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Foreword

Mahimabhatta, the formidable author of Vyaktiviveka, is
generally kept aside at a safe distance with some respect just as
an inconvenient political colleague is sought to be retired with
a show of proper honour, That Mahimabhatta isa highly
talented writer on Sanskrit Aesthetics, with an unmistakable
mark of originality, is not denied. Yet it is also not to be
denied that his fate is somewhat unenviable,

In a sense he is the architect of his own fate because his
genius shines more in destruction than in construction. So it
is no wonder that the greatest appreciation of Mahima-
bhatta has come from none other than Sri Harsa, the most
fearful philosopher of Advaita Vedanta. Sriharsa’s almost
superlative appreciation is inspired by the fact that Mahima’s
genius shows its best in theorising about the faults of poetry,
not about the excellence of poetry, .

Yet to the general reader Mahima is not so much known for
his theory of poetic blemishes as for his bold challenge to the
well-established theory of Dhvani. His criticism of Dhvani is
the weakest link in his critical genius. Hence his critics have
cleverly and judiciously caught him at this weakest link. It is
not difficult to understand that Mahima is basically and tem-
peramentally a logician, somehow fallen among the theorists
of poetry. He is well-versed in the nuances of Buddhist logic
and has not shrunk from upholding Dharmakirti against
Gautama., His meticulous detection of faults is also a deduc-
tion from his logical genius. When this genius enters the field
of aesthetics it has aspired to turn poetic suggestion into syllo-
gistic inference, for which he has been severely taken to task by
Abhinavagupta in his Dhvanyaloka locana.

Unfortunately though Mahima opens his discourse with an
elaborate treatment of the faults of poetry, his contribution in



this regard has been ignored by the later authors who, neverthe-
less were indebted to him with regard to this particular domain
of criticism.

Dr. Rabi Sankar Banerjee has quite rightly and successfully
shown how later authors like Mammata and others are indebted
to him, unfortunately without bothering to acknowledge this
debt. Even the great Vyasa, not to speak of Kalidasa and
Bhéaravi has not come unscathed out of Mahima's scrutiny ;
sometimes his zeal has gone to an excess saturated with
suggestions for corrections of texts which should better have
been left uncorrected. Dr. Banerjee has subjected this critic
of faults to his own light of criticism by showing what is right
and what is wrong with Mahima’s scrutiny of poetic blemishes.

I have no doubt that his critical study of a great critic who
has been generally by-passed will be a valuable addition to the
study of Sanskrit poetics, and will be highly welcomed by
discerning students and scholars who are especially interested
in judging the right relation between poetry and language.

Hemanta Kumar Ganguli

F-5, Vidyasagar Niketan
Calcutta-64
2.2.90
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PREFACE

In this study of the faults of poetry Mahimabhatta, the author
-of Vyaktiviveka, has commanded my special attention. Mahima
is more well-known for his challenge to the Dhvani-school of
literary criticism. Understandably, the previous studies of
Vyaktiviveka have generally revolved round Mahima’s central
position as an opponent of the dhvani theory. He has dismissed
dhvani or suggestion as the tertiary dimension of meaning, and by
elaborate argumentative illustrations has sought to include
suggestiveness within the domain of syllogistic inference. The
suggested meaning does not belong to the power of an expression as
such, but to a process of inference of which it figures as the
cognitive end-product. In the history of literary criticism the
dhvani-theory developed by Anandavardhana and Abhinava-
gupta has attained the height of respectability, and so Mahima’s
challenge to this well-established tradition has earned him well-
merited renown. In the rising clamour of this spectacular
controversy Mahima’s great contributions to the concepts of literary
faults have for long remained unstressed, if not totally unnoticed.
But it is an undeniable fact that in the field of studies on literary
faults Mahima definitely and almost conclusively set the pattern
even for those later alarhkarikas like Mammata and others who
were unflinching adherents of the dhvani-school. They rejected
Mahima’s challenge to dhvani, but zealously retained his ideas of
literary blemishes. It is thus both interesting and significant that
the most confirmed opponent of the dhvani - school has cut out for
himself an undisputable. position of authority among the faithful
followers of dhvani-tradition. Hence it may be said that though
Mahima has not been able to establish any school of continuous
tradition with his endeavour to spersede dhvani by inference, yet
he has been singularly successful in establishing a school of study
on literary faults to which even the later alarhkarikas of the
dhvani - school have found it reasonable to subscribe. Mahima has
expressly .declared his intention to exclude the faults of Rasa
which he calls antaraniga anaucitya, or the faults of intrinsic
impropriety, from the purview, of his work. He thinks
Anandavardhana has said the last word on intrinsic impropriety.
So he has avowedly confined himself to the study of extrinsic
faults, the faults belonging to the constructional or compositional
aspect of literature, which he terms bahiranga anaucitya. He is
rightly conscious that faults apparently belonging to even the
exterior of poetry finally percolate into the interior and seek to
vitiate Rasa, the soul of poetry itself. In his elaborate discussion
on these faults in the second chapter of the Vyaktiviveka he has



vi
shown both logical astutenegs and critical insight. In the modern

studies on Mahima we have not yet found a fairly detailed critical
interpretation of Mahima'’s treatment of poetic faults.

In the present dissertation we have not simply tabulated the
poetic faults conceived and illustrated by Mahima. We have
interpreted Mahima’s conception of each fault and critically
analysed it along with chosen illustrations. We have weighed in
balance each logically significant observation, subjected it to our
own independent critical examination and have supported or
rejected Mahima’s position in the light of our independent
examination. We have tried to focus the attention of the readers
whenever Mahima gives unmistakable evidence of originality and
sharp critical ~acumen, but sometimes we have felt that despite
incisive insight Mahima has often gone astray with his arguments
verging on tricky sophistry. There we have reacted with sharp
criticism and drawn the attention of the readers to the fact that
Mahima himself is ~at fault. In short, we have also tried to
discriminate between what should be retained and what rejected in
Mahima'’s discertation on poetic faults.

We have begun with Bharata and preceded through
Bhamaha Dandin, Vamana, Rudrata, Anandavardhana and
Abhinavagupta before reaching Mahimabhatta. This survey is not
purely historical. It has been made in order to show the
development culminating in Mahima in the field of a continuous
tradition of study on poetic blemishes. Before Mahima the
treatment of poetic faults was more or less of the nature of dry
tabulation. The faults were defined principally in the form of
assertions without getting the necessary logical confirmation out of
any penetrating interpretation-of the concepts involved therein.
The faults in relation to Rasa have indeed received adequate
justice from the pen of Anandavardhana. But Anandavardhana’s
deeper analysis of Rasadosas has proceeded from the requisites of
“fine poetic sensibility and not from the logical analysis of the
ideas of faults expressed in corresponding illustrations. When one
deals with Rasadosas the scope of logic is extremely limited.
There one makes the appeal to the aesthetic experience of the
poet and the critic, and not to the intellectual discipline demanded
by stern logic. The position is reasonably changed when one comes
to the treatment of extrinsic faults which flow from the
constructional aspect of a literary composition. Here we have got
to scan the logical syntax, the subject predicate relation in the
underlying propositions through which the poetic meaning is
sought to be expressed. Faulty predication, syntactical
dissociation, dispensable repetition, irrelevant statement or non-
statement of the relevant — all these faults of construction require
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an elaborate logical analysis. Mahima has set for himself this
analytical task which he has carried to culmination almost with
a vengeance. Often he has taken pains to show how these defects
finally invade the field of poetic sensibility that becomes a
casualty of faulty construction. That almost a puritan concern for
logical accuracy of syntax has not blunted the aesthetic sensibility
of Mahima is evident from his occasional treatment of faults in the
figures of speech. As for example, Mahima has refused to recognise
pure Slesa, which is unrelieved by any other supporting poetic
figure, as a figure of speech at all. Here Mahima, in our
considered opinion, has correctly supported the stand-point of
Udbhata to the effect that pure Slesa as such has no exclusive
scope in poetry. Such well-quoted verses as Yena dhvasto — etc.
have been rightly condemned by Mahima as a clever contrivance of
a skilful versifier. It has no real claim to be a figure of speech,
because it does not figure as an adornment of real poetry. He has
not spared even Kalidasa for his sundering of a proper name into a
descriptive phrase such as Dasapiirvaratham (Raghu VIII, 29)
which evidently loses the force of identification inherent in a
proper name, Not even the great Vyasa has been spared for his
fault of repetitive prolixity in the famous verse of the Bhagavad,
gita, yada yada hi dharmasya etc. We have underlined all those
examples and observations which bear the mark of critical poetic
insight. But when he has gone too far in his zeal for discovrring
faults we have not spared him our own criticism. Thus Mahima
has found fault with the famous verse of the Kumarasambhava -
Dvayam gatam samprati Socaniyatam samagamaprarthanaya
kapalinah/Kala casa kantimati kalavatas tvamasya lokasya ca
netrakaumudi //

Kumara. V. 71.

It goes to the credit of Kuntaka that he has been able to bring out
the deeper poetic significance of the term Kapalin which cannot be
replaced by any synonym. Here Mahima’s contention that another
substantive word should have been placed to identify Siva shows
that he has completely missed the fine point made by Kuntaka or
has been overwhelmed by his fault-finding fastidiousness. All
those examples which gave us occasion for definite disagreement
from Mahima have also been underlined by us with necessary
arguments. Our assessment of Mahima in relation to his treatment
of poetic faults shows his genius in proper perspective and places
him in the correct position. He is far above the mediocre without
rising to a dizzy height. Mahima is well-versed in logic. He had
acquaintance even with such an abstruse and less well-known work
as the Vadanyaya of Dharmakirti which he quotes with approval
‘even against Gautama. But it would have been better for the tradi-
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tion of literary criticism in Sanskrit if Mahima could keep his
enthusiasm for logic within proper limits while going forward to

©write a treatise on literary:criticism.  The same: enthusiasm: for::

logic which we have found in his endeavour to bring Dhvani
within the fold of Syllogistic inference, has been carried forward
in his treatment of poetic faults. The result has not been always
happy, though at times he has evenly matched his logical insight
with poetic insight, and the height of a genius is fairly evident on
these occasions. Considering both his strength and weakness we
may conclude that on the whole Mahima deserves the encomium
conferred on him by no less a philosophical personality than
Sriharsa in the following verse of the Khandana :—

Dosam vyaktiviveke'mum kavilokavilocane /
Kavyamimamsisu praptamahima mahima'drta //
(Kha'n_dana with Vidyasagari Commentary
Chow edn. page 1327)

We have deliberately left out Mammata’s treatment of
literary flaws, first because it has been elaborately studied by
other scholars such as Professor Dr. V. Raghvan in his voluminous
introduction to Bhoja’s Srigaraprakasa and Professor Dr. Bechan
Jha in his work, Concept of Poetic Blemishes, and secondly because
Mammata’s treatment is more of the nature of a long schematic
tabulation than of an original contribution. His treatment of
Rasadosas lacks the depth of aesthetic analysis that we find in
Dhvanyaloka, and his treatment of extrinsic faults is of the form of
a catalogue, the monotony of which is nowhere relieved by the
flashes of critical genius and logical insight that we find in
Mahimabhatta. He had borrowed the concepts of Rasadosas
mainly from Anandavardhana and those of constructional faults
from other prodecessors including Mahimabhatta.  All the
extrinsic faults shown by Mammata can be easily brought under the
five-fold classificatury scheme of Mahima. Mahima’s scheme
does not suffer from the dullness of eiaborate prolixity. Since he is
concerned with unfolding the logical foundation of faults, his five-
fold classification is based on broad logical generalisation intended
to cover the most prominent and significant flaws from which not
even the great poets are free. Mahima is thus undebtedly the most
original aesthetic thinker on the nature of extrinsic faults. It is
significant that Sriharsa's respectful reference to Mahima (which
we quoted earlier) has come forth in the context of the concept of
anaucitya or impropriety which Mahima has used as the
most comprehensive term indicating the most general foundation
of all possible faults. . In: this respect he approves the dictum
of Anandavardhana — Anaaucityadrte. nanyad rasabhangasya



ix
karanam / Prasiddhaaucitya bandhastu rasasyopanisat para //
Dhv. III, page 362. The later alarhkarikas thought it impossible to
“improve upon what Mahima did in respect of bahirariga
‘anaaucitya. None of them has dared to delve into the logical
analysis which Mahima brought to bear upon his concepts on
extrinsic faults. They have questioned his challenge to Dhvani,
but could not criticise any item of the second chapter of
Vyaktiviveka. Perhaps they felt themselves subdued by the
logical acumen of Mahima as regards the concepts of constructional
faults, and so have elaborately borrowed from him. The author of
Ekavali has exactly taken the five-fold classification of
bahiranga faults from Mahima, and the illustrations that he has
chosen are also basically borrowed from him. Narendrapra-
bhasuri, the author of Alarhkara mahodadhi, has almost
borrowed verbatim his examples of five faults from Mahima.
Visvanatha, Hemachandra and Gangananda Kavi, the author of
Kavyadakini, have generally followed the scheme and tabulation
of Mammata without any trace of mentionable originality. Since
Mammata himself could scarcely add anything original to what
had already been said an done by his illustratrious predecessors,
we may safely pronennce Mahima to be the last great giant in
alarhkara literature with the sole exception of Jagannatha. It may
be safely said in a general way that between Mahimabhatta and
Jagannatha we find no great original thinker in the field of Indian
aesthetics. The greatness of both these thinkers lies in an
extraordinary combination of powerful logic and aesthetic
imagination. Jagannatha had the advantage of belonging to an era
of intellectual life illuminated by the Navya-nyaya technique of
analysis. Mahima flourished long before the emergence of
Navyanyaya. But his deep erudition in both Buddhist and
Brahminical logic helped him to emerge as an acutely original
thinker in the field of aesthetics. Both Mahima and Jagannatha
may be credited with drawing a line of demarcation between
aesthetic feeling and aesthetic understanding. It is true that
interpretation of poetry is not poetry itself. A great critic must be
equipped with the dual faculty of aesthetic sensibility and
analytical understanding. But no analytical understanding can be
adequate without a logical discipline. Concepts are to be analysed,
propositions are to be confirmed or rejected, the syntactical
structure is to be dissected and the meanings are to.be unfolded for
the proper understanding of aesthetic accuracy. Mahima has
attempted to do just these things in the whole body of the
Vyaktiviveka which seems to suggest that aesthetics, to receive
proper justice as a discipline of thought, must take adequate help
from. logic, the light that illumines all the Sastras. Even
a great thinker blunders into over-enthusiasm, and so we find that
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Mahima is often swayed off his balance by his excessive concern for
logical analysis even at the cost of aesthetic imagination.

The predecessors of Mahima, have been placed by me in
separate appendices, one for ‘each, so that greater attention may be
focussed on Mahima the author that I have mainly dealt with. In
the appendix on Anandavardhana I have advanced a long critique
of ‘Svapadavacayata’ which is generally accepted as a Rasadosa.
In the appendix on Dandin, in the context of the figure simile, 1
have made an elaborate analysis of the logical. _concept of
similarity and concluded in favour of accepting similarity as a _
fundamental category (Padartha) of reals in conformity to
Prabhakara’s position, which has been finally ‘accepted by
neologicians like the authors of Dinakari and Ramarudri.

I respectfully acknowledge my debt to my teacher guide and
supervisor, Sri Hemanta Kumar Ganguly for the ungrudging help
and labour that he has bestowed on the dissertation and to Prof.
Dr. Ramaranjan Mukherjee, Vice-Chancellor, Burdwan University,
for many valuable suggestions that have gone to improve the
thesis. To Professor Gopikamohon Bhattacharjee of Kuruksetra
University, Pt. Bidhubhusan Bhattacharya of Jadavpur
University, Dr. Sitanath Goswami, the officiating Head of the

Department of Sanskrit, Jadavpur University, Dr. Debranjan
' Mukherjee, Principal Bidhan Chandra College, Assansol, and to
my colleagues in the Department of Sanskrit I am indebted for
.unstinted co-operation and inspiration.

The last but not the least to whom I must acknowledge my debt
is Sri Subas Dutta of Jadavpur University, who has made a
beautiful type-script out of an almost illegible hand-written
manuscript.

Dated, the 29th May, 1973 Rabisankar Banerjee
Labpur, Dt. Birbhum
West Bengal.



ABBREVIATIONS

v.Vv.  — Vyaktiviveka

V.J. — Vakroktijivita

Magha — Sisupalavadham of Magha
Kumara —  Kumarasambhava

U.C. — Uttararamacarita

H.C. — Harsacarita

Raghu e Raghuvamsa

Kirat — Kiratarjuniya

Dhv — Dhvanyaloka

N.S. — Natyasastra.
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MAHIMABHATTA

Chapter 1

VIDHEYAVIMARSA

Mahima’s Vyaktiviveka is a bold specimen of destructive
criticism which as such is bound to suffer from all the faults of a
negative approach. In the second chapter wherein he elaborately
deals with poetic faults he himself records his conscious
realisation that he may be justifiably accused of a destructive and
negative approach which outrages the taste of cultured critics.
Mahima finds special delight in detecting faults in others,
especially in poets of acknowledged skill and fame. He appre-
hends that he may be misunderstood by appreciative critics as a
person uncharitably given to fault-finding. He defends himself on
the plea that he has taken to this path of fault-finding resorted to
by the people of uncultured taste and has shunned the appreciative
way of the cultured critics only at the behestful insistence of his
students (Mugdhah kim' Kimasabhya esa bhajate matsarya-
maunam nu' kim Prsto na prativakti yah kila janastatreti sambha-
vayet /Chatrabhyar-thanaya tato'dya sahasaivotsrjya margam
satam paurobhagyamabhagyabhajanasevyam mayangikrtam// V.
V. 1I, 1). He is also conscious that he is eager to show the same
faults in others as are found in his own composition, and yet has not
taken himself to task for these. He explains his conduct by citing
the example of the physician who himself relishes unwholesome
diet that he advises others to give up —

Svakrtigvayantritah kathamanusisyadanyamayamiti na

vacyam/

varayati bhisagapathyaditaran svayamacarannapi tat //
This attitude certainly makes Mahima Vulnerable to the
charge of insincerity as a critic, given to the nay of boating about
trifles which may easily be ignored by a critic inspired with
constructive seriousness of purpose. This explains his laborious
effort at finding faults where they are really found absent on
pfoper examination. Of course there are a few occasions when we

are impressed by flashes of constructive criticism. His treatment
of poetic faults lays the foundation for the later writers on rhetoric
2
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like Mammata and others. These later writers very often rest
content with dry and boring classification without the redeeming
light of penetrating analysis displayed by Mahima at every step.
Mahima deliberately omits Rasa dosas of poetry. All faults may
be brought under a superclass of anaucitya or impropriety. This
impropriety again may be divided into two. types, intrinsic and
extrinsic . The intrinsic type belongs to the problem of Rasa, and
this has been dealt will fairly well by Mahima’s predecessors,
especially Anandavardhana. Mahima feels that he has nothing
new ‘o offer on the problem of intrinsic faults and so has thought it
_wise to omit them. Hence he concerns himself only with the
problem of extrinsic impropriety or Vahiranga anaucitya which
has been broadly divided into following five types :—

Vidheyavimaréa, Prakramabheda, Kramabheda, Pauna-
ruktya and Vacyavacana (Vacyavacana and avacyavacana
compressed into one). These are called extrinsic faults, since these
are concerned with the constructional or composmonal aspect of
poetry, with the exterior vehicle of expression which carries the
meaning of poetry.

Mahimabhatta has to his credit a fairly long discussion on the
fault of vidheyavimar$a in which the meaning of negation in the
context of predication receives an elaborate and penetrating
treatment from his hand.  Vidheyavimarsa is the fault of involved
predication such that the intended predicate, due to defective
syntax, cannot be directly related to the subject, but is to be brought
out by analysis and its predicability is to be understood by way of
implication. This is specially evident in the case where the
negative sense is misplaced in predication due to the syntactical
defect in a compound form. The position may be clarified by taking
into consideration the following two propositions— ‘A is not B’ and
A is ‘not-B’. these two propositions do not carry an identical
predication.” In the first one it is the negation of B that is
predicated of A, while in the second what is predicated is not the
negation of B, but something positive which is other than B. This -
shifting of emphasis from a pure negation to a mixed negation
charged with a positive sense accounts for the difference between
two seemingly identical propositions. Predominance of negation in
the predication technically furnishes a case of Prasajya
pratisedha while the predominance of positive sense through a
prefatory negation constitutes a case of Paryudasa. The term
Prasajya-pratisedha and Paryudasa analytically involve their
connotations. Even a pure negation is not possible without relating
it to its positive counter co-relate (Pratiyogin) which constitutes
the definite negatum. In other words negation is understandable
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only in relation to something that is negated. Hence the negatable
counter co-relate must be dragged into our imaginative memory in
order to account for the very possibility of negation. '

This fixation of the negatum in imagination is prasakti; so it is
prasajya-pratisedha, that is negation of the positive counter co-
relate after fixing it in mind. Perhaps for this reason the major
section of the Naiyayikas does not admit negation in case of a
totally non-existent chimera such as a rabbit horn or a sky flower.
Never and nowhere a total fiction can be established as an existent.
So it is logically and epistemically impossible to assert non-
~existence, of something that is universally absent as a matter of
possible experience —

" Alikapratiyoyikabhavona svikriyate.

The Naiyayikas explain the negation rabbit-horn as the nega-
tion of ‘belonging to a rabbit’ in the horn (§rige $asiyatvabhavah).

The analytical connotation of the term paryudasa has been
brought out by Ruyyaka in the following observation.

Kimcidvarjayitva kasyacidupade$o nirasah

When we say A is ‘not-B’ the predication does not stop with
negation of B but proceeds to something positive C.or D which is
other than B. This settling down of negation into a positive content
is the meaning of Paryudasa. We reject something in order to attain
something; rejection is only a means to reception. In Paryudasa
negation is generally submerged in a compound. In Prasajyu-
pratisedha negation stands in its own right pre-eminently over the
surface, not in subservience to a compound form, but in direct
relation to a verb. This distinction of Prayudasa and prasajya-

pratisedha is sharply underlined in the following off-quoted
verses.

Pradhanatvam vidhiryatra pratisedhe pradh3anata/

Paryudasah sa vijiieyo yatrottarapadena madi // .

Apradhanym vidheryatra pratisedha pradhanata/

Prasajyapratisedho'san Kriyaya Saha yatra naii //

As an instance of Vidheyavimarsa in the context of a faulty
application of the negative particle. Mahimabhatta points to the
expression ‘asamrabdhavan’ in the verse.

Samrambhah karikitameghasakaloddesena sithhasya yah
Sarvasyaiva sa jatimatraniyato hevakalesah kila/
ityasadviradaksayambudaghatabandhe pyasamrabdhavan
yo 'asu kutra camatkrteratiSayam yatvambikakesari//

V.]. Page 18

V. V. page 184
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—*“That insolent intolerance which is shown by a lion towards
an insignificant elephant or to the bits of patchy clouds, is indeed a
part of inglorious vanity dictated by the clan character of the
common run of lions, but despite this that lion of the Divine mother
Ambika, which did not get provoked even at the elephants of the
quarters, or at the massive array of doom's day clouds, indeed rises
to the peak of surpassing excellence.”

The intended meaning of the expression is burdened with an
emphasm on the sense of negation, —The lion did not fly into a
rage’. But in the compound the meaning of negation has been
subordinated to a positive emphasis which makes an unhappy
sense such that the lion was ‘not-angered’. So we come to the
distinction between ‘not angry’ and ‘not-angry’. The second
expression points to a positive disposition other than anger, which
is quite different.-from the intended sense. Thus the sense and
expression are at variance, the compound form being a faulty,
vehicle of expressing the intention. The fine shade of distinction
may be brought out by contrasting the two expressions ‘na gacchati’
and ‘a gacchati’. The latter expression is considered a grammatical
fault, since the intended sense is simple absence of going which is
more happily expressed by the former expression ‘na gacchati’
with its definite emphasis on negation, a gacchati does not stop
with mere negation, but proceeds to a positive sense of staying for
which negation serves only as a preface. The grammarians do not
recognise the propriety of such a negative compound with a tifianta
verb even for emphasising a positive content. It is quite clear that
‘asamrabdhavan,’ is definitely an unhappy expression, for the
cohtext suggests only a negation of anger and not a positive content
of quiet ! Mahimabhatta could have been quite correct if he
contented himself with noting this discrepancy between the sense

and the expression, since the predicability of negation stands
shaded and screened by the compound which by its very syntactical
structure finally rests on an unintended positive sense. Hence the
predicative sentence which requires a direct predication of
negation suffers from the fact that the compound does not allow the
subject to have a straight cognitive contact with the predicate
which is relegated to a subordinate or submerged position.
Unfortunately, Mahimabhatta enters into a disproportionately
lengthy discussion on the very possibility of nafi samasa in the
form ‘asarnrabdhavan.” He concludes that the negative particles
can enter into a compound only in the sense of Paryudasa and that
Prasajyapratisedha invariably debars a negative compound. To
prove his contention he forces a sense of Paryudasa even on some
well-known compounds in which Prasajyapratisedhas is too pal-
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pable to be denied. Thus Mahima is at pains to argue that such
well-known compared-forms as ‘asraddhabhaji’ and asiiryam-
pasya are cases of paryudasa and not prasajyapratisedha. His
augument may be summarised as follows :—  ~

The expression asraddhabhoji means a person who does not
participate in a funeral feast. Apparently here the stress is laid on
non-participation, but not on a positive participation in any kind of
feast other than the funeral one. So one may be easily misled into
thinking that the compound conveys an idea of prasajya-
pratisedha and not of paryudasa. Mahima counters this ‘mis-
guided’ thought. The negative, particle is not syntactically
connected with the funeral feast ( Sraddha ) or with the simple
action of participation (bhojana kriya ), but with the nominative
element, that is, the participating person. The krt suffix nini has
been added to the verb in the nominative sense, Sraddhabho]a
means sraddhabhojanakarta and asraddhabho]l should therefore
mean sraddhabho]ana akarta. But the meaning of akarta does not
stop with kartrtvabhava. In connection with sraddhabhojana it
would mean a non- participant in funeral feast, which does not rest
content with simple absence of participation, but finally implies
the person’s participation in non-funeral feasts sraddhetara-
bjojitvam gamyate). Mahima himself has not analysed the
meaning in so many details, yet to bring out any cogent sense; out of
his laconic remarks his intention requires such an analytical
clarification. Hence Ruyyaka remarks - asraddhabho]ltyatra tu
nana bhoktussamanvaye sraddhabhoktrvyatirikto 'pi vidhasa-
syadih prafiyate — V. V. page 194, He applies the same method
of analysis to the case of asiiryampasya ( a lady of the harem who
cannot come out to see the sun ). The false idea of prasajya-
pratisedha creeps in through a confusion between the compound
from (Vrtti) and its sentential analysis (vigraha vakya). When
the compound is analysed into a sentence such as sraddham na
bhunkte. We undoubtedly fall back upon prasa]yapratlsedha In
the sentence the negation clearly goes with the verbal form of
action’ (bhajanakriya) and the stress is unmistakably on the
negation of eating. When the sentence is compressed into a
compound there is a definite shift of emphasis from
Prasajyapratisedha to Paryudasa. If the shift is unnoticed and the
impgession of prasajyapratisedha inspired by the sentential form
is carried or miscarried forward into the compound, a non-
discerning reader is trapped by the illusion that the compound too
is charged with the sense of Prasajyapratisedha. Mahima here
draws a fine shade of distinction between the sense of siddhata and
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sadhyata. The distinction can be traced to the well-known concept
of verb contributed by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya.

Yavat Siddhamasiddham va sadhyatvena vidhiyate /
asritakramariipatvat sa kriyeti pratiyate —
Viakyapadiya, 3rd Kanda, Kriyasamuddesa.

A verb is not a term but is conceived as a process of action. A
process is an unsettled stream. All the cases or Karakas combine
and co-operate to carry the process to completion. Hence the Kara-
kas are subordinate to the verb in the sense that the verb sets the
purpose for which the Karakas have their being and existence.
Thus a verb conceived as conveying the sense of a process is sadhya;
this sense does not alter whether we use the verb in the past,
further or present. A verb in the past tense speaks of the
completion of an action. It is only a process that stands completed
for the time being; yet the predominant sense of the verb as such
does not lie so much in its completion as in its process that has come
to a stop for a while. It'is as if a running stream is barricaded
ahead at a distance. The barricade cannot alter the running natur
of the stream, which seethes with an agitation in protest against
its arrested motion. Similarly the past tense does not do away
with the unsettled nature of the verb which is always a sadhya
whether it appears as completed or not. So a verb cannot be
conceived as a term which has a fixity and rigidity that leans too
much on settledness. When a verb is transformed into a verbal noun
we can clearly see the difference. A verbal noun makes a term of
the verb and cloud its progressional character by an appearance of
fixity and immobility. ‘When ‘pacati’ is replaced ‘pakam karoti’
the word paka stands as a term which appears as the fixed
terminus of a relation takes of substantive character such as we get
in the sentence ‘katam karoti’. Whether paka and kata are
completed or not its nature is logically settled as the destination
towards which the verbal relation is directed. This shows the
divergence between the factual and the logical significance of a
word. Thus the verbal noun tends to violate the original nature of a
verb by turning the sadhya into siddha, the progressive process
into a stationary substantive, as if the wanderer has come to rest.
Logically speaking ‘pacati’ cannot be replaced by ‘pakam karoti’
without alteration of the original logical significance. Analysis of
a proportion is no substitute for the proposition itself. This has
been forcefully brought out by Bhartrhari who beautifully
anticipates the following subtle observation of Bertrand Russel :
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“A proposition, in fact, is essentially a unity and when
apalysis has destroyed the unity, no enumeration of constituents
will restore the proposition. The verb when used as a verb
embodies the unity of a proposition, and thus is distinguishable
from the verb considered as a term” (The principles of
Mathematics — page 50).

This distinction between the concepts of siddha and sadhya
has been extended to cover the distinction between a vrtti and a
vakya. Approximately speaking a vrtti is a compact synthetic
structure into which a sentence is compressed wherein its sentential
character is too suppressed to be discernible without an analytical
interpretation. Thus samasa is a vrtti which can be analysed into a
sentence. Yet the logical character of the vrtti and vakya is not
the same. The sentence is sadhya, in other words, is expressive of a
process. We can see the difference by taking into consideration the
distinction between the two expressions such as — ‘A person does
not move’ and ‘An immobile person’. The former expression
signifies a process and the later expression transforms the process
into an attribute at rest. Thus ‘does not move’ expresses the sadhya
character, while ‘immobile’ is a siddha adjective. Similar is the
distinction between sraddham na bhuiikte and asraddhaboji
Prasajyapratisedha conveyed by a sentence turns into paryudasa in
vrtti. v

A careful scrutiny of Mahima’s position raises some pertinents
doubts which cannot be easily answered. If it is urged that in
asraddhabhoji the negative particle is connected with the nini
pratyaya which indicates the sense of nominative, there is no
reason why asamrabdhavan should not be justified on the same
score. In asamrabdhavan the ‘Ktavatu pratyaya’ also stands for
the nominative in general and so the negation, by the very logic of
Mahima, may be connected with the nominative sense thus
justifying the uise of the expression asamrabdhavan. So Mahima’s
imputation of the fault vidheyavimarsa to the expression
concerned falls through by’his self-defeating argument. If Mahima
means that in asraddhabhoji we feel the prominence of a positive
sense while in asamrabdhavan the feeling-content has a
pronounced negative leaning, it finally boils down to a matter of
feeling which nobody is under command to feel in the way decided
by Mahima. Moreover, a doubt may be raised regarding the very
fundamentals of Mahima’s presuposition. According to the
peculiar syntax of Sanskrit, in the sentence ‘sa na gagacchati.” The
tif suffix stands for a nominative in general which is parti-
cularised by the concrete pronominal nominative of the sentence.
However, in this case itis assumed that the negative goes with
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the verb involved in gacchati, and not with the tifi suffix
signifying the nonimative. But why should it be so ? Why should
we not here too take the meaning to be gamana-akarta ? So again
it turns out to be a matter of feeling. We feel that in the sentence
concerned the emphasis is on the negation of going and not on the
non-going person who has other action to his credit. Authoritative
convention has confirmed this feeling of negation without proper
authentication. We can appreciate the position of the gramma-
rians, according to whom, in any sentence the meaning of the verb is
predominant and so negation is attached to the sense of the verb
which stands as the negatum. Any way, one cannot be blamed if he
feels unlike Mahima that in asraddhabo]l also negation goes with
the meaning of the verb and not with the nominative sense
conveyed by the Krt suffix. If Mahima’s contention to the effect
that asraddhabhoji or asiiryampasya is a case of paryudasa is
accepted as final we cannot account for the fact the Patafijali
himself has initially questioned the validity of such compounds
and conceled at last that in such peculiar cases ‘asamartha samasa’
should be allowed. Along with the two examples of asamartha
samasa cited above patafijali has listed such compound forms as

a-kificitkurvapam, amasappharamanam,
agadhad utsrstam, apunargeyah slokah
M. B.2.1. 1. pp 320-21
N. S. edu. Vol.II.

In all these cases Kaiyata clearly shows that negation is
related to the verbal sense

bhujina nanah sambandho na tu sriddhena, sraddhe
bjojananisedhavagamat.

Kaiy‘a;a here does not state—

bhojanakartra nanah sambandhah
sraiddhabhojanakartrtvanisedhavagamat

Similarly Kaiyata explains akificitkurvapa as ‘kificid
akurvanam’, amagsam manam as masamaharamanam in which the
negative is attached to the verbs and not to the sanac suffix which
indicates the nominative. We would have had no hesitation to
accept Mahima’s contention if he could have countered Patafijali
and Kaiyata with convincing arguments. But Mahima has only
asserted his belief and the logic of his assertion is very weak
indeed.
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In the verse samrambhah karikita etc. Mahima again finds
fault, in the juxtaposition of the two pronouns ‘yah’ and [asau’ in
the fourth foot of the verse. According to the ancient dictum
‘yattadornityo’bhisambandhah’ the use of the two pronouns yad
and tad is always inter-related through natual expectancy. Hence
the pronounce ‘yad’ to complete its referential function requires the
word ‘tad” and vise versa. But these are exceptional cases where
‘tad’ may be used without its co-relation with ‘yad’, if the
reference is completed even by its solitary use. Thus ‘tad” may be
without ‘yad” with reference to a well-established object as the
case Kala ca sa kantimati kalavatah. Such solitary use of ‘tad’ is
also permissible in reference to a pre- cognised object (anubhii-
tavisaya) as in ‘Te locane vidhure ksipanti etc. Again such use is
tolerated when ‘tad’ as a simple pronoun is charged with a well-
understood back reference (prakranta-visaya). But such solitary
use of ‘yad’ unaccompanied by ‘tad’ is never permissible according
to Mahima.

The reason is that ‘yad’ can never complete a reference by
itself, because it always touches the referent only through the
intervening referential function of tad.

It may-be contended against Mahima that the pronominal form
asau has been used here in the sense sah (tad), so he is not fair in
detecting the fault. There are instances in which the pronouns
‘idam’ and ‘adas’ serve the purpose of ‘tad’. This is apparent in
the verses — o

Yo'vikalpamidamarthamandalam pasyatisa,
nikhilam bhavadvapuh /
svatmapakgaparipiirite jagatyasya mtyasukhmah
~ kuto bhayam //
Smrtibhiismytibhiivihito yenasau
raksatatksatad yusman
Against this argument Mahima offers a very weak defences He
says something like this — then let it be accepted as a principle
that ‘idam’ and ‘adas’ may bear the sense of ‘tad’ only when they
are related to the word yah placed at a fair distance or whep the
two related pronominal terms are used in different case-endings.
tarhi yathadarsanam vyavahitanameva, avyavahitatve va
bhinnavibhaktinameva sa parikalpyatam, itaratha tu tegam
tatparikalpanam anyayyameva. — V. V. page 208.
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It is very difficult for us to detect any logic in the queer suggestion
of Mahima quite contrary to Mahima’s suggestion, when ‘idam’ and
‘adas’ are used in juxtaposition with yad and in the same case-
ending their relation with yad. Become more pronounced being
more easily understandable. That some distance intervening
between ‘yad’ and ‘idam’ or ‘adas’ offers a better understandmg of
relation or a better discernment of the sense-of ‘ted’, is quaint logic.
Similarly, use of different case-endings in two inter-related words
does not lead to any greater grasp of the relation.

