
aprhorptaor apante Dohtngh (Sukentola ¢d Bonn 1847
has 2 Jong sote after the commentatats on this slage diree
tion (Actty p 46 p 208) but this was wedlten Jang before
definte knowledge of ancient Indian stace was malable

MundliConm Vol gt v (Blaaryi¥dyd ix 1348}



THE PROBLEM OF BHARATA AND ADI BHARATA

The tecently published English translation of Bharata's
Napyaesistra by Manomohan Ghosh, as well as P, V, Kane's
sevised History of Sansknit Poctics prefixed to hus new edition
of the Salutya darpana? reopens some 1mportant questions
about the text, one of which s the much discussed problem *
of Bharata and Ad Bharata

Asearly 05 1912, P, R Bhandarkar® first posnted out that
“Raghavabhatfa mentions & work called Adi Bharata™ and
that “a MS wilk the name cxists 1 the Mysore Onertal
Library™ An actual examination of the MS i 1932 by
P K Gode,* however, revealed the fact that the work which
the Mysore MS contained was nothing more than the Napya-
Sastra of Bharata mtself  This is what P K Gode gives as
the result of ks cxammation

The MS$ 18 descubed 1n the Catalogue of the Mysore
Oriental Library (1894) o5 [ollows

590 sifwe ivearrigiag

({74) =70 <% To wEUTA)
With the kindaess of the Curater of the Mysore Onental
Library Iwasable to get on loan the so called MS of
the Adt Bharata tallysng outwardly with the deseription
of the catalogue given above On actnal examunation,
fowever, this worh 1 Andhea characters turned out 1o
be arcgular MSof the Nifyadastra 10 an icomplete
condition, only 15 chapters being extant i thus copy
with a folio of matter from the 16tk chapter

Gode lurther notes that the colophon to the first, as well

1 Bibliorheraindica Calcutta 1951
Thisd edetvon, Bombay, 1951

3 Indian Antiguary, h p 155

4 ADORI, xul, pp 9293
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as the last 15th chapter, mghtly gives the name of the work
as Bhdratiys Natya fastra  The evidence of this MS, (here
fore, becomes useless m establishmg the existence of an
ndependent work of the name of Adi Bharata

But w 190, Manomohau Ghosh? collected and discussed
the quotations from Adi Bharata as well as from Bharata,
found 11 Réghavabliajia’s commentary Arsha dyotanid on
Kaldasa’s Abiujfiana sakumala® He pives mineteen quora
tions’ from AdiBharata, of which, however 2§ many as
twelve are traceable n the present text of Bharata s Nana
dasira  Of the remmning seven guotatiops four are. in
Ghosh's opioion, untracesble and three have parallels 10t
Of mme quotations from Bharata seven are shownm to be
directly traceable

Rughavabhalta appears to have been fauly widely acquam
ted with works and authors on Alemkira, Nujya and Samgua *
Beswles Bharata and Adi Bharata, be quotes (ed NSP) for
mstance, from Bhamaha (p 10) Kavyadarsa (p 19,68), Udbhaja
{p 110), Vimana (p 3, etc), Dhvanikira (p 11, 110), Matuma
bhatta (p 44, 67), Sarasvati-hanthabharana (p 19,98) Bhosa
(p 73 199) Rajinakas Mammata (p 85), Rejamaka Ruczka
(p 38, 16t, 193), Rucaka (p 179) Ablunava bhdrati(p 6 20)
Dagarlipaka (p 6 8 50, 53, 84 110, 146 189 195, 204, 225
226, 230), Dhanika (p 8 20, 51, 64, 115), Matrgupta or
Matguptacizys {all verse quotations p 7,8 9,13 15,20
57,62, 74 110,126, 151, 154, 156, 199, 230) Nalya dorpana
(p 6 Natya pradipa (p 6), Natya locana (p 7), Dhava prakd
4ka (p 7, 9,168) Rasarnava sudbakara {p 114 17.), Sudhd

1 iHQ 1930 pp 7580

2 Our references are 10 the Bth editon Nirmay Sagar Press
Bombay 192,

3 Ghosh appears tg have overfooked one quotation from Adi
Bharata on p 168 which deals with Niyatipti  Ths makes tbe tots!
number of Raghavabha[fa’s quolaLiony twemty

4 s criations from grammatical lemical poencal and dramave
Satisan sk albar
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hara (p 8. 13,15 33,55.58,69,73 75 B4, 115, 163,188, 254),
Saterta saevasva (p 6), Samgita sudhamdhy (p 242), Samgua
satoakara (p 191, 209, 229) Nagara sarvasva (p 50), and
Ratevilasa {p 76) Raghavabhaia’s date1s not known but
since the latest work he quotes 1s the Rasdrnavassudhibara
of $ifiga bhupala, he could not have flounished before 133¢
AD By following a different line of 1nvestigation P X
Gode® nrraves At a more precise date of Raghavabhatta m the
tast quarter of the 15th century (14751550 AD) Thisisa
fairly late date, and since a very large number of hi
quotations from Adi Bharata are directly tracenble im Bharata’s
Nagsa $astra, Tus testmony cannot be taken as conclusive
But ot the same time 1t 15 elear that whatever may have been
s character, some text or author under the name of Adi-
Bharata was known 1@ Ina, as disiegushed [rom Bharata
from whose Napya fastea also be makes 1ndependent cilations

The only oiher work which purports 1o give us a portion
at least of an AdeBharata® is contmined in 2 curious MS,
custing i the Bhandarkar Onentol Research Institute and
entered snts Catalogue® under the title Nagya sarvasva dipha
Anoccount of this MS was gven by D R Marnkad®, but
since he was unable to come to a defimite conclusion and sinee

1 Caleutta Onemal Journal w 1836 pp 17384 Raghavadhapta
w3y a Mahlrisra Brihmag whose father Pribvidhara Bhejts migrated
to Benares befors 1450 A D He wasalso the suthor of the Peddrihd

daria commentary oo the Tustne work, Saredd ilake ted  hashy
Sanskat Scries 1934y

2 Flamksishoa havi(ed Adia Jastra GOS 1,p 50f the preface)
staics that he possessen & fragment of a work called Sadidwa bharata
which according to ham may be the AdiBhatatn But hegwes no
accoum of @t nor does he aprear Lo have consulted the Mysore and
Toona MSS  Sumlarly he speaks of a Vyddha Dharata in 12000 granthas
(Journal of Andkra # R S w p 23} DBuithesc statements ore not
anthentseated

3 Deschpnive Carologe o) Manuscripts in the Bhandackar
Qriental Research Institute 3l (AlsthkEm, Sahpita and Nagya) 1936
o 4t

4 ABORI ain p 173
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sthasabeanng on the adi Bharats problem we give herea
detaded stody of the MS which 15 necessary for vnderstand
ng (he value of 1ts testimony
The MS obtaned oo loan through the courtesy of the
Curator of the Bhandarkar Instrtute consists of 61 folws
size 10 x8  woitten an clear end bold Devanagan characters
an counlry made paper with marginal borders suled in dowbie
red Lines  having generally 10 to 11 lwnes toapage The
genersl appearance of the MS 15 not old
Qther notable charactersstics of the MS are folios 15
contan & list of contents in three columns separated by double
red lines and read at the ond zfy adavwaw foho6
beging the text wath the Mangala verce sierTFIfaaRfaT
A%arfa |, fohos 12 13 and 14 are numbered twice but the e
peated fohios contain different matter folio 14 which abruptly
breaks off without completing the matter 11 hand 1s Jeft three
fourths blank therealter the repeated folo 12a 25 blank the
repeated folio 120 bepins the text again with wRRWT 70
and another Maigals verse firy @wm su= fwemr,
folios 26 29 and 44 are not numbered fohio 43b breaks off
abroptly wathom completing the matter and leaves one fourth
of spaco blank folio 47b is blunk after folio 47a ends with
£fa @RI YA folto 48a begins with Ahgabhinaya
fohio 57b crds wuth vieET 79 FTAHERCRIGHTTA T
TG @7, leaving the page Falf blank  the Jast folio 61a ends
sth g TA(e RTTRY T U fEEUNTR o A
leaving three fourths of the page blank 61b ss blaok and
bordered with flowery design
It will be clear even from this brief description that the
MS 18 neitker convinwous nor complete  Dut what 13 no
noticed 1n the Cagalogue as well s by Markad 15 thatat1s o
composite MS written at least by two different hands  1n
this fespect 1t appears to consist of dufferent unite or frag
mens of fext for the Sst hord appenss an folos 1 14 {end ot
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Samavaya skandha) 26 (beginning of Purvarafige) 47 ond
5361 the second hand is d stinctly seen on folios 15 25 (end
of Adhy 6) and 48 57

At the outset there 15 2 curious hist of contents {foltos 1 5)
prefited to 1the work and called Sansbeta prakaranz  We shall
see thatn the begimmng of the text tself theee 1s a similar
account of the contents and the section 15 called Samketa
dhyaya  Thelists gve a total of 5 Shardhas 32 Adhyayas
and 221 Prakaranas coverimg the entire work

They ate enumerated thus

Samavaya standha Adhyaya 6 Prakarana §4
Siksa skundha Adhyasa 6 Prakarana 69
Bhava mirupana skandha  Adhyaya #1 Prakarana 53
Ullasa skapdha Adhyaya 6 Pralaranz 34
Vaibestka skandha Adhyaya 3 Prakarana 11
5 Skandhas Adhyaya 32 Prakarana 221

The prefixed List of contents (folios 1 5) ends with the words
qaruda [=0f% oo macgie probably secwnda manu] FETTTR (
oW AT A ARSI i Wo shail see that so far as
the teat 18 available the contents as detailed here do pot
actually conform to the matter respectively deatt with in the
workatself  Asthe pagination and handwriting are contr
nuous 1t cannot be saidthat this prefixed st was compiled
and added later on But1t 15 curious that 1t contamg words
Like Pealaranaln {=Prakaranan) Dist bhedalu (==Drst
bhedab)  Sto sthanakuln (=Stn sthanakam) etc where the
Telugu plural afix Ju undoubtedily sndicates ts Andhra
ongin

After this comes the text of the work itself which com
mences oo folio 62 but the MS s corrupt and incorrect
throughout It beguns thus.

(folio 63] whrenefrgnRmdfmmiy
FryongttiieTmey |
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edafy TRt
o qraieeRe: B )
SRR i @l ) -
oy whEE ang(rs | wRiERE gehdel o
gan, (Dandin 114) £f ST ) e ST f—
wrafiaufy sl g nivats
gAY Remafr AR Afwdizats |

e oo
g g A (1) frgtiimamsaresaly o
o W AR TR SRWETA G m
e T wfi—
wfiew g 7@ afE TR )
g TR et e
@ ARG reaendaraed () Wiy meer
g AR —
A A gfeeg TR A At
aqelt wimrest faEr A ferr )
T e e A gfgI
Ry R e A adw R
{folwm 6b) W frm wemEE{RereEagETSi-

gy AR A | TR e A e R
AT o oaw | G Sifafeest g

FrfpafeeaTead fade shfe—
et tRimetTT,
AR 1
PRI AT
frrgregaramee e ag @ 0
After snother Namaskriya to Bhumi devi, we have prelun:
nary remarks on the subject mattet of the wark (folio 6b)

1
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w7 TerE @ o R, AR e
feriifa—
TR wdgE W pmbnder e
AR I8
lfolo 7a) et wm efy o T &f oM A efa A
TTRFirk e i SOOI W | SEHIE—
i fogewn’ g ard s dun )
Tt forrerd S @) e wAERA
7 ST T il free—
SIS, TR FFRATATN ST 1
TR T TR,
<) g
wRdEE—
o fen Rear aitd v 37 g =R
FMLTTRD T G
TR i e s
T i g meEE I
o this way, after elaborate Sastra pra$arhsi, the work
yefers to the mythical onigin of the §3stra, and proceeds to give

some wnformation about its own purpose and its author (folia
b}

T afor A aEEE

A N TR 0
AeE % T e g s
A} AR I TG 1
T T QT e &)
FEar: ety sfemntea n
T AT TR TR T |
Faa W W e S

1 The Pada ss metrically defective thypermetricy
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T gh TR
ferfire gerRrary |

T TG ERE A GERERmEeiiE
it Fanir sl gedl f fiedarty e whefy
(folio 83) fy srfread 7 @@ (1)1 st wrdtedm

= A
qiAEAT AR
R cevizaaize i
TE TaqfrassT amdar
(mragTelTeta # T |
AR AR T
Lpacau i iy
R AR A o
ATIGEE FAOCACAY 70 1
dargn s T
gopr frer i qrafnfy e
T i g
FATTIATRAT! EFRATOT 0
Ths rather long quotation from the beginning of the work
15 given 1ot oaly beeause it will give some idea of 1ts made of
composttion which consists of verse karika and runmng prose
commentary but also because 1t furnishes i formation about
the author or authors and the purpose of the work It would
appear that the MS contains the text of what ss called the
Ad: Bharata along with 1ts commentary called Natya sarvasva
dptka The anthor of the Adi Bharata appears to be Nara
1 Asthe metre 18 M2l nr the read og qTFFr 1 suggested

2 MS§ aRfT 5
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yana or yanatya, also called Rimdnand
yogurtja, who was the son of the minister Vardyappa and his
wife Kokilambi, and belonged to the Varakotikalapiidh family
of the Vatsagotra The name of the author of the com-
meatary 15 oot given, but he bows to his preceptor, named
Vaudya, before he commences Jus exposison of the Adi
Bharata which 1s apparenily a late work of South Indian
ongin

As 1o other MS of the 50 called Adi Bharata 1s avaitable
we will have to examune the subject-matter of the work atself,
as presented by our MS, and find out, if possible, (7} whether
our MS contams the entire Adi Bharata, along with 1ts com-
mentary, or gives only o part of it, and {1/) whether the MS
contains a contiouous and siogle nork, or fragments of differ-
ent works,

On folos 82-J12 we bove a geéneral synope:s of sopics
dealt with an the work 10 the order of Skandhas Adhyayas
and Prakacanas  The section »s colled Samketadhyiya Al
though less detailad, it corresponds generally to the prefatory
st of contents (hereafter called Contents) given on folies 1-5,
of which we have spoken above, Itiseatirely mn Anosjobh
or Sloka metre, with 0o prose commentary A verse lowards
the end (folio 10b) says that all this was taught by Siva
humself *

N
SRR, |
and then summanses the extent of the wark thus (folio 10b)
wtfi W et g
aasfanime gRmEE |
A Ty w e fff. o

1 Abhuavagupta {Abln Bbirati ¢d GOS p 8) mforms ma that
Sadaswa, bike Brahma 1 somelimes spoken of by some  trachérs who
sete Loremout amos Nistkas (nstkadhuryopadhyaysh) as one of

£ the Natya Sstra ! also refers to Sadl
ma (1 152) Apparently Abbanavagupla ronuders such Sadadva
‘Bharaia to be heretieal |
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TR fr e e |
um $ife 2 e i 0
AT 9 AR T |
AT T T AT 1
This enumeration corresponds with fhat gwen 1n the pre
lmunacy Contents namely that the work contains 5 SLandhas
called respectively Samavoya Sikse Bbava mrupana Ullasa
and Vakesika 32 Adbyeyas and 221 Prakaranas i 6 000
Slokas
‘Then we have an interesing passage n which different
traditrons of the Sastra as well as the scope and character of
the present work are mentioned (folio 105)
T agwT af T APEREARE
a0 srpRe AT IR 4
SAETRRIR T2 e
AT, B GETEATA |
TrIed gRmmkmRe o
Estiniusuziagiicr L

TR To9 o A T R U

T i A dm AR &

FACTR GG 0aes AT 8
The purpert of this passage seems to be that there are
various Bharata astras of which the authonty as well as the
onginal s that Bharata who 13 Umapati1e §wva) Hence
dane:ng® 1s known as the mode of Adi Bharata  The Natakas
called Dafarupakas which consist mostly of words and are
vanously rcprosenicd by actors efp are mot the standard for
pure dancing (Nitta) which ts mdeed fhe sousce of both
Natakas aod Natikas  Henco this work speaks  according to
the Sastra of the unmixed element of the Natya (namely
Nrtta) Inother words Nrita 15 believed to be the proper

1 The Pada 15 bypermets ¢
2 We ars talong the word Majanabe & as equ valent to Nytta

below wh ch 1 essent ally sala layad aya accord ng to Uhanan aya
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subjectmatter of the present work, and the varictics of Nafa-
fas, known os Dagariipakas, bave no place m b Thus state-
ment 15 1wdeed borne out by the Contents (on folos 1-5)
where no Rupaka prakdra, gor any matter dhrectly bearing on
st,1s found , this 18 also confirmed, ns we shall see, by the
topres actually dealt with in the rest of the present work
avarlable 1n our MS
This, however, taises a difficulty The avowed object of
the Adi Bharata namely, that us treatment 15 entirely confined
to Nrtta, dots net appear to be cansistent with what 18 revea-
1ed inthe text of the Adi Bhorata as 1t was known to Righava-
thatla  Most of Righavabhatia’s quotations, which are to be
traced also 1n the present text of Bharata’s Napya fasira, deal
with the topic of Riipaka, rather than with that of Nptta  For
1nstance, the quotation on p 6f deals with construction of the
stage, Sthipaka aod SGtradhara, on p 15, 69 with elements
of the plot Bya Biodu ete, on p 23 with Upaksepz onp 69,
115 with Prayatoa and Gatbha samdln, onp 15, 21 withlan-
guage to be employed in case of different charucters, on p 40
with Patakd sthanaha, on p 168 wuh Niyatapti, onp 248
with Nirvahana sathdin 1t would appear, therefore, that the
text of the Ad: Bharata known to Raghavabhajtz, which in nts
subject matter greally overlaps he present text of Bharata's
Nayya fasira was probably not the same text as the Adi-
Bharata found 1 out MS, which 1s devoted exclusively to
Nrtta, and not to Natya  There 135, howerer, a passage of
fout Lines 10 one of Righavabhajta’s quotations from lis Adt
Bharata which slmost Iiterally aprees with a passage of four
Tines (folio 132 1028 35) 10 our text of the Adi Bharata It
speaks of the characteristics of a Sabhya thus
Raghavabhatta's quotation (p 9)
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continues up to folio 14b, but breaks off ebruptly leaving the
rest of the page blank  On the corner of the night hand mar-
g0 of folia 14b we have (probably secunda manz) the caption
AEa®  Therealter the fohios are numbered over agan as 12
13,20d 14, 0f which fohio 12a3s left blank, but the subject
matter of the repeated folios 1s not the same  The repeated
folto 12b begins afresh wath »fFgTa T and another Mas-
gala verse as follows

g de 0N R G

Hfiplifere T7er agm R wamH )