Again Mahima’s distinction between prakranta ( an object
which has already been spoken about ) and prakrarhsyamana ( an
object which will be spoken about ) is untenable. In the verse under
consideration the pronounce ‘yah’ refers to ambikakesari. In the
particular construction yah stands at the beginning of the fourth
foot and ‘ambikakesari’ at the end. So Mahima contends that
‘yad’ cannot refer to ambikakesari which in the sequence of
construction comes last and so has not been spoken about when ‘yaly’
is used. In a single verse what has been spoken about (prakranta)
and what has not been or will be (prakramsyamana or aprakranta)
does not depend on the place a word occupies in syntactical
sequence. The point is whether the object figures in our
understanding or not, irrespective of the place occupied by the
corresponding word in the constructional sequences. A discerning
critic just after reading the verse grasps the intended import that
the poet here intends to emphasise the excellence of Ambika’s lion
over other members of the same clan. So in understanding of both
the poet and the reader ambikakesari is already Prakranta and
there is no difficulty in relating ‘yah’ with ambikakesari in a
syntactical analysis which comes after the emergence of total
understanding. Of course, for a child, not yet sufficiently
accustomed with the laws of syntax, the process may be reversed.
He takes the words one by one, keeps on laboriously groping for
understanding the relation of one word with another, and only at
last comes to grasp the total meaning. Mahima certainly does not
stand here in favour of an ill-equipped beginner. His observations
are meant for the discerning critics who, however, do not find any

difficulty in relating yah to ambikakesari simply because the
latter comes late.

Following the logical consequence of Mahima’s contention one
shall not be permitted to use an adjective before the noun. An
adjectival word is always subordinate to the noun. So how can we
use the adjective before the noun because the object of which it is an
adjective has not yet been spoken about. In that case an adjective is
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always to be used as a predicate, because only then the subject
(noun) becomes prakranta.

In the verse under consideration the third fault of Vidheya-
vimarsa is spotted in the compound ambikakesari. This compound
“has a concealed predication which is revealed to a discerning
critic. The first member of the compound, i. e. Ambika stands as a
mark of demarcation which emphasises the excellence of her lion

er the common leonine herd. This particular lion, unlike others
of the kind, stands unperturbed even before the most provocative
objects. This majestic patience is endowed upon it by its association
with the great goddess Ambika. Hence here the poet likes to put
his emphasis not on the lionitself, but on the goddess from whom
its superior quality is derived. The poet means to say — this lion is
separate from the rest of the clan, because it is Ambika’s. When
the poet says — ‘the lion is Ambika’s’, the force of predication is
conferred upon Ambika whose association makes the lion what it is
worth for, and the subject lion stands-only as an object of reiterative
reference.

The grammatical form of a sentence often does not tally with
the form demanded by the intended sense. The statement — it is
my pen’ may be a reply to two different questions, “Whose pen is
it 7 and ‘What is this object of yours ?” The form of logical reply to
the first question, should have been ‘this pen is mine’, but we often
make the same statement, ‘it is my pen’ to both the questions,
though it does not bring out the real predicative character of ‘mine’
and the expha31s it bears, which are intended by the statement,
‘this pen is mine’.

The compound amblkakesan may be analysed into the
statement-form ‘ambikayahkesary'. Grammatically Ambikayah
is an instance of vyadhlkarana adjective in which case it is not
related to the noun in a proposition of 1dent1ty It is a case of
‘bhedanvayivisesanam’ unlike nilamutpalam, in which case the
adjective nilam provides an instance of samanadhikarana or
abhendanvayi-visesana, it being the constituent of a proposition of
identity. In both these instances a compound is grammatically
permitted under the rule ‘samarthah padavidhih’. In
a sasthitatpurusa compound the sense ‘of the last number is
predominant and that of the first member is_subordinate to it
(uttarapadarthapradhanastatpurusah). In the sasthitatpurusa
compound ambika- kesar;, the substantive, character of the second
‘member Kesari stands in pre-eminence over the adjectival
character of the first member ‘Ambika’. In subervience to this
grammatical law of meaning governing the sense of a compound the
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predicational pre-eminence which the poet wants to bestow upon
Ambika is lost in the compared from Ambikakesari. To save this
poetically intended predicative preponderance of the adjective.

Over the substantive the poet should have avoided the
compared and kept intact the statement form Ambikayah-kesari.
This could have somewhat saved the meaning of the predicative
statement — this lion is Ambika’s.

It may be-.argued that both in the compound-form
ambikakesari and the statement-form ambikayah-kesari the word
Ambika equally retains its character of adjectival subordination to
the substantive. So where does lie difference of meaning ? The
consumer of this question lies in the peculiar logical character of
the meaning of a compound itself. ‘A compound has ekarthibhava
in which the separate meanings of the members are bound up into
one total unitary meaning. Though the separates meanings are not
totally lost in the total meaning (ajahatsvartha vrttih), yet
because of the very fact that the compound has a total meaning
preponduating over the separate meanings, the adjective passing
into the compound further loses even the limited independence of
meaning it could somehow save in the uncompounded statement-
form. Moreover, that in a tatpurusa compound, within the structure
of the total meaning the second member gains further pre-eminence
over the first member, and thus the subservience of the adjective
(the first member) is further increased. Hence the emphasis on the
predicative character of ambikayah, which is intended by the
poet, is lost in the grammatical meaning-structure of the compound.
In the statement-form ambikayah-kesari there is no contradiction
between the grammatical subordination and the poetically
intended predicative preponderance of the same adjective
ambikayah. Mahima observes that this contradiction is unreal.
The subordination of the adjective is a reality logically demanded
by the syntactical structure of the sentence, while the pre-
ponderance of the adjective is the demand of poetic sense as a
matter of poetic choice. The poetic meaning is an unreal or ‘fictive’
imposition, while the grammatical meaning in this case has a real
factive character that corresponds to our way of understanding the
relation of facts. In the way of the world as it is viewed by the
realists a property or gupa for its existence depends on the
substantive dravya. This is how we look at things. Hence the
grammatical subservience of the adjective to the honer is
ordinarily accepted as a reflection of the relational reality
existing in the world of facts. A poet may, however, choose to
reverse this order of relation in deference to the need of emphasis
he feels as a poet. Hence the contradiction between the gramma-
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tical meaning and the poetic meaning is unreal. The real
contradiction obtains between two reals such as hot and cold, but not
between the real and the unreal.

An 5h5rya jiana is not liable to contradiction. The poetic
meaning is an object of aharya j jfiana or deliberately created fictive
knowledge. Mahima thus significantly observes.

Naisa dosah, Virodhasyobhayavastunisthtvat sitosnadivat
na ceha vastutvamubhayoh sambhavati, ekasyaiva vastava-
tvad, anyasya ca vaivaksikatvena viparyayat. na ca
vastvavastunorvirodhah. na hi satyahastinah kalpanakesa-
rinsea kascidanyonyam virodhamaragacchati. Phala-
bhedastvanayormrvxvada eva ekasya hi sakalajagad-
gamyah sabdikaikavisayah padarthasambandhamatram.
aparasya punah katipayasahrdayasamvedaniyah san
kavinameva gocaro  vakyarthacamatkaratisaya iti.

V. V. page 230.

To drive his point home Mahima quotes the following verse
from Bhavabhuti’s uttararamcarita.

re hasta! dakgina ! mrtasya sisordvijasya jivatave visrja
sudramunau krpanam/
Ramasya panirasi nirbharagarbhakhinna-sita vivasanapatoh
Karuna kutaste // '
V.C. Act. II; 10

In this verse the words Ramasya panih have been deliberately
kept uncompounded by the poet. The reason is to stress the over-
whelming importance of Rama, though grammatically it stands as
an adjective subordinate to the noun panih in the expression
Réamasya panih. The meaning intended by the poet is the hand is
Rama'’s; so nobody should expect mercy from it’. This poetic shift of
stress from the substantive to the predicatively intended adjective
could not have been nevealed in the compound Ramapanih. Thus
for a poet the rule of Panini, ‘Samarthah padavidhih’ is not
always sufficiently competent to command his construction of
compound.

Mahima’s over-enthusiasm for finding faults has often led him
to suggest an alternative improved version of the original, the
version which is more a deterioratipn than improvement.

Sometimes his suggested replacement verges on an absurd
caricative of the original, and in this unenviable performance he
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has been faithfully followed by Raghavabhatta who finds. fault
with the verse of ‘Abhijiiana Stkuntalam almost at every step and
suggests improvement which are almost foolish, to say the least.
In order to relieve an original verse of the alleged faults which he
delightfully discovers, he suggests an alternative reading that
does away with the dignity of diction displayed in the original
and with poetic significance conveyed by the original words. Thus
he finds a series of vidheyavimarsa faults in the fameus verse of
Kuntaka’s vakroktijivita samrarhbha - etc and suggests an
improved reading in which the word samrarhbhah is replaced by
udyogah and the word ‘asamrabdhavan’ by nodyuktavan The
word ‘udyogah’ does not convey even a bit of that impatient and
insolent intolerance which is significantly conveyed by the word
Sarhrarhbhah. Asamrabdhavan may be a grammatically unhappy
expression, but its grammatically immaculate replacement, by
nodyuktavan does not carry the sense of majestic tolerance and
unperturbability suggested by the original word. Again Mahima
has correctly noted that the emphasis on ambika which is
intended by the poet has been somewhat lost by pressing it into a
subordinate position in the compound Ambika-kesari. But his
replacement of ‘ambika-kesar?’ by gauryah harih violates the
dignity of diction. Gauri may be a synonym of Ambika but is too
soft to convey the proved spirit of the Universal Divine Mother
which Ambika successfully suggests. The same comment may be
made about replacing ‘kesari’ by ‘hari’. The royal majesty
associated with the flowing manes of the lion is lacking in the
word ‘hari’.



Chapter II

PRAKRAMABHEDA

After considering the fault of Vidheyavimarsa Mahima
proceeds to discuss Prakramabheda or the fault of broken
symmetry. He divides this class of faults into two types—broken
symmetry of word and broken symmetry of meaning. Mahima
thinks that this fault of asymmetry, though primarily related to"
the constructional aspect of a composition, it disfigures the
appreciation of Rasa by irritating the mind of the critical reader.
The poet is not at liberty to completely transgress the symmetry of
syntax that is needed for intelligible communication of meaning.
Violation of symmetry in social linguistic behaviour standardised
by convention disturbs a critical mind which at once gets deflected
from the way of poetic enjoyment. So this fault also finally touches
Rasa or the soul of poetry, since the very enjoyment is at least
partially inhibited.

Mahima indulges in tiresome details of “Sabdaprakramabheda
dosa by relating it to prakrti, pratyaya, paryaya and so on. Out of
his monotonous procession of details we, for our purpose, shall
select only a few examples which will be sufficient to reveal the
working of Mahima’s mind.

The poetic fault of breach of symmetry in case of pronoun is
instanced in the following verse from Kumarasambhava (VI. 44) te
himalayamamantraya punah preksya ca sulinam. '

Siddham casmai nivedyartham tadvisrstah khamudyayuh //

« (in the edition of Griffith there is a diffeérent reading ‘prapya’
for ‘preksya’)

Here the pronoun ‘asmai’ (dative masculine of idam) is used in
place of Sillin in the third foot of the verse, while the same $illin
has been referred to by the pronominal form ‘tad” in the fourth foot
of the verse.

Mahimabhatta here finds fault of pronominal assymmetry.
The two pronouns ‘idam’ and ‘tadi’ have completely different
meanings just as yajiiadatta and Devadatta stand for two different
persons ‘tad’ refers to an object lying beyond the perception of the
speaker and ‘idam’ to an object standing close to him. According to
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Mahima (if the pronominal order were changed in the line of the
verse the fault might have been avoided ‘Sulin” should have been
referred first by the pronoun ‘“tad’” and secondly by ‘idam’) the
second reference also should have been made by the same pronoun
idam (or by ‘etad” or “adas’, which are nearly similar in meaning).

In our opinion the fault noted by Mahima in this context is too
trivial to merit serious attention. The correct use of pronoun should
be dictated by the consideration — Whether the reference is easily
apprehensible or not. ,In the verse of Kalidasa under review
though two different pronouns ‘Idam” and ‘tad” have been used in
sequence we do not feel the least difficulty to understand that both
of them bear the same reference. Grammatical or lexiographical
fastidiousness should not be played too much against a poet, the
understanding of whose expression is not hampered in the least by
the so-called wrong choice of pronouns.

. Poetic fault of breach of symmetry in..case of a suffix is
illustrated by Mahima in the following verse :

Rudata kuta ova sa punarbhavata nanumyteravapyate /
Parolokajusam svakarmabhu:gatayo bhinnapathah

Saririnam //
Raghu, VIII, 85.

Mallinatha: reads’ nanumrta, so also Hemadri, Vallabha and
others read nanumrtena

“How.can you, thus weeping for her, obtain her now ? You will
not be able to reclaim her again, even if you die after her. For the
ways of those who enjoy the other world lie along different roads
according to their respective actions”.

Here two ineffective causes for ‘not obtaining’ are expressed by
Satr in ‘rudata’ and the fifth case-ending in ‘anumrteh’ and thus
breach of symmetry with regard to suffix is evident. To avoid this
fault ‘rudata’ should be replaced by ‘anurodanat’ according to
Mahima. One comment on Mahima’s observation is the same as
above. Moreover, Mahima’s emendation has failed to notice the
sweet alliteration artistically applied by Kalidasa in ‘rudata’
and bhavata’.

Poetic fault of asymmetry in case of suffix is again instanced in
the following verse of Bharavi :—

Yaso'dhigantum sukhalipsaya va manugyasamkhyamati-
vartitum va /
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nirutsukanamabhiyogabhajam samutsukevahkamupaiti
_ ' siddhih //

Kirat, IIL; 40.

Here in the expressmn Sukhalipsaya’ the poetic fault of
asymmetry is evident, since the use of a noun with a
desiderative suffix in lipsaya is unsuited in the midst of two
expressions with infinitives ‘yaso'dhigantum’ and ‘manusyasarn-
khyamativartitum’.

To keep up uniformity of suffix, ‘Sukhalipsaya’ should be
replaced by ‘Sukhamihitum va’ according to Mahima.

But a true critic with sense of poetry does not find fault in the
expressmn the reasons are the same as we advanced before. But
according to Mahima in the following verse from Rajasekhara’s
Balaramayana as well as from the Hanimannataka of Damodara
(1, 27) this fault is not present.

Prthvi, sthira bhava bjujangama dharayainam
tvam kirmaraja tadidam dvitayam dadhithah /
dikkungaral, kuruta tattritaye didhirsam
devah karoto harakarmukamatatajyam //

O, earth, be firm; O, Serpent, hold her. You, lord of tortoises,
hold both the earth and the serpent; O elephants of quarters, have
the desire for supporting all the above three; the lord is stringing
the bow of Siva.

Here ‘dharaya’ has been used in parasmaipada and dadhi-
thah in atmanepada. The suffixes are evidently different. Yet
there is no breach of symmetry with regard to suffixes; since the
imperative sense of ‘lot’ remains unimpaired in both the uses. The
roots dhr and dha though meaning the same are not used in
different contexts so that the one is not a simple reiteration or
reassertion of the other. Hence according to Mahima the fault does
not acrue to the expression.

Poetic fault of breach of symmetry in case of synonyms is
illustrated by Mahima in the verse from Kumara (1.27)

Mahibhrtah putravato'pidrstistasminnapatye na jagama
trptim etc.
— Though the Mountain - god had a worthy son (Mainaka) yet he
was never satiated with gazing at that new-born female child, just
as a string of black bees, which makes its appearance in the vernal
season, especially attaches itself to the blossomstalk of the mango-
. tree although there is an abundant variety of flowers at the time.

3
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Apatya is a general term for offspring (male or female) and
‘putra’ stands for the male child. yet Mahima thinks that the two
words are synonymous, since the general and the particular are not
totally different. To avoid the fault of asymetry of synonyms
Mahima suggests that putravato'pi should be better replaced
by apatyavato'pi. Truly speaking, Mahima here fails to note
the underlying significance of the word 'putra'-intended by
Kalidasa. Traditionally in Indian Hindu homes a son is more
welcome as an issue than a daughter. Yet Uma though a daughter
captured the affection of her father far more than her brother so
much so that the eyes of Himavat knew no satiety though fixed
intently on her. By setting the word 'putra’ in contrast reinforced
by the word 'api' (though) Kalidasa wants to mark the
exceptional divine beauty of Uma before whom even a good son
paled into insignificance.

Ruyyaka has raised this point but contrary to his hablt has
lent laborious support to Mahima in this case. The verse has the
figure drstanta in which the second half as an independent sentence
containing the upamanas, operates as a poetic illustration in
support of the first half. In the upamana portion the general term
puspa is followed by the particular term 'cita’, while in the
upameya portion the particular term 'putra’ is followed by the
general term ‘apatya’. The real fault of asymmetry, according to
Ruyyaka, lies in this reversal of sequence from the first half to the
second half of the verse.

Hence Mahima's emendation, ‘apatyavato'pi’ is justified. The
second word ‘apatya’ in the first half is reduced to a particular in
term by the force of the pronominal adjective ‘tasmin’ which is
fixed on Uma. Thus the symmetry of sequence between the two
halves of the verse is reclaimed. But all these efforts of Ruyyaka
cannot meet the point that we have raised. The contrast intended
by the force of the word ‘putra’ as we have shown, is missing in this
emendation.

The following verse from Bharavi (III, 37) is an instance of the
defect of breach of Symmetry in case of case-ending :

Dhairyena.vi§vasyalayam aharsestivradaratiprabha vacca
masyoh /

viryam ca vidvatsu sute maghonassa tesu na sthanamavapa
Sokah //

III 37

On account of their firmness of mind, their confidence in the
great sage ( Vyasa ), the intense anger (or worry ) caused by ( the
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actions of) their enemies, and the prowess they knew to exist in the
son of Indra (Arjuna), sorrow did not (long) find a footing in them”.

Here the fault noted by Mahim is one of asymmetry of case-
endings — In ‘Dhairyena’ we get the third case-ending, in Manyoh
the' fifth case-ending in the same sense. Then the particle ‘ca’ is
used in a cumulative sense, co-ordinating the two reasons (hetu) in
one collection. This is a fault. Again in the expression ‘vidvatsu’
the particle ‘ca’ in the same cumulative sense co-ordinates
another ‘hetw’ with dhairya’ and ‘Manyu’ and thus fixes ‘Satr’ in
‘Vidvatsu’ in the sense of ‘hetu’ also.

(‘laksanahetvoh kriyayah’ Panini 3/2/126)

This constitutes another fault. Hence Mahima suggests an
improvement by emending the text of the verse in the following
way :

'tivradaratiprabhavacca manyoh should be replaced by

........ tivrena vidvesibhuvagasa ca

and 'Viryam ca vidvatsu sute' by 'vidvatsu viryam tanaye' (in this
way the second 'ca' is removed, removing along with it the
suggested sense of 'hetu’ in “Satr’ in vidvatsu).

In this context Mahima quotes a verse which lays down the
principles of using words in cumulative or alternative sense the
sense of cumulation or alternation is permissible only when
different meanings of different words belong to the same plane of
understanding (in the verse under review the same plane is
provided by the same sense of 'Hetu' involved in dhairyena,
manyoh, and vidvatsu). From this simple meaning of the verse
Mahima wants to deduce a corrollary that in such a case the words
must be in the same case-ending. In our openion this deduction is
unwarranted, since no reason has been shown as to how any why
'tulyakaksatva'or 'belonging to the sarhe plane' necessarily
impulse the use of the same case-ending. Panini equally permits
the third or the fifth case-ending in the sense of 'hetu’. He aiso;
provides for the use of $atr and $anac in this sense (cf. Kasika under
3/2/126 — hetau arjayan vasati ....). Hence it is difficult to see
wherefrom Mahima has deduced the additioral principle of
‘abhinnavibhaktikatva’. Since the same sense of hetu is present in
all the three words. ‘Tulyakaksatva’ remains unimpaired even
without the continuity of the same case-ending. So we do not
follow how samuccaya or cumulative sense should not be allowed in
this case. When we read the verse the sense of 'hetu' despite
different case-endings is easily clearly and instantaneously
apprehensible. Our understanding- does not falter in the least in
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this respect. So where does lie the fault ? Moreover, the
emandation suggested by Mahima is more a degradation than
elevation. - One can easily contrast the two expression Tivra-
daratiprabhavacca manyoh (original of Bharavi) and Tivrena
vidvesibhuvagasa ca (Mahima's emendation), and feel for oneself
that the suggested emendation does away with the dignity of
sound effect that we clearly discern in Bharavi's original the
serenity of which has been enhanced by not-too-pronounced
alliterations in the right vaidarbhi style. Mahima's emendation
only succeeds is degrading the diction of Bharavi, for which the
latter is singularly famous.

In this regard Ruyyaka has rightly detected the defect in
Mahima's second emendation "Vidvatsu viryam tanaye "(by
removing the particle 'ca’) Mahima may succeed in eliminating the
sense of 'hetu’ in Vidvatsu, but he has not paused toconsider that in
such a case the adjective Vidvatsu becomes totally irrelevant —

'Vidvatsu viryam tanaye' iti pathe na dedanam hetutvana

vivakgitam apitu vastusvarupapratipadanaparatvena iti

ayam manyate. Evamca ‘vidvatsu’ iti viegsanasya nairartha-

kyamapadyate iti nanena vicaritam — V. V. page. 298
Mahima begins the problem of asymmetry of meaning by choosing
for criticism the well-known beautiful verse from Bhavabhiiti’s
uttararamacarita iyangehe etc —

Iyam gehe lakgmiriyamamrtavartirnayanayorasavasyah
spars$o vapusi bahulascandanarasah /
ayam bahuh kanthe sisiramasrno mauktikasarah kimasya
na preyo yadi paramasahyastu virahah //
U.C. Act. 1, 38.

"The specific fault that he finds here is ‘vastuprakramabheda’,
asymmetry of object. The first foot of the verse brings out the charm
of the total personality of Sita, but in the rest the poet passes to
the partial factors of this personality. This passage from the total
object to its partial aspects breaks the symmetry of objective
reference. Mahima is conscious that his criticism may be
questioned on a very important consideration. It may be contended
that the sandal-like soothing touch of Sita and the dewy smooth-
ness of her pearly arms captured the imagination of the poet and
the critic not simply as partial aspects, but as so many factors

contributing to the over-all charm of the total personality. The
import of the verse viewed as such does not show any asymmetry of
objective reference. Mahima cannot accept the contention simply
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because he feels that the meaning of the total verse does not
settle down to the singularity of the charm of a single personality.
Description of the partial aspects makes a breach in the integrated
singularity and a critical reader is disturbed by the weariness of
faltering steps with which he has to move through the description
of the partial aspects of the heroine —

nanitbhayatrapyarthatastatsvariipaprakarsapatitih
paryavasyatiti. kathamayam dogah, satyam, Syadevam
yadyasavubhatrapyasafijatapariskhalanakhedavairasye
satyekarasaiva paryavasyet.

V. V. page 317.

But we do not think that the feeling of a critical reader will
tally with the feeling of Mahima as regards this beautiful verse of-
Bhavabhiiti. The partial features do not appear at all as so many
discrete and disjointed particulars of a single personality. In the
first foot of the verse the charming personality of Sita emerges as
the pervasive grace of the household, as the wick of ambrosia to
the enchanted eyes of Rama.

 The rest of the verse unfolding the beauty of the partial
aspects comes forth as integrated factors accentuating the total
charm of Sita’s personality revealed in the first foot. This is what
we feel, and so, we find it difficult to agree with Mahima’s
criticism. We leave it to the judgment of the critical reader of
Mahima’s suggested improvement —

mukham purpascandro vapuramrtavartir nayanayoh
is really an improvement upon Bhavabhuti’s expression —

iyam gehe lakgmiriyamamrtavartirnanynayoh
We think it rather to be a ludicrous attempt at improvement.

The next verse that Mahima chooses for criticism (from
Rajadekhara’s play Viddhadalabhaiijika) runs as follows :

Tarangaya drSo'fgane patatu citramindivaram

sphutikuru radacchadam vrajatu vidrumah $vetatam /

Ksnam vapurapavrnu spréatu kaficanam kalika

mudancaya manafimukham bhavatu ca dvicandram nabhah //
Viddhasalabhafijika, Act. IIL. 27

The first three lines of the verse reveal vyatirekﬁlamkara in
which the upameyas are shown as excelling the upamanas. But
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suddenly in the fourth line we get the feeling of a jolt when we find
that the upameya steps down to an equal status with the upamana
with a suggested upamalarhkara in the expression dvicandram
nabhah. The smooth run of vyatireka is brought to a halt by
degrading the upameya to parity with upamana in a simile.
Mahima must be commended for his sharply vigilant eye in
detecting the fault. Though Mahima calls it the fault of Vastu-
prakramabheda it should more accurately be called alamkara-
prakramabheda —

The same fault is discernible in the following verse from Raja-
Sekhara’s Viddhasalabhaiijika

- 2 28

tad vaktram yadi mudritaSasikatha taccet
smitam ka sudha
Sa cet kantiratantrameva kanhakam tasced giro
dhifi madhu /
Sa drstiryadi haritam kubalayaih kim va
» bahu brumahe
Yatsatyam punaruktavastuvirasah sargakramo
Vedhasah //
V. V. page 319., Viddhasala - Act. I, 14

Mahima quotes it with different readingvs in the first three
feet.

Here too the first three lines of the verse express vyatireka-
larhkara by showing the excellence of upameyas over upamanans
but the fourth line folds up the verse with ar anticlimaic arthan-
tarayasa. The fault of prakramabheda does not really consist
in concluding the verse with a different alamkara (arthantaranya-
sa). It consists in the fact that arthantaranyasa has been posed in
such a way as to suggest an underlying simile boaring a parity of
status between the upamanas and the upameyas, though the rest of
the verse reveals the excellence of the upameyas over the upa-
manas. The fault of prakramabheda flows from this anticlimatic
degradation of the status of the upameyas (Vastusarga-
paunaruktyasya sadrSyamatraparyavasanaditi —V. V. page 319).

Mahimabhatta apprehends a plausible objection against the
demonstration of fault in cases of broken symmetry of words. A
word is a word only in so far as it conveys a meaning. It is the
meaningfulness which determines the applicability of a word. If
the meaning is the ultimate goal of application the predominant
role in the meaning relation should belong to the meaning itself,
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and not to the word which in only a means towards the
communication of meaning. Hence where the breach in the unifor-
mity of words does not involve any breach in the uniformity of
meaning it should not be considered as a fault at all, since an
impropriety in word does not consist in the word itself but in its
relation to the communicable meaning. In'reply to the above
objection the meaning relation itself should be properly anaiysed
with reference to the fault of broken symmetry. This fault gene-
rally belongs to the caSes of subject-predicate relation. For the very
purpose of successfully communicating the artistic sense intended by
the poet it is sometimes necessary to repeat the same word as the
predicate as it is given in the form of the subject. Mahima here
refers to the usual practice of using the same word as has been used
before when there is no difference in meaning. Let us take the
following poetic expression — that ambrosia is ambrosia which
rests in the petal-like lips of the lady-love. Ruyyaka’s
interpretation of Mahima’s contention with reference to such poetic
usages needs some amount of elaboration.

The verbal repetition of the subject in the predicate is here
necessary to bring out the unity of meaning on the primary plane.
Now if the subject and the predicate have an exact identity of
meaning seemingly it becomes a tautologous proposition which on
the face of it is an absurdity. If somebody says ‘a trade is a tree’
without any deeper implication the proposition loses its
propositional character. But in our poetic usages we are saved from
the seeming absurdity by the fact that the poet has in his mind a
particular note of emphasis which he cannot effectively bring out
without an apparent tautology. The poet means that ambrosia
receives its ambrosial character as an elixir of life only from its
association with the lips of the beloved, otherwise ambrosia is not
ambrosia. So the poet here creates an artistic effect by playing off
a seeming tautology against a suggested meaning which lies deeper
and gets its confirmation by its contrast with the tautologous
meaning that floats on the surface. In the poetic proposition -
ambrosia is ambrosia when it rests in the lips of the iady love'.
We may for the sake of experiment replace the predicate by the
word nectar and see the effect. Here Ruyyaka says that without
the same word as the predicate the identity of meaning is delayed
in its emergence. The word conveys the meaning and in course of
conveyance the word itself somehow becomes an inseparable
associate of the meaning. This has been elaborately shown in
Viékyapadiya of Bhartrhari —

- Vakyapadiya - Brahmakangda — Verses 50 - 56
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As the conveyer of meaning the word itself must figure in the
meaning otherwise the meaning itself loses its relational
character. When different synonymous words are associated in the
same meaning - cognition, the difference brought forth in this
association tends to impose a seeming difference on the meaning
itself. Thus the emergence of identity is delayed. It may appear
only in faltering steps, but as we have explained before, the
tautology is necessary for the sake of emphasis upon the suggested
meaning which is revealed by way of contrast with the primary
meaning. It is the significance of the locus or adhikarana, which is
the rest house of elixir, that imparts artistic excellence to the
poetic conception. Thus the emphasis shifts from the predicate to
its locus. Hence here the meaning involves a movement from
identity to difference which is constituted by the distinctive
character of the adhikarana. This shifting process, to get its
proper confirmation, requires a primary identity which can be best
brought out by repeating the predicate in the same verbal form as
in the subject. Ambrosia as-a more factual existence does not concern
the poet. For the sake of artistic effect and poetic sensibility — it
is necessary to lift it from its cold and dry factive character to the
plane of aesthetic enjoyment. Hence it is necessary for the poet to
~ find a new habitat for the mythological elixir of life, and this new
location is proyected in the form of the beloved’s lips out of the
abundant imagination of the poet. The predicative repetition is a
useful instrument for underlining this poetic projection.

In this context an observation of Ruyyaka deserves special
attention.

Na ca kavye sastradivadarthapratityartham
$abdamatram prayujyate sahitayoh
Sabdarthayostatra prayogat. Sihityam
tulyakaksyatvenanyunatiriktatvam

V. V. page 311.

This observation lends a new dimension to the definition of poetry
proposed Bhamaha, Kuntaka and Mammata in which word and
meaning seem to receive equal prominence. In ordinary linguistic
usage of matter-of-fact life where conveyance of meaning finds its
utility only in pragmatic behaviours, any words may suffice if only
the meaning is intelligibly communicated. The same may apply
sometimes to cases of higher discipline like philosophy and logic.
When this view is pushed to the extreme we get the following
well-known caricature of the - Naiyayikas -
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asmakanam naiyayikesam arthani tatparyam $abdani

kascinta
But literature belongs to a special type of discipline in which word
and meaning combine with equal effectiveness to create an artistic
effect. In this combination the one does not surrender to the other.
Even when a pure primary meaning acceptable to common sense is
intended by the poet, he is very careful in selecting the proper word
for it. The poet creates an atmosphere and any and every word is
not suitable for it. The word itself is a participating constituent of
the atmosphere along with the meaning. This is evident too in
political .oratory where words are selectively chosen to convey
even a matter-of-fact meaning. In poetry creation of an effect is
more pronounced and the word gets a special accent therein. Hence
in respect of importance word and meaning must belong to an equal
height of artistic effect.

Here an objection may be -anticipated with regard to the
classification of the fault of broken symmetry into $abda and
artha. Since the word and its meaning cannot be sundered apart
what is the utility of this division except a pre-dilection for fine
sophistication. In the example —

Suci bhusayati Srutam vapuh prasamas
tasya bhavatyalarhkriya /
prasamabharanam parakramah sa
nayapaditasiddhibhaganah //
Kirat, II. 32.

what is sought to be brought out is the relation between the adorner
and the adorned. Despite the use of two words bhusayati and
alarhkriya the appreciation of the-above-mentioned relation is no
way disturbed. The grasp of meaning, which is clear enough, does
not proceed in a halting manner. So there is no lack of propriety in
the use of words. Here Mahima’s reply is more an emphatic
assertion than a convincing argument. He simply says that
impropriety’ in such a case is quite tangible to a critical
connosisseur. But he adds a further point which lends some
strength to his idea. It is admitted on all hands that a word is not
used for its own sake, but for conveying some meaning. When the
principal object of apprehension is the direct and unmitigated
meaning of a word, the fault of broken symmetry should belong to
the word itself. In our case bhusyabhuisanabhava' is the principal
meaning which is directly conveyed by the words. Hence variation
of words is here not only uncalled for, but improper too, because this
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may lead to some confusion owing to the fact that the reader may"
suspect that the variant word may hence some other hidden -
meaning more than what is directly palpable but in the instance —

samatya vasuvystivisarjanairniyamanada
- satam ca naradhipah /
anuyayau yamapunyajanesvarau savarunavaru
nagrasaram ruca //
Raghu, IX; 6

etc. we are presented with a different problem. Here the king is
eonceived as imitating Yama, Kubera, and Siirya and Varuna by
virtue of distinctive qualities which are shared in common by the
upameya and upamanas. But in the statement of upamanas Varuna
. is subordinated in a compound savarunau. So Varund as an object of
imitation is apprehended by way of an involved meaning. The
connection of imitation with Yama, Kubera and Siirya 1s direct,
while with Varuna it is indirect. Here broken symmetry evidently
belongs to the meaning aspect of the situation. Again indirect
reference to Varuna, for the sake of symmetry of meaning requires
an indirect statement of the distinctive virtue by which imitation
pay be justified. But the expression ‘niyamanadasatam’ directly
expresses the ground of imitation. Thus the indirect conveyance of
the imitable object and the direct conveyance of the ground of
imitation lead to asymmetry of meaning.

From the foregoing discussion it is apparent that broken
symmetry may belong to the variation of words, when the direct
meaning remains the same. The emphasis in the case of broken
summetry of word is laid upon the direct conveyance of the meaning
by the variant words.

This leads to the surmise that the meaning immediately
brought out by a word gains pre-dominance at the cost of indirect
meanings. But we know that in the higher forms of literary
excellence the suggested meaning which may be a fact, a figure of
speech or a poetic sentiment, gains predominance. How can we can
then recencile this predominance of the suggested meaning with
that of the direct meaning ? Very often this predominance of the
suggested meaning is attended by broken symmetry of words.
Mahima replies that here the question of pre-dominance is to be
understood in a relative manner. In inference we can lend
predominance to both the middle term and the mfajor term according
to the way we understand their functions. If we look at the
resultant purpose of inference we pre-eminently take into conside-
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ration the sadhya or the major term the knowledge of which is the
goal that we want to reach. But to reach the goal we need an
instrument. Hence one is not wrong if the means of ascertaining
the probandum is emphasised with a degree of pre-emience in the
actual process of knowledge. Between the end and the means one
cannot say that the means is less important. Mahima relegates
poetic suggestion to the domain of logical inference. Thus the
reason for introducing the problem of inference in order to bring
home his point is quite understandable. In the case of suggested
meaning the primary meaning of the word must stand as the means
to the suggestion. Since there is no attainable end without the
means, the predominance of the means is fully justified. As the
final purpose the suggested meaning is pre-dominant, while in the
process of attaining it the direct meaning of the word as the means
of attainment is more pronounced. When the poets have recourse to
variation of words to effectively bring out the force of a figure or
the depth of a suggestion it may be plausibly argued that broken
symmetry of words here does not constitute a fault, since here the
intended effect of the meaning receives the note of accent from the
poet. In such a case despite Sabdaprakramabheda aesthetic relish
is not disturbed. Mahima, however, contends that the fault is
definitely there, but it is only submerged under an abundant wealth
of excellences — eke hi doso gunasanaipate nimajjatindoh
kiragegvivankah. The existent fault remains only unnoticed, since
‘the mind of the relisher is monopolised by brilliance of suggestion
and imagination. In final analysis the faults of — Sabdaprakrama-
bheda and arthaprakramabheda respectively belong to the direct
meaning and the implied meaning.



Chapter III

KRAMABHEDA

After the treatment of Prakramabheda or the fault of broken
symmetry: Mahima takes up for discussion the fault of
Kramabheda or the breach of sequence. It is very difficult to
logically define the distinction between these two faults —
Prakramabheda and Kramabheda. Indeed, Mahimabhatta and
the later alarhkarikas following him on the matter of poetic faults
have not cared to show the exact différence between the two. The
author of Kavyaprakasa uses the two expressions 'bhagna-
prakrama and ‘akrama’ to convey respectively prakramabheda
and Kramabheda of Mahima. Govinda, the most learned
commentator of the Kavyaprakéasa, sometimes loosely uses the
word Kramabhanga to mean bhagnaprukrama. Yet to bring out the
meaning of bhagnaprakrama he analyses the compound thus :

bhagnah prakramah prastavaucityam yatra tat-kavyapradipa,
— page 226. N. S. ed.

The word akramah is analysed by Mammata himself as
avidyamanah Kramah yatra. From this difference in analysis we
may try to bring out the distinction between the two faults. From
the expression prastavaucityam used by Govinda it seems that
prakramabheda or bhagnaprakrama is concerned with the breach
of contextual symmetry. Thus for example in the famous verse of
Abhijfiana Sakuntalam, 'gahantam mahistenah' etc. the use of
passive voice in the third foot breaks the symmetry in the context
of active voice used in the other there feet of the verse. Thus the
sense of symmetry demands that the third foot too should be
changed into active voice. We shall deal with this verse in our
critique on Raghavabhatta (in the appendix) when the symmetry
of context demands the use of the same verb, pratipadika, suffix,
Karaka, alarhkara etc. in the different sentences constituting a
verse, any deviation from this demand constitutes the fault of
prakramabheda.

In Kramabheda or the fault of broken sequence we are more
concerned with the particular placement of a particular word in a
particular position in the syntactical sequence of words in a
sentence. This is suggested clearly by Govinda in his following
observation .
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akramam avidyamanah kramo yawra tat, padanantaram yat

padopadanamucitam tato'nyatra tadupadanam yatra
ityarthah

—ibid p. 230
Thus in the famous verse of Kumarasambhava 'dvayam -gatam'
etc. the particle ‘ca’ in the last foot of the verse should have heen
placed after the word ‘tvam’ and not after the word ’lokasya The
co-ordinative meaning (Samuccaya) of the particle ‘ca’ should
rbfer to tvam i.e. Parvati as an object of pity — and not to ‘loka’
which is not at all a factor to be co-ordinated. Thus akrama or
Kramabheda is the fault of broken sequence which shows
misplacement of a word in the sequence. The fault does not belong
to word itself or its meaning, but to the sequential position in which
it is placed. In Prakramabheda, on the other hand, the fault
belongs to the word itself or to its meaning or to both, because the
particular word or its meaning does not accord with the running
symmetry of the context. With these remarks on the distinction
between Prakramabheda and Kramabheda let us proceed to
Mahima'’s treatment of Kramabheda.

Mahima’s first choice as an example of this fault is
unfortunately the following verse from Raghuvarnsa (XVI. 33) :

tirthe tadiye gajasetubandhat
pratipagamuttarato'sya gangam /

ayatnabalavyajanibabhiivurhanisa
nabholanghanalolapakgah //

“On its holy landing steps, while he crossed the Ganges running
in a reverse direction on account of the construction of a bridge of
elephants, the swans whose wings fluttered to mount on the sky
became camaras without efforts for him.”

We shall show later on how Mahima has misconstrued this
verse, but at present we are discussing the point raised by Mahima
on the basis of his own construetion.

Here the diffi¢ulty lies with the pronominal adjective
‘tadiye’ which refers to the meaning of the nominal. word
‘Gangam’ standing at the end of the first half of the verse. The
meaning of a pronoun does not stand in its ownright. It is under-
standable only in reference to the meaning of another word. The
final referent of a pronoun is the direct referent of another word
which has a meaning independently by itself. Here the reference
of ‘tadiya’ cannot be grapsed before we come to the referent directly
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conveyed by the noun Gangam. Hence in apprehending the sense
of the sentence the reader is bound to falter on the word ‘tadiye’
which he comes upon first. The proper sequence has been
improperly reversed. The noun ‘Gangam’ should have come first
followed by the word ‘tadiye’ the reference of which would have
been clear by that time. This reversal of sequence amounts to the
fault of Kramabheda. This is the contention of Mahima.

In this context Mahima raises the point of relation between
memory and cognition. Memory has no independent object of its
own, for it always refers back to the object of a prior cognition. The
meaning of a pronoun is a sort of memory-object, which has already
been cognised and conveyed independently by another word
beforehand. In corformity to the psychological law of sequence
governing cognition and memory it is only proper that the use of a
pronoun should come after the use of the noun, the meaning of
which is referred back by the pronoun.

Mahima anticipates an objection to his contention.. One may
argue that this contention holds water only when the words are
taken separately i.e.,, when one makes efforts to understand -

eparately the meanings of separate words one by one.

In short, this contention is pertinent only to the process of
analysing a sentential meaning, but not to the proper meaning as a
whole. The analysis of meaning is not the meaning. According to
the final view-point advocated in the philosophy of language
propounded by Bhartrhari the meaning of a sentence is a
monolithic unitary whole, which as such does not permit an
analytical division. The meaning of sentence is not a summation of
independent meanings of independent words. A sentence is the unit
of intelligible language and the sentential meaning is the unit of
thought. This unit does not brook an internal division. It is not the
case that in some primitive age there were some unrelated words
floating at will, and then at a certain period later on someone
caught hold of those wondering words and bound them into a
sentence.  When we grasp the meaning of a sentence it flashes in’
cognition as an indivisible whole without any internal sequence of
parts ( akhando niskramo vakyarthah ). :

The meaning of the part is unreal in the sense that it is an
intellectual abstraction brought about by analytical understanding.
So the partial meaning is vahiranga or external and extrinsic, since
it operates from outside through analysis, while the total meaning
of the sentence is internal and intrinsic, since it does not depend
“on any analytical apparatus of understanding. Mahima accepts
this basic stand of Bhartrhari. But how then does the question of
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Kramabheda arise at all ? Since the total meaning does not suffer
any division the very question of sequence does not arise.

Mahima still upholds his contention on the following
consideration. Linguistic behaviour is based on the need of
communication of a common meaning from the speaker to the
hearer. If the hearer fails to participate in this common fund of
meaning intended by the speaker communication is disrupted and
the purpose of language is lost. To the speaker the meaning of a
particular sentence that he utters is clear no doubt. Yet his sequence
of articulated words may present the hearer with a difficulty of
understanding. In the mind of the speaker the sentence and its
meaning come together inextricably interwoven as an indivisible
unit of linguistic thought. But his utterance of the sentence must
come in sequential articulation which reach the ears of hearer - in
the same sequence. Now if the hearer is not accustomed to this
particular sequence he may fail to grasp the meaning intended by
the speaker, or may grasp it only after some laborious analysis.
From this consideration the reversal of proper sequence in the uses
of pronoun and the noun is a fault.

Mahima'’s position in this respect is only conditionally correct,
i.e.,- correct only if the hearce, properly equipped- with the
knowledge of the pattern of a particular language, fails to grasp
the intended meaning. If the meaning is within the easy grasp of
such an equipped reader or hearer we do not know how the fault
does arise. In the particular verse under consideration the gap
between the noun and the pronoun is not so long as to hamper the
understartding when the reader finishes the sentence, The total
expression is so transparent that the pronoun coming before the noun
does not disturb our understanding.

Hence Mahima’s suggested reconstruction of the reading as
‘pratipagamuttarato’sya gangam tirthe tadiye gajasetubandham’
.is uncalled for. In the suggested reversal of the first two feet of the
verse ‘gajasetubandhat’ is sought to be replaced by gajasetu-
bandham, otherwise the hetu denoted by the fifth case-ending
becomes widely separated from the effect ‘pratipagam’, thus
making it difficult to grasp the hetuhetumadbhava. The change
into gajasetubandham makes it a hetugarbhavisesana of gangam.
Ruyyaka explains that a long interval between the statement of
the effect and that of the hetu caught in a hetugarbhaviéesana
does not do any harm, because is understanding the syntax the
purpose of an adjective is fulfilled by describing the noun (gangam).
The sense of hetu is brought out of the hetugarbhavidesana by
paryalocana samarthya or the force of critical deliberation. We
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fail to appreciate this point made by Ruyyaka. If the verse begins
with pratipagam the reader is at once intrigued by the question,
why should the Ganges flow in the reverse direction ? He finds
the reason only at the end of the first half, and that too, by way of
critical judgement. Since the reason lies hidden in a hetugarbha-
visesana, so how can we avoid pratitiviprakarsa or gap in
understanding the relation between the cause and the effect.

It should be noted in this connection that the whole criticism of
Mahima becomes irrelevant and wide of the mark if the pronomial
adjective 'tadiye' is taken as referring not to the Ganges, but to the
Vindhya mountain, which is mentioned by name in the previous
verse (Raghu XVI, 32). Indeed it refers to the vindhyatirtha on
the Ganges (the modern Vindhyacala) and Mallinatha clearly
explains as ‘tadiye vindhye tirthe avatare’. This means that Kusu
crossed the Ganges at Vindhya firtha, which is apparent from the
context provided by the previous verse. It is unfortunate that such
a talented critic as Mahima has missed the meaning, imposed a
wrong meaning after his own thought and then proceeded to

criticise the great Kalidasa.

Another fault of Kramabheda is discovered by Mahima in the
famous verse of Kalidasa's Vikromorvasiya :

Navajaladharah samnaddho'yam, na drptanisacarah
Suradhanuridam durakrstam, nanama Sarasanam /
ayamapi pafurdharasaro, na banaparampara
Kanakanikagasnigdha vidyut, priya na mamorvasi //

Act. 1V,7.

Here Mahima contends that the pronoun 'ayam' should go with
navavajaladharah and not with its adjective Sannaddbh. This
verse provides a case of ni§cayalamkara in which an illusion is
corrected by the emergence of a valid certain knowledge which
negates the illusory object. An array of new clouds was mistaken for
an arrogant demon. The statement concerned is a statement -
registering the correction of this illusion. The first part of the
statement 'navajaladharah sannaddho'yam asserts, the reality
with certitude and the second part na drptaniSacarah negates the
illusory ob]ect with equal emphasis. In the affirmative part
the pronoun 'ayam’ should go with navajaladharah which is
correctly affirmed and not with its adjective sannaddhah which is
not the object of affirmation. But the point is ‘whether 'ayam'
coming after sannaddhah misses its reference in our understanding.

Definitely we do not miss the reference and so the affirmation do'
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not sufferin the least. Moreover no critic should try to impose a
logically impeccable language ona poet. In logical language also
no such fastidiousness as is shown by Mahima is cherished by the
logicians themselves. No logician would find fault with such an
expression as Suktika ujjvaleyam, na rajatam — this is a shining
piece of nacre, not a piece of silver, because what is affirmed is
clear enough.

While finding fault with a poet what should concerns us most is
to see if a construction commits violence against our understanding.
If the understanding is not violated any demand for a studious
observation of symmetry in sequence is poetically irrelevant. We
like to make the same comment in relation to the placing of the
particle 'iva' in an upamalarmkara. Thus in the verse —

Utkhatadrumam iva Sailam himahata-
kamalakaramiva laksmivimuktam/

pitamadiramiva cagakam bahulapradogamiva
mugdhacandravirahitam //

V. V. page 329.

on one occasion .only the particle ‘iva’ has been placed before the
upamana in ‘utkhatadrumamiva $ailam.’

According to Mahima this is a fault since ‘iva’ has been
connected with the Sadharana dharma utkhatadruma and not
with the upamana daila. But the poet must be given some elbow-
room for his freedom of construction. If Mahima’s prescription is
earnestly followed and the poet zealously makes it a point to place
‘iva’ always after the upamana, then where a series of similes runs
without break the verse may suffer from a tone of monotony and a
poet becomes more a versifier than a poet. In our opinion the word
‘iva’ coming at least once before the upamana relieves the vérse of
this monotony and saves its charm for us.

Again Mahima takes to task a poet for misplacing the word
‘evam’ in the verse —

Stamberamh parininamsurasavupaiti
sidgairagadyata sasambhramamevameka

V. V. page 330.

— ‘this young elephant comes down with a mind to ram at you” a-
lady was spoken to thus by the vitas. Here Mahima suggests that
the word ‘evam’ (thus) should come just after the statement

referred to by it, that is, the second part of the sentence should be
as follows :

4
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“Thus (evam) a lady was spoken to by the Vitas.” Here ‘evam’
meaning ‘thus’ stands in the sense of ‘iti" and should come just after
the statement which constitutes its referent, and nothing should
intervene between the referent and the referential word Mahima
himself appears to be conscious of the hollowness of his contention,
so he raises the point that if there is no disturbing gap in our
understanding of the meaning the immediacy between the referent
and the referential word, ‘evam’ or ‘iti’, should not be pressed for.
In a statement such a gap is tolerated if the relation is well
understood, for in the total structure of the meaning the relation
between the reference and the referential word stands unimpaired
despite the distance allowed in the statement. Immediacy in
meaning does not always depend upon immediacy in a statement.
Mahima refers to this aspect of @nantarya niyama (law of
immediacy), which has been quoted by Ruyyaka as follows :

Yasya yenabhisambandho
durasthasyapi tena sah /
arthato hyasamananamanantaryama
karanam //
V. V. page 332.

Mahima refers to this law in the following words :
Yathanantaryaniyamastesamarthaucitivasat
Sl. 37a, V. V. page 331.

(immediacy is to be sought in the proper understanding of the
meaning and not in the statement of meaning as such). Mahima
simply dismisses the point with the self-righteous observation
that this law of immediacy of meaning does not operate in cases of
words like iti etc.

At the end of the second chapter Mahima discovers a long series
of faults in the famous verse of the Dhvanyaloka ’Kavya syatma
dhvanihriti’ etc. The first fault that he notices is one of
Kramabheda in relation to the placing of the word ‘iti" after the
word ‘dhvani’. When somebody says ‘Sa Rama ityaha’, the word
‘iti” fixes the word Rama in itself without any reference to the
meaning, i.e., here the word Rama, does not stand for the famous
divine hero, but 51mp1y for itself, since one can utter only a word
and not the meaning meant by it. So the word ‘iti” excludes the
meaning content of the word Rama and limits it to the word itself
( Sabdasvariipaparatva ). Similarly the sentence ‘Kavyasytma
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dhvanih’, connected with iti coming after it appears to mean — the
soul of poetry is called dhvani which as such has been declared
before by the learned. Here the word ‘dhvani’ stands for the name
itself and not for its meaning. The self-referential function of the
word is underlined by the connective particle ‘Iti’. At once an
anamolous position crops up in the context of what has been said
afterwards - tasyabhavam jagadurapare - etc. If the pronoun ‘yah’
refers to the word ‘dhvani’ (and it must refer so, since the word
‘dhvani’ here stands for itself). We cannot connect it with
‘tasyabhavam jagaduh’ because the disputants do not deny the
existence of the word dhvani, but deny the existence of the
meaning-referent sought to be conveyed by the word. Yet all this
mischief has been done by the misplacement of ‘iti" after
‘dhvanjh’. Neither can it be said that the pronoun yah refers. to
kavyasyatma because the disputants donot dispute the existence of
the soul of poetry, but they dlspute about what constitutes the soul.
Hence Mahima suggests that iti should go with Kavyasyatma and
the subject-predicate relation should be reversed in such a way as
Dhvani stands for the subject and Kavyasyatma for the predicate.
Then the meaning-full construction should be something like this,
Yo dhvanih Kavyasyatma iti- budhaih samamnatapiirvah.
Moreover, the word dhvanih is not the soul of poetry. So we cannot
say Kavyasyatma dhvanih wherein the word dhvanih refers only
to the word itself.

The great Abhinavagupta has himself noted thxs anomaly
which has been heightened by the explanation offered in the
vrttibudhaih kavyatattvavidbhih kavyasyatma dhvanih etc. In
this explanation dhvanih appears as the sarhjfia or technical name
for the soul of poetry which is sarhjiiitah or named as such. In this
case the pronoun ‘yah’ (as is patient in the explanation
paramparayayah-samgya @mnatapirvath) goes with kavya-
syatma, the existence of which the disputants do not deny. So the
anomaly is made worse. The explanatory vrtti continues in the
same breath — Tasya Sahrdayamanah prakasamanasyap1 abha-
vamanye jagaduh. Here Tasya is related to yah which refers to
kavyasyatma. Yet what is meant here is not the denial of
Kéavyasyatma, but of dhvani. Thus there is clumsiness in
Vrttikara’s construction. Abhinavagupta seeks to correct the
construction, and rjghtly so, in the following way :

itisabdah bhinnakramah vakyarthaparamarsakah,  dhvani-
laksano' rthah kavyasyatma iti yay yah samamnata iti
-$abdapadarthakatve hi dhvanisamjnito'rtha iti ka samgatih.-
evam hi dhvanisabdah kavyasyatma ityukam bhaved,
gavityayamaha yatha Dhv - page. 10
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In this interpretation too Mahima seems to find fault with
itisabdo vakyarthaparamarséakah. Let us quote Mahlma in full in
th1s context

atha kavyatmanuvadena vihitasya dhvaneh samamnanu-
kriyakanmabhavavacchedana samudayadayamiti. Sabdah
prayukta ityarthapradhana evayam dhvani$abdo na svarapa-
pradhiana iti tasya sarvanamaparamarsayogyasya bhavadi-
sambandho ghatate eva Jtyucyate tadayuktamevam hi vakya-
rthavacchedah  pratiyeta, tatasca tatparamaréinah
sarvanamapad;’adernapumsa-kahrpgap aramar$a prasamga iti.

V. V. page 459.

Mahima does not here find fault with the construction Yo
dhanilaksanorthah kavyasyatma iti budhah samamnatapirvah
(upalocana on Locana p. 30). Indeed Abhinava himself means this
when he says —

dhvanilaksano'rthah kavyasyatmeti yah samamnatah
Dhv. page 10.

Mahima too suggests such a reconstruction in the first line of the
verse —

Kavasyatmetyamala-matibhiryo dhvanir nama gitah
V. V. page 461.

But what he contends against in this construction is that iti here
refers to the total sentential meaning of the statement dhvanih
kavyasyatma. In other words, the construction actually suggested
both by Abhinava and Mahima is not —

"dhvanih kavyasyatma iti yah samamnatapurvah, butyo
dhvanilaksano'rthah Kavyasyatmeti samamnatah.

Abhinava too really means this. But vakyarthaparamarsa
requires the former structure of the sentence and not the latter. In
the former structure the total sentential meaning of the statement
—’'dhvanih kavyasyatma’ is referred to by iti. Then the
pronominal word yah bearing the same reference should have been
replaced by ‘yat’ in neuter gender and accordingly samamnata-
purvah should have been changed into samamnataparvam. A total
sentence or its meaning has no gender. So a prononinal reference to
it should be in neuter (samanye napumsakam). This is the
contention of Mahima even against Abhinava’s interpretation.
Abhinava has suggested the correct construction, but then why does
he assert that ‘iti’ is vakyarthaparamarSaka — this is the
question that has intrigued Mahima.
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“To understand the implication of Mahima’s contention let us
.compare and contrast the following two sentences :

1. Dadarathatanayo Ramah iti yat kathyate
2. yo Dasarathatanayo Ramah iti kathyate

Vakyarthaparamarsa belongs to the first case in which ‘iti’ refers
to the total sentence or its meaning — DaSarathatanayo Ramah,
while in the second case there is no vakyarthaparamarsa, since iti
refers to the word Rama itself. The same distinction applies,
mutatis mutandis, to the following pair of sentences —

1. Dhvanih kavyasyatma iti yat samamnataptirvam
2. yo dhvanih kavyasyatmeti samamnatapiirvah

This is what Mahima has in his mind. On the face of it Mahima’s
position seems correct. But on a fair examination of the problem it
cannot be said that in the second statement iti bears no reférence to
any sentential meaning. In the second sentence dhvanih stands as
the direct object governed by the verbal form samamnata, and
kavyasyatma figures as the complementary object connected with
dhvanih. Now Dhvanih standing as the direct object and kavya-
syatma standing as its complement together form a subordinate
sentence. Here, just as the verbal form samamnata directly governs
dhvanih and indirectly kavyasyatma as its complement, so in a
converse way the word ‘iti" directly refers to kavyasyatma and
indirectly to dhvanih. Let us see the effect by omitting the portion
‘yo dhvanih’ in the sentence and retaining only the portion kavya-
syatmeti samamnatah. Does here the word iti bear any
intelligible reference to Kavyasyatma ? Evidently not. We
require to know and state that which is called kavyasyatma. The
named must be known and stated along with the name that names
it. When we want-to give a name to something or call something by
a name in a sentence, both the name and the named (naman and
namin) must figure together in the same breath. -Hence to complete
its reference iti requires the expression ‘yo dhvanih’ as a
complement to kavyasyatma. Otherwise the very reference is
unintelligible. On this consideration both dhvanih and kavya-
syatma stand as reference of ‘iti’, the latter being the principal
referent and the former figuring as its complementary referent.
In the total sentence — yo dhvanilakgano'rthah kavyasyatmeti
samamnatah, dhvanih and kavyasyatma together stand as a
subordinate proposition of identity in which the subject and the
predicate are identified, though in final consideration they stand
with their difference as naman and namin. Now ‘iti’ refers to this
proposition of identify or to the propositional meaning, since we
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have already shown that ‘iti" cannot bear any independent and
intelligible reference to kavyasyatma alone without bringing-in
dhvani as its complementary referent which is inseparably
wrapped up with kavyasyatma in a relation of syntactical
identity (abhedanvaya). In this sense, in Abhinava’s construction
also, ‘iti” is vakyarthaparamar$aka. Bhartrhari followed by
NageSa has elaborately shown how ‘tadatmyadhyasa or
superimposition of identity between the naman and the namin
between the word and the meaning, operates in a subject-predicate
statement in our everyday use.

A boy seeing a thing before him asks — What is it ? The elder
replies - it is a tree. It is a proposition of identity. But the subject
‘it’ stands for the visualised object and ‘tree’ stands for the name.
The object itself is an object of visual perception both to the boy and
his elder. The boy knows the object as such standing before him.
Then what new information is gathered by the boy from the elder’s
reply ‘this is a tree’. Evidently the new thing that he learns is
only the name tree. But we know that the name is not the same as
the named; yet in our propositional or linguistic behaviour we very
often use such statement of identity — such as syam vrksah. The
difference is ignored and an identify is superimposed. Without the
superimposed identity most of our subject-predicate statements
would have sounded absurd and non-sensical. If we follow this
analysis of meaning offered in Bhartrhari’s philosophy of

‘language and appreciate the point made therein, most of the
" controversy raised in relation to ‘kavyasyatma dhvaniriti
budhaily’ yah samamnata-purvah is evenly resolved. The fact
stands that kavyasyatma dhvanih is a proposition of identity.
Whether the particle iti confers ‘sabdasvarupaparatva on the
expression dhvanih or kavyasyatma, the superimposed identity
between the sub]ect and the predicate, between the name and the
named, operates in our syntactical understanding and the
pronominal adjective ‘yah’ may refer to any such identified ob]ect
Thus the referential identification sought to be established by ‘iti’
presents no formidable problem. But Mahima is not satisfied. It is
doubtful if he is a follower of Bhartrhari. He senses the danger in
asserting that iti confers sabdasvarupaparatva on dhvani or
kavyasyatma. If we ignore the theory of tadatmyadhyasa and
assert sabdasvarupaparatva effected by ‘iti’, the subject-
predicate relation between dhvanih and kavyasyatma becgmes
absurd. When the subject and the predicate stand in a relation of
identity, and yet the one refers to the name and the other to the
named, the identity is violated and the sentence stoops to
sbsurdity. Mahima is intelligent enough to sense this predicament.
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Hence he suggests almost a fantastic way of escape. He suggests
that iti should go with kavyasyatma no doubt, but it does pot
confer sabdasvariipa-paratva on the expression kavyasyatma ifi is
here used in the sense of hetu —

tasmadatmasabdanantarameva ayamiti §abdah prayoktavyah,
sa ca hetvarthavrttih. ...... tenayamarthah-yatah kavya-
syatma ivitabhiitah tato budhairyo dhvanirnama samamnata-
purvah

(because the soul of poetry is its life-breath, so dhvanih which has
been proclaimed before by the learned, but however, is denied by
some others, and so on ....) What Mahima exactly means is this —
because the soul of poetry is its life-breath, so the learned have
proclaimed dhvani as the soul of poetry. Yet some others, deny the
existence of this dhvani. He wants to fit this meaning somehow
into the complex construction of the verse and the result is
obviously clumsy. This clumsjness finally ensues from his
overfastidiousness which degenerates into a punctialiousness
~ bordering almost on an intellectual disease of finding faults.



Chapter IV

- _ PAUNARUKTYA (Repetition)

In examining the fault of repetition Mahima at the very outset
takes care to dispel the possible wrong notion that simple
repetition of a word constitutes the fault. The fault primarily
belongs to the repetition of meaning and not to that of- a word.
Hence in poetry paunaruktya should not be divided into two types
such as sense-repetition and word-repetition, rather it should be
restricted to only one type, that is sense-repetition. When the
sense is different repetition of a word does not constitute a fault, on
the contrary, it often points to a special charm of the figure of lata-
‘nuprasa. When the same sense is repeated in two different words
the fault is very much there despite the verbal difference.
Mahima has to stress the point in face of the Nyayasitra on
Nigrahasthaha (5214 - Sabdarthayoh punarvacanam
punaruktamanyatranuvadat - Vatsayana comments - Sabda-
punaruktamarthapunaktam va nityah sabdah nityah Sabdah iti
Sabdapunaruktam. Arthapunaruktam anityah sabdah, nirodha-
dharmako iti. Mahima seems to be well acquainted with the
logical texts of Buddhist philosopher Dharmakirti. Mahima must
be credited with the foldness of independent judgement and when it
appeals to his reason he is not afraid of accepting the stand-point
of Dharmakirti even against the authority of Gautama and
Vatsayana. So he approvingly quotes the following text from
Darmakirti Vadanyaya (page 111 - Rahul’s edn.)

Atra na Sabdapunaruktam prthag vacyam
arthapunamktavacanenaiva gatatvat.

na hi*arthabhede $abdasamye kasciddosah - yatha hasati
hasati svaminyucairudatyabhiroditi — page 111. Rahul’s edn.

Mahima’s quotation shows only some very minor and
immaterial difference from the text of Dharmakirti presented by
Rahula. Mahima presents the first and the last feet (with slight
modifications) of the complete verse quoted in Vadanyaya text. In
countering the view of Gautama and Vatsayana Dharmakirti
contends that Sabdapaunaruktya should not be stated as a separate
type of paunaruktya nigrahasthana, since its purpose it already
~ served by arthapaunaruktya. If the senses are different sameness
of the work does not constitute any fault. In the verse
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Hasati hasati Svaminyuccai rudatyapi roditi /
dravinakanikakrtam yantram prangtyati nrtyati //
V. V. page 333.

The first instance of hasati is a tinanta word and the second
instance is a present participial adjective ending with the seventh
case-ending in singular. It is a fine example of latanuprasa and the
apparent repetition of the word with different intended meanings
adds to the charm of the verse, far from constituting a fault. Even
the sameness of the connotation and devotation does not constitute a
fault if the difference in some additional meanings is intended by
the poet through contextual difference. This point has been
powerfully brought forth in the instance

Vastrayante nadinam sitakusumadharah $akrasamkasa !
Kasah Kasibha bhanti tasam navapulinagatah s$rinadi-
hamsa! hamsah /

hamsabho'mbhodamuktasphuradamalavapurmedinicandra !

Candras$ candrabhah saradaste ]ayakrdupagato vidvisam
kala ! kalah //

V.V.page333.

In this verse the words Kasah etc. are repeated along with the
repetition of the primary meanings too. Yet it is not a case of
paunuruktya dosa, since there is a difference in the contextual
meaning intended by the poet — the first work kasa stands as the
upameya in relation to the upamana vastra, while the second word
kasa stands as the upamana in relation to the upameya hamsa.
This verse offers a beautiful instance of rasonopama or similes
forming a girdle in . which the preceding upameyas appear as the
upamanas in the succeeding stages. Hence the repetition of the
same word in the same primary sense becomes necessary for the
continuous shift from the sense of upameya to the sense of upamana.
This shifting relation between the upameya and the upamana is
the additional sense intended by the poet and emphasised in
different contexts. Thus there is Tatparyabheda or difference in
the intended contextual meanings and so the fault of repetition does
not arise.

As an instance of the fault “Jaksurbisandhrtavikasibisa-
prasuna - Magha, V. 28 is quoted by Mahima.” Here in this verse
the word ‘bisa” is repeated without any variation of meaning. One
cannot find in it a case of Tatparyabheda Tatparya has been ricely
defined by Mahima as
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Svarthamabhidadhata eva hi Sabdasyhrthanta rapratiti-
privanyam tatparyamucyate — V. V. page 335.

Ruyyaka explains —
na svarthabhidhanameva fatparyam apitu satyeva
svarthabhidhane'dhikamarthartarthantaron-
mukhatvam tatparyam yatha kasasabdayoh.
V. V. page 335.

We get tatparya or the intended contextual meaning when a word
conveying its primary meaning has a disposition to slip into an
additional meaning dictated by the context. .The word ‘bisa’ in its
repetition, however, unlike kaa, does not to beyond its primary
meaning. Hence it suffers from the fault of repetition. The second
instance of ‘bisa’ should have been better replaced by a pronoun.

For the sake of brevity we shall have to skip over some minor
details in relation to Paunaruktya and concentrate only on those
instances which offer the scope of showing Mahima’s depth of
critical insight. It is a wellknown dictum that very often only the
adjective is used to convey the noun which is left out — viSesana-
matrad viSesyapratipattih. V. V. P. p. 345. In such a case the use
of both the noun and the adjective constitutes the fault of
repetition. The use of both is. permitted only when a special
significance is attached to the one by the poet. In that case the
fault does not arise, otherwise the fault is very much there. To
point out the fault Mahima quotes the following from Magha’s
CantoI.

Nisargacitrojjvalasiksmapakgana lasadbisaccheda-
Sitafgasanigina /
Cakasatam carucamirrucarmana kutthena nagendra-
vim ‘endravahanam //
| S.V.Canto I 8.

Here it is correctly pointed out that between nagendra and
indravahana only one word is sufficient and the other is a needless

repetition. This verse is then very ably contrasted with the
following verse from Kumarasambhava —

Tava prasadat kusumayudho'pi sahayamekam
madhumeva labdhva /

Kuryam harasyapl pmakapanerdhalryacyutlm ke mama
dhnvino'nye //

Kumar, Cénto. 111
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To a superficial reader pinakapani may seem to be a mere synonym
needlessly repeated in relation to Hara. But a critical reader
cannot miss the contrast set forth between Kusumayudha ,and.
pinakapani. The god Cupid is here bragging of his volume — my
weapon consists of soft flowers, but Lord Siva wilds the temble
pinaka; yet I promise to defeat Siva by throwing him off his
mental calm and serene patience. Understood in this light
pinakapani does not serve as a more synonym of Hara, but as a
purposeful adjective bearing a significance which underlines the
very spirit of the verse. But no such defence is possible in the case
of Magha’s expression nagendramivendravahanam which involves
a mere verbose repetition of a needless synonym. Mahima'’s critical
insight has indeed unmistakably captured the dlfference between a
great poet and a lesser poet.

The fault of repetition is also found in the repetmon of the
. word ‘iva’ as a mark of simile. Thus we find in Klratar)umya —

Niryaya vidyatha dinaramyadbimbadivarkasya
mukhanmahargeh /

Parthananam vahnikanavadata diptih
sphuratpadmamnvabhlpede Y

Kirat, 1II, 25

Here between the two instances of the same word ‘iva’ one is quite
sufficient to mark the similarity between a series of upameyas and
a series of upamanas. Mahima rightly comments —

tathd hi maharsimukhad vidya niryaya
parthananambhipede arkabimbadiva diptih
padmamiti. evam padarthasamanvaye sati

sarvesamupamanopameyobhavo'bhimatah
siddhatyeva

V.V. p.386.

Otherw1se why do we leave out even a third ‘ivi’ such as — Vidya
diptiriva.

The same type of fault is pointed out in the beautiful verse of
Kumarasambhava —

Dine dine sa parivardhamana labdhodaya candramasiva rekha /
Pupoga lavanyamayain viegdn jyotsnantaraniva kalantarani //
Kumar, I
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Here w00 one ‘iva’ is sufficient and the second is a needless
repetition. The most easy going construction of the verse should be
thus —

labdhodaya sa parvati dine dine
parivardhamana lavanyamayan viSegan
puposa candramasi rekha iva jyotsnantarapi kalantarap
Thus one ‘iva’ is sufficient to mark the series of similes. Yet the
total effect of the verse is so overwhelmingly charming that we
may ignore the fault which has not missed the unsparing eyes of
Mahima. But we cannot ignore the same fault in this verse of
Magha —
Yam sametya ca lalajalekhaya yuiijatah
sapadi $ambhuvibhramam /
Candamarutamiva pradipavaccedipasya
niravad vilocanam //
S. V. X1V, 85.

The expression candamarutamiva pradipavat. involves the
repetition of the sense of similarity by the use of two synonymous
words ‘iva” and ‘vat’ of which one may easily be dispensed with.
This verse lacks the easy charm of Kalidasa’s simile and the
verbosity of diction is itself disturbing. So here we cannot ignore
the fault which, however, in case of Kalidasa has been over-
shadowed by an unequalled grace.

Kuntaka in his vakroktijivita observes that a poet may choose
to reveal the beauty of expression in manifold ways. Sometimes
one figure is employed to decorate another figure just as a gold
necklace which ig itself an adorment is further adorned by insetting
of gems. The poet thinks that one figure is not enough for expressing
the beauty that wells_up in his mind and so another figure is
introduced to prop up the beauty of the first figure. Thus we get a
two-tier expression of figures as a beauty of beauty.

Alamkarasya kavayo yatra lamkaranantaram /
asantugfa nibadhnanti haradormanibandhavat //
V.] page 57.

Mahima questions the wisdom of this remark because in his
criticism of the fault of repetition he seems to be much obsessed
with economy of figurative expressions. So he finds fault with the
following description of the celestial ganges Mandakini in Bana’s
Harsacarita.
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nirmokamuktimiva gaganoragasya lilalalatikamiva
trivistapavitasya

H. C. page 8.

The white Mandaklm appears as the cast-off slough of the sky-
serpent. The expression. sky-serpent has the figure riipaka in
which the sky has been identified with a blue serpent, and this
forms the basis of white Mandakini being compared with the cast-
off white slough of the serpent. Mahima contends that the word
‘iva’ after nirmokamuktimiva suggesting the figure simile should
have been better dropped. In that case nirmokamukti would have
stpod as an adjective of identity in relation to the upameya
Mandakini thus turning the second figure too into a rupaka. In this
way ‘iva’ being dropped in subsequent upamanas of Mandakini
Bana might have more economically expressed his poetic mind
with only one type of alamkara, namely ripaka , without taking
recourse to a second type, that is, upama, Ruyyaka observes that
the expression nirmokamuktimiva does not really point to upama,
but to utpreksa. To make it anupama the poet should have used
muktanirmokamiva. This tallies better with Mandakini to justify
the sense of upama since a thing is to be compared with a thing and
not with an action conveyed by the verbal noun mukti. But here
‘iva’ connected with mukti meaning an action (kriya) should be
better taken in the sense of kriyotpreksa. Iva, here does not imply
similarity or Sadrsya, but adhyvasaya or super-imposition.
Mandakini moves down the heaven as if the blue sky-serpent is
casting off its white slough. To justify the idea of shedding a
slough the blue sky has come to be identified with a blue serpent in
a metaphorical expression. We think that Ruyyaka is justified in
his comment.