& qafifing e

AT TR TG AT
Qnly on this verse there 15 prose Anvayattha but the Karka-
form 1n Anustubh or Sloka metre continues thereafter, and
ends on the repeated falio 14b with the calophon  zRr aﬁ‘z
T AT ARy TR
e ) HiERNORg 0 i 0 The morgmnal
caption AFETE  oceurs again (apparently secunda mann) on
the repeated folio 13b, bur it should be noted that with the
cxeeption of three lines of Anvayartha np the Mangala verse
mentioned above the text is not accompamed o these folios
by any renaing prose commentary

The text continues 16 Anustubh metre, Without eny com

mentary up to folio 18a and ends with the colophon
fis o P s ATl ey o e
€173 RO A FAASITT 1t The next fourth chapter deals
geperally with the topic of Tala 10 Anustubh metre (without
any commentary), but 12 15 not clear where at ends, for no
colophon it found  The colophon to the fiftk chapler occurs
onfolio 233 as follows o TASA WA TETTTEREIRR
STt g e A (1) e & T () o
Ferfradrfrmiia swnergeXa v fi ofs Tomar | Parts of this
colophoo  which 15 fauhfully eranscrsbed hers, 18 sot iatelltpt
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ble, but Gode conjectures’ thatat was witten by the scribe
who transcribed the original work in Andhra characters
(andhra vacah) tto the present Devanigars eopy
The pext sixth chapter, which begis on falio 23a
Anugtubh metre (Without any commentary) ends o folio 25b
with the following colophon ATqy Rrgfirtrm g
) snfed ARt ArEmERTOT g ST
fireny’ am wlyma 1 dcmmwREg ) T It s notable
that the Natya sarvasva dipika 15 not mentioned 1n this as
well as 1n the previcus colophos fo the £ih chapter
Hare ends the fiest Samavaya skandha  The next seventh
chaptes begios on the unaumbered folio 26a with the topic of
Purva rajga in the same manzer 10 Anustebh or Sloka metee
and without any prose commentary and ends on the uynnum
bered folio 28a with the following colopbon  gfi
e e AT R ST ey TOR-
970 9% gEdteA™ # The next esghth chapter begsns on
the unnumbered folio 28a with the topic of Natya svarupa
sumlarly 1 Apustubh metre and wathout any commentary
and ends op folto 32b wutb this colophon &R =IfRRR Rrgr-
& AT ARG T TS 0
Here ends the $iksa skandha of which only two out of
six chaplers afe gven here  Affer this the pext folio 33
should have taken up the topics detarled 1 the Conicnts
under the fest of the &kya skandha or voder Bhava nirupana
skandha . butthe topic actually dealt with does mot cor
respond Nt deals 1 Anugjubh metre and wnthout any
commeutary with 23 Lasyaiigas of which only 15 are defined
and 1he folio 33b abruptly breaks off without completing the
topic It 15 mot known whether all thus should come under
1b¢ remaning pottion of the second Siksa skandhia of woder
the third Bhava nirupana skandha  for the Coatepts menion
a variety of topics for the Siksa skandha and give 12 Hasta

1 Catalogue p 334
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dvadada pranch 30 Asadiyuta hastah and 16 Sahyute hastah
as the subject matter of the first Adhyaya of the Bhava
aurupana skandha A fresh text appears to begin from folio
b (folio 340 bewog left blank) with the repetition of the
Mangala verse fw, @vqe gy e (see above p 168)
No cclophon occurs hereatter up to the end of the MS
As the seceeshive colophons up to this pownt show thets
15 a kund of homogeneuty of the text up fo the eighth chapter
or up to the sccond chapter of the second Siksa skandha te
{rom folios 1to 32b  and perhaps it continues a Little tall the.
text breaks off with folio 33b  As far as the work thesc folios
contam goes 1t 1s more or less orderly and coherent  But at
should be noted that there 15 the intrusion of 4 Maigala-
verseon folio 12b  and what 15 more remarhable 15 that
there 18 an almost complete absence of any commentary from
folia 78 the text consisting almost eutirely of Kanka verses
1 Anugtubh or Sloka metre  With reference to this porison of
the text th refore the question anges that of the Adt Bharata
18 the onginal and the Natys sacvasva dipika 13 its commen
tary the Karika verses may be allowed to constiute the tegt
of the ouiginal but where 15 the systematc commentary
thereon?  Cutiously coough the Contents profess to iudex
the Nutya sarvasva dyba and say atthe end =1 %4& 19
Wﬁ{?ﬁv , but mention 15 made at the same (ime that
wawie R [mare sec man ) aCEETE |16 we tahe notice:
of the margal coption ARFEIT appeaning 1Wice O the
tepeated folios we shotld be inchined to take the hankas as
helonging to 2o unkaown Natya sarvasva of which the Natya
sarvasva diplka s apparently the commestary But the
dificulty 15 that the colophons to different Adhyayas say
quite cearly Rt mfwd masterdifeed, the name
Natya sarvasva alone mever appeartag except in two daubt.
ful eaptions writicn probably by a different hand  Or perhaps
1E1s posaible that the Adi Bharata wsell was calied Natys
sarvasva - But there 18 hardly aoy trace of the commentary
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on these Adhyayas throughout As no other copy of the text
of the Adi-Bharata 53 avaulsble, the points 1arsed cannot be
finally determmined ¢ but we can state with some confidence
that although the extent of the commestary and sts exact
relation to the text are uncertain, the text from folios 1 to 32b
15 at Jeast one homogeneous whole,

“Turning to the test which Eollows on 34b, we find that 1t
commences afresh with fTOTW 7 end the Mafigala-verse
g ege’ e G repeated from. folio 120, wth just
a shght verbal vanation  The subject matter of what follows
15 Tala. 1 accordance with the last Pada of this Mafgala-
verse*

AT T ITYRE GHFATHRAL |
According to the Coatents on folio 4a, the Talas come under
khc heading Tala-vidb3na 1o the 7l'h Adbyaya (saptamadhyayc

dbine) wader the BhA kandba The Talas

ate also mentioned on foktos 14a and 185 But 1t should be
noted that there are considerable differences between the
topscs eoumerated in the Contents and thase actually dealt
with 1 the folios followsog 342 With refercoce to the Talas
these falios discuss §1x Sthauas (foliw 35b), ad tben proceed
to Téla-prana mentioned thus as ten 10 pumber

Tl o fane s ol vt @ )

e FAREART SR 3T G 0
Accordingly, the treatment of Kalalaksana fotlows (fohos
35b-36a), s Margas aze mentioped ang defined (folio 36b),
the total number of Micga prakiras bewg given 2s twelve
We have thea the treatment of Kriya (folio 36b), Abga (folio
36b), Graha (folio 37a), Jatt {folios 37a 37b), Kali {folio 37b)
Laya {fvho 383), Yati {folo 38a) and Prastera {folio 38b)
Tese elements are given respectively as 8,5, 44,3, 3,3 and
410 number. but i should be moted that the Contents (folto
4a) enumerate them respectively as 16,6, 6,53, 4 6and 4
e pest tthe ALY wtmenyias 0L Talw, wd hen Quew
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notentirely tally The MS ends  gfa wmag {96) EFwWIY
g it diggngag 1 ey There s mo final colo
phon to the vork

It s clear from what 18 sasd above that these supplemen
tary folios 44 to 6] contmn fragments ol three or four untelat
ed texts on diverse topics one of whichis actually arepro
duction of » past of the Cuiradhyaya of Bharata § Népya filstra
and the others have topics which zre simslar fo ite
correspoading  topies While the preceding folios give
regular colophons to cach Adhyiya and Skandha  these
{fragments are devod of them and do not appear to contun
single work  From cilations one fragment at least canzot be
assiged to an early date  From all this ot 13 reasonable to
conclude that these fragments are hardly related to the fanly
continucud text contaned in the preecding foltos 1 33 and
cannot be regarded as formung a ¢onlinuation

The foregoing description and discussion would point to
the followng conclusion

(1) Raghavabhattz probably had some text called Ads
Bharatz before hum which he distinguishes from
that of Bharata But most of the quoted passages
from hus AdiBharata are directly traceable 1o the
printed text of Bharata or have parallels m it From
his quotations it also appears that his Adi Bharata
did not exclude the various topies of Natya of
Dogarupala  But § nice the Ads Bharata contained
1 our M professes as well as actually deals mainty
with Nrtta and Sahigite nod directly eveludes topics
proper 10 Natya or Dagarupala 1t cannot be taken
as adentiesl with Raghavabhajtas text only one
short passage of four lines quoted by him being
dyrectly traceable 1n our MS

B

The text of the adi Bharata presented by our Ms
professes ta be a faurly extenswe work consisting
of 5 Skandhas 32 Adhyayas and 221 Prakaramas an
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6000 Siokas ¥t was probabiy 2 late work of South
Indian ongin declared to have been composed by
Nirdyana or Nai Jeya, also called Ra
Siddhadiva-yogirdra.

It was chiefly a work on Nreta or Nytya, as distine
gusshed from Nitya, contained no tmattes peculiar
1o works on Dodaripaka, and probably followed a
ifferent tradmon which 13 sa1d to bave onginated
from Umdpatt or Siva bimself 1 we accept Abfu
mavagupta’s testimony, thas traditton was regarded
as por-orthodox in his tme  Of course 1t knows
Bharata 2s an exponent of the Nitya astra Al
though some matters rnevitably overlap, the present
Adi-Bharata does not zppesr to have any direct
relation with the text of Bharata

{4) Whatever may be its intripsic value, the textof
Adi-Blarata prescnied by our MS appears io be
coptawed 1a folios U 1o 33, but at 13 incomplete It
gives eight chapters and ends with only two chapters
(out of s1x) of the second Siksa skandha (out of the
five declared Skandhas) It cannot be detetmined of
the text 18 gven e extensd of only 1o tynapsis hete,
but the text op to the pownt 1t goes 18 faurly orderly
and coherend even 1t 1s often corrupt and meorrect
There are oceasional prosc comments  especsally
at the beginnmg ol this text which 1s witten mostly
10 Anustubk or $loka Kanika but there 15 oo regular
runping commentary The name of the work Ad:
Bharata, appears conrected. mthe colophons and
also 1a the preluminary remarks with Nalya sarva-
eva diptka which last 2ppears to be the name of the
commentaty The name Natya sarvasva dipika ttself
would suggest the exsstence of 3 work called Natya
sarvasva on which 1t might have commented Itss
Dot clcar 1f such awork exsted or if the Ads
Bharate itsell went by the name Natya satvasya

¢
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laghu nirgaya 1s spoken of on folios 39a 40b  Then comes
{folio 42b) the treatment of Sadikirna fafa (which cnds on
folio 432 with the remork WY wATSTRRTNRY, and
of Slidizath Guru laghu mirnayah (folic 432) This 15 followed
by the topics of Astavidha neytka (which should come
according te Contents under Dhava nirupana skandba Adhy
3) and Dafanidha-cumbana {which does not occur o the
Contents) Here fohio 43b ends abruptly without a colophoz
1t 18 to be noted that ths portion of the text from folios
34b to 43b 15 wolten genetally 1n the form of Anustubh
Karika bnt there are occasional short comments wn prose and
1 citations  of warks There are
refsrences to or quotations from the fnlluwmg works
Saifigita ratnakara (foho 33b i TRy WY €7,
folio 36a wwwww ), Samgsarnava tilakala vilasa (folio
34b) Samgiarnava (folho 36a) Sathgta vidyivinoda (fol os
36b 374) Sahgita cedamam (folto 372)  Tala kala vilasa
(folio 372)  Sarhgata man: darpana (folio 37a) Calura sabha
vilasa (folio 37a) Sarasvati kanthibbarana (folio 38a) and
Kohala mata (43a)  Of these works if {he Sahgita ratmakara
be the well known work of the same name by $ardigadeva s
date would be between 1210 and 1247 AD  while if the
Sargsta mag: darpana be the work of the same name by Catura
Damodara son of Laksmdhara then at may be assigned to
the second hait of the 15th century Tt scems therelore that
Wus portion of the teat sn our MS cannot be assigned to a
date sarhier than the 16th centusy
Tt will be scen from this brief desetiption that although
some of ths topics dealt with would come partially wuder
the Bhava mriipana skaodha (s detaled m the Contents)
the portion of the MS from folio 34b to fol 0 43b whaeh is
marked by no distioguishing colophon s of a different

1 Kohalas lost work zppears to have infuenced the redactors of
B My o Seeh R De Somkels Forties 3 p
Kane iatroduction 1ok s new ed tion of Sab tyadarpena(p 29)
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;’;::ﬁ;‘crl 2nd can hardly be regarded as forming an organic
fext ma :gltunalc continvatton of the so called Adi Bharata
Wk o cedwg st It s perhaps a fragment from some other
n Nrita or Samgta dealing generally as it does with
the technical e of Tala
he some remark applies to the remainder of the text
ENED 10 qur MS from the uonumbered folio 44 up to the
€2d On folio 61 This part of the text has a fresh beginaing
(fohio dea) yuth At am followed by a Madgala verse 1o
Canapats pamety drmifofimeditane which
bappens 1o be the fifth Mafigala verse cecurring ar the com
mencement on folio 6 (see p 161 above) of the sa called
AdtBharata  The text which follows 15 written 1 Anugfubh
Karika verse wth hardly any commentary 2ccompanylog
* Startimg wih the topic of Hasta laksana (fohio 443) 1t
Praceeds to deal brefly with Raugan devata pujana (folios
34b-456) Natya $ala lakisana avd Sabbapati namaskara (folios
92 45b) and closes up wnh Hasta dvadasa prava (46b47a)
which last topic the Contents 1nclude uader Adhyaya I of the
Bhava Tirupana skandha  Here the fragment ends and folo
47015 left blank
After this from folio 482 to folo 51a we have a reproduc
tien of the topic of Citrabhmaya of the present text of
Bharata 5 Nagya-fastrs (cd Nirnay Ssgac Press ¢h 25 ed
Rashi Sausknt Senies ch 26) but some of verses of the
Ppriated text of Bharate (eg verses 74 75a 85 131 of the NSP
¢dition) are mssmg here The colophon esds (folio 512)
sigmificantly with  §fir STfiaERRIRE TR 1
From folios §1n to 57b we have 2 descriplion 10 Anustubh
metre (without commentary) of Hasta mostly of Asayut
wh ¢l follows but 1t 58 not adent cal with fhat of Bharaty
The folio 575 three fourths of which ss left blank cjogey
with  WRA T AT & wry
After this folos 58 to 61 deal wath 1he Vimyop, of
Asawyuta Haste wh ch follows Dharata generally e does
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The author of the somewhat meagre commentary

dots mot record his pame but he mentions s

preceptor Vaidya by name
(6) An examination of the remaining folos 34 to 61 of
our MS shows that they da not form a continuation
of the work contained in folios 1.33  They present
diverse dispointed fragments of text, one of which
183 diect reproduction from Bharata, while the
others, having some passages corresponding to those
of Bharata arc presumably dernved from some
unknown source  These, therefore, do not possess
any value for our present cogquiry.
The distinction between Bharata and Ads Dharata
89 P V Kane tightly obsctves 13 made by com-
paratively late writers It should beremembered
that the word Bharata came to mean an actor or
dencer , and m course of time Bharata or Bharata-
$dstra came to sigmfy works on Nagya, Nptys and
allied topics It 18 possable, therefore, that to dis
tingwish such late amorphous commlations from the
older text of the sage Dharata, qualifying adjectives
like Adi or Vpddba' came into existence, on the
analogy of the epithet Vyddha apphed 10 Nit Sasira
to Vyddha Capakys or as P V Kane poutsont
on the analogy of the epithets Vydha or Brhat
opphed to Vrddha Manu or Dibad Visou m Smyte
lterature  They might have derrved motersal krom
dufferent sources. but they were, as these compila-
uons themselves show nothing more than mere
manuals to which were given such titles of 2 vague
‘but hugh sounding character

3

Without further material this 13 all that can be concluded
about Adi Bharata and s relation to the text of Bharata

Our llulmg;”(loumll ©Of the Research Dept, Caleutta Sansknt

Callegey val © I

1 Saragatanaya (1175 1250 A D)1a hus Bhdsa prakafone refers to

‘harats Vrddba s well as io Bharata
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‘The theory of Rasa Like the theory of Dhvant with whech
tt1s imtimately connected forms one of the mast mportant
2esthetic foundations of Samsknt Poetics  From ats first
appearance mthe dramatic theory of Bharata down to uts esta
blishment as the soul of Poetry 10 the wotk of Vi$vanatha
there bas been g steady working out of the sdea mto a funda
meptal aesthetic conception and it 1s worth while to stady
the gradual unfolding of the 1dea through 1ts fairly long course
of history