Again in the verse —
amgulibhiriva kesasarficayam sannigrhya timiram marici:bhil,\ /
ku;lmaﬁk:tasarojalocanam cumbafiva rajanimukham $asi //
| V. V. page. 352

Mahima questions the propriety of utpreksa conveyed by ‘iva’
after the verbal form cumbati Mahima thinks that by dropping
‘iva’” we may replace utpreksa by simple laksana and the needless
use of a figure may be dispensed with for the sake of economy. Here
Ruyyaka subjects Mahima to sharp criticism for his obsession with
economy of expression, and rightly so. The different figures of
speech are only different ways of expressing a beautiful idea. In
poetry the meaning and expression are inextricably interimed and
so the manifold ways of expression themselves in their turn add to
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the beauty of meaning, otherwise the different figures of speech
employed by the poets and recognised by the authorities on
rhetoric would have been simply meaningless. The science of
rhetoric should not have developed beyond the age of Bharata
who has recognised only four figures. It is a developing literature
that develops the figures. Since upama and AtiSoyokti constitute
the basis of almost all the arthalarhkaras Mahima, following his
own logic, should have insisted that a poet should confine himself
only to two of these figures and thus a grand economy would have
been achieved. Mahima forgets that poetry is not a technical
science in which mathematical precision of definitions requires
utmost economy of expression. One cannot write poetry with
formula. This extraordinary urge for economy has corrupted and
cramped the mind of Mahima in his eagerness to find fault with
others

evamvidhe ca pradese granthakaro
hevakitayaiva diisanamadat
’ — V. V. page 352
Ruyyaka rightly observes further —
Tatrapi samyojanakramena navam
Vicchittivaicitrayamanubhiiyamanasritam ca
mahakavibhih katham samksepatvenopoddruyate
V. V. page 352.

Here in this verse discerning critic cannot but feel how the
beautiful use of utpreksa has added to the charm of poetry. But in
the particular context we want to add a word in favour of Mahima.
We do not proceed from the obsessive need of economy, but from the
need of poetic effect. We often use the expression ‘abhramliha
prasada’ (cloud-kissing palace literally cloud licking). If we add
-an ‘iva’ after “abhrarhlina’” we get utpreksa, but at the cost of poetic
effect. From the stand-point of poetic effect “the palace kisses the
clouds” is a difinitely better expression than “the palace kisses the -
clouds, as if”. The second expression waters down the poetic effect
brought forth by emphasis on kissing. The same comment holds true
in our choice between ‘cumbati’ and ‘cumbativa’ in this particular
verse. Mahima might have better brought out his point and
blunted the criticism of Ruyyaka if in this particular context he
would have proceeded from the need of poetic effect, and not from
the need of economy of expression.

Mahima then correctly spots the defect in a verse from
Magha's Sigupalabadha (11.31).
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Trptiyogah parenapi na mahimnam ahiyasam /
pumascandrodaytukaimksi drstanto'tra mahamvah //
S. V. 11.31.

The very word drstanta used here murders the beauty of Drstanta
alamkara in which the similarity should be suggested and not
expressly stated. Mallinatha rightly comments that it is a case of
upamalamkara and that the verse suffers from the fault of
Paunaruktya. If the word drstdnta were omitted it would have
been a fine instance of Drstanta alamkara with the underlying
simile being suggested. Even as a case of upama the use of the word
drstanta makes it too crude for appreciation. Mahima ovserves —

Vicyo hyartho na tatha savadate yatha sa eva pratiyamanah

V. V. page. 354

The express meaning does not taste so fine as the suggested one. Ina
pleasant contrast against this dull and crude simile of Magha
Mahima sets forth the well-known verse from Raghuvarhsa —

Samcaraputani digantarani krtva dinante
nilayaya gantum //
Pracakrame pallavaragatamra prabha pataiigasya
munesca dhenuh //
Raghu I, 15.
It is a fine spécimen of Dipakalamkara which Kalidasa has
chosen in preference_to Upama. The upamalamkara here lies
submerged waiting to be noticed only through the power of
suggestion, thus forming the silent foundation of the eloquent
dipaka. Thus the real beauty of the verse flows from the suggested
upama which is clearly conveyed through an external decoration in
the form of ,dipaka. Among the alamkarikas Udbhata is the first
to notice that the nicety of the dipaka does not consist in a simple
syntactical manoeuvre, but in the clever manipulation of attaching
the common property, stated only once, to two objects in such a way
as to suggest similarity between the two without any statement of
similarity.
...... antargatopama dharma yatra taddipakam viduh
K.5.S. 1. 14

Hence Udbhata has been appreciatingly quoted by Kuntaka
against the elders like Dandin and Bhamaba who did not see the
necessity of upama in Dipaka and tueyoyogita.
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Prastutiprastutavidhyasimarthya samprapti......
...... adhiyuktataraih pratipaditam

. V.]. page 179
While appreaatmg Kalidasa’s use of the figure in the verse

examined above Mahima does not spare him the sting of criticism
regarding two other verses from the Raghuvarhsa. In the verse —

Umavrsamkau §arajanmana yatha
Yatha jayantena Sacipuramdaran /
tatha nrpah sa ca sutena magadhi
nanandatustatsadrSena tatsaman // '
Raghu 11, 23.

the first simile is sufficient to bring out a favourable comparison
between Dilipa and Sudaksina on the one hand, and the pair of
Siva and Parvati and that of Saciand Indra on the other. Yet the
poet has introduced a second simile in the expression ‘tatsadréena
tatsamau’ to emphasise the same comparison between the two
upameyas and the two upamanas. This is a needless repetition
which should have been avoided by a poet like Kalidasa who
possesses the finest sense of figure among the classical Sanskrit
poets. Ruyyaka here proposes a weak and halting defence of the
poet. According to him the first case of upamanopameyabhava
rests on the common factor of getting an equally brilliant son, while
the second upamanopameyabhava rests on the common height and
dignity. Thus the determining factors of comparison being different
in two similes, the fault of repetition does not arise. But in the
very next breath Ruyyaka recognises the merit of Mahima’s
criticism. The very fact that the upamanas are high divine
dignitaries suggest the extraodinary status of the upameyas, the
king and the queen. So a second simile is not necessary to emphasise
the status and, we think, Mahima’s contention is quite valid.
Moreover, ‘tatsadréena tatsamaw’ is a crude unpoetic expression
unexpected from the pen of Kalidasa. It remains one of the
injudicious application of the word drstanta in the verse of Magha
that we discussed aboVe.

Similarly in the verse. —
‘nidravasena bhavatapyanaveksamana
paryusukatvamabala niS§ikhanditeva /
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lakgmirvinodayati yena digantalambiso'pi
tuadananarucim vijahati candrah //
Raghu V. 67.

the simile conveyed by the expression abala khanditeva should
better have remained unsaid. In that case the idea of the offended
heroine would have been suggested more beautifully by Samasokti
alamkara. The charm of Samasokti is definitely lost if the-
suggested sense is sought to be openly conveyed by a second figure.
The appreciation of Kalidasa for the fine use of figure in
samcarapiitani etc -, followed by a contrasting depreciation in two
other verses of the same Raghuvamséa, does credit to Mahima as a
discerning critic of great ability.-

The same power of discernment is evident in his criticism of the
famous verse of Bharavi —

Sahasa vidadhita na kriyamavivekah
paramapadam padam /
Vrmute hl v1mr§yakannam gunalubdhah
svayameva sampadah //
Kirat, II. 30.

The second half of the verse is 4 reiteruation of the meaning which
is already covered in the first half. The first half clearly states
that a rash and indiscreet action is the source of misfortune. The
second half means discretion, is the source of fortune. Here one
statement is enough, since it clearly implies the meaning of other
statement. Now if one statement is to be dropped we should choose
to retain that one which is more poetically charming between the
two. Mahima rightly chooses the second half because it is graced
by Samasokti alamkara that incidentally suggests a superimposed
nayaka nayikla bhava between a man of discretion and the
goddess of fortune.

Mahima is bold enough not to spare even the great Vyasa for
his fault of repetition and his shaft of criticism ic openly directed
against the famous verse of the Bhagavadgita

Yada yada hi dharmasya glanirbhavati bharata /
abhyutthanamadharmasya tadatmanam srjamyaham //
f Cita, IV 7.

Here dharmasya glanih and adharmasya abhyutthanam — both
need ‘not be stated. The one clearly implies the other. Thus the
fault of repetition is transparent enough.

5



Chapter V

VACYAVACANA

After dealing in details with the fault of repetition Mahima
examines another fault in contrast, namely, Vacyavacana or non-
statement of that what should be stated.. Among many other
instances of this fault Mahima also selécts the following famous
verse from the Kumarasambhava.

Dvayam gatam samprati Socaniyatam
Samagamaparthanaya kapalinah /
Kala ca sa kantimati kalavata —
Stvamasya lokasya ca netrakaumudi //

' Kumara, V, 71

This verse has drawn high appreciation from Kuntaka for the
significant c}loice of ‘Kapalin” as a synonym of Lord Siva ( V. J.
page 17 ). Siva as a husband is a very unfortunate choice for
Parvati, since he is a loathsome personality roving with a human
skull in hand. The sense of repugnance which is required by the
context could not be conveyed by any other name of the god, and the
least by Siva which means the good. Hence the suggestiveness of
the word Kapalin has prompted the poet to use it in preference to
any-other name. Mahima thinks that if Kapalin is chosen for a
sense of repugnance another word standing as a substantive should
have been used simply as a name to identify the person who causes
repugnance. The one and the same word should not be used to
convey the property of repugnance and the propertied person
causing repugnance. We simply fail to see the justice behind
Mahima’s objection. Kapalin is a well - known synonym of the lord
Siva, it is a yogariidha word which is an adjective by derivation
and a specific personal noun by convention. The significance of
Kalidasa’s choice of the particular word rests on the fact that,
though apparently it is a simple name — it brings out the idea of
disgust by power of suggestion through the derivative meaning.
Kuntaka calls it the force of Vakrata for striking expression.
Mahima seems to miss or ignore this point completely. There is

'nothing-wrong if the conventional meaning of the word identifies
the personand the suggested meaning gives us the idea of disgust.
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Moreover, the identity of the person is quite evident from the
context and a separate noun to fix the person may be dismissed as
needless. Mahima himself has accepted the well-known principle

Visesanantatraprayogo viegyapratipattau
in the context of Punarukti dosa.

In the contexi of Vacyavacana Mahima examines some
instances wherein he offers some interesting comments about misuse
of figures. Thus when a figure proper for a particular context is
subordinated to another figure, we also get the fault of Vacya-
vacana because the proper figure is not allowed to have its full
play. We may also call it avacyavacana because an 1mpxoper
figure is lent prominence. Take for instance the following :

bamhiyamso gariyamsah sthaviyamso gunastava /
guna iva nibdhnanti kasya nama na manasam //

In this verse the statement of the upamana in guna iva produces
the effect of pun (Slesa) in the connected verbal form nibadhnanti.
In the context of the subject-matter nibadhnanti- manasam means
captivates the mind but in the context of the upamana in ‘guna iva’
it means ‘binds’. Of the two instances of the word gunah—one
means good quality and the other means ‘rope’, hence the play on
the means word nibdhnanti. The express statement of the upamana
guna iva is responsible for raising the figure of pun to its position of
predominance which inhibits the samasokti alamkara from coming
into full play. I ‘guna iva’ were dropped it would have been a case
of samasokti with the pun playing only a subordinate rule. In
samasokti the binding rope would have been suggested by guna
nibadhnanti taken together even without the expression guné iva.
The pun then would have come as a matter of context leading the
way to the suggested meaning. But the unwanted expression guna
iva completely negates the scope of suggestion. The charm of
samasokti lies’in its suggestion of non-contextual matter which is
subservient to the primary meaning covering the contextual matter.
Mahima’s insight into the niceties of figures should be
appreciated. :

But we regret that we are unable to show the same
appreciation when he finds fault in- the following from
Harsacarita.

Bhairavacaryastu duradeva drstva rajanam $asinamiva
jalairnidhis cacala
Harsacarita III - page 47.
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and also in the following form the Raghuvamsam
Tadanvaye suddhimati prasutah suddhimattarah /
dilipa iti rajendurinduh ksiranidhaviva //
Raghu, I, 12.

In the first case Mahima thinks that the separate upamana
word ‘sasinam’ turns the figure redundantly into an upama. If the
word were omitted retaining rajanam alone the purpose of upama
would have been served by Slesa, since the word rajan means both a
king and the moon. Yet it should be remembered that the word
rajan meaning the moon, though recognised by lexicographers, is
relatively rare in use. So the pun may not immediately flash into
the mind of the reader. Thus the poet is not much at fault if he has
preferred upama to slesa in this particular case.

In the verse from the Raghuvamsam the poet is alleged to be
doubly at fault. He ignores the double meaning of the word rajan
and proceeds to the figure ritpaka in the expression rajenduh. He is
still unsatisfied and proceeds further to upama in the expression
‘induh iva’. Mahima comments that Kalidasa has here failed to
tailor the figures to proper form on account of his extreme fondness
for upama. Otherwise he might have made a pause with rapaka
and stop just short of upama, though even the rupaka might have
been dispensed with in favour of the simple pun on the word rajan,
In creation of charming poetic effects upama can never complete
with Slega and riipaka

" na casau tabhyain spardhitumutsahate
V. V. page 393

The simple pun on the word rajan would have had a slight touch of
suggestion and we know that a touch of suggestion is better
appreciated by the appreciative critics. We think that the
possible pun has been ignored by the poet due to the relative rarity
of the use of the word rajan in the sense of the moon. The second
word induh has been deliberately used by the poet to create the
effect of a sweet and measured alliterative diction. One cannot
command that a poet is bound to always ignore the sweetness of
alliteration in favour of economy of expression. Moreover, no great
poet in world literature has considered play on words as a high
mark of literary beauty. At least a poet of the order of Kalidasa
does not look upon Slesa as a fine vehicle of poetic expression. It is
also doubtful if rupaka as a figure is superior to upama. In this
particular verse if the upama were omitted, Slesa or rupaka would
have been clever contrivances smacking off pedantic skill but lack-
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ing in the simple grace and charm for which Kalidasa has earned a
singular fame. '

But the fault of Vacyavacana does not arise when one figure is
intended to reveal and support another figure. This is especially
marked in the combination of Slesa and upama wherein Slesa for
its revelation depends on an upama constituting its foundation. As
an instance Mahima examines the following verse from Magha.

anirakrtatapasampadam phalahinam sumanobhirujjhitam /
Khalatam khalatamivasatim pratipadyeta katham
budho janah //
Magha, XVI, 24

If Sisupala is honest how could he resort to knavery ? Of the two
uses of the word Khalata the one is the contextual meaning i.e.
knavery and the other is the non-contextual upamana i.e. a
skycreeper (kha-lata). On the strength of the simile in
Khalatamiva the paronomasia is played upon all the adjectivial
words. The unfolding of Slesa here depends on the expressly stated
upama. Upama is here subordinate to Slesa in the sense that it
does not exist here for its own sake, but for the sake of unfolding the
Slesa. By the dictum ‘pradhanyena vyapadesah’ the name of the
figure should follow the figure that is predominant. This seems to
be an echo of Udbhata’s view to the effect that Slesa supersedes
all other figures coming jointly with it. Udbhata thinks that Slesa
has no exclusive scope (viviktavisayatvabhava); it always comes
along with other figures. So if the superseding power of Slesa is not
admitted in these cases it cannot be identified as a separate
alamkara in the science of rhetoric. Though Ruyyaka in his
Alamkarasarvasva has rejected this view of Udbhata here in his
commentary of Vyaktiviveka he impartially explains the
intention of Mahima in this way

Khalatamityadavupamotthapite $lese nopama §lesam vadhate.
tasya viviktavigsayatvabhavat §lesastu tam vadhate iti yuktam
V. V. page 396.

Upama does not superside Slesa, for in that case §lesa as a separate
alarhkara loses its scope, since it has no idependent and exclusive
scope. So Slesa predominates as a figure in accordance with the
paribhasa

Savakasaniravakasayorniravakaso valiyan

But despite Ruyyaka’s valuable support of Mahima in this
“context we fail to understand why Mahima should not find fault in
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this verse also on the strength of his previous observation that
Slesa should not come forth as a redundant intruder where Sama-
sokti proves sufficient by suggesting the non-contextual meaning. In
his examination of “guna iva nibadhnanti kasya nama na
manasam” we have seen how Mahima has taken the poet to task
for upamana-expression guna iva, which by unfolding a Slesa in
nibadhnanti has marred the beauty of Samasokti. As a logical
follow-up of this observation Mahima should have recognised in
the same way that here too the upamana-expression Khalatamiva
should better have been omitted, Slesa should have been
subordinated and thus samasokti should have been given the scope
of free play. Then the non-contextual meaning in relation to the
sky-creeper would have been charmingly suggested on the strength
of the common adjectives having a bifurcation of meaning through
pun. Ruyyaka comments —

na catranirukrtetyadiviesana samyat
samasokteriti vacyam. viSesananam
niyatopamanogamitvapratiteh
V. V. page 393.

Wthat Ruyyaka means is not clear. Does he mean that a sky-
creeper being a purely fictitious entity, the relation of the
adjectives to it does not necessarily play into one’s mind ? In poetic
imagery brought forth by successful display of figures fiction very
often plays a major role. Indeed aharya a jiiana underlies the very
possibility of poetic imagination. So, that a sky-creeper is
nonexistent (asati kha-lata) does not debar it from being an upa- -
mana and does not debar the adjectives being commonly held to it
by virtue of difference in meanings. If Ruyyaka had some other
idea behind his comment against the possibility of Samasokti it is
simply not clear to us.

As regards the utility of alamkaras Mahima correctly
reproduces the view of Dhvanikara.

Rasavanti hi vastiini salamkarani kanicit /
ekenaiva prayatnena nirvartyante mahakaveh //
: Dhv. II, 16a
A great and successful poet does not make any special laborious
efforts towards creation of striking figures. His main concern is the
effective revelation of Rasa, and the figures emerge spontaneously
as inseparable adjuncts that help the unfolding of Rasa. Thus for a

great poet Rasa and alamkara shine forth with a single effort.
Mahima expresses the same in a different language.
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Kimca saundaryatirekanispattaye’tharsya
kavyakriyarambhah kavyeh, na tvalamkaranispattaye,
tesum nantariyakatayiva nispatiisiddheh bhamgibhaniti-
bhedanamevalamkaratvopagamat

V. V. page 397.

Mahima poses his principle of economy of figures as a corollary to
this fundamental principle of poetic composition enunciated by
Dhvanikara. So if Samasokti is enough to bring out the charm of
meaning appropriate to the relish of Rasa what is the need of
attempting a Slesa again ? If Slesa is enough for the purpose what
is the need of upama again ? Mahima thinks that as an alamkara
Samasokti is superior Slesa, and Slesa again is superior to upama.
But the theory of the spontaneous emergence of alamkara is hardly
consistent with this dogmatic assartion of Mahima. Kalidasa’s
upamas display an unequalled charm of spontaneity which is
absent in the complex alamkaras and even in upama contrived by
lesser poets. The point is whether the alamkara, to an
appreciative critic, appears as an integral part of the meaning, or
as a clever contrivance laboriously imposed upon the meaning.
Viewed from this angle Slesa, in comparison with upama, has a
greater and more frequent chance of appearing as a contrivance. So
we cannot accept it as a principle that upama is necessarily inferior
to Slesa. ’

To show the proper relation between two alamkaras,
especially between Slesa and Samasokti, Mahima proceeds to
examine a famous passage from Harsacarita —

atrantare kusumasamayamupasamharannjrmbhata
grismabhidhanah phullamallikadhavalattahaso
mahakalah
Harsacarita II, P. 21
Dhv. II, page 259.

This passage appears in Dhvanyaloka as a well-known example of
Sabdasaktimiiladhvani. Abhinavagupta in his Locana elaborates
the controversial nature of this passage relating to the question
whether it is an illustration of alamkara or of sabdasakti-
muladhvani. Mahima - takes it to be an illustration of Slesa
(dharmyartha $lesa)—dependent on Samasokti. If the word
grismabhidhano mahakalah simply were replaced by grismakala
even then the adjectives involving ‘attahasa’ and ‘yugamu-
pasamharan’ and the verbal form ajrmbhata would have sugges-
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ted a non-contextual meaning relating to Lord Siva, thus
transforming the figure into a pure samasokti. Hence the
paronomastic character of the word Mahakala appears to come
forth only incidentally on the strength of the adjectives, and not as

-

the result of independent efforts. So Ruyyaka remarks :
nacatra mahakalasabde prayukte prayasah kascit
V. V. page 401.

Had it been so we could have said that. Samasokti being sufficient
to suggest a second meaning, a further Slesa is redundant and
faulty. But the fact that a play on the word Mahakala comes to
the mind of the reader only as an afterthought depending on
Samasokti absolves the poet of the fault of a needless Slesa. The
beauty of this Slesa thus rests on aprthagyatnanirvartyata (not
created with a special and deliberate effort) Mahima here
appears to be astute observer of poetic imagery. But the point is if
the pun on Mahakala emerges only incidentally why should we
not call the figure involved in this case Samasokti instead of
Slesa ? If the poet does not here deliberately mean a pun on Maha-
kala it is better to take it as Samasokti. We think there is
something deeper to be said in favour of Mahima. The question is
not whether the poet himself deliberately means the pun or not.
The question is whether the reader feels it deliberate or not if
there is a feeling of effortless spontaneity in the mind of the reader
the poet is successful. In short, the success of a great poet depends
on his ability to make what is really deliberate appear as
indeliberate to the reader. So the figure should be called here
primarily by the name Slesa on account of the appearance of an
unintended effortless pun.

As a contrast to the effortless élesa of Bana Mahima presents
the following laborious Slesa of Magha

acchaditayatadigambaramuccakairgamakramyaca
Sthitamudagravisalasrhgam /
mirdhni skhalattuhinadidhitikotimenamudvikgyako
bhuvi na vismayate giriSam //
Magha IV, 19

Here the poet intends a pun on the word giria (the mountain
raivataka and Lord Siva). There is no doubt that the compounded
adjectives may be analysed in such a way as to fit in with both the
contextual subject Raivataka (prastuta) and the non-contextual
subject Siva (aprastuta). But this analysis of the compounds in
order to bring out the double entendre is so laborious thatit can be
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undertaken only if the reader somehow realises the pun in the word
girida beforehand independently of the adjectives.

Thus the realisation of Slesa in girida is left to the mercy of an
accidental flash of intelligence in the reader who is in no way
under any poetic compulsion to realise this double meaning.
Provided the double meaning of girisa flashes first in the
intelligence of the reader, he then undertakes as a studious enquiry
as to if the adjectives can be made to fit in with the meanings of
girisa. Thus the first dawn of the sense of Slesa in the word girisa
becomes nirhibandhana i.e. without any determinant which is
poetically necessary. This makes the whole verse artificial, it
lacks in contrast the charm of effortless paronomasia that we feel
in the passage of Bana —

atrantare kusumasamayam — etc.

where the adjectives themselves have been so beautifully spun out
that they go to suggest a second aprastuta meaning in the word
Mahakala. Here samasokti stands as an easy determinant factor
of Slesa. The position is entirely reversed in ‘the case of Magha s
verse wherein the sense of Slesa in the substantive word girisa,
first flashing somehow in the mind of the reader, prompts him to
search for the Slesas in adjectives.

In the context of Vacyavacana dosa Mahima’s observations on
the nature of paronomasia (Slesa) as a figure of speech are both
important and interesting. A Slesa suffe.rmg from too much
artificiality, when there is no sufficient clue to the possible grasp
of double meaning, constitutes a fault, and not an adornment of
poetry. Mahima has tested the truth of this remark by contrasting
a passage from Bana against a verse from Magha. Thus truth is

now further tested by putting under contrast another passage of
Bana himself —

anavaratanayanajalasicyamanastaruriva
vipallavo'pi sahasradha prarohati
H. C. page 6.

In this passage the expression ‘vipallava’ is an instance of faulty
pun, since a word to bear a double entendre should not be used both
as a dharmin and a dharma (that is both as a substantive and an
adjective) respectively in its relation to two meanings. Primarily,
as it is demanded by the context, vipallava stands as the upameya
which should be analysed into ‘vipadah lavah’ meaning ‘a
little bit of danger’. In the sense upameya the word figures
as a substantive, but some critics think that the word having an
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adjectival meaning may also be attached to the upamana taru as a
qualificatory expression thus — vigatah pallavah yasya sah that
of which the leaves and twigs have withered away. In this way
the word vipallavah is claimed to have a double entendre.
Mahima finds fault with this interpretation. The word meaning
the upameya, standing as a substantive, should at the same time
stand as an adjective if it is to qualify the upamana ‘taru’. This is
impermissible. A substantive and an adjective belong to two
different strata (kaksa) of meaning, the higher and the lower. The
substantive, being predominant, is placed on the higher plane of
the hierarchy of meaning, while the adjective, being subordinate,
is to be placed on the lower plane, so it is not fair that the same
word, used only once, should belong to both the planes at the same
time.

The difference in strata crops up also from a different stand-
point. It is indispensable that the word should stand as upameya.
When you make it stand as an adjective, it is attached to the
upamana. A qualification of upamana becomes a part of it. Thus
the same word partakes in the nature of both upameya and
upamana. This double participation with a double role to play is a
cumbrous contrivance which distorts the poetic beauty. To escape
from this logico-epistemic difficulty one may take recourse to an
imagined repetition of the word vipallava. But that too is unfair,
since it is uncalled for, except for satisfying the caprice of a critic
who is much given to the love for word-play. Hence Mahima
thinks that one should not search for a pun in the word vipallava
and so ‘dharmidharmobhayarthakatva’ is not permissible. these
arguments of Mahima have been beautifully elucidated by
Ruyyaka in the following words —

atra sthitamapi dharmarthatvam nopamanaviSeganatvayalam
videsanatvasya kaksyantarabhavitvat. na cavrttimamtarena
kaksyantaraparigtaho nyayyah na catravrttih karya. pra-
manabhavat. anavrttau tu tasyameva kakgsayam viSesanatve
upameyasvarupapaharaprasangah iti padarthah.

V. V. page 407

While we appreciate the logical acuteness of Mahima’s
thought expressed in this fine criticism of a mistaken critic we
wish to add one point which Mahima has unfortunately omitted.
If you drop out the pun in ‘vipallava’ you may also easily dispense
with the upamana expression taruriva, then the whole sentence
should stand thus—anavaratanayanasalilasicyamano vipallavo-
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'pi sahasradha prarohati. It will be then a case of Samasokti
which by the force of the adjective anavarata etc. will be
sufficient to suggest a simile through the imposition of the
character of upamana (upamana vyavahara samarapa) on the
upameya vipallava. Moreover, this will be in accordance with
Mahima’s logic that we have been following so long. We remember
that according to Mahima Samasokti as a figure is superior to
upama; and so when Samasokti is sutficient to suggest a simile, a
direct statement of the simile over and above Samasokti is
redundant. Mahima correctly states that the sentence of Bana as it
stands is neither a case of Slesa nor that of Samasokti. It is not
Samasokti because the upamana is directly stated, but not
suggested. Thus says Mahima —

atha samasoktivasaduktanayena tayoh sambandhavagatiriti
tadayuktam tasya upamanabhutadharmimatrapratiti - samar-
thyopagamat. iha tu taruriveti tadupattameveti vyartha
evayamanekarthapadopadanaprayasah kaveh tasmat salilasiy-
yamanatvasahasradhaprorohadisamanadharmapeksyaivatra
taruvipallavayorupamanopameyabhavo'vagantavyah na, tu
Slesah, Sa hi bhrantimatrakrtah

' V. V. page 410

But what we want to point out is that Mahima, following his own
logic, should have further observed that here even the upama is
faulty, since Samasokti would have been sufficient by dropping out
the upamana expression ‘taruriva’. Yet going against his-own
logic —

Mahima suggests that this fault of Slesa might have been
removed. by really stating twice the word Vipallava thus
‘vipallavastaruriva vipallavah.” Then the one would have
figured as the upameya and the other as an adjective to upamana
‘taru’. Absence of restatement of the word vipallava constitutes
the fault of vacyavacana.

Mahima how enters into an interesting debate with
Anandavardhana as to the nature of alarhkara in the following
wellknown passage from Bana’s Harsacarita.

Yatra ca matanigagamingah §ilavatyasca, gauryo vibhavaratasca,

Syamah padmaraginyasca, dhavaladvijasucivadana madiramo-
di§vasanasca pramadah .

H. C. page 44.

Anandavardhana takes it to be an instance of Sabdasaktima-

ladhvani in which the figure of virodha or contradiction is sugges-
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ted through the force of Slesa. The poetic charm lies in this
suggestion. The contradiction is not openly stated, unlike in the
case of ‘Sannihitavalandhakarapi bhasvanmirtih "—

H. C. page 12.

where the particle ‘api’ brings contradiction into the open. Hence
it is not so much a case of pure alarnkara as of $abdadaktimula
alamkaradhvani.

Mahima challenges this contention of Anandavardhana.
According to him even here the sense of contradiction is directly
conveyed by use of the particle ‘ca’, such as matangagaminyah
§ilavatyasca gauryah. The particle ‘ca’ has as much capacity to
convey contradiction as the particle ‘api” —

atra caabdavedito virodhah tasydpyapisabdasyava
tadarthabhidhanasamarthyopagamat.
V. V. page 420

But we think that Anandavardhana here stands, on a more sure
footing. The particle ‘api’ (even though) conveys the sense of
contradiction more directly than the particle ‘ca’. To understand
the point we may contrast the two sentences —

‘Sannihitavalandhakarapi bhasvanmirtih and
sannihitavalandhakara bhasvanmurtisca’

The difference between the forces of ‘api’ and ‘ca” becomes easily
evident. Api forcefully brings contradiction to the surface, while
‘ca” has the force of suggestion and not of direct communication of
the contradiction. Yet one cannot dictate a feeling. It may be that
to an experjenced reader the particle ‘ca’ in a proper context at once
communicates a sense of open contradiction. In such a case it is
difficult to command that he will wait for suggestion. Perhaps
thfs consideration has prompted Mahima to remark that the
particle ‘ca’ has as much power of open communication of
contradiction as the particle ‘api” !

However, Mahima is silent on the identification of alamkara
in the passage concerned. If he concurs with Udbhata as to the
nature of Slesa he should take it as an instance of Slesankara
which serves as the ground of a seeming contradiction
(virodhapratibhotpattihetu). = Ruyyaka in his Alamkara-
sarvasva remarks —

Viviktavigayatvena casya drsteh Slesagarbhatve
virodhapratibhotpattihetuh §lesa audbhatanam
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darsanantare tu sathkaralamkarah yatha —
sannihitavalandhakara bhasvanmurti§ca ityadau

Sarvasva, page 123.

Here ‘darSanantare’ refers to Anandavardhana's view which
Abhinava in his Locana interprets in favour of samkaralamkara.
According to Jayaratha, the commentator of Sarvasva, this is also
the view of Ruyyaka himself. Jayaratha however, takes it as an
instance of virodha or virodhabhasa because here the beauty lies
in the contradiction or seeming contradiction which the poet
clearly intends to bring to our notice. Moreover, Slesa is the ground
(hetu) on which the virodha stands. There should not be any
sarhkara or admixture between the ground and the consequence
Jayaratha observes —

Yo yasya hetutvam bhajate tena saha tasya sarhkaro na
yuktah — ibid. p. 123.

He then quotes from Sarvasva itself —

na ca virodhotpattihetau $Slesasya virodhena saha angahgi-
gisathkarah — ibid. p. 123.

He has remarked before —

alarhkarasabdena catra virodhabhasa evabhidhiyate,
tasyaiveha prastutatvat atra hi Sleso virodhotpattau hetutvam
bhajate tena vina tasyanutthanat — ibid. p. 123.

The figure of contradiction has an exclusive scope even without the
touch of Slesa or any other alamkara. Thus Jayaratha gives an
instance —

‘Jadayati ca tapam ca kurute’ ityatra asya viviktavisayatvam
— ibid. p. 123.

It is interesting to note that in this instance the particle ‘ca’ is

used to directly emphasise the contradiction clearly it is a case of

virodhalarhkara and not of virodhadhvani despite the use of ‘ca’.

This reinforces Mahima's contention that the particle ‘ca’ can

express contradiction as much directly as the particle ‘api’.

In the concept of )esalamkara Mahima seems to be an
adherent of Udbhata. Pure and unalloyed Slesa without the
support of any other alamkara is not possible. This view of
udbhata which has come to be known as the theory of
‘aviviktavisayatva’ has gained powerful support from Mahima.
It is well-known that the opposite theory of viviktavisayatva of
Slesa (that is $lesa having an independent and exclusive scope) has
been presented by Anandavardhana in the context of differentia-
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ting Slesa from Sabdasakti muladhvani. As an example of pure -
and unmixed $lesa Anandavardhana presents the well-known
verse—

yena dhastamanobhavena balijitkayah purasvikrto

yascoddhrtaharavalayo gangam ca yo'dharayat

yasyahuh §asimacchiro hara iti stutyam ca namamarah

payatsa svayamandhakaksayakarastvam sarvadomadhavah //
Dhv. II, Under Karika 21

This verse sings the glory of both Siva and Visnu. The two gods
appearing as substantives are themselves to be unearthed through
the $lesa in the expression ‘sarvado madhavah’ (sarvada
umahavah and sarvado madhavah). The adjectives too are
accordingly analysed as to befit both the gods. The poet seeks
benediction of both the gods, and so both of them are prastutas.
Both are again directly meant and neither comes up through
suggestion or dhvani. These considerations go to make it a case of
pure Slesa. Anandavardhana has been faithfully followed by
Mammata and Ruyyaka (sarvasva, page 121-129).

Mahima challenges this view of Anandavardhana and his
followers and boldly -asserts that such verses as ‘yena
dhastamanobhavena’ etc. are instances of mere laborious
varsification without a grain of poetic charm, and as such do not
contain any alamkara worth its name. They are clever and
pedantic contrivances which do not go to make poet. In cases of
composition wherein there is $lesa both in the substantive and the
adjectives both the two meanings are equally prastuta and thus is
no clue or any other supporting alarnkara to point to the $Slesa, the
labour of the versifying poet goes in vain, because the composition
becomes too artificial to possess any grace, and Slesa as such loses
its character as a real alarnkara. Mahima justifiably remarks —

yatra tu avrttinibandhanagandho'pi na sambhavati
na tatra arthantaravagatiriti vrthaiva tatra kavinamu-
bhayarthapadanibandhaprayasah, vacyavacanodosadustatvat
V. V. page 423.

Mahima means that to lend poetic charm to such charmless
composition some other alarhkara (or some contextual clue at least)
should have been introduced to make an easy sense out of the
laboured sense or seeming non-sense. Since the way to a painlessly
intelligible meaning has been blocked such verses suffer from the
fault of vacyavacana. Thus pure §lesaisno poetry. It must go to
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the credit of Mahima that he has precisely understood the real
implication of Udbhata’s view on §lesa and has boldly brought it
to a legitimate logical conclusion.

As to the particular verse of Magha —

acchaditayatadigambaramuccakairgamakramya
samsthitamudagravisalasrhgam
murdhni skhalattuhinadidhitikotimenamu dikgya
: ko bhuvi na vismayate nagesam
Magha, IV, 19

which has come under _the fire of criticism, Mallinatha in
adherence to the view of Anandavardhana and his followers has
interpreted it as an instance of Sabdasaktimiladhvani. This brings
us directly to the question whether §abdadaktimaladhvani can be
justifiably accepted as a case of dhvani at all. The Dhvani
tradition seeks to distinguish between pure Slesa and $abdasakti-
muladhvani in the following way :—

In pure Slesa both the substantive and the adjectives -have
double entendre and both the meanings simultaneously come out as
the direct referents (vacyartha) of the words. The two meanings
have no deeper material relation except the pure formal relation of
being conveyed by seemingly same words. In Sabdasaktimiila-
dhvani on the other hand, though both the substantive and the
adjectives had double entendre the two meanings do not appear as
direct referents. The direct reference is limited to the proper
subject-matter (prastuta) by the contextual link (Prakaranika).
The second meaning comes up by way of suggestion; it is external to
the subject-matter (aprastuta), is not necessarily brought in by the
context, but yet is suggested by the force of double entendre. But the
suggested meaning cannot emerge without a link with the direct
meaning and so, ¥n order to establish a relation between the
contextual meaning — (Prakaranika Vacyartha) and the non-
contextual meanings — aprakaranika vyangrartha a figure of
speech like upama etc. is conjured up to effect the link. This is
called — Sabdasaktimiila alarhkaradhvani. The author of
Kavyaprakasa has also recognised $abdasaktimulavas-tudhvani
(Ch. 1V, 38-39 and Vrtti theom).

But ‘Dhvanikdra himself has given no instance of
Sabdasaktimiuilavastudhvani and Jayaratha in his commentary on
Sarvasva (p. 130) informs us that Ruyyaka in his Samketa
commentary on Kavyaprakasa has questioned the. separate status
of Sabdasaktimilavastudhvani, though in Sarvasva he seems to
have recognised it. Since the status of $abdasaktimuladhvani 'is
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not a problem that particularly concerns us here we need not go into
that discussion. We shall confine ourselves only to the problem
whether dabdasaktimiiladhvani itself can be recognised as an
independent type of dhvani. To become a dhvani the suggested
meaning in $abdasaktimuladhvani must predominate over the
direct meaning, while in Slesa both the méanings being direct are
equally prominent.

Jagannatha in Rasagarigadhara has questioned the
independent status of s$abdasaktimuladhvani on two counts. First
distinction between samasokti and sabdasaktimuladhvani cannot
be logically maintained. It is said that in Samasokti the suggested
meaning, being non-contextual is subordinate to the contextual
direct meaning, while in Sabdasaktimiiladhvani the suggested
meaning is the predominant factor. But what is the logic of this
supposition ?

In $abdasaktimiiladhvani too the suggested meaning is non-
contextual. In non-contextuality is accepted as the measure of
subordination the suggested meaning is equally subordinate in
samasokti and Sabdasaktimiiladhvani because it is non-contextual
in both the cases. If it is said that the beauty of sabdasaktimila-
dhvani finally rests in the suggested meaning, though it is non-
contextual, it may be equally argued that the beauty of samasokti
as an alarhkara also equally lies in the suggested meaning,
otherwise the very character of samasokti as an alarhkara will be
lost. Hence why should we not transfer  samasokti to the domain
of Sabdasaktimiiladhvani ? Dhvanikara himself has stated. “ca
rutvotkarsanibandhana hi vacya-vyangyahoh pradhanya-
vivaksa” — Dhv. p. 114. If that is so samasokti too should be
considered as an instance of dhvani, since it is the suggested
meaning that holds the final charm of alarhkara and Samasokti
may be easily dispensed with as a separate figure of speech. Again
if you are keen on keeping in tact that independent status of sama-
sokti as an alarhkara, let Sabdasaktimuladhvani too come under
samasokti. Thus between samasokti and $abdasaktimiladhvani
one or the other should sacrifice its independent status.

Again in pure §lesa both the meanings are said to be direct, but
if the two meanings are entirely unrelated what is the utility of
referring to the two meanings and what special charm one does
gather thereby ? Mahimabhatta has dismissed authenticity of
pure Slesa as an alarhkara on the ground that mere double reference
is a mere trick of the composer without having any charm in itself.
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Jagannatha seems to have raised the same question in a different
manner. He says that to protect the charm of pure §lesa as an
Alamkara there must be some sort of superimposed identity
~ adhedadhyavasana between the two meanings. Slesa hi $lesa-
bhittikamabhedadhyavasanam dvayorarthoriti Sakalalarm-
karika - nibaddham anubhavasiddham ca tatra mutanvesane
Vidhiyamane ekapadopattatvanna $akyate " milamanyan-
hirvaktum. ekapadopatto hyeneko'phartho'bhinnatayaiva bha-
sate — Rasagangadhara, II, page 159. In that case pure §lesa is
turned into a case of rupakalarhkaradhvani. Hence Mahima’s
arguments against pure Slesa as an alarhkara and alsoagainst
sabdasaktimuladhvani have gained powerful support from
Jagannatha.



Chapter VI

AVACYAVACANA

The fault of Avacyavacana literally means ‘statement of
something which need not be stated’. In this broad sense all faults
fall under the class of avacyavacana because all of them involve
saying something which need not have been said. Apart from this
common universal character of all the faults covered by the general
sense of the term. Mahima has applied the expression
avacyavacana also is a special sense. In this special sense he
defines avacyavacana as follows :

Yat svaripanuvaddikaphalam phalgu vi§esananam /
Apratyaksayamanirtham smrtamapratibhodbham /
Tadavacyamiti jieyam vacanam tasya diiganam /

Tad vrttaptiranayaieva na kavitvaya kalpate //

“An irrelevant descriptive adjective, which merely reiterates
the factual essence of a thing, which does not tend to perceptualise
an object and which does not impress us as being born of poetic
intuition, is something that should not be stated. The statement of
such a not-to-be stated object is the fault of avacyavacana. Such a

futile statement is meant only for completing a verse (that is, only
for versification), but does not express the genius of a poet.

As an instance of avacyavacana Mahima cites the following
verse —

Kakubham mukhani sahasojjvalayan
dadadikulatvamadhikam rataye /
Adidipadinduraparo dahanah
kusumegsumatrinayanaprabhavah //
V. V. pagé 451
Here Mahima considers the expression Atrinayanaprabhavah
as an irrelevant epithet of Indu (moon). This expression is only a

dry factual description about the genesis of the moon and serves no
particular poetic purpose.

The reference to the mythological ancedote about the birth of
the moon from the eyes of atri does not carry any special sense that
is relevant to unfolding of poetic significance. It is a needless des-
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cription of the thing as it is in fact. So it can be easily dispensed
with without running the risk of losing poetic beauty. But one may
take the expression as a case of Naif tatpurusa compound which
means ‘not born of the three-eyed god ‘Siva’ and so, standing as an
adjective to dahana (fire) it suggests the beauty of vyatirek-
alarhkara. The fire generated by the eyes of Siva burnt cupid to
ashes, yet for a lover the moon plays the role of another kind of
fire which is not born of Siva’s eyes and which does not consume
cupid, but aggravates his power all the more. In this way
‘Atrinayanaprabhavah taken as a Tatpuruga compound suggests
some special excellence pertaining to the moon in relation to a
lover. So it is not a mere factual description pf the moon since it
bears a powerful suggestion. ‘

Mahima counters this contention by the remark that in that
case the adjective ‘aparah’ is useless, because the vyatirek-
alarhkara is sufficiently suggested by the man Tatpurugsa compared.
It is clear that here Mahima shifts his ground and recognises some
poetic force of suggestion in the seemingly factual description
‘Atrinayanaprabhavah’. He now moves on to find fault in the
pronominal adjective ‘aparah’. Truly speaking, the word
(aparah), has not been used here simply as a useless adjective. It
bears a note of emphasis which helps us in finding the clue to the
suggested meaning. It helps us to realise that the compound
‘atrinayanaprabhavah’ should be better taken as a
trinayanaprabhavah in order to suggest the vyatirekalarmkara.
Hence we think contrary to Mahima’s contention, that aparah need
not be replaced by ‘Uditah’, — as it has been suggested by him.

In this context Mahima raises a pertinent problem in relation to
the essence of svabhavokti alarmkara. If a factual description is
considered to be a fault the very scope of svabhavokti alamkara is
lost. This particular alarnkara consists of describing things as they
are. If such a description does not add to the charm of a poetic
composition it should not be considered an alarhkara at all, for it is
not an adornment but a dispensable burden. Mahima here enters
into a discourse on the distinction between the ordinary meaning
and the poetic meaning of an expression. Every word has a
communicable meaning universally recognised by the common
people in their matter-of-fact social communication. This univer-
sal meaning (Samanya) is a conceptual construction (Vikalpa). We
may call it ‘pravrttinimitta” of the connotative conceptual content
of the meaning. Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya (‘sambandha
samuddesa’, of the Third Book) has used the technical term
‘abhidheya-satta,” or meaning existence to underline the universal
character of this meaning. It is the most pervasive existence in the.
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sense that people understand some meaning even by such words as
akasakusuma (sky flower) which does not correspond to any reality
in the world of facts (Sa Sattavyabhicarini). The meaning
existence as a conceptual construction does not depend on any
corresponding reality. The Buddhists claim that all meanings are
intellectual abstractions (Vikalpa). Bhartrhari falls in line with
them in this respect and Mahima records hlS approval in the
following verse —

Ucyate vastunastavaddvairiipyamiha vidyate /
tatraikamatra samanyam yadvikalpaikagocarah //
V. V. page 452.

This universal meaning of a word communicable to the common man
in his common social behaviour is different from the Nyayavaise-
sika category of ‘universal’ belonging to the realm of reals. But the
peculiar poetic distinction between Samanya and Visesa, brought
forth by Mahima in this context, appears to suggest that hero he is
not concerned too much with the logical character of meaning
though he has introduced the word Vikalpa that seems to be
flavoured with ideas inducted from Bhartrhari and the Buddhists.
Despite the use of the word Vikalpa Mahima by Samanya, points
to the common meaning of a word accepted by the common men.
Whether the character of this meaning is an intellectual
construction or not is not a contention with which he is concerned.
Our point is apparent from the fact that Mahima’s characterisa-
tion of Visesa as the poetic meaning has nothing to do with the
Buddhist theory of visesa. According to the Buddhists visesa is
’svalaksana’ or the discrete pure particular of the moment which is
the only possible object of primary perception, or better say,
sensation which grasps just the sensible alone without any
intermixture of the name and the class concept. This viSesa can
never be the meaning of the word. Dharmakirtti observes in
Pramanavartika (Pratyaksapariccheda, sl. 127).

tasmadviSesavigsayah sarvaiveindriyaja matih /
na viSegsesu Sabdanam pravyterasti sambhavah //

— all sense-knowledge has for its object the unmixed pure parti-
cular of the moment. It is not possible for words to find application
to these videsas as their are meaning referents. But Mahima wants
to bring videsa into the fold of meaning. Thus Mahima’s distinction
between Samanya and videsa has nothing to do here with the
Buddhist’s distinction petween the two. It is rightly so because
Mahima is here concerned not so much with the logic of meaning as
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with the meaning of poetry. Indeed it is one of the few occasions
where he has evinced an adequatersense of poetry. When Mahima
says — ‘Visigtamasya yadriipam tat pratyaksasya gocarah’ the
similarity with the Buddhist position is purely verbal, since in the
very next line he remarks — ‘Sa eva satkavigiram gocarah,
pratibhabhuvam’. ' Clearly enough by Prutyaksa Mahima here
does not mean the most powerful means of knowledge familiar in
logic and epistemology ; but what he means is the poetic intention
which grasps the promising features of a fact or thing and convey
them in adequate words that make them as much vivid as in
preception. Great poets equipped with intuitive insight and
corresponding command of words can lend to the meaning the
vividness of a sensible percept. Poetic words charged with this
power of perceptualisation constitute the essence of Svabhavokti
alarhkara. Visesa is this percetualised meaning in the
apprehension of which poetic intuition almost. plays the role of
perception. As a fine example of Svabhavokti alarhkara Mahima
cites the famous verse of Abhijianasakuntalam Griva
bhangabhiramam etc. This is not a matter-of-fact description of a
bald and dry fact. The most characteristic features of a deer is
flight, relentlessly pursued by a hunter, are here dpresentecl before
imagination which almost is almost transformed into perception
due to the vividness lent to the object. It is far from avacyavacana
which means the application of an irrelevant descriptive phrase
without any poetic purpose. So a successful instance of svabhavokti
alarhkara is free from the fault of avacyavacana.

It is significant that Namisidhu in his commentary on
Rudrata’s Kavyalarhkara (page 12 N. S. edn.) has used the term
.‘apus;értha’ in the sense of what Mahima defines as the fault
of avacyavacana. The term ‘apustartha’ is itself significant.
Apustartha is an unnourished rickety meaning in which dry bones
are visible just under the skin. Namisadhu shows that a bleak and
barren description .of a bald fact sometimes issues from useless
circumloeution, thus - Patu vo girijamata dvadasardhar-
dhalocanah. Here the expression dvadasardhardhalocanah (half
of half of twelve) in place of trilocana is fantastic to the point of
adsurdity.

Mahima finds the fault of avacyavacana where the upamana
and the upameya happen to be synonymous, the difference between
the two there being only in the structure of the words, but not in the
meaning. As an instance he cites the following verse from the 14th
canto of the Raghuvarmsa (XIV. 8) —
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Saritsamudran sarasim$ca gatva
raksahkapindrairupapaditani /
tasytipatan miirdhni jatani jisporvindhasya
meghaprabhavaivapah //
— water of the rivers, oceans and lakes fell in showers on the head
of Rama like the cloud-born water of the Vindhyas.

Here the upamana and the upameya are the same in meaning,
though they have verbal difference (apan and jalani. We find it
difficult to-accept the objection of Mahima. The connotative
meaning of jala and ap is no doubt the same, since they are
synonymous. But the comparison really obtains between two types
of water, the water of the Vindhyas and the water of the rest.
From the standpoint of denotative meaning the two waters are not
the same. The comparison is between the two particulars of the
same class. That distinguishes this case from ananvaya alarhkara
(sagarah sagaropamah etc.) where the upamana and the upameya
cover the same area of meaning. Suppose we say - the face of this
girl looks as pure and beautiful as the face of a goddess. There is no
fault here because the comparison obtains between two distinctly
different faces. - In the same way this verse of Kalidasa does not
bear the fault that has been found by Mahima. When a class name
settles down to two distinctive particulars and the relation of
similarity obtains between these two, even the sameness of the
class name itself does not detract from the merit of the simile. The
reading suggested by Mahima as an improvement upon Kalidasa is
simply amusing.

In place of ‘vindhyasya meghaprabhava ivaph’ Mahima
suggests the reading vindhyasya meghaprabhavani yadvat’. In
this way he avoids the use of the word apah which is a synonym of
jalani. =~ But what do we gain by that ? The adjective
meghaprabhavam clearly points to the noun ‘jalani’ which at
once enters into our understanding despite its omission in practice.
Thus to all practical purposes we get more than a synonym, we get
the same word. Moreover, yalvat is an unhappy unpoetic
expression.

Mahima again finds fault with the following famous verse of
Bhavabhiti’s Uttararamacarita (I, 38)

iyam gehe laksmiriyammrtavartirnayanayo
rsavasyahspar$o vapusi bahalacandanarasah /

ayam kanthe bahuh $isiramasrno mauktikasarah
kimasya no preyo yadi paramasahyastu virahah //
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Mahima draws our attention to the last foot of the verse which
states that everything relating to Sita is sweet and pleasant except
separation from her which is unbearable. In conformity with this
the second and the third feet also directly state the qualities rela-
ted to sita with charming application of Rapakalamkara, but do
not directly refer to the heroine herself by making her the
immediate "subject of whom the upamana is predicated in a
proposition.of identity. Yet in the first foot the heroine herself is
pomted as the subject (upameya) with the help of the pronoun
‘lyam’ and the upamanas(laksmih and Amrtavartih) are directly
predicated of the heroine. This variation in the subject of
predication between the first foot and the rest constitutes the fault.

In the three other feet the upamana predicables are predicated
of the qualities related to Sita, while in the first foot the
upamanas are predicated of Sita herself. In short this is the fault
attributed to Bhavabhiiti in this verse. The first foot chooses the
qualified object as the subject of predication, whereas here too the
subject of predication should have been the qualities and not the
qualified object. To remove this discrepancy Mahima suggests the
replacement of the first foot by the following reading — mukham
purnadcandrovapuramrtavartirnayanayoh. It is for the critics to
judge if the beauty of the expression iyam gehe laksmih (she is the
grace of my house) can be retained in the stale common-place
expression of identity ‘mukham piumascandrah.” Certainly we
cannot allow the poetic charm to be sacrified in reference to the
demand for a forced conformity of subject-predicaté relation. Again
when the poet says — ‘iyamamrtavartirnayayayah’ (she is the
cream of ambrosia to my eyes), he does not speak of Sita’s person,
but of her entire personality. Mahima’s suggested reading directly
referes to Sita’s physical appearance, and this is definitely crude
in comparison with the original expression of Bhavabhiiti himself.

Mahima then proceeds to consider a fault that is often found in
the improper statement of a proper name which is wrongly stated
in the analytical form. Thus Magha, instead of using the proper
name Hiranyakadipu, states ‘Hiranyapurvam kasipum’
pracaksate which is a circumlocutory statement intended to refer to
the proper name itself. This is improper since Hiranyakas$ipu as a
proper name is not the same as Hiranyapurvaka Kadipu. The
people call the demon by the name Hiranyakasipu, and not by
Hiranyapiirvaka Kasipu. Mahima comments

Hiranyakasipuriti tasyakhyanam na hiranyapirvakah
Kasipuh ityatah tasyavacyasya vacanam dosah

V. V. page 441
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We think that Mahima is quite right in his criticism. A proper
name is meant for identifying an "individual. So as a mark of
identification the name should be used as it is. The analysis of the
* name is not the name. Even Kalidasa is not free from this fault.
Instead of saying Dasaratha in a straight way he has used
Dasapurvah rathah — in Raghu Canto VIII, 29.

DagarasmiSatopamadyutim yasasa diksu dasasvapi §rutam /
Dasdapurvaratham yamakhyaya
dasakanth arigurum vidurbudhah //

Mahima’s next discovery of the fault is not however
convincing. The beauty of the following verse lies in an effective
play on contradiction.

Ya gharmabhasastanayapi §italaih
Svasa yamasyapi janasya jivanaih /
Krsnapi Suddheradhikam vidhatrbhir
Vihantumamh amsi jalaih patiyasi //
V. V. page 442.
— The river Yamuna is the daughter of the hot rayed Sun, yet her
water is cool. She is the sister of the god of death, yet her water
gives life. She is dark, yet her water is abundantly pure. In
discovering the fault in this case Mahima wants to impose the
notion of logical contradiction on a poetic composition. In the
logical concept of contradiction two contradlctory properties are
predicated of the same subject, such as —

‘A is hot’ and ‘A is cold’. So logically, contradiction requires
the uncontradicted sameness of the subject-substratum related to
the contradictory predications. In this verse, however, the poet
appears to place the pairs of contradictory propositions in the
following way —

i) She is the daughter of the hot rayed Sun

ii) Her water is cold

i) She is the sister of death god
ii) Her water is life-giving

i) She is dark

ii) Her water is abundantly pure

In every pair of contradictories the subjects appear as different,
and so these are not proper statements of contradiction. This is -
Mahima's contention. Mahima does not feel deterred by the fact
that the Yamuna and her water are really the same, and so from
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factual standpoint the subjects of contradictory predication axe not
really different. In that case, Mahima thinks, the statements
should have been corrected as thus —She is the daughter of the hot
rayed sun and she is cool. In other words contradiction should be
brought forth through logically impeccable forms of statement.
Mahima forgets that a poet while writing poetry is not charged
with the responsibility of writing a treatise on logic. For unfolding
the charm of a seeming contradiction a poet need not be bound by
the discipline of formal logic. The charm of poetry and the rigour
of logic hardly go hand in hand.

After considering these instances of avacyavacana, Mahima
goes on to cite some other instances in which the same fault flows
from injudicious use of figures of speech. In the figure
Aprastutaprasarnsa a description of the non-contextual (aprastuta)
is sufficient to suggest the contextual subject-matter (prastuta)
which, therefore, should not be expressed by further introduction of
a simile. The non-contextual here serves as a reflected image of the
original subject-matter and the similarity between the original and
its non-contextual counterpart is also suggested without any express
mention of the same. If a simile is introduced over and above the
figure Aprastutapradarhsa it does not serve any poetic purpose; on
the contrary, it weakens the charm of Aprastutaprasarsa. Let us
take the following instance —

Ahutesu vihathgamesu masako nayan puravaryate madhye-
varidhi :

va vasmstmamanirdhatte maninam padam /
Khadyoto'pi na kampato pracahtum madhye'pi tejasvinam
dhik samanyamacetanam prabhumivanamrsta-
vattvantaram //

V. V. page 444.

when birds are invited a mosquite comming along with them may
not be prohibited. In the mid-sea even the shining phosphorus may
assume ‘the status of a jewel. Even a glow-worm may not hesitate to
consider itself as one among the luminous objects of the sky. Fie
upon these insignificant beings which are oblivious of their
position like the trifle of a master who has no se'se of proportion.

Here the statement of similarity with the trivial master in
quite uncalled for. The case of the master without the sense of
proportion is alreaay suggestively covered by the general
denunciation of the insignificant beings who cannot measure up
their own position. So such a master forms a part of the contextual
subject-matter ( Prastuta ) to which the po=t wants to point, and as
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such the master should not have been introduced as an upamana
which is ‘aprastuta’. Thus the introduction of the simile in addi-
tion to Aprastutapradarhsa which is sufficient for the poetic
purpose constitutes the fault of Avacyavacana in relation to figures
of speech. Mahima is abundantly justified in his criticism.

Mahima again finds fault with the following verse in
Kalidasa’s Raghuvamsa, IX, 41.

Alibhirafijanabindumonoharaih kusumapaiikti
nipatibhirafikitah /

Na khalu $obhayati sma vanasthalim na tilakas-
tilakah pramadamiva //

— Verily it is not that the tilaka tree did not decorate the
sylvan site, - the tree marked as it was with bees alighting on rows
of flowers and hence looking beautiful like spots of collyrium, as
decorates a young woman the mark of musk painting.

Mahima’s contention is that in this verse the Samasokti
alarhkara itself suggests the upamana, and so the express mention
of the upamana is needless, because it vitiates the charm of
Samasokti which consists in suggesting the unexpressed aprastuta
by the expressed ‘prastuta’” — The tilaka tree swarming with bees,
beautiful as spots of collyrium, enhances the beauty- of the forest.
Here the introduction of collyrium spots suggests the behaviour of a
heroine who displays here charm by applying a beauty spot on her
forehead. Thus the behaviour of a heroine is superimposed on the
woodland. This superimposition through suggestion constitutes the
charm of Samasokti alarhkara here. Hence the express mention of
upamana again (Tilakah pramadamiva) is not only needless, but
also tells against the telling effect of Samasokti. Mahima seems
quite correct in his contention. But we have one word to say on his
comment that follows forthwith.

Atra tilakapramadayorekatarasmin vacye

Yadubhayorvacaum tadavécyavacanam dosa

V. V. page 447.

Mahima means that the poet should have said elther Tilaka iva
or pramadamiva, but not both. We fail to understand the logic.
Why should one upamana be stated when we can profitably do
away with the both ? The suggestion is quite clear without either
Tilaka or pramada. Moreover, the word ‘Tilaka’ meaning the tree
is itself suggestive of the simile, since the beauty mark on a lady’s
forehead is also called by the same name. Mahima next quotes the
following verse to show another instance of avacyavacana —

Jafighakandorunalo nakhakiranalasatkesaralikaralah
Pratyagralaktakabhaprasarakisalayo mafijumafijirabhriigah/
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Bhrturnrttanukare jayati nijatanussvacchalavanyabapi-
Sambhiitambhojasobham vidadhadabhinavo dan-
dapado bhavanayah //

V. V. page 447.

Here the rupakalamkara involved in jafighakanda urunala etc.
suggests the similarity between a lotus and the dandapada pose of
the dance. So the express mention of the upamana lotus and the
similarity therewith is uncalled for. Since the samasokti
alarhkara is enough for the suggestion of the aprastuta, the further
use of the upama alarhkara detracts from the beauty of Samasokti.
Upto this Mahima seems quite reasonable. But his obsession with
economy of expression makes him rush to the extreme. With the
further comment that the very mention of dandapada as the
prastutat itself is also irrelevant. Bhavani is imitating here the
tanda dance of Siva, and the adjectives involved in ritpakalar-
kara are quite sufficient to suggest that this particular pose of the
dance is dandapada. Hence dandapada should better be replaced
simply by ‘padapadma’. It is not expected that even a critical
reader is well-versed in the sophisticated art of dancing. To him
the adjectives may not suggest the particular dancing pose. For him
the mention of dandapada is necessary to identify the pose. If
economy of expression is pushed to such an extreme one may find
fault even with this fine verse of Kalidasa, Mandahkaviya-
Sahprarthi etc. One may argue that ‘Gamigyami Upahasyatam’ is
a needless expression because its sense is already suggested by the
upamanas constituting the second half of the verse.

The fault of Avacyavacana may also be found in an additional
use of utpreksa. Where one utpreksa in the main aspect is enough,
an additional utpreksa in a secondary aspect is useless. A lady has
just come out of a dipping bath. The clusters of her hair are hanging
low and loose behind with drops of water trickling down. The poet
surmises that the tresses of hair are weeping with trickling tear-
drops, as if, in fear of being caught by the raised hindpart of the
lady. Here the most pronounced surmise or imagination belongs to
the weeping of the drooping clusters of hair. The secondary surmise
expressed in ‘as if in fear of being caught’ need not be mentioned
with the help of ‘iva’ after ‘bandhanasya’. ‘Iva’ bearing the force
of surmise should better go with the principal aspect, that is,
rudanti. In other words we should say ‘rudanti iva’. For the sake
of metre the reading should be ‘jalabindubhi roditiva cikuracayo
bandhanabhayena.” Mahima’s point is plausible no doubt. Thus
there are many excellent reducing points at which the highly
talented critic of poetry has got better of the misdirected logician.



Appendix 1

BHARATA’S CRITIQUE ON DOSAS

Bharata’s Natyasastra, the earliest extant treatise on Indian
literary criticism, is mainly concerned with dramaturgy and Rasa.
Vacikabhinaya, according to Bharata, is the most important factor
for awakening Rasa, the pivotal element in Sanskrit plays.
Alamkaras, Gunas and Dogsas which are treated in detail in the
Natyas$astra, chapter XVI, are shown by Bharata as ancillary
elements of Vacikabhinaya. Bharata is first to show that dosas
relating to a Kavya (Kavyadosah) are ten in number :

Gudhartha, Arthantara, Arthahina, Bhinnartha, Ekartha, Abhi-
plutartha, Nyayadapeta, Visama, Visandhi and Sabdahina.
Bharata is the first writer to give expressly the dosas a positive
value besides their inherent negative capacity. But he has not
formulated any general definition of Dosa, not has he given any
illustration of any of the ten dosas. His commentator Abhinava-
gupta in the commentary called Abhinavabharati has successfully
explained most of these dosas with suitable examples and
occasionally with parallel citations from Dandin and Vamana.

(1) Bharata’s Gudhartha is ‘paryaya-sabdabhihita’ or stating
something by means of a manufactured circumlocutory synonym.
Abhinava .interprets it with the example ‘ekadhikanavavimana’
for Dasaratha. He further adds that a proper name cannot be
replaced by a synonym and forcibly analysed into a sentence ( na hi
yadrcchasabdah paryayabhajah ......... dasaratha iti vaktavye
balat parikalpitena vastunah paryayasabdenabhidhanam
ekadhikanavavimana iti.
‘ (N.S. page 331)

A proper name is a mark of identification. When the name is
analysed it turns into a description and as such loses the character
of an identifying mark. The name Dasaratha is associated in our
mind with a particular individual. The word as it is has the
power of individuation. But if we say - here comes the king called
‘whose chariot covers quarters numbering nine exceeded by one’ the
force of individuation is no longer there. Hence neither an etymolo-
gical analysis nor a connotative analysis can replace a proper
name.
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Nahima is' the first alamkarika after Bharata who has
realised the logical significance of this fault when he shows that
Hiranyakasipy cannot be replaced by Hiranyapiirvaka Kasipu or
Himagiri by Himapurvakagiri.

In this context we are pleasantly surprised to find how Bharata
and Mahima anticipated some important elements of Russell’s
theory of proper'names. While dwelling on the epistemic content

of a proper name Ressell shows the difficulty of substituting a
description for a proper name.

(B. Russell - Human knowledge, pages 89-94.)
Compare Bhottoji's Vrtti - V:akyena s'amjﬁ‘an‘avagam'énnitya-
samaso’ ya_im
— on the siitra Samjiiayam (2. 1. 44)

(2) Arthantara (Superfluous expression) is “avarnyam varnyate
yatra”, i. e.,, what which need not be stated is stated. Abbinava
explains it with the example “cintamoham anangam anga tanute
vipreksitam subhruvah” — the beautiful lady’s look spreads
indeed love as well as anxiety and insensibility. - Here attributes
like anxiety and insensibility are not required to be mentioned,
since they are easily deducible as two mental conditions of a love-
lorn heart.

This poetic fault as defined by Bharata anticipates the fault
‘tadvan’ in the work of Rudrata.

(3) Arthahina (incoherence) is divided into two types,
(a) asambaddha (incompatibility) and Sivasesa (incomplete).
Abhinava illustrates the first as “adyapi smarati rasalasam mono
me mugdhayah smaracaturani” — my love-lorn mind still recalls
the clever -amorous sportings of the little unsophisticated damsel.
A mugdhanayika or a coy heroine in Sanskrit poetics is never
described as clever in the art of love and amorous tactics. The
.above illustration describing the ‘mugdha nayika’ as such suffers
from the defect of incompatibility. This poetic defect shown by
Bharata reminds us or ‘apartha’ in the works or Bhamaha, Dandin
and others.

The second type of Arthahina is illustrated by Adhinava as —
“Sa mahatma bhagyavasat mahapathamupagatah.” The
expression “mahatma bhagyavasat” involves two possibilities. It
may be really ‘mahatma abhagyavasat’ which by sandhi turns
into ‘mahatma bhagyavasat’. Or it may be ‘mahatma’ standing
separate from ‘bhagyavasat’.
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From the reading the meaning is not clear. Hence we are to depend
on the context to complete the sense by removing the doubt about
construction (atra hi savasesah prakarandpekso vastuni$cayah
abhagyavasdadityapi sambhavyatvat.

. ibid. p. 332.
(4) Bbinnartha :

The fault of bhinnartha or distorted meaning has been classified
by Bharata into three types : the first one is termed ‘abhivijiieyam’
(to be understood with great labour). When the syntactical
relation in a sentence is distorted in such a way that the relation
between words is to be understood with great difficulty and
rearrangement of the words is felt necessary for proper
understanding, Bharata calls it the first type. of distorted meaning.
Abhinava illustrates this fault by a verse which on its face
appears non-sensical, because the words requiring direct relation
between them are placed at a great distance with intervention of
other words in between them and thus one cannot easily make out
the syntactical meaning. This is evident in the following
illustration of Abhinava :

Jvaram bhumjita samjatamalapakam cirasthitam /
ajadugdhaudanam hanyat tridogotkopasambhavam //

To make any sense the relation among the words is to be made
straight by the following rearrangement : — (yadi) ajadugdhau-
danam bhurhjita, (tada tat) cirasthitam sanjatamalapakam
tridosotkopasmbhavam jvaram hanyat — If one takes rice mixed
with goat-milk it will root out chronic fever resulting from
fermentation-of bowels and disequilibrium of three elements.

The second type of ‘bhinnartha’ is ‘gramya’ (vulgar or which is
not &efined). Abhinava illustrates it as, “Bhadre bhajasva mam,
idante dasyami” — O, lady, love me and I shall give you this.
This sentence is bad in import and offensive to good taste and -
decorum.

The contradiction of the principally intended meaning by an
additional clause is the third type of bhinnartha (Vivaksito’ nya
evartho yatranyarthena bhidyate — ibid page. 332).

Abhinava illustrates it as follows :

‘Syaccedesa na ravanah’ ityuktva ‘kva nu punah sarvatra sarve
gunah’ iti.

— O, if this person were not Ravana ! Where does one find the
combination of all qualities ?
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From the context it appears that the principal intention of
the speaker is to demounce Ravana, but in the additional clause
Ravana is surprisingly applauded as the repository of all
qualities. This coniradicts the main intention of the speaker.

(uddistam hyatra ravanasyanupadeyatvam kva nu
punarityanenanyartha Karanad bheditam, page ibid)

(5) Ekartham (repitition) is the fault where the same purpose is
sought to be served by repetition of the same idea in different
words (aviSesabhidhanam yattadekarthamiti smrtam — page
ibid). In the example given by Abhinava, Kundenduharaharaha-
sasitam, any one of threé (lily, moon or laughter of Siva) standing
as upamanas could have served the purpose of emphasising
excellence of the upameya.

(6) ‘Abhiplutartha’ is the fault of floating meaning (abhiplut-
artham vijieyam yat padena samapyate - ibid). Abhinava
illustrates it as follows :

Sa rajanitiku$alah sarah kumuda$obhitam /
sarvapriya vasantasrirgrsme malatikagamah //

— that king is proficient in the principles of polity.. The lake is
adorned with lilies. The beauty of spring is loved by all. Jasmines
bloom is summer.

This verse does not give ws a totality of intra-connected meaning.
Each foot is a complete sentence with a complete meaning having
no relation with others. Thus the complete meaning of each foot
keeps floating independently without being submerged in a totality
(atra pratipadam arthasya parisamaptatvad abhiplutatvam,
ekavakyatvena nimajjanabhavat - ibid)

(7) Nyayadapeta - (logical lapse) is noted by Bharata as
'‘pramanaparivarjitam'’

i.e. an expression devoid of reasoning.

Abhinava's classification and example of the defect betray
Bhamaha's and Danglin's influence. He divides it into twor

a) desakalaviruddha — defying the limitation of place and
time;

b) Kalasistradiviruddha — contradicting the established
notions of art and science etc.

(8) Visama — fault of metrical confusion ( Vrttabhedo bhaved
yatra visamam nama tat — ibid p. 333).
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This fault arises when characteristics of different metres mark
the different feet of a single stanza. One is then confused as to the
nature of the metre belonging to the total verse.

(9) Visandhi is noted by Bharata as anupadlista sabda ie. the
improper absence of euphonic combination which is necessary in a
verse. '

(10) éabdacyuta as noted by Bharata i$ the fault of grammatical
inaccuracy.

Our purpose of dealing with the faults noticed by Bharata is to
show how the great ancient master had produced and tabulated a
scheme which exercised a good deal of influence upon the later
authorities like Bhamaha, Dandin and Vamana.
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BHAMAHA’S SPECULATION ON DOSA

Bhamaha, unlike Bharata, has dealt with Poetics as an
independent subject. In the work Kavyalarhkara he has treated
the topic of dosa in great detail. He has not only accepted some of
the poetic faults of Bharata in name and substance but also in his
elaborate treatment of dosa which is certainly ahead of his
predecessor he has introduced for the first time in Sanskrit Poetics
two sets of poetic faults relating to logic and simile, Bhamaha’s
diction is not as agreeable as that of Dandin, but he has sense of
proportion and logical erudition which is apparent from his
treatinent of logical faults.

Bhamaha has discussed four sets of dosas. In the first and
fourth chapters of his work he has discussed two sets each
consisting of ten dosas. In the second chapter he deals with seven
upama dogas (defects of simile) and lastly he discusses the logical
faults in relation to literature in the fifth chapter.