(’i‘he dogma of Rasa apart from any theory thereon was
naturally koown to the old writers on Poetics but 1 the
beginning 1t was taken tnto account only m copnexion with
the drama and 1ts 1mportance as one of the essential factors
of poetic theory was not properly upderstood This importance
was probably for the first ime ably set forth by the Kash
mitiatt Anandavardhana in the nmtb centory and subsequently
clabosated with such mastery by ins commentatos Abbioava-
gupta that it became thenceforth an accepted fact 1 Sanskrt
Poettcs never ta be set aside by rival systems and mproved
only 11 detal by later speculations

Butitcan be eastly shawn that some theory of Rasa
however undeveloped or ever a Rasa School particularly 1
connexion with the drama was i exwmtence long before the
tine of Anandavardhana although the bearings of this theory
on poetry 1 contradistmetion to drama were seldom discuss
ed The tmportance of this dramaturgic Rasa School must
have been somewhat overshadowed by the domunznce of the
Alamkaca and the Ruls Schools in the sphere of poetic theory
Dbut 1ts comparanive aphguily powg back 1o a penod even
antenot to Bharata 15 wndoobted) Drematurgy howsver
appears at first a have formeda study by stself and cven
smong later writets only Vidyaatha and Visvanatha think it

12
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nent of the Rasa theocy which Bharata, 1f Rajadekhara 1s ight,
must have borrowed and worked up into hus own system \That
1he Rasa theory was older than Bharata 1s apparent frori the
fact that Bhacata humself cutes m chs v and vie several Slokag
an the Arya as well as m the Anvstubh metres m support of his
own statements , andin one place, he distinctly quotes two
Arya flokas from a chapter of an unkeown work relating
1o the ducussion of Rasa ‘,, It may be mentioned, however,
that Kesava Miéra, a cotdparatively recent writer of the 16th
century speaks of one sutrakdra bhagavun $auddhodant,?
who according 1o him was one of the fist 1o formmlate the
view that Rasa is the essence of poetry Nothiag 12 known
of this ddhy pparently a Buddh
witer excepd that Kefava Midra oo his own acknowlcdg
ment. 18 following this old master, whose views, as recorded
1n the Alamkara Sekhara, do not scem  however, to deviate
18 any matenial way {rom those of Mammata

With Bharata on the other hand wo arnve ata disticetly
defute landmark Long before the Dhwant School led by

Cat Cat 1 776 1i 9 m 206) on music hsiriomic art. eratics geammat
and Tastra  The writer on erotics is Gited as NandiSvara m Fancg
sayaka (Bik Car 533 Peterson 1t 110} who 18 supposed by Aufrecht to
bo the sante as Nandi quoted by Vitsyagana (¢ 18) but the mame
Nundiketvara is gwen Rt calasya (Oxf Cot 218a  Schmeds Ind
ouk 1911 pp 46 59) Sce Schmdia remarks shd p 47 The
work on babtriotic art. atinbuted 1o Nandikesvara v called_Abhunaya
darponiled Manomchan Ghosh Caleutts Sansk Serses 1934 Eng
trs A K Coomaraswamy and Dugglrala Gopat Knshnayya with introd
2nd iMustranons New york 1936) A work on qusic catled Nandikesvara
mate faiddhydya 1 Weber 1729 Sce slsp Madras Gar 141 13068 where
‘menton 13 made of Bharasdrgava supposed 0 be a condensed version
apparently after Dharata of the work of NandukeSvara by Sumats treat
1ng of dramaue gestures and sdlas Ses S K De Sanslr s Poetics |
p 3 footnote

1 atrirye rasa vicdra mukhe ed Kavyamiti p 67

1 Alg vhara-sekhara Dp 3,20 ctc
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and was  dommant
Bharata’s views on Rasa scem to have been discussed an
some detai! with the result divergent theories came to prevail
under the names of Bhatta Lollata  Satkuks Bhajta Nayaka
and others allol whom appear to have been cammentators
on Bharatas Nefya Sastra’ and to bave therefore taken
Bharata as their stacting point  As thesr discussion however,
chielly related as we have stated above to the dramatic ext
and s there exsted side by gide the rival theones of the more

1 Theviews of all these writers Whose worke are now Jost aie
knos fram the expost on of Abhunavagupta (followed by other wnters
€ ¢ Mammata Hemacandra  VadySdbasa efc) who also citcs some
less known commentators such as Rahuli or Rabzlaand Bhapta Yaniia
This practically comeides with the epumeratson of the different com
meatators on Bharaia by &ltngadeva a3 the aource of his work {13th
tentory sce ntro to Avandadiama ed tion of the tex) with the excep
1on of the name of Udbtata mentioned by the lager (i 1 19) It Is
curious that Udbbata actually quotes (1v 4) tha first half of Bharata vi
15 enumersting the eight Rasas only making enough verbal change
the latter portion of Lhe verse to admut $3oia as the maih Rasa 1o the
category  Ranula »y cled by Sirngadeva as one of his authonmcs
(111 17) while Loliala and Sauknka belong m all probabil 1y to the Sth
and the 9th centuries Bhatta Niyaka does not appear 10 be very distant
Sueanologucally fram Ablumava who fs the oldest wnter to quote hum
angd probably belongs o the cod of the Sih or the begnniog of the 10tk
century a date Winch makes itlikely that he st identical 53 Peterson
suggested (atro Swbhds p 50) with the Bhatta Niyaka who 13 men
tioned by Kalhaga (v 159) as baving Bounshed in the reign of Sathkara
varman son of Avantivarman of Kashmut (see JRAS 1837 p 256)
Sundsram $ta 10 bus Naryeprad patind Off Car w p 37) as well a8

speaks of a on Bharata

who 15 also mestioned by $irogadeva as one of hs authoraties (s 1 17}
1f thas Mitygupia 1s the same pesson mentioned by Kalbapa (i 125
252) a» honng under Harg Vakremaduya and referred to by Vasudeva
on Karpara manjars (Aulrecht Car Cat 1 48) a3 a wnitef on Alathkim
then be must have been onz of the earl est commentators on the present
day textof Bharata  But th s view about the date of Milgupta is very
doubtiul These pomnts have betn dscussed 1n detal 1o Sanskrf
Poenes fvol 1 p 2) wheh e also on questions ol chronology
om ited s a rule i th s art cle
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influential Alerhkara and Rin Schools who never realized
s aesthetic 1mportance the Rasatheory and its exponents
never seem to have come mio prommence vatil the :dca was
taken up by the Dhvant School and worked mte s system
Inthe meantme the dramaturnc Rasa Schoof succeeded to
a certam exient 1n reacting upon and influencing the rwal
schools who were apparently forced to acknowledge Rasa
and accord 1t even a subsidiary place in thewr gemern! theory
of Alaikara or Ritt

This will be evident froma reference to the stamdpounts
of Bbamaha avd Dandin the two eatliest known writers on
Poetics whose wotks have smrvned  Without gomg rmto
details we may state that to Bhimaha the most important
element 3n poetry 13 Vakrokts which 13 zpparently idestified
with Atrdayokt: and which probably means a kind of hesghten
od expression which 1s the vadedymg principle of all poetic
figures or Alashkaras  Bhamaha does not seem 1o possess a
very clear notog of the fuacfon of Rasa 1a poetey the only
ditect reference to 31 ocenrmng o the definition of the figore
rasavaf which 1 his opmiop shovld mamfest the Rasas
clearly ! sRasa s thus apparently ncluded 15 the sphere of
a patticular Alamkam and given 2 very subordinate place
whissystem  Commentng however oa Bhamaha s central
verse on vakroht: I} 85

saga sarvava vakroktir anayarth o vibhavyate

Abhumavagupta attemmpts to gead mto 1t hiz own wdea
of Rasa and interprets sibhawyate i the fechuical
scase as  pramododydnad v wibhavatarr niyate  visegens
ca bhavyate rasomaytkniyata w ¢ In other words he takes
Bbamaha to mean that by Vakrokti the sewse of poetry
58 sendered 1to a suttable factor of the Rasa so that
by usiog the word wibhdvyate with ihe meanng given
w it by Ablunava Bhamaba appatently imphes that

wl rasavad dors taspapt ¢ ga 3d ressn 6
3 Locana @
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Rasa as well as Alakara orgiates 1 Vakrohti  The
scholastic speculation with regard te the origm and function
of Rasa does mot appear, however, to have Etarted in
Bhamahe’s tune, and Bhamaba, 1 common with Dandin,
never uses the technical terms wibhave, anubhiva efc, 50
famlar to later theorssts Qo the other hand, Bhamahas
opinton scems to be that Rasa nced not be wvariably present
1 poetry, what must be present 15 Vakrokt ’:) Inv 3,10
doubt, Bhimaha speahst of Aavarasa as mingaung the
nigonr of the S3stra, a semtiment which 15 endorsed by
Rudrata? and which probably 1ospred the dictum of later
wniters that the Sdstra is prablin samuita, while the Kavya 15
kansa sanumta® 1t1s probadble that the phrase kavya-rasa
13 used here in the gencral untechnical sense of ‘the flavour
of poetry,’ but if we read, with Abhimavagupta,® a technical
meamng mo i1, 1t ooly shows that the catlicr authors were
satisfied with assigming only this pleasing end extrapeous
fogetion to Rasa

The same remarks with regard to the recopmuten of
Rasa apply more or less to Dandun, but Dandin scems to be
more alive to 1ls imporiance than Bhamaha) Like Bhamaha
Dandin allows Resa to be tacluded 1n the poetie figures and
therefore assigns to 1t only a minor place 1n his Bystem It
may b contended that Dandin pivés greater prompence 1o
Rasa by includiog it i one of the essential qualittes (guna)
of distion (rr), viz. 1 madfnrya, which 1s defined as the

133036 uBSe,
sddu Ravya rasonmudrath Sustrom apy upayukys e f
prathandFdha-madhorah pibants kafu bhegajom]]
w L2
Abhmava wxes the terms prabhu sommuta Ind mura sonmmnte
(Locara p 12) which is followed by Mammata (Kdvyapr ed Bombay
Sak Ser 1917 p 9 Later wnters dustiogubsh (EAdvelh pp 13 9)
between the Vedas which are prabhe sunsnstz the Mdusa ete. which
are mirra-tommita @ the Ravia which 1 kanid sammita

5 Locane p 182

P
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establishment of Rasa mn the word and i the object!, Byt
from 1 292 1t appears that Dandin yeans by madhurya guya
mere absence of vulgarity (agr@myata) snd does not contem-
plate the inclusion of Rasa as such. This 15 made clear by
1 64 where agrdmya artha 1s sard to be rasivaha, as well as
by the Hrdayangama commentary on this powt: madhurya
gune de bdarth & jalo rasy
vakyasya bhavats, alaitkdrataya rirdigianit tasavattvam agtg-
rasayattam (p. 167), the last pact of this passage callmg
attention to the fact that the only cases, where the erght
Rasas are admitted by Pandin and which we shall discuss
preseatly, ocour in comnection with his scluston of ths
clement 10 poetic Agures Libe rasavar, The madhurya puna,
according to Dandm, may appear »n fwo aspecis, m so far
as 1t creates vag-rasu and vustw-rasa (1 51}, the former
copsishiog of alliteration of similar sounds (Srmtyanuprasa)
and the Jatier denotrng absence of vulganly {agramyaa)®
Thus Hemacandra nghtly explais Rasa i Dandin’s
madhyrya according 23 1t 1esides 18 vac or vastu, 10 this way
Srute (p ah vag rasah,, al @
vast rasak (p 198) The Rass 1n madhirya, therefore, has a
disunet technical connotatson different from  thatimparted
to 1t by the exponents of the Basa School A simler
use of the term, which, however, Dandin does not capla,
as he does 1m this particular case, s to be found 10 e 149
or wv 26 w the Madras edition) where the phrase giram
rasal should be wmterpreted, as 1t 13 done by Tarunavacaspats,
us sedhutvam

1 vaer vastany ope rasasthsh 1 S1

2 Se 1 5167 Ake Mankyacandra p 189

3 The modem commentalors are somehmes muted by ther ov
wear of Rass end wterpret Daydm w @hat bzht. For smstance
Premacandra comamentmg on Dandin$ exposimon of the kenadarira
101 10, notes Kavygnam Surads o8 dmublaasya rewds ya e
ssa deha bhute Glrayaf co although Dandm bimself nowhere speaks
of the suggestion of Rass as the ‘saul of poctry The same femark
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At the szme time it canpotbe offrmed that Dandin was
entirely ignorant of the adea of Rasa for he declares that
poetic figures to which he attaches great smportance as an
lement of poetry cndow the sensc with Rasa (1 62) although
here as clsewhere tle artha rasa has a distmnet reference fo
agramyata from the context  Again a Mabakavya 1 his
opinion should mvarably possess rasa and Mma (1 18)
A clearer 1nd cation s gaven by hus treatment of the Ggures
rasmvat preyas asd urjasven (o 275 92) where he betrays sn
undoubted acquammtasee with the emstence of the eght
secopmsed Resas ol of which he enumerates by thaw
tespecuve names sod four of which (viz $pgara roudra
vira harur gy he afiustrates as clements of the pustic figures
under discussion  If we arc to accept Abhmavagupta s
merpretation Dandim s conception of Rasa like that of
Lotlata 15 what may be descrsbed as objechive  or :n other
words Dand n believes 1 the causal development of Rasa
though the Excitants (vibharas) and Epsuants {anubl dras)
Without making & definite statement on this point—for
Dandins somewhat meagre indication hardly jestifics us in
domg so—~we may however affim that Dandin apparently
speaks of Rasa as being developed as an efteer from a
temporary {¢ g rati or Arodhia) to a permanest mood (eg
$rngara of raudra) ond the way 1n wh ch he deals with {he
question lends colour to Abhiwavagupta s 1nterprelation or
at feast 1ndicates that Dandin was probably aware of some
such theory For speskiog of the figure rusavar which
accotding to hum possesses the charactersstic of manifesting
the Rasas fe gives an cxample of the mamlestation of
érngara an such a figure senh the remack sat b frngaratam
gata r pa bahulya yogena (1 281)  Swmlarly with reference
to the development of raudra from krodha he says wy aruhya
apples to the modern commontary tw the ¢d of Dandin yn Borbay
Sam\ml s: =

Blaratx ok tx of whel fMllowy delow 7 repred ced
melly Dy Hemacandra p 57 comm
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parari hofirs krodho raudriimatdrh gatah (u 283)  But the
Rasz an these figutes 15, of cousse, subordinate to the
expsessed figure asell (olohkdrataya smriam, v 287), of
which it serves as a means of embellshment It seems,
therefore, that Dandin was to some extent cogmsant of rasa,
Bhava ete, but he could sot give them a place 1n bis system
except as an embellishment of the language or of the seose,
and this somewhat objective view of Rasa was apparestly
responsible for the subordinate posiion assigned to it the
Aladikara and the Rite Schools

Alihough Vimapa makes & great advance on Dandin’s
system 1 other respects. he does not seems to have gone
further than his predecessor 1n the treatment of Rasa He
emphasises, oo doubt, the tecessity of distinguishing between
those characteristies (guna) which are essential (mtya) and
those (afmhkara) winch are secondary {amtya) in poetry, and
marks an ymprovement on Bhamaha and Dandi, who mclude
Rasa only in the poetic figures, by including at 11 the esseptial
characteristies, for he defines the artha-gupa kins as that
essentral excellence of sepse “in which rasa 13 con-
spicuously preseat’” (dipta rasatvam w2 15) In this respect
Vamana 10 a Way pohcapates the mportance which Rasa
assumed 1 Jater schools, but it rust b admitted that al-
though Vamana icludes Rasa i the esscoteals of poctry, be
had noclear sdea of iis aesthetic sigmficance except as an
accessory elemend; just m the same way as he had no clear
notion of the 'suggested scnse’ eacept as a similar accessary
etement ta a particalar figure (w, 3 §)
~Jdbhea. o follower of Bhimaha and a contemparary of
'Vamana, agheres m 1be main 1o the views of his predecessors
and treats Rasa as a submiary element ap pogiry, ey
ding 1t hixé Bhimaha m Sgures like rasavai, but 1a one
passage.’ curiously enough be apparently designates Rass
as the ‘soul® of poetry, withoul, however, sciupg up an

U rasidyadiusthuarts kavsam fivad rapatoyd yatah|

Jathyre 12d rasadindr kavyurmiatiam vyaasthian} |
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aesthenc system on s basis  This verseoccutt as v 1730
the text of Udbhata's work published by Col Jaceb
JRAS, 1897, p 847, but the verse appears to be a Jitle out
of place 1n the context 1n which 1t occurs, and i the text
published by the Nunay Sagar Press it 1s Wanting, although
given as s quotation witha tad ahuh 1n the accompanying
commentary of Pratthatenduraga {(p 77), Hermanp Jacobis
suppesition * therefore, based on Jacob’s text that Udbhats
was the first wrter to connider the questor as to what
constitutes the soul’ of poetry, and to regard Rasa as such

does not appear (o be at all plapsible  Bven:f the vewse m
question be Udbhaga's 1t should be tzken as one of Ius obuter
dicta which does pot fitm well with s system asa whole
sithough Pratihirerdusajn would probably find 2 place for
1t by readiag 1nto Udbhate 28 he does, lus own views about
Rasa It ss true that Udhhuga betrays a closer acquainiance
with the Rasa theary 10 some form or other and its techns

calities using terms hhe wbhare sthayin sancann (v 4)
and anubheva (v 2) and eoumeraung after Bharata vz 15
he eight orthodox Rasas with the addiian of a mmh santa
i the category, but all this 15 taken mlo account as an

embellishmient of the expressed figure of o other words

Rasa ts pot considered for 1ts own sake but because 1t helps

to cmphasise and conshitute the charm of the particular Ggure

Hence Pratibarendura)s remarks that the quesbion a3 to the
nature of rasa and phava and how far they may stand asa

mere havyalantkurg of us the very soul’ of poetry, 13 not
discussed partly for fear of prolixsty and partly because stas

not relevant

L Ed hivyamaln p 50 Not much capital cun be made out of
thes asticle, Prol Jacobr admntied that hus cobi¢ntion was no longer
enable,

7 Ed Kivyamala p 50 Not much capial ¢an by made out of
the fact, referred to in p 180 footnote abovo, thal Siugadeva men
wons Vdbhaja a3 one of the commentators on Bharaty  If it were
e i oply shews thot Udthata was comversant %ub Bharatay
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Rudratz on the other hand seems to be the earlisst
water who expheutly mcludes « treatment of Rasa asa sepa
rate topric devoting four chapters fo the discussion of Rasa
and ats adjumct subject of the hero apd heroine (nayake
nayika) 14 1s not clear, however, what theotetieal singificance
he attaches to Rasa, for although at the begionng of hus work
he praises pocts who have won eterpal fame by composing
poeiry eohivened by Kasa he dovoies a comparatively small
partof s wotk to us treatment and 18 entirely silent with
regard to the theoretical aspect of the queston  Qut of the
sixteen chapters into which his work 1s divided only two
chapters dezl durectly with Rasa ot thearetically but descrip
tavely while the rest 15 taken up with the detauls of the poetic
figuces (alamkaras), on which apparcatly be puts greater em
phasnis  Speakang of the mecessity of making a pocm sorasa
e says fsn 1) that to those who emjoy the Rasas bot fight shy
of the dry Sustras mstruchion 1 the earrryargas 1s easier 10 1m
part tkrough the medium of delectable writing, and this seems
s opinien, 1o be the chief motve for inspiring the sense
of poetry with Rasa  Rudraja in hus theoretical attitude has
ro afimty with the Rasa School but yather with the
Alamkara School acd we have the testimony of Ruyyaka and

Jayaratha to s effect Ruypaka says' that Rudraa fard
specaal stress o alamkare m which he comprised the three
kinds of svggestion including the suggestion of Rasa {rasa

theory 23 hus extation of a Balf e from Bhamta and use of (echnical
terms Iike scbhava etc would indicate It does not prove that he
betonged 1o 1ho echool of Bharta Ou the other hand evdence s
ot waning thar Udbbafe betomged (o the Alabkura Sihool (Ruy
yeka p 7) and was a follower of Bhamsha whoss defin troms of
msny portc fignres (eg raswat ot Soyokn savardeln  sahokil
apalwdte utprekst  yathasw kina  aprastuta prasamsa  paryaokta
Ghiepa vibhivams viodha and bioike) he fahfully copes snd
on whose fext he alo appears fo bme witten 2 110nna (Prat
hoendn p 13 Loana pp 10 40 159 Hemwanda § 17
Ruyreka p 183 Samudrabindha pp 89 900
1 Ed Kovyamdla p § Samudrabandha agrees wafh toxs
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dhondy and that s the Bgure resavar and the ke theross
and bhava 1mplied are taken as elements  which only heighten
the charm of the expressed adea  Namisadhu Redratas
commentator however explumog Rudrata xn 2 states m
the usual metaphorieal language that m the opmion of his
auther sabda and grthe comstdute the body of poetry the
poetic figures take the place of artificral ornaments  while rase
resembles natural qualities Like beauty prowess ete  (rasas fu
saunderyadaya wa sahapa gunah)  This jnterpretaton only
shaws that ke Vamana Rudrata was a step 1 advance of
Bhamaba and Dandin snasmuch as he would regard Rasa a5
anatral guabty which 15 ot extraneous bul stands e toh
mate relation to poeicy but there 13 nothing anywhere o
Rudrata which will support this claborate deseription espe
enlly as Rudrata can searcely be supposed to look upon
paet ¢ fipures  which are of wtmast mmportance 1 hus veew of
poetry a3 mere artifieal orsaments of expression

‘The older writers on Poetics therefore before the advent
of the Dhvani School contented themselves with the working
out of the outward form of expresston and bardly troubled
themselves with the question of an eltenor aesthet ¢ priociple
the soul (atzeen) of poetcy por do they wentify as some
later westers do this seul with the subtle psychologseal fctor
koews as rass Vamona no doubt offers to solve the
guestion by declaniog (1 2 6) that the Ritr which has been
usuaily but inadequately trapslated as style or dction 15
ths soul but in Vamanas view the Rut1s not the expres
son of poetc indiwidualily but the objcctne beanty of
representatton called forth by the unification of certan more
or less fixed excellences known a8 gunas or by adjustment
oftword and gense The older wrers therefpre lag the
peatest emphasis on the poetc Ggures or alankargs as
Ruyyaka {p 7)testifics oron riror dichion 1 the objechive
senst  amnd although cogmisant of that aesthetic delectable
ness which should be present jn all poetry and which i
Sanskrit goes by the mame of Rasa they could not yet har
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monse 1t well wto thewr theory of externals, and treated st
more or Yess as an embellishment of the language by 1ocluding
1t 1n cedain poetic figures or by ellowmg it to form an
element of tbe exceliences of diction  The Rasa could come
mto their system only throngh thus backdoor na it were It
19 partly for this 1eason that the Dhvanskara (tu §2) condemns
carlicr theories as ¢crude and msufficent for the purpose of
explaming the nature of poetry and eapounds s own sesthe
tic doctrine sn which Dhvan:  especially Rasa dhvan plays
such an 1mportant part

The Dhvanikara however 1o bis exposition of rasa dhvam
seems to have been greatly mfinenced by the dramatucgic
Rasa Schoot {Bharata declared that the business of the drama
was to evolve one or more of the exght Resas and therc
fore & mote or less elaborase psychology of human scntiments
had been avalysed w the service of ibe dramatic art
Bharata s idens on these psychologscal processes #nd on Rasa
which 13 the foal ternal experience consistiog 1o the con
sciousuess of a certain objective condition of the cgo were
tlaborated by his commentators and foliowers tfi the Dhva
nikara folowed by Anandavardhana and Abhwpavagupta
came into the field } From the earher drama and dramatie
theory therefore the rdea of Rasa was taken over to poetry
and poetic theory and as the transition from the maive to the
sentimental poetry was accomplished the fheorsts went a
step forthes and erected Resa into one of is essentral aesthe
tic foundatroes  Anandavardhana s quite explicit an thes
pownt when he s3ys  ¢tac oo rasads tatparyena kivya mbondha-
naw bharataddvaps supras ddham eva (p 181) In other
words what was already wall establiched 10 the drama by
Bharats and others thus found 118 way mto poetry profoundly
modifying a3 1t did, the entire coseeption of Kavya In the
same way A ou the
pott on of the prose pussage just belore Bharata vt 33 says
nipyde samudaya rupdd rasah mofya e raorak karye pf ndpyd
Jamaia eva rosah Kavyarthak Simiiarly Rodiabhaia tdte 3t
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the beginning of ks work ¢t 5) that Bhatata and others have
already discussed Rasa 1o connexion with the dram2, while
his own object 13 to apply it to the cnse of poetry
1t raust be noted, however, that although ell Jatet theorsts
teke Bharata as thewr startimg point, and build wp their own
theories ronnd hus anthoritative, of somewhat mesgte, text,
Tharata Tnmsclt, ike most otd masters, 13 very sumple 1m'ms
statements, and the subject does not appear to have been yet
brought 1nto the tealm of scholastic speculaticn  Bhatata’s
work 15 encyclopaedic 1n scope buf his pnmary theme s the
drama and bas concephion of poefry dramatic, 2 view whith
pethaps imspred Vamena's partiliy fowards dramatic
composition expressed 11 3 30-32 and which 1s concisely
Pput by Abhmavagupta by saying Advyarm 1aved dafarupatmas
kam era o such a compaswion Resa, according ta Bharata,
shonld be predommant, for he says that the dut of sense
which anses from Rasa appeals to the beart and pervades the
body, ke fire lighting up dry pieces of wood ! Without Resa
there can be no scnse of poctry? Although Bhorata does
not go much 1ot techmcaliies he seems to be of opsmion
that the vibhavas and anubhavas which, according to later
theory. constitute the esszatial factors, call forth Rasg, but
he s not clear as ta what s process of evolution exactly 1s
He cxplains bhasa the basis of Rasa  penerally as that which
brings wato existence the sense of poetry thiough the thee
kinds of tepresentation, viz, through words, gestures and
wterpal feelmg®  This bhdve when permanent and not
transitory, reaches the state of Rasa through the actors known
as yibkma and anubhaia® A vibhuva 1s explawed (hus.
1w 7
2 ma Wi rasad vie kalad arthah praveriase ed. Groset p 87
o Kanamils p 62
3 sogar gasattopetin Lvy otthen Bhavayontin bhash op it
P10 op it p &
4 sthiyng ea BAUE rasanom apmnamt op e p 102 op

€6 p M tama v Bhndnubhuse nablic n somyaged sata arpatt b
op e v 8 op cit,p 6
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vibhava st hosmad licyale, vibhavo nama vuyianarihah, vibha-
vyante'nens vag anga-sattvablunaya wyato vibhavah' The
word vibfiava 1s used, therefore, to imply knowledge or under-
standing and may be explamed generally as that which makes
the three kinds of repeesentation capable of beng gensed  In
the same way, the anubhiva 15 explancd as that which foliows
upon and makes the three kiods of representation actually
sensed,® The thud element of Rass, the vyabfucdrt bhava
consists of accessory facts whick help and strepathen it,
and s etymologucally described as v abh wty ety upasargan
cara gateu dhatuhi ' As to whbat relaton these factors bear
to Rasa and how this state of relish 15 brought about, Bharata
sunply lays down: wbhdvinubhiva-vyabhicdn saviyogid
rasa-mspatfih, 2 formula which, in spite of his own explana.
Gion, 18 s0 ambighous with respect to the cxact ssgmificance
of the cetral terms santyoga and mispatts that @ great deal of
controversy has gathered round msamerpretation  As each
commentator has tred to explam it w bis own way, 1t has
givea rise, as we shall presenily see, to 2 number of theorres
on Rasa  Bharata’s own explapation, sf st ¢an be colled an
cxplanation, s that just as & beverage 1s accomplished through
vanous sgasoped arficles and herbs, so the permanent mood,
the sthay:-bhava, reanforced (upagars) by vatous bhivas, atiam
the state of rasa * and 1t 15 80 called because 1S essence con-
sists 10 ats taste or relsh (rasa u: koh padirthak, ucyate

Yoop i, pp 10) op e p &

2 aubhiva 1 kesmid weyate yod avam ambhmmon wonor
R bhumgponnach vigangasattsa kriam ablinayam ar 9p at p 101
op uf p €

3 Bharata deals with laksera alaiare dopa and gera tnder
vocka ablinaia treatd w b WK to X¢ and these are thue made
subordmate to Rase  AIl thess ¢lements are conswdered 1 o far 28
they form dramatie embellhments, but foltonss disappear w later
works bemg cluded euher under ofwbra {Dandin w366 and
Dajorkpaba <8 Fall s 783 or under guna and atmnikara (asvandtha
w p 332, €d Durgareasaday

4 E6 Orswt p 81 o8 Kuvpnlla p @
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anadyatvat) He also explaws that the sthaye bhavais the
basis of Rasa because it aftamns as it were mastery OT
sovereignty among the forty nine different bhavas (wiz. eight
sthays bhiivas eight sattvike bhavas and thity three vyabln
car: bhavas mentioned by him 1 vi od 6 and v 16 £
which naturally rest upon 1t as being presumably the prinerpal
theme of the composition 1n question® Nothing definite
can be conclsded from all this except thet sm Bhoratas
ommon the sthdy: bhava 15 the basms of Rase, while
the wibhava anubhava and vieblucann conttibute to
uts final realisation But this explaation by afs very am
biguity or vaguencss taxed the mgenuity of the commentators
uts general trend anticipating theores like the utpait vada of
Lollata and the grumiti vada of Safikuka while special tech
mealitics (used probably 1 ap untechmeal sense by Bharata
himself) Jike vysnjita and samanya guna yogd occurring 1n the
text suggesting or lending support to specialised doctrines
like the yyakn vada of Abhmavagupta or the bhutkel vada of
Bhatfa Nayaka
The gencral foundations of the theory however, semaim
as fazed by Bharatz It is practically admitted on all hands
that the Rasa 15 reahised when 2 permanest mood or sthay
bhava 13 hrought to 2 relishable condiion through the three
elements viz the wibhava the onubhava and the vyabhicars
bhava  Of thase 1he farst two are the more amportant the
vyabhicarin bemg only concomtant or accessory Bharatas
explanations of these terms are rendered wuih  greater
precision by his followers By sthayi Bhna m poetry and
droma a5 meant eostoin more of 1688 permanernt conditions
of the mind such as love grief anger of fear This
permanent mood constituting \he principal theme of compos:

U audla vod anvomydrtha-soi skprair \ibla An bldvavyam rar
¢lonopa cafard Bh& otk slmdnya guna yogenabk n gpadyante  ra oh
tar katham danm si)@ na esa BARw rasatvars Gpnu anfr neyatel

Bahval cyahde < Tmibl 1ol sthiyno M5 3 ed Groswt pp 100
o Kivyumsla, p T
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tion and runming thiongh ail other moods ke the thread of a
garland  cannot be overcome by thosc akin to it ac thase
opposed to it but canonly bereinforced ‘Those elements
which respectively excite follow and strengthen (f we may
use theye expressions) the sthay: bhave are n pochry and
drama known as v:biava anubharva and vyabhicart bhava®
although m the ordmary world they may be Aynwn as
mundate cause and efect (Jaukika Larana and Kana) Devod
of techmealiies a wibfiva may be taken as that which makes
the permanent moed capable of being sensed an eanbharva
as that wiich makes it sensed while a vpabhicarr {also called
someart ) bhava as that which acts as an awcliry or gives
ap impetusiost  In the case of Love o3 5 permanent mood

the stock examples given of vibhasa ste women and the
seasops  of anubhava glance and embrace  of vyoblucurin
the transient subordivate feelings of joy and amxiety Now
Bhatata says that the Rasa 1s realsed through 2 certam
correlation of these ciiments with the sthdiyi bhava or
pesmagent mood  The question therefore anises (o which
Bharata himself gives no defimte solution iz what this
process of realisation actually consists 1o and what pelat on
do these elemens bear to Rasg inthis process the sotution
dépending upon the explapat on of the two much discussed
1erms semyoga and nigparz v Bharata s onginal dictum cited
above

<"Bhatta Lollala appears fo be one of the earliest commenta

tars of Bhatata to offer an explanation  But excepting the
bnet review of his opmion 10 Abhmavaguptas con wentary®

1 Ballantyne renders these fe v convemenly  pof very ade
quatcly 23 the Excitant the Encuant and the Accossory mspect vely
2 nomenclatuce wheh 3 accepted by Gang nih Jhi m R trassla
ton of the Kawaprok Sa M Jecob boweves (ZOMG 1902 p
33 uses e rms Factor Effect and Concurrest

2 The extracts given helow are tzken from a transer pt publ shed.
herew th of the Trvandrum Talace MS reccved through e knd
offies of Gavgansth Jba  Lollstas vews ars rovewed after Abb

"
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on Bharata whach 18 copied more or Yess by afl subsequent
wnters from Mammata and reproduced almost hterally but
anonymousty by Hemecandra  Lollata 13 unknowa to us and
T worlkc 1s apparently Jost - Very Dittle can be gathered from
this summary exposition by ap adverse eriic  but st appears
(hat Lollata took the viblia as the ducect cause (Karana) of
Rasa which s therefore an effeet (anukirya or urpadya) and
the ward negparti of Bharata 1s expluned as utpatts or pugts !
The Rasa found 1n characters like R&ma 1s attributed to the
actor who mtates the character 1n form dress and action
and thus charms the spectator¥ Mammata and s followers
agree with the anterpretation of Lollsfa by Ablnava but
they make it more clezc by saying that the germanent mood
or the sthayin 1s directly connected with the beto (mukiymya
[hena) but t 7S existing
1 the actor® through & elever imitation of the original
character, this imutation being apparently the source of the
chaem (camarkara kit to the spectator  The locus of the
Rasa therelore 1s supposed to be in the hero but 1t 15 net
clear how it 13 apparently transferred 1o the acter and how
the spectator 1s charmed by a feeling which does not exist
whim  Govinda theeefors nightly comments on this view of

ritya=saksat

mova, 0 Mammala iv e Bom Sansh Ser. p 87 Hemacandra p
57 Mallnatha on Vidyadhara p 85 Gowinds &l Kavyamals p
€ Hemacandea procileally reprodvees Abhuavaguptas very words

1 ntra b ajfa lollata prabhytayas taved eva n vyacakhyul  Vibid
vad bhth sanyogo rtl ot st dsinas taro rasa 7 spatt ke Tetra viblaval
€ ita riteh sthayyotm Kize utponnn Kranam  am bhB of ca na rass
Jaiytaira vvakyta tesdm rasa koranatiena ganannarl andr upi
Bla andm evaetc  Abh on Bl

2 sthdyyeva vibl van Shavad Sk e upacito vosah sthop b pvares
anupaciiah S5 eobhayo py amukarye nukartory ap Ivlearanusaridiana
Balid s cirantanan?n cxyarh paksah Ab on Bly

3 ramaddvanukarye (ad rupunusamd anan nrtake pr pros yamano
rasoh  Mammataloc ot where the term prafyamanah Is nterpreted
by Govnds na arapyomdngl uate tu tulya s ptanwsurhdlsen 1alad
aropyamanah sar af kundm curmatdara hewh p €3)