In the first chapter the set of dogas consists of the poetic flaws :
Neyartha, klista, Anyartha, Avacaka, Gidasabdabhidhana,
Ayuktimat, Srutidusta, Arthadasta and Kalpanadusta.

These ten dosas are mentioned by Bhamaha while he has been
dealing with the general characteristic features of poetry. The
statement which immediately precedes the enumeration of these
dosas is Vakrabhidheyasabdoktiristd vacamalarhkrtih 1. 86 —
striking presentation of meaning and words is desirable as
constituting embellishment of language. Then Bhamaha proceeds
to enumerate the above set of dosas only to underlike the fact that
defects detract from the essence of ornamental poetry. Expression
too far-fetched or the fault of neyartha should be scrupulously
avoidedin order to make the statement essentially poetlc or tmged
with vakrokti. - B

The fault of Neyartha is a fault when the proper meaning does
not follow from the logical order of words, buta word or words are
to be supplied in order to complete the sense of the sentence. The
sentence ‘mayeva bhadra’ ‘auspicious as deceit’ conveys an
improper and incomplete sense ; but if we supply the word
Venudareh (of Venudari son of Banasura) the sense is complete and
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proper, because deceit on the part of a demon is useful as being
conducive to the good of the demons.

This fault of Neyartha is mentioned by Dar_\din; also in
connection with the poetic excellence Arthavyakti (arthavyakti-
raneyatvamarthasya — Kav. Chap. I).

The law of syntax demands that three conditions — competence
(yogyata), proximity (asatti) and expectancy (akanksa), should be
fulfilled in order to convey a definite sense by-a sentence. When
the words constituting the sentence are not sufficient to complete
the sense and the total sense is to be inferred by supplying a word or
words the sentence suffers from the fault of inferability and in such
a case the law expectancy is violated.

Ayuktimat

This fault refers to' the employment of clouds, winds etc. as
messengers. Objects like clouds, wind and creatures like cakravaka,
parrot etc. with indistinct speech or without speech cannot be
entrusted with the act of a messenger. Hence pieces of literature
like Pavanadiuta. Bhrhgadiita are specimens of this poetic defect.
Judged by this standard Kalidasa’s Meghadiuita which is a perfect
piece of literature is open to this fault of ayuktimat. Hence
Bhamaha modifies his statement and observes that if these
messages are addressed by one suffering from an excess of yearning
it is not a fault. (Yadi cotkanthaya yattadunmatta iva bhasate /
tatha bhavatu bhiitmnedam sumedhobhih prayujyate // 1.44).

Thus we find that this peculiar poetic device is often
successfully adopted by many good and talented poets. From this
we can infer what Bhamaha really means by his general

.condemnation of this device. He means that a genius like Kalidasa

should not be an object of imitation by poets of far inferior merit. A
great genius can turn into good account even a trifling theme which
though unacceptable as possible fact, nevertheless becomes,
acceptable as an artistic creation of extraordinary merit.

Avicaka — (Inexpressiveness)

This is an expression which is not universally accepted as
connected with the intended meaning. It is a fault because it is
unintelligible to the reader. Bhamaha illustrates this fault as —

himapahamitradharaih vyaptam vyoma —1I, 41.
— the sky is covered with clouds. .

Here the word ‘himapahamitra’ is made to evolve the meaning
‘cloud’. Hima is snow, its ‘apaha’ is fire, its amitra ( foe ) is water
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and that carries it (water) is cloud. This reundabout expression is
certainly a defect and it is called avacaka by Bhamaha.

The replacement of a directly meaningful word by a round-
about and far-fetched descriptive expression fails to easily
identify the meaning and the reader’s ‘intelligence is quite
irrelevantly taxed in order to bring out the meamng by a good deal
.of exercise in inference.

- This defect as shown by Bhamaha corresponds to Bharata’s
Gudhartha or mention of a thing by means of a manufactured
synonym as in Ekadhikanavavimana for Dasaratha.

Giglhasabdabhidhana — (Hidden meaning)

Use of difficult expression with a hidden meaning is a defect.
Poetry with such an expression fails to appeal to even to the taste
of a learned reader who finds it difficult to appreciate the beauty
on account of this fault.

Bhamaha illustrates this as —
asitartituk

the word ‘asita’ means ‘black’, ‘rti’ means ‘path’ (from the root r to
go) — so ‘asitarti’ means whose path is black i.e. fire. The word
‘tuk’ means son. The whole word means ‘son of fire’.

The word asitarti as a synonym of fire is not well-known ; such
a synonym is manufactured with a good deal of useless labour on the
part of the composer. This reminds us of the word “Valaksagu’ as a
synonym of the moon, which is analysed as valaksah §vetah
gavah Kiranah yasya sah i.e. the moon.

From Bhamaha’s examples it is difficult to determine the very
slender line of difference between avacaka and giidhasabdabhi-
dhana. So we can only suggest some line of demarcation. An
avacaka expression is faulty on account of the fact that it does not
stand as a synonym which is capable of directly indicating the
meaning. The components of the expression such as himapaha
amitra and dhara are not unintelligible taken separately by
themselves. But when they are combined in a descriptive
compound they lack the power of direct communication and the
finally intended meaning which is sought to be brought out by the
compound can be apprehended only by laborious trace of calculating
imagination.

InGudhasabdabhidhana the very components of the devious
expression are quite unfamiliar and as such they do not easily
convey their own meanmgs though theoretically, according to
lexicon, they are treated as-synonyms for more familiar expres-
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sions. Thus in the expression ‘asitartituk’ the word ‘rti’ in the
sense of path and ‘tuk’ in the sense of son are quite unfamiliar even
standing by themselves. The unintetligibility of the total meaning
here follows from the unintelligibility of the component parts
themselves, while in the former case the parts taken separately in
themselves are quite intelligible, yet the total effect is
unintelligible.

The other four poetic defects of this first set Srutidusta,
arthadusta, kalpanadusta and $rutikasta are referred to by
Dhvanikara by the word ‘$rutidustadayah’ in the Karika
$rutidustadayo dosa anitya ye ca darSitah— II. 11a. All these
faults are too easy to need any analysis.

The second set of poetic defects discussed by Bhamaha in the
fourth chapter of Kavyalarnkara consists of ten dosas :

Apartha (absence of collective meaning)

Vyartha (with conflicting statement)

Ekartha (tautology)

Sasarhdaya (ambiguity)

Apakrama (reversal of order of statement)

Sabdahina (ungrammatical)

Yatibhrasta (deviation from the rules of metrical pause)

Bhinnavrtta (metrical defect)

Visandhi (disjunction of euphonic combination)

Deda-kala-kala-loka-nyayagama - virodhi
(inconsistency with regard to place, etc.)

The last five poetic flaws together with Ekartha are taken
from Bharata in name and substance. Bhamaha’s sasarhaya is the
second type of arthahina of Bharata. Bhamaha’s vyartha is the
first type of Arthahina of Bharata.

Apakrama — (Reversal of the.order of statements)

When two sets of words are arranged in such a way that one
refers back to the other it is sometimes necessary that there should
be one-to-one correspondence between the components of one set and
those of the other. The possibility of this correct correspondence
requires that the arrangements of the words in both the sets should
be in such a sequence that words (and meanings) of the one set
should respectively correspond to the words (and meanings) of the
other set. When the sequence is broken there is danger of revese
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reference or cross reference and the sense of correspondence is lost.
Bhamaha illustrates this thus :—

rathangasule bibhrapau patam vah §ambhu$amginau — IV.21.

Here is a referential relation between two sets, rathangasile
and $ambhuéamginau. Correct one-to-one correspondence should be
between rathanga and sarmgi and between §ula and $ambhu, but the
order is reversed in the second set resulting in a reversed
correspondence. Hence it is a defect according to Bhamaha.

This poetic defect apakrama has been developed by
Mahimabhatta at a later period into two distinct poetic flaws
Prakramabheda (breach of symmetry) and Kamabheda (breach of
sequence).

Apartha — (absence of a total collective meaning)

In a mere conglomeration of sentences without having any link
of meaning among one another we do not get an integrated system of
meaning. In other words, the meanings are disorganised. This lack
of a meaningful system constitutes the fault of apartha—according
to Bhamaha. We have derived this interpretation from
Bhamaha’s example ten pomegranates - six cakes etc. The two
sentences have no link and so there is no integral organisation of a
total meaning structure.

Bhamaha mentions seven faults of simile in the second chapter
of his work. We do not know how far Bhamaha attached
importance to the figure upama (simile) in the scheme of alarh-
karas: but he selects the figure upama for pointing out the poetic
defects that may be associated with this figure. Bhamaha tells us
at the outset that these faults of upama were suggested to him by
his predecessor Madhavin whose work on Poetics has not come
down to us (ta eta upamadosah sapta medhavinoditah / II. 40a).
The seven faults of simile are — Hinata (deficiency), Asambhava
(impossibility), Lingabheda (Disparity of gender), Vacobheda
(Diversity of number), Viparyaya (Dissimilarity), Upamanadhi-
katva (Redundancy in upamana) and Asadréya (Dissimilarity).
Bhamaha observes at the beginning that no two objects can be
similar in every respect (Sarvam sarvena sarupyam nasti
bhavasya kasyacit II. 43). We shall discuss in detail the question
of admitting similarity as a distinct category and the flaws that
may be connected with it in our forthcoming chapter on Dandlin.

Of the seven faults of simile the last one of asadréya
(dissimilarity) needs some sort of elaboration, since none of
Bhamaha'’s successors paid any greater need to this flaw of simile.
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Asadréya or dissimilarity is a defect when there is no
resemblance between upameya and upamana. Bhamaha illustrates
it with the following verse —

Vane’tha tasmin vanitanuyayinah
Pravrttadinardrakati matangajah /
Vicitrabarhabharanasca barhino

" babhurdiviva’malavigraha grahah // .
II. 63.

Here the infatuated elephants and peacocks with variegated
plumes are compared with shining planets. Bhamaha points out
that this is the example of defect asadyéya as there is no
conceivable resemblance between elephants and peacocks on one
hand and planets on the other.

The last set of poetic defects relating to logic and logical
fallacies are not treated by us for two reasons. Firstly, they are
elaborately dealt with by Professor Dr. Bechan Jha in his work
‘Concept of Poetic Blemishes in Sanskrit Poetics’ and secondly, we
share the same view with Dandin that these defects are difficult
to judge and unprofitable to discuss, specially because their bearing’
on literature is extremely remote.

Vicarah karkasaprayastenalidhena kim phalam — III. 127

.. Bhdmaha is the first alarnkarika to maintain that a fault is
sometimes converted into an excellence. For instance, the blemish
of ekartha will indeed heighten the poetic effect in special
circumstances instead of marring it when the word in question is
repeated under the pressure of fear, sorrow and jealousy as also of
delight and wonder.

Sannivesavisesattu duruktamapi$obhate /
nilam palasamabadhamantarale srajamiva // L. 54

It is interesting to note here that Bhamaha’s successors found
herein a broad hint regarding the instability in the character of
dosa, and they carried the scheme further, each in his own way, as
we shall have occasion to see later on.



Appendix III
DANDIN'S EXAMINATION OF DOSAS

Dandin who is admitted by many as a successor of Bhamaha in
the field of Sanskrit Poetics in the celebrated author of Kavya-
daréa, a distinguished work written in fluent and melliflucus style
Though the work does not claim itself to be a standard text book or
Poetics dealing with most of the familiar topics of Sanskrit
alarhkara, yet it is decided by a handbooR to the aspirants after
literary fame, dealing with figures of speech and other aspects of
Poetics in a lucid and precise manner. Bhamaha retognises co-equal
status of word and meaning in poetry, Dandin admits words such
with delectable meaning as the body of poetry (Sarira) and no loss
an Alarhkarika than Panditaraja Jagannatha in the late period of
Sanskrit Poetics more or less accepts Dandin’s. position in defining
poetry. Dandin is the first alarhkarika to differentiate between
two things which are different from each other, one of which is the
body (Sarira) and the other is embellishment (alarhkara). Poetry,
according to him, consists of words replete with detectable meaning
(istartha) and all other elements gunas, margas and dosas are
dealt with so far as they contribute to the isfartha or hinder it.
Dandin is even more determined and emphatic than Bhamaha in
holding that even a slight defect is sure to mar the effect of poetry
just as a single leprous spot is sufficient to render a handsome body
ugly, and hence it should not be endured (tadalpamapi nopeksyam
kavye dustam kathaficana/syadvapuh sundaramapi $vitrenaikena
durbhagam // Kav. 1.7)._He says “A word well used is declared by
the wise to be the wish-fulfilling cow, the same ill-used, however
declares the user’s bovine-nature (Gaurgauh Kamadugha
samyakprayukta smaryate budhaih / dusprayukta punargotvam
prayoktuh saiva saméati // ibid 1.6)

In the third chapter of the Kavyadarsa, Dandin enumerates
ten dosas which are in name, substance and order of enumeration,
identical with Bhamaha’s second list of dosas with the only
exception of the eleventh, namely, of; defective logic which is
recognised by Bhamaha and rejected by Dandin as a fault difficult
to judge and unprofitable to discuss. The question, whether errors in
syllogistic conclusion, probans and illustration are to be regarded as
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blemishes in poetry, or not is, according to him, out of place in a
book on poetics. The problem is a purely technical one and belongs
mainly to the domain of logic and a dry discussion of it in poetics is
both inappropriate and baseless (pratijfiahetudrastantahanirdoso
na vetyasau / vicarah Karkasaprayastenalidhena kim phalam //
ibid 111, 127).

Like Bharata Dandin enumerates ten types of dosas in Chapter-1II .
of his work and after defining and illustrating each dosa he states
with example when this particular dosa turns into a guna. The ten
dosas of Dandin are as following :

I. Apartha - absence of complete meaning

II. Vyartha - self contradictory

III. Ekartha - tautology

IV. Sasamsaya - doubtful utterance

V. Apakrama - non-sequent

VI Sabdahina - grammatical mistake

VII. Yatibhrasta - defective in caesura

VIII. Bhinnavrtta - defective in metre -

IX. Visandhi - non-euphonic

X. Desakalakalalokanyayagamavirodhi - inconsistent with
-place etc.

Dosas like apartha, Vyartha, Ekartha, Sasams$aya,

- apakrama and Desakalakaldloka nyayuigamavirodhi are shown

by Dandin with suitable examples under along with the
circumstances under which these dosas are turned into gunas and
herein the concept of aucitya or propriety, which is elaborated in
the works of Abinava and Ksemendra in later days, serves as the
basis for determining a doga or a guna.

Dosas like Sabdahina, Yatibhrasta, Bhinnavrtta and
Visandhi are never shown by him as gunas under any circumstances
and here Dandin appears to have - characteristised these poetic
defects as nitya dosas or faults under all circumstances. It is
noteworthy that unlike Vamana Dandin has not devoted a chapter
for the consideration of certain grammatical principles and for
justifying or dismissing Sabdahina or asadhu dosa that seems to be
associated with some well-known usages of prominent poets like
Kalidasa, Bhasa and others. But the note of warning struck by him
at the beginning of Chapter I of the Kavyadarsa relates definite-
ly to the above four poetic defects as well as to the defects like
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gramyata and neyatva, which are shunned by poets belonging to
either of the two margas Vaidarbha and gauda. '

In Chapter I while dealing with the topic of distinction of two
standard dictions of his time Vaidarbha and gauda-Dandin has
noted certain defects that are contrary to certain gunas but
characterise gauda marga. Qne may raise a pertinent question here
how a number of poetic defects can constitute the essential features
of a well-established mode of poetic expression of the poets of the
eastern region (gauda).

Neither Dandin nor any of his commentators has answered ihis
question. We are to find the answer in the observation of
Gopendratippabhuipala at the end of Vamana’s chapter on dosas
(Adhikarana 1I, 2). Dosas are mainly of two kinds, Sthiila and
Suksama. Dosas relating to pada, padartha, vakya and
vakyartha are Sthila, since they are to be spotted out directly.
But defects which are actually reverses of certain gunas are to be
known from the gunas themselves by implication and these are
called Suksama dosas or poetic defects subtle in character. But
they completely disfigure poetic beauty (Stiksamah kavya-
saundaryaksepanatiksamah). Indeed this is an explanation of
what Vamana himself has said in his vrtti.

Saithilya or defect of looseness arises when letters used are
mostly of small breath-value, and this Saithilya is the reverse of
the guna Slista ( Slistamasprstasaithilyam ...... I, 43). But the
poets who are adherents of gaudamarga prefer this defect of
Saithilya as in the sentence malatimala lolalikalila yatha — the
garland of jasmine is clustered with fickle bees — since it is a case
of alliteration and adds to the dignity of composition.

Anatirudha or use of words which are not well-known and
which are found in the lexicons only is a case of poetic defect that
is the reverse of the guna prasada. As for example anatyarjuna-
bjanmasadrksafiko valaksaguh — the moon with spot resembling
lotuses which are not so white — the meaning of the. word
valaksaguh as a synonym of the word moon can be determined only
by analysing its component parts and the word ‘arjuna’ in the sense
of white is found only in the lexicon. But the poets belonging to the
gauda marga do not attach much value to prasada guna. They often
commit this fault in order to parade their pendantry which is
irritating for refined taste.

Gramyata —

Avoidance of the defect of gramyata (vulgarity) forms the core
of the excellence madhurya. There is absolute agreement as regards
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the avoidance of this defect of gramyata among the poets of both
- the margas (vaidarbha and gauda. Gramyata or the poetic fault of
vulgarity may belong to sense, word and sentence.

The sentence — Kanye, Kamayamanami mam na tvam
kamayase Katham — Glrl why don’t you desire me who desire
you ? — is an instance 0f the fault of vulgarity in sense and this is
deemed quite undelectable. In order to purge the defect of vulgarity
of idea the above sentence should be put thus — Kamam
kandarpacandalo mayi vamaksi nirdayah / tvayi nirmatsaro
distyetyagramyo'rtho rasavahah // — let the base born cupid be
unkind to me, faireyed lady, happily, he bears no malice towards
you.

The first sentence is a specimen of crudity of expression and the
last one is a case of striking mode of poetic expression. Deviation
from common mode of expression constitutes the essence of poetic
expression. The idea of soliciting love from the lady-love is put in
an uncharming and common-place way in the first sentence, so it is ,
too open and open to the poetic fault of gramyata or the fault of
unpoetic utterance, while in the latter sentence the same idea is put
forward in a striking manner to avoid the fault of bountness or
gramyata.

The gramyata consists in words as in the examples —

Yabhavatah priya 1.66

Dandin notes here an exception to this fault of gramyata of
words. Words like bhagini, bhagavati etc are approved by all as -
words of decent meaning, since any indecent idea that may be
associated  with them is entirely shrouded and not known in
common.

cf. the $loka quoted in Vamana’s Kavyalarhkarasutravrtti
(page 47)
Samvitasya hi lokena na dosa‘'nvesanam ksamam /
éivalingasya samsthane kasya'sabhyatvabhavana //
Nisthurata, Diptatva or Krcchridyatva

Abundance of non-harsh letters constitutes the poetic excellence
Sumukarata, but total use of non-harsh letters gives rise to the
fault of bandhasaithilya, looseness in composition. The reverse of
this guna is the use of harsh letters in abundance; the harsh letters
are difficult to pronounce as in the example —

- Nyaksenpa Ksapitah paksah ksatriyanamksanaditi —
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Parasurama annihilated the race of Ksatriya within a short
span of time.

But the adherents of gaudamarga do not accept this as a poetlc
defect since it contributes to the grandeur of composition (diptam).

‘Neyatva —

The poctic fault of neyatva is a case where supply of a word or
words is essential to complete the sense of a sentence.

As for example —

Mahimahavarahana lohitaduddhrtodadheh

— the great boar rescued the earth from the red ocean. The
above sentence is elliptical in character,. since the words used
herein are not competent to account for the rédness of the ocean, and
hence words like uragasrjah (due to the blood of the serpents) are to

- be supplied to make the sense complete. Poets of both the margas
abhor this poetic defect of neyatva.

To ‘successfully convey definite meaning the structure of .a
sentence must be guided by the law of syntax. This law requires
fulfilment of three conditions —

Competence (yogyata), proximity (asatti) and expectancy
(akanksa). When the words of a sentence are not sufficient to
complete the sense and the total sense is to be inferred by supplying
some more words or words the sentence suffers from the fault of
‘neyatva’ which literaly means inferability. In such a case the
law of expectancy is violated. This law demands that the
intended sense should be completed by suitable words which are
expected to complete it. When such words are missing the
expectation is unfulfllled and so the law of expectancy is not
observed. :

Akulata —Poetic fault of confusion. Use of profuse compound words
gives rise to this defect. As for example —

astamastakaparyastasamastarkams$usamstara /
pinastanasthitatamravastrevabhativaruni //

-the Western horizon with the rays of the (setting) sun strewn on
the setting mountain shines forth like a lady with heavy breasts
clad in brownish garment (1. 82).

Here too many recondite compound words create confusion of
sense and hence the poets belonging to Vaidarbha marga put above
verse in the following manner with less compound words.

payodharatato'tsamgalagnasandhyatapamsuksa /
Kasya Kamaturam ceto varuni na karisyati / 1. 84
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Bharavi. the poet, has lauded ‘anakulatva’ as one of the
essential features of good speech (prasadaramyanojasvi)

Atyukti —

That which strays away from ordinary sphere and is described
in an exaggerated manner is called the poetit fault of exaggeration.
As for example — ‘

alpam nirmitamakasamnalocyaiva vedhasa /
idamevamvidham bhavi bhavatyah stanajrmbhanam //

“By Brahman, akaéa (space) has been created small without

taking into his consideration that the expansion of yout breats
could be like this.”

This poetic fault of exaggeratgd meaning which is the reverse
of the poetic guna kanti in cultivated by the adherents of gauda
marga.

It should be noted that hyperbole exaggeration is extolled by
Dangin ‘himself in the second chapter of his work (Vivaksa ya
‘viSesasya lokasimativartini / asavatiSayoktih syadalmakarot-
tama yatha //........ alarhkarantarasm namapyekamahuh
pardyanam / vigiS$amahitdmuktimimamatiséayahvayam // 1L
214 and 220.)

Anything poetic is essentially tinged with hyperbole and
Narendraprabhsiiri in his Alarhkaramahodadhi places hyperbole
at the top of all arthalamkaras as it constitutes the very life-
breath of all poetic figures (Sarvalarhkaracaitanyabhiitatvat
prathamamatisayoktim visegato lakgyati .... VIIL 2).

The fault of atyukti should not be confused with the figure of
atisayokti or hyperbole which according to Dardin, constitutes the
basis of all other figures of speech.’ Even the poetic hyperbole
should have a limit, the transgression of which becomes revolting
to the poetic taste. The fault of atyukti consists in this
transgression of limit upto which a hyperbole may be profitably
allowed. This limit cannot be precisely defined with logical
accuracy. It is more or less relative to individual taste. Yet we
know that exaggerations sometimes. prove as irritants to cultured
taste. This irritating exaggeration is the fault of atyukti.
Visamata —

The poetic fault visamata or unevenness in composition is the
reverse of the guna samata, which constitutes in the proper
arrangement of betters of one and the same type at the beginning
and at the end. But the followers of gauda marga resort to the fault’
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of unevenness in composition as they prize more the presence of a
figure than the loss of a poetic guna called Samata.

ityanalocya vaisanyamarthalamkaradambarau/
aveksamana vardhate paurastya kavyapaddhatih //

Dandin was well conversant with rasa and bhava
(aanikrtansamksiptam rasbhavahirantaran 1.18) but to him eight
rasas were alarhkaras, since as an alarhkarika he was yet to
recognise the pivotal importance of rasa in poetry which, according
to him as we noted earlier, consists of words replete with
delectable sense. This delectability in sense is heightened with
the help of alliteration, and particularly with $rutyanuprasa
(consonants originating from the same $ruti or place of
articulation). Repetition of letters in the words and feet of the
verse, provided the proximity is close is called anuprasa,i.e.
setting of letters in accordance with delectability of series
(tadriapa hi padasattih sanuprasarasavaha 1.52). In anuprasa
recurrence of letters of the same class of sounds should be in close
proximity so that the impression of the letter or sound used before
should be green in memory (purvanubhavasamskarabodlﬁm
yadyadiirata 1.55); but if the distance between the letters or sounds
is great there can be no anuprasa contributing to the delectability of
meaning. As for example ramamukhambhojasadréadcandrama iti
— the moon is like the lotus-face of the lady.

In Chapter I, Dandin refers to yamaka incidentally, but he puts
off its treatment since yamaka does not lead to the achievement of
delectability in sense and here Dandin hints at the rasadosa of
Dhvani and post-dhvani school.

(Avrttim varhasamghatagocaram yamakam viduh /

tattu naikantamadhuramatah pascadvidhasyate // 1.61)

According to Dandin sometimes absence of a defect gives rise to
a figure, the figure Yathasarhkhya is nothing but the result of
avoidance of the defect apakrama.

(Uddigtanam padarthinamaniidde$o yathakramam

- Yathasathkhyamiti proktam samkhyaham krama ityapi //
11. 272)

As regards upamadosas Dandin has some improvements to
suggest over Bhamaha's treatment of them. Bhamaha blindly
accepted Medhavin's catalogue of Upamadosas without adding
anything of his own. Dandin has omitted three of the seven
upamadosas, i. e., Viparyaya, asadréya and asambhava, since pre-
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sence of any of these three inconsistencies entails the total absence
of upama (yathad kathaficit SadrSyam yatrodbhutam pratiyate /
Upama nama sa tasyah prapafico'yam pradarSyate // 1. 14).
And, even as regqrds the other four dosas treated by Bhamaha,
namely, hinata, adhikatva, lingabheda and vacobheda. Dandin
declares that they are not always dosas or detractors of beauty in a
simile and supports his claim with apt instance. He concludes that
the.criterion which decides whether there are dosas or not in a
particular context is none other than the taste of the fefined. If
they offend the taste of the cultured, then alone can they be termed
as dogas, not otherwise.. He also gives instances when they act as
deterrents of poetic effect and remarks that under such
circumstances they must be eschewed. The reason, he says, goes
without saying '

(na lingavacane bhinne na kinadhikatapi va /
upamadigandyalam yatro’ dvego na dhimatdm li. 51)
(idrSam varjyate sadbhih karanam tatra cintyatam /
gunadosavicaraya svayameva manigibhih // 1. 56)

The question whether the disparity between upamana and
upameya in respect of number and gender vitiates the simile raises
the fundamental problem regarding the vety concept of similarigy.
It is agreed that there cannot be a total similarity between two
similars, since in that case similarity is bound to be reduced to
identity. Hence similarity entails difference. Similarity is thus
a relation of identity-cum-difference. Two objects existing
separately in their own night may have some identity of aspects.
This identity of some properties together with independent
‘existence of the propertied objects as two differentiated existents,
constitutes the_concept of similarity. Hence this concept is defined
by the Naiyayikas as 'Tadbhinnatve sati tadgatabhuyodharma-
vattvam.' It follows from this definition that similarity is not
such a fundamental concept as to constitute a separate category
(padartha) in the basic scheme of reals (padarthavibhaga -
padarthaganana), because identity of aspects going together with
difference in essentially individual existence, is not a category of
reals by itself. It cannot be a basic category like substance, quality,
action, universal and so on.

But this interpretation of the concept raises a formidable
problem that almost defies solution. It is a poetic convention to
compare a beautiful female face with the moon. The similarity is
here said to be based on having an identity of beauty between the
two. We at once face the question whether the beauty of the face is
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the same as the beauty of the moon. Obviously it is not. This very
pertinent question has been raised by Jayaratha in his discussion on
upama in bimbapratibimbabhava (Alarhkara sarvasva, page 35).
As an example of this type of simile Ruyyaka has quoted a famous
verse of Kalidasa — ‘

‘Papglo'yamamsarpitalambaharah klptangarago
haricanda-nona /
abhati balataparaktasanuh sanirjharodgara ivadrirajah //
' Raghu VI. 60.

Here we seem to get a hierarchy of similars. The case is
apparently different from the expression Candravat sundaram
mukham. In the latter case beauty appears as an identical
property between the moon and the face, thus providing the basis
of comparison. But in the former case the properties of the
upamana have got clean differentiation from the properties of the
upameya. And this differentiation has been heavily underlined by
the separate mention of the two sets of properties. Yet the
comparison between the upamana and the upameya is instituted on
the basis of an implied comparison between the two separate sets of
properties themselves. How is it permissible in a simile which is
supposed to stand on the commonness of properties between the
upamana and the upameya ? It is a case of two-tier simile in
which the comparison between the upamana and the upameya at
the upper level is grounded on the comparison between the sets of
properties at the lower level. The comparison at the primary level
of properties, for its very possibility, requires a further common
property between the two sets of properties until and unless we can
find out this property of properties and comparison between the
sets of properties falls through, for the very requirements. of the
definition of similarity are not fulfilled.

To obviate this difficulty Jayaratha has brought to bear a
very significant interpretation upon the notion of
bimbapratibimbabhava — which, literally speaking, is the
relation between an object and its reflection. Somebody- standing
before a mirror assumes the reflectional face as his own and seems
to directly perceive his own thinness or flabbiness in the reflection
itself. A lady also examines the appropriateness of cosmetic
application on her body by looking at its reflection in the mizror.

Here an. identity is assumed despite the knowledge of
difference. In a similar way in the case of a simile in bimbaprati-
bimbabhava, the two sets ot properties attached separatety to
upamana and upameya should be assumed as identical. This is the
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way of poetic expression. There-is no escape from this imposed
assumption of identity even in the case of a common simile such as
‘candravat mukham'. It is agreed that the beauty of the moon is
different from the beauty of the face. The common word Sundaram,
applied both to the upamana and the upameya, only serves to
conceal this difference which is very much there. Thus the notion
of a really common and identical property between the ipamana
and the upameya breaks down on this score.

If we try to pursue a further similarity between the beauy of
the moon and the beauty of the face we shall be involved in a wild
goose chase of infinite regress. So the fact remains that in an
ordinary simile the difference in properties themselves is
concealed by the application of a common adjective, while in
bimbapratibimbabhava the difference between the two sets of
properties is laid bare by express mention of the separate sets. In
both the cases an identity of properties between the upamana and
the upameya is to be assumed for the sake of poetic justice to the
possibility of simile as a figure of speech at all.

When it is thus impossible to find even a really common
property it is difficult to see any justice behind the insistent
demand that the upamana and the upameya must have the same
gender and number. It is to be especially noted in this context that
number and gender in Sanskrit grammar are more a matter of
conventional usage than that of a real property dictated by the
nature of things. Thus in Sanskrit the word dara meaning wife is
masculine and is to be used in plural while the word kalatra also
meaning wife is neuter. Number and gender being external to the
essence of things and being a matter of pure conventionality any
insistence on their sameness between the upamana and the
upameya sounds rather hollow and irrelevant to the dictates of
poetic diction. When we say Vidya-dhanam (Knowledge-wealth)
the disparity of gender does not irritate our taste. These
considerations lend cogency to Dandin's view that the sameness of
number and gender should not be insisted upon in a simile.
Disparity of the both number is clearly evident in such a simile as
Sa me prana ivapriya (she is as dear to me as life itself). Here the
word Prana meaning life has been used in masculine plural as is
demanded by grammatical convention. Yet it does not constitute a
fault, since the meaning intended by the poet stands unimpaired. It
is surprising that Jayaratha who has delved deeper into the diffi-
cult problem regarding the concept of simile and similarity than
any other alarhkarika, should find fault with the famous verse of
Bana ( Kadambari’s Introduction ), simply because there is
disparity of gender. In Bana's verse
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"Katu kvananto maladayakah khalastudantyalam
vandhanasrnkhala iva/

Manastu sadhudhvanibhih pade pade haranti santo
maninupura iva/

Kad-introduction Sl. 6

The word Srhkhatah, the upamana, being used in feminine
plural demands ‘Kvanantyah’ (the feminine form) as its adjective,
while the word Khalah, the upameya, used in masculine plural
has the adjective Kvanantah in masculine plural too. This
disparity of gender between the upamana and the upameya
necessitating the consequent disparity in the common adjectival
property is a fault.even according to Jayaratha. But what we are
interested in is the common property of irritating jingles belonging
both to the chain and the cheat, a property standing there in
commonness under the force of poetic imposition and assumption.
There is no disparity in this meaning-content despite the disparity
in grammatical gender. The fundamental disparity in the assumed
common property itself belongs to the domain of ontological
problem from which Jayaratha has rightly dissociated the poetic
problem by affirming that the fundamental difference between the
properties of the upamana and the upameya should be ignored and
an identity is to be assumed in order to make any simile possible at
all. If that is so it is all the more reasonable that disparity of
gender which is completely external to the essence of meaning
should be rightly ignored. The irritating jinglés standing common
between the cheat and the chain and constituting the ground of
comparison do not irritate our refined taste simply because of the
disparity of the grammatical gender. This external and irrelevant
disparity does not verge on poetic inconsistency. Moreover, it is
admitted that similarity entails a fundamental difference between

atwo objects together with identity of some aspects or properties.
Our demand for this identity cannot be a total demand, but only a
limited demand. A total demand could thoroughly obliterate the
very difference between the two objects by reducing them to an
identity of existent itself. Thus identity in all aspects does away
with the very relation of similarity. In that case it is doubly
meaningless to insist that the identity of properties should proceed
as far as include even the identity of number and gender, which are
external and irrelevant to the meaning as such. Hence Dandin is
correct in his assessment that disparity in number and gender is to
be tolerated as long as it does not prove repellant to the cultured
taste.
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Jayaratha's dissertation on the concept of simile in the context
of bimbapratibimbabhava goes against the Nyaya concept of
similarity as identity in difference. The Naiyayikas, however,
are themselves conscious of the difficulty with their own
definition. In the expression moon-like face the comparison is
grounded on delightfulness which is supposed to be common between
the moon and the face. Yet delightfulness in the sense of causing
delight is not the same in the both. The moon and the face do not
cause the same delight, so the causality differs from cause to cause
according to the difference in the determinant property of causality
(Karanatabcchedakadharma). In the case of the moon causality,
that is, causing delight is determined by moonness, while in the
case of the face it is determined by the faceness. In this way the
difference in the determining property of causality determines the
difference in causality itself (Karanatabacchedakabhedana
karanatabhedah). Hence delightfulness as the same and common
property cannot belong both to the moon and the face. To escape
from this difficulty the Naiyayikas have taken recourse to a
further assumption. Though the delight caused by the moon differs
from the delight caused by the face, yet both belong to the same
class ‘delight’ (Ekajiitiyameva sukham). Corresponding to this
class-identity of the effect, delight, we should assume some sort of
class identity in causing delight or delightfulness itself. In other
words, though delightfulness or causing delight differs from cause
to cause, that is from the face to the moon. Yet the two
delightfulnesses are assumed to be falling under the same class.
This identity of class - subsumption between the different
causalities of delight corresponding to the identical class -
subsumption of the effects, that is, different delights issuing from
the moon and the face, constitutes the ground of similarity.. But all
this intricate and cumbersome elongation of the concept of
similarity finally settles down to this that the moon and the face
are similar, because the delightfulness of the one is similar to the
delightfulness of the other.

The similarity between the upamana and the upameya is thus
sought to be defined by the similarity between their properties,
and so the notion of an identical common property belonging to the
two is practically thrown away. Needless to say that the
Naiyayikas cannot afford to accept the class of delightfulness as a
universal, since there is no such real property as delightfulness-
ness, This super-class is an unanalysable concept — ‘Akhanda
upadhi, which is necessary as a logical apparatus of interpretation
and not as a real object-content of comprehension.
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This very fact that, even according to the Naiyayikas the
notion of similarity is finally grounded on some sort of
unanalysable concept or Akhanda upadhi at the base, makes it all
the more reasonable that similarity should better be accepted as a
fundamental category (Padarthantara) in the scheme of reals.
Thus Prabhakara’s position in favour of positing similarity as a
separate category seems practically unassailable. Sdlikanatha,
the most staunch follower of Prabhakara, in his Prakarana-
paficika observes as follows —

Sarvavastiini samvidekasaranani. Asti ceyam sadrsa
iti sathvit. Sa ca sarvaiva vigsayavyabhicarini.