THE THEORY OF R4Sd 195

Lollata  tad apesalam s@majikesu tad-abhave fatra camatkors
anubkava vwradhat, na ca tagndnam eva camathars hetul
laukika frigardds daréanendpt camatkara presangat (p 63)
The nval school of Safkuka we are told by Ablungva
gupta and followirg him by Hemacaudra buogs forward
genious objections into the techmcalinies of which we need
notenter here* The later wosters? however demur to this
canse and effect theory on mare phdosophical grounds  An
effect they argue may exast when ns efficient cavse 15 des
troyed, but 2s the hfe of Rasa 15 cwcumsenbed by con
tact with the vibhavas (vibhavads poramarda finstavadhs) b
disappears when the latter disappear a fact which goes o
prove that the Rasa must not be taken as an erdinary mox
dane (faukika) eflect® Agamn the cause and the cficet cannot

1 Ssikuka for instaoce walotaens that DBharata apparently wsee
the termy rasa and ashavia synonymouwly for the latier mentons e
same vhAZias with tespect to @ pachoufar sikdna end Wy cormespon
ding rase  and hence if they are adentcal ibere 15 Do queston of
ons bewg produced from the othar  Notung wn be gamed by 1o
plymg Wat m its uadevelopsd state 1t 13 shTya but m the developed
state it s sma for sich a suppositon will wnvelve an mfinie muin
ol aution (dnamuydpaih) of the stages of sharn and s compspond
ing rasa T xt s sad that m sis brglest stage of development st
1t tasa then how can we imagine mateen d fstent varictey of Adsa-
rasa (Bbarala v 52} or the ten d flercat slages of fragdra (Dharala xxn
1544797 Besides the pronty of 6kTva . wlatwn o rate 11 mot
aiwayy vouchsafed by expenence 3 grest somow felt m ity anlens ty
at the bepmmog 33 not ween to wobude fn ume but grow stroRpey
{see Hemacandra pe $78)

2 Among the earher ambors Dandm 1 alrady noted eppeans
1o kave been infloenced by Lollajas theory which iy entrely 4
ardied f falr wmes. Ths does ot snve the pranty of Loltits
o Dandn for the theory mn wheh the mfucnce of M mhsakar o5
spporeat, gkt bave obamed dn the schooks hefore Loflata int
brought # to promivenve

39 Mot a3iha on Exteall p 87 kBrparve shatdd sat siBA3 AL alle ol

caudnu gt prosoigah . ma chsyBlantikatyas aprakdidnanditmatasya
lauk ka pram3nagamyatvar see slso pp 934 Gownds p 639 ORI L
‘pardmartasya Kraranvah yad 33 vnd3 simivihrenctvam es.
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be contemporancous 16 Rasa s supposed 1o be an eflect its
relish cannot be as it actuslly i contemporancous wath the
appearance of the sibiabos  Hence Vidvanatha remarks that
+f Rasa 15 an cffect haviog for 16 cause the perception of the
Vibhayas then at the time of the relish of Rasy thevibhmes
would notbe perceived for we do not find the simultaneous
pesception of acanse and 1ts effect The pescephion of the
touch ¢t the sandal wood unguent and the perception of the
pleasure produced thereby cannot tahe place simultancously
however fapid the one may succeed the other *
Sahkuka  therefore the next commentator on Bharata
Jaikuts
tejectng this theory contends that the Rasa 1s not produced
as an effect but inferred  The permanent mood 15 1nferzed to
existin the actor—though not actoslly exssung w hiw'—
by means of the wbhmas el cleverly exlibied by hmm
an hus acting 5o as to produce an liusion of ideahty with the
feclings of the hero®  and the mood thus iaferred being sen
sed by the spectator through its exquisite beauty ¢ adds to
staelf o pecvhar charm  and thus develops into a relishable
condwon called Rasa  The reahsation of Rasa therefore 18
simply a process of logical inferepce the nrgpatsi of Bharatz
being explained 8s anwmir  and the vebhara stands to Rasa
m the reletion of anumapaka of gamaka to anumapya ot
gamya Bt the mood itself thosgh mferred 1n fhus way from
the relation of the major and middle terms {{ po balatal }
18 yet cognised as different from the objects of ordwary tn
ference being inferred as it were by force of 1ts exguisite
charm as something to be relished on accouat of s connexion
with the vibhavas stc which though artificia) arc nat recog

1 Ch no 8 o Dugipasda

2 mojenanu dantmopm Hemscanda po S8

3 ramedyabheda-bha ena note tapakaftar ca B vd bhr
onuatah Mallmbs p B3

4 ast sanndo yo baled rata yavena s h3y nam  amjanumeys
alaksanya  Govnda p 65 pract cally parapheas ng Mammata p 50
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pised as such® This cognition or knowledge 15 charactors-
s¢d’ a5 bascd on whot s valled eutraduraga-nyaya. (viz the
analogy by which a horse 10 a picture 15 called 2 harse), and
shoufd be differentiated from the true  he 1s Rama’), the false
(he 15 Rima’ with a following negation *he 15 vot Rime’),
the doubtful { e may or may got be Rama’) knowledge, &5
well as [rom (he knowledge of similanity (he 15 ke Rama')
This theory, however, has been discredsted by later schools
because, as Govinda conesely sums up the obsections, ot
disegards the well recogmsed fact that the inference of a
thing can never produce the same chatm as its A1Iect CogmL
tton® 1t has been pornted cut that the Rasa 15 20t capable
of being cogmsed by the ordimary means of arrvirtg at know-
ledge, for the fecling of Rima, the hero represeated on the
stage, being past, cannot be cognised by the organs of sense
belonging 1o the present time and the present place*
"The anuming theory 15 discussed elaborately 1 connexion
wath the theory of “suggestion’, comiag topically Witk the
proviage of the suggestion of Rass (rasa dvand), by later
adherents of the Dhvant School® and the general argument

t jwonek krtnman o *
Mammate w , alio Hemacandra p 58

2 Mamma id Hemacandia expandiog Abhimavas expositiun
on thispomnt Duts it this way ne caira nartaka eva Sukbiit orast
patrh napyayam eva ramd de na capyon Subhite naps rdmah syed sa
naymam e 18 cap lol Sadfsans i kimtd samyan mtihyd sumiduya
sAdréya praliubhys silaksanat cira-urayods nyivena sai sitkhe ramaft
asdayam ad protetr astc (p 59)

1 etad apy ghrdayegralu yatah pratyaksam eva mondsh saconiat
Rarain napumiiyadse it foks praswlahtns avadhaydnyathe kabpane mana
Hhavah, p

4 yad ap: rasasymdpyatwibhidhang: 1 ted aps ramasa raler slda
tat  sanmluta-desa varttamina Aalendriya somnih arsadyajidpyats bkt
prayena Vidyadhara p

'S The arumana theoty mover appears to have reseived bbenit
recogniion 1 the hands of laler theonsis  Malumabliatta suthor
of the Pyakti wyeka was the only known water who put forwand
8 smular thcory, for iryiwg to prove 1 oppeshion to the decepied
Divans theory that the 50 called dhiam mcluding rasadinars o
arrived at by the oréary process of togteal inference he prefeyed him
If o be n onanpt rodin i s wex of Rass We do DOL Potitss
cnough daia 10 detide What fefauon it any Mahima boro to bis pre-
decessor Sankuka We have the testmony indeed of @ wery lats (AD
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Dby which 1t is sought to be discarded 13 that fhe vibhdias
cannot he taken as the meddlc term tn prosing the athilyin,
because the vibhitvas donot stand In the same relation to the

17000 uod oot wwally carclul wiiier, Rimacirana who comeented o
the Sthisga-darpeyn that Masbima was i seality 8 (olloder of Safikuka
Saakukawmatdron yindi vyaksl siveRakdradindh motath digayatly od
Durghprastida p 248 od Roer, p 121 pote), bul Mahima himselt
who throughout taker pnde s te oripmiity  emis all reference
direst or lndiect to his predessmor T B prodadle however
that the theory developed by Mahima was not orlginied by bim
Anandavardhana bl refutey at some Jeogth (pp 200 ) &
simifar theory which tried o establsh what the cogmtion of
the unexprevsed s nothlng more than the cogaltion of the  obyeat
of a logieal concuion so that the relstion of Mhe suppeioe and
the supetsied 33 that of the sbiophe wilfle end mar teme
Matumabhattas theoty bears [tils resemblsnce fo that of Sathuka for
the former proveeds on a quite o flerent fine - Although neeeping the new
coneept of dran? he differt from Amanda T holdng that ot @ ke
el wd by cowming amd that thercfore there §t no nesd do evtablinh
 separate function of vsafjant  and by & procese of elsborste des
tructive enficsm he attempts to make the defmilion of dhagni on
form to what he clic Aiydmumn ay the precer by which annther
vense 1 revealed by the expressed senwe (ldcyal of by B acnse {nfesred
semttmer conneetedly From f1(p 1) He arpues That the existenee
of a drama or sequence however imperceptible {asar lakna) camnot be
domed betwren the suppesied elements Nyadpa vauu almfira o
sara) and the expresscd () sense b Mihas I8 6ase of rma) and
s only showy that the tRa ames  etpriend And pnexprested
icya and 130 gya ars sscusntial amd bung wieh Sear the relat on
Wp of premie and conclusion (pp (1 £} Hence arrha e merely
& ground of inference which ss very wide in i3 acope Gonahis Byava)
and not a vyaljaka Apan ns fabl: exbauste atwll after expresung
s eesl oF primary sene even the secondsny mse (lokwa ortl @)
has admittedly to be inferred not from stsclf but from the latter
How can it be uppased 10 be & A\f;ka and CORYEY & deerer sense?
Dut such words through thewr expremed semse fan well become a
wurte of wlertace (anamipale} pp 27§ There i oo room here
t gonsder this theory 1n detail nov take dato account the different
objcet ams prged aganet sts over-subtlely {we Mammala v Ruyyaka
o Kivyadls pn 123 Vidyidham pp 32 0 Vikanata, v)
Mihima hed no, fllowsrs n Tater Tuterature
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sthayin as the nuddle term (sddhana) does to the major term
(sadhya), but are sunply us suggestot (vyafieha)

‘The vebkavas, therefore, are nerther the efficient cause
{kdraka hetu) nor the logwal cause (jfiGpaka-fetu)ot Resa,
ag held respectively by Lollata and Satikuka Is both these
theonies the dificulty remarns, namely. that 1f Rasa 1s an
objectrve entity, produced or mnferred, how cax 1t bring about
4 subjecttve feeling of relish in the audience 1 whom these
factors are presumably absent ?  H, on the other hand, 15
supposcd that it exasts i the audicnce also, the queston shill
remans as to how the particular feelings of a pariicular hero,
like Rama who 13 different or superiar ta the spectator hume
self, can be rehished or realised as s own by the spectater.
These objections are ably set forth by Bhatta Nayaka, as
mtetpreted by Abhnava i his Locana (pp 67-8) . reso yads
parg-guistoyd prafyre, 1orks tjasthyam eva 3 No c6
svagatatvena ramadi carpameyat kivyid asan profyate Sva
gatalvena ca praitau svitniany rasayolpatir evabhyupagatd
sydt, si cayuktd samaydandi proty avibhavaivat Kantdteari
sadhfranam vasand vikasa hetur wibhavanayas  prayojaher
#s cet, devata-varnanadas tad apt katham? Na ca gva kanta-
smaranam  madkye  sarvedyate  Aloka simanyguis ca
rimadinat ye samudra setw bandhadayo wibhavas ie katkarh
sadhdranyami bhojeyih?

Hence Bhata Nayaka attempts 10 refnte these eatlier
theortes (as well as those of the new Dhvam Schoo! who later
on fourd a champion m Abbsnavagupta}, and sels up 2
peculiar theory of assthatic emjoyment (bhoga) He argues
that (1) Rasa caenot be produced as an cffeet, becavse the
causes, mamely, the wbldas, bewg non-realibes, cannot
brng sbout reat eflects ,  (2) 1t cannot be soferred, bocause
the character, Kama, got really beweg before the avdicacs, bis
fesing does not exist, aod what does poteust canzot be
wlerred (na ca tativato ramasya smynr, anupafabdhatar).
Besides, how 13 1t possible for the ordimary reader or spectator
to wdentify himself with the extraordipary virtues of 3 hero
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Samkhbya philosophers which 1e borrowed by these theonsts,
from the prominence of the attubute of goodeess sattva) ma
wan asd diffenng from what 13 known as worldly happmess *
Ttss distinguished from the two kinds of knowledge anebhava
apd smorana , and consisting of the goalines of melting,
pervading and expanding the mynd it 1s compated to the
sndeseribable bliss of diwine contemplation®  According 1o
Bhaita Nayaka, therefore, the Rasa consists in the sthay:
bhmva or the permanent mood expenienced an 2 generalised
form 1n poetry and drama through the powers of abhidha and
bhivakatyp and emjoyed by a bhissful process known a3
bhoga tll 1t 18 raised to 2 state of pleasurabie relish, which
3 pot worldly {alaukika) and which is akin to the philosophie
meditation of Brahma

It wili be noticed thatall these different theorses about
Rasa though applied (o drama and poetry, are at the same
time tinged with the docnines of the vanous schools of Indian
Phtlosophy  Loltata appears fo be a Mimamsake, Sadkuka
a Nayaytka, while Bhafta Nayaka seems to  follow the
Saghkhya doctrize  But what 1s more noticeable s that m
Bhatta Nayaka we mark a transition from what may be called
the objectve to the subjective view of Rasa and an goder
stagdiag that the whole phenamenon should be explamed i
turms of inward experence  1f we may judge from the some
what elaborate cuucrsm levelled agamst this theory 1t seems
ta have produced 2 greater impression ard vndoubtedly paved
the way for the Tater theory of Abhinavagupta to whom really
belongs 1be credit of elaberating the new asstbetic system of

1 samvodreka prokasinandamaya samivid 1érasie sorattsena bhogenn
shupate Mammata explaned by Govnda as bhogad ca sattva guno
drek ot prokasese @ anandas tat ssarupenanyalar bond 3a su el iaf
sardpo taukiba sukd dnubhavas laksanch  Us a3etkiya s ddl Bnidni
strena sivpn ite, p €5

2 rato mubl mvasmptyah vlakgavena  dravistara vikdsimant

para brakmasiada savdhens bhogena Avh on Bb bk lie @
rosc tasya Bhogalr yo aublara smarana praugatnbhyo wiiaksara e a
drn s ARe wime pure brahmisadasanah Letens B 62
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fihe Rama ? To solve these difficulhes, Bhaita Nayala,
as nterpreted by Abhmava and others, matntains that the
Rasa 15 ¢zjoyed 1a connecion with the 1ibhavas through the
relation of the enjoyer and the enjoyed (bhojeka and bhopa)
This school postulates three different fonctiuns of ¢ word,
namely, ablidhd (already admtted by Mumddsalas and
grammaniens), bhmvakana and bhojahatea  Abhudhd, howe
¢ver, 38 not Denotahon merely, but 15 given an extended
meanng so to include faksand or Indication' an s scope
thus cmbracing the two funchions already amalysed by pre-
vious speculatton Blavakana which, as Ablunavagupta
suggests, 18 denaved apparently from Bharata's general defin
von of bhma 15 described es the power of generalisation
which makes the vibliaras, as well as the sthgys bhuva sensed
m their general character without any reference to thew
specafic properties ¥ For aastasce, the sibharg Sila, 18
understood thraugh this power niot as 2 parlcular individual
but 10 the general character of a woman'  and the sthayi-
bhave cg Rama'slose towards her. 15 taken as love an
general withaut any reference to the agent or the object* By
the third fucctron of bhojakahva, the sthayin 15 enjoyed
this general form , accompanied by the vibhayas, sensed
also1n a geocral form  and this enjoyment 13 descrbed as a
process of sunilar to the

and blissfl hnowledge arising, 1 the langpage of the

1 abindhap lksenans, Locana p 68 tatrabudhd morantara-
saniardriha rugfhatvena dvethd Govinda p 66

2 wblwadi abhudiiare sty enorh
bhavakatia vyaparena bhasyamanah Abh onBE  tac carod bharaka
woh nime yo1 kevyana jod vibhoadinam sadhirenan dpedanah
namo Locana foc cit  bhavakeman sodbGramikoranomt fena ca
vyoparena vibhavadayah sti v co sudhavanikriyante Govinda p 66

3 sadl Grankaranaii cattad exa yat sudds velesanads Kaminitvadi
samanynopusthaih Govinda loc et

4 sad aramdriena  viblinod kena  bhaioka vaopirena  nafods
satatva panfirena sadharanatayomwesamdsyamanah sihey Mallmath
288
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which Vamana had already amply recognied end on whick
the Alahikara aod the Rit Schools had pot 2o much emphasss
The metaphorical ar the allegone boweser veiled itmay be
1s il in o seese expressed and must be taken as such  but
the guggestise (1yangya) 19 always uncxpressed uad s there
fore o sovrce of greater charm through ws capacity of
concealment , for this concealment 1 which conslsty (he
esserce of art s anreshly no concealment atall  The new
nesthetie school clams a particular (uaclton of supgestion
appetizining 1o words aod their senses whereby the wnexpres
sed or the ancxpresuible 13 called 1nto bemg  or fo speak with
hant whereby poctry becomes an eapression of the
acsthetic idea

Now the unexpressed through the suggestive power of
word or idea may be an unexpressed thought or matter (vastu)
or an unexpressed figuze of speech (alamhera) but an most
cases at ss a mood or fecliog (rasa) which ss directly mexpres
sible  The Bhvam School therefore took up the moods and
Icelings as an element of the urexpresssd and tred (o
harmonise the sdea of Rasa with the theoty of Davam It
was realised that poelry was not as Dandin thought the
mere clotung of aprecable 1deas sn agreeable language the
Ieelings and moods play an important partan it Butthe
techings and moods ta themselves are smexpressible  We can
give avameto them but rammp 2 moed or fechog 15 not
equnalent to expressing or developingat, At best therefore
we can suggestl What the port con ducctly eapressor
describe arc the ibhuras ctc  but with the help of these
expressed clement which must be gegeralised and concesved
not as they appear in the mundane world but as they may be
imaguned tn 2 poetic world the poet can awaken inus theaugh
the power of sugzestion inherent an words or ideas 3 pasucy
1ar aloukika cond tion of the soul 1r wiueh the rel sh of the
feehing a8 possible  JListrue that the poet cannot fouse the
same mood or feeltng as the persen (eg Rama) whom he
desenbes felt 19 tumes past but he can callup o reflecton of
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the Dbwanildta aed Ancadavatdhana® From his extenswe’
Iterary and philosephical studies as well as from his interest
m the works of Bharata and hss followers, Abhinava scems to
have reabised that no system of Poctics, hike no system of
Dramaturgy. can cver completely ignore the feclmgs, moods
and scatiments and must find an smportant place for Rasa
1he manifestation of which 13 a5 much the business ot poerry
asof thedtama  The insulliciendzes of the earlier theories on
Rasa are cbvious but 1t waga happy idea to claborate the
theary in such & way as not only lo supply these deficencien
but also to fit st well 1nto the divan! theory formulated by the
new school
1t 15 oot pecessary forusto enter ofo the detads of the
dinan theory, it will saffice here to 1ndicate geacrally how
the idea of Rasa was worked up st ut The Dhvani
Schiood 1n uts analysis of the essentials of poctry, fonnd that
the contents of a good poem may be gencrelly distinguishicd
mlo two parts The ome 1s that which 1s ¢xpressed and
snchudes what 13 g1ven 1n 50 many words , the oiher content
15 1ot expressed but must be sdded to i by the imaginaton
«of ceader or the histener  The unexpressed or the suggested
part, which 18 distinctly hiohed upwith the expressed and
which 15 developed by a pecoliar process of suggestion
{vyamand) 1s taken to be the ‘scul’ or essence of peetry  To
the grammassans 2nd Yearned woiters i seemed paradoucal
1o state that the very essence of 3 poem s that which 18 pot
even exprossed  On the other hand sorse form of symbolical
speceh e which wisdom demands that one should cxpress
oneself more 1 hints and supgestions than n actual words
was always i sogue, and the poets had been more or fess
partiel fo the method of speaking 1a metaphar of wrappus.
up thew 1deas 1t transpatent allegories  But the supgestive
poetry 18 somethang different from the merely metaphonienl
1 Thare 15 some difference m the gomers) theoret cal postions of

Anandavardhana and Abbmavagupta which will be motced wm its
proper placy Tater
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which Vamana had afready amply recognised and on which
the Alarhkara and the Ruti Schools had put so much emphasis
The metaphorical or the allegoric hawever veiled 1t may be
s still 1o a sense expressed and must be taken as such  but
the suggestive (vyasigya) 1s always unexpressed and 13 there
fore a souree of greater charm threugh st capamity of
conceslment for this concealment m which comnsts the
essence of art 15 m yeahly po concealment atall The new
aesthetic school clams a particular Junction of suggestion
appertamning 1o words and their senses whereby the anexpres
sed or the inexpressible 15 called mto béing  or to speak with
Kant whereby poetry becomes an expression of the
aesthetic 1dea

Now the uncxpressed through the sugscstive power of
word or 1dea may be an unexpressed thovght or matter (vastu)
or an noexpressed figure of speech {alamhara) but 1 most
cases 1t 15 2 moad or feeltag (rasa) which 15 derectly tnexpres
stble  The Dhvam School therefore took up the moods and
feelings 25 30 element of the unexpressed and tned to
barmonise the idea of Rasa with the theory of Dhvam It
was realised that poctry was not as Dandin thought the
mere clothing of agreeable wdeas 1 agrecable Janguage the
feelings and moods play an important part 101t But the
feeliogs and moads 1n themselves are ipexpressible  We can
give aname fo them but namumg a mood or feeling 1s not
equivalent to expressing or developing 1t At best therefore
we can suggestst What the poet can d rectly expressor
deseribs are the vibhavas ct¢ but with the help of these
expressed clement which must be generalised and concerved
not as they appear in the mundane world but as they may be
imagined 1n & poztic world the post can awaken m us through
1he power of suggest on inherent 1t words or 1deas a party
lat alaukika cond tion of the soul in which the relsh of the
feeling 15 pass ble M is troe that the poet capnot rovse the
same mood or feeling as the petson (eg Rama) whom he
describes felt 1o times past but he can callup a reflection of
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at which 15 symilar o some respects , and this condition of
enjoyment 1a the reader s soul 13 the rchish of rasa which can
¢ brought into consciousness by the power of supgesion
taberent 1n words ohd their seose
Here comes an the new colour given to the Rasa theory
by the exponents of the Dhvani School  They anterpret
Bharat's much discussed  dictum  to mean that Rasa 1s
suggested by the umon of the permanent mood with the
stbhar as throogh the relation of the sugrested (v3angya) and
the supgestor (wanjaha) and that the nfspatn of Bherata
should mean abhnyaktt  Cemmenting on Bhafjr Nuyakas
theory Abhnavagupta points out that thereis no need as
there 15 no awthorty ' for assummng the two powers of
bhmakatva end bhogikarana  for they are imphicatly wcluded
o the adea of rasavyaujond and s vitmate eriads
Bharatas dictum Aavyarthdn bhdvayanidts bhavdh (vic ed
Grosset p 100) amplies bhayahats a to be an nherent capacsty
of all bhaias as (he cause of existence (bl 1ti Rarane dhatuh
1b d) or dilusion {vyaptyartham sbid ) of the sense of pactry
the sense indicating the prancipal sense conssshing of the relish
of Rasat Hence the sthayen together wath the vyabliearin
being bhnas themselves brng anto existence through this
inherent power the extraordimary relishable semse of poetry
cogmised an a general fora (sorva sudharanataya asiudayarr)
In this way the stayin or cven (he Kavya atsclf may be
tegarded generally as the bharaka of migpadaha of Rasa
and ths so-called bhavekana according to Abhinava
cons sts 10 nothing more than a swtable use of puna and
ala nhara for the yltimate putpose of awakentng Rasa through
the suggestive power of wordand sense * Thus disposing

| Ct eladriavydpurad oya kalpame  pra anabla ot Govinda
»6s

2 turfa /y aha kivyartla bha cyanc T 1ar Lavsartl o rasah aga o
Kavyasyarita rasa)  art) yonte pradidmye ety atlah Abh Bb of
Hemacandra p 62,

3 bha akarva v aps samuciag ndloflara pa groi & makam
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of the power of bhavakanra, Abhmnava tens fo the other
powes assumed as bhaga or bhogikarana by Bbatta Nayaka
He remarks that beyond the prafitr or perception of rasa, he
13 not aware of any other process called bhoga M at1s relsh
or enjeyment, 1 1s alteady admitted ; and nothung 18 gamed
by giving 1t 2 new name, just as nothing 15 gamed by arriving
at the sawe 1dea by the use of dullcrent ferms like darsana,
anumity §ruty, upamts o1 prahbhana accordmg oely fo the
distinction of the means cmployed * Hence bhoga 1s nothing
more than the perception of Rasa, consistig of 1ts essence
of relish based on permanent moods Lie ras etc Butit
atust not be supposcd to rest there, for although it 15 admitted
that wherever there 1s Rasa there 15 po doubt 1ts perceptian,
consisting i its enjoyment, yet since the natare of sative and
other gunas, wvolved w such enjoyment 15 diversified,
accordimg as they are principal of subordipate and 1s there

fore m 1tself 1nfinite and imcomprehenuible, the rclish of Rasa
1smot to be measured by the mere supposition of three
functions® The bhops supposed by BRhajta Nayake

therefore consists essentially in the asvada of Rasa  possible
by the suggestive power of poetry, xod falling natwzally

within 1ts domain st need not be taken as a separate function *

asmdblur vialya vakgysww Na ca  havpe fabdinam  dewalamam
bhfvakanam  no kevolfnam orthanim  dvayos tu Bhavekatvam
asmabhr ukiam sasmad  vyanakandkhyena vylporena gunalom
Karaucstyadikarayess Aartavyaiaya Ravyark Bhavakam rason bhavayats
Lotana p %

1 prafityad) vyatinhtas ¢a samsore ko bhoga vt wa vidmah  rasan
ot cet s3pn pranpatir eva kevalom upaya vasloksyaryan namantarars

P protsbi anads

(Hemacandra p 61)

2 atha'crate proutr asya hhogikarangm fac ca vatsadi Sarupadt
tad astd Tathap: na taven matram Ydvanta bi rasds avana eva
rasatmanah profitayo bhogikarana svabhd ah  samsodt gunanaw  Can.
‘gaagy varcuryam anantam akelpyam i ka tntveneyand d foc cit)

3 bhogikarane vylparct ¢u  havyuimakavasa visayo  diwananat
maiva  alaukike druts visiara vihsatmanme bhoge kartavye tolottaro
dhvanana vydgara era murdhbiugktah Locana p 0
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This pratiti of Rosa, Abhinava maratains, 18 nathing more
than 1ts abkityahtl of mamfestation by the power of sugges
tion tesulting tn on extraordinary state of relish, known 23
vasand dsvada ot cervana  What a5 manifested 15 pot the
Rasa itself, but s relish, not the mood dsell but als reflec-
ton 1n the form of n subjctne conditton of acsthetic
enjoyment 1 the reader  This taste or relish partakes no
doubt, of the nature of cognilion, 1t 18 nevertheless dilferent
from the ordwary or laukika Lorms of the process, beeaute is
means, the 3ibhdias arc not to be taken ny ordmary or
taukiha causes' Although Rasa requires these factors for

1 rasend ca bodha rapana K tu bodhIntareblno laxkiRebhya
wlakgarana #plyinTip ubhidlind p foukike-salak pansdt (op it
p 6 Thit will make &t clear why Rasas fike Rorwno Bibhatia o
Sharunats which tause iy, degest or borrer be termsd Rasa dn
which emoyment 1« essentil  The relich of Rasa fs supposed ta be
an exiraord nary blie nol to te likened to ordinary pam or plsasure
and the mind f1 50 eniirely tont {n Wt that even when the seatiment
of gnet or homor 1 relihed i such 3 state pam v mever Belt
and even when #t i felt 1t fs & Pledsrable pawn, The fact 15 borme
out by the common expenence that wheo grisf 15 represenied the
spectator or the reader says [ have emoyed 1t Flence Vifvan tha
Tematks (it &7 and vl ed Durglprasidt p 75) that those very
things which are called caoses of pain 1 the world (ke bansshment
of 53 in the forest) when conwgmed 1o poetry snd dramatie res
Presentation powsser (he right o be cafled in consequence of their
aswming such o [unchion  eliukika sibhdies cte. and from them
only pisare casuss, 3% 1 does from butes nnd the 1ke in amorous
dallance [t w also mamtamed (hed 11 8) that teart econstitute no
proof that anything but pleasurc s fell m postry for the fears
whith ore shed by the reader o not those of pan bt fhose of
seniment Iagannatha s emarks m the comnexion are nterestng  He
says (p 26} that the shedding of tears and the Lke are due to the
nature of the cxperience of the parucular pleature and not to pam
¥ence m a devoree tears anse on lsteming to 3 descption of
the dety in ths ease therc B not the shghiest foclmg of pamn
Such 35 tbe power of the evraordimary function of poetry that even
wnplessant tings like soreow pencrate alenkida pleasute ond this
Theasamt uesthetnc vl ¥ shoutd be distngu shed Trom the exper ence
realived by oher ord mary means.
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1ts mamfestation and cannot exist wethout them, 1t cannot yet
be regarded as en ordinary effect, and the cause and effect
theory 1s for 1n the sphere of
poetry, 1t 3s sad, the connexion between cause and efect gives
place to a magmative system of relations, which has the
power of stireing the reader's soul into Rasa  The resulting
Rasa cannot besdentified with ts constiuent vibhavas, for
the latter are not experrenced separately, but the whole appear
25 Rasa, which 15 thus sunple and mdvisible, and at the
tume of relish nothmg else but Rasa s raised to our
consciousness  The wraters on poetses aze fond of explaining
this phenomenon under the amalogy of a beverage, which,
though made up of black pepper, candred sugar, camphor and
other ingredients gives us a different taste from that of its
constituznts  The result, therefore, 15 an 10dsssoluble umty of
taste from which every trace of the constitttent elements 15
oblitesated

Abhinavagupta goes a step further also 1n maiptaming
that the sthayin or the permanent mood, mferred from its
lawkiha causes (¢ g woman garden, etc ) remains 1m the hearts
of the appreciating audicace 1o the subtle form of latent
impresstons *  On reading a poem or wilnessmg o drama
this permanent mood, remawng m the form of latent
unpressions (visana), 1s suggested by the depucted vibhavas
etc, which cease to be called Jaukika causes but go by the
name of vrkhavas etc, in poetry and drama,® and which are
taken tn their general form without speafic comnexions?®

1 cxplained by Mammata as samay kanam vasandtmarayd st tok
on which Gwmdu comements sam gulanarh sulgmatayariah st 3nd
Mallwnitha svanubhava jamita sthstatt
explamag Vdmna as sariskara

2 laukeka karanatvads bhavam  atekelnta  evulaukika vibhavads
vyapadela bhigbiuk Abh onBU haranatvads parshirena wbhavanadt
vyaparavairvad  alaukrka vibhavad: Sabda vyasohara i Mammats ex
plamed ty Vidyadvata as foke u karana kurya sulakeriay evabhudin
yante, nu vibkavonublava vybhiaringl p 92

3 sadldranyena praca b, Mamnata
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‘The 1ibharas, therefore, are generalised 10 the minds of the
reader and do not refer to particularitzes not through the
power of bhavakatea, as supposed by Bhatta Nayaka but
generally through the suggestive power of word and sense
and specsfically through a skifud use of guna and alamkare
10 postey. and clever topresentation o the dramz In the
same way, the sthay: bhava of (he permanent mood which
1t the soucce of the Rasa? ss also generalised, becanse the
germ of 1t 5s already existent e the reader s soul in the form
of impressions, and this together with the beauty of the
gencrahsed representation of the vibhavasete, remaves all
temporal and spatial Limitations* The mood 1s generalised
also 1n the sense that itrefers not to any particular reader but
to readers n general so that although it 1srehshed by a
particular wndwideal, yet at the ime of rchshing i, he does
not think that it 15 relished by hin alone ® but by all persons
of poetic sensibilny*  This relish 15 known as Rasz 1m
poetry and drama

T Thie sthuyi 15 90 ealled hecause  thovgh the Eeeling el hive all
feetings 15 essentially transent s smpresssom 13 the form of vaszna o
* sariskarn (> more or less pecmanent bewog ealled up when the Rasa 15
cogalsed CF Prablap 61 anrahi Leroms prayri: rupasya raryader as
sinatihe psomskaratmana  ewe kola sthoyitvad yaned  rasa prants
kelam anusariidhantc ca sthaymam  Bot the sthayim wiself ss not Rasa
wtmusthe syaba uidisia sud vibhs & meloks and thus nade relsbable
(cannanopayop) Gownda p 6. The mumate relish of Rasa s frec
{rom all contact enther of the vabkasas of Of the srhayin
2 mukuga pranfirsakading tavan nata buddhir acchodyate gadla
praktana samsit sariskarac ca rya baldd anjamunept na  satra
romadh riramyati 1a1a evobiay andeta Aila paniy ig2h Abh as eited
by Hemacandra 66
3 mamaie bhdadaych ghom o8 raaswedaa evam nna
a siadamangh
4 nuya promatrqatanena sthito ;i sudharanoplya balar  tatkata
viRaliia-parim 1 pramatr bhasa vasonmusta sedyantara sarparka bumya

PoNmta bhasena  promitra  sadhuranyena  siahare

tvabhinnio py
gocardrah Mammata
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To state 1t brifly and without any technrcality, there 1s 1n
the mind a Jatent :mpression of feelinys which we once went
through and this is roused when we read 2 poem which des-
cnibes umilar things YBy wniversal sympathy we become patt
and paceel of the same fecling and imagine oursetves i that
condttion -} Thus the feeling 1s rarsed to 2 state of relish, call
ed Rasa in which lies the essence of poetic enjoyment It will
be noticed that these theorists presuppose Iatent smpression of
experience (vasand) and umversal sympathy (sadhdramya ot
sadharanikarana) ‘Those who have mever expenenced the
feehing of love for 1sstance, and have therefore no impression
of expenience left wa them as well as those who have na sanse
of commumity of hnman feehings can never relish Rasa
poetry The vasand weare told s natural (svabhawki or
naisargika) but it may be acquured by siundy and expenence
The writers on Poetics, therefore, are mereiless in their satire
on duMl prammarans and ol Mimumsskas to whom such
relish of Rasa 1s depied and they declare unammously that
rasika eva rasisvade yogyeh. As Rasa 1z not an objective
entity which can reside wn the hero or the actor it Is reahised,
as Dhanafijaya puts # v 36) by the readers own capacily
of enjoyment  Thus a degree of culture and aesthetic instinet
15 demanded in the entic, the rastha ot sabrdaya, who 18 the
adfukarin digmfied with the appellation of pramatr compat
ble with this subtle and extraordmary conception of poetry
As Abhwavagepta puts it edfukar: catra vmala pranphanasal
hrdayah , 304 elsewhere (Locane p 11) be describes such a
sahrdaya oS yesam kavy@musifanabhyass valad visadibhute

varnaniye yogyatd 1e Fydaya
samvada-bhayah sahrdayah
7 It may also be pomted out that this subtle copception of
Rasa makes 1¢ difficult 1o express the notron propetly iz West-
etn comcel termnology  The word has becn trapslated ety
mologreally by the ferms Savour’ relish® ‘gustation ‘teste”
“Geschmack’ of ‘saveut’ , but nooe of these readerings seems
1o be adequate  The simpler word ‘mood” ot the term Stum

14
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mung’ used by Jacobi, may be the pearest approach to it, but
the concept has hardly any analogy in European critical theo-
ries, Most of the terms employed have ideational associations
of their own, and are therefore not strictly applicable, Fox ins-
1ance, the word "taste’ or ‘relish,’ though hterally correct. must
ot be understood to imply aesthetic or moral judgment, ‘good
or bad taste,” but must be taken to indicate an idea similar to
what we mean when we speak of tasting food. At the same
time, this tcalistic description must not lead us to drag it down
ta the evel of n bodity pleasure 3 for this artistic pleasure is
given s almost equivalent to the phitosophse bliss, koowa as
dnanda bewy hited nbove worldiy joy.