Our acceptance of a fundamental category depends on a
fundamental undgrstanding (Samvit) which is otherwise
inexplicable. Just as we say one thing is similar to another so we
also observe one property similar to another, one action similar to
another and even one universal similar to another. So similarity
cannot be subsumed under substance, quality, action or universal.
According to the Nyayavaisesika view a quality cannot belong to
another quality, an action cannot belong to another action, and the
universal cannot belong to another universal. Again, a substance
cannot belong to a quality, an action or a universal. Hence
similarity which may belong to a substance, a quality, an action or
a universal cannot be subsumed under anyone of these fundamental
categories. So it should be better accepted as a basic category by
itself. This, in short, sums up the position of Prabhakara regarding
the status of similarity (see Prakaranapaficika, page 268, Edn.
BHU). This similarity differs from object to object. When we say
moon-like face, two similarities belonging to the moon and the face
are different, though these two similarities in their apprehension
are mutually dependent. Thus similarity is different from such a
relational reality as Sarhyoga which as a physical contact is one
and the same obtaining between two contacted objects.

~Sadréyam hi pratyasrayam bhinnam
Na samyogadivadekam, sadrSamiti pratyekam
dhih pratyekam bhinnavisaya. Yapi sadréau dvau iti
dhih sa sadr§yadvayapurvika.
Ekadhisthayorapi hi pratiyogisvaripapratisandhanapeksa
pratiyogyantare sadrSyadhih.
Samyoginorekadhisthayostu samyogalimgitayoreva
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dhirtyekasathyogah, sadrSyamanekamanyo'nyaniyaiitaca
dhisiddham padarthantaram. v
Bhavanatha Misra’s Nyayaviveka —
Madras Univ. Edn. pp. 148 -149.

It is highly relevant to note in this context that Dinakari on
Muktavali (Visvanatha's after explaining Vi§vanatha's position
clearly observes the following :
Navyastu sadrSyamatiriktameva _
Dinakari on Muktavali under Karikavali, Karika II

The neologicians have, thus seen the force of Prabhakara’s
arguments and veered round to this position. Ramarudri, while
‘commenting on this portion of Dinakari explains the position of
these neologicians in the following way :

Anyatha sadrfa ityakarakapratiteh sarvatra samanakara-
tanubhavapalapapapatter — iti Sesah

We say the face is similar to the moon on the basis of
delightfulness. Again we say that the pitcher is similar to the
piece of cloth on the basis of the universals, substantially
. (Dravyatva) and earthiness (prthivitva). Thus the standards of
comparison may differ according to different pairs of objects
brought under purview, yet the notion of similarity is retained in
common in every piece of comparison. This common understanding
cannot be explained without accepting similarity as a fundamental
category. Ramarudri’s observation is in line with the observation
‘of Silikanatha and Bhavanatha. Salikandtha refers to an
inviolable common understanding (sa ca sarvaieva visayavya-
bhicarini). Bhavanatha means the same thing by Dhisiddha
(established by universal understanding).

When similarity thus turns out to be a fundamental concept
corresponding to a fundamental category Dandin’s position
regarding the figure of simile appears all the more appropriate,

for the sameness of number and gender does not enter as a necessary
element into the concept of similarity.



Appendix IV

VAMANA’S CRITIQUE ON DOSA

Vamana, the author of Kavyalarhkarasutravrtti, holds an
important position in the history of concept of Dosa in Sanskrit
Poetics as he is the first alarhkarika to classify dosas into certain
definite categories which were standardised in the works of almost
all later poeticists. Besides pointing out for the first time in
Sanskrit Poetic to something as soul of Peetry, which according to
him is Riti, he states at the very outset of his work that poetic
beauty, which is designated by him as alarnKara, is gained by
avoidance of poetic defects and application ot poetic tigures. Kitis
‘vary according to countries and three predominant Ritis
vaidarbhi, Gaugi and Paiicali current in three prominent lands are
referred to by Vamana.

Dosas, according to him, are opposites of gunas or negation of
gunas. Gunaviparyayatmano dosah, II, I, I. This is in
contradiction with the observation of Bharata, who describes
dosas as some definite entities. Guna viparyayadesam
madhuryaudaryalaksanah — N. S. II XVI, 95a. Thus Vaman is
the first alarmkarika to challenge the authority of Bharata.
Poctic defects being opposites of poetic excellences, study of gunas
or poetic expellences should get priority over the treatment
of dosas. Vamana’s commentator gopendratippabhupala in his
Kamadhenu anticipates such an objection and himself answers it
with the help of a popular maxim that avoidance of evils should
be ensured first before the attainment of desired objects and hence
treatment of dosas is proposed first in the second chapter of
Vamana’s work called dosadarsana (a notice of poetic blemishes).

istanuvartanatkuryatpraganistanivartanamiti
nitya gunalahkaradanat purvam dosahanameva
kavina kartavyamiti siicayitum dogahanasya
prathamato nirdeé'al} krtah.

kamadhenu, under1,i.3

Vamana classifies dosas under four main heads — padadosa
(defects of words), padarthadosa ( defects based on the meaning of
the words), Vakyadosa (defects of sentences) and Vakyarthadosa
(defects relating to the meaning of sentences).
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Padadosa is again classified into the following six subvarieties —

1. Asadhu - grammatically incorrect
2. Kasta - unmelodius

3. Gramya - vulgar

4. Apratita - unknown

5. Anarthaka - meaningless

Of these five faults asadhu corresponds to Bharata, Bhamaha and
Dandin’s $abdahina, Kasta tallies with Bhamaha’s $rutikasta
and anarthaka corresponds to Bharata’s arthahina and Bhamaha
and Dandin’s ekartha.

‘Gramya—A word which is rustic in natire and not used by the
learned but only by common men who are not refined in speech is the
defect gramya. For example,

Kagtam katham roditi phutk;teyam
Oh, how she cries with puffing sound.

Here the word phiitkrta is the speech-of the rustic. This is slang
(gramya). Bhamaha does not mention it but illustrates it in words
like gandam apypare nechanti, and here the word ganda is slang.
Vamana further adds some more words to illustrate this point as
talla galla and bhalla which are endorsed by Mammata who
illustrates—tambulabhrtagallo'yam tallam jalpati manusah.

The logic of this defect consists in the fact that use of words
which are slang makes the speech of a poet crude and robs
everything poetic in it.

For the defect apratita please open at page 185.

The Padarthadosa are classified under five sub-varieties :
Anyartha - Deviation from the conventional meaning'
Neyartha - for fetched meaning
Gudhartha - used in an uncommon sense
Aélila - vulgar meaning
Klista - distant meaning

Al o

Vamana’s Klista corresponds to Bhamaha’s avacaka.

1. Anyartha — When a word is used in a sense entirely different
from its accepted conventional meaning (ridhicyutam). and the
intended sense is deducible only from the etymology, it is the case
of anyartha. Vamana observes inthe vrtti that ordinary misuse
of word is not meant by the siitra. The use of ‘pata’ instead of
‘ghata’ is too manifestly wrong to be mentioned. Persons who do
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not understand even such manifestly wrong uses are not fit for
instruction in the niceties.

As for example —
te duhkham uccavacam avahanti
ye prasmaranti priyasafigamanam

‘Those people experience great pain who recall the association of
dear ones’.

Here the word ‘avahanti’ is used in its derivative sense
‘bearing” and not in its accepted denotative sense ‘doing’. Similarly
the word ‘prasmaranti’ is used in ite etymological sense
‘remembering excellently’ and not in.its conventional sense
‘forgetting’ !

Vamana here raises a fundamental question about the nature of
meaning. There are certain words the meanings of which are
determined by the sum-total meaning of their component parts. As
for example the meaning of the word ‘pacaka’ is ascertained by
the total meaning of the root pac (to cook) and the agent suffix
nvul. But in case of proper names and many other words the
derivative sense of the words does not tally with their
conventional sense sanctioned by popular usage. The linguists’
speculations regarding the genesis of word from a radical have
little influence upon its current meaning. Thus abhorrence for the
current usage of the two words ‘avahanti’ and ‘prasmaranti’ and
fancy for their etymologlcal sense give rise to the poetic fault
anyartha

This is summed up in the dictum anyad hi sabdanam
vyutpattinimittam, anyacca pravrttinimittarn (Sahityadarpana
Chapter II).

2. Neyartha — If a word is used in a sense which does not come
under the purview of its primary as well as secondary sense it is a
case of the poetic fault called neyartha.

As for example —
Sapadi panktiviharigama - nama - bhrttanayasamvalitam
balasalina
Vipulaparvatavarsi Sitaih Saraih
plavagasainyam ultikajitajitam
‘The army of monkeys led by the sons of DaSaratha was defeated

by the conqueror of Indra by means of sharp arrows showering
thousands of mountains’.
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Here the word ‘pankti vihangaina - nama bhrt is made to
signify Dasaratha Parkti, a metre, consists of foot of ten syllables.
. Hence pankti is equal to ten vihanigama is the name of the bird in
general but here it will give the meaning of a particular bird -
Cakravdaka = ratha (chariot). Thus the whole word means
Dasaratha. Again the.word ulukajita is made to signify
‘Maghanadena’. The word kau$ika denotes ulitka (owl) as well as
Indra. Thus Indra and uliika are regarded forcibly to be synonymous
and Indrajita is spoken of as uliikajita.

Vamana makes it clear in the vrtti that use of words like
rathanganama for the bird Cakravaka is not prohibited. Such
usage in secondary sense is quite familiar and well recognised
(nirudha). There are two sorts of laksana, niragha (well
established by long usage) and the one that is resorted for
producing an effect. Thus the word Kusala means skilful though its
primary meaning might have been ‘one skilled in collecting kusa’.
Though it is a secondary meaning it is regarded as good as primary
meaning because of long usage. When the relation between primary
and secondary meanings are far-fetched and much too strained the
secondary meaning does not meet with approval. It is called
neyartha where meaning can be gussed out with extreme difficulty.
The defect neyartha as shown by Bhamaha and Dandin differs
from that pointed out by Vamana.

3. Gughirtha —

A word when applied in an unformaliar signification constitutes
a case of the poetic fault called gidhartha.

As for illustration :

“Your army is invincible by your enemies as the army of Indra’
(Sahasragorivanikam duhsaham bhavatah paraih. :

Here the word ‘Suhasragu’ is used in a rare signification to
indicate Indra. Though one of the meanings of the word ‘go’ is ‘eye’
according to lexicon yet this meaning is very rarely met with.
Therefore, the word sahasragu to denote Indra ‘one having
thousand eyes’ involved the poetic fault of giidhartha. This defect
corresponds to Bharata’s giidhasabdabhidhana.

4. Aslilartha —
A word with an indecorous synonym or a part of which smacks of

indecent meaning constitutes a case for the poetic fault called
aslilartha.

This poetic defect can occur in two-fold manner — A word has
many synonyms and one of them is indecent as for example the word
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‘varcas’ means glory, Splendour, and also human excreta. A word
though conveying a decent meaning can spell out indecorous sense
when taken by parts — as the word Krkatika, the part of which is
Katika remains an indecent meaning of the bier (pretayana).

Bhamaha includes this defect in his §rutidusta and arthodusta.

The following poetic defect apratita should kindly be read in
connection with padadosas (See page 180).

Apratita —

The use of word which is well-known in a technical treatise
constitutes the poetic fault of apratita. Vamana is the first
alarhkarika to introduce apratita as a poetic defect.

His example is — )

Kim bhagitena bahuna rupaskandhasya santi me na gunah /
gunandntariyakam ca premeti na te'styupalambhah / 1, I, 8.
‘What is the use of my saying much ? I know I am wanting in the
excellence of physical organism, and as love also is the invariable

concomitant of that excellence I do not complain’.

Here the two words rupaskandha and nantariyaka are the two
technical terms of the Buddhist philosophy and Nyayasastra
respectively. Therefore, these are the instances of the defect

apratita. The use of such expressions in poetry only gives the
impression of obtrusive pedantry.

Defects of the sentence (Vakyadoga) are the following :
1. Bhinnavrtta - deficiency in metre,
2. Yatibhrasta - misplaced caesura
3. Visandhi - unharmonious euphony.
All these defects are elaborately dealt with by Vamana's

predecessors Bharata, Bhamaha and Dandin. Vamana only puts
them under the head of Vakyadosa.

The set of dogas called Vakyarthadosa by Vamana of consists of
the following poetic defects :

Vyartha

Ekartha

Sandigdha

Ayukta

Apakrama
Loka-vidya-viruddha

ALl b ol A o
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All these poetic flaws are elaborately treated by Vamana’'s three
renowned predecessors.

Vamana enumerates six upama dogas in the second adhyaya of
the fourth adhikarana of his work. They are as follows :

Hinatva
Adhikatva
Lingabheda
Vacanabheda
Asadréya
Asambhava.

"All these defects of simile are discussed in detail by Bhamaha and
Dandin and Vamana has nothing new to add.

-0 AN Toe



Appendix V
RUDRATA’S EXAMINATION OF DOSAS

Rudrata represents the transitional period in Sanskrit Poetics
between the Alamkara and Riti School on the one hand and the
Dhvani school on the other. In the work Kavyalamkara he has
not only accommodated the thoughts of his predecessors in the
field of Sanskrit Poetics, but also has made remarkable advance
and introduced new chapters. It must be admitted that he was very
much influenced by Bharata’s Natyasastra ; and his chapter rasa
and the different varieties of heroes and heroines are definitely
reminiscent of Bharata’s Natya-$astra.

Thus Rudrata is the first alamkarika after Bharata in the pre-
dhvani school to introduce rasa as a prominent element of poetry
(Jvalad ujjvala-vakprasarah sarasam kurvan mahakavih kavyam
1.4), but it is not, however clear whether he makes rasa a
coordinate factor of poetry with gunas and alamkaras. Though
Rudrata assigns a very important place to rasa in poetry, and like
Bhamaha he makes rasa as a means to the realisation of
caturvarga, the four-fold end of life. Rudrata prepares the way
for the supremacy of rasa in poetry which has been advocated by
subsequent writers. He agrees with Bhamaha in according equal
status to Sabda and artha in poetry and his conception of Sakti,
also called pratibha, is in agreement with Dandin’s. He makes
Vyutpatti (knowledge in different branches of study) as a power
conducive to success of composition. Mammata takes up Rudrafa’s
definition of Vyutpatti in the Karika Saktlrmpunata loka-
Sastrakavyadyaveksanat (1.3), and Jagannatha seems to agree
with Rudrata regarding the efficiency of knowledge for the
development of poetic power. Rudrata’s treatment of alamkaras,
both formal and material, is a record of the advance and
improvement he made upon his predecessors. His definations and
illustrations are his own production, they show clearness of
conception and mastery of diction. He devotes a whole chapter
(Chapter 1IV) on Slesa and he is referred to by Ruyyaka and
Visvanatha on serveral occasions. It is very difficult to assign to
Rudrata one particular school in Sanskrit Poetics, but it is definite
" that he paved the way for the advent of the modern school headed
* by Anandavardhana.
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In the enumeration of dosas Rudrata follows a principle,
slightly different from that of Vamana. Taking Sabda and artha
as the two elements of poetry he mentions dosas in two series :

1.  Sabda dosas or defects of words,
2. Artha-dosas or defects of sense.

In the beginning of the second chapter of the Kavyalamkara he
enumerates six dosas in general and maintains that the absence of
these faults constitutes the excellence of poetry. These faults are as
follows :

Nyiinapada — deficiency of word
Adhikapada — excess of word
Avacaka — inexpressive
Dustakrama — wrong position of a word in sequence
Apustartha — inadequate meaning
Acarupada — unpleasant to hear

All these faults have been explained not by Rudrata himself,
but by his excellent Jain Commentator Namisadhu with proper
illustrations.

The Sabda—dosas of Rudrata are six pada-dosas : asamartha,
apratita, visandhi, viparitakalpana, gramya and dedya - and
three Vakya dosas : Sarnkirna, garbhita and gatartha. The artha-
dosas of Rudrata comprise nine faults (besides four upama-dogas) :
apahetu, apratita, niragama, badhayat, asambaddha, gramya,
virasa tadiina, atimatra and tadvan.

We shall restrict ourselves to a consideration of those poetic
faults which are discussed by Rudrata himself for the first time in
Sanskrit Poetics and leave out these which are reproduction from
the works of his predecessors.

Tadvan : The fault of tadvan is the statement of a needless
quality or an action that is invariably concomitant with a
substance. It is done only to complete the metre (yo yasyavya-
bhicari sagunadistadviSesanam kriyate/pariptryitum chando
yatra sa tadvaniti jneyah // XI, 15 ). Rudrata illustrates bhasmi-
krtam vanam taddavadahanenatitivrena — the forest is burnt to
ashes by violent forest conflagration. Here violence is inherent in
forest fire and the statement of atitivrena is needless. Such
statements are in flagrant violation of the dictum : Sambhavavya-
bhicarabhyam Syad viSesanasambhavah Tantravarttika, Benares
edition page 208.

SANAR e
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Atimatra :

When a description surpasses limit of common experience it
constitutes the fault of atimatra unbalanced exaggeration. For
example —

Tava virahe harinaksyah plavayti jaganti nayanambu - tears
shed by the fawn-eyed lady in your separation are inundating the
worlds. This sort of statement transgresses the limit. Tear-drops

can at most wet the clothing; they have no power to flood the
worlds.

In our previous chapter on Dandin we have noted that the fault
of atyukti constitutes the essence of the poetic excellence Kanta
according to the poets belonging te Gaudamarga (idamatyuk-
tirityuktametadgaudopalalitam ... Kav 1, 92) ; but negation of this
fault of atyukti constitutes the poetic excellence ‘Kanta’ according
to the poets who follow the standard diction of Vaidarbhi.

Rudrata has stated that an exaggerated statement is no fault in
case it is made by a mad man an idiot or a person beset with anxnety
for his beloved. -

Virasa :

This flaw arises from the description of a sentiment which is-not
all appropriate to the context or situation (anyasya yah prasnage
rasasya nipatedrasah kramapetah ...... XI, 12a). Rudrata himself
comments that this arthadosa can be better understood from the
total Prabandha Kavya. However the following example as given
by Rudrata may serve as an indication :

Tava vanavaso'nucitah pitrmaranasucam vimunca kim tapasa /
Saphalaya yauvanam etat samam anuraktena sutanu maya //

This is shockingly inappropriate. The son of Hyagriva went to
the city of Narakasura in order to give him safe conduct to his own.
He came to know that Narakasura was killed by Lord Krsna and
his daughter was intent upon repairing to forest for penance. He
addresses these words of undisguised lustfulness to her. This
absolutely ill-accords with the tragic situation of the girl, who
was not in a mood to appreciate amorous advances on the part of an
unknown man, and also with the benevolent purpose of consolation
for which he went to her.

It is noteworthy that this sort of fault of virasa accords well
with the fault of akande prakasanam — (Dhv. III. 19a.) as shown
by Dhvanikara i.e., intrusion of some other Rasa which is not at
all appropriate for the relevant Rasa.
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Rudrata further points out that over-elaboration of a Rasa
though relevant and not out of tune, constitutes this defect of
virasa. This foreshadows Dhvani-Kara's rasa-dosa of over-
elaboration (Pariposam gatasyapi paunahpunyena dipanam Dhv.
III. 19). This is a fault causing diffusion of the sentiment leading to
a melodramatic effect. Nami Sadhu points out that the Sixth Act
of the Venisarhhara is an instance of this dosa.

Among these Vakyadosas given by Rudrata the: faults of
gatartha and garbhita are interesting. In long description some
poets sometimes cannot resist the temptation of describing a scene or
a situation in a long series of different sentences though one or two
sentences are sufficient to describe. This is obviously a case of
poetic fault of repetition. Namisadhu points out that verses in the
disciplion of the Himalayas in the Kiratarjuniya is a case of this
defect of gatartha. Rudrata defines - (Yasyar thah samarthya-
danyarthaireva gamyate vakyaih / taditi prabandhavisayam
gatarthametattato vidyat // VI, 45. Here too the effect loses its
‘pointedness, and the reader gets bored by fruitless efforts of
elaborating what does not need elaboration.

The fault of garbhita (parenthetical, arises when a sentence
being inserted in the midst of another sentence conveys its meaning
with difficulty. (Yasya praviSedantarvakyam vakyasya sam.
gatarthaya / tadgarbhitamiti gamayeh nijamartham kasta-
kalpanya // V1. 43.

For example : _

Yogyo yaste putrah so'yam dasavadana laksamanena maya /

raksainam mrtyumukham prasahya laghu niyate vivasah //

Here the sentence ‘raksa enam’ is inserted in the main sentence by
way of parenthesis. As long as it is not taken out it creates
difficulty to understand the meaning of the main sentence. Hence it
is a defect. :

Among four upamadogas —

Vaisamya, Samanya Sabda-bheda, asambhava and aprasiddhi —
the last one ‘appasiddhi’ is worth noting and the rest are more or
less derived from the works of Rudrata’s forerunners in the field of
Sanskrit Poetics. ’

Strangeness of the standard of comparison (Upamana) is a case
of defect. A poet should not choose for upamana an object which is
not sanctioned by tradition (Upamanataya loke vacyasya na ta-
dréam prasiddham yat / Kriyate yatra tadut-Katasamanyataya'
prasiddhih sa / XI. 34).

For instance :

- Padmasanasammihito bhati brahmeva cakravake'yam /
Svapacasyamam vande harimindusito bako'yam // XI, 35.
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Heri is compared with Svapaca ; Cakravaka bird is compared
with Brahma, and bird ‘baka’ is compared with the moon. The
effect of such comparison is ridiculous.

In our opinion Rudrata’s formulation of this fault is to be
understood in its proper spirit. The example given by Rudrata
shows that the fault of the simile does not lie so much in its
unconventionality as in its ridiculousness. Even then it will not be a
fault if. the ridicule is verily meant by the poet. So the term
‘bakatapasvi’ does not contain any fault, since he who uses it means
to ridicule the hypocrisy suggested by the term. It should be
remembered that unalloyed loyalty to convention may often lead to
an irritating note of monotony by repeating the conventional sets of
upamanas like moon and lotus along with another conventional set
of upameyas like face and feet. In this way similes are in danger of
being hackneyed and common-place. Unconventional similes
imagined with proper poetic skill often lends a rich grandeur to
imagery as it is evident in many cases of Banabhatta's similes.
When Bana says :

Samhrtapadh paravata-padapatalarago ravirambaratalad-

alambata - Sandhyavarnana -kad, page 164.

We do not feel outraged by the comparison between the sacred sun
and the pigeon’s foot, rather we are struck by the surprising
imagery which bears the stamp of exceptional power of colour-
vision. The very unconventionality here strikes a note of pleasant
surprise.

Among Sabda-dosas given by Rudrata asamartha is anyartha or
ridicyuta of Vamana; visandhi tallies with Dandin’s Visandhika
with the additional import that bad coalescence often results in
sound-combinations which mean obscene things.

Among artha-dosas formulated Rudrata ‘Apahetu’ is included
in Bhamaha's pratijnahani dosa, niragama is Dandin's and
Bhamaha's Desa-kaladi-viruddha; Badhayan is the vyartha of
Dandin ; Asambandha is of Vamana's ekartha of the second type
and Gramya is the Loka-viruddha of Dandin and other writers.

Our treatment of Rudrata thus goes to show that in the
development of Indian Aesthetics Rudrata stands as a visible link
between the illustratious elders like Bhamaha, Dandin, Vamana
and Udbhata and the relatively great modern critics like Ananda-
vardhana and Abhinavagupta. This link is established especially
when we take into consideration Rudrata’s anticipatory powers in
respect of rasadosa like ‘virasa’ which Anandavardhana later on
interpreted in more or less the same way as Rudrata.

¢



- Appendix VI

ANANDAVARDHANA ON POETIC FLAWS

Anandavardhana’s approach to the problem of poetic fault is
inseparably linked with the notions of propriety and impropriety
in relation to an effective suggestion of Rasa, the soul of poetry. So
the faults noted by him are all related to the success of Rasadhvani
which is handicapped by the faults. Mahimabhatta appro-
priately calls it the problem of antarangaaucitya or intrinsic

ropriety to the consideration of which provides the context for

nandavardhana’s discussion on poetic faults. Mahima avowedly
restricts himself to the-consideration of extrinsic faults related to
the problem of bahirangaaucitya or extrinsic propriety in poetic
compositions.” This shows that as to the faults of intrinsic
impropriety (antarangarasaanaucitya dosah) he does not feel the
need of adding anything new to what has been said by
Anandavardhana. He thinks that Anandavardhana has the last.
say on the matter. Quite expectedly, and consistently with the
central theme of his treatise, Anandavardhana has very wisely
restricted himself to the consideration of Rasadosas. This has
saved him from the tedium of dull and boring schematic tabulation
of trivial extrinsic faults under different heads like pada, vakya
padartha, vakyartha dogas. An elaborately monotonous exercise in
these trivialities began spectacularly with Mahima in his
Vyaktiviveka and was carried to an extraordinarily absurd length
by Mammata in his Kavyaprakasa. As a soothing contrast to this
schematic and extrasophisticated approach, the selective judgment
and restrictive wisdom displayed by Anandavardhana in his
refusal to digress into trivalities establish him as the greatest
authority on the Art of poetry havin%deeper insight than others in
the field. This explains why Anandavardhaha has never
concerned himself with laboriously detecting debatable trivial
faults in great poets. He correctly thinks that the Art of poetry is
better understood by understanding where the strength lies in great
poets and where the weathers lies in lesser poets. This correct
approach has saved him from the show of pedantry. This
approach may be ‘fittingly contrasted with the approach of
Kuntaka and Mahima who openly declare that it is the great poets
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who should be singled out for showing the faults. Behind this
‘attitude there is a lurking audacity that it is the critics who
should formulate the rules to which the poets are bound to conform.
Anandavardhana thinks that what is an excellence and what isa
fault are to be understood by the difference in impact felt by the
critical readers on a comparative perusal of greater and lesser
poets. A critic is not permitted to build up an inventory of faults
and judge a poet by the application of his scheme. Some poets
appeal to us and some does not. Why is it so ? The Art of poetry can
best be understood by concentrating on this question. But the
attitude of Kuntaka and Mahima is not at all helpful in this
regard. They have avowedly enjoined upon themselves the duty of
detecting faults in great poets. This is especially marked in
Mahima whose exercise in trifles will be elaborately examined by
us. When Mahima claims to detect triflying faults which he
himself calls extrinsic or bahiranga the question at once rises —
who has commanded us to call them faults — the critic or the poet ?
If it is admitted that the overwhelming excellence of a great poet
sheds his minor faults into insignificance what is the rationale of
calling them faults at all and what is the utility of elaborately
exercising one’s mind on detecting those faults the very faultiness of
which cannot be established except by the over-fastidiousness of a
pedantic critic ? On the contrary, Anandavardhana declares that
faults of poetry cannot be profitably shown by the fruitless labour
of locating trifling faults in great poets, but by showing major
weaknesses in small poets brought in centrast to the major
excellence of great poets. Hence Anandavardhana declares :

tattu suktisahasradyotitatmanam mahatmanam
dosodghosanamatmana eva duganam bhavatiti
na vibhajya dar$itam
' Dhv. II, page 249.

The deterrents (Virodhins) of Rasa invariably land a poet in
anaucitya, which is the gravest flaw that a poet might commit.
Anandavardhana in the Dhvanyaloka, Uddyota II., brings these
deterrents of Rasa under the following heads :

1. Adoption of vibhavas etc associated with an incompatible Rasa
(Virodhirasasambandhi-vibhavadiparigrahah - Dhv. III, 18a)

If the poet, after portraying a person as spiritualyminded (as an
dlamvaravibhdva) makes him appear abruptly in the role of a
romantic lover we have anaucitya. Similarly, when a lady who is
as if enraged due to a love-quarrel with her hero and if the hero
is described as wooing her by growing eloquent over the emptiness

9
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of worldly pleasures, anaucitya is the result. And again if the rage
of the lady as a result of a love-quarrel is not softened down and the
hero is discribed as getting wild with rage and the annbhavas of
Raudra-rasa are brought out, we have anaucitya.

2. Indulging in disproportionately lengthy descriptions of things
though they might be very remotely connected with the Rasa.

(Vistarendnvitasyapi vastuno'nyasya varnaham — Dhv. III,
18b)

When the poet seeking to describe the hero goes off the track
and describes at an inordinate length mountains etc. he will be
committing the flaw of anaucitya.

Abrupt break in the delineation of Rasa as also abrupt intrusion
of some other Rasa (Akande eva v1cch1tt1rakande ca prakasanam)
Dhv. IIL. 19a.

After depicting the rise of mutual love in the hero and the
heroine, if, instead of describing their endeavours at union, the poet
proceeds to dwell upon their other activities, anaucitya will result.
In the same way, the whole second Act of the play Venisamhara is
a specimen of anaucitya as the king Duryodhana is described as
indulging in dalliance with the queen Bhanumati when heroes are
dying in the battle-field.

4. Frequent over-elaboration of a Rasa even when it has been
adequately manifested (Pariposam gatasyapi Paunahpunyena
dipanam — 19a). Too much of anything is bad and by over-
elaboration the delicate flower of Rasa gets faded (Upabhukto hi
rasah Svasamagripariposah punah punah paramrSyamanah
parimlanakusumakalpah kalpate page 400).

As in the Kiratarjuniya the elaborate description of amorous
sports of the heavenly nymphs.

5. Lastly, impropriety in the portrayal of Vrtti :'

By Vrtti is meant the behaviour of the characters, the Vrttis
(Kaisiki etc.) of Bharata and the Vrttis (Upanagarika etc. of the
rhetoricians (Udbhata’s Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha 1.1)

(Yadi va vrttinam bharataprasiddhanam kaiSikyadinam

Kavyalamhkarantaraprasiddhanamupanagarikadyanam va

yadanaucityamavisaye nibandhanam tadapi rasabhanga-
hetuh Dhv, III, page 401.)

Heroes are (of three types) — Divine, non-divine (Human) and
partaking of the elements of both divine and non-divine. Each of
them is again divided into dhirodatta, dhiroddhata, dhiralalita
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and dhira-prasanta. In dhirodatta the predominant sentiment is
- heroism, in dhirodatta the predominant sentiment is anger, in
dhiralalita it is the sentiment of love and in dhiraprasanta it is
the sentiment of quietude. Each of these types is again high,
medium and low. The delineation of a character should be in
accordance with the type to which it belongs and if it be to the
contrary it gives rise to a fault of improper delineation. - Thus in the
play, Anargharaghava, the incident of hurling of divine weapons
at the crow by Rama as related in the Ramayana is rejected and the
hurling of the arrow by Laksamana on the crow is depicted by the
expression Kanicakara caramah etc. Otherwise such an act on the
part of Rama, in whom the sentiment of heroism is predominant,
would have constituted the blemish of improper delineation of the
hero’s character.

The beauty and harmony of Rasa are thus marred by anaucitya
or impropriety, and it is the gravest flaw in the poet. Emptied of
Rasa, a composition is worse than useléss. Nirasatva may be
regarded as the most unpardonable error in the poet. It will take
away from him even the justification of styling himself a poet.
According to Anandavardhana, nothing but oblivion is in stove for
such a poet.

nirasastu prabandho yah so'pasabdomaha kaveh /
sa tenakavireva syadanyenasmrtalaksanah //
Dhv. III. 19b

It is true that eminent poets were able to achieve poetic fame
though unbound by any tie of rules. But the moderns should not
belittle the truth of the above considerations following their
example.

Purve viSrnkhalagirah kavayah praptakirtayah /
tan samasritya na tyajyanitiregsa manisina //
Dhv. III. 19c.

As a matter of fact, the above dicta are in complete conformity
with the practice of master poets like Valmiki and Vyasa

Vilmikivyasamukhyasca ye prakhyatah kavi§varah /
Tadabhiprayabahyo'yam nasmabhirdarsitonayah //
Dhv. III. 19d.

In this connection, Anandavardhana points out how the flaw of
anaucitya can be avoided in different ways. There can be no
dogmatic rule about aucitya or anaucitya which will have
universal application. Each individual instance of poetry will
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have to be judged on its own merits.  Some Rasas are muturally
opposed, Srhgara and Bibhatsa, vira and Bhayanaka, Santa and
Raudra, Vira and Karuna and $anta and S_rhgéra.

But they can be delineated simultaneously by the poet if the
primary Rasa has been well brought out and established on a secure
footing. The principal Rasa should be capable enough to outshine
the opposite Rasa, that is all, or the opposite Rasa may be made an
ancillary of the principal one.

Vivaksite rase labdhapratisthe tu virodhinam / .
Vadhyanamangabhavam va praptanamuktiracchala //

« Dhv. IIL. 20

Hence it follows that in every work of literature, there must be
only one dominant Rasa, though the other Rasas also can-enter into
relation with it as ancillaries.

Prasiddhe'pi prabandhanam nanarasanibandhane /-
eko raso'ngikartavyastesamutkarsamicchata //

Dhv. IIL. 21.

The occurrence of the other Rasas can in no way detract from the
importance of the principal one, since the latter is seen steadily
and constantly running through the entire work, and is never totally
lost sight of

Rasantarasamave$ah prastutasya rasasya yah /
nopahantyangitam so'sya sthayitvenavabhasinah //
Dhv. III 22.
Rasa is analogous to the unity of action in a drama, where, in spite
of the variety and complexity of the incidents, the organic
wholeness of the theme is preserved. The diversity of Rasas only
serves to enhance the beauty of the principal one.
Karyamekam yatha vyapi prabandhasya vidhiyate /
tatha rasasyapi vidhau virodho naiva vidyate //
Dhv. IIL 23.

As a corollary, it follows that no other Rasa (opposed or
unopposed) should receive greater treatment in a work than the
principal one. Attention should be primarily devoted towards the
principal Rasa, and the other should come in only incidentally or
as helping adjuncts of the principal. By so doing, the opposition
between Rasas will soon disappear.

Avirodhi virodhi va raso'ngini rasantare /
pariposam na netavyastatha syadavirodhita //
Dhv. III. 24
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Further, an opposite Rasa may be pressed into service of the
principal one by presenting it in a character other than the hero.
For instance if vira is being described in the hero, its opposite i.e.
Bhayanaka may be delineated with reference to the antehero, and
by so doing, the effect of the principal Rasa is reinforced by striking
contrast. Even elaboration of it at great length will cease to be a
flaw then

Viruddhaikasrayo yastu virodhi sthayino bhavet /
Sa vibhinnasrayah karyastasya poge'pyadosata //
Dhv. IIL 25

It is also possible that sometimes two Rasas, naturally opposed,
may be shown in one and the same character. In such instances, the
two Rasas should not be portrayed simultaneously; otherwise there
would be anaucitya-dosa. Some other Rasa should be made to
intervene the two Rasas and the fault is thus avoided

Ekasrayatve nirdoso nairantarye virodhavan/

rasantaravyavadhina roso vyangyah sumedhasa //
Dhv. III. 26

cf. the intrusion of Adbhuta between Srhgira and Santa in the
Nagananda. Nor is there anything surprising about this. For even
in small self-contained stanzas (which are so very small in compass
when compared with long poems) consisting of hot more than a
single sentence, this phenomenon is observed. The natural enmity of
two Rasas is seen to disappear when a third Rasa intervenes
between them.

Rasantarantaritayorekavakyasthayorapi /
Nivartate hi rasyoh samave$a virodhita //
Dhv. III. 27

Opposition and agreement between Rasas must be clearly noted
as indicated above particularly, when dealing with Srhgara Rasa,
as it is the most delicate of all Rasas. The slighest in-
appropriateness will spoil it completely. And what is more, the
flaw of the poet becomes most patent there. The poet should,
therefore, take especial care while portraying Srngara.