This peeuliar condition of the ego, the Rass, is reatised
through the characteristic function of vyafjend or sugeestion
1n poetry. 'The idea is claborated by latex theorists, who lake
pains to show that it does not come under the province of
abkidha {denotation), nor of 1aiparya {import), not of laksand
(ndication), not of pratyakse (perception), nor of anumana

nor of smarana ini admitted by philo
sophers and grammarians, Into these technicalities which
properly come uander the discussion of the yyafifana-rii, we
need not enter 3 but it may be noted that Abhinava describes
this abhivyahsi, which i3 taken o8 synonymous with carvana,!
as vita-vighna-pratiti o cognition rendeted free from obstacles.
Following Jum, Jaganodtha notes in this connexions vyaktis
ca bhagnayarana cit, yatha ki fervading pihito dipas rane
nivpttan sannikitin padGrthin prakasayati, svayar ca prokasate,
evam aima.caitonyags vibkavadi-sovwalitan ratyadin, Stmilarly
carvand is described by the author of the Prabha as vibkavadi-

rany Sbhi

yaktis carvand
$@ ea bhagnivaran cit, The cognition of Rasa, therefore, isa
distinet realisation freed from all doubts and chstacles by
means of the vibhavas ete,, which ars accordingly designated

1 vkt carvanett pasyyah, Govinda, p. 62
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as vighnipasiraka' 1t Is vanously described a8 camatkara.
nirvea (asakeniog of pocuie charm), rasana {telish) asvada
{raste), bhoga (ftmtron) samdparte (accomplishment), laya
(Cusion} ead vigranis (repose)

The essence of Rasa, therefore, consists 10 1ts Zsvdda ar
carvanii {carvyamanmha pranah) which 15 alaukika, bewg
1ncompassable by the ordnaty processes of knowledge Itas
a relish 1n which the Rosa alone apart from s conshituent
elements, 19 carsed Lo conscrousness , and 1813 therefore, des
cubed as a rehish tn which the contemplation of any other
thing but Rasa itselt 18 lost (vigalita vedydntara) or which 15
free from the contact of aught else percewved (vedyantara-
sparfa $unya), Iike the state of mind lost 1n the philosophic
contemplation of Brahma It 15 not capable of proof or
designatron nnd cannot be made Loowm: becausc its percep-
tion 15 separable from tts existence , of 1 other words, 1ty
wlentical with the knowledge of tself *  The only proof of the
existence of Rasa 1s s relish stsel! by the safrdayat Ttss
therefore sakala sahrdays hrdoya somvedana sekjike or 11 the
words of Mammata sakpla sahrdaya sminddabhdje pramatra
gocariketah  Although 1t 152 very intimate relish camatidra
1 supposed to constiute sts lifebreath This camatkara,
which has been compared to the ‘wonder sput’ of modern
enitics 15 descnibed by Vidvanitha ag a kind of expanding of
the mind of which another mame 15 *wonder” (camatkaraf
cuta vistard rupo vismayapara paryayak) 1mplyng that the
marvellous always underlics the Rasa {rac camathdra siratve
sarvairapy adbhuta rasak underan 3) Jaganpdtha, however,

1 Sec Hemawandrap 63 sarvathe rasanatmaka vita v ghna prattl
grakyo bhava eva rasak tatra wghapasaraka vibhava probl ptayak
where the vigirar are enumerated 21 seven 1 number and discussed 1
aetall
2 loke sakula vighna v monuked saiatnr eva camathara n veba-
rasanisvadana bhogasamapati laya viérantyads Sabda v abhdniyate
Hemacandra foc cxt followimg Abbinava

3 Vatvadta w20 4 thd o 26
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completes the 1dea by corrclaling this comarkra with the
rarcltrya ot viechun of the Alaikara School who mean by it
aspectal charm duc to an act of imagmnation on the part of
the poet (Aavi Aarma ot kavi pratibha) underlying and const
tuting the essence of all poctic figures' The camathdre
therefore which 18 the essesce of all poctic Ggutes 13 also the
esseoce of Rasa and has been defined? as a fact of our
consciousncss (anubhara sdkgtka) consisting of extraordnary
Pleasure (alaxkfA@hlada) which depends on a concept formed
by continued contemplation of wselt

The last step in this Jdea was taken by the attempt of
brioging Poctry to the level of Religion by liemsg ths
nesthetic enjoyment (6 1he ecetatic bliss of dwine contempla
ton (brakmdsiada) Visvanatha sems up the dea brefly
thus The Rasa nrsing from the exaltation ol sattya {putity)
indivisble self manifested made up ol joy and thought in
theie 1d ntity Iree from the contact of aught elss percened
ok 1o the reahsation of Brahmo the hic whereof 1s guper
mundane wonder 13 enjoyed by those competent e anscpara
bleness (of the objest from the realisation thereof) and as it
were 1 ats own shape * 1t follows ffam this that the promaty
to whom slone this bliss 1 vouchsafed 1s hken yogin or
devotee who deserves this prefetence through his accumulated
menits (punyavantah praminvantt yogivad rasa samiatim)

Tins 1 its gencral outhines 15 the Rasa theory as finalty
fixed by the Dhvam School and afl later wolers from
Dhananjaya to Jaganoathz accept tus new nterpretation and
attempt to work itout m detar! Thus an endeavour was
made notonly to explan the concept of Rasa m terms of
sward experience but alsoto absarh s sdea of aesthetic
delectation 1ato the new theory of Dinani and make st applt

L Sec Jacob Leber Degr ff und Wesen der poet schen Fic rem
m GN 1908 where ths concepton of an alasmRare 1s expla ned
ke dlso Tntrod to the Vakrokd) wed § K De

2 Roagongddhars p 4 ed Dombay 1916
3 Sal yaderpans 1 23 ed Durgapmsids p 2 f
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vable to poetry and the Rasa Schoo! properly so called
began to merge from this tmo onwards wto the donuuznt
Dhvam School Even Mauimabhatta who attempted to
Semolish the Phvam theory was forced to acknowtedge Rasa
and declare that on thus pomt there 15 no difference of opinion
between humsclf aud the Dhvamikara?, the anly differepee
exsting with regard to the fonction par excellence which
should be operative 1n poetsy  But the Dhvam School and
uts followers consider Rasa as nn element of the wacxpressed
only , and though their theory which puts a great emphass
on rasa-dkvam practicslly leads tosucha conclusion, both
the Dlivamkars and Anandavardhana are yet careful not to
esect 3t 1nto the very  soul of poetry  From the theoretiwal
standpoint at least they could not ptve exclusive preference
to rasa divant however important 1t may bo, for s thew
complete scheme of Poetics  the unexpressed may also take
the form of vastu dhvan: and alamRara divan: and the centte
of gravity i a poem may Lie 0 11s matter or i us poettc figure
aswell as m s Rasa  Ablunavegupta however appears
10 have attached Little weight to these theorencal conswera
tions  and brushing them aside he boldly brings forward the
essentiality of Rasa declarng that there can be no pociry with
out Rasa {na Ju tacchunyam kavyam kimeid astit) because all
poctry hives through rass (raseraiva sarvam jvat Aavyam) He
attzmpts however to reconcile the theoretical discrepancy by
sayog that although admutedly the unexpresscd may also take
the form of a vastu Or an alomkarg these two kinds of
suggestion’ sesolve themselves ultumately suto the suggestion
of Rasa which 18 10 fact the essence of poetry * - Tlus opimon
apparently fed Vidvanatha o push the theory tosts logreal
hmut and formalate his somewhat cxtreme view that the
Rasa slone conshitutes the essence of poetry ¢ 3) DBut the
1 kevyasydment  pastd rupe na kenocd marh p 22

2 Locana 9 65
3 raseesa vasruia aoma vesvalamidsaslhvan tu sarsdika resam

oty parymvasyerep 27
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consrderations which led the founders of the Dhvant
theory to leave ths wvicw wasely unsiated, could not
be easily put out of the way, and Jagannatha objeots
on this very pround  The defimtion of poctty given by
Vigvanatha he says, cannot be accepted. because thereby
poetry 1 which the central charm hes 1o the matter or 1
the poeuc Bgure (c g m professedly descptive and orna-
mental poetry) would be entrely excluded and such an exclu

sion 15 not warranted either by theory or by the practice of
great poets  Vi§vanatha anticipates thts cbjection by sayiog
that 1n these cases there 1s a scmblance of Rasa (rasabfiasa)
and the verse given o Divamaloka p 20 33 2n instance of
vastit dhvarne 19 10 lus opioeon, admissible beeause there 156
touch of Rasa {rasasparse) and not because merc vyancys
vastn can conshiute the essence of poetry  Jagannatha
replies that nothing 18 gained by thus clumsy subterfuge of an
1ndarect reference to Rasa  because such a reference may also
be construed sn phrases ke the cow moves' or “the deer
leaps® This cannot be taken as a cuterion  because thereby
any and every content of poctry would be reduced to the
position of a vibhma  anublava or vyabhicars bhma of the
Rasa! Jagannatha imsclf onc of the latest writers on the
subject, therefore tres to selve he difficulty by stediously
averding all meption of Rasain hus defimtion of poetry, a)

though 1n theory he, ke Visvanatha adhercs in the main to
the views of the Dhvami School Jagannatha mentions as
many as eight different theoties about Rasa (p 28), but the
existence of 5o many conflicting views as well as the fact that
Rasa cannot be taken as the essence of all peeiry, makes him
define poetry s ramansyariia pratipedakak Sabdah  masmuch
aselitheorssts opree that Rasa. which cannot be mamested

without an accompanying state of Joy conveys a peculiar

ramamyate essential to poetry * It will be noticed  there.

1 Sce on (b3 pot Sefliyadarpana pp 16 §
and
diara tp 78 Cf alio Govinda Pradipasd Kavyamals \ﬁf:‘:sﬁgu

2 iuhah ndnd aablih  demdgibhic  nand rpare;3rasiio pr
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fore, that recognitton was refused to any attempt, like that
of Visvanatha, to develop the theory further out of stself; and
the views of the Dhvan: School, a3 represented later by Mam-
mata, became M1 spite of many attempts at improvement i
detaid, a Yand of canomest code for all future ume.

In spitc of this unquestioned domunance of the Dhvany
School, which amply recognsed Rasa but regarded it as one
of the phases of the unexpressed tn poetry, one ¢lass of wrutets
shill adhered to Rasa as the only element worth constdeting 1n
poetey, olthough they never theoretically discussed the position
like Visvanitha, and built vp 2 system on sts basis  Of gl the
Rasas, however, as rngrg or love forms the absorbmg theme
of Sanskrst poetry and drama s genersl, and as this part-
cular poetic mood possesses an slmost umversal appeal,
these writers naturally work out the §pngdra o all ws detad,
and we have m consequence @ body of erolico-rhetorical
treatises, of which the carliest and the most remarkable 15
Rudrabhafta’s Spngira nilaka, one of whose avowed objects (1 5}
1sto apply the idea of Rasa, already discussed m connexon
with the drama by Bharata and others, to the case of poctry.
Following upen s we have Bhoja's Srngdra-prakasa, cuted
by Vidyadhara (p. 98) and Kumfrasvdmem {p.220), wlnch
deals with the subject 1o thcusual claborate cyclopaedic
mannes of 1ts author, with profuse illastrations of every
phase of the senttment, 1n 10 less than twenty chapters, After
this come 1numerable works of a simular nature, which take
Rasa, especuafly syngara, as thei princspal theme, and which
were composed with the apparent ofyect of gurding the poet
12 the composition of eratic pieces so popular and profuse i
Sanskust poetry Of these the Bhava prakasa of Saradatanaya.
which produces the substance of most of the chaptersof
mangibhh paramahl@davinabharieyd  prafiyamanch  propufce’smin
raso pamansyadm avahatitl wirvivedam, p 29

1 AMSof this work has been acquured by the Madras Govt
Oricntal MSS Librasy, aod V Raghavan has given on extensive account,
based og this MS, of this ork 1n bis Bhoja s Srivgars Frokata vol » (s

2 pts ), Bosbay 1940
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Bhoja’s work and the Rasarnma of Sibgabhlpala as well us
the two well known works of Bhanudatta the Rasa mufjart
and Rasa farangeni descrese mention None of these specia)
1sed treauses  however add anything of speculative intercst
1o ntopic already thtashed out to its extreme, and vs they
‘belong properly 10 the province of Eeotics rather than Poclcs
atreatment of them must be sought clsewhere  The simple
1dea elshorated more or less in all these works® 18 that the
fondamental Rasa 13 §pngara, whichis consequently treated
w detail onth tegard to 1ts vIbhitvas ¢tc  This brings 10 tops
cally the extensive discussion of Niyaka and Nayika and thesr
vanous conditions dad emotions scting as @ factor of the
Rasa Into these elaborate definitions distinctions and classe
fications of the amatory sentiment wilh s varying emobional
moads and sttuations which these works industriausly discuss
and which olways possessed an atiraction fo mediaeval
scholasne minds we need not enter here i the discussion of
general prmaiples These thearists delight 1 arranging woto
dwisions and subdivisions  according to rank  character
circumstances and the Like all conceivable types of 1he hero
the herosne ond thewr adjuncts together with the diferent
shades of gestures graces feehngs moods and emotions in
conforouty to the fradiion which had already obtased 1
he sphere of Deamaturgy We cannot refuse {0 recogmse
the subtle power of analysis and insight which these essays
mdicate  and although much of 1tis marked by scholastic

1 °Th ¢ clear from the suaude of Bhoj Intus $pagdra prakass as
seported by Vidyddhara and Kumimsvam 0 both of whom pe ot out
that Bhoys accepts oaly one Rasa the Erot ¢ (r)d m §riztram ekam eva
Sragara prokate rasam uraricala a EXdral D 98 Syngera eka evarasa
+ $ngaroprakala harch Rétmdpana p 321) Althoush Bhoja mentions
asmany as ten Rasas o lus Soregvan kangl abharans  he nppearsto
devote almost exclus ve silent on 1o spigiza 1o hus treatment Tnthe
wume way Rodrabhaits declares srigard nmako rasal 120 and
Bhipudatts appeass (0 take 1t for granted that frigara ocoup es an
tonoured place amoog 8l the Rasas (1ana rasets grdgdeosyddh pavh 0
tvena ed Benarcs p 21)
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formalism  there 15 an unmistakble attempt to do justice to
facts not only as they appear to experience but to the obser
vatiop of general poetic usage In the elaborate workng out
of the general thesis that the Rasa 1 evolved on the bams on
onc or other of what they call the permanent mental moods
with the help of vatous emotionsl adjuncts, the watess on
Poetics have proceeded a long way an the careful analysis of
poctic emonons, the psychology of which bears an intimate
rlaton to their theory and m atself deserves separale
study

Axcw turn was given to the theory by Rilpa Gosvamin's
Uppvala nidamane which brings erotico religious 1deas to bear
upon the general theme of Rasa It attempis to deal with
Rasa m terms of the Yaisnava dea of upvala or madhura
rasa by which 15 meant the srngara rasa the term wyvala
bemng appatently suggested by Bharata's description of that
Rasa' The madhura rasa, however 18 represented not
its secular aspect bul primarly as 2 phase of bhaki rasa
(madhurtkhyo bhaki rasak1 3), for the Vagnava thenlopy
admits five Rasas as forming roughly the five degreesor
agpects of ke realisation of Bhakti or farth, viz fanta {tran
quillity), dasya (also called prui servitude or bumility)
sakhya (also called preyas friendship or equality) vassalya
(parental affection) and madhurya (sweetness) The last
also called the wyvala rasa being the prancipal 13 termed
bhakti rasa raf® and  constitutes  as such, the subject
maller of the present treatise  The Kryna rat or the love
of Krgna forms tho sthay bhava of this Rasa  and the
reciprent here 15 not the literary sahrdaya but the bhakia

1 yat kuhal foke Suce mediyom wpala dardaniyem v sic
chragarenopamuyate ed Grosset pp 8940

2 I 2 explaned by hwa Gosvamnas Jduta prin preyo vancly
oyrala namags mukhyefu sa evoywalapara parytyo  blakii rastnia
rod madhurakhyo rosah ¢d Kavyam)i p 3
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the faubfol® This sthdyi Bhiva Lnown oa madhura ratl
which s the source of this particular Rasa s defined in
ferms of love of hrspa'™, and the natute of the Naysla and
Nayikd 13 defined tn the same manner and their fechings
and emotions sllustrated by cxamples ndduced from pocms
desling with the love storses of Krgna and Radhi  The
work s therefote essennally » Vaigpava rehgious trcatise
presented in # literary gath takeog krgna as the 1deal hero
with the cautton howescr that what Is true of hpgna a3 the
heto docs not apply to the ardiary sccular heto (0 18 20}

ATPENDIX

(We gve in the following pages the relevant text of
Ablinavagepta s commentary on  Bharata ¢h 1 with
reference to his famous SOz on Rasa referted ton this
monograph  The possage gives a leatned summary of the
vatious theories on Rasa obtaining 1 Abhinavas uhime
Most of it has been 28 we have noticed appropnated by

m s on fus own Ads,

{p 570 Manuscripts of Abhmnava s commentary are by no
means plentilul  and sa far two copies are knownto be
cxstenc onc ol which 13 now wthe Trnandrum Patace
Library and the other n the Government Oncatal
Manusenipts Library Madras  Our text us based on a
Devandigan: transeript procured for vs by Mm Gadgenath
Jha presumally from the Trnandrum MS  The text offered
here beng based on such mmperfect materiol 15 1odeed
defieient nod unsatsfactory n many places  but ot s

L s ddynd Ipd biakindn 513 $ra andd BRI |
esihrpna rot | sihdy) bl dvo bhakel raso bha <1 1|
Cled by] va Goswam p 4
2 madhurakhgays rater laksanam coktam—
a ha cr mpgokeyds casel bl osasydd Kdramam |
madiurapa a parydya priyatakt yod vd rat i |
bid Joe ct
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THE TEXT OF KAVYALOKA LOCANA IV

The notiee 1n the recest Descriptive Catalogue' of the

Government Oriental Mapuscripts Libtary Madras of two
(A and B) i Devanigan character of Abh

puptas commentary' on the fomtth Uddyota of te
Dhyamyaloka ot Kavyaloka first drew attentron to this missing
chapter® of the well knewn work the existence of which was
trilliantly conjectured long ago by Prof Jacobi* An applica-
tion was made for aloan of these MSS through the Inda
Office 1n 1920 , but as the rules of the Library did not allow

1 Madras 1918 vol xxu pp 86667, nos 128934

2 The full title of this wark (commonly known as Locgna)as given
o the ddferent MSS 1s K yalokelocana or Dhvanyloka locana
AbMinava hunself 10 the preseat text cals the originat Kavyalola Tbe
Anandsardhamy a kavsalaikara kimadhenu fike etered by Aufrecht
{1 9)as ] on the iavolves 2
twotold etror  due perbaps to Oppert s accurate entry 1o the first
place the term Jnandarardi anoa 18 an dncorrect designstion 1o the
second place by Lasyalamkara kamadheny (ika s probably meant the
commentary of the same pame (ed Benares Saosk Yeres 1905
Suvinwilisa Press 1909) on Vimaod's Kavyaladkara by Gopendra
Tippa Bhipila muxed wp through & confusion with the Locana
commentary of Abhuava

3 TheRivyamili(ed N Sag Press Bombay 1911) pranis only
the fiest three uddy 0ras of the Locena which were the only ones known
1o Buhler (Aas!mr Report pp 66 and zvu) Other MSS Buenell,
Tanjore Car 552 Reibora Central Prov Rep 100 also Lists of Mss
purctased in 185978 20 Oppert 26923 2996 5513 Bhandarker, Rep
18879 593 India OffceCor 1008 Stesn Jamnu Car G2, Kagindth
Kunte Lahore Rep 8 Mot of these MSS ate described né complete
butit cannot be defermined whether they 1aclude the fourth uddyose

4 2DMG 1902 p 4 footnote 1 In addition to the arguments
adduced thereln 1t may be porated out that Abhinavaatp 12.11 1920
{e. havyam3a) prom ses 10 dilate Upon & certain powt at the end of
his work. (granthdnte vaksyimah} 2 promsse which he bears out towards
1be end of the present text
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such a loan and as a rotograph transcript was impossble the
present waiter had to be content with certified copees foswarded
by the Curator of the Labrary through the kindress and courie
sy of F W Thomas of the India Office Library Qn retuen to
India another attempt was made to obtamn 2 lozn of the MSS
through the Cal.utta University  but as there was no chance of
snccess i this direction St Asutosh Mookenee fo whom
‘the difficultscs were submitted very kindly dimected Pandit
Acanta Krsna Sastri to make fresh copies personally His
efforts bappty resubed in the discovery of a fresh manuscript
n the possession of hus friepd Pandst S b Ramanath Sastri
of the Madras Oriental MSS Library with whick slso (C) the
present text s collated  Although still deficient 1n many places
«ap which probably  sight of the origmal MSS might have
thrown some lrght the present writer ventures to publish 1be
textin 1ts present form not ornly out of consideration of 11§
mportance but alse with the hope of drawing ta 1t the
attention of interesied scholars who may have access to
other MSS and can thereby help to determise some of the
difficult es left unsolved here

Apert from the wherent inberest of the present et as
supplying the mssing part of the learned commentary of this
champion of the Dhvam School there are several pemts to
which attention may be deawn here  As m the other paris
of hus commentary * Abhmava appears to distingush fere
between the Kanikakara and the Vritikara of the onginal text
by directly opposing them a fact which furtber supports
Jagobis contention* that the author of the Kanka the so
called Dbvamkara was different from Avapdavardhona the
author of the prose Yattt Ablwava uses the tertn vriit
grantha (o contradistinction 1o the Kar ki aod m one place

1 Pp 1123960 71 8 104 123 1304 ec

2 Frstsugeested by Bubler Kas/n rRep p 65 See ZDMG loc
€f p 405 B and§ K De on the Dhvan kira and Anands stdhana
50 the Burled # of the Sthovh 0f D en al 3 ud ex vol § 15 9 PpYY
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especially, points out that the question asto the source of
the endless variety of Artha imparted 10 poetry 15 mentioncd
by the Vrtkira slthough not touched upon by the
Katikdkara ' Towards the end of the prescat text, Abhinava
gives hls awn readiog of some of the Karikas, and hs remarks
apparently show that the Vrttihara 1 Several places reads
the Karlas by splttng them up (hhandihripa pathu(di—a
procedure which 18 not Nikely 1f we suppose a common
authorship of the Kariki and the Vrit:

There are two gathd verses 1 the present text (Bhaavihala®
and Cdiang*®) onc of which 1s psenbed to Abhinava himself
none of the MSS,? the sense and construction of which do
notseem very clear from the obviously corrupt text The
fitst verse 15 bafling and obscure as to sense and metre
mall the MSS  The next verse 13 clearer and its ¢chayad
ruay be put testatively thus

Thyagt jana-kara parampara samcarana ksaya mhscha Sariedh.
Arthih ke pangegrhasthuh serthud \yastdh sravantha
“Ruches, enfeebled of body through decay caused by pass-
g 10 asd fro through a succession of hands of bountiful
folk melt away,as it wete separated from their company
and lodging 1w poor men's houses'  This reading, which
was first suggested through a discussion of thus pownt with
Dr Baeoett, may not be faultless and 1 perhaps capable of
bewg 1mproved upon, but 1p the mam it may be accepted
1 the absence of anything better, and therc 1s nothing 1n st
1ocompatible with the context  The difficulty Lies 1r the two
words savants and sathavarthe  The emendation »asanti 15
very natural and tempting, but 1t 1s supporled by none of the
MSS while svosthavasthah, wnstead of sarthad syestak 1
attracuve although svasthas asthah>sottavattha,

In this connexion attention may be drawn to fwo Defi
verses in the orinal text at p 240 1 67 and p 243 u

r rmemslarantd ¥gqs frartdimaaify srformeTee A |1

2 Two nther vertes are Cited Bt Abhinava s oWn n the presentiest
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212 which are unmtelligible as they stand but which may
now be reconstructed 1n the light of the intefesting chdjas
given by Abhinava  Fischel' pives the laiter $loka somewhat
differently thus

Mahu maku ttt bhanantaako vigar kaly janassu

To vt na deu Janaddonaie goarthor manassu

1t s interestiog to note that Abhumava tn his gloss on this
vetse calls Apabh Saindhava bhasa thus the
modern tradiion that Apabhradisa orsgiated 1n Smdhu dega ¢

Another pount of interest 1s the mention by Abhunava of 2
work called Tattvaloha by Acendavardbana n which the
latter1s sad to have discussed 1o detail the relation berscen
fastra naya and Rdvyanaye This work yet remawns to be
cecovered

Inone of the concludmg verses as m  the mvocatory
Sloka at the beginning of the fiest Uddyots  Ablunava men
tons the name of s upadiiysys Bheftendusdja  butherc be
couples this name with that of another teacher of hus called
St siddhucela who 1s not mentioned ¢lsewhere 1 2oy of his
known works  From Siddbicels he probably learat philoso
phy The reference to asmad upadhyaya Bhattenduraja occuts
also pt pp 2§ 43 116 1207 223 of the proted text
of the Dinamulgha and n one placc {p 160) he =5
adorned wih the grandiloquent eputbict vidvat kave suhrdaya
cakravarnn  which  together with the fact that in the
prosent test Abhinava appatently imdicates that he learnt
Kavys from ts teacher will go to support the con
Jecture that thys Bharenduraja was probably a poei and
cnie held in high estcem by his great pupil Although
chronology does not stand 1u the way there 18 bardly any
definite means to decide whether Abhinava s feacher Bhatten
duraja was identical with Pratiharenduraja  the commentator

1 Moeralen tur heanns dedpabhramss p 45 also cted fo

Jacobi Sana & nara P xx
2 See Jacob for cf
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of Udbhata!  From Ablunava’s commentary on the Bhaga
vadgita® welearn that Bhatfendn was the son of Snbhiitdja
apd grandson of Saucuka of the Katyayana gorra , but Prati=
harendura)a s genealogy 1s unknown  The only facts knows
about the latter 1s that he was & pative of Kofkana and 3
pupil of Mukula,! probably the same Mukula who was the
son of Bhatja Kallaga asd autbor of Abhdha vren marka®
apd who 1s placed by Bubler® on the authorty of Raju
sarangnm v 66 w the teign of Avantivarman Two plausible
reasons, however, will lead one to the opnion that the two
Indurdjas wete probably different persons To begm with

Bhatjenduraja appears essenti2lly as a poet who wrote as
Abhinava's own quotations show, i Sanshnt as well as 1a
Praknit apd whose verses supplied a ready soutce of poetic
llustrations 10 Tus pupl s wotk probably inepiced by himself

Had he been ble Prattharenduraja, a writer on Poetics as
well as a poct hig views would very Dikely have been caited
and diseussed 1o the usual course by Abhumava It s also
temarkable that Abhinava cites his teacher always as Bhatt
enduraja and ncver as Prattharendmd;a  although Bhatta and

Prathata bemg mere tilles need not make any dufference

The conjecture s not ushikely that  Abhiava’s teacher may
have been the poct Bhattenduraja who 13 quoted under the

same designation in Kgentendra s two works  Aucitya-vicara®

and Suyyira tgka ™ as well as 1n the poetical anthologres® of

1 AsPeterson (Subhdt p 11) seems to suggest

T Blbler op cis pp 65 Sand cxivy

3 Kavyala hkara sara foght vyt (ed Kavyamala) pp 1 §6.

4 Ed Kivyamila p 22 Itis cunous thatth s treatise which deals
w1 the geamenatico thetorical question of the funct ams of word and
s sense ot ited a1 ¥ by Avhmava

5 Op ur pp 6 T8 see Fuchel Sy paratiiaka p 12

6 Under 2 20 31

T Undern 24 %

 Theserse pandrihie 3ol pigum aser bed ta Tedors) 1n the Padd! an
of Siragadhara (co 1052) 1 quoted 2nonymomsly tw ce by Anandz
Nardbana (pp 53 118) o factwheh however,ienot deciive  becsuse
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Sathgadhara Vallabhadeva and Jalbana ‘The commentator
Protiurenduraja on the other hand was mever known for
Tus poetical pretensions and was ehiefly a writer on Poetics
wha cbviously betonged to the older Alamkara Sehoot pnd
did not as Abhinava did belizve m the newly established
docttine of dhvani  with which however he appears to be
tully conversant Refetring to this new theory Pratiharendu
Tollowing the views of the zactent writers of the Alamkara
and the Rutt Schools states 1 one place that what 15 known
as Dhvant and taken fo be the soul of Poetry by some
thurkers 19 1ncluded by hus author Udbhaga n the treatment
of some of the Alswkiras under discussion and therefore
need not be separately considered *  The standpoints of Pratt
harenduraja and Ablunava  the reatm of Pocucs ate 5o
divergent—n fact they belong to totally differcat schools of
opimion—that 1t 1s difficult to admut any spiritual relationship
between the two  for the former was in no way a subscriber
1o the teachings of the Dhvam School of which Abhinave
was a recogmsed advocate

Jacobi has elready negatrved® Pischels contention? that
in three passages (pp 37 183 214) Abkmavh speaks of
Anandavardhana lumself as onc of his gurus or upadkydyas
It 18 more hikely that the reference 1sto one or other of
Ablnnava s many preceptors mentioned 1n bus Locans as well

Abh nava 4 commentary 13 5 fent 3 to the authorsh p of th s verse and
the same verse occura1n Bhaflaza S0 aka 56 &nd 13 ascr bed o another
poct Yafas nthe Subhdyiavel no 947 The verse 15 atobuted fo
Vakpats 1o Saduke Rarnampta It 13 crted snonymously ta Hemacsadra
Comm D 257 Jayaratha p 108

1 wny 7a w1e} AVEERFIRE AT TUTERR
3 TR ety o
Rferavzid Pty AgEORTM STTONERT ¥ vy

Wake 7w g aragitEalan) @2l P W)
2 WZEM v pp 2378 nad ZDMO foc ¢4 D 404 footaote2
3 Sragaraiileka p 2T

16
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asinhis numerous treatses on Kashmir Sanaism  One of
these 15 Bhatta Tauta cned atp 178 on whose work calied
Kovyn kantnhs Abhwnasa had as he humsel tells us - watten
a Pavarano before be wrote his Locana Nathing 1s known
of this Bhatfa Tauta (also Bhatta Tota) , but it appears that
Abhinava s commentary on Bharata was wnitten at the s
tance of this teacher who 1§ reverently cited theremn just as
s Locane was probably inspired by Dhattenduraja  The
Ravya keutike 18 also Teferred 1o m the Vyaktiviveha
vyakkyana {p 13), and Hemacandra' quotes three verses
from Bhafta Tauta whilein his own commentary op the
same work” he reproduces afier Abhinava’s commentary o
Bharata Totis opmion in connexion with the theory of
Rasa  Other reference 10 asmad upadkyaya Bhatia Touts
w Locanaoceurs atp 29 Kyemendra mhe Aurifys vicara
attnibutes to bun a verse (prajua nava rave®) whieh 1s given
anonymously in Hemacandea p 3 Tauta 15also cited by
Candidasa 1 his Diptka commentary on Mammata

Sometimes Abhinava refers fo his numerous preceptors
gencrally »5 asmad gurovak  Tn'tis Locana {p 30) however
as well ag in his Pratyabhyna vimargint Laghevrtts ® Ablunava
refers to Utpala o5 lus parama guru  the teacher of his
teacher  This Utpala son of Udayakaea 13 well knowe i
the hustory of Kashmur Sawarsm as the anthor of the Fvara
protyebhima on which Ablunava wrote, besides the Laghn
vritt teferted to above @ Brhafi Vpttl and s assigmed by
Buhlert 1o the frst half of the 10th century 1t 13 interest
g to nefe that while commenting on the word praivabhijna
occurring in Dhvanyaloka § 8 Abhinava discusses this term
ond refers to what 13 smd on this pomnt by Ulpala (yed ukiam

1 Kavpanusasana p 316

2 Alaihara<cadz mani p 59

3 Bubler o cf b cln

4 0p copp 1980 Also Bhandarkar Rep 18834 fp 76 ¢
Egzehng Ind a Ofce Car v p 835 Chaery  Koshm  Savasm pp
[ty
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a.rmalpammagurublnh .fnﬂlﬂdulpalﬂ-pmlﬂl(l P 30 From
what Abhinays Bumself says yy hye DUMETous works on Rs
ML VST we can ndicate the Ling of SPAtUaT suceession
tguric parampara)  thyg Sam.mnnda+Ulpala~)Laksmann
gupln«»Abhlnavﬂgupm Somasnanda beng Prebably a pupit
of Vasugupta the earliest founder of the anry:bhuna
Sastrn

In the concluding portion of hig Laratrimsing vtvarung
Abhinava gives ps an interestmg Ppersoral ang genealogiea|
account 1n which he tells ug thyg he was the son of Katmraky
Cukhala' and grandson of Vatahagupta and had a brogher
named Manem:hagum That  Abhinaya was vy g
dbundantly shown hereas elsewhere mn lhemvomnryand
coucluding verses of fhe present text It may be noted m
this conncxion that at he end of each Uddyota Abhinava
mvokes the dilferent manafestatyons (vivarta) of Vag Ip the
fist 1t as pratibha 1 the second pagyann g the third
madhyema  and in the fourth Uddyota he sumply speaks of
the fourth manifestation (turya Sakes) unplying thereby
Presumably yakhar;  These manifestations however, are

banuba explarg ag constituting 10 suceession Posyant: (porg
OF viriarsa rupa) madhyama and vakhar  Ths agrees subs
tantiafly with Abbinava s enumeration with (he exceplion of
pranbly which s probably Vac itsel ang notone of yyg
viartas

The date of Abhmavagupta which forms g centeal Jgng
mark 10 Alamkaca Lterature 15 easily settled from by relation
to Utpala and Ansndavardhana os well 23 frop the indygy
tions gven by humself 10 some of his works His Kromg

} Bubler s MShas katm roka v entaba(p ol 5 Wl 38 cuppasa
(b cl)
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stotrawas written m AD 991 His Bharrava stotra 1s dated
AD 993* and his Brhent Vyirr on Utpala’s Pratyablujna
bears the date of AD 1015* We may, therefore place
Abhinavagupta with great cestainty towards the last guartes

of the 10th century, and hie certainly lived nto the firet quarter
of ihe 11th

Journal of the Dept of Leiters {(Atts) Cal Univ 1522

1 18t0 10 DM anyaloka ed Kivysmsti p 2 footnote
2 Bubler ap c¢ p clxu

3 Bimler ibld p Qix sliop BO
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