Virodhamavirodham ca sarvatrettham nirupayet.
Dhv. IIL. 28.

Since Srigara thus occupies the greatest place amongst the
Rasas, more often than not, the poet will have to incorporate it into
his work. He may have to infuse a thing of Srhgara even into
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themes not strictly amenable to such treatment. But it will not be a
fault, provided the poet deliberately resorts to such ‘Srhgara touch’
with a definite purpose in view. The purpose may be either to win
over the audience before giving moral instruction or to invest his
composition with greater beauty.

Viheyanunmukhikartum kavyasobhatharameva va /
tadviruddharasasparsas tadanganam na dusyati //
’ Dhv.-1II. 30.

Such is the nature of ‘avirodha’” and ‘virodha” amongst Rasas.
And by grasping the above distinctions carefully, the poet will be
in a position to steer clear of all blemishes. He will never stray
away into the mire of dosas.

Vijhayettham rasadinamavirodhavirodhayoh /
Visayam sukavih kavyam kurvanmuhyati na kvacit //
Dhv. III. 31.

We have noted earlier that animent alarnkarikas like
Bhamaha, Dandin and others have shown that certain poetic
defects are turned into gunas under special circumstances.
Anandavardhana has accommodated this impermanence of dosas
in his scheme of poetry. He has shown how dosas like érutidusta
(offending the ear) may be looked upon blemishes only when they
creep into compositions treating of Srhgararasa as the most
primarily suggested emotion :

Srutidugfadayo dosa anitya ye ca darsitah /
dhvanyatmanyeva $rhgare te heya ityudahrtah //
) Dhv. IL. 11

In his critique of poetic art Anandavardhana displays a high
degree of liberalism when he remarks that in a great poet
sometimes an impropriety is shedded into insignificance by his
exceptionally powerful creative genius. In this context he classifies
faults into two types : Avyutpattikrtadosa and asaktikrtadosa
Avyutpattikrtadosa arises from wilful indifference to time -
honoured social conventions and asaktikrtadosa arises from lack of
genius and talent.

In a great poet the former fault is well covered up by
extraordinary creative powers of the genius.

avyutpattikrto dosah Saktya samvryate kaveh /
yastvasaktikrtastasya sa jhatityavabhasate //
Dhv. page 346.
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In the Kumarasambhava Kalidasa has displayed an aggressive
audacity while depicting the amorous sports of the supreme divine
couple. Such description is tabooed by social convention, yet the
poet has bravely ignored this confidently depending on his creative
genius.

The amorous sports have been portrayed in such an artistic way
that the reader does not feel repelled and does not find time to
pause and think it to be an outrage on conventional taste.

Sambhogo'pi hyasau varpitastatha pratibhanavata-

kavina yatha tatraiva vi§rantam hrdayam paurvaparya-

paramarsam kartum na dadati......

‘ Dhv. page ibid.

The vulgarity is completely screened by the great creative genius.
Anandavardhana warns that this is an achievement possible only
for Kalidasa and a lesser poet wishing to trace his footsteps is
bound to come to grief by earning immediate censure of the Society.

Ksemendra in his Aucityavicaracarca has not hesitated to
condemn Kalidasa for his alleged show of perversity in
Kumarasambhava..

Atrambikasambhogavarnane pamaranarisamucita nirlajjasa-

jjananakharajivirajitorumulahrtavilocanatvam trilocanasya

bhagavatastrijagadguroryaduktam tenaanucityameva param

prabandharthah pusnati.

Aucitya vicaracarca, page 18

But a far greater critic Anandavardhana has not only hesitated to
condemn Kalidasa, but also indirectly expressed his admiration for
the exceptional power of the poet in successfully scraning a
deliberate indifference to conventional sanctity by. the touch of a
true genius. Such bold liberation can only come out of a deep critical

insight into the art of poetry and Anandavardhana stands unique
in the field.

In good poetry alamkaras should serve only as helping hands for
the revelation of Rasa. Hence alamkaras must be subordinated to
Rasa. If the order is reversed, if the alamkaras gain predominance
over Rasa, the spirit of poetry suffers, because the appreciation of
charm gets handicapped by attention being diverted to the skilful
play of words. This proper relation between alamkaras and Rasa is
enunciated by Anandavardhana in the following words :

" Sa sarvo'pi yadi samikgya vinivesyate tadalaksyakramavya-
hgyasya dhvaneranginah sarvasyaiva carutvaheturnispadyate
Dhv. page 236.
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In the most successful revelation of Rasa the primary meaning and
the suggested meaning, though factually emerging in stages, do not
appear as crowding into consciousness in noticeable sequence Rasa as
the suggested meaning follows the primary meaning so easily and
closely that the sequence remains as good as unnoticed. Hence it is
called asamlaksyakramo vyangyah. Notice of sequence implies
delay in the emergence of Rasa as the suggested meaning. That
shows a certain inefficiency on the part of the poet. Perhaps he is
then two much concerned with skill of weaving a pattern of
spectacular alamkara and so does not care to note that the proper
poetic sentiment (Rasa) is thereby subordinated to skilful
manipulation of words. Great poets like Kalidasa and Bhavabhuti
have hardly permitted this subordination which is, however,
disgustingly evident in lesser poets like Bharavi and Magha, not to
speak of Sriharsa. In good poetry figures of speech must not be
allowed to disturb Rasa as instruders appearing as being skilfully
contrived by the poet. Yamaka and Slesa, especially Yamaka,
require tremendous skill of the poet in manipulating letters and
words. The reader is bound to proceed haltingly through them in
order to reach even the primary meaning and the suggested meaning
stands further in distance. Only a bad critic of uncultured taste can
applaud such a poet for his skill in versification. A cultured critic
will not call him a poet but a skilful versifier at best. The success of
an alamkara does not rest in itself, but in jts capacity to gracefully
help the emergence of Rasa. Hence alamkaras to be successful must
appear as being interwoven into the structure of Rasa-consciousness
with an effortless ease. This is the meaning is Anandavardhana’s
famous expression aprthagyatnanirvarttya in relation to alam-
kara. Whenever an alamkara appears as the result of a special
effort it is bound to create a sense of distance between the primary
meaning and the suggested meaning. The charm of the suggested
meaning is the nearly lost being over-subordinated to the primary
mganing which is too much prominently thrown up into
consciousness by the astonishing intellectual skill of the poet. In
other words, intellection gets precedance over poetic intuition.

When we came across a yamaka or a laborious §lesa we at once
feel the enormous pains the writer has taken in searching out and
selecting proper words and then arranging them letter by letter in a
particular fashion. Such an effort cannot but assume the air of
intellectual gymnastics which are miles apart from good poetry. So
Anandavardhana rightly condemns Yamaka as contradicting the
spirit of good poetry in the following words :

Yamake ca prabandhena buddhipiirvakam kriyamane

o niyamenaiva
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yatnantaraparigraha apatati sabdavisesanvesanariipah.
Dhv. page 233.

In the case of a great poet concentrating on Rasa and endowed with
poetic intuition the figures-of-speech rush forth with utmost ease
and grace, as if, caught in a spirit of competition. On analysis it
may be found that they do not come as easily as they appear, yet
they must have an appearance of effortless ease. In a great poet
thus the most difficult seems the most easy and the power of
creating the seemingness makes a poet really great. In him the
intellectual effort and the intuitive flash combine into an
indivisible whole. Anandavardhana in this connection draws the
reader’s attention to some portions of Kadambari and Setubandha.
So he remarks —

alamkarantarani hi niripyamanadurghatananyapi
rasahamahitacetasah pratibhanavatah
kaverahampiurbikaya parapatanti

Dhv. page 234.

Laborious figures like Yamaka may be, however, appropriate to
Rasabhasa (pseudo-rasa) but not to Rasa proper. Not to speak of
Yamaka alone, even when other alamkaras frequently employed
by tend to gain predominance over Rasa the fault of impropriety is
definitely there. As an example Ananda quotes the following from
Hayagrivavadh Cakrabhighata etc. etc. This verse is supposedly
intended to reveal unbounded heroism of Vasudeva. It is a specimen
of Paryayokta alamkara, since the suggested meaning, that is, the
heroism of Vasudeva has been brought to the plane of primary
meaning by narrating some heroic deeds of the lord which cut short
the amorous sports of the demon’s wives. The charm of the verse,
however, does not rest so much on the suggested meaning itself as on
the clever device of the particular alamkara. So the intended vira
Rasa has become subordinate to the alamkara. Abhinava
comments )

Vasudevapratapo hyatra vivaksitah sa catra carutva-
hetutaya na cakasti, api tu paryayoktam

— Dhv. page 239.

Abhinava, however, seems to have a bias for the writer of
Hayagrivavadha. He is at pains to show that this verse has not
been cited by Ananda as a specimen of fault. What Ananda means
is this — In such subordination of Rasa to alamkara there is danger
of slipping into fault, though this particular verse may not be
faulty.
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Yadyapi catra kavye na kaciddosasamka, tathapi drstanta-
vadetat - yat prakrtasya posaniyasya svarupatiraskaralo-
ngabhuto'pyalathkaral sampadyate tatasca )
kvacitdanaucityamagacchatiyaym granthakrta asayah.

Dhv. page 239.

We are unable to accept this interpretation of Abhinava, becuase
subordination of Rasa to alamkara has never been looked upon with
favour by Anandavardhana.

Depending on the conformity to context and on the appropriate-
ness of a particular poetic sentiment the poet indeed exercises his
selective judgment in choice of alamkaras. He may accept a certain
alamkara which he may reject at some other time considering how
far it would fit into the context and into the effective revelation of
a particular Rasa. Hence for the principal purpose of nursing and
developing an appropriate Rasa the poet resorts to varied forms of
striking expressions in the shape of different figures. A great
poetry proceeds this way — ’

Yamalamkaram tadangataya vivaksati nangitvena,
Yamavasare grhnati, yamavasare tyajati, yam natyantam
nirvodumicchati, yam yatnat anngatvena pratyaveksate, sa
evamupanibadhyamano rasabhivyaktiheturbhavatiti vitatam
mahakavyam

Dhv. Page 236.

After the short resume of Anandavardhana’s deliberation on
Rasadosa we feel it necessary to offer some critical comments on the
fault of Rasa called svapadavacyata by later alamkarikas. This
term and its meaning have been derived from the following
observation of Ananda in the context of Rasadhvani

Trtiyastu rasadilaksanah prabhedo vacyasamarthyaksiptah
prakasate, na tu $aksacchabdavyaparavisaya iti vacyadvi-bhinn
eva. tatha hi vacyatvam tasya svasabdaniveditatvena va syat.
Vibhadipratipadanamukhena va. purbasmin pakse svasab-
daniveditatvabhave rasadinamapratitiprasanigah na ca sarvatra
esamsvasabdaniveditatvam. Yatrapi asti tat, tatrapi visistavi-
bhavadipratipadanamukhenaivaisam pratitik.

Dhv. 1, pages 81 - 82.

The Rasa-davani School of Poetics has established the
tradition that in the highest form of literature its aesthetic
meaning should settle down to Rasa or the transcendental
experience of moods and emotions. But the depth and beauty of a
poetic composition can be realised with the note of accentuation
only when the meaning of literature is conveyed by a subtle sense of
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suggestion, but not with the crudity of directness which involves
the danger of poetry degenerating into melo-dramatic effect. The
fault of Svasabdavacyata proceeds trom this concept literary sense.
When a Rasa is directly mentioned by its name it becomes too open
to retain its depth. Too much openness detracts from the intensity
of relish, thus openness is transformed into opacity.

But over-enthusiam for retaining the tradition or following it to
its very letter faces the danger of running into absurdity. It is
extremely doubtful if mere mention of Rasa by its name can
constitute an independent fault in literature. To press home our
point let us consider the following famous verses from Bhavabhuti’s
Uttarramcarita.

paripanduradurbalakapolasundarsam dadhati
Vilolakabarikamananam /
Karunasya murtirathava aririni virahavyutheva

Vanameti janaki // U.C. Act. 1II. 4

Anirbhinno gabhiratvidantargidhaghanavyathah /
pufapikapratikaso ramasya karuno rasah //

U.C. Act. 1. 1

Here pathos or karuna is expressly mentioned by its name. Only
schematic and ritualistic pursuit of tradition can detect a fault of
svapadavacyata, in these verses. But even the founder of the
tradition does not dare to declare a fault in such universally
accepted specimens of literary excellence charged with
concentrated intensity of feeling. Thus Anandavardhana tries to
wriggle out of the difficulty by attempting a distinction between
svapadavacyata and svapadaniidyata, and he has been faithfully
followed by Sridhara in his commentary on Kavyaprakasa, where
he actually quotes the verse anirbhinno gabhiratvat etc. from
Uttarramcarita. Purport of Ananda’s observation on this poinis is
as follows : when the determining conditions for the realisation of
Rasa, like vibhava, and others, are virtually absent and the only
means to discern the Rasa is its expressly mentioned name, the fault
of svapadavacyata is definiteli there, since the name alone is
intended to directly convey the Rasa. But where the determining
conditions are present enough to suggest the Rasa the fault does not
arise even with the mention of its name. In such a case as we meet
in Bhavabhiiti the word Karuna itself does not convey the
acsthetic meaning. The word here stands only as a dittcing mark
or a referential notation for the meaning which has already
been suggested. Thus what 'we get here is svapadanudyata and
not svapadavacyata. Yet if we abide by this clever distinction
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between vacyata and anudyata we should have declared it to be a
fault of repetition (punaruktadosa). If the aesthetic feeling is
already recognised through suggestion what is the need of stamping
a name upon it ? An analysis of the verses will show that
Ananda’s remarks are not so convincing as to inspire our confidence.
In the first verse the word Karunasya has been explained by
Viraraghava (one of the commentators on Uttararamcarita) as
istaviyogajanyaduhkhatisayasya this is significant, since
according to the technical niceties involved in the theory of Rasa,
as it has been developed by Abhinavagupta and his followers, the
sorrows of Sita by themselves cannot constitute kurunarasa. Her
grief is a basic emotion which strikes a responsive chord in the
corresponding emotion of the reader. This communication is
possible only because of universalisation and the reader relishes
this universalised emotion in the form of aesthetic transcendence.
So Viraraghava, faithful to the tradition, is cautions enough not to
identify the sorrows of Sitd with kurunarasa itself. Her own grief
is not a matter to be relished by herself, not does a reader relish the
real sorrows of others in the world of facts. Even then the matter
does not improve a whit because svapadavacyata of a sthayi-
bhava is also recognised as a fault. With her beauty enhanced by
sufferings impressed on her pale and emaciated cheeks, and her
unbraided looks of hair hanging loose over her face, karuna janaki
staggers into the forest like a tangible image of tragic spiric itself
or like pangs of separation concretised in a physical body. I' is not
difficult to discuss that the expressions karunasya murtih. And
Saririni virahavyatha attain special significance by lending
concentration and concreteness to the image of suffering. They have
effectively summed up the emotive experiences of a faultless
abandoned wife and her spiritual depth. The pure physical
expressions of sorrows given in the first two lines of the verse are
only external pointers which by themselves do not go far enough in
their suggestiveness without an internal vision into the richness of
emotive content. When the spirit is visualised as assuming a full-
fledged physical image we get a rare insight into the internal
wealth of experience which attains vividness and concreteness
through these two expressions. It is idle to imagine that these
expressions are mcre anuvada or duplicating statement of what is
already expressed; indeed they serve as expressions of the
inexpressive.

The second verse quoted above brings out the depth of Rama’s
sorrows in a manner which is consistent with the dignity and
austerity of his character. The expression putapakapratikasah
contains a very significant simile which suggests an extraordinary
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striving for self-control that does not allow the grief to well up on
the surface. The smouldering embers of grief keep burning within
and to an inexperienced and crude ovserver Rama’s response to a
tragic event remains undetected. When an internally suppressed
feeling is debarred from external expressions by conscious efforts the
experience gains in depth without being watered down by diffusion.
This becomes evident when Rama fails to contain himself and
bursts into a fit of crying anguish. Tamasa approves the sudden
slackness of self-control with the following famous observation the
poetic beauty of which cannot be challenged even by the most
fastidious connoisseur purotpide tadagasya parivahah
pratikriya / Sokaksobhe ca hrdayam pralapaireva dharyate //

U.C. Act. 111 29.

The charge of grief is relieved being let out through tears. This
suggests that suppression of feeling lends to the depth and intensity
of experience which has been most effectively brought out in the
expressive simile putapakapratikasah. If we blindly accept the
tradition initiated by Anandavardhana the words vyatha (antar-
gudhaghanavyathah) and karunarasa should suffer from the fault
of redundance and fault of svapadavacyata. According to the logi-
cal consequence of theory even the general word ‘feeling” should not
have been mentioned. Bhavabhiiti should have simply said Rama
has something smouldering within without mentioning what it is.
If somebody persists in the view that ‘something unnameable
seething within’ is poetically a more effective expression than -
‘sorrows seething within’ he is at liberty to entertain his opinion
without convincing others. Here Rama’s feeling is essentially
different from the indefinable experience of Dusyanta in whom a
previously felt emotion unavailingly tries to force into the open
through the barrier of forgetfulness, from the stirred up stratum of
the unconscious. Dusyanta gropes for a definition of the indefinable.
ramyani viksya madhuramsca niSamya $abdan
paryutsukibhavati yat sukhito'pi jantuh /
taccetasa smarati ninamabodhapiurvam
bhavasthirani jananantarasauhrdani //

Abhi. Sak. Act. V, 2.

But Rama knows what he feels and so his emotion has a definite
name. Thus without the name itself the simple phrase ‘something
smouldering within Rama’” would have been too laconic to retain its
definability - too suggestive to throw up any suggestion. Hence the
expression putapakapratikasa gets the definiteness of its meaning
by the term karunarasa adjoined to it. Evidently seething grief is
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more definite than ‘seething something’. Indefiniteness is not the
virtue of suggestion. What the poet here really means to suggest is
not the pathos itself, but its extraordinary density gained through
supression which is a pointer to the dignity and austerity of Rama’s
character. Thus the term karunarasa is not stained by
svapadavacyata and one need not bring in the relieving feature of
svapadaniudyata in order to wash out the imagined fault of
svapadavacyata. In the verse purotpide tadagasya — again the
word $oka has been expressly mentioned. Does it constitute a case of
svapadavacyata of sthayibhava ? Svapadanidyata is also here
out of the question because the poet definitely means to say that
tears are a relief for grief itself. How can the traditionalists
reconcile thcmselves with the striking charm of this verse ? Hence
in our view the schematic definitions of poetic faults given in the
treatises on poetics should sometimes be accepted with a grain of
salt.

The whole problem boils down to this : If there is a bare
statement such as Rama is grief-stricken without the conditions and
adjuncts which would elevate an emotion to the state of aesthetic
relish, it is definitely a fault. But the fault is not of
svapadavacyata since it does not proceed from the mentioning of
Rasa, or Bhava by name. It arises from the absence of determining
conditions which help the revelation of an emotion as Rasa. If the
determinants are present mentioning the name is not a fault, rather
it often becomes a necessity for conferring concreteness and
definiteness on a feeling which otherwise might have become too
intangible to be fixed and located by a definitive concept.

The theory of Rasa as it has been developed in tradition
especially with the introduction of the elements of Advaita
philosophy into it, raises a pertinent problem regarding the status
personality in the so-called transcendental feeling. The
personality of the connoisseur is not constituted merely by a bundle
of emotive responses, nor by abundance of supreme delight from
which the screen of Avidya is lifted. A connoisseur is a critic,
while reading a piece of literature or seeing a drama unfolded on
the stage he is not a simple enjoyer who is carried away into a
transcendental flash of intuitive relish His critical faculty must be
ever alert so that his power of judgment may not be benumbed by
emotional exhuberance.

Had it been so there could not have been much difference
between a connoisseur and an ordinary reader or spectator leaning
too much on melodramatic appraisal of literature. The alertness of
the critical faculty and the consequent power of judgment points to a
personality which cannot be bereft of a conceptual understanding of

-~
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the emotive. In other words. analysis and synthesis should go hand
in hand with contemplative enjoyment in a real Sahrdaya. The
conceptual understanding requires a name which fixes the concept.
Now suppose in the verses quoted above — the words Karuna, $oka
and Vyatha are completely absent. In such a case one could have
been presented with a bare feeling without its distinguishing
outlines, and as a result the feeling itself could have sunk into a
non-descript indefinite content. The power of suggestion alone
cannot resurrect it without tracing its continuity with the context.
Again if the contextual continuity is enough the vibhava, and
anubhava, need not figure in the verses at all. But the
traditionalists are not ready.to.make suggestiveness a complete
appendage of the context of the drama as a whole. So they insist on
the presence of the determining conditions in the particular verse
itself. There is a palpable contradiction in this traditional
attitude. If the drama as a whole supplies the context let the
power of suggestion be derived from it ; why do we insist on the
presence of vibhava, anubhava, in the verse itself. TPaleness of
cheeks may be caused by fear also ; putapakapratikasah may be
consistent with anger also. Then how do you distinguish between
grief, fear and anger ? Hence to lend definiteness to the emotive
contents the poet is justified to concretise it in a name in which it is
conceptually fixed. If you say, vibhava and anubhava are
sufficient for indication, we may say, the total contest is sufficient
even without vibhava and anubhava being present in the verse. So
why there should be any special objection against the words karuna
and S5oke ? An anuvada is not.necessary for conceptual fixity. The
expression dvau brahmanau is def1mtely a case of anuvada, the
term brahmanau is enough for conveying the sense of twoness by the
case-ending in dual number. Hence dvau is redundant, it is a double
duplication since there is a pratipadika dvi which means ‘two’ and
the dvivacana vibhakti. But such anuvada, are conventionally
accepted. But the terms karuna etc. used by Bhavabhuti are not
instances of anuvada in the same way.

The terms are definitely necessary for concretisation of the
indefinitive, for conceptualisation of the inexpressive. So there is
svapadavacyata and not svapadanidyata and yet there is no fauit.

If we look at the thing in this way unfettered by the strait-
jacket of tradition Udbhata’s view seems to have much substance in
it. In his expression paficariipa rasah (quoted by Pratiharenduraja
in his commentary on Udbhata’s Kavyalarhkara-Sara samgraha,
page 53, Bombay edition) Udbhata clearly states that a Rasa can
be svapadavacya. He does not mention that this.vadeata
constitutes a fault of literature.
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One thing remains to be said about Viraraghava’s interpretation
of karuna as istaviyogajanyaduhkhatisayah. It saves the
tradition since the real grief experienced by Rama or Janaki cannot
be the Rasa. But Bhavabhiiti uses the terms vyatha or
virahavyatha along with karuna in the same verses. So how is it
safe from the fault of repetition ? We think that there is nothing
wrong with the poet if he has taken karuna here as Rasa itself.
Janaki is the spirit of tragedy incarnate. That will not mean that
Janaki herself relishes her own grief. The spirit of tragedy
figuring in the contemplative enjoyment of the sahrdaya finds its
objective correspundence in the grief of Janaki. There is
superimposition of identity between visaya and visayin. The
disembodied tragic spirit of poetry, as if, has discovered itself by
finding a body in the person of Janaki ; this transierence of visayin
to visaya has lent an additional charm to Bhavabhiiti’s poetry by
an adequate objectification of connoisseur’s contemplatation. The
same inter-pretation may. be applied to the term karuna used in the
context of Rama; this seems to be the deeper sngmflcance of
Bhavabhiiti’s expressions.



Appendix VII
KUNTAKA ON POETIC FLAWS

Kuntaka, the author or Vakroktijivita, has not embarked upon
any elaborate treatment of literary faults. He has broadly noticed
three styles of composition — Sukumara, Vicitra and the middle,
that is, a mixture of the first two, of these there the Sukumara
style appeals most to his poetic taste. This is the style of soft
beauty which is marked by avoidance of prolixity of figures. The
few figures which embellish the style are judiciously chosen and
applied in a way which suggests an easy flow without any trace of
laborious attempt.

amtanapratibhodbhinnanava éabdarthabandhurah /
ayatnavihitasvalpamanoharivibhiisanah //
‘avibhavitasamsthanaramaniyakaraiijakah /
v1dh1va1dagdhyamspannanu’manahsayopamah l

: \ V. ]. pages 47-45.

The meaning mtended by the poet gets prominence in the style and
so elaborate artificial devices parading pedantry and tricky
cleverness are not allowed to cloud the easy grace and underlined
significance. Rasa is revealed best and unhindered only through
such a style which, Kuntaka thinks, lies behind the success .of
Kalidasa as a great pocet.

In the context of describing three styles Kuntaka notes and
illustrates four qualities, madhurya, prasada, lavanya, and
abhijatya, which are common to all the three. Then he proceeds to
advance two "highest and most pervasive excellences of a
composition, namely aucitya and saubhagya. From the definition
of aucitya given by Kuntaka in two verses —

anjasena svabhavasya mahatvam yena posyate /
prakarena tadancityamucitakhyanajivitam //
yatra vaktuh pramaturva vacyam $cbhatisayina /
acchadyate svabhavena tadopyancityamucyate //
ibid. pages 72-73
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it scems that what he means by aucitya is sublimity and dignity.

In other words a great poetry must be permeated by a sense of the
sublime. By saubhagya Kuntaka means the perfect and balanced
blending of all the elements that go to make real poetry.

ityupadeyavarge'smin yadartham pratibha kaveh /
Samyak samrabhate tasya gunah saubhagyamucyate //
Sarvasampatarispandasampadyam sarasatmanam. /
alankikacamatkarakari kavyaikajivitam //
ibid. page 74.
These two highest qualities are called most pervasive, because

- they pervade every word, every sentence and the whole length of a
work.

etattrigvapi margesugupadvitayamujjvalam /-
padavakyaprabandhanam vyapakatvena vartate // )
ibid. page 75.
In this connection Kuntaka traces faults in three verses of
Kalidasa, two from Raghuvamsa and one from Kumarasambhava.
In these verses he notices the faults of anaucitya or impropriety
which vitiates against the tone of sublimity that we expect from a

great character. Kuntaka first quotes a verse from Raghuvamsa
(X111, 59).

Puram nisadadhipateridam tadyasmin mayamaulimanim .
vihaya /
jatasu baddhasvarudatsumantrah kaikeyi kamah
phahtastavetl 1
Raghu, XIII, 59.

Here Rama in his conversation with Sita recollects his journey
to the forest under the orders of banishment from Dasaratha.
Rama here merely recounts the harsh words of Sumantra, the
charioteer, against the disgraceful conduct of Kaikeyi in this
context. Kuntaka thinks that in the days of his apply and glorious
return to the throne of Ayodhya he should not have retained any
trace of bitterness against Kaikeyi. Yet without such a lingering
trace he could not have repeated through remembrance the exact
words of Sumantra which naturally expressed his justified anger
against Kaikeyl. When a great man’s mind is filled with a happy
sense of fulfilment he is expected to forgive and forget any piece of
injustice done to him before by anybody. So the very remembrance
and repetition of Sumantra’s words against Kaikeyi at the time of
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his successful return to Ayodhya along with his wife do not conform
to the dignity and sublimity of a great personality like Rama'’s.

Next Kuntaka takes two verses from Raghu Il and points out the
violation of aucitya in the second verse read in relation to the first.

The lion attacks the divine cow Nandini placed under the
protection of King Dilipa. When the King protests against this
attack the lion advises him thus—

athaikadhenoraparadhacandad guroh
kréanupratimadvibhesi /
sakyo'sya manyurbhavatapi jetum gah
kotiSah sparSayata ghatodhnih /
— But if thou fearest to meet the great displeasure of thy
preceptor, who is the very image of fire, and who will be naturally
offended for the loss of his single cow, it is in thy power to allay

his anger by presenting crores of cows, whose udders are ample and
full like jugs of water.

ibid. II, 49.
The king replies—
Katham ca $akyanunayo mahargirvisrapanadanya-
payasvininam /
imam tanujam surabheravehi rudraujasa tu prahrtam
tvayasyam //

—And again how is it possible to avert the wrath of the great sage
by offering other cows ? Know that this cow is in no way inferior to
Surabhi, and it is only through the influence of the god Rudra that
you have been able to attack her.

ibid. II, 54.

Kuntaka feels that this reply of the king detracts from the
dignity of his character. Greatness demands that the king must
protect his protege no matter whether she is a divine cow or not.
But the king argues that he might have allowed Nandini to be
killed if she were an ordinary cow, and not the daughter of the
divine cow-mother Surabhi. This shows the king’s readiness to
betray the trust if his charge were not as valuable as Nandini.

This is least expected from such high character as Dilipa’s.
Kuntaka feels that his single blemish going against the concept of
aucitya vitiates the entire beautiful second cannot of Raghuvamsa
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just as a piece of beautiful costly cloth is made ugly by a single spot
of burn—

prabandhasyapi kvacitprakaranaikadese'pyancitya
virahadekadesadahadusitadagdhapataprayata prusajyate
V.]. page76.
Kuntaka then takes the following stanza from the third canto of
Kumarasambhava :

Kamekapatnim vrataduhsilam lolam

mana$carutaya pravigtam /
Nitambinimi¢chasi muktalajjam kanthe

svayam grahanigaktabahum //

—What lady is ‘it,—has by her charms caught at present your
fickle fancy — is yet averse to gratify your wishes. And 1s
troublesome by her absoluie devotion to her own wedded lord
Shall I set her free from her shame ? Shall she of her own accord
twist her arms round your neck ?

Kumara, III, 7.

Kuntaka feels that very loose and frivolous spirit of the verse
verging almost on vulgarity does not at all fit in with his gravity
of the atmosphere charged with the ravages of the demon Tadaka
and with the most serious thoughts about the means of protectmg
the heavenly kingdom.

Without going into the discussion whether Kuntaka is exactly
correct in finding these faults we must admit that he impresses us
highly with his exceptional power of critical insight. Whether
we agree with him or not his criticism cannot be easnly dismissed
and gives us enough food for thought.



Appendix VIII

RAGHAVABHATTA

Of numerous commentaries on Kalidasa’s Abhijiiana Sakuntalam
the commentary called arthadyotanika by Raghavabhatta, son of
Prthidhara an authority on Nyaya and Mimamsa, is the most
well-known. Raghavabhatta has chosen the South Indian
recension of the play to comment and that is why some of the verses
appearing only in the East Indian recension are not commented by
Raghava. His commentary has not only interpreted successfully
aesthetic niceties in the play but has spotted out points of interest
concerning dramaturgy which he has explained by citing even
authors whose works have not come down to us. From the name of
the commentary arthadyotanika and numerous citatations from the
Dhvanyaloka it appears that Raghava was an advocate of
Dhvani-school and as such he has quoted profusely from the
authors who are decidedly adherents of Dhvani-school. But in
proper assessment Kalidasa’s poetic beauty he has to find out some
poetic flaws also in the verses of the play. It is very much
interesting that Raghava, though being a devout follower of
Dhvani-school, has chosen Mahimabhatta for the purpose of
examining poetic defects in the play. He has not only followed
Mahima in this respect but has carried Mahima’s principles of
poetic flaws to their extreme. Like Mahima he has recommended
reconstruction of Kalidasa’s stanzas which are not at all
improvement but deterioration of the worst sort. Of the five flaws
shown by Mahima. Raghava has shown the two flaws
Prakramabheda and Kramabheda is most of the verses of the play
with a sense of over-fastidiousness which makes poetry itself
impossible. That is why Piirnasvarasvati in his commentary on the
first verse of the second part of the Meghadiita has rightly
observed that such trivalities as the Prakramabheda do not
detract from the eminence of the poet.

In defence of the great poets Mahima myself quotes the famous
like of the Kumarasambhava eko hi doso ...... etc. But from this
Mahima logically concludes that the fault is very much there,
though it is clean from immediate detection on account of over-
whelming excellences attached to the poetic composition.
Sometimes in a composition consisting of many sentences the breach
of order and symmetry does not at once come to light due to the dis-
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tance between words belonging to separate sentences. That we do
not easily detect the breach does not prove its non-existence. If
there is breach there is fault and it does not matter whether we see
it or not, since the causal relation between the breach and the fault
exists there as reality. Hence the breach of order and sequence.
constitutes the most comprehensive fault which lies visible or
invisible in almost all poetic compositions high or low —

tadedaduktam bhavati sarva eva bhanitiprakarah
prakramabhedasya visaya iti — V. V. page 316.
In the verse — ‘
gahautim mahisa nipanasalilam §rhgairmuhustaditam .
Chayibaddhakadambakam mygakulam romanthamabhya-
syatu /
Visrabhdam kriyatam varahatatibhirmustaksatih palvale
Visramam labhatamidam ca §ithilajyabandhama -
smaddanuh //
Abhi. 8ik. IL 6
Mahima has spotted out the poetic fault of asymmetry in relation
to Karaka and Raghava has repeated with approval the
observation of Mahima on the verse. The reconstruction of the

gloka as suggested by Mahima has been accepted with additional
points in justification of the emendation.

It is interesting to remember in this context that Vamana and
many other alamkarikas have cited this very verse as a specimen
of all the ten standard poetic excellences (guna) combined in one
and as such it has been recognised by them as a striking example of
vaidarbhiriti. But while suggesting the reconstruction -
Kurvantvastabhiyo varahatatayo mustaksatim.

Neither Mahima nor Raghava has cared to notice that the
alternate reading preferred by them sacrifices the grace of
Vaidarbha ‘diction which made Kaliddsa singularly famous.
Apart from the harsh sounds in Kurvantvastabhiyo etc, it lacks
the suggestion of confidence that is onconveyed by the word
visrabdha. Réaghava has also approvingly quoted the verse
Prthvi Sthira bhava - etc. as cited by Mahima and records his
agreement with him as regards the fault involved in it.

In the verse of Sakuntalam —

tava kusumaS$aratvam §itarasmitvamindor
dvayamxdamayathartham drSyate madvidhesy /

vigrjati hlmagarbhaxrgmmmdurmayukhalstvamapnw
kusumabanin vajrasarikarogi // ' Abhi. Sak. IIL 3.
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Mahima discovers the fault of Kramaprakramabheda (asymmetry
of order).

The verse begins with reference to the god .of love which is
consistent with the context and this is followed by reference to the
moon. In the second half the referential order is reversed the moon
comes first followed by cupid. Thus there is the fault of asymmetry
of order. Raghava at first tries to dismiss the fault as the verse
uttered by a love-born king in whom the absence of the sense of
order is permissible —

uttarardhe kramaprukramabhango virahino rajiio vacanamiti

parihartavyah
Abhi. S3k. page 88.
But at the very next moment Raghava shows lack of confidence in
his proposed defence in the face of Mahima's criticism. With this

criticism in mind he suggests reconstruction of the second half in the
following way —

tvamiha kusumabanan vajrasaran vidhatse visyjati sa ca

vahnim sitagarbhair maytikaih
Abhi. S3k. page 88.
He thinks that in this way not only defect is rectified but also a
new improvement is achieved by repeating the same word Sita in
pratinirdesa in the fourth foot as is there in uddesa in the first
foot. Such audacious suggestion of improvement upon Kalidasais
too absurdly childish to merit serious consideration. Such
readymade formulas of order and sequence may be advised 0
novices whose business is to produce some verses without producing
poetry.

Kalidasa is furtunte that in writing poetry he had no adviser
like Mahima and his disciple Raghava. Ruyyaka, however, has
came forward with a clever defence of Kalidasa. Since the love-
born condition of the king provides the context of the verse it is
quite consistent that the verse should begin with reference to the
weapon of cupid and end with the same. Such defence too is
uncalled for, since it also points to a formula which cannot give a
guideline to a great poet. We do not think that while writing this
verse Kalidasa had in his mind the clever point of defence raised
by Ruyyaka. He was too fre¢ to be bound by such trivial
sophistication. Anyway, Ruyyaka displays his capacity to realise
that this verse of Kalidasa does not suffer from the fault so

laboriously discussed by Mahima and more laboriously sought to be
rectified by Raghava.
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